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SUBJECT: LITIGATION REPORT - 2003 - 03
Public Citizen v. NRC, No. 03-1181 (D.C. Cir., order entered Dec. 19, 2003)

This lawsuit argues that the Commission unlawfully imposed new “design basis threat”
requirements through orders issued without prior notice and public comment. Petitioners claim
that the Commission may not alter agency rules without invoking the rulemaking process. We
filed a motion to dismiss on the theory that petitioners had not sought an agency hearing, as
permitted by the DBT orders.

The court of appeals (Henderson, Randolph & Tatel) has referred our motion to the merits
panel. It will be resolved after full briefing and argument of the case.

CONTACT: Jared K. Heck
415-1623

San Luis Obispo Mothers for Peace v. NRC, No. 03-74628 (9th Cir., filed Dec. 12, 2003)

This lawsuit challenges two NRC adjudicatory decisions in the proceedings to license an ISFSI
at Diablo Canyon. The first challenged decision (CLI-02-23, 56 NRC 230 (2002)) declined to
suspend licensing proceedings to await security enhancements. The second decision (CLI-03-
1, 57 NRC 1 (2003)) rejected contentions demanding an environmental impact statement
considering the potential effects of terrorism. The NRC's brief will be due during the spring of
2004.

CONTACT: Charles E. Mullins
415-1618
Jared K. Heck
415-1623



Pacific Gas & Elec. Co. v. People of the State of Calif., No. 02-16990 (9th Cir., decided Nov.
19, 2003)

In this bankruptcy case we worked with the Justice Department on an amicus curiae brief
arguing that federal bankruptcy law does not override state or federal laws on the environment
or on health and safety. The case is an offshoot of PG&E'’s well-known (and still pending)
bankruptcy proceeding. The court of appeals agreed with our position. The court ruled that
bankruptcy law does not expressly preempt laws on the environment or on health and safety.
The court left open the question whether there may be “implied preemption” in particular
circumstances.

The court decision referred expressly to the problem of preempting the NRC'’s licensing
authority (Slip op. at p. 16258).

CONTACT: John F. Cordes
415-1956

Conn. Coalition Against Millstone v. NRC, No. (S. Ct., filed Dec. 10, 2003)

This petition for a writ of certiorari challenges a Second Circuit decision (see Lit. Report 03-2,
SECY-03-0137) dismissing a petition for judicial review for lack of jurisdiction. The Supreme
Court has thus far declined to docket the certiorari petition because petitioner’s counsel is not a
member of the Supreme Court bar. Petitioner’s counsel has sixty days to become a member or
to obtain a co-counsel who is. Otherwise, the Court’s Clerk’s office has informed us, the
certiorari petition will not be docketed.

COUNSEL: Charles E. Mullins
415-1618
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United States Court of Appeals

For THE DistrICcT OF CoLumBia CIRCUIT

No. 03-1181 September Term, 2003

Filed On: December 19, 2003

[792490)
Public Citizen, Inc. and San Luis Obispo Mothers for

Peace,
Petitioners

V.
Nuclear Regulatory Commission and United States of

America,
Respondents

BEFORE: Henderson, Randolph, and Tatel, Circuit Judges
ORDER

Upon consideration of the motion to dismiss, the response thereto, and the reply, it
is '

ORDERED that the motion to dismiss be referred to the merits panel to which this
petition is assigned. The parties are directed to address in their briefs the issues
presented in the motion to dismiss rather than incorporate those arguments by reference.

Per Curiam



UNITED STATES COURT OF APPEALS

FOR THE NINTH CIRCUIT
)
SAN LUIS OBISPO MOTHERS FOR PEACE, )
SANTA LUCIA CHAPTER OF THE SIERRA ) é
CLUB, and PEG PINARD, : ) — .;25’
) No. Og 7f
Petitioners, )
)
V. )
)
UNITED STATES NUCLEAR REGULATORY )
COMMISSION and the UNITED STATES )
OF AMERICA, )
)
Respondents )
)
PETITION FOR REVIEW

Pursuant to F.R.A.P. 15 and 28 U.S.C, § 2342-2344, Petitioners, San Luis Obispo
Mothers for Peace, the Santa Lucia Chapter of the Sierra Club, and Peg Pinard, hereby
petition the Court for review of three orders by the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
(“NRC” or “Commission”). The orders were issued in a licensing proceeding cbnceming
Pacific Gas & Electric Company’s proposal to build and operate an Independent Spent
Fuel Storage Installation (“ISFSI”) on the site of the Diablo Canyon Nuclear Power Plant.

The orders of which Petitioners seek review are:

* Pacific Gas & Electric Co. (Diablo Canyon Power Plant Independent Spent Fuel

Storage Installation), LBP-02-23, 56 NRC 413 (December 2, 2002) (see

Attachment 1);
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¢ Pacific Gas & Electric Co. (Diablo Canyon Power Plant Independent Spent Fuel
Storage Installation), CLI-02-23, 56 NRC 230 (November 21, 2002) (see
Attachment 2); and

* Pacific Gas & Electric Co. (Diablo Canyori Power Plant Independent Spent Fuel

Storage Installation), CLI-03-1, 57 NRC 1 (January 23, 2003) (see Attachment 3).
These decisions were rendered final in Pacific Gas & Electric Co. (Diablo Canyon Power
Plant Independent Spent Fuel Storage Installation), CLI-03-12, 57 NRC ___ (October 15,
2003) (see Attachment 4).

Petitioners contend that, by refusing to hold a hearing on whether the
environmental impacts of terrorist attacks and other acts of malice or insanity against the
proposed ISFSI should be addressed in an Environmental Impact Statement, and by
refusing to take measures to improve the security of the entire Diablo Canyon site before
approving a license for the proposed ISFSI, the NRC violated the Atomic Energy Act, the
National Environmental Policy Act, and the Administrative Procedure Act; and abused its
discretion. Therefore, Petitioners seek review and reversal of LBP-02-23, CLI-02-23, and
CLI-03-1.

_Respectfu]ly submitted,

g

1ane Curran :
Harmon, Curran, Spielberg & Eisenberg, L.L.P.
1726 M Street N.W., Suite 600
Washington, D.C. 20036
tel.: 202/328-3500
fax: 202/328-69818
e-mail: deurran@harmoncurran.com
Attomey for Petitioners

December 11, 2003
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UNITED STATES COURT OF APPEALS
FOR THE NINTH CIRCUIT

Paciric Gas aND ELECTRIC

CoMPANY, a California corporation;

PG&E CORPORATION,
Plaintiffs-Appellees,

V.

PEOPLE OF THE STATE OF
CALIFORNIA, ex. rel. California
Dept of Toxic Substances Control,
Central Coast Regional Water
Quality Control Board, Colorado
River Basin Regional Water
Quality Control Board, State
Water Resources Control Board,
Lahontan Regional Water Quality
Board, Central Valley Regional
Water Quality Control Board, San
Francisco Bay Regional Water
Quality Control Board, North
Coast Regional Quality Control
Board, California Dept Fish and
Game, California Dept of Forestry
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Dept Water Resources, California
Environmental Protection Agency,
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California Dept of Education, Bay
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Commission, Resources Agency,
State Lands Commission,
California Dept of Parks and
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Recreation, California Dept
General Services, California
Coastal Commission;
PEOPLE OF THE STATE OF
CALIFORNIA, eX. rel. California
Dept Transportation; CITy AND
County oF SAN FraNcIsco;
CALIFORNIA HYDROPOWER REFORM
CoavrmioN; CALIFORNIA PusLic
UmiLimes COMMISSION,
Defendants-Appellants,

and \

Crry oF Repwoob City;
CALIFORNIA COUNTIES OF ALAMEDA,
FresNO, KERN, SACRAMENTO, SAN
Luis OBispo, SANTA BARBARA,
SANTA CLARA, SISKIYOU, SONOMA,
AND THE Crry AND COUNTY OF SAN
FraNncisco; UNITED STATES OF
AMERICA, on behalf of the US
Environmental Protection Agency;
OrrFiclAL COMMITTEE OF UNSECURED
CREDITORS,

Defendants. J
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PEOPLE OF THE STATE OF
CALIFORNIA, eX. rel, California
Dept Transportation; Crry AND
County ofF SAN Francisco;
CALIFORNIA HYDROPOWER REFORM
CoaLrtioN; CALIFORNIA PusLic
UtiLimies CoMMISSION,

Petitioners,

V.

Paciric Gas AND ELECTRIC
CompaNy, a California corporation,
Respondent.

-/

No. 02-80113

D.C. No.
CV-02-01550-VRW

OPINION

Appeal from the United States District Court
for the Northern District of California
Vaughn R. Walker, District Judge, Presiding

Argued and Submitted
May 14, 2003—San Francisco, California

Filed November 19, 2003

Before: Michael Daly Hawkins, William A. Fletcher,
Circuit Judges, and Samuel P. King,* Senior Judge.

Opinion by Judge William A. Fletcher

*The Honorable Samuel P. King, Senior District Judge for Hawaii, sit-

ting by designation.
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COUNSEL

James L. Lopes, Amy E. Margolin, Howard, Rice,
Nemerovski, Canady, Falk and Rabkin, San Francisco, Cali-
fornia; Laurence H. Tribe, Harvard University Law School,
Cambridge, Massachusetts; Michael Kessler, Weil, Gotshall
and Manges, New York, New York; Alan Shore Gover,
Dewey Ballantine, Houston, Texas; Stephen L. Johnson,
United States Department of Justice, San Francisco, Califor-
nia, for plaintiff-appellee/respondent Pacific Gas and Electric.

Thomas Greene, Margarita Padilla, Office of the Attorney
General, Oakland, California; Steven H. Felderstein, Paul J.
Pascuzzi, Felderstein Fitzgerald Willoughby, Sacramento,
California; Bruce A. Behrens, California Department of



PaciFic Gas AND ELECTRIC v. PEOPLE 16253

Transportation, San Francisco, California; Theresa L. Muel-
ler, D. Cameron Baker, San Francisco City Attorney’s Office,
San Francisco, California; Richard Roos-Collins, Natural Her-
itage Institute, Berkeley, California; Charlton H. Bonham,
Trout Unlimited, Albany, California; Alan W. Komnberg,
Paul, Weiss, Rifkind, Wharton & Garrison, New York, New
York; Arocles Aguilar, Gary M. Cohen, Public Utilities Com-
mission of the State of California, San Francisco, California,
for defendants-appellants/petitioners State of California, et al.

Jonathan V. Holtzman, Renne & Holtzman, San Francisco,
California; Mary H. Williams, State of Oregon Justice Depart-
ment, Salem, Oregon, for amici curiae.

OPINION
W. FLETCHER, Circuit Judge:

The issue presented in this interlocutory appeal is the extent
to which a reorganization plan proposed under 11 U.S.C.
§ 1123(a)(5) preempts otherwise applicable nonbankruptcy
law. Section 1123(a) was enacted as part of the Bankruptcy
Code in 1978. That section specifies what must be included
in a reorganization plan under Chapter 11 and closely paral-
lels § 216(10) of the predecessor Bankruptcy Act. Section
1123(a)(5) provides, in part, “[n]Jotwithstanding any othcrwise
applicable nonbankruptcy law a [reorganization] plan shall
. . . provide adequate means for the plan’s implementation[.]”
When § 1123(a) was originally enacted in 1978, it did not
contain the clause “notwithstanding any otherwise applicable
nonbankruptcy law,” just as § 216(10) of the Bankruptcy Act
contained no such clause. The “notwithstanding” clause was
added to § 1123(a) by amendment in 1984,

Section 1142(a) was also enacted as part of the Bankruptcy
Code in 1978. That section prescribes duties associated with
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the implementation of an approved reorganization plan under
Chapter 11 and closely parallels § 224(2) of the predecessor
Bankruptcy Act. Section 1142(a) provides, “[n]otwithstanding
any otherwise applicable nonbankruptcy law, rule, or regula-
tion relating to financial condition, the debtor and any entity
organized or to be organized for the purpose of carrying out
the plan shall carry out the [reorganization] plan and shall
comply with any orders of the court.” The only relevant dif-
ference between § 1142(a) and its predecessor § 224(2) is that
the clause “notwithstanding any otherwise applicable non-
bankruptcy law, rule, or regulation relating to financial condi-
tion” was added in 1978.

We hold that a reorganization plan proposed under
§ 1123(a)(5) expressly preempts otherwise applicable non-
bankruptcy laws only to the extent that such laws were
already preempted before the addition of the “notwithstand-
ing” clause to § 1123(a) by amendment in 1984. That is, we
hold that the addition of the “notwithstanding” clause to
§ 1123(a) was merely a clarification and confirmation of the
preemptive effect of a reorganization plan that already existed
under the 1978 Bankruptcy Code. That preemptive effect,
expressly stated in the “notwithstanding” clause of § 1142(a),
was limited to otherwise applicable nonbankruptcy laws “re-
lating to financial condition.”

We reverse the decision of the district court and remand for
further proceedings.

1. Background

~ Appellee Pacific Gas & Electric Company (“PG&E”) is a
large, vertically-integrated public utility in California, cur-
rently subject to regulation by various federal, state, and local
entities. PG&E owns and operates electric generation facili-
ties, electric and gas transmission facilities, and retail distribu-
tion facilities. On April 6, 2001, PG&E and its corporate
parent PG&E Corporation (“Proponents”) filed a voluntary
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petition under Chapter 11 of the Bankruptcy Code. On
December 19, 2001, Proponents filed a First Amended Reor-
ganization Plan (“Plan”) accompanied by a First Amended
Disclosure Statement. The Plan has since been amended, but
the amendments do not affect our legal analysis.

Among other things, the Plan contains a proposal for the
disaggregation of PG&E into four new corporations, each of
which would be owned by PG&E's parent corporation. The
four proposed corporations are: (1) Electric Generation LLC
(“Gen™), which would own PG&E's generation assets; (2)
ETrans LLC (“ETrans"), which would own PG&E'’s electric
transmission “assets; (3) GTrans LLC (“GTrans”), which
would own PG&E’s gas transmission asscts; and (4) Reorga-
nized PG&E, which would engage in retail distribution of
electricity and gas. Pursuant to the Plan, Reorganized PG&E
would remain subject to regulation by the California Public
Utility Commission (“CPUC”) after the proposed disaggrega-
tion. However, Gen, ETrans, and GTrans would not. Rather,
they would be subject to the exclusive regulatory jurisdiction
of the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission. If PG&E is
not disaggregated, all of PG&E would remain subject to regu-
lation by the CPUC.

The Disclosure Statement filed in conjunction with the Plan
makes clear the extremely broad preemptive effect PG&E
attributes to the “notwithstanding™ clause of § 1123(a). Scc-
tion 1123(a)(5) provides, in part, “[n]otwithstanding any oth-
erwise applicable nonbankruptcy law, a [rcorganization) plan
shall . . . provide adequate means for the plan’s implementa-
tion[.]” In accordance with Proponents’ reading of
§ 1123(a)(5), the Disclosure Statement (“Statement’)
describes the means proposed for implementing the Plan, and
states that the Plan preempts various state and local laws:

Section 1123(a) of the Bankruptcy Code preempts
any otherwise applicable non-bankruptcy law that
may be contrary to its provisions. Accordingly, a
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plan may contain certain provisions that would not
normally be permitted under non-bankruptcy law.
For example, section 1123(2)(5) of the Bankruptcy
Code authorizes, among other things, the sale or
transfer of assets by the Debtor without the consent
of the State or the California Public Utilities Com-
mission (the “CPUC”).

¥ k %k

[Slection 1123(a) of the Bankruptcy Code preempts
state regulation from interfering with the implemen-
tation and consummation of the Plan. Accordingly,
the Proponents contend that the Confirmation Order
approving the Plan and authorizing the transactions
pursuant to the Plan will preempt “otherwise appli-
cable nonbankruptcy law” in the following areas: (1)
any approval or authorization of the CPUC or com-
pliance with the Califomia Public Utilities Code or
CPUC rules, regulations or decisions otherwise
required to transfer public utility property (including
authorization to construct facilities), issue securities
and implement the Plan; and (2) the exercise of dis-
cretion by any other state or local agency or subdivi-
sion to deny the transfer or assignment of any of the
Debtor’s property, including existing permits or
licenses, or the isswance of identical permits and
licenses on the same terms and conditions as the
Debtor’s existing permits and licenses where both
the Reorganized Debtor and one or more of ETrans,
GTrans and Gen require such permit for their post
Effective Date operations. Such preemption pursuant
to section 1123(a) of the Bankruptcy Code shall
occur at the time the Plan is implemented.

The Statement lists a number of specific sections of the
California Public Utility Code and decisions by the CPUC
that Proponents contend are preempted by the Plan pursuant
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to the “notwithstanding” clause of § 1123(a)(5), but the list is
not exhaustive. The Statement provides, “[t]he Confirmation
Order will supersede any law, regulation or rule that might
otherwise apply to the Restructuring Transactions and the
implementation of the Plan, whether specified here or not.
The statutes, rules, orders or decisions thus preempted
include, but are not limited to, the following: [listing specific
statutory sections and CPUC decisions).”

The Statemnent also provides that otherwise applicable per-
mitting and licensing requirements are preempted pursuant to
§ 1123(a)(5). Although Proponents insist in their brief that
“the Plan does not seek to supercede or ‘preempt’ federal law
at all,” the Statement mentions federal as well as state and
local permits and licenses. The Statement provides:

The transfer or reissuance of the vast majority of
permits and licenses issued by most state agencies
and political subdivisions and federal agencies .
appears to be ministerial or governed by objective
criteria that make it unlikely that the agencies could
act or fail to act in 2 way that would interfere with
consummation of the Plan. As mentioned above, the
Proponents intend to follow the established proce-
dures for the transfer or reissuance of such permits
and licences. For these permits or licenses for which
otherwise applicable nonbankruptcy law precludes
transfer or gives state or local officials discretion to
deny the transfer or reissuance, the Proponents will
rely on the protection of section 1123(a) to ensure
that all of the reorganized companies obtain the per-
mits and licenses they need to operate lawfully.

Appellants, the CPUC, the State of California, the City and
County of San Francisco, and the California Hydropower
Reform Coalition (collectively the “California parties™) object
to the Plan. The California parties contend that the Plan con-
flicts with a number of state laws and that these laws are not
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preempted by § 1123(a)(5). Most important, the California
parties contend that the disaggregation contemplated by the
Plan would violate § 377 of the California Public Utilities
Code. Section 377 was passed by the California legislature in
the wake of the energy crisis that plagued the state in the sum-
mer of 2000. It provides that *“no facility for the generation of
electricity owned by a public utility may be disposed of prior
to January 1, 2006.” Cal. Pub. Util. Code § 377 (West 2003).
The California parties also contend that the Plan is subject to
and potentially conflicts with other state laws. For example,
they contend that some of the transactions contemplated by
the Plan must be subjected to environmental review under the
California Environmental Quality Act.

Appearing as an amicus, the United States also objects to
the Plan. Despite Proponents’ assertion that they do not intend
to use the Plan to displace any federal law, the United States
contends that the Plan could, during its implementation, allow
one or more of the four proposed corporations to do so. For
example, the United States contends that federal statutes such
as the Clean Air Act and the Clean Water Act could be pre-
empted by the Plan pursuant to Proponents’ construction of
§ 1123(a)(5). It also contends that the otherwise applicable
requirement of a federal Nuclear Regulatory Commission
license could be preempted by the Plan. Outside of bank-
ruptcy, such a license would be required before PG&E could
transfer ownership of the Diablo Canyon nuclear power plant
to another entity, such as the newly created EGen.

The bankruptcy court rejected what it characterized as Pro-
ponents’ “across-the-board, take-no-prisoners preemption
strategy.” It held that “there is no express preemption of non-
bankruptcy law that permits a wholesale unconditional pre-
emption of numerous state laws, some of which are identified
in the Disclosure Statement and some of which are obscured
by the phrase ‘including but not limited to." ” The bankruptcy
court concluded that some nonbankruptcy laws may be
impliedly precmpted by the Plan under § 1123(a)(5), but
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reserved any ruling on implied preemption until Proponents
produced a Plan that did not depend on the broad express pre-
emption contemplated in the First Amended Reorganization
Plan.

On interlocutory appeal on the issue of express preemption,
the district court reversed. It held that § 1123(a)(5) expressly
preempted nonbankruptcy laws. Relying on In re Public Ser-
vice Co. of New Hampshire v. New Hampshire (In re Public
Service Co.), 108 B.R. 854, 891 (Bankr. D.N.H. 1989), the
district court held that all nonbankruptcy laws “otherwise
applicable to the ‘restructuring transactions necessary to an
effective and feasible reorganization’ are expressly preempt-
ed.”

Because we are “in as good a position as the district court
to review the findings of the bankruptcy court,” we “indepen-
dently review[ ] the bankruptcy court’s decision.” Ragsdale v.
Haller, 780 F.2d 794, 795 (9th Cir. 1986). We review the
bankruptcy court’s conclusion of law de novo. Id.

We agree with the district court that a reorganization plan
under Chapter 11 of the Bankruptcy Code expressly preempts
otherwise applicable nonbankruptcy laws. However, we dis-
agree with the district court as to the scope of that express
preemption. We hold that the preemptive scope of a reorgani-
zation plan is stated in § 1142(a). That section provides that.
a plan shall be implemented “notwithstanding any otherwise
applicable nonbankruptcy law, rule, or regulation relating to
financial condition.” That is, under § 1142(a), nonbankruptcy
law is expressly preempted by a reorganization plan only to
the extent that such law “relat[es] to financial condition.”

Neither the bankruptcy court nor the district court applied
the standard of express preemption contained in § 1142(a).
We therefore reverse the decision of the district court and
remand for further proceedings consistent with this opinion.
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II. Section 1123(a)(5), Section 1142(a), and
the “Notwithstanding” Clauses

A. Section 1123(a)(5)

Section 1123(a)(5) has deep roots. In its original form,
§ 1123(a)(5) was § 77B(b)(9) of the Bankruptcy Act of 1898,
added by amendment in 1934. Section 77B(b)(9) provided, in
part:

A plan of reorganization . . . shall provide adequate
means for the execution of the plan, which may
include the transfer of all or any part of the property
of the debtor to another corporation or to other cor-
porations, or the consolidation of the properties of
the debtor with those of another corporation or cor-
porations, or the retention of the property by the
debtor, the distribution of assets among creditors or
any class thereof, the satisfaction or modification of
liens, indentures, or other similar instruments . . . .

Bankruptcy Act of 1898 Amendments, Pub. L. No. 73-296, 48
Stat. 911, 913-14 (1934) (emphasis added). Four years later,
§ 77B(b)(9) was recodified as § 216(10) and slightly modified
to read, in part:

A plan of reorganization . . . shall provide adequate
means for the execution of the plan, which may
include: the retention by the debtor of all or any part
of its property; the sale or transfer of all or any part
of its property to one or more other corporations
theretofore organized or thereafter to be organized,
the merger or consolidation of the debtor with one or
more other corporations; the sale of all or any part
of its property, either subject to or free from any
lien, at not less than a fair upset price and the distri-
bution of all or any assets, or the proceeds derived
Jrom the sale thereof, among those having an inter-
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est therein; the satisfaction or modification or liens;
the cancelation or modification of indentures or of
other similar instruments . . . .

Bankruptcy Act of 1898 Amendments, Pub, L. No. 75-696, 52
Stat. 840, 895-96 (1938) (emphasis added).

Section 1123(a)(5) is the direct successor to §§ 77B(b) and
216(10). It was originally enacted as part of the Bankruptcy
Reform Act of 1978 (now commonly referred to as the Bank-
ruptcy Code). In its original form, as enacted in 1978,
§ 1123(a)(5) provided, in part:

(a) A plan shall —

¥ %k %k

(5) provide adequate means for the plan’s
execution, such as —

(A) retention by the debtor of all or any
part of the property of the estate;

(B) transfer of all or any part of the
property of the estate to one or more
entities, whether organized before or
after the confirmation of such plan;

(C) merger or consolidation of the
debtor, with one or more persons;

(D) sale of all or any part of the prop-
erty of the estate, either subject to or free
of any lien, or the distribution of all or
any part of the property of the estate
among those having an interest in such
property of the estate;
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(E) satisfaction or modification of any
lien;

(F) cancellation or modification of any
indenture or similar instrument; . . ..

An Act to Establish a Uniform Law on the Subject of Bank-
ruptcies, Pub. L. No. 95-598, § 1123, 92 Stat. 2549, 2631-32
(1978) (emphasis added).

The emphases are added to all three statutes to highlight
subsections 1123(a)(5)(B) and (5)(D) and their predecessor
subsections. Proponents particularly rely on subsections
1123(a)(5)(B) and (5)(D) to support their argument for the
preemptive effect of their Plan. These subsections have been
largely unchanged since the addition of § 77B(b)(9) to the
1898 Bankruptcy Act by amendment in 1934.

Less than a year after the cffective date of the 1978 Bank-
ruptcy Code, the House Judiciary Committee reported favor-
ably on S. 658,.a bill that would have made minor
amendments (o thc Code, including to § 1123(a)(5), and
whose provisions were later mcoxporatcd into S. 863 and
passed by the Senate (but not the House) in 1981. S. 658, 96th
Cong. (1979); S. 863, 97th Cong. (1981). In the words of the
Committee’s Report, S. 658 was designed “to correct techni-
cal errors, clarify and make minor substantive changes to [the
" -1978 Code].” Staff of House Comm. on the Judiciary, An Act
to Correct Techmca] Errors, Clarify and Make Minor Sub-
stantive Changes to Public Law 95-598, H.R. Rep. No. 96-
1195, at 1 (1980). The Report summarized as follows the
problems S. 658 was designed to address:

The Bankruptcy Reform Act of 1978 has now
been in effect less than one year. It is clear even at
this early time in the life of this law that technical
amendments are required. Errors in printing, spell-
ing, punctuation, grammar, syntax, and numeration
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arose in the biil as enacted because of the last-minute
process of change through which the bill went when
considered at the closing sessions of the 95th Con-
gress.

These same last-minute changes also resulted in
the enactment of a bill that contains incongruent pro-
visions; material that was removed from earlier ver-
sions remained as either cross-references or
antecedents for provisions changed or inserted. And,
material added often was not completely integrated
into the total fabric of the bill as enacted.

Such matters constitute the vast majority of the
subject of the Technical Amendments Act. In addi-
tion, however, there are several items of a substantial
nature which are included because: (1) it was
intended that the particular subject was to be dealt
with at the earliest possible time after the enactment
of the Bankruptcy Reform Act in connection with
whatever technical amendments would be consid-
ered; (2) further conforming changes were found to
be necessary to complete the legislative work
intended by the Bankruptcy Reform Act; (3) the
treatment of a subject in the Bankruptcy Reform Act
was found to be incomplete; or (4) there was over-
looked some minor yet relevant matter. In each case
the change proposed is consistent with policies
adopted by Congress in its enactment of the Bank-
ruptcy Reform Act.

Id. at 1-2 (cmphasi$ added).

Among the amendments contained in S. 658 were the fol-
lowing proposed changes to § 1123(a) and (a)(5). First, the
phrase “A plan shall” of § 1123(a) would have been amended
to read “Noththstandmg any otherwise applicable nonbank-
ruptcy law, a plan 'shall.” Second, the word “execution” of
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§ 1123(a)(5) would have been replaced by “implementation.”
Secnate Bill 658 also would have made several other minor
word changes to § 1123, H.R. Rep. No. 96-1195, at 122. The
Committee Report described the proposed changes to § 1123
as follows:

This amendment makes it clear that the rules govern-
ing what is to be contained in the reorganization plan
are those specxﬁed in this section; deletes a redun-
dant word; and makes several stylistic changes.

Id. at 22.' S. 658 was never passed by the Senate.

In 1983, the same proposed amendments to § 1123(a) were
passed by the Senate as part of S. 445. S. 445, 98th Cong.
(1983). When S. 445 was reported out by the Senate Judiciary
Comnmittee, the Committee Report stated that the amendments
“make-technical stylistic changes.” S. Rep. No. 98-65, at 84
(1983). On the floor of the Senate, S. 445 was combined with
S. 1013, a bill contammg other proposed amendments to the
Bankruptcy Code. 129 Cong. Rec. 9968 (1983). The amend-
ments to § 1123 from S. 445 became Subtitle I of S. 1013,
entitled “Technical: Amcndments to Title 11.” 129 Cong. Rec.
9986 (1983). Scnator Dole, on the Senate floor, described this
newly added subutle as containing provisions desxgned to

“correct grammancal punctuation, and spelling errors in the
code, clarify the mtent of the drafters in certain sections, and
generally refine procedures ” 129 Cong. Rec. 9970 (1983). S.
1013 was passed by the Senate, but not by the House.

The proposed amendments to § 1123 that had been con-
tained in S. 658 in 1980 in S. 863 in 1981, and in S. 445 and

'The numeration in thxs section of the Committee Report refers, pre-
sumably inadvertently, to the numeration of the bill in its incarnation as
S. 863, not S. 658. 'I‘hc content of the sections referred to in both bills is
identical in all relevant’ aspects. See H.R. Rep. No. 95-598, at 22; S. 863
§ 102(a). ‘
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S.1013 in 1983, were finally passed by both houses in 1984.
No committee reports were prepared, and the amendments
were not mentioned on the floors of the two houses. The
amendments to § 1123 eventually became law in 1984, and
were contained in the confcrence bill in a subtitle headed
“Miscellaneous Amendments to Title 11.” Bankruptcy
Amendments and chcral Judgeship Act of 1984, Pub. L. No.
98-353, § 507, 98 Stat. 333, 385 (1984); 130 Cong. Rec.
20217, 20222 (1984).

[1] As a result of the 1984 amendments, § 1123(a)(5) now
provides, in the subsections upon which Proponents particu-
larly rely:

(a) Notwithskanding any otherwise applicable non-
bankruptcy law, a plan shall —

* %k Xk

&) provide adequate means for the plan’s
implementation, such as —

L

(B) transfer of all or any part of the
property of the estate to one or more enti-
ties, whether organized before or after
the confirmation of such plan;

* %k ok

D) sale of all or any part of the property
of the cstate, ces

(Emphasis added.)i The italics indicate words added or
changed by the 1984 amendment.
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' B. Section 1142(a)

Section 1142(a) has equally deep roots. The early predeces-
sor to § 1142(a) was § 77B(h), added to the Bankruptcy Act
of 1898 by amcndment in 1934. That section provided, in rel-
evant part: 1

1

Upon final confirmation of the plan, the debtor and
other corporation or corporations organized or to be
organized for|the purpose of carrying out the plan,
shall have full power and authority to, and shall put
into effect and carry out the plan and the orders of
the Judgc relative thereto, under and subject to the
supervision and control of the judgel.]

Bankruptcy Act of 1898 Amendments, Pub. L No. 73-296, 48
Stat. 911, 920 (1934)

Four years lat:r, § 77B(h) was recodified as § 224(2),
which provided:

Upon confirmation of a plan [ ] the debtor and every
other corporation organized or to be organized for
the purpose of carrying out the plan shall comply
with the provxslons of the plan and with all orders of
the court re]anve thereto and shall take all action
necessary to carry out the plan, including, in the case
of a public- utzllty corporation, the procuring of
authorization, approval or consent of each commis-
sion having regulatory jurisdiction over the debtor
or such other corporattan[]

Bankruptcy Act of 1898 Amendments, Pub. L. No. 75-696, 52
Stat. 840, 898 (1938) (emphasis added).

[2] Section 1 142(a) is the direct successor to §§ 77B(h) and
224(2). Like § 1123(a)(5) it was originally enacted as part of
the 1978 Bankruptcy Code. The heading for the whole of
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§ 1142 was “Execunon of Plan.” Section 1142(a) provides, in
its entirety: ‘

Noththstandmg any otherwise applicable nonbank-
ruptcy law, rule or regulation relating to financial
condition, the'debtor and any entity orgamzed or to
be organized for the purpose of carrying out the plan
shall carry out the plan and shall comply with any
orders of the court
(
(Emphasns addcd) The italicized clause in §224(2), requir-
ing, “in the case of a public-utility,” the *authorization,
approval, or consent” of regulatory commissions, was elimi-
nated in § 1142. The italicized clause in § 1142(a) — the
“notwithstanding” clause — was added.

There is little legislative history that provides background
for the addition of the clause. Section 1142(a) is mentioned in
neither the House nor the Senate Committee Reports. See S.
Rep. No. 95-989 (1978) H.R. Rep. No. 95-595 (1978). How-
ever, Senator DeConcini, in his capacny as the Chair of the
Subcommittee on Improvements in Judicial Machinery of the
Senate Judiciary Comrmttee, mentioned both §§ 1123(a) and
1142(a) togethcr, as part of a lengthy statement on the Senate
floor, covering twenty-seven pages of the Congrcsswnal
Record. The totality of what he said concerning either
§§ 1123(a) or 1142(a) is as follows:

Section 1123 of the House amendment represents
a compromise between similar provisions in the
House bill and Senate amendment. The ‘section has
been clarified io clearly indicate that both secured
and unsccurcd claims, or eithcr of them, may be
impaired in a case under title 11. Moreover, section
1123(a)(1) has been substantively modified to permit
classification of certain kinds of priority claims. This
is important for purposes of confirmation under sec-
tion 1129(&)(9)

|
|

i
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Section 11|23(a)(5) of the House amendment 1is
derived from|a similar provision in the House bill
and Senate amendment but deletes the language per-
taining to “falr upset pnce ' as an unnecessary restric-
tion.[*) Sccnon 1123 is also intended to indicate that
a plan may provndc for any action specified in sec-
tion 1123 in thc case of a corporation without a reso-
lution of the board of directors. If the plan is
confirmed, then any action proposed in the plan may
be taken notwnthstandmg any otherwise applicable
nonbankruptcy law in accordance with section
1142(a) of ml‘e 11.

124 Cong. Rec. 34005 (1978).
|

Section 1142(aj was not substantially changed by the
amendments to the Bankruptcy Code enacted in 1984. The
amendmcm ehmmated a comma that had followed the phrase

“carry out the p]an " It also changed the heading for § 1142
from “Execution of the Plan” to “Implementation of the Plan.”
Bankruptcy Amcndments and Federal Judgeship Act of 1984,
Pub. L. No. 98- 353 98 Stat. 333, 387 (1984). This change
matched the 1984 amcndment of § 1123(a)(5) which changed

“adequate means for the plan’s execution” to “‘adequate means
for the plan’s tmplemenratzon

*The Norton bankruptcy treatise indicates that in referring to
§ 1123(a)(S) Senator DcConcnm was actually referring to what became
§ 1123(a)(6) in the enacled statute. This is incorrect. Senator DeConcini
was, in fact, referring to what became § 1123(8)(5), for the “fair upset
price” language, which Senator DeConcini says was deleted as unneces-
sary, was in § 216(10), lhc itmmediate predecessor to § 1123(a)(5). Section
1123(a)(6) was cnurely new. See B William L. Norton, Norton Bankrupicy
Law and Practice 2d 1119 (2002).
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C. Proponents Reading of Section 1123(a)(5)
as Independent from Section 1142(a)

Proponents ask 1 us to hold that provisions of PG&E's Reor-
ganization Plan drafted pursuant § 1123(a)(S) — in particular,
subsections (a)(S)(B) and (a)(5)(D) — broadly preempt other-
wise applicable nonbankruptcy laws with which the Plan con-
flicts. They ask us! in order to reach that holding, to read the

“notwithstanding” 'clause of § 1123(a)(5) independently from,
and more broadly than, the “notwithstanding” clause of
§ 1142(a). For the! ‘Teasons that follow, we do not agree that
these two clauses can be read independently. Rather, we hold
that the clauses must be read together, and that the express
preemption of § 1123(a)(5) is limited to otherwise applicable
nonbankruptcy laws ‘relating to financial condition,” as spec-
ified in § 1142(a)

Proponents alsolask that we hold provisions of the Plan
broadly preempt conflicting California law because they
argue that Congress intended preemption specifically with
respect to reorganization plans of publlc utilities. They urge
that we find evrdence for this intention in § 1142(a)’s 1978
codification and the failure to reenact predecessor § 224(2)’s
1anguage requiring the approval of relevant regulatory com-
missions when a pubhc utlllty files for bankruptcy. The elimi-
nation of this language in enacting § 1142(a), however,
cannot be construed as evidence of a broad Congressional
intent to preempt the state regulatory laws, even with respect
to public utilities.| Section 1142(a), unlike its predecessor
§ 224(2), does not refer to public utilities in any way. A
requirement that once existed for public utilities is gone. Sec-
tion 1142(a), in its 'current form, simply does not distinguish
between public uttlgtnes and other debtors.

|

IIL Relevantf Principles of Statutory Construction

[3] The centerpiece of any preemption analysis is congres-
sional purpose. “The purpose of Congress is the ultimate
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touchstone.” Retail Clerks Int'l Ass’n v. Schermerhorn, 375
U.S. 96, 103 (1963) After quoting this “‘oft-repeated com-
ment” from Schermerhorn, the Supreme Court recently wrote,
“[a]s a result, any undcrstandmg of the scope of a pre-emption
statute must rest pnmanly on ‘a fair understanding of con-
gressional purpose ' ” Medtronic, Inc. v. Lohr, 518 U.S. 470,
485-86 (1996) (cxtatton orrutted) (italics in original). To deter-
mine congressional purpose, “we look to the statute’s lan-
guage, structure, isubject matter, context, and history —
factors that typrcally help courts determine a statute’s objec-
tives and thereby Jllummate its text.”” Almendarez-Torres v.
United States, 523 U.S. 224 (1998); see also Medtronic, 518
U.S. at 486 (“Congress intent, of course, primarily is dis-
cerned from the language of the pre-emption statute and the
statutory framework' surrounding it. Also relevant, however,
is the ‘structure and purpose of the statute as a whole[.]' ")
(internal citations omxttcd)

Two prcsumptxons assist us in determining Congressional
purpose in this case The first is a general prcsumptton, appli-
cable in all preemption cases. The second is a presumption
specific to cases decided under the Bankruptcy Code.

[4] First, we pr'esume that Congress does not undertake
lightly to preempt statc law, particularly in areas of traditional
statc regulation.

[Blecause the lStatcs are independent sovereigns in
our federal system, we have long presumed that
Congress does not cavalierly pre-empt state-law
causes of action. In all pre-emption cases, and partxc-
ularly in those in which Congress has ‘legislated . .

in a field which the States have traditionally occu-
pied,” we start with the assumption that the historic
police powers |of the States were not to be super-
ceded by the Federal Act unless that was the clear
and manifest purpose of Congress.’
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Medtronic, 518 U.S. at 485 (internal citation omitted). As the
Court stated in Cipollone v. Liggett Group, Inc., 505 U.S.
504, 518 (1992), in refusmg to find state tort damage actions
preempted by a federal cigarette labeling and advertising
requxrcment “we must construe these provisions [of federal
law] in light of the presumptlon against the pre-emption of
state police powcr’rcgu]atxons

Even though bankruptcy is one of only two federal legisla-
tive powers in Aruclel Section 8 of the Constitution in which
the power to make “uniform” laws is made explicit, the pre-
sumpuon against dlsplacmg state law by federal bankruptcy
law is just as strong in bankruptcy as in other areas of federal
legislative power. In Midlantic National Bank v. New Jersey
Department of Environmental Protection, 474 U.S. 494
(1986), the question addressed was whether bankruptcy law
displaced state environmental law. The Court emphasized that
if Congress wished to grant an exemption from otherwise
applicable nonbankruptcy state law, “ ‘the intention would be
clearly expressed.’ :’ Id. at 501 (citation omitted). Similarly, in
BFP v. Resolution Trust Corp., 511 U.S. 531 (1994), the
Court refused to construe bankruptcy law so as to interfere
with the operation of a foreclosure sale conducted under state
law. “To displace tradmonal state regulation in such a man-
ner, the federal statutory purpose must be ‘clear and mani-
fest.” ” Id. at 544 (citation omitted).

[5] Second, we‘prcsumc, absent clear indications to the
contrary, that Congress did not intend to change preexisting
bankruptcy law or practice in adopting the Bankruptcy Code
in 1978 or in amcndmg it in 1984. The Supreme Court, in a
remarkably consnstent series of cases, has exphcntly and
repeatedly relied on this presumption. The first case is a bank-
ruptcy preempuon’case, the others are straight bankruptcy
cases. ;

In Midlantic, thefqucstion addressed was whether, under 11
US.C. § 554(a), a Ibankruptcy trustee could abandon burden-
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some real propcrfy and thereby entirely preempt state-law
obligations — such as required environmental clean-up —
attached to that property Section 554(a) was enacted as part
of the 1978 Code and was amended slightly in 1984. Prior to
the adoption of § 554(a) a trustee could not entirely escape
state-law obhganons by abandoning property. However,
§ 554(a) exphcltly ‘authorized abandonment by the trustee and
did not mention any state-law limitation on abandonment. The
Court rejected an argument by the trustee that §554(a) evi-
denced a Congressxonal purpose to depart from prior bank-
ruptcy practice and entirely to preempt state environmental
law obligations: !
[

If Congress wxshes to grant the trustee an extraordi-

nary exempnon from nonbankruptcy law, “the inten-

tion would be clearly expressed, not left to be

collected or mferred from disputable considerations

of convenience in administering the estate of the

bankrupt.”

! * % Xk

Neither the Court nor Congress has granted a trustee
in bankruptcy powers that would lend support to a
right to abandon property in contravention of state or
local laws desxgned to protect public health or safety.

474 U.S. at 501-02' (citation omitted).

In Kelly v. Rabz‘nson, 479 U.S. 36 (1986), the question
addressed was whether 11 U.S.C. § 523(a)(7), again enacted
as part of the 19781Code exceptcd from discharge a restitu-
tion order in a state criminal case in a Chapter 7 bankruptcy.
Under pre-Code law, there was no such exception, despite
statutory language arguably to the contrary. “Congress
enacted the Code in 1978 against the background of an estab-

lished judicial exception to discharge for criminal sentences,
t

|
|
|
|
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including rcstitutidn orders[.]” Id. at 46. As an aid to con-
struction, the Coun quoted from Midlantic:

‘The normal ru]c of statutory construction is that if
Congress mtends for legislation to change the inter-
pretatlon of a’judicially created concept, it makes
that intent specific. The Court has followed this rule
with pamcular care in construing the scope of bank-
ruptcy codgﬁcanans

Id. at 47 (quotmg Midlantic, 474 U.S. at 501) (emphasis
added). Relying in part on the “absence of any significant evi-
dence that Congress intended to change the law,” id. at 53, the
Court declined to interpret § 523(a)(7) as a departure from
pre-Code law:

In light of the strong interests of the States, the uni-
form construction of the old Act over three-quarters
of a century, and the absence of any significant evi-
dence that Congress intended to change the law in
this area, we believe this result best effectuates the
will of Congress.

Id. E

In United Savings Ass’n of Texas v. Timbers of Inwood
Forest Associates, Ltd., 484 U.S. 365 (1988), the question
addressed was whether another provision enacted as part of
the 1978 Code, 11 US.C. § 362(d)(1), allowed compensation
to undersecured creditors for delays in foreclosing on their
collateral that resulted from the operation of the automatic
stay. Under pre- Codc law, such compensation was not avail-
able. As part of its analysxs the Court relied on the lack of
any specific provision in the statute and any indication in the
legxslatlvc history that Congress intended to depart from the
prior law: 5

Such a major changc in the existing rules would not
likely have been made without specific provision in

|
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the text of thc statute; it is most improbable that it
would have been made without even any mention in
the leglslanve history.

Id. at 380 (mtemal citation omitted).

In Dewsnup v. Ttmm, 502 U.S. 410 (1992), the question
addressed was whether 11 U.S.C. § 506(d), enacted as part of
the 1978 Code, allowed a debtor to “strip down” a creditor’s
lien on the value of real property. Under pre-Code law, strip-
ping down was not allowed. Because § 506(d) was ambigu-
ous, and because there was no indication in the legislative
history that a maJor change was intended, the Court refuscd
to interpret § 506(d) to change the prior law:

[Gliven the ambxguxty in the text [of § 506(d)], we
are not convmced that Congress intended to depart
from the pre-Code rule that liens pass through bank-
ruptcy unaffected.

| % %k

When Congh:ss amends the bankruptcy laws, it
does not wnte on a clean slate.” Furthermore, this
Court has been rcluctant to accept arguments that
would mterpret the Code, however vague the partic-
ular language under consideration might be, to effect
a major change in pre-Code prachce that is not the
subject of at least some discussion in the legislative
history.

Id. at 417, 419 (imemal citation omitted).

Finally, in Cohen v. de la Cruz, 523 U.S. 213 (1998), the
question addressed was whether 11 U.S.C. § 523(a)(2)(A)
excepts from dxscharge a treble damage award obtained in a
suit based on the debtor s fraud. Section 523(a)(2)(A) was

}
v
H
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enacted as part of the 1978 Code, and was amended in 1984.
As enacted in 1978, § 523(a)(2)(A) read: :

(a) A dlschargc . does not discharge an individ-
ual debtor from any debt—

(2) for gobtaining money, property, ser-
vices, or | . . credit, by—
|
(A) false pretenses, a false representa-
tion, or actual fraud[.]

(Emphasis added.) IAfter thc 1984 amendment, § 523(a)(2)(A)
read:

(@ A dxscharge . does not discharge an individ-
ual debtor frorln any debt——

(2) for money, property, services, or .
credit, to the extent obtained by—

(A) fa]se pretenses, a false representa-
tion, or actual fraud[.]

(Emphasis added.) "I‘he debtor argued that the phrase “to the
extent obtained by,” added by the 1984 amendment, meant
that the non-dlschargeablc portion of his fraud-related debt
was limited to amounts obtaincd by the fraud itself, and did
not extend to a treble damage award based on the fraud. Con-
sidered solely as altextual matter, divorced from context and -
hlstory, the debtor’s argument was a very plausible interpreta-
tion of amended § 523(a)(2)(A)

The Court nonetheless rejected the debtor’s argument. It
noted that the pre-Code version of the fraud exception to non-
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dischargeability cbntained no exclusion for treble damage
awards, and that §523(a)(2)(A) as it was enacted in 1978,
also contained no such exclusion. The debtor’s argument
depended entirely, on Congress's addition in 1984 of the
phrase “to the extent obtained by, which the legislative his-
tory had charactcnzed only as a “stylistic change.” The Court
held that this was not enough:

As the rcsult of a sllght amendment to the lan-
guage in 1984 referred to in the legislative history
only as a “styhsnc change " §523 (a)(2)(A) now
excepts from dlscharge ‘any debt . . . for money,
property, scmces or . . . credit, to the extent
obtained by . . . false pretenses, a false representa-
tion, or actual fraud.” We, however, “will not read
the Bankruptcir Code to erode past bankruptcy prac-
tice absent a clear indication that Congress intended
such a dcparturc ” and the change to the languagc of
§523(a)(2)(A) in 1984 in no way signals an inten-
tion to narrow the established scope of the fraud
exception along the lines suggested by petitioner. If,
as petitioner contends, Congress wished to limit the
exception . . .|, one would expect Congress to have
made unmistal|<ably clear its intent[.]

1d. at 221-22 (citations omitted).

IV. Express 'Prccmptxon under Section 1123(a)(5)
' and 1142(a)

[6] The phrase “notwuhstandmg any otherwise applicable
nonbankruptcy law" in § 1123(a) indicates that Congress
intended that there be express prcempﬂon under § 1123(a)
The “noththstandmg” formulation is commonly used in other
parts of the Bankruptcy Code to indicate express prccmptxon
and there is little reason to think that it is used in § 1123(a)
to indicate anythmg else. See, e.g., 11 U.S.C.§ 363(b)(2)(A)
(“notwithstanding subsccuon (a) of [section 7A of the Clayton
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Act]”) and (b)(2)(B) (“notwithstanding subscction (b) of [sec-
tion 7A of the Clayton Act]”); § 365(e)(1) (“Noththstandmg
a provision in an executory contract or unexpired lease, or in
applicable law, an executory contract or unexpired lease of
the debtor may not be terminated or modified[.]”), (f)(1) “not-
withstanding a provision in an executory contract or unex-
pired lease of the|debtor, or in applicable law”), and (f)(3)
(“Notwithstanding.a provision in . . . applicable law that ter-
minates or modifies . . . such contract or lease . . . ."”);
§ 1124(2) (“notwnthstandmg any . . . applicable law that enti-
tles the holder of such claim or mterest to demand or receive
accelerated payment"), § 1142(a) (“Notwithstanding any oth-
erwise applicable nonbankmptcy law, rule or regulation relat-
ing to financial condmon ). The issue is thus not whether
there is express preemptlon undcr § 1123(a), but rather its
extent. As the Court phrased it in Medtronic, our task is to
determine the * scopc of the statute’s pre-emption.” 518 U.S.
at 485,

Section 1123(a) spccxﬁcs. in seven subsections, what a
rcorgamzauon plan'in a Chapter 11 bankruptcy must do. (Scc-
tion 1123(b), which is not before us, specifies what such a
plan may do.) Subsection 1 requircs a plan to designate
classes of claims. Subsection 2 requires a plan to specify any
class of claims or interests that is not impaired under the plan.
Subsection 3 requires that the plan specnfy the treatment of
any impaired class of claims or interests. Subsection 4
requxrcs that the plan provide for the same treatment of claims
or interests within a particular class, unless a holder of a par-
ticular claim or mterest agrees otherwise. Subsection 5, at
issue in this case, requires that the plan “provide adequate
means for the plan's nmplementanon Subsection 6 requlres
that the plan provxdc for inclusion in a debtor corporation’s
charter provisions that prohibit the issuance of nonvoting
securities and that provide for “appropriate distribution” of
votmg interests among classes of securities. Fmally, subsec-
tion 7 requires that'the plan contain only provxsxons that are
consistent with thcunterests of creditors and equity security
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holders, and withipublic policy with respect to selection of
officers, directors Iand trustees.

\

[7] Sections 1123(a) and 1142(a) were enacted at the same
time, as part of the 1978 Bankruptcy Code. Both sections are
directly conccmed with the contents and implementation of a .
reorganization p]an under Chapter 11. Section 1123(a) speci-
fies what a confirmable plan must do. Among other things,
under § 1123(a)(5) it must “provide for adcquatc means for
the plan’s 1mplemcntatxon ” Section 1142(a) in turn describes
the duty of an cntxty charged with implementing a confirmed
plan. As enacted | m 1978, § 1142(a) contained an express
preemptlon clause providing that those charged with imple-
menting a conf'mned plan could perform that duty “notwith-
standing any otherwnsc applicable nonbankruptcy law, rule, or
regulation relating to financial condition.” As enacted in
1978, § 1123(a) cqntamed no such clause.

[8] When the 1984 amendments to the Bankruptcy Code
were adopted, there was absolutely no indication that those
amendments were mtended by Congress to make any impor-
tant changes to the 1978 Code. As stated gcncra]ly by the
House Judiciary Commxttcc Report prepared in 1980, in con-
nection with what leventually became the 1984 amendments,
“In each case the c,hangc proposcd is consistent with policies
adopted by Congress in its enactment of the Bankruptcy
Reform Act [of 1978].” House Comm. on the Judiciary, An
Act to Correct Techmcal Errors, Clarify and Make Minor
Substantive Changes to Public Law 95-598, H.R. Rep. No.
96-1195, at 1 (1980). The Committec Report stated specifi-
cally with respect to the proposed amendment of § 1123(a),

“[tJhe amendment makes it clear that the rules governing what
is to be contained in the reorganization are those specified in
this section; deletcs a redundant word; and makes several sty-
listic changes.” Id. lat 22. True to the title it appeared under
in 1983, the 1984 amendmcnt to § 1123(a) was purely “tech-
nical.” Subtitle I — Technical Amendments to Title 11, S.
1013, 129 Cong. Rec 9986 (1983).
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[9] It is thus clear that the addition of the “notwithstanding”
clause by amendmcnt in 1984 was not intended by Congress
to make any substannal change to the 1978 Code. In particu-
lar, it is clear that the “notwithstanding” clause of § 1123(a)
was not intended to changc the express preemptive effect of
a confirmable reorgamzatxon plan. The 1978 Code had
already indicated in § 1142(a) the express preempnvc effect
of a confirmed reorganization plan: The plan is to be imple-
mented notwnhstandmg any otherwise applicable nonbank-
ruptcy law, rule, or regulation relating to financial condition.”
As we read the 1984 amendment to § 1123(a), the newly
added “noththstandmg clause was intended to be coexten-
sive with the already-existing “notwithstanding” clause of
§ 1142(a).

Our conclusion is based not only on the presumption that
Congress would not have made an important change in the
Code without clearly indicating its intent to do so. See, e.g.,
Midlantic; de la Cruz. Our conclusion is also based on the
overall structure of the Code. It makes perfect sense that the
express preempnvc scope of what must be included in a con-
firmable plan, specxﬁcd in § 1123(a), would be the same as
the express preemptive scope of what is actually included in
a confirmed plan, spccxﬁed in § 1142(a). It also makes pcrfcct
sense that the exprcss preemptive scope of what must be in a
confirmable and confirmed plan would be laws “relating to
financial condition.”

Our conclusion is reinforced by the legislative history and
actual language of §§ 1123(a) and 1142(a) in the 1978 Act
and 1984 amendments. In his floor statement leading up to the
adoption of the 1978 Act, Senator DeConcini explicitly linked
the prescribed contents of a confirmable plan under § 1123(a)
and the preemptlve effect of a confirmed plan under
§ 1142(a). Senator DeConcini nowhere in his lengthy state-
ment discussed §§ 1123(a) and 1142(a) independently from
one another. Two years later, in 1980, the House Committee
Report stated that proposed legislation, which was eventually

i
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enacted as the 1984 amendment to § 1123(a), “makes clear
that the rules governing what is to be contained in the rcorga-
nization plan are those specified in this section.” That is, the
addition of the “noththstandmg" clause to § 1123(a) made
clear that the rules govemmg what must be in a confirmable
plan are contained in § 1123(a) and not in otherwise applica-
ble nonbankruptcy laws. That is, a plan proposed in confor-
mity with § 1123(a) could be confirmed, and a confirmed plan
would then have the preemptive effect precisely specified in
§ 1142(a).

Further, the phrase “adequate means for the plan’s execu-
tion” used in the 1978 text of § 1123(a) was changed to “ade-
quate means for ithe plan’s implementation™ by the 1984
amendment. At the same time, in a parallel change of wording
in § 1142(a), the heading “Execution of the Plan” used as the
heading for the 1978 text of § 1142(a) was changed to “Imple-
mentation of the Plan” by the 1984 amendment. We regard
these parallel word changes in §§ 1123(a) and 1142(a) as
additional evidence that Congress had both of these sections
in mind during thc 1984 amending process, and that it
intended that the two sections be read in a parallel or comple-
mentary manner.

We therefore conclude that the “notwithstanding” clause of
§ 1123(a) expressly preempts otherwise applicable nonbank-

ruptcy law, and that the scope of that express preemption is
the same as under ithe “notwithstanding” clause of § 1142(a).
Otherwise apphcable nonbankruptcy laws “relating to finan-
cial condition” are expressly preempted under both
§§ 1123(a) and 1]42(a) The bankruptcy court did not apply
this express preempuon standard to Proponents’ Plan. We
belicve that it is most appropriate for that court to apply that
standard in the first instance. We therefore remand for that
determination. |

V Implied Preemption

Express and 1mp11ed preemption under the Bankruptcy
Code are two dlstmct concepts. The bankruptcy court did not
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reach the questxon of implied preemptlon under § 1123(a),
and that question is not before us in this interlocutory appeal.
It is possible for there to be no express preemption under a
particular provxslon of the Bankruptcy Code, but nonetheless
to be implied preemptxon under the Code. In Midlantic, for
example, the Supreme Court held that there was no express
preemption of state environmental law under 11 U.S.C. § 554,
but did not reach ithe question “whether certain state laws
imposing conditions on abandonment may be so onerous as to
interfere with the bankruptcy adjudication itself{.]” 474 U.S.
at 507. Similarly, i in Baker & Drake, Inc. v. Public Service

'Commission of Nevada (In re Baker & Drake, Inc.), 35 F.3d

1348 (9th Cir. 1994) we analyzed a confirmed plan under an
implied preemption analysis, stating the test as whether “state
law ‘stands as an obstacle to the accomplishment and execu-
tion of the full purposes and objectives of Congress.’ ” Id. at
1353 (citations omitted). The bankruptcy court did not reach
the question of implied preemption, and that question is not
before us in this interlocutory appeal.

VI. Conclusion

[10] We hold that the scope of preemption under the “not-
wnhstandmg clause of § 1123(a) is the same as under the
“notwithstanding” clause of §1142(a), and that otherwise
appllcable nonbankruptcy laws “relating to financial condi-
tion” are expressly preempted under both §§ 1123(a) and
1142(a). Neither the bankruptcy court nor the district court
used the express preempuon standard stated in the “notwith-
standing” clause of § 1142(a) and referrcd to in the “notwith-
standing” clause of | § 1123(a). We reverse the decision of the
district court. We remand to the bankruptcy court for a deter-
mination of whether the laws Proponents propose to preempt
in their Plan come within the express preemption of
§§ 1123(a) and 1142(a) The question of implied preemption
will also be before the bankruptcy court on remand.

REVERSED AND REMANDED.
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QUESTION PRESENTED .

When a petition for review of agency action under the
Hobbs Act, 28 U.S.C. § 2344, is filed within 60 days of
the agency's final decision, can it be dismissed as
untimely because it was not filed within 60 days of an
earlier, nonfinal interlocutory order in the agency
proceeding? '
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The Connecticut Coalition Against Millstone, Peti-
tioner, by undersigned counsel, requests that this Court
issue a writ of certiorari to the United States Court of
Appeals for the Second Circuit.

OPINIONS BELOW

The opinion of the Court of Appeals for the Second
Circuit (App. 1a) is unreported. The opinions of the U.S.
Nuclear Regulatory Commission (App. 3a) are reported
at 56 N.R.C. 213 (CLI-02-22) and 56 N.R.C. 367 (CLI-
02-27).

JURISDICTION

The decision of the Court of Appeals for the Second
Circuit was filed on June 11, 2003. The Court of Appeals
denied petitioner’s Petition for Rehearing En Banc on
September 10, 2003. '

This Court has jurisdictionvunder 28 U.S.C. § 1257.

Subject matter jurisdiction for the Court of Appeals
for the Second Circuit was invoked under 28 U.S.C.
§ 2342.

STATUTORY PROVISIONS INVOLVED

28 U.S.C. §2344

On the entry of a final order reviewable under this chap-
ter [28 USCS §§ 2341 et seq.], the agency shall promptly
give notice thereof by service or publication in accor-
dance with its rules. Any party aggrieved by the final
order may, within 60 days after its entry, file a petition
to review the order in the court of appeals wherein venue
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. lies. The action shall be against the United States. The
'; petition shall contain a concise statement of—

'(

1

(1) the nature of the proceedings as to which review is
sought;

. SRS

(2) the facts on which venue is based;

(3) the grounds on which relief is sought; and
| (4) the relief prayed.

The petitioner shall attach to the petition, as exhibits,
copies of the order, report, or decision of the agency.
The clerk shall serve a true copy of the petition on the

agency and on the Attorney General by registered mail,
with request for a return receipt.

FRAP Rule 15(a) | i

(a) Petition for Review; Joint Petition.

(1) Review of an agency order is commenced by fil-
ing, within the time prescribed by law, a petition for
review with the clerk of a court of appeals authorized to
review the agency order. If their interests make joinder
practicable, two or more persons may join in a petition
to the same court to review the same order.

(2) The petition must:

(A) name each party seeking review either in the
caption or the body of the petition—using such

terms as “et al.,” “petitioners,” or “respondents”
does not effectively name the parties;

(B) name the agency as a respondent (even
though not named in the petition, the United States
is a respondent if required by statute); and

(C) specify the order or part thereof to be
reviewed.
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(3) Form 3 in the Appendix of Forms is a suggested
form of a petition for review.

(4) In this rule “agency” includes an agency, board,
commission, or officer; “petition for review” includes a
petition to enjoin, suspend, modify, or otherwise review,
or a notice of appeal, whichever form is indicated by the
applicable statute.

STATEMENT OF THE CASE

A longstanding canon of administrative law holds that
parties must await the final outcome of the administra- -
tive proceedings before mounting a judicial challenge.
Interlocutory challenges to administrative rulings are not
allowed. See, e.g., 2 Am. Jur.2d Administrative Law
§§ 487-504 (“Requirement of Final Agency Action™).

This requirement is embodied in the Uniform Admin-

~ istrative Procedure Act, 5 U.S.C. § 551 et seq., which

generally limits judicial review to “final agency action,”
as well as in the Hobbs Act, which grants the courts of
appeals jurisdiction to review the particular types of
actions at issue here. Specifically, 28 U.S.C. § 2344 pro-
vides that an appeal from an agency decision, by means
of a petition for review, must be filed within 60 days of
issuance of a final agency decision.

Because the Court’s Order is contrary to a fundamental
canon of administrative law, the applicable statutes and
the decisions of other circuits, this petition should be
granted in order to secure and maintain uniformity of this
Court’s decisions in this area of administrative law.

Factual and Procedural Background

The Millstone Nuclear Power Station is a three-unit
nuclear power plant operated by Dominion Nuclear Con-
necticut, Inc. and located near New London, Connecti-
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cut. In March 1999, Millstone’s former owner, Northeast
Nuclear Energy Company (“Northeast”), submitted an
application to the respondent, the U.S. Nuclear Regu-
latory Commission (“the Commission”), to amend its
federal license to double the storage capacity of its Unit
3 spent fuel pool.!

The petitioner, Connecticut Coalition Against Mill-
stone (“the coalition”), together with the Long Island
Coalition Against Millstone? (collectively, “the coali-
tions”), filed a petition to intervene and request for hear-
ing on the license amendment application and submitted
eleven proposed “contentions” or claims to contest the
application pursuant to 10 C.F.R. § 2.714. The Com-
mission referred the application and the hearing request
to the Commission’s Atomic Safety and Licensing
Board, which, after a hearing, admitted both organiza-
tions as intervenors and admitted three contentions to be
litigated. See LBP-00-02, 51 NRC 25 (Feb. 9, 2000). The
three contentions, numbered 4, 5 and 6 in the coalitions’
submission, all dealt with the means by which the
licensee proposed to prevent “criticality” accidents in
the spent fuel pool with double the number of spent fuel
rods previously allowed.

Following written submission and oral argument, the
Licensing Board issued a Memorandum and Order that
resolved Contention 5 by adopting an agreed-upon
license condition, rejected the other two admitted con-
tentions (Contentions 4 and 6) and “terminated” the pro-

! Northeast sold the Millstone facility to Dominion Nuclear

‘Connecticut, Inc. on March 31, 2001. Northeast is no longer a party

to these proceedings. Dominion Nuclear Connecticut, Inc. is an inter-
vening party. It supported the Commission’s motion to dismiss the
Coalition’s Petition for Review.

2 The Long Island Coalition Against Millstone is not partici-

pating in these appellate proceedings.

g
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ceeding. See LBP-00-26, 52 NRC 181 (Oct. 26, 2000)
The coalitions immediately sought Commission review of
the Licensing Board’s rejection of Contentions 4 and 6.

Under the Atomic Energy Act, the Commission may
issue a license amendment on an immediately effective
basis, subject to the possibility of its being withdrawn in
a subsequent administrative hearing, if the Commission
makes a finding that the amendment involves “no sig-
nificant hazards considerations.” Se¢ 42 U.S.C.
§ 2239(a). See also 10 C.F.R. § 50.91 and § 50.92. The

‘Commission had earlier issued a proposed finding of no

significant hazards considerations when it announced the
application for the license amendment and the opportu-
nity for members of the public to request a hearing. See
64 Fed. Reg. 48672 (Sept. 7, 1999). On November 28,
2000, after the Licensing Board had “terminated” the
proceeding but during the Commission’s review of peti-
tioner’s contentions, the Commission staff made a find-

‘ing that the license amendment involved no significant

hazards considerations and then the Commission issued
the license amendment permitting doubling of the stor-
age capacity of the Millstone Unit 3 spent fuel pool. See
65 Fed. Reg. 75736 (Dec. 4, 2000).

As the Commission explained in its Motion to Dis-
miss:

Thus, the Millstone operators were immediately
able to implement the amendment, subject to the
possibility that the Commission might grant the
[coalitions’] petition for review, reverse the Licens-
ing Board and revoke the amendment. .

Commission’s Motion to Dismiss at page 3. (Emphasis
added.)

While Commission review of the two rejected con-
tentions was proceeding, the coalitions filed a Motion to
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Reopen Contention 4 which eventually led to the Com-
mission decision at issue in this case. The Motion to
Reopen was based upon Northeast’s report to the Com-
mission that it was unable to account for two spent fuel
rods from the Millstone Unit 1 spent fuel pool. Accord-
ing to Northeast, the highly radioactive spent fuel rods
had been unaccounted for since 1980. Northeast Utilities
had withheld this fact during discovery proceedings in
the present action, notwithstanding the coalitions’
request that it disclose all incidents of fuel mishandling
at the Millstone Nuclear Power Station, a request to
which it did not object.

The coalitions argued that this information raised the
question whether the licensee had sufficient administra-
tive controls to keep track of the spent fuel rods that
would be stored at Millstone Unit 3. The Commission
referred the Motion to Reopen to the Licensing Board for
further proceedings. See CLI-00-25, 52 NRC 355 (Dec.
21, 2000). The Licensing Board reopened the proceedings
with regard to Contention 4 and conducted a hearing with
written submissions and oral argument. Ultimately, the
Licensing Board denied the coalitions’ request for an evi-
dentiary hearing on the newly-disclosed administrative
controls issue. See LBP-02-16, 56 NRC 83 (Aug. 8,
2002). On November 21, 2002, the Commission affirmed
the Licensing Board decision in an order numbered CLI-
02-22, the decision under review in this case.

However, as the Commission acknowledged in its
Motion to Dismiss, CLI-02-22 was not the “final” deci-
sion in the Millstone administrative proceeding. On
November 1, 2002, while the Licensing Board was
reviewing the administrative controls issue in the
“reopened” proceeding, the coalitions submitted a new
contention under the Commission’s rules for “late-filed”
contentions. The new contention alleged that in light of
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the attacks of September 11, 2001, the National Envi-
ronmental Policy Act required the Commission to pre-
pare an Environmental Impact Statement discussing the
risks and consequences of terrorism affecting the Mill-
stone spent fuel pool and specifically weighing the risks
of a possible terrorist attack against the alternatives to
spent fuel pool expansion such as dry cask storage. Ulti-
mately, the Commission rejected the contention in a
decision issued on December 18, 2002, CLI-02-27.

As the Commission pointed out in its Motion to Dis-
miss:

That decision [CLI-02-27] was the last order in the

Millstone Unit 3 spent fuel pool expansion pro-

ceeding. Prior to CLI-22027, the possibility existed .

that the Commission could reverse the Licensing
Board and deny the requested amendment; thus
there was no “final order” in the proceeding until
the issuance of CLI-02-27.

Commission’s Motion to Dismiss at page 5.

On February 18, 2003, 60 days after issuance of CLI-
02-27, the Connecticut Coalition Against Millstone filed
its Petition for Review challenging the Commission’s
decision in CLI-02-22, the decision finally rejecting
Contention 4.3 On February 27, 2003, pursuant to
F.R.Civ.P. 15(a), CCAM filed a “Pre-Argument State-
ment” with the Court.in which the Coalition restated that
it sought review of CLI-02-22.4 The statement identifies
CLI-0202 as the order to be appealed and further iden-

_ tifies the order from which relief is sought as follows:

3

at 17a.
4

The Petition for Review appears in the Appendix hereto

The Preargument Statement, Form C-A, appears in the
Appendix hereto at 19a.
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“Final order terminating proceedings and denying an
evidentiary hearing.”

The coalition did not petition for review of the spe-
cific issues decided in CLI-02-27, nor did it intend to
appeal from, the Commission’s decision rejecting the
late-filed terrorism contention,

On April 14, 2003, the Commission moved to dismiss
the petition as untimely filed more than 60 days after the
decision it challenged and as failing to challenge a
“final” agency action. The Commission asserted that the
petitioner was constrained from petitioning for review of
CLI-02-22 without also petitioning for review of CLI-
02-27, the last order issued in the case. The petitioner
filed a timely objection to the motion, in which it argued
that it properly petitioned for review of CLI-02-22 by
awaiting issuance of the last order in the adjudicatory
proceedings and appealing within 60 days of such date.
The petitioner further asserted that since it did not intend
to appeal the Commission’s decision in CLI-02-27, con-
cerning the environmental-terrorism contention, it was
not required to name that order in its Rule 15(a) prear-
gument form. The Intervenor submitted a statement in
support of dismissal. On July 10, 2003, the appellate
panel conducted oral argument on the motion.

The Court of Appeals for the Second Circuit granted
the Commission’s motion to dismiss on June 11, 2003.

The decision (App. 1a) states in its entirety as follows: .

Respondent moves to dismiss the petition for
review. Upon due consideration, it is ORDERED that
the motion is granted. See 28 U.S.C. § 2344,

The Court of Appeals denied the petitioner’s Petition
for Hearing En Banc on September 10, 2003.
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REASONS FOR GRANTING WRIT

I. The Court of Appeals Decision Is in Conflict
With Decisions of Three Other Circuits Which
Have Considgred This Issue.

The Court of Appeals decision at issue is in conflict
with decisions of three other courts of appeal which have
considered the appealability of interlocutory decisions in
administrative proceedings—namely the Third, the Sixth
and the District of Columbia Circuits. These circuits
have held that an appeal of an interlocutory decision

‘must await final adjudication in the administrative pro-

ceedings. These holdings conflict with the Second Cir-
cuit decision in the instant case, in which it granted the
Commission’s motion to dismiss based on untimely
appeal of an interlocutory order. This petition should be
granted in order to secure and maintain uniformity in
this area of administrative law.

The Hobbs Act, 28 U.S.C. § 2341 et seq., gives this
Court jurisdiction over “all final orders of the [Nuclear
Regulatory Commission] made reviewable by Section
2239 of title.42.” 28 U.S.C. 2342(2). Section 2239(b)(1)
of Title 42 provides for judicial review of “[a]lny final
order entered in any proceeding of a kind specified in”
Section 2239(a). Section 2239(a), in turn, provides
authority for the Commission to issue orders in “any pro-
ceeding under [the Atomic Energy Act] for the granting,
suspending, revoking or amending of any license . . .”

The Hobbs Act also provides that “[alny party
aggrieved by the final order may, within 60 days of its
entry, file a petition to review- in the court of appeals
where venue lies.” 28 U.S.C. § 2344. A petitioning party
must thereafter “designate the . . . order or part thereof
to be reviewed.” Fed. R. App. P. 15(a).

e T T L g g S S S T g T S L f e e et ¢ g eem e
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The time limit of the Hobbs Act serves the important
purpose of imparting finality into the administrative pro-
cess, thereby conserving administrative resources and
protecting reliance interest of those being regulated who
conform conduct to regulations. Natural Resources
Defense Council v. Nuclear Regulatory Commission, 666
F.2d 595 (D.C. Cir. 1981)

The maxim that a party must await a final decision in
administrative proceeding before seeking judicial review
recognizes that “administrative agencies have an inher-
ent authority to reconsider a prior determination which
is not final and should be permitted to complete delib-
eration in the case before a right to judicial intervention
ripens.” 2 Am, Jur.2d Administrative Law § 498.

The coalition filed its Petition for Review on February
18, 2003, or the 60th day after the Commission issued its
final order in the proceedings terminating the proceed-
ings on December 18, 2002, The parties do not dispute
that the Petition for Review was filed within 60 days of
the Commission’s issuance of CLI-02-27.

The coalition properly designated CLI-02-22 in its
Petition for Review as the order of which it sought
review. In addition, the coalition properly designated
CLI-02-22 in its Rule 15(a) preargument form.

The Commission argued in its Motion to Dismiss that
the petition to be timely had to have been filed within 60
days of November 21, 2002, the date the Commission
issued its decision in CLI-02-22. In effect, the Com-
mission argued that the Coalition should have taken an
appeal from an interlocutory order without awaiting a
final decision in the administrative proceedings. This
argument urged a result in direct conflict with the long-
standing canon of administrative law limiting review to
final agency actions and with the controlling statute.
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In accepting the Commission’s view, the Second Cir-
cuit’s ruling conflicts directly with decisions of the
Courts of Appeals for the Third, Sixth and D.C. Circuits
which have all ruled that a 28 U.S.C. § 2344 appeal must
await a final decision.

As the D.C. Circuit has explained, a final decision is "
one that “imposes an obligation, denies a right, or fixes
some legal relationship, usually at the consummation of
an administrative proceeding. Honicker v. NRC, 590 F.2d
1207, 1209 (D.C. Cir. 1978), cert. denied, 441 U.S. 906
(1979). Accord: Dickinson v. Zech, 846 F.2d 369, 371
(6th Cir. 1988). A court of appeals has jurisdiction over
a petition for review only if the commission’s decision
constituted a “final order.” Srate of Alaska v. Federal
Energy Regulatory Commission, 980 F.2d 761, 763 (D.C.
Circuit 1992) (A party may challenge any order after the
commission has reached a decision “definitively impos-
ing an obligation, denying a right, or fixing a legal rela-
tionship.” 1d.)

In the context of Nuclear Regulatory Commission
decisions, courts have held that a “final” decision is one
that concludes a license or license amendment proceed-
ing. See Honiker v. NRC, supra. (“[a] Court will not
review interlocutory orders of the Commission until it
can review the agency’s action on the license applica-
tion.”) “In a licensing proceeding, it is the order grant-
ing or denying the license that is ordinarily the final
order.” City of Benton v. NRC, 136 F.3d 824, 825 (D.C.
Cir. 1998) (per curiam). And see Natural Resources
Defense Council v. NRC, 680 F.2d 810, 815 (D.C. Cir.
1982) (“Strictly interpreted, then, a final order in the
adjudicatory proceedings in this -case would be a deci-
sion on the license amendments challenged by NRDC.”);
Thermal Ecology Must Be Preserved v. AEC, 433 F.2d
524 (D.C. Cir. 1970) (per curiam) (A court will not
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review interlocutory orders of the Commission until it
can review the agency’s action on the license applica-
tion.)

The Third Circuit similarly held in Citizens for a Safe
Environment v. AEC, 489 F.2d 1018, 1021 (3rd Cir.
1974), that finality in Commission licensing proceedings
awaits an order granting or denying a license. (“Viewed
in this light a final order in a licensing proceeding
[under 42 U.S.C.] §2239(a) would be an order granting
or denying a license.”) In Dickinson v. Zech, supra, the
Sixth Circuit adopted the D.C. Circuit’s reasoning as
expressed in Honiker v. NRC and Natural Resources
Defense Council v. NRC to hold that “[t]Jhe denial of
petitioner’s request for emergency relief by the NRC in
this case does not represent the end of that agency’s
analysis of the issues involved” because the NRC con-
templated issuing a final decision.

As the D.C. Circuit noted in Thermal Ecology, an
aggrieved party generally obtains review of interlocutory
decisions in a Commission licensing proceeding by chal-
lenging the final order granting or denying the contested
application. 433 F.2d at 526. In this case, the Commis-
sion had already issued the requested license amendment
authorizing the expansion of the spent fuel capacity at
Millstone Unit 3 on December 4, 2000, nearly two years
before it issued its decision in CLI-02-22 on November
21, 2003. Nevertheless, CLI-02-22 did not become final-
ized and ripe for appeal until the Commission issued its
final order in the case in CLI-02-27 on December 18,
2002. The Millstone application did not receive “final”
Commission approval until the issuance of CLI-02-27 on
December 18, 2002. Thus, CLI-02-22 can only be char-
acterized as an interim or interlocutory Commission
order, not a “final” order. CLI-02-22, an interlocutory
order, did not become final until the adjudicatory pro-
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ceedings were finally terminated by issuance of CLI-02-
27. Thus, the petitioner properly awaited final adjudi-
cation of the proceedings to file its Petition for Review
within 60 days of CLI-02-27.

With the Commission’s issuance of CLI-02-27 on
December 18, 2002, the last decision in the case, the
administrative proceeding was finally brought to its
“consummation.” See Honiker v. NRC, supra. Accord-
ingly, the Petition for Review should not have been dis-
missed as untimely filed pursuant to 28 U.S.C. § 2344.

The Commission further raised the issue in its Motion
to Dismiss that the Petition for Review was fatally
flawed, and such failure deprived the Court of Appeals
of jurisdiction, because the preargument statement
required by F.R.Civ.P. 15(a) should have designated the
final decision, CLI-02-27, as an order being appealed, in
addition to the order the petitioner did designate, CLI-
02-22.

However, in ordering the Petition for Review dis-
missed, the Court of Appeals apparently did not rely on
the Commission’s argument that the petitioner’s Rule
15(a) filing was flawed; its brief decision cited only 28
U.S.C. § 2344, not Rule 15(a). ‘

Nevertheless, even if the dismissal were predicated on
a Rule 15(a) deficiency, dismissal was not justified. The
petitioner properly specified the agency order to be
reviewed, CLI-02-22, both in the Petition for Review
and in the Rule 15(a) form. Thus, this case is easily dis-
tinguishable from City of Benton v. Nuclear Regulatory
Commission, 136 F.3d 824 (D.C. Cir. 1998), the author-
ity primarily relied upon by the Commission to support
its Rule 15(a) argument. In City of Benton, the petitioner
admittedly designated the wrong order in its filing
papers. Id. 136 F.3d at 825. I the instant case, the peti-
tioner made no mistake that it intended to appeal the
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order in CLI-02-22 and not CLI-02-27. Moreover, the
D.C. Circuit decided four years after issuing its decision
in City of Benton, in Sinclair Broadcasting Group, Inc.,
v. FCC, 284 F.3d 148, (D.C. Cir. 2002), that develop-
ments in this area of the law in the D.C. Circuit, includ-
ing Brookens v. White, 795 F.2d 178 (D.C. Cir. 1986)
(per curiam), as well as the Supreme Court decision in
Smith v. Barry, 502 U.S. 244, 248 (1992), have demon-

strated an increasingly flexible judicial approach to peti-.

tioners’ and appellants’compliance with Rule 15(a) in
administrative appeals and its counterpart in cijvil
ap'peals, Rule 3(c)(1)(B). The evolving standard favors
assuming jurisdiction as long as the petitioner’s “intent
[to appeal specific orders] was fairly inferable [so that]
the agency received adequate notice.” See Entravision
Holdings, LLC v. Federal Communications Commission,
202 F.3d 311, 313 (D.C. Cir. 2000)(“A mistaken or inex-
act specification of the order to be reviewed will not be
fatal to the petition, however, if the petitioner’s intent to
seek review of a specific order can be fairly inferred
from the petition for review or from other contempora-
neous filings, and the respondent was not misled by the
mistake.”); Martin v. F.E.R.C., 199 F.3d 1370, 1372-73
(D.C. Cir. 2000); City of Oconto Falls v. Federal Energy
Regulatory Commission, 204 F.3d 1154, 1160 (D.C. Cir.
2000). And see Castillo-Rodriguez v. Immigration and
Naturalization Service, 929 F.2d 181, 183-184 (5th Cir.

1991). In this case, where the petitioner designated CLI-

02-22 in its Petition for Review and its Rule 15(a) form,
the Commission did not and could not plausibly argue
that it did not understand that the petitioner intended to
appeal from CLI-02-22 and not from CLI-02-27. Under
Sinclair, it is clear that petitioner’s intent to appeal CLI-
02-22 was more than “fairly inferable” and that the
Commission received more than “adequate notice.”
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The Petition for Review should not have been dis-
missed as untimely filed pursuant to 28 U.S.C. § 2344,
Review is warranted to correct the Second Circuit’s
holding to the contrary and to promote uniformity on
this issue of law within the circuits.

2. A Supreme Court review will promote uniformity

The Second Circuit decision promotes uncertainty as to
when a party must petition for review of a decision in an
administrative proceeding. In this case, had the petitioner
petitioned for view within 60 days of issuance of CLI-02-
22, it risked dismissal on ground of prematurity for fail-
ure to await the final adjudicatory order in the case,
consistent with the holdings of the Third, Sixth and D.C.
Circuits. See, e.g., Western Union Tel. Co. v. FCC, 773
F.2d 375 (1985) (premature petition for review dismissed,
citing dismissals of other premature petitions at 378).

The Second Circuit ruling, if allowed to stand, will
“make unclear the point at which agency orders become
final and thus add unnecessary confusion to the agency’s
operation and the court’s review of agency determina-
tions.” City of Benton, Id. at 826. Parties should not feel
compelled to file unnecessary “protective” appeals out of
uncertainty. See Outland v. CAB, 284 F.2d 224, 227-228
(D.C. Cir. 1960). Review is warranted to correct the Sec-
ond Circuit’s holding and to promote uniformity on this
issue of law within the circuits, to avoid unnecessary con-
fusion in administrative agency operations and to avoid
crowding the federal dockets with unnecessary appeals.
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CONCLUSION

The petitioner timely appealed the order dismissing
Contention 4, CLI-01-22, within 60 days of the Com-
mission’s final ruling in the case which granted the
license amendment, consistent with 28 U.S.C. § 2344,
The Petition for Review should not have been dismissed
for failure to conform with 28 U.S.C. § 2344. Dismissal
under these circumstances conflicts with decisions of the
Third, Sixth and District of Columbia circuits and’
thereby promotes confusion and lack of uniformity on
this point within the circuits. Therefore, in order to cor-
rect the decision below, and thereby promote uniformity
on this issue of law, this petition for a writ of certiorari
should be granted.
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