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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
EASTERN DISTRICT OF WASHINGTON

STATE OF WASHINGTON,
NO: 2:08-CV-5085-RMP
Plaintiff,
and ORDER DENYING MOTION TO
REMOVE TECHNICAL ADVISOR
STATE OF OREGON,

Plaintiff-Intervenor,
V.

ERNEST MONIZ, Secretary of the
United States Department of Energy,
and the UNITED STATES
DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY,

Defendants.

BEFORE THE COURT is the United States’ Motion to Remove Technical

Advisor, ECF No. 217. The Court has reviewed the motion, the supporting
documents, and is fully informed.
The Department of Energy (“DOE”) argues that Ms. Suzanne Dahl-

Crumpler, whom the Court previously had appointed to serve as a technical

advisor, ECF No. 206, be removed from the technical advisor panel. ECF No. 217

ORDER D_NYIN _ MOTION TO REMOVE TECHNICAL ADVISOR ~ L










10

11

12

13

14

16

17

18

19

20

21

http://www.ethics.wa.gov/ADVISORIES/opinions/2013%20Updates%200pinions/
Updated%20Advop%2097-03.htm).

First, the Court notes that the State of Washington, the party allegedly
prejudiced under DOE’s reading of RCW 42.52.020, not only proffered Ms. Dahl-
Crumpler as a technical advisor but actively disputes DOE’s interpretation of
Washington State law. See ECF No. 176-2 at 2; ECF No. 217-2. Second, the
Court identified Ms. Dahl-Crumpler as a presumptive technical advisor on October
14,2015, ECF No. 192, and appointed Ms. Dahl-Crumpler on December 10, 2015.
ECF No. 206. DOE has provided the Court with no explanation concerning why
their current argument under RCW 42.52.020, filed March 10, 2016, was raised in
such an untimely manner, especially considering DOE’s prior opportunities to raise
objections. See ECF Nos. 184 and 190.

The Court finds that Mr. Fitz’s February 12, 2016, letter to DOE’s counsel,
attached to DOE’s motion at ECF No. 217-2, both accurately and concisely
analyzes the factual and legal situation involving Ms. Dahl-Crumpler. The Court
agrees with Washington’s position as stated in its letter and rejects all of
DOE’s arguments and contentions.

As an example of how DOE’s lack of timeliness affects their motion, the
Court will explain that the Court met with the Technical Advisors on one day for
approximately seven hours over one month ago. That has been the extent of the

Technical Advisors’ direct involvement with the Court. In addition, the Court’s
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