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UNITED STATES OF AMEKICA
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSIOK

OFFICE OF INVESTIGATION

GPUN Headquarters
100 Interpace Parkway
Parsippany, New Jersey

The Investigative Interview convened at 1:35 p.m,,
Richard A. Matakas, presiding,
PRESENT:

DON K. CRONEBERGER, Interviewee

RICHARD A. MATAKAS, Investigator
Region I

Nuclear Regulatory Commission
King of Prussia, Pennsylvania

ROBERT G. LA GRANGE

Section Leader

EQ Branch

Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation
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MR. MATAKAS: The date is May 1, 1985 and the
time is 1:35. Present for this interview are myself,
Richard A. Matakas, investigator, USNRC; Bob LaGrange,
section leader in the NRC EQ branch, Office of Nuclear
Reactor Regulation; and Mr. Don Croneberger, director,
engineering and design, GPUN.

The purpose of this interview is to discuss
facts and circumstances leading to GPUN submittals to the
NRC involving the environmental qualification of
electrical equipment at TMI Unit 1.

Mr. Croneberger, do you have any objection to providing
this information under ocath?

THE WITNESS: No.

Whereupon,
DON C. CRONEBERGER
was called as a witness and, having been first duly sworn,
was examined and testified as follows:
EXAMINATION

BY MR. MATAKAS:

Q For the record, will you state your full name
and business address, please?

A Don K. Croneberger; 100 Interpace Parkway,
Parsippany, New Jersey 07054,

Q And what extension can we reach you at?
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Q Mr. Croneberger, we are going to be talking
first about some internal audits conducted by GPUN.
would like to introduce some documents into the record.

The first one I would like to show you is what has been
identified as GPUN interoffice memorandum dated June 25,
1981, letter number QA/4161, and attached to it is
internal audit 81-02.

Would you take a look at that? 1 ask you if you
recognize it. Do you rezognize that document, sir?

A Yes, I do.

Q I asked for the response from Tech Functions to
QA, and that couldn't be located. But what I do have is
QA's response back to Tech Punctions regarding the Tech
Functions response, and that il.idcntified by interoffice
memorandum dated June 25, 1981, letter number QA-4186, the
subject of which is 81-02 audit, and it's addressed to
yourself. Take a look at that.

Do you recognize receiving that particular document in
this particular time frame, June 1981, as a response from
QA back to Tech Functions?

A Yes, I do.

Q The third document is Tech Functions' revised
response dated August 21, 1981, letter number is EP&I,

81/0176, and it is from Mr. Maus to Mr. Strombergqg.
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Do you recognize that as Tech Functions' revised

response to 81-0327?

A Yes, I do.

Q And the last docunment for right now that I woilc
like to show you is dated April 4, 1984, The subject is
"Open Audit Findings, 81-02 audit." jt's from Mr. Guimon<
to Mr. Stromberg.

Take a look at that,

Do you recognize that document, sir?

A I recognize the document, although I'm not sure

exactly when I saw the document,

Q Would it have been in the 1984 time period?
A Yes.
Q Did you have any input into the request for the

audit to QA?

A In 19817

Q Yes,

A No.

Q Were you aware that the audit was going to be

conducted?

A Yes, I was,

Q I notice that there were ll deficiencies not ed
in the audit and that you signed for the proposed
Corrective action for findings 1, 3 .. signed for, 1 don't

know if you want to call it "acceptance” or "acknowledgment "
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1 of the audits -- for 1, 3, and 11. Wry did you sign for

2 those three and Mr. Maus for the remaining? Was there any

3 particular reason?

R A I believe -~ and this was scme long time ago ==

5 at that time, included in my organization, was a group

6 which was responsible for procedures and standards. That

7 function, near this time frame, was reassigned to the

8 engineering services department,

9 I believe my signature was intended to convey the fact
10 that Maus, himself, could not take the responsibility for
11 getting the procedure in place; that I would have to get
12 this other group to develop the procedure.

13 Q Specifically audits 1 and 3, they appear to be
14 more of a programmatic type --

15 A Yes, my recollection was those were

16 programmat ics, which required the development of

17 procedural guidelines.

18 Q What is Tech Punctions' responsibility to

19 correct audit findings? In other words, is there a

20 procedure that tells you you have to do X, Y, and Z by a
21 certain amount of time du;ing the 1981 time period?

22 A To my knowledge, no such guidance existed,

23 Q Is there one today?

24 A I believe there is; yes.

25 Q Wac there any type of understanding? In other

DR R i ey gt e e G
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words, what's the purpose of the audit? If i* identifies
deficiencies and makes recommendations, was there any type
of undérstanding that these would be corrected or --

A Normally, the signature on the finding conveyed
a8 commitment within a month to either correct the finding
Or propose a plan by which the finding would be closed out,

Q And what did you do in this particular area,
particularly for findings 1 and 3?7

A Tried to get started the development of what
eventually became procedure EP-301.

Q When did that procedure finally come out? 1
noticed the proposed date on it is September -- I think
September 1, 19817

A I'm not certain. I coulé check. I xnow 1
signed that out on behalf of Mr. Wilson and I'm really not
sure of the year; whether that was ‘81 or '82.

Q Was that engineering procedure, was that already
being generated at the time of this audit?

A I'm not certain. I'm not certain.

Q Then you wouldn't be certain if it was generated
because of the audit; is that correct?

A I'm not certain.

Q Were you aware that some of the audit
deficiencies remained open in 1927

A I believe I was avare, in 1982, that some of the
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deficiencies were still not closed out,

Q Were you aware that some of the deficiencies
were still not closed out in 1983?

A To, my knowledge, no.

Q Okay. What gave you indication that these
ceficiencies had been closed out in 19837

A My recollection of the absence of any
interaction with QA.

Q I notice in the initial response from Tech
Functions to QA on the audit, that audit finding number 1
was not addressed. That finding is: “No evidence of
management direction to correlate the efforts of
intersectional effort in establishing the master list and
qualification documentation file."

Was there any reason for that?

A None that 1 am aware of, other than I believe

the background of that response was from Maus, and he may
have considered that not to have been his area of
responsibility.

Q You didn't have any contact with QA, or
discussions with QA that that not be addressed?

A Not to my knowledge.

Q Was there any concern that that particular
finding was too critical of management? Was there any

concern on your part that audit rinding number 1 was too
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critical of management?

A No.

Q Subsequent to the audit, did you attand any
meetings with QA concerning the audit findings?

A Subsequent to the audit? I'm certain I did,
although 1 iuspcct that was primarily in the April-May
time frame of 1984.

Q You don't recall attending any meetings b~ck in
1982, 19832

A I know I attended meetings relative to that
audit finding. 1 do not remember meetings subsequent to
that until the 1984 time frame.

Q Did you have any contact with QA individuals,
either Mr. Guimoné, Mr. Stromberg, Mr. Bader, and Alatary,
anybody on that level, who advised you that they 2id not
feel *hat the audit findings were closed out -- being
satisfactorily closed out?

A Clearly that was an issue in 1984. I de Xk now
prior to 1984 that some of the specific technical issues
were not considered closed out, and I suspect that was
maybe some discussion with Matt Stromberg. I didn't get
the impressicn from that tha* the open issues -~ and I
really forget what the open issues were == vere things
that were easily corrected.

One that comes to mind that was involved was
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doéumontation on vhe ASCO valve issue, where I couldn't
dete mine how we could get drawings corrected when the
Jdrawings didn't exist during April. I recall that as
being an open issue.

Q In what time period?

B Probably prior to the April-May time frame of
1924. And 1 suspect, with that recollection, there were
probably some discussions with someone like Matt Stromberg.

o] Puring the '82-'83 time period, did QA tell you
“hat they were not satisfied with the documentation in the
files, the documentation to qualify irdividuval components?

A Not explicitly.

Q Woula you clarify that, please? “"Explicitly"?
What doer that mean?

A I mentioned the fact that there was a concern on
the auditor, that we not repeat by buying a part again
which was the same as the original construction versus the
replacement. Tha* was the kind of issue that I recall
that existed. But I viewed it, at that time, as not being
related to whet's the-¢ being unqualifiel: it was
something tiiat had to be corrected to make sure that
subsequently we didn't do something toc the plant which
would jeorardize the qualification.

Q Which QA auditor are we talkirg about, who you

had these discussions with?
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A Probably Matt Stromberg.

Q Did you have any specific respc-sibilities
relating to the Environnental Qualification program?

A The recognition that we needed o set up a
function to address Environmental Qualification. As 1
remember, 1¥ was raised in 1981.

In 1981 it was decided that that functicr would be in
the engineering and design department and within the
electrical power and instrumentation sectior, we call it.

So, in 1981 it was decided there would be a functional
respunsibility assigned for EQ within that section and at
that time Maus was assigned as being supervisor of that
function.

Q Getting back to, specifically, audit findings 1
and 3, according to the April 4th memo, April 4, 1984 memo,
both audit {indings 1 and 3 were still considered as open,
according to Mr. Guimond, who was “he lead auditor on
audit 81-02.

Why did they stay open so long; do you know?

A Again, undoubtedly they stayed open longer than
required; but a version of EP-03]1 was issued prior to 1984,
and when that EP-03]1 was issued, I had assumed that that
was the basis for clocsing out finding number 1 and, I
believe, aumber 3.

Q I would like to show you a letter. It is to
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yourself, "Proposed Corrective Action to Audit 81-02";
that's the subject of the letter. And it's a letter from
Mr. Guimond.

I would like to ask you if you have ever seen the
letter before.

(Discussion off the record.)
BY MR. MATAKAS:

Q Did you recognize that document?

A Yes, I do. That in itself may be mirslcading.
This document was brought to my attention, I beliave, in
something like the May 'B4 time frame.

Q Okay. I want to show you another document also,
and we'll talk about both of them. The second document I
would like to show you, the subject is "Eme~gency
Procedure-031, equipment, cnvirdnmental'qualificetion.'
It is to yourself. It was from, again, Mr. Guimond. It
starts out: “Per our agreement I am forwarding to you our
comments on EP-03]1 for your disposition and corrective
action." And under general comments, it states "Thre
procedure does not address nor reference all of the
implementing procedures needed to assure all," emphasis
added, "the requirements of the bulletin is being met."

Do you recognize that document?

A No, I do not.

Q Okay. Let's talk a little bit about the
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document which is entitled == or the subject of which is
"Eng.neering Procedure 031."

Do you remember any procedure with Mr. Guimond where
you discussed -~ where you wanted him to look over
Engineering Procedure-031, and review it for acceptance?

A I had no direct discussion with Mr. Guimond, to
my knowledge.

(o Did you have it with any of his supervisors, to
have him look over that procedure?

A Procedure EP-03]1 was initially released under my
signature in Mr. Wilson's absence.

1 do recall in that time frame that there was an
outstanding issue with the QA department, where they were
not catisfied with that procedure.

1 do remember that pending resolution of those comments
I would not sign that procedure off.

Now, who within QA generated those comments to that
procedure when it was going through the sign-off process,

I'm not sure.

Q Did you ever sign off that procedure?
A 1 did.
Q Do you have any idea why these two documents

were never officially brought to your attention or sent to
you?

A No, I do not.
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Q I should rephrase that: Why they were not
officially put into the GPUN system?

A 1 do not.

Q And you were never informed by QA that, in their
opinion, Engineering Procedure 031 did not satisfy the
audit findings in B1-02, specifically audit 1 -- audit
finding number 1 and audit finding number 37

A NO, to the contrary: my understanding before my
signature was applied was that the comments from the QA
department were resolved.

Q And who left you with that impression?

x Mr. Maus and/or Mr. Flynn. Flynn would have
been the one who was handling the procedures.

Q I notice at the close-out date on audit finding
3, it is closed out by Mr. Magitz on 6/29/1984. And
that's the same for audit finding number 1 and the sane
for audit finding number 11.

Does this document ever come back to you ‘to let you
know when it is closed out? And I'm talking about “this
document, " the actual audit finding nonconformance sheet?

A To my knowledge, no.

Q Did you ever tell Mr. Maus that this procedure
was acceptable for the close-out of audit finding number 1?
And I'm talking about Engineering Procedure 0317

A I believe not, although I just don't recall. 1
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could have, I just don't recall.

Q Do you have any responsibility to incorporate or
follow audit recommendations?

A Would you repeat the question?

Q Do you have any responsibility -- and I say "you,"
1 mean Technical Functions =-- to address the
recomnendations that are made in an audit? I notice on
page 10 of 10 there's three recommendations that were made?

A Today the procedure would require at least a
memorandum addressing a recommendation. That requirement
would not have existed today, so it would have been up to
the audited organization to determine whether to respond
or not or how to follow a recommendation.

Q Do you mean -- what didn't exist back in 1981?

A That approach did not exist. In 1981 it would
have been up to the recipient of the audit to determine
what action if any he was supposed to take relative to
recomendations.

Q Okay. Regarding the recommendations that are
noted on page 10 of 10, instead of reading that into the
recoréd -- 1 have done that several times =-- if you would
look at those audit recommendations as shown on page 10 of
10 in awvdit 81-02, did you consciously make a decision to
follow or not to follow those three recommendations?

A There was a conscious decision to try to push
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getting the procedure in place. There was, on my part, no
conscious decision to address or not address items 2 and 3.

Q  Once that procedure was in place, did you have a
responsibility to find out if that procedure has been
accepted by QA?

A The normal approach on procedures which involved
interfaces with other divisions would be to get for them
the opportunity to review the draft procedure and provide
commants: and our process of resolving comments is
incorporated in that process.

Up until we made use of the new corporate procecure
System, acceptance by QA would have been inferred from
their providing comments and a satisfactory resolction of
the nutstanding comments.

Q Okay. That's what I'm getting at. The two
documents that I showed you were reviewed by the audit
team leader -~ and, by the way, those were dated August
1982; which, in effect, finds Engineering Procedure 0131
unacceptable to resolve audit findings 1 and 3. And at
the same time, there was a document generated which states
essentially the same as the April 4, 1984 document that
you have looked at here, that states: Audit findings 1, 3,
5=A and 6-A and portions of 11 are unacceptable.

What J7'm trying to get at is where was the breakdown?

And the reason for this is: Would it be fair to say that



BRT

N o0 B A wwN

v @

10

12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25

16

these audit findings were addressing the programmatic
problems of documentation and management direction in the
Environmental Qualification program? Would that be fair
to say? Those particular audit findings?

A My interpretation of those audit findings and
the focus on the procedure was primarily to assure that
the various responsibilities were assigned and the
interfaces between groups were assigned. The procedure,
as written, also attempted -- attempted to define
documentation requirements. But the main focus was to
understand who was responsible for doing what,

Q Okay. Then who was responsibie for audit
findings 1 and 3? Wwho was responsible for assuring that
those audit findings were corrected?

A I took on the responsibility by signing that
finding of 1981, and was driving to get the procedure in
place. So 1 would say 1 was responsible for trying to
close out those findings.

Q Okay. Then what information did you have which
would lead you to bel_eve that those audit findings were,
in fict. closed out?

A The only evidence that I can recall being aware
of was a QA concurrence on the resolution of comments for
EP-031, prior to my signing that document in 1982 or 1983.

Q Would you have those on file?
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A I would have to check with Mr. Flyzn. He could

have those on file.

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

second.
(Discussion off the record.)
BY MR. MATAKAS:
Q Before we went off the record we were talking

about Engineering Procedure 031, and a == when this
procedure was adopted. You have indicated that there was
a sign-off sheet where it has to be accepted -~ an
accepted procslure by various sections or departments
within the GPUN organization; is that correct?

A Yes. An opportunity to review and provide
comments. And by commenting, require resolutiom of
comments prior to a document being issued.

Q Okay. What was the purpose of engiaseering
procedure 0312

A The purpose of Engineering Procedure 031 was to
define responsibilities for performing work required by
the EQ issue, and to provide some guidance on
documentation requirements,

Q I know we talked about this before. Then it was
a procedure that vas initiated specifically to resolve
those audit deficiencies? That's what I'm not clear on.

What I'm getting at now, because QA gets this procedure,
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and they sign off on it for procedure, is that

necessarily -- does that necessarily mean that it resolves
audit findings 1 and 3 in internal audit B202? Or are
they just accepting it as a procedure as it stands on {ts
own?

A To my knowledge, their sign-off would not
necessarily state that closes out an audit finding.

Q Then would it be your responsibility to see if
in fact it does close out the audit finding, and not that
it's an accepted procedure? It's one thing to close out
an audit finding:; it's another thing that it's an accepted
procedure?

A As I remember, and I believe this is included in
the one memorandum that was sent back, we had a commitment
to issue EP-03]1 as a vehicle for closing out the one =--
audit finding 1, I believe.

Q That's correct, 1In your revised response dated
August 21st -- the revised response dated August 21, 1981,
it states: “As proposed corrective action, Engineering
Procedure 031 is scheduled to be issued 9/1/81." And
that's the proposed corrective action. And it is found
accepted by Magitz.

But that's proposed corrective action. And the same

thing with audit finding number 3. However, it says --

there's a note at the bottom of the corrective action. It
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1 says: “Original corrective action was accepted in error."

2 I don't know what that means. Could you shed any light on
3 that?

4 A No, I could not.

5 Q In any event, corporate procedure 1000-ADM=7317.01
6 was issued. I don't know if that means in place of

7 Engineering Procedure 03] ==

8 LY There was a major rewrite of EP-03) which 1

9 perscnally was involved with, in the April-May time frame
10 of 1984,
11 Among oth:r things, I believe that then @ot into the

12 corporate nunbering system.

13 The attempt in that rewrite was to address many things
14 that were bcing identified as deficiencies in the program.
15 1 suspect what was issued in that April-May time frame

16 is that number, which is a revision to the original EP-031.

17 Q The ADM number, 1000<ADM ==
18 A Yes.
19 Q Obviously there was a breakdown samewhere. We

20 have documented in 1984, we have an attempt to document in
21 1982, that that procedure was not =-- didn't satisfy the

22 requirements to close out those audit findings.

23 Can you tell me what happened? Why they were left open?
24 Do you have any idea now, in retrospect? You have talked

25 Aabout it. You said you have seen the document that was
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intended to go ‘0 you from Mr. Guimond?

A One of the documents I did see in the '84-'8S
time frame. The other one I do not recall having seen.

This one I recall having seen. This one I do not.

Q And "this one® is -- the subject is audit 81-02,
and states “"audit findings 1 and 3, 5-A, 6-A, 10, and
several of the subparts on finding 11, were considered
open by QA."

A And this was brought to my attention concurrent
with the attempt to revise EP-031, and we wanted to be
sure that, in fact, in the revision that any cutstanding QA
concerns were taken care of.

Q This was the purpose for the rewrite of ==

A NO, the rewrite was primarily to address the
many concerns that had cropped up as a result of the NRC
audits.

Q And you don't recall this other document, the
subject of which is engineering procelure 031, requesting
that QA look at that document and provide comments?

A I do not recall seeing that memorandum.

Q Do you recall during this time frame, in 1982,
asking them to review the document and provide comments?
A 1 personally would not have. But that would

have been an automatic part of the raview process for a

procedure.
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1 BY MR. LA GRANGE:

2 Q But you did not see the let*er you have stated

3 you have seen, before 1984 and 1905 period?

4 No. That's right,

5 I mean, you were not aware of this back in 19827
6 No, I was not.

7 BY MR. MATAKAS:

8 Q And ‘he same with the subject of document FP=031?
9 A That 1 do not recall having seen, until you have
10 shown i* to me now.
11 Q Okay. If the natural scheme of things would
12 have been for QA to review that procedure, would you have
13 suspected that they'd provide you with a written review

14 documer-ing their review of the procedure?

15 A Yes, I would. |

16 Q Did you ever get anyth’.g like that?
17 A I believe 1 physically saw written comments on

18 the procedure prior to my signing it off in 1982 or 1983;

19 whenever that sign-off occurred.

20 Q And that is the document that you will get us?
21 A That was the one that I indicated should be in
22 the file with the procedures.

23 Q I notice that the audit tear leader was

24 Mr. Guimcnd. Mr. Guimond reviewed the initial Tech

25 Functions response. But I noticed in the revised response
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where the proposed corrective actions were found
acceptable, that was done by Mr. Magitz.

Do you know why that was?

A No, and I forget what the time frame was. I
know Mr. Guimond was OU?(—)--

Q 19847

A == 1984. I know nothing beyond that,

Q The proposed corrective action, the letterhead

is dated August 19817
A I have no understanding of that.
MR. MATAKAS: Bob, do you have any questions
regarding the audits?
MR. LA GRANGE: No.
BY MR. MATAKAS:
Q Did you review the December 10, 1982 NRC SER,

transmitting the PRC/TER?

A Can I see the document?

Q It's two volumes -~

A I did not rev . that in detail; no.

Q Are vi. aware of what the deficiencies were all

about, generally?

A In general terms 1! was avare of come
deficiencies. I did not have those summarized. I was
just informed of bits and pieces of that document.,

Q Okay. What was your understanding of the

6, porlions
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deficiencies? Were they documentation, or were they
deficiencies that were directed at components or
docurentation to qualify components? What was your
understanding of the deficiencies?

A My understanding was the deficiencies were in
documentation.

Q What acticn did you take to make sure -- or what
action did you take to address the deficiencies, as a
manager, in your position?

A Again, the actions taken were to set up a
functional group responsible for that area which did not
occur when the initial submittals were being made, and to

provide resources to that group to try to help address the

problems.
Q And that group being?
A The then EQ subsection under EP&I.
Q That would have been headed by Mr. Maus?
A That is correct,
Q Was it ever indicated to you that QA was having

problems getting the EQ section to follow recommendations?
A I knew there were problems between the EQ
section and QA. It was not clear to me specifically what
the nature of the problems were.
Q Who was making you aware of those problems?

A Primarily Mr. Stromberg.
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Q What was the general gist that he was informing
you about? What was the heart of the problem, is what I'm

getting at?

A Quite candidly, our discussions were more in the

context of the personalities on both sides and their
|

inability to come to terms on issues, rather than the

issues themselves.

Q And those individuals being whom?
A Maus and Guimond.
Q Did Dr. Long ever have any conversation with you

regarding the Environmental Qualification program?

A In what time frame?
Q Any time frame. 1984, mainly.
A In the April-hay time frame, Dr. Long was

involved in discussions; yes.

.

Q And why was it escalated to his level? Or why
did he get involved in it? How did he come about to be
involved in the area of EQ ?

A At that time frame, we were trying to upgrade
our files on EQ comments, and QA had retained an outside
consultant to help review the files which engineering was
upgrading. And to the extent there were programmatic
issues -~ I shouldn't say that, not programmatic issues.
There were meet‘nns relative to what the s*atus of the

file development in primarily the second guarter of 1984
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were, and the results of the QA review, Dr. Long did sit
in on some of the review meetings.
Q Did you ever receive any direction from Dr. Long
to follow or not to follow QA recommendaticas?
A To my knowledge, no.
BY MR. LA GRANGE:
Q Did you say that QA had retained an outside

consultant to assist in the review of the files?

A Yes.

Q In what time frame was that, again?

A I want to say May-June-July time frame.
Q Of 19847

A 1984.

MR. MATAKAS: Let's take a break for a second.
(Discussion off the récord.)_
BY MR. MATAKAS:

Q The two documents that I showed you that I have
identified 2s being from Mr. Guimond, written to yourself
back in 1982, one essentially addressing the inadequacies
of Engineering Procedure 031 and the second addressing the
open audit items of audit 81-02, if you would have
received those documents would you have taken any action
on them? Would that have noted an offici 1 position from

QA on the audit findings?

A Yes, It would have required my action.
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Q What would you have done?
A What I would have done in 1982 would have besn
to inform tne technical supervisor and the then procedures

manager to review those comments and resolve them,

Q So it would have been Mr. Flynn and Mr. Maus?
A And Maus; yes.
Q Did anyone ever indicate to you -- and I'm

talking about anyone, mainly Mr. Boucher, Mr. Maus, or
Mr. Chisholm -~ that they were requesting assistance for
the EQ program in order to satisfy it?

A No. No.

BY MR. LA GRANGE:

Q Was there ever any discussion about hiring
consultants to help them at any time?

A NO, there was not.

Now, please understand, there was a consultant hired
initially and their contract ran out, ! would estimate,
sometime in 1981, which was then EDS.

It was after the termination of EDS that we set up the
functional group, or about the time EDS was supposed to be
finished; under Maus. And my answer really applies after
that time.

Q S0, between Mr. Maus and ~-- let's talk strictly
TMI-1, not Oyster Creek -- and Mr. Boucher taking over

that responsibility up until, let's say, the NRC audit in
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March 1984, you do not recall any discussion of going
outside for assistance in the EQ program?

A ' No, I do not.

Q What about inside? 1In other words, from within
the organization, adding more resources?

A There was no such discussion.

Q Okay. I would like to show you two other
documen*s. These are GPUN letters to NRR. The subject is
"Environmental Qualification of Electrical Eguipment,
TMI-1."

The first document is dated May 20, 1983, letter number
5211-83-157; the second document is dated February 10,
1984, letter number 5211-84-20138,

I ask you to take a lovk at them and tell me if you

recognize those documents?

A Yes. 1 recognize both documents.
Q Did you have any input into either document?
A I had no input to either document, although I

believe on the first document I would have reviewed that

prior to its having been issued,.

Q The May 20th document?
A The May 20 document,
Q I have attached -~ attached to these documents,

I have the review sheets, 1 believe?

A Yes. 1In fact my signature is on one of the



BRT

w O w0 W e W N e

e b pe e e b e e e e
80090“&9»»-‘0

21
22

23
24

25

review sheets for this document,

Q On the February 10 it's signed, for Tech
Functions, by Mr. Maus?

A I recall this. I do not recall if I saw this
before it was issued.

Q Okay. Do you know what these documents were a

response to?

A I know what the documents were in response to;
yes.

Q Okay. The May 20th was in response to 57.49:
and --

A This was to close out the TER, I think.

Q As a result of an NRR request on the October 5th
meeting?

A Yes.

Q You say you didn't review the February 10tk

document before -- you don't recall reviewing it before it

was submitted?

A That's correct.

Q Okay. Specifically, the sentences that 1 have
outlined in green. Basically what it boils down to is the
statements in both these docunonta state that GPUN's
position that they are in compliance with 10 CFR 50.49,
the one document it refers to, DOR guidelines ~- the point

being that both 10 CFR 50.49 and the DOR guidelines
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qualification?
A Yes,
Q With what you have learned in subsequent audits,

or audits subsequent to these two documents, do the audits
and inspections support those statements?

A Clearly the audits the NRC conducted in == I
want to say March, June, July ==

Q March, 1 think.

A == indicated that the files were not auditable
as the rule -- they interpreted the rules to require.

Q And, in fact, the 1981 internal audit s:ated
essentially the same thing. Do you disagree with that?

A No.

Q At the time that you reviewed the May 20th
document, and your subsequent review of the February 10th
document Lfter it was submitted, did you recognize those
statements as being false statements?

A 1 did not recognize this as being a false
statement. I got involved when this one -- probably in
the April-May time frame, when we were trying to upgrade
the files.

Q April 19847

A 1984.

Q After the UCS petition had come out?
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A Yes.

Q The documents that you stated that you did not
become involved with, you were referring to the Fedruary
10, 1984 document which you became involved with after the
UCS petition came out?

A Yes,

Q And on the May 20th document, you did have a
review function on that document?

A Yes,

Q On the May 20th submittal, you obviously signed
as final approver for Tech Functions. Did you talk with
anybody about this document before signing it?

A I'm certain 1 would have to talk with samebody
before signing it; yes.

Q Who would that have b;on?

A Probably it would have been either Chisholm or
Maus and the licensing engineer, which would have been
Harding.

6 Do you remember any specific conversation in
this case?

A No, I do not.

Q Rave you talked to Mr. Maus about either of
these statements since this time?

A No, I have not.

Q Why was Mr. Maus relieved from his position?
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Was he disagreeing or agreeing with the findings?

Disagreeing.

In your opinion, do you feel that he felt that

he had the files in order and thought that the

qualification was there?

A

Q

Yes, sir.

Why is Mr. Wilson now signing correspondence to

NRR regarding the environmental qualification program; do

you know?
»

I really don't know.

MR. MATAKAS: Do you have any further questions?
MR. LA GRANGE: VYes.

BY MR. LA GRANGE:

Are you aware of any audit by QA and Tech

é 7@//"’7;%
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Functions of the EQ fiies, possibly around the summer of '84?

A No, I'm not.

BY MR. MATAKAS:

Q Let me add a little bit to this. On March 8,
1984, Mr. Maus met with the NRC and had indicated -- this
was a transcribed meeting -- and indicated that QA had
recently looked at the EQ files, and in our conversation
with him he mentioned he thought it was in the summer of
1983, And there's -- I have asked for all the audits and
there's no audit for that time period,

I was wondering ~-- and he didn't call it an auvdit. He
called it a look-see, or a review, or something like that,
1 was wondering if you were aware of what he vas talking
about?

A That could have occurred. 1 jus?.was:'t aware
of it.

BY MR. LA GRANGE:

Q Did you ever get any feedback, either verbal or
written, from Mr. Maus or anyone else, characterizing the
meetings in Bethesda on October §, 1983, or March 8, 1984
where the TDR deficiencies were discussed?

A I did not recall any s, .cific discussions with
Mr. Maus. One of the meetings -- and I believe it might
have been the -~ I'm sorry, on both those cases: No.

There was a meeting that dexlt with the UCS petition,

B LR
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where one of the other participants did talk to me about
the EQ aspects of the discussion.
BY MR. MATAKAS:

Q I don't understand that,

A As I remember, there were some discussions --
I'm not too sure whether it was with NRR or the
commissioners -- relative to EFW, which included the EQ
issue, and I did get feedback from the one mechanical
engineer who was down there.

Q FeedbacYy in regard to what?

A Negative perception as to the effectiveness of
the EQ discussion.

8Y MR. LA GRANGE:

Q That engineer was not directly associated with
the EQ program?

A No, no. It was just an observation.

BY MR. MATAKAS:

Q I would just like to go over a few things. I'm
really concerned -- I don't know if you can see my concern
Or not -- about the review function on both these
documents and the == os:cqtially the 1981 internal audit,
finding the same programmatic problems and mak ing
recommendations to resolve them that were found in later

NRC audits and inspections, and FRC inspection review,

whatever you want to call it. And we have the two
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documents in 1982 that were drafted, which would have went
tO you. They were addressed to you. And you say you
don't =~ have never reviewed those documents nor were the
contents brought to your attention; is that correct?

A With the exception ==

MR. MATAKAS: Why don't we take he a one--minute
break here.

(Piscussion off the record.)

MR. MATAKAS: We went off the record there
because one of the individuals that work for
Mr. Croneberger had brought some documents over that we
wanted to take a look at.

BY MR. MATAKAS:

Q What we were talking about is the concern we
have with the false statements ‘nd the documents that we
have in our possession that may have averted -- could have
possibly averted these statements and brought the problem
to light much earlier.

I would like to ask you again, just to make sure I have
these covered, those two documents, prior to 1984, or the

contents of thuse documents, were never brought to your

attention?
A To my knowledge that is correct.
Q And you don't recall asking anyone from QA

spacifically to review Engineering Procedure 031, as it
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would pertain to audit 81-02?

A That is correct.

Q " De you have any idea where this may have fallen
thiough the cracks? 1In other words, these audit items
staying open for three years, and in the interim
statements being made that the files are qualified?

A It's my impression, in retrospect, that the
issuance of EP-031 -~ and the original issue was 10/2/81 --
did close out the finding. And I'm not aware until the
major effort in '83 that that was not interpreted to be
the case,

Q And then the individual audit findings --
specifically there were three areas in subsections of
audit number 1l ~- were you aware that they had remained
open?

A Would you show me the ones you ::fer to?

MR. MATAKAS: Sure. Let's take /. break and 1'11
get them out,

(Discussion off the record.)

BY MR. MATAKAS:

Q The April 4th memo essentially states findings
11.4, 11.8, and 11.14 A and B are open as ©i this time.

A I do know that in the time frame of April 1984
it was brought to my attention that there was concern

about the acceptability of the B&W files wilich we were
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relying upon. This deals with finding 11.8. And I was
involved with sending an enyineer plus a QA auditor down

tc Lynchburg to review those files, prior to one of the NRR

audits.
The other two items I am unaware of.
Q Back when you signed for audit finding number 11,

did you assign someone to correct those deficienzies?

A Maus and Chisholm,

Q Did he ever indicate to you that it had been
corrected?

A I'm unsure,

Q Was it around this time that the document that

we had previously talked about, the letter to you from
Mr. Guimond back in August of 1984, that this letter was
brought to your attention?

A Yes, that is correct.

Q It has the same findings that were open: 11.4,
11.8, 11.14,

Wii.0 brought this to your attention?

A Either Mr. Kazanas or Mr. Stromberg.
Q Why would they bring it to your attention?
A I believe they brought it to my attention

becauss of the activities I had under way to, in a major
way, revise EP-031., And ! also issued, via memorandum,

more detailed guidance on how the file should be
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And it was in sipport of that, in my recollection, that
thev gave me that meno:.ndum.

Q I have a memorandum dat~d June 29, 1984, from
yourself to Mr. Chisholm. Is this the memorandum that you
;rc talking about?

A Yes, it is.

Q Did you ever write any other memoranda regarding
documentation ¢f the EQ files, back in '82-'R3?

A No, I didn'

MR. MATAKAS: I would like to take a break just
to look over these documents that have been brought in,
and then we'll 30 back on the record and discuss them.

(Piscussion off the record.)

iiIR. MATAKAS: While wé vere off the record we
were reviewing documents that pertain to Engineering
Procedure 031, which is also known as procedure
1000-ADM~7317.01, and we have been looking at comments oOn
revisions back to late 1983, I have a memorandum from
Mr. Guimond, dated December 6, 1983, which lists several
comments where he feels procedure is not adequate and
considers it to be an open item, ,

BY MR. MATAKAS:

Q I would like to you go ahead, Mr. Croneberger,

and discuss that.
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‘A These comments were identified to me as all
being resolved as it related strictly to the EQ issue, but
not resolved as it related to certain issues on
classification of hardware or software, which related to
the IE Bulletin dealing with the Salem ATWS event.

I subsequently had discussions with Mr. Kazanas
concerning that the Salem ATWS event should be decoupled
from EQ, and my discussions with Mr. Kazanas were detailed
in the subsequent memorandum from him to me, dated
December 30, 1983.

As a result of that communicaticn I did sign off the
procedure, which was 1000 ADM-7317.01, revision 0, both in
concurring and because of Mr. Wilson's absence: I signed
off that procedure to issue it,

This is a date which is different than I reflected in

my earlier comments.

Q And the date is January 18, 19847

A Yes.

Q When did you think you signed it before?

A I thought I said '83.

Q We have asked Mr. Flynn to bring over earlier

comments as they pertain to Engineering Procedure 031, so,
until re brings those documents over concerning the
1981~-1982 time frame, let's go ahead and take another

break.
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(Discussion off the record.)

MR. MATXKAS: We have reviewed the earliest file
on Engineering Procedure 031, and we have an interoffice
memorandum, GPUN service, dated January 23, 1981, which
indicates that -—- a note on the bottom of this document ==
1 believe that's your handwriting, Mr. Croneberger =--
where you refer tc a procedure that is needed for
controlling review approval and record-keeping on
Environmental Qualification documentation.

BY MR. MATAKAC:

Q So this, ~evidently, kicked off the procedure: is
that correct?

A Yes. The original memorandum to me vas
generated by an electrical engineer who was involved with
EQ activities, exprressing concern, and as a result of his
conczrns I so advised the procedures group.

Q But we have no -~ nothing in any of the files
which indicate that the procedure was accepted by QA; is
that correct?

A The only relevant correspondence I see here is
that from the QA engineering manager in November 1981,
that he apparently was satisfied with the responses to his
comments on EP-031.

Q And he reserved the right for a final review

when it was issued?
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A Yes.

Q But there's no indication that this, in fact,
resolved the audit comments in 81-02?

A Ne, sir.

Q Then we talked about this earlier in the
interview and you had mentioned that you had thought that
QA had signed off on the procedure, in effect giving their
blessing that it did resolve the audit comments; is that
correct? You had thought that that happened?

A I had thought that had been the case; yes.

Q I think you mentioned that Mr. Maus, maybe, had
informed you of that?

A He may have.

MR. MATAKAS: Do you have anything else?
BY MR. LA GRANGE:

Q Prior to the NRC's first audit on March 20-21,
1984, did you ever personally lcok at EQ documentation or
discuss with Mr. Maus o: Mr. Chisholm or Mr. Boucher the
appropriate documentation that should be in those files in
order to demonstrate qualification?

A I did not personally look at any of the files;
and wy understanding of what should have been in the files
would have been that which was conveyed in the procedure

which was issued in January of '84.
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BY MR. MATAKAS:

Q January of '847

A That was that version, fairly official version
which I had signed out for Mr. Wilson.

Q But that was not accepted until June 1984 as
closing ocut those audit items. why‘is that? 1Is that
because it didn't come out in final form until
approximately the June time period?

2 No. I¢ came out in January. It was apparent,
after I became aware of the NRR concerns on the files,
that that procedure was very inadequate, and that was in
the April-May time frame. So, as a result of that I
personally became very involved with preparing a revision
to that procedure, which was finally issued in, I believe,

July == June I think it was.

Q June 19847

A Yes.

Q And that's what closed out -=-

A As far as 1 was concerned, that addressed the NRR

concerns; and QA had indicated at that time that that

addressed the concerns of the QA audit, the old QA audit.

Q 81-027?
A Yes.
Q But you were not aware that this audit, 81-02,

had remained open during all this time period?
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A No, I did not,
BY MR. LA GRANGE:

Q With regard to the May 20, '83 response to 50.49,
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