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Tuesday, November 13, 1984

Mr. D. G. Eisenhut, Director
Division of Licensing

Office of Nuclear Reactor Regqulation
U. 5. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, D.C. 20555

Dear Mr. Eisenhut:

South Texas Nuclear Project
Units 1 & 2
Docket Nos. STN 50-498, STN S0-499
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I am in receipt of M. J. H. Goldberg's letter to you of
November 2, 1984 regarding the Houston Lighting and Fower Company
(HL&F) Engineering Assurance Frogram (EAF). As I understand the
letter, the NRC has delegated to an internal component of the
HL%F engineering process the responsibility for independent
design review that previously would have been carried out by a
third party, 1independent group. With the NRC delegating more and
more of its regulatory responsibilities to the nuclear industry,
this development comes as no particular surprise.

What I did find surprising, however, is the composition of
the committee performing annual oversight of the EAF. In
particular the presence of Dr. Herbert H. Woodson.

Apparently there is some semblance of independence reqguired
ot this oversight committee. Ferhaps simply not having
participated 1in the design ar engineering of the project, not
holding a large financial interest related to the partners in the
project, and ncot having relatives employed by the partners or
their prime contractor is enough to demonstrate "independence"”
adequately to the NRC. But from where 1 sit, Dr. Woodson could
hardly be considered "independent” of the South Texas Nuclear
Froject.

Enclosed for your information is an article detailing some
of Dr. Woodson's partisan efforts on behal$d of the South Texas
Nuclear Froject. I do not hold it against him that he said people
receive more radiation making love than standing next to a
nuclear plant. We are all entitled to our opinions, however
unscientific. But such opinions do at least call into question
his objectivity regarding this particular technology.

More seriocus 1s his deep and continued involvement in
pushing STNP politically. Dr. Woodsor omitted at least one office
he held from his Community Activities list. He was Chairman of
the Committee for Economic Energy in 1979, a committee which
campaigned in favor of passing #2146 million i1in bonds for STNF and
in favor of Austin retaining 1ts share of STNF, a share Austin
voters have since voted to sell.

Perhaps 1 can highlight my concern by posing the following
question: Setting aside the matter of technical qualifications
for the moment, if the NRC insisted that I be placed on the
review committee for the EAF would HL&F accept me as having no
potential or apparent conflict of interest because I meet the
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M. D. G. Eisenhut
Fage Two

November 14, 1984

criteria set forth in the statement signed by Dr. Woodson and the
others?

I bring this matter to your attention realizing that the
whole review committee is simply the nuclear industry taking care
¥ 1ts own, that Mr. Hendrie and Mr. Laney both are so
inextricably tied to the further development of nuclear power
that they can hardly avoid a bias in favor of approving the work
HL%F 1s doing on STNF. But I thought you might be interested
anyway.

Towards a non-nuclear Earth,

Lanny Sinkin
114 W. 7th, Suite 220

Austin, Texas 78701
(S12) 478-3290



Austin Is moving Into Its second decade of
paying for the South Texas Nuclear Project.
This is the second part of a series looking at the
history, people and futuie of the plant.

By BILL MCCANN

and BRUCE HICHT
American-Statesman Sta#f

Thousands of people have walked
through the pages of the checkered history
of the South Texas Nuclear Project.

They are engineers, con.truction
workers, executives, politicians, bureau-
crats and ordinary citizens caught up in the
complex and costly project known irrever-
ently in Austin as the Nuke. Some have
spent years watching it grow out of the
Southeast Texas lowlands near Bay City.
Others have never set foot on the site.

They have watched its cost grow from
less than $1 billion a decade ago to $5.5 bil-
lion. And they have seen the completion
schedule of the two 1,250 megawatt nuclear
units slip from 1980 to 1987 for Unit One.,
and from 1982 to 1989 for Unit Two.

Most of the names connected with the
project are scrawled on countless engineer-
Ing and inspection reports, or on construc-
tion rosters. Other names and faces have
become familiar ones in the news

The project has helped carry some to
power. And it has cost a few their jobs. It
has helped enrich some, and has left indeli-
ble scars on others

In Austn, the South Texas Nuclear Pro-
ject has become the most expensive. divi-

mVj‘w

History o Nuke created
by strong backers,

AN

:;ﬁsouth Texas &%
“Nuclear Project:”
ipast and present

sive and time-consuming issue that citizens
have ever faced.

Over the years of conflict, a few of those
citizens have emerged as main characters,
while others have played important sup-
porting roles.

Among the key piayers are hard-core
supporters like former Electric Director
R.L. Hancock, University of Texas profes-
sor Herbert Wocdson, and former mayors
Roy Butler and Carole McClellan.

And vocal opponents like City Council
member Roger Duncan and anti-nuclear
acuvist Lanny Sinkin. And political consul-
tant Peck Young, who has been on both
sides of the Issue.

Their stories tell much of the history of
the Austin involvement in the project:

R.L. Hiancock. In September 1971, ¥un-
Cock was one of a handful of utility execu-
tives who sat in the offices of the Lower
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clear-piant idea In 1972, but then
came the scare of the winter of 1973,

threatened to shut down its power
plonts and in fact forced a tempo-
¢. vy shutdown at the University of
Te .as. This incident and the growing
fears of a national energy crisis had
obvious effects when they approved
participation in the project a year
later.

A 1873 memo from Hancock sald
Austin would save at least $3.4 mi)-
lion in 1881 with its share of the nu-
clear plant and would save more
than $6.8 million a year over lignite
or coal. The memo was optimistic, to
say the least.

Another eiror occurred In predict-
Ing future peak power demands of
the city — the maximum total de-
mand on the utility system at any one
tim~ 1t Is cruclal that a utiiity pian
carefully to have erough generating
capacly avallable to meet peak
demancs.

In 1073, Electric Department off!-
clals were predicting that Austin
peak demand would exceed 2.3 mil-
lion kilowatts by 1083, thus justifying
the neeq for a 400,000 kilowatt share
of nuclear project power by the early
1980s.

The acrual Austin peak demand in
1883, howvever, reached 1.1 million
kilowatts. The 1973 projection, mere
than twice the actual demand,
missed the mark badly.

‘T'm confident In the economics
and environmental advantages of n.
clear power,” Hancock told a report-
er Nov. 17, 1973, the day Austinites
decided by 722 votes to get into the
project.

Today, Hancock, 37, still holds
those views.

“There have been problems In
varying degrees.” Honcock said In 8
recent inlerview. “But ultimately the
ralepayers are going to benefit be-
cause | think the project will be suc-
cess’slly completed.”

ftwas partly Huncock's dogged de-
terminnt'on to support the project
that drove himn “rom the Electric De-
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in the nuclear project, former Mayor
Roy Butler, 58, was the fuel.

Butler, 8 former car dealer who
became mayor in 1971, drove hard,
especially in 1873, to get th_ city In
the project.

Butier and other city officlals tried
and falled to get $288 miilion In nu-
clear bonds passed in 1972, It was the
first of seven times In the next 11
years that Austin voters would go to
the polis over the nuclear plant ques-
ticn. But that campaign was wrecked
with the heip of an 1ith-hour an-
nouncement by the Lower Colorado
River Authority that it was getting
out of the project because of its ques-
tionahle economics and experimen-
tal nature.

In the 1873 bond election, F  er
mobilized the business estabiish-
ment to back an package, in-
cluding $161 million for the nuclear

With Hancock feeding him glow-
Ing reports about the huge savings
that the city would see from Invest-
Ing In the Nuke, Butler got the busi-
ness community fired up to beat
back tt:e first m';l:r organized oppo-
sition to a bond lssue In memory. The
bonds squeaked by.

Butier recalls that the City Council
then was “very, very aggressive,
more than any counci! in history, on
annexation.” Even without annexa-
tion the city was growing rapidly.
Consequently, more electricity
would be needed and natural gas, il..
fuel of choice, would no longer be
avellable, Butler sald.

ri Woodson. In the late
g n turning to
Woodson as the outside energy ex-
pert to help persuade Austinites to
support the project.

Woodson, 58, came to Austin in
1971 as chairman of the University
of Texas department of electrical en-
gineering. He first got pulled into the
conflict in 1973 when he was appoint-
ed to a Chamber of Commerce task
force set up to look at the Austin en-
ergy future. Tesk forcs recommen-

deliops Inciuded Joiring Ir the
nuclear project.
From 1877 to 1981 Woodson

served on the advisory Electric Uti-

Utimately the ratepayers
are going to benefit.
R. L. Hancock

lity Commission, which sometimes
resembied a war zone with Wood
son’s pro-nuclear faction on one side
and Peck Young's forces on the oth-
er.

Woodson once brought groans of
disbellef from adversaries when he
toid one meeting that people receive
more radiation making love than
standing next to & nuclear plani

In April 1879, Woodson became
the voice of nuclear supporters seek-
Ing voter approval of $2158 million
to continue financing the cily's 18
percent share of the project. He re-
calls that he was about to hold 8 news
conference March 28, 1979, 10 days
before the bond election, when a re-
porter handed him a news story of
the accident at the Three Mile Isiar. |
nuclear plant in Pe.nsylvania

In November 1081, Woodson was
again prominent among nuclenr
plant supporters trying to beat down
another attempt to get the city out of
the project. But this time cost over-
rune and critical stories about con.
struction probiems at the plant were
too much for supporters to counter
The voters authorized the City Coun-
cil to sell the city share of the plant

Since then, Woodson sald, he has
tried to stay out of the forefront of
the conflict.

Woodson, who Is director of the
UT Center for Energy Studies, sald
he is still a strong nuclear supporter
But he has doubls about anyone
buliding a new nuclear plant today

Carole McClellan, Like most city
officials before her, McClellan em-
braced Austin participation In the
South Texas Nuclear Project Me-
Clel'an, 44, @ former school hoard
president. wus elected mayor in 1077
on a campaign that Included a
pledge to get spiraling electricity
biils under control

She enjoyed cansld srnble popular-
Ity during her six vearsns mayor, bt
throughout much of her tenure (he



she spearheaded
paign to persuade volers to spend an
additional $215.8 miition on the pro-
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and ycu and | both know it's going to
be up more and slide more.”

Peck Young. in mid-1973, leaders
of the business community asked
Ken Wendler, who was then county

GSD&M, to handle the campaign.

And Ken Wendler turned to his ad-
ministrative alde, Willlam Robert
“Peck” Young, an eager 24-year-old
just out of the LBJ School of Public
Affairs, to handle the administrative
end.

Young, a liberal with a sharp
tongue and quick wit, spent much of
his time In the trenches trying to get
out the conservative vote. He had
gotten his political feet wet earller
that year when he ran successful
campaigns to put Jefl Friedman on
the City Councii and Lioyd Dogget! In
the state Senate. The successful bond
election gave Young & three-for-
three record that year.

Until 1975, Young thought the city
made the right decision.

“But then all those glowing
numbers that Hancock was running
around spouting to everybody start-
ed to look queer,” he sald. “That mis-
take will haunt us for 20 years at
least.”

In 1976, Young leaped to the oppo-
sition, where he has been ever since.
Since 1981 he has been chalrman of
the Electric Utility Commission,
which has become one of the most
Influential advisory groups in the
city.

“The Nuke I3 this city's Vietnam,"”
Young sald in a recent Inter
view “Those of us who got us In did
so for the best possible motives: to
save people money and have an as-
sured energy source for the future,
But some people just didn’t have the
sense lo know when It was time (o get
out.”

Roger Duncan. Duncan, 36, a phi-
Josophy major In college, Is by no
means a sigle-issue politiclan. But
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History has shown that the report,
which was ridiculed at the time, was
remarkably accurate.

In 1976, Duncan teamed with Peck
Young In a campaign seeking voter
support to get the city out of the nu-
clear project. With very Iittle money
and 8 confusing ballot, on which a
“yes" vole was a vote against the
Nuke, the effort lost by a 3 to | mar-
gin. Anti-Nuke forces were hurt by
the timing of the election, which was
held In August when college stu-
dents, who usually voted against the
project, were gone.

Duncan and Young teamed again
three years later to fight the $2158
million nuclear bond issue — and
lost again. The 1879 loss was particu-
larly upsetting because some of the
warnings of the anti-nuclesr cam-
pe had come irue days before
at Three Mile Island, but they could
not capitalize on It.

In April 188] he won a council seat
and aimost Immediately began plan-
ning, with council member Richard
Goodman, an 2ffort to get the city out
of the project.

A referendum was scheduled for
Nov. 3, 1881, almost eight years after
Austinites first voted to get in.

The plan was lo attack the plant on
economic grounds because of the big
cost overruns, which Duncan had
predicted five years earlier In a sa-
tirical commercial, opponents pic-
tured a8 Nuke supporter saying
“Trust Me” The message worked
People who had bought McClellan’s
plea 24 years earlier did not buy it a
second time.

“My reward was that [ got to be the
salesman for the project,” sald Dup-
can. So far all attempts to sell have
falled.

Lanny Sinkin. Sinkin, 37, has been
a thorn In the side of the project
from aimost the beginning ~- since
the time a doctor called him in 1873
and warned that nuclear power was
bad from a health standpoint.

Al the time, Sinkin — ¢ Harvard
history graduate and Fu.bright scho-
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lar — was executive director of the
Urben Coalition of Metropolitan San
Antonio. The coslition, which was at-
tacking social problems in San An-
ionlo, grew out of the riots in other
parts of the country in the 1970s.

In 1975 the San Antonio business
community, which had financed co-
alition operations, cut off funds and
it was forced to fold. Sinkin blames
the action partly on his battles
against the nuclear plant. '

Sink'n and a few supporters kept
at the San / “tonio City Council. And
in 1978 his group, called Citizens
Concerne:  About Nuclenr Power,
became a formal party in federal li-
censing hearings on the project.

Over the years, even opponents
have admitted «..at Sinkin i< o skiliful’
ndversary who has learned how to do
battle by getting his messige to the
press.

In 1879 and 1980, Sinkin heiped
draw nationa! attention ta the South
Texas project when he go! Dan
Swayze, 8 quality, control Inspector
at the plant, on national television to
tell horror storles of poor construc--
tion and beatings of inspectors.

In 1980 Sinkin came to Austin to at-
tend the UT law school, where he Is
now finishing up. Although a late.
comer (o Austin, he has made his
mark In the past year by heading a
campaign to cancel the nuclear pro-

He has spoken before the Austin
City Council and advisory hoards on
the issue, used TV and radlo time,
and forced the councll to hold a pub-
lic hearing on the question of
canceliation.

Last month he was back In the
news, announcing his latest effort to
prevent the project from getting o
federal operating license. This time
he charged that unstable soll under
the plant could prevent It from gel-
ting a license. He asked a nuclear I\
censing board hearing the case (o
accept (he issue for Investigation.
Even If the board never considers
the sinking soil Issue, Sinkin got his
message oul.

Sinkin says he iikes working out of
Austin because residents are more
receptive to concerns about the
plant. He credits a group called Mo-
bllization for Survival for a long
grass-roots struggle that has helped
keep the nuclear issue hot In Austin
over the years.

“1 am confident that the majority
of people In Austin are ready (o cul
thetr losses and willing to get out of
the project,” Sinkin said.

“In San Antonio we had to hattie
continuslly to get any attention, and
when we did get atiention we were
attacked personally as kooks™ he
sald. “Bu( ! think history has proven
us right.”

NEXT: Prospects.



