BALTIMORE
GAS AND

ELECTR.C

CHA’v E3 CENTER © PO. BOX 1475 @ BALTIMORE, MARYLAND 21203-1475

July 22 1992

J.8. Nu~lear Regulatory Commission
Washingtea, D.C. 20555

ATTENTION: Docuvment Control Desk

SURTECT: Calvert Cliffs Nuclear Power Plant
Unit No. 1;: Docket No. 50-317; License No, DPR 53

Licensee Event Report 92-006

Gentlemen:

The attached report ls being sent to you as required under 10 CFR 50.73
guidelines. Should you have any gquestions regarding this report, we 4ill be
pleased to discuss them with you.

Very truly yours,

RED/DWM/bid

Attachment

o, . Brune, Esquire

Silberg, Esquire

. Capra, NRC

. McDonald, Jr., NRC

. Martin, NRC

. Wilson, NRC

. McLean. DNR

. H. Walter, PSC

irector, Office of Management Information
and Program Control
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On June 23, 1992, during an inspection of BG&E's Inservice Test (1IST) Program,
it was not.ced that a valve found in the alert range during an October 25,
1991 inservice test had not been placed in the Supplemental Tert Program for
monthly testing as required by ASME Section XI Results from subsegquent tests !
indicated that the valve was not degrading. The IST Engineer reviewed the |
rosords for all IST valves fotr the last three test c¢veles and deturmined that }
I
|
|
|
I
i

this was an isclated case.

The immediate cause of this event was personne! error. The root cause of this
event is the lack of sufficient defense-in-depth in that the procedure which
governs the IST program does not require any second check of the valves' test
values, |

A new set of 1ST administrat ve procedures are .cheduled for implementatirn by
the end of the year. A second check of the IS8T Engineer’'s review of IST !
results will be included in the revised IST process Management has already i
directed these reviews to be sta ted pending adeption of the formal procedure,

Appropriate personneél actions were taken ‘
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DESCRIPTION OF EVENT

On June 23, 199%2, during an inspection of BG&E's Inservice Test (IST) Program, it
was noticed that a valve found in the alert range during an October 25, 1991
inservice test had not been placed in the Supplemental Test Program for monthly
testing as required by ASME Section XI. Results from subsequent tests indicated
that the valve was not degrading. At the time of discovery, Unit 1 was in MODE 5
at atmospheric temperature and pressure.

For each valve in the IST program, an “action" level is set corresponding to the
limiting stroke time for valve OPERABILITY. The action level for each valve is
constant. ASME Section X1 paragraph IWV-3417(a) requires that, if a valve with a
full stroke time greater than 10 seconds exhibits an increase in stroke time of
25 percent or more over that of its previous test, the valve's test frequency
shall be increased to once a month until correctiva action is taken, at which
time the original test frequency shall be resumed. The value of 25 percent over
the last measured stroke times but below the action level is known as the “alert"®
raige. The purpose of the alert range is to identify accelerated degradation of
IST valves as evidenced by stroke time increases.

On October 25, 1991, Surveillance Test Procedure (STP) 0-65C-1, "12 Service Water
System Valve Quarterly Test," was performéd on the il Spent Fuel Pool Cooler Heat
Exchanger Isolation Valve (1-SRW-1597-CV). The valve closur: time was 15.7
seconds, below the valve's Section XI action limit of 23 seconds but above the
valve's alert limit of 15.5 seconds. Since alert range limits are not reguired
to be listed in the STP, the personnel performing the test and accepting the
results were unaware that the valve was in its alert range. The action level is
listed in the STP so that, had the valve’'s stroke time exceeded the action level,
Operations personnel would have known that the valve was {r-nerable.

The STP was completed and forwarded to the Functional Surveillance Test
Coordinator (FSTC), who reviewed the STP and passed 1t on to the IST engineer,
who recorded the stroke times for the valves and checked them against their alert
limits. Only the IST Engineer, who calculated the alert range value, knew the
alert limit. However, during his review, the IST engineer misied the fact that
1-SRW-1597-CV was in the alert range and therefore did not add it to the
Supplemental Test Program for monthly testing as required by ASME Section XI
paragraph IWV-3417(=1, This constitutes a violation of Technical Specification
4.0.5, which requires that inservice testing be performed in accordance with ASME
Section XI.

On June 23, 1991, an NRC inspector reviewing the 187 program noticed that,
although 1-SRW-1597-CV had been found in the alert range on October 25, 1991, it
had not peen tested monthly afterward, The IS8T Engineer reviewed the records for
all IST valves for the last three test eycles and determined that thig was &n
isolated case. No other slert range results haa been overlooked
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11. CAUSE OF EVENT i

The immediate cause of this event was persomnel errer. The IS8T Engineer is
charged with identifying valve test results io the alert range and adding the
atfected valves to th~ Supplemental Test program, In this case, he did not
exercise sufficient attention to detail and missed this valve.

The root cause of this event is the lack of sufficient defense-in-depth in that
the procedure which governs the IST program lesves the identification of valves .
in the alert range entirely up to the IST Engineer and does not provide for any
second check of his work.

I11. ANALYSIS OF EVENT

There were no safety conseguences or significance as a result of this condition.

The valve was fully capable of performing its safety function of isolating the

Spent Fuel Poocl Heat Exchanger in the event of a Containment Spray initiation, !
The valve's stroke time remained below its action time limit. The valve was

therefore OPERABLE.

On June 24, 1992 the IST Engineer reviewed the records for walve 1-SRW-1597-CV
and found that the Octeober 25, 19%1 stroke time was anomalous and net indicative
of degradation of the valve. The valve had been tested on January 17, 1992,
Mareh 16, 1992; and June 23, 1992 and had not exhibited an increasing stroke time
trend.

This item is reportable under the provisions of 10 CFR 50.73 (A)(2)(1)(B) as a
condition prohibited by the plant’'s Technical Specifications,

1V, CORRECTIVE ACTIONS

A, All IST valve test results were reviewed to verify that no alert
range data had been missed in the last three cycles. None had been.

B. A second check of the 1ST Engineer's review of IST results is
presently being performed and will be included in a new set of IST
administrative procedures, scheduled for implementation by the end of
the year,

C. Appropriate personnel actions were taken to address the human
performance aspects of this event.
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ADDITIONAL INFORMATION

A,

Affected Component Identification:

IEEE 803 1EEE BOS

EIIS Funct System 1D
Spent Fuel Pool Isolation Valve 15V DA
Spent Fuel Pool Heat Exchanger HX DA

Previous Simi.iar Events:

There have been no events reported under 10 CFR 50.73 involving
similar instances in which lack of follow-up review resulted in ASME
Section XI violations.
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