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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE DISTRICT OF NEVADA

STATE OF NEVADA,
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VS.
UNITED STATES,; et al.,

Defendants.
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I, C. WAYNE HOWLE, hereby state that the assertions of this declaration are true:

1. I am the primary attorney assigned by the Plaintiff, State of Nevada, in this
matter.

2. As part of my duties, I am preparing the Plaintiff's Reply in Support of its
Motion for Preliminary Injunction (ECF No. 2) (“Reply”).

3. I have reviewed the Court’s Local Rules, and I am familiar with the page
limits provided in LR 7-3, as well as the Court’s caution that motions to exceed page
limits are looked upon with disfavor.

4. In light of this caution, I have attempted to keep the Plaintiff's Reply with
the 24-page limit provided in LR 7-3.

5. Nevertheless, I am requesting that the page limit be enlarged to 29 pages to
allow the Plaintiff to fully explain its position in its Reply based on the following reasons.

6. This matter involves Plaintiffs request for this Court to enjoin the
Department of Energy’s (‘DOE”) proposed shipment of plutonium to Nevada due to DOE’s
failure to comply with the requirements of the National Environmental Policy Act
(“NEPA”).

7. In Defendants’ Response, DOE cited to numerous lengthy portions of
previous environmental impact statements and other NEPA documents. To effectively
respond to these documents, Plaintiff will need to examine each of those documents in its
Reply.

8. Further, Plaintiff did not oppose Defendants’ Motion to Exceed Page Limits
for their Response to Plaintiff's Motion for Preliminary Injunction. This resulted in
Defendants’ filing a Response that exceeded 29 pages. Plaintiff's Reply must respond to
the many arguments contained within Defendants’ 29-page brief.

9. Further, Defendants’ Response contains a number of factual differences that
Plaintiff will be required to clarify in its Reply.
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10.  Additionally, Defendants’ Response asserts a different standard of proof
than Plaintiff's Motion. For this reason, Plaintiff’s Reply must cite to extensive case law
showing the proper standard of proof.

11.  For all of the reasons stated above, Plaintiff requires an enlargement of the
12-page reply limit under LR 7-3. Plaintiff requests an additional 3 pages to address
Defendants’ arguments in their Response. This would make the page limit for Plaintiff’s
Reply 15 pages.

12.  To the best of his ability, undersigned counsel has attempted to limit the
length of the Plaintiff's Reply while still attempting to effectively respond to Defendants’
Response.

Pursuant to 28 U.S.C. § 1746, I hereby certify, under penalty of perjury, that the
foregoing is true and correct.

Executed on this 10th day of January, 2019.

/s/ C. Wayne Howle

C. WAYNE HOWLE
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