Record of Changes

Date Section(s) Affected Summary

04/06/2020 ES-401 Question 401.55 and its response were revised
to clarify the intent and rating of Tier 1 written
exam questions.

03/30/2020 General Question Gen.45 updated to reflect current
process of obtaining physical copy of an RO
and/or SRO license.

New Question Gen.56 created to address
process of third-party obtaining license
verification information.

Question 401.55 ES-401 Question 401.55 was revised to be clearer on the

was revised to be intent and rating of Tier 1 written exam questions

clearer on the that do not reference specific procedures or
intent and rating of require procedural knowledge to answer.

Tier 1 written

exam questions

that do not

reference specific

procedures or

require procedural

knowledge to

answer.

06/27/2018 ES-401 Question 401.55 was revised to provide further
clarification on evaluating Tier 1 questions as
“unacceptable” or “deficient” based on the
question failing to reference a procedure.

11/28/2017 ES-301 New Question 301.20 was added to provide
clarification to Section D.5.b and what is meant
by a “new” scenario.

11/14/2017 ES-202 and Record | New Question 202.22 was added to highlight and

of Changes summarize the noteworthy changes made to
NRC Form 396 and NRC Form 398 as a result of
the October 2017 revisions.
Organized “Record of Changes” table to show
most-recent change at the top.

10/26/2017 ES-202 New Question 202.21 was added to provide

clarification and guidance when revisions to NRC
Form 396 and 398 are issued and as a result of
the October 2017 revisions to NRC Form 396
and 398.




Date

Section(s) Affected

Summary

08/31/2017

All and General

Incorporated formatting changes and hyperlinks
throughout to improve ease of use. Removed
“‘FAQ” terminology.

New Questions Gen. 54 and Gen. 55 were added
to provide clarification on medical reporting
requirements and Question Gen. 25.

Questions Gen. 24 and Gen. 25 were revised to
reference the correct NRC Form 396 medical
condition, i.e., NRC Form 396 Box 5 condition
changed to Box 4.

08/25/2017

ES-401

New Question 401.55 was added to provide
clarification on evaluating Tier 1 questions as
“‘unacceptable” or “deficient” based on the
question failing to reference an Emergency or
Abnormal Operating Procedure even though the
qguestion met the K/A statement.

08/16/2017

ES-605

New Question 605.14 was added to provide
clarification and interim guidance as a result of
NUREG-1021, Revision 11, requiring the
operator’s signature when a license amendment
is requested.

07/07/2017

ES-205

New Question 205.6 was added to provide
clarification on how the revision to ES-205,
Attachment 4, GFE Test Item Distribution, as a
result of NUREG-1021, Revision 11, will effect
content in September 2017 GFE.

03/13/2017

ES-202

Question 202.20 revised to include discussion of
latest revision to ACAD 10-001 (revised in
November 2016).

Question 205.1 revised to include Revision 11 of
NUREG-1021 changes (i.e., the allowance for
facility licensee (other authors) to develop GFEs)
and to further clarify response.

03/18/2016

ES-202

Slight clarification added to Question 202.1 to
align with what is stated in 10 CFR 55.59 and
NUREG-1021 for what constitutes a power
change.

09/22/2015

ES-401

New Question 401.54 was added to clarify the
required Technical Specification knowledge for a
RO applicant




Date

Section(s) Affected

Summary

3/18/2015

ES-301

New Question 301.19 was added to clarify Form
ES-301-5 new instruction 4 which addresses
position rotation requirements for SRO-I
evaluations.

9/21/2012

General

New Question Gen 53 was added to clarify
documentation requirements associated with
minor medical conditions.

2/1/2012

Simulators

This section was updated to address current
practices concerning simulator scope, fidelity and
performance testing.

7/12/2011

ES-401

Question 401.30 was updated to reflect
additional guidance on SRO questions.

6/28/2011

ES-605

New Question 605.13 was added to clarify the
“no solo” restriction for SROs supervising core
alterations.

6/17/2011

General

New Question Gen 52 was added to clarify
reporting requirement for temporary medical
conditions/restrictions.

4/21/2011

ES-605

New Question 605.12 was added to clarify
requirements for maintaining active license
status.

3/11/2011

ES-605

Question 605.3 was revised to clarify notification
requirements concerning temporary suspension
of licenses.

6/4/2010

ES-202

New Question 202.20 was added to address
ACAD 10-001 instructions on eligibility
determinations.

5/12/2010

General

New Questions Gen 49 - 51 were added to
provide additional guidance on NRC Form 396,
“Certification of Medical Examination by Facility
Licensee.”

1/7/2010

ES-401

Updated Questions 401.35 and 401.52 to reflect
clarifications and enhancements incorporated by
NUGEG-1022/1123 Rev2, Supp. 1

5/21/2009

General

New Question 202.19 was added to provide
guidance on repeating control manipulations and
other training for license reapplications; Question
204.1 was edited to clarify the selection of GFE
waiver examinations; and Gen.48 was added to
address the privacy of medical information.

3/5/2009

ES-202

New Question 202.18 was added to clarify the
instructions for NRC Form 398, “Personal
Qualification Statement — Licensee” item 12a
associated with eligibility waivers.




Date

Section(s) Affected

Summary

12/11/2008

ES-401 and General

New Question 401.53 was added to address the
use of open-reference questions on the initial
exam and Gen.47 to address keeping required
medications on-site for emergencies.

9/10/2008

ES-301, ES-605,
and General

New Questions 301.18, 605.11, and Gen.46
were added to address the “Emergency
Procedures/Plan” Administrative Topic of the
walk-through operating test, rehiring retired
operators, and sleep apnea, respectively.

5/24/2008

General

New Question Gen.45 was added to address
Privacy Act record requests.

11/29/2007

ES-201 and ES-401

Question 201.35 was revised to reference new
procedure “freeze” guidance that was added by
Supplement 1 to Revision 9 of NUREG-1021.
Questions 401.53 and 54 were deleted based on
Supplement 1 changes to NUREGs-1021, 1122,
and 1123.

9/25/2007

General

New Questions Gen.29 - Gen.44 were added to
clarify medical requirements and guidance. Most
of the questions were submitted during the
August 2007 medical issues seminar.

2/8/2007

ES-605

Delete Question 605.10 which is no longer
necessary given the 2006 revision of NRC Form
398, and replace with a new question regarding
the “no-solo” license restriction.

8/23/2006

General

New Question Gen.28 was added to further
clarify medical reporting requirements.

8/3/2006

General

New Questions Gen.25 - Gen.27 were added to
clarify medical reporting requirements.

7/21/2006

ES-201 and ES-302

New Questions 201.35 and 302.13 were added
to clarify policy regarding procedure “freezes”
prior to initial licensing examinations and the use
of surrogates during simulator operating tests.

3/10/2006

ES-401; General

New Questions 401.53 — 54 were added to clarify
the K/A suppression criteria in Attachment 2 of
ES-401; new Questions Gen.19 — 24 were added
to address a number of medical issues, including
“‘permanent disabilities” and recent changes to
NRC Form 396.

7/14/2005

ES-605; Simulators;
General

New Question 605.10 was added to clarify the
need to include requalification training time on
renewal applications; Sim.37 was added to clarify
policy regarding design changes; Gen.18 was
added to address electronic submittal of
applications.
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Date Section(s) Affected Summary
3/30/2005 ES-605 New Question 605.9 was added regarding no-
solo license conditions.
2/29/2005 All; ES-204 All question numbers were revised to include a
section designator (e.g., 401.7, Sim.2); new
Question 204.1 was added.
12/9/2004 Various Revision 9 changes were marked with

searchable (R9) flags.




ES-201
Initial licensing examination process; examination security

2011
What is the time expectation for turnaround of an examination submitted for review?

Per Section C.3.e of ES-201 (NUREG-1021), chief examiners are expected to complete their
review of the examination outlines within 5 working days. Section C.3.f goes on to say that the
sampling review of the written exam (which is discussed in Section E of ES-401) should be
completed within one week after receiving the exam and the entire review should be done within
two weeks. Facility licensees are encouraged to discuss their specific schedule requirements
and expectations with their chief examiner.

201.2
Is the request for NRC to write the examination required in writing?

Yes. Section 10 CFR 55.40(c) of the amended rule states that the Commission shall prepare
the examination upon written request from the power reactor facility licensee pursuant to
§55.31(a)(3). It has to be a corporate decision with a formal request in writing signed by an
authorized facility representative. As stated in Section C.1.a of ES-201, a written response to
the NRC's annual letter soliciting examination schedule information (e.g., RIS 2003-14) will
satisfy this requirement.

201.3

Can the utility write part of the examination and the NRC write the other part of the
examination? How do you work the "split exam" concept? How can you maintain NRC
examiner proficiency if developing "split exams?"

Yes. Allowing the facility licensee and its NRC Regional Office to split responsibility for exam
development provides both parties with greater flexibility in scheduling their resources. For
example, the Regional Office might be able to support an examination on a specific date if it
only has to prepare the written exam or the operating test, but not both.

The desire to split an exam should be reflected in the facility licensee's response to the NRC's
annual letter soliciting examination schedule information (e.g., RIS 2003-14) and coordinated
with the appropriate NRC Regional Office.

Keep in mind that each Regional Office is still required to prepare one complete examination per
year to maintain examiner proficiency, but it can do the written portion of one examination and
the operating test on another.



201.4
The utilities should NOT be the ones to develop the sample plan. This should be
developed by the NRC for all examinations administered in the region.

Comment noted. Some facility licensees may prefer to develop their own sample plan. Facility
licensees can make arrangements to split responsibility for developing various parts of the
examination with the NRC Regional Office. This approach should be reflected in the facility
licensee's response to the NRC's annual letter soliciting examination schedule information (e.g.,
RIS 2003-14) and coordinated with the appropriate NRC Regional Office.

201.5

Would you comment on the following proposal? Have a "team" from the utility come to
the region and work directly with the chief examiner to develop the written exam. | would
propose that a team of experienced utility instructors could bring the exam bank and
associated reference material and they, with the chief, could produce the written exam in
less than 400 hours. Benefits - lower man hours cost, reduced security concerns (less
time on site), fewer negative exam report comments.

The NRC currently does not believe that this is a viable option because it raises concerns
regarding independence, accountability for the quality of the final product, and possible adverse
public perception.

201.6

A question has come up on the issue of using the same utility examiners to write the
initial exam and the audit exam. What are the requirements for this? If you use
independent groups to develop an audit examination and an NRC examination, do you
have to worry about overlap? Why?

As stated in Section D.2.b of ES-201 (NUREG-1021), individuals who are on the security
agreement may prepare the audit examination, but the examination would be subject to review
by the NRC for test item duplication (none is allowed unless the examinations are independently
developed).

Note that ES-401 has eliminated the limits on written examination overlap based on the random
selection of specific K/A statements and strict adherence to the intent of the selected
statements. However, the facility licensee still has to take measures to ensure that the final
audit or screening examination and any quizzes that are given after beginning work on the
licensing exam do not compromise the integrity of the licensing exam. Section C.1.f of ES-401
provides examples of acceptable control measures, which include the use of independent teams
to develop the examinations.

201.7
Should the utility NRC exam writer be "certified" by the NRC?

No. Although the NRC has considered that and other ways to improve the training and
qualifications of utility examination authors, there are no current plans to implement such a
program.



201.8
If the NRC writes the outline, does the facility licensee have to track the question history
if the facility licensee writes the examination?

NUREG-1021 eliminated the limits on written question repetition from quizzes given during the
training program, thereby eliminating the need to track question histories. However, as stated in
Section C.1.h of ES-201, facility licensees are encouraged to identify those questions that were
used on an NRC license examination at the facility since October 1995 because they will
generally undergo less rigorous review by the NRC.

201.9
Does "independent review" by a supervisor include question-by-question
approval/comment?

Yes. The independent managerial or supervisory reviewer is confirming and signing that the
written examinations and operating tests meet the requirements of NUREG-1021. The extent of
the review will typically be a function of the experience of the examination author and the quality
of facility's examination bank.

201.10
If a reactor operator is testing for an upgrade and his/her physical is current, does he/she
have to have another physical?

No. In accordance with Section D.1.c of ES-204, the medical examination documented on NRC
Form 396 is good for two years from the date of the medical examination. Per 10 CFR 55.25,
facility licensees are required to notify the NRC within 30 days of learning that a licensed
operator has developed a permanent physical or mental condition that causes the operator to
fail to meet the eligibility requirements.

201.11
Why does the NRC not have to sign a security agreement?

The primary purpose of the security agreement is to prevent inadvertent compromises by
ensuring that the people having knowledge of the examination content are aware of their
responsibilities. NRC examiners are aware of their responsibilities with regard to examination
security and rarely find themselves in a position where they could inadvertently compromise the
examination. They are only on-site to validate and administer the examinations and they do not
routinely interact with the license applicants.



201.12

ES-201 (of NUREG-1021), Section D.2.b, Bullet #2, prohibits someone on the exam
security agreement from doing on-the-job training (OJT), practice, coaching, and sign-
offs. Does this prohibit an operator (on exam security) who is standing a regularly
scheduled shift from signing off a trainee scheduled to stand that shift under instruction
in the position? This is not referring to signing of individual OJT tasks, just the shift
itself. (We currently do not permit this, | just want to be clear on the requirements of the
examination standard).

When the operator comes out to validate the written, can they have OJT contact with an
applicant after the operator is on the security agreement?

Section D.2.b of ES-201 prohibits all OJT activities. A license applicant should not be standing
watches under instruction with, or receive OJT sign-offs from, a licensed operator who has
knowledge of the examination content.

201.13

Why does ES-201, Section D.2.b, Bullet #1, permit a person signed onto the initial exam
security agreement to operate the simulator from the booth when this is not permitted in
ES-601 for requal? Why the inconsistency?

This inconsistency, which resulted from an oversight during the development of Revision 8 of
NUREG-1021, has been corrected. The security restrictions on Form ES-601-1 are now the
same as in ES-201.

201.14

Why do the standards not allow the utility to give the same JPMs and scenarios the
following day if the applicants sign a confidentiality agreement? If an individual
examinee is on security agreement, can you then reuse a JPM set?

The NRC takes examination security very seriously, and prohibiting the reuse of test materials is
the most effective way to minimize the risk of compromising an examination. No.
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201.15

Although some relaxation was included in final Revision 8 of NUREG-1021, it is still much
too restrictive (in my opinion). Why is it that an instructor cannot teach once he has
knowledge of the exam? This requirement causes me to need additional staffing
because once he has knowledge of sample plan, he is not available. Why can't we use
the instructor, and rely on his integrity (via signature, under penalty of law, etc.)?

What is it going to take to use the instructor in both the exam development process and
in candidate instruction/supervision?

While developing the current examination process, the NRC identified a number of
vulnerabilities (including independence and public perception, examination security and
integrity) associated with allowing facility licensees to prepare the initial licensing examinations,
which had, theretofore, been prepared exclusively by NRC examiners or contractors. To the
extent possible, the NRC established guidelines and criteria in ES-201 of NUREG-1021,
including the personnel and security restrictions, to mitigate the vulnerabilities. Please refer to
SECY-96-206 (the rulemaking plan) and SECY-98-266 (the final rule) for a discussion of the
NRC's rationale. It should be noted that the current restrictions are consistent with the change
recommended by the Nuclear Energy Institute (NEI) during the rulemaking process.

Although ES-201 clarifies that supervisors can counsel applicants regarding non-technical
issues, direct training activities are still prohibited. There is some flexibility to address unique
situations on a case-by-case basis; however, a generic change in policy is unlikely unless the
industry can adequately address the NRC's concerns regarding public perception and
confidence.

201.16

Providing individual applicant feedback is a prohibited activity for individuals on the
security agreement. How does this apply to Manager/Supervisor situations such as
sitting on a performance review committee or coaching/counseling associated with a
non-technical situation (e.g. classroom behavior)?

Managers/supervisors on the security agreement may continue to counsel the applicants
concerning non-technical issues. However, as stated in Section D.2.b of ES-201 of NUREG-
1021, they are not allowed to provide any technical guidance, training, or any other direct
feedback that may compromise examination integrity as defined in 10 CFR 55.49.

10



11

201.17

Is a facility required to check with a contractor to determine if they are concurrently
developing a similar exam for another utility? If so, do these exams need to be given on
the same day? Also, what other security requirements need to be met?

If you have a common group develop examinations for two different plants, do you have
to worry about overlap between these exams? What are the criteria?

Pursuant to 10 CFR 55.40(b)(2), facility licensees that prepare their own examinations are
expected to take reasonable measures to control examination security and integrity. As noted
in Section C.1.d of ES-201, facility licensees may use contractors or other outside assistance to
develop the examinations, but the licensees bear full responsibility for the product, including
conformance with the examination criteria and maintenance of examination security and
integrity. Additionally, Section C.1.h of ES-201 (in NUREG-1021) discusses the requirements
for controlling and documenting the source of test items and the predictability of the examination
content. Licensees should obtain this information from their examination contractor if one is
used. If there is a basis for the applicants to predict the content of the examination and the
overlap with the other utility's examination is significant, then the utility must evaluate the issue,
determine if compensatory measures are appropriate, and discuss the issue with the NRC as
early as possible. Factors to consider would include the timing between the exams and the
physical and corporate distance between the facilities. For example, this evaluation could
reasonably differ if, in one case, the sites are owned by the same utility, located 20 miles apart,
and the exams are separated by a month, versus another case in which the exams are 8
months and 2000 miles apart.

201.18
As part of normal instructor duty, 10 questions were submitted to an examination team.
Does the instructor have any examination information?

As long as the instructor is not aware if any of the questions meet the sample plan and the
questions are placed in the exam bank, then the instructor would not be considered to have
exam information. However, if the questions are given to the examination team with the
expectation that they will be used as new questions, then the instructor should be on the
security agreement. Specific questions regarding this issue should be discussed with the NRC.

11
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201.19
If involved in an initial examination, is there a restriction from teaching requal?

An initial licensed operator upgrade candidate attends licensed operator requalification
training with his crew. The instructor is on the initial NRC exam team and has signed the
exam security documents. Is the initial NRC exam candidate allowed to remain in the
class/simulator or must he/she leave?

Use of instructors is still an issue. The use of an instructor, who is on the exam security
agreement, can't teach candidates attending the requalification program. This is an
unnecessary burden on resource restrictions.

SRO upgrade applicants who are removed from the watch rotation do not have to attend RO
requalification training while they are training for the SRO license. If there are no upgrade
applicants in the requalification class, there would be no restriction on the instructors. However,
as stated in Section D.2.b of ES-201 (NUREG-1021), if SRO upgrade applicants are present in
the class, instructors would not be permitted to teach in areas in which they have examination
knowledge, and their activities would have to be documented on Form ES-201-3. They can
teach subjects about which they have no examination knowledge, which is a good reason to
limit everyone's access to only those portions of the exam for which they have responsibility.
Instructors with examination knowledge should not be used in training environments that require
one-on-one contact with trainees. There is no problem with them teaching a requalification
lecture or simulator session, but the trainer with examination knowledge must avoid direct
individual interaction with the applicants.

201.20

Is it acceptable to password protect exam files and leave them on a local area network
(LAN) or password protect them on a hard drive? (The concern is that floppy disks are
more susceptible to damage).

Yes. As stated in Attachment 1 of ES-201 (in NUREG-1021), the use of passwords should
provide adequate security if normal computer security practices (e.g., selecting and changing
passwords) are observed. Special cases may need additional consideration. For example, if a
trainee has extended access to the LAN in his normal position, additional security measures
might be appropriate.

201.21
Will you allow transfer of electronic files of exam materials over the Internet via e-mail if
the file is "password protected?"

As stated in Attachment 1 of ES-201 (in NUREG-1021), examinations shall not be transmitted
via non-secure electronic means. Licensees may transmit the exams via the NRC's "AUTOS"
local area network by making arrangements with the NRC resident inspector at the facility.
Licensees may also transmit password-protected electronic files over the Internet if the
licensee's word processing software provides adequate security and is compatible with the
NRC's and the password is separately provided to the NRC chief examiner by mail or phone.
The files do not need to be encrypted.

12
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201.22
If the examination is password protected, how much hacking do we have to protect
against?

Pursuant to 10 CFR 55.49, the NRC expects facility licensees to take reasonable measures to
prevent inadvertent examination compromises. Attachment 1 of ES-201 describes a number of
examination security guidelines that facility licensees may consider. The NRC does expect
reasonable computer security measures to be in place, but it does not expect facility licensees
to defend their examinations against willful acts, such as computer hacking.

201.23
The person who issues the password and knows what it is for a computer system - is he
in possession of examination material?

Although the people who issue computer passwords may not have possession of examination
material, they probably have access to that material and any other sensitive or classified
information stored on that computer system. These individuals should be aware of their
authority and responsibility with regard to accessing and safeguarding sensitive information.
There would certainly be no harm in having them sign the examination security form.

201.24
What are the time frames when security restrictions begin?

The security restrictions begin whenever someone makes the first decision regarding the topics
to be tested on any part of the licensing examination.

201.25
When does someone have to go on examination security?

Per Section D.2.b of ES-201 (in NUREG-1021), they must acknowledge their security
responsibilities by reading and signing the security agreement (Form ES-201-3) before they
obtain detailed knowledge of any part of the examination.

201.26

If an applicant fails a section of a licensing examination that was developed using one
revision of NUREG-1021 and applies for a partial retake examination after the next
revision of the NUREG has been issued, what version of the NUREG will be used to
prepare the retake examination?

The decision would be based on maintaining continuity in examination content and format. If
there is essentially no change in the content and format of the exam between the two revisions
of NUREG-1021, it makes no difference which version is used, and it generally makes more
sense to use the current version, especially if other applicants will be taking the entire
examination. However, if the format or content of the exam has changed substantially (as it did
when the prescripted JPM questions were deleted in Revision 8) it might make sense to
administer the exam using the older format (e.g., if missed prescripted questions contributed to
the failure). In summary, the NRC would default to the new standard, unless there is a logical
basis to stick with the previous version.

13
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201.27
Is there a "hard-limit" to the number of people that can sign in on a security agreement?

No. Section D.2.a of ES-201 of NUREG-1021 outlines the expectations in this regard.

201.28
If an exam compromise is suspected, are the examiners expected to leave the site?

No. In accordance with Section C.3.b of ES-201 (in NUREG-1021), examiners must
immediately report any perceived compromise to the responsible regional supervisor so that the
necessary actions can be taken to restore the integrity of the examination. Per Section C.2.k,
those actions might include not giving the exam, making additional changes to the exam,
voiding the results if the exam has already been given, reevaluating the licensing decisions
pursuant to 10 CFR 55.61(b), and possibly the imposition of enforcement action. It is much
easier to determine the most appropriate action if the examiners remain on-site to assess the
situation. The final course of action would be determined in collaboration with regional
management and the NRR operator licensing program office.

201.29

Why doesn't the NRC have additional staff to support emergent utility exam needs?
Writing of exams is not voluntary because of resource restraints. What is the NRC doing
about it?

The NRC staff does budget some additional resources for retake examinations, but the NRC's
Congressional budget allocation does not permit us to maintain a dedicated corps of examiners
capable of handling every conceivable peak work load. That is why it is sometimes necessary
for licensees to develop their own examinations (which require fewer NRC resources) or to shift
their examinations (usually no more than a few weeks) to a time when NRC resources are
available. The NRC does have a limited pool of former examiners to draw upon in response to
utility examination needs. However, those individuals' primary responsibilities in their current
positions generally have priority so they are not always available on short notice. The operator
licensing program office is currently working with the regions in an effort to share resources,
when possible, to satisfy regional peaks in examination demand.

201.30
If a utility does not have enough staff to write an ILO [initial licensed operator] exam, is it
better to have a vendor or the NRC write the exam?

This is a decision that facility management will have to make based upon cost, resource
availability, scheduling flexibility, and other factors. The chances of getting an exam at a
specific time are best if the licensee (or its vendor) prepares it.

201.31
What are the final Rev. 8 [of NUREG-1021] and supplemental security relaxation benefits?

Final Revision 8 of NUREG-1021 removed all restrictions on who can write the initial operator
licensing examinations. However, the NUREG still requires anyone who has knowledge of the

14
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examination contents to sign a security agreement and refrain from most training-related
activities involving the license applicants. Refer to Section D.2 of ES-201 for the details.

Additional changes in Supplement 1 further clarified the types of training-related activities that
managers and supervisors can perform once they have knowledge of the examination contents.

201.32
Why does anyone feel that we got what we asked for when Virginia Power requested that
utilities be able to write and administer the exams?

Because the August 30, 1994, letter from Virginia Power made five process recommendations,
including NRC administration of the operating tests and written examinations, all of which have
been adopted in the revised examination program.

201.33

Can the initial license exam author or an exam team member provide difficulty ratings for
weekly written quizzes given to an initial license class? There is no contact with the
class and no direct feedback. Operations and Training Management use the difficulty
ratings to gauge student progress.

The NRC takes examination security and integrity very seriously. However, based on your
assertion that the raters would have no contact with the class and no direct feedback and that
the difficulty ratings would only be used to gauge student progress, there should be no problem
with your proposal.

201.34

Is it acceptable for a dedicated, locked examination security room to have a ceiling with
removable tiles or does it need to have a hardened ceiling to be considered sufficient for
exam security purposes?

The NRC expects facility licensees to take reasonable measures to prevent inadvertent
examination compromises. Attachment 1 of ES-201 of NUREG-1021 describes a number of
examination security guidelines that facility licensees may consider, but it does not address the
need for hardened examination development facilities. If the examinations are prepared in a
hardened room with no drop ceiling and a decent lock on the door, then the authors could
probably leave the exams lying about the room without much worry. However, if the exam room
has a drop ceiling that someone could easily crawl over, then the authors should probably
consider locking the exam materials in a file cabinet when the room is going to be unoccupied
for a considerable period of time (e.g., nights and weekends) and there is a possibility that
someone could crawl over the wall undetected (e.g., the exam room is in an isolated part of the
building). A room with a locked door would likely provide sufficient protection for an exam left
on the desk while the author goes to the rest room, even if the ceiling contains removable tiles.
Licensees need to exercise common sense and decide for themselves how much they want to
spend to maintain examination security and how much risk and expense they can tolerate if an
exam is compromised.

15
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201.35

Are there any requirements set by the NRC as to when Operation's training “freezes”
procedure changes prior to an NRC initial licensing examination? Can a plant freeze
multiple procedures at different times based on the scope of the procedure change and
how its implementation date affects examination development and administration?

Guidelines regarding the “freezing” of plant procedures in advance of an initial operator
licensing examination have been added to NUREG-1021 as part of Supplement 1 to Revision 9,
which was published in October 2007. Section C.2.c of ES-201 now specifically requires the
topic to be discussed when confirming the examination arrangements, and Attachment 2 of the
same ES provides some general guidance and cautions.

16
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ES-202
How to apply for a new license; eligibility; training;
experience; reactivity manipulations; medicals

202.1

Significant reactivity manipulations were defined in the Q&A portion of NUREG-1262.
The information notice issued a couple/three years ago seems to conflict with NUREG-
1262. An answer to what is a significant manipulation should support NUREG-1262.

Reactivity manipulations for [initial licensed operator] ILO training: What is the status of
allowing simulator manipulations (when unable to perform in-plant)? Also, define what
constitutes a control manipulation. Why is a rod operability surveillance ok at one plant
but not another? What constitutes a large change?

What is acceptable for reactivity manipulations? (any real-life examples of problems or
rejected applications)

What are the criteria for doing reactivity manipulations on the simulator?
Information Notice 97-67, "Failure to Satisfy Requirements for Significant Manipulations of the

Controls for Power Reactor Operator Licensing," restated and clarified the NRC's position on
this issue. The staff does not believe that the IN contradicts the guidance in NUREG-1262.

Effective on November 16, 2001, 10 CFR 55.31(a)(5) was revised to allow the use of plant-
referenced simulators to conduct the required control manipulations. Facility licensees that
propose to use a plant-referenced simulator to perform the control manipulations must ensure
that simulator fidelity has been demonstrated pursuant to 10 CFR 55.46(c).

The same test (e.g., started at a comparable power level, including a comparable number of
rods, and a comparable reactivity change) should be acceptable on either plant. Without
specifics, it is not possible to speculate why one was acceptable and the other was not.

10 CFR 55.31(a)(5) requires five "significant" control manipulations, and 10 CFR 55.59(c)(3)(i)
provides a number of examples (which are not requirements). Per Example F, and as noted in
IN 97-67, a power change of at least 10% is an example of a significant (or large) control
manipulation. It would also be acceptable, when defining allowed reactivity manipulations, to
evaluate the knowledge and abilities exercised in a controlled large evolution and then accept
all smaller tasks that comparably exercise the same knowledge and abilities. The NRC expects
such evaluations to be formally documented as part of the licensee's SAT-based (systematic
approach to training) program.

The criteria for doing the 10 CFR 55.31(a)(5) reactivity manipulations on the simulator are
discussed in SECY-99-225, the staff paper that forwarded the associated rulemaking plan to the
Commission for approval and SECY-00-0083, the proposed rulemaking paper, which was
issued on April 12, 2000. Facility licensees that propose to use a plant-referenced simulator to
perform the control manipulations required by 10 CFR 55.31(a)(5) must ensure that simulator
fidelity has been demonstrated pursuant to 10 CFR 55.46(c). Control manipulations performed
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on the plant-referenced simulator may be chosen from a representative sampling of the control
manipulations and plant evolutions described in 10 CFR 55.59(c)(3)(i)(A-F), (R), (T), (W), and
(X), as applicable to the design of the plant for which the license application is submitted.

As discussed in Section C.1.c of ES-202 (in NUREG-1021) power changes (10 CFR
55.59(c)(3)(i)(E) and (F) only) that are performed on the simulator must be 10% or greater in
magnitude, while those on the plant may be smaller (to limit unnecessary transients on the
facility) but of sufficient magnitude for the operator to experience appropriate feedback (i.e.,
clearly observable effects on the plant) as a result of the control manipulation.

202.2

Can a candidate enrolled in a reactor operator initial license training program receive
credit for significant control (reactivity) manipulations performed in the control room as
the Balance of Plant (BOP) operator? For example, can the following manipulation, 10
CER 55.59(c)(i)(C), be performed as BOP? Manual control of steam generators or
feedwater or both during startup and shutdown.

A related question is: Do Direct SRO candidates (i.e., instant SROs) have to perform the
manipulations as ROs to get credit, or can they supervise them as SROs (i.e., procedure
readers) to get credit?

10 CFR 55.31(a)(5) requires that an applicant provide evidence that the applicant, as a trainee,
has successfully manipulated the controls of either the facility for which a license is sought or a
plant-referenced simulator that meets the requirements of 10 CFR 55.46(c). At a minimum, five
significant control manipulations must be performed that affect reactivity or power level. Control
manipulations performed on the plant-referenced simulator may be chosen from a
representative sampling of the control manipulations and plant evolutions described in 10 CFR
55.59(c)(3)(i)(A-F),(R),(T),(W), and (X) of this part, as applicable to the design of the plant for
which the license application is submitted.

Therefore, two criteria drive the requirements for the five control manipulations, they must be
significant and must affect reactivity or power level. "Manual control of steam generators or
feedwater or both during startup and shutdown" is only sufficient to meet those two criteria if the
licensee can clearly show that the manual control was significant and noticeably affected
reactivity or power level. There is no requirement for the control manipulations to be completed
in the RO watch position, so any manipulation done in the BOP watch station would qualify as
long as it meets the requirements discussed above.

With regard to direct, or instant, SRO applicants, the control manipulations must be done in
either the RO or BOP positions (i.e., hands-on); supervising another operator performing the
manipulations would not be acceptable.

Keep in mind, as noted in Revision 2 of Regulatory Guide 1.8, "Qualification and Training of
Personnel for Nuclear Power Plants," that every effort should be made to have a diversity of
reactivity changes for each applicant. Moreover, in keeping with the definition of "Controls" in
10 CFR 55.4, it is preferable that the required manipulations focus on those apparatus and
mechanisms that directly affect the reactivity or power level of the reactor (e.g., control rods,
boration/dilution, and turbine load for a PWR; control rods and recirculation flow for a BWR).
After all, in accordance with 10 CFR 50.54(i), those are the only apparatus and mechanisms
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(i.e., controls) that can be manipulated exclusively by operators and senior operators licensed
(or in training for a license) pursuant to 10 CFR 55.

202.3
Does maintaining power constant at 1-2% and diluting 1000 pcm due to xenon over a
shift count as a reactivity manipulation?

Yes. Although this example does not precisely fit any of the items in 10 CFR 55.59(c)(3)(i), it
would be acceptable to count as one of the five required reactivity manipulations. As noted in
Regulatory Guide 1.8, Revision 2, every effort should be made to have a diversity of reactivity
changes for each applicant. See Question 202.2 for more information.

2024
Can a reactor startup below the point of adding heat constitute a manipulation?

What constitutes "significant?"

What is the current position on diversity; e.g., can 5 power changes using boration be
used?

Yes.

As indicated in Information Notice 97-67, "Failure to Satisfy Requirements for Significant
Manipulations of the Controls for Power Reactor Operator Licensing," and defined in 10 CFR
55.59(c)(3)(i)(E), a 10 percent or greater power change is an example of a significant control
manipulation.

As stated in the IN and Regulatory Guide 1.8, Revision 2, diversity of control manipulations is
expected but not required. Similarly, if the training program is developed using a systematic
approach, it would seem inappropriate to conduct the same control manipulation five times.
Some diversity is better than none; i.e., the 5 boration power changes should be as diverse as
possible. See Questions 202.2 and 202.3 for more information.

202.5
Does the 1-year waiver clock start at the time the denial is received from the NRC
following the exam or does it start after all appeals have been resolved?

As stated in Section D.1.a of ES-204 (NUREG-1021), the 1-year waiver clock starts on the date
when the original examination was completed.

202.6
We believe an applicant meets the eligibility requirements, but ask the NRC to evaluate
this to make sure - is this a waiver request?

No. It would not constitute a waiver request until you submit a license application (NRC Form-
398) that specifically requests a waiver of the eligibility guideline or requirement.
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202.7
If a utility is preparing an examination per NUREG-1021, is it required to comply with ES-
202, Section D (license eligibility requirements), which is based on Regulatory Guide 1.8?

When verifying entry level prerequisites for a candidate, do | have to validate them to the
requirements stated in ES-202? If not, to which standard must the candidate be validated
against? If | have a SAT [systematic approach to training] based program, why is the
NRC concerned about entry level verification? This renewed interest appears to
contradict the information in NUREG-1262.

No. Participation in the examination development does not affect the facility licensee's prior
commitments regarding license eligibility (i.e., experience, education, and training). As always,
the NRC expects facility licensees to comply with their commitments; if a licensee has made
conflicting or contradictory commitments, it would generally be held to the more conservative or
restrictive obligation.

Refer to Regulatory Issue Summary (RIS) 2001-01, "Eligibility of Operator License Applicants,"
for a discussion of this issue. Also note that, in May 2000, the NRC issued Revision 3 of
Regulatory Guide 1.8, which endorses ANSI/ANS-3.1-1993, and that ES-202 has been updated
to reflect this change.

202.8
Can self-study hours be counted on the application as part of the required 500 training
hours?

As a general rule, self-study time should NOT be used as a substitute for classroom instruction
time that is specified in a facility licensee's approved (i.e., accredited) training program and
licensing basis. However, if the licensee's program includes provisions for waivers and
equivalence determinations, it may be appropriate to customize an individual's training based on
prior instruction and experience. Such a program might include independent study with specific
learning objectives and follow-up testing to ensure that the learning objectives have been
mastered.
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202.9
What are experience requirements for SRO/RO?

In accordance with 10 CFR 55.31(a)(4), an applicant must provide evidence that he or she has
successfully completed the facility licensee's requirements to be licensed as an operator or
senior operator. The facility licensee's requirements, as embodied in its licensing basis (e.g., its
technical specifications, quality assurance plan, and final safety analysis report) and approved
training program, should be clearly defined and consistent. Pursuant to SAT-based (systematic
approach to training) principles, the NRC expects the facility licensee to formally evaluate and
document the applicants' training and experience vis-a-vis its requirements and commitments.

Refer to Regulatory Issue Summary (RIS) 2001-01, "Eligibility of Operator License Applicants,"
for a detailed discussion of this issue. Also note that, in May 2000, the NRC issued Revision 3
of Regulatory Guide 1.8, which endorses ANSI/ANS-3.1-1993, and that NUREG-1021, Section
ES-202, has been updated to reflect this change.

202.10
For a [systematic approach to training] SAT-based program, what and where are the
requirements for "responsible power plant" experience?

What are the real requirements if you have SAT- based program?

Refer to Regulatory Issue Summary (RIS) 2001-01, "Eligibility of Operator License Applicants,"
for a detailed discussion of the NRC's current guidelines regarding the training and qualification
of licensed operators. Also note that, in May 2000, the NRC issued Revision 3 of Regulatory
Guide 1.8, which endorses ANSI/ANS-3.1-1993, and that NUREG-1021, Section ES-202, has
been updated to reflect this change.
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202.11
Regarding the 6-months on-site experience requirement:

- ANSI allows 13 weeks on-shift training to count toward the 6 months
- ANSI allows simulator training to count (simulator training is usually 3 or more months)

Can training program provide the 6-months of on-site experience?

What is "responsible power plant experience?" Need a definition that is broader than
staff engineer and operator? For example, operations instructor, ex-NRC examiner, and
maintenance supervisor.

"Responsible"” power plant experience - This issue needs to be resolved; INPO, NRC,
NEI need to determine the specifics and let us know. We need to know without
reservation that SRO-instant candidates meet this ambiguous "experience" requirement
prior to them entering a license class.

Responsible Power Plant experience acceptance needs to be explicit. For example, why
does an NRC Resident or Water Treatment power plant engineer receive one for one
credit while a licensed simulator instructor or plant equipment operator receives no
credit?

As noted in Section D of ES-202, the NRC considers training and experience to be separate
aspects of license eligibility. Per NUREG-1262 (Question No. 113), a person should meet the
experience guidelines before entering the license training program. Time spent in training
before entering the license training program may qualify as experience, but time spent in a
training program leading up to license application (including the time spent on-shift and in
simulator training) should normally not be double-counted as experience.

Refer to Regulatory Issue Summary (RIS) 2001-01, "Eligibility of Operator License Applicants,"
for a detailed discussion of the NRC's current guidelines for the qualification and training of
licensed operators. Also note that, in May 2000, the NRC issued Revision 3 of Regulatory
Guide 1.8, which endorses ANSI/ANS-3.1-1993, and that ES-202 has been updated to reflect
this change.

As stated in the Executive Summary of NUREG-1021, facility licensees are encouraged to
resolve any applicant eligibility questions with their NRC Regional Office before commencing a
license training class. Pursuant to SAT-based (systematic approach to training) principles, the
NRC expects facility licensees to formally evaluate and document their applicants' training and
experience vis-a-vis the facility's requirements and commitments. As discussed in Section
D.2.a(4) of ES-202, the NRR operator licensing program office will assess the eligibility of
equipment operators, plant technicians, and non-degreed licensed operator instructors, who do
not satisfy the strict definition of RNPPE and might otherwise be disqualified, on a case-by-case
basis to determine the amount of credit to be granted.

202.12
Can a 1 hour reactivity change be counted towards the needed on-shift time? Can a four
hour evolution be counted if the applicant attends all prerequisites and post-activities?
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Per 10 CFER 55.31(a)(4), license applicants must provide evidence that they have successfully
completed the facility licensee's requirements to be licensed as an operator or senior operator.
The NRC's regulations and guidance documents do not specify how to count the 3 months of
on-shift time. However, if the facility licensee's accredited training program or other
commitments (e.g., its final safety analysis report or technical specifications) provide such
guidance, then the NRC would expect the facility and applicant to comply. Since the intent of
this training is for the applicant to experience the full range of routine, day-to-day shift activities,
the NRC would expect, in the absence of a contradictory facility requirement, that the training
would be accomplished in full-shift increments.

202.13

Can the 6-months on-site power plant experience occur prior to a break in service (e.g.,
the individual works on-site for over 6 months in a responsible position; he/she then
leaves the site and returns some time later. Is the 6 months satisfied already?)

Per 10 CFR 55.31(a)(4), license applicants must provide evidence that they have successfully
completed the facility licensee's requirements to be licensed as an operator or senior operator.
The NRC's regulations and guidance documents do not specify when the 6 months of on-site
experience needs to take place. However, if the facility licensee's accredited training program
or other commitments (e.g., its final safety analysis report or technical specifications) prohibit a
break in service, then the NRC would expect the facility and applicant to comply.

202.14

Can a facility be committed to ANSI N18.1-1971 for candidate eligibility, yet incorporate
guidance of ES-202/RG-1.8 or other document(s) without changing the committed
document?

In 1987, Generic Letter 87-07 (which was issued in connection with a revision to 10 CFR 55)
gave facility licensees the option of substituting an accredited training program for their initial
and requalification training programs previously approved by the NRC. As discussed in
response to Question 202.7, most facility licensees elected this option in writing, but some of
them neglected to revise the training program descriptions in their technical specifications, final
safety analysis reports, and other documents. As a result, some facility licensees have
conflicting and contradictory training program commitments and requirements.

Refer to Reqgulatory Issue Summary (RIS) 2001-01, "Eligibility of Operator License Applicants,"
for a detailed discussion of the NRC's current guidelines for the qualification and training of
licensed operators. Also note that, in May 2000, the NRC issued Revision 3 of Regulatory
Guide 1.8, which endorses ANSI/ANS-3.1-1993, and that ES-202 (in NUREG-1021) has been
updated to reflect this change.

202.15

Can a "program" be split as follows: Complete phase 1 which concludes with a GFE;
then suspend the program so that the trainees can get 6-months onsite experience; then
restart and complete the program and get a license.

Possibly. The NRC does not require the site-specific training to begin immediately after taking
the generic fundamentals examination. However, the NRC does expect facility licensees to
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comply with their licensing basis requirements and commitments regarding licensed operator
experience and training. Also, note that, beginning with Revision 9 of NUREG-1021, applicants
must satisfactorily complete the GFE within 24 months before the date of license application.

202.16
Can we eliminate [the] hours of operation on [NRC Form] 398 [for license renewal
applications]?

The requirement to supply that information is contained in 10 CFR 55.57(a)(3). The only way it
could be eliminated from the form is by amending the regulation or requesting an exemption.

This issue was also raised in connection with a recent extension request for the Office of
Management and Budget (OMB) Clearance covering 10 CFR Part 55. The NRC staff is
reassessing the need to collect this information and will consider eliminating the requirement the
next time it undertakes an administrative revision to 10 CFR 55. In the interim, the staff has
revised NRC Form 398 to minimize the record-keeping burden by establishing three broad
ranges (i.e., less than 100 hours, between 100 and 1000 hours, and more than 1000 hours)
from which renewal applicants can select.

202.17

For Revision 9 of NUREG-1021, expand the detail requirements for people who had a
license at the unit and dropped it longer than 2 years ago. NUREG-1021 covers initial,
upgrade and less than 2 years, but not in between.

The regulations (specifically 10 CFR 55.47) allow a waiver of the operating and written test if the
applicant had extensive actual operating experience at the facility or a comparable facility within
the last two years. After two years the applicant must take the full license examination or
request and justify an exemption. The NRC currently has no plans to change this aspect of the
regulation.
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202.18

The instructions for NRC Form 398, “Personal Qualification Statement — Licensee,” state
that “[c]hecking ‘YES’ in item 12.a indicates that you have completed a SAT-based
training program that is accredited by the National Nuclear Accrediting Board and meets
the education and experience requirements outlined by the National Academy for
Nuclear Training in its current guidelines for initial training and qualification of licensed
operators.” How should item 12.a be checked if an applicant is requesting an eligibility
waiver in item 4.f because he or she has not completed all the training, education, or
experience requirements?

With regard to training requirements, facility licensees have the mechanisms and authority
within their accredited training programs to evaluate, grant, and document waivers on a case-
by-case basis. Granting such a training waiver would not preclude the applicant/facility from
checking “YES” in item 12.a because the applicant has still completed the facility’s SAT-based
training program. This long-standing policy is explained in response to Question #103 in
NUREG-1262, “Answers to Questions at Public Meetings Regarding Implementation of Title 10,
Code of Federal Regulations, Part 55 on Operators’ Licenses.”

If an applicant requests an eligibility waiver by checking item 4.f on NRC Form 398, the
instructions clearly direct the applicant/facility to enter a detailed explanation/justification in item
17, the “Comments” section of the license application. Moreover, the instructions for item 12
indicate that checking “YES” in both items 12.a and 12.b eliminates the requirement to complete
items 13 and 15 unless the applicant is taking an exception or waiver from the education and
experience requirements outlined by the National Academy for Nuclear Training, which must be
explained in item 17. Given that the NRC reviews the information on the application in its
entirety when making eligibility determinations, the most important consideration is to ensure
that the information in items 4.f, 12.a, 15, and 17 is consistent. If item 4.f is checked, then there
needs to be an explanation in item 17, regardless whether item 12.a is checked “YES” or “NO.”
Checking “NO” in item 12.a would not disqualify a license applicant as long as there is a
satisfactory explanation/justification in item 17.

The NRC will attempt to clarify the instructions when NRC Form 398 is updated and the
associated OMB clearance (No. 3150-0090) is renewed in the fall of 2009. Facility licensees
are encouraged to provide comments in response to the Federal Register notice (FRN) that will
solicit feedback on the OMB clearance.
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202.19

If an operator fails a license exam, can the reactivity manipulations completed during the
first attempt be used to satisfy the license application in any future attempts? Would
they have to be repeated after a certain length of time? If so, how long?

10 CFR 55.31(a)(5) requires that an applicant complete five significant control manipulations
that affect reactivity or power level at the facility for which a license is sought or at a plant-
referenced simulator that meets the requirements of 10 CFR 55.46. There is no expiration date
or time limit specified in 10 CFR 55 for these control manipulations. Therefore, assuming that
the facility licensee's Commission-approved training program has no expiration period for
crediting the required control manipulations and the facility licensee has maintained
documentation and/or evidence for completion of these control manipulations, a reapplication
for an applicant who previously performed these control manipulations will generally be
accepted with no questions regarding the requisite manipulations. However, if there have been
any significant changes to reactivity manipulation procedures, core response to rod movements,
or a power up-rating of the station then the facility licensee may be asked to explain how these
changes do not result in any different and/or observable core response to operator control
manipulations. Similarly, if the plant-referenced simulator was used for any of the control
manipulations, the facility licensee may be asked to explain how the plant-referenced simulator
meets the requirements specified in 10 CFR 55.46(c)(2) including the requirement that the
simulator utilizes models that replicate the most recent core load.

Would the same operator have to repeat the 3 months of observation? Would job
observation have to be repeated after a certain length of time? If so, how long?

Similar to the above discussion, there is no expiration date or time limit specified for the
completion of these requirements unless specified in the facility licensee's Commission-
approved training program. That said, the facility licensee may be asked for further explanation
regarding the efficacy of these training/experience requirements if there have been any
significant changes to the facility or the operating and/or administrative procedures. Finally, if
the individual is issued a RO or SRO license but a considerable period of time has elapsed
since the individual performed his/her 3 months as an extra person on-shift then it may be
appropriate for the facility licensee to consider having the individual perform 40 hours of shift
functions according to 10 CFR 55.53 (f)(2) in addition to the facility's administrative
requirements for license activation at the facility.
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202.20

The National Academy for Nuclear Training’s (NANT) “Guidelines for Initial Training and
Qualification of Licensed Operators” -- ACAD 10-001 -- were revised in November 2016,
i.e., NANT, ACAD 10-001, Revision 1. The revision updated and clarified the experience
and education eligibility guidance for the selection of reactor operators (ROs) and senior
reactor operators (SROs) at existing nuclear power plants in Section 2.0, Figures 2-1
through 2-4.

However, Revision 10 and 11 of NUREG-1021, “Operator Licensing Examination
Standards for Power Reactors,” in ES-202 reference the NANT guidelines issued in
February 2010 (NANT 2010) and states “unless otherwise informed by a facility licensee,
the NRC believes that the education and experience guidelines described in NANT 2010
constitute the facility licensee’s education and experience requirements to be licensed
as an RO or SRO.” Given this NUREG-1021 description, does the NRC also consider the
ACAD 10-001, Revision 1, guidelines an acceptable methodology for eligibility
determinations at existing nuclear power plants?

The NRC considers the eligibility guidelines for education and experience at existing nuclear
power plants promulgated by the NANT including those that were issued in November 2016 --
ACAD 10-001, Revision 1 -- as acceptable methods for meeting 10 CFR 55.31(a)(4).

Notwithstanding the fact that NUREG-1021, Revisions 10 and 11, reference the ACAD 10-001
guidelines issued in February 2010, NUREG-1021 also states that “the guidelines for education
and experience issued by the National Academy for Nuclear Training (NANT) [i.e., ACAD 10-
001 Revisions 0 and 1] outline acceptable methods for implementing the Commission’s
regulations in this area.” NUREG-1021 also states that, “when a facility licensee certifies [on
NRC Form 398] pursuant to 10 CFR 55.31(a)(4), that an applicant has successfully completed a
Commission-approved, SAT-based training program, it means that the applicant meets or
exceeds [emphasis added] the minimum education and experience [eligibility] guidelines
currently [emphasis added] outlined in NANT 2010.” Since ACAD 10-001, Revision 0 will not
be retired until May 29, 2018, the NRC Form 398 directions for Block 12.a (Power Reactor
Operator Training Program) allow for the applicant to check “YES” indicating that he/she has
completed a SAT-based training program accredited by the NNAB based on meeting the
guidelines in ACAD 10-001, Revision 0 (through May 29, 2018) or Revision 1.
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202.21

10 CFR 55.31, “How to apply,” states that the applicant shall complete NRC Form 398,
“Personal Qualification Statement — Licensee,” and provide certification by the facility
licensee of the applicant’s medical condition on NRC Form 396, “Certification of Medical
Examination by Facility Licensee.” 10 CFR 55.31 and §55.23 also state that these forms
can be obtained by writing the NRC or by accessing the NRC’s web site.

Given that NRC Forms 396 and 398 were revised in October 2017 with only the revised
forms available by writing the NRC or accessing the NRC’s web site as of October 20,
2017, what is the implementation date for their use by applicants on impending
examinations, license renewals, and medical condition updates?

There are no specified implementation dates for using the newly revised NRC Forms 398 and
396. However, following the direction outlined by 10 CFR 55.23 and 10 CFR 55.31 an applicant
is expected to complete the forms that “can be obtained” by contacting the NRC via phone, mail
or use of the NRC public website. Therefore, assuming that the NRC would provide the most
recent revision of the forms, applicants should use the most recent revision of the form that is
available at the time they initiate the application process (start to complete the forms). For
license renewals, 10 CFR 55.57 provides no additional clarification as to which version of the
forms should be used, therefore the same expectation applies regarding the use of the forms
which “can be obtained” by contacting the NRC at the time the renewal process is initiated.

In the specific case of initial license applications for which a facility chooses to utilize the
preliminary application process, NUREG-1021 Examination Preparation Checklist, Form ES-
201-1, specifies a target date of -30 days prior to the examination date (which may be adjusted
on a case-by-case basis by the NRC in coordination with the facility licensee) for submittal of
preliminary license applications. Therefore, the NRC will continue to accept the previous
revision to NRC Forms 398 and 396 dated March 2016 if they were in development consistent
with the Form ES-201-1 examination timeline. In other words, the NRC will accept the March
2016 revision to these forms if they were in development or submitted to the NRC as part of the
Form ES-201 preliminary license application process as of October 20, 2017.

Ultimately, the program office can foresee no situation for which an applicant or licensed
operator would initiate filling out a Form 396 or 398 greater than three months prior to submitting
them to the NRC in support of an initial license application, medical update, or license renewal.
This general assumption may be adjusted on a case-by-case basis through consultation with
the appropriate NRC regional office. The regional licensing officials are ultimately responsible
for ensuring that the forms submitted provide the necessary information to support accurate and
timely licensing decisions.
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202.22

As noted in Question 202.21 above, NRC Form 396, “Certification of Medical Examination
by Facility Licensee” and NRC Form 398, “Personal Qualification Statement — Licensee,”

were revised in October 2017. Please provide a summary of the changes implemented by
the October 2017 revisions.

The following summarizes the noteworthy changes to NRC Forms 396 and 398:
NRC Form 396 noteworthy changes:

e Added an applicant/operator mailing address block.

e Added a 10 CFR Part 52 Facility Docket check box to support operator license
applications for those facilities licensed under 10 CFR 52.

¢ Revised the Section A, “MEDICAL EXAM INFORMATION,” to include, as part of the
physician’s certification statement, that the applicant/operator meets “THE MEDICAL
REQUIREMENTS FOR LICESED OPERATORS” at the facility.

e Updated the “GUIDANCE USED” check blocks to allow applicants to certify their medical
status using the most recent revisions of American National Standards
Institute/American Nuclear Society (ANSI/ANS) 3.4-2013, “Medical Certification and
Monitoring of Personnel Requiring Operator Licenses for Nuclear Power Plants,” and
ANSI/ANS 15.4-2016, “Selection and Training of Personnel for Research Reactors.”

¢ Added “Physician’s Certification Date” to document the date on which the facility
licensee’s Physician/Medical Review Officer (MRO) makes the final certification of the
applicant/operator’s medical suitability.

o Added “Name of Applicant/Operator” and “Docket Number” to Page 2 of the form.

o Added an applicant/operator acknowledgement statement and an applicant/operator’s
signature and date to ensure that the individual applicant/operator understands and
acknowledges the details of the medical certification being submitted in support of his or
her license application and authorizes the release of the related medical information to
the NRC.

NRC Form 398 noteworthy changes:

e Added an “E-mail Address box” (Block 5) to allow for additional communication options
for correspondence with licensed operators and license applicants.

o Added Deferral/Excusal/Waiver check boxes (Block 12) to better align with the 10 CFR
55.35 (excusals) and 10 CFR 55.47 (waivers) processes and the terminology used in
NUREG-1021, “Operator Licensing Examination Standards for Power Reactors, Rev.
11.

e Added 10 CFR Part 52 Facility Docket check boxes (Block 14) to support license
applications for those facilities licensed under 10 CFR 52.

o Added “Trainee” position to Block 18, “Current Position at Facility,” and removed Non-
Licensed Operator position details.
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e Added an “Electronic Correspondence Option” certification check box (Block 27a) to
support current effort to develop an electronic correspondence option for initial operator
license applications.
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ES-204
Examination and eligibility waivers

204.1

We are planning to randomly select an exam from the NRC GFE bank to satisfy the
waiver criteria in ES-204 of NUREG-1021. What do we do if the exam we select has had a
question deleted or has two answers based on post-exam comments from the industry?

All exams on the GFE web site are posted, as administered. If a question was deleted or had
two correct answers due to post-examination comments, the changes would be reflected in the
answer key. By NRC policy, such flawed questions are never entered into the GFE test bank, at
large; this ensures that only technically valid test items are entered into the bank for future
applicant study and examination development.

For waiver purposes, you should randomly select from among all the 100- and 50-question
GFEs (i.e., pre- and post-2004 examinations, respectively) posted at
http://www.nrc.gov/reactors/operator-licensing/generic-fundamentals-examinations/past-
exams.html regardless when the individual originally took the examination; your selection
method should be simple, clear, and explainable (if asked during a future inspection). It does
not matter if your selected exam had answer key changes or question deletions resulting in
something less than 100 or 50 questions. If your random exam selection does contain a flawed
question(s), simply remove it (them) from the exam before you administer it, and score the
exam on the basis of its revised denominator. For example, if you randomly choose the
October 2002 BWR exam, you will note that Question # 21 had two correct answers. Therefore,
remove that question before administering the exam and determine each examinee’s grade
based on a 99-point exam.
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ES-205
Generic fundamentals examination (GFE)

205.1

At what point will the GFE be a computer-based exam including immediate grading?
Proctor would be onsite. Could anything be done such that the GFES [Generic
Fundamentals Examination Section] is generated (and thus administered) just-in-time?

In light of the increasing size of the GFEs question banks, the NRC changed the
bank/modified/new question distribution from 25/20/5 to 40/5/5 (based on a 50-question
examination). Also, due to the reduction in the frequency of GFES starting in CY 2017,
Revision 11 of NUREG-1021 permits facility licensees (other authors) to develop up to 2
additional GFES per year (for review and approval by the NRC).

The NRC is uncertain, at this point, when and if GFEs will be based entirely on bank questions
or be a computer-based exam. The fundamental question to be addressed before either of
these potential changes could be implemented is whether these changes will be able to ensure
a discriminating, valid, and reliable examination (10 CFR 55.49).
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205.2
What are the opportunities for industry comment on the Generic Fundamentals
Examination (GFE)?

In response to an industry request, ES-205 of NUREG-1021 has been revised (refer to Section
C.4) to include provisions for one BWR and one PWR instructor to review the GFE before it is
administered. The reviewers must be drawn from facilities that will not participate in the
scheduled GFE and must sign security agreements. If they do not provide feedback to the NRC
staff within the time allotted, the examinations will proceed on schedule. The NRC will evaluate
the reviewers’ comments and make changes as deemed appropriate.

According to the examination proctor instructions and procedures, each GFE administration is
followed by a five-day review and comment period for industry. This period of time allows all
utilities participating in any GFE to comment on the examination as a whole and on any of its
questions. Additionally, for those utilities that did not participate in a particular GFE, a copy of
the exam will be available on the NRC’s GFE web site and utility comments are welcome. The
NRC reviews and analyzes all utility comments and, based upon their merit, makes adjustments
to the answer key before the final grade reports are issued. We believe this process -- that
allows industry input -- is a positive one that has worked well over the years. In fact, generally
one or two questions per examination do end up with answer key changes (e.g., 2 correct
answers or deletion) attributed to utility comments.

In order to minimize the differences of opinion that can occur, the NRC encourages utilities to
provide solid technical information and documentation to support their position for any answer
key changes. Otherwise, the NRC staff may have insufficient justification to make the desired
adjustments. When comments are supported with documentation, we carefully review each
comment at two levels: the examination developer level and the NRC staff level. Both levels
involve subject-matter-expert analysis of the question and the reference information before any
final decision is made.
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205.3
What is meant by operational validity and have GFE test items become more difficult by
testing plant-specific system knowledge?

In the development process for the GFE, the NRC strives to create questions that are
technically, operationally, and psychometrically valid. For example, to achieve operational
validity -- a hallmark of good test item writing that seeks to ask questions within the context of
the actual job -- we strive to develop questions that assess applicant understanding, use, and
application of the safety-significant knowledge that is required for licensing. These types of
items assess whether applicants can use and apply the knowledge they learned vice merely
recalling the facts. To improve operational validity, GFE questions will often use basic plant
terms and situational contexts.

(PLEASE NOTE: The operational validity of a GFE question does not require that the applicant
be able to operate the plant. The GFE does not test knowledge of plant-specific system design,
general or emergency operating procedures. However, an operationally valid GFE question
does assess understanding and application of components, reactor theory, and
thermodynamics within a realistic, job-related context. Therefore, applicants are expected to
possess some basic understanding of plant systems and plant response.)

The NRC has received occasional comments that selected GFE questions require an
inappropriate level of plant systems knowledge. There are many GFE knowledge and abilities
(K/As) that directly or indirectly require some basic knowledge of power plant systems. For
example, knowledge of the basic function of some plant systems (such as the reactor, reactor
coolant system, control rod drive system, main turbine and main generator) is required. Without
some assumed basic system knowledge, we would have to limit fundamentals knowledge
testing to theoretical facts alone. By assuming some basic plant systems knowledge, we are
able to move from theoretical fact testing (i.e., fundamental knowledge) into the real, or physical,
domain where our examinations are more operationally valid.

During the GFE review process, the examination author and NRC staff evaluate each question
to determine whether inappropriate plant systems knowledge is required. In striving to achieve
high operational validity, there is some risk that we will occasionally cross the fine line that
separates appropriate (basic) plant systems knowledge from inappropriate (more advanced)
plant systems knowledge. On a few occasions, utility post-examination comments have
expressed this concern, and the NRC has made changes to the examination answer key prior to
issuing final grades. The NRC endeavors to administer licensing examinations that are valid
and reliable indicators of the applicants’ knowledge and abilities. The most valid operator
licensing written examinations (including the GFE) use questions that have valid content,
operational relevance, and the ability to discriminate between different levels of applicant
knowledge. Therefore, the fundamental knowledge addressed by a K/A will often be tested by
requiring the applicant to apply the knowledge in the context of a realistic, or operational,
setting.

The fact that a specific word or term is absent from a generic fundamentals K/A statement does
not disqualify a related knowledge from being tested on the GFE. K/A statements are often
written as general statements of required knowledge. Therefore, GFE questions are not
required to contain specific words found in generic fundamentals K/A statements. However,
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they are required to preserve the intent of the valid K/A. In summary, the NRC staff endeavors
to exercise good judgment and not to go beyond normal GFE training bounds. We welcome
feedback from utilities that believe we may have transcended those boundaries and will seek to
correct those instances. (Please see Questions 401.14, 401.15, 401.16, and 401.38 for related
discussions).

205.4
Are there any other statistical factors involved in evaluating GFE questions?

The GFE is a nationally-administered, standardized examination. Since a large number of
individuals are evaluated (in comparison to the site-specific examinations), the NRC is able to
calculate statistics that provide insight into how the examination performed. After every GFE,
we evaluate the overall examination and individual question performance statistics to determine,
among other things, if there is a basis to make any changes in the answer key or the questions
before they are reused. One statistical indicator of the overall exam is the mean score of the
applicants taking the GFE. Typically, the mean scores have been relatively high, hovering in
the 88 to 91 percent range. This is indicative of a moderately easy examination for well-trained
applicants.

Another statistic evaluated during the post-examination review is the item discrimination ratio
(IDR). The IDR is calculated and expressed as a correlation coefficient for each test question.
The IDR indicates whether the question discriminated between masters and non-masters, i.e.,
between high scorers and low scorers. We would expect higher performers overall to answer
any given question correctly more often than lower performers overall. Therefore, when the IDR
is a positive number, it confirms that the question discriminated as intended.

205.5
Are there differences in viewpoint on how the validity of GFE questions is determined?

The NRC staff believes that the overall validity of the GFE can be viewed from different
perspectives. A utility’s view will most certainly be influenced mainly by the learning objectives
and content of its fundamentals training program; a GFE that examines only those topics that
the utility trained on would be the most valid. The fact that all utility fundamentals training
programs are probably not exactly the same suggests that there may be a variety of different
viewpoints regarding the validity of GFE questions.

However, the GFE is a nationally-administered, standardized examination whose content
validity is determined mainly by the K/A statements listed in the NRC’s K/A catalogs, NUREG-
1122 and -1123. From the NRC'’s perspective, a GFE that maintains clear links to those
fundamentals K/As would be most valid. Therefore, the extent to which a utility that has
adjusted its fundamentals training program to include learning objectives and content that
encompasses all the fundamentals K/As (with 2.5 or greater importance rating) would likely
determine the extent to which the utility shares the NRC’s perspective on GFE validity. (Please
see Question 401.12 for a related discussion).
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205.6
NUREG-1021, Rev. 11 becomes effective August 15, 2017. How will the changes
implemented by Rev. 11 of NUREG-1021 effect the content of the September 2017 GFE?

NUREG-1021, ES-205, Attachment 4, “GFE Test Item Distribution,” was revised in Rev. 11 to
include a new topic, “Basic Energy Concepts.” This new topic will be tested with one question
on the BWR GFE and one question on the PWR GFE, using a selected K/A for “Basic Energy
Concepts,” as listed in NUREG-1123, Rev. 2, Supplement 1, or in either NUREG-1122 or -1123,

Rev. 3 Draft Reports for Comment, published in April 2017 (82 FRN 18018).

In order to account for the addition of one question associated with “Basic Energy Concepts,”
both the BWR and PWR GFEs will test one less question associated with the GFE topic,
“Thermal Hydraulics.”
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ES-301
Preparing operating tests (JPMs and scenarios)
for initial licensing examinations

3011

One of the recognized factors for test item validity is discrimination of job position,
however, the walk-through examination has a significant portion done in the plant,
outside the control room. These tasks are non-licensed operator level, thus, fail to
discriminate for the job positions of reactor operator or senior operator.

10 CFR 55.45(b)(1) requires the operating test to be administered in a plant walk-through and a
simulation facility. Therefore, it would not be possible to eliminate the in-plant portion without
first amending the regulation. Reactor operators and senior operators need to be familiar with
in-plant operations that they oversee and could conceivably be called upon to perform during
emergency situations. Per ES-301 of NUREG-1021, tasks selected for the walk-through should
have meaningful performance requirements and their K/A (knowledge and ability) importance
factors, which were derived by a panel of subject matter experts from the industry and NRC,
should be at least 2.5.

301.2
Our experience has been that we are told ALL items of 10 CFR 55.45 and §55.43(b) must
be sampled.

If 100% of sampling for topics in §55.45(a) is not required, is there a definition of
representative sample?

What is meant by a "representative sample” of the 13 items identified in 10 CFR 55.45(a)?

Section B of ES-301 states that all 13 items in 10 CFR 55.45 do not need to be sampled on
every operating test. Although NUREG-1021 does not include a similar statement with regard
to the written examination, the same policy still applies. In accordance with Section D.1.b of
ES-401, the topics for the written examination are to be systematically selected from the
appropriate Knowledge and Abilities Catalog (NUREG-1122 or 1123). Although the NRC has
not developed a definition of a "representative sample," logic dictates that it should include a
reasonably complete, thorough, balanced, and varied cross-section of the items in the
population to be sampled. All of the items should be sampled from time to time, and, absent a
basis for emphasizing certain items, it is expected that every item would be sampled at about
the same frequency. An examination constructed in accordance with NUREG-1021 will
normally contain a "representative sample" of the required items.
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301.3
Do the audit exam and the NRC exam have to be 100% different (D.1.a)?

ES-301, D.1.a - No reuse of audit material for subsequent exams?

To what extent do "similar events" between the audit and NRC exam need to be
identified? For example, if the audit examination contained a faulted SG [steam
generator] in one scenario (safety valve stuck open) and the NRC examination contained
a faulted SG (pipe rupture in containment), would these situations be considered
"similar?"

No. As noted in Section D.1.a of ES-301 (NUREG-1021), simulator events and JPMs that are
similar to those that were used on the audit test (or audit tests in the case of retake applicants)
are permitted provided the actions required to mitigate the transient or complete the task (e.g.,
using an alternate path as discussed in Appendix C) are significantly different from those
required during the audit examination. The facility licensee shall identify for the NRC chief
examiner those simulator events and JPMs that are similar to those that were tested on the
audit examination.

The two events cited in the example are "similar" (in that they both involve a faulted SG) and
should be discussed with the NRC chief examiner. In this case, the mitigation strategy for the
two events - one being inside and the other outside containment - are sufficiently different that
their use would probably be acceptable (unless there were other predictable patterns between
the two scenarios).

3014
Can there be scenario repetition with similar transients?

Although the same scenarios and job performance measures may not be repeated on
subsequent days during the examination week(s), events and tasks that are similar to those that
were tested on previous days during that examination are permitted provided the actions
required to mitigate the transient or complete the task are significantly different from those
required on the previous examination. This is consistent with the policy for repeating events
and tasks from the applicants' audit examination as stated in Section D.1.a of ES-301.
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301.5

How is the JPM system selection supposed to occur? Shouldn't there be a systematic
(e.g., random) selection of systems within each of the safety functions? Otherwise, won't
the operating exam be somewhat subject to predictability? Same concern with event
selection for simulator exams (scenarios).

Section D.1 of ES-301 discusses a number of general guidelines applicable to the entire
operating test, and Sections D.2 through 4 provide specific guidance applicable to the walk-
through, including the requirements to distribute the JPMs among the applicable safety
functions and administrative topics, to limit the repetition of tasks from the previous licensing
exam, and to include new and modified tasks on each test. Although ES-301 does not specify
the use of systematic or random sampling for the operating test as ES-401 does for the written
exam, it would certainly be an acceptable method for determining the test content.
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301.6

The continuous ratcheting of expectations is bypassing the [systematic approach to
training] SAT process. Example - Cannot use a high importance JPM because it is
perceived to be too easy, and operators are trained and tested on it.

Current subjectivity on what is a discriminatory JPM with the removal of the questions.

Why can't the selection of JPM's for the license exam be driven by the SAT process and
K/A value? "Low discriminatory value” is a euphemism for "too easy" and as a result,
the difficulty of the exam is ratcheting up to an unreasonable level. This is contrary to
the NRC stated goals.

The NRC does not agree that the difficulty of the walk-through portion of the operating test is
being ratcheted up to an unreasonable level. On a nationwide basis, the RO and SRO
operating test passing rates have generally ranged between 94 and 98 percent since the early
1990s. Refer to the examination performance trend graphs posted on the Licensing Process

page.

Keep in mind that the NRC licensing examination is not a part of the facility licensee's SAT-
based training process. As stated in 10 CFR 55.45(a), the content of the operating test will be
identified, in part, from the learning objectives derived from a systematic analysis of operator
duties performed by the facility licensee.

As stated in Section D.4.b of ES-301(NUREG-1021), the JPMs should, individually and as a
group, have meaningful performance requirements that will provide a legitimate basis for
evaluating the applicant's understanding of and ability to safely operate the associated systems
and the plant (as required by 10 CFR 55.45). Previously, when each system evaluation
consisted of a JPM plus at least two prescripted follow-up questions, the questions would
sometimes compensate for the minimal discriminatory potential of the JPM. Now that the
prescripted questions have been eliminated, examiners have been instructed to place increased
emphasis on the discriminatory value of the JPMs. However, that does not mean that high
importance JPMs will be excluded from the sample. High-importance JPMs will always be
acceptable if they discriminate and provide a legitimate basis for evaluating the applicants'
understanding of and ability to safely operate the associated system. A walk-through test that is
heavily weighted with simplistic, one- or two-step tasks during which everything works as
designed will not provide the NRC with an adequate basis to make a licensing decision.
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301.7

My 1998 exam was comprised of 20 JPMs. The 1999 exam is comprised of 30 JPMs (3
sets of 10). If | repeat 30% of the 1998 JPMs, | can use a total of 6 JPMs on the 1999 exam
or 30% of each of the 3 sets of 10 JPMs is 9 JPMs. Is it 30% of the JPMs of the previous
exam or is it 30% of the current exam that can be repeated?

The repetition limits specified in ES-301 (refer to Forms ES-301-1 and 2) apply to the current
operating test, and, beginning with Revision 9 of NUREG-1021, will limit the use of JPMs to be
randomly selected from the last two licensing examinations at the facility. Therefore, each of
the three 10-JPM sets for 2004 can include no more than three JPMs from among the 20 that
were used on your 2002 and 2003 operating tests. You cannot use all nine of the repeated
JPMs on one test set and none on the other two, and the same JPMs cannot be repeated on
subsequent days. Ideally, the test sample should be developed systematically from the total
population of operator tasks and then checked to confirm that the repetition from the previous
exam is within limits.

301.8

When determining allowable JPM overlap for a retake applicant, do you use the exact 10
JPMs the applicant saw on the original exam or the entire JPM set used for the exam?
(These numbers could be different.)

In accordance with ES-301 of NUREG-1021 (refer to Form ES-301-2), the current systems
walk-through may repeat up to 3 JPMs randomly selected from the last two licensing
examinations (including all the operating test sets) at the facility. However, the 30% is an upper
limit and may not be appropriate in the case of retake applicants. Section D.1.a also prohibits
the repetition of any exact-same items from the applicant's audit test or tests, in the case of
retake applicants. Similar items (with different success paths) may be acceptable and shall be
identified to the NRC chief examiner for approval.

301.9
Please define "alternate path"” JPMs and give one or more examples. Does a fault have
to occur to qualify as an "alternate path" JPM?

What is the difference between a faulted JPM and an Alternate Path JPM?

The concept of alternate path JPMs is discussed in some detail in Section C of Appendix C of
NUREG-1021. Although most alternate path JPMs do involve some sort of system fault, the
goal is to assess the applicant's response to a situation that is not as it should be or is somehow
different from what the applicant might have expected based on the initiating cue for the task.

Alternate path and faulted JPMs are effectively synonymous.
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301.10

Use of 4 of 10 faulted JPMs | believe is "negative" training and evaluation. | expect our
plant to operate every time. Maybe for 2 of 10 faulted is fine. 4 of 10 will train the
operators to expect the plant controls not to function. Should maybe be PRA based?

We acknowledge your concern. The NRC is sensitive to the issue of negative training but is
also obligated to ensure that the licensing examinations do not become predictable and
effectively discriminate between safe and unsafe applicants. Experience showed that some
JPMs may not provide an adequate basis for evaluating the applicants' understanding of the
system unless they require the applicant to exercise an alternate success path. Therefore, the
number of alternate path JPMs was increased to compensate for the elimination of prescripted
questions with every JPM. As discussed in the previous question, system faults provide only
one source of alternate path JPMs. It would certainly be appropriate to use risk insights when
selecting operator actions to be tested using alternate path JPMs.

301.11
For examinations spread over two weeks, are different administrative job performance
measures required?

Yes. As stated in Section D.1.a of ES-301, the same job performance measures and simulator
scenarios shall not be repeated on subsequent days (i.e., they shall not be used for more than
one day during an examination).

301.12
Why are we using more JPM's [job performance measures] for the administrative
section?

Since Revision 8 of NUREG-1021, the NRC has preferred to test the five administrative topics
using JPMs rather than questions because JPMs are generally a better, more performance-
based measurement tool. When Revision 9 combined the administrative and systems walk-
through portions of the operating test, good testing and measurement practice prompted the
NRC to shift entirely to a JPM format rather than retain the option for mixed testing media in the
combined walk-through.

301.13
What is counted in the simulator?

As stated in Section D.5.d of ES-301, an applicant should only be given credit for those events
that require the applicant to perform verifiable actions that provide insight to the applicant's
competence. The required instrument and component failures should normally be completed
before starting the major transient; those that are initiated after the major transient should be
carefully reviewed because they may require little applicant action and provide little insight
regarding competence. Each event should only be counted once per applicant; for example, a
power change can be counted as a normal evolution OR as a reactivity manipulation, and,
similarly, a component failure that immediately results in a major transient counts as one or the
other, but not both.
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301.14
Would it be appropriate to do an administrative job performance measure during the
systems or dynamic portion of the operating test?

Yes. Section D.3 of ES-301 encourages examiners to integrate the evaluation of the
administrative topics into the systems and simulator evaluations because it improves the flow of
the operating test. For example, as noted in Section D.3.d of ES-301, the "Emergency Plan"
can be evaluated by integrating it into a simulator transient that requires implementation of the
emergency plan. Similarly, an alternate path job performance measure in which a component
fails could set the stage for an equipment clearance job performance measure for "Equipment
Control." As noted in Section D.3, the applicants' proficiency in the administrative topics should
be deliberately evaluated and not inferred from observations made during the simulator
operating test. Moreover, in accordance with Section D.3.n of ES-302, examiners will limit their
discussions with the applicants while the scenarios are running so as not to create a distraction.

301.15

Operating Exam - Admin.: This part of the exam process needs to be integrated into the
written and JPM (walk-through) segments, and eliminated as a separate entity - only a
couple of areas are examined, with no margin for error! An individual can score high on
the written exam, do excellent on the simulator, and pass all of the systems JPMs yet fail
to get licensed due to not passing a couple of admin "questions" - the knowledge and/or
abilities could easily be included with other exam segments.

Why is the admin[istrative] area a stand-alone area on the exam? Why is it even there at
all?

JPM [job performance measure]/Admin sample rate is small. Therefore more than 1
failure results in an overall failure. Is it possible to get something with more balance?

As discussed in Section B.1 of ES-301(NUREG-1021), the "Administrative Topics" of the
operating test implement ltems 9 through 12 of 10 CFR 55.45(a). Prior to Revision 4 of
NUREG-1021, which was issued in May 1987, examiners often made too many inferences
regarding the applicants' understanding of the administrative topics based upon their actions in
the simulator. Therefore, the NUREG was revised to require examiners to discuss and evaluate
a selection of administrative topics in a separate operating test category.

However, based on stakeholder feedback during a number of public meetings in 2001 and 2002
(refer to the Operator Licensing Public Involvement page), the NRC concluded that the scope
and format of the operating test had placed too much emphasis on the administrative topics.
Consequently, with Revision 9 of NUREG-1021, the NRC has consolidated the administrative
and systems topics into a single walk-through operating test, consisting entirely of JPMs. The
revised test structure replaces one of the RO administrative tasks with an extra task in the
systems area and generally de-emphasizes the administrative topics (refer to Section D.3 of
ES-301).
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301.16
Is it NRC policy for every JPM [job performance measure] to have adverse safety
consequences if the operator makes an error?

No. As stated in Section D.1.c of ES-301, the K/As covered during the operating test should
have importance factors of at least 2.5. Moreover, as stated in Section D.4.b, the JPMs should,
individually and as a group, have meaningful performance criteria that will provide a legitimate
basis for evaluating the applicant's understanding of and ability to safely operate the associated
systems and the plant. Although Section D.3.b of ES-303 requires examiners to explain the
safety consequences (as applicable) of the applicant's errors, this should not be misconstrued
as a requirement for every JPM to have adverse safety consequences if the applicant makes an
error.

Refer to Question 301.6 for a related discussion regarding discriminatory JPMs.
301.17

Does the exam have to cover RP [radiological protection] and EP [emergency planning]
(10 CFR 55.43)?

Why does there have to be an administrative JPM [job performance measure] on
radiological items/E-plan for RO's? This is GET (general employee training) material!

Why are GET-type radiation area, contaminated area, radiological work permit (RWP)
JPMs involved in a license exam? These are not discriminatory to a SAFE LICENSED
operator. GET should be left to GET and eliminated as a part of the licensing exam.

The regulations currently require the written examination and the operating test to cover a
representative sample of the items listed in 10 CFR 55.41 and §55.43 (depending on the license
level) and 55.45, respectively, to the extent that they are applicable to the facility. With regard
to testing GET-type topics, exam developers should strive to write questions or JPMs that test
the applicants at a licensed level, such as their response to a problem that would be part of their
licensed duties. Refer to Question 301.2 for a discussion of "representative sampling."

As discussed in response to Question 301.15 above, Revision 9 of NUREG-1021 has
restructured the walk-through operating test to de-emphasize the administrative topics,
particularly for RO applicants. As outlined in Section D.3.a of ES-301, RO applicants will be
tested on four, rather than five, administrative tasks, and they generally need not be evaluated
on each of the four administrative topics (“Equipment Control,” “Radiation Control,” or
“‘Emergency Plan” can be omitted by performing two tasks related to “Conduct of Operations”).
This affords the test developer greater flexibility in tailoring the content of the test to ROs’ job
requirements at the facility.
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301.18

In Revision 9 of NUREG-1021, Section B.1 of ES-301, which describes the “Administrative
Topics” portion of the walk-through operating test, did NOT include subjects related to
emergency operating procedures (EOPs) - E-Plan JPMs were allowed, but not EOPs.
Supplement 1 to Revision 9 changed that. Why?

Supplement 1 to Revision 9 of NUREG-1021 erroneously listed "emergency operating
procedures" as an example of the type of information that could be evaluated under the
"Emergency Procedures/Plan" Administrative Topic of the operating test. The topic heading
and list of examples were mistakenly revised to conform with Section 2.4 of the NRC'’s
Knowledge and Abilities (K/A) Catalogs (NUREG-1122 and -1123) that underwent significant
revisions. However, Supplement 1 to Revision 9 of NUREG-1021 did NOT change the selection
process for, or the content of, the “Emergency Procedures/Plan” Administrative Topic, as
described in Section D.3.a of ES-301. Both Revision 9 and the Supplement state that "only
those K/As related to the emergency plan and implementing procedures [not those associated
with the Emergency Operating Procedures (EOPs)] (emphasis added) are applicable to this
category of the operating test" because it is intended to implement Section 55.45(a)(11) of 10
CFR Part 55.

The NRC regrets any confusion that this error may have caused.
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301.19

Revision 10 of NUREG-1021, Form ES-301-5, “Transient and Event Checklist,” added new
Instruction 4 to allow placement of SRO-I applicants in either RO position to provide the
best evaluation of these applicants in the manipulation of controls.

However, Section D.5.a of ES-301 and Instruction 1 on Form ES-301-5 were not changed.
Both of these guidelines indicate that Instant SRO (SRO-l) applicants must serve in both
the SRO and the “at-the-controls” (ATC) positions.

Please clarify this seeming inconsistency. In other words, are SRO-I applicants required
to serve in the SRO and ATC positions or is it now allowable to evaluate SRO-I applicants
in the SRO and ‘balance-of-plant” (BOP) positions?

The intent of new Instruction 4 was to address new reactor facility licensees only and allow the
NRC chief examiner to place SRO-I applicants in either the ATC or BOP position taking into
consideration which position - ATC or BOP - that provides the best evaluation of SRO-I
applicants in manipulating plant controls. There was no intent to change the requirement per
Instruction 1 for existing reactor facility licensees that SRO-I applicants “must’ be evaluated in
both the SRO and ATC positions.

Therefore, given that new Instruction 4 (Form ES-301-5) was intended for only new reactor
facility licensees, the following clarifications/changes will be implemented immediately and
incorporated into the next revision of NUREG-1021:

ES-301 D.5.a

Based on the anticipated crew compositions, determine the number of scenarios and scenario
sets necessary to rotate each RO and SRO-I applicant into the lead reactor operator (i.e., the
“at-the-controls”) position. For example, .... and every RO applicant rotates through the
balance-of-plant (BOP) position for at least one scenario.

However, for new reactor facility licensees that use the ATC operator primarily for monitoring
plant parameters, the chief examiner may place the SRO-I applicants in either the ATC or BOP
position to best evaluate the SRO-I in manipulating plant component controls per Competency
3.

Form 301-5 Instruction 4

For new reactor facility licensees that use the ATC operator primarily for monitoring plant
parameters, the chief examiner may place SRO-I applicants in either the ATC or BOP position
to best evaluate the SRO-I in manipulating plant controls.
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301.20

NUREG-1021, Rev. 11, ES-301, “Preparing Initial Operating Tests,” Section D.5.b states in
part, “To maintain test integrity, every scenario shall be new or significantly modified to
ensure that the applicant has not had the opportunity to rehearse or practice the
scenario. A significant modification means that, for each scenario, at least two events
have not been used on the previous two NRC initial licensing operating exams.” This
requirement is repeated in Appendix D, “Simulator Testing Guidelines,” Section C.1.f.
These provisions define “significantly modified” scenarios, however they do not define
what requirements must be met for a scenario to be considered “new.” Is it possible to
develop a “new” scenario by utilizing events from various scenarios from the previous
two NRC examinations combined into a unique scenario? Will retake examinations be
considered one of the previous two NRC examinations when considering the
requirement for two new events?

NUREG-1021, Rev. 11, ES-301, Section D.5.b establishes requirements to ensure operating
test integrity and prevent simulator scenario predictability. The intent of Section D.5.b is to
ensure that an applicant cannot predict the subset of events that will potentially be used for his
or her initial examination simulator scenarios. Therefore, creating a “new” scenario which is
composed entirely of events from the previous two NRC examinations (i.e., 100% overlap)
would not be acceptable. A “new” scenario is a scenario in which none of the scenario’s non-
reactivity events that occur prior to or after a major event have been used on the previous two
NRC examinations (i.e. no overlap).

To state the overall requirement more simply, Section D.5.b requires that all simulator scenarios
on NRC examinations contain at least two events which have not been utilized on the previous
two NRC examinations. As is stated in Section D.5.b, reactivity events are exempt from the
requirements of this section. Appendix D provides further clarification on major events by
stating, “Additionally, if any major event is repeated from either of the previous two NRC initial
licensing operating tests, the examination author should change the major event, the ICs, or
subsequent malfunctions (or a combination) to alter the course of action (within the emergency
procedures) for the given scenario(s).”

When considering which examinations apply towards the “previous two NRC initial licensing

operating exams,” a retake examination is considered applicable to this provision assuming the
retake examination consisted of at least one operating test scenario.
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ES-302
Administering operating tests
for initial licensing examinations

302.1
If the shift technical advisor is licensed, is he at risk if he is a surrogate? Can anyone do
it?

Can a formerly licensed or certified person be used as a surrogate on an initial
examination?

If a licensed operator is filling the role of a surrogate operator, and he/she performs
errors, is his/her license in jeopardy (by the NRC)?

Is the NRC going to provide specific guidance for the use of surrogates in the exam
process?

Section D.1.j of ES-302 (in NUREG-1021) addresses the use of surrogates and shift technical
advisors.

Although licensed operators are generally preferred, NUREG-1021 does not require the
surrogate operators during the dynamic simulator operating test to be licensed. Anyone who
does play a surrogate role must be knowledgeable and competent because, per Section D.1.j of
ES-302, they will be expected to assume the full responsibilities of the roles they take during the
test. Using unqualified surrogates may place the license applicants at greater risk of failure if
the surrogate makes an error.

Surrogates who are licensed operators are at risk because the NRC expects facility licensees to
take remedial action (including removal from licensed duty, retraining, and testing, as
appropriate) if a licensed operator makes significant performance errors during the operating
test or while on shift in the control room.

The NRC could take licensing action against the individual pursuant to Subpart G of 10 CFR 55,
but it has never done so in the case of an operator filling a surrogate role during a simulator
operating test. The NRC would only take such an action as required to protect the public.

302.2
Can an applicant fill the STA role during a scenario? If yes, can he/she actively fill the
role or will "normal" surrogate activity be expected?

No. Section D.1.j (second bullet) of ES-302 clearly states that another applicant will, under no
circumstances, be allowed to witness an operating test.
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302.3
What role can the STA play when they are the extra person?

ES-302 - General (D.1.j) - What determines if an STA is "necessary"?

Although the rules now allow the use of surrogates as STAs, we severely limit the
surrogates role as part of the team. This results in training the candidates under
conditions, roles and responsibilities that are different than real operating practice and
standards. Why do we limit the STAs role resulting in a "train for the exams™ culture?

As stated in Section D.1.j (first bullet) of ES-302 (in NUREG-1021), consultations with an STA
shall be conducted in accordance with the facility licensee's normal control room practice; e.g.,
an STA shall not be stationed in the simulator if they are on-call at the site. The STA should not
take a proactive role in assisting or coaching the applicants because it would hinder the
examiners' ability to evaluate the applicants' competence. ES-302 requires examiners to brief
STAs on the content of the scenarios and their expected actions in response to every event.
Examiners will run additional scenarios if necessary to make a licensing decision.

302.4
Can we use more than 2 ROs if Technical Specifications (TS) require it? Does this apply
to administrative requirements (e.g., however ops may use more than 2 ROs)?

Can we increase the number of candidates/scenario?

If the facility's TS (not administrative procedures) require more than 2 ROs in the control room,
the NRC will allow additional surrogates during the simulator operating test to fill the normal
crew complement. There will never be more than two RO applicants on any simulator operating
crew. Refer to Section D.1.j of ES-302.
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302.5

For purposes of appeal - why is video taping of scenarios NOT allowed? I'm not looking
for rule change; more what forms of documentation should be used and kept for appeal
purposes.

Why discriminate against taping initial operating tests when there is no similar
requirement in ES-600 series?

Why is video taping the operating test prohibited?

At the time the no-taping policy was set, experience indicated that video taping would not
provide sufficient detail to support individual licensing decisions for every member of the
operating crew. Moreover, the practice was considered intrusive to the applicants and
examiners, and several facility licensees expressed concern over how the video tapes would be
used. This issue was addressed in response to Question Nos. 403 and 404 in NUREG-1262,
"Answers to Questions at Public Meetings Regarding Implementation of Title 10, Code of
Federal Regulations, Part 55 on Operators' Licenses."

In accordance with Section D.3.f of ES-302, the licensee should, in coordination with the NRC
chief examiner, record as many key parameters as possible and provide a copy of the
recordings to the chief examiner for use in the grading process. This is particularly important if
the applicants failed to accomplish the expected actions and there is a possibility of a test
failure. The examiners will collect and retain other forms of documentation (e.g., logs, notes,
and checklists) generated by the applicants.

302.6
Do SRO-upgrade applicants acting as RO panel operators to complete a crew have to
have a specific evaluator observe them (B.3)?

No. As noted in Section D.1.d of ES-302 (in NUREG-1021), if a three-person operating crew
consists entirely of senior reactor operator (SRO) upgrade applicants (who do not have to be
evaluated on the control boards), the chief examiner may assign only two examiners to observe
the crew. Although the applicants in the reactor operator and balance of plant positions may not
be individually evaluated, they will be held accountable for any errors that occur as a result of
their action(s) or inaction(s) and graded on their ability to "Operate the Control Boards" (i.e.,
SRO Competency 3). SRO-instant applicants will always be individually evaluated by an NRC
examiner regardless what operating position they are filling during a given scenario.

302.7
Why can't we add a Shift Manager to the NRC-examined crew to handle communications,
etc?

As explained in Attachment | (Section Il) of SECY-98-266, the staff does not permit more than
one person to fill a senior operator position during the simulator test because the principal duties
of the shift manager position (i.e., assuming the role of the emergency director, performing
emergency classifications, and making protective action recommendations) are normally a part
of the operating test for senior operator applicants.
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302.8

When evaluating SRO success in "Classifying the [radiological emergency plan] REP"
during the operating exam, what criteria do the examiners use for when to start the 15
minute clock (expectation)? (15 minutes from event to classification)

Since the simulator operating tests for the initial licensing examination are conducted with only
one applicant in the SRO position, the NRC does not require the SRO to complete the
emergency classification within the normal period of time. In most cases, the applicant is asked
to classify the event after the scenario is complete and the simulator is in freeze. Another option
is to do a separate emergency plan classification as a JPM, which is only considered time-
critical if the facility licensee has a validated time standard.

302.9
Do you tell a person that it is a time-critical task?

Yes. Part D, Iltem 4 of Appendix E requires examiners to describe the initial conditions, explain
the task to be completed, explain which steps to simulate and which ones to discuss, and
indicate whether the task is time critical.

302.10
If during a JPM, the applicant misses or skips a procedure step or steps and later on
recognizes that he/she has missed the steps - can he/she request to start the JPM over?

No. The applicant cannot start the JPM over, but can perform the missed step(s) after
complying with the facility's policy for reporting procedural errors and receiving permission. This
is consistent with the grading policy in Section D.2.a of ES-303 (in NUREG-1021), which states
that if an applicant initially misses a critical step, but later performs it correctly and accomplishes
the task standard without degrading the condition of the system or the plant, the applicant's
performance on that JPM would generally still be graded as satisfactory. The examiner would
be expected to ask follow-up questions based on the applicant's error, document those
questions and answers, and determine a system grade based on the applicant's overall
performance.

Once the applicant has completed the JPM, he or she cannot go back and start over, but the
examiner will consider any corrected information provided when grading the operating test (refer
to Section D.2.f of ES-302. Note that if an applicant exceeds twice the validated time estimate
for any JPM (including time-critical) because he or she has selected an incorrect procedure or
operated the wrong equipment (despite being presented with sufficient plant feedback to correct
the error), the examiner should stop the JPM, document the circumstances, and proceed with
the next JPM. However, if the applicant is on the correct path but has simply stopped making
progress toward completing a non-time-critical JPM, the examiner should ask the applicant to
describe the work to be done and how long it should take to complete the JPM. If the applicant
does not then make timely progress toward completing the described actions, the examiner
should inform the applicant that the allowed time for the JPM has elapsed and the applicant will
be evaluated on the work completed. The examiner should then proceed with the next JPM.
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302.11

If an applicant shows system knowledge weaknesses during administration of a JPM,
how far can the examiner go with the non-prescripted questions? Can the examiner ask
questions about another system or another function of the same system covered in the
JPM?

As stated in Section D.2.f of ES-302, the examiner should ask question as necessary to confirm
the applicant's understanding of the system as it relates to the task that was performed. The
examiner should not ask questions about another system or another function of the same
system unless it relates to the task that was performed.

302.12
Is there a "standard™ method for applicants to answer open reference walk-through
questions (i.e., if fairly certain of answer give it or always look it up)?

There is no standard method for applicants to answer follow-up questions during the operating
test. If they are confident that they know the answer, there is no need to look it up. Examiners
are not required to confirm the source, and looking up every answer can significantly extend the
length of the test. As discussed in Attachment 1 of ES-301, the operational orientation required
of follow-up questions on the walk-through test and the applicant's access to reference
documents, argue against the use of questions that test for recall and memorization. Any
follow-up questions that do not require any analysis, synthesis, or application of information by
the applicant should be answerable without the aid of reference materials. Furthermore, as
stated in Part D, Item 8 of Appendix E, if the applicant needs to consult a reference to answer a
follow-up question, the applicant should ask the examiner if it is acceptable to do so. Although
there is no specific time limit for any question, an applicant may be evaluated as unsatisfactory
on a question if he or she is unfamiliar with the subject or reference material and is unable to
answer the question in a reasonable period of time. Applicants will not be permitted to conduct
unlimited searches of the plant reference material during the examination.
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302.13

Can a surrogate operator be used to replace an applicant who has already completed the
minimum event/scenario requirements in ES-301 (of NUREG-1021), thereby limiting the
applicant’s risk of making additional errors?

The NRC staff generally will not accept this practice for the following reasons:

. Section D.1.j of ES-302 (of NUREG-1021), which addresses the use of surrogate
operators, clearly states that surrogate operators would be used when they “are required
to complete the operating crew (e.g., during retake tests or for a class consisting entirely
of ROs)”".

) Section D.3.0 of ES-302 directs examiners to run additional scenarios, if necessary, to
ensure that all required evolutions and competencies are covered. For example, if an
applicant has only one opportunity to demonstrate competence on a particular rating
factor, but makes an error that does not affect his or her performance of a critical task,
the examiners shall give the applicant another opportunity to demonstrate competence
or to make a second error that would justify an unsatisfactory score for the subject rating
factor (refer Section D.2.b of ES-303 for detailed simulator grading instructions).

. Part E, Item 11, of Appendix E (of NUREG-1021), which is used to brief license
applicants in preparation for the simulator operating test, clearly states that the initial test
will normally consist of two or three scenarios.

° Although the staff routinely emphasizes the maintenance of consisten