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Hus t on

N MURPHY, For the record, jt'c
now 8.22 a..., March 4th, 1987. This is
intervi ew of Janmes B Huston, who is enpl oyed
by Stone & gebster Engi neering Cor por ati on and
is currently wunder contract as an advi sor to
TVA. The location of this i nterview jg Cherry
H111, New Jersey, at the Stone a Mobst er
Cherry Hill headquarters.

Present at the Interview gagre M.
Huston, Nr. william g Meserve, an attorney
representing stone & Webster Bngi neer | ng
Corporation, Len WIliamson, Larry Robi nson.
Leo Norton, Mark Rei nhart and Dan Mur phy. As
agreed, this is being transcribed by a Court
Reporter. The subject matter of this
interview js TVA s March 20th, 1986 |etter to
the NRC regarding their conpliance with 10 CFR
50, Appendi x g, M. Huston, would you please
stand and raise vyour ri ght hand?

JANES SODARD HUSTON, after havi ng

been first duly sworn, testified as foll owss

MR, M SKMVK, Per haps | should sake
a statenment on the record as well , as we've
done wilth the other witnesses. My nanme s
Wllians . Meserve, I'"'m with the law firm of



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

Hfuston
Ropes & Gray of Boston, Massachusetts, gnd |
as counsel for Stone & Wbster Engi neeri ng
Cor por ati on. r-am not counsel for M. Huston
individually, bput appear at the request of the
conpany with M. Buston's concurrence.

I have explained to M. Huston that
he's entitled to his | ndividual counsel and he
has indicated that he is content to qo forward
W thout his own counsel, put with me sitting

n as counsel for +the conpany.

W have al so expressed previously
our bellef that in order to insure the
accuracy of the record, that we woul d pr ef er
to have the witness read and sign the
transcri pt. It is nmy understanding that this
Ls not consistent with NRC procedures in this
type of InvestqiatLon, so we are not pressi nq
the point, but we would prefer for the sake of
accuracy to have had that right to read and
si gn.

NR.  NURPHYs Thank vyou.

KXANI VATI ON
BY MR MURPHYS
Q Mr.  Huston, would you pl ease give us a

little background jnformation apout yourse tf,



auston

yoir educational packground and Job experi ence

2 and enpl oynent experi ence?

3 A Sur e. I'm curreitly a Stone & Webster
4 enpl oyee and in t hat, Il am Manager of Quality
5 Assurance for the Department of Quality

6 Assur ance in Boston.

7 guess ny career in the nucl ear
Stield st art od.i 1964, when r entered the Navy
9 nucl ear pro.,ra. | spent a total of al nost

10 ei ght vyearr | the Navy, both 1s a state

11 instructor at t-~e kaval reactor f&Zclity in

12 I daho at the A1 Prototype and al so on board

13 the MG VALLKJO subnari ne as a reactor

14 oper at or .

15 In 1970, | left the Naval service

16 and went back to coll ege at the University ot

17 Mexi co wher? | got a Machel or's Degr ee. My

18 maj or field of study was nucl ear enqi : ; eering

19 And at the sane time | uent to school, 7

20 worked full time in sandi a Laboratories 4t +the

21 Area 5 test facility operating a test reactor

22 in a large |sotopic radiation facility. |

23 graduated from the University of Mxico in

24 1972 and went to work for GCener al At omi c

25 Company.
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Sel was with General Atom c Conpany

2 until 19 -- 1975 time frane.

3 r lett Gener al At om ¢ Conpany and

4 went to work for & eall startup conpany,

5 Kel | ex Power Services, which was a subsi di ary
6 of Pull man, KelLl ogg Cor por ati on. | -Left th.kt

7 assignnment and went to work for an

8 envi ronnmental consulting conpany in

9 hassachusetts, Environnental Research 6
10 Technol ogy. I was with Environnental Research
11 & Technology wuntil the *p4"e1- - sunmmer ot
12 1980, at which tinme | Left 11T and j oi ned

13 Stone 6 Wbster as a Project Manager in this
14 Cherry Hill office.

15 As Project Nanager here, | was
16i .igned to the Nine MIle Point Two nucl oar

17 project as Assistant Project Manager to
18 reorgani ze, restructure and basically start

19 that project back up agai n. It has been in
20 a -- not in a shutdown node, but the |evel of
21 engi neering and construction at Nine MI|e had
22 been substantially 7urtailed for the peri od oC
23 time 1978 to 1980, so in the fall of '80, when
24 1 4ase to c:herry Hill, I was first asked to J

25 assess the status of the project, to suggest a
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new organi zati onal structure to reinstitute
the project on a cCull effort bass, and then |
was assigned to run engi neering, construction
and procurenent. So all of the engi neeri ng,
Proj ect Engineer, the construction activities
at the Nine Mle Point site and all the
procurenment and related activities reported to
me.

Il left Stone & Mebster in 1982, in
January of 1982, and went to work for a
conpany in Ildaho Palls, |daho call ed Ener gy,

I ncorporated as Vice President of
Engi neeri ng.

1 was with Energy, |ncorporated for
two years in that position, and then in
January of 1984, | returned to Stone & Nebster
to Boston, WMassachusetts, in the position of

QA Manager .

As gA Manager in Boston, | reported
directly and still report directly to M.
Ri chard Kelly. During ny period of assignnent
in Boston, prior to coming to TVA | was

responsible for two divisions within the
Quality Assurance Departeent, one division w4s

the Field Uuality cControl Di vi si on, all of the

_A
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i nspectors enployed by Stone 6 Mebster at
t heir fidd |l ocations reported to ne, and the

Procurenent Quality Assurance Division at

St one & Webster.

In January oC 1986, | was asked,
along with Nr. Kelly and several others, to
cone to TV& to assigt Nr. White and his senior
advi sory staff in deveLoping - the initia

request was to cone and help develop a rewite

for Volune | of the Nucl ear Perfornmance Pl an.
That pretty well brings us up &A-e
OQ——--- to January of -944.
Q. M. Huston, could you tell wus what vyour

role at TVA was on the foll ow ng topics?

First, in assessnent in October-Novenber tine
erane ot 1985 of TVA, which was perforned by a
group of Stone 6 Wbster enpl oyees?

A -

Q. And possibly headed by Nr. Wite,

think there was sone Stone & Uebst er

Il nvol venent in that.

Secondl vy, i nvol venent in response to
the »RC January 3rd letter requesting TVA 1YIf
respond to whether they were in compliance |

jwith Appendix B and to respond to sone
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percepti ons presented by the nucl ear safety

revi ew staff

Decenber tine frane; any role you had in

technical reviews Cron TV&

to Conm ssi oner Assel stein

concerni Ng t hese

know edge of

SRSR perceptions, gny

In

participation in what we call

Mace report, which you' ve indicated that

you're at | east

Cfailiar with, and any

rol e

the

t he

i ne organi zati on

t he

you had in the devel opnent of the March 20t h

l etter.
And if you can give us that in the

chronology, | sean, not necessarily tne

chronology | presented it, but as you

participated or as you viewed this entire

si tuati on.

A Perhaps it would be best if it's

agreeabl e, to try to address the i ssues t hat

you' ve raised, if | tell you what | - what nqy

participation at TVA has been through the tine

Crane of the March 20th |etter or, in fact,

| et e* just run through, if it's appr opri at e,

l et ase ust run

t hrough the chronol ogy

0. That would be great.

A To your

partici pati on

tirst point, regarding my

n

the Oct ober - Novenber,

of

985
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nie frane relative to in asgesacnt tht r
performed of TVA' s nucl ear pr ogr am was not

involved in that assessnent.

1 cane to TVA in the second week ot

January. Nr. Kelly received a phone call from
Larry Pace a&king ||l M. Kell Y, myself and
several others could conme down to TVA to

assiet Nr. Wihite and his staff in the
preparation of wVvolunme | oC the Nucl ear

Per f or mance p| an.

M. Pace was already in Chatt anooga,
he had arrived | pelieve with Nr. WAlte on the
9th of Jenuary - 13th of January, excuse me.

So we aqreed and cane to Tennessee.
When we arrived, | pelieve ; t was the Thursday
of the reek that Nr. White arrived here, it
was clear that the first task was to try to
figure out - let me go back. TVA had
submitted a Nuclear performance p|an to the
NRC In the |ate tall of 1L85. That Nucl ear
Performance plan did not refl ect t he new
adAi ni strati on which had been agreed to by the
TVA Board of Directors, which was Nr. Waite
and his advisors, so obvi ousl Y, it was J

I ncunbent on TVA Nucl ear Power to devel op an
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update of that book to reflect the new
organi zation and to Ldentity those pr obl ens
which were going to be addressed and to
identify the root causes of those probleens.

So in Eact, the ftirst thing that we
did was to try to devel op a met hodol ogy whi ch
would allow us to evaluate, |In a very short
period of tine, the current status of TVA s
situation and to cone up with sone of the key
principles that needed to be addressed In the
rewrite of the perfornmance pl an.

Now, clearly, they had achi eved, the
peopl e who were here, who had partici pated in
the October-Novenber review, had formnul at ed

some prelimnary opinions as to what needed to

be done. | believe that's the case. But we
needed to do that in a ore systemati c
nmanner, .

And so the idea of doi ng a review of
all correspondence from the period of about 16
nmonths prior to our arrival to really try to
figure out or to extract from that
correspondence key phrases which woul d /
Ldentify problens, catogorilxe those pr obl ens

to see if there was sone preponderance of
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evidence in those categories, and then based
on that, to cone up with sone root cause
anal ysis, and to then translate those
identified root cause problees into a pr ogr am
which could form the basis tor trying to
address TVA's problens as they existed.

So that das the first thing that |

got i nvol ved in. And a team of people -
first of all, a net hodol ogy was | aid out.
There was a lot of interface that had to be
had with the sources of all those docunment S,

the records informati on managenent system a
met hod of codifying and characteri zi Nng and
*Ltktwy information had to be devel oped,
that's these fornms, the forms that were wor ked
out in order to put them -- the infornmation
into a conputer so it could be sort ed,
interface with the Conputer Depart nent to
determ ne what capabilities t hey had for data
entry and mani pul ation of the data, and then a
team was assenbl ed of experienced Stone 6
webst er personnel from vari ous job sites and
various offices, who had experience with the /,
ki nds oe problems that we perceived existed

her e, to actually do the extraction of the
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informati on from those documents, to do the
encodiNng or to put them onto the data sheet s
then so that they could be entered.

Now, | was | nvolved in basi cl.ly
setting up the program with M. Kelly, M.
Ki r kebo and ot hers. Very early on -- and pow
recogni ze that there were many many t hi ngs
besi des that one effort goi ng on here. M.
Nhite and his team had arrived at the t op of
an organi zation wi th approxi mateLy 13, 000
people in a highly visible environnent, with a
great deal of regulatory attention, 3 gr eat
deal of congressional attention, a great deal
of anxLety in the entire organi zati on gpout
what was going to happen.

wag asked, as this so-called | ace

eval uati on was bei ng set up, | was asked to
t ake anot her assi gnnment. One of the other
things that Nr. Wiite and his advi sors,
particularly | pelieve M. wgner, had deci ded
was that one of the thi Nngs that needed to be
done was to wite new position descri pti ons
for all of the nanagenent personnel in TVA,

that's so*e 1680 peopl e.

Cl early, a clear definition of what
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responsibLLI.r and accountability was, was one
Sof 1r. Rhite's hallmarks. He has since stated
that over and over again.

So | was asked by Nr. «egner and Mr.

Siskin to set up what then became the
responsiibillLty and accountability prottle

etfort and subsequently, has evolved into the

program for rewiting all the position
descri pti ons for managenent per sonnel . So |
took that assignment.

So rTl et the effort on the review

of the previous 16 nonths correspondence end |
went  off to set up responsibility and
accountabllity program to devel Op new puaition
descri pti ons for TVA.

I got that assignnent and |
di scharged t hat assi gnnent |n setting up the
program working with Narilyn Tayl or, who is
the Nanager of Nuclear Personnel, M. Negner

and others to set up the program

Then | was asked, having gotten that
program set up, | was asked to take another
assignnment, which was, there was a decison

being taken also tha TVA was going to

establish its own enployee concern program
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nd Mr. uegeer esked e it | could take weat
had been done at Davis *ess* where he hod bedn
involved with the nobdel, and try to work wmth
?TA statt to cone ep with a progra* tha coul d
be used to evlalute enployee concerns cooing
out of watts Bar e*pl oyee concern revi ew
progroe. So J took that assignaeRt, and | was
involved in that.

nd that t ht ten turned over to
Dick DenLse, who was the head, and | got
involved in that and got that set up and off
and running.

In about that tipe frane, t here was
a lot of di scussion about Quality Assurance,
and what was going to be done with Qual'ty

ASsSuUr ance.

Ir. White. M. Wegner and others

fatt that he needed to have a +*e. sanager

from an outside_ ndustry on a t enporary basis
up to two vy 's to run QA, and so eirst, Bob

Bur ns, who was another Stone & Wbst er

enpl oyee, gA Manager - there are three QA
anagers under . Kelly, nyself and M. lurn

and a third. M. Burns had participated |Ln

t he October-lovember review with Mr. White's
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EUst on
team, and he was proposed initally to be a
4- **epLoyee to cone in and ran QA Cor up to

two years for TVA.

For personoa reasons, he was unabl e
to accept that assignernt and so uas - t he
possibility of ny doing it was di scussed.

Ther e iws somne concerna pr essed
that - a the time, that Il had not as nuch UA
experience as either H. Burns or M. Kell Y,
and that's true. I have not been a QA WManager
tor - i've been involved in qudity i ssues
most of ny career, but | hase not been
explicLtly a GA Nanager by title, except Cor
since January ot 1964.

So M. Wiite asked for Mr. Kelly,

and | believe he discussed that with our
chairman, the Chairman of the Board of Stone 6
WJEGt r EL _

ri4-eww Bngi neeri ng Corporation, and it was
agreed that M. Kelly would take the
posi ti on. M. Wiite also asked that | be

assigned to TVA for up to two years as Mr.
Kelly's deputy.
Those agreements were struck in the

early part oC February, and then on * then

the ssue of conflict ot interest case up, and
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case up, i

n fact

16

, was the day that

to announce those appointments.

1 was asked -- let's see it | can exactly

recal |l . I was talking to M. Mason, Chuck
ason, who was the Deputy WManager ot wuclear
Power, and he eaid, well, you will have to

fill out your - you know, disclosure Corm

and -- no, L's sorry, what he sid was, you'LL'

have to function as a +emm manager, and | said

what does that sean? And he said, well, vyou

know, you'll have to till out your Cinancial

di scl osure Core and there will have to be a

determ nati on made by the Governnent - by the

desi gnated aqgency ethics otficial r egar di ng

your financial

vr . Kel

Stone 6 webster

hol di n

And | said,

Iy

is an offic

gs.

wel |,

you recoghi ze that

er and a Director of

gl ngneeri ng Cor porati on, and

t's ny bdief that the whole issue then
evol ved, because that question had been
rai sed. And | raised the question, because |
was unantiliar w th those requiresents. |
have not been, other than ny Navy service, and
I was wunfam |l i ar with the requLrenents of the
St hi cs - Gover nnent Act. " m now nuch nore
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faeili ar twh the requireneont of the tthlcs
e 4CGover nnent Act.

That then precipitated, z believe, a

nunber oc discutssions regarditng r. Eetlty, -nr
SELUR L r. Kirkebo aod Mr. Drotl etc. He
were all belng asked to do the *ae* t hi ng,
|s e el-lne anagenentt posittons withisn TV a

—-*- O enpl oyee. s.

SThose probl ens were worked through,
I thought, and 208 b(L) deternmni nations wer e
issued by the Board of Directors, I was told,

and on the L3th of february, M. EI Lly and |

assuned our responsibilitries a Di rect or ant
Deputy Director respectively. And so we then
stepped from being in the poeition of
consultants to M. Wiite' . senter m* nagenest

t ea, stepped | ato the postion of assumnm ng
respoelLsbllities fr peing |ime nrasaers

within TVA in  the period of tine when the

total reorqani satl on of the OCfice of oucl ear

tower was occurring.
tart of what we had sug9ested in
revi ewi ng and looking at the situation was
that they needed to centralize and standardize/1"

the quality assur ance organization. So now
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I having suggested that that was the appropri ate

2 thing to be done, we were asked to assume that

3 task and, in fact, the responsibility ot it.

4 The March 20th Letter, cLearLy -

5 that brings - that bri Nngs me to how i got

6 ;into the position of Deputy Director of

7 Nucl ear Quality Assurance and our conmtment

S*was that we woulLd re*ain up to two years. In

T fact, the discussion jindicated that M. Kelly
10 would stay for up to six to twelve nmont hs, as
11 l ong as necessary, a Director, and that |
12 woul d then save into the Director spot and, in
13 (act, coming forward in tinme, that occurred &n
14 August of 1986. And that was alLways the
15 intention.
16 There were a number ot ORC i nquiries
17 on the plate oC TVA at the tinme we arrived.
18 50.54 (O letter which had been sent to TVA in
19 the Call of 1985, the SALP reports, nuser os
20 inquiries and requests for information,
21 Licensing activlties were on goi ng, and asonqg
22 them was a request or a direction Crom the NKC
23 to respond within SIX days to perceptions
24 presented by the 5SRS sff to Conmm ssi oner

25

AsselLstein in Decenber of 1985.
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That was one at many requests tha,
were on the plate of TVA.

|l really can't recoll ect when |
tirst becane aware of that as an i ssue, as a
burni ng issue to be responded to. But
needl ess to say, it was an issue that required
response.

1 was aware that it had been
di scussed between the UMC and the Di ngel |
Subcommi ttee in February of 1986 at tne
heari ng which the WRC appeared before the
Di ngell Subcommittee, Rouse Subcomrittee O

Oversight and | nvesti gati on.

Cearly, it required g response and
a very pronpt reponse. As | now know a 4
case to know at that tinme, the initial -- t he

letter Crom the WRC transm ttl Nng the copy of
the material that was presented in Decenber
requi red a six-day response on TVA s cor por at e
position, and a response within 30 days

regardi ng the detailed eval uati on of t he

perceptions or Lssues presented by the PSRS.

Mr. Dean had asked -- the Chairman
of the Board of TVA had asked for an ext ensi on

of that date because that woul d have been /
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January 9th, they required a response, and
that was just about the tinme that M. Wiite
was coning to TVA So obviously, there needed
to be sone tine taken by the new organi zati on
to evaluate that request and eval uate the
facts.

Incidentally, during the period of
tinme that we were working on thi; -- the
eval uation, the so-called Mace eval uati on,
Craig LundLn had been one of the people who

case down with M. Kelly and nyself early on

in the process. He had been pull ed out of
that effort, the Mace evaluation effort, and
asked to go and work with walt Sullivan, and

to take a look at the response that was bei ng
prepared by TVA |line nmanagenent to the request

by URC for a response to the presentation to

Coasessi oner Assel st elLn. So M. Lundin was
pulled out of this effort, was pul |l ed out ot
the Mace report effort, and so assigned. That
was how he first got | nvol ved.

And | recollect sort of hearing that
going on to the side. M. Kelly and | and M.
L,undin and | say have di scussed it, but it was
nore, as | said, one ot nany things that were
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going on.
Il TVA was preparing a
response. Nr. Kelly was asked with M.
Sullivan to take a |ook at that response, and

| believe he *at with Bob Nullin and W t h DOoug
Ni chols and | ooked over what had been pr epar ed
in draft early -- or no, late In January, and
reviewed that draft.

Wwhen we assuned the posi tion or
l eading up to our assuwption of the posi ti on
of Director and Deputy Director, we were doing
analysis -- | was personally perform ng g

review to see what we woul d do to restructure

QA in TVA And that was reall Y what | was
f ocused on. Nhere were all the pieces, nunber
one. They were spread throughout the

or gani zat | on.
What would be a | ogical way to

conbine them into a single centralized

or gani asati on. What nodel should we use toar

t hat . Shoul d we use the Bechtel nodel , shoul d
we use the Stone & Mebster npodel, should we
use the wutility npodel, what would be the sof/t
appropriate thing for us to do, all of the

vari ous things associated with that kind of an
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organi zati onal sechanicai anal ysSi s.

And when | say anal ysis, don't
mean that | was witing it all down. I was
wor ki ng t hrough t hat pr ocess. r-was trying to

coae up wth a way to restructure and

reorgani ze QA which would, in part, address
the concerns that had been identified &s
this -- as the Mace st udy evol ved.

so for me, the Pace study was

not so such a rewite of WVolunme | -- by the
way, | was participating in the rewite of

Vol une 1. QA obviously was a major issue.

For me, it was, you know, sort of a place to
test what ideas | was coni Ng up with about the

restructuri ng of UA.

In that process, | was aware, t hen,
that a response to the March 20th letter
was - | mean, excuse so, to the January Jrd
letter was being prepared, and | say have
| ooked, durLng that period of ti es, at sonme of
the output docunents. | didn't do any
detail ed technical review of the | ndivl dual
responses of the perceptions. | was generally
aware of the process that was bei ng foll owed,:

and Dick Kelly and L, worKki Ng with Dick
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Gridley, took a try at preparing, based on
what we knew of the results of the review M.
Kelly had asked that a special review team
made up oC Stone & Wbster people go out and
take a | ook at what was bei Nng done at Watts
Bar to test it, to see if it was reasonabl e,
to see |If the concl usions being reached by the
Li ne organi zation were rational and refl ected
the situati on.

We took a cut at drafting a cover
letter Cor that -- well, a letter which
evolved in the Narch 20th letter, and we
provided that draft In very rough forn to
Licensing, to Dick Gridley, on the 13th ot
Febr uary. I resenber that date well because
it was also the day that we were assi gned the
responsibility for the QA organization.

Bow, havi ng taken that
responsibility, we then began to inplenment all

the things that we had thought about in the

previ ous *ont h. That is, we did restructure
QA we pulled all the elements together, we
est abli shed the organizational hierar chy, i ;

of the adm nistrative things that went wth

t hat . So the *onth of WVebruary and the end ot
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February and the begi nning of Narch wer e, tor
me, anyway, greatly consuned with all of thoae
activities necessary to inplenment a new
organi zation .. r should not say new
organi zation, put a restructured or gani zat i on
which brouqglt all those el enents t oget her, 4nd
I'm sure you can appreciate, there were a |ot
of things that were necessary to be attended
to, in addition to which we assunmed the
responsibility for alt of the administrative

requirenents that TV& had rel ative to

personnel, time, all those sorts of tAhi ngs,
budget . As we stepped into the 1|ine posi ti on,
we assumed those responsibilities.

On about the third week in Narch,
M. Wiite had determined that, and his st at e
had determnmi ned that he needed to establish
restart task forces at each one of the pl ant
facilities, and obviously, the first
priority -- perhaps not obviously. it was
obvious to us that the first priority was the
Sequoyah Nucl ear Plant which had been shut
down in, | believe, August of 1985. And t hat

was the first priority.

So | was asked, again, to go to
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Sequoyah wi th Chuck Mason, who was assi gned as

the Task Porce Chairman to develop the task

| 8I1-DsgMO= r "TQ
for +;,.tifl f - approach for the restart ot
Sequoyah, and | was di spatched to Sequoyah to
do that.

1 really started doing that, |
believe it was the week before the week t hat
ended with March 20th. The task force was
oCticially fornmally named on the L9th of
March, but actually, we were working at it not
Cuul time, but we were working at it in the

precedi ng week.

So other than discussions that | nay
have had with Keliy, which - and per haps as
we get into the detailJ, 1 can recall them
better, | wasn't directly involved in the
final throes of issuing the March 20th
l etter. I was at Sequoyah and spent, in fact ,

five weeks at Sequoyah starti Ng the task force
up and then getting it running.

Then M. Kelly indicated to M.
VWite that as long as | was on the task force
at Sequoyah, | might have been doi ng good wor k
out there, that's for others to judge, that |

was not doing his such good in terms of the
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evolution of the QA organi zati on, and so he
Lndicated to M. Wiite that he needed to have
me back in Chattanooga. So atter about the
five weeks of the startup and the initial
efforts on the task force at Sequoyah, | cane
back to Chatt anooga.

M ke WMat hews, one of the peopl e who
was -- Stone & Mebster people who was part oc
our team the QA team was assigned to repl ace
me as the QA representative gn the task
force. So | canme back to Chattanooga and
resuned ny duties as Deputy Director of
QuaLity Assurance.

I don't know, that kind of covers
the tine franme across the preparati on of the
March 20th |etter.

BY MR W LLI ANSOUM

Q M. luston, Let ao ask you a tew
questions, if vyou wll. Exactly what is
Volume L of the TVA Nucl ear Perforeance Pl an?
A Yes, okay. VWhat is Volunme 1 of the
Nucl ear Perforsance Flan, it is -- it's
basically a description of the corporate
program which |s, has been and is bei ng

undertaken to address al of the nmaj or



10

11

12

T3

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

Hust on

weak nesses,

power program

So what

concer ns

coneitnent to the

it

RNC f or

is,

n ettect,

2r

regardi ng TVA' s nucl ear

is TVA' s

specific action,

both - in many areas, organizationally,
personnelilse, in terms of restructuring the
focus on establishing responsi bility and
accountability. So in effect, it's the
busi ness pl an, tt you will, for corporate
nucl ear power in order to achi eve the recovery
of TVA's nuclear faeilities.
Q And does it | elude a Qual ity Assurance
Pr ogr anf?
A go, it is not -- it is not - it
contains conmitnments apout 0 what  witt be
done with QA

For instance, it identifies the

restructuri ng of

centralized organizati on.

Quality Assurance jnto a

st andar di satl on gf

It identifies the
the QA Program it
and i npl enent ati on

identifies the initiation

of a single nethod

for

identification gnd

correction of conditions

It is

AssuUur ance ©Manual .

not

adver se

t he Nuclear

It

is

not

t he

to quPl . ty.

Quality

t opi cal

3
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| report. Those docunents are separate from

2 Volume | of the Nuclear Performance P an,

3 al though they are described . may be

4 described in whole or in part - not in whol e,
5- but in part or at least the intent of the

6 changes to those docunents are described in

7 Vol une 1.

a Q Did you have any input Into what we caill
9 Ithe Mace report, which is the systematic
10 analysis of identified concerns/issues | think
tl a TWA? Did you have any input?
12 A Yes, as | indicated to you, | helped

13 devi se the approach, that is, to go look at

14 Ali the correspondence, not . | nmean all, and

| S the report that was issued identifies the

16 sources to which we | ooked.

17 Was this a

| 6 A. Excuse so, let so finish answering your

ig questi on. in setting tha up, L actually went

20 through some of the docunents and did sone of
21the initial encoding, just to oake sure from

22 my own point of view that that kind of
23 | encodi Ny made sense, that you could wite in
24 25 words or loes and extract a line from an

25 rwr report and put it down in a way that sade
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Before you went to TVA or at the tine

you went

t heir

aanagenent

1985,

probl ens at

A

woul d

revi ew of

recei ve any

to TVA

did anyone briet you as

percei ved problens at TVA that had a

assessnent

in Oct ober - Novenber

to

of

did anyone brief you as to the perceived

No,

I ssuse you nean

ti ndi ngs.

| had

their

Oobvi ously, M.

partici pant in

woul d di scuss,

vall ey and

| ooki ng at, but

you know,

pr obl es,

ki nd of

4-f cor nal

t al k.

going

phone

TVA?

type of forsal

t

not received -- Dpy briefing, |

sone sort of foraal

fi ndi ngs. No, I did not

bur ns, who was

hat team from tine to

you know, his travel to

things that he was i nvol ved

revi ew of the

a

ti ne

t he

in

|l can't recall any specific,

they' ve got this probleo or

here's what we found. Not in any

bri efi ng

sense,

1 had

t hat

sense, or in any kind of

ot her than just sort

of

shop

not anti ci pat ed, in fact,

even

to TVA up wuntil M. Kelly received a

cal

and

recei ved a phone call

to

cone
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down to his office, that he had an opportunity

for me | put opportunity in quotes.
Q During the course of the review of this
informati on, were you being -- not only did

you participate, but were you al so being
briefed as to the results or the concl usi ons

that were going to be reached in the Pace

report?

it. | had ongoing -- first of all, let nme go
back. I didn't participate other t n to set
it up. As |'ve stated earlier, | was taken

out of that process and gi ven anot her

assignnent fairly early on in the review

pr ocess. You know, I talked with the people
who were doing the study. I went down to see
how they were doi ng. They were working
extrenely |1ong hours. It was a very I ntensive

effort over a two- or three-week period.

So you know, |I'd go down - I
usually cone In at 6sC0 in the norning and :d
go down at 6,00 in the norning and find tiien
there, and in the eveni ng. I knew generally
that the process was wor Ki ng. They were
begi nning to be able to categorize the vari ous

percei ved problens from external sources, and
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obvi ously, the output ot that was being
factored into on an ongoi ng basis the
deci si ons about what was going to be done
organi zationally, structuralLly, et cetera.
Q W were told by another i ndividual
during interview that thu reason for the
conduct of this analysis was to provide sone
docunent ati on and background for a briefing
before the NRC Conm ssion in March of 1986,
Narch the 9t h, if I'"'m not m staken.

Do you recall that being di scussed
as the reason for conducti ng this anal ysis?
A Wwell, it could have been one of the
reasons for conducti ng the anal ysis. I don't
renenber explicitly that it was.

W were scheduled -- we, N. Wite
and the team were scheduled to neet with the
NRC. In fact, +the chairman, at that tine,
Chai rman Pal |l adi no, cane down to TVA to
dlscuss the status of things. | can't
renmenber the date. I think it was very early
on in the process.

at the tine, t hough, that anal ysis
was goi ng on, Nr. White could have or i oseone

elie on his safft could have stated either in
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that nmeeting or otherwi se to the NRC that this
anal ysis was bei ng done.

As to why it was bei ng done, clearly
in ny recollection, |t was bei ng done to
support Volune 1 of the Nuclear Performance
Pl an. But remember, Volume | of the Nuclear
Per f or mance Pl an was, in fact, the corporate
response to the 50.54 (9) letter Leiued by the
NRC. So clearly, anything that was done, in
mny mnd, to devel op Vol une | was, In tact,
bei ng done to prepare to discuss with t he REC
what the recovery plans were.

U Were you provided a copy, a final copy
ot the Nace report, systematic anal ysi s of

identified concerns?

A £ *ay have been sent a Ccopy. I don't
I've seen it.
Q. | understand you were taken out of the

process but -

A 0o, |l - 1 saw a copy after it was
i ssued. Il didn't - it was ny opinion that |
expressed, at least to Nr. Kelly, was that |

did not feel that the eCffort was really
necessarily the subject for a report. It was

not, in fact, athough it  was vey systematic
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and al t hough it was a aanggeoent revi ew

process, there was no requirenment that a

report be issued. So £ thought that, vyou
know, ny own opinion was it didn't need to be

a report.

But to answer your specific

question, | don't believe | was -- | may have
been transmitted a copy, but | don't recall it
and | don't think £ have it any nore. I may
still have it in my files.

Q Do you recall any discussions wth any

of the participants in the concl usions that
were reached with regard to concerns and
I ssues and problem areas that t hey identitied?
A Sure, yes, absolutely, | talked with
peopl e about that.

I thought that -- you know, as |
perhaps said earlier, | t hought that the
output of this review was very germane to the
task of restructuring QA within TVA, and so
obviously, | was going to be talKi Ng wth
those people to make sure that my concl usi on
was consistint with what others perceived, you

know.

That report covered a period of 16
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nont hs. It was a review of correspondence jp

t he TVA W didn't |ook at any of the

responses pack. It wasn't an anal ysis that
| ooked in detail at the -- even the vaiidity
of the finding. I mean, It was not that kind

of a review

It was nore a review to jest get a
big picture, put by taking a lot of small

parts, aggregating then together, and then

seeing if trends Eell out of that or |f
specific issues tell out of that. And clearly
one of the things that fell out of t hat was
that although -. for jnstance, QA. QA exi sted
in many different places in TVA There were
many different & panual s. They were all tied
t oget her. They were under one t opi cal review

and approved by the NRC But they were jn

many different p|aces t hr oughout the

or gani sati on,

The lines of communications we" QA,
al though |n each orqganizatl on, they reported
to an appropriate |evel, they weren't gl

pulled together |n one centralized

organi zation, which reported directly to the

top man in the nuclear power -- go surely
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clearly, | asked -- discussed that and said,
you know, |ooked at the conclusions that were
coming out at this study to nake sure that r
was on the right track when r was suggesting
that we needed te% consolidate QA
Q To follow up with that, 4did these
results, and | have them here iL you need to
refresh your nenory, did these results poi nt
or focus in on one area that TVA seened to be

deficient in?

A (No response.)

ug. one general area?

A Yes.

Q What was that area?

A General nmnageeent.

Q General nmanagenent ? Many of these

i ssues seem to have sone inpact on UA, |ack of
managenent, |ack of Quality Assurance

overvi ew, inadegquacy of problem eval uati on and
corrective action, lack oC tineliness, a

nunber of these issues seem to either directly

or indirectly inpact on the QA rrogram

Was this sonething that was

obvi ously evident to you as you were gi ven the/

information trom this report or as you read
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the report? O as you were conducting vyour
different reviews of gA?
A If 1 recall, and by the way, let nme just
say, it is -- at this point, it is very
difficult to go back a year with everything
that has cone to pass since march 20th, that's
the subject of this investigation, with all
the di scussions that have been had In all the
formse that ;hose discussions were, and
remenber clearly what was the setti Nng back

t hen. I nmean, |It's very tough.

But Let me Just try to answer your

questi on. Il think the thing that -- several
t hi ngs. First of all, general managenent,
pl anni ng, directing, controlling was a bi g

problem was the reason, £ think, that TVA had
gotten thenselves into the overall situation
that they had.

There are a nunber of factors that
bear on that, but that's, | think, the maj or
conclusion that | reached. There's two ki nas
of OA, yeu know. There's what Z call upper
case OA, which is the programmatic and fornal 1
program but there's |lower case QA and |

think the Ford Anendnent Study clearly showed
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that Lower case QA was one ot the maj or things
that needed to bo addressed in the total
i ndustry, not just at TVA, but in the total
I ndustry, |lower case QA being everybody's
responsibility Car quality as opposed to the
programmati c responsibility that exists wthin
a formal QA organi zati on.

So the thing that struck ne was,
nunber one, that attenti veness to the | ower

case QA was probably not as good as it should

be, and nmaybe no. - *se than |1'd seen in sone
pl aces, but not as good as |'d seen in others,
and not as good as | would expect. So that,
you know, when | talk about eanaqenent being
an issue, |I'm talking there about the | ower
case.

And that was based on what others
t hought, not what | thought, based on ny Look,
but what others thought over a 16-nonth peri od
oC tine that's still down into a vari ous
conci se set of concl usi ons.

Prograamatically at that point In
ti me, in | ooking over the topical and | ooking /¥
at the interdLvi sl onal QA procedures and

| ooking at the -- briefly looking at the QA

J
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manual s that existed in various places, and

Looki ng at the NRC *ndorseaents oC or

accept ances of that program it | ooked to ne
Like it was cover ed. It | ooked to *nelike it
was adequate, but not what | would expect taor

an organi zation that wanted to achi eve

excel | ence. So an adequate program needed to
be i nproved, adequate nanagenent, but needed
to be pulled together and focused and

di r ect ed.

You know, the fact that engi neeri ng,
for instance, was doing hydroel ectric, fossl
wor k and, oh, by the way, nucl ear work w th
conEli:ting demands and priorities, | thought,
was not acceptable, and that was changed; not
because | thought it was not acceptabl e,
others concurred with ne. But -- so | don't
know it that answers your question or not
but -

Q WAs the information used in the

devel opnent oC this report and this anal ysis,
was It used to draw the concl usions oC the

finaL letter, March 20th letter to NRC about
TVA being in ccnpliance wth Appendi x / k?

A. No, not to ny know edge. -
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gone of this information was?
A Bell, that -- again, that report was a
collection, a systematic collection of 16
months ot previous criticism that had been
made of TVA by all of TV&

Mow, it concluded qgener al
characteristics oC TVA' s perceived prograns
and erom that, devel oped sone root cause
anal yses, okay?

The March 20th |etter was very

speci G c. The March -- the request was very
speci fi c. The incident was very specific.
£En Decenber, *SKS ggff based on
10 -- 11, if you count the design control
i ssue below the bottom |ine, per cepti ons

cor.luded that the requirenents of Appendi x Bj

were not being set. That was Decenber -- |

don't know -

nM  NURNPHY L9t h.
A. The 19t h. On January 3rd, the NRC sent
a letter to TVA encl osi ng all that materi al,

and aski ng, because it was stated
apparently -- and | wasn't in that
presentation .. put it was stated apparently /|

in that presentation that that wasn't TVA I$
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cor porate position. Ckay?
So the NBC asked that TVk tell Lhen
Wi thin sLx days whether that -- what was TVA' s

corporate position on whether or not the
requi renments ot Appendix R are being net at
the martt bar Eacility.

They didn't ask -- you all didn't
ask, have you always net the requirenments of
Appendi x B. They didn't ask, based on your

revi ew of external criticism for the | ast 16

nonths or -- you know, and |I'm not -- |'s
trying to bound this problem Because it was
bounded. That question was an i nstant

questi on, it related to the tine at which
that presentation was sade, at least in the
request irom the NRC, that was how it was

ar r anged.

It didn't ask the global, it was not
a gl obal questi on. It asked, based on this
material, what's your corporate position? And

that's how it was answer ed.

It was answered boxed on & review of
those |IL perceptions. It was answered in the
i nstant sense. And it was answer ed

speclically with respect to Watts Bar. So

0
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did that report that was generated there have
any influence over the March 20th response?

| would say only in a very general

way, in the sense that it was in everybody':
*L..1 as to what WVolume | commitnents were, and
we had j ust i nished witing Voluee | of the
Mucl ear Pertor mance Pl an. But was it a key

el enent oC the analysis, was Lt a key docunent
reCerred to? No, because it wasn't intended
taor t hat. That wasn't the purpose of the

study that was done early on in the process.

Q That's all | have right now

BY MR NORTONz

Q. Mr. Huston, was this systematic analysis
study, was that the mmjor factual backgr ound

for the devel opnent of Vol une 1?

A. tt was one -- no, not really. It was
a -- it was a part.
0. A large part? I mean, could vyou

characterise t?

A. For me, | can tell you what -- as far as
nmy input into Volume 1, | can tell you how big
a part it was. | can give you an opinion,

per haps. Maybe | uhuLdn't give you an

opi ni on.





