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1? MR, EVANS: I want to note that this is
2! a deposition of Mr. Richard Heward which is be-
3| ing conducted by the NRC/TMI Special Inquiry

4% Group. 1It's being held at the offices of Generﬁl
5% Public Utilities Corroration in Parsipoany, New
6; Jersey, on September 25, 1279.

7% Present in addition to the deponent is
ei My. Jim Liberman, the general counsel of General
9i Public Utilities Cormoration, and also Mr. Doug
‘OE Davidson of Mr. Liberman's firm.

“; Precent for the NRC/TMI Soecial Inquiry
12! Grouo is Mr., R. Lawrence Vandenberz and David J.
‘3ﬁ Evans.

‘“t Mr. Heward , 1'm poing to ask you if you
]52 had an ooportunity to read the Witness Notifica-
153 tion form and the letter to you from Mitchell
‘72 Rogovin wi..ch I have shown to vou earlier today.
‘5, MR, HEWARD: Yes, I have.

‘°i MR, EVANS: Do you understand your rizihis
20? as sot forth in those forms? |
2” MR. HEWARD: Yes, I do.

22{ MR. EVANS: Do you have anv objections

I

23 to procseding st this time?

24!
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i .
‘? your rizht hkand.

ZRICHARD W, ~-HEWARD, havinz been duly sworn accord-

S ing to law, testified as follows:
I

4/ - MR, EVARS: My, Heward, at this time M
I

5 Vandenberg will direct questions to you.

¢ DIRECT EXAMINATION

7 /BY MR, VANDENBERG:
8! Q Mr. Heward, my questions are going to deal with

|
9|the area of brinzing TMI-2 into commercial operations at the end
u

10 of 1978 and to some extent your responsibilities at the site dur-

"iing that time period. I would like to start by having you describe
12/ for ue your position with GPU in 1978 and who you renorted to ang

{

‘3hwhc were your izmedicte sudordinates.
I

| . . ,
14LA In 1978 my title wos Manager of Projects and I reported
15 0o Williem H, Hirst and my immediate subordinates regsrding the

i
16| Tﬁree Mile~2 project were John J. Barton, project manager,

"ﬁ Q Cza you zo up the line & little bit more.
|
s 18{A Seyond Hirst?
!
19! -~ S o
h ~ + 83,
ﬂﬁ" - . -
“ViA Hirst resovted to QobLert C, Arnold, viceeorasident of
21 zenezation
o | i
2 Q Yr., Hewerd, wore yeu aware of any poszidle f'“'.r
23 N L oy e
*yefal ivgaatives 3¢ bric r a2 on line belore tha e2d ef 1971
i
s"‘ ‘l‘ L ‘/l‘/
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Hewsrd - direct -

1'a rate case and that there was a test yeer ending in December of

2‘1978? i
3 1 believe I was aware that the unit was the subject of 2
4 rate case which I think was quite a few times. I'm not aware of

|
|
|
5 8 test year.

1

\
éi Q Were you aware that it was a possibility for se-
7/ curing investment tax credits based on conmstruction of INI-2?
g A No.

|
9’ Q Did you ever attend any staff meetings with Mr,
I

10! Herbein or Mr. Arnold where these kinds of things might have beeT

llﬁdiscusscd?

lzkA I never attendad arv with Mr. Heibein. I attended each
i —
13 one with Mr. Arncld ! he celd monthly, and it mizht have been

ld?discussed there. I don't recall at t.is time.

15; Q Did you ever hear emcloyees below you talk abcuti
|

lb;any advantages to Met-Ed or GPU that might be secured by bringing
17;TEI en line?
IBIA Yell, when vou s2t out to build a power plant, it's ob- 1
¥9nviru3 that vou wvant to preduce pewer with it so it's cbviously
20 advantczeous to 2ot the thing on the line as zoon as you can and

2] that was the project poal, VYou are refervinz, I take it frem

22 vour provious questicns, to financial bemefice 2nd 1 don

-

23"call that I was aware of any spocific firznacial benzfitls.

2

24 Q Ware you 2ware ir a janeral =nrnse?
ing.

-
23 A {e3. suve.
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tion began at the site?

A

- direct

DIRECT

EXAMINATION

BY MR, EVANS:

Q Let me probe this 2 little bit, Mr, Heward.

When were you first made manzger of orojects?

A August 1, 1977,
Q Before that e, what was your title?
Project manager.
Q When did you assume that job?
At Three Mile Island? ,
Q Yes.
B November 8, 1971,
Q So it would be fair to say tl.at you have Leen

involved with Unit MNumber 2 of Three Mile Island since conscrucn

That's fair to say, ves, except for two years prior teo
Nosember £, 1979 when I was project monager at Forked River. I
wi3 not at all invelved in Three Mile Island at that time.

Q S¢ that would be 196% or so vou were involved
in the Tori:ad River project?

That's corrcect, yves.,

Q Wien you fiist becarmz involved with TilI-2, what
was the dese trat had boen cat for ecnaoreial epsration?

A I don't veclly remamber. 1 den't remonder whon it waes.
It was subutantially earlier than whan it went cumpercial
ny
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fHeward - direct

!I
1y Q Did you have any understanding that there were

i

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

3leration?

'f

4‘A Yes, I did.

5% Q What were those criteria or how did you learn of
5£them?

735 The eriteria defined in & corporate procedure that iden-

\

8/ eifies what is to be reviewed to bring a plant commercisl, and
7 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 beeT

|
11 completed, tested, and hzve been turned over to the operator and

i
12| aceeopted by the overatoy with acceptable punch list items. Therf

i
|

| .
Q1 :
"ymay be more eriteris in that procedure. I don't recall at the

Q Did vou attend any meetings in the last half of
1671978 that discussed at what time or how those criteria were goinz
]'7

* te be met?

1814 VYas., I participatad in a meeting in Cctober of 1978.

| N ——e—

™ at was the meetina for the Commercial Operation Review Beard

n 4 - ,
20 to meke the decisica as te whether or =ot they considerod the

2l nlant acceptadble {or comrercizl operation.
2 Q Yaat was the visw at that point?
23
ot | ™5 yiew .t that coint was that the plant had only been
24 [

th ©

b |
“




| Heward - direct 8

1' they did cencider adecuate and scceptable to be classified cor-
. mercial.

3 Q Ké;e you involved in bringing TMI-l into con T+

4| cial operation?

corporate procedure at that time but we did sit down and review

5& A I certainly was, yes.
6; Q Was there similar criteria applied there?
7f A There were but it was not done formally. It was not a
Bl
|
1

gimilar things on an informal basis at that time to bring Three

10/ Mile Island commercial, yes.

]‘2 Q Dick, have you ever been aware of z FERC and
befors that Federal Power Commission 120 doy rule, sometimes
called Elestric Plant Instructicn 9D?

A The 120 day rule vaguely rings 2 dell in ry mind but I

15] quess I can't tell you == I think I know whar it is. Is it a

3z
‘°{ requirement that the nlant is to be in commercial operstion 120
‘7, days after meking its first power?
18} Q Is that your undorstandirs?
\ )
ol .
195 A I'm sulling chis out of my head. I vaguely romember !
20] someching like that and I don't know whether that's the rule or
W |
|
21,
21 rot. ‘
2 Q Did vou ever discucs that wi.h Zud Aunold?
nn |
i A Yas, 1f that's what it i3, I thiak so.
P
4 n
i Q Ay £ar as I kno that's ac it is
t¢ = Fegera! Raporters, Inc. | |
: ]
25 A Okav 120 davye? Is cthat sorrect? That é 't see |




1Hewa:d e direct 9

'| reasonable. DMaybe that's whot it is. Ofihand it doesn't seem

|
|

i
3
l

4, the running of that 120 day period? You stated, as I recall,

5 that the beginning of that peri-d was ~- how did you put it -~

5

7

9

2, "ike 2 reasonable time period. ol

i
}
|

| when it's first synchronized with *he grid. Was that ever a

|
{]
i

|

problem?
lA Synchronized with the grid?
Q No, the running of the 120 day peried.
A It was not a problem for me in that the objective of

' the answer is no.

asking me was there a lot of pressure on we to meet the 120 daye

. let me roohirase that.

205

21!

22|
23

24

» = Feda:a! Reporters, Ing,
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Q Did vou ever di:russ with Bob Arnold or others

the project was to get the tes~ing done as laid out in the test
program, and in the narticular case of Three Mile Island-2 we
certainly were unable to get cre testing done in 120 days be-
cause of the nroblem we had with the m2in steam relief valves,

So no, it was not a preblem with me 2f£fhend. If vou're

H
2
4
v 4
.
\
C
o
o
m
' ]
a9
r
Q

Q Did you talk with anvbody, tt

‘‘‘‘‘‘

Pid you discuss ‘rith anvone decliry vith ro's

¢o re-establish or scop the runaimg of tie 20 day 7 .ried?
A I didan'e.
Q Okay. Thaak you
(A diecu:ziicn olt gecord. )
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| that stated:

A

10
receiving a coor of 2 memo from ﬁr. Seclinger to Mr. Miller

znd in that memo tﬁ?rc was o section dealing with philosophy

"We must slow down and proceed forward deliberatel
and correctly. Senior station manzgement wust convey this nhils-
osophy .o shift personnel.”

Does that ring 2 bell with you?

A No.

| BY MR, EVANS:

Q On

April 23, 1978, there was a transient at the plant invelving

Let me try to refresh your recollection.

main steam velief valves, 1s that a correct ==

A That certainly is, yes.

Q

bon copy of this Seelinzer memo which was written to CGary Millex

Fellewing that transient, did you receive a carq

providing his comments on the transient and procedures at the

' plent?
It's vrobably likely I did if he wrote it but Idon't
racall it aovw.
Q You nea typicaily curdon cepied on these kind
cf =cs 1a th2 plant.
A Png, shat's corgect
Q vid g file thosa?
A - 21y , yes,
BY Y& N 590 &1
Q - in =2 {seussiong, asaia, the lact

7
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1| part of 1978, that there was some pressure to declare TMI-2 to

2 be in commercial operation because to not do so might put at
i

3| risk the allowance of the AFC on the plant, Allowance for Funds
4§ul¢d during construction?

%A I don't cvhink so. I don't recall such a conversation.

: Q In “hese staff meetings vou had with Bob Arnold

7| that you attended, what kinds of things were discusi«d relative

aito either rate cases or relations with FERC or the general sub-

|
7| ject of commercial operation of TMI-2?

! &
19] Bob generally tried to keep us informed of testimony that

in
11/ he gave in variocus proceedings. I don't recall specifically any

f

‘2?discussionl of conversations with FERC, We talked about progres

|
‘3QOn the various projects and we talxked about problems on the vare

|

4] fous projects that were the kinds of things that should be dis-

15! cussed at upper levels to try and 2ssist in the resolution of

I
i

16 those problems and mainczin progress.

|

17; Q Did those thinzs include establishing a scheduls
il
'8 for completion of TMI-2?
N .
‘C;A No, beczuse the schedule fcr complution was dene outside

-\nl@

¥, the 3cone of staff meetings. The project stalf assessed the

2]::

ronort issued to Arnold that discusesed schiediulo eaeh month,

. There w33 & lctter to the Bosrd of Directors that discuzsed

schrdule and oroposed that this 33 the amsunt of tire they forq-

reperted mostly in other slaces. There was 3 monthle srogress |

w

L~
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i;cus:ed schedule with the malor contractors.

| Hewsrd - direct 12
schedule each month.

i I handled Qfo{ect review weetings each month and we dis-

Q Are you savinz that you didn't have any inmput

into the establishment of the schedule?

A

No. 1 said that the project produced all the input inta

the estzblishment of the schedule:
Q What was your role in that process?
A Well, the project maznager reported to me at that time so

1 soproved what he produced, if I thouzht it was appropriate.

Q Did you ever chanze what he produced?
| A 1 probabdly did, yes.
ﬁ 0 Did vou ever change his estimate of when cert-in
iitests should be commleted or when the overall sroject should be
i:completed?
3A 1 don't recall a svecific case of that, but that may

. have hennened. The project minager has a very long past history

| of beias the m2ns~er of testinz, not only here but elsevhere,
'and i3 probably 235 e znybody I know in the eztablishment

tpert as

| of gehadule £or tov: progran for a nurslear power plamt.

i Q You are io:% ima you wouldn':z hive gny reascn e-
A I'm implyiny thet ic's probubly unlikely., I dea't alwayg
prea it thinss le v sud I ri-ht have nud a dilference
at one tirm, bust T caa't res:ll 8 speciile cale of that. By and|
lagne, il you 1o = ¢t hostary of w,oat hatoened in the year




¢ = Falerdi Reportees

L)

—
“

& C?
LA Yes. They were on the site in 1978,
Q So that would be Cutalytic in that.
LA Yas.
Q What was th2 nature of vour interaction with UL

A UE & C was the construction manager and constructor.

tleward - direct _ 13
1978, the plant was (o He commereic]l in the sorinz. The April
23rd transient put o substantial delay in that. There were

ther ictums that come up during the summer that we had to attenA

o

to and the plant t~nt commercial when the ta2st program was com-
vleted. |

I daresay 1if it weren't corpleted until two weeks later
it wouldn't have gone commercial until two weeks later.

Q You said you had 2 lot of interface with the

different groups there. That would include the constructor, UE

& C for the time they weze on site?

chey nhirod sudcontractors to do esp-cialty jobs and they hired
icuer to 7o jobs thenmscelves, They escsentially worked for me as |

"er

the proj22c marezer for GUU when I was proiect menacer.

154

the way, therz is a project crzanization resnensi-

)
H
i
0
o
mn

- k 1 . > 3 - : 48 v = £
that eclearly defirns interface of UE & C and

] 3 " o wIr
¥ QBhEE ~3jer & vaeteors with GPU,
-
3 o gtcunmant L3 thagl ‘
. ' . - - : - 2 - 1
A ; s, ¢all he Urodcet Orpanization end Resmonaibilitiqgs
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Heward - direct 14
don't rvemerber what it is,

. MR, ZVANS: Will you be w.illing toc make
that document ava‘lable to us?

THE WITNESS: Sure.

o

I believe the official date was September 1st, 1977,

When was Catalytic brought in?
A
Yet I started Catolytic in small numbers on the site as early
as May or June of '77 so we could get an approoriate interface
with United.

Q What was the reason for switching constructors?

We did not switch constructors. What we did was to brin

8

en 2 centractor who would ultimately wind up with the maintenand

contract of the finished clant and also act as a completion cong

tr.ctor., We did the similar thing on Unit 1. It worked ocut

very

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

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

did that,

%]

£

Q Could you give me an estimate of percent comple

tha switech wgs made,

"Mle2 vhian

L
-

A In the nineties.

- W

Q Low ninetias?

LY v

A Lew ninetiez,

3 - - . -
in anv wavr to

anv
’

-
i
|
i
!

o
&~
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1:12 hascened with the viceepresident ond proiect manager of V2 &
Z;C and cxpla}ned to him thet we had good experience on Unit 1,
3;which he participated in that very well, and tcld him I cthought
4¥u! ought to do it a little sooner on Unit 2 an< he coneirred.

\
5: This was something that was oremetitoted ond in - 2ree-

$/ment with UE & C,

|
71 Q Those discussions were with Earl Yagle?

!
G;A That's correct.
9 BY MR, EVANS:
10 Q Let me ask at the time that UE & C left the site

11| do vou have any indication of how many punch list items - °re

’2;:op¢n?

‘3EA I'm guessing the number was in the order of 8,007,

“: Q Would you comsider that unusuzlly high?

‘5JA No. In my view it wes high, hinher than I expected, but

1]

e

‘°LI would say no for this reason., Whon Three Milc-l want cormuers

]
17! ea1, it had 4,000 punch list items. UE & C left the size fust

gl e .
]J:prior to the hot omeratione in the rest prozvar which maant LhlT

{ i
lgi_the:e was still a lot of things not done, a loc of ¢hints rot
20 tested. !

1

1y So if ycu put those two nuwrders in ser:isucilve, QR d;
22 say that it's not terzibly cut of line. '
23§ Q Do vor think when tha company I R L <A ‘:

|
24 core that many puach list itwrz open ir g suvurisod? ?

s ! " :
N T 3 ! . 4 > B3 Wt S . - 4
23 A 1 édon't kanew. 12 w38 Alzhey Lraa & Lok A -



| Heward - direct 16

1{ I don't thini: it was any serious oversight or any such thinz as

a that. .
3! Q Let me ask this cuestica. Was Mr, Arncld sur-
4% pricsed when veu told him there were that many open items?
5E A I don't remerber. He probably wzs. It locks like a
65 big number but when you sit down and look at each one of th-se
7; items, you go to one item and it says test number so and so is
Sﬁ not complete. Well, test number so and so hasn't yet been run
of

[ so, of course, it's not complete and you go down there like

10L that and there's a preponderence of those kinds of irems that
| makee the number so large.

12} You say 4,000 items on a commercial operaticn on Tnit 1

13] is a very large number; well, it is a larze number, but when

14 you look at the items and you see what they are, it's acporent

3| that they are not serious items.

16 BY MR, VANDEM ERG:

17} Q You mean that mest of those items could be re-

solved with minimal effort?

190 A Yes. As a matzer of fact, a lot cf them didan't heve te

LA 1Y

be recolved, may scill not be resolved. II vou tale an eutrerel:

2 . | - - »

21 1gvce and comnlicated thing such as 2 nuclegr power nliant ana
¢2! you try and got yourself to the point where you have no cundd
49! t1ige items, even if the thine is in cperntien, it's not oossidbl
24

and the reason it's not possible i: wou slwave have a valve
- Fazera! Resortene

L0
W

chat's going to leal and scmething like thot and those items

e ———— g ———— i O o wt-
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' ge on the punch list., You have alectrical recentacles that

don't wotk/zze is needed somewhere. That's a work list item.
It poes on th> list. The items that were important to safety
and to prover operation of the plant, they got fixed.

Q ' I would like to switch the question to a differs-
ent arez & little bit. Mr, Heward, I want to ask you if you can
identify this document which appears to be a Position Descrip~
tion for you. Is that correct?

A Yes, I guess so.
Q What was the date of that?
A 9/1/72.

Q You've identified that as being the cfficial

Position Descriotion for you at that date.
A It certainly looks like it is, yes.
Q Did your official position descriotion change

¢+ T was the manager of orojects in 1978. I was the project man-

Heword - direct 17

mush or at all through 1978 from that time?

A 1 had a different vosition in 1978 than I did in 1972,

azer in '72.

Q On paze 2 of this, there's a staterent I wish
you cculd exolain to us. Tne igdea that then 2s projoct mansger
shevra's a need to comrlete an initial warranty run prior Lo com-
morcisl operaticon; could you oxplain to us what that maans.

A The imitial war-anty run was ¢ test that was regquired

ia tha Bubeonek and Wilcox contract that verified thot the reactd

-
-




Heward - direct 18

!
1 slant would produre so manv pounds of steam an hour.

2, Q Why was that made 2 pre-condition to commercizl
1
3 operation?

s;

4hA Well, on Unit 1 which I was working on primarily in 1972
I
5/ 1 don't believe that any large D & W plant had ever been run and

|
5| it was certeinly essential for us to verify that the plant that
7| we bought would put out the amount of steam that it was adver-

|

8 tised to put out, and so we ran the warranty run and, as I recall

9;on Unit 1, the warranty run was the lzst thing run in the power
|
'range test.
1|

‘zjrange testing had all been completed prior to running the war-

20
]‘;ranty run, and we did the warranty run just orior to commercial
ll

!Z
|operacion. Now, on Unit 2, the warranty run wus not as important

10

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

14

18] ——

'an item to us as it was on Unit 1 because once again it still
N
]°‘required so many pounds of steam per hour from the plant and the

plants, Unit 1 and Unit 2, are essentially the same resctor, yet

% the Unit 2 reactor oserates a2t 2 subscantially higher peower level
!ol‘
'7ither Unit 1; and since we h2¢ alrealy sun Unit 1 ané knew what
20' & . ' P | {1 -t
the cutput was, the certainty of 20ttineg 2 sirmileor output was
21! M i
i there fcr Unit 2. : l
221 - £ 2 v PR P, S $ 3 W
As a mat=ar of fact, we ram at a sudutzantially hipher
.h
- sk e e ik . 3
cut=ut than what wav wgrranted. :
24 . .
: Q 13 tbhis inicial warzrviy vun ¢t same thing as
12 = Fegeral Repoitars, int.
*3 the Unit Accentance Test? 'was that arnothey naw? for th« same
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i ule with vou?

18

16

20

3 N
1

o
e @

| stoom per our out ¢f the resctor thit 3 & W zdvercised it would

3 » R A e » . Ak U " . F b
eall L€ an culigotica, deedy I think ti» ecntract says 1 you

- Unit Acceptonce Test was showm as a milestone prior to commer-

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

Feward - direct 19 |

ast?

(44

>

Yes, I think so.
Q Was this test run in 1978 or was it run later?

The reason 1 asz that is that --

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

that in 2 schedule of the tests remaining to get to commercial

operation that Bob Arnold supplied to the Pennsylvania PUC, the

cizl operation. Did Bob Arncld ever discuss that kind of scheds

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

done in the test prosram. 1f you lock at the test program cched

showad the varranty run beirz run late in the test nrozraom but
srior to cowmereial, The warrsinty run was run for the reasen

that I just said; noraly, to vevify that we got the pcunds of

The s was =ne oussticn . Dout ~etting it kers and the warz+

ranty run wos simoly o coaurcet oblinaiion, i you even -ant to |
i

1 : L § a5 - - - P O Ao VP w9e
Jan't Tun L& #eu simsiv make yo:r last cayment, 1Z POu con L Tul




Heward - direct 4,

¢

1/ 4t so many monthy after it is readv for it, but it was a con-

2! tract item and it gould be rum at any tim~ on Unit 2.
S Q Do you recall why it was decided not to .un thid

4| test on Unit 2 prior to the commercial ovperation declaration?

all the time at things that may be in our program that weren't

50 A Well, as you are aware, Unit 2 was delzyed for many
6% reasons throughout the years, and I'm here to tell you, we lookéd
d *

i

8; necessary. Obviously thac's our job. If they aren't necessary
9% and they don't provide you something tangibls for the operation
‘Oi and the safety of the unit and you can delay it or defer it or
"; not do it, why not?

|
12 And the warranty run on Unit 2 was an academic exerc{iSAr/

| The data had already been taken, I believe, on two occzsicus in

l
]4i unofficial warranty runs. When the warranty run occurred, it
lsi meant we had to make a payment to 2 & W,
16? Q So the data was available and you proved to youg-
]7a self internally that the initial warranty run tast could bde wn:i
183 A Oh, ves. ' i
]9: Q And you decided to delay the ocfiicial 75?50::3:%9

20‘ of that particular test, i

‘ !

21§ A Not enlv that, we were able to get 100 = rawatio or mord

i - LT }

22 of power out of Unit 2 mere than we ever 20t out of Lnit 1. j

23 !

°i BY MR, EVANS: |

i

&4 Q Let me ask a few oreliminavy quzustioas. :

e - Feneral Reporters, inc, | i
259 ' o "4

]

Heward, you said you particirated in 2 meetinu o0 LIc
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H
1i
|

2.
I
i
3!

4

10
1y
12§

131

24}
< 2 = Fazeral Resorters, Inc. |

25

1878, a meeting of the Commercial Operation Review 3eard: {is

that correct?

A

That's correct.

Q Did you see the final revort of what has peen

calied the CORB?

A

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 th¢ record.)
Is there an appendix in this?

Q Yes, I believe when you loo% at the very end.

Okay. Yes.

MR, EVANS: Could I ask vou to mark thig

as Exhibiet 11038 and to ~crk the nrevipous docu-

1

ment that was shown to My, lieward 3s 1109,

(2]

(Exhibit 1198 and 11N9 are m.ried Sor

identification.)

been marked for icentification is 1172




=22 = Fezarat Reporiers

fHeward = direct

2
3|
!
4|
5| BY MR, EVANS:
6 Q
|

{

i
lok
11!

f

]zfdetermined not to involve any Faderal, State or

|
|

il

i
‘4§ MR. LIBERMAN: Mr. Evans, don't you want
|
1sh to also note that the sare centence says that
I
16} there were no unrecolved oroblems?
!
171 MR. EVANS: That's fair.
iV
‘51 Q My only cuestion iz these seven tects, aTe they |
: i
19" 14 addition to the Unit Acceptance Test or i5 the Unit Acceptanc™
| |
o I |
20 Tect one of them? l
|
21 ¢ T ' |
“1 8 A I don't remember. .
99 i o a
‘2 Q Let me ack if these tests, than, are cf the semy
22 { e o a -
‘¢ pature in your mind as the Unit Accuptance .oSt
2 - -
e B Yes, that's correct. We c¢id look and I think 1 evod

Ing.
2
= fnstipgated

7;of the testing program and it

be dene at Unit 2 were canceled or eliminated be

lookinz

~n
P

{dentification 28 1109 is titled Renrrt of Revicf

Board for the determination of technical and
organizational resdiness for placing Three Mile

Island Unit 2 into commercial operation.

Mr. Heward, in Exhibit 1109 there is a discussic

'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

this section that seven tests that were originally scheduled to

use thev were

15323l require-

]3£men:s. Would you look at that,.

find

-
<o
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1! nunber of times -- if we had any tests in our prozram that be-
2 cause of mnew information that was available from other units
3 that had been run or changes in recuirements, whatever, that if
% we had tests that we could avoid doing, we thould omit them fro%
5Fthe program.
¥; Q Would it be fzir to say, then, that every test
7§which was run on Unit 2 was necessary to meet a Federal, State
S?er local requirement?

9%A No.

|
10} Q What was the criterion for eliminating 2 test?

A Well, the criterion was that it wa§ not a8 requirement
from some regulatory activity, it was not needed by us to satis-
£+ ourself regerding the acceptability cf the unit, and poseibly
!.o:her industry information had come into play in the intervening
‘5{ years since we put that in the test program that did not requirﬁ
any further test or data to be taken in that area, so we took

them out. That's a general statement of the criteria. 1Maybe

18 2an Toole can be mere specific.

19 3¢ MR, VAIDEUBERG:

20; Q Diclr, you mentioned earlier that in scitinz the
21| -ohedule for TiIe2, you mosrly always zccepted the sehedule pros

o
'l
(2]
o
r‘
f
"
'.-A
<
o
9 8
)
.—l
Y
:
&
(43
"
(2
0
Al
—t
o
-~
o o T—

pnsed by the precject nmamager, 2ur

“

bv y . . 5 4 . -
Did the project mnagzr have the responuibilicy te interTace
24

: - Fegora! Recsrtars, Inc.

~g
- A
Yes

- ”

gk al- E . N A R PR
with Cetzivzic and B & W and Cuvns X oo &l that time




|
i

1L:

2
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Q

dinating the inputs of all those various groups?

|

-
« = Faceral Repseters, Ing.

ad

|
|

P That's correct.

Q And assessing their impact on the schedule,
!A Yes.

Q Who was the highest management official tnat
ever made changes or provided specific inout to the schedule for
naze2?

A I'm not sure what answer to give you. It could have

|

' been Mr. Hirst or Mr. Arnold.

Q

No one above Mr. Arnold.

A T don't know. Mot that I'm aware of. I'm sure lr.

| Dieckamp was awvare cof what the schedule wes because he purtici-

pated in a number of reviews from time to time to und:irstand

what was going on at the site, but I can't ssy whether he ever

r

inf

-

inout any ormation into the schedule.

Q Then the operatinz licensa wzs grantzd for Unit
12 in February of 1978, i3 it your recollection that the terms
: of the operating .icense raguivred certain tezts or certiin work
. to b2 eemnleted within specified t. o frames?
A Ne.
Q "lis there any time conditicon agsociated with any
part of thks CL?
A Ye.
\ Alse witr w»ocgard to the overatin? liconie, want

So the project munacer was vospensible for coore
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17!
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vas the mood of tha company im Februarwy? Were veople anxzious
and in a hurry to get that cperating license? You said ther
were about 8,000 punch list items outstanding 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 been
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 decire to zet the operating license and proceed with
the test program.

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

Q Do you recall any mectings with BRC inspectors
from the ofice of the Inspection and Enforcement regarding the
anproximately 8,000 item punch list?

A No, but I do recall that there were maelings of NRC iu-
srection with our test egroup Lo veview the ocutstcnding punch

1izt prior to the coeratinz .cense. I'm certain that noooened

¢

Q Can vou describe the substance of those meet-
iags? What wera NRC's comcosms 3t b time?
A 1 210 =ot attend the —22tinze bul the coencern was the
sueph 1ict ltoms roraining neaded teo be sereored Lo ascaviiin
if zay sheould hold o issuonce af the oneratin: licens: and in-

: S % ; o o " i .
dcrd they ucrced wita ve that there shuuld not Le any thiTe tha
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1} would hold up the operating license issuance.
2 Q Who did that review to determine if there were

3| any that should hold up the CL?

‘L A Who was it, the 1 & E inspectors?

5i '« A It was the I & E inspector that did the screen-
6; ing?

7& A Yes.

8? Q Rather than you as the licensee?

9§ A Wait a minute. I didn't say that. What I said it was
103 the I & E inspectors came in to verify our decision that those
“t punch list items should not hold up the operasting licenmse.

‘22 Q I'm a little confused about that February, 1978,

‘3f time period. There were still some pre-operational tests toc be
|

14 completed at the time the OL was granted; is that right?

131 A No, I den't think so.

16? Q And 211 construction was complete prior to the
]7{ granting of the OL?

]3; A Yes.

‘?; Q Did, in vour view ==

207 A Just a minute. Constructicn wa2s complete but bear in

rm

s 5 ' . . i
Z]V mind there are always modificctions znd punch list ite=ms that |

have to be worked and at that time there wer¢ ~uch thinzs bein2

o

24 Do tiie punch list itcus relate te pre-coerztiondl

|
|

i
|
i
|

D

» = Fegera! Repaiters Iac, |

c .
23! sasp ltems perhaos?
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1

2

|
|
i
|

i
4{ had to live under a set of tech specs and the conditions of the

5

é

10

11

12
13

15!

16

{
|
i

|
174

18|

i
{

3| that when you got the OL for TMI-2 that that, because you then

|

)
1
i

1

|
|
!
|
l
|

; poration was actinz to nerform all the power ascension tests and

| Metropolitan Edison was the licensee who onerated equipment thadt

|
!

!

1%

20 |

211

~n
Lé

b B |
bLw

]
24|
: ~ Fegera! Regortors, ing,

25!

i
i

A Some mav.

Q Let. me strike at this directly. De you think

OL, did that hinder in any way the completion of ounch list itens

relating to work normally done before the granting of the OL?

A No.
Q It didn't.
A No.
Q Who do you think really had the final say on
—ry
when TM1-2 went commercial?
A The chairman of the Commercial Review Board, Bob Arncld.
Q As I understand the situation, GPU Service Cor-

needed to be cnerated to perform a tee: and resoonsibility for
would

the unit/trznsfer to Met-Ed unon a commerciai operation declara-

tion, whereas prior to that noint it was the rezoonsibility of

GPU Service Corporationm.

Am I correct?

>
-
-
o
3
o
o
"
1
w
o
5
‘
w
3
(2]
)
¢|J
(a4
(2
0
e |
[+
o
o,
(ad
"y
23
A
]
w
rh
"
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=1
o
= |
n
e
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]

gibility te t :2 Cemm!.sisn te serform urder the terms of the
A, oesyy el . e w wonenaned siTdve shain DY B c AT -
licensze and that was 2 recponsiollily thal CGFJ Service LoTpora

ticn cculd not assume.
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, werking for which company?

* = Faierd! Resorters. Ing. |

. say "'Hey, wait a minute, I don't think it's ready to turn over

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

' tem in that plant prior to it being completed,

Q In l2%e 1978 as Msnazer of Projects vecu were

A GPU Service Cerporation.

Q Did you see any signs -~ well, struggle is too
harsh 2 word -=- but any dichotomy between the service corpora-
tion and Met-Ed, the service corporation perhaps wanting tdo coms
plete the plan and turn it over to Met-Ed and Met-Ld perhavs
saying "Hey, we don't want to accept this plaélun:il everything

is totally Jone"?

A Met-Ed c>rtainly didn't wish to accept anything until

Q To your knowledze did officials frem Met-Ed ever

to us''?
A Certainly.
Q Can you give me a for instance?
B No, but in the various system turnovers that we had, I'm

sure there were times when Met-Ld felt that .° not ready to

 take this evstem because, and the becauses were resolved belwe B

the starte-up znd tast 2roun and the operzter, ond when they were

«

~

vor ceook the srstem. Theve was no svstem shoved deowm

% -l .
:J".: - :CGCS & L3y as 4 KngwW.
" 4 %2 . -5 i A & R ox. L2 v y
Q D14 lMuteZd vaise -ny of those Linds of concerns
1 . . ) . ) B e T ) e X
durias the m.oich of Deew ber, 973, on 2ay purticu.asr system OF

|
{
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!
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- Fezeral Beparters, ing.
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leward - direct

{ %]
O

set cf systems?
A Yot that I _know of, No, they df4n't have te {i2n for
turnover and receipt of a system unless they were satisfied thaf

the punch list was small enough and inconsequential enouzh to

| accept the system.

| BY MR. ©VANS:

Q Let me pursue this. Who signed off for Met-Ed?
A I'm not sure. 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 1f a .let-EQd operator znd a GPU test engineer
disagreed over an instruction, what was the next step ia makinag

a decision?

A Well, it would go to the project manager ar- the statiog

. manager, but I don't think that ever cccurred.

Q You don't believe there was ever a disagrcenunt]
i A No, I don't. I bolieve that the two of them sat dom

and thrached it cut between themw until they got it seft
ressonably sure on Unit 1 that was the case, and : was a lot

celeser to it than obviocusly -

> TITANR ~ R | 22 eh .
M2, EZVANS: Ceuld we go oI the Tozcovd,
(’ [ e mmn men e ea - -~ I AR o Tl nle 5
‘.ﬂ QL.‘C e -~ - - LA - - - PSR Sl IR g X

. .
l1od. & ™
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|

1§

2 was marked in a previous depesition as Exhid

if

3 report by Touche Ross Company.

4

5

‘EA

. peny who have been employed for acprozimately ten years on 2

~

Q Dick, I'm g2oing to show vou this repocrt which

ibic Number 1107, the
Have vou seen that before?

Yes, I believe I have.

Q

AL

In that report there are Anclusions that cone-
struction momentum and »roductivity bot~zomed out in mid-1577 jusit
srior to replacement of UE & C by Catalytic and it goes on to
further talk about morale being quite low at that point.

Was that true?
Yes.
Q

Why was that occurring? Do you know?

Well, when vou take a groupr of people working for a com-

prcject and the project comes to a close, why, they realize that
before long they may be out of work and morzle dropc and that's
something you get at the end of every preciect.

You see, that was another motive for brinsing the com-

pletica coat ".ctor early so that some of the emplovees could sed

(%3]

the action of this eze of them were picked up

n

a

They did scme local

ching to da.,

Othersize, peonle lose their motivetion if they see the

: A X
incuvntive and nevary pet tas

vou

P

ne and they tend

i 22 v ek e
iny vou disecuszsed with h.1
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1l YNagla of UE & C?

2; A Oh, sure, yes. There is an incentive for a cuy who seey
a mi:inteasnce contractor for a number of years beyond commercial
. emev~tion., If he works hard he may zet picked up by that com-

5 sietion contract.

6; Q You mean picked up in the sense of beinz con-
7§ tinued as a maintenance contractor and working with them?

8; A Yes, that's right.

9; Q There was also a conclusion in this Touche Ross
10

report that the project control, at least early onm, of T™™I-2 waﬂ

| weak. Did you during your time, both as project manager and as

12? manaser of projrcts, see a change in the roles among C2U Servica
i
13/ Cerporation, Met-Ed, and the comstructor, whether it be UE & C
14!
f and Catalytic? !
i
i l
151 A Yes, but that's s complex question., First of all, Het-%d
16
b“ was respensible for the nroject management of that job until |
17;‘
| Detober of '71 so there wes a decided change in role at that
18! L 3 " U |
tims vhen the service corporation tcok over resmensitllity for |
19| |
' the project and I would say that I cid see 2 cnange in the ef- l
20 . ; ey |
- foctivenes of the control that we exerciscd during the ceriod |
"\] i
of construction., I would sav our control became greater as timg
-~ i
Ll i
'ent on |
23 ;
Q When you say our, vou maan - !
24 o |
L N A CPU Service Cornoration. {
2@ = Fe3e:3l Repotters, inc
i MR. EVANS Let's taks a fivez-ninute
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3i BY MR, EVANS:

4

6
7

8

e

i

i1
i
b
i
|

5/ coxs report, soction 2.5.2 of that document contains a discussig

|
|
]

\
i
1

!
i
i

22

b
-

24

2 = Fazeral Repotters, inc.
AR
&

'Q Mr. Heward, in what has been marked as Exhibit 1109, thq

. nected with the test program?

Heward - dire-: 32
recess.,

(Five-minute recess.)

of a screen ¢ :tage. Do you know when that screen outage was
held at Unit 2?
A I'm not sure I recall exactly but I believe it was very
late in the test program, if not after it was completed. 1 be-
lieve it was == I'm sorry. I don't remember.

THE WITNESS: May I have that.

(Counsel producing.)

B I have a schedule here or a chronology of the testing

program that tells me the screen outage occurred gbout mid-Noven-

ber.

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

A Sure., %“hen vou start up a power plant, vou place cer-
!

tein sereers in fluid systems so that any residusl dirt or for- |

18]

eizn objects that mizht be in the system won't go throuzh the

v

.

-

svsten, They will be token out of the screens, sc zfter you

have run your comsonents' snecifiac time “v thte manufacturer,

. . & 3 1 - ped A
they are satisfied that oll leose dirt ond so forth that may |

1"

R . : : . :
carry sway has already curried away and ou~h: to be on the

N v - 5 . : i+l . . gu - . g -
grenany, SO tneva 18 a4 tTowe in the eSSt prusvram waere you shut

n



- Fecera' Raporte's,

10

1

17!

18]

16

' not being run, it's th~ intention to brine in a larger thon neors
mal number of crafts so that the nunch list items can be worked
with &8 larzer forece. Possibly it means two shifts overtime,
that kind of thing. It's mors thun g ncrmal work ~lfort. |

Q Do yeu recall in foet at Tiile2 how rany cidie |

tional oeenle vore breousht in?
A Bo, I den't. |
!
Q Sut it's your rosclilectica that wore pedple rt

- have been another problem at that time that caused us tc proceed

Eeward - direct

dovm for the secreen outage.

On Unit 1 it was after the testing was completed., You

tzke the screens out and you lecave them out and thzat's the re-

lationship of the screen ocutaze with the test program.

Q Is it true to say that at TMI-2 the scrcen cutage
was not planned but it was in fzct done during a period of downs

time caused by another occurrence?

A Well, it's not fair to say it wasn't planned because it

had always been planned.

It appears from the chronology I have that there may

with the screen outage rather than delay it.

Q

Can you tell me what is meant in Exhibic 1109

when it says that plans exist to blitz deficiency list durinz

the screen outage.

A Sure. What that means is that during the veriod of the

screen outage when the 2quipment is not being run, the plant is




*t = Fozora! Redoiters,
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#

{
1 Brouzht in.

2:iA 1 remember _reading that ifem. I guess I cen

3| fully say that I rcmember thot more oceople were brought in. I

]
|

4 think at that time I was.snending a good deal of my time on
5| Forked River and orobably thct's why I don't remember that.

Q Did Ron Toole report to you?

ager and in 1978, late 1278, I believe that was Don Hetrick,

?| Prior to August of 1977, it was John Barto:.

10} Q And both Mr., Barton and Mr. Hetrick reported to
1 ?

Eyou
12} A No, they did not.

i
’3? Q vould you plesse continue the chain of command.
]‘E A Hetrick reported to Zachofer, I believa, who was the
15!

directer of operctions, and I believe that was subsecuent to

10! August of 1977,

& No. Ron Toole repcried to the start-up and testing man<

i
I Prior to August of 1977, I rzcrlil that John Terton re-
"
‘3‘ ported to Ron Willizms, who was th2 ruauzer of 2n2ineeving,
]9" 'S - mals =t simmte’ ain @wldms ey HaAare R b T
Q Lec me ask she questism this +»2y. Hew vould yo
{ |
|
20 be made aware of cemcerns =i-: Vr. Tools had in cunning the teed
21! |
| program’ l
2‘. A Woen 1 was osroject = miner ool Toole vuz %he :Cﬁrtiﬁtéﬁi
-~ -~ '
*Sldent, he was grder vy operatiogl coaiosl, alithi zh not undap !
l
24 . : » . ' i o
STimy functional direetlsy and 0y vas Theoo nader Dovien's oonration
ne.
25 1 3 . - . . »h B o o ' phan!? e
2l coftrol when Burt.y wi> £ pPejoci claner o4 that how
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LS )
“n

because there were meetinss held with test suvcarintendent at 2
2! high frecuency. He-varticipated inm our raview meetinzs and he
3, was continually advising us of things that were cf concern to

4! him., Their tresilere on site were immediately acdjacent to one

5 another and it was a close relationship.

6| Q Did Mr. Toole ever report to you major problems
7| with running the test orogram as it had been set forth?

A 1f you can restate that question, I am not sure I unders

10

|
n
9? stand the question.
|
! Q Through vour operational interaction with Mr.

11| Toole during the course of these meetings, would he outline the
‘23 problems which existed with meetinz the test schedule which had

13 been set?

‘4% A Oh, yes, but if your question is did he ever come to me
’5; and say "Gentlemen, I can't complate the test srogram’' the answer
‘65 is no, he never said that.
17, Q Did he ever say "'l need more peonle tc comolete
18 the toet prosgram™?
19 A I'm sure he did, ves,
ZOT Q Di{d he zet the neonle?
21 A Probably did, yes. I c¢id not provide pecsle Ior Toole.
21 acsisted if he had & problem gotting pecnlie in helping him to
23 get pecrnle,
24 o ' )

- i3 = Fazeral Reporters, Inc
25

|
|
!
"o provided the neople? l
o ; T, ; 55 il AT
A o acoole would eensrally be provided by his irmedicte|
|

|

1

1

|
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1! sumervisor or by contractors. He had significant contTactor

2| assistance from the start-up test group.

3” Q What were the names of the contractors’

4 A United Engineers Constructors, Babcock and Wilcox,

Sﬁ Stearns Roger, Burns & Roe, NUS. There may have been others.
6! I don't recall.

7; Q All those people from various organizations re-
8| ported to Mr. Toole?

9‘ A Yes, they did.
| Q Do you know if Mr. Toole's start-up test group
|
l

. was required to work large hours of overtime?

12; A They were. \

‘3; Q Did any of thosz people ever complain about work
‘4? ing those many hours?

’5i B Evervbody complains about working cvertime.

‘62 Q Was any comsiderstion given to extending the

‘7; test schedule so that larger numbers of pecole and more hours

18| wouldn't be necessary?

190 A No. That was never a concideration, The conciderstion
20 |
20 was that the neovle that had to work these hours that were 2x-

21 empt pecnle were given additional pay.

‘2q Q In your opinion did the test proeram suffer be-
- i s
23 eauze of thut inersased staffinz?
24 A Bocause of the increased staffinz?
- Fageral Reporivs, Iac,
25 |

Q Yes.




|
\i A What increased staffing’
i

2

-
.
~
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-
Q As_1 understand what you've tcld me here teday,

more contractors were necessary to assist Mr, Toole in complet-

I
4! ing the test prozram.
'1

£
-

-
W

t = Feieral Repotters, Ing,
"z
-

A You have possibly interpreted my statement to mean that
fas time wernt on we had to seek the help of additional contractonx
| Q That's my understanding.

lA That's not correct.

l Q Would you correct my understanding.

!A The original intent of the start-up and test group was

' to incorporate the services of all those contractors. GPU

' doesn't maintain a permanent start-uo 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 helr.

. and we needed mcre people, we would cet thow frem these con-

tractors, but the personnel demand rose and fall throuzhout the
test orogram, depending on what was going ‘on and during the

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

| mands on the test people slacked off consideradly so they had

i a substantial period therc when they were not working the same

hours that thev would have otherwise.
Q Did any test enzinesrs other than Mo,

iirectly about the te:st schedule ev the worlina

o
e
=]
P
po |
~
o}
‘<
2]
&)

conditions that ther were subjected %o

Now, where we were shorthanded for some reascn or anothc

r
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Q Does the name Rick Butler mean anything to you?
A Say sgain?
Q Rick Butler.
I A ¥o. V¥no is Rick Butler?
Q That's not impertant for the guestion.
My, Heward, did either UE & C or Catalytic ever

Heward - direct 38

v

A Tes, I believe I recall complaints gbout the test schedq

ule and the extension of the preject schedule. I don't reczll
that ;nybody complained about the working conditions,
Q What was your respcnse to the complaints?

A There is 't much one can do 2bout the problems one runs
into except fix them and let me tell you, when a guy signs on
for a test program, the people 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.

pravide GPU or GPUS with a certificate of completion?

v

I don't know,

Q in your exp:

! ry~. 1 . - . - -

A I den't evar ra2eall naiving seen such a thing excenli with

1 { “ a »! ey 3 w -l
iadividual contrasztors on tha roriked River projaet waen o sys

st items and they were
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1! wagiked frem ond to end for punch list {itemc, paint con pipe, nuty
2| not tight on the heangers, all that kind of thing, and one gets
3| through all that, it's a superfluous thinz to ask for & certifi,
4t cate of completion because we take it piecemeal system by syste&.
5% building by building, 5o the answer on systems and buildings is
s| yes, we get that, That's part of the turncver package, but

7# there's no such certificate that I can recall ever sceing that
. says yes, I built you one plant; it's all done, because it wasn it

|

i@
9“ all done. They left before it was finished.

|

loh Q Who is they?
1
11 A UE & C,
W
i
12“ Q What about Catalytie?
ol
130 A They haven't l2ft yet,
|
‘4ﬁ Q Weuld vou characzcorize a portion of their work
f
]5j as being ccnstruction work?
!A
161 A Yes, I would. g
17|
| Q For thet censtructicn werk they do not provide
!
18 4 cercificate
19+ A Sgme thine, It's buiiding turncver, ves, |
i 1
i Q No fcrwzl pi2cc of paper i
A I den't think so {
22 o e Nerlkh . -~ .- s - - ~ L e i - l
< ' e 9 26 L WY | .C‘jes.t ol leT [ sU2%°%Y ¢ P :Jg( &8 |
Idt
“®¢ with some ovarsizhe verrsazibilicy for Those Yile Isliindel,
€% would you be zvare of urion srchlows that iy constructors were

~
n

having
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11 A Yes.

2{ Q Do you know if there were any orobleme in aftracs
' 3

':
31 ing and holding the necessary amount of craft laber in building

i
4}Uni: Number 2?
5, A There was a point in time when the local crafts could

|

¢ not supply enough pive fitter welders and we had to request then

7 to go outside their local and bring welders in from Ealtimore

l

8 and New York and other places like that and you run into that
|
9;w1ch a small labor pool and it does haopen and you have to make
t
10 other arrangements.

'

“! Q Who took the responsibility for recruiting thosa
|

‘2.§additional people?

137 A The crafts did that. They did that when UZ & C went to
}1

141

them and said we ave short by this much. You've nct been zdle

i

]

n

to supply them., I require you to have other means Io supply

16| these people. They did. They go to other locals and get the
17 1
| people.
18} Q Once that additicnzl recruiting ha: been done, '
|
19! phore was satisfactory staffing? i
okl
Y1 A Yes.
211 s " . .
i Q Let me ask just a feow questions about what we
-~n
¢! greviously discussed, the April 22rd, 1373 tranclent. Were you
23 fellc ¥

(8]

. * AT Lo 4 . , " , )
invslved in the diseuscion fellcirinz thot transionl Lo Te
24
&™
= Faiea! Reporters, Inc.

- -
&

Sk Yes.

()
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11 Q Wno would vou say mace that decision? E
2L A ¥y recollection is that between recommendations made by
31 Ron Williems and by me that Bob Arnold made that decision. L
4% Q Can you describe for me the contacts that you

5 had, if any, with the Lonerzan Company itself following the

¢! transient,

7, A Shortly after the transient, a week or two later, I con-
€| ducted a meeting with the president of Lonergan Company, their
9L chief engineer and others to ask them what their opinion was of

10 the failure.

1y Subsequent to that, there were numerous phone calls. I

‘2ﬁ believe I participated in one or two mcetinzs where their repre-

in a meeting regardinz a litigation with Lonergan.
151 Q Following the traneient, it's my understanding
1] that a number of vzlves were removed and sent to the Lonergan |

71 Compeny; is that correct?

LA That's ceorrect.
Qi 2 . . N
L : Q Do ycu recall approximately what time pericd thi
29 1
20! as?
]
! |
W 1
21 i & M.ay.
g i . P .
. Q Was the Lonarzan Cemoeny told that it had a cers
23‘ tnin seriod of tire in which to complete {23 z2ralyeis ef the
245 .
._L /
¢ - Federal Riporters, In
«20 2 Tensicelly, to my knowlodze -- 1'm really 2usssing bae
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causes typically we assess 2 problem like that and we would tell
them, Look, here is a2 problem that we want you to look st 2and i
we would {ike to have an answer in so many days, so many weeks,

and I am quite sure we did that, out if the guestion is ¢id they

have a drop dead date to have the things fixed, the ans er is

no, because there's no way you can give them that. -l
Q Did the company have a drop dead date for Loners
gan?
) Did we have a drop dead date for Lonergan?
Q A date at which it would no longer consider the
ability of Lonergan valves to fulfill their function.
MR, LIBERMAN: Can I interrupt  ust a
second. Unless it's absolutely indispensable

to your inmterrozation, your devosition, I'm
troubled because we heve pending litigation with
the Lonergan Ccmpany. I dor't want to foreclose

any avenue but I have trouble because ther= are

arcas that I think Mr. heward has nct becn in- |
. |
velved. ,
|

MR. EVANS: Well, Mr, Hewzrd, I will ing

{

struct you, tos, only to answer cuestions wval ch'
|

{

vou hive perscnal knewledge of ond 1 den't ““ﬁt'
tec sush vou bevond what you were involved in ‘

seresarlly, but I 2m interested to knor iI rther
4 b ]

%
o
m
| )
&
£
T
n
(8l
o
N
J
c
1
A
O
’__ .
NA
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10

1§

L8 ]
L8 )

~

24

fa
ne.

Ly ¥ 4

4o

|
S
12|
i
|
!
i

would not consider, the company wouid net cone
sider the Lonergan valves,

Now, let me state on the record, if you
would rather that Mr. Heward would not answer
that questicn, I can accept that.

MR. LIBERMAN: 1I want to cooperate in
every way that I can. I can tell you that there
is corresoondence in which I participated in the
preparation of which Mr. Heward was not involved
that did exercise contractual remedies against
Lonergan Company.

MR, EVANS: Let me withdraw the question
OfZ the record for a minute.

(A discussion was had off the record.)

13/8Y MR. EVANS:

Q Mr, Heward, you've testifiad earlier today that

ivou dica't have any knowledie of rote base matters or tax mate
' ters or cther geoneral finoneial con:tiderations which egffected

'eomplatine Unic Tuzber 2 by the end cf 1973, 1Is that a correct

sgatem nt of what vou've told us?

was undar eemstructicon thu: AFDC w3 collected and it ceased to

e ! 8o
be later on, I think thet's 3 foiz statement, ves.
’ L .
3 - - . =X .
Q Lot me Soilowe that up for 2 minute., oW do yor
- -~y -

et ]
vay @8 sither the sreject

|

. i »
wi:3 aware that while the planm
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1, marcger or mancgzer of projects?

2/ A llo.

3[ Q Let me ask if during the time period, that is
4 the last six months of 1978, wou attended any meetings of GPUS

5 Board of Directors and officers?

bﬁ A No. I did have meetings with Bob Arnold who is an of-

7% ficer. Possibly others from time to time but not on that sub-

3:ject.

9% Q Did you have any meetings during the time period
|

IO! with Mr. Holcombe?

”;;A No.

12| Q Did you have any meetings during the time period
13 «with Mr, Craham cn this topic?

141 A ¥o.

15, BY MR, VANDENBERG:

16 Q Mr. Heward, the original estimuted date for coms

17" pleting TI-2, I think, was quite early 1975 or so.

‘5, A I den't remsrber, It was a2 lot earlier than 1978, tha:4

19 for sure.

20 Q In the Toucke Rozs report the in-service dates |
|

21| ara often nearly alwovs glven in terms of May of a given vear i

22 .3 this {s informatica thot I presume Touche foss received fren

23 gpu Wiy was :h:£ tlhot ines2rvice dot2 was always expresced as

24 Mav or Moy 21 of a :isea vear?

~Feceral Recoitess l::’.
e A
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1T TRTTAIAN,
e A

Can I call to vour cttens
tigp the fact that there was discussion cf that
matter in the cross-excmination of Touche Ross
and vobuttal testimony in the Pennsylvania oro-
ceecing which I firnished you which you may want
least I believe I furnished it

to look at. At

to vou.
BY MR, EVANS:

Q

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

Mr. Heward, following the replacement of the

notice a charge in the attitude either at the site or here at

cornorate headguarters regardins Unit Number 27

A I den't thiak so.

Q Was there more ¢’ a desire to complete it in
1678 than before?
A During 1978 there was always a desire to complete it in
1578, Origzinally in 1578 the in-service date wzs May or Jure.

Let me ask it this way. Were ccoole extremely

di=s=nointed Ly the failure ol tne wonerzan valves?

A Certuoinly, Of course., 1indt's 2 terrible disapcointment.
l
- .. 1 :' . °
Q I weuld like to clarify one thing We were
l.m epavlisr teday ahout thz test srozrom and the tests which
=y 'i3eed L2 on2 form or anciher and I am goinn to attexpt to
i suteh Sarieen the varicus lists ol tests to b2 serformad.
{
LT3 TAT B adine =hure wis a llst of tests wiilehd GFUS had
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1, itself establiched to be zun; is that correct?

(N
b
"
n
]

3| Q There was another list, maybe even an identicals-
4/ excuse me.

S| A There was no other list. There was 2 single list,

6f Q Are you aware of commitments which were made to

7| the Pennsylvania Public Utilities Commission to complete certain

8| tests?
9! A I don't think so.
104 Q Are you aware of any regulatory impact other

—
—

than in dealings with the NRC to comp'ete the test program at

—
L ]

Unit 2?7

—
w

A I have a varue recollection of discussion == no, I donﬂc

14/ have any recall on that, nc

15 Q Are you swzre that there were tests specified
|

]éf in the final safety analrsis report which is presented to the

17, NRC?

18| A Yecs,

19 Q Is that of tests identiczl to the list of tests

23  which sre listed in the intermal GFUS procedures? i
|

210 A o, I den't think so., I think the test program itsell ;

2 very likely had more tests in it than were listed in the finsl

23 zaferv smalvsis wonmers., Tho commission i: interested in seeinz|

i = Tazeral Pooorters, iv¢




¢~ Fes

a1t

Tenorters,

10

1

12

13!

14

15

Heward - direct 47

all is escablished by us ond 3 decision to do so many trios
from certain powetnlevels 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 teosts and Met-
Ed's internal procedures may be another list of tests, chose
may not be ar. identical list.

A That's probably right, yes.

Q Were you present for the full power generator

trip test at TMI-2?

A No.
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 reccllection.
Would December 23, 1978, be a realistic dote for that test?
A It may very well be, ves. It &nnears that we wcre at
ull ocirar up to the 28th, so that may be, ves.

Q Can vou tell me where the full power generater

r
L
[
o
rr
3
0"
o
L]
'
(]

s into the FS.)R lists of test to be perfcrmad?
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1A Well, it certcuinly coesn't fit in orior to going

"
o

p—t
<

2 percent power. Tne power esca2lation orogrzm is one that occurs

3 4in steps up to ful. power so it would certzinly be in the latte:

4? stazes of the test program, only a2fter schieving the 100 percent

5| power.

62 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-
‘01 tion for clarification there. Commercial overa-
1"y tion in terms of GPU corpoiate precedure or ==
‘zj is that what your reference is or scme other

‘3% connotation?

‘4ﬂ MR. EVANS: Yes. My reference is the
‘Sﬁ report of the Commercial Oceraticr Review Board |
’éﬂ criteria.

‘7?A For nuclear power plant, you want te do that test in

19!

| 8]
(24
P
"
wm
bt
(8]
"
H
[
[
-
-
1
L]
L
-l
'(
e
3
“
o
(5]
(¥

to the olant, and I would say th

20 pe done durina the test sroprem and therefore pricr to commawel

21
. onexation es.,
| ’
22: & " - - .- | 2 -1 - ¥ a . e e |
Q 1£ I vy derstand whst you've said, it's wour corii
”.
v - . > -~ e BT Y | - % %
“v {on that the entire test vrozrem and, again, tying to.s 0 Lo
%
‘4 4 4 . v - e | - - - .
GPUS incern>l 1ist of tests, the internal test orericm, €id chol
= Facerai Reparters, inc.
'}-‘ . a " o= ke % -
€2 entires test procvam 2hould de ce=aloted POy o a2 erelzl
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| operation. 1Is that :zecurate?

2 A Only to the extent that you consicder the test to be a

-

3'mcnda:cry test. Prior to mcking the plant available commercially

4:1 think that you might consider puttinz a plant into cermmercial

| |
5 operation at a power level less than 100 percent and tcke on !
|

¢ outage later on and complete the higher level testing. I think

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

€l {t's something you could do.
1

d For example, I don't see why you couldn't go up to 50 or
|

10

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

|

"ﬁtne plant at that level first or a reduced level for a period of
| ;
12| t4me in commercial operation and then tzke an outapge and comnlet::

‘3;your higher power tests. I think that's possible. I don't knowl

' what makes it impossible.

15 (A discussion r7as had off the record.)

i
|
!

16| 8Y MR, EVANS:

l
‘7ﬁ Q Just one last auestion with respect to the full
18

o

nower gencrator trip tast, Vere you invelved in cay discucsions

19

1as to the pcitponement of that test beysad 19787
23 e ants 2o |
A I den't rerenber that. |
2' ney ‘f‘ . APTTR At e o °
2 - e 6—\0 ‘A-l3~.‘dLRGO
22 4 rET, e’ - P - '
Q Diek, ~id anybedy at any time exoress £O you ;
23 '

3 b se®m H - .he N 1
concara thot the test rreogram wo3d beimx nursued of teo quidk

2 |
ey T § -t B o ] o Toig
. sgee or was bainz wu:st:d or that :the tezts were just beip2 Scherp
« g = Pege:al Repirters, ine,
%
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' 1s schedule the prozram in a way that you think you can meet it

24
r = Tagerd) Reporters, inc.

25

A No

deward - direct 50

A Well, let =2 tell veou that when ycu schecdule & thing
1ike this, the right way to do it is asgpreesively. You should
bring the plant along as fast as you cen,

When I say that, I mean within the context of it being
safe to do so and ready to do s0. N w, there is a full spectrun
of what people think is necessary to be ready to do so. You arT
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 yvears and particularly when you
have people that nave a lot of procedures to get ready, it's
more comfortable to give them more time to get the procedures
ready. But if you proceed and review the things as you go along
end make sure that whait they have is adequate to proceed rather
than what makes everybody real comfortable, I think that's the
way to proceed with completion of the plant.

Q Are vou sort of saying that schedules are made
to be broken?

, 1 dor.'t mean that, but what I think you should do

‘

. without having serious thinge go wronz. My recollection of how

. the Unit 2 program was scheduled is it £it the actual condition

made on Unit 2, the durations were taken frem whit we achieved

"

on Unit 1. We had a very smooth test prouros on Unit 1, come

paratively spoitking.

v

\
|
|
i

on Unit 1 and I think if vou go look a2t the schedulas that we %
!
|
|
i
!
|
i
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1! Se I'm sure vou ecan find 2 lot of pecorle whe think the
2 ¢hing was pushed too fzst, but we had the history cf fding it in

3 ther time period on Unit 1.
41 Q You think, then, that the differences between
i of
5, Unit 1 and Unit 2 weren't/any significant, wouldn't in any sig-

A
-

nificanr way affect test time periods or schedules?

7ﬁ5 Well, we had perturbations in starting up Unit 1 but we

e}didn'c have any real big items such as the safety valve problem

9Qaffeeting Unit 1.

'0! Q And also with regard to NRC, did v/u know of any

“'emoloyees or workers at the site 0 expresceld a2 concern to Say

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

icr another?
|!
14}

t I only know of one case with it. I guess the case I kncw

‘Sjof the guy did talk to or write a letter to the 1 & E inspector

13

16 and we posted the notices cn the site conspicuously to tell poople

’  that that was their right., I know of no case where & guy wanted

© to and was 2fraid to and didn't do it.

9 . ;

L , o] Which case are you referring to where it hao-

20

Y pened?

<l ia We had a resort from an om=loyec that had been there some
22

years ago who said thac he had drilled 2 hole inside the can:ainr
|

3 g @ . 3 3 e 14

mane ond hed hit reinforcing steel or sorething like that oud he|

a4t feel the anchor range was quits right, I den't remawder
Inc.

Y £

4

{
i
i
1 che detuils. ,
|
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A

Q
ated by 1 &

I doa't knot when but it might have been March of 1978.

(8]

It was investigated and I believe we did find that we had a

_?faulty anchor and fixed {it.

in Morel of 16782

52

This is the one that was subsequently investi-

MR. VANDENBERG: I have no further ques-
tions,

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

MR, LIZZRMAN: I want to be sure you
were furnished with a copy of the document calleg
Three Mile Island Determination of Technical and
vrzanizational Readiness for Placing Three Mile
Island Unit 2 into Commercial Operation dated

Cetober 26, 1978,

MR, TVAYNS: 1 belleve we have been f\
nizhed 3 copy of that., Would vou like me It

it inzo the raocord? ‘
MR, LISTRUAN: Yo, I juct wanted to be |

)

surs thus you know the document oxi:ited because
vou S+on’t menticred it and you did vefer to an
pams Al vaiek 1ws dn 3 sense o lolloweuwd on

bt Kgri=is § <

,
o
L}

ciio record.
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(A discussion was had off the record.)

MR, EVANS: 1've asked Mr, Liberman i€
he' :d anvtiaing to add.

MR, LIBERMAN: 1I guess I would like to
add one other thing. I think the term "commer-
cial service'" F2s been used in such a variety
of ways that I would like to clarify that this ik
now one of four contexts in which it has been
used.

The document Mr, Hiward identified pre-
viously, which I believe is 'ccument 1109 re-
ferred to commercial service in the sense it wa%
used by the GPU Service Company Internal Commer-
ciz2l Cperation Review Boavrd. It is a document
which has no governmental connotation as such.

The term commercial ovperation has been
ucsed 2130 as a shorthand for the time when a
unit will be transferred from construction werk
{n prozress to util.ty plant in service for FETQ
sceounting purooses gnd there was an earlier

refarence to that and to the EZlectric Plant In-

1sd

o

The term commero.al service is used

Al

fa

on a difersat sontext in torws of certiin ¢

groasmo~t for docreciazicon 2nd investment tax
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credit ourposes. In that ccontext is is a collo-
quialism. It is not a term which is used ia tho
regulations under the Internal Revenue Service.

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

I would like to ~'arify 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. Heward,

I would like to thank you for being present here
today. We are going to rocess this deposition
rathes than terminate it on the possibility that
we might want to ask you additicnal questicns

at a later time. I would say we will mcke every
attempt not to necd to ssk additional questions,|
but should that become necessary, we would lil:»
to have you available to us.

Thank you very niuch.

(The denpositien is recessad at 5:30 ».m. )

®* * * h %R
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