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General Comment
Attached are comments on draft revision 11 ofNUREG-1021.

Attachments
Comments on Rev 11 Changes
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NUREG-1021 , DRAFT Rev 11 - Comments

Section

Page

Comment

ES-201

4of31

Paragraph h, 2nd bullet: " in any way" was added to require submission
of the original question anytime a question is modified in any way .
What does " in any way" mean? Typos, editorial changes, changing the
font? What is the goal of this change because it seems to add
unnecessary administrative burden to the process.

ES-302

11 of 13

As stated in Appendix D, section D.2 (page D-17), emergency event
classification is not required by NUREG-1021 to be part of the
simulator scenario. The additional sentences added to ES-302, section
D.3.n, seem to suggest otherwise. Please clarify the wording in ES-302 .

ES-303

3of19

Third paragraph of D. l .d: the last sentence states "There is no limit on
the number of rating factors that may be assigned to a single
p erformance deficiency, provided there is adequate justification for
each rating factor. " The previous paragraph places limits on carrying
over performance deficiencies for the Tech Spec competency. Why are
there no limits on carrying over performance deficiencies for the other
competencies? Allowing a single performance deficiency to be applied
to unlimited rating factors will increase examiner bias and result in
grading inconsistencies from examiner to examiner and region to
region. Merely requiring "adequate justification" is insufficient. .. who
will be the arbiter of what is "adequate" and how can the NRC ensure
this will be consistently applied from examiner to examiner and region
to region?

ES-401

4of50

Last bullet states "Is the KJ A more appropriately tested on the written
examination rather than the operating test?" I believe this should state
"Is the Kl A more appropriately tested on the operating test rather than
the written examination?" This section lists reasons to consider
rejecting a Kl A from the written exam so this change would make more
sense and would also make the first sentence agree with the last
sentence in that paragraph (The justification should include one or more
reasons why the operating test is a better evaluation tool.).

ES-401

6 of50

Paragraph e: the last sentence states "The NRC must receive the revised
outline along with Form ES-401-4 by the date agreed upon when the
examination arrangements were confirmed (normally approximately 90
days before the scheduled exam date)." Form ES-201-1, item #7
requires the revised written exam outlines to be submitted 120 days
before the scheduled exam date. Change this paragraph in ES-401 to
" 120 days" to align with Form ES-201-1.

ES-401

9 of50

Paragraph 4.a: "Format the examinations using a one-question-per-page
layout by placing one complete question on each page." How does this
apply to questions that contain imbedded references (flowchart,
drawing, etc.) that take up more than a single page? Please clarify.
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ES-401 /
ES-401N

48 of 50 I
51 of 53

Form ES-401-8 Instructions: last sentence shou ld state " You have 9
hours to complete the combined examination . .. " to match the change in
Appendix E (page E-1).

ES-402

5 of7

Paragraph 4.d: first sentence should state " ... and 9 hours for the
combined RO/SRO exam . . ." to match the change in Appendix E (page
E-1).

App.D
(ES-301)

D-7
(15 of 31)

Paragraph f, Scenario Overlap, should be changed as follows :
The final product of all required scenarios should not contain more than
50 percent of the events (excluding the major events) from the previous
~ NRC initial licensing exam ~. Events found in spare scenarios
will count as previously-used if they were made publicly available in
the NRC's records management system (ADAMS) . Should a facility
encounter difficulty meeting this requirement (for example, because of
large class sizes requiring more scenarios to be generated than normal),
the facility should coordinate with the NRC chief examiner to meet the
intent of this section to the extent possible. Additionally, any repeated
major events from the last tv.·@t@sts exam should be changed so as to
alter the course of action (within the emergency procedures) for the
given scenario(s). It is expected that all major events would be broadly
sampled over the course of several exams, and that no major event will
routinely be omitted without justification. Furthermore, any other
scenarios that are extracted from the facility licensee' s bank must be
altered to the degree necessary to prevent the applicants from
immediately recognizing the scenarios based on the initial conditions or
other cues.
Make these same changes to ES-301 and Form ES-301-4.
As written, this new requirement is too restrictive and too difficult to
meet, considering the overlap requirements with the Cert/Audit exam,
the number of malfunctions (8-10) with verifiable actions that are
required to make up each initial licensing exam scenario, the need for a
scenario to flow from event to event (Appendix D) and the number of
scenarios that are required for a typical initial license exam ( 6-10,
including Cert/Audit and NRC scenarios). Also note that this new
requirement is more restrictive than the overlap requirement in IP
71111.11 , which is to repeat ::; 50% of the scenario events that have
been previously administered during the same exam cycle. Granted
more scenarios are typically needed for an LOR exam cycle but there
are also fewer total malfunctions (2: 5) required for each scenario.
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App.D

D-10

Paragraph g, last sentence: the word shall was added to require use of at
least one EOP contingency procedure in each scenario set. This new
requirement should be incorporated into Form ES-301-4 Target
Quantitative Attributes (per scenario), item #5.

App.D

D-12

Paragraph j, last sentence of the Note: should state "The action of
initiating the actuation is not a CT."

App. D

D-12

Paragraph j: the note says an unintentional RPS or ESF actuation may
be a CT if it results in something significant (plant degradation, alters
mitigation strategy). The paragraph that follows says if an unintended
RPS or ESF actuation occurs (but could have been prevented) then the
CT criteria have been met. The note and the paragraph that follows
seem to conflict with each other. .. please clarify.

App.D

D-12

Paragraphj , last sentence of the 2°d to last paragraph: this states each
scenario must have at least 2 CTs; Form ES-301-4 requires at least 2
EOP-based CTs. ES-301, page 15 of 31 , paragraph d also states each
scenario must have at least 2 CTs. Please clarify and make consistent.

App.D

D-15

The first paragraph on page D-15 (which was added on Rev. 11)
appears to be redundant to the last paragraph of section D. l .con page
D-16.

NIA

N IA

Regarding implementation of Rev 11 , will there be a 6-month
implementation window as was the case for Rev 1O? How will this be
applied when considering exam development vs. exam administration?
(Keep in mind that exam development typically starts at least 6-9
months prior to the administration date.) When will the 6-month clock
start? For example, will the new simulator scenario grading criteria
apply to an exam that begins development 6 months or longer after Rev
11 becomes effective? Or, will the new criteria apply to an exam that is
administered 6 months or longer after Rev 11 becomes effective?

