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On May 18, 1988, whiie the plant was in Mode 5, the System Engineer found
that the Component Cooling Water (CCW) Train 1B valve operability test
performed on February 11, 1988, had not yet been evaluated for change in
stroke time per ASME Section XI. The evaluation was performed and the
results indicated that one of the valves covered by cthe test required an
increased testing frequency. Due to the lack of a timely review, two
required surveillances had been missed. Immediate review of the latest
valve operability surveillance for (W Train 1B, performed on
May 13, 1588, showed the valve of concern within its allowable stroke
time. The missed surveillance testing was due to a lack of timely review
of the surveillance test package, which resulted from an inadequate
tracking program. Surveillance frequency for the ~ffected valve was
increased, and a verification of review was performed for other ASME
Section XI surveillance test packages. To prevent recurrence of the
event, the surveillance program has been revised to provide an improved
system to track surveillance test packages through the review cycle and
to alert responsible perscnnel to test packages not receiving timely
attention. The Independent Safety Engineering Group performed a review
of this and similar events, with no adverse findings.
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DESCRIPTION OF EVENT:

Or. February 11, 1988, the gquarterly Component Cooling Water
(CCW) Train 1B valve operability test was performed. Review by the
Test Coordinator and the shift Supervisor for valve stroke time
limits showed acceptable results, and the package was forwarded for
review. Existing processing procedures require the System Engineer
to review the completed surveillance package and perform an ASME
Section XI stroke time change evaluation. The System Engineer wvas
unaware that the test had been performed and that the results
needed to be reviewed. Upon notification by the Divisional
Surveillance Coordinator in mid-May that the status of this test
package had nct been updated to indicate completion of the review
cycle, the System Engineer obtained the package and performed the
required evaluation,

On May 18, 1988, the System Engineer's stroke time change
evaluation for one of the valves covered by the test (the RHR Heat
Exchanger Outlet Valve) revealed an increave in stroke time which
required an increase to monthly surveillance fregquency per ASME
Section XI requirements. However, due to the lack of timely
review, two required surveillances had already been missed. The
surveillance frequency was increar xd to monthly, starting from the
latest available valve operability surveillance for CCW Train 1B,
which had been performed ¢n May 13, 1988. The operability of the
valve of concern was verified based on May 13, 1988, valve
operability surveillance; therefore, no Limiting Condition of
Operation was entered.

The NRC was notified of this reportable condition at 0738 hours
on May 19, 1988.

CAUSE OF EVENT:

The root cause of this occurrence was an inadequate procedure
for tracking surveillance test packages through the review cycle.
The existing program did not have sufficient internal controls to
ensure test packages were reviewed in a timely manner.
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ANALYSIS OF EVENT:

There were no advers. safety or radiological consequences from
this event. The Inservice Testing Program (IST) for valves
requires an increase in test fregquency whenever the stroke
increases by a given percentage from one test to the next, even
though the actual stroke time may still be less than the maximum
allowed by Technical Specifications. Although the increase in
valve stroke time was greater than the allowable percentage, it was
within the required response time, and the valve was still capable
of performing its safety function. The event did not produce any
additional risk to the public.

This event was reportable pursuant to 10CFRS0.73(a)(2)(i)(8).
One valve in CCW Train 1B was in an untested condition from
March 21, 1988, to May 13, 1988, and, as such, the plant was in a
configuration prohibited by Technical Specifications. The
Component Cooling Water Train 1B valve operability test was
satisfactorily completed on May 13, 1988.

CORRECTIVE ACTIONS:
p 8 The most recent surveillance results for the valve of
concern were reviewed. Valve operability and proper

surveillance frequency were verified.

2. ASME Section XI surveillance test packages performed
prior to May 6, 1988, which were in the final review and
approval cycle have been checked to ensure that
surveillance fragquencies were correct. No additional
discrepancies were discovered.

All ASME Section XI pump and valve surveillar-e test
packages are reviewed by the Section XI IST Coordinator.
Requests for increased frequency testing are initiated
following this review for pumps with parameters in %he
alert range and for valves exceeding the trend limits.
A second review of the surveillance packages is conducted
by the system engineers. The review of test packages by
the IST coordinator and the subsequent review and
evaluation of the packages by the cognizant systenm
engineer will ensur2 that appropriate corrective actions
are implemented.
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4. The Surveillance Scheduling Procedure has been revised
to require the Plant Surveillance Coordinator to
periocdically generate a report containing pump and valve
surveillance test packages whose review has not been
completed within two weeks from their parformance. The
Plant Surveillance Coordinator distributes copies of this
report to individual(s) currently responsible for the
review status of the packages, their supervision and the
appropriate Divisional Surveillance Coordinator(s).

S HL&P's Independent fafety Engineering Group (ISEG) has
performed a review of the interface between the ASME
Section XI Pump and Valve program and the surveillance
program with no adverse firdings.

ADDITIONAL INFORMATION:

Similar events were previously reported at Unit 1 via
LER 88-011, which involved nonperformance of a scheduled
surveillance test on an Essential Chilled Water Pump, and via
LER 88-023, which involved a failure to increase the surieillance
fregquency on an Essential Cooling Water Screen Wash Booster Pump.
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