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TO MEMORANDUM AND ORDER DATED AUGUST 25, 2009
(CONCERNING FURTHER PREHEARING CONFERENCE)

On August 25, 2009, Construction Authorization Board-04 ("Board") issued a
Memorandum and Order concerning the prehearing conference scheduled for September 14-15,
2009 ("Memorandum and Order"). The Memorandum and Order directed the parties in this
proceeding to consult and seek agreement on responses to 23 questions and to file a very brief
summary where their answers are in agreement on or before September 10, 2009. This Response
was prepared by the State of Nevada and incorporates input from most of the other Parties to this

proceeding (hereinafter referred to as the Joining Parties); however, each Party reserves the right



to file separate responses on issues on which they differ or to address the Board on these matters

at the scheduled hearing.

1. In light of the NRC Staff’s plans to issue the SER serially and associated scheduling
uncertainties, will it be appropriate to proceed with adjudication of contentions on
multiple tracks: that is, for the parities to conduct discovery on certain related
groups of contentions while simultaneously participating in hearings on other
related groups of contentions that are ready for adjudication?

The Joining Parties acknowledge that many of the environmental contentions are now
ripe for discovery and in some instances may be ready for adjudication without discovery. In
addition, the Joining Parties acknowledge that, for the reasons set forth below, discovery for
safety contentions associated with SER Volumes 1 and 3 could begin now. Furthermore, the
Joining Parties believe that at least the legal contentions associated with SER Volumes 1 and 3
could be briefed for resolution by the Board early next year. Any residual factual and opinion
issues associated with those legal contentions would then be ripe for discovery. If such an
approach is followed, the adjudication of these contentions would proceed on multiple tracks and
would result in discovery for some safety contentions while simultaneously hearings on many
environmental contentions were ongoing.

In a separate pleading that may be filed by DOE on Friday, September 11, 2009, with
some of the Parties supporting and other Parties not supporting, a schedule regarding the briefing
of legal contentions will be offered to the Board for consideration. Regardless of whether such a
filing is made or which Parties concur in the filing, counsel for all Parties will be available
during the hearing scheduled for September 14-15, 2009 to discuss a schedule for identifying the

legal contentions and their underlying legal questions, and any other associated logistical and

procedural issues. Accordingly, the remainder of the responses to the Board’s questions



addresses the nature and timing of discovery and hearings for safety, miscellaneous and
environmental contentions.

All Joining Parties agree that discovery for any contention (safety, miscellaneous, or
environmental) that is associated in any manner with SER Volumes 1 and 3 could begin now,
with discovery occurring over the next year. 10 C.F.R. Part 2 clearly anticipates that discovery
on all contentions will commence shortly after the issuance of the First Prehearing Conference
Order (which occurred on May 11, 2009) even though the NRC Staff’s SER was not scheduled
to be issued for over 11 months (using the times identified in Appendix D to Part 2, the SER was
to be issued in April 2010). In light of the NRC Staff’s new plan to serially issue the SER, with
Volume 1 to be issued in March 2010 and Volume 3 to be issued in September 2010, it appears
reasonable to begin discovery on contentions associated with SER Volumes 1 and 3 in October
2009, expand it to include discovery against the NRC Staff when the respective SER Volume is
issued, and then close discovery two months after SER Volume 3 is issued, or circa November
2010. (The schedule in Appendix D would close discovery 2 months after the NRC Staff was
scheduled to issue its SER.) The 13-month discovery window is needed to allow ample time to
conduct discovery on the more than half of the contentions in this proceeding that address the
most complex issues involving DOE’s License Application (namely, post-closure issues) whose
resolution will likely be dispositive of the project. Hearings would begin approximately 4
months after the close of discovery (see 10 C.F.R. Part 2, App. D), circa March 2011, and last
approximately 3 months (ending circa June 2011) or as long as the Board deems appropriate
given the number of issues involved and their complexity. Findings of fact and conclusions of

law would be filed 30-45 days after the hearing ends.



All Joining Parties also agree that discovery for any contention (safety, miscellaneous or
environmental) that is associated with SER Volumes 2, 4 and 5 would begin immediately after
the findings of fact are submitted following the close of the hearing on contentions associated
with SER Volumes 1 and 3. Included within this second group of safety contentions to be
adjudicated would be:

o all the contentions associated with SER Volume 2 (i.e., 23 contentions using the response
of the State of Nevada to the Board’s Order of July, 2009, or 41 contentions using the

DOE response);

e all the contentions associated with SER Volume 4 (i.e., 22 contentions using the response
of the State of Nevada to the Board’s Order of July 19, 2009, or 28 contentions using the

DOE response); and

e the single contention associated with SER Volume 5 (i.e., NEV-MISC-003).
If the schedule set forth above with regard to contentions associated with SER Volumes 1 and 3
were to be maintained, this means that discovery for contentions associated with SER Volumes
2,4 and 5 would begin in August 2011 (i.e., following the submittal of findings of fact after the
hearing on post-closure issues). Since the complexity of the pre-closure safety issues is not as
demanding as the post-closure issues, the Joining Parties recommend a 6-month discovery
window that would close in January 2012. The Joining Parties further propose that 2 months be
allowed to prepare for hearing and that a 2-month hearing begin in April and end in June 2012.
Findings of fact would be submitted 30-45 days later in July 2012.

The Parties were unable to reach agreement on when to conduct discovery and schedule a

hearing for those environmental contentions that are not associated with any SER volume (i.e.,



"pure" environmental contentions). For reasons that will be articulated in greater detail at the

upcoming hearing, three options have been suggested:

OPTION 1: Commence discovery for pure environmental contentions now (i.e., at the
same time discovery begins for the post-closure issues involving SER Volumes 1 and 3),
and complete discovery and conduct a hearing sometime in the middle of 2010. For
those environmental contentions affected by DOE’s recent decision not to prepare a
Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement, completion of discovery against NRC
and commencement of the hearing may need to be postponed. This option is supported
by Four Counties, Nye County, Lincoln County, and White Pine County.

OPTION 2: Commence discovery and conduct a hearing for pure environmental
contentions as part of the discovery process and hearing schedule identified above for
pre-closure issues involving SER Volumes 2, 4 and 5. In the anticipation that there may
be circumstances in which discovery in advance of this proposed schedule may be
essential to preserve evidence, the Board should authorize depositions to preserve
testimony on a proper showing. Within 40 days of the NRC Staff’s decision on how it
will respond to DOE’s recent decision not to prepare a Supplemental Environmental
Impact Statement to address groundwater issues, a schedule for the litigation of any
related (or new) environmental contentions would be proffered; however, it is anticipated
that the adjudication will be consistent with the discovery process and hearing schedule
for contentions associated with SER Volumes 1 and 3. This option is supported by DOE,
the State of Nevada, the State of California, Clark County, JTS, NCAC, and County of
Inyo.

OPTION 2A: The NRC Staff intends to propose an additional option in a separate filing.



The Nuclear Energy Institute may be filing separately to express its views on these
options.

2. It appears that most or all parties wish to conduct some form of further discovery
before adjudication of any factual NEPA contentions. Specifically, what discovery
will be required and how long should it take?

The Joining Parties agree that discovery is required before the adjudication of some of the
NEPA contentions. The Joining Parties anticipate that discovery will take the form of deposition
testimony of both factual and expert witnesses, preceded by the production of documents
pursuant to 10 C.F.R. §§ 2.1018 and 2.1019, as well as responses to requests for admission. As
discussed in the response to Question 1 above, for those NEPA contentions associated with SER
Volumes 1 and 3, discovery would begin in October 2009 and complete in November 2010, and
for those NEPA contentions associated with SER Volumes 2, 4 and 5, discovery would begin in
August 2011 and complete in January 2012. Note, however, that the timing of discovery for
NEPA contentions that are not associated with any SER volume would depend on how the Board
resolves the Parties’ differences regarding pure environmental contentions presented in the three
options articulated in the response to Question 1 above.

3. Given the parties' apparent belief that further discovery is necessary before any
factual contention can be adjudicated, what is the earliest date on which the parties
agree that at least some factual contentions can be ready for adjudication?

The original schedule for this proceeding set forth in 10 C.F.R. Part 2, App. D anticipated
that a period of approximately 4 months would be needed between the times that discovery
completes and the hearing begins. Based upon the responses provided to Questions 1 and 2
above, the Joining Parties believe that a hearing on contentions associated with SER Volumes 1

and 3 could begin in March 2011. The hearing on contentions associated with SER Volumes 2,

4 and 5 could begin in April 2012. The timing of the hearing on pure environmental contentions



would depend on how the Board resolves the Parties’ differences presented in the three options

articulated in the response to Question 1 above.

4. In light of the NRC Staff’s plans to issue the SER serially and associated scheduling
uncertainties, should limits on the total number of depositions be imposed by a Case
Management Order at this time?

The Parties originally proposed limiting the number of depositions in this proceeding in
two manners. First, any witness (expert or other) produced by any party would be produced only
once. See Joint Proposed Discovery Schedule at 11. A modification to this proposal is
addressed in greater detail in the responses to Questions 8 and 9 below. Second, for "Other
Witnesses" (i.e., those witnesses (expert or other) that were not identified initially by a party as
"Party Witnesses" offering testimony in support of or in response to the claims set forth in each
contention) the Parties conditionally proposed to limit the number of witnesses, which would
have the effect of limiting the number of depositions. Specifically, it was proposed that all
parties in this proceeding would be limited to 5 such witnesses with the exceptions that the State
of Nevada and DOE would be limited to 20 such witnesses (id., at 6) and the NRC Staff would
be limited only by 10 C.F.R. § 2.790 (id. at 6-7).

The witness limitations presented in the Joint Proposed Discovery Schedule were
proposed conditionally because the Parties also proposed that FRCP 30(b)(6) depositions be
permitted in this proceeding. Id. at 17. The Board has decided not to allow such "subject matter
depositions ... [u]nless the parties consent." Memorandum and Order at 3.

Therefore, the Joining Parties hereby withdraw the proposed limits on the number of
"Other Witnesses" and the associated limit on the number of depositions. DOE and the State of
California do not agree with this change in position for reasons that will be articulated in a

separate pleading or at the hearing. Thus, in short, the response to the question asked is no —



limits on the total number of depositions should not be imposed by the Board in a Case

Management Order at this time. Such an approach appears consistent with this Board’s general

philosophy governing discovery, which "expects that counsel will continue to conduct

themselves professionally throughout this proceeding, and refrain from inappropriate behavior

...." Memorandum and Order at 3. Such an approach is also consistent with 10 C.F.R. § 2.1019,

which does not limit depositions, particularly in a proceeding of this magnitude.

5. If so, what should such limits be?

As discussed in the response to Question 4 above, the Joining Parties are not suggesting
any limits on the total number of depositions in this proceeding at this time.

6. Given that discovery will now likely take place over several years, rather than in less
than one year, are the limitations in the Joint Proposed Discovery Schedule on the
timing of depositions (e.g., no more than three depositions per week, at least one
"off-week'' per month) now acceptable to all parties?

The Parties first proposed limits on the timing of depositions in the Proposed Joint
Discovery Schedule (at 10-12) specifically because the entire discovery process for all
contentions had to be completed in one year and absent any limitations counsel for the Parties
would have to devote substantially all of their time to nothing but depositions in this proceeding.
Although the time for the adjudication of some of the contentions has been extended based upon
the recent NRC Staff decision to issue the SER serially (and beyond the time specified in 10
C.F.R. Part 2, App. D), the fact remains that discovery for the vast majority of the safety
contentions (i.e., those dealing with post-closure issues and associated with SER Volume 3) will
occur within the next year as discussed in the response to Question 1 above. Therefore, the

Joining Parties continue to believe that the limitations on the timing of depositions presented in

the Proposed Joint Discovery Schedule are still warranted with one exception — presenting a



witness only once for a deposition (see the discussion in the responses to Questions 8 and 9

below).

7. If not, what limits do the parties now propose?

As discussed in the response to Question 6 above, the Joining Parties continue to believe
that the limits on the timing of depositions articulated in the Proposed Joint Discovery Schedule
are still warranted with one exception — presenting a witness only once for a deposition as
discussed in the responses to Questions 8 and 9 below. The Joining Parties also agreed that in no
case should two or more witnesses for the same party be deposed at the same time.

8. In light of the NRC Staff’s plans to issue the SER serially and associated scheduling
uncertainties, would it still be reasonable for the Case Management Order to specify
that each witness shall be presented for deposition only once?

The Parties initially proposed that witnesses be presented for deposition only once in
light of the fact that discovery for all contentions had to be completed within a period of
approximately one year. See Joint Proposed Discovery Schedule at 10-12. The NRC Staff
recently announced that it will issue the SER serially. If a witness is required to present, for
example, testimony on post-closure contentions associated with SER Volume 3 as well as
testimony on pre-closure contentions associated with SER Volume 2, then a single-deposition
limitation may result in the witness’ testimony "going stale" if all the matters addressed in the
deposition are not fully adjudicated until some significant time later. Accordingly, the Joining
Parties hereby withdraw their request to limit a witness to a single deposition if that witness is
required to provide testimony on contentions associated with SER Volumes 1 and 3 and on
contentions associated with SER Volumes 2, 4 and 5. The same scenario could exist if a witness
testifies on environmental contentions related to a particular SER volume and "pure"

environmental contentions. In those situations, a second deposition of the same witness could
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occur; however, questioning in the second deposition could not revisit subject matter on which

the witness was already deposed absent a showing of new information.

0. Rather, in negotiating a deposition schedule, should the parties accord a high
priority to avoiding multiple depositions of the same witness, while recognizing that
some witnesses may have to be deposed more than once if their testimony pertains to
more than one group of contentions set for hearing?

The Joining Parties agree with the Board’s characterization of the process associated with
scheduling depositions of witnesses whose testimony pertains to more than one group of

contentions as noted in the response to Question 8 above.

10.  If not, what guidance regarding multiple depositions of the same witness should be
included in a Case Management Order?

The Joining Parties agree with the guidance from the Board regarding multiple
depositions of the same witness as articulated in Question 9 above and in the response to
Question 8 above; and therefore, the Joining Parties are not suggesting any other guidance be
included in a Case Management Order.

11. Consistent with 10 C.F.R. § 2.1018(a)(1)(vi), the Joint Proposed Discovery Schedule
provides that the parties’ identification of an expert witness should include, at a
minimum, the "subject matter' and contentions that the expert will address. In
contrast, Rule 26(a)(2)(B) of the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure requires a more
detailed explanation of an expert’s proposed testimony, including "a complete
statement of all opinions the witness will express and the basis and reasons for
them," as well as specification of the "data or other information considered by the
witness in forming them." Would depositions be more useful and efficient if the
parties were to agree upon a disclosure similar to Rule 26(a)(2)(B) requirements for
expert witnesses in this proceeding?

As the Board is aware, for each contention submitted in this proceeding the Intervenors’
expert witnesses have set forth in detail their opinions and the basis and reasons for them, and
have identified with specificity the specific documents and other data or information upon which

the expert relied in forming their opinions. Providing an "expert report" of the type

contemplated in FRCP 26(a)(2)(B) is therefore not necessary, would be duplicative of that
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information which has already been provided, and thus would result in an unnecessary
expenditure of the Intervenors’ resources and the witnesses’ time. Expert reports are generally
required in federal litigation specifically because the complaint does not contain the type of
detail present in the intervention petitions filed by the Parties in this proceeding.

The NRC Staff believes that the opinions contained in its SER and DOE’s Safety
Analysis Report ("SAR") are sufficient, and therefore NRC Staff does not believe that expert
reports are needed DOE believes that requiring expert reports is an enormous effort that could
not be done until the end of discovery in any event. NRC Staff and DOE may be filing a
separate statement to further articulate their positions with regard to expert reports.

The Joining Intervenors do not believe that mere reliance on what was presented in the
License Application and the SAR or the SER is an effective substitute for the opinions of an
expert directed at specific contentions because the supporting opinions of the Joining
Intervenors’ experts are often more focused and precise than what is contained in DOE’s License
Application and SAR, and there is no way of knowing, in advance, whether the NRC Staff’s
SER will provide sufficient focus and detail. In addition, the Joining Intervenors believe that, if
required by the Board, some sort of expert report can be provided at the outset of discovery with
a minimum degree of effort.

Accordingly, the Joining Intervenors are willing to provide more detail than merely an
identification of the subject matter and contentions on which their experts will offer testimony as
discussed in the responses to Questions 12 and 13 below. Any such information, however,

should be provided by all Parties to this proceeding, including DOE and the NRC Staff.
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12. Can the parties agree upon voluntary disclosure of the proposed content of expert
witness testimony, similar to that required by Rule 26(a)(2)(B)?

For each expert witness that each Joining Intervenor will use in this proceeding to
provide testimony at a hearing on one or more of the admitted contentions then subject to
discovery (e.g., the post-closure contentions in the first year), the Joining Intervenors are willing
to voluntarily provide a statement by their expert witnesses that discloses the following
information:

(a) the experts’ opinions to be rendered in this proceeding and the basis or reasons for
those opinions, which in part or whole can incorporate by reference statements
made in specific contentions;

(b) the documents, data or information to be relied upon by the experts in forming
their opinions, which in part or whole can incorporate by reference specific
documents, data or other information cited in specific contentions; and

(©) an update to the foregoing (if appropriate or necessary) to address any new or
different information that has come to light since the Intervenors’ experts filed
their affidavits in support of the Parties’ contentions, which could include but not
necessarily be limited to requests for additional information ("RAIs") issued by
the NRC Staff to DOE and DOE’s responses to those RAls, again any such new
or different information can be incorporated by reference in part or whole.

Such statements may appear on a single sheet of paper in the form of cross-references. The
Joining Intervenors are willing to voluntarily provide those statements within 30 days of the
identification of their expert witnesses then subject to discovery, conditioned of course on a
Board decision agreeing to serial discovery. The Joining Intervenors again note, however, that
production of the foregoing information, and the schedule for production, is specifically
conditioned upon a requirement from the Board that DOE and the NRC Staff produce (on the
same schedule) similar documents with similar disclosures, which can in part or whole reference

statements, documents, data or other information identified in the SAR or the SER, respectively.

DOE and the NRC Staff will be filing a separate pleading to address their position in this regard.
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13. If not, is there any such disclosure — more specific than expected "subject matter"
and "contentions' — upon which the parties can agree?

See the response to Question 12 above.

14. It appears that Intervenors would like to depose all the Applicant’s witnesses before
depositions of any of their own witnesses, and that the Applicant would like to
depose all the Intervenors’ witnesses before depositions of any of the Applicant’s
witnesses. In light of the NRC Staff’s plans to issue the SER serially and associated
scheduling uncertainties, can the parties now agree upon a plan for sequencing
depositions?

The Intervenors requested the opportunity to examine DOE’s witnesses before DOE
examines the Intervenors’ witnesses for the principal reason that, to date, DOE has not identified
expert witnesses and DOE has not presented expert opinions (or cited documents, data and
information upon which those opinions would be based) with regard to any of the admitted
contentions. See Joint Proposed Discovery Schedule at 3 and 12-13. To the degree that DOE is
willing to provide the Joining Intervenors with the information identified in the response to
Question 12 above, the Joining Intervenors are willing to discuss the sequencing of depositions
in a manner other than originally proposed. In that regard, the Joining Parties are aware that 10
C.F.R. § 2.1018(d) specifies that "discovery may be used in any sequence," however, unless and
until DOE provides at least some indication of what its experts’ opinions will be, Joining
Intervenors’ experts will likely caveat their opinions to permit their supplementation after DOE
makes its disclosures.

15.  Would voluntary disclosure of more detailed information concerning proposed
expert witness testimony, of the sort described above, assist the parties in agreeing

upon the sequence of depositions?

See the response to Question 14 above.
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16. In light of the NRC Staff’s plans to issue the SER serially and associated scheduling
uncertainties, should limits on the total number of requests for admissions be
imposed by a Case Management Order at this time?

The Joining Parties continue to believe that limits should be placed on the total number of
requests for admission by Case Management Order consistent with those proposed previously.
See Joint Proposed Discovery Schedule at 17.

17. If so, what should such limits be?

See the response to Question 16 above.

18. Applicable regulations expressly contemplate " [i]nformal requests for information"
and specify that the Board should authorize formal interrogatories or depositions
upon written questions only "in the event that the parties are unable, after informal
good faith efforts, to resolve a dispute in a timely fashion concerning the production
of information." The Board does not wish to decide numerous motions for
permission to obtain information that should have been made available voluntarily.
Is any mechanism required to discourage the need to resort to such motions.

To date the Joining Parties are generally satisfied that information that should be
produced informally has been produced when requested and in a timely fashion. For example,
where the LSN identifies documents by bibliographic header only or when a reference to
undisclosed data appears within a disclosed document, a request has been made for the full
document or data, and the information has been produced. The Joining Parties believe that
similar good faith requests for the production of information will be made in the future and
timely production will occur. Accordingly, unless circumstances prove different the Joining
Parties do not anticipate filing motions with the Board for formal interrogatories or depositions
upon written questions even though such form of discovery is permitted under 10 C.F.R. §
2.1018(a)(2). Given this regulatory prohibition on written interrogatories without leave of the

Board and the Joining Parties commitment to good faith negotiations regarding informal requests

for information, the number of motions for interrogatories, if any, should be small. The Joint
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Proposed Discovery Schedule (at 20) merely reiterated the requirements contained in Section
2.1018(a)(2) and asked that requests for interrogatories be heard by a Discovery Master.
Therefore, the Joining Parties believe that no other mechanism need be articulated to discourage
the need to resort to such motions.

19. Is so, what should the mechanism be?

See the response to Question 18 above.

20. In light of the NRC Staff’s plans to issue the SER serially and associated scheduling
uncertainties, are there provisions in the Joint Proposed Discovery Schedule (other
than provisions referenced above) that one or more parties previously supported
but no longer support?

Contrary to the request in the Joint Proposed Discovery Schedule (at 2), but consistent
with the responses to Questions 1 and 2 above, the Joining Parties now request that discovery
commence for contentions associated with SER Volumes 1 and 3 as soon as possible and in any
event no later than October 1, 2009. The Joining Parties further request that discovery
commence for contentions associated with SER Volumes 2, 4, and 5 on August 1, 2011.
Discovery would commence for pure environmental contentions depending on how the Board
resolves the Parties’ disagreements as presented in the three options articulated at the end of the
response to Question 1 above.

The Joint Proposed Discovery Schedule (at 4 and 5) stated that the Parties would identify
their expert and other witnesses that will provide hearing testimony within 10 days of the start of
discovery as specified in the Case Management Order, and any other witnesses they intend to
depose within 30 days of the start of discovery. Since the NRC Staff has decided to issue the
SER serial and consistent with the responses to Questions 1 and 2 above, the Joining Parties now

request that all Parties to this proceeding (with the exception of the NRC Staff) identify (a) the

witnesses that will offer testimony at the hearing in support or defense of the contentions then
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being adjudicated within 10 days of the date when discovery commences for those contentions

then being adjudicated, and (b) witnesses other than its own witnesses, third party witnesses and

known opposing witnesses whose deposition will be taken for those contentions then being
adjudicated within 30 days of the date when discovery commences for those contentions then
being adjudicated. In other words, the timing for the identification of witnesses is tied to the

particular contentions then being adjudicated (i.e., contentions associated with SER Volumes 1

and 3, contentions associated with SER Volumes 2, 4 and 5, and pure environmental

contentions).

There are no other provisions in the Joint Proposed Discovery Schedule that need to be
revised based upon either the NRC Staff’s plans to serially issue the SER or the responses to the
questions posed by the Board in its Memorandum and Order of August 25, 2009.

21. If so, what are such provisions?

See the response to Question 20 above.

22. In light of the NRC Staff’s plans to issue the SER serially and associated scheduling
uncertainties, are there additional provisions (not suggested above) that the parties
wish to propose for inclusion in a Case Management Order?

The Joining Parties have prepared the following table to help the Board visualize the

responses to Questions 1, 2 and 3 above. The inclusion of information similar to that which is

presented in this table may be useful in a Case Management Order.
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SER Start of End of Start of | End of | Findings | CAB
Issuance | Discovery | Discovery | Hearing | Hearing | of Fact | Decision
30-45
Sept. days @ Oct.
SER Vol. 3 2010 10/1/2009 | 11/30/2010 ] 2/21/2011 | 6/3/2011 hearing 2011
ends
SER Vol. 1 March Same as Same as Same as | Same as | Same as | Same as
’ 2010 Vol. 3 Vol. 3 Vol. 3 Vol. 3 Vol. 3 Vol. 3
8/1/2011 1/31/2012 | 4/2/2012 | 6/1/2012
30-45
or 10 days or 6 or2 or 2 days
Oct. @ findings months months months Sept.
SER Vol. 2 2011 of fact for after after after aft§r 2012
. : . . hearing
hearing on | discovery | discovery | hearing ends
SER Vol. 3 starts ends starts
Dec. Same as Same as Same as | Same as | Same as | Same as
SERVol.4 1 55 Vol. 2 Vol.2 | voL2 | voL2 | vor2 | Vol 2
Feb. Same as Same as Same as | Same as | Same as | Same as
SERVoL.5 | 512 Vol. 2 vol.2 | voL2 | voL2 | voL2 | Vol.2
Pure NEPA L) TBD TBD TBD TBD TBD TBD
Issues
Legal Various TBD TBD TBD TBD TBD TBD
Contentions

23. If so, what are such provisions?

See the response to Question 22 above.
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Egan, Fitzpatrick, Malsch & Lawrence, PLLC
12500 San Pedro Avenue, Suite 555
San Antonio, TX 78216

Tel: 210.496.5001

Fax: 210.496.5011
cfitzpatrick@nuclearlawyer.com
mmalsch@nuclearlawyer.com
jlawrence(@nuclearlawyer.com

*Special Deputy Attorneys General
Dated: September 10, 2009



UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

Atomic Safety and Licensing Board

In the Matter of )
)

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY ) Docket No. 63-001-HLW
)

(High Level Waste Repository) ) September 10, 2009

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I hereby certify that the foregoing Response of the State of Nevada to Memorandum and
Order Dated August 25, 2009 (Concerning Further Prehearing Conference) has been served upon
the following persons by the Electronic Information Exchange:

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission CAB 03

Atomic Safety and Licensing Board Panel Paul S. Ryerson, Chair
Mail Stop - T-3 F23 Administrative Judge
Washington, DC 20555-0001 E-mail: psrl@nrc.gov

CAB 01

William J. Froehlich, Chair
Administrative Judge
E-mail: wifl@nrc.gov
Thomas S. Moore
Administrative Judge
E-mail: tsm2@nrc.gov
Richard E. Wardwell
Administrative Judge

E-mail: rew@nrc.gov

CAB 02

Michael M. Gibson, Chair
Administrative Judge
E-mail: mmg3@nrc.gov
Alan S. Rosenthal
Administrative Judge
E-mail: axr@nrc.gov
Nicholas G. Trikouros
Administrative Judge
E-mail: NGT@NRC.GOV

Michael C. Farrar
Administrative Judge
E-mail: mcf@nre.gov
Mark O. Barnett
Administrative Judge
E-mail: mobl@nrc.gov
mark.barnett@nrc.gov

CAB 04

Thomas S. Moore, Chair
Administrative Judge
E-mail: tsm2@nrc.gov
Paul S. Ryerson
Administrative Judge
E-mail: psrl@nrc.gov
Richard E. Wardwell
Administrative Judge

E-mail: rew@nrc.gov

Anthony C. Eitreim, Esq., Chief Counsel

Email: acel@nrc.gov
Daniel J. Graser, LSN Administrator

Email: djg2@nrc.gov

Lauren Bregman

Email: Irbl@nrc.gov



Sara Culler

Email: sara.culler@nrc.gov
Joseph Deucher

Email: jhd@nrc.gov

Patricia Harich

Email: patricia.harich@nrc.gov
Zachary Kahn

Email: zxkl@nrec.gov

Erica LaPlante

Email: eall @nrc.gov

Matthew Rotman

Email: matthew.rotman@nrc.gov
Andrew Welkie

Email: axw5@nrc.gov

Jack Whetstine

Email: jgw@nrc.gov

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Office of the Secretary of the Commission
Mail Stop - O-16 C1

Washington, DC 20555-0001

Hearing Docket

Email: hearingdocket@nrc.gov

Andrew L. Bates

Email: alb@nrc.gov
Adria T. Byrdsong

Email: atbl@nrc.gov
Emile L. Julian, Esq.

Email: elj@nrc.gov
Evangeline S. Ngbea

Email: esn@nrc.gov
Rebecca L. Giitter

Email: rll@nrc.gov

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Office of Comm Appellate Adjudication
Mail Stop - O-16C1

Washington, DC 20555-0001

OCAA Mail Center

Email: ocaamail@nrc.gov

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Office of the General Counsel

Mail Stop - O-15 D21

Washington, DC 20555-0001

Mitzi A. Young, Esq.

Email: may@nrc.gov

Marian L. Zobler, Esq.

Email: mlz@nrec.gov
Andrea L. Silvia, Esq.

Email: alcl@nrc.gov
Daniel Lenehan, Esq.

Email: dwl2@nrc.gov

Margaret J. Bupp, Esq.

Email: mjb5@nrc.gov

Adam S. Gendelman

Email: Adam.Gendelman@nrc.gov
Christopher C. Chandler

Email: Christopher.Chandler@nrc.gov
Joseph S. Gilman, Paralegal

Email: jsgl@nrc.gov

Karin Francis, Paralegal

Email: kfx4@nrc.gov
OGCMailCenter

Email: OGCMailCenter@nrc.gov

Hunton & Williams LLP

Counsel for the U.S. Department of Energy
Riverfront Plaza, East Tower

951 East Byrd Street

Richmond, VA 23219

Kelly L. Faglioni, Esq.

Email: kfaglioni@hunton.com
Donald P. Irwin, Esq.

Email: dirwin@hunton.com
Michael R. Shebelskie, Esq.
Email: mshebelskie@hunton.com
Pat Slayton

Email: pslayton@hunton.com

U.S. Department Of Energy

Office of General Counsel

1551 Hillshire Drive

Las Vegas, NV 89134-6321
George W. Hellstrom

Email: george.hellstrom@ymp.gov

U.S. Department of Energy

Office of General Counsel

1000 Independence Avenue, S.W.
Washington, DC 20585

Martha S. Crosland, Esq.

Email: martha.crosland@hg.doe.gov




Nicholas P. DiNunzio, Esq.

Email: nick.dinunziok@rw.doe.gov
James Bennett McRae

Email: ben.mcrae@hgq.doe.gov
Mary B. Neumayr, Esq.

Email: mary.neumayr@hg.doe.gov
Christina C. Pak, Esq.

Email: christina.pak@hg.doe.gov

U.S. Department of Energy

Office of Counsel

Naval Sea Systems Command
Nuclear Propulsion Program

1333 Isaac Hull Avenue, SE
Washington Navy Yard, Building 197
Washington, DC 20376

Frank A. Putzu, Esq.

Email: frank.putzu@navy.mil

Yucca Mountain Project, Licensing Group,
DOE/BSC

1251 Center Crossing Road, M/S 423

Las Vegas, NV 89144

Jeffrey Kriner, Regulatory Programs

Email: jeffrey kriner@ymp.gov

Stephen J. Cereghino, Licensing/Nucl Safety
Email: stephen_cereghino@ymp.gov

Yucca Mountain Project, Licensing Group,
DOE/BSC

6000 Executive Blvd., Suite 608

North Bethesda, MD 20852

Edward Borella, Sr Staff,
Licensing/Nuclear Safety

Email: edward borella@ymp.gov

Danny R. Howard, Sr. Licensing Engineer
Email: danny_howard@ymp.gov

U.S. Department of Energy

Office of Civilian Radioactive Waste Mgmt
Office of Repository Development

1551 Hillshire Drive

Las Vegas, NV 89134-6321

Timothy C. Gunter

Email: timothy gunter@ymp.gov

U.S. Department of Energy

1000 Independence Avenue, S.W.
Washington, DC 20585

Eric Knox, Associate Director, Systems
Operations and External Relations, OCRWM
Email: eric.knox@hg.doe.gov

Dong Kim, LSN Project Manager, OCRWM
Email: dong.kim@rw.doe.gov

Morgan, Lewis, Bockius LLP

1111 Pennsylvania Ave., NW
Washington, DC 20004

Lewis Csedrik, Esq.

Email: lcsedrik@morganlewis.com
Jay Gutierrez, Esq.

Email: jguiterrez@morganlewis.com
Charles B. Moldenhauer, Associate
Email: cmoldenhauer@morganlewis.com
Brian P. Oldham, Esq.

Email: boldham@morganlewis.com
Thomas Poindexter, Esq.

Email: tpoindexter@morganlewis.com
Alex S. Polonsky, Esq.

Email: apolonsky@morganlewis.com
Thomas A. Schmutz, Esq.

Email: tschmutz@morganlewis.com
Donald Silverman, Esq.

Email: dsilverman@morganlewis.com
Annette M. White, Associate

Email: c@morganlewis.com

Paul J. Zaffuts, Esq.

Email: pzaffuts@morganlewis.com
Clifford W. Cooper, Paralegal

Email: ccooper@morganlewis.com
Shannon Staton, Legal Secretary
Email: sstaton@morganlewis.com

Carter Ledyard & Milburn, LLP
Counsel for Lincoln County

1401 Eye Street, N.W., Suite 300
Washington, DC 20005

Barry S. Neuman, Esq.

Email: neuman@clm.com




Churchill, Esmeralda, Eureka, Mineral
and Lander Counties

1705 Wildcat Lane

Ogden, UT 84403

Loreen Pitchford, LSN Coordinator
for Lander County

Email: Ipitchford@comcast.net

Robert List

Armstrong Teasdale LLP

1975 Village Center Circle, Suite 140
Las Vegas, NV 89134-62237

Email: rlist@armstrongteasdale.com

City of Las Vegas

400 Stewart Ave.

Las Vegas, NV 89101

Margaret Plaster, Management Analyst
Email: mplaster@LasVegasNevada.gov

Clark County Nuclear Waste Division
500 S. Grand Central Parkway

Las Vegas, NV 89155

Irene Navis

Email: iln@co.clark.nv.us
Engelbrecht von Tiesenhausen

Email: evt@co.clark.nv.us

Philip Klevorick

Email: klevorick@co.clark.nv.us

Nuclear Waste Project Office

1761 East College Parkway, Suite 118
Carson City, NV 89706

Bruce Breslow

Email: breslow(@nuc.state.nv.us

Steve Frishman, Tech. Policy Coordinator
Email: steve.frishman@gmail.com

Eureka County and Lander County
Harmon, Curran, Speilberg & Eisenberg
1726 M. Street N.W., Suite 600
Washington, DC 20036

Diane Curran, Esq.

Email: dcurran@harmoncurran.com

Nevada Nuclear Waste Task Force
P.O. Box 26177

Las Vegas, NV 89126

Judy Treichel, Executive Director
Email: judynwtf@aol.com

Talisman International, LLC

1000 Potomac St., N.W., Suite 300
Washington, D.C. 20007

Patricia Larimore

Email: plarimore@talisman-intl.com

Nuclear Energy Institute
1776 1 Street, NW, Suite 400
Washington, DC 20006-3708
Michael A. Bauser, Esq.
Associate General Counsel

Email: mab@nei.org
Anne W. Cottingham, Esq.

Email: awc@nei.org
Ellen C. Ginsberg, Esq.

Email: ecg@nei.org
Rod McCullum

Email: rxm@nei.org
Steven P. Kraft

Email: spk@nei.org

Jay E. Silberg

Email: jay.silberg@pillsburylaw.com
Timothy J.V. Walsh

Email: timothy.walsh@pillsburylaw.com

White Pine County

City of Caliente

Lincoln County

P.O. Box 126

Caliente, NV 89008

Jason Pitts

Email: jayson@idtservices.com

Nuclear Information and Resource Service
6930 Carroll Avenue, Suite 340

Takoma Park, MD 20912

Michael Mariotte, Executive Director
Email: nirsnet@nirs.org




Radioactive Waste Watchdog
Beyond Nuclear

6930 Carroll Avenue, Suite 400
Takoma Park, MD 20912

Kevin Kamps

Email: kevin@beyondnuclear.org

Abigail Johnson

612 West Telegraph Street
Carson City, NV 89703
Email: abbyj@gbis.com

National Congress of American Indians
1301 Connecticut Ave. NW - Second floor
Washington, DC 20036

Robert 1. Holden, Director

Nuclear Waste Program

Email: robert_holden@ncai.org

Churchill County (NV)

155 North Taylor Street, Suite 182
Fallon, NV 89406

Alan Kalt

Email: comptroller@churchillcounty.org

Inyo County Water Department
Yucca Mtn Nuclear Waste
Repository Assessment Office
163 May St.

Bishop, CA 93514

Matt Gaffney, Project Associate
Email: mgaffney@inyoyucca.org

Mr. Pat Cecil

Inyo County Planning Director
P.O.Box L

Independence, CA 93526
Email: pcecil@inyocounty.us

Robert S. Hanna

233 E. Carrillo St., Suite B
Santa Barbara, CA 93101
Email: rshanna@bsglaw.net

Michael C. Berger

233 E. Carrillo St., Suite B
Santa Barbara, CA 93101
Email: mberger@bsglaw.net

Environmental Protection Agency
Ray Clark
Email: clark.ray@epa.gov

Nuclear Waste Technical Review Board
Joyce Dory
Email: dory@nwtrb.gov

Intertech Services Corporation
(for Lincoln County)

P.O. Box 2008

Carson City, NV 89702-2008
Dr. Mike Baughman

Email: bigboff@aol.com

Nye County Department of Natural
Resources & Federal Facilities
1210 E. Basin Road, Suite 6
Pahrump, NV 89048

David Swanson

Email: dswanson@nyecounty.net

Lincoln County Nuclear Oversight Prgm
100 Depot Ave., Suite 15; P.O. Box 1068
Caliente, NV 89008-1068

Lea Rasura-Alfano, Coordinator

Email: jcciac@co.lincoln.nv.us

Nye County Regulatory/Licensing Adv.
18160 Cottonwood Rd. #265

Sunriver, OR 97707

Malachy Murphy

Email: mrmurphy@chamberscable.com

Mineral County Board of Commissioners
P.O. Box 1600

Hawthorne, NV 89415

Linda Mathias, Administrator

Office of Nuclear Projects

Email: yuccainfo@mineralcountynv.org




State of Nevada

100 N. Carson Street

Carson City, NV 89710

Marta Adams

Email: madams@ag.state.nv.us

White Pine County (NV) Nuclear
Waste Project Office

959 Campton Street

Ely, NV 89301

Mike Simon, Director

(Heidi Williams, Adm. Assist. )
Email: wpnucwstl@mwpower.net

Fredericks & Peebles, L.L.P.

1001 Second Street

Sacramento, CA 95814
916-441-2700

FAX 916-441-2067

Darcie L. Houck

Email: dhouck@ndnlaw.com
John M. Peebles

Email: jpeebles@ndnlaw.com

Joe Kennedy, Chairman

Email: chairman@timbisha.org
Barbara Durham

Tribal Historic Preservation Officer
Email: dvdurbarbara@netscape.com

Susan Durbin

Deputy Attorney General
California Department of Justice
1300 I St.

P.O. Box 944255

Sacramento, CA, 94244-2550
Email: susan.durbin@doj.ca.gov

Brian Hembacher

Deputy Attorney General

California Department of Justice

300 S. Spring St

Los Angeles, CA 90013

Email: brian.hembacher@doj.ca.gov

Timothy E. Sullivan

Deputy Attorney General

California Department of Justice
1515 Clay St., 20th Flr.

P.O. Box 70550

Oakland, CA 94612-0550

Email: timothy.sullivan@doj.ca.gov

Brian Wolfman

Public Citizen Litigation Group
1600 20th Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20009

Kevin W. Bell

Senior Staff Counsel

California Energy Commission
1516 9th Street

Sacramento, CA 95814

Email: kwbell@energy.state.ca.us

Jeffrey D. VanNiel

530 Farrington Court

Las Vegas, NV 89123

Email: nbridvnr@gmail.com

Ethan I. Strell

Carter Ledyard & Milburn LLP
2 Wall Street

New York, NY 10005

Email: strell@clm.com

Jennings, Strouss & Salmon, PLC

1700 Pennsylvania Avenue, N.W., Suite 500

Washington DC 20006-4725
Alan I. Robbins

Email: arobbins@jsslaw.com
Debra D. Roby

Email: droby@jsslaw.com

Steven A. Heinzen

Godfrey & Kahn, S.C.

One East Main Street, Suite 500
P.O. Box 2719

Madison, WI 53701-2719
Email: sheinzen@gklaw.com




Douglas M. Poland
Godfrey & Kahn, S.C.

One East Main Street, Suite 500

P.O. Box 2719
Madison, WI 53701-2719
Email: dpoland@gklaw.com

Arthur J. Harrington
Godfrey & Kahn, S.C.

780 N. Water Street
Milwaukee, WI 53202
Email: aharring@gklaw.com

Gregory Barlow

P.O. Box 60

Pioche, NV 89043

Email: lcda@lcturbonet.com

Connie Simkins
P.O. Box 1068
Caliente, NV 89008

Email: jcciac@co.lincoln.nv.us

Bret O. Whipple

1100 South Tenth Street

Las Vegas, NV 89104

Email: bretwhipple@nomademail.com
Eric Hinckley

Email: erichinckley@yahoo.com

Richard Sears

801 Clark Street, Suite 3
Ely, NV 89301

Email: rwsears@wpcda.org

Alexander, Berkey, Williams & Weathers
2030 Addison Street, Suite 410
Berkeley, CA 94704

Curtis G. Berkey

Email: cberkey@abwwlaw.com

Scott W. Williams

Email: swilliams@abwwlaw.com
Rovianne A. Leigh

Email: rleigh@abwwlaw.com

(signed electronically)
Susan Montesi







<<
  /ASCII85EncodePages false
  /AllowTransparency false
  /AutoPositionEPSFiles true
  /AutoRotatePages /None
  /Binding /Left
  /CalGrayProfile (None)
  /CalRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CalCMYKProfile (U.S. Web Coated \050SWOP\051 v2)
  /sRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CannotEmbedFontPolicy /Warning
  /CompatibilityLevel 1.4
  /CompressObjects /Tags
  /CompressPages true
  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true
  /PassThroughJPEGImages true
  /CreateJobTicket true
  /DefaultRenderingIntent /Default
  /DetectBlends true
  /DetectCurves 0.1000
  /ColorConversionStrategy /UseDeviceIndependentColor
  /DoThumbnails false
  /EmbedAllFonts true
  /EmbedOpenType false
  /ParseICCProfilesInComments true
  /EmbedJobOptions true
  /DSCReportingLevel 0
  /EmitDSCWarnings false
  /EndPage -1
  /ImageMemory 1048576
  /LockDistillerParams false
  /MaxSubsetPct 100
  /Optimize true
  /OPM 1
  /ParseDSCComments true
  /ParseDSCCommentsForDocInfo true
  /PreserveCopyPage true
  /PreserveDICMYKValues true
  /PreserveEPSInfo true
  /PreserveFlatness true
  /PreserveHalftoneInfo false
  /PreserveOPIComments true
  /PreserveOverprintSettings true
  /StartPage 1
  /SubsetFonts true
  /TransferFunctionInfo /Preserve
  /UCRandBGInfo /Preserve
  /UsePrologue false
  /ColorSettingsFile ()
  /AlwaysEmbed [ true
  ]
  /NeverEmbed [ true
  ]
  /AntiAliasColorImages false
  /CropColorImages true
  /ColorImageMinResolution 150
  /ColorImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleColorImages false
  /ColorImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /ColorImageResolution 300
  /ColorImageDepth 8
  /ColorImageMinDownsampleDepth 1
  /ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeColorImages true
  /ColorImageFilter /FlateEncode
  /AutoFilterColorImages false
  /ColorImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /ColorACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.76
    /HSamples [2 1 1 2] /VSamples [2 1 1 2]
  >>
  /ColorImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.76
    /HSamples [2 1 1 2] /VSamples [2 1 1 2]
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 15
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 15
  >>
  /AntiAliasGrayImages false
  /CropGrayImages true
  /GrayImageMinResolution 150
  /GrayImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleGrayImages false
  /GrayImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /GrayImageResolution 300
  /GrayImageDepth 8
  /GrayImageMinDownsampleDepth 2
  /GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeGrayImages true
  /GrayImageFilter /FlateEncode
  /AutoFilterGrayImages false
  /GrayImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /GrayACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.76
    /HSamples [2 1 1 2] /VSamples [2 1 1 2]
  >>
  /GrayImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.76
    /HSamples [2 1 1 2] /VSamples [2 1 1 2]
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 15
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 15
  >>
  /AntiAliasMonoImages false
  /CropMonoImages true
  /MonoImageMinResolution 1200
  /MonoImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleMonoImages false
  /MonoImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /MonoImageResolution 450
  /MonoImageDepth -1
  /MonoImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeMonoImages true
  /MonoImageFilter /CCITTFaxEncode
  /MonoImageDict <<
    /K -1
  >>
  /AllowPSXObjects false
  /CheckCompliance [
    /None
  ]
  /PDFX1aCheck false
  /PDFX3Check false
  /PDFXCompliantPDFOnly true
  /PDFXNoTrimBoxError true
  /PDFXTrimBoxToMediaBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXSetBleedBoxToMediaBox true
  /PDFXBleedBoxToTrimBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXOutputIntentProfile (None)
  /PDFXOutputConditionIdentifier ()
  /PDFXOutputCondition ()
  /PDFXRegistryName ()
  /PDFXTrapped /False

  /CreateJDFFile false
  /Description <<
    /CHS <FEFF4f7f75288fd94e9b8bbe5b9a521b5efa7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065876863900275284e8e55464e1a65876863768467e5770b548c62535370300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c676562535f00521b5efa768400200050004400460020658768633002>
    /CHT <FEFF4f7f752890194e9b8a2d7f6e5efa7acb7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065874ef69069752865bc666e901a554652d965874ef6768467e5770b548c52175370300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c4f86958b555f5df25efa7acb76840020005000440046002065874ef63002>
    /DAN <>
    /DEU <>
    /ESP <>
    /FRA <>
    /ITA (Utilizzare queste impostazioni per creare documenti Adobe PDF adatti per visualizzare e stampare documenti aziendali in modo affidabile. I documenti PDF creati possono essere aperti con Acrobat e Adobe Reader 5.0 e versioni successive.)
    /JPN <>
    /KOR <FEFFc7740020c124c815c7440020c0acc6a9d558c5ec0020be44c988b2c8c2a40020bb38c11cb97c0020c548c815c801c73cb85c0020bcf4ace00020c778c1c4d558b2940020b3700020ac00c7a50020c801d569d55c002000410064006f0062006500200050004400460020bb38c11cb97c0020c791c131d569b2c8b2e4002e0020c774b807ac8c0020c791c131b41c00200050004400460020bb38c11cb2940020004100630072006f0062006100740020bc0f002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e00300020c774c0c1c5d0c11c0020c5f40020c2180020c788c2b5b2c8b2e4002e>
    /NLD (Gebruik deze instellingen om Adobe PDF-documenten te maken waarmee zakelijke documenten betrouwbaar kunnen worden weergegeven en afgedrukt. De gemaakte PDF-documenten kunnen worden geopend met Acrobat en Adobe Reader 5.0 en hoger.)
    /NOR <>
    /PTB <>
    /SUO <>
    /SVE <>
    /ENU (Use these settings to create Adobe PDF documents suitable for compliance with 10CFR1, Appendix A.  Created PDF documents can be opened with Adobe Reader 5.0 and later.)
  >>
>> setdistillerparams
<<
  /HWResolution [300 300]
  /PageSize [612.000 792.000]
>> setpagedevice


