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HR. MURPHY: For the record. it's now 3:30 p.m, April 23
21987. This is an interview with John B. Wters.
3 is that correct?
MR WATERS: Ri ght.
MR. MJURPHY: \Wo was enployed by Tennessee Valley Authority.
Location of interview was at Tennessee Vall ey
Aut hority corporate headquarters Knoxville.

Tennessee. Present for interview is E L.
9 Wl lianmson. Mark Reinhart. Larry Robinson.

Deborah Bauser, an attorney representing M.

Waters, and Dan Murphy. As agreed, this is being

transcribed by a court reporter. The subject
1.3 matter of this interview concerns TVA's March 20,
14 1986 response NRC regarding their conplaints with
IS 10 CFR 50 Appendix B. M. WIlis, wll you please;

stand and raise your right hand?

7M R WLLI AVSON: W\t er s.

MR ~ MURPHY: Do you swear or affirm that the statement you

19 are about to give is the whole truth and nothing

but the truth, so help you God?
MR, WATERS: | do. Are you going to make a copy of this

avai |l able to nme?
MR MURPHY: Ve will.
-MR WATERS:  Thank you. I'd appreciate it, yeah.
MR. MURPHY. This is going to be at the end of our field
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.lrork.W've explained that or discussed that.

MR. WATERS. Al right.

EXAM NATION OF MR JOhN B. WATERS. JR.:

MR MJRPhY: M. Waters, would you please give us a little
bit of background about yourself?

MR WLLIAVMSON:  Coul d we get...

MR, MURPHY: Ch, excuse ne. [''m sorry.

MS. BAUbzR: My nane is Deborah Bauser. |1'ma partner wth
the law firm of Shaw, Pittman, Potts and Troubridg,
of Washington, D.C. M firmhas been hired by
TVA to provide assistance on certain NRC |egal
regul atory matters, and I'V here today representing,
M. Waters.

MR MURPHY: Let me try it one nore tinme, M. Waters. Wuld
you please give us a little background about your
sel f?

MR WATERS: Sure. M nane is John B. Waters, Jr. | was

born and reared in Sevier County, Tennessee. which
is a county 25 miles east of here, Knoxville. Lived
there all nmy life with the exception of the time |
spent in the Navy and in school and sone in

Washington. | graduated from the University of

Tennessee with a degree in finance. | spent three
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years in the United States Navy as a naval officer
on a destroyer in the Atlantic during the Korean
War. Came back to |aw school, and practiced |aw
in Sevier County. Since that tinme, with the
exception that | was federal co-chairman of the
Appal achi an Regi onal Commi ssion from 1968 to 1971,
sonmewhere in there, | was appointed to the TVA
board by President Reagan, confirnmed by the United
States Senate, and sworn in in August of 1984.

What else do you need?

That's fine. As we explained in our opening
remarks, we were |ooking into the March 20, 1986
letter by M. Wite to the NRC, and what we'd |ike
you to do, if you would, is give us some sort of

a chronology as you viewed it as p situation that
existed in TVA which led up to the hiring of M.
Wi t ehead as your nucl ear nanager.

You mean you want dates, is this what you mean
when you say chronol ogy?

Vell, | don't -- | nean, you don't have to be
specific about the dates. Just -- | nean, as

best you can.

Vell, you know, |'m speaking w thout any notes, and
you're asking me here on chronol ogy. | can

tell you that -- well, of course, when | cane
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to the board, in the fall of 1984, Sequoyah was
operating, Browns Ferry was operating. | was
informed that we expected Watts Bar plant to
cone on the line the follow ng spring, sonething
like April of 1985. | recall going to Watts Bar
ane going in and getting my first tour through
the plant sonmetime earlier that spring. It
seened that a nunber of problens commenced to
occur that year, the year of 1985, of course. W
closed down -- well, first, all units were down
in Browns Ferry, and had elected -- the board
decided not to bring them back up because there
were just so many nodifications we hadn't nade
and concerns we weren't confortable with. W

cl osed down Sequoyah because of a report from

a consultant on our environnental qualification
problem there. W were -- the problens came to
light that we weren't aware of relative to Watts
Bar. \% commenced the enpl oyee concern program
I'mreally going very fast over an awfully lot of
ground. W -- | began to be concerned that we
didn't have an adequate nucl ear managenent team
in place. W, too, had lost a lot of senior

nucl ear people because of inability to pay them

and for other reasons. So we began ta |ook first
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for what we thought would be just a consultant.

Uh- huh.

And as time went on and it becane nore and nore

obvious to ne that we really needed to make a

change in our nuclear -- our senior nuclear.

managenent. The manager of nucl ear power,

nunber one, and probably sone other additions

that we needed. W were looking for, as | said.

Zirst a consultant. It's very hard to find people

that are qualified. Certainly when a programis

as big as TVA's program in talking to a nunber

of people, Steven UhiLe's name was mentioned. We

interviewed and talked to him He had fortunately

had. had an opportunity as a consultant to Stone

Webster, who nade a tour through sone of the

nuclear facilities at TVA, so he had a very current
the least -- inpression. W talked to him

W decided to hire him in | think in Decenber

and he canme on board in January of 1986. That's
a very brief, sketchy suymary. | could talk for
a lot longer, but | assume that's not what you wani
Do you recall a briefing given by M. Wite and
some consultants regarding that tour, tha.

initial assessment that they made of some of the

pl ants?
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8Q

Weekly, to the board?

Yes. Sir.

Yes, there was a neeting, as | recall, in
Decenber, that | think was the first tine .1

ever net Wite. | nmet himone time at Sequoyah.
and |'mnot sure about which comes first, but

it was certainly in that tine frane.

Did they give an assessnent to you as to how
they viewed some of the problenms of TVA?

Well, this was a very general type assessnent.
Didn't get into anything or real specifics. The
bottom line was we had sone problenms. W needed

an infusion, a new managenent, which we knew, or

| knew. And he knew we were |ooking for a
consultant. lie - | started to say he agreed
to come on as a consultant. he did not prefer
that. At least | think maybe he did. But at
any rate, he said we needed a new nanager, and
1 felt like that was true, and we asked himif
he woul d be interested, and he indicated he was
and that opened up, commenced the negotiations.
Can you recall if during that briefing by M.
White and that group, were there any surprises?

| nean, did they bring up anything that you were

shocked to hear, let's say, or....



1 A At that time, | don't think so. M know edge was

2 comng very fast. You've got to realize | was
3 new on the board and new in my know edge of

4 nucl ear matters was very linmted. | was |earning.
5 At that point. | had talked to an awfully ot of
6 people, and | can't say that he surprised me.

7 He nore confirmed, | think, ny opinions.

g8 Q Uh-hah. Was it a suggestion M. \Wite at chiat
9 tine to hire him or did you think that he was
10 your man?

i A I'"mnot sure | understand.

2 Q Was it - did M. Wiite suggest to you that you
13 hire him or did you offer M. Wite the job?

u A W asked White, "Would you be interested in

15 taking the job as nanager of nuclear power?"

6 Q Uh- huh.

7 A And he said yes.

is MR WLLIAVMSON.  Was this done at this hearing, at this

19 briefing to the board?

20 A Yes. That's ny recollection.

2 MR WLLI AVSON: Was M. Parris there at that tinme?

22 A M. Parris was not there at that tine.

231 MR WLLI AVSON: Had he been at the board neeting and been
24 excused from the nmeeting, or was he just not there!

25 A It's my recollection that he had not been there.
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MR, W LLI AMSON: So the discussion about hiring M. Wite

was the same day, the same time frane, as was

this briefing to the board on the results of
the managenment assessnent by Wtt?

Yes, but let me add that, you know, this is not
something we just thought of. W had been

we were already |ooking at Wiite in this regard.
W were first |ooking at himas a possible
consultant, and when we changed over exactly,

| can't tell you. | don't recall exactly. It was
a thing that we were discussing and tal king about,
consi deri ng.

Do you recall-how you first became aware of the
briefing that was given to M. Asselstine on the

19th of Decenber by Bob Sauer?

No, | do not recall the exact date. It's ny
recollection that it was the next week. | think
that was on -- can you tell ne what day of the

week was the 19th?

Thur sday.
As | recall, it was the end of the week, and
eorly the next week. | was informed they had sone

conflicts in the briefing with Comni ssi oner

Assel sti ne.

Did the board request that M. Sauer give them a
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briefing, a simlar type?
Yes.

Can you tell us how that went?
Yes. M. Sauer and M. Wtt and the board, the

general manager, | think the general manager was

there, and perhaps others. | would say others.

| just don't renmenber, but | would say there

were others included in that meeting. And we

asked imto tell us exactly what you told
Comm ssi oner Assel stine. So he -- in effect, he

had his slides, handouts, whatever they were,

|'"ve forgotten, but he literally went through the
same briefing. At'least he told us that, and
that's what we asked himto do, that he' gave to
Conmmi ssi oner Assel stine.

Did the board direct that anything be done as

a result of the briefing? Did they say, "GCkay.
go out and align an organization over here and

zinsR Fesol ve these issues, tell us what you think?"'
Vell, it was obvious that, you know, we had sone
i ssues that we would liked to have had resol ved
there, because of course, as the meeting went on,
M. Wtt says, you know, which | understood was
the same thing he did in the neeting with

Conmi ssi oner Asselstine, he said, "At this point.

10.
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| told Conm ssioner Asselstine this is not

TVA policy or opinion or official position, nor
is it NSRs." So...

Ckay. Do you know of any activity that did take
pl ace between -- or any neeting between the. |ine
organi zation and the NSR's representative in an
attenpt to resolve these issues?

Ch, vyes. | knew that -- | can't tell you
specifically, but | know that they were neeting as
professionals to try to resolve this difference.
Do you know if the meeting took -- do you recall
also receiving the letter of January 3? Let ne
show you the letter.

Requesting the extension?

No, it's not the request...

Ch, the request from NSR

Yes, from the NRC.

NRC.

NRC asking you to determine the given rule?

| remenber a letter. This doesn't look like it,
to be honest with you, but...

VWll, it mght not have had all the...

This is a very poor copy, and | don't renenber
who it was from I know that we got a letter

which didn't surprise me a bit. "Tell us what

11.
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QUh- huh.

your corporate policy is,

this the
Yes.
Wi ch, as

letter?

| say,

you know, i

You expected that |

After

di sagr eenent

he was told,

know what

Then you weren't

No

Do you know what

letter?

Oh, yes.

you know,

etter?

your

S

position is.."

when we briefed a comm ssioner and a

right

there in the briefing on what

you woul d expect

our position js.

surprised when the letter

them to want to

steps were taken to

addr ess

We -- you know, we asked the staff,

to try to resolve the matter. See

we can come up to a position that' they were

confortable with and that

to the board.

Do you

this is a letter

of Januar

and it's fromM. Dean to M. Denton at NRC

requesting an extension.

t hat ?

| know that sinc.. the letter
your letter just don't |ook
1 take it that this isit.

Are you famliar w

was witten, thi

i ke our

|etter,

canme inl

t hat

if

they could recomend

y 9.

th

S

SO

12.
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In this case, that is your letter. That's one that
TVA gave to us, so...

Yeah, that |ooks famliar, but -- okay.

Ckay. Let ne read a couple of lines to you and
just get your opinion as to what they nean. It
says in'order to adequately respond to the inquiry,
TVA board concurrence woul d be needed after
consultation with the staff. Wat is your

view, right, because everyone has different views
as to what all this nmeans. Wat is, in your view,
the board concurrence nean?

Vell, | don't know. |'ve never considered it

fromthat exact |anguage, but it would seem to ne

that it's rather apparent when you have a differende

of opinion in your staff, sonebody has to resolve
that difference. Now, whether this was going to
arrive as finally to a decision that had to be

made by the board, at that time | don't think

we knew, but we knew that certainly NRC was entitlld

to a corporate position.

Uh- huh.

And that's what | think they neant.

| mean, was this ever raised to the point where
the board had to make the final decision on it,

do you know?

13



I A Not that | recall.

2 Kay. And | chink you probably at |east, that
3 —quot es to nmy next question. |t says the situation!
4 apparently involved differing professional
5 opinions within TVA. Did the board - if an
6 issue was raised to the board on the diffei-r.c
7 prof essional opinion, would you' all render
8 woul d have rendered a decision on it? |Is that
9 ~typi cal ...
0 A VWll, | don't know as that's ever happened. In
11 a situation where you had a very technical
12 matter, | think the board woul d make every effort
13 to get this resolved on a staff |evel, because
14 1 would find it very difficult to take two
15 prof essional engineers who have a difference of
16 prof essional opinion, and'try to resolve that.
17 One, It would take me an awfully long time to
18 do that, and | would prefer chat it be done nore
19 on a professional staff level, because | would
A20 feel nore confortable with it. And in effect,
pal that's what happened here.
2 Q But as you view it, then, it was handled at that
s23 prof essi onal |evel ?
24 A Yes.

% Q | know you can't always make everybody happy, but
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you know if, in fact, M. Sauer was pleased wth
the way M. Wite resolved this issue?

| have never talked to M. Sauer about that, nor
have | - do | recall hearing any expression that
he made.

Ckay. And the only reason |'m suggesting it 1
think sonetime after March 20 there appeared at
some formel congressional hearing, maybe a Dingle
hearing or something, where | think they did

express the fact that they were not satisfied.

Yes. It was Sauer Dingle was on.
Yes, Sauer.
Ckay. | guess - I'msure that's right, then

And | was there, so | should have heard him but

1 don't recall specifically his statement on it
It's a matter of record down there.

Sir.  But inyour opinion, when the March 20
letter was rendered, you felt confortable that
the issue had been put to rest?
You kn~ow, after this conflict, this difference
of opinion occurred, 1recall very shortly after
that, and it was probably after this neeting we
had, that | was advised that the matter still was
not resolved, but there was - | know there was

a great deal of work done after that. You see,
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we were not - | don't nmean to minimze this
matter. it was a very inportant matter and |
recogni ze it as an important matter, but we

were bringing Wite on board.

Uh- huh.
W were looking at the entire situation, | was.
1 nean, | had five licensed reactors that were

down. That had my first priority, so this was
not - as inportant as it was, it was not
priority number one. W recognize - this is
a matter you've got to resolve, and he says.
"Well, we'll get outside, independent help.

VW will exhaust the expertise involved in TVA
and give everybody a chance. W'II1 go back
through NSR and we'll go back through the TVA
process and nmake sure we've got all the input
there, then we'll.. - \Wite was very neticul ous
i nlooking for what he says is the best help he
can get. | know for a fact - the best QA

person he could find, because we did realize QA

was a problem And we - and then, as tine went
on, | was advised, you know, the staff is
resolving the issue. It looks like they don't

agree wth Sauer. The NSRS staff position is

more likely to be the staff's final position,

16.
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and as tirme Went on and on and on, we becane

more and nore confortable with obviously the
position that was finally taken on the 20th.
Ckay. And you were of the opinion that Wite had.
in fact, taken the necessary steps to resolve the
i ssues?
| was confortable with the program and steps
that he seemed to outline and the way he was
addssi ng, you know, the issue. I felt like
one, he had no dog in that fight. There was no
reason for himnot to be totally objective. I
was inpressed with his own credentials. I was
i mpressed with peopl e he brought in from outside
TVA. | was inpressed with the way he worked,
the expertise inside TVA, so | had n:) doubt at
all, or no-reason to doubt, the way he was
approaching the determ nation of this problem
has a series of codes that tells who wll

do certain things. In a case where there was

strong difference of professional opinion, let's
say, between a group of NSR s people and the line
organi zation, is it kind of the board's
responsibility after, say it's been addressed
by the general manager and we can't resolve it.

It is the board's responsibility to finally kind
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of say, one is right and one is wong.

| don'"t know what the code says about that.
don't know whether the code refers to that or
not, but | would think that finally, it's the
manager, the top nenager, of the office,
whatever it is, that if it was a question that
had to be resolved, would eventually have tc
come -to the Board. The buck stops here, as

t hey say.

Ironically, | think that's what your code says.
It wouldn't surprise ne.

Ckay. 'I don't have anything else.

MR ROBINSON. Did you review the final March 20, 1986 lettel"

18A

19Q

before it went tc NRC?

No.

Did you review any of the iterations of the
drafts of that letter?

No.

Approxi mately how long after March 20 or after
the issuance of that letter was the first time
you read it, to your recollection?

Saw the letter? That's one day that | can
remenber, and | don't like to state dates, but
I'm 99% sure that ny staff shows | saw it on

the 26th.
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Q
A

MY

What did you think of when you read it?
| thought it was a good, honest. forthright
response. | had no problemwth it.

there any conversation that you can

recollect that you either participated in or

overheard regarding the consequences of TVA
saying they were not in conpliance with Appendi x
B?

I"'mmssing the thrust of the real meani ng of
your question.

Did you overhear or participate in any
conversations about the possible consequences to
TVA if they had said they were not in conpl i ance
Wi th Appendi x B?

At that time, ny best recollection is no.

kay.

Now, you know, if you've got a docunent thar."
inizialed, 1 did it, but | adnire your aski ng
me to speak here fromrecollection. and | have
no recollection, but | have certainly considered
it since.

Ckay.

But, you know, at that time, | didn't.

WILLIAMSON:  Let ne ask one question, if | may.  Betweenr,
| Januar Y and March of 1986, were you bei ng briefed

19
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on the progress of M. Wite's review, had a
nunber of things going wong, were you being
briefed as a board nenber and by whon?

It was one of a nunber of things that was
brought up regularly. | wouldn't say daily.
but, you know, quite often, it was brought up.
| recall asking or WIllis would say, we're

progressing on the Watts Bar nmtter. Appendi x

B was the Bar matter. The QA matter. You know,

as | said, | don't ever recall after the sour

briefing, and | recall one tine after that, we
still had the matter resolved. Every report

after that, subsequent to that, was affirmative.
W are reaching a consensus. The staff is

comng to a consensus. it looks like the staff

is going to be confortable with the position that

we're in conpliance, which of course, we
ultimately took on the 20th.

Did the board nake an independent assessnent of
the quality of M. Wite's investigaticn and

into that matter, or did the board just
accept M. Wite's..
We made an independent? No.
Ckay.

| recall that we were, you know, that | had no

20
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24A

reason to doubt what he was doing, and | had no

problemwth it. | was - | was and still am

i mpressed with what | consider his thoroughness.

Going back to the earlier briefing when M.
before M. Wiite was hired as new power

manager when he did that initial assessnent back

in late 1985 and he briefed the board on it.

~Did that briefing take place up here in Knoxviille

or was that down in Chattanooga?

Next door in the conference room

Q her than the managenment problens that he

expressed having found in his-assessment, did

he express any quality assurance program probl ens?

| can't recall that. As | |ook back, | would

probably guess that that was probably one of

the broad areas we went over. It certainly could

have been, but | can't recall that.
And i nview of just your know edge, even if that

know edge had been general, of the existing

problems in the TVA nuclear plants, they had been
shut down, etc.. when this March 20 letter cane

out saying ytcz were in conpliance with Appendi x

B, you were confortable with that answer?
| absolutely had no reason to doubt the statenen.si

made in that letter. | had no reason to doubt the!

21.
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procedures that had devel oped, so | was confor:
able with it. . recogni zed tha: it was an issue.

you know, thac there had been a difference of
professional opinion. The people that | talked
wi th thought were conpetent. and still think were
competent. that | felt like it had been resol ved.
In the January 1986 and February tinme frame.
there was an analysis done of some 800 externa'
documents. NRC inspection reports. |.EO reports.

congressi onal correspondence. etc.. which
categori zed areas of perceived problens at TVA.

Are you familiar with chat effort a all&

<+0N in the terns tha: you described it. | don't

remeber hearing of 800 docunents. but 1...
Okay...

| mean. there was an ef'for=, an ongo.-g ef.far:

to look into this matter.
I'm al king' about a specific. just an analysis

of correspondence, okay. not |ooking actually
at the hardware. etc.. |'= Just talking abou:
an analysis.

'V not famliar with it.

Ckay. Does the name Craig Lundean nean a.:ch.-.i
to you?

Crai g Lundean?

22.
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Lundean.

Lundean?

Lundean. yes. sir.

N o.

Ckay. M. Lundean was tasked by M. Kelly. who
was the QA manager under M. White. M. Lundea
was tasked to do an assessment of the accuracy
of the technical information that was being
received in response to the NSRS perceptions.
Ckay?

| have some vague recollection that there was an
ongoing look into. but that's just -- | don't
remem er who did it. or really...

Oh. you're no: familiar with the results of -:
a: all?

No.

Ckay. You may have discussed this before, and
stop nme if we have. but if the TVA board of
directors were to concur in a piece of
correspondence that was to go to NRC. realizing
that the TVA board may not have the technica
expertise to nake a judgnent on a particul ar
matter at hand. that concurrence would nmean tha

the TVA board agrees with the content of tha:

woul dn"t it? Not just the process that

23.
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was used to put
Vell, | don't

t oget her

a different purposes,

question or

As a director of

hundreds of letters that |

concer n.

before they |eave.

know, you know.

the contents?

Every letter has

maybe answers a different

speaks to address a different

TVA. | see
m asked to

literally
| ook at

You know, occasionally,

only rarely, do I have know edge enough to make

an input

| ook for
people | can in place,
confidence in, people that
people that | think are us

to.

they're supposed to manage,

at

the top managers, and.|

have problens with that,
check them as best | can,

not trying to say that if

by TVA it's a TVA letter,

pass on technical nuclear

or chemstry that that

just because | initial it

Q oh. |

MS. BAUSER

under st and that.

Let me ask you to clari

in that particular
Isto make sure that |

peopl e that |

you know, manage whatever part

to cone tell

| etter

What
have che best

letter.

have

| think are qualified.
ng the right procedures
of the operatio!
and | generally |ook

expect them if

they

and |
' m

me.

so I, you know,
a letter goes out signed
now, but to say that i
engi neering or physics
refer

m ght to

down there...

fy some' hing. |If

24
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MS. BAUSER:

MS. BAUSER

you' re excluding the technical information.

what are you including?

kay. I'll give a specific exanple. If i

exclude the technical information that was the

basis for making the statement that TVA is

in conpliance with Appendix B. | am excluding
that technical information, but | am including

the statenent that TVA is in conpliance with

Appendi x B.

So are you asking himwhether he would, as
a board menmber, he personally agrees that Watts
Bar was in conpliance with Appendi x B without
havi ng any know edge of the underlying technical
i nformati on?
W thout having -- w thout having the know edge

that the welding, that the issues in the welding

concern were resolved, or that type of specific
techni cal know edge.

And you're not asking himwhether -- what his
response -- you're not asking himwhether when
TVA speaks, that's a board responsibility, also.
| f you're asking about Lhe content, | think
you' re asking an inpossible question.

Vell, | guess ny exanple was, that when, or ny

question was, when SOneone, anyone, concurs on a
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letter, officially concurs on a letter which the

board did not do on the Ma-,h 20 letter, is that

correct?

I"mnot trying to say that this isnot a TVA
docunent that was sent out under -- on our

| etterhead. There's nothing...

| know. But nmy point is, is that if the letter
says, you know, it is our corporate position that
we are in conpliance with Apzndi x B. and the
TVA board of directors is asked to concur in that
letter, I'm saying that concurrence means nore
that than yes, | agree that the process used in

arriving at. that conclusion was okay.

M5. BAUSER: Well, that's your :estimobny. That's not wha:

Q

A

19nucl ear

any of these people are testifying.

So. that's not concurrence. Concurrence is no:

necessarily agreeing with the content of the lettc:

| do not hold myself out to be an expert in

power. | do not hold nyself out to be

an expert in the interpretation of NRC regul ations,

and certainly, this, you know, I'm a |awer, and.
you know, it's a very difficult matter to

interpret what this thing says. And even after

I"ve read it many, many times now. So. you

know, the fact that you're here, there's sone



1 question about what this means. | recognize that's
2 a question that sonebody has to address, and
3 you're trying your best to do that. and we're

trying our best to help you, and, you know. this

5 is where we are todry. And I don't know how it
6 can be any nore sp'..ific.

7" MR MJRPHY: Let me address it a little different, and

8 1 tend to agree chat a person with a |egal
9 background probably can address technical
10 1 i ssues wi thout sone form of training or something,
1 and | think what we're trying to get, is even
12 though M. Wite signed off on the letter, it
13 still represents TVA corporate position, and if
w1 it turns out that it wasn't a good decision,
15 that would not relieve you of the responsibility
16 as a director for what took place in TVA basically.
17 right?
18A | don't know that there is anybody that can wite
19 a letter that's going to relieve me of my
20 responsibility.

21 MR MJRPHY: So when you concur with sonething like this.

22 even though you may not basically be able to
23 make that highly technical determ nation of the
24 facts of the letter, you still are responsible
25 for what the contents of the letter are.
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I''m responsi ble for TVA's nucl ear power progra=.

as a nenber of the board of directors. Now you
can sift that down to whatever fine place you
want to. and you know. we're still going to get

back to what a reasonabl e assurance is. i

recognize that as a legal term

Maybe 1'I1 -- | understand what you're saying.
Maybe so you understand our concern, in M.
Dean's letter, he just -- whether he w shes this
weren't there now or not. | don't know. It says.
"In order to adequately respond to the inquiry.
TVA board concurrence woul d be needed after
consultation with staff.” It's just based on
the English language. We were imagining some
sort of communication between the board and :he
staff after the staff came to what they proposed
as the conclusion, say. "Board. here's our
conclusion. Here's the letter we propose to
wite. W told the NRC that you'd consult wth
us and you'd concur. Here's the letter, do
you have any questions?" | guess we're

I magi ning sone process like that. From talking
to yourself. M. Dean and M. WIllis, we're
comng to the conclusion nothing like that ever

happened. W're just trying to say, are we sure?

28
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| That's

A

what we're really hearing.

There was never, on ny part. | only speak for

nyself. | had never any reason to order that.

Now, the situation could have come alon., and
it's happened, where | said. "I don't want this
out until I, you know. | want to see everything."
['ve done that when | thought it was necessary.

1 never had any reason to do that on this marter.
Ckay.

| don't know whet her that answers your question
or not. but, you know, and | understand your

| anguage. You know, this is part of -- NRC

says TVA is not comunicating, conmmunicative.
communi cating. W need to, you know. be nore
open. This is what happens when you're nore
open. and...

Is it -- | guess the feeling |I'mgetting. we're
all getting this, that y'all cook M. Wh. :e and
pl aced nearly conplete confidence in him co handle
this $17 billion dollar investment in the nuclear
field. Wuld some conmunication...

W were testing himalnost daily at that poinz
in time. Not on this matter, but on his du:ies
as manager of nuclear power. Testing hi= >us

daily. Looking, you know. tracking him watching



10
1
12
13

14

16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25

him W're getting, as . say, reports along on
this matter. And at the risk of. you know.

being overly repetitious. this matter, along

with many others that he was handling. | t hought
he was thorough, | thought he was doing everything

that | could think of that he should be doing.

but | was |ooking at the programatic type
situation, because |'mncL going to ever get
involved in those kind of details. Does what
he's doing appear to be handling the way a regular,
prudent man woul d do? The way | have to |ook at
sonething in ny background as a |lawer, what is
he doing? |Is he denonstrating that kind of care
that.l would expect himto? Is he taking charge.
is he in command? |s he exercising |eadership.
Is he bringing in what appear to be the righ:
kind of people? Al those things |'ve got
affirmatives, confortable feeling from

Did the situation that arose when the NRC
started questioning, say. this issue, anong
other issues. W've gone into hearings wth

the comm ssion, the board talking to the

commi ssion, talking to congressnen. D d that
start to raise a question that maybe things

weren't going exactly as snmooth as we had hoped?
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MS. BAUSER

MB. BAUSER
Q
A

Q

['"'msorry. | just lost concentration and |
didn't understand your questi on.
Okay. |'msaying that, on this daily conmunication,
we see M. Wiite and his teamdoing well from the
feedback you're getting. Then. all of a sudden.

fromthe board' s perspective, the board finds

itself getting questioned by the conmi ssioners

of - the NRC. ..

What time frane are you talkn-.g about?
Bet ween then and now.
You're up to Dingle, | guess.

Yes. Sir.

M5. BAUSER: But it wasn't really all of a sudden. That's

why -- your interpretation is that it had beer
goi ng on al r eady.

I"'mkind of -- okay. Wite stepped in, and kep:
on going. I'mbuilding to that.

MS. BAUSER  Ckay.

0

Al'l of these things are happening. Does taac
conme up with any kind of a thought that maybe
things aren't going as snoothly as.

No. Wien this happened, the |awers come in,
everybody starts going back over it with a fine
toothed conb. you know, |ooking at things. What

did we do, you know, should we have done sonething,
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‘conpi | ed

A

else? In all candor and fairness, you know, i

don't see anything else as we |ook back. Obviousv.

maybe hindsi ght maybe is better, but | really

don't know -- | can't say, ah-ha' Wy didn't we

do this? That just doesn't come out to ne.in

this matter.

So that was kind of -- the congressional hearings.

a comm ssion hearing, and the other questions al
together was kind of normal business?

| wouldn't call it normal business, you know. W

started reading this 20th letter, you know,

over and over and over, and as a |lawer, |'ve
read the thing. As a lawer, | don't see

you k.-.ow | can't say, oh well. | nean, | can
say, well, we should have never sent the letter.

Wsh we'd have never sent the letter. Obviously,
I wish we'd never sent the letter, but you asked
for a corporate position, you were entitled to

a corporate position, and we gave you a corporate
position. Now, I'mnot trying to be evasive, |
just.

No. | don't think you are. From your |awer's
review, what does the word "pervasive" nmean?

Ch, | -- you know, fifty lawers -- well, not

fifty lawers, but a lot of lawers to use this
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M5. BAUSER:

MS. . BAUSER

great pervasive word. School's out, you know.

You cannot |ive past pervasive. |f it's
pervasive, you know, it's no good.  You've got
a defeated quality assuranceprogram  vyou can
live through breakdown, you can live through
difficult problems, discrepancies, put when
pervasive cones, the jury finds agai nst us.

Let me ask you to clarify your question. \hat

time frane were these discussions.

Oh, we're talking about way late. You know,
We -- as time went on, we got nore serious about

it.

Whien you say way |ate, you're talking about
after the letter was sent jn?
Oh, I'mtalking about Di ngle tine frane.
The Dingle comittee... _
M/ question is, what does pervasive mean to vou?
If it's changed over a period of tine, I'd like
to know. ..
Pervasive to me, you know, it's a word of art
that the commission and the courts have gi ven
a particular neaning relative to 10 CFR what is
it, 50 Appendix B. Now, I|'ve read some of the

case law and briefings on jt. But as |'ve
already described it, it is the word that makes

33
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the difference. Bu: it's a word of .rt, jt's

not a word that you can apply to other thiL,Zs
that have the sane nmeani ng.
Has your view of that word changed from the tine. .

Oh, yes. | never use it on any nmatter anynore.
| have erased it fromny vocabulary. As President

Ni xon's staff would say, it's i noperative

But in your mind...

| apol ogi ze.
That's fine. That's fine. | tend not to use
it nyself. In fact, when | see it, ny teeth

grit. Fromyour opinion fromthe first time
you saw it in the March 20 letter tijll t oday,

is the definition the same to you?

Ch, 1 didn't know -- back then, in the March 20
letter. | didn't realize it was that it was the
critical word

| see.

| read the letter. Qur staff thinks we are

in conpliance to what we've said before, we're
confortable with the program That's the way
in very general terns.

Ckay. Let me just switch subjects if | could

a mnute. \Wen the board set up the arrangenent

with M. Wite and his advisors, the peopl e he

34.



1 woul d bring on board, how did the board view

2 M. Mason's role?

3 A Chuck Mason?

4 Q Yes, Sir.

5 A Mason was deputy manager of nuclear power.. He
6 was nunber 2.

7 Q Ckay. That raises a question in my mind in chat
8 when you |look at the March 20 letter. there was
9 alist of people that M. Wite had sign a piece

10 of paper that he called concurrence. his view

1 of concurrence. And none of those people.

12 with the exception of Kermt Wtt, and if you'll

13 notice his coment, he said, "Well, | just read

14 the letter. M signature nmeans | read the letter."

15 So other than M. Wtt reading the letter, the
I peopl e that say they concur on it by their

17 signature were not permanent TVA peopl e. 1

19 guess | question why M. Mason wasn't nore closel-i

19 involved.

20 A | have no idea

2 Q Okay.

2 A I've never seen this before.

23t Q kay.

24 nl. MJRPHY: Would you have expected M. Mson to be closely

25 jinvol ved wth...

35.



1 A | really wouldn't have an opinion on it, you know.

2 White views Mason, | take it, in whatever role
3 they would identify himand read on.

4 Q It's Wiite's responsibility, then?

5 A Vell, you know, | think that it's both their
6 ghe is the nunber 2 man, and | just don't have

an opi ni on about it. Didn't know that, either.
B Q That's fine.

9 M WLLIAVMSON: Let nme ask you. Did you review the letter

10 subsequent to the March 20 letter that was June 5?
il Well, actually, there was a May 16 letter, |

12 believe, from NRC back to M. Wite saying they

13 had some problenms with the March 20 letter. M.

14 White replied in a June 5 letter, 1986, el aborating
15 on the March 20 letter, and than again on January
16 11, 1987, he corresponded.with NRC. Did you have

occasion to review any of those subsequent letters'
8 A Before they went out?

19 MR WLLIAVBON:  Yes. Sir. O before, yes, and then since

20 that tine.

21 A If my initial's on them | saw them and | don't
22 have any specific recollection. | have seen them
23 since that time, but |'mnot sure |'ve seen all

24 of them but | have sone -- how many letters did

25 you nmention there? | do know |'ve seen...
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MR W LLI AMSON: | nmentioned...
A Thr ee. He el aborated on the March 20 letter, i

recall, whatever date that is.
MR, RElI NHOLT: It was the June 5, 1986.

MS. BAUSER: Do you have the letters?
MR REINHOLT:  Yes.

A Yes, | think | read this letter -- I'ma little

bit nore famliar with this one here, this

January one.
MR W LLI AMSON: 19877

A Yeah. | renenber that. Ckay.

MR W LLI AMSON: Do these letters,.do the." pass through
you for review before they go out, or were
these - the contents of these letters discussed
with you at all prior to being issued to NRC?

A Not content specifically. | knew that Wite was

trying to clarify there had been questions
rai sed and. he was trying to clarify that position.
MR WLLIAVMSON: And how do you know that?
A | was told that. He told ne that.
MR, W LLI AVSON: By M. White?
A Yeah. And through WIIis.
MR W LLI AMSON: Did he explain why he was doing this?
A Ch, | knew why he was doing it, the question

had been raised, and, you know, they wanted nore
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3t he

MR- WLLIAMSON.:  Are you aware of anyone within TVA t hat

14A

18

20

explanation.  There was a question about

it.

1

I"ve forgotten when - | can.'t tell you when

first time material nisrepresentation-

statenent of facts

began to loom but certainly.

you know, that pronpted - | know it was rajsed

prior to the |ast

letter. Now, whether it was

raised prior to June, did you say? | can'

r emenber.

with regard to the March 20 |etter that had

any intentions of

t

trying to mslead or deceive

the NRC with regards to TVA's conpliance with

Appendix B at Watts Bar?

No, certainly not,

have moved very quickly.  You knot.:, | ook on

it as my duty, is

peopl e, you know. *

and if | had been, | would.

to send a clear signal

We're not

to these

our comitment

to safety is absolute. W can't tolerate anyt hi ng; ,

that dimnishes that, or even an attjtude t haz.

di m ni shes that.

Not in this business.

And

try to be very careful as a director, you know,

what | - what signals | send and what

i npression | night

| eave sonetines*.  You m ght,

you know, inadvertently |eave the signa

you know, you want

to nove too quickly or

t hat

you, 1

38



sonet hi ng, you know, and we just have to be very,

2 very careful. And |I'm always very careful about

3 that, and then obviously, the |awer in me woul d

4 get kind of exorcised jf | t hought sonebody was

5 making a material msstatenent of fact. Ve-try

5t not to put our position -- our people in a positio:l
7 so they're tenpted to do that. It's difficult,

8 but, you know, we've gotta spend the noney that's
9 necessary. | don't want these plants -- | don.'t

10 want quality assurance short-circuited into any

1 situation. And | have to be very careful of that.
12 | count that as an inportant part of board duties,
13 whereas | don't count getting involved in deciding
14 on whether this engiheer is right in his or her

15 prof essi onal opinion, as opposed to engineer B,

16 as to whether or not he or she is right. Sonebody
S17 else has to help nme in those

18 M. BAUSER Wbuld you just give us a mnute?

S19 ( OFF RECORD)

20 MS. BAUSER | don't -- we don't have any follow up

2 questions, but | would like to get on the record
22 what we talked about this nmorning. This norning,
23 Doug Nichols, the general counsel's office, and |
24 tal ked to you folks about using a tape recorder

25 during these interviews, which we wanted to do so

39
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that we could be sure of the accuracy of the
information. In other words, that nobody nmde

a m stake which they didn't have the opportunity
to correct. You stated that it was LY's policy
not to allow a tape recorder, and you didn't want
us to have the tape recorder. And | asked you

if that was your position, would we be able to
get a copy of the transcript in a tinely manner
such that we c.juld do what | described in the way
of correcting information. And as | understand
the agreenment, you' all agreed that we would be
in a short time frame after you conpleted your
last interview, and | was talking in the tine
frame of a week. If it's sooner, that would be
great, but we're not talking about a nonth's

peri od of tine. You will send to those people
who have requested transcripts, which includes
all the people you' ve talked to today, a copy of
their transcript so that they could review it,
and if there are any changes, you'all wll, if
you see fit, go back and talk to people, but they
will certainly have the opportunity to correct
their transcript if they would like to. And as
| understand it, that will take place before

you' all have synthesized all this information that'

40
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you' ve been gathering so that there is the
opportunity for that information to be part of
the input into your report, which is what's
important to us. Do you agree?

MURPHY:  That's what we agreed.

BAUSER:  Ckay. Thank you. W have no further questions,

MURPHY: No further questions. Do you have anything?

W LLLANMSON: No, uh- huh.

MURPHY: M. Waters, | have closing remarks. M.
Waters, have | or any other NRC representative
here threatened you in any manner or offered
you any reward in return for this tape?

WATERS: No.

MURPHY: Have you given this statenment freely and
voluntarily?

WATERS: Yes.

MURPHY: Is there any additional information you'd
like to add to the record?

WATERS: None that | can think of at this tine

MURPHY: M. Waters, we appreciate you taking the
tinme to talk with us today, and sharing with us
your views on this matter. Thank you.

WATERS:  Thank you.

MURPHY:  This interview is concluded at 4:45, April 23,
1987.
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