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DETAILS OF INQUIRY

Purpose of Inquiry

This inquiry was initiated to determine whether QC inspector recertification
records for certain coatings QC inspectors at the Comanche Peak Steam Electric
Station had been falsifiea by & QC supervisor,

Background

During August 1984, Bryan HODGSON, a Brookhaven contract employee
participating as a member of the NRC's Comanche Peak Technical Review Team
(TRT), reviewed & sampling of Level 1 QC inspector recertification records
which indicated that coatings QC inspectors had taken oral examinations for
their recertification. HODGSON subsequently interviewed three coatings QC
inspectors who testified they had not taken oral examinations for their
recertificetion.

HODGSON interviewed Curly KRISHER, the QC supervisor who had signed the
recertification records which indicated that oral examinations had been given
to the QC inspectors. HLODGSON said KRISHER confirmed that he (KRISKER) had
signed the recertifications. HODGSON said KRISHER alsc testified that the
coatings QC inspectors had not taken oral exeminations. HODGSUN said that
KRISHER saic the inspectors' recertification was based on his evaluation of
their ingividual job performance.

The TRT Project Manager referred this information to the NRC Office of
Investigations as possible felsification of QC training records,

Review of Supplerental Safety Evaluation Peport (SSER) §

The Comanche Peak SSF2 9 issued by the TRT in March 1985, addressed Level I QC
inspector recertifications. Pages M-122 through M-124 summarized the TRT's
findings. Paragraph 4 on paged M-124 statec as follows:

The TRT evaluateo the process of Level [ inspector recertification to
determine how the proficiency of inspectors was maintained. The TRT
reviewed approximately eight completed recertification forms, which
showed that written, oral, or practical recertification examinations had
been given., However, the TRT found no supporting evidence that written,
oral, or practical examinations had actually been given for inspector
recertification. The TRT found that recertificatior consists of an
informal evaluation by the responsible QC supervisor, based on personal
knowledge and supplemented by {information from the responsible lead
inspector,

Interview with Robert SPANGLER, TUGCO Assistant QA Manager and Robert SCOTT,
endor Compliance Supervisor

On November 25, 1985, SPANGLER and SCOTT were interviewed (Exhibit 1).
SPANGLER an¢ SCOTT said the site procedures authorized the QC superviscr to
recertify the coatings OC inspectors based cn their job performance. SPANGLER
ang SCOTY indiceted the recertification form did not clearly reflect that the
recertification was based un & subjective evaluation by the QC supervisor.



Review of Inspector Recertification Form

On Nevember 25, 1985, during the interview of SPANGLER and <COTT, site
procedure (P-QP-2.1 with the attached inspector recertification form was
reviewed, Whereas, the procedure mentioned oral, written, or practical
examinations for recertification, the recertification form only referenced
oral anJd written examinations and did not include practical examinations,

Interview with M, G. KRISHER, Brown & Root QC Supervisor

On November 26, 1985, KRISHER was telephonically interviewed (Exhibét 2).
KRISKHER, the QC supervisor who signed the coatings QC inspectors' recerti-
fications which indicated that oral examinations had been given, said he
considered his daily conversations with the {nspectors as a form of
examination, KRISHER said site procedures authorized him to recertify the
inspectors based on his evaluation of their work, KRISHER denied that he
intended to falsify the recertification records or deceive the NRC,

Closure Information

The QC supervisor signed the recertification records required by the site
procedures. The procedures authorized the QC supervisor to recertify the
coatings QU inspectors on a practical examination basis. The recertification
record did not clearly reflect that the recertification was based on a
subjective evaluation of the inspectors' work, The QC supervisor ¢id not
falsify the recertification records, but rether erced in documenting his
evaluation,

LIST OF EXMIBITS

Exhibit
No. Description
1 Report of Interview with SPANGLER and SCOTT,

November 25, 1685
2 Report of Interview with KRISHER, November 26, 1985



Q4-84-045

Report of Interview
With
Robert SPANGLER, TUGCO Assistent QA Manager, and
Robert SCOTT, TUGCO vendor Compliance Supervisor

Or hovember 25, 1985, SPANGLER and SCOTT were interviewed by NRC Investigator
K. Brooks GRIFFIN regarding their knowledge of Comanch: "eak site procedures
for recertifying QC inspectors as i1 related to the r2s¢';le falsification of
coating QC inspector recertifications. SPANGLER a-d “.OTT reviewed site
procedure CP-QP-2.1 which related to the training and ceitification of Quality
Control personnel.

SPANGLER said the procedure allowed for recertification tests for Level I
QC inspectors to be oral, written, or practical. SPANGLER indicated that
CP-QP-2.1 was consistent with the requirements of ANSI/ASME N45.2.6 and that
revision 16 included an attachment which is an inspector recertification form.
SPANGLER said that if an inspector has actively performed related inspecticns
within the pest twelve months, the QC supervisor has the authority by
prccedure to recertify the finspector without actual testing, SPANGLER
indicated that most testing for recertification is for personnel who have not
been active in those inspections for a period of time., SPANGLER speculated
that M. G. "Curly" KRISHER, the coating (C supervizor at the time the TRT was
performinrg its review, could have considered periodic conversations with his
QC inspectors as compliance with the requirement to reevaluate the inspectors'
performance for recertification.

SCOTT said the recertificetion form attached to the procedure was not a "guod"
form. SCOTT saic he was not awarc of how KRISHER completed the form, but said
that if KRISHER recorded that cral examinations had been given and the
inspectors testified that the oral exams hac not been given, then KRISHER may
have errec.

SPANGLER and SCOTT both expressed the opinfon that although KRISHER had ihe

suthority to recertify the inspectors without a test, they understocd why the
QC supervisor's signature indicating an oral cxamination had been given might
have mislec¢ the TRT representatives.

DATE PREPARED IN DRAFT FROM NOTES
TAKEN DURING INTERVIEW:

kovember 27, 1985
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Report of Interview
With
M.G. “Curly" KRISHER

On Nevember 26, 1985, KRISHER, a Brown & Root QC supervisor at the Comanche
Peak Steam Elc .ric Station, was telephonically interviewed by NRC
Investigator H. Brooks GRIFFIN. KRISHER was questioned as to whether ne
recalled being interviewed by a TRT representative named HODGSON regarding his
signature on coatings QC inspector recertifications. KRISHER said he did not
specifically recall discussing the recertifications with HODGSON, but said he
recalled discussing the subject with various TRT representatives on severa)
occas.ons.

When KRISHER was asked for an explanation &s to why the coatings inspectors'
recertification records indicated they had taken oral exams, KRISHER said he
co.sidered his daily conversations with the inspectors to be a forw of exam.
KRISHER saia he recertified the inspectors based on his evaluation of their
work and his conversations with them. KRISHER said that site procedures
authorized him to recertify the inspectors based on his evaluation of their
performarce. KRISHER denied that he had intanded to falsify the
recertification records or to deceive (he NRC,

DATE PREPARED IN DRAFT FROM NOTES
TAKEN DURING INTERVIEW:

lovember 26, 1985

Exhibit 2
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TXX-4262
‘August 21, 1984

QUESTIONS RELATIVE TO ALLECATION NO, 33

# Assignment Data: September 1983 to

: ' QI~QP=11.4=1/11.4=5 (Cartified 05/06/82, L
QI=QP=~11.4=23/11.4~24 (Certified 05/06/82,
QI=QP~11,4=10 (Certified 05/14/82, Lavel 1)
QI=QP=11.4-26/11.4-27 (Cartified 01/03/84,
CP=QP=11.4/Daughter Insc, (Cartified 06/07/
QI=QP~11,4~29 (Certified 07/12/04, Level Il

Assignment Date: June l-.ﬂb tp P

4@ I QI-QP=11.4=1/11.4=5 (Cartified 01/24/83 Lav
l,[\ QI=QP=11,4=10 (Cortified 01/24/83 Laval 1)

QI=QP=11.4=23/11,4~24 (Cercified 01/24/83, 1

QI=QP=11.4~26/11.4-27 (Certified 01/03/84,

QI=QP=11.,4-29 (Ceartified 03/28/84, Level 1)

CP=QP=11.4/Daughter Inst. (Certified 06/07/¢

,/ ' \-}» Assignrent Date: Jaouary 1984 e«
/
‘ . :

o’
L} qc QI=QP=11,4=23/11.4-24 (Cartified 07/2&/.3. 1
! QI=QP=11.4=1/11,4=5 (Certified 08/05/83, Lav
QI=QP=11,4~26 (Certified 01/03/84, Latter)
CP=QP-11.4/Daughter Inst. (Certified 05/17/¢
QI=QP=11.4=29 (Certified 07/12/84, Lavel 11)
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