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were not n the Local Public Document Room (either at Wake
Jounty Librarr or Chepel E!1l Public Librery), which I have
requested from the LPDR Branch of the NRC on or before May
14, 1982 and which were not deliverec to either or both named
LPDRs and available there to the oudblic, mvself Iircluded, cn
or before Mey 1L, 1982, and

such as is conteined in any amendments to the Aonlicants'
hoplication, Fina) Sefety Analysis Revort (FSAR), EInviionmental
Revort (ER), Applicents! files and corresvondence, and/or in
the NRC Staff's Safety Evaluetion Reprort or Envirormental Stete-
ment (SER or FS) or the Adviscrv Committee on Rezctcr Safeguards'
(ACRS') review of theEarris plant, which have yvet to be flled
in this prcceeding or which were not avalladble te res at home,
in verson, or at one or both of the ebove LPDR's o= or before
the close of dusiness on May 1L, 1982; or for anx cther good
cause as 1 may hereelter demrnstrate under the Soard's orders
or 16 CFR Sectlon 2.71Lk(e)(1).

In sunmort of the above, I hereby address the § factors
enumerated in 10 CFR 2.71k(a)(1l) with resvect to thz ebove
matters insofer as it is oresently vpossible to do so:

(1) It is clearly good cause for fellure to file "on time"
(1.e. by May 1L, 1982 per the Board's Aor’l 2, 1682 Order) that
the informetion on which a filing i1s based did not exist at that
time or was not evailable to me at or before thet time. How can
I predict accurately and specifically enoughx to satisfy the
requirements of 10 CrR 2.714(a)(2)(b), what informetion 1s In

documents I have never seen, never had evailable, ard/or which
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Omitting issues and contentions that directly addvess the

requirements on NRC end this Board under the Atomic Energy Act
and the Netfonal Environmental Policy Act and avplicable court
decisions will lead to an unsound record, not a sound one.
Therefore additional contentions based on the matters cited above
(or for other good cause under 10 CFR 2.71:{a)(1)) should be
adnitted, provided they meet the requirements of 10 CFR 2,71k
(a)(3)(b), In the interest of develoning e sound record.

(iv) If the Board treats &ll Parties fairly, es I fully
expect 1t will and must under the law, mv ‘nterest ‘n having
contentions based on the matters cited above in (1) and (1).o8 Nﬁ
not existing, or unavailable to me as of Mer 1}, 1982 cannot
be any better reoresented by any other perty. This i1s because
falrness requires that 1f I can't ralse cortentfons after May
1L, 1982 based on these matters, nelther cen anv othe- narty,
(And 1f I can, they must also be allowed to,)

Moreover, there 1s no guarantee thet the other nanties
will exist at some future date, c» will have cont*nued to be
parties to this vroceeding, vhen additional informztion becomes
avelledble on which I might ffle additional or emended contentions
in thls proceeding. If other parties d. evist, and do hLave
the right to file contentions based on such information while
I do not have any such right, there i1s likewise no guarantée
that any of them will file end oursue such contentions as will
protect my interests under the Atomic Thergr Act and the nublic
interest and my interests under the National Environmental
Policy Act. The remedy for all this uncerta’nty is to grant
all perties the »!ght tn flle add’t’onel ani amended contentlons

(es I have requested above) and fow the Boa=d to then
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consider the admissibilitr of se!‘d contentions under 10 CFR

2.714(a)(3)(b).

(v) Of course, ralising a newlvy dlscovered issue o conten-
tion (or amending a contentirr based on new information) brordens
the 1ssues, But the extent to which an amendment Lo a contention
broadens the issues is de minimis (triviel, very verv small)
in the context of a proceeding es extensive and cormlex as
licensing two large nuclear power stations to onerate. C(onsider
the 20 thick volumes of the Aovlicants! ¥SAR, the 3 thick volumes
of thelr EP, and the volume of sdditlonel documents which mav
yet be filed in this proceeding (commarzble to the volume of
edditional amendmments and documents filed in other nuclear
operating license Rceses after the initial contentions hesve
been filed). Compared to thL!s enormous volume of information
and 1ssues which the Board must consider even in the zbsence
of anv Intervenors or Petitioners at ell, even a large number
of entirely new ccntentions, Y2sed on ‘n"ormation not nrevious-
ly avellable to Petltloner(s)/Intervenor(s) znd otherwise
admissible under 1C C.F.R 2.71L(2)(3)(b), is not s*gnificant,
much less amended ccntentions.

Moreover, ore nurncse of emending contentions ‘s to make
them more svecific, which can serve to exvedite the heering,

And 1f & new or emended contentlon cen be brought to hearing
earllier than scheduled and end the proceeding %f resolved
(see request for exvedited hear’ng on certetn grouvings of
contentlons, below), it cen actually speed up the hearing

process,
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In spite of these sensible arguments, I feel commelled to
file a good numder ¢f contentions based on the vet-to-be-filed
documente such as the SER, ES, ermendments to FBAR and ER, etc,
because the Board might not allow any more contentions to be
filed after 14 May 1982, cr =ignt make it tmpractice) for me
to do so by impvosing excessive requirements at the behest of
Anrlicante and/or NRC Staff, wirich might be acting under the
pressure to s!mnly get 2 license done, as mentloned above.
Thue, wvhile T heve made good fe’th afforte £o he »ercAnahlw
sov2cific, I have not attemnted %» wredict exactly the content
or to describe in great detall tiie nroblems I anticipate, but
only to nrovide that degree of svecificitr that is reasonsble
in the 1liguit of the Informutirr available to me (‘necludin
at the LPDPs) on or befcore 1L Mav 1982 wit.ich is the deadlire
for fi1ling contentions in thls c2se. I carnot be erxmected to
dc more now, but will certainly clarify ard amend contentions
to kexb tlie best of mv ability vhern the necessarv infovmat?on
to do so, either new documents, d'scoverv informetion, o» other
information, becomes avallable to me, end &ll I have requested
is adequate time to review this Informetion snd file new, amended
or more snecific contentions. I have tried to exnlein how and

constructéon,

why Anvlicants' volans, designs, staff, analysis, filinps,4etc.
in th's n»nceed'ng ave ir ewmon, Adeficlent, etc, under thre
Atomic Energy Act, NTPA, etc (see "Delinitfons" below), and
to cite exammles of how certa‘n events couléd hannen and whzt
kinds of nroblems, deficlencles, erro~s and so on exist, without
saving In any case that I have svecifled each and everv such

vroblem, deficlencr ana error tiiat 1s w'thin the scope of rv

contention or contentions written herein,



wlle

I have alsc endeavored to freme contentions so that thevw
do not ettack the ravnidly chenging NRC rules, though Zn some
instances it appeers to me thet the rules are sc arbitrary erd
capricious (e.g. discussion in contentions on cancellatior of
Harris 2, need for vower, financlal qualification of Annlicants)
that they deserve ettack end I want to lcy a basls here for
doing so through the Courts. Ever Ir these instances, I heve
carefully framed contentions or suh-contentlions thet have nothing
to do with the existing or recently revised rules, so that there
gsho'1 A he sdmigeihle Hw themecelves, o= oftew Apletirr cevwte’r
parts of the contentlon,

I thus belleve I have sat!sfied the renulrement of reasonalbls
svecificity under 10 CFR 2.71L(b) (or (2)(3)(d), anéd mv corten-
tions sl.0uld be allowed unlcss thev are shown to e unreasonebly
ungenecific ink 1light of informetion actually aveilable to me
(Including actuslly be’ng in the L®DR files et Ralelgh or
Chavel H1ll) at or before 1l May 152, and in the light cof how
detalled one can be exnected to meke 2 contention ’n terms of
snace an” time 1limitations. For this letter nurnose I have
incorncraeted by reference many contentions inte others so thet
I won't haeve to rereat definit’ons, evnlanations of Low certain
accidents, deficlencies and errors can havnen, examles to
specify the sort of thing I am talking about, etc, but can
simly vefer to thnse in other cortentions vhere these matters
are fully set out. I asl the Bosrd to accent these references
for the nurvose of showling examples, definitions. snecific ways
things such as accidnt potential, deficlencies, errors, leck of

good falth,snecial needs, svecific needs, harm to the publiec's

health, safety and property, violetion of AEA or NZPA,
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made avallable to me, which is another roint *n mr favor on

this mptte~, *n thet I dfdn't fuet let the ‘nformation be un-

available, but have tried to fet 1it.

Statement of general anvlicabllitv incormoreted by
refevence intn each an? everw contentinn ©41ed heve’n
(including any to be f!led later in this rroceeding)

A. If The Boerd considers any of this ccrtenilon, o» anv
pert thereof, as an attack on any rule or regulaticn of the
6ommission (NRC) or anv orovis‘on theren?, or as a collateral
attack umon & vending rulemakiug, vetiticrner resvectfully
requests the Board to:

(1) exclude onlvy those perts of cortentions that in those
varts speciflcally attack anv such rule, regulation, »nrovisinn,
or vending rulemaking, letting env cther nzrts of tie corntention
stard Indenendently;

(2) specifically identify the rule(s), reguletirn(s),
nrovisiongs) or rulemaking(s) judged to b= attackea, anrd
exvlalin how and why, in the Board's view, such contention or
nant of anv eontention attacks xuek each such thing amect®icplly
ident’fied bv the Board;

(3) that petitioner be permitted to seelr an excention
to or a walver of the arplicetion to this proceed’ne of such
item snecificallv identified by the Boerd under (2) above,
particularly with respect to reules and reguletfons not ‘n effect
as of 26 February, 1982 when petitions to f‘ntevene in this
oroceeding were due to be filed, and es tc anvy other matters

consfdered immermissible attacks by the Bea»d unde» (2) ebove.

(4) that the Board certify for a peel tc the ASLAB and/or
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the full Nucleew Regulatory Commissiorn, es evoroprieste, an
aopeal as to anv content’on entirely rejected bv the Boerd
under (2) above, and all suchy contentions, in an exvedited
manner so as to avoid prolonging this oroceeding end sc es
to avoid tue possioility of remanded neasrings later, if

requested br this Petitliorer/Inrtervenor to do s0.

B. Although some of the conéentlons set forth heve’n
are sufficient 4n themselves, to denv the Onevating License
A™mlicents sealk hewein (e.g. the crntention thes the coets
of the oroject exceed the benefits; enAd the contentier that
the cost-benefit difference becomes an even greater excess
of costs over berefits if only Units 1 ané 2 ave comleted;
and tre contentfon that the excess of costs over bLenef!ts
is st!ll greater if only Unit 1 s built; the last 2 also
contending thet the emcess of costs over benefits w!ll be
greater if the oroject is comnleted and onerated than ir
it 1s abandoned now), in my view,it 1s 211 ¢f thre cortentions
taken together that constitute ry overall wmegson why the
license sought 'n this case should not issue, Thepefore,
eacli contentlon stands here &s & vartiel reason why the
overating license should not 1ssue, and stould be accented
1f proving suck contentfon or na»t of i1t would verigh epainst

fesuance of an onerating 1lcenre fan Hownie unf+e 1 erad 2,

C. Petitloner wants ang hereby renqﬁsts an exnedixted
u
heering on certaih contentlons (numbers [L{’/g’lZO/,’BC*&, 2 flne BQNA

including those mentioned in B above) because if proven, 1249

they would finish the cese by themselves. But in the event

such expedited Learing 's not grented, the contenticns men-
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tioned in this nart shall stand for hearing later (as admitted,
if they are). I belleve the Boerd shovld grant expedited hearirg
on each and all of thexe contentions named in tkis vart C,
since they fall under the recuirement of Section 102 of NTPA
that environmental questicns shall be oven to consideration

to the "fullest extent possible” throughout the review process

-+ any federal egency (such as NRC). Since if proved, these
contentions togetner or separately will suow tuat the darris
project should be abandoned exs & wav of cutting the losses
since 1ts costs will exceedi Its benefits, it 1is necessarv
to consider them now, at the earliest oractical tirme for & hearing,
(I suggest October, 1982, to allow time “or discoverv and

et sta”f, othe~ ng»t*es and
vervaration of =y case and to allogAAnﬁlicants time to nmenamre
also.) Waitin to hold these hearings on these issues will
stmnly result ir =nre money belng svent on the Harv!s oro ject,
which wlll be an Increase 'n the losses tha* mu:st be borne
since the net excess of costs over benefits for the commlete
Harrls project is greater than the 21.L b2llion alreadr snenst
on it, Neither this Board nor Avplicants nor NRC is zuthorized
under NEPA to imnose such a mrnetarv loss on the »nublic or anvone
'n & oroject where fecderel permits are required to ccntinue the
project. Tuerefore I hereby move tnat tlhe Board suspend
construction on the Harris project, effective as soon ag vou
can issue an order, pending an exnedited hearing on the above
mentéoned contentions ‘n thile part, or» in the alternetive to
set oral argument on this motion to suspend constructiorn for

the sveciel pre-heering cornference now set for June 1L-15, 1982,

The reasons for this motion, ircludirg those set cut in the
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contentions listed above, are basically that b~ CP&L's numbers,
as filed herein in their ER of December 1981, the net loss on
the Harrls 1 and 2 project is nee -1y 32 b2llion; that if errors

referenced
and omissions listed in the ccntentinnS/%n this na~t are
corrected, the net loss w’ll be even greaster; that i1f CP&L
for whatever reason does not bulld or comnlete ané onerate Hav»is
Unit 2, as seems 1likely or at least nossible in the wake o thre
December 1981 cancellaticn of Herris 3 and L, the losses net
will be greater still if Harris 1 alone is commleted and onerz-ed
and thet the expenditurc of €1.L billl’on tc date on the Haw~is
oroject, togetier with penal.ies for cancelling cerstruction,
is less then the most credible of these loss figures, and
very likely less than the %2 billlon excess of cosis ove»
beneflts commuted by using CP&L's own fizures as ~2led with 23,
Therefore the only way to choose the slternative tro+ mexinizes
cost-benefitx as required by NEPA 1s to =inimize the loss, since thevre
wkill be no net benefits. The loss s minimized by storoing
construction now (or i'n the alternative at the earliest possitle
date).
Further and sevarately to be considered as erncther motion,
ti.e above reasons are why exnedited hearing on the content!ons
named herein in pa»t C should be grasnted by the Board, in order

to comoly with NEPA to the extent that is vossible, by minimizing

the loss.
@VGues <t
Petitioner furtheg(contends thet CPLL is estorved from

pleading on this matter that the date sumplied by CP&L in the T°
is incorrect, s'nce CP&L filed it December 1981 (timelv), has

filed no updates on it, and 10 CF® 51.21 requires 211 new and

-
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changed information availadle be filed in the Onerating License
Stage Environmental Renort. Thus, if the dete s incorrect,
CP&kL's Aopllicetion herein shou'd be dismissed for leck of
compliance with NRC rules (co-Applicants shonuld elso be dismissed
for falling to exercise thelr resvonsibility under 10 CFR 51,21
to f1le accurate and up=-to-date “nformation in the!r A»nliceticn
Fnvironmentel Renort at the O0.L. St%99)° CP&L knew when Harwis
3 and L4 were going to be cancelled, and undoubtedlr d1d studies
6f how this action by CP&L would affect the costs zand benefits
of the Harris vroject. Not filing such informaticrn i1s a breach
of good falth as well as the N°C rules cited above, if CP&L had

the information or any such information. Therefore, if CP&L
contends the present envlication is proverlv before the Board
unde~ the NRC rules, CP&L will have to stand or fell on the
numbers they flled in the anvlication and its asscclated EP,

or glve a good and sufficlent exnlanatfon of whv thevr have weited
at least 6 months to flle informetion most relevant to th.is
rroceeding under NIPA, or withéraw the Arplication and re-file.

(D) With respect to any =atter cr vert of ar~ cortention

that the Board does not believe %t kas Jursidcitton over,
petitioner respectfully recuests that the Board:

(1) excluded from consideration in this case onlv such
part or parts of contentlons as in themselves cleerly go bevond
the Board's Jursid@éﬁion;

(2) for each such excluded contention or part thereof
state snmeciflically the exact legel basis fo» the exclusion;

(3) for any and each such matter excluded, including

antitrust cuestions, state whethewr any other pert of N2C
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including the Atomic Safety & Licensing Zonesl Board or the
Commission itself or the Director of I'RR or any other vart,
division, sectlon, directorate, person, subgrouo, branch,
etc. withirn NRC has Jjurisdiction over the matter excluded;

and (4) to certify for avmeal to the A3LAB or NPC as
aporopriate any such exclusf!on that vetitloner recuests an
exception from for the purvnose of conducting a full ard felr
hearing in this case, develcning a sowné record, or for cother

good cause.
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(H) With resvmect to each o=Zesion, use of erroneous deta,
or deficiency

withholding of information, errc-», or railu*%nflleged in this
or any contention herein, I request the »igzut of discoverr not
onlvy to suoply accurete, comnlet:s and un to dete information
on the roint(s) covered in thim=e the contenticrn, but aleo
discovery as to the reasor(s) if any for the omiss!rn, ervor,
withholding of ‘nforratiorn or fallure or deficlencr, *ncluding
sccess fo the files cf Aoplicent:s and N°C Staff,

(I) I heve in menv contentizns made a long 1list of
svecific problems in order to mest the reescncble soeclificitr
recuirements of 2,71.(b) of N°C': rules. But should the Boawd
believe that eny cuck 1list, iter, cr »art of any suck listing
e too sveciflc (or 2s overly bdr:zi), I hereby reauest the
on-~ortunity to amerd sald ccntenzlen to remedr the over-snec’-
ficitv, over-broadness or othe» Zefect arising fro~ the listing
of svecifics wnich is 14entifieé 5~ the Boerd. Becsuse manv

by 3ozrds for

fu

contentions in past cisece have ozern rejccte
lack of specificity, I a~ trring “c be svecific in scne detell
here'r. bu* it 1s nct =y intent %o cause nroblems b belng
too snecific or detelled, but g1y to g!ve exa~mles of hLow
the contentions a-r)~, to whct ther aovonlv, how cextz'» thircs
alleged or stated 'n ccntentions can hanmen, what ==+ result,
and that these relste to N'Pi or 1Zi considerations unde~
those acts, 1C CFR 2, 10 CFR =0,:L, 10 CF® 51,21, 1) CF® SO
and its sovpendices ard the matte~s covered thereln, en  other
applicable rules of NRC end otl.e~ emnnlicedble lew, e.g. Si.ocrmen

Act, court decisions such &s Celvert Cliffs, etec.

E
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DEFINITIONS .PQS 2

+s used in this entire suovlement, the Tollowing words

and phreses, in addition to their plain =eaning, also include

the following meanings in full, wherever such meaning is ennlicable:
e "accldent" or "nuclear accident" or "release (ing) radioactive
materiul" mam@ Iincludes the meaning:"the event(s) listed or a
s‘milar event or combinztior of events wnich will, or which will
have the notentielgx to, release racdloective material from *the
Harris nuclear plant site ard harm the hrealth end safety of thLe
public, includingy releases from the event(s) desc~ibed which

or local water or ground water

reach the atmosnhe*er@hrough certainment nenetrations, valves,
vents, vriping, gas orocess'ng systems, ducts, broken walls or
roofing vwhich are open due to earthcuakes, fires, human er=nr,
bynassing of swfetr or control srstems for =meintenarce or tests,
fallure oI 1soletion systems to runction ~roverly, ternadoes,

acts of stbotage or terrorism, ikme fellu-e of control wiring

or vower wiring or electricel or mechenicel cr alr-contrclled
svysteme, motors and eculovrment necessary to isclete the redlo-
active mzterial from the outside i~ (or from water or ground
water), collepse of filters, (Gue e.g. tc overoressure, rvessyre
rfurges, collanse of frames holding the fllters due to anv

of the above causes), failure of blowers or elr-handling ecuip-
ment due to any of the ahove ceuses, or any other fa’lure ro*

actualls
explicitly analyzed in documactsadtailatle in tre L™DR for the
documer.its pavalla®le

Harris plant on or before May 1lf,'1982 and after Januarv 27,
1982, as may be svecified !n mo-e detell in future amendmer*s,
refinements and revislions tc these contentions.® And, where
anplicable, the meaning "rielecse of radiosctive material from
spent fuel transnort casks or otl.er trarsnort cortainers, cdue

to accident, sabotage, terroris=, earthxcuake while the

container i1s on a bridge or overnas
2 8 or under a .
by falling, can runture it or mrevent ite cool!nEtDUCfurp .

svetem fro= vorking,"
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"Harris plant", "SHNPP", "Her»is", "nuclear plant", "nlant",
"plant site" "Harris units 1 ond/or 2" vrefer to the Shearon

Harris Nuclear Power Plant, units 1 end 2 and essociated

buildings und equipment including the fue) nendling, eurillary,

materiuls storege and other buildings on the 10,000+ acre
sice of sald nuclear plant, the coolirg towers and ascoclated

niping, boilers, generators, transformers, electricel wiring,

instruments, controls, comnuters, elrctrical equinment, Insuletlon,

seals, fllters, redloactive waste »mrocess’ng eystems, crenes,
hoists, reactors, steam generators, oressurizers, valves and
all other items of the vnlant elther as bullt or as describhed

In the FoA™ or T2 or TR or T8 o> o*he> document wh.~re annro-

oriate, which vlant is up for crevating licensirg In thls case,

"srecinl needs" and "sneciflic needs" with resmect tc emergencr
nlarning, radletfon orotecticn, and radloactive releases &and
their healtl effects (including deeth and dlsease) includes
the meenings: "any particalar needs for additional nrotect'on
against radlat'on, sveciel evaecuation orocedures, 2dditional
orotection against radintion if the verson(s) canrc* be moved

in the event of radinlogical releases from the plent, which

result r'rom: unusual sensgivity tn radiletion, =s for the fetus,

voung children (urder age 18), older »ersors, or resulting fronm
(26 Tuborculoss, e5Tums,

medicel conditions including resniretory d!'sesses, liver mal-

functions, recovery frm surgerv, or weakered conditinn:‘o

A

allevses, Genetie dafects ov topsental dofecks, 04 w;m;‘ Y wenils
Do e

raﬂv(ﬂlﬂ)

g
e A

vhich involve the abllitv to move such nersone safelv in the event neg

evacuaticn is necessa», *nclud’ng natlients at hosnitels, =mental
- »

hospitals, and nursing hormes who are unable to csve for and move

themselves, or who reouire life sunmort o» medicel Streatment
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viRen® being moved, or who are rrisoners or otherwlise confined

so that they cannot evacuste on thelr own initis<ive, &nd wlo

are in the custody of legal authorities; or whc Decause qf
handicao or disabllity (e.g. perrons in whedlcheZrs due to
paraplegie, cuadrinlegia, naralysis, broken hin(s), arthritis,

or other causes) are unable to move themselves; —me-anne whose
homes or places they are in (e.g. schocls, wcrk ol:ces,
homspitals, nursing homes) cennot be adecustely sezled against
Infiltration of radiocactive gases or narticles c> 2otk in

the nath o= 2 radlologlical release vlume from the =2:=%, in

order to nrotect thelr health anéd safetv “rom gemesic damage,
thrreld demape, radiaticn sickness, death o» cth2= ‘nizrvy ceused
br Ilonizing radiation or by ingestion of radloac~-iv= meterial
through breathlng, euting food exrosed te the re3’clogicel relesse
materials (or grown !n soil sc exrosed), drinkir:- vater the

radicective
includes such meterlals, through oven cuts on th=!> sk‘r o=

o

other enithellal tissue); or who cannct be evacuzte3 due

to traffic bottlenecks from the design of streets =,p, nee»
Dix rosnital In Raleigh, throughout the municinsZ’+r o° Carv,
near Memoriel Hosnlitsl in Chapel Kill, and Duke =os-~itzl ard Vi
nosovital Iin Durham, all of which ere on narrow r-ezs tret w?ll
be carrving heavy traffic !n an evacuation in ad=2+len to
versons being evecuated from the above-mentioned “rstitutions
and fro= homes nearby (which pevsons have srec!el r=eds &s
defi‘ned herein); and which needs are rot sdecuatels nrevided
for in the event of & maximum accident nursuent =c ¥°C »ules
for defiring the EPZ, LPZ, excluslon area, or otre» garnmopn>viate

designa.ion of areas with respect to radiologice> consequences
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of plant eccidents, in the emergency resoonse plars as develoved,

documented and tested per 10 CFR 50.47 &nd Arpendix T thevetox,

by State, FEMA, Avplicants and/or other annropriaste emergency
vlanring agencles as orovided for ‘n W°C rules, &S ther now e
exist, or as ther exist at the time t} is contentfon is heard o

in a hearing before the Board."
(r {
Uwsumoeﬂf ) "N accuvate

"deficient", "deficiency","failure"h"fail(s) (4ng) to take into
account", "error","leck of un-to-date(irformation) (date) or (tests)"
Includes the meaningsg: "Having ov be’rg insufficlent to orotect
the health end safety of the nrublier, or to accuretely welgh

costs and benefits under NEPA or 10 c=® 51,21 or 10 CF? 50,3l

or 10 CFR 2.10lL or other annlicable reguletions, whether due to
1ack of ‘nformation, lack of un-40-date and accurate inTormation,
1gel o” test’nys, lech of use of amewn*?cra)l ev-evierce at clther
nucleer facilities as & test or sowce ¢ informetion relevent,
errors in calculatior or anaslysls or =oieling or trning,

use of wrong or inaonlicable or outdetec¢ date or essummtions,
fuilure to provide means to rpotect the health and safetv of

the nublic agalnst the events deceribed (‘ncluding modificatlions
to plant, eculoment, tecnnical snecificetions, onerating
orocedures, the onereting license, the construct!rn vermlit,

or other apnliceble documents and/or svstems &nd ecuinment

und structures ané pining, velves, controls, contrel logic,
computer nrograms, seals, shock-absorzirs systems, imnact-
absorbirg devices, heat removal devices, nuclear »eaction contrrlling
devices and systems including srimarr ccolsnt and boration,
security nlan(s) &nd p»actices, power sunnlies, redundent

satety svstems, safetv-related ecu'-men®, ard eru’mmen* wrose

proper functicning ¢s necessary for the functioning of safety
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related equiumenf, devices and svstems for »adlatior nmotection
inside and outs‘de the plant, general and personal, including
gas masks, filters, protective clothing, ges vrocessing svstems,
filters and egquioment, radieticonr monttoring devices, linuld

rad waste processing systems, fllite-s, nolishers, lon-exchanpe
resirs, chemicals, orecipitetors, emergency mesponse vlans,
equinment tn be used to transvort emergency response nevsonnel
or to trensvort evacuees, medical end other equinment including
that 11sted above related to speciel or snecific needs of
evacuees, comunicat?ons eouloment used in cont»nllinc the
nlent, ite »adiation emissions, o= ir A recting and Informing
emergency resnonse personnel, edecuate numbe»s of cualified
personnel for oplant oneratlon in normal end emergency sltuations
tnetu?*rs nuclee» ecc’ Jents, sebrtnce anA terwarta= ara’net snent
fuel shinments on or off tle nlant site, adaoguatn tra‘ning

of all personnel ‘ncluding plant onerators, radiati-n monitoring
personnel, ='‘te securit), emergencr resnonse nersonnel, contrector
personnel on site during outages or repalirs or mcdificeations te
the nlant, assurance that onerators end others do nct cheat on
NRC or other apolicable examinations inclndiar thorse for
reactorx overators (®0's), senicr reactor onerators (S®0's),
ugape“s, ninefitters, electricians, nlumbers and enu'nment
oneretors, and verification of the backyround end cualificetions
of each and every such verson described ebove whose work affects
or whose fallures ‘n work or omissi‘ons therein may a“fect the
health and safety of the nublic edversely ing connection with
the normal and abnormel (including nuclear eccidents) overaticn
of *he Har='s nuclecr nlaont, .znd does not nrovide adenuate means

including equioment, Information, ovocedures, testing and

“”“””fg?

ersonnel and training, to assure the accuracy of the facts,or NE
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end/or the health and safety of the nublic.”

"No PWiéd) experience” or "lack of pyR(e) exnerience”
or"PWR(e) construction exnerience"” includes the meanings: - -
"orior to assuming thls serson's duties at the Shearon Hervis
plant site, or some other job on-site at Harris, thlis pevson

414 not have, eccording to FSAR smended sectilor 13.,1,3 etc

of 1982 or as that person's cur~iculum vita now stends,

ectuel work exnerience in the construction of orecssurized
water reactcrs for electricitr sroduction , or ermerience

tn des'gning or onerating such reactors, excent as explicitly

o pere SIRY BPOT SAT Sag BRT A IPRT TVER ey iRy i
renepsn My NENNE

etcted herein or 'n the FSAR, gerd is thus not suffic’ently
vell ocualified for suvervisorv noettion(s) such as tkris nevson
now holds, in construction of & malor pressuvired wcter wegctor
olant for electricity oroducticr, which s of a des!gn 2nd

size much different from navel ~eactors."”



Contentions page 22’
#1  Applicants should be required to instell real time

radiation monitors cevable of read’‘ng garms, beta and alnha
radiation levels continuously and remotely in order to
provide emergency resnonse nersonnel with the ‘nfor—ation
required to make decisions necessary to reasonably zssure

the healtk end safet: of the opublic under condlitiors of
radiological releases (radioactive materials) frocm <he Harrils
nuclear nlant to the environment.

Thermoluminescent dosimeters (TLDs) are onlvy zccurate
within apnroximately olus or minus 307 ard only tell vhet has
hannened in the past, not what !s nenvening now. T_Ds have
to be okcked un from thelr sites and read, delaving the access
of emergency resnonse nersonnel t» Informaetion ther need orn 2
moet nrorpt basis,

Further, a renort of the ¥C Radiation Protectirn Sectirn
end the Padietion Protection Commission (December 1°%1 end
Jenuary 21, 1682 letter from PPC chairman 2av Mur=e< to NC
Legislative Committee on Agency Peview, w!th attach-ents) renovts
at vage L "Due to equinment deficlencies end nerscnrel shortages,
environmental radiation surveilliance around nuclez» nower nlants
and stetewfde is below m'ni=um adequete levels., Activities
around the two operating nucleer »lents ere having to decline

steadily and there i1s no abil*ty to orovide such surveillance

for the Shearin (sic) Harris Plant which is now unde- construction."

437
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Further, at page 5, the seme renort save: "During 193n-81,
DiR (Dept of Humen Resources) haz hed to curta’l its insmection,
enforcement, training and envirormentel surveillance sctivities,
Reduction in survelllsnce at C P & L's and Dulle Power's nuclear
power plante !s now almost & sem’arnual occur~ence.” and refers
to "lack of edequate funds and resources to edequately sunmnort
ever. the exlsting staff". It sle: seys (1bi1d)"D H P 1s having
to become less resvonsive in the zreas of rudblice education,
radiation user tra’ning, consulte=?on and emergency resnonder
tra‘ning." CP&L Vice President p. Howe 1s a2 memher o0f the °PC
and must surely be aware of this :!tuation (see letterhesd of
Marrey 1/21/82 letter)., It 1s thie very evident that this

syvstem 1s needed specifically for ‘e CP&L Hewris ruclea» nlert.

#2 CPE&L should be required tc r:ive irstelled or ites ma’n wang Plah+
stack releasing radioective gases ¢ the envirorment two (2)
pressurized-fonization monitors or esuivalently cenable
equinment that car analyze not oni- the rate of emiss’ons

in gross terms (counts per seccné, etc) but the rrecise radl!o=-
nuclides being emitted and In what cuantities. Such ecuinment
snould alsoc be renculved on ever- iischarge noint fer radiocactive
gases at the Harris nlant, for ene.+vsis of radfcective licuid
effluents before discharge, and at leest ten such monftore

in the environmentsal monitoring sv:tem cround the vlant,

in order to be able to determine wiat redionuclides the nlant

is emitting in order for tr: Radiez’on Protection Section,

Dept of Human Resources, State of %2, and E®A and NRC and
emergency resoonse personnel to be<te» nrotect the Leelth

and safety of the public by odtelrirg timely ard sccurate




information concerning the specific radionuclides being released
by the Herrls plant and the quantities of such being releesed,
The two monitors on the stack ere to provide continuous cameb?litv
for monitoring while one nonifor might be melfunctioning,
being serviced, or otherwise unable to Elve accurete readings,
concerning the radioactive material being emitted by the rlant.

I also believe that all towns and citles within 30 miles
of the Har»is plant shoul® receive such nressurized-ionization
monitors paid for By CP&L for the use o town personnel includ’ng
émergency resnonse nersonnel (fire, nolice, nudblic safetv,
rublick health and emergency resvonse nlen decls’onmakers)
to assure accurage and connlete ‘rformation on radioactive
materials cn the loose at anv glven location durine a m& jor
radiologicel release, for the use of the emergency resnonse
persornel, hezlth 0fflclals, medical nersonnel, and others,
ané to assure the public 1+ s getting accurcte ‘nformet?on
énd thus to prevent panic. All of th!s is necesser~ to orotect
the public healtr ang safety ’n suck & me jor »elezcse, 2s is:

All suck monitors shoul” heve both low and high-ranpe
canabllity so that they will not Just "go off scale" if =&
ma for reiezse ofcurs, but will simnly be able tc shift to
another range on thel~ readcut and cont’rue to give accurate

information either remotel:r (by telephone line, for exawmnle)

or to nersonnel on-site wheve the monitoring devices are,

/J)*UL cl_z,d.ces dzsCV/becL IN ,Cg/f,q (7 /M50 -
62 do wot neetell o Ne Gbave ol
Fave flums Ivadeguate)



# ‘E; Carolina Power and Light Commary lecks the management
canability to safely construct and overate Harris 1 and 2 due to

& combination of all the folloving fectors, and prerhans others to

s s alle n‘wm ve BrunmswicK ok
be found cn discovery ( ijh /II < b Genues Gre WQVP&‘,:,/QJ

(A) of the sunervisory versonnel on the Harris site, listed w*w”“

b1 ve bova; €>

with their vitas (qualificetions, education, work ermerience, etdc)
at oo, 13.1.3-1 to 1l; of the FSAS amendment #2 just filed in 1682,
only the site manager hees PWR(electric) construction and orerating
experience. The others have cnly the PWR ccnstructior exnerience
i Crvi 18 yelumyg ov

gelned at the!r jobs on the narris site (hnesdSwh-Dipes &Er 1-lre-
job tréning of ton site corstruction managers). Site Menager Parsons,
for 2ll1 his exnerience, cen't do or directly suvervise everrthing
himself (and there's no evidence he 1s closelr suwervising the work
or all his assistants), &and 211 his tovo assistants lack P/P construct’cn
exnerience at any other job,

Specifically, C.R., BGibson asst to the genevsl nangyew has no
PWR or plan* constructicn exmerience in nuclezsr,

Startur and testinr Supt, C.S. H’nnant had no PWR orerating
or construction exnerier.ce, though he snent 13 montha st Bebcock &
Wilcox, Lynchbuvg V4 as an enginecer csome vea»: ago end hzd & one
menth Nevy orlentation to nuclear at Newport YXews in 1669,

Operations supervisor J® Thompmson III hes nc ®9YR censtruct’on
exverlence tho he was a Senlor Reactor onerstor for 2 vears 1977-79;
his B.S. degree is in Text!le Technology.

Startun supervisoilN S Blaig' haes no electric PWR experierce
though he had 13 months of US Navy nuclear powe» school,

Stertup surerviso= T.C. Morton has no Pv¥P(e) experience.

Harris Maneger of Technical Sunport E.¥.Stmeudel has A BS

in electricel engineering and an M3A bdbut no Pw4;anerience. Ee had

Nevy nucleer training In 1%6F
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Engineering ancd Chem Supervisor Helm Lipe has no P¥WR(e)
experience, but did have US Navy nuclear power tralning end nuclesw
oropulsion prototype training. Lipe appears well cqualified in f‘«,S/CS‘o‘—
chemistry, but his qualificetions in nuclear eng’neerings are unclerr

&t Dest. HLSJ'ab/ Q(O[de of ﬂa.se, Mo "b"g" Ve@w}e Such.

Admin. Supervisor L ® Hancock hes no ®/R(e) exrerience
before Haerrls (like the others), and has an Associzte of Axxnnlied
Science degree in methanical technolocy ané en ICS dirvloma in
mechanical engineering.

Maintenance menger R,B. Vun Metre has 20 vears ’n the nuslear
navy but like the othere he hes no PWR(e) exnerience vefore Harwis,

He 1s well educated, B.S. Iin general eng’neering fw = Annanolis
and MS in personnel management. He alsc went to Navr ruclear nower school

Manager plant onerations, J L Willis hee a BS™T from Annenclis
and 18 years in the US Navy. L‘ke Van Metre he has n» nrev!ous PWR(e)
experience but has completed Navy nuclear power school(ir 1958).

These are the tco site personnel CP&L hes at Herris now.
They apyear well qualified to onerate a nuclear submerine, but exceont
for the s%te manager they do not have av ™ (electric) constructfon
exverience before Harris,

(8) Likewise, CP&L's VP of XNuclear ccretruct’rr and oreretion,
S.D. Smith, 1llsts no PWR construction exvericence at el 2n his
qualifications,

(C) CP&L has falled to use up-to-dste information, in mary
cases informtion that was readlly evailable to CP&L o» originated
from CP&L, in their FSAP end ER flled December 1951. This not only
viclates 10 CF® £1.21, 10 CFR 50.57(a) 1 thru b and (>), but it
ralses serlcus questions of CP&L's honesty in withhkolélng informetion

such as the 12.31.80 cost estimete of SHNPP units land 2 from
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the officiel enalysis of the plant's costs ard benefits, anA bty

.

CP&L's withholding of other informetion known to it. CP&L's
fallure to use uob-to-date ‘nformetion and actusl onerating and
other exnerience from other nuclear vlants 4n i{te ER end FSAR
further ralse questions of CPL's competence, If they can't use
&and up to date
tccurnteﬁfnformntion in these documents that thev decide when teo
file, how do we know that thev are giving the ¥®C un to date and
accurate Information now, or that C®xlL w'1l dc so as & ruclear
vlant operator? If CP&L can't lFeen 4ts own license eonlicaticn
stralght and accurate, how can the's nuclear corstruct’en end
onerations be of sufficient quality to protec* the nublic health
and safety?

(D) Nuclear expert consultart 4. Ronalsi Jacobstein, retzired
by the Public Stalf of the NC Ut4tl’ ties Cormission (his renort f1led
in NCUC Docket F-2 sub 428 was }?&ciqlly noticed bv the NCUC panel
In Docket E-2 sub L6, Feb, 17, 1982) hes thic to sav about CP&L's
Brunswick operations: "During the mid-70e, CP4L management, perhz-s
under the influence of the relatively good record of the Robinsor
plant or for cther unknown reasons, did not nreverly eddress the
staffing necds of the Brunswick stetion, As & result thev were
unable to resvond to the acute needs of BST'P (3runswick Steam Electric
Plant) during the neriod 1975;1980. A backlog of nroblems develored
during this t!me that simly overkwhelmed the existing starfr,

These Included:
Main condenser fz’lure
TII-related modificetions
Torus modificatiors
Pipe suvonort evaluation and modilication
Radwaste faillure

Main Steam Valmve and recirculstion nu™m problens,

(Jacobstein renort at page 7-3, 1682)
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Jacobstein goes on to say that problems continue to be addressed
slowly because of menagement declis!ons to restrict mannower at the
(brunswick) site for construction forces needed to backfit necessary
maintenance items. Tlenned outeges will thevelrre be longer aré
more frecuent than otherwise possible, and above Iindustry norms,
Jacobstein's report, which he discussed w!th CP&L vrior to
filing it, 1s Jjust part of the evidence of CP&L mismanagement
&t the Brunswick plant, which it =should be noted wes the first
nuclear plant that CP&L was actuelly in charge of buving and sunervis-
ing construction on. 1In the 1979 NRC remr id hear!ngs on "enagement
capabllity of CP&L, CF&L witnesses and NRC sta’’ testified that CPELL
was more heavily involved b far in the construction of the
Srunswick plent thern of the Robinson plent (thelir other nuke nlant)
which was a Vestinghouse fumxk turnkev oroject,
To cite & counle of exmampnles Jacobste!n didn't detail:
Fire protectirrn at Brunswick 1s cuite weak., Rrunswick's electrical
controls were designed prior to the Brown's Ferry fire and ere
thus more vulnearble to common-mode fallures caused by five,
In an August 20, 1974 mermo, C.E. "Doc" Murnhy, head corstruct!or
insvector of NRC Region II, laments the fallure of various nucleer
vlants in Pegion 1II (including Brunswick) to meet proper criteria
for fire protection and electrical control instesllation then ‘’n effect
(prior to Drown's Ferrv fire in 1975 which alerted NRC to *eke tle
probxlem move ser’ously). The fire at Brown's Perrv almost caused
one unit to lose cooling -- water level drooned to within 1 4nch
of the top of the core according to IFTEE, or L8" as Y®C admits.
Yet CP&L Is lobdbying to get N®C fire nrotecticn regulat’ons
delayed. This suggests a cavalier attitude toward safetr, Jacobstein

makes & simliler point when he observes that when Health Phrsics inter-

fered with onerating oprocedures to keen the nlant on-line, the
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overating orodedures usually took nrecedence at the ZrunswicV nuclear
vlant (e.g. pp 5.12-13, Penort, ibid "Investigatior.,, CP&L Bzunswick
Steam Electric Plant by A. R, Jacobstein).

Jacobste'n's section 3 i1e & reco=d ¢f CPiL's bungling, under-
staffing and m‘smanagement dur rny renairs and outages. It hardlv
sugge=ts a comnetent utllity or one !‘nterested in scfety or
efficiencr or nudblic heelth.

Cf§ Further, CP4L is the only nuclear plent operetor ‘n the nztion
to be caught dumping low-level radloactive wastes in local landfills,
When the NRC found out ebrut this situetion ({nadvertentlvy), it
ordered & checl of all otherm nuclear plants for this situation,
but CPELL was the only violetor found., CP&L's 2runswick plant ‘e
elso a very high oroducer of low-level radfoective wastes, indicating
& dirtryr nlant end sloony oneration. Jacobstety,sect’on £ n 12 and
13 describes how the desig:{and'revair dexficlencies In the Brunswick
vlant led tohunasual ane¥2§;;§2a1 modes of operation (beceuse CP&L
wouldn't leave the nlanémshut down unt!l the oreblems coulé be fixed)
resulting in unusual con*emination cordit’ons *het heal‘h physics
hed to deal with end even enticivate as thew changed., This aga!n
indicetes slovpy management and rlacing a orforitr on electric
generation over nlant mafntenance and rena’» &vd health ohysics.

A Brunswick internal memo stetes that CP&L's vlent there nroduced
the highest amount of low-level waste (total and mer size of nlant)
of any nuclear oowver plant !n the US, &nd suggests "clean trash"
(not very radioective) be segregated and dlsrosed of as regular
trash if 1ts radletion levels are measured low encugh, ¥o
suggestions tc assure that the levels of the radlation from

the "clean" waste are caref™lly and nccuratelr measured *o evn'd

a recurrence of the radlcective-waste-to-lanidfill en‘sode are mentioned
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in the memo, whose mein focus seems to be avold’ng embarressment
to CP&L's nuclear program,

4F€>The careful observer w:ll e2lsc note that the period 1978-80
if inebility to resnond to vroblems at Brunswick goes bevond the
veriod 1976-76 when insvector Flxord Cantrell of NRC hed si=iler
concerns about Brunswick as that vlant's chief insnector. In the
1979 remand heerings, CP&L said they had tLose oroblems solved,
and NRC staflf® tended to agree. But Jacobste’n, in an indevendent
review, says the nroblims continued. This issue needs the
exemination of a hearing, for if Jacobste’n !e correct, CPAL wes
at least plaring fast and loose with the truth before the ASIR
in Relelgh in 1779 in those rerand hearings, and the N°C ste’f
mey have been esleep axt tnelr guard post witr. Cantrell gone back
to Atlanta and ™I havpering to distrect the'r attentiorn. If
Jacobsteln end others are correct, C®&L's credidilitv and safe
management cavablility are vewv much in doudt due to the continuing
sloopy overat’ons at Brunswick, mismenagement (such es 1imiting
the number of constructicn workers on site, noor outspge nlanning,
numerous mistakes in revelrs, etc.), and hav! ng stated unde» osth
to the ASL3 in 1679 that C>&L was =solving the ~»oblerms a2t Brunswick
and nad things better under contrcl.

(Some of the evidence from that hearing. e.g. CP&L's taking

17 months to !nstall alerms on 2 watertight doors protecting the
RHR system fron flocding ’n the vlant, to assure they were closed,
strongly surrest otherwlise. This oroblem weern 't f4nally fixed unt!}
during the hear’ngs In 1979 -- N2C remand to ASLB -- and rrobably
under pressure of the nearings. This dcesn't suggest commetence,

see Dr. J.V. Leeds' cuesticning of CP&L witnesses about nicking
up & spare wire, etc., Tr. (1979}
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Moreover, CP&L's commetence in constructing and revairing
the Srunswick plant has been publicly challenged br necnle who heve
worked there, e.g. Ronald Shackelford of 105 Xendmaxwood Ave,
Wilkington NC 28405, vhone 919-762-8530, end others n CP&L
E-2 sub 116 even’ng heer’ng n W'lnlskon, WC 'n 1601, A »emorter
in the area got a job et the nlant as en ironwomker with no
oualificeations and was told *o hide when the "white hats"
(insnectors and supervisors) come around, by his foreman.,
Lack of suvervisory personnel inside tie vlent wvas one of the
ranagement weaxnesses at Brunswg’ck relsed br F, Cantrell and
others at the remand Learings on CP&EL's safe manage=ert caraoility
. Shackeldford alsc renorted being hired as'a d?r:és ::ige;oifzggt ok
in 1979% d’hew falling the te: ? Job.
All of the areas cited above,‘,ndicete that CP&L was aud
!s weak in nuclear plent management suvervision at tle gHarwis
and Brunswick sites., CP&L lacks the mene gement cavabdbility
to run even the 3 nucleuar plants 4t now has, much lece 2 nore,
and the above evidence plus riore tc be obtained on discovery will
1lkelv be able to prove it. The Har»is 0.L. should r~* 1ssue
because the quest’on o C® ' L's manzgement canab’l®t+ wema’ns
in doubt for at least all of the &bove reesons,
(}4 7 CPLL's compxence, good fe!lth, maragement organization,
attentlon to deta!l, and comrliance with stetemerts mzde to
NRC and Atﬁ%ic Safety end Licens!ng Bocrde (e.g. that *n the
1979 remand hearing on management canahility in this case)
are called into cuestion bv the following exannle{ end s!miler
fallures to car~y out actions prermised, recuivred, or imnlied

by actions of CP&L, NPC Staff, and the ASLB's in ti.ls case:
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In the 1979 remand heerings mm referred to above, one
large cquestion wes where the "SRO desireble" cualificetion
requirement fcr senior Berunswick plent staf’ ceme from, and
why CP&L didn't generzlly comrly with 1t (i1.e. most of Bruns-
wick's senior staff dl4n't have SRO's licenses -- see N®C Staff
testimony, e.g. that ¢f Cantrell with attachment outlin'ng
ton menagement at Brurswick end whether they had 520's), Towerd
the end of those heerings, J.A. Jones (chief overating office~
then and now, anc now vice Chairman of CTiL) testified thet
the "SRO desirable" rezuirement came fro= him, and tiat 1t
orobably should be deleted (though thet doesn't menr such

qualifications ere not cesirable for sernis» ruclesr nlernt

managers) See Tr, at - (1979, Dockets E0£L00-L03)

(before the ASLE at Releligh NC, I. Smitk, Dr., J.V. Leeds ens
Glenn 0. Bmk Bright).

Yet ir the Hev»ris P3.R7, Fifure 13,2.1-1 "Training 3chedule"
for SuYFPP, we find thes "SROI Beckground for license,
desiradle" 1s attachned to the General Mararer, Manager-Powes
Product’on, Plant Manz:ze», Perf. & Test Sunervisor, Eng'naeer!ng

Supervicsor, Suoe*iﬁi?:dent main(enance) arnd others. Of those
vosts yet Tllled, it “ces not evrear thet env of them (FoiP 13:3:3)
has or 1= cualified fc- an S0, the .neretions supervisonr (enother
rost,not listed above) beling the only one ident!fied in 13.1.3
as having held an S®C or being cquelified or naving the background
for same,

The questions tlls whole matter raises are: If SRO's are
really desirable for tzese jobs (or background for the licerse,
whatever that means), xny don't more of the neonle CP&L is
ogp getting Iinto theze jobs (senior Herris rlant management)

have them? 1Is CP&L seezing to dunlicate 4ts voor performance
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8t Brunswick by s'miler means? and

If the "SRO desirable” quelification really should have
been mXmx elimineted or modified, why can't J.A. Jenes, the
most senior operating officlel of CP&L, wr.o originated the
Qualificetion himself (so he testifled), get 1t changed or,
if 1t stands (as Txkkm Fig, 12,2.1.-1 indicates), get the
CP&L hiring nrocess to comply with it? Answering these and
sim'Rar questions is imrortant to determ'ning CP&lL's management
canahb!lity for an edditional 2 nuclear nlents wher thev alreedy
run 3 (with very cuestionable results and nractice at 2 of thenr,
1.e. Brunswick 1 and 2g).

(H2) cr&L's management cavabllity filings consist moetly
of organization charts &énd vlans. Without seeing the actual
individuals who fit into these boxes, charts and nlens, their
qualifications, how well they work together, and wehether
these !ndividuals are (or cen be proved to be) able t¢ »un
the Harris Pro Ject together w!th the other nuclear onerations
CP&L's general office 1s resronsible for (Brunstwick & Pebinscn2)
(this last a=plies to the general staff, tho Harris nlant staff
might have to be diverted to deel with continuing unsolveq
problems at Brunawick end/or Robinson 2, e.g. steam Fenerator
revlacement, torus 1odif1cat¥ons, fire protection, radiation

protection) in a manng» that orotects the public health ang

are insufficient for Harris and the CP&L commany as a whole !n

view of CP&L's record of continuing and worsening nuclear nlert

oroblems (including all those at Brunmswick, radiation ovotectfon

and steam generator lecks at Robinson2, etc.), that the individuels I
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to be named to fill trose positions onen in the staff!ng charts
submitted by CP&L are or will be insufficiently ouslified by
training, experience, temnerement, psvchological stability
and ebility to work effectively with others on difficult problens,
to deal with tne level of nuclear problems that CPXL can reason-
ably be exnected to be having, besed on CP&L's reccerd at Brunswick,
its deterioreting onerction at Robinson 2, construction end design
defects at Her»is (including the results of using workers w'th
lovwered morale due to pay cuts, unoualifled weldere, insnectors
-- whko, e.g., can't read Dluer~ints &ccuratelr, or just check
off what tcols ere used -- installation of ronconforming material
on the next shift after it had been rejectec on a nrevious shift,
varticularly early In construction, as 1t arvlies to reber,
weldments, drains, pipirg, wiring, containment liner, basc mat,
equ’rment sumnorts (esneclally for sefetv-related loads), end
sucl. other defects and deficlencies of construction and des’lgn
as are now known (e.g., defective steam generators, vibration
oroblem in VWestlrgrocuse model D's, cor-ousion, denting, ninchking,
pitting, "green grunge", leaks etc. in steem generator tudbing,
likelihood of == lor steam generztor renairs or renlacement
being reocuired based on the recordé of Surry, Turkev ®oint,
Robinson 2 and otler plents ard on fa‘lure of water chemletry
changes to solve the corrosfon nroblem, bimetal ce»rosfon
between the alloy in the tubes (Inconel at Harvis -- Tiye
requested the exect ellor info from ¥2C) and tybe sheets (steel),

Fopr Whe 52370 Saus verious @
and niniqg and generator casings (steall‘divectlv end medfated

One oy 2w ifler— achal
bv feedwater &nd by vrima»v conrlent, also affected by zircaloy i
in orimary system, another major metal surface that cen effect Wk

or increase bimetal corros’‘on on the ©.G. tubes) or may De
discovered.
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(I)’ Aonlicant C &L, by giving a temmorarv 157 vay cut to
hundreds of its employees now being transferred to the Shearon
Harrls nuclear plent (statement of CP4L snokesman Mac S, Harris,
reported e.g. Durhem Morning heeald, V/9/82--discoverv mev be
required to pin down the extent end neture of these transfers,
the veriod of the pav cuts, if its end is known, etc.) is
precipitating there the sume kind of situation which, at 1its
Brunswick nuclear plent in 197L-75, vorecipiteted noor staff
morale, high staff turnover, and ar inability resulting from
those and other factors (including inadequste management enrA
inadequate rescurces) to make necessarv revairs to and onerate
the ‘'runswick vlent in a manner that orotected the heelth and
safety of the rubllc adequatelv, ThatxeraniedntRrirrm

Further, CP&L at 3runswick In 197l was unable or unwilling
and did not have tl.e necessury staf’ to reralr safetv--eleted
problems &nd deficlencles faste» than thev occur-ed, leading
to & growing backlog of nrodlems unfixed arc unsolved, fa‘lure
to conduct orover safety reviews of repalr work, forced overtime
that comuounded staff fatigue and poor morale (particularly
when combined with pay cuts). Such factors contributed, e.g.
to the January 1976 exvlosior ard effective destructicr of the
augmented off-gas (ACG) system at Brunwswick, which has st?1l1
not been returned to service es ot 1382, result!ng in higher
levels of red’oactivity being relecsed to the atmosnhere and
contributing to the radioactive cesium contamination of the
beach across the river from the 3runswick vlant, at a state park,

in 1980.

Obviously, vray cuts cogincident with transfers to the

Harrls site will not result in good assocletlons wi'th work
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on the Harris nuclear plant. Such dissatisfection will lesad
to slovpler construction and stertun testing onractice, and
to en accumulation of unsolved oroblems thet can affect
public health and safety adversely, as thev did at Brunswick,
Further, this ection shows CP&L management has not learned
the lessons of their understeffing, underpayving, cesusing
high turnover ard ooor morale et Brunswick. The Brunswick
pleants still have &t least 3 more vears of extensive modifications
ahead, even 1f CP&L succeeds in gett’ng out of the M2C rules
on fire protectiorn es they seek to, accordi!ng to CP&L's 1981
form k¥ 10-K filed with the Securitfes and Fxchange Commiss!on
(SEC), see under "Nuclear Matters"., These include torus
modifications to withstarnd acc’dent blowdown loading and/or
earthocuakes, reva’rs and revnlacement of condensers, ancé fixing
numerous other design defects end @ficiencies in that plant.

CP&L's trezting its Ha-ris workews n 1982 es it 414 its
Brunswick worke»s In 1974-7% 1s likelw to orecipitate the same
sort of conditicrs at Harris thet led ¥°C fnsnector Flovd
Cantrell to raise serious questirns as tr the manacemer*® canabilitv
of CP&L to operete nuclear nlants safelv, es of 1976-78,
CP&L's pay cuts for harris empliyees as they move to work at
the site Indicates that CP&L is w!lling to precinitate s’milar
problems at the Herris site. This action mev have the sarme
sort of cause In thet in 197L-75 & lerge ermount (un to 103%)
of CP&L's earnings was AFUDC (not real cesh) according to
then-Chairman Shearon Harris, Present CP&l che!rman Sherwood
Smith testified before the NC Utilitles Cormission in 1981 that
above B80% (975 as T recall) of CPiL's earnings 'n one recent

veriod had been AFTDC. 3But for CP&L to reneat, ‘n a similar
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and a don't care altitude among workers on-site, resentment

of za other workers whose PaYy wasn't cut, and resultfrg conflict,
distraction from good work oractice, and & general willingnegs

to overlesk or cover uo construction errors, noncomnliance

with codes and 13C regulations, (e.g, for welds, wiring,
comoleting the contalnment dome, sealing contafnment venetrations,
testing the integrity of thre orimary svstem, leak-teating

nrioing and oressure vessels, etc.,). Pressure frow ton management

to cut costs will compound these problems by furtrer lowering
morale, and since it almost elwavs costs more to £c back end

fix work done in eérror, nressure to cover u» such errorsg

and noncempnliances ‘88 listec above w' 11 increase. The

result w!ll be & nower nlant with a greater number of safety-

related defects concealed in 1t, due to the influence of crPaL

management policy es exemlified by the nav cuts cobnecident

with transfers of hundreds of e"mlovees hLired for Her»i1 but

trained et other locat!ons to the Harris site, and othen

pressures to cut corte. The difficulties of CP&L's Bunswick

nlant, which continue today, 1llustrate well the lonp-term

results of such short-sighted CP&lL cost-cutting nolicv in 197L-7%,

If Harris construction 1s aleo rushed to save monev (as CP&L

did on Brunseswick 2 in 1974) these nroblems will be further

compounded et Haerris just as they were at Brunswick. The more

competent workers will be mcre l1ikely to seek Jobs elsevhere,

due to the pay cut, or to nerform less well, due to resentment,

if they stay with CP&L. The result will be an overall degredatfon

as the result of CP&L maregement actions. That, in tarn, will

compromise public health ard safety protection at Her»is and
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increase the nrobeb’lity of nucleer sccidents there, due

to concealed noncomnliences with envliceble x codes and regulations,

lower staff morale resulting in more human error, and so on.,

These effects are ¢ifficult to snecify in greater desail now,

since they have not but just begun to havnen and 1ittle

if any !nformetion on their extent is avallable, excent the

results of what CP&L d1d at Brunswick in 157L-75, wh'ch is

wwell documented ‘n the renorts of Centrell and other N®C

‘nsvectors at Brunswick, and in the traunscrint of the NBC

1979 remand Learings on CPiL's sefe mane gement canablility

held in Raleigh. One striking exammle frcm that hearing was

CP&L's reveated fz!lure to get door-omen alarm lights »un

from two watertigrt doors necessarv to protect the Brunswick

PHR system from flocdirg (shorting it out so 1t weuldn't werk,e.gc.)

et tlie =17 foot level, upn to the control rcom, SO0 oneraters

would know when t:2se dcors were left open, over & ner‘od of

seme 13 rmonths. Inspector Certrell cited C'&L several times

for vicietions In reryard tc these doors beinéegsenn and mede

recormencatlions or what CP&1 should do tc fix them -- which

CP&L didn't do for many =env months. The oressure of other things

going wrong at the nlant was ctted bv CP&L ani Cantrell as a

baslc reeson thirzs like thls at Brunswick dfdn't get fixed

in a timely manner., That CP&L showl d teke steos at Harris that

are Jjust 1ike stens that led to this situstion st Brunswick
another

indicates unsoun2 T=aagement, not cavable to corstruct a nuclear

plant and coerste it ecfely vhen thev cen't even run well

the 3 vlants (nuclear) CP&L already has,
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cash crunch situetion, &an act’on that leéd to widesnread morale
and staffing orcblems at Brunswick in the 1970s, which vrobl ems
have not been resolved to date (see, e.g. Penort of Investigat’on
by A. Ronald Jacobstein, consultant to NC Uti), Commiseien ®ublic
Staff, sections 3, L and 7, Feb, 1982, Docket E-2 sub L2f and
Judicially noticed in Docket E-2 sub LL6 on Feb, 17, 1982),
indicates management that carnot learn fwvom its erwrors,

Jecobstein describes deficlencies and mistakes in vnlanning,
record-keeplng, outcge scheduling, radietion nrotectinn,
maintenance, and cther fields (contentioniail on management
carabllity glves more detalls on this and s incornmorated herein
by reference). CP&L, evidentlv feeling nressure to cut coste,
out Brunswick Into thilr situatlion uwhen comnleting it and
beginning operztifons In 197L-7S.

Comnleting derris under similar conditions in 1982-85
is not consistent w!th good reregement, high cualltvy nuclear
construction ("qualitvy must be built in, 2t cannot be inspecter

"

in" to n ..lear plants -- N®C Chairman X,T, Palladino, 1£981),
or avolding errds in ccnstruction end desisn., Parxextame
pressure to cut costs will lezad to cutting corne»s in const~uc-
tlon, comoourding en elreedy deterlcrating sltustion (see, e.p.
"...Bullding a 'Bargalin Base~ent' power nlant, Western Wake
Herald, 1981, revorting charges made by workers &t the vlent
site, including ramment drug use, Imnroner installation of
materials, Insvectors who cen't »ead bluerrints, unacualified
welders and other personnel at work on the site, etd.)
Specifically, in addition to the ebove, lower morale among
workers caused by the nay cuts and by those nav cuts coming

when ther move to the Harris site w'll lead to sabotege-i‘ﬁiJ“"
v Constiucet SHENPP +o Aplitable standovds inules (r'f,anmﬁ‘
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of more recent design; because Anplicantx CP4XL, at its Brunswieclk
plant (uovon information and bellef) has been more than once unable
to determine what to do to control and onerate thet nuclear<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>