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MR W LLI AVSON: |'ve got some things to read,

remarks, and then we'll

get

and wap this up. For the record,

4 1:15 P. M., My 5th, 1987.

REPORTER.  Two.

MR, WLLI AMSON: Excuse ne. This is an

i ntroductory

into some questions

it is now

i ntervi ew of

Richard M. Freeman, who was formerly a nenber

of the Board of Directors for

the Tennessee

Valley Authority. The location of

10 view is Knoxville, Tennessee.

11 interview are Dan Mir phy,

Rei nhart, Deborah Bauser,

this inter

Present at this

Larry Robinson, Mrk

who has been retained

13 by Tennessee Valley Authority to.-act as personal

counsel to M. Freenman.

The subject matter of

this interview concerns your

i nvol vement in the March 20th,

know edge or

1986

response

from TVA to NRC regarding conpliance wth

10 CFR 50 Appendix B at Watts Bar

Nucl ear Pl ant.

19 M. Freeman, do you have any objection to swearing

to the testinony you are about

MR. FREEMAN: No.

MR W LLI AVSON: Pl ease stand and raise your

MR RICHARD M FREEMAN,

sworn, testified as follows:

af ter

first

to give?

ri ght hand.

being duly
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DIRECT EXAMINATION BY MR. LEN WILLIAMSON:

M. Freeman, for the record, would you please
state what your current position is, what your
former position was with TVA, and give us a

brief professional and educational background,

pl ease?

Wor ki ng backwards, .1am now resting after havin~g

resigned fromthe Board of Directors of TVA on

| Febr uar y 13 198. | was sworn in as a menber

11

12

15

20

of the Board in October of 1978. Prior to that,

| was Vice President, general counsel and Trustee

of the Northwest, Chicago and Northwestern

Transportati on Conpany in Chicago, Illinois.
Prior to that, | was in the practice of law in
Chicago with the law firmof Bell, Knapp, Spencer,

Hardy and Freeman, and prior to that, from 1948

to 1957 | was an attorney with the Tennessee
Valley Authority in Knoxville, Tennessee. Prior
to that, | graduated from |law school in 1948.

1 was in the United States Navy du~ring World War
11 from 1943 to 1946. Prior to that, | was
attended Wabash College in which | obtained a
Bachel or's degree in 1943. 1 was born in

CrawfordE-zille, [Indiana.
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e you. M. Freeman, would you relate to us

if you would any know edge or invol venent you
had in a March 20th, 1986 response from TVA from
M. Wite to the NRC concerning TVA's conpl i ance

with Appendix B at Watts Bar. Now, this was a
response which was elicited by NRC in January

of 1986 as a result of a presentation nade to
Conmmi ssioner Asselstine by NSRS in December, 1985,
and | would like if you would to el aborate any
know edge you have of that letter, any invol venent
you m ght have had in that letter.

| left TVA in February, February 13, 1986. At
that time, the letter had not reached my desk.

| have been advised that subsequent to that time
a letter was sent signed by M. Wite. |'m
unfamliar with that letter. | have not seen jt.
| had not seen it before | left, of course, even
a draft or any other form | was famliar with
the request that the NRC made for TVA to express
its “"corporate position" as | recall with
respect to its conpliance with Appendix B. That
did -- that letter was received in TVA before

| left, but I did not participate jn any manner,
shape or formin the response to that |etter

except to, of course, take the steps to see that



| a response was in the works, but that was the

total extent of ny involvenent.

Q What steps would you have taken to see that the

4 response was. ..
5A well, as | recall, first, first we asked, and 1

6 think it was the Chairman who sent a letter to
7 the Conmi ssion and asked the Conmission to give
8 us additional time because they had asked for- a

9 response in some very short period of tinme.
10 And we had by that tine retained, hired or on a

11 | oaned enpl oyee contract Admiral Wite. He was
12 not yet on board. He was to come on~board in a
13 week or so, and we asked the Commuission if t#hey
14 woul d give us additional tine because he

15 obvi ously should be involved in the response to
16 that letter, and he needed tine to get acquainted
17 with TVA generally and its nuclear program
sl specifically, and then finally,- of course, to
19 address hinself to that specific question that
20 the Commi ssion was asking. W asked for such
2 time, and | gather it was granted because we
22 didn't nmeet the deadline that the NRC had

23 suggested in their original request.

24MR. ROBI NSON: You said, M. Freenan, that you didn't see

25 any earlier drafts of that letter that finally



1 went out at all. is that correct?

2 A That's correct. | don't even know whether there
3 were any, but | didn't see any. | saw nothing

4 in witing nor did | have any discussions wth

5 Adnmiral Wite about Appendix B that | can

6 recal | .

7 MR ROBINSON. Are you familiar with the name Robert Millen,

8 Bob Mullen, who was the. QA Manager?
A Yes. I know who Mullen is.

10MR.  ROBI NSON: Did M. Millen ever to your know edge bring

11 either you or any other nenbers of the Board a
12 proposed draft letter?
13A | have no recollection of ever seeing a draft
14 letter that he brought to ne or anybody else
is brought to ne.

5 M ROBI NSON: Okay. Were you as a nenber of the Board

17 expecting to give concurrence or approval to
718 that letter before it went out?
2 9A Vell, as | recall, our response to the Conm ssion
N 20 i ndi cated, because they had asked for a
2 corporate, that the Board would concur, would
22 review it and concur.

22 MR ROBINSON:  Ckay.
4 4 A That hadn't -- the matter was not ripe by the ting'

25 | left so, of course, that - | had had no



opportunity to take any steps with respect to the

response

3 MR ROBI NSON: Back in the October/Novenber of 1985 time

4

5
6
7
8
9
10
11A
12
13

14

frame when M. VWiite and M. Wagner and M.
Mles and Stone and Webster came~into TVA for a
brief period to kind of give an initial analysis

of the, | guess n~t only the nuclear situation

but the managenent situation wthin nuclear,

were you briefed by themat any tine regarding
their finding?

W had a brif.4ng with a large - or probably the
entire teambut certainly a large group Zrom
Stone and Webster in Knoxville about their

revi ew of TVA.

I5SMR.  ROBINSON:  And can you to the best of your recollection

16

7 A
18

19

20

2

summarize the results of that review?

Well, it was - in essence, they told us what

1 think | was then quite familiar with - that we
had severe management problems, and we had severe
problems as a result thereof at our nucl ear

plants.

2 MR. ROBINSON: Did they specifically mention anything

23

24
5 A

regarding the QA program itself to your
recollection?

I don't have any specific recollection that QA
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1 was nentioned, but it would be reasonable to

2 assume that it mght have been. The briefing
3 may have taken at |east an hour and probably nore
4 than that, and they did detail some of their
5 - they used exanples, as | recall was their
6 techni que of presentation, exanples of what they
7 meant when they said we had a generic kind of
8 a problem And they may have referred to
9 Appendi x B or they nmay have referred to QA I
just - | can't renenber specifically.
11MR.  ROBI NSON. Do you recall - was this briefing presented
12 to the three nmenbers of the Board and the GCeneral
Manager, or can you - or other people?
14A Well, it certainly included the three nenbers-~of
15 the Board, and i~ included the General Manager.
16 There may have been others there from TVA  I'm
17 a bit hazy about that.

IBMR ROBINSON:  Ckay.

A There was a larger nunber of Stone and Webster
20 peopl e than TVA people. | just don't recall
2 who else was there besides those | nmentioned.

22MR ROBINSON:  Was it primarily as a result of this
23assessnent that the decision was nmade to hire

24 M. Wiite as Nuclear Mnager or...

25A Primarily? No. This was a factor along with
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many, many others that indicated that we needed
to do something. We asked M. Wite to stay
afterwards, and he nmade a presentation of what

he would do, and he was the only one present

at that meeting. W explored with him various
options, and we were under considerable pressure
at that stage frdm the Congress to appoint a

nucl ear adviser, and we were under pressure from
Congress and from menbers of the Commi ssion to
do sonething about getting rid of some of the top
managenent people, and Conmi ssioner Assel stine,
for exanple, exerted some pressure in that

regard so that there were a whole nunber of
reasons why we concluded that we needed to nake
a managenent change. One of the factors that

was inmportant was our general counsel had devi sed
a way in which we could hire sonebody and avoid
the salary ceiling, which had been . which was
what had put us behind the eight ball to begin

with. | think | covered that with you gentlenen

bef ore.

22MR. REINHART: Mr. Freeman, do you remember what Mr. White

told you in his portion where you asked hi m what
he would do? Do you remember what he...

Vell, we explored - we didn't at that stage deal
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with the specific substantative issues about the

plants when we talked with him You're referring

to our talk with himafter. ..

MR. RElI NHART: Yes, Sir.

A

When we ta. ked with him we tal ked about the role
of a nuclear adviser, role of bringing in
consultants, a r6le for himor somebody else

as a replacenment for our line. W were talking
about ways of dealing with the problem not

about -- we finished with discussing the

probl ens, and this was solution tine.

MR REINHART:  Ckay.

MR W LLI AMSON: Did he offer his services as an adviser

or as a nmanager?
We certainly inquired of himas to whether he

was avail able. \Whether he said, gave us an
answer, and | doni't think we -- we didn't nake
an offer to himat that stage, but we certainly

explored with himthe possibility. W didn't

make an offer, and it's ny recollection that

because we didn't, we probably did ask himhis

availability, and |I'm not sure whether he

i ndi cated he was conpletely available or not.

He may have indicated that that would be

troubl esone for him because he had sone ot her
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a2l

| conmmitnents and that he'd like to say - thought

2 he might spend some tine on the farm But in

3 any event, there was nothing - there was no

4 firmconmm tnent nmade at that stage on either
5 si de.

6 M WLLIAVBON: Was there any discussion about whether
7 he woul d accept a position as an adviser or

vi ce nmanager of Nuclear Power Operations, or do

9 ~you recal| -anydiscussions* about specific...

0 A well, he was very firmin the view that the

u nucl ear adviser role would not be successful,

12 a view | shared, so that | don't think we got to
13 the stage of asking him whether he would take

14 that job if it were offered to him

||VR W LLI AMSON: Wul d this adviser have been adviser to the

16 Board or to the General Manager or to the...

A Well, the concept - this was a Congressional
I's concept, and the Congressional concept would be
19 an adviser to the Board.

200 MR WLLI AMASON: You nentioned earlier and | think maybe

ist a previous discussion that we've had, you

22 said vou were aware of some of the problens
23 at TrVA.
24 A Ri ght.

2SMR. W LLI AMSON: And the presentation made by Stone and
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Webster, M. Larry Nace | think was the principal

speaker of the initial presentation

Yeah. | don't recall the nanei, but that may...
WLLIAVSON: And M. Wite.

...very well be. Certainly, Admiral Wiite did a

lot of talking, and there were others who did.

WLLIAMSON: Was this ptesentation nore positive than
negative or nore negative than positive?
| would say it was nore negative than positive.

W LLI AMSON: But were you surprised by their findings?
No.

W LLI AVSON:  You were not?
| was not.
W LLI AMSON: Thank you
MURPHY:  Were you also present during a presentation

given by Bob Sauer, which was alnost like a

rehash of his presentation to Conm ssioner
Hassel stine?

Yes, | was.
MURPHY:  \What was the tone of ;hat neeting?

Vell, we asked Sauer to make -- when we | earned
that the presentation had been nade to
Conmmi ssi oner Assel stine, we asked Sauer to give
us roughly the same presentation he had nade

to Conm ssioner Asselstine, and he did so.
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what has now been listed as NSR s perception?

| mean was there any...

Vell, I'mnot sure whether it was NSRSs perception
He cane down stronger with respect to some of

the issues than | had otherwi se heard, and |I'm
not sure whether that was NSRS s position or not,

but he was :lear as to what his position was.

MURPHY:  Was the |ine organization present during that

briefing?

Yes.

MURPHY: \What wa', their response? | nean...

Thord wasn't a lot of discussion, and |I'm - the
reason for the nmeeting was for Sauer to enlighten

the Board as to what his position was, and |

don't recall how nuch the line had to say and

how nuch they were |istening. It was not -- it

followed a neeting. W had had a neeting on
nucl ear, which all the people from Chattanooga
up, and this followed that neeting. |'m just
hazy. | don't recall. But it was clear as a
result of that session that there was a difference
of opinion. Wether it was a difference between
difference if opinion between NSRS and the

l[ine or whether it was within NSRS as well, |
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2 Sauer was taking a position that - and he was
3 quite articulate about it, and that required
4 attention. And shortly thereafter or
5 ~cont enpor aneously, |'mnot sure which, we receivec'.
6 a letter fromthe Conmm ssion asking us very
7 naturally what TVA's position was, and we woul d
have had to come up with a position whether we'd
91 been asked or not.
" MR MJURPHY: Historically, had there been a great deal of
11 di sagreenent between the line organization and
1 NSRS?
13A Well, the pattern of operation was for NSRS to
14 | prepare reports and to give the line time to
15 respond, and usually, the line said, "Yes, you're
16 right. W'l fix it.' In that sense, there
wasn't - and | saw those reports. | asked to
18 Isee them and | saw those reports, and | asked
19 and received the line's responses, and if there
20 was a disagreement and it wasn't worked out, then
yal 1 wanted to know about it. | think in al nost
22 all cases, if not all cases | can recall, the
line would eventually say, "GOkay. We'Ill fix it."
21 The probl em t hat usual ly occurred that sonetines
25 they said they would fix it and it didn't get

~don' t know, but it didn't make any difference.



I fixed, and NSRS was not very good at followp.

2 MR MJRPHY:  Who was NSRS was responsible « far as reportinyg

3 their findings to ? Was it sv r that they
4 woul d reort to the Board?
5 A In the early stages when we first set them up,
6 and 1'mone of the two Directors responsible
7 or organizing the group, they reported
8 quarterly, at |east quarterly. |f they had

9 sonething to tell wus, they reported to the
10 General Manager and the Board, and if they
1 didn't have anything specifically to tell us
12 before a quarterly neeting, then they reported
13 to us quarterly. W would sit down with them
14 and spend two or three hours in the conference
IS room above us. And then toward -- sonmetime in
16 1985 we began getting weekly reports from NSRS
17 in addition. Now, | got their witten reports
18 regularly, but in addition, we had weekly
19 sessions with NSRS in Bill WIlis' office.
20 Monday nornings | think

2 MR MURPHY:  Why was this? How do we go frémnonthly to

2weekl y?
23 A Vell, the problens, the problens, the apparent
24 problems, the real problens or apparent problens

25 were getting nore serious, and we had two plants
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10 MR MURPHY:

1
12 A

13
14

shut down for one thing. |Interestingly and
di sappoi ntingly, NSRS had nothing to do with
shutting down those two plants. That was a line
deci sion, which told ne sonething about NSRS.
The line reconended, specifically Hugh Paris,
shutting down zcth Browns Ferry and Sequoyah.
Those were not decisions -- there was not a
di spute about that in the sense that NSRS said
shut down a line. It was a line decision.

If over the years there was a dispute who had
the ultimate authority to resolve those?
Well, the Board would have to resolve. The
General Manager and the Board woul d resol ve.

That's what that's -- that's what we're for.

MR MURPHY:  There's no question in your mnd abcut that?

16 A That's right.

MR, MURPHY: In the letter -- do you have the January, 1986
18 this is a January 9th, 1986 letter from M. Dean
19 to Harold Denton, and it says here that, "The
S0 situation apparently involves the differing of

prof essional opinions within TVA and we expect

2 M. Wite to look into the matter as soon as
23 reasonably possible.* Did you view -- | nean |
24 understand that M. Dean wote the letter, but
25 obviously, this -- does he get the concurrence
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of the Board nenbers?

| don't know specifically whether he did, but our
procedure - it would show by - the file w:uld

show by initials because we have a stanp, and

if | approved it, there would be a stanp and

nmy initials would be on it. | don't know whet her
that's - whether there is such a stanp or

whether that's the - whether that's the letter

or not.

MURPHY: Let me ask you Did you feel that...

I"'msure we ~ let me cut through. ['m sure we
di scussed the response and that we needed tine
and that the - and we should request from the
Commi ssion that we have tine and that - for a
very good reason - that obviously, we had a new
person com ng on board and he should be given
the opportunity to take a look at it, and that
woul d take some tinme. So | know | had that

discussion with the Chairman. Now, whether |
saw saw, whether | saw and approved that

specific letter, | don't know

MR MURPHY:  Let nme ask you a specific question. Did you

view the Sauer presentation as a different
pr of essi onal opi ni on?

Well, that's a - youre using that as a term of



1 art, | guess. I don't -- and | -- it was, it was

2 a professional opinion that nay have differed

3 from that of others. So if that's a different...

4 MR MJRPHY: [''m onl Y suggesting that for two r easons. One,

5 it's mentioned in the letter. Secondly, TVA has

6 a Code 10 which says that the Board is ultimtely

7 responsible for risolving differing pr of essi ona
opi ni ons.

9 A Correct.  For -- well, we're responsi bl e fq

| O resolving differences of opi ni on, professiona

1 MRor ot her wi se.

12MR. MURPHY:  well, it specifically zddresses differing

14- - did this letter neet with your approval in the

15 sense that you may have had a different

16 pr' of essional opi ni on?

MB. BAUSER.  Can | get a clarification? Wien you asked him

18 if he considered jt gre you asking himif at the
19 time he considered jt?

20 MR MJRPHY: Certainly.
2l MS. BAUSER: Okay.

22 A And now I'mlost. Wat's the question?
23 MR MIRPHY: 1 you considered {pe presentation py sayer
24 to be a different professional opi ni on i nasnuch

25 as maybe the |ine organi zati on djdn't entirely
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15MR MJRPHY:

A
22

agree with him

Yeah, | guess | wasn't - it wasn't clear to ne
at that stage to what extent there was

di sagreenent within the organization, but he

had an opi nion which he held very strongly, which
1 had to take quite seriously. And certainly,

it required that we have a full exploration of

the issue. To what extent there was a difference
of opinion, I'mnot clear to this day, and if |
was clear then, | don't know. But it was an
i mportant issue that he had raised. The thing
I'm hazy about is to what extent differences
to what extent there were differences either
within NSRS or between the line and Sauer.
Prior to your departure in February, did
anyone express a difference inasmuch as the
bottom line of M. Sauer's presention was that
TVA wasn't conplying with Appendix B at Watts
Barr? Did anyone attenpt to refute that
testimony to you?
| don't recall. W hadn't reached that stage.

| don't recall refutation of it.

MR MIRPHY:  Okay.

A

That was the burden of what the investigation

woul d be about.
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MR MURPHY: In this letter, it also says, "In order to

A

adequately respond to the inquiry, TVA Board

concurrence woul d be needed after consultation
wth the staff.* |If you were still present,
and this is a hypothetical question, but if you
were still present as a nmermber of that Board
woul d you have expected M. Wiite to show you
that letter before it was sent to the NRC?

Yes.

MR. MURPHY: Would you have allowed it to have went out

W t hout being at |east presented to you?

VWll, |, I"'mnot sure | can answer the second

question. | can answer the first question. \at

| woul d have done if | had not had the opportunit,

| don't know what | would have done.

MR, MURPHY: In your opinion does the term "Board

concurrence nmean that they would have revi ewed

the letter before it went out?

A Well, those are not ny words. So I'm -- your
guess is as good as mne. |'ve answered your
question, would | expect to look at it, and t he
answer is Yyes.

MR, ROBI NSON: Now, M. Freeman, after you had that neeting

in the Board Room where M. Sauer reviewed his

presentation that went on to M. Asselstine, this
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18

21
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was before M. Wiite came on board. Da .

Mr. WIlis or any other menbers of the Board

specifically lay a responsibility on certain

managers to get noving on a response to NRC?

Vell, just to be sure about the timng, as |
recall, we got that letter in January by the
time we had hired Wite, but he was not . hadn't

reported yet.

ROBI NSON:  Right.

| think that's the tinmng.

ROBI NSO\ Ckay.

Al though | don't vouch for anything for certain

on timng at this late date. Too mnuch tine

has gone by.

ROBI NSON: Wll, the letter was...

But in any event, | - nmy only - to help answer
the question, ny only recollection is that

when we, when we got the request from the

Conmi ssion, we took the order or the action

which was to ark WIlis get - in due course

get this, get the response under way. That's the
way we normally did things, and | think | must

have done that either formally or informally

in that case as well.

ROBINSON:  And do you recall Mr. WIllis, before you lef-~ti
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TVA, ever coming to you and giving you astatus
report on the progress of that procedure?

| don't recall any status report. There were an
awful lot of things cooking at that stage, you

m ght i magi ne.

MR REINHART: M. Freeman, back on what was eventually

cal |l ed the managemment assessnent when Swak, Beta
and M. VWite cane in and did that late '85

assessnent, were there any notes or slides or

witten docunents of their findings that were

| eft?

My recollection is that there were three or four

sheets that were - excuse nme - passed out, and

that's the sum and substance. There were -- it
ws:;, not a dog and pony show.- It was nostly a
di scussion, but | think there were three or four

pages of notes that they made available to us so

we could follow the discussion is ny recollection.1

In the meeting with White afterwards, there was

a single sheet of - an option sheet, but that
was in a different - dealing with different
subject in a sense. It was dealing with sol utions,

MR REINHART: Do you have any of those...

A

No.

MR REINHART: .. or copies of those sheets?
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| have, | have seen sone sheets.

WILLIAMSON: Mr. Freeman, look. We have some documents

here entitled...

| didn't bring anything with ne.

WLLIAVSON: ..."TVA Study Finding." Was this the

docunment ati on provided you if you can recall?

You know, | - th~ere were three or four sheets.

These are four sheets. Whet her these are the

—f our sheets,.! don't know' There's a -- the

first sheet is a liss of the names of people

present. Certainly, White was present. Nace was
‘resent.  You know, | can't tdl you at this date

whether these are the sheets that were passed out

or not.

MURPHY: How about the general topics discussed? was

that ...

Introduction, purpose, to review activities, t-hat
well, these were the kinds of subjects

di scussed. \Wether we discussed all of these

subj ects or whether these were the sheets, | don'

know, but could be.

MR WLII AVMSON: How about the concl usions, were those the

conclusions that you recall?
Credibility is poor. They probably said that.

Magni tude of the problem | just can't recall
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speci fics. | can, | can speculate, but that's

not worth anything to you or to the record.

['m sorry, but just too much tine has gone by.

REINHART: | understand.  Doyouremember a little bit
later a report of an effort that was called a
Systematic Analysis that was done later on,
basically a reviiw of several hundred docunents?
Does that ring a bell?

it doesn't ring a bell.

MURPHY: These docunmients were all external reports,

all negative towards TVA? In other words, NRC
| nspection Reports and full reports, the Black
and Beech Report (sic).

I'm well aware of a large nunber of negative
reports. Is that what you're asking me?

MURPHY:  This was a study - the study involved...

ROBINSON:  This was a conpilation.

I'm not familiar with a compilation.

REI NHART: | think Larry Nace was involved in that.
Coul d be. | just don't know.

REI NHART: Does the name Craig Lundeen ring a bell wy
you or any effort that he might have done in
any connection?

No.

REINHART: Was the Board aware before Conmmi ssioner



Assei stine cane on Decenfilber 19th that he was

2 com ng?

3 A Ve nust have been. W took himto lunch, and |

4 think that was before he visited with NSRS, and
5 | think | made the luncheon arrangenents. |t

6 was held at my club. So we nust have been aware,

7 yes. As a matter of courtesy, when Conmi ssioners
9 cane, and they often came to visit us,- we usually

9 had sone notice. « don't recall the specific

10 notice.

. MR REINHART: At TVA just as a matter of policy, when a

Commi ssioner visited or was given a presentation,

12
13 would it be normal to have that presentation
14 approved ahead of time by managenent ?

A No.  No.

16 MR REINHART: It would just be whoever wanted to speak

17 at the tine or...

8 A Vell, if a Commi ssioner of the NRC shows up, the
19 Conmi ssioner could talk to anyone about any

20 subject that he wishes as far as |'m concerned
2 W t hout nmy "concurrence" or not.

2?2 MR REINHART:  (kay.
23 A That, by the way, is true of staff nenbers. it

24 happens all the tine. | think that's - otherwse,!;

25 | would be interfering with the processes | have



| no right to interfere wth.

2 MR REI NHART: When TVA got the request to provide the

3 corporate position as to whether or not 10-0 pegs
4 be required or be met at Watts Bar, from your
5 perspective when you were asked were those
6 requi rements being nmet, what did that nean to you?
7 A | guess | don't uhderstand the question.

MR REINHART: Wen you were asked the question, "Are these

9 requi rements being nmet?", in your mnd what would
10t hat mean? What would it mean to neet those
11 requi rement s?
2 A Wl l, the provisions of Appendix B are reasonably
13 explicit. | think - I've reread them and
14 they're much nore subjective than | had recalled,
i's but it seens to me there are so nany issues
16 where opinions are involved, but they;'re - ti.ey

purport to be reasonably explicit.
18MR REINHART:  Wbuld you say-that they require you to hatve
19 a progranf?
A They certainly - the word "progranmt is used
quite regularly.
22 MR REINHART: Ckay. Wuld you say they required you to

23 I mpl ement . .
24 A You know, what a program - | think where it gets
25 hazy is what's a program and is a bad program a

26
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progran? You know, there are all Kkinds of

there are all kinds of fuzzy things that could

as you well wunderstand.

REI NHART:  Well, once you had the program would you
say to meet the requirements you would have to
implement that program?
| forget whether the word "implementation” is
~used, but |'m specul ating now. | would not

you know, you don't want me to speculate.

REjZNHART: Well, from your...
A program doesn't make any sense if you don't
implement it.
h..vi and execute.

Sounds reasonable.

16 RREINHART: All right. Okay.

17 MR. MURPHY: And also, you would hope that . | think Watts

18

19
20

2 A

Bar was in its twelfth year of construction.

You woul d hope they had inplenented the program
by then?

Well, whether it was the program or a...

22 MR. MURPHY: Whatever program you're commnitted to, you would

23

24 A

hope they had implemented it.

Correct.

25 MR. REINHART: For the policy of the Board in dealing with
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regul ation or regulating agency |ike the Nuclear

Regul at ory Conmission, would it be the desire to
use straightforward |anguage as opposed to

| anguage that's kind of real vague and real

br oad?

| guess | don't - you know, | don't..

M5. BAUSER  Would you just repeat what you said? | didn't

under st and.

9 MR REINHART:. Would it be the policy of the Board in

11

14 A

19
20

responding to requests or letters of request
from agencies like the NRC, would it be your

policy to come back and answer requests in

strai ghtforward |anguage as opposed to...

Well, | can only speak for nyself. | try to be
straightforward at every opportunity | can,

but, of course, that's difficult, and as |

menti oned, Appendix B, you mght have some people
who are students of English saying that that's
not straightforward, sinple, American English,
and so you have to look at the kind of question
you're responding to in terns of looking at the
answers. But yes, | personally try to give
direct answers to any questions put to ne even
if it's fuzzy, but sonetines it's difficult.

If you get fuzzy questions, you may get fuzzy

28



answer s.
MR REI NHART: Ckay.
A |"m not sure |'m answering your question

HR.  PEI NHART: You answered it. That's good. Could you
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tell us when the Board did decide to hire M.
Wiite why they nade that decision?

Vll, we made the decision -- | can only speak
for mysel f. It was clear we had alarge nunber
of problems. in final analysis, they were
managenent problens. W had been told by at

| east one Conm ssioner, Conmm ssioner Asselstine,

that he had no confidence in Hugh Pdris in a

meeting that he had with the Board. Qur genera

counsel, we undoubtedly would have taken action
before we did because we didn't know any way

we could replace people with anybody any better.
Qur general counsel came up with a |oaned

enpl oyee doctrine which he said would pernit us
to pay someone or a group of people nore than
the salary limtation. That made it possible
for us to go out into the nmarketplace. And the
first person we attenpted to hire turned us
down, but that person strongly recomrended Wite,
Inquiries we nade about Wiite indicated he was

a very effective person, had an excellent record

29
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with the United States Navy in nuclear, and that
and a lot of other factors went into the hopper
that nade us conclude that we should take the
step. It was a drastic one, and -- but was

necessary, | felt.

MR REINHART: Was the fact that M. Wite had no previous

commercial, nucldar or |icensing experience
consi der ed?

Vell, | can't say it wasn't considered, but |
didn't regard as that dispositive. He had run
a very large organization. He was in charge of

material procurement in the United States Navy,

which is a bigger operation than this operation.
So he had managenent experience, and he had

nucl ear experience, not commercial utility
experience, but he had nuclear experience. He
knew what nucl ear was, had enough sense to know
nucl ear is sonething you worry about and are

concerned. The Navy program as | understand it,

was a careful one, and he was trained by one of
the very capable people in the world who has been
in nuclear, -% was involved in nuclear. So

that his lack of commercial experience | didn't

find dispositive.

MR. RE:NHART: Was there any reasoning by the Board in having



1 M. Mason as his deputy?

2 A Wl |, the objective which was nade clear in

3 initial Menorandum of Understanding, the

4 | objective was that this was to be a transition;

5 that hopefully, in this - we have a tw year

6 contract; that during this period when he and

7 the people he was going to bring in, we hoped

8 that we could deal with the salary issue, and

9 we'd have an orderly transition back to TVA

10 enpl oyees. And we were very close to resolving

1 the salary issue in the Congress. [t was aborted,

12 but we had high hopes so that Mason was - his
13 record was good, and he was certainly a

14 potential as far as | was concerned, a potential

15 successor. My not have been the only one that

16 we woul d have considered at the tine, but he

17 was a potential .

18~ MR RElI NHART: In his position as Deputy to M. Wite, would

19 you have expected himto be involved in nmajor
20 i ssues such as responding to the % Comm ssion's

2 requests. ..

2 A Ch, | can'.t answer - | can't answer that

23 questi on. It depends on how Wiite wanted to
24 operate anid timng factors. | mean that's

25 ['mtoo far away to know. \Wite' s initial,
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Initial problemand thrust as far as | was

concerned was not dealing with Appendix B but

to get a grasp of the whole of the nuclear
operation. And he cane on board what - the
second week in January. O course, | left in
the second week in February, so.that we only -

| was there only for a nonth while he was there,

but ny thrust with himwas to |eave him alone
and give him a chance to get his arms around
the organization. As a matter. of fact, we had
conmtted ourself to the NRC to have daily
meetings with the head of Nuclear. W asked
the Commission for relief from that provision
because we wanted White to have time to study
TVA, to put his team to work, and I'm not sure
that dealing immediately with Appendix B on that
issue was very high on his priority lis, and it
wasn't really high on nmine. Everything was high
on the lig, but the first problem was to get
his arm around the organization. And how he
used Chuck Mason in those -- during that period,
| don't know, and I'm not in a position to give

hi m advi ce.

MR+ REINHART:  COkay. Well, you said that wasn't a hi gh

priority. Did you feel pressure from anybody to
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answer that in a hurry, or...

Vell, we had a letter from the Comm ssion saying
answer it in a specific date. W asked for

an indefinite extension, which we received.
Everything was urgent at that stage, but the
Watts Bar -- in terns of priorities, Watts Bar
itself was not a high priority. It was not the
hi ghest priority at that stage. The highest
priority at that stage as far as | was concerned,
and | think we nust have comunicated that to
Wiite was we had an enpl oyee concern program
going at Watts Bar, and the thing | was npst
interested in and | think nany other were is,
are any of the concerns expressed about Watts Bar,

are those the case at Sequoyah? And that was the

focus of a.lot of nmy attention, and 1 think

probably Wiite's, and, therefore, there was a
priority. In due course we would get to Watts
Bar, but we needed to be sure that things were
being flushed out about Watts Bar if they turned
out to be the case, were not also the case with

respect to Sequoyah.

MR REINHART: Wth that extension granted, would you have

felt either unresponsive or irresponsible or

under nore pressure had TVA, say, take until April
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or May to send that response?

| - no. That depends upon - | left in February,
and | don't know what transpired after that.|

just can't give you a good answer to that.

5 MR REINHART: Gkay. Wth all of what was going on wth
6

8 A
9

TVA and with your ongoing experience, why did
you pick that paiticular tine to |eave?

well, this is a - this is a - |I'mnot prepared

to discuss that.

10MR.  REI NHART:  Ckay.

11A
12

13MR.

14

15
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18

19
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25 1A

| don't nmean to be evasive, but | haven't

di scussed that with anyone except nmy wfe.

REINHART: Il tell you why | asked. One of the

menbers of our staff had a conment that was

attributed to you, that during another interview

you were asked that question, and that the'

response that was attributed to you was that you
didn't like to. be threatened. Does that ring

abell?

That | didn't like to be threatened?

By whon? No, no. MNo, | - | talked to these

34
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two gentlemen right here. Did | -- do you recall

| made any such comment as that?
MR ROBI NSON: No. Wen | was speaking to you, we were
talking prinmarily about NSRS, and | don't even

think we got into the subject of your resignation...

A | don't either, and | don't...

MR, ROBI NSON: ...0r retirement.

A Vell, | don't have any -- and | don't recall ever
being threatened in the sense that -- | felt

very concerned, and | felt that a lot of
there were a lot of things going on beyond ny
control, but | don't think anybody threatened ne.

MR ROBINSON:  One question that | have that | think is

fairly inmportant to get on the record, M. Freeman.
Do you h-. any know edge either then, back in

early 1986, or now of any intent by anyone

involved in that Appendix B response to m slead

or deceive the NRCwith regard to their status

and conpliance wi th Appendi x B?
A | have no know edge of any such attenpt.

MR.  ROBI NSON: | don't have any other questions.
MR MURPHY: Did you ever reach an agreement with Mr. Culver—i

who at the tine was the Director at NSRS, that
unl ess something was very, very inportant, sone

NSRS report was very, very inportant, he wouldn't
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bring it to your attention?

No, his - my understanding with himwas | got

all of them
MURPHY:  Oh, okay.

And | did get all of themso far as | know

6 MR MJRPHY: So then, there...

7 A

11A
12MR.

14
15
16

17 MR

20

| read them all iQthout exception. So unless

there was one that they didn't give ne that

1 don't know about, and | doubt that.
MURPHY: Then that agreenent then didn't exist?
No.
MURPHY: Okay. When you...

And | further had an understanding with himif

there was anything that he thought should cone

to ny attention, that he knew where | could be
reached by tel ephone or in person.

MURPHY: Li ke on an immedi ate basis?

Yes, Sir. And we talked regularly. -You know,

this is a small town and a small building and
| saw Culver regularly.
MURPHY: And the neeting that you had with Wite and
the Stone and Webster people nade the presentation;

was M. Paris present at that neeting? Do you
know?

BAUSER: Wi ch presentation? [|'m sorry.

36



I MR MJRPHY: By M. Wite and M. Nace and the Stone and

Webst er peopl e.

3 A Vell, he was not present when we net with, with
4 Wiite alone. O that | am certain. Wether he
5 was present when the whole group was there, |I'm
6 hazy. I'msorry. | just don't recall. |

7 tend to - | tend to think he was not, but I'm
8 not certain of that. They had had the sane

9 kind of briefing. This briefing followed a

10 briefing that Stone and Wbster gave to Paris
1 and his people, and |I'm kinda specul ating that
12 it would have been -- and we asked for that,

13 you know, brief the Board, and |'m speculating
14 that as a result of that, he nay have fe~lt it

15 wasn't necessary to be present, but |'m not

16 certain about that. There must be some noto.s
17 that indicate whether he was present or not.

18 MR MJRPHY: Well, let me tell you what testinony we have
19 so far, and tell me your recollection of this
20estimony.

2 A Fine.

2 MR MURPHY: That Mr. Paris was present at the neeting.
23 After the nmeeting, the meeting adjourned soneti..e,
24 say, in md-norning initially to conduct a

nmont hly tel ephone type and connect up with all

37
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the plant managers.

That was our daily neeting. Now, | don't remem be:

that -- we had that. That's the daily neeting

I spoke of that was done by phone.

MR MJRPHY: And at that time Mr. Paris left the room Y:u

know, to conduct that telephonic...

Coul d be.

MR MURPHY: And then at that time came back and at tha_

time was excluded from the meeting because you

were having a meeting with M. \Wite alone?

Well, as was everybody el se, you know. Al the

ot her people were excluded, too.

MR. MURPHY: Okay. And that wouldn't have been you -ust

excl uded Paris?

-No, no. W -- the other Stone and Wbster people
were excused. We met with Wiite because we were
tal king about we wanted Wiite's view of t-he

job, of nuclear adviser or whatever. And no, nc,
| didn't recall if Paris was in any of the

mretinas, but it's certainly possible he was.

MR, MJPe HY:  (Ckay.

But he was not present when we met with Wiite

for obvious reasons.

t MRURPI' :  \WWen Wiite reok the |ob as Manager of Nuclear

Power, did. the Board, yourself or any other
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Board nmenber that you know of instruct M. VWite

to get together with M. Paris and -ilk with

hi m about the problens that existed historically?
| didn't specifically ask himto do that, but
| would be surprised if he didn't, but no. Did
| ask himto? | don't recall asking him
MURPHY: Co you know if any other Board nmenbers did?
| wouldn't know.
MURPHY: | nmean it didn't occur at any Board neeting

you had or anything with M. VWi te?

Not that | recall. That just doesn't, doesn't
stick in my mnd.

MURPHY:  You said at one point that you weren't certain.
it was the positioii of M. Sauer or the position
of NSRS...

Ri ght.

MURPHY: ... on their perceptions. Did Kermt Wtt, who
was then the Director of NSRS, did he express

to you the fact that this was or was not NSRS s

position?

| don't recall that he said it was or was not.
it didn't really nmake nmuch difference at that
stage. Here was a conpetent, apparently

conpet ent engi neer who was taking -- and an

articulate engineer taking a very firm position,
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"and that was enough for ne.

MR MURPHY: Had you had other contacts with M. Sauer

in the past?
No, | had not. Well, | shouldn't answer so

qui ckly. He nay have been in some of our briefing-.

of NSRS. | don't recall. If he spoke, | don't
recall, and he miy have been present at some of
our regular NSRS neetings. | don't recall. |

shoul dn't give you a flat negative.

MURPHY: Were you nade aware of not only the nunber but
the magnitude of the concerns being addressed to
OTC at Watts Bar from April of 1985 when they
are?
| certainly was. | certainly was.

BAUSER: From April till when?

MURPHY: 1985 till his departure.
Until | left.

MURPHY: Was there a significant number of concerns
being...

Hundr eds and hundr eds.

MURPHY:  Well, did the fact of your know edge of these
numer ous concerns being generated at Watts Bar
lend any credence to M. Sauer's presentation
in your view? | nean |I...

At the stage - you see, at that stage, | don't



1 know that we had any conpleted investigation.

2 We may have had very few. The investigations

3 of the hundreds ane. hundreds of concerns

4 were very slow, aid so I'mjust -- the allegationsi

5 were nunmerous. 'he investigations that had been

6 conpl etes oy that time were not very many. SO

7 | don't know to ;rhat extent they had been

8 confirned.

9 MR, MURPHY: | guess when you say hundreds, would it be

10 unreasonable to say that in January, 1986 the

11 number of concerns had reached about the

1 twent y- seven hundred nark?

13 A Wl |, yeah, there were that nmany concerns, but

14 some of those are -- |'m talking about seriou3
concerns. Sone of themwere very petty, but

16 yeah, it was.a -- it was well over a-thousand

17 of all cnaracter. W tried to categorize them

18 | say we. NSRS tried to categorize theminto

19safety rel ated, non-safety related, personnel

20 related so we could deal with them And the

2 safety related concerns, which were the ones
we were nost interested in, of course, were not

23 in the -- were not of that nunber, but there

%@1 were still plenty of them

25
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| had a tape fail and | will summarize ny
shorthand notes. This was less than 3 m nutes
of testinony, and is sunmmari zed on a separate

paper, attached as Exhibit 1.

CONCLUSI ON:

W LLI AMSON: M. Freeman, have |, or any other NRC rep

resentative here threatened you in any manner Or

of fered you any reward in return for this statenent

FREEMAN: No.

W LLI AMSON: Have you given this statement freely and
voluntarily?

FREEMAN: Yes.

W LLI AMSON: Is there any additional information you
would like to add to the record?

FREEMAN: No, but | would like to reserve the right to
review the transcript and at that time correct

m s-statenents | mght have nade. | caught

nysel f on the Sequoia , but | would like to
reserve that right until after | read the

transcript furnished to ne.

42



I (O f the record)

2 Ms. BAUSER | would just like to go on the record to

3 confirm that we will receive a copy of the

4 transcript within a week after conpletion of the
5 interviews. Agreed?

6 MR ROBI NSON: Agr eed.

7 MR WLLIAVMSON: Let the record show we conclude at 3:21 P.M
aTH S COVWPLETES THE | NVESTI GATI VE | NTERVI EW OF MR

9 R CHARD M FREENMAN.

10

11

12 CERTI FI CATE

13 |, Betty B. Neal, Notary Public and Court Reporter.

14 hereby certify that the foregoing pages 2 through 41 of

15 this transcript are a true and conplete record of same to
16 that.point; that upon changing tapes | had a m-uhanical wal
17 function and did not record three mirutes of the interview,

18 but that same has been summarized fromny shorthand notes

19 and attached hereto as Exhibit 1.

20 W TNESS ny hand and official seal at office at
22
23

- / NOTARY PUBLI C
24

o5 My Comm ssion expires: April 27, 1988.
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M. Freeman stated that Hugh Parris cane to him and said
he was concerned. The question was asked. "Did he say
Browns Ferry? M. Rheinhart began a question "Wen we
were tal king about R8511NPS. ..
M. Robinson asked about reading the report and M.
Freeman stated that he had not read it to this day.
M. WIlianson asked at the conclusion of the presentation
had he been required.... and
M. Freeman rerelic that the first person
that mentioned Admiral White had. been
Adm ral WI1kinson. M. Rheinhart asked about
congressional pressure to get someone overall,
or did he feel pressure at all from the people

meki ng the presentation, and M. Freenan's reply

was no.

EXHBIT 1
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| had a tape fail and | will summarize ny
shorthand notes. This was less than 3 mnutes
of testinobny, and is sunmari zed on a separate

paper, attached as Exhibit 1.

CONCLUSI ON:

W LLI AMSON: M. Freeman, have |, or any other NRC rep

resentative here threatened you in any manner Or

of fered you any reward in return for this statement

FREEMAN: No.

W LLI AMSON: Have you given this statement freely and
voluntarily?

FREENVAN: Yes.

W LLI AMSON: Is there any additional information you
would like to add to the record?

FREEMAN: No, but | would like to reserve the right to

review the transcript and at that time correct

m s-statenents | mght have nade. | caught
nyself on the Sequoia , but | would like to
reserve that right until after | read the

transcript furnished to ne.
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