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By SUSAN SMALLHEER Herald Staff 

Entergy Nuclear made a mockery of the state review of utilities, the New England Coalition told the Public Service Board on Wednesday, and the only remedy is to start all over again. 

Entergy Nuclear has a secret database that evaluates the safety impact of its proposed power increase at the 31-year-old reactor, which it has so far refused to share with its critics or the state, the group said. 

The group cited Entergy’s own last piece of evidence filed last week during the technical hearings in the case as proof that the company was still deliberately withholding information. 

The coalition said that closer inspection of the new document revealed that Entergy had hidden “hundreds … if not many hundreds, if not thousands” of important documents in a large computer database, which evaluated the safety impact of its proposed power increase at the aging reactor. 

“The wide-eyed protestations of innocence on the part of Entergy are simply not credible. Entergy is a very sophisticated multi-billion dollar corporation with the resources to easily provide as much discovery as required,” wrote Raymond Shadis, a coalition staff member. 

Entergy has engaged in “a campaign of obstruction that has warped the process” and denied it a fair hearing, he added. 

That computer database is available to Entergy’s consultants on the power increase, such as General Electric Co. and Stone & Webster, a nuclear engineering firm from Boston, the coalition noted. 

That database evaluates the reliability of specific components of the plant and the impact of a power uprate on those components, Shadis noted. 

So-called power uprates of the size proposed at Vermont Yankee have proved problematic at other similar reactors, particularly the Quad Cities plant in Illinois. 

“These and other examples are intended as examples only, and they far from exhaust the list of failures, discrepancies, omissions and obfuscations that pepper the course of discovery,” Shadis wrote. 

The coalition also said that given Entergy’s “penchant for hiding information,” there was no way now to trust the company and that an independent safety assessment on the model of a similar review conducted at Maine Yankee several years ago should now be done. 

The coalition also asked for a public apology, particularly to Arnold Gundersen, the coalition’s expert witness. Gundersen is a nuclear industry executive turned whistleblower whose 34-page critique of Entergy’s plan is at the heart of the current procedural mess. 

“They were trying to sandbag him with information he wasn’t given,” Shadis said in a telephone interview. 

And if the board decides that hearings in the case should resume during the school year, Entergy should pay for an expert witness to replace Gundersen, who is a schoolteacher in Burlington, or provide funds so the coalition can hire a lawyer to handle the case, so Shadis may assist Gundersen in reviewing the documents, Shadis added. 

Shadis asked that the board hold a hearing to hear arguments on whether to levy sanctions against Entergy. 

“The Act 248 process has been so badly abused that the entire process must begin anew,” Shadis stated in a 17-page letter of proposed sanctions against Entergy Nuclear that the board had requested last week. 

“It is patently impossible for any of the bodies involved in the review process to adequately review, question and critique the aforementioned discovery materials in the original timeframe,” he noted. 

“Terminate the proceeding. Set a date to resume hearing no sooner than six months, the time lapsed in the discovery period, which has been largely laid waste by Entergy.” 

The coalition also warned the board not to be taken in by Entergy’s letter of “sincere regret,” which was sent earlier this week. 

“After subverting the discovery process and misusing state resources by making a mockery of both the hearing and discovery process, Entergy VY now has the audacity to have its Vermont Yankee site officer Jay Thayer write a contrite and apologetic letter to the Public Service Board,” Shadis wrote. 

“This letter offers no expression of sincere regret; it is not an apology, nor does it offer to reimburse the state, the Public Service Board, the taxpayers of Vermont and all the intervenors for their huge outlay of time and monies in an effort to honestly and fairly review a project of this magnitude,” he concluded. 

Entergy Nuclear spokesman Robert Williams said the company would respond by Monday. 

“In the meantime, we’ve assured the board that we recognize the importance that the process be fair and open,” Williams said. 

“We understand our obligations,” Williams said. 

On Tuesday, Thayer, Entergy site vice president, pledged another review of his company’s process of sharing documents and promised full cooperation. 

“Just getting more information is not a cure. It’s like a set of encyclopedias, 21 volumes, all half English and Spanish and now we’re going to get all new information in French. It’s wild,” Shadis said. 

“If they don’t do something courageous, we’re very much tempted to withdraw from the case. They’re in a tough place,” Shadis said. 

The anti-nuclear group, which has members throughout New England, spent close to $200,000 fighting efforts to sell the Vermont Yankee nuclear power plant. 

The first attempt was an abandoned sale to AmerGen of Philadelphia, which was followed by the successful sale to Entergy last year. 
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