
 

September 29, 2009 
UNITED STATES OF AMERICA 

NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION 
 

BEFORE THE ATOMIC SAFETY AND LICENSING BOARD 
 

In the Matter of )   
 ) Docket No. 63-001-HLW 
U.S. DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY )  
 ) ASLBP Nos. 09-876-HLW-CAB01 
(High-Level Waste Repository) )   09-877-HLW-CAB02 
 )   09-878-HLW-CAB03 
 )   09-892-HLW-CAB04 

 

NRC STAFF ANSWER TO “MOTION” OF WILLIAM PETERSON  

Pursuant to 10 C.F.R. §§ 2.309(h)(1) and 2.323(c) and the Revised Second Case 

Management Order, dated July 6, 2007, as adopted by CAB Case Management Order #1, 

dated January 29, 2009, the staff of the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission (Staff) hereby 

files this answer to the “Motion” filed September 22, 2009, by William Peterson (Petitioner).  See 

Motion (Sep. 22, 2009).  For the reasons set forth below, the NRC staff opposes the Motion in 

that Petitioner has not satisfied the requirements for admission as a party to this proceeding, he 

is not a party entitled to discovery or any other relief, and he has not met the procedural 

requirements for motions.  

BACKGROUND  

On June 3, 2008, the Department of Energy (DOE) submitted the Yucca Mountain 

Repository License Application to the NRC, seeking authorization to construct a geologic 

repository at Yucca Mountain, Nevada, in accordance with the provisions of 10 C.F.R. Part 63. 

See Yucca Mountain; Notice of Receipt and Availability of Application, 73 Fed. Reg. 34,348 
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(June 17, 2008); Yucca Mountain; Notice of Receipt and Availability of Application; Correction, 

73 Fed. Reg. 40,883 (July 16, 2008).  After the Staff docketed the License Application,1 the 

Commission issued a “Notice of Hearing and Opportunity to Petition for Leave to Intervene” on 

October 17, 2009, which was published in the Federal Register on October 22, 2008.2  The 

Notice of Hearing required any person whose interests might be affected by this proceeding and 

who wished to participate as a party to file a petition for leave to intervene, in accordance with 

10 C.F.R. § 2.309, within 60 days of the notice’s publication and to demonstrate compliance 

with the Licensing Support Network (LSN) requirements of 10 C.F.R. §§ 2.1003 and 2.1012.  

See Notice of Hearing, 73 Fed. Reg. at 63,030. 

Three Construction Authorization Boards (CABs or Boards) were established to preside 

over the petitions to intervene and requests to participate in this licensing proceeding.  U.S. 

Department of Energy; Establishment of Atomic Safety and Licensing Boards, 74 Fed. Reg. 

4477 (Jan. 26, 2009).  On June 19, 2009, the Chief Administrative Judge established 

Construction Authorization Board 04 to preside, among other things, over matters concerning 

new or amended contentions. See Establishment of Atomic Safety and Licensing Board; 

Department of Energy, 74 Fed. Reg. 30,644 (June 26, 2009). 

                                                 

1  Department of Energy; Notice of Acceptance for Docketing of a License Application for 
Authority to Construct a Geologic Repository at a Geologic Repository Operations Area at Yucca 
Mountain, 73 Fed. Reg. 53,284 (Sept. 15, 2008). 

2  U.S. Dep’t of Energy (High-Level Waste Repository), CLI-08-25, 68 NRC 497 (2008); In the 
Matter of U.S. Department of Energy (High-Level Waste Repository); Notice of Hearing and Opportunity 
To Petition for Leave to Intervene on an Application for Authority To Construct a Geologic Repository at a 
Geologic Repository Operations Area at Yucca Mountain, 73 Fed. Reg. 63,029 (Oct. 22, 2008) (Notice of 
Hearing). 
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On September 22, 2009, Petitioner filed the instant motion asking the Board to find that 

his proposed spent nuclear fuel facilities would provide an immediate solution to “the SNF 

problem,” and seeking discovery of privileged NRC Staff documents.  See Motion at 5.   

DISCUSSION  

In his filing, Petitioner provides an overview of what he describes as the “300-year [spent 

nuclear fuel] disposal solution,” involving a combination of reprocessing and storage.   See 

Motion at 2-5.  Arguing that his proposed solution would accomplish the goals of the proposed 

high-level waste repository at Yucca Mountain, see id. at 5, Petitioner “moves that the Atomic 

Safety and Licensing Board find that building four or five 300-year type SNF storage facilities 

would immediately fix the SNF problem for the utilities, could be built sooner and cost less than 

the cost of finishing [the proposed repository at Yucca Mountain] . . . .”  Id. at 5.  Additionally, he 

seeks to compel the NRC Staff to produce “documents asserted as privileged.”  Id. 

Although Petitioner does not explicitly seek permission to intervene in this proceeding, 

his request for a factual finding by the Board, his reference to himself as a “Third Party License 

Applicant,” see id. at 1, and his discovery request, see id. at 5, suggest that he seeks to 

participate as a party in this proceeding.  Thus, it would appear that the Motion is an intervention 

petition. 

If Petitioner’s filing is a petition to intervene, it fails to satisfy—or even to address—the 

Commission’s rules governing nontimely intervention filings, and Petitioner neither 

demonstrates standing nor proffers an admissible contention.  See generally 10 C.F.R.  

§ 2.309(a), (c), (d), (f).  Petitioner has also failed to demonstrate LSN compliance pursuant to 10 

C.F.R. §§ 2.1003 and 2.1012.  In addition, the requests that the Board compel the Staff to 

produce privileged documents and to issue a finding of fact, see Motion at 5, similarly fail to 

satisfy the procedural requirements for motions.  See 10 C.F.R. § 2.323(a).  In short, because 

Petitioner has not been admitted to the proceeding, he may not participate in discovery or 
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demand a finding of fact.  See 10 C.F.R. § 2.315(a).  Therefore, as more fully argued below, the 

Board should deny the Motion.  

A. The Motion Fails to Satisfy the Rules Governing Nontimely Filing 

 In the Notice of Hearing, the Commission provided that intervention petitions must be 

filed no later than 60 days after the date of the publication of the notice in the Federal Register;  

intervention petitions were due on or before December 22, 2008.  See Notice of Hearing,  

73 Fed. Reg. at 63,030.  Any petition to intervene filed after that deadline is nontimely and must 

demonstrate that it should be granted based upon a balancing of eight factors described in 

Commission’s Rules of Practice: 

(1) Good cause, if any, for failure to file on time; 
 

(2) The nature of the requestor’s/petitioner’s right under the [Atomic Energy] Act 
to be made a party to the proceeding; 

 
(3) The nature and extent of the requestor’s/petitioner’s property, financial or 
other interest in the proceeding; 
 
(4) The possible effect of any order that may be entered in the proceeding on the 
requestor’s/petitioner’s interest; 

 
(5) The availability of other means whereby requestor’s/petitioner’s interest will 
be protected; 

 
(6) The extent to which the requestor’s/petitioner’s interest will be represented by 
existing parties; 

 
(7) The extent to which the requestor’s/petitioner’s participation will broaden the 
issues or delay the proceeding; and 

 
(8) The extent to which the requestor’s/petitioner’s participation may reasonably 
be expected to assist in developing a sound record. 

 
See 10 C.F.R. § 2.309(c).  See also Dominion Nuclear Connecticut, Inc. (Millstone Nuclear 

Power Station, Units 2 and 3), CLI-05-24, 62 NRC 551, 563-64 (2005). 

 Petitioner filed the Motion nine months after the filing deadline had passed without 

addressing the factors delineated in § 2.309(c), particularly good cause and a showing that the 
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factors weigh in favor of granting his petition.  Thus, the filing fails to comply with the rules 

governing nontimely filing and should be denied. 

B.  The Motion Fails to Demonstrate Standing and Proffer an Admissible Contention 
 

In addition to meeting the requirements for nontimely filing, Petitioner must demonstrate 

that he has standing within the meaning of 10 C.F.R § 2.309(d) and must proffer at least one 

admissible contention that meets the requirements of 10 C.F.R. § 2.309(f).  See 10 C.F.R.  

§ 2.309(a).  

Under the general standing requirements set forth in 10 C.F.R. § 2.309(d), a request for 

hearing or petition for leave to intervene must state:  

(i) The name, address and telephone number of the requestor or petitioner;  
 

(ii) The nature of the requestor's/petitioner's right under the [Atomic Energy Act] 
to be made a party to the proceeding;  

 
(iii) The nature and extent of the requestor's/petitioner's property, financial or 
other interest in the proceeding; and  

 
(iv) The possible effect of any decision or order that may be issued in the 
proceeding on the requestor's/ petitioner's interest. 

   
10 C.F.R. § 2.309(d)(1).   

The Commission has observed that the purpose of the standing inquiry is to determine 

“whether the petitioner has ‘alleged such a personal stake in the outcome of the controversy’ as 

to demonstrate that a concrete adverseness exists which will sharpen the presentation of 

issues.”  Sequoyah Fuels Corp. & General Atomics (Gore, Oklahoma Site), CLI-94-12, 40 NRC 

64, 71 (1994) (citing Duke Power Co. v. Carolina Environmental Study Group, Inc., 438 U.S. 59, 

72 (1978) and quoting Baker v. Carr, 369 U.S. 186, 204 (1962)).  In order to demonstrate this 

stake, a petitioner must “(1) allege an ‘injury in fact’ that is (2) ‘fairly traceable to the challenged 

action’ and (3) is ‘likely’ to be ‘redressed by a favorable decision. “  Id., CLI-94-12, 40 NRC at 
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71-72 (citations omitted).  See also Private Fuel Storage, LLC (Independent Spent Fuel Storage 

Installation), CLI-99-10, 49 NRC 318, 323 (1999).  

The legal requirements governing the admissibility of contentions are well established 

and are set forth in 10 C.F.R. § 2.309(f) of the Commission’s Rules of Practice.  Specifically, an 

admissible contention must:  

(i) Provide a specific statement of the issue of law or fact to be raised or controverted;  

(ii) Provide a brief explanation of the basis for the contention;  

(iii) Demonstrate that the issue raised in the contention is within the scope of the 
proceeding;  

(iv) Demonstrate that the issue raised in the contention is material to the findings the 
NRC must make to support the action that is involved in the proceeding;  

(v) Provide a concise statement of the alleged facts or expert opinions which support the 
requestor's/petitioner's position on the issue and on which the petitioner intends to rely at 
hearing, together with references to the specific sources and documents on which the 
requestor/petitioner intends to rely to support its position on the issue; and  

(vi) Provide sufficient information to show that a genuine dispute exists with the 
applicant/licensee on a material issue of law or fact. This information must include 
references to specific portions of the application (including the applicant's environmental 
report and safety report) that the petitioner disputes and the supporting reasons for each 
dispute, or, if the petitioner believes that the application fails to contain information on a 
relevant matter as required by law, the identification of each failure and the supporting 
reasons for the petitioner's belief.  

10 C.F.R. § 2.309(f)(1).  A contention may not be admitted unless it satisfies all of these factors.  

See Millstone, CLI-05-24, 62 NRC at 567; Private Fuel Storage, CLI-99-10, 49 NRC  

at 325.   

It is well established that these requirements are designed to assure that the contention 

raises a matter appropriate for adjudication in a particular proceeding; to establish a sufficient 

foundation for the contention to warrant further inquiry into the assertion; and to put other parties 

sufficiently on notice of the issues so that they will know generally what they will have to defend 
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against or oppose.  See, e.g., Philadelphia Electric Co. (Peach Bottom Atomic Power Station, 

Units 2 and 3), ALAB-216, 8 AEC 13, 20-21 (1974). 

Further, as outlined in the Notice of Hearing, any person seeking to participate as a party 

in this proceeding must, in addition to the requirements of 10 C.F.R. § 2.309, demonstrate 

compliance with the Licensing Support Network (LSN) requirements of 10 C.F.R. §§ 2.1003 and 

2.1012.  See Notice of Hearing, 73 Fed. Reg. at 63,030.  The LSN, which is accessible via the 

web, is the means by which discovery documents have been made electronically available since 

prior to submission of the DOE license application.  See 10 C.F.R. §§ 2.1001, 2.1003.  Section 

2.1012 provides that no person will be granted party status without first demonstrating 

“substantial and timely compliance” with the material availability provisions in section 2.1003 at 

the time it files its petition to intervene.  See 10 C.F.R. § 2.1012(b)(1).  Pursuant to §§ 2.1003 

and 2.1009, each potential party, interested government participant, and party is required to 

certify that it has identified and made available, via the LSN, the documentary material specified 

in § 2.1003 within 90 days after DOE initially certifies its document collection.3 

Petitioner’s filing neither addresses the requirements described above nor satisfies 

them.  He has not stated the nature of his right to participate under the Atomic Energy Act nor 

has he described the nature of his interest in the proceeding and how that interest may be 

impacted by the outcome.  Accordingly, Petitioner has failed to demonstrate standing to 

intervene in this proceeding.   He has likewise failed to articulate an admissible contention.  The 

                                                 

3  A person initially denied party status under 10 C.F.R. § 2.1012(b)(1) may subsequently 
demonstrate compliance with § 2.1003 and gain admission to the proceeding, provided, of course, that 
the petitioner satisfies the nontimely intervention, standing, and contention admissibility rules in  
§ 2.309.  See 10 C.F.R. § 2.1012(b)(2), 
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pleading does not address any of the requirements for contention admissibility and does not 

raise a dispute with the Department of Energy’s license application.4   

Finally, Petitioner has failed to demonstrate “substantial and timely” compliance with the 

LSN requirements.  He has neither addressed the documentary material provisions in  

§ 2.1003 nor taken the procedural steps identified in § 2.1009. 

Because the Motion does not demonstrate standing, proffer an admissible contention, or 

demonstrate LSN compliance, it should be denied. 

C.  The Motion Fails to Satisfy Procedural Requirements 

 The Motion seeks Board action on two matters: a factual determination by the Board that 

his proposed “solution” would “fix the [spent nuclear fuel] problem” and an order compelling the 

NRC Staff to produce privileged documents.  See Motion at 5.  The Board should deny the 

Motion because Petitioner is not a party, and thus not entitled to participate in this proceeding, 

and because the Motion fails to satisfy NRC rules governing motions and because it fails to 

comply with requirements for motions to compel imposed in the Fourth Case Management 

order. 

Persons not admitted as parties to a proceeding may not participate beyond the limits 

stated in the NRC’s Rules of Practice and the Notice of Hearing.  See 10 C.F.R. § 2.315(a); 

Notice of Hearing, 73 Fed. Reg. at 63,032.  Section 2.315(a) provides that persons who are not 

parties to a proceeding may make oral or written limited appearance statements at “the 
                                                 

4  The Commission has rejected Petitioner’s attempts to participate in an earlier proceeding.  See 
generally Private Fuel Storage L.L.C. (Independent Spent Fuel Storage Installation), CLI-04-07, 59 NRC 
111 (2004) (noting that a license proceeding is “not an open forum for discussing the country’s need for 
energy and spent fuel storage”).  The Commission affirmed the Board’s rejection of his attempts to 
intervene “because he did not show good cause for late filing, did not have standing, and did not offer a 
single litigable contention.”  Id. at 112 (citing Private Fuel Storage, L.L.C. (Independent Spent Fuel 
Storage Installation), CLI-00-21, 52 NRC 261 (2000)).  Thus, Petitioner has previously been put on notice 
as to the Commission’s rules governing petitions to intervene. 
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discretion of the presiding officer,” that the person “may not otherwise participate in the 

proceeding,” and that statements of non-parties are not considered evidence.  See 10 C.F.R.  

§ 2.315(a).  Thus, NRC regulations preclude Petitioner’s Motion for the Board to compel 

discovery or to issue a finding of fact.   

Even assuming, for the sake of argument, that the Board should entertain requests of a 

non-party, the Motion fails to provide any basis on which the Board could grant either of 

Petitioner’s requests.  A motion must, among other things, “state with particularity the grounds 

and the relief sought,” and must include a certification that the moving party attempted in good 

faith to resolve the issues raised prior to filing the motion.  See 10 C.F.R. § 2.323(b); Revised 

Second Case Management Order (July 6, 2007) (unpublished), at 14.  A case management 

order issued in this proceeding also imposes additional requirements for motions to compel, 

such as the inclusion of an appendix A listing the LSN accession numbers, the privilege claimed 

for each document sought and the use of privilege terminology identified in the Revised Second 

Case Management Order and the Third Case Management Order.  See Fourth Case 

Management Order (Oct. 5, 2007) (unpublished), at 4-5.  See also Revised Second Case 

Management Order (July 6, 2007) (unpublished), at 5-6; Third Case Management Order  

(Aug. 30, 2007) (unpublished), at 1-3. 

 Petitioner’s Motion fails to meet the motion requirements described in § 2.323(b).  First, 

the Motion does not describe with any particularity the grounds and relief sought.  Notably, the 

Motion fails to identify which privileged documents Petitioner wishes the Staff to produce and 

does not articulate any rationale explaining why the Staff should produce them.  Second, the 

Motion does not include the certification of good faith consultation required by § 2.323(b) and 

the Revised Second Case Management Order, nor could it, as Petitioner has not contacted the 

NRC Staff regarding this matter.  Third, the Motion fails to comply with the appendix 

requirement identified in the Fourth Case Management Order.   
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 Because Petitioner is not a party in this proceeding, and because the Motion lacks the 

necessary foundation and fails to satisfy pleading requirements, including the required 

certification of good-faith consultation, the Motion should be denied. 

CONCLUSION 

Petitioner has failed to satisfy the Commission’s rules governing nontimely intervention, 

standing, and contention admissibility and has not certified LSN compliance.  Additionally, as a 

non-party, Petitioner is not entitled to file motions before the Board, and his Motion otherwise 

fails to satisfy pleading requirements.  Accordingly, the Motion should be denied.   

 
 
Respectfully submitted,  
 
/Signed (electronically) by/  
 
Christopher C. Chandler 
Counsel for NRC staff  
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission  
Mail Stop O-15 D21  
Washington, DC 20555-0001  
(301) 415-8507  
ccc1@nrc.gov 

 

Dated at Rockville, Maryland 
this 29th day of September, 2009 



 
UNITED STATES OF AMERICA 

NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION 
 

BEFORE THE ATOMIC SAFETY AND LICENSING BOARD 
 

In the Matter of )   
 ) Docket No. 63-001-HLW 
U.S. DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY )  
 ) ASLBP Nos. 09-876-HLW-CAB01 
(High-Level Waste Repository) )   09-877-HLW-CAB02 
 )   09-878-HLW-CAB03 
 )   09-892-HLW-CAB04 
   
 CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE  

 
I hereby certify that copies of the “NRC STAFF ANSWER TO ‘MOTION’ OF WILLIAM 
PETERSON” in the above-captioned proceeding have been served on the following persons 
this 29th day of September, 2009, by Electronic Information Exchange.    
 
CAB 01 
William J. Froehlich, Chairman 
Thomas S. Moore 
Richard E. Wardwell 
Atomic Safety and Licensing Board Panel 
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission 
Washington, D.C. 20555-0001 
E-mail: wjf1@nrc.gov 
 tsm2@nrc.gov 
 rew@nrc.gov 
 
CAB 02 
Michael M. Gibson, Chairman 
Alan S. Rosenthal 
Nicholas G. Trikouros 
Atomic Safety and Licensing Board Panel 
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission 
Washington, D.C. 20555-0001 
E-mail: mmg3@nrc.gov 

axr@nrc.gov 
 ngt@nrc.gov 
 
CAB 03 
Paul S. Ryerson, Chairman 
Michael C. Farrar 
Mark O. Barnett 
Atomic Safety and Licensing Board Panel 
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission 
Washington, D.C. 20555-0001 
E-mail: psr1@nrc.gov 
 mcf@nrc.gov 
 mob1@nrc.gov 

mark.barnett@nrc.gov 
 
 

CAB 04 
Thomas S. Moore, Chairman 
Paul S. Ryerson  
Richard E. Wardwell 
Atomic Safety and Licensing Board Panel 
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission 
Washington, D.C. 20555-0001 
E-mail: tsm2@nrc.gov 
 psr1@nrc.gov 
 rew@nrc.gov 
 
Office of the Secretary  
ATTN: Docketing and Service  
Mail Stop: O-16C1  
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission  
Washington, D.C. 20555  
E-mail: HEARINGDOCKET@nrc.gov 
 
Office of Commission Appellate 
Adjudication 
ocaamail@nrc.gov 
 
Charles J. Fitzpatrick, Esq. 
John W. Lawrence, Esq. 
Egan, Fitzpatrick, Malsch & Lawrence PLLC 
12500 San Pedro Avenue, Suite 555 
San Antonio, TX 78216 
E-mail: cfitzpatrick@nuclearlawyer.com 
 jlawrence@nuclearlawyer.com 
 
 
 
 
 
 



- 2 - 
 

Martin G. Malsch, Esq. 
Egan, Fitzpatrick & Malsch, PLLC 
1750 K Street, N.W. Suite 350 
Washington, D.C. 20006 
E-mail: mmalsch@nuclearlawyer.com 
 
Brian W. Hembacher, Esq. 
Deputy Attorney General 
California Attorney General’s Office 
300 South Spring Street 
Los Angeles, CA 90013 
E-mail: brian.hembacher@doj.ca.gov 
 
Timothy E. Sullivan, Esq. 
Deputy Attorney General 
California Department of Justice 
1515 Clay Street., 20th Flr. 
P.O. Box 70550 
Oakland, CA 94612-0550 
E-mail: timothy.sullivan@doj.ca.gov 
 
Kevin W. Bell, Esq. 
Senior Staff Counsel 
California Energy Commission 
1516 9th Street 
Sacramento, CA 95814 
E-mail: kwbell@energy.state.ca.us 
 
Bryce C. Loveland 
Jennings Strouss & Salmon, PLC 
8330 W. Sahara Avenue, Suite 290 
Las Vegas, NV 89117-8949 
Email: bloveland@jsslaw.com 

 
Alan I. Robbins, Esq. 
Debra D. Roby, Esq. 
Jennings Strouss & Salmon, PLC 
1700 Pennsylvania Ave, NW Suite 500 
Washington, D.C. 20005 
E-mail: arobbins@jsslaw.com 
 droby@jsslaw.com 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Donald J. Silverman, Esq. 
Thomas A. Schmutz, Esq. 
Thomas C. Poindexter, Esq. 
Paul J. Zaffuts, Esq. 
Alex S. Polonsky, Esq. 
Lewis Csedrik, Esq. 
Morgan, Lewis & Bockius LLP 
1111 Pennsylvania Avenue, N.W. 
Washington, DC 20004 
E-mail: dsilverman@morganlewis.com 
 tschmutz@morganlewis.com 
 tpoindexter@morganlewis.com 
 pzaffuts@morganlewis.com 
 apolonsky@morganlewis.com 
 lcsedrik@morganlewis.com 

 
Malachy R. Murphy, Esq. 
18160 Cottonwood Rd. #265 
Sunriver, OR  97707 
E-mail: mrmurphy@chamberscable.com 
 
Robert M. Andersen 
Akerman Senterfitt 
801 Pennsylvania Avenue N.W., Suite 600 
Washington, DC 20004 USA 
E-mail: robert.andersen@akerman.com 
 
Martha S. Crosland, Esq. 
Angela M. Kordyak, Esq.  
Nicholas P. DiNunzio 
James Bennett McRae, Esq. 
U.S. Department of Energy  
Office of the General Counsel  
1000 Independence Avenue, S.W.  
Washington, DC  20585  
E-mail: martha.crosland@hq.doe.gov 

angela.kordyak@hq.doe.gov 
nick.dinunzio@rw.doe.gov 
ben.mcrae@hq.doe.gov 
 

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



- 3 - 
 

Jeffrey D. VanNiel, Esq. 
530 Farrington Court 
Las Vegas, NV 89123 
E-mail: nbrjdvn@gmail.com 
 
Susan L. Durbin, Esq. 
Deputy Attorney General 
1300 I Street 
P.O. Box 944255 
Sacramento, CA 94244-2550 
E-mail: susan.durbin@doj.ca.gov 
 
Frank A. Putzu 
Naval Sea Systems Command Nuclear 
Propulsion Program 
1333 Isaac Hull Avenue, S.E. 
Washington Navy Yard, Building 197 
Washington, DC 20376 
E-mail: frank.putzu@navy.mil 
 
John M. Peebles 
Darcie L. Houck 
Fredericks Peebles & Morgan LLP 
1001 Second Street 
Sacramento, CA 95814 
E-mail: jpeebles@ndnlaw.com 
 
Ellen C. Ginsberg 
Michael A. Bauser 
Anne W. Cottingham 
Nuclear Energy Institute, Inc. 
1776 I Street, N.W., Suite 400 
Washington, D.C. 20006 
E-mail: ecg@nei.org 
 mab@nei.org 
 awc@nei.org 
 
David A. Repka 
William A. Horin 
Rachel Miras-Wilson 
Winston & Strawn LLP 
1700 K Street N.W. 
Washington, D.C. 20006 
E-mail: drepka@winston.com 
 whorin@winston.com 
 rwilson@winston.com 
  
 
 
 
 
 

Jay E. Silberg 
Timothy J.V. Walsh 
Pillsbury Winthrop Shaw Pittman LLP 
2300 N Street, N.W. 
Washington, D.C. 20037-1122 
E-mail: jay.silberg@pillsburylaw.com 
 timothy.walsh@pillsburylaw.com 
 
Gregory L. James  
710 Autumn Leaves Circle  
Bishop, California 93514  
Email: gljames@earthlink.net 
 
Arthur J. Harrington 
Godfrey & Kahn, S.C. 
780 N. Water Street 
Milwaukee, WI 53202 
E-mail: aharring@gklaw.com 
 
Steven A. Heinzen 
Douglas M. Poland 
Hannah L. Renfro 
Godfrey & Kahn, S.C. 
One East Main Street, Suite 500 
P.O. Box 2719 
Madison, WI 53701-2719 
E-mail: sheinzen@gklaw.com 
 dpoland@gklaw.com 
 hrenfro@gklaw.com 
 
Robert F. List, Esq. 
Jennifer  A. Gores, Esq. 
Armstrong Teasdale LLP 
1975 Village Center Circle, Suite 140 
Las Vegas, NV 89134-6237 
E-mail: rlist@armstrongteasdale.com
 jgores@armstrongteasdale.com 
 
Diane Curran 
Harmon, Curran, Spielberg, & Eisenberg, 
L.L.P. 
1726 M Street N.W., Suite 600 
Washington, D.C. 20036 
E-mail: dcurran@harmoncurran.com 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



- 4 - 
 

Ian Zabarte, Board Member 
Native Community Action Council 
P.O. Box 140 
Baker, NV 89311 
E-mail: mrizabarte@gmail.com 
 
Richard Sears 
District Attorney No. 5489 
White Pine County District Attorney’s Office 
801 Clark Street, Suite 3 
Ely, NV 89301 
E-mail: rwsears@wpcda.org 
 
Donald P. Irwin 
Michael R. Shebelskie 
Kelly L. Faglioni 
Hunton & Williams LLP 
Riverfront Plaza, East Tower 
951 East Byrd Street 
Richmond, VA 23219-4074 
E-mail: dirwin@hunton.com 
 mshebelskie@hunton.com 
 kfaglioni@hunton.com 
 
Curtis G. Berkey 
Scott W. Williams 
Rovianne A. Leigh 
Alexander, Berkey, Williams, & Weathers 
LLP 
2030 Addison Street, Suite 410 
Berkley, CA 94704 
E-mail: cberkey@abwwlaw.com 
 swilliams@abwwlaw.com 
 rleigh@abwwlaw.com 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Bret O. Whipple 
1100 South Tenth Street 
Las Vegas, Nevada 89104 
E-mail: bretwhipple@nomademail.com 
 
Gregory Barlow 
P.O. Box 60  
Pioche, Nevada 89043 
E-mail: lcda@lcturbonet.com 
 
Connie Simkins 
P.O. Box 1068 
Caliente, Nevada 89008 
E-mail: jcciac@co.lincoln.nv.us 
 
Dr. Mike Baughman 
Intertech Services Corporation 
P.O. Box 2008 
Carson City, Nevada 89702 
E-mail: bigoff@aol.com 
 
Michael Berger 
Robert S. Hanna 
Attorney for the County of Inyo  
233 East Carrillo Street Suite B  
Santa Barbara, California 93101 
E-mail: mberger@bsglaw.net 
  rshanna@bsglaw.net 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
/Signed (electronically) by/ 
 
Christopher C. Chandler 
Counsel for the NRC Staff 
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission 
Office of the General Counsel 
Mail Stop O-15D21 
Washington, DC 20555-0001 
(301) 415-8507 
ccc1@nrc.gov 
 


	NRC Staff Answer to Motion of William Peterson.pdf
	63-001 COS 092909

