
 
 

October 30, 2013 
 
 
 
 
MEMORANDUM TO: Regional Operations Branch Chiefs and Examiners 
 
FROM: Jack McHale, Chief /RA/ 
 Operator Licensing and Training Branch  
 Division of Inspection and Regional Support 
 Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation 
 
SUBJECT: ASSESSING OPERATING TEST QUALITY – INTERIM GUIDANCE 

FOR IP 71111.11, “LICENSED OPERATOR REQUALIFICATION 
PROGRAM AND LICENSED OPERATOR PERFORMANCE,” AND 
IMC 0609 APP. I, “LICENSED OPERATOR REQUALIFICATION 
SIGNIFICANCE DETERMINATION PROCESS” 

 
 
Recently, the IOLB staff has been made aware that the guidance contained in IP 71111.11  
(and its SDP, IMC 0609 App. I) for assessing the quality of facility-prepared licensed operator 
requalification operating tests is in error and can result in unintended consequences.  
Specifically, the wording contained in the IP can lead an inspector to determine that an entire 
requalification simulator scenario is “flawed” based upon a single “flaw” in the scenario guide, 
such as a single incorrect or missing performance standard or incorrectly identified critical task.  
This could result in the determination of a green (or white) finding for operating test quality 
based upon only a few scenario flaws.  This is not the intent of the IP or its SDP. 
 
To correct this error, and until formal revisions to IP 71111.11 and IMC 0609 App. I are issued, 
please use the enclosed interim guidance when performing IP 71111.11, Section 03.04, “Annual 
Requalification Operating Test Quality.”  If you have any questions, feel free to contact me at 
(301)415-3254 or contact David Muller, IOLB, at (301)415-1412.   
 
Enclosure:   
IP 71111.11:  Interim Guidance for Assessing  

           Operating Test Quality 
 
 
CONTACT: David Muller NRR/DIRS/IOLB 
         (301) 415-1412
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Enclosure 
 

IP 71111.11:  INTERIM GUIDANCE FOR ASSESSING OPERATING TEST QUALITY  
 
BACKGROUND 
 
The IOLB staff has identified a “counting” error associated with assessing the quality of 
simulator scenarios, as contained in IP 71111.11, “Licensed Operator Requalification Program 
and Licensed Operator Performance,’ Section 03.04 and Appendix C.  Specifically, an entire 
scenario can be considered flawed based upon a single flaw in the scenario guide, such as a 
single incorrect or missing performance standard or incorrectly identified critical task.  This error 
carries over into IMC 0609, Appendix I, “Licensed Operator Requalification Significance 
Determination Process,” and can lead to green or white findings based upon only a few scenario 
flaws, which is NOT the intent of the IP or the SDP.  As an analogy, this would be like 
determining than an entire requalification written exam was flawed based upon one flawed 
question, and determining that a finding exists.  
 
INTERIM GUIDANCE 
 
Overall Guidance 
 
Inspectors should keep in mind that the there are two broad purposes for reviewing the quality 
of licensee-developed annual requalification operating tests:   
 
(1) To ensure that certain minimum examination metrics are met, which establishes a baseline 
for the extent of the examination and examination level of difficulty.  These metrics include the 
number of JPMs and scenarios used for requalification examinations, the number of alternate 
path JPMs, and the number and type of events per scenario. 
 
(2) To ensure that the JPM and scenario guides contain enough detail to allow the licensee to 
accurately grade their licensed operators.  Items fitting this description for both JPMs and 
scenarios include performance standards, expected operator actions, the correct assignment of 
critical steps and tasks, proper cuing, and JPM time limits.  These are, for the most part, the 
items listed under “JPM Flaws” and “Scenario flaws” on the JPM/scenario review worksheets 
contained in Appendix C.  When assessing the quality of JPMs and scenario guides, if a flaw is 
discovered, inspectors must ask themselves “how would the identified flaw(s) affect the ability of 
an evaluator to accurately grade a licensed operator?”  If the answer to this question is that the 
flaw would NOT affect the accuracy of the grading (not just effect a pass/fail determination, but 
perhaps result in a comment or lowered competency score), then it is likely that the flaw is not 
significant, and the inspector should reconsider whether the flaw is really a flaw.  
 
It is important to note that almost any time an item on an IP 71111.11 checklist is checked “NO,” 
that the checklist indicates a performance deficiency.  Prior to assessing for a possible finding, 
the inspector must exercise judgment in determining whether the circumstances support a 
“more than minor” determination.  An example of this exercise of judgment could be an
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assessment of whether a particular JPM/scenario shortcoming is offset by other content within 
that JPM/scenario in such a way that preserves the ability of the JPM/scenario to conduct a 
proper assessment of licensed operators.  
 
JPM Review Guidance 
 
No specific changes to the IP or SDP.  Continue with the same sample size and same 
worksheet guidance.  Here are some clarifications though: 
 
1.  Start out with a review of a minimum of 10 different JPMS (This likely means not basing your 
review on particular exam “weeks,” since JPMs are allowed to be repeated/re-used subject to 
the 50% overlap criteria of Appendix E.) 
2.  When assessing alternate path JPMs, consider the guidance provided in NUREG-1021 that 
alternate path JPMs are evaluated during an examination by incorporating malfunctions of 
instrumentation or components that require an examinee to perform actions other than those 
performed when a system responds normally.  For additional information regarding alternate 
path JPMs, refer to NUREG-1021, Appendix C, Section C.     
3.  If > 20% of the JPMs are flawed, review 5 additional different JPMs 
4.  When assessing for possible findings, use the TOTAL number of JPMs reviewed (say 15, 10 
plus 5) in the denominator with the TOTAL number of flawed JPMs in the numerator.  [So a 
possible green finding would occur at 4/15 flawed JPMs (>20%) and a possible white at 7/15 
(>40%)] 
 
Simulator Scenario Review Guidance – Change in “counting rules” in Appendix C 
 
1.  Sample size is unchanged.  Start out by reviewing at a minimum 6 scenarios. 
2.  First check that each scenario contains the minimum number of events per page C-4 of IP 
71111.11.  If a scenario does not meet the minimum number of events, then count each item 
that is “short” for a scenario from a page C-4 minimum as “1 flaw.”  Refer to NUREG-1021 
Appendix D, item C.2, for more information on how to “count” events/malfunctions.  As a 
clarifying note, to meet the minimum number of events for item 7 on page C-4, each scenario is 
required to exercise technical specifications at least once.       
3.  Then review each simulator event in the simulator guides for adequate operator performance 
standards and that critical tasks are properly identified, and identify flaws.  Note that if multiple 
flaws are identified with a single scenario event, this still only “counts” as 1 flaw.  (Just like if 
multiple flaws were identified with a JPM or written examination question, that JPM or question 
would be counted as “1” flawed JPM or question.)   
4.  From 2 and 3 above, determine the total number of flaws and divide by the total number of 
scenario events.  If the total number of flaws is > 20% of the total number of scenario events, 
then review 4 more scenarios as outlined in steps 5 and 6 below. 
5.  Repeat steps 2 and 3 for the four additional scenarios. 
6.  Calculate the total number of flaws and total number of scenario events reviewed by 
including the four additional scenarios, then calculate the percent of flaws. 
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• A potential green finding exists if the total number of flaws divided by the total number of 
scenario events reviewed is > 20%. 

• A potential white finding exists if the total number of flaws divided by the total number of 
scenario events reviewed is > 40%.  

 
Example:   
 
1.  Consider the initial review of 6 scenarios and that each scenario had 6 events.  The total 
number of events is therefore 36.   
2.  Suppose that when reviewing the 6 scenarios, 2 scenarios had only one critical task (one 
less than the minimum).  So you would assess 2 flaws.  
3.  Also suppose that 6 other scenario events contained inadequate performance standards or 
wrongly identified critical tasks.  So you would assess 6 additional flaws.  
4.  The total number of flaws would then be 8, and the percent of flaws would be 8/36, or 22.2%.  
Since the 20% threshold has been exceeded, four additional scenarios would be reviewed. 
5.  When reviewing the four additional scenarios (assume 6 events per scenario again, so that 
the number of new events is 24), it is discovered that 1 scenario does not test beyond the 
primary scram response, 1 scenario has only 1 critical task, and 3 events contain inadequate 
performance standards or incorrectly identified critical tasks.  The number of newly discovered 
flaws is therefore 5. 
6.  Including the four additional scenarios, the total number of flaws is now 13 (8+5), and the 
total number of events is now 60 (36+24).  Recalculating the percent flawed comes to 13/60 or 
21.7%.  This should be considered a potential green finding. 
 
A note on scenario overlap and “counting” flaws 
 
It is understood that a facility is allowed to repeat/re-use scenario events during an examination 
training cycle subject to the 50% overlap criteria contained in IP 71111.11 Section 03.06 and 
Appendix E.  For the purposes of assessing operating test quality, when “counting” up 
scenarios, events, and flaws, for simplicity, the inspector does NOT need to keep track of which 
scenario events have been repeated or re-used, and which have not.  Instead, the inspector 
should review the specified scenario samples and determine flaws from the samples.  It is 
understood that this can lead to “double counting,” but, in effect, this practice will “positively 
weight” good scenario events if they are repeated/re-used, and “negatively weight” flawed 
scenario events if they are repeated/re-used.      
    


