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' BEFORE THE ADMINISTRATIVE JUDGE

——— — — — — — —— ————— - 2—— — . ———— {—— o

In the Matter of Docket No. .55-60755

Alfred J. Morabito ASLBP No. B87-551-02-SP

Senior operator license for

Beaver Yalley Power Station, January 28, 1988

————————— —— ———————. ——" . ——.

By his Memorandum And Order dated November 24, 1987,

Judge Bechhoefer posed a series of gquestions to the parties

in this proceeding. My answers, prepared as accurately as
‘ my recollection allows, are presented in the supplement to
this cover letter.

By his Order dated December 7, 1987, Judge Bechhocefer
directed that both parties should identify, by January 29,
1988, any witnesses they propose to utilize at the oral pre-
sentation. In response to that directive, I state that I do
not plan to utilize any witnesses. However, Messrs. Lawrence
G. Schad, James M., Crum, and David W. Held plan to attend the
presentation if their work schedules permit. All of them are

licensed SROs at the Beav Valley Power Station. I request

)

that, subject to their concurrence at the hearing, 1 be per-
mitted to call on them to corroborate my testimony or refute
NRC Staff testimony or state their own pertinent comments or
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respond to direct questions from the Administrative Judge(s).
Permission was also grantecd by the Order of December 7,
1987 allowing me, by January 29, 1986, to supplement my origi-
nal claims with pertinent new informat:on derived from doc-
uments provided by the.Staff in response to my Freedom of In-
formation Act appeal. Accordingly, I have attempted to par-
tially supplement my claims by filing, on January 21, 1288,
a motion to add those documents to the hearing file and, sub-
sequently, to establish a copy of the hearing file in the 1loccal
sublic document room at the Aligquippa., PA library. In that
motion, I suggested several questions which I hope will be re-
sponded to at the oral presentation. 1 have included additicn-
al guestions in Supplement 2 of this letter. I request the
Presiding Officer to review and approve these questions and

direct that they alsc be responded to at the oral presentation.

Respectfully submitted this 28D day of January, 1988

/ ¢

-

Alfred J. Morabito












One further comment. In their affidavit of
December 21, 1987, the examiners state that “Can-
didates are directed in the examination gquide-
lines, prior to the start of the written exami-
nation, to state all assumptions so that exami-
ners may grade the candidate's response (s) ac-
cordingly". (Affidavit 97).

Refer to Exhibit J, Specification of Claims,
s55th page titlec "NRC Rules and Guidelines for
License Examinations", quideline 14. That guidecline

mathematical questions.

o
o]

specifically refers

Question 6.03.b. is not a mathematical question.
. The examiners have apparently deliberately mis-

represented the facts. in my mind that amounts to

iying under oath.

A.2:8, Yes, it could refer to a stage during startup.
A.2.b. The overpressure protection system is used during cold,

]
o~

$s21id plant operation by virut of being placed in ser-

vice in accordance with oM 1,51.4. page D2 of 11. k-
does provide automatic pressure control to limit pres-
sure to safe levels and, to that extent, it is the




method by which pressure would be controlled if op-
erator inattentiveness allowed pressure to get out of
control, In addition, other operator actions to con-
trol RCS pressure are specified for the case wvhere the
OPPS system is inoperable. The PORVs are also used

as an alternate means of decreasing RCS pressure dur-
inc performance of Emergency Operating Procedures
FR-P.1., Response To Imminent Pressurized Thermal
Shock, which is defined on FR-P.l1. page 1 of 18 as a
pressure excursion at low temperatures.

In their affidavit of December 21, 1987, the ex-
aminers attempt to discredit my characterization of the
PORYs as pressure controcl components. (Affidavit 9 ¢
12, 13, 14, 15). They observe that the date on Attach-
ment pages 3 through £ is almost one year after the
date of my examination. Please note that regardlescs of
the date of the letter, the FSAR analysis that is refer-
red to is dated January, 1982.

My final thought here is that arguiny about the

description of the PORVs as control or preotection com-

ponents just clouds the issue. The PORVs are relief
valves. As such they relieve overpressure conditions,
thus protecting the RCS boundary. As protection devices

they offer the ultimate in pressure controi.

Page 5



&

A:3.

A deduction of even 0.2 points could be appropriate,
but the deduction should have been made either by the
exam grader or, as the final backup, by the exam re-
viewer during the QA reviev process. 1 have received
documentation that verifies that the QA reviev cf my
examination was performed. Yet, no point deduction

vas made until after I filed my appeal. Any additional
point deduction made after an appeal is filed bears

the appearance of retalliation, regardless of the sup-
posed independence of the regrader. The NRC should not
force the appeal process to replace the examination QA

process.

The Staff's Affidavit of December 21,1987, submitted in
response %0 wmy rzbuttal comments, serves to document the
examiners' lack of understaancding of the safety linit
curve. This stands as further proof of their lack of
qualifications t2 function as license examiners. If re-
quested, I will discuss the safety limit curve at the
February public meeting so that the Administrative Judges
may have a better understanding of the curve. The ex-
aminers may use that occasion for improving their own

Kknowledge in that area.

Page ¢



A.S5.a.
and b.

The

examiners®' affidavit of December 2], 1987 attempts

to define the difference between the words "“reason"

and

is a

tvo

1)

Yeon

copy

Amer

sult

the

ANSW

stan

"conditions" by reference to a dictionary. This
ridiculous response for at least the following

reasons:

The Administrative Law Judge has indicated in his
Memorandum ind Order, November 24, 1987, Attach-
ment pages 3 and 4, that my answers appear to ptro-
vide different reasons why the MSIV shuts . . . .
(emphasis provided) thus showing that he, as well
as 1, could certainly accept my answers as reasons.
A dictionary is not a normal reference supplied to
candidates during the examination.

I can also play this ridiculcus game. The word
dition" i1s defined in The Lexicon Webster Dictionary.
right 1977 by “The English Language Institute of
ica" as a "circumstance indispensable to some re-
o In order for the NRC key answers to be correct,
MSIVs would have to be inoperable because the NRC
ers are conditions which are indispensable circume-

ces assocjiated with the inoperability of the MSIVs.



The Staff correctly points out that I had no rea-
son to assume that the MSIVs were inoperable.
(Affidavit, December 21, 1987, € 27.) Since I

had no reason to assume the MSIVs were not oper-
able, why would I list as answers to the question,
conditions which are indispensable circumstances
associated with failure of the MSIVs to operate?
The NRC answer is illogical and incorrect. My

answers are logical, correct and supported by the

FSAR.
B. Simulator Examination
‘ 2.a.(i). There are 4 power range channels. Each channel con-

sists of a top detector and a bottom detector. The
output of all 8 detectors is recorded on 4 recorders
located on the instrument panel behind the control
console. Refer to Specification of Claiws, Exhibit F,
Attachment 3, Supplemental pages | and 2 and the sup-
porting explanation on the 18t page of Attachment 3.
The 4 top detectors were showing decreasing traces.
The 4 bottom detectors were showing increasing traces.
This variation was due to an upset in the equilibrium

reactivity condition in the core, which caused the

‘ Page 8



axial power peak to shift lower in the core, i.e.
closer to the bottom detectors and farther from the
top detectors. This effect caused the 15% tvo sets

of recorder tracings (top detectcrs) to show decreas-
ing trends while the last two sets of recorder trac-
ings (bottom detectors) showed increasing trends.

One of the reasons for this situation cccurring is a
homogeneous change in the reactivity condition of

the core. This was a good clue to the occuirence of

a dilution but I and the other operators failed to re-
cogrize it; though after some time, the BOP operator
did ask if a dilution might be cccurring. When that
question was asked, the reactor operator did check

for incdications of unintended charging flow or valve
mispositions. No such anomalies were evident. 1 dir-
ected conservative action, 10% power reduction, to
maintain the operating parameters within limits ané,
vhen problems occurred in the turbine steam control
system which we couldn't solve (this was intended by
the scenario) 1 judged that we were f:cing a potential
loss of control and again ordered conservative action,
Reactor trip, to protect the plant and the health and

safety of the public.

Page 9



At this time it is appropriate to point out that
there really were not two channels reading differently
than two others. There were actually 4 top half de-
tectors reading consistenrt with each other but dif-
ferent from the 4 bottom half detectors. The examiners
are apparently unaware of this as indicated in their
affidavits of October 9, 1987 (¥39) and December 21,
1987 (%31). They never questioned me cn this. I be-
came aware of the situation through my own research
on the day after the examination. 1 explained it to
Regicen I in my appeal dated December 16, 1986. The
subject recorders are not normally used in operating

procedures. Their general function is to provide his-

torical record.

NO.

i1)A Surveillance procedure is a type of test prccedure which

is performed periodically to ensure the operability of

various components important to safety.

Since there is no procedure that covers this particular

ituation and since small powver level changes without

0
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2:b.

(i)

reference to a procedure are permitted by adminis-
trative rulef, this comment by itself will not jus-
tify a grade of U, In fact, this comment should not

even have been made.

If a final sentence were added that saié¢ "Candidate
took proper procedural action in response to the
operator's response". Then the comment is applicalbe

and meets the guidance of ES-303 for an evaluation of S.

It iu a minor event. As mentioned in my rebuttal
statement, it is normal practice for the SRO toc com-
mence reading the immediate actions out loud after ap-
proximately step 7. The purpose of the SKRO reading

the steps out loud is tc ensure that the operators do

not forget any of the required actions. Even though
each perscn could sit in the relatively calm atmo-
gphere of a written ceoxam and write out the 20 immedi-

ate actions and manipulate the order until it was cor-
tect, few people have the ability to do that same thing
in actuality under the stress of a real life situation.

That's why we train as a team and operate as a team.

" .
Page 11
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2.c.(iii) We do require each license candidate to knowv the im-
mediate actions from nemory. We do not test indivi-
dual candidates for sequential performance of all 20
steps as individuals, nor do ve restrict them from

helping each other; in fact wve encourace it.

3.8:.1{1) No. The comment is actually incorrect. I did not
misread 1600 psig as 1040 psig. I misread the major
division on the wide range meter in back of the con-
trol console as 1000 psig rather than 1500 psig.
Since the indicator was pointing to the small:-divi-
. sion above the major division, I concluded that RCS
' pressure was 1100 psig. I then properly asked the
BOP operator what the sezondary steam pressure was,
He responded 1040 psig. A presgure differential of
«14% psig between RCS pressure and secondary ypressure
during a steam generator tube ruptare requires trip-
ping the RCP's, I told the SRC that we met the cri-
teria for tripping the RCI's and requested concurrence
to trip them. The SRO knew the scenario, knew that
RCS pressure was actually 1600 psig, knew that we
didn't have to trip the RCI’s, but he was restricted

from providing me with any help. He stated that if we

. Page 12
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meet the criteria for tripping the pumps, go ahead
and trip them. Several minutes later, when all para-
meters were stabilizing and with natural circulation
progressing nicely, I took time to review the pres-
sure recorder tracing. I realized that the lowest
pressure that had been reached was 1600 psig. I was
about to announce that fact to the SRO anéd request

permission to restart the RCPs. The >enario ended

juat then. I then informed the examiner that I had
prematurely tripped the pumps. This was with no
prompting from the examiner. This fits the criteria

in ES-303 for evaluation as M.

It is a minor comment. It does illustrate good teamvork.
It is a minor comment. It does illustrate good teamvwork.
No, I recognized the problem with little prompting

from the examiner and correctly performed the roset
action in front of him after correctly analyzing the

fact that CIA train A had not been reset. This action

is consistent with the ES-303 guidance for evaluation




4.0:401)

The comment is irrelevant to the "Supervisory Ability"
competency and it is misleading! There are 2 subtle

indications of this malfunction. These are:
1. The green "closed" indicating light went out.
F The demand indication for the main feedwater

regu'ating valve decreased.

The bypass valves have dual indication. This
means that between 10% and 90% of valve stroke, both
the green "closed" indication and the red "open" in=-
dication are lit simultaneously. At the start of the
scenario, the bypass valves were positioned to their
normal operating position which is approximately 10%
open. Both position indicating lights wvere 1lit.

When the valve failed open, the only change in indica-
tion that occurred was the guiet, subtle extinguish-
ment of the green “"closed" indication! It is almost
illogical to require a candidate to catch a failed
open valve by noticing that it no longer has a closed
indication. Exactly what was it that the examiners
expected me to observe? We, the operating crew, did
catch the major indication of this failure, spiking

on the recorder feedflow and level traces. This was,
as the examiners state in their affidavit of December

1
7 1
. 4

+ 1987, the first malfunction that occurred in this
scenario (% 38

) 5 We had just completed a scenario in

which similar instrument spiking had occurred. That



@

spiking, we had been informed, was due to a simulator
malfunction caused by a thunder storm that had occur-
red the previous evening. It was just natural for us
to conclude that wve were experiencing more of the
same. In spite of that, we didn't just write it off
as a simulator prohlem. We responded to the spike

as if it were an actual problem. We called for instu-
ment repair support and took manual control of the
feedwater flow control. If this hazd really occurred
in the plant, we would have gotten feedback from the
instrument repairmen that there was a real valve posi-
tion problem. We would then have investigated further
and we would have found the problem. We never got
this feedback from the examiners or the simulator
operator. Nevertheless, we maintaincd excellent corntrol

ané never challenged the plant.

Yes. Refer t» Exhibit J, page 24, Specification of
Claims (ES-302-5, scenaric No. SB-2, eveant No. 1).
Inspection of the level trace shovws that the level
deviation never reached the 5% deviation required to
trip the alarm bistable. Since the time of this ex-

amination, this malfunction has been revised to be

page 15.
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more consistent with the way the reference plant
operates. Now, when this failure occurs, the level
deviation alarm actuates 2 minutes after the failure
occurs.

The examiners state, in their affidavit of
December 21, 1987 (% 38), that this was the first
malfunction of the scenario; therefore, there were
no competeing events to distract our attention. This
is another apparent misrepresentation of facts. The
bypass valve failure was the first malfunction to
become active. But, the plant was under the influence
of several serious control malfunctions that were ac-
tive at the start of the scenario. These were certain-
ly distractions by their very nature and by the fact
that we, not knowing tnhe scenario, were anticipating
malfunctionrs that built on the existing failed compon-
ents. Refevr to Attachment 2 for a profile of control

preblems existing at the start of the scenario.

The simulator malfunctioned during the first scenario.

See the discussion under 4.a.(i).

My recollection is that I stood behind the BOP operator

wvhile she pointed out the feedwater spike. I cannot

page 16,



controvert the statement of the examiners in their
aftfidavit of December 21, 1987 that my view was not
obstructed. They must have access to notes that 1
do not have. The examiners also commented in their
affidavit (9 38), that I, along with the other two
crev members stood directly in front of the feed-
vater portion of the control board..... This tells
me that the reactor operator was also aware of the
perturbation to the feedwater flow. It also tells
me that he failed to see any indication of a failed
open bypass valve. By BVPS administrative procedures
the reactor operator is responsible for operating or
being aware of the operation of any controls which
can affect the reactivity of the recactor. This in-
cludes the feedwater controls. If failure to recog-
nize the falied bvpaeeg valve were serjions encugh to
genervte comma2nts leading te an umsatisfactory
rating for both myself and the BOP operator. why was

.

there no comment generated against the reactor operator?

No. The symptoms for loss of all AC pover are quite
evident. Neither operator objected to my clear di-

rection to perform the immediate actions of ECA 0.0.

page 17.



S.a.t{181)

The 0P operator verified one AC bus to be energized
when I directed him to do so in accordance with im-
mediate action step 8.a. of ECA 0.0. When he respond-
ed that one bus was energized, I personally verified
his response and then directed the transition to

E-0, step 1. This was done in accordance with and as
permitted by ECA 0.0, step 8.4d. The emergency proced-
ures recognize this possible situation and properly

account for it. I followed the procedure perfectly.

The initial symptoms were symptoms of a loss of all AC
pover. I entered the Emergency Operating Procedures
hased on those symptoms. When those symptoms no
longer existed, I transitioned to the reactor trip
procedure as required by the precedure fcr loss of all
AC. This was a great demonstration of working through
the applicatle procsdures. This is also the operating
philosophy of symptom based emergency operating proced-
ures. It is a shameful waste of time and enéergy that
1 even have to argue this point.

No immediate diagnosis is required or expected. The
EOPs are symptom based. If they are invoked based

on symptoms, they will properly direct the attainment

of stable plant conditions. 1f diagnosis is attempted

page 18,



first, the validity of the EOPs may be jeopardized.
The EOPs direct the necessary diagnosis when it is

time for such diagnosis to be performed.

S.a.(v) No. It should be regarded as an S$** comment.
S:b.{1) Not that I am aware of.
S+b.t11) No. The use of hand signals is not inappropriate.

The communication between me and the BOP operator

vas verbal and face to face. The hand signals were

used to draw a picture describing the actual deviation
of a meter reading compared to a pre-established back-
ground mark on the meter face. The emergency operat-
ing procedure asked if radiation levels wvere consis-
tent with pre cvent values. The 2nswer tc that question
required my superviscory judgement. I formed that judge-
ment on the basis of the BOP's finger symbolism and

the responses to my additional questions about symptoms

of a tube rupture.

$.9-013%) Yes, by ansvering the question "Did he draw the correct
conclusion and perform the correct procedure based on

his understanding of the hand signal?"“.

page 19.
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PAGE

QUESTION 2.05 (2.20)
a. What three gases are retained in the charcoal delay beds? (0.75)
b. What two gases present in the Waste Gas System must be maintained

within limit? (0.8)

List the two components that can be used to relieve an overpressure

c,
condition in the Surge Tank (1GW-TK-2) and, indicate whether actuat-
ion of these components will result in a direct release to the atmos-
phere. (0.85)

QUESTION 2.06 (3.00)

a., Give two reasons (NOT CONDITIONS) why the MSIV’'s are required to
close during a steam line rupture,
b. Which mode (HSB, HZP, HFP) AND what time in cycle (BOL, MOL, EOL)

will have the most severe effect on a main steam line Lreak accident.
Explain each separately.

(ATTACHMENT 1)

(*xx2x END CF CATEGORY 02 *%xxx)
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4T _DESIGN INCLUDING SAFETY AND EMERGENCY SYSTEMS PAGE 17

'zs - BEAVER VALLEY 1&2 -87/05/18-SILK, D.

SWER 2.04 (3.00)

1. Immediately following reactor trip, the RCS rapidly depressurizes
since only a fraction of the heat previous to the trip is now
being transferred to the primary fluid [0.75] o

2. Equilibrium pressure is achieved when decay heat product and
removal are matched (0.4] and SI flow matches leak flow [0.35]

b. The operator weuld use the atmospheric steam dumps to coeol Jown and

depressurize the RCS (0.7]
Accumulators will inject water into the core (0.4]

LHSI will inject water into the core [0.4]

REFERENCE
Module 1, Loss of coolant transieunts, LP-LRT-VII-70, pgs 3-7; EO-4

Recovery from loss of Rx coolant w/o HHSI, LP-LRT-VII-74, pgs 11,12
EO-3,6

3.3 000 009 EK 3.06 3.8
3.11 4.4

' 3.27 3.6

ANSWER 2.05 (2.20)
a. Xeron, Kryptoa, lodine (0.25 pts each)
b. Hydrcgen, Oxygen (0.3 pts each)
Pressure control valve and Rupture disc (0. pts each)

e (0.25 pts)

PAST Lovr SEAL ANE d P ykw'T wiAg

c.

REFERENCE
Module 4, Gaseous Waste System Review, LP-LRT-V-55, pgs 2,4,15; EO-3b,4,
8,12,14

BYPS OM 1.19.1, pg 18

3.11 071 000 K 1.06
4.04
4.06

System G
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JNT _DESIGN INCLUDING SAFETY AND EMERGENCY SYSTEMS PAGE 18

' -- BEAVER VALLEY 1&2 -87/05/18-SILK, D.

SWER 2.06 (3.00)

1. Minimize positive reactivity effects of RCS cooldown- associated

with the blowdown £8-+456F srcr
2. Limit pressure rise within containment during a steam break

in containment [0.75]

Hot Zero Power [0.35] because of the greatest mass in the SG results

in the largest RC3 cooldown (0.4]
EOL [0.35)] because MTC is at its maximum negative value (0.4)]

,FERENCE
Module 2, LOSC Transients, LP-LRT-VII 78, pgs 17,23-26; EO-3
MS & SGFW system, LP-LRT-V-50, pgs 12-14; EO-4

T/S B 3/4 7-1

T/S B 3/4 7-3

FSAR 14 15 to 38

3.5 000 040 EK 3.01
EK 2.01

‘l’ EK 1.05
3039 000 K 4.05 3.7

o e
& o On

ATTACHMENT 1)
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5. INSTRUMENTS AND CONTROLS PAGE

&

QUESTION 3.05 (2.50)
a. What will be the effect on the following major systems by a loss
of vital bus VB2?7 _ (2.
1. Condenser Dumps ; :"L
2. Manual Atmospheric Dumps s ?
3. MFW
4. Makeup
5 Charging

b. How will the loss of 125 VDC Switchboard #2 affect the Safety

Injection System?

QUESTION 3.06 (3.00)

@

Under what conditions, if any, will the Quench Spray Pump Cut Back
Control Yalves open when a Motor Electical Protection Trip is

present?

Under what conditions, if any, will the Chemical Injection Pump Dis-

charge Valves automatically open? (1.

What TWO conditons should be met before the Quench Spray Pumps are

secured following a Design Based Accident? (0.

(ATTACHMENT

( page 6 of

(*xxxx END OF CATEGCRY Q3 »xxxx)
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(STRUMENTS AND CONTROLS PAGE 21

'NZRS -- BEAVER VALLEY 1&2 -87/05/18-S1LK, D.

ANSWER 3.05 (2.50)
a.1. Not available [0.4)
2. Availaible [(0.4)
3. A + C available (0.1): A in manual (0.1}

B in auto-hold (0.1}
C in auto/manual (0.1)

4. Auto nol available [0.3]
no flow indication (0.1]

§. AM-CH-122 in manual [0.2] (FA7ts cPew/”
Masiter controller to auto hold [0.2)

b. CCR to RWST Refrigeration Unit will isolate i /. 1]
BIT recirculation isolation Valve SHUT (0.2]

Nitrogen supply to SI Accumunators fails shut (0.2
SI CEQuilmenr BEComEs TNCACRABCE OWE ¢ L3S oF cm}m’c’c pesER TO BAERKERS

REFERENCE
Electrical Dist. Review, LP-LRT-V-58, p 21, 651; EO 4, 7
000057A2190 000058A203 ...(KA'S)

ANSWER 3.06 (3.00)

[ML»'E Vedadeay OFFw)
a. CIB actuated'(0.5) and RWST not at low-low level (0.4)

b. CIB signal present
Chenical addition tank not low-low
Motor electrical protection trip not present (0.4 pts each)

c. CNMT pressure < -1.0 psig (0.5) and CIB reset (0.4)

REFERENCE
Module 1, SI & CNMT Depress. systems, LP-LRT-V-48, pgs 1/,15; EO-6

BVPS EOP E-1 step 10

3.6 026 000 K 4.02 3.
3.

1
4.04 7

(ATTACHMENT 1)
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£5-302-3
ATTACHMENT 2

' SIMULATOR SCENARIO FORM

Facility/Simulator: Beaver Valley-l Scenario No. _7/23/86 8

txaminers: B, Norris (D. Sflk) Candidates: A, Morabito (SRO)
8., Gruyel S. Neuder (20pP)
S, lfarber . Scheib (R0)

x

Time Maif, No. . Description

. 4 il cAMne B v
' 1C-12 ! CL. 100% 272wer, &- Yo,
: SRS .

{

i

“ Diesel genarator ¢ goerzhle

’»-“-\'—-‘ - mees ina-—np_‘,n1g
' 5 . wes o otk e S
- eS| RGBT S SR S | S0 W ¢ e S W A A S | O — -

i

5 " enray valve closad [inoperable); °*2* sprav vaive

St Gnas | G———— T ——— ' — e

closcd _due to excessive leakage--tzqaed for emerc icy

v r———— | O————— —— ot sn— | o — —

_use ealy

- —— | ——— - | - B—

_o0e PilS=47 _PORV _455C fails to close when ooen, block valve fails

i —— | ———— A W 80—\ ——

!wgc“q}oso

" | o - —— - e — e ————— . & e . — ——— . —— ———n . . - .

PRS~9D “B" spray valve fails closed

- —— | —————— v n i ve e | ———— W O —— T — ——— - - - — ——

. 5 i ,
! 7 | ] 1 tn dumps fails low (dumps fnonoreble irv
| ' )

005 Flii-80 “0" loop fead req. bypass valve fails open

- - - - e 8 - ———— " o —— . {——— b

2R failz hivh (contiol ¢ nmaed)




Regarding the QA review of

-0
?

L

(Additional

W

When such a

those forwvarcded by J.J.QGrey's letter of July 29,

to R.M. Keller and my comments in
letter to Mr. Victor Stello, Jr.,
how is it possible to claim that
for clarity of intent, item 1 in
was performed
Did the examiners realice that on
answers to gquestion 6.07 a. was s
) If so, why didn't the exami
training people at BVPS to
by which the examiner could
rd g the Qualification Notebook
11 f atior A r 2 eho that
G tems on 5/15/85 and 1 on [
Card #2 shows that he completed
10 items on 5/16/85 along with ta
test; Qualificat n Card 83 ) W

At The Oral

SUPPLEMENT #2

Questions Suggested

For

Presentation)

Discussion

the written examinetion:

large number of comments are considered,

1986

Attachment E of my
dated Sept. 11, 1987,
an adeguate review
th QA checkoff list,
e of Mr. D. Held's
imilar to my answver?
ner request the
provide a reference

'erify the answer?

Y

.



S items on 5/15/8%5 and Qualification Card #4 shows
that he completed his entire review of the examiner
standards and policy statements for “...complete un-
derstanding..." on $5/15/85 and 5/16/85. How did he
ever accomplish so much, so thoroughly, in two days?
b. Would the NRC's expert QA auditors approve of
self-signoff of Section A on Qualification Card #4?
€. Were the deficiencies and veaknesses, identified in
the written examination and the observed oral
examination, discussed with the prospective ex-
aminer and corrected prior to certification, as
required by NUREG 1021, ES-105, B.6.?
‘ 1) Is the documentation of that review avajilable?
2) Were any of the deficiencies asscciated with
ES-107, 108, 301, 302, 305, 401, 402, or 403°
a) What were those deficiencies?

Is there any relationship between those

deficiencies and the questions which 1 have
raised in this proceeding
¥ Regarding the Qualification Manual for Mr. David M. Silk:
Answer all of the questions in 2 above as applicable

to Mr., Silk's qualification program.

Regarding my earlier appeal submittals:

Q

tc ansver oy respond to the

The Staff should be directe




gquestions and comments in my appeal submittals of Sept. 11,

1986 and Dec. 16, 1986 which wvere not responded to because
the Stnff claimed that the responeges would not affect the
pass/fail decision. In this regard, I note that the more
times I can prove that the Staff erred in their assessment
of my ansvers, the more likely it is that I will be able to
prove they erred in their subjective judgement of my simula-
tor performance. In some cases, their responses will
further substantiate my claime of vindictive, retalliatory

grading during the review process.
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