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3 For the record, it is now 9s30, February 

4 25thp 1987. This in the interview of James A. Domer, who 

5 is employed by Tennessee Valley Authority.  

6 The location of the interview is 

7 Chattanooga, Tennessee. Present during the Interview ate 

8 Lynn Williamson, Larry Robinson, Leo Norton, John Craig 

9 land Dan Murphy.  

10 As agreed, this is being transcribed by a 

11 court reporter. The subject matter of this interview 

12 concerns TVA's Parch 20th, 1986 response to the NRC 

13 regarding their 10 CPR 50 Appendix B.  

14 "r. Dorner, would you please stand and raise 

15 your right hand? Do you swear or affirm the informatior.  

16 you're about to give is the truth, the whole truth and 

17 nothing but the truth, so help you God? 

19 A I do.  

19 0 Mr. Domer, would you give us a little bit of 

20 your educational background and your employment 

21 experience with some emphasis on the jobs you've had hete 

22 ýat TVA? 

23 A Yes. I graduated from the University of 

24 Tennessee in 197' with a SS degree in mechanical 

25 engineering. I went to work for Duke Power Coninany and
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1 worked approximately two years at a fossil plant on their 

2 system.  

3 1 applied with the Tennessee Valley 

4 Authority and gq,.t a job in 1973, 1 believe, December of 

5 '73 in the Division of Power Resource Planning.  

6 1 worked there in a number of positions 

7 starting out at Bellefonte Nuclear Plant, the initial 

8 licensing phases of Bellefonte.  

9 1 was responsible for the entire preparaticoi 

10 of all the documentation on Phipps Bend Nuclear Plant, 

11 fron construction permit application, limited work 

12 authorization, testifying in hearings, et cetera, on that 

13 docket.  

14 After I worked on Phipps Bend, I worked on 

15 Inartsville, Browns Perry and various stages. Then, 1 

16 guess, in 1979, I believe, I became supervisor in the BWP 

17 Licensing section in the Nuclear Licensing Branch in TV'A.  

18 We were set up where we had two sections 

19 that baslally handled the licensing. we had it split up 

20 to the MWR plant and the BWNR plant, and I had the 

21 boilers.  

22 1 stayed in that position approximately, I'd 

23 say, three years, three or four years, and was procoted 

24 to Chief of the fluclear Licensing Branch in TVA.  

25 If I can remember a time frame on that, that
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1 Was 1904, 1 believe, June of 684. That was in the office 

2 of nuclear Power, Division of Nuclear Services.  

3 1 stayed in that position until June of last 

4 year, and I was promoted to Assistant Director of the 

5 Division of Nuclear Safety and Licensing. That basically 

6 covers the chronology of my career with TVA.  

7 10 Okay. We appreciate that. As you know, 

8 this office has been looking into the preparation of the 

9 March 20th, 1986 TA response to NRC. what ye would like 

10 you to do is to tell us, give us, as clear as you can, 

11 what role you played in two particular areas, one, in th4 

12 preparation of the technical reviews which we are told 

13 are supportive of this letter and, two, what role you hat) 

14 in the actual preparation of the March 20th, 1986 lettei 

15 I realize that there are two separate 

16 issues. You can approach this in any way you want toy 

17 but what we'd like you to do is, from your initial 

18 notification of your involvement, tell us basically what 

19 you've done.  

20 A Okay. The first involvement I had on this 

21 issue was shortly after the letter, I believe, in early 

22 January from, I believe Darryl Sisenhut signed the letter 

23 for Harold Denton, to TVA that had the enclosure behind 

24 it with eleven issues stating he wanted a response back 

25 in a very short tim. frame. I believe it was six or
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1 eight days.  

2 We received that letter, and wv set up a 

3 nesting in Knoxville in early January to discuss how we 

4 would respond to that letter and come up with a proposed 

5 methodology, et cetera.  

6 1 don't remember the ezact date of the 

7 meeting, but the basic attendees were myself, Bob Mullin, 

8. Bill Coddle, Lou Wallace, the deputy general counsely 

9 Kermit Whitt, who was head of the NSRS at that point in 

10 timej Bob Sauer. Let's see, Scott Shum came up that 

11 afternoon for some discussions with a lady that worked 

12 with hin. I do not remember her name.  

13 That meeting lasted probably half a day.  

14 Basically the purpose of the meeting was to understand 

15 their position and try to just come to an understanding 

16 of where we stood and try to come up with a response. we 

17 were hoping that we could come up with a very quick 

1i response back.  

19 The more we talked in that meeting, it 

20 became evident that we would not be able to come up with 

21 a quick response. -.here was a lot more to it than we 

22 thought there wys.  

23 The NSRS representatives were on the phone 

24 with people frori Watts Bar talking about the issues, et 

25 cetera, details and whatnot. We left that neetinq with
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1 Wo menaUso It Was not - there was no unpleasantness 

2 In the meeting# et cetera. It was a professional 

3 ezohangoe no hard feelings of any kind.  

4 After that meeting we came up with basically 

5 boilecplate letter that didn't do a whole lot more tt,-., 

6 just say, "Nore's our position as represented in the 

7 enclosure on these eleven lssues. o 

a Licensing did not have the lead, to the bes, 

9 of my recollection, on those eleven issues. The primary 

10 responsibility for developing the response on these 

11 issues was with the Quality Assurance. They had the le+c 

12 on developing the technical -- or coordinating, I guess, 

13 if you will, the technical response to those issues.  

14 There were a number of organizations that 

15 they interfaced with and pulled information together anc 

16 put the packages together. Along in, I don't remember 

17 the exact date in January when Mr. white came in, but 

1i obviously he had a keen interest In that particular 

19 letter and situation. ge became involved and his staff 

20 became involved.  

21 Shortly after he came In# there were 

22 briefings, et cetera. Of course, Mr. Kelly, Jim Houston 

23 and Bob Mullin and other OA representatives were involved 

24 in getting him up to speed as to where the situation 

25 stood.

SMITH REPORTING AGENCY (615) 267-0989



1 I do not remember, and I guess I should have 

2 emphasized this up front, I haven't gone back and pulled 

3 out documents to look at and try to refresh my memory.  

4 lMaybe r should have done that, but I didn't. v'o going 

5 purely on memory right now.  

6 We prepared a number of drafts of the 

7 ;letterl and as the positions began to come together on 

8 the technical details of the issues, the eleven issues, 

9 those packages were put together, reviewed by various 

10 people. And I don't remember the exact time frame, but 

11 the whole issue got elevated up to what I would call a 

12 corporate management level where we vere not responsible, 

13 per se, for developing the cover letter.  

14 we had given then a package draft for them 

15 !to review. They began making comments on it. QA, I 

16 believe, began interfacing directly through Mr. Kelly 

17 with the sixth floor, et cetera, in putting the thing 

is together. We would get marked up drafts of the cover 

19 letter downstairs, make the corrections, key them into 

20 the word processor, et cetera.  

21 And like I said, I don't remember the exact 

22 time frame, but my personal involvement really dwindled 

23 to almost nothing over a period of time. It didn't 

24 happen immediately.  

25 One thing I want to mention, too, is .lalph



1 bhel1 and ! kind of alternated picking this thing up. -'e 

2 kind of worked together to oversee it up until a certaei 

3 point in time.  

4 But that's basically it in a nutshell as I 

5 enember it. I know that's not a whole lot of detail, 

6 But that's pretty much it.  

7 I.L.JL ..ZL,,,AEIWI.  

a Mr. Domer, you indicated that your personal 

9 technical review of this issue was limitedi is that 

10 correct? 

11 Yes.  

12 10 As being in licensing? 

13 IA Yes, 

14 !0 You say the OA primarily had the lead. D1,-'.  

15 !you review the technical responses from OA, between hA 

16 :and your management? were you in the review process? 

17 A I believe I was, to a certain extent.  

18 !0 Do you recall at that time what you thought 

19 about those reviews, whether where they were addressing 

20 the issues, the eleven perceptions? 

21 A It was not clear that all of then were 

22 addressing the issues, that they were all responsive to 

23 the Issues, necessarily. That may perhaps be because my 

24 review was in the early stages of the positions being put 

25 together, but there was a range of ones where they were
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1 pretty clear, pretty responsive, and some that were 

2 clearly not very responsive.  

3 0 Okay, From the time you began to aee the 

4 technical reviews until you saw some of the earlier 

5 drafts of the corporate position# how did some of these 

6 earlier technical reviews -- did you see that they 

7 impacted on that March 20th letter, the final letter? 

8 A I'm not sure I understand your question.  

9 0 well, you reviewed the technical reviews? 

10 A Oh-huh.  

11 0 You screened those. You also said you 

12 reviewed or saw some of the drafts of some of the 

13 response, the corporate response.  

14 A Right.  

15 Was the corporate response incorporating the 

16 reviews as you understood them to be? 

17 A Yes. And there was an evolution as the 

18 things changed, too* and I think that gets to the point 

19 of -- I don't remember exactly when, but some of the 

20 reports eore voluminous. There was an effort to prepare 

21 what we called executive euamaries.  

22 As those were prepared and reviews on those 

23 were done, the things that came out of the cha. --s as 

24 well as those summaries were factored into the cover 

25 letter.
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1 Okay. Let me ask you one other question if 

2 you will. Back in the fall of '86, we asked for all the 

3 iformation that TVA used to support the pcsition that 

4 they were In compliance with Appendix 31 and we got, I 

5 think, eleven or twelve packages of Information.  

6 JA Oh-huh.  

7 You're familiar with those documents? 

8 :A ulot intimately familiar. I know wnat you'r, 

9 talking about. It was a set of books that were, like, 2 

10 inches thick or thereabouts. It had a number of letters, 

11 let cetera, in it.  

12 ;Q Were you involved in the preparation of 

13 those books? 

14 A 'so.  

15 !0 You weren't involved in that? 

16 !A (Shaking head negatively.) 

17 0 Do you know why they were prepared? 

18 A I knew generally why they were prepared. it 

19 vas to give the Nuclear Regulatory Commission the 

20 infocnation that they needed to conduct the review and 

21 investigation on the Appendix B letter.  

22 ,0 These were prepared months before we 

23 received thea. !-Ye asked for them in November of °861 and 

24 ,they were prepared at least in the spring of '86, before 

25 ithe preparation of t.his letter.
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M A Nowr are YOU talking about the brown-covered 

2 boeok that you-all were sent? 

3 0 Yes.  

4 A What I've told you is what I know about it.  

5 1 didn't know that they were prepared that long ago.  

6 0 But were they prepared in the anticipation 

7 that NRC was going to look into this particular matter? 

8 A Mov, thate I don't know. I simply don't 

9 know the answer to that.  

10 0 Who would know that? 

11 A I would think that somebody in Quality 

12 Assurance would know the answer to that question.  

13 0 They vets position booklets basically on 

14 each of these eleven perceptions? 

15 A Okay.  

16 0 Ro, I'm asking that. That's a question.  

17 Were they positions? 

16 A I don't know. I did not review the books.  

19 1 was not Involved in the preparation of them. I simply 

20 don't know. Like I say, I did not go back and try to 

21 look at any of the documentation or anything before I 

22 talked to you-all.  

23 0 Okay. Thank you.  

24 '. ,woIy t sse: 

25 (2 Ir. Domer, who gave, you the assignnent to
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1 beeome involved in this issue? 

2 A The reason I'm thinking on that a minute is 

3 that there vere a number of top level management changes 

4 lright during that very time when we received that letter.  

5 1It may have been -- veil, Jim Buffam left TVA in "

6 of '86. Be was my supervisor up until when he left, ec.  

7 it must have been Jim Buffam.  

6 0 Okay.  

9 A Or possibly Bill Cottle. -he more I think 

10 !about that, Bill and 1, like I say, we vent up to 

11 Knoxville for the meeting.  

12 0 Okay. When you were going up to Knoxville 

13 for the meeting, what vere you told was the reason that 

14 you were going up there? 

15 TA The reason was simply to get the appropriatc 

16 parties in TVA together to get as much of an 

17 understanding of the position that was represented in the 

1i eleven Obulletized" concerns and then see if ye could 

19 come to an understanding such that we could get a letter 

20 back to the NRC saying, *Yes, we're in compliance, or 

21 Noe, we're not.* 

22 Like I say, that meeting, there was a lot 

23 more to it than we initially thought there would be. It 

24 was impossible to get a letter back to you on a short 

25 time frame.  
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1 Q So you thought, going into that meeting, 

2 that there could be some kind of agreement worked out? 

3 A That was my hope, yes.  

4 Q Did you have a draft in mind at that point, 

5 or did you discuss a draft at that meeting? 

6 A I don't clearly remember having a draft 

7 letter, you know, in my hands when we vent into the 

8 meeting.  

9 That you passed out? 

10 A I don't remember doing that. we got some 

11 things typed while we were there, but for the life of men 

12 1 cannot remember what they were. There vas some review 

13 taking place, I guess.  

14 What we did was we would write down a 

15 proposal, and the people in that roos would look at it 

16 and, for instance, go out and get on the phone with 

17 somebody at the site, at Watts Bar, et cetera, and say, 

18 "how does this sound? Does this sound like it covers 

19 It,' et oetera. Like I say, we were not able to reach a 

20 concensus there in that meeting.  

21 Q Who was the stumbling block to a consensus? 

22 A I don't know it stumbling block is the way I 

23 vould think about it. I don't view it that way. I just 

24 feel like there was more to the issue than we thought 

25 there was initially. It was evident by the a=ount of
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1 disoussions that were going on there in the room and with 

2 the NKil representatives, et cetera.  

3 It was just impossible to go through that 

4 such material on those eleven issues. it wasn't like, 

5 you know, each issue would take 30 minutes to 45.minutes 

6 and, *Rey, we got that one behind us. Let's go on to thý 

7 nezt.9 It quickly regressed to the point where that wa&.  

8 just not possible.  

9 1 do want to stress there was no -- it was I 

10 good meeting. I didn't leave that meeting with any ill 

11 feelings, bad feelings, et cetera. It was a good 

12 meeting. it just was not possible to reach a conclusion, 

13 if you will, at that point. There-was more work that hac 

14 to be done.  

15 0 Was it clear to everyone at the meeting what 

16 you Vere being asked to answer? What, in your mind, were 

17 you being asked, TVA? 

is A Again, the goal that we had was to sit down 

19 with the appropriate representatives in organizations 

20 iavelvedp go through the issues and make a determination 

21 as to whether the issues, as stated, were, in fact, true 

22 statements, that we had major problems or they were 

23 cepresentative issues that you get kicked out of a good 

24 Appendix 8 program, that's going to, you know, kick out 

25 50.55(e) reports, that kind of thing. We just weren't
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1 ablo to do that.  

2 0 1 guess even on a more basic level, really, 

3 what my question is trying to address is, to yourself and 

4 the folks who attended that early January meeting, what 

5 was the NRC asking T'VA? 

6 A -Well, what they were asking TVA was a 

7 commissioner met with some of your staff representatives.  

8 They gave us some information 'which we think could be 

9 very serious, if found to be true, and we need for you.  

10 TVA, to address the validity of those concerns and get 

11 back to us very quickly.0 That's what I felt like.  

12 0 Wfas there any discussion as to whether or 

13 not the NRC's question about whether TVA was in 

14 compliance with Appendix B, whether that was addressinq 3 

15 program on paper or whether it meant an implemented 

16 program? 

17 A I don't remember any real decisive 

18 discussion one way or the other# but I felt like it was 

19 both.  

20 a In other words, we're not just talking about 

21 paperwork here? 

22 A Yes. Absolutely.  

23 0 Was it to your knowledge -- I know you can't 

24 speak for everyone, but to your knowledge, was anyone 

25 iunder tnat misapprehension?
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1 No. I don't remember anybody having that 

2 Point of view.  

3 Rr. Domsr, sticking, you know, to that first 

4 mesting in early January, did you yourself have a feeling 

5 going into that meeting as to what the answer should b6? 

6 My personal feeling was that if we couldn't 

7 send a letter back to NRC on a short fuse stating that, 

I eyes. ite, in fact, 3 have a good Appendix R rCality 

9 Assurance programpo that we're in trouble.  

10 1 did not know the answer to that question, 

11 but my sincere hope was, OBey, we do have a good progrsa.  

12 Let's go see what these people have to say about these 

13 issues, concerns and try to make a determination and get 

14 a letter back.0 Again, like I say, we were not able to 

15 do that.  

16 Q Okay. So it kind of confirmed your fears in 

17 a way? 

18 A Well, in a way, yes.  

19 0 After L.eaving the meeting, was it your 

20 impression that there were valid points on both sides, or 

21 did you feel one group was just out on a limb? 

22 A No, I felt like there were valid points on 

23 both sides. The thing that we could not determine to 

24 anybody's satisfaction, as best I remember it, was the 

25 issue of whether or not it was clear that there was, in
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1 fact, a programatic breakdown where these things 

2 represented# like I said befores the kind of things that 

3 you see based on a good Quality Assurance program and 

4 finding things or were there numbers of things in the 

5 same area over and over again and continuing. we were 

6 not able to make that decision or determination as to 

7 whether that was one way or the other.  

81 0 At that early January meeting, were the:e-

9 r don't want to use the term warguments" -- but were 

10 there involved discussions regarding the corrective 

11 action program? 

12 A I believe there were. Not arguments, but I 

13 believe there were discussions there.  

14 Q That sounded like what you were toucht.ng or, 

15 discovering the same problem over and over again.  

16 A Right. ezactly. I believe that's the main 

17 reason that we called Scott Shum up from Watts Bar, to 

18 try " get -- you know, because of their involvement and 

19 all the weployee concerns, et cetera, that they had seen 

20 as to, you know, a data point was, *Do you feel like 

21 there's things ongoing, continual, a programatic type 

22 breakdown?' 

23 And his response to that was yes, he felt 

24 like it was a programatic breakdown.  

25 0 Did he cone to the meeting, or was he just
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1 called on the telephone? 

2 We called his and asked him to cone up.  

3 What was decided to do after this meetina? 

4 A ! believe that .hat vas decided was for the 

5 uality Assurance and tiSRS and whoever else needed to b.  

6 Involved, engineering Construction, et cetera, to put 

7 down on paper, you know, positions supporting the eleven 

8 cryptic statements of concern that were behind the letter 

9 and see where we came to.  

10 0 All right, Who was heading up overseeing 

11 the effort at that point, in other words, giving 

12 directions? 

13 A To the best of my recollection, it was 

14 Quality Assurance. I don't remember if it was Bob lulllr.  

is or if have he delegated that down to somebody, but that'4 

16 my recollection, that they were the people overseeing 

17 putting together the technical positions.  

is 0 What was your next action, you know, in this 

19 area after leaving the Jannary meeting? 

20 A To just monitor progress on developing the 

11 position of WTA and responding to the letter, basically, 

22 ,and put draft letters together, get the input on the 

23 !technical positions and get those reviewed by manaqement.  

24 0 Okay. !'hen did you put togetter your first 

25 draft letter?
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1 A I'm speculating a little bit. It had to be 

2 sonetize shortly after the meeting.  

3 0 Are we speaking within a week or so or 

4 something like that? 

5 A Yes.  

6 0 Was anybody working with you on this, Mr.  

7 Domer? were you working alone, from a licensing 

a standpoint, r mean? 

9 A Ralph SheLl.  

10 0 Ralph Shell. You vent to Ralph? 

11 A Yes, sir. At that point in time, Ralph's 

12 job was -- he was the licensing supervisor over watts Da& 

13 and Bellefonte. That's primarily why, you know, he and 

14 worked together a lot on that. He had a lot of 

15 responsibility on it.  

16 I I know in response to Dan's question when 

17 you were giving a pretty good overview there of your 

is involvesente you mentioned that the first letter was kind 

19 of a bellerplate letter that just kind of said, 82ere a&e 

20 the technlcal policies of the eleven responses.  

21 A Oh-huh.  

22 Q Who put that together? 

23 A I believe Ralph and I did.  

24 0 Okay.  

25
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1 What did the letter say? Can you remember? 

2 I really can't remember.  

3 0 What did it say about compliance with 

4 ppendiz B? 

5 A That was obviously the biggest question.  

6 I'm being real honest. I just simply cannot remember 

7 exactly what the first letter said, whether it said, yoL1 

8 know, OHere's the enclosed material, and this does 

9 support or does not support compliance with Appendix B.k 

10 Obviously it could have had an and/or in 

11 there, depending on the outcome of the technical positlci 

12 development, et cetera.  

13 0 You were the assistant director for 

14 licensing at the time. Is that what you told us before? 

15 MR*. NORTON: Chief of Nuclear Licensin,.  

16 A Ry exact title was Chief of the Nuclear 

17 Licensing Branch. I was in a pseudo position. I'm sure 

18 all of us have been in that, where you're changing 

19 organisatieas and sort of acting.  

20 NU si - Aam, 

21 N er. Shell's position was what? 

22 A Re was group supervisor over the Watts Bar 

23 land Bellefonte Licensing Group.  

24 !0 So, you wore very much aware of the 

25 potential consequences of a statement concerning 
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1 empllamee with Appendix B for Watts Sat? 

2 A Juts.  

3 0 And you can't remember what the first 

4 draft -- do you remember what your conclusion was at that 

5 point in time? 

6 A Like I say, r did not have a conclusion. it 

7 was evident to me after our meeting.that it was not going 

8 to be something which I had hoped for, which was a 

9 thorough assessment of the issues, but the ability to 

10 quickly say# 'Roy. we do have a good Appendix B program.  

11 We're in compliance, and these are concerns we need to 

12 address.' 

13 So, I was unable to reach .a conclusion. I 

14 was concerned that we could not do that, but I did not 

15 have a conclusion and was not able to reach a conclusion 

16 really.  

17 0 During the neeting when you were talking 

1i about calling down to the site to read a draft response, 

19 who eore you talking to? 

20 A Okay. I was not personally involved. The 

21 person that vent out of the room was Bob Sauer, and l'ou 

22 know, he talked directly to the people in another roon.  

23 We did not overhear any of the conversations. I do not 

24 know. I'm trying to remember. I believe there were V!SRS 

25 site reps that tney were talking to.
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D Can you give us an example, not a verbatim 

eample, but the type of thing that they would call the 

site and ask them about? 

Yeah. We would come up with some words on a 

statement of position on one of the issues, the people ýr, 

the room.  

P Let's pick electrical cable present 

qualifications position. That's one of the Issues.  

A I cannot -- I want to reemphasize that I 

cannot remember any details whatsoever on what ye 

developed as a position, but the position on that one os 

any one of the other ones Las developed in the meeting 

vith the people there.  

ssentially a consensus was reached on son( 

of them in the neeting, and they would take that document 

out to another room and call up the people at Watts Bat 

and read It to them.  

Well, for example, for one of then -- pick 

electrical eable qualifications. would the consensus 

have been for some of these perceptions that they were 

valid? 

'A Yes. We knew that ease of the concerns were 

'valid based on the discussions that we had.  

O So, you wouldn't call the site for those? 

A 'Iell, no. See, again, we were trying to say
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not" where something vas a valid concern# but what was the 

extent of the concern. Was it representative of a whole 

family of repetitive problems in an area, or was it a 

specific thing that bubbled up over here one time and 

then something bubbled up in an area over here. That' 

what we wore trying to do.  

0 What was your undeirstanding of the basis f<.r 

the NSRSe perception? 

A Of all of them or that one in particular? 

O Pick any one in particular or all of them or 

both actually? 

A The perception I had Is that they had a lot 

of information available to them based on being -at the 

site. They knew about a lot of concerns in areas, and 

they vete just very concerned that TVA may have some 

Isignificant problems that we needed to address.  

O Were these based on NSRS audits? 

A I don't know if they wetr based on that or 

an employee concern in connection or employees coming up 

to them on site or what. I don't remember.  

0 The major issues that were listed, vere any 

of those new to you as problem areas or areas vhere there 

'had been deficiencies Identified? 

A I don't remember any of them being new in 

and of themselves. Ve submit a lot of 10 CPR 50.d55(e)
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1 reports that cover almost any area that you could Imagine 

2 st a plant site or a construction site. So, In that way, 

3 no# I don't remember any of them.  

4 Q Just one more question. You came away from 

5 the meeting, and 'll ask you to chatacterize the eleves, 

6 "bulletse that were the NaRSe perceptions. Bow many of 

7 those did you think were valid or not valid or 

a indeterminate? 

9 A I guess I personally left the meeting 

10 feeling like that there vote enough concerns on all of 

11 then that maybe, I guess, they all were indeterminate tc 

12 a different eztent, If you understand what I mean. Some 

13 of then were obviously indeterminate. Some of them it 

14 seemed to be just a few little things we couldn't look h 

15 on in the meeting.  

16 Sot I did not leave there feeling like ye 

17 yere necessarily real close to being able to nettling the 

16 Issue and telling the iRC. I left there with the 

19 feelieng* we may have some real problems." 

20 Q By *real problems,' you mean a large number 

21 er significant problems? 

22 A That ye had a possible breakdown in the 

23 ýprogram.  

24 , Did you think you had a possible breakdown 

25 in velding, as in structural welding?
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1 A Again, I did not -- I felt like that was a 

2 possibility because we dida't have enough information, 

3 not specifically. Again, there was nothing that sticks 

4 out to me in my memory, it's been so long ago, about the 

5 vwlding issue in particular. But it was like a number (0f 

6 the other Issues that we discussed, there was enough 

7 information, concerns, indeterminate information if you 

8 will, to not be able to make a call on it.  

9 W Vhat about the instrument line? 

10 A I'd have to put it in the same category. I 

11 did not leave there with any clear position in my own 

12 mind that, In fact, we did have a clear breakdown on any 

13 one of those positions, but I left there with an uneasy 

14 feeling that there was an awful lot of significant 

15 concerns we needed to look into.  

16 0 Let's take it the other way. Were there any 

17 !areas where you felt comfortable? 

18 A No. I did not leave the seeting with a 

19 eafertable feeling.  

20 0 Do you have copies of notes or minutes or 

21 anything you may have written from that meeting? 

22 A I don't believe I do. To my knowledge, I 

23 don't. I don't reoember even seeing any meeting minutes 

24 that came out as a result of that mesting. I don't 

25 recollect any files.
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1 Ralpbh as I'M sure you knoa, Ralph Shell has 

2 te doe eatatioAo f le of the letters, et cetera, that we 

3 flied. 1 do not have any.  

4 As a matter of fact# r know I do not have 

5 any records. I do not have any notes or anything like 

6 that from the meeting.  

7 Q You Indicated at the meeting at Knoxville 'r, 

a early January there were a number of people. One of the;, 

9 you Identified as a woman. was this woman an engineer or 

10 an attorney or secretary or 

11 A I got the feeling she was an engineer.  

12 engineer? 

13 A Oh-huh.  

14 U.L.._UQBTQI, 

15 What happened to the drafts of that letter? 

16 A 1 think they vore destroyed through the woe,, 

17 !processing sequence. In other words# It was put on the 

1s IWang word processor here. Bard copy was printed out, 

19 seat out for review. Coments vore made on that. When 

20 th•se Gements were received and agreed to, the secretary 

21 site at the vord processor, puts those comments into the 

22 letter. The other one Is summarily wiped off the word 

23 processing machine.  

24 0 Do you know if any of the hard copies are 

25 left of the earlier dcafts? 
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1 A I auto don't.  

2 0 Do you have any? 

3 A No.  

4 Q Do you know if Mr. Shell has any? 

5 A no, I don't.  

6 IQ Mr. Domer, during that early January time 

7 frame, vas there any discussion as to the significance ý*f 

a the questions at T7A? In other words, if the answer back 

9 to the 9IRC had been, 6Yey, we do have a significant 

10 breakdown in our QA programe' would that have boen 

11 mentioned? 

12 1 Sure. Sure. We talked about that.  

i3 Remember, again, I said when I was going up to the 

14 meeting that my sincere hope was that we could reach a 

15 consensus there and get a response back to the .?RC 

16 saying, *Yoe, we have a program and these are specific 

17 instances of breakdown, but we don't have a programatic 

18 breakdown.' 

19 Everybody knew of the significance of that 

20 lettet and the issue and what it would mean to write back 

21 and sy, whey, we do have a QA program breakdown.0 

22 0 Okay. What would it have meant? 

23 A Well, to me it could have meant a whole lot 

24 of things. Obviously it meant a big setback for Watts 

25 Bar and the licensinq process for Watts Bar, a lot of

SPIT? REPORTINC AGENCY (615) 267-0989



1 relnspection, potential safety concerns, et cetera, that 

2 needed to be fixed. It just was a big concern, big 

3 impact, et cetera. This is very serious. If we don't 

4 have a Quality Assurance program, we're in trouble.  

5 Was this discussed among the group there, 

6 the fact that it would have caused a lot of delays and 

7 problems? 

I A It probably vas discussed, but it was not 

9 ;discussed -- I mean, it was just obvious to everyone the 

10 Isignificance of the fact, making a determination that 

11 ive've had a OA program breakdown. It was not a main 

12 'topic of discussion, but it was talked about some. It 

13 ,was just obvious to everybody as to vhat that meant.  

14 0o Bow many more drafts of this letter were yc.  

15 involved with approximately? 

16 A I'll be making a wild guess to give you a 

17 number. That's all it would be# would be a wild guess.  

18 You know* half a dozen, 10d say, something like that.  

19 The time frame where I was taken out of thst 

20 iwas primarily after Mr. White came on board and got the 

21 Auality assurance directors on board and got Mr. Lundin 

22 involved in the situation, et cetera. It was basically 

23 out of our hands. I don't know how many letters there 

24 were that were drafted up to that time.  

25 0 Once It was taken out of your hands, did you
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1 participate in the review of the letter trom that point 

2 os? 

3 A Very limited. Very, very limited.  

4 0 Bow do you mean very limited? 

5 A Well* I might review the cover letter, but 

6 not the technical issues. That was just basically out of 

7 my hands at that point In time.  

8 Q When did the letter switch from this 

9 bollerplate format to a positive response, in other 

10 words, saying, Yoe, we are in compliance.s 

11 A I don't remember a letter saying -- well, I 

12 want to be careful how I say this because I'm trying to 

13 remember. I honestly do not remember. I think it was 

14 obviously based on the time frame that we started gettirs 

15 enough information in on the technical positions to make 

14 a call on It, and I don't remember what that time frame 

17 wIas.  

16 0 Did you draft a response that said, "Yes, we 

it are In esmpliance with Appendix 3." 

20 A I don't remember. I did not draft it* no.  

21 I'm sertain I did not draft any such letter.  

22 Okay. During the time that you were still 

23 responsible for it, in other words, before it was taken 

24 over by Mr. wbite's staff, did your office put toqether a 

25 response that said, 'Yes, we are in compliance vith
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1 Appendix se.  

2 A I don't remember. I just plain don't 

3 remember.  

4 All right. Do you recall any of the draft* 

5 that you were responsible foer speaking in terms of 

6 verall complaints or pervasive breakdown? 

7 A I very vaguely remember some language like 

a that, but I do not recollect any kind of specifics about 

9 the letters.  

10 0 You vaguely recall -

11 A You know# I remember the word "pervasive." 

12 Obviously that was a letter -- I mean, a key buzz word, 

13 if you will, that got discussed. But I just simply don' 

14 remember the context in the letters. It's been so long 

1s ago.  

16 Q Was it a key buss word that was being 

17 discussed when you still remained responsible for 

16 drafting the cover letter? 

"9 A Well, whether the breakdown was pervasive 

20 really was the key issue as to whether there was a 

21 preoymatie breakdown. If the problems vere not 

22 pervasive, repetitive, In the me area# et cetera, you 

23 know, that relates to the context of the way I felt about 

24 it in the meeting in January. That was the isse.  

25 i'0 In other words, whether or not you had an

SMITH REPORTING AGE!NCY (615) 267-0989



1 Isolated Incidence or whether they were repetitive in 

2 matuele 

3 a Yes.  

4 0 Were you ever given any explanation as to 

S why the responsibility for drafting the cover letter Va, 

6 taken over by Mr. White's staff? 

7 A The explanation that ! was given was that be 

8 had a group of people including Nr. Lundin that were 

9 responsible for that, it was just that simple.  

10 0 Who gave you that explanation? 

11 A You know, as far as anybody literally 

12 sitting ae down and saying, lsore's the one, two, three, 

13 four, five explanation,* I don't remember anybody doing 

14 that. It was just obvious. Oftr Lundin, et cetera, are 

15 in now. They're in on contract, et cetera, or whatever 

16 land they're handling the issue. They have got it.* 

17 Q Once Mr. White's staff took over 

16 responsibility for the reiponse, did you have any kind of 

19 aiput Into what the cover letter would say? 

20 A No. You know the whole issue -- obviously 

21 the cover letter and the technical positions were in a 

22 locked staff, you know.  

23 0 Did you attend any staff meetings where the 

24 response was discussed? 

25 A You know, nothing clearly sticks out in my
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1 emory that I did. I may have been Involved In some 

2 Informal dLscussions, et cetera, but I don't remember any 

3 taff-type meeting where we talked about that.  

4 0 Did you see the final letter? 

5 A Sure.  

6. When? 

7 I think it was the day it was signed or the 

8 day after, you know# within a few days.  

9 Q Do you recall any reaction to It? 

10 A My reaction was that we'd put a tremendous 

11 amount of effort Into it. There had been a tremendous 

12 amount of involvement from people that vere experts In 

13 the area of Quality Assurance, that there had been a 

14 tremendous amount of detail work done and a whole lot of 

1s coordination done with the people in TVA to make sure vw 

16 had concurrence on what the position stated and that 1 

17 sure hoped that we were 100 percent on target with that 

Is letter. That was my reaction to It.  

19 a Considering the amount of effort that went 

20 Inte it# didn't that kind of fulfill yout initial 

21 reaction In the sense* 6f we could not send back an 

22 Limediate yes, then we've got genuine problems." 

23 A Yes. That's why I had frustration and a 

24 numbet of other TVA people had frustration. *Why in the 

25 world is it taking us so long to get this letter out?"
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1 That really bothered me.  

2 0 Yeah.  

3 A So, again, yes, it did. I was bothered from 

4 that standpoint.  

5 5XZ_2•J._IUQDm&B 

6 Q The meeting that was held in Knoxville 

7 officially after the receipt of the 3RC letter to.try to 

8 obtain a consensu ° sounds like .a good idea to me, Mr.  

9 Domer.  

10 After that meeting# was there ever any other 

11 meeting like that to obtain concensus of all the parties 

12 concerned that the lettir was okay? 

13 A I don't recollect my personal involvement Jr.  

14 any such meeting like that.  

1s 0 Do you have any knowledge that any other 

16 meeting like that was conducted even without your 

17 personal involvement? 

1O A I do not recollect any meeting where the 

19 level of management was involved that was in that initial 

20 meeting, Yeo had the deputy general counself, the 

21 assistant manager of Power engineering. I was 

22 essentially the manager of Licensing at that point in 

23 time. You had the director of Quality Assurance and the 

24 Director of NBRS all together at one point and one time 

25 vith staff involved. I do not recollect any meeting of
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1 hat nature, any meeting after that.  

2 0 When you came out of that meeting and no 

3 consensus was able to be reached, and your responsibility 

4 an kind of the head in Licensing at that time, in 

5 answering a letter that you obviously felt wan very 

6 important, you came up with the first draft of the covej 

7 letter? 

8 A Oh-huh.  

9 0 Now, explain to me what you mean by 

10 boilerplate. Did the cover letter even address the issue 

11 of compliance with Appendix B at all in that first 

12 boilerplate issue? 

13 A Boilerplate to me means a short litter that 

14 doesn't have a whole lot of detail in it at all and all 

1s the detail is provided in the enclosure.  

16 0 Did it even address, to your recollection, 

17 the issue of compliance with Appendix B at all, or did it 

18 Just say, 'Here are the responses to the eleven iusues." 

is A Sitting here trting to recollect, it doesn't 

20 make any sense. It had to have something like that in 

21 there. It just had to. It doesn't make any sense for it 

22 ;not to. At that point in time, it seems like it would 

23 have had to have said, 'Yes, we're in compliance,* in the 

24 early stages.  

25 0 You're saying that you don't rene.nber?
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1 A Absolutely not. Absolutely not.  

2 0 Ham anybody instructed you such that if you 

3 don't remember details, exactly, specifically, that you 

4 should say, 01 don't recalle to the NRC investigators? 

5 A no.  

6 Q in your opinion, I want your opinion here, 

7 as the head of the licensing area, what to you would be 

8 an example of noncompliance with Appendix B? 

9 A Just anything in particular? 

10 0 Yes. A minimum example of noncompliance 

11 with Appendix B.  

12 A Installing a piece of equipment and not 

13 following procedure. Procedure meaning that it would 

14 require inspection, et cetera, to verify that the piece 

15 of equipment was put in to certain criteria, et cetera° 

16 and finding out, in fact, that it was not.  

17 0 On an isolated basis? 

18 A Yes.  

19 Q That would be noncompliance with Appendix B3? 

20 A H1a. Noncompliance with Appendix B? 

21 0 Yeah. That's my question.  

22 A Oh, okay. I'm sorry. I misunderstood.  

23 That's a tough question now that I understand what you're 

24 asking.  

25 A breakdown of Appendix B or not neetinq 
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1 Appendiz Sp rather, vould bea to me, repeated breakdowns 

2 theer in the same exact area or general area where it is 

3 clearly demonstrated that your program is not capable oi 

4 catching and correcting things like that in a timely 

5 fashion.  

6 in other words, if something goes on for a), 

7 extended period of time, same area, same problem 

8 repeatedly* et cetera, then you've got a hole in your 

9 program.  

10 0 What if your corrective action process was 

11 ineffective, if you found that all the rest of your 

12 Quality Assurance criteria were being met except for yoet 

13 corrective action process, would you be in compliance 

14 with Appendix B? 

15 A You're saying if you had everything else but 

16 you did not have a good corrective action program, would 

17 you be in compliance with Appendix S? 

18 Q Yes.  

19 A I'm not a QA expert, but to me# if you had 

20 repetitive. over a long period of time, indications that 

21 you did not have a corrective action, an adequate 

22 corrective action program, then you would -- I don't 

23 think it's black and white. It's hypothetical, et 

24 cetera, but I would be very concerned. I'll put it that 

25 way. If I had repeated instances where it wan
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1 demonstrated that I did not have a good corrective action 

2 program, I'd be very concerned.  

3 Q You'd be concerned, but would you be able to 

4 say in your own mind that you were in noncompliance with 

5 Appendix B? 

6 A Not without doing on awful lot of work on 

7 exactly what the details weet, getting the staff people 

8 together, seeing what had happened, why it happened, et 

9 cetera.  

10 0 What is your definitLon of a long period of 

11 time? 

12 A Did I Just say a long period of time? 

13 0 Yeah. You indicated that there woule have 

14 to have been a problem with the corrective action syster.  

15 for a long period of time.  

16 A I don't have any clear, you know, amount of 

17 months or days or weeks in mind.  

18 0 We were discussing the use of the term 

19 eporvasive6 earlier. What is your definition of 

20 pervasive? 

21 A Multiple breakdowns or -- I don't know.  

22 Okay. MultLple breakdowns, multiple repeated breakdowns 

23 in a number of different areas. In other words, it's not 

24 just right over here. (Indicating) It's here, here, here 

25 and a number of places.  
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1 Do you need a pervasive breakdown in a 

2 number of different areas to be in noncompliance with 

3 Appendix B? 

4 A I don't know the answer to that question.  

5 0 What is your opinion? 

6 A Depending' one looking on a case-by-case 

7 basis, It would seem to me there might be cases where y .) 

8 would not have to have breakdowns all over the place, 

9 pervasive breakdowns everywhere.  

10 10 To have a noncompliance with Appendix B? 

11 A Yes.  

12 0 Back to your position, in the preparation of 

13 the draft -

14 MR. CRAIG: Let me interrupt you before you 

15 go back. I thought I understood noncompliance. To draw 

16 an analogy, your position is that to be in noncompliance 

17 with the Appendix B, if you have a tech spec and you're 

18 In compliance with one of the tech specs, any specific 

19 teck spec on an eCCS system, the analogy is you're not in 

20 violation of tech specs unless you violate all the tech 

21 specs or unless there's repeated, long-term violation of 

22 tech specs? 

23 Am I misunderstanding you, or am I right? 

24 A I don't think you can draw that conclusion 

25 because, again, we're talking about hypothetical here.
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