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5 MR. MET 'AS: The date is dzril 25, 1985, and
the time is 9:05. Present for this i=terv:ew are myseléf,

“ Richard A. Matak:cs, investigator, Unized States Nuclear

5 Regulatory Commission: Bob LaGrange, sscticn leader in the
8 NRC EQ branch office of NRR: and Mr. F. Gerard Maus,
B engineer, .n enc.'.eering assurance fcr 3PUN. "he purpose
©f this interv:: -8 to discuss facts an? - rcumstances
9 leading to GPU submittals to the NRC involving the
10

environmental qualification of electrical equipment at TMI

-
-

11 1 S

-
L[S ]

Mr. Maus, do v-u have any objectios *o providing this

informazion unde: sath?

-4 THE WITIESS: Neo. Absolute.y not.

.o Wnereupon,

16 F. GERARD MAUS

17 was called as a witness and, having been first duly sworn,

0

- was examined an? -estified as follows:

-9 EXAMINATION

23 BY MR. TAKAS:

é ¢ Mr. Ma. pefore you came here tc:y were you
s given any instruc-ions on how to testify or nat you

23 should say or shculdn't say?

3 ]
A

A instru~~ions?  Ne. We have 2 s*:-3ard forma+.

rn
n

I have testified refore for GPU.
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Q Who do you meet with? Did YOU meet with someone
before you came here?

) I didn't rmee* w:* arybody. I spoke to s+
lawyer over the telephone. He asked me if I had any
questions. I asked him spe-.fically what you gentleren
were 3oing to discuss. All right?

9 Did he give you ar. instructions on tellins the
trutn?

A Yes. A regular -- we have a standard
instruction format; yes.

Q Which states essent:-lly what?

A Tell the truth, ars.=r all the questions,
cooperate fully. That's the company's position.

Q All right. Por t>e record, would you agairn
state your full name and business address, please?

A P. Gerard Maus, GPU Nuclear, 100 Interpace
Parkway, Parsippany, New Jerse .

Q What telephone n.-ber can we reach you at?

A Area code 201-299-2063.

Q Would you give us a general overview of your
education and work history?

A I have twc degree I have a degree in
aercnautical engineering, I -zve a degree in physics. 1
have taken a couple of grai.ite programs at Stevens
Ins*irtute of Technzlooy. : zve over 20 years' exper:.ence
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in the nuclear industry. BSefore ! came to GPU I worked on

nuc.ear controls for sub-:=ines and a.r-raft carriers.

~

» Specifically wi*~ GPU, whe- =:4 you start with
GPU and when were you assigned ==

A May 20, 1974.

Q Okay. How did vou become involved in the EQ
program and what were yo.r positions in that program?

A When GPU deciie. -0 star: 2 .n-house == i guess
the word "start” is not correct. Wwhen they changed the
formatting of the internal group, which was in April of
1981, they asked me to rerlace the t:en-current supervisor

of the group.

® Supervisor of *-: environme-cal qualificatrtion
section?

A Yes, sir.

Q That was in 19817

A Yes, sir,.

Q DO you know the :ipproximately time periocd?
Month?

A April.

Q And your title EQ supervisor?

A Manager. Before ~e go any further, I don't know

if you want me to say this for the record or not, 1 would
like a copy of this tranezript, 1s =>a+ agreeable to you

gentlemen?
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Q That's agreeable to us unless we are inssru-

to 40 otherwise.

A Wnen would you know th--?

Q You know, certain circumstances, there have
occasions == I don't know that it will happen in this
but there have been occasisns whe~ the U.S. Attornev -
taken control of case in which Céce we are instructe:
tO give transcripts ocut. I'm nc- 32ying that i1¢t wi..

happen in this case, but there are situations where i-

happened,

A Okay. I wculd also like to make this avail:z-

to the company.

Q What you do with your transcript after we ¢-
it tOo you is your business.
A I just want to state that for the record. :

-

intend to do that.

Q Getting back to April 19281 time period, whe-

were assigned as EQ manager =--

A Yes, sir.
Q == how did you forwulate vour section? Oor :
you have any say in who would be . xing for you and .

would their responsibilities be?

A The section had already been established; a..

righ+?

Q And when you took over. what did i+ consise

ed

.een

n

w
.

has

le

-

you

3

- & 4
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A What do you mean "wha* 4did it consist of?" Are
you talking about : .rsonnel? Facilities? Or what?

2 Well, ¥y~ ™mad twec ruclear facilities, you hai
TMI and you had Cyster Creek.

A That's =2c:-rect.

Q How did v»ou cover *hose facilisies with *he E£2
program with the t.:ple that you had?

A Well, ti.  was ncr the star: of the EQ effores.

The EQ effort had started years before. It's back to 1978.
What I took over was a contincation and completion of
the EQ effc . There already haz been files established,

personnel had been :3ssigned to the two facilitivs, the

program was --

Q Then whz* prograrm 2id you take over? Would vou

- -

describe it to me?

A The completion of the environmental
qualification. The environmental qualification was nn*

complete for either facility at sthat time.

-

Q S0, wha* did that program look like when you
took it over in Apr:!? How many people did you have

working?
A How many ::ople? There were two people, at tha:

time in April, tw» people full time.

~

< Would yo. identify them and what their

responsibilities v ~e?
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A Yes. We had a responsible engineer for TMI.

His name was Paul Boucher, and a re:zponsib.e engineer for

Oyeter Creek. At that time == it w - Scote simoniz.
Q What were your responsibilities 2s the EQ
supervisor?
3 T2 complete *he ernvironmer-tal qual:fication

orogram for those two facilities.

) What did that entail, to vour uncerstanding?

A As I said, submittals had been maie for both
facilities, and we indicated that there were items for
which the environmental qualification had res- been
completed.

We had also indicated in the subrmittals wr-ether we
planned to try and qualify the exis-ing cors:ents oOr
vhether we intended to replace thenm.

Q In other words, to qualify the ccmponents
important tc saiety within the guidelines ¢ TE Bulletin
79-01 B, 10 CFR 50.49 and --

A Wait a minute. You are going toc fast, Okay?

At that time it was, as far as TMI was corcerned, it
was IE Bulletin 79-01 B. As far as Oyster Creek was
concerned it was a SEP topic; 79-01 : d4id no* apply to
Oyeter Creek at that time. It didn't apply to> any SEP

plant,

-~ -

L = - . 2 . -6 - 2 aqs Lol L g 19
" S tried to restrict my gusrtions s-fay ta TMILLS
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Q 1'm not saying anybody may object.
A Who did you say might?
Q AS 2an example I gave t'e Jus*tice Departmen-.
A Justice Department. Okay. I forgot to make a
note of that.
Yes, 1 recognize this documen*.
Q D0 you know whe drafted both of these dccuments®

A NO. I don't know who crafted both of ther. bt

know who drafted one of them.

Q Which one?

A February 10, 1984 document.

Q Who drafted that document?

A As far as I know, Roy Harding.

Q Did you have a conversztion wish Mr, Hariding
regarding this February 1% document?

A Yes.

Q What was =-- what did that conversation entail?
What 1nput was he asking you for?

A Many and various.

Q Would you tell us, ple -2, what he was asking
you to input?

A What *he status was with respect to answering
the TER questions.

Q wWnat 3id you inform hinm? Did you inform him

that the TER Zdeficiencies had bes~ answered?
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A We answered -- my response to him was on a
component=-by-component basis. We tried to group the: inats
SeCTITNS: OUr responses Qroupe. into sectione accord.s= s+~

-

the way the deficiencies are numbered in the TER. But
there really is no blanket ancwer.

° The last sentence in *his February 10 letter
states: "It is GPUN's position thas T™I-1 is currently in
compliance with the environmental qualification rule 1~
CFR 50.49 as applicable in T™I-1.

Did you provide input to Mr. Harding, where he woulsd
get that impression and draft that information? Or &i&
you specifically tell him that you were in compliance with
10 CFR 50-497

A Could you repeat the first part of that quest=:on
about Mr. Harding's impressions?

(The reporter read the record as requested.)

THE WITNESS: I will answer the guestion. I
can’'t answer for Mr. Harding's impressions: okay? Trat's
subjective. I can't answer that question.

I *21d him that as far as environmental qualification
engineering was concerned, the irformation we had, we were
in compliance, from an engineer.ng standpoint: yes.

BY MR. MATAK)S:

Q Then it was your intention to == well, let ne

ask *hzt a different wiy.
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At the time, did you agree with *~.s statement, "It is
GPU's views that TMI is in compliarze with" =- et cetera.

D1d vo. agree with tha* part of it?

A Yes.
Q Did you provide this input -2 Mr. Maus =-
A Wait a minute. I am Mr, M:z_s,.

L

== with Mr. Boucher, whe: v:. were talking wish
Mr. Harding about the EJ program?

A Did I discuss the conclusic:r?

Q Did you discuss -- yes, ysur conclusions? Wwas
Mr. Boucher present in these conversa-ions with
Mr. BHarding?

A About my conclusion?

Q About the EQ program, when —2u discussed
whatever you discussed with Mr. Harding?

A Yes. On many instances.

Q Okay. After the February 17 letter was drafted,

did you< have an opportunity to reviee. 1t?

A Yes.
Q Did you see any problems w.-- the letter?
A There were sore typos in it .t no jor

problems; no.

Q On the May 20, 1983 letter, do you know why

thisg ==~

A Just a minute, vplease. Cez
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Q On the May 20, 1983 letter, do you Xnow w-at

that was 1! response to?

A “7. 1 honestly == 1 gtill don't know.
Q Are you familiar with 10 CFR 50.49?
A Yes,

MR, MATAKAS: Why don't we take about a couple
of minutes oreak here.
\~a8Cussion cif the record.)
MR. MATAKAS: During that break I showed
Mr. Maus a copy of 10 CFR 50.49, specifically sec:ion G.
BY MR. MATAKAS:

Q Mr. Maus, after reviewing that section, 4= you
recall that the May 20, 1983 response was in resp:nse to
10 CFR 50.49?

A Would you be a little more explicit, please?

Q Well, the first paragraph of the May 20, 1983
letter says, "In accordance with 10 CFR 50.49(g) and NRC
let:er date: March, 1983, GPUN is suppliying the f:llowing
informatior. to idenrify electrical equipment important to
safety with:~ the scope of section 50.49(g) that is
already quza..fied, ané to submit schedules for
environmentz. qualification or replacerment of the

remaining ecuipment that is important to safety as defired

in 10 CFR 5..49."

x <'ay. We have talked about 17 CFR 50.49
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paragraph G. We have not discussed this NRC letter. I
dorn't Xnow what this letter .s.

“ Okay. 1 don't kn~. wha* the letter is either.

A Fine. Then how =-

Q Do you krow that this response =-- it is very
clear in 1C CFR 50.49(¢) tha* i+ says you have to respcnd
by May 20, 19837

A Okay.

Q Do you know that this was a* least in part a
response to 10 CFR 50.49(g)?

A Okay. Yes. I would say i+ is.

Did you ¥now that =-- have you ever reviewed this

A No.

Q Were you ever asked for input into it, that you
recall?

x Not that I'm aware of.

Q And you never reviewed it subseguent to the

document going out?
A Subsequent to it going out?

Q That's correct. Within the immediate time
2eriod of May 20, ' °837

A No.

+ MATAAS: Let's take another couple of

o

minu*es break.
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(Diecussion off the record.)
BY MFP. MATAKAS:
Q I woul? like tc -2 back *z *he Ferriasy 1A
letter.
A Sure.
Q DO you know wha* *hat was .- resconse t2? Why
that letter was Jdrafred?
A It was in respcr..e to the S5ZR of Jecember 1D,
1982 for T™MI.
Q Okay. I would like to show you anc:her document,

it's a March 1, 1983 letter, GPUN to the Offize of nuclear
Regulatory Regulation =-- N.clear Reaczsor reguilation. The
letter number is 52.1-83-234.

I would like you to ta'c a quick .20k at *:is le*ter
and 1 ask you 1f you recognize it?

A Yes, I do.

Q Did you have any input or 2id you make any
requests Or reguest to have this le*:er drafted? 1f you
would, just generally, wou.d you jus: give me the
background, what you know a2bout this .etter?

3 when we receivec -nhe SER an: the TER, we went
through every TER item and : tried :o unders-amd exactly
what the deficiencies were 2nd we could not do it.

Some of the categories, for instarce, usei ir- the TER

could be multicle deficie- "{es and *-sv wers =3+
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identified as to which of the -~xact deficicncies they were
talking about. SO, we coulZ not understz: enough of the
comments in the TER On our own 80 we relu: ‘o3 a mee*inc

with the NRC to get additioznal information on exactly wha*

was meant on these deficiencies.

] Did you have that meeting?

A No, sir.

Q Did you have a meeting with the ..nl on October £,
19837

A I'm not sure abou® the date. I xnow we had a

meeting with them. I don't recall the exact date, but we

did have a meeting.

Q wWas it approximatelyw October 57

A Yes, sure.

Q Did you discuss the TER deficiencies?

A Yes.

Q Did you air your gquestions?

A Yes.

Q Were your gquestions answered?

A Yes.

Q After this meeting, what specifi ctions diad

you take to assure that the TER deficienci: -hat were
identified were corrected? 1I'm talking ab:.t between the
October 5th meeting =-- well, let's go all - e way back 0

Deze=ber 17, 1982, wrer *he STR/TER wag ‘- ‘@4, You he?d
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period are you talking about?
EY MR. LA GRANGE:
(o) Trnat's what ] was interes*e: ir. You s2:3 the

SCEW sheets had been revised and the master list had been

updated and the SCEW sheets were resub-itted to the NRC.

A Whrat time period are you ta.xinc about, Bob?

2 well, the same time period vsu were Just talking
adout.

A Okay. All right. You are righs. I guess we

didn't have any == that's when you told us we didn't have
to submit any more; right?

Q That was the SCEW sheet modification you were
talking absuit? So, actually, they never 3.d get suomittel:
right?

x You are right., That's right. After tha* time
period, that's right.

Before that time period we had res..c-:*ted then.

- Yes.

A Okay. We are just talking a>out the time perica

- -

between --

Q Be-ween the TER and ==

A Oh, no. The TER we submitted many times or a
couple of times after we received the TER.

2Y MR. LA GRANGE:

L8

After you submitted the TEF ou submitte? new

-
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SCEW sheets?
= Yes, revisec. SCEW sheets. Yes. %es. Ar-
mas‘~-r list,
Q SC, betweer December 10, 'B2, subsequent =z thas
you ~ade new submitt:.s of SCEW sheets?
% And master ..sts: ves.
. 2 don't rez..l ever seeing ther.
Well, I'm :..e if you guys wan: -..e dates --
those letters you could get them from Licensing.
BY MR. MATAXAS:
Q Would you hzve submitted them to licensins for
submittal to ==
A Yes. Licer:.ng makes all our sut-ittals.
8Y MR. LA Z°ANGE:
Q Do you know for a fact that licensing sen: +her
to the NRC?
A Absolutely.
S Were they :-.: packages of a 1ot ¢ revise: =°Tw
shee*s, do you recal.” Or was it one or *w~- SCEW sre<=-s’
A Big packages. A lot of them, liv: NUREG 7°~~.

We I': a big submitta. °n that. Did you e\ see thc:
Q Once the ru came out we were basically

interested in the 197 eguipment. 1Instead of calling ¢

“inge *ha*
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might help you recall 1f you had seen them or not.
BY MR. MATANAS:
> 20 you reca'l tha* at the mee':ing in Oc*sber
1983 or thereabouts =--

A whatever. Sure.

o == that you were asked to res>ond once again *o

~

tne TER deficiencies?

A ies.

Q Do you correlate that with the February 10
submittal?

A Yes. Yes.

Q Okay.

A Yes. Tha*t was the intent.

Q $O, basically, then, you were relying on the

limited inspection that you did of the documentation
within the files, input from Mr. Boucher to you regarding
what he had been doing with the files, and Mr. Rarding
himself had looked at some of the files?

A I d1d more than a limited inspection. I just
didn't do 100 percent on everything; okay? “Limited" is
nc- a good characterizarcion of my involvement. It was
much more than limited: okay? But it was:' 't 100 percent.

Q But basically that was the basis for this

Fecroary 10 letter ari the feeling that vou were i-n

compliance with 10 CFR 50.497
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A That's correct. That's right.

Q Who was your supervisor during the 'S3-'84 time
period?

A My direct supervisor is Richard Chisholsm.

Q And he reported to Mr. Cronenberger who
ultimately reported to Mr. Wilson?

A That's correct.

Q wWhat active participation did Mr. Chisholm take

in the EQ program between 1981 -~ between the time period
that you were involved in EQ?

A He had the overall responsibility that the
department met its goals, what they were supposed to do:;
that we had adeguate resources.

Q Did you confer regularly with him on the status
of the environmental qualification program?

A Yes.

Q Could vou give us some idea of what that
entailed and what those discussions entailed?

A Primarily, what we discussed with him were the
problem areas where we had problems with equipment and
what the course of action might be.

Q Did you have any such conversations with

Mr. Cronenbzrger?

A Very seldom; but, yes.

Q Do you recall a meeting in the early part of
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1984, I believe QA also attend2d the meeting, where Mr, ==
A A meeting where, Rich? |
Q Mr. Alatary, from QA, took the notes and the
physical location of the meeting I'm mot sure -

A But it was a GPU meeting? It wasn't a meesting
with the staff or anything like that?

Q Right. It was more of a QA/Tech Punctions-type
meeting?

A Okay.

Q And Nr. Chishols made a comment abowt the

possibility, raised the possidility of hiring consultasts
to assist in the EQ program. Mr. Chisholm made that
statement -~ I'm sorry. I don't remember what I said.

Do you recall any such meeting? If you don't recall --
we are on the record.

A I doa't wndarstand yomy geestion.

Q That's fine. We don't have to go off the recard
for tha..

A Okay .

Q I'll repeat the question.

A Just the beginning part of the question.

Q Do you recall attending a meeting -- let's
forget who-all attended --
A I do not recall attending such a meeting.

Q -=- where Mr. Chisholm made that statement?
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Yes. However, it is possible that I was at that

meeting; all right? But, in all honesty, I don't recall

attending that peeting.

Pid Xr. Boucher ever bring to your attention

that he thought the BEQ job, or kis function im EO was more
than ne could handle and he neseded help?

Q » © W @ W O > O » O N O »

»

Yes.

Bow often did he bring that to your attention?
Periodically.

Betvesn the time you were manager of EQ7

Yeos.

Did you personally feel that he needed help?

Yes.

Did you inform anybody of that fact?

Yeas.

o £14 you iafosrw?

Rr. Caisholm.

And bow often did you inform him of that feeling?
Occasionally.

Prom —

Weall, vhet we reviewed schedule commitments and

things like that; that we needed more help.

Q

Did you feel that Mr. Boucher understood what

was needed for qualification, as far as documentation went,

that was in the files?
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A Yes.

Q At what point, if any, do you feel that
management became involved in EQ program, as far as
getting tre assistance and actively taking an active look
at what the program was all about?

A That's more than one gquestion. Do you want to
split them? 1I'll aiswer each one separately.

Q At what point, if any, did you feel that

management took an active role in the EQ program?

) Prom the beginring of the BQ progranm.
Q And what did that participation consist of?
» I was not involved at EQ at that time. However,

initially management made a decision to go to an outside
contractor for EQ at T™I. That's the way it started.

Q But I'a talking about when you were EQ manager.
et active participation did management take in the BO
program, during the time that you we.. 40 manager?

A They periodically reviewn" ~tarus of the
program. They made sure that wn hac » ‘~cedures in
place for the program.

Q At what point d4id they start you some
assistance in the program?

A Do you mean additional assistance? 1Is that what
you mean?

Q Other than Mr. Boucher and Mr. Banua?
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A What was done during that period of time, if we
had an immediate need, an engineer would be assigned from
another department to assist us.

Q Then are you saying that when Mr. Boucher
requested assistanca, and you relayed that request to
Mr. Chisholm, that you were given assistance?

A NO. On occasion: yes,.

Q Not always? 1Is that what you are saying?

A That's a Detter choice. Not always.
Q

Were you usking Mr. Chisholm for permanent help?

Did you ever?

A Yes.

Q Were you ever giv n permanent help?

A NoO.

Q What 1 would like to ghow you is an interoffice

memorandum, GPU Nuclear interoffice memorandum dated June
25, 1981, QA/4161, to Mr. R.P. Wilson from Mr. Stramberg.
And, attached to that is a QA audit report number
0-TMI-81-02. I would like you to take a look at it.
Again, ignore any of the handwritten notes, but I ask you

if you have ever seen that audit before, and the cover

letter.

A Yes. 1 have seen these documents before.

Q I would like you tc take a look at page 10 of 10,
under "Recommendations." Number 1 says: “Documented
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direction be generated in order * azsure meeting the
reguirements of the bulletin to -lude organizatiorns,
departments, sections, and ind: als, (headguarcers and
site¢ personnel). This should in: ude interface
responsibilities and define the porate position on the

bulletin.”

DO you recall that particular «commenda*isn?
A Yes.
Q What was done about th:- recommendation?

A

A procedure vas genera‘® <4 to make sure tha: we

complied with it,

Q What procedure was tha-

A EP-31.

Q Was that procedure ac- -ed by quality ass.rance?

A Yes.

Q I would like you also “- take a look at finding
nuaber 1, 1 of 1i. It says: "N: evidence of managenen:
direction to correlate the effor: of intersectional

effor. in establishing the maste: _ist and qualificasisn

documentation file."

Was this finding ever resolve.

A

I'm not sure. I don't ow what the currers:

status is on that finding.

Q

resolvesd

TO your knowleige you not Xnow 1f it was ever

or not? Was it ever r¢ ‘ved hefore vou Zerar-ed
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the EQ section?

2 A 1 don't know. I could fini ocut but I dor't know.

o

Q Well, le*t me show you a resised response *»

“ audit 81-02. 1It's dated August 21, 1981. The number on

ot

it is EP&I 81/0176. Audit finaing 1 of 11.

1% orocedure 0-317

16 B 3] == yes. It also menticns that this is to

17 become a corporate procedure. Yes.

) Do you recognize *that 3ccument?

7 B Tes.

3 Q What 1s *he corre:tive ac:ion on there?

9 A You want me to read what this says?
10 Q Is thils your signature dow= at the bottom as the =-

9 | A Yes. ‘
12 Q Under “Corrective Action"? |
i3 A Yes.

14 Q It again references -- 1s *hat engineer‘ng

18 0 Did you personally take th.s corrective asrion

19 to Mr. Magitz for sign off? How did does that work?

20 A No, I 21d not personally take that to Mr, Magitz.
21 That wvould have beer given =: Mr. Magitz by Mr. Stromberg,

22 who was his superviscr.

24 assurance during the time period tha: you were EQ rminager

23 Q Did you ever have neetings with quality
25 regarding the corrective acztion on findings 1 throuozh 11?
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A Yes.

Q Who attendel those reetings from QA? realize

it's going to be different pe-ole attended differers
meetings, but essentially what is the same core of pecple?

A No.

Q It wasn't essentially the same core?

A Essentially it was not the same core of pecple.

Q Did you have meet::..s where Mr. Gu.mona azrTended?
A Yes.

Q Wa3 Mr. Guimond the team leader for aud:: 81-027
A Yes.

Q Did he voice his dissatisfaction with the

corrective action cf audit number 17

A Yes.

Q Did he voice his dissatisfaction with tre
corrective action on any of the other audits?

A Yes.

Q Were you aware of any documented memsrandu=s
that Mr. Guimond may have sent through his section,

voicing such dissatisfaction?

A I1'éd say "yes."

Q Why were. 't his rec:.-mendations fo.lowed?

A Because we didn't believe they were correct or
we believed we had followed --em.

Q What 1 would like *2> show vou is ansther
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1 emorandum. 1If you would excuse this first page This is
p. ’ t 1 was sent, s : GOt & Cla page == this 18 nage 1
3 A Okay

- Q But 1t's ted April 4, 1984. The number on it

-

5 .S PDA/B4-107. It's to Mr. Stromberg fro Mr

r. Guimond.
6 I would like you to take a look at *hat.
7 kN Okay
8 - OO you re l1Ze this nme=orandum?

10 Q Just for the record Mr. Guimond states in his
11 nemorandum that findings 1, 2, S5a, 6a, 10, 11.4, 11.8, and
12 :1.14 are still considered oper

13 what I would like to ask is why had it taken so long

14 for Mr. Guimond's findings to be closed? They were stil)
15 not closed as of April 4, 1984, and they were identified

16 back in April == let me see, March and April of 1981.

17 BN The overall answer to that question is: I

nonestly don't know.
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mentioned ezrlier that yo

ings. Wasn't he stati:
l10n was no* adeguate and

ection dur.ss these nee:

share that opinion

not.
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BY MR. LA GRANGE:
Q As a result of the disc .ons that took place

during the October '83 meeting wi* ¢, did you then

realize that additional documenta:. »n would be necessary?

Or that some equipment would have - be replaced?
A At that meeting?
R As a result of the disc. .2ns thas toosk place

4t that meeting?

A No.

Could we take a prea*? I heard -ne coffee bell.

(Discussion off the recorsi.)

MR. MATAKAS: When we f.- shed, Bob, you were
talking to Mr. Maus and ]l believe - wanted to finish
some questions?

BY MR. LA GRANGE:

Q Yes. I asked a few minu- es ago whether, based
on the discussions that took place at your meeting with us
on October 5, 1983, vou fel* tha- s additional
documentation was needed or that & ejuipment would have
to be replaced to make sure the ec. ~“Tent was qualified.
I think you said "no."

A I can't recall that we =- .3 =-- based on that
meeting, that anything was apparen-.

Q Was any work done to th: “iles? Or did the

qualification status of any of the s32ipment change?
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- ween the October 5, 1983 meeting and t=e March, 1

b: ieve it was March 8, 1984 meeting?

A Yes. The answer to both =« bot™ things were
® yes.,
Q Why was work done on the files in between that

p--10d of time?

5 Because we had not completed the gualification
©* all items.

Q But the discussions that took plare at the
October meeting, October '83 meeting, had nothing *~ do
with the additional work that was done on the files at
trat time?

A No. 1 wouldn't say that. What we got at the
me2ting was guildance on how to proceed on certain items.
A ° that certainly would affect the files == did affect
the files.

Q I thought you said that it was your opinion that
n: additional documentation was needed as a result of the

C:-ober meetins?

5 At that meeting: directly at that meeting. You
X . there was apparent lack that, you know, we needed
a tional documentation for this item.

I don't recall that anything spezific was said.
For example, I don't recall that somebody said: You

éin't have the latest Limitorgque report. That's what I
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i thought, you were asking - ¢ type of question, Maybe :

2 misunderstood your questi--,

3 Q Well, maybe I s- .14 rephrase it,

- A Okay.

5 ;. Q When you came ba:k from rhe October 1983 meeting,
6 ;basod on what you had =-- : e guidance you were given

!

during the October '83 me- ng, did you believe tha:

~¢

8 additional documentation S necessary tc show the

9 equipment was qualified?

10 A 1'd say yes. Ye:s,

11 MR. LA GRANGE: Okay.

12 BY MR. MATAKAS:

13 Q Just to clar.fy *hat a little bit more ==

14 A Surely.

1 Q == what I have "-re, ! receivei this from

i Mr. Harding. It was in tre file regarding the the meetinc

1? that you had with the RRC on October Sth. 1'l} just read
18 from it, then I'll show i* to you.

19 A Sure.

20 Q It was identifie: to me as your notes that had

21 been retyped and it appear: to be your signature, the

22 signature that says "F.G. :s" on the bottom?
23 A Right.
24 Q It says, "Base? - our meeting we now know how

25 to respond to closeout de’.ciencies. These deficiencies
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are in rezar. o documenta*ion and tes*ing and should no¢
result in an' - guipment changes.” 1 23n't know if that

refreshes yo. memory =- 90 ahead and take a look at the

document.

A Okay. 1 recognize this.

Q Jus® Dbasically what you tolé Mr, LaGrange -~

A < 3 58 I misuncerstood Mr. LaSrange's guestion.
But there we™ ~ther occas.>ns when we were told that w e

really don't think you have the lates* documentation on
this item: or we were made aware of this by things like IE
bulletins. There is additicnal documentation,

Alsc, in the TER, Pranklin Researc® made reference to
documentaticor “hat we did not have: thas was generic
documentation -hat they had.

SO, we kne. *here was aiiitional documentation
available.

BY MR. LA GRANGE:

Q Dic *hat letter *hat was jus: shown to you, tha*
You signed, w all that work completed prior to the
February 10, .934 letter being drafted?

A To - best of our knowledge. To the best of
our knowledge :s. VYes.

(Di: .ssion off the record.)
BY “" . LA GRANGE:

Q As & result of the second meeting we had with
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you, 1 believe it was March 8, 1984, did you as a result
of discussions that *20k place durirz that mee*ir: -« did

you feel after that Teeting that all the documerta-isn

Recessary to establish qualification of the equilpnent was

currently in the files at that time?

A Yes.

o YOou said oreviously you ha? not knswn abou* the
vMay 20, 1983 let-er, .ntil sometime zfcer it mac feen sen*
out?

A Yes.

Q Do you know who drafted that letter?

A 1 do not know for sure.

Q You were ncet, obviously, aszed to conzur in that
letter?

A That's correct.

Q There is a statement in that letter, something

to the effect that GPU's == I'l]l quote from the lester:
"Additional information we submitted in our letters date?
May 3, 1982, May 16, 1983, support our conclusions that
the components listed are qualified in accordance with the
DOR guidelines dated November 1979."

That was a st2tement in the May 20, 1983 letter.

Would you have concurred on that statement?

. Yes.

Q In your Fedruary 10, 1984 letter, there is
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ej..rment identified as needing tc be replaced. I think
there's at least three items, three places in that letter
where equipment will be replaced by, ! believe, June 1984.
l can point them oOut to you.

On page 2 of the attachment to the February 10, 1984
letter it is stated that “ASCO solencid valves will be
Ter.aced with qualified ASCO solenscids by June 1984."

in page 3 of the attachment to the letter, with rezard
tO static O ring pressure switch, it states "These
switches will be replaced prior tc June 1984 by qualified
pressure switches.,"”

On page 6 of the attachment to the February 10 letter,
"Sz.are D switches. The MUPS480 will be replaced oy
quaiified pressure switches by June 1984."

Siven that this letter was submitted after the May 20,
1983 letter, in which it (s stated that the equipment is
qualified in accordance with the DOR guidelines, does it
see= consistent to you that a later letter identifies
certain items of equipment as requiring replacement with
g:alified equipment?

A Yes.

o0

Could you expand on that?
A This happens because we find out, when we take a
closer look at some of the data involved with the

qualification, ve were not satisfied that the



l - enrarti ! v e the were »{§ e . f'
- .
2 Q YO have the statement in the N‘wp" 1s ‘GRY
-~ 1 < ~ -
’ ietter that clearly said the equipment was gual:f.ed in
4 4 ne tr o 3 '\ ™
“ AL eVICAliCe Wi “Ne VDUK wwiaBLATIEDS

S A That's correct. The documentation ve had at

6 that time, we Delieved tha* it demcnstrated thes were
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1 A It may not have been.  'm talk. generically:
i 2 okay?
3 Q The point 1'm trying to make is: «~ould not all

this review and evaluation by GPU have ha. . have been

El
S completed by May 20, 1983, in order to ma):« *hat statement?
6

A Yes.
v - I think essentially you are sa.. it wasn't?
8 A 1 a= not saying that, 1I'm sayv: “at somebody

9 took another look at it, and specifically v« at the reasons
10 were On these three items, I can't tell yo. that by memory.
11 Q Does it seem reasonable that the response to 10

12 CFR 50.49 dated May 20, 1982, would have bt = issued

13 without your concurrence as manager of th. +?

14 A T can't answer that question. E- _ause what's

1S reasonable to you may not be reasonable t: :. Do you

16 want to rephrase the guestion, I'll answer .t.

17 BY MR. MATAKRAS:

i8 Q Let me ask one thing. Are you ¢ :.liar with

i9 licensing procedure 0027

20 A Yes.

21 Q Wou. that call for you to conc. at least to

22 have input intc a letter such as this?
23 A Somebody would have to.
24 Q What do you mean "somebody"?

25 A Somebody would have to == somebr ° would have to
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concu. .

Q Sormeone where? In the EQ secticn? WwWhat I'r
4asking ==

A Somewhere in the chain for the EQ section.

Q And you are talking about from Cronenberger down?

A You got it,

BY MR. LA GRANGE:

Q It's still your opinion that *“e gtasemer® *-a¢
the equipment was gqualified in accordance with the DOR
guidelines was a valid statement?

A With what we knew at that time: yes.

Q Even in light of the fact that a later submittal
identified equipment as requiring replacement wit..
qualified egquipment?

A Yes.

Q And oothing occurred at the March 8, 1984
meeting, to change your mind?

A On these three items?

Q On the status of EQ in general.

A Nothing occurred at that meeting that -- okay ==

that changed -- that would have changed nmy mind. However,
as a result of that meeting we took a cl--er lcok at t-e
documentation and after that we were awar- of sorme
deficiencies in the documentation. As a resul® of thas

meeting, yes, we changed documentation.
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Q As a result of the October 1983 meeting, sased
on the guidance given to you at that time with regard to
resolving the TER deficiencies, would you still be able :2
support the May 20, 1983 statement that the equipmen: was
qualified? By that I mean, that you had all the
documentation necessary to show it was qualified?

B8Y MRE. MATAKAS:

Q He's talking about in retrospect. He's rn:c*
trying to trap you. 1In retrospect, based on what you
learned from the October 5th meeting, what was expected cf
you.

A You only have limited resources; okay? You car
only go back so far. And my answers would be that, you
know: My beliefs at the October Sth meeting, based upon
the information they had then, were correct. The
statements we made were correct. As also were the
statements made in the subsequent letter.

It's the information we had at that time. What wve knes
about it at that time. You can always 30 back and :ake 2
second look

BY MR. LA GRANGE:

Q I understand, But in retrospect, based on the
guidance you were ziven in the )ctober 5 meeting and the
Marcr meeting, could you still support the statemer: made

in the May 20, 1983 letter, that the equipment was
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1 qualifield in accordance with the DOR guidelines?

2 X Yes.

3 MR. MALOLHAS: Let me &:h =-

4 BY MR. MATAKAS:

S Q 1 seem *2> remember, correct me if 1'm wrong,

Fe 2

that you made a statement -~ there was a tape-recorded

conversation, wasn't it? In Marcn B, 1984 meeting?
8 A 2 don't think so.
9 MR. LA GRANGE: The meeting was transcribed.

10 There was somecne there taking minutes of the meeting.

11 THE WITHESS: fTnere was?

12 MR. LA GRANGE: No, it was inr Bethesda.

13 THE WITNESS: Oh, Bethesda. 2kay. All right.
14 BY MR. MATAKAS:

15 Q I seem to recall you making a statement

16 something to the effect that you had beern audited and

17 internal audits made sure that -~

: A Yes. WwWe had internal audits; ves.

19 Q Before, when I talked *o you about audits,

20 specifically meetings that you h:i throughout the period
21 that you were EQ mzrager, with M: Guimond, that yvou

22 didn't agree with -i1s findings?

23 A Some ©f them; sure.

24 e Wasn't re telling you &ll alens, in the '80 -- 'SC

25 audit ard throuchout this time *~2t he was not satisfied
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with the documentatisrn? He did not feel it was
satisfactory?

By 1'd say "ves." He was telling us tha+.
Q And you stated that "We did not agree with some

of his findings"?
= Yes.
- Was it your decision not to act on sore 2f she

open audit jitems?

A No.
Q Whose decision was that?
A I'm not aware that such a decision was maie. °

think we responded t: every item. I don't know wha- the
Current status is, w-exther they are all closed out.

Q Well, I can't remember, did you mentiosn *=a=- ysu

had observed this or you had seen this April 4, 1984 --
(Banding)?

A Yes. I had seen that: yes.

Q Okay. 1In that letter from Mr. Guimond da-e:
April 4, 1984, he st v®&s that the last corrective as+:ion
was received on 2/5/1982. And he states that findings 1,
3, 5a, 6a -~ et cetera. I have already read them -
remain open.

Why weren't those acted upon?

A 1 can’'t answer that question. The questisr

rea’lly is: Why were they still open? Not why thev
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weren't acted upon. They were acted upon. They were
still open.

- ouring these meetings throughout this ¢.- .8

far as findings 1 and 3, 1 believe 3 has to do with
documentation. The requirement, NR(C order dated 1~ -’ /80:

"Order for modificatior of license concerning

environmental gqualifaication of safery-related elec--

"
f—

L8

ejuipment, page 5 paragraph (b)), states in part: o
later than December 1, 1980, complete and auditable
records must De available and maintained at a central
location. Therefore such records should be updates ani
maintained current as egquipment is replacec, further
tested, Or otherwise further qualified.

"Finding, existing GPU procedures, engineerinc
standards and engineering procedures do not provide
appropriate guidance nor is there a program initiated to
complete the above requirements.”

Basically what Yhe's talking about 1s documentasz.i::
And that is one of the audit items that remained or«-
until at least \pril 4, 1984. I don't know il it ha:s -sen
closed yet. . can look here. That is finding 3 of
and in 6/29/1984 it was closed out.

A Rich, I've told you three or four times, - . >n't

know why it tonk 80 long and I can't answer that g.<  .on,
)

If you are asking in my opinion 2id it take muz- - -»
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long, the answer 1s: Yes. It di:23,

C Well, w.en you were hav.ng *these meetings with
QA, and they wer. telling you about *hese problems 3))
along, why weren't they acted upon is what I'm trying to
figure out. Did you take it upon yourself ==

A As far as I know, whatever engineering inout*s
were reguired, we e generated.

2id 1 take 1: .pon myself? Yes. I even had a mee-ins
vith the head of QA, Mr. Kazanas, about clos.ng out these
open items. I initiated that meeting.

Q When d.4 that take place?

A I bPelieve it was early in 1984, 1I'm not 100

percent certain.

Q Was th s after the UCS petition?

A I don't recall.

Q Were you directed to have that meeting?

A NO. I insisted on a meeting because I fel®

these open items wJere just open to2 long. There was no
reason for them :2> be open. They should have been closed
out.,

Q Findins number 1 of 11 says, “"No evidence of
management direc- on." And the finding is acknowledged by
Mr. Cronenberger. 1 believe that's his signature.

A Yes.

- Was tr:<re any discussion wi*h Mr, Cronendberzer
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1 A Right,

2 Q 1 noticed thet «- 1 was ‘elling vou before that
3 when 1 attempted to ge¢* Tech Funcrions' rernonse to the

4 original audit it could not be located, however they gave
5 me a memorandum dated June 25, 1981, QA/41-86, which, in
6 effect, reiterates the ini*ial resocnses o° Tech Functions
7 regarding the audit finiings. And I notice that in

B revie~.ng this docurmernt, QA 41-B€, that f...ing number 1
9 is not addressed.

10 What I would like to ask you is: Do you have any

il Ainformation as to why it was not addressed? Wwas it

12 addressed in the initial response back to qeality

13 assurance? Or was there some agreement not to adidress it
14 at that time?

i85 A I don't know why it is not addressed in this

16 document QA/48-16. I don't know of any agreement as to
17 how it was going to be disposed of, other than we would

13 generate a procedure for environmental gualification work.

19 Q And tha*t was engineering procedure 0317
20 A That's correct.
21 Q And, subsequen® conversations wi*h Mr. Guimond,

22 who was the audit tear leader, he _.sagreei -hat that
23 satisfied the requiremer- of the audit find.ng; is that
24 correct

25 A Partially.
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Q Wret* do you mean “partially"?
A It 2i¢ not completely satisfy the a.ziit
regiirement: °*ne aud:* findinez,
Q Dc you recall what part it did not satisfy and
wvhat part it 2id satisfy?
B HC. EP=3]1 has beer *hrough severa. revisicns in

order o ge* this satisfied and a lot of this s
subjective: J[t's in the eyes of the reviewer, &s to
exactly what the words mean.

Q We were talking a little bit before adout the
April 4th letter from Mr. Guimond to Mr, Stromberg where
he states "Tre last proposed directive actisr was dated
February 5, .982." You menticned that you dii contact
Mr. Kazanas .= early 1984.

A 1 Delieve it was early 1984. I'm not ==

Q We are still talking about an approzimate
two-year time period, where I'm trying to determine what
wvas done tC otrrect these def.ciencies, specifically audi-s
deficiencies . and 3, which remained open as cf April 4,
19847

A Well, specifically with regard to 1, a procedure
was written, ssued, revised, commented on, irclemented.

1 would say . regard to finding number 1, Mr. Guimond did
not fe:i th:i- the procedure answered this giniing 100

percent.
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1 Q And there was disagreement in that?
b A That's an opinion. That was his opinion,
3 Q Finding 3 noted on the April 4, 1984 letter says

~ "Existing GPU engineering standards and procedures do not
5 provide appropriate guidance in the development and
é maintenance of EQ documentation file."
HOow was that acted on between 1982 and 19847
3 A The composition of the file was changed in tha-s
3 the file was divided into separate sections for T™MI anéd
0 Oyster Creek: the documentation was changed to be based on
il 4 component Dasis rather than a vendor basis: the

12 documentation into and out of the file was onh a controlled

L)

Dasis through DRFs, documentary relez=e¢ forms.

: Q Were those changes covered in GPUN standards and
is procedures? The finding says "Existing GPUN standards and
16 procedures do not provide development guidance in the

17 development and maintenance of EQ documentation file."

.8 B I'm not sure what the latest revision of that

19 procedure shows; whether it reflects all of this.

20 In addition to the procedure there were le*.ers

21 generated by Mr. Cronenberger that define how the file

22 should be changed.

23 Q I noticed on proposed corrective action in the

24 Adguet 21, 1981 memo that we had talked about from

2% yourself to Mr. Stromberg, that on ), 3, and 11 audit
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findings, numbers 1, 3, and 11, that corrective actic:| was
provided by yourself and Mr. Boucher, and not
Mr. Cronenberger.

Why is that? 1 mean, was it -- was th=t responsibility
delegated to you, to answer those audit findings?

A Yes.

Q Who delegated that responsidility?

A Mr. Cronenberger.

Q Did he give you any direction?

A No.

Q Did he review the corrective action ==

A Not to my knowledge.

Q == ©on 1 through 11?7 1 was going to finish my
question.

A I'm sorry.

Q Did he give you any direction regarding the

corrective action on findings 1 through 1l1;

Mr. Cronenberger?

A Yes.
Q What was that guidance?
A You'd have to be more specific. It was

different for each one.

We sat down and we discussed, you know, an approach to

closing these oOut.

Q Okay. How about finding number 1?
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1 A He, initially, took care of finding number 1
2 himself. At a subsequent point in time he said as far as

he was concerned that finding was «- the information was

~ available to close it out. Make sure it's closed out.

5 Q Was that procedure, 031, engineering procedure
6 0317

7 B Yes. That's correct.

8 At trat time it may have been a corporate procedure.

9 It may have been changed to a Corporate procedure. It's
10 known as 03l; okay?

11 Q In any event, were you advised that that

12 procedure was not -~ that QA, namely Mr. Guimond, the

13 audit team leader, did not accept that as the corrective
14 action?

15 A Once again, he did not accept it as being 100
16 percent corrective action. However, that procedure was

1?7 accepted by his superiors. It was econcurred to by his

18 superiors.

19 Q Then why did it remain open until April?
20 A I cannot answer that guestion.
21 Q Was there a meeting that that was concurred upon?

22 How do you know that?
23 B It's signed off; the signatures on the procedure.
24 Q It's signed off as accepting the procedure, but

25 was it signed off as accepting the procedure for the
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corrective action on this audit?

A NO.

% The procedure was accented?

A The procedure was accepted by QA supervision:
yes.

P But it wasn'+ NecCessar.ly accepted as the
corrective action to this audit finding?

A I don't know how they viewed it.

e S0, what 1 said defore on audit finding number 1:

Mr. Guimond -« there had been meetings that were attended
by Tech Functions and QA, where it was discussed that this

was not acceptable: engineering procedure 031, in the eyes

of QA?

A NOo. In the eyes of Mr. Guimond. Not¢ in the
e,;es Oof QA.

Q Who in QA said it was Acceptable --

A That the procedure was acceptable?

3 == A8 CNrrective action to that audit finding?

A I don't know.

Q Did anybody, to your knowledge?

L) I don't know.

Q YOou mentioned before that, as far as

Mr. Cronenberger was concerned, it was the answer?

A Yes. Yes.

~ Did he tell vou this?
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A Yes.

Q When did he tell you that?

R 1'é say the first guarter of 'B4.

Q How did the discussion even come up? Because it

was still an open item?

A Discussion about what?
Q Audit finding number 1. And the procedures
$tatec 25 cCOrrective action =- proposei corrective as . on?

I notice it wasn't closed out until June 29, 1984, based
on 031 being issued as 1000 ADM-7317.017

A Besides Mr. Guimond's comments on the proced.re,
there were othe: c mmerts on the prozedure like, fro- *he
site 1tself. This procedure was revi.sed under the
personal direction of Ms. Cronenberger. It was Sis
conclusion that this procedure satisfied what was oper
Against it == both site comments ard QA comments.

Q Okay. Was there a response made? I take it 2A
somehow has t0 close their books on this audit finding.
They have a responsibility to follow up on that audit
finding?

A S0 far as I know, that's correct,

Q Was there something documer-ed and sent to (
telling them: Hey, we don'*t agree, and this is why?

A 1 don't know.

Q Oka'. Audit finding number 3. This had t» =
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1 with the finding "Existing GPU procedures do not provide
P4 appropriate guidance nor is there a program ini*.ated to
meet the above reguirements." The "2bove rezuirements"
referred to “"Complete and auditadble records must be

available and maintained."”

o v &5

Did Mr. == either Mr. Chisholm or Mr. Cronenberger or

7 Mr. wWilson give you any guidance concerning this

8 particular audit finding?

9 A Yes.

10 Q What was that?

11 A Mr. Cronenberger wrote a couple of memos as *o

12 what the composition of the file would be.

13 Q Who did he write the memos t0?

14 Y I don't recall.

15 Q Are they filed anywhere?

16 A I'm sure they are.

17 Q Where woul: they be filed?

18 L I don't know.

19 Q The obvious gquesticon is, you Know ==

20 A 1 don't know where Mr. Cronenberger files his

21 correspondence; okay?
22 Q Well, he had to write ther "> somebody. And, if

23 they were for action for someone elsc o take they should
24 be filei somewhere, and that's what . m asking. Wnhere can

25 I find them? 1 take it he wrote the~ to EQ, if thev
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1 involved EQ files.

pd A That's a logical assumption.

k. Q SO, my question is: Did you file *“em somewhere,
Kl were they vritten to you? Or were they written to

5 Mr. Boucher?

6 A As I recall they were not addresse’ *o el her

7 myself or Mr. Boucher.

3 2 Wno were they addresse: to?
9 A I don't recall.
10 Would you like me to tell you vhat those memos were?

il ldentify then?

12 Q Sure.

i3 S Fine. I can do that., I don't have *hat
14 information with me, but I can do that.

15 MR. MATAKAS: Let's go off the record for a

16 second.

17 (Discussion off the record.)
i8 BY MR. MATAKAS:
19 Q During any of the meetings with Tec™ PFunctions

20 and quality assurance, after those meetings or during
21 those meetings, Or was there ever any agreemer* in those
22 meetings that Tech Functions, specifically EQ., could

23 ignore or put aside the audit findings that were noted in

24 avdit B1-027

25 B N~t to rmy knowledge.
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Q Did you ever even get that impression from anv
of your supervisors?

A No.

Q Whose responsibility was it to correct these
audit items?

A I would sav it was a mutual responsibility
Detweer. quality ass.r:nce and environmental qualificaticn.

< Specifica... whe? Boiies?

A The bodies changed. At one time -~ specifically
at one time Mr. Cronenberger assumed responsibility for
finding number 1. Later on he passed that on to me. Okay?

Q Okay. Any other? What about the remaining, 2
through 11, findings? We can go through these one at a
time, if you want, or you can Just go ahead and explain is
to me.

A Well, what you don't realize, that there were
changes in assignments as to =-- in the EQ department ané
in the guality assurz-ce cdepartment and the
responsibilities shif-ed when these assignments were
changed.

Q When? You “eady told me that Mr. Cronenberger
assignec you a short -.me after the finding came out,
audit finding number 1.

A Right.

Q What abou* =udi+ findings 2 through 11? Were
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they your responsibility with &any oxceptions? And, if
there were exceptions, what were they?

A Well, in the beginning ! think, as the record
shows, there were three that Mr. Cronenberger was going to
take care of, right? And I don't Xnow how many of those

rerained open that weren't closed out. The rest were my

responsibility.

», Okay . 2id those three eventially get passed on
to you?

A I don't know.

Q Did number 1 eventually get passed on to you?

A Yes.

® Did number 3 eventually get passed on to you?

A I don't recall.

Q On the revised respons.:, for the corrective

action dated 8/31/81, your name and Mr. Boucher's name are

typed in.
A Okay.
Q Do you have any knowledge of why they are typed

in? Were you, in fact, acknowledging that finding or did
someone else type your name in?

A NOo. We acknowledged that +his was the
corrective action for that finding.

® The proposed corrective acz+ion?

A The proposed corrective actien.
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Q You do recall that?

A Yeé. I recall this.

Q Does that mea.. that this is your responsitility?
The responsibility had shifted from Mr. Cronenberger to
you?

A 1'd say "yes."

Q On audit fincing number 11; the same thinc.

A Okay. 1'd say "yes," then, the responsitil.:y

had shifted to me.

Q You don't recall him verbally giving you that
responsib.ility?

A NOo. The only one I reczll verbally was or
finding 1. And there was one other finding, which I can'®
recall which one it was. But he verbally gave me the
responsibility in those two f:ndings; one of which was
finding 1.

In fact, the responsibility wies not verbal. He put it
in a memo.

Q Were you aware that prior to February 10 --
prior to the February 10 submittal, February 10, 1984,
that both the DOR guidelines and 10 CFR 50.49 required
that complete and auditable reccrds be available for
qualification?

A Yes.

Q Did you have complete 3nd auditable records o=n
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March 20 and 21, during your inspection, in retrospect?

A 1 am not goiny tO answer any retrospect
gquestions.

Q Did you have complete and auditable records on
February -- on March 20 and 2lst, when the NRC audited
your files?

A In our opinion, yes.

Q who is “"our"? Are you speaking for someone else’

A I am speaking for the environmental

qualification department.
Q Were you replaced in your position as

environmental qualification manager? Or did :»2u ask to be

replaced’
A I was replaced.
Q Why were you replaced?
A I don't know.
Q Who replaced you?
A Mr. Cronenberger.
Q Testimony that I have, and inspection and audit

reports by the NRC and by =-- by the NRC, indicate that you
did not have documented auditable files when you were
auciteZ on March 20th and 21?

A That's not my :ecollection. My recollec:t.on is

they said the information was there. It was not in an

e

easily retrievable form. That's my recollecti.on. An
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1 that 's what was put in writing, as far as I recs.:.

2 MR. LA GRANGE: That doesn't agree wii~ wrne
3 rec:.1, Gerry.
4 You've got a letter from the NRC dated April 25:h,

S where the attachment to that letter indicated deficie
8 tha* we had found i1n the files: things that had ac* -
adiressed, inadequate documentation in our opinisr.

8 --es8 that sound like ==-

9 THE WITNESS: 1Is that the letter as a resul-

10 the first audit?

11 BY MR. LA GRANGE:

12 Q This letter?

13 A Yes.

14 Q This letter is a result of our first a:Z:-:.

15 that's correct.

16 x And what's the statement on the first page -

L that?

18 - Trhe first statement says --

19 MR. MATAKAS: Why don't you give it to M-,
20 MR. LA GRANGE: Well, 1 can read it to him.
21 BY MR. LA GRANGE:

22 Q "In general we believe that the files so--=-

23 documentation that can be utilized to provide the bas:
24 for lemonstrating that the EFW equipment is qual:f:e:

25 one =sxception. The exception is noted as the Sg::-e
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diodes.”
A That's the statement I'm referring to,
D "Most of these detail comments were provided to

GPU Staff during the audit or at the exit interview. We
believe that the comments pertain to the EFW system should
De expeditiously resolved." I+t goes on.

Then the letter goes on to talk about EQ files
containing "no indication other than SCEW sheets ani brief
nandwritten sheets that the documentation has been
reviewed by GPU. The handwritten material is neither
signed nor dated. The files are not identified as
requiring post-accident operating time."

it goes on further, "On each item of egquipment t:iat was
for which documentation was reviewed by the NRC at that
time"; and gives fairly specific comments about the lack
of documentation in those files or comments on the
jocumentation in those files.

You have seer this?

A Yes. SO you are saying that in the detail you
jon't agree with the statement made in the opening
caragraph?

Q NO. I agree with the statement made in the
opening paragraph.

- Okay. Fine.

& And that statement mezns that there was
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documentation there that can be utilized to gerovide a
basis for the gualification of that eguipmer:.

A At this point in time this was stil. a commorn
file. What they looked at were files that contained
information on both TMI and Oyster Creek. And it was
difficult, you know, to go through those files and pull
cut the germane information for TMI-1l. I ad=is tha¢,
Subseguent to that we changed the setup of the fi.es.

Q But subsequent to that, Gerry, wasn't a massive
amount of documentation added to the files to address
these comments?

A No.

9]

That's <« that --

A Can I explain t,at?
Q Yes.
X Okay. What happened was that we had, for

example, we had a file on Limitorque mctor operators,
which contained the documentation for -- the gqualification
documentation for most of the Limitorque motor Operators.
That was a file by vendor.

When we changed the file over on a component basis, we
had Limitorque operators in containment, Limitorque
operators in the auxiliary building:; Limitorque operators
in the intermediate building.

Each one of those files had the majority of the
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Limitorque documentation in that file that was in one
folder to begin with. Now it's in three folders. It has
Deern repeates. And that's why the files appear to be so

massive right now.

R I disagree.
X Fine.
2 If you lock at those files you'll see a lot of

information in those files dated much beyond the time of
our first audit.

Why would that documentation have been added?

A Clarification.

BY MR. MATAKAS:

Q Mr. Maus, I sat down here on April 1llth with
Mr. Boucher and on approximately 8 to 1l items, TER items.
stated what the TER said: vhit the NRC inspection said --

A Tes.

Q == which was the same thing, lacking in one way
Or another, mainly in documentation =--

A Okay.

Q == and asked him: What do you have that now
gqualifies this in this particular area?

A Yes.

Q And in each case it was a letter -- I shouldn't
say "in each case,” but in the majority of cases it was a

letter or some document Or some event that took place
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subseguent to the March zudit.

I don't think it's ne vssary to ==

B Fine., 1 stil! =tick by wha* I said to Bob.
Many of those items are just clarification. That's all.

Q YOu were hang.- - very heavily in the first
statement in the April 2°+h letter to ==

A 2© you want tc change that word "hanging"?

e Stressing ver; ..ach the first stazement, and I'r

very aware that UCS was stressing that first statement too.
But if you read the document it's very clear that you were

not getting a clean bill of health as a resclt of that

audit.,
A Wiich documen: :re you referring =07
Q ™e April 25+¢h <scument.
A Oxay.
Q An? what bothers me is partly what Bob just read

on the attachment to tha:t letter, number ]| states that:
“Tne EQ files contair 7o indication, other than SCEW
sheets (some of which wer¢ in the process of being revised)
and some brief handwritt sheets, that the documentation
nad been reviewed by GPU sr" == "that the documentation
rzs been reviewed by GPLU, nor that it has been concluded
by GPU that the equipmer: is qualified.
"2, Most ©f the handw..tten material in the files is

not signed or dated and ows no indication that the

i
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1 statements/information zontained on these sheets has e er

2 Dbeen verified by a checter, or approved.”

3 In 90oing back to internmal audit 8l1=-92, in March cf :28:
B on page 7 of 10 =~ if you would like to look at it ==
5 under number 1 it says: “No evidence of direction for 3pU

6 review of qualificatior data. This concern is relates
q

7 the extent of GPU review, comment, resolution of commer‘s,
8 approval, and incorpo.vat:ion of vendor documents. Exanz.es
9 of evidence examined which cause this concern are =-" and

. dhe

10 it goes A through D.

11 "A. EDS calcilation =-- is not properly signed and

i3 approved by EDS.

13 "B. EDS project insiruction in volume lA are no:

14 signec and approved by EDS.

15 “C. Limitorque reports number 600198 dated 1/2/69 :s
16 not prcperly sigred and approved by Limitorque for the
17 motor operators.

18 "D. GE report EPA 2-Q47 (qualification data for

19 radiation) on the electrical penetration assemblies moie.
20 FOl is not signed and/or approved by General Electric.®
21 And on, 1E Bulletin reguires that the complete and

22 auditable records must be available and maintained at

23 central location and must be updated and maintained

24 current as equipment is replaced, further tested, or

25 otherwise further gualifies.”
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What I have looked at here is an internal documer* and
subseguent to your later NRC inspection, that's rea..y
telling you the same thing.

A Okay. As that document you just read said, the
only thing that they found that were up to date were the
SCEW sheets. At the time of that audit we were required
dnder law *o submit those SCEW shee‘s for the dockez. As
far as we were concernec those were the legal docuxezts
that demonstrated the qualification of the components, and
that informaticn that was referred to on those SCEW sheets
was in our file syster.

Q And when you say "as far as we were concerred”
are you talking about as far as you?

A GPU Corporation was concerned. The basis for
the documeatation for any component was the SCEW sheet and
the repcrts thit were listed cn the SCEW sheet,

Q And you didn't have to have the reports or =--

b The reports were in a file. They were nc* in an
EQ file per se.

For instance, if a calculation was referred to on the
SCEW sheet, it was in our calculation file, not in the EQ
file.

Subsequent to that, we have changed our file system.
The calculations are now in a component file. That's

something else that builds up the size of those files.
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BY MR. LA GRANGE:
Q But a lot ol those calculatiuns and inf-rmation
are 3ated well beyon< March 29-217
A And a lot of them are dated befoire. That's
right. Both ways. We made some subsec.ent calculations.
BY MR. MATAKAS:
2 Made some s.bDsequent walkdownes to identi:fy motor
mansfacturers?
A Yes.
BY MR. LA GRANGE:
Q Determined subsequently that the EFW pump motor
terminations were not qualified.
A Would you read the whcele thinz? That dcesn't
make sense tc me.
Q During the opening GPU's review of their BQ
documentation, while the NRC was reviewing and addressing
the UCS 2.206 decision, GPU determined that the EPW pump

motor terminations were not gualifiecd.

A Okay.
Q Would that review not have been reguire? +o be
done prior to then, i: order to determ.: . that those

terminations were qualified?
A Okay. As far as field walkdowns, prior to that
point they were done on a sampling basis. They were not

done 100 percent,
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1 Q I don't think this had anything to éo with the
2 fiel’ walkdown, though?

3 A I'm sorry. Then I don't understani vour

R question, Bob.

5 Q well, the point is that there was a lot of work
6 done subseguent to the first meeting in Bethesda on

7 October 8, 1984, to document the qualificaticr 2f the

3 equipment at TMI-1. Anc 1f it's your opinior that in May
9 20, 1983, the equipment was gualified for the DOR
10 guidelines, what was the purpose of all the work that has

11 been done on those files since October 8, 19837

12 A There are a couple of purposes. One was to
13 assemble the information oy component package.
14 Q Is not a lot of the information in there dated

15 fcirly recently? I can go to the files right now and

16 point out calculations and anaiyses and reports and

17 letters that are very current and necessary, and I want to
18 emphasize "necessary,” tc document the qualification of

19 that egquipment.

20 A Okay. And the word "necessary" is in your

21 opinion.

22 Q It's in my opinion. That's correct.
23 A Okay. Fine. All right.
24 Q In your opinion, then, for instance, on

25 Limitorgues, when we came up here the firs: +i=e and found
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that the profiles that had to be -- that were generated to
show what the te~peratures would result =-- temperatures
and pressures that would resul* from accidents, and to
which that equipment must be qualified, analyses to show
that that equipment was qualified for those profiles was
dated fairly recently.

Wouid that analysis not have had *o have beer in there
in orier to show that was qualifieZ, dack in Mey 20, 1983

Or at any time previous to that? And, if not, why not?

A Do you want to give me those questions one at a
time?
Q The major point is, Gerry, I still want to get

back to the question of why, back in May 20, 1983, was it
stated this equipment was qualified in accordance with the
DOR guidelines?

A Because we belisved j: was.

Q Then you believe that all the documentation put
in those files subseguent to then is unnecessary to

demonstrate the equipment is qualified?

A No.

Q There seems to be an inconsistency in the two
statements.

A You have defined some additional information

that you wanted to see in the file that, as far as I

recall =--




22862.0
BRT

%)

~J4

o

21
22
23

68

Q I'm asking your opiniecn, though. You don't feel
that inforration has to be in there ir orier to si-« that
egu.pment 1s quali i 3?

A I didn't say that.

Q What would you say, then, with regard to all the
additional documentation that's now in the files?

A Some of it is required to show -he gual.’.cza*ion
tOo the ex*ent that you are looking for .: =oday, «..zh is

not the extent that you were looking for back ir 1983,

Q I don't understand. What has changed?
A Post-accident time.
Q I don't understand what's changed. Are not the

requirements,  the criteria for TMI-l1 for & large mz-oris:

of equipmen: in that plant, the DOR guidelines?

A Yes .
Q Have they changed asince May 20, 19837
A The DOR guidelines? No. Bave you issued

clarification on them?

Q Not since May 20, 1983.

A What clarifies what you want f-- post accident
Operating time? Where is that stated, thrh:- you should
show that?

Q Post-accident operating time was shown or the
SCEW sheets that were issued with IE Bulletin 79--. B,

. Wrhich were subseguently taken cut: ric-+? As a
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sample?

Q No. The SCEW sheets, sample SCEW sheets were
attached to 79-01 B =~

A You deleted that; right? You deleted that

attachment later on.

Q Not that I'm aware of.

A I believe so.

2 : simply want =3 Know Once :gain ==

A Yes.

Q -~= if there was any necessary documentation in

your opinion that has been added to that file to show that
equipment was qualified subsequent to May 20, 1983, then
what was the statement in the May 20, 1983 letter,
referring to when it sa:d all ejuipment was cualified :in
accordance with the DOR guidelines?

A Because we had no guidance previously to that,
as to the degree of informaticn you were looking for in
the files.

Q Would you agree that documentation would have to
be in those files to show that the equipment is qualified

for the temperature and pressures it would see during an

accident?
A Yes.
Q Do you agree that the subsejuent evaluations irn

the Limitorque files to address that issue were
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unnecessary to show that it was qualifiez?

A I don't know.

3. I know you don't wan* to answer guestions in
retrospect. You stated you are =-- don't want to ==

A I am not going to answer any questions i:
retrospest. I made that statement.

< wWouldn't it be fair to say basei or wha+ yOu
Knd« tolzy that that statement on the May 20, 1983 lerter

could not be supported by the documentation in the files?
A I will not answer that question.
{Discussion off the record.)
3Y MR. MATAKAS:
e Mr. Maus, what ] have here is an ex*ract fro-
the reeting in March 1984. VYou were present, Mr. Le,
Mr. LaGrange was there, and Le makes a statement, and I
quote: “Any deficiency identified in this, page by page,
we expect that you have the answer to those cdeficiencies.
When the inspactor goes out there, the TER will serve as a
guide to imspect."” He's referring to the TER.
"Mr. Maus:" I quote: “That has been our premise.
That is what we tried to do, to be sire that we had the
information in the file.
"Mr. Le: Did you make that commitment? 1If you made

that commitment, then we will proceed.

“Mr. Mazs: We even had a trial assessmer* on our file
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is in there. We had iniZezendent verification, if yos will.,
I have asked for &!! the QA audits from 1984 ba=x ==
1981. And the only thing that comes close to this time
period is the April 4*h letter here which may have beer as
a result of an earlier look-see bv Mr. Guimond, into the £2
files.
Is there another aciit that '~ not zware 287 97 woas

audit were you referring to? Or what lock-see ==

A Does it say "audit" there?

Q What "look-see"?

A There was another "look-see" I was referriag to.
Q wWhat, by whom, and when was that?

B It was jointly done by QA and Tech Functions.

It was, as best ] recall, in the summar of 1983.

Q By whom?

A Specific individuals?

i Yes, sir.

A Mr. Guimond, Mr. Maus, Mr. Boucher == there were

a number of people involved. There were upwards of 10

people involved in this.

Q Mr. Guimond -- did he say the files were the~
adequate?
A NOo. In his opinion.

Q Well, what's the uvse of having a QA lo5% see
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you - w, if you are not going to agree with what he says?
Wha* \ave been going through here, it seems live for the
pas- Tee years, everyone *rat looks at the files outside

of yc.-self says that everything that I've seen says that

you lacking in documenta ion. And you sit there and
tel. - : Well, that's their ospinion. I dor't understand
that.

. Y04 can always imp:ove upon documentatrion. You

can a.w-ays make it better. The question is: When is it

suff.-.ent? That's the question you have to answer. And

that .= strictly subjective. Your opinion is different
thar - .ne, which is different than Mr. Guimond's. And
it's . rictly opinion.

ol But it appears tha: Mr. Guimond, of GA., and the
NRC, 2:ring this time period, has been saying that what

your coinion may be must not be adecuate becaus~ trey Are

tell.~z you that you don't have adequa:e documentation.
= That's what they are saying.
- Well, did you jus: say, you know: Well, the
hel: "h you guys, I think I 30 have adequate
doc. tion?"
B Obviously not. As Bob says, we have be:.n

upda=.~g the files. We have done it., We are still
upcé-. 3 the files.

. Since 1984.
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A Since 1980,

Q Since the audit in 1984.

A No. Neo.

Q That's what Bob was talking about, the

documentation subsequent to the March 20-March 21lst audit?

A I'm talking about all updating of the files.
Those files are a dynamic thing. And, as I told you,
we've changed the composition of the files. The files are
BOw Oon a plant component basis, which they weren't before.

Q I understand this is a big job. This has been a
big job: EQ, or it wouldn't have had the deadlines
extended like they have been extended.

A Right. And there were no, or very little firm

guidelines.

dow familiar are you with the EQ program?

Q I'm not a techrical person. I'm not sure.

A All right. Well, Bob will tell Yyou there were
regional meetings, national meetings, individual meetings
with licensees. This is not a clearcut program. JIt's a
very complex program. It's a very difficult thing to do
and we are learning as we go along.

Q I am not trying to attack you as an individual,
Mr. Maus.

A Fine. 1 am not implying that you are. I am

trying to tell you why files have to change.
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Like today, we still get reports like: We have changed
our qualification documentation froe somebody like
Rosement. This report that we gave you now, we would like
You to supersede this report. We've got a better report.

Q Could you have possibly accomplished what was
being asked of you by your owa QA and by the NRC with
physical -= with the physical resources that you had? Do

you feel that you could have poss.bly done it?

A Up to what point in time?

Q Up to March 20, 1984.

A Tes.

Q You feel that you could have?

A Yes.

Q With you, Mr. Boucher, and Mr. Maus?
A I'm Mr. Maus.

Q Then wiy was Mr. Boucher asking for help and you
4sking Mr. Chisholm for help?

A Because we needed more hels. I'm not just ==

you told me you are directing your questions to TMI; right?
Q Yes.

A Okay.

Q Well, you were asking for help for TMI; is that
correct?

A Yes. I just want to make suie we unjerstand

what we are talking about,
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1 There were some unscheduled items that yo. couldn't

LSS ]

plan for. Li -, for instance, the UCS petiticr- We

- 8

w

éidn't know a! -ut that ahead ¢f time. That *ock a lo+ of

effort. That was unpianned work.

w oh

Q Wel!. even prior toc the UCS petitiosn,
6 Mr. Boucher h2l asked you for assistance; is that correct?
7 X Yes. Yes, he had.

: Q An. =2u had relat:¢ +hose concerns asts

9 Mr. Chisholm?

10 A Yes.

11 BY MR. LA GRANGE:

12 Q But when you say "unplanned work," had all that
13 egjuipment bec dJocumented as zualified at the ~ime *he UCS

14 petition had been submitted, there would not have been any

is need for subscjuent work; is that correct?
16 A NO. Because that system is being sodified. It

17 is still bein: modified today. The system is not coumolete:

18 the environmer-al qualificztion of that system is not

"

<9 complete. Tr: installation of that system is mot complete.

20 Q Were-'t at least the majority of those
2l components al: .dentified ir -esponse to 79-01(B)?

p: A i'm ..ot sure whether a majority were or not.
23 Q Well, the majority had TER items?

5 A I1'm not sure what's goiny to == 1'r really not

-

25 sure on that ~.estion. 1I'm not hedging. 1I'm mot sure.
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1 Q Well --

2 A That's a system trhat's gone through a lot of
3 changes and is still beinc -hanged.

B Q The paper trail associated with this 2.206

5 review will show that they 3o have TER item numbers

6 asscciated with them: the nmzlority of that eguipment.

7 That TER was 1ssued Decemter 10th, with our SER. I

8 bPelieve the TE: i1s dated Ncvemper 5, 1982. The UCS

3 petition was submitted approximately January '84.

10 Would not all that equiprment as of May 20, 1983, have
11 been qualified to the DOR guiidelines, therefore resultins
12 in no additional effort in response to the 2.206 petitio:s?
13 A I'm telling you as of that date, and even to

14 this date, the esguipment in that system is not finalized.
15 §o the qualification of that system is not finalized.

16 Q Jut would the qualification of the sguipment

1?7 identified prior to the 2.206 petition have been qualified?
18 X I'm not sure.

19 Q 1f you are not sure, then how come the May 20,
20 1983 letter save it's qual:fied in accordance with the DCR
21 gquidelines?

22 A Once again, and this is the last time I'm going
23 to say it, that system is not complete. It was not

24 complete then, it is not corplete now. We are just

25 repeating the sime thing.
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BY MR. MATAKAS:
Q Mr. Maus, did you ever .ntentionally provide

false informaticon =--

A No, sir.
Q — D ==
A I'm sorry. 1 thought vou were done with the

guestion.

® == tO l.iJensing, Or rn.aing.y allow false
information in any type of document generated by GPUN
going to the NRC? Did you knowingly allow such a document
to g0 to the NRC? Both guestions.

First of all, did you ever intentionally lie to

Licensing, specifically regardinz information going to the

NRC?
A Is that the end of the question?
Q Yes.
A The answer is "no."
Q Did you ever review any licensing document going

to the NPT that you believed had false information and
aliwed that false information tc be transmitted to the
NRC?
A No.
MR. MATAKAS: Do you have anything else, Bob?
BY MR. LA GRANG

Q You said previously th:* it was felt that you
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neeied help in the EQ area; you needed more resources.
Basel on the additional work that has been -- knowing the
adcé:tional work that has been done over approx:- *<«lv the
last year on these files, could you and Mr. Boucher have
accomplished that work by yourselves without adcisional

resources?

3 That's a retrospect gquestion; right? : will not

answer that question.

Q In the February 10, 1984 letter, where GPU's
position is stated that the plant is in compliance, T™™I-1
is in compliance with the reguirements of 10 CFR $C .49,
based on your recent statement here that the EFw system is
still being worked on, how could that statement rave been
made on February 10, 19842

A Because we have told you that the EFW system was
undergoing a major modification. There's other
correspondence on that., You are well aware of thas.

- Would then all the individial =~ all the
individual eguipment items that are included in the
Franklin TER have been, in your opinion, qualifi:® as of

February 10, 19842

A I'm not sure what our position was on z.. those

items.

MR, MATAKAS: Let's take a one-minute oreax.

(Diescussion off the record.)
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Q Right. Which would have been =--
BY MR. LA GRANGE:
Q Which would have been equipment that existed in

the plant and was included in the EQ program, at Pebruary
10, 1984, and May 20, 1983.
BY MR. MATAKAS:
Q But the deficiencies that existed back in '82

would remain the same cdeficiencies?

A NOo. That equipment may not even be used in this
system today.

Q Then the deficiency is no longer valid; is it?
A That's right.

Q It's no longer a deficiency?

A That's right.

Q But we are talking about the deficiencies. That

is ome way to get rid of a deficiency; isn't it? To
replace the piece of eguipment with 2 qualified --

A I didn't say “replace” it. 1 said "It's no
longer used.” That's not “"replace.’

Q Well, deleted Oor however you want to say it?

A The point is the system is under redesign; okay?
And the redesign of the equipment is not complete nor the
installation of the system nor the qualification of the
system. And I'm not going to change that statement 8O

please don't ask it any more.
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MR. MATAKAS: Bob, do you have any further
questions?
MR. LA GRANGE: No.
BY MR. MATAKAS:
Q Mr. Maus, did you appear here today of your own

free will?

A Yes, I did.

Q Have any promises been made tOo you or have any
threats Deen directed towards you?

Y No, sir.

MR. MATAKAS: Okay. The time is 11:55. This

concludes the interview.

Thanks a lot, Mr. Maus.

{(Whereupon, at 11:55 a.m., the interview was

concluded. )
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