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Shearon Harris Nuclear Power Plant
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The hearing in ‘ 1e above-entitled matter was

reconvened, pursuant to adjournment, at 10:20 a.m.

BEFORE:
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Atomic Safety and Licensing Board.
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PROCEEDINGS

JUDGE KELLEY: On the record.
Whereupon,

E. E. UTLEY,

HAROLD R. BANKS,

THOMAS S. ELLEMAN,

and

M. A. MC DUFFIE
resumed the stand and, having been previously duly sworn,
were examined and testified further as follows:

JUDGE KELLEY: A belated good morning, ladies and
gentlemen.

We had said we would begin today at 9:30. I will
just say that the Board was late by about a half an hour
because our plane was off late and in late, and that is
basically it, and I regret that.

We are going to reassess coming down by that plane
the front end of the week, or running a little late to make
things up, which we may do, depending on how we progress
today, so that's our account, not our excuse.

MR. Runkle, you were a little later. What
happened?

MR. RUNKLE: I had problems at the copy center

this morning. It is really inexcusable to be this late.

JUDGE KELLEY: Well, we will all try in the future
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to make it on time.

We think we should pass things like rulings on
arguments and subpoenas and the like, and get on with the
cross-examination. We have Panel Number 1 here for the fourth
day, and the Board is of a fixed intent that you be through
some time today. And we will do what needs to be done to bring
that about.

Let me just check.

Mr. Runkle, I think you indicated during the end
of Friday that you had a couple of hours questioning,
primarily for Mr., Banks. Is that mainly it?

MR. RUNKLE: No, sir, Mr. McDuffie.

JUDGE KELLEY: I'm sorry.

Was I right about the hours and not the person?

MR. RUNKLE: Yes, sir.

JUDGE KELLEY: Okay.

Why don't we think in terms of you going froem now
until lunch, which will be some time after 12:00, two hours
or so, and then hopefully you can finish your questioning and
we could start going around the table. We may come back to
you, obviously, if redirect or other gquestions raise rew
matter, but your initial go-round would be done by lunch.

MR, RUNKLE: Excuse me. I'm having a little
difficulty finding, your Honor, my exhibits.

JUDGE KELLEY: Very well.
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CROSS-EXAMINATION (Continued)
BY MR. RUNKLE:
Q Mr. McDuffie, can you put before you JI-16 which
has been identified and handed out to all the parties?
R (Witness McDuffie) Yes, I have JI-16.
MRS. FLYNN: Excuse me. Does Mr. McDuffie need a
copy of JI-16?
MR. RUNKLE: No. I was looking for a cony of the
one that had the productivity on it.
MRS. FLYNN: JI-13? Do you want my copy?
MR. RUNKLE: Yes, if I could. I will use that
later on today.

BY MP. RUNKLE:

Q Are you ready to proceed?
A (Witness McDuffie) Yes.
Q S§ir, in your position as a senior vice president

for nuclear generation, are you familiar with the staffing
levels at the diffarent nuclear reactors?

A I'm familiar with the staffing levels at Robinson
and Harris.

Q So you could turn to page 2 of this document ana
state whether these staffing levels for the Robinson plant
were accurate, could you no%?

A Yes.

This chart indicates that number of positions that




10

n

12

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

23

24

Age-Feders! Reporters, inc.

25

3013

had been approved by management for the Robinson plant, and it
also shows the actual positions that were filled at the
Robinson plant.

Q And some time last week you had stated that there
were 462 CP&L employees at Robinson, did you not?

A Yes, that's the number on the report that I used

which was dated the middle of Aucgust.

Q So that would be August 19847
A Yes, that's right.
Q So to complete the staffing level table in this

J1-16, could we not put as actual employees as of August
'84 the number 4627
A Yes.

0f course there is a difference in the two numbers
in the two charts.

The Robinson project was reorganized last September,
September of '83, and we assigned a manager for the project
and some of the support functions that previously reported
to other departments are now part of the Robinson nuclear
project.

The numbers on JI-16 are the numbers reporting
to the plant general manager. The plant general manager
reports to the project manager and is responsible for the

operation and maintenance of the plant.

Q So it would be fair to say that at this time the
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462 is a full complement for the Robinson plant, is it not?
A Well, it's the number that were at the site the

middle of August. There are some open positions at the site.

The approved complement is 515, which has been approved by

management, and those people could be employed if the
project manager determined that he needed them.

Q So there would be 53 positions that have been

approved by CP&L management and not filled. 1Is that correct?

A At this time, yes.
) Do you expect to fill those positions in the

future? i
A Our present plans are not to build the organizationg

up much above the current level. We are in a major outage

at that project, and we have some construction personnel who '
may or may not be needed in the future. Certainly not the
long-term future we would not feel they will be needed, ana

we will be reducing some construction personnel and possibly
adding some more to operations.

Q t7hen does Robinson expect to be back on line?

A Our schedule at the time we shut the plant down
and made the decision to change the steam generators was to
get back on the line in early December. At this time we are
some few weeks ahead of that schedule and would expect to get
back on line hopefully by November.

Q And when the plant is back on line and running
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/ebé ! like it should be running, what size staff do you estimate

2 would be needed at the Pobinson plant?

: A Well, we will maintain this organization, you

4 know, somewhere between 460 and 500 for some time in the

5 future because we still have other modifications to make at
6 the plant over the next couple of years. They are not

7

modifications that require long outages, but it will require

8 continuing engineering and construction support.
9 Q And this present outage, when did it begin?
10 P8 The pitant came down in January to inspect a steam
" generator leak, and the inspection indicated that it would
12 not be prudent to operate that unit any longer, and we
13 actually started the steam generator change-out in February.
“H Q And when you talk about looking at the steam leak,
15 what kind of construction does that entail?
“H , A Well, it's a major repair. The steam generators
7 are vessels that weigh several hundred tons. There are
",' three. The old steam generators had to be cut out and
" removed from the containment, and new ones installed, and
20 there are several support modifications that also are being
21 made during this outage.

. 2 The force at the plant during this particular
23 outage has reached as many as 2,000 people at the site.

.“'"”l::. Q But a good proportion of that 2,000 would be for

$ the construction crew. Isn't that right?
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A Yes.

Q And right now you said you are running ahead of
schedule, ¢id you not?

sy We are slightly ahead of the schedule that was
set to complete the outage in December.

Q While you are in outage, what other repairs or

maintenance did you make to the Robinson reactor?

A Well, there are over a hundred modifications that |
are being made, some very small, some as large as the steam
generator change-out.

Some of the more notable ones are that we have
installed a condensate demineralizer system to assure even
better water for the new steam generators.

We put in a new makeup water system.

We have had a complete inspectinn of the turbine
generator and many other lesser modifications.

We have attempted to schedule the items of work
that were needed either for regulation or to make the plant
more reliable that required outage time. We have attempted
to make th. fullest use of this outage to get the plant in
condition fcr continued operation.

Q When did it come to CP&lL's attention that the
steam generators needed to be replaced?

A The steam generators that were installed-- 1I'm

not sure but I suspect we had a leak as long ago as ten years.
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Certainly that was not unusual enough -- to the extent that

we would consider replacement because it is possible to plug

a good many of the tubes in the steam generator before it

need be replaced.

But over the years the condition did continue. We
had leakages and we made repairs.

Some of the units in Florida and Virginia that are
similar to the Robinson unit and came on the line after the
Robinson units already have replaced steam generators. So

we were able to enjoy operation beyond that of some of our

_neighbors.

A couple of years ago it became apparent that at
some point we would have to change the steam generatores and
we went ahead and placed an order for replacement stezm
generators. They were received at the site very late last
year and actually were needed within about two months of
the time they were received. So we had anticipated the
changeout and had made preparations.

At the time we ordered them and at the time we
received new steam generators our planning was on the basis
that we had hoped we would not have to change them cut until
this summer, so the outage was advanced some months earlier
than our plan.

Q Why did you advance the outage from some time in

the summer to late January, February of this year?




1 A Well, we had reached a point that every time we had
2|l a leak, the NRC required that we make a full inspection of the
steam generator, and the inspection would take about three
weeks, and we could then go back on the line and operate about
three full vower months. I don't have the details. The
people from the Robinson site can fill you in at some voint
later.
put the last several inspections we were not able to

operate between inspections for three full power months, so

that the life of the generators was failing fast.

Nevertheless when we shut down in January, it was
our intention to plug the leaks and come back on the line.
The inspection indicated that the tubes were failing at a
rate that it would just not be prudent to try to plug the
number of tubes that were indicated they would leak and to
come back on the line.

S0 we had the steam generators at the site. We

had done considerable planning. We did have contracts in

place for the major work, SO management made the decision

to go «head and change the steam generators at that time.

Q So when you were-- Over the last several years
when you would be plugging up the tubes which were leaking,
what tubes were these?

A Well, a steam generator has about 4,000 tubes in

it, and if any one of them leaks you have to shut it down and
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fix it. The tubes that were detected as leakers were
throughout the vessel.

Q And when a steam generator tube does leak, what is
admitted into the environment from that leak?

A Nothing. It's a closed system. The steam
generator is closed on one side with the reactor vessel, and
it is closed on the other side through the turbine generator
and the condenser. And of course you don't want the part of
the system that is on the reactor side leaking into the
turbine and the condenser. And that's the reason when you get
a leak you shut it down.

Q But the closed steam generator system is not in

any way radioactive, is it?

A I'm sorry, I didn't understand your question.

Q Is the steam generator system, is that in any way
radiocactive?

A Yes.

Q So that would be radioactive water that was leaking

from these tubes?

A Into the cycle that goes to the turbine and back
to the condenser and back to the steam generator,

Q How often were these tubes from the steam generator
being inspected?

P2 Well, they have a detection system that the

operators are aware of any leakage, and there is a requirement
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on what the amount of leakage can be before you shut down
and make an inspection. I don't have the number, but it is
a fairly small number, and when you reach that point then
you shut down and make the inspection.

Q What other modifications need to be conducted at
the Robinson plant?

A There are some modifications pending that it's
the judgment of management they will make the plant more
reliable, more efficient, and reduce the amount of material
that we would have to ship offsite.

We have in design a new facility to assist in
minimizing the amount of waste that will be shipped from the
site, a new addition to the radwaste plant.

We have a modification that has been started to
install a new security system and a second point of access
to the plant.

We have a modification in engineering to make an
addition to *ne training facility at the site, and have on
order a simulator to further assist in our traininec of

operators at the site.




Those are some of the major modifications wve're

looking at in the future.

Q What will be the function of the new facility
that mirimizes the radwaste shipped offsite.

A Well, i*t will further treat and consolidate waste
that's generated at the site.

Q So that would be a treatment facility?

A Yes.

0 Well, do vou have plans -- any alterations, modifica-
tions, in any of the safety related eqguipment.

A I cannot cite any. We have some work in connection
with Appendix R which is fire protection. But we are
expecting to complete, virtuallv complete, that modification

durina this outage, We have an NRC requirement to recheck

some of the hangars at the site. We still are expecting

to finish that review and any necessary changes during this
outage.

Q So you will be rechecking the hangers during this
outaae?

A We're rechecking some of the hangers. Manv of them
had been rechecked previous.y. But the latest recquirement
cited some hanaers that needed an inspection and in some cases
a reanalysis, That work is in progress.

Q And from those hangers that werz checked previouslv

how many needed to be rechecked?




WRB/pp 2 1

10

n
12
® )
14
15
16
171
18
I9F

20

A I believe it was necessary t» recheck all the safety
hangers. I do not have a number on the ones that it was
necessary to make chanaes.

Q Would the panel discussing Robinson be able to
supply that information?

A I think so. The hangers, of course, were inspected
at the time we built the plant., And were installed to meet the
specifications and requirements at that time. But the
specifications and requirements in the late 60's was no where
near what it is todav.

0 §ir, 1'd like to draw your attention to what has been
previously put into evidence as Applicant's Exhibit 1.

A You're talking about JI 13.

Q No sir, Applicant's Exhibit 1 which are the sections
from the Final Safety Analysis Report. It's a fairly thick
document.

A Yes, 1 have that.

Q Starting about -- well, startinc & page, the number
at the bottom is 13.1,2-12.

Sir, are you familiar with this page?

A Yes.

Q And what does this table include?

A This is an estimate in loading for the onerational

and maintenance staff at the Harris project.

9] And when vou sav operation and maintenance staff,
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‘n operation?

A No. As we just discussed at Robinson. We have
put the Harris project under a project manager. In the case
of Harris, it's a corporate vice-president who is located at
the site. And he has all the functions related to engineering,
construction and operation reporting to him, And one of the
major functions reported to him is the operation and mainternance
of the plant which is headed bv a general manacer

And this is the general manager's estimate of the
staff that will be required for him to operate and maintain
the plant.

Q And those would be the next several nages, would be
the general manager's estimate of staff loading, would it not?

LY At this point.

Q How many additional staff members under the corporate
vice-president or elsewhere in Shearon Harris would vou be
expected to have when the plant was in operation?

A T believe when I talked to you earlier we said that
the Harris nuclear project had authorized positions of 789
and presently we have 729 at the site., ™his is a number that
will be under review and at this point it's our judgment that
the number is in excess of what will be reauired to operate the
plant., Because it does include numbers of people in engineerina

and construction recuired to finish the plant. These people
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will be av ilable to support operation maintenance and we'll
be reviewing those individuals and moving any into the
operations section that are necessarv.

Q In looking at the projected staff loading at
Harris that we have before us, I added up those figures and
got 406 emplovees. Plus an additional 46 for startup and
testing. Would you accept that subject to check?

A Yes.

Q How many more emplovees would be needed at Harris

besides this 4067

A To operate and maintain the plant?
Q Yes.
A This is our estimate now of what it will take to

operate and maintain the oplant,

Q But between now and when the plant might ao into
operation you would assess -- you would re-examine these
numbers, would vou not?

n We will?

A (Witness Utley) I would like to point out that
we continuallv evaluate the staffing in all o€ our plants.
And when you talk about the number 0¢ people that would be
required when we place Harris plant in service, we've got
to make adjustments depending on what requlations take place
between now and that point in time, in addition to any other

needs that are recognized bv management,
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What will actually be the case at the time we operate, could
be something different.

Q So this would be your best estimate at this time,
is it not?

A That's correct.

0 Mr. McDuffie, also in Applicant's Exhibit No. 1,
there are resumes of guite a number of the staff that vou

expect to use at Shearon Harris. are there not?

A Yes.
A (Witness McDuffie) Yes,
Q In lookina over those resumes what would you say

that the major qualificztion =-- excuse me =-- the major
educational background of those personnel would be?

A Well, I think from an educational standpoint
most of them studied engineering.

0 And you would expect some of those in the
environmental section would be -- would have other deqrees,
but scientific degrees, would vou not?

A Yes,

Q Are most of the staff at, sav, Robinson plant
mostly engineers?

A Well, when you get into "most" of course you get
below the management and supervisory level, And for the

entire organization I don't think it would be predominantlv

The projection we're looking at today is one thing.
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engineering.

Q Well, would it be fair to sayv that in the
managerial and supervisory levels most of the staff at
Robinson would be engineers?

A Yes, I think that's true.

0 And the same would be in Harris when it comes
on line?
A Management supervision, ves.
0 Sir, to the best nf vour knowledge are any of the

CP&L personnel slated to be at Harris when it's in operation. -
do any of these have a medical background.

A I would guess that some of the people in the
operation may have been in the Navy, may have been involved
in some kind of medical work. But I can't cite vou in an
estimate.

N Would some of these also have a backcround in
personnel management?

A It's possible that thev could have had some
related experience but management of the personnel will be
by the project mananer and his organization. Now mersonnel
matters and recruiting and some administration of the
personnel policy will be handled by emplovee relations
department, which will have an office and a staff at the
Harris site.

Q Would you expect any of the manacerial and

'*
@

|
|
|
|



/ep 7 1

10
n
12
L s
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21

‘l’ 2

23

24
Ace-Faders! Reporters, Inc. L

|

supervisorial levels besides the employment to have any
personnel training?

A Well, I think all of us that have been supervisors
or managers have had some personnel training.

0 Sir, if we were to look at any numbers of these
projected staff for the Harris plant once it's in operation,
where would you say that most of them receive their training ’ |
in nuclear operations? ‘

A Many of them have had prior training but most

of them are going to receive training bv CP&L. We have been |
mobilizing an operating force almost since the day construction
started. Wehave had a nucleus of the organization in our

general office. The organization moved to the site in

permanent facilities in 1981 and they have three key 1
activities going on at this time, They are training the

people. They are preparing procedures for startup operation
and maintenance of the plant, And they're startine up the
plant, So we have a force at the site now that the number

one assignment is training. Bevond that we have three
operating plants, which is conducting training programs,

And people are gaining exnerience, some of these folks will

be available at the site. So extensive training will have

been completed by CP&L, Many of our emplovees receive

training in nuclear activities prior Lo joining our company. ‘

A (Witness Utlev) I think the important thing to
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!look here is the fact that the NRC has certain requirements

for many of the positions that function in the operation of
these plants and it has been CP&L's position all along that
these people will meet these recuirements as a minim.n. And
in many cases, exceed the reauirements,.

8o I think if you're looking at it from that

| standpoint you'll find us well agnalified.

Q We can go through the rest of Applicant's Exhibit 1

! and look for resumes of specific people that would €ill the

| various positions you would expect to be Harris, can we not?

A (Witness McDuffie) These are people and resumes

| who are now in the organization.

Q And can we expect that most, if not all, of these
people would still be at Harris when it beaan operation.

A Yes.

0 8o we could go threough the different resumes and
look at education, training, experience, could we not?

A Yes .

Q And at the same time we could determine which of
the staff that will be at Harris when it is operating to

see if they had prior experience with the other CP&L reactors,

could we not?

A Yes, if thev are “he ones included in these resumes.
Q But the resumes would include primarily the

managerial and some o€ the higher supervisorial staf®, do they
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not?

A Yes, that's true.

Q Sir, and when I'm going to get in front of vou now.
JI Exhibit 13, It has been distributed tm all parties and it
has Cross Exhibit on i% but it should be remarked JT 13,

A Yes, I have that

Q Are you familiar with this document?

A Yes. This is a document that was used in some of
my testimony at a rate case before the North Carélina Commission
this year.

Q And that would be the North Carolina U'tilities

Commission?
A Yes, sir.
Q And thev would have authoritv to send rates for

CP&L and all their production and evervthina else, would they
not? In other words, thev are the principal requlatory body
in the state of North Carolina over CPsL, are they not?

A Yes, that's true,

Q And this would be part o* vour testimony at the
latest rate case before the Utilities Commission, was it not?

A That's true,

Q Could vou describe what this document is?

A This is a document that compares the productivity
rates at the Harris project and major construction categories

with data furnished us by others doing similar work,
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! Q In these others, how many construction sites would

2) this data be from?

. 3 A I don't recall exactly how many sites because at
4|l 1east one of them was a site that had two units and the data
5|l does represent 12 generating units, It reoresents a design
6|l by four A-E's, plus one utility., It represents construction
7|l by four contractors plus one utilitv,

3 The people with whom we share this data told us

91l that the status of the project was that one of them was
10| 50 percent complete. All the others were more advanced. And 1
"l at least one of them is in operation.

12 We were attempting to compare data with plants

. 13|l that were at somewhere about the same stage of construction

4|l ag our Harris project.

15 Q And these would all he PWR's, would thev not?
16 A Thev are all PWR's, ves.
7 Q And in your opinion they would be a fair

18 representation of nuclear power plants under construction

19 across the United States?

20 A Well, I think the study does go across the United

N

. 22 || that what we're doing does compare favorably with the rest of

States. These are numhers that we use to maintain a feeling

23| the country. But you've got to understand that our primary

24| concern is productivity at our particular site,
Ace-Feders! Reporters, Inc. ‘.

25 And our measurement of that on a day to day basis =+
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these studies are for support and education more than anvthing
else.

Q And of the plants that vou're comnaring vyour
productivity rates, is Seabrook one of those plants?

A I believe I told vou at the rate case that Seabrook
was one of them. But we do not wish to make known what plants
are in our study. That's the terms under which we gain this
information. We check with our various projects . Told them
that we measure our work on a dav t» day basis. We're
concerned about the planaina, the methods we use. And our
own estimates. But we are interested in how other people
are doing. Let's trade information.

8o we trade on the basis that we will not make
public each other's numbers,

Q I also asked vou at that previous rate hearing
about one other plant, did I not?

A Yes I believe you asked me about Wolf Creek,

Q And was that another one in this comparison?

A Yes.

Q Okay. Let's just take the first one. 1t says
at the top, "Concrete" does it not?

A Yes.

Q Over on the lefthand si‘e it says MH/CY. What

would  that ==

0 That's man hours per cubic yard of concrete in place.
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We gompare our productivity rate on the basis of man hours
because there is a difference in labor costs at different

places in the countrv.

JUDGE XELLEY: These are charts showing productivity
on workers in construction at Shearon Harris, right?

MR,.RUNKLE: Yes, sir,

JUDGE KELLEY: Could vou indicate to the board how

that ties in with the contention and what it has ogot to do

with ranagement capability -~

MR. RUNKLE: Well =~

JUDGE KELLEDY: == with regard to the health and

safety of the public in overating this plant,

MR, RUNKLE: Yes, sir.

The management of CP&L particularly at construction |
of Shearon Harris sets productivity measures. Some of these
are on a day to day basis, Some on a longer term basis.

And this exhibit gives several of those areas. describes what
kind of productivity the management makes their assessment
on.

JUDGE KELLEY: I didn't follow the last part, What
kind of productivity the manacement makes their assessment on.
1 don't know what that means.

MR, RUNXLE: Okay, Different areas would have
different productivity rates, Aifferent measurements of how

productivity is determined.
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JUDGE KELLEY: Concrete might differ from pive and
so on?

MR. RUNKLE: Yes, sir.

JUDGE KELLEY: Okav,

MR. RUNKLE: And just to get a feel for how those
productivity rates are established,

JUDGE KELLEY: So what? Why are we interested in
that?

MR, RUNKLE: After we introduce this in evidence,

1 have a line of questions on tne different productivity
measures. This is one tool that they used for establishing
productivity rates,

JUDGE KFLLEY: Why do we care about productivity
at all? Let's suppose thut their workers are rathar
unproductive, Let's say thev are more careful at other sites.
So doing what they're doing, welding, pouring concrete,
so that the productivitv rate at Seabrnok is much higher, what
do we infer from that? Mavbe that's favorable, Mavbe it is
something I'll quote =~ what == I don't see the relevance of

all this,

MR. RUNXLE: Okav, If vou would ~- well, in looking

at the productivity rates in these major construction areas,.
Shearon Harris perssnnel are more productive. Thev do more
cubic yards per man hour than other utilities, And I think

it will be a fair comparison in productivity to safety,.
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The more productive a worker is, perhaps the less safe that
worker would be. I mean I have not established this vet.
I expect to do this between now and lunch time.

*JDGE KELLEY: THat's whv I askead vou now. I

just fail to see the connection,

You can aqive it a go. I mean I'm not agoina to object,

I'm not a party, But I just wondered where this was all
heading,

Go ahead for now, anyway, but I will phrase mv
scepticism that this has much to do with the matter before
us and, moreover. the fact that it's got something to do with
{t. doesn't necessarily mean that it ought to be in the case.
There are all sorts of things that have something to do with
management i€ you twist it far enough, And we're. after all,
looking for the things that have a fairly direct nexus on
something that is collateral, so far removed vou kind of
shrug your shoulders when vou hear it 41, DBut ae ahead,

Give it a shot,

MRS. FLYNN: M™Mr. Chairman, can Applicant's just
sav we don't see the relevance of this line of questionina
either. Nor can we see that anything exists in the record
nor can we see how it can be shown to exist, That there is
some sort of nexus between productivity and safetv in

operating the Harris plant, We will not ohiect now but we

are not waiving our riaht, We will wait and see how this coes,
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But it seems that he has an obligation to tie this up

fairly quickly.

JUDGE KELLEY: I think we would like to see the
relationships emerge here fairlv soon, if vou can. Go ahead
and give it a trv without prejudice to vour right to object.

BY MR, RUNKLE:

Q Sir. as you stated previously, MH/cy would be
man hours per cubic yards poured, is it not?

A (Witness McDuffie) Yes, that's true.

Q And of the different areas, MH would stand for
man hours?

A Per square foot, per ton, by yard. ner linear foot.
It's a unit of work per man hour,

Q 'And then this series of six being comparison

of productivity rates, does construction at Farris -- how does

it compare to the other reactors in this study?
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your Honor; we're talking about manhours.

were talking about decllars. I'm sorry; what are we talking

about?

and not related to the dollar cost of that hour's work.

You're

3036

WITNESS MC DUFFIE: W're not talking about dollars,

JUDGE KELLEY: Just a minute ago I thought you

WITNESS MC DUFFIE: Manhours.

JUDGE KELLEY: All right.

WITNESS MC DUFFIE: A unit of work by the hour,

JUDGE KELLEY: There are no dollars in it at all?

WITNESS MC DUFFIE: No dollars in it at all. 1

absolutely right.
JUDGE KELLEY: Thank you.

WITNESS MC DUFFIE: The labor rate here is less

than=- -

JUDGE KELLEY: But that's irrelevant for this
purpose?

WITNESS MC DUFFIE: That's right.

JUDGE KELLEY: All right.

Go ahe .

BY MR. UNKLE:

Q So what you're saying is that in fourteen of these
sixteen comparisons productivity at Harris is less than the
average? -- excuse me; is greater than average?

A (Witness McDuffie) 1It's better.
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Q It's better than the average.

A Yes.

Q And in several of these, is it not true that
productivity at Harris is the greatest in this study?

A I believe there are three in that category.

JUDGE KELLEY: Could you give an example, just we
can follow this?

When you say "there are three," which three are
you talking about?

WITNESS MC DUFFIE: On the second page, cable
terminations. The manhours are at the lower lefthand corner,
and the manhours are controlled on the basis of work for each
cable termination. And you can see, of the plants we talked
to, that one of them had estimated that each cable termination
would take almost two manhours, The average of all the plants
was that each cable termination would take just over one
man-hour per termination.

The lowest estimate in the group was somewhere down
about .6 man-hours. Our estimate is slightly above the lowest
estimate. The solid vertical line is our actual to date,

but we still have a long way to go on electrical, and the

indications are that the averags will move on up closer to the

estimate.

0 And there would be several others where Shearon

Harris would be the low end, would there not?
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A Yes, at this point.

Q So would ‘t be fair to say that in these areas
the workers at Harris are more productive and are doing
more work per man-hour than the other comparable nuclear
reactors?

A I sure ~-

MR. BAPTH: Your Honor, the Staff objects --
Mr. McDuffie, there is an objection pending.

The Staff objects, one, to the question and,
two, the line of questioning and five minutes having been
passed, your Honor, there is no connection having been
shown between what it costs in terms of man-hours to pour
concrete or lay cable or pull cable in Carolina Power and
Light and the contention, which is that the Applicants
have not demonstrated they can operate the Shearon Harris
plant safely and that's what we're here to litigate, not
how much it costs these people to pour concrete.

So we object both to the guestion and to the
line of questions, your Honor.

MRS. FLYNN: Applicants now object to the line
of questioning.

JUDGE KELLEY: Could you repeat the question,

just the exact gquestion?

MR. RUNKLE: It was a summary question on this

chart and I will try to state as close as I can get to it.
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BY MR. RUNKLE:

Q Is it fair to say that in several of these areas,

of the 16 areas on JI 13, the workers at Harris are more
productive or are having more work done per hour than the
other comparable utilities or reactors?

JUDGE KELLZY: I will allow the question.

WITNESS MC DUFFIE: Well as I've said, I wish I
could say that that's true. We would like to be the best
in every category.

But in most of these categories there is at
least one utility that's lower than us and there are, in
some cases, others.

Productivity is related to many things. One
of them is if your people are very productive and doing it
wrong, then you'll have to do it over an? then yocur
productivity rate will not be good.

So a low productivity rate not only indicates
that you've got a job that's planned and supervised well,
but that you are doing it right the first time. And we
stress that.

I think the real measure of quality, though, is

the inspection reports and the QA audits that are being made

at the site.

JUDGE KEL.LY: Okay. We have an objection to the

line of questions. If I hear you correctly -- I think both
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parties -- you say that at this point the requisite n=xus
has not been shown to exist ~-
MRS. FLYNN: That's correct.

JUDGE KELLEY: =-- basically, right?

Mr. Runkle, do you Lave something else beyond this?

I don't see in this -- let's suppose that you do demon-
strate that if Shearon Harris isn't the most efficient
workforce in the industry it is pretty close -- and these
statistics seem to suggest that their productivity rate
is quite high compared to the others that they were
compared to--how do you get from that proposition to

the proposition that high productivity means unsafe work:;
which I gather is your thesis?

MR. RUNKLE: I would like to ask Mr. McDuffie
about other measures of productivity; how he, as manager
of the construction as Shearon Harris, assesses and
evaluates what his workers have done, whether
productivity rates are set -- he said this is one among
many tools with which they measure the actual job done.

MR. BARTH: Your Honor, we would --

JUDGE KELLEY: 1I'm still not clear how that
leads one to view this as evidence of lack of safety.
You haven't liked it up yet. Are you going to get
there and, if so, how?

MR. RUNKLE: Well some of these other witnesses




agb/agb4

3
»

10

1

12

14
15
16
17
18
19
20

21

23

24
Ace-Federal Reporters, Inc.
25

s &t % & @ o7

& » o o2

3041

-- Mr. Maxwell can discuss a couple of these areas,
where there have been violations or other deficiencies
and pinpoint specific problems, say, with welding or the
cable terminztions.

The latest SALP reports also discusses

different areas of violations and several ones are the }

same areas that are in this chart.
JUDGE KELLEY: You mean you are going to be

able to show a correlation between high productivity as

depicted in various of these charts and high violation
of NRC rules and that sort of thing?

MR. RUNKLE: That's my intent at this time.
You know, I'll do my best to make that correlation.

JUDGE KELLEY: Well I guess I'm asking: are
you representing to me that you can or you think you can?

MR. RUNKLE: Yes, sir.

MRS. FLYNN: Mr. Chairman, Applicants maintain
that he can't. The most recent SALP report, in fact,
indicates that performance across the board at the
Harris plant have been very good, that there are no
significant weaknesses in any of the functional areas
evaluated.

Moreover, Mr. McDuffie has just stated that
in his expert opinion a high productivity rate means

not only that work is being done gquickly but it's being
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properly, so that there is no repetition. So he's not
going to be able to establish it with this witness and
he's not going to be able to establish it with the
current SALP report.

MR. BARTH: Sir, I would like tc add to that
and confirm that Mr. McDuffie's testimony just a moment
ago was that rework and fix-up was included within
productivity, and therefore these figures include all
kinds .f violations and defects that they may have. So
any further testimony of violations or defects would not
affect the figures.

I again asscrt that there is no nexus
between the rate at which these people pour concrete and
the contention, which is, can they safely operate the
plant, and the Atomic Energy Act which requires that
they be technically qualified to do so, which are the
sets of parameters for the hearing, not whether they
are efficient at construction in terms of cost.

JUDGE KELLEY: Mr. Runkle, any further response?

MR. RUNKLE: In just reviewing the fourth SALP
report, in several of these areas it states that the NRC
should not lessen their amount of supervision, that
these are areas that they are still looking at.

JUDGE KELLEY: What are you referring to, let

me catch up with you, SALP IV?
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MR. RUNKLE: Yes, sir. It is not into evidence
yet, it has not been identified yet.

JUDGE KELLEY: That was what the Staff was
going to introduce at some later point?

MR. RUNKLE: Yes, sir.

JUDGE KELLEY: Well realistically, does any
counsel foresee objecting to the introduction of SALP IV?

MRS. FLYNN: No.

MR. BARTH: We will not object.

I would like to point out, your Honor, that
the opening statement by Mr. Runkle was that the fourth
SALP report showed the NRC could walk away from the plant;
now Counsel's statement is that they will give it closer
supervision. I think we ought to have some kind of
consistent position by Counsel.

JUDGE KELLEY: Could we find the part of SALP
IV that -- I wonder if Counsel could direct us to the
portion of SALP IV that bears on that?

(Pause.)

I guess, Mr. Runkle, are you saying that SALP
substantiates a relationship between high productivity
and penalties?

I1f so, where is that? Where do you find that?

Or other counsel, if you want to point us to

particular pages, we'll take a look at this.




agk/agb7

10

11

12

14
15
16

17

18-

19

20

21

23

24

Ace-Federal Reporters, Inc.

25

MR. RUNKLE: Page 68 of the SALP report gives
a summary of the different violations and everything at
the Harris plant.

JUDGE KELLEY: Just a minute -- Okay.

May I ask if a CDR is an NRC term?

Mr. Barth, is that an acronym that we made up
or whose term is that?

MR. BARTH: Your Honor, mav I have Mr. Jones
address that one poin., who is meore fziliar with it?

JUDGE KELLEY: All right.

MR. JONES: I think that that is frequently
known in the NRC as a 50:f ‘e) report.

JUDGE KELLEY: Okay.

(Pause.)

Those categories on page 68 don't appear to
match up with the categories on oroductivity in this
chart, with the possible exception of welding.

MR. RUNKLE: Yes, sir, and also on the
enforcement actions in Number Three on the different
violations. There is a whole series of enforcement
actions on Harris in the SALP IV report.

JUDGE KELLEY: Okay. Well just taking it a
piece at a time now, I don't see a match except possibly
in welding. These other categories on page 68:

mechanical, electrical, QA, design analysis -- they're

3044
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not in these productivity measures, are they?

MR. RUNKLE: And hangers would be welding also.

And in the violations, there is a series of
violations for pipe hanger and piping; in fact, there are
nine of them that I can see. That's on a different page.

JUDGE KELLEY: You're going too fast for me.

MR. RUNKLE: Now look at page 56. It lists
nine violations in the area of pipe hanjers and piping
insulation.

JUDGE KELLEY: Now you think that correlates
with the hangers productivity rate measure?

Maybe it doesn't, I don't know.

MR. RUNKLE: Well I was hoping that I could have
the witness establish some of those connections also.

JUDGE KELLEY: Sure, I understand that but
we're trying to find out whether there appears to be --
the Boara is very skeptical about this line of questioning,
I'll be very frank with you. It seems to me that it
involves a lot of steps and steps on top of steps to
reach anything aad we think it's pretty marginal no
matter how you look at it. So we're going to have to
be convinced that it's worth pursuing.

So you've got six violations in welding, to
take an example, during the reporting period which I

gather was about a year and during the reporting period




agb/agb9 '
2

3

10

1

12

14
15
16
17
8
19
20

21

23

24
Ace-Federal Reporters, inc.
25

r
!

3046

how many thousands of welds had been made -- I have no
idea, it may be a lot. And we look at this productivity
thing for all welding, I gather, and it comes up with
some number. Do you really think six violations shows
much of anything one way or the other?

MR. RUNKLE: I think you can draw the
correlation that there are more violations in areas that
they have higher productivity.

JUDGE KELLEY: We're going to take about a
five minute or so break, which means no more than ten
and have a cup of coffee and then we can talk about this
matter and then we'll rule on it.

MRS. FLYNN: Mr. Chairman, before we go off
the record could I make a correcticn -- or ask Mr. McDuffie
to clarify something?

I believe that when he was discussing high
productivity rates, he misspoke and used the word "low"
instead of "high." I think the record needs to be
corrected.

JUDGE KELLEY: Okay. Good.

Will it be obvious where this correction should
be made?

MRS. FLYNN: His last substantial answer.

JUDGE KELLEY: Fine. Thank you.

MR. RUNKLE: Sir, you're not going to make a
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agb/agblo‘ ruling on this over the break, are you?

' JUDGE KELLEY: Yes.

. ) MR. RUNKLE: Well I have other arguments, too.
. JUDGE KELLEY: Go ahead.
’ MR. RUNKLE: In the transcript on the ACRS,
. Mr. Maxwell -- who will be on the stand for the NRC --
: excuse me, it was Mr. Bemis who said it, on the NRC Staff --
’ JUDGE KELLEY: I didn't understand the i
. reference to the transcript on the ACRS.... i
- MR. RUNKLE: Well we have a transcript of ;
. the ACRS hearing and it's some of the witnesses that are ‘
- coming up later on and we will ask them about that l

. » specifically =-- !
s JUDGE KELLEY: This was a meeting held by the
» ACRS down here and the public attended and so forth?
i MR. RUNKLE: Yes.
o JUDGE KELLEY: Fine. Go ahead.
» MR. RUNKLE: That in two of the areas where |
oy the highest productivity has been, cable termination and
. pipe hangers, work had to stop on those two specific areas

‘ * because of alleged problems and violations and -- because
" of those two.
- And we would--in our cross-examination of the

Aso-Pedorsl Reporens, ,2,: NRC Staff witnesses, I think we can supply the nexus on ,

" those two particular ones that I know of right now; can !
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make a shcwing that in those areas that are higher in
productivity there would be more problems.

JUDGE KELLEY: I'm sorry, did you say that
the witness at this hearing or meeting was Mr. Bemis?

MR. RUNKLE: Yes, sir.

JUDGE KELLEY: And he is to come later.

MR. RUNKLE: But the bottom line is -- what we

are arguing is that in the construction of Harris the

bottom-line management tool appears to be now -- and

some of the things that Mr. McDuffie has substantiated
-- is that it is based on productivity. f
MRS. FLYNN: That is precisely not what
Mr. McDuffie said. Mr. McDuffie said that the best
indicator of performance in those areas are the QA E
inspection results and the NRC enforcement statistics.
JUDGE KELLEY: Go ahead. Anything else?
MR. RUNKLE: At this time that is the argument
that we would go through in the next couple of days
with the different witnesses. We think that there is a
nexus here between the two.
JUDGE KELLEY: Are vyou indicating =-- Let me
just get clear how this fits into the scheme of things
in your case.
You are here and you're asking Mr. McDuffie

some questions and we're following that and that's going
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to be done about lunchtime.
Was this productivity and its relationship

to safety then -- you say the next couple of days you are

gning to spend on that point?

MR. RUNKLE: No. A little bit with each of

the other witnesses on the Harris panel --

JUDGE KELLEY: Okay. I understand.

I think we'll take -- |
MR. BARTH: Your Honor, may the Staff have a
very short brief word?

JUDGE KELLEY: Brief, yes.
MR. BARTH: I think that from our point of
view there has been no showing of nexus between a violation
3
-- as you pointed out,six in the pipe welds and the amount of
pipe weld work done. Therefore there is no correlation
shown, no correlation could be shown.

You have a tenuous situation that the pipe
weld violations found by the NRC are related, of course,
only to inspections: if they don't inspect, they don't
find them.

So you have the whole problem of how many
inspection hours would go in, how many inspection hours
were on the other plants which were compared in Exhibit 13
-~ Exhibit 13 basically is a comparison between CP&L and

other plants. We have no idea what the violations per
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agb/agbld | cubic yard of concrete are per man-hour on the other plants.
2 This is a comparison without any kind of basis

. 3 at all in sound statistics. There is no way from the

4|| evidence we have had that Mr. Runkle can show the movement

Sl of the least squares around the arithmetic mean of the

6|l violations for pipe welds and the movement of the least

7 squares around the arithmetic mean of the concrete pours.
8 There is just no statistical relationship to be shown.

9 From our point of view, this is unrelated to

10| the contention, which is whether these people can safely

"y operate that Harris plant.
12 Thank you, your Honor.
‘ 13 MRS. FLYNN: May the Applicants make one
141 final point?
15 JUDGE KELLEY: Your last clear chance. Go ahead.
16 ‘ MRS. FLYNN: That is that of all of the
17 violations that are listed in the SALP report most are
18| Leve. V violations, there are a few Level IV's, there
19 are no Level III's.
20 And again across the board in all functional
21 areas the NRC found that these were isolated events,
‘ 22 not indications of any programmatic problems.
23 Finally, in each functional area, there is
24 a category two or one rating given.

Ace-Federsl Reporters. inc.
25 Thank you.
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JUDGE KELLEY: Okay. We'll break for five or
ten minutes.

(Recess.)
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JUDGE KELLEY: Back on the record.

We have a pending objection from the Applicants
and the NRC Staff to the Intervenors' line of questioning
directed to their Exhibit 14. That in turn relates to--
I'm sorry, Number 13, that is. That relates to some
productivity data in various areas of construction of the

Harris plant. And upon discussion among all parties and

|

|

the Board, the issue came down to whether there is a
relationship or a sufficient relationship between productivity'
data of this nature and the propensity of the construction |
people to do unsafe work.

The Board is sustaining the objection to this
line of gquestioning. It is obviously evidence of
construction activity at the Harris facility and as such,
it is generally less direct and less persuasive than evidence
bearing on operation at the other CP&L plants. We said that
last week as a general proposition. This means in turn that
we have a lower threshold of exclusion for construction type
evidence than we do of evidence relating to operations.

I1f a party is seeking to offer construction
evidence then its relevance to operations or its nexus to
operations ought to be direct and persuasive. Here we find
that this line of questioning -- that its relevance is
quite indirect and in the long run -- we haven't gone over

the long run vet, but we are strongly of the view that the
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‘ong run would leave us with essentially a speculative state
of affairs rather than with some persuasive evidence in
hand.

The Board knows of no generallv recognized
relationshipr between »nroductivity and safety. One can argue
a priori from an armchair that fast workers are either
safer or lecs safe and that slow workers are more safe or
less safe and not really resolve it. If this Board were
forced to guess, we would think that the more productive
worker probably would produce safer work, but it would be a
guess on our vart.

The comparisons of productivity that are
depicted in Exhibit 13 -- several of them are rather
striking -- does indicate that productivity is higher on
the average at Shearon Harris than at at least most plants.

On the other hand these various charts don't

depict what we would regard as a spectacular margin in

productivity at Harris. There are some areas where at least

some other plants are higher. It we had a set of charts
which showed some particular utility twice as productive
as anybody else in the country, one would have to wonder,
I suppose, but we don't see that in Exhibit 13.

So that, by itself, is not enough to set us off
on a search for the significance or possible significance

of those numbers to safety at the plant.
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/eb3 1 Beyond that as we see it, there isn't any clean
2 fit between Exhibit 13 and the other thing that was pointed
3 to was SALP. Exhibit 13 has its own underlying data; SALP

4 has its underlying data. And the two as we understand them

S are auite different, so that one would have to do an awful
6 lot of translating and transposina and I don't know what all
7 else in order to come up with a meaningful relationshin. It |
8 certainlv wouldn't just flow naturally from a look at the |
9 two documents. |
10 IN assessing a line of cuestionino like this =--
" and the Board doesn't denv that if we took the time for I
‘2|‘ don't know how long, that we might find some relationshi»

. 13 At the end of the road, but we have to make sort of a ,
14 nractical judament about whether it seems to be worth it. |

15 And I think I've indicated that already, but just taking the
16 Exhibit 13, we don't know how these productivity numbers
17 were put together, not only here but at other plants. That

8 might take quite a bit of testimony. We might have to get

19 into SALP or something else in order to expore the alleged

20 safety relationship.

21 ANd we think that when all is said and done that
. 2 we wouldn't have very much, so making a sort of pragmattic

23 judgment, and even conceding that there may be some safety

o significance here, =-- we are skeptical about that, but even

Ace-Feders! Reporters, Inc.
3 conceding it, we think that the effort involved in trying
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to find it far outweighs the time it would take. So on that
basis we sustain the objection.

MR. RUNKLE: Your Honor, at this time I would like
to make an offer of proof which includes JI-13 and those
portions of the transcript in which it was discussed with
the witnesses and the other parties.

JUDGE KELLEY: Fine. So 13 would be in as an
offer of nroof, and the associated discussions would be
there with it for vour nossible use later on.

MR. RUNKLE: Thank vou.

(Whereuoon, JI Fxhibit 13,
having been previously
marked for identification,
was received in evidence.)

JUDGE KELLEY: Right.

BY MR. RUNKLE:

Q Mr. McDuffie, you evaluate construction that has

occurred at Harris, do you not?

A (Witness McDuffie) VYes, that's one of my
responsibilities.
Q And as a corporate level manager with CP&L, do

you look at productivity measures on a day-to-day basis?

A No.

MRS. FLYNN: Objection. This sounds like the

same line of questioning.
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JUDGE XELLEY: Could you comment, Mr. Runkle?

MR. RUNKLE: Mr. McDuffie had stated today earlier

in his testimony that one of the things they looked at was
productivity measures. They have other evaluation tools.
I am just going to ask him what those other evaluation tools
are.
JUDGE KELLEY: All right.
BY MR. RUNKLE:
0 Sir, dces the plant manager at Shearon Harris
look at the productivity measure on a day-to-day basis?
A (Witness McDuffie) I can't smeak for our project
manager at the site, but I have a strong feeling that he is

concerned with nroductivity on a dailv basis. He has

{
delegated the resoonsibility for construction to others at the

site and thev have a svstem for nlanning and controllina the
project that does make information available.

Q Do you evaluate the performance of the plant
general manager?

A I evaluate the performance of the project general
manager. Under our terminology the plant gensral manager
responsible for operations and maintenance reports to the
project general manager whom I evaluate.

Q And vou would evaluate the performance of the
project general manager, do you not?

A Yes.
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Q And is this evaluation in written form?

A No. He and I review it verbally.

Q How often would you evaluate his performance
verbally?

& I would hope that he feels that his evaluation

is being made every -ime he and I review the project. I
certainly feel that way in my relationship with Mr. Utley.
I would hope that as we discuss the nature of the project
and the direction we're going and the way we are going to
handle problems that he gets a strong feeling about how he's
performing, and that when we review it formally once a year
he will not be surprised at a word I say to him,

Q And this formal evaluation, does this also occur

face to face?

A Yes.

Q How long does this evaluation take place once a
year?

A Well, there is no set time.

In the case of Mr. Watson who is the plant project
general manager, he was given this assignment about a year
ago. We will be having our first-- Well, we've had a
review during the past year. We've had one, one formal

review.

Q In vour evaluation of Mr. Watson, do vou look at

the nroductivitv of the workers?
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A He is resvonsible for all onerations at the site.
encineerina. construction, and operations, and the status of
the project would certainly be a part of the evaluation,

Q ANd one measure of the status of the project
would be productivity, would it not?

A Yes, he has responsibility for safety, quality,
compliance with regulations, protecting the environment, and
budget and schedule, and training personnel.

Q And you would look at all of those in your

evaluation of him, would you not?

A Yes, they all would be part of it.

Q Would you also look at violations or 50.55(e)
reports?

A Mr. Watson has a monthly review at the site which

I attend most months. And one of the agenda items is the

review of the status of QA.
And then as reports come in or situations occur

between project reviews, we discuss violations and QA

activity.
Q Do youset goals for Mr. Watson?
A Yes, we have goals and objectives.
Q And what are some of these goals and objectives?
A Well, they're related to the training of his

people, the compliance with regulations, the guality

performance at the project, the training and budget and
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schedule.

Q And are these goals and objectives put in numerical
form?

A No. His department goals are numbered but they

are not weighted. They are numbered 1 through however many
we have, but there is no particular weighting.

Q In the area of training would you set up a
numerical objective of a percentage of personnel trained in

a month's time?

A I don't recall whether we have a specific goal
for Mr. Watson in training, other than that he will have an
agreed-upon plan with the people at the site as well as our
operations and support group regarding training of people.

I think I probably misunderstood you. When you
asked me if the goals were weighted, and I said No, I meant
did I consider the goal for guality less important than the
goal for schedule, and the answer is no, they are not weighted
to that extent. But to the extent possible, we do write
goals that can be measured.

Otherwise, you know, it would be tough to
determine if we did meet the goals, and we strive-- In some
cases it requires a little imagination, but most of the goals
are in measurabl’. numerical terms.

Q ANd productivity goals in terms of man-hours

per job done would be one of these goals and objectives,
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would it not?

A That would not be a goal that would be assigned
Mr. Watson. His goal would be more related to budget
performance, performance for the entire job. And probably
somewhere down in the contractor's organization would be

goals for productivity performance.

You must remember that some of the contracts are

written at the site in such a way that we don't a divect

interest in productivity. If we give Chicago Bridge and
Iron a contract to build a liner for the containment for |
a set number of dollars, then we are interested in quality E
and schedvle performance and we're not concerned with the '
cost of the building because our cost would be fixed in

that situation.

Q With Mr. Watson, you would look at a job to be
completed and give them a certain time period in which that
needs to be completed?

2 Yes. He is “he project manager and he must
accept responsibility for safety, quality, budget, schedule,
the entire project. Ve have assigned the responsibility for
that total project to Mr. Watson.

Q And would his evaluation reflect whether he was
meeting these goals and obiectives or not?

A It would be discussed and reviewed and determined,

any variances, but you know, estimates are just that. They
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are based on many assumptions, ~-d sometimes you miss an
estimate and upon review it is determined that the performance|
was good but the estimate was bad.
We have to look into each situation and not just
say "You missed the budget. You did poorly."
Q Is the plant on schedule?
A The plant today is not on the schedule that we

had planned. We review the schedule for the nroject

frequently. We make a formal review every vear. The formal !

review of the budaet and the schedule is now in prodaress. ThJ
schedule that we are now using was established in 1982 and i
was not changed last year.

At the present we have some activities that are

as much as three months behind the schedule that we laid

out at that time.
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You had said that vou are still overating under

the 1982 schedule?

I said we did not change it last vear,
But you evaluated in 19832
Yes, we evaluated last vear,

In the construction of the nlant vou divide uo the

7|l construction to different wor’ units, do you not?

8 A

9 0

We have more than one contractor at the site,

But each individual job, say, so many cable pullina -+

10l all the cable pulling -- that would be ore work unit, would

1"y it not?
12 A Well, the contractor in the plant area is Daniel
. 13 || and Daniel has an electrical contractor named Davis. And

l 14 | Davis is pulling the cable,

15 Q

And you had set a goal for Daniels. who writes out

16| the similar goal for Davis on how much cable needed to be

171l pulled in a certain time period, would vou not?

18 " A

That would be part of the plannina and scheduling

19!l »rocess which is a constantly moving target,

20 Q

And you would reassess the schedulinag from time to

21| tume. would you not?

® =

23 Q

Yes.

Besidus Mr, Watson who at the Shearon Harris site

24| do you evaluate personally?

Ace-Fadersl Reporters, Inc.
25 A

He is the only one, He is the nroject manager,

|
|
I
a

i
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He is responsiple for that prniject.

Q And he would be evaluating all those people under

him, would he not?

A He would evaluate the people who remort directlv
to him.
0 And does he do that in written €orm or is that

also verbally?

A I'm not sure whether he keeps notes but his

review of the people reporting directly to him is per formed

verbally.

Q How does CP&L evaluate the performance of a line
worker?

A As we move down in to the organization below the

section heads, which is a terminology we use for people

reporting to Mr. Watson, we do have written evaluations.

Q And included in that evaluation for the section head

would be being able to meet a certain job on schedule?®

A well, each of the peonle reporting to Mr, WMatson
obviouslv have a different resvonsibilitv and some of them
are more schedule oriented than others. But most of our
goals and objectives are schedule related, And part of the
responsibility is doing it at the proper time,

Q Dc you review the written evaluations for the

section heads?

A No. With Mr. Watson or othe r department heads -~
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they would review with me their evaluation of the people

reporting to them.

And part of my evaluation of Mr. Watson would be
the way he evaluates his people. That's another oart of the
whole responsibility that he has.

Q And each of :hose section heads would then evaluate
those people underneath him, .would they not?

A Yes. It's a pyramid arrangement., Each successive
laver of management evaluates people reporting to them,

Q Would vou discuss your evaluation of Mr. Watson
with Mr. Utlev?

A Yes, I would. And I do. But as I said earlier
I look upon evaluation of management personnel as a day to day
evaluation. And the yvear end report just summarizes what
we've been talking about all year.

Q So do you have daily contact with Mr. Watson?

A Almost daily. He's been out of touch for a few days
but normally I talk to him every dav and it's not unusual to
have a call at night or on a weekend.

0 How often do you get out to the Shearon Harris
plant?

A I haven't been out there this week,

(Laughter,)

I d4id go Saturday, I take that back. 1 get out

there almost once everv week,
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Q And possibly several times per week?
A Some weeks I go more than once.
Q If there was a problem out at the nlant, are vyou

confident that you would know about it?

A If it required my attention, I have full confidence
in Mr. Watson at the Harris plant. and Mr. Beatty at the
Robinson plant. I am not aware of any situations in the past
year that I should have known about that thev didn't call it
to my attention,

Q Would they bring to your attention such thinaos as
NRC violations?

A We review NRC violations at least monthlv and as
a general rule following any NRC inspection there is usually
an exit critigue, And I receive a call. And bv the time
I get the call they generally already have some plan heina
formulated to correct the sitnation. As a general rule, I get
a phone call.

Q And vou would review this NRC inspection exit

critique with Mr, Watson?

A Yes.

Q And review his plans for correcting the violation?
A Yes,

0 Do you also receive calls on QA concerns?

A Yes,

Q And that would be through Mr. Watson?
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A Yes. My contact at the site is Mr. Watson.

Q Do you also discuss QA concerns with *ir. Banks that
have arisen throuch his organization?

A Frequs-ntlv Mr, Banks attends the monthlv proiject
review where we discuss QA, People reporting to him make a
report at the project. We look at the new findings, the
timeliness of closing out o old ones. In addition Mr, Banks
and I attend a monthly management review of all three
nuclear projects which is chaired by Mr. Utlev. “r. Banks
himself reports on QA at that point.

I have a weeklv meeting with people reporting to
me. We don't alwavs bring the people in from the sites, but
we generallv have a weeklv meeting. Mr. Banks attends that
me:ting, and reviews ~nv QA concerns.

0 So vou're confident that you would -- that any OA

concern would come to your attention?

A I'm not in a position that I have detailed informa-

tion about every OA concern at the site. And I certainly don't

have detailed ir ‘srmation on all the problems uncovered by
our own QA organization, But I do feel that I have a svstem

that is working that makes me aware of significant QA problems

at the site.

Q If onz of the line workers or one of the supervisors

was not satisfied with the handling of the OA problem, could

they come to yvou?

|
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A They could., And I would certainlv set and talk to
them. It has not occurred.

Q But you would be open to those' kind of concerns?

A Right., From time to time -~ frequently I go to the
site and walk along. If anybody wants to stop me -- and they
do, But I don't recall a single time that anvbody came to
me that they had a QA concern for which they were unable to
reach someone else.

Q How does Mr. Utley evaluate you?

A Daily.

0 And this would be verbally?

Py Yes. I aet a few notes,

Q Notes?

A Notes,

0 Right And what criteria does Mr. Utlev use in

cvaluating your performance?

A He has laid out a mission and a responsibility for
my position and he evaluates me against that, I have a clear
understanding of what my responsibility is and Mr. Utley is
extremely busy. I'm very busy, And we deal primarilv in
problems and exceptions. When something comes up that comes
to his attention that's not being performed richt, we aet
together and decide what acticn we're going to take, And I

move on it.

0 Where would he find out about things that were not
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going right that he would need to bring to vou attention.

A He gets reports from the projects. copies of some
of the reports I get, As I mentioned ez-lier, we have a
formal meeting monthly that he reviews with the groups and
departments involved, the total nuclear program. Mr., Utley
has a meeting for his staff on Monday afternoons which I
attend and we review problems across the staff as well as
his program, I attend a senior management meeting that

Mr. Smith chairs and Mr Utley is at that meeting as well

as me and others.

We have formal scheduled meetings on the projects. |
And then if I'm at the office and he's in the office. it is |
a rare day “hat we don't exchange information to some extent.
And if either one of us is out o town, it is a rare day that
we don't communicate by telephone. :

Q And you have been involved in CP&L's construction
program in its inception, have you not?

A I came to work for CP&L in 1970 and I had construction
responsibility at that time, I have picked up some other
responsibility over the years but have retained some construction
responsibilities, I do not have it all now,

Q You were involved with the construction of Brunswick
reactors,were you not? i

A 1 was the CP&L construc*ion manager €or the

Brunswick project. And I manared the contract with Brown & Root.




AGB/pp8 !

10

n

12

14
15
16
17
18
19
20

21

23

24

AMnﬂnudlﬂpﬂumlm.

3068

And had a construction managemert responsibility for the proiject,

Q And you have been involved with the Harris
construction since its beginnina, have you not?

A Yes, that's true.

Q Sir., what would yon do if a worker came to vou
with a QA concern,

A I would give him every opportunity to explain
what he felt was the problem., ANd then I wouid assure him
that I would get back in touch with him, Then, depending on
the problem, I would hopefully go to Mr. Banks or to Mr,
Watson and probably both, and then as we put some information
together, if it were a real problem, I would make Mr, Utley

aware of it. Since it had come to my level and we would move

to take actions to eliminate the problem, if it were a problem.

Q Do yon also review the reports from the quality

check program at Harris?

A No. I have not reviewed any report. Although
Mr . Banks has made some verbal reports to me reaarding the
effectiveness of the project at this point,

Q And if a serious QA concern was raised throuah the
security -- the guality check program, you would become
aware of it through Mr, Banks, would you rot?

A Yes, I think he would certainly bring it to my
attention, but you remember he reports directly to Mr. Utley.

Q So he would let you know verballv and also renort
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to Mr. Utley?

A Sure. He would notify Mr, Utlev and he has a
good record of notifying me about any situation in which I

should be involved

0 And then the three of you would make changes if

necessary in the construction of Shearon Harris?

A Some action would be taken. It might not involve

all three of us.

JUDGE KELLEY:- How do you stand at this point?

MR. RUNKLE: If I could have a minute, please.

(Pause.)

MR RUNKLE: I am finished with mv cross
examination of this panel.

JUDGE KELLEY: Thank you, It's 12:30, a few
minutes after. So we'll take a break of an hour and come
back between 1:30, 1¢35. let's sav, And as a preview of
coming attractions there will be some questions, I suppose,
from the staff, some from us. An opportunity for redirect.
Possibly some more cross, depending on what comes up in
questions from the three groups. Okay. Back at 1:30.

(Whereupon, at 12:32 p.,m., the hearing was

recessed, to reconvene at 1:30 p.m., this same davy.)
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L 1 APTERNOON SESSION
# 2 (1:35 p.m.)
. 3 JUDGE KELLEY: We'd like to resume now.
4 Whereupon,
5 E. E, UTLEY,
] M, A. MC DFFIE,
7 THCMAS S, ELLEMAN,
8 and
9 HAROLD R. BANKS
10 resumed the stand and, having been previously dulv sworn.
" were examined and testified further as follows:
12 JUDGE KELLFY: Mr. Runkle finished his cross
. 13|l orxamination for the Intervenors just before lunch. So now,
' I we'll pass to the NRC Staff for such cuestions as they have.
15 | Mr. Barth?
16 MR. BARTH: Mr, Kelley, the Staff has no gquestions
17|l of the panel which is presently sitting there, sir.
18 JUDGE KELLEY.  Okay,
19 Now, I think we're all aware of this but the
20 sequence that we envision at least is when the Applicant's
21| witnesses are put forward as they are here, it will be the
. 22 || 1ntervenors first, followed by the Staff, followed by the
23§l Board. then followed by any redirect that the Applicants may
ety '2”: have. And then if that gencrates further guestioning around
25 the circle, we'll do that then., So that makes the Board next




in line.
EXAMINATION BY THE BOARD
BY MR, BRIGHT:
I just have a few questions for clarification.
JI 16, Mr. McDuffie, that we looked at before.
(Witness McDuffie) I have it.
0 What is the significance of this totaling out the

NS&OA in '82 and then acain in '83? Or perhaps Mr. Banks?

A (Witness Banks) Yes, In that period of time when
we formed the guality assurance department in 1981. in '82
we were in a different reporting chain, the same with nuclear
safety, we were located at the site. So we have people at

the site but we're not part of the nuclear generation aroup,

1 we're just as a total of.

0 Okav. So you're not reporting to the nlant qeneral

16 manaager?

17 A That's correct.
18 0 That's what this table means
¥ Why did this start in '81 for Brunswick and '82

20|l in Robinson?

21 A (Witness Utley) The only answer I could give to
. 22|l +nat is the fact that it was in '81 that we made the changes.

23|l And this could have been picked up prior to that chanae that

3 took place in '8l1. That would be the onlv explanation I

Ace-Federal Reporters, Inc.

23 could give of that
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0 Okay. So there is nc real conflict there It just
happened somewhere in that period of time and this happened to
come ocut that way?

A (Witness Banks) That's right, The department was
set up on March 19€1. And the reporting function hecame
effective at that time, So devending in '81 when vou took the
numbers, I would suspect or whoever was taking the numbers at
that time.

Q And I notice that the Brunswick plant here has as

of July of '83, 11 people in what vou call "reaulatorv

A (Witness Utley) Regulatory compliance is a group of |

compliance." What is "regulatory compliance?"

neople onsite that are principally dealing with the NRC in reqarp
to the activities pertaining to compliance with regulations, :

Q So there were 11 people at Brunswick? Why is |
there nobody, And in fact you don't even have a classifi~-
cation on Robinson which corresponds to that.

A Again this could be timing in that we set up the
project managers -- the site project managers at Pobinson and
Harris in the fall of 1983 whereby we set up the oroject
manager at Harris in the summer of 1982 -- I mean Brunswick,
excuse me,

JUDGE KELLEY: Well, Mr. McDuffie, perhaps you

know: 1Is there any such thing at Robinson at present? :

A (Witness Mchuffie) Yes, there is now a function
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of regulatory compliance being staffed and reported to the --
and stationed at the site.

In addition, we have reorganized our licensing in
the general office so we have a principal assigned to each
project in connection with regnlatory complaince and licensing
and then there is a count« rpart at the site to supplement the
requlatory complian~e function at the site.

Q But you do now have that kind of setup?
A Yes. we do now have that function at Robinson.

MRS. FLYNN: Excuse me, Mr. Bricht, Mav I add
something, It's my understanding that the engineering group

included requlatory compliance at that time. And that number

o€ 54 therefore, includes some regulacory compliance personnel.

MR BRIGHT But now it is a separate thinn?
MRS. TLYNN: That's right,
BY MR. BRIGHT:

Q Mr, McDuffie, on this the totals down here under
both plants vou have, let's say., in August of '84 you said
you had 515 authorized personnel and 462 actually onsite.

A (Witness McDuffie) At Robinson, yes sir.

Q Yes.

And what I was curious about: %“hen vou sav
personnel, are you given so many slots for each classification
or is that just an overall number which could be either a

senior reactor operator or a vard man,
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A No. Our project organizatiors studied their needs
and the wav in which they should be organized to best handle

the responsibility of the project. And this recommendation for

peonle and the classification of people is presented to senior

management for approva’, And sometime the charge is based on
room for growth and sometime immediate need.
But once given senior management approval, then the
project people can work toward filling the slot.
The 408 is management approval. The 354 are filled
positions.
Q So you essentially submit an organization chart
for these approvals?
A Yes.
0 Do you have any idea of just where vou think you
might be wanted to grow according to vour latest forecast?
A Well, we feel like we are at a level like
Robinson that is somewhat laraer than we may need a vear or
two in the future. Because, as ! mentioned earlier. this
354 is people in the operating and maintenance organization.
In addition to that. we have a construction management
organization at the site,
And some of these construction management people
may very well fit into the operating organization. If they

don't then they will be available for reassignment,

We now have people at the site to manage this outage
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for which there are about 2,000 people there.
Q One last question to Mr. Utley.
I don't know exactly how to phrase this and so
excuse me if it comes out to be awkward or mavbe it wvon't be.
1 noticed in your, I ¢wess it was JI 1 or 2. that
list of officers of the company and whatever ¢hat all of the

boxes that are shown there are officers of the corporation and

I counted 32 vice-presidents, senior vice-presidents. and

executive vice-presidents. So you have plenty of them it

will appear

There are only 2 names that weren't officers of

b~

the corporation and one happened to be Mr. Banks, who as tic

manager in charge of OA, K I should think at least in today's
method o€ doing todav's business will be quite an important
thing, 1Is there a philosophical reason for that bheing so?

Or is there any reason at all?

A (Witness Utley) Well, there is certainly no
philosophical reason in regard to whether or not 0OA is a
vice-president or whether he is not a vice-president or an
officer in the company. Normally, in looking at who quali€ies
for an officer of the company, a number of things are taken
into sccount. The magnitude and scope of his responsibility
is one thing. And, of course, other aspects include many
things in regard to just how his functions impact the companv.

For example, vou can take a comptroller for example,
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it could be a vice-president whereby his decisions as such
have a big bearing on a company wherebv you would have a
manager of a generating plant, for example, where the scope
of responsibility is somewhat broader. But vet does it
qualify for a vice-president level?

I would sav, getting back to Mr. Banks situation,
one thing certainly that has been a part of this is the way
we had quality assurance orqanizeﬁ up until 1981, And the
other aspect, since 1981 we have been in the process of
developing approach program under OA. And also working to

demonstrate much improved performance in our nuclear programs.

And quality assurance is a very important aspect of that.

And one other aspect of whether or not he should

qualify as an officer to some degree depends on just how well
you rarry out these responsibilities and functions in reaard
to the scope of responsibility.

So, in answer to your question he is not a vice~-
president but that does not say that he could not qualify to
be a vice-president.

Q So there was nothing in your thinking that miaht
have given somewhat of the idea that making him an of€icer of
the corporatien would be to some extent a conflict of interest?

A Absolutely not, from my viewpoint. Of course, I'm |
sure you realize that there are a number of people involved

in regard to determining or deciding who is an officer and who
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isn't an officer.
But that would be my viewpoint.
Q Thank you.
BY MR, CARPENTER:
0 I would just like to address a few brief cuestions,

Mr, Utlev.

Mr. Utley, would it be fair to say that the
Brunswick operating experience over the last ten years has

been perhaps less than good?

A (Witness Utlev) I would certainly acgree that the
operating experience at Brunswick since it went in service
has been less than what we look at as a satisfactory operation.
Up until maybe over the last -- 1'd say over the last 12
months and looking at the improvements we're making and looking
at the progress and looking at where we are now, I think, I

feel we are not there yet., But we are On a good proqram to

ii get there.

0 Well, given that framework, my attention was drawn
to recommendation number 50 by the Cresap, McCormick & Paget

audit, which is displayed in Exhibit JI 14, which references,

"Limiting the shortages of operating personnel at the

Bruns: .ck plant, should continue to be a senior management

priority.," 1'd like to get a little better feeling for what

that's all about,

Would you agree that carolina Power and Light
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management accented that recommendation with the knowledge that
there were personnel shortages or was this a matter of
opinion?

A Well, when you say personnel shortages, I quess
I view that being the case if you don't have established
sufficient operating personnel to have a fully staffed six
shift rotation. And not onlv did Carolina Light and Power
Company fall short in this area, this has been an area
throughout the industry where there's been problems in
obtaining that six shift rotation.

And also you realize that the six shift rotation
has come about as a needed additional personnel to cope with
meet the reguirements of the necessary training that has
become necessary in order to meet with the many things taat
are required to be carried out in a proper wav at a nuclear
plant.

Q Yes, I thought your testimony as to the fact that
there was always a shift available for trainine without
any conflict with any other duties was made very clear,

A We have many people available for training and
retraining ts the extent necessarvy to keep them fullv trained
and qualified. However, you realize in doina this I am not
having six full shifts There were occasions where it was
necessary to work people more than 40 hours a week,

Q Yes,
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Would you say ¢he so-called personnel shortages,

contributed to the less than optimum operating experience?

A Well, that's difficult to qualify. You've got to
say that it had some bearing, To what dearee, would not be
a situation where you could not have had satis€actory
operations and have had the shift level of shift staffing that
we had at Brunswick. I think it more aoes to the -- to my
testimony in regard to providing the proper management
discipline and controls and providing the well-written
procedures, technically qualified, probably has a bigger
bearing on the question than whether or not we had the

shifts fully staffed at all times,

Q Well, I've asked all these questions about Brunswick

when, of course, we're really interested in Harris. So as a
leadup to the final questiop, I would like to know if you
can identify management policies that have come into
existence that would avoid that kind of condition being
expected during the first years of operation at Harris.

What I'm probing for is, given alwavs onerations
are a learning experience, where you are today in terms of
looking at the Harris operation with what vou've learned from
Brunswick?

A Going back to Mr, McDuffie's point, the fact that
we did start building the staff for Harris back in about

1979, and we now have a staff of people of the numbers that
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have bheen quoted for Harris, just under 400. And we do have
the operating people onsite and these people are participating
in the training programs and qualifying for the positions
throughout the organization. And it is the company's philosophy
to maintain at least shifts to provide rotation and in some
cases we are looking at a possible partly staffed. seventh shift,
such that we do have some additional people that would allow

for resignationg or attrition for whatever reasons it

might come about. |
Again, a lot of the problem that we have exoerienced%
and the industrv has experienced really over the past several ;
vears, particularly since Three Mile Island, we have |
continued to increase the number of people required and
consequentlv it's been at a rate faster than the people could

be trained and developed and qualified in a lot of cases.

And we're still working with that problem to some extent.
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But it is the philosophy of the company to have
ample people, well-trained and qualified people, and we do
have the people available working for Carolina Power and
Light to operate the Harris plant.

Q Well, I guess really the better comparison, to
get back to your point about having a staff of 400 on

board at Harris right now, the betier comparison is roughly with

Robinson where you have grown up to scmething like 400.
So you feel you are pretty we!l where you want
to be at Harris, or are there a lot more people to be
recruited? .
A Well, at the present time we have esta®liched i
what is looked at as the proper staffing for Harris, based |
on what we know today, and assuming that there are not changes
that bring on demands for additional people, we would
anticipate that the 400 number is in the ballpark.
Q Thank you very much.
BY JUDGE KELLEY:
Q I have several questions scattered about the
various topics you have spoken to.
The first one relates to safety standards that
you follow in operations of your plants, and it came up in
Mr. Utley's testimony I think kind of early, so I will put it

to Mr. Utley, but if others of you can answer, please feel

free,
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I assume that the basic standards for operation
are NRC rules and your own tech specs which I assume you are
obliged to adhere to by force of some NRC rule.

Mr. Utley, if I understood you correctly, when
this came up you referred to what I took to be some
additicnal standards applicable to operation. You referred
to a book the title of which I don't think you could recall
at that point, but it indicated to me a set of operating
rules that would have to be over and above whatever the NRC
would require. And I was not familiar with the existence of
such higher standards, except in one case. I have hea:d
INPO people say that their standards are higher than the
NRC's.

But do you have operating standards separate and
apart from NRC rules and higher than NRC rules that you
follow?

A (Witness Utley) Well, I'm having a little bit
of trouble putting in perspective the reference to the
testimony. I would say we certainly look at the NRC
regulations as being a minimum standard that we would expect
to comply with, and we are certainly working to a standard
that would be above that in regard to our performance at all
of our nuclear plants,

I don't recall right off-hand precisely what the

regulations require in regard to six-shift operation, but it
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is my thought that at this time that it is not a requirement
per se.

In addition, we of course have established a
simulator at our Brunswick nlant, a simulator that went in
back in the late '70s at our Harris nlant., and a simulator
is to be installed at our Robinson nlant. And acain. this is
in an effort to raise the standards of our -- the nroficiencv

of our =-- marticularlv our overatinc neonle at these nlants.

and also to nut us in a better vosition to analvze conditions
that come u» in reaard to overations that would hel» us make
better analvses of the situation, such that we an imnrove.
I view this as beino somewhat over and above |
what is required by regulations per se. ‘
Q To take the simulator example, you have several
simulators in use. I gather-- I'm not very familiar with
NRC training regs, for example, but they would not
necessarily require that you own your own simulator, and yet
you do, 1Is that your point?
A That's the point.
Now another point I would make in this category
is our own site nuclear training organization. The regulations
do not require that these onsite nuclear safety organizations'

be located at existing plants.

Now it's my view it is required at the Harris

plant, so we have staffed these organizations back at our



existing plants, Brunswick and Robinson, and the activities
that these people perform onsite is another step toward
upgrading our operations to a level that exceeds the
regulations.

Q You're familiar I'm sure with INFO and the work
that it does. I assume you all are. I am somewhat familiar
with recent reviews of QA at construction projects.

Is INPO also evaluating operating plants in a
similar fashion?

A Yes, sir. There is an evaluation that takes
place at all of the operating plants in the industry, and
these evaluations have been taking place more or less on an
annual basis.

Our Robinson plant has gone through I believe
it is two of these evaluations, and our Brunswick plant
has gone through two and I guess will be going through the
third one in November. And this is a situation where of
course INPO comes in with people that have had prior
experience operating and managing nuclear plants and makes
an in-depth review of the onerations, based on criteria that
are established by INPO.

0 Which may be above NRC criteria I gather. It
could not be below I assume.

A The objective certainly is to establish a standard

of excellence in operation which would exceed what is required
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by the regulator per se.

Q The teams that come in to make these evaluations,
again my impression is that they are made up of people
let's say from INPO and other utilities, but they are not
people from CP&L in the case of a CP&L plant. 1Is <ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>