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January 16, 2015 
 
 
Mr. Michael J. Pacilio 
Senior VP, Exelon Generation Co., LLC 
  President and CNO, Exelon Nuclear 
4300 Winfield Road 
Warrenville, IL  60555 

SUBJECT:  BRAIDWOOD STATION, UNITS 1 AND 2  
NRC INITIAL LICENSE EXAMINATION REPORT 05000456/2014301;  
05000457/2014301 

Dear Mr. Pacilio: 

On December 3, 2014, the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) completed the initial 
operator licensing examination process for license applicants employed your Braidwood Station, 
Units 1 and 2.  The enclosed report documents the results of those examinations.  Preliminary 
observations noted during the examination process were discussed on November 21, 2014, 
with Mr. D. Stiles, and other members of your staff.  An exit meeting was conducted by 
telephone on December 12, 2014, between Mr. D. Styles, Braidwood Station Training Director, 
and Mr. R. Michael Morris, Senior Operations Engineer, to review the proposed final grading of 
the written examination for the licensed applicants.  During the telephone conversation, NRC 
resolutions of the station’s post-examination comments, initially received by the NRC on 
December 3, 2014, were discussed. 

The NRC examiners administered an initial license examination operating test during the 
weeks of November 10 and November 17, 2014.  The written examination was administered by 
Braidwood Station training department personnel on November 24, 2014.  Six Senior Reactor 
Operator (SRO) and six Reactor Operator (RO) applicants were administered license 
examinations.  The results of the examinations were finalized on December 17, 2014.  One RO 
applicant failed the written examination and was issued a proposed license denial letter.  
Eleven applicants passed all sections of their respective examinations and ten were issued 
applicable operator licenses.  In accordance with NRC policy, the license for the one remaining 
applicant is being withheld pending the outcome of any written examination appeal that may be 
initiated. 

The proposed written examination and the administered written examination will be withheld 
from public disclosure for 24 months per your request.  However, the applicant that received 
a proposed license denial letter because of a written examination grade that was less than 
80 percent, will be provided a copy of the administered written examination.  For examination 
security purposes, your staff should consider the written examination uncontrolled and exposed 
to the public. 
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In accordance with Title 10 of the Code of Federal Regulations (10 CFR) 2.390, “Public 
Inspections, Exemptions, Requests for Withholding,” of the NRC's "Rules of Practice," a copy 
of this letter, its enclosure, and your response (if any) will be available electronically for public 
inspection in the NRC’s Public Document Room or from the Publicly Available Records (PARS) 
component of the NRC's Agencywide Documents Access and Management System (ADAMS).  
ADAMS is accessible from the NRC Web site at http://www.nrc.gov/reading-rm/adams.html 
(the Public Electronic Reading Room). 

Sincerely, 
 
/RA/ 
 
 
Hironori Peterson, Chief 
Operations Branch 
Division of Reactor Safety 

Docket Nos. 50-456; 50-457 
License Nos. NPF-72; NPF-77 

Enclosure: 
Operator Licensing Examination Report (ER)  
05000456/2014301; 05000457/2014301  
  w/Attachments:   
1. Supplemental Information 
2. Simulation Facility Report 
3. Post-Examination Comments 

  and Resolutions 

cc w/encl:  Distribution via LISTSERV® 
D. Stiles, Training Director

http://www.nrc.gov/reading-rm/adams.html
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SUMMARY OF FINDINGS 

ER 05000456/2014301; 05000457/2014301; 11/12/2014 - 12/03/2014; Exelon Generation 
Company, LLC; Braidwood Station, Units 1 and 2; Initial License Examination Report. 

The announced initial operator licensing examination was conducted by regional U.S. Nuclear 
Regulatory Commission examiners in accordance with the guidance of NUREG-1021, 
“Operator Licensing Examination Standards for Power Reactors,” Revision 9-Supplement 1. 

Examination Summary 

Eleven of twelve applicants passed all sections of their respective examinations.  Six applicants 
were issued Senior Operator licenses and four applicants were issued Operator licenses.  
One applicant failed the written examination and was issued a proposed license denial.  The 
license for the remaining applicant is being held and may be issued pending the outcome of any 
written examination appeal.  (Section 4OA5.1). 
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REPORT DETAILS 

4OA5 Other Activities 

.1 Initial Licensing Examinations 

a. Examination Scope 

The U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) examiners and members of the facility 
licensee’s staff used the guidance prescribed in NUREG–1021, “Operator Licensing 
Examination Standards for Power Reactors,” Revision 9-Supplement 1, to develop, 
validate, administer, and grade the written examination and operating test.  Members of 
the facility licensee’s staff prepared the outline and developed the written examination 
and operating test.  The NRC examiners validated the proposed examination during the 
week of October 20, 2014, with the assistance of members of the facility licensee’s staff.  
During the on-site validation week, the examiners audited four license applications for 
accuracy.  The NRC examiners, with the assistance of members of the facility licensee’s 
staff, administered the operating test, consisting of job performance measures and 
dynamic simulator scenarios, during the period of November 12 through November 21, 
2014.  The facility licensee administered the written examination on November 24, 2014. 

b. Findings 

(1) Written Examination 

The NRC examiners determined that the written examination, as proposed by the 
licensee, was within the range of acceptability expected for a proposed examination.  
Less than 20 percent of the proposed examination questions were determined to be 
unsatisfactory and required modification or replacement. 

All changes made to the proposed written examination, were made in accordance with 
NUREG–1021, "Operator Licensing Examination Standards for Power Reactors,” and 
documented on Form ES–401–9, “Written Examination Review Worksheet,” which will 
be available electronically in the NRC Public Document Room or from the Publicly 
Available Records component of NRC's Agencywide Documents Access and 
Management System (ADAMS). 

On December 3, 2014, the licensee submitted documentation noting that there were 
four post-examination comments for consideration by the NRC examiners when grading 
the written examination.  The post-examination comments and the NRC resolution for 
the post-examination comments are included as Attachment 2 to this report.  The 
proposed written examination, as well as the final as-administered examination and 
answer key (ADAMS Accession Number ML14363A062), will be available in 24 months 
electronically in the NRC’s Public Document Room or from the Publicly Available 
Records component of NRC's ADAMS. 

The NRC examiners graded the written examination on December 15, 2014, and 
conducted a review of each missed question to determine the accuracy and validity of 
the examination questions. 
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(2) Operating Test 

The NRC examiners determined that the operating test, as originally proposed by the 
licensee, was within the range of acceptability expected for a proposed examination.  
Changes made to the operating test, documented in a document titled, “Operating Test 
Comments,” as well as the final as-administered dynamic simulator scenarios and Job 
Performance Measures, are available electronically in the NRC Public Document Room 
or from the Publicly Available Records component of NRC's ADAMS. 

The NRC examiners completed operating test grading on December 15, 2014. 

(3) Examination Results 

Six applicants at the SRO level and six applicants at the RO level were administered 
written examinations and operating tests.  Ten applicants passed all portions of their 
examinations and were issued their respective operating licenses on December 18, 
2014. 

One applicant failed the administered written examination and was issued a proposed 
license denial.  One applicant passed all portions of the license examination, but 
received a written test grade below 82 percent.  In accordance with NRC policy, the 
applicant’s license will be withheld until any written examination appeal possibilities by 
other applicants have been resolved.  If the applicant’s grade is still equal to or greater 
than 80 percent after any appeal resolution, the applicant will be issued an operating 
license.  If the applicant’s grade has declined below 80 percent, the applicant will be 
issued a proposed license denial letter and offered the opportunity to appeal any 
questions the applicant feels were graded incorrectly. 

.2 Examination Security 

a. Scope 

The NRC examiners reviewed and observed the licensee's implementation of 
examination security requirements during the examination validation and administration 
to assure compliance with 10 CFR 55.49, “Integrity of Examinations and Tests.”  The 
examiners used the guidelines provided in NUREG–1021, "Operator Licensing 
Examination Standards for Power Reactors,” to determine acceptability of the licensee’s 
examination security activities. 

b. Findings 

No findings were identified 

4OA6 Management Meetings 

.1 Debrief 

The chief examiner presented the examination team's preliminary observations and 
findings on November 21, 2014, to Mr. D. Stiles, Training Director, and other members 
of the Braidwood Station Operations and Training Department staff. 
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.2 Exit Meeting 

The chief examiner conducted an exit meeting on December 15, 2014, with Mr. D. Stiles, 
Braidwood Station Training Director, by telephone.  The NRC’s final disposition of the 
station’s post-examination comments were disclosed and discussed with Mr. Stiles 
during the telephone discussion.  The examiners asked the licensee whether any of the 
material used to develop or administer the examination should be considered 
proprietary.  No proprietary or sensitive information was identified during the examination 
or debrief/exit meetings. 

ATTACHMENTS:   
1. Supplement Information 
2. Simulation Facility Report 
3. Post-Examination Comments and Resolutions 



 

Attachment 1 

SUPPLEMENTAL INFORMATION 

KEY POINTS OF CONTACT 

Licensee 

D. Stiles, Training Director 
K. Dovas, Operations Training Manager 
J. Eilertson, Exam Author 
A. Ferko, Ops Director 
M. Henson, ILT Group Lead 
R. Schleissman, Regional Assurance 
G. Stopka, Shift Operations Supervisor 

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission 

R. M. Morris, Senior Operations Engineer 
B. Boston, Reactor Engineer 

ITEMS OPENED, CLOSED, AND DISCUSSED 

Opened, Closed, and Discussed 

None 

LIST OF DOCUMENTS REVIEWED 

The following is a partial list of documents reviewed during the inspection.  Inclusion on this list 
does not imply that the NRC inspector reviewed the documents in their entirety, but rather that 
selected sections or portions of the documents were evaluated as part of the overall inspection 
effort.  Inclusion of a document on this list does not imply NRC acceptance of the document or 
any part of it, unless this is stated in the body of the inspection report.   

None 

LIST OF ACRONYMS USED 

ADAMS Agencywide Document Access and Management System 
CFR Code of Federal Regulations 
CS Containment Spray 
EO Equipment Operator 
EOP Emergency Operating Procedure 
ILT Initial Licensing Training 
LCO Limiting Condition for Operation 
NCV Non-Cited Violation 
NRC U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission 
NSO Nuclear Station Operator 
RCP Reactor Cooling Pump 
RO Reactor Operator 
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RNO Response Not Obtained 
RWST Refueling Water Storage Tank 
SI Safety Injection 
SRO Senior Reactor Operator 
TS Technical Specification 



 

  Attachment 2 

SIMULATION FACILITY REPORT 

Facility Licensee:   Braidwood Station 

Facility Docket Nos:   50-456; 50-457 

Operating Tests Administered: November 12 - 21, 2014 

The following documents observations made by the NRC examination team during the initial 
operator license examination.  These observations do not constitute audit or inspection 
findings and are not, without further verification and review, indicative of non-compliance with 
10 CFR 55.45(b).  These observations do not affect NRC certification or approval of the 
simulation facility other than to provide information which may be used in future evaluations.  
No licensee action is required in response to these observations. 

During the conduct of the simulator portion of the operating tests, the following items were 
observed: 

ITEM DESCRIPTION 
None None 

 



Post-Examination Comments and Resolutions 

 Attachment 3 

Question #24 

Original Question: 

Given: 

- Unit 2 reactor trip and Safety Injection (SI) have occurred. 
- SI signal has been reset. 
- 2SI8811A, Cnmt Sump 2A Isol Valve, is energized. 
- 2SI8811B, Cnmt Sump 2B Isol Valve, is closed and de-energized (CANNOT be 

energized). 

Subsequently: 

- RWST Level LO-2 alarm comes in. 

Given the above conditions, 2SI8811A ___1___ automatically opened and after RWST level 
reaches the LO-3 setpoint the NSO can start ___2___ CS pump(s) for recirculation per 2BwEP 
ES–1.3, “Transfer to Cold Leg Recirculation.” 

  ___1___  ___2___ 
 

A.  has NOT  ONLY the 2A 
 

B.  has NOT  BOTH 
 

C.  has    ONLY the 2A 
 

D.  has    BOTH 
 
Answer: C. 

Facility Response: 

Executive Summary: 

During exam review of the 2014, NRC Initial Licensing Exam for Braidwood Station class 13–1, 
it was determined that question #24 contained ambiguous question stem information.  The 
question stem did not provide all the necessary information to limit the correct answer to choice 
‘C.’ as designated on the answer key.  The facility supports accepting choice ‘A.’ as an 
additional correct answer for this question, or removal of the question from the exam as 
appropriate. 

Candidate Feedback: 

The examinee interpreted the question such that all SI inputs to the containment sump isolation 
valves had been reset and therefore 2SI8811A would no longer automatically open.  Due to the 
lack of specifics with the stem phrase “SI signal has been reset,” the examinee could not 
differentiate between the ‘SI Recirc Sump Isolation’ reset and the (master) SI reset functionality 
in the question. 
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Facility Response: 

This question is being challenged since two correct answers exist.  Distractor ‘A.’ should also be 
accepted as a correct answer along with ‘C.’  The 2SI8811A valve is the Containment Sump 2A 
isolation valve.  This valve allows a suction source from the containment sump to the 
emergency injection pumps contained in the safety emergency core cooling systems.  In order 
for this valve to open automatically, which is the concept being tested, an active SI signal must 
be present concurrent with a Refueling Water Storage Tank (RWST) LO-2 level signal present.  
The SI signal for the 2SI8811 valves is sealed in by slave relays known as the ‘SI Recirc Sump 
Isolation’ relays.  There are two push buttons in the main control room for resetting SI (one for 
each train) and two additional pushbuttons for resetting the SI recirc sump isolation valves (one 
for each train).  It is not clear from the information given in the question stem which SI reset was 
performed by the crew.  The question stem should read “Both SI reset pushbuttons have 
been depressed.”  This clarification would indicate that the SI Recirc Sump Isolation Relays 
have not been reset, because their reset pushbuttons were not specifically called out as having 
been depressed.  Thus the SI signal to these sump isolation valves and their logic to auto open 
on a LO-2 RWST level coincident with a SI signal would remain active.  This would allow the 
SI8811A to auto open. 

Upon reviewing the comprehensive phase written exams and the Certification (Audit) written 
exam, the stem of similar questions the examinees have previously been exposed to specifically 
stated “BOTH SI reset pushbuttons have been depressed” instead of the “SI signal has been 
reset.”  Also upon reviewing the Initial Licensing Training (ILT) Lesson Plan for Emergency Core 
Cooling (I1-EC-XL-01) for the interlocks associated with the Containment Sump Suction Valves 
Interlocks (1SI8811A/B) states the SI signal is required to be reset, it states this reset is 
accomplished using the SI Recirc Sump Isolation Valve reset pushbuttons on the 1PM06J.  The 
stem of the question was not clear enough to distinguish which portion of the SI circuitry has 
been reset.  The facility supports that the question lacks sufficient clarity to determine which SI 
reset function was performed in the Main Control Room.  Therefore, the facility supports 
accepting choice ‘A.’ as an additional correct answer. 

Finally, it should be noted that distractors ‘B.’ and ‘D.’ are still incorrect since Containment 
Spray (CS) takes its own suction from the containment sump and does not get a suction from 
the RH pumps, the 1B CS pump requires the 2SI8811B valve to be open to get a suction from 
the containment sump (2CS009B and 2SI8811B are in series).  For the 2CS009B valve to open 
for the 2B CS pump to take a suction from the containment sump, the 2SI8811B is required to 
be open.  Since the 2SI8811B is failed closed the 2CS009B cannot be opened. 

References: 

1PM06J SI reset pushbuttons and ‘SI Recirc Sump Isol Vlv’ reset pushbuttons 
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Simplified drawing of RH system aligned for cold leg recirculation 
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NRC Final Resolution: 

The NRC reviewed several emergency operating procedures (EOPs) and the wording used 
in the documents to direct the operators to reset SI.  In all of the procedures, the phrases:  
“Reset SI” and, “Reset SI recirc sump Isolation Valves” were used as two distinct and separate 
commands to accomplish two different sets of actions. 

Procedure 1BwEP-0, Reactor Trip or Safety Injection, Unit 1, Step 27 uses “Reset SI” and 
defines it in the sub-steps as “Depress both SI reset pushbuttons.”  The Response Not 
Obtained (RNO) column for the same step uses the term ‘reset SI’ and directs the operators to 
1BwOA Pri-5, Control Room Inaccessibility, Attachment E, to reset the SI from the relay panels.  
In neither case does the reset include the SI recirc sump isolation valves.  The RNO for Step 34 
of the same procedure specifically directs the operators to “Reset the SI recirc sump isolation 
valves.” 

Procedure 1BwEP ES-1.3, Transfer to Cold Leg Recirculation, Unit 1, Step 6, Caution states 
“If power is lost after SI reset with ECCS…,” is specifically referring to the SI system.  Step 7 is 
identical to the procedure 1BwEP-0, Step 27 discussed above. 

Procedure 1BwEP-1, Loss of Reactor or Secondary Coolant, Unit 1, Step 8.a is identical to the 
Procedure 1BwEP-0, Step 27 discussed above.  The RNO for Step 10 of the same procedure 
specifically directs the operators to “Reset the SI recirc sump isolation valves.” 

The facility provided examples of ILT exam questions that use the information for resetting SI 
and in all cases “BOTH SI reset pushbuttons have been depressed” was used to indicate that SI 
had been reset.  After discussions with the facility training and operations personnel, the NRC 
noted that this same statement was used for Requal Training exams. 

Even though the facility uses specific words on exams to convey that SI has been reset, 
the NRC disagrees with the facility’s position that the statement “SI signal has been reset” could 
be confused with the phrase “SI Recirc Sump Isolation Valves Reset.”  In the EOPs provided by 
the facility “Reset SI” is used to mean “depress both SI reset pushbuttons.”  The procedures 
specifically use “Reset SI recirc sump isol valves” as the phrase for resetting the containment 
isolation valves, 1SI8811A & B.  Since neither the procedures nor the schematics refer to the SI 
recirc sump isolation valves as part of the SI signal, ‘C.’ is only correct answer to the question.  
The answer key was not modified and ‘C.’ was retained as the only correct answer to 
Question # 24. 
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Question #67 

Original Question: 

Which of the following individuals is REQUIRED to request permission from the Unit NSO prior 
to entering the “Zone of Control” area (designated by contrasting carpet), per OP-AA-103-101, 
Control Room Access? 

A. Shift Manager 

B. NRC Resident Inspector 

C. Equipment Operator 

D. Shift Technical Advisor 

Answer: C. 

Facility Response: 

Executive Summary: 

Question #67 is being challenged as not having a correct answer and therefore would be 
removed from the exam with the following justification.  The question asks who (of the choices) 
is required to ask permission (from the RO) to enter the control room “zone of control” 
(contrasting carpet area).  The facility does not support removal of question #67 based on the 
candidate feedback. 

Candidate Feedback: 

The candidate interpreted that OP-AA-103-101, Control Room Access, any On-Shift Operating 
personnel conducting control room related business  implies that EOs have unlimited access to 
the control room areas.  This situation was cited by an examinee during the test review as the 
reason for not selecting EO as the correct answer.  Candidate requests removal of the question 
based on no correct answer available. 

Facility Response/References: 

The reference document, OP-AA-103-101 Control Room Access, has two sections that are 
relevant to the question. 

Section 4.1.1 states: 
4.1.1. PROVIDE unlimited access into the Control Room to the following personnel during 

normal and abnormal operations. 
1. Site Vice President 
2. Station Manager 
3. Operations Managers 
4. Regulatory personnel 
5. Nuclear Oversight Personnel 
6. On-Shift Operating personnel assigned to a control room position 
7. On-Shift Operating personnel conducting control room related business 
8. Security Personnel performing security rounds checks 
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Section 4.1.2 states: 
4.1.2. In order to enter the zone of control, permission must be granted by the Reactor Operator 

(Control Room Operator).  The Shift Manager, Unit Supervisor (Control Room 
Supervisor), STA, and Regulatory Personnel are not required to obtain permission. 

The Equipment Operator is required to get permission in order to enter the “zone of control.”  
Section 4.1.1 states that On-Shift Operating personnel conducting control room related business 
have unlimited access INTO the Control Room, NOT unlimited access IN the Control Room.  
The facility does not support the candidate feedback that the EOs are allowed unlimited access 
into the Control Room including the “zone of control” since the “zone of control” is specifically 
addressed in section 4.1.2. 

NRC Final Resolution 

The NRC agrees with the facility that the “zone of control” allows the EOs unlimited access to 
the control room, but not to all spaces of the control room.  The EOs must obtain permission 
from the Unit NSO to enter the “Zone of Control.”  Therefore, the answer key was not modified 
and ‘C.’ was retained as the only correct answer to Question # 67.  
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Question #69 

Original question: 

Given: 

- Unit 1 is at 400°F during a plant heatup. 
- 1C and 1D RCPs are in OPERATION. 
- 1A and 1B RCPs are OOS for maintenance. 
- The Control Rod Drive MG sets are running. 
- Both Reactor Trip Breakers are closed for rod control cabinet testing. 
- The RCS is being diluted to ECC boron concentration. 

Subsequently: 

- A seal leakoff problem develops with the 1C RCP and the 1C RCP is tripped. 

With the above conditions, which one of the following actions must be taken per Tech Specs? 

A. Initiate action to place 1 train of RH in service immediately. 

B. Initiate action to restore one RCP immediately. 

C. Verify Shutdown Margin is within limits of the COLR within one hour. 

D. Open the Reactor Trip Breakers within one hour. 

Answer: D. 

Facility Response: 

Executive Summary: 

During exam review of the 2014 NRC Initial Licensing Exam for Braidwood Station class 13-1, it 
was determined that question #69 has two correct answers.  The question asks ‘With the above 
conditions, which one of the following actions must be taken per Tech Specs?’  The facility 
supports accepting choice ‘B.’ as an additional correct answer for this question, or removal of 
the question from the exam as appropriate. 

Candidate Feedback: 

The crew will take action immediately to restore one RCP to service.  This could be done by 
adjusting seal leakoff to the 1C RCP in accordance with BwOP RC-1 “Startup of a Reactor 
Coolant Pump” or evaluating restoration of the 1A and/or 1B RCP.  The restoration of the 1A 
and/or 1B RCP is plausible based on the plant conditions given in the question stem.  With Unit 
1 at 400°F during a plant heat up, the RCS would be pressurized and no primary side pump 
work would be in progress.  Under these conditions, the 1A and 1B RCP would likely be OOS 
for electrical work only (such as Instrument Maintenance breaker trip checks commonly 
performed in this time frame).  This would allow for an RCP to be restored fairly rapidly to meet 
LCO 3.4.5 requirements before having to open the Reactor Trip Breakers to meet condition A of 
LCO 3.4.5.  By restoring a RCP to service LCO 3.4.5 will be exited.  It is preferred to restore an 
RCP in this situation and exit the technical specification (TS) vs. entering into an action 
statement unnecessarily. 
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Facility Response: 

This question is being challenged since two correct answers exist.  Distractor ‘B.’ should also be 
accepted as a correct answer along with ‘D.’  Based on the plant conditions given, actions could 
be taken to restore one RCP immediately in order to exit the LCO, and this is plausible since it 
is one of choices given.  Initiating action to restore one RCP immediately is an expected action 
that would be taken to restore compliance with the Tech Specification.  Limiting Condition for 
Operation (LCO) 3.4.5, RCS Loops Mode 3, requires that two operable RCS loops shall be in 
operation when the Rod Control system is capable of rod withdrawal.  Tripping the 1C RCP 
would drop the number of operational loops to one.  Restoring one RCP would allow the facility 
to exit the tech spec vs entering LCO 3.4.5 Condition A which requires placing rod control in a 
condition incapable of rod withdrawal (opening the reactor trip breakers would satisfy condition 
A).  Per LCO 3.0.2 (LCO Applicability) “If the LCO is met or is no longer applicable prior to 
expiration of the specified Completion Time(s), completion of the Required Action(s) is not 
required unless otherwise stated.” 

Actions would also be taken to restore the 1C RCP to service by adjusting RCP seal leakoff 
parameters and trying to restart the pump if seal parameters can be restored in band.  There 
are specific actions in BwOP RC-1, “Startup of a Reactor Coolant Pump,” Attachment C “Low 
Seal Leak Off Mitigation Actions” which give multiple options to restore seal leakoff flow to allow 
the RCP to be restored. 

Distractor ‘A.’ is still incorrect since placing the RH loop in operation would only be the correct 
answer if the unit was in MODE 4 with no loops in operation.  Distractor ‘C.’ is still incorrect 
since verifying SDM is a one hour action associated with TS 3.1.4, 3.1.5, and 3.1.6, but not an 
action in LCO 3.4.5. 

References: 

BwOP RC-1, Startup of a Reactor Coolant Pump 
BwAR 1-7-B3, Seal Leakoff Flow High 
BwAR 1-7-C3, Seal Leakoff Flow Low 
LCO 3.4.5, RCS Loops-MODE 3 
LCO 3.0.2, LCO Applicability 
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NRC Final Resolution: 
 
The question asks, “With the above conditions, which one of the following actions must be taken 
per Tech Specs?”  The NRC looked at LCO 3.4.5 to verify the correct answer to this question.  
Condition “A” of LCO 3.4.5 requires the operator to open the reactor trip breakers within one 
hour and is the basis for distractor (D.) being the correct answer.  Condition “B” of the LCO 
states, “No required RCS loop in operation with Rod Control System not capable of rod 
withdrawal.”  Condition “B” is not applicable because in the stem of the question it indicates the 
Rod Control System is capable of rod withdrawal and there is one operable RCS loop in 
operation.  Condition “C” states “Two required RCS loops not in operation with Rod Control 
System capable of rod withdrawal.”  OR  “Required Action and associated Completion Time of 
Condition “A” not met.”  The first portion of Condition “C” does not match the conditions of the 
question stem because there is an operating RCS loop.  The second portion of Condition C 
states, “Required Action and associated Completion Time of Condition A not met.”  This 
condition is not supported by the question stem. 
 
Concerning the licensee’s use of the words in LCO 3.0.2 as a reason for two correct answers to 
Question # 69, the NRC does not agree with the licensee’s use of the technical specification.  
While LCO 3.0.2 does allow the remediation of an issue to remove the requirement to enter a 
Tech Spec; it does not require the facility to immediately correct the issue.  Therefore, 
Tech Spec 3.4.5 and any required LCO actions would be required to be implemented.   
 
Based on the actions required by LCO 3.4.5, Condition A, the NRC has determined that there is 
only one correct answer to Question # 69, choice D.  However, the knowledge needed to 
answer this question correctly comes from an action statement for LCO 3.4.5 that is a 1 hour 
action statement.  Reference material should have been provided to the applicants to answer 
this question.  Since no reference material was provided to assist the operator in determining 
the correct answer, the answer key was modified to remove question # 69 from the examination. 
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Question #75 

Original Question: 

An NSO is responding to an accident using emergency procedures and recognizes that action 
must be taken which departs from a license condition/TS NOT covered by prudent operator 
actions.  Which ONE of the following describes the action that the NSO is required to take per 
BwAP 340-1, “Use of Procedures for Operating Department,” before taking the action? 

The NSO will… 

A. Immediately take appropriate actions necessary and inform the Unit Supervisor when 
time permits. 

B. Obtain concurrence from another NSO prior to taking action. 

C. Obtain approval from ONLY the Unit Supervisor prior to taking action. 

D. Obtain approval from ONLY the Ops Director prior to taking action. 

Answer: C. 

Facility Response: 

Executive Summary: 

The stem of this question does not describe a plausible scenario.  It places the RO in situation 
that by definition, requires “prudent operator action,” and then states that it is NOT covered by 
“prudent operator actions.”  This places the operator outside of procedure steps associated with 
BwAP 340-1 “Use of Procedures for Operating Department.”  The facility supports removal of 
this question from the examination. 

Candidate Feedback: 

The question stem states that an action is required that is outside of TSs/site license and that it 
is not a prudent operator action.  It is not logical to take an action that violates the site license if 
it is not also a prudent operator action.  Further, many actions taken during accident response in 
emergency procedures would put the associated system(s) into a TS but are consistent with 
emergency procedure guidance and may still be considered prudent operator actions. 

Facility Response:  

The question asks to select the answer that best describes actions per BwAP 340-1, “Use Of 
Procedures For Operating Department,” for the situation.  The answer justification is listed as 
BwAP 340-1 section C.3.b.5) c). 

BwAP 340-1, section C.3 (see below) is titled “Prudent Operator Actions,” yet the question stem 
specifically states it is NOT a prudent operator action (see BwAP 340-1 excerpt below); this 
places the operator outside of the guidance of the BwAP 340-1 procedure.  Therefore, it is 
reasonable to suggest the question stem is unclear and confusing to the applicants and should 
be removed from the exam.   

BwAP 340-1 also specifies that a SRO concurrence should be obtained prior to the action.  
It does NOT specify that ONLY the Unit supervisor (choice ‘C’), nor does it specify ONLY the 
Ops Director (choice ‘D’).  The stem does NOT specify that the condition is or is not to ‘save a 
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life’ (choice ‘A’), and the reference procedure makes no allowance for approval by another NSO 
(choice ‘B’), thus there is no correct answer, and the question should be removed from the 
exam. 

References:  

C. 3. Prudent Operator Actions 
a. Prudent Operator Actions are actions taken during a transient or emergency 

condition without explicit procedure guidance including: 
1) Performing necessary actions where no procedure exists.  If unforeseen 

circumstances arise that present imminent personal injury, equipment 
damage, injury to the public or similar consequence, then actions outside of 
procedures may be taken, provided those actions are approved by the Shift 
Manager.  The exception to the requirement for Shift Manager approval is 
action to prevent personal injury or to save a life. 

2) During transients, actions required to place the plant in a stable condition 
may be performed from memory. 

3) Performing necessary actions to manually duplicate an automatic actuation 
that has failed to automatically occur. 

4) Performing manual action prior to an automatic Reactor Trip System 
actuation. 

5) Performing manual action prior to an automatic Engineered Safety Feature 
actuation with SRO approval.  (Exceptions:  CS actuation and Manual SI 
actuation during an ATWS) 

b. In deciding if taking prudent action is appropriate, the following elements should 
be considered as a whole:   
1) Plant safety status should be maintained or enhanced.  Prudent mitigative 

or preemptive action should not degrade plant status or put the plant in a 
less safe state or challenge it more than the initiating event.  It should not 
cause a RED or ORANGE path critical safety function condition. 

2) Prudent operator actions should not interfere with the performance of 
Immediate Actions. 

3) SRO concurrence should be obtained prior to performing the action, with 
the exception of time critical actions such as isolating a failed open 
pressurizer PORV or taking manual control of a FW Reg valve to restore 
steam generator level.  This will give the Control Room team a chance to 
determine if the proposed action is appropriate. 

4) Any prudent operator action taken should be verified once the specific 
procedure is implemented. 

5) The licensee may take reasonable actions that departs from a license 
condition or a TS in an emergency when: 
a. The action is immediately needed to protect the public health and 

safety;  
b. No action consistent with the license condition and TSs that can provide 

adequate or equivalent protection is immediately apparent; and 
c. As a minimum a licensed SRO has approved the licensee action prior 

to taking the action. 
6) When an action departs from a license condition or a TS, initiate NRC 

notification
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NRC Final Resolution: 

After further review of the question, the NRC agrees that the question could be confusing as 
written.  Additionally, the NRC agrees that distractor ‘A.’ is incorrect because the event was not 
a life-saving event; distractor ‘B.’ is incorrect because this is not allowed by the station’s 
procedures; and distractors ‘C.’ and ‘D.’ are incorrect because the term “ONLY” contained in 
both distractors makes the two distractors incorrect.  The answer key was modified to remove 
question #75 from the examination. 
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