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MR MURPHY:

For the record it is now 1:10 p.m, April 23,
1987. This is a interview with M. WIlliam F.
WIlis who is enployed by the Tennessee Vall ey
Authority. Location of the interview is TVA s
corporate headquarters, Knoxville, Tennessee.
Present at the interviews are E. L. WIlianson,
Mark Reinhart, Larry Robinson, Dan Mirphy and
Ms. Deborah Bauser who is representing M. WIlis.
It is agreed this is being transcribed by a
court reporter. Subject matter of this interview
concerns TVA's March 20, 1986 response to the
NRC regarding their conpliance with 10 CFR 50
Appendix B. M. WIIlis, would-you please stand
and raise your right hand? Do you swear or
affirm the testinony you're about to give is the
truth, the whole truth, and n6thing but the truth

so help you God?

WLLIS: | do.

MR MJRPHY:  Thank you. Ms. Bauser, do you have sone

remar ks?

M5. BAUSER Yes. MW nane is Deborah Bauser. |'ma

partner with the law firm of Shaw, Pittnman,
Potts and Treaubridge in Washington, D.C. Shaw,

Pittman was hired by TVA to assist TVA on certain

legal NRC regulatory matters, and | am at this
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MURPHY:

interview this afternoon on behalf of M. WIlis.
1 would like to say one other thing, which is
that we would like to request a copy of M. WIIli.s'":
transcript as soon as that can be available. And
1 would intend at the end of these series of
interviews to summarize what | understand our
agreenent was on that issue. [I'malso - | didn't
formally ask you for copy of M. Dean's transcri.pt,,
| presune from the discussion that we had
you understood that that's what | was |ooking for.
M. WIlis, would you please give us a little
bit of background about yourself, your educati onal
experience, and your past enployment with TVA
and in the nuclear industry?
Al right. | graduated from Mssissippi State
University in 1958 with a BS degree in ci%il
engi neering. I worked for a couple of years after
that with a private contractor around the south
and m dwest on airports, dams, aviations projects,
large interstate jobs. In 1960, May of 1969 1
came to work for TVA in Miscle Shoals', Al abama
wor ki ng on some hydroelectric projects and bl ock
construction projects in that part of the country.

After a few years of doing that | was involved in

sone construction of fertilizer devel opnents,
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production facilities for TVA  Then was invol ved

as a construction engineer. | was in rehabilitation
of old hydro units. By 1967 | got an assignment

to build a series of snmall dans down in Al abana

as project nanager. In 1969 1 was transferred to
Knoxville as an assistant director of construction.-I

Primary responsibility and work on the river

|l ocks dams, additions to hydro projects, t'-hat
sort of activity. And in the md 70's, | can't
renmenber exactly the date, | was given a job as

assistant to the manager of engineering design
and construction. Mst of ny activities were in
rehabilitation projects, adding the precipitators
to our coal fired plants, nodernization of sone
of our facilities and lot of the service work in
the organization, the engineering construction

organi zation. In the nuclear work nost of ny

work was as a service to the nuclear organization.

M - the people that reported to ne were nostly
involved in construction services, building

construction plant for nuclear projects, furnishing~
equi pnent, supplies, thiat sort of thing. In 1979

| was appointed to a corporate position in TVA as
manager of services, which included purchasing,

personnel, medical, all of the things that's under



the services organization, several divisions.

2 About -- that was in February of '79, and in June

3 of '79, a short six nonths later, | was naned

4 general manager of TVA, and have been in that

5 position now for al npbst eight years.

6 MR MJRPHY: Have we told you originally we -- we're | ooking

7 into the March 20th, 1986 letter of a M. Steven
A Wite to the NRC regarding TVA's conpliance

9 with 10 CFR 50 Appendix B. What role did you play

10 in the preparation of that letter? \Wat we woul d

1l like you to do is go back as far as you can with

12 the bringing aboard of M. Wite, the conditions

13 that existed in TVA at the tine, what precipitated

14 M. Wite's hiring, if you know, and his ultimte

15 assi gnnent as manager of nuclear power.

6 A That's several questions in one. You want 3ust a

17 generic response across all that?

IS MR MJRPHY: Just give us -- if you'd give us a chronol ogy

19 of events as you viewed them

20 A VWell, to shorten up the events that brought on

2 Adniral Wiite to the manager of our nuclear

2pr ogr am during the course of the early part of

23 1985 as we began to get several indicators from

24 different quarters that we needed nore managenent

25 attention on our nuclear prog...am we were |ooking
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for ways to get talent into the organization.

And were having limted, very limted success in
bringing in a bunch of new talent we knew we
needed. W had shortages in several areas. At
the same tine the board had asked me to look for a
nucl ear advisor to the board, and we were | ooki ng
at several people around the country for that job
to be an advisor to the board. Also during the
sunmer months and into the fall we had | ar ger
management problens to deal with, you know, we
kept getting nore indicators fromall sectors
from people we brought in to |ook at our

organi zation, INPO who reports from NRC. Al
indicating that we had significant nanagenent
problems we had to deal with. And we were feeling
the pressure quite a bit that we didn't have the
management talent on board and | eadership that

we needed. W were still heavily | ooking for the
nucl ear advisor. During the process of that

thing Steve Wiite's nanme came came to us as a
possi bl e candidate for that nuclear advisor role,
and we were considering Steve in that role

I -- in fact | arranged to talk to the board about
Steve Wiite. We had other candidates who we were

talking with and working with also. And after sonel
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of those had turned us down | suggested we m ght

| ook at Steve as advisor to the board. During
that = and the firts time | had met Steve White,
I'd heard about it, known about it for a while

t hrough ot her people, but the first time | met him
was in about Novenber of '85 at which he was in
Chattanooga at Hugh Parris' request to cone in and
take a look at things, and give him some thoughts
and ideas on things we ought to be doing. | - at
the tinme | net himis when he was giving a verbal
report to Hugh on the issues that, problens' and

things that he saw in the agency. And that's the

first time | had net Steve. It was a couple of
other people with him tw or three other people
with himat that session in Chattanooga. After
that session there was - | arranged a neeting

t hrough Hugh Parris with Steve to come down in
December, | believe it was in December, to meet
wth the board with the, again ny direction at
that time was to come arxdmeet with the board as a
person that the board would use as their advisor,
in a very strong advisory role to the board. And
that happened in, whatever that time was in
Decenber, | forget exactly the date. But they,

Steve and whonever canme with him and | don't have



Sthne -- can't remenber who came along, cane with

2 ihim. I wasn't in that meeting, by the way, that
3 was a neeting of the board. The board and, which
4 at thai tine was Dick Freeman and John Waters and
51 Chairman Dean, met with Steve. And shortLy after
61 that, | don't recall, it was the same day or the
7 next day, or it was just within reasonable nu.ber
g, of days, probably no =ore than one or two day-s.

An-rday, the board came to me and discussed the

t0 thought of where to proceed with Steve as advisor:
T they were inpressed with him And at that time the
12 board, and we in TVA were under tremendous pressu:.
13 to make some fairly significant major noves in

14 addressi ng our managenent shortcomings. And were
IS under continuous pressure from all over thewor.!d
T6 it seemed like to get at that. And the board,

17 after they caucused and talked with him were -

ST had come to the conclusion when they talked to

19 me again whether it was 3ust a few hours or a coupi |
20 of days, | can't remenber, that they wanted ne to
21 pursue the thought of bringing Steve on board as
2t he manager under a |oan nmanager concept, which

23 we had sort of piloted with another jndiv.dual

24 at Browns Ferry some few nonths before that. We

25 had found a legal construction to, as how to do
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that, our general counsel's office had. So 1

i medi ately got to work on how that could be

structured. | would put it together, had

di scussions with Steve Wite, with ny genera
counsel's office, people with Hugh Parris, and
during the next few weeks, very few weeks, two
weeks of so time period, two or three at the nost,
we came to the concl,- :--i that we would go th-s

route and offer Steve the job as nmnager of

nucl ear power and drafted an arrangenent under

which we would do that. The -- of which | was
very instrunental in working with the, our |egal

team and others to put that together. The -- part

of that was -- is a reassignment of Hugh to the
rest of the power organization, which Hugh deci ded

later on that he didn't want to do. Anyways, we
made those arrangenents and brought Steve on board
early in January of '86 to be manager of nuclear
power. That's the chronol ogy, short version of

the chronology to get to that point.

MR, MURPHY: In that Novenber time frame when you first

met Steve Wiite, was that the report of an assess

ment done by Stone and Wbster consulting team at

that...

Yeah, Steve was part of a teamwth Stone and



Webst er fol ks. And | don't know, it seenmed I|ike

it was sonmebody else on there besides Stone and

Webster, but | can't renenmber. But it was three
or four people that had been down and spent couple

or three weeks |ooking over material and visitina

sites and tal ki ng.

7 MR MJRPHY: You said they gave you a summary of what they
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perceived as probl ens?

Yeah, we gave summary things, and it was nostly
around managenent issues, as 1 recall. | don't
there wasn't any -- Steve did nost of the talking.
He presented the report. W had one guy talk

about engineering a great deal. There was somebody
there that spoke of the engineering issues. He
talked a management, quite a bit about nmnagenent,
the shortage of managenent talent. | do renmenber
that we do sone discussions on how we could best
put together an advisory team under advisor to

the board, and a team how we could put sonething
together, we talked about that; what would work:

what had happened, worked in other -- with other

from an advisory group; how that that

could best work in the organization. W did not

talk -- 1 don't recall any discussion or any

thought of Steve White or anybody else comng on
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board as manager, a new manager. That was not
part of the discussion at all. In fact the first
time | heard that was after -- after that neeting

that Steve and others had with the board.

MR MURPHY: But was it -- | mean was it a bright picture,

gl oony picture? \Wat type of picture did the team
present ?

Vell, | didn't hear anything new there, because

we had seen, seen a lot of indicators comi ng out

of the new reports out and other type reports,
responses from NRC. We'd had the -- | forget the
date of it, it would seem like a Septenber of '85
maj or letter from NRC asking us to respond and show
cause, and things that we had to-do, and how nuch
tine we had to do it in before wa asked for a
restart of Browns Ferry and Sequoyah, and how nuch
lead tine they need, and enlisted a list of things
that we had to address and be ready to respond to
That was a big ticket issue, which sl -.. aarized,
really sumnmarized NRC s issues with us over a
nunber of years, were summarized in that docunent.

Wiich was a pretty heavy docunent. W had had
just before that |1'd been in -- | think it was in

early part of Novenber. It was just shortly before
Steve Wiite and that group cane in Novenber, a
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report from fINPO that was one of the nost critica

reports from INPO that we had ever received.

W cf course, were beginning to see an escal ation
in civil fines. And we had had several other
nuclear power -- Hugh Parris had had severa other
folks from outside come in and nake assessnents

and, all of these things sort of ained at we needet!
to make a - we had big nmanagenent problens that

we had to address. And a lot of indicators that

we had that . wa had seen sonme that we were above
average or about average, but all of sudden, you
know, everything sort of turned down at once, in
the summrer and fall of '85. W knew the storm
clouds were out there, and we were taking actions

get at those things, and which we thought we
were headed in the right direction, across the
board in everything we were doing, but inzthe
summer of '85 and the fall of '85 everything sort
of just sort of aimed at, you know, there's a

ot of trouble at TVA, folks. nobst of it is

manaementatorintedt anpardyuwv to do sonet hi ndi

concentrate nore on nmanagenent and assessnent of



11 engi neering, that we were kind of behind in our

2 engi neering approach than other utilities, that

3 kind of balanced us against sone initiatives at
4 other utilities that were doing well, were doing
5 ~t hei r engineering jobs quite a bit better.. And
6 we were kind of stuck back a few years back in

7 time of where we I~iere in engineering and where

everybody else was. They found a lot of our

9 nmet hods of doing business and the way we do
10 engineering was a little, was dated, it needed to
1 be upgraded. And they tal ked about, a great deal
12 about the shortage of nanagenent talent, that they
13 had - people that they'd talked to. They. just
14 didn't feel like we had the depth that we needed.
15 That was the preponderance of what | renmenber
16 about the conversation. But | didn't, like 1 say,
17 | don't know that | heard anything new there. I
18 m ght have heard it focused a little bit nore
19 around managenment and engi neering.

20MR.  MURPHY: Was - whose idea was it to nmke that

2 presentation, the same basic presentation, | guess,~
22 to the board?
23A It may have been nine. | went down and | -- as |
24 recall | told the board, you know, they of course

25 were - as normal | would have let them known about~
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that and told them generally what we tal ked about,
and told themthat | would like to have them come
make that presentation to the board. And | don't
know, | think, 1'm not sure if they heard this fro:
sonewhere else or not, but | know they heard it f.,
me that | thought they ought to listen to that.

But | did it from a different viewoin~t, because

| did it - because | wanted them to get acquain-teU
with Steve Wiite for the position of advisory to

the board. | wanted them to use that nechani sm

to get him down here.

MR MJRPHY. Were you convinced in your own nind that he

was a |ogical candidate for the position?
| thought that he was - from what r had already
pi cked up, his nane had come up before that. |

didn't know it, but his name had come up before,

and we'd examined that and, a little bit. But aftert
1 had him | got a little bit nmore interested in
going out and talking around the industry to get
more information on him And so that was one of
the reasons that we had struck out. W had talked
to others, other candidates that we had already
approached and they turned us down. And | was
looking, | wa actively looking for a good I|ive

candidate at the time that | thought would meet
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1 6the bill. And from what | heard of the

2 presentation of it, and what | found out about him
3 later, | thought he was a good candidate for the
4 board to look at for that advisory job.

5 MR MJRPHY: Were you present during his presentation to

6 the board?
A No.

\l

'MR- MJURPHY:  was M. Parr-,s present during the presentation

9 to the board?

0 A No. | don't think so. No, | don't believe he was.,
11 1think it was just white and the group, whoever

12 he brought with him and the board, as | recall.

13 1 don't renenber Hugh being in there. No, | don't

14 think he was.

15MR. MURPHY: Do you renenber - was Parris in the area at

s Tt hat tim

A7 In the area?

SMR. MJRPHY:  \Were the neeting was taking place. was that

in Chattanooga?

20 A The meeting was here in Knoxville. He could have
2 been up here with ne or in Knoxville, on his other
22 busi ness. | *mnot famliar - | nmean, | can't

23 recall. Really, can't recall whether he was or
24 not. | think shortly after that | talked to Hugh.

25 After-the board talked to me | talked to Hugh
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alnost inmediately after the board indicated they
wanted to look at him to bring him on board.
MURPHY:  What was M. Parris' reaction to that? This

woul d have neant that M. Wite would have been

replacing M. Parris, wouldn't it?
Vell, that is a . | think you'd better . that's
sonet hing you ought to ask Hugh, | believe, to
what his reaction was. W had a lot of discussion
about it. And as aftermaths of Hugh decided he
didn't want to stay unless he had the nucl ear
progrm under him in the overall.

MURPHY:  Wel |l . ..
He wanted the Job as overall power nanager with
nucl ear under h-im He was -- and then after we
decided to separate nuclear from the rest of

power Hugh was not happy with that arrangement,

and later on cliose to go another direction.

MR W LLI AVSON: Had the decision been nmade to make M.

White nmanager of nuclear power or were we still

in the stages of him being advisor, nuclear advi sor-"
t the board?

well, shortly after that nmeeting with the board,
they came to me with the concept of Steve being

the manager, and wanted me to work out a concept

on how that could be done. And | worked on that
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1 ~scenario and how it could set up. And back an-d

2 forth wwth the board, Hugh and Wiite, were all
3 i nvol ved in discussions, and cane out with a
4 met hod towards the end of Decenber. Mn~d as |
5 recall the final decision was made sonewhere about
6 the - right at the end, on New Year's Eve,
7 Decenber 30, sonmething there, that we cane to the
conclusion how it-wuld be wet up. And | informed
9- worked that out with - in fact | had worked
to that out wth Hugh, and we agreed on a press
11f release, and what his title would be and everything
12 else that day. And it was all . everybody
13 seened all satisfied with that, and over the
14 New Year's Day vacation day, holiday, after that
15 Hugh cane back and decided he didn't like that
16 arrangenent . in fact notified us somewhere
17 around January the 2nd he was -- didn't think he
18 wanted to go with that arrangemnent.

19 MR REINHART: Wi introduced the thought that M. Wite

woul d be the manager rather than the advisor?

21A The board. And | can't renmenber which one of them
22 told nme that first. | think it was - it was

23 probably Dick Freeman, but I'm not real positive

24 on that. | considered it a board thought. So

25 it didn't matter, because all of them seemed to be



together on it.

2 MR ROBI NSON: In that initial assessment when it was
3 presented, the results of that assessment was
4 presented to you by M. Wite and his group, aside
5 from the general nmnagenent problens that were
6 brought up, where there any specific problens
7 brought up about the QA program or the corrective
action system that you can recall?
A | don't remenber any great deliberation on it.
10 | recall them going over thewhole gamut of things,
1 you know. But | don't renenber any deliberate,
12 you know, any special attention on that. | can't
13 recall. It could have been, but | just can't
14 recal | . Like | say, nost of all that stuff was
15 stuff that | was familiar with and knew was goi ng
16 on, but | do renenber the attention on engineering
17 and the attention on managenent, and the di scussi oR
18 of how an advisor role could work best in TVA
g9 MR ROBINSON: | guess right during the niddle of the
20 del i berations about M. Wite, right around
21 Decenmber 19th, Conmi ssioner Asselstine came to
22 TVA and a presentation was nade to Conmi ssi oner
23 Assel stine by NSRS about their perceptions at
24 Watts Bar. And one of the two bottom |ines of
25 these perceptions were that Appendix B requirenentsi
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were not being net at Watts Bar. Do you recall
that presentation?
| wasn't there, but | recall that | found out

about it shortly after that.

ROBINSON:  How did you find out about it? Did Mr. MsQ:

tell you about it?
As | recall, Kermt Wtt told me about it. He
came over to see ne right after that to tell ne

what had happened in the neeting.

ROBI NSON: | see. Did - what was your inpression of

what M. Wtt told you at the'tine? Do you recall
M. Wtt nentioning to you that one of his people
had said that Appendix B requirenents were not
bei ng. ..
Yes, he told me . he gave nme a rundown of the
meeting. And told me what the presentation
was, and what the individual, | believe it was
M. Sauer, had made the presentation, and what
had said as a bottom line about the Appendix B
issue at Watts Bar. And he also informed ne that
he was surprised of that, and was not aware that
it was gonna happen. And told ne the context and
how it cane up. And was ex... - well, that's
just the way it happened. He just cane in and

told me what i-id happened, and how had it come
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about that he didn't know that it was going to

be said.

MR, ROBINSON: And what was your reaction?

A

Vell, | was - ny reaction first is, is the issues
they were tal king about, | know they were live
issues, the eleven or how ever nmany issues that
they brought up of things that we've been |ooking
at for some while. | was quite surprised at

the proclamation being made that we were not in
conpliance, or whatever the terns were, wth
Appendi x B at Watts Bar. | was surprised about
that. And asked - and my question was, you know,
NSRS has not brought this to us before, you know,
what's his issue or position, or sonething Iike
that, how did it happen, and he told ne the
scenario that came about how that happened, that

he was surpised also.

MR ROBINSON:  Did he-give you his personal opinion as to

whether or not that -.-.atement was accurate?
| don't believe that we discussed that, whether
it was or not. | didn't ask him that. | just
asked him how this came about, W, vyou know,
nothing had happened - nothing had cone to our

light or anything else about this before. And

most of the conversation was is how that happened.
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That from the day before he had seen a presentation
that had been put together that did not have that
material on it. It was a different presentation
Mbst of the items were being discussed, but that
was not part of it. And during the -- and informd
me -- he informed ne that that norning shortly
before the Comm ssioner wasdue to be there for

the presentation he found out that the individua
that was scheduled to give the presentation was

out sick. And | can't remenber where he said he

assi gned Bob Sauer, or Bob Sauer came forth with

the presentaticn. But he had not seen the naterial
and assunmed it'd be -- was the sanme material he
had seen the day before. But during the -- as it

cane out and he put the last view graph up that

had that on it, it was -- Kermit indicated to ne

that was the first he'd seen that and heard that

And | believe he's, and as he said, they inforned

the Conm ssioner that, or sonething in words, that

that was not the, an official position of TVA

MR ROBI NSON: You say he cane to you either that sanme day

or shortly thereafter?
['m not sure. It seenms to ne he cane to me that
afternoon shortly after the neeting. | don't

recall. It'd be there or the next norning. It was
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within just a short period after ithappened.

MR, ROBI NSON: Did you tell anyone on the board about that?

A

>

Yes, |'m positive that | informed the board
verbally that this had happened. And we schedul ed
a meeting with NSRS and the board and ot hers.

| think some people from nucl ear power, engineerinr.3
so forth were there. | can't renmenber the date.

I think it was sonewhere around the -- we. had a
sessions with NSRS on that sonmewhere about the enc.
of the nonth, at which the board wanted to have

the same presentation nmade to them that was nade

to Conmm ssi oner Assel stine.

ROBI NSON: I"ve gotten the indication that that presenta-:

tion mght have happened after you got the request

letter from NRC requesting the corporate position

on that?

That was. ..
ROBI NSON:  Whi ch would have been, you know, early

January, after January 3rd sonetine.

BAUSER:  Could | ask you where, what the basis is for
that ?

ROBI NSON: From sonme of the other w tnesses that we
talked to that have indicated...

I have a d4.fferent thought on that.

ROBI NSON:  Ckay.
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A

In my mnd it happened before that. Now, the

only thing | have on the record is that we had a
meeting with NSRS sonewhere around the 29th or
30th. And that's when | thought it was. I

thought it washefore we got the letter, but I'm
not gonna make a real -hard core statement about that

before or after.

ROBINSON:  Was anything w-*gre any instructions given, or

any action contenplated as a result of that
presentation to the board when they cane and nade
the presentation to the board to perhaps clarify
whet her or not you were or were not in conpliance:.-
Let me clarify your question. Now, you're asking
if we issued any instructions to the nuclear and

whoever else to do sonething about that?

MR ROBINSON. Well, of to clarify one way or another

A

whether in fact this conpliance question was real

or not.
As | recall we - the presentation was nostly to
make - have M. Sauer make the sane presentation

that he made so' we'd understand that, and what
| ead, generaly in terms of what lead to that

conclusion. And then we - ny recollection is that:
the board ask the nuclear organization where he

was - whether they asked Kermit Wtt or Hugh
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Parris or whom at the tine, that what is our
response going to be. How are we going to handle
this; what's our response. And the answer was
that we're looking into it; we know we're gonna
have to have a response to this, so we're pulling
information together to inmediately respond to.

It was along that. That wouldn't be the exact

words, but that was the nature of the discussion.

ROBINSON:  From your recollection it would have probably

been Hugh Parris or maybe Kermit Wtt or both of
t henf?

Yeabh. Yeah.

ROBI NSON: Responsi bl e for. ..

Yeah. In ny mnd that was when, and . because

| don't think - we had -~ shortly after that we
had a change in nature. That's the reason | think
the neeting was before the January 3rd letter,
because | don't - we didn't have a new team on

board. Now when we got the letter in January we

knew ~ on January the 3rd when the letter was

dated . I'mnot sure what day we got it, but
that was the date of the letter, at that point is

when we were concerned that we had a new team

conming on board and-how we were gonna deal with

As | recall they asked for a short turn



I around and a response, and we were concerned with

2 a new team comng on board how we were gonna get
3 that. response together with a new team
4 MR ROBINSON:  So if the meeting happened before the |etter
5 canme in-then you probably would have antici pated
6 that you would have to respond rather than
7 know ng?

8A | think we knew that te had to have a - we
9 were gonna have to respond to it.
10 MR ROBINSON:  Ckay.
A W couldn't leave it laying. That was an issue
12 that would not be - couldn't leave it laying on the
13 t abl e.
1 M ROBINSON:  After that presentation to yourself and the

15 board, did you have any additional involvenent
16 in the direction of, or preparation of the response?
17 ANot any direct, other than being kept abreast of
18 the deliberations that were going on and the
19 approach that was taken to pull the response

20 t oget her.
2l MR ROBINSON:  Who was briefing you on this?
2 A Ve got that from Steve White and his people.
23 Mostly in Chattanooga. W SONME sessions we
24 vwent down to Chattanooga at times when we'd get
25 briefed on things. Some of them were phone



| conversations we had and some of them woul d

2 have been when he was up here, but it was during
3 the - over the course of up until the letter went
4 out . It was several occasions that we were

5 apprised of how he was going about putting' that
6 t oget her.

7 MR ROBI NSON: Did you see any of the early drafts of the

a cover letter of the March 20th letter? And when
9 | say the cover letter, |'mdividing the March 20tr.,
10 letter into the two-page cover. ..
n A Yes.
12 MR ROBI NSON: ...and the technical responses.
B3 A | don't recall seeing a draft of that before |
14 saw the finished product.

15MR ROBI NSON: Did you see the final letter for your approvc;1.

16 or concurrence before.it went out?

m A | saw, as | recall | got a Telex of it that Steve

18 sent up here that would - it didn't have the

19 attachnments with it. It was just a letter that

20 he sent up here and - to ne. At the same - right!
21 ~at the same tinme-- as | recall he had it in

22 Washington ready to deliver, sent me a copy of it
23 to take a look at, and which | told the board in

24 general terms what it said. And | can't renenber,

25 seems |ike | called one or two of them by phone
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and walked 1into rhe office, tO the other one,
and told them, you Xnow, in general what we were
saying ishat the answer was.

ROBINSON: pid you get pack to White at any time after
you received that Telex and said, you Know, thaﬁ's‘
fine, let's do it?

1 think the amount of it was that I just sent wozrd
pack that I informed the board.

ROBINSON: Ookay.

I don't remember where I sént that to his
secretary Or told Steve that or what.

ROBINSON: Did you personally approve oOr agrée with the
wording in that letter?

No.

ROBINSON: Why not?

Wwell, one 1s that I didn't think I could make that
call. I didn't think I haa the experience and
capability of making that call. The main thing
that I and the poard were concerned about during
the process of how the answer was pulled together,
did they do a real thorough examination of the
issue.

ROBINSON: Were Yyou satisfied 1n your mind that that
took place?

yes, I was. I certainly was. 1 was aware of the
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various activities going on and the various
groups of people looking at it and how that was

com ng together.

MR ROBINSON:.  And you were satisfied that NSRS had their

rightful share of the input to that letter?

It was ny understanding that NSRS got a chance

to put their input7 into it and make their position

known. And all that was taken -- that was given

due consideration in the deliberation.

MR ROBINSON: In addition to being briefed by M. Wite

during the progress of the preparation were you
being briefed by M. Wtt, too, regarding that, or
do you recall?

| don't remenber any direct briefing on that other

than the fact that we had weekly or bi-weekly

meeting that he informed us that the process was
going on. And | don't recall any separate
presentation on the answer orresponses or the
all. 1 don't recall that.
ROBI NSON: Do any of you gentlenen have any questions
along that particular line? | was gonna switch...

MURPHY:  \What are you gonna switch to?

ROBI NSON: | was going to nove into the systematic
assessnment and. .

MURPHY:  Ckay, let me ask a couple of questions. Wuld
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January 09th,

you look at this letter? This is a letter,

Denton. Have you seen that letter

Yes.

MR. MURPHY: Did you have any input into that

drafting or anything. | recall the

as the preparation of it?

1986 from Chairnman Dean to M.

bef ore?

letter as far

| don"t recall any direct where | was doing any

being put together and the fact that

was asking. for sone additional tine

MR MURPHY:

| etter

the Chai r man

Let nme read one sentence of this. And would
you -- and | want you to explain to nme what it
means. |t says, "In order to adequately respond

to the inquiry TVA board concurrence would be

needed after consultation with staf
board concurrence woul d beneeded,"

mean?

Vell, of course the Chairman wote

| think you need to -- he would be

to as what he neant, but | can tell

f."
what

t he

t he

The "TVA

does that

letter and

ri ght one

you what ny

interpretation of that, and how the events played

out . To nme that concurrence neant

t hat

they were

satisfied with the way the method was put together

to respond to it. And that they had an opportunit'y

to know that we had a deliberate,

very

i nt ense
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intense examination of the issue. That's  thaty's
generally what | neant, and | know that- I

during the proces of the issue being exanm ned over

the next two or three nonths after that, there
were nmany occasions that the board inquired

through nme and through Steve, got it updated, was

in Chattanooga, khew the process going on by

getting the various internal people in TVA NSRS,

our engineering staff and a couple of groups of

outside folks to take a look at it to make that
determ nation. The board had asked Steve several
times during the process, "Are you getting the
best independent advice as you can on this?" And
to me that process nmet the intent of the board's

concurrence, and have things put together. | m-ean,
| didn't interpret it to mean the board was gonna
on meking the call, or whether it was the corporate.

position. But they had del egated that authority

to Steve White to nmake the call

MURPHY:  How do we - how do we gain this concurrence

of the methodology if that's what we're talking

about? | nmean, what - is it inactivity on the
part of the board? | nean, would that mean that

he's doing the right thing by them not saying

one way. ..
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Vell, they knew -- they were aware of the process

he was going through. And they were very aware cf
the extent that he was having it exam ned by

various groups of people. And in my mind they
were satisfied with that exam nation, t-at.it

was being given very intense and deliberate review
internally, and then checked and doubl e checked
externally. And they were |looking for Steve Wite

then to nake the call

MR MJRPHY:  You say externally. What do you nean by

external ly?

Well, as the way | understand it, Steve got non
TVA peopl e, supposedly ex... -- people from outside;
the agency that were not TVA pernmanent TVA

enpl oyees to take a look at it independent of

our engineering tlLaffs' analysis and NSRS views on
it. And that's our understanding of the process
and we felt like thathe was -- had given it a

t horough examination, not just relying on what
TVA's technical people came up with answers. Qur
technical people fornulated a response to those

things and then had outside people |ook at that.

MR, MJRPHY: You don't know who these outside people are

by hinf

| can't recall. It was -- he had, | know, severa
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people that he used, senior advisors that he's
used then, and some of them are | think still vitn
him Had sonme of the Stone and Webster team
different ones, look at it. And that's the kind
of folks, and I'm not sure about others. Seens

to ne like it's some others that wasn't advisors

to take a look at it also.

MR. RElI NHART: To what extent was that -  you nentioned thnev

19

were confortable with the extent of the analysis.
Coul d you describe that to us?

Well, they - | think that's a better question,
really, to pose to them | can give you ny
under st andi ng because | had the-sane feeling.

But | ws confortable that they were given an
indepth look. W knew of great deliberations
going on, examined the issues. W knew that was
going on, in Chattanooga and in Knoxville. we
knew that they |ooked at it for a long tinme and
didn't nake a snap judgment. It took a long
time to do it. And we knew that they were

exam ning many, nmany issues, and looking into it
in a fair anount of depth. And from that
standpoint we felt like the issue had been given
a far nore indepth examination and an inpartia

exam nation than it ever had before, on the pointsl
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that had been raised.

MR REINHART: And this was the outside people that were

15

doing this indepth...
Inside and outside. W know that he used a |ot
of TVA engineering people to form the first round

of conclusion, or responses, just the technical

~engi neeri ng respo'nse to the issues. W knew that

he had them do that. And then we had - we knew
that he had the other people *ian the engineering
team And nornally that's who you go to in an
organi zation, you get your engineering people to
do the answering. And that's what we've been
doing many times in the past on these, a lot of
these same issues, not the bottom Iine. Now
we know that he was getting people that were not
responsi ble for those answers, hal not put them
together, to review that same - go over that
sane material and see if they could come to the

sane conclusion. Thiat's what |'m tal king about.

MR RElI NHART: Now when you're tal king about the indepth

look with the great deliberations and they too'
along tine, no snap decisions, are you talKking
about the outside of TVA people?

I"'m tal king about the totality of it. Al of it

put together, inside and outside.



I MR REINHART: And ny question is trying to home in on
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exactly from your perception what the outside

group did. Like, if they did an indepth |ook, finel.
If they didn't fine. | just -- I'mtrying to
separate between inhouse and...

It was my understanding that'they |ooked at the
material pulled tbgether by our technical people
in respone to this. And they did sone independent
analysis of that. | don't know how they did that.
| couldn't answer you on how they did it. | know
they did some independent analysis. And they nade
their own separate - it is ny understandi ng-they
made their own separate conclusions on the
adequacy of those responses, for those individua

el even areas or so.

6 M REINHART: Ckay, so in other words, area by area the'

17

18

9 A

20

S21

22

S23

24

25

made a conclusion, and overall regarding neeting

requi rements of Appendix B they made a deci si on?

| don't know if over all that. That was
something that Steve White was responsible for

pul l'i ng together. And | honestly can't answer
where Steve nade that independent assessnent from
the pieces or where he got that fromall of the
people derived at the same conclusion. That's

something | think you'll have to ask Steve



a23

10
1

12

14

16
17
18

19

20

pal
22

24
25

MR, REINHART: Okay. Do you know if they 13sUed a report
or docunentation of that effort?
A | don't know. | haven't read one. |'ve only

read the material that was finally came out.

MR RElI NHART: Ckay.

MR MJRPHY:  Let me ask you one other. In this letter it
says, "This situation apparently involves
differing professional opinions within tVA and
-e will expect M. Wite to look at the matter
and as soon as reasonably possible." Fo. a good
while now TVA has - probably ever since the

Devord case, TVA has had this rule on, you know,
13 desiring differing professional opinions, and

how we handle them they'd have sone basic rul es.
15 How does that work from a general manager's

st andpoi nt ?

Al t can work in a nunber of different ways

MR MURPHY: Let me give a specific exanple.
A Ckay.
MR, MJURPHY: Historically there have been a goodl y nunber

of differences between NSRS view of things within
TVA and line organizations' view of things within
TVA. 1 think this is a matter that's been publicly!
di scussed for some tine. How are them issues

resol ved? NSRS has direct, as | understand it,
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| i has direct contact to the board of directors

2 through you as the general manager, is this

3e correct?

41 A At the tine. Back, prior to -- sonetine in 06.
S- E . MURPHY: | understand that.

61 A Yes, :hey did.

™M MR . ?LRHY:  when a dispute arose between the 4SRS ;roup
and the :ine organizations, how were these -

.andhese were always classified, as | recall the

10 as differing professional opinions. How were thev
it resol ved?

7 A | don't know :f they were classified as differing
13 prof essi onal opinions. There were times -- and

can tell you the general - pattern that when NSRS

was functioneng out of this office up here. The
general pattern or way that if :SRS had a differ-:
iy opinion and did not agree with the -- or :f the
i line didn't agree with a conclusion that NSRS

19 made, | would generally know about that and kncw

that NSRS was going to try to get out and resol ve

2 the issue with the manager involved. And if they

12 finally got down to a po:nt where they was

23 | ogger heads and could not agree on a specific :ss.e
‘o4 then it would cooe to ne, and 1 would get the

25 parties together and try to get a solution. And
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there "asa tinme or two that | had to make a

determ nati on because | could not get them to
agree on a position.

MURPHY:  Ckay. It was your job, then, to...
Yeah, towards the end. And to get to the board,
and if | couldn't get that done, ti-en | was to

get with the board and let them know about it.

MURPHI - El evate the situation to the board for resoluti:n?

.eah. There's very few things -- as | recall

there was very few things that got all the way

through tht process. Now we knew there were

ndi vi dual s out there within NSRS and ot hers that
at tine, that, one or two times that individuals

cane to the board. W got the individuals to

:he board that had a differing opinion on sone
issues. That was not the same as NSRS official.
NSRS m ght have an official position on sonething
and an individual in NSRS had a different. One
of the welding issues was one of the big ones.

But that issues we took the individual all the

way to the board and let the board be invol ved
in that process.

MURPHY: Is that the Jerry Smith issue?
That was one of them yes.

MURPHY: And correct me if 'mwrong. Youre teZling



1 me that the Jerry Snmith issue was an individual

2 i ssue. It was his own personal issue, as opposed

3 to the fact that at least NSRS reports were witten;
4 concerning that specific issue during a three year

5 period?

6 A They were, but we...

7 MR MJRPHY: Signed off by the Director of NSRS.

A The, - recorded the conditions and sonme findings.
9 And then when we went back and had them exam ned
to in the resolution of the issues, NSRS came up

and brought to us that they were satisfied with

12 the final position that cane out of engineering

13 or whatever on the thing, and we had a close out.

14 1And both the NSRS and at the tinme we had the
corporate safety -- excuse nme, QA group was on the

16 wel ding issue. They signed off on that as they

7 were satisfied with that from the standpoint of

NSRSof ficial position and the QA group, and Jerry

still had a differing opinion fromthat. And It
20 came back up through QTC as a enpl oyee concern
$21 to be addressed again later on.

22 MR, MJRPHY: Do ycu know if today that issue has been put
S23 to rest?

24 A That issue is partial of the entire welding review

25 j program and incidently that | ended ordering an



outside group to come in and make a conplete
2 i ndependent review of the welding issues

3 MR MJRPHY:  Then, correct if I'mwong, the issue has not*

4 been put to rest yet?

s A No, it's still - those issues, a part of the
6 whol e wel ding program | think pieces of them
7 have been put together, but the totality of the
8 wel di ng program has not been put to bed yet.

9 M MJRPHY: Then, in fact Code 10 of - TVA code, Section
10 10 of the TVA code which does address differing
1 prof essional opinions and woul d lead one to

12 believe that the issue can be raised to board
13 |l evel, right? If this involved a differing
14 prof essional opinion, did anyone attenpt to

bring this issue to you or to your level or to the

16 board level, inasnuch as | think some time after

17 the March 20th letter, M. Sauer and a group of

18 NSRS enpl oyees appeared before Congress and said

19 at tht tine they were still not satisfied with the
20 results...

A A That's right.

2 M MJRPHY: ...and that they had never been contacted

23 after - at the time the letter was sent, to get

24 their opinion as to whether it was resolved or rnot?l

2% | M5, BAUSER | want to understand that whatever we're agree, ~. ng
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MR MJURPHY:

to we understand what the question is, because |
-- that was very conplicated. Wat you just said.
Let me, let me, let me -- On January 9th, the
board in their letter to the NRC is saying, in
their opinon they view this as a differing
prof essi onal opinion. TVA since 1980, or
thereabouts, has had a procedure for handling
differing professional opinions. [t's been an
issue at TVA for some time and it's been given a
great deal of attention. An NSRS enpl oyee nmkes
a presentation to the Conm ssioner and brings
forth e]-en perceptions, okay, which he felt
needed to be addressed. The line organization
whi ch is now under the guidance of M. Wite
exam nes the issues, right, and says we don't
think it's a problem W think we're in
conpliance with Appendix B. Wat |'m saying,

what |'m asking is, did anyone try to resolve

this issue, which remained in, at least in the
m nds of a couple of NSRS enpl oyees, to satisf;
this differing in professional opinion?

Gkay, | think | understand that, and |'ll answer

in this context, that | believe that TVA's policy
of getting differing professional opinions to

the board was satisfied in this case. The board





