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March 13., 1 9 8 1

Joseph Hendrie, Acting Chairman
John Ahearne, Commissioner
Peter Bradford, Commissioner
Victor Gi1 insky, Commissioner
U ~ S ~ Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, D. C. 20555

Gent 1 emen:

I am writing to reauest information concerning the
matt ers discussed in the enclosed letter from the Electric
Power Research Institute (EPRI), to Westinghouse dated
January 14, 1 981 . Although the enclosed copy is unsigned,I discussed the substance of the letter with its author
on February 2 6, 1 98 1, who did not dispute its accuracy .

The EPRI letter makes the fol lowing points, among
others:

1 ~ Testing of some PORV block valves has
demonstrated an inability to close againstful1 flow;

2 ~ Block valves that are known to be incapable
of closing against full flow are insta 1 led inat least one of the Oconee plants (which are
licensed to operate)

3 . S ince the NRC has been informed by We sting-
house of some adverse test resul ts, no further
reporting need be made "at present.
4 . Utilities participating in the EPRI PWR
Safety and Relief Valve Test Program wil1 not
receive information on the adverse test results
o f the block valves from EPRI.

The author of the letter also informed me that more
block valve fai lures have been experienced in the test
program than are described in the letter . It is the author '
and apparently EPRI ' opinion that these adverse test
results need not be reported to NRC pursuant to 1 0 CFR Part 2 1
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on 'the remarkable theory that NRC is already aware of
potential problems with the block valves as evidenced
by the test program itself. Furthermore, the utilities
are not being informed of the adverse test results because
their contracts with EPRI only cover relief and safety
valves. Finally, the author states that EPRI does not
know how many or which plants have this particular block
valve. I was told that Duke Power Company should be
contacted to learn whether the faulty block valves are
installed in one, two or all three Oconee units.

On March 2, 1981, I called the NRC Project Manager
for the Oconee plants, Morton Fairtile. He stated he
was unaware of any problems with the Oconee block valves.
He noted that, although as of February 27, l981, he no
longer serves as the Oconee Project Manager, the newly-
assigned Project Manager would be unlikely to be aware
of this situation. Mr. Fairtile referred me to Mr.
Cherny, the NRC staff member in charge of Task Action
Plan II.D.l.b which concerns block valve testing.

I called Mr. Cherny on March 2. He stated that
although he was aware of block valve failures during
testing, he believed that none of the valves with adverse
test results were installed in operating plants. Mr.
Cherny stated that he had no objection to my sending the
EPRI lettex'o NRC since he was unaware of the information
in it.

UCS believes that it is the Commission's responsibility
to promptly obtain answers to the following questions:

1. Did the staff bring to your attention any
information regarding adverse results'rom
block valve tests? If so, when?

2. Which of the three Oconee plants utilize
the block valve which is known to be incapable
of closing against full flow?

3. Is the affected Oconee unit(.s) in operation?If so, on what basis is continued operation
being permitted?

4. Does any other operating PWR utilize a
block valve which can not "be .operated, closed,
and opened for all fluid conditions expected
under operating and accident conditions."(NUREG-0737,





page 3-73).. For each operating plant, what
is the basis of this determinatinn?
5. Has EPRI violated the requirements of 10
CFR Part 21? If you conclude that no violation
occurred, please explain the basis for that
conclusion.

6. Has the staff reported the information on
block valve failures provided by Westinghouse
to any licensing board?* If not, why not and
what steps have you taken to ensure the staff
promptly -reports relevant information in the future?

The EPRI letter and the information obtained in
discussions with its author and NRC staff members Fairtile
and Cherny disclose a serious potential safety problem.
The failure of a block valve to operate properly can
result in unnecessary challenges to the emergency core
cooling systems. One of the TMI lessons learned was that
the frequency of ECCS challenges may exceed the previously
understood and accepted design basis. In addition, block
valve failure may prevent "feed and bleed" operation which
the lessons learned task force advanced as an alternative
in the event natural circulation is interrupted. Moreover,
EPRI's handling of this matter seems to be motivated by
a desire to keep test failures quiet by adopting a highly
questionable interpretation of the duty under 10 CFR Part
21 to report defects in nuclear plant components.'e findit even more incredible that EPRI has not even informed
the utilities which use these valves of the test failures.
This attitude is totally inappropriate on the part of an
organization which has been entrusted with the responsibility
to undertake a major portion of the industry-wide valve-
testing program mandated by the lessons learned from the
TMI-2 accident.

In addition, it is the NRC staff's obligation to
inform Licensing Boards of significant developments. This

* UCS is a party to the TMI-1 restart proceeding and
therefore I already know that the answer to this
question for that proceeding is "no."





duty to report a ises immediately upon the staf f ' discoveryof the informaticn; the'taff is not permitted to waituntil it has completed its own evaluation. Vir inia Electric
& Power Co. (North Anna Power Station, Units 1 6 2), CLZ-
76-22, 4 NRC 480, 491 (1976); Consolidated Edison Co. of
N.Y. (Zndian Poicvt Station, Units 1, 2, & 3), CLZ-77-2,
5 NRC 13 (.1977). There is no cnestion that block valve
test failures are, a "significant development" and should
be reported to Licensing Boards at once.

It is apparent that these failures call into serious
question the NRC' policy of allowing until July 1, 1982
for verification" of block valve functionability and
mandating no deadline for replacement of valves which
are demonstrated by the tests to be unacceptable. (NUREG-
0737, p. 3-73). Such an extended and open-ended schedule
could only be justified on the belief that the program
would, in fact, " verify". that block valves installed in
operating plants will function under the range of normal
and accident conditions. If-the test failures show that
some valves cannot function as required, there is no
justification for permitting them to be used in operating
plants until July 1, 1982 or beyond.

Zn addition to obtaining answers to the question
listed above, UCS urges the Commission to take the following
action:

1. Order the immediate modification or replace-
'ment o all valves failing EPRZ tests.
2. Direct the staff to report the EPRI results
to Lic nsing Boards.

3. D'ect the staff to undertake responsible
oversi ght of the EPRZ program, to obtain all
test results expeditiously and to inform the
Commissioners of significant developments.

4 Zn light of the test failures, move the
July 1, 1982 deadline for "verification" of
block valve functionability to the earliestpossible date.

Because of the serious safety significance of this
matter, UCS requests that you inform us within two weeks





of your action on this information and request.

Robert. D. Pollard
Nuclear Safety Engineer

cc: TMl Service List
Enclosure: As Stated





January 14, 1981

Hr. T. F. Hursen,
Manager

Nuclear Equipmenz. Engineering
P. O. Box 355
Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania 15730

Dear Hr. Hursen:

Although PORV block valves are not part of the PWR Safety and
Relief Valve Test Program, we have elected to test a sample
group of these valves at the Marshall Steam Station. As you
know, we recently tested the W block valve with internal
identification, Model 3GM88 and found that it required more
torque than originally specified to close against full flow.
We recently purchased and received a second W block valve,
Model 3GM99 ; and, based on discussion with W personnel, were
aware that the valve would also require more force than speci-
fied to close against full flow. .Data from the 3GH88 valve
test at Marshall, in plant tests, and W tests of the 3GM99 indi-
cated that the valve-operator combination originally supplied
to the utilities was sized such that the valve would not be
able to close against full flow. We agreed to having the valve
returned to Cheswick for modifications prior to conducting any
formal testing, i.e., following a test procedure.

Our understanding is that both the valve yoke and operator wall
be changed as part of the modification process; therefore, the
valve we test at, Marshall will be somewhat different from those
currently specified for plants under construction (no operating
U.S. plants have Model 3GH99 valves installed). En order to
give us some baseline information as well as check out our newly
installed 440U electrical system, we cycled the W block valve
twice against full flow at Marshall, January 12, 19,81.

r
When the valve was cycled, we were under the impression that this
model was installed in Duke ' Oconee plant and that the baseline
information was meaningful to them. By the time we determined
the Oconee plant had the Model 3GM88 the valve had already
been cycled. As predicted the valve dad not fully close. The
data attached are those recorded for the two cycles; they may
be useful for compa'rison purposes once the valve is fully tested
with the new yoke/operator combination.
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Since N has already discussed similar results for the previously
tested Model 3GH88 with the USNRC, and are actively engaged
in resolving the problem, it is my opinion that no further
reporting is required at present. The block valve testing is
not part of the PWR'/RV Test Program as mentioned above;
therefore this information will not be disseminated to the
participating utilities at this time. lf you have questions
regarding any aspect of this letter please don'0 hesitate tocal'e at 415-855-2719.

Sincerely yours,

J.D.E. Jeffries
Pxoject Manager
Safety and Analysis Department

cc: T.E. Auble
H.J. Bilanin
J.J. Carey
D. Hoffman
H. B. Loewenstein
J. Scott




