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1. Was a waiver or waivers of the operating test granted for other applicants who took the 
most recent examination? (Capeharl, Bates, Meeks) 

8. If so, what was the basis and threshold for granting the waiver(s)? 

Yes, waivers for the operating test were granted for other applicants who took 
the 2011 exam. The process that was followed is as described below: 

Following the grading of the 2011 Vogtle exam, P. Capehart sent emails 
to both M. Meeks and J. Hopkins independently asking them if they would 
recommend giving a waiver to the applicants they examined (for future exams). 
Both M. Meeks and J. Hopkins recommended to not grant waivers for Carla 
Smith (reference attached emails). Carla was the only applicant that was not 
recommended for a routine waiver. P. Capehart forwarded these 
recommendations to M. Widmann, along with his own recommendation to not 
grant a waiver for Carla Smith. 

On June 7, 2011,_, Vogtle operations training supervisor, sent 
an email to M. Meeks discussing the potential waiver requestst10r the 
upcoming March 2012 initial exam. Of note in this email, _ identifies 
Carla Smith as one of three applicants from the 2011 exam that Vogtle 
identified as requiring further evaluation. M. Meeks had been assigned as the 
Chief Examiner (under instruction) for the March 2012 exam, with M. Bates 
assigned as the Chief Examiner of record. After receiving this email, M. Meeks 
consulted with P. Capehart, J. Hopkins, M. Bates, and M. Widmann to 
formulate a consolidated response from the region. Because everyone agreed 
that Carla Smith's performance on the 2011 exam was sufficiently poor to not 
grant a routine waiver, the decision was made to notify Vogtle that all of the 
other applicants, except Carla Smith, would probably receive the routine waiver 
of the operating test. For Carla Smith, it was agreed to notify Vogtle that if she 
submitted a waiver request for the operating test, " ... for C. Smith, Region II 
would likely deny a waiver of the operating test portion of the exam." M. Meeks 
replied to _ email on August 2, 2011. 

In Carla Smith's cover letter to request an appeal, she states: 

It is understood that a waiver is granted on a case by case basis. If the 
intent was to deny the waiver then the applicant should have the 
opportunity to formally submit a waiver for review. If the regional office 
decided to deny the waiver then per ES-204, Page 2 of7: ''the regional 
office shall promptly notify the applicant in writing concerning the 

[1 ] 

I 



disposition of the request, and provide an explanation for the denial." 
Unfortunately this did not occur, The NRC examiners on the current 
examination team (to include the operating test examiner) were consulted 
and they strongly discouraged the submittal of a waiver of the operating 
exam on my behalf. 

Throughout the exam development process, at no time did anyone from the 
NRC notify either Vogtle training personnel, or Carla Smith directly, that they 
were prohibited from submitting a waiver request from Carla Smith. As 
evidenced from the above statement and the attached emails, the consistent 
message to the Vogtle training management (there was no direct 
communication between anyone in the NRC and Carla Smith) was that if a 
waiver request was submitted, "it would likely be denied by the region." 
Contrary to the applicant's contention cited above, the "operating test 
examiner," M. Bates, did not have any interaction with Carla Smith directly 
concerning her potential operating test waiver. Furthermore, M. Bates was not 
directly involved in the discussions concerning Carla Smith's performance on 
the 2011 exam-the decision to likely deny a waiver was made by the 2011 
exam team (P. Capehart, J. Hopkins, and M. Meeks), in consultation with the 
branch chief, independently of any input from M. Bates. 

Irrespective of the region's likely denial of an operating test waiver for 
Carla Smith, the facility licensee did not submit any waiver request to the 
region. Therefore, the region never denied any waiver. Accordingly, the reason 
that the region never formally sent a letter to Carla Smith explaining a denial of 
a waiver (per ES-204) was because the waiver request was never submitted. 

In the applicant's cover letter to her appeal of the grading of her 
operating test, she states: 

It is unclear to the applicant why I was required to retake the operating 
test. The applicant passed the previous years' simulator test with some 
margin and scored 100% (pass) on the JPM portion, (see results). Another 
applicant passed the JPM portion with the minimum score and was 
granted a waiver. 

The other referenced applicant from the 2011 exam is __ . For his 
operating test, he has three total comments on the entire simulator scenarios. 
Although __ was graded as "UNSAT" on three JPMs, two of these are 
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administrative JPMs and one was a simulator JPM. A comparison between the 
two applicants' grading of the 2011 operating test is shown below: 

Operating Test Portion Carla 

Total Number of 
Simulator Scenario 12 3 

Comments 
Number of 

Administrative JPM 0 2 
Failures 

Number of System/In-
0 1 

Plant JPM Failures 
Number of 

Administrative JPMs 1 1 
with Comments 

Nt . of -J IIn--, 
Plant JPMs with 5 2 

Comments 

As stated in NUREG 1021, ES-301 B.3., the simulator scenario portion of 
the operating test is « ... the most performance-based aspect of the operating 
test and is used to evaluate the applicant's ability to safely operate the plant's 
systems under dynamic, integrated conditions." With this guidance in mind, 
the applicant's comparative performance on the dynamic simulator scenarios 
weighed more heavily in the regional decision to grant the waiver to_; 
on the one hand, and to notify the facility that the region would likely deny the 
waiver for Carla Smith, on the other. 

In hindsight, Carla Smith's performance on the dynamic simulator 
portion of the 2012 exam, which led to documentation of approximately 18 
comments on the 303 form, retroactively supports the region's position that her 
performance on the 2011 exam warranted additional evaluation on the 2012 
exam. 

To further answer question 1.a., the ultimate reason that Carla Smith 
was not granted a waiver was public health and safety-all three examiners (M. 
Meeks, P. Capehart, and J. Hopkins) from the 2011 exam agreed that her 
performance on the 2011 exam, specifically the simulator scenario portion, was 
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poor enough to warrant additional evaluation if she were to retake the exam at 
a later date. 

2. How did the applicant's performance on the previous examination operating test differ 
from any applicants who were granted waivers? (Capehart, Bates, Meeks) 

Please reference above answer. Specifically, Carla's performance on the 
previous examination was different in that she was especially weak in the 
simulator scenarios. As detailed above, the dynamic simulator scenario 
portion of the exam carries extra weight because it is the most operationally 
valid evaluation of the applicants in actual conditions in real time. 

Although as detailed above, Carla had a large number of comments on the 
simulator scenario portion of the 2011 exam, there is no objective, quantitative 
criteria that I know of to evaluate whether an applicant should be granted a 
waiver from one test to the next. For me, in addition to the large number of 
documented deficiencies, the basis of my recommendation to not grant Carla a 
routine waiver was because Carla's performance on the simulator scenarios 
(2011 exam) stood out as being unsafe. I take very seriously my obligations to 
uphold the operator licensing standards in order to protect the public health 
and safety. So, based upon my knowledge and experience as a nuclear 
operator in the Navy, my knowledge and experience as a licensed Senior 
Reactor Operator (SRO) at a Westinghouse PWR in the commercial nuclear 
power field, and my training as a member of the NRC, I am required to 
differentiate between safe and unsafe operational performance. Therefore, 
following my observations of Carla's performance on the 2011 exam, my 
recommendation to not grant a routine waiver for Carla Smith was ultimately 
based upon my judgment that she was unsafe. I often tell applicants in the 
Appendix E brief that our signatures on the 303 forms represent our 
recommendation to management that we would be confident living next to their 
plant with our families and sleeping easy at night, knowing that they would be 
on watch, capable of handling any emergency. Based on her performance on 
the 2011 exam, I could not truthfully make that statement if I thought Carla 
was the SRO on watch. Her performance on the 2012 exam supported this 
determination. 

3. What did you discuss with the applicant and/or licensee regarding submitting a waiver 
for the operating test? (Capehart, Bates, Meeks) 
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Please reference answer for question 1. above. No discussions were held with 
the applicant (Carla Smith). All discussions that I had with the licensee's 
training staff are included in the attached emails at the end of this document. 
As the assigned chief examiner (under instruction), I was always careful to 
ensure my management (M. Widmann) was briefed before I sent the emails, 
and always cc'ed on the emails that I sent to Vogtle regarding the waivers; and 
the language that we consistently used regarding Carla Smith was that she 
would "likely be denied" a routine waiver if such a waiver was requested. At no 
time did we tell Vogtle that they could not submit a waiver request for her; 
however, we felt that we should be honest with them (that she would likely be 
denied a waiver) so that they could arrange for the needed remedial training if 
they decided to include her in a future license class. 

4. Did you review the applicant's docket file, including ES-303, prior to administering the 
operating test to her? (Bates, Meeks) 

a. Why or why not? 

No, I did not review the applicant's (2011) docket flIe or (2011) ES-303 before 
administering the (2012) Vogtle operating test. The ultimate reason was that, if 
the facility licensee recommended her as ready for a license, I assumed that 
Carla's performance would have improved and would be satisfactory. 
Moreover, I did not want any evaluation that I made to be shaded by any 
comment from the 2011 exam-I wanted to ensure that I was as fair to Carla 
as I would be to any other applicant (i.e. to allow them to start from a 'blank 
sheet of paper' as much as possible). Finally, I thought that with the extra 
training and extra time practicing in the simulator Carla would perform as well 
as an upgrade SRO applicant, and so I also assumed that she would not have 
any trouble passing the operating test in 2012. The fIrst time that I looked at 
Carla's ES-303 forms from the 2011 exam was in preparation for Don 
Jackson's review team in late June 2012. 

5. Did you review the docket files, including ES-303s, of any other applicants that were 
granted waivers prior to administering the operating test? (Bates, Meeks) 

a. Why or why not? 

No, I did not review any other docket flIes or ES-303s prior to administering the 
(2012) operating test. In my mind, the waiver question had been settled 
immediately following the 2011 exam (as detailed in the answer to 1. above) 
and therefore I did not believe there was any reason to revisit the decision or to 
review the 303s from that exam. 
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6. What criteria or process was used to determine examiner assignments? (Bates, Meeks) 

When the facility licensee provided us with the final list of applicants, Mark 
Bates and I constructed a schedule using abbreviations (where "11" was an 
instant SRO, "Rl" a Reactor Operator Applicant, and "Ul" an upgrade SRO 
applicant, etc.). This schedule was designed to minimize the number of 
scenarios that we were required to run, and to minimize the number of 
surrogate operators that were required. I also specifically decided to use any 
surrogates in the Balance-of-Plant position (BOP) if possible, instead of using 
surrogates in the SRO position. Once the applicant positions had been 
determined, we assigned examiners using abbreviations ("El," "E2," and "E3") 
in order to ensure we met the NUREG 1021 requirement of only having the 
examiner of record evaluate an individual applicant during the simulator 
scenarios. Then, I organized the groups of applicants in a randomly-selected, 
reverse alphabetical order. In so doing, Carla Smith became designated as "12" 
(or instant SRO applicant number 2). Because applicant "12" had been 
assigned examiner "E2," we decided in the interest of fairness to ensure Mark 
Bates became "E2" in order to prevent anyone from claiming that we were 
unfair to the applicant and carried over any negative perceptions from the 2011 
exam. I then decided to be "El" and that made Phil Capehart "E3." 

7. What criteria or process was used to determine the number of scenarios to administer to 
each applicant? (Bates, Meeks) 

Please reference above answer to question 6. 

8. What steps, if any, did you take to mitigate any potential bias (predisposition based on 
knowledge of past performance) when administering the examination? (Bates, Meeks) 

The exam team was cognizant of the potential for bias or predisposition against 
applicants we had seen in 2011, and attempted to minimize it as follows: 

As referenced in the emails between _ and M. Meeks in the previous 
section, Vogtie initially considered scheduling a retake exam for the applicants 
that had failed in 2011, to be given before the next regularly scheduled exam in 
the spring of 2012. Ultimately, Vogtie decided not to attempt to give a specific 
retake exam, and the applicants who had failed the exam in 2011 were moved 
in with the class to be tested in the spring of 2012. This decision led to the 
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2012 Vogtle class size to be relatively large; ultimately the 2012 operating test 
was administered to 18 applicants, with 22 applicants taking the written exam. 

As shown in the attached FY2012 weekly schedule (revision 1), the initial 
exam team consisted of M. Bates as the chief examiner, with B. Caballero and 
M. Meeks the other two examiners. Based on his qualification schedule, M. 
Meeks requested to serve as the chief examiner under instruction for this exam 
and was approved by the branch chief. During the corporate notification 
phone call ("120-day"), this exam team was communicated to the facility 
licensee. Due to other scheduling pressures, in approximately August of 2011 
the exam team changed, and B. Caballero was forced by his additional 
obligations to be replaced on the Vogtle 2012 exam with P. Capehart. 

When the final number and makeup of the applicant class was 
determined following the completion of the licensee "audit" exam, M. Bates and 
M. Meeks independently began development of the schedule for what was 
scheduled as two full weeks for the operating test. These draft schedules were 
in a generic format ("11 1213" to designate "Instant SRO 1, Instant SRO 2, 
Instant SRO 3," etc.) and did not include any applicant names. During the 
development of these generic schedules, M. Bates' schedule worked better than 
M. Meeks'schedule; however, M. Meeks asked M. Bates to modify his schedule 
so that any surrogate operators would be in the BOP position, instead of the 
SRO position. Once the generic schedule had been generated, M. Meeks 
assigned applicant names to the positions in an inverse alphabetical order. 
Carla Smith's name was assigned as "12." A copy of this schedule is included 
at the end of this section. When Carla Smith was associated with "12," the 
exam team purposely assigned M. Bates as the examiner of record for 12. This 
was specifically chosen to ensure that there would be no bias from the previous 
2011 exam, and the branch chief was notified of this decision. 

In the cover letter from Carla Smith requesting an appeal review of her 
grading, she states: 

In addition, two of the three examiners were a part of the 
evaluation team from Hot License 16 examination. I was the 
only applicant that was re-evaluated from Hot License 16. I 
did not have the benefit of starting with a clean slate or 
without preconceived expectations, like the other 
applicants .... 
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As shown in the preceding discussion and the following, this statement is 
without merit. 

NUREG 1021, section ES-201 D . La states that: "The regional office shall 
not assign an examiner who failed an applicant on an operating test to 
administer any part of that applicant's retake operating test." Keeping the 
intent of this requirement in mind, as shown above M. Bates was intentionally 
assigned as Carla Smith's examiner of record. It would have been acceptable 
and in accordance with NUREG 1021 requirements to assign anyone of the 
2012 exam team members as Carla's examiner of record; however, we felt it 
would be better for all concerned to use Mark Bates, above and beyond the 
explicit NUREG requirements, because he had not seen her performance from 
2011. 

As mentioned earlier, M. Bates was not directly involved in the decision 
associated with the likely denial of a waiver for Carla Smith. This was 
purposely done to ensure that M. Bates would independently evaluate Carla 
Smith's performance without preconceived ideas based on her performance in 
2011 on the previous exam. Specifically, M. Bates took special effort not to 
review any 303 documentation or any other record of Carla Smith's 2011 
performance until after the 2012 exam report was issued. 

9. What threshold was used to determine whether or not to document an error committed 
by the applicant during administration of the operating test (Simulator scenarios and 
JPMs)? (Bates, Meeks) 

Please see attached file "JPMs Administered by Meeks" to verify that every 
applicant received the same comments when warranted on the JPMs. The 
threshold that was used was the requirements of the examiner standard, 
NUREG 1021. Specifically, for the JPMs, if an applicant did not successfully 
complete a critical step of the JPM or did not complete the assigned task, the 
applicant was evaluated as not successfully completing the JPM. If an 
applicant made an error that was not associated with a critical step and was 
able to successfully complete the JPM, the applicant was graded as 
successfully completing the JPM but a comment was made to document the 
error. 

Similarly, for the simulator scenarios the threshold that was used was as 
required by the NUREG 1021: because the NUREG specifies a grading scale 
based, in general, on individual competencies instead of the particular 
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consequences of a specific action or inaction, any error that related to an 
operator's competency was documented. The following several paragraphs 
speak directly to the grading philosophy used for the simulator scenarios, for 
all applicants: 

GRADING PHILOSOPHY AND CONSISTENCY 

One of the principal assertions that is present throughout multiple 
comments made by Carla in her appeal is that she was graded excessively 
hard; specifically because many of her errors did not result in adverse 
consequences. However, NUREG 1021 directly contradicts this position; in 
section ES-303 it states: 

Using Form ES-303-3 or ES-303-4, depending on the applicant's license 
level, and the following generic guidance, evaluate any deficiencies 
coded for the simulator test to detennine a grade for every applicable 
rating factor (RF) and competency. Keep in mind that the simulator test is 
generally graded based on competencies rather than consequences; 
every error that reflects on an operator's competence is considered equal 
unless it is related to the perfonnance of a critical task (as detennined in 
accordance with ES-301 and Appendix 0). 

Therefore, with the exception of a critical task as noted above, the examiners 
were required to grade every error that reflects on an operator's competence 
equally, irrespective of the consequences or potential consequences of the 
error. The potential or actual consequences of the individual errors are 
documented in the 303 form write-up in accordance with NUREG 1021 ES-303 
D.3.b., but do not have any bearing on the grading. 

Furthermore, the applicant contends that some of her communications 
errors contained minimal consequences. In addition to the above guidance, 
NUREG-1021 recognizes that communications, on its own, has lesser 
significance. This is evidenced by the grading criteria specifically preventing a 
failure based solely on competency 4, Communications. Competency 4 is 
treated differently than all of the other competencies in that a score of less than 
1.8 can still result in a passing grade for the dynamic simulator portion of the 
exam. Receiving a score of less than 1.8 only raises the cut score in the other 
competencies from 1.8 to 2.0. With this in mind, NUREG-1021 contains 
scoring mechanics that explicitly address the level of significance of 
communication errors. Lastly, as can be seen in the table discussed below, 
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several communications errors existed that were not documented. The 
numbers of communication errors display a pattern of poor communications, 
some of which did contain significance. 

Another one of the principal assertions was that many of her errors were 
corrected by her teammates. However, in NUREG-I021, Appendix E, Part E, 
item 4, states: 

Members of the operating team or crew (whether applicants or 
surrogates) should perform peer checks in accordance with the facility 
licensee's procedures and practices; non-crew members and NRC 
examiners will not perform this function. However, if you begin to make 
an error that is corrected by a peer checker, you will be held accountable 
for the consequences of the potential error without regard to mitigation 
by the crew. 

Therefore, when corrected by her teammates when a direction or mis-operation 
was performed, the examiners were required to downgrade Carla and hold her 
accountable for the consequences of the potential error without regard to the 
mitigation by the crew. 

NUREG-I021, ES-303, Section D.1.d, reads as follows: 

..... Whenever pOSSible, attempt to identifY the root cause ofthe 
applicant's deficiencies and code each deficiency with no more than 
two different rating factors. However, one significant deficiency may 
be coded with additional rating factors if the error can be shown, 
consistent with the criteria in Section D.3.b, to be relevant to each of 
the cited rating factors. 

Considering the above guidance, the errors were assigned to the rating factor 
the exam team believed to be the root cause of the deficiency. In many 
instances, the exam team discussed that it may be appropriate to place some of 
the errors in more than one rating factor. In the end, the exam team decided to 
only place each error in one rating factor that was most closely related to the 
root cause of the error, although the above guidance allowed for up to two 
different rating factors to be documented under normal circumstances. 
Throughout the analysis of the grading during the appeal process, the exam 
team has noted other rating factors in which the applicant displayed weakness 
during a specific error. Even though the errors were only documented under 
one rating factor, the association with other rating factors was used as 
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justification for placing a score of« 1 n in some rating factors where only two 
errors were documented. 

Furthermore, prior to issuance of the license denial to Carla, the exam 
team sought independent reviews from two Senior Operations Engineers and 
one Operations Engineer, all having previously held senior reactor operator 
licenses, to critique the grading of the form 303 write-up and provide critical 
feedback. Comments from these reviews were largely incorporated into the 
final documentation. 

The applicant contended in her cover letter that the grading was 
inconsistent due to there not being any errors documented in areas of 
Procedures (Competency 3) and Directing Shift Operations (Competency 5): 

In addition, the overall exam results are not consistent. The applicant 
received a score of3.0 in the areas of Procedure Usage and Directing 
Operations but received a 1.70 in InterpretationiDiagnosis and a 1.2 in 
Communication. These areas have a direct impact on the success path for 
Procedure usage and Directing Operations. In reviewing the comments 
there were instances where pertinent infonnation was not included in the 
description of the assessment, allowing the competencies to be 
downgraded. How is the crew able to be successful when all directions 
are taken from the Shift Supervisor (role) and requires that individual to be 
able to interpret, diagnose, and communicate to navigate through the 
various procedures? 

It is true that no errors were documented on the Form 303 in these two 
competency areas. The exam team had discussions with the Branch Chief on 
this exact point prior to issuance of the denial. It was recognized by the entire 
team that there were elements of Directing Shift Operations prevalent 
throughout the errors that were documented in other rating factors. The team 
chose to assign each error to only one rating factor even though there were 
elements of the error that could be assigned to additional rating factors. It was 
also noted, to a lesser degree, that there were also elements of procedure usage 
errors. See the following table for a depiction of rating factor association with 
applicant errors. 
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Cross Reference Table of Errors and Related Rating Factors 
RF 1303 Pg , of Doc Error • 10 12 14 1 • l' l' 20 21 23 24 25 28 27 2. 29 30 31 RFScont 
1. InIefpnIt1ItlonlDlagnools 
a. Recognlzo & A_ X 3 
b. Ens .... Accurecy 0 0 x x x 1 
c. Understanding 0 0 X 1 
d. Dlagnosl. D 2 

2. Procedures 
a. Reference X 3 
b. EOPEntry 3 
c.CorrectUse X X 3 

3. Control Board Oparatlons 
a. Locate & Manipulate D 0 0 1 
b. Undentandlng 3 
c. Manual Control 0 2 

4. Communlcation. 
a. Clarity X 0 0 0 1 
b. Crew & Othenllnformed X X X X 0 0 1 
c. Receive Infonnltion 3X 0 2 

5. Olractlng Operation. 
a. Timely & Decisive Action 3 
b.Ove .. lght X X 3 
c. Solicit Crew Feedback X X 3 
d. Monitor Crew Activities X X X 3 

8. Technical Spaclfications 
8. Recognize & Locate D 0 D 1 
b. Compliance 3 

D: denotes where the ad .. 1 enorw •• originaly placed on lhe Form 303·1. 
X: denotes other 'aling faders whe,e weaknesses we<e alltllUted. but not dorumented on lhe Form 303-1 . 
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10. Please provide any evidence (written comments) that show that a similar threshold was 
used to document errors committed by other applicants. (Bates, Meeks) 

Once again, in accordance with the guidance and requirements of NUREG 
1021, as the chief examiner (under instruction) I was responsible for ensuring 
that every examiner graded the applicants in a consistent fashion, applying a 
uniform threshold. That said, Carla Smith made more errors than other 
applicants, and in some cases her errors were unique to her own performance 
and did not correlate to errors made by anyone else. 

One way to demonstrate a similar threshold between examiners is to compare 
the documented comments for Carla Smith (examiner of record Mark Bates), 
with the documented comments for her simulator scenario team-mate _ 
_ (examiner of record Michael Meeks): 

-Carla's comment on p. 14 of her ES-303 is similar to _ comment 
on p. 8 of his ES-303. 

-Carla's comment on p. 16 of her ES-303 is similar to_ comment 
on p. 11 of his ES-303. 

-Carla's comment on p. 18 of her ES-303 is similar to_ comment 
on p. 14 of his ES-303. 

-Carla's comment on p. 20 of her ES-303 is similar to _ comment 
on p. 7 of his ES-303. 

-Carla's comment on p. 24 of her ES-303 is similar to _ comment 
on p. 12 of his ES-303. 

-Carla's comment on p. 25 of her ES-303 is similar to_ comment 
on p. 13 of his ES-303. 

-Carla's comment on p. 31 of her ES-303 is similar to_ comment 
on p. 15 of his ES-303. 

[14) 



Attachment 1: Emails associated with Vogtle waivers 

[151 



Meeks, Michael 

10m: 
_ Aflt: 

To: 
Subject: 
Attachments: 

Capehart, Phillip 
Monday, May 02, 2011 2:59 PM 
Meeks, Michael 
Input for waivers 
imageOO1.png; image002.jpg 

Michael, Malcolm has asked for input as to the status of future (operating portion of the exam) waivers for the 
Vogtle retake exam. I wanted to get your input as to the individuals you examined and passed on the 
operating portion of the exam. Of the 3 applicants that passed the portion of the exam but failed the 
written, do you recommend that they receive waivers for a portion of the exam? 
Malcolm is reviewing the 303s and would like to get back to 

(~~ 
"" ...•. / 

__ I !I~. < ... I<)IIr---.J I lit 

. ,- " .. ,-. -'- ",_. ,- .. ,~. 

9'friiIip q. Cape4wrt 
Senior Operations Engineer 

.,... 811 Operator Licensing 
)4-997-4483 

o 
1 
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Meeks. Michael 

C'Om: 
.AIIIt: 
To: 
ec: 
Subject: 
Attachments: 

Capehart, Phillip 
Tuesday, May 03, 2011 7:39 AM 
Widmann, Malcom 
Meeks, Michael; Hopkins, Jay; Bacon, Daniel 
FW: Input for waivers 
imageOO1.png; image002.jpg 

Malcolm, I spoke with both Michael and Jay about the possibility of future waiver denials. The only individual 
that all 3 of us are in agreement about is Carla. Even though she passed the operating test portion, we would 
recommend a future waiver of this portion of the exam be denied. 

Phil 

From: Meeks, Michael 
Sent: Monday, May 02, 2011 3:19 PM 
To: capehart, Phillip 
SUbject: RE: Input for waivers 

Phil. 

I do not have any problems or concerns with 
to the three individuals listed below that I eX<1l111m~d 

2peraltiIlig exam 

C· .!........J.»'ottld recommend NOT granting waivers of the operating exanl to ~ 
_and C. Smith. 

So you know, while I am at the G-103 class this week, I will have access to all NRC 
accounts and drtves durtng my class In the day; however. the NRC laptop I have at the 
hotel is not working. [have access to the 0: drtve here at Region lif you need me to make 
changes to stuff, or read other people's changes ... 

Best regards, 

0ycmrioJ1S Exlllnill(Y/OycJ'ations Ellginw' 
U.S. Nuc/tllr Rt9/lliJtOJ'!} Commission (Regio" II) 
245 Pead",'" CCtlur Ave. NE (Suire l200) 
Arlillltil. CA 30303·1257 
<1ficc: 404.997.-H67 
(nlllil; MichaeI.Meeks@nrc.gov 

( -'l"OITI: capehart, Phillip 
\ !Ilt: Monday, May 02, 2011 2:59 PM 

.... "fo: Meeks, Michael 
Subject: Input for waivers 
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Michael, Malcolm has asked for input as to the status of future (operating portion of the exam) waivers for the 
Vogtle retake exam. I wanted to get your input as to the individuals you examined and passed on the 

a rating portion of the exam. Of the 3 applicants that passed the operating portion of the exam but failed the 
itten, do you recommend that they receive waivers for a retake for the operating portion of the exam? 

~alcolm is reviewing the 303s and would like to get back to __ ASAP. 

- I-e..; c.. J .. ').:'-J • g 

'" .. , ' ' ~, . 

[J'fUiIip q. ea"eIUvrl 
Senior Operations Engineer 
RII Operator Licensing 
404-997-4483 

c:; 
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Meeks, Michael 

om: 
' nt: 

To: 

--
Meeks, Mic:halel 

Cc: 
Subject: 

Widmann, Malcolm_ 
Vogtle NRC Exam ~ 

Michael, 

We are in the process of identifying individuals in which we plan on requesting a waiver for the March 2012 Operating 
Exam in accordance with ES-204, Section D.1.a. The individuals in which we are confident that we will request an 
Operating Exam waiver are: 

Three other individuals from that class also passed the March 2011 Operating Exam; however, we are presently 
evaluating their status and are inquiring as to whether or not Region II would approve an Operating Exam waiver for the 
individuals below: 

and 

If I understand ES-204, these waiver requests should be documented on Form 398 when the license applications are 

C
"Jbmitted and would be considered routine waivers with review/approval through the Region II office. I also understand 

a t the requirements of D.1.k must also be met to waive the 24 month GFE requirement. However, in order to allow us to 
.. evelop an appropriate recovery plan, I am asking H Region II would evaluate the status of the individuals listed above 
and indicate whether or not a waiver would be approved. If I need to follow up with a formal request (i.e. letter), please let 
me know so I may submit it in a timely manner. 

In addition, I understand that you may not be the Chief Examiner for our March 2013 exam, however, I am asking for 
some assistance as to how I should proceed with a similar issue. There is one individual that will be enrolled in the LOIT 
program this fall and is scheduled to take an Initial Operating Exam in March 2013 that is about 2 months shy of the 
prerequisite 36 month eligibility requirement. We currently plan on requesting a waiver for this individual as well but I do 
not believe this would be considered a routine waiver as described in ES-204; thus requiring NRR approval. As you might 
expect, we would like to know whether or not this waiver request would be accepted. My question, how should I 
proceed? Should I submit a formal letter (signed by our VP) requesting evaluation of this request prior to submitting the 
Form 398 application? If so, when would submittal of a request be considered timely? 

Any assistance on these issues would be greatly appreciated. 

-Nuclear Operations Training Supervisor 
Vogtle Electric Generating Plant 
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Meeks, Michael 

Gom: 
.... nt: 

To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

Capehart, Phillip 
Tuesday, August 16, 2011 2:06 PM 
Meeks, Michael 
Bates, Mark; Schaaf, Kenneth; Widmann, Malcolm; Franke, Mark 
RE: schedule additions 

OK, I changed the schedule and RPS to reflect the change in the dates for the Vogtle exam. Also. I will be 
replacing Bruno on this exam to allow him more time to prep the Farley exam he is chiefing. 

Phil 

From: Meeks, Michael 
Sent: Tuesday, August 16, 20111:17 PM 
To: Widmann, Malcolm 
Cc: Schaaf, Kenneth; Capehart, Phillip; Franke, Mark; Bates, Mark 
Subject: RE: schedule additions 

Malcolm, 

for what's it worth, I am willing to do the in-office portion of the Emergency 
Procedures inspection for WB2 mentioned below, as long as it can be worked in among my 
Chief Examiner U/I for VogUe-especially since I will be working on the same IP (?) at 

(

_Robinson with Rick the week of 12/5/2011 as mentioned below and during our branch 
)eeting today . 

..;:f 
Another schedule change for the March/April VogUe exam is due to the Masters golf 

lournanlent, which is scheduled for April 5-8, 2012. Recommend putting a "Doc" block in 
for the "middle" week of 4/02 (2012) for myself, Bruno, and Mark Bates; ancl shifting the 
exam weeks to t.he right by one week (i.e. all three of us onsite the week of 4/09; Bruno and 
myself onsite the week of 4/ 16). 

Thanks-

Best regards, 

0)(rntions Ex,tmin(rjOyerntiol/s Ellginecr 
U.S. Nudear Reg,,{atory Commissiol/ (Rt!jiOII II) 
245 Peachtree ((liter Al'e. N E (Suite 1200) 
At{anta, GA 30303·1257 
1fice: 404.997.4467 
emaif: Michael.Meeks@nrc.goY 

o ...... 
From: Widmann, Malcolm 
Sent: Thursday, August 11, 2011 4:26 PM 
To: Capehart, Phillip; Schaaf, Kenneth 
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Cc: Franke, Mark; Aiello, Ronald; Capehart, Phillip; Laska, Gerard; Baldwin, Richard; Meeks, Michael; Bacon, Daniel; Toth, 
Amanda; Bates, Mark; Lanyi, David 

G
bject: schedule additions 

) e have some other activities, not exam related, that need to add~d to the current FY schedule and 2012. 
Mostly for WB2 but some ROB follow-up stuff too. 

Delete 11/14 'WB U2 SU inspection" for Baldwin and Meeks. 
Add 11/28 "U1 SIM Insp" for Aiello and Baldwin 
Add 1215 week "ROB EOP Inspection" for Baldwin and Meeks. 
Add 2120 week "WB U2 prep" (onsite inspection of training objectives) for Aiello and Capehart 
Add (as a place holder) weeks 2127, 315, 3112 'WB U2 Review" for Aiello, Capehart, Laska (3-500 
tests); - Need to check on leave for Aiello on 315 if it is real .... 
Add week 3/26 'WB U2 Exam" for Aiello and Capehart (onsite) 
Correct under Bates ''VG-IP" week 315, class size to 141911 (licensee informed me via telecon). 
Add 517 "ROB PI&R" for Lanyi. 
Add (placeholders) 517 "WB U2 SUo (start-up inspection) for Bacon, Laska, Toth; 5/14 for Bacon, Lanyi, 
Toth; 5/21 Lanyi, Toth; 5128 Aiello, Bates, Lanyi, Laska, Toth. 

We also need to add IPs to be inspected at WB2; 370 man hrs (2 guys - 6 weeks, not all at once) effort to 
address IPs. Slated for March-April of 2012. 

IP 41500, Training inspection (for differences and SAT inspection): Level of effort = 136 man hours (2 
people, 1 week in office and 1 week in the field). If a HQ Human Factors person is used and one 
typically is, add 40 hours. 16 hours post inspection documentation. 

C
IP 42400, Plant Procedures inspection: Level of effort = 104 hours. 2 people one week in the field with 8 
'our prep and 16 man hours post inspection documentation. 
~ 

IP 42452, Emergency Procedures inspection: Level of effort = 136 man hours (2 people, 1 week in office 
and 1 week in the field). On occasion a third person is used. If so, add 40 hours. 16 hours post 
inspection documentation. 

c 
2 
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Meeks. Michael 

("'\"m: 
~t: 

To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

-
Meeks, Michael 

Bates, Mark; Franke, Mark 
iTueStliOiis 

Sony to be so long gelting back to you. I have checked with Mark Bates and 
Malcolm and have preliminary ,Ulswers for you: 

1. For these would 
be routine operating test 
portion of the exam waived. and would only need to take the written exam. When their 
applications are submitted, they would need to specify deficiencies (i.e. as noted in the last 
NRC exam) and the remedial training they did to correct these deficiencies. 

2. For C. Smith, Region II would likely deny a waiver of the operating test portion of 
the exam. However, she could re-take the entire exam (both a complete operating exam 
and the written). 

3. For the individual in the March 2013 class, we need some additional information. 

C~-204 D.l.i allows the region to approve a routine waiver of "up to 6 months of the 3 years 
.....;f (responsible nuclear) power plant experience for an RO (or an SRO), but not to exceed 2 
months of the year of onsite experience for an RO and 1 month of the 6 for an SRO. ~ 
Therefore. if the applicant meets this criteria, Region II could approve a routine waiver. If 
the applicant does not meet this criteria, we would need to receive authorization from the 
IOLB program office (NRC Headquarters) to grant the waiver. In either case, after the 
applicant passed the NRC exam, we would issue a ·pass" letter stating that the applicant 
passed the exam, and that the license would be issued once the applicant completes the 
required experience. 

Please let me know if you have any further questions-

Best regards, 

C!peratiolls Examiller/Oyeratiolls Ellgillter 

U.S. NJldear Regu(atory Commissioll (Rfgicln If) 
245 Peacl1rree CfIlttr ill'e. NE (Suire 1200) 

Athnrta. GA 30303-1257 

'!!fiee: 404.997.4467 

j 
aif: MichaeI.Meeks@nrc.gov 
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From: 
Sent: T\ie;day, 

C
"'O: Meeks, 

c: Widmann, Malk:ollm 
Jubject: Vogt1e NRC 

Michael, 

- 71T 

We are in the process of identifying individuals in which we plan on requesting a waiver for the March 2012 Operating 
Exam in accordance with ES-2D4, Section D.l .a. The individuals in which we are confident that we will request an 
Operating Exam waiver are: 

Three other individuals from that class also passed the March 2011 Operating Exam; however, we are presently 
evaluating their status and are inquiring as to whether or not Region II would approve an Operating Exam waiver for the 
individuals below: 

and 

If I understand ES-204, these waiver requests should be documented on Form 398 when the license applications are 
submitted and would be considered routine waivers with review/approval through the Region II office. I also understand 
that the requirements of D.l.k must also be met to waive the 24 month GFE requirement. However, in order to allow us to 
develop an appropriate recovery plan, I am asking if Region II would evaluate the status of the individuals listed above 

C
and indicate whether or not a waiver would be approved. If I need to follow up with a formal request (i.e. letter), please let 
'je know so I may submit ~ in a timely manner. 

In add~ion , I understand that you may not be the Chief Examiner for our March 2013 exam, however, I am asking for 
some assistance as to how I should proceed with a similar issue. There is one individual that will be enrolled in the LOIT 
program this fall and is scheduled to take an Innial Operating Exam in March 2013 that is about 2 months shy of the 
prerequisite 36 month eligibilUy requirement. We currently plan on requesting a waiver for this individual as well but I do 
not believe this would be considered a routine waiver as described in ES-2D4; thus requiring NRR approval. As you might 
expect, we would Kke to know whether or not this waiver request would be accepted. My question, how should I 
proceed? Should I submn a formal letter (signed by our VP) requesting evaluation of this request prior to submnting the 
Form 398 application? If so, when would submittal of a request be considered timely? 

Any assistance on these issues would be greatly appreciated. 

-Nuclear Op~rat;ons Training Supervisor 
Vogtle Electric Generating Plont 

o 
Tracking: 
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Recipient Delivery Read 

0 
Widmann, Malcolm Delivered: 81212011 10:18 AM 

Bales, Marl< Delivered: 8121201110:18AM 

Franke, Marl< Delivered: 8121201110:18 AM Read: 812/2011 10:23 AM 
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Meeks, Michael 

'om: 
nt: 

To: 
Co: 
Subject: 

Meeks Micl~ael _am Waiver Questions 

For item 3 below. we will be requesting a waiver for no greater than 80 days of the 36 months responsible power plant 
experience for an instant SRO candidate (ES-202 D.2.a.(1». All other requirements will be met. 

Also. how would I go about finding out whether or not Region II will grant an operating exam waiver for the individuals 
submitted? This would be very beneficial as we tailor their remediation program to the specific needs. 

Thanks for your help. 

-Nuclear Operations Training Supervisor 
Vogtle Electric Generating Plant 

o 

From: Meeks, Michael [mailto:MichaeI.Meeks@nrc.gov) 
Sen~st 02,201110:18 AM 
To:_ 
Cc: Widmann, Malcolm; • Bates, Mark; Franke, Mark 
Subject: RE: VogtJe 

- Sony to be so long getting back to you. I have checked with Mark Bates and 
Malcolm and have preliminary answers for you: 

these 
would be the 
operating test portion of the exam waived. and would only need to take the written 
exam. When their applications are submitted. they would need to specuy deficienCies 
(i.e. as noted in the last NRC exam) and the remedial training they did to correct 
these defiCiencies. 

2. For _. Region II would likely deny a waiver of the operating test 
portion of the exam. However. she could re-take the entire exam (both a complete 
operating exam and the written). 

3. For the individual in the March 2013 class. we need some additional 
information. ES-204 D.l.i allows the region to approve a routine waiver of "up to 6 
months of the 3 years of (responsible nuclear) power plant experience for an RO (or 
an SRO). but not to exceed 2 months of the year of onsite experience for an RO and 1 
month of the 6 for an SRO." Therefore. if the applicant meets this criteria. Region II 
could approve a routine waiver. If the applicant does not meet this criteria. we would 
need to receive authorization [rom the IOLB program office (NRC Headquarters) to 
grant the waiver. In either case, after the applicant passed the NRC exam. we would 
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issue a "pass" letter stating that the applicant passed the exam, and that the license 
would be issued once the applicant completes the required experience. 

Please let me know if you have any further queslions-

Best regards, 

Oy,'rnriolls F.xlllninrr/0,ernriolls EII9inar 

u.s. Nllcfear R'9u{atory Commission (Rf!lioll II) 
245 Pendirrre Cruttr Al'e. NE (Suire 1200) 

j\t{nntn, GA 30303·1257 

1ftce: 404.997.4467 

emlli{, MichaeI.Meeks@nrc.gov 

From: 
Sent: 
To: Meeks, Michael 
Cc: Widmann, Malcolm; __ 
Subject: Vogtle NRC Ex~s 

Michael, 

We are in the process of identifying individuals in which we plan on requesting a waiver for the March 2012 
Operating Exam in accordance with ES·204, Section D.l.a. The individuals in which we are confident that we will 
request an Operating Exam waiver are: 

Three other individuals from that class also passed the March 2011 Operating Exam; however, we are presently 
evaluating their status and are inquiring as to whether or not Region II would approve an Operating Exam waiver 
for the individuals below: 

and 

If I understand ES-204, these waiver requests should be documented on Form 398 when the license applications 
are submitted and would be considered routine waivers with review/approval through the Region II office. I also 
understand that the requirements of D.l.k must also be met to waive the 24 month GFE requirement. However, 
in order to allow us to develop an appropriate recovery plan, I am asking if Region II would evaluate the status of 
the individuals listed above and indicate whether or not a waiver would be approved. If I need to follow up with a 
formal request (i.e. letter), please let me know so I may submit it in a timely manner. 

In addition, I understand that you may not be the Chief Examiner for our March 2013 exam, however, I am asking 
for some assistance as to how I should proceed with a similar issue. There is one individual that will be enrolled 
in the LOIT program this fall and is scheduled to take an Initial Operating Exam in March 2013 that is about 2 
months shy of the prerequisite 36 month eligibility requirement. We currently plan on requesting a waiver for this 
individual as well but I do not believe this would be considered a routine waiver as described in ES-204; thus 
requiring NRR approval. As you might expect, we would like to know whether or not this waiver request would be 
accepted. My question, how should I proceed? Should I submit a formal letter (signed by our VP) requesting 

2ft:; 2 
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evaluation of this request prior to submitting the Form 398 application? If so, when would submittal of a request 
be considered timely? 

Any assistance on these issues would be greatly appreciated. 

-Nuclear Operations Training Supervisor 
Vogtle flectric Generating Plant 
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Meeks, Michael 

Crom: 
. 'ent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

-
Meeks, Michael 

T>II 
27,201111:01 AM 

• Bates, Mark; Widmann, Malcolrn; 
Waiver Questions 

Thanks for your email. I am just back in the office today from a two-week exam, and 
starting to go through my email backlog. 

__ wrote: "For item 3 below, we will be requesting a waiver for no greater than 
80 days of the 36 months responsible power plant experience for an instant SRO candidate 
(ES-202 D.2.a.(l)). All other requirements will be met.' 

Good, therefore as long as the individual has 6 months of responsible nuclear power 
plant experience at Vogtle this should be a routine waiver that we can approve within the 
Region per ES-204 D.1.i. When the results of the exam are issued, the individual applicant 
would receive a letter stating that he had passed the exam, and once you certify to us that 
the remaining 80 days of responsible nuclear power plant experience are met (i.e. after the 
exam), we would issue the individual a license. 

~ 
_ wrote: "Also, how would I go about finding out whether or not Region II will 

rant an operating exam waiver for the individuals submitted? This would be very 
neficial as we tailor their remediation program to the specific needs.' 

I'm not sure I understand if you are asking a new question. For. _. 
_. __ •• and as long as these individuals' applications 
demonstrate that they have training program to address deficiencies. 
these would be routine waivers approved by Region II. These five individuals would have 
the operating test portion of the exam waived. and would only need to take the written 
exam. For C. Smith, Region II would likely deny a waiver of the operating test portion of the 
exam. However, she could re-take the entire exam (both a complete operating exam and 
the written). I had briefed regional management on the above individuals and received 
concurrence before I sent my earlier email; so they were "preliminary" answers insofar as 
we have not received/evaluated the actual applications. 

Please let me know if you have any further questions-

Best regards, 

Oyerations Examiner/Oyerations En!Jineer 
U.S. NucCear IU!Jufatory Commission (IU!Jion II) 

Peac/itree Center Ave. NE (Suite 1200) 
~Ianlra, GA 30303-1257 

404.997.4467 
emaif: MichaeI.Meeks@nrc.gov 

1 _ 
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Exam Waiver Questions 

For item 3 below. we will be requesting a waiver for no greater than 80 days of the 36 months responsible power plant 
experience for an instant SAO candidate (ES-202 0.2.a.(I». All other requirements will be met. 

Also. how would I go about finding out whether or not Region II will grant an operating exam waiver for the individuals 
submitted? This would be very beneficial as we tailor their remediation program to the specific needs. 

Thanks for your help. 

-Nuclear Operations Tra;ning Supervisor 
Vogtle Electric Generating Plant 

From: Meeks, Michael [maillo:Michael.Meeks@nrc.gov] 
Sent: 02, 2011 10: 18 AM 
To: 
Cc: Wicllmann, MiiiCOirn; 
Subject: RE: VogtJe 

-
. Sates, Mark; Franke, Mark 

Sorry to be so long getting back to you. I have checked with Mark Bates and 
Malcolm and have preliminary answers for you: 

these 
would be the 
operating test portion of the exam Waived. and would only need to take the written 
exam. When their applications are submitted. they would need to specify deficiencies 
(i.e. as noted in the last NRC exam) and the remedial training they did to correct 
these detlciencies. 

2. For C. Smith. Region 11 would likely deny a waiver of the operating test 
portion of the exam. However. she could re-take the entire exam (both a complete 
operating exam and the written). 

3. For the individual in the March 2013 class. we need some additional 
information. ES-204 D.l.i allows the region to approve a routine waiver of "up to 6 
months of the 3 years of (responsible nuclear) power plant experience for an RO (or 
an SRO), but not to exceed 2 months of the year of onsite experience for an RO and 1 
month of the 6 for an SRO." Therefore, if the applicant meets this criteria. Region II 
could approve a routine waiver. If the applicant does not meet this criteria, we would 
need to receive authorization from the [OLB program office (NRC Headquarters) to 
grant the waiver. In either case, after the applicant passed the NRC exam, we would 

2 

-



o 

issue a "pass" letter st.aling that the applicant passed the exam, and that the license 
would be issued once the applicant completes the required experience. 

Please let me know if you have any further questions-

Best regards. 

(~Ul'lltiolls F..mminer/Oyel'lltiolls EII9inefr 

U.S. ;'Ill/dellr Regll{atory CO/llmissioll (Re!]ioll IC) 
245 Penclirrre Cfllm ;\I'f. N E (.Suire 1200) 

At{antll, GA 30303·1257 

'!!flu: 404.997.4467 
anllif: MichaeI.Meeks@nrc.gov 

To: Meeks, Micl,ael 
Cc: Widmann, Malcolm; 
Subject: Vogtle NRC Exam "W;iii\U>i' Qui!Sffilns 

Michael, 

We are in the process of identifying individuals in which we plan on requesting a waiver for the March 2012 
Operating Exam in accordance with ES·204. Section D.l.a. The individuals in which we are confident that we will 
request an Operating Exam waiver are: 

Three other individuals from that class also passed the March 2011 Operating Exam; however, we are presently 
evaluating their status and are inquiring as to whether or not Region II would approve an Operating Exam waiver 
for the individuals below: 

and 

If I understand ES·204, these waiver requests should be documented on Form 398 when the license applications 
are submitted and would be considered routine waivers with review/approval through the Region II office. I also 
understand that the requirements of D.l.k must also be met to waive the 24 month GFE requirement. However, 
in order to allow us to develop an appropriate recovery plan, I am asking if Region II would evaluate the status of 
the individuals listed above and indicate whether or not a waiver would be approved. If I need to follow up with a 
formal request (i.e. letter), please let me know so I may submit it in a timely manner. 

In addition, I understand that you may not be the Chief Examiner for our March 2013 exam, however, I am asking 
for some assistance as to how I should proceed with a similar issue. There is one individual that will be enrolled 
in the LOIT program this fall and is scheduled to take an InHial Operating Exam in March 2013 that is about 2 
months shy of the prerequisite 36 month eligibility requirement. We currently plan on requesting a waiver for this 
individual as well but I do not believe this would be considered a routine waiver as described in ES·204; thus 
requiring NRR approval. As you might expect, we would like to know whether or not this waiver request would be 
accepted. My question. how should I proceed? Should I submit a formal letter (signed by our VP) requesting 
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evaluation of this request prior to submitting the Form 398 application? If so, when would subm ittal of a request 
be considered timely? 

Any assistance on these issues would be greatly appreciated. 

-Nuclear Operations Training Supervisor 
Vogtle Electric Generating Plant 

Tracking: 
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Bales, Mark 

Widmann, Malcolm 

Delivery 

Delivered: 9/2712011 11 :01 AM 

Delivered: 912712011 11 :01 AM 
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Read 
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Meeks, Michael 

G\ 
/:lm: 
nt: 

To: Meeks, Mi"hal.1 
Subject: RE: Vogtle NRC Exam Waiver Questions 

Thanks, I just wanted to verify that we were all on the same page. 

-Nuclear Operations Training Supervisor 
Vogtle Electric Generating Plant 

o 

From: Meeks, Michael [mailto:Michael.Meeks@nrc.gov] 

-
,telT,ber 27, 201111:01 AM 

. Bates, Mark; Widmann, Malcolrn; 
Exam Waiver Questions 

Thanks for your email. I am just back In the office today from a two-week 
exam, and starting to go through my email backlog. 

__ wrote: "For item 3 below. we will be requesting a waiver for no greater 
than 80 days of the 36 months responsible power plant experience for an Instant 
SRO candidate (ES-202 D.2.a.(I)). All other requirements will be met." 

Good. therefore as long as the Individual has 6 months of responsible nuclear 
power plant experience at Vogtle this should be a routine waiver that we can approve 
within the Region per ES-204 D.Li. when the results of the exam are issued. the 
Individual applicant would receive a letter stating that he had passed the exam. and 
once you certify to us that the remaining 80 days of responsible nuclear power plant 
experience are met (i.e. after the exam). we would issue the Individual a license. 

__ wrote: "Also. how would I go about finding out whether or not Region II 
will grant an operating exam waiver for the Individuals submitted? This would be 
very beneficial as we tailor their remediation program to the specific " 

not sure I understand a new question. 
as long as these Inclividuals 

cOlnp:let~:d a remedial training program to 
address deficiencies. these would be routine waivers approved by Region II. These 
five Individuals would have the operating test portion of the exam waived. and would 
only need to take the written exam. For C. Smith. Region II would likely deny a 
waiver of the operating test portion of the exam. However, she could re-take the 
entire exam (both a complete operating exam and the written). I had briefed regional 
management on the above Individuals and received concurrence before I sent my 
earlier email; so they were ·prelimlnary" answers Insofar as we have not 
received/evaluated the actual applications. 
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Please let me know if you have any further questions

Best regards, 

Oyerations Examiner/Oyerations Engineer 
U.s. Nucfear Re!Ju{atory Commission (Region II) 
245 Peac/itree Center Ave. NE (Suite 1200) 
At{anta, GA 30303-1257 
1ftce: 404.997.4467 
etHaiC: MichaeI.Meeks@nrc.goY 

From: 
Sent: 
To: Meeks, Michael 
Cc: __ 
su~C Exam Waiver Questions 

For item 3 below. we will be requesting a waiver for no greater than 80 days of the 36 months responsible power 
plant experience for an instant SRO candidate (ES-202 D.2.a.(I». All other requirements will be met. 

Also. how would I go about finding out whether or not Region II will grant an operating exam waiver for the 
individuals submitted? This would be very beneficial as we tailor their remediation program to the specific needs. 

Thanks for your help. 

-Nuclear Operations Training Supervisor 
Vogtle Electric Generating Plant 

._-_._----_._---------_._. __ .. _._---_ .... _. __ . __ .... _-----------.-----.-- ---------
From: Meeks, Michael [mailto:Michael.Meeks@nrc.govj 
Sent: 02, 201110:18 AM 
To: 
Cc: Widniiiiii; Malcolm: . Bates, Mark; Franke, Mark 

-
Sony to be so long getting back to you. I have checked with Mark Bates 

and Malcolm and have preliminary answers for you: 

1. For • 
these would be waivers ,m,nrmlPr! 

have the operating test portion exam waived. and would only need to 
take the written exam. When their applications are submitted. they would 
need to specify deficiencies (i.e. as noted in the last NRC exam) and the 
remedial training they did to correct these deficiencies. 
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2. For C. Smith. Region II would likely deny a waiver of the operating 

test portion of the exam. However. she could re-take the entire exam (both a 
complete operating exam and the written). 

3. For the individual in the March 2013 class. we need some additional 
information. ES-204 D.1.i allows the region to approve a routine waiver of "up 
to 6 months of the 3 years of (responsible nuclear) power plant experience for 
an RO (or an SRO). but not to exceed 2 months of the year of onsite experience 
for an RO and 1 month of the 6 for an SRO." Therefore. if the applicant meets 
this criteria. Region II could approve a routine waiver. If the applicant does not 
meet this criteria. we would need to receive authorization from the IOLB 
program otnce (NRC Headquarters) to grant the waiver. In either case, after the 
applicant passed the NRC exam. we would issue a "pass" letter stating that the 
applicant passed the exam, and that the license would be issued once the 
applicant completes the required experience. 

Please let me know if you have any further questions-

Best regards. 

~~'ae/ Ilfee./" 
0yemtions Examinel/Oyemtions En!]ineer 
U.S. NucCenr Rt!]If{atory Commission (Regioll II) 
245 Pellcfrtrre Center Ave. NE (Slfite 1200) 

r\t{anrn. GA 30303·1257 

'!ffice: 404.997.4467 

em'li£: MichaeI.Meeks@nrc.gov 

----.. - .----.-======c:-:------. 
From: 
Sent: fUeSidaY. 
To: Meeks, Michael 
Cc: Widmann, Malcolm; 
Subject: Vogtle NRC Exam Waiiver 

Michael. 

We are in the process of identifying individuals in which we plan on requesting a waiver for the March 
2012 Operating Exam in accordance with ES-204. Section D.l.a The individuals in which we are 
confident that we will request an Operating Exam waiver are: 

Three other individuals from that class also passed the March 2011 Operating Exam; however. we are 
presently evaluating their status and are inquiring as to whether or not Region II would approve an 
Operating Exam waiver for the individuals below: 

3 
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TIT -
__ ,and 

~ 

" I understand ES-204, these waiver requests should be documented on Form 398 when the license 
applications are submitted and would be considered routine waivers with review/approval through the 
Region II office. I also understand that the requirements 01 D.1.k must also be met to waive the 24 month 
GFE requirement. However, in order to allow us to develop an appropriate recovery plan, I am asking il 
Region II would evaluate the status 01 the individuals listed above and indicate whether or not a waiver 
would be approved. III need to lollow up with a lormal request (Le. letter). please let me know so I may 
submit it in a timely manner. 

In addition, I understand that you may not be the Chiel Examiner lor our March 2013 exam, however, I 
am asking lor some assistance as to how I should proceed with a similar issue. There is one individual 
that will be enrolled in the LOIT program this lall and is scheduled to take an Initial Operating Exam in 
March 2013 that is about 2 months shy 01 the prerequis~e 36 month eligibility requirement. We currently 
plan on requesting a waiver lor this individual as well but I do not believe this would be considered a 
routine waiver as described in ES-204; thus requiring NRR approval. As you might expect, we would like 
to know whether or not this waiver request would be accepted. My question, how should I proceed? 
Should I subm it a lormalletter (signed by our VP) requesting evaluation 01 this request prior to subm itting 
the Form 398 application? II so, when would submittal 01 a request be considered timely? 

Any assistance on these issues would be greatly appreciated. 

-Nuclear Operations Training Supervisor 
Vogtle Electric Generating Plant 

4 - YLT 
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Vogtle Initial Licensed Operator Exam 2012-301 

MONDAY (3126) TUESDAY 3/2n 
Scenario #6 Scenario 7 
CRS: 12/E2 CRS: 11/E1 
OATC: 111 E1 OATC: 12/E2 
BOP: R11 E3 BOP: R11 E3 

Scenario #6 Scenario 7 
CRS: 14/E2 CRS: 131 E1 
OATC: 13/E1 OATC: 14/E2 
BOP: R2/E3 BOP: R2/E3 

Scenario #6 Scenario 7 
CRS: 161 E2 CRS: 151 E1 
OATC: 15/E1 OATC: 161 E2 
BOP:R3/E3 BOP: R31 E3 

SseRaFia 7 
GRS: 17 ~ Ii~ 
QIIi+G: 18 ~ Ii~ 
SQP: R41t63 

WEDNESDAY (312S) THURSDAY 3129 FRIDAY (3130) 
Scenario 12 
CRS: U1/E1 
OATC: R7/E2 
BOP: RS/E3 

Scenario #2 
CRS: 15/E1 
OATC:R5/E2 
BOP: R6/E3 

Scenario #2 
CRS: IS/E2 
OATC: 17/E1 
BOP: R4/E3 

Scenario '3 Scenario #1 
CRS: 14/E2 CRS: U1/E1 
OATC: R21 E3 OATC:RS/E3 
BOP: Surrogate BOP: R7/E2 
E1:A3&A1-1 
(U1. ~~ R4. R3. R5. 
R6 R 
Scenario #3 Scenario '1 
CRS: 12/E2 CRS: 111 E1 
OATC:R1/E3 OATC:R6/E3 
BOP: Surrogate BOP: R5/E2 
E1:A3&A1-1 
(11 13 15 16 17 RS) 
Scenario t3 Scenario .1 
CRS: IS/E2 CRS: 161 E2 
OATC: R41 E3 OATC: R3/E3 
BOP: Surrogate BOP: Surrogate 
E1: A3&A1-1 
(12 R1 14. R2) 

E1: Michael Meeks (Chief - Under Instruction) 
E2: Mark Bates (Chief) 
E3: Phil Capehart 



Vogtle Initial Licensed Operator Exam 2012-301 
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2012-301 VOGTLE ILO EXAM - JPM REPORT 

JPMs Administered by M. Meeks 

Administrative Topic "a:" Perform AFD Monitoring. Satisfactory, no comments. 
Administrative Topic "b:" Kef[ Determination for Shutdown Banks Withdrawn. 

Satisfactory, no comments. 
Administrative Topic "c:" Determine Tagging Requirements. Unsatisfactory, 

comments below. 
Administrative Topic "d:" Determine if Task Can Be Completed Without 

Exceeding any Radiological Limits. Unsatisfactory, comments below. 

Systems: Control Room "a:" Perform Control Rod Operability Test. Satisfactory, 
no comments. 
Systems: Control Room "b:" Transfer ECCS Pumps to Cold Leg Recirculation. 
Satisfactory, no comments. 
Systems: Control Room "f:" Dilute Containment with Service Air. Satisfactory, 
no comments. 
Systems: Control Room "g:" Returning ESF Bus from Diesel Generator to 
Normal Supply. Satisfactory, with comments below. 

CROSS REFERENCE: 

Administrative Topic "c" 

JPMITASK: 

Determine Tagging Requirements. 

EXPECTED ACTION/RESPONSE: 

Given the appropriate references, the applicant was expected to correctly determine the 
appropriate boundary pOints and required positions of components to (1) isolate the fluid 
boundary and (2) drain the "A" Containment Spray Pump (CSP), 1-1206-P6-001, in preparation 
for maintenance work on the pump seals. The applicant was expected to identify 1-1206-U4-
10B, CSP A Pump Casing Vent Valve, as a required vent path to be tagged in the 
UNFLANGE/OPEN or UNCAP/OPEN position. The other required vent path was via 1-1206-
X4-10B, CSP A Header Vent Valve, which was required to be tagged in the UNCAP/OPEN 
position. Proper tagging of both 1-1206-U4-10B and 1-1206-X4-10B were critical steps in the 
JPM, because both vents being open were required to completely drain the pump. The 
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applicant was also expected to identify 1-1206-U4-002, CSP A Suction Floor Drain Isolation, as 
a required drain path to be tagged in the OPEN position. Proper tagging of 1-1206-U4-002 was 
not a critical step in the JPM. 

APPLICANT ACTION/RESPONSE: 

When the applicant developed the tagout, the applicant incorrectly did not include 1-1206-U4-
108 in any position on the tagout. The applicant also did not include 1-1206-U4-002 in any 
position on the tagout. 

During post-JPM discussion with the examiner, the applicant incorrectly stated that 1-1206-X4-
108 was the only required vent path for the pump. The applicant did not correctly perform a 
critical step in the JPM. Therefore, the applicant was evaluated as not successfully completing 
the JPM. 

LACK OF ABILITY/KNOWLEDGE: 

The applicant demonstrated a lack of knowledge of tagging and clearance procedures. (KIA 
G2.2.13). 

CROSS REFERENCE: 

Administrative Topic "d" 

JPMITASK: 

Determine if Task Can Be Completed Without Exceeding any Radiological Limits. 

EXPECTED ACTION/RESPONSE: 

Given a Radiological Work Permit (RWP), a valve map in Containment, other appropriate 
references, and the task to close and danger tag valve 1-1204-U4-111, the applicant was 
expected to correctly determine (1) the minimum protective clothing requirements for the task, 
(2) the projected total gamma dose to complete the task, (3) whether the operator could 
complete the task without exceeding any limits, and (4) the reason for (3), if applicable. All four 
of the above elements were critical steps in the JPM. 

Given that the dose rate at valve 1-1204-U4-111 was 84 mrem/hr, time to complete the task 
was 5 min, and the total round-trip transit dose was 6 mrem, the applicant was expected to 
complete the projected total gamma dose as follows: 

(
84 mrem) ( 1 hr ) 

hr 60 min (5 min) = 7 mrem [at the valve] 

:. 7 mrem + 6 mrem = 13 mrem [total projected dose]. 



This projected total gamma dose is within the limits authorized on the RWP for total dose (15 
mrem); however, the dose rate at the valve (84 mrem/hr) exceeds the allowable RWP dose rate 
setting of 80 mr/hr. Therefore, the applicant was expected to determine that the operator can 
NOT perform the task under the current RWP for this reason. 

APPLICANT ACTION/RESPONSE: 

When the applicant determined the projected total dose, he incorrectly used the dose rate for 
valve 1-1204-X4-411 (14 mr/hr) instead of the valve that was specified in the cue sheet, 1-1204-
U4-111 (84 mrlhr). Based on this error, the applicant calculated the projected dose as follows: 

(
14 mrem) ( 1 hr ) 

hr 60 min (5 min) = 1.167 mrem [at the valve] 

:. 1.167 mrem + 6 mrem = 7.167 mrem [total projected dose]. 

Therefore, because this error carried forward, the applicant incorrectly stated that operator could 
perform the task on the current RWP with no other restrictions, and that no radiological limits 
would be violated. The applicant did not correctly perform a critical step in the JPM. Therefore, 
the applicant was evaluated as not successfully completing the JPM. 

LACK OF ABILITY/KNOWLEDGE: 

The applicant demonstrated a lack of ability to interpret reference materials, such as graphs, 
curves, tables, etc. (KJA G2.1.25) associated with a lack of ability to comply with radiation work 
permit requirements during normal or abnormal conditions. (KJA G2.3.7). 

CROSS REFERENCE: 

Systems: Control Room "g" 

JPMITASK: 

Returning ESF Bus from Diesel Generator to Normal Supply. 

EXPECTED ACTION/RESPONSE: 

The applicant was directed to parallel RAT "B" to bus 1 BA03, and then remove DG1 B from bus 
1BA03 in accordance with procedure 134278-1, "4160VAC BUS 1BA031E ELECTRICAL 
DISTRIBUTION SYSTEM." At step 4.2.2.10 of this procedure, with the DG loaded to 
approximately 3250 kW, the applicant was expected to properly set the DSL GEN 1B LOADING 
SET PT CONTROL to the current DG load as fOllows: 

Diesel Load [kW] 
700 = LOAD POT SETTING 

-3250kW 
.. -;::70~0- = -4.6 

47 



The purpose of this step is to ensure the DIG does not pick up excess load when RAT "B" was 
paralleled to bus 1 BA03. When the applicant reached step 4.2.5.1, the diesel would be running 
with -3250 kW load and -300 kVARs lagging. At step 4.2.5.1, the applicant was expected to 
lower DG1B load to 3000 kW in maximum increments of 1000 kWand 500 kVAR in time 
increments of 5 minutes. Step 4.2.5.2 of the procedure directs the operator to concurrently 
unload the DIG to 700 kWand 200-300 kVARs lagging after the diesel load has been stable at 
3000 kW for a 5 minute period. None of the above-mentioned steps in the procedure were 
critical steps in the JPM. 

APPLICANT ACTION/RESPONSE: 

During the JPM, at step 4.2.2.10 of the procedure the applicant incorrectly read the load on the 
DG1 Bas -4250 kW, instead of the correct reading of -3250 kW, and accordingly set the 
potentiometer as follows: 

-4250kW 
.. -==70=-=0- = -6.0. 

Therefore, when the applicant paralleled RAT "B" with the DIG an excessively large transient 
was placed on the diesel, which went to -4600 kW loading nearly instantaneously. When the 
applicant performed step 4.2.5.1 of the procedure to unload the diesel, he lowered load from 
4600 kW4000 kW-3000 kW-2000 kW in 5 minute increments, which was incorrect as he 
continued to lower load past 3000 kW. 

During post-JPM questions with the examiner, the examiner asked the applicant to go back over 
the calculation for the pot setting. The applicant [incorrectly] stated that DG load had been 
-4200 kW, and the pot setting of 6.0 was correct. When the examiner asked the applicant to go 
back through the procedural steps of 4.2.5.1 and 4.2.5.2, the applicant again [incorrectly] stated 
that he had performed the sequence correctly. However, the applicant correctly performed all 
critical steps in the JPM. Therefore, the applicant was evaluated as successfully completing the 
JPM. 

LACK OF ABILlTY/KNOWLEDGE: 

The applicant demonstrated a lack of ability to interpret and execute procedure steps (KIA 
G2.1.20), and a lack of ability to interpret control room indications to verify the status and 
operation of a system, and understand how operator actions affect plant and system conditions. 
(KIA G2.2.44). 
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Administrative Topic "a:" Perfonn AFD Monitoring. Satisfactory, no comments. 
Administrative Topic "b:" Kef[ Determination for Shutdown Banks Withdrawn. 

Satisfactory, no comments. 
Administrative Topic "c:" Detennine Tagging Requirements. Satisfactory. with 

comments below. 
Administrative Topic "d:" Determine if Task Can Be Completed Without 

Exceeding any Radiological Limits. Satisfactory, no comments. 

Systems: Control Room "a:" Perfonn Control Rod Operability Test. Satisfactory, 
no comments. 
Systems: Control Room "b:" Transfer ECCS Pumps to Cold Leg Recirculation. 
Satisfactory. with comments below. 
Systems: Control Room "f:" Dilute Containment with Service Air. Satisfactory, 
no comments. 
Systems: Control Room "g:" Returning ESF Bus from Diesel Generator to 
Nonnal Supply. Satisfactory. with comments below. 

CROSS REFERENCE: 

Administrative Topic 'c' 

JPMlTASK: 

Determine Tagging Requirements. 

EXPECTED ACTION/RESPONSE: 

Given the appropriate references, the applicant was expected to correctly determine the 
appropriate boundary points and required positions of components to (1) isolate the fluid 
boundary and (2) drain the "A" Containment Spray Pump (CSP), 1-1206-P6-001, in preparation 
for maintenance work on the pump seals. The applicant was expected to identify 1-1206-U4-
002, CSP A Suction Floor Drain Isolation, as a required drain path to be tagged in the OPEN 
position. Proper tagging of 1-1206-U4-002 was not a critical step in the JPM. 

APPLICANT ACTIONIRESPONSE: 

When the applicant developed the tagout, the applicant incorrectly stated that 1-1206-U4-002 
should be tagged in the CLOSED position. 

During post-JPM discussion with the examiner, the applicant incorrectly stated that valve -002 
was an isolation boundary that was required to be tagged in a closed configuration. However, 
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the applicant correctly perfonned all critical steps in the JPM. Therefore, the applicant was 
evaluated as successfully completing the JPM. 

LACK OF ABILITY/KNOWLEDGE: 

The applicant demonstrated a lack of knowledge of tagging and clearance procedures. (KIA 
G2.2.13). 

CROSS REFERENCE: 

Systems: Control Room "b' 

JPMlTASK: 

Transfer ECCS Pumps to Cold Leg Recirculation. 

EXPECTED ACTION/RESPONSE: 

The applicant was directed to transfer ECCS pumps to cold leg recirculation using procedure 
19013-C, "ES-1.3 TRANSFER TO COLD LEG RECIRCULATION: However, per the design of 
the JPM, "A'train RHR suction valve HV-8812A (RWST TO RHR PMP-A SUCTION) fails to 
close, and "B' train RHR suction valve HV-8811 B (SNMT SUMP TO RHR PMP-B SUCTION) 
fails to open. Based on this system configuration, alignment for cold leg recirculation is not 
possible and a transition to 19111-C, ' ECA-1 .1 LOSS OF EMERGENCY COOLANT 
RECIRCULATION,' is required at RNO step 3.e of Attachment A to 19013-C. 

As the applicant worked through Attachment A of procedure 19013-C, it was a critical step in 
the JPM to secure the "A' RHR pump when it was detennined that HV-8812A would not close. 
It was a critical step in the JPM to secure the "S' RHR pump at step RNO 3.b._1) of Attachment 
A at the first procedural check for HV-8811 S being open, and it was a critical step in the JPM to 
not re-start the "S' RHR pump (which would not have a suction source) at step RNO 3.b._ 4). 
The applicant was expected to correctly follow procedural rules of usage and continue with step 
RNO 3.b._5), which directed the operator to perform step 3.d. The applicant was then expected 
to perform step 3.d and ultimately RNO step 3.e, which directed the required transition to 
19111-C. Determining that a transition to 19111-C was required was also a critical step in the 
JPM. 

APPLICANT ACTION/RESPONSE: 

During the JPM, the applicant correctly detennined that HV-8811 B would not open, and also 
correctly detennined that the "B" RHR pump should not be started. However, at this point the 
applicant basically stopped perfonning procedure 19013-C, looked back at previous procedural 
steps and forward at potentially upcoming procedural steps, and then notified the examiner that 
a transition to 19111-C was required based on a loss of recirculation capability. 

During post-JPM questions with the examiner, the examiner asked the applicant to go back over 
the procedural sequence of RNO step 3.b. During this discussion, the applicant recognized that 
the procedure also directed a transition to 19111-C, and stated that he should have perfonned 
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steps 3.d. and 3.e instead of independently recommending a transition to 19111-C. However, 
the applicant correctly performed all critical steps in the JPM. Therefore, the applicant was 
evaluated as successfully completing the JPM. 

LACK OF ABILITYIKNOWLEDGE: 

The applicant demonstrated a lack of ability to interpret and execute procedure steps. (KiA 
G2.1.20). 

CROSS REFERENCE: 

Systems: Control Room "g" 

JPMfTASK: 

Returning ESF Bus from Diesel Generator to Normal Supply. 

EXPECTED ACTlONIRESPONSE: 

The applicant was directed to parallel RAT "B" to bus 1BA03, and then remove DG1B from bus 
1 BA03 in accordance with procedure 13427B-1, "4160V AC BUS 1 BA03 1 E ELECTRICAL 
DISTRIBUTION SYSTEM." At step 4.2.5.1 of this procedure, the applicant was expected to 
lower DG1B load to 3000 kW in maximum increments of 1000 kW imd 500 kVAR in time 
increments of 5 minutes. When the applicant reached step 4.2.5.1, the diesel would be running 
with -3250 kW load and -300 kVARs lagging. Step 4.2.5.2 of the procedure directs the 
operator to concurrently unload the DIG to 700 kW and 200-300 kVARs lagging after the diesel 
load has been stable at 3000 kW for a 5 minute period. None of the above-mentioned steps in 
the procedure were critical steps in the JPM. 

APPLICANT ACTlONIRESPONSE: 

During the JPM, when the applicant performed step 4.2.5.1 of the procedure to unload the 
diesel, he lowered load from -3200 kW to -2100 kW and then waited 5 minutes. This was 
incorrect because diesel load was lowered below -3000 kW. 

During post-JPM questions with the examiner, the examiner asked the applicant to go back 
through the procedural steps of 4.2.5.1 and 4.2.5.2. At this time, the applicant stated that he 
should have only lowered load to 3000 kW instead of 21 00 kW, and that he realized the mistake 
when he turned the page and read step 4.2.5.2. However, the applicant correctly performed all 
critical steps in the JPM. Therefore, the applicant was evaluated as successfully completing the 
JPM. 

LACK OF ABILITY/KNOWLEDGE: 

The applicant demonstrated a lack of ability to interpret and execute procedure steps (KiA 
G2.1.20). 

-7-

51 



-8-

52. 



Administrative Topic "a:" Perform AFD Monitoring. Satisfactory, no comments. 
Administrative Topic "b:" Kef[ Determination for Shutdown Banks Withdrawn. 

Satisfactory, no comments. 
Administrative Topic "c:" Determine Tagging Requirements. Unsatisfactoru. 

comments below. 
Administrative Topic "d:" Determine if Task Can Be Completed Without 

Exceeding any Radiological Limits. Satisfactory, no comments. 

Systems: Control Room "a:" Perform Control Rod Operability Test. 
Satisfactory. with comments below. 
Systems: Control Room "f:" Dilute Containment with Service Air. Satisfactory, 
no comments. 
Systems: Control Room "g:" Returning ESF Bus from Diesel Generator to 
Normal Supply. Satisfactory, no comments. 

CROSS REFERENCE: 

Administrative Topic "c' 

JPMfTASK: 

Determine Tagging Requirements. 

EXPECTED ACTION/RESPONSE: 

Given the appropriate references, the applicant was expected to correctly determine the 
appropriate boundary pOints and required positions of components to (1) isolate the fluid 
boundary and (2) drain the "A" Containment Spray Pump (CSP), 1-1206-P6-001, in preparation 
for maintenance work on the pump seals. The applicant was expected to identify 1-1206-U4-
034, CSP A Discharge to Eductor Isolation Valve, as a required isolation point to be tagged in 
the CLOSED position. Proper tagging of 1-1206-U4-034 was a critical step in the JPM. 

APPLICANT ACTION/RESPONSE: 

When the applicant developed the tag out, the applicant incorrectly did not include 1-1206-U4-
034 on the tagout in any position. The applicant did tag 1-1206-U4-116, a valve in the educator 
piping downstream of the CSP 'A' discharge, in the CLOSED position. However, valve -116 is 
within the isolation boundary of valve -034 and does not provide pressure isolation for the piping 
from the spray additive tank, through valve -034 and the educator recirculation piping, and to the 
suction of the "A' CSP. 



During post-JPM discussion with the examiner, the applicant incorrectly stated that the educator 
path was isolated by tagging valve -116 in CLOSED. The applicant did not correctly perform a 
critical step in the JPM. Therefore, the applicant was evaluated as not successfully completing 
the JPM. 

LACK OF ABILITY/KNOWLEDGE: 

The applicant demonstrated a lack of knowledge of tagging and clearance procedures. (KIA 
G2.2.13) 

CROSS REFERENCE: 

Systems: Control Room "a" 

JPMrrASK: 

Perform Control Rod Operability Test. 

EXPECTED ACTION/RESPONSE: 

The applicant was expected to correctly perform surveillance procedure 14410-1, 'CONTROL 
ROOM OPERABILITY TEST,' for control banks A, B, C, and D. Step 5.1.7 of this procedure 
directs the operator to "Record the test IPC Bank Demand reading for the control bank being 
tested on Data Sheet 1.' At this step, the applicant was expected to correctly determine IPC 
Bank Demand using the plant computer and record the appropriate value on the data sheet. 
However, properly determining the IPC Bank Demand was not a critical step in the JPM. 

APPLICANT ACTION/RESPONSE: 

At step 5.1.7, the applicant called up IPC screen ' SHOW3Q" on the main control board, which 
displayed both IPC Bank Demand information and IPC individual rod position information. 
However, the applicant incorrectly recorded the IPC individual rod position information (which 
was at 216 steps) instead of the correct reading for IPC Bank Demand (which was at 218 
steps). 

During post-JPM questions, the examiner asked the applicant how to determine IPC bank 
demand. The applicant again incorrectly pointed to the IPC individual rod positions on the 
computer screen, and stated that these data points were IPC Bank Demand. Although the 
applicant did not correctly perform this specifiC portion of the surveillance, the applicant did 
correctly perform all of the critical steps in the JPM. In this case, incorrectly recording IPC Bank 
Demand did not impact any Technical Specification requirements. Therefore, the applicant was 
evaluated as successfully completing the JPM. 

LACK OF ABILlTYIKNOWLEDGE: 

The applicant demonstrated a lack of ability to use plant computers to evaluate system or 
component status. (KIA G2.1.19) 
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Administrative Topic "a:" Perform AFD Monitoring. Satisfactory, no comments. 
Administrative Topic "b:" Keff Determination for Shutdown Banks Withdrawn. 

Satisfactory, no comments. 
Administrative Topic "c:" Determine Tagging Requirements. Satisfactory, no 
comments. 
Administrative Topic "d:" Determine if Task Can Be Completed Without 

Exceeding any Radiological Limits. Satisfactory, no comments. 

Systems: Control Room "a:" Perform Control Rod Operability Test. Satisfactory, 
no comments. 
Systems: Control Room "f:" Dilute Containment with Service Air. Satisfactory, 

no comments. 
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Administrative Topic "a:" Perform AFD Monitoring. Satisfactory, no comments. 
Administrative Topic "b:" Keff Determination for Shutdown Banks Withdrawn. 

Satisfactory. with comments below. 
Administrative Topic "c:" Determine Tagging Requirements. Satisfactory, no 
comments. 
Administrative Topic "d:" Determine if Task Can Be Completed Without 

Exceeding any Radiological Limits. Satisfactory, no comments. 

Systems: Control Room "a:" Perform Control Rod Operability Test. Satisfactory, 
no comments. 
Systems: Control Room "f:" Dilute Containment with Service Air. Satisfactory, 
no comments. 

CROSS REFERENCE: 

Administrative Topic "b" 

JPMITASK: 

K." Determination for Shutdown Banks Withdrawn. 

EXPECTED ACTION/RESPONSE: 

Given the appropriate references, the applicant was expected to correctly determine the 
effective neutron multiplication factor (~) with shutdown rod banks withdrawn in preparation for 
a reactor startup. The applicant was expected to use Data Sheet 3 of surveillance procedure 
14005·1 , "SHUTDOWN MARGIN AND KEFF CALCULATIONS: and determine that Keirwould 
be 0.974 and within acceptance criteria for withdrawing shutdown bank rods. 

APPLICANT ACTION/RESPONSE: 

When the applicant began working on the JPM, the applicant selected Data Sheet 2 of 14005-1 
as the appropriate procedure section. Data Sheet 2 is deSigned to calculate the cUrrent ~ in 
MODES 3, 4, or 5 with rods fully inserted. Before completing the JPM, the applicant asked the 
examiner if he was in the correct procedure section. The examiner referred the applicant to the 
initiating cue as given in the JPM handout sheet. At this point, the applicant corrected the 
mistake and correctly completed all steps of Data Sheet 3, as expected, including correctly 
calculating the ~ value. 

During post-JPM discussion with the examiner, the applicant stated that he had initially 
misunderstood the JPM task, and should not have completed Data Sheet 2. However, the 
applicant correctly performed all critical steps in the JPM. Therefore, the applicant was 
evaluated as successfully completing the JPM. 
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LACK OF ABILITY/KNOWLEDGE: 

The applicant demonstrated a lack of ability to use procedures to determine the effects on 
reactivity of plant changes. (KIA G2.1.43). 



Administrative Topic "a:" Perform AFD Monitoring. Satisfactory, no comments. 
Administrative Topic "b:" Kef[ Determination for Shutdown Banks Withdrawn. 

Satisfactory, no comments. 
Administrative Topic "c:" Determine Tagging Requirements. Satisfactory, no 
comments. 
Administrative Topic "d:" Determine if Task Can Be Completed Without 

Exceeding any Radiological Limits. Satisfactory, no comments. 

Systems: Control Room "a:" Perform Control Rod Operability Test. Satisfactory, 
no comments. 
Systems: Control Room "b:" Transfer ECCS Pumps to Cold Leg Recirculation. 
Satisfactory, no comments. 
Systems: Control Room "f:" Dilute Containment with Service Air. Satisfactory, 
no comments. 
Systems: Control Room "g:" Returning ESF Bus from Diesel Generator to 
Normal Supply. Satisfactory, no comments. 

-14-



Administrative Topic "a;" Perform AFD Monitoring. Satisfactory, no comments. 
Administrative Topic "b;" Kef[ Determination for Shutdown Banks Withdrawn. 

Satisfactory, no comments. 
Administrative Topic "c;" Determine Tagging Requirements. Batisfacto"" with 

comments below. 
Administrative Topic "d;" Determine if Task Can Be Completed Without 

Exceeding any Radiological Limits. Satisfactory, no comments. 

Systems; Control Room "a;" Perform Control Rod Operability Test. Satisfactory, 
no comments. 
Systems: Control Room "b:" Transfer ECCS Pumps to Cold Leg 
Recirculation. Unsatisfactory, comments below. 
Systems; Control Room Of;" Dilute Containment with Service Air. Satisfactory, 
no comments. 
Systems; Control Room "g;" Returning ESF Bus from Diesel Generator to 
Normal Supply. Batisfacto"" with comments below. 

CROSS REFERENCE: 

Administrative Topic 'c" 

JPMlTASK: 

Determine Tagging Requirements. 

EXPECTED ACTION/RESPONSE: 

Given the appropriate references, the applicant was expected to correctly determine the 
appropriate boundary points and required positions of components to (1) isolate the fluid 
boundary and (2) drain the "A" Containment Spray Pump (CSP), 1-1206-P6-001, in preparation 
for maintenance work on the pump seals. The applicant was expected to identify 1-1206-U4-
002, CSP A Suction Floor Drain Isolation, as a required drain path to be tagged in the OPEN 
position. Proper tagging of 1-1206-U4-002 was not a critical step in the JPM. 

APPLICANT ACTION/RESPONSE: 

When the applicant developed the tagout, the applicant incorrectly stated that 1-1206-U4-002 
should be tagged in the CLOSED position. 

During post-JPM discussion with the examiner, the applicant incorrectly stated that valve -002 
was an isolation boundary that was required to be tagged in a closed configuration. However, 
the applicant correctly performed all critical steps in the JPM. Therefore, the applicant was 
evaluated as successfully completing the JPM. 
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LACK OF ABILITY/KNOWLEDGE: 

The applicant demonstrated a lack of knowledge of tagging and clearance procedures. (KIA 
G2.2.13). 

CROSS REFERENCE: 

Systems: Control Room "b" 

JPMITASK: 

Transfer ECCS Pumps to Cold Leg Recirculation. 

EXPECTED ACTION/RESPONSE: 

The applicant was directed to transfer ECCS pumps to cold leg recirculation using procedure 
19013-C, "ES-1.3 TRANSFER TO COLD LEG RECIRCULATION: However, per the design of 
the JPM, "A" train RHR suction valve HV-8812A (RWST TO RHR PMP-A SUCTION) fails to 
close, and "B" train RHR suction valve HV-8811 B (SNMT SUMP TO RHR PMP-B SUCTION) 
fails to open. Based on this system configuration, alignment for cold leg recirculation is not 
possible and a transition to 19111-C, "ECA-1.1 LOSS OF EMERGENCY COOLANT 
RECIRCULATION: is required at RNO step 3.e of Attachment A to 19013-C. 

As the applicant worked through Attachment A of procedure 19013-C, it was a critical step in 
the JPM to secure the "A" RHR pump when it was determined that HV-8812A would not close. 
It was a critical step in the JPM to secure the "B" RHR pump at step RNO 3.b._1) of Attachment 
A at the first procedural check for HV-8811 B being open, and it was a critical step in the JPM to 
not re-start the "B" RHR pump (which would not have a suction source) at step RNO 3.b._ 4). 
The applicant was expected to correctly follow procedural rules of usage and continue with step 
RNO 3.b._5), which directed the operator to perform step 3.d. The applicant was then expected 
to perform step 3.d and ultimately RNO step 3.e, which directed the required transition to 
19111-C. Determining that a transition to 19111-C was required was also a critical step in the 
JPM. 

APPLICANT ACTION/RESPONSE: 

During the JPM, the applicant incorrectly read step 2.c of Attachment A, which states "Close 
RWSTTO RHR PMP-A SUCTION HV-8812A: as "check OPEN HV-8812A." Because HV-
8812A was open, the applicant did not secure the "A" RHR pump as required by a critical step in 
the JPM. Furthermore, although the applicant correctly secured the "B" RHR pump, he did not 
determine that a transition to 19111-C was required, which was another critical step in the JPM. 
As the applicant continued with follow-on steps in Attachment A of 19013-C, RWST EMPTY 
alarms were received, but the applicant did not correctly determine that these alarms were due 
to the abnormal alignment caused by his previous errors. 

During post-JPM questions with the examiner, the examiner asked the applicant to go back over 
the procedural sequence of step 2 of Attachment A. During this discussion, the applicant 
recognized that he should have closed HV-8812A instead of checking the valve open and 
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stated, "how did I miss that step?" When the examiner asked the applicant was line-up the "A" 
RHR system was in, the applicant stated correctly that he had left the "A" RHR pump taking a 
suction from both the RWST and the containment sumps, which was the reason he had 
received RWST level alarms. The applicant failed to correctly perform multiple critical steps in 
the JPM. Therefore, the applicant was evaluated as not successfully completing the JPM. 

LACK OF ABILITY/KNOWLEDGE: 

The applicant demonstrated a lack of ability to interpret and execute procedure steps. (KiA 
G2.1.20). 

CROSS REFERENCE: 

Systems: Control Room "gO 

JPMITASK: 

Returning ESF Bus from Diesel Generator to Normal Supply. 

EXPECTED ACTION/RESPONSE: 

The applicant was directed to parallel RAT "B" to bus 1 BA03, and then remove DG1 B from bus 
1BA03 in accordance with procedure 134278-1, "4160V AC BUS 1BA03 1E ELECTRICAL 
DISTRIBUTION SYSTEM." At step 4.2.5.1 of this procedure, the applicant was expected to 
lower DG1 B load to 3000 kW in maximum increments of 1000 kW and SOO kVAR in time 
increments of 5 minutes. When the applicant reached step 4.2.5.1, the diesel would be running 
with -3250 kW load and -300 kVARs lagging. Step 4.2.5.2 of the procedure directs the 
operator to concurrently unload the DIG to 700 kW and 200-300 kVARs lagging after the diesel 
load has been stable at 3000 kW for a 5 minute period. None of the above-mentioned steps in 
the procedure were critical steps in the JPM. 

APPLICANT ACTIONIRESPONSE: 

During the JPM, when the applicant performed step 4.2.5.1 of the procedure to unload the 
diesel, he lowered load from -3200 kW to -2100 kW and then waited 5 minutes. This was 
incorrect because diesel load was lowered below -3000 kW. 

During post-JPM questions with the examiner, the examiner asked the applicant to go back 
through the procedural steps of 4.2.5.1 and 4.2.5.2. At this time, the applicant stated that he 
should have only lowered load to 3000 kW instead of 2100 kW, and that he realized the mistake 
when he turned the page and read step 4.2.5.2. However, the applicant correctly performed all 
critical steps in the JPM. Therefore, the applicant was evaluated as successfully completing the 
JPM. 

LACK OF ABILITY/KNOWLEDGE: 

The applicant demonstrated a lack of ability to interpret and execute procedure steps (KiA 
G2.1.20). 
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Administrative Topic "a:" Perform AFD Monitoring. Satisfactory, no comments. 
Administrative Topic "b:" RelY Determination for Shutdown Banks Withdrawn. 

Satisfactory, no comments. 
Administrative Topic "c:" Determine Tagging Requirements. Satisfactory. with 

COmments below. 
Administrative Topic "d:" Determine if Task Can Be Completed Without 

Exceeding any Radiological Limits. Satisfactory, no comments. 

Systems: Control Room "a:" Perform Control Rod Operability Test. 
Satisfactory. with comments below. 
Systems: Control Room "II:" Transfer ECCS Pumps to Cold Leg 
Recirculation. Unsatisfactory, cOmments below. 
Systems: Control Room Of:" Dilute Containment with Service Air. Satisfactory, 
no comments. 
Systems: Control Room "g:" Returning ESF Bus from Diesel Generator to 
Normal Supply. Satisfactory, with comments below. 

CROSS REFERENCE: 

Administrative Topic ·c" 

JPMITASK: 

Detennine Tagging Requirements. 

EXPECTED ACTIONIRESPONSE: 

Given the appropriate references, the applicant was expected to correctly detennine the 
appropriate boundary points and required positions of components to (1) isolate the fluid 
boundary and (2) drain the "A" Containment Spray Pump (CSP), 1-1206-P6-001 , in preparation 
for maintenance work on the pump seals. The applicant was expected to use the full system 
nomenclature to identify the components that needed to be tagged. For example, on the 
system print, the valve labeled "1 OS" was expected to be designated as "1-1206-U4-1 OS" on the 
tagout, where e.g. "1-1206-" is the system designator for the Unit 1 Containment Spray system 
and "-U4-" is the common valve deSignator for valves not prefixed with ·X." Similarly, the valve 
labeled as, for example, "X-10S" on the system print was expected to be designated as "1-1206-
X4-10S" on the tagout. 

APPLICANT ACTION/RESPONSE: 

When the applicant developed the tagout, the applicant listed the components as they appeared 
on the print; i.e. listing "108" instead of ·1-1206-U4-108." The applicant also differentiated 
between components that carried an ·X" prefix from those valves that did not. 
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During post-JPM discussion with the examiner, the applicant incorrectly stated that the full valve 
designation would be "1-1206-U" and then the specific number. The applicant stated that he did 
not remember whether the designator was "U4" or "U6," but the applicant further stated that he 
would use the electronic SOMS system to find the correct designator for creating an actual 
tagout. The examiner went over the system print valve-by-valve with the applicant to ensure the 
applicant listed all the correct components in the correct configuration. The examiner was 
thereby able to determine that the applicant had correctly performed all critical steps, even if the 
nomenclature as listed in the manual tagout sheet was less than optimal. Therefore, the 
applicant was evaluated as successfully completing the JPM. 

LACK OF ABILITY/KNOWLEDGE: 

The applicant demonstrated a lack of knowledge of tagging and clearance procedures. (KIA 
G2.2.13). 

CROSS REFERENCE: 

Systems: Control Room "a" 

JPMITASK: 

Perform Control Rod Operability Test. 

EXPECTED ACTION/RESPONSE: 

The applicant was expected to correctly perform surveillance procedure 14410-1, ·CONTROL 
ROOM OPERABILITY TEST: for control banks A, B, C, and D. Step 5.1.7 of this procedure 
directs the operator to "Record the test IPC Bank Demand reading for the control bank being 
tested on Data Sheet 1." At this step, the applicant was expected to correctly determine IPC 
Bank Demand using the plant computer and record the appropriate value on the data sheet. 
However, properly determining the IPC Bank Demand was not a critical step in the JPM. 

APPLICANT ACTION/RESPONSE: 

At step 5.1.7, the applicant called up IPC screen "SHOW30" on the main control board, which 
displayed both IPC Bank Demand information and IPC individual rod position information. 
However, the applicant incorrectly recorded the IPC individual rod position information (which 
was at 216 steps) instead ofthe correct reading for IPC Bank Demand (which was at 218 
steps). 

During post-JPM questions, the examiner asked the applicant how to determine IPC bank 
demand. The applicant again incorrectly pointed to the IPC individual rod positions on the 
computer screen, and stated that these data pOints were IPC Bank Demand. Although the 
applicant did not correctly perform this specific portion of the surveillance, the applicant did 
correctly perform all of the critical steps in the JPM. In this case, incorrectly recording IPC Bank 
Demand did not impact any Technical SpeCification requirements. Therefore, the applicant was 
evaluated as successfully completing the JPM. 

LACK OF ABILITY/KNOWLEDGE: 
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The applicant demonstrated a lack of ability to use plant computers to evaluate system or 
component status. (KIA G2.1.19) 

CROSS REFERENCE: 

Systems: Control Room "b" 

JPMITASK: 

Transfer ECCS Pumps to Cold Leg Recirculation. 

EXPECTED ACTIONIRESPONSE: 

The applicant was directed to transfer ECCS pumps to cold leg recirculation using procedure 
19013-C, "ES-1.3 TRANSFER TO COLD LEG RECIRCULATION: However, per the design of 
the JPM, "A" train RHR suction valve HV-8812A (RWST TO RHR PMP-A SUCTION) fails to 
close, and "B' train RHR suction valve HV-8811 B (SNMT SUMP TO RHR PMP-B SUCTION) 
fails to open. Based on this system configuration, alignment for cold leg recirculation is not 
possible and a transition to 19111-C, "ECA-1 .1 LOSS OF EMERGENCY COOLANT 
RECIRCULATION: is required at RNO step 3.e of Attachment A to 19013-C. 

As the applicant worked through Attachment A of procedure 19013-C, at the second bullet of 
step 1.c., which states "[check) NSCW CLG TOWER Fans - FOUR IN AUTO EACH TRAIN: 
the applicant was expected to check four red lights lit on each tower fan handswitch to verify the 
step. This was not a critical step in the JPM. It was a critical step in the JPM to secure the 'A' 
RHR pump when it was determined that HV-8812A would not close. It was a critical step in the 
JPM to secure the "B' RHR pump at step RNO 3.b._1) of Attachment A at the first procedural 
check for HV-8811 B being open, and it was a critical step in the JPM to.!!21 re-start the "B" RHR 
pump (which would not have a suction source) at step RNO 3.b._ 4). The applicant was 
expected to correctly follow procedural rules of usage and continue with step RNO 3.b._5), 
which directed the operator to perform step 3.d. The applicant was then expected to perform 
step 3.d and ultimately RNO step 3.e, which directed the required transition to 19111-C. 
Determining that a transition to 19111-C was required was also a critical step in the JPM. 

APPLICANT ACTION/RESPONSE: 

During the JPM, the applicant incorrectly checked NSCW Return/Bypass Valves status instead 
of NSCW cooling tower fan status at the second bullet of step 1.c. The applicant correctly 
determined that HV-8811 B would not open, and also correctly determined that the "B" RHR 
pump should not be started. However, at this point the applicant basically stopped performing 
procedure 19013-C, and looked back at previous procedural steps and forward at potentially 
upcoming procedural steps. The applicant then made a report to the examiner that he was 
unable to continue with the procedure, and that maintenance and I&C personnel would need to 
be dispatched to operate the failed RHR suction valves in order to establish recirc flow. The 
applicant never stated that a transition to 19111-C was required based on a loss of recirculation 
capability during the JPM. 

During post-JPM questions with the examiner, the examiner asked the applicant to go back over 
checking the NSCW cooling tower fans running. At this time, the applicant stated that he had 
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checked the wrong indications for the NSCW tower fans during the JPM. The examiner also 
asked the applicant to go back over the procedural sequence of RNO step 3.b. During this 
discussion, the applicant basically repeated what he had stated before: that performance of the 
procedure had to stop at RNO step 3.b._ 4) ; that the team would need to consider making up to 
the RWST and sending maintenance personnel to troubleshoot and fix the problems with the 
suction valves, including I&C personnel to look at the valve handswitches. The applicant never 
stated that a transition to 19111-C was required during the post-JPM discussions, and as such 
did not successfully complete a critical step in the JPM. Therefore, the applicant was evaluated 
as not successfully completing the JPM. 

LACK OF ABILITY/KNOWLEDGE: 

The applicant demonstrated a lack of ability to interpret and execute procedure steps. (KIA 
G2.1.20). 

CROSS REFERENCE: 

Systems: Control Room "gO 

JPMITASK: 

Returning ESF Bus from Diesel Generator to Normal Supply. 

EXPECTED ACTION/RESPONSE: 

The applicant was directed to parallel RAT "B" to bus 1BA03, and then remove DG1B from bus 
1BA03 in accordance with procedure 13427B-1 , "4160VAC BUS 1BA031E ELECTRICAL 
DISTRIBUTION SYSTEM." At step 4.2.5.1 of this procedure, the applicant was expected to 
lower DG1B load to 3000 kW in maximum increments of 1000 kW and 500 kVAR in time 
increments of 5 minutes. When the applicant reached step 4.2.5.1, the diesel would be running 
with -3250 kW load and -300 kVARs lagging. Step 4.2.5.2 of the procedure directs the 
operator to concurrently unload the DIG to 700 kW and 200-300 kVARs lagging after the diesel 
load has been stable at 3000 kW for a 5 minute period. None of the above-mentioned steps in 
the procedure were critical steps in the JPM. 

APPLICANT ACTION/RESPONSE: 

During the JPM, when the applicant performed step 4.2.5.1 of the procedure to unload the 
diesel, he lowered load from -3200 kW to -2100 kW and then waited 5 minutes. This was 
incorrect because diesel load was lowered below -3000 kW. 

During post-JPM questions with the examiner, the examiner asked the applicant to go back 
through the procedural steps of 4.2.5.1 and 4.2.5.2. At this time, the applicant stated that he 
should have only lowered load to 3000 kW instead of 2100 kW, and that he realized the mistake 
when he turned the page and read step 4.2.5.2. However, the applicant correctly performed all 
critical steps in the JPM. Therefore, the applicant was evaluated as successfully completing the 
JPM. 

LACK OF ABILITY/KNOWLEDGE: 
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The applicant demonstrated a lack of ability to interpret and execute procedure steps (KIA 
G2.1.20). 
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(9) Applicant: _ (SRO) 

Administrative Topic "a:" Perform AFD Monitoring. Satisfactory, no comments. 
Administrative Topic "b:" Keff Determination for Shutdown Banks Withdrawn. 

Satisfactory, no comments. 
Administrative Topic "c:" Determine Tagging Requirements. UnsatisfactorY. 

comments below. 
Administrative Topic "d:" Determine if Task Can Be Completed Without 

Exceeding any Radiological Limits. Satisfactory, no comments. 

Systems: Control Room "a:" Perform Control Rod Operability Test. Satisfactory, 
no comments. 
Systems: Control Room "b:" Transfer ECCS Pumps to Cold Leg Recirculation. 
Satisfactory, no comments. 
Systems: Control Room Of:" Dilute Containment with Service Air. Satisfactory, 
no comments. 
Systems: Control Room "g:" Returning ESF Bus from Diesel Generator to 
Normal Supply. Satisfactory, no comments. 

CROSS REFERENCE: 

Administrative Topic "c" 

JPMITASK: 

Determine Tagging Requirements. 

EXPECTED ACTION/RESPONSE: 

Given the appropriate references, the applicant was expected to correctly determine the 
appropriate boundary points and required positions of components to (1) isolate the fluid 
boundary and (2) drain the "A" Containment Spray Pump (CSP), 1-1206-P6-001, in preparation 
for maintenance work on the pump seals. The applicant was expected to identify 1-1206-U4-
108, CSP A Pump Casing Vent Valve, as a required vent path to be tagged in the 
UNFLANGE/OPEN or UNCAP/OPEN position. The other required vent path was via 1-1206-
X4-108, CSP A Header Vent Valve, which was required to be tagged in the UNCAP/OPEN 
position. Proper tagging of both 1-1206-U4-108 and 1-1206-X4-108 were critical steps in the 
JPM, because both vents being open were required to completely drain the pump. 

APPLICANT ACTION/RESPONSE: 

When the applicant developed the tagout, the applicant incorrectly did not include 1-1206-U4-
1 08 in any position on the tagout. 
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During post-JPM discussion with the examiner, the applicant incorrectly stated that 1-1206-X4-
10B was the high point, and the only required vent path for the pump. The applicant did not 
correctly perform a critical step in the JPM. Therefore, the applicant was evaluated as not 
successfully completing the JPM. 

LACK OF ABILITY/KNOWLEDGE: 

The applicant demonstrated a lack of knowledge of tagging and clearance procedures. (KIA 
G2.2.13). 
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(101 Applicant: Carla Smith (SRO) 

Administrative Topic "a:" Perform AFD Monitoring. Satisfactory, no comments. 
Administrative Topic "b:" Keff Determination for Shutdown Banks Withdrawn. 

Satisfactory, no comments. 
Administrative Topic "c:" Determine Tagging Requirements. Satisfactory. with 

comments below. 
Administrative Topic "d:" Determine if Task Can Be Completed Without 

Exceeding any Radiological Limits. Satisfactory, no comments. 

Systems: Control Room "a:" Perform Control Rod Operability Test. 
Satisfactory. with comments below. 
Systems: Control Room "b:" Transfer ECCS Pumps to Cold Leg Recirculation. 
Satisfactory, no comments. 
Systems: Control Room "f:" Dilute Containment with Service Air. Satisfactory, 
no comments. 
Systems: Control Room "g:" Returning ESF Bus from Diesel Generator to 
Normal Supply. Satlsfactoru. with comments below. 

CROSS REFERENCE: 

Administrative Topic "c· 

JPMlTASK: 

Determine Tagging Requirements. 

EXPECTED ACTION/RESPONSE: 

Given the appropriate references, the applicant was expected to correctly determine the 
appropriate boundary pOints and required pOSitions of components to (1) isolate the fluid 
boundary and (2) drain the MA" Containment Spray Pump (CSP), 1-1206-P6-001, in preparation 
for maintenance work on the pump seals. The applicant was expected to identify 1-1206-U4-
002, CSP A Suction Floor Drain Isolation. as a required drain path to be tagged in the OPEN 
position. Proper tagging of 1-1206-U4-002 was not a critical step in the JPM. 

APPLICANT ACTlONlRESPONSE: 

When the applicant developed the tagout, the applicant incorrectly stated that 1-1206-U4-002 
should be tagged in the CLOSED position. 

During post-JPM discussion with the examiner, the applicant incorrectly stated that valve -002 
was an isolation boundary that was required to be tagged in a closed configuration. However, 

-26-

70 



the applicant correctly performed all critical steps in the JPM. Therefore, the applicant was 
evaluated as successfully completing the JPM. 

LACK OF ABILITY/KNOWLEDGE: 

The applicant demonstrated a lack of knowledge of tagging and clearance procedures. (KIA 
G2.2.13). 

CROSS REFERENCE: 

Systems: Control Room 'a" 

JPMrrASK: 

Perform Control Rod Operability Test. 

EXPECTED ACTION/RESPONSE: 

The applicant was expected to correctly perform surveillance procedure 14410-1, "CONTROL 
ROOM OPERABILITY TEST," for control banks A, B, C, and D. Step 5.1.7 of this procedure 
directs the operator to 'Record the test IPC Bank Demand reading for the control bank being 
tested on Data Sheet 1." At this step, the applicant was expected to correctly determine IPC 
Bank Demand using the plant computer and record the appropriate value on the data sheet. 
However, properly determining the IPC Bank Demand was not a critical step in the JPM. 

APPLICANT ACTION/RESPONSE: 

At step 5.1.7, the applicant called up IPC screen 'SHOW30" on the main control board, which 
displayed both IPC Bank Demand information and IPC individual rod position information. 
However, the applicant incorrectly recorded the IPC individual rod position information (which 
was at 216 steps) instead of the correct reading for IPC Bank Demand (which was at 218 
steps). 

Although the applicant did not correctly perform this specific portion of the surveillance, the 
applicant did correctly perform all of the critical steps in the JPM. In this case, incorrectly 
recording IPC Bank Demand did not impact any Technical Specification requirements. 
Therefore, the applicant was evaluated as successfully completing the JPM. 

LACK OF ABILITY/KNOWLEDGE: 

The applicant demonstrated a lack of ability to use plant computers to evaluate system or 
component status. (KIA G2.1.19) 

CROSS REFERENCE: 
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Systems: Control Room "g" 

JPMITASK: 

Retuming ESF Bus from Diesel Generator to Normal Supply. 

EXPECTED ACTION/RESPONSE: 

The applicant was directed to parallel RAT "B" to bus 1 BA03, and then remove DG1 B from bus 
18A03 in accordance with procedure 13427B-1 , "4160V AC BUS 1BA031E ELECTRICAL 
DISTRIBUTION SYSTEM." At step 4.2.5.1 of this procedure, the applicant was expected to 
lower DG1B load to 3000 kW in maximum increments of 1000 kWand 500 kVAR in time 
increments of 5 minutes. When the applicant reached step 4.2.5.1, the diesel would be running 
with -3250 kW load and -300 kVARs lagging. Step 4.2.5.2 of the procedure directs the 
operator to concurrently unload the DIG to 700 kW and 200-300 kVARs lagging after the diesel 
load has been stable at 3000 kW for a 5 minute period. None of the above-mentioned steps in 
the procedure were critical steps in the JPM. 

APPLICANT ACTION/RESPONSE: 

During the JPM, when the applicant performed step 4.2.5.1 of the procedure to unload the 
diesel, she lowered load from -3200 kW to -2100 kW and waited 5 minutes, then again lowered 
load to -1000 kW and waited an additional 5 minutes. This was incorrect because diesel load 
was lowered below -3000 kW. 

During post-JPM questions with the examiner, the examiner asked the applicant to go back 
through the procedural steps of 4.2.5.1 and 4.2.5.2. At this time, the applicant [correctly] stated 
that a better way to perform the procedure would have been to stabilize load at 3000 kW for 5 
minutes, and then to lower load all the way to minimum per step 4.2.5.2. However, the 
applicant correctly performed all critical steps in the JPM. Therefore, the applicant was 
evaluated as successfully completing the JPM. 

LACK OF ABIUTYIKNOWLEDGE: 

The applicant demonstrated a lack of ability to interpret and execute procedure steps (KIA 
G2.1.20). 
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(11\ Applicant: Chris Smith (SRO) 

Administrative Topic "a:" Perform AFD Monitoring. Satisfactory, no comments. 
Administrative Topic "b:" Kef[ Determination for Shutdown Banks Withdrawn. 

Satisfactory, no comments. 
Administrative Topic "c:" Determine Tagging Requirements. Satisfactory, no 
comments. 
Administrative Topic "d:" Determine if Task Can Be Completed Without 

Exceeding any Radiological Limits. Satisfactory, no comments. 

Systems: Control Room "a:" Perform Control Rod Operability Test. Satisfactory, 
no comments. 
Systems: Control Room "b:" Transfer ECCS Pumps to Cold Leg Recirculation. 
Satisfactory, no comments. 
Systems; Control Room Of;" Dilute Containment with Service Air. Satisfactory, 
no comments. 
Systems; Control Room "g;" Returning ESF Bus from Diesel Generator to 
Normal Supply. Satisfactory. with comments below. 

CROSS REFERENCE: 

Systems; Control Room 'g" 

JPMlTASK: 

Returning ESF Bus from Diesel Generator to Normal Supply. 

EXPECTED ACTION/RESPONSE: 

The applicant was directed to parallel RAT "B" to bus 1BA03, and then remove DG1B from bus 
1BA03 in accordance with procedure 13427B-1, '4160VAC BUS 1BA031E ELECTRICAL 
DISTRIBUTION SYSTEM." At step 4.2.5.1 of this procedure, the applicant was expected to 
lower DG1B load to 3000 kW in maximum increments of 1000 kW and 500 kVAR in time 
increments of 5 minutes. When the applicant reached step 4.2.5.1, the diesel would be running 
with -3250 kW load and -300 kVARs lagging. Step 4.2.5.2 of the procedure directs the 
operator to concurrently unload the DIG to 700 kW and 200-300 kVARs lagging after the diesel 
load has been stable at 3000 kW for a 5 minute period. None of the above-mentioned steps in 
the procedure were critical steps in the JPM. 

APPLICANT ACTIONIRESPONSE: 
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During the JPM, when the applicant performed step 4.2.5.1 of the procedure to unload the 
diesel, he lowered load from -3200 kW to -2100 kW and then waited 5 minutes. This was 
incorrect because diesel load was lowered below -3000 kW. 

During post-JPM questions with the examiner, the examiner asked the applicant to go back 
through the procedural steps of 4.2.5.1 and 4.2.5.2. At this time, the applicant stated that he 
should have only lowered load to 3000 kW instead of 2100 kW, and that he realized the mistake 
when he turned the page and read step 4.2.5.2. However, the applicant correctly performed all 
critical steps in the JPM. Therefore, the applicant was evaluated as successfully completing the 
JPM. 

LACK OF ABILITY/KNOWLEDGE: 

The applicant demonstrated a lack of ability to interpret and execute procedure steps (KIA 
G2.1.20). 
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(12) Applicant: __ (SROI 

Administrative Topic "a:" Perform AFD Monitoring. Satisfactory, no comments. 
Administrative Topic "b:" Keff Determination for Shutdown Banks Withdrawn. 

Satisfactory, no comments. 
Administrative Topic "c:" Determine Tagging Requirements. Unsatisfactory, 

comments below. 
Administrative Topic "d:" Determine if Task Can Be Completed Without 

Exceeding any Radiological Limits. Satisfactory, no comments. 

Systems: Control Room "a:" Perform Control Rod Operability Test. 
Satisfactory, with comments below. 
Systems: Control Room "b:" Transfer ECCS Pumps to Cold Leg Recirculation. 
Satisfactory, no comments. 
Systems: Control Room of:" Dilute Containment with Service Air. Satisfactory, 
no comments. 
Systems: Control Room "g:" Returning ESF Bus from Diesel Generator to 
Normal Supply. Satisfactory, no comments. 

CROSS REFERENCE: 

Administrative Topic ·c· 

JPMfTASK: 

Determine Tagging Requirements. 

EXPECTED ACTION/RESPONSE: 

Given the appropriate references. the applicant was expected to correctly determine the 
appropriate boundary pOints and required pOSitions of components to (1) isolate the fluid 
boundary and (2) drain the "A' Containment Spray Pump (CSP), 1-1206-P6-001 , in preparation 
for maintenance work on the pump seals. The applicant was expected to identify 1-1206-U4-
108, CSP A Pump Casing Vent Valve, as a required vent path to be tagged in the 
UNFLANGEIOPEN or UNCAP/OPEN position. The other required vent path was via 1-1206-
X4-108, CSP A Header Vent Valve, which was required to be tagged in the UNCAP/OPEN 
position. Proper tagging of both 1-1206-U4-108 and 1-1206-X4-108 were critical steps in the 
JPM, because both vents being open were required to completely drain the pump. 

APPLICANT ACTION/RESPONSE: 

When the applicant developed the tag out, the applicant incorrectly did not include 1-1206-U4-
108 in any poSition on the tagout. The applicant did tag the other vent path, valve 1-1206-X4-
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108 in the OPEN position, but did not recognize that the -X4-1 08 valve was also required to be 
un-capped. 

During post-JPM discussion with the examiner, the applicant incorrectly stated that 1-1206-X4-
108 was the high point, and the only required vent path for the pump. The applicant did not 
correctly perform a critical step in the JPM. Therefore, the applicant was evaluated as not 
successfully completing the JPM. 

LACK OF ABILITY/KNOWLEDGE: 

The applicant demonstrated a lack of knowledge of tagging and clearance procedures. (KIA 
G2.2.13). 

CROSS REFERENCE: 

Systems: Control Room "a" 

JPMITASK: 

Perform Control Rod Operability Test. 

EXPECTED ACTION/RESPONSE: 

The applicant was expected to correctly perform surveillance procedure 14410-1, "CONTROL 
ROOM OPERABILITY TEST,' for control banks A, B, C, and D. Step 5.1 .7 of this procedure 
directs the operator to "Record the test IPC Bank Demand reading for the control bank being 
tested on Data Sheet 1.' At this step, the applicant was expected to correctly determine IPC 
Bank Demand using the plant computer and record the appropriate value on the data sheet. 
However, property determining the IPC Bank Demand was not a critical step in the JPM. 

APPLICANT ACnONIRESPONSE: 

At step 5.1 .7, the applicant called up IPC screen "SHOW30' on the main control board, which 
displayed both IPC Bank Demand information and IPC individual rod position information. 
However, the applicant incorrectly recorded the IPC individual rod position information (which 
was at 216 steps) instead of the correct reading for IPC Bank Demand (which was at 218 
steps). 

Although the applicant did not correctly perform this speCific portion of the surveillance, the 
applicant did correctly perform all of the critical steps in the JPM. In this case, incorrectly 
recording IPC Bank Demand did not impact any Technical Specification requirements. 
Therefore, the applicant was evaluated as successfully completing the JPM. 

LACK OF ABILITY/KNOWLEDGE: 

The applicant demonstrated a lack of ability to use plant computers to evaluate system or 
component status. (KIA G2.1 .19) 
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(13) Applicant: _ (SRO) 

Administrative Topic "a:" Perform AFD Monitoring. Satisfactory, no comments. 
Administrative Topic "b:" Kef!" Determination for Shutdown Banks Withdrawn. 

Satisfactory, no comments. . 
Administrative Topic "c:" Determine Tagging Requirements. Satisfactory, no 
comments. 
Administrative Topic "d:" Determine if Task Can Be Completed Without 

Exceeding any Radiological Limits. Satisfactory, no comments. 

Systems: Control Room "a:" Perform Control Rod Operability Test. 
Satisfactory, with comments below. 
Systems: Control Room "b:" Transfer ECCS Pumps to Cold Leg Recirculation. 
Satisfactory, no comments. 
Systems: Control Room "f:" Dilute Containment with Service Air. Satisfactory, 
no comments. 
Systems: Control Room "g:" Returning ESF Bus from Diesel Generator to 
Normal Supply. Satisfactory, no comments. 

CROSS REFERENCE: 

Systems: Control Room "a" 

JPMITASK: 

Perform Control Rod Operability Test. 

EXPECTED ACTION/RESPONSE: 

The applicant was expected to correctly perform surveillance procedure 14410-1, "CONTROL 
ROOM OPERABILITY TEST," for control banks A, B, C, and D. Step 5.1.7 of this procedure 
directs the operator to "Record the test IPC Bank Demand reading for the control bank being 
tested on Data Sheet 1." At this step, the applicant was expected to correctly determine IPC 
Bank Demand using the plant computer and record the appropriate value on the data sheet. 
However, properly determining the IPC Bank Demand was not a critical step in the JPM. 
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APPLICANT ACTION/RESPONSE: 

At step 5.1.7, the applicant called up IPC screen "ALLRODS' on the main control board, which 
displayed both IPC Bank Demand information and IPC individual rod position information. 
However, the applicant incorrectly recorded the IPC individual rod position information (which 
was at 216 steps) instead of the correct reading for IPC Bank Demand (which was at 218 
steps). 

During post-JPM questions, the examiner asked the applicant how to determine IPC bank 
demand. The applicant again incorrectly pOinted to the IPC individual rod positions on the 
computer screen, and stated that these data pOints were IPC Bank Demand. Although the 
applicant did not correctly perform this speCific portion of the surveillance, the applicant did 
correctly perform all of the critical steps in the JPM. In this case, incorrectly recording IPC Bank 
Demand did not impact any Technical SpeCification requirements. Therefore, the applicant was 
evaluated as successfully completing the JPM. 

LACK OF ABILITY/KNOWLEDGE: 

The applicant demonstrated a lack of ability to use plant computers to evaluate system or 
component status. (KIA G2.1.19) 
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(14) Applicant: _ (SRO) 

Administrative Topic "a:" Perform AFD Monitoring. Unsatisfactory. 
comments below. 

Administrative Topic "b:" KeJr Determination for Shutdown Banks Withdrawn. 
Satisfactory, no comments. 

Administrative Topic "c:" Determine Tagging Requirements. Unsatisfactory, 
comments below. 

Administrative Topic "d:" Determine if Task Can Be Completed Without 
Exceeding any Radiological Limits. Satisfactory, no comments. 

Systems: Control Room "a:" Perform Control Rod Operability Test. 
Satisfactory, with comments below. 
Systems: Control Room "b:" Transfer ECCS Pumps to Cold Leg Recirculation. 
Satisfactory, no comments. 
Systems: Control Room of:" Dilute Containment with Service Air. Satisfactory, 
no comments. 
Systems: Control Room "g:" Returning ESF Bus from Diesel Generator to 
Normal Supply. Satisfactory, no comments. 

CROSS REFERENCE: 

Administrative Topic "a" 

JPMlTASK: 

Evaluate Inoperable Axial Flux Difference (AFD) Monitor Alarm. 

EXPECTED ACTION/RESPONSE: 

Given an operationally valid set of delta-flux values for several different times, the applicant was 
expected to correctly determine that the surveillance for AFD was met (i.e. within the listed 
acceptance criteria) in accordance with surveillance procedure 14915-1, "SPECIAL 
CONDITIONS SURVEILLANCE LOGS," Data Sheet 6 for AFD. Specifically, only one data point 
at time 0700 was out of speCification, and all other data points were within the limits. In 
accordance with Technical Specifications (TS), Data Sheet 6 step 4. speCifies that acceptance 
criteria were not meVrequired actions were needed 'With the indicated AFD outside of the 
above required limits on 2 or more channels .... " Therefore, with only one channel outside the 
limits, the surveillance met its acceptance Criteria, and no TS required actions were needed. 
Marking 'yes" for step 7.2 of 14915-1 (Results obtained through the performance of this 
procedure meet the ACCEPTANCE CRITERIA of Section 6.0) was a critical step in the JPM. 

APPLICANT ACTION/RESPONSE: 
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The applicant correctly determined the required limits at the given power levels, and correctly 
identified that only one data point was outside the limits. However, the applicant incorrectly 
checked the "no" block in step 7.2 of the procedure, and stated that the surveillance test results 
did not meet the acceptance criteria. 

During post-JPM questions with the examiner, the applicant stated that although the test results 
did not meet acceptance criteria, TS required actions did not have to be taken, because only 
one channel was outside the limits. The applicant repeated that the surveillance had to be 
considered as not met, although no further TS required actions needed to be performed. The 
applicant did not correctly perform a critical step in the JPM. Therefore, the applicant was 
evaluated as not successfully completing the JPM. 

LACK OF ABILITY/KNOWLEDGE: 

The applicant demonstrated a lack of knowledge of surveillance procedures associated with 
AFD monitoring requirements. (KIA G2.2.12). 

CROSS REFERENCE: 

Administrative Topic "c" 

JPMITASK: 

Determine Tagging Requirements. 

EXPECTED ACTION/RESPONSE: 

Given the appropriate references, the applicant was expected to correctly determine the 
appropriate boundary points and required positions of components to (1) isolate the fluid 
boundary and (2) drain the "A" Containment Spray Pump (CSP), 1-1206-P6-001, in preparation 
for maintenance work on the pump seals. The applicant was expected to identify 1-1206-U4-
108, CSP A Pump Casing Vent Valve, as a required vent path to be tagged in the 
UNFLANGE/OPEN or UNCAP/OPEN position. Proper tagging of 1-1206-U4-108 was a critical 
step in the JPM. The applicant was also expected to identify 1-1206-U4-002, CSP A Suction 
Floor Drain Isolation, as a required drain path to be tagged in the OPEN position. Proper 
tagging of 1-1206-U4-002 was not a critical step in the JPM. 

APPLICANT ACTION/RESPONSE: 

When the applicant developed the tagout, the applicant incorrectly stated that 1-1206-U4-108 
should be tagged in the CLOSE pOSition, and also incorrectly stated that 1-1206-U4-002 should 
be tagged in the LOCKED CLOSED position. 

During post-JPM discussion with the examiner, the applicant stated that both of the above 
pOints were isolation boundaries that were required to be tagged in a closed configuration. The 
applicant did not correctly perform a critical step in the JPM. Therefore, the applicant was 
evaluated as not successfully completing the JPM. 

LACK OF ABILITY/KNOWLEDGE: 
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The applicant demonstrated a lack of knowledge of tagging and clearance procedures. (KIA 
G2.2.13). 

CROSS REFERENCE: 

Systems: Control Room "a" 

JPMITASK: 

Perform Control Rod Operability Test. 

EXPECTED ACTIONIRESPONSE: 

The applicant was expected to correctly perform surveillance procedure 14410-1, "CONTROL 
ROOM OPERABILITY TEST: for control banks A, B, C, and D. Step 5.1.7 of this procedure 
directs the operator to "Record the test IPC Bank Demand reading for the control bank being 
tested on Data Sheet 1.' At this step, the applicant was expected to correctly determine IPC 
Bank Demand using the plant computer and record the appropriate value on the data sheet. 
However, properly determining the IPC Bank Demand was not a critical step in the JPM. 

APPLICANT ACTION/RESPONSE: 

At step 5.1.7, the applicant called up IPC screen 'ALLRODS' on the main control board, which 
displayed both IPC Bank Demand information and IPC individual rod poSition information. 
However, the applicant incorrectly recorded the IPC individual rod position information (which 
was at 216 steps) instead of the correct reading for IPC Bank Demand (which was at 218 
steps). 

Although the applicant did not correctly perform this specific portion of the surveillance, the 
applicant did correctly perform all of the critical steps in the JPM. In this case, incorrectly 
recording IPC Bank Demand did not impact any Technical Specification requirements. 
Therefore, the applicant was evaluated as successfully completing the JPM. 

LACK OF ABILITY/KNOWLEDGE: 

The applicant demonstrated a lack of ability to use plant computers to evaluate system or 
component status. (KIA G2.1.19) 
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Administrative Topic "a:" Perform AFD Monitoring. Satisfactory, no comments. 
Administrative Topic "b:" Keff Determination for Shutdown Banks Withdrawn. 

Satisfactory, no comments. 
Administrative Topic "c:" Determine Tagging Requirements. Satisfactory, no 
comments. 
Administrative Topic "d:" Determine if Task Can Be Completed Without 

Exceeding any Radiological Limits. Satisfactory, no comments. 

Systems: Control Room "a:" Perform Control Rod Operability Test. 
Satisfactory. with comments below. 
Systems: Control Room "f:" Dilute Containment with Service Air. Satisfactory, 

no comments. 
Systems: Control Room "g:" Returning ESF Bus from Diesel Generator to 
Normal Supply. Satisfactory, no comments. 

CROSS REFERENCE: 

Systems: Control Room "a" 

JPMITASK: 

Perform Control Rod Operability Test. 

EXPECTED ACTION/RESPONSE: 

The applicant was expected to correctly perform surveillance procedure 14410-1, "CONTROL 
ROOM OPERABILITY TEST," for control banks A, B, C, and D. Step 5.1.7 of this procedure 
directs the operator to "Record the test IPC Bank Demand reading for the control bank being 
tested on Data Sheet 1." At this step, the applicant was expected to correctly determine IPC 
Bank Demand using the plant computer and record the appropriate value on the data sheet. 
However, properly determining the IPC Bank Demand was not a critical step in the JPM. 

APPLICANT ACTION/RESPONSE: 

At step 5.1.7, the applicant called up IPC screen "SHOW30" on the main control board, which 
displayed both IPC Bank Demand information and IPC individual rod position information. 
However, the applicant incorrectly recorded the IPC individual rod position information (which 
was at 216 steps) instead of the correct reading for IPC Bank Demand (which was at 218 
steps). 

Although the applicant did not correctly perform this specific portion of the surveillance, the 
applicant did correctly perform all of the critical steps in the JPM. In this case, incorrectly 
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recording IPC Bank Demand did not impact any Technical Specification requirements. 
Therefore, the applicant was evaluated as successfully completing the JPM. 

LACK OF ABIUTY/KNOWLEDGE: 

The applicant demonstrated a lack of ability to use plant computers to evaluate system or 
component status. (KIA G2.1.19) 
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116\ Applicant: _ ISRO) 

Administrative Topic "a:" Perform AFD Monitoring. Satisfactory, no comments. 
Administrative Topic "b:" Kef[ Determination for Shutdown Banks Withdrawn. 

Satisfactory, no comments. 
Administrative Topic "c:" Determine Tagging Requirements. Satisfactory, no 
comments. 
Administrative Topic "d:" Determine if Task Can Be Completed Without 

Exceeding any Radiological Limits. Satisfactory, no comments. 

Systems: Control Room "a:" Perform Control Rod Operability Test. Satisfactory, 
no comments. 
Systems: Control Room "f:" Dilute Containment with Service Air. Satisfactory, 

no comments. 
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(17) Applicant: __ ISRO-Upgrade) 

Administrative Topic "a:" Perform AFD Monitoring. Satisfactory, no comments. 
Administrative Topic "b:" Keff Determination for Shutdown Banks Withdrawn. 

Satisfactory, no comments. 
Administrative Topic "c:" Determine Tagging Requirements. Satisfactory, no 

comments. 
Administrative Topic "d:" Determine if Task Can Be Completed Without 

Exceeding any Radiological Limits. Satisfactory, no comments. 

Systems: Control Room "b:" Transfer ECCS Pumps to Cold Leg Recirculation. 
Satisfactory, no comments. 
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