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1 1 MR. ROBINSON: Okay. Let's go ahead and go

For the record, this is an investigative
2 on the record.

3 interview of Mr. H. N. Culver regarding certain

4 allegations of supression of NSRS information, and

harassment and intimidation of NSRS personnel.5

It's Tuesday, April 8th, 1986, 8:33 a.m.
6

The interviews are takin9 F:'.ce in the offices of the7

Nuclear Saf ety Review Staf f, , Tennessee Valley Authority,8

9 Knoxville, Tennessee.

Mr. Culver, would you please rise, if you ;

10 ;

11 would, and raise your right hand?
Do you solemnly swear that the information

12

to provide in this investigative interview
13 you're about'

the whole truth and nothing but the truth,
14 is the truth,

15 sc help you God?

16 MR. CULV ER: I do.

17 MR. ROBINSON: Thank you.

BARRISON N. CULVER,
18

being first duly sworn, .was examined and testified as19

20 f ollows

EXAMINATION
21

22 BY MR. ROBINSON:

A little bit of background. Could I get
23 0

for the record, pl ea s e , give me your f ull name?24 your,
(

25 A Harrison N. Culver.

SMITH REPORTING AGENCY (615) 267-0989
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s.. l' O And your residence address?
-

~

2 A
| J.-

g.# , .

3- -0 - And your residence phone number? -

4 A s

5 0 What is your current employment,: Mr. Culver?-

6 A As of today, I'm working , der.a contract

7 with Tvj. __ . . .

8 0 And --

9 A The contract basically ends today.
.

10 0. Are you a self-employed consultant, is that

11 the description?

'

12 A Yes.

I 13 0 Is your office your residence?

14 A Yes.*

15 0 You work out of your residence?

16 A Yes.

f17 0 I understand you are a f ormer employee of

19 TVA?

19 A Yes.

20 0 Could you say what was -the date you. first

| 21 became employed with TVA?

22 A I first became employed with TVA in
|

23 September, 1950. . ,

24 0- Okay. And could you please kind of go

| 25 through your career?
L

,%

b;}0 d404'
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1 A Do you' need more specific than-that?

- 2- Q Nell, just the general divisions and

3 branches that you've been with and the general periods of

4 time as you've --
.

5 A Nhen I first came to work for TVA in-1950, I

6 worked in the Design Division. I do.. c remember the

7 exact name in those days. In those days, I was a civil

8 engineer. I worked in the structural Steel Branch. I

9 worked there from about 1950 to 1953.
.

10 In '53, I went to Oak Ridge. I was one of

11 several people selected to go to the national labs to get

12 training, orientation in nuclear energy business.

13 -I went out on a loan basis for one year.

14 That one year ended up being probably about fifteen

is years. When I went to Oak Ridge, I worked for the TVA

16 research staff, which came out of the office of Power.

17 Now, I've used these names. Back in those days, they may

18 have called it something different.

19 0 Okay. So, from 1953 --

20 A From about '53 until '65, I worked at ORNL

21 in various types of jobs, all of which I was with the

22 research staff and later on I was transf erred to the'

23 operations group when the operations group ran the -

24 experimental gas-cooled reactor. If you want me to, I

.

25 can go into.what I did out there.

AMTTH DPDADTTNG ACPNOV ( 61 %) ?A7-AQA4
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l' Q Just briefly, if you would.
'

i

-2- A Okay. From '53 to '60,-just roughly, I was

3 on assignment with' groups at ORNL. Most of that time, I

4 worked in a- saf ety group where~ we evaluated reactor

5 projects, paper studies or whatever you want to call

6 .them, a wide range of things. Ne. worked on anything from

i

7 the NS Savannah to the homogeneous reactors, the

8 gas-cooled reactors.

9 Peach Bottom, we did some review of the

10 gas-cooled reactors in Peach Bottom. In ORNL, we did a

11 lot of technical review f or other people. As part of the

12 safety group, I participated in- a lot of those studies.

13 And in about '60, I believe, when TVA did

14 get an operating contract f or the gas-cooled reactor,'

15 'thther than working for ORNL, I again worked direct):- for
,

16 TVA in that time period. .I was in charge of all the ,

17 saf ety studies f or the . gas-cooled reactor. My boss in ,

18- those days was.old Jessie Ebersol.

19 Q Jessie Ebersol?m

'

20 A Yes.

'
21 0 Okay. And in '6S?

i

22 A Okay. In '65 when the gas-cooled reactor

23 closed, I was transferred to Chattanooga, and I forget.'

24 the name of the group, it was part of the Power
4 ,

25 organization, and I worked down in Chattanooga for about

l~

j CVTPM DrDADTTUC hCOMPV ,K1C) Ss7.6000
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1 four months, and then I resigned from TVA and went to
,

( ,,
2 work for the AEC.

3 0 In what capacity were you working in

4 Chattanooga in Nuke Power, in an engineering capacity?

5 A Most of the time that I was down there, it

2
6 was a very short time period, I was basically working on

7 safety analysis reports. In fact, I was in charge of

8 putting together the preliminary safety analysis report

9 for Browns Ferry. Most of that time I was out of GE. I

10 think the last thing I had impact on was just the

11 beginning of the tech. specs, and I went to work for the

12 AEC in Oak Ridge.
*

13 0 Okay. You..left TVA in what year?

14 A I believe it was about '65.

15 0 About '65. Okay.

16 A Plus or minus. I don't, I don't remember

17 the exact date, but I believe it was around '65.

18 0 And you went to work for the Atomic Energy

19 Commission?

20 A Yes.

21 0 And how long were you with the AEC?
,

22 A Okay. I went to work f or the AEC in '65 and

23 left in January of 1980.

( 24 0 Okay.

25 A All that time was basically in the safety

CMTUt PPDORTTkM AOFNCY (615) 967-n9RQ
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1 division where we looked -- where we -- it was part of
(,
i 2 the AEC-program to look at the reactors under their

3 j u risdiction, - the ORNL reactors, the reactors in Puerto..,

4 Rico. We also looked at the safety of gaseous diffusion,

5 chemical f acilities, the whole smear. j'
'

6 Q So primarily from '65 to '80, you were

7 . involved in safety analysis with AEC?

8 A Mostly review of proposals, review-of new

9 f acilities that came along, audit of existing f acilities.

10 Pretty much the kind of thing NRC does for the private

11 reactors.

12 Q And .in January of '80, you came back to TVA?

13 A Okay. In January of '80, TVA wanted me to |i
i:

14 come back to work.for them, and offered-me the job of

15 Director of the Nuclear Saf ety Review Staf f, and I came

16 back in 1980.

17 Q Okay. Who was it in TVA that was

18 instrumental -- who hired-you? Who asked you to come.

19 back? Who was it?

20 A I don't know who was really instrumental.

21 The individual who called me on the phone was a man by

22 the name of John.Bynum. I think he was just really

23 acting for Bill Hillis, the General Manager.

24 Nhen I came over, I was basically
(

25 interviewed by Mr. Bonine, who was at that time in charge

9MTTH RFPORTTNn AnFNrY ( A 19) 7A7-OQAQ
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L1' of the_ office of Management Services. The reason-he'

2- interviewed me was that originally, they envisioned

3 putting the Nuclear._Saf ety Review Staff under Ernie:

4 Belvin in the Of fice of Health and Saf ety,- and the of fice
1

5 of Heal th and Saf ety was under the -Of fice of Management

6 Services. So, that's why Mr. Bonine interviewed me. I- ,

;r

7 was also interviewed by Bill Hillis'and the Board.-

8 0 Okay. The Nuclear - Saf ety Review Staf f h'ad !

9 been in existence a short time prior to January of '80, .1 ;

10 right?

'

.11 A (Nodding head affirmatively.)-

12 Q Who was the Director at that time?

13 A Mr. Beasley. I think the.y called him-Acting- '

14 Director. I don't know if he was Director, but I believe- i-

15 they put him in there until they could-get somebody
t-

16 full-time.

17 Q Okay. Okay. So,_in reality, you were the

18 first full-time Director of.NSRS?

f19- -A I believe so.

20 0 Okay. And how long were you.the' Director of

21 NSRS?
!

22 A Hell, from January '80 until, _I guess until-

'
23 . January of - -I think-it wa'-January 3rd of 'M5 that I-

24 retired. !

25 Q Retired. All right. 9 :,w soon ware it after' |
|=

- . . . - , , - - - , , , - . , , . . . ~ , , , , , , , , . . ,
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1 you retired that you were able to come back in a |,,
;.

2 consulting capacity?

3 A Okay. I, when I retired, my real ~ intention

4 was to work for a consultant in San Diego, a management

5 analysis company. In fact, I did go to work for them

6 during the months of January, February, March, April.

7 The nature of those jobs is they'll put you on the job,

8 and when youtfinish that one, you kind of go home and sit
,

9 until they get another one.

10 I sat home for about a month and I to.1d my

11 bosses if they couldn't pl ace me, I'd see if I could

12 place myself, and I just really didn't want to retire.

13 Q Okay.

14 A So, I approached, I asked, I knew Kermit

15 had, he was snowed under with all the things. I said,

16 "You know, Kermit, I could help you. "

17 And my own perception was that it took a

18 long time to get a contract, because I think there was

19 some, I don't personally know, but I think they had-a

20 hard time- figuring out whether they wanted to hire me

i 21 back or not.

22 O Why did you decide to retire f rom TVA if you

i 23 kind oE-wanted to keep in this type of work? -

-( 24 A Because I was under civil se rv ice , and I

25 passed the age of fif ty-five and I had thirty-five years

SMTTF1 DFpnRTTNO AnFNCY (615) 767-04R4 i
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r1 1 of service. And, as eay good civil service person knows,
.

2 after a-while, you feel like you're working for nothing.

3 I also really.did want to get into a variety of

4 -assignments, and -- j

5 Q Okay.

6 A It wasn't because, it wasn't because of any

7 desire particularly to leave TVA. I've always enjoyed
(

8 working f or TVA.

9 0 Okay. While .you, when you first came on as
.

10 the Director of NSRS, who were your immediate

11 subordinates?- Who was the, say, did you have an-

12 Assistant Director?
i

13 A Nhen I first came on, Mr. Beasley was still
,

14 there, and, so, he was retained' as Assistant . Director. I

15 can't remember if we called him that, but that's

16 basically what he was.

17 0 What was the organizational structure within [

18 NSRS at that time?

19 A The original structure was, I had an

20 Assistant Director, I had two, two sections or groups,

21 whichever you want to call them.. I don't really know

22 what it was bef ore I gut here. But within a few weeks, I
i

23 basically organized it so I'd have two groups. .

(', 24 Back in those days I perceived that what we

25 needed most to do was to examine the forms of the

SMTTH REPORTING AG ENCY (615) 267-0989
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, 1- organization and the operation of the plants. I formed 4

,

% 2 two sections. I call them sections, one which would

-3 primarily look at operations, and one that would look- at ,

4 design construction.

5 0 okay.

6 A Those sections were headed by what we call 1

7 i n TV A M-7 ' s . Mr. Beasley was an 8 and I was a 9.
*

8 Q- And who were the two section leaders?

9 A .M r . Whitt was the head of one section, the
. .

10 operations, and the, the original supervisor of the other

11- group was Mr. McConnell. Mr. McConnell was with the

~ 12 staff before I arrived.
.

13 0 How long was Mr. McConnell in place af ter -

14 you ar rived, approximately?

15 A I'm just guessing now. Four or five months.

16 0 And who took his place?

17. A Oh, I want to make sure the record clearly-

Mr.McConnell{/18 -indicates what happened.

19 [ )and I basically, I went back to Willis, I and-

20 said,[

21 f

22
, ,

. . _. _ . .

-

,_

23 So, I_went to Hillis and I said, "I would

( 24 like-to get rid of McConnell." I said, "I don't want to

25 fire him. -
m

.

'-
* v~- .-J.~...-._.a

*
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2'

3

4

I
5 When he left, I promoted Mr. Sinkule. Mr.

6 Sinkule had been a member of the operations group unJ0r

7 Hhitt. ,I promoted Sinkule primarily because he was the

8 best qualified person I had at the time.

9 0 This is Marvin Sinkule, S-i-n-k-u-1-e?

10 A Right.

11 0 You indicated that you went to Hillis when

I12 you had problems with McConnell

13 Has your reporting chain direct to Hillis? What was your

14 reporting chain?

| 15 A Adm inis t r a t iv e1y , I reported to Willis. The

16 Board always made it clear that I worked f or the Board.

17 From a practical standpoint, I didn't differentiate

18 between the two. If I went to Willis with a problem, we

19 would always discuss it with the Board.

20 0 Who was the Board composed of at that time?

21 A Okay. The original Board in '80 that I was

22 f amiliar with was, were the two Freemans, David and

23 Richard, and Bobby Cl ement.

~

24 Q Cl eme n t , C-1-e-m-e-n-t?
,

25 A Right.

d 1c ,40$i
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_1 Q _ Okay. -

'

,

- 2 A My memory is better than I thought.

3 Q Okay. When you first took over as Director..

4' of NSRS, had Gray Beasley come up with any internal

5 procedures and policies, written policies and procedures

6 for the operation of NSRS at that time yet?
|

'

7 A No. I

8 Q Did you do that when you came-in?-

9 A When I got there, my first question to

10 Beasley, what are your programs, what are you- doing. And

11 he said, you know, that they weren't doing anything. He

12 said they're waiting f or Hillis to tell them what to do.

13 I told him, well, if we got -to wait f or

14 Rillis to tell us what to do, we're in deep trouble, i

15 because Hillis doesn't understand the saf ety business.

16 It's not his job.

17 So, the'first thing I did was, I think I did

18 it in about f our or five weeks, because I wanted to get

.19 back to the Board and tell them what I was going to do.

20 .And we put together the f ramework of 'the -program, which

21 basically - said we were going to go out , td make

22" management-type reviews and special reviews, and-we were

23 going to do certain, we had a laundry list of things ws

- 24 were going to go.

25 0 You documented that and took it to Hillis,

eurmu e r n n o m , ur areorv <<,es a- ^^-a
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1

-~; I kind of showed him what -- ,

,

\- 2 A Mell, I documented it, really, for

3- presentation. I'll' be real honest with you. I can't

4 recall the date, but I was sitting-there presenting it to

5 the General Manager and the Board, and it was one of

6 those days when Gilinsky called Freeman about the

7 hydrogen problem at Sequoyah and it killed my meeting. I

8 mean, that kind of ended-the meeting, but --

9 0 And you never really got to get back to him?

10 A' Hell, I gave him the paper, and we, of

11 course, discussed that program on a number of subsequent

'

12 occasions.

13 0 How would you characterize both your

14 prof essional and personal relationship, if any, with'

15 Willis?

16 A I got along fine with Hillis. He had a, I

17 guess we had a pretty good understanding. At the time,

18 Willis, the way TVA was organized, Willis had lots and

19 lots of people reporting to him. I used,to kid him and

20 tell him when you go over to his office, it's like going

21 to the dentist, you had people sitting out in the lobby,

22 and you had to wait.

23 So, my basic understanding with Hillis was

( 24 that I would keep him inf ormed. I made sure he
;

25 understood what our programs were. If I had problems,

!
|

_ _ _

CMTTU DPDADTTNC AdrMPV (419) 947-0QAQ
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1 I'd get with him. But if I didn't have a _ problem, I

(~.2 2 wasn't going to run over there all the time and bother J'

3 him with a hunch of trivia. And I think he-appreciated

4 that whenever I did need to discuss something with him, I=

5 had no problems seeing him.

6 Q All right.

7 A In fact, I remember one time I tested it out ,-

8 when we had drill, and he was in a meeting, and I told

9 the secretary to get him out of the meeting, and no
.

,

I

10 prob 1'em. .

11 Q All right. Your project's, did you just kind

12 of self-initiate your projects at first or how, how was

/ -:
13 your work guided or originated?

14 A. Well, I believe it first started out when I
,

15 first got there, people were going down to the site and

16 kind of wandering around. And my perception was that, .

17- what they were doing, there.wasn't much payoff with it.

18 0 When you say " people," you mean members of

19 the-NSRS staff?

20 A Members of the staff. .

21 Q Okay.

22 A My feeling always is if- you' re going down to
'

23 the site,-you ought to know what you're down there f or,_

(, 24 you ought to understand what you're looking f or, you

25 ought to have a-specific reason to be there and you ought

CMTYU DPDADTTMC BCOMPV /K1R) OK7.OQAQ
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? not to waste their time down there.
, . .

So, what we, what we rapidly went to was2'

3 what I-call the old management reviews. The intent was

that we would go down, we'd concentrate on operations,4

initially, because my perception always is' that if you5

6 got an operating plant, you got one under construction,

you ought to look at the operating plant first.7

-So, we, as soon as we got what I considered
8

were the proper people to go out and make the reviews, we9
'

10 first started out with looking at the aux. power. He

11 looked at it from the top on down.-

12 Now, in the initial days, we had our choice.

He could sit around f or a year and generate a lot of13

pretty paper and programs bef ore we did anything, or else '14

I considered it would be more worthwhile that we would15
,

16 generate what paper we needed to go make a review.
He would then eventually use the background

17

paper that we used prior to going to make a review to18

eventually develop our programs, so that that's the basic
L 19

20 scheme we used.

During the first year would you have said,21 0

22 we have a f ancy paper that says exactly how we're going

I 23 to do everything?

No, we didn't.24 A
( ,

You didn't have formal procedures?25 0

SMITH REPORTI NG AG ENCY (615) 267-0989
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l' A- No, we developed those as we went along.
f. .,i
(.. 2 Q Nhen one of your staf f -- how dio one of

3 your staff determine that, say, a management review at

4 Bellefonte was a thing that you wante'd to do? Was it

5 normal that your staf f would come to you with suggestions

6 for projects, or would you go to them with them?
:

7 A No. I'd say back in the, back in the first

8 year, the wayEve -- the way we developed our program, I
,

9 can recall those first few weeks. I said to Whitt and
.

10 McConnell, I said, "Will you develop me a program and

11 bring it to me and we'll sit down and discuss it?"
5

12 Now, whether Whitt sat down with all his

13 people or whether he did it on his own, I'll be honest

14 with you, I don't remember.

15 He did, we did a little bit of that. As I

16 indicated earlier, I wasn't too successful in McConnell's

case y('
;

iI?

18_ j So that

19 during that first year, we really concentrated on

20 operations, although we had the two groups. And when

21 we'd go down to look at operations, we may have- used some-

22 of the other people out of -the other group. He did

23 borrow people back and f orth to get the job done. ;
*

i

24 0 Within the two groups of NSRS?
;

25 A Hithin the two groups.

SMITH REPORTING AG F N CY (6151 76 7 -n9 R4

i



. - . --

-

11-

l' Q- How many, approximately how many were on the
,

'

'
2 NSRS staf f when p04 first, the total staf f when you'

3 first --

4 A I think when I got here originally, there

5 were about twelve people, which --
'

6 Q Nas it divided up about six and six?

7 A Well, it was worse than that. I think three
.

8 of them were secretaries, administrative type, so, we

9 really didn't have -- the first year, well, I talked

10 about the fact that we got started on making the plans

11 for the reviews.

12 The first year, we made very, very few-
>

13 reviews. If you look at the chronology of what happened
.

14 in 1980, '81, '2, '3, so forth, the first year, bost of i

15 the effort was in staffing up, getting the people trained

16 to the point where you're satisfied that if they do go
17 out, they can do a meaningful job.

18 I believe the first. year, we made a few

is limited type reviews. He didn't make a management

20 review,- I don't believe until 1981. It took some time:to

21 get >urselves staffed up, geared up to do something.

22 O And when McConnell left,'was he transferred?

23 I mean, how, what happened with McConnell? '

( 24 A McConnell was placed over in the Nuclear

| 25 Engineering Branch of the Design Division,
l

CMTTU DPDADTTMC *FOUfV /K1C) Sti_ Anon
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1 Q Nas he satisfied with that or did he have-

,

2 any problem with that?

3 A I' think he was, I personally believed he was j. . ,

4 glad to get out of the NSRS, because he was, what I !
:

5 considered, he was -- he could make an important

6 contribution over in design, but he was a fish out of j

7 wat e r gy e r he r e ,/k
'~ ~ ~ ' ~ ~ " ~ " " ' ' " " ' '

~ ~ ' "5- . - . . . . . . _ , ,

f - ~ ... . .
" '

8
,

j

9 Q And was it Jim ~Murdock that took his place

10 or not?
!

11 A No, it was Mary Sinkule.

12 0 That's right, Marvin Sinkule. And--this --

- 13 was this group kind of known as the Technical Analysis
,

:.

*
14 and Review Group?

15 A No.

16 0 Give me that --

17 A. Back i n those days, they had the-two groups,

18 one dealt with operations, the other dealt with basically-

19 construction and design.

20 0 Okay.

L 21 A Theoretically. They were both really geared

22 towards making audits or appraisals, not looking at the
s

||
L, 23 details of designs. In fact, I didn't consider -- I

,

'

24 ought to mention when I first came and talked to Freeman, iL ; e' ,

25 one of the things he considered NSRS ought to do was get
1

.

I
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1 involved with- designing of the advanced water reactor.
f; .

2 And I told him flat out, I said, "This is

3 not the kind'of group that could do that. If you want to

4 do that, you ought to pick some of the best- designers you

5 got and let them go work with AE, dif f erent type of
t

6 people.

7 It's pure fantasy to take a group of twelve,

8 fif teen people, most of which :have never been designers

9 and have them design an advanced reactor. So, that kind

|
.

10 of ended that.

11- Q In your staf fing up, you were looking for

12 people with a saf ety analysis type- background, or how did

13. the people come to you?

14 A originally, whed we were making audits and
i

15 reviews, I was interested in two or three things, really. ,
| ''

16 I wanted to get the staff with some balance between

17 people who understood design, construction and ,

18 operations, I wanted some people who had some real hard

19 experience in going out and making safety reviews. I ;

20 also wanted to get a: f air mixture of people with

|| -21 experience.
'

22 That's why I staff ed the groups up the best

23 I could with what TVA called 6's, S's and 4's. An M-J is I:

24 a first level supervisor in TVA. Generally speaking, in(, ,:

25 - 7V A , you can be an M-5, if you've been working f or ten or |
i
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1 fif teen years. !.

,

2 Q Okay.

3 A So, I really wanted to get that kind of-
.-

4 balance. But, initially, when I joined the staff, the

5 staff was, except for Whitt, most of the people at that ;

6

6 time had come out of design. There were a scattering of
.

7 people out c0 operations. None of them had really done

8 any safety review.

9 0 What was the nature of your training of .

10 these people? -

11 A We had two kinds of training, really. One
'

' s our in-house training that we brought along af ter wei12

13 had the right kind of people in the group. After Mike

14 Kidd joined the gr$up, Mike taught a training course

15 within the organization.

16 He also relied very heavily on the EG&G

17 course out in Idaho that the DOE and NRC uses. I was

18 very f amiliar with that, because when I was out in oak

19 Ridge, Oak Ridge used to send their people out to that

20 -course. So, people took more of that accident

21 investigation course.

22 He tried originally to make sure we had, oh,

23 four, six people that we could run through that c o u r s e'.

24 Later on, we found it much more profitable to just bring
,

25 EG&G in down here f or- a week, and we just trained all our

1
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1 peopl e .,
..

2 Q So, you brought some people f rom in f rom

3 EG&G and just had training classes?

4 A Just did it right here. It varied from time

5 to time, but we always tried to make sure we had at leest-

6 one, when we v9nt out on a review, especially a bigger

7 review, at least one person that had that kind of

8 training. Eventually, there would be more than that.

9 0 In those early days when you were staf fing

10 up and doing a limited number of reviews, who were some

11 of your good perf ormers, producers on the staff?

12 A Well, I always considered -- of course, I

13 didn't differentiate. Back in those days, it's a little

14 bit different from more reccetly, Back in those days,

15 when you had a f ew people, everybody was out working,

16 supervisors included.

17 So that if we' re talking about a review in-

18 operations, Whitt might make the review, not necessarily

19_ all of them, but the big ones, he certainly would. I

20 always considered Whitt was good.

21 To be real ' honest with you, I did my best-to

22 recruit NRC people or DOE people who had been in the

23 business and had been making the reviews for a number of

( 24 years, not because of a swinging door, but because of the

25 practicality of lif e.

curmu oronomTuc ac cury (g1 R) 967 00A4
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1

1 If _ you got your chance of hiring somebody
!

2 that's been out making reviews for ten, fifteen years or

3 somebody_ that has never made one, I'd rather hire someone

4 with experience.

5 Ne went ~out and hired as many NRC people I

6 could that were, that we thought were good. The good

7 performers were certainly Whitt, Mike Kidd. I thought

8 Marv-Sinkule did a good job.

9 Back in the early days, we had a fellow we

10 hired f rom within TVA in the security business, a f ellow

11 by the name of Bailey._ He was excellent. Brantley was

12 good reviewer. Harrison was a good reviewer.- Paul

13 Border, Border had been_in TVA for years. I knew him out

14 'in Oak Ridge out at the gas-cooled reactors. He

15 understood operations inside out, he made an excellent

16 reviewer.

17- 0 Okay.

18 A I probably haven ' t,- Dick Smith, I hired him

19 from DOE. Dick's- expertise was health physica emergency

20 planning, and he had been making reviews out in Oak Ridge

21 f or -- I guess I had known Dick a good ten years out

22 there. They were some of our-best_ reviewers.

23 0 Okay. And these in the beginning were

24 basicelly what you call management reviews?

25 A It was a mixture. I wanted to, I wanted to

SMITH REPORTING AG ENCY (615) 267-09A4
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1 get the management reviews completed. Now, as I used to

2 tell the staff, if we made one in operations, we'd make

3 it f rom the top down through one cf the plants. I didn't

4 feel like we could afford the luxury of repeating that

sort of thing for all the pl ants.4

6 So, we rade one from the top down in

7 operations, including Browns Ferry. And when we did

8 that, in those days, health physics was so intimately

9 tied up with, we coupled that with the of fice of Health

10 and Safety, tneir radiological programs and emergency

11 pl a nning .

12 After we did that management review, we next

13 turned to make a management review of the Office of

14 Engineering and Construction. We did that f or the simple'

15 reason that, again, I wanted to be able to go from the

16 top down to see how the programs were going.

17 I also f elt like this is also a good way f or

18 those people who weren't f amiliar with how TVA worked to

19 get a better understanding of how TVA worked f rom the
7

20 people who ran these organizations. So, it's really a,

21 those reviews were really made f or two reasons. One, to

22 educate the staff, and the other to find out what was

*

23 going on.

24 Part of that was because I think I had only |,

25 been here maybe a month, and Richard Freeman said, "Tell

eurmu oronomTun scrurv talu ?s7-noRo
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| 1 me how TVA is perf orming.' I said, 'I'll tell you in

2 about a year," which really is about as soon as we really

3 could.'

'
.

4 Now, although we had the management reviews,
,

5 we did, we did also scatter'in whatever other type of

6 reviews we could make, or we felt had to be made. If
'

.

7 something happened down at the plant where it warranted

8 going and looking at a specific event or specific area,

9 we would go do those things, like when the control rods
'

i

10 went in in Browns Ferry, you know, if you're ever going

11 to look at something, you better look at .that.

12 Q When you completed these reviews in the

13 early part, was it a normal procedure f or you to condact

14 .nn exit interview with the plant people and give them the-

,

15 results of the --

16 A The normal procedure on any type of review,

17 whether it was a big ranagement review or the-others,

18 before you go down, you prepare what you're going to do,

19 you coordinate with the people, you have an entrance

20 interview, you have, you go do your thing, and you have

21 an exit.

22 0 okay.
.

23 A I guess in all fairness, I might say that in

i 24 some of the earlier ones, the plant peop1( weren' t all

25 that interested. On the smaller reviews, it would alvsys

CMTmu DPDADTTun ACPMFY IK1M 7 A 7.0 0 A0
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I be the practice, though, you would, when you lef t the

2 site, you would talk to the plant superintendent. If he

3 was tied up or wanted to designate somebody, they would

4 talk to somebody.

5 on the ennagement reviews, we treated them a

6 little diff erent because of the, they dealt with so many

7 things that, for example, when we had the, on those
,

8 reviews, you might spent several weeks in chattanooga,

9 you might spend several weeks at Browns Ferry, you might
,

10 come back and you might go down again.
*

11 So, you.might have what you call small

12 exits, but once we pulled all the stuff together, we went

13 down and had a sit-down session with al1 the top people

14 that were involved in chattanooga. That included at the

15 time I can recall not only the plant people but the

16 Division Director, I believe Hugh Parris even sat in on

17 that one.

18 0 When you came back and wrote up the results

19 of the review, to whom was a report addressed?

20 A Okay. Let me go back a little bit before

21 that.

22 0 okay.

23 A In the early days, I guess it was my thought

24 that when we completed a report, we would provide it to

25 the people down at the plant, or wherever it was

SMITH REPORTING AGENCY (615) 267-04A4
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I reviewed, in a draft form.

2 Now, this was a practice I ha3 1 ways
.

3 followed when I worked out of DOE. You give it to then

4 in a draft; you tell them to look at the factual part of

5 the report. If they want to, they can read the

6 conclusions, the recommendations. If they want to

7 comment on them, fine.

8 But I always used to tell people that I'm

9 really interested, have we misunderstood you, is there a
,

10 problem with the facts. I'm not really interested in

11 redefining the recommendations. . ..

12 If they got a problem with them, you know, I

13 don't mind hea ring about them, but not to expect us to

14 change those things drastically. I had done that at Oak

15 Ridge for years.

16 Ke initiated that on those first few

| 17 reviews. I did it f or two reasons. I f elt this would
|

18 build a little bit of _ improved relations with the people

19 in at the plant and so f orth. I also f elt like until I

I

| 20 better understood the capacities of the staff, I just as

i 21 soon not have reports that were f ull of lots of errors.
i

| 22 Our experience was that we got very few

23 comments back, which either meant that they didn't ca're
l .

24 to look, or else they didn't have a lot of problems. I(
25 eventually said that this is a wasted stop, because you

1
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1
|

1 sent them down, nothing would ever come back, so we j

|!
,

|

2 stopped doing it.
1

3 O So, you were not getting violent objections
;

ti

4 to your findings and that type of thing by the plant?

5 A No. In fact, I guess my own feeling was

6 that the line's position in those days was, "We will
b

7 respond to an official report, we don't care about your L

8 draft report.'

9 The other reaction I got was that the staf f
*

8

10 was doing a pretty good job, that there were very few
*

11 er'rors in the reports.' And so, I hao'a lot of confidence

12 in the people that were writing the reports.'

13 Now, I'll also say, because it will come up
4

14 eventually, before we put a report out, I used'to go

15 through them with a fine tooth comb myself, which I f elt

16 was my job. And, so, when we put a report out, we felt
,

17 pretty comf ortable about it.

18 0 okay. Who was the plant management at

19 Browns Ferry in those days?'

20 A Nell, I didn't mean to avoid your question.,

21 Where we sent them to?

22 0 sure.

23 A Eventually, we would send those reports 'to

24 the, if we reviewed the plant, we would sent the report

25 to the Division Director.

,
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.

1 0 The final report?
,

2 A The final report, you'd send it to the

3 Division Director. If you were reviewing, I guess if we

4 were reviewing something down in health physics, we would

5 have sent it to the office manager.

6 Now, I did change that. That's the way we

7 did it originally. Af ter a while, it dawned on me that

8 sending it to the Division Director, I was really

9 short-circuiting the top level management. They probably

10 didn't have that much knowledge of what wac going on

11 unless we had a problem.'

12 So, in particular, after they did some

13 reorganizing, I'd no longer send them to the Division -

14 Director, I'd send them to Hugh Parr'is, and I did that

15 strictly, because _under him was OA, as well as the line.

16 And if you got the problem in the line, you got a problem
,

i

17 with OA. So, the-only way you could get them both was to

18 do it that way.

19 0 And Hugh Parris was Nuke Power, right?,

20 A In those days he -- well, back early, he

21 headed up the of fice of Power, and then you would come

22 down under him several layers bef ore you got to the
|

23 nuclear organization. *

24 0 okay. Was there any type of an agreement,
t

25 was there ever an understanding on your part that you

eutmu oronomrun anruev ts t u os7-nono
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A should be sending, you should be sending these reports
i
, '

2 directly to the Board of Directors through a General ],

D

3 Manager or through a manager?.

,

h 4 A I probably should mention when we sent the

5 report out to the line, I would also, depending on the
,

6 nature of the report, I would also send a copy to the
,

7 General Manager of the Board. Any management review

8 which dealt with the organization, I'd also send it to b

9 General Manager and the Board. Reviews that I considered
.

10 they would probably be interested in, I would send-this
4

11 it to them.. - *

12 Some years, we, it doesn't sound like a lot,

. i
4 13 of reports now, but back in those days, it sounded like

14 quite a few. We might put'out thirty-five, forty

15 reports, and I didn't want to burden the Board with a

16 bunch of trivia, so I didn't send all the reports to
,

; 17 them.

18 But my recollection was, like all the other '

19 - types of the big offices, you had to send them a key

20 topics report. And then the key topics report, I would

21. always indicated those review activities we were involved

22 in in the report that had been issued, the ones that had

i 23 been issued. I'd 'give them a little paragraph, tell them
'

24 basically what'the report was about.(
25 I'd put in just enough to wet their

.
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j 1 appetite, so that they'd want to say, they'd want to call

*
2 up and say, 'I'd like to see that report.'

'
-4 3 0 How often did you have to send that key

4 topics report?

5 A Once every two weeks. '

8 6 Q Once every two weeks?
.

7 A Right.

8 0 But if I understand correctly, when you did

9 send the Board a report, it was copy, the main report was

10 addressed to the inspected activity or the --

11 'A Generally speaking, like if I had reviewed
'

12 something from Browr1 Ferry, I would send it to Hugh

13 Parris f or action. I'd, send a copy to the General

14 Manager and the' board if it fell in those categories for

15 their information.

16 Now, on some occasions, the report would

17 hardly be in the circuit before Richard Freeman -- I just

18 happened to have a meeting come up, Richard would say,

19 "Well, how did they respond?"

20 I'd say, "Aell, Richard, they hadn't even

21 .got the report yet.' ,You know, you send it to Hugh
:

22 Parris, it takes time to get it down to the people.

'

23 on a real big report, we'd give them

.( 24 sometimes thirty days to respond, forty-five days on

25 those real big reports. The Board, I could tell the

. . . . . . , - - - - . . . . . . . . . . , , . . . .- ....
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1 Board always read those reports, because they'd ask such
,

2 good questions about them, they'd be very interested.
i.

3 0 But basically, it was your decision as to !

4 whether or not the Board needed to see the results of a

5 given report, right?

6 A No. No. 'Your question really is, I think

7 you asked.

8 0 How do you decide?

9 A How did you determine that? The first time
9

10 we had a report that was written, I asked Beasley, I said

11 'What did you' u' sed to do with reports? And he -- well,

12 Beasley says, " Wall, I used to send them to Ernie Belvin

13 for review and so forth."

''14 You got to remember be'- e I got here, he

15 worked f or Belvin who worked f or Bonine. Belvin was in -

16 Muscle Shoals and Bonine was in Knoxville.
,

17 0 Belvin's position at that time again was?

18 A He was head of Office of Health and. Safety.

19 0 Okay.

20 A So, he used to send them to those people.

21 And eventually,_I guess the reports went out under

22 Belvin's signature. -And I said, well, we're not going to
'

23 do that, we'll just send these things out directly.-

-(- 24 0 The reason I'm asking about the report, the

25 report distribution, Newt, is back in June of '79. He

<

. . . . . . . - - - - - - . . . . , - - . . . . . ,,,,, ... ....
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1 f ound this nuclear program review. And as a result of
,

J 2 TMI, both David and Richard Freeman said that, you know,

3 this Nuke list tasks f orce that has done the nuclear

4 program review, we approve its recommendations and

5 recommend that the report be implemented.

6 And it talks about, just NSRS's part, create

7 NSRS, NSRS is a part of this task f orce report. And this1

8 indicates a specific reporting chain to the Board through

9 the Health Manager, Of fice of Health and Saf ety. .

,

10 A Okay. But all that was changed. .

11 0 That w'as going to be my n' ext quest' ion. How

12 was that changed, and give me a little of the mechanics

13 of that change. .

14 * A Well, I'll just tell you what I know. I'J)

15 be honest with you, I don't know what the agreements were

16 before I got here.

17 0 Okay.
4

18 A But I'd seen the blue book, but didn't

19 really know what it meant. I didn't know exactly what
i
'20 the group was really doing bef ore I got here, but when I

:

21 came over to interview. and they told me I was geing to

22 be working f or. Belvin down in Muscle Shoals who worked,

.

23 f or Bonine up in Knoxville, I told chem I wouldn't ev6n

| 24 consider the job.(
~

25 I said, 'Everybody in TVA knows that the

curmu oronomtun accury esi n ocn noco
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1 of fice of Health and saf ety carries no clout in TVA,

2 never did, all the years I worked here." And I said,

3 f u rthe rmore, I said, 'To work for that organization, the

4 line will never do a thing,' so I told them I wouldn't

5 even consider the job.

6 And so they asked me how I felt about the

7 organization. I said, "I'd like to work f or the General

8 Manager and the Board,' and they agreed to it. So,

9 that's -- I guess that's how that came about.
.

10 So that I don't believe I had any

11 discussions with the General Manager and the' Board'about*

12 how I was going to send my reports out. Now, that just
,

i

13 may reflect the fact that I f elt like we generate the

14 reports, we ought to send them out. Ne always sent_them'

15 out with recommendations rather than an order to do

16 something.'

17 The only conversation I ever had with Willis
i

18 on a report or a memo is one day I had a memo in my

19 briefcase. When I was over talking to him, I pulled it

20 out and I showed it to him. I said, 'You'll probably

21 hear about this one,' because it was an area we expected

22 the line to do something, do it rather f ast, because we

'23 were concerned and I had sent something down to

( 24 Chattanooga.

25 I can't remember if I cent it to Jim Greene

eu..n n e nn ne t ur .-rurv ,c,cs oc,_nnen
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1 or to Hugh Parris, but I sent something down, and told
,

2 them we expected a response within seven days or else

3 they ought to shut the plant down.

4 And Hillis, Willis' only comments, he said, ,

5 "Well, why don't you direct them to do it?' I said,

6 " Hell, staffs don't direct line organizations." I said,

7 'If you want the staff to direct line organizations,

8 you'll have to change your organization."

9 That's the only time we ever had -

,

10 conversation about it. We basically always sent our

11 reports out, rather than directing them to do something,

12 making recommendations. I believe that's the proper way

13 to do it, because there's, to me, there's nothing fancy

14 about a Nuclear Safety Review Staff. They're not always

15 right, and you shouldn't f orce the people to do something

: 16 they're convinced is wrong.

17 0 Well, I'm, you know, I'm not going to argue

18 one way or the other about that, but the key, the thing I

19 want to clar'ify was it appeared that originally, you
20 know, NSRS was created, of course, to be directly

! 21 independent, had a very specific reporting responsibility

22 addressing the reports to the Board through Health and

'

23 Safety, okay?

( 24 And that's what I wanted. You're telling me

25 what happened. You said, hey, you know, Health and

, . . . . . , , , - - , , , - . - - , , - . . ,,... --- --.
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10 1 Saf ety doesn't have any clout at TVA. You know, I --

2 A Mell, that was my perception.

3 Q Sure. So you wanted to deal through the

4 General Manager through the Board?

5 A I f elt that was the only way you could get

6 anything done So, wil I can say, they must have agreed,

7 because that's what they ended up doing.
.

8 0 Let me make sure that I indicated to you any

9 time if you want to go out, get a cup of coffee, take a
,

10 break, there's no problem here. This is a very relaxed

11 cituation. Okay. .

4

12 At this point, are there any questions in

13 any of your gentlemen's mind that you'd like to talk to
.

14 Mr. Culver about? '

15 B Y ...M R . _ K I NQT :

16 Q I just had one small one. You mentioned

17 earlier you were, TVA was considering about rehiring you

18 back as a consultant. It took them a while to make that-
19 decision. I was just curious why you think it took them

20 a while.

21 A I don't know. . I'll be honest with you, I

22 really don't know. I got a lot of guesses, but I really

23 don't know. '

| 24 0 What are your guesses?

25 A Oh, I think a number of people in NSRS were

SMITH REPORTING AG EN CY (615) 267-0989
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1 dead set against hiring me back. And I think although

2 Kermit wanted me to work in the group, I don't think he

3 f elt like he needed any additional problems.-

4 And originally, it was really to come back

5 and help them with investigations, and I can certainly

6 appreciate Kermit's problem there.

7 Q Did he ever tell you that, that that's why,

8 because the time period was --

9 A I don't think he ever told me directly. It
,

10 was pretty obvious. I don't know if that's the real
,

11 reason, but -- I thinx, alto, and I'll be honest with

12 you, I don't understand it.

13- I do know as a person that retires from the-
,

14 Government, sometimes it's very dif ficult to come back to
|

| 15 work for the Government, and I noticed that from my own '

16 experience in DOE, and I thi.nk there was some problem

17 with that.
|

| 18- I know for a while I suggested to Kermit

19 that- I could come back and work through Mike Bender, who

20 had a contract with NSRS, and he said, well, you can't do |

21 that, because he was the one that only had that contract,

22 and that would be a problem. t

think they had !
23 So, I think part of-it was, I

!

24 a hard time seeing how they could get me back. I think~

j
'

(

25 part of it was the basic question of if I came back and j
!

!
|
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1 worked f or Kermit, would I really be making things better

2 or worse.

3 0 Ot.e other thing I was wondering about, too.

4 You touched on it already, out I just want to find out a

5 little bit more. What did you see was the reason that

6 TVA started NSRS? What was your perception of why that

7 was all started?

8 A Nell, really, about the only thing I know is

9 when they issued the blue book f ollowing Three Mile

10 Island, TVA had a genuine interest in upgrading their

'll nuclear program.

12 And if you look at that report, the report

13 deal t with, you know, dealt with all f acets of things TVA

14 could do to improve the progran.. It dealt with designs,
,

15 it dealt with training, it d e al ': with organization, and

16 then it had the thing about the NSRS.

17 Now,-I always found it-interesting -- I saw

18 the blue book, you khow. I mentioned earlier I had
19 worked for Ebersol. He was out in Oak Ridge and I just

20 happened to be visiting him that day, first time I

21~ probably had seen him in couple of years, and someone

22 delivered the blue book, and he said you'd be interested
!

23 I scanned through it. I said, "Probably the

i 24 most important thing in there is the NSRS.* And old

25 Jessie and I don't always agree on everything. He-

cu,mu nenanm,ur .-au-,, ,,,r. a-- aaaa
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1 believes in hardware and I believe in. organization

2 programs, and he kind of, I don't think he believed me,

'

3 but when I read that, I said that probably can be very

4 useful to TV A.

$ BY MR. ROBINSDE

6 Q Just for the record, Mr. Culver, describe
.

7 what you mean by the blue book.

8 .A Okay. The blue book was a tack f orce report

9 that was issued after Three Mile Island in response to, I

10 believe the Board requested that TVA take a look and see

11 what could they do to improve their programs as a result

12 of Thre'e Mile Island.

13 0 Was this part of the blue book (indicating)?

14 A Yeah. of course, the' only way I recognize

15 it is the cover which is blue. Yeah, this is it, right.

16 0 Okay. That's the entire thing, pretty much?

17 A Looks like it, yes. I can tell Green,

18- Belvin and Wright, yes. I believe that's it.

19 Q Okay.

20 al_HR .lINRT:

21 0 Another thing, too. I gather from the way

22 you're talking, there wasn't any real specific or maybe

*
23 even general direction as how you were supposed to

s s.

( 24 operate NSRS, you w.tre supposed to more or less recreate

25 that whole thing, that whole program, right?

4

cutmU DPMADmfur artury , git) $(9.A000
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1 A Well, let me think. They had some general-

\s.1

2 guidance f or it, which was included, I believe, in the
'

3 codes, tvA codes. It indicates in a general way what

4 things the NSRS was to look at.

5 Now, I always considered it kind of a

6 laundry list. The laundry list was rather all-inclusive.
I

7 So, with a laundry list, I really f elt like you could do |

8 what you wanted. I guess -- well, it included looking at

9 design, looking at construction. Looking at operations,

!|
*

10 looking at health physics, looking at emergency planning.
!

.11 You know, with all that list, you could do

12 anything you want. So, it was mostly a question wjth how

13 do you go about doing it.

14 When I came' in and talked to the Board,

15 there's no doubt in my mind they wanted a rather strong,

16 aggressive program. I didn't find anything the Board,

17 other than what I mentioned earlier, I didn't find

18 anything the Board said -that was contrary to what I

19 thought needed to be done.

20 What I did in TVA was not a lot dif f erent

21 than the types of programs we had in the old AEC or in

i 22 the more recent DOE where you look at all aspects of

23 safety.
'

( 24 And, so, I guess when I got over here, you

25 know, I just -- I didn't really look for any great

SMITH REPORTING AG ENCY (615) 267-0989
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I I

J 1 direction f rom the Board or the General Manager. After

2 all, they're not what I call professionals in the safety

3 review business, and that's why they hired me.

4 And I just told them what I thought needed
i

5 to be done, and they said go do it, which I, if you'd

6 been doing that f or years, you -- I'd feel kind of silly.

7 to go ask the General Manager what to go do.
:

8 So, I think I understood what they generally

9 wanted, and I think that was reflected in the code, a~nd I

10 told them, well, how I was going to go about it and they

j al seemed to be happy.

12 0 Did they continue to give you the support
,

13 right up until retirement?

14 A Yes, sir. In fact, they wouldn't even give .

15 me a reduction in force. You know, they gave them to
|

16 everybody else. i

17 a.% MR, ROBINSON:

18. Q About how long was it, Mr. Culver, before

19 you did a project or NSRS did a project that was

20 requested f rom an outside source? By that,. meaning

21 requested by an employee concern or requested by OGC or

- 22 requested, requested by the Board?
"

'

23 A Really, gee, I don't know. I think that

( 24 first year, Willis may have said -- we probably would
~

| 25 have done it, anyway, but Willis may have said I hope

-,,,m,, - - - . - - . . . . . . . . - . . ,,... -,- -.--
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1 you're going to look at such-and-such. The NSRS had come

2 up with shift technical advisors, you know, and we wanted
;

3 to make sure, since that was a new program, that was an

4 easy one to go look at. I temember we sent Mary Sinkule

5 down to look at it.

6 I don't really know whether that was one

7 that Hillis had asked us to do or whether we were going

8 to do it, but he was certainly pleased when he found out

9 we were going to do it.

10 I don't believe we had any real employee
!

11 concerns f or -- gee, I'd have to go back and look at my

12 records, because, in fact, I believe before I got there,

13 they looked at some employee concerns. The staff had

14 looked at some of those real ea rl ier .

15 Some of those early employee concerns .

16 weren't real barn warmers, you know, so I don't recall

17 them that well. He did get requests from, sometimes from i

*

18 the Board, sometires the General Manager. I can't recall

19 if we ever got a request f rom OGC.

20 Also, there were occasions where there were

21 issues with the Department of Labor where OGC had looked

22 at it and we looked at it, and sometimes we didn't even

23 agree, but threre were occasions where we may have gone.

24 and looked at something, well, let's see, because the
(

25 line asked us to do it.

CMTTU DFDADTTUC AcrHrv (K 1 %) OK7_AQQQ
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1 So, they weren't always just the things we
7

2 felt we wanted to do, sometimes they came from other'

3 sources. I believe we even had something come from the
,

4 NRC, not official, you got to do it, but you might want

5 to do it.
'

6 Q At what point in time was the Technical

7 Analysis and Review Section created?

8 A Okay. I can tell you the, what it was

9 linked to really better. He went for several years,
,

,

10 which I would have to guess from '80, '81, '82, somewher
-12

11 in that time f rame, with the two sections, basically,

12 looking at operations, construction design,
i

13 Eventually, there were so many problems,

'14 some real, some' perceived in QA, that eventually, TVA

15 went to the corporate level of QA and f ormed 00A. When

16 OQA was f ormed,. there was a perception that now that
i

17 we've got a strong corporate QA organization, some of th

18 activities NSRS has done in the past, they won't really

19 need to do.to the same degree.

20 And that probably would have been a good

21 conclusion if 00A had gotten up to speed. But when 00A

22 was formed, we did reorganize, we f ormed,. we took some of

23 the people out of the Construction Design whose <

( 24 experience was primarily construction, and put them over

25 in the other group, and we called that Investigations and

.....,e-----,..- . - - , - . . , , , , , e,- -aa.
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1 Review.

2 And the Investigations and Review Group was

3 primarily to go out and do the same kinds of things we

4 had been doing before. The other group, which we called

5 Technical Analysis, and, I guess Regulatory, that's why

6 it's --

7 Q TARS?

8 A TARS. Anyway, that group was intended to

9 get much more involved with technical issues. I wanted
,

10 to really structure that group with people who had more
'

11 engineering background, people who had been involved witl
,

12 design analysis, some people with really good technical

13 experience, which is a lot diff erent then the experience

14 of some of the f olk who just go out and look at'

15 operations, construction design from what I call a

16 high-clast quality review type.

17 So, during -- I believe that transition camt

18 somewhere in '83, maybe. I believe it's '83. The real

19 problem we had, though, we didn't have the strong

20 technical people in that group, and in '83, you couldn't

21 hire anybody, no matter how hard you looked, no matter

22 where you vent. Peopl e didn' t want to move because

23 mortgages were high and the industry was, had lots of.

24 work as a result.(
25 You couldn't hire anybody. And if you coulc

cu,mu ernne-,vr .rrorv ,c,es ec,_nnon
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l' 1 find somebody that wculd come to work f or you, they were
,

:

L 2 reluctant to move because the cost was so dear.- So, we

| were very unsuccessf ul almost all through '83 and most of
| 3
.

! 4 '84 in hiring anybody.

5 And the only way I eventually got people in
1
' 6 that group was when the CRBR closed down, I remember I ,

t'

L 7 went to Willis, I said, 'This is probably the best chance

8 we'll ever have of getting some people who have a
i

! 9 technical background.' ,

,

10 So, I said, "I know I don't have the money
;

I 11 ir, the budget.' I said, 'It shouldn't mgtter. Can I go

12 over there and hire whatever I want?' He said, 'Sure,':

13 because I think he recognized, he knew how herd it was to'

:

i 14 g e t pe opl e ,

b 15 So, I went over there, and I, to make a long

16 story short, I hired five people and put them in that ,

17 group. And the reason I brought them in was to beef that!

'

18 group up. I tried to get people who had come out of an,

e t

19 engineering' group, rather than a safety group, because I
'

.

20 wanted people who had been involved with reviewing

21 technical designs.
i

22 Now, I didn't care if they had - reviewed the
1

23 breeder, because it's the thought process that really

[ 24 counts. So, in fact, I'd just as soon had people who had

25 been involved with something a little diff erent where

|
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I they could bring in a perspective on it within TVA. i,.

|'
'N

2 0 Who was it that you brought over from the ;

;

3 Clinch River Breeder?
!

, A Mell, I brought over Murdock, O' Block, ,

5 Hicks, Washer and Hornstra.

6 0 Okay. Did they seem to fit in and did theyj
i
I

7 all go into the TARS group?

8 A We put them all there. They were hired
;

9 sf:rictly to go into that group to beef it up to give the[
,

10 the kind of technical background we wanted. I tried

11 to -- again, if you can hire lots and lots of people, you
,

12 can get all kinds of things, but we're talking about

13 hiring about five people, so I tried to get one that v.as

14 electrical, mechanical, structural.
.

15 In fact, when I interviewed, I specifically

16 tried to get as much variety as I could, as well as as

17 much horsepower as I could.

18 0 Are we still in kind of a f ramework where if

19 and individual staff member s'aw an area that he thought
,

20 was appropriate to look at, he would bring this to the

21 attention of his supervisor?
,

! 22 A From the day one in the group, the message
!

| 23 that people always got was that you're only here f or one

24 purpose, and that's to go out and identify safety

25 probl ems . Now, you can look at it positively or

. . . . . , - . - . . . . . - - , . - . . , . . . . . . .
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1 nega'tively, you can go out and say you're really here t|
(
N 2 go out and examine the organization and how you're

3 perf orming, and we all would like to think everything i
'

4 just great.

$ Ne're really out there to, you're out ther-

6 to find how well you're doing, but you're also out ther

7 strictly to identify weaknesses in programs or

8 deficiencies in hardware or what-have-you. They were

9 always told to basically, any kind of safety issue,

10 identify, and you're responsible f or f ollowing up on it~

11 Q How wou'ad those issues be identified to

12 them, through -- I mean, are they reviewing NCR's or --

13 A We used to get all kind of information whi;

14 would give you indicators. He used to get NCR's, we'd

15 get, we would get inf ormation f rom the operating plants

16 In fact, I can recall the first year where

17 they were trying to establish what is the kind of

18 information we ought to get in the staff. As far as I

19 was concerned, even though the secretaries didn't like

20 it, I said, 'We ought to allow these people to get all

21 the information they really feel they need, and they'll
t

22 do the job.' I said, 'If they've asked f or too much,'

23 said, 'we'll take a look at it and we'll cut back.'
,

( 24 So that as f ar as I was concerned, they wel

25 getting any information they wanted from anywhere at al]

suTtu prennTTNc Actney Isl o ?A7-noA9
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1 in TVA. And with the system they got in TVA, you can

2 access the inf ormation system and get any report you

3 want. It was really great.

4 0 Here there situations where the staff

5 members were working on projects that their immediate

6 supervision weren't really sure what they were doing?

7 How closely was the individual staf f's project monitored?

8 Has it a requirement for them to scope the projects out

9 bef ore they went out or was it more loosely structured?
'

10 A In the Investigation Review Group, I'd have

11 to say that almost all those people had specific

12 assignments. Those assignments may have come from

13 something that was part of the our program, they may have

14 come from an external request, they may have said I see #

15 need to go do this, they sit down and take it to their

16 supervisor and then they'd go do it.

17 In those cases, I'd say that the supervisor

18 was well aware of what was going on. Now, when you get

19 over into the other group, as f ar as I was concerned, it

20 was just pure f rustration f rom almost the day that the

21 old PARS group was established.

22 O Frustration for you?

23 A Yes, because I could never get anything out
;

~

24 of the group. The best I could get was, I'd go back and(
25 talk to the supervisor, " Hell, what are you doing?' Likt

euema cronomvuc acrucv ic,o oc,_nomo
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1 I'd say, 'What in Bruce doing? He says, ' Bruce's

2 reviewing Hatte Bar." I said, 'fle's reviewing Hatts Bar'

3 What's he reviewing?'

4 'He's reviewing the design of Watts Bar.'

5 I'd say, 'Well, I know he's not reviewing the design of

6 the whole Watte Bar. What's he reviewing?"
.

7 I could never find out, and nothing would

8 ever come out of those groups. It got so frustrating, !

9 even hired Mike Bender to give them some helpf ul. And
.

10 I'll be honest with you, Mike got as frustrated as I dido

11 0 What was Mike trying to do? What wete you

12 trying to have him do?

13 A I was havi,ng Mike work with the group to set

14 if he couldn't help them to id'entify how to go about --

15 oh, I'd go back to the supervisor and say, you know,

16 " Bruce can't be reviewing all of Hatts Bar.' I said, 'He

17 just had a review of the auxillary feedwater system,'

10 which took, I don't know how many people, but it took

19 lots of effort just to do that one system.

20 I said, 'I know Bruce isn't reviewing all

21 systems that way." I said, 'What is he reviewing?" I

22 said, "Can you tell me the system he is reviewing,

23 mechanical, structural, what's he doing?' Could never'

( 24 find out.

i 25 0 Who were you talking to when you were asking

. . . . _ . , . . . . . . - _ . . - . ..
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| 1 about Bruce? ,

;

! 2 A Supervisors.

f 3 Q Who?
.

4 A. Nell, that was after that section was, the

5 TAR section was dropped. Initially, let's see, who-

! 6 initially -- okay. Af ter 00 A was f ormed, I lost most of

mypeopje. I had a f ellow by the name of Chuck Burke in7

8 charge of the section. Chuck had been put in the

9 section. It was a matter of the best available person I

;

10 could get. Again, I couldn't hire anybody in those days.

|.f11 . .

12 He had about thirty-five' years' experience, had worked
'

13' 'for Atomic International, you know, back in the early
,

14 days. ReworkedforhtRC.[~
,

15
--

-16 Q Was he Bruce Siefken's supervisor?

b4
17 A Yes.

18 Q And he was who you couldn't get anything out

19 of as to what Bruce --

20 A Right.,

21 Q. Now, let me understand, the creation of the

22 TARS ' group was, was that your idea or was that someone

23 else's iden?.

(" 24 A It really came about, as indicated earlier,

L
25 when OQ A was f ormed, there was a desire that NSRS and OQA

i
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1 not do the same thing. I think there were lots and lots

2 of optimism that 00 A was going to solve all the problems. ,

3 We ended up where five of our best people to 00A.

4 0 Who went over to 00A?

5 A Well, let me go back a little bit. Before

6 they left, Mike Kidd was an M-6. I had Mike slated to

7 run the Operations Section because I had promoted K imit.,

8 If you want to know why, I'll tell you that when you get

9 through with this.

10 But I had Kidd slated to run that section,

11 and Joe Anderson hired him. I had Bob' Sawyer, who I had*

12 a lot of respect for. Technically had him slated f or

13 promotion from an M-5 to a 6. Anderson took him.

14 '"I had a supervisor of the other section that

15 was supervising that, the Construction Design Section

16 before I reorganized, had taken over that section when i

17 Mary Sinkule went back to Atlanta. They hired him. So,

18 I lost ~~ there's three.

19 0 Is that Blanner?

20 A No, that was crittendon.

21 0 Crittendon. They also took Blanner.

22 Blanner was not one of the best performers we ever had,

23 but he did a good job.

( 24 0 Did you have any --

25 A Then they took Border, and Border was one of

I

'
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1 my best reviewers. So, they took five of my best pe opl e .

2 0 Did you have any say in whether they-took

3 them or not? )
4 A Well, not really. All I did, I thought I'd ;

5 be very f air to Joe Anderson when he f ormed his group. I

6 said, 'I'll tell you who my good performers are, but |

I'

7 please don't take them all," I said, and I named them.. ;j
8 And when he was pretty clear he was going to'

|
9 take some of the better ones, I said, " At least leave me -

'
,

e

f10 either Kidd or sawyer, don't take them both." He took
1.

11 them all. .

i

''
12 I could have stopped it, I guess, but I'm

13 not a firm believer in doing that. I said, "We'll find a

14 way ou t . " And if I had stopped him, no telling what they

15 would have done, accused me of.

16 0 So, after that, then you had, you didn't !

17 want to duplicate the ef f orts of OQA and you didn't have

18 your good people?

19 A Didn't have the people to do it, anyway.

20 0 so, the TARS group kind of --
|

| 21 A It was not much lef t to it, really.

I
22 0 okay.

23 A I really didn't want to duplicate, but the

- 24 truth of the matter is that we had so f ew people, there

25 was no way we could duplicate anything. He had to kind

L
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1 of scratch around just to do anything at all during that
2 time period.

,

3 I forget when that was when they transferred
4 over, but we had -- well, we now had lost those good
5 people, but then we lost some others f or other reasons.
6 Like the guy I mentioned that was my securities expert,
7 he lof t because come organi2ation over in South Carolina

,

8 made him a Vice-President. I couldn't beat that. We did
9 lose some good people in there, though.

,

10 0 You were f rustrated because you couldn't get
11 anything out of the TARS group as to what they were
12 doing?

13 A There was a good deal of frustration about

14 that.'

15 0 What efforts did you take to relieve that

16 frustration? Did you think about getting stronger
17 supervision in the TARS group or what?

18 A Yes. Probably spent a good half year trying
19 to hire a good NRC man. In fact, some of the things I

20 did in that 9.oup are almost disgraceful. You know, I

21 had a guy that was an M-5, and I didn ' t -- Burke.
22 I didn't, initially, I didn't even promote

23 him, I let him run the group as an H-5, and it's an M-7 -

'

.

( 24 job, really, and I considered that kind of disgraceful,
25 but didn't do anything initially, because, you know how

co,mu n e m m ,- ..- . - - . . - - , , , , , -.- ----
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1 it -is, you're out recruiting, we thought we had a guy

2 down in Dallas, because we didn't want to just go to

3 Atlanta, and we thought we had a guy in Dallas, and we

4 kept working on it, but, again, it was just, nobody

5 wanted to move. So, we didn't get him.

15 .

6 Finally, I did promote Burke to an M-6. I

7 made it clear to him it was a temporary thing, 'otherwise,
.

8 I would have promoted him to 7. And we pursued several

9 other people. I know we tried to get an NRC man up in,

10 up in Chicago. We didn't get him.

11 Q And what was the result? I mean, did the

12 TARS group ever put out any productive work? Was there,

13 I mean, was the problem resolved?
9

14 A Not really, no. Very little productive

1

-15 work. That was the year I, you know, I did get Mike

16 Bender to come in. I used to come in about once a week,

(
17 sometimes a litt'e less than that, and sit down and

18 discuss things with him.
1

L 19 What I really hoped wss -- I didn't have the

L 20 time, you know. The group was, we lost most of our

L 21 peopl e . What little time I had, I was trying to deal

22 with the Board and the General Manager and the work that

23 -was going on in the other section where actually they

i, , 24 were making reviews. I didn't feel like I had time to

25 run that group, so I got Mike to give me some help.

eurmu o r onom T un anrury (g i s) 967_ngo9

+ . . _ _ _ _ _ _ . _ ___



._. - - -

'

.

.1- 0- okay. I have some specific questions about

2 rome specific areas that I want to talk to you, but I

5 3- Think we'll take' a little break and go of f the record. 4 4

4 It's 9:49 a.m.

5- (Short recess.)

6 MR. ROBINSON: It 's now 10: 00 a.m. , aac

7 we're back on the record. Mr. Culver, the next -- first,

8 let me ask, do any of you other gentlemen have any

9 questions about whatowe've covered already?

10. ~MR. STONE: Yes, I have one.

11 BY __ MR. ' STONE :

12 Q Back earlier, you said that in-TVA, the

- 13 staff does not direct 1ine organizations. Can you give
,

14 me a litt1~e more of that? Is that a policy in TV A, or

_15 is -- .

16 A When I mentioned that to Willis, I was

17 really just saying f rom an _ organizational' standpoint,

18 staffs don't direct line organizations. Staf f s generally

19 advise-somebody.

L 20 That was my own -- what I was really saying

21 to Willis was if you want us to. direct- people to do

22 things, you've got to change the organization. It's not

23 a policy. What I was just telling Nillis, it's my '

~

f 24 understanding of how organizations work.

25 0 I see. The reacon I was cu rious. Because

L
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1 in- the later reports, you do make recommendations f or i

2 staff to take-action.

3 A We make recommendations, but we don't send

4 then down to a plant superintendent and say you've ~ got to

5 do this. It's the same approachLNRC takes, really. If

6 they _ don' t -- let me f oll ow-up on- that. 't

7 If their response to_our_ recommendations are ,
li

8 unacceptable, we don't buy of f of them, we go back until |

9 we get something we' re satisfied with.
1

10 M R. STONE: Okay. I don't have any more.

11' BY MR. ROBINSON:

12 0 What type of programmatic controls do you-
,

i

13 -have on f ollowing up on whether your recommendations are

'
14- f oll owed or not? <

15 A All right. The way all those reports would

16 work, and it doesn't- really matter which kind it is,

17 you'd send it out, you'd ask for a response. The line
,

|.
!!18 organization would send back a response by one or two

19 types. Either they'd say we need more time or else
,

20 they'd send back what their response is.

21 Now, sometimes, that would mean they would

22 get with them a lot of times ahead of time, discuss them,

23 to make sure what they sent in was satisfactory. It just

L

_.( 24 varies with the organization you're working with.

25 If you get responses that, well, when they

CMTTH QPDnDTTNC AdrNOV ( A19) ?F7-OQAQ
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came in that we were not satisfied when they came back,1

2 they would be directed to to me. The secretary would

3 automatically provide them- to the section where the

4 report was issued and they would go back to the

5 individuals.

6
If the review is made by one person, that

'

7 person is responsible f or looking at those. responses and
.

8 either saying they're satisfactory or not.
If it was done by a group, you basically.

9

10 send it back to the section leader, he would give it back

11 to whoever headed up that review.

12 The only thing I'd ever see is if they'

13 weren't satisfied with the responses, back would come a

14 memo. If they couldn't work it out, a memo would come''

15 back to me. When I reviewed the thing, if I was

16 satisfied with what they had, they would go back -to it.

17 But in basic principle, the responses had to be accepted

18 by the reviewers.

And if there was an item of contention that19 0

appeared to have no resolution between the reviewer and20

21 the line, what happened then?-

22 A Okay. The basic, the basic understanding I

23 always had with Hillis was if you' re dealing with a -

9<

( 24 Division Director, and you couldn't get resolution, it

25 would be my job to elevate that thing to the Office

e ns e met enn^nmvam m e rstry s ci ti Sg7.0000
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1 Manager. !.,

!

2 And I can remember a number of' conversations-

3 with Hugh Parris. I'd say, 'Hugh, we better get this

4 thing resolved. If we don't get it resolved, we'll have

5 to go to the General Manager and the Board." 1

!

6 The only issues that I can recall that ;

\;
'

7 really went to the Board where we couldn't reach

8 resolution dealt with organizational matters, which the

9 Board generally got involved with, anyway.
,

10 The only one I can recall, when we reviewed i

11 ' security, the responses f rom security were so bad that we
.

12 just wouldn't accept them. We had meetings with the
l-

!
13 General Manager. The peop: 1 respcnsible f or security _

14 still weren't very responsive, and eventually that really

15 got solved, they reorganized.

16 Q Basically, though, when the responses came

17 back, they were routed to the individual reviewer, and he

18 _ pretty much handled the problem, handled the negotiations

19 over the response with whoever the response came f rom?

20 A Right. Only if, I guess only if they had a

21 problem with them and couldn't get resolution would I

22 even know about it.

23 Now, I would, I would look at the responbes,

( 24 I would not in all cases, but I would on some where I had

25 a real interest in it mysel f. For exampl e, the thimble

e u v mtt nenonm?pe a r ettev /(1C) $(7_A006

.Y.



~

.

$g

1 tube, which_ was, you know, so much publicity associated

2 with it, I had a real interest in-that report and the-

3 responses, and I spent a lot of time on that. But-on the

4- run-of-the-mill ones, no.

5 0 In a ballpark figure, can you tell me about

6 how many times you had to intervene between your staff

7 members and a line response to a review?

8 A Generally, my own perception is that,
'

9 generally, I was in pretty much agreement with the staff
,

10 members on the issues that, if I intervened, it was
|

11 because we weren't really getting the cooperation out of

12 the line.

13 0 Yeah, that's what I meant. H

l

14 A It wasn't so much a difference between,

15 _ within the staff as it was that the line wasn't being

- 16 r e s pons iv e , or we didn't perceive they were, anyway.

17 0 And can you give - me -- do those types of

18' instances, when that happened, when the line wasn't being -

19 r e spons iv e, are-those other than-the normal, or_are those

20 more of the normal?

21 A I think it varied with time. Originally, in

22 the early days, I'm thinking of the '80, '81 time frame,

'

23 -there were probably more of-them.
'

( 24 Q More that they weren't re spons iv e ?

25 A That's right, yes. And I attribute that

1

-..-,, --em,-,u, .--orv ,,,es oc,_ noon
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i

:1 mostly to -the: f act that any time you bring' in a newiy

2- review 1 group, they always test them out to see how hard'

3- theyican be with them.-- -

-4 Now, I don't- find that unusual. ILthink
i

5 I've observed that elsewhere. But there were-probably

6 more cases in the early days, say, in operations 1where

-7 you'd seed a report down, they just said,,you know, well,

8 we aren't yoing to do anything with this.

-9- Q And what did-you do in that case? -Did you
,

-10 - elevate it?

11= A That particular one -- well, one I recall in-
-

4

-12 .particular, when we reviewed their training program,-they

13- |just didn't.want to do anything. We eventually' elevated '

14 that to a f ull blown discussion. with the General Ma na g ef - -I'
.

15 and the Board _and-they did make. changes.

16 0 What p! ant was that at, do you remember?

17_- |A That was-really--just-their training program' -t'

18- across the-board.-

19- -Q- - Oh,-~ gene ric? I

-20 A Oper'ator' training . prog r am. I think it is

21 .awf ul--hard to- say, because usually what you'd find, Jif

'22 you: sent out afreport and had a hundred - recommendations, i

23 obviously, -there wouldn'c be complete agreement on all _of

,( 24 .them, but maybe ten percent, I don't know, whatever you'd [

25 have to whers you'd have to have a good deal of

1

I
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1 discussion.;,,
i1

2 0 And then are you saying that later on after

3' the NSRS staff became more experienced, that there was ]'-

4 less nonresponse by- the line, or more response by the

5 line?

6 A I wouldn'tLword it that way. I think it's,

7 as the line became more used to the NSRS, then there was

8 less resistance to making a change. I think, also, it

9 would be my perception that the NSRS was able to sit down

10 on those controversial issues and convince them that what

11 we had in-the report was correct. I think there was also

12 the perception, at least I had it, that NSRS got more

13 support than the line did.
,

14 0 Is it your perception that NSRS discovered a

15 lot of problems that went uncorrected until these recent ,

17
16 days that maybe the line said, yes, we'll handle, but

17 they never really handled?

18 A Kell, that's a -- well, I'll tell you the

19 best I perceive it, anyway, is that we identified a lot

20 of problems. The problems had corrective actions, which ,

21 my own reviewers indicated they accepted.-

22 Now, time'has shown that those corrective

23 actions were not f ully ef f ective. Now, the thing I f'e el

24 very frustrated about is that nobody knows why. I don't(
25 know whether it's because we didn't f ollow up enough on

___

M

'
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1 them or whether the line didn't- or whether the corrective-

2 action was not extensive enough.

3 There's lots of reasons, or because one of'

4 the reasons I always say is that TVA has got the bad

5 -habit of changing organizations and programs f requently.
i'

6 And every time you do that, you run the risk that the

7 problem will crop up somewhere else, and I really don't 1

8 know the answer to that. In fact, I feel a great deal of
7

9 frustration, and that includes -- I, I really don't know.

10 A lot of the issues that have been raised

11 with employee concerns are raised, I think because most ' 3

12 employees in TVA have got good ears, and have seen where

13 problems have been identified. And, so,,when they are I

14 asked to sit down with somebody and'tell about all the

15 problems, they either know directly about or perceive ot, i

16 and they are going to identify those as they've heard
i-

17 about them.

18 And I don't know if that answers it or not,

19 bu'. it's a -- I find it's a very --

20- 0 It's a very broad question. |
|

21 A It's a very complicated thing to give a good

22 answer to. !

|

'23 0 Let me talk about something a little mor6

( 24 specific, then. Let's talk about the NSRS review of the

25 Black & Veatch issue. Is that a f airly clear series of ,

!
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1 events in your mind?

2 A Pretty clear.
.

3 .Q Okay.

4 A Yeah, except for dates, probably.

5 Q Correct me if I'm w rong, Black & veatch did

6 a vertical slice independent design review of the aux.

7 feedwater system at Hatts Bar. They developed a report

8 that had approximately 428 findings, which, at least in

9 their estimation, were deviations, however miniscule they
.

10 may be, from the FSAR or --

11 A From somewhere.

12 0 -- from ANSI standards, specific codes.
-

13 Does that categorize it fairly correctly?

14 A I remember th'e number 428. I'll be honest

15 with you, I don't, den't remember how they characterized

16 it. The reason I say that is when you dig into that

17- report, that there's, it's hard to follow some of those

18 sequence of numbers, but I think what you said, I agree

19 with you.

20 0 And then there was a TVA task force, not an

21 NSRS task force, but a TVA task force created, and you

22 may be able to shed a little more light on this f or me.

23 What was the purpose of that TVA task f orce with respe'et-

( 24 to Black & Veatch?,

25 A Okay. The, I think a fair representation of

..- -. - - - - - - .... . - . . - , , ,,,es ., ,. , e n o e
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1 this is that TVA hired Black & Veatch to make the

2 vertical slice of the auxillary feedwater- system and to

3 identify discrepencies. Or whatever you want to call

4 them, within-that system.

5 The TV A, TVA then took the results of that,

6 and it was their intent to take the results of that and
7 look at it from the standpoint of what's the impact of |

|
'

8 those findings on other systems.
i

9 The idea was that looking at one system,

i

10 even if. you had selected the right system,-if you found
'

11 probl ems in it, you wanted to find out, well, in fact, do

12 we have similar problems in other systems.

13 So that there was an ef f ort that there were

14 a number of thin {s.that went.on. You had the effort to

15 expand that to other systems and look at it and also to

16 look at it from a generic standpoint. I don't know if --

17 if that's the task f orce you' re talking about, ~but there

18 was an effort to do that.

19 0 I think it was. '
20 A Then they had a policy committee, which was

21 really pretty much the top level people to basically

22 establish the objectives of the overall scope. They had

. 23 people on it like myself and Anderson and Pearce and'

-(; . 24 Beasley, and, you know, that bune..

25 0 Okay.

- , . . _ . , _ _ _ _ _ . . . _ , _ _ . . . . . . . . . . . .._ ----
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1 A Then there was a task force that basically

2 worked f or- the committee .that was involved with looking

3 at all these other things. I think, yeah, that's the

4 task force (indicating). Okay. No, that 's the policy

5 committee (indicating).

6 Q You mean there was a task force that, other

7 than the task-force that was looking at generic

8 applications f or the vertical slice at Hatts Bar?

9 A There was a task force, my recollection,

10 there was people like Henry Jones and John McConnell and,

-11 I'll be honest with-you, I can't remember all the others.
18

12 O I think that may be the generic, I think

13 they are listed in that report. I think they were

14 involv'ed with the generic applications.

15 A And also they were supposed to look at what

16 does this whole thing mean. That was one of the things

17 they were supposed to do.

18- Q Here they looking at the Black & Veatch

19 findings from the aspect of, hey, are these really

20 legitimate findings or not?

21 A Yeah. I don't see that group in here, but

22 they were doing that, and they were also looking to see
.

23 if, in fact -- well, one of their jobs was really to,

k 24 since the policy committee is not the kind of group of

25 people that will get involved in the details, the task

_ _ _ . _ _ _ _ -- -
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1, f orce was- really the group that was ' set -up to' do the
,

2 homework f or the policy committee.

3 Q Okay. Who, to your ' knowledge -- that's the

4 -policy committee report, that's a copy of the policy -

S committee report (indicating). Who wrote that report?

6 A That was written mostly by Beasley and the

7 task force.

8 Q Okay. And NSRS did a review of the

9 response, which I guess that is, and why did NSRS get
.

10 into that?

11 A- All right. First of all, let me go back a

12 little bit. This policy committee is really a group that 1
!

13 was set up by Kimmons, OEDC. Normally speaking, NSRS

14 * would not be on the policy committee. I got on the

'

15- committee because I f elt like it was the only way I was

16 ever going to know what was going on.

17' Q So, you, essentially, volunteered'to get on !

18 the committee?

19 A I can't remember whether I volunteered or I

20 told them I wanted to be on it, I really don't remember.

21 All during the time of Black & veatch, this was before

22 Murdock and that bunch of people got there. All during

23 that time period, the only source of information I had on-

I 24 Black & Veatch was, we had one person that was f ollowing

25 them, it was Jerry Smith.

, , . . . - . , - - - - . . , , . - - . . . - , , ,,,es n<, nnon
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1 I occasionally would go back, say to Jerry,
L

- How's it look," and I'd get very little inf ormation. ["2
>

, -3 He'd_say, 'Well, I don' t have any probl ems. " I'd say --

4 well, _I couldn't get much specific out of him. He'd say,

5 "Well, occasionally, I'll talk to Henry about something,

6 it will get taken care of."
. .

7 I f elt very, very uneasy, and that's why I

8 got on the policy committee. It's the on;y way I could
-

9 keep up with what was going on. Being on the policy

10: -committee still doesn't,- you know -- they'd meet every so

11 often, but Black & Veatch is teams and reams

12 (indicating), and Jerry would look at that stuff, but'I

13_ would get-very little 1nput f rom him. I f elt very, very '

,

*
14 uneasy,

15 So, when it got around for the final - report,

16 -I f eel even more uneasy. And one of the reasons.I felt

17 uneasy is that.you have to remember why Black & veatch

18 was made.

19 Black & Veatch was made, because, one of the

20 reasons it was made was.that, as a result of our reviews

21 of: programs, we f ound lots of holes in programs. And if ,

22 -you find lots of holes in programs, the line response

23 always was, "Well, even though we got probl ems in ou r'

( 24 programs, everything in the plant is.all right, we know

25 it's all right."

r.-~.. nennnmtur arency ,c,es og,-nono
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g 1 And I'd say, "Well, I'm glad that you think

2 it's all right, but, you know, I don't have that same

3 degree'of confidence.'

4 It's a normal thing for a reviewer to expect

5 to see something other than just that high degree of

6 confidence. So, and I believe when we made the review of

7 Hatts Bar, that we said we believe you need to have an

8 independent review. And I can't honestly tell you we had

9 had a hard time getting that or not. NRC also didn't
,

10 think it.

11 O Has this, when you said you made the review

12 of Hatte Bar, you mean a ' management review of Watts Bar?
t

13 A .Right. We had made a management review of

14 Watts Bar, and our perception then was that because of

15 the number of problems, that we recommended an

16_ independent review. At or about that same time, I

17 believe the Region was saying the same thing.

18 Now, I, again, I don't know whether we would

19 have had a hard time getting that made or not if the

20 Region hadn't also been pushing, but eventually TVA did

21 reluctantly make the review.

22 Nell, the review was supposed to establish

23 that, in spite of all those problems in your program,'

( 24 what you found out there was all right. Well, we get

25 down to the tail end of this report, it became very clear

- .. . - ,, - - - , - - . .. . - - , , , , , ,,,e, ,s e , nnon
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1 to me ' that everything wasn' t all right. You had all

2 these deviations. W

3 So,.one~of the things -- there were two
19

4 things I f elt like I wanted some additional. support on,
h

5 And one I remember going to Beasley, and I said, "Well,

6 Beasley, the way this report reads doesn't make a lot of

'

7 sense. You found all these problems and then you say

8 everything's all right.'

'

9 So I said, "I believe you really need to go
,

10 back and look at those things you've identified and at

-11 least make some sort of saf ety evaluation of those things

12 so that'you can make a statement with regard to 'If I

13 hadn't-had fixed all these things, would I still have

14 been all right?'"

15 And I did convince him to do that. At the
.

16 same time, I went -- well, you can see the date of this-

17 was March, and I had just hired this bunch of' people from

18 the breeder.

19 And I went to Murdock, said, ' Jim, I'd feel ,

|
'

l 20 much more comf or table if you people would, in the'next

21 several weeks, concentrate all your people looking at-
,

|

22' that Black & Veatch report and tell me, really, what you
'

*

o
'

23 think of the thing.'

k 24 O At that point in time --

25 A I hadn't b;d anybody to do it prior to that
F

|
'

,
_
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1 time.
,

2 o But at that point in time, were you
1

3 directing Murdock to have them look at the Black & veatch

4 report itself or at both the Black & Veatch report and,

S say, a draft of that response to the report?'

i

6 A I think I was basically talking about

7 looking at the Black & Veatch report. In fact, I believe

8 when I.first talked to them, this didn't even exist. I

9 can't remember - ,my recollection is I got most of those
10 f olks in around the first week of January, and was

.

11 probably the latter part of January where I said, you

12 know, "You really need to do that." I don't know whether

13 it was January or February. As I soon as I could, I

'

14 wanted them to do it. The --

15. O And what did they find? What were they

16 starting to find?-

17 A Well, I ran into some real problems because !

18' they did lots of talking, but I didn't -get any report.

19 At the same time, I'd go back to Murdock and I'd say, "I

20 understand'you've got some problems with the report,

21 but," -I said, "can you tell me, can you give me an

22 indication of are those problems serious enough to hold
. ,

23 this up?"

i 24 Q Okay. This wasn't in existence yet, right

!25 (indicating)?
L
l

. . . . ... ....
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1 A No. I

i

2 0 Okay. '

3 A .This didn't really come out until March

4 (indicating).

5 Q And they are reviewing the Black & Veatch *

6 findings, and you say they are having a lot of talk,

what was the nature of the talk, that there were7 but --

8 some problems or --

9 A Depends on who you talked to. The, I guess
'

;

10 my best recollection was that, yeah, they got lots of

11 problems, and then when I'd say to Jim, I'd say to Jim,
,

12 " Lots of problems doesn't tell my anything."
!

13 I said, Could you people. put down your"

14' thoughts on'this in some sort of report so l've-got
{

15- something I can act upon?" I said, 'Just this constant j
i

16 talking doesn't really hel p. "
,

17 That, I'll be ' honest with you. That group

18 was, they liked -to do lots of talking, but when it comes .

'

19 down to something that one can use, putting down 'I

20 looked at this, this is what -I f ound, this is the nature

21 of the problem, this is what we think needs to be done,"

L 22 very dif ficult to get anything.
|
! 23 0 Here you getting any kind of daily or-weekly

( 24 rough draf t- handwritten inf ormation regarding these I i

| 25 problems f rom either Murdock or these people?
|

|
i
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1 A No. In fact, I'd go back to. Jim

2 periodically, and I'd say ' Jim," I said, 'how you

3 coming?" I said, "I really need something." Damn near

4 begged them. I said, "I need something.'

5 Q What were they begging for?

6 A No, I.was begging Jim to get something
>

7- written that I could look at.

8 0 Okay. And were you needing to make any kind

9 of an answer to the policy committee?
'

,

10 A~ I used to go back to Jim, I'd say, " Jim,Ejf

11 you've got se rious problems, I need to know about them."

12 I said, 'If, on the other hand, you've looked at these

13 things and you're satisfied that we don't have any real
,

14 saf ety problems," I said, "then I* need to know that,

15 because," I said, "I really want to move on this thing.

16 "if your only problem is being able to sit

17 .something down in a report that we can send out," I said,

18 "That's all right, but," I said, "I need to have the

19 basic inf ormation. "

20 He did get -- and Jim can fill you in better

21 on.that. He did get a. report which he gave me. I don't

22 know the date of it. It was a lot. I don't even

23- remember how it is compared to this. Theirfirstdradt
( 24 report, which I went through and marked up and gave back

_

25 to Jim. And then it was a long time. I don't believe

. . . . . . ....,-- - . . . . . .- ...
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1 -they issued their report until about June.'

7

2 Q The final report was issued in June 7.

3 A ~ June.
,

4 Q But let's -- that's a draft, that is a

5 draft --

6 A Okay.

7 Q -- of that report (indicating). But you

8 felt uneasy about the actual situation with respect toe

9 Black &_Veatch, you had your people looking into it. i-

.

10 Did you ever talk directly to any of the

11' people below Murdock in the TARS group that would be

12 talking about these problems, and yet not putting them

*13 down in any kind of a report form?

14 A I'd be surprised if I didn't, but-it

15 wasn't -- I didn't spend a lot of time with them.

-16 BY MR.__WINDT

17 Q What people were they?

~18 A Let's see. I believe Jim had all his peop)e

19 on it. So, it would have been O' Block, it-would have

20 been Hornstra, it would have been Washer, it would have

21 been Jerry Smith, Bruce Sief ken. I told him to put all

22 his people on it, because I really needed to get

23 something out on it.

(' 24 BY _ MR. __ ROB I NSON :

25 0 When you said you needed to get something
I

'

. ... ... . . . . . - - . . . . . . . . . ,,- nnnn
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1- out on it,- are you talking about needing to get something
,

2- out like this response, or what did you need to get out

v 3. on.It?
.

4 A Hell, I wanted them to look at the report,

S' identify any problems in, the nature of the problems and

-6 recommended action. That's all I cared about. Not tell

7 them what to conclude and-don't care what they conclude,-.

8 I just wanted a conclusion. I didn't want them to just ;

9 keep talking about it f orever.

10 Q I understand that.

11 A Ev e nt u all y , they did --

12 0 ' Yeah. When did this come in, this come into

i
13 the picture (indica ting) ?-

14 A I' don't know if this was the first I know--

15 this wasn't the first thing they put out. The first

16 thing.they put-out was, I don't know-if you got a copy of ,

! 17- it, Ildon't-have a copy: of it,
,

l

'18 The first thing they put out was kind of a,

19 mess, it was hard to understand, a lot of wild
i

20 statements, no support.

21 I remember I marked _it up like I do all

L -22 reports, and I'd put little marks in the column, I'd say,
1

'

23 ' Jim, -if. this is a problem, we need.to have some

L ( 24 information with regard to it so that we can take some-

L
25 action." Or I'd say, "This is totally confusing, doesn't

? euvmu oronomvec acrucv ici n een noco

. -



, , . .a ._ . _ . . . - - - . . . . . - . - ..

?

. 75
...:

1- _ make Lany- sense.' .
-

. . .

'2- I don'tigenerally -- although I've been- 7
'

J 3 accusedE of_- censoring ~ reports, I- go through the reports -to

4 see= if they makeL any sense. If they don't make' sense,

5 .I'll raise questions about them.

6 If1they -- if somebody says we got' a- total
.

?7 problem, and you can - read that inf ormation and. there's no |

-)

8 -indication of the nature ofLthe1 problem, I'.11 say, "You
,

.need to discuss'this so that somebody can.. understand what |
9 ,)

10| -the problem is," and I did that-with-Jim.: ,

11 Also, when I got the first. report, I- s a i d -- t o - ]

12 ~ Jim, I said, "Are there," I said, ' Jim," i:said,1'Are.

13 there any problems in here of the nature that,would a

14 -- really require us to hold up on this thing?' And I said,

15 "I'm talking about f rom :a saf ety standpoint, are.there j
i

16 -really any problems?'

And! eventually,' Jim.came back and said,_|17 .

18 "No." When I eventually signed 2-this thing, I-signedLit .

b

c19 and I tol'd him,;I said, "The staf f has not: completed |f
~

20 their review. If our review ends up with things that've.
'

we'llLtakefurtherLaction."?h21- still are not satisfied with, lj

22 So, I didn'tEreally' feel like signing'this- ,

.really relieves them of -- it. didn't give them a1clea'n23 -

,

I 24 bill of health.

25 0 Did you agree with what was said in that
.

. . . . . . . - - . - . . . . - - . . , , , , ,,.,,,,a.. nnon.
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- 1' d ocume nt ?.:
'

. . --

2 -- 'A on the basis ofLwhat I_could get out of Jim, t
_

3 -yes.

4 Q- -Did you feel _ comf ortable signing that 4

|5 document?

6 JL I did when they added the sentence in_here-

7-- .that: dealt.with the safety evaluations. -NithoutLthat,-I-

q

-8 wouldn't have, for the -simple reason - that I -didn ' t f eel'
. 1

9 . -like without that ' kind of . evaluation, weLhad really, '

10 answered the question of1what we were searching fork in
'

'lli the<first place.

12. Q_ Nas .any pressure. put on you by anyone on

13. Ethat policy. committee to sign off on that' document?
3

14 _A Hell, I th' ink they all wanted me to sign- it,
-1 51 because if I didn't sign.it, you know, that itfprobably;

16: wouldn 't havo gone :anywhere.

11 7 -But I' don't:| feel like.it --'I hadn't

11 8, really -- :I_ guess I, I guesso my feeling was thatnit

- 19 .didn't bother me-to-sign that,-because if when1we finally
20 -ended up with.our report, if our ' report showed any
21- difference that wasn't in-here, we would just pursue it

J22 separately,:and:I think they.all understood that.

H2 3 , Q- Did you have ' any idea 'where that was going?

(j 24 I noticed it's addressed-to Raulston, Mechanical
'

251 Engineering Support Branch.

.
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1- A That's because basically he was handling

*

2 that Black 6-Veatch for Kimmons, the head of OEDC.

3 MR. ROBINSON: Jim, do you have anything you-

4- want to ask about Black & Veatch right now? I

5- MR. STONE: Not right now.

6 A I might add when we finally did get that

7 report, I think it identified something like six items.

8 My recollection is not all that great. '

9 I remember looking back at it some-months
,

10 ago when the1 response came in on that, and I believe
r

11 ' three or f our of 'them were closed out, and two of them

12 remained opened.- I don't know'where those stand today. .

13 0 Is that the final report, seven, seven

*
14 recommendations?

15' RY MR. STONE:

16- 0 When your staff did review the Black &

17 Veatch report, you looked at more than just what Black &

18 Veatch did, though? You went in, from what I'm reading

19 there, it looked like - -I looked at what TVA was
AR ""

20 proposing as a co)Tective action f or those things._ LIs --
.

21 A I'll be honest, I don't know to what extent

22 Jim's people looked at the corrective actions, I really

'23 don't know. I would hope that they would do more than

( 24 just look at, you know, the findings in there, but they!

25 locked at those corrective actions.

- , . _ _ . _ _ _ . _ _ . . . . _ . . . . . . . . . -,- ....

.
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1 BY MR. KINDT -

..

2 O That policy committee report there, did you i

3 feel that there was any pressure f rom people in

4 management for you to sign off on that, other than who

5 were on that committee? ;

6 A No.

7 0 Did you feel some kind of pressure yourself,

8 though?

9 A No, not really. My only real concern was' in
,

. 10 the last staff, I had some real problems with what

11 they're finding. There was no reason to hold this up.

12 0 The only reason I'm-asking that, Mr. Culver,

13 the only reason, I feel that you had some kind of feeling

14 or ' concern or you never would have had your own staf f to

15 take a look at that to begin with.

- 16 A Hell, obviously, I had a concern.

17 Otherwise,-if I didn't have a concern, I wouldn't have

18 recommended they do it in the first place, but having

19 done it, my real concern was that there was too much of a

20 f eeling within the organization that we've gone out,
1

21 we've identified some problems with hardware, and we've

22 fixed them. And, therefore, sisce we've fixed them,
a

23 we've got no problems.

I

24 And I felt like that was rather faultyj ( ,

25 thinking, because the reason they did the thing was that

i
. . . . . - - - - , _ . . . , , . . . , - , . .,, ~ - - - -
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1 they were really trying- to- establish the f act that we
,

2 didn't.have any problems in the hardware.

3 And to go out and fix the problems in one

4 system, even though they looked at some of the others,

5 didn't really answer the basic question.

The basic question that I was interested in,6 -
1

7 is that, had we not made a Black & Veatch review and we

8 had not gone through this effort, would our plant have

9 been safe.
,

;

10 That's why I said, just to say we're okay'

11 because we fixed the things that we fcund was not enough.

12 He really needed to make a saf ety evaluation of what-
,

r i
E

-13 would have been the impact had those things not been
I;

14 fixed. [
-15 .0 So, when you signed that, you had no concern

16 at all about that, that there was any doubt in your mind ,.

17 that that wasn't right, that policy - committee repor t?
i

18 A On the basis that I talked to Jim, and I
||
U

19 said, "Of the things you have identified, can you tell me
.-

20 had those things not been fixed, would we have had a

21 safety problem?"

22 Hell, when you get into that kind of
...

23 discussion, as you well know, saf ety problems means

(-
(, 24 different things to different people. A number of these

25 things that actually showed up in that report eventually

|
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1 are not direct saf ety problems.

2 I remember, I think this is the one where

3 they had problems with, I think this is the one where
'

4 they had a problem with the cables and the trays. I

5- remember a lot of discussion with Jim about the cables

6 and the trays.

7 I said, " Jim, the commitment by TVA was that

8 you wouldn't exceed over, I'm just using a number,

9 seventy percent of the fill." And . tim kept telling me --
t

10 I said', "Tell me why is -- have yoc .eally looked at that
,

11 enough to determine why that's a real problem?"
.

12- And I asked him, I said, "Why is it a

13 p r obl em, " because of the fact if you make the

'

i 14 commitment, you ought to do it, but the fact that_they go

15 above seventy percent, I said, "What's the problem?"

16 Hell, I remember his first statement was,

17 "Well, if you fill them over the top of the tray, you

18 lose your missile protection."

t 19 And I remember saying to Jim, I said, "That

20 doesn't make sense." I said, "The cable tray doesn't

i

21 provide missile protection to the cables." I said, "If

p. .

| 22 you got a missile, the fact that the thing is over the
2 '

23 top of the tray rather than down within the tray doesn't

-( 24 make a whole lot of difference, doesn't make any

25 difference."

... - - .. . . . . . ... ....
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1 And that's, I don't know of anybody that

2 designs cable trays to take missles. So, that I said, I
|

3 said, 'That's not really a reason.' I said, 'Is there

4 any basis f rom anything you've seen to indicate that

5 that's a real saf ety problem,' not talking about the f act

6 that it's not, it was not within the commitment.

7 So, I had a lot of discussions with Jim
'

8 about, well, wha-t safety is all about.

9 0 Well, then, the final conclusion on this, ]
,

10 was it your interpretation that there was no saf ety-

11 related problems, or was it his interpretation?

12 A Jim told me that they had f ound no things
,

!
13 that represented safety problems.

14 Q This was after you had the discussion with

15 him about it?
i

16 A He had a lot of discussions on that.

17 0 But van his interpretation based upon your

18 discussions, then, of what was safety and what was not?

19 A I strongly suspect that I may have had a

20 little influence on him. I -- that's why I had the

21 discussion.
,

t

22 0 Sounds like it.
.

23 BY MR. STONE:

( 24 0 Nhen you were talking to him --

25 A Again, I wasn't trying to say, ' Jim, you

. - - - .

-. . _ . . . . . . . . . . . . ..... .. . ....

-
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1 don't have a saf ety problem because I say you don't have

2 one,' I was trying to explain to an individual who may

3 not have had as much experience looking at saf ety
'

4 problems.

5 Some good designers don't understand what

6 constitutes a safety problem, and some people think that |

7 you got a real saf ety problem if you deviate that much
,

8 (indicating) from what your commitment is.

9 0 In your discussions with, I guess it's Mr.

10 Murdock, did he talk about the specifics that they'were

11 finding, or was it a general statement that "We have

12 these problems"?

13 A After I got his first report, we talked
.

'

14 about some of them, sure.

15 0- And did you get the first report before the

16 policy report?

17 A I don't know if I got it officially. I had

18 seen a number of the things in the report. He had

19 discussed some of those. I do'n't know what else I can

20 say about that.
I

| 21 11_ER. : ROBINSOS:

22 0 If you had a- f eeling that perhaps Murdock
,

23 wasn't real good on maybe what was safety related and

( 24 what wasn't, did you ever have a meeting with the

25 individuals of the group with Murdock present and ask

l
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4

h

h1 them if they had any satety-related concerns?

2 A No. One thing special about this, I very

3 rarely will go back and meet with individuals on reports. t

-4 The only exception I know is that thimble tube, mainly

5 because there were so many things involved in that.

6 Q Is there any significance to the f act that
,

7 Jim was the only guy that signed that report, is there

8 any significance?

9 A The only significance I draw on that is that'
,

i

10 was the first report Murdock ever put out, and didn't |

l'
11 understand our system, and 2. I guess, I guess if I were

12- doing it again, I would have sent that thing back and.
> ;

13 say, ' Jim, have this thing signed like we do on all the

''

14 others.'
|-

15 Q That's only significance that -- I mean, was

16 there a feeling that you had that that report as written,

17 if it would have been circulated to the members of Jim's
.

18 team, that they wouldn't have signed it?

19 A I don't, no.
~

20 Q You don't have any feeling like that?
-

21 A No. I guess if I were to ask him today,

22 they would say they wouldn't nign it, but to -- I guess ! 4

'

23 it would come as a total shock to me that. Murdock wouId ;

24 sign something unless the people that worked f or him f,

25 agreed to it.

.
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1- Now, that particular one, Jim wasn't there,-

i

2 I guess, when it got signed out. I did have some
.

| 3 discussions with Nasher on it. The only -- and my

4 recollection there was the only thing I asked him to

5 change, if he agreed with me, i s -that his cover letter, I

6 thought, was very poor.

7 He had written a cover letter, and smack in
i

8 the middle of it he had a statement that the Black &

9 Veatch report was a whitewash, and I asked him-if he '

10 understood what ' whitewash' meant.

11 And I said, If it was a real whitewash," I"

12 -said, 'Get me the f acts and I'll leave it alone. But

'

13 if,' I said, 'If it wasn't a whitewash, why do you want

14 me to put that in a memo and send i t out, because,' I

15 said, 'I'll have to defend that to somebody?"

16 0 And what did he say to that?

17 A He says, Well," and he went back and'

18 changed it.'

19 Q Did he -- he didn't try to justify it in any

20 way that -- he was the one that draf ted the cover letter

21 for you, Washer?

22 A Sure. I guess, yes.

23 0 He didn't try-to justify why he had put that
,

k 24 paragraph in there?
I

25 A No. I told him if he wants to leave it in
.

e e e e64 Met # # 4 E l A #O A OOA
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1 -1 there, I says, 'You tell me why it's a whitewash,' and 2
,

2 said, 'That's the first time I've heard about it being a

3 whitewash.'

4 I presumed at the time it was another one of

5 these examples of a wild charge, which was not unusual.

6 By MR. KIN;I
,

7 0 Mr. Culver, you said if you asked them

8 today, they probably wouldn't sign it. Why do you say

9 that?

10 A Because, I guess it's because today my

11 perception of the way that group f eels is a lot diff erent

12 than my perception of the way they felt at the time.
,

13 I must have seen that Jim just signed it and

14 I'' thought nothing of it, because I just assume that no
-

15 supervisor would sign a report unless the people were in

16 agreement.

17 0 Have you had any discussions with Jim

18 Murdock since about why he was the only one that signed

19 the thing?

20 A I don't know if I had had any discussions or

21 not. I think, I think the last time I talked to him

22 about that repo'rt, I said, "I sure wish you had had them
'

23 all sign that,' but I didn't think anything of it at the

( 24 time.

25 Again, I think it was because that first

i
!

|
. .. ....

._



1

86
. , . _

1 report they ever put out, unf ortunately, Jim just didn't Il
,

2 understand that all our other reports, we had all the

.3 people that were involved in it sign off on it."

4 0 Is that why he said he didn't have them sign

5 off? i

)

6 A (Nodding head negatively.) He didn't say. ; ,

?;.

7 0 You know, the reason I was asking, when you

8 made that comment to him, you thought he would give you

9 some kind of response?
,

'

10 A If he did, I don't, you could ask Jim about

11 that, I really don't know. It's the only, I think it's
'

12 the only report we ever put out that wasn't signed by all
(

13 the people that were involved.

*
14 And in retrospect, I really wish we had donej,
15 it that way so that these folks wouldn't come back and '

16 say, "Well, I didn't agree to it." ; ,

17 BY MR. W A RD :
1

18 Q How many people were in NSRS at that time,

19 approximately?

i'

20 A Oh, maybe twenty-two, three, I guers. I,

'

21 0 Here they all located essentially in these

22 spaces here?
'

L 23 A Back in those days we were back in the oId
,

( 24 Ha. ail ton Bank Building. He were on two floors. Most of |

25 Jim's people were all on one floor, and Kermit's were on

| --

_ _. __. . . . . . . . . . . . . ...
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1 the other floor, as well as ---

2 0 Did you have much contact with these people

3 on a day-to-day basis like at the coffee mess et lunch or

4 maybe even socially?
,

5 A Pretty much. It was a group of f airly close

6 together, because it was, they were fairly small

7 quarters, and the cof f ee pot was on the first, on the

8 lower of the two floors where I was, so you'd almost

9 always see people all the time.
,

10 I guess the part that, in retrospect, I

11 don't understand, if people really had that big of a

12 problem with that report, and Jim signed the report,

13 nobody really came to my office and said, you know, "I

14 really don't agree with what's in that report, I really

15 don't understand why he sent it out."

16 0 You're anticipating my obvious next

17 question. Did anyone, in fact, do that?

18 A No.
;

19 0 Did you hear perhaps second-hand that there

.20 may have been some degree of dissatisf action, any rumors

21 to-this effect?

22 A I guess I always f elt like there was a
'

23 little dissatisfaction in that group. That group has

I 24 always had some dissatisfaction. They really did a lot
t

25 of things.

. . . . . . . ..... ... ....
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|

1 There was, there were problems with the
,

2 group before Murdock's people got there. When Murdock's

3 people got there, I constantly heard problems of, they

4 were trying to make the TVA reactors like breeder

5 reactors, because they had all come of f the breeder

6 program.
'

7 And now every once in a while, I'd be

8 hearing the fact that, 'Nell, NRC told us we had to do

9 this on the breeder. Therefore, ,I don't know why they're

10 not doing that at Hatts Bar.'
'

11 I used to say to Jim, I'd say " Jim, you know

12 as well as I do that not all NRC, excuse me, not all NRC
i

13 peopic,think the same. And the fact that somebody in NRC

14 told the breeder they got to do something, which was a

15 slightly different time vintage, anyway, doesn't

16 necessarily mean we've got to change everything we're

17 doing at Watts Bar."

18 There was always that kind of
i
! 19 dissatisfaction. There was some dissatisfaction about

20 the fact that some of those folks couldn't identify a

21 safety problem, immediately go out and tell the line to

22 do something and get them to do something without even
'

'

23 writing a report.

( 24 So, part of that I attributed to the fact

25 they really didn't understand how the system worked
I

-

c u t m t3 DPDADmTue Ar rstry (Cit) SC9.6000
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1 within NSRS. '

2 Whereas, there were problems with that

3 group, on the other hand, the other group, you never

4 heard of any problems. So, I attributed some of that to
4

$ the f act that we had some growing problems with people

6 who had been assimulated in a group and really didn't,

7 first of all, yet understand how the system worked.
,

8 .BY MR KINQT

9 0 You've indicated it's your belief now that
,

10 these people apparently f elt strongly enough that they

11 would not, it does not surprise you now that they would

12 not have signed the report?
,

13 A With all the things that h. ave happened in

14 the interim, yes, I see that now. But I also, also think *

15 that some of that is somewhat discounted by the fact that;

16 when they sent the report up and got a response back,'

17 they accepted the response in some cases.

18 When I sent it back to Jim, I said, "I don't
'

19 know why they're accepting these responses, the responses
,

20 don't say much of anything," which led me to believe that

21 they really didn't feel like it was that big of a problem >

-22 in the first place af ter all the talk.
'

23 0 It could have been they were just so

( 24 dissatisfied, at that point they didn't feel that --

.

i 25 A I don ' t know.

|
. . - .. . . . .. ... ....
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1 Q I'm not saying that, I'm_just asking that. |:-
;

:

2 A Yeah. The issue of the cable trays, the

53 response that came back was really not very good. They

4 bought of f on it and immediately flipped to a dif f erent
-

5 issue, which I told Jim, I said. 'If that's the issue

6 you want to pursue, fine, but," I said, 'You ought to

7 really put the first one to bed.

|
,

8 BY MR- h' ARD : ,

9 0 ,Did it surprise you that perhaps maybe -

10 looking backwards now, that if they did feel that

11 strongly, that no one of them mentioned anything to you?

12 A Yeah, I'm a little surprised. In fact, the j

_13 first time I ever really got an indication that Hicks was
,

*
14 really bothered was the day that he came in.

15 In fact, before he left, I said, 'I want to

16 talk to you, sit down and talk to you." I believe when

17 peopl e leave, it's'a good time to talk to them, they'll

18 really unload on you.

19 And he came in the of fice. I said, "I'd

20 really like to talk about why that group back there is

21 not perf orming better, and what it is that's causing it,-"

22 because I thought that was a real good-opportunity.
'

23 And that day, he dumped a stack of papers

(, . 24 about that thick (indicating) on my desk. He said, "Here

25 are all the technical problems,' and I said, " Fine.

. . . . . - - - . - . , , - . - -., .. ,,,e, ,,m,en
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1 Ne'11 give those to Murdock and let him chase them.'

,2 I said, 'I don't want to talk about

3 technical problems on your last day.' I said, 'I want to

4 talk about why that group is not perf orming." j

5 I had a hard time really getting much out of

6 him. All he wanted to do was talk about the stack of

7 papers. I think that's the stack of papers that
,

8 eventually he sent to Nashington.
|

9 BY MR. ROBINSON:
*

10 0 Did you ever really look at what was

11 contained in that-stack?

,

12 A- I gave these to Murdock, and I said, ' Jim,'

~13 I said, 'You need to go look at every one of those.' I

14 asked Murdock afterwards what he did with them. He said

15 he gave them to Jerry Smith f or f ollow-up. And you'll
'

16 have to talk to Jim about what he got out of Jerry Smith.

17 I don't believe he got much of anything.

-18 0 Did you, did you ever give any indication to

19 Dallas Hicks that that was the first time, when he handed

20 you that stack of technicals, that that was the first

21 time you had ever seen any of those type concerns, or did

22 you not look at them?

23 A The first time I asked him, I said, 'Yov've

24 got all these problems, why haven't you not raised them

25 within our organization? That's what you're here for."

._ . . . . . ... ....
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1 Q Okay. What did he say to that?

2 A I think he said that it was because nobody

3 here is interested in safety, and I think I said to him,'

4 I said, 'Well, why do you think we're here?'

5 O Do you remember getting a letter f rom

6 Freeman after the issuance of the final NSRS report,

7 Freeman sending you a memo saying --
:

8 A Which report now?

9 Q Okay. The Black & Veatch final report that
,

10 was issued in June or July of 84, okay? This one'

11 (indicating).

12 My question is, do you remember getting a

13 letter from Freeman that questioned how you could
'

angt **C

14 essentially in good conscieve have signed the policy

15 committee report, knowing what was in, contair9d in the

16 Black & Veatch findings by your staf f ?

17 A A memo f rom Preeman?

18 Q Yes.

19 A I guess I'd have to say I don't remember it,

20 although it doesn't mean I didn't get one. Did I get

21 one?

22 O Yes.

23 A Okay. Which one, David or Richard? -'

I 24 0 I don't have those documents with me right

- .

25 now, but we'll -- we may talk about those in the future.

. -. -- --... . - - . . . . . . . . . . ... ....
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1 A If I got one, we would have responded to it,

2 or did we respond?

3 Q Yeah, and the response was not really

4 pointed to the questions, but we'll have to get the

5 documents and we'll talk about it.

6 A Did I write it?
.

7 Q You signed it. I don't know whether you

8 wrote it or not.

9 A 1 don't really recall that.
.

10 MR. ROBINSON: Okay. I'm sorry. I kind of

11 interrupted your line of questioning, Bill.

12 BY MR. W ARD :

13 Q Well, I guess maybe stepping back a little

14 bit broader here, obviously, you're a very experienced

15 manager and have some strong feelings of management

16 styles and philosophies, I wculd assume.

17 could you just generally describe your

18- theory of management, articularly as-it relates to a

19 group like NSRS?

L 20 A Okay. I guess the way I approach it is that

21 I firmly believe you assign the work, say, to the two

22 sections, and that you basically hold them responsible.

23 I try very hard not to interf ere with what

( 24 they are doing when they generate, either go out on the

25 review or generate the reports. But I do feel very

|
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I strongly, and I felt probably more strongly in 1980 than

2 I did towards the tail end, that, to keep credibility of

3 the- staff, I did look very hard at what went out.

4 I f ollowed the same basic principle there,

5 As I said earlier, if you got reviewers and you look at

6 their work, and if, generally speaking, you have no ;
t

7 problem with what they arn doing, you don't look as hard

8 the next time.

i
9 If, on the other hand, everything an

10 individual turns out is poor quality, which is a .

11 judgment, I admit, is a judgment that it's poor quality,

12 you look at it much more carefully.

13 As a matter of principle, if I got a new

14 employee,' and I'm not f amiliar with his capabilities, I

15 would tend to look very hard at what he's done.

'

16 That's one of the reason why this report,

~17 whioch was the first one that' group had really turned

18 out, you can bet your last dollar that I looked at it
'

19 very hard to see what was going on. But I think if you

20 asked other members of the staff, I looked at all of the

21 reports.
.

22 0 You were, in essence, the second-level

23 supervisor over most of the reviewers, right? They *

L
4 24 reported through a first-level supervisor to you?

| 25 A Well, as far as I was concerned, they

. . . . . . .__ _.-- . . ... .. ,,,,, - - a-a
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,

1 reported to their supervisor, they didn't really have :

2 that much contact with me.
.

3 Even if I had questions on a report, it

4 would normally take the form of a question. Sometimes

5 I'd suggest some rew riting, and I'd say, "But if you

6 don't agree with it, you don't have to change it.'

7 On rare occasions, I would get involved with

8 the details of the report. I could give you some

9 examples of why. Like one time, I had two reviewers that

10 were writing a report, it was a beautiful report but they !
4

: 11 were really having a hard time writing the conclusion and

12 recommendation, and I gave them a lot of help.

13 But having done that, I said, 'If you' don't

'
14 ' agree with these,' I said, 'For goodness sake, you don't

15 sign the report.' I said, 'If You don't agree with them,

16 you ought to tell me why."

17 But I did that mainly because they just were

18 having a hard time taking all those facts and drawing

19 some conclualons. In that particular case, they said,

20 'Oh, thank God, that makes good sense what you did.'
,

21 It's just a matter of experience, taking a bunch of facts

22 and drawing conclusions.

23 0 Did you have any staf f meetings where all

( 24 the staf f would assemble in a room?

25 A He didn't have a lot of them, for the simple

cuttu economrun anruev ,c,o es,.nono
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1 reason we didn't have a, .we didn't have a room that was

2 big enough to handle all the people. When we did have

3 room originally, we were meeting more frequently.

4 The last year or so, well, in '84, we

5 didn't, we didn't even have -- one time the General

6 Manager came in where we had to meet in the hall, but

7 most of the meetings were by the group head, most of the

8 meetingr were by the group head with their people.

9 Q Did you provide the opportunity, you think,
,

10 f or people at the working level to discuss with you any

11 problems they might have? Did you encourage an open door

12 policy, or did you consider yourself particularly.

4

13 accessible to these people?

14 A People could walk in my of fice any time they'

15 wanted. I guess I always felt like anybody that had a

16 problem could come and talk to me. I don't know why they

6
17 couldn't. Some of them did, some didn't.

18 I got to admit that sometimes I was gone a

19 good deal of the time, but as far as I know, if somebody

20 had a problem, they could come talk to me.

21 O I was wondering, you seem to have had

22 somewhat of a long standing concern about the perf ormance ,

23 of the group involved in Black & Veatch. I was wondering
it

( 24 what steps you f elt you should have taken to alley these i

25 concerns or to find out more about them? j

,

4
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1 A Mostly, I would go back and talk to Jim, you
i

2 know, about the problems that they might be having. I l

j 1

3 may. or may not have had some meetings with his group. !

.

4 I really don't -- I don't recall any large

5 number of meetings, if we did have meetings. I really

6 generally would sit down and talk to Jim about it. ;
.

7 Q But none of these actions that you may have

8 taken gave you any feedback to. zake you believe that

9 there were some strong f eelings against the content of

-10 that report?
e

11 A Not strong feelings. I guess if I had to

12 characterize them, I'd say that they may have f elt like

13 some of the changes weren't necessary. A lot of people

14 get more upset if somebody has got comments on their

15- reports. Some people go right to pieces, others don't

16 mind.

17 0 But nothing to trigger a suspicion of the

18 fact that it bore only his signature and not the group's
'

19 signature, you didn't make any connection in your mind

1 20 between the rumbles of dissatisf action, perhaps?

21- A I guess if I had really felt like Jim signed

-22 that thing because of other people were unwilling to sign

23 it, I would never have issued it. I've never, I've never '

( 24 issued a report to my knowledge where I knew the people
!

| 25 didn't agree with it.
1'
,
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1 And you could probably talk to most of the

2 people on the staf f, and I've said niany, many times that

3 any time I put a comment down or suggest a word change,
.,

4 if you don't agree with it, you should not accept it.

5 Q What do you mean by "not accept it'? Does

6 that mean that you'll --

7 A Come and argue with me about it or we'll

8 come and discuss it further. Having been an investigator

1A$
9 myself, you know, the worsg thing I think you can do is

.

10 change an investigator's report. And I don't know of

11 anything in that report that changes the intent of the

12 report.

13 BY MR. ROBINSQBt

14 0 But even though Phil Washer didn't come back

15 to you af ter he tried to put a paragraph in the cover

16 letter about whitewash with any specific argument as to

17 why he wanted to use whitewash, didn't you kind of get

18 the f eeling that some of the staff may have had some

19 probl ems with --

20 A No, I guess, I wasn't totally surprised to

21 see it there, because there were a number of people on

22 the staff that were prone to use language which they J

23 later on would have to admit themselves was not very.

( 24 really accurate, emotional type outbu rsts, I'd call them.

25 0 You had had experience with that type of

'
,
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1 thing before with the staff?
: ,

2 A Not so much in NSRS, not earlier, no.

3 Q So, then --

4 A All I said to Jim was, 'If you really

S believe it was a whitewash, you get some information to

6 convince me."
.

7 Q You mean Phil, Phil Washer?

8 A Right. Because I told him, I said, "I'm not|

9 going to send something out that says we've had a ;
.

10 whitewash unless I've got some indication of why you are i

11 saying that." |

12 Af te r all, I would have to, you know, I'd

t 13 have to answer to the General Manager, the Board and

L 14 everybody else in TVA. A whitewash is a rather serious

15 term.'

16 Q Oh, yes.

17 A I told him if -- I said, "If there's a real
;

18 whitewash out there, you get me some facts."
1

19 Q And then when he didn't show up beating on

20 your door within the next two or three days with his

21 facts, you felt --
.

22 A I believe he went back and --

23 0 Realized that it wasn't a whitewash? ,

24 A I guess my feeling was that at the time he(
1 25 felt like, no, it wasn't a whitewash and he had used a

.
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I rather improper term. If I was convinced it was a
.

4

2 whitewash, I would sure pursue it.

3 In fact, I guess I wouldn't'have put it in I
l.

4 the letter unless I had some real basis for it in the
5 first pl a c e . And if I had the basis, I sure as heck

,

6 wouldn't have changed it. r

7 0 Af ter that incident where he called it the

8 whitewash, and you told him to go back and get the proof,

9 he never came back to you, did he?
4

10 A He came back.
o

11 0 Oh, did he? *

12 A- Well, he came back with a revised lettet.
n

13 0 Did you ever question him further aftel: thatj
4

14 on, ' Hey, you know, remember you said that was a'

15 whitewash? Did you ever come up with anything as tc why

16 that was a whitewash"?

| 17 A No. I guess my feeling was it would have '

L

| 18 proved an embarrassment. I just didn't wrestle with him.

I 19 I really honestly f elt that Phil used a bad term and he
L

20 just recognized it.
!

l- 21 I guess I was just flabbergasted, because I
|

22 don't- know what his basis would have been if, in fact,'

23 there had been any basis. I'm amazed that he would not

24 have discussed it with Jim, and Jim would have been up(
25 there talking to me several months earlier. Af ter all,

!
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I we're talking about July.'

,.

2 0 I've got some strong indications that there
f

,

3 were some strong discussions between Jim and the staf f.'

;

|
L

4 Do you f eel that Jim was hiding those discussions f rom |

] 5 you?

f6 A If they had strong feelings, I guess I

7 didn't get any strong indication of it. |
1

8 Q You didn't get any of it? |
i.

9 A No, I don't know. You'd have to ask Jim |'

~10 why.

11 BY MR __KINDI

YoudidhavediscussionswithJi$,though,12 0
'

13 about certain aspects that apparently he f elt strong
i

14 about. I'm just wondering if those same things came f rom ,

,

15 his peopl e, his staff.
,

.

16 A If -- I guess if his people f elt very -;

17 strongly_about what was in the report, and they.came to
!

18 Jim, I didn't get that sense that there were some strong

19 f eelings about things.-

20 I did hear some rumblings about the fact >

21 that they wrote a report and I-had _a number of large, a

22 large number of suggested changes. I don't find it"

-23 difficult to understand where people sometime object if

( 24 you make changes at all, in pa r ti::ul a r if it 's maybe -

25 their first report. I didn't sence any of the comments

e

a
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I that I had in the report that had changed the substance

2 of the reported. I didn't tell them to delete anything.

3 In fact, some things did get deleted.

4 I remember saying to Jim, I said, "As a

5 matter of curiosity, Jim, what' happened to those things?'

6 Jim said, 'Well, as a result of the questions you raised,
7 they went out and had to dig up some additional

8 information, and they found there was no problems.'

9 By MR. ROBINSOB:
,

10 0 You remember him saying something like that

11 to you?

12 A He said that to me, because I was very

13 interested in why these burning issues had disappeared.

14 He said, 'Well, they went back and pursued the questions

15 you asked, and when they did that, the problems went

16 away.'

17 Now, I guess I have to believe that one of

18 the reasons f or asking the question is to either

19 establish you have a problem or not. And I guess, again,

20 my strong feeling is that if you don't have a problem,

21 and the person hasn't pursued it enough to identify a
22 p robl em, you ought not to be littering up your reports '

1

23 with a bunch of nonproblems. '

,

( 24 Now, there was a perception of some people |
|

25 on the staff that all we had to do was to identify |
1

i
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1 problems, whether they had any kind of basis or not.

2 There are still some people on the staf f that feel like

3 it's not necessary to establish a firm basis f or a

4 problem, it's only necessary to say 'I think I got a

5 problem out here."

6 Now, I guess I don't agree with that

7 philosophy. -

8 Q After you retired in January of '85 and came

9 back, how soon was it when you came back in a consulting

10 basis?

11 A I think it was about the last day of June.
,

12 0 okay. Did you have any connection or any

13 input in late June, when Murdock made a presentation on
'

14 the Black & Veatch issue to the ACRS, did you have

15 anything to do with that?

16 A No, didn't even know they-had done that.

17 MR. ROBINSON: I'll talk to him about that.

18 R1._ lib STONE:

19 Q I'have one. After you signed the NSRS

20 report on the Black & veatch study, did you think about

21 what you had previously signed three months . earlier,

22 which was the policy committee report, and at least it

23 appears that there's areas in there that are not quite in

( 24 agreement?

25 A I guess the impression I got when I signed

. - . . . . . . . . . . . ,,... .,. .. .
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4

'

1 the report out, I said the feeling I got was because of

2 the nature of the problems that were identified in that-

3 report, that what we signed earlier was totally,

4 consistent, what we found in there, there were some
.

-5 deviations f rom commitments, but that there were no

6 things in there that really represented big saf ety

7 problems. Now, that was my impression.

8 0 okay.

9 A And when we got the responses back, and were
,

10 accepted by the staf f, or several of them, I guess I felt

11 like even more, well, more that way, then.

12 BY_MR. W A RD :
,

13 0 Did anyone ask the, perhaps, la~rger safety
*

8
14 question as to why the commitments weren't being met to

15 begin with?

16 A Hell, that gets back to the root-cause
,

17 analysis, really. That was a part of it. You-took each

18 of the findinge and went back to the work sheets where

19 those things were actually worked on. All of them have

20 root cause analysis.

21 Unfortunately, I think one of the biggest

22 problems in TVA is their root cause analysis is rather

23 shallow. If you look at most of the findings in Black &

'( 24 Veatch, the root cause is always identified as either a

25 procedural problem or lack of training.

. .. _ . . . . . . _ . . . . . . .. , _ . . . . . . . .. ....
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1 'And I -- I have to surmise, having looked at
i

2 a bunch of those, that that's probably not the real root

3 cause, but I don't' know on an individual one what the

4 real root cause is.

5 Q Just as an over all statement, then, neither
,

6 the review group nor NSRS actually took a step backwards

7 and siad how did all this, if you will, noncompliance --

8 A Not as part of that effort, no. They have,
'

9 not at that point in time, but .I believe in '85, NSRS df.d

10 make a review of cor rective action programs, which was
;

11 really intended to dig in much deeper into the TVA root i

!
12 cause analysis.

13 My understanding was that that report really |

|

14 didn't do the job. I t ' s a -- r e a l'1 y , i t ' s a , to go back- ' '

15 and really identify why TVA's corrective action program
8

16 is not ef f ective is a real tough review, would take a

'

17 tremendous amount of effort. As far as I know, NSRS

I18 really hadn't done that.

19 In fact, that's one of the things that I

20 remember promising to Richard Freeman back when they

21 . wanted us to go out and make more and more reviews. I
,

22 told him, 'We don't need to make more and more reviews,
Ii

23 we need to find out why it is that we can never correct :

( 24 th'e- problems that we've al ready identified,' which is

really going back and taking some case analyses as to why |25

1

cuten wronnetun inency u, s3 as?-nono

*
. _ _ _ _ _ - - - - _.. - ~ . . . . _ _ . _ . . , . _ . . . - _ _ .-



_ . - . - - _ .-

_

,

I were those corrective actions not ef f ective. -

,
'

2 BY MR. ROBIESQ3:
.

3 0 You had a conversation with Freeman like :

4 that?

5 A The reason they wanted, at one point, they

6 wanted me to add a whole bunch of people so I could go

'
7 out and make a whole bunch more reviews. I said I'd

8 really, rather than making a whole bunch more reviews and

9 identif ying the same old problems, what we really need to.
.

10 do is concentrate on finding out why it is that the

.11 solutions that TVA has identified in the past haven't

12 been ef f ective.
> a

: -13 I lost that argument. They made me add a
,

14 bunch of people, anywayt''
,

15 0 Here the results of a number of the reviews
,
,

'

16- that were done- not f ormalized in the reports and just

17 handled inf ormally, either by memorandums or verbally?
,

.18 A No, all the -- no, all the -- if I

I19 understand --

20 0 In other words, if, say, a team of two or
,

21 three of,your NSRS staff went out and did the project, ;

22 'some type of a review, was it possibla f or them to not >'

23- write 'a f ormal report on the.t review and to just perheps f

( 24 handle it through a memorandum or verbally?

L 25 A Presumably, any time we had made a review, |
|

.

| covmu nennnmtue acenev icies 6ce.noco
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1 they had to write a report. I can only think of one case >

2 where somebody went of f and did something, they didn't

3 write a report, mainly because the problem -- well, it

4 wasn't a review as much as occasionally, issues would

5 come up at the plant.

6 For example, sometime back in '84, one of
.

7 the big issues at the plant was fire protection. And I

8 remember going back to, I believe I went back to Kermit

9 and I said, "Kermit, you should put somebody on fire

10 protection and go find out what are the issues, what's

11 TVA doing, what should be our position, because,' I said,

12 'You can ju'st be sure this issue will come up to the
'

13 Board. If the Board asks us what our position is, I feel
i

14 like we ought bo know."
.

15 In that case, that job was given to two

16 pe opl e , and --

17 0 Mashburn and Smith? ,

18 A Mashburn and Smith. As far as I know,

19 nothing was ever written because the issue went away

20 bef ore they could ever get anything done. They gave one

21 verbal report which I thought was very good, but we --

22 the problems at the plant were solved and the issue went

23 away, and I finally said, 'Well, there's no sense in '

( 24 putting the report out now, the issue is all gone.' And

25 as far as I know, they never issued a report.

. . . . . . . . . . . . , - . . . . , , . . . . , , , . .
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1 Q Right. The report was never issued, but it,

2 appears that there's one that was pretty well draf ted.

3 Is that the one we're talking about (indicating)?
'

4 A I never saw one..,

9
'

5 Q You never saw it?

6 A I never saw one.

7 Q Nas Murdock supervising Mashburn and Smith?

8 A It may have been Jim. I said Kermit. It
.

9 may have been Jim. .

10 Q All right.

11 A It was one of those things that if you're

12 going to go back to the Board and report your position on

13 an issue,,you really got to have your position bef ore the

14 issus has gone by.

15 And the issue was rea]Iy -- it came to a

16 head, it was resolved within the line, between= the line
1

17 and NRC. And I remember just saying, "Well, since we

| 18 haven't got anything, there's no sense in them spendtng

19 more time writing a apaer te not going to use,' and
.

20 that's the way that ended.

21 Q Who did you say that to, Murdock or Whitt?

22 A If Murdock was handling that, it would have
'

23 been Murdock. I thought it was Whitt. '

-( 24 Q So, you feel that the work that they had|

|

! 25 done, that Smith and Mashburn did with respect to

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . , , , , , .,....m.
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1 Appendix R, Fire Protection was really outdated or not

2 applicable?

3 A I don't know. I never got, I never saw the

4 report. So, in f act, I didn't know they had written a

5 report. I don't know when'they wrote it.

6 0 All they have is the dates of the review,

7 which was August through September of '84. And it was,

8 the title was "The Review of TVA's Experience in the

9 Implementation of Appendix R, 10 CFR 50, Appendix R."
.

10 That's the same project that you' re talking about.

11 A When that issue came un, I remember sitting

12 in a meeting down in Atlanta between TVA and the NRC, and
i
'

13 my recollection at the time was that Ti'A was doing lots

14 of arguing with NRC about what was c3 ally required.

15 I came back from that meeting, and I thought

16 I talk'3d to Phitt. It may have been Murdock. I said, "I

17 can see nothing but problems coming up on this, because

18 it sounds to me like TVA is going to fight NRC on this."

19 And I said, 'As a minimum, we need to find

20 out what are the issues that are involved and what is our

21 position on this, and are we going to support the line

22 position, or are we going to go to the Board and say 'The

23 line is out of line, and we believe this is what needs to

( 24 be done'?"

25 Now, if you're going to do that, there is a

-...-..---me....e . c r ., r v ,cscs ,c,_nooo
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1 time to do that, and you-have to do that befor, the issue

2- is all over. It took a long time to get anything at all.

3 Q When do you think you indicated they should',

4- g; out?

5 A I don't know. It would have been, if I had
4

6 gone to a raeting in Atlanta on, say, on a Monday, I

'

-7 would have told Murdock or Whitt, whichever it_was, on

? Tuesday, because I was concerned about the TVA position.

9 O And then I may have missed- this --
,

10 A I don' t remember what the date of the

11 meeting was.

12 0 And I may have missed this, but, once again,

13 what was the logic fc- not either asking them what they

! 14 got to date or publishing what they had gotten to that
'

15 point?

16 A It became a-nonissue, in effect, because

17 what had happened, was that I got nothing out of them for

18 a long time. Finally, I said, "Let's get these guys in i

'
19 here."

20 I remember meeting in Whitt's office.

21 Murdock may have been there. I may have chosen-Nhitt's

22 fice because it was big enough to get three or f our
|

23 people in. I remember they came in and they gave us a

( 24 little rundown.

25 0 Mashburn and Smith?

i
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/E 1 A Mashburn and Smith. At that time, I really

(''
2 f elt like we needed to know. At that point in time, as

3 far as I know, they had written nothing. Shortly after

4 that time period, the issue changed rather drastically,

5 because I got f eedback that the TVA organization was no
'

6 longer fighting the NRC on it, that they were going to

7 comply with the requirements and, therefore, it did not

8 appear we were going to have to go to the Board with a

9 big confrontation.
t

10- So, I remember I went back to Whitt or

11 Murdock, or whoever was handling it, I said, "We will no

12 longer need a documented position on that because there's
i

13 no longer an issue." And, so, I said, 'Rather than

14 having them waste their time on that, put them on' i

15 something else." I just don't believe in writing reports

16 to put into the file.
;

'

17 .And at the time I said that, I had no
,

18 indication they had anything written at all. So,

19 that's --

20 0 Even though at the end of the line, TVA was

21 at a' point where they were going to comply with the
10 .

22 Appendix totally, you didn't think even though -- I'm

23 having a dif ficult time phrasing that. -

( 24 You didn't think that, still, the

L 25 information developed in their research regarding TVA's

|

| cu,mn nennn-vuc arrucv icies ,c,_noue
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1 compliance with Appendix R or objections to compliance
.

2 with Appendix R would have been valuable information to

3- re'tain in your files?,

4 A I wouldn't say that,_I guess, no.

5 Q- You just f elt it 'was no use in publishing a-

6 report that was a moot po int , anyway?

7 A I just f elt like at the point in time when

8 it became ,.o longer an issue, to have them continue

9 writing the report, which, we really didn't plan to .

10 transmit anywhere or to use with the Board, was probably 3

11 not the best way to utilize the people.

12 If they were in 'the process of writing a
1

13 report or if they had had the report written, probably we

14 would have used it f or inf ormation.

15 MR. ROBINSON: All right. Nell, I've got a

16 copy of it if they want to use it, for information

li - pu r po ses . Any other questions f rom anyone on Black &

18- Veatch?

19 BY MR. STONE:

20 0 io pursue a little more-about the questioni

21 about signing the- policy committee report versus this

22 one, there's some statements in here that take issue and
i

'

23- directly say that.

k 24- They say that NSRS had problems with, we
w

25 found the definition of safety impacts of the findings to

. . . . _ _ . . . . . _ _ . . . . . . . - . . . . . . . ... ....
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1 be inconsistent with the basic engineering and safety
''
,

2' reasons f or having f eatures in place.

3 A Is that the --

4 Q That's the NSP.S report.

5 A Okay. The report in July.

6 Q And, so, this report does, takes some issue,.
,

7- some safety issues, at least if I can believe the words

8 that are here with what the policy committee came up

9 with.
.

10 And, you know, if I remember what you said

11 correctly, you said that, well,jrou really didn't see any
'

12- basic disagreement between the two reports.

i

13 A Again, I'd have to go back, you know, and

14 read that. I guess I didn't, really. The bottom l'ine in

15 the policy committee report was that, yes, in fact, TVA

16 had f ound a number of deviations, they had fixed those,

17 they had evaluated the saf ety significance of those

18 deviations and found that' they were not real safety
-

19 probl em s.

20 Now, when I read that report, I don't see

21 anything dif f erent.

22 Q I see.

23 A People use the term " safe' different. But

-[ 24 when you look at the specific items that are in that

25 ieport that they have findings on, I don't find any of

I
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1- those that lead you to direct saf ety problems. ;

2 0 There are two of them that bother me. One :

|
'

3 has to do with relay settings and one has to do with

4 breaker trip settings, and without going into the

5 details, which I haven't looked at, they look like they
,

6 could lead down to someplace where it could be

7 significant if-you got breaker problems, if you-got time

8 delays that are not set properly, and can lead you to a |

9 lot of different things. .

10 And those are the two that I see that, I

11 guess I would have some concerns with as to how these

i2 were handled, not only at Natts Bar, but across TVA,

13 because it looked like when I read this thing, it looked

-14 like they looke-. at the auxillary f eedwater system and

15 expanded the scope of that a little bit and looked at

16 three or four other systems. Now, I'm not sure if Black

17 & Veatch or TVA did that.

18 A Staff did that.

19 Q- They f ound the same problems in those f our
i

L 20 systems, and then there were some -- this report, the

21 policy committee report kind of cuts it off there, and in

22 the end says that those four systems were all right.

23 NSRS took issue to that and said, " Halt'a
f

( 24 minute, you found a problem in four out of four systems
x.- ;

25 you looked at, and you're not proposing to carry that on |

|
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1 to look at other systems across the board,' and that'sr *

i

2 what your recommendation was, or NSRS's recommendation

3 was.

4 'You ought to take a look at this, not only

5 j ust- f or those limited systems, but acreas the board for

6 TVA projects.' i

|

7 And then there was this statement in here |

8 that talks about we have some problems with the saf ety

9 findings, safety significance of the, even what the
,

10 policy committee put f orth. You can read it. That

11 section is in item two there, I believe it is.

12 MR. ROBINSON: I think in order to give Mr.

I

13 Culver time to review that properly, this might be a good

14 time to take a break and go of f *the record. It's 11:27

15 a.m.

16 (Off-the-record discussion.)

17 BY MR. ROBINSON:

18 0 Why don't we break for lunch and reconvene

19 at 12:15, or would you rather carry it through7

20 A I'd like to stay here all day, but I got a

21 Department of Labor investigator that's got me this

22 afternoon.

23 Q What time? Let's go off the record. -

( 24 (Off-the-record discussion.)

25 AFTERNOON SESSION 12:00 p.m.

-..-_. - - - - - _ . . . . . - - - - , , ,,,ei er, nnon
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1 MR. HOBINSON: Let's go back on the record.
I

2 It's of ficially 12: 00 noon, Tuesday, April 8th,1986.

3 Nhen we adjourned, we were in the middle of a question by ;
-

4 Jim Stone regarding certain aspects of the NSRS Black &

-5 Veatch - report.
I

6 BY MR. ROBINSON: I

7 Q Have you had sufficient time to review those

8 statements? Do you have any comment on them, Mr. Culver?

9 A I guess I take the collective statement in
.

10 here, I, again, I feel like what this report does, is it

11 provides some additional support to what the policy

12 committee-had said.
-<

13 It provides some specifics of specific
i

14 things that NSRS says line needs to f ollow up on, you ;

i

15 know. There may be some inconsistencies in here like if

16 I drop down on page two to the middle of the paragraph,

17 it says NSRS' assessment supports the conclusions of the

18 policy committee that there were no direct indications |i

that any aff ected. components would not perf orm its saf ety |19
'

20 function.

21 It does go on and point out, here are some

22 f iv e , six, seven things to look into, and the ;

23 recommendations indented to address those issues.

-( 24 As I indicated earlier, testified, I signed j

25 the policy committee report. I clearly indicated that we

eurmu e r nnom t ur meeurv tc,es oc, noco
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d

I were still looking into these things. .There would be
i,

2 some f ollow-up action, and that this is it. |
-

>

3 So, I guess I -- this is one of the reasons

4 when I got the report, probably my_first reaction was one

5 of elation that I finally got a report that we could do

6 something on, and we identified seven specific things
.

*

7 that needed action.

8 And, to me, that's somewhat consistent with

9 what I had indicated to the line people earlier that we

10 would have a report that we would tell you specifically

11 what additional things we believe you need to do.
t
j

12 Q Okay.

13 .MR. STONE: I don't have anything else.

14 0 ' Do you --

15 A Let me add one other thing, which I think is

16 kind of pertinent to it. This is something that Jim and

17 I did talk about, and that is that one always gets into-

18 the basic question, if something deviates from a

19 commitment, how much it's got to deviate before the

20 system will lose its saf ety f unction. j
!

21 And we did have lots of discussions about-
,

:

22 the fact that any* time you deviate, obviously, you' re
!

23 cutting - in on your margin. And we talked about margins, i

(, 24 and one can beat those to death.

|. 25 What we really, what Jim had indicated to me

| |

|
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1 early on before I signed that report was that it was his
'

2 perception that they had not identified anything that

3 . would resolve in the loss of the saf ety f unction.

4 He had lots of discussions about the f act
.

S that if you deviated f rom requirements, you're really 1

.

6 cutting in on your margin, and obviously, one doesn't

7 like to do that. ,

8 What this report shows is that if you ,

9 believe the records, that they didn't identify any.that

10 would have caused loss of saf ety f unction, but there's

11 . lots of things in here in those seven things which would,

12 if one didn't give them some additional attention, would

13 cut into your margin.

14 0" okay. So, if the policy committee statement

15 back in March of '84 would have been worded, you know,

16 adverse to safety in any degree, or cutting into the

17 margin of safety, you wouldn't have signed it, as opposed~

18 to not performing its safety function?

19 A At that stage of the game, if we wanted to

20 make that kind of restrictive ctatement, there wouldn't

L 21 have been a basis, wouldn't have been a basis because

| 22 they hadn't really -- well, I didn't have this, for one

23 thing. That, plus the f act 'that I was aware that there

( 24 were a number of items they were questioning. Those

25 items were what they believe were beyond the commitments

- . . . - . , - - - - , , , , , , , , . . . , , , , ,,,,, e ,. , annn

|



119

i

1 TVA made.

2 Any time you're beyond the commitment TVA

3 has made, you do cut into the-margin, and sometimes the

4 impact of that is more obvious than others, I guess.

5 Like the cable tray is one which I guess one

6 could always question what was the original basis, how

7 good was that original basis.

8 On the ones on the relays, I'm no relay

9 expert, but obviously, you get a little more concerned if

10 relay- settings aren't what they were designated.

11 Q Hell, when you got the verba1' statement from

12 Murdock-that there was nothing there that would have

13 precluded the system f rom p,erf orming its saf ety f unction,

' ' 14 when you got that verbal assurance from Murdock, there

15 wasn't really a basis f or that statement in your mind,
12

16 either, was there?

17 In other words, you were saying that group

18 was just doing a lot of tal king , and you weren't getting

19 anything in writing, and you asked Murdock --

20 A I think at the time, and I'd have to go back

21 and look- at the time the policy committee report was

22 signed, they had already done all the looking they were

23 going to do, and they had basically identified the nature

( 24 of the issues.

25 0 The NSRS people?

ru,mn n e nnn-v ur .reurv ,cses oc,_noco
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1 A The NSRS people *
f

,

2 Q Okay.

3 A The only thing I didn't have was a nice

4 fancy report I could send out to somebody. I don't >

5 believe that the nature of the issues changed f rom back

6 in the February, March time f rame until July.

7 I don't, I'm not aware that any of them

8 changed in that time frame, other than as I mentioned

9 before, at one time I think there were more issues, and
,

10 some of them went away.

11 I don't-think there was any, I don't see

12- anything in here that would lead me to believe they had
.

13 identified some additional things or that the nature of
i

14 them was drastically changed.

15 0 Okay. Any other questions on Black &

16 Veatch?

17 A And I guess, let me add.one other thing. If ,

18 they had found something, then the important thing to me

19 was that we had already told the line that if as a result

20 of anything we f ound, we _would be f ollowing up on it.
[

21 So, I guess that's the other part of it,

22 that we were really never -- we really -- even if I

23' signed the policy committee, it didn't mean we were.all

( 24 through.

25 Q Okay. All right. The next item I'd like to

l
|
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1 discuss with you, and I'll see if this rings a bell in

2 your memory, I'm going to be taking you back to 1982 now..
s 1

3 does the title ring-a bell

4 to you- at all ?

5 A Yes. Yes.

6 A Here they at Hatts Bar or Bellefonte..

7 0 They were at Hatts Bar.
* .

8 A That's a review that Harrison made, right?

9 0 Right.
.

10 A Okay. ,

11 Q Right. These two gentlemen, one was a, I

12 guess, a contract empl oy e e , and the other was a permanent
i

-13 TV A empl oyee. They had both been terminated, and the

14 question I have, and I'll let you take a look at this

15 document, is that Harrison's report, when I read it, .

16 seems to indicate that TVA, it seems to indicate that in

17 his opinion, from the invest'igation that he conducted,-

18 .neither of these gentlemen were properly terminated. ae

19 concluded that the contract employee, of course, could be

20 -terminated at any time f or, really, no' specific reason.

21 A That's right.

22 O He concluded, although he didn't come out-
'

23 directly and say it, that the TVA employee was not-

,

,) 24 properly terminated, that there wasn't real good grounds

25 for termination. Do you basically agree with that

/

SV'
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1 characterization of it?

2 A- Let me add something to your first

3 statement, that the job shopper, you can get rid of them
z,

4 for any reason at all except the wrong reason, and the
4

5- wrong reason is if you get rid of them because they've

6 been out there doing a good job identifying saf ety

7 problemp and I think Mike snd I both agreed on that.,

8 He, and on that particular reported, we spent lots and

9 lots of time talking to legal, but I think your

10 characterization is correct, yes.

11 O Okay. Now, the cover letter, which is

12 apparently was written by you and signed by you,
!

13 indicates that the TVA action on both of these f ellows

14 were actions which management had a right to impose,-

15 okay?

16- I guess what I'm saying is, 15 that the

17- cover letter seems to give a characterization of the f'
18 report that the report really doesn't say.

19 A I remember on this one the words were very -

L 20 caref ully selected. Let me see. Well, I'll have to look

l 21 and see what we said in here.

| 22 (Hitness reviewing document.)

23 The only thing I can recall on that is that,
~

(,
'

24 I guess the basics, rest of our report indicates that we
, ,

25 really f elt like % was kind of done in; that he was

.

.
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I caught up in the events that were associated with L/|

/!
2 0 Yeah, and I agree, that's what_the --

3 A The ve'ry dif ficult thing thet ILguess Mike
4 and I both had a problem with was the issue where you

5 have employees that do something wrong, does management

6 have a right to take adverse action against you.

7 We had lots of discussions with legal on
.

8 that, and although you can see in here, we really feel "

9' like did something wrong, but we really didn't

10 feel like that should be the basis to get rid of him, but
,

11 that management still had a right to do that if they
12 - wanted to. 1

11 0 Was Harrison in agreement with you in this

14 report or was he in a disagreement? ''

15 0 You said you had a number of discussions?
'

| 16 A Yes. Nell, this was a difficult one,-

i

17 because generally, we don't get involved with, in our

| 18 reports, with the legal aspects of any of these things.
1

19 When this report was first issued, it really dealt with

20 both. It was a, I guess f or a couple of technical peopl e

| 21 like Mike and myself, it was a rather trying time,
L i

22 because we had real diff erences of opinion with OGC.

23 They were also looking at it, and myi
,

(' 2k recollection on this one, this is one that the Department
^

25 of Labor had already, if this is the right one, the;
|

'

. _ /

hp , _ fY{QhN1
. . . ,,, , , n n n n n - u- . - - , , , , , , ,c,es ,s e , nann



= . . - -_ - _- . _ .

124
'

;

1 Department of Labor had already indicated they had some

2 problems with this.

3 0 Do you remember who you were dealing with in

4 OGC on this one?

5 A Yeah, there's not a lot of people over there

6 to deal with. It was primarily Bill Mason and Rick

7 Goodenkitz?

8 A Mason and Goodenkitz and Harrison and I

9 spent a whole day going over this report where we were
,

10 talking about the technical issues involved with it, what

11 the people were doing, and,- of course, they're kind of in-

12 an awkward position. They are trying to provide us an

13- insight about how you-look at these things from the legal

14 standpoint. This was the first report''that we ever put

15 out that had lots and lots of legal implications in it.

16 Normally, in fact, after-this time, we

17 pretty much stuck to just dealing with the technical

18 issues, and when we'd get through with the report, if we
!

19 f elt like there was some problem f rom a legal standpoint,L

20 we would just buck it over to OGC.
,

L

21 I guess both Mike and I had a problem with
,

22 t'he fact that if you have an employee that does something

L 23 wrong, what do you use as a basis to terminate. Of '

( 24 course, neither of us are legal people.
'

25 OGC's position was that management had a

. _ . . . _ _ . . . . . . . . . . . ....
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- 1 right.to get rid of an inspector who signs.an inspection
!

2 report that he's done something-when he hasn't done it,'

3 and I_ still have a little bit of a problem.with that,

4 because if you go out and inspect and you find a problem

5 here, and the craft tells you that all those are done

6 bad, for him to go inspect all those to establish the
.

7 fact. Legal's position on this one was that in signing

8 an inspection report for something they hadn't inspected,

9 that was an improper act.
,

10 0 Did you get the f eeling that OGC was af raid

11 and was being very caref ul not to have an NSRS report

12 issued that'would indicate that the action, the

13 termination was improper? Did you feel that pressure

'

14 f rom OGC7

15 A I think in this case, there's no doubt there

16 was, there was a lot of concern on the part of legal's

17 part about what we had in our report. I think both Bill

18 Mason and Herb Sanger, in particular, f elt very strongly

19~ that they did not want to be accused of telling us what

20 to put in our report. They bent over backwards to make

21 sure that they weren't going to be accused of meddling

'22 -with our reports.

L 23 0 And when they bent over backwards, was that

( 24 bending over backwards them telling you now, we' re not

25 telling you what to put in your reports? Was it that
t

L
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1 kind of bending over backwards to --

2 A Yeah, a little bit like sometimes I do. I
,

.

3 think what they were really saying is that, the fairest I
,

4- can say this, I think they were really saying is you

5 people ought to be looking at the technical issues and

6 leave the legal issues to us. And, in fact, in this

7 report, in the first version of it, we were too much into

8 OGC 's ma t te r s.

9 As I say, we did, we had, I believe it was
.

10 just -Mike and myself and Rick and Bill Mason spent a

11- whole day on this. I thin'k out of that, we learned a lot '

12- about what OGC does and I think OGC learned a lot about

13 what we do.

14 Q Do you' remember how NSRS got involved in

15 looking at the termination of those people?

16- A. Let's see. Do you-know how we did? Could

17 you refresh my memory? I don't ;eally recall, but I

18- remember how we got into it. -He were stuck in the middle-

-14 ,

!19 of a real controversial one.

! 20 The Department of Labor had already come in.

|

21 I think they had already made their preliminary finding. t

'
;

22 He may have been asked to look at it by Hillis, I don't
' '

23 know. I can't recall whether it was Hillis.- I don ' t
!

( 24 think this -- is this the one where NRC said, 'Have you - '

l 25- guys looked at it?" I believe it's that one, this one. |

!
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1 If anything, it was probably N1111s, and I can reca]], to.,

:t :
''

2 give.you an. indication of pressure --

3 Q I just got a couple of versions as to how it

4 was started.

5 A Has Millis on~e of them?
4

6 0 Yes, Willis was one of them.

7 A It could have been Willis. I do recall--

.

8 af ter we had-looked at it a very short time, Willis had a !

O
9 meeting up in his office, and there was Hillis and

10 Kimmons and Sanger and myself, and --

11 0 What kind of conversation went on in that

12 meeting?
I

13 A Hell, Hillis wanted to, Willis was j

-14 interested *in whether TVA should, what direction TVA 1

15 _ought to go on it. I told him, I said, "He haven't
.

16 completed our investigation, but f rom what we see right

17 now, we were inclined -to believe that the action against

/[ facprobably improper."
'

18

19- 0 And what did he say to that?

20. A. Hell, it was one against f our, you might

21 say, or -- how many did I say? Willis and Kimmons and

L 22 -Sanger. It kind of bothered him, but he said go ahead,

L 23 go ahead with your investigation. Nobody said stop.

( 24 Nhen I -- like I said earlier, I got good

25 support f rom the General Manager and the Board, they_gave
1

6i '7C j9mAOno
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I us a lot of support.
,

;

2 0 But then when you finally came out with that

3 report and you wrote the cover letter, and the cover
,

4 letter said that TVA management has a right to exercise

5 its authority, you, obviously, in the cover letter, you

6 made no statement as to whether or not NSRS concluded
/

7 that the firing of was improper. You just

)~

8 indicated in the cover letter that general statement that

9 TV A d oe s hav e a right to exercise its authority to

10 terminate.

11 A I guess all I can say about that is that

12 probably Mike and I both really f elt like where you got a

|

13 situation where a guy does wrong -- but then some of

14 'these things are, you can understand that I guees both of

15 us, not being with the legal background, probably would

16 have liked to have said that TVA did wrong against

17 Meadows.

18 0 And why didn't you say that?

19 'A Because f rom a legal standpoint, they, I

20 guess, legal people convinced us that TVA did have a

21 right to do that.'

I

22 O Okay.,

I

! 23 A And it doesn't make any dif f erence whether

|([ 24 we agree with it. In fact, I get hung up on those all
1

25 the time,

s-

'

c.,me, aren %m..,n .-.,..a , e ^^^



,_ve: g 139.: . i, .y. ; ,
,.

,

_

1- You see,- we had another one like that where

2 an individual may get terminated, and there's a question

3 of whether or not his ter.mination had to do with his

4 saf ety work or whether it had to do with the f act that

5 he's just a poor employee. You have that all the time

6 where, you know, you got both factors involved.

7 0 Here you, in fact, convinced that there was,

8 a legal basis to fire him, or did you just realize that

9 you better not write the cover letter that says there's a

10 problem? Were you, in fact, convinced that there was a '

f %

11 good legal basis to fire (

12. A Yeah.

13 0 Okay. ,

14 A Because if I hadn't been, I wouldn't have
|

'

15 w ritten that letter. Too bad I didn't have Mike write

16 that one, but...
|

17 MR. ROBINSON: Okay.

-18 BY MR. WARD:

19 Q Were you convinced it was the right thing

20 for them to do?

21 A Hell, I vas never convinced it was the right
.

22 thing.
.

:.

23 Q I mean -- ,

( 24 A They may have had a right to do it, but I

i 25 don't -- I personally feel like --

|. >-
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'; 1 Q Did your investigation disclose reasons,

2 other than the fact that he allegedly was fired for, that

3 cou'Id have led to that decision to fire him7

4 A Nell, when it came to c,. I think the-case

5 agains h k as easy, because, being a job shopper, you

6 can get rid of job shoppers f or most any reason, and he

7 really yaen't that great of an employce.
8 SIN I really think that the reason they

9 terminated , .[istheywereconcernedthattherewere,

10 two guys doing the same thing. You get rid of one, you

11 get rid of the other.

12 BY MR._ ROBINSON:

13 0 But do you think there was an underlying

14 reason separate from that that caused to get-

15 fired?

16 A I think it was-just purely the f act you got

17 two people doing the same thing and you get rid of one,

18 you better get rid of the other. Eventually, they

19 brought back and promoted him, which indicates

20 that he wasn't a bad employee. '

21 I don't know how you get around the issue, I,

22 don't know. He did spend a lot of time talking to Legal

23 about it. If you got an inspector, one of the worst,

24 things you can have is an inspector going out accepting

25 work that isn't even looked at. Is it equally wrong if

s . /-
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I and inspector rejects work he hasn't looked at?

2 Now, in my book, rejecting something that-
,

3 - you haven't looked at is nowhere near as bad- as acceptins

4 things you haven't looked at.

5 But f rom a legal stantipoint, if you are, if

6 you are hired to do a job, you ought to do it, that's the

7 way Legal looks at it. That's what they tell you. I

8 don't know how you. argue with that.
-

9 0 Okay. Any other questions on that, on
- -.-[,

10 i Okay.
_._....y

11 A The main thing that came out of that effort

12 was that NSRS and OGC worked better together, really.

13 0 NSRS was very careful not to get into legal-:

14 oriented investigations af ter that?

15 A No, no. As a matter of fact, on some

16 investigations they had, they came around and used some

17 of the input from our reports,

18- 0 Good. Okay. The next topic I have to cover

19 involves, this is back in 1983. This ic a Memorandum

20 f rom. you to Anderson regarding the Hatts Bar Nuclear

21 Plant closures of NSRS items regarding a comparison of
-

'

l 22 TVA procedure or Guide G-29-C to AWS D-1-1.
'i
;j 23 A All right.

,

;( 24 0 Does this ring a bell to you at all?

25 A Yes. Yes.

!:' -
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1 Q . Okay. Bruce .sief ken did this project, and
4

2 he was -- he came with an initial draft, which indicated

3 a number of contrasts between these two documents, G-29-C

4 and AWS D-1-1, okay?

5 A I remember Bruce wrote something.

'6 Q Here was the final memo, which ref ers to

7 three-different contrasts, okay, comparisons. Initially,

8 Bruce wanted that memo to. ref er to seven contrasts that

9 he thought were improper regarding these two procedure,s,

10 inconsistencies in these procedures, and the draft, I've

11 got- copies of the original draf t and draf t one and draf t

12' two and comments about discussions between Bruce and-
I 13 Kermit and yourself regarding this particular memo to

*
14 Anderson.

15 Now, I'll let you look at it. These are a

16 list of, I'm assuming that's HNC, that's your initial

17 comments on the second draft. Here's draft two of that

L .

Bruce wanted to include| 18 letter. And the bottom line is,

L
19 a number of items of contrast in that letter that finally

20 were not included.

21 A Yes. I remember a lot of discussion about
!
I 22 this. I don't remember the- details. I'd have to look

23 back on it to -- yes. Okay. .

..

( 24 0- So, right now, that is not real clear in

25 your mind as to why you excluded some of those contrasts?

CMTTU DPDADTTUC AcrMOV /K1R4 $K7.0000
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1 A My own real recollection was that, well, the
I

2 welding issue was one that had been with us quite a

3 w h il e . When Bruce got involved with it, only because of

4 the management review at, okay, the management review of
i

5 00A, we had, to ref resh my memory, we had raised the

6 welding issue in a review of Watts Bar, we had been
'

7 pursuing that thing f or well over a year.

8 When we turned over -- when 00A was created,

9 we turned over the line findings to 00A f or f ollow-up,

10 because we didn't want two groups in there following up

11 on the same stuff.

12 When we turned that over to OOA, a lot of

13 people on the staf f were dissatisfied that we turned them

14 over. I told him, I said, "We turned them ovet for two

15 reasons, one, so there;wouldn't be duplication, the F

16 other, so we'd have lots of good things that we could

17 evaluate the new organization on."
i

18 And I said, "When we go make our first !,
i

19 review of OOA," I said, "Be sure to examine very f
|-

20 carefully what they've done on welding, because," I said,|

21 "That's one of our most controversial issues." ,

22 My recollection, and I think this is true,
'

23 is that when the report on 00 A was w ritten, I saw very

( 24 little about welding. And I remember saying to the >

'

25 reviewers, "If you didn't specifically look at how they
I\
l
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1 handled the welding issue,' I-said, 'Go back and do it,'

2 because,' I said, 'We want to be able.to discuss their

3 ability to f ollow up on technical issues.',

4 Nhen the report was written on oQA -- this

5 it a long answer to a short question. When the report

6 was written about OOA, they didn't like the way they had !

7 handled those issues. And I said, all right, we'll

8 address that in a memorandum back to Joe Anderson, snd we

9 won't get that whole issue of welding cluttered up wit. a
,

| 10 review of 00 A. +

11 So, we really didn't pursuo it as a part of-

12- f oll ow-up on 00 A. Instead, we said we'll Jeal with it
,

13 -h'ere.

14 Apparently, Bruce was idvolved with the

15 review of OQA that dealt with these f ollow-up actions,

16 and my guess is because he tended to look at the part of

17 00A- that dealt with design issues. And whether there

18 were somebody else with him or not, I don't know.'

19 We, when we said we need to deal with that

20 se arately, we say to Bruce, go write a memo. And I

21 don't know how many times we got a memorandum, but we
_

72 weren't getting anywhere.

'

J Now, I'd have to spend some time to go back

I 24 to look at how many of these contrasts -- I don't even '
'

25 remember using the term " contracts" -- there wor.e, butwe|,
|-a
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I

1 had an awful.hard time getting anything out of Bruce that
!.|

2 was meaningful. And_the reason -- t;

!

3 Q Evidently, he submitted this as-the draft |

'4 number two, which is really the third draft. He had- l

5 draft zero, one, two?

6 A I know he had lots of them, and -- ,

7 0 And is this Kermit's handwriting?

8 A' That's my handwriting.

9 0 That's your handwriting?
,

10 A I write small and illegibly.

11 0 Okay. "He have," what does that mean, 'We

12- .have given up on this or.e," contrast two and three?

13 A . Hell, all I can surmise -- does this go with

''

14 this (indicating)?'

15 0 Yes, those the three pages.

16 A Somewhere, Bruce wrote something, and these

17- were my comments on it, which I would have given back to

18 him. Now, draft two, Kermit's comments, also.
,

19 Q Right. Does that indicate that you've had,

20 there was kind 'of u running battle with 00A regarding

21 these contrasts?
.

>

22 A I don't know whether my problem was with OQA

23 or with what Bruce was w riting. I'd have to, I don'6 --

( 24 my only real recollection was that what he wrote the

25 first time was difficult to understand it.

- . . . _ . , - - - - , , - ... ... ,, ,r,e, er, nnnn
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1 He really were just: trying get into a

2 memorandum something to get to Joe that told him what our

3 problems were.
<

4 Q Maybe the best thing for me to do is I'll

5 make copies of these draf ts and give them to you, and

6 then recontact you at a later time regarding these.

7 A I'd really like to ref resh my memory on what

8 we -- when it came to welding, there were really, I don't
i

9 really recall the number of contrasts, or even where that
,

10 term came up from.

11 But we did have the problem of inspections

12 f or carbo-zinc. He also had the whole issue, the

12 deviations from the code.

14- And Sne of my concerns was Bruce was writing 1

L 15 a letter without the full understanding of all the issues

16 that _had transpired in the past, because Bruce hadn't

! 17 been involved with welding. Jim Jones had been involved
|

18 in welding. Bruce was writing this memorandum strictly

19 because he had participated in the OQA review in that-
|

20 partic;1ar area.

21 From my standpoint, it was mostly, it wasn't
|.
|

| 22 a metter of deleting contrasts, I don't even remember all
|-

L 23 those contrasts. I don't even know where they got that

!

.

24 from.

25 But our real problem was we needed to get

curmn pr on9T T Nn AG ENCY (615) 767-0989
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1 back to Joe and say here are the areas where we disagree

2 with what you've done rather specifically so that he

3 could get on with it, and it wasn't s question of

4 deleting stuff.

5 To my recollection, Jim Jones had already

6 evaluated everything that came bac from OQA that dealt

7 with deviations from the code and had indicated he had no

8 problem with them. that our biggeot problem was still

9 this question of what had been inspected through

10 carbo-zinc.

11 There was also some question about the

12 control weld material. I forget what that third one was.

13 I just don't recall those nine issues at all.

14 0 Carbo-zinc, verification of wcid filler"

15 material and weld inspection records.

16 A Inspection records.

17 0 Has the third area. And the areas that were

18 removed or that weren't addressed in the final draf t --

19 A These guys have got a better record system
17

20 than I have because generally all I see is, all I care

21 about is the final.

22 0 Yeah. The contrast two and three were with

23 respect to diagrams of unacceptable weld profiles? - ,

( 24 A Okay.

25 0 Where one dealt with maximum allowed
1

-
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1 convexity, and also insuf ficient weld throat? |
,

2 A Yeah. Okay. I don't rememb6r whether that I

3 was an issue between what was in the G-spec and what was |

4 in the ANs code. It may have been that.

5 0 I'll make copies of these documents and

6 recontact you. ,

7 A My memory on that will probably be pretty

8 weak, but I can dig it out. People were always

9 questioning the dif f erence between the G-spec and the. ANS :
,

'

10 code, and sometimes the diff erence was really a mattar of

11 how the things were worded. Sorry I don't have a better

12 recollection of that.
4

13 0 okay. The next issuo are missing pipe

14 support calculations and Phil Washer, okay?'

15 A Yes.
!

16 0 You seem to be nodding your head in

17 f amiliarity with that particular issue.

18 A Hell, because I had To do some homework to

ready to talk to the Department of Labor on that one, f19 get

20 so I'm familiar with that one.

21 0 Nell, just let me throw that open a little

22 bit. I'll start off with the background that there was

|23 an NCR written _which indicated that that was a -

( 24 nonsignif icant type -- '

25 A Yeah, yeah. |
I

_
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1 Q ' And Nasher kept insisting that it was a

2 significant type item. And his i.ndication, his-

'

3 indication to me was that it was only when Libby Nann of

4 Iha chattanooga Times got ahold of some type of issue

5 - that all of a sudden, TVA decided that they better go

6 ahead and issue a significant NCR on these missing pipe

7 supports.
.

8 A 1 don't know when they did that on the NCR,

9 but it's true that TVA wrote an NCR on that one. As a
.

10 normal course, we get copies of the NCR, and they come

11 into the staff and get distributed to the people. It was

12 one thing that we looked at to see what was going-on, and

13 if we agreed.
,

14 Apparently, that one came in, found its way'

15 to Phil Washer, he l'ooked at it and he said 'I don't .

16 agree,' and, so, I presume he went to his-boss and his

17 boss, says, " Yeah,' Murdock says, Go look into it.""

18 So, Phil went over and made an

19 investigation. Ay recollection is he made that one all

20 by himself. It was one of.those kinds he probably didn't
-

L

21 _need a bunch of people.

22 He wrote a report. The report probably, if

23 you got it there, probably was signed probably by him.and

( 24 Murdock and probably found its way to me and we signed it ;4

,

25 over to the line organization and told them to respond,
i

.
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I and there was complete agreement.

2 See, by that time, Murdock wanted to fill

3 out the title sheet and got them signed by both people.,

| 4 I hope that wasn't before the other one. Pretty close,

t

5 Pretty close. As a matter of fact it is before the other

: 6 one.

7 But, anyway, I don't have any recollection
.

8 of when that report came to me. When that report came to

9 me, I dor.'t think there was any problem of getting the

10 report out to the line. It went to the line, and they

11 were requested to respond.

12 0 You agreed with Washer that that was a

13 significant item? -

14 A Sure, yeah. And the, our main interest was'

15 really establishing if, in f act, the hangers were

16 acceptable, and --

17 0 Do you recall who in the line organization

18 was trying to kind of make a nonproblem out of this

19 particular issue eith Hasher?

20 A I think, well, knowing the people that knew

21 hangers, I would presume it would be Barnett and his

22 people, who were responsible f or hanger design.

23 0 Were you in on any of the discussions .

~

-( 24 between Washer and those people?
'

'

25 A Okry. The way that would normally work,

e u e mpt eg e w e mw e pe merpey /g1C) 9(9.A000 ,
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1 they'd get the-report, and I don't think they, I don't
;

;

- 2 know they responded back before hasher met with them.
1

3 My recollection is Washer met with the f olks

4 over there. Then you get, you get a couple of versions,

5 Washer saying they don't want to do anything. The people

6 in the line, which I'll get into in a minute, trying to

7 understand what was bothering Washer.

8 That was the situation where, yeah, I got a

9 call from Barnett, and Barnett says, 'You've got a man

10 over here. He says we got all sort of problems in our

11 design, but he won't tell us where they are so we can go

12 look at them.'

13 - And he said, he says, "He's already got his

14 mind made up that what we got here is all bad, and we

15 really would like to look into it, but we can't find out

16 what's bothe ring him. "

18
17 I recall going, or probably just gave Jim a

18 call, I said, " Jim, why don't you have a little talk with I

19 Washer about that and see what's behind it?"

20 I guess, I don't find it a bit unusual when

21 somebody in the line calls me that way. In fact, I

i22 encourage it,

23 I've often told managers I like to hear .
.

( 24 abou't my investigators, both good and bad, of course. If -

25 somebody is out there doing a good job, I'd like to hear |

|
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1 about it. If they perc.eive they're not doing a good job, |

2 or else if they are beating them over the head or not

3 cooperating, I'd like to hear about it.

4 And all I had indicated to Jim was, if, in

5 fact, Phil could give him some idea of what it is that

6 bothers him, maybe they could respo.id a little better.

7 Hell, apparently, that didn't work, because

8 I think the next time we had a meeting, Phil and George

9 and I met with, I don't know, there were a bunch of

10 meetings, but we met with people like Dillworth and

11 Barnett and Hernandez. Hernandet is the guy that does

12 the hangers.

'

13 He met with them primarily to find out,

14 well, what was the real problem. Now, we all knew that,

15 we all knew.that there were, that the calculations were

16 gone, because they had been destroyed.

17 And Phil had indicated to him that there

18 were specific aspects of the analysis that he had

19 problems with. They were trying to find out what they

20 were.
.

21 So, the nature of our meeting was really

22 not, was really to f acilitate a little communication so

23 that we could resolve the issue. As far as Jim and I,

( 24 were -- I think I speak for Jim. Both of us were

25 concerned. He f ully supported Phil's contention that we

eurma o r on oe v en acrucv , sin os7-nono
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3 had to do something. .

2 Now, my main interest was having the lane do

3 suf ficient calculations to establish the f act that the

4 hangere, were, in fact, acceptable.

5 In one of those meetings, and I don't really

6 recall how many meetings, I believe I only attended one

7 with Phil and Jim and the people, we did discuss with the

8 line organization what would it take to determine the

9 validity of those hangers.
'

10 And I remember there was some discussion

11 with regard to do I do all the calculations or can I do

12 it on a samp1'ing basis, and I always make the same kind

13 of observation, before you do a hundred percent, you've

|14 got to do twenty or ten. .

15 I said, "Why don't you get started and do

16 some analysis and let's find out whether by making those

17 calculations, which were destroyed, in fact, by making

18 those calculations, we can establish the validity of the |

19 hanger design. So, the nature of that meeting was, well,

20 how many do we have to do.

21 Now, in the same time in that meeting, the

22 line was presenting information that there were, I don't

i 23 know, I think it was four thousand hangers. They had
,

24 al ready re-analyzed a whole bunch of them for other(
i 25 reasons, and they were taking the position that because

cutmu oronomTNc AcrNcy ( 61 M 2,67-0989
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1 they had done those, we ought to be able to use that as a

2 basis f or determining acceptability. And I was saying

3 that we need to make sure that, in fact, what we got is

4 represented.

5 So, there were a lot of discussion about

6 that, and Phil also had some problems about, well,

7 when -- after they had given us some information, there
,

8 were some problems about whether or not they had done all |

9 the analysis that were needed.

10 So, the nature of those meetings was really

11 to find out what had been dbne and what hadn't been done.

12 It wasn't a question of not doing something.

13 Q , Here you concerned as Phil was concerned?

14 The way I interpreted Phil's concerns are it's two prong,

15 One, he was concerned that their pipe support

16 calculations were destroyed, period, that was a QA type

17 violation, GA records that type of thing.

18 A It was a colossal f owlup, really.
i
f

19 0 You were concerned about that?

20 A Sure.

21 Q The other item was that he was concerned
4

22 that the sampling that they had done, the sample

23 calculations they had done to show that the hangers which

( 24 were in place did, in fact, meet the stresses, stress

25 r eq ui reme nt s , etcetera, you know, he did not buy that

......-----...,.re.,cv ,,,n ,,,, nooo
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1 sampling, Phil did not seem to buy that sampling process,

2 okay?

3 I guess my question is, is when the NCR that

4 was finally written as a significant NCR, thst the, it

5 addressed the fact that the pipe support calculations

19
6 were destroyed, and I guess the corrective action was

7 that they all needed to be replaced or recreated. I'm

8 not sure of that?

9 A I don't remember that.
'

10 0 But the new NCR was a significant safety,

11 significant type NCR relating to the fact that pipe

12 support calculations had been destroyed, right? My

13 question is, would that NCR have been issued to your

14 knowledge if all of a sudden this issue hadn't had gotten

15 publicity?

16 7 Yes. I guess I believe it would have, f or a

17 couple of reasons. One was that af ter a slow start, we

18 did get some communication with people as to what really

19 existed and what needed to be done. It was slow at the

20 beginning, because I think there was poor communication

21 between Phil and the people over there. Secondly, as it

22 drug on, I had raised that issue in a meeting with the

23 * Board and General Manager and made sure that they were

24 going to put some pressure on them to do it.(
25 I don't remember when it got to the press.

I
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,

1''
1 I really don't, but the other reason I know it was going

2 to get done is that somewhere along the line, NRC became
:

3 aware of the report and went in and told them exactly
,

4 what to do.

5 Q At any point during these discussions, did

6 you indicate that Phil Washer was losing his objectivity ,

7 as an NSRS reviewer?
.

8 A No. The only thing, my only conversation

9 was really an 1,ndirect one. After Barnett had called,

10 which, which is a little unusual for those people to
;

11 call, and indicated that they really felt like they

12 wanted to respond, but they didn't really understand what

13 it was that really bothered Phil, other than in the broad
'

14 way, do all those calculations over.

15 I passed that word on to Jim, as I have in

16 other cases where people have called, merely as an

17 indicator that'if there, if the line perceives that it's

10 a problem, it may or may not be a problem.

19 I don't accept the f act that just because'

20 the line calls and says one of my people is over there

21 giving them a hard time, that.really is a problem. It

22 depends on who calls, for one thing, and how of ten they
.

23 call.

( 24 But I did in one of those meetings where

25 Phil went -- I guess I was a little disappointed that

. . . . . . - - - , . - - . . . . - -.,, ,, ,,,,s e,, enon
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1 Phil really didn't enter into the conversation other than

2 to say 'You've got to do a hundred percent or what you've

3 done is no good.'

4 I did f eel like Phil wasn't trying very hard

5 to communicate with them and tell him what he did know

6 other than --

7 Q Did you ever express your feeling to him?
.

8 A We talked about it. ,

9 0 And what did you say?
,

10 A Hell, in that meeting, I said, " Hell, before

11 we have them do a hundred percent,' I said, "We ought to
i

12 have them do a reasonable sample, find out what the

13 situation is." I could get different versions on how

14 much of those calculations you really had' to replace.

15 Now, the line's position was you really

16 didn't need any of them. I f elt like that was pretty

17 shaky. I f elt like if you could go in and look at a

18 reasonable sample and establish that, in fact, the

19 calculations that had been made and the records that were '

20 lost were, in fact, valid calculations, then we would go

21 to the NRC and say "This is what we've done, is that

22 enough?"

23 I personally, not having been to NRC and-

k 24 having f our or five NRC people who never really agree, I

25 always hate to say I understand what NRC would accept,
:

e e 5 9 4 e em e e A A
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1 and you can understand why I would say that.f

PtHk% .#'

2 T Hi*s position was you got to have a

3 hundred percent. I said, 'I don't know if that's true or

4 not.' I know I said, 'No do have to have enough

5 information to establish to our own satisfaction the
,

6 designs are okay."

7 0 Did you ever make the statement to Phil that

8 he was losing his objectivity?

9, A I don't believe I ever did that, no, no.

10 If, if that was made, I may have said something to Jim

11 and Jim may have used that. Frankly 2.I always felt-like

12 Phil was pretty damn good technically, very good

13 technically, but he -- well, the only way I know to

14 express it is once he gets his mind made up, that's it.

15 0 Anyone else have anything? I've got one

16 more area that I want to talk about and then I think Bill

17 has a few final questions. This-concerns a review that

18 was done by Claude Key.

19 A (Nodding head affirmatively.)-

20 0 It's regarding a review of INPO Finding QP i

21 5.1 at Bellef onte, okay? Now, I'll refresh your memory.-

22 A What was that?
20

23 0 Okay. This is when Hillie Brown was the

[ , '' 24 Project Manager at Bellef onte in July of 1984.-

25 A July '84. Okay.
,

. -. - - --
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1 Q Okay. Key did a review on INPO Finding QP'

,

2 5.1, it had to do with electrical, the handling of

3 electrical NCR's, etcetera, at Bellefonte, and it also

4 had something to do with QC inspectors, and whether or

5 not they were being discouraged f rom writing NCR's. Is

6 this ringing a bell at all yet?

7 A No. Did I sign it?

8 0 No, but;the problem is, is that there was an

9 aspect of that review that Key came up with to show a
,

10 conflict of interest that craf t type people were being

11 picked out by Hillie Brown and were being put into QC

12 management po sit ions .

13 A Okay.

14 0 And Key Vanted to mention that in his

15 report, that there was an apparent conflict of interest

16 here, in that former craft people were being put in QC

17 management type positions and looking over some. of their

18 own work, or at least supervising the people that were

19 looking over some of their own work. And at least --

20 A Did I tell him not to?

21 0 No. He said that you indicated that you did

22 not went to make that aspect a part of the report of

23 findings on the INPO QP 5.1,'you wanted to handle that as'

24 a separate memo to Willie Brown.
x

25 A If Claude said that, that's probably true.

. . . . ..- ....

..k.. ,. ,- . - . r
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1 0 Claude had a memo typed up f or your

2 signature, and I'll let you take a look at it and see if

3 you recall it at all.

''
4 He stated it went to you, but that the word

5 came back that that memo was not going to go out and my

6 only question to you is, if you remember it, why why
'

7 didn't it go out?
j

8 (Nitness reviewing document.) |

9 A I don't really -- ,

10 0 You don't remember that issue?

11 A No, I --

'

12 q Do you remember reading something like that
.

13 and deciding not to send it to Willie Brown?

14 A 'I really don't remember at all. If Claude

15 says he gave this to me, I've got no reason to, you know,

16 not believe him.
|'

17 0 He may have not handed it to you directly. j;

18 A I don't even remember the report that well,

1:
i f19 but --

20 Q Let me ask you, what -- are you on a

|t
21 personal f riend basis with Hillie Brown?

22 A No, no more than anybody else. I like to

23 'think I'm on a fairly -- depends on how personally, you

24 know.

25 0 Do you associate with Willie Brown regularly |

s

......**ma==.s.a s e es me ers es e r as aann
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1 outside of work?

2 A No. I played tennis with him once, but I -

3 beat him, so...

4 Q So he didn't want to play with you anymore?

5 A No. In fact, probably the only thing I can

6 say about Willie Brown, other than, you know, other
,

7 managers in TVA, he's one of the managers I f elt like

8 cooperated very much with NSRS, and that when we, when

9 we -- we tried to work with them, because he was trying

10 to do the kind of thing we wanted. Other than that, I

11 didn't even know Hillie Brown up until a year -~ probably

12 '83.

13 0 Did you, because of the f act that Willie

14 Br'own was so cooperative with NSRS, did you try to keep

15 the pressure off Hillie Brown in any way?

16 A No. In fact, I, one of my best friends

17 always accused me of giving them lots of pressure. I

18 honestly believe you can separate your personal and your

19 business relationship with them, and --

20 0 Do you ever remember discussing Millie

21 Brown's placement- of craf t people into a Oc management

22 position where they might be in a position to do QC work
'

23 on their own work?

( 24 A I recall up at, I believe it was up at

25 Bellefonte, when they wanted to beef up their OC

_ _ - . .
- _ - - - _ --. . .- -. . -. . - . _
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1 organization, they took people out of the craf ts f or the
'

2 simple reason that those craft foremen, I believe they

3 all were foremen, understood the work.*''

4 And they -- about the only aspect of this

5 that I do have some recollection of is that when Millie

6 Brown was trying to upgrade OC, he did put some craft

7 foremen in those jobs.

8 I don't really, I guess if I went back and

9 read that report and spent soms/ time thinking about.it,

10 yes, there may have been some discussions.

11 0 Between you and he about that subject?

12 A Probably between him and me and maybe with

13 Claude. Again, if Claude says we had some discussions on
..

14 it, we probably did, because I've got no reason to not

15 believe what Claude would say. He got along pretty good.

I

16 I can't -- I have got enough f aith in Claude, if Claude |
,

17 says he gave this to me, he probably did.

18 I don't recall, I don't recall ever getting

19 memos and not sending them out one way or another. I

20 might not like them, but --

21 0 You don't recall that one, getting that one

22 and deciding not to --
.

23 A No.

'' 24 0 -- address it?

25 A If Claude wouldn' t -- he worked directly

. - - - _ _ -._ .- . . . - . . . .
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. _ . . 1st

( 1 with me on it so that ~~ who signed this report?

2 0 This is not the report, this is a different

3 item, this is not the rtport on OP 5.1. I don't have a

4 copy of that report.

5 A I was going to say whoever -- frankly, I

6 f orgot whether Claude worked f or, whether he was -

7 working -- it says July '84.

8 0 rirst he was working f or sinkule.

9 A Yeah, he worked for a bunch.*In this time

10 f rame he would have -- July '84. That was only six

11 months before I left.

12 0 Right.

13 A Mike Kidd, he probably would have been

14 working f or Mike Kidd. If Mike Kidd could remember this,

15 I could probably say,. yes, I probably got this. Of*

16 course, he's not around here, either. If you want to
,

| 17 give me that to look at with that other stuff.

18 0 okay. I'll get a copy of the report 'and let

19 you take a look at it.

| 20 A That's his main concern, though.

21 0 What's his main --

22 A That I didn't send it out.

23 0 That you said, hey, we're not going to make
,

,

24 this apparent conflict of interest part of the report,-

25 okay? That we're going to handle this by memo, separate

+

i
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'
1 memorandum to Nillie Brown.

2 So, he drafts the nemo and then it doesn't

3 go.- so, all of a sudden, what appears to be a conflict

4 of interest in his mind disappears?

5 A Yeah, I guess if he brought that to me, I'm
,

6 surprised he didn't hang in there pretty good, because --
"

7 well, we got along pretty good. I don't think I ever

8 intentionally or unintentionally intimidated him in any

'

9 way. -

10 0 He didn't indicate any intimidation?

11 A I'm a little surprised, knowing Claude, if

12 he brought that memo up to me, I would have thought he,
,
.

13 would have kept af ter me, because I don't know why 1

14 wouldn't.have sent it out. I'm certainly not -- because ,

15 I'm a good .f riend of Willie Brown's.

16L Q. Would it have been because- you --

17 A It may have been -- again, I don't know. I

18 was so tied up with that thimbl e tube, I may have just
.

19 not wanted to take the time for it or something. I don't

20 know.

21 0 How do you personally feel about beefing up
,

22 the QC staff with a craft-that knows the work?

23 A It doesn't bother me as long as you got a

24- good supervisor that bird-dogs them and makes sure they, ,

25 get their job done.
'

-

|
_ . -. . . - . _ _ , _ _ _ _ - . . . . - - __. . . . .
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1- 0 They were being put into QC supervision?4

,,

2 A Okay. Well, the real proof of it, do they

3 do what they are. required to do?

4 Q Nell, that's all I have. Bill, you have a

5 few?

6 A I guess you could characterize I had a

7 couple of lapses, and that's one of them. I'm sorry

8 about that.

9 MR. STONEc I have one quick question ~
,

,

'

-10 BY MR. ETONE: ;

11 0 Does TVA have a dif f erent prof essional

12 opinion type system?

13 A Yeah. In fact, hhat's probab3y one thing
.-

14 that makes me feel bad. Yeah, we got a good system, and

15 NSRS was supposed to' be an important part of that. If
,

16 the employees had a concern, the ' original system was- that

17 if the individual got a concern, he would take it to his

18. supervisor, or if f or some reason he didn't want to_go to

19 his supervisor, or if he went to his supervisor and

20 didn'tLget satisfaction, there was supposed to be a place

21- establisha' in the line organization for handling those

22 things.

23 In fact, I guess it was back in 19, probably

24 1980, I remember writing a letter f or Hillis to the-

25 offica managers telling them to set up that system. The

- . . . . -._ - - -, . - . - - . - - - . . - , - - . .- . , .. .
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1

( 1 ironical part was that most organisations set up a
j

-
,.

2 system, and in many places the system didn't work that-'

3 well, and NSRS.really fell down and that they didn't'

,

4 really follow up enough.

5 In fact, occasionally, I would say to people

6 when they went out on a review, be sure to look at that

7 aspect of their program.
^

t

: 8 And unfortunately, if it was somebody that

F 9 hadn't been with the staff in the beginning, they
'

10 wouldn't even-know about it, which is bad. The other
i

; 11 part that was bad is that NSRS didn't have a system

- / 12 themselves, which is --

: 13 0 That was the next question. Did NSRS
..

14 impl ement this thing?

15 A No. In fact, I guess I felt like, just the--

2

16 nature of our work, we were -- you know, our main-job was'

17 to look at safety issues. And I f ound that inconceivsble

18 of an individual in any of the groups that had a saf ety
.

19 issue -- why, we would sit down the supervisor and say,

20 'I believe we need to look at it this and go do it."

21 That was the nature of our work. I: guess it

22 was understandable, and I guess it was around the '83

23- time f rame when it became obvious that we ought- to have

k- 24 one.I

25 I remember saying to, I think I first said

|

L
-

--. . .- - -
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'
1 to our administrative of ficer, I think I said how about,

2 how about writing up a procedure for doing this. Nell,

3 that didn't get done. I remember saying to Whitt once, I

4 said, 'We've got to get a procedure for that.' Now, that,

j 5 was, I guess it was in the fall of '83.

6 It became very clear to me that we were j

7 going to have a number of people that were going to have'

i

8 an issue from time to time. But we never did have,
4

9 never did get it set up. I think that was unfo

10 The one group who shouldn't have people running ;

11 and Congress and the press is the NSRS.

12 BY MR. KIRQIt

13 0 Based on what's happened so far, what you2 ve
..

14 heard, do you have any f eeling now that your sta: " maybe

15 perceived that they couldn't bring problems to you?

16 A I guess, I guess with all the things that

17 have happened, I would say yes.

18 0 What would you say would be the reason for
,

19 that?

20 A Because they didn't want to.

21 0 Just because they didn't want to?'

22 A Yes.

- 23 0 Not maybe because of a relationship that,

24 maybe they just f eared f or their job or they f eared you''

25 or anything like that?

|
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i 1 A No, I think it's just because they just
,

2 didn't want to. You've got to remember that all the

j 3 people had supervisors, and if they wanted to raise
;

4 safety issues they could raise them with their-

5 supervisors. They didn't have to even come to me.

6 I don't really, I don't really know of any

7 instance where somebody had a concern, went to their j'

j 8 supervisor, I'm talking not a personal concern, but a
\

' 9- concern of a saf ety issue anywhere in TVA, which was our :

!:
10 job, where their supervisors said, no, we can't go look :

I,l
'

11 at it. .

12 Q No, I wasn't saying they said that. I was :

13 just saying that, based upon what you've heard now and
.

( 14 you've seen, there must have been some type of reason ;

15 that they weren't bringing things to you because they

16 perceived that things weren't right.
t

17 I was just wondering what you f elt your

18 opinion was for that reason that they didn't bring their
i

L 19 problems to you?
|

20 A Hell, I'd just be speculating, really.

L 21 0 That's what we're really here to find out,

i

| -22 though. If you've- got just a f eeling f or - it, and that's

23 the way it will be. .e .

.

24 A Hell, my own personal feeling is that most-

25 of the problems in NSRS came about over perf ormance
1,

|
|
u . . . . . . - _ - . . - . . - - - . - , . - - . - - - . . _ - - . - . - - - .,
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- ' I appraisals that some people -- over perf ormance

did prideF 2 appraisals and promotions. NSRS, I guess-,

'

3 themselves.j.

I 4 No went out and hired rather aggressive

5 individuals. Some of them, some of them wanted to be
,

cone' antly promoted, given excellent raises,6 c

l'
F 7 And if they aren't given excellent ratings
!

[ - 8 rnd constantly promoted, they've got problems. I
'

;

9 personally:believe that,4
,

t

! 10 0 You feel that it's dissatisfaction on their
|

9 11 part about -- :
;-

12 A I think- most of the problems in NSRS were-+

t 13 really in the f act that back:in '83, a number of people
,

1

14 weren't given superior .perf ormance or excellent, and they;

15 weren't given superior perf ormance or excellent because

16 they were poor perf ormers.,

17 They were 'given adequate, which is straight'

; 18 : down_the middle. And that's when most- of the' problems

19 started. Now, I.can't prove it, but there_are some

20: records that indicate that very clearly.

!

21 BY MR. ROBINSON:

22 Q Nere-you giving the ratings or were the
.

23 , immediate supervisors giving the rates?
'

. 24 A The immediate supervisors give the ratings,
'

25 but they all know that I can overrule them, and they also

...
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1 know that if I want to, 'I can upsard or down them.

2 BY MR. KINDTI

3 Q You signed up as a reviewing official in the

4 evaluations?

5 A Yes.

6 Q You think that's the primary, the root cause

7 end to this?

8 A I personally think it is, because -- plus

'

9 the fact that I mentioned we got some people that

10 constantly want to be promoted. And I've got no problem

11 with people who want to be achievers.

12 In fact, if I recruit somebody, I wouldn't

13 recruit somebody unless I didn't think they would want to

14 be an achiever, but I really personally believe that that

15 was the root of most of the problems. Most of the

16 problems occurred af ter perf ormance appraisals were made
3

17 in '83.

18 BY MR. ROBINSON:

19 Q one final question I have along that line.

20 In remembering, of course, that you're under oath, has

21 there ever 'been a thought in your mind about giving a

22 person a lower perf ormance appraisal simply because he

23 kept raising problems as opposed to him not perf orming

k 24 properly?'--

25 A No, in fact, I can -- no reservations about
,

-
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1st ,

.

a

( 1 that. Unfortunately, there have been considerations for

2 giving people a higher perf ormance than they deserved for

3 that same reason. Which I don't approve of, but it'has
!

4 been done. I guess I do approve of it since I allowed,

5 it.

6 aY MR. MARD:.

'
i

7 0 I'm trying to follow through on Jack's

I

8 question. I'm trying to understand the logic for why
'

9 they would not want to --
'

10 A Let me add one more thing to that. When

11 pe opl e , I consider in NSRS the reason you got people is
,

{: 12 to raf es problems-in this particular part of the world or-
,

13 anywhere else.

14 The people who've done the best in NSRS are

15 the people who have been the most aggressive and gone out

16 'andLdone;the best job at identif ying problems, getting

17 corrective action. I think the record shows it.

-18 I used1to tell Kermit if you would, -for some

19 of the people that come in and investigate, -if you do ,

r

20 nothing more than pile up the products or their services,

21 put-their. names with them, it-would be pretty easy to see

22 who's done the perf ormance,
e

23 As another follow-up, I've never knocked

'

24- down a perf ormance rating. I have knocked some of them--

q

25 up,. because I f elt like the person did a very, very good

'

<
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1 job. I've only done that on two occasions.
'

|

2 I did that f or Brantley, because Brantley
,

3 is, in my book, is a good investigator, does a good job,
I

4 you don't have to keep af ter him all the time. He writes,

5 a good report. And if, if he, you haven't given him

6 enough to keep him busy, he'll go out looking for

7 something else to do. Now, I give them a high rating.
|

8 aY_MR. KINDT
|

9 0 One further thing on that. You said tha't

10 was your belief. Is there any basis f or that belief
,

11 other than just the perf ormance evaluations? |

12 Has there any conversation with any of thesc

.
I

13 individuals that led you to believe that or with their
,

14 supervisors?

15 A Yeah. I'd say there was. Back in, I guess )
1

16 I got the right time frame, '83, af ter I had given Jerry i

17 Smith a rating, I didn't give it to him, his supervisor

18 gave him a rating of proficient, which is the one below a

19 superior.

20 He was so infuriated that he wrote a

21 memorandum to Distribution with all kindo of allegatione

22 against me, and rated himself. He rated himself
.

23 excellent in all areas.

24 I know he went and discussed it with the

25 Board, and all that did is indicate to me, you know, how

'
--___- - - _ - _ _ _ - -_ _ _ - - _ _ _
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1 bothered he was because he was just rated proficient.' (
2 Back in those da)u, Jetr/ wasn't turning

3 anything out, so why would I rate his superior or why

4 would his supervisor? Why would I turn over a'

5 supervidor?

6 In fact, that year that he complained about

7 his appraisal, Mashburn complained about hig and Siefken

8 complained about him. All three of them complained.

9 Now, I guess f rom my standpoint, the person

10 that knows most about perf ormance 10 the supervisor. I

11 generally know enough about perf ormance that if they had

12 been rated exceptionA1, I would have questioned it and I
, (

'

13 would have probably been overturned.

i 14 But I don't believe in giving them a

15 - superior or exceptional just to keep them happy or

16 promoting them. I think that's the root-of most of our i

17 problems. Now, they wouldn't agree with that. Same way
.

18 with Phil. He claims I didn't promote him because he
|
'

19 raised safety Issues. It's not the case.

20 BY MR. _ tlARD: |

| 21- Q_ Po11owing through on that, that question !

22 about your ansertion that .they didn't want to, they
'

23 obviously had concerns, I guecs that's a given now. You

'

24 said that they didn't want tc raise them, and you .eaid in-

25 1983 that the perf ormance appraisal issue may have been '

__.

3.

u
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'
1 one of the reasons.

2 Putting that one aside, let's go before

4

3 1983. Was there any teason before 1983 that they

4 wouldn't want to raise them with you?

3 5 A Back prior to '83T I'm certain that any

I
u incliv idual that had a concern or any type must have

l
7 o ther pursued it through his r4upervisor and gone out and

8 loo /ed at something or else they had none.

9 Q So, you would j ust assume, then, prior to
4

r '8|q there were no concerns or they would have been

11 i orought to you if they were not satisf actorily resolved

12 in some other fashion?

Now then, with the '83, the . net '83 period,13 !

'

) 14 le t 's 8sume that. people were angered, d i a: r yointed ,

JS whateve , about the pe rf ormance app;aisal ro ..uttion.

16 Why would that necessarily lead to their not

17 raising unresolved safety concerns to you? Is there any

18 '6ogical language there?

>

1.9 r Hell, I guess, I guess one of the first

20 thingo I wotid raise a question about is c;d they have

21 any concer:Se in the first pl a c e . I'm not trying to

22 s). ngl e J e r ry nut , but Jerry is a good case to talk about.
i

| 23 Jerry's concert, mostly in the '83 time frame was the

('-- 24 welding issue.

25 The way that Jerry raised the welding issue
.

I

_ - _ ~ . _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ __
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I 1 to me is like what's new, you know, we've been pursuing
2 it rather vigorously trying to get something from the

3 line. He wasn't raising anything we didn't already know

4 about.

5 About the only thing Jerry said to me,,

6 either in '83 or '4 was why wasn't I up there telling the

,7 NRC to look harder at welding in TVA.

8 And I, I know I gave him my classical

9 response, which probably wasn't good. I said, " Hell,

10 Jerry," I said, "Let's resolve the issues in TVA and

J1 leave NRC alone. They can take care of themselves."

12 Jerry was constantly wanting me to go up and

13 tell NRC how to do their business, and I wasn't
.

14 interested in doing it.

15 0 Has he suggesting that this was a matter

16 that was potentially reportable to the NRC?

17 A No. I think he was really saying that you

18 need to go up and explain to NRC what's been done in TVA.

19 I said, " Hell, Jerry," I said, "He're trying

20 to resolve it within TVA." I said, "He've al ready gone

21 to the line organization and told them that they've got
22 to submit changes to the PSAR where they deviated f rom

23 the commitments," and I said, "He have notified NRC that

I- _ ________-- __ ____ _ _ _ -

# 24 we have made those changes."s

25 Later on, we did appease him and we did go

|
~

1
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1 to Atlante to a meeting, went over the welding issue with

2 the folks in Atlanta. That didn't make him happy. Then

3 he wanted us to go to Nashington. We went to Nashington
,

4 and sat down with the folks-from Nashington.

5 Now, af ter a while, I guese one hac-to say,

6- well, does he really have concerns about welding or is he

7 just using this because of other reasons. I really don't

8 know.

The issues that Jerry raised about welding9 '

10 were not new issues, they vers issues we already were

11 aware of. They were issues that we were trying to

12 resolve in the line organization. They were also issues

13 which f rom every indication I got from NRC, both in
.

14 Atlanta and Washington, is that they had no problems with

15 it.

16 I sat down in a meeting with Denton's

17 peopl e , and they basically said, 'Well, why are you up

18 .here talking to us about it? What you're doing is-fully

19 within the allowable, what's allowed by the code."

20 So, I really don't know.

21- Q Did they say-that with regard to the

22 inspection-through the. carbo-zine primer or some of 6.he
.

| 23 carbo-zine issues?
,

'

24 A I think the people in Washington, as well as

25 the people in Oak Ridge, I mean in TVA, agreed that you
__

L'
.. - -

.___________ _ _________ _ _ ____
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1 -ught not'to be inspecting through carbo-sinc.,

(
BY MR. ROBINSDE

3 Q So, that wasn't one of Jerry's welding

4 concerns at the time?

5 A It was an issue that was raised in one of

6 our review reports. And after it had been rai9ed by, I

7 think it was first raised by Jim Jones, Chuck Burke and ,

8 Claude Kay, when they went down to Natts Bar._ Then

9 periodically, Jerry would say, "He've got a problem with

10 welding.' I'd say, 'Yes, Jerry, I know it, and we're

11 pursuing it."

12 To be honest with you, I don't know what

13 else- we could have done on welding to have made anybody
.

14 happy. And now I think they're going to spend about six,

15 seven million dollars to find out if we got a problem,

16 and I don't, I guess-as far as I know, I don't know

17 whether we got a problem or not. We didn't think we had

18 a problem back late '84 or mid '84.
,

19 Some of these always get back to have you

20 deviated f rom the code, are the welds acceptable. And

21 one of the things that a number of people in NSRS have a

22 hard time with is recognizing the fact that. codes do

. 23 allow you to deviate, provided you make an engineering

- 24 _ analysis and document it.

25 And f or people who have been designers, they

,
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( 1 know you overdesign. And f or that simple reason, then,

2 if you got small errors in the welds, you're still all

3 right. And a lot of people in NSRS will not accept that.

4 I'm sorry, I --

5 Q No, no. That's going to move into an area

6 that I'd like to come back to, actually, but I want to

7 set the stage for it. When you took over NSRS, in spite

8 of what the documents say, these are easy ones. These do

9 not require specific recall.
'

-

10 I was just wondering how clear in your mind

11 is the mission. Forget about the documents. What was
,

12 your perception of the job that NSRS was to do that you .

|
13 directed then the activity towards? .

e

14 A Okay. Regardless of what the documents said

15 and what the' Board said, I guess I always considered that|_

16 our basic rule was to determine f or the Board that the

17 TVA performance in-the nuclear business was satisfactory,1
!-

18 Now, in order toido that, we concentrat'sd on

19 the management appraisals. To cut through a lot of

20 words, most of what we did was look at _ programs. He did

21 not do an awf ul lot of verifications of as-built

22 conditions, which takes an entirely dif f erent ef f ort, an
|

23 entirely different scope of effort.

(. 24 He attempted to, in doing this, we attempted--

25 to look at all aspects of the program, and we did it
_

-| .
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1 either by appraisals or by, like in some cases, if they

2 had an emergency drill, we would go out and observe-it,

3 see how well they did.

So, some of it was observation, some-- of it4 -

5 looking at paperwork, some of it was actually going down

6 and observing what they did in the plants.

7 Q As the program progressed, then, since that

8 time frame up to even the-present, or at least until the

9 time that you retired, did the mission change?

10 A Yes. Yes.

11 O In what ways did it change?

12 A I always envisioned that once the staff

13 completed their management reviews, that you would no
.

14 longer repetively make those reviews. Those reviews were
.

15 really intended to establish how'well the organization

16 was pe rf orming, to see problems, identify them, get those

17 program deficiencies fixed. You might go back, you might

18 go back and just look at three parts of the program.

19 Q The --

20 A But we never anticipated making a large

21 number of program reviews, I never did. I guess my

22 feeling was that having done that, then you vould, you

23 would probably concentrate- in some other are a. Looking
,

.. 24 at real long term issues, I guess I always envisioned

25 that at some point in time, you wouldn't need tests.

. -
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i 1 MR. ROBINSON: This-is a good time to go off

2 the_ record and take a little break. I_need to make some- <

' 3' administrative arrangements. So, it's, 1:27 p.m. let's

4 reconvene in about ten minutes.

5 (Short recess.)

6 MR. ROBINSON: It is now 1:38, and we're

7 back on the record.

8 BY MR. ROBINSON: ->

9 0 When we broke, we were discussing how NSRS

10 may have evolved or changed, whatever, f rom the original

11- concept you had to what it might be today. Would you

12 mind expanding on that a bit?

13 A Well, when I -- what I was indicating was

14 that I originally envisioned that we would do certain

15 things like management reviews. Then, as we had done

16 more of those, it was never envisioned we would continue

17- those.

:18 Back in the time period, '80 to '85, we

19 never changed our basic approach too drastically f or the

20 simple reason that mostly in that time period there were

21 so many changes in the organization. .Ne were never

22 really able to change our basic role too much.
'

.

- 23 And had the things continued on.as they were

24 from '80 to '85, I honestly believe that some day,'

25 probably the need f or NSRS would have been pretty' much
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1 satisfied and probably would have been eliminated.

Mith the things that have-happened during2

3- most of '85-to early '86, the role now is vastly

4 different. I'm not even too sure what roles they've been

5 g iv en, but --

6 Q Hhich things have changed? ,

7 A Since when I left?

8 0 Yes. That you think that may have

9 forestalled a need to disband the unit. .

10 A I think the -- well, the major thing that'

the
11 happened was the large number of employee concerns,

12 need for the large number of investigations, of course,

13 - more recently, the reassignment of,those investigations

14 to, basically, contractor organizations. A lot of other-

15 changes have been made.

The need f or an organization reporting to16

17 the Board vastly diminished, in that back-when NSRS was

18 origirally created, the TVA nuclear program was spread
6

19 over three dif f erent of f ices. Now it's all consolidated

20 into one office, so that that need is somewhat changed.

'21 Like you say, I'think I could have

22 speculated on that, plus the f act of my own experience.

23 It was always definitely a problem of working f or the ,

('- 24 General Manager and the Board and really having to get

25 your action done by the line organization.

.
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1 Nhereas on paper we always worked f or the

2 General Manager and the Board, in reality, NSRS, if it ~

3 got anything done, it had to get it down with the line

4 organization.

5 Ycu didn't get it done with the Board, you

6 merely used the Board as a backup in case you couldn't

7 'get the line to do what you wanted to do, and that very

8 rarely happened.

9 Q Why couldn't you get it done through them?

10 It _ seems maybe it's a naive statement. You're talking

11 about going to the top and they could require actions to

12 be taken in reaction to your recommendation.

- 13 A Well, what I really mean by that, if you're
,

14 going to get something done in the line, it's got-to be

15 something.that's meaningful. Until you can get a

16 corrective action defined by -the line that's considered |-

17 acceptable as a review-group, you continue to-proceed.

18 Now, we could probably _ spend all| the time. in

19 the world talking to -- well, let me put it this.way, two

20 lawyers and- a politician, like when we had the two

21 Freemans and Bobby Clement.

22 You're not going to get things solved
.

23 talking to them, you're going to get them solved by,
(

24 talking to line organization coming with meaningf ul'

25 corrective action. I honestly believe that.

.

W
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11 If you go to the General Manager, it's just ,

2 the'same-situation. In principle, it's good to report to

3 them because you carry more clout.

4 But you, in the final analysis, you've got

5 to get the solutions worked out with the line

6 organization, I f el t. I believe that, too.

7 0 I noticed a couple of times during our

-8 discussions today, 'you ref erenced to conversations with

9 Richard Freeman. Is it a safe inference that perhaps he i

10 showed more of a interest or close interaction with NSRS
,

11 than perhaps his-cohorts?

12 A No. It -just happened that way. In fact,

13 probably the person that was the most instrumental in

14 setting up NSRS was David Freeman. I understand that,

15 al though I don't know~that to be a fact.

16 But-I think in that blue book ' report, my

'17 understanding is that it. was David Freeman's idea to have

18 an NSRS, not those people in the task f orce. I can

19 believe that, knowing the people in the task f orce. I

20 don't recall any of them who would have recommended an

- 21 independent review group.

22 O Did the Board continue to manif est an

_

23 interest in NSRS as their pet creation? .

24 A Oh, all the time I was there, yes. Now,~

25 again, remember, when I was here initially, it was the

*
i

i

4 5
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1 two Freemans and Clement. Clement never took any

2 interest 'in much of anything, but the two Freeman's did.

3 And as far as NSRS was concerned, that was

4 manif ested in the f act that when I'd give them reports,

S. it was very clear to me that they always read them, they

6 .could ask good questions about them. They were always

7 very much interested in are you getting .what you want.

8 If anything, they were too impatient.

9 Sometimes, as I indicated, the report would go out, they

10 would want to know, 'Have they fixed it?"

11 I said, ' Hell, they haven't even got the

12 report yet.' But they showed a great deal of interest.

13 I think the other thing, as a result of

14 NSRS, the Board and General Manager became much more

15 aware of problems, which then, I'd have to speculate,

16 caused them to have more interf acing with- the of fice

17 managers.

18 I'd never know exactly what kind of

19 conversations the Board had with office managers, but

20 there is no doubt in my mind, just because NSES could go

21 out and cross office lines, division lines and get the

22 problems and identify them, they had a big impact on the
,

'

23 Board.
(

24 0 In addition to the copies of the written

25 reports, did you brief them on a relatively f requent
.n

..n.
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1 basis?

2 A- Yeah. Probably not as frequent as they '

3 would have liked or as I would have liked, but, again,-

4 putting it in perspective that they got a lot of things-

5 to do. We probably met at least once a quarter,- or

6 whenever they wanted to meet.

7 Generally, in a meeting with the Board, I

8 would prepare an agenda, the agenda would generally be --

9 I would always include whatever issues we had outstanding

10 that we thought that they would really want to hear

11 about.

12 If we completed a review, I'd try to fill-

13 them in on what I thought was important. And I'd usually
.

14 go to the meeting, I would .show - them the agenda and say,

15 "This is what I'd like to talk about if that's what you

16 want to listen to. If you want to talk about something

17 else,-fine."

18 That's pretty much the way we did it.

~19. O Who normally would be present during these

20 -briefings?

21 - A The Board, the General Mana9.c, myself,-

22 Whitt. Initially, it was just generally that -group.

23 Then later, I guess we all f elt like, well, if we're
u

24 going to talk about what the lines are doing, we better

25 have the top office Manager.

.s -
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1 So, generally, that meant Hugh Parris. I

2 can't recall meeting with the Board with Kimmons. So,

3 that really meant it was af ter. Kimmons retired, you know,'

4 tha two got combined.-

5 Q Nere the General Counsel normally there or a

6 representative of his of fice?
1

7 A I can recall some meetings when he was

8 there, but not normally. The Board really preferred to

9 have a meeting just between the Board and the General

10 Manager and NSRS where we could just sit there and talk

11 very freely.

12 As a part of that, I remember, the first

-13 meeting I went to, the. normal procedure when people meet
. . * .

14 with the Board, somebody will write up the minutes, and I

,

15 remember saying to the Board, you want me to write up

! s16 some minutes:and they said no.

17 They f elt like we could have more open f rank

| 18 discussions if we didn't document all that stuff. Some

19 people complained that we didn't, but that's 3ust the way
|

|_ 20 it went.

21 Q That was one of my next questions, whether

22 there were either recorded or minutes prepared, and
.

23 you're saying no? ,
,

24 A No, no minutes. In fact, sometimes it makes
s

25 it hard to reconstruct, because all I'd likely do is I'd

.
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1 'get.up'an agenda. If I wanted to talk about something

2 that got'into some detail, I'd usually have some

3 handouts, and I'd talk to them.

4- And at the end of the time period, they'd

5 usually give me back all that stuff. And sometimes I

6 wasn't smart enough to keep a copy' in my file so if I

7- wanted to use it later on, well, this is what we

8 . discussed.

0 I'm not f amiliar enough with how TVA9- -

10- operates. My only f rame of reference is how the NRC ,

,

11- operates. Do the Board members have a personal-staff of

12- 1any sort that may sit in ' on these things, administrative~ ,;
- {{

13 assistants or anything like that? ;;
k .-

14 A No. I'think on the first meeting we had --

15- well, these aren't official Board meetings, you know,
i i

16 like where they'make decisions, you know, with the !!

17 public.

18 .O Right.-

19 A They_do'have-Board meetings.where peopl e !I

20 come in and talk about programs. And in those meetings,- !

21- they. have11ots of people sit in on them that don't really
p

22 need to.be.there. And, so, I think- the first time we-had
!,

23 a' meeting, there were a bunch of people sitting around,.
,

-( i:
'

24 and the Board told them to get out because they didn't
!-

25 want them there. L
|-

i -
-_ __ _ . _ _ _ _ _ _ _ = - - _ - - - - _
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1 It would be ' people like just some of the
.

2 people in the General Manager's office that, I guess my

3 perception was they didn't have anything better to do and

4 they just were interested.

5 But the Board didn't want them there for the

6 simple reason they f elt .like if you got a bunch of people

7 sitting around, there's less likelihood you'll talk

8 specifically about some of the detailed problems.

9 0 Did the amount of interaction thet you had*

10 with them increase, decrease or remain the same in the

11 1985 time frame? I understand you, of course, were.gone ,

12 f or a while.

13 A Hell, I left the first day of '85. .You mean
A s.

14 '84, then.

15- 0 It will have to be '84, right.

16 A I' guess. If anything, it probably

17 increased. Part of that was because in the '80, '81 time

18- period, the. Board spent one heck of a lot of time on.

19 these decisions about closing plants down, they spent-

20 lots and lots of time on the rate pr'oblems.

21 It wasn' any lack of interest, it was much*

22 more those were the pressing problems. NSRS hadn't been
b

23 in business long enough to really surface some of the

* 24 problems that we perceived existed out there. So, they

25 probably spent a lot more time with us in '83 and '4.

.
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1 Q Bow about some of the hot issues? The

2 welding problems are a classic, I suppose.- Nere they [
h

3 fully briefed on those issues?
''

4 A Yeah. We, as I said, whenever I'd have a

5 meeting, I would discuss those issues, and whenever there ;

6 was a new issue, I wanted to make sure they were aware of,

7 it, or if it was one that had been dragging along, I felt
8 ,4

8 like I wanted to make sure they recognized that it hadn't

9 been resolved.

10 I suspect welding came up probably more

11- times than anything else because it dragged on so long.

12 Other issues that we got involved with them were Quality

13 Assurance. He raised issues about Quality Assurance' back

14 in '81, '2, '3, and, you know, all the time. That was

15 also a controversial issue, too.

16 0 They were aware, then, that, to understate

I17 the case, there was a real range of opinion on the

18 welding, perhaps, for instance, the carbo-zinc issues?

19 A Hell, strangely enough, welding was an issue

20 between NSRS and the line. Then later, it was-an. issue

21 between NSRS and OOA and the line, and then- I guess later
.

22 on, when OQA and NSRS and the line reached an agreement,

23 then it was more of an issue between, say, Jerry Smith

(s 24 and whoever else there was.

25 0 And during those meetings to-the extent,

,
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1 then,. that it effected Nuclear Power, I guess Mr. Parris

2 would have been present? '

3 A Okay. Now, there's two different kinds of

4 meetings. One would be --

5 0 The briefings that we're talking about.

6 A Okay. If it was just a briefing between us

7 and the Board, I'd say in the '83, '84 time frame, Hugh

8 Parris would have sat in. Sometimes Jim Darling.

9 Now, if we had a meeting that was not a so-

10 called routine meeting, a special meeting, f or example,
,

11 one time we had a special meeting that dealt with

12 security, then, of course, the top level people f rom

13 security were'there.
n

14 If we had an issue that, oh, say, involved

15 Keen and Meadows, then, of course, Legal would have been

16 ~there. I can't really recall if we had.one on that, but

17 there were some occasions where we would want to discuss

10 things which had legal implications, and, of course, OGC

| 19 would be there.
|

| 20 I guess as a general rule, people would be

! 21 there either if the Board wanted them to be- there just to

22 listen or if they were there because they were al,so
.

23 interested in their side of it.

( 24 0 Then with regard to the General Manager, I~

25 assume that your contact with him would have even be more

.
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1 frequent than with the Board?

2 A Not much mor".

3 Q Not much more?

4 A No. Any time I met the Board, the General

5 Manager was there. The-additional meetings I might have

6 had with the general management would just be if I wanted

7 to kind of bring him up to date, or, as a matter of

8 courtesy before I went in and talked to the Board, I

9 would go and let the General Manager know what I was .

10 going to talk about. I always didn't do that because,-if.

11 I was just unable to get together at that time, usually.

12 0 When you saw some conflict on the rise,

13 would you give him a call, give him a l ead that -might be
.

14 something coming up?

15 A In addition to meeting with the Board at

16 least in '83, '84, W ill is, Kimmons, and Parris and myself

17 would meet periodically, and then af te r 00 A was- f ormed,

18 Anderson.

19 A lot. of times we would just have meetings.'

20 and discuss, well, what are the problems. Usually, it

21 would be mostly a question of what are the problems NSRS

22 has got with the line, or-what are some problems that
.

23 Anderson has got with the line.r

24 So, I guess I would have those kind of-

25 meetings with the General Manager over and above what I

-
_ __
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-1 had with the-Board. I can't. remember.
*

2 I suspectRwe used to try to do it on-about a

Y 3' 1 monthly basis. Meetings 1that we would have on a monthly

4 basis wouldn't-always be regular, just too hard to get
5 that group of people together.

6 Q Since you've returned to your contractor

7 status, have you had any meetings with the Board or

8 Nillis -about problems?

9 A No. I've -- I have seen, let's see, I have

-10 seen the. Board out in the plant and I have seen them in

11, the building and that's about.it.

12 If they wanted me to come talk to them, of

13~ course, I'd be glad to.do it, but I haven't really been ;,
4

14 too pushy.'

.

:15 - Q Nobody has been knocking on your door?

'16 A Well, the one thing is they don't know where i

17 I am most of.the time. But I still get-along pretty good

18- with the Board, but.I'd, I try not to act like I'm still,

i

19- in NSRS. I

20- I have seen Willis probably three or four i

21 times. He still get along fine, but'I just, again,.I

2 21 feel like-I'm in a different role, so I don't run across
,

23- them too much.

24 Q. I'm a little confused on that. What is your

25 current role? What is it you're supposed to do as-a

.f
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1 contractor?

2 A Mell, initially, I, as I indicated at first,..

3 I think the first month I worked f or Kermit on

4 investigation. After that I got involved with Hugh

5 -Parris and the Employeo Concern Program from the IJne

6- standpoint. I was primarily in the role, initially, of

7 trying to.get more responses f rem the line organization.
,

8 Back in, I guess that was the August time

9 frame, the program was really dragging, you might say.

-10 Investigations were slow, responses were not always very

11 good.

12 My main job was really to represent Hugh
|

13 Parris to see what could be done to speed things up. I

14 worked on up through the time they issued their basic
~I

15- program report on their Employee Concern Program.

16 think'that came out in November-.- One of the other guys j'
!
'~

17 came: f rom down in Chattanooga and 'I pretty much put that

-18 together.

19- -And that after that time, they hired Denise.

20 And Denise,-basically, I guess is, one way you could say

21 it, he basically-took over all that stuff. ,
,

I think there was a' desire to get me out_of" 22
'

23 the program, really. I don't know why, but I don't

.1 24 really care. Then I --

25 0 Do you think people were perceiving you as a

,

_ _ _
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I liability?

2 A I think so.

-3 Q rrom a PR standpoint, perhaps?

4 A I think. Nell, QTC didn't like me. I asked |

5 them questions about what they were doing. I guess they

6 just didn't want anybody to ask-them questions. All I

7 .was trying to find out was why the things were dragging
,

8 so that they could get on it. That was part of my job

9 -with Hugh Parris.
'

.
,

10 But I know QTC didn't like me being

11 involved, and. asked that I be removed. And I guess that.l
.

12 was back in the days when I think TVA would roll over, no

"
13 matter what QTC wanted.

14 0 Who did they ask to remove you? |!

15 A I don't know. I just understand that they

16 asked that I be removed. So, after that, I went to work
;,
'! 17 up at, let's see, I went up to Watts Bar. I helped Bil)

18 Cottle on some of the paperwork up there. That's back

| 19 when they were trying get some papers together to send t o
|

'

|, 20 NRC.
!-

21 And more recently, I've been working with, I

22 guess it was really -- it was hard to tell whether I
'

23 worked f or Cottle or whether I worked f or the engineering
. ,

,

24- people, because we were really basically responding to a

25- Stone & Nebster report on verification programs. That

1

* , - -- . _ _ - - _ _ _ - - . _ - - . _ _ _ .
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i 1 brings me up until today.

2 MR. ROBINSON: Bill, if you would ask, maybe ,

3 we can wind this up in five minutes because we've got to

4 get into the next one.

5 BY MR. W ARD :

6 Q The last thing I'd like to ask about, have

7 you had an opportunity to read the announcement if you

8 will, the reconstitution of NSRS? In other words,

9 Admiral White plans to move them under Nuclear Power, and

10 at the same time, have you heard the Stier Report?

11 A I haven't seen the Stier Report, but I did*

12 talk to Stier. He spent a good deal of time talking

13 together. I haven't seen the report, but I think I
.

14 basically, what I read f rom in the paper, I understand

15 what the purpose is.

16 Q _Let me ask you, then, what your Ampressions

17 are, overall, what -are your f eelings about the fate of

18 NSRS?

19 A I guess I feel like, well, two things. One

20 -is, let's face the facts, the Board.said they didn't want

21 NSRS. I think the Board lost confidence in NSRS.

22 At 1 cast that's -- I don't kno,e that exactly

23 because I haven't talked to them, but that's what I re'ad

24 in the-paper, such rtatements of Richard Freeman

25 considered for the fact.

.
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1 Secondly, with the consolidation of all the

2 nuclear activities under one manager, who happens now is

3 there's a much more logical reason for NSRS to be there

4 working for Admiral White than to be working for the

5 Board. I personally feel like the proper place to have

6 an independent review group working is for the top man of

7 the nuclear organization.

8 That didn't exist back in 1980, you couldn't-

9 do it, So, back in 1980, the only place you could re' ally

10 have them work would be for the General Manager or the

11 Board. I'd say the General Manager, except in TVA the !

12 General Manager doesn't care, he's not really like a

13 General Manager.
..

14 In as much as now the nuclear program is

15 under White, then to me it makes much more sense to work

16 for him because that's where you're going to eventually

17 have to get the problem solved.

18 Now, if one says, well, Mr. White is not
,

19 interested in safety, by God, you better get somebody in

i

20. that is interested. I haven't worked with White, I

21 haven't met him, I have met a few of the people who work

| 22 for him,

10 ,

23 My perception is that they are pretty darn
-

24 good people, and I guess I would find it amazing if Mr.

25 White and those people aren't interested in safety,.and

,
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1 if you have bring any problems to them, that they aren't

2 going to do something about them.

3 0 so, you don't personally have any problems,

4 then, with this loss of independence, an independent

5 voice to the Board, to the-Board or to the General
i

6 Managers?

7 A I guess if the Board and the General Manager

8 are interested in what that independent review group is

9 doing, they won't have much trouble finding out.

10 So, _ it's iike one time, I forget the

11 instance, but one time Richard Freeman wanted something

12 from me. I told him I wasn't going to give it to him.

13 He said he would get it if he had to use the Freedom of
.

14 Inf ormation Act. The truth is, the Board can be fully
-

15 aware of what.the NSRS does, even if they don't work

16. under them.

17 I understand, I don't know much about it,

18 that the Board is going to have f our or five people

19 working for them.- I dor't know, really know what their

20 charge is going to be.

21 If I had f our or five experts working- f or

22 me, one of the first things I would want to do is find

23 out what that group is doing down there and is it being

(' 24 ef f ective.

25 So, I, there's a lot of ways you can arrange

. - - . -
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1

1 to. do things, and there isn't just one way of doing it,
,

2 and from the final analysis, whether it works or not is

,

3 whether people want to work.

4 Q If tomorrow it were your choice, would you

5 keep NSRS where it currently is, or would you put it,

6 irrespective of any other pressures on you now, would it

7 be your personal choice to keep it where it is or have it

8 work for Nuclear Power?

9 A If I had choice?.

10 Q Yes. King for a day.
-

-

11 A Hell, that's not easy to answer, because I

12 certainly wouldn't want to have an organization, if I

13 were head of NSRS, I wouldn't work'for the Board if the

14 Board didn't want me and'if they didn't have-confidence

15. in me.

16 I think an even more fundamental question is-

17; is 'the' NSRS interested in _ working- f or anybody,- because

18 there seems to be so many _ splinter elements. If I were

19 heading NSRS, I would want to know how 'many people really

20 wanted to work.

21 And I think before you answer that question,

22 you need- to ans,er that bef ore you even say where am I

23 going to put them. Everything I've read, again, I try to

I 24 stay away from it, because they don't like me around

25 here. ,

.
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1 If you had a group.where about a -third of

2 them were really interested in saf ety problems, a third j

-3 of them were interested in running f or Congress and the

4 papers, I guess I would wonder how many people were

5 really working for me.

6 I think that's their most serious problem.

7 MR. NARD: Okay. f

8 MR. ROBINSON: Thank you. Do you have

9 anything else -that you want to add personally?

10 THE WITNESS: No, I enjoyed it. I think you
<

11 asked good questions.
,

12 MR. ROBINSON: That concludes --
i

'

13 TH E ^N ITN ESS : I'm sorry I couldn't answer a.

14 couple of them.

15 END OF STATEMENT

16

17

18

19-

20

21_ .

22

|'

23

24 i

4

25 |
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l' MA. : ROPINSON : The .'ollowing is a transcript-
'

,

F ,

2 Of the interview F/ Michael Alexander Harrisca. Michaeli
).

.

'A. t:tytison is the deputy director, Nuclear Saf ety Review3 '

1

.

& titaff, Tennessee Valley Authority, on April 9th,- 1986,;

b 5 -11&nINATION -

'

'

6 BY MR. ROBINSON:
f
i-

7 0 Is that to correspond with your title? 4
-;

8 ,A My title is Acting B ranch Chief,
,

i

9 Investigatians B ranch. |i
'

10 Q Acting Branch Chief. Okay. f
1:

11 MR. ROBINSON: P t. tse n t nt the intre tew ara |f
'

''

12 Larry L. Robinson, Office of Inve stigations: NPC; Jim _ h
4

13 Stone,. Office of Information an6 Enforcement,.NRC; and :{,

i. 14 Jack Kindt, Of fice of Investigations, NRC.
<

15 The recure of the interview is the ;

16 investigation of a11+7etions_ involving suppression of

17 NSRS information and possible harassment and intimidation-

'18 or discrimination by NSRS management.

19 Pl ease stand up, Mike. Raise your right_ q
:

20 hand. Do Lyou svoer that the -inf ormation you are about-- to

21 - provide in thia' intervir v. is the truth, the whole-truth,>

e

. o

[ 22; and nothing belt t he truth, so help you God?

i- 13 A I do . _-,

'

->

24 |Q OA;y. For the record, will y~ou please state

" '- 25 your full name and residence address?

)

f! SMITU REPORTING AGENCY (615) 267-0989
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,

'' 1 A Michael Alexander Harrison
(' .)

'

2
,- ...,

3 0 And do you have a residence phone?
'

f . . . . ,
.

0 And please restate your criettent position

6 withir. NSRS?
'

7 A Acting Branch Chief of the Investigations.,

8 Dranch.

9 0 How long -- when was your firch date of

10 empl oyment with TV A, Mike?
.

11 A Novembe r 13 th,1981.

12 0 And what was your nuclear experience, if

13 any, prior to that date? Kind of capsulize it f or us.

14 A I had five years with Admiral RickcVer's

15 nuclear submarine program.

16 0 What time frame was that?
6

17 A 1969 to '74. Six years, eleven months with

18 Virginia Electric and Power Company at the North Ana

19 Nuclear Power Station. I lef t there as the supervisor of

20 the Quality Assurance Organization at the power station

21 to come here to take a job as nuclear engineer, OA

22 Specialist by title.

23 0 Here you -- when you first came to TVA, were

24 you assigned to Nf:RS, ot was it a dif f erent branch?'

25 A I came directly to NSRS.*

'

i

SMITH REPORTING AG ENCY (615) 267-0989 [, e

|
'

. . . _ _ . ._



_ . . . _ _ _ _ . _ _ _ . _ _ _ _ . _ . _ _ _ _ _ . _ . _

4 .

i.

:

1 0 okay. And your entire experience has been

2 in N8RS at TVA? |

1
3 A Correct.

4 Q When you first came to NSRS, what was your

5 actual function, and what grade did you come in at?
t:

6 A I came in as a management-scale level 5,

7 M-5, and my function was to participate in reviews and -;

8 investigations of aspects of TVA's nuclear program as

9- directed by our -- I believe de had section chief when I
.

|, 10. 'first arrived.

I 11 Q Who was your.immediate supervisor when you

12 first arrived?

13 A A man named Marvin Sinkule.

2 14 0 And who was the director of NSRS at that i,
i

15 time? ;

16 A Culver. !
;

17- 0 Were you physically located in Knoxvil'a d, or H
;-

18 were you at Natts BarL or where at that time?

-19. A Home office was Knoxville. -Nell, it was at-

20 all 'the plants to do whatever review or investigation

21 took.us there, o

22 O Nhat were some of.the sources of your
.

23 investigations? How did you receive your work
,

1 L 24 assignments?

25 A By direction, the director-or the section-

SMITH- REPORTING AG ENCY (615) 267-0909
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1 chief would pr) plan reviews. That's what I worked on f or-

\ 2 the most part the first couple of years. Or they would
'

3 receive concerns directly f rom employees and decide they
1

4 were saf ety-related and warrant our attention and they'd

5 assign people to investigate them.

6 0 Here the -- did the content of all of your

7 reviews involve strictly safety-related items,
,

8 safety-related areas, or 90 percent or 80 percent or can

9 you say?
'

10 A I f eel comf ortable saying 90 percent because

11 I think we have yet, the industry has yet, to settle on-

12 an appropriate definition of saf ety-related.

13 I mean, there's that subset that everybody

14 agrees is safety-related, and then there's the set of

15 everything else and some gray area that there's always

16 subject to interpretation or argument.

17 Q That may or may not be. Okay. Kind of

18 trace, if you will for me, your career pattern to your

19 present position through NSRS with the time frames, if

20 you would?

21 A To the best of my recollection, I worked on

22 reviews, major managemerit reviews, and a couple of

23- investigations and was promoted to M-6, I think, in
.

24 August of '83.

25 I continued to participate, as I had before,"

1

SMITH REPORTING AGENCY (615) 767-0989
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,

1 until may of '84 when I was in competition with another ,

2 individual for a potential M-7 job as the section chief

3 of the interviews and investigations section.
;

4 Culver picked myself and Dick Smith, each of
'

5 us to head the group f or six months, and he was going to
0

6 select the one that he thought had performed the best in
i

I
7 that six-month period.

8 0 So, Dick Smith was your competition, is what'

9 you're saying? |

|10 A Right, i

11 0 Back when you were promoted to M-6, did you
i.

12 have any supervisory r e s ponsibil ities ? !

13 A '4 o . |. .

!14 0 How did you c^me upon -- this.goes back to

15 just before you came into TVA and NSRS -- how did you

16 find out about the position in TVA or NSRS what. led you !

! !
; 17 t o TV A ?

18 A I was recruited so to speak by Michael Kidd. !

19 Se called me. I think he had been down here about a year
,

|

20 at VEPCO and wanted to know if I would be interested in'

21 this new stuff. He had been the senior NSC factor at

i

| 22 North Anna for, I think, a couple of years.
1

23 0 okay. A11 right. Back to the little
.

| ,

24 chronology in your competition with Dick Smith f or the

k 25 M-7 position. Who won the raise?

SMITH REPORTING AGENCY (615) 267-0989
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1 A The raise was called. Dick did his uim"

2 months and I took over, I think around the first of Kay

S 3 in '84, and NSRS got word that Mike Kidd was interested I

4 in rejoining the staff and we all thought he was a very'

5 valuable resource and wanted him back. So, I acted as

6 the supervisor of that section for one month when we

7 reacquired Mike Kidd from the office of Quality
"

8 Assurance, and Dick and I degreed to give the

9 supervisor's job to him.
'

10 O Okay.
<

11 A And in April of '85 the board of directors

12 decided to go with this contractor Quality Technology

13 Company. Kermit Whitt asked me if I would take a
;.

.

14 temporary M-7 job to head an investigations section split '

15 f rom our previous reviews and investigations section, and

16 I agreed and that became effective May 13th, '85.
I

17 0 Okay.

18 A To continue the chronology, sometime that

19 summer, July or August, we made a proposal, the director

20 made a proposal to personnel to upgrade the entire staf f j

f21 to branches as opposed to sections or' groups.
I
'

22 O The director being Kermit Whitt?

23 A Kermit. .,
,

24 0 Personnel acknowledged that request and said

25 that they could immediately elevate the investigatiens'

.

SMITH REPORTING AGENCY (615) 267-0989
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1 group to branch status, and that could be headed by an'

2 M-8 level. I had only been a temporary M-7 for a couple <

3 of months and wasn't considered eligible, and Mike Kidd
7

4 was supposed to have been promoted to branch chief of the

5 investigations branch which I had previously h&d.

6 I don't think he was ever confirmed by the
.

7 board of directors in that position,

8 0 Okay. And so you still -- are you still a

9 temporary 7, or are you a permanent 77
'

10 A I'm a temporary M-7.*

11 0 Temporary 7.

12 A Under that organization, I was given
.

13 responsibility under Mike Kidd f or the conduct of

14 investigations under this employee concern program at

15 Natta Bar. I had three section supervisors, temporary

16 M-6's working in that u ganization,
i
*

1.7 Q And who were they?

18 A To start with we had a man named Paul i

:

19 Border, Gerald Brantley and Phil Washer.

20 Q And then? i

l'
21 A NSRS created a knew organization effective j

22 November' 15th, the commitment to the NSRS that placed

23 what we called site representatives at each of the sites. ,
,

24 0 This is November 15th, '857'

k
25 A Five. Two of the selected site

SMITH REPORTING AGENCY (615) 267-0989
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.

1 repts,Jntatives were my section supervisors, and I
,

,

2 replaced those two, that was Paul Border, Gerald

3 B ra ntl ey. I replaced them with a man named Doug Stevens

4 and Jer ry Smith.

$ 0 Okay. When you first came in to NSRS were

6 there any?

7 A Let me -- excuse me, let me finish and

8 you'll have that chronology.

9 Q Continue that chronology.

10 A There is one more event. Mike Kidd was

11 reassigned around the middle of December, I believe the
,

12 lith or 12th, and Kermit asked me if I would take over as

13 Acting Branch Chief of the Investigations Branch at that

point and I agreed to return to Knoxville and that's14

15 where we are now.

16 Q Okay. When you first came into NSRS, were
,

17 there any w ritten guidelines, procedures, directives, as

18 to how the NSRS-function was to be executed?

19 A Yes.

20 0 Nere they complete? Nere they descriptive? '

21 Do you have -- are there copies of those on file?

22 A Yes, sir.

23 0 okay. Were they -- in your opinion, were
,

24 they complete? Here they adequate to give you enough
\

25 information to do the job?

SMITH REPORTING AGENCY (615) 267-0989
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1 A For the investigating review work that we
-

,

k' did and the reporting, they were adequate.2

3 0 In what ways were they inadequate, in your

4 opinion?

5 A Ne created a section -- I don't remember

6 exactly when, a thing called Technical Analysis and

7 Review Group. I'll estimate late '82 or early '83, and I

8 may be wrong. I'm just unaware that their procedural

9 direction was ever fully adequately prescribed.

10 A I wasn't involved with that group. I just

11 don't know f rom reviewing the contents of any of the new

12 procedures that have been developed that toey ever

13 prescribed program under which they were working.'

~

14 0 Uh-huh. Did you feel, I guess you've.

15 answered this question, but I'll ask it again: Did you

16 f eel as a part of the investigations and review group

17 that your mission was clear, your reporting f ormate were

18 clear, your distribution of reports was clear?

19 A Reasonably enough. I recall a lot of

20 discussion about the pros and cons of what I call

21 accident investigation report format, as opposed to

22 review report f ormat.

23' Some of our people did not like ,that AI,

24 accident investigation, report format. I thought it was
,

(
25 a great tool. I think we eventually eliminated it,

l

SMITH REPORTING AGENCY (615) 267-0989
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|

1 though, as a standard NSRS report f ormat.
)

(-
,

'

2 Q That is exactly what it was called, the |
|

3 accident investigation report f ormat? That's how it was |

4 known? i

5 A (N0dding head af firmatively.)

6 Q What were the advantages of that report
,

'

7 format over the existing, in your mind, over the other
<

8 format?,.

9 A It prescribed a section in the report where 1

'

.

10 the investigator discusses his analysis of the f acts.

11 'Here are the details of the f acts. Here is my analyses

12 which lead me to these conclusions.'

13 Essentially the review report f ormht just

14 eliminates that ans'ysis, the why I have ended up

15 thinking as I do. Here are the facts here are the

16 conclusions.

17 0 Okay. Why was that accident report format

18 discarded, because the analysis section was not as clear

19 as management wanted it?

20- A It tended to be repetitive, because in

21 discussing the analysts, most people to a large extent

22 myself made almost continuous reference back to the facts

23 section as well as -- it was a real tendency- to go ahead

24 and draw your conclusions in the analysis section. I

k
25 think we -- I still don't know that it's been formally'

SMITH REPORTING AGENCY (615) 267-0989
d
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; 1 eliminated, but I'm sure it hadn't been used in a couple
|

.

2 of years.
-

1

3 0 If any of the people that you're supervising
,

,

4 right now included that section in a draft report that
.

$ they submitted to you, you might have a tendency to go
'

6 along with it, right, see if it would fly maybe?
i

7 This isn't really that important, but I'm

8 just interested in the basic gu'idelines directions,

9 feeling, that NSRS people had that they knew exactly what.

'

10 was expected of them and where their inf ormation was

11 going?

12 A I'm very co nf ortable that they did in the

13 reviews and investigations group. Now, I'm not that
'

. - 14 f amiliar -- it's more than a gut f eeling, but that's what

15 I'll call it, opinion that that wasn't necessarily the

16 case in this technical analysis and review group.

17 Q .Have you ever been connected with the

18 technical analysis and review group during your tenure?

19 A No.,

20 0 Okay.

21 A ch, connected we've all worked in the same

22 office space. I know who th'e people are and the kind of<

8
23- work they do. All right.

'

4

. 24 A or did --

-

25 0 During your tenure at NSRS, what has been

SMITH REPORTING AGENCY (615) 267-0989
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1 the normal distribution of the reports coming out of the-

.

2 investigations and review side? Who are they addressed 1

I

3 to? ),,

4 A Invariably the reports are addressed to the ]

5 organization that needs to take the primary

6 responsibility for action. A site director at the I

l

7 investigation involving a specific nuclear site, copies ,

8 would go.to to board of directors, Lne general manager --

9- wait a minute let me correct that.
'

10 A copy would go to the general manager on

11 distribution, his copy was provided to the board of

12 directors. They'd ask questions, if they had'any. We

13 would send copies to the manager of nuclear power who

14 used to be Hugh Paris.

15 0 Okay. Okay.

16 A Other concerned TVA managers where the

17 source of the concern vas an employee we would send a

18 copy of the report to the employee if we knew who he was

19 or she. -

20 0 As a field investigator, when you first came

21 in, did you have the impression that if you had some

22 significant findings during the course of 'your

i 23 investigation, were you'1ef t with the impression that you
i
| 24 were kind of left to fight your own battles with the line

~ 25 if they responded in disagreement with your findings, or

SMITH REPORTING AG ENCY (615) 267-0989
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1 did you have what you felt was strong backing by NSRS
,

'
2 management?

;

3 A' 1 hat's -- that one requires a lot of

4 thought. As far as the discussion, what I'll call the

5 paperwork, we have found a problem in this area that

6 appears to require correctiva action, and this is what we

7 recommended.

8 The line would respond, 'We agree. We don't

9 think-there's a problem here. We're not going to do

10 anything.' Ne had again almost invariably complete

11. support from NSRS management to enter into sometimes

12 heated discussion to attempt to persuade line management

i

13 that, indeed, there is a problem here that requires

I14 corrective action.

15 The ability of NSRS to enforce corrective -

16 action or assure that corrective action was taken in a
|

17 timely manner was inadequate by a charter. He were an

18 independent advisory group to the board of directors and,*

19- as such, had no line authority to direct an action be

20 taken.
.

21 Q I notice in your response you indicated that

22 NSRS management was very supportive in letting you go get

23 into these heated arguments with the line or whenever the |
,

24 arguments got heated. I guess my question ist Did NSRS,

1 I

25 management actively get involved as your allie in those'"
,

I

l-

SMITH REPORTING AGENCY (615) 267-0989
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1 arguments, or did they just kind of say, ' Hey, you know,g
2 yeah, I agree with your position. You go fight your

3 battles with the line."

4 A Not to the extent that it was necessary. We

5 got active participation f rom the management.

6 Q Both, in your case, Mike Kidd and Culver?

7 A Right. They would participate in the exit

8 meetings that we had after an investigation where we

9 presented our preliminary findings and provided

10 appropriate support after they had verified that, indeed,

11 we were on firm ground.

12 That, I believe, is a f ertile area f or

-13 e x pl o r a t ion. Ne have had people with tendencies. _Ne

14 have people who have tendencies. I have tendencies. I

15 think we all do to know, I mean, you just know something

16 is not right. You can't find your objective evidence to

17- . support it.
I

18 People have been interviewed. When the

19- observations you've made, don't provide sufficient

20 credence f or this f eeling or this so-called knowledge you

21 have and you want to get that in a report. There's a

22 problem in this area.

23 Culver was real good at not letting-us get

(.
24 away with that, injecting these gut feelings in the !

l
25 reports. I fully agree with that philosophy. What we'-

SMITH REPORTING AGENCY (615) 267-0989
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1 did report on was f ully substantiated and justified.

2 0 Okay. Nell, since we're talking about that

3 particular item, let's -- I hope to discuss one of the

4 investigations that you were involved in and get your

5 feeling on that.

6 MR. ROBINSON: Before be get to that, do

7 either of you have any questions about what we've talking

8 about?

9 MR. STONE: One quick one on your f ollow-up

10 about your last statement.

11 EXAMINATION

12 BY MR. STONE:

13 0 Culver kept the gut f eeling-type things out

14 of reports or memos? Did Kermit do the same thing? Doe s

15 Mr. Whitt have the same capability, and does he do the

16 same type of thing?

17 A I didn't mean to exclude Kermit, al though, i

18 the fact is that under this program that we've run for

19 the last year, which is essentially =11 investigation

20 report f ormats, as a result of thi. 4 n ployee concern-

21 program, for the most part that analysis of the adequacy

22 of the reports and the justification f or findings stops

23 with me. Only the controversial or truly significant

24 reports bypass on for Kermit's review. i

25 Q Essentially, then, you sign the report out
''
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1 is what you're telling me?,
,

2 A I sign the transmittal letters for him. The'

3 section supervisors sign out the report, the ones that
,

4 they were responsible for, they actually approve the
.

5 report.

6 Q And then you sign the transmittal?

7 A Right.

8 Q Okay.

9 XXhMINATION
.

d

10 BY MR RRRINSON:

What would be an example of a significant11 Q

Just
12 report or case that would go beyond you to Kermit?

give an actual example of a recent one that you can thirik13

14 of or the most recent one?

15 A I can't recall the number of the report, but

16 the most significant item I recall recently was one

: 17 received in February perf ormed by OTC, that's Quality
9

18 Technology Company f or NSRS dealing with the problems

19 with pouring concrete concrete ap Matts Bar.

20 Q And why did that particulat case rise to the

21 importance of Kermit as opposed to you signing that?

22 A A couple of reasons. The details ofLthe

23 report indicated -that indeed Watts Bar may have had .i

. l|
!significant quality program problems in the area of24 ,

>

25 concrete inspection and testing to the point that we may''

,

SMITH REPORTING AGENCY (615) 267-0989
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1 have been unable to assure inherence to the conditions of 1-
.

2 the construction permit.
,

3 In addition'to that, it was one that was

4 f elt by me to be susceptible to media attention.,

i

5 0 Okay.

d 6 A And TVA top management likes to know about

7 those situations before they read about them in the

8 Knoxville Journal.

9 0 Okay.
'

10 MR. ROBINSON Anything else?

11 MR. STONE: (Shaking head negatively.)

12 MR. KINDT: (Shaking head negatively.)

13 MR. ROBINSON: All right.

14 0 I'm going to take you back to October of ,

15 1982. All right. You were involved in an investigation

16 of the alleged improper termination of the services of

17 personal services contract employees

18 Okay. Do you remember
,

19 A Uh-huh. Yes, sir.

20 Q In your own words and to the _best of your

21 recollection right now, and I'll let. you look at the

22 report if you ne, 3 it, kind of capsulize your conclusions 1

/ \
23 regarding to both the firing oft Jand the firing of,

24 in that investigation?>

.e.
25 A I think the firing of either of those'

SMITH REPORTING AGENCY (615) 207-0989 /
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1 employees was unf air, but I agreed af ter the
7

2 investigation that TVA had the right to fire / as a*

3 job shopper -- not fire him, they couldn't fire him.
.

4 They could, I think the appropriate term was ' determine,'

5 notify his contractor that his services weren't required

6 at Matts Bar any longer. That had been emphasized by TVA

managegent at Matts Bar as well as TVA's Of fice of7

8 General Counsel.
Who at Watts Bar made the emphasis, Pierce?

9 0
'

I don't remember Pierce being involved. I'm
10 A

11 sure we talked with the project manager. I can't

remember if that was Wadewitz at the time or if that was12

13 before he got there.

An who l'n OGC714 0

15' A I don't recall.

16 0 Bill mason?

17 A That's the name I'm_ thinking of primarily

> 18 because he would have 'added superiority on inquiries of

19 that nature to make that determination.
Did you have anything -- take a look at the

: 2C Q

21 cover letter for that report. Nere you involved in the

22 draf ting of that cover letter at all?
L-
I- 23 A No. As a matter of philosophy -- I'm not

,

24 going to speak f or the whole staf f, but my ownI
t

(
25 perspective -- the reports were the purview of the'

'

L
o

'
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1 investigators and the section supervisors. Ne put in

2 here what we found, what we thought needed to be done

3 about it.

4 The director certainly had a right to review

5 and of ten improve the reports on his review, but the

6 cover letter or transmittal letter was his.
7 Q It was signed by him. Wasn't it

8 occasionally prepared by or draf ted by other than him?

9 A I think they could be. The initials down
'

10 here usually indicate who the preparer was.

11 0 Right. At the time that report was I

12 distributed, did you have -- did you read the cover 4

13 letter?

14 A I don't recall. I'm sure I did. I feel

'

15 sure I did.

16 Q Since that time, in any discussions that may

17 have taken place, if any, about that report, do you have

18 any problems with what the cover letter says as opposed
'

19 to what the report says?

20 A Yes and no, too, to 'wimp out.' It's a

21 little succinct that the barest of the f acts are 1

22 correctly. stated in the second paragraph.
!

23 Those two guys did document inspections that
,

| 24 they had not physically performed. The justification for
~

.

25 that in my opinion was fully appropriate, and management-

_
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1

I did have the right under the codes and agreement.

.

2 . contracts enf orced at the time to take that disciplinary

3 action.

4 Again, the reasons were much less clear in

5 talkingwiththosemanagersthanissuccinctly=statedinj
1

6 that cover letter, and I tried to point that out in the

7 report. I think we heard three or f our diff erent' reasons
* T-

8 givenforterminating[ )by the people thati

_

9 were involved in the termination.
'

10 0 Did you have -- were you and Culver in

: 11 agreement? Here there any' discussions between you'and
|. 0

12 Culver or agreements between'you and Culver as to what
!

13 =was going to go in that cover letter at the time that it

14- was being prepared? _, ,

15 A I don't recall. I. feel sure from the way we
,

16 always worked that ~ if there had been-something in there: _ )
i

17 that he-thought that I'd have specifically disagreed
. - .

to me.-18 'with, then he'd have showed it
_

19 Q Mas there any pressure, either any direct ot-

E 20= perceived pressure by. you f rom OGC, not to highlight your ,

21 impression of the unf airness of the . termination in the-
i

22 cover letter?

23 A Not that I recall.

24 Q In your objective opinion, if you had never <

'

125 seen that document before and you were the-addressee, the

|
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*
i
|

1 assistant general manager, Dilworth, who say not have

2 been involved or had any knowledge of this up to this

3 point and you're Dilworth and you don't know anything

4 about it and you read that cover letter, without ,

5 reading -- my first question, I guess, is Would you l

4

6 have a tendency to go beyond the cover letter and read

7 the report?

8 A Wow, that truly is a hypothetical one.
'

10
9. 0 oh, yes, very hypothetical. I think you get

10 the idea of what I'm d riving at?

11 A Let me use that question to let you know

12 that we had had -- I think Newt Culver and I had had.

13 meetings with Dilworth about the report.

14 0 Okay. ..

15 A To let him know the significance of it i

16 bef ore the report was issued, and I perceived pressure
<

17 f rom Mr. Dilworth to. downplay the unf airness, again, our

18 perception of the unfairness of the terminations.

19 0 (Nodding head affirmatively.)

20 A And got strong support from Mr. Culver in

21 opposition to Mr. Dilworth's -- my perception of Mr.

22 Dilworth's pressure to leave the report with the f acts

23 and the conclusions that we had found. To summarize

24 that, I got support f rom Culver against my perception of
'- 25 the pressure from Dilworth.
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!
Mhat do you think Dilworth's motivations :

I 1 Q
- })

2 were in this perceived pressure, your opinion? *;
,

3 A I don't know. ,

'
,

4 0 Did he have something to lose if --

5 A Let me classify his position. The director

6 of NSRS at that time worked for Mr. Dilworth as the

7 assistant general manager to Mr. Willis. He was in the j,.

* ,

i

8 position to review our reports.

9 0 Yeah. Okay. I'll restate toy question then.

Why do you think Dilworth conveyed this perceived10
1

* 11 pressure to not highlight the unfairness of the firing as i

12 you saw it?
,

13- A I can only be speculating.

14 0 That's what I'm asking.you to do.

15 A To protect TVA's inf allible image. j

16 0 Okay. I'll take the cover letter, then,
-

17 beyond Dilworth and we' will address it to another -- no t

18 forget that. ..

19 Did Newt Culver support your perceived

20 pressure against Dilworth? I mean were there -- were you

;- -21 arguing the point that- this perceived unf airness or, not

perceived, but your in investigation had developed^

22

23 information.that there was a degree of unfairness in the
*

24 ' firing of

25 Here there arguments in this discussion that'

< w
L

(s i 7o (Mmn'
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1 you and culver had wit.h Dilworth?

2 A I think to the best of my recollection it

*
3 was my impression that Dilworth wanted the report very !

"

4 cut and dried. These guys participated in an improper

; 5 activity. They were terminated, and that's that, without ;

6 all the boring details of the whys and wherefors, which I

7 thought were extremely significant to the case and

8 insisted that they be included.

9 Q Okay.

;i
-

10 A The primary point that needed to be made to

11 individuals set aside was that we found that it is

12 extremely easy for the construction personnel to apply

13 inappropriate pressure on-oc inspectors. _There was a

14 -lack of autonomy on Oc's part 'to do their job, and this

15 was a specific instance of our identification and

16 substantiation of that condition and, in fact, this
,

17 report resulted in the creation of the quality managers

18 organization on par with the construction engineers
. .

19 organization to provide them with the independence to

20 thwart conditions adverse to quality.

21 0 okay. Do either of you have any questions
.n - ~ ._

.. . .a -.c -f**

23 MR. STONE: No.

'

24 MR. KINDT No.-- -

i
' 25 0 (By Mr. Robinson) Is there anything else

SMITH REPORTING AGENCY (615) 267-0989
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that you would like to comment on regarding the(1 |

2 investigation?
/

3 A I've heard only via the grapevine -- you ;

,

4 probably know more about it than I do -- that 'both of '

5 them appealed those terminations, was awarded some

6 settlement, and was rehired by TVA. ,

|
7 0 I'm not sure of that, but I've heard the j

*.

8 same from other sources.

9 The next item I want to talk about is the

10 Appendix B presentation to commissioner Eisel stein and
|-

11 the subcoquent events.

12 MR. HARRISON: Can we take a quick coffee j

13 and head break?
,

14 MR.. ROBINSON: Sure. It's now 10:36. Let'sj

15 go off the record and take a ten-minute break.
i

16 (Recess taken.)
:

17 -MR.-ROBINSON: It's now 10:45 a.m. He're i

18 back on the record.

19 0 What I'd like to discuss now, Mike, are the !

20 chronology of events -af ter the December 19th presentation

21 by NSRS to Commissioner Eiselstein which pertained to 1

22 perceptions of problems at Matt s Bar which involved _ Bob j
!

23 Sauer, Phil Washer, Jerry Smith and Doug Stevens.
~

24 I'll just ask you generally how involved

25 were you in the proceedings f ollowing that when the NRC

6,7cys
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1 cask back to TVA and asked f or a sworn statement as to

2 the TVA's position on the Appendix a compliance?

3 A I was involved in the aftermath --

4 0 okay.

5 A -- to a large extent.

6 0 In your own words, once TVA received the

7 request or the order from NRC to provide that corporate

8 position, in your own words, kind of give the sequence of

9 events. What happened? What activities took place

10 within NSRS and NSRS communications with Admiral-White's

11 staf f f rom your perspective? |

12 A I need to make some notes, or I'll get this
i

13 out of sequence.

If you want to go get some notes or a diary !
14 0 3,,

,

15 of any type that you have, you certainly may?

16- A I don't keep one. I remember we-got the

17 letter -- all the people you've already identified plus

18 Kermit assumed that we would make the response on January

19 the 9th at a scheduled board meeting with the j

20 commissioner of the board would state what TVA's

21 authoritative position was sessions and all this.
1

'

22 0 You got the letter about, what, January 2nd,
'

11
23 3rd?

.

24. A Uh-huh. I remember Bill cottle or Chuck
(

25 Mason, I'm not sure, called Kermit and scheduled a'

SMITH REPORTING AGENCY (615) 267-0989
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*
1

l

1 meeting with us here in this conference room.
|

2 I believe that took place on January the

3 7th, the 6th or 7th; and we were to try to formalize the

4 TVA corporate position on cumpliance with the Appendix B

5 at Matts Bar. I had had some discussions about this with J

l
''

6 Bob and presented to Commissioner Eiselstein with Kermit

7 and was in agreement with the ten bullets. I don't know

8 if you've heard them ref er to them like that.

9 0 Yes?
Ia.

!
10 A I was in agreement with nine out of ten of

11 them and with his two bottom-line conclusions being
I

2

12 controversial, one being the perception that we weren't

13 in compliance with Appendix B at Watts Bar.

14 I still feel that's the case. The one

15 bullet that I didn't think we had enough documented

16 objective evidence to support, which Sauer later agreed
'

,

17 it was a mistake, was the one where he had said Oc lacks- j

18 independence from line organizations and then in

19 parentheses it said ' construction."

20 !!e later told me on a couple of occasions

21 that he had screwed that up. It was really operations,

22 but he wanted.to indicate it generally and didn't want to

23 put construction, shouldn't have put construction there

24 in parentheses. But basically the thing was sound, and'

$|

! 25 what Sauer did was put it in a perspective that our''
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1 reports hadn't generally.

2 For the most patt, our investigation report

3 is focused on specific technical problems and we hadn't

4 run a relationship to Appendir. B requirements and that's

5 what was now necessary. At any rate, on the 7th I

6 remember Bill cottle was heres Willy Brown, at the time

I
7 the project manager f or Watts Bar.

8 0 Who else? Wagner?

9 A. No. Lou Wallace f rom the general counsels

10 of fice; Bob Mullins, at the time the director of quality

11 assurance, and a couple of' other people. .

12 I sat down with Kermit, myself and Bob Sauer

13 to try to arrive at the corporate position. Milly Brown .

14 was adamant that TVA was in compliance with Appendix B at.

15 Watts Bar, his program at Watts Bar was in compliance;

16 and the rest of us were not convinced, including Cottle.'

17 I was given the job of drafting a

18 prelimina ry position on _ compliance, and did so, that

19 stated that TVA wasn't in compidance in_a nutshell but

20 was actively working to identify pt>blems and get into

21 compliance and where we had problems already, appropriate

22 corrective actions up to and including stop work of anp

L. 23 activity:were being evaluated and effected. .

.

24 I cc11ed Phil Wacher and Stevens and I thinn
\

i
' 25 Jerry _ Smith were all at Watts Bar, and I got them on the

I SMITH REPORTING AGENCY (615) 267-0989
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1 phone, read the thing to them, they gave me some
.

,t specifics about two areas that we ind not yet issued

3 reports on that they thougbh needed to be addressed and

4 that inf ormation was '.)rought back for discussion here and

$ we ended up making some chcages eventually about 6:30 1

6 that night.

He had all agreed, with the exception of7<

He all
8 Nilly Brown, who lef t af ter making his otatement.

9 left, and Bill Cottle had the draf t of what we had come
'

up with, that we thought was going to be presented to the '

10

11 NRC.

The next day Bob Sauer came to me and said12

13 about half a paragraphs worth of details, definitions as

14 I recall thet he had wanted to put in, he now wanted to

15 take out and I conveyed that to Lou Wallace, the lawyer;
d

16 and I believe what went to the board was the graft with

17 Sauer's half paragraph detail removed.

18 0 Originally when you prepared the draft, you
!

19 had included this inf ormation f rom Sauer?

20 A No. He came up with it and we went through

21 six or seven draf ts of the thing sitting around the table
j

! 22 and Bob would come up with details about definitions and
|

23 chronology of significance to allegations. I think'

24 that's what it was about during one of the discussions,
k' and this was incorporated into the draft and nobody had25

.
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,

1 any probl ems with it. i

.

2 0 And then later he came to you and wanted to '
,

3 take out --
,

4 A The next day he SA10 he had been rereading

5 - it, and it really didn't add anything. It was probably

6 more conf using than beneficial, and it should be out.
.

7 Q Did the. final draf t still make the statement
!.

8 that TVA was not in compliance with Appendix B at that

\
9 time?

10- A At that time, yeah. Okay. go ahead?

11 Q Okay. Go ahead.

12 A Our assumption was wrong. The board didn't

13 make a presentation to the commission. The information I

14 received was that they requested an extension to prepare

15- a response, and'I just got the thing out a couple of

16 weeks ago and it states that TVA is in compliance with

- 17 Appendix B at .Hatts Bar, the of ficial corporate position.

18 0 Hith no qualifications. Do you have a copy 4

L

19 of that letter here in this office anywhere?
,

L 20 A I'm sure'I do. I got one the day af ter it

21 was issued. He were on dittribution f or it. I put it in.

! '

22 routing to all the people at the investigations branch,
g

23 got some surprising f eedback- f rom Phil Washer who was as >

?.; .

24 satisfied as I am that even though we don't grow with

(
25 that position, we're very satisfied that the TVA top.

--.
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.

management definitely considered our position in detail -

'2 1

2 bef ore they issued the corporate one.
''

3 Q Between the time that the TVA board met with'

_the commission on the 9th and got the extension and when4

5 the final letter went out, there were some late night

6 activity pertaining to a position paper regarding, I

7 believe, material traceability?

8 A Okay. This W sometime around the second

s week in January, January the 14 th, '86, rings a bell.

10 Kermit and I were to go to Chattanooga f or a

just-us-girls discussion with Chuck Mason, Bill Cottle'll

12 and Willy Brown on why we f elt we were not in compliance.

13 Let's talk about this. The board had
'

14 requested their extension and gotten it f rom the .

'

15 commissioner, and now we had to come up with the

16 position. Kermit and I, we went down there either the

17 14 th o r the 16 t h . I'm not sure, and it turned -- we spent
|-

10 the fi,rst hour and a half in that meeting looking f or a j

19 conf erence = roc.. large must h 7e to hold all the people
,

20 that actually participated.

Very f rankly I told Kermit on the way back21
'

22 up here that my impression was that that was a' barbecue

23 and I was - the main course.
.

24 Q Who were some of the attendees --

25 h Magner was in that meeting. Thet's a guy

SMITH REPORTING AGENCY (615) 267-0989
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!

1 that!IL would no; want to get in a' high-stakesi poker, game
,

2 Lwith.' I was unalterably convinced that he lef t that
,

3 -meeting obout half wayLthrough thinking that1I-was one-of

4 the biggest fools herhad everLaet. I had the impression-

5 thatthe and I could not -communicate.
,

6 He7 kept trying to get- me to explain - so' that- I

-7 .he could understand why we- f elt material traceability was
'

lf an area.not in compliance. And t! s-is not on

9 exaggeration, probably eight times I went through - the
'

10- reasoning, -the logic f rom the requirements through the

11 commitments through tne recommendation, procedures _and ,

o

12 the violations that we saw and he still kept asking me,

- WhereJistth'e violation? Where is the noncompliance?'13
.

14< : Convince me." i

.

15 He' finally |got up and left. He said I've
>m

,' 16 heard enough. I thought 1I was going to be fired that

17 afternoon.1 What I heard subsequent to that-from another

18= of -Nhite's top aides via Kermit - was that that was only - a;. j
'

19 tactic that he wasiusing to find out who would drift, who

'

.20 in'that room would drif t to his position of ' apparent

-21 attack and I think he found'out. !
~

Q-
22- According to the inf ormation I got f rom

,

23 Kermit, when he went'to that meeting 1he-knew very wel1 '

,

24 what I-was saying'and he agreed, in fact,-and saidLthato ,,

z
~

25 h4 thought I was pretty sharp. I liked that.

I
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|

1 C. Nas that pretty much the extent of the |
- .

.

i
2 barbecue, or- what other- courses were served in the

-3 barbecue?

-4' A There were some other areas that were

5 discussed. That one, I think, took more time than the

6 other. He talked.about the failure of-the corrective

7 . action programs to result in -eff ective corrective action,.

8 an area of, in our perception, continuing noncompliance

9 program' f ailure.
9

.

10 Q Here you and Kermit in the position of being
,

.11 grilled: by Wagner and anybody -else in the meeting there?

12- WasLanyone on_your side?

13 A My perception was that there was no one 'else~

,

14 on'our side. There were some, say, objective -or neutral '

15 participants.

16 Q Who would they be?

17 A Bill Cottle and Chuck Mason were reasonable

18 in that meeting. I'm sure.there are others, but those '

19 two-stand ~out.

20 -Q Nas Mullin there?

21 A Mullin was there.

22 0 Has~ he neutral?'

23 A No, not in my perception.
.

24 Q Okay. So?

(' 25 A Everybody moved -- the mood or the

SMITH REPORTING AG ENCY (615) 267-0989
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1- philosophy was that, yes, we .had significant problems at i

2 Natts Bar, but we are in compliance. One of the

-3- statements that was made was that we have draf ted,

4 submitted, and had approved a topical report; therefore,

5 we werc in compliance with the Appendix B requirements

6 and there may be there logic in that statement.

7 I didn't see it then. I still don' t. In

8 fact, I. asked the question -- I can almost quote this --

9 of the assembly. ' Gentlemen, even though there were some
.

10 ladies present, are you telling me that just because we

11 - have a topical report approved by the NRC that we can

12- never be in noncompliance with Appendix B ; and there was j
1

13 a. lot of murmuring but no answer.

14 I was surprised and I was so damn mad that I

15 came as close to resigning und walking out as I ever have

i16 anything, including Rickover a interview.

17 0 I understand that NSRS was required to

18 provide a position paper on nat,erial- traceability and

19- corrective action. Has this subsequent, af ter this

20 meeting?

21 A' It was after Nagrwr left. Mason asked for

22 two things as best I recall. Ailly Brown was to prepare

23 a position on TVA's compliance with Appendix B, and NSRS

: 24- was to detail why we saw traceability and corrective

25 action as two issues not in compliance and continuing not-
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l

1- in ' compliance with Appendix B, and to the best of my' -

2 recollection he wanted those - positions avsflable to him' j'

E

3 at the close- of business -the f ollowing ' day, .whichewas

L4 -Friday. This meeting took place on a Thursday.-

'5- Q Okay. Outline the sequence of events as you
.

f

6 know it, in creating this position paper?

7 .A .I made the suggestion to Kermit. I had

8 Jerry Smith and Phil.Nasher up here working on another
13

9 'proj ect in this conference room, looking at-the generic

~10 applicability of some K f orms, and I said, "Ne- got to do-

]11 this by close-of business. Let's call them from here

'12 rather than wait-another three hours to get back up here

-13 and'letLthem get started on their position.

14 That was a good idea. He went to Mullin's N

15- office, and I get a hold of , Smith, I think,
^

g ,p?
116 0 About what type of day was this? 'i

-17 - A 1:30 maybe. ;
,

:1 8 Q 'Okay. So, you-told them to get working on

11 9 it- and then what, you and Kermit get in the-car'and: start'0
,

L 20 heading back?

.+?n 21 A Right.

-2 2 - -Q- And when;you _came back, did you come back !
e

L2 3 - .into the office? t
1

.

4 24 A No.
.

25 0 What time was-it when you got back?

SMITH REPORTING AG ENCY- (615) 267-0989
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c 1 A Kermit came back. He dropped me off at the

2 Ramada. It was going to be about 4:00 before we got

3 back. Since- I- was still steaming I told him that I
i

4 -wanted out. I wanted to quit, but I was going to stay

5 with this 'proaram through it's completion primarily ,

i
6 because of loyalty to him and NSRS. But I took the rest

7 of the af ternoon of f and didn't come back to the of fice.

8 Q Okay.

9 A Mhea I got here at 8: 00 o' clock the next

10 morning, I found out that Phil and Kermit -- I met Kermit

11 leaving. Phil, Kermit itnd Jerry, I think, had stayed

12 until 1: 00 to 3:00 o' clock in the morning.
,

13 They called in clerical help to type this

14 position up, and 8:00 in the morning Kermit was leaving, i

15 having been up all night, to drive the thing back to -

,

.

16_ = Chattanooga.- ,

!
'

17' ~ So, Mason, et al, could review it.

-18 0 The deadline had evidently been changed from-

19 close of business the next day. I'm still not cicar on

20 that.

21 A Yes, sir. As I understood it, the deadline

22 had been changed, in fact, what I heard was that it had

'23 been changed severa; times that af ternoon af ter Kermit
,

24 got back. At one point they wanted that position by 9:00
..(-

25 o' clock that night and then it moved to midnight and then

SMITH REPORTING AGENCY (615) 267-0989
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1 8:00 in the morning. And I think we thought we had more

t.
2- time than that.

3 MR. KINDT: What was the pressure to get
..

4 that thing up so quickly7

5 THE WITNESS: I don't know.

6 0 (By Mr. Robinson) They had gotten their

7 30-dhy extention as of the 9th. Right? So, that would

8 have beon until February 9th theoretically?

9 A Right I remember some discussion. He didn't

10 know if- we had' 30 days f rom the 9th or 30 days f rom the

11 date of the letter which I think was January the 3rd

12- instead of February the 3rd,

13 0 . Yeah.
'

14 A Our target for responding to the ten bullets

15 which was also requested in that letter was, I-think, the

16 f ollowing week, the week following that meeting, sometime

| 17 around January- the 27th or so.

18 Ne wanted to have detailed reasons why"we

L 19 f elt each of those perceived problem bullets was l'n f act

- 20 a problem placed on the report, investigation report

L 21 results that we had documented in the files here.
L

22 EXAMINATION

23 BY MR._KINDT:
,

24 0 You mentioned it once, but I've forgotten.

L 25 Who was it that required thic thing immediately by close

|
|

I
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1

1 ofrbusiness on Friday, the following day?i 3

L- 1
o

2 'A That was Chuck 1 Mason.'-

3= 'Q- .He never expressed why he needed it so-

4 quickly?

5- AL Not that I recall.

6 Q Did you or Kermit tel1 him that, you .know,: j'

,

7 this is a pretty involved resposibility and you should
.

-!
81 have more time?

:SL A I-don't think.- I don't remember. I'

7

10 remember: thinking all. we- had were the two points

11 _ traceability and;I think corrective action and I thought 1 ~
~

a
1

.

.
: -

12 if we = had essentially 12 hours, .12 working hours,. to put~
,.

.

! .13 - ;that together that,didn't seem. unreasonable.
~

>

F i ; 14) :0 Do you know why f they changed the- time later
p

f' -15 on?-

L' L16 ? A- No.

:17- 0 .Has there.-ever any discussion that you1had.

18 'du ring that period, like Lin that-. meeting where they got j

.19 upset' with the f act' that these- ten points had been '

' 2 0; brought out to Eiselstein and whoLbroughti them out,s why?

-21 Nas there ever any discussion in thattarea?

22- -A No. Nell, we had_ discussions there.- Kermit
.

23 ;and I have,- and : Bob ~ and I. have, and I suspect-Kermityand-
,

.
'24- LBob has.- ;He.got put into that presentation 'at the last

<t-

25 meeting. .The: guy -that was opposed to deliver it,

SMITH REPORTING AGENCY ( 615): 267-0989
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q
1 ~ essentially a statistical summary, got sick.-g

(_^ '2 I can point out the day bef ore that I wasn't 1

3- here then either. I was on Christmas vacation and was in
'

,.

4 and out. I think' Kermit gave the assignment to Bob, but
i

5 within four working hours preparation time, and I do know-
i

6 for a fact I was in that morning that Eiselstein was here

'

7 and Bob made two attempts in about ten minutes of each

8 other.to get Kermit to look at what he had prepared. And a
\

9 it was'too hectic. ,

'10 Kermit didn't have time and hadn't reyiewed
pgrgi,v*n ,

'

11- any of that bef ore it was prepared to Eiselstein. I

7tva "C'
12 wasn't in that meeting, the ihterview to fill some 3

rc t- .

n H~ ds- /~

;(
13- positions we had and what was then a proven expended NSRS-

t

14 investigation branch' to accomplish a lot more of the,
!

15_ investigations a lot quicker.
'

16- EXAMINATION
1

17 BY'MR. ROBINSON:

18f _Q Did Bob ask you to review' it when: he :

|:/'''
t19c couldn't get Jerry to review it before'it went in?

'

20 A No, he knew -- he-knew I wasn't going to be

21' in the meeting. He knew that I knew the intimate details

22' of all the results1that--we had-documented and there'

-14
23 weren't any surprises- at what he was presenting

_

'

I
L24 It was a new perspective, _but I had=enough

25 confidence in him to know that he wouldn't have just'~

>
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1 - dreamed = up stuf f except f or the tape that he admitted on

2 ' construction-Oc incident. And he had.taken his

3 inf ormation he did' give me a quick briefing. He put

4 together that summary sheet based on input from Phil

5 Nasher, Jerry; Smith and Doug Stevens and had checked it ;

. -; , 69.1 t i ;-'

6 out with the head of QTV, a guy named owinthrow. I had

7 no problems with it.

8 0-i in retrospect if he would have come to you

9 with the ten bullets and the comment regarding
,

10 noncompliance with the Appendix B at Watts Bar, would you

11 have-gone with it or would you maybe have toned it down a

12 little bit.

13 A Oh, boy, that is a tougby. In retrospect 1

14- think it would have behooved us to :identif y -- I don't

15 even want.to-make that statement. Like I previously

16 said, our investigation reports were geared to

17 substantiate the~ technical issues, and we hadn't stressed

18 or emphasized general compliance positions..

19 We were less requirement oriented than we
!

20 were nuclear saf ety ramifications oriented. Maybe we

21 should have been both. This hardware problem that we

22 have substantiated is an indication of this criterion

23 breakdown or problem. Had that been done there would
,

24 have been no surprises whatsoever. The only thing that
|.
"

25 was new was the emphasis on the requirement perspective.

SMITH REPORTING AGENCY (615) 267-0989
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1 :If. Sauer brought me that ten minutes bef ore he was to

2 send it to Eiselstein, I' knew his basis. Ne would have

3 had to go with it.

4 It was correct, it just hadn't been

5 communicated inLa lenguage before.

6 EXAMINATlDE

7 BY MR. KINDT
1

8- -O Let me ask you this: Has Kermit Whitt

9 mentioned that he would have toned it down if he had seen,

10 it prior to it being presented to Eiselstein because you

'll gave some kind of indication along that line earlier when

-12 you said Kermit didn't have a chance to check it?

13 A Kermit would have a lot more questions than'

14 I would because he would have asked them about some of

15 the specific bullets. Remember that I'm passing on to

16 Kermit only those reports of highest significance, high

17 visibility, extreme corrective action.

18 Let's see, I'm not aware of the intimate

19 substantiating details of a bunch of these investigation

20 reports. So, some of those bullets would have taken him

21 by. surprise, but he wouldn't have toned it down, he would

22' have come to a or Sauer and .said what case or basis do

23 we have for making that statement.*

/ 24- Say we've got f our investigation reports in

k'~
25 this area that show there's a problem. ,

SMITH REPORTING AG ENCY (615) 267-0989
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1 Q okay. Another question, then, since this

2 one that came out, did NSRS as a group have anybody above'

3 that level expressed their concerns with you guys

4 presenting that report in that format?

5 A- Not that I am aware of. The only criticism

6- I have with them is that I'm not in a position to make

7 it -- essentially as a matter of practice, Kermit should-

8 have-looked at that material bef ore Eiselstein did.

9 0 But has there been any criticism outside of

10 NSRS, TVA management I'm talking about, of your

11 presentation of that without them, let's say, looking at

12 it first?

'
13 A Not that I'm aware of, per se, by virtue of

14 the fact that the of ficial corporate posttion went back-

15 saying we are in compllance. Yeah, that indicates the
.

16 perceptions that we presented were not, in fact, the

17 case. !

18 0 Yeah, but-no one's come to you?

19 A Nobody said, "What the heck did you let that

20 dumb Sauer get up there and shoot.his mouth off.

21 0 Never had any of that?
.

|I22 A Not that I am aware of.

23 EXAMINATION |;

24 MR. ROBINSON: -,- .

'~' 25 0 Did Sauer have to make the same presentation

SMITH REPORTING AGENCY (615) 267-0989
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1- that he made to Eiselstein to the board at some-point in
.\

2 time?

3 A Yes, I think so. The day before they went-

4 to Washington to meet with the commission which would

5 have been on January the 8th. They asked him to make
i

'

6 essentially the verbatik presentation to them so they_ had

7 to know what it was that had been said. ,

!_
'

8 Q Did you get any feedback from Sauer as to

9 what went on -in that presentation, or were you there? I

10 A No, I wa sn' t there. He said his

11 presentation went well. Ne thought he had them convinced '

12 that there were problems. Willy Brown was there,

13 according to Bob, and disagreed completely with the
. .

14 bottom-line conclusion. .

15 0 At least according to what Bob said, to you,-
,

_16 Brown was the only one that disagreed. The board didn't

17 seem-to be worried about what they were going to have to

18 take to talk about to the commissioners in their meeting?

19 A Uh-huh. Yes.

20 MR. KINDT: Have you received any f eedback

21 from the board down through management, what-have-you, as ,

22 to why they disagreed with-your position?

23 THE WITNESS: We got the official response

24 as f ar as any discussion -- well, on this particular
(

25 point they don't agree with you, and here's why.

SMITH RE PORT I NG AG EN CY (615) 267-0989
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1 I haven't had any conversations with anybody-

.

2 but we do have their official response to the NRC that

3 goes point f or point down the bullets, explains the NSV'a

4 position and one of the corporate positions. One of the !

5 reasons that they were so completely satisfied that they ,

15 [
6 had taken our position into consideration.

[
>

!
7 EXAMINATION

$
)

8 BY MR. ROBINSON:

9 Q You may not have been satisfied with their
,

10 final position, _ but you' re satisfied that they took you r [
.

11 position into consideration?

I
12 A Yeah, I'd like to have a copy of that. I

13 , didn't realize that in the response to NRC they had

14 itemized each particular point and addressed it. I

15 thought it was more of a general statement that they were

16 in compliance.

17 MR. ROBINSON: Any other questions on the

18 Appendix B?

19 MR. KINDT: Well, just one other thing. You

20 said there was no pressure or no one said anything

21 regarding, you know, after this event occurred, I mean

22 the Eiselstein briefing. Have they now changed any of

23 the procedures? I'm thinking about TVA management, of

24 both NSRS and NRC, as to how these things will be
(

25 reported in the future if it comes down, like they'll

SMITH REPORTING AGENCY (615) 267-0909
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1 want to know first?
|.

2 A Oh, yeah. There have been some changes that

3 were in the working that put them in the chronology of

4 the presentation various meetings and the decision. I'm

5 not sure I can do that. When NSRS had reported to the

6 board of directors, Kermit Whitt had been directed by the

7 board to speak openly, freely and honestly and frequently

8 with the press, telephones, radio, and newspapers and

9 quickly. Af ter we were transf erred under White's
.

10 direction, he announced himself as a spokesman and if

11 anybody in NSRS communicated with the press it was

12 directly as a citizen of the valley, not as a TVA

13- em pl oy e e , not as a representative of the of fice of

14 nuclear power, not as an NSRS nuclear expert.

15 It was one voice coming out of nuclear

16 power.

17 MR. KINDT: Does part of the result of that

18 ' change because of the briefing that Sauer gave

19 Eiselstein?

20 A I don't-know the cause and effect. There

21 were a lot of people in TVA talking to the press. He

22 didn't have. a -- the policy we did have was that the

23 press releases go through the TVA inf ormation of fice, but

24 outside of that it was pretty loose. I know Kermit
i

' ' 25 didn't like to do it. He haveEno control over what

SMITR REPORTING AGENCY (615) 267-0989
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1 reporters w rite, and, in fact, the;''ll blow it as of ten
i

2 as they.get it right. I-

3 Ne had no problems whatsoever talking about

4 TVA's problems or the f acts of our investigations or the

!

5 statistics. Ne were, I think, frequently upset with the

6 degree of accuracy that would be reported in the

7 newspapers of what was said.

8 MR. ROBINSON: One more area of discussion ,

9 before we -- what, did you miss a phone all?

10 THE WITNESS: No, I f orgot a luncheon today.

11 One of my investigators who's getting married. It

12 started two minutes ago. I was supposed to bring the
:(

13 silverware, and I haven't yet gone out to get it.
,

14 MR. ROBINSON: This is as good a time as any.

15 to take a break. Are you going to be able to be back

16 here f rom that luncheon by 1:00 or 1:307

17 THE WITNESS: Oh, yeah.

18 MR. ROBINSON: Hell, as soon as you can get

19 back, we'll be ready to go at 12:30, as soon as you can

20 get back from that. I've got one other point I want to

21 ask you about regarding Appendix B and then we'll move

22 on.

23 Okay. It's now 11:32. Let's go off the
.

24 record f or a lunch break.

' 25 (Recess taken.)

SMITH REPORTING AG ENCY (615) 267-0989
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a 1 MR. ROBINSON: It's 12:28. Let's go back on

2 the record. A-couple more questions regarding the-
,

-3 Appendix B situation, Mike.

4 EXAMINATION
4

5 BY MR. ROBINSON:

6 0 Is -there any way that you can see that Phil

7 Washer might have perceived that either you or Kermit

8 Whitt were putting any pressure on him to change his mind

9 about whether_ Appendix B was being violated?
,

10 A No,J hil is well aware that I'm in completeP

11 agreement and fully support the position that TVA doesn't

12 comply with all aspects of Appendix B at Hatts Bar.

13 I think he is aware that Kermit has a

. 14 slightly dif f erent presentation. Kermit can support TVA

15 corporate positi'on. TVA is in compliance, and I think

16 that's by virtue, again, of a philosophy that once a

17 problem is identified it enters into the corrective

18 action phase,
,

19 The only reason I hesitate in saying no,

20 there's no way he can f eel that, is because the entire

21 staf f has been under tense perf ormance pressure sense

22 last May when we' entered into this employee concern

23 investigation program. That pressure had recently
.

24 intensified. He are still, to a large extent, without.

k'
25 formalized direction from White as to what our new

SMITH REPORTING AG ENCY (615) 267-0989
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- 1 mission would be. He just recently learned we will be

2- transferred to chattanooga, some of us, as selected by ,

3 White. Everybody is under a lot of pressure.

4 0 Yeah. I recognize that type of pressure. I

5 was talking about specific pressure. Are you aware of

6 any direct pressure from Kermit to Phil Washer, trying to

7 change his mind?

8 I know that the corrective action point is

9 really the benefit of contention that if Phil and/or
'

10 Jerry and/or Bob Sauer or yourself f elt that there was an

11 ef f ective corrective action system within TVA that-

12 perhaps that would have some merit, but I understand that

13 they feel that the corrective action system has it's
4

- 14- limitations and, therefore, that rational -- ,,

15 A Let'me tell you, it f ailed. TVA's .

16 corrective action- program just didn't work and well --
16

17 you're right. That's one of the reasons that we

18 supported or came up with the position that we're not in

19 gompliance with all aspects of Appendix B.

20 0 Kermit disagrees with that? Does he
1

21 ; disagree with the f act that the corrective action system

22 i s ' i ne f f e c t iv e, or is he just adopting the philosophy

23 that if the corrective action system were operative, the-

' 24 identification of a problem would put you in compliance

'~

25 with Appendix B.

SMITH REPORTING AG ENCY (615) 267-0909
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1 A Nell, again, I'm closer to the realm of

2 speculation than I am a quotation.

3 0 Okay.
,

4 A But there's a timing issue here as well.

5 There has -- we have seen, or at least perceived, a

6 change in TVA line management's appropriation of our ;

7 efforts. He -- in the last year, the responses to our

8 findings are much more responsive.

9 'Yes, we do see a problem here and here's

10 what you're going to do about it and we're going to do

11 this thing by such-and-such a date." Kermit could be

12 giving them the benefit of the doubt for improved

13 corrective action program based on what we've recently

~

14 seen. ..
+

15 Some of the rest of us would rather taste

16 that pudding bef ore we pronounce it delicious.

17 0 Have you had any discussions with Kermit

18 about corrective actions specifically? I mean, have you

19 told him that you think it's f ailing or may be improving

20 a little bit, but f ailing?

21 A Oh, yes.

22 Q And has -- how has he responded' to that?
s,

23 A Basically I think we degreed to disagree.

24 You've heard that frequently I'm sure. Kermit is

" 25 comf ortable supporting a TVA position. I'm comfortable
,

I
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f 1 with it. I don't support that position, corporate
- t

2- position, personally; but I'm very satisfied that' they
; -.

3- took our point of view into consideration before they i:
:

4 came up with it. '

i'5 Q What were going to be --
:

6- -A This is the TVA response.
,

=7 Q- The response?

8 A To Mr. Denton' requested by ~ Mr. Eiselstein.
,

9. O Thank you. Thank you. When Bob Sauer was
. ,-

10 -up here, he- was down at Sequoyah in the employee concern h
| 'i

11 program f or a while. Right?
,

'

12 A' Bob was-the section supervisor of the group
.

13: that looked into concerns at plants other than Watts Bar. .

'

14 0 Okay.
i

15 A I'think he, spent most of his time up here in''

16 Knoxville in that capacity._ ''

17 o Who-has that responsibility now?

11 8 A I do. j
19 Q- You do?

20 A (Nodding head af firmatively.)
!

21 Q Did Doug Stevens'havo-it at any time?'

22 A It.was split. This can get very involved.

23 0 Well, my point is that Sauer evidently -;,

24 indicated an excessive workload. In reading Sauer's'-

k
25 c ompl aint to the Department of Labor, he-indicated an

'I
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r 1 -excessive workload while he was in the midst of

2 responding to the Appendix B presentation and the things

3 he was having to do with the Appendix B presentation, and

4 your name was linked with perhaps maybe assigning a

$ little excessive workload. Do you care to elaborate on

6 that? t

'7 A At length.

8 'O Okay.
t

9 A Nhen I was appointed the acting branch . !
I

10 chief, I found out for the first time- what program. Bob

11- had established to look at the employee concerns at the

12 other plants under Mike Kidd as the previous _ branch
I ;

13 chief. And it was very much dif f erent much more- 1
'

14 extensive, 'than -- much more extensive-line involvement
!

15 than what we had in place at Watts Bar.

16 Bob had put himself on a group at Sequoyah

17 called the management review group consisting of three-.

18 members and himself, site director, and the plant |
|

19 manager. They were reviewing the adequacy of proposed ;

20 corrective actions reports. They were running a series
.-

:21 of generic issue reviews that had been identified from
~

22 Natts, Bar, Bellef onte and Browns. Ferry as possibly

I 23 -pertaining to Sequoyah.
.

24 In addition to investigating the specific

25 concerns that were testing at Sequoyah, he did have too
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{ 1 much going on; and what I did was try to alleviate some

2 of that workload. De had missed several self-imposed and

3 directed deadlines f or issuing reports that we had

4 classified as priority one, or had to be addressed prior

5 to start-up of Sequoyah, and the forecast was such that

6 he wasn't going to get any better at meeting those

7 deadlines because of all the work that he had going on,

8 and I gave Doug Stevens the specific responsibility of

9 finishing up those priority one investigations and

10 getting those reports issued.

'

11 The ultimate deadline I gave Stevens f or

i,
12' finishing those up was February the 28th for

13 communication of all significant findings from the

14 investigations and he met that deadline and we got all

15 the reports out, including two that came in two days

16 prior to that deadline. Nell, the very last one is in my

17 basket f or signing out today.

18 Q So, you were relieving Sauer of a workload

19 essentially?,

20 A Yes. I was dissatisfied with his

21 perf ormance in his primary f unction and there's no

22 mistaking that and I communicated that to him. His first

23 and f oremost job was to get those priority one

24 investigations accomplished, reviewed, and issued; and he

25 had taken on a lot more work and responsibility than

|
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( 1 would allow him to do that in a timely manner.

2 Q You mean with respect to, not with respect

3 to the Appendix B-Eiselstein issue, but with respect to
17

4 his own perception of what needed to be done at the

5 plants other than Hatts Bar, that program that you

6 explained to us at first?

7 A Yes. It's my recollection as well as

8 current perception that Phil, Jerry, myself and Doug

9 Stevens tried to use Bob as a consultant on the Appendix
,

10 B thing so he wouldn't be buried in that. His management

11 review group work, he told me himself, was essentially a

12 full-time job at this point.

13 He still owe Mason and White, as well as the

'' 1 4 NRC, a final report on the results of the potentially

15 generic issues review. I think Bob is in Sequoyah this

16 week trying to finalize comments on that, and he's told

17 me al ready, Monday, that he's not satisfied with that

18 work to date. *nere's going to be more review slash

19 investigation necessary bef ore he'd satisfied as a
c
! s

20 management review group member with that effort.

|
21 0 I'll ask you basically the same question

22 relating to the way I f ramed the question about Washer

23 and his perception of pressure on Appendix B. How
-

( . ould -- if Sauer knows that the excessive workload-that24 w

| 25 he has was kind of self-created, how can he relate to or

QMTTU DPDADTTMC ACPUrV ,K1El OK7.00A0
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11 make any kind of indication that you were putting an
'

,

2 excessive workload on him? Does that not make any sense?

3- Is there -no rational to his statement like that at all?
,

4 A There is rational from a -- what I'll

5- describe as a legalistic standpoint. I'm his immediate

6 supervisor and his work -- the work that he's assigned

7 should come from me. What I found when I became his

8 immediate supervisor is that he had created this >

9 elaborate program that required his intense involvement,: 3
,

10 and it was after the fact.

11 It wasn't the sort of thing that I could ;

12 relieve him from that aspect MRG area which at one point'

13 we tried to do f or about a week and could not come up

'

14 with an adequate replacement that was acceptable to the

15 plant manager and site director. In fact, they insisted .

16 that Bob-go back onLthat group.
<

17 Gramatica11y I can only deal where I am in-.
-

18 the sentence. So, I'll just stick a period there.

'
19 Q But any ra':lonal that, in his mind, that --

20 I mean,'like you:say, at least what you're telling us now 4

,

21 is you're trying to relieve him of that management review

22' and let's get the priority one investigation reports out

23 and you're keeping him in kind of a consultant statistic

24 on the Appendix B issue that you're working out?

25 A Everything that Phil, Jerry, and Doug had

SMITH REPORTING AGENCY ( 61 M ?A7-n0RQ
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1- done on Appendix B got reviewed by Bob. He worked on >

2 some of it, definitely had his input on the final
,

A 3 position that was communicated to Mason.

4 One of the things that bothered me was

5 sauer 's overtime. He was hitting right at 20 hours a

6 week'or so and not getting the reports out. So, I wasn't

7 comf ortable. at all saying, ' Hey, work more hours." It

8 had to-be' relief in the areas that -- there were some'

9 areas that demanded his involvement and there were some

10 that: I- f elt could be assigned to other people an that's

11 how the split was made.

12 0 .Por what period of time was he working this

13 20 hours of overtime?
.

14 A He still is.

15 Q Since when?

16 -A' Sixty hours a week has been authorized since
i

17 this thing started. I don't want people toLwork imore

18 than that. In fact, I don't want them to work 60. hours a

19 week continuously. You get fatigued.

20 0 Do you think he's unf airly taking advantage

21 of. the overtime program?

'

22 A No. No. I wasn't trying to give.tbe

23- impression that he was cheating on overtime.
4

24 Q All right.

'

25 A No he's working the maximum policyr

*

- - . _ . . . . _ _
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1< ov e r t im e , not getting. the- results that we need using that j-

2 overtime. I didn't want-to tell him, "Okay.-Bob work 70- ,

3 _ hours a week in order the get the product out.' It was

4 -more acceptable to ree as- his supervisor to relieve him of
i

5- some of that workload.
.

'

6 0_ Yeah, I mean, is the bottom line that he

7 didn'(like being taken of f 'of that: managettent review ;

8 group?-

9 A I'm not -syre how he f el t about the

10 management review group. He-had suggested another personj

11 be put on -there sometime late in January. -I think he

-12 liked it. He liked being a member of it.

13 high degree of authority and power he had, That's one of
3

m

14 .my personal perceptions of Bob, he enjoys power and the
'15

.%

16 He did not like being relieved .of his
_

- 17- -responsibilities to-get the investigation reports out--
.

i: 18 though, but he has not been ab3e to meet his own

p - 19 self-imposed deadlines.

L 20 0 so, I'm still trying to focus in my mind the-.

21 rational f or his complaint that you were giving him--- I. _

22 guess it's 'more that in Ms mindlyou _ were giving 'him

23 unrealistic deadlines _ as opposed -to an excessive workload

| - (- 24 f rom his perspective.

25 A I have trouble relating to that because the

/ i

/ )
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1 deadlines that he missed were ones that he.had come up-

r_

2 with, that he had proposed.

3 0 Has the Department of Labor talked to you

4 about this aspect?
18

5 A I think so. I don't remember if that

6 specif1c question was asked and --
,

7 Q But the Departraent of Labor --

'

0 A Very respectfulle there's so many of those

9 thingo that I forget which oae he's talking about. I'm
,

10 pretty sure I've talked about Sauer and Smith, too. I've

11 got Washer one scheduled next week.

12 O okay. You don't specifically recall whether

13 this particular aspect about Sauer 's complaining about

14 your unreasonable deadlines and excessive worklodd came

15 up in the labor interview?

16 A I believe it did, y

17 0 Okay. All right.

10 MR. ROBINSON: Jim or Jack, do you have e.'y

19- questions about this aspect?

20 EXAMINATION

21 BY MR. KINDT

22 O Hell, I guess I'm having a little pt ablem

23 with what your problem is with Sauer's, you know, ,

24 workload or -- what problem you have with it because if
[ ,

>
s_

25 you don't feel that he's abusing the overtime and he's

l
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1 .doing his job and those are self-imposed deadlines that-

2 he put in, then-what problem do you have with his work?

3 I mean if they're not deadlines by_you --

4- A Hell, they're deadlines that he's committed

5 to Mason to meet. The first one wasn't self-imposed. I

6 think Hugh Paris had directed us to have for Sequoyah 22- .

7 priority one investigations completed by November the
.

8 1 s t '. I think those numbers are correct.

9 Sauer's group missed that deadline. I don't
,

10_ remember how many they got out. I believe it was nine or

11 ten. Eventually around the middle of December they

12 renegotiated at one point to get the 22 out by November-
,

13 thea15th. That was missed. December the 15th was
*

14 missed.

15- By January the 15th there were many more

16 priority ones and Sauer committed to have those done by

17 February the 15th. There were 61 priority ones that had

18 to be investigated by February 15th.

19 In addition to seven generic reviews that

20 were being conducted essentially under his direction as a

21 member of the management review group. When I gave . the-

22 investigation assignment to Stevens, that was late in
i

23 January, I think, we still had under a dozen of the ,

(
priority one investigation reports actually issued that |24

25 Sauer had a stack of 30 to 35 of these laying in his

_
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-i 1 of fice f or review and approval and had had f or about two,

2' monthe und did not have time, could not get to them.

3 I couldn't support holding, sitting on that |
4 wealth of substantiation or nonsubstantiation to results

5 f or that length of time.

6 Q so, you're having a problent with his j

7 productivity then right?

8 A That's right. And he's already essentially

9 working the maximum overtime. I don't want to say, ' Hey,

,

10- keep the job, but do 80 hours a week.' That would burn

il him out in a heartbeat. It would me.

12 -Q You don't think he's efficient enough-in-his

13 work then?

14 A That's not inac(urate.

15 Q Hell, I'm not trying to put word in your
y

16 mouth. I'm trying to get from you what you think'really.

17 A I think, in a nutshell,.he bites off.more

A
le than he can chew.- He'll he -- he has _a tendency to

1

19 promise you-the_ moon. I have begun documenting,some of

20 those L promises- very recently. He-has yet to meet the j

21 deadline directed or impose 6 self-imposed.
I

22- MR. KINDT That's it for me. ;
e

,

''

23. MR. STONE: I have one.
,

. 24 EXAMINATION (,

l

25- BY MR. STONE:

L-
_
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( 1 Q I was interested in how he got on the
N

2 management review group to start with?

3 A I don't know.

4 Q He was there when you took over the Branch
,

5 Chief?

6 A Right.

7 Q Yeah, I see.

8 A 1 don't know jf it was requested and Miks

9 Kidd and Kermit agreed or if he suggested himself and
.

10 again th% agreed or if have he just did it. That's

11 another of my management' problems, Bob has a tendency to

12 exceed my understanding of his authority.

13 I can't give dates or the nature of- the

'14 instances, but I tehall twice being unpleasantly shocked
,

15- to hear him say, ' Harrison, I won't tell you everything
.

16 I'm doing because if I did you might put limits on me.

17 You might even stop me from doing something I want to

18 do,' and he may have well been correct.

19 IXAMINATION

20 BY MR. RQRIBSQE
,

'
,

21 O Now, at that time he knew that you were his
i

22 . supervision. I mean- he had accepted the f act that you |,

!

L 23 were his supervision 7 |
,

) 24 A He's told Kermit the same thing. de 's told ,

(
25 me to tell Kermit the same thing. "I can't tell you ;

i

|
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1

1 everything I'm doing, you might slow me down.' !
>

2 Q Mansour Guity's cable routing? l
!

3 A (Nodding head af firmatively.)
'

4 Q I'm going to give you my understanding, a

5 brief understanding of the situation and I want you to

6 elaborate on it for me. I

7 A (Shaking head af firmatively.)
,

8 Q I did an investigation regarding cable

9 touting installation at Natts Bar, I guess. Let's see,

10 I've got a copy of the report here.

11 This is dated July '85, and he was in the

12 process of preparing a draft report and for some reason,
~

, 13 which I hope you'll elaborate on, you and Kermit or you
,

14 alone wanted him to prepare a summary of this report and
.

15 essentially to have a shortened, severely shortened, or
i

16 summarized report of its findings published.

17 He indicated that he had a problem with
'

18 that, that he wanted all of the supplements to this

19 report issued with the report and that if he was forced
,

20 to do the summary and an inappropriate follow-up was
-19

21 taken at Hatts Bar, that he'd go to the NRC, something
'

22 like that.

23 And the bottom line was that he was
-,

24 permitted to write his report basically accepting it, and

25 it was published. He indicated that even at the point in

C M f Til DPDADTTMd $drMPV , Kit) StM.6000
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1 time when he was permitted to write the f ull report that >

(,

2 he wanted, he was submitting drafts in sections and that

3 the draf ts were eff ectively being ecndensed, or at least

4 seemed to be being condensed, so that they would lose

5 some of their impact.
eLAstFv\

6 At that point I'll stop and let you classify
,

7 the situation f rom your perspective a little bit.
r

8 A The report you're talking about '85 or '86,

9 NBM isn't Mansour's report. He was half of that

10 investigation team; I was the other half.

11 Q Okay.

12 A What we f ound in pursuing the employees'

13 concern f or, I think, about six weeks of field work was
,

14 'that there really wasn't much credibility to the concern

15 as we examined or scoped it, but as an oh-by-the-way, we

16 have significant problems with cable design and

17 installation at Hatts Bar at least, possibly generic to

18 Sequoyah or other plants. He had volumes of inf ormation

19 to assimilate, documented primarily f rom the office of

20 engineering.

21 Mhen we were finished with the investigative

22 eff orts and ready to start writing, to report what we

23 had, we both discovered that we've got tons of

24 inf ormation to communicate and no real good way of doing
(

25 it in a format that we were used to. We: 7e got

SMITH R E Pn RT T NG AGENCY (61%) 767-00A0
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1 prescribed report f ormats that we could reasonably expect

2 somebody to sit down and read.
f

3 Seeing that report, one of the comments I'veI

4 made to previous interviews is that I suspect there's

5 less than five people at TVA that read that thing cover
[

6 to cover in that forn.at.

7 one of the proposals that I came up with was
,

8 to write a, what I'd call-a summary re' port, with all the

9 inf ormation in it and include f our appendices thap dealt

10 with each of the much more technical areas, so that we

11 could reasonably expect a board member to read a summary
,

12 report and possibly an electrical engineer to go into the

13 details in the appendices, and we tried that.
,

14 I was writing the summary report and Mansour'' ,

15 wrote the four appendices to it and we had a good report,

16 but it was not an NSRS report f ormat. I remember we had
,

.17 a meeting called. I don't remember when -- I believe ;
<

18 sometime in May in Chattanooga by. Hugh Paris that I

19 attended with draf ts of the f our appendixes. Hugh Paris

20 had asked to find out f rom TVA's top management what-

21 issues were holding up the Natts Bar licensing.. They

22 just wanted everybody to get around a table. and here's

23 mine, and here's mine, et cetera. Those are the things

24 we thought of that are impacting Natts Bar. j{
25 I took these four appendices down there to

,

| 4MTTH QPpnDTTMC ACFNOV ( Al %i 767-AQA0

l'
.- .-...--_ -..-,...-. - . -..- -. - - . , , , - , - . - - .> _ - _ . - .



_ - _ ._

64 |

1 use those. Ne think we have severe cable problems at
.

x
2 Natts Bar. The primary reason I was there was to discusa

3 the employee concern _ program as impacted Natts Bar, but I |

4 had those appendices with me and used those.
>

5 I personally handed them to Bob Cantrell,

6 who was at that time the Manager of the Office of
i

!

7 Engineering; and Hugh Paris and Cantrell appeared and "

!

8 told me that they would respond to those technical issues

9 in draft._ They would get ready to take , corrective 1

!

10 action. |

11 I came back to Nermit with that information, ,
4

12 and one of the things we considered very briefly was j
~

!
!

13 issuing only.that summary report that I was talking about

14 earlier and ref erence to the f our appendices as having

15 already been provided, even though they were only in .j
di

16 -draft form, to engineering who had promised to respond.

I17 And I don't remember as_that proposal or.

18 alternative lasted more than a couple of hours. Myself, i

19 .Kidd,1 I believe Kermit and Mansour talked about it. Ne '!
!
!

20 'didn't'like that idea. Ne wanted all - the inf ormation ;;
,

21- _of ficially transmitted. ,

'22 'O -How did the idea of just submitting the .

.!

23 summary ' come up in ' the first place? il*

,

24 A I don't remember whose that was.} ,

25 Q One of the four of you?

ieurma ornnemtur areurv reses ncn nnen
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*1 A Ch, I'm sure. I can't recall anybet; else
i

2 that was involved.

3 0 Do you know anybody else? ;

,

4 A Yes, I can, but only vaguely. I think it

5 was suggested by Pa rf,s. As I recollect, Paris said to me

6 in that meeting, ' Hell, we've got these, the technical

7 issues here right now that we're beginning to respond to

8 instead of issuing un this whole report. Can you give us

'

9 just the management summary section of the thing with.

10 your of ficial recommendations?"

11 I said, 'I don't know, but we can talk about

12 that.' I'm not certain of that.

13 0 You had written the summary of it, but you

14 didn't have the recollection?

15 A Most of it, I'd say, reasonably two thirds,

16 the writing phase. This is occurring in the week to

17 month af ter we have become involved in the employee

18 concern pr(1 ram administering the QTV contract.

19 I had taken what I had started and handed

20 that to Mansour to finish eff. I believe it was Mike

21 Kidd who decided he just didn't want to go with the

22 somewhat abbreviated report with four appendices stuck

23 onto it because it wasn't prescribed in the NSRS tcoort

20
24 format. I had all the inf ormation f olded into a standard(
25 NSRS investigation report, and that's what we did.

CMTmu DrDADmTUC 6 e r st e v (K i t) SC7.A000
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1 The only other thing, I mentioned this to

2 DOL, Mansour was asked by either Kermit or Bill Willis to

3 prepare a summary of the thing f or Millis's or Kermit's,

4 I'm not sure which, presentation to the Board, not to be

5 construed as an NSRS report, just a summary of the
.

6 investigation. Here's the significance of it, that sort

7 of thing. I do not understand how he may have conceived
,

8 that as the summary report, but it 's possibl e. I won't

9 dismiss it as a poss,ibility.
10 0 In connection with -- oh, go ahead.

,

11 A I don't recall at all his having ever

12 expressed concern at any time any of this was going on,

13 that he disagreed with the , idea of issuing a short report
'

14 and would go to the NRC if that was done. I don't

15 remember that.

16 0 Had he done that -- had he done that in

17 another -- he has done other cabling investigations and

18 maybe had he done that in connection with another cable
'

19 report. I mean we' re talking about the summary report

20 aspect of '85 and his apparent displeasure with the

21 summary report. That's pertaining to this particular

22 report right?
|

23 A Yeah. .

24 0 Okay.
,

r i

25 A As I understand the complaint it is.

CMTTH RFDORTTNG ACPNrv ( A 1 E) 9K7.A0A0
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1 Q Okay. Along with that development of the'

2 ievestigation of this cabling report, was there some type

3 of o- and I'll put it in quotes -- the f act that you've'

4 got 87 hours to finish this report handed down to him by

5 either you or Kermit at any point in time in the

-6 investigation?

7 A Not that I recall. See, he had plenty of

8 time to get that report out. That's easy. I'm sorry,

9 I'm not making any grammatical sense here.

10 That is going, as we understand it, to

11 become an important factor in our new charter, whatever

12 that is. He shall do urgent deadline work. The deadline

13 will now become paramount again, as we understand it,
,

14 with the thoroughness and quality of our investigations.

I mean we all1$ At that time it wasn't --

16 understood it was important to indicate the significant

li inf ormation f ormally and as quickly as possible because

18 f rankly, we had plenty of time to do all the

19 assimilating, digesting, analyzing and writing that we

20 wanted'to.

21 There was -- there was an urgency to get his

22 expertise back into the field. I had five investigators

23 assigned to me to cover this employee concern program

24 that grew pretty quickly to 5000 concerns to investigate.(
25 And we wound up the f ollowing work on that in the middle

curmn ovenomien an ruev tcin os,_nomo
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!
1 of April, and as you saw it wasn't issued until July.

|s
2 It's beyond me how he can allege a pressure

3 imposed because me or Kermit finished the thing in 80

4 hours. It's closer to 80 days.

5 0 !!ow about the conduct of the investigation

6 itself? There wasn't any 80-hour deadline to do the
i

7 investigation or his portion of the investigation?

0 A No. Nell, when we first scoped the thing I

9 thought we could do the investigation in 40 hours and
.

10 that's how I scheduled it. And what we found out, if we

11 had stuck to that scope we 'probably could have done it in-

12 three days.

13 The actual allegation pretty quickly did not .*

14 substantiate. That was the actual dbsign routing, the

15 cable. Ironically, af ter everything was looked at,

16 that's about the only thing engineering was doing right,

17 but looking at that took us to all these other aspects oi

18 designing and installing.

19 We were very uncomf ortable with it,

20 primarily from an environmental qualification

2.t perspective. I don't think we've got adequate assurance

22 that the cables installed can meet the accident analysis

23 requirements f or the 40-year lif e of the plant. ,

- 24 0 In the -- f or example, the meeting that you*
'

25 * had with Paris and Cantrell where you handed Cantrell

_.
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'. 1 the f our draf t appendices, did you communicate w ith
v, 3

2 Mansour, you know, what -you had done and all the i
'

i(

3- background about this? You told him all about this when L

4 you, maybe, handed him your two-thirds summary and told

5 him to finish it up, that type of thing. He was aware of
1 ,

6 that?

7 A No had a, let's say an unusual temporary

8 relationship. I was the investigation. team leader, he

9 was a member of 'that team and' I had been removed f rom
,

10 that, promoted to Section Fuper isor to the ,

11 investigations-group ar' ,6 uing on that, uniquely..
:

12 reporting to Mike Kidd.- -

13 He was going to come to me as an .

14 investigator af ter he had Tinished that report up. And

'15 he was -- you'know, we were still a team working on that

-16 report to the extent that I could devote time to it.- f

17' Yeab he was inf ormed. .

18 .Q .Okay.

19- MR. ROBINSON: While I'm looking through
o

20 this, do.either of 'you have any questions regarding thise

21 issue?
|
L 22~ MR. STONE: No.

i

23 MR. KINDT: 'No.
,

24 0 Was there an executive summary prepared for

25 Hillis or- Whitt regarding this report f or presentation to -~
-

?
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l

1 the Board? j
*

-

2 A To the best of my recollection there was a
-l

3 two-page draft. I think Mansour and Gerald Brantley

4 worked on it one night and gave it to Kermit to give to

5 Willis.

6 Q Nere you ever in on any type of a
'

1
7 communication between Whitt and Guity in which Whitt said

;

8 something to the effect that, 'Mensour went to Bill

9 Nillis and got another week or an extension of time to

10 get this report done, and I want you to write it the way

11 you want to write it. I don't want reports going out of

12 my office, and I won't have reports going out that are

13 not written in the way my people want them.' Something

''
14 to that effect.

4

15 Here you ever in on a conversation like that

16 where it appeared that Whitt had to go to Bill Hillis and

17 get some type of an extension on time for a report or a :

18 document?

19 A Yeah, I remember, again vaguely, something

20- like that. That was that was pretty much our common

21 practice though. The reports -- philosophically are the

22 purview of the investigators. Certainly subject to

23 management review, NSRS management review. The ,

24 investigator has to be satisfied with the content of that
,

25 report.
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| 1 Ne adopt the facts in review. For the most

r

2 part comments are editorial. There are less and less

3 f requent changes as people get the experience required to

4 do justifications. I do remember something specific.
,

5 Q There may have also been something in the

6 comment by Kermit about his losing sleep, staying awake
4

7 nights over this particular issue?,

8 A I remember that.'

::

9 0 What brought-it on? .

: 10 A That, I don't remember. I can only
| 1

i 11 speculate ~that Millis had -asked f or that contract by such j|'
i 1

,- 12 and such a date. *Get it done, get it ready by then.'
'

.

13 Kermit.got an extension. f{ 1|'
14- Q But this was coupled with the apparent .

15 conflict of submitting a summary as opposed to submitting
i

16 a full report.- And your conjecture is that, or you'
.

L
. . . .

17 couldn't understand how culty may have interpreted' that
.

18 summary .for Willis as taking the place of the report, but

'
19 perhaps he had done that?

20 A That 's possibl e.- I don't think so. I| don't

[ 21 remember the timing here. The -last conflict that I
,

'

32' recall about .the report was whether or not we'd issue's ai-

" 23 short report-plus four appendices or a standard NSRS.
::

24 -f ormat with everything included in the prescribed
( ;;

'25 outline.
>

f S 9 -
.
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1 o And you think the decision to go with the
n

2 prescribed outline was made by Kidd?

3 A I think so. I know he wasn't comfortable

4 with the idea of the appendices just reserved in the

5 report.

6 Q All right. But any conversation between

7 Whitt and Guity pertaining to the extension of time by

8 Hillis f or this report is cloudy in your mind, or you

9 don't recall it?
.

-10- A I recall it was an important timely topic

i

11 and_the Board wanted that report. I don't remember that

12 Willis gave us a _ deadline, "Have that report on my desk

13 by such and such a time." But he may well could have.

*
14 O All right. And you don't remember a

15 conversation like that between Whitt and Guity ref erring 4

16 to a week's extension?

17 A No.

18 Q or an extension in the deadline in getting

19 the report, whatever length it vas?

20 A Not pe r se . I do remember the statement

21 that Kermit made to me and Guity together about not-
p

i
22 sleeping well. He wanted the report-written the way we'

23 wanted it.. ,

|

. 24 Q You do remember that?
(

| 25 A Yeah. I don't remember that that had a
|

.
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||

I
(' I week's extension or anything like that.

.

|.-

2 Q Okay.

3 A What we ended up with was the standards

4 report f ormat with all the technical appendix information!
l
'

5 f olded in and included in it.

6 0 And to your knowledge this was as a result

7 of Kidd's decision and not as a result of Guity saying,
1

8 ' Hey, you know if we don't submit this whole report the

9 way I want it I'm going to the NRC with it.' That

10 doesn't ring a bell, that type of --

11 A Conversation? No, it doesn't. In fact,

12 that burns me a little bit. That report was as much mine
L

13 as his. That information was going out, the factuni

*
14 inf ormation was going out as we had written it. The

15 facts aren't and have never been subject to review or

16 comment by NSRS or any other TVA management supo . sors.

17 Our _ analysis of those f acts or the

18 conclusions we can raise from them and the

19 recommendations we make can be -supported by management.

20- Q Well, that conversation may have beer,-taking
,

21 place between Guity and Kidd or it may not have taken

22 place exactly as I characterized it, but I j ust want your

23 recollection of anything similar or if that rings a bell-

*

24 to you? *

25 A I've got to go on the record saying that

SMTTH REPORTTNG AdrMrY f K1 O 9K7 h0A0
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1 nobody has ever had to go to the NRC Board to get an

2 investigation report out of the NSRS.

3 trAxiwATrom'

4 BY MR. ROBINSON:

5 Q okay. Claude Key did an investigation ati

6 Bellefonte regarding -- I don't know whether INPO finding

7 QP5-1 rings a bell in your mind at all or not. This is'

8 back in July of '84.'

9 A Okay.
,

10 Q NSRS was doing a review to determine the

11 validity of that INPO finding. Claude Key was a member

12 of that investigative team.

13 During the results, during the conduct of

14 his investigation he perceived a situation where Willy

15 Brown had taken some craft people and elevated them into

16 a QC management position thereby putting them in a

17 position of inspecting, theoretically, some of there own

18 work. Key perceived this as a potential conflict- of
2

19 interest. Do you remember him discussing that with you

20 at all?

21 A No, I'm sorry.

22 0 Okay.

23 A This one doesn't ring a bell at all. ,

( 24 0 All right. He discussed it with Culver or

25 at least he indicates that he discussed it with Culver,

SMITH REPORTING AG ENCY (615) 267-0909
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.{ *

1 and Culver said that it would be handled. The aspect of
h

*

n x
2 the potential conflict of interests would not be

3 addressed in the main report pertaining to the INPO

' 4 finding but would be handled by a separate memorandum to |
,)-

5 Nilly Brown. Key draf ted a memo to Milly Brown i

4

Ipertain,ing to his perception of the conflict of6 1;

1 .
.

r
7 interests.

8 Nere you in any type of a chain of command

9 or supervisory position over Key at that time back in the

10- mid-1984 time frame? ,

11 A Mid 847 For the month of May, mid May to
'

12 mid July, I'm not sure of the eract dates -- I was acting
,,

13 supervisor in that extention that I talked about.
''

_14 0 okay. Between you and Smith?

15 A Uh-huh.'

16 0 Hould that .have put you in a position over

17 Key?
i

18 A Yeah, he was in Reviews and Investigations. j
r

19 0 okay. I'll give you --- this is an unsigned

'20 ~ memorandum that Key says was never published. Ne drafted.

21- this f or- Culver's signature regarding this to Nilly-

22 Brown, and Key indicated that he sent _ lt through you and

23 that you had returned it to himiindicating that culver

24 wasn't going to send it out. And I was just wanting your-

25 . clarification and_ comments if you can recall?

I nMTTH REPORTTNG AGENCY (615) 267-0989
'

_. _ , _ . _ _ . _ _ . . _ . _ _ . _ . . _ . . _ . - _ . _ . , _ - - _ _ _ _ . _ _ . . , _ , . _ _ _ . . - . _ . _ _ . _ - _ _ _ . ,



. - . -. . . . - . - . .- - - .. . . - _. .

i16
.

1 (Nitness reviewing document.)

2 A I vaguely remember the letter. I think I

3 helped him w rite it up. I do not remember the outcome.

4 I think culver discussed this issue with Brown in person
2

5 and I was under the impression that this memo was sent.

6 Q Nould it be in the same file as Key's report

7 on that INPO finding, if it was sent it?

8 A It could be. It should be in Key's readingi

9 f Lle.
,

10- 0 Hell, perhaps it went out and Key didn't

11 think -- Key was- under the impression that you brought it

12 back to him and indicated that Culver said that's not
.

13 going to go out and there wasn't any indication why. And

14 I'm just asking you if you have any -- I mean, the fadt

15 that if you know f or sure that culver discussed the thing ;

'

16 verbally with Drown?

L17 A He said he and Brown agreed to look into the

18 situation and it was my impression that we were f ollowing

19 it up with that memo. I don't remember at all that

20 Culver said, 'He don't need'the memo, I'm not planning to

21 issue it.'

22 0 Hell, check the reading file in the

23 logistical areas in your file. See if that memo was .in

( 24 fact issued.

25 A Okay.

=
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1 0 Do you remember having any discussion with'

2 Culver about it other than maybe him telling you that he

3 discussed it with Brown?

4 A No.

5 0 Do you have any indication that there was a

6 relationship between Culver and Brown that may have kept

7 Culver f rom issuing f ormal motions in writing that may

8 have put the pressure on Brown in any way or make Brown

9 look in a bad light?
,

10 A Hell, tire f ormality of our process indicated

11 that adverse findings, so to speak, be coimunicated in'

12 ' formal NSRS reports. This was unusual. Formerly we'd

13 have given Brown an investigation report saying here is

14 our findings and this is what we recommend tb do about .

15 it. A memo is perceived as a less f ormal mechanism than

16 a formal report.
'

17' 0 Yes. And a verbal motion even less formal .

18 than a memo?

19 A Yes.
I
i

20 Q Hell --

21 A I'm a little bit confused on the typing

22 here. I remember the subject to-some extent but I'm
i

pretty cure that on July 3 rd, Ibm not involved Las chain a '23

j.- 24 of comand anymore. I had the Investigations and Reviews

group f or essentially the month of May in '84 and then25

SMITH R E PORT I NG AG ENCY (615) 267-0989

. - _- _ ... . . - . _ ._ - .



. __ - .- _-- .- - . _ . --_- . . - . _ . - . .

76

( 1 Mike Kido came back.

2 O Well --

] 3 A My conf usion is that i do recall it and yes,

|
4 I was involved in it.,

i
5 0 Okay. You do recall that area, that area of

i 6 concern?

7 A Yeah.

8 Q Check your file. See if that memo was ever

9 officially issued.
,

10 MR. KINDT: Was there a report issued in

11 view of this memo?
t

12 THE HITNESS: I don't think it serves to-

t 13 report 8409, Bellefonte. I don't remember. ~

14 0 I'm supposing that 84D9 was issued without
!

'
15 any mention of that and perhaps -- I mean, I'm just

16 conjecturing though, and maybe -- but perhaps-the.

m 17 conflict of interest aspect wasn't felt to be. quote,

'

18 document or justified enough?

19 A To the best of my recollection Colver'

20 probably did that in the. month of May, 8409. I don't

i ' #
21 remember it except that he had one' of these gut f eelings-

,

22' that I ref erred to earlier. He was aware that he-didn't-'

: 23 have the substantiation or the justification for. ,

*

j ( 24 including it as a recommendation.
*

- 25 0 Do you specifically remember that or are you

;
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( 1 just kind of taking my conjecture now?

2 A No, that comes back. I remember talking i

3 about it with him and he wanted it handled less formally.*

4 Q Claude did?

5 A Yeah, he didn't want that in the report. He ''

,

6 knew he didn't have the background to support it but he

7 thought there was goirg to be problem, morale type
,

8 problem that would need addressing and we needed to alert

9 Brown to it.
*

3 1
4

10 0 Okay. Well, there's a question in your mind'

!

11 as to whether it was sent or not?
.

!,

12 A Sent or not? !

,13 0 You remember something about Culver telling ,

'
.

14 you that he made verbal contact with Brown about it?
.

15 A I think Claude did as well. I think Claude
:

16 talked to Hilly about it. I'm not sure-or of that

I17- either.

18 0 Okay.
'

19 MR. ROBINSON: Either of you have any

20 questions regarding-this aspect?

21 MR. STONES- No.
*

22 MR. KINDT: -No.

23 0 This is a new topic also involving Clau e

24 Key. Evidently Claude was involved with the employee

25 concern program at-De11efonte. Do you remember that at

__
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I all? He was either heading up or at least was the site
[f
.| 2 representative f or an employee concern program at

3 Bellef onte early in '82 or '83, is that r i g',4 7
J

This was early, yes, sir.! 4 A

5 0 As a matter of f act in November '827c

6 A Okay. We were kind of experimenting, I

7 believe at Willy Brown's request, with having one of the
4

8 NSRS people at the site one day a month or one day a

9 week, I don't remember what the frequency was, to take

! 10 employee concerns and try and deal with them within TVA
i

11 rather than having employees go directly to the on-site
.,

12 NRCR inspector.
,

13 0 Would you have been either working with or

14 supervising Key' back in that time frame?

c 15 A No.

16 0 Do you remember anything about Claude Key-

17 having a problem with lack of cooperation f rom Bellef onte

18 site personnel in the -- in his conduct of the employee

19 concern program?

20 A I remember him talking about being stuck in
u

21 a trailer that was within view of the project manager's

22 office, I think. So the project manager would be able to

23 see who came and went f rom the trailer. And that's kind

24 of vague but the only thing I remember definitely about'

25 that is Mike Kidd went with him the first couple of times

RMTTH QEDODTTNC ACFMrv ( A1 %) ?A7 ACAO
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1 to set him up. And I believe they traded of f.
,

2 I remember Tuesday afternoons claude would

3 pick up the car and he would be gone for his Nednesday

4 session down there. And once in a while Kidd relieved

5 him, Kidd would go down there instead of Claude.

6 Q That was like one day a week?

7 A (Nodding head af firmatively.) In the |

8 evening._ It started off one day a week' and then went to

9 one day every two weeks. I'm not sure. .

10 0 Do you ever remember him writing a report
I

11 that pertained to the lack of cooperation of site

12 personnel at Bellef onte in regard to the employee concern
4

13 program?
"

14 A No.

15 0 or at least drafting a report?

16 A Yes, I can,

17 0 Nho would have been his immediate supervisor

18 at that time, Kidd? This is back in 82.

19 A It was definitely Kidd f or awhile. But at

20 some point in, I think 8, late '82 Kidd went to the
;

21 office of Quality. Assurance. Late '82 or early '83, I'm

22 not sure when he transferred.

23 0 Who would have been Key's immediate

( 24 supervisor af ter. Kidd transf erred?

25 A No, that had to be Kidd because -- I think

cutmu oronomTun acrury r ei n oc7_nono
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'
( 1 when Kidd lef t that would have been -- yeah, late '83.

2 Dick Smith got the first six months of this competition ,

3 and I was to have the second six months. I'm pretty sure

4 Kidd was a supervisor f or the whole four or five months.

5 0 All of '82 and into '837

6 A That effort at Bellefonte.

7 Q Okay. Milly Brown was at'Bellefonte at that

8 time wasn't he?
''

9 A I think he was Ralph Pierce's counterpart
,

10 for Bellefonte, overall project sanager. And he would

11 have been physically located here in Knoxville.

12 0 But you don't remember anything ab ut a

13 draft report that Key wrote regarding that employee

fA concern program and the lack of cooperation by site-
-

,

15 personnel?

L 16 A- I don't know.

| 17 0 Okay.
!

(

18 MR. ROBINSON: Why don't we take about a

E 19 ten minute break right now. It's 1:49, let's be back at

u

I 20 ' 2:00.
JL

ii 21 (Brief recess.)

22 MR. ROBINSON: Let's go ahead and go back
i.
'

23 on record. I've just got one more point at this time to

:( 24 discuss.

25 It's 1:57 and we're back on the record,

eurmu o r onom t un ac cuev , sin on, nono
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I

( l EXAMINATION

2 BY MM. ROBINSON:
'

3 o Evidently there's an internal computerized

4 follow-up type listing that, I believe, John Mashburn had ,

$ a lot to do with developing regarding the f ollow-up of

6 NSRS items by the individual reviewers or engineers. Is

7 that correct?

8 A Not to my knowled e

CcNSol
9 0 No. Does the consultation of some items.on

,

10 a listing by you and the closing out of some

11 computer-related items that Mashburn was f ollowing, does

12 that ring a bell at all? And the items, the close out of
i

13 the items had to do with, I believe, management controls
'

'

14 'over computer-type items. They were not saf ety-related -

15 items?

16 A- Okay. Yeah, that's a specific -- I know

17 where you are now. Okay. That was a specific finding, I

18 believe, in the Hatts Bar job management review --

19 management controls f or sof tware programs used in support '

20 of safety activities were inadequate. Could very well

21 be, I'm not real happy with the exact nature of' the

22 items.

23- 0 Do you remember making a decision on .

| 24 consolidating some of those items and closing them out

25 without Mashburn's knowledge?

--.

CMYmu OPtobmthte h e ettev tritt Stg Ahon

v.__ _ -.

. . , _ . _ - -, _ - - . . - - . . . _ . . _ . . , _,.,



. - . - . - . - - - . . - - . - _ . . _ - - - . . _ -

84
.

j

g 1 A I know what you're talking about but --
s

2 0 I'll rephrase it.
t

3 A okay. There was an item that was open that
â

4 was assigned to me to follow-up. I don't remember the
o

5 number of it, I'm sure we could go dig it out. And I did
:

*

.

6 that and was satisfied with the action that had been
.

7 taken.
.

8 There was an entire cystem and organization

9 set up to control the use of computers and software
*

4

10 applications, all the controls we were looking f or. Then

11 1 closed it.

12 0 What did Mashburn have to do, if anything,

L 13 with this item? Was it his finding or --
,

14 A I don't remember. I don't remember what his
.

15 finding it was. It was one of the open items that was t

.

16 -under the purview of the Reviews and Investigations group

17 to look at. i-

18' Q Do you remember having any kind-of a

19 discussion with Mashburn about him being unhappy about
.

20 items being closed out that he was f ollowing that all of

21 a sudden disappeared from that follow-up?

22 A No. To the best of my knowledge he wasn't

23 f ollowing that item or any other. He was in the

I 24 technical analysts and review group and not associated

25 with the Reviews or Investigations.

.
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.( 1 0 An you don't remember having a conversation

2 with him regardless of which group he was in about a

'' 3 couple of items that he was following regarding this

4 nanagement control over a computer that he f elt he snould

5 have been consulted bef ore those items were allowed out.

6 or that item? !

7 A- I don't remember.

8 0 You don't recall a conversation like that---

9 A Huh-uh.
*

.,

t

10 0 -- where supposedly the comment was made by
E

11 you, and I use the terminology earlier that you 'wimped

' 12 out', and closed these items as if there was some-kind:of i

13 pressure on you to clos 6 out that-computer item from

14 someone?

,\ 5 A I've used that expression when in the last >

16 six months when we've come up with something which is a

17 substantiation similar to the OTC concrete report. ;

'

18 It would take us reasonably. months of

19 additional research to figure out an appropriate

20 recommendation of how to correct that problem. That's

21 not our job. 1

1 22 So in lieu of doing that research, okay,
f

23 here you go line here is a meaningful resolution of'this
,

24 problem. If stated that we'll wimp out and our.j

25 recommendation will be, ' Dear Bill Cottle f He recommendy

AMTTH RRpoDTTNG AGFWFV (61 %) OK7-00AQ i
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1 that you initiate the issue of nonconformance report

2 documenting the adverse conditions described in this

3 report, have it evaluated and determine the appropriate

4 directions.'

5 Q That's wimping out?

6 A That's the only time I've wimped out. We'll

7 give them the work to do that they should do.
,

8 0 So you don't remember.

9 A I've used that expression.
,

'

10 0 okay. You don't remember a conversation

11 with Mashburn about consolidating and closing out

12 management controls over computer items that he f elt he, ;

13 should be consulted about bef ore close out? |*

i

I'

14 A No, I don't recall that at all. f

15 0 Okay. Well --

16 A I do recall doing that f ollow-up. I spent -

17 one or two full days with the appropriate management
'

- 18 services people assuring myself that they had the

19 controls in place and operating, in place and f ully
i

20 operating in certain areas. j'
l

21 I didn't make sure that everybody who has a j

22 computer in TVA was actually perf orming in accordance !,

23 with the policies and procedures in the controlling !
' ,

L
*

24 offices.*

k..
25 0 How many of these type items are you'

,

f

GMTTU DPDODTTNd ACPNFY (41 0 747 6000
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( 1 currently f ollowing and making decisions on closing out,

roughly?2 ?

3 A Ne've got 6 tracking system for NSRS

4 investigation report of items that I am responsible for.

5 It's a system that Bruce Siefken developed.

6 Q An internal NSRS system?

7 A Right. And as f ar as the f ollow-up and

8 close out of the items that are on that list, our policy

9 is that the investigators that are perf orming those
,

10 functions, in so f ar as practical, do the f ollow-up to
.

11 close them out, make sure that they are satisfied with

12 the things that have agreed to.'

13 In many cases that's ,'t possible a.nd2

14 somebody else will have to be assigned to' do the

15 follow-ups and decide if the action is appropriate.

16 0 okay. Well, obviously not enough

17 specificity regarding those particular items. You know,

18 I may get back with you on the items that were mentioned

19 to me by Mashburn, okay?

20 A Hell, that's a1 Nays been the policy. If we

21 have the person here that opened the item in the position

22 to do the f ollow-up, it's preferable that he do it. For

23 several reesons, he f ound the problem, researched it, and

24 in most cases has resolved it ir. the terms of the action

25 to be taken. He's the most efficient one to go find out

.
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i- 1 that it was taken.
.

2 .I guess that the only reason that I was.

3 f ollowing that up because John wasn't in-the s

!

4 investigations _ group to do it. He had his technical

5 analysts work and we'll do that. He used, in this
,

6 employee concern program, the last year we've used people

7 on loan f rom other TVA organizations. He use quality
'

8 technology investigators to do -investigations on

9 safety-related issues. They are not available to us now f

10 to do f oll ow-ups. . I'll assign somebody else-to do the

11 follow-up.

12 0- You're saying that this may have been an-

13 issue that Mashburn created during an investigation

14 bef are he was assigned to the. TARS group, then?

15 A If it's what I remember, it was in the Hatts

16 Bar Job Hanagment group until in early '82.

17 0 Okay.

'18 A Which I eventually got told to go-follow-up

19- in 'Ct.

20 0 But you don't remember him coming to you

21 with any kind- of a complaint about him not being
,

22 consulted in the close out of that item?

23 A No, I don't remerber.lt. I'm not saying it

} 24 didn't happen, I just do not remember it.

25 0 okay.

SMTTH DRDODTTNn AnFMrY (61 %) ?A7-nQAQ
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1 MR. ROBINSON: Do you gentlemen have any

2 questions regardingEany of the areas we covered?

3 MR. KINDT No.

4' MR. STONE: No.

' 5 Q Do you have any final comments you would

6 like to make7

7 A Only that if anything comes up that you need.

8 to talk about get ahold of me. I'm at 6328-here.in

9 Kno xv ill e . ..

5
10 Q All right. I appreciate it. Thank you.

11 END OF STATEMENT
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i RESULT OF INTERVIEW WITH WILLIAM T. COTTLE
ON MAY 15, 1986 AS PRE /ARED BY INVESTIGATOR

LARRY L. ROBINSON

On-May 15, 1986, William T. COTTLE, Assistant Manager of Nuclear Power,
Tennessee Valley Authority (TVA), Chattanooga, TN was interviewed by NRC.
Investigators Larry L. Robinson and Jack Kindt in his Chattanooga office.
The nature of the interview pertained to the events that occurred at a
meeting involving representatives of the Nuclear Safety Review Staff
(NSRS), Office of Quality Assurance (00A), and the TVA line organizations

'

in January,1986 over a dif ference of opinion as to whether or not
Appendix B commitments were being met by.TVA at the Watts Bar Nuclear Plant
(WBN).

COTTLE stated that he was in attendance at a meeting that was held in the ,

offices of Nuclear Power in Chattanooga, TN in January 1986, at which
Kermit WHITT and Mike HARRISON of NSRS presented the NSRS position as to
why TVA was not in compliance with Appendix B at WBN. COTTLE stated that
TVA was_ required to provide a written statement to the NRC as to whether or

'

,

not tney were currently in compliance with. Appendix B.

COTTLE statet that William WEGNER, Advisor to Steven WHITE, the Manager of
Nuclear Power at TVA, also attended this meeting and conducted a lot of the
questioning regarding the alleged noncompliance with Appendix B.-

b COTTLE stated that he did nc Sei $1ve any intimidation in WEGNER's line of
questioning of. HARRISON rega !no hese issues. COTTLE stated that he felt
that HARRISON was trying to ( . ate some issues that he was personally
aware of into the " bullets" that Bob SAVER,-of NSRS, had presented regard-
ing WBit to Commissioner ASSELSTINE in- December 1985. COTTLE stated that
there was definitely not good communication between WEGNER and HARRIS 0N
involving these issues. He stated that WEGNER's position and line of

- questioning pertained to specifying which' Appendix B criteria was not being
met..and why it was._not being met. HeLstated that WEGNER wanted to_know
the specific basis'for the noncompliance. COTTLE stated that he noted no
difference in this meeting than in any other meeting in which two opposing
positions were being discussed. He stated that he would definitely nnt. ,

call it intimidating.

'COTTLE stated that WEGNER did become a bit frustrated due to the lack of
communication between WEGNER and HARRISON.

COTTLE stated that part of the
communication problem was, as-he stated before, that HARRISON was trying to
relate second-hand knowledge of areas of noncompliance with Appendix B.
COTTLE stated that HARRISON could not-go into the-detail that WEGNER was

L asking,for,

COTTLE advised that because of the lack-of communication, and what WEGNER ,

i viewed as the lack of detailed response by. HARRISON, he (WEGNER) directed
both sides to go back and get documentation and evidence on their positions

,

L

and present written position papers,
i

7 !
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d - COTTLE advised-that.anyone who did?not have all their facts straight prior .!
to' going into- a meeting'and had to make a presentation in this meeting, ;

-

could:become .intimidatedsunder specific questioning. COTTLE advised-that
-

.WEGNER's - line of- . questioning : was ~ not intimidating,, but that perhaps-

t

HARRISON's lack of details and personal--experience with - the alleged ;

AppendixL B noncompliance areas perhaps lead HARRISON . to - be a - bit -
'

intimidated =.

This Results_of interview was prepared on May 20, 1986.-
.
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RESUL15 0F INTERVIEW WITH CHARLES C, MASON
ON MAY 16, 1986 AS PREPARED BY INVESTIGATOR

LARRY L. ROBINSON

On May 16,1986, Charles C. MASON, Deputy Mani.ger of Nuclear Power,
Tennessee Valley Authority (TVA), Chattanooga, TN, was interviewed at the
Sequoyah Nuclear Plant by NRC Investigators Larry L. Robinson and
Jack Kindt. The nature of the ir,terview was pertaining to the sequence of
events at a January 1986 meeting of representatives of the Nuclear Safety
Review Staff (NSRS), Office of Quality Assurance (00A), and the TVA line
units, regarding whether or not TVA was currently meeting Appendix B
criteria at the Watts Bar Nuclear Plant (WBN).

MASON advised that he recalled the meeting because he was in charge of it.
He stated that William WEGNER, an advisor to Steven WHITE, the Manager of
Nuclear Power at TVA, did a lot of the questioning at the meeting. MASON

advised that he would not have characterized WEGNER's Questioning of the
NSRS representative as badgering, intimidating or harassing in any way. He
stated that WEGNER's questions were very specific as to exactly how TVA was
not in compliance with Appendix B or.10 CFR 50.

MASON stated that WEGNER was questioning Michael HARRISON, the NSRS
representative that was presenting the NSRS position as to why TVA was not

(
currently meeting the Appendix B criteria at WBN.

MAFON stated that HARRISON did not appear to be intimidated. He stated,
however, that HARRISON himself seemed not to be totally convinced of the

*
NSRS position on Appendix B.

MASON stated that WEGNER communicated in the same manner with everyone with
which he dealt, whether it was WHITE, himself (MASON) or anyone else.
MASON stated that he would estimate that there were 10 to 12 people at the
meeting and that there were basically two different views as to whether
Appendix B criteria were being met at WBN. These views were the NSRS view
that Appendix B was not being met and the line/QA position that TVA was in
f act meeting Appendix B criteria at WBN.

MASON stated that the two parties were still in disagreement at the end of
the meeting, so WEGNER had them go back and prepare position papers. MASON
stated that he asked both sides to get their position papers back to him by
eight o' clock the next morning.

MASON stated that at some point in time he extended the time frame on the
position papers until close of business of the next day. He stated that he
is not sure whether he made this extension late during the evening of the
meeting or at eight o' clock the next morning.

MASON stated that he did not receive any complaints from either MULLEN, of
OA, or WHITT, of NSRS, on the initial eight o' clock time frame for the
position papers. They said it would be close but it looked like they couldi

make it.
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1- MASON stated thatihe felt a sense of urgency to get the official TVA
,

response. back:to the NRC on whether or not TVA was meeting Appendix B:-
.

~ criteria'at Watts.Bar. He stated that TVA had already had a January-9 or
'11' deadline extended by NRC, ,

-MASON stated that he felt that TVA was in compliance with-Appendix B, but
.t at he wanted to. hear the NSRS facts and presentation on their side of.theh

issue. MASON stated that he also thinks WEGNER was objective. He stated
that he' did not think that TVA would have taken as 1ong' as -they did to -,

_

respond =to the NRC about the Appendix B issue-if they had not wanted to
hear the entire story.o

This Results of Interview was prepared on May 21, 1986.- I

Nde'/ s 4e r
A,rryL/Ro'binson,' Investigator ,
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l RESULTS OF INTERVIEW WITH WILLIAM WEGNER
ON MAY 15, 1986 AS PREPARED BY INVESTIGATOR

I.ARRY L. ROBINSON

On May 15, 1986, William WEGNER, Advisor to Steven WHITE, the Manager of
Nuclear Power at Tennessee Valley Authority (TVA), was interviewed in his
office in Chattanooga, TN by NRC Investigators Larry L. Robinson and
Jack Kindt. The nature of the interview pertaincd to the events at a
meeting which WEGNER attended in January 1986 at which presentatiens were
made of positions of the Nuclear Safety Review Staff (NSRS), the Office of
Quality Assurance (00A) and the line organizations, regarding whether or
not TVA was in compliance with Appendix B.

WEGNER stated that he was an employee of a company _ named Basic Energy
Technology Associates (BETA). He stated that BETA was under contract to
STEMAR. He stated that STEMAR was under contract to Stone and Webster, and
that Stone and Webster was under contract to TVA. WEGNER stated that he
had approximately 33 years experience in the nuclear industry, which,

included having been Admiral Rickover's deputy in the Nuclear Navy from
1965 through 1979.

WEGNER stated that in November 1985, he was asked by WHITE to assist in
looking at TVA's nuclear power program and to determine what could be done
to correct it. He stated that in the process of his two week investigation
in November, he took a look at NSRS. He stated that in his interviews of<

both high and low level management at TVA he heard the message that NSRS
needed to be " fixed." WEGNER stated that NSRS activities were appearing to
be outside the boundaries of thqir charter, and that NSRS was trying to;sd/
impose their " fixes" on the TVA line organizations at low levels 2:theraeirwE4
than going to upper management. WEGNER stated that he decided that "if you
were going to fix TVA's nuclear problem, you didn't really need a nuclear
advisor, TVA needed a new manager of nuclear power."

WEGNER stated that when TVA decided to bring WHITE on as their new Manager
of Nuclear Power, WHITE negotiated a very specific Memorandum of Under-
standing with TVA, in which anything-having to do with nuclear powe ,
including NSRS, would be moved under the Manager of Nuclear Power. WEGNER
stated that NSRS could not operate effectively by going through the _TVA
Board of Directors. He stated that the Board of Directors could not, and
should not, get involved with day-to-day problems of the line regarding
nuclear power. WEGNER stated that the Memorandum of Understanding gave
WHITE control of any TVA operation having to do with nuclear power, with
the exception of the Inspector General's Office and OGC. WEGNER advised
that as of January 3,1986, NSRS officially came under the purview of the
Manager of Nuclear Power. He stated that this was reiterated in Volume 1
of the Nuclear Performance Plan, which showed the corporate plan for the
nuclear organization.

'WEGNER advised that once in place, WHITE wanted to take another look at the
NSRS charter and that WHITE felt that they needed an independent study of
the NSRS function. WEGNER advised that WHITE appointed Ed STIER to do this
independent study. He advised that STIER's report concluded that there was
a lot of talent in NSRS, but that the Direcsor of NSRS should be replaced,

n n- _~-
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i and that the managem(nt control of NSRS should be put under the Manager of
Nuclear Power. WEGNEJ stated that Marilyn TAYLOR of personnel, worked with
Kermit WHITT of NSRS in the arrangements for the movement of the NSRS group
from Knoxville, TN to Lnattanooga, TN.

WEGNER advised that he first reporte.d to TVA on January 13, 1986. He
advised that very shortly therea#ter, within a few days, he became aware
that TVA had a requirement to make an official written response to NRC
regarding TVA's compliance with Appendix B at Watts Bar. He stated that he
was aware that there was a difference of opinion in the 0A and line
approach as opposed to the I SRS approach as to whether or not TVA was in
compliance with Appendix B.

.

WEGNER stated that in order to come to a resolution o' these differences,
there was a meeting scheduled in Chattanooga, which he (WEGNER) attended in
place of WHITE.

WEGNER stated that he was not sptcifically aware of the issues that were
going to be discussed in this meeting, but was just aware that there was a
difference of opinion between NSRS, and QA and the line.

WEGNER advised that WHITT met with him (WEGNER) approximately one hour
before this meeting in Chattanooga ant showed WEGNER the NSRS position and
the QA position on whether or not App?ndi:: B was being complied with at
WBN. WEGNER stated that he did not really have much of a chance to review
the NSRS position prior to the meeting. He stated that there were approxi-
mately 20 people in attendance at this mteting and that he recalled knowing
Dick DENISE, Bill COTTLE, WHITT, and a Mr. MULLIN, who was the new head of
QA. He stated that,there was a person other than WHITT that was answering
most of the questions for NSRS. WEGNER stated that he thought that this
probably would have been the NSRS staff menher who had made the original
presentation regarding Appendix B to Coninissioner ASSELSTINE.

WEGNER stated that he went into this meeting with no preconceived notion as
4

to whether or not either NSRS or the OQA positions were correct. He stated
that he listened for a few minutes, and it soon appeared to him like there
was going to be a four hour meeting with no resolution of the differences.
He stated therefore, that he got involved in th? Questioning in the
meeting.

WEGNER advised that his line of questioning was to start with the primary
Appendix B documents in the FSAR, namely Sections 17,1 and 17.2, which
pertain to TVA's QA Corporate Commitment to Appendix B in both Construction
and Operations, and then move down through the hierarchy of TVA documenta-
tion and QA activities until reaching the point where hSRS thought there
was noncompliance.

WEGNER stated that he initially asked the other NSRS representative, who
was identified to him as Mike HARRISON, whether or not Section 17.1 and
17.2 of WBN's FSAR were in conformance with Appendix B. WEGNER stated that

'

HARRISON indicated, at first, that he did not know whether they were in
conformance, but eventually got around to stating that there was no problem,

with 17.1 and 17.2.

n- ,'n_ 2
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4 WEGNER stated that - then -he- went: to the next' level of documentation
-

regarding Quality Assurance, namely the topical reports, also known as the
HQAM and. PQAM. WEGNER advised. that HARRISON stated that TVA was not -

m carrying- out the' provision of the- NQAM at WBN with respect to the
timeliness of_ corrective action.

WEGNER_ stated that he probably did ask HARRIS 0N' a number of times, to'
specify the noncompliance with Appendix B, but that he (WEGNER) was just
trying to narrow the disagreement between NSRS and 00A and the line down to

_

specific points. WEGNER stated that the _best he could do was get an
agreement between QA and NSRS as to their both providing a written list
specifying the areas on which they disagreed.

W'EGNER stated that in his meeting with WHITT, prior to the meeting in which
the- 20 people attended. WHITT told him that the "last bullet" in the
Occember,1985 NSRS presentation to NRC Comissioner ASSELSTINE was going
to be the issue'in the meeting. WEGNER stated that WHITT told him that he
(WHITT) did not think that all the NSRS staff members would-agree that TVA_
was in_ noncompliance with Appendix B as stated -in this "last bullet."

WEGNER stated-that it also appeared to him that~ HARRISON was not totally )convinced that TVA was in noncompliance with Appendix B in~his (HARRISON's
_

arguments during the meeting.

:WEGNER stated that he did not intend Lo intimidate or harass HARRIS 0N in-4

H any way, that he was merely= trying to go from the topidown. regarding
.

-- Quality Assurance documentation to find-a specific area where TVA was not
r~ in compliance with Appendix B. =He' stated that his impression of HARRIS 0N's

' concern was regarding the timeliness'of-corrective action pertaining to
noncogf,prmances .

This Results of Interview was prepared on May 20, 1986.

.//Y U L,

pryL.foliinson, Investigator

1

h
|

|

L ;

,

!

|

.

__ _ _ _ _ ____



_ _. . _ _ _ _

m 1

i. RESULTS OF INTER' VIEW WITH JOAN T. MUECKE ON
'

MARCH 11, 1986 AS PREPARED BY INVESTIGATOR
,

OANIEL 0. MURPHY
w

On March 11, 1986, Joan T. MUECKE, 1824 El Prado Drive, Knoxville, ;

Tennessee. 37931, a Nuclear Engineer with the Tennessee Valley Authority's |-

-(TVA) Nuclear Safety Review Staff (NSRS), Knoxville, Tennessee, was inter-
viewed by NRC Investigator Daniel 0. Murphy concerning her knowledge of the l

suppression of NSRS Investigation Reports by NSRS management. In addition,-
MUECKE was interviewed concerning her knowledge of possible acts of harass --

ment and intimidation of NSRS investigator's by NSRS supervisor.

MUECKE stated that she was employed by TVA in April 1977, after graduating
from the University of South Florida with a Bachelor of Science degree in
Civil Engineering. She stated that she was initially assigned to the Civii
Engineering Branch where -she worked on seismic allowances. She related

'

that in 1978, she was assigned to the Yellow Creek Nuclear Project as a
-

Design Civil Engineer working in the concrete area. PUECKE indicated that-
she- really liked working at the Yellow Creek Project and was disappointed
when they shut it down. She related that in April'1982, she was trans-- 3
ferred into the Quality Assurance Branch (QAB) where she worked on plant

-

audits. MUECKE said that in September 1982, the QAB became part of the
~0ffice of Quality Assurance (0QA). She indicted that she did Quality
Assurance (QA) auditt until June 1984, when she transferred to the NSRS
position she currently occupies. She indicated that just prior to her,

.,

j assignment in NSRS she completed work on a Master of Science degree in
Civil Engineering Structu ms at the University of Tennessee.-

'
M'JECKE stated that since her arrival in NSRS she has only been directly
involved in four investigations, two of which have not yet been issued.
She said that some of her reports have- been changed, but if anything, her-
findings have been upgraded. She admitted that Mike K!00, her supervisor,
has on several occasions, asked her to produce evidence to support her
position on a finding. However,. according -to MUECKE, these- are totally
legitimate actions on the part of her supervisor and she was never offended
by th.is type of action.

MUECKE said/that- there are two reports which she had a major role- in
preparing.: She related that she worked with Art DEBBAGE, Harold BENNETT,-
and Robert GRIFFIN on an investigation of corrective actions ~taken by TVA +

to resolve identified- problems. She said they started working the
investigation in May'1985. MUECKE related that DEBBAGE and BENNETT worked
on the Nuclear Power Division, while she and GRIFFIN worked on Engir.ser- j

ing/ Construction.- She indicated -that the- field work was completed in
mid-summer 1985 and she submitted a draf t report -covering her work on the
project to KIOD on August 29, 1985, and that the other members of the team
probably submitted their drafts to K100 about the same time. She said she ,

does not know the exact circumstances, but feels there was some confusion
between X100 and OEBBAGE over what the scope should be in the report. She
indicated that DEBBAGE wanted to cover more items than- KIDO thought should
be covered in the report. MUECKE stated that she felt that KIDO was

L getting these problems ironed out when he became the subject of a
TVA/ Quality Technology Company (0TC) investigation. She said the

' 6, -,-
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[ completion of the review'was then turned over to Dick SMITH, who was deeply
' involved in the-. welding problems in TVA. MVECKE indicated that SMITH's

involvement in the welding issue may have precluded him from reviewing the,

corrective action' report.'

MUECKE said that on February 27, 1986, she learned from Pete RICHARDS,:a
consultant hired by TVA to study NSRS, that the corrective action report
would not be issued. She related that the.next day she was approached by
SMITH, who asked her-if she objected to not issuing the report. MUECKE

said she indicated to' SMITH that she felt with some changes, it should be
issued and that he told her to think about it. She said that as she
understands it,.the report was disposed of the day after her discussion
with SMITH. MUECKE related.that she did not think that her opinion of what
should-be done really mattered. She maintained that in her opinion, the- !

report was significant and that her findings and conclusions are still
valid, although- she has heard- that the - findings of the report were no
longer valid because of certain organizational changes in TVA. She said
she does not feel this is a valid conclusion and that in her opinion,_her
supervisors . felt that the report had laid around too long and that they
would be embarrassed to issue the report at this late date. MUECKE said
the report, if it had been issued was quite critical of TVA.

MUECKE said-th'at the .other report that has still. not been issued is one
. dealing with TVA's QA program. She related that - she worked on the '

investigation with Richard WHITT and that the report was very detailed.
MUECKE indicated that this report was very critical of the QA systems in ./- )

\; -TVA and the way_they were managed. She indicated that she has some concern
about the future of the' report and whether or not it will be- issued.~

MUECKE said- that' the. format developed by WHITT and her does not confonn -

with the normal NSRS report format and - that Dick SMITH has already
expressed some concern over the first couple of drafts. MUECKE said that
in her opinion,- the report clearly identified many of the problems with TVA
QA program over the years and the manner-in which-it was managed. MUECKE

said that- the other two reports she has part'icipated in have been . issued
without anyLserious administrative delays.

MUECKE stated that at no time since her arrival'in NSRS has she ever felt i
"

intimidated or harassed. . Sh_e said that she was recently ~ interviewed' by
both the' NRC Of fice of -Investigations / Audits and the '0epartment of Labor -
-(00L). about her relationship with KIDO and that this upsets her, but she=
did not' view this as harassment by her supervision.

MUECKE said that the 00L complaint filed by several members of.NSRS has
created a serious morale problem f(J the group. She said that it:seems
like everyone is just sitting around waiting and afraid to do anything for
fear that whatever they do might be viewed as some form of harassment. She
indicated that Kermit WHliT is still in charge, but .is not doing 'a:very
good-job. MUECKE stated that WHITT holds staff meetings at'which he is 1

iopenly criticized by staff members, which MUECKE feels is inappropriate.
MUECKE indicated that this same atmosphere existed in -the QAB and 00A, *

which she was assigned to prior to her assignment to NSRS She indicated
-that she-had problems with her supervisors in QAB, who could not' handle

f- seeing a woman doing the job. She said that when she identified what was
later determined to be a significant problem with support calculationt, the

-- - -. . . _
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y problem.was-- not pursued by her supervision.. She said 'this very same
prob'em was ultimately identified by'NSRS and the NPC as a serious' problem. "

.She further--indicated that.many of these same supervisors were transferred
to 00A, which. in her . view, was unsuccessful because of the attitudes of-

some of- the individuals assigned to. 00A. She related that personnel
assigned to. 00A were not willing to take on highly technical projects.
MUECKE said she was happy to leave OQA and come to NSRS and was of the
opinion,that things were going along fairly well untti recently. MUECKE
expressed concern over the validity of some of the complaints filed with- '

001. and concluded by reiterating. that these actions have-created serious-
,

morale problems within'NSRS.

This Results of Interview was prepared on March 14, 1986.

dWC d'ff Q i
- Daniel D. Murphy, InvestAgatip
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I RESULTS OF INTERVIEW OF-
'JOAN T. MUECKE'

AS PREPARED BY-INVESTIGATOR
LARRY-L. ROBINSON

'

s

4

Cn October 2, 1986, Joan T. MUECKE, Office of Audit, Office
of the Inspector General (OIG). Tennessee Valley Authority
(TVA), was interviewed-in the Law' Library, Office cf General
Counsel .(OGC), TVA, Knoxville, Tennessee by NRC
Investigators Larry L. Robinson and Gary H. Claxton. The
nature of the interview pertained to the non-issuance of a
Nuclear Safety Review Staff (NSRS) Report on a review of
TVA's Corrective Action System. MUECKE provided the

'

following information in substance:

MUECKE' stated that-she'was a member-of an NSRS team that did
a Corrective Action Review during the Summer of 1985. She
stated that Art DEBBAGF., Horace BENNETT, and Bob GRIFFIN
were-the other members-of the team. She-advised that,
initially,= Mike KIDD supervised the team during the conduct
of the review and_in the early report writing stages. She
stated that Dick SMITH replaced KIDD ce the NSRS Reviews
Section. Chief in around September, 1986, and the
responsibility of final review and editing of the NSRS

,

-Corrective Actir n Report was given to SMITH.

MUECKE-stated that at about the same~ time as when SMITH wa' ,

supposed to be reviewing the Corrective Action Report, he
- became involved with overseeing the EG&G Weld Inspection
Progrsm, and he put the Corrective Action draft report
aside. ,MUECKE stated that SMITH did?not avoid reviewing the.-

- report because it was such'a " scathing" report, but rather
because he was promoting himself11n his competition-with

,

Mike' HARRISON for the position of Deputy Director of NSRS,
and the-EG&G' Contract was a more visible project than
editing-the Corrective Action Report.

MUECKE stated that:it.was.in February or March of 1986,
af ter SMITH had lec the draf t report lay around since
October or November, 1985, when SMITH announced to her that
the report "needs''a lot of work." She advised that he came

-

- into her office informally, made that announcement, and then
said'that-the report reflects-an "old" situation. MUECKE-

- advised _that he asked her how she would react if the report
were not to be' issued, and a new study were to be done on
the "new" organization situation. She advised that she told
SMITH that the information that she had contributed to that
report was true and accurate, that the same problems had
been going on for eight to ten years, and that the "new"
situation would really be the same as the "old" situation.
MUECKE stated that she told Dick SMITH that it was this type
of_ thing, the non-issuance of an NSRS Report, that would be
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I used by some of the other NSRS members as evidence of
supression of information by NSRS Management.

HUECKE stated that she was never actually told by Dick SMITH-

that the Corrective Action Report was not going to be
issued. She advised that NSRS secretary Patsy DOYLE told
her that some of the other NSRS secretaries came in to the
office on the Saturday after her conversation with SMITH,
and erased a lot of files off the computer discs. She
advised that the Corrective Action Report was one of those
that were erased, which told her (MUECKE) that there was not
going to be a final report prepared. MUECKE stated that she
asked the other team members what they thought about the
report not being published, and that GRIFFIN and BENNETT
didn't seem to ba too upset about it. She stated that,
after she found out from the secretaries that the report had
been erased off the disc, that she told Dick SMITH that if
the report was not going to get issued for another couple
months, she would not make an issue of it, as long as the
"new situation" review was to be done in a couple months.
She stated that she never did back down from her position
that her portion of the report was accurate and applicable
for issuance.

MUECKE stated that Dick SMITH has prepared a " Chronology of
Events" regarding his connection with the Corrective Action

! Review. She advised that this chronology will say that Joan
MUECKE said that it was acceptable to her not to publish the
report. She stated that it was acceptable to her not to
issue it, but only if the ''new situation" review was to be
conducted within a few months. However, she reiterated that
Dick SMITH never actually told her that the report was not
going to be issued.

MUECKE stated that when she transferred to NMRG from NSRS,
Ronald SEIBERLING, The Director of NKRG, interviewed her,
and she let him know that the information in both the
Corrective Action and an NSRS Quality Assurance Report that
SMITH was unable to edit and get issued, was accurate, and
still usable.

.

MUECKE stated that, in her opinion, part of the proLlem in
getting the Corrective Action report issued was the ftet
that Dick SMITH was not the best report reviewer in the
world. She stated that she thought the report was too much
for him to handle. MUECKE stated that SMTTH was the NSRS
Reviews Section Chief from September, 1985 until NSRS was
reorganized into NMRG. She stated that during that period,
SMITH didn't get any reports out. She advised that she and
Richard WHITT worked together on a review of the TVA Quality
Assurance Program, and WHITT couldn't get that report
through SMITH either. She advised that, in defense of

I. SMITH, this Quality Assuranca Report was in a different
format than normally used in NSRS, but the fact remained

#-O(HIBtT
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( that SMITH couldn't get the report issued. She advised that
SMITH was the Project Manager on the NMRG Maintenance
Review, and he couldn't handle the review of that report by
himself. She advised that it took a " committee" of team,

leaders, and sometimes the team members themselves to help
SMITH get that report out.

MUECKE agreed that both the Corrective Action Review and the
-Report were a bit disjointed, and that Art DEBBAGE tended to
use too many long quotes and portions of other reports done
by NSRS, TVA QA, and INPO, and that it would be difficult
for a report reviewer to wade through all the background and
extraneous verbage, but there was too much viable, accurate
information in that draft report not to sift it out and at
least publish those portions.

MUECKE examined a copy of a draft of NSRS Report No.
R-65-11-NPS, titled MAJOR MANAGEMENT REVIEW OF CORRECTIVE
ACTION, and stated that, in general, any of the conclusions
in the report that are identified with the initials "0E"
would have been written by her. She stated that she would
have written either the conclusion or the details, or both.
She advised that she was involved with the following
numbered conclusions in the report: R-85-11-NPS-01, 02, 12,
15, 16, 19, 24, 25, 27, 28, and 30.

( MUECKE stated that Kermit WHITT, NSRS Director at the time,
trusted Dick SMITH completely, and that WHITT ptobably never
even looked at the report when SMITH told him it needed a
major rewrite.

This Results of Interview was prepared on November 4, 1986.
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T RESULTS OF INTERVIEW WITH-ROBERT J. GRIFFIN
ON MARCH 13, 1986 AS PREPARED BY INVESTIGATOR

LARRY L. ROBINSON

On March 13, 1906, Robert J. GRIFFIN, Employee Concern Site Representative, *

Watts Bar Nuclear Site, Tennessee Valley Authority (TVA), was interviewed
- by hRC Investigator Larry L. Robinson. GRIFFIN provided the following
information in substance:

GRIFFIN stated-that he had been with the Nuclear Safety Review Staff (NSRS)
from around July 1984 through February 1986. He stated that he has been a

-TVA employee since May 1971, having been in their Fossil Plant, Boiler and
Auxiliary Maintenance Division for -16 months after first coming on board.
He stated that he was -then at Sequoyah Nuclear Plant in Pre-Operational -

Testing for four years and then at Watts Bar Nuclear . Plant in Pre-Opera-
tional Testing for a year and a half. He stated that after-his pre-op.
experience at Watts Bar, he was in the Mechanical Engineering' Branch (MEB)
at Watts Bar until he went to the NSRS. He stated that a portion of his-
time spent in the MEB was supervisory time. GRIFFIN advised that prior to
his employment with TVA, he spent five years (1966-1971) at the Oak Ridge
Facility as a. shift supervisor.-

GRIFFIN stated that at no time during his tenure at NSRS had he ever been
harassed, intimidated, or discriminated against in any manner by NSRS

(
management.

GRIFFIN stated that during his service with NSRS, he has seen no indication
of intentional suppression, limitation, " watering down," or changing of any
of his report conclusions, recommendations, or findings.

GRIFFIN stated that there has been management " fine tuning" of-the wording
in-many of his reports, but. that he was completely satisfied with the final
version of :the report as it was published .in every . case. He stated that
the NSRS management review of his reports was no more or less than the

' review that he=would expect by-any management group of.any document that
was_ going to be' published and be a representation of the-findings of that .

particular group.

GRIFFIN stated that approximately November 1985, he was a team member on an
investigation into Corrective Action' Reports (CARS) and Deficiency Reports
'(DRs ) . , He stated that as 'a final . recommendation, as a result of _the
investigation,into the CARS /DRs, he wanted to recommend that the plant QA
manager be formally reprimanded-for not handling the procedure in a timely
manner. . GRIFFIN advised that final version of the report went out without
specifically requesting or ordering a formal reprimand, but that
Mike HARRISON had discussed the wording of the final recommendation with
GRIFFIN on the telephone and the wording as stated in the final report was

~

satisfactory with : GRIFFIN. GRIFFIN provided a copy of NSRS Report
No. 1-85-424-WBN, entitled: Delay in CAR /DRs. GRIFFIN pointed out the last
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] recommendation'in the report, which was worded "The significance'of the-

,

issues addressed and substantiated in this report'should be evaluated by'

the Manager of DQA and discussed with both the QAS and PQA staff." GRIFFIN :
stated that he -did not- have a copy of -his -draf t of the- report, but he ;

stated that was the recommendation 1n which he: originally would. like to-

have1seen the formal reprimand mentioned. GRIFFIN reiterated, however,
,

that he and HARRISON discussed the final wording.on the telephone before !

the -report went out and that he (GRIFFIN) had no problem with the final ;

wording as published.

In response to questioning about a NSRS report on corrective action that
had yet to be published, GRIFFIN made the following coments:

,

.

'

GRIFFIN advised-that he was-a member of a NSRS team-that looked into the
~

corrective action situation within TVA and that this review had begun in
March, April or May 1985.. He stated that-the team leader.was Art DEBBAGE
and team members were John MVECKE, Horace BENNETT, and himself.

'

GRIFFIN advised that the project was originally scheduled to be reviewed by
Mike KIDO but that when K100 had been suspended, Oick SMITH was assigned '

the -job'of reviewing the final report of -this. investigation. He stated
that the final diaf t was prepared to be reviewed approximately November'

1985 'He stated that SMITH had come into the picture as a reviewer late in
the - process. and that the report itself, was extremely voluminous and'

covered a-number of different Divisions within-TVA-regarding-corrective
action. He stated that even at the beginning of the investigation process,

(L he .had suggested- to -issue several small reports, each pertaining to
-particular. sections or branches within TVA, as appropriate. GRIFFIN stated
that at the initial scoping and planning for the investigation, he had even
Tuggested to K100 that-NSRS' own system of handling corrective action be a

A,.
part -of the investigation, but K100 stated that the NSR$ organization was
"too small" to be included in this review,

iGRIFFIN stated that he did not believe that SMITH was intentionally
' " sitting on" this report, but that SMITH was having-legitimate problems -is

.

to how-to organize:and. publish-the final product. He stated that SMITH bd <

called h.im (GRIFFIN) a; recently.as a week ago and asked GRIFFIN's opinion
on what should_be done with the report. GRIFFIN stated that he suggested
that he-would not issue as it-is for two-reasons: (1) that the'restructur-
ing of the organizations within TVA made some of the references te these
organizations. outdated, and (2) that he would prefer to have his original
suggestion incorporated, in:that several smaller reports should be issued
as pertaining to specific organizations.

GRIFFIN -' stated that it was important to him to . address the corrective
action findings that the investigation had' produced, but he. felt that in
order -to' be ef fective,- the findings needed - to be broken down into more
.manageab.le sized elements.

.

,- - -
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: GRIFFIN reiterated that at no time during his career .at NSRS did he feel
that management was intentionally suppressing or watering down information
that was being provided to engineering, construction, or the line.

This Results of Interview was prepared on March 14, 1986.
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k RESULTS OF INTERVIEW OF
,

ROBERT J. GRIFFIN '

AS PREPARED BY INVESTIGATOR
LARRY L. ROBINSON

On October 2, 1986, Robert J. GRIFFIN, Staff Member,
Employee Concerns Program (ECP), Tennessee Valley Authority
(TVA), Chattanooga, Tennessee, was interviewed in the ECP
Manager's Office, Chattanooga, by NRC Investigators Larr/ L.
Robinson and Gary H. Claxton. The nature of the interview
pertained to the non-issuance of a 1985 Nuclear Safety
Review Staff (NSRS) Report of a management review of TVA's
Corrective Action Program. GRIFFIN provided the following
information-in substance:

GRIFFIN stated that he was e NSRS team member, along with '

Joan MUECKE, Horace BENNETT, and Art DEBBAGE, that performed
the 1985 NSRS Corrective Action review. GRIFFIN advised
that, at the outset of this review, NSRS knew that they were
going to find problems with TVA's Corrective Action Program
because there were already a' number of existing reviews that
had been done by NRC, INPO, and other TVA Divisions that had '

" raised-flags" about TVA being good at identifying problems, !

[ but not so good about correcting them.

GRIFFIN stated that the team leader, Art DEBBAGE, wanted to
limit the scope of the review, but Mike KIDD, the NSRS
Reviews Section Chief at the' time, wanted a more

-

all-inclusive review. GRIFFIN stated that he suggested that
they include NSRS'own operation in their Corrective Action
review obut KIDD " vetoed" that idea. GRIFFIN stated that

'the result was that the review had no clearly defined scope-

from the-very beginning. He advised that DEBBAGE was.not a
strong team leader, and although he (DEBBAGE) really wanted
to narrow the scope of the-review, he would not take a
strong stand with KIDD on it; GRIFFIN stated that for a-

while,'.it looked like KIDD was going to take charge of the
review,1but he never really took. hold, either. GRIFFIN
advised that the suggestion to terminate the review came-up
in many of their team meetings, but they continued on.-

GRIFFIN advised that just about the time that the final
draft of the Corrective Action Report was given to Dick
SMITH, who had taken over.for Mike KIDD as Reviews Section *

Chief, in November, 1985', he (GRIFFIN) was assigned to .the
Sequoyah Plant to do~ Employee Concern Investigations. He
stated that he then went to Watts Bar in Employee Concerns. .

and while there, received a phone call from SMITH asking if
it was alright with-him (GRIFFIN) if the Corrective Action

q Report was not issued. -GRIFFIN stated that he told SMITH'

that it was alright with him not to publish the entire
report as it stood, but that the report could be " reworked",

EXHIBIT // _

Page 4 of 6 Pages
,,

i : " . t.

"

.



r

.

[ and the relevant portions could be published in sections.
GRIFFIN stated that,-to him, " rework" meant to use relevant
portions of the report if possible, plus doing some more
field work to make these portions current. He advised that
he did recall discussing the possibility of an entirely new
Corrective Action Review with SMITH. GRIFFIN advised that
he recalled that SMITH told him that he (SMITH) had
discussed not issuing the report with the other team
members, and that SMITH said that it was "O.K." with them if
the-report was not-issued.

.

GRIFFIN stated.that he had no indication.that there was any
connection between the fact that the decision not to issue
the NSRS Corrective. Action Report came at a time when TVA
was being required to make a statement to the NRC as to
whether or not they were in compliance with 10 CFR 50,
Appendix B, at the Watts Bar Nuclear Plant.

~

GRIFFIN examined a copy of draft NSRS report No.
R-85-11-NPS, entitled, MAJOR MANAGEMENT REVIEW OF CORRECTIVE
ACTION. GRIFFIN stated that the numbered
conclusions / recommendations in the report that involved him
were: R-85-11-NPS-04, 06, 07, 10, and 11.

GRIFFIN stated that he had recently attended a meeting at
t the Nuclear Manager's Review Group (NMRG), at which they'

1 l- were planning a new Cctrective Action Review. He. stated
that the thrust of the field work was going to be at ;

Sequoyah Jand Mike HARRISON, the NMRG. Project Leader on this
new review, made.the statement in the meeting that the 1985
draft CorrectiveLAction report would be the starting point
for this-new review.

GRIFFIN stated that he thought that the deadlines imposed on 4

-NMRG by' Steven WHITE, The TVA Manager of Nuclear Power, with
respect to completion of field work and the-issuance of the-

,

'|' report, were realistic if enough resources were alloted to
the: review.'

This Results of Interview was prepared on November 4, 1986,
t
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1 RESULTS OF INTERVIEW WITH HORACE W. BENNETT ON
'

MARCH 11 AND 12, 1986 AS PREPARED BY INVESTIGATOP
E. L. WILLIAMSON

,

-On March 11, 1986, Horace W. BENNETT, Nuclear Engineer, Nuclear' Safety
Review Staff (N5RS), Tennessee Valley Authority (TVA), was interviewed by
NRC Investigator E. L. Williamson in the NSR$ Knoxville office -snd he
provided the following information in substance:

BENNETT stated he -has been employed by TVA for 12 years in various
engineering capacities. _ He said he has been in NSRS for approximately two
years as a nuclear engineer. .He said he worked in the former Office -of
Quality Assurance (00A) and was also a supervisor in Pre-Op Testing at
Watts Bar Nuclear Plant (WBN). He said he graduated from Tennessee Tech
with a BS|in Engineering Science.

BENNETT was asked to comment on the allegation that NSRS employees- are .

harassed and intimidated by their management. He said he was aware of some
employees who felt that thsy had been harassed and intimidated, however, he
thought that was a. matter of perception and he did not feel that he. had
ever been harassed or intimidated by anyone in NSRS. He said he has never
been pressured to do anything he did net want to do nor had he been
directed to'do anything that he. felt was not right. He said he has had
several discussions with his supervisor- regarding editorial- changes in

.

reports, but the changes did not-affect the substance or results of the
-(- report. He said on one occasion he had one recomendation in a. report that

he felt should have been left in the report, but it was deleted, because it
was a more personal opinion, which could not be supported with documenta-
tion. '

BENNETT said he has never had any information, findings or results of an
investigation suppressed in a-report. N said any differences in reports
are always discussed with his supervisor and have to date, been resolved to
his satisfaction. He said NSRS has a-procedure that allows dissenting i

opinions to be aired via memo, but he has never felt the need-to write a
dissenting opinion. He said he feels free to discuss personal concerns,-or
safety issues with his management and has no fear of reprisal. He-

;

concluded'by stating that he was-not aware of anyone in NSRS that could
; provide any additional information on harassment and intimidation of
employees or alleged suppression of information in reports. BENNETT did
not provide any additional infonnation pertinent to this. investigation. 1

On March 12, 1986 BENNETT was reinterviewed to determine his knowledge of
a NSRS report written on Corrective Action. He.said he was part of a team
composed of himself. Art DEBBAGE, Joan MUECKE, and Robert GRIFFIN. He'said
the review was initiated -in May' 1985, and was an overall' review of the
corrective action program within TVA. 'He was asked if the report had been
finished and- issued: and he explained the report was finished but not
issued. He said he did'not think the report would be-issued because the .

*

entire TVA organization had changed before the report was issued. He was
.,

acked how changes in organization could affect the outcome of the report,
and he did not = provide an answer. He said the report was held up by'
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i}[ LRichafd SMITH because NSRS was invol_ved in the EG&G Welding Program at WBN E

and the' report was put'on the "back| burner.!' He'said'he thought about.-it~ ~ '
-

occasionally but.did.not pursue the actual status of the case. He said-

SMITH recently. asked him what should be done with the report:and he-said he' '

. felt that at memo should be sent highlighting all the findings .that- are-
- still applicable under the current organization. He said he was not sure-

of the current status, but he was disturbed that the report sat around so'

,

long, but added he 'did:not currently have a' problem with the disposition of
the report unless the bottom line review affects line organizations, adding ,

t that would cause him some " heartburn." BENNETT provided a draft copy of i
E' the subject report for'OI= review.

,

asAit -

11, 1986..
,

W This Results of. Interview was prepared on March
U '

i

f.$. W
E. L.-Williamson, Investigator

i

L. i
-

m.

o

E

.
E

dii ,

;
li

h ,f

!!

. ;| '

dA
,

& |

ti t

!js d

.

-.

.l
'

- w = _ m_m_- _ - . -___ . -_ . , _ _ _ _ _ - , .__



RESULTS OF INTERVIEW OFe,
HORACE W. BENNETT

AS PREPARED BY INVESTIGATOR
~ LARRY L. ROBINSON

On October 1, 1988, Horace W. BENNETT, Problem Reports
Section Supervisor, Division of Engineering Assurance,
Division of Nuclear Engineering, Tennessee Valley Authority
(TVA), was interviewed in his Knoxville, Tennessee office by
NRC Investigators Larry L. Robinson and Gary H. Claxton
regarding the non-issuance of a 1985 Nuclear Safety Review
Staff (NSRS) Report on Corrective Action. BENNETT provided
the following information in substance:

BENNETT advised that back in the Summer of 1985, he was a
member of an NSRS team that did a Review of TVA's Corrective
Action System. He advised that Joan MUECKE, Art DEBBAGE,
and' Bob ORIFFIN were the other team members, and that when
Dick SMITH replaced Mike KIDD as the NSRS Reviews Section
Chief, the responsibility of the review of the final report
of the Corrective Action Review fell to SMITH.
BENNETT stated that there had been no special request from
TVA Management to do this 1985 Corrective Action Review. He

I advised that it was just one of the items on NSRS' list of
reviews to do. He stated that, even at the outset of the
project, the team was directed not to just look at specific
problems in the Corrective Action System, But to look for
the " root causes" of these problems. BENNETT stated that
the team expected to find that the root causes would be, in
many cases, subjective, indirect, and attitudinal.

BENNETT stated that he did not recall where he heard this,
but that he heard that the reason that Charles HASON, The
Deputy Manager of Nuclear Power, did not want the Corrective

-Action Report issued was because of his (MASON's) review t
the advance copy of the " root causes" section of the report.
He advised that he also heard that HASON was upset about the
issuance of the Corrective Action Report because he (MASON)
thought that the organizational changes that had been made
were going to handle the Corrective Action problems.

BENNETT advised that TVA was undergoing some of these
organizational changes even during the time of the conduct
of the Corrective Action Review field work in 1985. BENNETT
advised that consideration was given to discontinuance of
the Review at the team meetings that were held during the

|

|
conduct of the project, but the decision was made to finish. -

| BENNETT advised that he felt that the reasons for the
I non-issuance of the Corrective Action Report were: (1) the

|
! TVA Organizational changes that took place during both the

EXHIBIT M -

Page 3 of J Pages

,!/ bp,:



. - . . . - . - - .- - .

I

11 field work and~ report writing. process, and (2) because of
the delay in the review of the draft report by SMITH.,

BENNETT stated that before the final decision was made not
to issue the report, SMITH asked each of the team members
how they felt about the possibility that the report might
not be issued. BENNETT stated that, with all the
organizational changes that had taken piece, he could agree
that the report couldn't really be published in a for:n that
could be acted upon by the existing organization, but he
(BENNETT). thought that a Memorandum outlining the root
- causes should be sent to the appropriate Division Directors,
or an updated Corrective Action Review should be done on the
new organization by the Spring of 1986. BENNETT stated that
he thought that. if NSRS had not been reorganized as the
Nuclear Manager's-Review Group (NMRG), and if Kermit WHITT
would have remained as Director of1NSRS, an updated
Corrective Action Review would have been accomplished in the
: Spring cf 1986, He stated that he also felt that if Kermit

*

WHITT had not written a letter directly to Steven WHITE, the
Manager.of Nuclear Power, just before he (WHITT) retired in
August, 1986, there would never have been an updated
Corrective Action Review done by NMRG.

BENNETT stated that he did not know of, or never even
thought of, any connection between the fact that the-

i =
decision not to issue the 1985 Corrective Action Repcrt was
made at the same time TVA was being required to make an .

official statement to NRC as to whether or not they were in
' bompliance with 10 CFR 50, Appendix-B criteria at Watts Bar.

BENNETT stated that-the conclusions and recommendations in
- the 1985 Corrective Action Review were discussed with
appropriate personnel in the exit meetings, and that he knew
that, in some' cases, these personnel took action on these
1 recommendations prior to.when the report would have been
- issued, but he had no way ofLknowing how'many of their
(NSRS) conclusions had been acted upon, or to what extent.

BENNETT stated that he-did not think that Kermit WHITT ever
J ' reviewed the final draft of the:1985 Corrective Action

Report in. detail, but.that he (BENNETT) didn't know that for-

certain. BENNETT stated that he had talked to the other
team members about their. responses to Dick SMITH when SMITH ;

hadLasked them if they objected to the report not being -

issued, BENNETT stated that they all basically agreed that
it was-acceptable to them not to issue it, as long as an
updated Corrective Action Review was done to apply to the

.

new organizational-structure. BENNETT stated that NMRG was
'

currently in the process of doing sov;e version of a >

corrective action project, but he reiterated that he felt
that it would never have been done if WHITT hadn't written
the Memorandum to WHITE.

M
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RESULTS OF INTERVIEW OF
i

ARTHUR G. DEBBAGE'

AS PREPARED BY
INVESTIGATOR LARRY L. ROBINSON

On March 20, 1986, Arthur G. DEBBAGE, Nuclear Engineer, M-5,
Review Section, Nuclear Safety Review Staff (NSRS),
-Tennessee Valley Authority (TVA), was interviewed by NRC
Investigator Larry L. Robinson in the NSRS Offices, TVA
Headquarters, Knoxville, Tennessee. DEBBAGE provided the
following information in substance:

DEBBAGE advised that he had been with NSR" d oce July, 1984.
From September, 1983 to July, 1984, he wts s th TVA's Office
of Quality Assurance (OQA). From May, 1981 to September,
1983, he was an employee of NRC, Ragion II. From March,
1976 to May, 1981, DEBBAGE was with TVA's Division of
Construction, on the-Hartsville Project. From 1967 to 1976,
he was employed by Chrysler, at the Kennedy Space Center. (

-

And, from March, 1960 to May of 1967, DEBBAGE was with the
United Kingdom Atomic Energy Authority.

DEBBAGE advised that he had never been harassed,
intimidated, or discriminated against in any way by anyone
in NSRS Management. DEBBAGE stated, to the contrary, that ,

he had good support from NSRS Management, but that perhapsi
it was because the types of projects that he had worked on,
had_been requested by various divisions of TVA, and TVA
knew, up front, that there were going to be problems in
these arcos.

DEBBAGE advAsed that he had been involved in the preparation
of six to eight reports since he had been in NSRS, and he
had not been pressured in any way to change, " water down",
or diminish =the impact of any of these reports by NSRS
Management, or anyone else.

DEBBAGE advised that the only report in which he was
involved that was not yet published was a-review of TVA's
Corrective Action Program, done by himself, Bob GRIFFIN,
Horace BENNETT, and Joan MUECKE, which was done during the
summer of 1985. DEBBAGE stated that the problem with the
delay in the publishing of the Corrective Action Report was
that Mike KIDD, Section Leader of the Reviews Section, who
was very familiar with the Corrective Action Project as it
was being accomplished, was suspended from his supervisory
responsibilities just as he (KIDD) was ready to review the
final report, and the responsibility of reviewing the report
fell to Dick SMITH, who was not that familiar with the
project.

This Results of Interview was prepared on March 24, 1986.
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RESULTS OF INTERVIEW OF,

ARTHUR G. DEBBAGE;

AS PREPARED BY*

INVESTIGATOR LARRY L. ROSINSON

4

on Septeinber 30, 1986. Arthur G. DEBBAGE, Nuclear Engineer,
Nuclear Manager's Raview Group (NHRG), Tennessee Valley
Authority (TVA), interviewed by NRC Investigators Larry
L. Robinson and - H. Claxton in the office of the NRC |

Resident Inspec S'$tts Bar Nuclear Plant, Spring City, i

Tennessee. DEBBt.us i..svided the following information in'

substance:

DEBBAGE advised that he was currently on loan from the NMRG
to the TVA Employee Concern Program at Watts Bar.

'

INVESTIGATOR's NOTE: DEBBAGE was interviewed by OI
prior to this interview, on
March 20, 1986.

DFBBAGE was displayed a typewritten draft of NSRS Report
Number R-85-11-NPS, entitled HAJOR HANAGEMENT REVIEW OF .

; CORRECTIVE ACTION, which contained a handwritten notation in
the upper left hand corner, saying, " Draft 11/12/05".

'

DEBBAGE reviewed this-draft Report, and identified it as
being the final draft that he turned over to his NERS
Supervisor, Richard. SMITH, in early November, 1985. He
advised that he was the Review Team Leader on this
Corrective Action Review, and that this Report was never
formally issued.

DEBBAGE advised that he recalled hat during that first week |.

of Novemb-r, 1985, Richard SMITH had told him to get his
team together and decide on the format in which they wanted
to present the Report, and then get it to him (SMITH) so
that he could get to work on it. DEBBAGE advised that the
team agreed that the " Root Causes" Section of the Report was
a key portion, and they wanted that section boved up toward !

'he front of the Report. DEBBAGE stated that he moved the
~ Root Causes" Section up, and recalled that the secretary
had a difficult time with the re-numbering of the sections
of the report. He advised that he recalled turning the
draft. with this final revision, over to the secretary
around November 7, 1985.

DEBBAGE commented-that the entire history of that Corrective ,

Action Review was filled with controversy among the team
members regarding the scope of the review and whether or not
the review should even be completed. DEBBAGE recalled that

t

when Sequoyah was shut down, during the middle of the field
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/ work of the Corrective Action Review, both Bob GRIFFIN and
Horace BENNETT suggested that they suspend the remainder of
the Review, and re-open it at a later date.

DEBBAGE advised that, at the outset of the Review, he
himself suggested to Mike KIDD, who was the NSRS Reviews
Section Supervisor at the time, that the Review include
NSRS' performance,as well as the other Divisions of TVA, as
it pertain 9d to Corrective Action. DEBBAGE stated that KIDD
did not want to include NSRS in this Review because it was
such a small Section of TVA. DEBBAGZ advised that he
thought it would add credibility to the Review if NSRS were
to be included, but he deferred to KIDD's desires.

DEBBAGE advised that when KIDD was suspended from any
Supervisory responsibility in NSRS, as a result of the
Quality Technology Company (QTC, investigation of an
allegation of harrassment of Jim JONES by KIDD, the .

responsioility for the review of the Corrective Action
Report fell to Richard SMITH. DEBBAGE stated that the fact
that SMITH was not that familiar with the conduct of the
Corrective Action Review from the beginning, plus the fact
that at th' time the final draft was turned over to SMITH
for his review there was a " big push" to review all
previously issued NSRS Reports to identify and list all open
items, caused the Corrective Action Report to take a low

"i priority with SMITH. DEBBAGE stated that he had no
conversations with SMITH, that he could recall, about the
Corrective Actio'n Report from the time he (DEbBAGE) turned
in the draft in November, 1985 until MaYch, 1986.

DEBBAGE stated that in March, 1986, SMITH came te him and
asked if he (DEBBAGE) had any problem if the Corrective
Action Report were not to be issuod. DEBBAGE stated that at
that time, both Sequoyah and Browns Ferry were shut down,
and there had been reorganisations within TVA that had made '

some of the Report's conclusions outdated, regarding
communicatzon between certain TVA Divisions. DEBBAGE stated
that he had always felt that the review had gotten too
lengthy, and that it should have been limited to Operations
only. DEBBAGE advised that he told SMITH that it was,

alright with him not to issue the report in it's current
form, but that he felt that most of the root causes of the
problems with TVA's Corrective Action Program were still
valid, and he (DEBBAGE) understood that these Corrective
Action findings would not be dropped, but that the results
of the 1985 Review would be used as a basis for an updated
review, and a Report based on the cu.sent TVA Organisation
would be issued. DEBBAGE advised that he did not know if
Kermit WHITT, the Director o_ NSRS at the time, ever
actually saw the draft of the Corrective Action Report or
not. DEBBAGE stated that WHITT probably only was aware of
what Mike KIDD had passed on to k>m (WHITT) verbally.
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( DEBBAGE stated that when NSRS was reorganized as the Nuclear
Manager's Review Group (NKRG), under the Manager of Nuclear
Power in Chattanooga, the plans to conduct an updated review
of Corrective Action " fell through". He stated that "no one
wanted to hear any more bad news."

DEBBAGE advised that, on the 1985 Corrective Action Teview
Team. Horace BENNETT was responsible for Constructics, Joan
MUECKE was responsible f or Engineering, and he (DEBBACE) and
Bob GRIFFIN were responsible for Operations.

DEBBAGE stated that Kermit WHITT, Assistant Director of
NMRG, wrote a letter to Steven WHITE, Manager of Nuclear
Power, TVA, dated August 6, 1986, asking that an updated
review of Corrective Action be accomplished, as was
committed to by WHITE and C. HASON, the Deputy Manager of
Nuclear Power, in a conversation between WHITT, WHITE, and
MASON around February 26, 1986. DEBBAGE provided a copy of
this letter from WHITT to WHITE. DEBBAGE advised that WHITT ,
retired from TVA wit *# n two days after writing this letter.

DEBBAGE also provided a copy of a Memorandum from WHITE to
Ronald SEIBERLING, Director, NMRG, dated September 5, 1986,
ordering SEIBERLING to initiate a review of the TVA
Corrective Action System. WHITE directed that the review be

P completed by November 14, 1986, and that the report be
issued by December 28, 1986.

DEBBAGE advised that he and GRIFFIN attended a meeting at
,

the NMRG Offices in Chattanooga, about two weeks ago, to
discuss the conduct and scope of the new Corrective Action
Review. He advised that SEIBERLING. Mike HARRISON, and
Richard SMITH were also present at this planning raeeting.
DEBBAGE described this meeting as a " brainstorming" meeting
regarding this new Corrective Action Review. LEBBAGE stated
that he suggested looking at only one operational Plant,
namely Sequoyah, in this new review, based on the time
allotted to conduct the review and get the Report issued,
He advised that SEIBERLING seemed to react favorably to this
suggestion, looking at the Sequoyah " action items". DEBBAGE
advised that he also suggested that this review be looked
upon as "part one" of a series of corrective action reviews.

DEBBAGE stated, in closing, that if the draft of NSRS Report
Number R-85-11-NPS had been turned ir, for review three
months earlier than the November, 1985 time frame, the
Report would have been issued with no problem. DEBBAGE
advised that he had never thought of, or heard any
conversation to the effect that there was any connection
between the fact that the Corrective Action Report was not '

published, and the fact that TVA issued a sworn statement to
NRC, in that same time frame,,that TVA was in compliance
with 10 CFR 50, Appendix B.
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i . DEBBAGE additionally advised that in the Hay-June, 1986 time

[[ frame, he was required to supply all his supporting
i documentation connected with the Corrective Action Report to

,

I the-TVA Information Office. He stated that e Knoxville !

! newspapar reporter, Randell BECK, had requested to review I
, ,

these documents. DEBBAGE provided a copy of a newspaper;
'

article. entitled " Safety: A good idea to forget", by ;

!' Randell BECK, dated July 28, 1986, which he (DEBBAGE) stated ,

quoted portions of the draft report directly. ],

DEBBAGE advised-that TVA's new Nuclear Performance Plan
(NPP) has addressed many of the concerns that were broucht'

out in the draft NSRS Corrective Action Report,

j This Results of Interview was prepared on October 7, 1986,
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