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Siskin

MR. MURPHY: Por the record, {t's now
3137 p.n., March 3rd, 1987. This is an
interview of Mr. Edward J. Siskin, who i
emnployed by Stone & Webster Engineering
Corporation. Location of this interview 1is
the Stone & Webster Engineering Corporation
headguarters in Cherry Hill, New Jersey.
Present during the interview are Mr. Siskin,
Mr. William G. Meserve, the Stone & Webster
Engineering Corporation attorney, Len
Williamson, Larry Robinson, Leo Norton, Mark
Reinhart and Dan Murphy.

As agreed, this is being transcribed
by a Court Reporter. The subject matter of
this interview concerns TVA's March 20th, 1986
letter to the NRC regarding their coapliance
with 10 CPR 50, Appendix B.

Mr. Siskin, would you please stand,
raise your right hand?

BEDWARD J. SISKIN, after having been
first duly sworn, testified as follows:

BY MR. MURPHY:

Q. Mr. Siskin, would you please give us a

] ttle bDit of your -- excuse me, I'm sorry.

MR. MESERVE: Should I msake a
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statenment first, just before we proceed with

this? I think I should state for the record

‘that ay name is William Meserve. I'm with the

law £irs of Ropes & Gray in Boston, and I
appear here, today, as counsel for Stono.&
Webster Bngineering Corporation. I an not
counsel for Mr. Siskin individually, but I°'s
here at the regquest of the company, which Mr.
Siskin is an officer, with Mr. Siskin's

concurrence. I have explained to Mr. Siskin

that he is entitled to his individual counsel,

and he {i5s.

He has indicated that he is content
with going forward without counsel, but with
me sitting in as counsel for the coampany. So
fit's with that understanding that I appear.

I might also add that I had asked
previous to the last interrogation whether it
would be possible for the witness to read and
»ign the transcript because I think that's
preferable in terms of accuracy. I was
advised that that is not consistent with at
least the normal procedures of an
investigation of this sort, so with that

understanding, we obviously are not in a
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position to press that point, although we
would prefer if the policy is permitted, to
have the witness read and sign the
transcript.

BY MR. MURPHY:

Q. Mr. Siskin, will you give us a little
bit of general background on yourself, your
educational and employmsent experience?

A. Okay. I am a graduate of the University
of Pennsylvania with a degree in electrical
engineering. I1've done graduate work at the
Bettis Atomic Power Laboratory Reactor
Engineering School, George Washington
University and the University of Pittsburgh.
1 worked for the Atomic Energy Comamission and
its successor agencies for 14 and a halft
years. Of that time, mnore than ten years was
in positions reporting directly to Adairal
Rickover.

I came to Stone & Webster initially
as an assistant to the engineering manager in
our Boston office.

since then, I've had positions as
Project Manager for Beaver Valley Unit Number

1, Assistant Bngineering Manager of the Boston
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office, Bngineering Manager of the New York
office, Manager of the New York office,
co-parallel with that, Deputy Manager of the
Cherry Hill office. I am a Vice President and
a Director of Stone & Webster Engineering
Corporation.

At present, ay prisary
responsibility is that of directing all work
done by Stone & Webster in support of Texas
Utilitiesn.

Q. Pine, thank you. Mr. Siskin, as we
mentioned before, we are looking into the
March 20th, 1986 TVA response to the NRC's
letter asking whether they were in compliance

with Appendix B, and also addressing soae 11

perceptions that were first surfaced by the
Nuclear Safety Review staff to Comalissioner
lll.l.t@ﬁ Deceaber of 198S.

What we'd like for you to do is
describe, if any, your role in the proparation(D‘
of the letter or the background supporting
information, which included possibly the
technical reviews done by TVA's line

organization, the Craig Lundin review at TVa,

which has been characterized as an {independent
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review of some of the issues rajised by the
NSRS and also a study done -- review done by
Mr. Kirkebo, a group of Stone & Webster
people. And any participation you had with
any of these things, we'd like you to toil us
about.

A. Okay. And please understand, I°'ve been
involved one day with TVA in the last six
months or so, so my memory is going to be
tested a 1ittle Dbit.

In order to put things in
perspective, maybe it's better to go back and
explain how I ended up at TVA and so on.

Rhen Adairal White agreed to take
the job as Manager of Nuclear Power with TVA,
he was very interested in taking with him a
group of people that he knew and trusted to
assist getting the effort off in the proper
direction.

I was one of those people asked to
come and my company’'s coaanitment was basically
that I come full time for a month and as much
time after that as was appropriate and I could

aake available.

Recognize at that time, I was stil]
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trying to manage a large office of Stone &
Webster and handle a number of other tasks as
well, and it got pretty exciting at times.

My particular area of expertise
tends to be the engineering side, and so that
was pretty much the focus that I took when
Steve -- when Adamiral White went down there.

Others handled other areas,
including questions associated with Appendix B
and so on.

In general, as I remsember, sy
involvement with the specific letter really
related to discussing some of the technical
aspects of specific questions that camse up,
and I did review a draft or two of the letter
for comament, but not as an active participant
in preparing it, but just as an advisor bdbeing
presented, what do you think of this and would
you please sharpshoot it wherever possible.

I brought along sy last year
calendar, because I wasn't sure exactly what
hNappened at that period, and I see from ay
calendar that I was {in Chattanooga on the 17¢th
and 18th of March, but I was not there on the

19th and 20th, so I know I didn't see the

]




10
11
12
13
14
18
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24

2S

Siskin

letter until wvell after it went out, and it
had changed to some extent from what I had
comsented on earlier.

And {if you ask mse for detailed
coaments that I had, I guess I°‘d be
hard-pressed to resurrect then. I'm not
trying to hide anything, I just -- it was not
a big issue in ay mind at the tinme.

Q. W#ere you involved at all in the
technical reviews that were performed by the
TVA 1ine organization? These technical
reviews were prepared directly in response to
the NSRS 11 perceptions. Were you involved {n
that at all?

A. I would be reluctant to say I wasn't,
because I was comsmenting on a lot of things
and discussing a lot of things, but insofar as
taking a specific one of the issues and going
ahead and investigating it to see what the
conclusion was, the ansver i{s no, I really
didn't do that.

Q. Were you part of the group of folks that
were involved in the Craig Lundin review?

A, No, I was not.

BY MR. WILLIAMSON:
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Q. Mr. Shite reported January 13th?

A. That's correct.

Q. Did you report with him at the sase
tine?

A. Yes, I did.

Q. And you were there for 30 days?

A. Yes. ; can give you an exact breakdown

of what days I was there. I always save these
calendars, it helps.
Q. 1 guess also what I°'d 1ike to know {is
who else reported with you, who else was part
of Mr. White's staff at that tiame.
A. Okay. The initial staff that wvas
introduced at the ériqinal Reeting, as I
reneaber, was Bill Wegner froam BETA and there
were three other partners in BETA, and I'am not
sure I can remember exactly who else besides
Wegner was there. Walt Sullivan, who {98 a
Senior Vice President of Stone & Rebdster,
Henry Stone, who was a Vice President of
CGeneral Blectric, ayself.

I think that's probably the key
people who were introduced at that seeting,
all of us who had known each other for 20

years or more, 80 that was the situation
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there.

Getting back to answer the ecarlier
gquestion, I was there the entire week of
January 13th. I was there Tuesday through
Priday of the week of the 20th. I was there
the evening of Monday, the 27th and remained
for the rest of that wveek. I was there the
entire week of Pebruary 3rd. I was there
Monday through Wednesday of the week of
February 10¢th. Monday through Thursday of the
week of Pebruary 17th. Wednesday and Thursday
of the week of Pebruary 24th. You see it's
trailing oft. Tuesday through Priday of the
week of March 23rd. Bot at all the wveek of
March 10th. Monday and Tuesday the week of
March 17th,

SO as you can see from that, as they
got closer and closer to the letter in
question, I was there less and less of the
time.

Q. And your role, as I understand {it, wvas
one of advisor?

A. That's right.

Q. Was that your title?

A, That's right, advisor. And bdasically,

S —
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what I would do0 would4 be to look into a
particular area and then give Mr. White ay
conclusions as to what needed to be done.

I think probably the biggest areas
that I focused on were what were the technical
{issues to be resolved at Segquoyah and Browns
Prerry. If I had to pick the single focus of
Ay efforts, those were they, but obviously I
discussed many other things with Mr. White,
including the question of Appendix B on
occasion.

Q. Do you reacall the nature of those

discussions regarding Appendix B?

A, I think they were in general, very
general.
Q. Did he have a working knowledge of

Appendix B, as it applied to coamnmercial
nuclear powver plants?
A. Clearly, yes, it was clear that on day
one, he had read Appendix B, I guess Appendix
A, knew what was {in {t. He had gone through
the points covered, and did refer to then
regularly.

I think all of us in the nuclear

business keep a copy of Appendix B handy and

|
z
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refer to it repeatedly. It is obviously a
very governing document for sany things that
ve do.
Q. I think at one point in time, in
response to the NRC, he mentioned he unca both
the report that had been conducted by -- a
review that had been conducted by Craig
Lundin, and also mentioned five nonTVA
experts. Would you have been one of those

nonTVA experts?

A. (Witness indicating.)

Q. You would not have been.

A. No.

Q. Who would have been the nonTVA expertes?
A. 1 guess I'm -- let me revise ay answver

no. I don‘'t know in what context it was sald,
so he may have been referring to the advisors
in that situation.
Q. Let me get the letter.

MR. MESERVE. That's the June Sth
letter that you referred to earlier.
BY MR. WILLIAMSON:
Q. That maight help you. I didn't mean to

pull that out gquite so quick, but -- a group

of highly experienced -- third paragraph.
S




S W W -

10
11
12
13
14
1S
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24

2S

13
Siskin

NR. WEBSBRVE: Do you recognize, Nr.
Siskin, the chronology, the NMarch 20th letter
vwent out, there was a letter fros the NRC, I
think it°'s on Nay 16th, and then this June Sth
letter 19 a response to that May 16th letter.

THE WITNESS: What doses the May 16th
letter say?

MR. WILLIAMSON: Turn back one, iit°s
froa the NRC.

THE WITNESS: I'm to some extent at
a disadvantage in that I haven't read the
March 20th letter in almost a year, too.

MR. WILLIAMSON: I understand that.
That‘'s one page back.

THE WITNESS: Let me skim that.

MR. MEBSEBRVE: Yes, let me give you

the backup. Here you go.

A. Question, you sentioned five --

Q. That was incorrect. A group, I think 4t
says.

A. To answer your question as frankly as I

can, I haven't the foggiest idea whether he
intended me to be included in that group or
not, and there were some things that I might

have done for his were included as part of
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that assessasent. I can’'t ansver your
question.

BY MR. NORTON:

Q. Mr. Siskin, you mentioned earlier having

revieved a couple of earlier drafts of wvwhat
became the March 20th letter. fhen d4id you
first become aware that there was this issue
that the NRC had asked about?

A. Which --

Q. The issue being whether or not Watts
Bar's Appendix B prograa was in coapliance?
A Started after we arrived there, 1
believe there was a letter which forwarded
somne coaments that had been nsmade to

and we all saw that letter right away, so

Commissioner Assel me period earlier,

that's the point when I would have been awvare
of 1t.

Q. Did you have any imnediate assignaent
with respect to that letter?

A. Not with respect to that letter, not
that I can reaenaber.

Q. When was the first draft you saw?

A, I haven't the foggiest idea. I really

don't.
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Q. Approximately?

A. I wouldn't even want to guess. You
know, who knows.

Q. What was the context {in which you saw

that letter?

A. The context was somebody would have
given it to me and said— Rhit to

youéz:ko a look at it and let you know his
coaments, which happened regularly on a lot of
different issues, and that's really the
function of advisor, to give insights as to
anything that's being prepared. But as far as
specifics, I don’'t reameaber.

Q. Ras there anfono in particular who gave
you the letter and asked you to take a look at
1t?

A. I'm sure somebody gave {t to me, but I
wouldn't want to guess who it was. It would
be a guess at this point, I don’'t remeamber.

Q. Do you know who the preparer of that
draft was?

A. I really d-1't know that elther. The
only way I'd find out would be go look at --
Gridley would keep a reading file of who

prepared what and who was involved in it, it

S

\L
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would be in those records, there.

Q. With whom d4id you discuss this letter?
A. I‘m sure I -- and again, I'ma making an
assusption based cn faulty memory. Im sure I
woulc have discussed it with Kelly. I'm"sure
I would have discussed it with Gridley. I'm
sure I would have discussed it with Mr. White.
Q. Do you recall any of the general subject
areas of discussion?

A. No, I guess I really can't say that I
would. I mean, it just was not a high
priority with me and did not make much of an
iapression.

Q. Do --

A. The one thing I do remeaber is coming
back after that period of having been away and
being surprised that the letter was out
already, but that was, I guess, the only thing
I recollect.

Q. Did the whole {issue of the NRC asking
such a question surprise you?

A. No, it clearly didn't surprise ne at
all. If anything is presented to the NRC that
looks the way those points looked, obviously

the NRC would have to pursue it and pursue it
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I guess my {spression at the tine

was, and my iapression still is that the
question of current compliance, current
meaning March of ‘86, compliance with Apfondix
B, was a moot point. The plant was shut

down. We were committed to keep them shut
down in a safe condition until we could
unravel and resolve all the {ssues.

So -- and there was ainisal work
going on anyway, and with essentially no work
going on, the question of compliance with
Appendix B is: moot anyway. $§0 I guess I
didn‘'t understand the tremendous urgency with
getting an answer to that question.

Q. Did the, you know, mootness of the
question, was that discussed among Mr. White
and hies advisors?

A. I can't honestly say that I remember it
being specifically discussed. I would be very
surprised it it weren't discussed, because
that would have been ay reaction then and
that's may reaction now, and normally if I have
@ reaction, I'll tell somebody. But I can't

say that, you know, yes, I specifically salild
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that to somebdody.

Q. Well, 4id4d anybody consider or recoammend
writing back to the NRC and saying the
guestion you're asking us is irrelevant?

A. My recollection doesn't permsit me to

answer that gquestion properly.

Q. Hell --

A. I‘'m not trying to hide anything. I

just --

Q. I know you're not, but I can't live with

an answer like that. Do you recall anything
of that nature?

A. I cannot recall anything specifically of
that nature. That's -- and I'm not trying to
nislead hen I give you that answer, because I
would be very surprised if it didn°'t take
place. I would be very surprised {f I didn't
say something about {t. But I cannot remenmber
ever discussing it specifically so I could say
on the record, yes, I d4id4d.

Q. You tend to think you might have, but
you have nc specific recollection of {t?

A That's right.

Q. Do you know if anybody followed -- {f

anybody actually took any steps to get back to
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the NRC and ask thes, you know, what are you

asking or do you really want us to answer?

A. I have no firsthand knowledge of that.
Q. Do you have any general knowledge of it?
A. You're putting me in a difficult

situation because obviously, you're trying to
get to a clear and concise understanding of
all the facts, and the last thing in the world
you need is speculation.

Q. Okay. I'm not seeking speculation, but
if you have a vague recollection, I do want to
hear about that.

A. I'm hard-pressed to differentiate
between vague recollection and speculation at
this point, I really an. You know, one of
the problens we troquontly get into is you
remnenber, gee, I said this, and then you
really ask yourself whether, did you say that
or in retrospect, don't you wish you said
that. And I Just really can't think of
anything specific.

Q. You aleso mentioned earlier that by ¢the
time you came back to TVA, the letter had
already gone out, and when you read it, you

thought that {t was substantially different
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from earlier dratts.

A. My recollection of my rezxction was that,
but also my reaction was, okay, that's
yesterday's problea and I won't go any further
and worry about it.

Q. Understood. But in what manner was the
final version different froa the earlier
version?

A. I recollect the impression, I don"'t
really recollect any specifics.

BY MR. REINHART:

Q. What was the difference in impressions?
Can you categorize how you felt before versus
how you felt afterwvards?

A, Not accurately, no. I renenaber the
reaction, but I don't remenmber really
specifics at all, and just rereading the
letter today, it's alaost as {f I'm reading
the letter to some extent for the first tinme.
BY MR. NORTON:

Q. The final version, the March 20th letter
states the conclusion being that Watts Bar 1is
in overall coapliance with Appendix B. Would
the earlier versions have been different in

the regard they did not make such a statenment,
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that they made 2 negative statenent that Watts

Bar was not in compliance with Appendix B?

‘N L0 Let me clarify something.
Q. Please.
A. One of the things you would like to do

when you take on a major problem, and what I
have done when I have been involved with other
problem plants is, if anything, get as many of
the problems clearly defined at day one as
possible, you know.

If you take a probleam and you don't
fdentify it as such, then after a while, and
whether that's six months or some period, it
becomes your problem rather than one you've
inherited in trying to resolve {t.

So in the absence of any specific
information whatsoever, let me eaphasize that
your normal approach would be to try to
substantially err on the side that {t's worse
than it may, in fact, be, because it's
frequently easier to, okay, this is what our
original conclusion was and here's what our
subsequent actions are, here's vwhat the
subsequent results are, and {t's now properly

resolved.

S
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If you try to identify something as
being satisfactory, not very carefully defined
on what basis you conclude that {t's
satisfactory, then frequently §t's very hard
to go back and say, hey, it‘'s worse than'1I
thought it was. 80 again, you try to err in
the conservative direction.

Prom a practical standpoint, {f
there were any demonstrable way to say that {t
was worse, you weren't in coapliance, for
example, from a practical standpoint to
resolve the problems, it would be preferable
to say that. You know, it makes life a little
easier.

But you also had a situation where
we were trying to establish, {nitially, a
degree of credibility for TVA which, when we
said something, it could be held as accurate
as possible. $0 the reaction would be no more
coming to the conclusion that you do have a
problem and saying you don't would be just as
bad as saying you don't have a problem when
you do. And so you want to clarify exactly
what you're doing and why.

And that is the way we approached a
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lot of the engineering problems and things
l1ike that. 80 while I really don‘'t remeaber,
ard I wish to hell I could resmseaber at this
point a lot more of the specifics. It's
almost inconceivable to me, given the ni;duot
of the people and the approach we were taking,
if it were a gquestion that you didn't meet
Appendix B, whether you try to walk your way
out. The incentive was just the opposite, to
say you didn't meet Appendix B and then
develop the corrective action.

80 when the activities would take
place that would say that within these
constraints, you met Appendix B, I'm sure that
probably was very very hard.

Now, as I rememsber, White tried to
stay aloof from the whole thing until
everybody had a chance to do all the homework
and then bring it to him, and then he would
taYe potshots at the results.

He did not want to, and I renmeaber
him saying that as the review was going on,
that he did not want to preconceive the answver
one way or another. Just tell me what the

facte are and what your conclusions of the

S— ——
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facts are and present (it to me that way.

Q. To whom was he saying this?

A. I think he said it in some general
neetings and discussions, and I overheard hin
telling that to Mr. Kelly.

Q. Do you have any recollection whatsoever,
Mr. Siskin, of any discussions about possible
consegquences to TVA or the NRC if TVA had said
we were not in compliance with Appendix B?

A. Not specifically, no.

Q. How do you mean that, not

specifically --

A. I mean I can't reseaber a particular
conversation I had with anybody relating to
that.

Q. Do you remember any general
conversations?

A. No. It would be hard to talk

generally -- I wouldn't know how to
differentiate between specific and generally
on that subject.

Q. Well, what was causing ce a problem was
you said you didn't recall any specific
conversations. Do you recall any

conversations at all?
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A. I can't recall any cunversation at all.
But again, I'm not saying that a conversation
didn’'t take place.
Q. I understand.
A. With everything that was going on, I°'4d
be very surprised if a conversation d4idn"'t
take place, but I don't remember {t. I don't
remember any.
Q. Do you recall any comments or the
feeling on your part that whatever answer TVA
would come up with would be closely
scrutinized by Congress or the press?
A, Oh, I can remenber feeling that very
auch so. I can also remenber feeling, to get
back to your earlier point, that froas a
practical standpoint as to what we were trying
to 4o and the changes we were trying to
implenent, it really d4didn't make any
difference whether they were or were not in
compliance with Appendix B.
Q. You felt the issue was moot?
A. I think the i{ssue was nmoot. We were
trying to make TVA identify all the problens
and get them fixed before we would try to

restart any of the plants, and whether
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acadenically they vwere or were not in
compliance at a time when basically, the
plants were shut down and there was no --
essentially very little work going on, and we
were putting in place a whole new structure
really didn’'t change the end result one bit.
And I guess I felt I would be very surprised
{if I didn‘'t say that to somebody, but I don't
aver remember saying it to sc.rebody.

Q. The March 20th letter contains two
phrases I would like to ask you about. Do you
have it in front of you there?

A. Yes.

Q. In the second paragraph, it starts out,
"On the basis of a review of the issues
fdentified in the NSRS perceptions as
reflected in the enclosure, I £ind that there
has been no pervasive breakdown of the quality
assurance prograna."* Do you recall any
discussions at all about the terminology,
pervasive breakdown?

A. Yes, bDut I would not want to say exactly
when they took place. It was sometine between
the time we arrived and the time the letter

went out.
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I think I remember also in that

discussion trying to understand the word and

looking at two cases where that phraseology

was discussed, and I don‘'t remeamber exactly
which plants they were, but I suspect they
were Midwest plants, and where they were
talking about a judge's opinion of what was
and what wvasn't a pervasive breakdown.

Q. Was this J .st one meeting that you're --
a specific nmeeting?

A. That's what I'm recollecting, but I
would be, again, surprised if it weren't
discussed mnore often than that.

Q. Regarding thio one meeting that you
recall, %ho was present?

A. Oh, there were a roomful of people, I
guess. Mr. White was there, Mr. Kelly was
there, Mr. Wegner was there, Mr. Gridley was
there. And again, {t's very very hazy, but I
just remeaber talking about that particular --
the only thing that sticks in ay mind was
Gridley had brought in the words on what the
previous docket had saliad. That's the mental
image I have of the meeting.

Q. I'm sorry, hNe brought the words in on

S
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what the previous --

A. Where a docket had discussed the word
pervasive and what that seant, essentially.
Q. 80 Gridley had brought in these two
cases that you looked at?

A. At least one of them, and there was
discussion of two. I just remember -- you
know, you get a mental flash of something and
I remember his coming in with the words.
There may very well have been others in the
Reeting.

Q. Was any individual explaining the words?
A. I know they were discussing the words.
I don't know that any {individual was
particularly explaining the words.

Q. I mean, was there anybody taking the
lead and saying this is what pervasive
breakdown means?

A. Not that I recollect. I think it was a
fairly free-wheeling discussion as many of our
discussions were.

Q. To the best of your recollection, was
there any consensus reached as to the meaning

of the terna?

A. I dor't reseaber the meetiny well enough
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to answer that gquestion.

Q. Let me broaden the gquestion a bit,
then. To the best of your recollection, at
any point, was an agreement reached as to what
the tera, pervasive breakdown means? I'; not
limiting it to this meeting that you recall.
A. Prom a firsthand standpoint, I would
have to say no. Alaost certainly there was,
based on the fact that it was used in this
letter, and you know, I was not involved §{in a
large part of this preparation, so --

Q. I can understand that. What does the
tera mean to you, pervasive breakdown?

A, To me, it means affecting essentially
all parts.

Q. Your understanding of the meeting, can
you tell us where that comes from?

A. Probably from Pebster, because I
probably l1ooked up the word at the time and I
checked it there.

Q. The earlier draft that you recall
reviewing, do you recall whether or not this
terainology was in there?

A. I don't recall. I recall -- I resenmber

reviewing the drafts. And essentially, that's
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811 I can say with respect to that. I've
wracked my brain since the indication that you
were going to talk to me about what 414 1
remember, and it's remarkable how little I
remenber. It was not my central focus.

Q. The second -- I want to msove on to the
second phrase. The second phrase I vanted to

ask about was overall QA Assurance Program wvas

in coapliance. That's also in the second
paragraph.

A, Okay.

Q. Do you recall any discussions referring

to the overall QA prograna?
A. Yes, I recall there were discussions. I
really recall nothing specific about then. I
really don't.
Q. Because rather than saying {in direct
response to the question, the QA program was
in compliance, we've got that modifier in
there, overall, which seems to, for want of a
better word, hedge on what §{s be!~, said.

Do you recall any effort to tone it
down, the response?
A, I don't recall anything specitically,

but I do recall White and others saying that
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we had to be very precise in what we salid. We
had to be in a position whera what we said was
not going to be proved wrong, and in that
context, obviously we knew there were
problens. W#e knew there were aany probl;-l.
And so if I were writing it today, based on
the subsequent information I have, I would
insist putting the word "overall” in. But I
wasn't party to putting it in there then, so I
really can't say what went through their mind

now.

MR. NORTON: That's all I have.
BY MR. ROBINSON:
Q. You said your primary area of
responsibility was looking into the technical
issues to be resolved at Sequoyah and Browns
Perry. During the course of your activities,
d1i4 you develop an opinion of your own with
respect to the adegquacy of the QA progranm as
it applied to Segquoyah and Browns Ferry?
A. Did not develop an opinion one way or
another. I really was not exposcd to the
information that would enable me to draw a

conclusion,

Q. Is your area of expertise QA related at

N
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A. Predominantly -- I've spent alsost 25

years involved in QA, so I have sone degree of
understanding of QA principles. I am not an
expert in Appendix B. I'm not an cxport.in
current QA requireaments or techniques. It
would bDe presumptuous of me to try to draw a
conclusion {in those areas.

Q. In your day-to-day conversations with
other advisors to Mr. White, do you remesber
any comments they made regarding the actual
status of TVA's QA programs?

A. No.

Q. In what context were you asked to review
and comment on the drafts of the March 20th
letter?

A. I think as auch in the context that when
I'm writing technical letters, I frequently
ask ay wife. to review them and comment on {t.
Q. Strictly from an understandability of
the letter type --

A. Understanding and logic.

Q. Do you feel that you were being asked to
comment on the substantive issue in the letter

or just whether you could understand what was
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being discussed in the letter?

A. That would be speculation at this

‘point. I don’'t know how to answer that

question. .
MR. ROBINSON: I don't have any

further gquestions.

BY MR. MURPHY:

Q. Let me ask you, you said earlier that

when you arrive at a site, maybe like we'll

take TVA, because that seems to be the topic

for today, you said you tried to identify as

many probleams as you can iamediately. How do

you go about doing that?

A. One of the ways I would go about doing

it is asking people that I trust to try to

accumulate what other people have indicated

was a problem and try to --

Q. Like whon?

A. Like -- what do you mean like --

Q. Who indicated a problen?

A. Oh, at any site, you're going to have a
wide variety of people ralsing -- you're going

to have the NRC, you're going to have
potentially intervenors, you're going to have

yedr own staff, you're going to have your QA,
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you're going to have your QA avdits, you're
going to have many other things that come up,
and so alsost any source of concerns would be
identified.

Q. Let me ask you a question. Under the
leadership, I guess we’'ll say, under
supervision of Mr. Nace, Mr. Kirkebo and sone
2i other outside of TVA employees, right? ®ho
have been characterized as being comspetent
with good credentials, reviewed sonme eight
hundred documsents related to -- they're all
external documents, NRC documents, INPO, any
external source that had something to say
about what's going on in TVA. In your view,
would that be a good way of identifying
problems within an organization?

A. I think I have to clarify what you saldqd,
and since I was party to setting that up,
there and at other sites, I don't know
exactly -- what your intent was, was not to
identify real problems at that point,. Your
intent {s to identify all possidle problens.
Q. That's fine.

A. Okay? It's a totally -- you know, I did

that at another client in particular right
R

— |
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now, and we're finding that saybe 20 or 25
percent of the problers are valid problens.
But I'd rather know everything that anybody
raised that could conceivably be a problen,
and then when you go through, you make sure
that you haven't forgotten to resolve
anything.

But that's a normal managesent --
engineering management approach or in other
areas as well to {dentify -- to try to scope
out what is to be done.

Q. But is that a valid approach?
A. Surely {t°'s a valid approach to start.

But you have to understand what the results

mean.

Q. Okay. And did you have a wand in this
report?

A. I had a hand in setting it up, getting

it started, yes.

Q. Establishing {t? Okay. And what do the
results mean to you?

A. The results mean that here s a check
l1ist of things before we're absolutely done
this whole effort and before we recoamend that

the plant be restarted, that in addition ¢to

S ——
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everything else, I want to go back through
every one of those items and make sure that
it's been satisfactorily addressed, resolved,
either confirmed or found to be not valid.

Q. Rave you had a chance to review th;n
particular --

A. No, it was really completed separate
from what I was involved in at the time, and I
never really went back to it.

Q. But you understand the process.

A Oh, I understand the process well, yes.
I have, in fact, used it on a couple of
occasions in asking the people to pull froa
that 1list anything that was addressed to a
particular area, and you go ahead and now you
know that the questions were raised in this
particular area when you're reviewing i{t. It
gives you an indication of what you have to be

alert to.

Now, in general, some are valid,
somRe are not.
Q. Sure. If you were Mr. White and this
Wwas presented to you, would this seerve you
some purpose in {dentifying or at least

poesibly {dentifying probleas that existed
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within TVA?

A, You have just taken an enormous step
over what I said.

Q. I'm asking.

A. The way you phrased {t, the answer
probably is no. I sean, it's sore a check
l1ist and a guide and so on. If you have a
standard check 1list to address a particular
area, that's not preconceiving that every area
is going to be faulty.

Q. I understand that.

A. Okay? And I think that's better
understood in that context than in any other,.
Q. You've lost me just a little Dbit.

A. Okay. If I'm going to go examine a
particular area, I may very well start with a
check 1list.

Q. sure.

A. And go down the check 1ist and maybe one
small percentage of the total amount will have
a concern develop and the rest, my conclusion
will be it's eifther okay or it was bad, but
ft's subsegquently been fixed or so on and so
forth.

That list covered issues that had
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been rajised over a considerable period of

tinme.
Q. Like how long, do you recall?
A. It was at least a year before we cane

and may have even been longer, each of which
had been raised formally with TVA, okay? I
have to assume, and Mr. White would have had
to have assumed that as these things were
raised, many of them were satisfactorily
resolved.

You'd have to be very naive to
believe that all of them had, but you'd have
to be just as naive to believe that some of
thea hadn't been fully resolved. So that
gives you a list of all the problems that had
been raised.

If I want to say I have covered all
the areas required to upgrade their
performance, resolve and safely operate the
plant, the last thing in the world I want to
do {s be embarrassed and say there was a
problem raised nine months ago and it's still
there.

So when I put the whole thing to

bed, an additional thing I'm going to do 15
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nake sure that everything ~-- alaost as
recheck, that everything that has been raised
'botoro is double-checked, has been put to
bed.

It also can give you a flavor ;t the
kinds of problems that had been encountered in
the past, but you'd have to be extraordinarily
naive to misuse that information to say the
problem existed nine months ago, that
inherently it exists today.

Q. But could you, on the other hand, ignore
the fact that if a problem existed nine months
ago, that it couldn't exist today?

A. Oh, you'd have to be absolutely an i{diot
to ignore that. That's the reason we put the

1ist together, so we wouldn°'t ignore it before
ve went on, okay?

That was, again, like an audit check
list to some extent. We wanted to make sure
that anything that had been raised in the past
was firmly put to bed before we said that the
thing was okay. But we also knew that that
didn’'t encompass all the problems that TVA
had, either. So we couldn't use that as a

total check list to do the resolving either.

O ——
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Q. o, I understand, but I asean is this a
good starting point for determining what the

problems are?

A, It's one of the starting points.
Q. Okay.
A. It's not a good starting point. That

imsplies that that's what you're going to start
with, and that's just one of the tools you
use. In fact, that wasn’'t ready for a month
or two after we started. We got started the

first week, and I don't know what the date of

it s,

Q. 14th of February?

A. So it's a month.

Q. It was done between 20 January and 131

January, according to the document, itself.

A. We had a room at the far end of the hall
and we put the people in and just brought the
papers in and reviewed then. We were putting
together the program while this was being done
in parallel.

Q. Sure. Correct me if I'm wrong, until,
at least I surmise from what you said, until I
have looked at these, and elither said yes,

they've been resolved, right? You know,
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they've been taken care of or corrective
action is taking place, would these not be

live issues?

A, No.

Q. What would they be? I sean they're
either alive or --

A. No, no, you're amisreading and
Risunderstanding the situation. Let me go
back over it again.

An issue that might be specified in
there is going to be alive followed by the
licensing people, followed by the technical
people, to resolve {t. Okay? Whether it's

alive or dead is not going to be determined by

that docunment.
Q. Oh, I understand that.
A. Okay? And so when I look at that
document, that tells me nothing about whether
it's alive or dead. I have other sources to
£ind out if something is basically alive or
dead.

That provides two things for ae. It
helps me scope out where have the issues been
all along to give me a little flavor of where

I have to go in the future.
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Q. Okay.
A. But I can't draw any conclusions froa
that. And second, it gives me a final check
list to make sure when I°'ve done everything
else, that I've encompassed, I've enveloped
all the past concerns, they‘'re all to bed.
And there’'s nothing else. You can't read
anything msore into that.
Q. Then this is not a method of identifying
concerns within TVA, (s that what you're
telling me?
A. This was not a method of resclving --
you know, you're misusing the words, I think
that's part of the problen. It was one of the
tools. We tried to identify all the
programmatic things that needed to bDe
addressed -- all the technical -- so on and
so forth. But we didn't take the basic data
@s an indication of a problem, we took it as
an indication that something had to be looked
into.

MR. MESERVE: Is it fair to say that
that document doesn't tell you whether the
issue is alive or not, it just tells you that

ft was an issue that was raised at soanetime {n
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the past and you have to 100k to some other
docusents to see if it°'s alive or not?

THE WITNESS: WMot only that, you
have to look to some other documents or do
soae other investigation to find out whether
it was ever alive.

You know, many of those issues wvere
never valid in the first place. But
anything -- you know, I can remeasber being
asked by one fellow that was working on §t,
where he said, this is a preposterous iten.
You know, I mean, cannot be, makes no sense.

I sajid put it in anyway. I want
everything that anybody has ever questioned.

MR. REINHART: Question.

MR. MORPHY: Sure, go ahead.

MR. REINHART: Out of that report,
about, you know, if we were talking about a
check 1list, how many items order of Ragnitude
were on the check 1list, would you say?

THE WITNBSS: Many hundreds, I'na
sure.

MR. RBINRART: Okay. Now, out of
those many hundred itens, apparently somebody

did some categorizing and sorting to come up
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with what they call the top ten?

THE WITNESS: I don't remenbdber
that.

MR. REINHART: Okay. So initially,
though, the point I want is, there were many
hundreds of items on the check 1ist that d4id
something later. Somebody d4id something with
them later and you were out of the process at
that tinme.

THE WITNESS: By then, yes.

MR. REINHART: Okay, that's all I
have.

BY MR. MURPHY:

Q. I guess I'm still not clear in ay amind
whether these are -- if this is a system of
identifying concerns within an organization.
A. It 1s not a system of identifying
concerns within the context of a concern
meaning that I suspect there is a problen. It
is a system of identifying areas that I have
to specifically go look at to confiram whether
there is a problem or not. 1 could give you a
bunch of other areas that somebody else hasn't

raised that I would also put with the sanme
e —
/ ~

credibility. . :
Rl Y cadepr Ty € ||
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Q. Okay. Let mse propose something to you.

If the top ten, that°'s been characterized not

by us, but by somse of the individuals who have

done the study, right? said they identified
what they considered was the top ten items in
the report, right? If seven or eight of then
involved qual}ty assurance, Appendix B type
fitemas, would you, in your approach, say I have
to -- I ought to go look at the Quality
Assurance Program to see if these are valid
items or not?

A. That's sheer speculation. I don't know
how to answer that gquestion honestly.

Q. fhat value dﬁoo this thing have?

A. Has a treaendous amount of value.

Before the whole program is put to bed, you're
going to show that not only is the progran
satisfactory, but in fact that every issue
addressed by everyone else, by anyone
externally, either has been resolved by
something else, by some other program, or \is
not valid, or was resolved before.

Q. How long do you wait? I mean, you know,
you come up with this here statistical data

base or whatever you want to call {t, how long
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do we sit on this before we start looking at
those areas to determnine whether they are a
problema or not a problen?
A, You're obviously going to read through
it as it's developed, and it's going to bDe
available to you as you're developing your
progranm, But you'd have to be an {diot to
take that report and do anything meaningful
with it as far as a check list in the first
few months of sticking your program together,
because it's a hodge-podge of information that
will eventually be a valuable source document,
but is not fmportant in the initial stages.

MR. RBINHART: Let me ask one?

MR. MURHPY: Go ahead.

MR. NORTON: One question in this
area --
A. Now, I don't know, I'm looking at this
document and that {isn't the way I remenber

ic. I remenber a computer printout that ran

that thick.

BY MR. NORTON:

Q. We were given to understand by an
earlier witness -- witness or witnesses, I

think it was maore than one, that this report
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was used in developing Volume 1 of the TVaA
Corporate Recovery Plan.
A. Yes, very clearly wvas used in the
Corporate Developament Plan in that it
identified the areas that we had to addr‘.n.
The Volume 1 of the plan was, here is our
overall program to resolve various issues.
Q. Various possible problens areas?
A, Various problem -- identify what was o
real problen. Well, obviously, you had to
rTeview those things to deteramine what areas
people had raised questions, so you knew you
could go review then.
Q. So then if it does make the list, then
it is a potential problem area?
A. No, it‘'s not -- everything is a
potential problem area, yes.
Q. But evidently someone had identified
this in the past as a potential problem area,
if you use hundreds of documents, source
documents to develop this list, and f
something makes the top ten, then a lot of
people --
A, I don't know what the top ten {s --

Q. I think we'll cover that in a minute,
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but {f it makes the top ten and has gone fros
hundreds of source documents, then evidently
Rore than one person has viewed this as a
potential problem area.
A, It sounds nice what you're saying, but
it's not a meaningful statement, and let nme
explain why.

I've done this a nuaber of times on
& number of different plants. You tend to see
focuses on things that have been mentioned
publicly, because you're asking a lot of
people, you're talking about a lot of people,
the people tend to follcw on something.

If, for example, an NRC auditor
finds something, then you could almost bet
that QA is going to follow it, the in-house
people and everybody in the trenches is going
to remember the issue being raised, and so
when you ask people what probleas are you
concerned with, that gets a lot of attention.

I can remember one item on one plant
where {t was an absolute nit, we saw about 15
indicators show up on the list, simply because
it was mentioned prominently. So either the

nuaber of times an issue was raised or the way

S —




10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24

2S5

49

Siskin
ft's described and usually the more nitty, it
sometimes gets to be a very vague and general
statement because you can’'t describe it very
easily. €o the fact that it appears 1S tinmes
or even 50 times does not necessarily lo;n
it's a mneaningful issue.

That's where a judgment and that's
where review comes in. But {f it appears
once, you're going to look at {t. It it
appears 50 times, you're going to look at it
pretty extensively and maybe you'll conclude
it's no problen. But you're not going to
conclude that because it appears 50 times, it
definitely i{s a problem, because you're going
to be finding that's not the occasion many
tines.

One of the things you've got to be
very careful of is not drawing conclusions
either way, something is or something i{sn't
correct, just based on numbers or based on
somnebody's impression.

BY MR, REINHART:
Q. If you had one of those issues, let's
say frequency of occurrence or total number of

occurrences made it one of the top ten, you

R
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can't say {t §is a problem until you check.
Is it fair to say, and I think you
just said this, I'm just clarifying it, is it

falir to say that if that's on the 1list, you

cannot say it's not a problem until you go
check {t?
A. Yes, it's fair to say that, but it°'s

fair to say that in view of everything that
was being said about TVA at that point, I
wasn't going to say that anything wasn’'t a
problea in that it's being checked.

Q. Okay. That's fair.

A. You know, and the only difference
between the two {is anything -- you're not
going to check everything. So {f you say
anything could be a problem until it's checked
and confirmed, then that may or may not be
checked.

If §it was on the list, you knew you
were going to check it sometinme. But I won't
say, you know, and I think it's very i{mportant
to understand the distinction, the fact that
it was on the list really said no more about
it being a prodblem than some area you hadn't

checked, in reality.
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Q. In addition, it also says an area you‘'re

-going to check?

A. Absolutely going to check.

Q. You're going to check that and you;ro
not going to let that fall in a crack
sonewhere along the line?

A. That's why we put the 1ist together more
than anything else, to make sure nothing did
fall in the cracks, but obviously not
everything was going to be checked
fianediately. Some of the things were aore
prudent not to check immediately. You'd want
to check them later on.

You know, there are some areas that
you definitely want to defer until later on.
There are questions concerning document
control. Well, we're going to make sone
changes concerning documsent control anyway.
We wanted to be able to start to implement the
changes and then track how that was going.

So certain areas like that you
define, okay, any of these areas, we're going
to check downstreas, but don't worry about it

today. We're not starting the plant up.
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We're not going to draw any final
conclusions. There’'s no hars in putting oft
that further down the path.

Q. Would such a report assist you in
identifying root causes of problenms?

A. No, I wouldn't say that §it would
necessarily identify any systes root causes.
Q. The reason I ask this, it says -- can I
read you a 1little background here, because it

Ray be confusing to me because of what they

say I ..Te. This 1s, again, {t's Page 3 of this

systenmatic analysis identified {issues and
concerns. That's what the topic {is. That's
what the report says. It says, In a nmeeting
with NRC commissioners on January 9th, 1986,
TVA directors committed to a review and
evaluation of previously identified
issues/concerns as a neans of assessing the
current situation as well as identifying
certain root causes to problenas.

To meet this coamitaent, a
systematic analysis of identified
issuvues/concerns was performed. The objective
of the analysis was to accumulate issues and

concerns from sources external to TVA, encode
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these into a data base, analyse the resultant
information, determine if root causes where
possible and support the preparation of the
report to NRC outlining the TVA Recovery
Plan.

Now, this wording, of course,
obviously is not the Board of Directors’
idea. I mean, you know, I don’'t think the
Board of Directors have any idea how this
night operate. This {is whoever I would
suspect Mr. Kirkebo or a member of his statt
wrote this, right?

An I missing something, that
that's --

A. No, what you --

MR. MESERVE: Do you want to look at
the wording?

MR. MURPHY Sure, please.

(Document handed to the witness.)
A. Do I see a page here or s it just a
distribution?

Q. Obviously there's a distribution page or
something in there that's aissing. That's
what was given to us.

(Discussion off the record.)
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MR. MURPHY: Mr., Siskin has had a
chance to review the systematic analysis of
fdentified issues and concerns that's dated
Pebruary 14th, 1986.

During the break here, Mr. SL.kin
sald that this is consistent with what he said
throughout, and you said vou want to walk us
through this and explain that to us. Could
you do that, please?

A. Basically, what you're trying to do
here, as I said earlier, is ldentify all of
the potential things that you're going to use
as a check list, but you also want to make
sure that you've looked at all the items and
made sure that they're factored into your
corrective action program, too, okay? Rhen
you're doing the review, you're doing an
audit, you want to make sure that you've
looked at these various areas.

If you're looking at 800 documents
and you come up with a large nuamber of
specific iftems, your final check {s going to
be against every individual iten, but your
initial review, your initial corrective

program, you want to make as generically
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specific -- general as possible, you know, a
particular type of item you're going to
specifically look at.

8o the first part you‘'re talking
about is the data review and input phase,
which really is to go through al . the
documents and put it together.

The second part {is the data
independent validation, which is what we're
talking about, and that's a long-tera
approach, because you're going to take
anything that might talk about documentation
control. That's one that you're going to look
at. You're going to look at the systen

initially. You're going to see where you

think it could be improved, how it needs to De '
controlled and so on, and you're going to |
develop your program to make that hapgen. And
then you're going to go back at the end and
make sure that each of the specifics have been i
addressed before were now satisfactorily ‘
resolved.
But I wouldn't either draw a

conclusion from the specifics that sent you

off in that area as to whether {t was
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necessarily good or bad. That's the reason

you’'re going to go do the revievw and analysis
effort. That's a long-tera process, not a
short-term process.

Basically what you are doing uith

this top ten, and it°'s really a longer list

than that, was saking sure that the generic
fissues that would be perceived from those
specific items identified were all being
addressed in your Volume 1 from a programmatic
standpoint.

Some of them may well have not been
valid. The fact that's §dentified does not
necessarily mean it's valid or still valiad.

It may have been valid sometime in the past

and was no longer valid.

BY MR. REINHART:

Q. Just for instance, let's say we're doing
this, and we go down this 1list of issues, and
we notice number two, lack of quality
assurance overview and basic prograna
weaknesses. That tells me something. That
tells me that from my 800 documents, I
generate a list, and the lists nuabers of

frequency stacks up in somebody's mind to make

o !
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that numsber two {ssue. And under that nuaber
two issue, I'm going to assume there's a whole
bunch of individual specific things on the
check list, is that --
A. There will be a whole bunch of thlﬁqn
that led to that becoming identified.
Q. Right. . Now, would the resolution of
that general category proceed from the
resolution of the individual itens?
A. No, that's not the way you'd normally
approach 1it,.
Q. How would I approach it, then?
A. What you would normally approach that
particular area would be to review how that --
and I'm not an expert in quality assurance, as
I talked about specifically, but I would
review that particular area, the procedures
that are used in that area, the people that
are involved in that area and everything else
that might be involved, find out what was
satisfactory from that review, what needed to
be upgraded, whether you need to replace
people.

Maybe the program was satisfactory,

but the people implementing it weren't, okay?
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Or maybe there were some other constraints
involved. You know, you would not want to
preconceive what the ansvwer was and then once
you've put your final program together, then
one of the proof tests you'd say is, well,
would this revised prograam, these revised
actions have addressed each of the problens
that were perceived previously or had they
already been put to bed before you started.
Q. Would, in doing this, would I bang that
out in a week or --
A. Oh, no, not a gquestion like that. We‘'re
talking about a substantial period of time to
draw a final conclusion. But you probably
would end up doing it, and this {5
speculation, because I don‘'t know what was
done in this particular case, you'd probably
do it in a phase sort of thing.

You'd probably do a prelinminary
audit, maybe a week or two, find out if you
had a major problem, and then you'd do a more
extensive audit as you went on, to find out if
you had other possibilities or maybe a

deep-seated probleama that you didn't pick up in

your {initial.
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So siaply from a pragsmatic
standpoint, it seems you tend to do things two
or even three times, because some problens
night be identified that might take a yeoar to
resolve. You want to try to flush as many of
those out on the table initially, but then
before you finally say the whole thing is put
to bed, you'll have wanted to go back into it
in a lot more depth.

BY MR. MURPHY:

Q. Tell me what validation of results
mneans, here. It seemns to me like you said
validation is a long drawn out process. What
are they validating there?

MR. MESERVE;: I think, before, §{f 1I
could just clarify that he wvas referring to
validation as it appeared on Page 2 of the
document, which is a description of the
process. Now you‘'re in a different phase,
different section of the document.

MR. MURHPY: Yes, but {t actually {s
talk. .7 about the sane --

THE WITNESS: It's absolutely not.
They're two different subjects here. It

you're talking abouvt, here, validation of
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results at the conclusion of the encoding

activities, 21 personnel involved participated
in nominal group process as a means to provide

input into the overall evaluation effort which

would not be constrained by the coding
process, provide a means for validating
subsequent data analysis.

What they’'re doing there is just
saying that the people read the documents
correctly, put the observations into the data
base properly. It has nothing to do with
validation of the conclusions you might draw
from an analysis of the data. They're two
separate -- totally separate efforts, you
know, {t's just unfortunate that the word

validation was used twice, because I think as

I read it fairly quickly, they're referring to

two totally separate subjects.

MR. REBINHART: What would the first
subject be?

THE WITNESS: In the description of
the process, the first thing was -- maybe I'nm
reading {t incorrectly, here. But --

MR. MBSBRVEB: Back on Page 2.

THB WITNEBSS I understand that, but
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I just -- 4t talks about --

BY MR. MURPHY:

Q. Why don’'t you read that little section
on Page 2, because that --

MR. NORTON: That would be Paq; 3.

MR. MESERVE: It's the pagination.
A, What is referred to there is just --

MR. MESERVE: Rhen you say there --
A. I misread the thing the first tinse.
When I used the word validation in describing
the approach, my intent was to say here is a
potential issue, now you go through whatever
audits and efforts required in the plant to
determine whether that issue was valid or
not.

What validation {s referring to here
is just, have you transcribed and understood
the previously identified concern properly.

So if you validated a concern, the
way I'm reading {t, understanding it now,
you're saying, okay, I understood the {ssue
that this particular group raised, and yes,
we've put in the data base a proper

description of what the concern vas. It says

nothing about whether the concern was valid.
R

-
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When I talked about validation
earlier, I was talking about the subsegquent
program that you go from here to deternmine if,
in fact, the concern is valid. This is data
entry validation.

MR. MBSERVE, The document as you
read it refers to whether the encoding s
intended to validate the encoding process,
iteelf, 18 that right?

THE WITNESS: Exactly. That's what
it says, basically, here.

BY MR. MURPHY:

Q. I mean, I guess I'm not trying to take
fssue with that, but, you know, I guess I've
read this thing several tinmes, at least,
probably stayed up most of last night reading
this particular docusent, and when we talk
about this validation process, I may be wrong,
obviovusly --

A, Well, let me ask you this question. Is
there anything in there, in that document, {n
the description of what they say they're
doing, that says they leave their office on
the sixth floor of the building to go out and

£ind out what actually exists?
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Q. Absolutely not.

A. Then, in fact, that's apparently what

they did do, they just stayed in that office.

80 how in heaven's name could they ever
validate, determine whether the concerns or
questions raised were legitimate or not, were
true or not?

Q. Oh, I don't know.

A. That's correct. All they were doing was

saying the description of the information they

put in the data base is correct, consistent
with what the person i{n the complaint said it
was.

Q. Let ne oxplain to you how it's been
explained to us by one of the doers of this
thing, and saybe there's a lack of
comaunication, maybe we don't understand what
he's talking about. This is his description
of process.

We sit down, 21 of us, all of us,
all of whom have been identified as very
capable individuals, I mean, we didn't elect
any folks that weren't qualified to do this
job, we're told, and so we have a tendency to

believe that. People say these guys are
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cospetent and qualified in their particular

expertise, which was a divergence of

expertise, apparently. And 1t
this list, you'd probably know
individvuals because --

A. sure do. Those are very
on that 1list.

Q. Sat down, 800 documents,

documents and categorized then

you looked at

Rany of these

capable people

reviewed 800

encoded then,

put them in the computer, right? Without

having any idea of what the results of that

computer printout is going to be, right? We

give them a numerical rating and we don’'t know

how this is going to turn out,

right?

Then we divide up into three

groups. Bach group says -- sits down and

says, without having the documents, what do

you think {is your top ten issues? Okay?

Bach group sits down

with a list of top ten, as it

and comes up

says here.

They're asked to ifdentify the top ten issues,

and that's in the report, so it's not

something that these guys dreanmed up.

When it's all over,

they geot

together and ironically, they had very little
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problem {in coming up with basically the

same -- they almost had a consensus, they did
have a consensus apparently on sonae -=- but
they come up with these top ten -- right?

Get a computer printout, and sure onouqh; it's
all the sane.

And I agree that that's what they're
doing, is validating that inforsation that was
put in, &{n kind of a strange way, but they're
validating {t, right?

A. They're validating the description.

Q. Description of information coming in,
right? Which by their own definition, I mean,
it says --

A. Okay, think of exactly what you've just
said, a couple of points I think are very
important. First, by the very nature of the
approach they took, they're assuaming
everything that has ever been said externally

is true is never resolved.

Q. Oh, I don't think they're assunming
that.
A. That = how they're coming up with the

conclusions, obviously, based on your

description.

L
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Q. No. I don't think they ever -- I don't
think any of these people ever said that we
know this is a problen. What they said, and
it says issues and concerns, right? That this
is an area of concern, because in the pa;t, it
may not be a valid concern today, but in the
past, it's been identified by some external
source, NRC, INPO, MAC, somebody, right? As
an issve.

And because we didn't go in and see
whether it's been resolved or not, in thelir
mind, it‘'s an issue that I think they would
say is alive, contrary to what -- alive in the
sense that we don't know whether it's true or
not, because we haven't gone far enough in our
exploration of the problem to determine
whether it's true or not.

MR. MESERVE: Issue that's alive or
issue that has to be addressed.

MR. MURPHY: Has to be addressed.

MR. MESEBRVE: That's a different
point, I think,.

MR. MURHPY: That is, because troy

my point, {f St's an {ssue that has to be

addressed, {f I have to take some action on a

N
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particular issue, I'm not saying it's valid or
not, but it’'s surely alive, because I've got
to do something.
A. That's why we had Volume 1 which
described generically a general approach.hou
we were going to address everything. That's
why we put the list together.
Q. But I wil gladly accept your definition
as i1t‘'s an are: that has to be addressed 1if
that's what you all agree on.

MR. MEBSERVE: The only distinction
that I was drawing is I would think that for
somebody new coming in, §t has to be
addressed, that means they have to follow up
to see whether or not it's an alive issue. It
aight have been an issue that was disposed of
satisfactorily six months previously, in which
case it really isn't alive, but they're just
addressing it because it happened to be on a
11st once, and as they make their litany of
everything that was ever on a 1list, it shows
up.

MR. MURHPY I will gladly accept it
if that's what Mr. Siskin agrees with, that

that {s an {ssue that has to be addressed.

e U ——
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A. Well, I think --

MR. MBSEBRVE: I's not testifying,
I'm just listening to your question and I
wasn't there.
A. I agree in general with what you're
saying. MNWow, when you say addressed, that
sounds like you might have to do soamething to
put it to bed. My definition of addressed
means I maight have to go look at it and say
yes, it was properly put to bed before.
Q. But that's still --

MR. RBINHART: Sure, that's --
A. Again, the check 1ist story I talked
about before. It's something -- you know,
many of the things you're going down the check
l1ist, you're going to find really are not a
problem, but it is something you're going ¢to
look at on the check 1list.
Q. I don't have any problen with that. I
think -- I guess ay definition --
A. I think we're talking about different
parts --
Q. My definition of alive is something that

you have to 4o something, even {f it's a

matter of going out and saying, well, geez,
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it's a nonconformance report, it’'s a proper
disposition, it's a dead issue.
A. But sy definition of alive means there's
some basis for knowing that it hasn’'t been
satisfactorily resolved, and I don’'t know that
any of them are alive {ssues at that point.
Q. You don't know whether they've been
satisfactorily resolved or not.
A. I agree. And what we sajid -- what I
said before and what I remember we talked
about then was, they were all things we wvere
going to look at, like the chuck l1list idea,
before we ever came back to anyone and saigqd,
it's now safe to ciart up this plant. But {t
certainly didn't give me 2 conclusion as to
what existed at the site at that point.
BY MR. REBINHART:
Q. S0 you had a several step issue. Step
one is you had to go down the check 1list, you
had to take some action to go down the check
list and each i{tem {8, §t's either put to bed
or it‘'s not put to bed.

If 4t°'s put to bed, there's no
further action. It it's not put to bed, novw

we have phase two of action required on that
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fssue. Is that fair to say?

A, It's fair to say with the added
understanding that some of these things are
not gquite that simple, like a check list is
this space filled in. It mnight take weeks or
even months to properly answer the gquestion on
the check 1list.

MR. REINBART: I understand, good.
BY MR. MURPHY:

Q. Let me pursue this just one step
further --

(Ritness and counsel confer. )

MR. MBSEBRVE: You said he nmnade two
assumptions and you were trying to clarity
what he meant. One thing was everything he
said was true and it’'s never been resolved and
Wwe got diverted on that issue and you never
made the second point you wanted to amake. It
not --

THE WITNEBSS: I don't even reaembder
the rest of the point I was going to make

but --

MR. MEBSERVE.: Fine.

BY MR. MURPHY.

Q. Of the issues and concerns {dentified in
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this report, 1I°s going to go over the top ten,
and I would like you to tell me whether they
apply to Appendix B or not, as best you can.
I understand that it’'s not your expertise, but
I's sure you have sonme feelings with App;ndlx
B.

Lack of managesment, direction,
control, involvement and program aonitoring.
A. I guess I can't really ansvwer each of
those things with respect to Appendix B. My
understanding of Appendix B is very very
global with respect to the gquality of the plan
and all the pieces that have to go in to
assure the gquality of that thing, so with that
kind of understanding, I'd have to agree that
anything in there could potentially address
back to Appendix B, but it doesn't necessarily
mean that §t‘'s a valid challenge to the
situation as it existed at the plant.

Q. I wonder if I said we have an Appendix R
issue here, would you now say that that's an
Appendix B {ssue? I wonder what if one of the
top ten they're not implementing is Appendix
R?

A, I can hypothesize a nuaber of ways that

U ——
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that would track back to Appendix B, too.
Q. You have to work at it some, though?
A. ot that hard, Appendix B is obviously a
very key document and has very far-reaching
conseguences.
Q. Let me go over these ten. As best you
can, with this global approach, tell me --
A. I really -- and I don‘t mean to not
cooperate, but I just -- I don't know how I
could answer your question that way.

MR. REBINHART: Maybe I can amake a
suggestion how he can answer the question.
BY MR. RBINHBART:
Q. You mentioned that everybody has a copy,
kind of refers to it all the time, so maybe
think of the 18 criteria, and think, aha, does
this £it into one of those criteria?
A. You’'re asking me to function as an
expert witness, you know, and I'm not claiming
to be an expert witness in that area.
Q. I think he's just saying your gut
feeling as a nonexpert witness.
A. I guess I'm --
Q. Have you looked at these top ten?

A. I ekimmed through thes very quickly as I
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read through 1it.

Q. And having worked in how many years in
the nuclear industry?

A. About 25.

Q. 25 years, having worked in the nucioar

industry 25 years --

A. Appendix B doesn't go back that far

so -- .

Q. No, I understand that. 4 (hAVlS;;§8A
A. If you want to talk about @:58 A and

things 11ke that, I°'1ll probably be nmore
familiar with then.

Q. Having that much expertise, were you
having problems identifying these issues with
Appendix B requirements? I mean not broadly
speaking, I'a talking about very specific
criteria addressing these issues, are you
hNaving problems with that? If you are, then
of course, we won't go through this drill.

A. I'm having problems -- obviously you
Nave a reason for asking the question. And
I'm interested in not saying anything that's
going to mislead you. I'm trying to be as
frank and as open as I can. I don't know how

1 can answer a general question like that
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without increasing the chance I'm going to
mislead you or, you know, say something dunmb.
Q. See, 1'm not an expert on Appendix B,
either. That surely is not my expertise.
A. It becomes the blind leading the blind.
Q. It has become the Dlind leading the
blind, but I think with ay limited ability, 1I
could probably take a document like this and
go down here and without too much difficulty,
tind if these are not all that general, 1I
don't view them as general, and come up with
some Appendix B problems, I mean not problens,
but I mean the concerns are addressed in
Appendix B that you have here but if --
A. Why even go there. Really, {f you
wanted to address long-term, what we're going
to do on TVA, what we're going to do then, why
not go down the 18 points? Because obviously
that was sosething to be covered.
Q. No, because this {is -- the reason I°'na
not doing that is because this report was
prepared by actually contractors or loaned to
aanagers from Stone & Webster who said that
they viewed these -- they're the top ten?

A. That's not what they said.
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Q. I didn’'t pick then,

A. That's absolutely not what they said was

‘the top ten issues. What they said was, based

on looking at 800 documents, and assuming that
the information was correct at some time and
then resolved, then these would be the top ten
concerns that all these 800 documents
fdentified. It said nothing about the state
of TVA at the time they prepared that report.
Q. Bor did 1I. I said they are the top ten
concerns listed in this report. I said
nothing about them being the top ten concerns
at TVA. They're the top ten listed in this
report.

MR. REINIART Could I {nterject
something just for the record? What we think
it 1s and what we don't think it is, {t's
interesting to note that {n the background, it
says, In a meeting with the NRC commissioners
on January 9th, 1986, before you all ever got
there, TVA directors coamitted to a review and
evaluation of pr.viously {d:ntified
issues/concerns as a means of addressing the
current esituation as well as {dentifying

certain root causes of problens.
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8o with that in ay mind, I would say
that was a comnmitment that TVA corporate nmade
to the Board of Directors -- Board of
Directors made to the coamamission, that
statement is put hore in the bacquound,'so
that certainly leads me to believe that this
was TVA's document to fulfill that
commnitmaent.

THE WITNESS: Well, I was one of the
parties that set that programs up. I'm hearing
this for the first tinme. That wasn't a
consideration in my mind of why I wanted this
document.

MR. REINHART: Okay. That's fine.

I was just reading you what it said and --

THE WITNERSS: It's an interesting --

interesting to note that but --

MR. MURPHY

Q. I think also along those lines, the
Board of Direcrtors didn’'t write those
coaments, that was probably written by Mr.
Kirkebo or his staff menmber?

A, Mr. Xirkebo wasn't there then.

Q. No, I'm saying this docuaent that says

the purpose -- I sean, that -- I don't think

—
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the Board wrote that. I mean the purpose for
this was identified by the, I would think, by
the people involved in the preparation of
the -- I would hope so.
A, I‘m sure §{t was. I think Kirkebo and

some Oof the others that worked for me at the

time wrote that, and I doubt very much {f they

saw that, too.
Q. Who's that?
A. No, I can't speculate whether they saw

that or not, those words that he just read to

Re.
Q. Try that one more tinme?

MR. ROBIRSON: They were in the
report, {tself.

THBE WITNBSS: Those words?

MR. ROBINSON: Yes.

MR. WILLIAMSON: This {s a dratt
that transaits the package of information,
basically.

MR. REINHART. That's the

background, under the title, Systematic

Analysis of Identified Issues/Concerns, that's

what he seemned to be doing.

THE WITNEBSS: Sorry about that.
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BY MR. MURPHY
Q. $§0o you see no value in going over the
top ten, is that what you're telling nme?
A. Not at all.

MR. WILLIAMSON: Let me ask yoﬁ, not
only this top ten, but I guess in sone
respect, all 16 of these have some impact on

the QA proqral‘at TVA, was this something

A. Some impact -- I mean, there were
questions that needed to be addressed with
respect to the QA program before the issue was
resolved. It doesn’'t necessarily mean that
any one of them are a legitimate issue.

Q. Well, all of these had been identified
as a concern/issue or they wouldn't have been
in here.

A. I would say it {is something to be
addressed. T mean something -- it's something
to be further evaluated. It doesn’'t mean that
the issue is valid.

Q. I give you that, and I understand that
it might not even be a quality issue and it
aight not even be a safety issue, but it was

important enough to be considered critical

information, 1f we can call it, or negative
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information about TVA that was pulled froam a
report, INPO. MAC, NRC, critical negative
information about concerns/issues and was put
in here.

Now, I understand they might not all
be gquality. They might not be all safety. I
didn't look at 800 of then. But --

A. They might not all be correct.

Q. And might not all be correct. You were
operating with documents that were generated
by other people, I understand that. But you
thought §{t was important enough to put into
this data bank, here, and looking through,
like I said, they all, and I'm not a QA nman,
I'm not an Appendix B expertil, however, I‘'ma not
sure you have to be. I don't think you have
to be one to say these fit into the Appendix B
area.

Bowever, ay question to you 1is
certainly these had to raise some issues to
you as a manager with 25 years experience, and
being there as an advisor to Mr. White, this
had to focus on an area of concern, and that
being not only management and fragmentation of

management, management control and direction,

|
|
|
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but also an overall potential problem with
quality assurance progran. Was this not
somsething that was brought to bear on you as a
manager in reviewing this?
A. Clearly, we talked about -- you kn;u, ¢
feel 1like Alice in Wonderland with the way
these questions are going right now. Because
I pointed out that this was identified -- a
tool for identifying all the areas wve were
going to look at. That's how we helped
prepare Appendix A -- I mean Volume 1.

§0 obviously, we're committing 20
some extremely experienced people to put all
this information together so we can use {t.

We can pursue {t. And so --

Q. But as a tool, you weren't going to look
at issues that weren't safety or quality
related?

A. That's not true. We looked at a lot of
{issues that were beyond safety and quality,
too.

Q. That was a question. I wvas asking, as a
tool, you were using t(his as a tool to give
direction, management direction?

A One of the tools.
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Q. One of the tools, I understand. But it
it wasn't something that was gquality or safety
directed, you weren't going to use this in

addressing that {ssvue?

A. I don‘'t understand what you sean. "Try
it again.
Q. What I'm saying is, this was prepared

using 800 documents, and it identified
negative/critical areas/concerns that had been
identified by numerous other people.

What I was saying is -- what you're
telling me is this was a tool that you were
going to use somewvhere down the line to

address these areas that you identified,

right?
A. Yes.
Q. Next week or next month or next year, I

understood you to say that, that you wvere
going to address then. But this

necessarily -- but you also said it's
something that wasn't safety or quality
related might also be {nvolved out of these
800 documents, you might have pulled something
out,

) That's right.

e — —
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Q. My gquestion is, were you going to take
the time to address nonsafety or nongquality
fssues which would not have any iampact on
Appendix B?
A. Before we said that TVA's problems were
resolved, there were problems that were not
safety related that clearly needed to bDe
addressed.

Por example, budgeting. I mean,
planning, scheduling, a lot of things that are
totally unrelated to safety of the plant
clearly were a probleam, clearly were
preventing thea froam getting work done quickly
in an orderly manner and so on, so those had
to be addressed as well. SO0 there were issues
other than safety that had to be addressed.

Q. Let me ask you one more thing. 1t
someone else has other questions, that's

fine. Soon after this January the 31t
through March the Sth, Craig Lundin, who I
guess you know, took six other Stou: % Webster
employees to Watts Bar. Are you familiar with
Mr. Lundin's review at Wattes Bar?

A, No. I knew that {t took place. I know

nothing more than that.
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Q. Lid you have any input into --

A. No input, never reviewed the results.
Q. -- into that?

A. I have a picture badge froas Watts Bar,

but I have never been to the site.

MR. RBINHART: Can I change gears
here?

MR. MURPHY: I've got one more
question.
BY MR. MURPHY:
Q. Were any of these issues, in your mind,
although they didn’'t need immediately Dbe

addressed, were they ever going to be ignored?

A. Long-term, no, they couldn’'t Dbe
ignored. We wouldn't have prepared thea and
made them avajilable -- made everybody know

that they existed if we were ever going to
ignore any of then.

BY MR. WILLIAMSON

Q. And you might have mentioned it and I
night have forgotten. Were the results of
this analysis presented to Mr. White?

A I don't know.

Q. Was he apprised or briefed or anything
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A. Not by nme.

BY MR. MURPHY:

Q. Whose idea was this study?

A. You mean to do the review?

Q. Yes.

A. It°s an area that we have done at other

plants in the past, in other situations, so it
vas sort of helieved this is something we know
we're going to do, so I mean, I can't say it
was ay {idea or somebody else’'s idea. But {f
we hadn't started it i{immediately, I would have
wanted it started -- would have required it bDe
started imnmediately anyway.

Q. But this is nct a new or innovative
approach to this particular --

A. Oh, no, we'vec done that before.

Q. Okay.

BY MR. RBINHART:

Q. We'rTe going to change gears here. Is
there anything you can remember, is what I°'4d
appreclate, from Janvary 3rd or whenever you
got involved with TVA, through March 20th,
that period of about --

A. January 13th,

Q. Okay, froa January 13th to March 20th,

—
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80 a little over two months, did you have any
discussions, do you know of anyone having
discussions or have you heard of anyone having
discuseions between TVA and the NRC, TVA --
nonTVA advisors and the NRC, MNr. White and the
NRC or anybody involved with TVA and the NRC
regarding the issue on compliance with 10 CPR
S0, Appendix B or with regarding what becane
of the March 20th -- the issues rajised in the
March 20th letter?
A. It is inconceivable to mae that there
weren't such discussions, but I can't recall
anything specifically to address.
Q. Okay. Next question, similar type
qQuestion, during the same time period, January
13th through March 20th, did you, do you know
of or did you hear of anyone in TVA, thelr
advisors, Mr. White or anybody else seeking
legal counsel with respect to 10 CFR SO,
Appendix B or what became of the March 20th
letter?
A, I know there were attorneys present at
various tinmes. I don't recall specifically
overhearing a discusseion or knowing of a

discussion :pecifically where those attorneys
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are talking about Appendix B. But that does
not mean that such discussions didn't take
place. I just don't recall anything specific.
Q.;)’ Okay. When I say legal counsel, I'm not
lii'l.t'inq that to TVA. Could be TVA or
any%édy?
A. I'e thinking the people I remember
specifically, there were a cCouple of attorneys
from the office of the TVA's general counsel,
there was George Edgar and there was Steve
Prans. Bdgar and Franz are from Newman &

Holsinger.

Q. Were they physically present like in a

Reeting or something?

A They were Physically present on the
HL—
site. I know that both Georq%g7ldgar and
Steve Pranz are very knowledgeable in these
areas. And in particular, I know Steve Pranz
is an excellent writer and was used to help
write Volume 1, but specifically beyond that,
I can't really -- I don't remeamber anything
specifically.
Q. And so if I heard you right, you said

You remember those two individuals along with

TVA, 0GC being on site or on TVA premises

R




10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

87

S$iskin
during meetings, dbut you don°'t remember the

subjects.

A. Wo, I don't remember the subjects.

Q. Okay.

MR. MESERVE: Could I ask him jJust a
couple to clarify a couple things?
BY MR. HISIRYll
Q. This may have been covered in I think
the questions Mr. Murphy asked you, but was
the what's been referred to as the Kirkebo
Nace memno prepared for the purposes of
responding to the January 3rd NRC letter?
This is the memo that Hr. Murphy was showing
you earlier. |
A. I can't answer that question exactly. I
don't know that it was prepared for responding
to 1t.
Q. Okay. Well, for what purpose do you
understand that it was prepared?
A. It was prepared largely to try to
identify the issues that had been raised by
external sources and put them in a working
format so that we would have a handle on
knowing which areas we had to resolve and

which areas we had to pursue and provide
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long-tera check lists for making sure that we
had resolved everything.
Q. And this would have been done, I take
it, regardless of whether or not the NRC had
sent the letter of January 3rd, is that fair?
A. Absolutely.
Q. Okay. Now, I think {it was Mr. Norton
who asked some questions about the March 20th
letter, and he asked you one quest.on, and I'nm
not sure that the answer was clear on the
record, but in the drafts of that letter that
you saw, do you recall any draft that said
that the QA program was not in compliance with
Appendix B?
A. No, and I's sure that had I seen such a
draft, I would remember i{t.
Q. And in preparing the draft or in the
process of preparing the draft, are you aware
of any atteapt by anybody involved at TVA or
asong the consultants to deceive or mislead
anyone with respect to what was said in that
letter?
A, Absolutely not. I know that there was a

considerable effort to be very precise in what

was said.




§iskin
1 As I said earlier, if there probably
2 were some incentives to have been able to
3 honestly conclude that {t wasn't in compliance

4 with Appendix B, it certainly would not have
S mRade the resaining upgrading of the effort

6 more difficult. It probably would have made

7 it sinmpler.

8 But in view of the fact that we were
9 trying to be very accurate and precise in what
10 we sajd, we would put together -- Mr. White

11 pPut together a program and MNr. Kelly to go

12 check on whether clearly, based on the checks
13 that were made, whether it was not in
14 compliance or {s in compliance. The report

15 says, hey, we 4id certain things, and those

16 | certain things did not indicate that you are wot

17 in compliance with Appendix B, but -- ‘;é

18 BY MR, NORTON: Cj‘
CAL

19 Q. Mr. Siskin, did you ever hear a concern

20 expressed that if we state we are not in

21 compliance with Appendix B, TVA or Watts Bar,

22 in particular, would be pPlaced in a similar

23 mode? |

24 A, No, and I would have discarded it, had 1 3

25 heard {t. I lived through Z2immer, and the

—
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question of Appendix B had nothing to do with
the denise of Zimnmer. In fact, Zimamer died
for totally separate and distinct reasons.

MR. NORTON; That's all 1 hlvof

MR. MURPHY: One more iten. This 19
not a question. I think we've resolved that.
Mr. Siskin, have I or any other NRC
representative here threatened you in any
manner or offered you any reward in return for
this statement?
A. Nope.
Q. Have you given this statement freely and
voluntarily?
A, Yes .
Q. Is there any additional information

you'd like to add to the record?

A. Nope.
Q. Pirst offt, we greatly appreciate your
taking time out of a very busy schedule. We

know you've got to catch a plane and go to
Texas, so we appreciate you taking the time to
sit down and go cver these things with us and
sometimes we're a little hNard-headed. It's
not our area of expertise, but we apprecliate

your spending the time with us, educating us a
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Off the record.
(Discussion off the record.)

(Adjourned at 5:135 p.a.)




