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MILTON HAIMOWTITZ, resumed,

having been previously duly sworn by a

Nota.y Public, was examined and testified

further as follows:
EXAMINATION (Cont'd.)

BY MR. WISE:

Q Mr. Haimowitz, yesterday your counsel
mentioned to me during one of the recesses that you
had had some further recslle~tions concerning
contacts with B&W. I did not have an opportunity
to get to that yesterday.

I would like to give you a chance at
this “ime to make any statement that you wish
with respect to other contacts that you had with
B&W besides those that you have already covered
in your testimony.

A Thank you.

I was a part of a negotiating team
to what we called the OTSG Program, it was a change
in scope under our nuclear steam supply contract
for TMI-2 and it was evidenced by a change notice.

The participation that I had in that
was in negotiating a price for those dctivities

which would be undertaken by B&W.
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Q Were there any other contacts besides
that?
A Yes.

Q #hat was the other or others?
A In 1975, 1 martook for a short while in

negotiations for a fuel fabrication contract but

I don't remember if it was tne reload of TMI-1 o1

TMI-2.

Q

Do you know whether a reload for

TMI-2 was ever paurchased by GPU?

A I believe it was.

Q Do you know from whom it was
purchased?
A To the best of my knowledge, it was split

between two companies.

Y

Do you have any recollection as to

who "»u dealt with in connection with the reload

contract? I

say "“dealt with,” I mean at B&Ww.

A I don’t remember.

Q

Do you know whether you attended any

face~-to~-face meetings in connection with that

negotiation?

A I believe I was part of a team. in

face-to-face negotiations with B&aW.
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Who else participated on behalf of

L)

GPU?

A I rememver Vince Zodieco, I remember Bud
Cherry to some degree, I remember Fred Glickman
and there also may have been a Gordon Bond,
another technical person.

Q Did Mr. Glickman take an active
role in that negotiation?

A I don't know what you mean by the word
"active."

Q Was he involved in participating
in the decision making with respect to that
negotiation?

A I believe it was a team effort and,
consequently, he would have participated in any
final decisions.

Q Do you know whether he attended
any face-to-face negotiations?

A He wmay have but I am not sure.

Q Going back to the OTSG matter,
with whom at B&W did you deal on that situation?
A I dealt with Grant Ward, I dealt with
Lee Pletke and I dealt with GCordon Gray.

9 Do you remember what year this was?
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A I believe it was 1977 or 1978.

Q You mentioned that this resulted

in a change order.
To what contract was that change

order referenced?
A The change notice referenced the 1967
nuclear steam supply system contract between
B&W and JCP&L.

Q Did the change notice adopt the

terms and conditions contained in the 1967

contract?
A To the best of m* kncwledge, it did.
Q When did you first become aware of

the OTSG negotiations?
THE WITNESS: Would you repeat
that question, please.

(Record was read back.)

A In 1977 or 1978.

Q How <id you become aware of the
negotiations?
A I was made aware of a problem by our

Project Manager =-- no, not the Project Manager
but by an Engineering Manager. -

Q Had negotiations commenced with
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that position.
0 What was B&W's initial position?
A If 1 remember correctly, B&W sought to have

this performed as a task release under an
existing Master Services Agreement.

Q Do you know what Master Service
Agreement B&W wished to have this work performed
under?

A No, I don't.

Q Did you have occasion at that time
to review whatever master service contracts
existed between B&W and GPU?

A No.

Q Was there any discussion during

the course of the OTSG negotiation of the terms

and conditions of the 1967 contract services,

the terms and conditions of whatever Master Service

Contract it was that B&w ini:ially wished to have
the work performed under?
A I don't recall any discussion with regard
to terms and conditions.

Q Did you make a review of the terms
and conditions in the 1967 NSS contract other than

the warranty provisions which you have already
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discussed?
THE WITNESS: Would you repeat that
question, please.
(Record w's read back.)
A No.

Q. Can you now recall any other
contacts with B&W besides the two instances you
have mentioned this morning and those that you
testified to previously?

A I don't recall any other.

Q Have you made a search of your
correspondence files, if you maintained such
files, to determine whether you had any

correspondence in them with B&w?

A I have not made a search of those files.
Q Do ycu know if anyone has?

A I believe so.
Q Who made the search?

A Counsel.
Q Do you know whether any ssarc;'hal

been made of your files to determine whether there
are any written memoranda or notes respecting
communications with BawW? -

THE WITNESS: Could you repeat that
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question, plea-e.

(Record w.s r«ad back.)
A 0 you mean other than counsel?

Q No, I 3iust want to know whether
anybody has done that task, then I will ask who
did it, if anyone.

A I don't ¥know.

Q Has anyone asked to review your
files for the purposes of determining whether or
not there are any notes or memoranda in them
relating to communications with B&Ww?

A I don't remember. I do know my files were
made available to counsel.

Q Did you make available all the
files that you have?

A That is correct.

Q Do you know whether they were
actually all reviewed by counsel?

MR. KLINGSBERG: Wait a second.

Off the record.

(Discussion off the record.)
MR. KLINGSBERG: Let's hear the
guestion. -

(Record was read back.)
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MR. KLINGSBERG: You can answer that.

I don't know.

MR. WISE: I would rext like to
mark as Defendants' Exhibit 28 for
identification, a copy of what appears to
be a Master Services Contract between
Metropolitan Edison Compony and Babcock &
Wilcox. The contract recites that it is
made and entered into as of June 1, 1977.

(Master S.rvires Contract between
Metropolitan Edison Company and Babcock &
Wilcox entered into as of June 1, 1977
marked Defendants' Exhibit Ko. 28 for
identification, as of this date.)

Q Would you take a look at Exhibit 28

and tell us whether you have ever seen this

document in this form prior to teoday?

on the contract which is two or three in frcm the

back.

THE WITNESS: Could you repeat the

question, please.
(Record was read back.)

I may have but I am not sure.

Q Would you look at the signature page
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that the Contracts Departmei:t took cver the
function of coordirating reviews and obtairirg
execution of contracts.

Q When was that?

A I believe am 19 =< lawe’ *75.

Q Was iLhere any pr&ctice with
respect to execated zontracts at. the operating
suksidiarics?

A I don't know.

Q Did th~2 operating subsidiaries ever
serd copies of esecuted contracts to your
department?

THE WITNESS: Repeat that.
(Record was read back.)
A I zsaniot recollec. an-® except but at a
speciiic request.

c There was no regular ongoing pract:~e
to provide your depaitment with a copy of any
contract afider its exetution by an cporatiﬁg
subsidiary, is that correct?

A Thal 18 correch.

(Continued on the following page.)
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Q I would like now to have you look at
Exhibit 25 which was marked yesterday (handing
document to the witness), and in connection with
that exhibit, if you would look at page 7 of
Exhibit 28 which is the contract, on page 7 a
section zatitled "Warranty," which is numbered
Section 19, hegins.

I would like ycu also to look at
Exhibit 25, which is a copy of your memorandum to
Mr. Betz dated August 16, 1977, and specifically
at page 2 of that memorandum, and the top of the
page which concerns Section 10 and the warranty
provisions.

Let me first give you an opportunitv
to read your memcrzndum and the Section 10 of
the contract to familiarize yourself with it, and
then I am gcing to ask you sowme ques*ions.

Have you had an opportunity to do
that?

A ie8.

Q Referring to your memorandum, Exhibit

25 and the section of 1t that you wrote concerning

paragraph 10.1 of the proposed contract, can you

recé .l to .ay whether the Section 10.1, which is
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"Spare or Replacement Parts" in your

memorandum corresponds to any of the warranty

sections that appear in the contract as eventually

executed.-

MR. KLINGSBERG: Wait a second; I am

not clear.

The August 16th memo is commenting on

a proposed Master Services Contract. That is

Exhibit 25. Exhibit 26 -- and that is dated

August '77. Exhibit 28 is the final, executed

Master-Scrvices Contract, and the date of
execution, I guess we don't know at this
point.

Do I understand your question that
you are asking him whether the provision

that he commented »n was the same as the

provision that ended up in the final contract

according to his recollection, cthat is the
Juestion?

MR. WISE: 4y question is slightly
different, but ycu have highlighted a point
which, I guess, I was assuming, but perhaps
we should clear it up on the reenrd in case

there is now doubt about it.
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BY MR. WISE: ‘

Q Mr. Haimowtiz, with respect to your
memorandum, which is Exhibit 25, do you know whether
the proposal that you were commenting upon in

Exhibit 25 eventually wound up being the contract

which we have marked as Exhibit 287
MR. KLINGSBERG: You mean whether it is
the same?
MR. WISE: 1In other words, was his
memorandum directed to the negotiation of
the deal which wound up being the contract that
is rpow marked as Exhibit 28.
A I believe not. The title of this one was
a "Proposed Master Services" agreement "for TMI
vaaike 1I.*M
This one says it is a proposed
agreement {o2r Units 1 and 2.
Q Do you know whe  her there was a
separate Master Services Agreement ever entered

into between Metropolitan Edison and B&W for TMI-1

in 19772
Q Do you have any knowledge &s to how

A I don't know. ' ?
many Master Services Agreements Metropolitan !
|
i



o

[#1]

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

Haimowitz 256

Edison entered into with B&W?
A I am aware of a Master Services Agreement
that is dated 1977 that is apparently for both
units, and I am certainly -- Met Ed, you know, the
other one, GPUSC,.

I couldn't answer accurately.

Q Do you recall reviewing more than one
Master Services Contract between Met Ed and B&W
during the year 1977?

A I don't recall.

Q Do you have anything in your files

that would enable you to tell what this memorandum,

which was marked as Exhibit 25, related to?
A I don't know.

Q It is a mystery to you today, other

than what it says on its face? N
MR. KLINGSBERG: I object to that. I
don't think he says that it is a mystery.

Q Do you have any informaticn at all
based upon the memorandum which is befure you,
Exhibit 25, and the Master Services Contract which
is also before you, Exhibit 28, as to whether or

not Exhibit 25 re ates to the negotiatdicns which

eventually wound up in Exhibit 28?2
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MR. KLINGSBERG: Can we go off thLe
record a second?
MR. WISE: Yes.
MR. KLINGSBERG: Off the record.
(Discussion off the record.)
(Recess)
MR. WISE: Please repzat the last
gquestion.
(Record read)
A Since this is the only Master Services
Contract entered into betwez2n the parties in 1977,
I have reason to believe that this memorandum, in
fact, referenced a draft of this particular
contract.

(continued on next page)
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MR. ISE: 'ox '@ record, 2 do not
have a copy o I r proposal that
we can identify as having been the one
that Mr. Haimowitz would have had before hin
at the time that he wrote Exhibit 25.
had such a document, we would be happy to
provide it to Mr., Haimowitz. Since we don'
we will have to go forward with what we do
have, ch S a copy of the final executed
agreement.

Now, looking at Exhibit 25 and

refery ‘ page 2, would you look at what you

0.1, which was labeled "Spare
Replacemen
let me ask you whether you
0 whether or not the contrac

cntained a warranty on

parts, and you may wish to
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refer to Exhibit 28.

1 would poin“ you to Section 10, which
covers the warranties.
i MR. KLINGSEERG: May I have that

question back, please.

| (The reporter read back the last

gquestion.)

Q Mr. Haimowitz, if it will help, I am
not trying to pin you down as to whether or not
there is or is not a warranty in this particular

contract on spare and replacement parts.

Exhibit 25, your memorandum, makes a

recommendation to Mr. Betz concerning what should
E be done about spare or replacement parts,

ii warranties or that type of work, and all I am

Ei trying to establish now is whether or not in fact
I

i‘ to your knowledge, what you recommended in Exhibit
25 in fact happened in the final agreement, and
that was the provisions relating to spare and

I replacement parts were removed and handled
someplace else.

A It would appear from my reading of this
Article 10 that there is no reference -to spare or

! replacement parts in this document.
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0 Do you have any recollection today
of what the original proposal was on spare or
replacement parts?
A I don't have a recollection.

Q Would you look at your memorandum
on that point, which says “Such orders should be
placed under the terms and conditions previously
negotiated between GPUSC (on behalf of Met-Ed)" -- |
and that is in a parenthetical, "on behalf of
Met-Ed," end of parenthetical -- "and B&W during
the TMI-2 spare parts negotiations."

What negotiations were you referring
to when you mentioned the TMI-2 spare pazrts
negotiations?

A The negotiations I was referring to in that
memo would be those conducted with B&W personnel
with respect to pricing of spare parts.

Q When did those ne¢ jotiations take place?
A I believe in the period of 1977 -- in 1977

or maybe late 1976,

Q Who represented GPUSC in those

negotiations?
A I believe Fred Glickman did.

Q Do you know whether those negotiations
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), they did not result in a contract.

- What did they result in: :
A l'ney resulted in ar agree :nt which would
provide Met Ed an ability to insure that the

prices for these spare parts would in fact be
feason~ble and I believe it gave Met Ed a right,
if it so wanted, to analyze certain cost data

held by B&W to in fart insure that the prices
appearing for spare parts would meet certain
criteria that B&W agreed co utilize in its pricing
technclogy.

Q Was this agreement embodied in any

A To the best of my knowledge, vyes.
Q Who signed the wiiting on behalf of

GPU Service?

A [ believe Fred Glickman cr myself.

Q How long was the writing, how many
pages
A I don't think more than a page.

Q What form did it take? Was it a

A I believe it was a letter.




contain any terms and
than provisions relating to
data as you tified?

ecall anything but matters of

you recall whether the letter
provisions relating to warranties:
't recall any such provisions.

What led you to recommend in your

memorandum, Exhibit 25, that orders relating to

spare or replacement parts should be placed under

ter agreement you just described for
THE WITNESS: Can you repeat the
juesti

rter read back the last

would 1ssue unpriced

parts. These

orders would authorize B&W

hese spdare
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belisve that that is a prudent procurement practice
in just issuing unpriced purchase orders, and
possibly at the time have a delivery, for B&W
to come and say, "This is the price," and that's it.

We attempted for quite a period of time to
insure ourse2lves that what we would be paying
for these spare parts would be a reasonable price,
and after months and months of negotiations we ‘
finally got an agreement with B&W which would at
least give us some assurance and a certification
that these prices are at least equivalent to what
anybody else was paying, with a right to review
their cost data to insure that.

Q My inquiry now is directed at what led
you to make your comment in the context of the
warranty provisions rather than elsewhere, such
as for instance, with respect to the scope of i
supply or some other area of the contract? If
you can recall.

A I could not recall without seeing what the
10.1 was.

Q 0. K.

Looking at your comment on-=10.4,

“"Engineering and Technical Advice and Consultation,"
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would you look at the last sentence, which reads
"It is our opinion that the Pennsylvania Statute
precludes such limitation on warranty."
Mr. Haimowitz, I recognize that we
are limited here today because we don't have
before us the proposal or the draft that you had
before you when you wrote that. Recognizing that
limitation, are you able to cell us today from
your recollection to what you were referring in
that sentence which I just quoted, and you may take
your time and read both your memorandum on
Section 10.4 and also look at the warranty relating
to engineering and technical advice as it appeared
in the final contract as Section 10.3.
THE WITNESS: Could you repeat the
question, please. !
(The reporter read back the last
question.)
A I have looked at the last sentence of the
memorandum and I have looked at the 10.3 and I can
only guess =--
MR. KLINGSBERG: Did you look also
at 10.4? That is what he is a;iing about.

MR, WISE: Well, Mr. Klingsberg, I was
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asking about 10.3,

which appears to be

10.4 in Mr.

Mp‘

MR.

Haimowitz' memorandum.

FLINGSBERG:

And from which, I believe

the spare and repl cement parts warranty

which was

10.1 in the original was

as we covered in earlier

apparently removed,

testimony.

MR. KLINGSBERG:

MR.

However, you raise a good

point and it may help the witness if he

were to look at Sections 10.4 and.in

particular,

10.5 in the contract as finally

executed, since they may conceivably have

also been the subject of his consideration

in connection with the comment he made in

his memorandum.

We just don't know today how

those were numbered in

MR.

MR,

MR.

question?

THE

the original proposal.
KLINGSBERG:
we dcn't have.
KLINGSBERG:

do you need the

WITNESS:
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BY MR. WISE:

Q Recognizing my comments and preamble

to my question which were designed to make the

record clear that we didn't have the original

proposal, can you tell us today to what you were

'f referring in the last sentence of your memorandum
|

8 ﬁ at the poinc where you were commenting on
9 ﬁ Section 10.47? ;
10 i A In looking at the entire Article X, and we i
11 ! are talking about the lact sentence?
12 é Q Yes, on page 2.
13 E A Yes.
I
‘ 14 . Q The last sentence on that portion of
15 J the memorandum in which you are commenting on
16 " which was then 10.4. |
17 ﬁ A It would appear to be that the original |
1R ” 10.4, the proposal, may have had some other E
19 % limitation beside the time period.
20 i Q But today you don't have any
) 21 ﬁ recollection of what Pennsylvania Statute
22 ; you were referring to in your memorandum?
- A No. I didn't say that at all.
.
24 | Q I'm sorry, that was my question and

. 25 : perhaps you misunderstood it.
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de aware of a statute in

commonly known

demnification statute, which I was made

cludes total disclaimers by engineering

chitecCtural firms performing

Who made you aware of that?

Delieve I firyrst heard about it from John

When did he tell you about this?

rior to August 16, 1977.

no recollection of th

Do you have any recollection of the

stances under which matter first came

3, this statute you b=2ve referred

I can't recall circumstances.

you ever k at the statute?
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other than Mr. Mazelles?
A Yes.

Q Whom else have you discussed this
statute with? And I will exclude counsel actiang
for you in this litigation.

A I have also had discussions with GPU

counsel, GrU Service Company counsel.

Q Was that before or after the accident?
A I believe it was after the accident. Z
Q Have you had discussions with any

other persons?

A Yes.
Q Who else?
A With representatives of Bechtel Power

Corporation.
Q What was the occasion for those
discussions?
A We had selected Be*htel as the firm to help
us in the cleanup ¢ TMI.
Bechtel expressed concern with respect to
the Pennsylvania Statute and what its liability
may be.
Q Were you involved in thos: negotiations?

A Yes. Excuse me, when you say negotiations,
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you mean total negotiations with Bechtel?

Q Yes.
A Yes.
Q Did you personally have any discussions

with any representatives of Bechtel in which this

particular topic aros=?

A Yes.
Q What did you say to Bechtel about it?
A I believe I recommended that Bechtel's

attorney communicate with our attorney on this

specific issue.

Q Do you know whether that happened?
A I believe so.
Q Wha%, if anything, resulted after those

discussions on this topic?
A We eventually negot iated and entered into
an agreement with Bechtel.

Q After yor made your recommendation to
Bechc.el that they lLave their attorneys talk with
GPU's attorneys, di. you have 2ny further
communication with Bechtel concerning the
Pennsylvania Statute?

A To the best of my knowledge, no.~-

Q Did you ever hear from anyone what




-3

14

15

16

¥

18

19

Haimowitz 270

resolution was made of that issue, if any

resolution was made?

A Yes.

Q From whom did you receive information?
A I believe from Bechtel.

Q What did they tell you?
A They recommended an insertion of a provisaion

in that contract.
Q Wkhat cdid the provision provide?”
A I believe that the provision sets forth an
understanding by both parties that there is an
antifindemnitication statute in Pennsylvania and
that -- and here I am just paraphrasing -- we would
agree to the extent that we could agree not to
waive -- not to press any claims under this
particular statute in consideration for reduced
rates, exclusion of fee and the dollar limitation
which Bechtel agrees to uce, but I believe the
provision specifies in certain instances where
the anti-indemnification statute may not be waived.
Q What is yecur understanding of what the
anti-indemnification statute provides?
A I believe I answered that questidn five

minutes ago.
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A I testified that I had no knowledge of ever
seeing the statute.

Q Exactly.

Given that you never saw the statute,
lid you come to some understanding as to what it
meant?
A Yes.

Q What I would like to know is what was
that understanding?

A That architect or engineering firms
performing services could not totally exclude
themselves from all liability.

Q Would that include liability to the
party for whom they were performing those
services?

A It could.

Q Do you have any knowledge as to whether
Mr. Betz or anyone at Met Ed did consult with
counsel with respect to the Pennsylvania Statute
in connaction with the negotiations with B&wW?

A I have no knowledge.

Q Would you look now at the portion of

your memorandum that discusses Sectiomn 11.0

titled "Limitation of Liability," and also look
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at Exhibit 28, which contains a section numbered
i1.0 and titled "Limitation of Liability."
A Yes.

Q Again recognizing that we don't have

whatever dra‘t proposal it was that you had at
the time you wrote Exhib .t 25, are you able,
locking at your memorandum and the contract as
finally executed to recall what Lhe basis of
your comment concerning the limitation of
liability proposal was?
A The basis was a concern I had with the
article, Article XI, in which I thought that
B&W sought a blanket limitation of liability,
and that to me would appear unreasonable.

Q Was it your understanding that that
limitation of liability would have prevented
GPU from recovering for the items set forth
for instance, in Section 11.1 as it wound up in
the final contract?

MR. KLINGSBERG: For breach of
warranty under the --
MR. WISE: I‘think we are out of the

warranty section at this point and there

is a general limitation of liability clause

~3
a
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but let's find out what the witness recalls.
THE WITNESS: Can I have that gquestion
repeated, please.
(The reporter read back the pending
question.)
A I believe a better way of saying it is my
concern that B&W may think that this provision, as
written, could exclude any type of liability.

Q Putting aside your concerns for
whatever understandings or misunderstandings B&W
might come to, did you come to any understanding
with respect to the limitation of liability
prcvision in the proposal that y»u had before you
when you wrote your mem: rané im which is now
Exhibit 25 as to whether that limitation would
prevent GPU or the operating subsidiary from
recovering for the types of damages expressly
set forth in that clause?

MR. KLINGSBERG: In regard to matters
under this contract?
MR. WISE: In regard to matters under
this contract.
A I think my concern was really that it was

a total blanket limitation of liability and I
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don't specifically remember if I was =-- I

specifically was concerned that GPU could not

collect. I do remember that the entire provision

was a total blanket that appeared to me totally
unreasonable.

Q Do you know whether the provisions
in the contract as finally executed contained
in Section 11.0 are substantially the same as

the provisions that you saw when you wrote your

memorandum?
A I don't know.
Q Do you know whether Met Ed was able

to obtain any concessions from B&W with respect
to Section 11 of the contract?
A I would think not.
MR. KLINGSBERG: It is getting on
past the lunch hour.
MR. WISE: Do you want to stop here?
MR. KLINGSBERG: It is up to you.
MR. WISE: Sure. Let's take a lunch

break.

(Whereupon, at 12:32 p.m., a luncheon

recess was taken.) -
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AFTERNOON SESSION
2:08 p.m.
N B A I NMNOWTZIWTEZ, resumed.
EXAMINATION (continued)
BY MR, WISE:
Q Mr. Haimowitz, you still have before

you Exhibit 25, which is your memorandum of

August 1977, and Exhibit 28, which is the

executed copy of the 1977 Master Services Contract.
I would like you to refer for a moment
to page 9 of the Master Services Contract, and
specifically Section 10.4, Section B (handing).
Do you recall whether you saw a
provision similar to or the same as Section 10.4-B
at the time you reviewed the proposal and wrote
your memorandum which is Exhibit 257?
A Yes.

Q Did you form an understanding at the
time that you saw that rrovision as to what it
required?

THE WITNESS: Could you repeat the
question, please,.
(The reporter read back the last

question.)
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A I believe so.

Q What was your understanding at that
time?
A It was my understanding at that time that

Met Ed would be obligated to decontaminate any
parts or part that was being procured under this
specific contract prior to B&W making the
necessary corrections.

Q Did you understand that Met Ed's
obligation might extend beyond a specific part

to include any area of work?

A I don't know 1f I gave that any specific
thought.
Q Looking now at the following page,

page 10 of the agreement relating to
indemnification, which begins at the bottom of
page 10 and carries over ont)> page 11 and the
top of page 12, do you recall whether the
proposal which you had before you at the time of
your memorandum contained a clause similar to or
the same as what appears in the final contract
on indemnification?

THE WITNESS: Could you rapeat the

question, please.
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(The reporter read back the last

question.)

A It may have but I can't be sure.

Q nooking a. ycur amemorandum, on page 2
you made a comment with respect to what in the
propésal was apparently numbered Section 12.0,
"Indemnification."

Do you see that?

A Yes.

Q Why don't you take a second and read
you. comment there.

What did you mean by the "legal
ramifications with respect to tae Price-Anderson
Act"?

A I believe at the time that the memorandum
was written, there was a question being

litigated on the validity of the Price-Anderson
Act and my concern was chat with respect to
Article XII, "Indemnification," that Met Ed
consider a provision where we would only be able
to indemnify B&W only to the extent that we would
obtain protection under the Act's provisions.

Q Did the proposal that you had before

you at the time require ‘et Ed to indemnify B&W
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necessary for approval of a coantract witihin Lhe
GPU organi~ation in any way deperden*t .pon the
extent of the exposure to liabiiity that the
particulér con' fact entailead?
T WITNESS: Will you repeat the
question, please.
(The -rerortex reaud back tLhe last
guestion.)
MR. KLINGSBF iG: Do you want to read
that again, please.
(The repcrter again read back the
last question.)

Q Mr. Haimowitz, 1 realize the guestion
is difficult., If you would like me to rephrazse
it, I will attemgt to Lreak it down into
parts; if you feel you can answer it “he way it
is posed, we can begin there as well.

A Could you break it down in parts, please.

Q You are familiar with the LOSA
procefure at GPU?

A Yes.

Q And it covers contracts negotiated

both on behalf of GPU Service as well.as the

operating companies; is that true?

ST - -
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is X number of dollars, that then puts a value
and based upon that value, reviews and approvals
are obtained.

Q That would be the maximum &:ount that
is authorized to be <ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>