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MR. MURPHY: It is now 1:40 on March
4th, 1987. This is an interview of William C.
Drotleff whe is employed by Stone & Webster
Engineering Corporation. The location of this
interview is the Cherry Hill, New Jersey'
headquarters for Stone & Webster Engineering
Corporation.

Present at the interview are Mr.
Drotleff, Mr. William G Meserve, as the
attorney representing the Stone & Webster
Engineering Corporation, Len Williamson, Larry
Robinson, Leo Norton, Mark Reinhart and Dan
Murphy.

As agreed, this is hreing transcribed
by a court reporter. The subject matter of
this interview concerns TVA March 20th, 1986
letter to NRC regarding their compliance with
10 CFR 50, Appendix B.

Mr. Drotleff, will you please stand
and raise your right hand? Do you swear or
affirm the information you are about to give
is the truth, the whole truth and nothing but
the truth, so help you God?

THE WITNESS: I do.

MR. MERSERVE: I might state for the
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record, before we proceed, as I°'ve done in the
previous interviews, that my name is William
Meserve. I'm with the Boston law firm of
Ropes & Gray and 1 appear here today as
counsei for Stone & Webtser Engineering
Corporation. I am not counsel for Mr.
Drotleff, individually, but I am here at the
request of the company, which Mr. Drotleff ic
an officer, with Mr. Drotleff's councurrence.
I'"ve explained to Mr. Drotleff that he 1is
entitled to his individual counsel, and he has
indicated that he is content to go forward
without his own counsel, but with me sitting
in as counse! for the company.

As I've also mentioned in the
previous interviews, it would be our
preference, in order to insure the accuracy of
this record, that the witness have an
opportunity to read the transcript and to sign
it at the conclusion of this proceeding. It
is my understanding that an investigation of
this sort, that the NRC does not permit that.
We, obviously, will abide by the NRC
procedures, but I would simply state for the

record that in the interests of insuring
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accuracy, we believe it would be preferable
proced.re to have the witnesses be permitted
to read and sign the transcript.

BY MR. MURPHY:

Q. Mr. Drotleff, would you please give us a
bit of background information about yourself,
regarding your educational background and
employment in the nuclear industry?

A. I ~raduated from the Naval Academy in
1959. I reported for my first three and a
half years to a destroyer where I was in
gunnery and other deck operations. fter
three and a hailf years at sea on a destroyer I
was selected by Admiral Rickover to go back to
Washington and to go through an interview t0
join the Navy nuclear program. I was selected
in 1962 and I did start the nuclear program in
1962 and went through a year's training in the
safe operation, maintenance, engineering of
nuclear plants.

After the year's training I was
asked to stay on at the Navy reactor prototype
at West Milton, New York for about another
three years, where I trained operators, Navy

officers and enlisted men in the safe
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operation of nuclear plants. In that training

we taught them about radiological controls,
FEANSI TS

nuclear tFaneienree, maintenance of nuclear

equipment and how to go through operating

TEAAS &S .
—tranéience and accidents with the reactors.

7 wo

After doing +h+¥ee years on the staff
at West Milton I went to submarine school and
then reported to a submarine where I was the
auxiliary division officer and also the
reactor officer responsible for the nuclear
reactor and I spent about three years there.
In addition, I was the operations officer of
the fleet ballistic missile submarine, which
was the same submarine’a4—+he~++ae—&9m»
responsible for the operational patrolc>\
planning and carrying out of the mission of
the submarine. I put in ten years in the
Navy.

At the end of ten years I left,
joined Stone & Webster Engineering Corporation
in 1969 as an engineer, where I was assigned
to a nuclear project, the Surry Nuclear Power
Plant. 1 did systems engineering at Surry.

On the Surry plant. I also went to the 3job

site and participated as an engineer at the
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site, giving construction or our construction
people advice and in the actual construction
of the plant. I stayed with tte Surry plant
until it started up and then I was reassigned
on various other nuclear projects for Sténe &
Webster, including nuclear project for
Philadelphia Electric on the high temperature

ga

wr

cooled reactor, nuclear project for San
Diego Gas Electric, which was a pressurized

water reactor.

[

also had an assignment as the
chief power engineer for the engineering
corporaticn in our Boston office, where I was
responsible for all the power engineering
activities, incliuding our fossil, industrial
and nuclear work. -In 1980 I was reassigned by
Stone & Webster from our Boston office to our
Cherry Hill, New Jersey office as the
assistant manager. I've been here ever

since. As assistant manager, I've also had
other responsibilities at this office, which
included the manager of projects for our River
Bend nuclear project, which is a large boiling
water reactor, which we constructed --

GuULF
engineered and constructed for—iedd States
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Utilities in Baton Rouge, 3just north of Baton
Rouge, Louisiana. That project was completed
in 1985, 4936 and a2t the completion of that
assignment I stayed as the assistant manager
of the office.

In 19 -- February of 1986 I took
over as the Director of Engineering for TVA.
Which brings me up to date.

Q. Okay. Would you please describe for us,
Mr. Drotleff, how you first became involved
with TVA, your role, participation or
knowledge of one in October, or November,
1985, assessment of the situation by a team
headed by Mr. White, which involved some Stone
& Webster employees, the study headed by a --
a team headed by Mr. Nace, which we will refer
to as the Nace report, your knowledge of the
TVA line organization's responses to the
eleven NSRS Perceptions, your knowledge or
participation in the Lundin report, which
we've been told took place sometime in

February, and what role you had in the March

20th, 1986 letter.
A. Take them one at a time.

Q. Surely.
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A. My first involvement, direct involvement
with TVA was -- started on January the 28th,
1986, when I was asked to go down and
interview with Bob Cantreil, who was the
manager of the office of engineering for TVA.
So, I went down there with Ed Siskin and spent
the 28th of January reviewing the Engineering
Department operations and practices with Bob
Cantrell. After two to three hours with Bob I
also asked to see several of Bob's assistants,
so that I could get an understanding of how
the TVA Engineering Department was being
managed, where their difficulties were, if
they had any difficulties, and to draw my own
conclusions as to what the -- what potential
problems they might have and I was to present
those -- my judgments to Steve White.

Prior to the interview with -- Wwhere
I went through the interview with Bob Cantrell
and his assistant, I had no knowledge of TVA
other than what you read in Nucleonics or the
newspapers, because there had been some
publicity. I was also aware that the
engineering manager out of this office, Rick

BYENES,
Swrae- had also been participating in sonme
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4Ahat 850 I could review it to make sure we were

covering all the bases. So, I skimmed through

it just to make sure there ..s nothing new

that I needed to know to take some action on.
That was really my only involvément

with it. With that particular report.

Q. The Craig Lundin review. Were you

involved at ail in that?

A. I've never seen 1t. If there is, I'm
not -- I know there was a review by Craig
going on, but I never saw 1it. If there was a

written report, I haven't seen it.

Q. Did you have any involvement in the
review of the TVA line organization responses
to the NSRS Perceptions?

A. Yes. The response on the March the 20th
letter., Many of those responses had
engineering input, and I wanted to make sure
that the engineering input to those responses
had been properly reviewed by the righ\u people
in +hke engineering, both the TVA, and the
1ight engineering outside representatives that
had been brought in, so that when those
responses went in they had appropriate

engineering management review. So, I did
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that I also reviewed the responses myself.
I read therm myself and made sure that I did
not disagree with the words that were being
written in those responses by the engineers.
BY MR. WILIAMSON:

Q. Mr. Drotleff, when you went down to
interview with Mr. Cantrell and were you
briefed by Mr. -- or did you brief Mr. White
on the results of your interview and your two
or three hour, I guess, assessment of the

office of engineering?

A. I did.
Q. Do you recall what you related to him?
A. I told him that what I had determined in

that one day review of what I consider as some
significant problenms in thelir Engineering
Department.

Q. Do you recall specifically what those
problems were?

A. In general, the Engineering Department
was trying to do too many things. The
Engineering Department was responsible not
only for the nuclear engineering, but they

were responsible for the engineering of the

hydro, the fossil, all engineering activities

Ve




-
(W)

i5

16

17

18

21

N
N

N
w

12

Drotleff
within TVA. At a time when they were having
difficulty with their nuclear program, I felt
the nuclear management should be paying full
attention to the nuclear program and, yet,
here they were spending a good deal of their
time worrying about the rest of TVA. I
thought that was a problen.

I thought it was also a problem of
the TVA organization of having engineering
being performed by other groups other than the
TVA engineering group. If you went to the job
sites, the individual site directors had
authority to award engineering work to other
organizations, or do engineering work
themselves. I felt that was wrong. The
engineering was not under control. The
engineering -- TVA's engincering organization
wasn't reviewing it themselves and approving
engineering modifications and changes to TVA.
One of the first things that my recommendaticn
was, 1s to consolidate all engineering
activities under the Engineering Department.

I felt that they had a two drawing
system, where operators were responsible for

making modifications to the engineering
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drawings. Using those in the operations of
the plant. The engine=rs were engineering

from another set of drawings that were not in
conjunction -- they weren't the same as the
drawings the operators were using, which was
leading to further problems in the plant.
There were probably more, but that
was the thrust of the kinds of thinges that I
related to them that I thought were the

engineering problens.

Q. What was Mr. White's response?
A. I think in most cases he agreed.
Q. Were you then -- were your =-- you went

down to interview --

A. Well, the interview -- I went down to
talk with -- I had been asked to go down there
on the 28th, and do an evaluation.

Q. Okay.

A. What do you think of this, what d> you
think of that? Where are their problems? I
think I had been asked, based on my background
and experience, could somebody come in and
make a quick judgment as to what kinds of

problems were being faced by the Engineering

Department.




o

13

14

15

1o

17

18

19

20

)
—

22

213

24

25

Drotleff

Q. The subsequent weeks after that you were
involved in addressing some of these
engineering concerns, some of the perceptions
that NSRS had raised, and you were directly
involved, you said.

A. After 1 took over. Now, I went down andc
did the evaluation on the 28th and over the
next weexk or two, perhaps, gave my
conclusions, my results to Steve White, and
his staff in Chattanooga. I took over as the
Director of Engineering on the 13th, and I
think it was probably very shortly after that
that I was even made aware that there was such
a thing as an Appendix B letter or these NSRS
concerns. I wasn't even aware of that until
sometime after I took over. That there was a
letter. At that point I became involved in
making sure that engineering was properly
addressing the answers to those issues.

Q. Were you at that point, once you became
involved, were you satisfied with the
responses that you were receiving from the
line personnel?

A The people underneath me at first I

don't think were doing a thorough job in
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answering the questions. For example, one of
the issues had to do with electrical
installation at Watts Bar. The initial
response that I read said, essentially, there
have been allegations that there are
electrical cable problenms. We've looked at
those concerns. We've looked back at five
other fossil plants that we've built that have
years of operating experience and history
behind thenm. We've also talked with other
people at other nuclear plants. We don't have
a problem with our old operating plants,
therefore our cable installation is
acceptable. Essentially. If I boil it down.
I said, that's not gocod enough. We've got to
go back and do a more thorough review. So, 1
brought in some additional S & W people. I

SpPone T
also pw+ John Kirkebo, who was the head of the
technical branches..ITold John to start paying

ATI&E~TION
personal *tteRdiRg—to the responses that were

being pulled together under those -- for that
letter. As a result, we strengthened and took
a more positive resjionse. In the electrical

issues, we decided we've got to go in and

V€
perhaps do some testing. Wey got to go back to

&
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cable manufacturers and get some additional
data from cable manufacturers. So, as the
enjineering input to the responses was looked
at and reviewed, I think that in many cases
they became stronger and they were bette}
responses by the time the letter finally went
out.

EY MR. REINHART:

G. Mr. Kirkebo, when you went down there --
A. Drotleff.

Q. Drotleff, I'm sorry. What did I say
Kirkebo? I meant Drotleff. When you went

down there to get up to speed and do your
evaluation up to the time you took over, even
then, what was your feeling with regard to the
criterion three design controls that were in
existence there in the Engineering Department?
A, I felt they were weak. I think this is
one of the things I mentioned earlier where we
had -- if you went to a job site, the site
director had the authority to award
engineering work to other organizations cor
have engineering work done whenever and
essentially however he wanted. That's poor

design control. I felt it was weak. One of
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my initial conclusions to Steve White is
design control is very weak.

Q. Would that be true at all the job
sites? Like every one of them was like that?
A I didn't look at Belefonte at all, and,
of course, if we are talking only the first
couple of weeks there, 1 was more concerned
and the guestions were based towards the two
operating units, which were shut down,
Sequoyah and Browns Ferry, at that point. I
wasn't even worried about Watts Bar. I was
more worried about the two units -- the two
stations that were shut down. That's -- all
of my questions addressing design control at
that point were geared towards modifications
that were being made to the plants after they
were in operation. So, I didn't spend any of
my initial time looking at Watts Bar.

Q. Subsequent to that period did you get
involved at Watts Bar?

A Yes.

Q. What did you think about their design
control system?

A, ] felt it was weak, but they had never

gotten into operations, so they didn't have
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the opportunity, the years of operation where
your modifications and operators could change
the engineering design. I felt it was weak,
but I felt it wasn°'t probably in as bad a
shape as the other two, and, therefore,
shouldn't get top attention in my mind,
until -- until this Appendix B letter popped
into the -- into existence and we had to
address those eleven issues on the Appendix B
letter. I felt then that those issues that
were raised on the Appendix B letter for Watts

Bar might apply back over to the other units,

.so I told my people, when we look at them,

let's also think about these things for
Sequoyah and Browns Ferry.

Q. In looking at the way NSRS presented
that, under bottom line they really put design
control there, they say, design controi 1s not
initially specified up front, nor is final
configuration feedback given to design. How
would you -- would you agree, disagree,
clarify that?

A I guess I can't comment on their -- on
how they got there, but --

Q. I mean just your feeling as to the
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l 1 situation regarding up front design and
) 2 feedback. I'm guessing they mean, when they
3 say configuration feedback, they are saying if
4 scmething changes in the field, that’s fed
5 back to the design organization.
6 MR. MESERVE: Do you want to see the
7 document he's looking at?
8 THE WITNESS: I1'd like to take a
9 look at it, but I'm generally familiar with
10 the area you are talking about.
i1 BY MR. REINHART:
12 Q. I'm looking at this first item under
13 bottom line there.
14 A. I'm really not familiar when we say
15 design control is not initially specified up
16 front, why they make that statement. Nor 1is
17 final configuration feedback given to design.
18 Final configuration feedback given
19 to design? That's really the as-built, as-
20 constructed condition. After you finish
21 building the plant our engineer is given the
2 opportunity to take a 1ook at the actual,
23 final construction status of the plant to
24 compare it to their engineering design. In
25 that -- that, I feel, is a weakness. That is
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one of the wveakneises that we addressed.

Q. Okay.
A. The other one, design control does not
initially -- I guess not initially specified

up front, I think I disagree with that. .when
we say there is no -- that's almost like
saying there is no design control up front.
Design control being specified up front is a
weakness, in my mind, as to how they do it.
It°s a very cumbersome way. That was one of
the issues that we also addressed. How do
they prepare their specifications? How do
they prepare their drawings? We felt that's
an area that was cumbersome. It wasn-'t
adequate for the heavy nuclear program that
they had and then had to be improved. That's
an area that we went to work. So, I can
understand their concern there, but we
considered it areas that were weak.

Q. What mechanisa did Watts Bar use to
feedback information to design? Was it like a
ield change reguest or something like that,
if the field did something? How did they let
the engineer know, say, befcre systen

turnover, maybe a final walk down? Was there
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any mechanism in between that was used to

feedback with?

A. I guess, again, I don't know all of the
areas.

Q. Yes.

A. But, it would really vary with the kind

0of work that you were talking about. For
example, pipe supports, which is a key area.
At that point they had a -- if there were
modifications made to the engineer's design,
those modifications would be made by
construction representatives who would draw a
sketch of their modification. They would give
it to an engineer in the field to review that
modification of the sketch, to see if he
agreed or disaq;ged with it. That was then

concurred with or not concurred with by the

TVA engineer.

Q. I see.

A. So, there would be, in many cases, a
sketch of any modifications that were made to
the engineer's design. For each and every
area I don’'t know at this point what mechanism
was used to feedback the design.

Q. When you say a sketch, is that a control

We,
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document?
A. They were, yes.
Q. They were.

The final thing there, after the
hyphen, NSRS says, margins of safety are
indeterminant. That could be a pretty serious
charge.

Do you think that was a proper way
to characterize the prcolenm? Really thinking
of Watts Bar.

A. Wweil, again, I can't -- I don't know
exactiy why they made that statement, but in
order to determine whether or not the plant
was actually constructed in accordance with
the engineer's requirements, there are certain

things that have to be -- that are
modifications that have to be fed back to the
engineer, so that he can determine whether or
not somebody has changed his design
regquirements. I think TVA had a system to

feedback to the engineers. I think it was a

very cumbersome system and it was very
difficult to work that way, but they did have
a feedback system. But, it needed to be

improved. But, they had ways of ‘getting
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information to the engineers to -- so that
they could do an evaluation of their design.
Q. Okay. Before construction, when the
design is formulated, the engineer would put
in some margins of safety before people ever
went out to construct.

Do you have a feel if those were
being questioned, the initial design margins
of safety, or was it because of failure to
feedback we don't know if the design is

implemented?

DVIOW'T
A. I guess I -doa—t ever feel that anybody
was questioning the original design. That
never -- I don't feel that ever entered into
the gquestions. The real gquestion was, have

they built what you engineered.

Q. Okay. In the design or engineering area
was there a tabulation of CAQ's, NCR's, CAR's
that showed you a definitive list that had
been identified that required work, through

the QA process? Did QA provide you with this

kind of --

A. They didn't provide it to me, but there
was a -- there is a mechanism for tracking

CA -- what you call a CAQ, a condition a.verse
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to quality, within TVA. They did have a
mechanism for that and there were master
listings of identified adverse conditions.

Q. when you say they didn’'t provide it to
you, did they provide it to responsible people

that worked for you?

rvA )
A. Within\there was an orgarizational
mechanism to do it. There i1is tracking of

CAQ's and that tracking mechanism is
distributed to certain responsible people
within TVA. The project manager or the
project engineer. The branch chiefs. There
were certain people that are on distribution
for that w.wo have to take action.

Q. I see.

A. When I say me, as Director of
Engineering those things don't necessarily

come to the top all the time.

Q. Did any ever get escalated up to that
level?
A Yes. As a matter of fact, that was oOne

of the programs that we wanted toc work on down
there was to make sure that problems got
escalated to the top sooner and more of them.

Wwe felt that management should be more

v
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directly involved in specific problems that
were being identified on the projects.
MR. REINHART: Okay.
BY MR. NORTON:
Q. Mr. Drotleff, did you get involved'uith

the review of the March 20th letter at all?

A. Yes, I did.
Q. How did you become involved?
k. I can't remember the exact date, Ltut I

know I took over the 13th of F=bruary, and
there was a lot going on for the next several
days, but somewhere right after the 13th of
February I was called to a meeting 1in
Chattanooga by Dick Gridley, the manager of
licensing and safety, and in that meeting was
Steve White, Bill Wegner, Bob Brodsky, Dick
Kelly. I'm not sure if Jim Huston was there
or not. This would have been somewhere, I
guess, between the 13th and 20th of February.
Somewhere in that time period. I was asked by
Dick to go and review the response to an NRC
request for compliance with 10 CFR 50,
Appendix B on Watts Bar. Gridley told me
eleven issues have been identified by NSRS,

Some number ot issues that we have to respond

<
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to the NRC in a certain time frame. We are
going to present to Steve White our proposed
response and would I sit in on the meeting.

so, I did. However, I think the
meeting only lasted about five or ten
minutes. I think Steve White was dissatisfie
with the performance of the people in the
meeting and presenting him information, and h
said, get out of here and when you get your
act straight, come back and see me again. He
rever really got beyond the cover letter in
that meeting. I'd guess it was a five or ten
minute meeting.

They were discussing issues on the
cover letter. We never got into the technica
details. So, after the meeting was over I go
the technical details and I said, hey, we
better -- engineering has got to take a look
at these. I don't know if engineering was
even aware of them or not, so I called John

Kirkebo and told John to make sure that he

was -- would get direc*.y involved, and I alsc

called Tony Capozzi, who I had just brought i
as the head of engineering quality assurance.

What we called engineering assurance. It was

d
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an arm that I had wanted to expand within the
engineering organization to make completely
responsible for the gquality of engineering
wOork. Got ahold of both Kirkebo and Capozzi
and said, hey, let's get into these thinés and
make sure they are getting the right
engineering reviewesd,

Q. What was the cause of Mr. White' s
dissatisfaction?

A. I doen't know. At that point it was

wn

till absolutely new to me, but I do know
there was a draft letter, a draft cover
letter, and he was just dissatisfied with -- I
think, as a matter of fact, I think they

were -- Brodsky and Gridley didn't necessarily
agree with all of the words in there, and it
was like incomplete staff work is the way I
look at it as an old Navy man. When your
staff comes to you and there is disagreement
between two or three people on the words and
you say, hey, if you guys can't agree on this
letter, why are you presenting it to me. The

meeting broke up.

-~

Q. Possibly there was a disagreement

between Gridley and Brodsky regarding the
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wording of the cover letter, itself?

A. I can't remember. I know it had

something to do with -- whether it was the

wording or the contents of the cover

letter.

There was some disagreement in there on the

letter. In my mind it might have been --

would guess it was Brodsky and Gridl
could be wrong on those two specific
0. At that meeting, Mr. Drotleff,
recall any -- at that meeting or any

subsequent meeting, for that matter,

recall any discussion of legal prece
A. No.
Q. Following this meeting in -- s

around February the 20th, were you i

any other reviews of drafts of the c

letter?
A. I don't think so. After that
much -- I told John Kirkebo, who was

Director of Engineering Technical Se
the branch that -- the technical tra
reported to him, I told John to get

involved and to stay on top of the T
and also to be my representative for

work -- engineering work going on in

ey, but
things.

do you

do you

dence?

ometime
nvolved

over

I pretty
the
rvices,
nches
directly
esponses
the TVA

that.
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don't remember if I saw that March 20th draft
before it went out. I don't think so.

Because John went down to the meeting when the
March 20th draft was finalized and he
represented me.

Q. Now, as I understand it, he also signed

off on the letter for you?

A. Yes.

Q. Was that done with your permission?

A. Yes.

Q Or --

A. Absolutely. I saw the letter after that

and is there anything that I would disagree

with John having signed it for me? Absolutely

not.

Q. The NSRS Ferceptions in front of you
there --

A. I would like to say that the only reason

that John signed for me was because I Jasn't
there. He -- I concur with his signature.
Q. Well, did John read the letter to you
before he signed for you?

| Y I don't think so, no.

Q. He just had your full avthority to

approve?
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A. Yes.
Q. On your behalf.

MR. MESERVE: Just to make the
record clear, you said he went down for you.
Where did John clear the letter and where were
you?

THE WITNESS: The meeting, I
believe, was in Chattanooga. Of course,
engineering is 1in Knoxville, which is over a
hundred miles away.

BY MR. NORTON:

Q. The NSRS Perceptions, Mr. Drotleff,
which we discussed a few minutes ago, from
ycur position of Director of Engineering and
based upon the experience you've had there,
are any of those perceptions accurate?

A. I think, yes, there were problems in
many of those areas that they talked about. I
mentioned the electrical.

Q. Yes, sir.

A. There were problems. Those problems

have to be addressed.
Q. From the standpoint of engineering
compliance with Appendix B, were any of the

Appendix B requirements in March, 1986 not
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being complied with?

A. I guess I'm not sure I understand the
gquestion.

Q. In March, 1986 time frame, from your
position as Director of Engineering, in QOur
opinion were any of the requirements of
Appendix B not being complied with? For
example, we've discussed the weaknesses in the
design controls.

A, I think -- what I think is that they
were making mistakes. They were making
€rrors. There were some things that weren't
being done right. However, wWe were

identifying those and correcting them as we

went.

Q. Okay.

A 5, there were things that had to be
improved on and done right. I felt our job

was to get in there ar find out what was
being done wrong and get thenm being done
right.

Q. €o, you were looking strictly
prospectively or from a corrective standpoint?
A. And whatever we saw as & problen, looked

backward and find out, hey, how far back does

We

0
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that problem go? Was it -- if there is a
problem here now could that problem have --
could that have existed at Sequoyah back when
S2quoyah was being engineered and constructed.
Q. You mentioned the cumbersome feedb;ck
system to design engineers from the
construction site. Because of the
cumbersomeness of the system, did any
information tail to be fed back?

A. Oh, ye:z. The answer 1is, yes.

BY MR. ROBINSON:

2. Mr. Drotleff, how much experience do you
have in the quality assurance Appendix B
arena?

A. Well, the projects -- I've worked on
projects that have applied Appendix B in Stone
&§ Webster since it went into efrect. So, from
the application of having to comply with
Appendix B on projects, where Stone and
Webtser is issued procedures and controls for
assuring that they do comply with Appendix B
in the engineering construction, I'm familiar
with the applicaticn of it.

Q. So, you feel qualified to make a

judgment as to whether a certain engineering
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application is or is not in compliance with
the aspects of Appendix B?

A. Yes, I feel qualified to make a judgment
as to whether or not the engineering is in
compliance.

Q. After February 13th, when you took over
as the Director of Engineering, did you spend
most of your time or all of your time 1in
Knoxville in engineering?

A. I would guess for the next month, fifty
to sixty percent of the time in Knoxville.

The rest of the time I tried to make sure that
we got around to visit the sites. I
specifically wanted to meet all the engineers,
let them see me, let them know what my
thoughts were, what my program was, so wWe took
time out and visited the job sites, called all
of the engineers in in small groups, let them
see us, let them know what we were doing, let
them know what our program + > and then gave
them an opportunity to ask qQquestions. Got
them in groups of twenty-five or so in the
room and went around the room and let them all
identify themselves, tell us what they were

doing, tell us what was on their mind. Went
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to Sequoyah, Browns Ferry, Watts Bar,
Belefonte. 1 spent quite a bit of time at
Chattanooga talking with the staff at
Chattanooga, but the engineering headquarters
was Knoxville, so we spent quite a bit of time
in Knoxville.

Q. Was John Kirkebo primarily down in the
Chattanooga area or was he with you?

A. John was with me. However, there was so
much going on that we split up the duties
quite often. There would be two or three
different meetings going on. Quite often one
would be in Chattanooga, one would be in
Knoxville. There would be something else
going on at the Sequoyah site, and we would
have to split up, so we would divide the
responsibilities and I would take part and I
would delegate certain actions to him.

Q. After this first meeting w..th Mr. White
that you described was about a ten minute
meeting with incomplete staff work,
specifically with regard to the evolution of
the cover letter to the March 2Cth corporate
position, did you -- were you in attendance at

other meetings where that subject was

\\

N
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discussed or drafts were passed around for

comment?

A. I don't recall. I really don"'t.

I think that was the only -- I thiak
that was the only meeting I attended, bui
there may have been one more, but I
honestly -- I can’'t remember. There was so
much going on at the time, I just can't
recall.

Q. Did you have a personal feeling as to
whether or not, from an engineering
standpoint, Appendix B requirements were being
met at Watts Bar?

A. Yes, I think they were being met.

Q. Minimally?

A Watts Bar had a lot of problems, but I
think they were being met. I thinx, in order
to complete the meeting of the requirements it
was going to take a lot more engineering.

Q. I think you said earlier that once you

got involved in the preparation of the
technical responses that pertained to
engineering, and I'm talking about the
responses to the eleven or -- ten cr eleven

NSRS Perceptions, that once they were
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finalized, did you review and approve the
final wording of the technical responses as
they pertained to engineering?

A. fes, I believe I did.

Q. And that presented an accurate picfure
of what was happening in those areas?

A. Tes.

Q. Do ycu know if John Kirltebo got involved
in the subseguent drafts of the cover letter
to the March 20th submission?

A. I douw't know.

Q. But at the time when the final package,
both cover letter and technical responses,
were essentially ready to go out, he had your
full authority to sign off as your
representative, that both the cover letter and
the responses were okay?

) That's correct. And the reason was, by
that point John had been so heavily involved
in the preparation of the technical responses,
people reported to him, had been reporting to
him ccnstantly and pulling those together,
that he was much more familiar with the
technical details of those specific responses

than I was, and I felt comfortable with either

Wy
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him or I being down there. I felt very
comfortable with him signing them.
Q. Was he briefing you as to the status of
the preparation of th;se responses on a
regular basis?
A. Absolutely.
Q. So, it was not just a matter of you
trusting his capability and judgment as an
¢engineer, it was a matter of you being
satisfied, yourself, through his briefings,
that they were adequate?
A. Through his briefings and also in having
brought in some of the other engineers that
had been working on the responses and sitting
with me and gouing through them. The technical
part of it during that time period. So, when
w2 got to the end I was ready.
Q. At any point in time did you ever get
any indication from any source that Mr.
White's advisors were concerned apout
submitting a material false statement t- the
NRC in connection wWwith this corporate response
to compliance with Appendix B?
A I never heard that at all. I had no

indication of it.
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Q. Were you aware of any, I‘1ll call it,
word engineering or strategy or tactical
meetings of any of these staff members to very
carefully word the cover letter to the
corporate response?
A. I'm sure someone must worry about how do
you word letters. You ought to be very
careful about how you word them, but were

there some strategy meetings, I'm not aware of

it.

Q. Nothing unusual or --

A. No.

Q. Or undue, to your knowledge?
A. Not to my knowledge.

MR. ROBINSON: I don't have anything

further right now.

BY MR. REINHART:

Q. Mr. Drotleff, you said that even though
John Kirkebo signed the letter, you
subsequently read it and agreed with it?

A. Yes.

Q. Was it clear to you what the letter was
saying?

A Yes.

Q. Can you tell us what the term, no
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pervasive breakdown, meant in that letter?

And I°1l1 shocw you the thought there,
if your'd like. In that second paragraph on
page -- |
A You want my interpretation?
Q. Yes, sir, please.
A. My interpretation, if you have a

pervasive breaxdown is that if there

pervasive breakdown there is an exten
breakdown that covers more than one a
your quality assurance program. Cove
than just engineering. It covers mor
just fabrication, construction, testi
operation, or it covers one of those

a very extensive fashion and it is so

extensive that you can’'t recover. You haven't

got the documentation or the backgrou
able to recover and confirm that any
activities have been correctly done.
can't correct the situation without,
absolutely undue cost. Tearing out m
sections of concrete. I mean, that's
will consider a pervasive breakdown.
Q. So, you are saying, basically,

one area Or one area very seriously?

39
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A. In such a fashion that you can't

identify the problems and correct thenm.

Q. Would it necessitate all aspects of all
areas?

A. When you say all aspects of all ar;as - -
Q. Well, as opposed to one area

extensively, to the point where you couldn’t
recover, could it be -- I guess what I'm
saying, you are not saying to us that you
would need to have a breakdown of all aspects
of all areas?
A. No. I think a breakdown in any area
that is extensive, where there isn't enough
background information, documentation,
whatever, for you to recover, find out what
your problems are and correct them in a cost
effective fashion.

MR. REINHART: Okay.
BY MR. NORTON:
Q. One last question, Mr. Drotleff. If you
were asked the question, are -- as of March,
1986, are the requirements of Appendix B being
met at Watts Bar, what would have been your
answer?

A. Yes.
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Q. Does that mean all of the requirements
of Appendix B?
A. Yes.

MR. NORTON: Okay.
BY MR. MURPHY:
Q. Mr. Drotleff, when you say Yyou agree
with the letter, inasmuch as it covers these
particular N3RS Perceptions, are you saying
that you agree with the letter based on the
perceptions that engineering is invelved in as
opposed to not all eleven perceptions?
A. Yes. Some of these were out of the
engineering area. I'm really only concerned
about the specific engineering inputs and
making sure that the right TVA engineers had
looked at those and agreed with them and
written them. The right S & W or outside
people had also looked at thenm, and that I had
looked at them and I agreed with then.
Q. But --
A And that -- to me that's what that cover
letter was.
Q. When you say you concur, you concur with
those areas that involved engineering, not --

as opposed to all eleven?
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Right. There are some areas --

You have no idea?

I have no knowledge of.

. ROBINSON:

I just have one further question. " Back
e February, March of °'86 time frame, what
e of confidence would you have, as
tor of engineering, that if you went and
d a hanger drawing at random, and you
out in the piant and looked at that
r, that it would be installed as
ated on the drawing?

Are you talking Watts Bar specifically?

Watts Bar.

At that point I wouldn't have a high

degree of confidence.

Q.

On a scale of one to ten, with ten being

the greatest degree of confidence, can you

give
confi

A

chanc

me an estimation of where your degree of
dence would range?
I would guess you'd have a fifty-fifty
€.
MR. ROBINSON: Okay.

THE WITNESS: However, I also would

say that programs should be in place to make
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sure that before you operate that plant, that
you better get your confidence level up and
you better check it. I just think they were
incomplete at that time. They had not
compieted the necessary, as-built, as-
constructed verifications and that was a big
part of our program to go back in and say, you
are going to do it before you finish this
plant.

MR. MESERVE: Were programs in place
or under way to do that?

THE WITNESS: There Wwere programs.
They had programs in effect, but, as I say, I
think they were cumbersome and they needed to
be improved. That's what we were doing.
BY MR. NORTCN:
Q. And they didn't always work? All the --
you replied to an earlier question that all of
the construction information did not always
make it back to design.
A. Let me go back over that with you,
because I really --
Q. All right. Please.
A. As I took the gquestion, does information

always get back to Engineering.
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Q. Yes.

A. The answer is, no. The information is
not always, but not necessarily Watts Bar.

For example, there were modifications being
made at both Sequoyah and Browns Ferry tﬁat
didn't make it back to Engineering. There
were certain licensee event reports, operating
incidents, that didn't make it back to
engineering. So, 1 say that their programs
had weaknesses in them that had to be

corrected.

Q. Was this also true for Watts Bar?
A. I would guess it's worse for the others,
because they were in operation. It's much

easier when you've only got two organizations,
engineering and construction. Was everything
getting back to engineering at Watts Bar? I
don't really know, but I would guess that it
wasn't a hundred percent.

BY MR. WILLIAMSON:

Q. Certain amount of your effort was
directed at plants that had been operational
plants, Sequoyah and Browns Ferry, as I

understand it, is that corrent?

A I would guess that -- to say that was my

wWCy
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highest priority initially, because those were
the units --
Q. From what you had read and from reviews
that you had conducted, from the information
you had received, at the time the March 20th
letter was submitted to the NRC, would you say
that Sequoyah and Browns Ferry were in
compliance with Appendix B?
A. Yes.
BY MR. ROBINSON:
Q. In your opinion, Mr. Drotleff, is it
necessary to have a pervasive QA breakdown to
be in noncompliance with Appendix B?
A. You are really getting beyond my
expertise,

MR. ROBINSON: Okay. I don't have

any other questions.

MR. MURPHY: Anything?
MR. MESERVE: May I 3just --
MR. MURPHY: Sure.

BY MR. MESERVE:

Q. From an engineering point of view, Mr.
Drotleff, did the back-up material to the
March 20th letter paint an accurate picture of

the issues that were raised by the NSRS, as
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far as you are aware?

A. I'm not even sure I understand that
question.

Q. Okay.

A. Were the responses the correct
responses?

Q. Yes. The responses that were attached
as the backup to the March 20th letter, were
you satisfied that those, as to those issues
that related to areas within your sphere, that
is the engineering issues, that those
particular issues had been adequately and
accurately addressed so far as you were aware?
A. I felt they were accurately addressed.
They were adequately addressed, but I would
like to say minimally adequately addressed,
because there were additional actions that had
to be put into place. For example, design
control. We, over the months that I was
there, concentrated very heavily on improving
the design control process. We put months of
work into coming up wWith better ways of making
modifications, making sure that all the
organizations that were involved in design

control activities and making a modification

W
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had proper input, was properly documented,
recorded, so many of those were beyond the -
scope of the answer on design control. I
+hink the answers were correct, they were
adequate, but I also think that in some Cases
they were relatively minimal, because< there
was a lot more going on to solve and correct
the problems at _he time.

Q. Did the cover letter, as you read it,

r—

accurately summarize the technical backup to

the extent that you were involved with the
technical backup?

A. Yes. I don't disagree with 1it. The
cover letter as it pertains to the
attachments.

Q. Based on your definition of the
pervasive breakdown that you offered a coupie
minutes ago, to your knowledge, was there a

pervasive breakdown at TVA in March 20th,

196672
A. No.
Q. And you also described, I think in

response to question from Mr. Norton, that --
it was Mr. Robinson asked you about hanger

installations at Watts Bar. Were you
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satisfied that if a hanger had been improperly

inscalled at Watts Bar, that even 1if

information was not always getting back to

engin=2=ring, that, nevertheless, there were

procedures in place whereby that would be

(29
L&
L)
»

it with pricr to the time of any
appl.cation for an operating license?

A I was satisfied that either procedures
were in piace or that they were putting
procedures :in place tc make sure that that

happened. As a matter of facz: that's one of

L4

the specific programs that we deveioped and is

now being impiemented at Katts Bar. So, I was

satisfied that we knew enough where the
preblems were and specifically in that

particular area, and that we were going to

make sure that the enginesring was correct ancd

the Construction was correct before it was

done.

BY MR. MURPHY

Q. Let me bring up just one little minorT

point at this time. Ate you aware of the fact

tha: iine in February of 1385 they certified
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for fuel locading?

| Y I wasn't aware of it until after I took
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over on February the 13th. Then I found out
that they had applied, yes.

Q. Were they reacy at any time after you --
since you've taken over that job, were they
ready for fuel loading?

A. I don"t think they are ready for fuel

lovading now. No, they are not ready £fcocr fu=l

10

loading.
Q. Then that letter was a little premature,
would you say?

A. I never saw their applicaticn,

s0 --
Q. But you know that it existed?

A. Tes.

BY MR. REINHART:

Q. When did you become aware that that
ietter had been submitted?

A. The fuel lovading letter?

Q. Right.

A. I would guess it was in March, fairly

soon after I got there.

MR. REINHART: Okay.
BY MR. MURFHY:

c. wWere you surprised? I mean, d:i¢ he
letter have some type of impact on you? rid

you say =-- you know, the fact that they -- I




(]

]

"~
>

’
o

S0

Drotleff
mean, were they even close tc being ready for
fuel loading, as you perceived it?
A. Well, there is a lot of hindsight.
Things came out. When you start digging in,
you find that the industry has moved on..
There is a lot more stringent set of standards
and requirements that you should meet today
that maybe you should have met years and years
ago. I was surprised.
Q. Might these requirements have been 1in

effect in 85, do you think?

A. Well, they were premature.

MR. MURPHY: I don’'t have anything
further.

Just one closing statement. Mr.

Drotleff, have I or any other NRC
representative either threatened you in any
manner or offered you any reward in return for
this statement?

THE WITNESS: No.

MR. MURPHY: Have you given this
statement freely and voluntarily?

THE WITNESS: Yes.

MR. MURPHY: Is there any additional

information you would like to add for the

\{S»'
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record?

THE WITNESS:

MR. MURPHY:

I don't have any.

We thank you for your

time and appreciate your spending this time

with us and answering
interview is concluded

1987.

our gquestions. The

at 2:45 on March 4th,
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