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3 A comprehensive initial license examiuration review process has been developed. This hi . been
designed to address our responsibility and communication protocol with the NRC license
examination tecam and to ensure a valid site specific examination 1s developed for the license
candidates

4 Simulator scenano development and issues resolution have been included in the comprehensive
review process. Criteria have been established to ensure Calvert Cliffs and NRC management are
apprised of any sigmficant concerns during the validations of license examinations.

5 We will provide information copies of the Calvert Chiffs specific Job Task Analysis with
examination reference matenials to facilitate the admimstration of site-specific facility walk-
through and operator exams

6 We have increased the use of Simulator Static exams for the remediation of the 3 SROs that failed
the license exam, i order to enhance their diagnostic skills. The increased .ise of Simulator Static
exams 1s being incorporated into initial license traming for future classes

7 We have assigned mentors for cach license class candidate from Nuclear Training and Nuclear
Oncrations Sections to help develop individual plant specific knowledge and team formation skills.
increased use of Job Performance measures will be used to help evaluate candidate's readiness for
license examinations

8 Nuclear Operations and Nuclear Tramning sections are evaluating management expectations with
regards to License candidates and Licensed Operator diagnostic skills, procedural adherence, and
procedure deviation applications duning simulator training sessions

9 Noted simulator matenial deficiencies dering the past license exam have been attributed to
problems with power supplics to the "B" Central Processing Umit (CPU). The power supplics have
been replaced and the simulator has been operating satisfactory.  Additionally, the scheduled
simulator computer upgrade will include a Uninterruptible Power Supply (UPS) that will prevent
the type of weather-related failures that occurred duning the past exam.

With respect to the SRO upgrade candidate who was imtially graded as having failed the plant walk-
through portion of the operating test, the operator was temporarily removed from licensed duties, and an
assessmeat was performed consisting of a simulator and walk-through exam The assessment concluded
that the operator's performance was acceptable for licensed activities.  Additionally, the operator appealed
the results of th: examination with the NRC. After reviewing the operator's appeal, the mitial hicense
demial was reversed and the operator reccived an SRO License.

We appreciate the opportunity to discuss our cor cerns involving the conduct and context of the license
examinations  We look forward to working together to ensure equitable and consistent administration of
operator heensing examinations in the future
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Should you have any questions regarding this matter, we will be pleased to discuss them with you

Very truly yours,
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ATTACHMENT (1)

SCENARIO CONRC-3 REVIEW

SUMMARY
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SCENARIO DESCRIPTICN

vent 4, Inadvertent SIAS/CIS Channels A&B Actuation

oncern

vent &, 12 LPSI Pp suction line break/RWT loss of inventory outside of containment

oncern




CONCLUSION

Scenario CCNRC-3 appears to be contrary to the examination preparation standards of Revision 7 of
NUREG-1021, "Operator Licensing Examiner Standards”, specifically Section ES-301, "Preparing
Operating Tests for License Applicants at Power Facilities” Below are concerns associated with the
scenano

CCNPP safety analysis/flooding analysis was not used in the pre aration and vahidation of this
scenano

Scenanos were not properly vahdated prior to the test administration
Events 4 and S imtiated simultancously did not lead to a gradual degradation in plant status.

Event 4 fully masked the onset of Event 5. The license candidates reacted to Event 4 by
determining that the actuations were invahd, implemented the actions of the Alarm Manual,
attempted to control the over-boration transient, and initiated a manual reactor trip when it was
determined that the actuation signalc could not be reset. All of these actions were taking place at
the same time as the double ended guilloting break of a LPSI Pp suction line.  As a result Event §
was overiooked and event coverage was deficient

Events 4 aad 5 were not realistic or credible and the pace of event sequencing adversely affected
Crew response

Event 5 mitially exceeded the CONFP Simulator modeling capability and the himits of the
simulator's configuration management svstem  This event required the creation of a new simulator
model.




