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MR, EVANS: I want to note that this is
a deposition of Mr. Richard Heward which i3 be-
ing conducted by the NRC/TMI Sﬁecial Inquiry
Group. It's being held at the offices of Ceners
Public Utilities Corporation in Parsippany, New
Jers~-, on Sentember 25, 1979.

Present in addition to the deponent is
Mr. Jim Liberman, the general counsel of General
Public Utilities Cornoration, and also Mr. Doug
Davidson of Mr. Liberman's firm,

Present for the NRC/TMI Special Inquiry
Groun is Mr. R. Lawrence Vandenberz and David J.
Evans.

Mr. Heward , I'm going to ask you if you
had an opportunity to read the Witness Notifica-
tion form and the letter to you from Mitchell
Rogovin which I have shown to you zarlier today.

MR, HEWARD: Yes, I have.

MR, EVANS: Do you understand your rizhil
as set forth in those forms?

MR, HEWARD: Yes, I do.

MR, EVANS: Do you have any objections
to proc~edinz at this time?

MR, HEWARD: No,

MR, EVAI3S: Would you stand and raise




!
|
)
'
{

l‘ vour rizht hand.

{

2IRICHARD W, HEWARD, havinz been duly sworn accord-

|

3 ing to law, testified as follows:
i

4| MR, EVANS: Mr., Heward, at this time Mr.
!

5| Vandenberg will dircet questions to you.

6iDIRECT EXAMINATION
7 [BY MR. VANDENBIRG:
8 Q Mr, Heward, my questions are going to deal with

? the area of bringing TMI-2 into commercial ooerations at the end

10/6f 1978 and to some extent your responsibilities at the site dur:

|
“qing that time period. I would like to start by having you describe

12 'for us your position with GPU in 1978 and who you renorted to and
i

!
i
‘3}whc wore your immedicte subordinates,

'4£A In 1978 my title was Manager of Projects and I reported

150to Willtam H, Hirst and ny immediate subordinates regarding the
i

16 Three Mile-2 project were John J. Barton, project manager,
{

‘7ﬁ Q Cia you zo up the line a lictle bit more,

|
‘34A Beyond Hirst?
19 n 0 Tos.

i
207 Uirst reosrted to lobert C, Arnold, viceepre:sident of
214'one:1:inn
22: Q ¥, lHewzed, wore you aware of any posusible finang
23;:&:' incortives favr brincin: THI-2 con line before ~he end of 19732
2414 (s

¢ = Fegeral Ranorters, 'nc. it

- 8) Uova wort aweresr thot the wait was the zubject of
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Heward - direct 5

| la rate case and that there was a test yeer ending in December of

2i1978?

3iA 1 believe I was aware that the unit was the subject cf a
4§rate case which I think was quite a few times. I'm not aware of
5ﬁa test year.

6% Q Were you aware that it was a possibility for se-
7§curinz investment tax credits based on construction of TMI-2?

8’5 No.

9' Q Did you ever attend any staff meetings with Mr.
IOEHerbein or Mr. Arnold where these kinds of things might have been

i

11/ discussed?
lzﬁA I never attendod any with Mr. Herbein. I attended each

l3}one with Mr, Arnold that he held monthly, and it might have been

i
|

l4fdiscussed there. I don't recall at this time,.

lSj Q Did you ever hear employees below you talk about

i

15 lany advantages to Met-Ed or GPU thut might be cecured by brinzing

171TMI on line?

ISjA Well, when you sot out to build a pewer plant, it's o*-
19 ivious that vou want to preduce pewer with it so it's obviously
23?3dv~nt:gcous to 2ot the thing on the line as soon as you can and
21 | that was the croject poal. You are refer=inz, I take it from

22 'your provious questions, to finaacial benefits and T don't re-

23call that I was aware of aay gpecific fincaclial benzfits.
24 Q Ware vou zvare ir a pzoneral sosase?

c. ||

25 1A fes, sure,




;iHnwatd - direct 6
i

!;;DIRECT EXAMINATION

i
2! BY MR, EVANS:

3 Q Let me probe this a little bit, Mr, Heward.
4EWhen were you first made manager of nrojects?

5¥A August 1, 1977,

6| Q Before that time, what was your title?

70 A Project manager.

8 Q When did you assume that job?

91 A At Three Mile Island?

10‘ Q Yes.

'IEA November 8, 1971.

‘2; Q So it would be fair to say that you have been

]3ﬁ fnvolved with Unit Yumber 2 of Three Mile Island since construcs

’4; tion began at the site?

|

i
‘JjA That's fair to say, yes, excent for two years prior to
16 Movember 8, 1979 when I was project manager at Torked River., I

1

~4

was not at all invelved in Three Mile Island ut that time.

)

18] Q So that would be 1969 or so vou were involved

17" {n the Torled River project?

20 A That's correct, yes,

:lf Q hen you fivst becams involved with TiI-2, what
22| ,as the dara that had bean eat for cowucreial epcratien?

231 I don't really remamber. 1 dea't remonder when it was.

24!

vie - Federal Peporters, Inc.

It was substantially earlier than when it woat cummercial.

"
25 £3 8 s evaanard N
3‘1 ‘:’-. 'n'.\<-n4“'..:3£?\(7:




«u2 = Federat Paporiars, Ing,

1

1Heward - direct 7
‘d ) Did you have any understanding that there were

2 some criteria to be met for bringing a plant into commercial op-

3{prat£on?
|

ala Yes, I did.

SE Q What were those criteria or how did you learn of
5| them?

7iA The criteria defined in a corporate procedure that iden-

8 eifies what is to be reviewed to bring a plant commercial, and

9‘my recollection is that it has to do with the level of training

10/ and adequacy of the staff and the fact that the systems have been

"jcompleced, tested, and have been turned over to the operator and

12| yeerpted by the operator with acceptable punch list items. Ther¢
i

ljjmav be more criteria in that procedure. I don't recall at the
i
|

‘4pmoment.

15| Q Did you attend any meetings in the last half of

I
'6i1978 that discussed at what time or how those criteria were goinz
i

i
]7;to be met?
il
i
187 Yas. I participated in a meeting in Cctober of 1978.
9l .
"'tnat wis the meetine for the Commercial Operation Review Board

i
20 ' v make the deeisica a3 to whether or not they considerad the

{

21 plant acceptable lor commerci:l operation.

22 | Q that was the view at that point?

23_A ™.a view 25 that point was that the plant had cnly been
24

tested to 73 percanc power levoel and that the final teating had

251

. . . _— = { Y v
vat to be dene and scbject to the ceccntable final testina that
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something like that and I don't Laow whethor that's the rule o

Heward - direct 8

they did consider adequate and ace~ptable to be classified com-

- mercial,

Q Were you involved in bringing TMI-1 into con' v+

cial operation?

A I certainly was, yes.
Q Was there similar criteria applied there?
A There were but it was not done formally. It was not a

corporate procedure at that time but we did sit down and review
similar things on an informal basis at that time to bring Three
Mile Island commercial, vyes.

Q Dick, have you ever been aware of a FERC and
hofore that Federal Power Commission 120 day rule, sometimes
called Electric Plant Instructicn 9D?

A The 120 day rule vaguely rings a bell in my mind but I
ouess I can't tell you == I think I know what {t is. Is it a
requirement that the plant i3 to be in com-ercial operation 120
days after meking its first sower?

Q Is that your undorstandirn.

' A I'm pulling this out of my head. I vaguely romember

L

. not.
Q Did vou ever discucs that wi.h Dobd \inold?
A Yos, if that's what it is, 1 thiek co.
Q As far a3 I know, that's whac it 1is.
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E‘Heward - direct 9
‘;ireasonable. Maybe that's what it is. O:flhand it doesn't seem
2” like a reasonable time period.

31 Q Did you ever discuss with Bob Avnold or others
4| the runniag of that 120 day periocd? Y.u stated, as I recall,
5| that the beginning of that period was -- how did you put it --

6! when it's first synchronized with the 2.1d. Was that ever a

7 problem?

8 A Synchronized with the grid?

9 Q No, the running of the 120 day period.

10 A It was not a problem for me in that the objective of

“:,che project was to get the testing done as laid out in the test

|
d
'zggprozram. and in the narticular case of Thirece Mile Island-2 we
I
'3Jcertain1y were unable to get the testin done in 120 days be=-
]41cause of the nroblem we had with the main steam rolief valves,
i
15!

I So no, it was not a problem with me offhand. If veu're

i
|

i
6|asking me was there a lot of pressure on me to meet che 120 days
i p )

!
'7ﬂthe answer is no.

!

|
| . . X :
‘8$ Q Did you talk with anybody, thourh, zbout ways to

i
9
! i let me rephrase that,
20 | . : s
i Did you discuss «sith anye.e dealdl ith Fi°C
211
' to re-establish cor stop the runain: of the 129 day puriod?
21 .
221 » I didn't.
i
23@ Q Okay. Thank you.
i
24 . "
i (A discu:iion I of racnrd, )

25

H|
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Haward - dircet 10
receiving a cooy of a memo from Mr., Scolinger to Me. Miller
and in that memo there was a section dealing with philosophy
chat stated: "We must slow down and proceed forward deliberatel
and cor}eccly. Senior station management must convey this phil-
osophy to shift personmnel.”
Does that ring a bell with you?

A No.
BY MR, EVANS:

Q Let me try to refresh your recollection. On
April 23, 1978, there was a transient at the plant involving
maln steam relief valves. Is that a correct ==
A That certainly is, yes.

Q Following that transient, did you receive a card

' bon copy of this Seelinger memo which was writcon to Gary Millex
| providing his comments on the transient and procedures at the
| plant?

| A Ir's nrobably likely I did if he wrote it but I don't

Q You unre typicaily curboa copied on those kind
ef ~c8 ia 2 plant
A 1% -*uﬁ'h‘ coreect.

0 Did vou Tile those?
A L » 1y , yes

) 3 o v & $ > g » ¥ o
P, = .1 in any diseussions, anain, the last

7




| Heward - direct 11
1:¥part of 1678, that here was some pressure t> declare TMI-2 to
2' be in commercial operation because to not do :o0 might put at
3” risk the allowance of the AFC on the plant, Allowance ‘or Funds
4£used during construction?

SEA I don't think so. I don't recall such a conversation.

6 Q In these staff meetings you had with Bob Arnold
7| that you attended, what kinds of things were discussed relative
8| to either rate cases or relations with FERCeor the general sub-

7| ject of commercial operation of TMI-2?

100 A Bob generally tried to keep us informed of testimony that

11| he gave in various proceedings. I don't recall specifically any

|
]225d1$CUSSionS of conversations with FERC. We talked about progresls

‘3ﬁon the various projects and we talked about problews on the var-
'4¥10u3 projects that were the kinds of things that should be dis-
lsycussed at upper levels to try and assist in the resolution of
]6% those problems and maintain progress,.

‘7'i Q Did those things include establishing a scheduld

‘e‘for comnletion of TMI-2?

o* : .
“fA No, beeause the z2chedule for completicn was dene sutside

20ﬁ the scone of staff meetinzs. The project staff assessed the

schedule and oroposed that this was the amount of time they forg-
eaw would take to comnlete the romaining testinz and that was

reported mostly in other nlaces. There was a monthly prozress

41 ) . S

2 ' ponort issued to Arnold that discussed schedule eaech month,
~ Fedaral Reporters, Inc. |}

251

' There w23 a letter to the Board of "ireectors that discussed




Heward - direct 12
1! scheduls each month,
2 I handled sroject review meetings each month and we dis+
cussed schedule with the major contractors.
Q Are you saving that you didn' have any input
5! inte the establishment of the schedule?
51 A No. I said that the project produced all the input into
7! the establishment of the schedule:
8 Q What was your role in that process?
9 A Well, the project manage: rcported to me at that time sd

10| T approved what he produced, i%? I thought it was appropriate.

“J Q Did you ever chanpe what he produced?
12 A I probably did, yes.
13 0 Did you ever channe his estimate of when certain

|

1

‘AFtests should be comnleted or when the overall oroject should be
l

15 completed?

|
|
‘6§A 1 don't vrocall a snecific case of that, but that may

]
i .
‘74 have hannened. The project managzer has a very long past history

|
18] of belnr the manavor of testing, aot only here but elsewhere,
i

lq.and i3 nrobably 25 e:perc a3 aaybody I know in the establishment
p ! 3 Y

)

20‘;05 gchedule for teo: progran for a nuclear power plant.
|

21| , P
21 Q You are ii0l ing you wouldn's have any reason --
i

22 A I'm implylcy that ic's prebibly unlikely. I dea't alwayp
93 R ) N . .
23 prea with thinae peonle say und I =iie have had a difference

‘ -
2“'at ove tira, but T caa't roczll a specifie cud2 of that. By and

14 = Federal Regorters, Inc. ||

258 1apse, if you loo™ at the history of woat hornened in the vear

4




»erard - direct 13

1, 1978, the plant was co be commercizl in the sprinz. The fpril

2 23rd transient oput a substantial delay in that. There were

3 other itums that came up during the summer that we had tc attend
4| to and the plant went commercial when the tesc program was com-
5 pleted,

én I daresay 1f it weren't completed until two weeks later)
7“ it wouldn't have <gone commercial until two weeks later.

3? Q You said you had a lot of interface with the

? different groups there. That would include the constructor, UE

Q What was thz2 nature of your interaction with UE

s
l
10} & C?
"; A Yes, They were on the site in 1978,
121 Q So that would be Catalytic in that.
13§‘\ Tas,
i
143
i

15 & C for the time they weze on site?
161 A UZ & C was the construction manager and constructor.
They hirod subcontractors to do sp-ciaity jobs and they hired
- laber T3 do jobs themselves., They essentially worked for me as
the projzcc manager for GPY when I was project manaver,
2 the way, there i3 a project crzanization resnensi-

bat elearly definrs interface of UE & C and

i
e

-V . | SRy o $ " - . Vi ~y3
Esie ofhey —ajer contrvectors writh GPU,
23 0N 1 decumsat {3 a1 D
< 100 geoy y 3 L -
S |
- A 2 T 4 T P o & 7, Pl .. i T :
A g e2lled The Prejoct Crpranization acd Resnonaibilitids
&~ Fateral Reportars inc.
~ -
-’-; Al T

1 1 S o8 Fal.
sument, ond it @ 3 erotces mumber attached Lo it which 1
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' on a centractor vho would ultimately wind up with the maintenange

| very well, The only thing we decided on Unit 1 that we wanted

' wa did that,

Heward - direct 14
don't remerher what it {is,
MR, EVANS: Will you be willing to make
that document available to us?
THE WITNESS: Sure.
Q When was Catalytic brouzht in?
A I believe the official date was September lst, 1977,
Yet I started Catalytic in small numbers on the site as early
as May or June of '77 so we could get an appropriate interface
with United.
Q What was the reascn for switching constructors?

A We did not switch constructors. What we did was to bring

concract of the finished plant and also act as a completion cong

ractor., U2 did the similar thing on Unit 1. It worked out

to do difforont on Unit 2 was to bring the guy in earlier and

Q Could you glve me an estimate of percent complege

oti TMI«2 whon the switch was made.

A In tbe nineties,
Q Low ninetias?
A Low aineties, mid-ninoties, somawhere,
Q Was the swicrh due in any way to any of the
PU sompany's dissctisfaetion with UE & C's performance?

s L3 : SRy 1 .
A T Sizeucded thot switeh at least a yrar or wore bofore




Hﬂcwatd - direct 15

i

1/it happened with the vice-pregident and project manager ol UE &
!

Z?C and explained to him that we had good expericnce on Unit 1,

|

3§which he participated in that very well, and told him I thougzht
4%we ought to do it a little sooner on Unit 2 and he concurred.
5 This was something that was premetitated cnd in agree-
5 ment with UE & cC.

7 Q Those discusiions were with Earl Yagle?

8l A That's correct.

7|BY MR, EVANS:

10 Q Let me ask at the time that UE & C left the site

11| do you have any indicaticn of how many punch list items were

[}

lzé‘open?

‘3EA I'm guessing the number was in the order of 8,000,

‘4{ Q Would you consider that unusually high?

‘SEA No. In my view it was high, hizher than I expescted, but

I

lbﬂl would say no for this reason. Whon Taree Mile-l went comoors
I

17 e1a1, it had 4,000 punch list items. UZ & C left the site fust

!
!

(e8]

prior to the hot onerations in the teat program which m2ant Lhot
191 there wis still a lot of thinzs not done, a lot of chints not
|

i
i
|

20 tested,

21@ S50 if you put those tvo nuwbers in nersycetive, 1L rould
|

221 . ) : 2w g
| say that {t's not terribly cut of line.

| Q Do wou think when the ecompany loawe d that thewve
| wore that many puach list items open L& 8 asuyprized?

\-a — Fadeial Reporters, Inc. |
]

-
Z i s . ' - 1 . e - L
&34 A 1 don't know., It wos higher tia 1 thouht 1L 5




' Heward - direct 16
I don't think it was any serious oversight or any such thina as
that.
Q Let me ask this question. Was Mr, Arnold sur-

4| prised when you told him there were that many open items?
Si A I don't remember. He probably was. It looks like a

i big number but when you sit down and lock at each one of these
71 items, you go to one item and it says test number so and so is

t not complete. Well, test number so and so hasn't yet been run
9l so, of course, it's not complete and you go down there like
10! that and there's a preponderence of those kinds of items that

makes the number so large.

121 You say 4,000 items on a commercial overation on Unit 1
13| is a very large number; well, it is a larze number, but when

E you look at the items and you see what they are, ic's apparent
‘5é that they ars not serious items.

| BY MR, VANDENBERG:
17/ Q You mean that most of those items could be re-
18/ golved with minimal effort?
191 A Yoes. As a matter of fact, a lot of them didn't have te

203 be recolved, may still not be resolved, If you take an extromel:

| large and complicated thing such as a nuclear power plant and

i
sz yca try and got yourself to the soint whera you have no ounch
23g list items, even if the thing is in cperation, {t's not nossibl
24| aﬁd the reason it's not possible is rou always have a valve

- Fagaral Reporters, Inc,
25" thar's poing to leale and something like that and those items




ElHewrrd - direct 17

!

‘;!eo on the punch list. You have electrical recentacles that
i or

2| don't work/one is needed somewhere. That's a work list item.
|

33 It soes on th» lisc. The items that were important to safety
4gand to oroper operation of the plant, they got fixed.

5. Q I would like to switch the question to a differ+
6| ent area a little bit. Mr, Heward, I want to ask you if you can

7| identify this document which appears to be a Position Descrip-

8! tion for you. Is that correct?

9 A Yes, I guess so.

10 Q What was the date of that?

" lA 9/1/72.

12 Q You've identified that as being the official

13| Position Description for you at thac date,

14 It certainly looks like it is, yes.

'5! Q Did your official position descrintion change
léé much or at all through 1978 from that time?

‘7¥A I had a different position in 1978 than I did in 1972,

181 1 was the manazer of projects in 1978. 1 was the project man-

!
‘96 azer in '72.
203 Q On page 2 of this, there's a statement I wish
21]

| you cculd explain to us. The idea that then a3 projoct manager

| shova's a need to comnlete an initial warranty run prior to coms
23 morcial operaticn; could you oxplain to us what that means.
1 = Fegetsl Reporters, Inc. ||

~ =l
T w -

€7 in the Bubeock and Wilcox contract that verified that the reactdr

The initial wavranty run was a test that was required




{Heward - direct 18

i
1 ' plant would produce so m2anv pounds of steam an hour.
|

2£ Q Why was that made a nre-condition to commercial
3ioperation?

|
41 A Well, on Unit 1 which I was wcrking on primarily in 1972

5/ 1 don't believe that any large B & U/ v ant had ever been run and
6! it was certainly essential for us to v.rify that the plant that
7| we bought would put out the amount of steam that it was adver-
tised to put out, and so we ran the warranty run and, as I recalh
on Unit 1, the warranty run was the last thing run in the power

100 range test.

1 As a matter of fact, I think I believe that the power

lZ?r:mge testing had all been comoleted p ‘ior to running the war-
il

i
‘3yranty rui.,, and wa did the warranty rua just orior to commercial

'Aﬂoperacion. Now, on Unit 2, the warranty run vis not as importang

"

i
‘Sgan item to us a3 it was on Unit 1 “ecause once again it still

xl
‘6}required so many pounds of steam per hour from the plan: and the

I
i
‘74plancs, Unit 1 and Unit 2, are essontially the same rea cor, yet
if :

]aﬁthe Unit 2 reactor omerates at a substantially higher puver level
i

9‘ ' z t 1 * e
171 than Unit 1; and since wo had already »un Unit . and knew what
i
20 , : .
'the cutput was, the certainty of zottine a similar output was
x
| el
theres for Unit 2,
i
22 ;# - - . . 3 - ‘.‘ .
f As a mattar of fact, we ram at a substantially higher
P :
cutPut than what wag warrantad.
24 . S .
i 0 Is this initisl wacvro iy run the same tihilnz as
-2 - Fageral Repoiters, Inc. | '
251

the Unit Aceeptance Test? Was that atother w2 LOT tihhv same
i)
z
4
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| gteom per Lour out of the reactor

| rauty run w22 simply u contruct obliration, if you even want to

24
inc.

25

| done in the test program. If you look at the test program sched

' mrior to coumereial, The warronty run was run for the reason

Heward - direct 19
test?
A Yes, I think so.

Q Was this test run in 1978 or was it run later?

The re;son I ask that is that --

A Oh, sure.
Q On Unit 2.
A I believe 1t was run later.
Q The reason I asked that was I seem to recall

that in a schedule of the tests remaining to get to commercial
operation that Bob Arnold supplied to the Pennsylvania PUC, the
Unit Acceptonce Test was shown as a milestone prior to commers-
cial operation. Did Bob Arnold ever discu.s that kind of sched-
ule with you?

A Yes., We had always scheduled the warranty run to bte

ules going brck where we got into power range test, they all

showed the warranty run beirz run late in the test prozram but

thet I just said; narcly, to verify that we got the pcunds of

re

hat B & W zdvercised it woulq
produce.

Thess was no russtion sbout petting it he=s and the war-

call it an cUiiraeion, boecauso I thiak che contract says if you

ton't vun it veu sinni: ma%e voir last payment, {f you don't run

4




10

11

12

13

14

e - Feseral Repeorters, Ing, |
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Heward - direct 20
it so many months after it is readv for it, but it was a con-
tract item and it could be run at any time on Unit 2,

Q Do you recall why it was decided not to run thi:
test on Unit 2 prior to the commercial omeration declaration?
A Well, as you are aware, Unit 2 was delayed for many
reasons throughout the years, and I'm here to tell you, we look:
all the time at things that may be in our program that weren't
necessary, Obviously that's our job. If they aren't necessary
and they don't provide you something tangible for the oneration
and the safety of the unit and you can delay it or defer it or
not do it, why not?

And the warranty run on Unit 2 was an academic exercise,
The data had already been taken, I believe, on two occasicns in
unofficial warranty runs. When the warranty run occurred, it

meant we had to make a payment to B & W,

Q So the data was available and you provad to youy

self internally that the initial warranty run test could be met]
A OCh, vyes.
Q And you decided to delay the orfficlal nerforman:

of that particular test.

A Not enly that, we were able to et 100 mi:awatts or wor:

of power out of Unit 2 more than we evor 2ot out of Unit 1.

3Y MR, EVANS:

d

>

Q Lot me as a few prelinminary 4ncostioans.

Heward, you said you partieipated in a meetinz on Qetovber 20, l
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1978, a meeting of the Commercial Oneration Review Doard: i3

that correct?

A

called the CORB?

A

That's correct,

Q Did you see the final report of what has been

The what?
Q The CORB,
Is that the Commercial Operation Review Board?
Q Yes.
Yes, I saw the final report.
Q Would you identify this as that document?
(A discussion was had off the recoerd.)
Is there an appendix in this?
Q Yes, I believe when you loo't at the very end,
Okay. Yes.
MR, EVANS: Could 1 ask you to mark thiqg
as Zvhibit 1108 and to rark the nrevious docu-
ment that was shown to Mr, lleward as 1109,
(Exhibit 1198 and 1109 age m.rked tor
identification.)
MR, EVANS: Just to clarify this, whac':
been marked for {dontificacion is 1173, titled
Cenersl Public Utilities Pocition Diseription,
and it's a positien descristtlon for Mr. R, W,

Heward, Junior, and what has been rovtod lov
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]h | {dentification as 1109 is titled Rencrt of Revic
2.3 Board for the determination of technical and
3 organizational readiness for nlacing Three Mile
4 Island Unit 2 into commercial overation.

5|BY MR, EVANS:

) Q Mr. Heward, in Exhibit 1109 there is a discussic
7| of the testing program and ic's my understanding that this dis-

8| cussion is really the minutes of the meeting that was held on

9! October 26 at the site, and as I will show you, it states in

10 this section that seven tests that were originally scheduled to

11 e done at Unit 2 were canceled or eliminated because they were

12! determined not to involve any Federal, State or local require-

‘3!ments. Wo. .d you look at that.

14 MR. LIBERMAN: Mr. Evans, don't you want
‘5‘ to also note that the same sentence says that
lb% there were no unresolved vroblems?

17; MR, EVANS: That's fair.

‘8§ Q My only question is these saven tests, are they

i
‘qj {n additisn to the Unit Accentance Test or is the Unit Acceptance
|

20§Test one of them?

2‘ﬁA I don't remember.
"

22% Q Let me ssk if these tests, than, are of the samec
Ul

231

nature in yeur mind as the Unit aAccoptance Teast.

‘ . b
242A Yes, that's correct. We did look and I thine I even
- # =Fesoral Reporters, Inc, !
2 | :
SJ {nstipated lookinz to find out if w2 had -- and we did (his a

i

<

=
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::numher of times =« Lf we had any tests in our program that be-

2} cause of new information that was available from other units

10

R

")

|
'33 fy ourself regardinz the acceptability of the unit, and possibly

14

|
]
I
]

that had been run or changes in requirements, whatever, that if
we had tests that we could avoid doing, we should omit them from
the program,

Q Would it be fair to say, then, that every test
which was run on Unit 2 was necessary to meet a Federal, State
or local requirament?

A No.

Q What was the criterion for eliminating a test?

A Well, the criterion was that it was not a requirement

from some regulatory activitv, it was not needed by us to satis+

other industry information had come into nlay in the intervening

i
154 years since we put that in the test program that did not requirse
|

léﬁ any further test or data to be taken I{n that area, so we took

171

18

|
)
|
{
i

|

| them out. That's a general statement of the criteria. ‘}aybe

| Ran Toole can be more speclific,

191 3¢ MR, VAUDEVBERG:

20|

231

24|

g - Fedoral Recoitors, Ing,
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i

21

|

Q Dielr, you mentioned earlier that in sctting the

schedule for THMI=2, you nearly always acceoted the schedule prod

i)

poted by the project minager, surticularly the last part of 1978.

f

Did the project mapagod have the responsibility to interface

| with Cat:lytic and B & W and “urns & Zoo at that time?
|

| A Yes,
|

I
i
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|

lq Q So the nroject minazer was rosponsible for coor-
|

Z;Edina:ing the inputs of all those various groups?
I

3/ A That's correct.

R Q And assessing their impact on che schedule.
S!A Tes.

6 Q Who was the highest management official that

7! ever made changes or provided specific input to the schedule for|
? ™I-2?

90 A I'm not sure what answer to give you. It could have
lo'been Mr. Hirst or Mr. Arnold.

1y Q No one above Mr. Arnold.

12 A I don't know. UMNot that I'm aware of. I'm sure Mr.

|

]3ﬁDieckamp was aware of what the schedule was because he partici-
‘4¥pated in a number of reviews fron time to time to undorstand
'Sﬁwhac was going on at the site, but I can't say whether he ever
'ég input any information into the schedule.

‘7! Q When the operating license was granted for Unit

‘BEZ in February of 1978, 1z it yocur recollection that the terms
i

171 6f the operating license raquired certain tezis or certain work
ZOﬁ

| to be cempletad within specified time frames?

i

[

2‘JA No.

22‘ O Wis . ey o lrdan 10w 1 ')d IR t :
| ) "1:s there any time condition associated with any

23 o

231 saye of the OL?

.’4' .

f* :A 1:0,

i
el Q Aleo with werard to the eperatinz liecnse, what
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vas the mood of the company in February? Were people anxious
#nd in a hurry to pet that ooerating license? You said thore
were about 8,000 punch list items outstandiprg at the time.

A No. I believe I said the 8,000 punch list items were
outstandinz when Catalytic took over which would have been Sep-
tember of 1977. I believe a good many of the 8,000 had heen
worked off by that time. As a matter of fact, I believe that
most of them had been worked off by this time and it certainly
was our desire to get the operating license and proceed with
the test program.

Q When you say they were worked off by that time,
you mean they were recolved prior to February 8th of 19787
A Yes, most of them, The majority were,.

Q Do you recall any mectings witk NRC inspectors
from the office of the Inspection and Enforcement regarding the
anproximately 8,000 item purnch 1isc?

A No, but I do recall that there were meetings of NRC in-
srection with eur test eroup to veview the outstanding punch
list prior to the ooevatinz license. I'm certain that hapnpnened

Q Can you dascribe the substance of these meet-

inzs? What were NRC's comcorns at that time?

A I did not attead the meetings hut the cencern was the
suneh list items remainine neaded to be seveoned Lo ascorvtiin
{f aay should hold uo issuance af the oneratine ilicense and in-

deed they azrced with us that there should not be any there tha
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A Who was it, the I & E inspectors?
Q It was the I & E inspector that did the screen-
ing?
| A Yes,
Q Rather than you as the licensee?
A Wait a minute. I didn't say that., What I said it was

' mind there are always modifications and punch list items that
' have to be worked and at that time the- e were such thinzs beinp

' wocked,

Heward - direct 26
would hold up the operating licence issuance.
Q Who did that review to determine if there were

any that should hold up the OL?

the I & E inspectors came in to verify our decision that those
punch list items should rot hold up the operating license.

Q I'm a little confused about that February, 1973/
time pericd. There were still some pre-operational tests to be
completed at the time the OL was granted; is that right?

A No, I don't think so.
Q And all construction was complete prior to the

granting of the OL?

A Yes,
Q Did, in ycur view ==
A Just a minute. Constructicn was ecomplete but bear in

Q Jo the punch list itews relate te pre-ocnerationd

£ast ltens perhaps?
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Heward - direct 27
A Some may,

Q Let me strike at this directly. Do you think
that when you got the OL for TMI-2 that that, because vou then
had to live under a sct of tech specs and the conditions of the
OL, did that hinder in any way the cor>letion of cunch list iten
relating to work normally done before .he eranting of the OL?

A No.

Q It didn't.
A No.

Q Who do you think really had the final say on
. en TMI-2 went commercial?

A The chairman of the Commercial Review Board, Bob Arnold.

Q As I understand the s!:uxtion, GPU Service Cor-
poration was actinz to nerform all the power ascension tests and
Metropolitan Edison was the licensee who onerated equirment that]
needed to be o;;rated to perform a tes: and resnonsibility for
the unit/ ::iifcr to Met-Ed unen a commercial operation declarad
tion, whereas prior to that point it was the resoonsibility of
GPU Service Cornoration.

Am I correct?
A No. There's one exceontica and that is frem the time

the OL was issued until commercial, the epevator had the respon

licenie and thzt was a responsioility that GPU Service Corpora-

tion cculd not assume,
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1 Q In late 1978 as Manazer of Projects you wero

2| workinz for which company?

! harsh a word == but any dichotomy between the service corpora-

3l A GPU Service Corporation,

' .
4 Q Did you see any signs -- well, struggle is too
5;

|

5| tion and Met-Ed, the service corporation perhaps wanting to coms
7; plete the plan and turn it over to Met-Ed and Met-Cd perhaps

8] saying "Hey, we don't want to accept this plan until everything
? is totally done"?

100 A Met-Ed certainly didn't wish to accept anything until

it was complete, Indeed, they did sign off to accept every sys-

|
l2‘;:ccm in that plant prior to it being completed.
'3q Q To your knowledge did officials from Mat-Ed everx

I
‘4fsay "Hoy, wait a minute, I don't think it's ready to turn over
‘3! to us''?

‘i
el a Certainly,

i
‘7ﬁ Q Can you nive me a for instance?
lBEA No, but in the various system turnovers that we had, I'm
i sure there were times when Met-Ed felt that I'm not ready to
2 .I' 3
20 take this eystem because, and the becauses were reosolved belwcen
2]~che start-up and test 2roup and the operator, and wlhien they were
22”:93317:d they cook the system. There was no system shoved dewm
231 : i

thele chroats as tar as 1 kaow,

2L" ~ , b

‘ Q Did liet~2d vaise zay of these kinds of councerns
? = Fegerat Reporters, ing. | <

‘3 durin: the moath of Deceber, 1572, on any particulur syste . or




Q Let me pursue this. Who signed off for Met-Ed?
A I'm not surz. I think it was the superintendent but
I'm not certain.

Q Mr. Miller?
A Yes, I guess Miller was the superintendent then, Yes,
I believe he was,

Q I1f a Mot-Cd operator znd a GPU cest engiueer
disagreed over an instruction, what was the next step in making

| a decision?

A Well, it would go to the project managar and the statiox

23|

i
24/
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| manager, but I don't think that ever cccurred,

Q Y u don't believe there was ever a disagreconont
' A No, I dot ¢. I belfeve that cthe two of them sat dom

; closer to it than obviously --

ilewvard - direct 29

set of systems?

A Yot that I krow of. No, they didn't have to sign for
turnover and receipt of a system unless they were satisfied that
the punch 1ist was small enough and inconsequential enouzh to
accept the system,

BY MR, EVANS:

|

and thrashed it out bectween them until they pot it settled, '

reasonably sure on Unit 1 that was the case, and I was a lot

M2, EVANS: Could we 20 ofl the vocord,
(N diseussion was had off the record.)

BY MR, VANDENBERG:
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' pleticn contractor early so that comwe of the employees cculd sed
' the action of this guy coming in. Jeme of them were picked up

' on thosoe roles because thay needed ncople, They did some local

Heward - direct 30

G Dick, I'm zoing to show vou this report which
was marked in a previous deposition as Exhibit Number 1107, the
report by Touche Ross Company. Have you seen that before?

A Yes, I believe I have.

Q In that report there are inclusions that con-
struction momentum and productivity bottomed out in mid-1977 jusit
prior to replacement of UE & C by Catalytic and it goes om to
further talk about morale being quite low at that point.

Was that true?

A Yes.
Q Why was that occurring? Do you know?
A Well, when you take a groun of people workinz for a com-

nany who have becn employcd for approzimately ten years on a
project and the project comes to a close, why, they realize thay
before long they may be out of work and morale drops and that's
something you get at the end of every project. ,

You see, that was another motive for brineing the ~om-

hiring., I beliove that that's a benelicisl ching to do.
Otheiwrize, neonle lose theis motlivation if they see the
b

end comine and they tend t3 lose Incuntive and you acver get the

job done,

-

Q 15 this tih» %ind of thinz vou discussed with Hrl
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| A Oh, sure, yes. There is an incentive for a guy who sees

a milntonance contractor for a number of years beyond commerciall
| onevn_fon. If he works hard he may zet picked up by that com-
! pistion contract,
| Q You mean picked up in the sense of beinz con-

tinued as a maintenance contractor and working with them?

A Yes, that's right.

Q There was also a conclusion in this Touche Ross

| report that the project control, at least early om, of ™I-2 waT

| A Yes, but that's a complex question., First of all, Mot -3

| fretivenss of the control that we exerciscd during the seriod

Magle of UE & C?

seak. Did you during your time, both as project manager and as
manazer of projects, see a change in the roles among CPU Servicd
Corporation, Met-Ed, and the constructor, whether it be UE & C

and Catalytice?

was responsible for the nroject manazement of that job until
NDetober of '71 so there was a decided change in role at that

time when the service corporation tcok over resvonsibilility for

of econstruction. I would say our control became grealer as tim
7ent on.

Q hen vou say our, you moan -
A CPU Serxvize Corporation.

M2, EVANS: Let's take a five-minute

d
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recess,

(Five-minute recess.)
BY MR, EVANS:
Q Mr. Heward, in what has been marked as Exhibit 1109, th#
CORB report, section 2.5.2 of that document contains a discussid
of a screen outage. Do you know when that screen outage was
held at Unit 27
A I'm not sure I recall exactly but I believe it was very
late in the test precgram, if not after it was completed. I be-
lieve it was =« I'm sorry. I don't remember.

THE WITNESS: May I have that.

(Counsel producing.)

A I have a schedule here or a chronology of the esting

| program chat tells me the screen outage occurred about mid-Noven-

ber.

Q Can you tell me why the screen outage is con-

A Sure, '“hen you start up a power plant, you place cer-

tain screens in fluid svstems so that any residual dirt or for-

system, They will be taken out uf the screens, so after you
have vun your component:' specifisd time Sy the manufacturer,
they are satisfied that #11 lenss dirt oad so [oxth that may
carry away hes already curried away and ou~ht to be on the

gereons, so thera is a tive in the test proaram where you shut

n
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1| down for the serean outape,
2 On Unit 1 it was after the testing was completed. You
3| take the screens out aund you leave them out and that's the re-
4| lationship of the screen outaze with the test program.
Q Is it true to say that at TMI-2 the screen outage
6| was not planned but it was in fact done during a period of downt
71 time caused by another occurrence?
8 A Well, it's not fair to say it wasn't planned because it

?| had always been planned.

10 It appears from the chronology I have that there may

have been another problem at that time that cerused us to proceed

121 with the secreen outage rather than delay it,
‘3} 0 Can you tell me what is meant in Exhibic 1109
‘4¥ when it says that plans exist to blitz deficiency list durinz

t
‘5; the screen outage.
'65 A Sure., What that means is that during the veriod of the
'7€ ecraen outaze when the squipment is not beiog run, the plant is
lgf not being run, it's th~ intention to brine in a larger than nor;
'9? mal number of crafts so that the nunch list {items can be worked
20? with a larzer force. Possibly {t means two shifts overtine,
2'? that kind of thinz., It's mors thun a norvsal work ~lfort,
22& Q Do you recall in foet at TUI-2 how rany addie
23f tional peenle wore broupht in?

|
24. A o, I don'te.

| = Federal Reporters, ing, |

< ! . » . P >
24 Q But it's your rocollectica that wore people wers

‘
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| program?

;%A wnen I was oroject mincser ond Ty 2 whe zunocrinten-
dent, he was under ty operatioral coao 1, alt '+ =h not undar
my functional directly ord h2 vas rwv: vnder Zuroon's o sratict

Heward - direct 34
brouzht in.
A I remember reading that item. I guess I can't truth-
fully say that 1 . rember that more people were brought in., I
think at thac time I was spending a good deal of my time on
Forked River and probably that's why I d-~'r remember that.

Q Did Ron Toole report to you?
A No. Ren Toole reporied to the start-up and testingz man<
ager ard in 1978, late 1978, I believe that was Don Hetrick.

Prior to August of 1977, it was John Barton.

Q And both Mr. Barton and Mr. Hetrick renorted to
you?
a No, they did not.

Q Would you plesose continue the chain of command.
A Hetrick reported to Zachofer, I believe, who was the

director of operations, and I believs that was subsequent to
August of 1977.

Prior to August »F 1277, I reerll that John Darton re-

ported to Ron Williams, who was the nuaazer of enzineering,
Q Lot me a3k the questisn this way. How would yo

be made aware of corcerns <oz Yr. Tooala had in ~unning the test

- v " g : L 2P 2
al control when Buarzton w~a2 o0» nyei-on  wazer o4 that' = bow
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. the test program’?

A I'm sure he did, yes.

A Probably did, yes. I did not provide people for Toole.

Heward - direct 35
bacause there were meatinss held with test sunarintendent at a
high freauency. He participated in our review meetings and he
was continually advising us of things that were of concern to
him. Their trailers on site were immediately adjacent to one
another and it was a c.ose relationship.

Q Did Mr. Toole ever report to you major problems
with running the test program as it had been set forth?
A 1f you can restate that question, I am not sure I under
stand the question.

Q Through your operational interaction with Mr.
Toole during the course of these meetings, would he outline the
problems which existed with meetinz the test schedule which had
been set?
A Oh, yes, but if your question is did he ever come to me
and say "Gentlemen, I can't complete the test nrogram’’ the answ:
is no, he never said that

Q Did he ever say "'l need more people to comolete

Q Did he zet the reonle?

jstad if he had a problem gatting peonle in helping him to

P

Q "o provided the neople?

A The necnle would evnerally be provided by his irmediate

29
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1| sunervisor or by contractors. He hud siguificant contractor
2 assistance from the start-up test group.
Q What were the names of the coatractors?
A United Engineers Constructor:, Babcock and Wi.-ox,
5| Stearns Roger, Burns & Ror, NUS, The e may have been others.
6! I don't recall,
7 Q All those people from various organizations re-
8| ported to Mr. Toole?
90 A Yes, they did.

10 Q Do you know if Mr. Tocle's start-up test group

l‘w was required to work large hours of o ertime?
|
12{ A They were.
]3E Q Did any of thos2 pecp'e ever complain about wor!

‘4i ing those many hours?

ISF A Evervbody complains about workinz overtime.

16; Q Was aay consideration given to extending the
'7ﬁ test schedule so that larger numbers of peoole and mcre nours
‘83 wouldn't nacessary”?

‘9€ A No. That was never a concidoration. The conciderstion

i
0 il
24¢ was that the people that had to work these hours that were ex-
|

21| empt peonle were given additional pay.

22{ 0} In your opinion did the test program suffer be-
23: cauzn of that inereased staffing?

24 A Because of the inereased cta finz?

Q Yes.
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A What increased staffing?

Q As I understand what you've told me herc teday,
more contractors were necessary to assist Mr, Tooie in complet-

ing the test nrozram.

A You .ave possibly interpreted my statement to mean that
as time went on we had to seek the help of additional contracton
Q That's my understanding.
E) That's not correct.
Q Would you correct my understanding.
A The original intent of the start-up and test group was

to incorporate th2 services of all those contractors. GPU
doesn't maintain a permanent start-up and test group of a size
that is required to start up and test the nuclear power plant.
So we supplement our staff with contractor Lelp.

Now, where we were shorthanded for some reason or anothd

. and we needed more people, we would get them from these con-

tractors, but the personnel demand rose and fall throushout the
test nrogram, depending on what was goinz on and during the

period when we had the mainstream safety valve outaze, the de-

' mands on the test people siacked of1 considerably so they had

| a substantial period therc when they were not workingz the same

hours that they would have otherwise.

Q Did any test enzinesrs other than Mr, Toole com-

' plain to you directly about the test schedule o the workina

conditions that they wers subjecced to?

r
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A Yes, I believe I recall complaints about the test schedj
ule and the extension of the project schedule. I don't reczll

that anybody complained about the working conditions.,

Q What was your respense to the complaints?
A There isn't much one can do 2bout the problems one runs

into except fix them and let me tell you, when a guy sizns on

for a test program, the peopl~ that we hired have been through
it before. They know what to expect. I know what to expect
because I've been doing this kind of thing for over 20 years.
Some of these guys haven't been doing it that long but they knoy

what to expect.

Q Does the name Rick Butler mean anything to you?
A Say again?

Q Rick Butler.
A Wo. Who is Rick Butler?

Q That's not important for the question.

Heward, did either UE & C or Catalytic ever
pravide GPU or GPUS with a certificate of comnletion?
I den't know,

Q

y these units, is that

nor-ally tha case that after completine the construction a

-

A I dea't evnr racall navinz s2ean such a thing excent with
individual contractors on tha Forked River projact. When a syst

. - i n
ST LS

corsizced avd v7alked For punch list items and they were
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" all done. They left before it was finished.

walked frem end to end for punch list items, paint cn pipe, nuts
not tight on the hangers, all that kind of thing, and one gets
through all thet, it's a superfluous thinz tec ask for a certifij

cate of completion because we take it niscemeal system by syste

-

building by building, so the answer on systems and buildings is
yes, we get that, That's part of the turnover package, but
there's no such certificate that I can recall ever seceing that

says yes, I built you one plant; it's all done, because it wasn |

Q Who is they?
A UE & C.
Q What about Catalytie?
A They haven't l2ft yet.
Q Would you charactarize a portion of their work

as being censtruction work?
A Yes, I would.
Q For that constructica work they do not provide

a certificate.

A Same thineg, It's buildiag turncver, ves,

Q o ferrmal plece of paper.
A I don't think so.

Q As both sroject ranazer and (anaesy of orojects
with some ovarsizht rersponsibilicy for Thees Mile Island-2,
would vou be aware of urion nrod ghat ¢t conetcuctors werae
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| Heward - direct 40

10 A Yes,

2] 0 Do you know if there were any problems in attrac

3; ing and holding the necessary amount of craft labor in bulldinz
420n1t Number 27

SiA There was a point in time when the local crafts could
not surply enough pipe fitter welders and we had to request then
7| to go outside their local and bring welders in from Baltimore

8! and New York and other places like that and you run into that

9! with a small labor pool and it does happen and you have to make

10| other arrangements.

“{ Q Who took the responsibility for recruiting thosd

!
|

12 additional people?

|
130 A The crafts did that. They did that when UZ & C went to
14|

them and said we are short by this much. You've not been 2ble

‘5%to supply them., I require you to have other means to suoply
'l

‘6&chese people. They did. They go to other locals and zet the
|
]7;people.
‘Bj Q Once that additional recruiting has been done,
' there was satisfactory staffing?
200 A Yes.
| . . i
21. Q Let me ask just a feor questions about what we
22'a:avi~usly discussed, the April 22rd, 1973 cransient, Were you
231 A, : : ooy e Ay S SRR At
involved {n the disecussion fellevrin: tiot transiont Co repuiclce
24

the Lonerzan valves?
ing.
Azl

et ¥ | Yes.
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| had, if any, with the Lonergzan Company itself following the

. transient.

4
24

Ine. ¢

25

deward - direct 4l

Q Who would yeu say made that decision?
A My recollection is that betwesn recommendations made by
Ron Williams and by me that Bob Arnold made that decision,

Q Can you describe for me the contacts that you

A Shortly after the transient, a week or two later, I cond
ducted a meeting with the president of Lonergan Company, their
chief engineer and others to ask them what their opinion was of
the failure.

Subsequent to that, there were numerous phone calls. I
believe I participated in one or two meetinas where their repre-
sentatives came here to talk to us and subsequently participated
in a meeting regardinrz a litigation with Lonergan,

2 Following the transient, it's my understand’ng
that a nuzmher of valves were removed and sent to the Lencr_an

Counany; is that correct?

A That's correct,

Q Do ycu recall approximately what time pericd thi]
vas
A May.

Q Was the Lonarsan Company told that it had a cer-
tain nertod of tive in which to complete Lts analysie of the

valres to yuur knowledzie?

re - . 1 » - #
B Tunleally, to my knowlodze == I'm really zusssing be-
4 i - s




17?

18/

198

&
24
, - Fegeial Reporters, inc. ||

25|

| no, because there's no way you can give them that.

Heward - direct 42
cause typically we assess a problem like that and we would tell
them, Look, here is a problem that we want you to look at and

we would li%e to have an answer in so many days, so many wecks,

e

and I am quite sure we did that, but if the question is did theq

have a dron dead date to have the things fixed, the answer is

Q Did the company have a drop dezad date for Loners
gan?
A Did v have a drop dead date for Lonergan?

Q A date at which it would nc longer consider the

asility of Lonergan valves to fulfill their function,

MR, LIBERMAN: Can I interrupt just a
second. Unless it's absolutely indispensable
to your interrogation, your devositien, I'm
troubled because we have pending litization with
the Lonergan Ccmpany. I don't wanc to foreclos#
any avenue but I have trouble because thes= are
arcas that I think Mr. Heward has not becn in-
volved.

MR, EVANS: Well, Mr, Heward, I will ind

struct you, too, cnly to answer question: which

T

you have personal knowledge of and I don't want
to push you beyond what you were involved in
perscnally, but I om interested to know {f tlere

was a date to your kxnowledge alter waich yvou
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li would not consider, the company would not con=-

2 sider the Lonerpan valves,

3 low, let me state on the record, if you
4‘ would rathe. *hat Mr. Heward would not answer

5 that question, I can accept that.

6 MR, LIBERMAN: I want to cooperate in

7 every way that I can. I can tell you that there
8 is correspondence in which I participated in the
? preparation of which Mr., Heward was not involved
10 that did exercise contractual remedies against
11 Lonerzan Company.

12 MR, EVANS: Let me withdraw the question]
13 OfI the record for a minute.

14 () discussion was had off the record.)

{
15{BY MR, EVANS:
I

'6% Q Me, Heward, you've testified earlier today that

17! you dica't have any kmowlodre of rate base matters or tax mat-

la“ters or cther zonaral finoneial conziderations whict affected
19!
complatine Unig llusber 2 by the end of 1973. Is that a correct

]
20‘statemﬂﬂﬁ of what you've told us?

J |
ZI'A Ocher thoan the fact that I was gware that while the plani:
22 | : 1 \ "
was undar eenstruzulion thi: ATDC wus collectod and 1t ceased to
i
23 ‘! b [ag—— I N le wprla A Fads abrae e e R
‘be later on, think that's a foir statement, yes.
241 °
Q Let me fcilow that up for a minute, ilow do vou
¢ = Faderal Reporters, Inc. |
mell

'

230 percofve AIDC? f: it a pr.blem for you as cither the project
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| A I don't veromber. I: was a lot earlier than 1973, thac

Q In the Touchke Rozs report the in-service dates
| are often nearly always glven in terms of May of a given year

Heward - direct 4%

marager or managzer of projects?

Q Let me ask if during the time perind, that 1is
the last six months »f 1978, vou attended any meetings of GPUS
Board of Directors and officers?

A No. I did have meetings with Bob Arnold who is an of-
ficer. Possibly others from time to time but not on that sub-
ject.

Q Did you have any meetings during the time perioJ
with Mr. Holcombe?
A No.

Q Did you have any meetinzs during the time period
with Mr. Graham on this topie?
A No.

BY MR, VAUDENBERG:
Q Mr, lleward, the original estimated date for comj

pleting THI-2, I think, was quite early 1975 or so.

for sure,

' and this i3 informatica that I prosume Touche Ross received from

r™

3PU.  Way was rhat that inescrvice date was always expresced as

c

May o Yoy 31 of a xiven year?

A 1 could ealy vpeculate,

S




|
2.

i
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i

"

Heward - direct 45
MR, LIBERMAN: Can I call to your atieny

tion the fact that there was discussion of that
matter in the erozs-examination of Touche Ross
and robuttal testimeny ia the Pennsylvania pro-
ceecing which I furnished you which you may want
to look at. At least I believe I furnished it
to you.

BY MR, EVANS:

Q Mr. Heward, following the replacement of the

' Lonergan valves, what I understand to be Dresser valves, did you

' notice a charge in the attitude eithcr at the sice or here at

corporate headquarters regarding Unit Number 27
A I deu't think so.

Q Was thore more of a desire to complete it in
1973 than before?
A During 1978 there was always a desire to complete it in
1378, Orizinally in 1978 the in-service date was May or June.

Q Let me ask it this way. Yere pcople nxtremely

| dieamoointed Ly the fallure of the Lonetran valves?

A Covtuinly., OF course. That's a terrible disapcointment
Q I would like to clugify ome thing. We we'e

tal'lun earlior teday about thz test prozram and the tests wh 24
1isead La ona Form or anocher and I am geiny to attewr. Cu
disriaulsh Boceen the variovus lists of tests ©o ba performed.

- t - o . . - " - : s na .
1ets oy underserading tiaere was a 11at of tests which GP'S had

-ty -
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| Heward - direct 46

| A There was no other list. There was a single list,.

LA T h. 7e a vague recollection of discussion -- no. I don

. which are listed in the internal GPFUS precedures?

A No, I den't think so. I think the test program itself

itself establichzd to be run; is that correct?
A Yes.
Q There was another list, maybe even an identicalt-

excuseée me,

Q Are you aware of commitments which were made to
the Pennsyl nia Public Utilities Commission to complete certal&
tests?

A I don't think so.

Q Are you aware of any regulatory impact other

than in dealings with the liRC to complete the test program at

Unit 27

have any recall on that, no.

Q Are vou aware that there were tests snecified
in the final safety analysis report which is presented to the
NRC?

A Yes.,

Q Is that of tests identical to the list of tests

LT

very likely had more tosts in it than were listed in the final

Tho coermission 18 interestoed in seeins

(2}

safety analysis report,

(24

hat you commicted to certuin tests and those tests must be

3 % ih an ol ! Y -3 o3 9 lwad - r -
addressed to the safety nnalysis veport, The test progzram cvertg




:
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Heward - direct 47

all is escablished by'us and a decision to do so many crips
fr v certain power levels is curs, so long as you meet the var-
ious rezluatory requirements, so we produce the test program
to suit ourself,

Q So to clarify this on the record, if you will
agree with me that the FSAR contains one list of tests and Met-
Ed's internal procedures may be another list of tests, those
may not be an identical list.

A That's probably right, yes.
Q Were you present for the full power generator

trip test at TMI-2?

A Yo.
Q Do you know when it was performed?
A From the appearance on the chronology, I would have to

say it was done in either November or December but I do not

| know when.

Q Let me attempt to refresh your recollection,
Would December 28, 1978, be a realistic date for that test?

A It may very well be, yes. 1t anpears that we were at

i full opctrar up to the 28th, so that may be, vyes.

Q Can vou tell me where the full power generator

| tedp task Fics into the FSAR lists of test to be performed?

Q Cin you tell me where it €its into the GPUS

iaternal lizt of tests te bz performed?
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!chwnrd - direct 48
11 A Well, it certainly doesn't fit in orior to going to 100
2| percent power. The power escalation program is one that occurs

3? in steps up to full power so it would certainly be in the latte:

i
4; stages of the test program, only after achieving the 100 percen

5;power.
) Q In your opinion is it normally necessary to

7| successfully complete the full power generator trip test in

8| order to declare a unit in commercial operation?

9 MR, LIBERMAN: Can I object to the ques-
10 tion for clarification there. Ceommercial opera-
1 tion in terms of GPU corporate procedure or =--
lzi is that what your reference is or scie other

13| connotation?

‘4§ MR, EVANS: Yes. UMy reference is the
]5’ report of the Commercial Operaticn Review Board
‘6: criteria.

'7iA Tor nuclear power plant, you want to do that test in

i
azycur test program to verify that it's an acceptable t=ansient

19

!
i\

i to the plant, and I would say that it's ncrnally prograasmed to
i

i
2O!be done durinz the test program and thercfore prics te commerei-fl

21

| cperation, yes,

22 i : :
“21 Q If I understand waat you've said, it's your opls
23

t : e v - . 3 e " PRI . o Vo . Y
' {on that the entire test orogram and, again, tying tnls Lo the

4 . .3

241 6pUS internsl list of rests, the internal test prezrom, did th
Ing, 4

el

25

L ) < am ae .o IR T a1
entire test program should be cemaloted prior to tha o e lal

!
|
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{Heward - direct 49
|  operation. Is that accurate?
20 A Only to the extent that you consider the test to be a

3| mandatory test. Prior to mekinz the plant available commerclally

|

4ﬁ1 think that you might consider puttingz a plant iatoe commercial

i
5&0peration at a power level less than 100 percent and take an
i

6ﬁoutaze later on and comolete the higher level testing. I think

7| that's a possibility. It's not something we did but I think

| 75 percent power range testing and if the power were needed, run

|
siit's something you ccu'd do.
9§ For example, I don't see why you couldn't go up to 50 or|
10}
i

HE,the plant at that lewvel first or a reduced level for a period of
|

‘2%cime in commercial operation and then take an outage and comnletL

]3;your highar power tests, I think that's nossible. I den't know

i
‘AQwhat makes it impossible.

f ¢
‘51 (A discussion was had off the record.)
i

1618y MR. EVANS:
i
]7ﬂ Q Just one last question wich respect to the full

18 nower generator trip tast. VWere you involved in acuy discussions

il

19 . . 1ot
| as to the postponement of that tast beyoad 19737
]
201
'
“YhA I dea't remember that,
i
2 s un & KapaasiTe
§ uf L".:\- vﬂ.n):n-JLRG:
|
22 | " » ok :
| Q Dick, <id anybody at any time express to you
23 R £ ;
concara thot the test program was beinz pursued at teo quicl: a
o
24 R s . . . : .
sace or was baingz rusk:d or that the tests were just beina cchedp
- -3 = Federal Regorters, Ing. |
25 0]

'uled in too short a tine




' 15 schedule the program in a way that you think you can meet {t

the Unit 2 program was scheduled is it fit the actual conditiony
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| A Well, leot me tell you that when you schedule a thing

| more comfortable to give them more time to get the procedures

| way to proceed with completion of the plant.

A No, I don't mean that, but what I think you should do

' on Unit 1 and I think if you go lecok at the schedulas that we
' made on Unit 2, the durations were taken frem what we achieved
i on Unit 1. We had a very swmoeth test prozram on Unit 1, cowe

| paracively speaking.

Heward - direct 50

like this, the right way to do it is aggressively. You should
bring the plant along as fast as you can.

When I say that, I mean within the context of it being
safe to do so and ready to do so. Now, there is a full spectrun
of what people think is necessary to be ready to do so. You arg
always going to get a diversification of opinion as to whether
you are going too slow or too fast, I believe.

I've seen that for many years and particularly when you

have people that have a lot of procedures to get ready, it's
ready. But if you procced and review the things as you go alon:
and make sure that what they have is adequate to proceed rather
than what makes everybody real comfortable, I think that's the
Q Are you sort of sayingz that schedules are made

to be broken?

without having serious things go wronz. !y recollection of how
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i
i So I'm sure vou can find a lot of necoole who think the
2 ching was pushed too fast, but we had the history of doing it in

|
i

3ithat time period on Unit 1.
4 Q You think, then, that the differences be.iween

|
\ of
5 Unit 1 and Unit 2 weren't/any sionificant, wouldn't in any sig-

didn't have any real big items such as the safety valve problem

|
i
°intf1cant way affect test time periods or schedules?
7%A Well, we had perturbations in starting up Unit 1 but we
|
8
|

9| affecting Unit 1.
10 Q Anc also with regard to NRC, did you know of any
employees or workers at the site who expressed a concern to say

l2Esomething to an I & E inspector but then declined for one reason

131 6 another?

‘4§A I only know of one case with it. I guess the case I knoy
15fof the guy did talk to or write a letter to the I & E inspector
16!

}and we posted the notices on the site conspicuously to tell peoople
]’{that that was their right., I know of no case where a guy wanted
i
‘aito and was afraid to and didn't do it.
il

| : ;
‘Qg Q Which case are you raferring to where it nap-
{
zogpened?
|
21 A We had a renori from an emnloyee that had been there som®

22| . oars azo who said that he had drilled 1 hole iaside the containr

2J<nvnc and had hit reiaforcing steel or something like that aud he

24 " > i .
dt1.'t feel the anchor range was quits right. | don't remauwbder
2 = Federal Reportars, Inc,

250 411 the detalls.
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This 1u the one that was subsequently investi-

| gated by I & E in March of 1978?
I don't know when but it might have been March of 1978.
| It was investlgated and I believe we did find that we had a

5| faulty anchor and fixed fit.

MR, VAUDENBERG: I hav no farther ques-
tions,

MR. EVANS: Mr, Liberman, do you have
any questions or remarks you would like to make
on the record?

MR, LICZRMAN: I want o be sure you
were furnished with a copy of 'he document calle
Thres Mile Island Determinatic: of Technical and
Orzanizational Readiness for Placing Three Mile
Island Unit 2 inte Commercial Operation dated
October 26, 1973,

MR, CVANS: I belleve we have been fur-
nished a ecopy of that., Yould vou like me to put
it Llazo the ricord?

MR, LIGERUAN: llo, 1 just wanted to be

surs that you knew the document czisted because

vou hadn't mentliined it ard you did refer to an
agmsntis waleh o in 2 nense a {ollow=up on
o 0t

R Of ctho eecord.
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(A di-cussion was had off the record.)

MR, EVANS: 1I've asked Mr. Liberman if
he had anytihiing to add.

MR, LIBERMAN: I guess I would like to
add one other thing. I think the term "commer-
cial service" has been used in such a variety
of ways that I would like to clarify that this ip
now one of four contexts in which it has been
used.

The document Mr, Heward identified pre-
viously, which I believe is document 1109, re-
ferred to commercial service in the sense it was
used by the GPU Service Company Internal Commer-
cial Operation Review Bmard. It is a document
which has no governmental cennotation as such.

The term commercial operation has been
used alszo as a shorthand for the time when a
unit will be transferred from censtruction werk
in prosress to utility plant in service for FERQ
accounting purposes and there was an earlier
referenes to that and to the Electric Plant In-
struction 9D,

The torm commercial service is used alsd
on a differznt eomtext in terms of certaln tax

troantment tor ! preciat!on and investment tax
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credit nurposes. In that context is is a collo-
quialism., It is not a term which is used in the
regulations under the Internal Revenue Se¢-vice.

Finally it is used in terms of again a
shorthand for the status for interconnection
dispatching purposes by the PJM,

I would like to clarify that my under-
standing is that all of Mr, Heward's testimony
has been directed to the first of these senses
and not to any others; is that correct?

THE WITNESS: Yes, that's correct.

MR, EVANS: At this time, Mr, Howard,

I would like to thank you for being present here
today. We are golng to rrcess this depositien
rather than terminate it cn the possibility that
we might want to ask you additicnal questions

at a later time. I would say we will make every
attempt not tc need to ask additional questicns,

- It 3 11.
sary, wo would 1i':»2

]

but sbould thst become nece
to have vou available to us,

Thank ycu very niuch,

(The depasition is recessed at 5:3

% % % kR
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