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THE RESPONSES OF
TEXAS UTILITIES TO THE NRC'S QUESTIONS
CONCERNING THE 1979 AND 1983 SURVEYS
OF QUALITY CONTROL INSPECTORS

AT COMANCHE PEAK



The 1979 Survey

1. What were employees told concerning the confidentiality of
their responses, who would be seeing the results, and how
the survey data would be used?

Response. The 1979 survey was conducted by interviewing all
QC Enspectors at the site. At the beginning of each inter-
view, the interviewers informed the inspector being inter-
viewed that his/her responses would be kept confidential.
The inspector was also informed that all QC inspectors were
being interviewed to identify problems and potential prob-
lems that needed to be addressed by management.

2. How were the surveys introduc~d and passed ocut to employees?

Resgonse. Forms were not passed out to the inspectors
uring the 1979 survey. Instead, the irspectors were asked

a series of questions and their responses were recorded on
interview forms.

3. Where and how did employees complete the surveys?

Response. The QC inspectors did not complete the survey
orms during the 1979 survey. Instead, two interviewers
were present at each interview; one interviewer asked the
questions, and the other recorded the inspector's answers.

4. What guidelines were used by those transcribing employee
responses?

Response. The interviewers were told to solicit and record
any and all problems that the inspectors could identify.

5. How were the completed surveys returned to management?

Response. The interviewers kept the survey forms they
completed and filed them with corporate QA management after
the project was completed.

6. How were employees selected to participate?

Response. It was management's intention to interview all
inspectors emploved at the site. The interviews were
conducted by discipline, i.e., all electrical inspectors
were interviewed during one block of time, all mechanical
inspectors were interviewed during another block of time,
etc. Except for those inspectors who were absent from work
during the time their group was being interviewed, all
inspectors were interviewed during the survey.



Which organizational units and/or job categories were

included and excluded from the surveys and what criteria
were used for this process?

Response. All QC groups, i.e., electrical, mechanical,
etc., were included in the survey:; no QC group was excluded.

How many QC inspectors were employed at the plant when each
of these two surveys were taken?

Response. At the time of the 1979 survey approximately 190
inspectors were employed at the site.

The 1983 Survey

What were employees told concerning the confidentiality of
their responses, who would be seeing the results, and how
the survey data would be used?

Response. A cover sheet distributed with each of the 1983
questionnaires assured the QC inspectors of anonymity; the
cover sheet instructed the inspectors not to write their

names or to identify their group on the questionnaire, and
advised the inspectors that the survey was not a method of
identifying individuals with specific attitudes. In addi-
tion, the inspectors were verbally advised when the ques-

tionnaires were distributed that their responses would be
ANONYymMous.

The cover sheet stated that the questionnaires would be used
by site Quality Assurance management to assess the inspec-
tors’' concerns. The cover sheet advised that the question=-
naire represented the inspectors'’ opportunity to communicate

with management. Verbal instructions confirmed those
purposes.

fdow were the surveys introduced and passed out to employees?

Response. The questionnaires were distributed by the super-
visors 1n the non-ASME organization.

Where and how did employees complete the surveys?

Response. Where and how the surveys were completed --
indeed, whether the survey was completed -- was left up to

each inspector. This information is known only to the
inspectors themselves.



What guidelines were used by those transcribing employee
responses? »

Response. The 1983 surveys were completed by the inspectors
themselves. The survey responses were not transcribed.

How were the completed surveys returned to management?

Response. The inspectors returned the questionnaires to the
aesE of a staff assistant in the non-ASME organization.

How were employees selected to participate?

Response. C. Thomas Brandt, who initiated the 1983 survey,
was at the time the non-ASME QA/QC supervisor. Brandt

directed that a questionnaire be distributed to all of the
Quality Control Inspectors in the non-ASME QC organization,
that is, to all inspectors subject to Brandt's supervision.

What organizational units and/or job categories were
included and excluded from the surveys and what criteria
were used for this process.

Response. As noted in response to question 6, question-
naires were distributed to all QC inspectors in the non-ASME
organization. The disciplines included were non-ASME
mechanical, civil, electrical, structural, and night shift
(which covered mechanical, electrical and civil).

How many QC inspectors were employed at the plant when the
1983 survey was taken?

Reseonse. At the time of the 1983 survey, approximately 240
QC 1inspectors were employed at the plant. Of these, approx-
imately 150 were employed in the non-ASME QA/QC organiza-
tion, and were giveﬁ survey questionnaires.
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' XXX ! (The document referred to was
. 2 marked Brandt-3 for
3! identification.)
' 4 MR. WATKINS: And if I may offer at this moment to
5: make xerox copies available for Mr. Mizumo, is that acceptable
l ¢ | MR. ROISMAN: Yes, yes, of course.
. |
i 7; Why don't we start with finding out about the
35 survey material?
' 9; MR. WATKINS: Why don't you ide=:.:y your new
g ‘0? collsague for the record? |
. " MR. ROISMAN: I am sorry. Sitting with me is
' XXX ‘25 Marina King, who is one of the people assisting us during the
'3; depositions this week and Mr. Carpenter has also joined us.
' “; BY MR. ROISMAN:
'8 Q Mr. Brandc, there has been reference to 3 set of
' e documents which are described as Ssurvey that was conducted
' 17 + by you. |
_ ‘31; Would you just give me a brief description of what
' ‘°i this was, when it occurred and what does it mean "conducted
20‘ by you" or is that an improper designation for it == so we
' 2! ) will know what it is we will be seeing when we get a copy of
' 2 i
23? A It was a questionnaire seant to all the non-ASME
l 2‘; QC people, essentially asking them what they perceived their
25! job to be, how their perceived their job conditions, what
! |
i | ..
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they thought of their supervisor. It contained about 15
questions plus an additianal page for any comments or concern
they wished to express.

It was done at the suggestion of one.of oy
subordinates, a person I have grown to have a great deal of
confidence in as far as establishing an anonymous forum =--

Q Did you say "an anonymous"?

A Anoaymous =-- for #nspectors to voice concerns, make
suggestions about their daily activities ian such a fashion
that they could do it in total anonynity and possibly obtain
iaformation that I wouldn'g have obtained by any other means
due to their hesitance to come discuss those problems with me.

It was conducted during the summer of 1983.

Q So that the documents that we are to receive are
the survey questionnaires that you raceived back in response
to this?

A Yes, sir.

Q I take it from what you just said abdbout anonyvaity

ehat the questionnaire does not disclcse the name of the

person?
A That's true.
Q Is it set up in Such a way that no one except the

person who filled it out knows who they are unless thev chose

€0 put their name on 1it?

A It was set up so I could tell what group it came
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23

24

25

from because as some of the questions were directed at their
impression of their supervision, I could use it as a tool

to evaluate my supervisors, people who reported directly to
me.

It wvas a very subtle difference. There is a word
change typically in a couple of the 14 or 15 questions. They
are in the same order. For you to pick it up and take a
quick glace at it and look at all 15 questions, you would not
notice the difference.

Q Was it -- was the questionnaire seat out by you
with some kind of a ncuotaﬁéum or iastruction?

A There was a cover sheet to the questionnaire which
essentially describes the purpose of the questionnaire, says
that it is anonymous, descrihes what I was &6ing wich {i¢

giving them a chance to voice their concerns, telling me how

I can make their job easier for thea.

I can tie it to group by the questions are worded,

as I said. 1In no case can I tie it to an iadividual.
Q How many of these were seat out, roughly?
A Ballpark =-- 130.
Q These were to the non~ASME QC pecple, essentially

pecple who worked for you at that time?
A ight.
Q Did it get sent out in a way that iasdicated that

Jou expected everyvone to return it and there was a time by




MM10rg?

-

E T N & SR O S T S -r S e S o e @

45,098

R = 3

20 !

2V

22

23

4

which it was to be returned?

A It is not clear from reading the cover sheet. It
was delivered to the groups by the pcfson whose idea it was.

Q By the way, who was that?

A Mike Warner, W-a-r-n-e-r. He explained to them
wvhat the purpose was, explained to them -- it was their
chance of getting an anonymous but direct line of communicati
:o.mc. There was no way that =-- since it was anonymous,
there was no way to check to see if everybody had returned
them or to ding the people who hadan't returned them, but {f
they wished to return them they should return them by a
certain date. After that we weren't to look through any
submiccals.

Q what number did -gou get back out of the total
number you sent out, roughly?

A The overwhelaing majoricr of thenm.

Q When did you get the survey answers back? When dié
they come back to you, roughly?

A That is a question I have been asked by ay owm
counsel, Mr. Roisman and I don't honestly remember the exact
date.

The sequence of events was they were passed out,
they were given a week to 10 &ays to complete them,

they caame

back to Mr. Warner, who essentially collated or tabulated

resulcs.
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Most of them are ¥es = no answvers to where I got

sheets back that say, for example, "Supervisor X" and then

a4 blank questionnaire with scratch marks tallying the yes

answvers and the no answvers. That took some amount of time.

The closest I can tie it down is late Spring or
Summer, 1983 it was sent out. It was probably two to three

weeks, maybe a month after I sent it out that it reappeared

o0 my desk with the results tabulated.

Did you have in add lon to the tabulation of the
s any memorandum evaluati the results r any opini
ssed, ither | Mr. Warner any
A hing wricing.
and I di

anything

As I sai nere was essen

type answe believe I am speaking fr

@ memor: now.

Most of them BOC even a definite ves or a
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definite no. I think the choices were mostly yes and mostly

no. With each answer there was a couple of lines provided
for any kind of narrative coamments they wanted to add in
addition to basically the entire last page wit" any other
|  comments you would like to make at this time.
é Most of them have comments on thenm.
i Q Was the reassignment a decision which you have the
|
i authority to implement yourself or merely that you had to
|
; recommend to somebody to implement?
E A That was solely my dcéision.
; Q Did you mcmorializc the reascns for the reassign-
f ments in some document?
| A No.
Q Do the people who were reissigned -- were they
told by you whvy thev were being reassigned?
A In only one case that I can remember did I explain
to that supervisor distinctly why he was being reassigned.
I take it Dack == in two of the cases.
One of the reassignments involved a transfer offsice
| Q Yow were these reassignments that were made made
within the organization that you had the respoasibilicy for,
- the non=-ASME?
|
3 A Righe.
: Q So it is like moviag a supervisor from mechanical
! to electrical or something like that?
|
' A Exactly.
| -
-
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Q And vere there any other actions that you took
based upon the answers that you got from the survey?

) I can't think of any right now, off the top of
my head, Mr. Roisman. I might be able to provide more input
if I had them in front of me.

Q We'll probably all have that chance at some later
time. Did you, either before vyou initiated the survey, or
subsequent to the time you inictiated, have occasion to discuss
the idea of doing the survey anc,or the results of the survey
with any of the people who Yyou reported to, like Mr. Tolson
or Mr. Chapman? :

A Tolson and I discussed it.

Q Was all the communication between you and Mr.

Tolson on this also in writing -- also oral?

K It was also oral, to the best of ay recollection,
ves sir.
Q Do you remember whether Mr, =- Mr. Tolson ==

did you discuss with hia before you did ic?

A Yes.

Q Did you go to him to seek his concurrence for
doing it, or just to zivise him that you were doing it?

A I chink it would be fairer to describe my going
to Mr. Tolson as a sounding board, {f you will. Hey,
Tolson, do you think this is a gocd idea? I certainly didn't

need his concurrence to do it. I dida't really, I guess,

J
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even need to let him know I was doing it, just a day to day
operation. But it was a different type approach. I had
never done it before and I wanted to Sounce the idea off of
him. He thought it was a reasonably good idea.

Q Did he have any suggestions for Yyou un ways to
improve it or do it differently?

A Not that I remember.

Q Then did you go back to him, after you got the
survey results back, and discuss with him again?

--_: A In«genetai, ves. Ve dida't sit down and read

through every single -- excuse me. I say we didn'c. I

did not sit down with him and peruse each individual response.

I discussed the genera! overall results.

Q Did you discuss with him the actions that ‘you
were planning to take, or if ther were already taken, that
vou had taken in light of the survey?

A Let me clarifyvy, ac this point, the personne.
decisions were not as an absolute result of the survey,
Certainly the reassignments were affected by the results --
or my decision to make the reassignments was affected by the
results of the survevy. But to say that the survey was an
absolute~type document, that's not true.

Ia answer to your question, though, I did discuss
the reassignment of the personnel with Mr. Tolson.

Q Was that in order to seek his concurrence or,
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again, as a sounding board?
A It was more of == partially a sounding board,
partially keeping him apprised because I wasn't moving lead
inospectors or things like that. I was moving, you know,
pecple immediately under me at that point. It was more of a
keeping him apprised of what I was doing type situation.

Q What was it in the surveys, if Yyou remember,
tga: contributed to your decision to make the particular
reassignments? And let me just Stop you. We're going to see
these things, and vou've already said that it's hard to
remember without them. If you'd rather answer these

questions with them ==

A I'd rather answer them with thenm in front of me,
Mr. Roisman.

Q That's fine, all right. With the exception of
Fourself, Mr. Tolson, and Mr. Waraer, and of course the
People who actually filled thenm out, are there anv other

individuals who vou consulted with or who would have a basis

to have any knowledge ahou: the content of ch;se surveys or
the actions that you took, in part, in light of what you
learned in the survev?

A Mr. Warner had‘assistance from an individual
in collating the results.

Q Who was that?

A Mark Welch. Excuse me, if I can clarify myself,
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1 I didn't really mean collate, iz the typical sense. I meant
2 more of a tabulation. It wasn't a matter of sorting sheets
3' of paper. It was an exercise in tabulating results.
4 Q Was it, in your judgment, purely clerical, or
s | did it require the exercise of some judgment?
6 A No, it was more clerical-type function.
7 Q At the time that Mr. Welch assisted Mr. Warner
8! in doing this tabulation, where was he employved at the plant
q? site? Was he working for you?
10% A He worked for me, yes, sir.
,,: Q I'n just trying to get clear on Mr. Welch's == is
12; this the same M:». Welch who, at some time in 1984 -~ early
,3! 1984 -~ was also the acting site supervisor for engineering,
1‘i Quality Control engineering? Does that ring a bell with you?
15 | A I téink we're talking about the same person, but
¢ L don't aver remember him being a quality engineering
17 Supervisor -- ves, he was.
18 Q Acting?
:qj A Yes, he was, for a short period of time.
20! Q The job now held by Mrs. Bielfeldt?
2" A Right.
22 | Q And the one who, at some even subsequent time to
23! that was put in charge of.:he'electrical inspectors in the
24 safeguards building?
25 A Same person.
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Q And what functions was he performing

for you

at the time he and Mr. Warner did the tabulation?

A He was on my staff as a staff assistant.

Q What did that mean? He wasn't a supervisor and

not an inspector?

A Non-supervisory, non-inspector, nen=-Qualicy

Engineering. He was essentially special projects coordinator

if that term means more to vou. He did essentially what I

assigned him to do.

Q Okay, so he was a special

when you wanted somebody

to
iidn't have the time to do personall;

A xactly,

And did he have any substantive input, other than

iscuss
h at all.
Warner an

rec:

exchange tha

MR. ROIS)‘“ N ne enOugh

information. Let me just say, on ¢t : » that it does

not sound, ' 've heard, as though there would be
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any reasonable doubt but that our discovery request would I

encompass -- I'm not talking here about sanction or anything.
I just want to be clear, on the rccotd. that my in:erptecacion
of our discovery request would say that this info:ma:iou would

clearly fitc i: and be appropriate. I just waant to make that

statement on the record.

MR. WATKINS: If I then could also make a
statement for tue record. Mr. Brandt, when did you realize
that you had these documents and give them to your lawyers?

THE WITNESS: Monday, July 9th, 1984.

MR. WATKINS: Were vou out of the country for the !

veek preceeding Monday?

THE WITNESS: Yes, I was.
MR. WATKINS: Mr. Roisman, I don't want to argue ;
;
about whether they were subject to disclosure or not. I'a ;

nct that familiar with the rejuest for sroduction in the

firsﬁ
place.
MR. ROISMAN: Okavy.
I want to be very clear. I don't think there's
any question. I would like the witness to look at a
document, which I'il ask the reporter to mark as Brandt-4.
(The document referred to was

marked as Exhibit No. Brandr-4

for identification.)
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Additionally, eacn inspection group aeld
periodic meet.ngs, and I often dropped oy to see
vhat was bappening and to answer guestions. Oa
QUA3COUsS occasions during these meet.ngs I
infocraed tone inspectors of my policy and I cried
€O COonvey ay personal interest in their concecrns.
I want to add thac I can't think of a
day waen I dida't aeet wWita ona or more inspectora
Q4 an ilndividual Dasis 1o uy office and the
BAJ9C01c/ Of thesq meetinys were initiated by the
ing  83C31 3,
Je Arf. Brandt, Jdid you have a policy apout
La2 Wiy i1a #0ica you wanted disputes bDetween craf:
dad . resolved?
‘e Yeas, sirc., i made it clear to aill
Aoa=AJ.0L Laspectors and sSugSe@Ivilors that whenever
4 diilz2r2ace of opinion aruse naetvean craft and gcC

ddsiag an inspeccion, tnhe iaspector had “he laat

wocrd,

I aiso nRade i1z ¢ciearz that tae 2C
Superv.luis, including myaself, were availaole to
A831.< .2 r2soiving any dispuces taat ardse.

rr ‘dr. Brandc, did caere coae a tiawe when
794 < .acted a sucvay of your inapectors to

ASC2CT44a caelr attitudes apoutc certain thinga?
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"A.  Yes, 1 did.
Qe When did you conduct this sucvay?
A. Barly suamer, 1983.
Q. How did you decide -- how did you conme
to conduct the survey?
A, I was concerned on what people tanought

9f theic own joo, how they perceived tine job they
waie ctiygjing to Jo. One of tnhne guy's thac worked
£0: e ac the time, a feliow Dy the naze of Mike
Warner, caae up with the idea of the anoaymous
walte 2aper 3urvey., [ think it's called the White
Pagec Rapore, 347ing them an Opportunity to voice
Cieir conplaints, wnat tley taougit of their job,
Wuact caey thnougat 9f Comancus Peak, waat taey
taddy.ac 9f taelis syparvisor, what they would do to
cacnje taeir job, i1f tney cuuid. Taose type of
sk@asions,
Ar. dacner piepared cae survey for ay

raview.

id e 0id you distridute tae survey
Juesct.onaire?

Mo Yes, I did, I distcributed the
Juest.icaaire Lo every non-ASHE QC inspector.,

P fou say they were 4Anonynous) 18 thatc

cigac?
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“A. They were anonymous in the sense that I
can't tell who wrote taem, other than in some
cases, I can tel. by iadividuala' handwriting
vnc3e responses it i13. They are geaared 30 taat
taeze i3 ainor word changes in a couple of key
Gu2.tions to wheze I can tell which group or which
SUpZ@IVLIS0T3 or inapectors were answering the
aucvay.

3 e do0w lony after you discributed the
SJdIvays dad yOou get responses dack?

R I would say I jot the responses back
DetW2en a 320nth and six weeks later. I received
cthea., faey were turned dack .n, t¢ the best of Ry
f@Cv..sictaon, aoout twd weeks after they were aentc

JUL.

de Jere tne ra3uits taen coapiied for your

A, Rigat,

d e Mr. Brandc, did you review tae responses

£o tne .urvey?

o 123, I did., I apeat a0:e ctide
€0ac2i..atiag on taoe narrative porcticn at the
end, L Cuaink the last guestion was comaents. e
fE@Vicwi. 2very one of those, and I ceviewed tae

Sdauac.=2s that were prepared for ae. I ceviewad



-

|

R

=l T

13
13
20
21
22
23
24,

25

45347
other portions of the surveys at random. I don't
believe I could nonesctly 3ay ['ve read every line
O0f every survey aven at tals stage.

Qe Mcr., Brandt, what action did you take in

tesponse to tne survey?

A. I aade s0@me supecrviaory chances.
5 P And wihat ware those?
A Lat me make cliear, ovefora I even answer

J9us juestioan, dr. DJowney, that the s3urvey was a
contrivuting factor, ToOo say tae survey alone

Useu 2aytning other cthan expenditure of aeveral

"

¢
aours pJreparing it, distridbutiag itc, tabulating
it, uind evaluating it, it's proocably not true.

de It was a conctridbuctiang Eactor?

e it was a coaciibuting Zactor to some of
cae Jwr.ounnel decisions I wade, ovne of wiaica was
the .¢uoval of Hargy Wililams, one of waica was
Cae@ tianstfer of !lr. Poote T3 n:gas 3aat and the
rtectdca of Hr. Randalis to tue day saift, and Mr.
Lawren:e receiviayg some adaicional responsibility.

Jde Jtarting with cne additional
f@3pon..oilities given to Mc. Lawcence, what in
Lie su.vay responses -~ pow did taoat contribute o
taac?

Mo Ac. Lawrence's group responded in a way
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that I would have expected an ideal supecrvisor's
group to respond. They were very positive, which
indicated to =e that there was a clear line of
comaunication and understanding and respect
Decween 4r. Lavrence and his troops.

Q. fou say you assigned Mr. Randall to the
day siZt and Mr. Poote to the night shifc aftecr
tde survey, 13 chat right?

Ao Rigac.

Qe Jow did the su:ivey contripute to that
chaace?
Ae Ar. Randall is == tO use p:robably an

OIfteu over=-used term, was ourned out in the fact
that Le 0ad Deen on nigat saift for weli over a
yaac. 4L Was causing ain soue personal probieas.

de i've worked aignc snifc ayself and Z9od
tenu te L0se contact witna tne gpeople tnat you aec
2a day saifc, You somaetimes losc faeling coc
wdat's actualily going on.

After I awoved aim froa night 3nift to
day sailt, he came in and pecrsoaally taanked nme
fo:z i1z, He never formally requested tnat ae ove
feR0ved Lzoa night abift, but he did come 1in,
after tue fact, to thank me £or gectting hia off

Bigat suizt.,
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Q. Now, Mr. Poote, wihy did you move aiam to
night shifc?

A. When

aoved NMr. Randall off aigat
shift, I 2ad to repiace aim with someone. Mr.
FPoote nad kind of stagnated waere he was at. He
was supegrvising an electrical support inatallation
iagpect:ion. At tne tiae, the activity with the
@OSEt Crasit peoplie and inspection people was the
cdoatiay arcea,

Az, Pooce waa Level III in coatingas. I
ge2dedl ciac 1r. Foote was a good cnase because he
43> cu on.y oae of my supervisors wao had any
@fpe@r.z1c2 at all wita coatinys., And it improved
tae .o,anm.cation, I taianx, by the fact tnat I had

SYlevue wu0 COoJid anaswagr tecan.cai concerns on

fNajde LULZT 10 tae coatings acea.

Je You mentioned zaac f£oliowing the survey
YOu4 r2placec hr. Wiisi.aas, 1s taat gigac?

Ao That's tzue.

3 4ould you descrile aoce fully thne

ClrCudL..saces taat lead cod that Jecision?

s faere were a nuaoer of factors taac
OCCUu: . during che suwaer of 1283. One was che
Sufve/, ue Was day-to-day oovsecvation of job

pecroiiance, sacluding periona. conversations I



AR . -

o N &

11
12

13

15
16
17
13
13|
20|

21

45350
had with Mr. Wiiliams and Mr. Willianm's
inspectors, conversations wich conastructioan,
conversations with engyineering, inspector
interviews I conducted after talsing to Mrz. DJuniham
ia June.

In @ssence, all tue factors lead me to
bDeliave cthat Mr. Williaas had lost effectiveness
ds a syuperviasor.

Q. SO0 the Whita Paper Report was a
contriduting factor to thia judgment, is that
rtignce?

A. Yes, it was. I woaldn't say ic
Coatr.vuted any mwore or any less than aaytaing
else. st was one of a number o0f factors thac
concr.ouced to my decision that Mc,., Williams had
€0 22 renlacead.

Je Apart from tae suypervisory chaages taat
704 cade Joliowing tne 3urv2ay, as to which the
Sucvey cesulcs were a coatrioucing £actor, did tae
Sucvey results contridbute to any otaer action taat
70U toOX outside of tnis area, ousside of thae area

Of Jupervisory assignmaants?

, W AS a result Oof the survay itsesf, no,
ROE Cuuc I cecali.
Qe Did you pass the survay along to your
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supelviaors?

A. I discusased generally the results of the
Survey with ay supervisor, Mr. Tolson. I
discussed the supervisory changes I was about to
maxe.

Past that point, no, 8ir, I didn't.

Qe Way didn't you pass the entire survey
a.9ng to othners in your chain of command?

Ao [t was a report taac was essentially
dadtaored 0y ayself. The idea wau mine or ay
2ed0yie's, It was done for my benefit, not done at
anyone's direction. Aad otner than passing on the
Feiecdal cejults of tae survey, I didn't feel I nad
ANy OJLi.4Tidn tO pass the asurvey on.

de Jid you see any aead to do that?

Ve 40+ It was a day-to-day superviso:y
@Vd.dalion Of people I had woriing £or me, nore
tdan anytainy else, and whact I coulid try co do tu
Juite frankly aake the C inspectoc's job easier
£oc a.a.

MR. DOAGEY: Tne applicant aoves that
BzandiL lznioats 12, 13, 14, 18, 19, 20, 21 oe
fecCue./.i .n evideace,
The Jdocuwencs previously marked

planc exhibits no, sic 12, 13,
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: 14, 18, 19, 20 and 21 for
identification were received in
evidaence.

MR. DOWNEY: And the Applicant moves
thact Braandt Sxaabits 15, 16 and 17 be received in
evidence for the limited purpose of establishing
tne nacture 0f tne complaints that wvere brought to
managenzat's attention dy QC inspectora and
Ranageienta response to those coamplaints.

The documents previously marked
Brandt Zxzaibit Nuapers 15, 16
and 17 for identification wvece
feceived in evidence liaited in
3Cope a4 noted adove,

(Whereupon tue Jdeposition of Mr. Brandt

#as adjourned.

I, C. Ti0MAS BRANDT, nave read tue foregoing
deposic.on and nereby affiz ay 3iJnacture taat saae

13 Rifde and cocrect, eizcept as noted herein,
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r C. THCAAS BRANDY

SUBSCRIBED AND SWORN to pefore ae this tho

day of . 1984,

NOTARY PUBLIC IN AND POR THE
STATE OF TESXAS

My comaission expires:

45353
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STATE OF TEXAS )

COUNTY OF DALLAS )

I, Marigay Black, RPR, Cectified Shorthand
Peporte: in and for the State of Teras, do hereby
Certiry tnat taerd came pefore me on the 1l6th day
of Augusc, A, D., 1984, at the Glen Rose Motor
Iaa, Glen Rose, Texas, the foilowing named person,
Co=wic: C., THOMAS BRANDT, who was by @ae auly swvorn
€2 Ce.tirfy the truth and notaing out the truth of
Als <00wvwiedge touchning and concerning the mattaers
il CunvJoversy in this cause; and that he wvas
Cagl2uygoa exanined upon ais oata and his
@iAwsA0L0Nn reduced tO wiiting; same to De swoza

EO and JJDSSrivou DY said witness petore any

Nesasy 2ubliic,

¢ fuartaer certiliy tnat I am neitaec actornay
Or counsel £0c, nor ceiated to dr eampioyed by, any
9L Llde¢ arties CO the activa 4in waich toia
depos.izion 14 taken, and fuccther taat I am not a
F@iacsi’2 o7 2aployee of any attorney or counsel
Q@LLu 2w 9y Che pacties nereto, oc¢ financially

lncesva.2d A0 tne actioa.
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"In witness whereof, I have aereunto set ay

hand and affixed ay seal tais lé6tn day of August,

A.D., 1984.

License Expires:

Deceaber 31, 1984
C3R No. 351

MARIGAY BLACK,
IN AND POR THE
1226 Coamerce,
Dalias, Taexzas

(214) 742-3035

RPR, CSR

STATE QF TZ2XAS
Suite 411
75202
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question has been asked and answered, then it's asked
and answered.
BY MR. ROISMAN: -
Q - Mr. Vega, in 1979 you were a2 member of a
management review board that conducted or supervised

and conducted interviews of site QC inspecctors. Do you

remember that? Other members on the board were Mr.

Boron, Ms. Anderson, Mr. Moore, Mr. Purdy, Ms. Spencer
and Mr. Valdez.

A I remember that.

Q Do you remember how it happened that this
TUGCO QA management review board was established and how
you 1appened tc be om it?

A .Yll. I remember the discussions leading up to
this i{tem. I remember that there were discussions in
house. I believe these discussions were primarily betweer
Mr. Tolson, Mr. Chapman, myself, Mr. Boron.

We wanted to take the {nitiative and 80 see
how things were going with the quality assurance progrfan
at Comanche Peak.

As I mentioned to you earlier, we do this a
lot. 1If Mr. Tolson feels uncomfortable with any area in
his organlzation, he asks for a management audict. "Hey,

I don't feel comfortable here. I'd appreciate it {f you'd

come in and look at 1t and tell me if I have a problem."”




J

“~ .. =N - G e = .
~ L ]
.

Al

10

1

12

13

15

17

18

20

21

22

22

24

5

36,610

This is exactly the same spirit. This is
exactly the same context in which this whole activity was
done. We did it of our own initiackvc. We wanted to see
how effactive our program was at the site, and so we did
this study.

Q Is it your testimony that :h;rc were no

particular events or series of events that gave you reaso:

to believe that there was a problem, or that you were

doing this merely because you wanted to assure yourselves
that there wasn't, rather than that you had reason to
believe that there was?

A That 1is correct. To the best of my recollect
I cacnot remember any incident that brought about this
thing. la:hcr. it was an initiactive on our part.

Q I the final report on the interviews which w!
done, were you a co-author of that final report?

A We hanaled different areas individually.
Some of us would interview, say, electrical inspectors.
Others would review == would interview civil; others .
procuremeat people.

Then we would get together at the end of the

day ==~ excuse me =~ L0 see whether there was any ansvers
that wvere repetit’ve for the purposes of highligheing

those answvers.

Different members of the team assumed
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primary responsibility for authoring different elements
of that. We all concurred with that, signed the
different elements of the report.

Q But, in other words, only the ones that you
have primary respoasibility for would be the ones in
wvhich you really had personal knowledge of the informa-
tion that was contained in there?

: A Not personal knowledge, but rather I had
information as to what had been said by the inspectors.

Q On the ones that you had responsibilicy for,

vere you conducting the interviews?

A Yes, I was.

Q It vasn't the people vorking for you? You
vere doing the interviewing yourself?

A I was doing the intervieving myself.

Q So the information that's contained in this
document reflects what it was that the person doing the

interviev actually heard the QC inspector that they were

interviewing say?

A That's correct.

Q I notice that when these documents vere
produced in discovery -« and I'm talking about the
intervievs themselves «- they're all tdentified A, B,
Cy D, with numbers as opposed to individual names.

Can you tell me why was that procedure used
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and wvas that the way the reports were actually written
up originally, or did they include the names originally?
A No. We wanted to get ns.luch input as wve
could get. We wanted to make sure that the inspectors
understood tioat we wvere not after names; ve were not
after titles. We wanted information.
We couldn't care less whether it was this
person or that persou. What we wanted was feedback.
When people went Lin there, wea told them that
ve had a key; there was only one copy of that key; and
that their idencification == {f you want to call 4t that
would be safeguarded because the questionnaires would
only have a cerctain prefix and a number.
. It was for that purpose that this code was
generated.
Q S0 the originals had the code on them to
start with is what you're telling me. There never was a
questionnaire that had the person's actual ﬁamn written
on {it?
A There never was a quesionnaire that had a
person's name written on it. Absolutely not,.
Q Why did you do that?
A We wanted to promote as free of an exchange
of information as possible without anybody knowing who

said what.




’

Q Why should anybody have been concerned about
who said what?

~ Well, I don't know of any reason why anybody
should be concerned. But there are people that don't
like to sign their names to different things. I mean,
this can be a suggestion or a letter to an editor or
whatever.

People are at times reluctant to identify

themselves. If you divorce the entire process from names
and persons, and you promote == y gncentrate your

efforts on a free and confidentia change of information

ve felt ¢! ] help for a free cemmunication.
was our opinion as members of the group -

nobody ' ‘ We just thought 4t would be a

Did you ask the people whether they would
mind 1if their names were used; o you assume that
they would not want it used, and USt used your system
for all of

A We « O use names. That wvas our
decision. We never even asked then.

Q Did you have any sense You descridbe
48 almost a natural, somewhat universa » although not

total, universal feeling. What 1is your opinion as to

why such a feeling would exist, why these people would in
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any vay give you different answers if they knew their
names wvere going to go on the questionnaire?

A I's not saying that :hc; would give me
different ansvers 1f their names were on the questionnair
We just wanted to eliminate the subject in the first plac

Q When the reports wvere completed ==~ the
suamaries that were done, to which all of the members
.pu: their signatures -~ did you continue to have any
involvement with regard to the review of the TUGCO
Management review board summaries or implementation of
any actions that may have been taken or not takem in ligh!
of them; or were you now through?

A Well we were pretty well through., Ve
generated tﬁo reports. We turned them over to management.
I remember we made some presentations.

After that we did not get involved in {c.
It was pretty much we wvere through with our {avolvement.

Q What was your position ia the company at the
time that you were on this TUGCO QC management review -
board; do you remember?

A I was probably Supervisor of Quality
Assurance Services at that ctime, but I don't kaow for
sure.

Q I'm sorry, I always have trouble with all of

these. Is that the same position that you were holding
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just before you entered your current position, or was
there a change?

A It would have been the same position.

Q Ia which of these areas did you do the actual

interviewing? Which was your area; do you remember?

A Mr. Roisman, this was so long ago. I

really couldn't tell you for certain. T don't think

I could pinpoint something specifically.

Q The other people who were on there, as I
understand it, 1if your recollection is correct that you
vere in fact involved i{n the job which was essentially
the same as the job you held just before your present
one == all these QC people were people whose work was

in one way or another subject to your review; is that

correct?
A Certainly.
Q S0 there was no one atea in which you could

particularly go and talk to people who you wouldn'te
know who the person was that you were talking to? ’
You knew them and they knew you at least by name, if
nothing else.

A No, not at all. Not at all. These are
inspectors. [ come in and we look at programs. We
look at documentation. We talk to people, but we're

not based at Comanche Peal.
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Q That was true of all the other pecple on the
management review board at that time?
A Everybody on that list was officing and

reporting off site.

MR. WATKINS: Could we take a real short
recess’?

MR. ROISMAN: Sure.

(Short recess.)
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.
mge 10-1 ! MR. ROISMAN: We are back on the record.
: BY MR. ROISMAN:
3 Q When you did the Management Review Board
¢ work im 1979, in your judgment, did the summary produce
S any things that surprised you? Were there any things
¢ that you found that were bc:t;r than you expected, worse
7 Fhan you expected, different than you had expected,
: compared to when you were going in and getting ready to
’ start 1it? Did you have any surprises?
0 A Gosh, you are asking me to go back five
" years.
12 (Pause.)
13 I really don't remember what I expected.
4 Q Is it hard for you at this point to have a
15 very clear memory even of what it was that was concluded?
16 A I remember some of the things that came out
’ that we addressed, that stick in my mind. But other than
'8 that, my recollection of this whole thing is very vague.
g Q If such a review were conducted today, a
L management review, I assume it would be one in which you
2 woulc not be involved because now you are at the site, and
a2 it would be your, 1f vc¢n will, work force that was the
a subject of the review. But {f such a one were conducted
Lo today, can you think of anything that would be done
3 differently in terms of doing that review than the way
2
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age 10-2 it was done before?

~

MR. M

L)

ZUNO: Objection. Wiy is that

|

|

|

i relevant, if one was to be conducted today?
o MR. ROISMAN: Well, I think it's appropriate!

|

| tc ask the hypothetical question based upon seeking to
determine whether, in the witness' judgment, conditicns
Or events at the plant have changed in such a way that chi @

kind of a review would be done differently and thenm to prcj

that. And if he does not believe that it has changed, tha;;

is also relevant because ==

MR. MIZUNO: But it is not established that

~

he, in fact -~ the Applicants have determined that one

would be ==~ a review board of this type would be necessar§

now or desirabd la.

MR. ROISMAN:

That's true. The only peoplel

who have made that decision is the NRC Sraff.

MR.

MIZUNO: And so therefore I don'rt

believe that it's -- since the Staff has required it or

because the Applicants have not dome this of their own.

volition, that any questions regarding this would be

speculative and not relevant.

MR.

WATKINS: We endorse that objection and

would add that if you would like Mr. Vega to speculate,

S0 long as we ideutify his answer as speculation, ==

3 MR. ROISMAN: 1It's not important emough. I
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i
' mge 10-3 ‘ will drop the question.
: BY MR. ROISMAN:
l : Q Mr. Vega, are you familiar with a document
e enticled CPSES Policy Regarding Investigationm and
' $ Reporting of Quality Matters Related to Nuclear Safety?
.( o Does that document ring a bclll with you, dated scometime
' atound the end of 19837
. ’ A (No response.)
: ’ Q It's CPSES Policy Regarding Investigation and
. " Reporting of Quality Matters Related to Nuclear Safety.
' " MR. MIZUNO: Is this a document which the
{: 2 Intervenors have in their possession?
'” . MR. ROISMAN: I don't have it, but I believe
. that counsel in one of the other rooms has it, the one
' - copy.
. » MR. MIZUNO: The same objection as far as
; ” providing ic.
' e THE WITNESS: CPSES Policy Regarding
= Investigation and Reporting of Quality Matters Regarding...
l_ - MR. ROISMAN: -~ Related to Nuclear Safety.
' " THE WITNESS:. May I ask if there is a
s procedure number associated with this?
. » MR. ROISMAN: I have no such designation.
e If ic is not familiar to you, just tell me no, and we will
.() o just go on.
Y
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the total package =-- all of tne instruments that are
usad to evaluate inspector forc? within whkich :the
ROF has caken glace.

Ce Are you satisfied that the ROF system has
tcen followad in every case?

A Yes, it has been.

Ce Mr. Vega, did you participate as ar
interviewer in tha 1879 survey of the QC personnel
2t Comanche Peak?

A Yes, I did,

Qe And what was the naturec of your

rFarcicipation?

»o

A I wes involved in formulacing cie rview

ri
g

Flan, and I participated in cthe intervieus
themselves. I participatec in drafting cthe
summaries and participated in some followug actions.

Qe With respect to the interviews themsalves,
what instructions did you receive or dic Yyou give to
reople when you conducted those interviews?

A, The instructions were really incorporated
in the forms that we had prepared. And the way we
did this, our objective was to obtain as mueh input
as we could from the inspectors to assess their
working environment, the adequacy of their

Procedures, the interface with the different
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organizations on site, how they perceived their
managament, Andé so we formulated 2 list of
guestions cthat we would ask of each insgpector.

Wwe agreecd that we were after as much
information as possible. e agreed that we would
not te out there to defend anything that was being
done. We were there merc¢ly to ask questions, to
receive the information. There was absolutely no
intent to verify the information, ané so
consequently, we accepted hearsay together with
firsthand information with absovlutely no effort o

cifferentiata betw2en ic.

Qe Is it fair to say that the effurt was to

get the greatest possible expression of concern witk

the CC insgectors?
A. Yes. We wanted to formulate or come up
with as broad a data base as we coaulé on the

relevzant guastions.

Qe After che 1979 survey was completed, was

there any followup from the Dallas QA group on that

survey?
A. Yes, there was.

Qe And what was th2 nature of that followup?

A. We tcok some of the key corrective actions

that had been agreed upon in different areas and
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came back and sssessec the effectiveness of those
corrective actions in addressing the iters
identified.

Ge And who decidec to conduct this followup?

A. I don't remember the detailed ciscussions.
I'm sure it was a combination of Mr. Chagman, myself,
Mrs. Anderson, petrhaps Mr. Borne, although I really
don't remember the discussions that led up to the

followup. I re2lly don't.

Ce “hat actuslly was done in the followup
aucic?
A Again, we took the key corrsctive actiors

anc assessec the leavel of implemencacion arné thre
effectiveness in addressing the problems that were
icentified.

Ce I guess I asked the wrong question,

How did you do that, Mr. Vega?

A OCkay. We did that by primarily talking to
Feople from the organizations within which the
corrective action was applicable. Ané what I mean
by that is if we were verifying the effectiveress of
a revised procedure =-- and taking an example,
Procedure 6.9 -~ we wonuld talk to inspectors working

to that procedure. We certainly wouldn't talk to

Feople from an administrative organization to see

'
o

i

i |
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document 1a been marked in ¢ r d

this proceed as Panel Ancderson Exhibit 1 and
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1 can identify
Yes., Panel Ancce
llowup audit ==

Yes. This is a

urvey f£i

survey h

daressed

most commo
K, that gprocedu
lemented. \nd I rememl

lte satisfied as to how

Another thing th I remember is
were combined training sessiocns wherein th
and the inspectors attended the same training course

so that the inspector would know what the craft had

to do and the craft would understand what the




insgpector he
something,
the work
other's
ere we
n addr
identified. But in
re significant items

that the correctiva

fied

pFarticipated in th interview
perceive, as a result of your parti
interviews, that harassmert and ir
threats of Quality Control in
at Comanche Peak?

No, I didn't conclude that it was a groblem
or a ] We did com& acronss one incident
where a lady inspector had heen picked up by the

collar by a craft foreman. I remember that that

\

came up during one of the interviews. I remember

r
L)
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talking to Mr. Chapman - I think several of us

talkec to him -- and we brought the inspector in --

the inspectress in., She recounteé the incidenct.
This thing happeneéd -- the incident hac

occurred sometime backe. She éid not want the craft

Craf? flrsSo oA

Ferson fired. £the felt that the maeseesssr had
changed his attitude after that incidenc.
Aprarently, the man recognized that he had done
wrong, and he probably also recognizec that, had she
war zed to, she could have had him fired. But I
remember that she was very emphatic in &sking that
he not be terminatec; that as far cs she was
concsrnec, it was én <”¢%€4Eﬁfb- cf?’fzavas é&n
incident that happened, There haéd kEeen no
recurrence, a2nd that her relactionship with that
particular individual was very accegptable.

Qe Mr. Vega, was a certain amount of friction
between craft and QC revealed as a2 result of these
interviews in 19792

A. I believe that some craft people believad
that inspectors were inspecting beyond their
requirements. I believe that some inspectors
believed that the craft people were offering for
inspection their work before it was really finished,

So I believe that there was some suspicion between




hWrhat correcti

roblem?

hey both coul

have tefore

- -
andc

sugges
cuesti
survey
A, Yes, We certainly did fo

Foint then.

Qe And, Mr. Vega, in your followup interviews

did you find that in 198C, that harassment,
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intimidation and threats of Quality Control
Insgectors was 1 problem at Comanche Peax?

A No, absolutely not.

Ce And dicd you flind that the tension that you
found {n 1975 had changed in any way, the tension
CLetween the two groups had changed in any way?

A I didn't note that there was any residual
tension. My conclusion was that the working
relationship was very much improvecd, and I felt
qulte comfortable with it,

MR, DCWNEY: No more questions but at
this time the 2pfplicant moves that Vaga Exhibits
l=-19 anc Anderson Fanel Exhibit !l te received in

evidence.
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Q Okay.

A I have heard that there-was a discussion
or conflict between another coatings inspec and some
craft -- excuse me. That was Mr. Tom Mille

Q He was the inspector or the craft

He was the inspector.

Uh-huh.
A Way back in the history of
somewhere, I recall there was a case where an

was physically intimidated but I do not recall who, when,

where -— the scenario. [ . o ime | great

ceal, 1 uncerstan

that was not while
site. That ‘ f physical
recall when
ur

Q , voice up : ‘ bit . urdy.

== was up doing an employee survey

(

And you came to understand that there had

1

been an instance of physical intimidation at that time?
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A It was not one of the employees or one of
the interviews that I was involved in but I do remember
the discussion that we had that evening, that we did
discuss the topic.

Q All right.

Now let me show you a document

on tihe =-- a rather thick set of documents cn the letter

2

Texas Utilities Generating Company memo, the date of
October 2nd, '79, entitled TUGCO QA Management Review

Board Interviews of the Site Electrical QC Personnel.

MR. WALKER: Excuse me. Has that been ==
Q Can you identify that document?
MR. WALKFR: Has that been marked for identi-
fication?
MR. GUILD: It hasn't but I'm going to ask
if he can identify it and have it marked if he can.
(Pause.)
MR, WALKER: 1I'd like to see that whenever
you're finished
MR. GUILD: Can we just ger the witness to
answer the guestion?
BY MR. GUILD:
Q Can you identify that document?

?J

Yes. It was the summary of results of a
personnel evaluation done in a joint effort in 1979 bv

Texas Utilities and myself and a gentleman from
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Brown & Root named John Moore.

2 All right. And is that the survey that you
had reference to with respect to the last -- the example
that came to mind? |

A | Yes, sir. Yes, sir.

MR. GUILD: Counsel, let's mark this. We

tried to solve the logistical a little bit last name.

Mark it by room number. What room number are we in here?
MR. WALKER: 42.
MR. GUILD: How about == shall we call it
“42-1"? Or do we want to identify it as an Intervenor
exhibit?

MR. WALKER: Well, why don't you call it

[

Purdy
MR. GUILD: Right. Let's call it "Purdy
42-1," please. And if we can mark it that way, we
would offer that as an exhibit in evidence.
(The document above referéed
was marked Purdy Rm 42-1
for identification, and

same is attached hereto.)

(Go on to the next page ————-)



41,069

MR. WALKER: Do you have "something with
wﬁich we could bind this? We have.a lot of loose
pages here.

MR. GUILD: Well let's go off the record
second, okay?

(Discussion off the record.)

BY MR. GUILD:

Q Now have we gone through to the point where
asked you to identify major problems in the craft
ity assurance interface? And you've given me some

he last one was
to your atten
were .avolved ia.
before we leave tha

between ¢
to repeat
way that
impend the g ' the end produ
most of them were probably addresse

two that I am fami

Let's be clear what you're speaking of.
[ understood your previous testimony to that ef
in part. What are the two that you just had

reference to?

\
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A, Yes, sir, I do.

Qe Mr. Purdy, were you, in 1979, callecd
to participate in a survey of QC personnel at
Comanche Peak?

A. Yes, sir, I was.

Qe How did you come to particigpete in that
survey?

Ae I was requested to particlipate in the
survey by Texas Utilities through the corporate
office, at which time I was serving as the corporate
Quality Engineering manager.

e And what was the nature of your assignment?

A The assignment thact I rad with another
associaste {n the corporate office, Kr. Jon Maore,
was to assist the owner in conducting an interview
with all QA/QC personnel at Comanche Peak Steam

Electric Station, the purpose of which was to try to

obtain from those personnel any problems that they

haa, real or perceived.
Qe Is it failr to say your assignmen:. was to

extract from the personnel any complaints they had

at allz
A, That's correct.

Ge And did you participate -~ this was through

interview process; is that right?
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l 1 A. Yes, sir, it was.
l P Qe And approximately how many people did you
3 ’ interview in this effort?
' 4 | A. I personally interviewed maybe 15 to 20
l 5 people. I was involved in the development of the %
6 questionnalre that we used as a guideline to try and
. 7 elicit problems from the QA/QC personnel, and took n
i 8 part in the interviews conducted over maybe four to
9 five days. I was then called back to Houston to
' 10 attend to another fproblem on a different project.,
. 11 Qe Mr. Purdy, in your {nterviews, did you make
. 12 any effort to evaluate the meritis of the complaints
_ 13 arc gripes that were brough% out by tre inspectors?
'. 14 A. OQur overall function was not to provide an ?
l 15 analysis of the merits, the substantiation or lack 5
16 of substantiation of the concerns. If what appeared
l 17 to be a major problem occurred, we would continue
’ 18 questioning additional personnel to try ancg obtain
19 additional information., But it was not aur
' 20 sesponsibility to evaluate or to take any action on
' 21 those subjects. |
22 C. Diéd you limit your inquiries to firsthand
' 23 knowledge of inspectors?
l 24 A, No.
- 25 Q. Mr. Purdy, did you include, in the notes
A
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that you prepared of these interviews, hearsay
remarks provided by the inspectors?

A. we included any remarks provided by the
inspectors.

Qe In the ourse of the interviews, did you
become aware of an allegation of an inspector or a
statement of an inspector that a QC person had been
threatened with serious bodlly injury as a result of
inspection on site?

A. Yes, sir, 1 did Lecome aware of that,.

Ce And do you recognize Purdy Exhibit 17 as
the notes of the interview with that person?

Al Yes, sir, I do.

Qe Cid you make (ndepencdent inquiries about
this fparticular allegation?

Ae We made inquiries with subseguent persons
we interviewed, yes.

Qe Did you make an etfort to substantiate this
Farticular allegation?

A. We made an effort to substantiate it, but
we could not find any substantiation for the
allegation.

Q. 21d you £find any substantiation at all?

Al No, not that I recall.

Q. Mr, Purdy, do you recall the name of the
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person who made the allegations?

A. Yes, sir.

Qe Is it your understanding the names of these
interviewees 1is subject to a confidentiality
agreement?

A. Yes, sir, I do.

Q. And did you subsequently learn some
additional information about this indivicual?

A, Yes, sir. That particular individual was
Subsequently terminated from the project. He had
been indicted on a federal charge of mail fraud.

I also subsequently learned that in
addition to the federal charges pending against the
individuael, that he had very professionally
falsifled his application and resume relative to his
obtaining ar electrical engineering degree and with
respect to professional engineering registration.

Qe In fact, wasn't he terminated on tweo
separate occasions from Comanche Peak, the first
time for falsifying his qualifications and the
second time as a conseq e2nce of his indictment and
arrest for maill fraud?

A, Yes, sir, that's correct

MR. DOWNEY: Mr., Purdy, that concludes

By questioning of you on the public record of this
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deposition. I would like to adjourn this portion of

your deposition and resume for a very short

examination of you about the individual who is the

subject matter of the very last part of your

testimony.

Prior to closing this cdeposition, however,

Applicant moves that Purdy Exhioits 9 through 16 be

received in evidence. Applicant further
Purdy Exhibit 17 be received ip evicdence
limited purpose of establishing the fact
utterances recorded in the document, but
purpose of establishing the truth 2f the

the docupent,

moves that

for the

of the

not for the

gatters in
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second. How long did that situation persist before you
finally were able to get transferred from that?

A About late '83 until February of '84, March of

Q' When you say late '83, are you mlking about
November and afcer?

A In that approximate time frame.

Q What do you think the impact of this was on your
interpersonal relations, with the people that you had to

deal with at the site?

A I would sav minimal.
(Pause.)
Q Mr. Tolson, in 1979, there was a review entitled

the TUGCO QA Management Review Board Review, which was
undertaken at the plant site. Are you familiar with that?

A Yes, I anm.

Q Can you tell me what role did you play, with
respect to that review?

A I had no role to play, with respect to the review

Q What about with respect to the decision to have

such a review?

A I participated with Mr. Chapman in that decision.
Q Can youtell me why was such a review undertaken?
A I was receiving indications from the people who

reported to me that, to put it bluntly, there was some unres

among the people. As I recall, NRC had gotten some
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indications of what they chose to call 2 morale problem, or
4 potential morale problem. And one way to attempt to come
to grips with factual information is to have a group of
pecple that are not part of the line supervisory chain sit
and calmly extract, from the minds of the individuals,
information that will permit you to attempt to come to grips
with the problem and its solution.

| Q Did you, at the time that you and Mr. Chapman
discussed a major decision about having the review board, di

-

you have any specific incidents t! you were made aware of,

that would have caused you to such a review
was warranted?
The only thing that comes X Mr. Roisman,
Some personal cbservations. Perhaps higher than what I
id be normal attrition rate of key individual
required to successfully acec
had.
Wwhich individuals, who were reporting to you were

the concerns about unrest at the plant

In other words, who commmunicated that to you, other than th

Basically, three pecple, David Deviney ==
Could you spell it, please?
D=E~V-I-N-E-Y.

Okay.
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A Ron Fleck, Jim Hawkins, and the fourth one I
Just thought of, Jim Ainsworth, A<Il-N=S-W=0-R-T-H.

Q And where did these people fit in the chart
of people on the site? For instance, for whom were they
working in the site program?

A You mean which company?

Q No, well, I guess which company and were they
directly reporting to you or were they several levels down
below that?

A They directly reported to me.

Q And what were their positions?

A goes back too many years.

N
\

Q 1l we are asking is whatever is your best
recollection. And if you're speculating, don't do it. Just
tell what you can remeaber.

A Mr. Hawkins probably carried
have labeled Product Assurance Supervisor
Civil Inspection Supervisor. Mr. Deviney, who TUGCO
employee, worked directly with Mr. Hawkins.

Ainsworth was Qualicy Engireeriang Supervisor.

Q At that time, had you not had any reports from

r
A
’
’

so-called line employees? That is, particular peorle who
work in the QC/QA work itself, below these supervisory

level people, who would come to you with any of these proble |

O

A I don't recall ic.

~
-
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Q Now what role did you play in the process of
deciding to have the Management Review Board put together,
vis-a-vis Mr. Chapman? Was it a joint decision? Was it yo:
recommendation to him and his final decision? How did that
happen?

A I have to speculate a little bit, but what I
seem to recall having happened is that possible Mr. Vega,
M;. Boren, and myself -- maybe with or without Mr. Chapman -
were talking 'about ways to attempt to come to grips. Mr.
Boren suggested the idea of an interview process. The
three of us liked that idea and recommended the program to
Mr. Chapman.

Q You said you had to speculate some. I just want
to make sure, so that we are clear what part you are
speculating about. Are ycu pretty clear that it was you
and Mr. Boren and Mr. Vega who met and tl.en made the
recommendation to Mr. Chapman?

A I won't say met. I know that Boren and I
discussed it and I believe that Mr. Vega was involved, but
L can't recall.

Q Who designed the intarview process? Who decided
what the questionaire would look like and how the questions
would be asked, and who would do the asking, and the
decision to use coded interview forms, and so forth? Where

was that decision made?
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A I'm not certain. The team leader was Mr. Boren

and I would presume that those details were worked out by h

Q And were you not part qof that process at all?

A That's correct.

Q Was that by design? Was it intended that you no:f
be part of that process?

A That's correct?

Q Were you advised of how they were going to go
about doing the review before they actually implemented

A I believe so.

Q iad did you have any comments to make to them
about what they were proposing to do?

A Not that I recall.

Q Did you feel that, when you heard what they were
gcing to do, that it was the right way to do it?

A les, I did.

Q In your judgment, knowing what you knew about thcil
possible problem, why do you feel that doing the key system
for the interviews -- that is, that the names of the
individuals interviaswed would » be disclosed == why did
you feel that that was a g+ 4 1g to do?

A I didn't participate in that, one way or the othe

Q So while you didan't == you not only didan't pass
on it, but you didn't have an opinion about that part..ular

part of 1it?
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A That's correct.

Q Did you and Mr. Chapman lay down any deadlines
for when that review process should ge completed and when
you waﬁced to see some results from it?

A I don't recall any.



MR. ROISMAN: Back on the record.

While we were in recess, we clarified something
and I will clarify it again for the record. The exhibit
marked 45-2, which is the Lipinsky Memorandum, is not being

offered into evidence by CASE. Consistent with what this

LEE EE EE NN En .

counsel understands to be Board policy, we have provided a
cqpy to the Reporter for her to bind with the transcript, bu
it is not being offered into evidence.
MR. DOWNEY: Thank you for that clarification.
MR. ROISMAN: I would like Mr. Tolson to have

before him a copy of Exhibirt Purdy 42-1

L

(Counsel handing document to witness.)

~

BY MR. ROISMAN:

Q Mr. Tolson, I would 'like to direct your attentio

and this is the entire document, or at least ay version of 1

-

is totally unnumbered, so we'll just have to try to struggle

through. But we are going to start with the QC Electrical
Group. And the Page in quastion is Management.

It's three or four pages in, I tt

Pa—
Ci.ink.

Do you have that in front of you?

A Yes, I do.

Q And looking at Management, paragraph one, would
you just read that briefly?

24 Can you tell me what specific actions were taken

©

25 by you, or that you know of, that were taken to respond to t

i

%
i
|
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expressed concern, if any?

A From memory, I think I ought tc add, at the out:
I took these documents, in following my review, and any
questions I had of my staff and firmly in my mind what they
were saying and whether or not it had any bearing in realict:
I met individually with these people, or in groups of five
or six.

Q I'm sorry. I am now very unclear about who thes
people are.

A Electrical is what we're talking about.

MR. DOWNEY: You're talking about inspectors,
Mr. Tolson?

THE WITNESS: Electrical inspectors.

BY MR. ROISMAN:

Q Go ahead.

A And fed back to them, really, an exchange becaus
I can take something like paragraph one and I can read that
to mean several different things. As an example, [ can easi
relate to an individual ian QC feeling that perhaps part ‘of
his efforts were expected in training Crafts.

I think it's really ogvious that if you have a
situation where you ®mll the Craft no, your product doesn't
match in all cases with what the drawing or specifications
call for, that I could mentally picture the guy feeling like

I'm training the workmaz how to do his work.
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Q Yes.

A And in that context, what I attempted to do with
the people was to extract additional input that might give
me a better feeling for what they're trying to say. T
don't recall anything other than what is here and I don't th
I got any disagreement with the logic I just laid here when
I talked to the individuals.

| I came away feeling like we had a very good
exchange of information. They had the opportunity to get th
particular item off thhir chest and had the opportunity to
philoscphize and discuss it. I pefsonally dida't conceive ¢t
4s a major issue.

Q Let me ask you something. In tue zontext of you
meetings wich‘:hem, after you got back th» -esults of this
report, obviously they and you would know who each other was
The anonymity portion of it would now be gone.

A No, that's not true.

Q Well, I'm sorry, let me rephrase it. When you
held your meeting with your electrical QC inspectors and you
said -- I don't know who said Item 1 here, under Management,
but I would like you all to discuss frankly with me your
feelings aboutr it.

When they discussed them frankly with you, in

that give and take, we knew who was then talking about it,

isn't that correct?
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.

A Not necessarily.

Q You mean they were masked, or you simply didm't
know who it was?

A. I never went inoto the thing trying to determine
wh o was the guy that said this or who was that. That wasa'
the purpose of the meeting.

Q No, but in th e meeting if someone spoke up and

caid Mr. Tolscon, I really think that we've got a problem her
with quality not being our real responsibility on the site.
Whoever would say that, you would know who said it at that
time, not necessarily who said it to the interviewer, but
who said it at that time.

A I know who said it in that meeting, certainly.

Q Well, why do yocu feel that you were going to get
frank answers when they knew that you knew who was saying it
if you felt that the approach of doing the interviews withou
disclosing who the person was was a good appraach in the
first place?

A Well, T started the sessiocs by trying to give --
that's probably the first opportunity I had to sit and talk
with the individuals and, you know, I had been -at the site
a couple of years =-- you know, a year and a half, two years.
And one if the few opportunities that a guy at my level has
Lo sit in a very calm way and just talk to the people.

The introductory portion of chc session was



designed to bring them up to speed on the history of
Comanche Peak, where we were at, where I perceived the
things we were trying to get, and an aiLtempt to set their

minds at ease that I was there as a partner in trying to corm

to grips with significant issues. At the same time, an item
like this, I could read it. I read it then and I read ic
a;ain, that it is a perception as opposed to an issue.
Another example, it is common in the nuclear
business for the majority, if not all, paperwork =-- i.e.
instg { records to be controlled, init
thing for QC people to do.

-~ 1 '

lhat shouldn't be wnstrued as a negative

/

judgmernt. That's the QC job.
when we
were brought
more about it.
ou did not feel that having the meetings face
Ace would, in any way, iahibit them from givianag you thei
feelings on any of these subjects? ' correct?
A ! ldn't feel that going in and I certainly
d eel it coming out. I thought we had, you know, not
everybody, five people in the room at random. We're probabl

going to rum onto a group where nobody wants to say anything

and you will rum onto a group, with a wihole group, who has

@

got a heck of a lot to say, none of which is specifically

>
N
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associated with what the purpose of the meeting is.

And so you run that balance of people. But I
personally felt very good and I'm glca that I took the effor
and time to sit and go back over the details of this with
them. And I think they appreciated it.

Q With respect to this particular item, one
identified in management, did you feel that the discussions
th;c you held with QC electrical inspectors was a.l -- after
it was done =-- was all you needed %o do :o address that
particular

A N well, maybe item number 1.

I'm just talking about item 1.
any -- gee, you know, it's been
ago, Mr. Roisman.

I understand.

A And I don't recall, at this point, anything othe:
than just discussion of the problem.

All right

MR. DOWNEY: Excuse me.

answer Co Mr. Roisman's questions was limite

. on the sheet headed Management from the

-

rical package?
THE WITNESS: That's what I understood his
question to mean.

MR. ROISMAN: You're correct. That's what 1t

o)




«

&)
o
—

()

O

Q.

ro

BY MR. ROISMAN:

Q Would you turn over two more pages to the last
page of the Electrical package, whi:h.is identified nature
of problems. And if you would, please, would you read to
yourself, not into the record, paragraph 2 thereof. And the
[ want to ask you some questions about that.

(Pause.)
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Tolson
b ‘ osdil
g a
! Q Did you take any steps to address that major
2 problem?
3 A Not specifically associated with this particular

issue, but I did communicate to the people the programmatic
5 | things that were already in place that were designed to take
care of what I perceived we were talking about here.

’ . Q And this was communicated to them in the same
series of meetings that we have just been talking about?

9 A Yes.

'0 Q In the course of those meetings, did you manage
to meet with most of your QC electrical inspectors? Was

that your inteat?

e

A I think I accomplished meeting with all of them.
4 Q And beyond that meeting, no further actions were
taken by you to address this particular concern?

16 A No, that's not true in this case.

One of the programmatic elements that was
already established in this was == [ will use my words =«
fairly detailed and sophisticated trend analysis of
20

construction deficiencies that are uncovered during the

2 inspection prucess.

22 One purpose of that is to create an atmosphere

2 coming out of QA to the craft that will cause the craft's

24 ability to comstruct to design the first time to improve.

’

5 Okay?

l
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Okay.

And that, in my mind, is what they're saying.

The other thing that we successfully accomplished
is a project addressing a second sentence in that paragraph
== 18 to not give the craft credit for production goals
unless they had successfully gone through the inspection
process.

Q Was that a change that took place subsequent to
the 1979 report?

A It was a thing that we evolved into, as a

I am not going to claim specifically, as a result

this report, that's what we did. But do know that we
achieved that goal very shortly after *! time frame.

Q What, if any, specific actions did you take to
deal with the portion of paragraph 2 which is essentially
the fourth sentence, sort of a second paragraph under
paragraph 2?

A Where the little gap is

Q Yes, that's right.

A The reference to the phrase "act of violence" was
given a great amount of attention by Mr. Chapman. It's the
same incident that we talked about much earlier this morning

Q I remember it.

O

A So, I had no reason to take any additional action

»
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in that regard.

The thrust of the philosophy behind the approach
that we've taken is, in my words, if everybody does what
they're supposed to do the correct way the right time,
there's nﬁ reason for am argument. And that's consistent
with what I tried to relate a minute or so ago on the
philosophy behind the use of the trend analysis. In ay
judgment, it works very effectively.

If people are accomplishing their jobs and are
pleased they are accomplishing their jobs, my experience is
that you have very few, if any, arguments.

Q So, to paraphrase what you're saying and to see
1f I understand it correctly, one of the ways that you were
responding to these express concerns about arguments, hot
discussions, yelling, name calling, occasional threats
between craft and QC, was to do trend analyses that would
show == and to take the results of trend analyses and show
that where sub-quality work was being done, that the craftc
needed to improve what it was doing? p

A I don't like your phrase "sub-quality." It is
work that does not complt in all cases what the drawing or
specifications as they were conceived by the eagineer.

Q ALl right. But your way of responding to that
was co -- was to what? Report to the craft people, "You

guys are getting a lot of work that we can't pass"?
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A You deal in the negatives, the work that did not

in the first inspection, meet all applicable requirements.

Q -Now, was that trending, was that a program that
was in existence before the 1979 management review?

A The concept was in place. Memory tells me that
the implementation of it was probably early 1980, but I'm
rgally going back a long ways.

Q What, if anything, do you know about how the
craft would implement this program? That is, when craft
got the word as a result of the trending anclysis that, in
particular class of electrical wi ing, that there was an

inordinately or inappropriately large number of items being

&

rejected by the QC people, what do you know of what craft
was doing to try to address that problem?
A L can't relate in your wiring
it's a more complex situation. I can
example -- the numbers are not accurate.

For talking purposes, an analysis might indicate
that 50 percent of the raceway system associated with
conduits, that the span and design provides for a given
distance between supports.

Half of the systems are being rejected, because
the distance between those supports doesn't match the

drawing. And that's very close to beiny a real case that

I'm trying to talk about. The numbers ars off, but the
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concept is there.

By sivply pointing that fact out to the crafts ir
an informal way in this case, he purchased and supplied
tapes to his crafc, and his reject rate went almost to zero.

Okay. A very simple fix to what was a significar
problem in the minds ¢f the QC people, because they have to
g0 back to that particular run of conduit twice.

But when the supports were in their right the
first time, now they've only got to go one time.

Q How did that deal with the attitude that was
being expressed here that when craft found its work being
rejected they apparently would express their concern in some
way or another by yelling at or having arguments with vour
people?

A relate specifically. I'm not aware of
specific examples of hot discussions, yelling, and name
calling.

What I have experienced :hroughouc’my 11fe, if
L am a craftsman and I am out there believing that I'm 3013;
everything right and then a quality control individual comes
behind me and says, "No, you're not doing everything right,
L know in the back of my mind that if he is right my boss is
going to be a little bit upset with nme.

And so, I might attempt to negotiate; but maybe

the QC man is not right either, because there's always a
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little give and take in terms of who is totally right and
who is totally wrong.

In that context, I think that's what the people
are saying here. My solution to that problem was to attempt
to remove what I believed to be the cause, which is work tha
doesn't meet the requirements.

And by doing it, then all this talk about
arguments, hot discussions, et cetera no longer exists.

Q I take it it might still exist in those instances
where the craft still didn't do its work right.

I'm not aware of it. I think we were very

\

with our overall approach in managing the human

a

relationships between the craft and the QC.

Q What I'm trying to understand is -- I understand

1
-

that you're saying that if cra . 't make any mistakes,
assuming that QC is not making any mistakes in calling what
are mistakes, chat the number of times in which the craft
person will be called for having made a mistake by QC will
g0 down. And the example that you gave is illustrative of
that.

But the quescion still remains: What about those
instances in which the craft does make a mistake and the QC
man shows up and starts tc write whatever, write the NCR or

the IR, whatever it is that's appropriate to the circumstanc

O

What 1is it in this process that you done to reduc

\
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1o

! or prevent the QC person from feeling that they were being
' 2 threatened, or even from being -- for having hot discussion:
3 yelling and name~-calling as a result of that?
4 MR. DOWNEY: I'm going to object to that,
5 Mr. Roisman.
é , You asked Mr. Tolson intially what it was he
7 did to respond to this item in the report. He gave you an
8 example uf something he did.
9 You are now asking him -- you've gone away from

the report, and you're asking him how == I will withdraw

‘- R R - S - S .= .
*
o

" that.
(:} 12 He also testified that he dida't have personal
13 knoowledge of any such incidents that you described in this
14 report. And now you're asking him how -- in essence, what
15 he did in response to this and took care of a different
6 situation entirely.
17 Why don't you ask him if he did anything else in
'8 | response to this?
l 19 MR. ROISMAN: Because [ am asking the questions
20 and I thiank the question I asked is perfectly proper. I jus
I el asked him to explain to me, in his own words, what actions
2 he took and how it would relate. He has given me answers
. ¥ 23 that don't, on their face, inel .ctably explain hew it
l 24 addresses the problem when QC and craft still have a
@ 25 disagreement.
i

\
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What did he do to make sure that craft would not
engage or reduce the hot discussions, yelling, name-calling,
0ccasional threats when they were being told they had done
something wrong?

And I still want to know the answer to that. Anc
I feel so comfortable with my question I'm going to ask the
reporter to read it back again and ask the witness to answer
it, please.

(The reporter read the record as requested.)

Staff feels comfortable that it's a
question.

MR. DOWNEY: feel uncomfortable with the
question.

First, I think it is incomprehensible.

Second, I think it's objectionable on the basis

L stated.

And third, there is nothing ia the major problem
area to indicate that anyone felt threatened in the electric
area.

BY MR. ROISMAN:

Tolson,.

DOWNEY: Do you uuderstand the question,

WITNESS: Not really, but I'll try to answer
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I perceive what you are asking. What we ended
up doing and the problem I have is that I'm aot sure that
I necessarily did it, but the key managers at the site, as
long as I have been associated with Comanche Peak == and ths
includes the first day that we broke grounds =-- have
diligently tried to avoid leaving an atmosphere t-at creates
hostility between craft and QC.

Now, that is no* s)mething that you issue a
single edict; that's something you work on every da-. That'
4 human relationship thing.

I still come back to the long-range fix, which
has been effective. It's for everyone to work and do the jo
right the first time.

BY MR. ROISMAN:

Q Did the actions that you took, which 1is something
that you said you don't do, ones you just do every day, ones
you do every day, did it involve any specific newly adopted
procedures, newly issued statements to the personnel, newly
implemented training programs, or anything like that?

A I can't associate the phrase "newly" with any of
that, because¢ again, it is something that I have seen aver
since I've been involved with Comanche Peak, which is almost

10 years.

And an attitude on the part of management to not

permit a situation like this to develop and get out of
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control, that does not mean that me and John Merritt on
occasion may not violently disagree on a philosophical point
or on how we ought to approach jointly getting our job done.
But from a generic standpoint, we have worked diligently at
that. That is our job.

MR. ROISMAN: Could we go off the record?

(Discussion off the record.)
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MR. ROISMAN: Back on the record.

In looking at this exhibit 42-1, this appears
to be not one, but actually a whole series of documents
issued, some on the same day and some on other days. Is
that correct, Mr. Tolson?

BY MR. ROISMAN:

Q It wasn'r one document, but actually a group of
documents?
A As they completed the interview process with

4 given discipline, then they summarized the results and
issued a memo == not a memo, yes it is. They issued a speci
memo recording the results of their intarviews with each
discipline.

Q Now to the best of your knowledge, was there
ever, beyond this summary, was there ever any effort to writ
a4 report that either reflected some judgment as to the
totality of what this interview process found or that
reflected the totality of the actions that were taken in
response to what the interview process found?

A L issued a summary response to this entire
report, to Mr. Chapman. And I use the word summary to mean
a4 relatively brief overview of what I accomplished. In
addition to that, I believe that the corporate auditor

evaluated that particular response and closed this particula

interview process in that way.
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MR. ROISMAN: I don't believe we've ever
seen that; have you seemn that? Either the audit report
nr what Mr. Tolson just testified to. Does that ring a
bell with you as documents you have seen?

MR. DOWNEY: No, it does not.

MR. ROISMAN: Can I ask on the record ==
. MR. DOWNEY: I have already made a note in
the margin that Mr. Tolson has identified twe documents
that I have not seen, and as I committed to vou this
acrning, with respect to any documents that we uncover as
a result of these depositions in further searches of
more files, we will make thew available and offer you an
opportunity to examine the witnesses about them.

MR. MIZUNO: The Staff would like to have copie
of those two documerts, also.

MR. DOWNEY: And I committed to Mr. Treby to
make sure that our formal document productions are made
available to you1, also.

THE WITMESS: That's what I think occurrcd:
but I wouldan't swear to it.

MR. ROI 'AN: Okay, I understand. We're just
Erying to get you to indicate what it {s that you think
is correct.

BY MR. ROISMAN:

Q The management audit == ['m sorry, I forget
o
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what the phrase was that you referred to. Was it the
corporate audit program?
A Corporate audit group;
Q ' Is that the one that was headed by Mr. Vega?
A That's correct.
Q And do you think that there may also then have
been some kind of a report that he or his group did
responding to or giving their conclusions based upon
what you had submitted to Mr. Chapman?
A I think so.
MR. MIZUNO: H;y [ interrupt you to clarify
one thing?
MR. ROISMAN: VYes.
MR. MIZUNO: This report that was done by the
corporate audit group, that was their summary of 42-1,
and it was not a summary of the actions which were taken in
response to 42-1?
THE WITNESS: I'm sorry, T don't understand

the question.

MR. MIZUNO: Okay. The A Audic Report whnich
you talked about, was that a summary of the Management
Review Board interviews?

THE WITNESS: That's a detail that I cannot

recall.

MR. MIZUNO: Okay. I have one more question,
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then. Do you know of any report that was issued which
summarized all of the management response actioms which
were taken in response to the findings of the Management
Review Board?

THE WITNESS: Other than the brief summary of
my efforts that I coanveyed to Mr. Chapman, I'm not aware
‘of zaything.

MR. ROISMAN: Let's now turn =-- this is near
the ead =~ to the QC document personnel portion qt this
report dated October 19, 1979, and the next to the last pa
of it, which is entitled Morale.

BY MR. ROLSMAN:

Q I would like to direct your attention to the
paragraph numbered 1. Tell me firs:, what is your under=-
standing of that identified precblem? Either what then,
or what now, do you perceive that to Ye identifying?

A I again have memc.y problems on some of the
specific issues, buct I think that was what I would
characterize as a personality conflict between an employee
and his supervisor.

Q You may have gone one srtep beyond where my
question is directed. Putting aside for a moment what
you think its origin was, what did you thiak it meant ==
job security is threatened Lf verbal directions are not

followed, even if the instructions are contrary to written
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requirements.
A I'm not sure I know, Mr. Roisman, because
this is an area that it's difficulet to come to grips
with, because the need for sophiscicated, formalized 0A
program type documents in :yis particular area 1is relativel

small compared to an inspector's activities, for example.

It's a clerical function to a large degree.

And I'm going to have to carry you back to
the personality conflict because I think that is basically
what I concluded that this particular statement was
addressing.

I think the people may have felt that they were
being told to do something which in their minds may have
been contrary to what they perceive to be the objective of
their jobs. But I can't go much beyond that.

Q How did you go about trying to look into or
do something about that particular item?

A [ think that the particular supervisor either
resigned or got reassigned somewhere downstream shortly
after this, but I can'rt recall specifically.

Q Was that a coincidence, or was it done in
response to the concern expressed here?

A ['ve got to be fairly generic here. If this,
iu fact, says what it appears to say == that even though

it's a clerical functioa, Lf it 13 a writtenm procedure
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for the clerical people to follow the imstructor or
supervisor is telling them to do it.a different way and
that is contrary from the way I chose to rum the 0A/QC
Department =~ {f the way the supervisor wanted the work
accomplished is a proper way, then the proper solution is
to change the solution; not to tell people todo things in
Aa ditf.ronc‘way.

Q And so, ==

A I'm not sure which way we went. That's what
I'm trying to say. But we resolved it along the general
lines that I'm trying to coavey.

Q On a couple of occasions ia the course of the
depositions today when we've talked about == I fiink when
we talked about the problems with the electrical QcC
inspector, and now here again, you have discussed the
either temporary reassignment or transfer -- was that a
standard way that you had of dealing with problems when
you had personnel who were feeling that they were being
abused or threatened or being harrassed -~ was to trgﬁsfc'
or temporarily reassign the people who wece causing that
difficuley?

dR. DOWNEY: Objection. That's not what
Mr. Tolson testified. He testified that he considered
cemporary reassignment for an electrical fnspector where

he had reason to belfeve there was destructive activicy on



the part of that inspector.

He testified that in

the personality conflict between
members of the crganization, and
situation he considered transfer

time has he

of what you would call

And in fact, te the

uo instance of harrassment

MR. ROISMAN:

Well,
indicated

conflict to

encompass

C

or summarized

ob security is

4
He

-

reviewing
con

rceived that |

»w verbal

ROISMAN: Let me

BY MR. ROISMAN:

Mr. Tolson, did you

determine whether, in fact,

&

being threatened

4

|
\

harrassment

contrary,

wait. This
he interpre
the statemen ma in

from the iaterview,
being threatened.
didn'’
[tem
lict betwee

ob

go back

make

4 person’'s

this case, he perceived

the supervisor and other
in that particular

as an alternative. At no

testified that he transferred as a consequence

or intimidatiocn.

there has been

or intimidation established.

1

statement he
personality
the

interview

that a person's

-

there

n } : ! did not

was threatened

instructions.

and ask him that,

any effort to

job security was

for the faillure to follow verbal
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directions that that person believed contrary to written
requirements?

R I don't recall specifically how we approached
that aspect of ic. L would almost have to be sitting in
the room with the people and hear someone state that 1if
you don't do it my way I'm going to fire you, before I
pould ever come to grips with something like that.

Again, giving due consideration to the fact
that this was well over five years ago, my recollection
is that the individual wh expressed this may have
perceived the situation as opg ( actually having been
threatened with loss of job.

But that goes back too many vyears.

Let's talk about that

00 you distinguish, for purposes of
he situation, between a situation
inspectors
intimidaced
oObserver would, incid
say [ think that that person was being harrassed and
intimidacted?

A [ missed the question.

Q The question 1is: Do you perceive a difference

in terms of the seriousness of the situation == between

the situaction where a QC inspector believes that he's
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being harrassed and intimidated and one in which an
objective observer would sﬁy; when looking at it, that
person is being harrassed and intimidated? Does it matter
whether the person's perception would be confirmedbby an
objective observer in terms of how seriocus that kind of
an allegation would be?

A I think our basic approach would be to treat

the perception and the actual case in the same manner.
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not Noveaber 8, but the November meeting with Lipinsky
that we have been referring to here, was any further
action taken by the utility or by yourself with regard
to either paragraphs A or B of the Lipinsky memo?

MR. DOWNEY: I object to that on the

ground that in at least one respect Mr. Tolson testified

_that he had taken action prior to Mr. Lipinsky's -- the

preparation of Mr. Lipinsky's memorandum and that is
taking action to address the long work hours that
inspectors had been working and your question assumes
that no action was taken rior t raceiving that.
MR. MIZUNO: Is that it?
MR. DOWNEY:" That is my objection.
I would ask you to rephrase your question.
MR. MIZUNO: Okay. I will rephrase it.
BY MR. MIZUNO:
Q Was any action taken specifically to
respond to the Lipinsky memo after the November meeting?
A Ho, not that I recall.
MR. MIZUNO: Tha= ends my examination at
this point.
EXAMINATION
BY MR. DOWNEY:
Q Mr. Tolson, in response to questions

by Mr. Roisman you testified at some length about the
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management review board summaries that you receivad »
and some of the objections you took in response to those
summaries. I would like to follow up those questions
with a few of my own.

Mr. Tolson, did wyu form any general

impression, having read all of the management summaries ==

review board summaries that came to you?

A Yes, I did.

Q What were your general impressions of
these documents?

A Speaking generically in -- whatever one
needs to keep in mind as I mentioned in cross by
Mr. Mizuno.

Cne aspect of the management review
board was in direct respoanse to some criticism we had
received from region IV in connection with the
electrical inspection activicties. My first effort was
to analyze the feedback from that particular group.
And in that group I formed three genmeral comclusions.

The firsc was what I would like *=o

characterize as a desire and 2o =me theclearly

expressed desire on the part of the QC peocple to be

treated as professiomal people.
Connected in that categery are ching;

like wage and salary polieis and most specifically

.. - . " " "o'
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what they chose to call start and stop times with their
daily activities.

I think there was a tie again with
this attitude of trying to feel more professional was
that they expressed to me both in writing and verbally

subsequently their daily activities shouldn'rt

,necessarily coincide with the craft activities.

The second major conclusion that I
developed was an apparent need to provide more and
perhaps stronger supervision.

And, thirdly, it seemed very clear that in
some cases there was a need to provide increased
training efforts to compensate for what I perceived to be
a lack of experience on the part of some people. And
in a few cases I had a feeling that possibly there was
some con performers in the group.

Q Mr. Tolson, did the desire to =-- were
the wage criticisms present in all of the QC summaries
that you reviewed?
A As T recall, to a3 certain extent they
appeared to be spread out throu-hout tha disciplines.
o} So that wasn't limited to the electrical?
A No. That was generic across the board. I

apclogize for that.

Q What action did you personally take to
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address that criticism?

A Xy involvement in that was rather limited
because Mr. Chapman, who also received these sujmaries,
made one of his personal objectives to ensure that
both our management as well as Brown & Root's were

aware ofthe criticisms. And so my involvement was

,limited. That is something that is above the level in

my position in terms of providing corrective actions
relative to wage and salary policy.
Q And following the management and review

board interviews was the salary structure overhauled for

QC inspecters?

A Yes, it was.
Q In whbat ways was it changed?
A The key elements were a multi-stage

program that as I recall included entry level
positions, and then at least four supervisory -- excuse
me. Not supervisory, but four inspection levels,
A thrugh D, A being the highest, with different
compensation associated with each level, and one or Ttwo
supervisory or lead positions which carried
compensation levels that were slightly different than the
top éa:egory for an inspector.

In addition to that =-- and I am not sure

that it all came out at the same time =-- they created
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sthe position of QC superintendeat which was a
salaried position that would coincide with craft super-
intendent positions.

Q When did this wage structure come into
play? When was it put in place?

A I can't pin the date down precisely, but

-

, L seem to recall early '80s as being the time frame

that it was implemented.

Q And did this overhaul result in increase
of wages to the inspectors?

A In some cases, ves. In some cases it
was probably a horizontal transition. But the
opportunity for growth was built into the program.

Q You testified that in the electrical
area the inspectors were concenred about the time they
started work and stopped work. Did that criticism carry
over into other disciplines as well?

A Yes, and I think it was more prevalant
in the civil and test lab groups. '

Q Did you take any actions in response to
changing start and stop times?

A Tes, we, at least for a period of time
where we could adjusted the QC hours to fit the specific
aeeds of the QC department without regard necessarily

to what the craft hours were.
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Q Mr. Tolson, you testi
electrical area where you perceived from the
of the survey a need for more -- fﬁr stronger
supervision. Was that criticism a feeling that you got
from other areas as well?

A To some degree, but
more prevalent in the electrical area.
| Q Would you take any actions in response
perceived need for stronger supervision?

A Not immediately, but over a period of
time we did. The supervisor at that time was a very
gentleman and I wanted to gec ! ; him before we
decided to do anything, and I with
occasions and as I recall we agreed mutua
talents were perhaps better suited to a
labeled quality engineering, and once we agreed
mutual agreement we moved him int
acctivity and placed anothe

supervision role.

o] the el
vou needed
A That's correct:

Q Was that conclusion reached with

respect to other discplines as well?

'
'
'
'
!
'
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A To some degree. I need to caution you,

though, on one. The mec-anical group we are dealing

wicth in this interview process was virtually the

ASME group. And as I said earlier this morning, that

wasn't a group that I had direct daily control of.

The non-ASME people, yes. The training

laboratories, as I recall.

We did some rewriting and developed
very detailed inspection instructions within the
electrical area, and as I have testified at great
leagth on the stand during the ASLB hearings, it was

concept to train both formally and through 0OJT

,effort had already been started in the civil and test

my

efforts inspectors and imspection functions, and I did

ROC actempt te train as discipline people but train for

thiags such as witnessing of cable pulling,

inspection of terminations, et cetera.

MR. ROLSMAN: Can we take a short break?

MR. DOWNEY: Yes.
MR. ROISMAN: Thank you.

(Short recess.)

B
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MR. DOWNEY: Even in Mr. Roisman's
absence, for clarity I would like to note thac
Mr. Tolson's testimony about the ﬁauagemenc review
board summaries refers to an addendum of documents
that has been marked for identification as
Purdy Room 42 Exhibit ! marked for identification
during the deposition of Gordon Purdy held on
July 10, 1984. .
(Short recess.)
MR. DOWNEY: Tony, at the break I went
back on the record to identify the management
review summaries as Purdy Exhibit 42-1 for claricy.
MR. ROISMAN: Okay. Fine.
BY MR. DOWNEY:
Q Mr. Tolson, in additiom to the electrical
group, did you implement any other changes in
response to the 1979 survey?
A Yeah, I can recall one change that I'm
particularly proud of. A licele background, if I may.
TUGCO's direct involvement of non~ASME ‘
dctivities avolved over a period of months. The
first group that we became directly involved wich
was the civil inspection group followed shortly
thereafter by the test lab group. 1In general, the
comments out of those §Toups were sort of split.

Civil group expressed a very Strong concern about
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their what I perceived to be security associated
‘rith job longevity. I addressed that group as a
whole, and made a commitment :hat.I felt
comfortable at that time to establish, for those
who wanted the opportunity to cross-train into
other inspection disciplines or to develop into
other job categories, so that the experience that
we had gained with those people could be maintained
throughout the construction phase of Comanche Peak.
Don't hold me to details, but as I

recall, those people that wanted to were provided
the cross-training or career development and are
still employed at Comanche Peak.

Q Mr. Tolson, was there any reason why
the civil group needed to be concerned with job
security at this time?

A Yes, certainly. We were nct totally
complete, but as I recall, we were close to topping

out the JUnit 2 containment structure, which is where

the majority of the concrete is placed. And the civil

group's activities, they could foresee in a very short
period of time the job of a civil inspector
disappearing due to lack of craft activities.

In fact, I think we are at or above the

spring line of Tnit 2.
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Q Mr. Tolson, were there any other groups
that expressed an interest in cross-training?
A Not in the interviews,‘bu: the test
lab group, I met with them also and coaveyed that
Same message to them that I had with the civil
people. OQur way of explanation is civil activities
played out so did test lab activities. Although
I don't specifically remember them mentioning
that I wanted to ccovey that same message to them.
Again, as I indicated in the civil group, those
personnel that had expressed a desire to stay and
learn other inspection activities were given
that opportunity and are still employed.
Q . Mr. Tolson, do you recall any other actions
that you took in response to the 1979 meeting
other than those to which you have testified about?
A Nothing personally. The other groups
I leaned on my key staff to address and discuss
the issues raised by the inspection personnel .
with them, and to resolve those that required resolving.
MR. ROISMAN: Mr. Downey, are you
finished with that line?
MR. DOWNEY: Yes.
MR. ROISMAN: Can I just ask what the

status 1is of getting the memorandum that Mr. Tolson
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testified to last time that he had belfeved he
scuc'co Mr. Chapman that summarized the actions that
were taken in response to the manégemenc review
board?

MR. DOWNEY: I have asked Mr. Chapman
to return to his files to see if he can locate
that memorandunm.

MR. ROISMAN: Okay. So that's still in
the works?

MR. DOWNEY: That's still in the works.
And I'll make a notation to follow up on that
request.

THE WITNESS: I need to amplify that last
question slightly ==

MR. ROISMAN: 1I'm sorry if I cut you off.

THE WITNESS: == on that last answer now
that you gave me a little time to think.
I did meet personally with the instrumentation people of
the QC group, and that was a very small group,
and still is, but the corrective actions I mentioned
on iuspec:ioq instructions and training was conveyed
Co that group just as it was with the electrical group.
3Y MR. DOWNETY:

Q Mr. Tolson, I recall Mr. Roisman asking

whether you had with your QA/QC experience with
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A I think there are things like that in our
general employee discipline handbosk, but it's been
so long since I read it. I know Brown & Root has a
policy manual and things like that.

Q Well, lec's stick with what you konow first.
Does TUGCO have such an employee code or disciplinary
manual, and does it prohibit harassment and intimida-
tion?

A There is a progressive discipline program
and manual for TUGCO. As to whether the words harass-
ment and iatimidation appear in it specifically, I do
not know.

Q And Brown & Root has such a policy?

A They have an manual. I don't recall
specifically what the words are in it.

Q Has anyone ever been disciplined for
harassment and intimidation at Comanche Peak?

A Tes.

30w about explaining your answer,
and what do you know about it?
It's been almost five years now. a
result of some interviews that [ had a group of pecople

do over the course of about five or six weeks, I had

@ telephome call that said that, from one of the people

O

2

Ii
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on the team, that said that there was probably some-
thing I needed to know about. So I came on down to
the site.

This system of interviews we set up and
we designed it to elicit the maximum amount of
information from our people. We had been getting
some complaints that -- most of them related to pay
and equities. There were complaints, and some of them
were expressed directly to me, iancidentally, that pay
raises were two or three months late, some of them
were arbitrarily cut just a few cents an hour, but
when they got to Houston, the general things that
tend to aake morale low.

Along about that time, there was an NRC
report, I forget what number it was, but they had
been receiving some allegations about low morale.
The repor:, as I recall, pointed out that there were
no deficiencies relative toc morale,
something that management should be concerned with.
My staff and I had been talking
how to == but there seemed to
get some information {rom the people and see what
was bothering them.

So, I sent a team down there that had, I

)

think it was, four of my pecple and two people from

o

‘i
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8rown & Root, Houston. We structured this thing

so that nobody on the team was to be in the direct
chain of command on site. Nobody fepor:ed on site.
We decided to interview the individuals in the QA/AC
department, clerks all the way up to upper~-level
supervisors.

We didn't ask 1if they wanted confidentiality,
we just automatically told them that this was going to
be confidential information and that names would not be
provided to anybody on site.

There would be an alpha numeric designator
on each set of notes, and nobody on site was going to
get a copy of the cross-reference. That would be held

by me.

v




The concerns that we got would not be handed to
appropriate management for corrective action, if any, that
being the Brown & Root site management or Tolson or other
craft or whoever. In any form, that would compromise
their confidentiality. Furthermore, they were told -
the review team was told that I wanted to get all the
infirmation that was on their minds, don't try to put it
in perspective necessarily; find out what is
on them, because if they think they've got a problem,

hen they have a problem. We want to find out what the
rumbling is. We've already got some pretty
So they started out, as I recall, in late
September, I think it was 1979, and over the course of
four or five or six weeks, they talked
inspectors they They did it by
the team w

rview each individual,

the electrical and mechanical, would finish, they would
the individual c« ns raised and

they would in the form

discipline 3 And they would all sign the thing, and

they would send that report to me and ti it would go

to whoever needed to know for appropriate actionm.

think that was mostly Tolson. But rather than wait in

O
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this one instance, I was called because a young inspector
had related an incident where she had been physically
intimidated. So I went down myself, I called her in to
talk with her about it.

Q. How did you find out who the inspector was?

A. Well, the people doing the interviews obviously

know, so they called her in.

Q. Did sae ask to talk to you?

A. No, they told her that that was something they
thought upper management needed to know about, and she
said I'd be glad to talk with them about it. That's oy
understanding of how it was.

Q. So the interviewers called and talked to you and
then you talked to her?

Yes.
And what did you do?
First of all, I asked her what happens? And

that she had, as I recall, rejected the work

R. BELTER: Let me just stop you right there
just a second and make clear for the record that what

reported to Mr. Chapman is admissable in our view on

4
A

basis of the fact that it was reported to him, but it's
in itself competent evidence of the truth of the

matters that were reported to him. You may continue.

=&
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THE WITNESS: She rejected the work of

this crafc, and the guy was a rather large guy, and that
he had grabbed her by the coat and kind of yacked her a
litcle bit, and he got right in her face and thea all of
a sudden realized what he had done and kind of looked kind
of shocked and turmed loose of her and that was the extent

it. And I asked her if he had hit her or anything
like that, and she said oh, no. I said when did that
happen and as I recall, it had been several weeks or some
period of time had passed since the incident. Nothing
else had happened and I said, well, you know that if theyv're
doing rhat, that man has to go out to the gate. And she
very vehemently insisted that she didn't want him to lose
his job. I said, well, that's the policy, if anybody does
something like that, they go. And all I will
coastruction and he is gome. And she says, n
don't want that. She said, all I want
to do business with me. Ever since
strange relationship and I feel I'm easv around him.
And I said, well, ['m going %c give vou the opportunity
here to convince me thar construction should not run him
off right now. But the ball is inm vour court. You're
going to haver to convince me that that shouldn't happen.

Again, she insisted at length that she didn't want him

)

Y

to lose his job, and it's really something that he reacted,

li
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and she felt that he hada't done it since, and he was just
acting funny, and she felt like if somebody would just get
with him and fix him and tell him to treat her like he does
anybody else, and if she has business to inspect in his
area, to treat her with respect and that she did not want
to see him lose his job over it. 'So we talked awhile, and
inally I said, well, since this apparently is not ==

had it been something that was obviously widespread

knowledge in the plant, I don't think we could've given
into her wishes. I think we would have had to S0 4nead

and let the craft terminate him at that time because of

the image of not doing anything about it. But we weren't

hearing a lot other than one other friend of hers that

knew about the incident, she said, yes, this other gal

knows about it and the other inspector told us it was

oot genmeral knowledge. So I said, well, all right, this

is what I'm going to do. You have insisted, and basically

the only way that she would let me take any action against

the guy to get his attitude fized was if I would assure

that he would not lose his job. Now,

alternative would be for me to gc to comnstruction and

tell them what had happened and they would run him out

the gate. I told her, I said, all right, I will hold this

in more or less in obeyance, now, I will get him fixed

and I'1l tell him exactly what you told me. I will tell
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! the comstruction manager that what you wanc is for him

2 to treat you like he always did; businesslike. And be

3 civil %o you across the board like cveryb;:dy else and

4 if bz ever so much looks cross-eyed at you again, then

S I'm not going to let you talk me out of it next time.

s And she was real happy with that. [ said, furthermore,

7 I'm going to come back in a couple of weeks and I'm going
8 : to give you the opportunity to convince me even then that
9 he shouldn't go because you are the one who is holding

10 up this deal. And she said that'll be fine. And I

came back, I don't know how long it was, a matter of well

( 12 in the range of two weeks, I called her in again and

- 13 incidentally, before I left the first day, now, you
14 realize we prumised confidentiality here and if I take
15 action on this, it's going to compromise you to a certain
16 extent. She said, I understand that; go ahead. But, she

~

said, I don't want him to lose his job. As long as you

'8 get him fixed. So I came back in a couple of weeks and
19 she came in, and she convinced me that she was extremely
20 bappy with the way things had turmed out. She thanked
21 us for taking iaterest, and that was the extent of what
22 we did.
a3 Q. What discipline was this inspection work dome
24 in?

O 25 A. I think it was electrical, I'm not sure. I'm

HE R G G M T B S ) R B D GG &N S e e e
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reasonably sure it was electrical.

Q. Was this inspection of cable trays in the
auxiliary building? :

A. I don't recall what specifically it was.

Q. 810 elevation?

A. I don't recall.

Q. It might have been?

A. I don't know.

Q. Who was the inspector who was the victim of
the harassment?

MR. BELTER: I'm going to object to that question,
Counsel, because we promised her confidentiality. I recognize
the relevance of the answer. The problem is that we have
tried to work out a coopet;:ive procedure here. You were
not involved, Bob, but at one of our hearings, Judge Bloch
asked us to cooperate with each other by trying to preserve
confidentiality to the extent that both sides could. Each
side has recognized the value of preserving the confidentialicy.
My suggestion on this is that you try to complete your
examination without the name, and let's discuss it later.
If you feel a need for the name, I think we ought to talk
about procedures for giving you the name. I'm not trying
to prevant you ern having the name today.
MR. GUILD: I would be most happy to try to

work out something to accommodate that. I do press the
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point that it is relevant.
MR. BELTER: I have no objection that it is
relevant.
(Laughter.)
MR. BELTER: We're off the record.

(Short break.)
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MR. GUILD: We are back on the record.

BY MR. GUILD:

Q. What action, if any, was taken with respect

to craftsmen involved?

A. It was related to me. Comstruction management
told him that he was basically on the verge of being
terminated, and his personal fate was in the hands of
the inspector that he had intimidated and he had better
get right with her and stay that way as long as he

intended to be on the job.

Q. And how did the construction mana

the incident?

ry 1

Well, that one I cannot remember. I can'’

-
-

remember whether I told him personally or vhether I asked

Roo Tolson to relay the message.

Q. But in any event, from your side at your directionm,

ither directly or indire~tly, construction management was
the incidents that came from the QC inspector?
Yes. And their original iaformation was much
g0 ahead and terminate him without even
considering what the inspector wanted.
Q. Did they document their counsel and warn them
of any disciplinary action in any way?

A. I do neot know.

Q. Do they have a system - Did they, at the time,




have a system of cocumenting such warnings in individual
personnel files?
A. I don't know.

Q. Did it matter to you whether they did or

A. At the time, not so much, because I was
interested in solving the immediate problem. I didn't
really think too much about the documentation aspects
of it as long as it got done.

Q. Did you consider whether or not the
would take whatever message you relate

seriocusly or more seriously or less

-~

notation were made in his personnel

A. [ didn't consider that. My bottom line was
the feelings the person who had been robbed. And
the assurances that she could give me because I justc
didn't take what she gave me at face value. As I
promised her, I made her convince me that everythin
was right. She says, well, I just can't believe that
he's a different person. So I really appreciate what
she did. And everything is going great. That was
the goal. I didn't really think about all the

peripheral things, because she was convinced he was

sincere in his change, and that since it was a one-time

knee-jerk reaction om his part, she had considered the

4
-
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matter finished.

Q. Well, let's lay aside == [ don't think
this is the form for you and’ I to debate the validicty
of that cohclusion on your part. All right?

A. Righe. |

Q. But laying aside the wisdom of putting the
victim in the position of having to choose the
punishment that management maybe ought to have decided,
did you (.usider whether or not the punishment, or the
lack of punishment, would be effective in its »wn right
against the craftsmen who had done wrong?

A. Now, wait a minute. I disagree with your
characterization of what I did. I did not leave the
decision of the type of discipline to the victim. The
discipline should have been decided by management. [
decided the final discipline. I acceeded to the wishes
and the strong recommendations of this QC inspector who
did not want him fired, and maybe she had some good
reascns for feeling intimidated if we had fired him.

I took that into conmsideration too. And that's not
anything to consider lightly.

Q. Well, let's talk about the other point.

The other point that I'm directing my question to
is someone did wrong, and got away with it without

any punishment, regardless, lay aside the propriety
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of putting the responsibility on the victim -
MR. BELTER: I object tc the question, Counsel.
It hasn't been established, to use your words, that this
perscon got away without any punishment.
MR. GUILD: Let me rephrase it.
BY MR. GUILD:
Q. This person did wrong; he violated company's
either written or unwritten policy, correct?
A. That's true.
Q. Be specifically threatened the quality control
inspector in the performance ol her job, correct?
A. That's true.
Q. That is a firing offense, according to
testimony, correct?
That's true.
And that individual

That's true.

Q. Now, what I want to know is, assuming

only discipline that individual received was the counseling

that you indirectly indicated to his management should
occur, and that you understood occurred, what [ want

to know is what leads you to believe that that was an
effective sanction against him. Lay aside the interest
or wisdom of = and perspective of the inspector, now.

A. [ was told chat he wes told if it ever happened
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again he was out the gate, no questions asked. I dom't

consider that getting away without discipline.
Q. Okay. I didn't hear that the last time. That

is what you understood got communicated to the craftsmen

involved?
A. Yes.
Q. And you don't know whether or not that was

oral, written or what?

A. I do not know.
Q. Okay.
MR. BELTER: Well, maybe I missed your question,
Bob, but were you asking Mr. Chapman whether he believed
the report from the QC inspector when he went back two weeks
later about the man's conduct? Because ycu seem to be
getting after whether what was done was effective in terms
of this man's conduct. Let me ask that question right now
to clear it up. 1 would ask it on redirect. Mr. Chapman,
was any information brought to your attention with respect
to the man's conduct after the incident, after the action
was taken against him?
THE WITNESS: Yes. That is the issue which
I went back down there to discuss with the inspector.
MR. GUILD: Thank you.
BY MR. GUILD:

Q. Now, what is the basis, if any, for your belief
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that there was no general knowledge among either the craft
of QC of this incident of harassment?

A. Due to the detail and =-- the c;:renn detail
that the information we received from these people during
these interviews, due to the openness with which they
approached these things -— Due to ‘the triviality of so
many of the things, in addition to the major points that
were legitimate concerms on their part, the types of
things that they identified to us, even third-party hearsay
things, if that had been general knowledge around the plant
a couple of weeks after it happened, we would havé heard
about it. That was our main level of confidence. The
additional level of confidence is that this inspector
obviously wasn't passing around the story or she could
have spread it around all over the site.

Q. Excuse me. Let me just interrupt. How do you
know she wasn't?

A. Well, we only heard it from, as I recall, one
other and that was a very close friend of hers.

Q. How did you get it from her?

A. The interviews. And she wasn't spreading it
around, and if we had found it to be another general knowledge
around the plant, then I don't think we would have had the
option to do what we chose to do just to satisfy an

inspector who didn't want this guy to be fired.
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! Q. Who was the other inspector who had knowledge

2 of the incident, and let me note that while I believe the

3 answer to that question is relevant aqd the answer should

4 be a mactter of record, I understand the thing --

5 MR. BELTER: The same objection, yes. And I have
El a problem with that onme. You're asking discovery again, and
7 if you find that inspector, her report could only be hearsay.
3 ' MR. GUILD: Well, I maintain that it goes to the
9 question of the effectiveness of the remedy that Mr. Chapman
0 is talking to, this harassment incident and -- and/or to

L the validity of his testimony that the matter was only that

| 12 limited knowledge on the site and that both subjects are
i 13 subjects of significance if this is a singular incident

14 of harassment that the gentlemen --
15 MR. BELTER: I know. But the answer to your
16 question about the name isn't going to add one iota of
17 weight to the issue thac is before this Board, one way or
8 the other. All it is going to do is give you the opportunity
19 to pursue another step in possibly producing relevant
20 evidence. It's a discovery question.
2 MR. GUILD: I maintain otherwise.
2 MR. BELTER: The name of this individual is
23 going to add weight to whether there has beenm intimidation
24 or not? That is your position held in good faith?

MR. GUILD: My position is that -

O
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MR. BELTER: I want you to think abecut it
for a minute, Bob.

MR. GUILD: My position 1s<:haé the name of
this individual
Yes, because given what [ believe the answer to that
question is, I think I will succeed in demonstrating that

in fact, Mr. Chapman's conviction that he handled the

matter in the proper way is wrong, and that the matter was

in fact of a more gemeral kncwledge on the site.

MR. REYNOLDS: Why would the name assist you
in that effcre?

MR. GUILD: It's apparent.

MR. REYNOLDS: Explain it to me.

MR. GUILD: It's either the right person knows about
it or it is not, who knew about the incident or not.

It's my belief that the answer to the question of the
person he also found out knew about it is an inspector who
has also been involved in instances of harassment. That is
oy belief, and that is the basis, in part, for my strenuous
insistence that the information be disclosed.

MR. BELTER: Your good faith is based on
information known to you and not to me.

MR. GUILD: I'm not asking that it be disclosed
on the public record of the deposition, but I ask that the

name be disclosed.
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! MR. BELTER: All right. We'll talk about that
2 by giving you the name off the record, then, to confirm

- whether or nmot you want to pursue it in géod faith.

4 MR. GUILD: Do we have a stipulation that that
< information will be provided off the record?

6 MR. BELTER: I think we will find out. I domn't
7 know whether we have gotten to that point or not. I think
our inclination is to give it to you.

9 MR. GUILD: My only concern is that I don't

10 want to let Mr. Chapman go without preserving our rights
" to pursue the matter.

12 MR. BELTER: Let’'s take a break for a minute.

,4
\

13 (Discussion off the record.)
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MR. BELTER: Back on the record.

Bob, there is an intermediate step that I would
like to consider with yéu. We would be willing to reveal
the name of this person to you off the record, but I want
you to undefs:and that we don't think that your having the
name, the name itself is relevant evidence at all ian this
proceeding, and maybe I have misunderstood your poiat.
But, I would like you to explain to me again why you think
the name itself is relevant here as opposed to the potentia
testimony that the individual might give.

MR. GUILD: I think I have explained it
adequately. If you want to talk about it off the record,

I would be hapéy to talk about it.

If this is simply a ruse to ==

MR. BELTER: Are you asking for it in good faith,
because I don't understand it.

MR. GUILD: I am asking for it in good faith.

Let's go off the record.

(Discussion off the record)

MR. BELTER: Back oa the record.

Do you feel any need, Bob, to racite what we
discussed off the record?

MR. GUILD: No. Only that I think that counsel
for Applicants perceive the tactical advantage to misleading

this counsel that we had reached an agreement off the record
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on the matter and I feel no need to further explicate the
basis for my quastions or my argument that we have now gone
into at great length onrthe record and off the record about
the basis for the need to elicit the information sought.

Nbv, if you still instruct the gentleman not to
answer the questions then we will either resort to a
protective order which is still pending as a device to elic
the answer in a way that protects the confidentiality of th
two individuals, or if that no longer is the bone of conten
tion and you insist on pressing my good faith in seeking
answers to the questions on the basis of your challenge to
the relevance, then we will take that matter up independent

But, I have left the record om the assumption th
you conceded the relevance of the questions and you said so
and now I find that you intend to lay some other tactical
trap, and that that was the basis for not disclosing the
names over the last recess.

Now on that basis, are you prepared to disclose
the names of the identified victim of the harassment of a
quality control inspector who also was aware of the hatﬁssmc
incident in a confidential fashion off the record?

MR. BELTER: You have misstated the record om wha:
I said before.

I indicated to you that I felt it was relevant

for you to ask the question of the name of the witness who



I

was the alleged victim of this intimidation on the grounds
that that might lead to relevant evidence.

MR. GUILD: I didmn't say =hat at all.

MR. BELTER: I am not trying to prevent you from
doing it. If that is what I said, then I misspoke. And
let me make my position on this clear right now.

The names of these individuals are not relevant.
They don't add any weight one way or the other to this issue
You may find relevant testimony from them if you take the

-

next step which is typical discovery and g0 question them

about it.

You have indicated to me that you think the names
themselves may be relevant because they could be then
connected up potentially with other witnesses. And L
willing to tell you that the name of the individual -- both
of them, che inspector and the other person who reported the
incident == are not names that have appeared to our knowledg
anywhere else in this record, or on anybody's witness list.

We also indicated to you that we are willing --

MR. GUILD: Wait a minute. Say that again.

MR. BELTER: They are not names that appear on
anybody's witness list tn this proceeding and they have
never testified in this proceeding.

MR. GUILD: Wair a minute. I don't know what

witness list you mean. Are they names that are not otherwis
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identified in this record?

MR. BELTER: I'm sorry. I'm talking about the
witness lists that have been exchang;d by the parties in
this proccc@ing.

I also include in that any prior witnesses in al
of the ASLB hearings on this issue. So there is no way tha
this name could be connected up t> anything else merely by
r;vealing the name. And I am going to ask you == I am aski
you to consider the question of whether you'recontinuing to
operate in good faith and insisting that gecting these name
is evidentiary in nature and not discovery in nature.

I ifasist that it is discovery in nature.

MR. GUILD: I maintain that position.

Ou that my questicn to you is: I don't know
what the term of art "witness list" means. If we can take
moment off the record and you can show me what a witness
list is, this may solve the whole problem. Okay? Can you
do that?

MR. BELTER: I can do that. P

MR. GUILD: Let's do that for a moment.

(Discussion off the record)

MR. GUILD: Back omn the record.

I just reviewed what you identified as the
witneas list and understand that you stipulated that neithe:

the victim of harassment incident that Mr. Chapman has
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tesctified to, nor :hc-quality control inspector that he
understands was the sole other quality control inspector
informed of the incidents, are named'on those lists.

Is that an accurate understanding?

ﬁl. BELTER: That is correct.

MR. GUILD: Can I ask Mr. Chapman if he would
confira ic?

BY MR. GUILD:

Q Is that your understanding, sir?

Is that an accurate statement?

A That neither of the two individuals involved,
neither the inspector who was intimidated, nor the inspecto
she named as a person who knew, appear on this list.

Aad that i{s correct.

MR. GUILD: All right.

Now at that point I confirm ny view that the
answers to both those questions are relevant. I am willing
€O cooperate in protecting the confidences of those persons
and would suggest that we move to another subject pendiag
the agreement as to the details of a protective order under
which I would agree it is appropriate to exchange that
information off the record. .

MR. BELTER: Fine.

MR. REYNOLDS: All right.
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communicated, say to quality control inmspectors generally o:
in this discipline, craft, generally or in this discipline,

for example?

A This specific instance?

Q Yes.

A I don't know.

Q It is not a matter of policy that it would be done
:Hac way?

A It is not a matter of our policy to call public

meetings to explain disciplinary conferences between managen
no. |

Q As far as you know, it did aot happen in this case

A As far as I know, it may have. I don't know. I
told you I dida't know.

Q You just don't know, okay.

I am going to show you a document, well, it is a
stack of documents and I don't intend to mark or introduce
them, but can you identify those as reflecting the summaries
of the interviews that you described as being conducted .in
1973 of quality control inspectors? |

MR. BELTER: Counsel, we are going to have to go
through that carefully to make sure it is complete before he
answers that question. Do you want to mark it as an exhibit

MR. GUILD: I just got done saying I do not want

to mark it as am exhibit. I am not asking him to vouch for
*
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it being complete. Does that appear to reflect, and I will
get him to read the cover sheet, does that appear to reflect
the summaries of in:ntviéws that ne had reference to?

I just want the documents generally identified. I
am not cryiné to vouch for that being a careful and complete
copy although I do believe it to be.

| (Witness reviewing document.)

THE WITNESS: It appears to be the same type. It
appears to be the cover letters.

BY MR. GUILD:

Q All right.

Now those summary sheets were supported, I believe
as you testified earlier, by questiocnnairs that were complet
by the indicated incarview-Ceams of the interviews with the
specific quality control inspectors?

A No, I believe I testified that it wasn't done by a
team, it was done by individuals of a team, speaking to
individual mdmbers. yes. 'That is what I meant to communicat

Q And there is also those interviews that were docu=-
mented on interview sheets that were coded, I believe, as yo
previously testified?

A Righet.

Q All righe.

MR. GUILD: Now, counsel, those == I have seen tho

interview summaries and I understand that they were very
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recently provided by Applicants to Intervenors. They have
been provided, howaver, only with the names of the intervies
inspectors deleted and without a che.co permit the Interver
to identify the inspectors involved.

We believe that pursuant to discovery agreements a
rulings we are entitled to have the names of those inspector
comnﬁnica:ed to us.

MR. BELTER: I don't know the names of the inspect
I don't know that anyone knows the names of the inspectors.

Are you asking me -- what is your specific request
to me?

MR. GUILD: My specific request to you is tell me
for the record why you haven't transmitted the names of thos
inspectors -- we did understand, Mr. Chapman, to have retain

MR. BELTER: We gave you the documents as they
exist in his files. They never had names on them.

MR. GUILD: Well, Mr. Chapman's previous sworn
testimony is that he had a key that communicated the identit
of the persons that had been interviewed. That key has .not
been transmitted as a matter of discovery. -

MR. BELTER: That is correct =-- for the same reaso
that we haven't given you any of the ' names of people to whom
we have promised confidentiality. We have had an agreement
it is my understanding we had an agreement with Mr. Roisman

about this, that we were not going to force that issue 1if we
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could work it out cooperatively. If you bring this in the
category of the same names that you want with respect to ==
you are putting this in the same c;caéory with respect to th
other two names but you are making a blanket request for the
entire key for some 165 or 70, I don't know, interviews that
were conducted in 1979. 1Is that what you are asking us?

MR. GUILD: Yes. What I want to make clear is tha
I believe that there is relevant testimony on the subject of
the interviews and the underlying facts reflected in those
interviews that Mr. Chapman has testified or conducted
pursuant to his general direction and supervision, that that
inquiry is hampered by the failure by Applicants to have
transmitted the key and the names identified in those ==

BELTER: You are going to have to get Judge

Bloch to order us to give you that key.

Well, let's just make ¢this a point,

want to state clearly for the record that I would intend
to examine from those == I would intend to have examined
witness from those interviews, interview sheets, summary
sheets, but I am only able to do so on the basis of informat
which has not been transmitted and that is the key.

And I suggest that this matter be the subject of

some discussion off the record in terms of a protective orde

MR. BELTER: I want to put something on the record

MR. BACHMANN: Let me put something on the record
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right here.

The Staff objects to this as being very specifical
a discovery request and although it has not been labelled su
[ think it is quite obvious from what Mr. Guild has said thsa
this could lead to testimony that could be admissible and th
that is a definition of discovery.

Secondly, this document has been in CASE's possess
for a certain period of time, and -- when did you receive it

I see a note from Mrs. Ellis. -

MR. GUILD: I am informed that -- I don't have a
date, but ==

MR. BELTER: Well, I can tell you that it was some
time, the third week of June that you looked at the document
because that is when we discovered then.

They were made available to you.

MR. GUILD: I did not personally see them.
MR. BELTER: I know, Bob, but let me tell you what

the problem is with this one.

This is so clearly discovery that I am going to
daccuse you of bad faith if you say this is evidentiary. A
key with numbers om it, a key with names matched up to numb
is worthless evidence in this case -- and let me finish.

It 1s clearly discovery and I want you to admit on
the record right now that it is discovery and not evidence.

MR. GUILD: There is no need to raise your voice.
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There is no need to get impassioned about the point.
My point is that I am unable to examine substantiv ‘

as to the interview materials ingelligently without having

had that material, which I assert should have been transmitt

in discovery.

It was not transmitted in discovery and I make the
point for the record now that I would desire to examine
Mr. Chapman on that subject but am unable to do so because y

have failed to provide that information.

MR. BELTER: On the subject of what is on the

-

interview sheets, you are unable to conduct ==

MR. GUILD: On the subject of the underlying facts
I am unable to conduct meaningful examination without knowin
who those people are.

MR. B

-
-

™

R: You have just now asked for it and it

4
-

™

iscovery. I am not going to give it to you voluntarily.

Let's take the next step.

MR. BACHMANN: I also object to that statement,
because as recognized by Judge Bloch on the record, that the
information provided by CASE as to the subject of these
dppositions was sketchy at best and had this been noted as a
subject of possible questioning of Mr. Chapman, perhaps this
problem might have been avoided.

CASE chosg not to identify this topic as a topic

of discussion at this deposition and {t can ounly be CASE's
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fault that they lacked the means to conduct the deposition.
And therefore I feel that is an untenable argument.

MR. GUILD: Well, I am informed, counsel, that nc
only was the subject of the interviews noted as the first

subject of Mr. Chapman's deposition ian the July 2nd clarifi-

cation document ==

MR. BELTER: I doubt that Mr. Bloch ever got that,

counsel.

BACHMANN: The Staff never received that

document.

MR. GUILD: Well, that may or may not be
counsel until my appearance todav. Al

front of us a document that 5 its very

Cwo items are on the subje S.

Ms. Ellis poi . ! a tl attachement

to the June 27, 84 letter to Applicants from

"ne

[ntervenars,

the second item under Mr. D. Chapman, under the heading,

Incidents Requested to be Prepared for Deposition," it

xnowledge of the 1979 interviews. And T just want to state

my position.

Th: position is that without the names of the

quality control inspectors iavolved, I cannot conduct an




!
\

intelligent examination as to their complaints about
harassmeant, intimidation or other subjects.

MR. BELTER: My response ca‘you. counsel, is that
you have access to those documents for several weeks. You
put in the June 27 letter “hat you intended to cross examine
Mr. Chapman about those docummnts. You gave no iudication 4%
that letter that you wanted this key and we have consistentl
takea the position for months that we are not revealing name
0f people voluntarily to whom we have promised confidentiali

[t is apparent that your request to us has been
made ten minutes ago and that is why you face this impasse,
because you haven't asked for it before.

We believe we have asked for it bef
You have not asked for it before
Well, I assert t! we have asked
provided.
R:
MR. GUILD: Well, tt is no need to argue about

r

We both stated our positi or the record and I intend

O pursue the matter and ic { : question of moving on

to complete the deposition.
MR. BACHMANN: I would statement
I made before. The indication that Mr. Chapman would be

questioned on the 1979 interviews was in the June 27th lette:

however, no other further mention was made of any need for
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any futher names or information at that point.
MR. GUILD: Mr. Chapman, let's be clear.
BY MR. GUILD:
Q Do you have that key in your possessiion or is it
the subject of your control?
A It is under my control.
Q 4¢ is in the records of TUGCO and she quality
assurance office?

A

Q your position, sir, that the summaries that
were prepared and which have been available to the parties
for a while, that those fairly and accurately reflect :the
substance of the information communicated by the inspectors
to the interviewers?

Yes. I have a high level of ¢ in the

-

individuals I had 1

anyone other than ==
?
-

$éy that -~ the last few days I looked at a few

of them just out « ¢ Y, the time, no.

Q And except for preparation for this deposition, yo

dida't review those?

O

A [ didn't even look at a handful of them then. Bea

r
L
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in mind the whole purpose of this

the concerns couched in such terminology

summary was to get all of

that no TUGCO site

management could detect the source of any of thase concerns.

Q

Yes, I understand.

Now the signatures that appear on the summary shee

summarizing the interviews in each particular QC discipline

are under a heading entitled,

A

themselves,

Q
Ms.
A

Q

A

P

rown

Brown and

P

A

245 Q

i‘
|

Anderson,

and

"Management Review Board."
Are those the interviewers?

Yes. That is just what they choose to call

or chose to call themselves.

All right, and among those persons are Mr. Boren

and both of them work im Dallas?

That is correct.

In your organization?

Yes.

Mr. Gordon Purdy, and he works at the

Root?

He does now but he did not then.

What was Mr. Purdy's position then?

[ forget what his title was. But he worked in

Root corporate headquarcers in Houston.

In quality assurance?
Yes.

Mise Susan Spencer, she:likewise works in vour

quality assurance program”
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X
ment back
plant.

Q

That is correct.
She works for you indirectly in Dallas?

Yes.

And J. Antonio Valdez? What position did Mr. Va

He, I believe, was senior engineer in my QA depart

then and he now works in our TUGCO fossil power

All right.

Anod Mr. Vega, of course, is now the site QA manage
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Q. In the electrical discipline, you are aware
that the interviews identified and characterized as major
problems?

There's a sheet that says major problems om it.

MR. BELTER: Would you identify that, what
page it is?

MR. GUILD: VYNone of the pages have numbers oct

them, which is the problem in knowing whether it's a

complete document. The document is under the electrical
discipline and it's entitled major problems. It's a page
that is headed major problems.
BY MR. GUILD:

Q. Are you aware of the identificacion major problems
in the electrical discipline?

A. Yes.

Q. Among which there are three listed, and No. 2
is, and T read: "It is consistent feeling among QC
inspectors, that the main emphasis of CPSES is production
at all costs and not on quality. The equipment is installed
to take credit for footage and production quotas. The fact
that a high percentage of this work must be redone is not

being given due comsideration.

"This creates an atmosphere of arguments, loud discussions,

yelling and name-calling between craft and QC, occasional

threats and even oniinc: of violence."
O
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! Are you aware of those findings?

il . N R - = == W=
=]

2 A. Yes. v
Q. Now, would you agree that occa;ional threats
4 reflect harassment as you understand the term?
S A. Well, I don't recall e .l what the discussion
6 was that was provided to me to back up the occasional threats.
4 I have already responded as to the one act of violence.
3 Q. The one ant of violence, that is the remainder
9 of that characterization is the incident iavolving the
0 female inspector that you had spokea to earlier?
" A. That's correct.
(ur 12 Q. All right. Do you recall -- Well, what were
13 the findings with respect to the occcasional threats?
4 A. I'jusc told you. You see, this is another
15 part of my problem. 1I'm trying to recall from five years
6 back, and I have not had cime. I realize the letter was
17 dated June 27th, but [ didn't get it for about week. And

I haven't had time to go through "hem and digest those

19 reporis. So I'm going from memory of five years. I don't .
20 recall the instance of threats other than that one connected

2 with == what's characterized there as an act of violence.

2 Q. All right. Would you sgree that the general

2 characterization of atmosphere of arguments, loud discussions,
24 yelling and name-calling between craft and QC, occasional

threats and even one act of violence collectively reflect

B G & - - &N - e e B
o a

U
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instances of harassment and intimidation?

A. No, I would not.

Q. Why not?

A. Not on what you've just given me, no. I'd like
to know what the subjects were, who was yelling at whom,
and why.

Q. Well, what did you do to find out?

A. Well, I talked to the people that did the
interview, and that is the amounts of -- you know, when
I had, say, 24 hours or so to go over something like that,
I can't adequately get the details for all those items, but
I talked to the people that ieported it, and I also
assured at the other end the personnel who had made -~
let's see, the corrective action on these was for Mr.
Tolson to get these reports as they were filled out, not
all at once. As soon as we had finished ome group, he would
get the report for whoever for corrective action; digest what
it said, vhat the problems were, and then he would call
the inspectors in, several at a time, and put them at -
ease and go over what he planned to do to solve each and
every one. The ones he was going to respond to and the
ones he was not going change or explain the ones that
required only an explanation, explain the ones that we
had to get Brown & Root Corporate Management involved in

because they iavolved corporate payroll policies changes.
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Q. Does that complete your answer with respect to what
you did to investigate these matters?
A. Yes.

Q. What corrective action did you take specifically

with regard to identifying acts of harassment and
intimidation and seeing that acts of harassment and
intimidation did not occur?
Where does it say harassment and intimidation
report?
[ don't maintain ¢ it did, I'm asking you
issue of harassment
ion as a result of your own management

read verbatim

ace, inding
automatically as harassment and intimidation.

['ve already agreed that when I brought ug
the one instance, that that in my mind constituted
harassment and

Q. hat' ¢ ' ¢ that you found:
and you so

A. ) What I said was I would not
characterize what that report says, except for that

lasc instance. As on the face of it, just by what is

said there, automatically as harassment and intim.dation.

I
'
l
|
.
'
l
|
|
'
'
'O
'
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There could have been some there ==

Q. You told me there were two instances of
harassment and intimidation. One was recénc and you
detailed that.

A. That I could recall.

Q. Fine. That you could recall, and one was the
iascance involving the woman quality control inspector.

A. That's correct.

And we talked about. Now I'm asking you, is
to the best of your recollection that there were
instances of harassment and
Comanche Peak period except those two?

A. That's true.

Q. Nor any others reflected

management review board? That ' is the

instance of harassment and in lati reflected in
what they found?

A. That I recall that they found. Again, let me
remind you that I have not reviewed those in any degree
of detail, in fi years. Now, the reference to the
rest and 4 that could have been for any aumber of
reasons, and it may have been a QC person threatening
a craft for all I knew. I'm not about to make a judgment
based on what that finding right there says.

Q. What did you do to look into the question of
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whether or not there was a need for corrective action to

remedy the finding that there was a consistent feeling

among QC inspectors that the main emphasis at Comanche

Peak's steam electric station is the production at all costs

and not on qualicy.

A. Let me go back and ﬁct':ho whole question again.

Q. Your own management review board found ia 1979,

Mr. Chapman, that, and I quote:

"There is a consistent feeling among QC

inspectors that the main emphasis at Comanche

Peak is production at all costs and not

quality."

What did you do to take corrective action for that

finding?

A. In the first place, as [ explained to you awhile

ago, the site QA manager called them all in, a . w at a time,

and this is one reason we did this at that particular point

in time. The electrical work was just really getting started

in full swing. We wanted tu fiad out what was bothering them. -

They perceived that there was too much use as is. Too much

this, too much that; there's a lot of pressure on

production. And we listened to it.

They opened up to us,

and that's what we wanted. And once we got all their

concerns out, this group reported it to me, and in turam it

went to Tolsom and he digested it.

And he took whatever
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corrective action was appropriate and he called in the
various inspectors a few at a time, so that t.:y would be
at ease and wouldn't feel like they were 6n the carpet,
explained to them what they had done to change. I think
they relocad some procedures, there were some complaints,
as I recall there, about procedures are vague. I
remember one CPM 6.9 was really almost a common
denominator complaint, it was so rather large and
cumbersome and hard to work with, and there were a lot
of specific complaints that we had to address that we
agreed with them on. They had some valid concerns. And
he called them in, and explained to them,
here's the reasons for use as if, and ! reason
why we are not going to change here. | he reason
why you people are right here, but we' g to change
here. And it was a personal ¢ i We did not do

generate a paper trail so that we could show how

we were at thi pbint in time. We did it
problems and to try to help some people who had
legitimate concerns.

MR. GUILD: Let's take a short break.

(Short break.)

O
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MR. BELTER: We were addt,ssing the problem of
the key, which identifies by name, the people who were
interviewed during this process in l§79.

It's my recollection that this entire file of
interviews ;as first made available to you, to CASE, I
believe mid-June. It was the day that Ms. Alice and Ms Gar
came down to the Dallas office during the week that
Dbbcy Hatley's Department of Labor case was being heard.

MR. GARDE: June 22nd.

MR. BELTER: You were not provided at that time
with copies of them, but you did look at them.

The point I want to make is that once you look
at them it is patently obvious that the names are not there
and that they are keyed.

I have not received a request for the key, and
it's obvious why we have nor provided the key until a half
hour ago. We are beyond that peiat now, but I want to make
that point clear.

Qur position of providing this one is that Rt &
the promises of confidentiality that we have, if confid;nti.
ity means anything, a blanket request for this many names --
in effect, the names of every person in the QC Department t«
be tied up with the comments that that person made, under a
very expansive promise that they would be =-- that they woulc

be kept in confidence, they were urged to express any conce:
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they had.

And in fact, as I want to put on the record
through Mr. Chapman, they were told that the notes would be
destroyed.

This one here we feel we just cannot
voluntarily give to you. And I would like to voir dire
Mr. Chapman very briefly about that, only two or three
q;.stions. Just to put it on the record.

EXAMINATION

BY MR. BELTER:

Q Mr. Chapman, do you recall the process by which
these interviews were conducted in 1979 with respect to the

promise of confidentiality?

A Yes, I do.
Q What was that?
A Each of the individuals was promised confidenti

ity, was told that no one in the management chain on side
anywhere would be privy to the identities of any one of the
pecple raising concerns, which individual was told that the
substances of their concerns would bhe taken == would be put
into a rewritten report by the review team and phrased such
that individual identities would not be discernible from th
== Jjust by the way they were written up.

They were further told that when they finished

with those notes they wouldn't leave them around the site,
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They would be given to me, and I would be the only one to
look at them witlh the key. And there was no further use
for them, and the reports would be destroyed =-- not the
reports, the backup notes would be destroyed.

Q Did anyone on your staff have occasion to
question you that way, that that had occurred?

A Yes, several times.

Q What was your response?

A Well, the first time I was questioned as to
whether I

had destroyed those notes was shortly after the

completion of the interview. And I was requested to destro

/7

{

the notes since they had promised the individuals that they

would be destroyed.

My response was I intende’ to, but I wanted to

keep them around until we assured ourselves that all the

concerns had been addressed, so that if we had any question
48 to what was meant or contained ia the generalized
we might go back through that, through ay notes, and dig

through there and determine what the concern was, and that

4S soon -~ as soon as I determined that the entire matter

was closed out, I would destroy the reports.

And this individual team member again emphasizec

that 1f I didn't we could lose all our credibility with the

people to whom we had promised confidentiality.

Q Why is it that the notes have not been destroyed




Syjl 20/4

A Frankly, I put them in a file cabinet to which
alone have the key. I locked it up in a drawer that I don't
have anything else in.

And since the summer reports were the ones we
worked to, I forgot that I still had the backed up notes,
because they were irrelevant ia the first place, and I just
forgot about them until rather recently when, during
discovery, I was asked to go through my files, my personal
files -- anything that could conceivably called a file == an
I saw a big box in there. And there it is.

Q Do you have an opinion as to the impact of

revealing this entire list of names to an intervenor in this

’

Licensing Board omn the ability of management to get along

with the employees who would be affected?

A Well, I might use one of their favorite phrases
and use the term "chilling effect" on anyone who would choos
to identify problems as openly, as forthrightly as these
people did.

Q And just to be clear about who we are talking

about, this was interviews of all QC/QA on-site personnel?
A Everyone we could get.
I'm not saying 100 percent, because there may
have been someone on vacation. There may have been some of
them we couldn't get. But all or nearly all == certainly

those that we could get, from clerks all the way up to

r
A
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upper~-level management.

MR. BELTER: That's all the questions I have,
Bob.

I would urge you to recognize our problem here
and see if we can't work out some way of not destroying
the credibility of management with the QA/QC Department Sy
revealing to an intervenor in this case these notes.

MR. GUILD: I think he focused on the key probl:
Len.

MR. BELTER: Well, let me just point out here =-
I think if you're discovering the problem that we have here
and maybe it's just the need to get this protective order
done in preparing to cross-examine some of your witnesses,
whose names we don't even have yet.

MR. GUILD: Of course, we were forced to rely
largely on evidence that is in the possession of Applicants,
since it is you who control the employees on the site and
the documentation on the site on this entire contention.

I would just point out that I think you have
belied the primary basis for your fear, and that is that the
information that is damaging to TUGCO will fall into the har
of the Intervenors, not that, as you state, it will damage
the credibility of management and their relationship with
quality control inspecters.

And I would emphasize that in the Cataw-a
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1 licensing proceeding this exact point was dealt with very

2 effectively, where the same kinds of assurances that have

3 been given by management to a uumher'of quality control

4 inspectors, interviews or -- well, not interviews, but

S documented technical and nontechnical concerns were coded,
) and those codes were required to be provided to Intervenors
7 in discovery. And those formed a substantial basis for

8 flndings of harassment and intimidation that are now matter
B of record in the partial initial decision in the Catawba

10 proceeding.

1 But for the knowledge of who those inspectors

s 12 were who documented complaints that represented harassment
i 13|, and intimidation, proof would never have been made a
14 record of those matters.
15 And T suspect that that is the primary basis fo
16 TUGSO's concern.
17 We will see if we can approach the issue,
8 because I'm certainly not insensitive to the concern that
19 == for privacy, that individuals have their own rights.
20 » But I submit that even the fact that senio?
3 quality assurance management in the person of Mr. Chapman
22 was privy to all the detailed notes.
23 Any inspector would have due regard for the
24 limits of the protection of the informatiomn that they

transmitted. It may be one thing to protect that individua:

(E N G G S G e e G B B B G e B e e e e
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. ' from the knowledge of their immediate supervisor on site.
2 But if a man's ultimate supervisore !u_s full knowledge of
' 3 all the details, I submit that that limitations on
' . confidentiality largely vitiates any substantial interests
. S these people have in protecting that information, particula
. ¢ from Interventors, who seek to support and probe evidence o
’ complaints that inspectors have voiced to management in the
' : past.
l ' But let's move on from that issue. I thiank our
10 positions are well reflected on the record.
' " MR. BELTER: Let me just make it clear. Your
(\v, 12 request is for the entire key?
' '3 MR. GUILD: Yes, it is.
' " My understanding is that that request is well
13 within the purview of the outstanding document requests
l e for discovery.
o And I assert that, as I had earlier, that I am
l L unable to examine Mr. Chapman today with respect to those
l Loy interviews without access to that key. E
» MR. BELTER: I would disagree entirely that
l 2 you can't examine him at all. You can examine him about
2 it. And T suggest that you do that.
l s And if you then discover a difficulty in
. 2 examining him, you make it very specific so we get to the
O 23 Judge vig:h precisely what the difficulty is with respect to
!
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any one of these.

Now, the difficulty is that I am unable to
prepare to examine a witness who, himself, has* the
information about the identities of the person that the
notes disclose. and therefore =--

MR. BELTER: He does not have that.

MR. GUILD: He has the knowledge, or he certain
has had the opportunity to form the knowledge of who
specific individuals are,who, since he alone has the key,

OQur positions are well reflected on the record,
and I stand on it.

We can certainly discuss the intarests in a
protective order or other ways of handling this off the
record.

MR. BELTER: I think our position is that you
are perfectly capable of cross-examining Mr. Chapman on
the basis of these interviews and the basis of what's in
front of you.

I don't see where the name itself is goingfto
give you any advantage in that respect.

MR. GUILD: We just disagree.

EXAMINATION

BY MR. GUILD:

Q To the best of your knowledge, Mr. Chapman ==

MR. BACHMANN: Excuse me. I would like to make
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one comment on the record.

If, indeed, the Judge denies your request for
the identities, I assume, then, that you have waived your
right to cross-examine without the identities.

MR. GUILD: That's not the case. I'm not makin
any waiver at all.

MR BELTER: Well, then, I suggest that you go
ahead and cross-examine without them right now.

MR. BACHMANN: The Staff will certainly object
to going ahead without the identities if your

-

denied.

o~

{

MR.. GUILD: I'm sure you will, and I appreciate
your taking every tactical advantage of the position that
you've put us in. But that is no reason why an Intervenor
should be forced to be handicapped as we are to examine on
4 subject we can only examine ineffectually on. Qur positic
are well reflected on the record.

BY MR. GUILD:

Q Mr. Chapman, do yaou represent that all of those
interview summaries -- strike that.

Do you represent, sir, that the documentary
record of all the interviews that were conducted were trans-
mitted to Intervenmors in discovery, absent, of course, the

the key?

D

(.

A All the documents == all the documentary

4
»
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interviews that were what?

Q All the ones that were conducted.

A No, I don't have any way of knowing if you've
got them all.

Q you take any out?

A

you delete any or throw any away or destroy

No.
Alter them in any way?

A No.

Q And you did what with those documents? What
did you do with them when you found them in your files
recently?

A I notified Susan Spencer, who is responsible fo
getting all these things together, that I found something ¢
might be responsive that I had orgotten about.

Q And what was she instructed to do?

A She just didn't need any instructions.

I started looking at some of the envelopes.
They were all out of order. They weren't in order by

’

alphanumeric code. So, I thought, well, I will ac

put them in order.

I noticed there were a few missing, and that's the

first time I had even gone through all of them. I didan't
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locate any of them at that time. I didn't read any of them

I just put them in order.
Q And who did they get tracsmitted to?

A I gave them to Ms. Spencer. That's the last

I saw of them.
Q Do you know what she did with them?
A I presume she supplied them to CASE or made ther
aQailable.
Did she supply them to couasel?
I don't knwo what she did with then.
You just.don't know?
I don't know.
Did you give her the key?
No.
What did you do with it?
i kept it.
Q Did you inform her or coumsel that you had that
in your possession?
A I don't reuember whether I did ar not.
Q How did they learn that you had it?
A They knew that I had the key originally.
guess the assumed 1if I didan't throw those things away, I

-

hadn't thrown the key away.

Q Did any of your lawyers ask you about the

subject?

»
-
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A I don't :hink they did. I don't remember it if
they 4id.
I just kept the key.
Q You don't remember any of your lawyers asking
you whether or not there was a key that explained the

identities of the witnesses and whether you retained it in
your possession?
A I don't remember.
Q So, as far as you know, the first time that
subject came is when I raised it today?
subject came up?
subject of your possession of the key to
to the identities of the inspectors.

.

the best of your recollection ==

r

>

.
. |
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A I did mention, I think, to Susan that I had
not == I was not going to furnish the key, but I don't

recall anybody asking me about thekey. I just said,

"Here. Those things you can take, but I'm going to keep
the key."
Q She knew you
A Yes.
Q You told her you had the key?
A Well, I guess when I said I'm going to
the key, she assumed rightfully by
Q All right. Thank you.
et's see if we can move through a couple of
these subjects and complete at least this.
considering, counsel, i recessing the
and trying to resolve this matter
interviews over the evening.
MR. BELTER: How much more have
Chapman?
GUILD: That's my point.
BELTER: Aside from this subject.
MR. GUILD: I.have what I hope I can fi

very shortly, but let ma move on.

BY MR. GUILD:

Q What is your p2rformance rating, then, Mr.

©

Chapman? Let's take the most recent period for which

r
L
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Do you intend on fairly extensive questiconing on this
exhibit because if so I'd like to have an opportunity
to get my copy?
MR. BELTER: I think you might want to
get your copy, and I have a copy here before me. I don't
have extensive questions on that, and I'm not going to
go into it.
MR. BACHMANN: It will just take me a moment.
I'll get it right outside.
MR. "ROISMAN: - Wait. Wait. Wait.
articular because we have an extra
MR. BACHMANN: think I do.

MR. BELTER: Why don't we take a

(A short recess was taken.)
MR. BELTER: Back on the record.
BY MR. BELTER:
Q. Mr. Chapman, would you take a look

please, at what is marked as Purdy Exhibit 42-1

A. Okay. .
)
Q. Did you discuss the contents of this exhibit

with the members of the management review board?

A. Yes, I did.

Q. What steps, if any, did you take in response

-
—

to the concerns identified in the various documents that




~ R N - - = .
:

)

P
\

@

10

11

14

16

17

18

24

76,531

comprise Purdy Exhibit 42-12?

A. Well, there was several management actions
that took place, the most immediate of which was after
discussions between Mr. Tolson and me, he set about a
process of small group meetings in his office on a daily
basis. I think he had them before work hours, 7:00 o'clock
every morning, for several weeks until he had talked to
all the inspectors involved, and to solve the problems
that were under his jurisdiction and to -- basically,
to communicate the commitment that management had to them
on a personal basis to resclve these matters to everyone's
satisfaction.

Q. These were QC inspectors?

A. QC in;pectors, yes.

In addition to that, I called a meeting
with TUGCO senior management. That included executive
vice presidents, both over QA/QC and over the construction,
and, also, there were site construction and QA management.
I was there, and the qgview team that did thé study was
there. And the team member gave a presentaticn to this
senior management gr;up going over the items that they
had found that neéded managment attention and answering
any questions that our senior management had.

Q. | Were there any other meetings that you

attended?
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A. Yes. Since -- As a result of this first
meeting there were obviously some things which needed
to be addressed not only through QA management that I
could handle directly but.also through construction manage-
ment, and that was the purpose of having the first meeting.
There were some matters such as pay policies and so forth
that needed to be addressed through Brown & Root's corporate
office in Houston.

So after the construction senior management
had heard the concerns that were being expressed by the~
inspectors -- Bear in mind, our whole intent on this
first cut to talk to everybody was to elicit whatever
was on their mind, coficerns, whether =-- And their charter
was not to determine-whether their concern had merit.

We wanted to know what was going on in their minds, get

it on the table. So =-- And with that -- In that context,
we presented it to construction management so they could
hear what the concerns of the QC pecple were, address

those concerns. 1If it involved craft/QC interface, they
could address those concerns from a craft management,
construction managem;;t.standpoint. And sco that all levels
of management weré involved in reaching the objective
that we knew we wanted.

Shortly after that, I gquess it was a couple

of weeks, roughly, we had another meeting at the site
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with our -- again, our senior management. We had Brown &
Root senior management there, both construction and QA
corporate, and to resolve and work out the pay equity
considerations that we had been working on at the manage-
ment level for some time to finally resolve the issues
that needed their attention.

Q. Just =-- GO ahead.

A. Well, then sometime later, I think it was
about five months, in order to verify that these management

actions that we had taken had been effective and

accemplished what we wanted to do, I commissioned an audit
by the Dallas audit group to come down and verify that
the things that we had@ done had been effective.

Q. Just to tie part of your answer up with

other depositions, Mr. Chapman, were the interview
sessions that Mr. Tolson had with the small groups

of inspectors occasionally referred to as fireside

A. Yes. That's what he =-- That's his term
he gave them. That was a popular phrase during that
|

period of time.

MR. ROISMAN: This was in the earl

(Laughter.)

TEE WITNESS: No. It was during 1979
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when the President of the United States liked to refer
to fireside chats.
MR. ROISMAN: Oh, that fireside chat.
MR. BACHMANN: So soon you forget.
MR. BELTER:
Q. With respect to this follow=-up audit,
that the -- Was that follow-up audit documented
any fashion?
A. Yes, it was, just as any other audit
our auditing system is documented.
MR. BELTER: I don't recall the exhibit
number, Tony.
ROISMAN: Panel Anderson =--
BELTER: Panel Anderson ==
ROISMAN: -- Exhibit 1.
BELTER: =-- Exhibit 1. Thank you.
We'll -- I don't intend to get into
You may.
MR. ROISMAN: Do you want for the record
to indicate why we just had that conversation? You

|
want him tc say that --

MR. BELTER: I will recite tha: there
was discussion in other depositions about the follow=-up

audit that he has mentioned, and the document referred

to is Anderson Panel or Panel Anderson Exhibit 1.




MR. ROISMAN: Back on the record.

)

BY MR. ROISMAN:

Q. All right, Mr. Chapman. What persons in
management above yourself did you consult, if anyone, in
conjunction with deciding what response should be taken,
if any, to the events that are sumuarized in what has been
marked as Purdy Exhibit 42-1? That is the management review
board document.

R Well, that was == I think as I testified

earlier, I had discussed with Mr. Gary, who was then my

boss, my immediate snupervisor, of the need for not only
his involvement but also that of Mr. Fikar,. and the result
of that conversation was a meeting that I called that they
attended and other management up both of those chains of
command attended.

Q. And the thrust of that meeting was -- What
issues did that meeting focus on?

A. Okay. It was emphasized then when the meeting]
started that the purpose of this board that had been assiqne¢
this task by me was to get everything out on the table, ,

)
what's on the mind of these inspectors, not for the team

members to pass judgment on individval perceptions, but

€O put everything, including hearsay, down there. Well,

)

»

~

°

¥
-
a
<

i

i
»

LN

I == You know, somebody told me that they heard somebody

say that.




D

»

r AN G- AN R - - G G - e e

E

10

11

13

14

15

16

18

19

21

24

76,567

And the senior managers were told that the
reason for this meeting was not to =-=- again, not to attempt
to necessarily put in perspective or give even a management
analysis or summary of the.results except in some of the
cases where we did make conclusions, but, rather, to tell --
For instance, tell construction senior management, "This
is what the inspectors are saying. They are saying that
the craft puts pressure on them. They are saying the craft
do<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>