NEVADA NUCLEAR WASTE TASK FORCE, INCORPORATED
Non-profit Public Advocacy

¢/o Judy Treichel
Executive Director Phone: 702-248-1127
4587 Ermine Court Fax: 702-248-1128

Las Vegas, NV 89147-5178

APPEAL FROM INITIAL FREEDOM OF INFORMATION ACT DECISION

ey 10,2012 FOIA/PAREQUE |
Case No.: O\ - g\[ﬁb BN

Via Email, Facsimile

and Federal Express Date Rec'd; Q- \D- ,\’ IS
[FOIA Pavacy Act Officer TRy ~)

U.S. Nuctear Regulatory Commission Specialist: ‘.Qﬁ)\%\vx ~ 5N
Mad Stop T-5 F11 Related Case:m‘\\“ RONE

Washingron, D.C. 20555-0001
Re: Freedom of Information Act Appeal: NRC FOLA/PA-2011-00363
Dear FOIA/PA Officer:

The purposc of this letter is to appeal a final United States Nuclear Regulatory
Commission (NRC) determination seat to me in correspondence dated January 12, 2012 by
Douna L. Sealmg, Freedom of Informaton Act and Prvacy Act Officer.

‘This “Freedom of Information Act Appeal” is being senr to you by email, facsimie,
and Federal Express. A copy of NRC’s January 12, 2012 determunation lerter is attached
hereto (as Exhibit A). The responsc letter stated that 1t was a final determination that may
be appealed within 30 days of receipt to your office. My omginal request is also attached
(Exhibit B).

Background

A Frcedom of Information Act (KOLA) request for videotapes of senior technical
staff members was sent by facsimule by the Nievada Nuclear Waste Task lforce (Task Force)
on September 26,2011, These tapes wese seferred to in a memorandum from Cathenne
Haney, Director of the Office of Nuclear Matenial Safcty and Safeguards, sent to the Nuclear
Regulatory Commissioners on §'ebruary 4, 2011 and were also noted in a statement by
Catherine Haney to thc Committee on Finergy and Commerce Subcommittee on
Lavironment and the Beconomy, House of Representatives on June 24, 2011.

An acknowledgement, dated September 27, 2011 was received by the Task Force
showing the assigned number for the request, the name of the assigned FOIA specialist —
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Deborah Dennis, and an explanarion of fees. Qver the next four months there was a sedes
of ¢-mails and unusual phone calls regarding this request, and finally a determination that
was highly unsatisfactory:. The following is a chronolugy of events:

In eady October, 2011, Ms. Dennis: notified me that the videotapes I had requested
were actually ten DVDs and [ would be required to pay $467.38 for them. She senta
Statement of Estumated Fees (Exhibit C) showing that the fee was for ten hours of search
time (the first two of which were free) and the duplication of ter DVDs. I faxed Ms. DPenuus
my credit card informanton and required dentification on the same day to cover the charge.

On Ocrober 13, 2011 Ms. Dennis notificd me by email that the program office
would like to set up a conference call 1o discuss my (the Task Force) request. A call was
arranged for Monday, October 17. Just before the call was t be held on October 17, I'was
nofificd by Ms. Denngs that she wiis horite sick and the call would bave 1o be rescheduled. A
short time later T received a-phone call from Janet Kotra, of the program office. She said
that she was calling because we had knowa each other for a long time and she wanted to
find out if they could provide transcripts instcad of the DVDs because some of the people
were uncomfortable-about the release of the-dises. She said that her interview was aboue 40
mifiutes Jong, she thought. 1 told her that I had paid for tea DVDs dnd 1 assuincd that that
represented ten interviews and that’s what I wanted. - She sad that she understood and we
agreed to talk again when the conference call occurred.

‘I'he conference call occurred on Wednesday, October 19. Speaking for the program:
office was King Stablein. He said that he wanted a clanfication of exactly what I wanted
from the videos because he wanted me to have what we waated but also to protect the
puvacy of the people being interviewed. He suggested making transenpts. I refused saying I
knew that thege were 10 1DVDs becausc the FOLA office had confirmed that and accepted
payment for them. T suid that Cathy Haney had stated that the videos were made for
knowledge capture and that was what I wanted. King replicd that he had reviewed them but
oot thoroughly and that their position was that some of the contcnt on the tapes, if it had to
be provided, would be done so in a transcaipt rather than an actual tape. Ms. Dennis
finished the call by saying that Mr. Stablein and his staff would further review the discs and
they would dctermine with the General Counsel’s-officc how the povacy ssues- would be
handled in the final tesponse to the Task Force request.

Ms. Deanis sent me an emad oo November 7, 2011 saying thart the program officc
had been instrucred w proceed with processing my request foc the DVDs cffective that day.
They still had an aggument about the privacy issue but the OGC would-have t concur. She
told me to check with her in a couple of weeks. Later that day I faxed the FOIA office and
OGC a letter recappiag what had occurred so far with the request and payment for the ten
DVDs and 1 iacluded 2 statement made just a few days catlier by NRC Chairman Jaczko
regarding the videotaped interviews and the intention 1o allow public use of them.

Throughout November and December, 2011 T sent email messages to Ms, Dennis
asking for updates on the progress on my FOIA rcquest. The teply to each request was that
the OGC was continuing to review and/or cdit the DVDs.
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On January 14, 2012 [ received the responsc package (Bxhibit A) from the FOIA
office, datcd January 12. It contained five DVDs aad Response sheets noting that
information had been withhreld from ome dist-under- Exemptiorr 5, Deliberative process:
The Denying Official was Catherine Haney. Thew were also two appendices. Appendix A
listed the names of four people intecviewed whose recotds had been released in their entirety
and Appendix B listing one interview that was releascd in part.

On January 18, 2012 I emniled Ms. Dennis and-Cathy Haney and asked why I had:
only received five DVDs after being told theme were ten and after paying for ten DVDs plus
tea houes of scatch time. And Lalso asked how many redactions had been made from the
Appendix B disc — the interview with Bret Jeslie. I explained that in order to determine 1f T
would appeal the response, 1 would need to know why the information had been redacted.
Two days later, on January 20; Ms. Dennis replicd that 1) I'would recetve a fll refund: but
she did not say why. 2) “It was determined that the information removed falls under
deliberative pavilege, and this type of information is not available through discovery during
any ongoing hitigation. This is boiler plate language from the FOIA statute and Department
of Justice guidance and is not an acknowledgement of any ongoing or pending lingation.” 3)
OGC determined that the-redacted comments by Mr. Leslic-fall under the-deliberative:
proccss, and arc therefore excmpt from disclosuce and she listed the amouat of dme that
was removed in each of three edits. No mention was made of the subject matter withheld or
what deliberation or decision was involved.

Oan- January 25; 2011 I emailed Cathy l-laney again requesting mose complete
nformation in order to detcemune the basis of an appeal if T decided 10 make one. She
replicd the samc day asking me to give her a few days to get an answer. The next day Ms.
Dennis wrote to say that there had only been five interviews, not ten and that the full refuad
was because nothing they did exceeded the $25 minimum allowed. (L'his is odd since | was
charged-and pud almost §500:) She also said that-the edits- were “deliberative process” and
that there was 0o “pending lingaton.” [ never received any further answer from Catherine
Haney. Again, [ was not told what deliberation or what decision justified any claim of
privilege concerning this “knowledge capture” interview.

Grounds.for Appeal.
The response to this FOIA is deficicnt for the following reasons:

1) Requested records were not provided: 1 tequested all videotapes refersed to by
Cathenne Haney, and later referenced by Chairman faczko, that had becn made for
knowledge caprure through interviews with depasting and other senior techaical staff
mcmbers. My inital communication from Deborah Dennis, the FOIA specialist assigned to
the Task Force request, informed me that the intervicws were contained on ten DVDs and
the costs for those was $467.38 which I paid. For more than three months following the
acknowledgement of ten DVDs I exchanged mamerous emals and hact muliple phone calls
where the existence of the ten discs was discussed and no question was cver raised about the
aumber or the cost associated with search and duplication of them. During a telcphone
conversaton with Janct Kotra on October 17 and again on an October 19, 2011 conference
call T dearly noted the number of discs and what I had paid for them. King Stablein alluded
to the fact thathe had donc a cursory (not.thorough) eview of them.noting what.had and.
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had not been discussed. There was no meaton of there being fewer thaa ten discs. Tor
more than two months following those telephone conversations, the program office and the
Office of the General Counvsel were reportedly reviewing and editing the DVDs and no onc
said that there weee only half as maay as had been reported and paid for. When the
determination/respoase finally was received an January 14, 2012 there were just the five
discs and no explanation of why I was told there were ten and charged for the duplication
and search time for ten. It was only after I inquired about the discrepancy that I wag
surprisingly told that a full refund would be made. In a subscquent email Ms. Denanis said
that there had oaly been five, not ten interviews and that the cost bad guae from $467.38 to
less than $25.00. Koowledge capture of the program office sentor techaical staff would
surely involve more than five people. 1 cannot prove what I did not receive but it certainly
appcars that all scquested records were not provided.

2) Incorrect.Assertion of FOIA Exemption 5: According to the description of
Exemption 5, ir covers records that are not avatlable through discovery during litigation.
However, whea [ asked Ms. Dennis and Ms. Haaey about this, Ms. Dennis said that there
was no pending litigation. She correctly pointed out that the Deliberative process box had
been checked as well and she-explained- that the-releasce-of the information would tend to-
inhibit the open and frank exchaage of ideas but, cven though T asked, I was not told the
topic of conversation, subject or reason for the redaction.

3) Inadequate Description: "I'he only information 1 could get from Ms. Deonis regarding
the redactions on the DV with Bret Leshie’s-interview 1s- the length of ume of each-of the
three edits. An NRC determination was made that the mformation edited was not subject to
the FOLA duc to deliberative process provilege. T was not told the topic of the deliberation
or what decision was under consideration or even that any decision was under consideration.
“T'here is no way to make a connection to the claimed privilege. Moreover, there is no
mnformanon provided upon-which you, the reviewing-authority, can judge the validity of the
claim of dchberative process prvilege.

While the clock was running toward the deadline for the filmg of this appeal,
‘Catherine Haney asked that T wait a few days so that she could get mc an answer regarding
the justificanion for the redacnons in the Leslie intsomicw. She never senta reply. Despite
repeated requests, NRC and the deaying official Catherine Haney, refused to respond to the
crtical question of:

(a) What was thc nature or subject of what was cut out of the Leshe disc;
and

(b) why was it deliberative of a dearsion;.and.

(©) what decisinn?

The information requested 1n this FOIA was knowledge capture through interviews
with senior technical staff. There is nothing prvileged about knowledge capture nor would
an interview lead to any imaginable dedision (such that disclosure would create a “chilling
cffect” on open discussion).

Conclusion

The Nevada Nuclear Waste Task Force seeks to obtain the full and complete
collection.of videotapes and.or. DVDx containing the.tatervicws of-the.departing and other.
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senior technical staff of the program office. 1f there were/are fewer than the ten that I was
told existed and that I paid for, a complete explanation should be made regarding the
months of commuanicanion, said to be about ten DVDs if 1 fact there wese only half that
number, a5 well as danfication of how the cost for the discs went from $467.38 o less than

$25.00.

All interviews must be provided with no redactions unless an excmption exists that 1
legally justified and thoroughly explained.

Swcerely,

Fxecunve Dircctor
Attachments:
Exhibit A: Determination letter — four pages

Exhibit B: Task Force onginal FOIA request — 1 page
Exhibit C: Statement of Fstimated Fees — 1 page
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NRC FORM 464 Part | U.S. NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION | FOIA/PA RESPONSE NUMBER
{¢-2011)

2011-0363 1

RESPONSE TO FREEDOM OF

INFORMATION ACT (FOIA) / PRIVACY  |response
ACT (PA) REQUEST TYPE FINAL [} PARTIAL
REQUESTER ' : DATE i
Elaine Grossman : . JAN 1% 200

PART . -- INFORMATION RELEASED

No additional agency records subject to the request have been located.

Requested records are available through another pubiic distribution program. See Comments section.

APPENDICES Agency records subject to the request that are identified in the listed appendices are already available for
public inspection and copying at the NRC Public Document Room.

APPENDICES Agency records subject to the request that are identified In the listed appendices are. being made available for
public inspection and copying at the NRC Pubtic Document Room.

Enclosed Is Information on how you may obtaln access to and the charges for copymg records located at the NRC Publvc
Document Room, 11555 Rockville Pike, Rockville, MD 20852-2738,

APPENDICES
A&B Agency records subject to the request are encxosed

Records subject to the request that cantain informatlon originated by or of interest to another Federal agency have been
referred to that agency (see commants secnon) for a dnsclosure determmatnon and d:rect rasponse lo you.

We are continuing to process your request.

See Comments.

OO0 0O O30 O0n

PART LA -- FEES
AMOUNT * D Yau will be billed by NRC for the arnount listed. D None. Minimum fee threshold not met.

$ | l D You will recelve a refund for the amount llsted. D Feos walved.

* Saa comnmenis
for details

PART i.B -- INFORMATION NOT LOCATED OR WITHHELD FROM DISCLOSURE

[:_ No agency records subject to the request have been located.

Cerlain information In the requested records is belng w»thheld from disclosure pursuant to the exemplions described in and for
the reasons stated in Part .

This determination may be a {)pealed within 30 days by writing fo the FOIA/PA Officer, U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission,
Washington, DC 20555-0001. Clearly state on the envelope dnd in the letter that it is a "FOIA/PA Appeal.”

PART I.C COMMENTS (Use atta‘ched Comments continuation page if required)

The Incoming FOIA request can be located in AD;\MS at accession number ML11270A020.

£z
W%E - ?ZEED OF JOFORFATION ADT AND PRIVACY ACT OFFICER
a.L.

i R ;;é.x"’; [ //‘5’“// e
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NRC FORM 464 Part U.S. NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION | FOIA/PA DATE

RESPONSE TO FREEDOM OF INFORMATION | 017-0363 JAN 12 201
ACT (FOIA) / PRIVACY ACT (PA) REQUEST ] |

PART ILA -- APPLICABLE EXEMPTIONS
APPENDICED Records subjsct to the request that are deseribsd In the enclosed Appendices are being withhald In their entirety or in part under the
B Exemption No.(s) of the PA andfor the FOIA as indicaled below (5 U.S.C. 552a and/or 5 U.S.C. 552(b)).

D Exemption 1: Tho withheld information {s properly classified pursuant to Exscutive Order 12858,

D Exemption 2: Tha withheld information refates solely o the internal personne| rules and practices of NRC.

D Exemption 3: The withheld Information is specifically exampted from pubiic disclosure by stalute indicated.
[] Sections 141-145 of the Alomic Energy Act, which prohibits the disclosure of Restricted Data or Formerly Restricted Data (42 U.S.C,

2161-2165). .
Section 147 of the Alomic Energy Act, which prohibits the disclosure of Unclassified Safeguards Information (42 U.S.C. 2167).

[:[ 41 0.8.C,, Section 252b, subsection (m){1), prohibits the disclosure of centractor proposals in the possession and control of an executive
agency lo any person under section §52 of Titie 5, U.8.C. (the FOIA), excapt whan Incorporaled into the contract between the agency and

the submitter of the proposal.
D Examption & The withheld informallon is a trade secret or commercial or financial information that is being withheld for the raason(s) Indicaled,

D The information is consldared to be confidential business {proprietary) information.
D The Information s considared lo be proprietary because [t concerns a licensee's or applicant’s physical protection or matetial control and
accounting program for special nuclear material pursuant to 10 CFR 2.380(d)(1).
D The informatlon was submitted by a foreign source and received in confidence pursuant to 10 CFR 2,350(d)(2).
Disclosure will harm an ldentifiable private or governmental inlerast. :
Exemption 5: The withheld information consists of nleragency or intraagency records that are not available thiough discovery during litigation.
Applicable privileges:

E] Deliberalive process: Disclosure of predecisional informatlon would tend to inhibit the open and frank exchange of ideas essential (¢ the
deliberative pracess, Where records are withheld in their entiraty, the facts are inexiricably inlertwined with the predecisional information.

Thare also are no reasonably segregable factual portions because the releasa of the facts would permit an indirect inquiry Into the
predecisional process of the agency. :

D Attorney work-product privilege. (Documents prepared by an attorney in contemplation of litigation)

D Alterney-client privilege, (Confidential communications betwsan an attorney and his/her cllent)

D Exemption 6; The withheld information is exsmplad from public disclosure because its disclosure would result in a clearly unwarrantad
invasion of personail privacy.
D Exemption 72 ;H;e wilréheld Information consists of records compiled for law enforcement purposes and is being withheld for the reason(s)
ndicaled,

D (A) Disclosura could reasonably be expecled lo interfers wlth an enforcemsnt proceeding (e.g.. it would reveal the scope, direclion, and
focus of enforcement efforts, and thus could possibly allow recipients to take acllon to shieid potential wrong deing or a vislation of NRC
raquiraments fram investigators).

E] {C) Disclosure could constitute an unwarranted invaslon of personal privacy,

D {D) The information corisists of names of individuals and other information the disclosure of which could reasonably be expecled to reveal
identllies of confidential sources.

E] (E) Disclosure would reveal techniques and procedures for law enforcement investigations or prosecutions, or guidelines that could
reasonably be expected to risk circumvention of the faw. ‘

D {F) Disclosure could reasonably be expecied to endanger the life or physical safety of an individual.
D OTHER (Specify)

"PART II.B -- DENYING OFFICIALS

Pursuant to 10 CFR 9.25(q} 9.25(h), and/or 8.65(b} of the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission regulations, it has been determined
that the information withheld is exempt from production or disclosure, and that its production or disclosure is cont%lo the public
interest. The person responsible for the denlal are those officials ldentified below as denying officials and the FOIAPA Officer for any

denials that may be appealed to the Exscutive Director for Operations {(EDQ).

APPELLATE OFFICIAL
' DENYING OFFICIAL TITLE/OFFICE | RECORDS DENIED £50 | sEcY iG
Catherine Haney Dircctor, Office of Nuclear Material Safety See Appendix B O O

and Safeguards : O oy
O O d

Appeal must be made in writing within 30 days of receipt of this response. Appeals should be mailed to the FOIA/Privacy Act Officer,
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission, Washington, DC 20555-0001, for action by the appropriate appellate officlal(s). You should
clearly stale on the enveloge and lefter that it is a "FO!A/PA Appeal.”

NRC FORM 484 Part i {4-2011) il o (;i,lﬁ-d,:”‘ //"/ _%./ /-
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Re: FOIA/PA-2011-0363

APPENDIX A .
RECORDS BEING RELEASED IN THEIR ENTIRETY

NO. DATE DESCRIPTION/ (PAGE COUNT)
1. Various High Level Waste Knowledge Management Videos of
a. Phil Justus
b. Janet Kotra
c. Tim McCartin

d. Eugene Peters

Adeseod | /,4v/ 2
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Re: FOIA/PA-2011-0363

APPENDIX B
RECORDS BEING RELEASED IN-PART

NO. DATE DESCRIPTION/ (PAGE COUNT)

1. 1/5/10 High Level Waste Knowledge Transfer Interview of
Bret Leslie, Ex. 5

'/@/G_W.-J/ 1//4/;,
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NEVADA NUCLEAR WASTE TASK FORCE, INCORPORATED
Non-profit Public Advocacy

¢/o Judy Treichel
Executive Director Phone: 702-248-1127

4587 Emine Court Fax: 702-248-1128
Las Vegas, NV 88147-5178

September 26, 2011

VIA FACSIMILE

FOIA/Privacy Act Officer

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Mail Stop T-5 F11

Washington, D.C. 20555-0001

Re: Freedom of Thfprmation Act — Request for Videotapes of Senior Technical
Staff Members

To Whom It May Concem:

On February 4, 2011, NMSS Director Catherine Haney wrote & Memorandum to all five Nuclear
Regulatory Commission Commissioners. A copy of her Memorandum is attached to this request. On page
2 of her Memorandum, Ms. Haney states that “Depanting and other senior technical staff members were
interviewed on videotape for knowledge capture and as a future training resource,”

Pursuant to the Freedom of Information Act (“FOLA”), 55 U.S.C. 552, the undersigned requests
copies of the following:

Any and all interviews on videotape of departing and other senior
technical staff members as referred to in Ms. Haney’s February 4, 2011
Memorandum.

This request is made on behalf ofthe Nevada Nuclear Waste Task Force, a non-profit public
advocacy organization. K

, The requesting party is willing to pay up to a total amount of $1,000 for search time and vidcotape
copying costs without the necessity for further approval. The requesting party has specifically made this
request as narrow as possible in order to facilitaie expeditious response by NRC.

Thank you for your prompt attention o this request. If you have any questions, please contact me
at 702,248.1127.

R

Sincerely,

Executive Director
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NRC FORM 509 U.S. NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION | REQUEST NUMBER
1200 ey, APPROVED BY OMB: 3150-0043
& %, EXPIRES: 113012011 | FOIA/PA - 2011-0363
g% ; STATEMENT OF ESTIMATED FEES FOR a
“n,.¢ FREEDOM OF INFORMATION ACT (FOIA) REQUEST 10/05/2011
J REQUESTER NRC CONTACT TELEPHONE
Judy Treichel Deborah Dennis 301-415-5704

Pursuant to the NRC's regulations, 10 CFR 9.40, 52 FR 49350, the NRC notifies a requester when astimated applicable fees exceed
$25.00 or a limii stated in an FOIA request. The estimated fees for processing your FOIA request are noted below. [f you wish to
re-scope your requast to reduce fees, you may telephona the NRC contact identified above to discuss re-scoping the raquest,
Otherwise, plaase provide a written response on required action noted below. If the NRC does not receive notice from you on
re-scoping your request or the required written response within 10 working days from the date of this nolice, the NRCwill presume
that you have no further interest In NRC processing your reques! and will close the file on your requesl.

‘_ } _ ESTIMATED FEES
SEARCH : $ 450.88 (10 hrs -2 Free =8 hrs @ $56.36)
REVIEW s B
DUPLICATION - s $ 16.50 (10 DYDs @ $1.65 ¢a).
TOTAL s 467.38 Co o

* Duplication estimate is based on the assumption that you want copies of disclosed records mailed directly to you.
Please specify papsrcopy or a CD-Rom. lf you choose a CD-Rom, the cost will be the cost of the CD-Rom to the NRC.
¥ you prefer, the NRC will make disclosed records available, if appropriate, af the NRC Electronic Reading Room
accessible from NRC's web site at http://www.nrc.gov/reading-rm.html. Please note your preference in the Response
section beiow. ‘ K B o

[ 7] Please note the comments provided on the attached NRC Form 509A,

|__ Your request for a waiver or reduction of fees does not provide sufficient information under 10 CFR 9.41 for the
NRC to make a determination to waive or reduce fees. If you want the NRC to conslder this matter further, please
submit a writen request pursuant to-10 CFR 9.41 within 10 working days from the receipt of this notice.

REQUIRED ACTION

| Please agree by signing below to pay fees as high as estimated by signing and dating the Response section of
this form and returning the form to the NRC contact identified above at the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission,
Washington, DC, 20555-0001, or by fax to (301) 415-5130, within 10 working days from the date of this notice.

\J] Please provide an advance payment of the estimated fees by one of the methods described on the attached NRC
Form 509A within 10 working days from the date of this notice. "Any overpaymant of fees will be refunded to you.

SIGNATURE - FOIAPA SPECIALIST

RESPONSE

As required above, | agree to pay fses as high as estimated. | agree to pay eslirnated search fees even if the NRC
conducts an unsuccessful search for responsive records or determines records located are exempt from disclosure. |

prefer ihat copies of disclosed racords be provided as stated below:

X Mailed directly to me. _ || Placed in the NRC Electronic Reading Room.

() Paper copy | |

[} CD-Rom
SIGRATyREY FOINPA REQUESTER DATE

jﬁ,&f /0/95'/}&//
NRC FORM 509 (1 Ecumatod burden per response (o comply with thia mendataty calloction requoal: 8 minulos, This form is used (o nolify & requester of the amount of e
PRINTEDON RE&YCL PAPER cziimaled fows and i sbiala the roquealers agreomans i pay.tha faes, Send commonta regarding burden sstimate 1o Xve Records ond FOIAPtivacy
Servicen Branch {T<6 F53), U.5. Nucleor Raguialory Connmisgion, Washinglon, OC 205550001, of by inlomet o-m3il lo infoceliacis. rosource@nce.gov,

and 1o the Deak Officor, Office of Information and Regutaiory Alfairs, NEOB-10202, {3150-0043), Office of Mansgomonl and Duggat, Washingion, oC
20500 i 8 meany usod lo impese on informals llogtion does not gaplay 8 currantly vahid OMB corrol number, the HRC may noi condust o spoNsor

and @ porson Is nal tequired 10 respond 1, Wie information coliection,
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NEVADA NUCLEAR WASTE TASK FORCE, INCORPORATED

c/o Judy Trelchel, Non-profit/Public Advocac
Executive Director E-mall: H
4587 Ermine Court Phone: 702-248-1127

Las Vegas, NV 89147-5178 Fax; 702-248-1128

Fax Transmittal

Date: ML,_&
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