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Dear Mr. Denton:
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License No. NPF-13

File: 0260/L-860.0

GGNS Technical Specification
Review Program - Completion
Report
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Mississippi Power & Light Company (MP&L) has completed its review of the
Grand Gulf Nuclear Station (GCNS) Technical Specifications in accordance with
the program submitted to the NRC by AECM-84/0183, dated March 18, 1984. A
report on the review program was submitted by AECM~-84/0217, dated April 9,
1984. This letter documents the completion of the Technical Specification
Review Program and presents the final Program Completion Report.

The Program Completion Report documents that a thorough and in-depth
engineering, operations, and licensing review of the GGNS Technical
Specifications was conducted in accordance with all programmatic commitments.
Twenty-three (23)* priority 1 findings having potential safety significance
were discovered and submitted as proposed changes tn the Operating License.
The remaining findings have minimal or no safety significance. The majority
of zhe changes associated with these lower priority findings pertain to
corrections of errors and incorporation of enhancements or clarificatioms to
facilitate the implementation and clear understanding of the GCNS Technical
Specifications. These remaining findings will be submitted, as appropriate,
as proposed changes to the Operating License on a schedule mutually agreed to
with the NRC Staff.

The scope of the review and the nature of the results provide a high
degr-e of confidence that the GGNS Technical Specifications in all material
respects accurately and adequately reflect the underlying design analyses and
the as-built plant. By incorporating the above noted priority 1 changes, the
GGNS Technical Specificatione can be ra2lied upon to support safe plant
operations at full power.

’
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*One additional item (TSPS 034) is carried as a priority | item for tracking

purposes and does not represent a Technical Specification change.
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The Program Completion Report is enclosed for your review,

Yours truly,
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Attachments - Program Completion Report

cc:

Mr. J. B. Richard (w/a)
Mr. R. B. McGehee (w/a)
Mr. T. B. Conner (w/a)
Mr. G. B. Taylor (w/a)

Mr. Richard C. DeYoung, Director (w/a)
Office of Inspection & Enforcement

U, S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, D. C. 20555

Mr. J. P. 0'Reilly, Regicnal Administrator (w/a)
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission

Region II1

101 Marietta St., N.W., Suite 2900

Atlanta, Georgia 30303
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A. TECHNICAL SPECIFICATION PROBLEM SHEETS (TSPS)

The Technical Specification Review Prog-am (TSRP) generated 165 Technical
Specification Problem Sheets (TSPS) which document the findings
discovered during the review. In addition, 240 TSPS were prepared which
document the results of previous reviews. Table 1 provides information
on the sources of all 405 TSPS,

All TSPS were acsigned a priority (either 1, 2, or 3) in accordance with
the definitions given in Attachments A, B, and C. Each priority category
was further divided into subcategories, as indicated in these

atta. ments. Priority i is applied to TSPS which documented situations
where the existing Technical Specification was non-conservative with
respect to the FSAR or other supporting design or licensing documents.
There were no priority 1A items discovered during this or previous
reviews. Generally, priority 1 was assigned to TSPS requiring short term
resolution. In particular, priority 1B and 1C items require resolution
to permit a restart to 5% rated power or to permit exceeding 5% rated
power, respectively.

Priority 2 items generally require resolution in the mid-to-long term.
Priority 2 items are substantially less important than priority 1 items
and have minimal or no safety significance; further, within priority 2
there is a wide range of relative importance among the subcategories 2A
through 2I.

Priority 3 items require no change to the Technical Specifications but
may require changes to other documents, e.g. FSAR.

The Review, Prioritization, and Direction (RPD) group had sole authority
to determine and assign priorities to the TSPS. RPD consisted of a group
of engineers and technicians who have broad experience in GCNS design,
testing, operations, engineering, and licensing. Each TSPS was reviewed
and a priority assigned by applying objective attributes of the priority
definitions and engineering judgement to the TSPS situation under
discussion. Priority assignments resulted from discussion and
concurrence among the RPD rembers.

The priority scheme is useful since it describes the relative importance
and safety significance o' the findings documented on the TSPS. Table 2
presents a breakout count by priority of both total TSPS and TSPS from
this review., Table 3 provides an index by priority classification of
TSPS resulting from this review; Table 4 presents the same information as
Table 3 for all TSPS.

Figure 1 provides a distribution by priority of all TSPS generated from

this and previous reviews. This figure shows that priority 1 TSPS make

up about 6% of the total TSPS population., Priority 2 items dominate the
distribution accounting for about 71% of the total population. Priority
3 and resolved TSPS make up about 23% of the grand total.

Figure 2 focuses on the distribution by priority of TSPS generated during
this effort. Priority | items are about 57 of this smaller population.
Priority 2 items are about 64%, and priority 3 items are about 31% of the
population.

HFrg9 1




The following conclusions can be drawn from these data distributions:

0 Priority 1 items constitute a small fraction of total
documented findings. Priority | is assigned to potentially
safety significant items, and, therefore, few items of
potential safety significance were found.

Attachment D summarizes all priority 1B and 1C TSPS and briefly
discusses their safety significance, All priority 1 TSPS have
been formally submitted to the NRC as proposed changes to the
Operating License.*

Figures 3 and 4 focus on the distribution of all priority 1
items and priority | items resulting from this review,
respectively. Note that no priority lA items were found during
this or previous reviews. A priority lA item, if discovered,
would have represented a significant safety concern in the
design, construction, or safety analyses of GGNS.

Priority 2 items dominate the distribution of findings.
Priority 2 describes items with minimal or no safety
significance leading to the conclusion that most of the
findings deal with minor items - primarily corrections for
clarity, to enhance plant availability, or to reduce undue
transients or safety system challenges.

Figure 5 shows a more detailed distribution by subcategory of all
priority 2 items generated to date. Figure 6 shows the same distribution
for only those items found during this review. These figures are useful
in understanding the range of importance of the dominating priority 2
findings.

From these distributions of priority 2 findings the following conclusions
can be made:

0 Less than 2% of all priority 2 items fall in subcategory 2A.
TSPS with priority 2A relate to conditions which could cause
unnecessary challenges to safety systems, which could cause
unnecessary plant transients, or which are needed to enhance
plant safety. Thus, 2A items are the most important of all
priority 2 findings and their number is small.

Priority 2B and 2D TSPS dominate the priority 2 population.
Priority 2B items are about 31% of the total population;
priority 2D items are about 37% of the total population.

Generally 2B items document errors or ambiguous Technical
Specifications which can be managed by administrative controls
to ensure conservative operations with respect to Technical
Specifications. Priority 2D items document typographical or
other editorial changes and enhancements which clarify the
meaning and use of Technical Specifications.

*One additional item (TSPS 034) is carried as a priority | item for tracking
purposes and does not represent a Technical Specification change.
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0 Priority 2E items are the third-most dominant fraction of the
priority 2 TSPS. Priority 2E items make up about 16% of the
population. Most of these TSPS relate to administrative
clarifications and corrections needed as a result of reviewing

) Section 6.0 of GGNS Technical Specifications.

o Priority 2C and 2F items make up about 1% and 3% of the
priority 2 population, respectively. Priority 2C and 2F
describe items which, if changed, can provide more flexibility
in plant operations and improve plant availability.

o Priority 2C and 2H, combining for 7% of the population,
describe potential Technical Specification changes which will
be needed prior to implementation of future design changes or
to extension of plant operating limits.

Figures 7 and 8 provide more detail regarding the distribution of
priority 3 TSPS. Priority 3A items document findings or comments which
require no Technical Specification changes. Priority 3A items make up
about 17% of all priority 3 items. Priority 3B items, which document
mostly FSAR changes required as a result of the Technical Specification
review, account for about 83% of all priority 3 items., The significance
of the FSAR changes is discussed in Section D of this report,.

In summary, considering all review findings documented for TSPS, the
following points should be noted:

o There are no priority lA items.

o There is a relatively small number of priority 1B and IC items
with potential safety significance, should they remain
uncorrected. However, all of the priority 1B and 1C items have
been submitted as proposed changes to the Operating License.*

o Priority 2 items dominate the population of TSPS, aund the
majority of priority 2 items are 2B and 2D TSPS which document
errors and confusing Technical Specifications, typographical
errors, or editorial changes, all amenable to administrative
controls.

o The majority of priority 3 items pertain to instances in which
FSAR changes are requiredi or recommended to render the FSAR

cons stent with the Technical Specifications in the affected
areas.

*See note on previous page regarding TSPS 034,
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B, COMPOSITE CONSISTENCY MATRIX - DEVELOPMENT

A matrix of Technical Specification Review Program results was
constructed to evaluate the consistency of GGNS Technical Specifications
with the FSAR, SER, STS, as-built plant, and other areas of Technical
Specifications (internal consistency). The matrix includes an additional
column of data, "Other", for inconsistencies which were not applicable to
the other categories.

The matrix was constructed after all Lead Review Organizations (LROs) had
completed their reviews of their assigned portions of GGNS Technical
Specifications. The LROs consisted of GE, Bechtel, MP&L's Administrative
Review Group, and MP&L's Radiological and Effluent Technical
Specification Review Group. The LROs were asked to search their review
packages and TSPS and document all inconsistencies noted between GGNS
Technical Specifications and the FSAR, STS, SER, as-built plant, and
other areas of Technical Specifications., To ensure unbiased, unfiltered
input, consistency was defined as:

The irtent of the Technical Specification and the comparison
documents are in general agreement and convey the same meaning.
Wording differences that do not alter the intent are not considered
inconsistencies.

The input data was reviewed by a group consisting of the:

Project Manager

NSSS/BOP Manager

NSSS Manager

BOP Manager

GE NSSS Onsite Representative
Bechtel BOP Onsite Reprzsentative
RPD Manager

SRO Representative

NPE Representative

The raw data were screened by the review group in accordance with the
following ground rules and a composite consistency matrix of results was
created:

o If the CONS Technicel Specification meets or exceeds the
requirements of the STS, then the discrepancy between the
documents is not to be considered an inconsistency.

o If the identified item is only a requested change for clarity
such as typos, misspelled words, etc. that do not alter the
meaning or interpretation of the Technical Specification, then
it is not an inconsistency.

o If the i{dentified item is the result of future changes or
analyses requested by MPSL to allow more operating margin and
would normally be handled by standard methods of changing
Technical Specifications, then it is not an inconsistency.

HPrgl2 4




o If the Technical Specifications have already been amended via
the normal Technical Specification change process, then it is
not an inconsistency.

o In some cases there were differences between the Standard
Technical Specifications and GGNS Technical Specifications but
the GGNS Technical Specifications accurately reflect the
approved GCNS design. These differences were not considered as
inconsistencies.

o Setpoint changes and minimum operable channel changes were
categorized as "as-built" inconsistencies.

0 FSAR inconsistencies were eliminated if: 1) corrected or
clarifying information had been provided previously to the NRC
by a formal letter; or 2) the inconsistency was caused by an
implemented design change package.

o The Technical Specification vs. SER review was commensurate
with the detail to which the Technical Specification addressed
the subject of interest., (An independent review of FSAR
inconsistencies for SER impact was done and is discussed later
in this report).

(] Consistency (C) was denoted in any category where the Technical
Specification was compared and no inconsistency was identified.

The preliminary composite consistency matrix was subjected to review and
comment by the LRO's. In addition, RPD reviewed all TSPS against the
matrix to ensure all appropriate findings were included. Revision 2 of
the composite consistency matrix resulted from these internal reviews,.
Revision 2 was provided to the NRC in a meeting on April 4, 1984 and was
formally transmitted to the NRC om April 9, 1984 (AECM-84/0217).

The NRC Staff, in a meeting April 9, 1984, requested an expanded matrix
which showed the unfiltered LRO input. Attachment E was prepared in
response to this request and represents the expanded matrix. Attachment
E and its associated notes indicate how input from the LROs was handled
in preparing the composite consistency matrix., In Attachment E the

raw inputs, which were deleted from the composite consistency matrix, are
shown as references in parenthesis to notes with numbers in the 300 - 414
range. A special set of explanatory comments are provided for the
deleted items. Note numbers other than 300 - 414 in parenthesis
represent the original column placement by the LRO. All notes, other
than those numbered 300 - 414, are provided in Attachment F,

Also as a result of the meeting with the NRC on April 9, 1984, Revision 2
of the composite consistency matrix has been revised as {ollows:

o A check was done of all inconsistencies, especially as-built,
SER, and FSAR, to ensure the ground rules were consistently
applied.



o Information on safety significance for each item was included
in the notes.

o All TSPS generated as of April 17, 1984 which were applicable
to the matrix were included.

o Some editorial changes were made to the notes,

C. COMPOSITE CONSISTENCY MATRIX - DISCUSSION OF RESULTS

Attachment F presents Revision 4 of the composite consistency matrix and
its associated notes., Also provided are special edits of the notes
giving only those notes associated with:

0 FSAR inconsistencies
o SER inconsistencies
o As-built inconsistencies

Attachment G provides a tabulation of inconsistencies in each comparison
category for each Technical Specification section. The data within each
section are divided by priority with sub-totals and grand totals of all
inconsistencies provided.

Figures 9 - 13 graphically present the data totals from Attachment G.
Figure 9 shows the grand total of all inconsistencies in each comparison
category., Figures 10 - 13 present the results for each Technical
Specification section, Note that Section 1.0, Definitions, had no
inconsistencies and, thus, no graph is provided.

Examining Figure 9, we have drawn the following conclusions:

o Approximately 26X of the inconsistencies noted relate to FSAR
vs., Technical Specifications. None of the FSAR changes are
safety significant or would have altered the conclusions of the
SER. The Technical Specification changes noted involve
clarifications or additions of minor detail except in a few
instances, such as the inconsistency described in Note 59 (7
vs, 8 ADS valves).

o About 5% of the inconsistencies noted relate to the SER vs.
Technical Specifications. The inconsistencies noted can be
generally attributed to: 1) changes in analyses, organization,
or procedures since SER, Supplement 4; or 2) inaccurate and
unclear descriptions of GONS systems in the SER. None of the
inconsistencies alteved the SER's overall conclusions.
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Approximately 17% of the inconsistencies noted relate to STS
vs. GGNS Technical Specifications., Generally, the differences
noted with the STS result from the STS: 1) providing more
detail in the'level of Technical Specification presentation;
2) describing features not part of GG design; 3) recommending
changes to be incorporated in the next RETS revision,

About 257 of the inconsistencies noted relate to as-built plant
vs, Technical Specification. The 70 inconsistencies generally
breakdown as follows:

As-built Documentation Differences 18
Setpoint Differences 13
Trip System Differences

Minimum Operable Channel Differences
Valve Table Differences

Fire Protection Hardware Differences
Leak Detection Differences

Snubber Differences

Other Hardware Differences

Other

e W N NN

About 7% of the inconsistencies relate to internal differences
within the Technical Specifications. The small number of
differences within Technical Specifications indicates that the
Technical Specifications were adequately formatted and
interrelated.

The remaining 19% of the inconsistencies fall within the
"Other" category. Items in this category are not necessarily
inconsistencies, but in general are enhancements to the
Technical Specifications.




D, COMPOSITE CONSISTENCY MATRIX-EVALUATION OF FSAR INCONSISTENCIES

During the course of the TSRP effort, the FSAR was found to be
inconsistent with the GGNS Technical Specifications, the SER, or the
as-built plant in several cases., While the TSRP objectives did not
specifically seek to determine the degree of FSAR accuracy, we have drawn
certain conclusions from the number and type of FSAR inconsistencies
identified. To gather the required information, all TSRP related FSAR
changes were identified.

The total number of required FSAR changes was determined by a review of
the consistency matrix. Each Lead Review Organization initially
responsible for identifying the subject inconsistency was required to
provide suggested FSAR changes and an evaluation of the significance of
the item. Each item was screened in accordance with ground rules
relating to FSAR/SER inconsistencies.

Evaluation of the FSAR inconsistencies led to formation of six major
categories as the primary sources of FSAR inconsistencies. The approach
for reducing this information employed judgement on the part of the
evaluator, Categories were defined and revised in an iterative process
as data were added during the course of the review. Inconsistencies with
common aspects were grouped together with the intention of identifying
potential trends and placing the data in a meaningful format. Generally,
the final categories chosen were those with the highest population of
FSAR changes. These categories are described in Table 5.

For the purposes of considering FSAR inconsistencies identified in the
review, the overall results relating to the FSAR are presented in Table
6.

Prior to arriving at any general conclusions, the following information
must be considered regarding the review and the raw data:

o A typical Technical Specification section may contain up to
several hundred discreet pieces of information that were
reviewed for consistency with the FSAR and the as-built plant.

o Some Technical Specification sections contained multiple
findings which resulted in TSPS that were in ~ome way
associated with an FSAR inconsistency.

o A single TSPS generally described a separate, distinct problem.
However, in some cases, the same TSPS described a problem which
applied to several Technical Specification sections.

o In those cases where the FSAR inconsistency in the matrix was

due to an inaccurate Technical Specification, no FSAR change
was required or generated.
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As shown in Table 6, some 55 Technical Specification sections were
identified as having one or more FSAR inconsistencies. Considering the
significant amount of information compared, there were -elatively few
FSAR related TSPS generated. For these sections, as discussed below,
there was an average of about one TSPS generated per section exhibiting
an FSAR inconsistency.

Excluding those 22 FSAR inconsistencies in which the FSAR was accurate
and the Technical Specification required revision, thei2 remain 56 TSPS
where the FSAR was inaccurate. Except for the single issue discussed in
a given TSPS, the associated Technical Specification section was, on the
whole, consistent with the FSAR., It should also be noted that in all
FSAR inconsistencies identified (i.e., the FSAR required revision), there
were relatively few instances in which the FSAR inaccurately described
the physical hardware of the as-built plant. In all these instances, the
FSAR, not the physical plant, was inaccurate.

As discussed previously, the FSAR inconsistencies were grouped into six
major categories, Table 7 presents the distribution of FSAR related TSPS
in which the FSAR was determined to be inaccurate. (Category 6 items not
included.) As stated earlier, the TSPS generally pertain to separate
issues and are therefore, the best indicator of individual FSAR inaccura-
cies or ambiguities. Attachment H contains a master cross-reference
between Technical Specification sections, their associated TSPS, and the
assigned FSAR inconsistency category.

Table 7 shows that Categories 1, 2, and 4 contained the greatest number
of items requiring FSAR revision. Category : pertains to setpcints and
other parameters which were found to be inaccurately described in the
FSAR. The principal cause for FSAR inconsistencies in this category is
considered to be related to the placement of preliminary values for
various parameters in the FSAR prior to the establishment of the final
design values. This is consistent with the standard process of FSAR
development. In 1980, recognizing the potential for significant
inconsistency between the FSAR and the then-draft GGNS Technical
Specifications, MP&L clarified the preliminary nature of FSAR setpoints
in response to NRC Question 031.60 and, in fact, eliminated many
setpoints from FSAR tables, predominantly in FSAR Chapter 7 (FSAR
Amendment 44, 11/80). MP&L's response further directed the reader to the
Technical Specifi-ations for "actual" values of parameters described in
the FSAR.

In all Category ! items, the parameter in question was accurately
described in the Technical Specification and was consistent with the
as-built plant and design documentation. In that both FSAR Chapter 6 and
15 safety analyses used as input those values which are specified in
design documentation, the presence of preliminary parameter values in the
FSAR has no impact on the conclusions reached in the FSAR or SER.
Furthermore, by virtue of the thorough nature of the TSRP, there is a
high degree of confidence that Category 1 type inconsistencies have been
identified, and proposed FSAR cianges, where appropriate, have been
initiated.
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In regard to Category 2 items, many editorial inconsistencies resulted
from the presence of the same or similar inforn. » multiple FSAK
sections. For example, in response to an NRC question or due to the
normal design evolution, information may have been revised in the clearly
affected FSAR sections but was not revised in other sections. Also
contributing to Category 2 were those instances in which the most current
design or licensing information was not reflected in the FSAR but was
contained in Design Change Packages (DCP) or in formal correspondence
between MP&L and the NRC. All Category 2 items are considered editorial
in nature. None of these items were determined to have adverse impact on
the FSAR's safety analyses or the conclusions of the SEK.

MP&L's FSAR Update Program, which is not yet fully implemented, should
aptly address the implications of Category 2 items. Key points in this
regard are:

o The Update Program calls for the systematic review of all
implemented DCP's and MP&L letters to the NRC for potential
FSAR impact.

o The Update Program will incorporate pertinent information
contained in the FSAR Question & Response (Q&R) sections into
the FSAR text and delete the Q&R sections. This will virtually
eliminate the Q&R sections as a source of inconsistencies.

o At the core of the Update Program is a proven, computerized
FSAR change tracking and processing system. This system
provides for keyword sorting of the entire FSAR. This sorting
capability provides a systematic approach to identifying FSAR
sections impacted by a given document.

Category 3 items pertain to these instances in which the FSAR
inaccurately described the physical hardware cf the as-built plant. As
shown in Attachment H, there were relatively few items in this category.
None of these items altered the FSAR safety analyses or the associated
conclusions of the SER or will result in a physical change to the plant.
The inconsistencies in this category are discussed in more detail in
Attachment I,

Category 4 items, pertaining to organizational or administrative matters,
resulted largely from the numerous MP&L organizational changes over the
last two years, which have not yet been reflected ™ ')« FSAR, In

addition to implementing FSAR changes specific + | * ‘dentified issves,
extensive reviews are in progress to update. *% .. sary, FSAR Chapte:
13 (and Chapter 18, as it pertains to thes u o FSAR changes (v. .
these reviews will be incorporated primerii .o . . :xt two FSAR

amendments,




lLastly, Category 5 items covered miscellaneous subject areas. Due to
their diverse subject areas, there are no relevant conclusions to be
drawn from this data.

As noted earlier, all FSAR inconsistencies in each category are listed in
Attachment H and are cross-referenced to the associated Technical
Specification section and TSPS.

For all FSAR inconsistenc!es requiring a change to the FSAR, a safety
evaluation was conducted according to department administrative
procedures. This procedure's evaluation is based on the evaluation
criteria of 10 CFR 50.59. In addition, for FSAR inconsistencies
identified during the TSRP, consideration was given to each item
regarding its implications to the NRC Staff's conclusions, as documented
in the SER and its supplements.

The overall conclusions of the GE, Bechtel, and MP&L evaluations of the
identified FSAR inconsistencies (where no Technical Specification
revision was required) are that these inconsistencies:

o do not require changes to the physical plant design,

0 do not require additional safety analyses to be conducted,

0 do not adversely impact the overall conclusions of affected SER
sectione, and

o do not present a significant safety concern.

MP&L intends to incorpoiate all TSRP identified inconsistencies requiring
FSAR changes intc a May, 1984 amendment to the FSAR.*

* In those cases where the FSAR requires updating due to implemented design
changes or formal correspondence wi*h the NRC, the associated FSAR changes
will be processed on a schedule consistent with the FSAR Update Program.




COMPOSITE CONSISTENCY MATRIX - ANALYSIS OF INCONSISTENCIES VS, TECHNICAL

SPECIFICATION LINE ITEM

The data in the consistency matrix (Attachment F) were evaluated to
determine the total number of inconsistenc es for each Technical
Specification line item. This analysis showrd the following Technical
Specifications had greater than 5 inconsistencies:

3/4.3.2 Isolation Actuation Instrumentation (22 1's)

3/4.3.3 Emergency Core Cooling System (13 1's)
Actuation Instrumentation

37537 .1 Radiation Monitoring Instrumentation (8 1's)

3/4.3.7.5 Accident Monitoring Instrumentation (9 1's)

3/4.3.7.12 Radioactive Gaseous Effluent Monitoring (5 1I's)
Instrumentation

3/4.5.1 ECCS - Operating (8 1's)

3/4.8.1.1 A.C. Sources - Operating (5 1's)

6.2.2 Unit Staff (7 1's)

Additional detail on these inconsistencies is provided in Attachment J.
Examining the list above, note that the first 5 of the above 8 Technical
Specification line items deal with instrumentation. A review of
Attachment J indicates some common inconsistencies relating to

instrumentation:
o changes to setpoints due to refined or new calculations
o changes to calibration frequencies; usually more frequent

calibrations to conform to vendor recommendations

o clarifications of signals causing trip actions and definitions
of trip channels

o clarifications in defining minimum operable channels (MOC).

The inconsistencies against 3/4.5.1, ECCS Operating, relate to: 1)
changes to the Bases, 2) setpoint changes to provide margin between high
pressure alarms and pressure relief valve lift points, 3) adjustments to
Surveillances on pump pressure/flow to state requirements on a consistent
basis, 4) and a change to get GGNS Technical Specifications in complete
conformance with supporting analyses for ADS operability.

The inconsistencies against 3/4.8.1.1, A.C. Sources - Operating, relate
mainly to clarifications needed in FSAR and SER revisions.
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The inconsistencies against 6.2.2, Unit Staff, relate to position title
clarification, updating of organization charts, and a minor
administrative clarification on required break times.

F. OVERALL CONCLUSIONS

The Technical Specification Review Program (TSRP) provided a detailed,
comprehensive, and in-depth engineering, operations, and licensing
evaluation of the GGNS Technical Specifications. The review was
conducted in accordance with all program commitments and the results of
the review are documented on TSPS. A scheme to assign priorities to the
TSPS was developed and applied. The priority scheme is important in that
it establishes the relative cafety significance of the review findings.

Priority 1 items, those with potential safety significance, constitute a
small fraction of the total documented findings. No priority 1A items
representing items of significant safety concerns were found. All
priority 1B and 1C items hav: been formally submitted to the NRC as
proposed changes to the Operating License,*

The majority of findings relate to priority 2 items of minimal or no
safety significance. There was a very small number c¢f priority 2A items
which represented conditions which could cause undue safety system
challenges or plant transients. Most priority 2 items were priority 2B
and 2D items which document errors, clarifications, enhancements,
editorial changes, etc. which are needed to facilitate implementation and
clear understanding of the GGNS Technical Specifications.

Most priority 3 items relate to FSAR changes needed to assure the FSAR
and GGNS Technical Specifications conform. We conclude from our
evaluation of the priority 3 items that they neither contain an
unreviewed safety question nor alter any fundamental conclusion reached
in the SER.

A matrix of TSRP results was prepared presenting inconsistencies between
the GGNS Technical Specifications and FSAR, SER, STS, as-built plant, and
other areas of the Technical Specifications, respectively. Comparisons
between GGNS Technical Specifications and the FSAR, SER, and as-built
plant are the most significant and of the most interest.

In regard to the comparison between the GGNS Technical Specifications and
the FSAR, none of the inconsistencies are significant safety concerns.
Considering the FSAR changes indicated, none would have altered the
results of the SER. As for the necessary Technical Specification
changes, they involve clarifications and additional details to make the
GCNS Technical Specifications conform to the FSAR.

*One additional item (TSPS 034) is carried as a priority 1 item for tracking
purposes and does not represent a Technical Specification change.

HFrg2l 13




A small number of inconsistencies relate to GGNS Technical Specifications
vs. SER. These differences are minor and do not alter any fundamental
conclusions in the SER.

Generally, the as-built vs. GGNS Technical Specification inconsistencies
have resulted or will result in requested Technical Specification changes
intended to: 1) address instrumentation problems (setpoints, trip
systems, MOC, etc.), 2) correct as-built documentation, or 3) add
details to GGNS Technical Specifications relating to valves, fire
protection systems, and other hardware.

An evaluation was conducted to determine the significance of the
inconsistencies between the FSAR and the GGNS Technical Specifications
and the implications, if any, regarding FSAR accuracy or conformance of
the FSAR to the as-built plant. There were relatively few instances in
which the FSAR inaccurately described the physical as-built plant. None
of the differences was of significant safety concern or would have
altered the fundamental conclusions of the SER., Furthermore, the TSRP
provides additional confidence that MP&L's formal program of design
control and verification, throughout the life of the Grand Gulf project,
effectively controlled the configuration of the plant and the content of
the FSAR.

On the basis of the results of the TSRP and considering the identified
changes, MP&L concludes that the GGNS Technical Specifications accurately
reflect the plant; the FSAR, as amended, and supporting documents; and
the SER analyses, in all material respects. Taking all this together,
the GONS Technical Specifications can be relied upon to support safe
plant operations at full power.

HFrg22 14






TABLE 1

S34cds8

Number of
Sources of Tech Spec Problem Sheets TSPS Items
1. Items identified by MP&L at the 1/24/84
meeting with NRC 61
2. NRC Proof and Review Comments given to MP&L
1/24/84 37
3. Items formally submitted to NRC prior to
1/24/84 (received 6 in Amend. 12) 43
SUBTOTAL 141
4. Tdentified by NRR 1
5. NRC I&E Exit (2/24/84) 11
6. Additional Proof and Review Comments not
previously submitted 11
7. PSRC 2
8. MP&L Review Team established to review
LCO's/ACTION's 39
9. QA 1
10. LCTS (SER, Letters, FSAR, etc.) 10
11. Instrumentation Review per ICSB Commitment 10
12. Miscellaneous Technical Support identified items
(primarily long-term issues and commitments) 14
SUBTOTAL 99
TOTAL: 240
13. Review Effort
A. Tech Spec 132
B. FSAR/SER 33
SUBTOTAL 165
TOTAL: 405



TABLE 2

Date: April 16, 1984 Page 1 of 1
TECHNICAL SPECIFICATION REVIEW
PROBLEM SHEET LISTING
Summary Report
Total Number of Problem Sheets Generated to Date......... sE kR o

Total Number of Problem Sheets Generated From
the Technical Specification Review Effort........coovvvennenennsa 165

e 7 o vk o ok gk o ok ok ok ok e vk ke ke

Breakdown of Problem Sheets Generated:

PRIORITY TOTAL TSRP EFFORT
1A 0 0
1B 14 5
1C 10 3
2A 5 2
2B 88 42
2C 4 1
2D 107 35
2E 47 19
2F 9 2
26 11 0
2H 9 0
21 6 5
3A 14 3
3B 71 48
Resolved 10 0
TOTALS 405 165
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Date: 04/16/84 TABLE 3 Page #1

TECHNICAL SPECIFICATION REVIEW
PROBLEM SHEET LISTING
Problem Sheets Issued as a result of TSRP Effort

Problem Sheet Assignment Current Revision

**PRIORITY 1B**

292 1B 18, 4/02/84
293 1B 18, 4/02/84
306 1B 18, 4/02/84
308 1B 18, 4/02/84
344 1B 19, 4/05/84

e ok ek ek ok ok o ok ok ok
TOTAL........5

**PRIORITY 1C**

262 1C 16, 3/31/84

285 1C 18, 4/02/84

329 1C 18, 4/02/84
Rk ek ok ko ek

Tm&..l.....3

309 2A 18, 4/02/84
310 2A 18, 4/02/84
KRRRRRRRRRARARRA Rk

#*PRIORITY 2A%+
Tmu....'..'z
\

|

\



Date: 04/16/84

TABLE 3 (Continued)

Page #2

TECHNICAL SPECIFICATION REVIEW

PROBLEM SHEET LISTING

Problem Sheets Issued as a Result of TSRP Effort

Problem Sheet

Assignment

Current Revision

244
245
246
247
250
257
259
264
266
267
271
273
275
277
284
294
297
299
303
307
312
313
314
315
316
321
323
330
331
333
335
338
342
345
346
347
350
357
359
360
364
372

**DPRIORITY 2B**

2B
2B
2B
2B
2B
2B
2B
2B
2B
2B
2B
2B
2B
2B
2B
2B
2B
2B
2B
2B
2B
2B
2B
2B
2B
2B
2B
2B
2B
2B
2B
2B
2B
2B
2B
2B
2B
2B
2B
2B
2B
2B

18,
17,
18,
18,
18,
17,
18,
17,
17,
18,
18,
18,
18,
18,
18,
18,
18,
18,
18,
18,
22,
18,
18,
18,
18,
18,
18,
18,
18,
18,
18,
18,
19,
21,
23,
21,
21,
21,
21,
21,
21,
25,

4/02/84
4/01/84
4/02/84
4/02/84
4/02/84
4/01/84
4/02/84
4/01/84
4/01/84
4/02/84
4/02/84
4/02/84
4/02/84
4/02/84
4/02/84
4/02/84
4/02/84
4/02/84
4/02/84
4/02/84
4/09/84
4/02/84
4/02/84
4/02/84
4/02/84
4/02/84
4/02/84
4/02/84
4/02/84
4/02/84
4/02/84
4/02/84
4/05/84
4/08/84
4/10/84
4/08/84
4/08/84
4/08/84
4/08/84
4/08/84
4/08/84
4/16/84



Date: 04/16/8« TABLE 3 (Continued) Page #3

TECHNICAL SPECIFICATION REVIEW
PROBLEM SHEET LISTING
Problem Sheets Issued as a Result of TSRP Effort

Problem Sheet Assignment Current Revision

kR ARR AR R hRAR KRR AR
TOTAL....00s.42

**PRIORITY 2C**

253 2C 18, 4/02/84

Rk kkkddhkdkkk ok ok k
TOTAL. s vssesel



Date: 04/16/84 TABLE 3 (Continued) Page #4

TECHNICAL SPECIFICATION REVIEW
PROBLEM SHEET LISTING
Problem Sheets Issued as a Result of TSRP Effort

Problem Sheet Assignment Current Revision

**PRIORITY 2D**

241 2D 17, 4/01/84
248 2D 18, 4/02/84
249 2D 22, 4/09/84
263 2D 17, 4/01/84
265 2D 18, 4/02/84
269 2D 18, 4/02/84
272 2D 22, 4/09/84
274 2D 18, 4/02/84
276 2D 18, 4/02/84
278 2D 18, 4/02/84
279 2D 17, 4/01/84
280 2D 18, 4/02/84
286 2D 18, 4/02/84
287 2D 18, 4/02/84
288 2D 18, 4/02/84
302 2D 18, 4/02/84
304 2D 21, 4/08/84
334 2D 18, 4/02/84
336 2D 18, 4/02/84
337 2D 18, 4/02/84
343 2D 19, 4/05/84
349 2D 21, 4/08/84
351 2D 21, 4/08/84
352 2D 21, 4/08/84
353 2D 21, 4/08/84
354 2D 21, 4/08/84
355 2D 21, 4/08/84
356 2D 21, 4/08/84
358 2D 21, 4/08/84
361 2D 21, 4/08/84
362 2D 21, 4/08/84
363 2D 21, 4/08/84
365 2D 24, 4/13/84
366 2D 24, 4/13/84
371 2D 24, 4/13/84
AR AR AR R AR AR RRRA

m“.......las



Date: 04/16/84 TABLE 3 (Continued) Page #5

TECHNICAL SPECIFICATION REVIEW
PROBLEM SHEET LISTING

Problem Sheets Issued as a Result of TSRP Effort

Problem Sheet Assignment Current Revision

**PRIORITY 2E**

255 2E 18, 4/02/84
256 2E 18, 4/02/84
270 2E 22, 4/09/84
281 2E 18, 4/02/84
282 2E 17, 4/01/84
283 2E 17, 4/01/84
289 2E 18, 4/02/84
290 2E 18, 4/02/84
295 2E 18, 4/02/84
296 2E 18, 4/02/84
298 2E 18, 4/02/84
301 2E 18, 4/02/84
311 2E 18, 4/02/84
317 2E 18, 4/02/84
319 2E 21, 4/08/84
320 2E 18, 4/02/84
322 2E 18, 4/02/84
324 2E 18, 4/02/84
348 2E 21, 4/08/84
AR RRRAARA AR AR A&

ToTAL.uonooollg

**PRIORITY 2F**

251 2F 18, 4/02/84
268 2F 18, 4/02/84
L LT T T

Tm“‘.l.'.‘..z



Date: 04/16/84 TABLE 3 /Continued) Page #6

TECHNICAL SPECIFICATION REVIEW
PROBLEM SHEET LISTING
Problem Sheets Issued as a Result of TSRP Effort

Problem Sheet Assignment Current Revision

*APRIORITY 21%*

305 21 18, 4/02/84
325 21 18, 4/02/84
326 21 18, 4/02/84
339 21 18, 4/02/84
340 21 18, 4/02/84
ok
TOTAL. ccceees$

*APRIORITY 3Ax*

261 3A 18, 4/02/84

300 3A 18, 4/02/84

370 3A 24, 4/13/84
RhRARARRRRAR AR AR

TOTALOUQQQIQIS




Date: 04/16/84

TABLE 3 (Continued)

Page #7

TECHNICAL SPECIFICATION REVIEW

PROBLEM SHEET LISTING

Problem Sheets Issued as a Result of TSRP Effort
-

Problem Sheet

Assignment

Current Revision

242
243
252
254
258
260
291
318
327
328
332
341
367
368
369

801
802
803

805
807

809
810
811
812
813
814
815
816
817
818
819
820
821
822
823
824
825
826

**PRIORITY 3B**

3B
3B
3B
3B
3B
3B
3B
3B
3B
3B
3B
3B
3B
3B
3B
3B
3B
3B
3B
3B
3B
3B
3B
3B
3B
3B
3B
3B
3B
3B
3B
k)
3B
3B
3B
3B
3B
3B
3B
3B
3B
3B

18,
18,
18,
18'
18,
18,
18,
18,
18,
18,
21,
18,
24,
24,
24,
18,
18,
18.
13.
18,
24,
18,
18,
18,
18,
18,
18,

22,
22,
22,
23,
23,
23,
23,
23,
24,
24,
24,
24,
24,
25,

4/02/84
4/02/84
4/02/84
4/02/84
4/02/84
4/02/84
4/02/84
4/02/84
4/02/84
4/02/84
4/08/84
4/02/84
4/13/84
4/13/84
4/13/84
4/02/84
4/02/84
4/02/84
4/02/84
4/02/84
3/13/84
4/02/84
4/02/84
4/02/84
4/02/84
4/02/84
4/02/84
4/10/84
4/09/84
4/09/84
4/09/84
4/10/84
4/10/84
4/10/84
4/10/84
4/10/84
4/13/84
4/13/84
4/13/84
4/13/84
4/13/84
4/16/84



Date: 04/16/84

TABLE 3 (Continued)

Page #8

TECHNICAL SPECIFICATION REVIEW
PROBLEM SHEET LISTING

Problem Sheets Issued as a Result of TSRP Effort

Problem Sheet Assignment Current Revision
827 3B 25, 4/16/84
828 3B 25, 4/16/84
829 3B 25, 4/16/84
830 3B 25, 4/16/84
831 3B 25, 4/16/84
832 3B 25, 4/16/84
o ok o o o o o ke e ke o ok ok ok ok ek

TOTAL........IOS
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Date: 04/16/84 TABLE 4

Page #1

TECHNICAL SPECIFICATION REVIEW
PROBLEM SHEET LISTING

Total Problem Sheets Generated

Problem Sheet

Assignment

Current Revision

080! Resolved 15, 3/29/84
1132 Resolved 15, 3/29/84
1172 Resolved 18, 4/02/84
1212 Resolved 15, 3/29/84
1252 Resolved 18, 4/02/84
1302 Resolved 15, 3/29/84
1352 Resolved 18, 4/02/84
186 3 Resolved 18, 4/02/84
188 4 Resolved 15, 3/29/84
230 Resolved 15, 3/29/84
e e e o o e e e ok e ke ke kR ke ok ok
TOTAL....... .10
**PRIORITY 1B*#*
001 1B 15, 3/29/84
005 1B 15, 3/29/84
015 1B 17, 4/01/84
016 1B 15, 3/29/84
033 1B 18, 4/02/84
054 1B 21, 4/08/84
076 1B 18, 4/02/84
078 1B 15, 3/29/84
103 1B 18, 4/02/84
292 1B 18, 4/02/84
293 1B 18, 4/02/84
306 1B 18, 4/02/84
308 1B 18, 4/02/84
344 1B 19, 4/05/84
o e e e e e ok e e gk ke ke ok e ke ek
(- PR |
NOTE DESCRIPTION
1 Duplicate of PS 054
2 Incorporated in Amendment 12 to the GGNS Operating License
(MAEC-84/0068)
3 Action required by I&E Bulletin 79-08 is complete (AECM-80/0026)
4 Tech Spec changes requested in MAEC-80/260 complete or covered
under an open Problem Sheet (PS 199)
5 Duplicate of PS 144

**PRIORITY Resolved**



Date: 04/16/84

TABLE 4 (Continued)

Page #2

TECHNICAL SPECIFICATION REVIEW

PROBLEM SHEET LISTING

Total Problem Sheets Generated

Problem Sheet

Assignment

Current Revision

021
034
037
038
139
198
213
262
285
329

TOTAL..ccovee 10

022
112
180
309
310

Tm“‘l...l..ls

**PRIORITY IC**

1C
1C
1C
1C
1C
1C
1C
1C
1C
1C

ek ok o ok ok ok ok o ok ok e ok e e ok ok

**PRIORITY 2A**

2A
2A
2A
2A
2A

e e o e ok o o e o ok ok e ek ok

15,
18,
15,
15,
15,
16,
16,
16,
18,
18,

17,
15,
17,
18,
18,

3/29/84
4/02/84
3/29/84
3/29/84
3/29/84
3/31/84
3/31/84
3/31/84
4/02/84
4/02/84

4/01/84
3/29/84
4/01/84
4/02/84
4/02/84



Date: 04/16/84 TABLE 4 (Continued)

TECHNICAL SPECIFICATION REVIEW
PROBLEM SHEET LISTING
Total Problem Sheets Generated

Problem Sheet Assignment Current Revision

**PRIORITY 2B**

009 28 25, 4/16/84
010 2B 15, 3/29/84
011 2B 15, 3/29/84
014 2B 21, 4/08/84
019 2B 15, 3/29/84
020 28 17, 4/01/84
023 28 15, 3/29/84
024 2B 18, 4/02/84
028 2B 15, 3/29/84
032 2B 21, 4/08/84
041 28 21, 4/08/84
042 28 15, 3/29/84
045 2B 17, 4/01/84
047 2B 15, 3/29/84
049 2B 18, 4/02/84
050 2B 17, 4/01/84
057 2B 17, 4/01/84
060 2B 15, 3/29/84
073 2B 18, 4/02/84
075 28 17, 4/01/84
077 2B 21, 4/08/84
083 28 22, 4/09/84
100 2B 25, 4/16/84
102 2B 15, 3/29/84
110 28 17, 4/01/84
114 2B 18, 4/02/84
116 2B 15, 3/29/84
119 28 15, 3/29/84
120 28 25, 4/16/84
129 28 15, 3/29/84
132 28 15, 3/29/84
137 28 15, 3/29/84
144 2B 15, 3/29/84
164 28 18, 4/02/84
167 28 17, 4/01/84
168 28 21, 4/08/84
172 2B 17, 4/01/R4
176 2B 17, 4/01/84
185 2B 1%, 4/02/84
196 28 16, 3/31/84
201 2B 22, 4/09/84

211 28 18, 4/02/84



Date: 04/16/84 TABLE 4 (Continued) Page #4

. .- - -

TECHNICAL SPECIFICATION REVIEW
PROBLEM SHEET LISTING
Total Problem Sheets Generated

Problem Sheet Assignment Current Revision
223 28 18, 4/02/84
229 2B 21, 4/08/84
235 2B 18, 4/0°/84
236 2B 17, 4/01/84
244 28 18, 4/02/84
245 2B 17, 4/01/84
246 28 18, 4/02/84
247 2B 18, 4/02/84
250 2B 18, 4/02/84
257 28 17, 4/01/84
259 2B 18, 4/02/84
264 2B 17, 4/01/84
266 2B 17, 4/01/84
267 2B 18, 4/02/84
271 2B 18, 4/02/84
273 2B 18, 4/02/84
275 2B 18, 4/02/84
277 2B 18, 4/02/84
284 28 18, 4/02/84
294 2B 18, 4/02/84
297 2B 18, 4/02/84
299 2B 18, 4/02/84
303 2B 18, 4/02/84
307 B 18, 4/02/84
312 2B 22, 4/09/84
313 i 18, 4/02/84
314 B 18, 4/02/84
315 28 18, 4/02/84
316 28 18, 4/02/84
321 28 18, 4/02/84
323 2B 18, 4/02/84
330 2B 18, 4/02/84
331 28 18, 4/02/84
333 2B 18, 4/02/84
335 B 18, 4/02/84
338 28 18, 4/02/84
342 28 19, 4/05/84
345 28 21, 4/08/84
346 2B 23, 4/10/84
347 28 21, 4/08/84
350 28 21, 4/08/84
357 28 21, 4/08/84
159 28 21, 4/08/84
360 28 21, 4/08/84

364 2B 21, 4/08/84




Date: 04/16/84 TABLE 4 (Continued) Page #5

SESESEAOSSaNEEme m-m- EEATASEANSSEESESERE S RE -

TECHNICAL SPECIFICATION REVIEW
PROBLEM SHEET LISTING
Total Problem Sheets Generated

ARSI E TS AR RSN EE TSR RS RREE e Ee mm- - SR
Problem Sheet Assignment Current Revision
372 2B 25, 4/16/84
ok
Tmu‘.....ll...

SAPRIORITY 2C#*

035 2C 15, 3/29/84

108 2C 15, 3/29/84

124 2C 18, 4/02/84

253 2C 18, 4/02/84
RARARRRAR R A AR R

m“‘".‘....‘



Date: 04/16/84 TABLE 4 (Continued) Page #6
TECHNICAL SPECIFICATION REVIEW
PROBLEM SHEET LISTING
Total Problem Sheets Generated
Problem Sheet Assignment Current Revision
*APRIORITY 2D%*
003 2D 17, 4/01/84
006 2D 21, 4/08/84
012 2D 18, 4/02/84
017 2D 15, 3/29/84
025 2D 17, 4/01/84
026 2D 15, 3/29/84
030 2D 17, 4/01/84
031 2D 17, 4/01/84
043 2D 15, 3/29/84
051 2D 15, 3/29/84
055 2D 15, 3/29/84
058 2D 17, 4/01/84
059 2D 17, 4/01/84
061 2D 15, 3/29/84
066 2D 22, 4/09/84
067 2D 15, 3/29/84
071 2D 17, 4/01/84
072 2D 17, 4/01/84
074 2D 17, 4/01/84
085 2D 20, 4/06/84
086 2D 18, 4/02/84
687 2D 17, 4/01/84
088 2D 17, 4/01/84
089 20 15, 3/29/84
090 2D 17, 4/01/84
091 20 15, 3/29/84
092 20 18, 4/02/84
094 2D 21, 4/08/84
109 2D 15, 3/29/84
111 2D 18, 4/02/84
115 20 17, 4/01/84
118 20 16, 3/31/84
122 20 17, 4/01/84
123 2D 18, 4/02/84
126 2D 15, 3/29/84
128 2D 17, 4/01/84
133 20 18, 4/07/84
134 20 17, 4/01/84
136 iy 15, 3/29/84
138 20 15, 3/29/84
140 20 18, 4/02/84

154 20 16, 3/31/84



Date: 04/16/84 TABLE 4 (Continued) Page #7

- smma= Ll L b b bt b L L == - - m=-
TECHNICAL SPECIFICATION REVIEW
PROBLEM SHEET LISTING
Total Problem Sheets Generated

Problem Sheet Assignment Current Revision
155 2D 18, 4/02/84
156 2D 17, 4/01/84
157 2D 17, 4/01/84
158 2D 17, 4/01/84
159 2D 16, 3/31/84
162 2D 16, 3/31/84
163 2D 16, 3/31/84
165 2D 17, 4/01/84
169 2D 18, 4/02/84
171 2D 16, 3/31/84
173 2D 21, 4/08/84
177 2D 17, 4/01/84
178 2D 17, 4/01/84
179 2D 16, 3/31/84
182 2D 17, 4/01/84
183 2D 18, 4/02/84
184 20 16, 3/31/84
190 20 20, 4/06/84
191 2D 18, 4/02/84
192 2D 16, 3/31/84
193 20 16, 3/31/84
194 2D 18, 4/02/84
203 20 22, 4/09/84
212 2D 18, 4/02/84
221 2D 16, 3/31/84
225 2D 20, 4/06/84
237 20 18, 4/02/84
238 2D 18, 4/02/84
239 2D 18, 4/02/84
240 2D 17, 4/01/84
241 2D 17, 4/01/84
248 2D 18, 4/02/84
249 20 22, 4/09/84
263 2D 17, 4/01/84
265 n 18, 4/02/84
269 20 18, 4/02/84
272 2D 22, 4/09/84
274 0 18, 4/02/84
276 i 18, 4/02/84
278 2D 18, 4/02/84
279 2D 17, 4/01/84
280 2D 18, 4/02/84
286 20 18, 4/02/84
287 20 18, 4/02/84

288 20 18, 4/02/84



Date: 04/16/84

TABLE 4 (Continued)

Page #8

TECHNICAL SPECIFICATION REVIEW
PROBLEM SHEET LISTING
Total Problem Sheets Generated

Problem Sheet Assignment Current Revision
362 2D 18, 4/02/84
304 2D 21, 4/08/84
334 2D 18, 4/02/84
336 2D 18, 4/02/84
337 2D 18, 4/02/84
343 2D 19, 4/05/84
349 2D 21, 4/08/84
351 2D 21, 4/08/84
352 2D 21, 4/08/84
353 2D 21, 4/08/84
354 2D 21, 4/08/84
355 2D 21, 4/08/84
356 2D 21, 4/98/84
358 2D 21, 4/08/84
361 2D 21, 4/08/84
362 2D 21, 4/08/84
363 i 21, 4/08/84
365 2D 24, 4/13/84
366 2D 24, 4/13/84
371 2D 24, 4/13/84

RRRRR AR AR AR

1““..‘.....107



Date: 04/16/84 TABLE 4 (Continued) Fage #9

TECHNICAL SPECIFICATION REVIEW
PROBLEM SHEET LISTING
Total Problem Sheets Generated

Problem Sheet Assignment Current Revision

**PRIORITY 2E#*

002 2E 15, 3/29/84
004 2E 22, 4/09/84
027 2E 15, 3/29/84
036 2E 20, 4/06/84
052 2E 15, 3/29/84
053 2E 17, 4/01/84
062 2E 18, 4/02/84
063 - 2E 17, 4/01/84
064 2E 15, 3/29/84
065 2E 15, 3/29/84
069 2E 17, 4/01/84
079 2E 15, 3/29/84
093 2E 22, 4/09/84
095 2E 22, 4/09/84
096 2E 15, 3/29/84
097 2E 15, 3/29/84
101 2E 15, 3/29/84
104 2E 17, 4/01/84
105 2E 15, 3/29/84
106 2E 18, 4/02/84
107 2E 18, 4/02/84
146 2E 15, 3/29/84
152 2E 16, 3/31/84
160 2E 21, 4/08/84
161 2E 18, 4/02/84
170 2E 16, 3/31/84
174 2E 17, 4/01/84
233 2E 25, 4/16/84
255 2E 18, 4/02/84
256 2E 18, 4/02/84
270 2E 22, 4/09/84
281 2E 18, 4/02/84
282 2E 17, 4/01/84
283 2E 17, 4/01/84
289 2E 18, 4/02/84
290 2E 18, 4/02/84
295 e 18, 4/02/84
296 2E 18, 4/02/84
298 2E 18, 4/02/84
301 28 18, 4/02/84
i 2k 18, 4/02/84

Ny 2E 18, 4/02/84
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TABLE 4 (Continued)

TECHNICAL SPECIFICATION REVIEW
PROBLEM SHEET LISTING
Total Problem Sheets Generated

Problem Sheet

Assignment

Current Revision

319
320
322
324
348

007
040
046
141
142
145
181
251
268

Tm““..ll.‘.’

2E
2E
2E
2E
2E

o e e ok o ok ok ke ok e e ok ke e ok

**PRIORITY 2F#**

2F
2F
2F
2F
2F
2F
2F
2F
2F

o o ok o o o oo e e o e ek e

21,
18,
18,
18,
21,

4/08/84
4/02/84
4/02/84
4/02/84
4/08/84

3/29/84
4/01/84
3/29/84
4/01/84
3/29/84
4/01/84
4/01/84
4/02/84
4/02/84
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TECHNICAL SPECIFICATION REVIEW
PRCBLEM § . °T LISTING
Total Problem Sheets Generated

Problem Sheet Assignment Current Revision

**PRIORITY 2G#**

039 2G 17, 4/01/84
098 2G 15, 3/29/84
099 2G 21, 4/08/84
127 2C 17, 4/01/84
131 26 15, 3/29/84
143 2G 15, 3/29/84
150 2G 17, 4/01/84
187 2G 18, 4/02/84
200 2G 18, 4/02/84
206 2G 16, 3/31/84
210 2G 18, 4/02/84
RhkkRkARRRRR AR A RA A
TOTAL.ccocoes 11

**PRIORITY 2H**

008 2H 17, 4/01/84
048 g 2H 15, 3/29/84
153 2H 17, 4/01/84
189 28 18, 4/02/84
204 2H 18, 4/02/84
205 2H 16, 3/31/84
207 2H 18, 4/02,84
208 2H 18, 4/02/84
209 2H 15, 3/29/84
RkRk Rk ko kR kR kAR
TOTAL........9
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Problem Sheet Assignment Current Revision
*%*PRIORITY 21**
219 21 16, 3/31/84
30° 2] 18, 4/02/84
325 21 18, 4/02/84
28 18, 4/02/84
339 ! 18, 4/02/84
340 18, 4/02/84
ok e o g o o ok ke ok ok ok ok ok 2. 2.8
ar T R 6
**PRIORITY 3A**
0l 3A 21, 4/08/84

081 3A 15, 3/29/84
082 A 15, 3/29/84
084 3A 15, 3/29/84
148 3A 17, 4/01/84
195 A 18, 4/02/84
197 A 21, 4/08/84
218 A 21, 4/08/84
220 3A 8, 4/02/84
226 3A 18, 4/02/84
234 A 18, 4/02/84
261 A 18, 4/02/84
300 3A 18, 4/02/84
’\ 370 3A 24, 4/13/84

e e ek ok e ok e e ke ke
TOTAL...evv.. 14
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TECHNICAL SPECIFICATION REVIEW
PROBLEM SHEET LISTING
Total Problem Sheets Generated

Problem Sheet Assignment Current Revision

**PRIORITY 3B**

018 3B 15, 3/29/84
029 3B i/, 4/01/84
044 3B 17, 4/vi/84
056 3B 21, 4/08/84
068 3B 15, 3/29/84
070 3B 18, 4/02/84
147 3B 16, 3/31/84
149 3B 18, 4/02/84
151 3B 17, 4/01/84
166 3B 17, 4/01/84
175 3B 21, 4/08/84
199 3B 18, 4/02/84
202 38 18, 4/02/84
214 3B 21, 4/08/84
215 3B 16, 3/31/84
216 3B 18, 4/02/84
217 3B 21, 4/08/84
222 3B 16, 3/31/84
224 3B 16, 3/31/84
227 3B 21, 4/08/84
228 3B 17, 4/01/84
231 3B 17, 4/01/84
232 38 17, 4/01/84
242 3B 18, 4/02/84
243 3B 18, 4/02/84
252 3B 18, 4/02/84
254 3B 18, 4/02/84
258 3B 18, 4/02/84
260 3B 18, 4/02/84
291 3B 18, 4/02/84
318 3B 18, 4/02/84
327 3E 18, 4/02/84
328 3B 18, 4/02/84
332 3B 21, 4/08/84
341 3B 18, 4/02/84
367 3B 24, 4/13/84
ot 3B 24, 4/13/84
299 3B 24, 4/13/84
800 3B 18, 4/02/84
801 3B 18, 4/02/84
802 3B 18, 4/02/84

803 3B 18, 4/02/84
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Total Problem Sheets Generatec

PROBLEM SHEET LISTING

Page #14

Problem Sheet Assignment
804 3B
805 3B
806 3B
807 3B
808 3B
809 3B
810 3B
811 3B
812 3B
813 3B
814 3B
815 3B
816 3B
817 3B
818 3B
819 3B
820 3B
821 3B
822 3B
823 3B
824 3B
825 3B
826 3B
827 3B
828 3B
829 3B
830 3B
831 3B
832 3B

ek e ek e ok ok ok ok ek

TOTAL.....'..71

Current Revision

18,
24,
18,
18,
18,
18,
18,
18,
23,
22,
22,
22,
23,
23,
23,
23.
23,
24,
24,
24,
24,
24,
25,
25,
25,
25,
25,
25,
25,

4/02/84
3/13/84
4/02/84
4/02/84
4/02/84
4/02/84
4/02/84
4/02/84
4/10/84
4/09/84
4/09/84
4/09/84
4/10/84
4/10/84
4/10/84
4/10/84
4/10/84
4/13/84
4/13/84
4/13/84
4/13/84
4/13/84
4/16/84
4/16/84
4/16/84
4/16/84
4/16/84
4/16/84
4/16/84
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TABLE 5

FSAR INCONSISTENCY CATEGORIES

CATEGORY - TITLE

1

Setpoint /Parameter
Inconsistency

2 - Editorial/Internal
FSAR Inconsistency

3 - FSAR/As-built
Inconsistency

4 - Organizational

5 - Miscellaneous

6 - Technical Specification
Inaccuracy

DESCRIPTION

Inconsistency involves an inaccurate
FSAR listing of setpoints or system
parameter value or of frequency/
duration of system testing.

Inconsistency involves clearly an
editorial error, incomplete
information, or information which is
accurately described in one FSAR
section but inaccurately described
elsewhere in the FSAR.

Inconsistency involves an inaccurate or
unclear FSAR description of the
physical plant hardware.

Inconsistency involves an inaccurate or
unclear FSAR discussion in an organi-
zational and administrative area.

Inconsistency involves an FSAR inaccuracy
which is not applicable to other categories.

Inconsistency involves condition in
which FSAR is accurate and Technical
Specification requires revision to
resolve inconsistency.




TABLE 6

FSAR Inconsistencies - Overall TSRP Totals

Total, Technical Specification sections reviewed 270

Technical Specification sections identified to
have one or more FSAR inconsistency 55

Total Technical Specification Problem Sheets
associated with FSAR inconsistencies 78

TSPS associated with FSAR inconsistencies
in which the FSAR was correct and
Technical Specification required
revision 22

TSP: associated with FSAR inconsistencies
in which the FSAR required revision 56




TABLE 7

Categorization of TSPS Related to Valid FSAR Inconsistencies

Category No. of TSPS

1. Setpoint/Parameter
Inconsistency 17

2s Editorial Internal

FSAR Inconsistency 14
3. FSAR/As-built

Inconsistency 8
4. Organizational 12
5. Miscellaneous 5

TOTAL 56

* This table does not include those 20 TSPS related to FSAR inconsistencies in
which the FSAR was determined to be accurate while the Technical Specifica-
tion required revision. The purpose of the table is to categorize the

instances in which the FSAR was inaccurate.

30

25

14

22

100%
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