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(Case Caption Continued)

THE PUBLI C SERVI CE COMM SSI ON
OF SOQUTH CARCLI NA
DOCKET NCS. 2017-207-E, 2017-305-E, AND 2017-370-E

IN RE: Friends of the Earth and Sierra C ub,
Conpl ai nant/ Petitioner vs. South Carolina
Electric & Gas Conpany,

Def endant / Respondent

IN RE: Request of the South Carolina Ofice of
Regul atory Staff for Rate Relief to SCE&G
Rates Pursuant to S.C. Code Ann. 8§ 58-27-920

IN RE:  Joint Application and Petition of South
Carolina Electric & Gas Conpany and
Dom ni on Energy, |ncorporated for Review
and Approval of a Proposed Busi ness
Conbi nati on bet ween SCANA Cor poration and
Dom ni on Energy, |ncorporated, as May Be
Requi red, and for a Prudency Determ nation
Regar di ng t he Abandonnent of the V.C. Summer
Units 2 & 3 Project and Associ at ed Cust oner
Benefits and Cost Recovery Pl ans
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APPEARANCES:

Rl CHARDSON PATRI CK WESTBROCOK & BRI CKMAN, LLC
BY: JERRY HUDSON EVANS, ESQUI RE

1037 Chuck Dawl ey Boul evard, Building A

M. Pleasant, South Carolina 29464

843- 727- 6500

j evans@ pwb. com

Representing Plaintiff Ri chard Lightsey, et al.

LEW S BABCOCK, LLP

BY: ARIAIL E. KING ESQU RE

1513 Hanpton Street

Col unbi a, South Carolina 29211

803- 771- 8000

aek@ ew sbabcock. com

Representing Plaintiff Richard Lightsey, et al.
(via tel ephone)

KI NG & SPALDI NG LLP

BY: EMLY SHOEMAKER NEWION, ESQUI RE
BY: BRANDON R KEEL, ESQUI RE

1180 Peachtree Street, N E

Atl anta, Georgia 30309

404-572- 2745

enewt on@sl aw. com

bkeel @sl aw. com

Representi ng Defendants South Carolina
Electric & Gas Conpany, a Wuwolly Omed
Subsi di ary of SCANA, and SCANA Cor porati on

LAW OFFI CE OF LEAH B. MOCODY, LLC

BY: LEAH B. MOODY, ESQUI RE

235 East Main Street, Suite 115

Rock Hill, South Carolina 29730
803-327-4192

| bmat t y@onpori um net

Representi ng Defendants South Carolina
Electric & Gas Conpany, a Wuwolly Omed
Subsi di ary of SCANA, and SCANA Cor porati on
(via tel ephone)
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SCANA CORPORATI ON

BY: BRYONY B. HODGES, ESQUI RE
Associ ate Ceneral Counsel

220 Operation Way

MC C222
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803-217-7315

br yony. hodges@cana. com

Representing Defendants South Carolina
Electric & Gas Conpany, a Wwolly Omed
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WYCHE, PA

BY: JAMES E. COX, JR, ESQU RE
44 E. Canper down Wy

Greenville, South Carolina 29601
864-242-8200

j cox@wche. com

Representing Intervenor O fice of the

Regul atory Staff

STATE OF SOUTH CAROLI NA

OFFI CE OF REGULATORY STAFF

BY: JEFF NELSON, ESQUI RE

1401 Main Street, Suite 900

Col unmbi a, South Carolina 29201
803- 737-0823

j nel son@ egstaff.sc. gov
Representing O fice of the
Regul atory Staff

(via tel ephone)

NELSON MULLINS RI LEY & SCARBOROUGH,

BY: CARMEN THOVAS, ESQUI RE

1320 Main Street, 17th Fl oor

Col unbi a, South Carolina 29201
803- 799- 2000

car nen. t homas@el sonnul I i ns. com
Representing South Carolina Public
Service Authority, Santee Cooper
(via tel ephone)

LLP
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2
MCGUI RE WOCDS, LLP

3 BY: BRI AN E. PUVPHREY, ESQUI RE
Gateway Pl aza

4 800 East Canal Street
Ri chnond, Virginia 23219

5 804- 775-1000
bpunphr ey @rtgui r ewoods. com

6 Representing Dom ni on Energy, |ncorporated

7
ROBI NSON GRAY STEPP & LAFFI TTE, LLC

8 BY: KEVIN BELL, ESQUI RE
1310 Gadsden Street

9 Col unmbi a, South Carolina 29201
803- 929- 1400
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Representing Central Electric Power

11 Cooperative, Inc.

12
K& GATES, LLP

13 BY: MCHAEL J. R SCHALK, ESQUI RE
BY: THOVAS C. RYAN, ESQUI RE

14 K&L CGates Center
210 Si xth Avenue
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412- 355- 6500
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17 Representing the Wtness

18
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BY: J. DAVID MJRA, JR , ESQU RE

20 Sr. Counsel, Legal & Contracts
1000 Westi nghouse Drive
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724-940-8171
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Representing the Wtness

23
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25 ELI ZABETH GREEN, Vi deographer
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THE VI DEOGRAPHER: My nane is Elizabeth
Green, representing EveryWrd, Inc. The date
today is October 12, 2018, and the tine is
approximately 9:04 a.m

Thi s deposition is being held in the
office of Pietragallo, Gordon, Alfano, Bosick &
Raspanti, LLP, located at One Oxford Centre,
38th Floor, Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania 15219.

The case caption is as follows: 1In the
Court of Common Pleas for the State of South
Carolina, County of Hanpton, Case Nunber
2017- CP- 25- 335, Richard Lightsey, LeBrian
Cl eckl ey, Phillip Cooper, et al., on behalf of
t hensel ves and all others simlarly situated,
Plaintiffs, versus South Carolina
Electric & Gas Conpany, a wholly owned
subsi di ary of SCANA, SCANA Corporation, and the
State of South Carolina, Defendants.

The nane of the witness is Dan Magnarel li.
At this tine will all attorneys please identify
t henmsel ves and the parties they represent,
after which our court reporter, Cynthia First,
of EveryWrd, Inc., wll swear in the wtness
and we can proceed.

MR. COX: Jim Cox appearing on behal f of

EveryWord, Inc. Court Reporting Page: 7 www.EveryWordInc.com
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the South Carolina Ofice of Regulatory Staff.
MR. EVANS: Jerry Evans on behal f of the
Plaintiff ratepayers.
MR. PUVPHREY: Brian Punphrey, MQuire
Wods, LLP, on behalf of Dom nion Energy, |nc.
MR BELL: Kevin Bell on behalf of Central
El ectric Power Cooperative.
M. NEWION: Enily Newt on,
King & Spal ding, on behalf of SCANA and SCE&G
MR. KEEL: Brandon Keel, King & Spal ding,
on behal f of SCANA and SCE&G
MR. MJURA: Dave Miura, Westinghouse
El ectric Conpany, LLC.
MR. RYAN. Thomas Ryan fromthe Law Firm
of K& Gates, representing Westinghouse
El ectric Conpany, LLC.
MR. SCHALK: M chael Schalk fromthe Law
Firmof K& Gates, representing Westinghouse.
MR COX: | think we're ready for the
t el ephone appear ances.
M5. MOODY: Leah Moody, on behal f of SCANA
and SCE&G
MR NELSON: Jeff Nelson on behalf of the
O fice of Regulatory Staff.
M5. HODGES: Bryony Hodges, in-house
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1 counsel for SCANA and SCE&G

2 MR COX: | think we're ready to swear in
3 the witness. Thank you.

4 THE NOTARY PUBLI C. Pl ease raise your

5 right hand to be sworn. Do you sol emnly swear
6 the testinony you are about to give shall be

7 the truth, the whole truth, and nothing but the
8 truth, so help you God?

9 MR. MAGNARELLI: | do.

10 - -

11 DANI EL MAGNARELLI, being first duly
12 sworn, testified as foll ows:

13 - -

14 EXAM NATI ON

15 - -

16 | BY MR COX

17 Q Good norning, M. Magnarelli.
18 A Good nor ni ng.
19 Q Could you, for the record, state your full

20 | nanme and spell out your |ast nane?

21 A Yeah. |It's Daniel Lawence Magnarelli.
22| And Magnarelli is spelled MAA-GNA-RE-L-L-1I.
23 Q M. Magnarelli, we nmet just before your

24 | deposition began. And ny nane, again, is Jim Cox.

25| | represent the Ofice of Regulatory Staff in South

EveryWord, Inc. Court Reporting Page: 9 www.EveryWordInc.com
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Carolina in a couple of different proceedings. One
Is a state court action involving clains asserted by
custoners of SCE&G agai nst SCE&G and SCANA.

The ot her action in which | represent the
Ofice of Regulatory Staff is a proceedi ng before
the South Carolina Public Service Comm ssion in
whi ch SCE&G i s seeking recovery of costs in
connection with the V.C. Sumrer Units 2 and 3
proj ect.

W' ve noticed your deposition to occur in
all of these proceedings. And before we get into
your deposition, I1'd like to just go over the
procedure of how a deposition works.

Have you ever had your deposition taken
bef or e?

A No.

Q You just took an oath. And that's the
sanme oath that would apply that you would take and
that would apply if we were in a courtroom and it
carries the sane weight and penalty of perjury.

Do you understand that?

A Yes.

Q I'lI'l be asking you questions today, and so
wi Il other attorneys that represent parties in the
proceedings. |If at any point you don't understand a

EveryWord, Inc. Court Reporting Page: 10 www.EveryWordInc.com
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1| question | ask, | can try to inprove it with your

2| help. However, | won't know if you don't understand
3| a question if you don't let ne know.

4 So | would ask you, if you're confused

5| about a question or don't believe you understand it,
6| if you would let me know, I'Il try to work to

71 inprove it.

8 WIl you do that?
9 A Yes.
10 Q We can take breaks when you need. As you

11 | probably know, we're not planning to be here for the
12 | full day, but we can take a break whenever you need
13| one. Again, we won't know you need a break unl ess
14 | you |l et us know.

15 But if, for sonme reason, you becone

16 | distracted or you need to, for sone reason, take a

17| short break, let us know and we'l|l take a break.
18 WIIl you do that?

19 A Sur e.

20 Q 'l be asking you about conversations

21| that you had with sonme of your co-workers on the
22 | project and other individuals. Wen | ask about
23 | conversations, I'mnot interested in any

24 | conversations that you had with any attorneys that

25 | represent Westinghouse, and | don't need you to tell

EveryWord, Inc. Court Reporting Page: 11 www.EveryWordInc.com
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1| me about those.

2 If, for sonme reason, | ask a question that
3| you feel may call for that kind of information --

41 and | wouldn't intentionally do it, but I may

5| inadvertently do it -- just let nme know, and |I can
6| nove on fromthat question.

7 Did you | ook at any docunents to prepare
8| for your deposition today?

9 A We had | ooked at whatever the docunents

10| were that cane in that notebook. There were

11 | probably five or six exhibits. So that's what |

12 | | ooked at yesterday.
13 Q Can you descri be what those docunents are?
14 A It was mainly the docunentation that we

15| supplied to the clients every nonth while we were,

16 | you know, just basically constructing the project.

17| So it would be things |ike the plan of the day

18 | neeting and the slide deck for that; it would be the
19 | project review neeting that was held once a nonth

20| for the client's benefit, and things |ike that

21 | where, you know, it's essentially just the reports
22 | that we had put out for the clients on either a

23| daily, weekly, or nonthly basis.

24 Q And when you say "the clients," are you

25| referring to SCE&G?

EveryWord, Inc. Court Reporting Page: 12 www.EveryWordInc.com
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1 A Yes, SCE&G.

2 Q Wul d you al so i nclude Santee Cooper as a
3| client?

4 A Sure, sure; but, you know, | think the way
S| it was terned to ne was that SCE&G was Sant ee

6| Cooper's agent. So -- so when SCE&G spoke to us,

7| they were in fact representing both SCE&G and Santee

8 | Cooper.
9 Q And who gave you that understandi ng?
10 A That was ki nd of the understanding. W

11 | had direction from SCANA that way. W had direction

12 | from our own people at Westinghouse.

13 Q VWi ch people at Westi nghouse?

14 A It woul d have been the project director.
15 Q And who was that?

16 A Well, it varied fromtinme to tine. So

17| there was a nunber of project directors in nmy tenure
18 | there, but the first one was only there a nonth, and
19 | he passed away. So we had several .

20 Q And who was that project director that

21 | passed away?

22 A That was Tom Sl i va.

23 Q VWhat tinme period was he the project

24 | manager ?

25 A Project director. He was -- he was in --

EveryWord, Inc. Court Reporting Page: 13 www.EveryWordInc.com
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1 | don't know when Tom started, but | know his

2| passing date was, like, April of 20183.

3 Q And when did you get on the project?
4 A March of 2013.
5 Q Just so we're clear, when | say "the

6| project,” I"'mreferring to the V.C. Summer Units 2
71 and 3 project. |Is that the understandi ng you have,
8| as well?

9 A Yes.

10 Q VWho becane the project director after

11| M. Sliva?

12 A There was a couple of interimones. So,

13| like, Bill Macecevic was, |like, an intern project

14 | director. Rick Easterling served in that role for a

15| little while. Then we had a new project director

16 | cone in, who | believe was Chris Levesque cane in

17 | after -- after Tom Sliva passed. So nore of a

18 | permanent project director rather than an interim

19 Q So did Macecevic and Easterling cone in

20 | between Sliva and Levesque?

21 A Ri ght .

22 Q And do you know -- do you recall when

23| M. Levesque becane the project nmanager?

24 A | do not. |''mnot sure of the date.

25 Q And who succeeded, came after

EveryWord, Inc. Court Reporting Page: 14 www.EveryWordInc.com
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1 M. Levesque?

2 MR NELSON: We cannot hear the w tness’

3 answers.

4 THE WTNESS: | can speak up.

5 MR. RYAN: You should have a mc.

6 THE WTNESS: It's right here. | don't

7 know i f --

8 THE VIDEOGRAPHER: | think it's the...

9 MR. NELSON: We can hear the questions but
10 not the answers.

11 THE W TNESS: Ckay.

12 | BY MR COX

13 Q So, M. Magnarelli, who succeeded

14 | M. Levesque as project director?

15 A I"'mnot -- | don't recall if there was one
16 | in between, but Carl Churchman was the |ast project
17| director before the shutdown.

18 Q Do you recall about when he began as

19 | project director?

20 A | don't have the date for that.

21 Q Did you report directly to the project

22 director --

23 A Yes.
24 Q -- during your tinme on the project?
25 A | did.

EveryWord, Inc. Court Reporting Page: 15 www.EveryWordInc.com
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1 Q And what was your duty position on the

2| project?

3 A So ny title was Director, Construction

41 Integration for Westinghouse. And in that role, it
5| was essentially to install the major equi pnent. So
6| it started out as just being technical assistance to
71 the installation of the equi pnment, and actually

8| rolled over to actually nmanaging the installation

9| when Westinghouse had taken over.

10 So all the primary equi pnent, reactor

11 | vessels, steamgenerators, pressurizer, reactor

12 | cooling piping, that would have fallen under ny

13| group for installation. 1In addition to that, there
14 | was ot her mmj or equi pnent that Westinghouse was

15 | responsible for, |like the turbine generator set from
16 | Toshiba. So we were on that end too. So we were
17 | responsible for the machi ne set on the turbine

18 | generator.

19 Q Can you go back to that point you nade

20 | about your responsibilities changing at sone point?
21| Can you go into a little nore detail on how your

22 | role changed?

23 A Yeah. Wen it was originally set up, the
24 | consortiumbasically had -- well, it was Shaw, and

25| then they went to CB& , but they were the

EveryWord, Inc. Court Reporting Page: 16 www.EveryWordInc.com
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1| constructor. So Westinghouse would offer the

2| technical guidance, and the constructor would do the
3| installation. That changed for a | ot of reasons,

41 but the main reason was they just weren't producing;

5| productivity was extrenely poor.

6 So Westinghouse decided to really take on
7| that role thenselves. And when we did, | think
8| things increased. Productivity was better. It

9| elimnated a | ot of conmercial issues between the

10 | two conpanies. So it was a nmuch better -- better

11 | road for the project overall.

12 Q Did Westinghouse, at that change, begin to

13| actually do the installation of the equipnent?

14 A Yes. So Westinghouse affiliates -- so we
15| hired, like, Carolina Energy Services to do the
16 | installation of the primary equi pnent. And we had

17 | subcontractors through them |ike Barnhart Ri gging,
18 | for specialty rigging.

19 So -- and then there were other

20 | Westinghouse affiliates, |ike Turbine Pro, that

21 | woul d have done the installation of the turbine

22 | generator set. So we had several Westinghouse

23| affiliates that were actually working for us,

24 | \Westinghouse, to go do that scope of work.

25 Q Was this a change that occurred at the

EveryWord, Inc. Court Reporting Page: 17 www.EveryWordInc.com
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1 time of the October 2015 anendnent to the EPC

2 contract?

3 A Yeah, that was the prinmary driver then,
4| vyes.
5 Q At the tinme of that change, what did

6| Fluor's role becone on the project?

7 A Fl uor -- Fluor took the role of the

8| constructor. So they picked up anything that was

9| left behind through the Shaw CB& conbi nati on.

10 | Fluor essentially picked up that role.

11 Q Let me go into that a little nore then.

12| |If Fluor took the role of Shaw and CB&, then what
13| was the role of the Westinghouse affiliates in

14 | conjunction?

15 A Yeah. So -- so we gave -- Fluor took the
16 | role of Shaw CB& , but they didn't take everything.
17| So that primary equipnent installation, we held that
18 | back sinply because we had the folks that really

19 | knew how the prinmary equi pnent was being install ed,
20 | and they had nuch nore to offer.

21 We had a nunber of people who had kind of
22 | managed that when they were in China for the first
23 | AP1000 plants. And those folks were in our group
24| over here in the U S to oversee that work.

25 Q So I'd like to now turn to your background

EveryWord, Inc. Court Reporting Page: 18 www.EveryWordInc.com
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1| a bit before we talk nore about the project.

2 Bef ore you took on your role at the

3| project, can you wal k us back through your career at
41 the different positions that you hel d?

5 A How far back? | could start in 1979 when
6| | actually got out of college. M first job out of
7| college, froman engi neering standpoint, was with

8| Stone & Webster in Boston. So I'd grown up in

9| Boston; Stone & Wbster was the |ogical choice.

10 And then | went to the field for

11 Stone & Webster down in North Anna, and then

12| MIllstone Il1l, in new construction.
13 And then | wanted a little nore stability,
14| so | joined Yankee Atom c. And we had four

15 | operating plants and one plant under construction.

16 | That was Seabrook. So -- so | did that for quite a
17 | whil e.
18 And then we were sold to Duke

19 | Engineering & Services. And then we were sold again
20| to AREVA -- well, Framatone at the tinme, but AREVA
21| So then | ended up working for AREVA, and under --
22| for ny position in AREVA, it was essentially Vice

23 | President, Construction and Conm ssioning for U S
24 Q And did you go fromthat position to

25 | \Westinghouse?

EveryWord, Inc. Court Reporting Page: 19 www.EveryWordInc.com
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A Yes.
Q And that was in March 20137
A Correct.

Q The work that you were doing for AREVA,
was it the sanme type of work you did on the project?
A At the end, yeah. It was essentially

trying to market the AREVA plant, new plant, which
Is an EPR 1, 600- negawatt reactor. Unfortunately,
it'"s not -- it's really not suitable for sale in the
U S., you know, logically and |like that. So -- so
we never did sell one here.

So when | wanted to pursue ny career
further and actually build another new pl ant,
West i nghouse was really the only option in the
United States.

Q VWho hired you?

A Tom Sl i va.

Q And did he tell you anything about the
reasons he was hiring you to work on the project?

A We had worked together at AREVA, so we
kind of knew of each other. And it was mainly for
t he pl anning work that we had done for the AREVA EPR
that he wanted to bring that sanme type of effort
onboard for the Westinghouse AP1000.

So one other function that we did serve
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while we were there at the AP1000 was that | also
had a group that was responsible for construction
planning. So it was about a hundred-person group
that essentially prepped the work packages and did
t he | ookaheads for construction planning.

That was taken with sone -- well, let's
just say that the full effects of that group were
never really -- the benefits really weren't fully
real i zed. But anyways, they did do quite a bit to
stream i ne the processes.

Q WAs that a change when you cane to the
proj ect?
A Yes, yes. That's why Tom -- one of the

reasons Tom hired ne.

Q So was your position a new position at the
proj ect?
A Yes.

Q Did Tomtell you that he was unhappy wth
the progress that was being nmade on construction at
the project?

A He had concerns, yes.

Q Did he describe to you what his concerns
wer e about ?

A Vel |, he described a lot of things, but --

but | think it was just the overall approach to the

EveryWord, Inc. Court Reporting Page: 21 www.EveryWordInc.com



Daniel Magnarelli

1| project. The consortium-- for whatever reason, the
2| contract structure was such that you had divergent

3| goals, | think. You know, the constructor was

41 looking in terms of maxim zing profit. The

5| Westinghouse conpany was | ooking at, you know, the
6 | technol ogi cal breakthrough to get an AP1000 on Ii ne.
71 So | think the goals m ght have been a little

8 | divergent.

9 There were a | ot of commercial issues

10 | between the two conpanies. So he thought that by

11| really offering a streanlined approach to the

12 | planning, that maybe we coul d bring both groups

13 | together and, you know, inprove productivity.

14 Q Did he describe any concerns with the

15| oversight that the clients were -- SCE&G were

16 | exercising over the project when you were hired?

17 A No, there wasn't really any nention of

18 | SCE&G as far as, you know, burdensone or anything
19| like that for oversight of the project. | think

20 | SCE&G s manpower situation, froma construction

21 | standpoint, I'mnot sure of the nunbers they had,

22| but it was a pretty small group for a project that
23 | size.

24 Q Did you feel, in your tine at the project,

25| that the group that SCE&G provided for oversight was
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insufficient for -- to manage a project of that
si ze?

A | can't say that, no. In ny mnd, SCE&G
did what they had to do to nmanage the project. |
can't really speak to the SCE&G si de.

Q kay. | think you nentioned that the
group that Tom Sliva set up under your control, that
It never achieved the inpact that you and Tom were
hopi ng; is that correct?

A Tr ue.

MR. SCHALK: (bject to form
THE W TNESS: True.
BY MR COX:

Q Can you descri be why that was?

A Well, there were reasons associated with
it. The first was trying to get the constructor to
actually buy into the process. And, you know, since
we were still on both sides of the fence then where,
you know, it wasn't under total Westinghouse
control -- it was like | said before, we had
di vergent goals, so the constructor was basically
sayi ng, "Hey, we know how to construct things.

W' re going to handle that. You know, you can't
tell us what we should or should not be doing."

And in fact, you know, sone of that's
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true, but for the nost part, we needed to cone
together a little better to be unified as a team
going forward. Oherwi se, we were going to have the
sanme issues down the road.

Q And what -- why didn't that group that was
set up to help address those issues, why do you feel
it didn't achieve the inpact that it -- that it
woul d have |iked to have had?

A | think it was the commercial issues that
got between the two conpanies. But once it cane
under Westinghouse control, then -- then | think you
saw better results and inprovenents in productivity.

Q Did you have any role in preparing the
estinmates to conplete the project, both with respect
to schedule or to cost?

A Vell, it would be -- the ETC was actual ly
done out of Charlotte. So -- so there was a group
there that was set up just to performthat function.
We as a project provided input to that ETC group,
but, | nmean, we were not the primary players in the
devel opnent of the ETC.

Q VWho were the players, to your know edge,
who were involved in that?

A It would have been the Charlotte office;

it would have been the cost estimating group out of
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Charlotte. They would have relied on, you know,
basically the people working at the site, as well as
froma schedul e standpoi nt, they would have relied
heavily on the scheduling group at V.C Summer.

Q And who was in that scheduling group?

A | believe Terry Elamwas actually the head
of the scheduling group.

Q Do you know who at the project from
West i nghouse played a key role in the cost estinmate

process, if anyone?

A The cost estimating people?

Q Ri ght .

A Vell, I"mnot sure that, you know, the
nanmes. It would have been the project nmanagenent

group out of Charlotte, and then it would have been
the cost estimating group out of Charlotte. Those
woul d have been the players. Ckay.

And in there, there's -- there's a
multitude of nanes. So |I'mnot sure that one person
woul d be the nane. W had people who were
theoretically in charge of the ETC that have since
| eft the conpany; and that woul d have been like a
Karin Stoner would have | eft the conpany.

Q And when you say "Charlotte,” you're

referring to the Stone & Webster office in

EveryWord, Inc. Court Reporting Page: 25 www.EveryWordInc.com



Daniel Magnarelli

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

Charl otte?
A It's the Westinghouse WECTEC office now in
Charlotte.
Q And before the 2015 anendnent to the EPC,
was that office staffed by --
A Yeah, it's pretty nmuch --
Q -- Stone & Webster?
A -- Stone & Webster, yeah.
Q s there anyone at the project who you
felt, from Wstinghouse, played the sane role that
M. Elamdid on schedule, but did it with cost?
MR. SCHALK: (bject to form
Go ahead.
THE W TNESS: For cost?

BY MR COX

Q Cost estimating.

A There were -- there were a | ot of people
that provided input, sol -- to give you one nane,
no. The only -- the only nane that really cones up

I s probably Joe Arostegui that woul d have been at
the site that was providing sonme cost control input.
Q And he woul d have been providi ng that
information to -- was it Karin in -- in Charlotte?

A Uh- huh, Karin Stoner's group, whoever she

had wor ki ng for her.
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1 Q And what information did you provide to

2| Terry Elami s group or Joe Arostegui's group to

3| assist in these estinmates?

4 A So it would have been the estinmate of what
S| it was going to take to finish the job fromthe

6 | standpoint of my group. So that was kind of the

7| estimte we provided.

8 And then we woul d have in our constant

9| schedule reviews -- | nean, we had a nultitude of

10 | schedule reviews to |lay the baseline out. W would
11 | have had input into that, as well, from our group.
12 Q And you provided this information to

13| M. Elamand to M. Arostegqgui?

14 A Uh-huh. Yes. Actually, it went -- it

15| went directly to Charlotte, so it would have gone to

16 | sonebody in Karin Stoner's group.

17 Q What kind of format did you provide this
18 | information?

19 A It was a -- it was kind of a tenplate

20 | shell that was provided to us to basically fill out

21| so they could have the sane format for all the
22 | groups. W weren't the only group supplying an
23 | estimate obviously. And that tenplate, we filled it
24| out, sent it back up to Charlotte for what they

25 asked for.
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1 Q WAs that an Excel spreadsheet?

2 A It was -- it was an Excel spreadsheet to
3| sone extent, and then it was sone narrative and

41 text, as well, to describe the scope.

5 Q Did you ever work on the Prinmavera

6 | scheduling software that Westinghouse used?

7 A No. | reviewed it, but | never -- |'m not
8| a box runner, if that's what you nean.

9 Q When you say you reviewed it, what was

10 | your role in looking at that?

11 A Vell, it would have been for anything that
12| we were responsible for. W would have | ooked to

13| make sure that that schedule was sound, that that's

14 | exactly how we were going to approach the project.

15 But in addition to that, we would have

16 | | ooked at the prerequisites in that schedule for us
17| to do our work. So say -- say we're trying to

18 | install the pressurizer, but we need the floor of

19 | the pressurizer cubicle to board before we can

20| install the pressurizer. You know, we would have

21 | been looking at all those prerequisites to make sure
22 | that none of those were going to hold us up from

23| what we had to do.

24 So we would go through that. W would be

25| review ng the schedule for those itens. And then if
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t here was obstacles or barriers fromthese
prerequisites in getting the work done, you know, we
woul d try and alleviate those and do sonet hi ng that
woul d m nim ze those inpacts.

Q Wuld that be like a mtigation effort?

A There were -- yes, there were mtigation
efforts, yes.

Q Okay. What information would you use to
estimate the tine periods for being able to take
those steps, say, in installing a pressurized
react or ?

A ' mnot sure what you' re asking. What are
you sayi ng?

Q Sure. How would you conme up with the
estimate on how | ong sonet hi ng woul d t ake?

A Oh, the duration of the actual
i nstall ation?

Q Ri ght .

A Right. So we would use our affiliates,

t he people that were actually going to do the work,
and we would sit down with them and wal k through
each step of the process that they had to do to
install it, and then the followthrough on it. And
we woul d | ook at those durations that they would

supply us, our affiliates, and we woul d work through

EveryWord, Inc. Court Reporting Page: 29 www.EveryWordInc.com



Daniel Magnarelli

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

those details and see if we agreed or didn't
di sagree -- or disagreed with those.
So it was kind of a working together to
make sure that we had the right schedul e going
f orward.
Q In general, were there tinmes when the
I nformati on provided to you by the contractors that
you worked with was incorrect, too optimstic?
MR, SCHALK: Form
THE WTNESS: The -- | really can't say
that they're too optimstic, because at the
time those schedul es were devel oped and
reviewed, and at the tine those schedul es were
felt to be the schedule going forward. So |
can't really conjecture that they were too
optimstic, no.
| think, in the long run, we had a | ot of
productivity issues at the site. So if you
could just see where the plan was to get these
plants on |line and where it was when we ended
up shutting down, | nean, we weren't very close
to that plan.
BY MR COX:
Q To what do you ascribe -- to what do you

ascri be the causes of not hitting the productivity
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that you wanted to reach?

A Vell, | think -- | think the civil work
was underestinmated, so we had a |lot of issues with
civil work. And that shoul d have been probably
dealt with early on, but, you know, we had issues
with, say, sone |late engineering. W had civil
wor k, just the constructor itself, on the way the
constructor was doi ng business. So there were just

a nultitude of issues that really slowed the project

down.

Q Were there issues with fabrication of
nodul es?

A Yes, there were issues with fabrication of
nodul es.

Q Can you descri be what the issues were

there that affected productivity?

MR, SCHALK: Form

THE WTNESS: Well, | can't -- | can't
tal k about the productivity at the fabrication
sites, but | can tell you that, you know, the
nodul e dat es kept sli pping.

So -- so, you know, there's a reliance on
sone of those nodules to be prerequisites in
order for the rest of the building to be built.

So those nodul e dates kept sliding to the
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1 right. The project was getting delayed due to
2 t hose nodul e suppliers not keeping up with
3 denmand.

4 BY MR COX

5 Q Do you feel that SCE&G contributed in any
6| way to the productivity problens at the site?

7 A SCE&G contributing to productivity issues?
8 Q Right. To describe it further, do you

9| feel that there were steps that SCE&G coul d have

10 | taken that could have addressed it, the productivity

11 | issues, but they didn't take?

12 MR SCHALK: Form

13 THE WTNESS: | -- | can't speak for
14 SCE&G, no.

15| BY MR COX

16 Q And why do you feel you can't speak to

17| that?

18 A Wll, | know there were sone issues. |

19 | know there were commercial issues, as well. But |
20 can't -- | can't speak to why SCE&G did what they

21| did, so...

22 Q Did you interact with anyone from SCE&G
23 | during your time on the project?

24 A Yes.

25 Q Wio did you interact with from SCE&G?
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1 A There were a nunber of people, but it

2| would have been the site managenent group. So you
3| would have had the site VP, Ron Jones; you would

4 | have had the construction manager, Al an Torres; the
5| licensing manager, April Rice; the engineering

6| manager, Brad Stokes. So it just goes on. So it's
7|1 all essentially the senior nmanagenent team from

8 SCANA on-site.

9 Q And what was the nature of your

10 | interactions? What were you interacting with them
11| for?

12 A It was kind of a managenent-to- managenent

13 | type arrangenent where we woul d give status. They
14 | woul d need sone things fromus, as far as for their
15 | informational purposes. W would provide that.

16 But -- but what we did is we net wth
17| those folks on a daily, weekly, and nonthly basis
18 | just to essentially provide the information that
19 | they needed to know what the status of the project
20| was at any given point in tine.

21 Q Did you have any di scussions with SCE&G
22 | about steps to inprove productivity?

23 A We had the discussions and

24 | recomendations. W went through a scheduling

25 | workshop in August of 2014 with sonme SCE&G fol ks up
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1| on-site. And then in Novenber of 2015, before the

2| transition to Westinghouse in January of 2016, we

3| went through an effort of laying out the schedule

4| again.

5 W did have sone presence from both

6| owners. Southern Nuclear had provided a

7| representative, and SCANA actually provided a

8| representative for those neetings.

9 Q Let's tal k about the August 2014 wor kshop.
10 | Can you describe what occurred during that workshop?
11 A Yes. So we had a schedule. W had sone
12| constraints in the schedule. W had a nunber of

13 | mmjor issues that, you know, were identified as risk
14 | itens.

15 So we had a teamfromthe project, and we
16 | had representatives from SCANA that sat in there and
17| tried to work through and devel op mtigation

18 | strategies for the constraints that were in that

19 | schedul e.

20 So that was originally supposed to be a

21| two-week effort, but | believe it carried on even

22| further after that. M recollectionis alittle

23 | fuzzy, but | believe it carried on with the smaller
24| group after that to develop those mtigation

25| strategies even further.
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1 Q When you say "constraint,"” what do you

2| nmean?

3 A So when you have a schedul e, you m ght put
41 in a date |ike, okay, delivery of nodule CA20 or

5| sonething like that. Right? And you just nail that
6| date in the schedule and you hold it so it can't

7 nove.

8 But when that nodule is late, that neans

9| that date is going to shift to the right. But

10 | before that date happens, you're still hol ding that
11 | date, so the schedule doesn't really push out to the
12 | right. And what you try and do is devel op

13| mtigation strategies so that they won't nove.

14 So in the case of, say, CA20, we installed
15| half of it in Unit 3, and then brought the other

16 | half in later just so you can keep working on the

17 | contai nnment structure.

18 Q So the constraint is an effort to keep a
19| certain date in the schedule fromnoving to the

20| right?

21 A Uh- huh.

22 Q And the goal is to cone up with strategies
23| that will allow that date not to slip to the right?
24 A Correct.

25 Q I n August of 2014, did you feel that the
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1| work that the team put together was effective at

2| coming up with mtigation strategies?

3 A It was. | think that that was the first
41 cut at really trying to get into detail on the

5| strategies. So | think it was -- it was a good

6| effort, |I think, for -- for what was being

7| considered at the tine.

8 What we did after that, in the Novenber

9| tinme frame of 2015, was essentially carry that even
10 | further where there was a |lot nore detail provided
11| to identify those mtigation strategies. And those
12 | then were tracked.

13 And this was all being captured in the

14 | schedule, and it was being captured in the risk

15| programthat we shared with the owner on a nonthly
16 | basi s.

17 Q Is there a reason the August 2014 wor kshop
18 | wasn't able to get as detailed as the one in

19 | Novenber 20157

20 A Vell, it was -- it was detailed up to the

21| point for the information that was known, but there

22| was still a lot of unknowns in August of 2014.
23| SO -- so we needed to get a little nore detail.
24 And then in Novenber of 2015, a |ot of

25| things were known that weren't known prior to that.
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1| So we were able to cone up with a better approach to
2| things and better mtigation strategies.

3 Q What was known in Novenber 2015 t hat

41 allowed you to conme up with better strategies?

5 A A lot of the nodule issues were kind of

6| brought out in 2015. So in 2014, there were a | ot

7| of uncertainties. There was comercial negotiations
8| wth nodule suppliers that still had to be done. In
9| 2015, there was a clearer picture of where that --
10 | where all that stood.

11 Q And why was there a clearer picture?

12 A Because they were talking to resol ve the
13 | commercial issues with the suppliers.

14 Q So you're tal king there about Westinghouse

15 | taking over the role of one of the contractors?

16 A Uh- huh.

17 Q s that correct? Yes?

18 A Ri ght .

19 Q Wio were you providing information to for

20 | that August 2014 scheduling workshop?

21 A That basically went into the schedul e.
22| Ckay. So it was devel opnent of the project

23| schedule. And then it also went into our risk
24| register, where those mtigation strategies are

25| tracked in the risk register to see if there were
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1| any issues or if there were any obstacles to

2| acconplishing the mtigation plan.

3 Q And who from Westi nghouse woul d you

4| provide this information to?

5 A So -- so the scheduling piece, obviously,
6| would have gone to Terry Elam you know, for the

7| scheduling group. But the risk piece originally

8| went to ne. But then we had the project controls

9| group nmanage that risk piece, as well. So that

10 | woul d have gone to a person |like Lisa Cazal et.

11 Q And when you say "the risk piece," are you
12| referring to the likelihood that a mtigation

13 | strategy would not be effective?

14 A Yes. So you had a risk register that

15 | showed what your primary risks were for the project,
16 | and then the likelihood that those risks would be

17| elimnated. So you tracked those risks and nade

18 | sure those mtigation strategies were working. And
19 | as you passed that risk period where, you know, the
20 | actual risks never materialized, you know, you woul d
21 | essentially renove that fromthe risk register.

22 If there was sone issue, though, where you
23 | needed to, you know, anmend your mitigation strategy,
24 | then you needed to take that action well in advance

25| of the point of no return.
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1 Q At what point did Ms. Cazalet's teamtake

2| over that role fromyou?

3 A | don't have an exact date on that.

4 Q Was it after the August 2014 wor kshop?

S A Yes.

6 Q Was it after the Novenber 2015 wor kshop?
7 A No. | think it was prior to then.

8 Q Was there a reason that her teamtook it

9| over fromyour teanf

10 A Yeah. It was just better nmanaged out of
11 | that group. W were too busy installing stuff. It
12 | was better that that risk group relied or stayed in
13| the project controls arena.

14 Q Do you know t he reasons that Wstinghouse
15| was engaging in that August 2014 wor kshop?

16 A | think it was a consensus from both the
17| client and the consortiumthat it woul d behoove us
18| to really look to try and nmake inprovenents. And
19 | that was one of the things that we thought we coul d
20 | inprove on, you know, nutual agreenent on how we're
21 | going to handle the schedul e.

22 Q WAs there a belief that you had that the
23 | current schedule was no | onger an accurate

24 | assessnent of how the project was goi ng?

25 A Well, | think it was an accurate
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assessnent at the tine the schedule was -- was
conpleted. | think the -- | think as we went on,
you know, it kind of matured. The schedul e nmat ured.
So there was a | ot of things that we

pi cked up doing. And even the processes to track,
you know, progress on the schedule were even, |
woul d say, grown into mature, where in the earlier
days, you know, we would just basically schedule in
big blocks. But inthe -- as tinme went on, we got
nore refined with that schedule. So, you know,
al nost down to every hour was bl ocked out for
schedul i ng.

Q Was it your belief that a nore detailed
schedul e needed to be prepared in 20147

A No. | think the schedule actually served
the purpose. It was that -- we had so many
uncertainties wth the other issues, that you
couldn't really refine the schedul e because there
wer e uncertainties.

So once those uncertainties were addressed

t hrough either, say, mtigation strategies and pl ans
and stuff |ike that, then you could -- you could get
a nore detail ed schedul e based on those strategies.

Q Do you feel that the August 2014 wor kshop

devel oped a nore robust set of mtigation strategies
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t han had exi sted previously?

A | think so, for the mmjor issues, yes.
Yes.

Q Were those strategies effective?

A Sonme were. Sone -- obviously we had
I ssues with the nodules still that carried forward,
but sonme of them are because it nade -- it nmade the
proj ect aware of what -- of what they needed to

wat ch out for.
Q What strategies, would you say, fromthat

wor kshop were effective?

A Vell, | don't know. In the original
wor kshop, | think there were, |ike, 43 nmmjor
strategies or sonething thereabouts. | can't
recall. It was 2014, so...

You know, nodul es woul d have been one,
obvi ousl y.

Q Modul es? You feel the mtigation
strategies fromthat workshop were effective?

A Vell, | feel that the strategy was laid
out. The commercial arrangenent was a roadbl ock,
but | think the strategy was actually laid out
pretty well.

Q Did that workshop discuss strategies to

| mprove productivity?
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1 A | think the whole essence of going through

2| that workshop was increased productivity, yes.

3 Q And do you know if the productivity factor
41 inproved after that workshop?
5 A The productivity factor over the years was

6| fairly constant in the 2014 range, that year. But |
71 think what we had laid out as a plan when

8 | Westinghouse took over, | nean, the actual percent

9| conplete per nonth, those goals were very hard to
10 | achi eve when the plan was laid out. And then there
11 | were issues that cane up that we never did achieve
12 | that -- those planned percent conplete per nonth.

13 So | think the best nonth we had was |ike
14| a 1 and a half percent conplete. And at the tine,
15| we shoul d have been nearing the 2 percent range.

16 | And then we were supposed to have a sustained period
17| of alnbst 3 percent. So those issues were kind

18 | of -- we never got there.

19 Q Did you feel that the goals that were set
20 | out at the outset were unattainabl e?

21 A | don't think so. You know, it was laid
22| out, to the best of our ability, to just go forward
23| with the process that we had and the people that we
24| had. And we laid it out wth a -- with an estimte

25| that said, you know, this is what we think is giving
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us our best shot at meking these substanti al
conpl eti on dates.

Q Did you identify factors that were causing
productivity to not be at the |evel that
Westi nghouse initially anticipated?

A Wl |, that was nore on the constructor
side, like the Shaw G oup/ CB& / Fl uor, you know,
because they had the mgjority of construction. So
t hose i ssues woul d have been nore on that side of
t he house.

When it did conme tinme for the installation
fromny group, fromwhat | could see, | nean, we
were pretty nmuch on schedule with the durations that
we had specified.

Q Wth respect to the productivity of the
Shaw Group or the subcontractor, | think you
mentioned earlier incentives. They were
i ncentivized to be productive. Is that -- is that
kind of the reason that you feel they weren't as
productive as antici pated?

MR. KEEL: bject to form

THE WTNESS: | didn't nention anything

about incentives, yeah.
BY MR COX:

Q kay. Did you ever have a belief as to
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why their productivity wasn't hitting the | evel
West i nghouse anti ci pated?

M5. HODGES: Excuse ne. Wuld you pl ease
ask the witness to speak up? He's very
difficult to hear.

THE W TNESS: Okay. Al right.

MR. SCHALK: Do you need the question
r epeat ed?

THE W TNESS: Yes, please.

BY MR COX

Q Do you have a belief or a reason as to why
the productivity of CB& /Shaw wasn't at the | evel
that was antici pated by Westinghouse?

MR. KEEL: bject to form

THE WTNESS: Yeah. So there were a |ot
of issues. So | think -- | think what it was
was this wasn't your normal civil work project.
| nmean, the civil work in this project was a
little bit conplicated. But the constructor
al so probably wasn't prepared as they should
have been to handle the civil work in this
proj ect.

So -- so it was kind of from both ends
that you were finding that you weren't going to

achi eve the goals that you had set out to do.
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BY MR COX:

Q Are you famliar with the different |evels
of schedul es on a construction project?

A 1, 2, 3, right?

Q And can you describe the differences in
t hose | evel of schedul es?

A Vell, at the top level, level 1, it's
essentially just a small -- mght show you 100
activities in a schedul e.

Level 2 goes into nore detail, so you have
anywhere from 200 to 1,000 activities in the
schedul e, naybe. Maybe even nore.

And then a level 3 is you have a detail ed
schedul e where it's thousands of activities in that
| evel 3 schedul e.

Q And what | evel schedul e did Westinghouse
have at the project, if you know?

A Yes.

MR, SCHALK: Form

Go ahead.

THE WTNESS: So that -- do you want --

MR, SCHALK: You can answer.

THE W TNESS: kay.

So it was a | evel 3 schedul e.

BY MR COX
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1 Q And is that throughout the whole tine that
2| you were on the project?

3 A Yes.

4 Q Was that a fully integrated

5| resource-| oaded schedul e?

6 A It was a fully integrated schedul e.

7| However, resource |oading, there were sone areas

8 | that were resource-loaded, and then there were other
9| areas that weren't.

10 So if you were asking the question, was it
11| a fully resource-|loaded schedule, no. There were

12 | gaps where sone of it was, sone of it wasn't.

13 Q And is that true for the whole tine you

14| were at the project, that there were gaps in the

15 | schedule, as far as resource | oadi ng?

16 A Yeah. | don't think the resource | oading,
17| the identification of that resource | oadi ng was

18 | treated as a prinmary inportance for sone of the work
19 | that was secondary in nature.

20 So if you had sonething that was on the

21 | turbine building side, not necessarily nuclear

22 | island side, you know, you wouldn't -- you wouldn't
23| have tried to resource all of that schedule. You

24 | woul d have spent nore tine trying to do that than

25| actually -- than actually just having a crew that
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1| was assigned to the turbine building, working

2| through it on a daily basis.

3 So on the nuclear island side, that's

41 where you really tried to resource |oad, because

5| there's only so many work fronts you can work

6| because it's a pretty small footprint in the nuclear
71 island. So you've got sone limted access. So

8| you've really got to plan your work out and the

9| crews associated with that.

10 Q When we say "resource | oading," can you
11| describe what that neans for a schedul e?

12 A Yeah, it just neans that if you have an
13 | activity, then you have a crew associated with that
14 | activity, and for the duration and tinme that that
15 | activity conpl etes.

16 Q And when we say "fully integrated" for a
17| schedul e, a construction schedul e, what does that
18 | nean to you?

19 A It neans that you're integrating all the
20 | conponents of a construction project. So you' ve got
21 | engineering, procurenent, licensing. Al that

22| theoretically was integrated with the construction
23 | schedule. And then you continue on with the

24 | operations side of those.

25 Q And just so I'mclear as to what you are
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1| saying existed on the project, is it -- is it your

2| belief that there was a fully integrated schedul e

3| during your tinme on the project, but it wasn't

4| conpletely resource-|loaded the whole tine?

5 A Uh-huh. True. | think the -- the fully

6| integrated schedule, once the engi neering conpletion
7| schedul e was devel oped, that's when that fully

8| integrated schedule cane in. Up until that

9| engineering conpletion schedul e was devel oped, you
10 | had gaps between the engi neering supply and then the
11 | construction work that, you know, follows it.

12 So -- so when that engineering conpletion
13 | schedul e got devel oped, we had a nuch better picture
14 | of just what needed to be done when so you coul d

15 | support construction from an engi neering

16 | perspective.

17 Q And when did that engineering conpletion

18 | schedul e get conpl et ed?

19 A | can't recall.

20 Q Was it before the August 2014 wor kshop?
21 A | don't -- | can't renmenber.

22 Q Wul d you descri be the schedul e that cane

23 | out of that August 2014 workshop as a fully
24 | integrated schedul e?

25 A Fully integrated froma construction
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standpoi nt, yes. Yes, to the best -- the best of
the avail abl e data that was avail able at that point.

Q Was Terry Elamreally the | ead person from
West i nghouse on putting that schedul e together?

A Correct.

Q Were you ever infornmed that SCE&G
di sagreed with the schedul e anal ysis that was
prepared in the August 2014 wor kshop?

A Di sagreed with the workshop results? |Is
t hat what you're asking?

Q Correct.

A No. No, no know edge of that.

Q What was your -- did you have any
understanding as to how they viewed the schedul e
t hat came out of that workshop?

A No. | think -- | think there was a
mutual -- nmutual arrival at -- you know, it was both
groups com ng together to produce the schedul e and
mtigation strategies that would enable us to finish
t he project when we were supposed to.

Q Did Westinghouse provide SCE&G with access
to information to all ow SCE&G to anal yze t hat
schedul e?

MR SCHALK: Form
MR. KEEL: Sane.
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1 THE W TNESS: VYes.

2| BY MR COX

3 Q VWhat types of information did SCE&G

41 review, to your know edge, to analyze that schedul e?
5 A Vell, there was a nonthly schedul e report
6| that was transmtted to SCANA every nonth, yeah, and
7| they would have had that know edge fromthe

8 | schedul e.

9 Then we had plan of the day neetings where
10 | we went through certain sections of the schedule for
11 | | ookaheads.

12 Then we had the weekly neetings with

13 | SCANA; and then the project review neeting, which

14 | was the overall status of the schedule, just where
15| we stood with percent conplete and that sort of

16 | thing, in a presentation to the client.

17 Q So let's tal k about each of those

18 | neetings. The progress review neeting, how often

19| did that occur?

20 A The -- the PRM was once a nonth. Ckay.

21| And it changed in format over tine, but essentially
221 it went over the major areas of the project. So you
23 | woul d have had safety; you would have had quality;
24 | you who have had quality, engineering, procurenent,

25| |icensing, construction, operations.
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1 And then there were -- there was, you

2| know, a presentation on schedule. And there was a

3| presentation on percent conplete every nonth.

4 So -- so |l nean, it was -- it was pretty

5| transparent just where we stood at that nonthly, you
6 | know, end of nonth.

7 Q How |l ong did that -- those neetings

8| typically last?

9 A Well, they varied. They started out where
10| it was only a couple of hours. But then there was a
11 | period there where they were going six to seven

12 | hours. And everybody felt that that really wasn't
13| worth it to have all these people sit there all day.
14| So they cut it back to a smaller group and a -- and
15| a reduced tine. So it went nore efficiently at that
16 | point.

17 Q Are you aware of any instances where SCE&G
18 | was requesting nore information to support a

19 | schedul e anal ysis from Wsti nghouse, and

20 | Westinghouse wouldn't provide it?

21 A Not to ny know edge.

22 Q In the estimate to conpl ete schedul es

23 | workshops that you were a part of, were the

24 | substantial conpletion dates of the units ever

25 constrai ned?
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1 A Esti mate conpl et e wor kshops.
2 Q The schedul e workshops. | think you

3| nentioned two, August 2014 --

4 A Yeah.
5 Q -- and Novenber 2015.
6 A Right. That wasn't ETC. That was just --

7| the August 2014 was just a workshop wi th SCANA.

8| kay. The Novenber of 2015 was actually the

9| transition to Westinghouse taking over.

10 Those -- those -- the ETC was handl ed

11 | separate fromthose neetings. So if you want to ask
12 | the question again, go ahead.

13 Q No. | appreciate that.

14 So those workshops you were a part of, to
15 | your know edge, they didn't cone up wth a date when
16 | the units would be substantially conplete?

17 A Uh- huh, they did. They did.

18 Q Do you view that -- |1'm having trouble

19 | understanding how that's different froman estinmate
20| to conplete.

21 Can you describe the difference between

22| comng up with a schedule that cones up with a

23 | substantially conplete date versus an estimate to

24 | conpl ete?

25 A Right. So you're talking kind of apples
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and oranges. So the schedule is the schedule. But

then the ETCis the actual cost associated with the

proj ect.
Q Ri ght .
A So -- so it depends for that estimate to

conplete, to generate those costs, obviously you
have to use schedule as input. But you' re kind of
tal ki ng appl es and oranges when you're saying
schedul e versus ETC.

Q kay. And | didn't nean for ETC to refer
to costs. So I'lIl try to avoid that termwhen I'm
t al ki ng about schedul e.

A Right. Yeah. So those dates that we used
as substantial conpletion in the -- in that
Novenber 2015, | believe they were June of 2019 and
June of 2020 for the two units. And that's what
was -- what cane out of those neetings.

Q And were those dates constrai ned?

A They woul d have been constrained with
ot her constraints in that schedule. And then we

woul d have had to address those through mtigation

strategies, like |I explained before.
Q So fromyour view, when those schedul es
were put together, did -- was there a position where

you were told, "These dates can't nove to the right,
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and we need to find a way to develop mtigation
strategies that keep these substantial conpletion
dates fromnoving to the right"?

MR SCHALK: Form

THE W TNESS: Yeah, you'd have to ask

Terry nore about that.

BY MR COX:
Q Ckay.
A Yeabh.

Q And what was your role on the ETC the cost
anal ysi s?

A Yeah. Like | said before, it was just to
reviewitens |ike schedule, et cetera, but it was --
mai nly our role was to devel op the estinmate for our
group, and the personnel that we had, and the
installation costs that we woul d have been
associated with. So, you know, the installation of
the primary equi pnent, that sort of thing.

So those are the estimates that we would
have devel oped and submtted to the ETC people in
Charlotte.

Q From your perspective, |ooking at
installation, did the difficulties in fabrication of
t he nodul es create | ower productivity on

i nstall ati on because you had personnel that weren't

EveryWord, Inc. Court Reporting Page: 54 www.EveryWordInc.com



Daniel Magnarelli

1| being used to install who should have been?

2 A | really can't answer that one because,

3| frankly, if you have a delay in the nodul e supply,
4| obviously that's going to set you back

5| productivity-wi se. However, there was plenty of

6| work for people on-site to go acconplish other than
7| saying those nodule deliveries. So there was still
8 | enough work to go around that those fol ks shoul d

9| have remained busy with other things to take up

10| their tinme.

11 Q From your experience on the project, were
12 | those fol ks stayi ng busy who weren't performng the
13| task that was initially anticipated?

14 A Yeah, they woul d have reassigned those

15| folks to do other things. So -- so it mght have
16 | been that they were doing | ookaheads on installation
17 | of nechanical nodules. W had a | ot of issues

18 | associ ated with nechani cal nodul es because they

19| would cone in fromthe supplier and they woul dn't be
20| just right. So we would have to nodify those

21 | nodul es on-site.

22 So -- so for those fol ks that were

23 | supposed to cone in and work on the big structural
24| nodules in welding those out, they would have been

25| transferred to go work on the nechani cal nodules, to
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1| help us where we never anticipated those kind of

2| delays, but we were finding that fromthe suppliers,
3| they weren't coming in exactly right.

4 Q So why did those steps not help the

5| productivity factor inprove?

6 MR, SCHALK: Form

7 MR KEEL: Sane.

8 MR. SCHALK: Go ahead.

9 THE WTNESS: Right. So the productivity,
10 | mean, it's still going to be what it's going
11 to be. Right? So that would accel erate one
12 pi ece of the project. But the major piece of
13 the project is, you know, these delivery of

14 nodul es, period, still is holding you back on
15 t he project.

16 It's critical path. So those nodul es

17 assenblies, the smaller ones, would not have
18 been, quote, critical path.

19 | BY MR COX

20 Q And when you say "critical path," can you
21 | explain what that neans?

22 A It's just a single path through the

23 | project that gives you the shortest duration of

24| tinme.

25 Q Is it the nost inportant path to the
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substantial conpletion date?

A Yeah, it's what you concentrate on, yeah.

Q And why do you concentrate on that?

A Vel |, everything works fromthat. So
you -- you have the critical path work, and then
everything kind of flows into the critical path,
either in parallel or as prerequisite steps. So
with the critical path, that's how you drive your
proj ect.

Q What happens if you have mtigation
strategies on the critical path that fail?

A Then you cone up with other ideas to
mtigate the delays. And in sone cases, if you
can't, you just, you know, take the hit in the
schedul e.

Q I n your experience on the project, were
any mtigation strategies devel oped that you found
to be inpractical -- inpracticable?

MR, SCHALK: Form
THE WTNESS: No. Fromny involvenent in

that, | thought that the people really nade a

good effort to devel op strategies that were

wor kabl e.  And they hinged on certain

deci sions, either by consortiumor the owner,

but there were decision points that were nade.
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And the fact is, | think, the fol ks that
devel oped those strategies really did a pretty
good job. And that was the consensus that, you
know -- there nmust have been, |I'd say, 40
people sitting in the roomdown in Colunbia for
this transition period. And those are the
folks that really put in the effort to devel op
those mtigation strategies in detail.

BY MR COX:

Q And why do you believe the substanti al
conpletion date for the project continued to slip to
the right if you feel those mtigation strategies
were -- were effective?

A Vell, 1'd say the mtigation strategies,

t he devel opnent of them that part was good. The
actual execution of themmmay or may not have been as
good. And there was still issues commercially on
mtigation strategies that took tine to resol ve.

So -- so while the mitigation strategy was
adequate, the duration for the deci sion-naking
process probably woul d have taken too long, so it
ext ended t he w ndow.

Q So let's turn to those changes t hat
occurred in Novenmber 2015, or the fall of 2015,

Were you involved in the negotiations that
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resulted i n Westinghouse taking over sone of the
role from CB& ?

A No.

Q How di d you hear about that change?

A Thr ough managenent.

Q And who infornmed you about that
specifically?

A It woul d have been the project director.

Q Was that M. Churchman?

A Yes.

Q What was your view on the changes that
occurred then?

MR SCHALK: Form
THE WTNESS: | just -- our conpany | et

out -- you know, basically had a direction to

go, and we were the people to execute it.
BY MR COX

Q Did productivity inprove, fromyour point
of view, after the changes in the fall of 20157

A | think it did. And | think it shows in
t he percent conplete because it was clinbing. W
never achieved what we wanted to achieve, but it was
climbing. So there were sone inprovenents. It
never really got to where it had to get to if we

wanted to neet those substantial conpletion dates,
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but it was headed in the right direction.

Q Wiy didn't it get all the way to where it
needed to be to neet the substantial conpletion
dat e?

A Vell, there were a | ot of changes being
made, and the full effect of those changes, | don't
think they were realized yet. But you could start
to see the trend that we were inproving.

Q And did that trend go all the way up -- of
| mprovenent go all the way up to the tine of
West i nghouse's rejection of the contract?

A | think on the last nonth, fromwhat | was
told, we had like a 1 and a half percent conpletion
for the nonth, that essentially that was the highest
that we had achi eved; so yeah.

Q Did you think the project was going to get
constructed all the way up until the tine that
West i nghouse departed?

A Yes. M belief was we'd finish the
proj ect.

Q Do you have any know edge of SCE&G s
requests of information fromWEC for information
regarding the risks to neet the schedul e?

MR SCHALK: Form
THE WTNESS: Well, we tal ked to SCE&G

EveryWord, Inc. Court Reporting Page: 60 www.EveryWordInc.com



Daniel Magnarelli

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

about those risks quite a bit, and we held

nonthly nmeetings wwth SCE&G to identify and go

t hrough those risks on a nonthly basis.

Actual ly, certain representatives of SCE&G
were in the weekly risk neetings. And then we
presented all of, you know, what we had done to
seni or managenent of SCE&G senior site
managenent, on a nonthly basis. So people were
aware of exactly where we stood.

BY MR COX:

Q VWho from SCE&G was at those weekly risk
neeti ngs?

A The weekl y?

Q Ri ght .

A It woul d have been sonebody |ike Kyle
Young or one of his representatives.

But then on the nonthly ones, it was

attended by senior site managenent for SCANA, so
| i ke a Ron Jones, Brad Stokes, Al an Torres, those
f ol ks.

Q VWhat was the nature of the information
presented at those neetings versus the nonthly
progress neetings?

A It was just -- it was just talking

specifically torisks. So this is the risk. This
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Is the major project risk. This is how we're going
to try and mtigate it. Here's where we stand.

That was the type of information that we shared with
SCANA.

Q How did it differ fromwhat was di scussed
in the nonthly neetings?

A The nonthly neetings, you know, the risk
regi ster m ght have been tal ked about in high-Ievel
form but it wasn't going into the detail that the
risk nmeeting itself would have.

Q And who presented the information from
West i nghouse at those weekly neetings?

A The weekly neetings? That woul d have been
sonebody from Li sa Cazal et's group.

Q Did you becone aware at sone point in tine
t hat Bechtel was doing an assessnent of the project?

A Yes.

Q When did you becone aware of that?

A W were told that Bechtel was going to be
perform ng an assessnent. SCANA had told our
project director, and then that fl owed down fromthe
project director that Bechtel was conming on-site to
do this assessnent.

Q So M. Churchman was the one who told you

about the assessnent?
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1 A Ri ght .

2 Q Do you recall when that was?

3 A No, | don't know.

4 Q Have you ever worked with Bechtel before

S 20157

6 A Yes. We had done a | ot of deconm ssioning

71 work in spent fuel and that sort of stuff. And
8| we -- | was actually involved in working as a
9| subcontractor to Bechtel at Connecticut Yankee to

10 | develop and build a new fuel transfer facility

11| farther. So yes, |'ve been involved with Bechtel.
12 Q VWhat tinme period was that?

13 A Now you're testing ny nenory.

14 That was quite sone tinme ago. That was

15| with AREVA; so | would think that that's got to be

16 | 10 years ago.

17 Q VWhat is Bechtel's reputation in your
18 | industry?
19 A | think Bechtel is very good. | think

20| they're kind of a stickler to work with

21| commercially. They're not the easiest people to get
22| along with, but typically they finish the job, so...
23 Q Did M. Churchman tell you anything about
24 | the reason that Bechtel was doing an assessnent of

25| the project?
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A No. The assessnent was just basically
they were comng in to assess the status of the
proj ect and what they felt about it. So other than
that, there wasn't nmuch detail.

Q Did you ever receive any information about
the reason for the Bechtel assessnent from anyone
besi des M. Churchman?

A Not really.

Q Were you ever told that the purpose of the
Bechtel assessnent was to prepare for litigation
agai nst Westi nghouse?

MR, SCHALK: Form
THE WTNESS: Never told that.
BY MR COX:

Q Were you ever told that they woul d have
any role in the project beyond assessing the
proj ect?

A No, | was not told that.

Q What were you told about the scope of
Bechtel's assessnent of the project?

MR, SCHALK: Form

THE WTNESS: Kind of like |I said, it was
just to cone in and do an assessnent of where
the project stood. And then the going forward

on the project, whether it was reasonable to
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1 assune that, you know, they nmake schedul e
2 dates, et cetera. So that was kind of what we
3 were told.

41 BY MR COX:

5 Q So you were told that schedul e assessnent
6| was part of the assessnent?

7 A Vell, I'"mnot saying schedule

8| specifically, but just the Iikelihood of making the
9| substantial conpletion dates. And then there were
10 | other things factored into that.

11 But, you know, it was essentially Bechtel
12 | had the scope of work that they were going to cone
13| in and perform Details behind it, | didn't get any
14| witten details of what exactly they were doing, so
15| it would just be conjecture on ny part.

16 Q What type of interactions with Bechtel did
17 | you have during the assessnent?

18 A So -- so we provided | ogistics, or sone

19| logistics for them for themto get around the site
20| and to go in and investigate certain areas, and just
21| |ike a support function for them But we did not --
22| we did not work with those folks as far as

23 | developing any details that went into the report.

24 Q What types of docunents did you provide to

25 Becht el ?
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1 A | -- 1 can't answer that, but | know SCANA
2| had set up a reading roomthat Bechtel would

3| basically be able to | ook at those docunents. And

4 | Westinghouse, | think, had supplied sone docunents

5| for that reading room as well.

6 Q Are you -- are you aware of any requests

7| for information by Bechtel that Wstinghouse refused
8| to neet?

9 A No, not that |I know of. And those

10 | requests woul d have cone through SCANA. They

11 | woul dn't have cone through Bechtel.

12 Q kay. Well, that's fine.

13 My question to you is: Even if the

14 | request to Westinghouse or to you cane through

15 | SCE&G are you aware of any tinmes where Wstinghouse
16 | said, "We're not going to provide that information"?
17 A Not to ny know edge.

18 Q WWere you ever given the suggestion that

19| you were not to cooperate with Bechtel in their

20 | assessnent ?

21 A No. Nobody ever told us to just not

22 cooperate, no.

23 Q Beyond no one telling you that, did anyone
24| give you the inpression that you shouldn't be

25| forthcomng with Bechtel ?
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MR. SCHALK: Form
THE W TNESS: Nope.

BY MR COX:
Q Did you have an interview with Bechtel ?
A Have an interview?
Q Yes. D d soneone from Bechtel interview
you?
A No. There were discussions, but it

wasn't, quote, a formal interview

Q So you had conversations with --

A Yeah, certain Bechtel people.

Q kay. Who from Bechtel did you talk to?

A Wll, | had tal ked to John Atwell, who
was -- John, | don't think, was part of the team
that actually did the assessnent. | think John was

nore the Bechtel |ead on-site putting it together.
So. ..

Q What did you talk to M. Atwell about?

A Vel l, just, you know, what they need from
t he support standpoint for us to try and help them
out .

Q What did he say they needed?

A VWell, it would just be |ike escorting into
the areas that they needed to get in to see what the

status of the scope of work was. So, you know, we
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1| could provide themthat access.

2 Q Do you recall talking to anyone el se from
3| Bechtel, besides M. Atwell?

4 A | don't. | don't. I'mgetting the

5| Bechtel thing confused with the Construction

6| Oversight Review Board. So -- so fromthe Bechtel
7| side, | don't recall anything on the Bechtel side.
8 Q Did you provide a schedule to Bechtel ?
9 A | can't say definitively, but | guess

10 | that's a question for Terry.

11 Q Ckay. Did anyone at Westinghouse express
12 | any concerns to you about providing information to
13 | Bechtel ?

14 A No, not to ne.

15 Q Did you ever see the report that Bechtel
16 | produced regardi ng the assessnent ?

17 A |'ve seen what's been printed in the

18 papers. You know, |'ve seen that. | haven't seen

19 the attachnments that were associated wth the

20 | report, but the main body of the report, |'ve seen,
21 | yes.
22 Q Did you see it while you were still on the

23 | project?
24 A No; it was after.

25 Q So it was within the past year that you
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1 saw it?

2 A Uh- huh.

3 Q s that a yes?

4 A Yes.

5 Q Did you have any under st andi ng, when

6 | Bechtel was doing the assessnent, whether there

71 would be a witten report?

8 A | didn't know what the scope of their work
9| really was, you know. | was just told that they

10 | were comng in and doi ng an assessnent.

11 Normal | y, when you do an assessnent, you
12| wite it up. So | would inmagine that there would be
13| a report, but |I had -- | had no know edge of what

14 | they were contracted to do.

15 Q Did you have any conversations with your
16 | col |l eagues about requesting to see the Bechtel

17 report?

18 A No. We just picked it up online when it
19| was avail abl e.

20 Q Right. And | should rephrase that

21 | question.

22 When you were still on the project, in

23 | 2015, after the assessnent was conplete -- and | et
241 nme preface this by saying: D d you have an

25 | understandi ng of when the Bechtel assessnent was
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done?

A | guess the -- the conpletion date of the
Bechtel assessnent, | don't really know the end date
on that. Gkay? But -- but the report itself, the

first tinme | sawit was when it was public.

Q And did you have any conversations, while
you were at the project, with your coll eagues about
asking for a witten copy of the Bechtel assessnent?

MR SCHALK: Form
THE WTNESS: | didn't.
THE COURT REPORTER Did or didn't?
THE WTNESS: Ddn't.
THE COURT REPORTER  Thank you.
MR. SCHALK: Try to keep your voice up.
THE W TNESS: Voice up? kay.
BY MR COX

Q Did you have any di scussions, while you
were on the project, about what Bechtel's
concl usi ons were?

A Not really. | think, you know, the report
was put out and, you know, was -- it wasn't viewed
one way or the other fromthe project perspective,
so. ..

Q Did you know that a report had been put

out while you were on the project?
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1 A No. You know, the first -- like | said

2| before, the first tine | saw the report was when it
3| becane publicly avail able.

4 Q And | want to kind of shift this

5| questioning back to the tine period right after the
6 | Bechtel assessnent was conpl ete.

7 Did you have any understanding -- even

8 | though you didn't see a report, did you have any

9| understanding of what the concl usions Bechtel had
10 | reached in its assessnent were?

11 A Not -- not -- not until | saw the report
12 | when it becane public. That report and the

13 | assessnent was basically handl ed from SCANA

14| internally, so they were working through SCANA. So
15| we weren't obligated to see anything that was

16 | generated from Bechtel on that.

17 Q So it's correct to say that you did not
18 | know what Bechtel's conclusions were while you were

19| on the project?

20 MR. SCHALK: Asked and answered. Go

21 ahead.

22 THE WTNESS: That's true. O at |east |
23 don't recollect when those -- those -- when the
24 i nformati on becane avail abl e.

25| BY MR COX
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1 Q Did it becone avail able while you were on
2| the project?

3 A No, not to ny knowl edge. | nean, | told
41 you it started when it becane public.

5 Q Right. And | just want to know what you
6 | personally know, not your conpany.

7 You nentioned the Construction Oversi ght

8| Review Board. Can you explain what that is?

9 A Wl |, SCANA had brought in the seasoned
10 | veterans -- | guess "seasoned" is the best word to
11 | use -- that had a |l ot of construction experience.

12 | And they were supposed to basically bring sone
13 | oversight and nake reconmmendati ons to SCANA fromthe

14 | construction perspective.

15 So it was infrequent neetings. There were
16 | periods -- | think it m ght have been once a
17| quarter. | don't really renenber the periods on the

18 | neetings, but this construction oversight board

19| would do sone reviews. They'd interview people that
20| they wanted to interview. And then they'd go out

21| and conplete their assessnent and nake

22 recommendati ons to SCANA.

23 Q Were you ever interviewed by the board?
24 A I was. | was.
25 Q Who interviewed you?
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1 A I"'mtrying to renenber. | can see his

2| face. He used to work for SGI. It was WIIianson,
3| M. WIIlianson.

4 Q And what did you discuss with hinf

5 A Just the overall approach to construction
6 | and our scope associated with the project.

7 Q Are you aware of any recomendati ons that
8| were made by the Construction Oversight Review

9| Board?

10 A They put it out and they issued those

11 | essentially to SCANA that would then roll through
12 | SCANA and cone to us in the formof, you know,

13 | enhancenents, whether they be schedule or a process
14 | or whatever.

15 Q And did you inplenent those

16 | recommendati ons?

17 A Vell, we would have taken it to put it as
18 | an action to inplenent it. So there would have been
19| like a performance inprovenent plan that woul d have
20 | taken that itemand captured it and tracked it to
21 | make sure that that recommendation did get utilized.
22 Q And how often did this -- these

23 | recomendations conme fromthe review board?

24 A Vell, | can't renenber that clearly when

25| they nmet, you know. | don't knowif it was once a
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guarter or whatever, but usually there was an
assessnent for each tine that they cane and net.
And we woul d take those assessnents that cane
rolling through SCANA to inpl enent.

Q WAs anyone from Westi nghouse on the
Construction Oversight Revi ew Board?

A No. It was independent.

Q Did SCE&G ever use an owner's engi neer on
the project?

A That's a good question. They had
engi neering firnms cone out and perform services for
them But as far as, |like, an AE on the project,
| -- they didn't have an AE, but they did, for
speci fic scopes of work, contract engi neering
conpanies to performwork for them

Q What does AE nean?

A Archi tect engi neer.

Q How is that different froman owner's
engi neer ?

A Wl |, an architect engineer is actually
i nvolved in portions of the design, as well. The

owner engi neer woul d not be.
Q Have you worked with owner's engi neers on
ot her projects?

A Yes, yes.
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1 Q VWhat type of role does the owner's

2| engineer usually fill?

3 A So the owner's engineer is basically to

4| review what ever happens on the other side of the

5| house. So if sonebody's been contracted to go build
6| a building, right, the owner's engineer is |ooking
7] at it from you know, what specs were provided and
8| all that, making sure the conpliance between the

9| constructed building is essentially the sane as what
10 | was outlined in the specifications.

11 Q Do you feel the project would have

12 | benefited from having an owner's engi neer?

13 A | can't answer that. It's a SCANA

14 | questi on.

15 Q Why do you feel it's a SCANA question?
16 A Because, you know, SCANA had an over al
17| plan, | guess, to nmanage the project. And it didn't
18 | include, | don't think, an owner's engineer. So --

19 | so you'd have to ask SCANA t hat question.
20 Q The project ran into sone issues with

21 | productivity --

22 A Uh- huh.

23 Q -- correct?

24 A It did.

25 Q Do you feel an owner's engi neer would have
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hel ped mtigate those problens?
MR. KEEL: bject to form
THE WTNESS: | can't see where they would
have actually -- would have had the insight to
actually mtigate the problem
BY MR COX
Q When did you becone aware that
West i nghouse was going to declare for bankruptcy?
A March of 2017.
Q At the tinme it occurred?
A Yes.
Q You didn't have any notice that it would
happen earlier?
A W had -- we had a day or two. That was
about it.
Q What was your reaction to |earning about
it?
MR SCHALK: Form
THE WTNESS: M reaction was it was a
necessity. They needed to do it.
BY MR COX
Q VWhy was t hat ?
A Wl |, cash flow issues inside of
West i nghouse. They had to do it.

Q Did you feel that the project was, from
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your view, was creating financial troubles for
West i nghouse?

A |'d say obviously, yeah. Yeah.

Q Did you have any view on whether the fixed
pri ce anmendnent that occurred in October 2015 woul d
cause financial problens for Wstinghouse?

A At the tine, | didn't -- | didn't know
anything that had been worked out in the details of

that agreenment. But going forward, obviously it did

prove to be not -- not probably the right thing to
do. So -- so |l really can't answer beyond that.
Q Did you ever hear anyone at Westinghouse

convey to SCE&G t hat Westinghouse would continue to
work on the project even if it resulted in
West i nghouse | osi ng noney on the project?
A | never heard that.
Q Were you involved in Westinghouse's
cal cul ations, financial calculations, that they used
I n negotiating the 2015 anendnent to the contract?
A Huh- uh.
Q Were you involved in providing SCE&G
I nformati on about the project in 2017, after
West i nghouse' s bankrupt cy?
MR, SCHALK: Form
THE WTNESS: Say that again.
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BY MR COX
Q Sur e.

In 2017, after Westinghouse's

bankruptcy --
A Ri ght .
Q -- were you involved in providing

I nformati on to SCE&G about the status of the
proj ect?

A We continued on like it was a nornal
project. So all the reports that we generated, we
kept themto generate those reports and transmt
t hose to the owner.

Q Did you have any uni que obligations during
that time period to work with SCE&G on cal cul ati ons
t hat SCE&G was maki ng about whether to continue
constructing the project?

MR, SCHALK: Form
THE WTNESS: | never did.
BY MR COX:

Q Is that a no?

A That's a no.

MR COX: If we can take a short break,

['"I'l ook through ny notes and finish up.

MR SCHALK: Sure.
THE VI DEOGRAPHER: The tinme is 10:33 a. m
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We are off the record.

(Recess in the proceedings from 10: 33
to 10:45.)
THE VI DEOGRAPHER: The tinme is 10:45 a. m

We are back on the record. Please proceed.

BY MR COX:

Q M. Magnarelli, | have just a few nore
fol |l ow up questions.

A Sur e.

Q During your tinme at the project, did you
ever have any interactions wth any personnel from
the South Carolina ORS, Ofice of Regulatory Staff?

A Yes, we net on -- there was functional
area assessnents that went on between the consortium
that gave the results of those functional area
assessnents to the owner. ORS was of particular
interest in that, and we net regularly with the ORS
to go over those functional area assessnents with
t hem

And then there were the periodic nonthly
neetings with the ORS. And then those |I didn't
regularly attend, but on once or twice, | net with
themon that, as well.

Q Those nonthly neetings you' re referring to

are different neetings than the progress review
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1| neetings, correct?

2 A Correct.

3 Q Did ORS attend the progress review

41 meetings?

5 A They could have. | believe they were

6| invited. | think in some instances, they did, but I

7 don't have a total recollection.

8 Q And these nonthly neetings with --

9 A ORS.

10 Q -- with ORS --

11 A Ri ght .

12 Q -- were you always in attendance there or
13 | generally?

14 A No. Once or twice, | had gone as a

15 | replacenent for, like, Carl Churchman or sonebody
16 | el se.

17 Q What issues -- |'msorry.

18 A Because Carl woul d have been the guy that

19| normally attended those.

20 Q And what was di scussed at those neetings?
21 A Again, it was just the status of the site.
22 | And, you know, if the ORS had particular concerns or
23 | any issues that they wanted to di scuss, they would
24 | have brought themup during that neeting.

25 Q Did you ever have any interactions wth
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1| ORS staff outside of those neetings, |ike one-on-one
2 | conversations?

3 A There were sone, because the ORS

4| representatives were there and, you know, you'd just
5| have a discussion with them Like, | can

6| remenber -- | can't renenber the gentleman' s | ast

7| nanme, but his first nane was Gene. And we were

8| setting a steam generator, and he wanted to know

9| exactly what the status was and the setting of that
10 | steam generator, because we had sone issues with bad
11| controllers that day.

12 But, | nean, discussions |like that we

13 | woul d have when you'd see themaround the site and

14 | they'd stop you and ask you sone questions.

15 Q Were you ever told not to share certain
16 | information with ORS personnel ?

17 A No.

18 Q Did you have any input into the filings

19 | that SCE&G nmade with the South Carolina Public
20 | Service Conm ssion?

21 MR, SCHALK: Form

22 THE W TNESS: No.

23| BY MR COX:

24 Q WAs there an issue or problemat the

25| project regarding parts arriving and backi ng up
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before they were ready to be constructed?

A There were. You know, we had to establish
storage tents, and then we actually had to rent
war ehouses offsite to actually store the equi pnent,
as well. So, you know, it did.

We had a | ot of equipnent delivered that
we couldn't put into the plant because the plant
wasn't that far constructed yet. So we had to find
soneplace to put it and store it properly, because a
| ot of this equi pnment had pretty stringent storage
requi renents, you know, humdity, tenperature,
et cetera.

Q Did that increase the cost of the project?

A The added storage, yeah. Yes.

Q VWhat was the volune of parts that you had
on hand that you couldn't use yet?

MR, SCHALK: Form

MR. KEEL: Form

THE WTNESS: | couldn't answer that.

BY MR COX:

Q How nuch space were you required to rent
out to store this equipnent?

A Vell, there were two warehouses. One was
Metro and one was Bl ythewood. And | believe the

conbi nation of the two was about 400, 000 square feet
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of storage space.

Q How | ong did you have to rent that space?
A That | don't know.

Q WAs it the whole tinme you were there?

A No.

Q Did it end before you left?

A It's ended now, since they've renoved all
t he equi pnmrent fromthose warehouses and brought it
back to the site. So -- so all the equi pnment is out
of those warehouses. They no | onger pay rent. And
it's back on-site right now It's stored in tents
and war ehouses on-site.
Q WAs that space still being rented at the
time that Westinghouse rejected the contract?
A It was --
MR, SCHALK: Form
THE WTNESS: Yeah, |'mnot sure. 1'm not
sure.
BY MR COX:
Q About how rmuch did it cost to rent that
space?
A | don't know.
Q Did you ever know?
A No. That's not ny bailiw ck, rent.

Q Whose bailiwick is it?
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A It woul d have been our procurenent people.
They woul d have established the contract.

Q And who was that?

A Ed Terres is the WECTEC pur chasi ng
manager. So it probably woul d have been sonet hi ng
t hrough hi s group.

Q How do you spell his |ast nane?

A T-BEFR-R-E-S.

Q During the August 2014 schedul e wor kshop,
do you recall whether Wstinghouse projected that it

could reach a 1.15 productivity factor in six

nont hs?
A 1.157?
Q Ri ght .

A Right. So the 1.15 was the nom nal that
we believed was achi evable, yeah. And that's a
performance factor, not a productivity factor.

Q What's the difference between those two?

A They just call that the performance
factor; so it's not to be confused with
productivity.

Q What does performance factor neasure that
productivity doesn't?

A So if you had a 1.0 performance factor,

t hat neans that you're perform ng at what you had
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1| planned. Okay. So because of the conplexity of the
2| buildings, et cetera, the plan was to use a

3| performance factor of 1.15. And as long as you net
41 1.15, you were on plan.

5 Q And how is that different than a

6| productivity factor? Because | thought they were

7 t he sane.

8 A They call it performance factor. That's
9| all I can tell you.
10 Q Okay. Who from SCE&G did you interact

11| with the nost while you were on the project?
12 A It woul d have been their construction

13| folks, so Alan Torres, Kyle Young, people in Kyle's

14 | group.

15 Q How often did you interact with then?

16 A Daily.

17 Q Are you still a Westinghouse enpl oyee?

18 A Yes.

19 Q What's your current position?

20 A Director of Operations. |GG

H

23 Q And has that been your role ever since you
24| |eft the project?

25 A No. W -- ny role was actually to denob
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the V.C. Summer site for the Westinghouse
construction. So we denob'd that site and | shi pped
the construction equi pnent for auction. So the
construction equi pnent has been auctioned. W still
have a couple of things |eft on-site, like the HLD
and the batch plant that we're planning to al so
auction off at sone point.

So right now I'mthe | ast guy badged at
V.C. Summer from Westi nghouse.

Q But you no | onger physically work out of
V.C. Summer; is that right?

A No. | nake periodic trips.

Q When did you | eave the plant from working
there on a full-tinme basis?

A It would have been the -- what is it now?
| believe it was -- | don't have the date offhand,
but | think it was June 1st is when we actually nade
that transition.

Q June 1st of 20187

A Yes.

Q This year?

A Ri ght .

Q Were you in touch with SCE&G about their
estimates to conplete that they perforned after

West i nghouse rejected the contract?
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A Repeat that, please.
Q Sur e.

Were you involved with SCE&G s work in
determning an estinmate to conplete schedule in
2017, after Westinghouse rejected the contract?

MR, SCHALK: Form

THE WTNESS: No, | was not.

BY MR COX:
Q Did you ever hear that SCE&G was critical
of the schedul e that Westinghouse had at that tine?

MR, SCHALK: Form

MR KEEL: Sane.

THE W TNESS: No.

BY MR COX:
Q Were you ever involved in the work at the
Vogtl e plant construction?
MR, SCHALK: Form
THE WTNESS: No. W do -- we do sone
mni mal work with the Vogtle plant, but no, not
primarily.
BY MR COX:
Q Are you aware of any differences in how
t he Sout hern Conpany supervises the work at Vogtle
versus how SCE&G supervised the work at V.C Summer?

A No, | wouldn't have any know edge of that.
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1 MR. COX: Thank you for your tine,

2 M. Magnarelli. | have no further questions.
3 | believe ny coll eagues do.

4 THE WTNESS: All right. Thanks.

5 MR. NELSON: Could we ask again that the
6 deponent speak nore | oudly?

7 THE W TNESS: Ckay.

8 - -

9 EXAM NATI ON

10 - -

11 | BY MR EVANS:

12 Q Good norning, M. Magnarelli. [|'mJerry
13| Evans, and | represent a class of plaintiff

14 | ratepayers in this case. And | also thank you for

15| giving us your tine to be here today.

16 | want to ask a couple of terns you used
17| in your testinony. You said at the period that

18 | Fluor took over sone of the responsibilities of Shaw
19 | and CB&, that Westinghouse naintained

20 | responsibility for primary equi pnent installation,

21 correct?

22 A Correct.
23 Q Define for nme "primary equi pnent.”
24 A It would actually be the nuclear circuit.

25| Ckay. So the heart of the plant, it would be like
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the reactor vessel, the steam generators, the
pressurizer, PRH, our heat exchanger, reactor
cooling piping. It would actually be probably the
nost i nportant equi pnent that goes into the plant.

Q And what about other construction-type
equi pnent, |i ke cranes, for exanple? Wuld that
have been Westinghouse's responsibility or --

A Vel |, cranes, |ike the polar crane that
were down in containnent, that woul d have been our
responsibility. But just normal construction
cranes, that would have been the constructor's role.
Whi ch woul d have been Shaw and CB&l ?
Shaw CB& and Fl uor.

And t hen Fl uor?

> O >» O

Ri ght .

Q Anot her term you used, when tal ki ng about
productivity issues, you cited one of the causes,
that the civil work was underesti mat ed.

What's your definition of the "civil
wor k" ?

A Gvil work is the actual structure itself.
So in other words, it would have been the aux
bui | di ng, auxiliary building, annex building. For
the nuclear island, it would have been contai nnent,

and then the shield building. So that would have
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1| been the nuclear island civil work.

2 Q And are you aware of any particul ar steps
3| that SCE&G took to mitigate the civil work problens?
4 A No, there wasn't -- | think any -- any

5| issues that canme up, it was kind of a joint effort.
6| Like | said before, on these mtigation strategies
71 and the neetings between the consortium and the

8| owner, that mtigation strategies were devel oped to
9| address issues. However, there were just certain
10 | issues that -- that the constructor was having

11| trouble with, concrete placenents, for instance.

12| And then there was the issue associated with the

13 | conplexity of the rebar patterns and actually, you
14 | know, making sure that everything fit.

15 So it -- it wasn't as straightforward, |
16 | think, as the constructor had originally planned.

17| So it was a bit nore conplex than your straight

18 | structural steel building or sonething like that, or
19 | reinforced concrete buil ding.

20 Q And was it your understandi ng that SCE&G
21| was fully aware of these construction problens as
22 | they were happeni ng?

23 A Yes. Yes.

24 Q You nentioned a scheduling workshop in

25| August 2014.
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1 A Ri ght .
2 Q Whose idea was it to have that workshop?
3 A | think it was nutually agreed upon

4| between the consortiumand the owner.

5 Q Do you renenber anyone in particular who
6| was responsible for planning or setting up the

7| wor kshop?

8 A Vel |, Kyle Young from SCANA was probably
9| the point person, and Terry Elam from our side was
10 | the point person on that.

11 | know in the initial first few days, we
12| had a lot of people in the roomat nanagenent | evel.
13 | Like Alan Torres probably woul d have been in there
14| on the first day. There were sone senior managers
15| in there on the first few days of the scheduling

16 | workshop, and then it was left up to their designees
17| to conplete the effort.

18 Q You nentioned an anount of equi pnent that
19| had to be stored in warehouses offsite. Was there
20 | an inventory done of that equipnent?

21 A Yes.

22 Q kay. So were you fully aware of where
23 | equi pnment was, what it would take to get it into

24 | service, and who woul d be responsible for getting

251 jt?
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A Ri ght .
MR, SCHALK: Form
THE WTNESS: That was all recorded.
BY MR EVANS:
Q At sone point in 2016, were you
responsi bl e for heading up an inventory of
equi pnent ?
A That wasn't me, but it was -- we had sone
I nvol venrent. The person that actually was the point
person on that was a gentleman by the nane of Tony
Boone, and he was actually in ny group.

So -- so that whol e planning organi zati on
that | had tal ked about before, those were
essentially people that went out and captured the
i nventory and the status of the project of where it
stood right at that point froma construction
per specti ve.

Q VWhat was the need for -- for an inventory
assessnent in 2016 that was different from before?
A The inventory assessnent in 2016 was to
actually cal cul ate how nuch had been installed in
the -- inthe units. So it was not only doing the
I nventory of where the equi pnent was, just to verify
t he equi pnent, but it was al so how nuch rebar had

been install ed, how nuch enbednent pl ates.
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It was to get sone percent conplete and
have a good handl e on that percent conplete, if
that's the effort that you' re tal king about. M
dates, 2016, it was about that tine franme that they
went through this effort. And it was a major effort
to do that. So that's ny recollection, 2016, is the
approximate tine for that.

There was also -- there was al so materi al
I nventory going on at all the warehouses and in all
the tents, et cetera. And | can't -- can't renenber
the dates on that, so I'mnot sure exactly what
you' re tal king about in 2016. They both m ght have
over | apped.

Q Wl |, about how long did this inventory
process take?

A kay. So the inventory process that | was
tal ki ng about, to see how nuch had actually been
installed in the plant, was weeks. Not -- not
several nonths, but it was actually weeks.

Q Si x weeks? Ei ght weeks?

A | would say between four to six, sonewhere
I n that range.

Q As part of the inventory assessnent, was
there any attenpt to reduce the anount of equi pnent

that was either on-site or in storage?
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A No. We had planned to put it in the
pl ant .

Q A nunber of docunents have been produced
inthis litigation, and we've seen a nunber of
presentations that are made. And a couple of them
have your nane on them

A G eat .

Q So | wanted to ask you a question.

What is the advanced constructibility
pr ogr anf

A Yeah. So this is the planning effort that
| had tal ked about before. When | got to the
project, there really wasn't a |l ot of | ookahead from
a construction planning standpoint. So we -- we
established a strategic planning team is what the
organi zation was called. And that strategic
pl anni ng team then norphed into this planning group
that actually did the construction planning effort,
as well as refine the work control processes.

So we actually took the procedures --
there were nine procedures that you had to adhere to
froma work package preparation standpoint. And we
basi cally scaled that down into one procedure that
you had to use versus the nine. So it was things

| i ke that for enhancenents, efficiencies.
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As far as the planning team they did
reviews of just how the buil ding should be
constructed. And they kind of laid it out step by
step, what you should be installing first, second,
third, et cetera. So the strategic planning team
woul d identify that, but then this advanced
constructibility review teamwuld also | ook to see
I f what the design -- the design provided was
actually constructible, and then what information we
could give the constructor that would help themin
constructing.

So -- and I'lIl just give you an exanpl e.
So they had spacing on rebar. Ckay. But that
spaci ng on rebar woul d have been a problem because
If you laid it out fromone end, which typically
constructors wll do, and then go all the way across
the face of the wall, you would have run into
interferences in the mddle of the wall because
there's other enbednents, et cetera.

So that group would have said, "Hey, you
have to | ay out your rebar pattern on either side of
t hese enbednents, and then that way you won't have
the i ssues associated wth the m salignnent and
interferences.” That woul d have been the group that

woul d have done sonething |ike that.
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Q And was this advanced constructibility
program-- was it inplenented?

A It was.

Q And do you think it solved probl ens?

A We got through the pilot program and that
showed benefits. And then we instituted it
projectwide. And | think the fact that it wasn't
totally bought into by the constructor m ght have
been -- m ght have been part of the reason that we
didn't fully realize what it could have done.

Q Did anyone from SCE&G have any i nvol venent
i n the advanced constructibility progranf

A They -- they were aware of it. D d they
actually sit in that group? | don't think that they
were actually part of the group. You know, they
wer e obviously involved in knowi ng that strategic
pl anni ng was goi ng on, advanced constructibility.

W al so had a group that did Tekla
nodeling. That's a software programthat woul d
actually nodel rebar patterns to nmake sure that
things were going to line up and not interfere with
each other. So that effort was ongoing to help the
constructor actually gain sone efficiencies.

Q And was SCE&G aware of the constructor --

| think this was your term-- not fully buying into
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this?

A You know, we tal ked about it. The
constructor -- and it's a mndset with the
constructor that if you' re going to get themto
think in these ternms, you should probably have
started at the project inception.

But these -- the constructor was
essentially just dealing with day-to-day issues.
And they just wanted to see -- wanted to face what
was, you know, really staring themin the face.

So these things were really planning. So
they were out further than just, you know, their
day-to-day activities.

Q | think you -- in your earlier testinony,
you described the constructors and Wsti nghouse as
havi ng divergent goals; is that correct?

A Uh- huh.

Q s that an exanple you were just talking
about of seeing the imedi ate need?

A No. | think at that point, you know, we
were all one teamat that point. But | think the
original contract setup was what | was tal ki ng about
before. And that contract setup just kind of |ends
itself to people having different goals and purpose.

MR. EVANS: | don't have nuch nore, but
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|'ve been inforned we need to nake a tape
change. So let's do that now.

THE WTNESS: Oh, okay.

THE VI DEOCRAPHER: This ends disk 1. The
time is 11:10 a.m W are off the record.

(Recess in the proceedings from11l: 10

to 11:12.)

THE VI DEOGRAPHER: Here begi ns di sk nunber

2 in today's deposition of Dan Magnarelli. The

time is 11:12 a.m W're back on the record.

Pl ease proceed.

BY MR EVANS:

Q M. Magnarelli, another -- another topic
that | see your nane attached to in the docunents is
sonething called a Bluefin 16.0 Construction & Site
Managenent Work Stream Are you famliar with that?

A Yes.

Q In general, could you describe to ne
what -- what this is?

A That -- is that the one that was done in
The Wodl ands or is that the one that was done in --
could I actually see the docunent so I know what |'m
t al ki ng about ?

Q ( Handi ng.)

MR. SCHALK: Actually, can | take a | ook?
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Are you attaching this or just using it?

MR. EVANS: No. | just have a general
guesti on.

MR. KEEL: Let's at |east read the Bates
into the record.

MR, EVANS: Sure.

MR. SCHALK: Just go fromthere
(indicating). You can give that back.

THE WTNESS: Ckay. Yeah, this was -- we
were in Colunbia, actually, setting up the
construction piece of this Bluefin effort.

So this -- you know, we had broken down
the Bluefin. That was the project nane before
we actually transitioned in January of 2016 to
where Westinghouse took over. And this was in
preparation of that takeover, how we were goi ng
to transition and nmake i nprovenents to the
construction segnent of the project. And
that's why you'll see that these were the
things that were identified on here. This
construction site nmanagenent, these were the
areas that we were actually trying to go nake
| nprovenents on.

So we had that discussion. It was a group

effort between Fluor and Westinghouse. And we
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di d have SCANA representation, as well. So
people were involved with this. | know Kyl e
Young was down in Colunbia. And | think there
was a gentleman that worked for Kyle -- | can't
remenber his nane offhand right now -- who
actually sat on this team

BY MR EVANS:

Q And so this is a programor plan that was
I mpl enent ed?

A Yes. W went through and created the
functional area assessnents for all of these. And
there were 31 functional area assessnents
identified. W went through and actually executed
about 15 of those. And these were all included --
these were included in all of that.

Q And do you believe that as a result of
I npl enenti ng those plans, there was i nproved
productivity on the project?

A Yeah. | nean, a |lot of these don't deal
Wi th productivity per se, because you woul d have had
facilities, construction facilities and equi pnent,
you know. So it's not necessarily productivity
| mprovenent .

But things |ike on the wel ding program

there were a nunber of inprovenents nmade to the
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wel di ng program Rigging and handling, we
sinplified the processes of rigging and handli ng.
The subcontracting plan was al so revi ewed; and kind
of stream ined the subcontracting plan, as well.

So these areas were addressed. They were
contained in functional area assessnents, witten up
as to what the recommendati ons woul d be goi ng
forward. And there were -- sone of those
recomendati ons were actually carried out; sone were
not .

Q kay. \What's an exanple of a
recommendation that was not carried out?

A So it would have been, |ike, the resource
plan. So the resource plan. So we had a resource
plan, but it wasn't | oaded into the schedule fully.
Ri ght? Like what we expl ai ned before, there was a
gap in that. And we wouldn't have carried that out
to conpletion.

So that was sonething we felt that wasn't
really worthwhile to spend the extra effort to get
that detail, so we would not have carried that back
end of that out.

Q And who deci ded that that would not have
been worth the effort?

A It's deci ded between the constructor,
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1| Westinghouse, and relayed to the owner, reported to
2| the owner that we were not going to go down that

3| path.

4 Q Did the owner react in any way to your

5| decision not to go down that path?

6 A | don't recall any negative feedback on

7| that, because the areas that we weren't going to

8| resource |oad, you know, weren't really the primary
9| areas of critical path representation for the

10 | project.

11 Q May | ?

12 A Yes (handi ng).

13 MR. KEEL: Can you just read those two

14 pages?

15 MR. EVANS: The witness was referring to a
16 docunent that has the foll ow ng Bates nunber,

17 SCANA_RP0274251.

18 And |'m happy to nake this an exhibit. |
19 just didn't have another copy of it.

20 MR. KEEL: Up to you.

21| BY MR EVANS:

22 Q | just wanted to ask you a couple of terns
23| that were used in here. There's a phrase in here

24| called one-by-four planning. Are you famliar with

25 t hat ?
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A Yes.

Q Define that for ne.

A It's essentially kind of a fleetw de
approach. So we had four plants that were under
construction, tw at Vogtle, two at Sunmer.

So, you know, if there was, say, an
engi neering design change or if there was a
procurenment strategy where we could gain the benefit
by, say, buying for four plants versus one, then,
you know, that woul d be an efficiency.

So it was -- one-by-four planning was the
title of the functional area, and it represented
that we woul d be doing one thing for all four
pl ants.

Q How was that a change from how you had
been managed before?

MR SCHALK: Form

MR. KEEL: Sane.

THE WTNESS: Ckay. So -- so I'll just
gi ve you an exanple of work packages. Right?
Vogtle had their way of doing it. Summer had
their way of doing it. W skinnied that all
down to a way to do it.

So that's where, | think, both sites

gai ned sone efficiency in the scal ed-down work
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1 package process.
2| BY MR EVANS:
3 Q And included in the goals in this Bluefin

4| project were the 3 percent a nonth conpletion rate;

5| is that correct?
6 A Ri ght .
7 Q And | believe you testified earlier, that

8 | was never achieved?

9 A Correct.

10 Q | think the best you said you achi eved was
11| about 1 and a half?

12 A That's ny recol |l ection.

13 Q kay. And, of course, SCE&G was fully

14 | aware of that |evel of progress, correct?

15 A Correct.

16 Q Did you have -- in your work on the

17 | project, did you have any direct involvenent wth

18 | fol ks from Toshi ba?

19 A W did. W had Toshi ba representatives

20| for the turbine generator. And they -- they kind of
21 | annexed a group that was responsible for the turbine
22 | generator installation. So we had that group

23| on-site. They were at one point five, and then it
24| went to four. So there were four individuals from

25 Toshi ba.
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There was al so sone Toshi ba fol ks t hat
were actually stationed down in Vogtle that woul d,
you know, review schedules and offer their input
intoit. W also had one of the Toshi ba personnel
that switched to Westinghouse eventually, but he was
actually part of the planning team as well.

Q Were they on-site for the whole tine that

you were there?

MR, SCHALK: Form

THE WTNESS: Well, | think the Toshi ba
fol ks cane when it was necessary for the
turbi ne generator installation, but they were
there prior to that, too.

The Toshi ba fol ks that | was tal ki ng about
pl anni ng, et cetera, those were assigned to the
Vogtle site. So they would cone over here
periodically, but they were actually assigned
to Vogtle.

BY MR EVANS:
Q Were Toshi ba fol ks involved in the design
el enents of the AP10007?

A Fromthe turbine system side, yes.
Q For the turbine system side?
A Yeah.

MR. EVANS: Thank you, sir. That's all
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1 t he questions | have.

2 | wll -- since we ended up di scussing

3 this docunent, I will make this an exhibit.

4 - - -

5 (Bluefin 16.0 Construction & Site

6 Mgt . Work Stream SCANA RP274251-274264,
7 mar ked Magnarelli Exhibit Nunber 1 for

8 I dentification.)

9 .- -

10 MR. COX: | never entered the other one,
11 so it should be Number 1.

12 MR. KEEL: Do you want both of these,

13 Jerry?

14 MR. EVANS: Just this one.

15 .- -

16 EXAM NATI ON

17 .- -

18 | BY MR KEEL:

19 Q M. Magnarelli, we nmet just before your
20 | deposition, but, again, ny nane is Brandon Keel. |
21 | represent SCE&G and SCANA in these matters. | want
22| to thank you for your tine here. | just have a few
23 | nore questions for you. Ckay?

24 A Sur e.

25 Q So | believe you testified in response to
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M. Cox's questioning that you first started on the
Sumrer project in March of 2013; is that right?

A Correct.

Q And you stayed through the project
until -- through Westinghouse's bankruptcy filing;
is that right?

MR SCHALK: Form
THE WTNESS: No, longer than that.

Actual ly, the bankruptcy filing was in March.

The shutdown was the end of July. And then I

stayed there to denobilize the site, which was

extended into 2018.

BY MR KEEL:

Q kay. And throughout your tinme working on
the project, did you always performyour job
responsibilities to the best of your ability?

A Yes.

Q Thr oughout your tinme working on the
project, did you always comuni cate information
honestly and conpl etel y?

A Yes.

Q And you' ve tal ked about various schedul es
that you were aware of throughout the tinme that you
were wor king on the project.

Did you al ways believe, at the tine that
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t hose schedul es were proposed, that they were
achi evabl e?

A Yes; hard, but achievabl e.

Q Did you al ways believe that Westinghouse
was committed to doing everything it could to neet
t hose schedul i ng projections?

A Yes.

Q And to the extent that there were del ays
in the project for various reasons, Wstinghouse was
commtted to various mtigation strategies in an
effort to neet the projected schedul es, correct?

A Correct.

Q You are aware that the project was being
billed pursuant to an Engi neering, Procurenent and

Construction Contract, correct?

A Uh- huh.

Q Yes?

A Yes.

Q Sorry. She can't take down "uh-huhs.”
A Yeah. No shakes.

Q And is it your understanding that under
the ternms of that agreenent, the consortium was
solely responsible for all neans of construction?

MR, SCHALK: Form
THE WTNESS: Yes. There was sone scope
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of work that the owner decided to do on their

own. R ght? But other than those owner scopes

of work, it was up to the consortiumto perform

t he remai nder of the project.

BY MR KEEL:

Q Do you know what specific scopes of work
t he owner decided to do on its own?

A I'"'mthinking, |ike, the OA5 system they
had sone involvenent for the treatnent plant that
they were using their own folks with. There was a
couple of small segnents that they had carved out
that they would continue wth.

Q But for the bulk of the project, your
understanding is that the consortiumwas responsible
for --

A Yes.

Q -- construction?

A Yes.

Q And the consortiumwas al so responsi bl e
for procuring the materials for construction?

A Correct.

Q | want to talk a little bit about
West i nghouse for a mnute. You' ve been with
West i nghouse now for how | ong?

A Since March 1st, 2013.
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1 Q And how woul d you descri be Westi nghouse's
2| role in the nuclear industry historically?

3 A Hi storically, they -- they're the brand
41 nanme, so they've got a history of successfu

5| operations and supply of equi pnent and engi neeri ng
6| backup to all that equipnent. So it's a pretty

71 well-known and respected nane in the industry.

8 Q You understand that -- is it your

9| wunderstanding that Westinghouse is considered the
10 | gl obal |eader in nuclear technol ogy fields and

11| services?

12 A Correct.

13 Q And Westinghouse is a | eading supplier of
14 | nucl ear plant products and technologies to utilities
15 | throughout the world; is that correct?

16 A Correct.

17 Q And from ny understandi ng, Wstinghouse
18 | supplied the world's first comrercial pressurized
19 | water reactor; is that right?

20 A Correct.

21 Q And today Westinghouse technology is the
22 | basis for approximately one half of the world's

23 | operating nuclear plants; is that correct?

24 A | don't know that offhand, but it sounds

25| right.
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Q And Westi nghouse designed the AP1000
nucl ear power plants that we have been tal ki ng about
here today; is that right?

A Correct.

Q s it your understanding that the AP1000
I s the safest and nbst econom cal nucl ear power
pl ant available in the worl dw de comerci al
mar ket pl ace today?

A That's my opi nion.

Q And | assune Westinghouse spent years
devel opi ng the AP10007?

A True.

Q How | ong, do you know -- how |l ong did the
conpany spend devel opi ng the AP1000 design?

MR COX: (bject to the form
THE WTNESS: To the extent | know, | just

know t hat the devel opnent has been 15, 20 years

on this AP1000 project.
BY MR KEEL:

Q And t he AP1000 design was certified by the
U.S. Nucl ear Regul atory Commi ssion?

A Correct.

Q And the design works, doesn't it?

A It does. There's operating plants in

Chi na.
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1 Q | believe | saw a press rel ease today that
2| the first AP1000 is now in commercial operation in
3| China; is that right?

4 A Correct.

5 Q And how nmany AP1000 pl ants are being built
6| around the world today?

7 A So there's two at Vogtle, and then it's

8 | the China plants.

9 Q | s Westi nghouse proposing to build other
10 | AP1000s in different areas around the worl d?

11 A W are.

12 Q Do you know how many ot her AP1000 pl ants
13 | Westinghouse is planning to build?

14 A I[t's just -- you know, we're in the

15 | proposal stage, the bidding phase; so, you know,

16 | that's open-ended.

17 Q Wul d you agree with ne that nobody knows
18 | nore about the AP1000 t han Westi nghouse?

19 A Correct.

20 Q And woul d you agree that that has been

21 | true since the day that the AP1000 design was first
22 | created?

23 A | believe that's true, yes.

24 Q At the tinme of the EPC anmendnents in

25 | Cctober 2015, did you understand that Wstinghouse
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was commtting to build the plants pursuant to new
guar ant eed substantial conpletion dates?

A Correct.

Q WAs it your understandi ng that
West i nghouse was committed at that tinme to building
those plants in accordance with that schedul e?

A Correct.

Q Do you believe that Wstinghouse did
everything it could to neet that schedul e?

A Yes, we tried. Yes.

Q And then ultimately, Westinghouse deci ded
to file bankruptcy, right?

A Uh- huh.
Q Yes?
A Yes.

Q Do you know what changed, fromthe tine of
t he EPC anendnent until the tinme of the filing of
bankruptcy, that caused Westinghouse to concl ude
that it no |longer wanted to try to fulfill the
obligations of the contract?

MR. SCHALK: Form

THE WTNESS: | can't answer that.
BY MR KEEL:
Q You were not involved in any discussions

about --
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1 A No, | wasn't
2 Q -- why --
3 MR. SCHALK: Let himjust finish.

41 BY MR KEEL:

5 Q You were not involved in any discussions
6 | about why Westinghouse was seeki ng bankruptcy

7| protection at the time it did?

8 A | wasn't involved in that.

9 Q And you had no expectation that

10 | Westinghouse was going to seek bankruptcy protection
11| prior to your being informed shortly before the

12| filing; is that fair?

13 A That's correct.

14 Q You nmentioned certain interactions that
15| you were involved in with the ORS about the status

16 | of the project.

17 A Uh- huh.

18 Q Correct?

19 A Tr ue.

20 Q | believe you said that there were nonthly
21| neetings with the ORS and -- and what was the other?
22 A There were several specific neetings we

23 had with themto discuss the results of the
24 functi onal area assessnents.

25 Q | know you didn't talk about all -- or you
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didn't attend all of the nonthly neetings with the
ORS, but do you know what information was conveyed
to the ORS during those neetings fromthe ones you
did attend?

A Yeah. Fromthe ones | did attend, it was
basically the status of the plant, and then the, you
know, the construction progress.

But then it was al so to address any issues
that were raised by ORS so that via an open
di scussi on between ORS and site nmanagenent as to,
you know, any issues or concerns that ORS had, you
know, goi ng forward.

Q And so those discussions with the ORS
about the status of the project, would those
di scl ose performance factors and things of that
nat ure?

A Yeah -- yes. | believe we woul d have
tal ked about it if it was specifically asked.
However, the -- you know, the data that, on the
perfornmance and percent conplete and all that, that
was typically reserved for the project review
neeting, which was once a nonth. And | believe the
ORS was invited. You know, ny understanding is they
were invited; so that data woul d have been avail abl e

to them
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1 Q kay. Your understanding is the sane data
2| for the project review neetings was avail able to the
3| ORS; is that right?

4 A Uh-huh. That's correct.

5 Q And you al so nentioned one-off

6 | conversations you nmay have had with ORS personnel

7| on-site. How often was the ORS on-site?

8 A It varied, you know. So we woul d see one,
9| potentially two representatives fromthe ORS on-site
10 | on a pretty frequent basis, naybe one or two days a

11| week. But the -- the actual presence on-site every

12| day, | didn't observe that, so | can't -- | can't

13| say that they were there all the tine.

14 Q But at | east on a weekly basis, from

151 your --

16 A Yes.

17 Q -- Observations?

18 A Yes. You know, they were kind of canped
19| out at the entrance to the plant site. So | -- you

20 | know, unless they were actually wal king by up at the
21| construction site, | wouldn't have -- | wouldn't

22 | have interacted.

23 Q To the extent that you provided any

24| information to the ORS about the project, did you

25| always do so honestly and conpletely?
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A Correct.

Q WAs the information that was provided to
the ORS about the status of the project consistent
Wi th what was provided to the owners?

A Yes.

Q Do you recall -- or scratch that.

Were you present at a neeting with the
ORS, in August of 2016, that related to a PSC

proceeding for the election of the fixed price

option?
A | was not present.
Q Did you ever have any interaction with

Gary Jones fromthe ORS?

A Gary Jones. Maybe, but | don't recognize
t he nane.

Q Fai r enough.

| want to talk a little bit about the

process that went into devel opi ng schedul es for the
project. How would you describe the anmount of
effort that the consortiumput in to devel oping the
schedul es for the project?

A Quite a bit of effort. Quite a bit of
effort. And | think it was actually joint because
the input not only cane fromthe consortium side,

but it was al so being | ooked at fromthe owners'
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side, as well. So | think there was a | ot of nutual
i nput into the schedule itself.

But froma resource and, you know,
wor kl oad effort side, it was quite a bit of work
that was required to generate and nmaintain the
schedul e.

Q Do you know, roughly, how nmany people from
the consortium side were involved in scheduling for
the project?

A | woul dn't guess, but that's a question
for Terry because he was nmanager of the group, and
there was a | ot of people.

Q Do you know, roughly, how | ong -- how nuch
time it takes to put together a reliable schedul e
for a nuclear project of this size?

MR, SCHALK: Form

THE WTNESS: In ny opinion, just it

evolves. So it's a long, lengthy process to

get it to where you actually have -- believe
that you have created an efficient schedul e and

a plan to execute the project. So it is a

| engt hy process to get to that point.

BY MR KEEL:
Q Wul d that process require dozens of
peopl e?
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A It woul d.

Q Wuld it be years or nonths? How long are
we tal ki ng?

A The initial would be nonths. But that
gets refined over the period going forward.

So, | nean, the schedul e devel ops as you
get closer to, you know, your construction start
date. And to evolve that schedul e over tine, you
know, a | ot of these projects are laid out in the
bi ddi ng phase with a -- a schedule that will norph
over tinme to becone extrenely detail ed before that
construction period actually starts.

So sone of these projects go nonths -- |
nmean, the devel opnent goes nonths; sone of these are
years.

Q Now, the sanme sort of questions about the
estimates for how nuch cost it would -- what the
cost would be to conplete the project. Could you
descri be, roughly, how nuch effort or resources go
into that anal ysis?

A Fromthe ETC side?

Q Yes.
A Estimate to conpl ete.
Yeah, so there was -- there was an

abundance of people involved in that, as well. |
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was i nvolved fromoffering up ny input fromny
group, and then review ng sone of the itens that had
been conpiled fromother groups. But as far as

| ooking at the resources that were required to
produce an ETC, it's -- it's scores of people.

Q And, roughly, how nuch tine, using scores
of people, would it take to develop a reliable ETC
for a project of this scope?

A Yeah. | don't recall the exact tinme frane
that we generated the ETCin. | can't recall. |
just don't have a recollection of that.

Q But would it be nonths' worth of work?

A Mont hs, yes.

Q Based on your understanding, did the
schedul es that were proposed for this project along
the way always reflect the best avail able
I nformati on about the project?

A Yes.

Q Based on your understanding, did the
estimates to conplete along the way al ways refl ect
the best available information, a point you
understood at the tine?

A Yes.

Q | think M. Cox asked you sonme questions

about your involvenent, whether you were involved in
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1| providing information to SCE&G or the owners after

2 | Westinghouse's bankruptcy filing.

3 Do you recall those questions?

4 A Yes. So after the March tinefrane, right,
S| up until the end of July, when the project was shut
6 | down? Unh-huh.

7 MR. KEEL: Can you mark this as 2.

8 - -

9 (Motion of Debtors Pursuant to

10 11 U.S.C. 8§ 105(a) For Entry of an Order
11 Approving Interim Assessnent Agreenents

12 mar ked Magnarelli Exhibit Nunber 2 for

13 I dentification.)

14 - - -

15 MR. KEEL: | have one nore (handing). You
16 can feel free to take a mnute, if you want.

17 MR SCHALK: Yeah. |[I'll see what kind of
18 guestions you have.

19 MR, KEEL: Sure.

20 MR SCHALK: [|f we need to --

21 MR. KEEL: If at any point you need to, no
22 pr obl em

23 BY MR KEEL:

24 Q M. Allen -- or Magnarelli -- |

25| apologize -- |I'mshow ng you what has been marked as
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1| Exhibit Nunmber 2 for your deposition. Do you

2| recognize this?

3 A It's the bankruptcy filing, yes.

4 Q It's a -- it's a notion in the bankruptcy
S| filing to approve entry into interimassessnent

6| agreenents.

7 Do you recall Westinghouse entering into
8| interimassessnent agreenents with the owners of

9| Vogtle and VCS?

10 A Yes.

11 Q And if you could turn -- do you see the

12 | page nunbers at the top of the docunent? It's page

13 X of 41.
14 A Uh- huh.
15 Q If you could turn to page 13 of 41 for ne,

16 | pl ease.

17 A (Wtness conplies with request.)

18 Q Now, this Exhibit Nunber 1 to the docunent
19| you're looking at now is an interi massessnent

20 | agreenent, dated March 28, 2017, between SCE&G,

21 | Santee Cooper, and Westinghouse El ectric Conpany.

22 Do you see that at the top?
23 A Yes.
24 Q And the second paragraph underneath the

25 | background, the second "whereas" clause says:
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1| "Whereas in order to performits obligations under
2| the EPC, the Debtors have entered into various
3| agreenents with subcontractors and material and

4 | equi pnment suppliers and other counterparties.”

5 Do you see that?
6 A Yes.
7 Q I s that your understandi ng that

8 | Westinghouse had contracted with various different
9| subcontractors and material suppliers for the V.C
10 | Summer project?

11 A Correct.

12 Q If you turn to the next page, at the

13| bottom the very last |ine on page 14 of 41 says:
14 | "Accordingly, the Parties, each intending to be

15| legally bound hereby, agree as follows.”™ And then

16 | there's a series of nunbered paragraphs.

17 Do you see that, M. Magnarelli?
18 A Yes.
19 Q And | just want to direct your attention

20| to a couple of these paragraphs.

21 A Ckay.
22 Q Turning to paragraph 4 on page 15, it
23 | says: "During the Interim Assessnent Period, the

241 V.C. Sumrer owners shall have the right to consult

25 with Fluor to determ ne which Subcontractors and/ or
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Vendors are necessary to performwork on the V.C

Sumrer Project during the Interim Assessnent

Period."
Do you see that?
A Yes.
Q Is it your understanding that that is a

right that the owners did not have prior to entry of
this agreenent?

MR. SCHALK: (bject to form

THE WTNESS: | don't think -- | don't

thi nk they were ever prohibited from di scussing

this with Fluor. So |I have no know edge of

t hat .

BY MR KEEL:

Q Was it your understandi ng that SCE&G could
det erm ne whi ch subcontractors and vendors were
necessary for the project during the course of the
proj ect?

MR SCHALK: Form
THE WTNESS: | have no know edge what
SCE&G was thinking at the tine, so...
BY MR KEEL:

Q "' m not aski ng what they were thinking,

just: Was it your understanding that SCE&G could

di ctate which subcontractors were necessary or
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1 not --

2 MR, SCHALK: Form

3| BY MR KEEL:

4 Q -- during the course of the project?

5 A That was not ny understandi ng, but |

6| believe they could object to sonebody that was

7| proposed by the constructor.

8 Q kay. And then if you turn to page 19 of
9| 41, there's a paragraph 15 at the bottom

10 A Uh- huh.  Yes.

11 Q It says: "During the Interim Assessnent
12 | Period, the Debtors shall use comercially

13 | reasonable efforts to provide information as

14 | reasonably requested by the V.C. Summer Owners as is
15 | necessary to performthe EPC, investigate the

16 | conpletion status of the V.C. Sumrer Project, and
17| the financing and/or funding of the V.C Summer

18 | Project, including but not limted to the

19| followng."

20 And then there's a list of the specific
21 | types of information that the debtors were required
22 | to make reasonable efforts to nmake available to the
23| owners. Do you see that?

24 A Uh- huh.

25 Q Yes?
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A Yes.

Q kay. And |' m paraphrasing, but in
general, a lot of these categories refer to the
specifics of agreenents wth subcontractors and
vendors for the project.

Do you see that?
MR. SCHALK: Take the tinme to read it.
THE WTNESS: (Wtness conplies with
request.) Yes.
BY MR KEEL:

Q Now, is it your -- do you know one way or
t he ot her whether SCE&G had a right to access this
list of information prior to entry of this interim
assessnment agreenent ?

MR, SCHALK: Form
THE WTNESS: | nean, there's a | ot of
stuff here that | can't answer for sure yes or
no, that SCE&G had access to it or not.
BY MR KEEL:

Q WAs it common practice during the course
of the project, prior to the bankruptcy, to provide
this type of information to the owners?

MR. SCHALK: Form asked and answer ed.
THE WTNESS: Al right. So in ny

estimation, all of this was provided in our
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1 reporting requirenents to SCE&G on a -- it
2 coul d have been on a nonthly basis, at a

3 m ni num

4 So we woul d have had, you know -- you
5 probably woul dn't have seen the contracts

6 per se for sone of the fixed price aspects
7 prior to. But, | nean, we could -- we'd be
8 di scussi ng each one of these bullets in detail
9 about what was provided and what wasn't.

10 So | really can't answer in a bl anket
11 statenent one way or the other.

12 | BY MR KEEL:

13 Q Sure. And | understand the consortium

14 | provided nonthly updates on the status of the

15 | project and provided various information to the

16 | owners. |'masking for sone of these specific

17 | categories, like copies of all contracts with

18 | subcontractors, access to accounting related to

19 | subcontractors and vendors. In those specific

20 | things, were those the type of information reported

21| to the owners during the course of the project?

22 MR. SCHALK: Form And just to be clear,
23 you' re asking on just those two -- two

24 exanpl es?

25 MR KEEL: Yes.
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1 THE W TNESS: | can't answer for all cases
2 on t hese.

3| BY MR KEEL:

4 Q That's fine. |I'monly asking what you
5| know.

6 A Ri ght .

7 Q One ot her question. The second bul | et
8| point down on that |ist says: "Information

9| presented by Fluor regarding EPC cost at conpletion

10 | and any project schedul e docunentation.”

11 Do you see that?
12 A Yes.
13 Q Are you aware of Fluor doing an EPC cost

14 | at conpletion prior to March 29th, 20177

15 A Vel |, they woul d have provi ded a cost

16 | estimate, you know, based on, you know, projected

17| hours worked; so their cost estinmate would have been
18 | based on that. And that information, froma direct
19 | dollar standpoint, would have probably -- that, |

20 | Dbelieve, was related to SCANA.

21 But as far as all across the board,

22 | subcontractors and vendors, and nore than just

23| Fluor, | can't answer that.

24 Q Do you know when Fl uor put together an EPC

25| cost at conpletion?
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A They woul d have supplied that
i nformation -- they would have supplied that
I nformation as part of the ETC generation from
West i nghouse. So we had the Westinghouse portion of
the ETC, and then the Fluor portion of the ETC

Q And do you know, roughly, when that
occurred?

A During the ETC preparation and conpl etion,
which was -- | can't recall the nonth it was
conpl et ed.

Q Sonetine in -- wwuld it be fall of 20167

A | can't remenber. | can't renenber.

Q It woul d have been in 2016, though?

A That's nmy belief, yes.

Q You were asked by M. Cox a few
guestions -- you can set that aside. | don't have

any nore questions on that.

A kay.

Q M. Cox asked you various questions about
Bechtel. Do you recall those questions?

A Uh- huh.

Q And | believe it was your testinony that
you never saw any witten engagenent docunent for
Bechtel work; is that fair?

A Correct.
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1 Q Were you aware of any agreenent between

2| the consortiumand the owners regardi ng Bechtel's

3| work?

4 A | believe we had sonething in place that
5| allowed us to provide support to Bechtel for the

6| assessnent. | can't say definitively that there was
7| sonething, but I know that we had to have protocol
8| and working rules for us to provide support for

9| them

10 Q But do you recall ever seeing that

11 | docunent, that agreenent between the owners and the

12 | consortiumregardi ng Bechtel's work?

13 MR, SCHALK: Form
14 THE WTNESS: It's fuzzy. No, | -- |
15 can't really state definitively.

16 | BY MR KEEL:

17 Q And | believe your testinony -- and

18 | correct ne if I'"'mwong -- was that you don't have
19 | any personal know edge about what Bechtel's scope of
20| work was; is that fair?

21 A Correct.

22 Q And you have no personal know edge about
23| what Bechtel did for their assessnent of the

24 | project?

25 A Correct.
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Q And you have no personal know edge about
what Bechtel's conclusions were; is that correct?
A Vell, | read the report when it becane
public, so...
Q Prior to the public release of the report.
A Ri ght .
MR. KEEL: If | could just have five
mnutes, and I'll wap up.
MR, SCHALK: Sure.
THE VI DEOGRAPHER: The tine is 11:54 a.m
W are off the record.
(Recess in the proceedings from11l: 54
to 12:04.)
THE VI DEOGRAPHER: The tine is 12:04 p.m
We are back on the record. Please proceed.
BY MR KEEL:
Q M. Magnarelli, | just have a couple
guestions |left for you.
| believe you testified, in response to
M. Cox's questioning, that you believe that SCE&G
did what it had to do to nanage this project. Do
you recall that?
A Right. | think ny words were that, you
know, SCE&G had their own plan on how to nmanage the

proj ect, so yes.
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1 Q kay. Is it -- based on your testinony
2| here today, is it fair to say that you don't bl ane

3| SCE&G for the failure of this project?

4 MR, SCHALK: Form

5 MR COX: (bject to the form

6 THE WTNESS: | -- | think there's enough
7 to go around, that all parties have contri buted
8 to the overall dem se of the project. So

9 that's just ny personal opinion.

10 | BY MR KEEL:

11 Q And that woul d include Westinghouse?

12 MR SCHALK: Form

13 THE W TNESS: Westinghouse coul d have done
14 sone things better, yes.

15| BY MR KEEL:

16 Q Based on your experience on the project,
17| do you believe that the parties involved acted in
18 | good faith in an effort to make this project a

19 | success?

20 A Yes, | thought everybody was wor ki ng

21| toward a common goal to get the project built.

22 Q And that was throughout the tine --

23 | throughout the tinme of the project; is that fair?
24 A Correct.

25 MR. KEEL: | don't have any ot her
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guestions. Thank you for your tinme this

nor ni ng.

EXAM NATI ON
BY MR COX:

Q M. Magnarelli, | just had a couple
fol |l ow up questions.

Did you personally invite the ORS to the
nont hly progress review neetings?

A | didn't personally invite. MW
recollection is that they had attended several of
the nmeetings, and | thought they were on the invite
list. W didn't send out the invite list. It was
control | ed by SCANA.

Q kay. And regarding the scope of the
Bechtel assessnent, were you told by M. Churchnman
that part of the purpose of the Bechtel assessnent
was to assess the schedul e?

MR. KEEL: Qbject to the form asked and
answer ed.
THE WTNESS: No. | didn't know what

Bechtel was there to perform an assessnent on,

so we weren't privy to what the contract

requi renments were between Bechtel and SCANA.
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BY MR COX
Q Did M. Churchman tell you what the --
what was bei ng assessed on the project by Bechtel ?

MR SCHALK: Asked and answered.

MR. KEEL: Sane.

THE WTNESS: No. Wat we had was an
agreenent to support Bechtel in their efforts
to conduct an assessnent. Ckay. W didn't
know what the details of the assessnent that
they were to conduct were.

MR COX: Under st ood.

kay. No further questions. Thank you,
M. Magnarelli.

MR SCHALK: This is Mke Schalk. W are
going to nmake a request to hold this transcript
as confidential under the order that's involved
in this case.

MR. COX: The whole transcript?

MR. SCHALK: Yes, M. Magnarelli's
t esti nony.

MR COX: WII you be reviewing it later
to identify specific portions that are
confidential?

MR, SCHALK: Yes.

MR. COX: Do you know when you wll finish
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1 t hat ?

2 MR. SCHALK: No. We'Il communicate with

3 you.

4 THE VI DEOGRAPHER: Are there any further

5 guestions?

6 Hearing nothing further, this concl udes

7 the deposition. The tine is 12:08 p.m W are
8 of f the record.

9 - - -

10 (Wtness excused.)

11 - - -

12 (Deposition was concluded at 12:08 p.m)
13 - - -

14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24

25
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1 CERTI FI CATE OF REPORTER

I, Cynthia First, Registered Professional
3| Reporter, do hereby certify:

That the foregoing deposition was taken

4| before ne on the date and at the tinme and | ocation
stated on page 1 of this transcript; that the

5| deponent was duly sworn to testify to the truth, the
whol e truth and nothing but the truth; that the

6| testinony of the deponent and all objections nade at
the tinme of the exam nation were recorded

7| stenographically by me and were thereafter

transcri bed; that the foregoing deposition as typed
8| is atrue, accurate and conplete record of the
testinony of the deponent and of all objections nade
9| at the tine of the examnation to the best of ny
ability.

10 | further certify that | am neither
related to nor counsel for any party to the cause

11| pending or interested in the events thereof.

12
13

14 CYNTHH:?FIRST

15 Regi st ered Professional Reporter
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16
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I_Aubkho hao %me\r\.fuww , Notary Public for the state of

Pewnas L:\Jbom as , do hereby certify that the deponent,

DW’\ \U\xqﬁv\ovl'ﬁu-ﬁr

, was duly sworn to testify to

the truth, the whole truth, and nothing but the truth.

Witness my hand this _} L‘:‘\ (day) day of Octslbes (month),
. (evke~ Piblgbeo,
1.018 (year) at Ve Cb“&swUJo 285" Eloor Oue Ox g0 & (location). tEEete

Signature: ()\A&LM Muz{\% L:»fvut l":’fto ue”
Print Name: £\ r EMOMQ) %t—w\.ckf(«ou%ﬂ.

State: Pﬁvuts&:\J ey ou

County of: A Leatiere,
=) 7

My Commission expires: M aty i &L&Q 2019






