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MR. MURPHY: For the record, it is now 1:15
p.m., April 22nd, 1987. This is an interview with Mr. Larry
D. Nace who is employed by Texas Utilities Company--

INTERVIEWEE: Electric.

MR. MURPHY: Electric Company?

INTERVIEWEE: Let's back up. The acronym 1is
TU Electric.

MR. MURPHY: Yeah.

INTERVIEWEE: Okay. And officially, it's the
Texas Utilities Companies system.

MR. MURPHY: The location of the interview is
the Comanche Peak's nuclear site in Texas. Conducting the
interview are D.L. Williamson, Mark Reinhart, and Dan Murphy.
And as agreed, this is being transcribed by court reporter.
The subject matter of this interview concerns TVA's March
20th, 1987 resmonse to the NRC regarding their compliance
with 10 CFR S0, Appendix B.

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

Whereupon,

LARRY D. NACE,
having been sworn to tell the tr'th, the whole truth, and

nothina L't the truth, was interviewed and answered as

follows:

| G




BY MP. W LLI AVSON:

Q Mr. Nace, before we start the interview,
woul d you give us a brief sunmary of your educational and
enpl oynment experience?

A Educational Iy, Bachel or of Science degree in
Science from the Pennsylvania State University, Master's
degree in Electrical Engineering from the Naval Post G aduate
School ; Master's degree in Business Adninistration from
Nort heastern University.

Professional ly, 20 years in the Navy, nost of
that in the Navy Nuclear Submarine Program Follow ng 20
years' service with the Navy, | spent approximately nine years
with Stone & Webster Engineering Corporation in Boston,
Massachusetts, and for the last year have been enployed with
TU Electric.

Q Thank you.

During some of our other interviews with
Stone & Webster Corporation enployees, they gave us a summary
of the events leading u: to Stone & Webster's involvement
with TVA.  And basically, they said they started with-- And
correct ne if I"'mwong. --aneeting held at the Wlshire
Harbor Club during-- They had-- Stone & Webster had an
annual meeting, and it was held at the Wl shire Harbor O ub.
And at that time, there was a confidentij. neeting regarding

Stone & Webster involvenment with TVA.
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A | have no knowledge of that.

Ckay.  Wen did you first become jnvolved with
the TVA projects? Wat were the circunstances?

A | becane involved-- You're right, excuse ne.
| do renmenber that. There was an annual nceting, which was
an annual planning neeting, at \Wnchmere Har bor C ub
Wenchnere, the end of Qctober 1985.

During that meeting, Bill Matson appr oached
me, and | was still assigned as a Stone & Webster proj ect
manager at M.lIstone 3 at the tine. Bill Matson pul led nme
aside at that neeting and indicated that there was sone
di scussion of setting up a short-term assignment at TVA to
do a management assessment and that he would |jke me to head
up the effort to get that team put together. And basically
said he'd get back with me later, and that's the extent of
the conversation at that planning meet i ng.

Q VWhat happened after that?

A About--  About a week later-- a week or a
couple of days later after we'd cone back from that planning
session, | was called again and given the scope of what the
managemen’ assessnment was supposed to be and the direction
to put together a team of about.-- | can't remenber the size
but it was about six or seven peopl e.

Q Ckay.

A | came back from MIIstone to the Bost on



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

office. W recruited some people from the Boston of fice
and the Cherry Hill office to form that team and-- | can't
remenber the timing ncw, but it rust have been the first-
| think the 10th of Novenber, about the tine frame, is when
we arrived at Chattanooga. So, sonewhere between that end
of -Cctober nmeeting, and | can't remenber when that was, and
the 10th of Cctober, we sat in the Boston office with occa
sional trips to the Washington office to put together the

review plan.

Q Was M. Wite part of that group originally?
A Not initially.

Q How did he come to be a part of the group?

4 Sometine before the 10th-- |t nust have been

just a Couple of days before the 10th, he was brought in.
And | can't remenber whether it was during one of the visits
to Washington. or whether it was in the Boston office, but he
was brought in and said that he was going to be a part of
the team and then eventually became the head of the team

0 Wo made the arrdngements-- \Wo nade the
initial contact with TVA, do you know?

A | don't know for a fact. | believe, from what
1 >ieard or otherwise n~icked up, | believe it was Bill Matson.
But | don't know that for a fact.

Q Let me ask-- interject before we get too

25 1f ar awayv from this: You said you were called in and gi ven
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scope and direction for this assessment. Wwho provided that

to you?

A E 11 Matson and-- Boy. The original assign-

ment was Bill Matson, but Ed Siskin-- Ed Siskin was involved,

x
and at some point Walt Sullivan became involved but I don't
know exactly what the timing for them are.

Q And to the best of your memory, what was your
marching orders, as it were, the scope and direction for
this review?

A As I understcod it, Matson and possibly with
others-- I really don't know. Siskin may have been with

them, but Bill Matson had met with Hugh Parris. And the

upshot of that meeting was that Parris asked us to out togethe

Aa f

a team to take a look at four or five or six different areas

of the plant. It was records management, equipment qualifi-

T

cations, welding problems at Watts Bar, engineering assurance-

T+
-

seems to me there were two or three other areas, also.
Q Design control ané confiquration?
A Configuration management was one of them.

Design control is mart of EA, I believe.

Q How about Quality Assurance organization?
A No, that wasn't part of it.
Q Okay. Gr~>od memorv for remembering as many of

those as you did.

A Did I get them all?

a_
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Q Yeah.

A Now you're going to ask me who the members of

the team were.

Q Well, I think we have chat.
A Okay.
Q We're going to ask you to look over some

documents here.
But one of the things that's been brought uc
by several people we've talked to was that we've been told

that White took-- became in charge of the team.

T

Right.

Q Some veople have told us that they don't think
he was ever in charge. I mean, they thought that you were in
charge throughout and that-- And I guess we're kind of
curious. Did this happen in midstream, or was this pre-
arranged? Was he going to be in charge at the time you went

uo there?

hY I really can't remember the timing on that.
What-- I don't recall him coming into the scene until some-
time-- 1I'll say in the week before we went down there.

That's not much of a window because that would be sometime
between-- you know, like the 3rd of November, and I can't
remember when that meeting was in Wenchmere. But it must

have been the very e d of October.

But I basically put together the review team,

>




put the-- developed the review plan and led the reviewers
while we were doing the review. And Steve was the guy who
basically did the interface with Hugh Parris-- Who was the
denuty at the time?

Q Chuck Mason? Bill Cottle?

A No.

Q Darling?

A Darling was one of them, but he left--

Darwin? No. Maybe it was Mason. There was a very basic
organization chart that TV” had at that time, which is a
one-pager. It showed Hugh Parris at the top and a Christmas
tree. And I thought there was a licensing guy in there.

A Hof fman?

Q Hoffman, yeah. And white basically dealt with
the interface with those peoole and coordination of the--
There was a Beta involvement somenlace in the veriphery.

Thev were there at the same time, although our team and the
Beta team hardly ever crossed paths. So, I quess if you

wanted to look at it structurallv, I think Steve had a two-
orong organization, and I had the one review team. And Wegner

BRrodsk,
and Bmemew2-- Wegner and whoever as Beta was another part

of the effort.

Q Do vou have any idea why White was selected

how the selection orocess took olace?

A No.

&,
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teams. I have a couple of things that probably might refresh

your memory. This is undated, but it's a-- Title, TVA

Study/Findings.

probably been used by vou to brief the board, which contains

some of the results of your review.

One which 1included Mr. Burns and Mr. Freeman, Mr. Williams, .

Mr. Rick Bvyrnes,

Yeah, I wanted to ask you: You mentioned two

And I believe this is a document that has

Now

headed that team.

A

Q
simultanequsly
Mr. Wegner and

A

.f:‘

A

Q

Yes.

And

there was a group that incluled Mr. White,

Mr.

Yes.

Is that correct?

Yes

And

different issues?

people during the time that vou were down there?

A

team was at the very first meeting.

O

also.

The

I think the dates of that review are on there,

It

B-y-r-n-e-s, lLarry Wiess, and Hoffman. You

» as I understand it, there were two teams.

then, apnarently, as you mentioned earlier,

Miles.

did you say that you were looking at

Did you have any interface with these

only interface that we had with the Beta

says the 1l1lth through the 22nd. So, I

7




wasn't far off.
Q No.

The first dav was in Chattanooga. In that

the Beta team and the SWEC team, my team olus
White's, we were all in that introductory meeting. To the
best of my knowledge, that's the last time I saw Wegner and
Miles during that 10- or ll-day period.
Q Were you-- Your team, was it meet.iy daily
to assess--

A Yes.

Q --the results of your review?

Were vou briefing anyone on the results of
these? I mean, was there someone there that you were
required to brief or someone in Chorry Hill or Boston that
you were briefing on the results of your review at the time?

A Occasionally. I'm trving to think now-- My
team, we went from Chattanooga to Knoxville, as 1t says
here, Seguolia, Watts Bar, and then Brown's Ferry.

Now-- And that was also-- There was a
weekend in between there. And I think the weekend came, as

I recall, between Sequoia and Watts Bar.

we wer: all together in Chattanooga. And then,

as I recall, the Knoxville and the Sequoia, the team I had
went one direction, and White, Wegner and Miles went another

direction.

S

G




11
1 Sometime, either the end of that week or the
2 beginning of the next week, we did hook up with White for one
3 briefing and then again at the end of the Brown's Ferry ‘
4 portion, I think the next day, we caucused but I can't remem-
{
5 | ber where, with White.
6 Q So, Mr. white was briefed at least twice.
7 | A At least twice, to my recollection. ?
8 Q Okay. As I mentioned earlier, they hacd the
9 subject of-- the subject titles of your review, which you
10 have a very good memory to have remembered all of those that
11 i time ago. What was vour relationshio with Mr. Robert Burns>
12 A Robert 3ur-- B-u-r-n?
13 | Q B-u-r-n, ves. |
l
14 A You mean during that period of time>
15 Q Ch-huh.
16 A Fairly close. I had known Bob for guite some
17 time. I worked with him before.
18 Q He was a team member.
19 A He was a team member.
' i
20 Q You were hils supervisor. !
21 A Yes.
22 Q The results of your efforts, 11 days I think
PR it was, was there a formal report written up, or 1is this
24 what you have here in vour hand as a formal report?
25 A There was no formal report, per se. Wwhat we

G
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Conplimen fan
LOMPreReAtar

had was a-- It ends up with a briefing paper. And I don't
remember this one (indicating), but that was a long time ago.
Q Could that have been a document you used to
give the review?
A It was not a document I used to actually give
the briefing, to my knowledge. Why do I say that?

To my recollection, when I-- I briefed Parris
and the team, and then I was called back a counle of weeks
later and participated in a briefing with the board. To my
xnowledge, the briefing paper I used was all by category:
Records management, here's what we found; equipment qualifica-

tion, here's what we found. And so forth.
This looks like it would have some of the same
b Y4 rdt-tvrc,J
information, but it's not Sewmeiteed the way I used it.

Q So, you did have-- at the conclusion of this,

you briefed Mr. Parris and some other members of his staff.

el

Yes.

Q Do you recall your-- the conclusions you drew
from your briefing and how you ocresented them to Mr. Parris
and any recommendations you might have made?

did

A One, we did not make recommendations. I -ge-

not make recommendations.

Conclusions? Well, once, we had a-- you Know,

a list of issues under each of those headings. Thev were not

» and I really don't know exactly what I gave

G
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certainly f£it what I may have told him, but this was not the
format, to my knowledge.

Q I have some additional documents here that I
think are possibly notes that were taken at some voint in time
during this review. And I don't know if these are any of your
notes or not, but these are some-- Title: Exercise No. 1,
Changes at TVA, 31 Weaknesses--

A Oh, I remember that.

Q Okay. Would those have been some of the

things that were communicated to Mr. Parris?

A The way we operated as the review time,--

Q Okay.

A --for each day or each site visit-- Okav,
we each had our areas that we were going to look at during
that day. --we kept rough, handwritten notes of what ocur

ooinions or conclusions were reached that day. And then
that night in the-- at the motel, wherever we hapoened to
stay, we had a conference room, and we used business school
case analyses of flip charts where we just put everything
everybody opinioned, perceived, or concluded on the flic
chart 1in felt-tip pen and tried to sort things ocut by cate-

gory.

And we kept those flip charts, added to them

Y
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during the 10-day trip. At one of those evening briefings,
we decided to summarize what it was we'd observed during the

preévious-- I think this was at the end of the Sequcia trio,

o

ut I'm not sure. So, he says, "Okav, let's take a look at
everything we have uo here in these flip charts." we had
them taved all the way around the room. And, "Let's make
Some snao, hip-nocket decisions. If you were in charge and
you had all these concerns, what would you do about fixing
them?" Sort of a team-building exercise for the review teanm
to try to get us focused on what were some nroblems or how
we could categorize our findings. That was called "Exercise
No. 1I". This never went any further than that exercise,
although we did use it agailn as a team the following week to

try and continue focusing what our findings and conclusions
were going to be.

~
-

Would these have been dresented to Mr. Whnite?

el

I--

(@]

Ac either one of those briefings that you had

with him?

L]

A don't know.

Q I guess what I'm trying to determine is the
relationship for that veriod of time that you personally or
your groun was having with Mr. White. Two different, you

KnOW, grours looking at some of the droblems. Can vou

L;characterzze this for us?
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A Well, what kind of relationship. Given the

fact that he had started out on a different travel route

than us, there was not what I would call a close working
relationship.

On the other hand, I had dealt with Steve
White in the past while we were in the Navy together.

We did brief him-- I briefed him, like I saidd
I thirk 1t was at the end of the Segucia trio. And this
exerclise was nretty close to that. It may have been the night

before.

»

nd I-- As I do recall, when we did do the
briefing, the flip charts were still taped around the wall.
If you=-- These things came off those flip charts. This came
cff the flip cho ts (indicating). "Strengths and weaknesses",

they were all on the charts.

v

I believe one 0of the flip charts we-- this
came off of one of the flip charts that we wrote on as we
had this team-building case study of what was given-- what
would you do about it.

Q Were any of these bullets or suggestions
communicated to Mr. Parris during your briefing with him at

the end of yocur review?

A We certainly didn't talk to him about replacing
Parris. Certainly, 1in the area cf design-- design control,

-

I believe we did talk about strengthening the Office of

Z-
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Engineering Management. That's number 10 on the list here.

Other than that, I don't think any of this
raw data really made it to the final report, given that the
final report was a verbal report.

You've got to remember, this is a case study
tyoe ideas. Nothing that would certainly fit the category of
a2 well-develoved solution.

Q Ch-huh.
SO, you had a-- At the end of your briefing--

review, you br:iefed Mr. Parris and some of his staff. vou

"~
1]
t
[
!
3
(14
{1

to vour office.

A Yep. ,
Q Which was in-- ,
A At that time, I was still assigned to the
Millstone site. So, like the 22nd when this was over--
Well, that was a couvnle of days before Thanksgiving.
We briefed Parris somewhere in the-- I don't

Xnow, S5th to the 10th of December time frame, somewhere in

there.

Between that time and whenever I was back in

Chattanooga to brief Parris, I had been home Thanksgiving,

back to the Millstone site, and in meetings with the team to

out together a final briefing for White and then again with
White in the Washington office as he was-- We had a briefing

with White down there.
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Q Okay. So, Mr. White, at some point in time

betw-en the end of this and the next two or three weeks, I
guess, became the senior SWEC renresentative for TVA? Is
that what it was? Or-- I don't quite understand. You said
you briefed him again later.

A Well, at that point in time-- Let's see.
Somewhere in the--

Q I don't have a calendar for you.

A Well, I'm trying to remember the chronolegy.
Because at some point in time there, it became more than--
it became more than a two-week study. The original idea was
to do the study and then put together a briefing for Parris.
And that was going to be it.

And then somewhere in the-- I thirk, earl
December time frame, White became much more interested in
and 1nvolved. I think he had been in communication with
Parris on freguent occasions since that time. Since the time
of the visit.

So, the follow-on debriefing of the team and
the briefing of lnite became a-- White became very much more
involved at that point in time.

BY MR. MURPHY:

0 But then, after that, you said sometime in

betw-en the Sth and 10th of December, you went back and

briefed the board.

G-
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A Yes.

Q wWhat transpired?

J

In between that period of time?

Q No, what-- At the board. At the briefing
itself., I mean, who gave the briefing and...?

A Let's see. The three board members?

Q Yes, Sir.

A Three board members and Hugh Parris were TVA.

Steve white, myself, Bill Matson, and I believe Ed Siskin--
I don't recall if Sullivan was there or not. I don't think
he was, but I don't know. =--met. I briefed the board on
the results of the study or the survev that we had done and
basically gave them the same briefing that I gave Parris
earlier. And then White made some recommendations.
Following that, there was a-- you know, a

two-wav dlalocue for a period of time. As I recall, 1t was
kind of a long meeting. I think we flew-- As I recall, we
flew down early in the morning and flew out late in the
afternoon, so it was around a three- or four-hour
meeting.

Q Okay. Let me ask you: During that meeting,

did Mr. Parris have to leave to go make a conference call

with all the mlant managers? Do you recall that?

A No.

Q Do vou recall ever, during trat meeting, that

Z
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wnite had a chance to address the board alone without anybody

else present?

X

I can't remember it. During that period, I
said there was a dialogue. There were people in and out,
but there was no formal recess or something to go to the boys
room. I don't recall if White had a meeting by himself or l
not.

Q Okay. Did White, at any ooint during that
meetinc, recommend to the board that he be appointed as

TVA's nuclear tsar?

A No, no.

Q Did he recommend that Parris be replaced?

A Not to my knowledge.

Q Did he recommend anv management changes?

A I don't believe so. I really can't remember
now

Q Okay. Do you a..w if, at any point in time,

YOou were present or heard of White suggesting to Mi. Parris
that he be appointed as the nuclear tsar>

A No.

Q Were you aware at the time that TVA had at

least stated openly-- I know there was a Congressional

hearing and at the Commission they were in the process of

trying to 1identify a nuclear tsar.

A Yes, I do.

G




| Q Did Wite ever tell you he was interested in

2 that job?

3 A Not wuntil after the board nmeeting, and then

4 he really didn't say that. | don't ever recall Wite ever

5 saying it in ny presence, that he was interested in bei ng

6 huclear tsar. Bill Matson from Stone & Webster on occasion

71 advocated to Wite that he ought to apply for that job.  But
8 | never heard White acknowledge he was interested.

9 Q | only suggest that because, as | review

10 We've got, | guess, general notes and observations from a
11 lot of people. One of the recommenda~tions seened |ike nost

12 everybody was that they replace Mr. Parris.

13 A Yes.

14 Q And if that's a- | mean, a team of experts
I's come up-- you know, well-qualified people come up with the

16 decision that there's got to be some managenent changes, |

17 was curious as to whether that was recommended to the board.

is A We kind of shied away from that because, at

19 that point intime, what my charter was, was to out together-

20 to do a detailed study and come up with some constructive

21 reconmendations. Firing Parris or firing the licensi.,q guy

22 or firing the engineering guy or whoever is not a construc

23 tive way to solve a problem

24 So, fromny standpoint, | tried to steer away

25 1from replacing specific people, but tried to give them m

' wvrm
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views taking what they've got and making it work.

BY MR. WILLIAMSCN:

Q Mr. Nace, 1f you would, please,--

A Uh-huh.

Q Could you be as precise as possible and tell
us-- at least summarize what you told the board as a result

of your review. And if vou need this documentation--

A I have to think for a while.

MR. MURPHY: Let me show you this also.
A (Continuing by the interviewee) This may have
been the-- mav have been one of the outlines we had of the
things we wanted to lock at.

Q «(By Mr. Williamson) What is that? Does that
ave a title?

A It says "Subjects to be Discussed". I can't
be certain, but I think thls was one of-- Fach of us, when
we were doing the trips around the country and visiting
various sites, talking to various veoole, each of us had a
script like this of things that we wanted to cover.

Q Okav.

BY MR. MURPHY:

Q Okay. I thought that's what it was, but when

you mentioned previously you had them broken down by category

4!

I thought maybe that's what you used for your briefing.

A No. But I'm trying to think from this. This

G
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was either-- orobably either Dave Freemn's or Bob Burns's
himself. It was one of the check lists, if you will.
Let me see this other one, I f we can ficure

out what it was we told them Because | had about a three
or four-cage talking paper at that tine.

: And as | understand it, you gave the presenta
tion, and then M. \Wite nade some openi ng remarks and/ or
closing remarks for the recommendations, ang you gave the neat
of the .resentation and the results of the findings.

A Yeah.

Q Was any of the information from M. Wite's
team used in your briefing to the board?
A Not in mne, no. | don't know about--  Sge,
I"m having trouble renenmbering what Steve's reconmendat i ons
were.  But they were mainly along the |ines of structurally.
1think--  Let's try to do recomendati ons first.
As : recall, the thrust of his recommendations
had to do with restructuring the nucl ear operations. At
the .point-- this ooint in time, '85 they were very frag
mented.  You know, purchasing reported Aone manager. Engineer
ing had their own manager. And they reported at different
poon:s in the Christmas tree.
The general trust of our recommendations that
Steve gave was the fact that they ought to completely

rest--.ture the nuclear oierations and bring everything



nucl ear under one guy.

Beyond that, | don't believe we got into
i ndividuals or personalities.
BY MR WLLI A MSON:

Q Wul d you characterize your presentation as
being nore positive or nore negative?

A W tried to nake it sonewhat neutral. W
tried to balance it with .;oodthings we've seen, bad things
weve seen. We tried not to sound like the out-of-town
experts that came in here and did a 10-day rook's tour and
everything they looked at was bad.

Would you characterize it as being one of
gloom and doom?

A No. It was not intended to be gl oom and doom
| don't know how it was received.

I still haven't answered your question, though,
as to what was ny briefing.

This thing you have here called "TVA Study.
Fi ndi ngs" was probably a early precursor or draft of the docu
ment that | ultimately spoke from when we nmet with Parris.
Probably, what the team and | put together in the post
Thanksgiving time frame.

The sense of what is in here is what we told
t hem It was packaged differently because when we-- As |

recall, when we got together with Wiite for the final
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debriefings and the preparation of the go-back-and-talk-to

Parris, we took a look at what we had and reninded oursel ves
what was it we were brought down here for. It was to |ook at
these four or five or six areas.

Q Okay.

A So, what we did instead of just reading our
findings |.-e this, we packaged them by heading. We had a
section on records managenent, a section on equi pment
qualifications, a section on engineering assurance, configura
tion managenent section, a Watts Bar wel ding section. And
there was one other thing. I can't renenber what it was. I
thin' there was-- | think there were six subjects.

Hugh Parris as's-d us to look into four of them
fromthat first meeting with Matson | talked about. And
ei ther Chuck Mason or Bill Cottle added the other two.

Q Did the board have any questions for you
during this presentation?

A Yes, there was a two-way-- | did the presen
tation, and Steve did the recommendations. And then there
were questions and answers. There was a two-way dial ogue
during that period of time.

Q And you said that the-- as you recall, the
recommendations were that they have a consoiidated teffice
of Nuclear Power under one person?

A Under one person, yes. That was the central
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thenme of the recomrendati ons. There was nmore than that one
recommendation,  though.

Q Do you recall any other recomrendations?

A Not specifically. He had a one- page handout,
like so (indicating). Not handout. e was reading fromit.

BY MR MURPHY

Q How did you find TVA in general ?  Wprse than

you had anticipated, or as you had anticipated?

A Wrse, really. Wrse. |t was a very bureau
cratic, very laid back-- | saw one of the observations pere
"No sense of urgency." The i npression we got that everybody' s

purpose in life was to earn a salary and that's jt.

You did find that the |ower |evels of the
organi zation when you get out into the-- to the sites and
started talking to the first- and second-1ine supervisors gng
managenent, you did find sone young people who (a) knew what
had to be uone and (b) were interested jp doing it, but were
very unsuccessful in dealing with the bureaucracy. |t uas
kind of discouraging.

Q | mean, do you think that it was a-- | nean,

did it appear |ike a conpl ete breakdown i managenment struyc

ture?

A W had this discussion before. Wwhat s "a

conpl ete breakdown"?

Q Vell, how severe were the management probl ems?
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know you've had a lot of experience in the i ndustry and
you've been to a lot of plants. Were the problems at TVA
worse than you've seen at other plants?
A o until that time, yes. You basically have a

managenent cadre that was not as equipped as they should have

been for the tasks and chal | enges and responsibilities they
had. They were inhibited by their sal ary structure. They
couldn't hire anybody better because they couldn't pay them
better, and they got what they paid for.

Q In your view, were they in a condition that
they weren't likely to get their plants on line in the
im-mediate future? Did they have problems that were |ong-
long-ter-n and typ~e of problenms that weren't going to be
resolved in a cuaick fashion?

A Yes, sir.

Q Did you feel that there was-- that the bases
f~or shutting down the plants were legitimate or that the
probl ens were severe enough to cause the plants to be shut
down?

A You really didn't have enough-- You nean from
a technical standpoint?

Q (Shaking head.)J

A V¢ really didn't have enough to answer that

quest ion based on this survey.

Instead, what you concluded was because of
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I their people, their organization, thejr very structure, they

2 couldn't even-- they couldn't answer the sij mpl est question

3 about a challenge of the plant.  Their paper wasn't consistent,

4 with the then-existing standprds for paper. Because of the

S frag-entation of the organization, they didn't always know

6 where to go to get the answer.

7 So that you as an outsider or an intervenor

or an allegator could ask a very sinple question about the

9 plant, and the organization could not resoond, had no idea

10 whether the finding or the question or the chal |l enge was real

Il or not. But the organization could not respond.

12 Q Ckay. Did this result inyou-- Was there a

13 recomendation made that yourself and another-- and a group

14 of SWEC enpl oyees do a further st udy?

15 A No.
16 Q How did that come about?
17 A No--  Vell, a couple of thi ngs-- Say, a

Is cfurther study. There was two or three things that happened
19 almost in parallel. \hen we visited Watts Bar, the then

20 existing plant nanager, who was . . . .

21 Q Bill Cottle? Enis?

22 A Eni s.

23 Q Eddie Enis.

24 A Eddie Enis, yeah. FEddie Enis asked Jack

25 W:ll'ams o a couple of-- Let's see. | can't renenber
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exactly. Eddie Enis had asked Jack WIlians for help in one

area. And following the visit-- I think it was after the
22nd, as a matter of fact. --when | was in communication
with Bill Cottle, he asked nme for assi stance in another area.

| can't remenber what the two areas were,

Ve eventually both went back and provi ded-

at least, we satisfied those requests. But | can't r emenber
what the topics were.

Q Let me-- Maybe | can refresh your nmenory.
| have a letter here to M. Cottle, WT. Cottle, Site Director
TVA, fromyou. | believe the date is January 3rd. Maybe
that will help you refresh your mmory as to the areas of
concern that you discussed with M. Cottle-

A Yeabh.

Q --and what Stone & Webster was-- what assis
tance they were going to provide to TVA

A Yeabh.

Q This was after they had been-- Stone &

Webster had been contracted; was it not?

A No, no. These two things that-- Enis asked
for somethina, and this was what Cottle asked me. | went
down to somepl ace between-- between Chri stnas and New Year.

1 met Cottle at Watts Bar, and we tal ked about this. And |
acreed to send him this assistance.

| got back to Boston, and then we had the New
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Year holiday. And New Year's Day, Bill Mtson called ne
and tol" w that Wite was nmeeting with the TVA board to
become the head of nuclear power and thit | should be ore
pared to fly to Chattanooga-- no, | shoild be prepared to
meet with White in Washington the follow .ng week.

So, this nmeeting and the other thing that we

set up for Eddie Enis, and | can't remenber what it was,

transpired between the end of the uf-vey and before | got
that notification.

This becane a problem as the, events unfol ded
because i had agreed to do this with the contractor, and all
of a sudden, | was being brought down there as a |oaned
emol oyee. So, this effort in itself, you never really get
of f the ground.

| can't remenmber what Enis asked us to do,
though.

Q Did you have-- Once you became-- Once you
became a loan manager for TVA, what was one of your first

assi gnnent s?

A | was never a |oan nanager. | was in the bull
pen.
Ckay.
A My first assignments involved, you know,

sett:ng up the office. W used the office administration/

logistics for the office and providing resources on call to

(4-
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Wiite or the other nmanagers when we were asked. | was

basically a labor broker.

Q So, were you one of M. Wiite's advisors, then?
Wien you say "inthe bull nen", is that what you nean?
A Yes.

BY MR MJRPHY:

Q How did-- This is what we tal ked about before,
the Nace/Kirkebo Study.

A Yes.
Q How was that organi zed and created?
A In the capacity of being a |abor broker, Wgner

comes to ne one night and says, "Look, we've got to start
putting together a team to devel op a corrective action plan,
corrective action program Put together a team of people who
can review all the correspondence that was-- all the negative
things that were ever witten about TVA fronf-- It was a
cutoff date in the past. Pick that date, whatever that was.
"Go through all the correspondence, all the reports, findings
from what ever sources exist, catalog all the negative inform
tion abc.t TVA" Ckay?

So, | put together that team | got John
Kirkebo, and Kirkebo recruited from the various SWEC offi ces
the rest of the people. W set themup in the far end of the
fourth or s:xth floor, whatever it was down there, and got

them the conputer access, got them the files out of their
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records program and literally just, from that date certain
in the past-- And | think it was probably January '84 on.
--read everything, and everything that was in a piece of

correspondence that was derogatory or inplied criticism of

TVA nuclear, out it into the machine. Assigned some arbitrary
categories and causes to everything so we can get it al up
in a data base and try to do sone studying. Lum t hi ngs
together to use that as a bases of starting to formulate a
corrective action plan.

we did that and extracted the infornmation,
paying no attention to whether it had been reported corrected
or whether it had been substantiated. If there was indica

tion of critisism it went in the machine. That's all that

effort was.
BY MR. MURPHY:

Q Let me ask you this: Did M. Kirkebo and the
staff that he assenbled, were they well-qualified people?

A To do this, yes.

Q You had perfornmed that type of-- Had that

been perforned at other utilities in the past, do you know?

A Not of this magnitude. At least, to my
know edge.

Q Ckay. In what respect? | mean, just in volune
al one or-

A Vol une alone and the breadth of it It's ki nd
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of a

routine type of thing you do if you talk about a specific

problem Now, if you wal ked in here today and | happened to

have

sai d,

an operating plant and you wal ked in here t oday and

"Hey, I'mnot very happy about the nunber of findi ngs

| keep seeing inthe instrument and controls areas," vyou

know,

the normal reaction, |'d say, "Hey, let's step back

and take a |ook at what's happened historically in the

instrument and controls area."

Q Uh- huh.

A So, from that standpoint, it's a rather routineld

technique. But to ny know edge, it had never been done jn

just a broad, global, everything-that's-critical appr oach

bef or e.

Q OCkay. Do you know what the results of that

study were used for?

A It was used initially to-- Wll, there was a

March--  early March neeting with the NRC

Q March 11th?

A March 11th.

Q Ckay.

A After-- What we did was after we had all this

input in the machine and sorted, you know, we took a couple o

trial sorts by cateqories and by causes. Then we pi cked the-

we cC'

t hat

.cked the conbinaticn of categories and causes and used

as an outline for the-- starting the presentation that
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took place on March the |lth.

The final product that was presented on March
the 1ith is somewhat different fromthat, but this is real ly
what happened to start from

I Teft about that time. It was intended to go

the next step fromthat March Ilth nmeeting and put together a
formal submittal to the Staff from the standpoi nt of what the
total recovery plan was. And | don't know what happened in
t hat.

The putting it together on-- it says February

14th here. That was kind of-- At that point, it was all in

the machine and everybody agreed on what the categories were.
Ve sent nost of the .eople home that had done the reading and

the kevb.*ard entry.

n Are the findings of your report, the various

cate-ories inyour opinion, you ve identified a top ten and
then went beyond, of course. There's a pretty good |ist
t here.

A Yeah.

Q Are they valid? And let ne say, by "valid",
| mean not in the sense that it's a sure thing but it's
sonmething that has to be |ooked at to determine whether it is
a real problem or not.

A inever' case, they had to be |ooked at.

Ckay.



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

A In every case.
0 In your view, is that a good method of at |east

establishing a list of possible problems at a plant?

A Oh, yeah. Oh, yeah.

Q Ckay.

A That's a starting point. It is not going to
be the hundred-percent :jottomline. It's a starting point to

focusing in your managenent attention

Go back to ny exanple again, if you cone in
here and say, "Hey, we're not happy with you because every
time we turn around you have a problemwith the jnstrunent
and controls area," | say, "Gee, thank you. Let me go |ook at
it."

The next thing | need to do js say, "Hey, let
me see what he's been seeing." It gives ne a starting point.
That's all.

BY MR Wi LLI AMPSON:

Q Did this review- Was the intent of it to
review any root causes of problenms identified at TVA?

A What do you mean by "root causes"?

Q Vell, the basic effect of why we are where
we are today when you were |ooking at these things. Wiy we
had-

A Vell, let me kind of waffle on that and say

yes and no. Because when you're trying to put together a
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plan of corrective action, you know, you've got to know what
caused the problenms in the first place.

Q Was your -

A Yes. :f you asked me, "wat js the root
cause?", no.

Q Vas it extensive enough to identify root
causes for the areas that you' ve docunent ed?

A About 90, 95 percent.
BY MR REI NHART:

Q Were there any surprises from the systematic

analysis over what you did in the managenent assessment s?
Vére they close? were they radically different?

A More |ike confirmatory.

Q Confirmatory, okay.

BY Mp. MURPHY:

Q Wul d you consider this an in-depth study?

A No.

Q From a document viewpoint, gt |east.

A From a docunent search, yes.

Q Okay.

A Yes.

Q If you did your initial assessment, the team

assessments that you're jnvol ved in in the Novenber tijne

frame, -

A Uh- huh.
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Q

36

--which is going out and physically doing

interviews and talking to peopl e and doing things, -

A
Q

Yes,

Sir.

--then you do a docunent search of this npature.

And when you conbine them two, you conme up with a fairly close!

list

of problems.

A

Q

Yeah.

mean, fairly-

Wuld that |ead one to beljeve that some of

them problens zre probably valid?

to concl ude that

per cent

A

Vel |,

are valid or

because of the magnitude, you' d have

sone of

90

there were valid. Now, whether 10

percent are valid, you really woul dn't

know at that point in time.

Q Uh-huh.

A Because, renenber, the other thi ng that we
constantl'- faced, you couldn't get a- didn't seem able to
get a nronpt, accurate answer from the organi zati on with
respect to the validity.

So, what you can say concl usively is, "Ckay,
there's a list of questions that have been asked." But it
couldn't be conclusively ysed to say that these are all
rock bottom solid questions and pr obl ens.

Q But that would certanly identify areas that
u  have to |00OK at.
A Yes, yes.
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Q There's no question jp your mind there

A No question in ny nind. Ang the areas here art

3 all the-- you know all the classics. procedure i nadequacy

failure to follow Procedures, |ack of direction, control.
These are classic questions.

Q A good nunber of them appear to be in the
Quality Assurance el ated area, and especially in the top ten.
Ve start with managenent, | believe, as a nunber one priority.
But a good many of them ot hers are in the Quality Assurance
ar ea.

A Un- huh.

Q Initial tean assessments, g those-- | know
you didn"t |ook specifically at tpat area, but do ycu think-

did you have a feel t0,t that night come up?

A | guess |'ve answered that. I caid | wasn't
surori sed.

Q Gkay, fine.

A I hadn't thought gpout it that way in the
P . | realy wasn't surprised when this started coming out.

BY MR WILLIAMSON:
Q Except for making the results of your
systematic review, who was that given to?

A | believe Bill wegner.

Did you personally-  was M. wite given th:s

information?
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A I don't know for a fact. | suspect he was
either briefed or given to him But | don't know.
BY MR MJRPHY:

0 Do you know if this was used to-- jn prenara
tion nuclear performance plan, nuclear recovery pl an, that

Wi te presented?

A It was used-- It was a starting point for
drafting that.

Q Okay.

A Now, again, it wasn't finished when | left,
but the plan had gone beyond-- | woul d guess, if you showed

me what was finally issued, it would have departed from sone
of this.
Ckay.

A Because there were sone areas that, for one
reason or another, that was either extended or retracted after
We took a look at the raw data-- some of the raw dat a.

Q During this same tinme frame, end of January,
first of February, there was an effort conducted by Craig
Lundeen (phonetically).

A Yeah.

Q Do you recall that effort that he and, | think,
five or six other SWEC enpl oyees were jnvol ved in?

A They went to Seauoia? Was it Sequoi a?

Q Vatts Bar.
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A Watts Bar.

Q Yeah.
A Yeah. He went to Watts Bar-- | just renenberec
what Enis's request was from Watts Bar. Enis asked ne for

sone help in witing what was going to be the Watts Bar
i nprovenent plan. Okay? | sent Larry Wite back down to
help himdo that. That became overtaken by * e when
Wite came in and wanted to do a whol e plan.
Craig went to Watts Bar either looking at the
one problem or at sone specific allegations about welding.
Was there a-

Q Do you know if it had anything to do wth

NSR s perception?

A Yeah.

Q Ckay. Do you know what the results of the
study were? O, let's-- were you involved in that?

A Vaguel y. Vaguely, because-- Let's see.

Around about that tine, Dick Kelly was out in as director
of QA And at that point in time, then, Lundeen re.orted
back to him

But NSR perceptions dealt with the NSR
organi zation's thoughts on a couple of issues related to
wel di ng. | can't remember what it was. Can you refresh my

meor .'?

Q They gave a briefing to Conmm ssioner



Commi ssi oner Appl estein on Decenber 19th based on that brj ef
ing, NRC on January 3 sent a letter to TVA asking them to
state whether they were in conpliance with Appendix B at

Vatts Bar and to address the el even I ssues that were br ought

up by the NSR as representati ve.

A That was a precursor of the Appendi X B |etter,
t hen.
Q Yes, sir.
Ckay. [ Pause. ]

Are ycu sure of that?

Yes.
A That's what he went up there for then.
Q You don't know what the results of the-- Did
you have any--
A | really don't remenmber it that way.

Okay. How do you recall jt?
A Vell, let me think for a minute.
The NSR--  \ell, maybe jt's-- g~ perception
Were a separate layer, and | guess it was from the NSRS
itself. The Appendix B letter was a separate docunent,
rne
Q Ri ght.
BY MR W LLI AVSON:

Q I think at that time, they were handled

separately, but | can't be real sure of that. You had the

ZyT
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NSRS perceptions, it would be a help.
MR REINHART: \Wat are you |ooking for?
MR WLLIAMSON:  The perceoti ons.
MR REINHART: (n.

MR W LLI AMSON: Here they are.

THE | NTERVI EVEEE: Yeah.
BY MR W LLI AMSON:
Q Was there a letter that went with that?
MR REINHART:  Go back a few pages.
(Continuing) From the NSRS?
No, they gave it to Commi ssioner Apol estein.
Q And then the Conmi ssioner sent that letter wth
those attachnents to TVA. I« you turn back a few oages-
MR, REl NHART: It's the other way.
A M/ problem is | don't remenber Lundeen being
associated with the prelimnary work in the
ar ea.
MR REINHART:  Ckay.
A (Continuing) | know he went up there,
sonet hi ng about wel di ng.

BY MR- W LLI AVSON:

Q Do you know the results of his efforts?
A (Shaking head.] Not the final results. 1
th.nk-- As : said, sonetime around that time, Kelly arrived

on the scene, and it was turned over to Kelly.
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comrents into the draft or that response?

A Early on, | had some comments. There was a
letter that came around with a conments |ine on it, and |
sent :t back.

Do you refll-- | nmean, were there editorial

cor.ments, or were there substantive changes that you thought

you needed to address? O what were the nature of the commen:s

that you nade?

A | don't remembehr Yo ..
last time, the big discussion at the time was whet her- - it
over the word "pervasive". I was a oroponent that there had

not been a pervasive, conplete, across-the-board preakdown.

But | was not in the minority either.

w And your definition of "pervasive" would be
what ?

A Absol ute. conplete failure. Across the board.

BY MR MJURPHY:

Q Is that a hundred percent in all the 18
criteria?

A That's the way this would be interpreted, yes.

Q Ckay. That's where that's bei ng interpreted.

That's your interpretation of "pervasive"?

A Yes.

BY MR WILLIAMSON:

0 Has that ever happened in the nucl ear i ndustry?



A Not to my knowledge.
a | would assunme it's theoretically possible,

but is it realistically possible?

A No.
0 | mean, it just couldn't happen.
It couldn't-- \Well, anything can theoretically!
ha ppen.
(0] Y eah.
A But the likelihood of a complete, across-the

board, everything breaking is very small.
Q Did you concur with the term- wusing t.e
term pervasive breakdown "?
A W didn't have any choice on that, did we?
That was in the Aocoendix B letter.
MR, MURPHY: No, it wasn't.

BY MR MJRPHY:

You nean from the NRC?

A Yeah.

Q No.

A You showed me this the last time.

0 Yeah.

A | couldn't believe it then either. Okay.

The NRC said: Are you meeting the requirements of Appendi x

| don't think that's in there. | don't know



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

where the hell that canme up.
BY MR MURPHY:
0 Wuld you use that word in response to the

letter to the NRC yourself?

A [ Shaki ng head. ] No.

Q Wiy woul dn't you use that? |'mcurious.

A Having seen the grief that it caused in this
case, | wouldn't ever touch it.

BY MR~ WILLIAMSON:

0 Let me ask you-

A Wiat | really have difficulty js trling to
figure out how- how that word did get-- did come in there.

C Al'so, in the March 20th response, the letter

rtolies that the overall QA orogramis in conpliance wth
A-pendi X B. Having done a managenent assessnent in the fall
o' '85, having done the systematic review, and havi ng access
to a lot of docunmentation and a lot of discussion, also
understanding that you didn't |ook at hardware per se, at
that time when you left, March 10th, 1986, did you say that
they were in overall conpliance with Appendix B?

A Appendi X B requires you to have a program
whi ch addresses a list of things. They had a program that
addressed a list of things. They had inplenentation probl ens
here and there. But the auestion ijs: Did they have a

satisfactory Appendix B program with the enphasi s being on
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what Apoendi x B required them to have? They had to have.

0 The written program.

A A written .nrogram. They had more procedures
than they needed.
is not part of that program jnpl enentation?
A of course, it is. But the problem |I'm hav.n:

with that word and the word-- the origin of the word

"pervasive", the dialogs we were having which probably, in

cart, stemmed from verbal dialog with the staff and maybe
at the Z | evel . | Just never had any nyself. But the
e-nnhasi.s keot coming back at the oroorar., not the impler.enta

tion. There was no question that they had i npl erent ati on

probl ens.

However, given that their immlenentation
croblens-- that does not nmean that the whole thi ng is
busted.

BY MR. RENHART:
Q If the question had asked, "Are you neeti ng
the requirements of Appendix B from an i npl enent ati on aspect"”

and just focusing on that, what would have been a good answer?

A Let ne rephrase the questi on.
Q Ckay.
A If the question had been, "Are you in

conpl _:nce w-th TVA's rA orogram and if not, identify the

areas where you are not in conpliance," now you have a
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But by keeping it peqged back to 10 CFR 50,

Aspend-x B, which does nothing more than say you've got to

have a program that does the following 18 things, there's a

hell of a lot of confusion entered into the question, which
was really a critical question.
Q Wiat areas-- \Wat would the answer have been

i f that had been the question?

A There's design control problenms. There's

| weling control problems. There's design interface problens.

They had the criterion 17 nroblems with the records control.

How was the corrective action prcgranf
A Par don?
Q How was their inplenentation of the corrective

acti on program?

A You mean criterion 16?

Q 15 and 16 bot h.

A Vell, 15 | treat from- Gven TVA's
situation, 15 | look at from the standpoint of the handling

of nonconformances on a given site. That was reasonably
okay.

Criterion 16, the translation of problens
between sites was not working very well because of the
organ.:at"onal fragnmentat ,on.

Q What about identification of root causes,
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You had to do that anyway, but not as a result
of just having pooled themall together so you can quickly
look at it and see what your envel ope of potenti al exposure
is. | nean, you could take that infamous report and throw
it away, and you hadn't |ost anything.

Q okay.

So, yo'i see what | nmean? It was a too! to

try and look at it all in the aggregate. That's all.

Q | guess wher. |'m getting confused is: We

look at it in the aggregate, and now we have a list of prob
le.-s that |ook pretty good. These are areas we've go- to work
on.

Now, one school says: (Okay, let's get to work
and look at these areas, like in developing a nuclear per
formance pl an.

A Yes.

Q Anot her school of thought says: Well, we
don't know really that these were all based on valid issues
or not, so we don't have to worry about it.

Is that-

A No.  No.

I ndividually, the beans nad to be .utbed
because they came to you in inspection reports, whether it
was from AN. or from M or from a Congressman. Each one

by itself had to be out to bed. The intent of doing this
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anal yses was to give us that bigger picture perspective which

could leap into the nuclear

you were taking some higher order of corrective and preventive,

actions that

So, through the nuclear

envel oped al |

possi bl e things that

performance pl an.

wong as represented by the individual beans.

anal yses of

BY MR

Q Ckay.

Trend anal ysis type work.

Trend anal ysi s.

A
Q kay.
A

Trend anal ysi s,

0 Ckay.

A M ke sense?
Q Uh- huh.

W LLI AVMSON

Q M. Nace,

you had with M. Cottle-

made, was there ever anything initiated by Stone & Wbster

or by your--

woul d help assist TVA in establishing a sufficiently high

yo" c-

contr ol

A Uh- huh.

Q --and the subsequent

N within Quality Assurance and associated design

measures at

1 TyNa a

Watts Bar?

exceot there is really no

| have one questi on.

eee_"a

the tinme/historv oattern of it.

agreement s that

per f ormance pl an,

wer e

or by TVA to establish a program wherein you

may have been

The di scussi on
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t er m nat ed.

Q By whom for what reasons?

A By whon? | believe-- | pelieve jt was Wegner
that asked ne to terminate that ang very nuch because of the
Let me nmeke sure you understand. Let ne clarify here

The putting together of that agreement and
sending people up there under that agreement was viewed im
as a Dotential conflict of interest, and that work under that
contract was curtailed. And | believe some people did, in
fact, nmobilize.

| believe also, later on, an effort-- a
similar effort was started under a different contract, put
1 believe that was about the tine | was leaving, as | recall.
So, that would be a hard one to answer as a yes or no.

Yes, there was work done; no, it didn't haPpen
exactly as it was conceived in |ate December when Cottle and
= talked. And | don't know what the outcome of it was.

MR WLLIAMBON:  Any other questions, Mark?

Len?

MR MURPHY: | have one l|ittle fjnal t hi ng
here.
12 M. Nace, have | or any other NRC representa

tive here threatened you in any nanner or offered you any
reward inreturn for this statenent?

| NTERVIEWAEE:  None what soever.
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