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December 1, 2014

Mark J. Langer, Clerk

U.S. Court of Appeals for the District of Columbia Circuit

333 Constitution Avenue N.W.

Washington, D.C. 20001-2866

SUBJECT: Beyond Nuclear et al. v. U.S. Nuclear Regulatory

Commission, No. 14-1216 (consolidated with Nos.
14-1210, 14-1212, 14-1217)

Dear Mr. Langer:

Pursuant to the Court’s Order of October 31, 2014, enclosed for filing please find
the following documents for filing on behalf of Petitioner Beyond Nuclear, et al.:

e Docketing Statement and Addendum; and
e Non-Binding Statement of Issues to be Raised.

Thank you for your consideration.
Sincerely,

/s/ Diane Curran

Counsel for Petitioners

Cc: Service list
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UNITED STATES COURT OF APPEALS
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA CIRCUIT

BEYOND NUCLEAR, INC., et al.,

Petitioners,
V.

NUCLEAR REGULATORY
COMMISSION, and the
UNITED STATES OF AMERICA,

No. 14-1216
(consolidated with Case Nos.
14-1210, 14-1212, 14-1217)

Respondents.

N N N N N N N N N N N N

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

|, Diane Curran, certify that on December 1, 2014, | served the foregoing
Docketing Statement and Statement of Issues to be Raised on the following by

posting it on the Court’s Electronic Case Filing system:

Andrew P. Averbach, Esq. Kyle H. Landis-Marinellow, Esq.
Robert M. Rader, Esqg. Assistant Attorney General
Michelle D. Albert, Esq. Environmental Protection Division
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission Vermont Attorney General’s Office
Office of General Counsel 109 State Street

11555 Rockville Pike, Montpelier, VT 05609

Rockville, MD 20852-2738 Kyle.landis-marinello@state.vt.us

Andrew.averbach@nrc.qgov
Robert.rader@nrc.gov
michelle.albert@nrc.gov
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Geoffrey H. Fettus, Esq.

Robert D. Snook, Esg.

Natural Resource Defense Counsel Assistant Attorney General

1152 15" Street NW,
Suite 300

Washington, DC 20005
gfettus@nrdc.org

John J. Sipos

Assistant Attorney General
Office of the Attorney General
For the State of New York
The Capitol

Albany, New York 12224
john.sipos@ag.ny.gov

John Emad Arbab
U.S. Department of Justice

Office of the Attorney General of
55 Elm Street

Hartford, CT 06106-1774
Robert.snook@ct.gov

Joseph F. Halloran, Esq.

Jacobson, Magnuson, Anderson &
Halloran, P.C.

335 Atrium Office Building

1295 Bandana Boulevard

St. Paul, MN 55108
jhalloran@thejacobsonlawgroup.com

Mindy Goldstein
Turner Environmental Law Clinic

Environment & Natural Resources Emory Law School
Division 1301 Clifton Road
P.O.Box 7415, Washington, DC Atlanta, GA 30322
20004 magolds@emory.edu

john.arbab@usdoj.gov

/s/ Diane Curran

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
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UNITED STATES COURT OF APPEALS

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA CIRCUIT

333 Constitution Avenue, NW
Washington, DC 20001-2866
Phone: 202-216-7000 | Facsimile;: 202-219-8530

AGENCY DOCKETING STATEMENT

Administrative Agency Review Proceedings (To be completed by appellant/pstitioner)

1. CASE NO. 14-1216 2. DATE DOCKETED: 10-29-2014
3. CASE NAME (lead parties only) Beyond Nuclear, Inc. U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission

V.

4. TYPE OF CASE: X Review I Appeal I Enforcement [ Complaint T Tax Court
5. S CASE REQUIRED E BE EXPEDITED? C @
‘WE&, SASEREQ BY STATUTE TO Yes @ No

tute
6. CﬁSEl,R;iFORMAT ON: . .
. Identity agency whosé order is to be reviewed: U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Give agency docket or order number(s): RIN 3150-AJ20. NRC-2012-0246

Give date(s) of order(s):  orger date: 8-26-2014 (date of Federal Register publication: 9-19-2014)

Has a request for rehearing or reconsideration been filed at the agency? € Yes & No
By whom?

2 o T

If so, when was it filled?
Has the agency acted? C yegs C No If so, when?

e. |dentify the basis of appellant's/petitioner's claim of standing. See D.C. Cir. Rule 15(c)(2):
Please see addendum.

Are any other cases involving the same underlying agency order pending in this Court or any other?

& Yes C No f YES, identify case name(s), docket number(s), and court(s)

Please see addendum.
g. Are any other cases, to counsel's knowledge, pending before the agency, this Court, another Circuit
Court, or the Supreme Court which involve substantially the same issues as the instant case presents?

C Yes @ No If YES, give case name(s) and number(s) of these cases and identify court/agency:

sl

h. Have the parties attempted to resolve the issues in this case through arbitration, mediation, or any other
alternative for dispute resolution? . yeg & No If YES, provide program name and participation dates.

Signature /s/ Diane Curran Date 12-01-2014

Name of Counsel for Appellant/Petitioner Diane Curran
Address 1726 M Street NW, Suite 800, Washington, DC 20038
E-Mail 4.uran@harmoncurran.com Phone ( 202 ) _ 328-3500 Fax (202 ) _328-6918

ATTACH A CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE )
Note: If counsel for any other party believes that the information submitted is inaccurate or incomplete, counsel may so

advise the Clerk within 7 calendar days by letter, with copies to all other parties, specifically referring to the
chalienged statement.

USCA Form 41
August 2009 {REVISED)
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Addendum to Beyond Nuclear et al. Docketing Statement for No. 14-1216

Question 6(f): “Are any other cases involving the same underlying agency
order pending in this Court or any other.”

Yes. State of New York v. U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission, No. 14-
1210 (D.C. Circuit); Prairie Island Indian Community v. U.S. Nuclear Regulatory
Commission, No. 14-1212 (D.C. Circuit); NRDC v. U.S. Nuclear Regulatory
Commission, No. 14-1217 (D.C. Circuit).

Question 6(e): “ldentify the basis of appellant’s/petitioner’s claim of
standing.”

To establish standing, a party filing suit in federal court must demonstrate
three elements: first, that he or she has suffered a cognizable injury; second, that
the injury is fairly traceable to the opposing party’s conduct; and third, that a
favorable court decision would be likely to redress the injury. Friends of the
Earth, Inc. v. Laidlaw Envtl. Servs. (TOC), Inc., 528 U.S. 167, 180-81 (2000). As
this Court has recognized, an agency’s failure to comply with the procedural
requirements of the National Environmental Policy Act (“NEPA”) constitutes a
cognizable injury for purposes of establishing standing. Nat’l Parks
Conservation Ass’n v. Manson, 414 F.3d 1, 4 (D.C. Cir. 2005).

In this case, Petitioners have been injured by the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory

Commission’s failure to comply with NEPA and the Atomic Energy Act in issuing
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its Continued Storage Rule and Continued Storage Generic Environmental Impact
Statement (“GEIS”). All of the Petitioners — Beyond Nuclear, Inc., Blue Ridge
Environmental Defense League, Inc. (“BREDL”), Missouri Coalition for the
Environment, Inc. (“MCE”), New England Coalition, Inc. (“NEC”), Nuclear
Information and Resource Service, Inc. (“NIRS”), Riverkeeper, Inc., San Luis
Obispo Mothers for Peace, Inc. (“SLOMP”), Southern Alliance for Clean Energy,
Inc. (“SACE”), and Sustainable Energy and Economic Development Coalition,
Inc. (“SEED Coalition”) — have members who live within 50 miles of nuclear
power plants that are currently in the process of being licensed or re-licensed, and
thus have representational standing under the test established in Hunt v.
Washington State Apple Advertising Commission, 432 U.S. 333, 343 (1977). The
standing of the organizations’ members to participate in this appeal is described in
the attached declarations:

e Declaration of Victoria Clemons (November 17, 2014) (Beyond Nuclear)

e Declaration of Michael Keegan (1) (October 27, 2014) (Beyond Nuclear)

e Declaration of Michael Keegan (2) (October 27, 2014) (Beyond Nuclear)

e Declaration of Mary Ellen B. Connolly (September 23, 2014) (BREDL)

e Declaration of John A. Cruickshank (September 23, 2014) (BREDL)

e Declaration of Elena Day (September 24, 2014) (BREDL)

e Declaration of Stewart V. Horn (September 26, 2014) (BREDL)

2
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e Declaration of Sandra Kurtz (September 23, 2014) (BREDL)

e Declaration of Garry L. Morgan (September 24, 2014) (BREDL)

e Declaration of Charles L. Moss Jr. (September 23, 2014) (BREDL)
e Declaration of Marilyn P. Moss (September 24, 2014) (BREDL)

e Declaration of Mark Haim (September 22, 2014) (MCE)

e Declaration of Mary Mosley (September 25, 2014) (MCE)

e Declaration of Karen Stewart (October 27, 2014) (NEC)

o Declaration of Emily Casey (September 26, 2014) (NIRS)

e Declaration of Amanda Hancock Anderson (September 26, 2014 (NIRS)
e Declaration of W. Russell Anderson (September 26, 2014) (NIRS)

e Declaration of Nancy Syrop (October 31, 2014) (Riverkeeper)

e Declaration of Elaine E. Holder (September 22, 2014) (SLOMP)

e Declaration of Lucy Jane Swanson (September 19, 2014 (SLOMP)
e Declaration of Louise Gorenflo (September 21, 2014) (SACE)

e Declaration of Daniel C. Kipnis (September 19, 2014) (SACE)

e Declaration of Jeannie V. McKinney (September 25, 2014) (SACE)
e Declaration of Mark P. Oncavage (September 22, 2014) (SACE)

e Declaration of Maria Rosales (September 25, 2014) (SACE)

e Declaration of Lon Burnam (September 24, 2014) (SEED Coalition)

e Declaration of Susan Dancer (1) (September 25, 2014) (SEED Coalition)
3
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e Declaration of Susan Dancer (2) (September 25, 2014) (SEED Coalition)
All of the Petitioners participated in the rulemaking and NEPA processes by
filing comments on the draft Continued Storage Rule and draft Continued Storage
GEIS. All declarants have authorized their respective organizations to represent

them in this appeal.
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UNITED STATES COURT OF APPEALS
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA CIRCUIT

BEYOND NUCLEAR, INC., et al.,

Petitioners,
V.
NUCLEAR REGULATORY No. 14-1216
COMMISSION, and the
UNITED STATES OF AMERICA,

Respondents.

N N N N N N N N N N N N

DECLARATION OF VICTORIA CLEMONS
Under penalty of perjury, I, Victoria Clemons, declare as follows:

1. | make this declaration of my own personal knowledge. If called to testify
as a witness, | could and would testify competently regarding its contents.

2. | am a current member of Beyond Nuclear. | agree with Beyond Nuclear’s
mission of advocacy against commercial nuclear power and in favor of long-term
reliance on sustainable energy alternatives, and | believe my health and well-being
depend upon the health of the environment in the region where I live. | have
authorized Beyond Nuclear to pursue this lawsuit challenging the NRC’s rule
titled, “Continued Storage of Spent Nuclear Fuel” and accompanying
environmental analysis entitled, “Generic Environmental Impact Statement for
Continued Storage of Spent Nuclear Fuel,” on my behalf.

3. I know that Beyond Nuclear submitted comments to the U.S. Nuclear
Regulatory Commission (“NRC”) in 2013 regarding the NRC’s proposed rule
entitled “Waste Confidence Decision - Continued Storage of Spent Nuclear Fuel,”
which was published at 78 Fed. Reg. 56,776 on September 13, 2013 and its
accompanying “Waste Confidence Generic Environmental Impact Statement,”
published the same day.
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4. Tlive at 330 East Perry Street, Port Clinton, Ohio 43452. My home lies nine
(9) miles from the site of Davis-Besse Nuclear Power Station, Unit 1 (“Davis-
Besse”). I live within the 10-mile emergency evacuation zone, and well within the
fifty-mile radius distance from Davis-Besse at which the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory
Commis-sion (“NRC”) presumes a reactor accident will cause harm to my health
and safety.

5. Tam concerned about the health and safety risks posed by the spent fuel that
will be generated by Davis-Besse if it allowed to continue operations presently, or
if it is granted a 20-year license extension to commence in 2017, for which an
application is pending. [ am aware that Congress has established a policy that the
spent fuel should be removed from the Davis-Besse site to a repository for
permanent disposal. But, [ am concerned that permanent disposal of spent fuel
may not be feasible. I am also concerned that the government will not find
sufficient capacity in a repository or multiple repositories to accommodate the
spent fuel being generated presently, and anticipated to be generated in the future
by Davis-Besse. For these reasons, I am concerned that Davis-Besse may become
a de facto long term storage depot or even waste disposal site. I am concerned that
spent fuel stored for a lengthy period at the Davis-Besse site may leak into the
environment and harm my health and threaten my safety. Additionally, [ am
concerned about the health and safety of future generations in my family, and
protection of the environment.

6. I am aware that NRC must conduct a full safety and environmental review
whenever it licenses or re-licenses a nuclear power plant. However, [ am
concerned that NRC has not adequately evaluated the question of whether the spent
fuel that will be generated by Davis-Besse can be safely disposed of in a repository
or the environmental, health, and safety consequences of storing spent nuclear fuel
at facilities like Davis-Besse in the meantime. In the absence of adequate safety
findings and environmental analyses regarding these issues, I do not have
confidence that my health and safety or the integrity of my environment will be
protected from the adverse effects of exposure to spent reactor fuel.

7. Therefore I have authorized this petition for review of the NRC’s Final Rule
regarding Continued Storage of Spent Nuclear Fuel (Sept. 19, 2014) (“Continued
Storage Rule”) and its Generic Environmental Impact Statement for Continued
Storage of Spent Nuclear Fuel (Sept. 2014) (“Continued Storage GEIS”). If this
Court reverses the Continued Storage Rule and the Continued Storage GEIS and
requires the NRC to make necessary safety findings regarding spent fuel disposal
and fully analyze the environmental impacts of storing spent nuclear fuel, my

2
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concerns about the licensing of Davis-Besse would be lessened. And, further, if
this Court requires the NRC to make safety findings and conduct an adequate
environmental analysis, [ believe the NRC may determine it cannot make such
findings and therefore decide that denying Davis-Besse’s license application is
appropriate and required by law. Therefore, my concerns may be redressed by this
lawsuit.

[The remainder of this page has been intentionally left blank]
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I declare under penalty of perjury that the foregoing is true and correct to the best
of my knowledge, information and belief.

Uitena ( Busna 1117,/ 2014

Victoria Clemons [Date]
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UNITED STATES COURT OF APPEALS
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA CIRCUIT

BEYOND NUCLEAR, INC., et al.,

Petitioners,
V.
NUCLEAR REGULATORY No. 14-1216
COMMISSION, and the
UNITED STATES OF AMERICA,

Respondents.

N N N N N N N N N N N N

DECLARATION OF MICHAEL KEEGAN
Under penalty of perjury, I, Michael Keegan, declare as follows:

1. 1 make this declaration of my own personal knowledge. If called to testify
as a witness, | could and would testify competently regarding its contents.

2. | am a current member of Beyond Nuclear. | agree with Beyond Nuclear’s
mission of advocacy against commercial nuclear power and in favor of long-term
reliance on sustainable energy alternatives, and | believe my health and well-being
depend upon the health of the environment in the region where I live. | have
authorized Beyond Nuclear to pursue this lawsuit challenging the NRC’s rule
titled, “Continued Storage of Spent Nuclear Fuel” and accompanying
environmental analysis entitled, “Generic Environmental Impact Statement for
Continued Storage of Spent Nuclear Fuel,” on my behalf.

3. I know that Beyond Nuclear submitted comments to the U.S. Nuclear
Regulatory Commission (“NRC”) in 2013 regarding the NRC’s proposed rule
entitled “Waste Confidence Decision - Continued Storage of Spent Nuclear Fuel,”
which was published at 78 Fed. Reg. 56,776 on September 13, 2013 and its
accompanying “Waste Confidence Generic Environmental Impact Statement,”
published the same day.
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4. 1live at 811 Harrison Street, Monroe, Michigan 48161. My home lics fewer
than ten (10) miles from the site of the existing Fermi Nuclear Power Plant, Unit 2
(“Fermi 2"). Tlive well within the fifty-mile radius distance from Fermi 2 at which
the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission (“NRC”) presumes a reactor accident
will cause harm to my health and safety.

5. l'am concerned about the health and safety risks posed by the spent fuel that
will be generated by Fermi 2 if it reccives a renewed license to continue
operations, 1 am aware that Congress has established a policy that the spent fuel
should be removed from the Fermi 2 site to a repository for permanent disposal.
But I am concerned that permanent disposal of spent fuel may not be feasible. 1
am also concerned that the government will not find sufficient capacity in a
repository or multiple repositories to accommodate the spent fuel which has been
generated and which is to be gencrated by Fermi 2. For these reasons, [ am
concerned that Fermi 2 may become a de facto long term storage depot or cven
waste disposal site. I am concerned that spent fuel stored for a lengthy period at
the Fermt 2 site may leak into the envivonment and harm my health and threaten
my safety. Additionally, 1 am concerned about the health and safety of future
generations in my family, and protection of the environment.

6. I am aware that NRC must conduct a full safety and environmental review
whenever it licenses or re-licenses a nuclear power plant. However, | am
concerned that NRC has not adequately evaluated the question of whether the spent
fuel presently and prospectively being generated by Fermi 2 can be safely disposed
of in a repository or the environmental, health, and safety consequences of storing
spent nuclear fuel at facilities like Fermi 2 in the meantime. In the absence of
adequate safety findings and environmental analyses regarding these issucs, [ do
not have confidence that my health and safety or the integrity of my environment
will be protected from the adverse effects of exposure to spent reactor fuel.

7. Therefore I have authorized this petition for review of the NRC’s Final Rule
regarding Continued Storage of Spent Nuclear Fuel (Sept. 19, 2014) (*Continued
Storage Rule”) and its Generic Environmental Impact Statement for Continued
Storage of Spent Nuclear Fuel (Sept. 2014) (“Continued Storage GEIS™). If this
Court reverses the Continued Storage Rule and the Continued Storage GEIS and
requires the NRC to make necessary safety findings regarding spent fuel disposal
and fully analyze the environmental impacts of storing spent nuclear fucl, my
concerns about the relicensing of Fermi 2 would be lessened. And, further, if this
Court requires the NRC to make safety findings and conduct an adequate
environmental analysis, I believe the NRC may determinc it cannot make such

2
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findings and therefore decide that denying Fermi 2°s license application is
appropriate and required by law. Therefore, my concerns may be redressed by this
lawsuil.

[The remainder of this page has been intentionally left blank]
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[ declare under penalty of perjury that the foregoing is true and correct to the best
of my knowledge, information and belief,
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UNITED STATES COURT OF APPEALS
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA CIRCUIT

BEYOND NUCLEAR, INC., et al.,

Petitioners,
V.
NUCLEAR REGULATORY No. 14-1216
COMMISSION, and the
UNITED STATES OF AMERICA,

Respondents.

N N N N N N N N N N N N

DECLARATION OF MICHAEL KEEGAN
Under penalty of perjury, I, Michael Keegan, declare as follows:

1. 1 make this declaration of my own personal knowledge. If called to testify
as a witness, | could and would testify competently regarding its contents.

2. | am a current member of Beyond Nuclear. | agree with Beyond Nuclear’s
mission of advocacy against commercial nuclear power and in favor of long-term
reliance on sustainable energy alternatives, and | believe my health and well-being
depend upon the health of the environment in the region where I live. | have
authorized Beyond Nuclear to pursue this lawsuit challenging the NRC’s rule
titled, “Continued Storage of Spent Nuclear Fuel” and accompanying
environmental analysis entitled, “Generic Environmental Impact Statement for
Continued Storage of Spent Nuclear Fuel,” on my behalf.

3. I know that Beyond Nuclear submitted comments to the U.S. Nuclear
Regulatory Commission (“NRC”) in 2013 regarding the NRC’s proposed rule
entitled “Waste Confidence Decision - Continued Storage of Spent Nuclear Fuel,”
which was published at 78 Fed. Reg. 56,776 on September 13, 2013 and its
accompanying “Waste Confidence Generic Environmental Impact Statement,”
published the same day.
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4. Ilive at 811 Harrison Street, Monroe, Michigan 48161, My home lies fewer
than ten (10) miles from the site of the proposed Fermi Nuclear Power Plant, Unit
3 nuclear power plant (“Fermi 3"). T live well within the fifty-mile radius distance
from Fermi 3 at which the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission (“NRC")
presumes a rcactor accident will cause harm to my health and safety.

5. Fam concerned about the health and safety risks posed by the spent fuel that
will be generated by Fermi 3 if it is licensed for operations. 1 am aware that
Congress has established a policy that the spent fuel should be removed from the
Fermi 3 site to a repository for permanent disposal. But, I am concerned that
permanent disposal of spent fuel may not be feasible. T am also concerned that the
government will not find sufficient capacity in a repository or multiple repositorics
to accommodate the spent fuel to be generated by Fermi 3. For these reasons, T am
concerned that Fermi 3 may become a de fucto long term storage depot or even
waste disposal site. | am concerned that spent fuel stored for a lengthy period at
the Fermi 3 site may leak into the cnvironment and harm my health and threaten
my safety. Additionally, I am concerned about the health and safety of future
generations in my family, and protection of the environment,

6. 1am aware that NRC must conduct a full safety and environmental review
whenever it licenses or re-licenses a nuclear power plant. However, I am
concerncd that NRC has not adequately evaluated the question of whether the spent
fuel that will be gencrated by Fermi 3 can be safely disposed of in a repository or
the environmental, health, and safety consequences of storing spent nuclear fuel at
facilities like Fermi 3 in the meantime, In the absence of adequate safety findings
and environmental analyses regarding these issucs, I do not have confidence that
my health and safety or the integrity of my environment will be protected from the
adverse cffects of exposure to spent reactor fuel.

7. Therefore I have authorized this petition for review of the NRC’s Final Rule
regarding Continued Storage of Spent Nuclear Fuel (Sept. 19, 2014) (“Continued
Storage Rule™) and its Generic Environmental Impact Stalement for Continued
Storage of Spent Nuclear Fuel (Sept. 2014) (“Continued Storage GEIS™). If this
Court reverses the Continued Storage Rule and the Continued Storage GEIS and
requires the NRC to make necessary safety findings regarding spent fuel disposal
and fully analyze the environmental impacts of storing spent nuclear fuel, my
concerns about the licensing of Fermi 3 would be lessened. And, further, if this
Court requircs the NRC to make safety findings and conduct an adequate
environmental analysis, I believe the NRC may determine it cannot make such
findings and thereforc decide that denying Fermi 3°s license application is

2
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appropriate and required by law. Therefore, my concerns may be redressed by this
lawsuit,

[The remainder of this page has been intentionally left blank]
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[ declare under penalty of perjury that the foregoing is true and correct to the best
of my knowledge, information and belief.
f

sl | oy forfoors

[Name] [Date]
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UNITED STATES COURT OF APPEALS
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA CIRCUIT

BEYOND NUCLEAR, INC., et al.,

Petitioners,
V.
NUCLEAR REGULATORY No. 14-1216
COMMISSION, and the
UNITED STATES OF AMERICA,

Respondents.

N N N N N N N N N N N N

DECLARATION OF MARY ELLEN B. CONNOLLY
Under penalty of perjury, I, Mary Ellen B. Connolly, declare as follows:

1. | make this declaration of my own personal knowledge. If called to testify
as a witness, | could and would testify competently regarding its contents.

2. |1 am a current member of Blue Ridge Environmental Defense League
(“BREDL"). | agree with BREDL’s mission of clean and safe energy and | believe
my health and well-being depend upon the health of the environment in the region
where | live. | have authorized BREDL to pursue this lawsuit challenging the
NRC’s rule titled, “Continued Storage of Spent Nuclear Fuel” and accompanying
environmental analysis entitled, “Generic Environmental Impact Statement for
Continued Storage of Spent Nuclear Fuel,” on my behalf.

3. | know that BREDL submitted comments to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory
Commission (“NRC”) in 2013 regarding the NRC’s proposed rule entitled “Waste
Confidence Decision - Continued Storage of Spent Nuclear Fuel,” which was
published at 78 Fed. Reg. 56,776 on September 13, 2013 and its accompanying
“Waste Confidence Generic Environmental Impact Statement,” published the same
day.
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4. 1live at 664 Connolly Road, York South Carolina 29745. My home lies
about 15 miles from the William States Lee 11T Nuclear Station (“WSL”). This is
less than the fifty-mile radius distance at which the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory
Commission (“NRC”) presumes a reactor accident will cause harm to my health
and safety.

5. Tam concerned about the health and safety risks posed by the spent fuel that
will be generated by WSL if it is licensed. Tam aware that Congress has
established a policy that the spent fuel should be removed from the WSL site to a
repository for permanent disposal. But, I am concerned that permanent disposal of
spent fuel may not be feasible. I am also concerned that the government will not
find sufficient capacity in a repository or multiple repositories to accommodate the
spent fuel to be generated by WSL. For these reasons, I am concerned that WSL
may become a de facto long term storage depot or even waste disposal site. [ am
concerned that spent fuel stored for a lengthy period at the WSL site may leak into
the environment and harm my health and threaten my safety. Additionally, T am
concerned about the health and safety of future generations in my family, and
protection of the environment.

6. Iam aware that NRC must conduct a full safety and environmental review
whenever it licenses or re-licenses a nuclear power plant. However, I am
concerned that NRC has not adequately evaluated the question of whether the
spent fuel that will be generated by WSL can be safely disposed of in a repository
or the environmental, health, and safety consequences of storing spent nuclear fuel
at facilitics like WSL in the meantime. In the absence of adequate safety findings
and environmental analyses regarding these issues, I do not have confidence that
my health and safety or the integrity of my environment will be protected from the
adverse effects of exposurc to spent reactor fuel.

7. Therefore I have authorized this petition for review of the NRC’s Final Rule
regarding Continued Storage of Spent Nuclear Fuel (Sept. 19, 2014) (“Continued
Storage Rule”) and its Generic Environmental Impact Statement for Continued
Storage of Spent Nuclear Fuel (Sept. 2014) (“Continued Storage GEIS”). If this
Court reverses the Continued Storage Rule and the Continued Storage GEIS and
requires the NRC to make necessary safety findings regarding spent fuel disposal
and fully analyze the environmental impacts of storing spent nuclear fuel, my
concerns about the licensing of WSL would be lessened. And, further, if this Court
requires the NRC to make safety findings and conduct an adequate environmental
analysis, I believe the NRC may determine it cannot make such findings and
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therefore decide that denying WSL’s license application is appropriate and
required by law. Therefore, my concerns may be redressed by this lawsuit.

[The remainder of this page has been intentionally left blank ]
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} declare under penalty of perjury that the foregoing is true and correct to the best of my
knowledge, information and belief,
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UNITED STATES COURT OF APPEALS
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA CIRCUIT

BEYOND NUCLEAR, INC., et al.,

Petitioners,
V.

NUCLEAR REGULATORY
COMMISSION, and the
UNITED STATES OF AMERICA,

No. 14-1216

Respondents.

N N N N N N N N N N N N

DECLARATION OF John A. Cruickshank
Under penalty of perjury, I, John A. Cruickshank, declare as follows:

1. | make this declaration of my own personal knowledge. If called to testify
as a witness, | could and would testify competently regarding its contents.

2. |1 am a current member of Blue Ridge Environmental Defense League and its
chapter People’s Alliance for Clean Energy (“BREDL”). | agree with BREDL’s
mission of clean and safe energy and | believe my health and well-being depend
upon the health of the environment in the region where | live. | have authorized
BREDL to pursue this lawsuit challenging the NRC’s rule titled, “Continued
Storage of Spent Nuclear Fuel” and accompanying environmental analysis entitled,
“Generic Environmental Impact Statement for Continued Storage of Spent Nuclear
Fuel,” on my behalf.

3. | know that BREDL submitted comments to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory
Commission (“NRC”) in 2013 regarding the NRC’s proposed rule entitled “Waste
Confidence Decision - Continued Storage of Spent Nuclear Fuel,” which was
published at 78 Fed. Reg. 56,776 on September 13, 2013 and its accompanying
“Waste Confidence Generic Environmental Impact Statement,” published the same
day.

(Page 25 of Total)



USCA Case #14-1216  Document #1524640 Filed: 12/01/2014  Page 23 of 117

4. 1live at 324 Parkway St., Charlottesville, VA, 22902. My home lies 30
miles from the North Anna Power Station. This is less than the {ifty~-mile radius
distance at which the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission (*NRC”) presumes a
reactor accident will cause harm to my health and safety.

5. 1am concerned about the health and safety risks posed by the spent fuel that
will be generated by North Anna Power Station Unit 3 if it is licensed. | am aware
that Congress has established a policy that the spent fuel should be removed from
the North Anna site to a repository for permanent disposal. But, | am concerned
that permanent disposal of spent fuel may not be feasible. I am also concerned that
the government will not find sufficient capacity in a repository or multiple
repositories to accommodate the spent fuel to be generated by North Anna. For
these reasons, I am concerned that North Anna may become a de facto long term
storage depot or even waste disposal site. I am concerned that spent fuel stored for
a lengthy period at the North Anna site may leak into the environment and harm
my health and threaten my safety. Additionally, I am concerned about the health
and safety of future generations in my family, and protection of the environment.

6. Lam aware that NRC must conduct a full safety and environmental review
whenever it licenses or re-licenses a nuclear power plant. However, [ am
concerned that NRC has not adequately evaluated the question of whether the
spent fuel that will be generated by North Anna can be safely disposed of in a
repository or the environmental, health, and safety consequences of storing spent
nuclear fuel at facilities like North Anna in the meantime. In the absence of
adequate safety findings and environmental analyses regarding these issues, I do
not have confidence that my health and safety or the integrity of my environment
will be protected from the adverse effects of exposure to spent reactor fuel,

7. Theretore I have authorized this petition for review of the NRC’s Final Rule
regarding Continued Storage of Spent Nuclear Fuel (Sept. 19, 2014) (“Continued
Storage Rule”) and its Generic Environmental Impact Statement for Continued
Storage of Spent Nuclear Fuel (Sept. 2014) (“Continued Storage GEIS”). If this
Court reverses the Continued Storage Rule and the Continued Storage GEIS and
requires the NRC to make necessary safety findings regarding spent fuel disposal
and fully analyze the environmental impacts of storing spent nuclear fuel, my
concerns about the licensing of North Anna would be lessened. And, further, if
this Court requires the NRC to make safety findings and conduct an adequate
environmental analysis, 1 believe the NRC may determine it cannot make such
findings and therefore decide that denying North Anna’s license application is
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appropriate and required by law. Therefore, my concerns may be redressed by this
lawsuit.

[The remainder of this page has been intentionally left blank]
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I declare under penalty of perjury that the foregoing is true and correct to the best
of my knowledge, information and belief.

/«r-Q Q ony Lo 9 <t

Slgnatme] [Date]
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UNITED STATES COURT OF APPEALS
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA CIRCUIT

BEYOND NUCLEAR, INC., et al.,

Petitioners,
V.

NUCLEAR REGULATORY
COMMISSION, and the
UNITED STATES OF AMERICA,

No. 14-1216

Respondents.

N N N N N N N N N N N N

DECLARATION OF ELENA DAY
Under penalty of perjury, |, Elena Day, declare as follows:

1. | make this declaration of my own personal knowledge. If called to testify
as a witness, | could and would testify competently regarding its contents.

2. | am a current member of Blue Ridge Environmental Defense League and its
chapter People’s Alliance for Clean Energy (“BREDL”). | agree with BREDL’s
mission of clean and safe energy and | believe my health and well-being depend
upon the health of the environment in the region where | live. | have authorized
BREDL to pursue this lawsuit challenging the NRC’s rule titled, “Continued
Storage of Spent Nuclear Fuel” and accompanying environmental analysis entitled,
“Generic Environmental Impact Statement for Continued Storage of Spent Nuclear
Fuel,” on my behalf.

3. | know that BREDL submitted comments to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory
Commission (“NRC”) in 2013 regarding the NRC’s proposed rule entitled “Waste
Confidence Decision - Continued Storage of Spent Nuclear Fuel,” which was
published at 78 Fed. Reg. 56,776 on September 13, 2013 and its accompanying
“Waste Confidence Generic Environmental Impact Statement,” published the same
day.
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4. Tlive at 151 Buckingham Circle, Charlottesville, VA My home lies 03 miles
from the North Anna Power Station This is less than the fifty-mile radius distance
at which the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission (“NRC”) presumes a reactor
accident will cause harm to my health and safety,

5. lam concerned aboul the health and safety risks posed by the spent fuel that
will be generated by North Anna Power Station Unit 3 if it is licensed. 1 am aware
that Congress has established a policy that the spent fuel should be removed from
the North Anna site to a repository for permanent disposal. But, I am concerned
that permanent disposal of spent fuel may not be feasible. I am also concerned that
the government will not find sufficient capacity in a repository or multiple
repositories to accommodate the spent fuel to be generated by North Anna. For
these reasons, | am concerned that North Anna may become a de facto long term
storage depot or even waste disposal site. I amn concerned that spent fuel stored for
a lengthy period at the North Anna site may leak into the environment and harm
my health and threaten my safety. Additionally, | am concerncd about the health
and safety of future generations in my family, and protection of the environment.

6. L am aware that NRC must conduct a full safety and environmental review
whenever it licenses or re-licenses a nuclear power plant. However, I am
concerned that NRC has not adcquately evaluated the question of whether the
spent fuel that will be generated by North Anna can be safely disposed of in a
repostitory or the environmental, health, and safety consequences of storing spent
nuclear fuel at facilities like North Anna in the meantime. In the absence of
adequate safety findings and environmental analyses regarding these issucs, 1 do
not have confidence that my health and safety or the integrity of my environment
will be protected from the adverse effects of exposure to spent reactor fuel.

7. Therefore [ have authorized this petition for review of the NRC’s Final Rule
regarding Continued Storage of Spent Nuclear Fuel (Sept. 19, 2014) (“Continued
Storage Rule”) and its Generic Environmental Impact Statement for Continued
Storage of Spent Nuclear Fuel (Sept. 2014) (“Continued Storage GEIS™). If this
Court reverses the Continued Storage Rule and the Continued Storage GEIS and
requires the NRC to make necessary safety findings regarding spent fuel disposal
and fully analyze the environmental impacts of storing spent nuclear fuel, my
concerns about the licensing of North Anna would be lessened. And, further, if
this Court requires the NRC to make safety findings and conduct an adequate
environmental analysis, I believe the NRC may determine it cannot make such
findings and therefore decide that denying North Anna’s license application is
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appropriate and required by law. Therefore, my concerns may be redressed by this
lawsuit.

[The remainder of this page has been intentionally left blank]
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1 declare under penalty of perjury that the foregoing is true and correct to the best
of my knowledge, information and belief.

/N KO@J- 7/2 /)4

~ [

[Signature] [ Date]
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UNITED STATES COURT OF APPEALS
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA CIRCUIT

BEYOND NUCLEAR, INC., et al.,

Petitioners,
V.

NUCLEAR REGULATORY
COMMISSION, and the
UNITED STATES OF AMERICA,

No. 14-1216

Respondents.

N N N N N N N N N N N N

DECLARATION OF STEWART V. HORN
Under penalty of perjury, I, Stewart V. Horn, declare as follows:

1. 1 make this declaration of my own personal knowledge. If called to testify
as a witness, | could and would testify competently regarding its contents.

2. | am a current member of Blue Ridge Environmental Defense League
(BREDL) and its chapter Bellefonte Efficiency and Sustainability Team/Mothers
Against Tennessee River Radiation (BEST/MATRR). | agree with BREDL’s
mission of environmental stewardship and clean, safe energy choices. | believe my
health and well-being depend upon the health of the environment in the region
where | live. | have authorized BREDL to pursue this lawsuit challenging the
NRC’s rule titled, “Continued Storage of Spent Nuclear Fuel”” and accompanying
environmental analysis entitled, “Generic Environmental Impact Statement for
Continued Storage of Spent Nuclear Fuel,” on my behalf.

3. | know that BREDL submitted comments to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory
Commission (“NRC”) in 2013 regarding the NRC’s proposed rule entitled “Waste
Confidence Decision - Continued Storage of Spent Nuclear Fuel,” which was
published at 78 Fed. Reg. 56,776 on September 13, 2013 and its accompanying
“Waste Confidence Generic Environmental Impact Statement,” published the same
day.
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4. 1live at 498 Keel Hollow Rd., New Hope, Al., 35760, My home lies 25
miles from the Bellefonte Nuclear Power Plant. This is less than the fifty-mile
radjus distance at which the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission (“NRC”)
presumes a reactor accident will cause harm to my health and safety.

5. Iam concerned about the health and safety risks posed by the spent fuel that
will be generated by Bellefonte Nuclear Plant Units 3 and 4 if it is licensed. I am
aware that Congress has established a policy that the spent fuel should be removed
from the Bellefonte site to a repository for permanent disposal. But, I am
concerned that permanent disposal of spent fuel may not be feasible. I am also
concerned that the government will not find sufficient capacity in a repository or
multiple repositories to accommodate the spent fuel to be generated by Bellefonte.
For these reasons, I am concerned that Bellefonte may become a de fucto long term
storage depot or even waste disposal site. T am concerned that spent fuel stored for
a lengthy period at the Bellefonte site may leak into the environment and harm my
health and threaten my safety. Additionally, I am concerned about the health and
safety of future generations in my family, and protection of the environment.

6. Iam aware that NRC must conduct a full safety and environmental review
whenever it licenses or re-licenses a nuclear power plant. However, I am
concerned that NRC has not adequately evaluated the question of whether the
spent fuel that will be generated by Bellefonte can be safely disposed of in a
repository or the environmental, health, and safety consequences of storing spent
nuclear fuel at facilities like Bellefonte in the meantime. In the absence of
adequate safety findings and environmental analyses regarding these issues, I do
not have confidence that my health and safety or the integrity of my environment
will be protected from the adverse effects of exposure to spent reactor fuel,

7. Therefore I have authorized this petition for review of the NRC's Final Rule
regarding Continued Storage of Spent Nuclear Fuel (Sept. 19, 2014) (“Continued
Storage Rule”) and its Generic Environmental Impact Statement for Continued
Storage of Spent Nuclear Fuel (Sept. 2014) (“Continued Storage GEIS”). If this
Court reverses the Continued Storage Rule and the Continued Storage GEIS and
requires the NRC to make necessary safety findings regarding spent fuel disposal
and fully analyze the environmental impacts of storing spent nuclear fuel, my
concerns about the licensing of Bellefonte would be lessened. And, further, if this
Court requires the NRC to make safety findings and conduct an adequate
environmental analysis, [ believe the NRC may determine it cannot make such
findings and therefore decide that denying Bellefonte’s license application is

2
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appropriate and required by law. Therefore, my concerns may be redressed by this
lawsuit.

[The remainder of this page has been intentionally lefl blank]
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I declare under penalty of perjury that the foregoing is true and correct to the best

of my knowledge, infol\aiiin and belief.

Stewart V. Horn September 26, 2014

[ Signgture] [Date]
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UNITED STATES COURT OF APPEALS
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA CIRCUIT

BEYOND NUCLEAR, INC., et al.,

Petitioners,
V.

NUCLEAR REGULATORY
COMMISSION, and the
UNITED STATES OF AMERICA,

No. 14-1216

Respondents.

N N N N N N N N N N N N

DECLARATION OF SANDRA KURTZ
Under penalty of perjury, I, Sandra Kurtz, declare as follows:

1. 1 make this declaration of my own personal knowledge. If called to testify
as a witness, | could and would testify competently regarding its contents.

2. | am a current member of Blue Ridge Environmental Defense League and its
chapter Bellefonte Efficiency and Sustainability Team/Mothers Against Tennessee
River Radiation (“BREDL”). | agree with BREDL’s mission of clean and safe
energy and | believe my health and well-being depend upon the health of the
environment in the region where 1 live. | have authorized BREDL to pursue this
lawsuit challenging the NRC’s rule titled, “Continued Storage of Spent Nuclear
Fuel” and accompanying environmental analysis entitled, “Generic Environmental
Impact Statement for Continued Storage of Spent Nuclear Fuel,” on my behalf.

3. | know that BREDL submitted comments to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory
Commission (“NRC”) in 2013 regarding the NRC’s proposed rule entitled “Waste
Confidence Decision - Continued Storage of Spent Nuclear Fuel,” which was
published at 78 Fed. Reg. 56,776 on September 13, 2013 and its accompanying
“Waste Confidence Generic Environmental Impact Statement,” published the same
day.
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4. Phve 0l 3700 Skylark Trail, Chattancogs, TN 37416, My home lies 15
miles Trom the Sequoyah Nuelear Power Plant. This s less than the 1] ivemile
eadius distanee 5t which the U8 Nuclear Regubatory Cosmission ("NRE™)
presumes a repcior scident witl casse harn to my health and safity,

S am concerned ahout the hieald and safety risks posed by the spest fuel that
will b penerated by Sequovals iFi is selicensed. T am swaze tha Congaress has
established s policy that the spent fiel should be removed from the Sequosah site
toa repository Tar penmanent disposal, But, | am concemed hat garmmnent
disposal of spent fuel miy pot he feasible. T am also converned that the
government wil sot find sulficient capaeiny in a repository or multiple sepositories
b areommodate e spent el w be generated by Sequoyah, For these reasons, |
am coneerned thit Sequovah may hecome a o focm tong tenm storage depot or
even waste disposal site, | am concerned that spent fisel stored Tor a lengthy period
at the Sequoyah site may leak inte the environment and hurm my health and
threaten iy salely, Additionally, Fun concerned about the hoalth and safety of
future geneeations in my family, and protection of the emviromsent,

G, am aware that NRC must conduct @ full safeny and environmental review
whenever 1 licenses or re-lcenses & nuclear power plant. However, Fam
voncerned that NRC has not adeguately evalusied the question of whesher the
spent el thit will be generated by Sequovah cun be safvde disposed ofina
repository or the enviranmental, health, and safety consgquences of storing span)
nuctear fuel at facilities ke Sequeyah in the merntime. In the absence of adequute
sifely findings and envivonmental soglyses regarding these fssues, | do not bave
confidence that my health amd safery or the inteprity of iy envirenment will e
profected from the adverse effects of exposire 1o spemt reactor fuel.

7. Theretore | have asthorized this pethtion for review of the NRCs Figal Rule
regarding Continned Storage of Spent Nuclear Foel (Sept. 19, 20048 £ Contined
storage Rule™y and s Generie Environmentul Impacr Stmasient for Continued
Storage of Spent Noclear Fued (Sepl, 2014) {“Continged Stormge GEIST). 1f this
Court reverses the Continued Storage Rule and the Comtinued Storage GEIS g
requires the NRU to make necessary safery findings regarding spemt fuel disposal
and fully analy2e the envirenmental impacts of storing spent nuclear Tuct, my
concerns ibout the relicensing of Sequovah would be tessened, And, luether, if
this Court requires the NRC oomake sufety findings and conduct sn adequate
environmental analysis, | believe the MRC may determine it cannol make such
findings and therefore decide that desying Sequovah’s license renewal applicatiog

td
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s appropriate and required by law. Therctore, my concerns may be redressed by
this Fwsuit,

{ e remainder of this page has been imentionally left blowk f
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[ declare under pesalty of perjuey that the foregoing is tee and correat to the best
of ny knowledge, information and belief,

M“t‘?’f’f& if | jétilffﬁx 9 *E”‘:‘”"gj("‘:“
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[Signsture] II'} st
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UNITED STATES COURT OF APPEALS
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA CIRCUIT

BEYOND NUCLEAR, INC., et al.,

Petitioners,
V.

NUCLEAR REGULATORY
COMMISSION, and the
UNITED STATES OF AMERICA,

No. 14-1216

Respondents.

N N N N N N N N N N N N

DECLARATION OF GARRY L. MORGAN
Under penalty of perjury, I, Garry L. Morgan, declare as follows:

1. | make this declaration of my own personal knowledge. If called to testify
as a witness, | could and would testify competently regarding its contents.

2. | am a current member of Blue Ridge Environmental Defense League
(BREDL) and its chapter Bellefonte Efficiency and Sustainability Team/Mothers
Against Tennessee River Radiation (BEST/MATRR). | agree with BREDL’s
mission of environmental stewardship and clean, safe energy choices. | believe my
health and well-being depend upon the health of the environment in the region
where | live. | have authorized BREDL to pursue this lawsuit challenging the
NRC’s rule titled, “Continued Storage of Spent Nuclear Fuel”” and accompanying
environmental analysis entitled, “Generic Environmental Impact Statement for
Continued Storage of Spent Nuclear Fuel,” on my behalf.

3. | know that BREDL submitted comments to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory
Commission (“NRC”) in 2013 regarding the NRC’s proposed rule entitled “Waste
Confidence Decision - Continued Storage of Spent Nuclear Fuel,” which was
published at 78 Fed. Reg. 56,776 on September 13, 2013 and its accompanying
“Waste Confidence Generic Environmental Impact Statement,” published the same
day.
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4. Tlive at 130 Rome St., Scottsboro, Al,, 35769. My home lies 4.5 miles from
the Bellefonte Nuclear Facility. This is less than the fifty-mile radius distance at
which the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission (“NRC”) presumes a reactor
accident will cause harm to my health and safety,

5. I'am concerned about the health and safety risks posed by the spent fuel that
will be generated by Bellefonte Nuclear Plant Units 3 and 4 if it is licensed. Iam
aware that Congress has established a policy that the spent fuel should be removed
from the Bellefonte site to a repository for permanent disposal. But, I am
concerned that permanent disposal of spent fuel may not be feasible. Iam also
concerned that the government will not find sufficient capacity in a repository or
multiple repositories to accommodate the spent fuel to be generated by Bellefonte,
For these reasons, I am concerned that Bellefonte may become a de fucto long term
storage depot or even waste disposal site. T am concerned that spent fuel stored for
a lengthy period at the Bellefonte site may leak into the environment and harm my
health and threaten my safety. Additionally, I am concerned about the health and
safety of future generations in my family, and protection of the environment.

6. Iam aware that NRC must conduct a full safety and environmental review
whenever it licenses or re-licenses a nuclear power plant. However, I am
concerned that NRC has not adequately evaluated the question of whether the
spent fuel that will be generated by Bellefonte can be safely disposed of in a
repository or the environmental, health, and safety consequences of storing spent
nuclear fuel at facilities like Bellefonte in the meantime. In the absence of
adequate safety findings and environmental analyses regarding these issues, I do
not have confidence that my health and safety or the integrity of my environment
will be protected from the adverse effects of exposure to spent reactor fuel,

7. Therefore I have authorized this petition for review of the NRC’s Final Rule
regarding Continued Storage of Spent Nuclear Fuel (Sept. 19, 2014) (*Continued
Storage Rule”) and its Generic Environmental Impact Statement for Continued
Storage of Spent Nuclear Fuel (Sept. 2014) (“Continued Storage GEIS™), If this
Court reverses the Continued Storage Rule and the Continued Storage GEIS and
requires the NRC to make necessary safety findings regarding spent fuel disposal
and fully analyze the environmental impacts of storing spent nuclear fuel, my
concerns about the licensing of Bellefonte would be lessened. And, further, if this
Court requires the NRC to make safety findings and conduct an adequate
environmental analysis, I believe the NRC may determine it cannot make such
findings and therefore decide that denying Bellefonte’s license application is

2
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appropriate and required by law. Therefore, my concerns may be redressed by this
lawsuit.

[The remainder of this page has been intentionally left blank]
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I declare under penalty of petjury that the foregoing is true and correct to the best
of my knowlgdge, information and belief.

Morgan September 24, 2014

[Signature] {Date]'
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UNITED STATES COURT OF APPEALS
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA CIRCUIT

BEYOND NUCLEAR, INC., et al.,

Petitioners,
V.
NUCLEAR REGULATORY No. 14-1216
COMMISSION, and the
UNITED STATES OF AMERICA,

Respondents.

N N N N N N N N N N N N

DECLARATION OF Charles L. Moss Jr.
Under penalty of perjury, I, Charles L. Moss Jr, declare as follows:

1. | make this declaration of my own personal knowledge. If called to testify
as a witness, | could and would testify competently regarding its contents.

2. | am a current member of the Blue Ridge Environmental Defense League
(“BREDL™). | agree with BREDL’s mission of clean and safe energy and | believe
my health and well-being depend upon the health of the environment in the region
where | live. | have authorized BREDL to pursue this lawsuit challenging the
NRC’s rule titled, “Continued Storage of Spent Nuclear Fuel” and accompanying
environmental analysis entitled, “Generic Environmental Impact Statement for
Continued Storage of Spent Nuclear Fuel,” on my behalf.

3. I know that BREDL submitted comments to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory
Commission (“NRC”) in 2013 regarding the NRC’s proposed rule entitled “Waste
Confidence Decision - Continued Storage of Spent Nuclear Fuel,” which was
published at 78 Fed. Reg. 56,776 on September 13, 2013 and its accompanying
“Waste Confidence Generic Environmental Impact Statement,” published the same
day.

4. 1 live at 4595 Hickory Grove Rd. Sharon SC 29742. My home lies about 6
miles from the William States Lee 11l Nuclear Station (“WSL”). This is less

1
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than the fifty-mile radius distance at which the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory
Commission (“NRC") presumes a reactor accident will cause harm to my health
and safety.

5. Tam concerned about the health and safety risks posed by the spent fuet that
will be generated by WSL if it is licensed. I am aware that Congress has
established a policy that the spent fuel should be removed from the WSL site to
a repository for permanent disposal. But, I am concerned that permanent
disposal of spent fuel may not be feasible. I am also concerned that the
government will not find sutficient capacity in a repository or multiple
repositories to accommaodate the spent fuel to be generated by WSL. For these
reasons, | am concerned that WSL may become a de facto long term storage
depot or even waste disposal site. T am concerned that spent {uel stored for a
lengthy period at the WSL site may leak into the environment and harm my
health and threaten my safety. Additionally, I am concerned about the health
and safety of luture generations in my family, and protection of the
environment,

6. T am aware that NRC must conduct a full safety and environmental review
whenever it licenses or re-licenses a nuclear power plant. However, I am
concerned that NRC has not adequately evaluated the question of whether the
spent fuel that will be generated by WSL can be safely disposed of in a
repository or the environmental, health, and safety consequences of storing
spent nuclear fuel at facilities like WSL in the meantime. In the absence of
adequate safety tindings and environmental analyses regarding these issues, |
do not have confidence that my health and safety or the integrity of my
environment will be protected from the adverse effects of exposure to spent
reactor fuel.

7. Therefore I have authorized this petition for review of the NRC’s Final Rule
regarding Continued Storage of Spent Nuclear Fuel (Sept. 19, 2014)
("Continued Storage Rule”) and its Generic Environmental Impact Statemen
for Continued Storage of Spent Nuclear Fuel (Sept. 2014) (“Continued Storage
GEIS”). If this Court reverses the Continued Storage Rule and the Continued
Storage GEIS and requires the NRC to make necessary safety findings
regarding spent fuel disposal and fully analyze the environmental impacts of
storing spent nuclear fuel, my concerns about the licensing of WSL would be
lessened. And, further, it this Court requires the NRC to make safety findings
and conduct an adequate environmental analysis, I believe the NRC may
determine it cannot make such findings and therefore decide that denying

2
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WSL's license application is appropriate and required by law. Therefore. my
concerns may be redressed by this lawsuit,

[The remainder of this page has been intentionally left blank]
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[ declare under penalty of perjury that the foregoing is true and correct to the best
of my knowledge, information and belief,

&%M 7/”%« FAC T-93~1Y

1ignature} [Date}
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UNITED STATES COURT OF APPEALS
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA CIRCUIT

BEYOND NUCLEAR, INC., et al.,

Petitioners,
V.
NUCLEAR REGULATORY No. 14-1216
COMMISSION, and the
UNITED STATES OF AMERICA,

Respondents.

N N N N N N N N N N N N

DECLARATION OF Marilyn P. Moss
Under penalty of perjury, I, Marilyn P. Moss, declare as follows:

1. | make this declaration of my own personal knowledge. If called to testify
as a witness, | could and would testify competently regarding its contents.

2. | am a current member of the Blue Ridge Environmental Defense League
(“BREDL™). | agree with BREDL’s mission of clean and safe energy and | believe
my health and well-being depend upon the health of the environment in the region
where | live. | have authorized BREDL to pursue this lawsuit challenging the
NRC’s rule titled, “Continued Storage of Spent Nuclear Fuel” and accompanying
environmental analysis entitled, “Generic Environmental Impact Statement for
Continued Storage of Spent Nuclear Fuel,” on my behalf.

3. I know that BREDL submitted comments to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory
Commission (“NRC”) in 2013 regarding the NRC’s proposed rule entitled “Waste
Confidence Decision - Continued Storage of Spent Nuclear Fuel,” which was
published at 78 Fed. Reg. 56,776 on September 13, 2013 and its accompanying
“Waste Confidence Generic Environmental Impact Statement,” published the same
day.

4. 1 live at 605 Owens Rd. Clover SC 29710. My home lies about 12 miles
from the William States Lee 111 Nuclear Station (“WSL”). This is less than the

1
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fifty-mile radius distance at which the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
(“NRC™) presumes a reactor accident will cause harm to my health and safety,

5. lam concerned about the health and safety risks posed by the spent fuel that
will be generated by WSL if'it is licensed. | am aware that Congress has
established a policy that the spent fuel should be removed from the WSL site o
a repository for permanent disposal. But, I am concerned that permanent
disposal of spent fuel may not be feasible. | am also concerned that the
government will not find sufficient capacity in a repository or multiple
repositories to accommodate the spent fuel to be generated by WSL.. For these
reasons, I am concerned that WSL may become a de facto long term storage
depot or even waste disposal site. 1 am concerned that spent fuel stored for a
lengthy period at the WSL site may leak into the environment and harm my
health and threaten my safety. Additionally, [ am concerned about the health
and safety of future generations in my family, and protection of the
environment,

6. Tam aware that NRC must conduct a full safety and environmental review
whenever it licenses or re-licenses a nuclear power plant. However, | am
concerned that NRC has not adequately evaluated the question of whether the |
spent fuel that will be generated by WSL. can be safely disposed of in a |
repository or the environmental, health, and safety consequences of storing

spent nuclear fuel at facitities like WSL in the meantime. In the absence of

adequate safety findings and environmental analyses regarding these issues, I

do not have confidence that my health and safety or the integrity of my

environment will be protected from the adverse effects of exposure to spent

reactor fuel.

7. Therefore I have authorized this petition for review ol the NRC's Final Rule
regarding Continued Storage of Spent Nuclear Fuel (Sept. 19, 2014)
(Continued Storage Rule”) and its Generic Environmental Impact Statement
for Continued Storage of Spent Nuclear Fuel (Sept. 2014) (“Continued Storage
GEIS™). If this Court reverses the Continued Storage Rule and the Continued
Storage GEIS and requires the NRC to make necessary safety findings
regarding spent fuel disposal and fully analyze the environmental impacts of
storing spent nuclear fuel, my concerns about the licensing of WSL would be
lessened. And, further, if this Court requires the NRC to make safety findings
and conduct an adequate environmental analysis, | believe the NRC may
determine it cannot make such findings and theretore decide that denying
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WSL’s license application is appropriate and required by law. Therefore, my
concerns may be redressed by this lawsuit.

[The remainder of this page has been intentionally lefi hlank]
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I declare under penalty of perjury that the foregoing is true and correct to the best
of my knowledge, information and belief.

YV as C? YA 00 222D Y
[ Signatur€] [ Date]
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UNITED STATES COURT OF APPEALS
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA CIRCUIT

BEYOND NUCLEAR, INC., et al.,

Petitioners,
V.
NUCLEAR REGULATORY No. 14-1216
COMMISSION, and the
UNITED STATES OF AMERICA,

Respondents.

N N N N N N N N N N N N

DECLARATION OF MARK HAIM
Under penalty of perjury, I, Mark Haim, declare as follows:

1. | make this declaration of my own personal knowledge. If called to testify
as a witness, | could and would testify competently regarding its contents.

2. |1 am a current member of the Missouri Coalition for the Environment
(MCE). I agree with MCE’s mission of working to protect and restore the
environment through education, public engagement, and legal action. | believe my
health and well-being depend upon the health of the environment in the region
where | live. | have authorized MCE to pursue this lawsuit challenging the NRC’s
rule titled, “Continued Storage of Spent Nuclear Fuel” and accompanying
environmental analysis entitled, “Generic Environmental Impact Statement for
Continued Storage of Spent Nuclear Fuel,” on my behalf.

3. 1 know that MCE submitted comments to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory
Commission (“NRC”) in 2013 regarding the NRC’s proposed rule entitled “Waste
Confidence Decision - Continued Storage of Spent Nuclear Fuel,” which was
published at 78 Fed. Reg. 56,776 on September 13, 2013 and its accompanying
“Waste Confidence Generic Environmental Impact Statement,” published the same
day.
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4. Tlive at 1402 Richardson Street, Columbia, MO 65201. My home lies 32
miles from the Callaway 1 nuclear reactor. This is less than the fifty-mile radius
distance at which the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission (“NRC”) presumes a
reactor accident will cause harm to my health and safety.

5. Iam concerned about the health and safety risks posed by the spent fuel that
will be generated by Callaway 1 if it is relicensed. I am aware that Congress has
established a policy that the spent fuel should be removed from the Callaway 1 site
to a repository for permanent disposal. But, I am concerned that permanent
disposal of spent fuel may not be feasible. 1 am also concerned that the
government will not find sufficient capacity in a repository or multiple repositories
to accommodate the spent fuel to be generated by Callaway 1. For these reasons, |
am concerned that Callaway 1 may become a de facto long term storage depot or
even waste disposal site. I am concerned that spent fuel stored for a lengthy period
at the Callaway 1 site may leak into the environment and harm my health and
threaten my safety. Additionally, I am concerned about the health and safety of
futare generations in my family, and protection of the environment.

6. 1 am aware that NRC must conduct a full safety and environmental review
whenever it licenses or re-licenses a nuclear power plant. However, 1 am
concerned that NRC has not adequately evaluated the question of whether the
spent fuel that will be generated by Callaway 1 can be safely disposed of in a
repository or the environmental, health, and safety consequences of storing spent
nuclear fuel at facilities like Callaway 1 in the meantime. In the absence of
adequate safety findings and environmental analyses regarding these issues, I do
not have confidence that my health and safety or the integrity of my environment
will be protected from the adverse effects of exposure to spent reactor fuel.

7. Therefore I have authorized this petition for review of the NRC’s Final Rule
regarding Continued Storage of Spent Nuclear Fuel (Sept. 19, 2014) (“Continued
Storage Rule”) and its Generic Environmental Impact Statement for Continued
Storage of Spent Nuclear Fuel (Sept. 2014) (“Continued Storage GEIS”). If this
Court reverses the Continued Storage Rule and the Continued Storage GEIS and
requires the NRC to make necessary safety findings regarding spent fuel disposal
and fully analyze the environmental impacts of storing spent nuclear fuel, my
concerns about the relicensing of Callaway 1 would be lessened. And, further, if
this Court requires the NRC to make safety findings and conduct an adequate
environmental analysis, I believe the NRC may determine it cannot make such
findings and therefore decide that denying Callaway’s license renewal application
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is appropriate and required by law, Therefore, my concerns may be redressed by
this lawsuit.

[The remainder of this page has been intentionally left blank]

(Page 55 of Total)



USCA Case #14-1216  Document #1524640 Filed: 12/01/2014  Page 53 of 117

[ declare under penalty of petjury that the foregoing is true and correct to the best
of my knowledge, information and belief,

et /22 /s

[Name] [Date]
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UNITED STATES COURT OF APPEALS
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA CIRCUIT

BEYOND NUCLEAR, INC., et al.,

Petitioners,
V.
NUCLEAR REGULATORY No. 14-1216
COMMISSION, and the
UNITED STATES OF AMERICA,

Respondents.

N N N N N N N N N N N N

DECLARATION OF MARY MOSLEY
Under penalty of perjury, I, Mary Mosley, declare as follows:

1. | make this declaration of my own personal knowledge. If called to testify
as a witness, | could and would testify competently regarding its contents.

2. |1 am a current member of the Missouri Coalition for the Environment
(MCE). I agree with MCE’s mission of working to protect and restore the
environment through education, public engagement, and legal action. | believe my
health and well-being depend upon the health of the environment in the region
where | live. | have authorized MCE to pursue this lawsuit challenging the NRC’s
rule titled, “Continued Storage of Spent Nuclear Fuel” and accompanying
environmental analysis entitled, “Generic Environmental Impact Statement for
Continued Storage of Spent Nuclear Fuel,” on my behalf.

3. 1 know that MCE submitted comments to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory
Commission (“NRC”) in 2013 regarding the NRC’s proposed rule entitled “Waste
Confidence Decision - Continued Storage of Spent Nuclear Fuel,” which was
published at 78 Fed. Reg. 56,776 on September 13, 2013 and its accompanying
“Waste Confidence Generic Environmental Impact Statement,” published the same
day.
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4. Tlive at 1010 Vine Street, Fulton, MO 65251. My home lies 1 Imiles from
the Callaway 1 nuclear reactor. This is less than the fifty-mile radius distance at
which the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission (“NRC”) presumes a reactor
accident will cause harm to my health and safety.

5. Tam concerned about the health and safety risks posed by the spent fuel that
will be generated by Callaway 1 if it is relicensed. I am aware that Congress has
established a policy that the spent fuel should be removed from the Callaway 1 site
to a repository for permanent disposal. But, I am concerned that permanent
disposal of spent fuel may not be feasible. I am also concerned that the
government will not find sufficient capacity in a repository or multiple repositories
to accommodate the spent fuel to be generated by Callaway 1. For these reasons, 1
am concerned that Callaway 1 may become a de facto long term storage depot or
even waste disposal site. I am concerned that spent fuel stored for a lengthy period
at the Callaway 1 site may leak into the environment and harm my health and
threaten my safety. Additionally, I am concerned about the health and safety of
future generations in my family, and protection of the environment.

6. I am aware that NRC must conduct a full safety and environmental review
whenever it licenses or re-licenses a nuclear power plant, However, I am
concerned that NRC has not adequately evaluated the question of whether the
spent fuel that will be generated by Callaway 1 can be safely disposed of in a

- repository or the environmental, health, and safety consequences of storing spent
nuclear fuel at facilities like Callaway 1 in the meantime. In the absence of
adequate safety findings and environmental analyses regarding these issues, 1 do
not have confidence that my health and safety or the integrity of my environment
will be protected from the adverse effects of exposure to spent reactor fuel.

7. Therefore I have authorized this petition for review of the NRC’s Final Rule
regarding Continued Storage of Spent Nuclear Fuel (Sept. 19, 2014) (“Continued
Storage Rule”) and its Generic Environmental Impact Statement for Continued
Storage of Spent Nuclear Fuel (Sept. 2014) (*Continued Storage GEIS”). If this
Court reverses the Continued Storage Rule and the Continued Storage GEIS and
requires the NRC to make necessary safety findings regarding spent fuel disposal
and fully analyze the environmental impacts of storing spent nuclear fuel, my
concetns about the relicensing of Callaway 1 would be lessened, And, further, if
this Court requires the NRC to make safety findings and conduct an adequate
environmental analysis, I believe the NRC may determine it cannot make such
findings and therefore decide that denying Callaway’s license renewal application
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is approptiate and required by law, Therefore, my concerns may be redressed by
this lawsuit.

[The remainder of this page has been intentionally left blank]
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I declare under penalty of perjury that the foregoing is true and correct to the best
of my knowledge, information and belief,

T 2ty Ditait oy ﬁ?ﬁxz/}r—f%a@_ 25 207
[Name] / /ﬂi/ [Date] d ;[
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UNITED STATES COURT OF APPEALS
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA CIRCUIT

BEYOND NUCLEAR, INC., et al.,

Petitioners,
V.

NUCLEAR REGULATORY
COMMISSION, and the
UNITED STATES OF AMERICA,

No. 14-1216

Respondents.

N N N N N N N N N N N N

DECLARATION OF KAREN STEWART
Under penalty of perjury, I, Karen Stewart, declare as follows:

1. | make this declaration of my own personal knowledge. If called to testify
as a witness, | could and would testify competently regarding its contents.

2. |1 am a current member of New England Coalition on Nuclear Pollution
(“New England Coalition™). | agree with New England Coalition’s mission of
protecting human health and the environment from radiation hazards associated
with commercial nuclear power and the uranium fuel cycle and | believe my health
and well-being depend upon the health of the environment in the region where |
live. | have authorized New England Coalition to pursue this lawsuit challenging
the NRC’s rule titled, “Continued Storage of Spent Nuclear Fuel” and
accompanying environmental analysis entitled, “Generic Environmental Impact
Statement for Continued Storage of Spent Nuclear Fuel,” on my behalf.

3. I know that New England Coalition submitted comments to the U.S. Nuclear
Regulatory Commission (“NRC”) in 2013 regarding the NRC’s proposed rule
entitled “Waste Confidence Decision - Continued Storage of Spent Nuclear Fuel,”
which was published at 78 Fed. Reg. 56,776 on September 13, 2013 and its
accompanying “Waste Confidence Generic Environmental Impact Statement,”
published the same day.
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4, 1live at 546 Washington Road, Rye, New Hampshire 03870. My home lies
12 miles from the Seabrook Nuclear Generating Station. This is less than the fifty-
mile radius distance at which the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission (“NRC”)
presumes a reactor accident will cause harm to my health and safety.

5. Iam concerned about the health and safety risks posed by the spent fuel that
will be generated by Seabrook Nuclear Generating Station if it is relicensed. I am
aware that Congress has established a policy that the spent fuel should be removed
from the Seabrook Nuclear Generating Station site to a repository for permanent
disposal. But, I am concerned that permanent disposal of spent fuel may not be
feasible. I am also concerned that the government will not find sufficient capacity
in a repository or multiple repositories to accommodate the spent fuel to be
generated by Seabrook Nuclear Generating Station. For these reasons, I am
concerned that Seabrook Nuclear Generating Station may become a de facto long
term storage depot or even waste disposal site. 1 am concerned that spent fuel
stored for a lengthy period at the Seabrook Nuclear Generating Station site may
leak into the environment and harm my health and threaten my safety.
Additionally, I am concerned about the health and safety of future generations in
my family, and protection of the environment.

6. 1am aware that NRC must conduct a full safety and environmental review
whenever it licenses or re-licenses a nuclear power plant, However, I am
concerned that NRC has not adequately evaluated the question of whether the
spent fuel that will be generated by Seabrook Nuclear Generating Station can be
safely disposed of in a repository or the environmental, health, and safety
consequences of storing spent nuclear fuel at facilities like Seabrook Nuclear
Generating Station in the meantime. In the absence of adequate safety findings
and environmental analyses regarding these issues, I do not have confidence that
my health and safety or the integrity of my environment will be protected from the
adverse effects of exposure to spent reactor fuel. '

7. Therefore I have authorized this petition for review of the NRC’s Final Rule
regarding Continued Storage of Spent Nuclear Fuel (Sept. 19, 2014) (“Continued
Storage Rule”) and its Generic Environmental Impact Statement for Continued
Storage of Spent Nuclear Fuel (Sept. 2014) (“Continued Storage GEIS”). If this
Court reverses the Continued Storage Rule and the Continued Storage GEIS and
requires the NRC to make necessary safety findings regarding spent fuel disposal
and fully analyze the environmental impacts of storing spent nuclear fuel, my
concerns about the relicensing of Seabrook Generating Station would be lessened.

2
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And, further, if this Court requires the NRC to make safety findings and conduct
an adequate environmental analysis, I believe the NRC may determine it cannot
make such findings and therefore decide that denying Seabrodk Generating
Station's ’s license renewal application is appropriate and required by law.
Therefore, my concerns may be redressed by this lawsuit,

[The remainder of this pagé has been intentionally left blank]
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I declare under p'enalty of perjury that the foregoing is true and correct to the best
of my knowledge, information and belief.

Ko W 0/27/)4

[Name] {Date]

(Page 64 of TotaI)J



USCA Case #14-1216  Document #1524640 Filed: 12/01/2014  Page 62 of 117

UNITED STATES COURT OF APPEALS
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA CIRCUIT

BEYOND NUCLEAR, INC., et al.,

Petitioners,
V.

NUCLEAR REGULATORY
COMMISSION, and the
UNITED STATES OF AMERICA,

No. 14-1216

Respondents.

N N N N N N N N N N N N

DECLARATION OF EMILY CASEY
Under penalty of perjury, I, Emily Casey, declare as follows:

1. | make this declaration of my own personal knowledge. If called to testify
as a witness, | could and would testify competently regarding its contents.

2. 1 am a current member of Nuclear Information and Resource Service
(NIRS). I agree with NIRS’s mission of working for a Sustainable non-nuclear
energy policy and I believe my health and well-being depend upon the health of
the environment in the region where | live. | have authorized NIRS to pursue this
lawsuit challenging the NRC’s rule titled, “Continued Storage of Spent Nuclear
Fuel” and accompanying environmental analysis entitled, “Generic Environmental
Impact Statement for Continued Storage of Spent Nuclear Fuel,” on my behalf.

3. I know that NIRS submitted comments to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory
Commission (“NRC”) in 2013 regarding the NRC’s proposed rule entitled “Waste
Confidence Decision - Continued Storage of Spent Nuclear Fuel,” which was
published at 78 Fed. Reg. 56,776 on September 13, 2013 and its accompanying
“Waste Confidence Generic Environmental Impact Statement,” published the same
day.
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4. 1live at 1430 E. Hartford St., Inverness, Florida. My home lies 20 miles
from the proposed Levy County 1 and 2 nuclear site. This is less than the fifty-
mile radius distance at which the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission (“NRC”)
presumes a reactor accident will cause harm to my health and safety.

5. Tam concerned about the health and safety risks posed by the spent fuel that
will be generated by Levy County 1 and 2 if it is licensed. I am aware that
Congress has established a policy that the spent fuel should be removed from the
Levy County 1 and 2 site to a repository for permanent disposal. But, I am
concerned that permanent disposal of spent fuel may not be feasible, I am also
concerned that the government will not find sufficient capacity in a repository or
multiple repositories to accommodate the spent fuel to be generated by Levy
County 1 and 2. For these reasons, I am concerned that Levy County 1 and 2 may
become a de facto long term storage depot or even waste disposal site, 1am
concerned that spent fuel stored for a lengthy period at the Levy County 1 and 2
site may leak into the environment and harm my health and threaten my safety.
Additionally, I am concerned about the health and safety of future generations in
my family, and protection of the environment,

6. I am aware that NRC must conduct a full safety and environmental review
whenever it licenses or re-licenses a nuclear power plant. However, I am
concerned that NRC has not adequately evaluated the question of whether the
spent fuel that will be generated by Levy County 1 and 2 can be safely disposed of
in a repository or the environmental, health, and safety consequences of storing
spent nuclear fuel at facilities like Levy County 1 and 2 in the meantime. In the
absence of adequate safety findings and environmental analyses regarding these
issues, I do not have confidence that my health and safety or the integrity of my

environment will be protected from the adverse effects of exposure to spent reactor
fuel.

7. Therefore I have authorized this petition for review of the NRC’s Final Rule
regarding Continued Storage of Spent Nuclear Fuel (Sept. 19, 2014) (“Continued
Storage Rule”) and its Generic Environmental Impact Statement for Continued
Storage of Spent Nuclear Fuel (Sept. 2014) (“Continued Storage GEIS”), If this
Court reverses the Continued Storage Rule and the Continued Storage GEIS and
requires the NRC to make necessary safety findings regarding spent fuel disposal
and fully analyze the environmental impacts of storing spent nuclear fuel, my
concerns about the licensing of Levy County 1 and 2 would be lessened. And,
further, if this Court requires the NRC to make safety findings and conduct an
adequate environmental analysis, I believe the NRC may determine it cannot make

2

(Page 66 of Total)



USCA Case #14-1216  Document #1524640 Filed: 12/01/2014  Page 64 of 117

such findings and therefore decide that denying Levy County 1 and 2’s license
application is appropriate and required by law. Therefore, my concerns may be
redressed by this lawsuit.

[The remainder of this page has been intentionally left blank]
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I declare under penalty of perjury that the foregoing is true and correct to the best
of my knowledge, information and belief.

/ 9/5.875
EmilyChsey 09/26/2014
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UNITED STATES COURT OF APPEALS
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA CIRCUIT

BEYOND NUCLEAR, INC., et al.,

Petitioners,
V.

NUCLEAR REGULATORY
COMMISSION, and the
UNITED STATES OF AMERICA,

No. 14-1216

Respondents.

N N N N N N N N N N N N

DECLARATION OF AMANDA HANCOCK ANDERSON
Under penalty of perjury, I, Amanda Hancock Anderson, declare as follows:

1. | make this declaration of my own personal knowledge. If called to testify
as a witness, | could and would testify competently regarding its contents.

2. 1 am a current member of Nuclear Information and Resource Service
(NIRS). I agree with NIRS’s mission of working for a Sustainable non-nuclear
energy policy and I believe my health and well-being depend upon the health of
the environment in the region where | live. | have authorized NIRS to pursue this
lawsuit challenging the NRC’s rule titled, “Continued Storage of Spent Nuclear
Fuel” and accompanying environmental analysis entitled, “Generic Environmental
Impact Statement for Continued Storage of Spent Nuclear Fuel,” on my behalf.

3. I know that NIRS submitted comments to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory
Commission (“NRC”) in 2013 regarding the NRC’s proposed rule entitled “Waste
Confidence Decision - Continued Storage of Spent Nuclear Fuel,” which was
published at 78 Fed. Reg. 56,776 on September 13, 2013 and its accompanying
“Waste Confidence Generic Environmental Impact Statement,” published the same
day.
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4. 1live at 516 NW 19" Avenue in Gainesville, FL.. My home lies 48 miles
from the proposed Levy County 1 and 2 nuclear site. This is less than the fifty-
mile radius distance at which the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission (“NRC”)
presumes a reactor accident will cause harm to my health and safety.

5. I'am concerned about the health and safety risks posed by the spent fuel that
will be generated by Levy County 1 and 2 if it is licensed. I am aware that
Congress has established a policy that the spent fuel should be removed from the
Levy County 1 and 2 site to a repository for permanent disposal. But, I am
concerned that permanent disposal of spent fuel may not be feasible. I am also
concerned that the government will not find sufficient capacity in a repository or
multiple repositories to accommodate the spent fuel to be generated by Levy
County 1 and 2. For these reasons, I am concerned that Levy County 1 and 2 may
become a de facto long term storage depot or even waste disposal site. 1 am
concerned that spent fuel stored for a lengthy period at the Levy County 1 and 2
site may leak into the environment and harm my health and threaten my safety.
Additionally, I am concerned about the health and safety of future generations in
my family, and protection of the environment.

6. I am aware that NRC must conduct a full safety and environmental review
whenever it licenses or re-licenses a nuclear power plant. However, I am
concerned that NRC has not adequately evaluated the question of whether the
spent fuel that will be generated by Levy County 1 and 2 can be safely disposed of
in a repository or the environmental, health, and safety consequences of storing
spent nuclear fuel at facilities like Levy County 1 and 2 in the meantime. In the
absence of adequate safety findings and environmental analyses regarding these
issues, I do not have confidence that my health and safety or the integrity of my

environment will be protected from the adverse effects of exposure to spent reactor
fuel.

7. Therefore I have authorized this petition for review of the NRC’s Final Rule
tegarding Continued Storage of Spent Nuclear Fuel (Sept. 19, 2014) (“Continued
Storage Rule™) and its Generic Environmental Impact Statement for Continued
Storage of Spent Nuclear Fuel (Sept. 2014) (“Continued Storage GEIS™), If this
Court reverses the Continued Storage Rule and the Continued Storage GEIS and
requires the NRC to make necessary safety findings regarding spent fuel disposal
and fully analyze the environmental impacts of storing spent nuclear fuel, my
concerns about the licensing of Levy County 1 and 2 would be lessened. And,
further, if this Court requires the NRC to make safety findings and conduct an
adequate environmental analysis, I believe the NRC may determine it cannot make
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such findings and therefore decide that denying Levy County 1 and 2°s license

application is appropriate and required by law. Therefor
: €, my conce
redressed by this lawsuit. y rns may be

[The remainder of this page has been intentionally left blank]
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I declare under penalty of perjury that the foregoing is true and correct to the best
of my knowledge, information and belief.

MAWﬁn w.i-/{ ?/E{ths\})/\

Amanda Hancock Antlerson

09/26/2014
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UNITED STATES COURT OF APPEALS
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA CIRCUIT

BEYOND NUCLEAR, INC., et al.,

Petitioners,
V.

NUCLEAR REGULATORY
COMMISSION, and the
UNITED STATES OF AMERICA,

No. 14-1216

Respondents.

N N N N N N N N N N N N

DECLARATION OF W. RUSSELL ANDERSON
Under penalty of perjury, I, W. Russell Anderson, declare as follows:

1. | make this declaration of my own personal knowledge. If called to testify
as a witness, | could and would testify competently regarding its contents.

2. 1 am a current member of Nuclear Information and Resource Service
(NIRS). 1 agree with NIRS’s mission of working for a Sustainable non-nuclear
energy policy and I believe my health and well-being depend upon the health of
the environment in the region where | live. | have authorized NIRS to pursue this
lawsuit challenging the NRC’s rule titled, “Continued Storage of Spent Nuclear
Fuel” and accompanying environmental analysis entitled, “Generic Environmental
Impact Statement for Continued Storage of Spent Nuclear Fuel,” on my behalf.

3. I know that NIRS submitted comments to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory
Commission (“NRC”) in 2013 regarding the NRC’s proposed rule entitled “Waste
Confidence Decision - Continued Storage of Spent Nuclear Fuel,” which was
published at 78 Fed. Reg. 56,776 on September 13, 2013 and its accompanying
“Waste Confidence Generic Environmental Impact Statement,” published the same
day.
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4. 1live at 516 NW 19" Avenue in Gainesville, FL. My home lies 48 miles
from the proposed Levy County 1 and 2 nuclear site. This is less than the fifty-
mile radius distance at which the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission (“NRC”)
presumes a reactor accident will cause harm to my health and safety.

5. T am concerned about the health and safety risks posed by the spent fuel that
will be generated by Levy County 1 and 2 if it is licensed. I am aware that
Congress has established a policy that the spent fuel should be removed from the
Levy County ! and 2 site to a repository for permanent disposal. But, I am
concerned that permanent disposal of spent fuel may not be feasible, I am also
concerned that the government will not find sufficient capacity in a repository or
multiple repositories to accommodate the spent fuel to be generated by Levy
County | and 2. For these reasons, I am concerned that Levy County 1 and 2 may
become a de facto long term storage depot or even waste disposal site. I am
concerned that spent fuel stored for a lengthy period at the Levy County 1 and 2
site may leak into the environment and harm my health and threaten my safety.
Additionally, I am concerned about the health and safety of future generations in
my family, and protection of the environment.

6. I am aware that NRC must conduct a full safety and environmental review
whenever it licenses or re-licenses a nuclear power plant. However, I am
concerned that NRC has not adequately evaluated the question of whether the
spent fuel that will be generated by Levy County 1 and 2 can be safely disposed of
in a repository or the environmental, health, and safety consequences of storing
spent nuclear fuel at facilities like Levy County 1 and 2 in the meantime. In the
absence of adequate safety findings and environmental analyses regarding these
issues, I do not have confidence that my health and safety or the integrity of my

environment will be protected from the adverse effects of exposure to spent reactor
fuel.

7. Therefore I have authorized this petition for review of the NRC’s Final Rule
regarding Continued Storage of Spent Nuclear Fuel (Sept. 19, 2014) (“Continued
Storage Rule”) and its Generic Environmental Impact Statement for Continued
Storage of Spent Nuclear Fuel (Sept. 2014) (“Continued Storage GEIS”). If this
Court reverses the Continued Storage Rule and the Continued Storage GEIS and
requires the NRC to make necessary safety findings regarding spent fuel disposal
and fully analyze the environmental impacts of storing spent nuclear fuel, my
concerns about the licensing of Levy County 1 and 2 would be lessened. And,
further, if this Court requires the NRC to make safety findings and conduct an
adequate environmental analysis, I believe the NRC may determine it cannot make
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such findings and therefore decide that denying Levy County 1 and 2’s license

application is appropriate and required by law. Therefore, my concerns may be
redressed by this lawsuit.

[The remainder of this page has been intentionally left blank]
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I declare under penalty of perjury that the foregoing is true and correct to the best
of my knowledge, information and belief,

w2 DI72efiL

W. Russell Anderson 09/26/2014
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UNITED STATES COURT OF APPEALS
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA CIRCUIT

BEYOND NUCLEAR, INC., et al.,

Petitioners,
V.

NUCLEAR REGULATORY
COMMISSION, and the
UNITED STATES OF AMERICA,

No. 14-1216

Respondents.

N N N N N N N N N N N N

DECLARATION OF NANCY SYROP
Under penalty of perjury, I, Nancy Syrop, declare as follows:

1. | make this declaration of my own personal knowledge. If called to testify
as a witness, | could and would testify competently regarding its contents.

2. | am a current member of Riverkeeper, Inc (“Riverkeeper”). | agree with
Riverkeeper’s mission of protecting the environmental, recreational and
commercial integrity of the Hudson River and its tributaries and safeguarding the
drinking water of nine million New York City and Hudson Valley residents. |
have supported and continue to support Riverkeeper’s long-standing efforts to use
litigation, science, advocacy, and public education to raise and address concerns
related to the environmental impacts caused by the operation of the Indian Point
nuclear power plant. | believe my health and well-being depend upon the health of
the environment in the region where | live. | have authorized Riverkeeper to
pursue this lawsuit challenging the NRC’s rule titled, “Continued Storage of Spent
Nuclear Fuel” and accompanying environmental analysis entitled, “Generic
Environmental Impact Statement for Continued Storage of Spent Nuclear Fuel,” on
my behalf.

3. I know that Riverkeeper submitted comments to the U.S. Nuclear
Regulatory Commission (“NRC”) in 2013 regarding the NRC’s proposed rule

1
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entitled “Waste Confidence Decision - Continued Storage of Spent Nuclear Fuel,”
which was published at 78 Fed. Reg. 56,776 on September 13, 2013 and its
accompanying “Waste Confidence Generic Environmental Impact Statement,”
published the same day.

4. |1 live at 36 Aldridge Road, Chappaqua, NY 10514. My home lies 19.5 miles
from the Indian Point nuclear power plant. This is less than the fifty-mile radius
distance at which the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission (“NRC”) presumes a
reactor accident will cause harm to my health and safety.

5. I am concerned about the health and safety risks posed by the spent fuel that
will be generated by the Indian Point nuclear power plant if it is relicensed. | am
aware that Congress has established a policy that the spent fuel should be removed
from the Indian Point nuclear power plant site to a repository for permanent
disposal. But, I am concerned that permanent disposal of spent fuel may not be
feasible. | am also concerned that the government will not find sufficient capacity
in a repository or multiple repositories to accommodate the spent fuel to be
generated by the Indian Point nuclear power plant. For these reasons, | am
concerned that the Indian Point nuclear power plant may become a de facto long
term storage depot or even waste disposal site. | am concerned that spent fuel
stored for a lengthy period at the Indian Point nuclear power plant site may leak
into the environment and harm my health and threaten my safety. Additionally, I
am concerned about the health and safety of future generations in my family, and
protection of the environment.

6. | am aware that NRC must conduct a full safety and environmental review
whenever it licenses or re-licenses a nuclear power plant. However, | am
concerned that NRC has not adequately evaluated the question of whether the
spent fuel that will be generated by the Indian Point nuclear power plant can be
safely disposed of in a repository or the environmental, health, and safety
consequences of storing spent nuclear fuel at facilities like the Indian Point nuclear
power plant in the meantime. In the absence of adequate safety findings and
environmental analyses regarding these issues, | do not have confidence that my
health and safety or the integrity of my environment will be protected from the
adverse effects of exposure to spent reactor fuel.

7. Therefore I have authorized this petition for review of the NRC’s Final Rule
regarding Continued Storage of Spent Nuclear Fuel (Sept. 19, 2014) (“Continued
Storage Rule”) and its Generic Environmental Impact Statement for Continued
Storage of Spent Nuclear Fuel (Sept. 2014) (“Continued Storage GEIS™). If this
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Court reverses the Continued Storage Rule and the Continued Storage GEIS and
requires the NRC to make necessary safety findings regarding spent fuel disposal
and fully analyze the environmental impacts of storing spent nuclear fuel, my
concerns about the relicensing of Indian Point nuclear generating Units 2 and 3
would be lessened. And, further, if this Court requires the NRC to make safety
findings and conduct an adequate environmental analysis, | believe the NRC may
determine it cannot make such findings and therefore decide that denying the
Indian Point nuclear power plant’s license renewal application is appropriate and
required by law. Therefore, my concerns may be redressed by this lawsuit.

[The remainder of this page has been intentionally left blank]
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UNITED STATES COURT OF APPEALS
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA CIRCUIT

BEYOND NUCLEAR, INC., et al.,

Petitioners,
V.

NUCLEAR REGULATORY
COMMISSION, and the
UNITED STATES OF AMERICA,

No. 14-1216

Respondents.

N N N N N N N N N N N N

DECLARATION OF Elaine E. Holder
Under penalty of perjury, I, Elaine E. Holder, declare as follows:

1. | make this declaration of my own personal knowledge. If called to testify
as a witness, | could and would testify competently regarding its contents.

2. | am a current member of San Luis Obispo Mothers for Peace, Inc. | agree
with San Luis Obispo Mothers for Peac, Inc.’s mission:

San Luis Obispo Mothers for Peace is a non-profit organization concerned with

the local dangers posed by the Diablo Canyon Nuclear Power Plant, and with

the dangers of nuclear power, weapons and waste on national and global levels.

Additionally, Mothers for Peac works to promote peace and a nuclear-free,

carbon free world utilizing conservation and sustainable resources.

| also believe my health and well-being depend upon the health of the environment
in the region where I live. | have authorized San Luis Obispo Mothers for Peace,
Inc. to pursue this lawsuit challenging the NRC’s rule titled, “Continued Storage of
Spent Nuclear Fuel” and accompanying environmental analysis entitled, “Generic
Environmental Impact Statement for Continued Storage of Spent Nuclear Fuel,” on
my behalf.
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3. Tknow that San Luis Obispo Mothers for Peace, Inc, submitted comments to
the U.S, Nuclear Regulatory Commission (“NRC”) in 2013 regarding the NRC’s
proposed rule entitled “Waste Confidence Decision - Continued Storage of Spent
Nuclear Fuel,” which was published at 78 Fed. Reg. 56,776 on September 13, 2013
and its accompanying “Waste Confidence Generic Environmental Impact
Statement,” published the same day.

4, Ilive at 274 Cuesta Drive, San Luis Obispo, CA 93405. My home lies 12
miles from the Diablo Canyon Nuclear Power Plant. This is less than the fifty-mile
radius distance at which the U.S., Nuclear Regulatory Commission (“NRC”)
presumes a reactor accident will cause harm to my health and safety.

5. T'am concetned about the health and safety risks posed by the spent fuel that
will be generated by Diablo Canyon Nuclear Power Plant if it is relicensed. Iam
aware that Congress has established a policy that the spent fuel should be removed
from the Diablo Canyon Nuclear Power Plant site to a repository for permanent
disposal, But, I am concerned that permanent disposal of spent fuel may not be
feasible. I am also concerned that the government will not find sufficient capacity
in a repository or multiple repositories to accommodate the spent fuel to be
genetated by Diablo Canyon Nuclear Power Plant. For these reasons, I am
concerned that Diablo Canyon Nuclear Power Plant may become a de facto long
terim storage depot or even waste disposal site, I am concerned that spent fuel
stored for a lengthy period at the Diablo Canyon Nuclear Power Plant site may
leak into the environment and harm my health and threaten my safety.
Additionally, I am concerned about the health and safety of future generations in
my family, and protection of the environment,

6. I am aware that NRC must conduct a full safety and environmental review
whenever it licenses or re-licenses a nuclear power plant, However, I am
concerned that NRC has not adequately evaluated the question of whether the
spent fuel that will be generated by Diablo Canyon Nuclear Power Plant can be
safely disposed of in a repository. I am also concerned NRC has not adequately
evaluated the environmental, health, and safety consequences of storing spent
nuclear fuel at facilities like Diablo Canyon Nuclear Power Plant in the meantime.
In the absence of adequate safety findings and environmental analyses regarding
these issues, I do not have confidence that my health and safety ot the integtity of
my environment will be protected from the adverse effects of exposure to spent
reactor fuel,
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7. Therefote I have authorized this petition for review of the NRC’s Final Rule
regarding Continued Storage of Spent Nuclear Fuel (Sept. 19, 2014) (“Continued
Storage Rule”) and its Generic Environmental Impact Statement for Continued
Storage of Spent Nuclear Fuel (Sept. 2014) (“Continued Storage GEIS™). If this
Court reverses the Continued Storage Rule and the Continued Storage GEIS and
requires the NRC to make necessary safety findings regarding spent fuel disposal
and fully analyze the environmental impacts of storing spent nuclear fuel, my
concerns about the relicensing of Diablo Canyon Nuclear Power Plant would be
lessened. And, further, if this Court requires the NRC to make safety findings and
conduct an adequate environmental analysis, I believe the NRC may determine it
cannot make such findings and therefore decide that denying Diablo Canyon
Nuclear Power Plant’s license renewal application is appropriate and required by
law, Therefore, my concerns may be redressed by this lawsuit,

{The remainder of this page has been intentionally left blank]
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I declare under penalty of perjury that the foregolng is true and corvect to the best
of my knowledge, information and belief.

A & ,%é‘,ﬂ%. 5(%&@»7&4&1 A2 Ze /7'1
Elaine E. Holder September 22,2014
[Name] [Date]
S
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UNITED STATES COURT OF APPEALS
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA CIRCUIT

BEYOND NUCLEAR, INC., et al.,

Petitioners,
V.

NUCLEAR REGULATORY
COMMISSION, and the
UNITED STATES OF AMERICA,

No. 14-1216

Respondents.

N N N N N N N N N N N N

DECLARATION OF LUCY JANE SWANSON
Under penalty of perjury, I, Lucy Jane Swanson, declare as follows:

1. | make this declaration of my own personal knowledge. If called to testify
as a witness, | could and would testify competently regarding its contents.

2. | am a current member of San Luis Obispo Mothers for Peace, Inc. | agree
with San Luis Obispo Mothers for Peace, Inc.’s mission of protecting the people
and property of residents of San Luis Obispo County from the dangers presented
by the Diablo Canyon nuclear plant, and | believe my health and well-being
depend upon the health of the environment in the region where I live. | have
authorized San Luis Obispo Mothers for Peace to pursue this lawsuit challenging
the NRC’s rule titled, “Continued Storage of Spent Nuclear Fuel” and
accompanying environmental analysis entitled, “Generic Environmental Impact
Statement for Continued Storage of Spent Nuclear Fuel,” on my behalf.

3. 1 know that San Luis Obispo Mothers for Peace submitted comments to the
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission (“NRC”) in 2013 regarding the NRC’s
proposed rule entitled “Waste Confidence Decision - Continued Storage of Spent
Nuclear Fuel,” which was published at 78 Fed. Reg. 56,776 on September 13, 2013
and its accompanying “Waste Confidence Generic Environmental Impact
Statement,” published the same day.
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4. 1 live at 475 Squire Canyon Road, San Luis Obispo, California. My home
lies 12 miles from the Diablo Canyon nuclear plant, This is less than the fifty-mile
radius distance at which the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission (“NRC”)
presumes a reactor accident will cause harm to my health and safety.

5. 1 am concerned about the health and safety risks posed by the spent fuel that
will be generated by the Diablo Canyon plant if it is relicensed. I am aware that
Congress has established a policy that the spent fuel should be removed from the
Diablo Canyon site to a repository for permanent disposal. But, I am concerned
that permanent disposal of spent fuel may not be feasible. I am also concerned that
the government will not find sufficient capacity in a repository or multiple
repositories to accommodate the spent fuel to be generated by Diablo Canyon
nuclear plant. For these reasons, I am concetned that Diablo Canyon nuclear plant
may become a de facto long term storage depot or even waste disposal site. I am
concetned that spent fuel stored for a lengthy period at the Diablo Canyon nuclear
plant site may leak into the environment and harm my health and threaten my
safety. Additionally, I am concerned about the health and safety of future
generations in my family, and protection of the environment.

6. I am aware that NRC must conduct a full safety and environmental review
whenever it licenses or re-licenses a nuclear power plant. However, I am
concerned that NRC has not adequately evaluated the question of whether the
spent fuel that will be generated by Diablo Canyon nuclear plant can be safely
disposed of in a repository. I am also concerned that NRC has not adequately
evaluated the environmental, health, and safety consequences of storing spent
nuclear fuel at facilities like Diablo Canyon nuclear plant in the meantime. In the
absence of adequate safety findings and environmental analyses regarding these
issues, I do not have confidence that my health and safety ot the integrity of my
environment will be protected from the adverse effects of exposure to spent reactor
fuel.

7. Therefore I have authorized this petition for review of the NRC’s Final Rule
regarding Continued Storage of Spent Nuclear Fuel (Sept. 19, 2014) (“Continued
Storage Rule”) and its Generic Environmental Impact Statement for Continued
Storage of Spent Nuclear Fuel (Sept. 2014) (“Continued Storage GEIS”). If this
Court reverses the Continued Storage Rule and the Continued Storage GEIS and
requires the NRC to make necessary safety findings regarding spent fuel disposal
and fully analyze the environmental impacts of storing spent nuclear fuel, my
concerns about the relicensing of Diablo Canyon Unit { and Unit 2 would be
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lessened. And, further, if this Court requires the NRC to make safety findings and
conduct an adequate environmental analysis, 1 believe the NRC may determine it
cannot make such findings and therefore decide that denying Diablo Canyon’s
license renewal application is appropriate and required by law. Therefore, my
concerns may be redressed by this lawsuit,

[The remainder of this page has been intentionally left blank]

(Page 87 of Total)



USCA Case #14-1216  Document #1524640 Filed: 12/01/2014  Page 85 of 117

| declare under penalty of perjury that the foregoing is true and correct to the best
of my knowledge, information and belicl.

Name Z / _ Q)WW Date ,«CL/»:L ,C’, 2000y

Lucy Jane Swanson September 19, 2014
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UNITED STATES COURT OF APPEALS
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA CIRCUIT

BEYOND NUCLEAR, INC., et al.,

Petitioners,
V.

NUCLEAR REGULATORY
COMMISSION, and the
UNITED STATES OF AMERICA,

No. 14-1216

Respondents.

N N N N N N N N N N N N

DECLARATION OF LOUISE GORENFLO
Under penalty of perjury, I, Louise Gorenflo, declare as follows:

1. | make this declaration of my own personal knowledge. If called to testify
as a witness, | could and would testify competently regarding its contents.

2. | am a current member of the Southern Alliance for Clean Energy. | agree
with the Southern Alliance for Clean Energy’s mission of promoting responsible
energy choices to solve global warming problems and ensure clean, safe, and
healthy communities throughout the southeast and | believe my health and well-
being depend upon the health of the environment in the region where I live. | have
authorized the Southern Alliance for Clean Energy to pursue this lawsuit
challenging the NRC’s rule titled, “Continued Storage of Spent Nuclear Fuel” and
accompanying environmental analysis entitled, “Generic Environmental Impact
Statement for Continued Storage of Spent Nuclear Fuel,” on my behalf.

3. | know that the Southern Alliance for Clean Energy submitted comments to
the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission (“NRC”) in 2013 regarding the NRC’s
proposed rule entitled “Waste Confidence Decision - Continued Storage of Spent
Nuclear Fuel,” which was published at 78 Fed. Reg. 56,776 on September 13, 2013
and its accompanying “Waste Confidence Generic Environmental Impact
Statement,” published the same day.
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4. Ilive at 185 Hood Drive, Crossville, TN 38555, My home lies 26 miles
from the Watts Bar nuclear plant. This is less than the fifty-mile radius distance at
which the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission (“NRC”) presumes a reactor
accident will cause harm to my health and safety.

5. T am concerned about the health and safety risks posed by the spent fuel that
will be generated by the Watts Bar nuclear plant if it is licensed. Iam aware that
Congtess has established a policy that the spent fuel should be removed from the
Watts Bar nuclear plant site to a repository for permanent disposal. But, I am
concerned that permanent disposal of spent fuel may not be feasible. I am also
concerned that the government will not find sufficient capacity in a repositoty or

- multiple repositories to accommodate the spent fuel to be generated by the Watts
Bar nuclear plant. For these reasons, I am concerned that the Watts Bar nuclear
plant may become a de facto long term storage depot or even waste disposal site. 1
am concerned that spent fuel stored for a lengthy period at the Watts Bar site may
leak into the environment and harm my health and threaten my safety.
Additionally, I am concerned about the health and safety of future generations in
my family, and protection of the environment.

6. I am aware that NRC must conduct a full safety and environmental review
whenever it licenses or re-licenses a nuclear power plant. However, I am
concerned that NRC has not adequately evaluated the question of whether the
spent fuel that will be generated by the Watts Bar nuclear plant can be safely
disposed of in a repository or the environmental, health, and safety consequences
of storing spent nuclear fuel at facilities like the Watts Bar nuclear plant in the
meantime. In the absence of adequate safety findings and environmental analyses
regarding these issues, I do not have confidence that my health and safety or the
integrity of my environment will be protected from the adverse effects of exposure
to spent reactor fuel.

7. Therefore I have authorized this petition for review of the NRC’s Final Rule
regarding Continued Storage of Spent Nuclear Fuel (Sept. 19, 2014) (“Continued
Storage Rule”) and its Generic Environmental Impact Statement for Continued
Storage of Spent Nuclear Fuel (Sept. 2014) (“Continued Storage GEIS”). If this
Court reverses the Continued Storage Rule and the Continued Storage GEIS and
requires the NRC to make necessary safety findings regarding spent fuel disposal
and fully analyze the environmental impacts of storing spent nuclear fuel, my
concerns about the licensing of Watts Bar Unit 2 would be lessened. And, further,
if this Court requires the NRC to make safety findings and conduct an adequate
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environmental analysis, I believe the NRC may determine it cannot make such
findings and therefore decide that denying Watts Bar’s license application is
appropriate and required by law. Therefore, my concerns may be redressed by this
Jlawsuit,

[The remainder of this page has been intentionally left blank]
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I declare under penalty of perjury that the foregoing is true and correct to the best
of my knowledge, information and belief,
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UNITED STATES COURT OF APPEALS
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA CIRCUIT

BEYOND NUCLEAR, INC., et al.,

Petitioners,
V.

NUCLEAR REGULATORY
COMMISSION, and the
UNITED STATES OF AMERICA,

No. 14-1216

Respondents.

N N N N N N N N N N N N

DECLARATION OF Daniel C. Kipnis
Under penalty of perjury, I, Daniel C. Kipnis, declare as follows:

1. | make this declaration of my own personal knowledge. If called to testify
as a witness, | could and would testify competently regarding its contents.

2. | am a current member of Southern Alliance for Clean Energy. | agree with
Southern Alliance for Clean Energy’s mission of promoting responsible energy
choices to solve global warming problems and ensure clean, safe, and healthy
communities throughout the southeast and | believe my health and well-being
depend upon the health of the environment in the region where I live. | have
authorized Southern Alliance for Clean Energy to pursue this lawsuit challenging
the NRC’s rule titled, “Continued Storage of Spent Nuclear Fuel” and
accompanying environmental analysis entitled, “Generic Environmental Impact
Statement for Continued Storage of Spent Nuclear Fuel,” on my behalf.

3. | know that Southern Alliance for Clean Energy submitted comments to the
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission (“NRC”) in 2013 regarding the NRC’s
proposed rule entitled “Waste Confidence Decision - Continued Storage of Spent
Nuclear Fuel,” which was published at 78 Fed. Reg. 56,776 on September 13, 2013
and its accompanying “Waste Confidence Generic Environmental Impact
Statement,” published the same day.
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4. Ilive at 3156 Royal Palm Avenue, Miami Beach, FL. My home lies within
30 miles from the Turkey Point nuclear plant. This is less than the fifty-mile radius
distance at which the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission (*NRC"™) presumes a
reactor accident will cause harm to my health and safety.

5. Tam concerned about the health and safety risks posed by the spent fuel that
will be generated by Turkey Point Units 6 and 7 if they is licensed. I am aware that
Congtess has established a policy that the spent fuel should be removed from the
Turkey Point site to a repository for permanent disposal. But, I am concerned that
permanent disposal of spent fuel may not be feasible. I am also concerned that the
government will not find sufficient capacity in a repository or multiple repositories
to accommodate the spent fuel to be generated by Turkey Point Units 6 and 7. For
these reasons, I am concerned that Turkey Point may become a de facto long term
storage depot or even waste disposal site. T am concerned that spent fuel stored for
a lengthy period at the Turkey Point site may leak into the environment and harm
my health and threaten my safety. Additionally, I am concerned about the health
and safety of future generations in my family, and protection of the environment.

6. Iam aware that NRC must conduct a full safety and environmental review
whenever it licenses or re-licenses a nuclear power plant. However, I am
concerned that NRC has not adequately evaluated the question of whether the
spent fuel that will be generated by Turkey Point can be safely disposed of in a
repository or the environmental, health, and safety consequences of storing spent
nuclear fuel at facilities like Turkey Point in the meantime, In the absence of
adequate safety findings and environmental analyses regarding these issues, I do
not have confidence that my health and safety or the integrity of my environment
will be protected from the adverse effects of exposure to spent reactor fuel.

7. Therefore I have authorized this petition for review of the NRC’s Final Rule
regarding Continued Storage of Spent Nuclear Fuel (Sept. 19, 2014) (“Continued
Storage Rule”) and its Generic Environmental Impact Statement for Continued
Storage of Spent Nuclear Fuel (Sept. 2014) (“Continued Storage GEIS”). If this
Court reverses the Continued Storage Rule and the Continued Storage GEIS and
requires the NRC to make necessary safety findings regarding spent fuel disposal
and fully analyze the environmental impacts of storing spent nuclear fuel, my
concerns about the Licensing of Turkey Point Reactors 6 and 7 would be lessened.
And, further, if this Court requires the NRC to make safety findings and conduct
an adequate environmental analysis, I believe the NRC may determine it cannot
make such findings and therefore decide that denying Turkey Point’s license
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application is appropriate and required by law. Therefore, my concerns may be
redressed by this lawsuit,

[The remainder of this page has been intentionally left blank]
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I declare under penalty of perjury that the foregoing is true and correct to the best
of my knowledge, information and belief.

Ll & W 2/19/1¢

[Name] [Date]
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UNITED STATES COURT OF APPEALS
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA CIRCUIT

BEYOND NUCLEAR, INC., et al.,

Petitioners,
V.

NUCLEAR REGULATORY
COMMISSION, and the
UNITED STATES OF AMERICA,

No. 14-1216

Respondents.

N N N N N N N N N N N N

DECLARATION OF JEANNIE V. MCKINNEY
Under penalty of perjury, I, Jeannie V. McKinney, declare as follows:

1. | make this declaration of my own personal knowledge. If called to testify
as a witness, | could and would testify competently regarding its contents.

2. | am both an employee and a current member of the Southern Alliance for
Clean Energy. | agree with Southern Alliance for Clean Energy’s mission of
promoting responsible energy choices to solve global warming problems and
ensure clean, safe, and healthy communities throughout the southeast and I believe
my health and well-being depend upon the health of the environment in the region
where | live. | have authorized the Southern Alliance for Clean Energy to pursue
this lawsuit challenging the NRC’s rule titled, “Continued Storage of Spent
Nuclear Fuel” and accompanying environmental analysis entitled, “Generic
Environmental Impact Statement for Continued Storage of Spent Nuclear Fuel,” on
my behalf.

3. | know that the Southern Alliance for Clean Energy submitted comments to
the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission (“NRC”) in 2013 regarding the NRC’s
proposed rule entitled “Waste Confidence Decision - Continued Storage of Spent
Nuclear Fuel,” which was published at 78 Fed. Reg. 56,776 on September 13, 2013
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and its accompanying “Waste Confidence Generic Environmental Impact
Statement,” published the same day.

4, Ilive at 721 Walker Springs Road, Apt A-1, Knoxville, TN 37923. My
home lies 45 miles from the Watts Bar nuclear plant. This is less than the fifty-
mile radius distance at which the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission (“NRC”)
presumes a reactor accident will cause harm to my health and safety.

5. Tam concerned about the health and safety risks posed by the spent fuel that
will be generated by the Watts Bar nuclear plant if it is licensed. I am aware that
Congress has established a policy that the spent fuel should be removed from the
Watts Bar nuclear plant site to a repository for permanent disposal. But, [ am
concerned that permanent disposal of spent fuel may not be feasible. Iam also
concerned that the government will not find sufficient capacity in a repository or
multiple repositories to accommodate the spent fuel to be generated by the Watts
Bar nuclear plant. For these reasons, [ am concerned that the Watts Bar nuclear
plant may become a de facto long term storage depot or even waste disposal site. [
am concerned that spent fuel stored for a lengthy period at the Watts Bar site may
leak into the environment and harm my health and threaten my safety.
Additionally, I am concerned about the health and safety of future generations in
my family, and protection of the environment.

6. Iam aware that NRC must conduct a full safety and environmental review
whenever it licenses or re-licenses a nuclear power plant. However, I am
concerned that NRC has not adequately evaluated the question of whether the
spent fuel that will be generated by the Watts Bar nuclear plant can be safely
disposed of in a repository or the environmental, health, and safety consequences
of storing spent nuclear fuel at facilities like the Watts Bar nuclear plant in the
meantime. In the absence of adequate safety findings and environmental analyses
regarding these issues, I do not have confidence that my health and safety or the
integrity of my environment will be protected from the adverse effects of exposure
to spent reactor fuel.

7. Therefore I have authorized this petition for review of the NRC’s Final Rule
regarding Continued Storage of Spent Nuclear Fuel (Sept. 19, 2014) (“Continued
Storage Rule”) and its Generic Environmental Impact Statement for Continued
Storage of Spent Nuclear Fuel (Sept. 2014) (“Continued Storage GEIS”). If this
Court reverses the Continued Storage Rule and the Continued Storage GEIS and
requires the NRC to make necessary safety findings regarding spent fuel disposal
and fully analyzc the environmental impacts of storing spent nuclear fuel, my

2
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concerns about the licensing of Watts Bar Unit 2 would be lessened. And, further,
if this Court requires the NRC to make safety findings and conduct an adequate
environmental analysis, I believe the NRC may determine it cannot make such
findings and therefore decide that denying Watts Bar’s license application is
appropriate and required by law. Therefore, my concerns may be redressed by this
lawsuit.

[The remainder of this page has been intentionally left blank]
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1 declare under penalty of perjury that the foregoing is true and correct to the best
of my knowledge, information and belief,

ﬁmﬁ%@m as/ 1y

eannie V. McKinney / Da
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UNITED STATES COURT OF APPEALS
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA CIRCUIT

BEYOND NUCLEAR, INC., et al.,

Petitioners,
V.

NUCLEAR REGULATORY
COMMISSION, and the
UNITED STATES OF AMERICA,

No. 14-1216

Respondents.

N N N N N N N N N N N N

DECLARATION OF MARK P. ONCAVAGE
Under penalty of perjury, I, Mark P. Oncavage, declare as follows:

1. | make this declaration of my own personal knowledge. If called to testify
as a witness, | could and would testify competently regarding its contents.

2. | am a current member of Southern Alliance for Clean Energy. | agree with
Southern Alliance for Clean Energy’s mission of promoting responsible energy
choices to solve global warming problems and ensure clean, safe, and healthy
communities throughout the southeast and | believe my health and well-being
depend upon the health of the environment in the region where I live. | have
authorized Southern Alliance for Clean Energy to pursue this lawsuit challenging
the NRC’s rule titled, “Continued Storage of Spent Nuclear Fuel” and
accompanying environmental analysis entitled, “Generic Environmental Impact
Statement for Continued Storage of Spent Nuclear Fuel,” on my behalf.

3. | know that Southern Alliance for Clean Energy submitted comments to the
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission (“NRC”) in 2013 regarding the NRC’s
proposed rule entitled “Waste Confidence Decision - Continued Storage of Spent
Nuclear Fuel,” which was published at 78 Fed. Reg. 56,776 on September 13, 2013
and its accompanying “Waste Confidence Generic Environmental Impact
Statement,” published the same day.
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4. 1live at 12200 SW 110" Avenue, Miami, FL 33176. My home lies 15
miles from the Turkey Point nuclear plant. This is less than the fifty-mile radius
distance at which the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission (“NRC”) presumes a
reactor accident will cause harm to my health and safety.

3. I am concerned about the health and safety risks posed by the spent fuel that
will be generated by the Turkey Point nuclear plant if it is licensed. I am aware
that Congress has established a policy that the spent fuel should be removed from
the Turkey Point site to a repository for permanent disposal. But, I am concerned
that permanent disposal of spent fuel may not be feasible, T am also concerned that
the government will not find sufficient capacity in a repository or multiple
repositories to accommodate the spent fuel to be generated by the Turkey Point
nuclear plant. For these reasons, I am concerned that the Turkey Point nuclear
plant may become a de facto long term storage depot or even waste disposal site. |
am concerned that spent fuel stored for a lengthy period at the Turkey Point site
may leak into the environment and harm my health and threaten my safety.
Additionally, I am concerned about the health and safety of future generations in
my family, and protection of the environment,

- 6. [ am aware that NRC must conduct a full safety and environmental review
whenever it licenses or re-licenses a nuclear power plant. However, I am
concerned that NRC has not adequately evaluated the question of whether the
spent fuel that will be generated by the Turkey Point nuclear plant can be safely
disposed of in a repository or the environmental, health, and safety consequences
of storing spent nuclear fuel at facilities like Turkey Point in the meantime. In the
absence of adequate safety findings and environmental analyses regarding these
issues, I do not have confidence that my health and safety or the integrity of my
environment will be protected from the adverse effects of exposure to spent reactor
fuel.

7. Therefore I have authorized this petition for review of the NRC’s Final Rule
regarding Continued Storage of Spent Nuclear Fuel (Sept. 19, 2014) (“Continued
Storage Rule”) and its Generic Environmental Impact Statement for Continued
Storage of Spent Nuclear Fuel (Sept. 2014) (“Continued Storage GEIS™). If this
Court reverses the Continued Storage Rule and the Continued Storage GEIS and
requires the NRC to make necessary safety findings regarding spent fuel disposal
and fully analyze the environmental impacts of storing spent nuclear fuel, my
concerns about the licensing of Turkey Point Units 6 & 7 would be lessened. And,
further, if this Court requires the NRC to make safety findings and conduct an
adequate environmental analysis, I believe the NRC may determine it cannot make

2
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such findings and therefore decide that denying Turkey Point’s license application
is appropriate and required by law. Therefore, my concerns may be redressed by
this lawsuit,

[The remainder of this page has been intentionally lefi blank]
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T declure under penalty of perjury that the faregoing is teue and correct to the best
of my knowledge, information and belief,

it ) Qo a2y

Mark P. Oncavage ‘ Date
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UNITED STATES COURT OF APPEALS
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA CIRCUIT

BEYOND NUCLEAR, INC., et al.,

Petitioners,
V.

NUCLEAR REGULATORY
COMMISSION, and the
UNITED STATES OF AMERICA,

No. 14-1216

Respondents.

N N N N N N N N N N N N

DECLARATION OF MARIA ROSALES
Under penalty of perjury, I, Maria Rosales, declare as follows:

1. | make this declaration of my own personal knowledge. If called to testify
as a witness, | could and would testify competently regarding its contents.

2. | am a current member of the Southern Alliance for Clean Energy. | agree
with the Southern Alliance for Clean Energy’s mission of promoting responsible
energy choices to solve global warming problems and ensure clean, safe, and
healthy communities throughout the southeast and | believe my health and well-
being depend upon the health of the environment in the region where I live. | have
authorized the Southern Alliance for Clean Energy to pursue this lawsuit
challenging the NRC’s rule titled, “Continued Storage of Spent Nuclear Fuel” and
accompanying environmental analysis entitled, “Generic Environmental Impact
Statement for Continued Storage of Spent Nuclear Fuel,” on my behalf.

3. | know that the Southern Alliance for Clean Energy submitted comments to
the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission (“NRC”) in 2013 regarding the NRC’s
proposed rule entitled “Waste Confidence Decision - Continued Storage of Spent
Nuclear Fuel,” which was published at 78 Fed. Reg. 56,776 on September 13, 2013
and its accompanying “Waste Confidence Generic Environmental Impact
Statement,” published the same day.
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4. 1live at 36207 SR 30 Pikeville, TN 37367. My home lies 24 miles from the
Waltts Bar nuclear plant. This is less than the fifty-mile radius distance at which
the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission (“NRC”) presumes a reactor accident
will cause harm to my health and safety.

5. T am concerned about the health and safety risks posed by the spent fuel that
will be generated by the Watts Bar nuclear plant if it is licensed. 1 am aware that
Congress has established a policy that the spent fuel should be removed from the
Watts Bar nuclear plant site to a repository for permanent disposal. But, I am
concerned that permanent disposal of spent fuel may not be feasible, I am also
concerned that the government will not find sufficient capacity in a repository ot
multiple repositories to accommodate the spent fuel to be generated by the Watts
Bar nuclear plant. For these reasons, I am concerned that the Watts Bar nuclear
plant may become a de facfo long term storage depot or even waste disposal site. |
am concerned that spent fuel stored for a lengthy period at the Watts Bar site may
leak into the environment and harm my health and threaten my safety,
Additionally, I am concerned about the health and safety of future generations in
my family, and protection of the environment.

6. I am aware that NRC must conduct a full safety and environmental review
whenever it licenses or re-licenses a nuclear power plant. However, I am
concerned that NRC has not adequately evaluated the question of whether the
spent fuel that will be generated by the Watts Bar nuclear plant can be safely
disposed of in a repository or the environmental, health, and safety consequences
of storing spent nuclear fuel at facilities like the Watts Bar nuclear plant in the
meantime. In the absence of adequate safety findings and environmental analyses
regarding these issues, T do not have confidence that my health and safety or the
integrity of my environment will be protected from the adverse effects of exposure
to spent reactor fuel.

7. Therefore I have authorized this petition for review of the NRC’s Final Rule
regarding Continued Storage of Spent Nuclear Fuel (Sept. 19, 2014) (“Continued
Storage Rule”) and its Generic Environmental Impact Statement for Continued
Storage of Spent Nuclear Fuel (Sept. 2014) (“Continued Storage GEIS™). If this
Court reverses the Continued Storage Rule and the Continued Storage GEIS and
requires the NRC to make necessary safety findings regarding spent fuel disposal
and fully analyze the environmental impacts of storing spent nuclear fuel, my
concerns about the licensing of Waits Bar Unit 2 would be lessened. And, further,
if this Court requires the NRC to make safety findings and conduct an adequate

2
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environmental analysis, I believe the NRC may determine it cannot make such
findings and therefore decide that denying Watts Bar’s license application is
appropriate and required by law. Therefore, my concerns may be redressed by this
lawsuit.

[The remainder of this page has been intentionally left blank]
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I declare under penalty of perjury that the foregoing is true and correct to the best
of my knowledge, information and belief.

WWD | alas|1y

Maxia Rosales ' Date
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UNITED STATES COURT OF APPEALS
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA CIRCUIT

BEYOND NUCLEAR, INC., et al.,

Petitioners,
V.

NUCLEAR REGULATORY
COMMISSION, and the
UNITED STATES OF AMERICA,

No. 14-1216

Respondents.

N N N N N N N N N N N N

DECLARATION OF REPRESENTATIVE LON BURNAM
Under penalty of perjury, I, Representative Lon Burnam, declare as follows:

1. | make this declaration of my own personal knowledge. If called to testify
as a witness, | could and would testify competently regarding its contents.

2. | am a current member of SEED Coalition. | agree with SEED Coalition’s
mission of working for clean air and clean energy in Texas, and protecting the
public from risks of radioactive contamination, and | believe my health and well-
being depend upon the health of the environment in the region where I live. | have
authorized SEED Coalition to pursue this lawsuit challenging the NRC’s rule
titled, “Continued Storage of Spent Nuclear Fuel” and accompanying
environmental analysis entitled, “Generic Environmental Impact Statement for
Continued Storage of Spent Nuclear Fuel,” on my behalf.

3. I know that SEED Coalition submitted comments to the U.S. Nuclear
Regulatory Commission (“NRC”) in 2013 regarding the NRC’s proposed rule
entitled “Waste Confidence Decision - Continued Storage of Spent Nuclear Fuel,”
which was published at 78 Fed. Reg. 56,776 on September 13, 2013 and its
accompanying “Waste Confidence Generic Environmental Impact Statement,”
published the same day.
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4. 1live at 2103 6™ Avenue, Fort Worth, Texas, 76110. My home lies 40 miles
from the Comanche Peak Nuclear Power Plant.

5. This is less than the fifty-mile radius distance at which the U.S, Nuclear
Regulatory Commission (“NRC”) presumes a reactor accident will cause harm to
my health and safety.

6. Iam concerned about the health and safety risks posed by the spent fuel that
will be generated by Comanche Peak 3 & 4 if they are licensed. I am aware that
Congress has established a policy that the spent fuel should be removed from the
Comanche Peak site to a repository for permanent disposal. But, I am concerned
that permanent disposal of spent fuel may not be feasible. I am also concemed that
the government will not find sufficient capacity in a repository or multiple
repositories to accommodate the spent fuel to be generated by Comanche Peak. For
these reasons, I am concerned that Comanche Peak may become a de facto long
term storage depot or even waste disposal site. I am concerned that spent fuel
stored for a lengthy period at the Comanche Peak site may leak into the
environment and harm my health and threaten my safety. Additionally, I am
concerned about the health and safety of future generations in my family, and
protection of the environment,

7. 1 am aware that NRC must conduct a full safety and environmental review
whenever it licenses or re-licenses a nuclear power plant. However, 1 am
concerned that NRC has not adequately evaluated the question of whether the
spent fuel that will be generated by Comanche Peak can be safely disposed of in a
repository or the environmental, health, and safety consequences of storing spent
nuclear fuel at facilities like Comanche Peak in the meantime. In the absence of
adequate safety findings and environmental analyses regarding these issues, I do
not have confidence that my health and safety or the integrity of my environment
will be protected from the adverse effects of exposure to spent reactor fuel.

8. Therefore I have authorized this petition for review of the NRC’s Final Rule
regarding Continued Storage of Spent Nuclear Fuel (Sept. 19, 2014) (“Continued
Storage Rule”) and its Generic Environmental Impact Statement for Continued
Storage of Spent Nuclear Fuel (Sept. 2014) (“Continued Storage GEIS™). If this
Court reverses the Continued Storage Rule and the Continued Storage GEIS and
requires the NRC to make necessary safety findings regarding spent fuel disposal
and fully analyze the environmental impacts of storing spent nuclear fuel, my
concerns about the licensing of Comanche Peak 3 & 4 would be lessened. And,
further, if this Court requires the NRC to make safety findings and conduct an

2
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adequate environmental analysis, I believe the NRC may determine it cannot make
such findings and therefore decide that denying Comanche Peak’s license
application is appropriate and required by law. Thercfore my concerns may be

redressed by this lawsuit.

[The remainder of this page has been intentionally left blank]
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I declare under penalty of perjury that the foregoing is true and correct to the best
of my knowledge, information and belief,

‘géxmw—w ' et A4 04

[Name] | [Date]
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UNITED STATES COURT OF APPEALS
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA CIRCUIT

BEYOND NUCLEAR, INC., et al.,

Petitioners,
V.

NUCLEAR REGULATORY
COMMISSION, and the
UNITED STATES OF AMERICA,

No. 14-1216

Respondents.

N N N N N N N N N N N N

DECLARATION OF SUSAN DANCER
Under penalty of perjury, I, Susan Dancer, declare as follows:

1. | make this declaration of my own personal knowledge. If called to testify
as a witness, | could and would testify competently regarding its contents.

2. | am a current member of SEED Coalition. | agree with SEED Coalition’s
mission of working for clean air and clean energy in Texas, and protecting the
public from risks of radioactive contamination, and | believe my health and well-
being depend upon the health of the environment in the region where I live. | have
authorized SEED Coalition to pursue this lawsuit challenging the NRC’s rule
titled, “Continued Storage of Spent Nuclear Fuel” and accompanying
environmental analysis entitled, “Generic Environmental Impact Statement for
Continued Storage of Spent Nuclear Fuel,” on my behalf.

3. I know that SEED Coalition submitted comments to the U.S. Nuclear
Regulatory Commission (“NRC”) in 2013 regarding the NRC’s proposed rule
entitled “Waste Confidence Decision - Continued Storage of Spent Nuclear Fuel,”
which was published at 78 Fed. Reg. 56,776 on September 13, 2013 and its
accompanying “Waste Confidence Generic Environmental Impact Statement,”
published the same day.
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4. ive ar 648 County Road 475, Blessing, Texas. My home lies  miles from
the South Texas Project, This is less than the fifty-sile radius distance at which the
U.S, Nuclear Regulitory Commission ("NRC”) presumes a reactor accident will
cnuse harm to my health and safety,

5. 1am concerned about the health and safety risks posed by the spemt fuel thit
will be genveruted by South Texas Project i it is reliconsed. 1 am amwvare that
Congress has established n policy that the spent fuel should be removed from the
South Texas Project site (o u repositary for permanent disposal, But, [ am
concernad that permanent disposal of spent fuel may not be feasible, 1 am also
concerned that the govemment will pot find soflicient eapacity in n repository ar
mulliple repositories to accommaodate the spent fuel to be generated by South
Texns Profect. For these reasons, [ am concemed that South Texas Praject may
become a de facto Tong term storage depot or even waste disposal site, | om
concemed that spent fuel stored for a lengthy perlod at the South Texas Project site

may leak into the environment and harm my health and threaten my safety,
- Additionally, T am concemed about the health and safoty of future generations in
my family, and protection of the environment,

6. Tan aware that NRC must canduet a full salety and environmental review
whenever it licenses or re-licenses o nuclenr power plant. However, T am
concerned that NRC has not adequately evaluated the question of whether the
spent Tuel that will be generated by South ‘Texas Project ean be sately disposed of
in a repository or the environmental, health, and sefety consequences of storing
spent nuclear fuel at facilities like Sowh Texas Project in the meantime. In the
absence of adequate safoty findings and environmental analyses regording these
issues, I do not have confidence that my health and safety or the integrity of my
environment will be protected from the adverse eflects of exposure Lo spent reactor
fuel,

7. Therefore 1 have authorized this petition for review of the NRC's Final Rule
regarding Continued Storage of Spent Nuelear Fuel (Sept, 19, 2014) (*Continued
Starage Rule™) and its Generie Environmental Impaet Statement for Continued
Storage of Spent Nuelear Fuel (Sept, 2014) (“*Continued Storage GEIS"). Ifthis
Court reverses the Continted Storage Rule and the Continued Stormge GELS and
requires the NRC to make necossary safety findings regarding spent fuel disposal
and fully snalyze the environmental impacts of storing spent nuclear fuel, my
concems about the relicensing of Sonth Texas Project would be lessened. And,
further, if this Court requires the NRC to make safety findings and condugt on
adequate environmental analysis, I believe the NRC may determing it cannot make

T
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such findings and therefore decide that denying South Texas Project's license
application is appropriate and requited by law. Therefore, my concerns may be
redressed by this lawsuit,

{The remainder of this page has been intentionally left blank]
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I declare under penalty of pexjury that the foregoing is true and correct to the best
of my knowledge, information and belief,

RO T DOVI'\ N Q- 254
[Name] [Date]
4
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UNITED STATES COURT OF APPEALS
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA CIRCUIT

BEYOND NUCLEAR, INC., et al.,

Petitioners,
V.

NUCLEAR REGULATORY
COMMISSION, and the
UNITED STATES OF AMERICA,

No. 14-1216

Respondents.

N N N N N N N N N N N N

DECLARATION OF SUSAN DANCER
Under penalty of perjury, I, Susan Dancer, declare as follows:

1. | make this declaration of my own personal knowledge. If called to testify
as a witness, | could and would testify competently regarding its contents.

2. | am a current member of SEED Coalition. | agree with SEED Coalition’s
mission of working for clean air and clean energy in Texas, and protecting the
public from risks of radioactive contamination, and | believe my health and well-
being depend upon the health of the environment in the region where I live. | have
authorized SEED Coalition to pursue this lawsuit challenging the NRC’s rule
titled, “Continued Storage of Spent Nuclear Fuel” and accompanying
environmental analysis entitled, “Generic Environmental Impact Statement for
Continued Storage of Spent Nuclear Fuel,” on my behalf.

3. I know that SEED Coalition submitted comments to the U.S. Nuclear
Regulatory Commission (“NRC”) in 2013 regarding the NRC’s proposed rule
entitled “Waste Confidence Decision - Continued Storage of Spent Nuclear Fuel,”
which was published at 78 Fed. Reg. 56,776 on September 13, 2013 and its
accompanying “Waste Confidence Generic Environmental Impact Statement,”
published the same day.
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4, Hive at 648 County Road 475, Blessing, Texas, My home lies &8 miles from
the South "Texas Project. This is less than the fifty-mile radius distance at which the
U.S, Nuclear Regutatory Commission ("NRC™) presumas a4 reactor accident will
cmise harm to my henlth and safety.

5. 1 nm concerned ubout the health and safety risks posed by the spent fuel that

will be generated by South ‘Texns Project 3 & 4 £t is licensed. I am aware that

Congress has established a policy that the spent fisel should be removed from the

South Texns Project site to 4 repository for permonent disposal, But, | an

concerned that peemanent disposal of spent fuel may not be feasible, | am also

concermed that the government will not find sufficient capacity in o repository or

multiple repasitories to accommodate the spent fuel ta bo gencrated by South

Texas Project, For these reasons, [ am concerned that Souh Texns Project may

hecome u dde fiacro tong term storage depot or even waste disposal site. 1 am

concered that spent fuel stored for a fengthy period ot the South Texas Project site 1

may leak into the environment and hamm my health and threptenymysalery,
- Additionally, T am concemned about the health and safety of future generations in

my family, and protection of the environment,

6. Tany aware that NRC must conduct a full safety und environmenal revisw
whenever it ticenses or re-licenses » nuclear power plant. However, [ am
concerned that NRC has not adequotely evalunted the question of whether the
spent fuel that will he generated by South Texas Project ¢nn be snitly disposed of
ina repository or the environmental, health, and safety consequences of storing
spent nuclear fuel ot faeilities like South Texas Project in the nseantime, In the
absence of adequate safety findings and environmental amilyses reparding these
issues, I do not have confidence that my health and safety or the integrity of my
environment will be protected from the adverse effeets of exposure to spent repetor
fuel,

7. Therelore 1 have authorized this petition for review of the NRCs Final Rule
regarding Continued Stornge of Spent Nuclear Fuel {Sept. 19, 2014) (“Continued
Storuge Rule™) and its Generie Environmental Impaet Statement for Continued
Storage of Spent Nuclear Fuel (Sept. 2014) (“"Continued Storage GEIS"). Ifthis
Court reverses the Continued Storage Rule and the Continued Stornge GLIS and
requires the NRC to make necessary safety findings regarding spent fuel disposal
and fully analyze the environmental impacts of storing spemt nuelear Rucl, my
concerns about the licensing of South Toxns Project 3 & 4 would be lessened.

And, further, if this Court requires the NRC to make safety findings and conduet an
adequate environmental analysis, 1 believe the NRC mny determine it connot make
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such findings and therefore decide that denying South Texas Project's license
application is appropriate and required by law, Therefore, my concerns may be
redressed by this lawsuit.

[The remainder of this page has been intentionally left blank]
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[ declare under penalty of perjury that the foregoing is true and correct to the best
of my knowledge, information and belief,

Do Domun 4. 25-14

[Name] [Date]
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UNITED STATES COURT OF APPEALS
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA CIRCUIT

BEYOND NUCLEAR, INC., et al.,

Petitioners,
V.

No. 14-1216
(consolidated with Case Nos.
14-1210, 14-1212, 14-1217)

NUCLEAR REGULATORY
COMMISSION, and the
UNITED STATES OF AMERICA,

Respondents.

N N N N N N N N N N N N

NONBINDING STATEMENT OF ISSUES

Petitioners, Beyond Nuclear, Inc., Blue Ridge Environmental Defense
League, Inc., Missouri Coalition for the Environment, Inc., New England
Coalition, Inc., Nuclear Information and Resource Service, Inc., Riverkeeper, Inc.,
San Luis Obispo Mothers for Peace, Inc., Southern Alliance for Clean Energy,
Inc., and Sustainable Energy and Economic Development Coalition, Inc., hereby
state that they intend to raise the following issues in this petition for review:

1. Whether the Continued Storage of Spent Nuclear Fuel Rule
(“Continued Storage Rule”), 79 Fed. Reg. 56238 (September 19, 2014), and the
Generic Environmental Impact Statement for Continued Storage of Spent Nuclear
Fuel (““Continued Storage GEIS”), 79 Fed. Reg. 56263 (September 19, 2014),

violate the National Environmental Policy Act, 42 U.S.C. 8 4321 et seq., by failing
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to appropriately define the proposed action, adequately analyze the environmental
Impacts of the proposed action, adequately analyze alternatives to the proposed
action, or respond to public comments.

2. Whether the Continued Storage Rule and Continued Storage GEIS
violate the Atomic Energy Act, by failing to provide adequate assurances that
waste generated during reactor operation can be safely disposed of in a repository,
and therefore issuing reactor licenses will not be inimical to the health and safety
of the public. 42 U.S.C. § 2011 et seq.

3. Whether the Continued Storage Rule and Continued Storage GEIS
violate the Administrative Procedure Act by relying upon outdated information,
incorrect assumptions, and faulty analysis, and are therefore “arbitrary, capricious,

an abuse of discretion, or otherwise not in accordance with law.” 5 U.S.C. § 706.
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Respectfully submitted,

/s/ Diane Curran
Diane Curran

Harmon, Curran, Spielberg & Eisenberg, L.L.P.

1726 M Street N.W. Suite 600
Washington, D.C. 20036
202-328-3500

Fax: 202-328-6918

E-mail: dcurran@harmoncurran.com

/s/ Mindy Goldstein

Mindy Goldstein

Turner Environmental Law Clinic
Emory Law School

1301 Clifton Road

Atlanta, GA 30322
404-727-3432

Fax: 404-727-7853

Email: magolds@emory.edu

Counsel for Petitioners

December 1, 2014

Filed: 12/01/2014
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