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Thcc:o, Division of lnsectlon ano Regional Support
Office of the Nuclear Reactor Regulation

U.S. Nuclear RegJatory Commisson
ashington, DC 20555-001
To

whom it may concern,

The purpose of this ackage is to request a NRC s:ff rehe.v of the grading of
examination char was evaluated on the weeks of March 25, 2012 and .orii 9, 2011. ne
U.S. Nuclear Reguarory Commission, Region II, cezermined that did not nass tHe
simuia:or oortion of the oPerating zest. This is the second attempt to apoly for a semor
reactor ocerator license ft a unclear to the aDOlican: wh I was required to retaKe the
o:craUng test. The appdcent assed the previous years’ sirm ulatcr test with some
margin and scored 100% osss on the PM portion. (see resul:s. Another aooiicant
cassed the JPM portion with the minimum score and was granted a waiver. It is
understood that a waiver is granted on a case by case oes:s. If the intent was to deny
cne waiver then the applicant should have the oop.ortunity to formaH” suorrit a waiver
for review, if the regional office decides to :eny toe waiver then oar ES20L. Dage 2 of
‘the regonai office shall eromptiv noziy the aoplcant in wri:ng concerning the
dispcs:ion of the reaves:, and orovide art exnianaticr ‘or the benia’. Unfor:
”
jnateH:
thIs did no: occur, The NRD examiners on :r a current axamloazion team (to include toe
onerating cast examiner. were consLlfted end they strongly discou
rseac toe sub.mU:ai of
.
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wereacartc:teevauaoon teem from Hot zcense 15 examination. was toe only
appcant chat as re-euauated from Ho: icense 15. did not nave crc oene0: of
starting with a cican slate or without preconceived expectEcons, IKe toe otner
anc ce’ s coo “e a c-a was edc aci-e eL anaac -s ‘a ar rv —‘a re a
1
o my exam heing traded too severely.
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on the success oath fo Procedure usage and Directing Dperatons. In reviewing the
comments there ‘,vere inarances wriere :ercinent nformaticn was no: nciuoec n the
descriatlon of the assessment. allowing toe con-pc :en::es to be cowograded. Ecc 5
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In my own personal experience, I felt that the current examination was graded at a
much higher level. The applicant had strong results on the rest of the licensing exam to
support being successful on this simulator exam (See Exam Chart for results and
grading criteria that was used). The crew performed all critical steps, procedure
transition, protectea all vital equipment and no actions compromised the health and
safety of the public. Several comments that were identif!ed were non ctnsequentlal,
and minhn& in nature. NUREG 1021, ES-303, page 7 of 19; step 3b. identifies how the
evaluator is expected to justify in detail Operating Test Comments “every knowledge or
ability deficiency that contributed to a failure in any part of the operating test Provide
the specific information, as applicable.” One of the bullets states: “the potential or
actual consequences of the applicant’s incorrect action (particularly if the examiner
recommends a failure based on a serious error that would not normally result in a
failing grade.” Why are so many items identified that do not have consequences? The
oasis for some of the comments, were that the applicant didn’t make a
“recommendation”?
—

I would also ike to request that the review team separately evaluate the va!idity of the
communication comments, with an emphasis on if the comments are realistic and was
the same standard applied to all applicants that were evaluated in the simulator. Each
scenario requires an extensive amount of communications, is it realistic that no other
applicant made the same types of communication errors and if they did, were they all
evaluated in the same manner? Typically poor communication is indicative of m!ssed
critical steps, agcsis errors and incorrect procedure direction. Some exampies of the
conmunication errors that were identified are as follows:
1.

Not repeating nacic a portion of a statement :vaiuator ident:r’es tne appiican:
doesn’t reoeat bacc that the “alarms are consistent with the failure” althougr. it
has aiready been identified that the pump tripped.
2. Not requesting permission from the Shift Manager to place a component back to
automatic. Two comments were identified in this area and in each comment ft
states that the appiicant directed/itstructed the Operator to place a component
back in automatic. Each time the crew corrected and ensured that the SM was
notified (No actons were performed).
-

