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Facility:                                                                                                                        ANO Unit 2 Exam Date: April 22 – 26, 2019 

  1 2  3                                                                                                                                          
Attributes 

4                                      
Job Content 

5 6 

Admin     JPMs 
ADMIN 
Topic 

and K/A 

LOD            
(1-5) U/E/S Explanation 

I/C 
Cues  

Critical Scope 
Overlap 

Perf. 
Key Minutia Job 

Link       Focus Steps (N/B) Std.     

 A1 2.1.25  1 
2                   U 

S 

A key should be provided showing the varying lines 
intersecting on the graph. 
I think this is LOD 1 when the graphs include the 
calculations underneath the graph.  Even though the cue 
is to use the graph, the calculations can be used to verify 
the correct answer.  Is it possible (and fair) to leave the 
calculations off what the applicants are handed?  Added 
steps to determine if the holdup tank could be used to 
complete a draindown.  JPM now SAT. 

 A2  2.1.23 2                   E 
S 

I think we should include 1015.008, Attachment F as a 
handout, in case someone thinks they need to perform 
this for lowered inventory.  Will give attachment F. 
Can we give conditions at a couple of times so they have 
to figure out heatup rate instead of giving it to them?  Not 
plausible, and chief examiner agrees after discussion. 
Two things regarding saturation temperature: need to 
ensure the steam tables they have indicates that 
397.405 is the exact temperature, and is there any 
chance that an applicant would use the Mollier diagram, 
which would kind of change the acceptance band?  That 
is the correct saturation temperature.  JPM now SAT. 

 A3  2.2.23  2                   E 
S 

Request to change the initiating cue date to 4/18/19 and 
keep time the same.  (Even though the total time is 2.25 
days, I would rather move the date away from being 2 
days, which is the example given in the procedure.  
(Would require change to the key).  Changed date. 
Can we set up this JPM so that the total EFPD are 
different for the last 30 days and calendar year?  If so, 
that might allow this to be changed to a modified JPM.  
Changed total EFPD. 
I would like to talk about possible changes to control rod 
positions that might change the results of part 1, but still 
be operationally valid.  Changed group P to read 140” 
withdrawn instead of full out.  JPM now SAT. 

 A4  2.3.7 1                   S 

Unnecessary to ask task number if you are asking dose 
and dose rate setpoints, as there is NO possibility that 
anyone would select task 2. 
I will need to be convinced that there is more than “little 
mental activity” in this question.  The only thing that one 
needs to know is where the work is being performed, and 
they basically have completed the JPM.  After discussion 
with licensee, Chief examiner agrees there is more than 
“little mental activity” associated with this question, as 
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one must know where in the room the work is being 
performed and acknowledge that Task 1 is a plausible 
distractor.  Change the grade to SAT. 

A5 2.1.5 2          E 
S 

Can you do something to Operator A to make it a little 
less obvious that he could not provide coverage?  That 
would be 10 consecutive days if putting down for 4/28.  
Changed Operator A. 
Are the schedules normal?  i.e., would someone 
normally finish training on Friday then transition to nights 
the following Monday?  Additionally, it looks like either 
Operator C or D aren’t standard, which is ok.  But is the 
one who is standard operationally valid?  i.e., nights on 
Thursday to days on Monday.  The schedules are normal 
and operationally valid.  JPM now SAT. 

A6 2.1.25 2          E 
S 

Could we change the as-found pressures some so they 
are not exactly the same as they were on the bank, and 
make different valves inoperable.  Changed as-found 
pressures.  Could we have an additional valve 
inoperable on one of the headers, and also ask what 
maximum power level is?  After discussion with licensee, 
Chief Examiner believes that the question is easier if 
three valves inoperable, so no change made to number 
of inoperable valves.  JPM now SAT. 

A7 2.2.37 2          E 
S 

I am concerned that by asking about ANY other tech 
specs, this JPM could get out of hand time-wise.  Took 
out reference to ANY other tech spec. 
Provide an explanation on why 3.7.1.2 and 3.0.5 do not 
apply, so the examiners know for sure during 
administration of the JPM.  Provided explanation 
Does 3.4.4 apply?  If it does, it needs to be included.  If it 
doesn’t, you need to explain why.  It does apply.  Added 
pressurizer heaters to answer sheet. 
Performance checklist step #2.  Should it be step 5.23, 
third bullet?  Changed to 5.23.  JPM now SAT. 

 A8  2.3.6 2                   E 
S 

Where did the information in 1.8 and 1.9 come from?  No 
reference in the bullets in the stem.  Added to stem.  
Change 4.3 from 116 to 126.  Changed to 126.  JPM 
now SAT.   

 A9  2.4.41 2                   E 
S 

Should have an examiner note give out cue #2 after part 
#1 is complete.  Added note.  JPM now SAT. 
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Facility:                                                                                                                        ANO Unit 2 Exam Date: April 22 – 26, 2019 

  1 2  3                                                                                                                                          
Attributes 

4                                      
Job Content 

5 6 

Simulator/In-Plant 
JPMs 

Safety 
Function 
and K/A 

LOD            
(1-5) U/E/S Explanation 

I/C 
Cues  

Critical Scope 
Overlap 

Perf. 
Key Minutia Job 

Link       Focus Steps (N/B) Std.     

 S1 004 
A4.15  2                   E 

S 

Rewrite task standard to say, “Setup controller setpoints 
at the correct blend ratio, Commenced manual blend 
make-up to the VCT, recognized that the fluid transfer is 
not correct and secured the makeup alignment.”  Make 
steps 4 and 5 critical.  Changes made.  JPM now SAT. 

 S2 002 
A2.01  2                   E 

S 

On step 15, add two examiner notes.  First, 2CV-5255- 
1 is a throttle valve and must be held in the close 
position.  Second, It is only critical to close one of the 
return isolation valves.  Notes added.  JPM now SAT. 

 S3 010 
A4.02 2                   E 

S 

On step 8, add examiner note, “Bank #1 power is ~ 205 
KW.  On step 13, change acceptance criteria to 188 – 
193 kw.  Modify the examiner not after step 13 to state, 
“When the applicant has calculated adjusted power JPM 
can be completed however if they calculate wrong you 
may allow them to review the acceptance criteria and 
determine their error.  Changes made.  JPM now SAT. 

 S4 003 
A2.02 2                   E 

S 

Add a bullet to the initial conditions, Unit 1 is aligned to 
SU2 and NOT SU1.”  Modify examiner note on step 10, If 
asked about Unit 1 tell them to refer to the initial 
conditions.   Changes made.  JPM now SAT. 

 S5 003 
A2.02  2                   E 

S 

I believe the K/A reference is incorrect. 
I will need to see this JPM during validation week.  It 
seems too much like an admin JPM to me.  Replaced 
with a different bank JPM.  JPM now SAT. 

 S6 055 
EA1.06 2                   E 

S 

Add to the initial conditions that a loss of offsite power 
has occurred.  Steps 21 and 22 are not critical.   
Changes made.  JPM now SAT. 

 S7  015 
A2.02 2                   E 

S 
Combine steps 4 and 5 into one step.   Changes made.  
JPM now SAT. 

 S8  013 
AA1.02 2                   S   

 P1  071 
A2.02 2                   S 

On step 12, add an examiner cue, Indicate that 2GZ-46A 
is open after appropriate simulation.  Cue added.  JPM 
now SAT. 

 P2  E06 
EA2.2 2                   E 

S 

Is it possible to choose a Condensate Pump other than 
D, so it is at least slightly different than the 2015 exam?  
Changed to A Condensate Pump.  JPM now SAT. 

 P3  062 
A2.04 2                   E 

S 
Remove “Don’t perform section 3 for 2VEF-24D” from 
cue.  Removed from cue.  JPM now SAT. 
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Instructions for Completing This Table: 
  
Check or mark any item(s) requiring a comment and explain the issue in the space provided using the guide below. 
 

1. Check each JPM for appropriate administrative topic requirements (COO, EC, Rad, and EP) or safety function requirements and corresponding K/A.  Mark in column 1.  
(ES-301, D.3 and D.4) 

 

2. Determine the level of difficulty (LOD) using an established 1–5 rating scale.  Levels 1 and 5 represent an inappropriate (low or high) discriminatory level for the license 
that is being tested.  Mark in column 2 (Appendix D, C.1.f) 

             
3. In column 3, “Attributes,” check the appropriate box when an attribute is not met: 

 The initial conditions and/or initiating cue is clear to ensure the operator understands the task and how to begin.  (Appendix C, B.4) 
 The JPM contains appropriate cues that clearly indicate when they should be provided to the examinee.  Cues are objective and not leading.  (Appendix C, D.1) 
 All critical steps (elements) are properly identified. 
 The scope of the task is not too narrow (N) or too broad (B). 
 Excessive overlap does not occur with other parts of the operating test or written examination.  (ES-301, D.1.a, and ES-301, D.2.a) 
 The task performance standard clearly describes the expected outcome (i.e., end state).  Each performance step identifies a standard for successful completion 

of the step. 
 A valid marked up key was provided (e.g., graph interpretation, initialed steps for handouts). 

4. For column 4, “Job Content,” check the appropriate box if the job content flaw does not meet the following elements: 
 Topics are linked to the job content (e.g., not a disguised task, task required in real job). 
 The JPM has meaningful performance requirements that will provide a legitimate basis for evaluating the applicant's understanding and ability to safely operate 

the plant.  (ES-301, D.2.c) 
 

5. Based on the reviewer’s judgment, is the JPM as written (U)nacceptable (requiring repair or replacement), in need of (E)nhancement, or (S)atisfactory?  Mark the answer 
in column 5. 

 

6. In column 6, provide a brief description of any (U)nacceptable or (E)nhancement rating from column 5. 
                

Save initial review comments and detail subsequent comment resolution so that each exam-bound JPM is marked by a (S)atisfactory resolution on this form. 
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Facility:                                  ANO, Unit 2 Scenario: 1 Exam Date: April 22 – 26, 2019 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

Event Realism/Cred. Required 
Actions 

Verifiable 
actions LOD TS CTs Scen. 

Overlap  U/E/S Explanation 

        E 
S 

Add the following to the critical task table:  “Causing an unnecessary plant trip or ESF 
actuation may constitute a CT failure. Actions taken by the applicant(s) will be validated 
using the methodology for critical tasks in Appendix D to NUREG-1021.”  (This is in 1021, 
Appendix D, page D-17.)  Added.   In the ES-D-1 table, identify the Critical Tasks in the 
event where they are expected to be performed.  Only CT-1, e.g. is necessary.  Added.  
Attribute for EOP contingencies should be 1.   Added.   Change event type on event 4 for 
ATC to a Component failure.  Changed. 

1 
       E 

S Move examiner note on page 8 to page 9.  Moved. 

2 
       S   

3 
    1  X E 

S 
Make event description header match that on the D1.  Corrected.  On step 4, circle the 
train B valve.  Circled.  Step 5B, note that 2P89C is already in PTL.  Noted.  

4 
    1   E 

S Group the steps in events 4 & 5 by position.  Grouped 

5 
      X E 

S 

Step 13, add examiner note that this step should be N/A.  Noted. BOP step 5, add 
examiner note Ensure that at least one set of data is taken on attachment C prior to the 
next malfunction.  Noted. 

6 
      X S  

7 
     1 X S   

8 
     1 X S   

9 
      X E 

S 

Page 41, examiner note should read that step 12 is on page 44.  Corrected note, which is 
now on page 42 after page numbers changed.  Page 45, clarify in the examiner note that 
the pump will trip approximately 20 seconds after pump start.  Clarified. 

           2 2   3 E 
S  All changes made.  Scenario now SAT. 
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Facility:                                  ANO, Unit 2 Scenario: 2 Exam Date: April 22 – 26, 2019 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

Event Realism/Cred. Required 
Actions 

Verifiable 
actions LOD TS CTs Scen. 

Overlap  U/E/S Explanation 

               E 
S 

Add the following to the critical task table:  “Causing an unnecessary plant trip or ESF 
actuation may constitute a CT failure. Actions taken by the applicant(s) will be validated 
using the methodology for critical tasks in Appendix D to NUREG-1021.”  (This is in 1021, 
Appendix D, page D-17.)  Added.   In the ES-D-1 table, identify the Critical Tasks in the 
event where they are expected to be performed.  Only CT-1, e.g. is necessary.  Added.  
Change event type on event 3 to a Component failure.  Changed.  Critical task table for 
first critical task should be HPSI valve 2CV-5076-2.  Corrected. 

1 
    1   E 

S 
Change termination criteria from ensuring the channel points are placed in bypass, not 
trip.  Changed. 

2 
       S  

3 
    1  X E 

S 

Page 22, get rid of extra spaces in step 2.1.  Corrected.  Page 28, change examiner note 
to indicate tech spec must enter 3.4.5, not may enter.  Also have the note explain that 
follow up questioning may be required, since it requires review of the basis.  Corrected. 

4 
       S   

5 
     1  S   

6 
     1  S   

7 
     1  E 

S Page 48, change HPSI valve number to 2CV-5076-2.  Changed. 

          2  3 6 E 
S  All changes made.  Scenario now SAT. 
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Facility:                                  ANO, Unit 2 Scenario: 3 Exam Date: April 22 – 26, 2019 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

Event Realism/Cred. Required 
Actions 

Verifiable 
actions LOD TS CTs Scen. 

Overlap  U/E/S Explanation 

        E 
S 

Add the following to the critical task table:  “Causing an unnecessary plant trip or ESF 
actuation may constitute a CT failure. Actions taken by the applicant(s) will be validated 
using the methodology for critical tasks in Appendix D to NUREG-1021.”  (This is in 1021, 
Appendix D, page D-17.)  Added.   In the ES-D-1 table, identify the Critical Tasks in the 
event where they are expected to be performed.  Only CT-1, e.g. is necessary.  Added.  
Attribute for EOP contingencies should be 1.   Added.   Change event type on event 5 for 
ATC to a Component failure.  Changed. 

1 
    1   E 

S Change to a different valve and make stroke time outside range.  Changed to 2CV-2201-2. 

2 
      X S   

3 
    1 1  S   

4 
       S   

5 
       E 

S Page 22, get rid of extra spaces in step 2.1.  Corrected.   

6 
       S   

7 
     2 X S   

8 
       S   

 
    2 3 6 E 

S  All changes made.  Scenario now SAT. 
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Instructions for Completing This Table: 
1 Use this table for each scenario for evaluation.  
2 Check this box if the events are not related (e.g., seismic event followed by a pipe rupture) OR if the events do not obey the laws of physics and thermodynamics. 

3, 4 In columns 3 and 4, check the box if there is no verifiable or required action, as applicable.  Examples of required actions are as follows:  (ES-301, D.5f) 

  • opening, closing, and throttling valves 

  • starting and stopping equipment 

  • raising and lowering level, flow, and pressure 

  • making decisions and giving directions 

  • acknowledging or verifying key alarms and automatic actions  (Uncomplicated events that require no operator action beyond this  

   should not be included on the operating test unless they are necessary to set the stage for subsequent events.  (Appendix D, B.3).) 
5 Check this box if the level of difficulty is not appropriate. 
6 Check this box if the event has a TS. 
7 Check this box if the event has a critical task (CT).  If the same CT covers more than one event, check the event where the CT started only.  
8 Check this box if the event overlaps with another event on any of the last two NRC examinations.  (Appendix D, C.1.f) 
9 Based on the reviewer’s judgment, is the event as written (U)nacceptable (requiring repair or replacement), in need of (E)nhancement, or (S)atisfactory?  Mark the answer 

in column 9. 
10 Record any explanations of the events here.  
            
  In the shaded boxes, sum the number of check marks in each column.  

  • In column 1, sum the number of events.  

  • In columns 2–4, record the total number of check marks for each column.  

  • In column 5, based on the reviewer's judgement, place a checkmark only if the scenario's LOD is not appropriate.  

  • In column 6, TS are required to be ≥ 2 for each scenario.  (ES-301, D.5.d) 

  • In column 7, preidentified CTs should be ≥ 2 for each scenario.  (Appendix D; ES-301, D.5.d; ES-301-4) 

  • In column 8, record the number of events not used on the two previous NRC initial licensing exams.  A scenario is considered  

   unsatisfactory if there is < 2 new events.  (ES-301, D.5.b; Appendix D, C.1.f) 

  • In column 9, record whether the scenario as written (U)nacceptable, in need of (E)nhancement, or (S)atisfactory from column 11 of the simulator  

    scenario table.  
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Facility:                                                                                                                Exam Date:  

Scenario 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 11 

Event 
Totals 

Events 
Unsat. 

TS 
Total 

TS 
Unsat. 

CT 
Total 

CT 
Unsat. 

% Unsat. 
Scenario 
Elements 

U/E/S 
Explanation 

  

 1 9  2  2   E 
S 

Though the major and subsequent failures are all the same as Scenario #1 
from the 2017 exam, the success path of feedwater is different.  
Additionally, this scenario never got past the draft version, as the class size 
was reduced, and this was the scenario that was never completed or 
validated.  All comments rectified.  Scenario now SAT. 

 2 7  2  3   E 
S All comments rectified.  Scenario now SAT. 

 3 8  2  3   E 
S All comments rectified.  Scenario now SAT. 

 
Instructions for Completing This Table: 
Check or mark any item(s) requiring comment and explain the issue in the space provided. 
1, 3, 5 For each simulator scenario, enter the total number of events (column 1), TS entries/actions (column 3), and CTs (column 5).   
 This number should match the respective scenario from the event-based scenario tables (the sum from columns 1, 6, and 7, respectively).   

2, 4, 6 For each simulator scenario, evaluate each event, TS, and CT as (S)atisfactory, (E)nhance, or (U)nsatisfactory based on the following criteria: 

a. Events.  Each event is described on a Form ES-D-2, including all switch manipulations, pertinent alarms, and verifiable actions.  Event actions are balanced 
between at-the-controls and balance-of-plant applicants during the scenario.  All event-related attributes on Form ES-301-4 are met.  Enter the total number of 
unsatisfactory events in column 2. 

b. TS.  A scenario includes at least two TS entries/actions across at least two different events.  TS entries and actions are detailed on Form ES-D-2.  Enter the 
total number of unsatisfactory TS entries/actions in column 4.  (ES-301, D.5d) 

c. CT.  Check that a scenario includes at least two preidentified CTs.  This criterion is a target quantitative attribute, not an absolute minimum requirement.  Check 
that each CT is explicitly bounded on Form ES-D-2 with measurable performance standards (see Appendix D).  Enter the total number of unsatisfactory CTs in 
column 6. 

7 In column 7, calculate the percentage of unsatisfactory scenario elements:   

8 If the value in column 7 is > 20%, mark the scenario as (U)nsatisfactory in column 8.  If column 7 is ≤ 20%, annotate with (E)nhancement or (S)atisfactory. 
9 In column 9, explain each unsatisfactory event, TS, and CT.  Editorial comments can also be added here. 
 

�
2 + 4 + 6
1 + 3 + 5� 100%  



ES-301 10 Form ES-301-7 
 

Rev. 11 

Save initial review comments and detail subsequent comment resolution so that each exam-bound scenario is marked by a (S)atisfactory resolution on this form. 
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Site name:                                                                                                      Exam Date:  

OPERATING TEST TOTALS 

  Total  Total 
Unsat. 

Total Total % 
Unsat. Explanation 

Edits Sat. 

Admin. 
JPMs 9 1 7 1     

Sim./In-Plant 
JPMs 11 0  9  2     

Scenarios 3  0 3 0     

Op. Test 
Totals:  23 1  19 3 4.4%   

  
Instructions for Completing This Table: 

Update data for this table from quality reviews and totals in the previous tables and then calculate the percentage of 
total items that are unsatisfactory and give an explanation in the space provided. 

1.            Enter the total number of items submitted for the operating test in the “Total” column.  For example, if 
nine administrative JPMs were submitted, enter “9” in the “Total” items column for administrative JPMs.  
For scenarios, enter the total number of simulator scenarios. 

2.              Enter the total number of (U)nsatisfactory JPMs and scenarios from the two JPMs column 5 and 
simulator scenarios column 8 in the previous tables.  Provide an explanation in the space provided. 

3.                Enter totals for (E)nhancements needed and (S)atisfactory JPMs and scenarios from the previous 
tables.  This task is for tracking only. 

4.                Total each column and enter the amounts in the “Op. Test Totals” row.   

5.                Calculate the percentage of the operating test that is (U)nsatisfactory (Op. Test Total Unsat.)/(Op. Test 
Total) and place this value in the bolded “% Unsat.” cell.  

   Refer to ES-501, E.3.a, to rate the overall operating test as follows:  
•        satisfactory, if the “Op. Test Total” “% Unsat.” is ≤ 20% 
•        unsatisfactory, if “Op. Test Total” “% Unsat.” is > 20% 

6.                Update this table and the tables above with post-exam changes if the “as-administered” operating test 
required content changes, including the following: 
•        The JPM performance standards were incorrect. 
•        The administrative JPM tasks/keys were incorrect. 
•        CTs were incorrect in the scenarios (not including postscenario critical tasks defined in  

  Appendix D). 
•        The EOP strategy was incorrect in a scenario(s). 
•        TS entries/actions were determined to be incorrect in a scenario(s). 


