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UNITED STATES

Administrative Judge
Atomic Safety and Licensing
Roard Panel
U.S. Nuclear Requiatory Commission
vashington, D.C., 20555
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ALFRED J. MORABITO
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Docket No. 55-60755

Dear ‘udge Bechhoefer:
| am forwarding to you, Mr. Morabito and Dr. Hetrick copies of the
. "Joint Affidavit of Barry S. Norris and David M. Silk" in response to the
questions attached to yer Memorandum and Order dated November 24, 1987,

as clarified by your Memnrandum and Order dated December 17, 1987,

Colleen P, \Woodhead
Counse! for NRC Staff
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UNITED STATES OF AVERICA
NUCLEAR, RECULATORY COMMISSION

BEFCRE THE ADM NISTRATIVE JUDCE

Irn the matter of
ALFREDC ., MOPABITD Docket No. 55-60755
(Senior Operator Licerse for

Beaver Valley Nuclear Power
Station, Unit-1)

JOINT AFFIDAVIT OF FARFY S. NOPRIS AND DAVID M, SILK

Rarry S. Norris and David M. Silk do depnse and say:

s I, Barry S, Norris, am a2 Senior Operations Engineer (Examiner/Inspector)
in the Pressurized Water Reactor Section, Operations Rranch, Division of
Reactor Safety at the Uiited States Muclear Requ!atory Commission, Region
1. At the time of the examination of Alfred J. Morabito, my position was
Reactor Encineer (Examiner) within Section 1C of the Division of Reactor
Prcjects., M- responsibilities relative to that examinatior verec as the
certifiec examiner observing Devid M, Silk's administration of the
simulator and oral examinations. | gesisted in proctorino the written
examination and | was responsible for the quality assurance review of the
grading of that examination. See attachment to the Joint Afficavit of
Barry S. Morris ancd Cavid M, Silk (Affidavit), dated October 9, 1987, for
my professional oualifications,

I, David M. Silk, am an Operations Engineer (Fxaminer/Inspector) in the

Pressurized Water Reactor Section, Operations Branch, Division of Reactor

Safety at the United States Nuclear Requlatory Commission, 'Pegldn . At




the time of the examination of Alfred J. Morabito, my position was
Peactor Emaineer (Examiner) within Section 1C of the Division of Reactor
Projects. My responsibilities relative to that examination were that |
prepared, achministered, and graded the written examination; and |
achiinistered the oral and simulator examinations under the observation of
Barry ©. Morris. See attachment to the Affidavit dated October 9, 1987,
for ry professional qualificatiors,

The foliowing is sutmitted in response to the questicns posed by Judge
Becrhoefer in the Mamorandum and Order (Need for Further Information and
Mecuirement for Oral Presentztion) dated November 24, 1987, as amended by
the Memorarcur and Order (Ruling er Motion for Peconsideration) dated
December 17, 1987. All answers provided vhich concern operator !icensing
procechires refer to those procedures in effect in July, 1986 (tnat is,
NUREC-1021, 2evision 2),

Written Examination Question 6,03b

Judae Bechhoefer's Question A.1.a:

This [examination] aquestion asked for three design features of the
camporent cooling water system which minimize the effects of a rupture of
the FCP therma! barrier. One of Mr. Morabito's answers which was judged
incerrect was "Ability to manually isolate the therma! barriers." The
Staff explains (Affidavit [dated October 9, 1987), ¢ 10) that "[a)
containment entry, which is a lengthy and involved process, would be
required to isolate the camonent and would not provide inmediate
recuction in the severity of the rupture" (emphasis added). The Staff
goes on to state (Affidavit [cdated October @, 1987], ¢ 11) th t

isolation valves are "normmally designed to allow maintenance * * * and



not to minimize the effects of a component failure" (emphasis added).
(1) In view of the fact that the question mece no reference to the timing
of the minimization of the effects of a rupture and no reference to any
"normal" design feature to accarplish that purpose, is not Mr. Morabito's
ansver technicallv correct? (2) In any event, does not the ambiguous
scope of the question as described herein warrant the deletion of
question 6,03b?

Staff Pesponse:

(1) Vhat the Staff stated (Affidavit dated October 9, 1987, ¥7 10 and
11) vas that manual isolation valves are not nomal ly used for minimizino
the effects of a failure. The literature provided by the facility for
preparation of the written examination did not indicate that the manual
isolation valves were a design feature for minimizing the effects of a
failure of the RCP thermal barrier. Mr. Morabito's answer did not
describe 2 design feature for minimizing the effects of a themal barrier
“ailure, but rather a svstem camponent used during maintenance. (2) With
respect to the question of ambiguity, a review of the answers provided by
the other three SRO candidotes who took this examination revealed no
indication that the question was ambiguous or vaoue, The Staff believes
that there is no basis for deletion of this cuvestion, It should be noted
that the training department of Beaver Valley Unit-1 reviewed the
examination ouestion and answer key. No conments were subtmitted by the
facility for aquestion 6.03.b for either the wording of the question or
the technical accuracy.

Judoce Bechhoefer's Question A.1.b:

S .



10.

In zn examination question of this type (reques*ing a specified number of
answers), has the Staff invariably used the method of grading described
in § 15 of its Affidavit [dated October 9, 1987]? (The staff should
explain what is meant by the word "routinely" set forth in ¥ 15, line 9,
of its Affidavit [datec Cctober 9, 1987].)

Staff Pesponse:

Mery methods are available for grading questions of this type. It is our
opiricn that the method used (civing credit for the murber of correct
answers as a percertace of the total nunber of answers provided) is the
most accurate measure of the candidate's true krmowledge. By ignoring
incorrect answers, the candidate would be allowed to provide as much
irfcrrution as possible with the hope that same of the answers would be
correct. As used in the Affidavit dated October 9, 19€7, (9 15), the
word "routinely" is referrino to the method most often used by
expericncec examiners. In addition, the MRC Technica! Training Center,
in Chattanooca, has used this method for many years and has incorporated
it intc er irstruction,

Judge Bechhoefer's Cuestion A.1.c:

Were candidates advised not to supply more thar the requested nurber of
enewers to guestions such as question 6.03b?

Staff Response:

The candidates were not specifically advised, by the NXC examiners, rot
to provide more than the reqguested nurber of answers., Vthether or not the
facility provided guidance to the candidates is not known by the Staff,
Judge Bechhoefer's Cuestion A.1.d:
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f1) Were candidates adviced of penalties (either discretionary or
mandatory) for a wrong answer accanpanied by a sufficient nurber of
correct answers? (?) Vere they informed, prior to or at the time of the
writter examination, of the method of grading which the Staff is now
utilizing -- i.e., that they would be given credit only for the
percentage of correct/incorrect answers where rore than three answers
vere supplied (Staff Affidavit [dated October 9, 1987], T 15)?

Staff Fesponse:

(1) The examiners did not discuss with the candidates how each tvpe of
cuesticr would be graded. The cendidates should have been informed by
the facility training staff ac to how a wrong answer rey be graded. (2)
Again, the MRC examiners did not inform the candidates of the methed of
gradino to be used.

Judar FBechhoefer's Question A.1.d(i):

If 0, why was Mr. Morabito initially given 1/3 credit (0.5 points) when
onlv one of the four answers csupplied was considered correct? |f the
Staff wvere utilizinc the grading method described in T 15 of its
Affidavit, should not Mr. Morabito initially have been given only 1/4
crecit (0.375 points)?

Staff Response:

As discussed in ¥ 7, many methods are available to be used for gracding
questions of this type. The method used by Mr. Silk when initially
grading the examination was to give credit for correct answers only,
During a rearade, the Headquarters Staff used the methond of correct

answers as a percentage of tota! answers supplied.
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Judge Bechhoefer's Question A.1.d(ii):

If Mr. Morabito was not informed of the grading system, should he not
either be qiven credit for at least 2 correct answers out of 3 (1.0
points) or, alternatively, should not the question have been deleted?

Staff Response:

Incorrect answers demonstrate deficient knowledge just as correct answers
deronstrate adequate knowledge. PRoth correct and incorrect answers are
significant. In our opinion, to give Mr, Morabito credit for two correct
apswers without penalizing him for two incorrect answers would not
account for the lack of knowledge indicated by the two incorrect answers.
The NRC licensing process seeks to examine the candidate's knowledge and
ability to cope with the duties and responsibilities associated with the
iicense, We see no reason to cdelete the question, nor do we believe it
is necessary to discuss the Staff's orading methods in advance.

VWritten Fxamination Question 6.06a

Judge Bechhoefer's Question A.2.a:

Does the phrase '"cold solid plant operations" in examination question
6.06a refer only to standby conditions, or could it refer to a stage
during plant startup?

Staff Response:

The operational modes of the plant are listed in the Beaver Valley ULnit-1
Technical Specifications, Table 1.1, Mode 6 is "cold shutdown" and is
defined as (1) the reactor is shutdown and (2) the average temperature of
the reactor coolant system (RCS) is less than or ecual to 200°F,  The
phrase "cold.s’olid plant opera!iéﬁs" is a description of a specific set

of condditions of cold shutdown in addition to the pressurizer being full
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of water. Prior to comencing a plant startup, it is usually a
prerequisite to establish a "bubble" in the pressurizer (i.e. drain out
some of the water and establish 2 steam srace in the top of the
pressurizer).

Judae Bechhoefer's Question A.2.b:

Is the overpressure protection system ever used "during cold sclid plant
operations"? |f so, explain,

Staff Resporse:

Yes, the Overpressure Protection system is required to be operab'e per
Technical Specifications. The power operated reliel valves (POF\'s) are
part of the system, and the setpoint on the PORV's is recuced when the
pressure in the RCS is less than a certain value. However, the PORV's
should not be open unless an overpressure condition existed in the RCS,

fritten Fxemination Question 6.06b

Judae Bechhoefer's Question A,3:

Assuming that some points should have been deducted for Mr, Morabito's
acknowledged listing of an incorrect setpoint, would not a deduction of
0.1 points (rather than 0.2 points) have oeen rore appropriate, given the
nature arc cignificance of the mistake? Please explain,

Staff Response:

The examiner who did the regrade of Mr. Morabito's examination decided
that a description of each of the interlocks would he worth 0.3 points
and that the setpoint for each interlock would be worth 0.2 points, The
only guidance qiven by NJPPEG-1021 (ES-109) is that the assigrment of
partial credit must be consistent for all candidates taking that

examination. As discussed in the Affidavit dated October ¢, 1687, (X%
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22), the significance of knowing the correct setpoint is important to
ensuring proper operation of the interlock.

Written Examination Question 6.07a

Judoe Bechhoefer's Question A.4:

Mr. Morabito stated that the steam generator coce safety valves provide
the "first" meane of protection for Tavg increases. The Staff suagests
arother "normal first resporse." The Staff alse indicates that the steam
cererator safety valves previde a "secondary or tertiary protection for T
averace in a limited rarge of pover levels." Because the question zsked
for the importance of steam generator code safety valves, without
specifying whether primary, secondary or tertiary protection was sought,
should not Mr, Norabito have been given at least partial credit for his
answer?

ftaff Response:

This cauestion was arswered in 79 19-24 of our Affidavit dated Decermber
21, 1987, Simply put, Mr. Morabito's answer is ircorrect and we have no
basis to award partial credit. We believe the question is clear and
unanbiguous and that the correct answer would be obvious tn a candidate
who understands, and is familiar with, the plant design and operation,

Yritten Examination Ouestion 6.07b

Judoe Bechhoefer's Question A.5.a:

What is the purpose of the parenthetical phrase "(NOT NDITIOMNS)" in the
examination cuestion 6.07b?

Staff Pesponse:

The parenthetical phrase was intendecd as a clarification to the question;

i.e., to guide the zandidate in the right direction. It was meant to

ot § Jl".’-;ﬁ-.. i
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distinguish between "Reason" (defined as a statement offered In
explanation or justification) and "Condition" (defined as something
rssential to the appeazrance or occurrence of something else),

(Webster's Ninth New Cnlleaiate Dictionary, copyright 1985 by Merriam-

\Webster Inc,)

Jucloe Rechhoefer's Question A.5.b

The question asks for tvo reasons why the MSIV's are reauired to close
during @ main steam line rupture. Mr, Morabito's references to paoes
10.3-2 and 10.3-5 of the FSAR appear *o provide different reasons why the
AMSIV shuts -- i.e,, as the primery isolator of a leak or 2s the backup to
a nor-return valve, Was not Region | correct in stating that the
"facility literature provides many varied reasons for closing the MSIVs"
and thus that "there is no definitive arswer to the question" and that
the cuestion should be deleted ('etter dated Noverber 12, 1986 to Mr.
Morabito, Attachment 1)?

Staff Response:

The reasons (see ¥ 25 for definition) that the steam generator is
isolated (MSIV's shut) durirng a steam |ine rupture are correct as listed
in the original answer key. What Ar, Morabito provided in his answer was
escentially a restatement of the question. The purpese of the MEIV's, as
desionec and installed, is to isolate the steam generator during verious
normal and emergency conditions; one of the conditions is a steam line
rupture. Upon initial orading, Mr. Morabito was givern no credit for his
answer., A regional regrace reculted in the question being deleted. Mr,

Morabito requested a subsequent review by the Headaquarters Staff (letter

dated Decemter 16, 1986) and requested that question £.47.bH should be
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reinstated. Heacdquarters personnel reviewed the examination, reinstated
question 6.07.b, and awarded half credit based on the two statements
being essentially repetitive. The Staff believes that there is no basis
for deletino the question based on the above information.

Cirulator Examination, Ceneral Questions

Judqe Bechhoefer's Question B.1.a.(i):

Vhich, if any, of the four ratings of ! [unsatisfactory] in this
examinatior veuld be considered adequate for failure of the examimation
in the event that it became the only competency so rated?

Staff Pesponse:

In the case of Mr, Morabito, any one of the four coarpetencies evaluated
as ursatisfactory was sionificant enough, by itself, to wvarrant an
overall failure of the simulator examination, In each campetency,
Mr. Morabito's actions and statements cemonstrated an overall lack of
understanding, knowledge, and skills necessary for an SRC |icense.

Juage Bechhoefer's Question B.1.a.(ii):

\Vey a candidate pass the examination with rating of U in two of the eight
corpetencies?

Staff Pesponse:

Yes. The Examiner's Standards do not address the maximur nurber of
competencies that mev be rated as unsatisfactory before it is reouired
that the candidate fail the simulator examination, The Examiner's
Standards do state that an unsatisfactory rating in even ore competency
rey be basis for an overa!' failure of the simulator evamination
(MUREG-1021, ES-302, Y F.2). It is our understanding that an

unsatisfactory rating in two or more competencies would generally result



the simulator examination. It is noted that we

candidate ever having passed with more than one

NUREC-1021
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Judge Bechhoefer's Question B.1.d:

le it appropriate for a sinale observation or comment by an examiner to
be used as a2 basis for a "U" rating in more than one competency? |If so,
what effect would such multiple uvse of a single observation or carment
have cr 2 candidate's overall rating?

Staff Response:

The corpetencies are not rutually exclusive; therefore, a sirngie action
or staterment by a caendidate could reflect a lack of understandina or
ability in two or more of the competencies., |f the candidate's action or
statement is significant ercuah, it mav even be appropriate for that
single action or statement to ke the basis for failure of the entire
simulater examination,

Judge Bechhoefer's Question B.1.e:

The candidate's Specification of Claims includes eight items which
addrece either ES-3C1 or ES-205 of the examination report. Only cne of
thece items (5.2.A on page 6 of ES-305) is related to comments in the
sirulator evamination sumary sheet (ES-202-11 and attachments), The
Staff response acidresses the candidate's claims concerning ES-202-11,
inclucding the subject matter cf 5.2.A, but Joes not address the other
seven claims, [Specifically, cormments 2.5.H (ES-301, p 5), 5.1.C
(ES-305, p 6), 2.5.E (ES-305, p 8), 7.1 (ES-305, p 8), 6.A.7 (ES-305, p
102), 8.8.4 (ES-305, p 1(a), and 8.C.2 (ES-305, p 102)] (i) What is the
relevance of the eicht conmpetencies in ES-301 and ES-305 (other than
5.2.A) to the simulator evar.ration? (ii) What is the significance of

the circled letters A arc E in the colum headings of ES-305, page 6?
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Staff Response:

(i) MNUREC-1021, ES-303, section 2, details the minimum nurber of Control
Foom systeme that must be discussed during the oral examination. It also
allovs the examiner to reduce the number of systems to be covered during
the oral examination if a simulator examination is given in conjunction
vith the oral examinaticn, The Staff documented the results of the
systers covered curing the simulator examination on the same form as the
systems covered during the oral examination., Only one cf the above eight
itene cited by Mr, Morabito in his Specification of Claims Report was
related to the csirulator examination, the other seven were to document
deficiencies nroted during the oral examination. Since Mr, Merabito
passed the oral examination, the Staff did not address the camments
pertaining only to the oral examination. This was explained in the
Staff Pesponse to the Specification of Claims dated Cctober 9, 1987, on
pages 3 and 4, (ii) On pece & of the Examination Report, letters A, D
and C are circled; a note at the bottam of the page explains that those
colums were covered during the simu'ator examination., The circled
lettere A zrc F or page 6 of the Examination Feport also indicate which
of the systems were covered during the simulator examination,

Judge Bechhocfer's Question B.1.f:

it

jere the procedures of NREC-1021 (Pev, 2), ES-301, E followed with
respect to the orientation of the evaminers who administered Mr,
Morabito's simulator examination? Provide details.

Staff Pesponse:

Yes. Both examiners in question had been at Beaver Val!ley Unit-1 during

the examinations which took place in February, 1986 (Mr. Morabito's

- .
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simulator examination was administered on July 23, 1986). Mr. Norris
administered similator exasinations during the February, 1986 trip; and
prior to that examination, Mr. Norris had made a trip to the site in
January, 1986, specifically for a familiarization with the Beaver Valley
simulator. Mr. Silk was an observer during the February, 1986
examination, Additional!y, the day before the simulator examinations
started (Tuesday, July 22, 198€) Messrs. Silk and Norris spent the
afterrcer conducting plant and simulator familiarization,

Simi'ator Examination, Corpliance/Use of Procedures

Exariner's Comment 1

Judge Bechhoefer's Question B.2.a(i):

Vhy were two pover range instruments aiving indications different from
the other tve?

Staff Pesponse:

The examiners do not krow why the power range irstruments were not
consistent, it was not part of the planned scenario. Various simulated
plart conditions could have caused the phenamenon, or it could have been
g sinulator mal function,

Judae Bechhoefer's Question B.2.a(ii):

Is a procedure recuired for every small power reduction, ranardless of
the reasor?

Staff Response:

No. Initial reference to a2 procedure might not be necessary in an
emergency situation where the operators are expected to take inmediate

actions, as necessary, to protect the plant from exceedino any safety

limits, Hovever, the examiner's corment relates to the fact that no
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procedure was referenced when the power range instruments were
inconsistent. Mr. Morabito should have referenced the abnormal procedure
for malfunctioning nuclear instrurentation until such time as he could
prove that all instrurents were operating properly.

Judge Bechhoefer's Question B.2 ~(iii):

Vhat is a surveillance ~-_cedure (Staff affidavit [dated October 9,
19687, page 14, T 41)?

Staff Pesponse:

A surveillance procedure is a procedure, approved for use by station
pcrsonnel, to verify that the operability of corpenents and systems is
maintaired, that facility operation will be within the safetv limits, and
that the limiting conditions for operations will be met,
10CFRSC.36(c)(3)

Judqe Bechhnefer's Question B.2.a(iv):

that is the meaning of the phrase "believe all ircdications" in Staff
affidavit [dated COctober 9, 1987], page 14, ¥ 41, in the event of
irconsistent indicatiens?

Staff Response:

As steled in the Affidavit dated October 9, 1987, believimg all
ircdications is a basic teret of safe nuclear power plant operations. |If
redundant indications are not consistent, then an operator must determine
vhich of the indications, 'f any, are not correct. In the case of the
two power ranges beiro different from the other two power ranges, this
corclition could exist in the reactor if the neutron flux was not evenly

distributed throughout the core.
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Judoe Pechhoefer's Question R.2.a(v):

Yould this cament by itself justify a orade of U for this coampetency?

Staff Response:

Mo. This corment by itse!f veuld not justify a grade of unsatisfactory
for the campetency of Corpliance/Use of Procedures,

f.g_amir*er's Corment 2

:'_Lm:_ﬂpchh(-cfer 's Quection B.2.b:

Yhat is the relevance of the examiner's coment [nurber 2] %o the
"Carpliance/Use of Procecdures" competency?

Staff Fesponse:

All preccedures are written with the premise that correct information will
te used in the cdetermination of actions. I|f Mr, Morabito was not in a
position tc verify the paramter; then, rather than juess, he should have
vaited fcr and insisted upon a repcrt from the appropriate board
operator. !f Mr, Morabhito had procenced based on incorrect information,
Fe may not bave keen mitigatino the accident but could have actually been
worseriinc the concition,

Eg_aminer'.t Corment 4

Juck:e Pechhoefer's Question B.2.c(i):

“hy is this not a minor event that a'so i!lustrates cood teamwork?

Staff Fesponse:

The amission of one of the immediate action steps is gererally not a
major deficiency by itself; hovever, the operators are required to
merorize the jrmediate action steps of the Brergency Operating
Frocecures. With respect to whether or not this demonstrates good

tearvork: the correction of the oversight does demrnstrate cocod teamwork
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on the part of the other candidate, but the reliance upon another
operator does not demonstrate good teamwork on the part of Mr. Morabito.
Judae Bechhoefer's Question B.2.c(ii):

Vould this corment by itself justify a grade of U for the competency?

Staff Fesponse:

No. This comment by itse!f voulic rot justify 2 orade of unsatisfactery
for the capetency of Canpliance/Use of Procedures.

Jucge Bechhoefer's Question B.2.c(iii):

Wae Mr, Morabito informed prior to the examination that he would be
responsible for knowina from memory the inmecdiate actions of emergency
procedures? If so, wher cr how? (See NUPEC 1021 (Rev, 2), ES-301,H)

Staff Pesponse:

Yes. Prior to each sirulator and oral! examination, the Briefing Check
List (NUREC-1021, ES-302, Attachmert 10) is read to all candidates. The
first instriction states "Primary Responsibility - Cperate the sirulator
as the plant until the exercise is ended." The facility's administrative
precedures require the irrediate action steps of emergency operating
procedures to be memorized such that they can be performed without
refererce to the procedures,

Juckge Bechhoefer's Question B.2.cliv):

How would the Staff respond to the four rhetorical questions posed by Mr,
Morabito ir his reply (9% Za-d, at pp 8-9)? Answers should be provided
for all simulator examinations fer Beaver Valley, Unit-1, [The four
cuestions are as follows: (23) Has every licensed operater or senior
cperator .l.x:er examined on his ability to remerber and perform all 20

irmreciiate action steps in sequence? (2b) KHas any licernsed cperator or
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senior operator ever gained his license even though he may have missed an
immediate action step? (2c) Do the examiners restrict the senior reactor
operators from reading the immediate action steps out loud from the
procedure after about the seventh step? |f they were going to examine an
operators ability to memorize and perform all inmediate action steps,
they would have to restrict the senior operator fram reading the steps.
(2d) Do the reactor operator and balance of plant operator always perform
only the immeciiate actions which afrect their area ¢ is their constant
interaction amerg them such that ore cperator performs steps that the
other cperater forgets end do the steps which each operator performs vary
from crevw to crew?)

This question wee clarified in the Crder dated December, 17, 1987, as
‘ol lows: Wes Mr., Morabitc held to a higher stancdard than other
cardidates in similar exyxvinations? The Staff may answer rhetorical
nuestions 2e-c usino ary nunber of examinations vhich can reasonably be
cateaorized as statictically significant. As for rhetorical question 2d,
thie cuestion is intended to he answered only with respect to simulator
examinationt, and the grading practices used by the Staff for such
exerinations., For clarity, the guestion s hereby modified to inquire
whether a candidate who makes an error which is auickly rectified by
commnicative interaction with another operator would necessarily receive
a "U" rating with respect to knowledge of the immediate actions cf
emergency procedures,

Staff Response:

Since examiners are only reqt:irod'fo document actions to support a rating

of unsatisfactory, it is not possible to find answers to these cuestions
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in other candidate's records. However, to the best of the Staff's
know!edge, based on years of experience in the Operator Licensing Branch,
the arsvers to the cuestions are as follows: (2a) No, every licensed
operator has not been examined on his ability to perform all imeciate
action steps. 'n accordance with MNPEC-1021, ES-302, ¥ D.3.d, all
operators ruct be examined on a major plant transient which will exercise
their understanding of the EOPs. Fach scenario used is uniove in that it
is usec¢ orly once and is applicable only to a specific fecility. This
diversity is intentional te ensure that all simuilator and oral
examinations administered are different. Many of the scenarios are
developed to cause the SRO to charge to another EOP before a!l of the
irmeciate action steps have heen carpleted; thus, not all candidates are
examined on all of the immediate action steps. (2b) Yes, candidates
have received their licenses even though they may not have performed an
immeciate actior step. It is incumbent upor the individua! examiner to
decicde 1€ a recative corment wae werranted for a cancicdate who missed an
inmecliote action step. This decision wouid be based on the safaty
significarce cf the step missed. |f the only deficiency roted for a
carcicdote vas the amission of 2 single inmediate action step, that wouid
probably not be 2 sufficient basis for 2 failure. (2¢c) No, the examiners
do net restrict the SPO from reading the immediate action steps. It is
the responsibility of the individual examiner to observe the candidate
and determine whether an immecdiate action step was missed. (2d) No, the
two Dboard operators are not restricted to separate portions of the
contro! boards; rather, the boards are divided such that each has primary

responsibility for certain equipment during nonmral operations., In the
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event of an emergency, if one sees scmething on the other's portion of

the control boards, he shculd inform the other for the ultimate
protection of the plant,

Judge Bechhoefer's Question B.2.c(v):

The Staff concedes (afficlevit [dated Cctober 9, 1987]) ¥ 50) that "this
ves the only evaluation mede of the cencdidate's abilitvy to properly
perforr the reauired immediate actiors of the emergercy procedures as a
contro! beard operator." In view of the significance of this single
evaluatior, did the Staff perform follow-up questioning 2t suoqgested by
MPEC 102 {Rev, 2), ES-203, B, tc cdetermine whether a ratinc of "M or
"S" would have been rnre appropriate? |f so, please provide details, |If
not, please explain,

Staff Response:

No follow-up discussion was necessary to determine if Mr, Morabito could
per form the required imediate action steps. The examiner observed the
candidate's actions. The rating of unsatisfactory in the area of
Canp!iance/l'se of Procecures was basec on the four deficiencies noted on
the Examiration Peport.

Simi'ator Exarination, Centrol Board Operations

Examine- s Corment 1

Judage Rechhocfer's Question B.3.a:

Viould this comment bv itself justify a crade of U for the competency?

Staff Response:

No. This corment by itse!f would not justify a grade of unsatisfactory

for the campetency of Control Board (perations,
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Examiner's Coment 2

Jucige Bechhoefer's Question B.3.b(i):

Vhy is this rct a minor event that also illustrates good teamwork?

Staff Fesponse:

This is not a minor deficiency because it deronstraieu on inability to
operate a piece of equipment on the control board. It cannot be
considerec cood tearwork if ascistance is required in an area for which
the canuicdate is responsible.

Judae Bechhoefer's Qvestion P, 3.b(ii):

YPy ret cdelete this cament in view of the examiner's confusion about
indicator lights?

Staff Response:

The fact that the examiner wos confusecd about the presence of indicator
lights does rot recate the fact that Mr. Morabito could not verify the
pesition of the valve, as recuired by the EOPs, without the assistance of
the other board operator.

Examirer's Corment 3

Juage Bechhoefer's Question B.3.c(i):

Why is this not a minor event that also illustrates good tearwork?

Staff Response:

The ability to quickly and accurately locate ecuipment on the contro!
boards is paramount tc the ebility of the operators to protect the plant,
and therefore to protect the health and safety of the public. Because
Mr. Morabite stopped the wrong purp, he demonstrated a lack of

fariliarity vith the location of the ecuiprent on the contro! boerds.
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It cannot be corsidered good tearwork if assistance is required In an
area for which the carcidate is responsible.

Juoge Fechhoefer's Question B,2.clii):

Veu!d this comment by itself justify 2 grade of U for the competency?

Staff Fesponse:

No. This corment by itself would not justify a grade of unsatisfactory
for the corpetercy of Control Roard Cperations.

Exariner's Corment 4

Judge Bechhoe fer's Question B,3.d:

Vould this comment by itscelf justify a grade of Ul for the coarpetency?

Staff Pesponse:

No. This comrent by itself woula not justify a grade of unsatisfactory
for the ccepotency of Contro! Roard Cperations.

Simulator Examination, Supervisory Ability

Examiner'e Corment 1

Judge Bechhoefer's Question B.4.2a(i):

Yhat is the relevance of the evaminer's corment to the "Supervisory
Ability" corpetency?

Staff Pesporse:

As the supervisor, Mr, Morabito did not notice that the bypass valve wes
open; nor did bhe aggressively pursue 2 solution to the unresnlved problem
of a misretch between the steam flow and feed fiow indications for that
steam generator. The SRO, as the supervisor, is responsible for knowing
the status of al!l plant equipment, |f a corcdition arises that is not
explained, then the supervisor must attenpt to find out why that problem

exists,
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Judge Bechhoefer's Question B.4.a(ii):

\Was an alarmm intenced to be part of the scenario in question?

Staff Response:

Yee, when the scenario was initially desioned, an alarm was expected for
this malfurction (as evidenced by the scenario Sirmulator Administration
Form attactec tc the Examination Feport, Scenario No. SB-2, Event No. 1,
pacce 1 of 4). Vhen the malfunction ffeed regulating bypass valve fails
open) was initieted, ro alarm was received because other autamatic
cortrele mitigated and masked the failure (the main feed regulating valve
closed to corpensate for the increasimg level in the steam gererator),

Judoe Fechhoefer's Questior B.L.aliii):

Wae there a similator mal function?

Staff Recponse:

Yes, during earlier scerarios thet day, electrical problems in the
simulator had been causing spikes on various recorde"s, However, the
spiking of the recorder does nct negate the fact that the feed flow and
the steam flov indications vere not matched. The cai-Jidates had been
instructed, prior to the start of the scenarios, to consider all provlems
2e real arc rot to attribute the problem to 2 sirulator mal function.
Contrary tu this instructiorn, and by his own admission (Specification,
pages 21 and 26), Mr Aorabito consicdered the malfunction to be 2
simulator preblam anc aid not reacily pursue a resolution to the problem,

Judge Rechhoefer's Question B.4.aliv):

How do examiners allow for sirulator malfunctions in rakino their

eveluations?

ke %,
e
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Staff Response:

As in the plant, where mal functions occur without warning, the simulator
mav also cause unexpected malfunctions of equipment and indications. The
Chief Examiner wi!! discuss any malfunctions with the other examiners and
the sinulator instructors to determine if (1) it is still possible to
continue with the scenario as written or with minor changes and (2) the
ability of the examiners to evaluate their candidates is not impaired,
then the scerario wil! cortinue, |If either of the above conditions coes
rot exist, the scerario will be stepped and either the scenario will
coertinue after the malfunction has been corrected o= a rew scenario will
be startec.

Judge Pachhoefer's Question B.4.a(v):

Wes Mr. Morabito's view of the valve positior ircicator blocked by the
balance of plant operator? 1f so, how could Mr, Morahito have perceived
the incorrect!ly positioned valve?

Sta‘f Pesponse:

No. As already stated in our Affidavit datecd December 21, 1987, ¥ 38,
vherr the mal function wee initially inserted, Mr, AMorabito and the two
toard operators all stood directly in front of the feed control valves
with 2 clear view of the panel,

Examiner's Comment 2

Judge Bechhoefer's Question B.u.b(i):

Why does the examiner 's conment include rc specific citations?

Staff Response:

As discussed in ¥ 51 of our Affidavit dated Cctober 9, 1087, the

examiner's conment is a suration of the varitten caments made for the
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competencies of Cerpliance/Use of Procecures and Communications/Crew

Interactions that directly reflected on Mr. Morabito's Inability to
perform ir the position of a superviscor,

Jucice Pechhoefer's Question B, 4.b(ii):

How cdees the use of hand siorals in the circumstance cited bear on the
"Supervisory Ability" competency’? (See Staff affidavit [dated Cctober 9,
1687], ¥ 71}

Staff Pesponse:

As stated in the Affidavit datec Cctober 9, 1987, 1 77, the use of hand
sigre!s in the control room of 2 ruclear power plant is rot a reliable
means of comunication, As the supervisor, the SRO rust ensure that all
of the operators' actions ard camunications in the control roam are
proper and precise,

Simulator Examinatior, Coammunications/Crew Interactions

Examiner's Corment 1

Juage Bechhoefer's Question B.5.a(i):

Yhat is the relevance of the examiner's corment to the "Comunications/
Crew Interactions" competenc ?

Staff Response:

Mr. Morabito should have confirmed with his bheard operater that the
erergency tusses were ceenergized prior to entering procedure ECA-0.0,
By not confirming his assumption with the board cperator, he started to
use the procedure for loss of all electrical power, That procedure
assures that there is no electrical power for the emergency equipment;

when, in fact, one of the emergency busses vwas energized. Thus, Mr,
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\Morabito's failure to interact properly with his crew led to the use of
an incorrect procedure.

Judge Bechhoefer's Question B.5.a(ii):

fould the candidate normal ly be expected to cammunicate with the operator
befcre acting in this situation?

Staff Response:

Yes. As the supervisor, the SRO should not be involved with the board
(peritions, but rust mairtain the cverall plant conditions ir & safe
rannar,

Judae Bechhoefer's Ouestion B.5.a(iii):

Were the syptore of the emergency sufficiently understood by the
candidate?

Staff Response:

There is no way for the Staff to krnow this information 2t this tire,
However, based on the actions taken by Mr. Morabito on the day of the
examination, it is our opinion that he cid not have a good understanding
of the situation.

Judge Bechhoefer's Question B,5.a(iv):

How ruch irmediate cdiagrnosis is required in this particular situation?

Staff Pesponse

For irmecliate diacrosis, the operator only has to look at two cr three
rmeters ard one breaker incication to verify if the diese! generator has
started and is secuencing on the equiprent. This process should rot take
rore than fifteer seconds ard chould be an automatic action on the part

of the board operator,
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Judge Bechhoefer's Question B.5.a(v):

Would this comment bv itself justify a grace of U for the competency?

Staff Response

No. This corment by itself would not justify a grade of unsatisfactory
for the competency of Carmunication/Crew Irteractions.
Examirer's Corment 2

Judge Bechhoefer's Question B.5.b(i):

Are there rules or stendards which preclude the use of hand signals?

. Staff Response

The Staff s not aware of any rules or standards, as such, which preclude
the use of hand signals. However, we believe it is obvious that the use

of hanc sianals is not a precise means of camunicationr,

. Judge Bechhoefer's Question B,S.b(ii):

Was AMr. MNorabito instructed concerning the irappropriateness of using
hand signals?

Staff Response

The NRC examiners cdid not aive any specific instructions to the
candidates regardino the use of hand signals, but the briefina aiven to
the cancdidates prior toc the sirulator examinaticr cirects the candidates
to conduct operations ir the simulator as if it were the actua! control
room. We do not know if Duouesne Light Company training depar tment
specifically discusses this matter,

Judge Bechhoefer's Question B.S.b(iii):

ls there any way to resolve the controversy abcut whether the candidate

urclerstood this particuler hand signal?
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Staff Response

The camment initially mace by the Staff on the Examination Report,
Attachment 4, states, in part: "... During follow-up questioring after
the scerario, the cardidate admitted misunderstandinoc the operator's

report of secondary radiation levels and assumed there wes nc reason to
oc to E-2." It is our opinion that there is no confusion as to whether

or not the candidate understood the hand sional.

. Judoe Bechhoefer's Question B.5.b(iv):

Vieuld this corment by itself justify a grade of U for the campetency (or
tor the "Supervisory Ability" competency)?

Staff Response

Me. This comment by itself vould not justify 2 orade of unsatisfactory
for the coepetency of Conmunication/Crew Interactions,

Exariner's Comment 3

Judge Bechhoefer's Cuestion B.5.c(i):

Are there rules or stancards against "thinkinc out lowd?"

Staff Response

No, there are no rules acainst thinking out loud, In fact, on the
Briefing (heck List (NMREG-1021. ES-302, Attachment 10) irstruction
nurber 3 states, ir part: "... It will berefit the exam process if you
woulc verbalize your observations, analysis, and reasons for actions ore
thar would be normal during cperations,"”

Judne Bechhoefer's Question B.5.c(ii):

If the candidate's actions here were judged as rmerely "thinkino out

loud," would that by itself justify an unfavorable comment in this

campe tency?
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Staff Pesponse

No. As previously stated in ¥ 53 of this docurent, the possible results
of rroceeding in the direction assumed by NMr. Morabito could have been
detrimertal to the plant, If Mr. Morabito ves simply "lhinking out
loud," then it is indicative of a misurcderstanding of the plant
conditions,

Judge Eechhoefer's Question B.5.c(iif):

Is Mr, Morabite's first verbalization properly characterized as an
"incorrect analysis" (Staff affidavit [dated Cctober 9, 1987), ¢ £0)?

Staff Response

Yes., Hie stztement that the terperature was greater than 195%F wos an
incorrect analysis of the plant conditions based on the cbservable
indications on the boaras,

Judge Rechhnefer's Question B.5.cliv):

Yas anyone miclead by Mr, Morabito's initial verbalization?

Staff Response

Not in our epirnion, since the board cperator corrected Ar. Morabito's
ctaterent immeciately,

Jutce BPechhoefer's Question B.5.clv):

Weu'!d this comment by itself justify a grade of U! for the competency?

Staff Response

No. This carment by itself would not justify a grade of ursatisfactory
for the competency of Cormunication/Crew Interactions,

Summary

The q.aest.ion was asked many tirmes '"Would this corment by itself justify a

orade of U for the competency?" Each time, the Staff answered that the
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individual conment, in and of itself, would not justify a grade of
wunsatisfactory for the campetency in question. However, the nurber of
corrents in each conpetency vas the basis for the unsatisfactory ratinas
and the overal!l failure of the sinulator examination., A second question
that was frecuently asked was "Why is this not a minor event that also
i lustrates good tearwork?" The process for the NRC examination of
carciidates te becore licensed operators is an individual examination, Ve

do not examine a team of candidates with the concept of licensing the

team as 2 aroun.

. Rased on our responses akeve, we believe that there is no Lasis for Mr,

Mrebito to be issued a | icense,

"
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