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USNEC
UNITED STATES OF AMERICA FEICE OF SELRLIRe
NUCLEAR RIGULATORY COMMISSION OCHC'Q{Q§k~'“~f‘
on "~
BEFORE THI ACMINISTRATIVE JUDGE
ir the Matter of )
)
Alfres J. Morabite ) Docket No. 55-60755
)
(Senior Operator License for )
Eeaver Valley Nuclear Fower )
Station, Unit 1) )
JOINT AFFICAVIT OF BLRRY S. NORDIS AND DAVID M. SILK
Earry S. Noerris and David M. $ilk co cepose and say:
1. 1, Barry &. Norris, am & Senior QOperations Engineer (Examiner/Inspector),

in the Fressurizec water Reastor Sestion, Operations Branch, Division of
Reazto~ Safety a2t the United States Nuclear Regulatory Commissior, Region
1. AL the tire 0F the examirztion of Alfred J. Moradito my positior was
meazior Engireer (Examingr) within Seztion 1C of the Division of Reactor
Prejects. My responsibilities relative to that examination were as the
certified examiner observing David M. Silk's administration of the
simulater and ora) examinations. ! assisted ir proctoring the written
examination and I was responsible for the quality assurance review of the
gracing of that examination. See attachment to Joint Affidavit of Barry
S. Norris and David M, Si1k (cated October 9, 1987) for my professional
qualifications.

2. 1, David M. Silk, am an Operations Engineer (Examiner/Inspector) in the
Pressurized Water Reactor Section, Operations Branch, Division of Reactor

Safety at the United States Nuclear Regulatory Commission, Region I. At
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the time of the, examination of Alfred J. Morabito my position was Reacter
Engineer (Examiner) within Section 1C of the Division of Reactor
Projecte. My responsibilities relative to that examination were that |
prepared, admiristered, &nc gracec the written examination and
agministerec tne cral anc simulator examinations under the observation of
Earry S. Norris. See atiithmens to Joint Affidavit of Barry S. Norris
and Davie M. Silk (catec Oztober 8, 1987) for my professional
oudiifications.

Tne purpose of tnis afficavit is to respord to 4 letter filed by Mr.
Morasite cate November 7, 1867 (Rebuttal).

< = : ‘ » =
hWeitter Sramingtion Comments

Cancigese comment or 6.030 (kedustd® pp. 1 and 2):
The cercidate states on 5. 2 of the Reduttal that he had to corsider a))

ressfdle plarnt cotditions whern answering the questior 4nd that all
erswers proviged wive correct from an operator's perspective. he states
that he should receive full credit.

The cancidate cites, as an example, a condition where the pressure in the
component ceooling water (CCW) system would be greater thar reactor
coolant system (RCS) pressure. In this case, a thermal barrier rupture
would allow CCW to leak chromated water inte the RCS. The candigate
states that by observing the start of the backup cooling water pump due
te the cdecreasing CCw pressure, and by obterving the difference in the
flow indicators of the thermal barriers, an operator could determine that
a problem existed in a thermal barrier. The candidate then states that

an outside operator could then be dispatched into containment, which
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might be open and accessible, to fsolate the leaking thermal barrier
using the manual isolation valves; thus mitigating the consequences of
taving chromated water leaking into the RCS.

Staff response:

The Staff examirers make every attempt to cevelop examinations which wil)
fairly examine the knowledge, or lack of knowledge, of the candidates for
an crerator license. See, Joint Affidavit of Barry S. Norris and David
M. SHIK, cated Ocztober 8, 1987 at paragraphs 3, 4, 5 and particularly
paragraph 13. The examirers' primary funstion is to determine whether a

Ticense should be Tssued to & candicate based upon the level of

knowlelgoe, cemonsirated on the day of the examination, to operate the

plant in a safe and prugent minner during all situations of plant
operations.

Candicates are cirectec in the eramination guidelines, prior to the start
of the written examiration, to state all assumptions so that the
examiners may grade the cancicate's response(s) accordingly. For the
candicate to assume a plant condition other than normal operating
temperature ancd pressure, and to net state that in his answer (such as
claimed on p. 2 of the Redbuttal), would not be following the directions
proviced to him. If a specific plant condition was intended to be
considered cther than norma)l operating temperature and pressure, the
question would have specified it (e.g. 6.06a =~ "cold solid plant
operations"). Mr. Morabito argues at p. 2 in the Rebuttal that he should
recefve full credit for his answers which he claims were graded

incorrect. Since the specific assumptions of low RCS temperature and



pressure were not stated by the candicate, the Staff appropriately did
not give crecdit for this answer in accordance with fts conservative
grading approach. To oo otherwise, the Staff would have had to assume
knowlecge on the part of the candicate.

1€ tre P08 pressure was less than the CCW oressure, and {f the CCW system
wa: §n operation, then his response that the cooling water backup pump
woulc automatically stars con Cecreasing pressure is @ true statement.
However, since the CCW system cortains chemicals harmful 2o the RIS, the
cooling water entering the KRCS woulc not minimize the effects of a
therme) parrier ruptute, DUt wou'C increase the effect of the rupturs.

In summary, or the day of the examination, Mr. Morabite ¢id not stite any
assumpiions ¢ support or clarify his answers; even though the cancigates

noto s3ate all assumptions., Agdditiorally, Mr,

were giver dCirecti

o

Moradisc's original answer that tne Back-up CCW pump would start o
mirimize the effects of & thermal Lterrier rupture 15 incorrect bDecause
the chemicals in the CCW system would be adverse to the R2S.

Cancicate commert on 6.068 (Rebuttal p. 3):

The cancicate provides irnformation to support his position that the
pressurizer power operated relief valves (PORVs) are used to control RCS
pressure. He references Appencix po. 4 through 6 to show that PORVs are
often referred to as pressure control components ana receive signals trom
instrumentation desfgnated control channels vice protaction channels, He
also asserts that: alarms associated with PORV operation are referred to
as pressure control alarms (Appendix p. 7); one of the three PORVs s

controlled by the pressurizer pressure controller (Appendix p. 8);
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f3ilyre of the PORVs to function is & symptem for AODP 13, ™ Malfunction
of Pressurizer Pressure Control" (Appendix p. 9); and operating a PORV
to reduce ircreasing pressure 1s a control action (Appendix p. 10).

Tre canrcdigate claims that the distinction between control and proteciion
regarairg the PORVs s not clear, and that the use of the word “what" in

the gquestion s amtiguous. Tne candicate contends that volumes of

literature Yean towaras the cefinition of the PORVs as pressure control

It snoJ ¢ e rotel at tne onset that the Cate on the referenced Appendix
pe. 3 through 5 s July §, 1987, almost one year after the date of the
examingtion. Tnis information was not available on the cate of the
examingtion and covld not have been considered by Mr. Morabito at the

time 2¢ the examination,

weistion €.06a speci®iec £0)C solic plart operations. The setpoints and

figure from Appendix pp. 7 and 8 are for normal operating temperature
and pressure. Appendix pp. 3 through 5 are from a letter addressing
"FSAR Loss of Externz! Electrical Load Turbine Trip Event" (a plant
concition of normal coperating pressure and temperature). The use of the
PORVs in these instances, when the plant 1s at normal operating pressure
and temperature, may provide limited control capability for increasing
pressure with the pressure safety valves availadble to provide RCS
overpressure protection. However, during cold solid plant operations,
the safety valves' setpoint is too high to protect the RCS from sudden

pressure surges. Inm accordance with the Technical Specifications, during
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colc solid plant operations, the PORVs arm required to be operable and to
function &s the Overpressure Protection System (OPPS). Furthermore,
based on the worcirg of the question, there was no indication that an
emgrgency corciiion existed that would require the use of the PORVs, nor
CiC the cancicate stite ar ema~gency condition as an assumption.

The Esaver \alley Teznrical Specifications (page B 3/4 4-10) state “"The

OPERAEILITY of two PORVs ... ensures that the RCS will be protected
[erchess agcec] Trom pressure transients ... when one or more of the RCS
cole less are < 273°F." To be in celd solid plant operstion, the RGS

”
AASW >

su'S be Tess than 2007F.

In summary, the czandicate provided information inconsistent with the
ceroitions specifies in the question; angd, 1n one case, thy information
wds not avatlable on the day of the examination. Additionally, the
Sedver Valley Teconiczal) Spezifications corsiger the PORVS to be @
eretelvive feature Curing cold solid plant operations.

cancicate comment on £.06b (Redutta) pp. & and §):

The cancidate admittes to providing an incorrect answer but provided the
fellowing information to support his claim that the point decuction was
retaliatory. The candidate states that the pressurizer vapor space fis
the hottest temperature in the RCS (Appendix p. 11). He a)so states the
875°F interlock prevents the inlet valve to the Resfdual Heat Remova)
(RHR) System from being opened if the temperature 1s greater than the
setpoint, so that the answer of 470°F would not have exceeded the
temperature capacity of the RHR system. He states the saturation

pressure for 475% 15 839 psia, which is greater than the pressure




interlochk pressure of 430 psig. In order for the pressure interlock to

be met, the candidate states the pressurizer vapor space temperature
would be less than 455°F which is 15°F and 20%F less than his answer and
the manye’ seipoint respectively. ln aggition, he states the operztor s
to ensure tnat RIS pressure anc temperature are less than 430 psig and
380 before placing the RAR system intc service (Appendix p. 12).

ndidate the tolerance for the accuracy of the gauge
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ng calidration 15 3% Yeast + 1% of fu)) scale. The full scale reacing
of whis irsteument 15 B00°F which allows for an inaccuracy of + £°F.
Pus, he Ccaims tre ttlerance easily covers his arswer of $70°¢, Thre
cangicate &lst points out that & startup check Yist s completed bDefore
placing tne RHK system into service (Appendix pp. 13 & 14) and agein the
crerater fs 1o chech RIS temperature and pressure to verify they are more
restriztive  shar tre 4TESF pressurizer  vapor space temperature
permissive

$58%f response:

] ]

ne candidate's explaration to support ais answer of 470°F suggests that
any temperature within some broad range would have Deen adequate. The
original question stated that setpoints were required. Al of Mr,
Mcoradite's Justifications do rot alter the fact that his answer was
incorrect. As stated in our October 9, 1987, affidavit (paragraph 22),
the examiners performing the regrade of the examination were not
associated with the original grading to ensure that the grading was fair

and correct.
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Trerefore, the tandicdate's statement that the main steam line code safety

valves provide tne first means to prevent violating a safety limit has no
basis. Additionally, the Sta®f was unable to determine the source of
Apperdix pp. 1% through 17.

If a Toss of turdine load should occur, as presented in the bases for the
ma‘n steam line code safety valves, several other systems would actuate
before tne safety valves. The atmospheric steam dump valves can provide
3 heat sink for the RCS esuivalent to 30% reactor power. ln addition, if
& turbine t-ip octcurs &t greater than 10% power, ar automatic reaactor
trip will otcur. Also, the pressure increzse in the steam generators. as
& result ¢ @ turdine trip, will reduce the steam generator water level
suffiziently to generate a reactor trip due to low steam generator level.
hus, the mair stear line code safety valves are not the first means of
sretection Dut are #t least tertiary,

Furirg=more, the mair stear Dire coce safety valves' 1ift settings and
relative capacities are estadlished in accordance with the requirement of
the ASME (American Society of Mechanica) Engineers) Bofler and Pressure
Vesse! Coce. Any effect that the main steam line code safety valves have
on the primary system is coincidental. Even if a design feature that
azcomplishes an unintendec effect is accepted as a possidle correct
answer, the candidate's answer is stil] dincorrect. The answer provided
by the candidate makes a blanket statement about the miin steam )ine code
safety valves: "They provide the first means of protection for Tavg
fncreases above program to prevent violating the safety limit curve." |In

paragraph 6 on Appendix p. 17 of the Rebuttal the following statement

1
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appears: “Of course, depencing on the dynamic situation in the core, the
stear gererator safety protection line could De exceeded resulting in a
trip from cvertemperature celta T or nigh pressure.™ In his examination
arswer the candicate failed o state any assumptions regarcing the
exréaris sizuasion of the core. Paragraph 1 of Appendix p. 16 says that
trne stesr gene-atc~ safety valves protect Section A of the curve up to
soroximately 78% power. The candidate failed to place any restrictions
or his orizirs) answer, tnus implying thas the main stesm line coce
safety valves prosecs tre ertire Safety Limis Curve (not just Sectfon A)
&0C cover & ranges of reaztor power, even beyond 78% power,
ir summary, Ve, Morabito':s comments regarding the status of the ceatrol
ross 9t not aazress all possiple moces oY operatien. In agditior, the

supr ied refererce materia’ (whicrn could not D traced tc its sourse

©

croament) 43 not supperied by the Technicsl Scecifications.

Carsisase gommens or €.070 (Redustta’ pp. 6 ang 7):

The origira! question asked specifically for two reascns, not conditiens,
why the main stear fsclation valves (MSIVs) close on & steam line
rupture. The carcdicdate claims that he described two reasons why the

MiIVs are recuired to close, and that the original NRC answer key
gescrives twe congitiors. To support his argument, the candidate claims
that the answer key describes two conditions which could occur if the
main steam fisolation valves (MSIVs) did not close. He claims that to
avoid those conditions tne leak must “e isolated. The candidate claims
that operability of the MSIVs ensures that the two conditions in the

answer key ¢o not occur (Appendix p. 18) and a)) MSIVs are needed to
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28.

isclate the affected, as well as the unaffected, steam generators.

Staff recponse:

The candicate's a=gument centers on his understanding of the words
"reasons” ang "conditiing." Reason i3 cefined as a statement offered in
explanatior o= Justification, condition is defined as something essentia)

te tne octurrence of sometring else. (Wedster's Ninth New Collegiate

Dictionary, copyright 1983 by Merriam-wWedster Inc.) The reasons why it
ts important for the Milvs to close in the event of 2 steam line rupture
are (1) to mirdmize the posftive reactivity effect Vrom an RCS cooldown
arsozfated with a DBliowdtur ang (2) to limit the pressure rise within
cortainment Cue 0 3 steam lime ryupture. One condition that will cause
$*¢ ma'n steam isolation valves (MSIVs) to close s high containment

pretsure.  Another corcitice that will cause the MSIVs to close is a

. Q.

$16d% lire rustyre I"g Qquesticor asked for the reasons for the closure
¢f tre M3IVE guring & stear 'ine rupture and thus was worded correctly.

A reasorable arswer to the auestion, for partia) credit, would be “to
isclate the break. " If the MSIVs are operable (and there was no reason
for the candidate to believe otherwise nor did he state any assumptions
to the contrary), ther they would all close when required and fsolate the
breah regardless of 15 location. Mr, Morabito received half-credit for
his original two responses because his first answer “"to isolate the
faulted steam generator” would inherent)y incorporate his second answer
"to prevent blowdown of tre rnon-faulted steam generators through the
break.™ Thus, the candidate's responses are redundant.

In summary, the meanings of the words "reasont" and “"conditions" are
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surveiliance test shou'ad have been performec to verify the calibration
dccuracy of cach of the instrurents. The candidate did not request that
¢ surveillance test be performed. Therefore, whether or not the
candicate consicered the instruments to be malfunctioning, the
EPProPTiEtE 420N sare not taken,
‘s rhetorical comments regarding the emergency cperating
Frocedures oo not alter the fact that he failed to perform an immediate
an evergency operating procedure (step 11b of E-D).

nosters are reguirec to be done from memory in accorcance

with Seaver Valley procecire = O.M. 1/2.48.2, page €, paragraph C.3.

e Cancigate & actions were insorrest with respect tc the
ClsTrEranty Detween ing ruliear irstruments Decause the operadility of
the frstrumerts wis still in question. The candidates rhetorica)
COMmEnNIL WegarIing Lre emergeniy cperating procedures have no bearing or

e falt that Pe TSm0t perforr immeciate actior steps as reguired.

-
ortrol Bsare Operations

Carcicate comme~ts (Redutta) pp. § and 10):

The canticate claims that inzorrest acstions should be commented on but
that those comments should not be so significant as to lead to an
vrsatisfactory rating, especially 1f the error did not cause the bounds
of aralyzed accicents to be exceeded. He applies this claim to the
reading of RCS pressure instrumentation (which resulted in the tripping
of the reactor coolant pumps) and to the verification of the position of

the residual heat release valve.
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Staff response:

As a control board cperator, the failure to properly read process
fastrymenrtation 15 & significant deficiency. The fnability to make an
tncerencent velve positior verification is also a significant deficiency.
Tae fact that & reastor accidert did not occur as & result of his
fncorrect aztions s frrelevant because & control bosrd cperator mys. be
82'¢ to proverly reas process irstrumentation ang verify valve positions.
s efforts  te  ce-empnasize his operational errees

CEMIPSTYELES AN UNIONSErVELIVe approach to nuslear safety.

Cangicise commers: (Repytta’ or. 10 ang 11):

nE tencioate repedts tne clatms maoe in his Specification that ne was

the first to retice that the ‘eedwater regulating valve was open angd that
thETE wis no 2TarY te Sal) Ais avtention t¢ the malfumciion, ke states
YHES SrE Da grse oY plart (E27) operator had moved from fr fromt of the
valve position ingication and that he finally noticed the cper indication
guring tne performance of the emergency operating procedures. He alse
claims o have Deer prectcudied with other events in the sceraric and
that he had to pricritize the problems,

The candicdate tnen refers to Pis past experience as cemonstration of his
supervisory adilities.

taff response:

The fact that the candioate claims to have been the first to notice the
velve open s drrelevant, since the valve had already been open for

twenty minutes. Moreover, in the scermario in gquestion, there were no
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competing events occurring because the opening of the bypass valve was
the first malfurction inserted, When the bypass valve opened, fits
associated feedwater regulating valve then partially closed to maintain
programmed steam generator water level. The candidate was notified by
ore of trne Doard opecativs of the feedwater regulating valve movement;
ary as'arm reseived would nave Deen in  addition to this verdal
nctification. Me, Morabito, along with the other two Crew memders, stood
cirectiy in front of the feedmater portion of the cortrol board and
TookeS, without ary costruction of view, at the controls and indicastons.
re candicete, not otserving the mispositioned Dypass valve, thern walkes
iwdy from the DoanC. Tne cardicate fatleg to dlagnose the malfunciion or
o #ttively pursue cerrection of the problem.

he cancicate's referente t0 past experience to suppert his supervisory
atility 95 mot relevant tr shis examimation. Examiners Dase their
€V vation on what trey odserve on the cay of the examiration,

In summary, tne cendicate's claims are not supported by the sxaminer's
rotes of the sequente of events for the scemario in question., Im
agdition, Mr. Moradite's past experience has nro bearing on this
examination.

A e 7P * & 4
Commyrnications ‘Crew Intersctions

Carcidate comments (Rebytta) pp. 11 and 12):

The candidate states that the hand signal was proper. He contends that a
verbal report coulc have introcuced several potential errors because @
numerical reacing would have had to have been extracted from a

logarithmic scale. Those errors are: (1) choosing an incorrect integer,

i“'l

e
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(2) croosing an incorrect exponent of 10, and (3) parallax. The
cancicate cla‘ms that he would then have had to picture in his mind how
far adove Dachground the reading was, thus introducing another
epportunity for error.

$e2ff resnonse.

's 2laim trat he was conzerned with the possibility of
errers that coulo have beer introduces by & verba) report has no basis in
fac: Decause tre ongrators 10 the contvo) room are expectes to be able to

prozerly redd the reters.  Furthermore, regardless of whether the

———te

information wis communizeted verbally or visually, the candidate weuls
Fave "2 tC pittyure i hig aing how far adbove Dackground the instrument
wids recing Trus, the possibility for error, a3 expressed by the
cancicate, wou'ld Do presenrt in either Case.

Coera’” Summary:

In the Rebutta) the cancicate rereates severa) previous claims, as we))
a% re‘se severa) new issues. The new 1ssues are perceived by the Staff
as: (1) plant congitions are statel that ~ould Yead to the start of the
cach=ur COW pump to surpors Ris answer for Quattion 6.03b; (2) the rerma)
operatiora) mode of the control rods is stated o support his answer for
Questien €.070; (3) the lack of procedural guicanc. 1s contested when the
operability of instrumentation 1s in question to support his argument for
the competency of Compliance/Use of Procedures; (4) rhetorical comments
are listed regarding the emergency operating procedures to support his
arguments for the area of Compliance/Use of Procedures; (5) distracting

events during the scerario should be considered 1in evaluating the
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competency of Superviscry ARility; and (6) additional errors would be
introduced 1f vertal commyunications had been used vice hand signals, and
that this shoyuld be considered in the compestency of Communications/Crew
Interactions.

Tre Staff response to eath of Mr. Moradite's new fssues as numbered in
parégrapr &3 gdoove, 15 2t to (1), the cand‘Jate failed to follow
9t stating his assumptions; ecgitionally, due to the
crem'cais ir the COw syttem, the starting of the backup CCW pump
Bezravites the effects of a4 therma) Barricr rupture. As to (2). the

P e

e
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PC8% Of usel n the automatic mode of Jsperatior to mitigate

L}

the effects of intreasing temperature in the RCS. As to (3), the
pro‘ecure provices by Mr. Moradito ir nis Kebusta) did, in fact, contain
geCanze 1F the inZication was erratic. Moreover, even if Me. Moradite
S0 MLl TIMEICET TR fnSizavion o Of erratic, @ survelllanze should have

Seet performe

W0 overify the accuracy of the instruments. The candicate

"

€'Q not consiger the irsirument inoperadle, nor did he reguest that @
surveillance be performed. As to (4), the rhetorica) comments relative
to the fingl examiration grade do not regate the fact “hat the candicate
failed to perform 2 reguired immediate action step from memory. As to
(5), tnere were ro gistracting events ecsurring, as Mr, Morabite
contended, because the opening of the bypass valve was the first event to
occur during that scenario. As to (6), the candida’s's argument that the
control Doard operators might have incorrectly read the veter is without
merit because 1t 13 voected that licensed operators in the contro) room

will be able to properly read the meters and indications.
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€5. The S:aff contends that the candidate has failed to provide sufficient
new information to cemonstrate an error in grading of his examination.
Thus, 1t 1s our opinion that the Mr. Morabito failed to adequately
gcemonstrate & sufficient Tevel of knowledge on the day of the examination
to warrart receipt of a iicense,
46. The foregoing is true ang correct ¢o the best of my knowledge and belief,
e
garry 3
Woand M AT
Davic M. Silk
‘ Subscribed anc swors i3 betore me
/g sy of Lecemzer 1857

:'\;'.g") c
¥y commission expires: 7{&..‘42& g
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UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

BEFORE THE ADMINISTRATIVE JUDGE

In the Matter of

ALFRED J. MORABITO Docket No. 55-60755
(Senior Operator License for
Beaver Valiey Nuclear Power
Station, Unit 1)

NOTICE OF APPEARANCE

Notice is hereby given that the undersigned attorney enters an appearance
in the above-captioned matter. In accordance with 10 CFR §2.713(b) the
follewing information is provided.

Name: Jay M. Gutierrez

Address: U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Ccmmission, Region I
631 Park Avenue
King of Prussia, PA 19406

Telephone Number: (215) 337-5321

Admissions: Supreme Court of the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania
west Virginia State Supreme Court

Name of Party: NRC Staff

Respectfully submitted,

Dated at Bethesda, Maryland
this 21st day of December 1987
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CERTIFICATION OF SERVICE

I hereby certify that copies of "Joint Affidavit of David M. Silk and Barry S.
Norris," dated December 21, 1987, and "Notice of Appearance” of Jay M. Gutierrez
in the above-captioned proceeding have been served on the following by deposit
in the United States mail, first class, or as indicated by an asterisk through
deposit in the Nuclear Regulatory Commission's internal mail system, this 21st

day of [ecember, 1987:

Charles Bechhoefer, Esq.
Administrative Judge

Atomic Safety and Licensing Board
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
wWashington, DC 20555~

Atomic Safety and Licensing Board
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, DC 20555*

Atomic Safety and Licensing Appea)
Board Panel

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission

Washington, DC 20555*

Dr. David L. Hetrick, Professor

Department of Nuclear and
Energy Engineering

University of Arizona

Tucson, Arizona 85721

Alfred J. Morabito
685 Tulip Drive
New Brighton, PA 15066

Colleen P. Woodhead

Counse) for NRC Staff

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Office of the General Counsel
wWashington, DC 20555

Docketing and Service Section
Office of the Secretary

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, DC 20555*




