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out let we -- for nme. it was not a
Large part of what | proposed Ln Volune t anl
put into Volune 1, because what L put -
proposed to put into Volunme L was basically to
take the Stone & Wbster Kngi neerinq
Cor poration QA nodel and to overlay that on
the TV& organization primarily to get a
maxi rum transfer of technology trom a
previously accepted and working program and
get the nmaxi mum benefit | could In the TVA
from our experience.

Now, In vdlidating Cor nme whet her
that was a proper approach, | used -- |
referred to the nmaterial and talked to the
people nore than | referred to the report.
Because a report cane out, you know, the day
that it was being generated by the report was
the i nportant thing. "his putting together of
the information and witing a report about it
was sonething that | didn't even think needed

to be done, because the data was com ng out

real tiem It wasn't sonething that was -- we
waited with bated breath until the report was
i ssued.

HNow much of an inpact did it have on
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the overall preparation oL volune |2 L think
Sit was an inportant consi der at on, but | 4on't

think it was by any neans the onl y

consi der ati on.

Q Did 1 properly understand you that the
primary reason for the study, though, was

Vol une 17

A Yes. That was ny understandi ng, that it
was for Volume i and, you know, that doesn't
necessarily nmean that it was the onl y thing
that was being used for Vol une 1, but ny
understanding was -- ny recollection was that
it was ainmed at Vol une |.

Q Was this a new type oC eff(Cort for the
specitic reason of responding to devel opi Ng a
cor porate plan?

A wal |, the corporate pl an had al r eady
been submni tted. The Nucl ear Performance el an

had al ready been submitted by TVA. That

was -- see -

Q I know it had been subnmitted back in
Novenber, but then it was wi t hdr awn, n

of f ect . /
A ~ don't believe |t was ever wt hdr awn. /

I think it was updated.
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Q Okay.
A And it was totally rewitten. |  mean,
it doesn't bear - well, there's a tew thi ngs

that are the same, sone of the tabs, you know,

li ke the message trom the Manager to Nucl ear

Power, there's still the tab, but if you | ook
at the two, there's not such rdationship

to -- this was one thing that was bei Nng used
to try to pull together quLckly an appr oach.
Q. Okay. I ' m asking you a very sinple

questi on, really.

A Ckay.
Q. Was the idea of the systematic anal ysi s
a new type of effort nmeant to gspecificaly
direct - specifically directed towards the
necessity of updati ng Vol une L?
A To the best of my recoll ection, yes.

MR MJURPHYT I think that -

MR. 5MNESERV Mas it uni que to this

TVA? That wa& the question, to this pr oj ect ?
W MORT ON$ At  this time?

A. Do you mean had ot he* t hi ngs |ike it

been done before?

Q. Yes.

A. We didn't invent it. We didn't i nvent
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t he kind of process.
BT MB. P.Asi bSO
Did M. Wiite ask for that study to be

done or was it recolsended to him to be done

by Stone & oebster?

A. I realLLy don't know whet her M. White
asked Eor it. | don't have &y direct

know edge of that. It was am ide* wkich

was - it was an idea that existed when we
arrived, the idea of having sone sort oC a
systemati ¢ anal ysi s. & to whether M. Wite
speci icaLLy requested it E don't know.

Q To your know edge, 41d M. Wiite

under st and the purpose and the seani ng oC the
results of that anal ysis?
A | assune so.

BT NR  *ElI ORARTs

Q. Did he see tha report?

A. £ don't know. Certainly, his top

advi sors saw the report. M. sace was one oC
M. Wiite' s senior advisors, tnd had

participated with Mr. White in the

October-lovember review, and almost certainly,

he gave it to M. Wite. | did not give it to/

Mr . White.
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NR. NRELBART Ckay.

M ROBI SO\t Do we want to take «

break or anything before we go into a

di ferent area?
(Recess at 9&24 a,..)

WN. MURPTTY » It's now 9124 and we're

goi ng o-~f the record for a couple mnutes.

(Resuned at 9(38 a.*.)

"N. MURBHYT Back on the record at

9: 38. M. Nort on?

BT MR NORTONt

Q M. Miston, you nentioned earlier about

hel ping in the preparation of a draft oC the

cover Jletter?
A. Yes.
Q h-t did, to the best ot your

recol l ectLon, what did your draft of the

letter say?

A To the best oC ny recoll ection, what we

did was we tried to answer the instant
question based on the review that had been
done by the TWA line organi zation, and by the
i ndependent review that Craig Lundin and the
peopl e assigned to his had done in going out

and | ooking at what was bei ng done, and
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| ooki ng at sone

were bei ng done i

oC the things that

n the field to make the poi

nt

t hat , and |.m recalling now, I don't have the

l etter in front

me, but

nunber one;

of me, the draft in front st

that problens had been identified,

t hat

t ahor unexpect ed

there dLdn't appear to be any

i i ndi ngs, okay? Unexpect ed

In the sense that therewasm't nyt hi nd -- the
hiatory of the ndustry rn terr s of problems
dt hat had been ound; that those problens had
been -- appeared to have been identiil ed.

Cidpamndi x n, tt hel

f,

pr caor ded

cononconpliance wth its provpseons t hrough

Criteri a

16, condi ti ons adver se

E5 nonconf or mance,

t hose itehns

corrected; ryhg

th

draft, we cited t

deci si on

t hat

regardi ng that

concl udi

conply with

ng t hat

the WAatts Bar

convoy,

That '

trying

t he

to quality, so | ong

t hdenti sed, tracked and

here we

he or r

precedent |n our

eferred to the

the D abl o Canyon &SALO

concept,

facility.

S

to

t he ess

answer

and basically

the TVA did at that tine

requi renents of Appendix 1

ence that we tried

the questi on which

through Criteria

as

at

toll,,,
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was, are the requirements of Appendix * peij ng

nmet .

Q Corr ect. And your draft answered in the
atG rmati ve?
A Yes, sir.

Q Just to understand your reasoning a
littLe bit, did your draft in a sense say th.tt
since Criteria 15 and 16 are being conpl i ed

W th, t herefore -

A No, it didn't specifically call out
Criteria 15 and 16 by nuaber. It just sinpLy
stated that Appendix 8, jtself, has pr ovi si on

for nonconform ng conditions and conditi ons
adverse to quality.

1 mean, iC you go back historicallly,
Appendix 8 was really witten pefore Appendi x
A, because it was recogni zed that Appendi x A,
which led to the general design criteria,
woul d be an absol ute set of requi renents; that
the process of designing, constructi ng and
testing and operating a nucl ear power pl ant
was a very very conplex endeavor, which was
prone to error, not intentionally, obviously,
but prone to eror just by the nature oC its

conpl exi ty.



10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24

25

49
Uust on

' So clearly, there needed to be a way

to recogni ze that there would be errors made,
to be able -- first, to require that you have
a system in place to assure that the conponent
systens and structure would be constructed in
a manner which woul d aswure the heal th and
safety of the public, but al so recogni ze that
it was not an error-tree process, and you
needed to have ways of capturing the tail ures
and correcting them

So when | | ook at Appendix B, |
don't consLder it to be a document which
demands perfection in the process that it is
overlaid upon. It Ls a managenent - set of
managenent princi pl es about how you make sure
that with an inperfect process, you have
enough requirenments in place to make sure that
things don't slip through that woul d chal | enge
the health and safety of the public, conponent

systems, the structures that are bei ng built.

0. What happened to your draft?

A VWhat happened to my draft - wel |, it
got changed. It  was nodified. It was
reworked.

Why?
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A Let nme -- you know, In and out of the
process of developing this letter, by in ind

out, | nean | was involved and, you know, r

had a |ot of other things goi ng on.

Q L under st and.

A There were a lot of drafts witten. The
drafting of that Letter was -- had nultipLe
mul ti ple people made drafts. It's very

typical, t think, even in your own agency,

t hat fina letters get a nunber of reviews and

drafts, so people are reviewi ng and consenti ng
on the draft, and | believe ours was taken and
put into -- | never -- | gave -- M. Kell Yy %nd
| gave M. Gidley a copy of our handwitten
draft. | beLieve it was then typed snooth and

subjected to other review, and in the pr ocess

of that other review, it got nodified,
changed.

Q Do you recall any objections to your
draft?

A The only objection that |I'm aware of to
ny draft, was -- or to our draft was the fact

that we cited the Di ablo Canyon ASALB

deci sion, and the reason for that, It wasn't/

really an objection, It was just a conmment
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that it's difficult to use that type of
citation because in order to be able to
justify it, you have to recreate all of t he
condi tions which were present before the
adm ni strative Law Judge in order to be abl e
to use it.
Q Whose objection was that?

A Vell, the objection that | heard was not’

obj ection, bput the conmment was from M.

Weqgner . |l don't -- | don't believe that was
his comment, bpbut he passed it on.
Q Wiere did the original citation of t he

Di abl o Canyon case conme from in your draft?

A Fros ne.

Q You were aware of it?

A Yes, sir.

QL7 Prior to preparing -- 's referring to
your draft. You and Nr. Kelly worked on t?
A Yes.

Q. Prior to preparing your draft, had you

reviewed other drafts of the Letter?
A el ), obvi ously we did, because part of/
what our draft was, was we h.ad taken an
earlier draft and we had cut out -- we cut and

pasted it and then added, you know, typical to



Hus t on

the drafting process, e added our commentary

Son it.

3 u. Subsequent to your dr att, were you

4 involved in reviews of other drafts?

5 A Yes. I had seen othee drafts. I was
6 not involved in the final revi ew, because |
7 was -- | wasn't in the tLjnal revi ew peeti ng,
8 but | had seen -. | saw what ended up bei ng
9 the final |etter.
10 Q F-on the last draCt that you saw up
11 until the final letter, were there any

12 substanti al changes?
13 A There w49 3 change made, | believe |t

14 Swas nmade on the day the letter was delivered

s15 Sto the NRC, and | did not see that change
16 befCore it was excerpted jnto the letter.
17 u. To your know edge, (jd anyone ever

1t suggest answering the pasic question jpn the
19 negative, that watts Bar is not in conpliance
20 W th Appendi x |
21 A Vell1, the NSRS staff certainl Y suggest ed
22 that that was the answer that should pe gi ven.
23 0Q O her than psss?
24 A No, air, not to Xy know edge. \]

25 wel |, let me say that the call was
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going to be whatever it was. It we had
deterLm ned that based on the reviews that we
did, our conclusion was that TVA was not in
compli ance with Appendix B at Watts Bar, we

woul d have said that.

Q VWhat reviews are you reCerring to?
A. Nell, the review that was perforned by
TVA. You know, when we arrived at TVA, the

response to this question was already under way
by the TVA Line organizati on and by QA So it
was not a review that had been initiated as a
result oC our coming, it was sonethi Nng that
was al ready onqgoi ng when we goc there.

In addition, there was the review
performed by Craig Lundin and the team at
Stone 6 Uebeter people that wer, -*ssenbled to
go out and |1 ook at what was bei Nng done and to
judge its adequacy.

Q In considering the response to the NRC,
what consi derati ons were brought up duri ng

di scussi on?

A wel |, | don't know all of then, because
1 wasn't involved in all of the discussious.
u. Wll, let ne rephrase it. How was it

perceived that this eight inpact TVA?
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A Wll, how was it perceived? |  was
involved in a Lot of brieGi Nngs on the i ssue,
not on the specific detail ed technical
responses in the LL perceptions, but in

briefing M. Wite about those questions,

about those issues, material control, cable
side wall pressure, wel ding.

we also di scussed the consequences
oc making a negative tinding. We di scussed

the consequences of a positive G nding.

As | told the team when -- in the
i nspection that preceded this | nvestigation,
it was -- it's incunbent on any advi sor,

consultant to a seni or manager, his staff to

tell the boss all the range of possi bilities,
w t hout a conclusion, but just to say, okay,
what does it nean it we - it WAatts Bar is not

in conpliance with Appendi x B?

wel |, if Watts Bar, in the broad
sense, is not in conpliance with Lppendx 0,
then that neans that ever ythi ng that has been
done, while they were not In conpliance with
Appendi X 8 in the broadest sense, would be
subject to question, would be in a so-cal Lsd//(

i ndeterm nate st atus.
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So certainly we di scussed what are

the range of

all the way

implications Croe a positive call

to a negative cal.

Q when you say we di scussed,

you referring?

A Mysel T,

certainly that

advi sor s.

MR.

pr oposi ti on?

THE W TNkSSs

proposi ti on.

A It was

Dick Kelly and M.

to whom are

VWhi t e and

was di scussed with his seni or

NKSKRVBs

not to say,

Thi

| es,

if we sake a negative call

what's goi ng

proposi ti on oC,

to happen.

wel |,

make a negative call?

poi nt of

of view, what

call ?

this is what's

the distinction

Q. |
nuch. [

under st and

Rat her

don' t

does it
than it

goi ng

really

under st and

her e?

what

S is an abstr act

you know,

on this,

It was

does

What s,

view and Crom a

nean

i ne managenent

nore a

M.

an abstr act

VWi t e,

this is

it sman it we

from a QA

poi nt

to make a negati ve

we mnmake a negative call,

to happen.

see

Am

maki ng

the distinction that

bel i eve
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A el |, it's one thing to say,

hypot heti cal |l vy, LE we nmake a negati ve CallL.
it's going to have the foll ow ng anpact on
what we're doing.

It's another thing to say,
hypot heti calLLy, it t he call is negative, then
that neans that, from a Quality Assurance
point of view, the work done during the period
of tine that nonconpli ance with Appendi x B
existed is indeterainate and tC it is
i ndeterm nate, that neans that you have to go
back -- one would have to go back and
reconstruct by a wide variety of neans, the
actual statu3 oC the conponent systens and
structures that were erected under those
condi ti ons.

So that's what |I'm trying to draw
that distincti on.

Q Ckay, was that Il atter description the
subj ect *atter that was di scussed?

A The latter is the way it was, to ny
recoll ection, chiracterized, although we did
tal k about some places in the industry where
QA Issues with an indeterm nate status had ha

an i npact.
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Q Where -
A Zisaer, Maribell HiIl, Diablo cCanyon,
anong ot hers.
Q The final letter, M. Huston, contains
two phrases 1'd like to ask you about. Coul d

soneone put a copy of the letter -
A This isn't the CLnal March 20th Letter.

MR, W LLI ANSONs Here, try this

one.

MR, ROBI NSONM Says the sane thing.

W MURPHYs Is that it?

THE ™M TNESSo That's it.
BO MR. NORTON:
Q Directing your attention to the second
par aqr aph, the second par agraph begi ns as
fol |l ows, On the basis of a review of the
issues identified in the WBRS perceptions as
reflected in the enclosure, | find that there
has been no pervasive breakdown of the QualLity
Assurance prograa; that phrase, no per vasi ve
breakdown, M. Huston, do you know where that

cones tront?

A. As used in this letter?
Q Yes, sir. /
A I believe it was inserted into the draft
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on a subsequent review that was perfornmed by

CGCeorge Edgar's law firm in review ng the

letter -- an earlier draft from M. Wite.
Now, I further believe that the
word. pervasive, in this context cones from

the Call oway deci sion before the AS&LB.

Q To your know edge, whom dLd M. Edgar
represent in reviewing this letter?

A I don't know who M. Edgar represented.
He was M. -- M. Wlite sought advice on this
matter trom a nunber of sources, and | don't

know M. Kdgar, but ny understanding is that
he has a great deal of experience in these
types of matters, and apparently, his advice
was sought on the draft.

I"'m not -- | don't know that M.
Edgar was personally i nvol ved. and | don't

know whether M. Wlite directly solicited his

i nput . | believe his input was solicited by
M. Uegner, but I'm not sure of that.

Q You nentioned that you know that the
Language, itself, no pervasi ve breakdown,

| oes from the cCall oway deci sion.
£. That's ny under st andi ng.

Q How do you know that?
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A Because |'ve read the call oway deci si on,
and the word. pervasive Eailure, is .
pervasive failure are the words in the

Cll i oway deci si on, not pervasi ve breakdown.

1. Did you know that prior to seei ng that

Lnserted in the letter?
A no, sir.
Q Wien this was inserted, this phrase was
inserted in the Letter, was there any
di scussi on about the neaning of this tern®
A. The reason |'m pausing here is because
subsequent to the March 20th | etter, there has
been a trenmendous anpunt, both in vol unme and
over tinme, at discussion about the wor d,
pervasi ve.

At that tine, t suppose | can recall

tal king about the word, pervasive with M.

Kel |l y. I may have discussed it with M. Wite
or M. Weqgner. Il really can't recall.
Q Do you recall, in your discussions wth

M. Kelly, what the ten neant ?
A wel |, to nme, the term neans what it
means, which is conpleate and extending into /

every part, in the Webster's context.
n the Cél |tdeasal Ise@so, ittt was thaat
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it -- and |'s paraphrasing, because | don't
have the Calloway decision in tront of me. but
it was that you had a failure toft he program
so conplete that it called into question the
total eatety or the total safety of the
facility such that a safety deternination
could not be made, extendi Ng into every part,
thaL systenmaticaly, across the board, the
process wusee to effect quality assurance in
the design, construction, testing and startup
of the fa:ility was i nadequate.

Bas this also your di scussion with Nr.
Kelly Dback prior to the March 20th letter?
A well, that's what | was saying.
al t hough | (lzan't gi ve you the speci G c dates.
I'm certain that we di scussed the word
per vasi ve. It's very difficult, it really is,
to try to bring into ny mnd the differences
in the discussion of that word from prior to
March 20th or prior to whenever | saw it for
the first time to t oday, because there has
just been so nuch debate about this issue.

Al | I can ask you is to the best of your

recoll ecti on. / t

A To the best of ny recoll ection, we
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di scussed the word pervasive before the letter
was issued.
u. Do you have any know edge of anyone

explaining that neaning of the word to M.

VWhi t e?
A | really can't recall.
0. You nentioned that the term cones from

the Call oway deci si on.
A No, what | -

No pervasive failure -
A VWhat | said to you was It's in the
Cal | oway decision, and it appeared in a draft
that was reviewed by -- | understand was
reviewed by George kdgar's law f£irm and ny
assunption is that it canme from the cCall ownay
deci si on.

Now, | may have been told after the

fact that it was, but | -- t don't know for a
tact that that's how whoever prepared the
draft took the Caliloway decisi on and took that
word out of it. | don't know that.
Q roam whom did you first hear of the
Cal | oway decision in connection with the term
A | believe Crom D ck Gidley. /

BY MK RKI NVHARTs
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L : Wwhen did he bring that up?
2 A It was before the March 20th letter was
3 sent in the context of a draft.
4 Q I mean, U ck Gidley brought up the
S di scussi on of the Cal Loway deci sion before t he

«b Narch 20th letter?

7 A Yes.

8 Q Ch, okay.

9 A You see, our draft that we had prepared
1G back in February had cited the -- directly, in
11 the draft, had a reference to the Diablo

12 Canyon decision, and so as our draft was

13 changed, you know, | see* to recall sonepl ace
14 in there that, you know, the citation was

15 taken out, but there was a di scussion about

16 the word, pervasive, and the indication | qot
17 was that it had cone out of the Cal | oway

L" case. And | went and got a cipy of the

19 Call oway decision and 1 read it and sur e

20 enough, the wcrd pervasive appeared there.

21 BY MR nORTOp,

22 0. Do you recall any di scussi on g why the
23 term pervasive |Is used rather than wi despr ead
24 or substantial or just plain no breakdown, /

25 peri od?
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no.

Q. Could you have agreed with this |etter

if it Just said that there has been no

breakdown in the QualLity assurance Pr ogr anf

A L think that the requirenents of

hppendi X 8 can be nmet even it there has beena

breakdown in the Quality Assurance pr ogr am
So, yes, if -- )et me go back to my earlier
statenent about the Lnstant questi on.

I't, in the past, you' ve had a
breakdown in the program and in fact , one of

the commitnments made in this letter was to

continue to review and, in fact, we have now
identiftied -- TVA has now identified at | east
two instances wheri yhere were si gni ficant @

breakdowns in the 741 elevation of the contr ol
bui I ding structural welding and in the -- in
co4e r adi ographs, are the requi renents of
Appendi X U now being net at Matts Bar ? |

believe the answer to that question s vyes.

Q As of today.
A as of today. Were they being aet as of
March 20t h? Yes, | believe they were.

The two instances which are now

ro-orted to the MRC and acknow edged gas bei ng
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QA breakdowns occurred A long tine ago,
occurred in the case of structural welding Ln
the |late seventies and in the case of code
radi ograph interpretation, over a period tL
time that pipe was being erected. Those
activities are not ongoing right now.

Did we detect then? Yes, we did
det ect t hen. Didn't we report thent Yes, we
di d.

They were probably detected | atcr in
the gane than we would have 1|iked, but are we
now today in conpliance with Appendi x B? Yes,
I think we are.

Woul d those two areas represent

per vasi ve breakdown?

A No, not in ny judgnent.
Q woul d they cepresent a QA breakdown?
A They are characterized as significant QA

br eakdown.

Q So significant and pervasive nean two

di eferent things?

A I think, clearly, signi ficant anfv
rervasi ve nean two diteerent things in the
case if bott Wbster -- | think it could have

. - -.. breakdown as deC ned in P-rt b5 V
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of the regul ati ons and not - and certainly
not have a pervasL.! & takdown in your QA
Pr ogr am

Q Have you ever known of a pervasive

breakdown in any Q% Progranf

A No, | don't think so.

Q Is it theoretically possible to have

one, realistically, excuse ne, strike the word
t heoretically. Is it realistically possible

to have a pervasive breakdown in a nuclear &

Pr oqr ant?
A. Well, 1 guess in Calloway, the ASALB
considered it to be a realistic possibility

because they tal ked about it
Q E'm asking you for your judgnent.
A. No, | don't think so. In today's | et

me answer that sore carefully.

Q. ?l ease.

A Not carefully, but in today's
environnent, | think the answer to that
question is no. And by today's environnment,

mean the regulatory environnment of near term
operating licensed plants.

Hi storically, in the early days of

I the requirenents of Appendix B or in the
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interim years that they were evol vi ng, woul d
it have been possible, could it have
lhappened? I think the answer is vyes.

By MR 0861 NSONI

a. Just to tallow that question, do you
need a pervasive pbreakdown jn your QA froggra
to be in nonconpliance wth appendi x B?

A No. 9very tine the PAC wites a
violation, that violation is based on a
Cailure to neet a requirenent or requi renents
oC Appendi x N.

Q So to use the logic as used in the
letter, which says that based on the Cact t hat
there's no pervasive preakdown in the over al |
UA Program and the fact that we have
identified sone problems and are correcti ng

thee, Appendix a requirenments gre bei ng net at

Matt. Ear, it's not really a | ogi cal
Stteasent, is that what |'m heari Ng you say?
A go. VWhat |I'm saying is, usi Nng this
Language of the letter, feirst of all ., we

| ooked and we didn't find anything that would
indicate to us on the Clirst |evel a per vasi ve
breakdown in the QA rrograe. Ckay? Because

mny of the statenents which were made t hat
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backed up the NSRS perceptions or the NSRS
perceptions, thenselves, were sweepi nq -. were
sweepi Nnd and broad all egations regardi ng the
status ot major construction activities at
Watts Bar, very broad.

One of them the first one, | thi nk,
was the as constructed wel di Ng condition at
WAtts Bar is i ndeterainate. That is,
gentlenmen, a very very broad statement. So

clearly, there needed to be sone attenti on

paid to the global inplications of t he 11
perceptions as stated. That's in the dirst

i Nst ance. And | believe that's what per vasi ve
was really getting at in this draft, at Least
to ne. It was not nmy word, but | had no
argunment with it because | think it addr essed

t hat questi on.

Second of all, problens have been
identified, and they have been identified.
The question was, was TVA in conpli ance wth
Appendi X a?

Many the problens which were
listed as being issues were old i ssues which
had been identitied by TVA for which TVA h.d/f

ongoi Ng activity, which were docunented jn



10
1l
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
[9
20
21
22
23
24

25

8
Hust on 6

nonconforman: e reports, which were docunented

in significant condition reports, and were

bei ng addr essed.

Second of all, problens and not j ust
a few, hots of problems were |dentified out
there, and they were bpei Nng wor ked through the
QA Program And TVA was -- had renedi ed sone
of those. They were already fixed. Sone t of
them were already fixed or wilt renmedy all
identlfied construction deficiencies and
nonconpl i ance.

So as | read that, it's not just a
simpLe st atenent that, hey, we don't have A
pervasi ve preakdown and we've identltied some
problens and therefore, we're in compliance
Wi th Appendi x B, I think it is -~ |t first
addresses the broadest sense and then gets
down Into the specifics and then draw& a
concl usi on pased on the conditions as found,
not the conditlons that existed in the past,
but the conditions that were found duri ng the
revi ew.

Py view is this letter is not an
Attenpt to answer the question for all tine &y

the watts Mar facility. It'"s a question -.
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it's a letter to try to answer -- under a fair
degree of pressure, to produce an answer, the
question of whether or not TVA was in
conpliance with Appendix B at the tinme the
presentation was made to the Comai ssi oner
Asset st ei n.

g. But that letter doesn't sound to you
Like it is saying that we are in conpl i ance
W th Appendix B requirements at watts Bar
because of this and because of that? Doesn' t
that -- isn't that what that second par agr aph
says?

A You know, | really have a great deal ot
di C-LcuLty with that questLon. Not because |
have any difficulty with what we stated on
Narch 20th, but because of all of the

di scussion that's gone on since then on this
questi on.

" know what | thought this |etter
nmeant when it was witten, okay? And | know
that Wiite, N. Wiite, on the 12th or the 11th
of January of L907, wote the NRC anot her
letter in which he stated what he neant when
he sent this letter, okay? Ani I know t hat

there has been a great deal of discussion szn
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many quarters about what was neant, why it was

sent this way, et cetera.
Q. Cbviously there are a |ot of opi ni ons cn
how that letter could have possibly been

answered, but it you're going to focus in on
the Il perceptions that NSES qgave, then to
respond to that letter, the January 3rd

request by the MRC, it would have seened

l ogical to ne to say, WBRS perception one is
either true or not true, okay? On down the
line, and therefore, we are or are not in
conpliance with Appendix 8 at WMatts Bar, based
on those perceptions, i(f you're going to limt
the &cope of the conpliance answer to t hose 11
per cepti ons.

Cbvi ously, that format vas not
chosen, so when | read the letter for the
first tinme, not knowng a |lot of the details
and background at wuatts Bar, | riad the second
paragraph, and it says, there's no pervasive
breakdown in the overall Qa tr oqr ae; we've
Identified problenms and we are correcting or
in the process of correcting those pr obl ens;
therefore, or accordingly -- /1

A. That's different than therefore.
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Q Accordi ngly -
A. Yes.
W@ are in compliance with Appendix w
requirenerts a Matts Bar. To me, accordingLy

means based on the above two statenents, we
see that we're in conpliance with -

A. Well, that's your reading, and |

can't - L's redly putti ng myself back in the
tine frame that this question relates to.

There obviously were a nunber of
diffterent options for responding to this - to
the KRC request. Apparently one option was
ssmply not to respond, but to say we haven't
had enough tinme yet to evaluate all these
i ssues and thereCore, we'l]l get back to you
when we have completed sre evaluati ons. That
was one option. Anot her option would have
been to do what you suggested.

This Letter doesn't only confine
itself to answering the specilfilc questi on, it
also goes on to talk about the new
organi zation and to talk ama.* the broader
program not jus the narrowness of the 11
perceptions, but the broader program Cor all /

of TVA nuclear power, and that was cert ai nl y-
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in the nmind oC Hr. white and his state at that
point in tinme.

The critical issue then was,
certainly it's criticaL to respond to the
Appendi X B letter, bat really the nore
i mportant issue before as is getting this
whol e thing fixed. W' ve got five plants that
have |icenses and Watts Bar doesn't have a
licen.:.

Q. Neéll, 1 admit that ton taking the second
paragraph of that Letter out of the context of
that letter but, of course, the second
paragraph oC that Letter refers speci G cal Ly
to the issue of whether or not you' re in
conpLi ance with Appendix B at Watts Bar. And
you can correct me if L's wong, you've
indicated that in today's state of the art,
you don't think it's possible to have a
pervasive breakdown in a & Pr ogr am

A That's correct, that', what | stated.

Q And so if you sake that statenent as

bei ng apparently one of the reasons tfor coming
to the conclusion that you're in compl i ance

wLth Appendix H at Watts Bar, it's essenti al y

a eanLnqgl enmss statenent, right? /
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Nel, agaln, I don't think it's a
Seani ngLess st atenent because it has
precedent, you know. It has precedent in the
reguL atory process as being o*e oC the thLngs
that is necessary to be -considered.

Lt Curther has measiLq, as | «atds
with r espect to the broad nature ot the
allegations that were identiCLed as the
i ssues.

You know. |let me - I don't want to
speculate, but one could consi der a
hypot hetical, which was that these t hi ngs

woulLd have been presented to Coamni ssi oner

SAssel stein with detail, wth backup, wth

supporting detall; that could then have been
responded to on the docket, okay? In Cact,
the supporting detail Cor those |1 issues
didn't conme, to my know edge, until waell after
the presentation was made to Commissioner

Asselstetn.

In fact, l's led to believe that the

actual slide presented was made up the day
before the presentation or the ni ght before
t he presentation and didn't have any ditailed

backup.
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So, you know, broad sweeping
statenents, proad indictnents of the program

Sees* logical to nme that a broad answer has to

be given on the specific issues - | mean on
the specific satements, confined to those
st at enent s. But they are very broad in

t hensel ves. So | guess we di sagree.

I don't find it inconsistent to use
the word pervasive there, because | believe
the pervasi veness of +the probl em whet her or
not the problem was pervasive, was a questi on
that had to be -- had to be responded to.

Q Ch, | agree that you nake a statenent
regardi ng no pervasive breakdown in t he QA
Program and that statenent, in itself, may in
Cact be correct, If it has any neani ng, okay?

But see, ny point is that that
statenment and the second st atenment appear to
be used as the l|ogic for saying that you're in
compl i ance.

A. Actually, in fact, | don't read - this
is difeicult because a ot of things have
happened since then, but | don't think it's A,

thereCore B, I think it's A and B.

0. Okay.
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A. Accordingly has several definitions, and
one of them is, you know, as a result of , and.
you know, as M. Wite has stated, we' ve
gotter into a lot of semantics after the fact
on this letter, but the overall gA Program is
in conmpliance with Appendix B is to me, you
know, and there is no pervasi ve breakdown or
coi ncident rather than one follows the other.
BT MR ONRTOWU

Well, could the overall program be In
conpl i ance, it there were alLso pervasive

br eakdowns?

A Ch, absolutely not. Absol utely not.
Q So therefore is a logical connection -
A Let nme say -- well, yeah -- the answer

to your question is a QA Program applied to a
Cacility which had suttered a pervasive
breakdown could be in conpliance wth Appendi x
B, the program now applied could be in
conpliance with Appendi x 9.

That does not follow, though, that
that would therefore npean that the entire

Cacility which had had a pervasi ve breakdown

was now in conpliance with Appendix B Si npLy/ Aj

establishing at sone point in tinme in the
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m ddl e or the end of construction a good QA
Program doesn't nean that everything that's
done before is okay.

Two guestions regardi ng the phrase,
overall program is in conpliance with Appendi x
8.

Wien we're speaking of program
there, are we speaking strictly of the
program -- are we speaking of the program as
put down on paper?

A No, the QA Program involves a witten
program and it also involved inplenentation of
t hat program

Q so we are speaking of the program as

I spLeent ed?

A To the extent we | ooked at the

i plenentation at the tinme to cone to the

j udgnent, yes.

Q When you say to the extent we | ooked at
the program what are you referring to?

A wel |, M. Lundin and his team went out
and | ooked not only at what was being done by
t he SERS, but they also | ooked at some of the
things that were being done as a test.

Let ne go back. W sel ected -- M.
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Kelly and | participated jn pi cki ng the people
for that team Sonme or them in tact, were
people who worked for ne in Fidd Quality
Cont r ol . We picked people that were at NTOL
who were in the field today, and we didn't
pick the super -- necessarily the super vi sor,
we picked the people who were down in a Qa Q

program where the rubber neets the road in the

construction ot the plant, and we br ought them
In and we said, go out -- Nr. Lundin took t hem
out to watts Bar, and they | ooked around at

what was bei ng done to see it anyt hi ng popped
up at them that was abnornal, that t hey, you
know, would not expect to see in |i ght of what
the current practice was.

So yes, dhen | say i npl enentation,
they 1 ooked at not just what was bei ng
prepared as responses, they also | ooked and
tested agai nst what the actual practice was in

the field.

And how extensive was that?

A It was -- how extensive.
Q How t hor ough, how deeply -
A They tested it for several days. 't waw /

not a, you know -- It was sufficiently
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thorough to allow them with M. Lundi n, to
come to the conclusion that alt hough they saw

a problem the problens had been identlfied

and the program was, although not excell ent :

It was adequat e.

Q. Were they tasked to go out In the fidd
and determni ne whether or not the GA Pr ogram as
mpl emented |s In conpliance with Appendix P

Is that what their task was?

A | didn't glLve then their charge, M.
Kelly did, and he probably would be the better
one to answer that question.

What is your understandi ng?

A Hy understanding was their charge was to
go out, take a look at the nmaterial that was
bei ng prepared by TVA in response to the It
perceptions; in addition, to |ook at the
activities that were ongoing in these ar eas,
to make sure that they didn't see any maj or

di sconnect# petween what TVA wag doing in the

field and what was nor mal practice in their

experi ence.

but their main charge was to go out

and | ook at the materi al prepared by TVA, to,/,

interview people, to talk to folks, to devel op
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a judgenent as to the adequacy of what was

bei ng done in preparing the responses ard alsc
to |l ook at what was actually bei ng done Jl, the
tield and nmake a judgaent on that.

Q On the basis of their efforts, were you
cotfortable with assuring the MEC that there

had been no pervasi ve breakdown and that the

overall QA Program was in conpliance?
A Yes, sir. I didn't explicitly concur in
this letter, but | would have at the tinme wth
what knowl edge | had at the tine.
Q Al right. Mar k, was there sonething

MR RKWNI HART Can | just pursue
that a little bit?

BY MR RKI MNHART

Q I"m just trying to get -- |'m | ooking at
wor di ngs, seeantics, but, you know, it's a
conveyance of thought that's -- and | think
that's our issue is what t houghts were being
conveyed.

The letter -- let nme explain
sonet hi ng and then Il ask the questi on. The

letter asks if Appendix N requirenents are
bei ng set. Now, LC we say no pervasive

br eakdown, basically on pervasi ve breakdown, >
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we're saying we're totally out, is that
correct?
A tax, if there were a pervasive

breakdown, clearly thare would be extending
into every part of the activity & failure to
meet the requirenents.

Ckay. So to say there's no pervasive
breakdown, the question that's coning up, is
that really responding to our appendi x B
requi renents being net? well, that in a

sense, we're saying we're not a hundred

per cent out .

W cone down to this next sentence,
we're saying, the overall program that Kkind
of gives a sense of nost of it? gore than
hal f? I"'m not sure what that neans, over alLl
program Sone parts of every criteria?

A The program -- it's difficult to answer
W t hout wusing the sane word over again. Ther e
is an approved topical report. There is an
NOAN that inplenents that topical report.

There are instructions and procedures that

I mpl enent the requirenents. Nucl ear Quality
Assurance ManuaL. There are practices in the

field that reflect current day types of
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activities for the various issues that are
Identified.

Nonconformance and r. ef at
are being witten. Corrective action is being
t aken or it is scheduled to be taken.

Ext ensi ve reviews are being perforned to
validate the status of the vari ous
installations, sonme of which are -- go well
beyord what you would normally expect to find,
in terms of doing npbre, not doing |ess, but
doing nore. The weld eval uation project, for
i nstance, a nassive major effort.

So overall, the program the QA
Program appears to be in compliance with
Appendix B? That's the sense of overal that
I have, that I had at the tine.
0. Okay. It the letter had ot been written
a little differently, just tell me it this

woul d have neant the sane to you.

Mr. Denton's Letter said *4r
Appendix 3 requirements are being net a Watts
Bar. If TVA had come back and sai d, yes,
Appendix B requirements are being net at Watts
Bar, would that be differint than what was /
actually said?

1.





