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Office of Administration
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Subject: Comments on Draft NUREG 1021 Rev. 10, "Operator Licensing Examination Standards for Power
Reactors" (Federal Register 78 FR 73898, dated December 9, 2013; Docket ID NRC-2013-0227)

Project Number: 689

Dear Ms. Bladey:

On behalf of the nuclear energy industry, the Nuclear Energy Institute (NEI)' appreciates the opportunity to
provide the enclosed comments on the proposed revisions published in the subject Federal Register notice.

Industry comments include concerns regarding the use of video recording for examinations as well as
clarifications on preparations for, and administration of operating examinations.

Thank you in advance for your consideration of these comments. Please contact me at 202.739.8058;
nxp@nei.org should you have any questions or concerns.

Sincerely,

SUNSI QaIg%1=, e%.-i.

Nicholas Pappas
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The Nuclear Energy Institute (NEI) is the organization responsible for establishing unified industry policy on matters affecting the nuclear
energy industry, induding the regulatory aspects of generic operational and technical issues. NEI's members include all entities licensed to
operate commercial nuclear power plants in the United States, nuclear plant designers, major architect/engineering firms, fuel cycle facilities,
nuclear materials licensees, and other organizations and entities involved in the nuclear energy industry.
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Comments on Draft NUREG-1021, Revision 10
"Operator Licensing Examination Standards for Power Reactors"

ID Section, Comment Proposed
Page, Resolution

and Line #

1 ES-301 Form The addition of Target Qualitative Attributes "Total Events" Change Total Malfunctions to 5-10
ES-301-4 p.24 of 8-12, without changes to other Attributes will add more Change Malfunctions after EOP Entry to 1-4 (consistent with

"Normal" manipulations extending the scenarios without Requal Exams on ES-604-1).
benefit. Change Abnormal Events to 2-5

2 ES-301 Form Instruction #4 is not clearly worded as intended. "...either Revise to "...either the ATC or BOP position to..."
ES-301-5 p.25 the reactor operator position to ...

3 ES-301 Form Instruction #4 should be deleted as this would allow a chief Remove Instruction # 4
ES-301-5 p.25 examiner to require an SRO-Instant to examine in a position

of limited training. Requiring additional training of the SRO
Instant in the BOP position would be non-productive for the
SRO position.

4 ES-401 Page 4 The list of generic K/As for Tiers 1 and 2 for both ROs and Add wording to exclude these K/As when randomly
of 32 SROs includes 2.1.19, 2.1.27, 2.1.28, 2.1.30, 2.1.31, 2.2.3, selecting generic K/As for Tiers 1 and 2 for SRO only

2.2.4, 2.2.12, 2.4.2, 2.4.3, 2.4.31 which do not have a questions.
corresponding 10CFR55.43 referenced in the current
NUREG 1122. This issue exists in the current NUREG
1021.

5 S-302 sec D.l.i The changes for the use of video in ES-302 D.1.i were This change is not annotated with revision bars in the body
)age 3 of 12 revised to encourage video recording of operating tests and of the procedure

to provide video recording handling instructions.
ES-601 att. 2
Dnc 2
age 23 of 35

6 ES-302, pg 3 of Potential exam security nightmare for stations wishing to Add some reference as to how the recordings would be
12, D.1.i use exam materials for future classes, controlled.

7 ES-301 Form Added new Target Quantitative Attribute, "Total Events". Events is not defined within the NUREG - provide definition
ES-301-4(a) in App F
p.24 of 26
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8 ES-301 Form Form is missing row 4. Do not know if this is an error Evaluate renumbering the rows correctly.
ES-301-4(a) carried forward.
p.24 of 26

9 Form ES-602-1 Revised to remove Question 11 related to question "double The question concerning double jeopardy HAS NOT been
Page 24 of 25 jeopardy." removed from the copy provided for review.

10 ES-602-1 The question pertaining to double jeopardy is still there. "Do Replace and/or remove question(s) as necessary.
Page 24 Of 25 questions in Section A take advantage of the simulator

control room setting?" was deleted.

11 ES-604 -1 The minimum Qualitative Attributes for scenario guides Align Quality Attributes in ES-604-1 with scenario guide
Page 10 of 19 outlined on form ES-604-1, does not match the scenario minimums in 73111 Appendix C or provide a footnote to

guide minimums found in IP 71111.11 Appendix C. justify the difference.

12 Form ES-301-4 Form ES-301-4 section 3 has a formatting issue within the Correct extra character spacing between the words
section 3 second bullet. "conditions .... that"
Page 24 of 26

13 ES-401 Section 4 has a formatting issue Align formatting consistent with rest of NUREG.
page 9 of 32

14 ES-201-1 is Multiple changes have been made to form ES-201-1 and the Update ES-201-1 form to reflect rev bars and remove the
page 25 of 28 changes are not identified with revision bars. Included in reference to brackets in the verbiage at the bottom of the

the changes were the removal of [ ] and the { } which form.
identified due dates applicable to facility developed exams
and NRC developed exams. The use of brackets is still
referenced at the bottom of the form.

15 ES-201, page Poor wording, sentence makes no sense as written. Deleting the word "for" would make the sentence flow much
11, C.3.f, last better.
line

16 ES-202, page OQE (objective quality evidence) required to prove military Perhaps include examples (i.e., service record page 4,
8, C.2.b, 6th experience is a little vague. Evals/FitReps)
paragraph _

17 ES-204, pg 6/7, The last part of the first sentence can be grammatically All of it makes sense except for the last part "...for which the
D.1.k.4 improved, applicant is applying for." Suggest either deleting that

portion OR adding words (in bold) to make it read: "...
examinations at the facility for which the applicant is
applying."
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18 ES-201 In other words, the facility licensee staff should not provide This is not clear what is being addressed. Some facilities
attachment 1 information to the applicants or licensed operators regarding educate the students on how the KA catalogue is set up,
other examination content that would allow the test takers to how the JPM selection is setup per the NUREG, and what is
considerations either specifically or generally "predict" what test items will, in the ADMIN portion of the exam such as typical ADMIN
#2 on page 17 or will not, be covered on the examination (e.g., the staff JPMs given, that there will be one emergency planning JPM
of 28 should not specify a certain exam bank to study if there is such as PARs or a classification. These seem to be called

more than one version of the bank, or, the staff should not out here but is in the NUREG and available for public
make general statements such as "Exam B will not overlap reading.
with Exam A."). Is the intent to limit this type of education of the students?

Recommend clarification or removal of the wording added
here.

19 ES-302, Pg 3 of Video recording of the administration of operating tests is The word encouraged is too soft and can be interpreted
12 D.1.i encouraged. The video recordings are to be turned over to differently. Does this mean required, or approved by chief

the chief examiner and retained until the examination examiner or by all students and/or the facility....
process, including appeals, is concluded at which time they
shall be destroyed by the chief examiner. Video recording will lend itself to more appeals, possible

video editing issues, security and privacy issues and is not
being controlled by NUREG 1021 as to how to treat these
video recordings. (Whose permission is required to be
obtained to record such as all students or the NRC or the
facility or everyone), if all students in the video can be re-
evaluated during the appeal process of one applicant and
subsequently all applicants could fail as a result. Also some
chiefs may elect to review the recording to evaluate the
performance and provide a more critical evaluation than is
currently done. I believe there are too many legal and
privacy issues here to put this in the NUREG.

20 ES-401, aft 1 Revised "to allow" one Tier 3 Radiation control K/A item to Recommend the wording say "only one Radiation Control
pg 14 of 32, be replaced by another Tier 3 Category K/A. K/A is required. Select other Tier 3 category K/As to fill the
ES-401-1- sample plan"
Note 1 The wording "to allowed" is too general and provides the
pg 15 of 32, NRC with the opportunity to administer this differently The purpose of this allowance is to prevent oversampling
ES-401-2 between examiners and regions. the Tier 3 rad control KAs which there are only 10 available
Note: 1 to be placed on an exam. If this is the true intent, then we
pg 20 of 32 should make it a requirement that 1 will be selected and no

more per exam, 1 for RO and 1 for SRO exams. That would
be a total of 2 Tier 3 rad control KAs per SRO exam.
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21 ES-302
D.l.i
page 3 of 12

"Video recording of the administration of operating tests is
encouraged. The video recordings are to be turned over to
the chief examiner and retained until the examination
process, including appeals, is concluded at which time they
shall be destroyed by the chief examiner"

The rules of usage need to be more clearly stated and the
tape should stay in the possession of the utility until the
completion of the examination process and that the utility
will destroy the video at the end of the appeal.

The regulation needs to clearly say that the tape will only be
used for appeals and that only the portion of the video that
will be reviewed will be the portion that contains the basis
for the appeal.
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