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0 Wul d you please, for us?

A Can she read it back?

MR.  BEI NHART: Sheila, can you read that
back? Be wants to read back his statenment of what his
interpretation of the NRC question is.

TEE WITNESS: Maybe | should just restate
it.

A Wiat | think | said was that when we're
asked are we neeting the requirenents of Appendix B, we
basically ask, do we have a program that's in accordance
with NRC regulations and are we adequately inplenmenting
that program And what r just told you was that NPC had
reviewed our program and had approved it.

So the question then becomes one of
inpl ementation. That's one of, you know, how well are
you or aren't you inplementing that program

It's not a black and white answer. You have
defi ci enci es. If the deficiency means that you're not
meeting the requirements with respect to i npl enent ati on,
if that's your interpretation of the guestion, then the
answer is no.

If your interpretation of the question js,
you know, on bal ance, you' ve got some deficiencies but do
you have a great nunber of them or a' excessive number of

the- in important areas, then the answer conceivably

SM TH I19PORTING AGENCY (615) 267-09s9
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could be yes. But it's a Judgemental thing.

| think you can have some deficiencies,
perhaps a great number, depending on the intensity and

scrutiny, and the importance o. the dliscrepancy, you carn

have a great number of them and still be meeting the
implementation of NBC's Appendix B's requirements.

That's what we were trying to get at in
your -- there was no turnaround.

ZZ5BSXNTXQN

DB~fB*-BOBDf»50:

Q In your investigation or examination into
whether or not there are any patterns of deficiencies or

large nunbers of deficiencies in areas, did you find -

what did you find?
A We looked at, | think you're probably all

familiar with what we did to try and zero in on the
specific items NSRS was identifying, that it identified
and justified up until, | think into February. | don't

remember exactly.

But, you know, we had people who were
responsible for those areas describe what they had done
in those areas in reviewing the issues NSRS had raised.
We had them prepare working papers and documentation, we
had then draft responses, we had the Stone 6 Webster
people in, had Mr. -rilp review those. We sent a tearm of

SMT ~ AEENGE (61 267-099
SMITHREUPORTING  AGENCY 5615) 267-098 1
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people out there to look at the responses we had

prepared, look at the documentation and be onsite. They
were onsite, r visited them on Saturday to make sure they
were all getting everything that they needed.

We also made available to them the employee
concerns documentation so that we could relate that to
the NSRS bullet items that were identified. Wwe did our
own study, sent people out there to review those items,
i;the matri x, NSRS sent a matrix up sonetime in February.

We sent our own people out to look at that information

and see how well-connected was the concern. - die a lot
al' thafc myself—.- A StjrhfA. t™hg.
r had people helping me with that. | had

Tom Burdette, who had NRC construction experience, W
had people on the site staff and construction site.

So, you know, | think we looked at it, and
the conclusion was that there were items that had been
identified that were in the process of being corrected.
They had been corrected, some of them.

There were no -- and some of them we just
disagreed with, like on material traceability. We said,
what we're doing is adequate. That was a professional
opi nion difference between the line organization and
NSRS.

All those things factored in. There was a

1%
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tremendous look at that. And the conclusion was sent to

NRC.

0 As a result of that |ook, you were satisfied
that there were no generic problems or obvious hardware
problems or procedural problems that had - I'm talking
pattern, rim not talking isolated problems, that would

indicate a failure in implementation of the program?  You

were satisfied that there was...

A An overall gross failure or something?

0 Yes.

A There had been failures and there were
deficiencies. If you want to call that an implementation

failure, there were. But at the tine of t'hat, when the
letter was typed, | did not disagree with the March 21th
letter. r fet comfortable with it at that tine.
0 Okay. I want to get back into some of the
specifics of the individua technical responses.  We may
have gone over some of that before. But I'm kind of
;interested right now in your first interface with Kellr/.
MR REINHART: Larry, may we finish what we
started here before we go off the subject?

MR ROBINSON: Go ahead.

You gave us your interpretation of TVA s

SMITH RePORTING AGeNCY (615) 267-0919 '/7
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question. And you said

A TVA's question or NBC's question?

Q NRC's question, TVA's interpretation.
A | gave you ny interpretation.

0 Your interpretation. And yia said that

interpretation was that you have a program, you implenent
the program and you look at various means to determine if
it was implemented. Audit's, yours, TVA's.
A That's part of implementation.
0 Did you state that you had a program in
response, gave the NRC a response?
A | don't remember. I haven't reread the
response since, it's been months since |'ve looked at it.
0 But to answer to your question, you would
have logically done that?
A | don't know. | may have assumed that the
NRC knew we had a program, since they approved it.
That's what | said several minutes ago, isn't jt?

Ye', air. And in fact, since you told us
that that's what you thought you were being asked, r'm
wondering if that would be a logical answer to part one,
to say yes, we have an approved program? That would be
the easy part to answer; is that not correct?
A 'don't, | can't really conj ecture on what
was going through the nminds of the people that wrote the

v e

S~I'TR REPORTING AGENCY (615) 267-0989
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letter. But as r recall, | think | read it and | didn't
,notice that a deficiency leaped out at me

It may have been that the drafter of the
letter simply thought that, hey, that part is documentcd
and approved, and may have thought it vas unnecessary to
address that, and simply spoke of implementation in his
,letter.
Q So you think then that it wouldn't be
necessary to address the program since everybody knew

that was approved, and that you should primarily address

Implementatlon?

A Youre putting words in my mouth.
0 I'm asking.
A I'm saying that | don't know what was in the

Rinds of the people that wrote the |dtter.

a We're asking you, sir. You told us -

A r think | could have done it either way.

a Either way, what?

A Either way, just speak to implementation in

the response or, you know, also put in the fact that we
have a program that's.- approved. But that was known.

You could put that in. It might be a gratuitous comment.
0 Let me go back and ask it again. In your
interpretation of NRC s question, you said that thern was

a programatic aspect and an implementation aspect;

SRIT8 REPORTING AGePTCY (615) 267-0989
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correct?

A That was my interpretation.

0 Your interpretation?

A That's my interpretation of what Appendix B
requires.

0 Pine. That's good. Bow, for you to answer

the question, then. if that was the question in mind, you
would have had to address the program and then you would
have had to address L mplementation.

A Not necessarily. if we had already had an
KPC stamp saying the program was approved, you wouldn't
necessarily have to address the programatic aspect.

Q So now that would lead your answer, under

the circumstances, to be primarily implementation?

A It could.

0 If you've already stated

A I'm saying you could answer either way.

0 Do you have to answer both?

A Do | have to answer both?

0 It the question includes both, to answer te

question, do you have to answer both?

A -it necessarily, if the person that's asking
the question already knows the answer to part of it.

C Which part does he know the answer to?

A : think he would probably already xmow e

SISTB REPORTING AGtECY (615) 267-0989
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answer to the first part.

C Wi ch is the progran?
A Yes.
C So then your answer would have to be

primarily implementation; is that correct?

A | guess.

Q Either you guess or you know.

A | don't understand where you're taking se.
C V' trying to get your thinking. You've

given us your interpretation of the question that it
includes program and it includes implementation.

A That's what Appendix B is all atout.

C If you were asked that, vould you answer

program and implementation?

A | don't know. | could answer it either way
is what 1 saying.

C What's either way?

A Answer both questions or just answer the

| atter question.

0 Both, being progras

A And both be satisfactory, based on what %C
knew about the progras and etcetera.

0 So in any answer, your answer would have to
include implesentation?

A No.

SmITB tPOtIZNG AGEWNC  (615) 247-0989



1 C Tou wouldn't have to address iaplementation?

2 A eot based on tV- fact that - not
3 cecessarLly, is what Z*= sayting. Since WRC has already
4 reviewed and approved the program, r don't think it wouid
5 be a ecessary condition to ansaer the programatic part
* of the questio.. r think you could, but | don't think
7 it's necessary.
SListen to my question. Since you're tdling
9 ae that you have an acceptance of the progras, your
10 answer would have to conocntrate prisarily on
11 iLplseentation: is that not correct?
12 A Probably. Yes.
13 C Yes or no? What do you sean probably? |
14 don't understand the probably part of the answer.
15 A Vell, you know, 91' not sure what KRC was,
16 again, |'* interpreting 9RC s question.
17 C Could you neglect to answer iuplementation
1i appropriatel y?
19 A go.
20 So you would have to address L aplementation?
21 A Yes.
22 C Okay. That'swhat I'm trying to get your
23 thinking on that point.
24 A Okay.
25 Then, if we read through the answer, we

SMITH REPOrTIMG AGIcCY (615) 267-0989



1 would expect to see some detail on L aplementation: would

2 :hat be reasonsabe?

3 A Sone detail on implementation?

4 C Yes, Sir.

5 : in answer to which question, the general

6 question or the specific bullet items?

7 C | would say both. r would expect to see

8 both, wouldn't you?

9 A | don't know. WYere trying to second-guess
10 people here. | don't know that you can answer the

11 general question without putting a lot of detail about
12 LIplecentation in answering the general question.

13 0 Bow about the ballet?

14 A I think what was done there was to provide
15 some information to IBC and indicate that the rest of the
16 information was available for their review.

17 I think you could do that either way. You
18 could try and put a tome of information in your response,
19 or you can smply say here's a synopsis of the response,
20 the rest is available for your folks to come in and look
21 sc, which they do anyway.

22 0 So you're saying if you didn't include

23 iall the details here, sonewhere you ought to say there
24 are more details somewhere -1se that you could look at?
25 A | think that kind of goes without saying,

SN ERHRINIE AGENS:  (615) 267-0909
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you know. | don't remember what we've sai d.

0 Maybe

A wlhat I'm saying is, we had the details and
we intended to cake it available to the KBC, specifically
from the beginning, we asked people to keep their work
papers, to be able to justify our response. We wanted to
be able to, for our own, benefit, to be able to look at
that.

But | think what kind of goes without saying
almost, again, | haven't reread this and | don't know if
we cade that offer in the letter or not, but | think that
offer’s inFiplicit. Anytime folks want to follov-up on a
letter or background for something, XRC is free to come
her e.

0 Okay. We'll get back to that in a little
bit. Another thing you mentioned earlier that 1'd like
some information on, you mentioned sone qual ity neetings.
A Quarterly meetingb.

0 Oua. terly meetings, I'm sorry. You
mentioned quarterly meetings. What was the nature of
those and what did they do to enhance the program?

A What we did is we had quarterly corrective
action meetings with site directors to go over
deficiencies they had, how many they had, the age of
those deficiencies, and kind of get some commitment at a

I'1
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as to what the site director or his people

vere going to do about correcting those. The meetings,

if  you will,

past.

or interaction, that had not gone on in the

mentioned that in the context that TVA was

looking to shore-up this corrective action program.

Q

who?

> O >» O

That would be between the site directors and

Site directors and me and both staffs.
What do you mean by both staffs?
Ry staff and the site directors’ staff.
Would typically be represented?

Audit personnel, line personnel that had

that corrective action items.

C

So you'd go over these item by item and have

everybody there that represented each itez?

A

Not necessarily item by item W'd go over

the ones that maybe were older, determine the ones that

were more serious. We did not got over each item, no.

Q

Okay. Approximately how many items did you

go over at those meetings?

A

0

>

> QO

It wvaried from site to site.
Two, ten, 100, 10007?
Closer to ten probably.

Ten.

| said closer to ten. | mean closer to ten

SMITH REPORTING AGENCY (615) 267-0989
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than 100.

So, ten, twenty, something on that
neighborhood?

Yes.
a About how many people tot ahd attend
each of these meetings?
A It varied, depending on the meeting and

location, sometimes a dozen or two, depending on the

site.

Q Are these meetings still going on?

A r don't know. | believe they are.

Q When were they started?

A They were started during my tenure as
director of quality assurance. r don't remember the

specific time.

Q Approximately?

A Knowing what my tenure in quality assurance
was, you probably know approximately when they started.
0 You probably know that better than I, so

maybe you could kind of give us your best guess.

A M best gues$l guess would probably be in
early '85. That's my guess.
0 Early '85. Did they continue until, to the

best of your know edge, when?

A | just told you, | think they're continuing

SMITB REPORTING AGENCY (615) 267-0989
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1 Now.

2 Q You said you weren't sure if they were

3 continuing now.

4 A That's correct. I'm not sure.

5 C So when are you sure they did continue to?
6 A They continued as long as | was there,

7 probably to the summer of '86.

8 Q So early 1985 to sumaer of '86, at least, is
9 a fair answer, from your personal knowledge?

10 A Approximately from early '85 to the summer
11 of '86. r wouldn't say at least, but just approximately
12 those tinme framens.

13 0 What r*' saying, at least, is they may still
14 be going on, but you're not personally sure?

15 A I'm not personally sure. | believe they

16 are, but I'm not sure.

17 MR- REINBART: Okay. Thank you.

18SI9D

19 IDIBD._-1gBJ»DN:

20 0 In your first interface with Mr. Kelly,

21 when he case to TVA, what kind of documentation or

22 information did you take to his at that point? In your
23 mnd, at what stage was the process? The answer, "|

24 think he came about January 17th,” which would have been
25 about a week later. | don't know when your first meeting

SMITB REPORTING AGENCY (615) 267-0989



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

was. Do you remember approximately when was the first
time you met him?
A He probably came the early or middle of the
same week as Mr. White cane; namely, the week of the
13th.
a Did he at any time indicate to you, at any
time not only if at that first meeting but at any time in
the process, did he indicate to you that the response
would concentrate a little bit more on the programatic
aspect of QA?
A To best of my recollection, no, sir.
Q Just for brief recollection and memory, |
think we have probably covered this back in Atlanta. The
review of the final technical responses that were going
to be put into the March 20th letter, were you involved
in that or were you out of the picture at that time?
A | was kind of getting out of the picture, |
guess. | had been -- Mr. kda y had been named the new
director of quality assurance. And during this
transition period, he had asked me to manage the audit
or gani zation, which was going through a corporate -
structaX, as well as the operations,; people.

| guess | was probably dill, you know,
providing some historical information to him. Tom

Burdette and Ray Newby and | vere probably ill

SMITH REPORTING AGENCY (615) 267-0889
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supporting on a coordination |evel.

*ma little foggy on what the difference
was. The process had been put into place in terms of
identifying people at the sites that were cognizant to
these areas.

There was a change in the overall
organization at that time, too. Instead of site, you
know, centralized type organization where the site
director or project manager had, you know, premiere
responsibility for what's going on at the site. Those
responsibilities were shifting back towards the )lvision
of ;,nstruction and Avision of clear Angineering.

So the people that were involved in

reviewing responses and signing off those r esponses,

changed a little bit. Those responsibilities shifted.
I'd have to think a little bit in terns of,
you know, how we supported Mr. Kellfy. I'm sure that if

he asked questions or asked for information or files or

what went on before, | think certainly it would be
provi ded, based on invol venent before. But | no | onger
had a responsibilty specifically for -- its kind of a

director l|evel responsibility to respond to that letter,
in coordinating a response.
0 If you were to look at the technical

responses, the attachments to that March 20th |etter,

SMITB  REPORTING AGENCY (615) 267-0891
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would you be able to recall having reviewed those before

they went out?

A | don't think r reviewed them before they

went out. | was involved in some of the earlier

responses that were being developed. Again, I reviewed

it as described by the engineering and construction

people, when the responsibility shifted.

| think | saw some of them.

I wasn't

signing off on them A review being a critical

evaluation, | wasn't concurring on them

or anything.

VW were really relying on people that had

responsibility for that area or that were managing the

corrective action program in that area to respond to

specific concerns.

I think Mr. Kellpy was providing, his

associates were providing the benefit of their industry

experien:e and saying, hey, the way you're doing material

traceability is acceptable. And it was

just a

professional, judgmental opinion difference between NSRS

and/e, ivision of 'uclear)gineers

0 Is it a fair characterizati

as doing it.

on to say that

those individual TVA employees that were, that signed as

lpreparing the individual technical responses, were in

fact, primarily responsible for the wording of the

response with Mr. Kell y's review and approval?

SMITH REPORTING AGENCY (615)
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A | that's that's probably a fair statement.

c Okay. I'm not sure exactly, r don't recall
exactly how the workings of that went?
A As 1 recall, the work people were preparinc
responses. They were asked to, you know, be sure that
they knew what was in there and that they were going to
stand behind it.

r, Kell. , of course, had to make an
overall recommendation to M. White in terns of what. in
his nmind and in his judgement, waiﬂresponsible.

0 Do you recall Mr. aeoren ever conveying to

you his inpression of what the NRC s qustion in the

January 3rd letter neant?

A No, neot really. Be may have, but | don't
recall.
Q Do you recall ever having a discussion with

Mr. Burdette regarding his activities at WattL Bar, going
over the employee concerns that had been referred by NSRS
with respect to a great number of them noncomplying

relating to the bullet, if you wL:1?

A " can't renenber specifically Tom Burdette.
What happened there vas Tom Burdette and Bay Newby

decided we needed, when we got these matrixes in, that we
really ought to look into those, because the NSRS people

were living at the site, they perceived employee

SMITB REPORTIIG AGENCY (615) 267-0989
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concerns, and they were, understandably, t think, one of

our per.pectives was that you hear so many questions
raised, that sonehow that may colour your perception,

maybe | eaning towards the |eft.

So we decided to look at those. And Tom
Burdette and Ray Newby hel ped pull together a team of
people to go up there. Tom Burdette and Day Newby were

up there at the time and they had a chance to look into

sone of them in detail.

| remenber when the information was brou.ht

back. Wien the team eval uations were brought back, |

spent several hours going over them

r think there was consensus. r don't
remember specifically what Tom Burdette said or Pay Newby
said or what | said. But | think based on the
information that was written down by the independent
people we picked to go out and look at it, perhaps by Tom
or Pay, that some of those didn't seem to have any

connection at al. Some of them were very remotely

connect ed.

| guess my general recollection of that
di ggi ng through sone of that stuff, whneh we felt
better if you will, that NSRS s position was less
wel | -founded. | felt nore confident that, hey, you know,

-.ywere kind of reaching and stretching, and sone of

SM TH REPORTI NG AGENCY (615) 267-0989
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those things were, you know, very remotely connected.
r felt better after reading thee. It was
kind of a reassuring thing for me to go over. And r
think tt was also true for Ray and Tom. But | don't
remember them specifically saying that. It's highly

likely that they may have.

0 Do you recall forming an opinion or know ng
whether or not the results of Burdette's and Newby's
efforts were appropriately factored into the individual
technical responses Ahat were attached to the leter?
A I .. think they 3yre factored in. r
think we docunented the results of our review, it was
again, in a sense of this is something that p: ovi ded an
overall justification that woul d be available for the NRC
to look at if they want d to.

| do4 t think they werre' factred in That

information was kind of a parallel in-addition-to type

effort. It was additional surtty, if you wll. If it
was clearly in conflict with sonmething we wote, it would
have been, it would have bee.i factored in. My

recollection was that it reaffirmed what we wrote.

0 Do you recall directing Burdette or Newby or
you yourself apprizing the individual preparers of the
technical response, the results of Nevby and Burdette, of
BuiLLtte a reviews? /

14
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A We nmay have, but | don't recall

specifically. 4W  (aM/tci .
ZI4 ki | 7+C f, M4 fAN4- rp
MR ROBI NSON: Do you have anythingc' ’s
MR. aCRPHY:  Yes. 4-]
£ABJIBATIXON

DL.8.. fIDY:

Q W' ve have been working on this fcr a few
nmonths now, and we've heard from just about everybody in
TVA the fact that NSRS presented their perceptions to
Conmmi ssi oner Assel stine, and at that point in tine,
really didn't have a whole lot of supportive
documentation for the perception.

Bow did you arrive at this conclusion that
they weren't able to cone up with any docunent ati on which
kind of says that, nost people said that the NSRS
prrceptions were very vague, weren't well - supported,
weren't wel | - docunent ed.

According to a schedule given us by TVA -
A A schedul e?

0 A schedul e. It's actually a chronol ogy of

,events leading up to the March 20th letter.

A March 20th?

0 Yes, the response.

A | thought it was the 26th, but | guess it's
t he 20th.

11
17
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Q Okay.

A This chronology indicates that some decree
of pressure was put on NSRS to back up your -- to put a
or shut up type thing. They came up with the conclusion
that the employee concerns -

A Well -

C Let ne finish. These employee concerns, in
their view, supported their contention that in view of
testinony from Mr. Whitt in his view on February 4th when
all this stuff surfaced, he was of tne opinion that their
conte"tion was supported.

Now, M. WVhitt is not at this point in time
saying that idea that they were not in compliance with
Appendix B was supported. M. Whitt says that each
individual's perception of the welding issue, the
instrument line, were supported by the employee concerns.
They were very specific. They give requirements.

Let me show you some of this stuff.

A Can | say one thing?

0 Yes.

A You're getting into something that | didn't
say before. In reviewing the employee concerns and
documentation, | said that there were some, they were
just very vaguely connected aspects. it's  true that

there were some others that were directly connected.

SMITh RePORTING AGICY ((615) 267-0989
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| think the point t tng, is there anything
new that maybe is not already known or has not already
being worked on and recognized and the response had
already been prepared and the information to NSRS had

already been sent.

| guess what | was trying to say before is
that there did not seem, to ny recollection, any
surprises beyond things we had already known.

Q Ckay. It appears from what we've been told,
that in response to questions from us, that the evolution
of the technical reviews, we asked TVA to supply us with
all drafts and whatever they had and an evol uti on of
these things.

If what they've sent us is correct, and |
assume that it is because ;here's a lot of work that
went into it, all these drafts seem to have evolved at
some point in time with respect to employee concerns,
which when we look at them, a very high percentage have
been substantiated by your staff, | would hope your
staff, because r don't think they were done by NSRS but
were done by your staff.

They're very specific. But when you qo
through these reviews, you go from what was a very
specific issue to a very, very general statement in your

corporate position on each of the issues.

SITH REIPORTING AGINCY (615) 267-0989
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Youve already said that you don't know that
‘these things were even factored in
A Well, | said that w« did, we did the review.
(Okay. We were trying to get an answer back 3 PC.
There was more information coming on a continuing basis.

The target, if you will was always novi ng.

So what we were trying to do was look at the
addi tional information as it was coni ng in. \Very
frankly, even as Mr. Brown said in his letter, employee

concerns are being reported, and then they have to be

evaluated and corrected.

A lot of these things had not been e.s
line management'sAreponse  p - l.,n ero_ after
corrective action had been taken. Some of them are
probably il to this day being corrected. | think
they've all been evaluated and r think corrective action
plans have been, within a few nonths ago, developed.
Corrective action was ongoing.

What I'm saying is, at that tine they may
not, they may have been reported. But to say they were
substantiated and evaluated would pe stretching it a
little bit.

Tell me -

A Considering the schedule we were on to try

and respond.

SMITR RePORTIG AGENCY (m15) 267-0989
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C Tell me what this neans to you. That's a
summary of NSRS perceptions in regard to the welding
program Do you know who prepared those docunents?

A In there a cover sheet on this?

a It's all part of the packet, the evol ution
of technical responses.

A Was it early in the stage or late or what?

You' ve given ne sonething out of context.

|"'m going to say that that's the very first
docunent in each of these packets. | woul d assune that
that was the factor that was -
A Are you tal king about the enployee concern

docunent s?

C Yes. From your chronology it indicates
that sonewhere around February is when these were given
to you.

A We probably had a person that was

responsi ble for working on al t he wel di nq i ssues.

Let nme point out that each particul ar

percepti on, NSRS perception, has a sheet like this
included in it. Bave you seen these docunents before?
A I think | probably have, yes. What was your

question again?
0 Who prepared that?

A I don't know.

SMITH REPORTING AGENCY (615) 267-0969
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r mean is this sonething that Newby and
Burdette and his group |ooked at in enpl oyee concerns?
A | think it is In other yards, when they
went down and Icoked at the employee concerns that NSRS
had matri vin each of these areas, they probably took
some detailed notes on each employee concern. This | ooks
to me like a sunmary of those detail ed notes.

r don't know who specifically prepared it.
But it looks like a summary of those reviews.
a Let me ask you a question. Whose idea wes
it -- i1i'mgoing to be frank with you, we've been told
that was your idea

Whose idea was it to go from very a specific

to a very, very general corporate position on each of

these perceptions?

A Very, very general?

C Ri ght .

A I don't know.

0 They surely don't address the gpecifics that
-were in report. In tact, many of them aren't even

nentioned in here.

A Well, r don't know particularly that it was
my idea. | don't know who set the stage for whether that

was a general or a very detailed response

The thing that we wanted to do, though, was

SITB REPORTING AGENCY (615) 267-0969
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to be sure that we had the information so that NPC could
review the basis for that response. That seemed to be

the important thing.

0 Based on that, there was no requirement, in
your mind, for any specific issue to be addressed and

substantiated and to be included in your corporate

position?
A I don't know that | thought of that specific
guestion. What we looked at was the -- let me kind of

give you what | think was the thought pattern at that
time. We had a welding program, a big welding program,
going on at Watts Bar. There was very little additional
welding going on.

That welding program was supposed to look at
all the employee concerns that were raised, the
substantiation of the corrective action necessary for
those.

That seemed to me to be what was important,
what the effect of the program was going to have, what
ithe effect on the plant that was going to have. We
weren't in a position to try and preempt or prejudge what
the results of that major effort were going to be.

There was no intention to withhold
information. If there was an intention to withhold

information, we would not have kept all the

SMITH IRPORTING AGENCY (615) 267-0989
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NSRS, was the basis for their perception.

A | guess we said that we had a program,.
employee concern program and we had a welding

program that was looking into both the employee concerns
end the concerns in that specific area, and they were
going to be fixed.

We were taking corrective action, you folks
were signing off. You folks were familiar with them A/tw
making presentations to you on the welding program in
Washington all along. You knew how that was evolving,
that that information had been coming through other
channels, licensing channels.

There's certainly no - r don't think
anybody ever thought of supression of information or
anything like that. It's just a matter of how much do
you try to put -- you look at al the facts and you try
to make a judgment and then you make the information
availabIeAS?hat NRC can verify, do sume verification, and
either agree or disagree with that specific area.

0 First off, Mr. Mullin, I'm not even
isuggesting to you that you or anybody else was maybe
supressing anything.

A I'm not saying you are.

0 What I'm asking is, it also doesn't appear

that there was a conscious effort to iNncorporate the

S___ REPOIRTING AGENCY (615) 267-O 89
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documentation. we would not have gone out and sought it,
would not have asked people to prepare it. And we even
gave instructions on what they should have available in

A
case you-all wanted to |ookAit.

But | think how much you put in the
response - again, don't forget, what iSRS gave us was a
line item. Wha we were trying to do in a very short
time frame was to give you our best judgment on an
overall question on that line item.

| think Mr. White has said in his letter he
was going to be continuing to |ook at these things. So
that plus having all the documentation available for you
to review, | think is adequate.

But | don't ever remember specifically
deciding that were going to try and address every
specific item, concern, that was raised or make just a
general response. | don't know where that decision was
made or even how it evol ved. It may just evol ved. But |
idon't ever remember any specific discussions or decisions
being made.

Was there not any consideration for what
level one of these employees concerns would have?
'‘Because there was a very high number substantiated that
way, that at sone point in tine we don't address that

specific employee concern, which, in fact, according to

SMITH REPORTING AGENCY (615) 267-0989
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the data obtained during employee concerns into either

executive summary.

I's it your interpretation that as long as
you had the documents available, that the NRC could core
in and look at any tine if they had a question they had
that would be addressed there?

A Sure, yes.
0 It wasn't your intention to put that in

there in all cases?

A No. | think we were trying to shoot for
something, trying to get something that was readable,
going at the level that it was going, and then put in a

lot of detailed information for i nspectors who wanted to

look at it.
Ckay
5SWNANDAN
DY...BB.zN t
0 Did you say that was not your decision as to

what to include and what not to include in the format of
these?

A Oltimately, no. What we probably did
starting off, based on the bullet items that we had and
the work we did the night of the 16th of January and the
information we had at the time we were developing these
responses, the information was dill, from NSRS in

SMT RERGUNXG (615) 267-0989
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mid-January, was still very general.

So you start oft down the track of trying ftc
pull together the response to that very general bullet
ite.- and get as much information as you can out of KSS
while you're pulling together that response.

And tben, you know, you think you've got the
thing laid out and responded to, and then, you know, a
whole new set of information comes in and those folks are
still working on employee concerns. Which is fine.

You don't necessarily go back and revise
your response. You go and look at the new information
that's coming in simultaneously and say, is there
anything in there that we're not already aware of, we're
not already covering in some other program?

There has to be an end point somewhere. We
did do that. We went out and we looked at it in
parallel, sent a team out. We didn't have to do that.

In tact, r think they were asked to say, hey, you know,
give us what you have and then we're going to respond to
it.

But the NSRS fol ks kept sending thi ngs in.
Which is fine. Anything that can contribute to it is
fine. But if you're going to try and get an answer back
to Mr. Denton at a certain point in time -- you've got

the lob, we had the job of trying to look at what else

SMITH REPORTING AGENCY (615) 267-0989
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was coring in, and at the same time, get an answer out.

And | guess the way we thought to do it was

tc, rather than to -- if a guy pulls up at the last
=inute on the 4th of February with 21 new issues, we've
already got an executive summary up and already got the
tiilng looked at, then you look and see if there's any
gross inconsistencies and go out and pull together some

documentation.

| don't know when we would have gotten the

response out. So -- he we should have just waited and

4
waited and waited. | don't know. That's a ju#dment
call. But we fet there was some need to get a response

« back to NRC. And if that response turns out to be
Iincorrect, you can always go back and write another

letter.

| think we said that we had ongoing programs
in welding areas, instrumentation, 4asenine. area. |
think we all agreed on those as the result of other

meetings. The employee concerns, all those thing were

sent to you folks.

f zABNz6TI DJ
BD. 8. . B8. D1m
0 If the chronology is correct that TVA gave
us, 1'm sure a lot of work went into it, so it's probably
accurate.

SMITH REPORTING AGENCY (615) 267-0989
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rf your first draft vwas done 1/24/8€, that's
in January, which is in essense before these particular
itess were given to you. And if you go through this
thing, there's very little difference between what
happened on 1/24 and what's on your final analysis.
There's been a lot of work in the wording, but there's
basically very little difference in the final response

from the initial response. This was well before M.

Kelley arrived on the scene.

A Which one is well before?

Q 1/24.

A He was on the scene r think about the 14th
or 15th.

0 | think about the 17th.

A Re was on before the 17th.

MR REINRART: When did be take over as CA
director?

THE WITNESS. | don't remember. | think
January or February.

These things were already underway,
BV 34gh ¥
A They had already been developed, right.
iO In other words, vwhat ve're saying is that
unless it had some really significant issue, a employee

concern/that was substantiated, it wouldn't have been

SMITR REPORTING AGENCY (615) 267-0989 d
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incorporated into the final summary?

A r'd say that's correct.

C Do you know whit the threshold was for
incorporting substantiated things into the final suma=ary
was? Who determined the really significant issues? who
was the person who ultimately decided what would go in
and what would not go in?

A | think, again, the person that had the
responsibility in the area would be the one that would
make that judgment.

a Did you give a copy of the results of the
Newty or Burdette review to the people who were preparing

a response so that they were aware of what they had come

up with?

A This sheet here, for instance (indicating)?
Q Yes, the document there.

A | think the people in the areas aready had

copies of the employee concerns. They were trying to

develop a welding program that was basically developed to

address employee concerns.
| don't remember specifically if each took a

package and gave it to the welding guy or if he already

had it. r think it's safe to assume that he already knew
of these concerns. (;4", v A3 D)
0 Would he be aware of what other folks

SMITH REPORTIING AGENCY (615) 267-0989
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thought were substpantated and untubstantiated without
giving him those things?

A | don't think we made the judgement as tc
whether it was substantiated or not. | think that
judgment was on the basis of what was reviewed in the
files. Of course, | dLdn't have the people out there,
Mr. Rurphy, thrt were necessarily pe(elding expercl

As a technical man, he went through and

said, hey,- say, we had a welding guy. Raybe he had

some knowledge of welding. He looks at the basic concern

that 1.SPS had, the summary. He looks at these things and

makes these statements, but does not address the basic
issue of the concerr r.ll concerns are considered
substantiated. That's probably based on work other
people did, and he was just making up a tally based on
the extent that this evaluation had gone along already.

Now, 21 of the concerns, 12 of the 21
concerns are considered substantiated. Someone in the
welding, per se, had done that evaluation and

substantiated |t . SO he would be aware that it was

substantiated and be would be aware when he was dr afting

that executive summary in response on welding.

What we were trying to do was to make a
judgnent that's kind of a tally, really, is there

anything new in here that weve got to say, all stop,

SM TH REPORTING AGIXCY (615) 267-0989
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ssm.ary is wrong or there's a brrnd n(e situation here

that we were unaware of.

B~t r ftet comfortable that the 12 of 21
that were szstantiatedy., he welding project guy. the
g~y that's got that corrective action program, is aware
of those. Me may have confirmed that, | don't renecter
specifically. Be would be the oan that rsbstantiated it.
Be would be the one that evaluated t hem
Q One ot her thing, because don't know what
the threshold would be for includin , one other concern
that MBRS addressed is ecor poo quality. That's

pretty broad in nature.

A ' glad you said that. That'swhat we're
dealing with.

C There's one very specific issue in here that
I want to talk with you about. | don't know uach about

what goes on at TVA, but with respect to this particular
i ssue, | have some knowledge of.

RB. HORPRY: Why don't we take about a

five-mnute stretch here.

(Short break.)

LtZMDIAI X350
3YD...Bgglg:
C This is Records of Poor Quality, and it
refers to 1?7-85-770-002. It includes 11 ot her concerns

SMITf  REPORTIee AGCICT (615) 267-0989
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inclLding 1-485-021-105. The issue is welder

certification cards for falsitfyin docunents.

"ti pact:

Effective qualificati on without

objective evidence to support factors involves veldir.

be conducted by qualified welder.

Action taken: Stop work order

22nd of Rarch '85, which identifies a wel der

respect to accuracy and adequacy of

~certification program as having soe concerns with

record I CR i-277

position under which, in March of '85  document all,

obtain resolutions of indeternm nLte conditi ons.

An indepth review of the welder

certification program has been

that the existing program was sufficient but

been a breakdown in inplenentation.

ioarmed and i ndi cat ed

there has

tc

was issued on

The procedure for wel der qualification has

been revised since 26th of August 1985, require reference

docunentation to meet qualifications.

been conducted for welding engineering inspection

personnel under

el ding qualification enroll

initiated on 28th of August,

the revised procedures.

qual i fications were questioned.

o

Retraining has

progras was

1985, with 537 wel ders whose

the 1,008 tests administered, there were

12C wel ders with one or nore coupons rejected.

SOITH

tRPORTING AGENCY (615) 267-0989
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performed by welders was questionable. Qualifications to
be evaluated through reinspection program. A separate
program is also in progress to review total line program.

Expected outcome: Corpletion of the above
action should result in the acceptable system for
maintaining welder qualification. Results of the reviews
and reinspection need to be evaluated to interpret
effectiveness of the action statement."

Is that a significant issue?

A Is it a significant issue?

0 Yes.

A Yes, | think it s

Q TVA issued a stop work order; is that
correct?

A I think they did.

QO can guarantee that they did. Was this

issue resolved, to your know edge, at the time the March

20th letter was submitted?

A Was it resolved?
Ré@solved. | understand -- there's several
inadequacies about this write-up, by the way. | mean

it's accurate as far as it went. But beyond this point,
ithey agreed, actually the 120 welders that were
unqualified were given some training and given a chance

to retest; right?

SPITH REPORTING AGENCY (615) 267-0989



1 A | believe that is correct.

2 C That's correct. Of the 120 that missed it

3 the first time around, 37 couldn't qualify the second

4 time around. TLare is

5 A Are you telling ne that?

6 Q r'rm telling you that. You don't know that?
7 A | don't remember that for a fact.

8 Q Do you remember a large percentage of

9 lwelders flunking the first test?

10 A | believe you just told me that, too.

11 Q Do you remember that?

12 Maybe r'd better ask you, were you involved
13 in the program at all at the tine? Wre you the QA

14 manager throughout 19857

15 A Yes. Let me explain a little bit what being
16 QA manager in 1985 meant. We bad, prior to my assuning
17 that position, a very centralized QA function. It was

18 under the general nmanager at Knoxville. r think it was
19 lcalled the Ofice of Quality Assurance.

20 And prior to ny arrival on the scene, TVA
21 deci ded they would have a nore decentralized managenent .
22 People would be responsible, the site director woul d have

23 jresponsibility for his site.
24 Re procured, if you will, owner/operator

25 concept services, he procured engineering services, he

MIZTH itPORBNG AGEMICY (615) 26MO9I69 "9



1 procured construction services from the supplier, TVA

2 suppliers of those services.

3 The QA function, as director of Nuclear

4 Qual ity Assurance r had responsibility for overall

5 policy, interpretations, regulations and trying to get an

S overall program pulled together.

7 With respect to implementzion.-be

9 implementation 6fark in the operationsA gb.,; | 4d WrV
10 the construction area, the construction inspectorsovjWe,
11 construction auditorsr-.p worked for QA organization in
12 t he vi si on of cuclear Anstructi on.

13 The engineering auditors, the engineering

14 1 spectors, if you will, implementators, worked for the
15 irector of nineering. They did not work for the

16 /| rector of Cclear ality surance.

17 So while | had sone programatic control and
18 operations quality assurance control, | did not have

19 control of the construction area, a direct

20 responsibility, or in the design area. | bad influence
21 "but not control.

22 so | think that gets to your question a

23 little bit in terms of what my involvement in the welding
24 issue was.

25 Q WEell, would not an issue like this been

SMITB REPORTING AGENCY (615) 267-0989
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raised to your level, even though it's a construction
issue? That particular site does involve a nuclear site,
would' nt it?

A | should be aware of it and concerned about
it. But the people that were responsible for fixing it
and the people responsible for, you know, the person that
woul d get the check for letting it happen, would be in
construction and construction quality assurance.

Q Okay. That's fine. Would you accept that"
this is a very significant issue?

A | have alread said that. You asked me if it
was significant and | said it was.

Q All right, If it had not been resolved
totally at the time that corporate position was prepared,

should it not have been included as an issue?

A In the records position?

Q Yes. Well, that's bow it's addressed, isn't
it

A Not necessarily. | think that would
probably be -- | would, you know, off the top of my head
and it having been some time, | would say that's probably

an item for the welding area as opposed to the records

ar ea.

And we've already kind of talked a little

bit about the welding program that's underway and the

SMITH REPOTING AGENCY (615) 267-099
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Isubsequent steps being taken.

| believe welder qualification and testing
was part of that welding program as opposed to, this is

opposed to records being of poor quality, Mr. Murphy.

The records of poor quality, the things we
addressed in here cane about as the result of sone, |
believe, as the result of some specifics that the NSRS
poi nted out and tried to pin down to specifics, concrete
records. Those are some of the things that Stone 6
Webster specifically checked when they were at Watts Bar,

how we batched our concrete, how we kept the tags and so

forth.

I would assume that that welding thing would
be, the welding qualifications and things would be more a

part of a welding concern than a records concern. It's

got a foot in both.

0 Well, | think it does also. It says here in
the summary, "There appears to be a problem of welder
certification records."”
A Oh-huh.
0 It doesn't talk about the welder
certification program. Ther€'s also a problem with that,
obviously.

And I'm wondering if in fact this is

something that a member of your staff or a person that

SMITH REPORTING AGENCY (615) 217-0989 /
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you directed to go down and write this thing up, at least

the summary, why that would not be included in the

records section?

A | think I've just stated why. | think that
woul d include it tw ce. In the wel ding program you
worry about welding records and qualification records.
0 Do you remember what you mentioned about
that in the welding program?

A No.

Do you know how much it was addressed?

No, | don't. In your reading of the thing,
you indicate we did have a requalfication program, some
people passed, some people failed. There were actions
bei ng taken.

"R ROBINSON: Go ahead and flip back to the
welding program. Is that what you're saying,
it would have been addressed in?

THE WITNESS: [|'m not saying it would have
been addressed, but I'm saying | would have ezpected that
the welding corrective action -- what's wrong?

MR, ROBeNSON: I was going to turn to the
welding answer regarding the }]/20 letter.

THE WITNESS: I'm not saying necessarily the

welding answer would have addressed this, but the welding

program with at we put in place, | think the >**

SMITH REPORTING AGENCY (615) 267-0919
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should address it.

Q | think there may be one sentence in there
in the welding response that addresses that. But you
don't think it should have been included in records?

A In the records area, not necessarily.
Again, what we were focusing on, | think, trying to get
ispecific in the area, were some particular things that
NSRS had identified in the records.

MR. REINSART: This just talks about
program.

MR. MURPHY: Is there a particular...

MR. ROBZNSON: Wsell, the question was that
those particular employee concerns were part of the
matrix that were referred to you by NSRS as supporting,
in this case, the records section of the bullet. kay.

And Burdette and Newby took their team to

Watts Bar ana looked at the employee concern anc. wrote up

tnat summary. And that summary happened to be under the

records section, because it was referred to you under the

records section by NSRS.
And Mr. Murphy's question was, if it's a

signficant X..ding, if it's substantiated and a

signficant finding, why didn't it show up in the records

section and the records response to the March 20th

|etter?

SMITH 1ePORTING AGENCY (615) 267-0969



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

And | thought | heard you say, well, that
wouldn't necessarily be in the records response, it would

probably be in the welding response.

A I would assume that, | would think that's a
possibility.
Q That's why | was having you take a look at

the welding response to see if that particular issue was

mentioned in the welding response of the March 20th

letter.

A Is it? | don't know.

Q | don't know either.

A Youve probably read it more recently than |
have.

Q " Sevecal concerns have been expressed on the

welder renewal qualifications process at Watts Bar.

These concerns have been identified in the nonconformance

report addressing program discrepancies.” That's in
there. That's it. Do you think that's sufficient to

address that problem?

A well, considering the other information that
was given on these things and the awareness NIC had about
these qualification problems and the awareness they had
about our stop work; they vere aware of when we stopped
work and why we stopped work; they're aware of the

retesting proqgra; they're aware of the overall
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corrective action welding programs they're aware of the

;nonconformance report.

Q But the issue wasn't resolved at the tine?
A It was in the process of being resolved. A
lot of these issues weren't resolved at the time. It was
clear that, you know, talking aoout instrunment |ine

.Sslopes, or whatever you're talking about, a lot of those
,programs were in place to fix those things, M. Murphy.
"Many, many of them were not resolved, | would agree. But
there was action, they had been identified, some had been
substantiated and corrective action was in progress.

Q If you go through these things, and you can
go through them if you want, but you will find a very
high percentage were substantiated and a very low
percent, in many cases, none, were listed.

I think the original explanation that that
was necessary to connect to; is that what | understand,
it wasn't necessary in a connection between the renewal
program, FSRS employee concerns and the final stop?

A | don't think | said that. | think | said
we went out, that we vere developing a response on a
fairly short time schedule. The 5SRS was till sending
in information, unsolicited, you know, they were just
providing additional information. we were trying to look

and absorb that. We could've just said, hey, you know,
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the door is shut, we've gotten all the information we're
going to consider acd develop in this response. We
didn't do that. We kant looking and listening as the

stuff cane in.

Wiat |'m saying is that they went down and
looked to see if there vas anything new, anything
grievious that came up that we didn't already know about
and that wasn't already being covered by some of the
corrective action programs we talked about in these
executive summaries.

| think the answer was that, hey, there's
nothing really new there. Granted, some of them were
substantiated. But the substantiated ones were the tasis
for some of these. That's why we had some of these
programs.

It was more or less a, hey, is there
anything there that, you know, that changes the
conclusion, that changes the summary that we haven't
addressed, that's outstanding or that's new or different
or that will make this an inaccurate response.

And as | said, in the welding area, the ones
that had been substantiated, to ny knowledge, were
aready factored i6ntto ]Ehe welding program. That's what

.0olrc

established the-sse -and bounds of the program, some of

it, were these employee concerns.
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