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SUIMARY

in vune 1563, a Brown & Rcet, Inc. coitires ouality control (OC) incpector at
the Comarche Feek Steam Electric Station (CPSES) &'lege¢ thet Brown & Root (C
supervisors, while conducting a document review for coatings records made prior
to April 1981, altered and falsified coatings records to make them aceguate.
These records were excluded from a coatings backfit program initiated as a
result of an NRC Notice of Violation for inadequate coatings inspecticr
cdccumentation,

An NRC review of these ccatings inspection records in the Brcwn § Root vault
.revealed that many of the ccatings inspection records were xercxed ccpies and
contained adcitional penned entries. This review identified several inspection
packages on liner plate which contained inspection documentation that had been
incorporated into the packages that obviously was not a part of the
inspections; i.e., paint mix sheets dated weeks before the paint was applied.

Four individuals who had worked as Brown & Rcot cbatings QC inspectors in 1977
and 1978 when these inspection records were made, were shown copies of the
suspect records. A1l four individuals testified that at the time these
inspections were concucted, it was an accepted practice in the coatings
inspection crew to xerox copies of inspection checklists for many items
pairtecd at the same time under the same conditions.

Une of the above four individuals stated he believed the records had been
falsified based on additional entries made on the xerox copies of his
checklists which were not in his handwriting. This individual also indicated
he suspected these records were falsified by the reviewing supervisors based on
his conversaticns with other coatings inspectors. Two of the other three
individuals interviewea explained that this particular inspector had been
deficient in completing his reports. One of these individuals stated thzt he
heard rumcrs that other inspection personnel regularly helped this inspector Ly
completing his paperwork.



Twe individuals who had worked as coatings QC clerks during a portion of the
time these ccatings inspections were performed, testified they dic rct know of
any additices cr felcification related to the inspecticr checklists. One of the
former rlerks icentitiec the 1nspector, who believec his checklists may heve
peen altered, as béing chrericelly deficient in preparing and completing his
paperwork.

Three GC supervisors responsible for conducting the review of cuvatings
inspection cocumentation denied falsifying the inspection records in question.
One of the supervisors stated that he, in a few inctances, made additional
cupies ot certain inspections recorcs and incorporated them into the irspeciicn
peckaces if the dates and locations were corresponding. The other tuc
superviscrs testified their reviews were limited to cataloguing and mappirc the
inspections as “satisfactory” or "unsatisfactory."

The irmediate supervisor of the QC coatings inspection crew, the QC superviscr
for Reactor Buiiding I, the Non-ASHE GC Supervisor, and the Texas Utilities
Generating Company (TUGCO) Site Quality Assurance (QA) Supervisor all deniec
knowledge of the alteration cor falsification of coatings recerds.

The TUGCC Mcr-ASME QC Manager, wno w_..ed under the supervision of the TUGCO
Site QA Supervisor and who supervisec the coatings QC inspection crew at the
time the inspection records were created, denied ever havirg been told by his
subordinates that the inspection records were rot being completed cr were
inacequate. This supervisor stated the coatings inspection program was crected
and implemented by the TUGCC Site QA Supervisor.

The TUGCO QA Manager (corporate) related that the TUGCO Site QA Supervisor had
mentioned a problem involving the xeroxed inspection records to him during a
telephone conversation in the latter part of 1983. The TUGCO QA Manager, after
recontacting the Site QA Supervisor, concluded that their earlier converséticn
had pertained to xercxing original inspection records rather than any xeroxeo
copies made durirg reviews conducted by Brown & Root supervisors., A reinter-
view of the Site QA Supervisor indicated that he concurred with the TUGCO QA
Manager's explanation of the conversation.



Following the completion of interviews with the four coatings QOC irspectors who
had participated in the inspections made prior to April 1881, the alleger was
reintervienec. The 21lecer said that at the time he mace his allegation, he
"wu noL been aware o1 the earlier inspection practice of makirg xercrec copies
when rzry items were painted at the same time under the same conditions. The
alleger indicated the basis of his contention was his assumption that the
reviewing supervisors must have made the ccpies, since xeroxed coﬁ%es were NOw
a violation cf existing coatings procedure.

Technical concerns icertified during the course of *his investigation were
forwarced to the NRC Region IV for evaluaticn and review.
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Purpose of Investigation

The purpose of this investicetion was to determine if cortires (Laiity Contrel
\QC) inspection reccrcs gererated at the Comanche Peak Stecr E'ectivic Sietion
{CPSES) bLefcre April 1981 were altered anc taisitied bty Brown & Roct, Inc. (i€
supervisors during subsequent document reviews to make the records acceptable
to the American Nalional Standards Institute (ANSI) standarcs.



.~ Backgrounc

During April 1981, Cléude JCHLSCHL, ¢ L.S. Nuclear Reguletory Corriecice (MPC)
Inspector in Fericr 1V, corcucied an inspection at the CFSES or the cuatings OC
incpecticr progrem. in October 1981, a Notice of Viclition wes issued by the
KRC against the Texas Utilitiec Cenerating Company (TUGCO) for failyre 10 neet
the ANS] standerds in implementing and mzintaining acceptable QC inspection
recorcs. The TUGCD QC managers responded by crccring nunconforﬁance reports
(kCks) written sgeinct 211 coetings GC inspection reccrds réce pricr to April
19€]1 and by institutirg 2 document review of the nspectiorn records to
cetermine 1 r: were ececvete as Quality records. (catings cccunent reviews
5y CPSES begar in hoverber 19€1, and maps were prepared idertifying erecs
having acccuzte ccatings QC inspection documentation. A coatings backfit
piogram for a1l areas containing pzinted surfaces was implemented in
curjurncticer with the review. :

On Jure 25, 1663, DR emaml (Confidentiality Pecuested), a Brown & Rcot,

Ir.c.-— CPSES, mede en allegation to the NRC Cftice of

Irvestigations concerning possible felsification of coatines OC ircpecticn
cocumentaticr. by the QC supervisors résponsible for the ducument review ot the
0ld coatings inspecticn records referenced by the NCPs.



Interview of Houston Floyd GUNN

Cr Moverber 20, 1983, Houstor Flcy¢ GUNh, a Brown & Root, Inc. coatires (f
irspectey &t the Conanche Peak Steam Electric Stition, was interviewed by NEr
Investigator H. Brcoks CRIFFIN. GUNN's testimony was recordec ir the form of a
signed, sworn statemert and is inciudéd with this report as Exhibit (3). GUNN
stated he hac been employed in his present position since October 1977.

When GUNN was shown ccetings Inspection Record PC0321Z, Exhibit (2-1), a
xeroxec inspection checklist bearing his sigrzture, GUNN confirmed having riace
the ertries on this xerox copy, with the exception of the “PC" number anag the
vault number.

GUNN was shown ccatings Inspection_Record Nos. ,
Exhibits (2-14), (2-15) and (3-2) through (3-21), which were xercxec copies of
PC0321Z, Exhibit (3-1). GUNN explained that in.ig}7 and 1978 there were orly
three coatings QC inspectors on site, and they were FAZI, Danie) HASH, erc
freelf. GUNN stated that all three inspectors regulariy made xercxec ccpies
of inspecticr checklists which contained the same information, cuch as ambient
conditions or sezl coet information. GUNN stated that when the seal coat
inspection was completed, the inspector filled in the locaticn and thickness
values,

GUKK was also shown Inspection Record No. PC03237, Exhibit (3-22), arc PCC1397
through PCC1402, Exhibits (3-23) through (3-28), which were xeroxed copies.
GUNN statec these inspection reports representer a nurber of items which were
painted at the same time, and that he recognized his héndwriting on the
checklists. GUNN stated his signature and the da.. were xeroxed to save time.
GUKI coniirmed these copies represented actual inspections he perfcrmec on the
cdéte ircicated.

GUNN stated he rerembered being interviewed in 1981 by MRC Inspector Claude
JOHNSON regardine coatings records. GUNN said that after JOHNSON wrote a
Notice of Violation for inadequate ccatings recorcds, the QC inspectors were
‘nstructed to locate all existing coatings document, and bring them to the



vault. GUNN said that prior to the violation, coatings records were ir an
office file cabinet. GUNN also said that after the violation, xercred cepies
were not alleved. CULN indicated he was aware that part cf JCHNSON's Notice of
Violation cited en absence of records. GUNN stated that wher the coatings QC
inspectors located additicnal records, they were not'provided to the NRC as
mitigating evicence. GUNN said he believed that a former QC supervisor, James
HAWKINS, may'havé lost his job because the records were stored improperly.

Although not contained in his statemert, GUNN confided that although FAZI was
thorough in his inspections, he often failed tc compliete his inspection
reports. GUNN said he heard rumors from various co-workers that other
inspection personnel regularly completed FAZI's reports if they had the proper
informaticn that FAZI failed to record. GUNN was unable to identify specific
records or individuals who had made entries on FAZI's reports.

INVESTIGATOR'S KOTE: The technically related portions of GUNN's

responses tc 1nquiries'regarding the use of the cvatings records

which were unrelated to faisification were provided to the

Region IV staff fer evaluation in conjunction with an ongoing

inspection effort. This technical information is included in

Exhibit (3).



interview of Harvey Daniel HASH, Jr,

Cr Cecerber 8, 1983, Daniel HASH, Jr., a former Erown & Root, Inc. coatinee (C
irepectior oy the Comanche Peak Steam Electric Station, was interviewed by NFC
Investigators H. Brooks GRIFFIN and Wendel E. FROST ir- PASH's
testimory was recorded in the form of a signed, sworn statement which is
included with this report as Exhibit (4). HASH said he was hired or a drill
crew at CPSES in Octocber 1974, then was transferred to coatings QC about two
vears later. HASH saiu he became the ccatings area courciretor (supervisor)
in about Apiril 1977.

HASH rzcalled that when coatings inspections began on liner plates, the piate
numbers were lccated on the concrete side of the plates. HASH said James
HAWKINS, nis supervisor, told him liner plate prints would igentify the
locations of plates to correspond with the QC inspecticns. HASK also recalled
that HAUKINS teld him not to worry about the lack of traceability of
inspections on miscellaneous steel.

HASH said ke remerbered an instance in which HAWKIKS werted an inspector namec
Houston GUNN to sign off on some gquestionable inspections. HASK saic GUNN
refusec unless HAWKINS gave him a memorandum authcrizing the sign off. HASH
saic HAWKINS wrote the memorandum, erc¢ GUNK attached a copy of the memorancur
to each checklist.

HASH said that wher he was promoted to area coordinatcr, he haa trouble with
HAWUKINS and Harry WILLIAMS (supra) pressuring him to sign off on inrspecticns,
or they disagreed with NCRs written by he inspectors. HASH said HAWKINS
systematically arranged to have inspectors removed from their positions if they
were too thorough in their inspections. HASH said he believec FAWKINS'
predecessor, Pat CLARK, may have been demoted in that manner.

INVESTIGATOR'S NOTE: CLARK was not interviewed because the testimony

~ received from other witnesses indicated he was not emplcyed at CPSES
wher the records were created which were allegecly later falsified.
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HASH said he left his employment with Brown & Root in October 1979 beczuse of
his disagreements with HAWKINS and WIL! IAMS. HASH said that Robert RAMILTON,

a former Brown & koot ccarings CQC supervisor at CPSES, tock his place when he
levi, anc he hac heard that HAMILTON had the same type ot trouble with WILLIAI'S
and HAWKINS.

HASH said the early coatings inspections were an attempt to "sell" Texas
Utilities cerv1ccs, Inc. final paint 1nspections in inaccessible areas. HASH
said the paint cn the liner plate and equipment was damaged cver and over
3gain, and ¢id not constitute final inspections.

HASE <e2id that while he was an inspector, the ioucation identification vritter
or the inspection checklists was usually limited to “"Unit I." HASH said he
did rot know of anyone adding tag or location numbers to the inspectcre'
checklists., HASH said he did not know of any falsification related to the
inspection checklists, although he was aware the NRC later determired that the
records were incomplete and inadequate.

INVESTIGATOR'S NCTE: The technically related portions of EASh's
responses to inquiries regarding the use of the coatings records
which were unrelated tc €alsification were provided to the Reyicn iV
staff for evaluation in conjunction with an ongoing inspection
etfort, This technical informaticn is included in Exhibit (4).
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Telephonic Interview of Cordella HAMILTON

Or Januery 18, 1984, Coraelle HAMILTON, a former Brown & Root, Inc. QC mix
inspectcr anc clerk, was telephonically interviewed by WRC Investigatur

H. Brooks GRIFFIN. HAMILTON stated she had becn hired as a laborer at CPSES
in the Summer of 1980 under her maiden name, BIRDWELL. HKAMILTON said she was
promoted to the coatings QC crew as a mix inspector in the Fall of 1980:
HAMILTON said she worked in this position until she quit in March 1982,

Wher asked 17 she ever had occasion tc meke additional entries on coatircs
ircpectors' checklists, HAMILTON said she sometimes added paint mix times to
checklists but never made any additions related to inspection locations.
HAMILTON said her work at the paint shop was limited to witnessirc paint mixes.

When HAMILTON was asked if she recalled anyone making any additions to the
inspection records of Joseph FAZI (supra), she said she recalled that Sheila
BROWN, a coatings inspector, helped FAZI with his paperwork. HAMILTON said
that FAZLI was very bad about completing his inspection documentation, and che
recaiied that FAZI sometimes complained to Harry WILLIAMS, the supervisor,
about the QC clerks “nitpickirg" him about his record keeping.

HAMILTOR stated she did not know of any felsification related to the. coatincs
inspection records, although she remembered that many of the inspecticn
checklists were not compieted because of the large number of inspections that
had to be handled by the 1imited number of inspectors.

12



Telephonic Interview of Sheila BROWN

On January 18, 1924, Sheila ERCWh, a former Brown & Rcot, 'nc. OC clerk, wes
telephonically interviewec by MNRC Investigator H. Brocks GKIFFIL. BRECV stated

she wes Tirst employed by Brown & Root at CPSES in July 1979 as a laborer. '
EROWN said she was transferred to a position as the coatings QC clerk about . ’
four months later. BROWN said she was reassigned as the field engineer

secretary about eight months later, then was transferred to a clerk's position

in pipe hangers, then back as the coatings QC clerk. BROWN said she wes tiread

by Brown & Root for excessive absenteeism in August 1982.

When EROWK was questioned as to her duties ac the CC clerk, she stated she cicd
not recall making any additions to irspectors' checklists, including thcse ¢7
dbseph FAZI. BROWN said that if she icentified a deficiency on a checklist,
cshe either gave it to Robert HAMILTON, the supervisor, or returned it tc the
incpector, BROWN said she did not know of any additions or falsitication
related to the coatings irspection records, although she remerbered the concern
over the incompleteness of the records when the craer was given to bring ail of
the coatings records tc the vault.



Interview of Robert HAMILTON L

Jn December 7, 1983, Robert M/PILTCM. a former Brown & Root, Irc. costings (L
supervisor at the Cemanche Peak Steam Electric Staticn, wus interviewed by KRC
Investigator H. Brooks GRIFFIN. HAMILTON's testimony was recorded in the rurm
of @ signed, sworn statement and is included with this report as Exhibit (5).
HAMILTOM said he was originally hired as a QC cadweld inspector in Novenber
197€, was *ransterred to coatings QC two years later, and then promoted tc
coatings UL supervisor in 1979. HAMILTON said Daniel HASH preceded hir as
cupervisor, HAMILTON stated his supervisor was Harry WILLIAMS, and his
cuperintendent was JAMES HAWKINS.

HAMILTCN said he remembered that HASH had many disagreements with WILLIAMS and

HAWKINS over procedures. HAMILTON said that prior to WILLIAMS' arrival on

site, the coatings inspectors did not have much contact or trouble with

HAWKINS. HAMILTON said HAWKINS indicated he (HAWKINS) did not know much about

coatings 2nd would rely on the inspectors to dc the job properly. HAMILTON

said he believed HASH left his position with Brown & Root because HAWKINS znd £
WILLIAMS continually sided with the craft against HASH (QC). \

HAMILTON said that as soon as he became the supervisor, he began having the
same problems HASH bad experienced with HAWKINS and WILLIAMS. HAMILTON
recalied that within 30 days after he became supervisor, he made HAKVINS aware
of the fect that the coatings inspection records were incomplete and that he
was not abie to make the inspectors complete the records. HAMILTON said
HAKKINS told him not to worry about the records, that WILLIAMS was aware cf the
problem but did not appear concerned until he developed the "IR" (Inspection
Report) system.

HAMILTON said he told NRC Inspector Claude JOHNSON, during his 1981 inspectiom,
that the volume of rework resulted in incemplete paperwork, HAMILTON saic
JOHNSON cited the condition of the inspection reports in his Notice of
Violation.

HAMILTON said that before JOHNSON's inspection, the coatings records were

~
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stored in a file cabinet in the QC trailer. HAMILTON said he did rct believe
WILLIAMS was aware of the location of the records.

hAMILTON saic thet following the Notice of Vieletion, Runald TOLSON, supra, anc
Thomes BRANDT, a supervisor at CPSES, called him to a meeting ana told him the
records were "a mess." HAMILTON recalled that TOLSON said he should fire him.
HAMILTON said he explained to TOLSON that the volume of rework had resulted in
the incomplete records, ana that he had already made HAWKINS aware cf the
corcition of the records. HAMILTON stated that TOLSON told him to "get %he
records straicht."

HAMILTON stated that because of the large amount of rewerk cenducted to repair
gamege to the painted surfaces durirg ongoing construction, he decided tc star*
a log iaentifying the inspections conducted in lieu of inspection reports.
HANILTCK stated the log system was cited as improper in the NRC's Notice of
Violation. HAMILTON saic HAWKINS approved the log system befcre he started
using it.

HAMILTOM stated that when he was first transferred io coatings, Cathy GILBREATH
was the coatings QC file clerk.

INVESTIGATUK'S NOTE: Attempts to locate GILRREATH through

Brewr & Rout records, telephone records, anc¢ postal checks

were unsuccessful. Information wes received that GILBREATH
merried after she left CPSES and moved cway.

HAMILTON said GILBREATH's duties were to check t- paint mixes and to
monitor painter qualification records. HAMILTOMN :id tnat GILBREATH ana
Cordella HAMILTON also reviewed coating records for completeness, ang they
returned inspection records to the inspectors if they were not complete.

HAMILTON explaired that many of these inspection records were not complete

because the procedure at that time did not call for final accepterce sign o7'f
becauce of continual damage and rewcrk to the painted surfaces. HAMILTCK scid

15



he cicd not know of any instances wherein the clerks made additions to the
irspectors' reports.

RAHILTCN caic re remembered that inspectocrs FAZI. supra, and DENDY, a coa*ings
GC inspecter, were particularly tac about completing their reports. ‘

INVESTIGATOR'S NOTE: DENDY was not interviewed as part of this
investigation because irquiries disclosed that the suspect ccatings
recoras which are the subject of this investigatien did not include
inspections conducted by DENDY.

HAMILTON said he recalled that mény of the mix sheets and repair records were
xeroxed to save time. HAMILTON said he did not know of any falsification
reiated tc these inspection records. HAMILTOM said that.coatings was of such
a low priority at that time that nobody cared about the conditicn ¢ the
coatings records.

INVESTIGATOR'S NOTE: The technically related porticrs cf KAMILTON's
responses tc irquiries regarding the use of the coatings records which
were unrelated to falsification were provided to the Regicr IV staff
for evaluation in conjunction with an ongoing inspection effort. This
technical information is incluced in Exhibit (5).
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Interview of Michael FOQOTE

Un hoverber 9, 19€3, Michzel FOOTE, an Ebasco Services incerporatec night shitt
CC cupervisor at the Comanche Feck Stean Electric Station, was irteryviewec by
NFC Investicator H. Brooks GRIFFIN. FOUTE's testimony was recordec in the fcrm
of a signed, sworn statement and is included with this report as Exhibit (6).
FOOTE said he had been transferred to CPSES in January 1562 urcer Thomras

BRANDT (supra) to conduct a coatings document review with Richard CUMMINGS .

an Ebasco superviscr, Toilowing an NRC Notice of Violatfon. FOOTE said he
reviewed ard mepped coat.ngs documents for about six weeks ard was then
promoted to supervisor abcut the same time CUMMINGS was promcted to a job

at the South Texas Project, locatec in Bay City, Texas.

rCOTE stated that when he began his review, the coatings records were stered in
the vault, but were not officially logged into the vault. FOOTE said that
during the review, the records were transferred to his office. FQOTE said he
started the review by dividing the records into the areas of liner plate,
concrete, miscellaneous steel, and equipnient. FOCTE said he began mapping the
liner plate for acceptable dccumentation, and entered a control rumter in the
upper right hand corner of the inspecticn reports. FOOTE said many of the
inspection reports were already tocether in packages for the various steps in
the inspections conducted during the application of paint. FOOTE said that in
some instances he assembled packages together if they hac sufficient location
identification,

FOOTE said that after he was promoted, Neill BRITTON (supra) reviewed these
same dccuments and occasionally asked him questions about his review. FOOTE
said he was not invelved in subsequent reviews, dispositioning of the NCRs, or
sampling during the backfit. FOOTE said he did not know how these old
inspection records were to be used in respect to the coatings program,

FOOTE said he had rct méde ény additions to these coatings records other than
control numbers, nor had he made xeroxed copies and added them to the records.
FOOTE said he also di¢ nct krow of anyone else altering or aadirg tc these
records. FCOTE said he ¢id not know of any falsification related to these
coatings reccrds.

17



INVESTIGATCR'S NOTE: The technically related portions of FOOTE's
responses to inquiries regarding the use of the coatings records
which were unrelated to falsificaticr vere provided to the Region 1Y
starf for evaluatiun in cunjuncticr with an crgoing inspection efturt,
This technical information is included in Exhibit (6).
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Telephonic Interview of Richard CUMMINGS

Cn hovember 15, 1983, Richerd CUMMINCS, ar Ebasco Services Incorperatec
superviscr, was telephonically interviewed by MFC Irvesiiyator H. Brooks
GRIFFIN. CUMMINGS stated he had been employed as a level I!i Civil Cuality
Engineer working for Thomas BRANDT on the Non-ASME side of construction at the
_ Comanche Peak Steam Electric Station from November 1981 until February 1582.
CUMMINGS said he left CPSES for a promotion as the Quality Assurance (QA) Site
Surervisor at the South Texas Project, located in Bay City, Texas.

CUMMINGS stated he was originally sent to CPSES to conduct document reviews,
civil structural reviews and to rewrite procedures. CUMMINGS saic thet aroro
his duties, he participeted in a document review of ccatirgs records to deter-
mine the acceptébility of the records. CUMMINGS said Michazel FOOTE was also
involved in’thc document review with him and that as they reviewed the
documents, they mapped ti.> various inspections represented as either acceptable
or unacceptable. CUMMINGS said that when he began his review, the coatings
recoras were stored in the Brown & Rect vault but were not official vault
oucunents. CUMMINGS said that FOOTE ard he sometimes worked on the documernts
in the vault, and sometimes they checked out the coatings recorcs &nc tcck them
to their office.

CUMHIKGS said his review showed many of the reccrds to be incompiete. CUMMINCS
elec caid many of the documents were separated and that FOOTE and he attachec
tocether records for the same location. CUMMINGS said tha: in c*her ceses, the
records were compiete and had been assermbled together with surface preparation,
primer coat, mix sheet, and seal coat inspection checklists. CUMMINGS said he
remembered from his review that the steel supports had not been identified
éccorcing to location which he believed called for a complete backfit.

CUNMINGS said that about 50 to 60 percent of the liner plate recoras were
acceptable,

CUMMINGS stated that when he began his review, a backfit program had not been
started. CUMMINGS said that FOOTE and he started with the lirer plate records
because, as construction continued, areas of liner plate would be covered by
duct work., CUMMINGS said that if the azimuths on the various incpection

19



reports were corresponding they would "marry" the documents tccether on “he
Tiner plate. CUMMINGS said that in some cases (not further identified) he mece
Yercyec copies uf corresponding inspection reccrds on the liner plate
cecumentation. CUMMILGS saic he acced these copies to the inspectien packaces

if he was confident the ‘nfcrmation on the copies matched the locations and/or
dates of the cther inspection records. CUMMINGS stated that normélly document
packages that Jid not contain all required documents were listed "unsatisfactery"”
and included in the backfit program.

CUMMINGS said he believed a Tcrmer coatings supervisor, Rcbert FAMILTON, had in
some cases recorced the tag runibers (location numbers) on the inspection
records afier they had been submitted by the coctings inspectors. CUMMINGS
said he also believed that HAMILTCN had already been mapping areas prior tc his
(CUMMINGS) arrival on site. CUMMINGS said he did not keep a log for his
review, and he remembered that NCRs (monccnformance reports) had already been
written fur coatings records made prior to the NRC's Notice of Viclation 1n
1981.

CUMMINGS sai& he did rot believe that areas mapped as having acequate documen-
tation were to be incluaed in the backfit program. CUMMINGS stated he recom-
mended to his supervisors that these old records be attached to the new
inspection records createa auring the backfit program, but said he di¢ not krow
it hic cucgestion had been followed after he left CPSES. CUMMINGS stated he
¢ic not falsify any of the coatings records, nor did he know of anyone else
falsifying these records. CUMMINGS stated he did not complete the cccument
review because he was reassigned following his promotion.

INVESTIGATOR'S NOTE: The technically related portions of CUMMINGS'
responses to inquiries regarding the use of the coatings records
which were unrelated to falsification were provided to the Region IV
staff for evaluation in conjunction with an ongoing inspection
effort.
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Interview of Neill BRITTON

On Cctcber 27, 1983, Heil! BRPITTON, a Brown & Root, Inc. coetings (C lead
inspector, was interviewed by NRC Investigater M. Brooks GEIFFil. BRITTCR's
testinony was rccorded in the form of a signed, swern statement which is
included in this report as Exhibit (7). . BRITTON stated he had previously
werked as a coatings documentation review coordinator for coatings records made
prior to 1981. BRITTON said he conducted this review from February to July
15€3. BRITTON said he hac prepared a log to record the new coatings "PC"
rumbers he issued to the old inspectior records, and to reference NCP nurkers
cr each inspection package. BRITTON szid the NCR numbers referenced vere
writter cr ccatings inspection documentation gerieri ced prior to April 1981
which was found tc be incomplete or inedequate as described ir ar NPC Notice of
Violation on the coatings records in 1981.

BRITTON said he wes reaquested to perform this review by Thomas BRANDT (supra),
anc that the coatings were stored in BRAMDT's office. BRITTON said he learred
thet Michael FOOTE and Richard CUMMINGS had previously conducted & portial
review cf these cvatings records for liner plate in the reactor containment in
Unit I. BRITTON said that during his review, he separatec the various
inspection records including surface preparations, primer applications, and
seal coat checklists because each was covered by & different pnrocedure

BRIIIUN said he also mapped locations for each of the inspecticr records as
“satisfactory"” or “unsatisfactory." BRITTON said his log started with "pC"
number 00001 and continued through 03700. BRITTON stated he divided the
records into the various groups identified by the NCRs such as liner plate,
concrete, cable tray hangers, conduit supports, and miscellaneous steel.

ERITTON said the reason for his review was to ensure the records were coirplete
and ready for the vault rather than reviewing them for sufficiency or adequacy.
BRITTON said he di¢ nct make any additional entries other than the "PC"

numbers ana NCk nunbers, nor did he create any new dccumentation added to
these records. BRITTON stated he did not falsify any of these records, nor
did he kncw of any falsification of coatings records.



BRITTON stated it was his understanding that NCRs for liner plate and concrete

required total backfit inspections to be dispositionec. BRITTON said the cther
"“CRs were to be partially backfitted and had been accepted based cr & represen-
tative carpling. BRITTON said this was accomplished through a revision c* “ke

backfit procedures.

BRITTON said he reviewea all of the documents referenced in his log, and
because they referenced an NCR and had been found to be inadequate or
discrepant, they were not to be used a5 finai ctoatinge cccumentation. BRITTON
said these records did not meet the ANSI standards for adequacy. BRITTCM said
“iese inspection checklists were in some cases incomplete, xeroxed, anc cci-
tained unidentified entries and white-cut. BPITTON said these inspection
records were logged into the vault for historical purposes and were not to be
represented as satisfactory Quality records.

BRITTON said that coatings records mgﬁe sin.: 1981 and those created up until
the time of room turnover were the only acceptable Quality coatings recorcds,
ERITTOR saia the records made prior to 1981 had not been closed and will nct be
closed until the backfit program is completed.

INVESTIGATOR'S NCTE: The technically related porticrs of BRITTON's
responses to irquiries regarding the usc of the coatings records which
were unrelated to faisitication were provided to the Region IV staff
for evaluation in conjunction with an ongoing inspection effort. This
technical information is included in Exhibit (7).



Interview of Harry WILLIAMS

On lovenber 7, 1963, Karry WILLIANS, a Drave Cerstructors, Inc. (Drave)
crgloyee and former Dravo supervisur ut the Comanche Peak Steam Eleciric
Stalion, was interviewed by NRC Investigators H. Brooks GRIFFIN and Donaic D.
DRISKILL in Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania. This interview was recorded by an NkC
contract court reporting service, and a transcript is includec with this report
as Exhibit (8). WILLIAMS was represented for the purposes of this interview by
Johre KILZEY, @ Pravo attorney. WILLIAMS stated he supervised Brown & Rcet (€
‘repectors in coatings and concrete at CPSES for about four and one-bhal€ :cers
becinring in 1979. WILLIAMS said he was promcted to supervisor over ccatines
i June 1982 and worked in that capacity until September 1983. :

VILLIAMS stated he was aware of coatings document reviews and mapping ccrcucted
by Michael FCOTE and Richard CUMMINGS, ana subsequently by Heill BRITTON.
WILLIAMS said he did not participate in these reviews. WIL' "AMS recalled he
had been responsible fer zssembling the coatings records pricr to these reviews
and having them taken to the Brown & Rout vault. WILLIAMS said that prior te
that time, the coatings records were stored in Robert HAMILTON's GC sheack.
WILLIAMS saic the review conducted by FOCTE and CUMMINGS resulted in the
backiit program ordered by Ronald TCLSOK on coatings and the NCRs written cr
the existing records. WILLIAMS said BRITTON was in charge of the coatings
beckfit program for inspecticns ccrcucted prior to April 1981.

VILLIAMS said some of the old inspection documentation was deternined tc be
acequate, and coatings maps reflected the areas that had adequate documen-
tation. WILLIAMS indicated that areas with adequate documentation were not
includea in the backfit, and that QC inspectors performing the backrit had
access to the old inspection records. WILLIAMS guessed that about S8 percent
of the coatings inspections performed prior to April 1981 had tc be beckfitted.
WILLIZAMS recalled that FOOTE and CUMMINGS had characterized most o the
incpection records included in tﬁeir review as inadequate records. WILLI/FS
s2id he did not know of any additions or entries made on these old recores
durirc the reviews, nor did he know of any talsification of the old inspecticr
records. WILLIAMS said he believea the o1d coatings inspecticr records were
still in the seme €urm and condition as they were when they were created.
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INVESTIGATOR'S NOTE: The technically related portion of WILLIAMS'
responses to inquiries regarding the use of the coatings records which
were urrelated to falsification were providec to the Region IV stafr

tor evaluation in cunguncticn with an cngeing inspection efrert. This
technical informeticn is incluced 1n Exhibit (8).




Interview of James HAWKINS

On January 10, 1984, James HAWKINS, the Assistant QA Manayer fer Faléwin
Associates at the Clintun Puwer Station, was interviewed by I‘PC Investigators
H. Brooks GRIFFIK enc kencel E. FROST in Clinton, :11ircis. MAWKINS' testinony
was recorded in the form of a signed, sworn statement which is included with
this report as Exhibit (9). HAWKINS stated he worked at CPSES as the Texas
Utilities Generating Company QA representative on contract from Gibbs & kill.
HAWKINS said his duties incluced surveillance of Brown & Root CC inspectors.
HAWKINS saia he began his work at CPSES in January 1975 zné¢ worked there until
November 1921.

HALKINS recalled that when Ronald TOLSON wes éppcinted the Non-ASME (C
Supervisor (subsequently, the TUGCO site 0A supervisor) at CPSES, TCLSGH
arpeirted him the Non-ASME QC manager. HAWKINS said he supervised ccatinge OC
inspectors as part of his duties. HAWKINS recaiied that Daniel HASH worked as
the first line supervisor over the coatings QC inspection crew for about six
months, and Harry WILLIAKS was brought in as HASH's superviscr. HAKKINS said
HASH left his employment with Brown & Root for & better Jjob, and was replaced
by Robert HAMILTON. HAWKINS stated that aithough he remembered disagreements
Letween WILLIAMS and the two supervicsors, HASH and HAMILTON, he did nct believe

thet WILLIAMS and he supported the craft over the QC inspectors.

Wher questionea about the conditions of the coatings QC records, HALKINS stated
the coatings program at CPSES was the creation of TOLSON, and he indicated the
state of the records was TOLSON's responsibility. HAWKINS saic he later tried
to institute a log system for painted items rather than contirue the rework
inspections because of the continued damage to the equipment during ongoing
cernstruction,  HAWKINS stated his Tog system was suspended by the NRC's 1081
inepection,

HAWKINS stated he did not recall HAMILTON telling him atcut the incompleteness
of the coating records after HAMILTON was made supervisor. KAWKINS szid that
HAMILTON would have known about the state of the records before he made
supervisor because HAMILTOM was &n inspector before he was a supervisor,
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HAWKINS said that following the MRC 1981 Motice of Violation, item nunber:
ang iocation identification were incorporated into the inspection records.
HAWKINS saic he cid not knew of any falsification related tu the inspection
chacklists made prior te April 1981,
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Interview of Myron G. KRISHER

Cr Feventer 28, 1983, Myron (Curley) G. KRISHER, an Ebasco Services
incurpurated supervisor at the Ceranche Peak Steam Electric Staticr, wee
interviewed by NRC Investigators H. Brooks GRIFFIN and Donald D. DKISKILL.
KRISHER's testimony was recorded using the services of an NRC contract ccurt
réporting service. A copy of the transcript is included with this report as
Exhibit (10). KRISHER stated he was presently the QC Supervisor for Reactor
Building I, and ke hag previously held the position of hen-ASME OC Supervisor.
KRISHER stitec his immediate supervisor was Thomas BRANDT.

KRISHER stated he was not responsible for the supervisior of CC frspectors
involved in the coatings backfit program and ongoing inspecticrs. KRISHER said
he was aware of the document reviews conducted by FOOTE, CUMMINGS, and later,
ERITTON, but said he (KRISHER) .did not participate i~ the reviews. KRISHER
stated the backfit program for coatings had been eliminated through a.
statistical analysis of completed reinspections and the establishment cf
ditferent acceptance criteria. KRISHER stated he was not aware hc. he vid
coatings QC inspections records were to be used.

INVESTIGATCR'S NOTE: The technically related perticre of KRISHER's
responses to inquiries regarding the use of the coatings reccrds which
were unrelated to faisification were provided %o the Regier IV staff
for evaluaticn in conjunction witi an ongoing inspecticn effort. This
technical information is included in Exhibit {10).
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Interview of Ronald TOLSON

On December 2, 1983, Renalc TGLSUN, the Texas Utilities Gererctire Cempary
Construction CA Supcr-isuf 7or the Comanche Peak Stean Electric Station, was
interviewed by KRC investigators H. Brooks GRIFFIM anc¢ Dorald D. DRISKILL.
The interview was recorded by an NRC contract court reporting service. A
trenscript ot TOLSON's testimony is included with this report as Exhibit (12).
Mcheill WATKINS, Attorney for Cebevoise & Lieberman, was present anc
representea TOLSON.

TOLSON stated that fcllowing the NRC's 1981 Nctice of Viciation on coatings
docurientation, NCRs were written and methods of possible corrective acticn were
corcidered by the QA department and engineering. TOLSON said he mede ¢
decisicr to completely backfit liner plate, miscellaneous steel, and ccrcrete.
TOLSON said he later made a cecision to employ a representative samplin  of
hackfit inspections to close the NCR on miscellaneous steel.

TCLSON stated the old inspection recoras may have bee used during the tackfit
in.pection program to exclude areas believed to have adeguate documéntation.
TOLSON said he believed that in many instances QC inspectcrs backfitted
(inspected) areas rather than check to determine if adequate gocumentation
already existed. TOLSCON indicated that some of the inspection records mace
prior to 1981 may be used as documertztion attesting to the adequacy ot pairted
surfaces, but he was not sure if they were to be used for other than historical
purposes.

INVESTIGATOR'S NOTE: Although not contained in his transcript, TOLSON
repeated as he had before in a separate inquiry by this Reporting
Investigator, that he did not know of any additions, deietions, cr
valsification of documentation related to the coatings inspection
documentation. The technically related portions of TOLSON's respcrses
to inquiries regarding the use of the coatings records which were
unrelated to falsification were preovided to the Region IV staff for
evaluation in conjuncticr with an ongoing inspection effort. This
technical information is included in Exhibit (12).
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Ur .anuary 17, 1984, TOLSON was telephonically reinterviewed by the IRC
Reporting Investigator concerning a ccrversation he had held in the latter part
of 1583 with David CHAPMAN, the TUGCO Manacer fcr Cuality Assurance for CPSES,
on the subject cf xercxec crpies made of coatings inspecticr reccras (page 31
pertains to the conversation). TOLSON indicated he ha¢ been contacted by
CHAPMAN and that they had discussed the contents of their earlier conversatiun,
“OLSCN said he told CHAPMAN that the xeroxed copies he had been re’erring to
were the cricinal coatings inspection records xeroxed by the coatings
frepectors at the time the inspections were conducted. TOLSON restated he vec

rct aware of any xeroxed copies mece by the reviewing supervisors Furirc the
cccument reviews.,



Interview of David N. CHAPMAN

On January 1€, 1%63. David CHAPMAN, the Texas Util:iiies Lenerating Company
{TUGCU) Manager of Quality Assurance for the Comanche Peak Steer Electiric
Station, wes interviewed by NRC Investigators K. Brooks GRIFFIN anc Lonale
D. DRISKILL at the TUGCO offices in Dallas, Texas. CHAPMAN stated-he hec

worked in his present position since September 1976.

CHAPMAN statec that after the 1981 NRC Notice of Viclation on coatings
inspection docurcrtation, Ronald TOLSON and Thomas ERALCT made a decision to
conduct a review of the cuatings records to determine if ary cf the recourds
were adequate as Ouality documents. CHAPMAN said that those records deened
2cequate as a result of the review were excluded from the backfit preerar,

CHAPMEM stated he concurred with TOLSON's decision to suspend the back®it
prcgram based on a statistical analysis of completed reinspections which
established a sufficient confidence level. CHAPMAN also stated he ¢id ret
krew if coatings QC had access to those coatings records created prior to
April 1981 during their reinspections in the backfit prograr.

CHAPHMAN was questioned regarding his knowledge of any additions cr
falsification involved in the document reviews of the coatings inspecticr
recoras. CHAPMAKN stated he recallea a recent telephone conversation with
Renald TOLSON in which he believed TOLSON referenced a problen that had
recertly cone to his attention regarding additions made to the original
inspection records during the review conducted by Brown & Root superviccrs.
CHAPMAN said he ¢ic not recall who TOLSON indicatea was responsible for making
the xeroxed copies, but agreed to discuss the information with TOLSON and
arrange for TOLSON to provide the details of this information to the NRC.

On January 17, 1964, CHAPMAN was telephonically interviewed by the NRC
Reporting Investigator regercding his contact with TOLSON. ChAFMAN explained
that TOLSCN had told him the xeroxing they had discussed previously relateu 10
the original coatings inspectfon records. CHAPMAN reported that TOLSCN |
specifically stated he had nct been referring to his knowledge of ary xercxed ‘
copies made by Brown & Root supervisors during the dccument reviews.
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Status of Investigation

The status of this investigation is CLOSED.
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