
  
 

Attachment 6 OBDI 202 – IOLE Process Rev 3 

PROPOSED OUTLINE COMMENTS 
 

Facility: Point Beach  First Exam Date: 03/4/2024 
 
*NOTE* - Audit exam (written and op test) will be drafted AFTER the acceptance of the NRC 
exam outline (written and op test) to ensure no overlap with the NRC exam exists.  
 

Written Exam Outline 
Comment Resolution 

1 NRC Generated.  No issues with 
updated outline and rejected K/As. 

N/A 

 
 

Administrative JPM Outline 
Comment Resolution 

 

JPM RO1 - “Perform Shutdown Margin 
Calculation for an Operating Reactor” 
P000.002d.COT 
R, D 
K/A 003 AK1.07 
Comment:  
None  
Source: Bank (2015) 

 

1 

JPM RO2 – “Perform a Pressurizer 
Heater Group Input Test Calculation” 
P010.004.COT 
R, D 
K/A G2.1.25 
Comment:  
None 
Source: Bank (2019) 

 

2 

JPM RO3 – “Calculate and Adjust 
PPCS Forebay and Pump Bay Alarm 
Setpoints” 
P075.005a.COT 
S, D 
K/A 075 A1.02 
Comment:  
None 
Source: Bank (2015) 

 

3 

JPM RO4 – “Start U1 Containment 
Forced Vent” 
P083.006.COT 
S, N 
K/A G2.3.11 
Comment:  

- This appears to be possibly 
more of a simulator JPM than an 
admin JPM based on the 

- The OP-9C operates 2 switches then 
goes to the RMS Server to gather 
comparison data. We can always 
start with the vent going and have 
them just do the RMS data collection 
for comparison.  

- NRC: Discussed SAT.  This is OK as 
presented, with applicant aligning the 
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description.  If they’re requesting 
data from the RMS in the 
simulator (beyond data 
validation), this is borderline a 
sim JPM.  Need more info. 

Source: New 

cnmt vent.  Still maintaining the 
admin function of the JPM. 

4 

JPM SRO1 – “Verify Shutdown Margin 
Calculation for an Operating Reactor” 
P001.003e.COT 
R, D 
K/A 003 AK1.07 
Comment:  
None 
Source: Bank (2017) 

 

5 

JPM SRO2 – “Complete a Calculation 
Review TS-32 Attachment A” 
P119.203d.SRO 
R, D 
K/A G2.1.25 
Comment:  

- 2017 bank JPM with the same 
JPM number requires completion 
of Att B (Subcooling Margin 
Monitor Checks).  Is this the 
same JPM?   

Source: Bank (2017) 

- Yes, must be a typo. 

6 

JPM SRO3 – “Review a Clearance 
Order for Accuracy” 
NUCTAG104a.SRO 
R, D, P 
K/A G2.2.13 
Comment:  

- Appears to have been used on 
the 2019 exam, based on the 
JPM number.  This would make 
3 of the last 4 with the same 
JPM.  Recommend changing this 
JPM due to unnecessary 
overlap. 

Source: Bank (2023) 

- Can we modify/make a new JPM with 
some different equipment and have 3 
items incorrect like the original? 

- OI 103 removes a Heater Drain Tank 
Pump from service? 

- NRC: Based on discussion, will 
change JPM to a different system but 
maintain C/O review JPM intent. 

7 

JPM SRO4 - “Remove RMS Channel 
from Service” 
P119.903.SRO 
R, D 
K/A G2.3.13 
Comment:  
None 
Source: Bank (2009) 
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8 

JPM SRO5 – “Formulate Protective 
Action Recommendations” 
P028.002a.EMR (modified to version B) 
R, M 
K/A G2.4.44 
Comment:  

- Modified from the 2017 exam – 
What is modified?  Wind speed 
& direction?  Can we modify to 
include follow up PARs in lieu of 
initial PARs?  2019 Exam outline 
in ADAMS shows the use of this 
JPM, but it does not appear 
under the administered exam.  
Not sure if this was used in 
2019. 

Source: Modified from 2017 

- Yes it was used in 2019 and we 
haven’t modified it yet. Can modify as 
you stated to change wind or exceed 
PAGS or whatever provided meets a 
modified JPM. 

- NRC: Based on discussion, this JPM 
was same as 2017 and 2019. Will 
modify as suggested. 

 General comment 
None 

 

 
 

Control Room / In-Plant System JPM Outline 
Comment Resolution 

1 

JPM S.a – “Respond to a Charging Line 
Leak – Unit 2” (RO-Only) 
P000.005b.COT 
D, S 
SF-2 
K/A 004 A1.11 
Comment:  
None 
Source: Bank (no NRC exams) 

 

2 

JPM S.b – “Respond to Component 
Cooling Water Malfunctions” (SRO-U) 
P000.015.COT 
A, D, L, S 
SF-8 
K/A 008 A1.04 / A2.02 
Comment:  

- SRO-U are taking S.b, S.g, S,g 
S.j and S.k.  S.b and S.k are 
both SF-8.  Recommend 
reselecting a different sim JPM 
for SRO-U applicants to take that 
is not SF-8, 4S, 3, or 5 – SRO-U 
taking S.f would maintain 3 alt 
path JPMs 

Source: Bank (2019) 

- SRO-U just put in his 2 weeks 
resignation so not an issue. 
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3 

JPM S.c – “Respond to Uncontrolled 
Rod Motion” 
P000.008b.COT 
A, D, S 
SF-1 
K/A 001 A4.03 / AA2.05 
Comment:  

- See scenario 1, Event 2 AND 
scenario 3, event 1 overlap 
concerns (scenario comments 2, 
16, 25, 33).  Will need new SF-1 
JPM to replace this one if this 
overlap is valid. 

Source: Bank (2017) 

- This JPM is a rod bump at normal 
power for an adjustment with the rod 
control malfunctioning requiring a 
reactor trip. This is different than the 
instrument malfunctions. Recommend 
keeping this JPM. 

- NRC: Based on discussion, change 
initiator to multiple dropped rods 
requiring Rx trip.    

4 

JPM S.d – “Transfer an Instrument Bus” 
P062.011.COT 
D, S 
SF-6 
K/A 062 A2.10 
Comment:  
None 
Source: Bank (2015) 

 

5 

JPM S.e – “Restore PT-431 to Service” 
P012.001c.COT 
D, S 
SF-7 
K/A 012 A4.04 
Comment:  
None 
Source: Bank (2015) 

 

6 

JPM S.f – “Respond to an RCP 
Malfunction” 
P000.031b.COT 
A, D, S 
SF-4P 
K/A 015 AK3.03 
Comment:  
None 
Source: Bank (2012) 

 

7 

JPM S.g – “Secure Containment Spray” 
(SRO-U) 
P026.005.COT 
D, EN, L, S 
SF-5 
K/A 026 A2.08 
Comment: 

- Also used on 2017 exam.  With 
2019, this would make 3 of the 
last 5 exams.  Is this repetition 
necessary for a SF-5 JPM? 
Potential to modify this JPM? 

- Could replace with JPM 
P026.002a.COT, Adjust Sump PH 
which was last used on NRC exam 
2012. 

- This keeps the same safety function 
and system. 

- NRC: Agree on replacement JPM as 
presented  
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Source: Bank (2019) 

8 

JPM S.h – “Limit RCS Depressurization” 
(SRO-U) 
P010.011d.COT 
N, A, S 
SF-3 
K/A 010 A4.01 / A4.03 
Comment:  
None 
Source: New 

 

9 

JPM P.i – “Operate TSC Ventilation 
System” 
P088.008.AOT 
D, E 
SF-9 
K/A G2.4.39 
Comment:  
None 
Source: Bank (2012) 

 

10 

JPM P.j – “Locally Shut MSIVs” 
P000.038a.AOT 
M, R, E, L 
SF-4S 
K/A 035 K6.01 
Comment:  

- Is this modified from the PB 
internal bank?  Couldn’t find 
used on a previous NRC exam.  

Source: Modified (NRC exam?) 

- Yes, this is from our JPM bank but 
not used on an NRC exam before. 

11 

JPM P.k – “Start an Air Compressor to 
a Depressurized Receiver” 
P000.008a.AOT 
A, D, E 
SF-8 
K/A 078 A2.02 
Comment:  

- Used most recently in 2017 
(JPM k – same JPM number).  
Update outline to reflect. 

Source: Bank (2012) 

-  

12 General comment 
None 

 

 
 
 

Simulator Scenario Outline Comments 
Comment Resolution 

1 Scenario 1, Event 1 - OK, we can just do pump swap as a 
normal evolution. 
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- Oil leak causing entry into TS 
isn’t necessary for this event, as 
the scenario has 2 other TS 
events. A normal swap will 
suffice. 

- Is this similar to the 2023 exam 
Scenario 4 Event 1?  Was bank 
on 2019 exam, but also had SW 
pump trip on 2017 exam.  
Possible as too frequent testing 
of this topic – will need to 
discuss & evaluate event 
differences. 

- We can remove the reports for oil 
leak and TS call for SRO. 

- NRC: Based on discussion, will 
change to MCR vent fan shift. 

2 

Scenario 1, Event 2 
- Event appears to overlap with 

Sim JPM S.c with respect to 
uncontrolled rod motion.  While 
it’s a different initiator, the 
actions appear the same (AOP-
6C actions). 

- Will this require tripping bistables 
w/in 1 hour (is this the BOP 
credit in this event)? 

- BOP has an impact on the condenser 
steam dump and addressing an alarm 
(which shift CSD’s to pressure control 
mode) 

- We didn’t intend to remove the 
instrument but could do that. (would 
add time) 

- NRC: Based on discussion, event is 
SAT. Tripping bistables not req’d for 
BOP credit. Examiner will move to 
event 3 upon direction of taking 
action to trip bistables. 

3 

Scenario 1, Event 3 
- May want to consider raising this 

leakrate to 15 gpm, to ensure the 
applicants can determine the 
appropriate leak rate & enter 
RCS leak rate TS. 

- What verifiable actions with the 
BOP take to receive “C” credit? 

- TS call will be made if exceeding 72 
GPD.  TSAC 3.4.13.b 

- Why raise the leak rate? 
- BOP should be removed. 
- NRC: Based on discussion, event is 

SAT – initial confusion on RCS 
identified leak rate TS vs primary to 
secondary leakrate. 

4 

Scenario 1, Event 4 
- Consider adding the SGTR 

increase for Event 5 as an auto 
trigger based on the rapid power 
reduction in this event.  May 
need to determine this point 
during the validation week (need 
to ensure we have adequate 
time to see boration & rod 
insertion). 

- Nothing to gain here as we would 
proceed per Lead Examiner once 
saw enough of a power change. 

- NRC: Will discuss & determine 
auto/manual trigger during OV week. 

5 

Scenario 1, Event 5 
- Does PB have time limits (time 

critical operator actions) in their 
SGTR response (depressurize, 
cooldown, etc)? 

- No, validated with OM 4.3.8 Time 
Critical Operator Actions and Time 
Sensitive Actions. 

- NRC: Discussed SAT; TCAs no 
longer exist for this. 

6 Scenario 1, Event 6 
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7 Scenario 1, Event 7 
 

 

8 Scenario 2, Event 1 
 

 

9 

Scenario 2, Event 2 
- No overlap concerns with Sim 

JPM S.b (different initiating 
conditions & mitigative strategy). 

- N/A 

10 Scenario 2, Event 3 
 

 

11 Scenario 2, Event 4 
 

 

12 Scenario 2, Event 5 
 

 

13 Scenario 2, Event 6 
 

 

14 Scenario 2, Event 7 
 

 

15 

Scenario 2, Event 8 
- Ensure this event & entry into 

FR-H.1 is delayed until after 
boration is initiated in ES-0.1 

- Since AFW restoration is the 
mitigative path to restoring the 
heat sink in FR-H.1, will they 
simply get the TDAFW pump 
back (reset the OS trip and 
reinitiate steam flow)?  Need to 
ensure the crew will perform FR-
H.1. 

- Depending on timing crew will borate 
then go to CSP-H.1 or go to CSP-H.1 
then borate.  

- TDAFW Pump breaks 5 min after the 
trip and success path is procedurally 
driven in the CSP. 

- NRC: Based on discussion, timing 
expected should have the crew 
borate via ES-0.1.  Possible to go 
either way.  SAT as is. 

16 

Scenario 3, Event 1 
- Additional Sim JPM S.c overlap 

concern w/uncontrolled rod 
motion.   

- So we initially put this here to ensure 
rods were in automatic with a 
downpower in progress.  

- We can add a different secondary 
instrument malf like FI-464/474 which 
we ran on the 2017 NRC exam (FRV 
to manual and take action to put back 
in auto prior to downpower) 

- NRC: Discussed SAT as-is, based on 
pending changes to sim JPM S.c. 

17 

Scenario 3, Event 2 
- Consider swapping event 1 and 

2, such that the crew performs 
the normal prior to the failure.  
Crew may be hesitant to perform 
normal actions after a failure 
without SM evaluation (can 
shorten up scenario by swapping 
events). 

- NRC: Discussed SAT as-is due to the 
need to have rods in auto for the 
downpower (comment 16 response) 
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18 Scenario 3, Event 3 
 

 

19 Scenario 3, Event 4 
 

 

20 

Scenario 3, Event 5 
- Is the steam leak rate into cnmt 

slow enough that the crew will 
actually perform AOP-2A prior to 
the auto SI on high cnmt 
pressure?  If so, is the leak 
ramped in?  Doesn’t appear the 
crew needs to perform any AOP 
actions, besides trip the Rx.   

- Currently leak takes about 3 minutes 
to hit 2# in containment which is trip 
criteria per the AOP. The SI RPS trip 
is 4.7# in containment. 

- 3 min allows diagnosis of secondary 
vs primary leak. 

- Follow up actions are required post 
trip from the AOP. 

- NRC: Discussed SAT based on 
comments above. 

21 Scenario 3, Event 6 
 

 

22 Scenario 3, Event 7 
 

 

23 

Scenario 3, Event 8 
- What actions does the crew take 

to reseat a MS safety valve since 
safety valve aren’t manually 
controllable.  This event has both 
ATC & BOP actions.  What are 
the verifiable actions for both 
applicants?   

- Based on the event description 
from the scenario summary, the 
crew appears to adjust AFW flow 
to isolate the faulted SG, 
however, that is not an action 
taken is taken to satisfy CT-33 to 
partially mitigate the uncontrolled 
C/D.  Need more info as this 
may not be a valid event. 

- Scenario termination criteria is 
EOP-1 step 1.  Shouldn’t this be 
after isolating the B SG and 
transitioning back to EOP-2? 

- Crew takes no action, conditional set 
up when they reset containment 
isolation valve shuts. ATC/BOP 
should be monitoring RCS temp and 
S/G press and we typically give them 
X minutes to discover with a follow up 
field communications. 

- AFW flow needs to be adjusted to 50 
gpm to each S/G in ECA 2.1 to stop 
excessive Cooldown. AFW flow is 
then adjusted back to 275 gpm to the 
intact S/G and the faulted S/G is 
isolated.  

- Flowpath is EOP-0, EOP-2, ECA-2.1, 
EOP-2, then EOP-1. 

- NRC: Auto reseat of safety valve. 
Remove ATC/BOP credit from this 
event as it’s tied to the major and not 
a malfunction. Remove I/C credit and 
replace with M. 

24 

Scenario 4, Event 1 
- Due to potential overlap of TS 

calls (see comment 26), we 
could have this valve fail to 
reposition during the STT or 
simply have it fail the STT in 
order to get a different TS call. 

- Have to investigate more but the 
simulator programming guy said 
changing valve stroke times gets into 
the coding of the computer program 
and isn’t easy. Still looking into this. 

- One train of ECCS is already OOS to 
prep for the testing so the same 
TSAC would be in effect. 

- NRC: Not required to change due to 
no overlap concern.   



  
 

Attachment 6 OBDI 202 – IOLE Process Rev 3 

25 

Scenario 4, Event 2 
- Will the crew enter the AOP-6C 

due to the uncontrolled rod 
motion?  Uncontrolled rod 
motion and mitigative actions 
occur in 3 of 4 scenarios. 

- NRC: Potential overlap exists, but 
this is the spare scenario. If this 
scenario is run, enough ATC beans 
exist (will re-validate) to ensure 
Competency 3 is adequately 
evaluated. 

26 

Scenario 4, Event 3 
- Appears Event 3 (RCS Bypass 

loop approx. 20 gpm leak) and 
Event 4 (1W-3A fan trip req’ 
rapid power reduction) event #s 
on Form 3.3-1 are swapped. 

- Same TS call as scenario 1.  
Must ensure applicants who 
need this TS do not have both of 
these scenarios.   

- The RCS leak AOP takes quite 
awhile to work thru all the diagnostic 
steps prior to commencing a 
downpower. This gets the down 
power moving faster. 

- Same LCO but a different TSAC. 
- TSAC 3.4.13.a. 
- NRC: No overlap concern due to 

difference between identified vs 
primary-to-secondary leakrate.   

27 Scenario 4, Event 4 
- See scenario comment 26 

- NRC: Discussed SAT.  See comment 
26. 

28 Scenario 4, Event 5 
 

 

29 Scenario 4, Event 6 
 

 

30 
Scenario 4, Event 7 

- Is this expected to be identified 
by the BOP during E-0 Att A? 

- Yes 

 General Comments 
 

 

31 

- Low power scenarios on 
previous 2 exams (2023 & 
2021).  CE determined low 
power scenario not necessary 
for this exam due to potential 
overlap from previous 2 low 
power scenarios.  

- N/A 

32 

- Must ensure SRO applicants do 
not have Scenario 1 and 
Scenario 4 due to the same RCS 
leakage TS.  Recommend 
changing TS initiator – see 
comment 24. 

- NRC: Discussed SAT.  See 
comments. 

33 

- 3 of 4 scenarios result in 
uncontrolled rod motion.  While 
the initiators are different, the 
actions are the same, meaning 
applicants will see the same 
initial response & action for the 
events in multiple scenarios.   

- NRC: Discussed SAT.  See 
comments. 

34 
- Scenario 4 initial conditions state 

“A SI PUMP OOS?”  Is this 
pump OOS or not? 

- No, typo 
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