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! November 29, 1983

f N _FOR NCY R

RE: Primar onfainment Leak R t LaSalle Units 1 ang 2
OC.XETS NO. $0-373 anc 50-174

Honorablie James Keppler

Director, Reglon 3 -
U.S. Nuclear Reguiatory Comission

7193 Roosevelt Road

Glen Ellyn 1L 60137

Dear Mr. Keppler:

I im writing to notify you of an extremely serious and unsafe condition whick
now exists at LaSalle Unit ) with regard to the ab111ty of the primary
containment cf that reactor to fulfill 1ts design fuaction and provide the
level of containment of reactor fission p-oducts mandated by law and the
reactor's technical specifications.

There exists strong evidence that the Integrzted Leak Rate Testing (ILRT) done
at LaSalle uUnit 1 in Spring, 1982, provides no assurance ‘hatever that the
containment leak rate ¢ within the reguired 1imit.

Besides being a clear and nresent danger. this situatio” represents a gross
viclation of the requirements of the Atomic Energy Act and 10 CFR Part 50.

Descriptior. of the situation:

1. JTrere are severe errors, defects, and loopholes 1n *American Nationa)
Standard N45.4-1972, Leakage Rate Testing of Contatinment Structures for
kuclear Reactors®, which Appendix J of 10 CFR Part 50 requires that
containment Jeak rate tests be conducted in accoruance with. AS a result,
ILRT's are conducted in accordance with modified versions of this standard
which have not been endorsed.

2. Most of these c:rors, defect nd Toopholes stand uncorrected in the
docunxnt "ANSI/ANS-56.8-19B1: American Nationa) Standard Containment
System Testing Requirements®, which the American Nuclear Soclety 1s
propesing as & standard to replace the N45.4 standard, and which was
basically followed during the 1982 LaSalle test.
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3. The defects in these documents include:

.. The equation used to calculate the containment air mass at any given

time s wrong. This error 43 the result of an obvious end gla: lny
mistake made during the derivation of this equation, This error was
reported as early as 1963 (see References 1 and 2). Errors resulting
from the use of the wrong equation may become significant when
temperature gradients throughout & contatnment are not small.

B. A lack of any prohidition on 2 wide varfety of =us 4» .A4ch the
ira) Tcu) legk rate f . Thesa include, but are not
1imited to:
1. unjustified discarding of the first part of the mass curve;

1. unjustified discarding of data;

199, insufficient ano unjustified placement of temperature .nd
pressure sensors;

iv. use »° unjustified weighting coefficients;

v. Invaild and unjustified blockage of leakage pathways;

vy, Invalld and unjustified use of *B* and °C* type tests as
verification of overall containment jeak rate; and

vit. Errors in verification tests.

C. Loose requirements for permanent archiving of the actual raw,
Individual temperature and pressure serior readings, as wel) as other
essential data. If this data s not preserved, meaningful weview of
an ILR test 1s Ympossible - especially in Jight of the many
opportunities described above for fudging thé calculated resuyit.

)

4. It can be mathematically demonstrated that J}rors and loo h‘3e :
standards allow the reporting of a Jeak rate which may be one, or in
rde f n

extreme cases as much as two, orders o mpgnitude lower than the real leak

Iate.

To sum up, the 1LRT methodology now in use offers no quarantee that actua)
Teakh rates are acceptably low. We simply do not know what the actual leak
rates are. Tnis s precisely the case with LaSalle Unit 1.

This unacceptabie situation represents a fundamental violation of the
requirements of 10 CFR Part 50, which requires that reactor containment leak
rates be cemonstrated to be within certain values for 2 reactor to obtain and
keep an operating license.
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Specific prodblems with LaSalle Unit 1 JLRT:

In July of this year, 1 filed with the NRC a Freedom of Information Act
Kequest (FOIA-B3-384), asking for coplies of any and all documents in the NRC's
possession regarding Integrated Leak Rate Testing at the LaSalle 1 and 2 and
0.C. Cook 1 and 2 reactors, Including any and 211 Informetion on flaws or
errors in these tests. The NRC responded, after & very significant delay, by
placing various documents regarding LaSalle in the LaSalle Public Document
Room, at which | was able to peruse and photocopy them I have submitted
these matertals for review to Dr. Zinovy Reytbatt, a specialist on
containment Teak rate testing.

Or. Reytdblatt informs me that these materials, which pertain to the spring
1982 ILRT conducted at LaSalle 1, are: B

8. Insyfficient to justifv the repsrted leak rate:

b. Iinsyfficient to prove that the kjngd of unjust)f [1able fudging of the data
described above was not done; and

€. Insyfficient to permit a meaningfy) review of this test.

Necessary data not provided include:

s. Frecise location of temperature and pressurse instruments;
b. Compartment subvolume recalcoiationy;
L., Individual sensor weighting factogg#® It appears that the testing

organization simply used ‘emperature averaging over i1ndividua)
compartments;

Ingdividual temperature senser readings;

Back-up pressuyre gauge readings; and

Conta‘inment venitlation and cooling conditions in effect during the
test.

No "ampiete review can be done without such Information.

There 15 strong evidence, huwever, that the rea) Yeak rate may be in excess of
the reported value simply beczuse tie local temperature range with'n the
containm=nt during the test was at times greater than 40 degrees F. Another

adverse factor 15 a possibility of actual welahting factors being 1n'excess of
0.7, which viclates even the faulty standarg.

In addition, the materlals ;ecelved were fragmentary, disorde:2d, and V. many
cases 11legible.

In conclusion, there appears to be no Justification for %he conclusion that
LaSalle Unit 1's containment leak rate 1% within acceptabiie 1imits. It

appears that the NRC has never received from Commonuealth Edison any materials
which can Justify any such conclusion.
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Re11ef requested:

I therefore request that you inmediately arder:

L

that LaSalle Unit 1 be placed in cold shutdown until Commonwealth Edison
(CECO) can provide valid proof that ‘ts containment leak rate 45 within

the 1imit mandated by law;

that CECO assemble and submit to the NRC all ILR test reports and
supporting documents or computer media zontaining such supporting
materials (including matertal re.ciing to points a-f above) pertaining teo
LaSalle Units 1 and 2 and Byron Units 1 and 2, including such documents or
mecia whicth contaln “he actual) raw test data;

that the NRC immediately releaspe coples of all this matertal to we so that
an Independent review can be dgohe;

thet the NRC immediately (ommence $ts own review of these tests; and
ithal Commonwealth fdison be ordered to ccnduct no fyurther integrated {eak

Rate Testing until e11 errcrs and defects tn the test methodnlogy hawe
been corrected.

The public interest, as well as 10 CFR Part 50, demands that this exirglely
serfous situation be corrected. I shall expect to hear from you tmmediately.

Sincereiy,

e bre]

Edward M. Gogo)

cc. Congressman Sidney Yates

References:

1. See payes 33-34 of:
BNWL-1028, UC-BO, Reactor Technology: Alr Leakice Rate Studdes on the
€.5.f. Contajnment Vessel. '
by M.E. Witherspoon and G.J. Rogers, Reactor Engtaeering Department,
Physics and Engineering Divisien,
Battelle Memorial Institute, Peciftc Northwest Ladoratories.
September 1969.

2. Report 0183: (Critigue of Containment System Test Regquirements

By 1. Reytblatt, Extran Inc., POB 2849, Chicago IL 60590
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In addition, prior to the licensing of Byron Unit 1, a similar inspection
effort will be undertaken. Also, a similar effort has been undertaken each
time an ILRT is performed at a licensed commercial power reactor thus
providing assurance that the Commission's requirements are met.

With respect to Item 3, consistent with 10 CFR 50.34 and Criterion YVII of
Appendix B to 10 CFR 50, licensees of cormmercial power reactors are reguired
t0 retain records which furnish evidence of activities affecting cuality of
safety-related 1tems including the reactor containment. Furthermore, the
Technical Specifications, which form a part of the operatinc license for

each plant, require the permanent retention of records associated with
inservice irspections and tests regquired bv the Technical Specifications.

The ILRT is one of those inservice inspections ard tests called out in the
Technical Specifications. Finally, the NRC staff has assured itself that ILRT

records do in fact exist and are being so retained at La Salle County and
Byron.

As you are aware from your participation, and that of Dr. Linovy Reytblatt,

in the activities of Working Group ANS-56.8 of the Standards Cormittee of the
American Nuclear Societv, efforts are underway to more clearly articulate the
procedures and conditions ¢overning the conduct of integrated leak rate tests.
Consejuentlv, the participants of this group have the benefit of vour

concerns. These efforts could result in appropriate modificstions to Appendix
J to 10 CFR 50 at a fu‘ure date. '

The NRC st3f will continue to review vour petitions, ana ! will issye a
formal decision with recard to them in the reasorably near future. A copy
of the notice that is being filed for publication with the Office of the
Federal Register is enclcsed here for your information.

Sincerely,
o R T

Cp- T =k . =t
- 3 D " - ™ < -~ -
—— -44_'-n‘0 = LM e A o or

Jffice of hLuclear Reactor “eculation

Enclosure:
As stated

cc w/enciosure:
Commonwea'th Edison Company







