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PROCEEDINGS

MR, WALKER: Mr, Guild, as I told you betore
the deposition commenced, I would like at this time to
read into the record a prepared cpening statement.

My name is Richard K. Walker. I am a member
of the law firm of Bishop, Liberman, Cook, Purcell &
Reynolds, counsel for Texas Utilities Electric Company,
Apnlicant in this proceeding.

I appear here today in that capacity. Before
proceeding further, I wish to point out that the witness,
Mr. Sordon Purdy, is appearing voluntarily, and that he
is not under subpcena.

Mr. Purdy's testimony has been requested from
the Applicant by CASE, Intervenor in this proceeding, on
the topics specified in CASE's letter to Leonard W.
Belter dated June 27, 1984, a copy of which has been
marked for identification by the reporter and appended
to the transcript of Mr. Tony Vega's deposition as
Exhibit A.

The Applicant has already noted its objections
to the deposition procedures and the schedule crdered
by the Board, and it intends no waiver of those objections
by Mr. Purdy's appearance here today.

T should also note for the record that Mr.

purd, has asked that he be personally represented by an
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attorney; and Mr. Carl Jordan is here at this deposition
acting in that capacity.
Whereupon,

GORDON RAYMOND PURDY
was called as a witness by and on behalf of the Intervenor
and, having been first duly sworn, was examined and

testified as follows:

EXAMINATION
BY MR. GUILD:
0. Good morning, Mr., Purdy.
A, Good morning.
Q I assume that we're going to follow the process

of Intervenors going first,
My name is Robert CGuild. I'm from Charleston,
South Carolina. I have been asked to assist the Intervenors
in some of these depositions this week.
First, if you would, state yoir full name and
tell me what your job is.
A My full name is Gordon Raymond Purdy. My

position is the Brown & Root site quality assurance

manager.
Q How long have you served in that capacity?
A I have served in that capacity since

November of 1981.

Q. Were you in an acting capacity at that time?




10

i1

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

41,005

A I was originally transferred to Comanche Peak
November 2, 1981, in an acting capacity and accepted the
full-time position, I believe in March of 1982,

Q. So you were acting in the interim period between
November '81 and March of '82; correct?

A That's correct.

Q On whose behalf were you acting? Who was your
predecessor in the full-time capacity?

A My predecessor was Mr., Jim Hawkins. I was
representing Brown & Root as the on-site QA manager at
that time since Mr. Hawkins was no longer with the project.

0 What happened to Mr, ' wkins?

A I have really no personal knowledge of what
happened to Mr, Hawkins. I was notified that Mr. Hawkins
would not be returning to the project and was asked if I
would take that position until such time as I either
accepted a full-time position or someone else took the
position.

0. What did you understand was the basis cf Mr.
Hawkins' departure and your replacement of him in that
capacity?

MR. WALKER: Objection., I think the witness
has already answered the question. Furthermore, T sujgest
that the guestion, as it is presently stated, calls for

the witness to answer with hearsay.
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MR, GUILD: Well, I would submit it's not.
I'm interested in what the gentleman's understanding was
of the circumstances at the site, the responsibilities of
the position he inherited, and in part a basis for that
is his understanding of the circumstances of his
predecessor's departure.

So I would submit that it's substantive
evidence and bears on this gentleman's response to problems
that existed at the site at the time, his qualifications --
essentially his performance and, thercfore, Applicant's
performance of their quality assurance obligations under
applicable rules.

So I would ask that the witness answer the
question.

MR, WALKER: Just a minute. Do I understand
you correctly that you're asking the question for the
purpose of eliciting from the witness his perception of the
situation and any problems that may have existed at the
time that he came to the site?

MR, GUILD: Sure. In part.

MR. WALKER: In part? And for what other
purposes?

MR. GUILD: Well, that's a good enough
starting point. There's no need in arguing all of the

potential bases for treating specific subjects as relevant
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admissible evidence. If we do that, we're going to be
here all day.

I would submit that in my judgment -- in my
professional opinion, the subject is relevant on the
merits of the issue of harassment and intimidation. I
would like to pursue it. I don't think it's a major
topic, but it could certainly occupy a major amount of
time, if we would want to argue about it and everything
else that may or may not be relevaat as a matter of final
judgment or your opinisn or mine,

But I have a professional opinion that it's
a relevant subject and would intend to inquire into it
and would ask that the witness respond to the question.

MR, WALRER: Well, the witness may or may not
respond to the question. But I think, Mr. Guild, that we
need to have some scrt of understanding about the implica-
tions of the ruling yesterday by the Board.

Let me articulate my understanding, and let's
see if we can reach agrecement.

MR. GUILD: Why don't we go off the record
and see if we can handle this? It's just a matter of
posturing back and forth. I really don't think it's
productive at all to de* ce what the Judge said or what

the Judge didn't say, certainly not as a matter of

record.




him., I stand by my view of the pending guestion as suppcrted
by Judge Bloch's rulings of yesterday.

If you want a philosophical discussion, Mr.
Walker, let's have a philosophical discussion, but let's
not burden this record with it.

MR. WALKER: Well, I don't want to go off the

record. I'm not interested in posturing, and I'm not

41,008
1 You were there; I was there; we both heard
interested in philosophical discussion.

10 I do, howover, think that the Board made it

1 clear yesterday that issues as to objections may have

i

12 to be ruled on in the future. And because of that, I
. 13 think that it is necessary that we have some full

14 articulation of the respective positions of the parties

15 on the record to permit the Board to make an informed

16 ruling when and if that becomes necessary.

17 Now, it was my understanding of the ruling

18 I yesterday that when an objection is interposed --

19 l whether that objecticn goes to the issue of whether a

2 gquestion is asked in order to obtain discovery, or

21 whether it goes to the admissibility of the evidence,

that counsel for the Intervenor is to reconsider the

23 propriety of the question in good faith.

2 In order for us to have any meaningful basis
L]

25 for determining whether that is done, I think that we're
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going to need to require an articulation of the good-faith
considerations that lead to the conclusion that the
guestion is one that counsel for the Intervenor feels,
after good-faith reflection, can and should be pursued.
MR. GUILD: Let's just adjourn the deposition
at this point., I think we're in fundamental disagre=ment
on that score, Mr. Walker. The whole point of the
device that was adopted by the Chairman is so that this
record will not be burdened with extensive arqguments
that are only appropriate by way of offers of these
depcsitions through the proposed findings and conclusions
that all parties will be submitting.
There is plenty of opportunity to argue

relevance, weight, other evidentiary considerations at

that point in time. The whole purpose of nc* belaboring
these depositions with those kinds of considerations was
to expedite these proceedings and to get this job done.

Now, you lose all the advantages to that if

we have to conjure up extensive positions on the record

on thcose kinds of questions.

1 think that the Judge's ruling was clear
that if you have a conviction that any counsel are not
acting in gooa faith, the remedy is for you to go forward
with that.

But I have no desire to burden this record with
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extensive discussions about these evidentiary questions.
It's a total waste of time and a waste of resources for all
parties concerned, Mr. Walker.

The Judge's clear ruling is that he's going
to rely on the professional good faith of the participants.

Now, I would ask you as a matter of -- I
would suggest that if you are going to raise an
objection, which you have in the first 30 seconds of this
deposition -- and I expect that you will similarly
throughout the deposition -- that you first state fully
and completely the basis for your objection, You haven't
done that. You have simply interrupted my examination
and suggested that now the burden is on this party to
argue its position.

That's clearly inconsistent with the Judge's
procedural ruling. I would ask that -- Let's start
from the very beginning. From this point, if your
position is that this question that's perding is
objectionable, please now state completely and fully your
basis for taking that position.

MR. WALKER: Well, Mr., Guild, either you were
not listening, or you chocse to mischaracterize what I
have said. In either case, I find that disturbing.

I stated at the time that I interposed the

objection that -- for one thing, as the guestion is stated,
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I think that it calls for an answer that would involve
the witness and repeating hearsay.

And, secondly, I have serious doubts about the
relevance of the question,

Secondly, I'd like to state that I think that
you are seriously mischaracterizing what I have requested
in this situation. I'm not requesting you to conjure up
extensiv- reasons for anything.

In fact, I would hope that you wouldn't be
involvel in the conjuring up of reasons.

MR. GUILD: 1I've stated my position, Mr. Walker,

on this particular issue; and I've stated it in sufficient

clari;y so that you have a full understanding of the basis

for Faving formed the question in the first instance.

Now, that's the point where I argue and think

that -- it seems obvious to me that briefing the issue,
17 extensive argument simply burdens this record and is a
18 was;e of all parties' time.

que stion so that we can move efficiently through this

19 : Now, if there is a way of approaching this
deposition, let's go off the record and figure out where

it is.

informed me of your desire to approach this issue in any

different way than the matter was approached yesterday. If

u But I do submit to you, sir, that you have not
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Applicants have formulated a position with respect to the
Judge's ruling that requires approaching these depositions
in a way that was different from the way we approached
them yesterday, let's just settle that off the record.

There's no reason for either of us to be put
in the position of posturing or trying to respond to --
you know, sort of the ad hoc positions of an adversary on
this point.

The fundamental question is: How are we

going to resolve disputes about pending questions, disputes

that I submit are not resolvable or properly the subject
of extended exchange on the record of this proceeding.

MR. WALKER: Well, let me emphasize: I have
absolutely no interest in prolonging this proceeding. I
would hope that we could arrive at some accommodation that

would permit us to proceed expeditiously.

I would also suggest to you, however, that I
have not advocated a position that is contrary to that
interest in any respect.

I have simply asked you if you would state
for the record the good faith considerations that led you
to believe that the guestion was a proper question.

The extensiveness of the response required
obviously would be entirely up to you, But it does seem

to me that in light of Judge Bloch's ruling, I should be
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entitled to at least some reasonable explanation of the
good faith considerations that Judge Bloch indicated in his
order yesterday that you were required to go through in
response to an objection to a question that you adduce.

MR. GUILD: I think my position is clearly
stated., I will -~ I'm aware of the Chairman's ruling.
I know no basis for voir diring opposing counsel as to their
professional opinion on a point of evidence.

It's wholly inconsistent with any orderly
trial process that I'm aware of, Mr. Walker; and I assert
that it's unsupported by the Judge's ruling and is

burdensome and a delaying device.

Now, I suggest that we adjourn the deposition
at this point. I'm going to consult with my co-counsel., I
presume that Applicants are asserting the same position,
unless this particular counsel for Applicants is the

only one asserting this position.

If this is the uniform position of Applicants,
I submit that we get a ruling trom the Judge, because we're
go.ng to have dozens and dozens of pages of absolute
wasted time, effort and resources arguing these points
over and over again.

S0 let's recess this deposition, and I'd like
to consult with my colleagues.

MR. WALKER: Fine.
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(Short recess.)

MR. GUILD: Richard, I want to try to see if
we can figure this one out so that we can move smoothly
through the rest of the mcrning and afternoon on these
matters.

Let's tackle this one so we can at least
establish some precedent.

Your position is that the questions pending =--
and that is, Mr. Purdy's understanding of the circumstances
of his replacement =-- his predecessor is not relevant.

I guess I heard you say that.

MR. WALKER: 1It's not relevant, and that the
question as stated, based on the witness' answer to your
preceding question, would call for him to repeat matters
that would constitute hearsay.

MR. GUILD: And I think it's fair to say that
Mr. Purdy had no personal knowledge. He wasn't there.
That's understandable. He didn't see it, He wasn't
there personally involved in the decision, so I think
it's given that he has to rely on information that comes
from some other source.

Now, I want to ask Mr. Purdy this question.

BY MR, GUILD:

0 Mr., Purdy, is it your view that the

circumstances that you found at the site, including
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the circumstances of your predecessor's departure, were
not relevant? I dor't mean that in a legal sense. I
mean relevant to you in your job, in the capacity of your
work, were .jot relevant to the performance of your
responsibilities.

MR. WALKER: Wait a minute. Mr. Guild, if you
could perhaps explain to me where you're going with this.
As you say, I think it's in your interest and ours that
we resolve this expeditiously.

It seems to me that that guestion
incorporates some of the problems of the question that
got us off in dealing with the objection.

MR. GUILD: I'm trying to cure your problem,
and I'm trying to respond to any concern that you might
have. I'm also trying to do it in a way that it's not
you nr I testifying, or you or I making suppositions of
fact, but you or I only doing what advocates and counsel
do, and that's directing questions to the man who can
present competent evidence.

Therefore, 1've withdrawn the question that was
pending, and I'm trying to approach it in a way that
cures the problem and helps us move forward.

So I would ask that if the question is clear --
and if I can make it clearer, please tell me, the

counsel -- or Mr. Purdy.
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But T want to try to move ahead by reframing
the question and trying to present it in a format that
makes clear what the real issues are in dispute.

MR. WALKER: Okay. Then would you repeat the
question.

MR. GUILD: Sure.

BY MR. GUILD:

0. Were the circumstances of your taking this
job, including the circumstances of your predecessor's
departure, were they relevant to you in the performance
of your job?

A, I'm not sure I understand "relevant to me in
per forming my job." Could you please clarify that.

0 I'll try. Was it important to you to know
what the circumstances were at the site when you took
over?

A When I was first asked to go to Comanche
Peak, the sole purpose was to work on a dedicated
project relative to the ASME marual.

Therefore, the circumstances at the site
when I first went up there were not relevant to that
function.

Q. Well, they were at least relevant to the
question that you needed the ASME manual fixed, weren't

they? You don't fix something unless it's broke, and you
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needed to fix something, didn't you?
A Yes, I did do some work on the n.anual.
¢ Okay. And then you took over geneial

responsibilities as the Brown & Root site QA manager?

A. That's correct.
0. And in that capacity was it relevant to you,
was it important, was it significant -- and I'm not trying

to trick you, but whatever word means "important" to you =--
was it important to you what the circumstances were
that involved your predecessor's performance?

A, When I was asked to take the position
temporarily, I did not spend a great deal of time trying
to find out the past history.

I have a basic belief that they may cloud my
objective evaiuation of what the circumstances were.
Therefore, I tri=zd to investigate them myself and come to
my own conclusions.

0 All right. I'm not trving to maka this
mysterious, Mr. Purdy or Richard, let m2 just show you =--
This is what T would represent to be your testimony in
Mr. Atchison's Dpepartment of Labor hearing.

Do you recall testifying in that case?

A Yes, sir, I do.

Q And the transcript of that testimony is

available to me, and I'1l1 be happy to share it with you,.
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At page 676 of that testimony, the general question that
was being talked about -- Mr, Atchison had -- how his name
came up when you came or the site.

I'm reading in part your answer. If there's
anything material in the rest of me, tell me. But this
is the point, line 14 and following.

I quote: "If everything had been going smooth,
and my predecessor, quite honestly, had just retired or
my predecessor, then it may not have been important."

MR. JORDAN: Exc-use me, Bob, if you're going
to read him answers that he gave, I think you ought to
read the question.

MR. GUILD: 1I'd be happy to do that. I don't
think it's material. The question really doesn't make an
awful lot of sense.

"So you've got to stop and realize that
everybody was discussed."

I can go back five more gquestions before that,
but the point was talking about people who were on site
when you got there. Do you remember that context?

THE WITNESS: Yes, sir.

BY MR, GUILD:

Q. And your answer was ~-- I'll read it in fulk.
It begins at line 6 of Transcript 676.

"Whenever a new manager takes over and they're
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coming into basically an unk own set of circumstances, it's
obviously encumbent upon tlac¢ managcrs to ascertain who is
working for them and who is doing what and what their
qualifications are, basically what their performance has
been, in an effort to try and satisfy himself that the
right people are in the right slots doing the right thing."

Then I'm going back to the quote where I
jumped 1in,

"If everything had been going smooth, and my
predecessor, guite honestly, had just retired or my
predecessor, then it may not have been important. But I
felt under the circumstances and under the situation in
which I was asked to come up with, it was necessary for

me to look at the people and find out where everybody

was at."
Do you remember that testimony?

A Yes.

Q Was that true then?

A Yes.

Q. And it's true now?

A Yes.

Q Now, that's where I'm really driving. There's

no mystery to it. It appeared to be important to you

then, what the circumstances were.

and I gather that that's a true statement
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then and it's a true statement now? right?

A, That's correct,

0. Now, in that light -- and I'm talking about
your predecessor =--

MR. WALKER: Bob, before we go any further, I
just need to note for the record -- apparently, Mr. Purdy
remembers the testimony, but there has been nothing to
authenticate the document from which you read.

We have nothing other than your representation --
and I'm not doubting that representation =-- but I'd like to
note for the record that we have nothing other than your
representation that the material from which you read does
in fact represent a true and correct copy of the transcript
of the Department of Labor proceeding.

MR. GUTLD: Richard, I don't have the court
reporter here. T only have what has been made available
to me. So I can ol ly represent that's --

MR. WALKER: I'm not asking you for anything
more. I just wanted to note for the record --

MR. GUILD: Well, I'm suggesting that you were
by asking the question. So if there's any question about
my good faith in purporting this to be a transcript, it's
only what I understand to be the transcript.

If there's a material point about whether the

words are accurate =--
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BY MR. GUILD:

0. Mr. Purdy, do you think they are? Does it
sound like an accurate statement of your testimony? If
there's something wrong in there, please tell me.

A, No, it sounds like an accurate representation,

0. That's really the only point. Now, let's turn
to the substance.

MR, GUILD: Richard, I hope that addresses
adequately the point that you were raising. Does it?

. MR. WALKER: Well, it depends on what your
further questions are.

MR, GUILD: Well, there's a pending question,

Sir?

MR. WALKER: 1I appreciate your efforts.

MR. GUILD: Well, what I want to know is:
Does that address your concern adequately?

MR. WALKER: As to?

MR. GUILD: Whatever your concern is, and I
really don't know exactly where you were going or what it
is., But is that an appropriate approach to this particular
problem, or is there something that is lacking at this
point?

MR. WALKER: I'm missing something here.

MR. GUILD: I am, too, because I'm trying to

understand your problem was that goes us into this extended
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exchange, to really get back to the guestion that was

pending before.

MR. WALKER: 1Is it your understanding to reask

the earlier question about Mr. Purdy's understanding of

the circumstances under which his predecessor left?

MR. GUILD: That's where we are right now.

That's the question that's pending.
In whatever particular form that it was last

asked, Richard, but you heard the question last asked.

That's where I am now.

MR. JORDAN: May I make a suggestion? I don't
believe there's a question pending, Bob, but why don't
you ask one. Maybe that will expedite this.

MR. GUILD: T still want to know from Richard

where we are with your problem that got us here.

MR. WALKER: I think we have not fully

addressed it. But I think Carl's suggestion is a good

on(-:‘ -

If you will state a question, so you have a

pending question, ther I can respond.

MR. GUILD: Well, what we were talking about

when you made this previous testimony, Mr. Purdy, you

used the words, "under these circumstances and under the

situation."
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BY MR. GUILD:

Q. What were the circumstances and situation with
respect to your taking the job that your predecessor
vacated? What were the cir-umstances that you understood?

MR. WALKER: I'm not sure I understand that
question. I'm sorry.

MR. GUILD: What does he mean by the words
used in his previous testimony that I just quoted. 1Is
that clear enough?

MR. WALKER: Yes. If that's your question, I
don't have an objection to your asking for an explication
of his earlier testimony.

MR. CUILD: I think we've got one that you can
answer now, Mr. Purdy.

THE WITNESS: As I had indicated before when
I was first asked to come up to Comanche Peak, it was to
work orn the ASME manual. The reason I was working on
the ASME manual is that in October of 1981, Brown & Root
had requested an ASME survey, the purpose of which was
to obtain their certificates of authorization for the
fabrication, installation and testing of ASME jurisdictional
systems.

BY MR. GUILD:

Q That's a testing certificate?

A. No. It's a fabrication and installation --
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It's a construction certificate.
C. The N-stamp?
A NA., Not "N." It is an NA code symbcl

stanp.

The survey in October was a little bit
different because the project had chosen to go to ASME
independently for their certificates in lieu of an
extension of the corporate certificates,

That constituted a rewrite of the manual
to become a stand-alone document for the ASME.

During the October 1981 survey, the manual
itself was determined not to be sufficiently comprehensive
for the purposes of the ASME survey team as their desire
at that time was to conduct a survey based on the manuail
and not the implementing procedures.

0. Let me stop you right there, just for

clarification. Who made that determination? The team?

A ASME, yes, sir.

0 The team did?

A. Yes, sir.

Q. Okay.

A ASME, depending upon the team leader, has --

like any organization their own particular likes and

dislikes on what they want to see in a QA program.

This particular team leader wanted the manual




10

11

12

18

19

——— e e e e

41,025

to be totally comprehensive and to have his team be able to
audit the implementation of that manual, based on the
manual itself and not any of the supporting QA procedures.

The result of that survey was that the
certificates cf authorization were not recommended to be
renewed -- or were not recomuended to be granted, 1 should
say, by ASME.

Accordingly, the certificates of authorization
and the code symbol stamps that were previously possessed
by the project as a result of the corporate extension were
taken back by ASME.

I was asked by the corporate QA manager to
bring a couple of my gquality engineers --

0 Clarification again. Brown & Root corporate
QA managers?
A. Yes, sir.

To bring a couple of my quality engineers up
to take a look at the comments that were provided by the
team, to evaluate whether we thought they adequately
implemented the requirements of Subsection NA of the
code.

I was rewriting that. My predecessor was not
there at the time I came up. He was on vacaticn. Two
days after I got there, I was called and told that he would

not be returning. I didn't ask why, and it was not
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that I understand all of the circumstances that preceded
my arrival. I didn't think it was important because I
have a management style that I want to totally understand
the circumstances under which I'm working and what I'm
doing.

Therefore, I chose to make my own evaluation.

Q What did you find out, if anything, about
the circumstances of your predecessor's departure?

MR. WALKEK: I'm going to again interpose
an objection. I think that the gquestion is calculated to
elicit hearsay testimony.

I also think that based on the witness'
testimony already, he has indicated that he has no personal
knowledge of the circumstances. And as I'm sure, Mr,
Guild, as you are well aware, Rule 602 of the Federal
Rules of Ev.dence states that a witness shall be limited
in his testimony to matters within his personal knowledge.

It is also my understanding -- and I cannot
at the moment cite you to a precise place in the transcript,
though if you desire, 1 could take a few moments and do
so -- that we have an earlier ruling from Judge Bloch that
these depositions are to be confined to matters within the
perscnal knowledge of the deponent.

MR. GUILD: Well, Richard, I think you've

mischaracterized Rule 602, because Rule 602, like the
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hearsay rule which certainly extends probably -- most
characterized by the exceptions to the principle than by
the principle itself. And direct knowledge obviously has

v lue and probative weight

But to the extent that we as human beings
don't all see, hear, taste or smell things ourselves
personally, we often rely on indirect evidence that forms

a basis for our conduct.

I trust that that was the case with Mr,.
purdy, like all the rest of us mortals who are not
omniscient, and that he had to rely on what other people

told him about things.

That in part is what he was telling us minutes

ago and what he said in the testimony in the Atchison

hearing.

1 submit tha: it's absolutely clear from
not just my suppositions or yours, but from the witness'
testimony in this proceeding and that one, that the
circumstances of his taking the job were material to
him, regardless of whether or not the knowledge of the
circumstances was gained through hie personal sensory
perceptions -- personal knowledge.

And so I would ask that you allow the
witness to answer the question. I think that we have

spent considerable time getting right back to the same
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point.

Richard, T have tried very hard on this point
to be as clear as I possibly can about the detailed basis
for why I inquire into this area. I think there's a very
thorough evidentiary record of why -- not only in my
opinion as a matter of professional judgment about what's
relevant, but in the prior sworn testimony of this witness,
in his opinion, circumstances and evidence of circumstances -+
whether direct knowledge or not =-- were important to him.

I maintain it's important; it's relevant; and
I'd ask that you allow the witness to answer the
question,

I'm perfectly comfortable with the notion
that on other points, Richard, you may be right and I'm
wrong. I'm perfectly willing to say, "Listen, let's talk
about these issues as they come up, and I'll back off.,"

I mean, I'm not interested in sparring for
sparring's sake. But this is really a significant issue.
It's early in the day.

I really do want to know and think that the
record shuuld reflect what the gentleman's understanding
was of the circumstances of his replacing his predecessor,
because it's really going to go a good bit to his management

style and what he perceived as a need for corrective

action and changes,
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We're going to have to do it as a matter of
foundation to get through -- It's going to be a long,
long day.

I submit to you that on this one, everything
points in the direction that you ought to allow your client
to respond; and let's move ahead.

MR. WALKER: Well, I think since you have
questioned my characterization of Rule 602, it may be
helpful --

MR, GUILD: 1I'l1l withdraw that. Let's not
make that a point of dispute. Okay? I don't want to fight
about it, Richard.

MR, WALKER: Then let me state for the record
that in my opinion, in light of the witness' testimony

that he had no personal knowledge of the circumstances of

his predecessor's departure from this job, that your

question runs squarely afoul of the prescription in

Rule == as provided in Rule 602, and that it does require
the witness to testify as to matters that would constitute
hearsay.

In the interest of expediting this, T am
prepared to allow the witness to answer the question. But
I want the record clearly to reflect that I think the
gquestion is objectionable and should not be considered

for evidentiary purposes.
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You may answer,

MR. GUILD: Do you want me to try again, or
is it clear enough where it stands?

THE WITNESS: One more time, please.

BY MR. GUILD:

Q What was your understanding of the circumstances
of your replacing ynur predecessor?

A During the October 1981 ASME survey, of which
I sat in the room with the survey team as an observer,
having just been through two successful ASME surveys within
the corporate organization on other projects, T was asked
to observe some of the activit’

There appeared to be a significant difference
of opinion between my predecessor and the team leader on
what the manual should contain.

There appeared to be a reticence on my
predecessor's part to try t» put in the manual what he
-t was very clearly implemented through the on-site
procedures and instructions,

Very shortly thereafter, the notification
that the ASME survey team was not going to extend authoriza-
tion for the certificates caused -- at least as I would
have perceived it -- a concern for both the project and

Brown & Root.

It's my understanding that that hesitancy to
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communicate between my predecessor and the team leader
was probably what prompted my replacement of him.

Q. All right., Now, let me see if I can understand
the substantive importance of what you've just told me.
I'm going to try to characterize this so that we speed
through this, and you tell me if I'm mischaracterizing or
if I'm not getting the essence of what's important.

You've got a hierarchy of site directives
to which the guality assurance program is implemented.
High in the hierarchy in the manual that's more general in
application.

Lower in the hierarchy are implementing
procedures that are more specific in application. Your
predecessor's view was that certain elements could be
relegated to the lower hierarchy; implementing procedures,
ASME team products should go in the more generic manual.
Is that a fair characterization?

A That's correcc.

o} Now, let's just put this in some kind of
context; and you give me an example of something that
reflects this, if you will.

Let's take someone who is a visual inspector
of welds. What would be -- under your predecessor the
circumstances you found when you got on the site, what

would be the relative importance of those various sources
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of guidance to the visual inspector doing an inspection of
ASME code pipe works?

A. The primary document that the individual would
be working to would be one of the approved procedures --

0 An implementing procedure, is that what vyou
meant when you used that word?

A Yes.

Q. And what do you call those in Brown & Root
at Comanche Peak? What did you call them then?

A There are quality assurar ‘e procedures and
guality assurance inspectors.

0. Are those in the same level of the hierarchy?

A. Procedure is a generic document discussing
a method. For example, we have a procedure that calls
the -- to the effect, an inspection of ASME piping
components and component supports.

0. Have you got a name or number for that just
so we keep the record clean about what --

A. CPQAP-11.1.

0 And what is the title of that? Best

paraphrase --

A. That was paraphrased, what I just gave you.
Q. Okavy.
A. It would discuss the overall inspection

program of those items. There would be subordinate
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instructions which would provide specific detail in the
way of piping. It would be a procedure, OIQAP.

Q. QICAP?

A, QIQAP, which stands for quality instruction.
Okay. 11.1-26.

Q. And what's it called?

A, And that is, again to paraphrase, the
inspection of ASME piping.

Q Okay. All right.

b There is another subordinate instruction
to the -- to QAP 11.1 which is QIQAP, 11.1-28. It

discusses the inspection of ASME component supportc.

Q0. Such as hangers maybe?

A Pipe .upports, component supports, yes.

0. Okay.

A. And there is another subordinate instruction

just as an example called QIQAP 11.1-39, I believe 1is
the number, and maybe 40. It discusses the inspection
of equipment, mechanical equipment. That's basically
how our program is established.

Q. Okay. Where in all of this does the
Comanche Peak quality assurance plan fit in?

A The Comanche Peak quality assurance plan is
the owner's document. And that relays the owner's QA

program relative to his construction permits with
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Comanche Peak. And I must incorporate his commitments
into the ASME quality assurance manual as applicable.

0 When you say "I", you mean Brown & Root in
this case, huh?

A Yes, sir.

0. And is that, if you will, the top of the
hierarchy, the mnst generic of guidance documents that
are used for Comanthe Peak?

A That quality assurance plan, obviously,
based on the owner's commitment, based on his construc-
tion permits which includes their incorporation commit-
ment that's at CFR 50, Appendix B would be on a document
ocoutlining the overall comn ' tments.

Q. Okay.

A. Anything in addition to that would be
required by the ASME boiler and pressure vessels code
would be supplementary or in addition to, not detracting
from.-

0 Okay. Now am I missing anything in the
hierarchy that's material in terms of what guides your
people in their work? And I'm now going to get back to
the circumstances vou found when you took the job but
plan, manual, implementing procedures...

A And instructions.

Q. And instructions.
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A. That's correct.
0. I mean, that deoesn't mean that -- implemenuing

procedures or instructions.

A. Or instructions.

Q. Is that "or"? Tell me about that.

A, Implementing procedures or instructions.

0 All right, Are there two different things?
A, Yes. As I indicated there, for a large

method such as the physical inspection of installation
activities there would be an umbrella-ing or a generic
guality assurance procedure such as QAP 11.1.

Q. I got you. I'm following you. Fine.

A. Now for something on the order of a program-
atic requirement such as nonconformance reports, I would
have a QA prccedure, CPQAP 16 .1, which does not have
any sub-tier instructions. 1It's a stand alone procedure.

Q Why don't you tell me about that just briefly.
That is a primary procedure for the identification and
documentation deficiencies, are they not?

A. Yes.

Q. All right. And that's what governs the use
of what's called an NCR on the job?

A, Yes.

0. All right. Now give me that number again,

will you, for the record?
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A CPQAP 16.1.

Q. All right. And it has no instructions. It
specifies how its implementation is to take place itself.

A That's correct.

Q. Now do I understand fairly that these
procedures are not procedures that are simply management
tools by Brown & Root, by the Comanche Peak organization?
They're required to exist and required to exist by the
American Society of Mechanical Engineers for code work
you're talking about, and ultimately by the Nuclear
Regulatory Commission pursuant to 10 CFR Appendix B,
Part 50, correct?

A That's correct.

Q And in order to be licensed, is it fair to
understand in order to be licensed to operate a nuclear
power plant you have to demonstrate that you built the
pl.nt, designed the plant according to written specific
procedures such as the ones we've just talked about?

MR. WALKER: I'm going to object to the
question if you're asking for his legal opirion.
BY MR. GUILD:

0 I just want your operational opinion. I'm
not asking yon to be a lawyer. 1I'm just asking you as
you understand it in terms of your responsibilities.

1s that a fair characterization? Tell me it's not and

R
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you can help me.

A In terms of my responsibility, I should be
able to provide objective evidence that we have complied
with my procedures.

Q All right, Are you =-- are you familiar with

Appendix B to Part 50, 10 CFR?

A. Familiar. Not committed to memory but, yes,
familiar.
Q. All right. Well, I wouldn't be surprised if

you probably had a better memory of it than I do. But
it's more or less the bible to which you work, is it not?

A Yes, it is the document upon which the Texas
Utilities quality assurance plan is formulated.

[0} All right. Well it's also a document that
you're familiar with in your job. I mean, it's not just
the pcople at TUGCO that deal with 10 CFR, Part 50. 1It's
something you see every day, is that --

A Oh, I'm very familiar with it.

0. And, in fact, to establish a foundation, the
NRC comes down ana does some inspection and enforcement
work and finds an instance of noncompliance, quite
typically the noncompliance reflecis, and I'm just
paraprasing, pursuant to 10 CFR Part 50, Appendix B
criterian three, there's a requirement for -- I just

pulled three out =-- design control.
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A. Yes.
Q. TUGCO, Brown & Root have this provision in

their manual, this provision in their QA procedures,

this provision in their QA instructions. Contrary to

the above on such and such a date, this happened outside

nrocedure, violation level four. I mean that's a para-
phrase of what would be a typical enforcement finding,
is it not?

A To the best of my recollection.

Q Okay. And I mean, I'm not pointing my
finger asking you to adopt a pejorative finding about
a characterization of Comanche Peak, but you get
regulatory noncompliances all the time and in that sort
of finding, of violations of your instructions and your
procedures. That's a common =-- not uncommon occurrence,
is it?

A When findings are identified by the
Commission, they are referenced to 10 CFR 50. Having
functional responsibility for ASME responsibilities only,
I'm not sure how frequent it is at the project because
those are generally handled by the owner except on
areas o~f our ASME responsibility.

Q0. In your area of responsibility, which is a
big part of the job, you see those kind of findings

not uncommonly, don't you?
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A No, they are uncommon. We have a very good
program,
0. Well, I trust you believe that but the --

let's put this into context. 1If you violate one of your
procedures, that can be found to be -- to constitute a
noncompliance with your commitments to 10 CFR Part 50,
Anpendix B and the basis for a finding of a -- for a
notice of violation, right?

MR. WALKER: Again, may he assume that the
guestion does not seek --

MR, GUILD: Sure.

MR. WALKER: =~ his legal opinion?

MR, GUILD: Yeah, I'm not looking for a
legal opinion.

BY MR. GUILD:

0. Right?

A. One more time.

Q. Okay .

R I think I've ==

Q Okay. I mean, what I want to understand is,

if you get one notice of violation in your tenure as a
site QA manager, Mr. Purdy, that is not like you've been
convicted of murder. It happens and it happens with
some regularity. I'm not asking you to say you're a

bad manager or that there's a bad program 1'm just
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saying that it happens that get found to be in violation,
and it happens with -- it happens more than once during
the tenure of a manager. It happens on a fairly reqular
basis, doesn't it?

A, By "fairly regular,” if you mean more than
once, that's probably correct. I don't think I share
probably the nonchalence when everybody gets one. T
don't particularly care for them.

0. Okay. And that's probably a basis for your
superior looking pretty unhappy about each and every one
of them. I mean, I'm not suggesting that you're casual
about getting one. But you do get one and you probably
might get one a month. 1Is that a fair just order of

magnitude of how often these things come down?

A. I'>t to my group.
Q No?
A No, it's probably not a fair characterization,

See, not to my gvoup it is not a fair characterization.
I don't get one a month.

0 Okay. The way an ASME code works since you
have been on the job, and that's beer a couple of years,
would you say you get an average of one a month or have
you gotten one a year? Just give me a ballpark estimate.

MR. WALKER: First of all, let me note. I

think your question assumes a fact somewhat inconsistent
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with his testimony and that's that he's been on this job

for a couple of years.

MR. GUILD: Fall of '82, almost a couple of

years.

THE WITNESS: Actuclly, almost three.

BY MR. GUILD:

0 Okay.
A Okay. And out of the almost three years

that I've been on the job, there may have been three --

0. Okay.

A. -- gpecific citations related to the ASME
activity.

Q Three specific citations.

A. Maybe. Give me plus or minus one.

Q Okay. And that includes all noncompliances?

A. It includes any ilems that the owner has told

or provided to me that were identified to as a responsi-
bility of the ASME organization to resolve.

0. Okay. Is it a fair characterization, Mr,
purdy, that given the significance of compliance with
your own QA instructions and procedures that strict .
compliance with those instructions and procedures is a
significant responsibility of all your employees?

A It's their job.

Q Okay. So, fine. And you're familiar, are
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1 you not, with criterion five of Appendix b and that's
2 with respect to instructions, procedures and drawings?
3 A. Yes, sir.
4 Q Okay. Let me just read it so we can have it
5 in front of us. "Activities affecting guality shall be
6 prescribed by documented instructions, procedures or
7 drawings of a type appropriate to the circumstances and
8 shall be accomplished," and I emphasize that, "in accorc -
9 ance with those instructions, procedures or drawings,"
10 and it goes on. That's the material part, isn't it?
1 A. (Whereupon, the witness nodded his head
12 affirmatively.)
13 MR. WALKER: 1'd suggest that if the witness
14 feels the need to, he certainly has a right to review
15 the language for himself and should he request it
16 | himself --
17 MR. GUILD: 1I'd be happy =-- happy to allow
18 him to dec that. In fact, if you'd like to have reference
19 to this or anything else I've got here, just tell me.
2 BY MR. GUILD:
21 Q. That portion is the operative provision that
22 says if you don't comply with your own regulation, that
23 itself can be a violation of Appendix B and a basis for
24 a violation and notice from the NRC, correct?
25

II A. That's correct,
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0 Now when a quality control inspector working
in your organization performs his or her responsibility,
they inspect to specific quality assurance procedures
and instructions such as the ones that you used as examples

earlier, correct?

A Yes, and the Ccrawings.

Q. And the drawings. Okay.

A Yes.

0. And the drawings are referenced in those

procedures and instructions as part of the acceptance

criteria for performance of an inspection, are they not?
A ‘The drawings, per se, are not referenced.

Compliance to the configurations specified on the

drawing is one of the requirements of the procedures.

Q That's what I had in mind.

A. Yes, sir.

0. You don't have the number of the drawing in
the procedure. It's a generic procedure. It says you

look to the specification or to the drawina to see if
it's -- the weld is in the right place or the right
dimensions, for example.

A, According to the drawings, yes, sir.

Q Now ig it a fair understanding on my part,

Mr. Purdy, that it's not an accurate reflection of, let's

say, a welding inspector, a visual inspector of welds.
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It's not an accurate reflection. 1It's too casual of
characterization to say that a welding inspector's job
is to say, "That's a bad weld. This is a good weld."
They inspect the specific procedures that include
specifications and drawings. And they visually deter-
mine whether a weld meets those procedures, specifica-
tions and drawings, correct?

A They visually or metallurgically determine
that it meets the requirements of the drawings. Okay.
The term "visual inspection" doesn't doesn't mean that
they just look at it. Visual inspection are all those
functions that are necessary to determine the accepta-
bility of the weld excluding a nondestructive examination
method.

They would be measurements, as necessary,
through the use of rules or gauges =-- this type of a
metallurgical instrument -- all of those.

0 What I mean to put before you and see if
this is an accurate understanding is, it's not simply a
subjective judgment by au inspector that a weld is good
or bad. 1It's an objective evaluation of a weld accordiny

to those instructions, procedures, drawings and specifi-

cations.
A. That is what my procedures specify, yes.
0. All right, And, in effect then, is it not
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then a fair characterization of what a visual inspector

does is decides whether or not a weld is acceptable or

rejectable in part on the basis of whether the w=21d was

performed according to specified instructions, pro~edures,
drawings and specifications, correct?

A, To specifications. Let me clarify that also,.
Okay. Our procedures are developed so that there should
be no need for the inspector to reference a specifica-
tion if you're discussing a component design specifica-
tion or a construction specification.

That's the job of my gquality engineers to
put into the procedures what the designer wants. 1If
you're saying that the engineering approved drawing is
an extension of the component design specification, then
yes.

Q Okay. Let's accept that and help the
clarification. Oftentimes then -- am I understanding
correctly of an inspector, quality control inspector,
and I'm just by example saying the visual welding area,
finds a weld rejectable because that weld is -- was not

performed in accordance with specified procedures.

A. Okay.
o Is that correct?
A, He could find it rejectable because of that,

yes.




0. All right. And he should -~

A Yes.

0. -- if it doesn't comply, wasn't performed
according to the specified procedures.

A, That's true.

Q All right. And that may or may not mean
that that weld is bad from an engineering or design
standpoint but it still is rejectable because it was
not performed according to specified procedures.

A That's correct.

0. And that's good practice on a nuclear job
but it's also the rules, correct?

A. That's correct.

0 Now in terms of the Appendix B requirement
that safety work be performed according to specified
objective of the acceptance criteria, is it a fair

understanding that it's the pr.mary responsibility of

the quality control inspector to make the determination

of whether or not that work has been performed according
to that objective acceptance criteria?

A It's one of his responsibilities., 1If you're
asking if it's the quality control inspector's jok to
ensure that the welder applied that weld in accordance
with the qualified welding procedures specification, yes.

¢ All right, What I want to know, it's
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nobody else's job to do that, is it? T mean, the welder
has an obligation to do the job right .n the first
instance.

A. Well =--

0. But you don't go down there and see that
welds are made to acceptance criteria, do you?

A That's correct.

0 You rely on inspectors to do it and that's
their job.

A. That's correct.

Q0 Now. ..

MR, JORDAN: Excuse me a second.

(Discussion between Mr. Jordan and the
witness, Mr. Purdy.)

MR, GUILD: Just raise your hand, Mr., Purdy,
if you want to take a break. That applies to anybody
else in the room too.

BY MR. GUILD:
0 All right. Now have you ever heard the
term "over inspection" used on site?
A. Have I heard the term "over inspection" used

on the site?

Q Yeah.
A Not that I recall.
Q. Have you ever heard the term "nit-picking"
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used on the site?
A. I've heard that.
[4) Okay. Have you ever heard it used with
reference to the work of quality control inspectors?
MR. WALKER: I'm scrry. I didn't understand

that.

MR. GUILD: The work of quality control
inspectors.
MR. WALKER: But is the question, has he
ever heard it used or has he ever used it?
MR. GUILD: No, has he ever heard it used
with reference to the work of guality control inspectors.
A. I know that the phrase has been used with
reference to guality contro) inspectors. 1 don't think
I've ever actually heard that myself.
0 Have you ever heard anybody use the word
"nit-picking”? I'm not trying --
A Well, I ==
Q I'm not asking you to confess to a crime
or anything.
A No, I understand.
0 What I'm saying is I find it a little hard
to believe that --
A Well 1 understand, Okay. No, I think I

understand the guestion and I understand what you're
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driving at. And I'm not trying to be evasive at all,
OCkay. The fact that a word "nit-picker" or the fact that
the word "over inspection" is probably an industry
acronym would not strike me as being new. You asked me
if 1 ever heard it and I'm trying to recall if I had
ever heard that and...

Q. Okay. 1Is it fair to assume == I'm not going

to pin you to a date or a time.

A. Yeah.

Q It's not a trick guestion, believe me.

A No, I understand.

Q. Okay. Those are terms that are not uncommon

on the job, are they?

\ No, they would not be uncommon on a job and
I imagine that anybody could cali me "nit-picking."

Q Okay. And, in fact, you know, let's just
get -- you know, establish some understandings on this
score, There is a dynamic tension between people who
perform the quality assurance function on a nuclear
construction job, people who do inspection functions,
QC inspection functions, peop': on the craft side. And
that involves inevitably, commonly, people saving your
work doesn't -- wasn't done right,.

That's part of the job. And as part of the

job, you get a response that's not at all uncommon, having
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a craftsman saying you're nit-picking. You're over
inspecting. 1Is that true?

A I imagine that that could be a fair char-
acterization.

Q. Okay. Ané in -- that leads to, does it not,
a -- what Mr., Chapman, David Chapman =-- you know Mr.
Chapman, don't you?

A Yes, sir.

0 What -- what -- he used the word "an
adversarial atmosphere." 1Is that a fair characteriza-
tion of the relations that can exist from time to time
between craft and the QC, crafts and QA?

A, I think it's a fair characterization it
could exist.

MR. JORDAN: Bob, I think that I would like
to interpose an objection to any characterizations of
Mr. Chapman's testimony since Mr. Purdy was not present
at that time.

BY MR, GUILD:
Q I'm not asking you to tell me one way or the

other whether that's true he =aid that, 1I'd represent

to you he did, but I'm asking == I'm putting the question

to you for your response and, you know, don't buy Mr.
Chapman's version of reality if it doesn't suit you, if

it's not true and complete and accurate.
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But an adversarial atmosphere can exist from
time to time between people who are having their work
inspected and rejected and people who are doing the
inspection and rejection, correct?

A. Can exist. Is not necessarily inevitable.

Q. What I want to understand is, I gquess, let's
jump into this point. If there is that natural tension
an. that kind of adversarial atmosphere can exist, and
you're a manager of the people who are on one side of
that equasion.

What I want to know is what your managerial
view is and what tools you use to try to prevent that
from existing or keep it to a minimum, okay? Have I
tackled that as a general matter? How do you approach

the issue of --

A Sure,
0. -- craft/QC conflict?
A My general approach is to preclude conditions

of interaction, and it is not to react to them, although
if they occurred I certainly would, Okay.

I very firmly believe that no one wants to
do an unacceptable job and that if the crafts person
understands why the guality control inspector is looking
for what he is looking at, and the quality control

inspector is adequately trained and gualified to pei"orm
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that function and the communication flows, then it is
not necessarily an adversarial relationship. And my
effort is first and foremost to ensure that the people
with whom my inspectors interface are aware of the
requirements and why requirements are there.

And I -- that's worked very well with me in
the industry for about 24 years.

Q. Now I imagine everything hasn't always
worked out too consistent with that, those desires.

Are you aware of any major problems at Comanche Peak
historically with respect to craft/QC conflict?
MR. WALKER: I'm going to object to the
guestion to the extent that it may require the witness
-
to provide testimony that would constitute he-.rsav.
BY MR. GUILD:

0. You can tell me -- I'd like you to tell me
what you know. It would be helpful, if you would, to
tell me which, you know, what the basis of your knowledge
is, whether you rely on something from someone else or
whether it's closer to hand. That would help me and
I think help the record.

A I maintain very close contact with the vast
majority of the people with whom I have direct responsi=-
bility. I would --

MR. GUILD: If the record could just reflect
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that counsel is consulting with Mr. Purdy on the record,

please.

MR. WALKER: With Mr. Purdy's personal counsel.

He's consulting with Mr. Purdy on the record.

MR. JORDAN: As counsel for Mr. Purdy, I
have some confusion involved about what you mean when
you say "major problems." I think it would be helpful
to have a little more clarification of that term.

MR. GUILD: Well, what I want -- really, I'm
interested in the witness's assessment because and if
you need to explain something to use those terms, please
do so.

BY MR. GUILD:

0 But I want to use your understanding of
"major problems." We all know what problems are and we
all know what "major" versus "minor" are, and you please
give me enough context so we'll have a fair and accurate
understanding of it -- of what the point is.

But you tell me, please., Are you aware of
major problems in the QA -- in the quality control,
guality assurance craft relations at Comanche Peak?

MR. JORDAN: Well now wait a minute. If T
understand what you're asking, you're asking him his

knowledge of major problems based on his definition of

major problems.
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MR. GUILD: Yes, please.

A Perhaps we should address severity of
problems, first. A "major problem" to me would probably
end up in a bottom line of my personnel not being able
to perform or permitted to perform their job in the
manner prescribed by my procedures or instructions.

The ability of myself, at least within the
functional organization, to be able to sit here today
and tell you that we have a good plant, see, is based
upon my confidence in those individuals being able to
perform that functicn in the manner which I have dictated
to my procedures and instructions.

I know in my organization of no major
problems by that definition. Okay.

Q Let me stop you now. 1I'm interested in --
so we're clear on what the questions are going to be =--
I'm interested in your knowledge not just right now, but
your knowledge historically. Do you have knowledge of
the existence now or in the past of major problems on
this front and that's the relation between crafts and
guality assurance people?

MR. WALKER: Mr. Guild, before he answers
the gquestion, we have three people in the room who have
not been identified. If you wouldn't mind --

MR. GUILD: Sure. Let's just go around the
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very quick housekeeping items if I mav, when we go back
on.

MR. GUILD: Co ahead.

MR. JORDAN: Just a couple of gquick house-
keeping items, please. First off, with regard to
objections, this issue hasn't cowme up but since Mr.

Pufdy is represented by me individually here today, I
think it ought to be clarified.

Mr. Purdy, of course, 1is a management or an
employee of Brown & Root. Neither he nor Brown & Root
is a party to these proceedings. Consequently, we have
not been a party to the various conferences and decisions
with the Licensing Board regarding the proper scope of
the examination in these depositions.

For that reason, while we are appearing or
Mr. Purdy is appearing voluntarily, in the spirit of
cooperation we have made a decision to rely on Mr.
Walker's interpretation and construction of Judge Block's
previous rulings. And that is why Mr. Walker is in a
position of counseling Mr. Purdy with regard to answering
or not answering questions.

We have to rely on somebody to do that and
since we haven't been a party, we have 1 think for
apparent reasons chosen to rely on Mr, Walker's judgment.

Secondly, with regard to transcript, Mr. Purdy
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would want an opportunity to review, correct and sign
his transcript. I understand they're to be made avail-
able in relatively short order and where are those
things to be sent to, Rick?

MR. WALKER: I don't knéw what the arrange-
ments have been.

MR, JORDAN: I think some people are sending
them to -- maybe to the office, but I think I would like
Mr, Purdy's transcript sent to me directly. And I am
here. I am in Room 3 at the motel.

That's it.

MR. GUILD: Thanks.

BY MR. GUILD:

Q. Mr. Purdy, we left before the break with the
pending question and let me see if I can rephrase it.
Using your definition of "major problems," I asked you
to tell me whether you are aware of the existence of any
major problems with respect to the relationship between
quality control and quality assurance people and craft
at Comanche Peak.

Now, you talked about now and you gave me your
opinion of things being pretty good right now and I asked
about == to respond without the limitation of simply the
present tense.

But tell me your knowledge of problems past
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or present by that definition, please.

A. I have been made aware of a perceived
problem between craft and quality control in the situa-
tion involving the coatings discipline. Whether or not
I would characterize it as being "major," it was not
major from the standpoint that it is my understanding
that the results of that did not compromise the quality
of the inspector or who the inspector was representing
when he made those concerns known to me,

0. And who is that inspector, sir, so we're
clear about it?

A The inspector was Mr, Bill Dunham,

Q. Mr. Dunham.

MR, WALKER: At this moment I'd like to
interject voir dire questions. Is your answer to that
guestion based on your personal knowledge?

THE WITNESS: I did not personally observe
the conflict between craft and QC.

MR. WALKER: Just so the record is clear,
I'd like to state and I will renew it from time to time
but I have a continuing objection to questions that
elicit hearsay testimony, to the extent that such

testimony is offered for the truth of the matter

asserted.

//
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BY MR, GUILD:

Q I'm interested in you -- let's just be clear
so0 we can make this flow. Keep in mind, Mr. Purdy, we're

interested in the basis for your testimony as well as your

testimony.
A. Uh=huh.
Q So it would just be helpful for you to just

tell us, "Now T don't know this of my personal knowledge.
I wasn't there but I rely on...", what? Ycu tell me what
you rely on. And that way it's clear what your -- what
the state of your knowledge is, and I think that will help
us all.

MR. GUILD: Did 1 hear an objection? I wasn't
clear whether that was an objection to the pending

guestion.

MR. WALKER: Yes, and any subsequent guestion
though I will from time to time remind us all -~
MR, GUILD: All right.

MR. WALKER: Okay.

Let me just state that we're talking about
problems within the dimensions of Mr. Purdy's responsi-
bility in the guality assurance area, problems that
exist whether they're in his personal knowledge or not,
He has to address and manage to deal with problems, and

I'm interested in his understanding as a foundation for
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his conduct, his decision-making, his management. And
in this context I'm asking him about problems he's aware
of.

MR. WALKER: Then as you have clarified the
question, I believe the witness will need to clarify his
testimony.

BY MR, GUILD:
Q If you do, go ahead, please.
A. Sure.
.

MR. WALKER: In particular, your reference
of what you're interested in is problems within the scope
of the area of his responsibility.

MR. GUILD: Yes.

Q I'm interested in your understanding of
problems as we've defined them. I'm not trying to
redefine my question or restate my question, because I
think your knowledge of problems in this relationship
between craft and gquality control assurance people bear
on == well...

MR. GUILD: Let's take a minute off the
record,

(Whereupon, a short break was taken,)

MR. GUILD: Let's just -- let me withdraw
the pending question and let's see if we can start

again because I've, frankly, lost track track of where
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BY MR, GUILD:

Q You related one instance and let's just hold
on to that. An instance came to your attention from Mr.
Dunham in the coatings area, is that correct?

A, That's correct.

Q And you said that's a perceived problem,

and I'm not asking you to characterize it one way or the

other. That's a problem -- a matter that comes to mind

when I'm ingquiring about your knowledge of problems in
this area, correct?

A Correct.

0 All right, Now how about giving me without
detail at this point, I just want you to identify major
problems in the relation from craft and guality assurance
quality control. How about if you just identify them,
if there are any others besides this one that you're
aware of .

MR, JORDAN: 1Is that within the scope of his
responsibility?
MR, GUILD: Yeah.

0 Within the scope of your knowledge, T want
to know within the scope of your knowledge,

A Within the scope of my knowledge or respon-

sibility? I think ==~
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Q Knowledge, knowledge, knowledge is what 1
want to drive at. And then if you want to condition it
and t« me, "That's not in my area but I know there's
a problem out there," tell me,

A Well, one thing as we go through this
particular deposition, I would like to make sure that
everybody understands that my functional responsibili-
ties are with the ASME organization.

In a day-to-day dealing with personnel in
a non-ASME organization, I would probably not have a
day-to-day dealing with them., I don't have a day-to-day
dealing with them,

80, any information that I get relative to
those problems would be viewed through the employee
coming io me or through me getting that information from
some other party. 8o, I have not personally observed
in either organization situations where there has been
a conflict between craft and the QA department,

Qo That doesn't mean they don't exist,

A Doesn't mean they don't exist, I just have
not personally observed those.

0 You wouldn't be surpriscd if they did,
You're in an office, right, and people come to you as
a manager. So you don't see =~ you're not on the site

when a weld is being inspected, for example, typically.
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A That's a == I'm not on site as all the welds
are being, but I do tour the site very frequently,

Q Fine. 1I'm sure you do.

A Yeah.

MR. WALKER: That being the case, let me again
state for the record that in my opinion all subsequent
testimony regarding major problems, the testimony that
your gquestion is related to elicit would be inadmissible
as hearsay.

MR, wUILD: I disagree and I thiak your
point is, you know, stated. But you've heard mine too
so let's just move forward.

BY MR, GUILD:

Q How about telling me of other major problems,
if there are any, that are within your knowledge =- past
or present,

A To begin, "major" ies subjective, I guess,
based on my interpretation of "major." The first
problem that I -- that was personally brought to my
attention was a conflict between Darlene Steiner and
the crafts,

And there was never a specific allegation
relative to an individual crafts man,

0 All right, And just identify Darlene Steiner

for the record, would you? Who is she and what does she
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do?

A Darlene Steiner was an ex-employee of Brown

and Root, who was a welding inspector in the non-ASME

organization,
Q And how did that matter come to your attention?
A parlene contacted me one day and had indicated

that she was concerned over her safety. This occurred
shortly following her testimony in an ASLB hearing.

Q pid you take any action?

A I asked Darlene specifically what her =-- you
know, if she could identify for me what her concerns were,
She had indicated that she felt very uneasy coming to
the employee entrance, especially in view of the fact
that she was pregnant at the time,

Without any names, there was nothing that
I could really investigate, Therefore, I just totally
avoided the issue by arranging secured transportation
for her from the security post, where she could be left
off, up to her work site where she said she had no
concerns whatsoever,

Q Okay. Let's hold that, And T just want to

identify things now and we may return to them,

A Okay.
0 But are there others?
A Let's see, we've discussed the Mr, punham
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issue,

Q Okay.

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

Q He was the ir pector or the craft?

>

He was the inspector,.

Q Uh=huh,

A Way back in the history of Lhe project
somewhere, 1 recall there was a case where an inspector
was physically intimidated but I do not recall who, when,
where == the scenario, It preceded my time by a great

deal, I understand, I would assume.

0 How did you come to know about that?

A Just the recent discussions we have had herc.
Qo In preparation for this hearing?

A No, wait, I do recall one other period about

that earlier but that was -~ that was not while I was on

gite. That was a question of physical intimidation I

recall when 1 ==~

Q Keep your voice up a little bit, Mr, Purdy.

A Surely, == was up doing an employee survey
in 1979,

o And you came to understand that there had

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.

0 All right., Now iet me show you a document
on the == a rather thick set of documents on the letter
of 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, WALKER: 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: 1'd like to see that whenever
you're finished.

MR. GUILD: Can we just get the witness to
answer tho gquestion?

BY MR. GUILD:

Q Can you identify that document?
A Yes, It was the summary of results of a
personnel evaluation done in a joint effort in 1979 by

Texas Utilities and myself and a gentleman from
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1 Brown & Root named John Moore.
. 2 Q All right. And is that the survey that you
3 had reference to with respect to th last -- the example
4 that came to mind?
5 A Yes, sir. Yes, sir,
6 MR, GUILD: Counsel, let's mark this, We
7 tried to solve the logistical a little bit last name.
8 Mark it by room number. What room number are we in here?
9 MR. WALKER: 42,
10 MR, GUILD: How about =~ shall we call it
1 "42-1"? Or do we want to identify it as an Intervenor
12 exhibit?
. 1 MR. WALKER: Well, why don't you call it
4 Purdy 1.
16 MR. GUILD: Right., Let's call it "Purdy
16 42-1," please. And if we can mark it that way, we
17 would offer that as an exhibit in evidence,.
| 18 (The document above referred
E 19 was marked Purdy Rm 42-1
I 20 for identification, and
l 21 same is attached hereto.)
; 22
E 2 41 (Go on to the next page==-== - - )
| P 2
.
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MR. WALKER: Do you have something with
which we could bind this? We have a lot of loose
pages here.

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

(Discussion off the record.)

BY MR. CUILD:

Q Now have we gone through to the point where
1'd asked vou to identify major problems in the craft
quality assurance interface? And you've given me some
examples that had come to mind. The last one was one
that came to your attention during the '79 survey work
that you were !nvolved in, Are there others that come
to mind betore we leave that subject?

A I don't recall any other interactions
between craft and QC, that I can recall., I would like
to repeat, however, that "major" (s not necessarily the
way that 1 would characterize those. It did not
impend the quality of the end product, and 1 believe
most of them were probably addressed properly, at
least within the two that | am familiar with. -

Q Let's be clear what vou're speaking of.

I understood your previous testimony to that effect,
it part., What are the two that you just had

reference to?




R R T
'

b NR3-2

10

12

13

14

15

16

17

8

19

20

2

22

23

24

25

41,070

A Well, they were craft QC interactions of
which 1 have been made aware of. The one in the
case of Darlene Steiner and the other one in the
case of Bill Dunham.

It was my understanding that by their
own statements, none of them has affected the
performance of their activities, so [ wouldn't
consider it to be a major interaction. However, they
were significant in that, you know, had to look into
the situations to determine what the validity of the
problem was and take necessary action,

Q Do you think, Mr. Purdy, that the inspectors'
statement that they didn't approve any bad work ends
the inquiry about whether or not problems in this
area might have had an adverse effect on the iInspec~
tion function?

A I'm not sure I totally understand the
scope of what you're asking, Mr. Gulld. Are you
asking is the mere statement of them that they did
not have any or accept any unsatisfactory work

should that have ended?

Q Yes.
A At that point?
0 Yes. Does that end the inquiry about

whether or not the problem created had an effect
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——

on the successful implementation of your inspection

program?

A No, I think 1 indicated that even though
there was a confidence that they did not accept any of that
work, that we did, in fact, continue in the investi-
gations of those.

Q Why did you do that if the individual
inspector said, well, 1 didn't approve any bad work
as a consequence of that incident? What difference

does It make then?

A What difference does it make?
Q Yeah,
A It should be by definition unheclthy, if

that situation is permitted to exist and/ov to expand.
Those specific inspectors may, in fact, and I believe
were, in fact, very dedicated in their job, did not,
as a result of those interactions, accept any deficient
work. That doesn't mean, however, that if the situa-
tion isn't addressed that you would not stand the
possibility of having that occur somewhere with
another inspector.

Q Is conduct that represents harassment and
intimidation of quality assurance personnel permitted
in the QA program's work as you know {t?

A No.
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\ Q Why don't you tell me how you understand

2 those terms that are commonly used terms, harassment

3 and intimidation, aren't they?

4 A They're very difficult terms to define.

5 There are several variables involved.

6 Q Tell me what your undersianding is of them.
| 7 A The intent of the communicator, the subjec~
% B tive evaluation of the receiver would be result of
| 9 what that communication could be, I think, are all

10 variables in tﬁe words harassment and intimidation.
: " 1 believe harassment in those situations
12 would be an interaction where the inspector considers
13 it to be an act of trying to preclude dissatisfactory
. 14 performance of his or her job.
15 Intimidation is probably a more overt form
16 of harassment in which there may be an implication of

17 fear, whether it be physical or whether it be some

8 other form of material fear, that would, in fact,

19 become a definite psychological deterrent or maybe

20 physical deterrent to the individual performing their

7 job. Neither one of which, harassment or intimidation,

22 are permitted, even if the individual making the

23 harassing statements or the intimidation, they did

24 not mean them but the inspector perceived they did,

25 then ft's significant enough not to permit it to happen
&

B e I
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on the project.

0 Tell me how Brown & Root communicates
its undersctanding of the use of those terms to the
work force in a way to see that that prohibition is
accomplished.

A The fact that harassment-intimidation are
permitted on the project is very clearly published
by Texas Utilitles upper management. There are
statements that are in writing that are posted. They
will not be tolerated,.

General indoctrination questionnalres that
everyone fills out when they come on the project
specifically addressed to QC construction interface.

The fact that harassment=intimidation or
even perceived situations of harassment-intimidation
are not permitted,

0 Let me slow you down a bit se | can have
an understanding of what you're talking about.

On the first point, published by TUGCO
upper management, | don't have it In front of me,
but do you have in mind December '83 memo from Mr.
Spence about one paragraph and talks on this subject,
does that sound like the communication you had in
mind?

A Yeah, There's a series of a couple of
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notifications by Mr. Spence on that one,

Q Okay. And the second part == do you have
something to add to that?

A No.

Q I'm just trying to clarify what goes on,
Now, In the second general indoctrination questionnaire
when vou come on the site, give me a little more detalled
description of what that is so I'11 know.

A Just general information pamphlet that's
provided to everything on the site, Also, more
recent in origin is the audio=-visual presentaticn
that very clearly discusses the fact that harassment
and intimidation are not permitted on the site. It
has been made publiec or at least project=-wide
knowiedge in the past that there are people on the
gite in the way of Mr. Boyce Grier, who is avallable
should any inspectors have == or anyone == have
concerns, a Hot=Line that the owner represents. My
management is up quite frequently interfacing with
all the people to make sure that they understand that
they have avenues of communication for concerns,
harassment=intimidation or any other nature.

More important, I guess, I feel, Is that
the people within my organization know that nelther

1 nor elther of my two direct mancgers would permit




13
4
15
6
17
'8

9

b3

23

24

rA)

41,075

iv.

Q Okay. Who publis es the pamphlet that
you had reference to, Mr. Purdy?

A It's put out by the Training and Safety
Department as a general indoctrination.

Q It's a TUGCO publication or a Brown &
Root?

A No, it's a Brown & Root personnel publica=
tion,

Q What is it called, do you know?

A It's just really an indoctrination handout
that everybody is provided.

Q Is dt, for example, inclvde the rules of
conduct for vmployees?

A Discusses safety considerations and

digscusses time. I1'm not sure fL .'ccusses what you
refer to by rules of conduct., 1'm not sure,.

Q For example, I've geen an employee gulde
of that sort, a little green book that you carry
around with you. 1t says, If you are absent three
or more times, for example, that can be cause for
termination, explains an employee discipline system
where there are graded levels of conduct and miscon=
duct that can result in certian action. 1Is there a

publication, this pamphlet or wome other, that
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communicates that te Brown & Root people?

A I'm not sure what you're R-lhlnu about,
little green book.

Q Any color book or any ==

A No, those specific ftems aren't addressed
in the book.

Q Are they addressed ~- are rules of employee

conduct, standards of employvee conduct, communicated
through any other document tha:'s made avallable to
the Brown & Root people on the job?

A I can't really speak for construction,
Richard, I really don't know, 1 know that we have a
series of policy notes that go through my supervisors
and the lexis and are recommunicated to the people.
But I don't know ==«

Q How about anything in writing that's glven
to the work force ftself. If you don't know about
people on the craft wide, how about folks on the QA
side? Anything that actually gets put In the hands
of your people that sets rules of conduct?

A No, there's no plece of paper that they're
given other than the Indoctrination and the policy
note by their leads,

Q Allreight, Does that indoctrination

pamphlet or questionnaire, does It dofine the terms
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harassment and intimidation?

A I don't remember the specific words. |
know it addresses the topiec. 1'm sorry, | don't
remenber whether it addresses (it In specific terms.

Q How about Mr. Spence's memo, Does It
define the terms harassment and intimidation?

A Agaln, It addreawes the tople but [ don't
recall the specific words.,

Q You're not aware then of any written
communication that tells people what harassment and

intimidation are?

A I am not aware whether or not the documents

were dicunsed to define what harassment and intimida-
tion are. I1'm no. sure they den't, because 1 don't
recall exactly the text of the letters,

Q Are you aware of any documents that do?
I1'm really jJust trying te == 1'm not trylng to trick
you, | Jus:r == if there's somethiug I'm not aware of,
please tell me about It

A iot to the best of my kvowledge.

Q tow do you think you can effectively
communicate 1+ prohibition againet harassment and
tntimidation 1f you don't even publish a definition
of what those terms are, Mr, Purdy?

MR, WALKER: | think that assumes a fact

that's not beet entablished, WHe has only testifled

B e P i
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that he's uncertaln ae to whether the documents touch

on the subject
MR. GUILD: That's falr, that's fair,
MR. WALKER: =+« iv fact, to ==
MR, GUILLY Let's jJust may that glveu your
lack of knowledge about whether they do or not, and
let's assume that they don't, just for purposes of
this question,.

BY MR, GUILD:

0 If they don'r, how can you effectively
accomplish the prohibition of harassment and intimi-
dation {f you don't communicate what the definition
of those terms are?

A 1 find it hard to bdelieve in today's
environment that most people don't wateh TV or read
the newspaper, | belleve that In the nuclear Industry,
harassasent and Intimidation are pretty common terms.
You probably couldn't ask anybody out there Il harass~
ment and intimidation were not prohibited on wight and
they would not bhe able to give you an answer,

Whether It is a hook or noty | think
everybody's probably aware of the terms,

0 Well, | guess my question that remalns Is
are they aware of what conduct s prohibited. They're

aware of the terms but they don't have a basisn for
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undorstanding what the company means when they use
them, when they say it's prohibited.

A I think they're very much aware of the
fact that the company and the project expects them to
be able to do thelr job in accordance with our program
with a sufficient freedom that's defined In our
program, And anything that would preclude them from
doing that, there's no doubt In my mind that they would
be able to construe as harassament or Intimlidation
and preclude that activity,

) Are you aware of any other written communi=
catlon te the work force that prohibits or communicates
the prohibitlon agalnst the conduet that represents
harassment and Intimidation? Do you follow my
quent lon?

A Well, | follow == yen, | follow your
question. I'm not sure that == I'm not sure the
answer that | could glve you Lw golng to substantliate
the existence or non=existence of a documenta ‘on,

I den't look at all == | don't recall any documents
that would specifically address 1t, not becaune |
don't know they don't exint, but within my direct
functioning organlgation, the necesnity of having
to define 1t dossn't raise its head,

0 Well, let's Junt == let's see (f wo can
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bring it a little more personally to your area of
responsibility.

When an employee comes to you and says
they've been harassed and intimidated, what do you
have reference to by way of the company policy, company
procedures, published standards of behavior, to be
able to apprise yourself of whether there's a valid
harassment or intimidation that has occurred?

A We're assuming, if an employee does come
to me and say that, yocu know, what is available,
because I haven't had a very frequent opportunity,
you know, to implement that kind of management
evaluation. But in the situation where they did
directly bring it to my attention, 1 believe the
good management technique in the fact that whether
the employee is actually being harassed or intimidated
really doesn't make a whole lot of difference, if they
perceive they are. And therefore standard management
technfques or evaluation and corrective action should
take care of that. So I'm not sure I understand the
two words.

Q You're being responsive. Let'c approach
this by - netaghcer. Out there in society as a whole
we've gor rules of conduct, and we have things we

call crimes. And let's say everyone knows that

C— g—— -—
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stealing is a crime. And everyone knows that if you
are caught for stealing, the law provides that you are
adjudged guilty or innocent of a crime, and if you did
it and you got caught, the state proves its case against
you, the judge hands down a verdict and says you've

been found guilty of stealing. Those crimes reflect
what stealing is, and punishment is metered out. A
person goes to jail. A person is required to make
restitution.

And we understand as a community that that
establishes that specific conduct is prohibited and
if you commit that conduct, you will be punished. The
results of that punishment are known.

Now, why doesn't it make common sense to
apply by analogy that experience on the job at Comanche
Pea« when we talk about serious conduct is prohibited,
harassment and intimidation? To say that there ought
to be a clear definition of what it is so that people
who are no:¢ supposed to do it will know what they're
not supposed to do; people who are victimized by it,
like someone who's got something stolen from them, will
know when someone does something wrong to them, they've
been harassed and intimidated. Managers like yourself will
know it when you see it, and the work force will know

that TUGCO and Brown & Root prohibit conduct of the
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specified sort and take action when it happens. Why
shouldn't it be analogous to the crime of stealing
when Brown & Root and TUGCO say that harassment and
intimidation is prohibited at Comanche Peak?

A I think in a certain way you've just drawn
the analogy that 1 said. Everybody knows it's against
the law to steal, but I doubt if everybody has read
the judicial requirements that say stealing is
illegal. They know that taking something by defini-
tion and by their peer group is not a permitted
activity. I doubt very seriously if they have read
the statutes that prohibit that. Similarly, I believe
all of our people understand that harassment-intimida-
tion aren't permitted. Although they may not have
read the particular judicial documents in the code of
federal regulations that says you're not going to do
that. They know it's prohibited. They don't know what
the punishment is or they don't know the process by
which they are investigated or either judged innocent
or guilty, but they do know that they're going to be
judged.

We do have a policy that gives construction

management and QA management the prerogative of terminat-

ing people for cause. Now, I think that that's probably

sufficient guidelines in these instances since the
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definitions and the perpetration of the act is well
known to be prohibited.

Q Someone in the public may not have that
statute against stealing in front of them when they
regulate their conduct. I think that's a real
responsive answer. It makes sense to me.

But you'd agree that we couldn't have a
organized community if judges and law enforcement
of ficers and the state simply locked everybody up
they thought had stolen without a specified under-
standing and legally some definition of what stealing
is. You would agree with that, wouldn't you?

A Certainly.

Q How do you, as a manager of Brown & Root
at Comanche Peak, enforce a prohibition against
harassment and intimidation in a fair, consistent
fashion, without knowledge of what the definition
of those terms are in a clear and specific, non-
ambiguous way?

MR. WALKER: I'm going to have to object
to the question because it assumes that he doesn't
know the definition of the terms, and I think he is
here today defining --

MR. GUILD: That's fair. Let me see if

I can rephrase it. You're correct and counsel's
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correct in having said you explained your understand-

ing of those terms, but I think the record also
reflects that you're not aware of Brown & Root or

TUGCO having defined the terms. They may have and

you're not aware that they Lave, you're not aware of

a specific document or source of a definition.
That's true, isn't 1t?
THE WITNESS: That's true.

BY MR. GUILD:

Q Given that, and thact answer, how can you

as a manager apply that prohibition?

A I think that it's been effectively
applied. 1 think it's been effectively applied by
information disseminated throughout the project
verbally, through the example that the personnel
in the field receive from their supervision and
management, I believe that they understand that it
is a prohibited activity. I'm not sure that it's
necessary within our purposes to give them a
literal definition because it's the act and not
the words that are not tolerated. The act of
preventing somebody from dcing their job, either
through verbal harassment or intimidating acts,
everyone know, is not permitted. I'm not sure I

need a statute.
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Q Okay. Now, how about punishment? What's
the punishment or the sanction, if you will, for
harassment and Intimidation?

A Let me quality my response if I can. 1
know that if internally --

MR. WALKER: Wait a minute. I want to
object to the question. 1It's a little subtle, but
1 think it calls for a hearsay answer. Let me
explain to you why.

I think that, if I understand the context
of your line of questioning, what you're getting at
is intimidation and harassment by craft people of
QA/QC people. And to the extent that you are
addressing that sort of issue, I think it needs to
be understood that Mr. Purdy does not have line
supervisory responsibility over craft people, and
therefore would not be the person responsible for
meting out punishment if punishment were appropriate.

MR. GUILD: That's a fair observation.

I think that's clear already and it's appropriate

to note that. I'm interested in your knowledge, and

I think that does bear on the performance of your job

in enforcing those policies within your responsibilities.
So, I ask that he answer the question with that note.

BY THE WITNESS:
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A I believe that if a situation were to
occur in which there was a proven case of intended

harassment and intimidation of a QC inspector by a

41,086

crafts person, that construction would take disciplinary

action up to and probably including termination.

I know that within my organization, if
any of my supervisors tried to prevent their people
from doing what 1 had published, there would be no
doubt in my mind that they would be subject to
termination.

Q Now, is that punishment set forth anywhere,
what you tell me, if you know it's set out in writing
anywhere and otherwise, what your understand is?

What the basis is for your understanding?

A There is a quality assuvrance policy that
discusses evaluation and methodology by which any
resulting action, be it disciplinary or reconstruc-
tive, should be implemented. That particular policy
is known to all of my people, and the right of
management to terminate for cause is also know.

Q That's a policy that applies to conduct,
misconduct or evaluations of your people, right?

A Does not specifically address harassment-
intimidation. That's correct.

Q And does not apply to craft people?
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A And does not apply to craft pecople.
Q How about identifying this policy? Do
you ¥now what it is? Give me it's title and number to

tke best of your recollection?

A Of mine?

Q Yeah.

A Sure. It is Section 10 of my quality
assurance policy number. Not ten =-- excuse me == I

believe it's 16.

Q The best you recall, Section 16 of the QA
policy manual?

A My QA policy notes.

Q Policy notes, I'm sorry.

And what's a policy note?

A They're a set of administrative policies that
I've promulgated over the last two and a half years for
implementing administrative functions within Brown
& Root QA department.

Q Okay. And are those generally made avail-
able to QA work force, are they available only to
supervision? Just who has policy notes?

A They're disseminated to a standard
distribution which includes all supervisors and leads
and the leads having them are available to their

personnel.
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1 Q Are they kept in a binder available to people
2 | in the field?

3 A With the leads.

Ai Q 3y lead, that's what, a foreman, somebody

5I over a crew?

6 A Yeah. We have the same type of organizational
7 structure. The lead would be an employee.

8 Q All right.

9 And how about craft, on the craft side. " Do

10 you have any knowledge of what the policy would be that

1 would provide for the punishment for conduct that

12 represents harassment-intimidation?

13 A No, I don't.

14 Q Are the Brown & Root craft people on the
15 job?

16 A (Nodding affirmatively.)

17 Q Does Brown & Root have a policy that is

18 more general application than your policy notes?

19 A Brown & Root has a generic policy or a

20 | generic policy addressing terminations or disciplinary
21 action. And ! would assume that that is what the

22 construction personnel implement within their

23 organization. 1 can't really speak to that separatelv.
24 Q Okay. Let's talk -- can you identify that

25 generic policy in more -- more particularly?
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A I'm sorry. I don't recall the title
of it or what it would be.

Q Let's talk a moment about management
approach to the harassment and intimidation issue.

I think it's helpful to have put in context
that you're only responsible for half of the process.
You supervise the people on the QA side and have
policies that govern behavior of your people, QA
people. On the other side they're construction craft
people.

Tell me, if at all, whether there've been
any management meetings, discussions, communication
between craft and QA management on this subject?

A I don't recall any meetings where 1

discussed construction specifically as an issue.

Q Who do you report to, Mr. Purdy?

A R. J. Vurpillat.

Q Ard he's Brown & Root corporate QA, Houston,
right?

A Yes.

Q0 Now, who do you report to on the site with

respect to the -- strike that.
Who next above you, if anybody, is respon-
sible for both construction craft at Comanche Peak and

QA at Comanche Peak?
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1 A No one.

? Q Say again?

3 A Nobody.

4 Q Who do you report to with Brown & Root, if
5; anybody, who has responsibility for both QA and craft
6! at Comanche Peak?

7 A Not until you get all the way up to the

8 executive vice president of land-based operations is
9 there a common denominator.

10 Q So who at, short of that gentleman, if any-
n one, has the authority to make the management decisions
12 that can encompass prohibition of harassment and

13 intimidation of QA at Comanche Peak by craft at

14 Comanche Peak, who work in the Brown & Roo' 2rganiza-
15 tion?

16 A Mr. Frankum in charge of the craf and has
17 full authority to tell the craft nct to harass or

18 intimidate QA.

19 Q Who's Frankum?

20 A Mr. Frankum is a project construction

21 manager. He does no. work for me and I don't work

22 for him, but he certainly has that authority. That
23 authority is derived through his organization chair,
24 which ends up again at Mr, Gossett, the execuiive

25 vice president for land-based operations.




. 1 Q Gossett?

2 A Gossett.
3 Q Spell that correctly, if you know.
4] A G=o-s-g~e~t~t,
5 | Q And where does Mr. Gossett work?
@

6: A Houston?
7 Q And what's Mr. Gossett's involvement been
8 on the subject of harassment and intimidation of
9 Comanche Peak, if any?
10 A I'm sure that Mr. Gossett's been made
n aware of it. I have not been there, but there are
12 frequent management meetings between Brown & Root
13 executive management in Texas Utilities. There's monthly QEt"'

. 14 togethers generally between those individuals, and I'm sure ;
15 that the discussions went... t
16 Q You're confident they exist but 1 assume |
17 that is based on something other than your knowledge? E
18 A That's right. You're asking me what my |
19 confidence was and I would assume that, and I have :
20 no reason to believe, that it would not have gotten |
21 this way to the highest management level of Brown & .
22 Root just like it has with Mr. Spence of Texas
23 Utilities. E
24 Q Why don't you tell me what the basis for |
25 that confidence is. If you have any in particular,

&
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|
. | I'd be interested in knowing. Have you seen any
2 memos that come from Mr. Gossett's office on the
3 subject, for example?
4 A I see day-to-day involvement between myself
5 | and Houston management. [ have =-- communicate with
b several vice presidents very frequently that are
7 involved in Brown & Root projects, and it would be
8 within those chains.
9 1f senior vice presidents are interested
10 enough to come down with me on the project, there's

1 no doubt in my mind that they are interested enough

12 to get the information up to the top levels of Brown
13 & Root management.

‘ 14 Q Tell me about what these people have done
15 on “he subject of harassment-intimidation.
16 A What have they done?
17 Q Yes.
18 A I'm not sure I can point out directly to
19 you other than everybody understanding it is not a
20 permitted activity and it is fully endorsed by Brown
20 & Root management that harassment-intimidation would
22 not be tolerated, what e¢ise 1 could sa_.
23 Q That's fine. 1 just want you to tell me
24 what you know. And you're not aware of anything
25 gspecifically that these individuals have had to do
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on the subject of harassment-intimidation?

A I have been, have discussed QA problems,
including those of many perceived harassment or
intimidation with many of my upper level supervision
and management, and I believe that if I had a problem,
they would certainly come down and provide me assis-
tance in that.

Q What I'm -- I appreciate vour confidence.
What I'm interested in and trying to elicit is knowl-
edge that you have about anything they actually have
done, and particularly given the fact that you're
not responsible for the craft side. When you get
right down to it, the craft side of it is the side
where the prohibitions probably mean the most, if
they mean anything atall. They're the ones whose
conduct is prohibiting, if you will, and I just want
to know, have any of these senior people with the
company, Brown & Root, taken any action that you
know of on that issue?

A If you're talking about issuing letters
stating that it would not be tolerated or something
to that effect on corporate policies, then I believe
Mr. Spence did that very effectively for the owner.

Q You don't work for Mr. Spence, do you?

A We all work for Mr. Spence.
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Q Mr. Spence doesn't hire and fire you, does
he?
A Mr. Spence can hire and fire Brown & Root,
if Mr. Spence so desires.
Q But he doesn't take disciplinary action

against you or your people or Mr. Frankline and his
people, does he?

A Mr. Spence doesn't fire me. But if it went
down to my job, if Mr. Spence wanted somebody else to
take my job, then I could be asked to leave the project
very rapidly.

Q Now, has there ever been a finding of
actual harassment and intimidation at Comanche Peak,
to your knowledge?

MR. JORDAN: Findiag by whom, Bob?

MR. GUILD: Whoever is tne appropriate 1
decision-maker. I'm using the terms the witness has !
employed, himself. \

MR. JORDAN: Are you talking about internal f
investigations?

MR. GUILD: 1I'm talking about his knowledge.

MR. JORDAN: Of internal investigations?

MR. GUILD: I'm talking about his knowledge
of findings of harassment and intimidation at Comanche

Pecak.
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MR. JORDAN: Well, I'm going to instruct
him not to answer until you define thc -- what kind
determinations you're talking about.

MR. GUILD: Well, uniess the witness has
a problem, and if he does, 1'd be riore than happy to
clarify something that's unclear, but I really would
like the question answered the way it's stated unless
you have an objection. If yvou hav: an objection,
1'd be happy to hear what it is anl try to resolve
it, address, do what have you.

MR. JORDAN: Well, my objection is this.
I think that your whole line of te:stimony has been
tied to internal workings of manzgement designed to
prohibit and preclude harassment and intimidation.
Now you've asked a more global question, at least it
appears to me more global, abou' findings of
harassment and intimidation. 17 you're =-- it's
unclear to me whether you have now left one line
of questioning and moved on to a more global line
of questioning, and I that it's appropriate to ask
you to clarify that before he responds to the
question.

MR. GUILD: 1I'm sorry, the objection is

what?

MR. JORDAN: I just stated the objection.
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MR. GUILD: 1 heard no objection. 1I'm
not aware -- is that an cobjection to relevance?

Is that an objection that I can make some response
to, I really don't know. The question seems to me
is stated in thi terms that have been used by the
witness in his own testimony, and 1'd that the
question be answered the way it was asked.

And that is, have there ever been, to
your knowledge, findings of actual harassment and
intimidation at Comanche Peak?

MR. JORDAN: Well, again -- you may answer
the question but in doing so, you should communicate
what your interpretation of the question is.

MR. CGUILD: Please do, at all points.

And if you have a problem interpreting a question,
I want you to do whatever explanation you need to
to have an nccurate and complete answer, all right?

MR. WALKER: Bob, could we go off the
record for just a minute? We've got a logistical

question here.

{(Go on to the next pageé-eesmesmsmccassessmreaseainmmeanme-
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MR. JORDAN: Let me briefly state that I
am instructing Mr. Purdy in light of Mr. Guild's
refusal to clarify his question to answer the question,
but to limit vour answer to situations with which you
are familiar, or have knowledge involving internal
management investigations by either TUGCC or Brown &
Root of alleged instances of harassment or intimidation.

MR. GUILD: 1'd ask the witness to respond
to the question the way it was asked. If there's anvthing
that's unclear about that question, please tell me. But
the witness' own previous testimony is that he uses
the terms "actual finding of harassment, intimidation."

Those are his words, not mine. I1've asked
that the witness tell me whether or not there have been
to his knowledge any actual findings of harassment and
intimidation.

In order to answer that question fully and
completely and truthfully to the best of his knowledge,
if he needs to condition that or explain that, the limits
of his knowledge, the limits of his answer, 1 would ask
that he do that, and that he do that at all pouints.

But it's highly inappropriate for his
personal counsel to define the questions that -- define

the questions that this party seeks to ask of the

witness.




13

14

15

16

17

i8

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

41,098

MR. JORDAN: Mr. Guild, I'm not attempting
to define your questions, except when you refuse to
define them, Then I have no option.

If you're going to ask him about external
investigations, as well as internal, then just make
that clear. That's all 1'm asking you to do. If you
can't do that much, then --

MR. GUILD: I don't know what's in your
mind, counsel. There seems to be --

MR. JORDAN: 1 don't have anything in my
mind --

MR, GUILD: There seems to be some pregnant
significance to this point that you have not disclosed
to me because you have made a rather significant point
about it,

If there is something here that I need to
know about to have a clear and complete record on the
issue of whether or not there have been actual findings
of harassment and intimidation, within this witness'
knowledge at Comanche Peak, I'd sure like to know about
that.

That's the question that's pending, you see.
Because with your instructions to your client, you've
linited the scope of his answer. 1 submit that there

appears to be inference that by so limiting the scope
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his answer would not be full and complete. Now, 1'd
like a full and complete answer for the record.

MR. JORTAN: You mean you would like for him
to articulate any external findings of which he is aware,
as well as any internal?

MR. GUILD: 1If that's the material significance
of your limiting instructions, yes; 1'd like those
limiting instructions to not apply -- to narrow the
scope of the response,

I'd 1ike the response to be full and complete.

MR. JORDAN: That's all 1 asked in the first
place. If you had said that in the beginning, we wouldn't
have had this discussion.

You may answer.

THE WITNESS: Internally, I was not -- nor am
I awvare ¢! ~ny direct allegations of harassment or
intimidation that have been substantiated.

The only allegations of harassment within
my internal organization have been subsequent to a
couple of employees leaving my employment.

Therefore, I was not aware of any concern
during the period of their employment. So neither do I
know of any allegations, nor do I know of any findings
that substantiate the allegations which didn't exist

within my group.
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If it is outside my group, still internal,
the vast majority of personnel problems external to my
group would be handled directly through the owner's
functioning organization.

I would assume that Mr. Grier may have been
involved in the investigation of harassment and intimida-
tion. I am not made aware of the results of those
findings.

I'm not saying that I wouldn't be if there
were substantiated, but I'm saying that I haven't
been.

BY MR. GUILD:

Q You're not aware of any?
A Yes.

Externally, I know of no allegations of
harassment o; intimidation that have been substantiated,
or any findings that have been made against the owner
for substantiated cases of harassment and intimidation.

Q So the answer to the question is no; right?
A Yes. Qualified internal and external, I have
not heard of any substantiated; that's correct.

MR. JORDAN: So much for the pregnancy.

MR. GUILD: Well, that doesn't solve the
question of whether the answer is true. I'm not

suggesting that the witness has not answered within his
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knowledge, but that mav be for other sources than Mr.
Purdy.

BY MR. GUILD:

Q Is it consistent with your understanding of
company policy, Mr. Purdy, that were there to be such a
finding of harassment/intimidation, that the results of
that finding would be communicated to the site generally?

A You're asking a hypothetical question,. I'm
going to have to give vou a hypothetical answer.

Q Well, if you have to do a hypothetical, that
would be fine. But if there's a procedure or a policy
that specifies how it's to be done, even though it has
never happened, tell me that to, please.

A Well, I think I've already said that to my
knowledge there is no policy that describes harassment/
intimidation per se on the project.

I would have to assume -- and I would be very
vocal in saying that if one of my people were being
harassed by the craft, and it was, in fact, substantiated
to the point where it was substantiated harassment/
intimidation, I would want it to be communicated.

Q And how would you want it to be communicated?

A I would probably communicate that in a
documented memo to all personnel on the project.

Q And why would you do that?




A Just *o insure and reinforce the fact that
it is prohibited, and we in project management will not
tolerate it.

Q Is it fair to conclude that vou think it
would be a useful purpose served by such communication
in determining such conduct -- conduct of that specific
sort from repetition?

A I think it would be useful only from the
standpoint of reemphasizing to those who may have a
tendency to do that that it's not prohibited. I do not
believe that it is predominant in one of the projects.

Q All right. Would it be useful to communicate
such result or finding in order to reinforce to your own
people that such conduct is prohibited? Would that be a
purpose served by such communication?

A Well, because 1 don't think my people are

the kind that would tolerate harassment/intimidation --

I 35 them please most of the time. T don't thiank there's

any fear in my mind of any of my people being harassed
or intimidated either because of their own dedication to
the job or because they know that we wouldn't do it -- or
wouldn't tolerate it.

Q What is the process by which a person who
has -- Strike that.

What is the process by which an occurrence of
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harassment and intimidation is identified, is

investigated, is made the subject of findings =--
using the word that you used -- and subsequent
action?

A [f one of the people in my organization felt
that they were the subje;t of harassment or intimidation,
they would go to their leads or supervisors and make
that known to them.

If they didn't go to their leads and
supervisors, they can come to anybody in the management
team to make it known to them.

Questions of harassment/intimidation would
undoubtedly end up with either one of my managers and
eventually with me.

I would want to talk to the individual and
would then refer him to Mr, Boyce Grier, who has very
good success in being able to conduct independent
invstigations into those activities.

I would expect Mr. Grier to be able to
provide Mr. Vega and myself with a conclusion of his
investigation.

Mr. Grier doesn't provide recommendations on
disciplinary actions or things of this nature, but he
does provide results of his investigation.

If Mr. Grier, through his investigating
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of these purported acts of harassment and intimidation,
substantiated them, then Mr., Vega, myself, Mr. Frank
and Mr, Merritt, I am sure, would resolve the issue
internally within the project and take the necessary
action to correct the situation and make sure that it
wasn't known -- that it was known. Pardon me.

Q A)]l right. Now, if that's the process as
you understand it, how is that process communicated
to persons working on the project?

A Every person on the project yithin the 0A
department knows that they are to bring problems to their
lead or supervision. And it's not such a large organiza-
tion that the path from then on isn't fairly well
defined.

Q s there a policy with respect to harassment
and intimidation that specifies the process that you've

described?

A Written policy?
Q Yes.
A Not to the best of my knowledge. Not that

I recall.

0 So it's your testimony that this is a policy
that's communicated informally =-- communicated verbally?
A It's communicated verbally. 1It's an

understood employee/supervision relationship, I believe,
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in any industry.

¢ Do you have any =-- Strike that,

What is the policy at the site with respect

to access by site employees to the Nuclear Regulatory
Commission?

A Everybody at the site is aware of the fact
that they have access to the Nuclear Regulatory Commission,
should they not be able to get satisfactory resolution

to their concerns through supervision and management,

including myself.

Q Is that the policy?

A Yes, sir.

Q How is that policy communicated?

A The policy for access to the Commission is

posted on the project, first of all. The responsibility
to report concerns is proceduralized and is well known on
the prcject.

Q I want to focus on the NRC., How is the
policy with respect to access to the NRC proceduralized?

A Okay. The standard posters on == [ think {t
is the new NRC Form 3 and Part 55f's and 21's are posted
on the project.,

It is made known to them through the audiovisual

presentation that {s currently given and has been given

to everybody on the project.
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It is verbally communicated any time the
situation arises or a question arises that may address
what avenues an individual has to report concerns that
they don't seek adequate resolution on.

I have personally made sure that my people
know that 1 would certainly like a first crack at
solving their problem, that they ought to know that they
have access to the Commission and/or anvone they feel

necessary to resolve a problem whenever they like.

Q I1'm sorry. Were you through?
A Yes.
Q Now, in terms of written policy with respect

to access to the NRC, is ther anvthing in writing other
than the NRC's Form 3?

A As | said, there's the audiovisual presenta=-
tion that is a form of documentation to that employee of
their access to the NRC,

I believe that Mr. Spence also put out a
letter relative to that. 1 believe the right of everyone
to go to the NRC is also addressed in that introductory
little handout that we were discussing earlier -~ 1
believe.

0 Do vou know whether that handout == Perhaps
1 should ask counsel,

MR, GUILD: Do vou know whether that handout
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was made available in discovery?

MR. WALKER: I don't know the answer. [ have
nothing tc do with document production. We could
probably find out,

MR, GUILD: I think it would be useful for
us to == I haven't seen it. [ would desire that it
be included. 1 don't even know what it savs, but I
think that it would be useful to have it to have a
complete record.

And perhaps off the record or over lunch
or something, we could see if we have one, I'll check
with my folks, but 1 haven't seen it yet,

THE WITNESS: All of my personnel in the 0A
department have an introductory required reading list
that requires them to read certain regulatory commitments,
including Part 21, 10 CFR 5055E, ANSI N.45.2.

BY MR. GUILD:

Q Where do they get their readings from?

A We have all of those documents available for
them -=- make them available to them when they come on
site to complete the required reading list,

Q You make copies for them?

A I get coples of 10 CFR Appendix B, and most
of those is part of my QA procedures. It'e an appendix

to the manual. We have coples available for the other
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dochments that we provide to them to read.

Q Each empioyee has a manual, and it includes
a cony of Appendix B in that manual?

A They are in the manual. Each employee does
not necessarily have a manual, but they are made available
to them during their indoetrination to read, and they
are -- Appendix B is part of the appendices to my QA
procedures manual. The other documents we make available
to them.

Q . Make available can cover a variety of
conditions, shall we say, The NRC always tells me that
Aocuments are avallable in the Public Document Room in
Washington, D. (., if I want to catch a plane a thousand
miles and do that, but that doesn't really help much.

In terms of knowledge of the content of those
materials, are people tested on their knowledge of
Appendi¢ B? Have all of the pewple read Appendix B?

A To my knowlecdge, all the people in my
organiza*fon have read Appendix B. That should be
documented in tiefr training files. Every clerk that
cories in, &#11 the way up, has that required list that

includes those documents.

(Go on tn the nex: page-+=--—===- o o s )
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Q Do you test people on their knowledge of
their rights to access to the NRC?

A No, I don't test people on the reading
iist. I tell them if they have any questions to certainly
bring them to our attention, but I don't give them a --
yvou know, ten-question quiz on Appendix B, no.

Q Well, vou test them on their qualification to
be an inspector, don't you?

A Yes, that's right.

Q One of the things you don't test them on
is whether they understand their rights?

A Knowledge -- No, we do not test that on an
examination.

Q Now, the Form 3 you've referred to as the
new Form 3 =--

A Whenever it came out.

Q There was only one. You don't know of any
newer one than the only one, do you?

A No. In fact, Form 3, T had to look at it
a while back to remember what Form 3 was. 1I've seen
a poster =--

Q It has got a picture of the USA on it,
doesn't it?

A Right.

Q That's all I can remember. You've got those
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up on the site?

A Yes, on the site.

Q What does that form have to say about the
responsibility of a person to go to their management
prior to going to the NRC, if you know?

A I don't recall -- 1t emphasizes -- and
I1've been through this a couple of times, but I don't
recall the exact words on the thing -- it emphasizes
the necessity for them to report their problems. [
don't <.

Q Is it your understanding that your people
are responsible for coming to the management with a
problem before they go to the NRC?

A My people can go to whoever they want to. 1
would hope they would give me the first crack at it.

Q What's the policy on that?

A What's the policy on that? The NRC has an
open-door policy. 1 can't stop anybody from going to
the Commission with their concerns, nor would I want
to.

I would be concerned if they didn't have
enough confidence in me or their immediate management
to try and address their problem, if they didn't give
us a crack at it. But there's certainly no policy to

include that. And there's certainly no problem if that's
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what they choose to do.

Q Are you aware of any instances of
discouraging employees from going to the NRC?

A No.

Q Are you aware of any allegations or

expressions of concern to that same effect?

A Allegations or concerns by --

Q By people about being discouraged.

A Being discouraged?

Q Yes.

A No.

Q Would you tell me a little bit about this

audiovisual presentation? Does it have a name, for
example?

A Wwell, it's a "Quality Is My Job" presentation.
It was quite professionally put together by the owner
describing the quality assurance process, design,
fabrication, installation and testing of Comanche
Peak.

It identified within that audiovisua! presenta-

tion everybody's responsibility to ensure that it was a
safe plant and identifies how people have the opportunity
to report concerns through various management and/or to
the Nuclear Regulatory Commission and/or hot lines to

make concerns known.
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It's a very good presentation.

Q And how long has that been around on the
site, approximately?

A Six or eight months. It was given to everybody
on the project after it was finalized. 1It's very R
good.

Q And do your people have any role in its
production or content?

A Several of my people are in it. It shows
actual -- well, circumstances and them performing
activities in various manufacturers -- or in the
field, some actual field inspection.

The audiovisual presentation was presented
to myself, two of my managers for any improvements and/or
amplifications on it before it was finalized. It was
then generally issued and shown to everybody.

Q Did you have any contribution at that point?

A I thought it was very well done as for people
and what some of the good representations may be that
show people working to achieve an end product of
quality, like I have one inspector that's out there
looking at some valve installation work.

It graphically depicts it very well.
Q And that's put together by the TUGCO people?

A Yes.
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Q Can you tell me who, what organization, either

by title or name?

A Let me make sure ...
Q What does it have to say -- and describe
if you will -- it would be useful if there's a script

of something. Have you ever seen a script of this thing?

A No.

0 Describe if you would, the best you recall,
what does it communicatz on the subject of access to the
NRC. What is its content on that?

A It very clearly emphasizes that personnel
have the right of access to the Nuclear Regulatory
Commission for the identification and resolution of
concerns, that they feel they cannot get achieved from
management.

It obviously identifies that your supervision
or management are obvious points in that succession, if
you're trying to get a concern resolved or identified.

It indicates and emphasizes that yvou always have the
right to bring those attentions =-- those concerns to the
attention of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission.

Q Does it state specifically that they are
encouraged to do that?

A I don't recall.

Q Does it state specifically that they are
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free to go to the NRC regardless of whether they go to
site supervision?

A I believe it does.

0 Are the terms "harassment" and "intimidation"
used in the audiovisual presentation?

A I believe they are, but that's not the topic
that is discussed. Again, I --

Q Tell me what the content is on that subject.

A That it will not be tolerated. Everybody has
their job to do, and that quality is doing a job that
is required by the owner, and the construction permits
and by the law.

Q Does it define the terms?

A You'd have to go to the text in which it
was discussed. 1've only watched it four or five
times. I don't remembor the exact words.

Q Are there =-- At other facilities, Mr.
Purdy =-- nuclear facilities under construction, there
are what 1'll just characterize for you as sort of the
legendary incidents of craft/quality control inspector
confrontations == {if you would.

And what I mean by that =~ to give you some

foundation for this series of questions -- there are run-
ins between people, that sort of everybody on the job

is involved in QC or QA knows about or knows about fourth,
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fifth, sixth or eighth hand, perhaps, but has heard
of; and they form sort of a basis of perception or
understanding on the part of the people who get this
information.

I'm not submitting to vou that it's
accurate one way or the other. I'm just saying they
get an impression of a course of conduct. Those
instances, I submit to you, have an effect =-- in the
case of a quality control inspector =-- that inspector's
understanding of how incidents of that sort, as he
understands those incidents, will be handled by
management based on how they've been handled before.

Just to give you an example: A craftsman
and an inspector are up on a scaffold looking at a
pipe weld. It has been a long day. The circumstances
are such that it's a difficult piece of work.

The craftsman is tired, and the inspector
has rejected a weld for not an atypical rejectable
condition -- let's say, excess weave widths, They're
just not doing it right. 1It's done over ana over again.
The're a lot of repair work.

Tempers flare; personalities may be involved.
The craftsman says, "If you don't stop nitpicking me or
you don't leave me alone, I'll throw vou off this

scaffold."
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That gets handled. A complaint gets lodged.
There's an investigation, and there's some kind of
action taken. Okay.

But for maybe months and years, people on the
job know about Joe and Sam the fitter or the weld foreman
and what happened in that incident.

Now, you've worked at this project and other
nuclear projects. Is that consistent with vour
experience that there are irc dents on the job of people
in the QC discipline hive an understanding about -~ sort
of in the legend category?

Am I communicating to vou experience that's
congistent with yours?

A Well, I'm a lousy story teller. 1 don't
even remember the punch lines to jokes.

Q We're on the same wave length., Me either,

A There was a story at a previous project that
I may be able to relate to legend. 1 don't recall
any here or on previous projects that would qualify

as legendary confrontations.

Q Where was that project?
A South Texas.
Q Okay. And was it the sort I'm talking about?

A QC/crait run=in?

A Yes, it was of that sort. The ireny o! {1t




3-9

14

15

16

17

20

21

22

23

24

25

41,117

was that the general foreman was about 18 inches shorter
and a hundred pounds lighter than the 0C inspector,
which is predominantly what made it legendary. But

that also predominantly hit the papers -- a horrendous
situation of harassment.

The following are the words of the QC
inspector: "Pick yvour place."

But I've never interviewed the 6' 4",
245-pound inspector that was up on the catwalk. I don't
remember anything of that legendary nature at either
San Ofre or up here.

Q0 You're not aware of any =-- T'm not asking
you to tell me only == fidentify only the most glaring -~
if you will. But when vyou came on the job in your
present capacity and in the acting situation, vou did
as you've testified in Mr. Atchison's DOL hearing ==~

A Uh=huh,

Q0 -~ sort of got the lay of the land, talked
to people about == you know -- what people's reputations
were and how people do their jobs, did what I assume is
go;d management practice for a new manager.

Did it come to your attention that there
were any stories, legends, any instances that had
general circulation, widespread circulation that formed

part of your QA people's understanding of how craft/QA
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interacted.

MR. WALXKER: I'm going to have to interpose
a hearsay objection to that questfion, to the extent that -

MR. GUILD: Well, I appreciate =-=- I'm not
asking him to attest to the truthfulness of any of those
things. And what I'm trving to do is form a basis for
understanding how he approached the identification of
problems, if he {identified problems or perceived
problems, and how he handled -~ as a foundation for how
he handled the harassment and intimidation issuve.

I, of course, don't suggest there's any
truthfulness that's asserted -- attached to his
understanding at this point.

MR. WALKER: You may answer.

THE WITNESS: 1I'm trying to think of one.

Probably the most legendary interface that
I can think of == whether it was before or after I got
here =- was when my QC manage> took the field construction
piping manager, and he went for a ride. We established
what the next QA management's policies were relative
to getting the job done.

That's sort of common knowledge everywhere,

BY MR. GUILD:

Q Tell us a little bit about that so 1'11

understand what the circumstances were,
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A My QC manager is vervy forthright and is a
very dedicated man.

Q Who is that, please?

A Bob Siever.

He tends to do his job the right way and
not have any of his people interfered with, which he
does very effectively. He made that fact known to the
construction superintendent, and we haven't had a

problem since.

0 Tell me the story as it's understood.
A That's about 1it.
Q Okay. Who is the construction manager

that he had a ride with?
A Ken Liford.
0 And why did he have need to do this in the
first place? What were the circumstances?
A Well, he brought Bob up to the site with
me. He says, "Who is the meanest man in construction?"
1 said, “"Liford."
And he said, "Fine. 1'll get back with
you,"
Those were the circumstances.
Q0 What was the interface between Mr, Siever
and Mr., Liford? How does the story circulate?

A Apparently it was very successful =- the

imey
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i
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story that was circulated by Mr. Liford and Mr.
Siever.

Q All right. Are you aware of any instances
that perhaps don't reflect so positively on the
relationship between craft and quality assurance? What

I have in mind -- I think you understand -- circumstances

where people said, you know, "That fellow rejected

somebody's final visual, and he threatened to punch him
in the nose."

The guy who threatened him went out the gate
the next day, or didn't go out the gate the next day.

Do yvou have any understanding of there being
incidents of common or general knowledge reflecting
adversely on the craft/quality assurance relationship?

MR. WALKER: Once again, to the extent that
the question seeks to elicit testimony that is or may
be adduced for the purpose of proving the truth of the
matter asserted, it's my position that it is objectionable,
as calling for hearsay testimony.

MR. GUILD: I appreciate that.

THE WITNESS: 1 will again state that I am
not aware of any legendary or serious craft or QC
interactions that have not been positive.

If you ever have the opportunity to see some

of my people, you'd probably see whv that was the case.
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BY MR. GUILD:

Q And you believed that it would be important
when you came on the job, Mr. Purdy, to make yourself
aware of the existence of any such commonly discussed
or commonly known instances?

A I believe it would be important for me to
ascertain factual situations that occurred on the
precject. I wasn't particularly interested in hearsay.

Q Well, I appreciate that you wanted to know
what actually happened, too. But 1 think you can see,
don't you, that perceptions oftentimes are as important
as fact? Perceptions are facts, of course. You've
stated that, haven't you?

A At least to the individual that perceives,
that's correct.

Q Sure. And that's what I'm == If you don't
think it's important, just tell me. But when you came
on the job, did you think it was important to ascertain
whether or not there were perceived -- commonly perceived
incidents of adverse relations between craft and 0C?

A No, I didn’'t think it was {important because
the reason 1 felt it was important for me to come on the
job was to get the ASME certificates back, as 1 have
explained earlier.

[ didn't perceive it as a major craft/oC
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interaction problem.

Q Well, I don't want to limit you to when
you're doing your paper revisions. oput you =-- Do
you get the drift of my questidn?

A I understand the drift of your question.

Q And the point I'm focusing on .s: Do vou
think it was important to find out whether there were
commonly known instances =-- because of the perception
that that refiected on the part of the people who had
those understandings, right or wrong?

A Well, I think it was important for me to
establish myself in my management position, regardless
cf what happened in the past -- whatever that may be ==
that we were here to run an organization the way that
we felt it was necessary to both professionally and
ethnically run it.

Q Okay. I appreciate that.

You don't disagree with me =-- and I think
you've said this before -- if there's perceived commonly
on the site to be problems, then there are problems,
regardless of whether those perceptions are based on
inaccurate understanding of facts. That's true, isn't
it?

MR. WALKER: Let me object to the question,.
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I think the question is stated much more
than -~

MR. GUILD: 1t is. I'm tryin
broad question just to kind of summarize.
appreciate that it's broad. I could narr
that's necessary, if the witness has a pr
as stated, just tell me.

Can I try it that way?

BY MR. GUILD:

0 . 1 think you've told me alread
people perceive that there are problems,
problems.

A When I came to the project, t
problems were technical and programmatic.
intrapersonal.

Q Right. That's a significant
on your part, and you've said that very c
Okay.

But, generally speaking, let'
wasn't the case., Let's assume you didn't
you agree that having an understanding of
perceived problems is important to you as

A Yes., 1f 1 had perceived that
problem.

Q kay. Fine,

e

I
broadly !
l
|
g to ask a

And 1
ow it, if
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Let's put it this way then. You got the
lay of the land when you came on the job in your present
capacity, and part of that was handled on what the
perceived problems were, and your testimony is among
those perceived problems was not problems in the
craft/quality control interaction; right?
A That's correct.
8 MR. GUILD: Let's go off the record a
, 9 second.
16 (Discussion off the record.)
" MR. GUILD: Back on the record.
F 12 BY MR. GUILD:
13 Q0 Doesn't it follow, Mr. Purdy, that if there
. 14 were commonly perceived problems in that area and you
15 were wrong, you didn't identify them, that wou'd adversely
| 16 reflect on your ability to properly implement the QA
7 nrogram in vour area of responsibility at the plant?
| 8 MR. WALKER: 1I'm going to have to object to
19 the question. T think it calls for a very substantial
20 amount of speculation. A number of vour questions have, |
21 and I've let them go.
22 But I think vou've really gone pretty far {
23 in the amount of speculation that you're asking in
24 this question.
25 MR, GUILD: I don't think it does at all,
ks
eanmins - - N TSI, A L .
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It's a question that's answerable with cxplanation.

I'm not trying to get the witness to endorse an
unqualified answer of one set or another. 8n feel

free to explain any way you'd like.

It poses, though, a premise that there
were perceptions of common problems in the 0Q0C/craft
relation that he did not identify,. [ asked him to
accept that as a premise for the question without
endorsing the accuracy because he just said that he
didn't perceive any. He doesn't believe they're there.

But with that premise -- and accepting that
premise, doesn't it follow that if yvou failed to
identify the perceptions of problems in that relactionship,
that that would adversely affect your ability teo
manage the QA function under your responsibility?

THE WITNESS: 1If you're asking whether
or not a perceived cuestion among the quality assurance
personnel that there was in fact a dynamic tension
between craft --

THE REPORTER: Pardon me?

THE WITNESS: 1If one of the perceptions
was that there was a dynamic tension between craft
and QC == an unstabilizing influence on the project when
I took over and 1 did not investigate that, would I be

remiss in my duty, then the answer 18 ves,




BY MR. GUILD:

Q And if vou didn't identify that proklem

at

all and the problem was still there, likewise vou wiuld

be remiss in your duty, wouldn't you?
A I assume that in that situation you're
talking about dynamics with a constant velocity -~

would be remiss in my duty if it was pervasive. [

not be remiss in my duty if it was sporadic and dic¢

identify it here -- That didn't mean it existed

between Point A and B, It may just to Point A.

1

would

not

But I would still have to identify that.

MR. GCUTILD: Let's take a break now.

(Whereupon, at 1:90 p.m., the deposition

was recessed, to resume at 2:00 p.m. of the

same day.)
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AFTERNOON GESSION
(2:27 p.m.)
Whereupon,
GORDON PURDY
the deponent, resumed the stand and, having been previously

duly sworn, was further examined and further testified as

follows:
DIRECT EXAMINATION (Cont'd)
BY MR. GUILD:
Q Mr. Purdy, are you required to, as part of vyour

responsibility as QA for ASME code work to make available nece
sary information and the opportunity for inspection of your
work place by an authorized nuclear inspector from the
Hartford Steam Boiler Inspection Insurance Company?

A Yes.

Q And do you have procedures in your Comanche Peak
Quality Assurance Program that specify the duties and respon-
sibilities of the ANI Inspector?

A We don't have a procedure that discusses the duties
and responsibilities of the ANI Inpsector. We have a proce-
dure that discusses what we have to do to support the
indepandent inspector verification.

Q And like the other quality assurance procedures we
discussed this morning, compliance with those procedures with

respect to cooperation with the ANl is a requirement

=
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that under -- under Appendix B, 10 C¥FR Part 50?

A It's a requirement of the code, and, in that the
Applicant committed to the ASME boiler pressure vessel code,
it would be a part of the Appendix B; ves.

MR. GUILD: At this point, then, I would ask that

2 series of documents be marked for identification as Purdy

42-2.
(The documents referred to were
marked Purdy Deposition Exhibit
No. 42-2 for identification.)
BY MR. GUILD:
Q Mr. Purdy, 1 show you documents entitled SIS

Records for Monitoring QA/QC Programs, The Hartford Steam
Boiler Inspection & Insurance Company, and ask you if vou can
identify those as -- can you identify those documents?
(Handing documents to witness)
MR. WALKER: Can we go off the record for a minute?
MR. GUILD: Sure.
(Discussion off the record)
MR. GUILD: Back on the record.
BY MR. GUILD:
Q And the question pending is, please, Mr. Purday,
can you identify those documents?

A Those appear to be SIS documents from the ANI

group.
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MR. GUILD: For the record, there are a series of
these; and let me simply read them off:

There is an identifying number that appears in the
upper right-hand corner of the SIS documents; and the series
is No. 314; No. 322A; No. G as in "Green"-051; No. 362A;

No. 363A; 367-B; and 367-A.

At this time we would ask these documents so ident i-
fied be bound into the record and received as exhibits. l

MR. WALKER: May I examine the copy that's going

to be the original exhibit.

(Pause)

MS. ELLIS: I would like to state for the record
that we have discussed these documents with Applicant's
lead attorney, Mr. Reynolds; and it is our understanding
having spoken with him, that the objections Applicants
previously had to our use of these documents in these proceed-
ings on the basis that we had obtained these in the rate
hearings, is now withdrawn.

And these documents are to be used in the same manner
that any documents normally could be used in these proceedings.

We have not reached agreement as to relevance or
any other matters along that line. The agreement strictly has
to do with use.

It is our understanding from this that Applicants

have no irtention of now or later sueing CASE or in any matter
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taking similar further legal action for our having used these
documents in this proceedings.
BY MR. GUILD:

Q As part of your obligations under the ASME Code and
as a condition to performance of safety work pursuant to that
Code, Mr. Purdy, would you agree that you are obligated to
ensure that the authorized nuclear inspector, the ANI man,
have free access to perform his inspection function?

A That is correct.

Q And you would agree that it would be inconsistent
with your obligations under the Code and, by agrlication, under
Appendix B, if the authorized nuclear inspector were
harassed, intimidated or otherwise impeded in the performance
of his inspection function?

A Correct.

Q Do you have a copy of those documents that we have !
been talking about, and have read the package there; if you i
would, look at the first of those numbered documents, and that

ie SIS 3147

Does that reflect an unsatisfactory finding by the

ANI?
A Yes, it does.
Q October 14, 1982 report?
A Yes.

MR. WALKER: Before we go any further with that
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|
1 think it is going to be necessary for me to interpose ‘

|
at this point an objection on hearsay grounds to both these
documents and any attempts to draw a conclusion based on their

contents.

MR. GUILD: We, of course, maintain that these are

permissible for proof oi the truthfulness of the matters
asserted therein; they are records that are made in the normalé
course of the implementation of the quality assurance

program for Comanche Peak Facility.

And, as such, they have probative value of the
substance of what's contained in those documents.

I represent to you, as the statement of Ms. Ellis
reflects, that they were provided to CASE by Applicants and
are, to the best of my knowledge, accurate photo reproductions
of the original records as they appear to be on their face.

MR. WALKER: Okay.

I also need to request that -- I am not waiving my |
objection -- but I need to request a little bit of time to go
through these.

I realize these have apparently been the subject of
intensive discussions between you and Mr. Reynolds. However,
I have responsibility for representing the Utility in this
deposition; and I have not had an opportunity to look at them.

S0 I would request that you defer questioning

about them until I have an opportunity to at least in a
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cursory manner prepare myself with the documents.

MR. GUILD: That's fine.

What I would do, I would intend to examine from
the documents; so let's do another subject, then, at this
point. And we can take this matter up shortly.

MR. WALKER: I appreciate your consideration.

Off the record.

(Discussion off the record)

MR. GUILD: Back on the record.

I have asked that what has been identified as
Purdy Exhibit 42-2, the series of numbered reports from the
Authorized Nuclear Inspector, be received in evidence and
bound into the transcript, as we did with the previous
exhibit,

MR. WALKER: I am going to have to reassert my
objection on the basis of hearsay, and also I would state
I would like to take an objection on the grounds of relevance:

keeping in mind, as I mentioned before the break, while 1

have not had an opportunity to review these documents, it might

be very helpful for me in terms of resolving at least the
relevance issue, if you could state for the record how you
perceive these documents to be relevant to the inquiry in
the present proceedings?

MR. GUILD: Ms. Ellis informs me that collectively

counsel for Applicants have had these documents -~ of course,
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they've had them for weeks.

And Ms. Ellis informed Applicant's counsel by
correspondence quite a while ago of her intention to use
these documents in this proceeding; and that is the basis
for the agreement that she related she had with Mr. Reynolds,

So we certainly don't think there's a timeliness
question in terms of the ability to address the substance.

Actually, ' have no problem with, you know, taking
what time you need to, to review documents today; but, on the
merits:

It is clear to us that as the witness stated in
response to my questions, the ASME Code work requires
compliance by Applicants with assurances that the Authorized
Nuclear Inspector who performs quality assurance inspection
functions at the facility be unimpeded in the performance
of his work by harassment, intimidation or other conduct that
impedes the performance of inspection.

We believe that these documents are direct evidence
of Applicant's failures te adhere to that obligation, and
provide direct evidence of harassment, intimidation,

And that evidence of harassment and intimidation
as documented by the records of the ANI representatives,
we believe are direct evidence supporting CASE's position

on the harassment and intimidation issue now before the

Licensing Board.




1 MR. WALKER: Just so I am clear, you are referring
. 2 to harassment and intimidation of the AN1?
3 MR, GUILD: Both the ANI representative --

1-8 41134

M the harassment ard intimidation were directed both at himself
5 and harassment and intiridation of those performing

6 inspection functions, including quality control inspectors

1 of Applicant's.

" MR. WALKER: 8o it is your contention that these

9 documents contain evidence of harassment and intimidation

ot QA/QC inspectors and personnel at the site.

s

MR, GUIL": Harassment both of ANI and of quality

—
-

control site personnel.
MR, WALKER: Just so the recerd is entirely clear,
I do not intend to suggest, and it is not my position that

the use of the documents (s in some way untimely in terms of

its use or thelr use, generally, in these proceedings.

My point simply was, like yvou, Bob, 1'm not a

3

reqular playar in the Licensing proceedings, 1 do have respon:
sibility for this deposition and for interposing whatever
objections may bo appropriate and for providing whatever
advice to Texas Utilities and the Witness as may be appropriate
in light of things that come up in tne deposition.

I have not personally had an opportunity to review

these documents.

We can proceed in one of two ways =~ and let me make
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the offer of the alternatives; becau e f you have a strong
preference for one over the other, I ar perfe tiy willing to

3 do my best to accommodate your prefer .ce.

‘ It is my understanding that Mr. Reynolds and

’ Ms. Ellis have been involved in discussions over these docu~
¢ ments for some time; and, therefore, I am confident that

Y Mr. Reynolds is quite familiar with them.

’ We can see if we can locate him and have him step
9 in to this deposition for the purpose of handling the

10

issues touching on these documents, including any interroga~
I tion of the witness regarding these.

12 Or, alternatively, I would have to ask, as I did,

13 48 a matter of courtesy, to me, that you give me a reasonable
W | opportunity to acquaint myself with the contents befors we

B | proceed with interrogation.

e MR, GUILD: At this time let's move to another

7 | subject.

Porhaps if you could alert Mr. Reynolds to that
problem?

I am also faced with professional obligations
@lsewhere, and 1 need to catch a plane later this aftarnoon.
S0 1 want to try to cover, complete the rest of the deposi~
tion of Mr. Purdy; but I am unable to extend to you the

professional courtesy of taking time for recessing the

deposition to allow you to prepare by reading the documents,
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and accomp:ish ny obligations tu see that the other subjects
of examination are covered.

So what I wculd intend to do is to turn from the
subject of th»ase documents and to complete the balance cof the
deposition.

And if there's zime at the end, perhaps we can
take a recess so that you can review these, or perhaps get
Mr. Reynolds to step around the corner and handle this
subiect.

But for now, if perhaps you want to alert him to that
problem, this might be a good time to do it; otherwise, I
think the best thing to do is move with the balance of Mr.
Purdy's examination.

MR. WALKER: Okay.

One additional consideratior., and that is, it is
my understanding that Mr. Reynolds is leaving sometime this

afternocn, as well. And if it is your intention to complete

the deposition today -- and I certainly hope we could --
perhaps I should see if I could locate him now. Because
otherwise we may find ourselves at the end of the day with
you not having sufficient time for me to be able to review
the accuarvents. and Mr. Reynolds no longer available as an
alternative.

MR. GUILD: Let's take about five minutes and see

if we can hash that one out.
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(Recess)

MR. GUILD: Back on the record.

MR. WALKER: We should establish on the record
what the resolution is.

MR. GUILD: I should state that, given our schedul-
ing exigencies and the fact that we all héve to catch planes
and complete Mr. Purdy this afternoon, that I have agreed
not to examine on the subject or the content of the documents{

And our position is that they are in evidence |
as substantive evidence for purposes of proving the truth
of the matters contained in those documents, since, clearly
properly received as, among other things, records kept as
specified by the QA program in the normal course of implemen-
tation of that program at the facility; as well as for pur-
poses of demonstrating the state of Mr. Purdy's awareness,
knowledge or opportunity to be aware of the incidents of
harassment, intimidation and impediments in the ability of the
ANI inspectors to perform their job.

So we offer them as substantive evidence and rely
on them for that purpose.

MR. WALKER: For purposes of clarity of the record,
it is my understanding that the fact that a document is
offered into evidence in this proceeding, by no means means
that it has been received into evidence until such time as

the Board rules on its acceptability.
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And let me again state, so that we're perfectly
clear on it, that the offer is made by the Intervenor subject
to my objection, first, on relevancy grounds; and, second,

on hearsay grounds.

MR. GUILD: That's understood.

MR. WALKER: And I believe that Mr. Bachmann

may wish to add something.

MR. BACHMANN: Staff objects to the admission as
evidence.

Staff does not agree that these should be received
in evidence as to the truth of the matters asserted therein;
that is basically the hearsay objection; we cannot cross-
examine the preparer of the reports.

We do not object to their being admitted as
business documents, but that the narrative or writings in thesd
documents -- this goes to the weight of the evidence, that
the Board, when it rules upon admissibility, should be aware
that there's no opportunity to question the preparer.

And, therefore, we do not agree they should be
accepted for the truth of the matters stated therein.

MR. GUILD: TI'll try to move quickly through a series
of questions with you, and, of course, you tak> whatever time
you need to complete your answer. But let me just preface it
by saying, what I am interested in ascertaining is your

description of your knowledge and involvement in a number of
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events relating to specific named people whom I'm sure you'll
be aware of, a number of whom you have identified already.

These are people who in one way or another were

in"olved and were the victims of conduct that we assert
apresents harassment, intimidation, or actions that impeded
or sought to impede the performance of their safety
functions at the facility.
And, along the lines of the examination that has ‘
taken place so far, I am interested in your involvement in
those instances, and the basis for your conclusions regarding |
those instances.
And I state that so you'll have some handle on where
I'm going with this.
And I would be interested in you telling me what
facts you know that bear on that line of inquiry, when we
go through these subjects.
Let's talk first about an inspector named
Linda Carol Barnes.
Do you know Ms. Barnes?
A Yes, I do.
Q All right.

And what work did Ms. Barnes perform at the facility]
A Ms. Barnes was in a documentation review process.
Q What was her position?

A She was a document -- she was a document
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1 without calling in, you assume the employee is not coming
. 2 back.
3 And I told my administrative assistant, I said,
4 "Ms. Barnes didn't have a telephone and that we had been
5 unable to locate her. I didn't want to terminate her, as
6 there might be a rational reason for her not calling in."
7 I believe it was Tuesday when the other employee
8 notified me that Ms. Barnes had talked to her, and that she ha
9 some problems. And the other employee had urged Ms. Barnes

10 to get ahold of me, as the other employee felt that I should

11 be able to hear and respond to Ms. Barnes concerns, which

12 Ms. Barnes agreed to do so -- the following Wednesday she
. 13 called.

14 And she asked if I had a few minutes to discuss

15 some problems she had.

16 And I said,"certainly."

17 And she said, "well, it might be rather lengthy

18 over the phone."

19 And I asked her: would she feel more comfortable

20 talking to me personally?
21 She said, yes, she would.

I said, "Well, would you like to come back down
to the project in my office, or what would you prefer, to

meet me somewhere else? Whatever you would like?"

8 ¥ 8B B

She said she'd like to meet me somewhere else.
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And I said, "All right, where would you like me to
meet you?"
And she asked if I could meet her on the square

in downtown Granbury.

And I made arrangements to meet Linda down there
about 1:30. !
And I was a few minutes late in arriving, but when :
I got there, I asked Linda if she was planning on coming back i
to work; and she said she wasn't really sure.

And I asked her or I relayed to her that I was

aware she had some problems, that the other employee had already

told me; she had already talked to me. And I asked her if
she would tell me what her concerns were.

MR. WALKER: Excuse me.

Before Mr. Purdy begins his description of Ms.

Barnes' report to him of what her problems may be, -- may have

been -- we would like to interpose an objection on the
basis of hearsay, to the extent that there may be any
intention on the part of Intervenors to use Mr. Purdy's report
of what Ms. Barnes told him for or in an attempt to prove
the truth of the matters asserted in Ms. Barnes' statements
to him.

Bob, if you like, I realize that you're probably
operating under the tightest time constraints of any of us:

I'd be willing to find some sort of abbreviated way of
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1 asserting this kind of objection any time your questions seek
‘ 2 to elicit what would otherwise be hearsay testimony.

3 And I'm not -- I don't have a specific proposal

4 in mind; but in the interest of making it possible for you to |

5 meet your schedule, if you have any suggestions, as long as

6 we can have my ob jection clearly noted, and considered by the

7 Board at such time and in the event when this issue may

8 arise; I am perfectly hapry to do my best to aid you in your

9 interest in getting out of here.

10 MR. GUILD: I would just suggest that's fine.

11 I appreciate the offer.

12 If you just -- it would be helpful, it seems to me,
‘ 13 if you state or just note your hearsay objection.

14 I don't believe you are obligated to, frankly; I

15 think that if you assert that objection later -- all objections

16 of that sort are certainly reserved, as best I understand

17 the agreed-upon procedure.

18 But in any event it seems to me that just simply i

19 noting that you have a hearsay objection seems to clear that |

20 point. And that would save us a lot of extended argumenta-

21 tion.

22 This topic will likely come up as we move through

23 a series of witnesses. And that would certainly suffice for
. 24 my purposes.

25 MR. WALKER: Fine.




Then when the issue comes up I'l1l simply state some-
thing along the lines of "objection on the grounds of hearsay,
or something like that.

BY MR. GUILD:

Q Now, then, Mr. Purdy, what did she relate tc you?
What problems did Ms. Barnes raise to you?
A Ms. Barnes related that she had a problem with her
compensation in the tasks she was doing.
She related the concern that nobody appeared to
know what they were doing.
Q Meaning the document reviewers?
A Document reviewers.
She stated the concern that -n o . ‘eturning

from vacation that some construction proc-.'ures and

engineering specifications that she wdhuld use in her job were

no longer there; they had been taker over by quality
engineering.

And she stated that one Swervisor reminded her
that he would put whatever he had to on a piece of paper to
get her to sign it.

Q Who was that supervisor?
A As I recall it was a gentleman named Dwight
Woodyard.
Her concern with t : procedures and specifications

was when she ques*ioned the individual that had them who was a




1-19

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

8 ® 8B B

11145

site mechanic level-3.

She said, "Well, how am I supposed to use the
documentation?"

And he related to her, "Well, if you need them, I
have them."

And she asked, "Do you have all of them?"

And he says, "I don't know. I got whatever they
gave me."

That, I am assrming implied to her, that he wasn't
sure whether he had all the tools that were required to do
the job.

I responded to each of those concerns of hers
verbally, with Ms. Barnes.

And I explained to her the system of compensation
and some of the efforts that were being made to investigate
the compensation.

And she related to me that we had basically lied
to her once before in the way of compensation.

And I explained to her, that really was incorrect.
That we were attempting to implement a program to recognize
sequential levels of proficiency within the documentation
area; and that prior to being able to implement those the
salary program changed; but we were now looking at other
avenues.

And that had been a question, I guess, for, oh,
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three months, we'd been looking at that, somewhere in that

vicinity.
Q She raised that question of you before?
A She raised it to me once before, and strictly as

conversation at that time.

Q And had you assured her that you would look into
seeing she was appropriately certified for the duties she was
performing?

A I told her I would look into seeing if there was
something relative to the compensation. And if she should
basically be compensated for that, that we'd take a look at
the entire process of ccmpensation; that would be the new
certification program.

Q Did you do it?

MR. WALKER: I thirk we should clarify which of the
two conversations with her you were just referring to?

THE WITNESS: That was the first conversation about
three months earlier.

BY MR. GUILD:

Q Did you honor your commitments made to her in that
first conversation?

A I honored my commitments to look into it.

In fact, I came to the point of trying to implement
another program across the project; but that was subsequently

voided out in about November; because we changed the project
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1 compensation, the wage and salary compensation.
. 2 0 You still haven't answered my question to you.

3 Did you honor your commitments to her?

4 A I said I would look into it and see what I could do.i

5 0 Did you tell her that?

6 A Yes.

7 Q Before she came to you the second time?

8 A Yes.

9 0 And what did you do then?

10 A I believe passing in the hall one day, she had asked

11 how we were making out. I told her "not very well."

12 I don't believe I sat down and explained it to her
‘ 13 in detail.

14 Q Before you go to the other detaisl, Mr. Purdy, is

15 it your testimony that Ms. Barnes did not raise a concern

16 about sexual harassment?

17 A Sexual harassment?

18 Q Yes?

19 A Never mentioned it.

20 Q In those words or in substance?

2 A Wait a minute. Let me step back one.

22 She mentioned something about Mr. Bennetcin

23 making a statement to her that she didn't particularly care

24 for.
L

25 Q And ..id she ask you if that was sexual harassment?
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A I think she probably could have.

0 who is Mr. Bennetcin?

A He is one of the supervisors.

Q He was her supervisor at this time?

A Yes, at that time he was.

Q Now, I think you were telling me that she responded

to each of these concerns verbally at the time?
A Yes, sir.

I told her that I would again look into the
question of compensation; that the subject had not been
forgotten. It was just taking a little bit more time than
we anticipated for coming up with a program where we could
evaluate where a person in documentation review, to establish
a compensation prcyram for them.

Relative to specifications, I discussed with her
that I really wasn't sure why the specifications and
construction procedures were necessary for her to do her
job; because the Part 2A procedure was supposed to define
what was necessary in the way of document verification.

1 explained to her that I was sure that the site

mechanic level-3 said he got what he got and what they gave

him, was really his way of responding to the question. I don't

think he meant to imply that he didn't have everything, or
he didn't care if he had everything, or that he only had what

was given to him.

|
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But that I would look into that.

I responded to her concern about nobody really

| understanding wvhat they were doing by asking her if the
requirements for the document review were not identified in
the procedures?

She says, "well, yes and no; but that nobody
appeared to be trained or -- on the programs to be
implemented relative to the document review."

And I had indicated to her that I would certainly
look at that one; because it was my understanding that
everybody was in fact trained to perform that through on the
job training, and the information was available in QA
procedures and instructions that were to implement those
requirements.

And that I would get back to her on that one, also.

And I told her that I would talk to the supervisors
to try and ascertain the intent of their statements of --
relative to -- at that time I think I just committed to
looking into the statement of whatever you want on a piece
of paper to get you to sign it off, -- meaning that I would
talk to Mr. Woodyard about that, about that particular
statement.

I asked her at that particular point -- I guess the
conversation took about, oh, maybe 15, 20 minutes -- I asked

her at that particular point if she would like to come back
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and go to work, because she was a valuable employee and I

not to come back to work;

had really no desire at all for her
and that I would definitely take care of and look into those
considerations and get back to her on them.

And she had indicated to me, well, she wasn't quite

sure at that time; she wasn't sure she wanted to go back to
work.
So I asked her if she would at least sit down and
think about it, since she had brought some concerns to my
attention that I thought were significant and warranted look-
ing into; and that she certainly didn't have to be afraid
of any of the supervisors or people that she was working

with getting on her case about bringing hLer concerns to me;

because 1 appreciated the opportunity to address them.

And she said, well, -- again she said, well, I
don't think I am going to come back to work.

And I asked her if she would at least call me
Monday and let me give her a status on what I'd looked into

and what 1'd found.

And to make her decision at that time if she'd
like to come back to work.

She said that she'd do that.

And that afternoon I went back to work and startéd

a personal exensive review of the QA procedures and the

programs; took a look at the personnel that were doing the




document review, and discussed with the owners the necessity
of coming up with a compensatory program that would provide
those personnel with an economic benefit predicated upon
their qualifications, of course.

I talked to a few of the individuals, and what I
found out was that in any given activity, they understood
what they were supposed to do.

Of course, they actually understood how to look at
a weld data card and to determine whether or not the right
welding procedure had been verified by QC, and what was used,
and whether the hold points were identified, and basic
requirements of 45-209 for accuracy and legibility were
accomplished.

But they didn't understand how that weld data
card fit into the entire completion of the particular line.

And so it dawned on me that that particular point,
that even though they may be getting on the job training,

for the specific actions, they may not understand the overall

program relative to system completness that they were getting

involved in.

I look into procedures and, again, found that
although the requirements were there, there were several
procedures that you had to go to in order to be able to
draw the whole picture.

It wasn't -- it wasn't a question of being able
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1 to look at one procedure and give the entire story from
. 2 A-to-Z relative to the final verification process.
3 I talked to the quality engineering manager and
4 asked him about the movement of the codes or specifications
5 and construction procedures.
6 And he iterated to me that they were being moved
T because it is a quality engineering assurance responsibility
8 to maintain those, and that any changes to issues to those
9 procedures or specifications are required by the program
10 to be reviewed in the Brown & Root program -- be reviewed by
11 quality engineerir.;, to determine procedural changes should
12 be made and the QA program should be addressed relative to
. 13 those changes.
14 An” that really emphasized the fact that it was
15 our intent to provide very clear and precise procedures to

16 QA personnel and not make it necessary that they go to

17 numerous other <ocuments to try and figure out what they had
18 to do relative to determining how to complete their job.

19 I asked him to look into the level-3 statement about,
20 well, I have everything they gave me.
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We verified through the audit that we had the
necessary changes. What he was doing was just giving one
of his typical responses which probably was not appropriate
under the circumstances, but it didn't mean to allude to
anything technically.

I started at that time on a project to pull
the procedures back into a very clear picture of the document
review people on how to perform their functions and what was
necessary for them to verify.

As I indicated, I started rewriting that procedure
I went down and talked to the owner and discussed with the
owner the necessity of implementing a more formal training
program for the documentation personnel which covered not
only the individual activities but the entire scope of the
verification proce<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>