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M**. PEPSI: For the reccrC, this is an
5 interview cf Mr. James K. Asselstine, who is
6 e-;loye: ty the firm of-

STHE CITNESS: Dcnaldscn, Lufkin &

& .enrette.
o1 MCLPHY: It is now 1C:10, August s,
! = interview js ir regards to gz March 2c,
159 letter frer. Mr.  White, who is the manager of
S'.-.l.ear Power fcr the Tenressee Valley Authcrity,
13 regarcinE whether cr rot TVA was complying with
iperzix E, T: CFF part 50 at the Watts Ear nrcl ear
facility.
Present during the interview are Larry
1'crs Marx Reirr.art and Dan Murphy.
M. Asselstine has agreed his testimony
19 can be recorded by a court reporter, wunder cath, jf
20 you con't mind.
27 HE WITNESS; Fi ne.
22 Whereupon,
23 JAMES K. ASSELSTINE,
24 .avi.g teen first duly swcrn, was examined and
2C te :if:eC as fcllows:
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2.1

EXAINATICr. BY P MURPHY :

C. M. Asselstine, would you please relate
t0 us your past experience with the Nuclear
Feg.:latcry Ccrrmissicr?

SA. | served nobst recently as a merter of
t-.e Nuclear Regulatory Commission from May 17, 19E2,
Surtil Jrne 3C, 19E7. Prior to that | was ef-plcyed
or. two separate occasions with the NPC in a staff
capacity.

C. As | merticned, the nature of this
irterview invclves Mr. Wite's response to a January
i, 19E5 letter frcl the NRC to TVA requesting that
trcey give to the NRC their position as to whether
t-ey are neeting the requirements of Appendix 5 at
FkettOs Ear. It cid invclve sone perceptions or

concerns raised ty a member of the NSR staff at TVA

tc yc.;, : think, on December 19th.
Could you tell us a little about that
event?
A Sure. | visited TVA in December Cf

1965, and | had basically two stops on ny trinp. One

stop was in Knoxville, to meet with the Nuclear

Safety Review Staff of TVA. The second part of the

trip was to tour the Watts Bar plant the foll ow ng

cay.
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Curing ry visit with the Ncliear Safety
Fevie. Staff 1 received a presentation frere  the- on
a variety of matters affecting the safety of the TVA
Nn-c.ear acilities and their ccnrFliance with the
NE.C's regulations. Amtng other things, | hac asg'ec
tr.e ulclear Safety Review Staff, in advance, to be
preparec tc trief me during my December visit cr
their cwn perceptiors of the status of ccr.str.ctior.
at tre Watts Ear Nuclear Facility and the cocr:liarce
cy the utility with the Ccmmissicn's quality
assurarce requirements or regulations.

The Nuclear Safety Review Staff race
tt.at ;resertaticn to re during the December visit
Sre It Ircluicec a written presentation which
S.r arinzed macr issues at the Watts Ear nucl ear
p:art ccncerring quality assurance and which

a bcttorr line judgment by the Nuclear
Safety review Staff that our regul ati ons, rost
specifically 10 CFP Appendix B requireirmets, were
not being met in the construction of Watts Bar.

Curing the presentation, the NSRS
representatives explained to me that this conclusicn
and the supporting information was the judgrent of

the KSRZ staff people who had been most directly

ey .e:  ir. reviewing the Watts Bar plant, tut that
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these judgments and conclusions had not yet been
reviewed or approveC by the XSES management or Cy
STivdnagerent in general.

| was accompaniec on the trip by
re;resertatives of NFC's region two staff, and
fc.lowing the presentaticn | commented to the regice
two staff ascut the importance of these ccnclusior.s
ty the NSES staff.

The regice two staff, following our
v.isit, irfcrrrec the KRC headquarters staff about
these conclusions and provided the witten triefing

raterials tc the.. And the KRC staff felt that this
lirfcrraticr was sufficiently signifitant tc issue a
SC:..5(f; letter to TVA, which, in ess-nce callec fer
VA's maragenment Juagment on the validity rf these
SES conclusions ard required a written resnr.se
nrcer catr. ty TVA's serior management.

C. 1id you have any part in the deciscor
that that letter was sent? Did you request that
| etter be forwarded?

A | did not request that the letter te
forwarded. | clearly felt that this was a
significant matter and | so stated to the region two
people w.c were with ne on the trip. | was tole cy

*Le NF h.eaz;arters staff that they were ser.31t
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f tre letter. | can't remember whether - was tcc:
either tefcre cr afterwards. And | certainly agreec
4 tre tire that that was the appropriate thing tc
ean: s;;Pcrted it entirely.
C. :r.your cpinion, was it wvalid to serc

r.at type cf request to TVA taking into

7 cclirceraticr what some people have said, that the
£ .F: already knew they were not in compliance with
SAecx |, therefore, we were asking ther a

" c-estionr tc which we already knew the answer and

T t.at wasn't fair?

12 A. GCay. | absolutely believed that it
" was t.e aprc-riaté thing to do and the necessary
74 trine t: cc, arc, in fact, while sone individuals

-y have r.a: serios concerns apout whether TVA was

corplyir with Apper.dix 5 | am not aware of any
7 :g.riernt at the tirre by the NRC staff that TVA was
¢ not in ccrrpliarce with Appendix B.

This really was new information, anc |

20 thini. one of the tnings that lends support to ry

21 view that, ir fact, this letter was perfectly

"2 appropriate was the staff's reaction. The .SPS

23 presentation had a very ;tic inpact on the

24 staff. A tre ser.icr staff was very surprised to
teC '-a€  c¢ZscZ rrarc felt that it was a very
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| significant ccrclusicr by 7VA.

2 S, all cf that leads Ke tc telieve
3 that, in fact, sencirg the 5C .54(f) letter was the
rii: tr;rie tc o are that it was a very significant
S Did any member cf the staff trief  you

trehars tc the TVA's corpliance with Appercix 5,
;rior to ycur trip to Knoxville?
A. Shad several ccnversations with pecple
T i tr£ staff atcut the overall situation at TVA
I Sc¢e cf that certainly nay have touched upon quality
Sals.ranr:ze ar.d compli.,._e with Appendix E. | don't
r-e;all a ;sectfic discussion or discussions where r
T- taliked r. the staff about, "CD you feel that they
a"e rct ir. :cc'iance with Appendix E right now?"
i ccr't rree-ter that.

Eut clearly, the agency was getting

:rfcrraticr. thrcugncut 1985 that raised sericus
re questions atcut the construction program at Watts
2C Ear and about quality assurance in particular.
21 , probably more so than rost pecple cr.
22 the NRC staff, ar certainly more so than other
23 rembers cf tr.e Conmission, felt that there were
2; serics pr=:e s at TVA and | had sought
5 .-r-accessf-lly tr.rcugn .ruch cf 1985 tc get tre ?
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t= tave a rore active rcle in pursuing tte prctlers
at VA.

Sc, | certainly had sore discussicnr
t-1 staff -ec;le wLthin the aEercy. also with
;ecsle at recr twc a: o0& tE  Sitatic at Tv. A
Sccr. cr. the o-erati.g stae, wiut Frowis Ferry ar.d
ther.n  .ecsa, ane also cr. t.ie corstricticr. sice pwit
yatts Ear. And let.  of those touched on cudity
Sassnrarze jsstues. Eut in ter.s of a very Cetalile:
T= 2.cr cact, "Do they nmeet ApperCix 5 cr dcr't
tr ®¥" ar ti Wicn respects, no, | don't think | hac
that kin: cf cetaileC discussion.

Se. there was no preconceived noticr

ne art cf tre Comrissicn or <staff re- ers ta.ar

-ne res,crse tcr writing the Jaruary 3rc |etter

vz T, .ta:t.ey were not in compliance gt the
A. N, : don't think so. Ant, in fact,

even after 6e received Yr. White's letter, | tc:k

the view at that point that there were serious

rrctlers with. 'r. White's |etter and | felt tha: the
conclusiors in wiiie's Jetter dd not--first, ojd
not answer the Commission's question.. and, seec.c,
were inccr.sistent with the facts.

" I= view at the time was tr.o'-
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was r.ct in ccrpliance with AppenCix E to part 50,
caa  the Kuclear Safety Review staff ccnclusicr was
Sasclutely correct, arc | expressed that view
reeate: .y tzthr inside the ager.cy anc in
Scsco..-icaticns with Congress.

| remember at least cne letter to
CZ.tnressgan Zirnie to that effect. Interestingly
Sencugr, ever after Yr. White's |etter came in, mte
9cr-rizsicn arc NEC staff continued to jnsist that
Stey ccLs:.'t make the sare jucgment | mace, that
trey were rct yet i- a position to reach a
conr:lusior cn whether TVA was in co-pliarce with
a;;erc:x E at katts Ear cr not. So, if they
~oleir.'t raxe that ccr.clusicr. in 1986, | thi.r:, they
c-l:r7't .ake that conclusion in 1985.

PR MUPPHY: Larry?
£X AT, N EY MR FROBINSON:

X Wher NSES made the presentation cr the
percepticr s to yc;, Mr. Asselstine, were those
general perceptions a surprise to you or were yc;
expecting somethirg of that nature?

A I' was expecting something of that
nature. | hac been led to believe, prior to that
actual mreeting, tnat there were people in the

.cclear S'fe:ry rev.ew Staff who had ser Cis
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T-esticns about the adequacy of TVA's desi ar arc
ccr.stry.cticr prcgram and their compliance with at
3least sone cf cur quality assurance requirements.
€, . was rct surprised that they were able to
cenrtifv areas where they thought there were
?rc:,e.5s.

I think what surprise me througrout
tnat mreeting was the extent of the problems, the
marny areas of construction and design work
asscc:ate: wrtr. Vatts Ear that the NSFS staff felt
& e realiy cf inceterrinate quality, and the
strer.gt. cf tr.eir tottom line conclusion that TVA
%%t n°t in Ccrpiianrce with the requirements of
Anen.-ix E ir. rary cf these areas, that there was
really a pervasive prcblem throughout the
construction of the plant.

.nere were other aspects of the
criefing that also surprised ne. We learned, for
example, during the briefing, that the Nucl ear
Safety Review Staff, in the years after it was
fcr-ed, had ccr.ucted a nunber of very detailed
reviews of the TVA ruclear program, both its
operating prcgrar and its design and construction
program. An  we learned that NSRS had prepared a

r,-.er cf very cetailed reports on those reviews,

U PE: AllE T7RANSCRIPTION/keyworc jnrex
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tr.at t'cse reports had been provided to seriior Ne

pccle&an trat those report. had conclutec
ircreasitrly, c.er the years, that there were
f-.;a-erta: prc-tlerrs in  the wau the TVA nuclear
prctrar was teing tranaged anc operated.

| was very surprised to hear Cf tre

cetail cf those reports and the extent to whicr tr.e
coaerec virtually every aspect of the TVA prcgrar,
and ; was s-ccked to learn that those reports r.a:
‘eer iver. tc the highest levels of the TVA

7anage-er.t an: to hign levels of the NRC staff

ar.age-ernt anr.  hac virtually been igncred fcr
several years. Sc, there were a number of aspects
at?t the riefing t-.at really surprised re amn:

e: re

'ere tre percepticns themselves--a—- |

reer to taat as' page cf the briefing again--were
t.cse perceptions nore in the context of NSRS
raraagerent of the employee concern program, or, in
your mina, were they overall NSRS concerns
irrespective of whether or not they had coce up

thrcugn the empiooee concern question?

A My irjpression at the time was that ite
latter nrterpretatior is correct, that these were
nct 'ase cr. cn 7TA's management cf the e-./ee

F~-n TAAMBSER: PT:CN/keyword incex



Tccce-n  rcarams, t t rather that these were taiez
cr the troader aspe:' -f TVA's overall operaticrs.

Ar | say that because, as | recall tr.e
presertation, basically, wat | wa. _ele was tf.it
these were the imFression? or perceptions of gl cf
tr.e people within KSRS at the working level ano tre
first lire supervisors who had been involved jr
lceCing at the Watts Bar program over the years;
tnat trese were the things, the conclusions tat,,
they had cc-e to tased upon everything that t.eyy ac
seer..

Ccearly, a major part of that was treir
rcir-ve-ert in  the erployee concerns prceram ar r.n
IccEirg at sore of the items that had come c.t of
Ynat prcras Eut | recall specific references i
echer, troacer reviews Ly NSES |ooking at the
c.eras.l gty cf the TVA design progra-, as well
as tne construction program

So, | think, it is the broacer

interpretation.

Q Do you recall--Mr. nobert bauer was the

mar. that presented that part of the interview?

A. Tnat's rign*.
-b yo -ecall him reft..-ing to ary
cci c ..F-1 a  not asking i cr ru tes f
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ccrse, tut curing that pr? ;e La icr., referrirg tc
spect:hzZ:3 reports as 1.t'is frct those
pecrctptions?

A . tirk 'e did or. a .c'4ole occasiocs,
thcEn | have to sal that with the passage cf tirre
rry rercry of the details of that neeting ig.t as
7 cc as | wculc like.

Eut | tho.ght thzc he ei mereticr. the

o T that a few ir.cividuals had done in Jrt.icular

areds.

Arc whiT, you 5ay yc. re'riis-et tr.e Ivsz
2t . h letter tr.at M. White ralli  -.ent i respconse
t: tNe yari.ary .rc rectuest, i elle-, you “ndicatec
St,;t yc-, -c,.: that v e letter was not res:onsiLe
SZ .cse pe-celjs ior whether cr not IC CFF 5S
A pnci X E rec,.: er-ent! wer  be»% mt. at Watts Bar?

A. That's xactly right.

Cal ye recall generically--anc yCc can

revi .-- we have tht : cZitespc.:'s to each of

those individual bulle-.s if you wan, to review
those. But in your mind, car. ycv recali ny you
felt the individual responses dir.'t reall-' ansver
the questicr.s in the general bullc-s?

PA. | Yes. Well, first, I think J go *.ck

v Preer,c pro:e-7 with the TVA letter.

Cb'PU.TE A:E: T/RANSCIR C. Be wod > -ed
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First, the Commission's |etter to THA,
tc whicr. the Marcr 20th TVA letter respondec, wasn't
cotplicated. It wasn't difficult to understanr. It
Sa;r a very straightfcrward |etter. It saic, "ke
rave receivec this irfcormaticn from the Nucl ear
Safety Review Staff and we want to know 4hether

rmanagerment agrees with this position cr rct.
Arc we wart to know, in particular, whether TVA's
raragcr-ert agrees cr disagrees with the bcttcr lire
®cc=.s;.cr. that the construction at Watts Bar is not
.teingonducted in coirpliance with the Cormirrssicr'

=:a.ity asslLrarce requirerents."

It is not conplicated. It is rct
ccrfusir.i. t is nothing but a straigh.forwarc
Suest:cr. Anc t-.at is not the answer that -e got
tcar: frcrc  TVA. TVA never did answer that qguesticr.

>steay, they triec to, in ny view, obfuscate and
confuse the | ssue. They answered a totally

cifferent g,.e- ion. And, then, they provided
supporting informaticn that was developed thrcugn a
process that | don't fuly understand within TVA,
that provided their assessment at |east of t he
situation in some of the arras based upo.i the

*nfor-ation co-:.g cut of t-e e pioyee concern
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In ry view, they didn't address
questions the Commission asked and the inform:-. r.
that they did prchide was, at best, arbigucus a.
-rc:atly, more accurately, directly misleading.

NE. ROBINSON:  That is all | havk.
EXAMINATION EY MR. PEINHART:

0. When M. Sauer made that presentation,

cculd you characterize for us his sinctrity? Was he
tcare=? ias he pressured? Was he hal:hterted, or
¢l he really rrear |t?

AT. ;ell, he clearly really meant it
€L- et tre serse frcrr him that he was really
siikirng his recK out in making this kind of a
presertaticr i 7r. He was vry candid, very up
frert in  ter-s of wr.at he was telling fre an wrhat it
Ac ased g he pointed out that he originally
-as nct tr.e person who was supposed to make this
presentation, rtat ne'o been asked to do it sort cf
at tne |gt rinute, that he'd only had a limited
arrount of time to prepare.

Ard re s2id that what he hL. cone is he
haa gone per'orrlyf to each of 'he poF-le 6-0 had
t¢®" directly .nvolved in reviewing Watts Bai
10sues. he th prepared the presentation cased upon

2 tn®se ‘'e:;:e ad tole hirr, and that he trc'rit
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2A.

tsat tis represented their pest judgmrent-trat g
th.e Fecple who had been directly involved iy, Watts
3 r on the SS staff -- of what the situaticr was
at att:s Ear. An:.

ne was quite clear n pointing cut to
re tr.at his rar.agerrert had not seen jt. Ard, |

r“t- he ever specifically referred to Kerr.it

initt, who was there in the rooir curing the
‘rezeretaticr.

Thrc-ghout the presentaticr, try view
-as tr.at tr. Sauer was very sincere and very cancid,
very cer ' his answers ard his presentaticn tg me

Sar trat he reccEnized the significance gpg

-sericusness cf what he t'as telling me.
o CKay.
X ti.,at was underscored py the fact that

S$ s..perviscr, Fr. Vlitt, sort of sat off c tre
i:ce of the roo-r and audibly groaned through several
parts of the presentation. Everybody knew how

irrpcrtant this was and what a significant
develcrr.ent it was, on our side of the table 3s wel:
as cn theirs.

<. Cid ?r. Whitt have any comments

afterward, otrer than-

. really, other than just-. | thir. re
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1 7ay r.ave e**er.s.zer that he ha rct seer cr j-eai c
?his res"r&tatr. bocfcre that time, befcre | hear

it, anC tt;at it dice"t reresent arv kind cf a

-arnae-er.t. .acprrer.t. 7That was clearly uncerstccc.
S | tirk he tray have reiterated that. But teycrc
S=.lat, | dcr't think he participated much at all ir.
7 the cl.Cussicn.
8 C. Dii he give any facts or reflLte
9 arythire snketif:?lly that Mr. Sauer had said?
P INct that | recall. Arc | think | wuclc

re-e-cer it if he had.
12 MR, PEI NHAT; r: That is all | have co
r; tr=t Pcirt*

1- .. LFFF Y:
5 Pcst recer.tly, we interviewed M.

Sr.te. 'r. white indicated to us that he felt he

17 w Wesr s:ire degree cf Fressure to responc. he

1C Lrcicatec a couFpl! cf things. First off, he said

19 t'at during a presentation to the NRC Commissioner

2: cn March 11th sorre questions that you asked him

21 would clearly indicate to him and to us that you

22 were pressuring himr to respond to the Appendix E

23 letter.

24 nhat | have done is-it is merely pages
S tr.r 1:- cf tr.e y'arch 11th commissinr TeetirE.
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This is recorded testimony. Wha | woule like you
to co is r-.iew this and tdl me if, in your view,
were ycu trying to put any pressure on Pr. White?
A wcilo be glad to.

(FPause. )

THE WITNESS:  Okay.

Were ycu, during that meeting and
ckring this discussion with Mr. White, trying to

pressre hi- irtc responding to the 50.54(f) letter?

A, Nc. Ard | take it your question really
P.as to co with, like, timng?

Co». Yes.

A. Nc. No.

Let me take it back one step earlier
than this and tdl yoj what | did tdl rr. White.

C. Ccay.

A. An® the message that, | think, |
conveyed or certainly the message that | was trying
to convey on the Appendix b |etter.

I first met fr. Whnite, shortly
after he had been selected for the position to head
TVA's nuclear power operations, | had the chance to
Visit with nir personally for a few minutes in a
face-to-face ireeting in my office in Washington.

Al . to'dhi7 at that tine, which, | think, was in
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nary of bC, after tne 50.54(f) Ietter hac beer
sert, that | inter.de to judge his--that s, .
Saite's-perFcrmance pasec upon three things:
Firt, r.is response tc the 5C.54(t) letter, how he
arswerec what | viewed to be very fundamental
S-estions atout the TVA quality assurance prchra™ at
watts Ear; second, how he dealt with the prctlers cf
intiridaticr and harassment among workers, safety
workers, within the TVA organization; and, third,
" e e dealt with the Nuclear Safety Review Staff
11 their rcle  witrin TVA.
1 tolc him that | thought each cf those
-were issues cf fundamental impcrtance, that they
¢ largely tell me his attitudes ana his
~eltectiveness in  changing what | viewed tc be a
ra:ter apaslling situation within the TVA nuclear
cr;anization. io, | tried to put him or notice
it up tront that these three issues | thought
~ereé of fundamental importance, and they certainly

were of great importance to me.

Now, the criginal 50.54(f) letter, as
recall, asked for a response within a very short
;erice of te.

Yes.

n . reme-ter the Cffice of the Secretary
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coming arcurc to my office asking--indicating that
Mr. W.ite teit he needed more time to answer the
letter properly, cr TVA did, and would | have any

srcierr witrn that. And ny response at the time .was,
S"ir.s is a very important matter. TVA and Yr. Wite
snoaic taxe all of the time they need to answer that
letter riurt. And what matters here is quality.
an locking tor a good response on that letter and
they shuld. take whatever tine they need."

| may even have said that to Mr. White,
altrcugn : can't recall for sure. | had a whol e
series cf pnore calls with M. Wite that dealt with
a variety cf sutiects. Certainly, timng questions
Caxe * ir. scre cf those calls. For example, | had
c:ar.r.ec a visit to Sequcia in the spring of 1986 and
M. Wite called ne to say that he was havi ng a narc
trire cdealing witn all the issues he had to deal
with. He was trying to get prepared for the
upcom ng Conmi SSi on meet i Nng and would | be willing

to postpone ny visit so that he could use the tive

productively to get ready for the Conmi ssion

meeting, so that he would be well prepared. And my
answer was, "Absolutely. I wll postpone the visit
without any protle-." And that's exactly wnat :
3lc.
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Again, the nessage was. )ou

do what you

neec to co to oe prepared to give the Commission

c.cs intcrmaticn at tne Commission meeting, anc that

is what is most important. I think we even slippec

tre cate cf the Comrission meeting a couple of weevs

to give him more time to oe prepared. And, | tming,

tre ccrsistent message trom me and from the other

ccrrmissicrer was, "wuality and accuracy

n your

responses and in the information you provide to the

Corr-issicn is of paramount importance, and you

sh Ild taie what time you need to do the job right.”
to, that is, | think, within the
cr.text cf r.is Conmi ssion meeting, that is the

ccrtext in which . was aealing with M. Wite anc,

tr.inK, ir whicr. the Commission as a whole was

cealigr. with Mr. White. | don't see anything at all

in this brief excerpt from the Commission meeting

that indicates any pressure on Mr. White

speed up his answer to the question.

| asked him specifically, =

to try anc

Do you have

a plan for when you think you are going to answer

the question'?" pecause 1 was interested,

think, otner commissioners were, in when

as, i

TVA was

going to ce atie to provide their response. ihat

"was rct irtenzed ti  provide any pressure
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ihite to hurry up his answer or to sacrifice
accuracy or quality in the interest cf tire. Ara
ccn't think any reasonable person could read it trat
way.

C. Mr.  White also, during his testimor.y,
relatec to us that just prior to sendi ng the letter
he hac several conversations with staff nembers, ore
cf which was yourself. I think the date is
souewrere around the 19th of March. That may rct te
the exact Cate, but this is the date that kind cf
was arrived at.

Did M. White ever call you anC try to
explain the contents of his response to the 50. 54(f)
regquest?

A. | aT quite confident that the answer tc
that is 1. As . just indicated, | did have a
series of phore conversations with Mr. White over
‘"e spring cf 1986, beginning after | had rmet him in
January and extending, | think, until after the
50.54(f) letter was sent in.

While he, | think, recognized that |
was very interested in TVA, | had put him on notice
up front that there were specific issues that | was

very interested in. He had concerns about timing cf

ry visit, wh.cr, 6e resolved by my decisicr t: oy
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nct go to Sequcia until he was ready for me to go,
to give him the time to do the things that he was
wor ki ng on.

‘e also had some discussions apout
r.is--tr.e cifficulties that he saw in dealing witr
the intimidations and harassnment problens. And |
rerrer'ter some phone calls where he said, "I can't
get irformatior from the Departnent of Labor atcut
Wwhat they have." | remember phone calls where he
W28s saying, "I ar having a hard time finding
wrorgdoers to punish.”

| remember some others where he told re
°f his effcrts to try and neet with some of the SRS
staff rre-ners to try and find them jobs, to try arc
at least corrpensate for any intimidation o
harassment that iight have occurred in the past.

So, there were a series of those kincs
¢t calls. | can’t remember the details of every
one, but one thing | can tell you with a high cegree
ot contiaence, if rr. Wite naa called me to alscL:ss
the contents cf the 50.54(f) letter, | would have
rerrembered it, and 1 remember no such conversaticr.

C. nave you ever been told by members cf
tr.e ‘taff at the NRC that Mr. White called them arc

raz screr.co explained how he narrowed the scope of

COMPUTER Al DED TRANSCRIPTION/keyword index
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the letter? | will try to explain as best & car.
wrt narrowing the scope neans.

As cpposed to addressing the 11
'ercepticrs, w.at he saic is, "W are gcing tc
hrrow tre 11 perceptions to those inaividcial
e!Floyee corcerns that are given to us by the EF5
édnc aressing that total concept only as far as te
specific employee concerns."

Shas that ever been a product by ycur

staff?
A. You mrean by the NEC staff?
Yes.
A. i acn't think that anybody in the NRC
staff cirectly tclc re about that problem. : tecane

aware cf it wher the investigation was laurnche
acact the prone call to Stello in the van. At that
point | clearly tecame aware that some peFple w.thin
the .tRC staff knew cf at least some conversaticns
concerning the Appendix B letter prior to the tine
that it was submitted. But, no, nobody ever carre tc
M ano saic, "ney, Wnite called us,” or "White
called somecocy else and talked about narrowing
these things."

Isince that time | have been tecome

a*are that trere are questions along those lires anc

CCMPTY7EF  AIED; TR ANSCR  PTION/keywor jr.cex
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there have been iInvestigations locking at thcse
issues.

We are nct addressing those issues
except fro- the viewpoint of how it irrpacts on this
particular jnvestigation. But is it apprcpriate fcr
etnher . nite to attempt to do this, call and try to
i et scrne preapp;rovai over the telephone? |nat is
cre question.

Twc, on the other hand, is it
apprcrriate fcr a N-C staff member to even discuss
sucn an issue over the phone?

AL Yy view is that it is tctally
tirapprcpriate both for White to ask to do sorrethirg
-ie trat ar fcr the KRC staff to agree to co
sretring vyipe that. Ine tact is, you nave a
situation were there is a fundament al guesti on
accut whether TVA complies with the ComMr.ssion's
refl4ations.  TVA had previously told the Commission
that Watts Bar was ready for |icensing, which
involved in that statenent the judgnent that they
were in conpliance with the Conmission's regulations
ana that the plant had been built in accordance with
the Cor-mission's regulations.

The Comnission issued a 50.54(f) letter

rerLiring a respcr.se irom TVA under oath. ine

CMr.; AIDE: TRANSCRIPTION/keyword jntex



;1rpcse cf that was to get TVA's rormal jucgarent cn
2 wr.etner tney were coplLying with Appenrdix b to part

350. Inmy view, the hrC should not ce coaching T A

cr ir.at kinc cf ar answer tc rive or even giving

5 the- a reacing on whether the answer that TVA s
t tr..r.king a:out ser.ing is the rignt one or not. ite
( whcie purpose of the 50.54(f) approach is to ca:.e
t T., react their own jucgment--go thrcugn their cwn
Sccrtslceret review and submit a formal assesstent cr
- treir ;art of wnat the answer is
Tl Morecver, one of the reasons .ny yco
12 %K :or a resporse tcrrally, under cath, uncer
1 ZS.;* :' is tecause you want to preserve the abillity
S ‘o0z :age er.:orcerert agction if TVA prcvites tnccrrect
Slr:tsr-aticr., particularly if they provice that
t -n:crrattor. celiterately--that jncorrect inferraticr
T. -eierately.
it So, | think that coaching or comernts
1s on the response undercuts the ability of the agercy
2C to take entorcement action, and it is inappropriate
21 to co that. | agree entirely in that respect,
22 thinx, with the statements that-I think it was J.rn
2j Tayior ard haroic Denton maae in the OIA
ed irves:igation that they thought those kinCs of
2: Cw-ss:cr wo.l.C Ze inappropriate.
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Vr . EDarSs IS: | have cre otter
r.esticC Pr?. Asselstine. | want to taice yC ac
tZ ttee yc. first received tl:e .arch 22tht Letter ar

-ere :Lrs: reaKc6g it.

eLieve you tanClcatee earler it y..r
es: ?-, t.at the letter was act real y respc:slve
T -e Z-est3r cseC in the 5S.54(f) letter,
rreféreciess cf its respcnsiveness, dia you get a
Sfeezlisr w.er yc.. were reading that letter, for te
s=7 ¢ ¢ te ans-er that that letter had within its

::Cs
-:=.early ci: at some pcntc. Arc y
re.ie- =f tre 7 response exterse* over a peric =

:1-es. . -e =aci am. rereac it several times,
~-iiEl.sse: . 'y stafT as well.

s rave to say | prcbaDiy ra several
S:i=er.s act.: tr.e .etter. soze of tnex Cay have
rec.e a :t ever tule as we stutcie it So, 1
ca.nt say | reacne: an iacediate conclusicn tre
Sfrst time | rea: it, that first time, on all of
trese points. Cne clearly was that it was
w.respcr.sve, aen't answer the questions; that i:
csirfsed tre issues an perhaps even celLiterately

=r:—-j< isseues. r..e

S. 5 €3¢ tne addjle--e zei;lel
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supporting rinor=atien, it became clear, and. |

, \Ekectaly core clear ever time, [tmal the scope
St tée letter was unculy narrow. And | recemaer
ra Sc-e =iscussicns with ry staft acolt nho tr.is
8rj was narrowec in focus to tfe potnt unere it
c..c.'t really consicer all of the intcrmatice that
Swas vaila-le. Art clearly, as tire went or an:
tr.ere were sonme further indications of how the
rescrnse mtght have been prepared, | think, that
s'ii; -.ncaersccred those concerns.

RP. ROBINSCS: If the response hac
azce;.ately accressed the scope of the percepticrs in
Ste SFS triefing, do ycu feel, in your opinion,
ar. acezuate statecent regarcing cocpitance it

Ape-ii.x E cc'l: ever. be made based on that scz:e?

Sy ur.cerstanr  what | am saying?
-* . tnicnk you probably coild make a
: TcTer.t or. tat oasis. if you took into account

re NSES concluslons and all of the infcrratlce tha
went into cevelcping those concl usi ons, then, |
think, you could oake a judgment on conFliance witn
the quality assurance requirements at Watts Bar, at
least fcr periods of time.

'y onr. personal view, and certainly

- nav=" t: :ne Zcr.gres- , is that if yci C:c;
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a atAi  cf the irfcrmaticn that is availal»e w»t er
Includes L;cn ct the intormaticn that the Nuclear

S3Cfety Review Staft hact eveloped and considerec,

~ait really leacs yc6 to the cchnciusicr that TVA,

?r=:ital: fcr very substantial pericds cf tifre, was
r.ct ir compliance with the Commission's giuality
assrasrce re:;..iresents at Watts Ear.

Sjust con't see how you can reacr. any

ctner ccrcluslon. Even the NRC staff, I thirK, has

Sttally cc-€ arcnrc on scire of the elemer.ts, tr.oigr.

nct recessarily all of them And | have clearly

sa:: 'ha! | 6= teycnc what the staff has been

pre;;re: say, ard, | think, that the trea=--n

affez:as a.: cf trese areas. I think the infcrsaticn
-ffiet to reach that conclusion.

Saw, cne of the things that : was
Ctrir.g to get at in the Commission meeti ng with Vr.
* hite, the ite- tnat we discussed just a few rintes
ago, was the broacer question, and that is, if ycO
locc at the cverall operation of the TVA nuclear
program, can ycu really say, with any degree cf

confidence, that there was any point in time in

. ¢ na a (fy effective and working Luaity
a.s.rance progra- . place tnat fully ret tr.e
i'-es I r.'5 re:-ire-er.ts? ArC tc this Cay, Tora2 e

- RANSCRIPTIO?/keywore tr-e@l ES



rCt seen the evicence that wculd leac re tc ccrcluce
Z t y& coae ratke that kind of a cpsitive
3ucgent.

wf you go back and oock at all of tte
Servents concerning TVA's nuclear prograrr, startin
6i:rt  tne Ercwr.s Ferry fire arc the conclL;sicrs ¢y
-e tF ttat quality assurance teficier.cies Playec a
rcle in ttat event, if you |look at the repeate:

;rctie-s wit. TVA's quality assurance programs

tr.gr.ct tnre late se.enties gnd early eighties,
-ne re: ease C inspections, the repeated
-S cf :allures and breakdowns in quality

ass-rance gy tr.e repeated efforts on the part of

St try ar recrear.ize and solve their Frot.e-s,
¢™A  fcr tne *.SS and the NRC staff to fine out a
Sfe years ;ater tm.at the new organization really
-ar-'t wcerirE, it seems to re that the history
calls ir tc questicr the adequacy of TVA compliance
witr. Appencix 5 virtually throughout the nuclear
program.

| triec, unsuccesszuily, to get tre r#CN

sta:f to :ocu! on that issue and to take tne troacer
look anc to Look back ever time to try and reacn a
ucgreL t on when TVA's nuclear programi  was in
=7jilanc e -:- e BN X e, ana Sie lo sal
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wil': cea. writ tnat jssue later on. We canrt worry
zc-rseLes with that now. we have got to tecus or
trese current ;lans, Sequoia, Watts Bar. W have tc
.C.. al tncse an: we can't worry about a broacer
Scce at tr.e wr.cle history cf TVA's rucl ezr prcErar."
| believe that the broader question is
ar. 1;crtant one because it calls irto questicr  tr.e
6err,: that was cone on all  of their plants, inclucing
tne operatirng pas that are most likely to te
csrcere: icr restart in the near tertr.

*, LEINSCN: That is all " have.

SC. Mr.  Asselstine, you described yc;r
ccrecern, trer., went really broader than just the
Irl S* ssue. cther words, the KSRS issue was
soTetr.ng tnat shculd have triggered, "Hey, this is
a sa-rLe, c it is a tigger probleir."

A. Yes. Well, | think, two things should
have triggerec that. First, the KSPS concerns. If
‘nose concerns were valid, then was this a prctlem
that was isclated only at the Watts Bar site, or (i
trese protlerrs extend to other parts of TVA's
cperation?

It seers to re now and it seerme to re

st¥s trag |-;:=a questiocn was and is, if ,c: rae

1I"-FTE- A TRAISCRIPTIOf ./keyword  jr.ex



these prctlems a Watts Bar, then why dcn't you have
trese Frctlerrs at Watts Bar's sister plant, Sequcia,
arc why dcn't you have these prctlems at Erowrs
Ferr.? After £1:, we are talking about tne same
c-.ality assurance organizaticn, the same
ccrstructicr crganization, and the same engineerirg
arc desigr crganizations.

If  you have the same crganizaticrs ans
- CU nave treakcown in the way those crganizaticrs
are functiorirE., then it seems to me that a fair
,Lesticr is tc take the broader look anc say, "Hcw
far ©.es this go in affecting all of TVA s plants?"
An: that is ore cf the reasons why the Watts Ear
in—frratiorn  as significant.

S also think, though, that if you go
tack arc icc at the other detailed NSRS reports
Sl-at were prepared in '62 and ‘83, as | recall--"EIl
rc "3, anyway, of the overall nuclear organizaticn,
You see the sanme kinds of concerns. Those cetailed

reports demrnstrate a pattern of weakness thrcugroutL

tnis organization, and they do it in increasingly

strident tones. If you lock a the first reports,
tr.ey are fairly mild. The second report was a bit
sirorger, an: the third report was quite strong in
tr-:rg tc 7 i n tre proclerrs withir. it tre 7.
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r.clear organization. Al of those warnings, going
SacK cver years, fell or. deaf ears both within the

NRPC and at the highest levels of TVA.

C. When we talk about time frame, in the
Saren | tr. CoMMrrssion meeting at which M. White
gave his presentation, did he limit the time
Ferioc--cic he get an agreement to limit the tire

period cf nis response to just February and march of
"£6 or something like that?
AL Cr, you mean in terms of the time

period covered ty his conclusic, ?

C. Yes, sir.
A *0., . don't think so. No. | dcn't
rea® that casc.ssion at ali that way. | can tace

another IcoC at it

MP.  MURPHY: Here. He talks a little
aLCLt...

THE WITNESS: | clearly raised the
broad i ssue. That s, goi ng back over tire, s
there any point in time where you can say, rignt
now, that the quality assurance crganization at TVA
was wcrKing and wor ki ng effectively, goi ng back tc
' ne Browns Ferry fire? And White said, "Cf course
can't answer that question. | couldn't possitiy

arswer it. I'd have to go back and lock at a2l of

CGMPFTEF AICDE  TRANSCRIPTION/KeyworC  index



tstSe events over tite."

Eut : don't read anything in here at
saying that hite's judgment as to Watts Bar srclec
‘e li-itec to a fixec period of titre, partic.:tr:y g
cc-ple cf rcnths in '66. No, not at all. Ac |
ccr.'t think that's what he was asked to respcr-' tc.

He was asked to respond, "|s Watts Ear
ceirg ccrstructeC jn compliance with Appenix r:"
Sne r.Lclear Safety Review Staff had said no. Ana it
r@ clear their judegiert was based upon the
Scenstructicn  prograr  at Watts Ear cver tire,
Sccr:itining right up until the present.

| sno.ic also add that | hac one otter

Sc:r.versatior' witn Fr. Write in late 19c6, well after

1 t-e Aper.ix E Letter was submittea, in which Write

1 tiec  t¢ CLtiire nis rationale in prcvicing tre

Vv response that me cic In the March 2uth letter. Anc
@ Ing  tire -tite premisec his remarkKes y saying

lg that he thought that he and | had a very atfferer.t

2C view of his responsé and perhaps even of quality

21 assurance requirements agnd how those require-er.ts

e2 ougnt to De interpreted. and based upon his

23 analysis, | certainly agreed with that.

24 Ihite tried to argue that corrpliance

2: Y. ApFenx E as an evolving thing and that yec
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never ccold really react a judgrent on whether yC
ccrp.iec with AppencCx t yntil the last possible
Sir.ute, aret that as long as he had a prcgrarr jn
;yae tr.at was ooxingr  at quality assurance arc that
re feit -"timrate;y would lead to the conclusion trat

1l  pant nas been tixea to the point where it reets

tr.e quality assurance requirements, that he ccr.!
ccr.cluce that they were not in ~ompliance witn
S;;er.:xX BEtecause that is wh. the whcie process
Swas fcr.

My own view is tnat that interpretation

cf Ae;enx 5 s just oead wrong. It seers t n-e
tr. if yc. r.ave a program, a quality assurance
crc-rar that is ret identifying inadequate ycro,

l-ere  jracejusate .ork is being cor.e y the
ccr.structior force, where inadequate work is teitr
sinr.e cf: cr. ¢y the quality assurance force, wnere
tr.ere are clear defects in the quality assurance
crganizatons--the people aren't qualified to do
quality assurance inspections, they aren't acir. tre
work prcperly--anc where this information s pot
Deing turned up on a regular and orderly basis, trat
it is irpcssicie to argue that they are in
co-;.:.iar.ce witn tr.e quality assurance reqlirerents

cf tne C-oc. sb5icr,

rPP,- TEF TARAfNSCRIPT70f/keyword  t] rcex
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d.atis t . wrctle F.rpose cf Appencrx

z put in ;ace a structure Ln an orgarnzaticr
Sra iL =(.. tiy ccri-..-ction nd :cesign cefects
ar. ge.. t.e/ carrectec through the rcrcral crccess.
S=, - st ejectec cut of hanc his interpretaticr

cf re;irefrerts an.;, ' think, that they are

r.ccns.stert with the agercy's consistent

Sinterpretltior ay gpFlicstion Cf those

re:- nts.
M2 r NSCN: And he indicated that
ni r~ Oclscpy Cf co-rliance, tha as long as
- nc. crs Ce that tne prcirar was nct Ir.

sare, therefr.e, it must ce in coipliance?

S*: nat's rigr.t. That's
Ai-: ¢ as . .a3 a programr urderway an: re
- uern t.nit =re prcgrar, u.ttmately <
rea;. *e ccr-clusicr tha al of the constructicn
S:- ce.ig protiers wecuic be |aentiflea and fixea,
‘riaa >c couicr.'t reth-_ the conclusion that they
werwerent in  co p.iance.
- rOBINSON: Did he ever make a
rect cen..ter.t tc ycu about as long as ne nac a
czrrecti: e acticr. sySte that was icentifying an:
E rre ;nc:..e-r, re rust te in ccrpi ance?
- - : Yes.. [ tninr.  tma; z
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It ar - rce. cf tre satre arj~vrert. -is ariy;ert
yae fict tr::s ;rcgrar ir ;racet,

inrt'ese ;rEr-an-s tc icentity arc~correct . rcc. e-s.
a cny al! ra-.e gct tnat 1-rcfrai7 ana as jc;
as:a/ satlsflec tnat at tne erc o' tr~e :rcceis,

na: ;rcgra- w;- react. the rigr—t &cec.—:

is, th-at ,ne ;rctlen-s tave teen identifie= an=:

fCec--tr~er: trat, in Itsalf, is a quality ass~..rance

irirz7anct!.erefcre 1 am in cotrrplance.”

-ntwas n;rtc - [
l 1z na'e -1 n-s izrs..-ert. Ttiz was--t recall -r.is
-eet:Nnz--:t 'r~t.ove-rrter Cr "ecefrber, :tninr, cf

tnn ¢ it as tle "Your guys are wvrzrter
~i.;-s reezLng," because at. tnat pCirt -~ ne

.-.a-_€ tnat he naC Fcre over try letters t-
~Z.'eivran Z'lngle in great cletaii arc tthat v,
rev ie: tthem imrea t cetall € Ninioooor

s-en-r t-,at trey ccula fi c¢c fault witm ar.- ar;-c

#a e .0 do tlmat, at which point Wlrite conc uCe: z'at

-y S were s-.arter than his guys were.
~+PC;5N: oObvio~siy,, one of tre
~rccr.ucting, an irivestifiaticr. cf a

-ateria. falire statCerrort regarrcing coin-_iar~ce wit

e- | ree ri variol: efir.i crs cr

~ o~ TP /(e -or- r-~ex
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==-:iarce i “4riericix E. Let re as. >Cu cre
paraleter-setting type question.
- yor opiinion cr in your Cefiniticr
C-;ara-ze w Appercix 5 ca' you be in cver.al
cs-jliar.ce wtt Appendix E ana yet still nrt te

Teeteing soCe cf tne requirements of ApperCix e:

rat is t-e ory bcurding questicn | will asic.
A. I thin. the answer to that is yes, tbut,
an: tr.e tt is this: I think you car nave rctles

f'rc- tie-e tc timre in incividual elemerts ijf your
T aity assurance prcgrarm and  still be Ir. overall
=:-;.iarce with Apper.cix E. But they car.'t be
1 tespreaZ anr trey rave to be identifiec ty tre

, as! jrarce ;rcgrar and syster, anC tr.ey .ave

ee crre--te . a tdy rmanner. That is the way
tin erp-ret tne requirements of Appendix B.

Sc trat, fcr example, | think that you

~sC . -rocatly rct qualify one or two quality
assurance inspectors properly a a given perice cf
time. But if the system turns up the fact that

tt-.cs people aren't properly qualified anc they are

removed frcr tne job until tney are properly

ualifie and their work is independently examirec,
trrer. © woule say, s-re, the overall systPf s

- rauri. Tre' rray r.t have rrmet that inCiviicua

-TA A, LE: RA ISCF. IPTION/keyword index



fe

23

e-eer.t fcr a imite- perioc cf tre tt cveral tre
is.-. s wocriking.

S'iiariy, if you have one or two
Irzi-vi.a, ite-s that mrfaxe it throsh tr.e
Ssys:t- a.c the quality assilrance irspectcr Juyst
7-sies tre inspection, |'a say that is an exar-ple f
ar. ir icia: iter where ycu werer't corpiyi-.g i
‘re cetailec requiremrnt of tne quality assurarce
- rcia-. c.ut, aiainr, if it is pickec up cy tne
Srcgs 8-t ccrrectec, then o say, cveral,, tr.e
syste- . .Cr-ingproperly.

nere thjink yoU nave tc craw the Jj-e
i 5swnere trere are t:nrcaTental prctiers in the
S.a.ity ass-ar.ce cperat;in, where there are
.FC-.€-S in a r.rcer c¢' carferent areas and where
trcse ,rcileSs ire n.t picked lup by the quality
assurar=e crgar.Lzaticrn and opration an \where t.cse
prccle.-s exter.a for ler.nrny periods of tirr.. anc
where thv come to r-.e Pt*--tizn of the
licensee cr tre NRC as v res,, It of peopic whc aren't
pa' ¥6of tne r.crral quality assurance prccess.

™en : trhnk you have to fairly
czrcluce that ycj are meeting--the |jicensee is ar
Seetin *rge :TTission's quality assurance

re.. re-er tZ:a: r n con:i a.ce :r, :LSer.:n

Crie 2?2 ;:::l TRANSCRIPTIOhN/xeword  jhcex
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sAnr . thin ristoricaly, if yo; lcck
t.e cases in which the KRC has :onrcuced that
rlert ire a ;uality assi.rance treakaown, that tne
Syster is not worKing properly, it's been in tn.se
Sin:s of areas. Anc : think tuat there has beer a
cr.srsten.t 2p prach in a number of these
cr.nstr;ction cases tnat tollows just what | have

.=eer sayiri asnd where you have hac probler.s that

r.ae :C-€e to light teca,use people go outsice the

Este- cr where there are widespread probl erns that
e icne c.- #°r a i .fgthy pericd of time, where tr.e
S-cT-:5sior anc staff have concluded that this

- t.-.ately, ic sorre of those cases, we

b -Cr | cc trn.t thec prcgrar could be fixec. A=
fter a ier.th> C-rificrati.n  ro;ram of the planr.t,
*e ro*e eer 3ale to conclucd t.at, notw trstE. -Z

Irn faz ure to compiy with Appendix z, the plant :-s

et uilt in accordaa;ce with tVie Cormissionr's
reiclaticrs ;md can safely operate. Eut | thinx

tnat te first jucgmer.t has to te made on how the

syste- .. and che extent .. the problems jr it.
An has led m! to conclude or:,t
8% rcu cor; iance with Appendix B at _att

CEr ©SEr TRANC:IPTIO./keyword jrCex
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Ear ras been the extent oi the protblr .ro hc't
trne ccrstr-cticn an: cesign pro6ram fc- ret ;lant,
te severity of thcse prcblems, the fact razZ tr.e>
-ff§ect rnt cr.iy t.e worv that was done anc the
reccrcs that .ere kept Lut the manner ir. wr-'-n re
ility assirance jrgan;zation itself functionec or

failec to function, and the fact that t7ese thir.Es

went cr fcr long perioos of tire and continuec ever.
after the point where TWA was telling the NFC that
S<aets Ear was ready for a license, anrd that it was
cr-.. t( cause plant workers and people like the NSF.S
-s ff, . were outside of the ncrr.al orEanizaticr,
x:certfiecz the prcSler arC had the courage to star:

cpsay, "Tnese are very serious prctiers an:
t -.-r'e Wispread and they are not being
asg|Luately aCeressed,” that we even beca'me aware of
te-. Tc.- e, tr.at constitutes failure to comrply
Citr. te ‘'omissitcr.'s quality assurance reqi reTernt
and tnat is wry | re-ched that conclusior (fairly
early last year.

| would have to say if the KRC staff

ra ju;st been willing to reach that conclusion at
the sare period of time, a lot nore attenticr rc:ght

teer fo.used cn the construccion situaticr. at

raltt zar rycr. earlier than it was and we wcuC.' t

C"?TEP Al:E: T.NSCRIPTION/keywor . -ex
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have waite: until |ate | ast year to get this
investigaticr started.

EY M. FELNHART:

C. Jrst as an exanple, Pr. Asselstire, in
SAper.cix E there is a requirerent tc nave interfaces
Sefinec, Jct respcr.sitilities cefijned. If a

steuaticr turrs up in the interfaces anc

respcrsicilities gre rct diefined, not uncerstocc, is

Tt proper to say, "Well, that is rot really a zZA

le-, it is a ra-ragerent prctlem because iraagers
hcie tdo tnat"?
A Well, the root cause of the prctle-r ra

c® a marageT-ent failure b.:t that doesn't char e tre
fait trtan. a c"ality assuran=e pro le 7z well.
Tre fact is, reEulaticrs require a r.nmrLer of
e.e-er.ts ir the quality assurance prograr am cne cf
S-rcse ir r.avir  e:fective interfaces. Arc if, fecr
wr.atever reason, tna. is not working, that is a
failure to comply with that element of the quality
assurance requirements.

You clearly want tc understand what tr.e
root cause is to get it fixed, but it doesn't charge
the fact that it is a failure to comply.

C. So we car.'t take every failure tc

L- 5. . re :ay, "oell, the maragers cicr't Co it,

CL"TE; A:"E: TrA/ SCFIPTION/eywcrc  jrcex



1 trerefore it is a management probler.-  That may te
a re rct cause-
SA. E:t it is not germane to the question

cf wnetner cr r.ot ycu were in corrplianrce with the

sC isscn’'s quality assurance *equirerments.
t There are two parts to nmeeting the
Co issionr.'s quality ass&urance requirements. Zne

*art is to have a plan, and tne seccnc part is hc.

Sycc implerrnent the plan. It is grossl) misleacin.,

1. ¢ 1 tri nriraccLrate, to argue that you are in

11 cc-;....ce with  Appendix B to part 50 as long as yco
Sa® a p ar wri.ch, g, paper, looks good. It  mat-err

3 ;- as T.cr. how yc. go about implemerting the plar.

S.re purpose of the quality assrrar

Vv re;,ireer.ts is to raie. sure the plant gets c.. inr.
\% ccr-;.lar.ce itr. tr.e Commission regulations. Ycu car.
T rave tre greatest plan in the world or paper. fr

Yoy nave a '® sy ;¢ implementing i you are not

aisuring the ipant is built properly. A funCdaental
20 el ement of Appendix 9 to part 50 is the
21 irriementaticn  part. I don't think anyone can
2e reasonatly argue you are in compliance with Appendix

f. as o6ng as yce nave an adequate plan on paper ar.
c "na #W; s irrelear.t how you go &aout | pFlerenting

E t'.re ‘an. 't are.-ert s acsurc.

_7EANhSCRIPTION/keyword g
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C. | agree.

Tht' s3 dll.

MF. EFRPHY: Just one other questicr
are tr.er. «e will clcse this.

-Vé ycu ever, or a recbe- of your
staff, ever heard the suggestion that if TVA's
response i»=lc have said that they were not
cc-piying with the requirements of Apperdix b, that

it wc.l.. nave teer. a terrible embarrassmenrt tc tre

A. ; have not hearc that. A memoer cf ry
stacf was t¢i: trat curing our visit tc Se; .12iay
°“e cf 'Ne pecpie wrc was involved, | thi-'
preparrg.ll e response. And | think that :,

cc;-e.t ec trnat.

s . PHY: Is that Mr. Austin.

*  WITNESs:  Yes. As long as ycu have
tne cccumentation of it--John told rre about that
alter it r.ppened and we documented it to mrae sure
thnat the appropriate people knew about it. inat s,
ocviously, no justification whatsoever for proviting
a misieaoing answer to the NRC and, in fact, in -y
°wn view it constitutes evidence that in fact t-he
resacnse tnit I'A  proviced may have been prcviced

ce-itera tey.

C"IFUTR AIE:D TRANSCRIPTION/keywore  jnhcex



NP. "uPPHY: Just a few final

£y 7??2. PUFRP-Y:

wve : or any other representative Cf
te - rC rere trreatened Ycu in any ranner Of offere:

a re-arc fcr this testiror&Y?

e you Ever. the testimony freely arc
vc -r.tari.lv
A. Yes.
16 Are trere any aditicnai commrents YOu
; li-e O rra><e?
e arecate yc  takng the t

ne a;preciate Ycu taKing the tire to
18

A. :Cac to help.

17

(Tire Noted: 11:15 a*)

20

21
20
22
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I, DEERA STEVENS, a shorthand reporter
Er. notary plLtlic, within and for the State of New

Yorx, cc hereby certify:

That JAMES K. ASSELSTINE, the withess
-r.cse interview s hereinoefore set forth, was first
SLly sworn by me, and that transcript of said
testirrcry is a true reccrd of the testimony given by
sai:  witness.

1 turther certify that | ar not related
-tod"Y cf tre parties to this action by bl ood or
-arriage, and that | ar in no way interested in the

c.tcoCe of this rratter.

IN W TNESS WHERECF, | have hereuntc get

Stahis ay of o 97.

DEBRA STEVENS,

Shorthand Reporter
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