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

|
\on the record, For the record, this is an investigative

{nterview of Mr. H. N, Culver regarding certain

| allegations of supression of NSRE {information, and
Eharessment and intimidation of NSRS personnel.

1t's Tuesday, April gth, 1986, 8:33 a.m.
1Tte interviews are taking [ .ce in the offices of the
Nuclear Safety Review staff, Tennessee Valley Authority,
| Rnoxville, Tennessee.

Mr. Culver, would you please rige, if you

| would, and raise your right hand?

Do you solemnly swear that the information
you're about tO provide 1in this investigative intervievw
ig the truthy the whole2 truth and nothing but the truth,
sc help you God?

MR, CULVER: 1 do.

MR. ROBINSON: Thank you.

HARRISON N. CULYER.
being first duly sworn, was examined and testified as
follows:
EXAMINATION
BY MR._ROBINSON:

A little bit of background. Could 1 get

the record, please, give me YyOUl full nane?

Harrison N, Culver.
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with TVA,
“«

Q
A

Q

I

And your residence addresse?

And your residence phone number?

R
—

khat is your current employment, Mr., Culver?
As of today, I'm working ler a contract
And ==

The contract basically ends today.

Are you a self-employed consultant, is that

the description?

A

Q

s - > >

O

TVA?
A

Q

Yes,
Is your office your residence?
Yes,
You work out of your residence?
Yes.

1 understand you are a former employee of

Yes.,

Could you say what was the date you first

became employed with TVA?

A

September,

Q

I first became employed with TVA in

1950,

Okay., And could you please kind of go

through your career?

S—
-
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A Do you need more specific than that?

Q well, just the general divisione and
branches that you've been with and the general periods of
time as you've ==

A When 1 first came tc work for TVA in 1950, I
worked in the Design Division, I do. ¢ remember the
exact name in those days. In those days, I was a civil
engineer. I worked in the Structural Steel Branch. I
worked there from about 1950 to 1953,

In '53, I went to Oak Ridge, I was one of
several people selected to go to the national labs ton get
training, orientation in nuclear energy business.

I went out on a loan basis for one year
That one year ended up being probably about fifteen
years, When I went to Oak Ridge, I worked for the TVA
research staff, which came out of the Office of Powver.
Now, I've used these names, Back in those days, they may
have called it something different,

Q Okay. So, from 1953 ==

A From about '53 until '65, I worked at ORNL
in various types of jobs, all of which I was with the
research staff and later on I was transferred to the
operations group when the operations group ran the
experimental gas-cooled reactor. If you want me to, I

can go into what I did out there.

GMTTH REDARTTING ACERNCY (A1FR) 277-NQ RO
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Q Just briefly, Lif you would,

A Okay. From '53 to '60, just roughly, I vas
on assignment with groups at ORNL. Most of that time, I
worked in a safety group where we evaluated reactor

projects, paper studies or whatever you want to call

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

the NS Savannah to the homogeneous reactors, the

gas-cooled reactors.

Peach Bottom, we did some review of the

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

lot of technical review for other people. As part of the

safety group, I participated in a lot of those studies.
And in about '60, I believe, when TVA d4id

get an operating contract for the gas-cocled reactor,

rather than working for CRNL, I again worked direct): or

TVA in that time period., I was in charge of all the
safety studies for the gas-cooled reactor. My boss in

those days was old Jessie Ebersol.

Q Jessie Ebersol?

A Yes.

- iy Ckay. And in '6:?

A Okay. In '65 when the gag~-cooled reactor

closed, ! wag transferred to Chattanooga, and I forget
the name of the group, it was part of the Power

organization, and I worked down in Chattanocoga for about

|
n
!
|
l
l
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tfour months, and then I resigned from TVA and went to
:

work for the AEC.

Q In what capacity were you working in
iChattanooga in Nuke Power, in an engineering capacity?
!
| A Mogt of the time that I was down there, it
Avas a very short time period, I was basically working on
safety analysis reports., In fact, I was in charge of
putting together the preliminary safety analysis report
for Browng Ferry. Most of that time I was out of GE,
think the last thing I had impact on was just the

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

AEC {n Oak Ridge,

Okay. You left TVA in
1 believe it was about
About '65, Okay.

Plus or minus, 1 don't, I don't remember
the exact date, but I believe it was around '65,
Q And you went to work for the Atomic Energy
Commission?
A Yes.

And how long were you with the AEC?

Okay. I went to work for the AEC in '65 and

nuary of 1980,

in the safety
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division where we looked ~- where we -- it was part of

the AEC program to look at the reactors under their

jurisdiction, the ORNL reactors, the reactors in Pucrto

Rico, HWe also looked at the safety of gaseous diffusion,

. chemical facilitieg, the whole smear.

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

involved in safety analysis with AEC?

A Mostly review of proposals, review of new

facilities that came along, audit of existing facilities.

Pretty much the kind of thing NRC does for the private

reactors.
Q And {n Januvary of '80, you came back to TVA?
A Okay. In January of '80, TVA wanted me to

come back to work for them,

and offered me the job of

Director of the Nuclear Safety Review Staff, and I came

back in 1980,

Q Okay. #who was it in TVA that was

instrumental =-- who hired you?

back? Who was it?

Who asked you to come

A I don't know who was really instrumental,

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

the name of John Bynum.

I think he was just really

acting for Bill Willis, the General Manager,

#hen I came over,

I was basically

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

|
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of the Office of Management Services. The reason he
interviewed me was that originally, they envisioned
putting the Nuclear Safety Review Staff under Ernie
Belvin in the Office of Health and Safety, and the Office
of Health and Safety wae under the Office of Management
Services., 8o, that's why Mr., Bonine interviewed me., I
wag also interviewed by Bill Willis and the Board.

Q Okay. The Nuclear Safety Review Staff had

been in existence a short time prior to Januvary of '80,

right?

A (Nodding head affirmatively.)

Q Who was the Director at that time?

A Mr., Beasley. I think they called him Acting

Director., I don't know if he was Director, but I Delieve
they put him in there until they could get somebody
full-time,

Q Okay. Okay. So, in reality, you were the

first full-time Director of NSRS?

A I believe so.

Q Okay. And how long were you the Director of
NSRS?

A Wwell, from January '80 until, I guess until

January of == I think it wa> January 3rd of '45 that I
retired.

Q Retired. All right, F.w soon was it after

AMTMIY HEARARMY VA A/ DAY £y 8N aACH.NnO0N
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you retired that you were able to come back in a
consuvlting capacity?
A Okay. I, when I retired, my real intention
wag to work for a consultant {n San Diego, a management
analysis company. In fact, I did go to work for them
during the months of January, February, March, April.
The nature of those jobs is they'll put you on the job,
and when you finish that one, you kind of go home and &it
unti; they get another one,

1 sat home for about a month and I told my
bosses if they couldn't place me, I'd see if I could
place myself, and I just really didn't want to retire,.

o) Okay.

-4

A S0, approached, I asked, I knew Rermit
had, he was snowed under with all the things, I said,
*You know, Kermit, I could help you."

And my own perception was that it took a
long time to get a contract, because I think there was
gome, I don't personally know, but I think they had a
hard time figuring out whether they wanted to hire me
back or not,

Q why did you decide to retire from TVA if you
kind of wanted to keep in this type of work?

A Because I was under civil service, and I

passed the age of fifty~five and I had thirty~-five years

CMTTH BREDARTING AAERNCY (A18) 2F7-NQRQ
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of service. And, as 2.y good civil service person knows, |

after a while, you feel like you're working for nothing.
1 aleo really did want to get into a variety of
agssignments, and =~
Q Okay.
A It waen't because, it wasn't because of any
desire particularly to leave TVA, 1I've always enjoyed
working for TVA.
Q Ckay. While you, when you first came on as
the Director of NSRS, who were your immediate
subordinates? Who was the, say, did you have an
Assistant Director?
A When I first came on, Mr. Beasley was still
there, and, 8o, he was retained as Assistant Director., I
can't remember if we called him that, but that's
basically what he was,
Q Wwhat wae the organizational structure within
NSRS at that time?
A The original structure was, I had an
Assistant Director, 1 had two, two gections Or groups,
whichever you want to call them, I don't really know
what it was before I g.t here., But within a few weeks, I
basically organized it so 1'd have two groups.

Back in those days I perceived that what we

needed most to do was to examine the forms of the

GMTTH REPORTING AGENCY (618) 267-0989
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organization and the operation of the plants, 1 formed

tvo sectione, I call them sections, one which would
primarily look at operations, and one that would look at
design construction,

Q Okay.

A Those sectione were headed by what we call
in TVA.p-7's. Mr. Beasley was an 8 and I was a 9.

Q And who were the two section leaders?

A Mr. ahitt wae the head of one section, the
operations, and the, the original supervisor of the other
group was Mr., McConnell. Mr, McConnell was with the
stalf before I arrived,

Q How long was Mr, McConnell in place after
you arrived, approximdtely?

A I'm just guessing now, Four or five monthes,
Q And who took his place?

3 Oh, I want to make sure the record clearly

/
indicates what happened. Mr, McConncll[

, -~

I wand I basically, I went back to willis, I and

said,;

S0, I went tu Willis and I eaid, *I would

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

fire him, I
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Khen he left, I promoted Mr., Sinkule. Mr.

sinkule had been a member of the operations group unJor
Whitt, 1 promoted Sinkule primarily because he was the

best qualified person I had at the time,

Q Thie is Marvin Sinkule, S~i-n-k-u=~l-e?
A Right,
Q You indicated that you went to Nillis when

you had problems with McConncllv }

Was your reporting chain direct to Willis? What was your
reporting chain?

A Adminictratively, I reported to wWillis. The

| Board always made it clear that I worked for the Board,

From a practical standpoint, I didn't differentiate
between the two, If I went to wWillis with a problem, we
would alwaye discuss it with the Board.

Q Who was the Board composed of at that time?
A Okay. The criginal Board in '80 that I was
familiar with was, were the two Freemans, David and
Richard, and Bobby Clement,

Q ' Clement, C~l-e-m-e-n-t?

A Right,

i /{Jyf}'m'
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A No.
Q Did you do that when you came in?
| A When I got there, my first question to

Q Okay.
A My memory is better than I thought,
Q Okay. When you first took over as Director

of NSRS, had Gray Beazsley come up with any internal
procedures and policiee, written policies and procedures

for the operation of NSRS at that time yet?

Beasley, what are your programs, what are you doing. And
he gaid, you know, that they weren't doing anything. He

said they're waiting for willis to tell them what to do.

I told him, well, if we got to wait for
Willis to tell us what to do, we're in deep trouble,
because Willis doesn't understand the safety business,.

It's not his job.

So, the first thing I did was, I think I dié
it in about four or five weeks, because I wanted to get
back to the Board and tell them what I was going to do.
And we put together the framework of the program, which
basically said we were going to go out .:d make
management~type reviews and special reviews, and we were
going to do certain, we had a laundry list of things we
were going to go.

Q You documented that and took it to Willis,

cemTrmu eeEnADMm YOS A BNt rE N e - AR m A
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kind of shoved him what ==
A Well, 1 documented it, really, for

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

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

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

those dayes when Gilinsky called Freeman about the

; hydrogen problem at Sequoyah and ft killed my meeting.

mean, that kind of ended the meeting, but ==

Q Ané you never really got to get back to him?

A well, I gave him the paper, and we, of
course, discussed that program on a number of subsequent
occasions,
Q How would you characterize both vour
professional and personal relationship, if any, with
Willie?
A I got along fine with Willis. We had a, 1
guess we had a pretty good understanding. At the time,
willis, the way TVA was organized, Willis had lots and
lots of people reporting to him. I used to kid him and
tell him when you go over to his office, it's like going
to the dentist, you had people sitting out in the lobby,
and you had to wait,

So, my basic understanding with Willis was
that I would keep him informed. 1 made sure he

understood what our programg were. If I had problems,

CMTITME PREDARTMTNA AMENCY (R1EY 247-NQ809
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1'4 get with him, But if I didn't have a problem, I
wasn't going to run over there all the time and bother
him with a hunch of trivia., And I think he apprecisated
that whenever I did need to discuss something with him, I
had no problems seeing him,

Q All right,

A In fact, I remember one time I tested it out
when we had drill, and he was in a meeting, and I told
the secretary to get him out of the meeting, and no
problem,

) All right., Your projects, did you just kind
of self-initiate your projects at first or how, how was

your work guided or originated?

| A well, I believe it first started out when I

first got there, people were going down to the site and
kind of wandering around. And my perception was that,

what they were doing, there wasn't much payoff with it,
Q when you say "people," you mean members of

the NSRS steff?

A Members of the staff.
Q Okay.
A My feeling always is if you're going down to

the site, you ought to know what you're down there for,

you ought to understand what you're looking for, you

ought to have a specific reason to be there and you ought |

CMTAE DREDADMTINA ANERNAY (RYR) "ET"-NGAQ
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not to waste their time down there,

80, what we, what ve rapidly went to was
what I call the old management revievs, The intent was
that we would go down, we'd concentrate on operations,
initially, because my perception always i# that if you
got an operating plant, you got one under construction,
you ought to look at the operating plant firat.

So, we, a8 200n as we got what I considered
were the proper people to go out and make the reviewse, we
figst started out with looking at the aux, power., Ke
looked at it from the top on down,

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

' We could sit around for a year and generate a lot of

pretty paper and programs before we did anything, or else
1 considered it would be more worthwhile that we would
generate what paper we needed to go make a review,

Ne would then eventually use the background
paper that we uged prior to going to make a review to
eventually develop our programs, 80O that that's the basic
scheme we used.

Q puring the first year would you have said,
we have a fancy paper that says exactly how we're going
to do everything?

A No, we didn't.

Q You didn't have formal procedures?

SMITH REPORTING AGENCY (61%) 267-C98S
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A No, we developed those as we went along,

Q Khen one of your staff -~ how did one of
your staff determine that, say, a management review at
Bellefonte was a thing that you wanted to do? Was {t
normal that your staff would come to you with suggestions
for projects, or would you go to them with them?

A No, 1'd say back in the, back in the first
year, t:c vay we == the way we developed obt proaram, I
can recall those firsg few weeks, I said to Whitt and
McConnell, I said, "Will you develop me a program and
bring it to me and wve'll sit down and discuss {t?°"

Now, whether Whitt sat down with all his
people or whether he did it on his own, I'll be honest
with you, I don't remember,

ke ¢id, we did a little bit of that, As I
indicated earlier, I wasn't too successful in McConnell's
case,

So that
during that first year, we really concentrated on
operations, although we had the two groups. And when
we'd go down to look at operations, we may have used some
of the other people out of the other group. We did
borrow people back and forth to get the job done.

Q Within the two groups of NSRS?

A within the two groups,

SMITH REPORTING AGENCY (615) 2A7-NQRQ
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0 How many, approximately how many were on the
NSRS staff when - first, the total staff when you

first =~

A I think when I got here originally, there
were about twelve people, which -~

Q Was it divided up about gix and six?

A Well, it was worse than that., I think three
of them were secretaries, administrative type. So, we
really didn't have -~ the first year, well, I talked
about the fact that we got started on making the plans
for the reviews,

The first year, we made very, very few
reviews., If you look at the chronology of what happened
in 1880, '81, '2, '3, so forth, the first vear, host of
the effort was in staffing up, getting the people trained
to the point where you're satisfied that if they do go
out, they can do a meaningful job,.

I believe the first year, we made a few
limited type reviews., #We didn't make a management
review, I don't believe until 1981, It took some time to
get ‘urselves staffed up, geared up to do something.

Q And when McConnell left, was he transferred?
I mean, how, what happened with McConnell?
A McConnell was placed over in the Nuclear

Engineering Branch of the Design Division,

eMYmMa DEDADMTYIVNA APV r€1T R\ nET..AOOCAH
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Q Wae he satiefied with that or did he have
any problem with that?

A I think he was, I personally believed he was
glad to get out of the NSRS, because he was, what I
conaidered, he was -- he could make an {mportant

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

~

U )

water quer here. [~ % B

-~

o w—
’ . L

Q And was it Jim Murdock that took his place
or not?

3 No, it was Marv Sinkule,

Q That's right, Marvin Sinkule, And thisg ==

was this group kind of known as the Technical Analysis

Ll

and Review Group?

A No.
Q Give me that =-
A Back in those days, they had *he two groups, 1

one dealt with operations, the other dealt with basically |
construction and design.

Q Okay.

A Theoretically. They we-e both really geared
tovards making audits or appraisals, not looking at the
details of designs. In fact, I didn't consider -~ I

ought to mention when I first came and talked to Freeman,

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




Nah g e B P e e R T U I

involved with designing of the advanced water reactor. !

And I told him flat out, I said, "This is ‘
not the kind of group that could do that., If you want to |
do that, you ought to pick some of the best designers you
got and let them go work with AE, different type of
people.

It's pure fantasy to take a group of twelve, |
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fif teen people, most of which have never been designers

and have them design an advanced reactor. So, that kind
of ended that,
Q In your staffing up, you were looking for

people with a safety analysis type background, or how did

the people come to you?

A Originally, wher we were making audits and

reviews, I was interested in twc or three things, really.

1 wanted to get the staff with some balance between

people who understood design, construction and

operations, I wanted some peopie who had some real hard

experience in going out and making safety reviews., I

also wanted to get a fair mixture of people with

experience.

That's why I staffed
I could with what TVA called 6's,
a first level supervisor in TVA,

TVA, you can be an M-5, if you've

the groups up the best

S's and 4's.

An M-5 is

Generally speaking, in

been working for ten or

SMITH REPORTING AGENCY

(615)
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fifteen years,

Q Okay.

3 80, I really wanted to get that kind of
balance, But, initially, when I joined the staff, the

staff was, except for whitt, moet of the people at that

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

people ouc <. operations. None of them had really done
any safety review,
What wag the nature of your training of
these pecple?
A We had two kinds of training, really. One
is our in-house training that we brought along after we
had the right kind of people in the group. After Mike
Kidd joined the group, Mike taught a training course
within the organization.
We also relied very heavily on the
Idaho that the DOE and NRC uses.
very familiar with that, because when I was out
Ridge, Oak Ridge usec¢ to send their people out to that
course. So, people took more of that accident
investigation course,
We tried originally to make sure we had, oh,
we could run through that course.
much more profitable to just bring

Or a week, and we
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people.

Q o, you brought some people from in from
EGG and just had training classes?

A Just did it right here. It varied from time
to time, but we alwaye tried to make sure we had at lecst
one, when we vant out on a review, especially a bigger
review, at least one person that had that kind of
training. Eventually, there would be more than that,

Q In those early days when you were staffing
up and doing a limited number of reviews, who were some
of your good performers, producers on the staff?

A well, 1 always considered == of course, I
didn't differentiate, Back in those days, it'e a little
bit different from more recc tly. Back in those days,
when you had a few pe ple, everybody was out working,
supervisors included.

So that if we're talking about a review in
operations, Whitt might make the review, not necessarily
all of them, but the big ones, he certainly would, I
always considered whitt wag good.

To be real honest with you, I did my best to
recruit NRC people or DOE people who had been in the
buginess and had been making the reviews for a number of
years, not because cof a swinging door, but because of the

practicality of life.

CMYIMU DEDADMTINA AABNCAY (RT1ER) *"F7-N0A09
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If you got your chance of hiring somebody
that's been out making reviews for ten, fifteen years or
gsomebody that has never made one, I'd rather hire someone
with experience.

ke went out and hired as many NRC people I
could that were, that we thought were goo4. The good
performers were certainly Whitt, Mike Kidd., I thought
Marv Sinkule did a good job,

Back in the early days, we had a fellow we
hired from within TVA in the security busincss, a fellow

by the name of Bajiley. FHe was excellent, Brantley was

good reviewer, Harrison was a good reviewer. Paul
Border, Border had been in TVA for years. ! knew him out
in Oak Ridge out at the gas-cooled reactors. He

understnod operations inside out, he made an excellent

|
reviewer, !
| Q Okay. |
l
A I probably haven't, Dick Smith, I hired him

from DOE., Dick's expertise was health physics emergency
planning, and he had been making reviews out in Oak Ridge
for -- I guesg I had “nown Dick a good ten years out
there., They were some of our best reviewers.

Q Okay. And these in the beginning were
basically what you call management reviews?

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

SMITH REPORTING AGENCY (615) 267-N9RSQ



get the management reviews completed. Now, as I used to
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tell the staff, if we made one in operations, we'd make
| {t from the top down through one c¢f the plants, I didn‘tf
‘feel 1ike we could afford the luxury of repeating that
sort of thing for all the plants,
8o, we rmade one from the top down in
operations, including Browns Ferry. And when we did
that, in those days, health physics was 80 intimately
tied up with, we coupled that with the Office of Health
and Safety, .neir radiolcgical programs and emergency
| planniag.

After we did that management review, we next
turned to make a management review of the Office of
Engineering and Construction, We did that for the simple
reason that, again, I wanted to be able to go from the
top down to see how the programs were going.

1 also felt like this is also a good way for
those people who weren't familiar with how TVA worked to
get a better understanding of how TVA worked irom the
people who ran these organizations. 8o, it's really a,
those reviews were really made for two reasons. One, to
educate the staff, and the other to find out what was
going on,

Part of that was because I think I had only

been here maybe a month, and Richard Freeman said, "Tell
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me how TVA is performing.* I said, *I1'l]l tell you in
about a year," which really is about as soon as we reaslly
could,

Now, although we had the management revievs,
we did, we did also scatter in whatever other type of
teviews we could make, or we felt had to be made, If
something happened down at the plant where it warranted
going and lookiny at a specific event or specific area,
we would go do those things, like when ;ho contrel rods
went in in Browns Ferty, you know, if you're ever going
to look at something, you better look at that,

(o] When you completed these reviews in the
early part, was it a no;mal procedure for you to conduct
an exit interview with the plant people and give them thr]
resulte of the =«

A The normal procedure on any type of review,
whether it was a big rmanagement review or the others,
before you go down, you prepare what you're going to do,
you coordinate with the people, you have an entrance

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

an exit,
Q Okay.
A 1 guess irn all fairness, I might say that in |

some of the earlier ones, the plant people vweren't all

that interested, On the sma.ler reviews, it would always

EMTMH REDARTTYNA AAPNAY (E£YRY 2RT7.NQRO
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be the practice, though, you would, when you left the
site, you would talk to the plant superintendent. If he
wae tied up or wanted to designate somebody, they would
talk to somebody.

On the ranagement reviews, we treated them 2
little different because of the, they dealt with so many
thinge that, for example, when we had the, on those
reviews, you might spent several weeks in Chattanocoga,
you might spend several weeks at Browne Ferry, you might
come back and you might go down again,

80, you might have what you call esmall
exits, but once we pulled all the stuff together, we went
down and had a sit-down session with all the top people
that were involved in Chattanooga., That included at the
time I can recall not only the plant people but the
Division Director, I believe Hugh Parris even sat in on
that one,.

Q When you came back and wrote up the results

of the review, to whom was a report addressed?

» Okay., Let me go back a little bit before
that,

Q Okay.

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

that when we completed a report, we would provide {t to

the people down at the plant, or wherever it was

SMITH REPORTING AGENCY (£18) 2FR7=NQRQ
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reviewed, in a draft form,

Now, this wvas a practice I hal >lways

followed when I worked out of DOE,
in a draft, you tell them to look at the factual part of
the report, 1If they want to, they can read the

conclusions, the recommendations,

comment on them, fine.

You give it to them

If they want to

But I always used to tell people that I'm

really interested, have we misunderstood you, is there a

problem with the facts.

I'm not really interested in

redefining the recommendations,

If they got a problem with them, you know,

don't mind hearing about them, but not to expect us to

change those things drastically.

Ridge for years.

I had done that at Oak

he initiated that on thoee first few

reviews, 1 did it for two reasons,

1 felt this would

build a little bit of improved relations with the pecple

in at the plant and so forth,

better understood the capacities of the staff,

I also felt like unti) 1

I just as

soon not have reports that were full of lots of errors,

Our experience wag that we got very few

comments back, which either meant that they didn't care

to look, or else they didn't have a lot of problems., 1

eventually said that this is a wasted step, because you

1
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send them down, nothing would ever come back, s0 we

sto ped doing it,

(4] 80, you were not getting viclent cbjections
to your findings and that type of thing by the plant?

A No. In fact, I guess my own feeling was
that the line's position in those days was, "We will
tespond to an official report, we don't care about your
draft report.*

The other reaction 1 got was that the staff

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

Cerrors in the reporte,’ And so, 1 hao @2 Lot of confidence

~in the pecple that were writing the reporte.,

Now, 1'll also say, because it will come up

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

through them with a fine tooth comb myself, which I felt

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

 pretty comfortable about it,

| Q Okay. ®ho was the plant management at

' Browne Ferry in those daye?

A Well, I didn't mean to avoid your question.
Where we sent them to?

Q Sure.,

A Eventually, we would send those reports to
the, if we reviewed the plant, we would sent the report

to the Division Director.

. - - - AR on A
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Q The final report?

A The fine)l report, you'd send {t to the
Division Director., 1If you were reviewing, I guess .f ve
vere reviewing something down in health physics, we would
Llave <ent it to the office mansger.

Now, 1 did change that, That's the way ve
did it originally. After a while, it dawned on me that
sending it to the Division Director, I was really
short=circuiting the top level management, They probably
didn't have that much knowledge of what wae going on
unless we had & problem,

8o, in particular, after they did some
treorganizing, 1'd no longer send them to the Division
Director, 1'd send them to Hugh Parris, and I did that
strictly, because under him was QA, as well as the line,
And if you got the problem in the line, you got a problem
with QA, 80, the only way you could get them both was to
do {% that way.

Q And Hugh Parris was Nuke Power, right?

A In those days he -~ well, back early, he
headed up the Off ice of Power, and then you would come
down under him several layers before you got to the
nuclear organization,

Q Ckay. Was there any type of an agreement,

wag there ever an understanding on your part that you

CMTTU DEDADMYIVNA AARVMASY RYEY SE.NGERG
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1 ahould be sending, you should be sending these reports

2 directly to the Board of Directors through a General

3 Manager or through a manager?

. » I probably ehould mention when we sent the

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

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

4 General Manager of the Board, Any management review

8 which dealt with the organization, I1'd alro send it to

9 General Menager and the Board. Reviews that I considered ‘
10 they would probably be interested in, I would send this |
11 it to them, I
12 Some years, we, it doesn't sound like a lot
13 of reports now, but tack in those days, it sounded like l
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 .alwayo indicated those review activities we were involved
22 in in the report that had been issued, the ones that had

23 been issued, 1I'd give them a little paragraph, tell them
24 baaicnlay what the report was about,

25 E I'd put in just enough to wet their E
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appetite, so that they'd want to say, they'd want to call

up and say, "1'd like to see that report,*

¢ Aow often did you have to send that key

topices report?

A Once every two weeks,

Q Once every two weekg?

’ Right,

Q But {f I understand correctly, when you did

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

addressed to the inspected activity or the ==~

A Generally speaking, like if I had reviewed

something from Browrs Ferry, I would send it to Hugh

Parris for action., I'd send a copy to the General

Manager and the Board {f it fell in those categories for

their information.

Now, on some occasivns, the report would

hardly be in the circuit before Richard Freeman =~ I just

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

*Well, how did they respond?"

1'd say, "vell, Richard, they hadn't even

got the report yet.® You know, you send it to Rugh

Parris, it takee time to get it down to the people.
On a real big repert, we'd give them

sometimes thirty days to respond, forty~-five days on

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

|
:
l
|
:

AL ey Lo AR S R oM e s



10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
29
21
22
23
24

25

Board always read those reporte, because they'd ask such
good questions about them, they'd be very interested.
o} But basically, it wae your decision as to

wvhether or not the Board needed to see the results of a

given report, right?

A No. No. Your question really is, i think
you asked,

Q How do you decide? |
A How did you gevermine that? The first time |

we had a report that was written, I asked Beasley, I saiéd
*What did you used to do with teports? And he -~ well,

Beasley says, *W2ll, I used to send them to Ernie Belvin

for review and so forth."
' You got to remember be”- e I got here, he
worked for Belvin who worked for Bonine, Belvin was in

Muscle Shoals and Bonine was in Knorville,

Q Belvin's position at that time again wag?
A He wae head of Office of Health and fafety,.
0 Okay.

3 €0, he used to send them to those people.

And eventually, I guess the reports went out under
Belvin's signature, And I said, well, we're not going to
do that, we'll just send these things out directly.

Q The reason I'm asking about the report, the

report distribution, Newt, is back in June of '79., We
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found this nuclear program review, And as a8 resuvlt of
TMI, both David and Richard Freeman said that, you know,
this Nuke list tasks force that has done the nuclear
program review, we approve ites recommendations and
recommend that the report be implemented,

And it talke about, just NSRS's part, create
NSRS, NSRS is & part of this task force report, Anu this
indicates a specific reporting chain to the Board through
the Health Manager, Office of Pealth and Sefety.
A Okay. But all that was changed.
0 That wae going to be my next question., How
wage that changed, and give me & little of the mechanices
of that change.
r kell, I'l) just tell you what I know, 1'J)
be honest with you, I don't know what the sgreements were
before I got here.
Q Okay.
A But I'd seen the blue book, but didn't
really know what it meant, I didn't know exactly what
the group wae really doing before I got here, but when 1}
came over to interview, and they told me I was gcing to
be working for Belvin down i{n Muscle Shoals who worked
for Bonine up in Knoxville, I told them I wouldn't evén
consider the job.

I said, "Everybody in TVA knowe that the
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 reports, we ocught to send them out, Ne always sent then

| something,

Office of Realth and Safety carries no clout in TVA,

never did, al)l the years | worked herte.® And I said,
furthermore, I sald, "To work for that organization, the
1ine will never do a2 thing,*® so ! told them I wouldn't
even consider the job,

And 8o they asked me how I felt about the
organization, I said, *I'd like to work for the General
Manager and the Board," and they agreed to it. 8o,
that's =~ I guess that's how that came about, |

S0 that I don't believe I had any
discuesions with tho General Manager and the Board about
how ! wes going to send my reports out, Now, that just

may reflect the fact that I felt like we generate the
out with recommendat.ons rather than an order to do
The only conversation I ever had with wWillis

on & report or & memo i{is& one day I had a mem2 in my

briefcase. When I was over talking to him, I pulled {t

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

hear about this one,® hecwuse it was an area we expected

were concerned and I had sent something down to
Chattanooga.

I can't remember if 1 gent it to Jim Greene

AU RERARMYUA AABRLAU (EYEYN ACW AAGH
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or to Bugh Parris, but I sent something d?vn. and told
them we expected a response within seven days or else
they ought to shut the plant down.

And Willis, Willis' only comments, he said,
"Well, why don't you direct them to do {t?" I said,
"Well, staffs don't direct line organizations." I said,
*If you want the staff to direct line organizations,
you'll have to change your organization.,®

That's the only time we ever had
conversation about it., We basically always sent our
reports out, rather than directing them to do something,
making recommendations. I believe that's the proper way
to do it, because there's, to me, there's nothing fancy

ebout a Nuclear Safety Review Staff. They're not always

right, and you shouldn't force the people to do something
they're convinced is wrong.

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

one way or the other about that, but the key, the thing 1
want to clarify wae it appeared that originally, you
know, NSRS was created, of course, to be directly
independent, had a very specific reporting responsibility
addreegsing the reports to the Board through Health and
Safety, okay?

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

what happened. You said, hey, you krnow, Health and

e e
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Safety doesn't have any clout at TVA. You know, I ==

A Well, that waeo my perception,

Q Sure., S0 you wanted to deal through the
General Manager through the Board?

» I felt that was the only way you could get
anything done, 8o, 4il I can say, they must have agreed,
because that's what they ended up doing.

Q Let me make sure that I indicated to you any
time {f you want to go out,.got a cup of coffee, take a
break, there's no problem here. This is a very relaxed
citvation, Okay.

At this point, are there any questions in
any of your gentlemen's mind that you'd like to talk to
Mr., Culver about?

BY _MR. KINRT:

Q I just had one small one, You mentioned

| earlier you were, TVA was considering about rehiring you

back as & consultant, It took them a while to make that
decision, I was just curious why you think it took them
a while,

A I don't know, I'll be honest with you, I
really don't know. I got a lot of guesses, but I really
don't know.

Q What are your guesgses?

» Oh, I think a number of people in NSRS were

l
|
|
|
I
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dead set against hiring me back., And I think although
Kermit wanted me to work in the group, I don't think he
felt 1ike he needed any additional problems,

And originally, it was really to come back
and help them with investigations, and I can certainly
appreciate Kermit's problem there.

Q Did he ever tell you that, that that's why,
because the time period was ==

A I don't think he ever told me directly. It
wag pretty obvious., I don't know {if that's the real
reason, but == I think, also, and 1'il be honest with
you, 1 don't understand it,

1 do know as a person that retires from the
Government, sometimes it's very difficult to come back to
work for the Government, and I noticed that from my own
experience in DOE, and I think there was some problem
with that.

I know for a while I £'ggested to Kermit
that I could come back and work through Mike Bender, who
had a contract with NSRS, and he said, well, you can't do
that, because he was the one that only had that contract,
and that would be a problem,

S0, I think part of it was, I think they had
a hard time seeing how they could get me back, I think

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

CMTTH RPDARMING AAFNCY (£15) 287-09R89
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wvorked for Kermit, would I really be making things better

Or worse,

Q One other thing I was wondering about, too,

You touched on it already,
little bit more.
TVA started NSRS?
was all started?

A Well, f..lly'

when they issued the blue book following Three Mile

Island, TVA had a genuine interest in upgrading their

nuclear program,

And if you look at that report, the report

put I juet want to find out a

What did you see wae the reason that

What was your perception of why that

about the only thing I know is

dealt with, you know, dealt with all facets of things TVA

cculd do to improve the progran,

it dealt with training, it deal: with organization, and

It dealt with designs,

then it had the thing about the NSRS.

Now, I alwayvs found it interesting =~ I gaw

the blue book, you k.ow.

worked for Ebersol.,

I mentioned earlier I had

Re was out in Oak Ridge and I just

happened to be visiting him that day, first time I

probably had seen him in couple of years, and someone

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

I scanned through it,

most important thing in there is the NSRS.,"

I said,

*Probably the

And old

Jessie and I don't always agree on everything.

l
|
|
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believes in hardware and I believe in organization
programs, and he kind of, I don't think he believed me,
but when I read that, I said that probably can be very
useful to TVA.

BY ME. ROBINSON!

Q Just for the record, Mr. Culver, describe
what you mean by the blue book,

A Okay. The blue book was a tack force report
that was issved after Three Mile Island in response to, I
believe the Board requested that TVA take 2 look and see
vhat could they do to improve their programs as a resuvlt
of Three Mile Igland,

¢ Wae this part of the blue book (indicating)?
A Yeah, ©Of course, the only way I recognize
it is the cover which is blue., Yeah, this is it, right,
Q Okay. That's the entire thing, pretty much?
A Looks like it, yes, I can tell Green,

Belvin and wright, yes., I believe that's it,

Q Okay.
BY MR._EINRT:
Q Another thing, too, I gather from the way

you're talking, ther: wasn't any real specific or maybe
even general dire tion ae how you were supposed to
operate NSRS, you wire supposed to more or less recreate

that whole thing, that whole program, right?

———
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A Nell, let me think, They had some general
guidance for it, which was included, I beliéve, in the
codes, TVA codes, It indicates in a general way what
things the NSRS was to look at,

Now, 1 always considered {t kind of a
laundry list, The laundry list was rather all-inclusive,
o, with a laundry 1ist, I really felt like you could do
vhat you wanted, I guess -~ well, it included looking at
design, looking at construction, Looking at operations,

looking at health physice, looking at emergency planning.

You know, with all that list, you could do
enything you want, 8o, it was mostly a question with how
do you go about doing it,

When I came' in and talked to the Board,
thete's no doubt in my mind they wanted a rather strong,
aggressive program, I didn't find anything the Board,
other than what I mentioned earlier, I didn't find
anything the Board said that was contrary to what I
thought needed to be done,

What I did in TVA was not a lot different
than the types of programs we had in the old AEC or in
the more recent DOE where you look at all aspects of
safety.

And, 80, I guess when I got over here, you

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

EMITH REPORTING AGENCY (61%5) 267-0989
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direction from the Board or the Genera) Manager, Aftet
all, they're not what I call professionals in the safety
reviev business, and that's why they hired me.

And I just told them what I thought needed
to be done, and they said go do it, which I, {f you'd
been doing that for years, you =~ 1'd feel kind of silly
to g0 ask the General Manager what to go do.

$0, I think I understood what they generally
wanted, and I think that was reflected in the code, and 1!
told them, well, how I was going to go about it and they
seemed to be happy.

Q Did they continue to give you the support
right up until retirement?

A Yes, sir., In fact, they wouldn't even give
me & reduction in force. You know, they gave them to

everybody else,

BY _MR.. ROBINSON!

Q About how long wag it, Mr, Culver, before
you did a project or NSRS did a project that was
requested from an outside source? By that, meaning
requested by an employee concern or requested by OGC or
requested, requested by the Board?

A Really, gee, I don't know, I think that
first year, Willis may have said =-- we probably would

|
have done it, anyway, but Willis may have said I hope ¥J
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you're going to look at such-and~such. The NSRS had conme
up with shift technical advisors, you know, and ve wanted
to make sure, since that wag a new program, that was an
easy one to 9o look at, I iemember we sent Marv Sinkule
down to look at it,

I don't really know whether that was one
that Willis had asked us to do or whether we were going
to do it, but he was certainly pleased when he found out
we were going to do {t,

I don't believe we had any real employee
concerns for =-- gee, 1'd have to qgo back and look at my
recorde, because, in fact, I believe before I got there,
they looked at some employee concerns. The staff had
lookéd at some of those real earlier.

Some of those early employee concerns

weren't real barn warmers, you know, 80 I don't recall

them that well, we did get requests from, sometimes from

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

" if we ever got a request from OGC.

Also, there were nccasions where there were
issues with the Department of Labor vhgro 0GC had looked
at it and we locked at it, and sometimes we didn't even
agree, but there were occasione where we may have gone
and looked at something, well, let's see, because the

line asked us to do {(t.
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! in that time frame, with the two sections basically

80, they weren't always just the things ve
felt we wanted to do, Sometimes they came from other
sources., I believe we even had something come from the
NRC, not official, you got to do {t, but you might want
to do {t.

Q At what point in time was the Technical
Analysis and Review Section created?

2 Okay. I can tell you the, what (t was
1inked to really better., We went for several years,
which I would have to guess from '860, '81, '82, nomowhc:J
looking at operations, construction design, ‘

Eventually, there were 80 many problems,
gome real, some perceived in QA, that eventually, TVA
went to the corporate level of QA and formed OQA., When
00Ar was formed, there was a perception that now that |
we've got a strong corporate QA organization, some of th

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

conclusion if OQA had gotten up to speed, But when OQA
was formed, we did reorganize, we formed, we took some ©
the people out of the Construction Design whose

experience was primarily construction, and put them over

in the other group, and we called that Investigations an

need to do to the same degree.
And that probably would have been a good
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Review,

And the Investigations and Review Group wae

primarily to go out and do the same kinds of things we
had been doing before, The other group, which we called

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

it's =-
Q TARS?
3 TARS, Anyway, that group was intended to

' get much more invelved with technical issues. I wanted
to really structure that group with people who had more

engineering background, people who hnd'bcon involved wit

ldootqn snalysis, some people with really good technical
ioxpcttonco. which {8 a lot different than the experience
" of some of the folk who juet go out and look at
operations, construction design from what I call a
high=cless quality revievw type,

| $0, during == 1 believe thet transition cam
gomewhere in '63, maybe, I believe it's '63, The real
problem we had, though, we didn't have the strong
technical people in that group, and in '63, you couldn't
hite anybody, no matter how hard you looked, no matter
where you went. People didn't want to move because
mortgages were high and the industry wae, had lots of.
work as a result,

You ¢ouldn't hire anybody, And {f you coul
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tind somebody that weild come to work for you, they were
reluctant to move because the cost was so dear. o, we
were very unsuccessful almost all through '63 and most of
‘84 4in hiring enybody.

And the only way I eventually got people in
that group was when the CRBR closed down, ! remember I
went to Killie, I said, "This is probably the best chance
wve'll ever have of getting some people who have a
technical background.®

o, I said, "I know I do>n't have the money
{r, the budget.® I said, "It shouldn't matter. Can I go

over there and hire rhatever I vant?® He said, "Sure,’

' because I think he recognized, he knew how herd {t was tO

- get people.

g0, 1 went over there, and I, to make a long

. story short, 1 hired five people and put them in that

UBEENGNERESS

group., And the reason I brought them in was to beef that
group up, 1 tried to get people who had come out of an
engineering Qroup, rather than a safety group, because I
wanted people who had been involved with reviewiny
technical designs.

Now, I didn't care if they had reviewed the
breeder, becauvee it's the thought process that really
counts., So, in fact, I'd just as soon had people who had

been involved with something a little different where
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they could bring in a perspective on it within TVA,

0 Who was it that you brought over from the
Clinch River Breeder?

A Well, I brought over Murdock, O'Block,
Ricke, Washer and Hornstra.

Q Okay. Did they seem to fit in and did they
all go into the TARS group?

A We put them all there. They were hired
st.rictly to go into that group to beef it up to give the
the kind of technical background we wanted, I tried

to == again, i{f you can hire lots and lots of people, yo
can get all kinde of things, but we're talking about
hiring about five people, 80 I tried to get one that was
electrical, mechanical, structural.

In fact, when I interviewed, I specifically
tried toc get as much variety as I could, as well as as
much horsepower ag I could.,

Q Are we still in kind of a framework where if
and individual staff member saw an area that he thought
wag appropriate to look at, he would bring this to the
attention of his supervisor?

A From the day one in the group, the message
that people always got was that you're only here for one
purpose, and that's to go out and identify safety

problems, Now, you can look at it positively or
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do the job." I said, "If they've asked for tco much,*

negatively, you can go out and say you're really here t
go out and examine the organization and how you're
performing, and we al)l would like to think everything {
just great,

Ne're really out there to, you're out ther
to £ind how well you're doing, but you're also out ther
strictly to identify weaknesses in programs or
deficiencies in hardware or what-have-you. They were
always told vo baeically, any kind of safety i{ssue,
fdentify, and you're responsible for following up on it

Q Bow wou.d those issues be identifjed to

them, through == I mean, are they revievwing NCR's or ==
3 We used to get all kind of information whi
would give you indicators, We .sed to get NCR's, weé'd
get, we would get {nformation from the operating plants
In fact, I can recall the first year where
they were trying to establish what is the kind of
information we ought to get in the staff. As far as 1
wag concerned, even though the secretaries didn't like
it, 1 said, "We ought to allow these people to get all

the information they really feel they need, and they'll

said, "we'll take a look at it and we'll cut back,*
§o that as far ag I was concerned, they we

getting any information they wanted from anywhere at al
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in TVA. And with the system they got in TVA, you can
access the information system and get any report you
want, I% was really great,

Q Were .here situations where the staff
members were working on projests that their immediate
supervision weren't really sure what they wvere doing?
How closely wae the individual staff's project monitored
Was it a requirement for them to scope the projects out
before they went out or wae it more loosely structured?
A | In the Investigation Review Group, I'd have
to say that almost all those people had specific
assignments, Those assignments may have come from
gomething that was part of the our program, they may hav
come from an external request, they may have said I see
need to go do thig, they eit down and take it to their
supervisor and then they'd go do it,

In those cases, 1'd say that the supervisor
was well aware of what was going on. Now, when you get
over into the other group, as far as I was concerned, it
wae just pure frustration from almost the day that the
0ld FARS group was established.

Q Frustration for you?
A Yes, because I could never get anything out
of the Jroup. The best I could get was, I'd go back and

talk to the supervisor, "wWell, what are you doing?* Lik
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1'd say, "what s Bruce doing? FKe says, "Bruce's

reviewing Watts Bar." I gaid, "He's reviewing Katts Bar
What's he revieving?*

*He's reviewing the design of watts Bar.*
1'd say, "Well, I know he's not reviewing the design of
the whole Watts Bar., What's he reviewing?*

I could never find out, and nothing would
ever come out of those groups, It got so frustrating, !
even hired Mike Bender to give them some helpful. And
I'll be honest with you, Mike got as frustrated as I did,
(o) What was Mike trying to do? What wete you
trying to have him do?

A I was having Mike work with the group to se
if he couldn't help them to identify how to go about =«
oh, 1'd go back to the supervisor and say, you know,
"Bruce can't be reviewing all of wWatts Bar." I said, "we
just had a review of the auxillary feedwater system,*
which took, I don't know how many people, but it took
lots of effort just to do that one system.

I said, *I know Bruce ien't reviewing all
systems that way." I said, "Wwhat {s he reviewing?* I
said, "Can you tell me the system he is reviewing,
mechanical, structural, what's he doing?" Could never

find out,

Q Who were you talking to when you were asking

- D TR SN
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about Bruce?

A Supetvisors,
0 aho?
A well, that wae after that section was, the

TAR section was dropped., Initielly, let's see, who
initially == okay., After OQA was formed, I lost most of
hy pocglo. I had & fellow by the name of Chuck Burke in
charge of the sectlion, Chuck had been put in the
gection, It was a matter of the best available person I
could get, Again, I couldn't hire anybody in those days,

/ | | ]
He had about thirty~five years' experience, had vorked
for Atomic International, you know, back {n the early

days, Pe worked for NRC, r-

l "

Q Was he Bruce Siefken's supervisor?
A Yes,
Q And he was who you couldn't get anything out

of as to what Bruce -~

A Right.

Q Now, let me understand, the creation of the
TARS group was, was that your {dea ot was that someone
else's idea?

A It really came about, a8 indicated earlier,

when OQA was formed, there wae a desire that NSRS and OQA

L, 7C i
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not do the same thing, I think there vere lots and lots

of optimiem that OQA was going to solve all the problems,

ke ended up where five of our best peuple to OQA,

Who went over to OQA?

A Well, let me go back a litile bit, Before

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

run the Operations Section becauvse I had promoted R, mit,

If you want to know why, I1'l]l tell you that when you get
this.,

But I had Kidd elated to run that section,
and Joe Anderson hired him, I had Bch fawyer, who T hasd
a lot of respect for., Technically had him slated for
promotion from an M«5 to a 6 Anderson took him,

I had a supe:visor of the other section thal
was supervising that, the Construction Design Sectior
before 1 reorganized, had taken over that section when
Matv Sinkule went back to Atlanta., They hired him,

I lost =~ there's three,

(0 Is that Blanner?

3 No, that was Crittendon,

Q Crittendon., They also took Blanner.
Blanner was not one of the best performers we ever had,
but he did a good

Did you have any ==

Then they took Border, and Border was one of
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my best reviewers, S0, they took five of my best people.

Q Did you have any say in whether they tcok
them or not?
A Nell, not really., All I d4id, I thought I'd
be very fait to Joe Anderson when he formed his group. i
said, "I1'11 tell you who my good performers are, but
please don't take them all," I sai¢, and I named thenm,
And when he was pretty clear he was going to
take some of the .etter ones, I said, "At least leave me
either Ridd or Sawyer, don't take them both.," He took
them ail.
1 could have stopped it, I guess, but I'm
not a firm believer in doing that., I said, "we'll find a
way out.* And {f I had stopped him, no telling what they
would have done, accused me of,
Q So, after that, then you had, you didn't
want to duplicate the efforts of OQA and you didn't have

your good people?

A Didn't have the people to do it, anyway.

Q g0, the TARS group kind of ==

A It was not much left to it, really.

Q Okay.

A I really didn't want to duplicate, but the

truth of the matter is that we had so few people, there

wag no way we could duplicate anything. We had to kind
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1 Iot scratch around just to do anything at all during that]
? time period, ;
1

|
i

5 | I forget when that was when they transferred
4 ‘over, but we had «~ well, ve now had lost those good i
S people, but then we lost some others for other reasons. r ?
6 | Like the guv I mentioned that was my eecurities expert,
7 | he 1a2ft bacause some organization over in South Carol ina
8 made him a Vice-President., I cruldn't beat that. Ke did
9 ?lose some good people in there, though,
) 10 Q You were frustrated 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 Q what efforts did you take to relieve that
16 frustration? Did you think about getting stronger ; b
17 supervision in the TARS group or what?
18 A Yes, Probably spent a good half year txyinql
19 to hire a good NRC man, In fact, some of the things I
h 20 did in that ¢..up are almost disgraceful. You know, I \
|
2l had a guy that was an M=5, and I didn't == Burke., E

. J
8 ]

I didn't, initially, I didn't even promote

let him run the group as an M-5, and it's an M=9Y

LN
L9
=7
-
=3
P—

really, and 1 considered that kind of disgraceful,
d |

ything initially, because, you know how
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it 48, you're out recruiting, we thought we had a guy
down in Dallas, because we didn't want to just go to
Atlanta, and we thought we had a guy in Dallas, and we
kept working on it, but, again, it was just, nobody
wanted to move, So, we didn't get him,

Finally, 1 d4id promote Burke to an M-6. I
made it clear to him it was a temporary tuing, otherwise,
I would have promoted him to 7. And we pursued several
other people., I know we tried to get an NRC man up in,
up in Chicago. #We didn't get him,

Q And what was the result? I mean, did the

TARS group ever put out any productive worh? Was there,

1 mean, was the problem resolved?
A Not really, no. Very little productive
work. That was the year I, you know, I did get Mike
Bender to come in, I used to come in about once a week,
gsometimes a litt e less than that, and sit down and
discuss things with him,

what I really hoped was -~ I didn't have the
time, you know. The group was, we lost most of our
people. What little time I had, I was trying to deal
with the Board and the General Manager and the work that
was going on in the other section where actually they
were making reviews, I didn't feel like I had time to

run that group, 80 I got Mike to give me some help.

OMTMU REDARTTINA AAPRNCY (£18) M"6T7 =l



10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
2l
22
23
24

25

Q Okay. 1 have some specific questions about
rome specific areas that I want to talk to you, but I
hink we'll take a little break and Qo off the record.,
It's 9:49 a.m.
(Short recess.)
MR. ROBINGON: It's now 10:00 a.m., 2.0
we're back on the record. Mr. Culver, the next == first,

let me ask, do any of you other gentlemen have any

| guestiong about what we've covered already?

MR, STONE: Yes, I have one.
BY MR. STONE:
Q Back earlier, you said that in TVA, the
staff doss not direct line organizations., Can you give
me a little more of that? 1Is that a policy im TVA, or
20 e
A when I mentioned that to Willie, I was
really just saying from an organizational standpoint,
staffs don't direct line organizations, Staffs generally
advise somebody.

That was my own == what I wasg really saying
to Willis was if you want us to direct people to do

things, you've got to change the organization, It's not

[ a policy, what I was just telling Willie, it's my
Funderstanding of how organ.zations work.

Q 1 see. The reacon I was curious., Because
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in the later reports, you do make recommendations for
staff to take action,

A ke make recommendations, but we don't send
them down to & plant superintendent and say you've got to
do thie. It's the same approach NRC takes, really., If
they don't -~ let me follow=-up on that,

1f their response to our recommendations are
unacceptable, we don't buy off of them, we go back until
we get something we're satisfied with,

MR, STONE: 0Nkay. I don't have any more.
BY _MR. ROBINSQN:

Q What type of programmatic controles do you
have on following up on whether your recommendatione are
followed or not?

A All right. The way all those reports would
work, and it doesn't really matter which kind it is,
you'd send it out, you'd ask for & response. The line
organization would send back a response by one or two
types. Either they'd say we need more time or else
they'd send back what their response is,

Now, sometimes, that would mean they would
get with them a lot of times ahead of time, discuss them,
to make sure what they sent in was satisfactory. It just
varies with the organization you're working with,

If you get responses that, well, when they

TMTTH REDARTTNA AATENCY (A18RY 2F7-NQRAO
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came in that we were not satisfied when they came back,
they would be directed to to me. The secretary would
automatically provide them to the section where the
report was issued and they wuuld go back to the

individuals.

1f the review is made by one person, that

person is responsible for looking at thoee responges and
either saying they're satisfactory or not.

1f {t wae done by a group, you basically
gend it back to the section leader, he would give it back
to whoever headed up that review,

The only thing I'd ever see is if they

veren't satisfied with the responses, back would come a

memo., If they couldn't work it out, a memo would come
éback to me. When I reviewed the thing, if 1 was
gatisfied with what they had, they would go back to it.
But in basic principle, the responses had to be accepted
by the reviewers.
Q And if there was an item of contention that
appeared to have no resolution between the reviewer and

the line, what happened then?

A Okay. The basic, the basic understanding I

always had with Willis was if you're dealing with a

;Division Director, and you couldn't get resolution, (it

; would be my job to elevate that thing to the Office

P
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|
Manager,
|

And I can remember a number of conversations
with Rugh Parris. 1I'd say, "Rugh, we better get this
thing resolved, If we don't get it resolved, we'll have

to go to the General Manager and the Board."

really went to the Board where we couldn't reach
resolution dealt with organizational matters, which the
Board generally got involved with, anyway.

The only one I can recall, when we reviewed
gecurity, the responses from security were s0 bad that we
just wouldn't accept them. We had meetings with the
General Manager. The peop!® resp.nsible for security

etill weren't very responsive, and eventually that really

' got solved, they reorganized,

Q Basically, though, when the responses came

' back, they were routed to the individual reviewer, and he

pretty much handled the problem, handled the negotiations
over the response with whoever the response came from?
A Right., Only if, 1 guess only i{f they had a
problem with them and couldn't get resolution would I

The only issues that I can recall that
even know about {t.

Now, I would, I would look at the responbes,
I would not in all cases, but I would on some where I had

a real interest in it myself. For example, the thimble
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tube, which was, you know, 80 much publicity associated
with {t, I had a real interest in that report and the
responses, and I spent a lot of time on that. But on the
run-of=-the-mill oneg, no,

Q In a ballpark figure, can vou tell me about
how many times you had to intervene between your staff

members and a line response to a review?

A Generally, my own perception is that, x
generally, I was in pretty much agreement with the staff
members on the issues that, if I intervened, it was

because we weren't really getting the cooperation out of

the line.

Q Yeah, that's what I meant.

A It wasn't so much a difference between, f
|

within the staff as it was that the line wasn't being
responsive, or we didn't perceive they were, anyway.
Q And can you give me =-- do those types of |
instances, when that happened, when the line wasn't being
responsive, are those other than the normal, or are those
more of the normal?

A I think it varied with time, Originally, in
the early days, I'm thinking of the '80, '8l time frame,
there were probably more of them.

Q More that they weren't responsive?

That's right, yes. And I attribute that |
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mostly to the fact that any time you bring in a new

review group, they alwayes test them out

they can be with them,

to see how hard

Now, I don't find that unusual., I think

I've observed that elsewhere. But there were probably

more cases in the early days, say, in operatione where

you'd se~d a report down, they just said, you know, well,

we aren't yoing to do anything with this,

o] And what did you do in that case? Did you

elevate (t?

I3 That particular one =-- well,

one I recall in

particular, when we reviewed their training program, they

just didn't want to do anything. We eventually elevated

that to a full blown discussion with the General Manager

and the Board and they did make changes,

Q what p'ant was that at, do

| A That was really just their

across the board,

Q Oh, generic?

A Operator training program,
awful hard to say, because usually what

you sent out a report and had a hundred

you remember?

training program

I think it is
you'd find, |{f

recommendations,

obviously, there wouldn'c be complete agreement on all of

them, but maybe ten percent, I don't know, whatever you'd

have to where you'd have to have a good

deal of
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discussion,

Q And then are you saying that later on after
the NSRS staff became more experienced, that there was
less nonresponse by the line, or more response by the
line?

b I wouldn't word it that way. I think it's,
as the line became more used to the NSRS, then Lhere was
less resistance to making a change. I think, also, {t
would be my perception that the NSRS was able to sit down‘
on those controversial issues and convince them that what
we had in the report was correct, I think there was clso:

the perception, at least I had it, that NSRS got mcre

gupport than the line q1d.

Q le it your perception that NSRS discovered a

lot of problems that went uncorrected until these recent
| days that maybe the line said, yes, we'll handle, but
they never really handled?
A hell, that's a -- well, I'll tell you the
best I perceive it, anyway, is that we identified a lot

. of problems. The problems had corrective actions, which

my own reviewers indicated they accepted.

f Now, time has shown that those corrective

| actions were not fully effective. Now, the thing I feel
very frustrated about is that nobody knows why. I don't

|
| know whether it's because we didn't follow up enough on

&
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sction was not extensive enough,

There's lots of reasons, or because one of
the reasons I always say is that TVA has got the bad
habit of changing organizations and programs frequently.
And every time you do that, you run the risk that the
problem will crop up somewhere else, and I really don't

know the answer to that. 1In fact, I feel a great deal of

frustration, and that includes =-- I, I really don't know.

A lot of the issues that have been raised
with employee concerns are raised, I think because most
employees in TVA have got good ears, and have seen where
probleme have been identified. And, so, when they are
asked to sit down with somebody and 'tell about all the
problems, they either know directly about or perceive ot,
and they are going to identify those as they've heard
about them.

And I don't know if that answers i. or not,

' bu% it's a == I find it's a very =--

Q It's a very broad question.

A It's a very complicated thing to give a good
answer to,

0 Let me talk about sorething a little moré
gpecific, then., Let's talk about the NSRS review of the

Black & Veatch issue. Is that a fairly clear series of
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events in your mind?

A Pretty clear,

Q Okay.

A Yeah, except for dates, probably,

Q Correct me if I'm wrong, Black & Veatch did

a vertical elice independent design review of the aux,
feedwater system at Watts Bar., They developed a report
that had approximately 428 findings, which, at least in
their estimation, were deviations, however miniscule they
may be, from the FSAR or ==

A From somewhere,

Q -=- from ANSI standards, specific codes.

Does that categorize it fairly correctly?

A 1 remember the number 428, 1'll be honest f

with you, I don't, den't remember how they characterized

it., The reason I say that is when you dig into that

report, that there's, it's hard to follow some of those

sequence of numbers, but I think what you said, I agree
with you.

Q And then there was a TVA task force, not an
NSRS task force, but a TVA task force created, and you
may be able to shed a little more light on this for me.
What was the purpose of that TVA task force with respect
to Black & Veatch?

A Okay. The, I think a fair representation of

Ca o B N e i R L A T A A" AAAA
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this 48 that TVA hired Black & Veatch to make the
vertical slice of the auxillary feedwater system and to
identify discrepencies. Or whatever you want to call
them, within that systenm,

The TVA, TVA then took the results of that,
and it was their intent to take the results of that ané
look at it from the standpoint of what's the impact of
those findings on other systems,

The idea was that looking at one system,
even if you had selected the right system, if you found
problems in it, you wanted to find out, well, in fact, do
we have similar problems in other systems,

So that there was an effort that there were
a number of things that went on. You had the effort to
expand that to other systems and look at it and also to
look at it from a generic standpoint, I don't know if ==~
if that's the task force ycu're talking about, but there
was an effort to do that,

Q I think it was,

A Then they had a policy committee, which was
really pretty much the top level people to basically
establish the objectives of the overall scope. They had
people on it like myself and Anderson and Pearce and
Beasley, and, you know, that bun .,

Q Okay.




l8

10
11
12
13
14
15
16
i7
18
19
20
21
22
23
24

25

A Then there was a task force that basically
worked for the committee that was involved with looking
at all these other things., I think, yeah, that's the
task force (indicating). Okay. No, that's the policy
committee (indicating).

Q You mean there was a task force that, other
than the task force that was looking at generic
applications for the vertical slice at watts Bar?

A There was a task force, my recollection,
there was people like Henry Jones and John McConnell and,
I'l1] be honest with you, I can't remember all the others.
Q I think that may be the generic, I think
they are listed in that report., I think they were
involved with the generic applications,

A And also they were supposed to look at what
does this whole thing mean. That was one of the things
they were supposed to do.

Q Were they looking at the Black & Veatch
findings from the aspect of, hey, are these really
legitimate findings or not?

A Yeah, I don't see that group in here, but
they were doing that, and they were also looking to see
if, in fact «=- well, one of their jobs was really to,'
gince the policy committee is not the kind of group of

people that will get involved in the details, the task
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force was really the group that was set up to do the
homewotrk for the policy committee.

Q Okay. HWho, to your knowledge ~-- that'e the
policy committee report, that's a copy of the policy
committee report (indicating)., Who wrote that report?

A That was writte., mostly by Beasley and the
| task fcrce.

Q Okay. And NSRS did a review of the
response, which I guess that is, and why did NSRS get
into that?

A All right, First of all, let me go back a
little bit, Thie policy committee is really a group that
was set up by Kimmons, OEDC., Notmally s&peaking, NSRS

would not be on the policy committee. I got on the

icommittee because I felt like it was the only way I was
i

ever going to know what was going on.

| Q So, you, essentially, volunteered to get on

the committee?
A I can't remember whether I volunteered or I

told them I wanted to be on it, I really don't remember.

All during the time of Black & Veatch, this was before

Murdock and that bunch of people got there., All during
that time period, the only source of information I had on

Black & Veatch was, we had one person that was following

I
l
fthem, it was Jerry Smith,
|
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I occesionally would go back, say to Jerry.
'How's it look," and 1'd get very little information.
He'd say, "Well, I don‘t have any problems,* 1I'd say ==
well, I cculdn't get much specific out of him, He'd say,
*well, occasionally, I'll talk to Henry about something,
it will get taken care of."

I felt very, very uneasy, and that's why I
got on the policy committee, It's the on.y way I could
keep up with what was going on. Being on the policy
committee still doesn't, you know == they'd meet every 80
often, but Black & Veatch is reams and reanms
(indicating), and Jerry would look at that stuff, but I
would get very little ;nput from him, I felt very, very
uneasy.

So, when it got around for the final report,
1 feel even more uneasy. And one of the reasons I felt
uneasy is that you have to remember why Black & Veatch
was made.

Black & Veatch was made, because, one of the
reasons it was made was that, as a result of our reviews
of programs, we found lots of holes in programs. And if
you find lots of holes in programs, the line response
alwaye was, "Well, even though we got problems in our
programs, everything in the plant is all right, we know

it's all right."*

AR MY nESABRMmY S Yol S ak'd et ey 2£7..0N0G0Q



And 1'é say, "Well, I'm glad that you think
it's all right, but, you know, I don't have that same

degree of confidence."

It's a normal thing for a reviewer to expect

!
fto see something other than just that high degree of
|
|

confidence, 8o, and I believe when we made th2 review of
Watts Bar, that we said we believe you need to have an

I1ndependent review, And I can't honestly tell you we had
|

| had a hard time getting that or not, NRC also didn't

think it,

Q Was this, when you said you made the review

of Watts Bar, you mean a hanagomtnt review of wWatts Bar?
A Right. We had made a management review of

Watts Bar, and our perception then was that because of

the number of probleme, that we recommended an
:1ndependent review, At or about that same time, I
believe the Region was saying the same thing.

Now, I, again, I don't know whether we would
have had a hard time getting that made or not if the
Region hadn't also been pushing, but eventually TVA did
reluctantly make the review.

|
|
|
|
I
|

Well, the review was supposed to establish
' that, in spite of all those problems in your program,
what you found out there was all right. Well, we get

down to the tail end of this report, it became very clear

~ Ay TR A e e e A A FEN & ne- AADA
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to me that everything vaen't all right., You had all
these deviations,

80, one of the things -~ there were two
thinge I felt like I wanted some additional support on,
And one I remember going to Beasley, and I said, "Well,
Beasley, the way this report reads doesn't make a lot of
sence, You found all these problems and then you say
everything's all right.,*

So I said, "I polieve you really need to go
back and look at those things you've identifiec ard at
least make some sort of safety cvuluetién of those things
so that you can make a statement with regard to 'If I
hadn't had fixed all these things, would I still have
been all right?'*®

And I did convince him tc do that. At the
game time, I went == well, you can see the date of this
was March, an” I had just hired this bunch of people from
the breeder.

And I went to Murdock, said, "Jim, I'd feel
much more comfortable if you people would, in the next
geveral weeks, concentrate all your people looking at
that Black & Veatch recport and tell me, really, what you
think of the thing."*

Q At that point in time ~-

A I hadn't -4 anybody to do it prior to that
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l
|

time,

<

But 2t that point in time, were you

directing Murdock to have them look at the Black & Veatch

report itself or at both the Black & Veatch report and,

say, & draft of that response to the report?

A

I think I was basically talking about

looking at the Black & Veatch report. In fact, I believe

when I first talked to them, this didn't even exis

t. 1

can't remember ~- my recollection is I got most of those

folke in around the first week of January, and was

probably the latter part of January where I said, you

know, "You really need to do that."*

it was January or February. As I soon as I could,

wanted them to do it. The =~

Q

starting to f

A

And what did they find? Wwhat were th

ind?

"ell;

I

ey

I don't know whether

I ran into some real problems because

they did lots of talking, but I didn't get any report,

At the same t

ime,

1'd go back to Murdock and I'd say, "I

understand you've got scme problems with the report,

but,® I said, "can you tell me, can you give me an

indication of are those problems serious enough to hold

this up?'.

Q

| (indicating)?

Okay.

This wasn't in existence yet,

right
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A No.,
Q Okay.
A This didn't really come out until March

(indicating).

Q And they are reviewing the Black & Veatch
findings, and you say they are having 2 lot of talk,

but -~ what wae the nature of the talk, that there were
some problems or ==

A : Depends on who you talked to., The, I guess
my best recollection was that, yeah, they got lots of
problems, and then when I'd say to Jim, I'd say to Jim,
*Lots of problems doesn't tell my anything.*

I said, "Could you people put down your
thoughts on this in some sor; of report so 1've got
something I can act upen?*® I said, *Just this constant
talking doesn't really help."

That, I'll be honest with you. That group
wag, they liked to do lots of talking, but when it comes
down to somefhinq that one can use, putting down "I
looked at this, this is what I found, this is the nature
of the problem, this is what we think needs to be done,"*
very difficult to get anything.

Q WNere you getting any kind of daily or weekly
rough draft handwritten information regarding these

probleme from either Murdock or thase people?
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A No. 1In fact, I'd go back to Jinm
pariodically, and 1'd say *Jim,* I said, "how you
coming?® I said, "I really need sumething." Damn near
begged them, I gaid, "I need something.®

Q what were they begging for?

A No, 1 was begging Jim to get something
written that I could look at,

Q Ckay. And were you needing to make any kind
of an answer to the policy committee? a
A I used to go back to Jim, 1'd say, *Jim, if
you've got serious problems, I need to know about them.'
I said, "If, on the other hand, you've looked at these
thinge and you're satisfied that we don't have any real
safety problems,® I said, "then I'need to know that,
because,"” I said, "I really want to move on this thing.

*if your only problem is being able to sit
something down in a report that we can send out," I said,
*That's all right, but,* I gsaid, "I need to have the
basic information."

We did get ~- and Jim can fill you in bettct;
on that, we did get a report which he gave me. I don't
know the date of it, It was a lot. I don't even
remember how it is compared to this. Their first draft
report, which I went through and marked up and gave back

to Jim. And then it was a long time. I don't believe |
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they ifesued their report until about June.

Q The final report wae issued in June?

A June,

Q But let's == that's a draft, that is a
draft -~

A Okay.

o] -~ of that report (indicating). But you

felt uneasy about the actual situation with respect to

Black & Veatch, you had your people looking into it,
Did you ever talk directly to &any of the

people below Murdock in the TARS group that would be

talking about these pioblems, and yet not putting them

down in any kind of a report form?

A 1'd be surprised if I didn't, but it

wasn't == I didn't spend a lot of time with them,

- BX.MR. _HWINDT:
| Q what people were they?
A Let's see. I believe Jim had all his peoplc

IS

on it. 8o, it would have been O'Block, it would have
been Hornetra, it would have been Washer, it would have
been Jerry Smith, Bruce Siefken., I told him to put all
his people on it, because I really needed to get
something out on it,

BY_ MR. .ROBINSON:

0 when you said you needed to get something
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cut on {t, are you talking about needing to get something
out like this response, or what did you need to get out
on it?

A Kell, I wanted them to look at the report,
identify any problems in, the nature of the problems and
recommended action., That's all I cared about, Not tell
them what to conclude and don't care what they conclude,
I just wanted a conclusion, I didn't want them to just

keep talking about it forever.

Q I understand that,
A Eventually, they did ==
Q Yeah, when did this come in, this come into

the picture (indicating)?

A I don't know if this was the first -- I know
this wasn't the first thing they put out, The first
thing they put out was, I don't know if you got a copy of
it, I don't have a copy of it.

The first thing they put out was kind of a
mess, it was hard t» understand, a lot of wild
statements, no support,

I remember I marked it up like I do all
reports, and 1'd put little marks in the coclumn, I'd say,
*Jim, if this is a problem, we need to have some
information with regard to it so that we can take some

action," Or 1'd say, "This is totally confusing, doesn't

CMTIML DEDADMYNS AADNAY (LT ERY NET7.00G00
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make any sense."

I don't generally == although I've been
accused of censoring reports, I go through the reportse to
gee if they make any sense, If they don't make sense,
1'11 raise questions about them.

If they =~ if somebody says we got a total

problem, and you can read that information and there's no
|

indication of the nature of the problem, I'll say, "You
need to discues this so that somebody can understand what

the problem is,* and I did that with Jim.

i

|
|

i

Also, when I got the first report, I said to |

Jim, I said, "Are there," I said, *Jim,* 1 said, “Are
there any problems in here of the nature that would
really require us to hold up on this thing?® And I said,
*1'm talking about from a safety standpoint, are there
really any problems?”®

And eventually, Jim came back and said,
*No.* When I eventually signed this thing, I signed it
and I told him, I said, "The staff has not completed
their review. 1If our review ends up with things that wve
still are not satisfied with, we'll take further action."*

§o, 1 didn't really feel like eigning this
really relieves them of =-=- it didn't give them a clean
bill of health.

Q Did you agree with what was said in that

- e “ s A A e A R L R I A Ar™ ARADRA
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document?

A On the basis of what I could get out of Jim,
yes,

Q Did you feel comfortable signing that
document?

A I did when they added the sentence in here

that dealt with the safety evaluations. Without that, I
wouldn't have, for the simple reason that I didn't feel
like without that kind of evaluation, we had really
answered the question of what we were searching for in
the first place.
Q Was any pressure put on you by anyone on
that policy committee to sign off on that document?
A k#ell, I think they all wanted me to sign it,
because if I didn't sign it, you know, that it probably
wouldn't have gone anywhere,

But I don't feel like it == I hadn't
really -- I guess I, I guess my feeling was that it
didn't bother me to sign that, because if when we finally
ended up with our report, if our report showed any
difference that wasn't in here, we would just pursue it
separately, and I think they all understood that,
Q Did you have any idea where that was going?
I noticed it's addressed to Raulston, Mechanical

Engineering Support Branch.

|
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A That's because basically he was

that Black & Veatch for Kimmons, the head of
MR. ROBINSON: Jim, d0 you have

want to ask about Black & Veatch right now?
MR, STONE: Not right now.

A I might add when we finally did

report, I think it identified something like

My recollection ig not eall that great,

handling

OEDC.

anything you

get that

gix items,

I remember 'ooking back at it some months

ago when the response came in on that, &and I

believe

three or four of them were closed out, and two of them

remained opened, I don't know where those stand today.

Q Ie that the final report, seven,
recommendations?

RY _MR. _STQNE:

seven

Q when your staff did review the Black &

Veatch report, you looked at more than juet what Black &

Veatch did, though? You went in, from what I'm reading

there, it looked like == I looked at what TVA was

AR BX

proposing as a coMective action for those things., 1Ig -~

A I'l]l be honest, I don't know to what extent

Jim's people looked at the corrective actions, I really

don't know., I would hope that they would do more than

just look at, you know, the findings in there, but they

locked at those corrective actions.
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BX_HR. EINRT!
Q That policy committee report there, did you
feel that there was any pressure from people in

management for you to sign off on that, other than who

were on that committee?

A No.

(o] Did you feel some kind of prescure yourself,
though? |
A No, not really. 'y only real concern was in

the last staff, I had some real p.obleme with what
they're finding., There was no reason to hold this up.

Q The only reason I'm asking that, Mr., Culver,

the only reason, I feel that you had some kind of tecltng‘

. or concern or you never would have had your own staff to

take a look at that to begin with, |
A hell, obviously, I had a concern,
Otherwise, if I didn't have a concern, I wouldn't have
recommended they do it in the first place, but having
done it, my real concern was that there was too much of a
feeling within the organization that we've gone out,
we've identified some problems with hardware, and we've
fixed them. And, therefore, since we've fixed thenm,
we've got no problems.

And I felt like that was rather faulty L

thinking, because the reason they did the thing was that J
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they were really trying to establish the fact that we
didn't have any problems in the hardware,

And to go out and fix the probleme in one
gystem, even though they looked at some of the others,
didn't really answer the basic question,

The basic question that I was interested in,
ig that, had we not made a Black & Veatch review and we
had not gone through this effort, would our plant have
been safe.

That's why I said, just to say we're okay
because we fixed the things that we f.und was not enough.
We really needed to make a safety evaluation of what
would have been he impact had those things not been
fixed,

Q So, when you signed that, you had no concern
at all about that, that there was any doubt in your mind
that that wasn't right, that policy committee report?

A On the basis that I talked to Jim, and I
said, "Of the things you have ildentified, can you tell ne
had those things not been fixed, would we have had a
gafety problem?"

well, when you get into that kind of
discussion, as you well know, safety problems means
different things to different people. A number of these

things that actually showed up in that report eventually
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are not direct safety problems,
! remember, I think this is the one where
they had preblems with, I think this is the one where
they had a problem with the cables and the trays. I
remember a lot of discussion with Jim about the cables
and the trays.
I said, "Jim, the commitment by TVA was that
you wouldn't exceed over, I'm just using a number,
seventy percent of the fill." And 7im kept teliing me =~
! said, "Tell me why is =-- have yo _.eally looked at that
enough to determine why that's a real problem?® '|
And 1 asked him, I said, "Why is it a |

problem,® because of the fact if you make the

commitment, you ought to do it, but the fact that they go

above seventy percent, I said, "what's the problem?®

well, I remember his first statement was,
*sell, if you fill them over the top of the tray, you
lose your missile protection.”®

And I remember saying to Jim, I said, "That
doesn't make sense.” I said, "The cable tray doesn't
previde missile protection to the cables." I said, "“If
you got a misegile, the fa~t that the thing is over the
top of the tray rather than down within the tray doesn't
make a whole lot of difference, doesn't make any

difference.,"




| And that's, ! don't knovw of anybody that

: designe cable trays to take missles, 8o, that I said, 1
3 gaid, "That's not really a reason.” 1 said, "ls there
. any basis from anything you've seen to indicate that

u $ that's & real safety problem,® not talking about the fact
L that it's not, 4t was not withi the commitment,

$0, 1 haed a lot of discussions with Jim

< ¢ about, well, what pafety is all about,

L ) c well, then, the final conclusion on this,

y é d( wae it your interpretation that there was no safety-

* 1] related problems, or vas it his interpretation?
12 k Jim told me that they had found no things
13 that represented safety problems,

%
14 ¢ This wae after you had the discussion with

3 8 im al g 3t

My 16 I3 ke had a lot of discuseions on that,
17 . But was his intertpretation based upon yout
1 8 discussions, then, of what was safety and what wag not?
18 A 1 strongly suspect that I may have had o
20 1ittle influence on him, I ==~ that's why I had the

24 Q When you were talking to him ==

28 A Again, I waen't trying to say, *Jim, you
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don't have a safety problem because I say you don't have
one," 1 was trying to 2xplain to an individua' who may
not have had as much experience looking at safety
probleme.

Some yood designers dor't understand what
constitutes a safety problem, and some people think that
you got a real safety problem {f you deviate that much
(indicating) from what your commitment is,.

Q In your discussions with, I guess it's Mr.
Murdock, did he talk about the specifics that they were
finding, or was it a general statement that "wWe have
these problems®?

3 After I got his first report, we talked
about some of them, sute, :

Q Ancd did you get t'e first report before the
policy report?

13 I don't know {f I got it officially. I had
seen a number of the things in the report., ke had
discussed soma of those., I don't know what else I can
say about that,

BYX_MR. _ROBINSQON:

Q If you had a feeling that perhaps Murdock
waen't real good on maybe what was safety related and
what wasn't, did you ever have a meeting with the

individuals of the group wath Murdock present and ask
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them {f they had any satety-related concerns?

A Ne. One thing special about this, I very
rarely will go back and meet with {ndividuals on reports.
The only exception I know is that thimble tube, mainly
because there were 80 many things involved in that,

Q Is there any significance to the fact that
Jim was the only guy that signed that report, is there
any significance?

A The only significance I draw on that is that
was the first report Murdock ever put out, and didn't
understand our system, and .. I guese, I guess if I were
doing it again, I would have sent that thing back and
say, *"Jim, have this thing signed like we do on all the
others,"* i

Q That's only significance that == I mean, was
there a feeling that you had that that report as written,

if it would have been circulated to the members of Jim's

team, that they wouldn't have signed it?

A 1 don't, no.
Q You don't have any feeling like that?
A No. T guess i{f I were to ask him today,

they would say they wouldn't nign it, but to == I guess
it would come as a total shock to me that Murdock wouid
sign something unless the people that worked for him

agreed to {t,




10
11
12
13
14
18
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25

change,

thought,

|0
I3

Q

for you,

A

Q

A

Now, that particular one, Jim wasn't there,

I guess, when it got signed out, I did have some
discussione with Nasher on it, The only =~ and my

recollection there was the only thing I asked him to

if he agreed with me, is that his cover letter,

was very poor,

if," 1 said,

changed {t,

He had written a cover letter, and smack in

the middle of it he had a statement that the Black &
Veatch report was a whitewash, and I asked hinm {f he

understood what "whitewasgh" meant.

And I sald, "If it was a real whitewash," I

said, "Get me the facts and I1'l]l leave it alone, But

*1f it waen't a whitewash, why do you want

me to put that {n a memo and send it out, because,” I

said, "I1'11 have to defend that to somebody?*

And what did he say to that?

He says, "Well," and he went back and

1

!

|
1

i

{

Did he =~ he didn't try to justify it in any:

Washer?

Sure.,

way that == he was the one that drafted the cover letter

1 guess, yes.

He didn't try to justify why he had put that |

No,

paragraph in there?

I told him if he wants to leave it in




there, I says, *"You tell me why it's a whitewash,* and 1
pald, *That's the firet time I've heard about it being a
vhitewash,"

! presumed at the time it was another one of
these exanples of a wild charge, which was not unusuai.
BX_ME. EIN It
o] Mr. Culver, you esaid if you askel them
today, they probably wouldn't sign it. Why do you say
that?

A Because, I guess it's because today my
perception of the way that group feels is a lot different
than my perception of the way they felt at the time,

1 must have seen that Jim just signed it and
! ‘thought nothing of it, because I just assume that no
supervisor would sign a report unless the people were in
agreement,

Q Have you had any discussiors with Jim
Murdock since about why he was the only one that signed
the thing?

A I don't know if I had had any discuesions ot
not, I think, I think the last time I talked to him
about that report, I said, "I sure wish you had had them
all sign that," but I didn't think anything of it at the
time,

Again, I think it was because that first
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report they ever put out, unfortunately, Jim just didn't
understand that all our other reports, we had all the

people that were involved in it sign off on {t.

Q I1s that why he said he didn't have them sign
off?

A (Nodding head negatively.) He didn't say.

Q You know, the reason 1 was asking, when you

made that comment to him, you thought he would give you
some kind of response?

A If he did, I don't, you could ask Jim about
that, I really don't know., 1It's the only, I think it's
the only teport we ever put out that wasn't signed by al)
the people that were involved,

And in retrospect, I really wish we had done
it that way so that these folks wouldn't come back and
say, "Well, I didn't agree to it.*

BY _MR._RMABDR:

Q How many people were in NSRS at that time,

approximately?

A Oh, maybe twenty~-two, three, I guers.

Q Were they all located essentially in these

spaces here?

A Back in those days we were back in the oid

Ha.ilton Bank Building. We were on two floors., Most of

Jim's people were all on one floor, and Kermit's were on
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the other floor, as well as -~

Q Did you have much contact with these people
on & day-to~day basis like at the coffee mess o1 lunch or
maybe even socially?
» Pretty much, It was a group of falirly close
together, because it was, they were fairly small
quarters, and the coffee pot was on the first, on the
lower of the two floors where I was, s0 you'd almost
always see people all the time,

1 guess the part that, in retrospect, I
don't understand, if people really had tﬁat big of a
problem with that report, and Jim signed the report,
nobody really came to my office and said, you know, *I
really don't agree with what's in that report, I really
don't understand why he sent it out.*
Q You're anticipating my obvious next
question, Did anyone, in fac:, do that?
A No.
Q Did you hear perliaps second~hand that there
may have been some degree of dissatisfaction, any rumors
to this effect?
) 1 guess I always felt like there was a
little dissatisfaction in that group., That group has
always had some dissatisfaction, They really did a lot

of things.
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There was, there were problems with the

group before Murdock's people got there. When Murdock's

people got there, I constantly heard problems of, they
vere trying to make the TVA reactors like breeder
reactors, because they had all come off the breeder
program,

' And now every once in a while, 1'd be
hearing the fact that, "well, NRC told us we had to do
this on the breeder. Therefore, I don't know why they'r
not doing that at wWatts Bar,"*

I used to say to Jim, I'd say "Jim, you kno
as well as I do that not all NRC, excuse me, nut all NRC
peopls think the same, And the fact that somebody in NR
told the breeder they got to do something, which was &
slightly different time vintage, anyway, doesn't
necessarily mean we've got to change everything ve're
doing at watts Bar.*

There was always that kind of
dissatisfaction, There was some dissatisfaction about
the fact that some of those folks couldn't {dentify a
safety problem, immediately go out and tell the line to
do something and get them to do something without even
writing a teport.

fo, part of that I attributed to the fact

they really didn't understand how the system worked
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within NBRS.

Whereas, there were problems with that

group, on the other hand, the other group, you never

heard of any

problems. S0, I attributed some of

that to

the fact that we had some growing problems with people

who had been assimulated in a group and really didn't,

first of all, yet understand how the system worked,.

BY ME. KINDRT:
Q

You've indicated it's your belief now that

these people apparently felt strongly enough that they

would not, it does not surprise you now that they would

not have signed the report?

A

the interim,

hith all the things that have happened in

yes, 1 see that now, But I also, el

80 think

that some of that is somewhat discounted by the fact that

when they sent the report up and got a response back,

they accepted the response in some cases,

when I sent it back to Jim, I said,

"I don't

know why thcy“rc accepting these responses, the responses

don't say much of anything," which led me to believe that

they really didn't feel like it was that big of a problem

in the first

Q

place after all the talk,

It could have been they were just so

dissatiefied, at that point they didn't feel that =-=-

A

I don't know,
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Q I'm not saying that, I'm just asking that.

» Yeah., The issue of the cable traye, the
response that came back was really not very good, They
bought off on it and immediately flipped to a different
iesuve, which I told Jim, I said, "If that's the issue
you want to pureve, fine, but," I gaid, "You ought to
really put the first one to bed,
BX ME. WARD:
Q 'Did it surprise you that perhaps maybe
looking backwards now, that {f they did feel that
strongly, that no one of them mentioned anything to you?
r Yeah, I'm a little surprised. In fact, the
first time I ever really got an indication that Hicks was
really bothered was the day that he came in, '

In fact, before he left, ! said, "I want to
talk tec you, sit down andéd talk to you." I believe when
people leave, it's a good time to talk to them, they'll
really unload on you.

And he came in the coffice. I gaid, "1'd
really like to talk about why that group back there is
not performing better, and what it is that's causing 1t.'f
because I thought that was a real good opportunity.

And that day, he dumped a stack of papori
about that thick (indicating) on my desk. He said, "Here

are all the technical problems," and I said, "Fine.
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We'll give those to Murdock and let him chase .hem,*
1 said, "I don't want to talk about
technical problems on your last day." I said, "I want to
talk about why that group is not performing.*®
1 had a hatd time really getting much out of
him. All he wanted to do was talk about the stack of
pepers, I think that's the stack of papers that
eventually he sent to Washington,
BX _MR. BOBINSQN:
Q Did you ever really look at what was
contained in that stack?
A 1 gave these to Murdock, and I said, *Jim,*
1 said, "You need to go look at every one of those.* 1
asked Murdock afterwards what he did with them, He said
he gave them to Jerry Smith for follow=up. And you'll
have to talk to Jim about what he got out of Jerry Smith,
! don't believe he got much of anything.
Q Did you, did you ever give any indication to
Dallas Hicks that that was the first time, when he handed
you that stack of technicals, that that was the first
time you had ever seen any of those type concerns, or did
you not look at them?
A The first time I asked him, I said, "You've

got all these problems, why haven't you not raised them

' within our organization? That's what you're here for.*
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Q Okay. What did he say to that?
I3 1 think he said that it was because nobody
were is interested in safety, and I think I said to him,
1 said, "Well, why do you think we're here?®
0 Do you remember getting a letter from
Freeman after the issuance of the final NSRS report;
Freeman sending you a memo saying ==
A Which report now?
Q Okay. The Black & Veatch final report that
vae iesued in June or July of '84, okay? This one
(indicating).

My question is, do you remember getting a
letter from Freeman that questioned how you could
essentially in good ccnlcim‘ h.::o signed the policy

committee report, knowing what was in, contaired in the

Black & Veatch findings by your staff?

A A memo from Freeman?
¢ Yes.,
A 1 gquess 1'd have to say I don't remember it,

although it doesn't mean I didn't get one., Did I get

one?

Q Yes.

A Okay. Which one, David or Richard?

Q 1 don't have those documents with me right

now, but we'll == we may talk about those in the future,
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A It I got one, we vould have responded to it,
or 444 we respond?
Q Yeah, and the response was not really
pointed to the questions, but we'll have to get the
documents and we'll talk about it,
A Did I write it?
Q You signed 4t., I don't know whether you
wrote it or not,
A 1 don't really recall that,
MR, ROBINSON: Okay. I'm sorry. I kind of
interrupted your line of questioning, Bill.
BY _MR. _HARD?
Q Well, I guess maybe stepping back a little
bit broader here, obviocusly, you're a very experienced
manager and have some strong feelings of management
styles and philosophies, I wculd assume,
Could you just generally describe your
theory of management, articularly as it relates to a
group like NSRS?
A Okay. I guess the way I approach it is that
1 firmly believe you assign the work, say, to the two
sections, and that you basically hold them responsible.
1 try very hard not to interfere with what
they are doing when they generate, either go out on the

review or generate the reports, But I do feel very
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strongly, and I felt probably more strongly in 1980 than
1 444 towarde the tai) end, that, to keep credibility of
the staff, I d4id look very hard at what went out,

I followed the same basic principle there,

Ae ! said earlier, if you got reviewers and you look at

their work, and if, generally speaking, you have no

problem with what they arr doing, you don't look as hard
the next time,

1f, on the other hand, everything an
{ndividual turns out is poor quality, which is a
judgment, I admit, is a judgment that it's poor quality,
you look at it much more carefully.

As a matter of principle, {f I got a new
employee, and I'm not familiar with his capabilities, I
would tend to look very hard at what he's done,

That's one of the reason why this report,
whioch was the first one that group had really turned
out, you can bet your last dollar that I looked at it
very hard to see what was going on. But I think {f you
asked other members of the staff, I looked at all of the

reports,

Q You were, in essence, the loc;nd-:ovol
supervisor over most of the reviewers, right? They
reported through a first-level supervisor to you?

A welil, as far as 1 was concerned, they
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reported to their supervisor, they didn't really have

that much contact with me,

Even {f I had questions on a report, {t
would normally take the form of a question, Sometimes
1'd suggest some rewriting, and 1'd say, "But if you
don't agree with it, you don't have to change it.*

On rare occasions, I would get involved with
the detailes of the report, I could give you some
examples of why., Like one time, I had two reviewers that
were writing a report, it was a beautiful report but they
were really hsving a hard time writing the conclusion and
recommendation, and I gave them a lot of help.

But having done that, I said, "If you don't
agree with these,* I said, "For goodness sake, you don't
gign the report.* I said, "If You don't agree with them,
you ought to tell me why,*

But 1 did that mainly because they just wvere
having a hard time taking all those facts and drawing
some conclusaions, In that particular case, they said,
*Oh, thank Cod, that makes good sense what you did.,*

It'e just & matter of experience, taking a ounch of tactll
and drewing conclusions,

Q Did you have any staff meetings where all
the staff would assemble in & room?

A We didn't have a lot of them, for the simple
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reason we didn't have a, ve didn't have a room that vas
big enough to handle all the people., HWhen we did have
room originally, we were meeting more frequently.

The last year or so, well, in '84, wve
didn't, ve didn't even have =- one time the General
Manager came in where we had to meet in the hall, but
most of tre meetinge were by the group head, most of the
meetings were by the group head with their people.

Q pid you provide the opportunity, you.think'
for people at the working level to discuss with ycu any
problems they might have? pDid you encourage an open door
policy, or did you conrider yourself particularly

sccessible to these people?

A People could walk in my office any time they

wanted, I guess I always felt like anybody that had a

problem could come and talk to me, I don't know why they
couldn't, Some of them did, some didn't,

I got to admit that sometimes I was gone &
good deal of the time, but ae far as I know, if somebody
had a problem, they could come talk to me.

Q 1 wae wondering, you seem to have had
gomewhat of a long standing concerrn about the performance
of the group involved in Black & Veatch. I was wvondering
what steps you felt you should have taken to allay these

concerns or to find out more about them?

AT RRRARMYLA AAPVAY (EY1E8Y KT.ACRD

|
|
i
|

|
|



10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25

A Mostly, I would go back and talk to Jim, you
know, about the problems that they might be having. I
may ot mav not have had some meetinge with his group.

! really don't =~ I don't recall any large
number of meetings, if we did have meetinge. I really
generally would eit down and talk to Jim about it.

Q But none of these actions that you may have
taken gave you any feedback to make you believe that
there were some strong feelings against the content of
that report?

A Not strong feelings. I guess if I had to
characterize them, I'd say that they may have felt like
gome of the changes weren't necessary. A lot of people
get more upset if somebody has got commente on their

reports, Some people go right to pieces, othere don't

mind.

Q But nothing to trigger & suspicion of the
fact that it bore only his eignature and not the group's
signature, you didn't make any connection in your mind
between the rumbles of dissatisfaction, perhaps?

A 1 guesse if I had really felt like Jim signed
that thing because of other people were unwilling to sign
it, I would never have issued it, 1I've never, I've never
fssued a report to my knowledge where I knew the people

didn't agree with it,
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And you could probably talk to most of the
people on the staff, and I've said nany, many times that
any time I put a comment down or suggest a word change,
{f you don't agree with it, vou should not accept it.

Q what do you mean by "not accept it*? Does
that mean that you'll ==

A Come and argue with me about it or we'll
come and discuss it further., Having been an investigator
myself, you know, the von;‘ilhinq I think you can do is
change an investigator's report. And I don't know of

anything in that report that changes the intent of the

report.,
BY _MR. ROBINSQN:
Q But even though Phil Washer didn't come back

to you after he tried to put a paragraph in the cover

letter about whitewash with any specific argument as to

" why he wanted to use whitewash, didn't you kind of get

the feeling that some of the staff may have had some
problems with ==

A No, I guess, I wasn't totally surprised to
see it there, because there were a number of people on
the staff that were prone to use language which they
lacer on would have to admit themselves wae not very.
really accurate, emotional type outbursts, I'd call them,

Q You had had experience with that type of
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thing before with the staff?

A Not #0 much in NSRS, not earlier, no.
Q 80, then ==
A All I said to Jim was, "If you really

believe it was a whitewash, you get some information to
cenvince me.*
0 You mean Phil, Phil Washer?
A Right, Because I told him, I said, "I'm not
going to send something out that says we've had a
whitewash unless I've got some indication of why you are
saying that."*

After all, I would have to, you know, I'd
have to answer to the General Manager, the Board and

everybody else in TVA, A whitewash is a rather serious

term,
Q Oh, yes.
A 1 told him if ==~ 1 gaid, "1f there's a real

|

whitewash out there, you get me some facts,"

Q And then when he didn't show up beating on
your door within the next two or three days with his
facts, you felt =--

A 1 believe he went back and ==~

Q Realized that it wasn't a whitewash?
A 1 guess my feeling was that at the time he

felt like, no, it wasn't a whitewash and he had used a

evMTTH REPORTING AGENCY (615) 267-0989
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rathet improper term, If I wae convinced it was @&
vhitewash, I would sure pursue it,

In fact, I guess I wouldn't have put it in
the letter unless I had some rea)l basie for it in the
first place, And if I had the basis, I sure as heck
wouldn't have changed it,

Q After that incident where he called it the
whitewash, and you told him to go back and get the procof,
he never came back to you, diéd he?

He came back,

Oh, d44d he?

Well, he came back with a revised lette:!,

O » ©O >

Did you ever guestion him further afte) that
on, "Rey, you know, remember you said that was &
whitewaeh? Did you ever come up with anything as tc¢ why
that was a whitewash"?

A No, 1 guess my feeling was it would have
proved an embarrassment. I just didn't wrestle with him,
I really honestly felt that Phil used a bad term ancd he
just recognized it.

I guess 1 was just flabbergasted, because I
don't know what his basie would have been {f, in fact,
there had been any basis, I'm amazed that he would not
have discussed it with Jim, and Jim would have been up

there talking to me several months earlier, After all,

|

SMITH REPORTING AGENCY (615) 267-0989




10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25

we're talking about July.

o] I1've got some strong indications that there
vere some strong discussions between Jim and the staff,
Do you feel that Jim was hiding those discussions from
you?

) If they had strong feelings, I quess I

didn't get any strong indication of it.

0 You didn't get any of it?

L} No, I don't know, You'd have to ask Jim
why.

BY _MR..EINRI?

0 You @id have discussions with Jifl, though,

about certain aspects that apparently he felt strong
about. I'm juet wondering if those same thinge came fronm

his people, his staff,

13 If == 1 guess if his people felt very
gtrongly about what was in the report, and they came to
Jim, 1 didn't get that sense that there were some strong
feelinge about things.

1 4id hear some rumblings about the fact
that they wrote & report and I had a number of large, a

large number of suggested changes. I don't find it

difficult to understand where people sometime object if
you make changes at all, in partisular if it's maybe

their first report. I éidn't sense any of the comments
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that I had in the report that had changed the subetance
of the reported, I didn't tell them to delete anything.
In fact, some things did get deleted,

I remember saying to Jim, ! gsaid, “As a
matter of curiosity, Jim, what ‘happened to those things?"®
Jim said, "Well, as a result of the questions you raised,
they went out and had to dig up some additional

information, and they found there was no problems.®

BX ME. BOBINSON:

Q You remenmber him saying something like that
to you?
A He said that to me, because I was very

. interested in why these burning issues had disappeared.

- Be s2id, "Well, they went back and pursued the questions

you asked, and when they did that, the problems went
avay."

Now, I guess I have to believe that one of
the reasons for asking the question is to either
establ ish you have 2 problem or not, And I guess, agair,
my strcng feeling is that if you don't have a problenm,
and the person hasn't pursued it enough to identify a
problem, you ought not to be littering up your reports
with a bunch of nonproblens,

Now, there was a perception of some people

on the staff that all we had to do was to identify
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problens, whether they had any kind of basis or not.
There are stil]l some people on the staff that feel ]like
fit's not necessary to establish a firm basie for a
problem, it's only necessary to say "I think I got a
problem out here."

Now, I guess I don't agree with that
philosophy.
Q AMtter you retired in Januvary of '85 and came

back, how soon was it when you came back in a consulting

hasis?
A I think it was about the last day of June,
Q Okay. Did you have any connection or any

input in late June, when Murdock made a presentation on
the Black & Veatch issue to the ACRS, did you have :
anything to do with that?
A No, didn't even know they had done that,
MR, ROBINSON: I'll talk to him about that,
BY _MR._STONE:
Q I have one. After you signed the NSRS
report on the Black & Veatch study, did you think about
what you had previously signed three months earlier,
which wae the policy committee report, and at least it
appears that there's areas in there that are not gquite in
agreement? |

A I guess the impression I got when I signed
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the report out, I said the feeling I got was because of
the nature of the probleme that were identified in that
report, that what we signed earlier vas totally
consistent, what we found in there, there were some
devistions from commitments, but that there were no
things in there that really represented big safety
problems., Now, that was my impression.
Q okay.
A ‘ And when we got the responses back, and were
accepted by the staff, or several of them, I guess I felt
like even more, well, more that way, then.
BY MR._MWARD:
Q Did anyone ask the, perhaps, larger safety
question ag to why the commitments weren't Soinq met to
begin with?
A Well, that gets back to the root cause
analysis, really. That was a part of {it. You took each
of the findinge and went back to the work sheets where
those things were actually worked on. All of them have
root cause analysis.

Unfortunately, I think one of the biggest
problems in TVA is their root cause analysis is rather
shailow., If you look at most of the findinge in Black &

veatch, the root cause is always identified as oithir a

procedural problem or lack of training.
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And I «« I have to surmise, having looked ot
a bunch of those, that that's probably not the real root {
cause, but I don't know on an individual one what the |
treal root cause is,

(o] Just as an over all statement, theii, neither
the teviev group nor NSRS actually took & step backwards
and siad how did a)) thie, if you will, noncompliance ==«
A Not as part of that effort, no. They have,
not at that point in time, but I believe in '85, NSRS d/4d
make a review of corrective action programs, which was
really intendeéd to dig in much deeper into the TVA root
cause analysis.

My understanding wus that that report really
didn't do the job., It's & ~~- really, it's a, to go back
and really identify why TVA's corrective action program
is not effective is a real tough review, would take a
tremendous amount of effort, As far as I know, NSRS
really hadn't done that.

In fact, that's one of the things that 1
remember promising to Richard Freeman back when they
vanted us to go out and make mcre and more reviews, I
told him, *we don't need to make more and more reviews,
ve need to find out why it is that we can never correct
the problems that we've already identified,® which is

really going back and taking some case analyses as to why

EMTPH REDARTYIVA AAPRNCY (RAT1ER)Y 26700100
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were those corrective actions not effective,

BY MR, BOBINEON:

Q You had a conversation with Freeman like
that?

A The reason they wanted, at one point, they

wanted me to add a whole bunch of people 80 I counld go
out and make a whole bunch more reviews, I said I'd

really, rather than making a whole bunch more reviews and

. identifying the same old problems, what we really need to

do is concentrate on finding out why it ie that the
solutions that TVA has identified in the past haven't
been effective,

I lost that argument., They made me add a
bunch of people, anyway.'

Q here the results of a number of the reviews

. that were done not formalized in the reports and just

| hand) ed informally, either by memorandums or verbally?

A No, all the == no, all the =-- if 1
understand ==

Q In other words, if, say, a team of two or
three of your NSRS staff went out and did the project,
some type of a toviéw, was it possible for them to not
write a formal report on that review and to just perhaps
handle it through a memorandum or verbally?

A Presumably, any time we had made a review,

 V—
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they had te write & report, I can only think of one case
vhere somebody went off and did something, they didn't
vrite & report, mainiy because the problem -~ vell, |t
wasn't a reviev as much as occasionally, issues would
come up at the plant,

For example, sometime back in '84, one of
the big issues at the plant was fire protection. And 1
remember going back to, I believe I went back to Kermit
and | said, *FKermit, you should put somebody on fire
protection and go find out what are the issues, what's
™A doing, what ahould be our position, because,” I said,
*You can just be sure this issue will come up to the
poard, If the Board asks us what our position {s, I feel
like we ought to know.®

In that case, that job was given to two
people, and ==
Q Mashburn and Smith?
A Mashburn and Smith, Ae far as I know,
nothing was ever written because the issue went away
before they could ever get anything done. They gave one
verbal report which I thought was very good, but we ==
the problems at the plant were solved and the issue went
away, and I finally said, "wWell, there's no sense in °
putting the report out now, the issue is all gone," And

as far as I know, they never issued a report,
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0 Right., The report was never issued, but |t
sppears that there's one that was pretty well drafted,

Is that the one we're talking about (indicating)?

A I never sawv one,

0 You never saw (t?

A I never sawv one,

Q kae Murdock supervieing Mashburn and Smith?
I3 It may have been Jim., I said FRermit, It

may have been Jim,

Q All right,

A It wae one of those things that if you're
going to go back to the Board and report your position on
an iesue, you really got to have your position before the
iesue has gone by,

And the issue was really ~-- it came to a
head, it was resolved within the line, between the line
and NRC, And I remember just saying, "wWell, since we
haven't got anything, there's no sense in them spending
more time writing a apaer re not going to use,* and
that's the way that ended.

Q Who did you say that to, Murdock or Whitt?
A If Murdock was handling that, it would have
been Murdock., I thought it was Whitt, A

Q 80, you feel that the work that they had

done, that Smith and Mashburn did with respect to
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Apperdix R,
appl icable?
+ I don't know.
50,

report, in fact,

report.

Fire Protection wase really outdated or

I never got,

I 4idn’

not

! never saw the

t know they had written a

] don't know when they wrote {t,

Q All they have is the dates of the review,

which was August through September

the title was "The Review of

I~plenentation of Appendix R,

That's the same project that

A When that issue
in & meeting down in Atlanta

my recollection at

of arguing with NRC about what was

I came back from that meeting,

I talkad to VYaite., It may

can see nothing but problems

R

And I said, "As

OU'.

what are the issues that

position on this, and are wve

potsition, or are we going to

line ig out of line,

be done'?"

Now ,

the time was

have been

if you're going

cf '84., And it was,

TVA's Experience in the
20 CFR 50, Appendix R."

you're talking about,

cameé un, I remember sitting

between TVA and the NRC, and

that T'A was doing lots
csally required,

and I thought
Murdock., I said, "I

coming up on this, because

sounds to me like TVA is going to fight NRC on this."*

a minimum, we need to €find

are involved and what is our
going to support the line
go to

the Board and say 'The

and we believe this is what needs to

to do that, there is a
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time to do that, and you have to do that befor. the isesue

ie all over. It took a long time to get anything at all,

Q when do you think you indicated they should
g. Jdut?
» I don't know., It would have been, {if I had

gone to a rzeting in Atlanta on, say, on a Monday, I
would have teld Murdock or Whitt, whichever it was, on
Tuesday, because I was conccrn(d about the TVA position,
Q And then I may have missed thio‘--

A I don't remember what the date of the
meetilg was,

Q And I may have missed this, but, once again,

what was the logic fo- pot either asking them what they ’
got to date or publishing what they had gotten to that §
point? E
A It became a nonissue, in effect, because
what had happened, was that I got nothing out of them for:
a long time, Finaliy, I said, "Let's get these guys in
here."
T remember meeting in Whitt's office.

Murdock may have been there., I may have chosen Whitt's

fice becanse it was big enough to get three or four
ceople in., I remember they came in and they gave us a
little rundown.

Q Mashburn and Smith?

R TR Ak AT T M Y AT A M TR I #F P Lol ol AAAAN
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A Maghburn and 8Smith, At that time, I really
felt 1ike we needed to know, At that point in time, as
far as I know, they had written nothing. Shortly after
that time period, the issue changed rather drastically,
because I got feedback that the TVA organization was no

longer fighting the NRC on it, that they were going to

comply with the requirements and, therefore, it did not
appear we were qoing to have to go to the Board with a
big confrontation,

S0, I remember I went back to Khitt or
Murdock, or whoever was handling it, I said, "We will no
longer need a documented position on that because there's
no longer an issue.® And, so, I said, "Rather than
having them waste their time on that, put them on
gomething else.” I just don't believe in writing reports

to put into the file.

And at the time I said that, I had no
indication they had anything written at all. 8o,
that's =--
Q Even though at the end of the line, TVA was
at 2 point where they were going to comply with the
Appendix totally, you didn't think even though == I'm

having a difficult time phrasing that.

You didn't think that, still, the ;

information developed in their research regarding TVA's

CUTmO RDRARMTIVNA AARMAY /E£1E8Y AT .N0LD
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compliance with Appendix R or objections to compliance
with Appendix R would have been valuable informaticn to
retain in your files?

A I wouldn't say that, I guess, no,

Q You just felt it was no use in publishing a
teport that was a moot point, anyway?

A 1 just felt like at the point in time when
it became © longer an issue, to have them continue
writing the report, which we really didn't plan to

transmit anywhere or to use with the Board, was probably

' not the best way to utilize the people,

If they were in the process of writing &

report or if they had had the report wricten, probably we |

would have used it for information,

MR. ROBINSON: All right., Wwell, I've got a
copy of it if they want to use it, for information
purposes. Any other questions from anyone on Black &
Veatch?

BY MR. _STONE:

Q 20 pursue a little more about the question
about eigning the policy committee report versus this
one, there's some statements in here that take issue and

directly say that,

They say that NSRS had problems with, we

found the definition of safety impacts of the findings to |
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be inconsistent with the basic engineering and safety

reasons for having features in place,.

A Is that the ==

Q That'e the NSPS report,

A Okay. The report in Juiy.

Q And, so, this report does, takes some issue,

some safety issues, at least if I can believe the words
that are here with what the policy committee came up
with,

And, you know, {f I remember what you said
correctly, you said that, well, you really didn't see any
basic disagreement between the two reports.

A Again, 1'd have to go back, you know, and
read that, I guess I didn't, really. The bottom l'ine in
the policy committee report wage that, yes, in fact, TVA
had found a number of deviations, they had fixed those,
they had evaluvated the safety significance of those
deviations and found that they were not real safety
problems.

Now, when I read that report, I don't see
anything d.fferent.

Q 1 see.
A People use the term “"safe” different., But

when you look at the specific items that are in that

. .eport that they have findings on, I don't find any of

EMTTH REPARTTING AGPNCY (618) 267-0989
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those that lead you to direct safety problems.

Q There ace two of them that bother me. One
has to do with relay settings and one has to do with
breaker trip settings, and without going into the
detaile, which I haven't looked at, they look like they

could lead down to scmeplace where it could be

significant {f you got breaker problems, if you got time

“elays that are not set properly, and can lead you to a

lot of different things.

And those are the two that I see that, I
guese I would have some concerns with as to how these
were handled, not only at Watts Bar, but across TVA,
because it looked like when I read this thing, it looked
like they looke. at the auxillary feedwatér system and
expanded the scope of that a little bit and looked at
three or four other systems, Now, I'm not sure if Black
& Veatch or TVA did that.

A staff did that,

Q They found the same problems in those four
systems, and then there were some -- this report, the
policy committee report kind of cuts it off there, and in
the end says that those four systems were all right,

NSRS took issue to that an” said, "wWait a
minute, you found a problem in four out of four systems

you looked at, and you're not proposing to carry that on
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to look at other systeme acroes the board,” and that's
what your recommendation was, or NSRS's recommendation
was,

*You ought to take a look at this, no* only
just for those limited systems, but acro. s the board for
TVA projects."

And then there was this statement in here
that talks about we have some problems with the safety
findings, safety significance of the, even what the
policy committee put forth, You can read it. That
section ie in item two there, I believe it is.

MR, ROBINSON: I think in order to give Mr. |
Culver time to review that properly, this might be a good;

time to take a break and go off 'the record, It's 11:27

a.m.
(Off-the-record discussion,)
BX _MR._BOBINSON:
Q Why don't we break for lunch and reconvene |

at 12:15, or would you rather carry it through?

A I1'd 1ike tov stay here all day, but I got a

Department of Labor investigator that's got me this

afternoon,

Q What time? Let's go off the record.
(Off~the~-record discussion.)

AFTERNOON SESSION 12:00 p.m,
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MR. AOBINSON: Let's go back on the record. ‘

It's officially 12:00 noon, Tuesday, April Bth, 1986.

when we adjourned, we were in the middle of a gquestion by

Jim Stone regarding certain aspects of the NSRS Black &

Veatch report,

BY MR. RORINSQN:

Q Have you had sufficient time to review those

statementg? Do you have any comment on them, Mr. Culver?

13 I guess I take the collective statement in

here, I, again,

I feel like what this report does, is it

provides some additional support to what the policy

committee had said.

It provides some specifice of specific

things that NSRS says line needs to follow up on, you

know. There may be some inconsistencies in here like if

I drop down on page two to the middle of the paragraph,

it says NSRS' assessment supports the conclusions of the

policy committee that there were no direct indications

that any affected components would not perform its safety

function.

It does ¢o on and point out, here are some

five, six, seven things to look into, and the

recommendations indented to address those lssues.

As I indicated earlier,

the policy committee report.

testified,

I signed

I clearly indicated that we

curmy
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were still looking into these things. There would be
gome follow-up action, and that this is it,

o, I guess I == thie is one of the reasons

when I got the report, probably my first reaction wag one

of elation that I finally got a report that ve could do
something on, and we identified seven specific tnings

that needed action.

And, to me, that's somewhat consistent with
what I had indicated to the line people earlier that we
would have a report that we would tell you specifically
what additional things we believe you need to do.
Q okay.

MR, STONE: I don't have anything else,
Q ' Do you ==
A Let me add one other thing, which I think is
kind of pertinent to it., This is something that Jim and
1 did talk about, and that is that one always gets into
the basic question, if something deviates from a
commitment, how much it's got to deviate before the
system will lose its safety function,

And we did have lots of discussions about
the fact that any time you deviate, obviously, you're
cutting in on your margin., And we talked about margins,
and one can beat those to death,

What we really, what Jim had indicated to me
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early on before 1 signed that report was that it was his
perception that they had not identified anything that
would resolve in the loss of the safety function,

ke had lots of discussions about the fact
that if you deviated from requirements, you're really
cutting in on your margin, and obviously, one doesn't
like to do that.

Ahat this report shows is that {f you
believe the records, that they didn't identify any that
would have caured loss of safety function, but there's
lote of things in here in those geven thinge which would,
if one didn't give them some additional attention, would

cut into your margin.

Q Oxay. 8o, if the policy committee statement

back in March of '84 would have been worded, you know,
adverse to safety in any degree, or cutting into the
margin of safety, you wouldn't have signed it, as opposed
to not performing its safety function?

A At that stage of the game, if we wanted to
make that kind of restrictive ctatement, there wouldn't
have been a basis, wouldn't have been a basis because
they hadn't really -- well, I didn't have this, for one
thing. That, plus the fact that I was aware that thefe
were a number of items they were questioning. Those

items were what they beljeve were beyond the commitments

LR T T T ) rEY e Arm O AABNA
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TVA made.
Any time you're beyond the comnitment TVA

has made, you d¢ cut into the margin, and some:imes the

impact of that is more obvious than others, I guess.

|

Like the cable tray is one which I guess one

could always question what was the original basis, how
good was that original basis.

On the ones on the relays, I'm no relay
expert, but obviously, you get a little more concerned if
relay settings aren't what they were designated,

Q Well, when you got the verbal statement from
Murdock that there was nothing there that would have
precluded the system from performing ites safety function,
when you got that verbal assurance from Murdock, there
wasn't really a basis for that statement in your mind,
either, was there?

In other words, you were saying that group
was just doing a lot of talking, and you weren't getting
anything in writing, and you asked Murdock ==~
A I think at the time, and I'd have to go back
and look- at the time the policy committee report was

eigned, they had already done all the looking they were

going to do, and they had basically identified the nature

of the issues.

0 The NSRS people?

|
|

|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
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A The NSRS people.
Q Okay.
3 The only thing 1 didn't have was a nice

fancy report I could send out te gomebody., I don't
believe that the nature of the issues changed from back
in the February, March time frame until July.

I don't, I'm not aware that any of them
changed in that time frame, other than ag I mentioned
before, at one time I think there were more issues, and
gome of them went away.

1 don't think there was any, I don't see
anything in here that would lead me to believe they had
identified some additional thinge or that the nature of

them was drastically changed.

Q Okay. Any other questions on Black &
Veatch?
A And I guess, let me add one other thing. If

they had found something, then the important thing to me
vag that we had already told the line that if as a result
of anything we found, we would be following up on it.

So, 1 guess that's the other part of it,
that we were really never =-- we really -- even if I
signed the policy committee, it didn't mean we were all
through,

Q Okay. All right. The next item 1'd like to

AUTMII BDBHADMTOLA AADMAYV /€Y E)D Aae_Nna oo
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discuee with you, and I'l]l see if this ringse a bell in

your memory, I'm going to be taking you back to 1982 now.

does the titlo(' ring a bell
to you at all? .
A Yes., Yes.
A Were they at wWatts Bar or Bellefonte.
Q = They were at wWatts Bar,
A That's a review that Barrison made; right?
Q Right,
A Okay.
Q Right. <}hese two gentlemen, one was a, I

guess, a rontract employee, and the other was a permanent
TVA employeo}) They had both been terminated, and the
question I have, and I'l) let you take a look at this
document, is that Harrison's report, when I read {t,
seems to indicate that TVA, it seems to indicate that in
his opinion, from the investigation that he conducted,
neither of these gentlemen were properly terminated., BHe
concluded that the contract employee, of course, could be
terminated at any time for, really, no specific reason.

A That's right,

Q He concluded, although he didn't come out
directly and say it, that the TVA employee was not
properly terminated, that there wasn't real good grounds

for termination., Do you basically agree with that
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characterization of {t?

A Let me add something to your first
gtatement, that the job shopper, you can get rid of them
for any reason at all except the wrong reagon, and the
wrong reason is if you get rid of them because they've

been out there doing a good job identifying safety

problemg, and I think Mike .nd I both agreed on that,
We, and on that particular reported, we spent lote and

lots of time talking to legel, but I think your

characterization is correct, yes.

o} Okay. Now, the cover letter, which is

apparently was written by you and signed by you,
indicates that the TVA action on both of these fellows
were actions which manégement had a right to impose, ,
okay?

1 guess what I'm saying is, i5 that the
cover letter seems to give a characterization of the
report that the report really doesn't say.
A I remember on this one the words were very

carefully selected, Le' me see. Well, I'l1] have tc look

l
l
|

The only thing I can recall on that is that,!

and see what we sa.d in here,

(vitness reviewing document,)

I guese the basico, rest of our report indicates that we ’
\
g was kind of done in; that he vase |

really felt like f;{'J

|

|

“ |
|

ead
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.,ﬂ-“
caught up in the events that were associated with " i/
Q Yeah, and i agree, that's what ‘he =~
A The very difficult thing thze I guess Mike

and I both had a problem with was the igssue where ycu
have employees that do something wrong, does management
have & right to take adverse action against you,

ke had lots of discussions with legal on

P :
that, and although you can see in here, we really feel

iikomfﬁndid something wrong, but we really didn't
feel like tggt should be the basie to get rid of him, bu¢
that management still had a right to do that if they
vanted to.

o} Was Barrison in agreement with you in this

report or was he in a disagreement?

Q You said you had a number of discussions?

I'N Yes, #hell, this was a difficult one,

because generally, we don't get involved with, in our

reports, with the legal aspects of any of these things,
Khen this report was first issued, it really dealt with
both., It was a, I guess for a couple of technical people
like Mike and myself, it was a rather trying time,
because we had real differences of opinion with 0OGC,.

They were also looking at it, and my
recollection on this one, this is one that the Department

of Labor had already, {f this is the right one, the

f

v‘ rd -
/,‘) /C. /Q(";"-{t»w-?
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Department of Labor had already indicated they had some
problems with this.
Q Do you remember who you were dealing with in

OGC on this one?

A Yeah, there's not a lot of people over there

to deal with, It was primarily Bill Mason and Rick
Goodenkitz?

A Mason and Goodenkitz and Rarrison and I
spent a wvhole day going over this report where we were
talking about the technical issues inveolved with it, what
the people were doing, and, of course, they're kind of in

an awkward position., They are trylng to provide us an

|
|
|

insight about how you look at these things from the legal |

standpoint., This was the first roport”that we ever put
out that had lots and lots of legal implications in {t.

Normally, in fact, after this time, we
pretty much stuck to just dealing with the technical
issues, and when we'd get through with the report, if we
felt like there wag some problem from a legal standpoint,
we would just buck it over to OGC.

I guess both Mike and I had a problem with
the fact that if you have an employee that does something
wreng, what do you use as a basis to terminate., Of
course, neither of us are legal people.

0GC's poaition'wae that management had a
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[————-

tight to get rid of an inspector who signs an inspection
report that he's done something when he hasn't done {t,
and I still have a little bit of a problem with that,
because if you go out and inspect and you find a problem
here, and the craft tells you that all those are done
bad, for him to go inspect all those to establish the
fact, Legal's position on thie one was that in signing
an inspection report for something they hadn't inspected,
that was an improper act,

Q Did you get the feeling that O0GC was afraid
and was being very careful not to have an NSRS report
issued that would indicate that the action, the
termination was improper? Did you feel that pressure

from OGC? :

A I think in this casge, there's no doubt there |

wag, there was a lot of concern on the part of legal's
part about what we had in our report., I think both Bill
Mason and Herb Sanger, in particular, felt very strongly
that they d4id not want to be accused of telling us what
to put in our report. They bent over backwards to make
sure that they weren't going to be accused of meddling
with our reports,

Q And when they bent over backwards, was that
bending over backwards them telling you now, ve're not

telling you what to put in your reports? Was it that

FUTMU DEDADMYVNA AADMAY AT EYN M"KT7T-Nn0QRQ
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kind of bending over backwards to -=
r Yeah, a little bit like sometimes I do, I
think what they were really saying is that, the falirest I
can say this, I think they were really saying is you
people ought tn be looking at the technical isesues and
leave the legal issues tc us. And, in fact, in this
report, in the first version of it, we were too much into
OGC's matters,

As I say, we did, we had, I believe it was
just Mike and myself and Rick and Bill Mason spent a
whole day on this., I think out of that, we learned 2 lot
about what OGC does and I think OGC learned a lot about

what we do,

| Q Do you' remember how NSRS got invoived in

looking at the termination of those people?
A Let's see. Do you know how we did? Could
you refresh my memory? I don't . eally recall, but I
remember how we got into it., We were stuck in tue middle
of a real controversial one.

The Department of Labor had already come in.
I think they had already made their preliminary finding.
ke may have been asked to look at it by Willis, I don't
know. I can't recall whether it was Willis. I don't
think this -~ is this the one where NRC said, "Have you

guys looked at it?" I believe it's that one, this one,

- oA B N X T e M S T - AN AR
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1f anything, it was probably Willie, and I can recall, to

give you an {ndication of pressure ==
Q ! just got a couple of versions as to how {t

was started.

A Wae Willis one of them?

Q Yes, Willie was one of them,

A It could have been Willis, I do recall
L 4

after we had looked at it a very short time, Willis had a
meeting up in his office, and there was Willie and

Kimmons and Sanger and myself, and -~

Q khat kind of conversation went on {n that
meeting?
A Well, wWillie wanted to, Willis was

interested in whether TVA should, what direction TVA

| ought to go on it, I told him, I said, "We haven't

| completed our {nvestigation, but from what we see right

now, we were inclined to believe that the action against

:rae probably improper."®
Q And what did he say to that?
A well, it was one against four, you might

say, or == how many did I say? Willis and Kimmons and

sanger., It kind of bothered him, but he said go ahead,

go ahead with your investigation, Nobody seaid stop.
when I == like I said earlier, I got good

support from the General Manager and the Board, they gave

g TP //[ ~
iy £l //;; CLrvo
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us & lot of support,

Q But then when you finally came out with that

report and you wrote the cover letter, and the cover

letter g2id that TVA management hae a right to exercise

its authority, you, obvicusly, in the cover letter, you
made no statement as to whether or not NSRS concluded
that the firing of : ‘\uao improper. You juet
indicated in the cover let{er tﬁat general statement that
TVA does have a right to exercise {ts auchority to

terminate.

A I guess all I can say about that is that
probably Mike and I both really felt like where you got &
situation where a guy does wrong == but then some of
'these things are, you‘can understand that I guees both of
us, not being with the legal background, probably would

have liked to have said that TVA did wrong against

Meadows,
Q And why didn't you say that?
A pecause from a legal standpoint, they, 1

guess, legal people convinced us that TVA did have a
right to do that.

Q Okay.

A And it doesn't make any difference whether
we agree with it, In fact, I get hung up on those all

the time.

" 4

4

A
b, 70 S/ i
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You gee, we had snother one like that where

en individuval may get terminated, and there's & question

of whether or not his termination had to do with his
pafety work or whether it had to do with the fact that
he's just a poor employee. You have that all the time
where, you know, you got both factors involved,

o] - Were you, in fact, convinced that there wae |
@ legal basis to fire him, or did you juet realize that |
you better not write the cover letter that says there's a

problem? Were you, in fact, convinced that there was a

good legal baeis to tire(’ j

A Yeah, &

Q Okay.

A Recause if I hadn't been, I wouldn't have

written that letter, Too bad I didn't have Mike write
that one, but,..
MR, ROBINSON: Okay.
BY MR. WARDR:
Q Were you convinced it was the right thing

for them to do?

A Well, I was never convinced it was the right
thing.

Q I mean ==

A They may have had a right to do it, but I

don't == I personally feel like ==

S o el
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Q Did your investigation disclose reasons,
other than the fact that he allegedly wae fired for, that
could have led to that decision to fire him?

i

A Nell, when it came toO "j;\ I think the case
agatns(jtffﬁirao easy, because, being a" job shopper, you
can get rid of job shoppers for most any reason, and he
really :asn't that great of an employee.

"{/I really think that the reason they
terminated(j@ . /is they were concerngd that there were
two guys dﬁing the same thing. VYou get rid of one, you
get rid of the other,

BY MR, _ROBINSON:
Q But do you think there was an underlying

reason separate from that that causedmto get

fired?

I3 1 think it was just purely the fact you got
two people doing the same thing and you get rid of one,
you better get rid of the other. Eventually, they
btoughtiback and promoted him, which indicates
that he\;aan't a bad employee.

I don't know how you get around the issue, I
don't know. We did spend a lot of time talking to Legal
about it, If you got an inspector, one of the worst,
things you can have is an inspector going out accepting

work that isn't even looked at, 1Is it equally wrong {f

etk A
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and inspector rejecte work he hasn't lcoked at?

Now, in my book, rejecting something that
you haven't looked at {s nowhere near as bad as accepting
things you haven't looked at,

But from a legal stanc¢_ oint, if you are, if
you are hired to do a job, you ought to do it, that's the
way Legal looks at it, That's what they tell you, I

don't know how you argue with that,

Q A Okay. Any other questions on that, on
L VRl g :
&
[ / OkaYo
L 7
A The main thing that came out of that effort

was that NSRS and OGC worked better together, really.

iQ NSRS was very careful not to get into legal-
oriented investigations after that?

LA No, no. As a matter of fact, on some
;ln\estigations they had, they came around and used some
fot the input from our reports,

Q Good., Okay., The next topic I have to cove!
involves, this is back in 1983, This ic a Memorandum
from you to Anderson regarding the Watts Bar Nuclear

Plant closures of NSRS items regarding a comparison of

TVA procedure or Guide G-29-C to AWS D=1-1.

A All right,
Q Does this ring a bell to you at all?
A Yes. Yes,

5:7/ sl /]'{’} CCe,
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Q Okay. Bruce Siefken did this project, and
he was == he came with an initial draft, which indicated
a number of contrasts between these two documents, G-29-C
and AKS D=1-1, okay?

A 1 remember Bruce wrote something.,

Q Here was the final memo, which refers to
three different contrasts, okay, comparisons, Initially,
Bruce wanted that memo to refer to seven contrasts that
he thought were 1mpt9pet regarding these two procedures,
inconsistencies in these procedures, and the draft, I've |

got copies of the original draft and draft one and draft

two and commente about discussions between Bruce and !
Kermit and yourself regarding this particular memo to f
Anderson.,
Now, I'll let you look at it., These are a ;
list of, I'm assuming that's HENC, that's your initial
comments on the second draft. PEere's draft two of that
letter. And the bottom line is, Bruce wanted co include
a number of items of contrast in that letter that finally |
were not included.
3 Yes, I remember a lot of discussion about
this, I don't remember the details. 1I'd have to look

back on it to -~ yes., O0Okay.

Q $0, right now, that is not real clear in

your mind as to why you excluded tome of those contrasts?f

|
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A My own real reccllection was that, well, the
welding issue wae one that had been with us quite a
while., W&hen Bruce got involved with it, only because of
the management review at, okay, the méanagement review of
0QA, we had, to refresh my memory, we had raised the
welding issue in a review of Watte Bar, we had been
pursuing that thing for well over a year,

When we turned over =-- when OQA was created,
we turned gvet the 1ine findings to OQA for follow=up,
because we didn't want two groups in there following up
on the same stuff.

When we turned that over to OQA, a lot of

people on the etarf were digssatisfied that we turned them

' over. I told him, I said, “"wWe turned them over for two

' reasons, one, so there wouldn't be duplication, the

other, g0 we'd have lots of good things that we could
evaluate the new organization on."

And 1 said, "when we go make our first
review of OQA," I said, "Be sure to examine very
carefully what they've done on welding, because," I said,
*rThat's one of our most controversial issues."

My recollection, and I think this is true,
is that when the report on OQA was written, I saw very
little about welding., And I remember saying to the

reviewere, "If you didn't specifically look at how they

T T R - e L PR I “r- AADRA
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hand)ed the welding issue,” I said, "Go back and do {t,
because,® I said, "We want to be able to discuss thelr
ability to follow up on technical issues."

When the report was written on OQA == this
ie a long answer to a short question., When the report
was written about OQA, they didn't like the way they had
handled those issues, And I said, all right, we'll
address that in a memorandum back to Joe Anderson, .7d we
yon't get that whole issue of welding cluttered up wit, a'
review of OQA. |

So, we really didn't pursu: it as a part of
follow=up on OQA. Instead, we said we 11 Jeal with it
here.

Apparently, Bruce was irnvolved with the
review of OQA that dealt with these follow-up actions,
and my guess is because he tended to look at the part of
OQA that dealt with design issues. And whether there
were somebody else with him or not, I don't know,

Wwe, when we said we need to deal with that
ge-arately, we say to Bruce, go write a memo, And I
don't know how many times we got a memorandum, but we
weren't getting anywhere.

Now, I'd have to spend some time to go back
to look at how many of these ccntrasts -- I don't even

remember using the term "contrasts” -~ there were, but we
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had an awful hard time getting anything out of Bruce that |
wag meaningful, And the reason ==

Q Evidently, he submitted this as the draft
number two, which is really the third draft., He had

draft zero, one, two?

A 1 know he had lots of them, and -~
' Q And ie thie Kermit's handwriting?

A That's my handwriting.

Q That'e your handwriting?

A I write small and illegibly.

Q Okay. "we have,® what does that mean, "We
have given up on this ore," contrast two and three?

A Wwell, all I can surmise =-- does this go with
thie (indicating)?

Q Yes, those the three pages.

A Somewhere, Bruce wrote something, and these
were my comments on it, which I would have given back to
him. Now, draft two, Fermit's comments, also,

Q Right. Does that indicate that you've had,
there was kind of u running battle vwith OQA regarding
these contrasts?

A 1 don't know whether my problem was with OQA
or with what Bruce was writing., 1I'd have to, I don't ==
my only real recollection was that what he wrote the

| first time was difficult to understand it,
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We really were just trying get into a
memorandum something to get to Joe that told him what our
problems were,

Q Maybe the best thing for me to do is I'll
make copies of these drafts and give them to you, and
then recontact you at a later time regarding these,

A 1'd really like to refresh my memory on what
we -=- when it came to welding, there were really, I don't
really recall the number of contrasts, or even where that
term came up from,

But we did have the problem of inspections
for carbo~zinc., We also had the whole issue, the
deviations from the code.

And 'one of my concerns was Bruce was writing
a letter without the full understanding of all the issues
that had transpired in the past, because Bruce hadn't
been involved with welding. Jim Jones had been involved
in welding, Bruce was writing this memorandum strictly
because he had participated in the OQA review in that
partic_.lar area.

From my standpoint, it was mostly, it wasn't
a n.tter of deleting contrasts, I don't even remember all
those contrasts., I don't even know where they got that
from,

But our real problem was we needed to ¢et

SMTTH RPDPARTTNA ACENCY (F158) 267-N9EQ




back to Joe and say here are the areas where ve dissgtree
vith what you've done rather specifically 80 that he
could get on with it, and it wasn't & gquestion of
deleting stuff.

To my recollecticn, Jim Jones had already
evaluated everything that came bac from OQA that dealt
with deviations from the code and had indicated he had no
problam with them. that our biggest problem was still
thies question of what had been inspected through
carbo~zinc,

There was also some cuestion about the
control weld material. 1 forget what that third one was,
1 juet don't recall those nine igsves at all.,

Q . carbo=zinc, verification of wcld filler
material and weld {nspection records.

Inspection records.

0 Wae the third area. And the areas that vere

removed or that weren't addressed in the fina)l draft =-

£ These ¢g"vs have got a better record system

than 1 have because generally all I see is, all I care
about is the final.

Q Yeah. The contrast two and three were with
trespect to diagrams of unacceptable weld profiles?

A Okay.

Q Where one dealt with maximum allowed
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convexity, and also insufficient weld throat?

A Yeah, Okay. I don't ron‘nbsr whether that
was an issuve between what was in the G-spec and what was
in the AKS code., It may have been that,

Q 1'1] make copies of these documents and
recontact you,

A My memory on that will probably be pretty
weak, but I can éig it out, People were always
questioning the difference between the G-spec and the AWS
code, ané sometimes the difference was really a mattor of
ho# the things were worded, Sorty I don't have & better
recollention of that.

Q Okay. The next issuc are miseing pipe
support calculations and Phil Washer, okay?

A Yes.

Q You seem to be nodding your head in
familiarity with that particular issuve,

A Well, because I had To ¢o some homework to
get ready to talk to the Department of Labor on that one,
80 I'm familiar with that one,

Q well, just let me throw that open a Jittle
bit, 1'11 start off with the background that there was
en NCR written which indicated that that was a

nonsignif icant type =~

I3 Yeah, yeah.
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Q And Kasher kept insisting that it wae &
significant type item. And his (ndication, his
{ndication to me was that it was only when Libby Kann of
The Chattancogs Times got ahold of some type of fssue
that al) of a sudden, TVA decided that they better 9o
ahead and issue & significant NCR on these miesing pipe
supports.

A 1 don't know when they did that on the NCR,
but it'e true that TVA wrote an NCR on that one, As &
normal course, we get copies of the NCR, and th;y come
{into the staff and get distributed to the people, It vas
one thing that we looked at to see what was going on, and
if we agreed.

Apparently, that one came in, found its vay
to Phil Washer, he lookeA at it and he said "I don't
agree,* and, s0, I presume he went to his boss and his
boss, says, "Yeah,® Murdock says, "Go look into -\ Ph

8o, Phil went over and made an
investigation. My recollection is he made that one all
by himself. It was one of those kinds he probably didn't
need a bunch of people.

He wrote a report., The report probably, if
you got it there, probably was signed probably by him and
Murdock and probably found its way to me and we gigned |t

over to the line organization and told them to respond,
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and there was complete agreement,

See, by that time, Murdock wanted to fill
out the title sheet and got them signed by both people.

I hope that wasn't before the otner one. Pretty close,
Pretty close, As & matter of fact it is before the other
one,

But, anyway, I don't have any recollection
of when that report came to me, When that report came to
me, I don't think there was any problem of getting the
report out to the line, It vent to the line, and they
vere requested to respond,

Q You agreed with Washer that that was a

significant iten? : i
A Sure, yeah, And the, our main interest was
really establishing if, in fact, the hangers were
acceptable, and ==

[« Do you recall who in the lire organization |
wag trying to kind of make a nonproblem out of this
particular issuve vith Washer?

3 1 think, well, knowing the people that knew
hangers, I would presume it would be Barnett and his

people, who were responeible for hanger design.

Q kere you in on any of the discussions

between kasher and those pecple?

A Okiy. The way that would normally work,

R e
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they'd get the report, and I don't think they, I don't
know they responded back before hasher met with them,

My recollection is Washer met with the folks
over there, Then you get., you get & couple of versions,
Kasher saying they don't want to do anything. The people
in the line, which 1'l] get into in a minute, trying to
understand what was bothering Washer.

That was the situation where, yeah, I got a

' call from Barnett, and Barnett says, "You've got a man

over here. BHe saye we got 2l sort of problems in our

design, but he won't tell us where they are so we can go
look at them.,*

And he said, he says, “"He's already got his
mind made up that what we got here is all bad, «nd we
really would like to look into it, but we can't find out
what's bothering him.,*

1 recall going, or probably just gave Jim a
call, 1 said, "Jim, why don't you have a little talk with
Washer about that and see what's behind it?"

I guess, I don't find it a bit unusual when
somebody in the line calls me that way. 1In fact, I
encourage {t,

I've often told managers I like to hear
about my investigators, both good and bad, of course. If

somebody is out there doing a good job, I'd like to hear
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about it., If they perceive they're not doing & good job,

or else {f they are beating them over the head or not
cooperating, I1'é like to hear about f{t,

And all I had indicated to Jim wae, {f, in
fact, Phil could give him some idea of what {t {s that
bothers him, maybe they could reepo .4 a little better,

Well, apparently, that 4idn't work, because
I think the next time we had a meeting, Phil and George
and I met with, I don't know, there were a bunch of
meetings, but we met with people like Dillworth and
Barnett and Hernandez., Hernandey i{s the guy that does
the hangers,

We met with them primarily to find out,
vell, what was the real problem., Now, we all knew thwt,
we all knew that there were, that the calculations were
gone, because they had been destroyed.

And Phil had indicated to him that there
vere specific aspects of the analysis that he had
problems with, They were trying to find out what they
vere,

S0, the nature of our meeting was really
not, w&s fcully to facilitate a little communication so
that we could resolve the issue, As far as Jim and I.
vere == I think I speak for Jim., Both of us were

concerned, We fully supported Phil's contention that we
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had to do something.

Now, my main interest was having the l.ne do
sufficient calculations to establish the fact that the
hangers, were, in fact, acceptable,

In one of those meetings, and I don't really
recall how many meetings, I believe I only attended one |
with Phil and Jim and the people, we did discuss with the
line organization what would it take to determine the |
validity of those hangers.

| And I remember there was some discussion
with regard to do I do all the calculations or can I do

it on a sampling basie, and I always make the same kind

of observation, before you do a hundred percent, you've

got to do twenty or ten, '

1 said, "Why don't you get started and do
gome analysis and let's find out whether by making those
calculations, which were destroyed, in fact, by making
those calculations, we can establish the validity of the
hanger design., 8o, the nature of that meeting was, well,
how many do we have to do.

Now, in the same time in that meeting, the
line was presentins information that there were, I don't
know, I think it was four thousand hangers. They had
already re-analyzed a whole bunch of them for other

reasons, and they were taking the position that because

eMITH DEDARTIVNA AGENCY (AY18)Y 257-0089
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they had done those, we ought to be able to use that as &

basis for determining acceptability., And I wae saying

thet we need to make sure that, in fact, what we got is

represented,

$0, there wete a lot of discussion about

that, and Phil also had some problems about, well,

when == after they had given us some information, there

were some problems about whether or not they had done a1l |

the analysis that wvere needed,

§0., the nature of those meetings was really

to find out what had been done and what hadn't been done,

It vasn't a question of not doing something.

Q

were you concerned as Phil was concerned?

The way I interpreted Phil's concerns are it's two preng.

One, he was concerned that their pipe support

calculations were destroyed, period, that was a QA type

violation, OA records that type of thing.

A

Q

A

Q

It was a colossal fowlup, really.
You were concerned about that?

Sure.

The othetr item was that he was concerned

that the sampling that they had done, the sample

calculations they had done to show that the hangers which

were in place d4id, in fact, meet the stresses, stress

requirements, etcetera, you know, he did not buy that

- e
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panpling, Phil 444 not seem to buy that sanmpling process,
oray?

1 guess my question is, is when the NCR that
wae finally written as a significant NCR, that the, it
addressed the fact that the pipe support calculations
vere destroyed, and I guess the corrective action was
that they all needed to be replaced or tecreated, I'm
not sure of that?

r 1 don't remember that,

Q But the new NCR was a significant safety,
significant type NCR relating to the fact that pipe
support calculatiorse had been destroyed, right? My
question is, would that NCR have been issued to your
knowledge if all of a sudden this issue hadn't had gotter
publicity?

» Yes, 1 gquess I believe it would have, for a

couple of reasons. One was that after a slow start, we

did get some communication with people as to what really

existed and what needed to be done, It wasg slow at the
beginning, because I think there was poor communication
between Phil and the pecple over there., Secondly, as it
drug on, I had raised that issue in a meeting with the
Board and General Manager and made esure that they were
going to put some pressure on them to do it,

I don't remember when it got to the press.
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! really don't, but the other reason 1 know it was going
to get done is that somevhere along the line, NRC became
avare of the report and went in and told them exactly
what to do.,

Q At any point during these discussions, did
you indicate that Phil Washer vas losing his objectivity
as an NSRS reviewer?

A No. The only thing, my enly conversation
was really an indirect one. AMfter Parnett had called,
which, which is a little unusual for those people to

call, and indicated that they really felt like they

wvanted to respond, but they didn't really understand wheat

- way, 6o al]l those calculations over.

] passed that word on to Jim, ag I have in
other caseg where people have called, merely as an
{ndicator that if there, if the line perceives that it's
a problem, it may or may not be a problem,

! don't accept the fact that just because
the line calls and says one of my people is over there
giving them a hard time, that really is a problem, It
dapends on who calls, for one thing, and how often they
call.

But I did in one of those meetings where

Phil went == I guesse ! was a little disappointed that

{t was that really bothered Phil, other than in the broad

|
|
\
|
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] teally d4dn't enter into the conversation other than
say "You've got to do a hundred percent or what you've
0 good,"*

1 414 feel Jike Phil wasn't trying very hard

fcate with them and tell him what he did know

Did you ever express your feeling to him?
We talked about 1it,
And what did you say?
kell, in that meeting, I said, "well, before
we have them do & hundred percent,® I said, "We ought to
have them 40 a reasonable sample, find out what the
14 get different versions on how
those calcy tions you really had' to replace.

Now, the line's position was you really

didn't need any of them, I felt like that was pretty

shaky. 1 felt like if you could go in and look at a
reasonable sample and establish that, in fact, the
calculations that had been made and the records that wvere
lost were, in fact, valid calculations, then we would go
to the NRC and say *This is what we've done, {s that
.
personally, not having been to NRC and
five NRC people who never really agree, I

gay I understand what NRC would accept,
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and you can understand wny I would say that,

Prik s s#

#4448 position vas you got to have a
hundred percent, I said, *I don't know {f that's true or
not." I know I gaid, "We do have to have enough
information to establish to our own satisfaction the
designe are okay."*

Q Did you ever make the statement to Phil that
he was losing his objectivity?

3 1 don't believe I ever did that, no, no,

1f, if that was made, I may have said something to Jim
and Jim may have uged that, PFrankly, I always felt like
Phil was pretty damn good technically, very good
technically, but he =~ well, the only way I know to
express it is once he gets his mind made up, that's it,

Q Anyone else have anything? 1I've got one
more area that I want to talk about and then I think Bill
has a few final gquestions., This concerns a review that
vas done by Claude Key.

A (Nodding head affirmatively.)

Q It'e regarding & review of INPO Finding QF
5.1 at Bellefonte, okay? Now, I'll refresh your memory.
A what wae that?

Q Okay. This is when Willie Brown wag the
Project Manager at Bellefonte in July of 1984,

A July '84. Okay.
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Q Okay. FKey did a reviev on INPO rinding QP
§.1, it had to do with electrical, the handling of
electrical NCR's, etcetera, at Bellefonte, and it also
had something to do with QC {nspectors, and whether or
not they were being discouraged from writing NCR's, 1Is
this ringing a belil at all yet?

r No. Did I sign {t?

Q No, but the problem is, is that there was an
aspect of that review that Key came up with to show a
conflict of interest that craft type people vere being
picked out by Willie Brown and vere being put into QC

management positions,

A okay. '
0 And Key wanted to mention that in his ‘
report, that there was an apparent conflict of interest i
here, in that former craft people were being put in QC ?
management type positions and looking over scme of their |
own work, or at least supervising the people that were
looking over some of their own work, And at least =--

A Did I tell him not to?

Q No. He sald that you indicated that you did
not want to make that aspect a part of the report of
findings on the INPO QP 5.1, you wanted to handle that as
a separate memo to Willie Brown.

A 1f Claude said that, that's probably true.
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Q Claude had & memo typed up for your
signature, and I'1] let you take & look at it and see if
you recall it at all.

He stated it went to you, but that the word
came back that that memo wae not going to go out and my
only question to you is, if you remember it, why why
didn't it go out?

(Kitness reviewing document,)
1 don't really ==
You don't remember that issue?

NO, 1 ==

“© > ©o >

Do you remember reading something like that
and deciding not to send it to Willle Brown?

LA "1 really don't remember at all, If Claude
seys he gave this to me, I've got no reason to, you know,

not believe him,

' Q He may have not handed it to you directly.
A 1 don't ever remember the report that well,
but =~
Q Let me ask you, what =~=- are you on a

personal friend basie with willie Brown?

A No, no more than anybody else. I like to
think I1'm on a fairly -~ depends on how personally, you
know.,

Q Do you associate with Willie Brown regularly
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outside of work?

A No, 1 played tennis with him once, but I
beat him, 80...

v} fo he didn't want to play with you anymore?
A No. In fact, prebably the only thing I can
say about Willie Brown, other than, you know, other
managers in TVA, he's one of the managere I felt like
cooperated very much with NSRS, and that when we, when
ve == we tried to work with them, because he wvas trying
to do the kind of thing we wanted, Other than that, I
didn't even know Willie Brown up until a year =+~ probably
'83.

Q Did you, because of the fact that willie
Brown wase 80 cooperative with NSRS, éid you try to keep
the pressure off Willie Brown in any way?

A No. 1In fact, I, one of my best friends
always accused me of giving them lots of pressure, I
honestly belleve you can s-parate your personal and your
buginess relationship with them, and ==

Q Do you ever remember discuseing Willie
Brown's placement of craft people into a QC management
position where they might be in a position to do QC work
on their own work?

A 1 recall up at, I believe it was up at

Bellefonte, when they wanted to beef up their QC
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organization, they took people out of the crafts for the
simple reason that those craft foremen, I believe they
all were foremen, understood the work,

And they =~ about the only aspect of this
that I do have some recollection of is that when Willie
Brown was trying to upgrade QC, he did put some craft
foremen in those jobs.

I don't really, I guess {f I went back and

read that report and spent som time thinking about it,

10 yes, there may have been some discussions,

11 Q Between you and he about that subject?

12 ) Probably between him and me and maybe with

13 Claude., Again, if Claude says we had some discussions on

P 14 | it, we probably did, because I've got no reason to not

15 bel ieve what Claude would say. We got along pretty good,
3 16 1 can't == I have got enough faith in Claude, if Claude

17 says he gave this to me, he probably did,

18 I don't recall, 1 don't recall ever getting

18 memos and not sending them out one way or ancther, I

20 might not like them, but ==

21 Q You don't recall that one, getting that one

22 and deciding not to ==

23 A No.

24 Q -= address it?

25 A 1f Claude wouldn't == he worked directly
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with me on it &o that -~ who signed this report?

0 This is not the report, this i o different
ftem, this is not the report on QF 5.1, I don't have &
copy of that report,

A I wae going to say whoever == frankly, I
forgot whether Claude worked for, whether he was

vorking == it says July '84,

¢ First he was working for Sinkule.

A Yeah, he worked for a bunch., ' In this time
frane he would have =+~ July '84, That was only six
months before I left,

Q Right.

A Mike Kidd, he probably would have been
vorking for Mike Kidd., If Mike Kidd cculd remember this,
I could probably say, yes, 1 probably got this. Of
course, he's not around here, either., If you want to
give me that to lock at with that other stuff.

Q Okay. 1'l]l get a copy of the report and let

you take a look at it,

A That's his main concern, though.

Q What's his main -~

A That I didn't send {t out,

0 That you said, hey, we're not going to m;kc

this apparent conflict of interest part of the report,

okay? That we're going to handle this by memo, separate
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memorandum to Willie Brown,
S0, he drafte the nemo and then it doesn't
go., 50, all of a sudden, whet appears to be a conflict

of interest in hie mind disappesra?

+ Yeah, I guess if he brought that to me, I'm

surpriced he didn't hang in there pretty good, because .o |

well, we got along pretty good., I don't think I ever

intentionally or unintentionally intimideted him in any

way.
Q Re didn't indicate any intimidation?
A I'ma little surprised, knowing Claude, if

he brought that memo up to me, I would have thought he

would have kept after me, because I don't know why I

' wouldn't have sent it out, I'm certainly not -~ becausre

I'm a good friend of willie Brown's,
Q kould it have been because you =~
A It may have been ~~ gagain, I don't know, I

was 80 tied up with that thimble tube, I may have just

not wanted to take the time for it or something. I don't

know.,

Q How do you personally feel about beefing up
the QC staff with a craft that knows the work?

A 1t doesn't bother me as long as you got a
good supervisor that bird-doge them and makes sure they

get their job done.
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Q They were being put into QC supervision?
A Okay. Well, the real proof of it, do they

do what they are required to do?

0 Well, that's all I have., Bi{ll, you have a
few?
) I guess you could characterize I had &

couple of lapses, and that's one of them, I'm sorry
about that,

MR. STONEt¢ I have one quick guestion,
BY MR. STONE: _
o} Does TVA have a different professional
opinion type system?
A Yeah. 1In fact, that's probab'v one thing
that makes me feel bad. Yeah, we got a good system, and

NSRS was supposed to be an important part of that, If

' the employees had a concern, the original system was that

if the individual got a concern, he would take it to his
supervisor, or if for some reason he didn't want to go to
his supervisor, or if he went to his supervisor and
didn't get satisfaction, there wae supposed to be a place
establishe® in the line organization for handling those
things.

In fact, I guess it was back in 19, probibly
1980, I remember writing a letter for Wwillis to the

office managers telling them to set up that system, The

lﬂl.l..1

|
|
|
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fronical part was that most organizacions set up &

eystem, and in many places the system didn't vork that

well, and NSRS really fell down and that they didn't
teally follow up enough,

In fact, occasionally, I would say to pooplo‘
when they went out on a revievw, be sure to look at that
aspect of thelr progranm,

And unfortunately, {f it was somebody that
hadn't been with the staff in the beginning, they
wouldn't even know about it, which i{s bad. The other !
part that was bad is that NSRS didn't have a system
themselves, which is ==
Q That wase the next question, Did N{RS
implement this thing? .

A No. In fact, I guess I felt like, just the
nature of our work, we were == you know, our main job wag
to look at safety iessues, And I found that inconceivable
of an individual in any of the groups that had a safety
issue -~ why, we would sit down the supervisor and say, 7
*I believe we need to look at it this and go do it.°*

That was the nature of our work, I guess it
was understandable, and I guess it was around the '83
time frame when it became obvious that we ought to have
one.

I remember saying to, I think I firet said

L P |
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to our administrative officer, I think I said how about,
how about writing up & procedure for doing this, Well,
that didn't get done., I remember saying to Whitt once, I
said, "We've got to get a procedure for that.® Now, that
vas, 1 guess it wae in the fall of '83,

It became very clear to me that we were
going to have a number of people that were going to have
an issue from time to time, But we never di{d have.
never did get it set up., I think that was unfo
The one group who shouldn't have people running
and Congress and the press is the NSRS,

EX _MR. KEINRT:

Q Based on wvhat's happened so far, what you've
heatd, do you have any feeling now tha£ your sta ' maybe
perceived that they couldn't bring problems to you?

r 1 guess, I guess with all the things that

have happened, I would say yes.

Q uhat‘vould you say would be the reason for
that?

A Because they didn't want to.

Q Just because they didn't want to?

A Yes.

o} Not maybe because of a relationehip that,

maybe they just feared for their job or they feared you

or anything like that?
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3 No, I think {t's just because they just
didn't want to., You've got to remember that all the
people had supervisors, an? if they vanted to ralise
safety issues they could raise them with their
supervisors, They didn't have to even come to me.

1 don't reallv, I don't really know of any
{netance where somebody had a concern, went to their
supervisor, I'm talking not a personal concern, but &
concern of a safety issue anywhere in TVA, which was our
job, where their supervisors said, no, we can't go look
at it.

Q No, 1 wasn't saying they said that, I was
just saying that, based upon what you've heard ﬁcv and
you've seen, there must have ;ocn some type of reagon
that they weren't bringing things toc you because they
perceived that things weren't right,

! was just wondering what you felt your
opinion was for that reason that they didn't bring their
problems to you?

A Nell, 1'd just be speculating, really.

(o] That's what we're really here to find out,
though, If you've got just a feeling for it, and that's
the way it will be. A |

A Well, my own personal feeling is that most

of the problems in NSRS came about over performance

-
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appraisals that some people =-~ over performance
sppraieals and promotions, NSRS, I gueos, did pride
themselves,

Ne went out and hired rather aggressive
individuals., BSome of them, some of them wanted to be
conpcantly promoted, given excellent raises.

And if they aren't given excellent ratings
tnd constantly promoted, they've got problems. I
personally believe that,

Q You feel that it's dissatisfaction on their
part about =~

A I think most of the problems in NSRS were
really in the fact that back in '83, a number of people
veren't given supot;or performance or c¢xcellent, and they
veren't given superior performance or excellent because
they were poor performers,

They were given adeyuate, which {s straight
down the middle., And that's when most of the problems
started, Now, I can't prove it, but there ate some
reccrds that indicate that very clearly.

BY MR. BOBINSON:

Q Were you giving the ratings or were the
1mmed1ato gupervisors giving the rates?

A The immediate supervisors give the ratings,

but they all know that I can overrule them, and they also
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know that if I want to, I can upvard or down thenm,

BY ME. EINRT:

Q You signed up as & reviewing official in the
evaluations?

A Yes,

Q You think that's the primary, the root cause
end to this?

A I personally think it {s, because -~ plus
the fact that I mentioned we got scme people that
constantly want to be promoted., And I've got no problem

with people who want to be achievers.

l In fact, {f I recruit somebody, I wouldn't

‘ recruit lgmobody unless I didn't think they would want to
i be an achiever, but I really personally believe that that
was the root of most of the problems, Most of the

problems occurred after performance appraisals were made

in '83.
BY MR. _ROBINSON:
Q One final guestion I have along that line,

In remembering, of course, that you're under oath, has
there ever been a thought in your mind about giving a

person a lower performance appraisal simply because he
kept raising problems as oppecsed to him not por!ormlﬁq

properly?

A ., No, in fact, I can == no reservations about
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that, Unfortunately, there have been conolairnttono for
giving people a higher perfeormance than they deserved for
that same reason. MWhich I don't approve of, but it has
been done, I guess I do approve of it since I allowed
it.

BYX_MR. WARD!
'Q I'm trying to follow through on Jack's
gquestion, I'm trying to understand the logic for why
they wculd.not want to =~

A Let me add one more thing to that, When
’poople. 1 consider in NSRS the reason you got people is
to ra‘-. problems in this particular part of the world or
‘anywhoto else.

The people who've done the best in NSRS are

Ithc people who have been the most aggressive and gone out
gand done the best job at i{dentifying problems, getting
: corrective action, I think the record shows i{t.

I used to tell Kermit if you would, for some
of the people that come in and investigate, if you do
nothing more than pile up the products or their services,
put their names with them, it would be pretty easy to see
wvho's done the performance,

As another follow~up, I've never knockod.

down a performance rating, I have knocked some of them

up, because I felt like the person did a very, very good

|
|
\
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. 1 job. I've only done that on two occasions, :
. . 1 414 that for Brantley, because Brantley h
3 ig, in my book, is & good investigator, doen 8 good job, =
“ you don't have to keep after him all the time, He writes ¢
$ a good report, And {f, if he, you haven't given him
l € enough to keep him busy, he'll go out looking for
7 gsomething else to 4o, Now, I give them a high rating,
¢ | BY_MR. KINDT: \
)]
l 4 C One further thing on that, You said that “
10 | was your belief. 1Is there any basis for that hellet
1] other than just the performance evaluations? !
12 Kas there any conversation with any of these
13 individuals that led ycu to believe that or with their
14 supervisors? thi
) .
18 b Yeah. 1'¢éd gay there was, Back in, I guess |
16 I got the right time frame, '83, after I had given Jerty
17 Smith a rating, I didn't give it to him, his supervisor
18 gave him a rating of proficient, which is the one belov & \-
19 superior.
20 He was 80 infurlated that he wrote a :
b 21 memorandum to Distribution with all kinde of allegatione !

22 against me, and rated himself. He rated himself

excellent in all areas.

1 know he went and discussed it with the

Board, and all that did i{s indicate to me, you kxnow, how Vil
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bothered he was because he var just rated proficient,

Back in those dayu, Jerr, wasn't turning
anything ouv, so why would I rate him superior or why
vouid his supervisor? khy would I turn over &
supervisor?

In fact, that year that he complained abou.
his sppraisal, Mashburn complained about hir and Slefken
complained avout him, All three of them cimplained,

Now, 1 guess from my standpoint, the person
that knows most about performance i® the supervisor, I
generally know enough about performance that if they had
peen rated exceptional, I would have questioned it and I
voild have probably been overturned.

But I den't believe in giving them a
superior or exceptional just to keep them happy or
promoting them, 1 think that's the root of most of our
problems. Now, they woulun't agree with that, Same way
vith Phil., He clajms 7 didn't promote him because he
raised safety iesvuee, It's not the case,

BY MR. _WARD!

Q Following through on that, that question
about your ansertion that they didn't want to, they
obviously had concerns, I guesrs that's a gilven now, You
gsaid that they didn't want tv raise them, and you eaid in

1983 that the performance appraisal igsue may have been

e
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one of the reasons,
Putting that one aside, let's go before
1983, was there any :(esson before 1983 that they
wouldn't want to raise then with you?
r Back prior to '83( I'm certain that any
inCividual that had # concern oi any type must have
ther pursued it through his rupervisor and gone out and
s 0 v ot something or else they had none,
Q 8o, you would juet assume, then, prior to
'8 there were no concerne or they would have been
orought to you if they were not sati-factorily resclved
in some other fashion?
Now then, with the '83, the 8t '83 period,
Yat'e gume that people were angered, AL, ¢ivinted,
vhatev' about the performance app:aisal ¢ :grtion,
hhy would that necessarily lead to their not
raising unresolved safety concerns to you? 1Is there any
‘ogical languag? there?
K Kell, ! guess, I guess one of the first
thinge I would raise a question about is ¢.d they have
any conct#- e {in the first place. I'm not trying to
s)ngle Jerry “ut, but Jerry is a good case to talk about,
Jerry's concer: mostly in the '83 time frame was the
welding issue,

The way thot Jerr, raised the welding issue




to me {8 like what's new, you know, we've been pursuinyg
it rather vigorously trying to get something from the
iine, He wvasn't rajeinyg anything we dicn't already know
about,
About the only thing Jerry said to me,
either in '83 or '4 was why wasn't I up there tel)ing
NRC to look harder at welding in TV~
And I, I know I gave him my classical
resgpunse, which probably wasn't good, I said, *well,
| Jerry," I said, "Let's resolve the issues in TVA and
leave NRC alone, They can take care of themselves,®
Jerry was constantly wanting me %o go up and
tell NRC how to do their business, and I wasn't
interested in doing it.
Q Kas he suggesting that this was a matter
that was potentially reportable to the NRC?
A Ne. I think he was really saying that you
ne2d to go up and explain to NRC what's been done in TVA.
I said, “Well, Jerry," I said, "We're trying

to resclve it within TVA." I said, "We've already gone

to the line organization and told them that they've got

to submit changes to the FSAR where they deviated fronm
the commitments,” and I said, "We have notified NRC that
we have made those changes."

Later on, we did appease him and we did go
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to Atlant2 %5 a meeting, went over the welding issue with
the folke in Atlanta, That didn't make him happy. Then
he wanted us to go to Washington., WNe went to Washington
and sat down with the folks from Kashington,

Now, eafter & while, I guenr one has to say,
vell, does he really have concerns aonout welding or is he
just using this btecause of other reasons., I really don't
know.

The 1ssues that Jerry raised about welding
were not new issues, they were issues we already were
avare of, They were issues that we wvere trying to
resolve in the line organization. They were also issues
vhich from every indication I got from NRC, both in
Atlanta and wWashington, is that they had no pr;blomo with
it.

I sat down in a meeting with Denton's
people, and they basically said, "well, why are you up
here talking to us about it? What you're doing is fully
within the allowable, what'e allowed by the code."

S0, I really don't know.

Q Did they say that with regard to the
inspection through the carbo-zinc primer or some of *he
carbo-zinc issues?

A I think the pecople in Washington, as well as

the people in Oak Ridge, I mean in TVA, agreed that you
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~aght not to be inspecting through carbe~zinc.

BX _MR. KQBINSQN:!

Q S0, that wasn't one of Jerry's welding
concerns at .he time?

A It was an issue that wae raised in one of
our review reporte, And after it had oeen caluzed by, I
think it wae first raised by Jim Jones, Chuck Burke and
Claude Kay, when they went down to Watts Bar. Then
periodically, Jerry would say, "We've got a problem with
welding.* 1'd say, "Yes, Jerry, I know it, anJ we're

pursuing it,.*

To be honest with you, i don't krow what
else we could have done on welding to have made anybody
heppy. And now I think they're going to spend about six,
gseven million dollars to find out if we got a problem, {
and I don't, I guess as far as I know, I don't know
whether we got a problem or not. HWe didn't think we had
a problem back late '84 or mid '84. ;

some of these always get back to have you |
deviated from the code, are the welds acceptable. And
one of the things that a number of people in NSRS have a
hard time with is recognizing the fact that codes do
allow you to deviate, provided you make an engineer1n§
analysis and document it, i

and for people who have been designers, they|
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know you overdesign, And for that eimple reason, then,
if you got small errors in the welds, you're still all
right. And a lot of people in NSRE will not accept that.

I'm sorty, I ==

Q No, no, That's going to move into an area

that 1'd like to come back to, actually, but I want to
set the stage for it, When you took over NSRS, in spite
of what the documents say, these are easy ones. These do
not require specific recall,

I was juet wondering how clear in your mind
is the mission, Forget abocut the documents, What was
your perception of the job that NSRS was to do that you
directed then the activity towards?

A okay. Regard;caa of what the documents said
and what the Board said, I guess I always considered that
our basic rule was to determine for the Board that the

TVA performance in the nuclear business was satisfactory.

Now, in order to d¢ that, we concentrat:d on
the management appraisale. To cut through a lot of
words, most of what we did wae look at programs. We did
not do an awiul lot of verifications of as~built
conditiong, which takes an entirely different effort, an
entirely different scope of effort.

We attempted to, in doing this, we attempted

to look at all aspects of the program, and we did it

168
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either by appraisals or by, like in some cases, if they
had an emergency drill, we would go out and observe it,
see how well they @éid,

So, some of it was observation, some of it
looking at paperwork, some of it was actually going down
and observing what they did in the jlants.

Q As the program progressed, then, since that
time frame up to even the present, or at least until the

time that you retired, 4id the mission change?

A Yes., Yes.
Q In what ways did it change?
| A 1 always envisioned that once the staff

completed their management reviews, that you would no
longer repetively make those reviews., Those reviews wvere
really intended to establish how well the organization
was performing, to see problems, identify them, get those
program deficiencies fixed., You might go back, you might
go back and just look at three parts of the program.

Q The ==~

A But we never anticipated making a large
number of program reviews, I never did. I guess my
feeling was that having done that, then you vould, you
would probably concentrate in some other area. Looking

at real long term issues, I guess I always eavisioned

that at some point in time, you wouldn't need tests.
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MR, ROBINSON: This is a good time to go off
the record and take a little break, I need to make some
administrative arrangements, 8o, {t's, 1:27 p.m. let's
reconvene in about ten minutes,

(Short recens.)

MR, ROBINSON: It {s now 1:38, and we're

back on the record,

EX MR. ROBINSON:

Q When we broke, we were discussing how NSRS
may have evolved or changed, whatever, from the original
concept you had to what it might be today. Would you
mind expanding on that a bit?

A ' Well, when I -~ what I was indicating was
that I originally envisioned that we would do certain
things like management reviews., Then, as we had done
more of those, it was never envisioned we would contince
those.

Back in the time period, '80 to '85, we
never changed our basic approach too drastically for the
gimple reason that mostly in that time period there were
80 many changes in the organization. We were never
really able to change our basic role too much.

And had the things continued on as they wvere
from '80 to '85, I honestly believe that some day,

probably the need for NSRS would have been pretty much
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gatisfied and probably would have been eliminated.
With the things that have happened during

most of '85 to early '86, the role now is vastly

Aifferent. I'm not even too sure what roles they've been

given, but ==

Q #hich things have changed?
A since when I left?
Q Yes. That you think that may have

forestalled a need to disband the unit.

3 I think the =-=- well, the major thing that
happened was the large number of employee concerns, the
need for the large number of investigations, of course,
more recently, the reassignment of those investigations
to, basically, contractor organizations., A lot of other
changes have been made.

The need for an organization reporting to
the Board vastly diminished, in that back when NERS was
origirally created, the TVA nuclear program was spread
over three different offices. Now it's all consol idated
into one office, so that that need ls somewhat changed.

Like you say, I think I could have
speculated on that, plus the fact of my own experience.
It was always definitely a problem of working for th;
General Manager and the Board and reaily having to get

your action done by the line organization.
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Khereas on paper we always worked for the
General Manager and the Board, in reality, NSRS, {f it
got anything done, it had to get it down with the line
organization,

Yeu didn't get it done with the Board, you
merely used the Board as a backup in case you couldn't
get the line to do what you wanted to do, and that very
rarely happened.

Q Why couldn't you get it done through them?
It seems maybe it's a naive statement. You're talking
about going to the top and they could require actions to
be taken in reaction to your recommendation,

A Well, what I really mean by that, if you're
going to get something done in the line, it's got to be
something that's meaningful. OUntil you can get a
corrective action defined by the 'ine that's considered
acceptable as a review group, you continue to proceed.

Now, we could probably spend all the time in
the world talking to == well, let me put it this wav, two
lawyers and a politician, like when we had the two
Freemans and Bobby Clement,

You're not going to get things solved
talking to them, you're going to get them solved by
talking to line organization coming with meaningful

corrective action, I honestly believe that,

|




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

25

-

If you go to the General Manager, it's just

the same situation. 1In principle, it's good to report to
them because you carry more clout,

But you, in the final analysis, you've got
to get the solutions worked out with the line
organization, I felt, I believe that, too,

Q I noticed a couple of times during our
discussions today, you referenced to conversations with
Richard Freeman, Is it a safe inference that perhaps he
showed more of a interest or close interaction with NSRS
than perhaps his cohorts?

b No. It just happened that way. In fact,
probably the person that was the most instrumental in
setting up NSRS was David Freeman, I understand that,
although I don't know that to be a fact,

But I think in that blue book report, my
understanding is that it was David Freeman's idea to have
an NSRS, rnot those people in the task force. I can
believe that, knowing the people in the task force, I
don't recall any of them who would have recommended an
independent review group.

Q Did the Board continue to manifest an
interest in NSRS as their pet creation?
A Oh, all the time I was there, yes. Now,

again, remember, when I was here initially, it was the
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| NSRS, the Board and General Manager became much more

two Freemane and Clement, Clement never took any
{interest in much of anything, but the two Freeman's did,

And ae far as NSRS was concerned, that wae
manifested in the fact that when 1'd give them reportes,
it was very clear to me that they always read them, they
could ask good questions about them, They were always
very much interested in are you getting what you want,

If anything, they were too impatient,
srmetimes, as I indicated, the repurt would go out, they
would want to know, ®"Have they fixed it?*

1 said, "Well, they haven't even got the
report yet.* But they showed a great deal of interest.

T think the other thing, as a result of

aware of probleme, which then, I'd have to gpeculate,
caused them to have more interfacing with the office
managers.

1'd never know exactly what kind of
conversations the Board had with office managers, but
there is no doubt in my mind, just because NSRS could go
out and cross office lines, division lines and get the
problems and jdentify them, they had a big impact on the

Board.

Q In addition to the coplies of the written

reports, did you brief them on a relatively frequent
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basie?
* Yeah. Probably not as frequent as they

would have liked or as I would have liked, but, again,
putting it in perspective that they got a lot of things
to do. MWe probably met at least once a quarter, or
whenever they wanted to meet.

Generally, in a meeting with the Board, I
would prepare an agenda, the agenda would generally be =~
1 would always include whatever issues we had outstanding
that we thought that they would really want to hear
about.

1f we completed a review, I'd try to fill
them in on what I thought was important, And I'd usually
go to the meeting, I would show them the agenda and s;y.
*This is what I'd like tc talk about if that's what you
want to listen to. If you want to talk about something
else, fine,"

That's pretty much the way we did it.

Q Who normally would be present during these
briefings?
A The Board, the General Man: ¢, myself,

Whitt. 1Initially, it was just generally that group.
Then later, I guess we all felt like, well, if we're
going to talk about what the lines are doing, we better

have the top Office Manager.
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S0, genarally, that meant Rugh Parris. I
can't recall meeting with the Board with Kimmons. 8o,
that really meant it wae after Kimmons retired, you know,
t)., two got combined,

Q Nere the Ceneral Counsel normally there or a
representative of his office?

A I can recall some meetings when he was
there, but not normally. The Board really preferred to
have a meeting just between the Board and the General
Manager and NSRS where we could just sit there a<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>