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A Nell, if that's all M. Denton had
asked, | think the answer could be yes. But
let nme say that's not all M. Denton asked. [
nmean, that was his -- that was his concl udi ng
guesti on. bit he also attached the

presentation that had been nmade to

Coar vssi aner Assel stein, and identified the
percept kons as being the basis for this
questiot arising, so he was -- he was reall \Y
directing the attention, in ny judggnent, was
directing the attention of TVA and their
response to those perceptions to that
presentation, and the question was therefore
put in the franework of those IL i ssues,
okay? O the ten issues plus the one bottom
line issue which is really an i ssue.

Q wel |, let's say the letter had of cone
back and said, Dear Nr. Denton, you asked us
two questi ons. In response to questio,. one,
Appendi X 8 requirenents are bei Nng net at Watts
Mar . In response to questi on nunber two,
here's where we feel we stand on these 11
perceptions; would that have been the sane
answer as we were given?

A I think so, vyes. | think so, at that



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

Bust on

time, and in that environnment, | think so.

Q Ckay.

A. But that's not the way the question was
asked.

g. It*s not? | guess -

A Nel |, communi cation js one of the issues

here, and one cou:d read Nr. Denton's | etter

as asking the question that way, one could

read the question as rolling the two t oget her,
the Letter as rolling the two t oget her. £ -
Q. Ckay. Then with that thought in mnd,

the communi cation, did you personally, do you
know of or did you hear of anybody in TVA,
whet her it be TVA employees, -4.. *manager s,
advi sors, counsel, anything like that

communi catlng with the eRC regarding this
questi on? And I's saying in addition to
Letters, but I|ike on the phone or in person
saying, hey, is this what you neant ? s this
answeri ng what you mesant? Any ki nd of
conversations |ike that?

A Well, it's been a long t.ee. Let me
answer on the basis of direct personal

know edge, firg.

0. Ckay, . ’
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A On the basis of ny direct personal
know edge, | had no interaction with the MRC
on these questi ons. I had no interaction wth

the NRC on these questi ons.

H. VWhite, TA and | was present,
appeared on Narch 11th before the URC, and as
| recall the testinony, or the testi nony, it
was not a sworn -- it was transcri bed but not
sworn, M. Asselstein, ConnlLssioner Assel stein
pressed M. Wlite on thiu question, and
extracted -- perhaps extracted is not the
right tere -- but it ended up with M. Wite

agreei ng that he would answer the question

wLthin, | believe, a week or two weeks,
sonething like thut. I haven't recently read
that transcript, but, you know. So there was
communi cation that | have direct know edge of
because | was there when it happened.

The only other comruni cation that |
have -- and obviously -- well, the onl y ot her
communi cation that | have indirect knowledge
of, that is, the person who had the
comruni cation told me about it, was Gridl ey,

R chard G dl ey, Li censi ng Director, i ndLcat e(/ 1

that there was a lot of discusei on between h-'
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and the NRC startf about getting an answer to a
l etter.
Q So Dick Gridley said he talked with the
KRC in regard -
A. He talks to the MRC every day, as vyou
know. And they're wanting you alLl -- t he NRC
staff is wanting an answer to this letter, an
answer to Nr. Denton's Letter.

1 also was told, and | can't

r eneeber

of fice when he

2, or

whet her |

was

t al ked

sitting i

to Al

whet her he told nme that he

n Dick Kelly's

Belisle |

Al Belisle in Region 2 before he sent

letter

Al's

conpliance with Appendi x B at

view from his

| Nnst ant ,

you know,

Appendi x B.

t hat

had sai d,

in

But | do

or beCtore the |

etter was

per specti ve about

cur

recal | that Dick

n Regi on

rent conpliance wth

his discussion with Belisl e,

you know,

had tal ked to
t he
sent, to get
WAtts Bar.

| ndi cat ed

Bel i sl e

have an issue overa]ll

with TVA with corrective acti on,

Bei | si e has, over

maj or

but

t hat

concern that

he didn't,

t he

he

in

years, had

because M.

t hat

had with TVA' s

eSsence,

f eel

as

a

pr ogr am

t hat

TVA

/ [

$
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was in nonconpliance with AppendiXx u at Watts
Bar today, or today being the day of
di scussi on.

Subsequent, and he may have told me
at the tine, but subsequent to March 20t h, Mr.
Wiite had told nme that he talked with 4|—9*'1.

Stello regarding the letter before it was

sent .
Q Did he say what was di scussed there?
A No, just that he had talked with M.
Stello about it, not in any detail.

MR, ROBI NSONs Let ne just ask one
question right along that 1|ine.

BY MR MOBI NSOINs

Q Are you aware of any conmauni cati on

bet ween Dick Denise and the Legal Departnent
at NRC headquarters regarding a definiti on,

MRC deCinition of nonconpliance with Appendi x

B?
A L'i aware that -- I'm aware of it
because | have -- there is a statt, a

congressional staff position paper which is
witten regarding the March 20th letter, which
I have seen and read, and this is -- in poi nt

ot tiee, this report was issued, | believe,
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Decenber 17th or Decenber of 1986, well after
the March 20th letter, and in that -- the
backup of that report, there is reference nade

to a phone conversati on between D ck Denise

and | forget the gentleman's nane -
Q Jia Lieber man?
A Jim Li eberman ot MRC, O fice of Ceneral

counsel, regarding the definition of
conpliance with Appendi x B.

1 was unaware that that -- at the
time, that that conversation -- | pepan at the
tinme before the March 20th letter was written,

1 was unaware that that conversati on had t aken

pl ace.

MR.  ROBINSONM Okay.

MR. RSI NHARTs Ckay.

THB W TNBSSs Pow, let ne add one
nmore thing on consuni cati on. | was unawar e of
any show cause order, of any outstandi ng NRC

commentary on the docket regarding the QA
Program at watts Bar that was in exi stence
and, you know, certainly one of the thi ngs
that needs to be considered here was what did
the NRC think of the QA Program at Watts Bar?

Nowv, I recognize that it was the
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i nportant for in

i ssue, to the extent

under st and what

consi der

by

I was Lnaware of

the NRC on @A, and

had rade

Assel st ei n,

88

the statenent to

but |

t hi nk

it wuas

my deli berations of this

Il  was

ongoi ng vi ol ati ons bei ng

one

criteria of

or identification gf to comply with
the requirements of Appendix B overall at
VWAtts Bar, I was !snaware that t.ere was any
exi sting conmmentary |jke that. And that would
have been very |nportant, obvi ousl Y, to ne.
It was Lnportant to ne.
NE. RBImMBAIT O ay.

BY MR NORTOMN

M. Huston, |'d like you to -- 1'd |ike

to hand you a copy of

identified and each

any,

the NRC s position

of those is a citation against

Appendi x

But in terns of

that were presented

Ln

at

Decenber, L905.

TVA since January

B,

a fallure

t he

as you wel |

Lnvol ved,

to CoaslLssi oner

Based upon vyour

of

| ast

year,

to

tas.

what

I woul d

there were certainly

to be outstandi ng docketed commentary

a specific

know.

USRS percepti ons
Assel stein

experi encer

are any

an ORC recognition

ot
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L t hose perceptions correct?
A. Yes, sone of these issues were, in tact.

3 issues at the Batts Bar facility at sone poi nt
4 in  tinme.

5 Q Have all of those issues been

6 sati sfactori Ly resol ved?

7 A They are all being -- let me answer you
8 by saying that -- the question is have they

9 all been satisfactorily resol ved.
10 Yes, sSir.
11 A AW answer is that no, they have not all
12 been satisCactorily resol ved. Il would further
13 a&d |2)lael i eve that they were and are
14 bei ng satisfactorily addressed.
15 Q To your know edge, were all a t hose

16 i ssues being satisCactorily addressed in
17 December, 1985, when the presentati on was

s18 rmade?
19 A. Yes, that was ny -- that was the
20 concl usion of the Narch 20th letter, and |
21 agreed with the conclusion of the March 20th
12 letter.
23 Let me just add one thing. Sone ot
24 these issues as stated are so Dbroadl y stated /

25 that it wks and is difficult to respond to.
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Ckay? For i nstance, | ack of i ndependence g3t
QA QC personnel paren to construct cl|ose
paren, although we restructured the i nspecti on
Corces and brought thee into QA, that deci si on
was made because that's the way ny experience
and Atone & Uebster's experi ence, as |£ tated
such earlier, we vere trying to transfer then
back to technol ogy, that's the way we
structured our QC inspection organization.

But there are other dockets in other
conpani es that do it the same way that TVA
di d.

1 qggess the debate is, you can't
have the inspectors gags part of constructi on.
The NRC doesn't even agree with that. If the
debate is, thert is a Lack of i ndependence
because they are part of construction, pascd
on specific identified jnstances of pr obl ens,
those can be addressed and still keep them in
construction and neet the requirenments wth

Appendi x P.

So vhat I'"s tryig to say is that
sone of thesa things are pretty general. But
do |£ yve they're all being adequately

addre.te, and were being adequately addressed
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at the tinme we sent the letter? The answer to
t hose questions is yes.
Q No, the question ws not at the tine you
sent the Letter, at the tinme oat the
presentation to Conm ssioner Asselstein in
Deceaber of ' 85.
A Il wasn't here then.
Q. | realize that. But you were invol ved
in an assessnent ot the situation when you
t ook over. From your assessnent of the
situati on when you took over, were those
i ssues being adequately addressed in Decenber,
19857
A And ny belief is that the answer to that
question is yes.

MR NURPHYs |'ve just got a coupl e
of questi ons.
BY MR NUPHYs
Q. Ore is, when this ters pervasi ve cane
up, right? You said you were discussing i0
with M. Kelly and | nean, did the wor d,
pervasi ve immedi ateLy mean sonething to you?
| mean, apart from going to the conm ssioner
ant d aying, what in the world does per vasi ve/

nmean, ri ght?
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a. what | said to his was that -- | can
recall or E certainly have a recoll ection of

di scussing that with M. Kelly.
Wien L saw the word pervasive, |
know what pervasi ve neans. I went and | ooked

at the dictionary also to determ ne what

per vasi ve npeans.

| believe at that point, I'd al so
been told that it was -- it cane Crom the
Cal l oway decision, so | went and | ooked at the

CalLl oway decision to see ohat it neant.

But -
g. But anobngst all the discussion wth
people, and | think everyone has told us t hey

di scusped this word, pervasive, was there any

t hought given to the fact that iC we use this

word, pervasive, it's going to be confusi ng~?
W're going to conCuse Col ks. I nmean, was any
t hought given to that? Il nean -

A As Car as | know, there was no intent to

use words that would be conf usi ng.

1 think the intent was to tie words
that would convey - I think the intent wis to
use words that would convey the situaticn. /

And that happened to be the word that was -



11

L2

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

93

Huston

the set of words that was chosen, and | could

find nothing to disagree in them

| had -- as you know, X had & draft
that -- | helped M. Kelly and M. Kel Ly and L
prepared & draft. Those were the words that
we chose. Those were not the words that were

finally chosen to be put into the

communi cation wth the NRC, but | don't
believe that the communication with the NRC
differed substantially Erom those words in

ternmse of what we were trying to convey.

Q And when you read this stutt, you tellL
yourself, this clearly depicts the posi ti on?
1 nean

A | certainly felt that to he the case at
the point of time of ny last involvenment wth
the draft, before it was sent. Il woul d

concl ude, obviously, that t oday, it perhaps

didn't communicate it as succinctly as it

m ght have at the tine, but at the tine it was
sent, | felt i1l did succinctly conmmunicate the
si tuati on.

Q You also said that you were unaware of
any probLenms that had been identified a ong

the quality assurance Appendix 8 |ine by the
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NRC prior to this -

A Well, what | neant to -- | think trat's
what E sai d. What | neant to say or what |
was trying to convey was that, you know, jf
you find a QA Program at a facility in a 1ot

ot trouble or major QA issue, generally what
you'll find is that an order nodi fying 1icense
or a show cause order or a major violation,
you know, aggqqregated vi ol ation jn QA

XI've had experience |n sone of those

t hi ggs. i looked and | didn't see any of
now, | subsequently know that there
Swas an order *oditying |i cense, but | waw

unaware of |t at the tinme regarding tineliness
oC reporting, due to the issue that was r ai sed
in Seguoyah about the nonitoring instrument s,
whi ch was not generically eval uated for
applicability.

S0 NRC issued in'S5 an order

nodi fying |icense requiring specific tine
frames for review of generic -- generically
applicable conditions adverse to quality. But
even that is not what | would consider to be a

eajor proble. inptesleem oC a QA& Fragrae which /ajor



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

95
Bus t on

characterized as it was by this |ist ot a&jor

i ssues.

1"& expect it the NRC perceived thit
there was a program in pl ace at one ot the
facilities being regulated that had t he
magni tude of the problens that were indicated

here, that that facility would be under a show

cause order.

Q I'm not sure that this is even rel ated
to all this business, but | want your opi ni on
on this. In the April time frame of 1985, ™.

Parrls was asked to certify as to when t hey
were ready for fuel | oad. are you aware that
a certification was nade that Watts Bar was

ready for fuel 1load in the spring of 1985?

&. Yes, | am now aware of it.
Q You were not at the tine?
A Il can't -- | realLy can't recall when |

first becane aware that there had been such a
certification. | don't believe it was prior
to the issuance of this letter. But | really
don't have a clear recollection of when I

first becane aware of t hat .

Q. It you were aware of that -- |'m sayi nq

you, |I'm maybe putting you in a position of
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Ssonebody else, right? It you were aware that

2

this certification was made. and t hen sone

nine, ten nonths later, we still haven' t

Loaded fuel, would that in your mind say,

gees, there nust be sonme problens out there?

1 mean -
A Well, you're asking ne to specul at e.
Q Yes, |'m asking you to specul at e.
What | night or nmight not concl ude.
Q I mean, is that a signLfLcant |ssue? W

have the Manager of Nucl ear Power sayi ng on
April Il1th, 1985, | certify that we are ready
to |l oad fuel, we are ready to crank this t hi ng
up; and then sone ten nonths later, we haven't
done anyt hi ng about | oadi ng fuel yet, ; ght ?
Wul d that create any *ense oC a problem in
the mnds of a know edgeabl e person who knew
that this certification had pbeen made?

A Yes.

Shoul d it have, though? | nean, you
know, would it have any i npact on this, |
guess |'s trying to -

A That hypothetical or that statenent of ,
tacts would create in nmy mind a question.

Wuld It have any inpact on this letter?
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Q Yes.
well, first of all, to ny know edge, it
didn't. Second of all, | don't think it

woul d, because the answer was bei Nng given on

the guestion instantly asked, and | don't mean
to keep going back, but the question was, are
you now in conpliance with Appendix B based
on these 11 perceptions?

as | recall Conm ssioner

Assel stein's questions at the March |1th

hearing, he was asking about the past . And |
guess perhaps that's where | fLrst heard about
the -- now that | think of it, |t nay have

been in that neeting or about the neeti ng that
I was -- that r canme to understand that t here

had been a certification |etter.

In fact, | think in April, M. Wite
w t hdrew t hat. But in talking through this,
it may have -- r may have known about Lt
before the letter was issued. But really, we

weren't speaking for the past .

Ad | presented sonething which -
A You know, vyou look at the slice in
tine. You can |look at what's bei ng done.

Qovi ousLy we're nmking a lot of corrections to
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i mprove things that were bei ng done
difCerently in the past and perhaps |ess
adequately in the past. But we were redly
focused forward rather than -- other than the
review to go back to look at the | ast 16
nonths of criticism of TVA, we were trying to
nmove forward, not dwell on the problens of the
past, in terns of going back and justifying.

BY MR REI NHARTt

Q That confuses me a little bit Naybe |
could get sone clarification. And | guess the
reason that |'m wondering why TVA addressed it
right on March 20th, just on the fact that on
the |Ilth ot April, '85, TVA certified ready
for fuel | oad. That would say to ne that

under the now PSAR 17 2 QA Program that's
saying that's inplenmented, inplicitly. Ckay?
VW nove forward now to Decenber,
which is the tine franme MSR5 says it's not
being Inplenented -- in the tinme franme the
comm ssion is asking, it isn't inplenented,
but all that's inpacting the |icensinU i ssue,
and now all of a sudden, we conme up to Narch
20th and say, well, we can't wor ry about the

interestingly enough past 15 nonths, close to
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16 nonths, when all this other informaaion is
comng in, we say we can't worry about what
was and what is and wh.- m ght have been, but

ri ght now t oday, this particular slice in

time -- you see what |I'm sayi ng?

a. Yes, okay.

Q -- and the words are being net, not are
they today -- are being set. I guess I'm

wonderi ng why TVA nade the decision not to
answer over period of tine.

A Wwel |, tirst of all, truly, absolutely
because the question was not has TVA al ways
been in conpliance with Appendix B at the
WAatts Bar facility. They asked, are the
requi renents oft Appendi x B being net at the

VWtts Bar Cacility.

In ny copy, I think, of that Iletter,
I even underlined that when | first got a copy
of it, because that was, to ne, the questi on.
Second of all, the 16 nonths of
mat erial that was reviewed, which you referred
to, wasn't just WAatts Bar, it was for all oC

TVA.

It was trom -- it was for corporate

for engi neeri ng, for Hartford Steam Boil er,
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trome |PO, trom wtc, from Congress, it was
totall TVA saerid, and it was not being

| ooked at relative to the specific issues

raLsed at Watts Bar, it was bei Nng | ooked at,
as | stated earlier, in an overvi ew anal ysi s
to try to coae up with some basc aggregate

root cause synptons that cotuld be addressed
VoLurme | based on what other people had said,
W t hout testing - W t hout testing the
response that even went out.

Finally, I just want to state, |
didn't consider Watts Bar to be an oper ati ng
pl ant . L consider Watts Bar to be a
construction proj ect. And | still consider
to be a construction project.

The fact that it didn't have a

l'i cense, | was really unaware initially as to
the -- and others may have been aware, but |
was unaware that in April of 1985, that TVA
had certified Watts Bar ready for Cuel load.

1 think M. Wohite, in t he statenents

that 1've heard, and you could ask his

directly, before has stated that he was
unawar e of that until -- in April, which -
and | think when he became aware of that
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certification,

open, he withdrew it.

So in the early phases ot

thing. to t
€consi deri ng

Two pl ant,

construction project.

Sconponent systens that had

he extent L was

Watts Bar as not

i was considering

Certaisly

which was stitl

involved,

it as a

this

was

a Sevent een Point

there were

been tursed over,

N 5s had been signed, lots of testing had been
done, operations was fully staCCed. But

still considered it to be a construction
project, as Car as the QA activities wer e

concer ned.

So it may | ea4d

your tind,

to sone questi on

but | oust state very strongly

that's the way, at | east

syselC, | was c&aling with

been an entirely different

had viewed

Q. Or an
A. Or an
i add, I will

it as an operating plant.

ITOL?

FTOL. And by

add a strong per sonal

that is that Watts Bar, even t hough

yet Licensed and even

under goi ng

the process ot

in

t hat
I can speak for
it. It woul d have
proposition jf |
the way, let me lust
opinion, and
it Is not
t hough it is stillL
conmpl etion, s not
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an BTOL plant in the classicaj sense. t's a

pl ant that iwm started into construction in

the very early 1970s, and it was - is not ar
:-iodod pleat in terms oC the ASMS 3 code

requi rements and, you know, it's an ol der
6 plant which has been stretched throuth the

period of the evolution of the current |TOL

type regulttions, and | think a Lot of the

S perceived problem are as a result of the tact

that it's now being Looked at with 1987 or '86
eyes in terns of inspection criteria, but its
a plant that was darted and substantialy

cespLeted in as earlier era.

ml MR. *tC55ARTI

Q Let *e dlarity, when i used PTOL,
meaning near term operating Li cesse, alLl | was
meant na was int the sl ot otr li censi ng.

A i FLe, okay. gx*|, In that sense, it

s till tio the slot for licensing and in any
case

0. You answered my questi on.

ST nM. ROSBISONS$
0. Mr. Buston, I have a few areas Il want to
cover . | may be skipping around, you'Ll have/U

to excuse that. Remtnaing you that you're |
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under oath, | want to ask you for a perception
of the attitude oC the preparers of the
Corporate response, the Rarch 20th c3r porate

response.

| Ma* the attitude one of objective

tnvestigation oC the NSMS perceptions or was
the attitude nore of a systemati c rebuttal ot
the USRS perceptions?

A Overall, | think it was an attitude of
systemati c anal ysis or review. Cert ainly,
there were those that were in the npde of
stmply wanting to rebut it I can recall 32
great deal of frustration gn people's parts
because it - Cor sonme of the reasons that had

been earlier stated here, the percepti ons were

not backed up initally by any detail
mat eri al . The detail material, when it was
provided, was - cane out in dri ps and dr abs.

The way the backup material was witten was,
in some cases, specul ative and nonspeci fi c.

In fact, material was appearing
after the March 20th letter, and in fact,
addi ti onal perception or additonal issues to
back up the perceptions were bei Nng added aEta

the March 20th |etter.
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r think it's a mixed bag. HUt r
think overall, £ would have to say that at
least Crom ny point of view, it received a

t hor ough and obj ective review.
Q who were sone of the people that were

Crustrated and weri. nore In the node oat

rebutti ng?

A WwWell, that's difficult to recall. [
think sonme of the TVA people who had been
involved wth the USrS were nore LUn that -- on
that side c£ the i ssue. Il think clearly sone
of the people who had to go devel op the | nput
and who had been wor ki Ng on the inputs were Ln
that position.

1 think sone of the people who were
involved in discussing the j|ssues earl y on, |
guess there was a neeting before we even got
involved in it, between the line or gani zat i ons
and the 0SS to try to cone to sone conmpn
agreenent on what the issues even wer e, so
that a response had to be prepared, and there
was a great deal of -- I's told there was a
ot of frustration about the fact that since
there wasn't a Lot oC detail backup avail abl et

for the | ssue, t hat It was difficult for the
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line to be able to respond to them because
they were so broad and general, that a car eful
study review couldn't be perforned.
Q During your period of time there, did
you feel that there was an honest effort on,
let's say, Bob Miullin's part to obtain a
clarification and a scoping of those NSkS
broad i ssues?
a. Yes, yes, sir, | think so, and in fact,
Bob Mullin was assigned by Chuck Nason before
we got there, to basically be the focal point
or the collection of the inputs from the |ine
or gani zat i on.

Bob was assigned to assis alter
Dick Kelly and | took over QA in February of
1986. Bob Nullin was -- who was the forner
Director of QA, which was basically
Qgerations, was attached to us to provide
assi stance or advice in the transition, and
one of the things that Bob was heavily
involved in was the interface between the |ijne
organi zati ons and the devel opnent of the
responses and getting the input from the SRS
staff as additional material was presented,

and in issuing instructions about how the
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format of the responses should be put

t oget her, etc.

So ny perception was that Bob, a
| east Crom the top down, Looking at what he
was doi ng, was worKking diligently to nmke sure
the process was fair and accurat e.
00. nd what did Bob do with thils nateri al
when he gathered it?
| A Vll, he - one of the things he did was
to assenble It, at Least the I nput that he
got, into a record that could be r epr oduced
for the future, so that when the NRC revi ew of
the backup occurred, and we were certain that
it was going to, in fact, it was frankly
sonewhat ot a surprise that it didn't occur
nmore pronptly than it has, he was assenbl i ng
that data and keeping the records of that
mat eri al .
Q Did he comrunicate any opinions or views
that he had as a result of his reviews of this
data to you or Dick Kelly?
A *es, sure.

What were those opinions?

A Vell, to the best of ny recollection, e

felt that, tirst of all, that the process wasj
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working, that he was getting the i nput . He
may have -- it may not have been as tinmnely as,
in some instances, as he |iked.
| seen to recall that -- ny gener al

recollection s that he was indicati Ng t hat
the line inputs were pretty well addressing
the questions and were conveyi ng the proper
degree of detail, and that the concl usi ons .
sort of ongoing, that there weren't any pmaj or
negati ve fi ndi ngs.

Q WAs his conmmuni cati on primarily wth

Kelly or you or -

SA. It was a conbination of cormmuni cati on.
Wen | was there, it was wLith me. when | was
at Sequoyah, for jnstance, it was obvi ousl y
wth Kelly, and when | was off in the early

phases doing some of the other t hi ngs -

really, what had happened was that when -- and
| forget the date, there's a chronol ogy that
was provided with the backup materi al that the
NRC obtained in |ate '"sg.

M. Kelly got involved in review ng
Sdraft inputs the third or fourth week in
January, and | think that's where we had our /

Sfirst major |nterface or he had his first



La

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

Huet on
major interface with Bob Millin.
You know, Rob had started the

coordination ot that ettort and he was

continuing it, and Sullivan had asked Kell y -
first, sullivan asked sonebody to take a | ook
at it, and Lundin was pulled out of the r evi ew

of the 16 nonths data, and then subsequent to
that, Sullivan cane back and asked Kelly to

sit down, they had prepared drafts and he
wanted Kelly to sit down and review t hose.

And | believe it was Dick and Walter Sul I'i van
and Ooug Ni cholLs FEroa the OFfice oC General
Counsel sat with Bob Nullin and went t hr ough

t hat at eri alL.

Q Were you still there in Chatt anooga when

the final snpboth technical responses that were
going to be attached to the |etter wer e

pr epar ed?

A I think so, but | can't -- | realdl \Y
can't reaenber. Il really can't renenber.
Q Did you devel op your own opi ni on as to

the adequacy of those r esponses as they
addressed the perceptions?
A Vell, certainly, | thought that t hey /

wer e adequat e. If 1 had not felt they were 4
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adequate, then L would have made that Conment
and al though | was not explicitly -. first oge
all, the line was devel opi Ng the responses tg
each one of the perceptions, and r was not
and the line was attesting to t hat .

One of the things M. wite required
was that the |ine sign on the bottom |ine that
that represented, to the best of their
knowl edge and belier, the facts.

So he was being very neticulous jn
ensuring that when people -- see, let nme stop
her e.

One of the things that M. white
enphasi zes, and you may have all heard this
from me besore, |'s sure it cones through
Volume L, responsibility, accountability for
actions, and he was trying every way he coul d
early on to deliver that stern message to the
organJzati on.

S0 as these drafts were bpei ng
fLnalized, and the attachments yere bei ng
finalized, he said, | want you all, |If
you're - |f this |s your statenent, | want

you to sign on the bottom |ine that this |Is

your st atenent.
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So | was not directly in that
pr ocess. That was bei ng conduct ed by
Engi neeri ng or Construction or QA. But | was
Nnot preparing the responses or doing any kind
of on line detailed review.

r nay have looked at, to the best of

my recollection, | |ooked at perhaps sonme of
the in-process crafts. I say have even nmade
| 0Se comments on them But | didn't do a

hundred percent review or anyt hi ng near.
Q. Earlier, you nentioned that

DeriidlLcal Ly, you would brief Wiite on the

broad issue ot some oat the per cepti ons, put

not the details, Like in the speciCfic
responses, and | think you used the example ot
cabl e sde wal |  pressure; what were the nature
of those briefings? Were you | ndicating that
those issues were problens or - no, let se -
Q Char acteri ze ¢t hose.

A Let me characterize those. Recogni ze,

again, the setting in which we're deal i ng

W th, here. Ne have total reorganization gf
rVA's nuclear facility. Tou have a whol e
sertl* oC seetinjs with NRC, Congress cooLnqg/

up, because at the tine, there was a /
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cogr essi onal hearing schedul ed, which was
then postponed, but that was comi ng up,
interactions with the chairman, NRC and hijs
seni or staff, interactions with the 449- and
lots of things going on, and lots of denmands
on WhlLte's tine to get input about the vari ous
el enments of the organizati on, engi neeri ng.
construction, reorganization, Volunme L
rewites, a |ot of t hi ngs.

So I'm just trying to set for you
the condition that existed then. There were
Lots of things going on.

Whenever Dick and 1 could get tine,
we would -- Dick Kelly and | coul d get tine
with Steve wiite, usually it was t oget her,
al though npbre often than not, it was Kelly and
occasionally, it was ne, by nyself, we would
tal k about those i ssues.

The way we talked about then is the
followings Let's take material control. M.
White knows nmmterial control. I mean, he's in
t he Naval Reactors Progqgra. and his assignnent,
his last assignnment was the head of Navy
Mat eri al . He certainly understands pateriall/f

cmntrol.
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Be understands the requirenents tor

it In a nucl ear setting, but he was not

famliar in detail with the Appendi X a type
detinLtion as it applies to the commrerci aL
nucl ear power pl ant, per ne.

So we would talk to him about
material control, describe to him how
criteria -- the criteria applied, how it had
been applied, the difference petween per Let er
control and heat control traceability to the
point of installation, what was accept abl e,
what wasn't accept abl e.

The tact that we had pl ants t hat
ranged all the way fron Browns Ferry to a real
MIOL with UF requirenents, it you will, ASNE 3
NP requirements and the Cact that materli al
control requirenents vyaried dependi ng on the
code edition that the pl ant was conmitted to,
etc., etc., etc.

So It was nore briefings to discuss
the details ot those requi renents gs jt
applied to the commerci al setting, nunber one,

and nunber two, as it applied to TVA' s

facility.

For | nst ance, cabl e side wall /
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pressure, what is the issue with cable side
wal |  prei sure? The fact that you have throu;h
narrow radi us bends, the conductors pulling
over aga.nst the side wall oC the install ati on
My cause detormations or things of that -
you know, discussing those kinds of issues and
by the way, what the history had been from a
regul atory sense as we perceived it In QA on
t hose i ssues.

Material control had, for i nstance,

been around a Long tinme, Crom the early days

of the commrercial practice. Cabl e side wall
pr essure was, In fact, a relatively recent
issue, relative, it surfaced in the eighties,

okay? Battery rack bolting, okay? VWAs one ot
the nmajor issues that had started to cone up
during the CAT Lnspections -- construction
assessnent team i nspections in the middle
ei ghti es.

So that was the kind of di scusi on
we were havi ng.
0. As of the mid-March, 1996 tine frane, |
want you to, in your own words, characterize
the status oC the inplenentation of the uppe/ 7

case QA Program at TVA; not the program /
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itself, but the inplenentation.
A. ell, first of aLlL, all the elements
required py the program were bei ng i npl enent ed
to a lesser or greater ext*nt t hr oughout the
TV& system

There had been sone, in fact, fairly
recent changes bpefore we arrived to t he
overall approach that was bei Ng used by Ottice
of Nucl ear Power predecessor or gani zati ons g
i npl ement  t hose requirenents.

For i ndtance, a new set of
engineering procedures called the OEPs or the
I Ps, engineering procedures, had been jssued
in the middle of 1985, | beli eve, by the
O fice of Engi neering.

So I think nmy characterisation woul d
be that there had been substanti al changes,
organi sational structurawi se to the TVA new

power organi zatcon, put that as tar as the

fundasental first Jine requirements, i,
general, they were bpei Nng | epl enent ed.
Q Oid these changes have an etfect on the

| api e entl ati on?
A |l ¢ n't speak ,or the period of tine

prLor to our arriv&l. T can speak for

1- L
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certainly for the period of time after we
assunmed responsibility for QA, because we,
again, restructured jt,. And |ike any new set
ot demands on an orqgani zati on, you probably 40
through a period of where i npl ement ati on say
suffer somewhat because of confusion about
roles and responsibilities, put | t hi nk t hat
we are now -- TVA is now on the upswi ng in
that, and that i nplenentation has
substantially jnproved over that which was in
effect in that early tine frame, '8b.

That perhaps is a -- well, that is a
judgnment which certainly comes from ny
perspective, having put all new requi renents
in place. But it's also from direct
obser vati on.

Q Vell, since the Narch 20th |etter
addregsed the subject of conpliance with
Appendi X 8 at *hat part.cuJdar point of tine,
were you satisfied at that particul ar poi nt in
tine that the status of the i npl enent ati on of
the upper case Q@ Program was not in violation
of Appendi x B?

A To the extent | |ooked at I't, vyes.

| °Now, let's narrow down to the -- yo r
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character izat o at 'hat tinme of the status of
the Leplenentea ion of the correction -
corrective action portion of the Q Pr ogr am

Characterize that for ne.

A I would characterize corrective action
as bei ng weak, , ut adequat e.
Q Knough to have been in conpliau e with

Appendi x 8?

A Yes.

Q Let nme ask you -

A Let nme add, alsc nart g that que.tion
is, was T satisflLed or should be, | thi nk, was

| satisfied with the tineliness and the
ecfectivity of the corrective action pr cgr as.
My answer is absolutely not. But | felt that
it was, for the circuoatances that exi'tei ,
adequat e.

Q. If you had found just that portion of
the QA Program the corrective action pc:tLon

n total dibarray, would you be able to say

that TVA was in -'epliance with Append, B at
the Watts Bar facility at that time?

A lc the corrective gaction system wa* in
total disarray, and by that | would assune y
sean -

L1 -l
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1 Q Totally ineffective?

2 A -- totally i neffective, then | would

3 assune that - | would have to conclude t hat
4 t he program, (quot e, unquote), could be in

5 1 :ospliance with the requirenents g Appendi x e

6 for a program but the overall i apl enent ati on
7 of that, in terms ot the corrective acti on,
8 was rat in conpliance aith Appendi x 8, and |
3 would be obligated. as QA Director, which |
10 wasn' at that tinme, but if | had been -- I
11 was Deputy, to have stopped the work until
12 that hitir.tion was rectifi ed.
13 Q. 5 if the corrective action criterion ot
14 Appendi X b was in total disarray, you could
15 still say that the over. all Q Program was in
16 conpl i ance with Appendix B?
17 A. That' s not exactly what | said. | said

18 t hat' s-

19 0. Wll, go ahead.

20 A What | said was that the programmtic

21 requi rnemmts can be in conmpliance wth

22 Appendi x 8, lecause it can say -- the pr oer ax
23 can say you got to hav-, a correctlve action
24 -r-gram tnac satistius the requirtre nts of

. rit ria 16 and, you anow. you tl.en ;0 to .u

11.1—Y1-
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St andard Revi ew Pl an and you Look at what are
the tests te)r that and y establi., : hat tt
neets those tests tn be able to say that jt's
bei ng i npl esent ed.

So the program can require it and b
in conplian.e with the criteria of Appendi x d
to have a rograa, but it it's not being

i mpl ementd, in the sense that it's in total

di sarray -

Q Ri ght .

A You're not in overall conpliance wth

it.

Q. Ckay.

A You know, it - really, if you're asking
me, can | have *** criteria Ot Appendix a

being satisfied and be jn conpliance wth
Appendix 8, and the L8th one, | don't have -

totally out of bed with -

2. essoentially that's what £ a aski ng vyou.
A An I In -1 nplianc@th Appendix B? MNo.
Q. Ckay.

A The answer is no, because Appendi X B
requires that you have 18 -- you have a
program which neets all 18 criteri a.

3. One final question that | have. Duri ng

1
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your discus.ions regarding the preparation of
the cover letter tne March 20t h, ' 86
letter, did the subject of the potenti al
SubALssion of a material false statenent to
NOC cone up?
A £ can't recall specifically, but it nust
have. And | say it must have because
obviously, that's one of the thi ngs that one
has to consider in the foll owi ng senses The
letter was materi al to the |icensing process
and obviously, you want to assure that
anythi ng you communicate to the NRC, even
unsworn, but on the docket is correct. So |
can't -- | really can't specifically -- |t
certainly has cone up since then.

1 can't specitically recall that it
was di scussed with ne in terns of the

preparation of the drafts, but -

Q To your know edge, was -- excuse se?
A Very well may ; ave been.
Q Was there any strategy on the part of

any of M. White's advisors to so word the

March 20th letter that it would appear to sa

that you were in conpliance, but essentially,"

present an inpossible situation -- I'm | ooking

4r
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for the right words. | think you know what |
Sean.

tas there any strategy to say you'r
irL coapLi ance, when really, you're worried
that you might not be in conmpli ance and we

better say we're in conpl i ance? WAsS there an%

strategy like that?
A Not that 1'm aware of,
MR ROBINSONt | don't have any nore

qguesti ons.

MR MJRPaY. |t's 11s23.
(Recess at 1123 a. &)

(Resuned 1142 a.m)

MR,  MJRePHIr, ft now 11r42 and
we're back on the reco,.. I just have a
couple foll ow up questions.
BY MR MURPHY.
Q. In a discascion we had a nonth or so ago

Wi th the inspection force up here, we talked

about why ESRS -- | npean, it4 not a secret, |
mean they sad publicly and in the pres and
befo;. conrressional coanittees, what happened

to FVA is that they reCerred to techn. cal
reviews oi thrir perceptions to the sacm fo lks

who historicialy h,/e created the problea Ln/
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their m nd, in the mnds of NSRS. |
whether that's true or not , but

TVA did in

perceptions and give

who had historically screwed the thi ng up.

nean,

m nd.

A

this

t-ey created

the problens in their

sense was

t hen

take their

121
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to the sane people

How do you view that?

Bel | ,

nont h ago,

changed.

hi storlcally and

referring back to the

nmy

t hought s

First of

when we arrived, t

been made.

I'n

you wite an

or ganuzatj oi ,

or ganl sati on

responsi bl e f

to
on

Q.

A

t hn

t he

Tou

the OA exanpl e, of

audi t

yj u

the finding and

for

al |,

on

t he

t hat haven'

t

et nme go back

*meet i ngof

record jndicate that

hat deci si on had al r eady

findi ng agai nst an

typically give that

cour se,

t hey are

or devel opi ng a response.

t hen

finding ijs

j udge whet her the

adequat e or

requi renents jn

Who does

The

t hat ?

your

QA organi zati on.

I n

this

case,

vi ew t hat

when

they said what

a

response

assessment

as

of it.

ki nd

| nadequat e pased

of
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a simlar situation in ternms of the I i ne being
given the responsibility Car devel opi ng the
response, and attenpts may have been nade to
reconcile the issue with NSRS.

I"'m not aware of them directly,

al though 1've heard that there was a neeti ng
that we talked about earlier where tey tried
to get together to figure out what the basis

of the perception was and the response from

the line

1 conclude that, you know, giving
the line the responsibility Car respondi ng to
the issues is, as car as I'm concer ned, g
norial practice. It's customary in ny

experi ence, both from bei Ng on the QA side and
being on the line side of the question in

terms at having to respond to a findi Nng or a

statenent or an all egati on. So | didn't i nd
anyt hi ng unusual about havi Nng the 1ine
respond.

Let nme go over the situation that did
exist prior to your arrival and the pr ocess.

WBRS was chartered to | ook at saf ety concerns

within TVA

A. Ri ght .





