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ENCLOSURE 1 

BEFORE THE UNITED STATES NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSIOp 

Atlanta, Geor-gia 

A meeting between members of TVA management, 
Quality Technology Company and member%, of the 
U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission to discuss 
concern% and issues arising from welding 
certification procedures at, the Watts Bar 
Nuclear Energy facility.  

The mleeting was conducted with the 

Director, DRPR, Roger, Walker and the Regional 

Administratorl, D. Nelson GracLe acting as 

chairpersons, commencing at approximately 

lassD p. m. o'clock on the 25th day of 

September, 1985 at 101 Marietta Towers 

Atlanta, Georgia.
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Cortafted General Court Recortars 
4."t 1113 The Healey i~milding 

57 Fost Street, NW 
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I ATTENDING: 

2 R. H. VOLLMER 
B. J. YOUNGBLOOD 

3 E. G. ADENSAM 
D. P1. VERRELLI 

4 A. F. GIBSON 
J. N. GRACE (Chairperson) 

5 R. D. WALKER (Chairperson) 
A. R. HERDT 

6 B. D. LIA4 
G. B. GEORGIEV 

7 J. J. SLAKE 
S. P. WEISE 

8 W. SCHU14 
W. T. COTTLE 

9 K. W. WHITT 
OWEN THERRELL 

10 JOE 91 LDEN 
AL iCC".I £OVA Te;WJS 

11 JOHN NELSON 
STEVE STAGNOL IAN_ 

12 DILL KLEINSORGHCL*r 
JANE AXELRFr~'q 

13 LEO MED INAt 
STEVEN V IAS 

!4 MILT SHUMLOCK 
DOD PETTY 

15 And members of the press from the Atlanta Journal 

16 and Constitution.  
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P PROC E ED I N 6 

2MR. WALKER: 

3 Is everybody presentle Anybody that 

4 Isn't here tell us; otherwise why don't we 

5 %hut the door and got with it? 

6 DR. GRAIC~s 

7 Okay. Again we thank you for comiAng 

8 again to meet with us on %ome, concerns. we 

9 called this meeting with TVA management to 

to learn what they did to process employee 

11 concerns In the welding area prior to their 

12 September eleventh meeting or letter to us 

!3 proposing restart of welding at Matto Bar* and 

14 we also asked them to bring their 

Is subcontractor, OTC along so that we might hear 

16 directly from them what are the coneins that 

17 they've uncovere". We have not heard of any 

Is of th's.se yet.  

19 1 think maybe to begin with we should 

20 Introduce the people around the table. I'm 

21 Nelson GraceS Regional Adminsotgator, 

27 MR. 6IBSON2 

23 And ISm Al Gibson, Director of Division 

24 of Reactor Safety here in Atlanta and while 1 
251 hav& the floor let me mention that the



TI

1 stenographer has asked that before each of us 

2 speaks the first time she'd like for us to 

3 give our names, to help her associate the 

4 names with the voices.  

S MR* VOLLMER a 

6 Dick Volimer, Deputy Director of 

7 Inspect ion Enforcement at Headquarters, 

S MS.ADENSSAMI 

9 ~Eleanor Adensam, Liceinsing brancha Chief,0 

11 MR. VERRELLIs 

12 Dove Verrells. projects brapnch Chief, 

13 Region two.  

14 MR. YOUNSSLOODs 

15 Joe Yourngbloodv Licensing br-anch Chsef,# 

16 4R 

17 PO. THERRELL i 

is Owen Therrell, Quality Technology 

19 Company.  
20 M0. " I TT I 

21 Ksomit Whittq Director of Nuclear Safety 

22 Review Staff, TVa.  

00M. COTTLE# 

24 bill Cottle* ftwsotast~ fanager of Piro 

and Engineering Nuclear, fVSL



MOR. SC34LM i 

Scott Schum, Quality Technology Company.  

MON. WEISE* 

Stove Weise, Project Section Chief,, NRC, 

Reg ion twao.  

PON. BMAKE v 

Jerry Piako. UPO a section chief for 

Region twom.  

MOR. rORSIEVi 

Georgeo Georgai eve sen ior eng Ineer, JE 

Headquarters.  

PMR. LIAWa 

9. D. Liawq Chief of Mlaterial, 

Engineering branch, NOR Headquarters, 

MR. HEADY: 

I'm Allen NOerdt, Chief of the 

Engineering r~anct in Region twok.  

PM. WVALKERt: 

Roger Walkerw Director of Division 

P..ojectse ReSion two.  

no. &A~CEI 
Lot** continue around the back, okay? 

MROILDKNa

I'm Joe Gilden.  

officer an Region two,

1110 Public affairs



IMR. I GNASAL IS s 

2 19m Al Ignasalis, Project Engineer .  

3 Region two.  

4 MR. NELSONs 

5 John Nelson, House Energy Committev.  

6 MR. MEDINASt 

7 Leo Medinas, -- specialist -

8 MR. PETTY.  

9 I'm Bob Petty, TVA. I'm assistant to the 

10 manager, construction.  

11 MR. Stagnolianx 

2 I'm Steve Stagnolian. TVA; I'm the welding 

engineering unit supervisor, Quality Assurance 

4 Sr-*nCh.  

MR. VIASs 

'6 Steven Vias, Inspector, Region two.  

MR. SNIJMLOCK s 

Milt Shumlock, senior resident, Watts 

Bar.  

20 PoR. YORK 3 

21,iJohn York, senior resident at Bellafovnt.  

221 MR. KLE I NSRCH # 

23 Bill KLeansorch, mettalurgical engineer, 

24 Region two.  

25 MR0. WALKERi
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I Do wa have ýmembers of the press here? 

21 MR. flEESs 

3 Bob Dews, Const itut ion.  

4 VW. CRAWFORD r 

John Crawford, --the AtlIant a Journal1.  

*DR. BRACE a 

Well, I think without further &do I'll 

*turn the ameetIng over the Roger Walker,, bho'llI 

be ourM1. C.  

Anid everyone is aware this is being 

r troanscribed, so when you speak, my name is 

13 Roger Walker, try to identify your-self.  

Okay. L~t me tell you what I understand~ 

is at issue here and what I think happened and 

-then we're going to want some perception% from 

17 you. We did an inspection. I believe Jc~hn 

York did that Inspection, in which we 

developed some concerns for the ren~vmqal of 

20 qualification of welders. The codes that we 

2: were looking at,, the regulatory requirements 

-2 were ASMA codes and AWS codes. An we 

23 understood it our concerns had to do with the 

24 renewal of qualification% of certain people 

is without even -- without having proven that



I ~they did a good weld ditring the period prior 

2 to the renewal of the certification, or having 

3 run a bead under -- I believe it's paragraph C 

d -- is that what I want to say? Of ASME code 

S two W three two two (2W322), which deals with 

6 renewal qualifications.  

7 UNIDENTIFIED: 

8 In section nine.  

9 MR. WALKER:z 

10 Section nine. Now, we reported those con
11 corns to you, Bill, and asked you to initiate 

12 a stop work order at Watts Bar in the welding 

13 area and you agreed to do that and we sent you 

14 a confirmatory action letter confirming what 

15 we had in mind. Subsequent to that it's our 

16 understanding that you went out and tried 

17 went through a renewal of qualification for 

Is portions of your welders, significant portions 

19 of your welders, anyone that was going to weld 

20 for a period of time. We expected that. I 

21 believe Mr. Kleinsorch expected it. Felt it 

22 met the code. You come back and said that on 

23 the basis of these welders having their 

24 qualifications renewed you'd like to lift the 

25 stop work on welding. We agreed that as loing



I as these people Were certified renewals, their 

2 qualifications were renewed according to the 

3 code and in the program that met that code 

4 that we would agree with that and that there 

5 wre certain aspects of the cowl ESIc3 that 

6 remained in effect to assure that the 

7 integrity of the welding and the welding 

8 process that needed to be completed subsequent 

9 to renewal of the welder.  

10 Later to that, your contractor met with 
I 

11 Congress and they asked if they would have 

12 renewed the welding, pulled the stop work 

13 order and they said 'no', as I understand it; 

14 based on the information they had that they 

is had serious concerns fcor the renewal of 

16 qualifications of the welders. Two aspects o~f 

17 that bothered us. One, we don' t know -- the 

18 biggest one is we don't know what thos&, 

19 concerns were. We feel that either fifty 

20 fifty-five E or Part twenty-one is applicable, 

21 would have caused you to report any such 

22 serious defects to us prior to lifting that 

23 stop work, and we don't know why they weren't 

24 -reported to us. We want to know why they 

25 weren't reported to us if there ware defects



r] and we want to know what those defects were 

2 and how they apply to the codes and that's 

3 what we're her,& for today. And with that I'll 

4 give it to you.  

s DR. GRACEs 

6 I9d like to add that we have not 

7 prejudged the situation. TVA may very well 

8 say they've looked at all the concerns, all 

9 the allegationsi; they've processed them and 

10 found that they've fixed them or found that 

11 they were of negligible safety significance or 

12 whatever, and if so then you've doneý your job 

13 thoroughly and perhaps there was no need to 

14 inform us, but on the other hand if there arm 
15 some unresolved safety concerns then we have 

16 to reconsider.  

17 MR. WALKERs 

18 With that we'll turn it over to you, 

19 Bill.  

20 MR. COTTLEs 

21 Okay. I'm Dill Cottle. Let me start 

22 out by putting, by focusing on the context, 

23 Roger,; and that's I agree with your summai~y of 

24 events that took place and with the 

25 confirmation of action letter, our
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response, and then an issue raised as to would 

our contractor have resumed welding. That 

basically happened as you described. Let me 

focus on welding from two standpoints: one is 

employee concerns or allegationu that involve 

the recertification process and the retesting 

of the welders that we had in progress-at that 

time and that we had committed to in our 

response to the confirmation of action letter.  

The second is concerns that are in place and 

are in various stages of investigation that 

deal with other welding issues and there are a 

large number of those. It is my personal 

understanding and I'll call on both Mr. Whitt 

and Mr. Schum during the discussion and I'm 

certainly not trying to put words in either of 

them's mouth.  

We were informed by OTC, one of their 

lead investigators on %ite prior to -- I 

believe -- prior to our response coming in 

that,, 'Hey,, we have a concern on the 

recertification process,' and that was 

relayed, to my understanding, both to our 

construction organization and o~ur nuclear 

safety staff and it was brought over in a



1 timely manner. The concern at that time, both 

2 OTC took action to make the constructio~n 

3 project manager on site at Watts Bar aware of 

4 the nature of the concern and as I said, the 

3 nuclear, safety review staff on site 

6 representative at Watts Bar; made him aware of 

7 that concern; the nuclear safety staff 

8 representative, Mr. Harrison, went over, 

9 personally made Sure that the construction 

10 -project manager was aware of that concern.  

11 That concern, as generally stated was a welder 

12 who had been involved says, "I do not believe 

13 that the recertification process is in 

14 accordance-with the code. It is not an 

is initial certification, bringing in a welder 

16 from off the street and running him through 

17 the code-required initial testing." That was 

18 made~ known, like I say, to our construction 

19 project manager. He relayed that to me. 1 

20 then took steps to make an -- further in the 

21 concern, and this was'~'t -- I don't knew if 

22 this was a part of the concern, or it was 

23 certainly a part that OTC was concerned about.  

24 If you read your response to the NRC, it's 

25 telling them with a very specific %et of words



that it was -- you have rescinded 

2 certification. Rescinded, if you read that in 

3 conjunction with the code means you would go 

4 back to ground zero and start over with a 

3 complete -- your unqualified Welder and we're 

6 going to run him through the entire toot 

7 program. That was certainly not our intention 

8 by the wording. It wasn't our intention in 

9 discussion with your inspectors and I directed 

10 our licensing staff to follow-that up and make 

11 sure that at'least on the section chief level 

12 in Atlanta that that was understood, you know, 

13 that we did not intend to imply we were going 

14 back to ground zero with these welders but we 

15 were going to do what I would call in layman', 

16 terms the periodic certification test.  

17 DR. GRACE: 

18 1 think renewal is the key word. That 

19 was -- thou* are the words used by your Watts 

20 Bar people.  

21 MR. COTTLEs 

2? Right.  

23 DR. GRACE: 

241 And tha .t's a word that keys into the 

25 proper paragraph in the code.



a I I

I~ MR. COTTLE: 

2 We feel comfortable, you know, having 

3 that concern identified to us, that we had 

4 looked at it and knowing that a regional 

5 inspector had been on wit*; has observed a 

6 part of the program and wei were very confident 

7 that he understood the intent and there was no 

8 misunderstanding of the type of test we were 

9 doing and then following that up with a 

10 discussion and I believe it was between Ralph 

11 Shell off my licensing staff and Steve Weise, 

12 you know, that there wasn't any 

713 misunderstanding between our intent and what 

14 Region Two understood as far as our test 

Is program goes, 

16J MR. WALKERs 

17 Can I interrupt just a minute? 

18 MR. COTTLE: 

19 Concurrent -- and let me 

20 MR. WALKER: 

21 Go ahead,1 Bill.  

2? MR. COTTLE& 

23 Make one other'point. Concurrent with 

24 that there was a second concern expressed by 

25 -- again, .ay an employee to OTC and kind of



I the basis of that concern says, "My 

2 recertification was conducted by doineg a weld 

3 on a flat plate in the following manner; yet, 

4 I'm being recertified to do piping weld." 

5 That was received, you know; was conveyed to 

6 our nuclear safety review staff representative 

7 on site. He looked at that and was familiar 

8 enough with the codes and felt comfortable 

9 enough that that concern was bounded by the 

10 initial concern, that it was clearly a 

11question of -- you know -- whether it was the 

12 initial qualification of a welding, a welder, 

13 or a periodic recertification. Thom#&, at the 

141 time, you know, were the only two concerns, 

15 You know, which we were aware of that impacted 

)6 on the validity of our response. When Harold 

17 Denton brought the issue up on site last 

18 Thursday I met with Mr. Schum's -- two of Mr.  

19 Schum's lead investigators and with the 

20 resident nuclear safety review staff, 

21 supervisor on site. Those were the only two 

22 concerns that either organization was aware 

23 that would question the validity of our 

24 response.  

25 Roger?



j 1 MR. WALKER: 

2 1 want to ask you a question in a 

3 minute, but I want to ask some questions of 

4 people from NRC. Is there anybody on our side 

5 of the house that felt the issue was anything 

6 other than renewal of qualifications under the 

7 codes? 

8 (No response).  

9 MR. WALKER: 

10 And we have all parties present. Is 

1) there anybody on our side of the house that 

12 disagrees with the methodology used for the 

13 renewal of qualification as to whether it met 

14 the code? 

is (No response).  

16 MR. WALKER: 

17 Okay.  

18 DR. GRACE: 

19 Let me add one point.  

20 MR. WALKER.  

21 Let me -- oh, okay.  

22 DR. GRACE: 

23 1 don't understand why there was 

24 confusion at TYR, because here's a memo dated 

25 August twenty-eighth from Gunter Waterwitz to



I the Watts Bar- welders, saying that -- after 

2 some introductory sentences, 'therefore, TVA 

3 has elected to renew all welders' 

4 qualifications, and that word 'renews' keys 

5 into the proper paragraph of the code, arid 1 

6 guess I'm surprised that this could not have 

7 boen straightened out a long time ago. The 

a misunderstanding seems to continue and be 

9 widely publicized and so forth and so on. Why 

10 can't we put it to bed? Why have you not been 
11 able to put it to bed with your subcontractor? 

12 MR. WALKER: 

13 His question is similar to mine and it 

14 is did you inform your contractor and your 

15 employee with the concern that you had 

16 investigated and the program that hie did -

17 that there was not a good understanding of 

18, what the issue was and that the code 

19 requirements were being met? 

20 MR. COTTLEx 

21 I'm speaking secondhand on discussions 

22 that I'm told have taken place and that was 

23 that an investiCator from OTC was informed; 

24 that it was never our intent ion to do the 

25 original certification; the renewal is what



I we're talking about, and that I believe, 

2 Scott, that your man was informed and we've 

3 fully aware that Region two under-stands that 

4 and you know, they have had an inspector on 

5 site who has -- in fact, walked through the 

6 various elements of that you know, from the 

7 standpoint of both the type of welding that 

8 was being done to 1 believe even looking at 

9 some radiographu, you know, while he was on 

10 site and being -- we war* very, very 

11 comfortable that that was clearly understood.  
12 1 guess what we misjudged and weren't aware 

I: that it was an issue at all until -- until 

14 Harold brought it up, you know, on site 

15 Thursday; thought it was a misunderstanding by 

an individual employee and we were going to 

17 appropriately address that, you know, similar 

18 to the numerous other concerns that we had, 

19 but to place it in context, you know, Scott 

20 had been to Washingtong had not been on site 

21 since 

22 MR. SCHUMs 

23 Mondlay.  

24 MR. COTTLE3 

25 Wednesday?



1 MR. SCHUMt 

2 Monday.  

3MR. COTTLEs 

4 Monday, of that week. I guess at the 

5 time you know, that he left the site, he was aware 

6 that a concern, or two concerns existed concerning 

7 the recertification process. They had followed 

8 through and had kept in touch with the construction 

9 project manager and at that point in time on 

10 Monday, Hugh Parris, manager of fire and 

11 engineering had not agreed that we were going to 

12 ask for a resumption of welding. We were still in 

13 the process of determining what is -- what is our 

14 investigative path; you know, what progress are we 

15 making on the investigation to see what elements of 

16 the organization and what individuals were 

17 resolved. And that was the status at the time they 

1S left the site, and checked back with him, I guess, 

19 during the week and were told by the construct ion 

20 project manager that that basically hasn't changed; 

21 that it would appear% that we're going to go ahead 

22 and issue, you know, reduction in force notices to 

23 the employees because we're not sure Mr. Parris is 

24 going to allow us to even ask for a resumption of 

25 1welding, and I think that kind of Scits the context



1for, Mr. Schum's discussion that occlurred up in 
2 Wahingonand I guaess I'd like to ask Scott to go 

3 over, you know, that specific line of questioning 

4 that occurred.  

5 MR. WALKER: 

6 Understand, Mr. Schum, we don"'t -- you 
7 know, we hold TVA responsible for welding, not 

8 you, and so -

9 MR. SCHUMt 

ICI under-stand. I'm Scott Schum. To put 
IiIt In context I was asked by a congressman, I 

1? don't even know who, would OTC based'upon the 
- 113 information we had have recommended they 

-J14 restart welding at Watts Bar. My initial 

1s response to that, and I'll say it one more 

16 time, I've been away from the site for some 
17 three days and I don't have current knowledge.  

18 The answer to that was, 'that's not the 

19 question. The question is would OTC have 

20 recommended restarting of welding at Watts 

21 Bar?, And'I responded that that is not our 

22 function. We are not in the position of 

23 judging what TVA does or does not do in 

24 corrective action. One more time the response 

25 was 'That's not the question, Mr. Schum.



1 Would OTC have recommended?' And the response 

2 to that was "probably not.' Our opinion, and 

3 when I loft the site Monday was then, and this 

4 is our opinion, that the words used in the 

5 response, 'rescind and revoke qualification' 

6 and having I believe the welder qualification 

7 cards they carry stamped 'rescinded'. implied 

8 a total and complete requalification. I will 

9 admit to being surprised that they came back, 

10 particularly when I was informed by Congress, 

okay? I didn't tell the Congress that the 

12 people came back to work. The Congress told 

13 me, so yes, I was surprised.  

14 DR. GRACE: 

15 What day of the week was that? 

16 MR. SCHUM: 

17 Tuesday, Wednesday? I don't know.  

18 MS. ADENSAMs 

19 Could we -- Eleanor Adensam -- could we 

20 use dates, because my understanding was TVA's 

21 request for lifting the stop work was dated 

22 the eleventh of September? 

23 MR. SCHUMs 

24 1 don't know.  

25 MS. ADENSAMs



I NO, I'm just -- so instead of saying 

2 Monday or Tuesd~ay, can we r-efer- to dates, so 1 

3 can -- I hear Bill saying that Monday was -

4 Hugh still hadn't made the decision that he 

5 was going to sign this letter, which I -- from 

6 your conversation would have thought it had 

7 already been signed.  

9 MR. COTTLEs 

9 Okay. I may have have my dates mixed up 

10 there, Eleanor.  

11 UNIDENTIFIED: 

12 Does anybody have a calendar? 

13 MR. COTTLE: 

14 What I was trying to imply is that the 

Is that Scott left to go to Washington, you know, 

16 Bunter Waterwitch ESIC3 did not have the word 

17 that Hugh, you know, had in fact agreed to-ask 

18 for a lifting of the stop work order, and if 1 

19 used the wrong day, I'm sorry.  

20 MR. WEISEs 

21 Eleanor, Steve Weise, just to help 

22 people out on the date aspect, the eleventh 

23 was the second Wednesday in September. My 

24 understanding of your meeting with Congress 

251 was on the eighteenth, --



IMR. SCHUMs 

2 Yes,0 okay.  

3 MR. WEISEs 

4 Which was the third Wednesday in 

5 September, so that may help put in perspective 

6 a little bit the -- what Monday* we're talking 

7 about.  

a DR. 6RACEs 

9 So the letter from TVA came the week 

10 before? 

if MR. WEISE: 

12 Yes, sir.  

13 MR. WALKERs 

14 So Mr. Schum was aware of the letter -

15MR. SCHUM.  

16 No.  

17 MR. WALKER: 

18 You were not aware of the letter? 

19 MR. SCHUM: 

20 We were not aware of any attempt that 1 

21 know of by anyone to remove the stop work.  

22 It's not in the scope of what we are doing.  

23 MR. GIBSONs 

24 Al Gibson. Perhaps we need 

25 clarification on the date of the letter



I because NRC received it undated from TVA.  

2 MR. WALKER: 

3 A19% right. It is undated, but we 

4 received it on September eleventh. I'm 

S confident of that. I guess, more germaine, 

6 Scott, if after understanding what we 

7 perceived the issue was -

a MR. SCNUMs 

9 1 have no idea what NRC perceived the 

10 issue was. I didn't know whether you invoked 

11 the stop work or TVA did.  

12 MR. WALKER: 

13 Can I try againi? 

2 14 MR. SCHU4UM 

15 Sure.

16 MR. WALKER: 

17 You -just heard wh~at we Perceived the.  

18 issue was. I reiterated i-t and so did TVA.  

19 Do yourPKave anything-now that- would, -- rn the 

20 Ora f ce'yti-fiea43-4 of the welders Joaos you 

21 to boli~v* we ."*oul-d brina that ordef- back in 

22 place? An4 rhavo YOU, conveyed that- to TVA? 

23 MR. UCHUM v 

24 We havug transraitted to TVA some *on 

2S hundred and fifty-to two huv~drod %eparatea
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concerns dealing with the welding issue. They 

are at the moment to the best of my knowledge 

unsubstantiated, uninvest igated concerns. I 

do not know at this moment and correct me if 

I'm wrong, Owen, of anything that would 

require them to stop work. We were, talking 

about a response, the words and that is what 

my answer was based upon. We did not evaluate 

at that time the adequacy of what they were 

doing. We were, talking solely with the words 

that they used, and that's what it's based on.  

M'R. WALKERs 

Thank you.  

MR. COTTLE: 

Let me clarify a date, and Eleanor, I 

appreciate your pointing that out. I believe 

the eleventh is correct for the da~y that the 

letter was signed out. In looking at a 

calendar, you know, I was miAde aware on the 

thirteenth, which is that Friday that there 

was -- there existed a concern; it had been 

looked at; and it was you know, related to the 

code and even -- and that was following the 

letter going in and then, you know, that's 

when I directed Mr. Shell to call Mr. Weise



I and maea sure there was no misunderstanding on 

2 the part on which type teot we were 

3 discussing.  

4 MS. ADENSAMs 

5 So actually the letter had been sant to 

6 the agency before you personally -

7 MR. COTTLEs 

a Before I become aware of the concern.  

9 that's correct.  

10 MS. ADENSAMs 

11 Is that -- can you say the same thing, 

12 Mr. Whitt? I'm sorry? 

u~ THE COURT REPORTERi 

14 You all need not to talk at the %ame 

Is time because we won't get either side. You 

16 can't untangle that, okay? 

17 MR. COTTLEs 

18 Yes, ma' am.  

19 MR. WALKERs 

20 And now we know who's in charge of the 

21 meetings 

22 MS. ADENSAMv 

23 Mr. Whitt, can you say the Sarino thing, 

24, that you were not aware until the thirteenth 

25 that there was a concern with regard to



I lifting the stop work order? 

2 MR. IrHITTs 

3 can say I was not aware on the 

4 thirteenth of such a concern. As a matter of 

5 fact I was not aware of it until the meeting 

6 with Congress. I'm talking Kermit Whitt 

7 personally. Not NSRS. People in NSRS were 

a aware of it. I was not aware of it until the 

9 day with Congress, the meet ing with Congress.  

10 MR. VERRELLIx 

11 Dave Verrelli. You're talking about th.e 

12 meeting on the seventeenth? 

13MR. WHI1T, 

!4 That's aco.rect.  

15MR. VERRELLIs 

16 Or the eighteenth? 

17 MR. WHITT$ 

is That's correct.  

19 MR. SCHUM.  

20 To clear up the information -- Scott 

21 Schum again, that concern was in fact sent to 

2? NORS I believe on the fifth of September# 

23 however, the process time, we got the coil I 

24 guess the thirteenth* 

25. DR* GRACE a



Now, this is your concern about the 

2 requalification? 

3 MR. SCHUMs 

4 That's correct.  

5 DR. BRACEs 

6 Whether it should be from the ground up 

7 or just a renewal. Is that the point? 

s MR. SCHUOM 

9 The concern as voiced by the employee 

10 that he did not teol the recertification 

11 program met the code.  

12 DR. GRACE: 

- -,13 Oh, I see.  

-'14 MR. SCHUMs 

is These are not our concerns.  

16 DR. GRACE: 

17 That's been cleared up. He is not 

18 familiar with the code, apparently, because in 

39 the code renewal of qualification% specifies 

20 certain things like welding on flat plate is 

21 adequate.  

2? MR. UCHUIM 

23 But the words used were *revoke' and 

24 'rescind** and all we were doing was pointing 

25 out that the words said revoke and rescind and



I you were invoking renewal. You can't do both.  

2 DR. BRACE: 

3 True, but -

4 MR. SCHUMs 

5 And that'* the whole Issue.  

6 DR. BRACEs 

7 The internal memo at Watt% Bar addressed 

8 to the plant welders says 'renewal, three 

9 times.  

10 MR. SCHJM x 

I I That may be, but thes actual letter to 

12 yo~u ways "revoked' 

13DR. GRACE: 

14 Yeah, but that 

15 MR. SCI4UM: 

16 And we j ust wantead TVA 

17 DR. G3RACE:x 

18I see.  

19 MR. SCHI14 s~ 

20 To correct that.  

21 DR. GRACE.  

22 So it'* an unfortunate choice of words 

23 but it does noot reflect the understanding that 

24 we had or the TVA management had.  

25 1MR. SCb4UM I



I Yeah, I -

2 MR. HERDT: 

3 This is Al Hordt. Let me just read a 

4 Very small Portion Of the letter that we got 

5 from TVA. It's attachment 9 to enclosure one 

6 and in the second paragraph it %tarts by 

7 'renewal qualification test program was 

a initiated on -- initiated by on August the 

9 28th, 1985 for all welders whose 

10 certifications were revoked', and that's the 

11 word you're using, and the next sentence says, 

!2 'the renewal qualification test Program is In 

13 accordance with the requirements of the ASME 

14 code, Section nine, Paragraph Q W three 

15 twenty-two, and the AWS code D point one point 

16 one, paragraph five point three oh, so -

!7 DR. GRACE: 

Ai So it is in that letter.  

ig MR. WALKERs 

20 Yeah, it is.  

21 DR. GRACE: 

22 1That'% right. It's in the attachment to 

23 that letter.  

24 MR. WALKER: 

25 1 To us it was clear which Portion of the



I code they were using.  

2 MR. SCHIM s 

3 Yea, sir, but 

4 UNIDENTIFIED, 

5 The employee 

6 MR. SCHU" a 

7I mU sorry.  

8 UNIDENTIFIEDs 

9 1 don't want to got in trouble with her.  

10 MR. SCHUM a 

11 One quick one. Would not, in the 

12 future, as has happen"d in the posts someone 

13 Possibly look at that letter and come back at 
14 TVA and say,, "YOU gentlemen made a false 

Is statement," and all we want to do is make sure 

16 that the words are e~sactly what they meant, 
17 and nothing more.  

is MR. WALKER# 

39 YOU were Protecting your employer from 

20 us attacking -

21 MR. SCHUM 3 

22 We were informing him of what -- owell, 

23 yeah, if that's the way it has to beg 

14 protection Is What*s requlred, but that wao 

25 the intent, and --



32 

I MIR. WA~LKERg 

2 WCj understand your concernpj are -- that 
3 is an admirable tratt.  

4 MOR. SCHN41 

5 You've don'e At before.  

6 MR. VOLLMERs 

7 This to Dick Vollmer. Lot me ask Mk-.  
* Whitt It he shorys the feelings of Mkr. Sehuin 

that the"e is nothing currently that you're 
10 aware of -- put aside the ward diffeeney now 

II -- that there is nothing currently tftat you've 
.2 aware of, give" the fairly large number of 

13 substantiated allegation that have been sen~t 
!4 to you that would put in doubt th, wisdom of a 

15 restart of the welding? 

'6MR. WS4ITTs 

Tfrzrets nothing in my mind that would 
14 put in jeopardy the start of the welding and I 
'9 have talked to my people who &re more familiar 
20 with the nunmwe of concerns and types of 
2' se., than I have and I have got this same 

22 type of information from my oupervillovs.  

;3 POP. COTTLE i 

24 That brings me to, one I said I wansted 

25 to 4metson two point%* Roger, and o"O is and



the cowe to the point that Dick just addressed 

2 with his question. There are a number of 

concerns that run a spectrum, you know, of 
4 allegations or- concerns for the most part 

which have neither been substantiated roar 

6 Investigated to this point in time that apply 
7 to the welding programs and we certainly, you 

I know, r~ecognize the seriousness of that, if by 

9 ~nothing alse the" just the number-** you know, 

t0 that I believe to be in existensce. Ism not 

sayings Dick, and I doin't thank KoomIts* 

t2 answer is saying that we don't think there is 

13 not any possible promblem with our welding 

14 progr~sm. Yeah, we or& concerned; we ant end to 

IS pursues you knows each of theme concerns ain as 

orderly a fashion ast possible, but -- and with 

the recognition that any welding, you knows 

that is currently in progress and that has 

tobeen in progress, for any period of time i 

certainly subject to having to eithfs" be 

It' reworked, redone, reinsepected. Most of the 

11 welding, you knows that is being douse now so 

11 not of the more difficult types of welding, 

)41 nor Of' the More %U01011aN411al. YOU knw dollar 

amounts in terms of an investment that, yoq



I know, way be lost. We do, you know, have a 

2 number of concerns on the weld pr-ogram; we are 

I Concerned on the weld program and we fully 

4 intend to investigate each of those.  

5MPR. VOLLMER s 

6 So what the -- the bottom line would be 

7 then, thast those concern* that led to the stop 

I work have been resolved, there may be other 

9 concerns out there which have -

10 MIR. COTTLE i 

ii Yes, Sir.  

12 14R. VOXLLMERz 

13 Hot been identified on which another 

14 action might be taken.  

i5 MIR. COTTLEs 

16 And that we do not have a concern which 

17 we feel to be substantiated either in my Staff 

14 or Kermitt's staff or OTC right now that we 

19 can point to and say you know, 'We shouldn'It 

2o 1 be owel ding because of th i s,' but we do have a 

2 general concern. based on numbers of 

12 allegat ions.  

23 OW. VURRULLI, 

24 Hot I didn't hear OTC say that. We 

2S talked about oanswring the congroosmang would



I he have r-ecommended restart of welding. Am 1 

2 wrong, Scott? 

3 MR. %ALAKER a 

* Identify yourself, Dave.  

SMR. VERREILL I s 

Dave Verrelli.  

SMR. SCHUM a 

*My response was probably root. Now, th a 

question was iwould w have recommuended it. We 

have never seen - well, we probably have by 

now, someone on the staff, the stop work. 1 

don't know woho issued it. We frankly didn't 

3 Carse. We have many welding issues that are 

still open. Some we may feel are 

substantiated; some we may feel otherwise 

16 about.. These issues as we investigate if we 

17 are assigned wIll be given to the NSRS staff.  

to They assesik their significance, as does the 

19 line organization. We don't do that. Unless 

20 there's -

21 MR. L IAW a 

22 This xs B. D. Liaw. Mr. Schum, let me 

-13 get this thing clear. You answered a 

24 congressional question you would not recommend 

is I stop order -- stop work order, or not



I recommend lifting the Stop work order? 

2 MR. SCHUM: 

31 Not have recommended -- would p~robably 

4 not have recommended lifting it, based upon 

5 the information I had.  

6 MR. LIAW: 

7 Well, why is that? I'd like to hear the 

8 basis of it.  

9 MR. SCHUMs 

10 The basist for that is the words. The 

11 words were *revoked' and 'rescinded. ' Those 

12 words were -- had not been changed when I left 

13 the site. We're not in the habit of trying to 

14 let someone we work for either intentionally 

is or unintentionally not do as they say they are 

16 doing-or to make a false statement to the NRC.  

17 DR. GRACE: 

18 1 think you've been very clear about 

19 - that. Let me ask the question, that was the 

20 only basis for your probably not? There was 

21 no other basis? 

22 MR. SCHUMs 

23 That's the only thing that 1-know of.  

24 Owen may know more. He runs the invest igat ion 

25 group.



IMR. THERRELL: 

2 Owen Therrell, OTC. WE had a concern 

3 about the retesting of the fifteen percent of 

4 the welders who had failed the initial test to 

5 renew their certification. Those fifteen 

6 percent were given training and allowed to 

7 Perform samples, to do some work up front and 

8 then take another toot and of that four 

9 percent failed. We were concerned about the 

10 code being fairly specific about the fact that 
11 you should recertify in the process that you 

12 were going to be using, -- and not just -- so 

131 we had a couple of questions that dealt with 

-14 the code and we reported those issues in our 

Is report and that report is in to NSRS and will 

16' have to be answered. We hadn't changed our 
17 position with respect to the stop work nor 

is to the corrective action plan. It was very 
19 specific and the code is very specific and we 

20 beat one against the other and we came up with 

21 our eva.uation. It's not even an apiflion.  

22 It's an evaluation of the words and how the 

23 effort was being conducted. That report 

24 hasn't been answered yet. It's in to TVA and 

25 we'll get a response.



T-]I DR. GRACE3 

2 But my quest ion was the basis for Mr.  

3 Schum saying probably not, was 

4 MR. SCHUMs 

5 Was that information.  

6 MR. THERRELLs 

7 Yeah. He had all that information at 

8 the time when Scott made that statemient. He 

9 had that Information as to the areas of what 

10 we felt were differences between the program 

11 that TVA were using to their words anc4 also 
12 what the code requires, so he based it on, not 

13 only the -

14 MR. SCHUMs 

15 There were several -

16 MR. THERRELLs 

17 The words revoked but also on the 

Is retesting effort.  

19 DR. GRACE: 

20 Okay. That answers the question I 

21 raised.  

22 MR. SCHUMs 

23 Code evaluations, and once again we are 

24 not -

25 MR. VERRELLIs



I More than just the revocation suspension 

2 led to your probably not? 

3MR. THERRELL: 

4 There was a -- it waterfalled into how 

5 do you retest once a welder fails, and we took 

6 exception to -

7MR. SCHUM: 

8 I didn't know we had that data by then, 

9 did we? 

10 MR. THERRELL: 

11 Yeah, we talked to Kemp on the phone, 

12 yeah.  

13MR. SCHUM: 

14 If we did, we did. I don't vrecall it.  

15MR. COTTLEs 

16 1 guess one issue that's clearly come 

17 out of this and was stated by Harold Denton in 

Is his visit on site Friday and I know he 

19 discussed it with Kermit Whitt and Hugh Parris 

20 last Friday up in Knoxville and that's -- we 

21 need to establish a mechanism to get a 

22 concern; you know, once it's been identified 

23 and been put to paper, even though it's 

24 unsubstantiated and no preliminary look has 

25 been taken at all and-we need a mechanism so



I that both TVA line management and NRC staff 

2 and management, you know, can become aware of 

3 those, just the fact that the concern exists; 

4 it has this element to it and it's my 

5 understanding from talking to Mr. Parris this 

6 morning we have basically agreed with that and 

7 are working with I guess Harold's staff on 

8 setting up the appropriate mechanism for that.  

9 MR. WALKER: 

10 That speaks somewhat to a question that 

11 1 had, Bill. The regulations to me are what 1 

12 go by. They're my bible, if you will. The 

13 reporting r-equirements to me are under fifty 

;4 IFi F)-y -f, %'e E arnd to somte extent under part 

Is twenty-~one and I was wondering at what point 

16 i#'. your evaluation process that you determined 

1 ~ that it is reportable. Arid you're telling me 
18 you're working with a method, or you have a 

19 method, or what is it? 

20 MR. COTTLE: 

21 Yes. We have an existing method and an 

22 existing point in the process in which a 

23 reportability determination is made, and I 

24 toji'll ask Kermit to address that because he's 

25 raefalmniliar' with the exact details and steps



I than I am. What I'm saying is that it was 

2 brought out very clearly by Mr. Denton that we 

3 need a mechanism to establish up front that a 

4 concern ow- a number of concerns exist in a 

5 given area and here is what the concerns are 

6 even though no one has, you know, taken any 

7 investigation steps; we're not saying that 

8 it's a valid or an invalid concern. It'00 just 

9 an identified concern, and our intention is 

10 not to, you know, implement fifty fifty-five E 

11 or part twenty-one reporting requirements 

12 based on a concern that hasn't been looked at 

13 at all on- the face value.  

14 MR. WALKER: 

is You're -- where will you put it at? 

16 MR. COTTLE: 

17 Well, let me get Kermit to -

18 MR. WALKERI 

19 Because that's the requirement. The 

20 other one In informal.  

21 MR. COTTLEs 

22 The other, and that is -

23 MR. WALKER a 

24 The other one is to find out what we're 

25 doing here.



j 1 MR. COTTLE: 

2 Yeah, I think it will be a formal 

3 transmission and identification of it so that 

4 everyone is playing on the same level of 

5, information and we're not 

6 MR. WALKERz 

7 1 understand that. Bill, I'm not., you 

8 know -

9 MR. COTTLE: 

10 Asking either the line of TVA or the 

11 NRC to make judgments in an area when neither 
12 of us know the concerns exist or how many or 

713 what they involve. That is not a regulatory 

14 type r-eporting.  

15 MR. WALKER: 

16 No. I'd like to know the answer to both 

17 of them,, however. I would like to know, a, 

18 where you start reporting things under fifty 

19 fifty-five E or part twenty-one, as 

20 applicable,, and bg if you're ready to discuss 

21 the other thing, I'd like to know how I'm 

22 going to keep out of this trap again.  

23 MR. COTTLE: 

24 Okay. 19ll ask Kermit to address the 

25 fifty fifty-five.



I I

IMR. WHITT: 

2 When we get employee concerns they all 

3 come through OTC, and OTC does the first crack 

4 at determining whether or not these concerns 

5 are safety related or not safety related;they 

6 come then to -- from OTC to NSRS. We go 

7 through another process to determine whether 

8 they're safety related or not safety related.  

9 The ones that are safety related are to be 

10 investigated by NSRS. NSRS may ask OTC and in 

11 fact does in many cases ask OTC to investigate 

12 some of this. When a concern has been 

13 investigated,, investigated by QTC it comes to 

14 NSRS For review and approval before it goes to 

15 the line. When we've drawn our conclusions 

16 and it helps th'e line organization and we 
17 think there i~- a need for reportability or 

18 possibly could be a need for reportability, we 

19 send -- when we send our report-we ask the 

20 line organization to make a determination of 

21 reportability on that issue involved and that 

22 concern. That is the point at which 

23 reportability is dete rmined.  

~ R. WEISE: 

25 Could I get a -- Steve Wei%&, could 1



F] go~t a clarification he~-e? 

2 MR. WHITT: 

3 Sure.  

4 ýMR. WEISE: 

5 What you'rw saying then is when you have 

6 done your investigation and you pass it on to 

7 the line, you make a recommendation with 

a respect to review for reportability to the 

9 line? 

t0 MR. WHITT: 

11 More than that, we usually state in our 

12 memorandum, cover memorandum to them, we 

13 recommend, we suggest that you make a 

14 determination of reportability in accordance 

15 with your normal procedures for doing this.  

16MR. WEISE: 

17 Now, if you didn't put that in your 

18 recommendation would the line review it for 

-19 rewportability? 

~oMR. WHITT: 

21 1 don't know.  

22 MR. WALKER: 

23 You'd better be asking Bill Cottle.  

24 MR. COTTLE 3 

25 It's still the incumbent upon the line



I to review an issue for reportability, whether 

2 the suggestion comes from NSRS to do that or 

3 not. The line is responsible for a 

4 determination of reportability and it is 

51 subject to -- you know, if the decision is 

6 made that it is not reportable that's 

7 ~certainly subject to., you know, further 

8 questioning by NSRS.  

9 DR. GRACE: 

10 Let me add a comment for perspective, 

11 maybe. TVA management took the initiative to 

12 hire OTC to help them Ferret out employee 

13 concerns. OTC has interviewed several 

14 thousand~ people,-I guess. I came up with five 

15 thousano; came up with hundreds, maybe 

16 thousands of concerns. We don't know how many 

17 of these are just misunderstandings like this 

18 one was apparently; how many have any safety 

19 significance. We can'st possibly process all 

20 of this stuff ourselves. That's TVA's job.  

21 That's why they hired the contractor to look 

22 into this for them. We don't want to have all 

23 of this dumped on us because you may feel then 

24 that we're gouing to do it for you and we can't 

25 allow that to happen. It's your job and wce
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1 look to you to pr-ocest', all of this. Now, of 

2 necessity we're going to audit.,to-same do-grew 

3 what you have done in processing OTC's 

4 findings. We can't possibly cover it. I 

5 think OTC'Os contract is three to five million 

6 dollars. We don't have that kind of mo~ney.  

7 We don't have that kind of resource to 

8 duplicate or redo or reinvestigate all of 

9 these things that you're investigating. Now,0 

10 we will be auditing to some extent, and what 

11 you %end to us we'll -- actually NRC 
12 Headquarters has the lead on this, but we're 

13 Participating in reviewing these employee 

14 concerns'on an auditing kind of basis, but 

15 we're riot trying to take TVA's job away from 

16 you, n~o way. We don' t want your monkey on our 

17 back.  

18 MR. COTTLE: 

19 And we understand that it's our 

20 responsibility to investigate and process each 

21 one of these. That's no question.  

22 DR. GRACE: 

23 1 guess OTC can't help it when they're 

24 invited to -Capitol Hill. That's kind of a 

25 short circuit in the system and unfortunately



ifI that led-to a misunderstanding, 

-2 mi-scommunication because of the timing. They 

3 were on Capitol Hill without this particular 

4 issue having been communicated or resolved at 

5 TVA9 s0 this -- in the explosive atmosphere 

6 we're in I guess this sort of thing may happen 

7 but I think we all have to maintain our 

8 perspective and keep our cool.  

9 MR. COTTLE: 

10 And recognize that TVA had a judgment to 

11 make at the time that OTC was invited to come 

12 before Congress and that judgment is if we say 

13 no then OTC appropr-iately went to Kermit as 

14 the c~ontract administrator and said, 'we have 

15 received this invitation to come speak to this 

16 individual'. You know, '119m your employee.  

111 Should I go?' You know, and the TVA board.  

18 decision was yes. 'We do want to be open and 

19 honest and in no way want to be seen as 

20 gagging-our contractor from being open and 

21 honest and expressing his opinion.' 

22 MR. WALKER: 

23 1 want to ask one more question -- Roger 

24 WalIker,, sorry. Renewal qualification programs 

25 that currently exist at Watts Bar facility, is
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7]1 there anybody on your side of the house who 

2 Mr. Schum, Kermit, you feel that it does not 

3 meet the current code requirements? 

4 MR. SCHUM: 

5 1 don' t know. Owen may.  

6 MR. THERRELL: 

7 We turned in a report that substantiated 

a the two concerns that were presented to us.  

9 We issued that report and we felt that with 
10 the wording and the various -- what we felt 
If were discropencies between the stated intent 

12 and how the code reads that there are issues 
13 that need to be resolved in a response. When 

4 we get that response then we'll close that 
is isSue.  

16 MS. ADENSAM: 
17 Eleanor Adensamn again. Mr. Therrell,, I1 
38 would like to kind of reiterate Roger's 

39 question a little more specifically. Is there 

20 anyone in your organization who feels that the 
21 renewal qualification test program utilized by 

22 TVA was not in accordance with the 

23 requiremnents of the ASME code and the AWS code 

24 as qt~oted in attachment B to enclosure one of 
25 their September eleventh letter?




