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U. S. htfCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
,

CCCKET h0. 50-295

C0hf40HWEALTH EDIS0t' COMPANY

ZION 00CLE/.F. FCl|ER STATION, UNIT 1

ISSt'ANCE OF DIRECTOR'S DECISION UNDER 10 CFR 2.206

I!EGARLIh6 INT _EGRATED CONTAllefill.T LEAL F1.TF TESTING
_

AT COMMERCIAL NUCLE /4 FOUER FACILITIES
'
--

Notice is herely 9 ur that the Director, Office of f tclear Reactori

Regulation, has isstcc c " Decision Pursuant to 10 CFE 2.206" concerning the

letters dated I.cich b ar c harch 8,1985 (Petition) fikt t'y Cr. 71 novy V.

Reytblatt requestirs tr. inneuiote postponement of cor,tou.i.;ert leak rate

tests for all light-water reactors and cebussir.c ard revalidation of certain
,

corputer softwre used in determining leak ates.

The Petition further alleges that the Zion Unit 1 containtier.t leak

rate test prf orr..ed in July 1984 was in error oi.c, therefore, the Petitioner

concludes that the 7 ion Unit I leak rates are in excess of rcstlatcry limits.

The Directe.r, Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation, hes determined to

deny Petitioner's request pursuant to 10 CFR 2.206. Thc tusers for this

decisior are explained in the " Director's Decisicr. urder 10 CFR 2.206"

(DD-85 10 ) which is 6voil6ble tcr public inspection in thc Cenrission's

Public Docurrer.t Fttr. locateu at 1717 H Street, n.h. Koshington, DC 20555,

and at the local pubiac cocurr.ent room for the Zion Stcticr. located at
1

2600 Einiaaus Avenue, Zici., Illinois 60099.
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A copy of the Decision will be filed with the Secretary for Comission's

review in accordance with 10 CFR 2.206 (c).

. Dated at Bethesda, Maryland this 3rd day of July.
'

FOR THE NtJCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

| w.

Harold R. Denton, Director
Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation

4

|
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Docket No. 50-295
(10 CFR 2.206)

Dr. Zinovy V. Reytblatt
Department of Applied Mathematics and

Ccraputer Sciences
Warren Wilson College
Swannanoa, North Carolina 28778-2099

Dear Dr. Reytblatt:

Your letters to ne dated March 6 and March 8,1985 (Petition) requested
pursuant to 10 CFR 2.206 an imediate postponerent of containraent leak
rate tests perforacd for all light-water reators in accordance with 10 CFR
Part 50 Appendix J. You further alleged that certain ccmputer software
used in determining leak rates and developed by Voluraetrics, Inc. was in
error and required debugging and revalidation. On April 22, 1985, I
acknowledged receipt of your letters and informed you that I would take
appropriate action, within a reasonable time. For the reasons stated in the
enclosed " Directors Decision Under 10 CFR 62.206," (00-65- ), your Petition
is denied.

Copies of this Decision will be filed in the Commission's Public Document
Rcon at 1717 H Street,ii.W. Washington, D.C. 20555, and in the local public
document room at the Zion-Benton Library District 2600 Emmaus Avenue, Zion,
Illinois 60099. A copy will also be filed with the Secretary for the
Commission's review in accordance with 10 CFR 2.206 (c).

I have also enclosed a copy of a notice that will be filed for publication with
the Office of the Federal Register.

Sincerely,

Odmut sew! by
it R. conton

Harold R. Denton, Director
Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation

Enclosures:
As stated

cc: See next page CSB

*JKudrick
*Previously concurred: 06/18/85

fLB#2/DL/LA LBf2/DL/PM LB#2/DL/BC Apt L 0 ELD

*EHylton *ABournia:lb *WButler Tiahyypk *Hoefling rpson
06/11/85 06/11/85 05/12/85 06/p/85 06/17/85 /85

NRR NRR NRR

JFunches DEisenhut HDe on
C6/Jt$/85 06/ /85 06/$/85



.- . - .

o. ,

8
,

test related above. The report concludes that the test did confirm the acceptability

of the CILRT.

C0hCLUSION

Petitioner sought imediate suspension of all containment leak rate

testing and imediate initiation of actions to ban the use of-Volumetrics

software until it is debugged and revalidated. For the reascas stated in

this Decision, the Petitioner's request for relief is denied. As provided by

10 CFR S 2.206(c), a copy of this Decision will be filed with the Secretary

for the Consission's review.

Orlpuisituad by
N.R.0enten

.

Harold R. Denton, Director
Office of huclear Reactor Regulation

Dated at Bethesda,11aryland,
this 3rd day of July 1985.

,
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A copy of the Decision will be filed with the Secretary for Cortnission's
revicwinaccordancewith10CFR2.206Jc)Dated at Bethesda, Maryland this JMay of 7d5/ /N'

FOR THE NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

I

Harold R. Denton, Director
Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation

|
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["April 30, 1985 ,

7.

,M MMr. Harold R. Denton, Director
g /"f,/ f/ gCffice of Nuclear Reactor Regulation

p f? 4 $

0 | ff
g)(/ g/' /U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission

g /g / * / ,()Ap[1vpc/pg?"-
Washington,~DC 20555

9 0Dear Mr. Denton:

SUBJECT: APPEAL OF MARCH 8,1985 REGARDING VOLUMETRIX LEAK RATE COMPUTER PROGRAM

This letters acknowledges receipt of your leEter to me of A'pril 22, 1985 in which
you inform me that my Appeal will be handled pursuant to 10 CFR 2.206, and that.

you decline to take an immediate action referring to Mr. Raha's letter of February
20, 1985. You have enclosed a copy of a notice that has been filed with the Office

: cf the Federal Register. -

1. In my Appeals of March 8,1985 the contents of Mr. Reha's letter of February
20, 1985 was discussed. It was shown that no relevant substance had been presented
in it that would justify, the use of computer programs that do not perform
Eddition. Furthermore, Mr. Rehm's letter is not technical. It does not address the
proof of hazardous situation that might have resulted from the use of faulty
computer program that I had requested to terminate, which technical proof is
contained in both, my initial emergency relief petitions of January 9,1985 and in -

- my Appeals of March 8, 1985. ,

.

Therefore, your reference to Mr. Rehm's letter as basis for your decision is not
consistent with 10 CFR 2.206.

I insist that the inability of a computer program' to perform addition, the proof
of which you have been presented with, mandates an immediate suspension of its use
in safety related calculations. Accordingly, your action is kind 7y sought with

i this regard. ,

|

2. It appears that your determination on my March 6,1985 Appeal wich may, indeed,
require days or even weeks as a reasonable time span, is going to be used as an
excuse for not preparing a timely determination on my March 8,1985 Appeal. The
reasonable time span f.or your determination on the latter is estimated as a few
hours if manual calculations are used. Instead of manual calculations, a pocket
calculator can be used which will reduce the reasonable time for determination to
a few minutes. I kindly suggest that my Appeals be considered separately, as
submitted. I insist that your determination on my Appeal of March 8,1985 be made
ir. a matter of days.

I shall'expeep to receive your response in 10 (ten) working days.

Sincerely,-

60160 maa -- d ,v/gy 27%e &
'

[D
- - murusc g

PDR zinovy V. R latt, Chair |
Department of Mathematics and L

. , , , , . , .
- U *P"**i7hl)1IN-3325 w...--=,
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.' UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
,

NUCLEAR REGULATORY ColEISSION , ,

.

- 0FEICE OF NUCLEAR REACTOR REGULATION

-' *

Harold R. Denton, Director

-|
,

;

In the Matter of ) I

,

;

)
..

. COMMONWEALTH EDISON COMPANY h) Docket No. 50-295 ' | |(Zion Nuclear Power Station, -

l ! '

' Unit 1)
1AND ALL LIGHT-WATER REACTORS h (10.CFRl2'.206)

a

,

DIRECTOR'S DECISION UNDER 10 CFR I 2.206

INTRODUCTION

On March 6,1985, Zinovy V. Raytblatt (Petitioner) submitted a letter

pursuant to 10 CFR i 2.206 to the Director of the Office of Nuclear Reactor

Regulation seeking an imediate postponement of all containment leak rate

t:sts performed for light-water reactors pursuant to the Comission's
,

The
regulations in this area, specifically,10 CFR Part 50. Appendix J.

primary concern raised by the Petitioner was the alleged use of incorrect'

weighting coefficients in the air mass equation used for determining actual

containment leak rat'es. Specifically, Petitioner alleges that incorrect

weighting coefficients were utilized in detemining the containment leak rate ,

for the Zion Station. Unit 1.
,

,

On March 8,1985 Petitioner submitted a second letter to the Director,
-

-

of the Office pf Nuclear Reactor Regulation alleging that certain computer ,

~

software deveioped by Volumetrics Inc. and utilized at a number of nucl. ear
,

facilities to detemine containment leak rates, including .the Zion Unit 1,
1

!

.

- - -
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does not function correctly and consequently may lead to incorrect
-

.
4

detemination of containment leak rates. Petitioner requested that actions ,

.

be taken to bah the software in question until it has been debugged and
-

,.

J

revalidated. _._'

On April 22, 1985, I acknowledged both the March'6 and March 8, 1985

letters from the Petitioner and informed the Petitioner that both letters
bould be considered together as a Petition pursuant to 10 CFR i 2.206 and .

Dat appropriate actiori would be taken on the issues raised in the Petition l

I/ '

within a reasonable time. My decision in this matter follows,
a

-/
|.n j

. ' ~ 'j
.W""= ,. . ,,.

, , ~,

y ,)4) y. . . ' YJ j !
~

" . DISCUSSION
esw'- , . . .e

The Petitioner has been involved in the technical issues associated with
containment leak rate testing methodologies for a number of years.

Petitioner'sactivitieshavebeenfocussedupon(1)criticizingthecurrent

methods used to assure adequate containment leak rates and (2) suggesting

what Petitioner would consider to be improved methods to perform containment
,

leak rate tests. Petitioner's activity in this area parallels that of the NRC

Staff which has also been active in reviewing the adequacy of the Comission's
;

Leak rate testing of
regulations regarding containment leak rate testing.

While the ,

i light-water reactor containments is a substantial undertaking.

Comission's present requirements for leak rate testing continue to provide
,

i

|
reasonable' assurance that the public health and safety is adequately

.
:

-

* protected, these requirements are now over 11 years old and a substantial
< . -

1~ -
'

|
base of exper,ience exists to apply in seeking improvements to the

,

In fact, one modification to 10 CFR Part 50 Appendix J, in the
| regulations.

: |

; _ _ ' _ _ _ _ *_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ -_ _ _ . ___ __i
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See 45 Fed. Reg. 2330 (1980) and 45 -

area of Type B tests was recently made.
f

Fed. Reg. 62,789(1980). The NRC Staff has underway the review of leak rate
'

.

)

-* *',

testing requirements with a view to see whether other modifications to these
s.

Petitioner is well aware of these activities _l,

f requirements are appropriate.

and has participated in them over the years including participation in the
''

activities of Working Group ANS-56.8 of the St ndard's Comittee of the
.

AmericanN'uclearSociety,theentitycarryingoutiidetailedreviewand
. ,

examination of methodologies appropriate for adequate containment leak rate
.

b . .

The Petitioner has also presented his concerns with respect totesting.

containment leak rate testing directly to.the NRC Staff on many occasions in
Indeed, I have twice before had the

the past in both written and oral form.

epportunity to issue Director's Decisions pursuant to 10 CFR l 2.206 dealing4

with Petitioner's concerns in this area. JJ Consequently, both the nuclear'

industry and the NRC Staff have long had the benefit of Petitioner's views -

with respect to containment leak rate testing. y
First, the

The. current Petition raises essentially three issues.

. Petition alleges that the equation used to calculate containment air mass at
This issue has been rais'ed by the Petitioner in the

any given time is wrong.
'

.

In .the matter of Comonwealth Edison Company (LaSalle County Station.
Units 1and2)andAllLight-WaterReactors,DD-84-6,19NRC891(1984);JJ

ter of Comonwealth Edison Company (Zion Nuclear Power
-

-

NRC (January 23,1985.)In the Ma) Unit 1), DD-85-2,
-

.

Station,

water-copled power reactors on its Regulatory Agenda [ staff to provideIt should be noted that the Comission has placed leak rate testing for
,

y
|

most recent citation to the Regulatory Agenda including Federal Register _
i

' cite,NUREG cite and date].
,

,-v..,--r,..---..m- - -,, - - - - - - - ----.,-.-------,,r.,. -,-----.-.,.---,-.1--. - , . - - , - - - , - - . . ~ - . -.... - -- _- --< -. -.. -
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past and, in f,act, was the subject of an earlier Director's Decision
i ,

issued by this office. J/ As noted in my earlier Decision, the equation used
'

,

in the standard of the American Nuclear Society (ANS) and the American
~'

National Standards Institute (ANSI) 4f for calculation of containment air mass is!

The manner in which the meannot wrong as alleged by the Petitioner.

containment temperature is calculated, however',' is important: In this regard,
,

does not prescribe how to calculate the 'mean containment
ANSI-ANS 56.8-1981

*

Either a,. mass-weighted mean temperature or a volume-weighted mean'

temperature.

temperature would be acceptable if the leak rate testing is properly conducted:
In

to assure ' stable conditions and the test data is properly evaluated.
;

essence, the equation is correct technically but oversimplifies and thus

inadequately defines the temperature term by allowing the assumption of a
The density may not, however, be

uniform density throughout the containment.
| Hence it is important to

uniform because the temperature may not be uniform.
Within the range of

' assure that the test is conducted under stable conditions.
temperature variations experienced at tests conducted at nuclear facilities, the

,

difference in leak rates using the assumption of uniform density has no safety
Consequently, while this is an area where improvement may be

,

,

significance. |

made, such an improvement would be more correct technically but would produce *'

)

no meaningful change in the conduct of containment leak rate tests.
- - , ,

'

1.

/

l,

| jf See DD-8.4-6, supra , at 894. ' g

56.8-1981. " Containment System Leakage Testing Requirements".
_

-
2

. 4) ANSI /ANS
.

-
.

. - - - , ---v + - - - , , - . . . , - , , . , _ , - ^
. _ . _ _ . . . ._.~m.~_,_.__..--.. . . , .. .- .- ,-
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The second-issue raised by the Petitioner concerns the use of the so- !

'

'

called weighting coefficients in determining containment leak rates and the
,

,

i

allegation th'a't such weighting coefficients may be manipulated to reach an

acceptable result. This issue is also the subject of sy earlier Decision. 5/i

As noted in ny earlier Decision, a properly conducted leak rate test would

not likely be flawed by the types of deficiencles alleged by the Petitioner

- such as the use of unjustified weighting coefficients. Sudhmanipulationofi ,

data would be a violadon of the Comission's regulations and wouldb

subject licensees to NRC enforcement action. In addition, to ensure

compliance with the Comission's requirements regarding leak rate testing,
'

NRC inspectors regularly observe the tests conducted by licensees and

document the results of their observations in Inspection Reports.
i -

The third issue raised by the Petitioner concerns alleged inadequacies!

Thein certain software used to conduct containment leak rate testing.
.

-

Petitioner alleges.that the Volumetrics computer program for processing leakI

rate test data does not perform addition and/or division correctly which

consequently may lead to underestimating unacceptable leak rates to the|
-

degree that such leak rates would appear to be within normal limits. The

Petitioner suggests that such may be the case with respect to Zion Unit 1
[

-

1sak rate testing, and suggests that other facilities may be employing the:

Petitioner further alleges that the Volumetrics
-

same defective software.I

4

~

.

'? -

; ,

-

,..

| SJ Ibid, at 894-895.

|
i

.

. - , - - - . , , - _ - . - . - , . _ - , . . , - . , _ . , , _ - _ _ . - , , - , , , , . ._--__,.m_ ---y,.,,,,_ . , _ . , , . , - . . _ - _ , . . _ , , _ _ . , - . , . _ %- _ ,,
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*

computer progrMi has a fraudulent option which pemits doubling of the
.

!*

''

weighting coefficients and that this fraudulent option has been used during .

the November 1983 Zion test and possibly also in the July 1984 Zion test. 7tjgg A'
,

|

[ Staff here to discuss these allegations. In addition, Staff to discuss how -

th2 NRC inspectorg employ an independent computer program with the so-called
go 4kei .

- ..

" correct" equation to verify test results]. ,.

While the Petition raises three general concerns, Petitioner makes a
-

;

T Parti-number of allegations'which are specific to the Zion Unit I facility.
:;- .

cularly, the Petitioner contends that.the July 1984 containment leak rate

test for Zion Unit I was performed with a. severe violation of regulatory
,

require'ments. The Petitioner argues that the July 1984 containment leak rate

.

test at Zion Unit I may have used the Volumetrics software pemitting doubling
raction. Further.of weighting coefficients and incorrect addition and/or sub

the Petitioner argues that meaningless " verification" tests were perfomed'

during the Zion Unit I test on July 29,1984. The Petitioner alleges that a

verification test failed andg that)following the failure, the reasons for the

failure were not analyzed. Instead an " unlawfully short test" with the same
|

,

incorrect weight coefficients used earlier was perfomed and "successfully"

Petitioner questions this approach as no repair was done between ,

verified. ,

The Peti-
tests and containment conditions for both tests were identical. |

.

| tioner further argues that, based on his analysis of certain data sets for
!

the Zion Unitj test of July 1984, and upon his use of more realistic weight
1 ,

|i

coefficients..he has concluded that the Zion Unit I containment leak rates 1
| ,

are in excess,of regulatory limit's. [ Staff here discuss the allegations

1N56w b f\
specifictoZion].

|
:-

!
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The Volumetric's computer program (software) was used in conducting the
.

November / December 1984 containment integrated ~ leak rate test (CILRT) at the

Fenni, Unit 2 plant. NRC inspectors, as a matter of course, independtly verify

CILRT results, :t;2 :t:" :_,_t: pr:p:(; In the case of the Fermi, ,

Unit 2 test, the NRC ' inspectors found that the Volumetrics computer program;-

produced acceptable results. There was no evidence of any manipulation of
.

subvolume weighting coefficients to bias the data. Specific data sets from this
'

test have also been checked for alleged inadequacies in the Volumetrics

software, and it has been determined that the Volumetrics computer program

correctly processes the data.

Contrary to statements ma!e by the Petitioner, the Volumetrics software has

never been used for the integrated leak rate testing of the Zion

containments. Again, the staff has independently verified that the computer

program used in the Zion tests produced correct results.

-s

.

O
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As stated above, the Volumetrics software was not used in the Zion tests.

Nevertheless, the Petitioner presented a data set of nine temperature readings

for a particular subvolume O td:M ^ 5: fr S 1':: et}toshowthatthe
'

Volumetrics computer program does not correctly calculate'the average ,

containment temperatu're. The Petitioner, however, mistakenly included theL

readingsoftwochanne,ls(numbers 4and14)thathadbeendeclared

"out-of-service" throughout the course of the test. Therefore, the computer

program in use (not the Volumetrics program) was averaging, correctly, the

readings of the seven "in-service" channels. The staff also is not aware of any

" fraudulent" doubling option in the Volumetrics computer program, as the

Petitioner alleges. In any event, such an option could not have been used in

the cited Zion test since the Volumetrics computer program was not used.

With regard to the Petitioner's allegations concerning the validity of the L.,

verification test for the July 1984 Zion test, the NRC's Inspection Report

describes the circumstances of the verification test and concludes that the

test did confirm the acceptability of the CILRT. 'Z~v S * G s''C s Td S
A v e /2 e ~. + s s 7/ W
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CONCLUSION

**
,.-

Petitioner sought imediate suspension of all containment leak rate
'

.
,

testing and 12pediate tnitiation of actions to ban the use of Volumetrics
a

For the reasons stated insoftware until it is debugged and revalidated.

this Decision, the Petitioner's request for relief is denied. As provided

by 10 CFR l 2.206(c), a copy of this Decision Will be filed with the Secretary
'

.

for the Comission's review.
.

-.r .:_

Harold R. Denton, Director
Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation

.

.

Dated at Bethesda, Maryland
this ~ day of May 1985.

.

.

e

*

i . _

* .*
'

'
..

.

.
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.' MrrenWilson College 2. n .,,.. m - .. s . m,e Cr... m2..m.

March 6, 1985

. .

Mr. Harold R. Denton, Director ;
Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation
U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission ,

Washington, DC 20555

APPEAL

In the Matter of

COMMONWEALTH EDISON COMPANY ON THE EMERGENCY RELIEF

(Zion Station, LaSalle County DECISION

Station)
.

*

AND ALL LIGHT-WATER REACTOR 3

.

%

INTRODUCTION

.On January 9, 1985, I, Reytblatt Zinovy V., in accordance with the provisions

of 10 CFR 2.206, filed an emergency relief petition with the Office of the
Executive Director for Operations seeking an immediate postponement of all
in.tegral containment leak rate tests until the NRC, position on determining the
weight coefficients is worked out and validated, the petition being supported by
calculations of p. 2, a) on Pages 3, 4 of Exh. A. Continuation of integral leak
rate testing under the present no-rule situation regarding the determination of
weight coefficients, may lead to underestimating abnormally high leak rates to
the degree that such leaks would appear to be within normal limits. Such
misrepresentation according to Appendix J to.1'O CFR, Part 50, constitutes a
hazard to the public safety. The petition cites the Zion, Unit 1 containment
where these weight coefficients were obviously incorrect which was confirmed by
a failure of a verification test, as a containment where the estimate of the
true leak' rate is in excess of legal limits.

My petition, as stated in the NRC letter to me of February 20, 1985 (Exh. B),
has been considered by the NRC staff, and was found to be providing an
unsufficient basis for emergency relief on the part of the NRC. The NRC Decision
has not been supported by any essential calculations, discussion or references.

BACKGROUND

1. The ILRT (Integrated Leak Rate Test) is the ultimate, and the most important
test to assure public safety in a case of a reactor accident involving release

) of radioactive substance into the containment building.

The general criteria for the testing are set forth in App (ndix J to 10 CF?., Part
50, which cpecifies the testing methodology as presented in Ref.1.1.ct ual
testing is done, nostly if not exclusively, on the exemption basis. Mostly, the
Ref. 2 and T.cf. 3. era used for guidance. These faulty documents have b.+n
pending wit h the NRC for endorsement for many years, th.* endorsement having been
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denied.

2. References 2 and 3 call for pressurizing a containment and monitoring
,

! pressure P and temperatures T at selected points as functions of time. The air
mass, W, as a function of time, is subsequently determined in all actual tests

i

performed within the U.S.A. in accordance with the equations

Q = k P/(2d;T); Em=l: oua 0 l ll)
where o[j are certain coefficients ("weghting coefficients"), and N is a

t
' constant. This equation is an approximation to the equation:

l[wRONC= K P
('T dy (O

Q,

that is,whenthenumberofinstrumentsisincreasing,andthemaxc[gis
decreasing,'thedifferencebetween(,gand] , p comes smaller than any,

designated small number. .

3.Theleakrate,L,isdefinedasaratiooftheairmasschange,k,tothe~

initial air mass,% , per 24 hr. in percent, taken with the opposite sign, <fW/W"

O. It follows from the Eq.| that

#P _ s 47! % 4 87[) + E (3)l'
-

|
:- p .

where symbol ([ is self explanatory and [ is, generally speaking, smaller than
| other terms. Current actual calculation of L is simply a statistical processing

based on Eq. 3 .

4. Obviously, by as' signing c(i or changing these coefficients, a significant
change in the " determined" leak rate can be achieved. Regrettably, the [ are

usually of different signs. Assuming, for example, that % =10'F and that'

=
!

. =-10'F we see that when c(f = cQ=0.05, then the contribution of sensors #1 and
| #2 to the " determined" leak rate is 0. If, however, in fact cl, =0.02 and 0(3 =

8=0.08 then the error in the " determined" leak rate is 3x(0.08-0.o2)x10 x
x100%/500 =.0.36%/ day which is five times more than the whole allowable leak
rate for Zion and fifteen times more than the total allowable errort Thisj

~ example is' based on realistic assumptions. With the conservative assumptions,I

error may be 50-100 times in excess of an allowable leak rate and 200-500 larger
than the allowable error.-

Any value of the leak rate can be " determined" from any set of the raw data just
by changing the weight coefficients which is often done through the " locking
out" option of computer programs for leak rate calculations. This was done on
both, LaSalle and Zion plants.

5. Neither of References 1, 2, 3 provide guidance for determining the weight
coefficients crucial for correct testing results. One of the methods still in

hpractice is to assume them to be all equall"Another deficient method is dividing
the total containment volume into a few subvolumes and assuming that sensors
falling into the same subvolume have the same veight coefficients. N is method
may to justif|ied for compartmentalized containments where partition follows
physically existing boundaries. For such containments as Zion 1, the recults are
obviously wrong. For ex..a.ple, (bee Exh. C ) by observation we see that there is
no reason why coef ficier.ts of sensors k l and # ,t should be equal.

2.
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6. Although there is no guidance for determining of weight coefficients in the
present regulatory documents, there is a provision for a so-called
" verification" procedure . This procedure as set forth in Ref. 1, 2, 3 is
fallacious. After the calculated leak rate,l , has been " determined", ang
additional known leak, [gn , is superimposed, and the overall leak, /.e .,, is
" determined" in the same manner. If the following equation (approximately)

holds,

L,-L aLun W*

e

thentheassumedweightcoefficientsarebelievedtobecorrect.Obviously,[u
and le may both be incorrect and satisfy the Equation (4) . For example, assume
that the real leak rate is 0.5%/ day, and the " calculated" leak rate is 0.14/ day
(which is a very realistic scenario) . An additional leak of 0.1%/ day is
superimposed, so that the real leak becomes 0.6%/ day. However, the " calculated"
leak rate may turn out to,be only 0.2%/ day. Since 0.2 - 0.1 = 0.1, the Eq. (4 )
is satisfied and the leak rate is reported as 0.1%/ day whereas in fact it is

0.5%/ day. -

The above analytical considerations are fully substantiated by worked examples
in Ref. 5 and Ref. 6.-

7. The same statement is substantiated by absurd " negative" leak rates
" determined" from actual raw test data. Of course, there are no negative real
leaks but there is a lot of fraud, incompetence and a faulty methodology which
allows to " determine" any leak rate from any set of the raw data.

8. The same statement is further substantiated by,the absurd and unlawful
practice of repeating a failed verification test until it "comes out" using the-

same weight coefficients. If there is any merit in a " verification" test why the
practitioners of the art never analyze the basic assumptions about the weight
coefficients after an unsuccessful " verification" test? What makes a
" successful" verification test more credible than an unsuccessfull test (Zion,

1983: Zion, 1984)? ,

9. Without any prejudice of bringing the following reason and any reason other
than stated in my emergency relief petition to obtain your decision on temporary
suspensio'n of leak rate tests, I state that the conventional physics does not
acknowledge the Eq. c2. for the gas mass. The conventional physics equation well
known for at least 200 years ("the ideal gas law") is:

f NY f$)=
COMEC T n~

TheerrorduetotheincorrectEq.2orduetotheapproximationtothewrong
equation in the form of Eq.| has been investigated in Ref. 6 theoretically, in
Ref. 6, 7, 8 on worked examples and in Ref. 9 on actual data. With the exception
of a few initial tests and tests under uniform conditions which are not
realisticall f the
wrong Eq.l ,y expected to occur without " equalizing-stabilizing", the use o,7. may induce unacceptable errors.

10 Pcfore proceeding to the discussion of the NRC decision on my petition, a
bruf evaluation of rolevar.t documents is deemed to be important.

a) M carly as 1969, the Ref.10 confirms that the Eq.lis inectrect ;
b) Sweral Reports bubmitted to Chairman of the FM Group 56.8 in 1977-79,
establish that the current methodolcgy of Icak torting is faulty Irmf. 11)

3
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c) June 1982. The Ref. 5 presents an example of the use of the wrong equations
d) Fall,1982. The NRC initiates a study of the effect of the wrong equation on
actual raw test data (Ref. 9 ) . Several bad tests have been identified and
covered up.
e) January, 1983. A petition to Mr. Palladino for suspension of,the faulty
testing has been kindly submitted. The supporting Ref. 5 proves that
" equalizing-stabilizing" and absence of a seientifically sound method for
determining the weight coefficients are safety concerns. Petition has been
denied, and no technical discussion to justify the denial has been presented,
f) April, 1983. The asssessment of the current methodology is presented to the
NRC (Ref. 6). No technical response to this submittal on the part of the NRC has
ever been presented. A few comments on the Ref. 6 can be found in Ref. 7
including comments on the weight coefficient problem. I quote from the page 48:
" An important definition missing from the ANSI /ANS document is that concerning
the sensor weighting factors. ...no clear technique is known to exist for
determining them.....A technique for determining weighting factors... should be
developed..."

* g) April, 1983. A proprietory document is presented to the NRC containing 4
method for finding the weighting coefficients. I quote from the Page 10 of the

- proprietory document prepared by ORNL: "...Ref. 2 (ANSI /ANS Standard-Z.R.) does
_

'

not contain a method for verifying the weight coefficients....Reytblatt proposes
a technique for verification. These coefficients are of extreme importance in
the mass calculations and must be correctly evaluated and verifyied. Reytblatt's
procedure is the only one known to be available at present." The NRC refuses to
cooperate in the development of the method.
H) July,1983. Petition to Mr. Palladino. No positive response.
J) January 5,1984. A presentation is given to the NRC at the meeting on LaSalle
(Ref.12) . Without any prejudice to further investigation of improprieties
involved in preparation of your decision of March 16, 1984 (which I am familiar
with) on the petition of Mr. Gogol of CANP, the following comments apply to your
decisions

i) Regarding LaSalle data - you are in violation of 10 CFR, Part I, Subpart A in
general and, specifically, of Paragraph 9.4 thereof by withholding the requested
records; -

11) Regarding the validity of the test - you are in violation of 10 CFR, Part
50, Appendix J through non-compliance with ANS N45-1972 which requires that no
weighting ' coefficients shall exceed 0.1 whereas the Exh. E clearly shows the
weight coefficient of the sensor #27 in excess of the legal limits

iii) Your discussion of deficiencies in the present methodology is non-technical
and it is not, therefore, appropriate to indulge in exposing all numerous false
or irrelevant statements contained in your discussion at this juncture. Such
analysis was done, and it was shown that with the exception of a few trivial
statement, all your statements are either incorrect or irrelevant.
For example, on Page 4, line 12, you say: "...the equation presented in

ANSI /ANS 56.8-1981 for calculation of containment air mass is not wrong.."
Please, compare this to Page 49, line 16 from the bottom of Ref. 7: ...the"

EXTRAN formulaticn (This is a cuphemism for the conventional physics ideal gas
law equation - Z.R.) of the air mass equation is technically correct while tl.o
ANSI /ANS equatien is not, because it in based on the invalid assumption that the
centainment t.ir temperature is uniform."

Ar4ther example is of more sericus nature. I invite you to Parju 8, line 13:
"...Dr. Peytblatt has made a number of submittals to the NRC from May 26, 198/

.
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to July 26, 1983 critiquing ILRT methodology. These submittals were uncolicited
and classified by Dr. Reytblatt as proprietory." This is a deliberate lie. Not a
single of my submittals criticizing the ILRT methodology has been classified as
proprietory. It is true that I submitted a proprietory document. However, this
document does not discuss the errors of the present methodology and is neither
referred nor used in the documents dealing strictly with criticism of the
present methodology.
Your next sentence gives us a clue: " Consequently, no detailed discussion of
these subm'ittals is presented here. However, the NRC has reviewed these
submittals and the overall conclusions.. . (you present four conclusions-Z.R.) ."
I kindly submit that the lie about proprietory status of documents containing
criticism of the present leak rate methodology was invented precisely to avoid
any technical discussion of the subject. I am familiar with four proprietory
documents prepared by the NRC or its consultant in response to my proprietory
document. One of these responses, indeed, contains a discussion of a few of my
comments from one of my non-proprietory submittals. However, all the comments
from these non-proprietory submittals discussed in the NRC consultant's review
are either supported or claimed to be unimportant, none being shown incorrect.-

As to your four conclusions on Page 8, they are obviously incorrect: (1) t'h e
fraudulent Zion tests required NRC actions (2) the notion of " proper

,

stabilization" which was invented by Mr. Huang of NRCois a nonsense. No wonder--

that he never stated what these conditions are. The notion of
equalizing-stabilizing as used presently is meaningless and may serve as a tool
of fraud (which actually occurred during fraudulent Zion tests): (3) all my
findings and statements are independent of any assumptions. However, the present
methodology is based on the assumptions which can not realistically be expected
to occurs and (4) whether my " refinements" would alter the calculated leak rate
or not, is irrelevant to the fact that the current methods are faulty,

iv) Please, be advised that the so-called Summary of the Meeting prepared by Mr.
Schwencer grossly distorts the truth (compare to Exh. D)

v) Another deception is the numerical comparison of the results obtained using
the wrong ANSI equation and the conventional physics equation from a set of
LaSalle data (Exh. F ). This example suggests that there were only 8 instruments
whereas in fact, there were 28 in effect and 2 " locked out" instruments. Another
possibility is that the example uses some sort of averaged data. However,
averaged data should not be used - this is what physics tells us, because the
average temperature concept is meaningless for the gas mass determination.

K) March 15, 1984. The faulty methodology is exposed at the ACRS Meeting (Exh. G)

L) June 12, 1984. The Draft Regulatory Guide prepared by Mr. Arndt and based on
the deficient methodology is withdrawn from the ACRS by its own author.

M) July, 1984. Fraudulent Zion tests officially classified as deficient. New
tests are performed with severe violation of rules.

N) Decenber, 1984. The faulty Draft Regulatory Guide is not submitted to CRGR.

O) arch, 1985. The faulty Draft Regulatory Guide is not submitted to CRGR.

P) Leak rate tcsting using the faulty nothodology continues with possible
ecceptance of centainments with abnormally high leak rate.

R) No it.vestigt. tion of past tects is done. The raw test data are net mado

-5-
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available for an independent review.

DISCUSSION'OF THE NRC DECISION

1. Contents of the decision. *

In his decision Mr. Rehm (a) acknowledges receipt and consideration of my

petition; (b) confirms that the technical material in the petition has been made
known to the NRC previously; (c) expresses satsifaction with the NRC review of a
representative sample 1984 Zion test average temperature calculation based on
current practice; and (d) states that my comments will be considered in the
preparation of the " regulatory guide addressing ANSI /ANS 56.8-1091."

My petition is denied " sin,ce the review of prior correspondence reveals that no
new issues have been raised by my petition."

2. Evaluation of the NRC response.
'

.

(a) My analytical proof of the fact that any value of leak rate can be
" determined" from any set of the raw data (Page 3,4 of Exh. A) neither has been.

~~ responded nor any reference disproving this fact has been brought by Mr. Rehm;

(b) My worked example illustrating grave consequences of the use of the wrong
mass equation has not been responded;

(c) My charge that the absurd " negative" leak rates " determined" based on
current practice, has not been responded nor any reference containing a
plausible explanation of these absurd results has been. brought;

(d) My charge that,the present " verification" test is meaningless has not been
responded nor any reference to the contrary of my statement has been presented:

(e) I charged that there was a severe violation of Appendix J to 10 CFR, Part 50
during the, July,1984, Zion test in that that when after the " unsuccessful"
verification test, the basic assumptions of the test were not analysed but,
instead, an unlawfully short test with the same obviously wrong weight
coefficients, was performed and "successfully" verified. Since no repair was
done between the tests, the containment conditions were identical during the
first and'the second tests. If the verification procedure had any merit, then
the results of these tests should be identical. If they are not identical, then
the most conservative result should have been chosen, that is, rejection of the
test and reassessment of its basic assumptions.
Based on the first 43 data sets (the only data made available to me), and based
on more realistic-conservative weight coefficients, I have established the real
leak rate of the Zion, Unit 1 containment in excess of the legal limits. If the
test were performed correctly, the wrong weight coefficients would have been t,

detected, the estimate of the real leak rate would have been determined and the
leaking paths would have been repaired as required by law.
This my charge has not been addressed in Mr. Rehm responce. His reviewing of
test average temperature calculation has nothing to do with this particular
charge.

! (f) Compariten between my charges and the NRC Decision arguments shown that
| there argu ents as identified above,are cither trivial ((o) and (b)) or
i irrolcvant ( (c) ) and incorrect ( (d); rieace, see Exh. H which is an cf ficial

FOIA list cf comments and which does not contain any of try conments) .

|

'
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(g) My petition contains a new technical issue - invalidity of the Zion test. In
addition to that, since other technical issues have not been addressed by the
NRC on the technical level, and since no action has been done to stop the wrong "

testing, my petition in accordance with 10 CFR 2.206, provides a justified basis
for emergency relief on the part of the NRC. -

'

REQUESTS *

1. Overturn the NRC decision of February 20, 1985 and immediately suspend all
ILR testing until a scientifically sound methods of determination and -

verification of weight coefficients are developed.

2. Immediately stop using the wrong gas mass equation.
.

.

3. Please, be advised that 10 CFR 2.206 does not allow use of the arguments '

which are not substantiated. As shown in p. 10, J), Page 5 above, your decision
;- of March 16, 1984 employed unsubstantiated and deceptive arguments. I request

that your decision of March 16, 1984 be made null and void.

4. Please, be advised that 10 CFR provides for severe penalties for those
preparing false statements. I kindly submit that an investigation be started
immediately into the activities of Mesrrs. Arndt, Huang, Shapaker, Schwencer and

| Novak to determine to what degree, if any, a malicious intent to deceive the
CANP was present in their actions. ",

.

| I shall expect to receive your response in 20 (twenty)' working days.

Sincerely,

s .

Zinovy V. Rey latt, Chair
Department of Mathematics and

, ,,

Computer Science
.

l
.

I

\ .

'

I
c

!

|

!
'
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LIST or REFERENCES AND EXHIBITS

REFERENCES

1. ANS N45-1972 Standard i
2. ANSI /ANS 56.8-1981, Standard

38. BN-TOP-1, Bechtel ,

4. Memorandum from EXTRAN to NRC, July 1982
5. Memorandum from EXTRAN to NRC, January, 1983
6. Report " Critique...." EXTRAN, April 1983
7. NUREG-3549, ORNL
8. Letter to ORNL-ACRS of May, 1984
9. Containment Leak Rate Testing Investigation Program (Fin. No. 40489),NRC

10. Report on Leak Rate Testing, Batalle, 1969
11. SAD-307, Sargent & Lundy Report, 1979
12. Summary of the Meeting of January 5,1984, prep. by 2. Reytblatt

*

.

EXHIBITS
b

A. Emergency relief petition
B. NRC Decision
C. Zion sensor location *

D. Summary of the meeting on LaSalle
E. LaSalle sensor location
F. LaSalle related calculations ,

G. ACRS related documente
H. Official list of comments on Leak Rate 'fethodolor,y /FOIA /

-
.
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.
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,

'

Mr. T. A. Rehm, Assistant for Operations
Office of the Executive Director
for Operations
U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, D. C. 20555

.

*

Dear Mr. Rehm
,

.

SUBJECT: LEAKAGE RATE TESTING

b Thank you very much for your letter of October 30, 1984, responding to my
letter to you of September 29, 1984. I received the Zion test data in early
November. The present letter discusses your response and contains requests
(REQUEST 2. and 3.) which I am hereby petitioning to treat separately as
emergency relief requests.

BACKGROUND '

,

For more than two years 1*have been submitting ovidence to the NRC that the
present methodology.of leak' rate testing is faulty to the extent that a n y
"g o o d" va1ue of 1eak rate can be "d a t e r a i n e d"
using this methodology.

I maintain that I have.not received a technical response from the NRC to my
technical submittals containing a criticism of the existing methodology.

I maintain that to prevent fraudulent and/or erroneous tests such as Zion
tests some immediate actions are necessary: I proposed some such actions but
nothing has' been done so far.

Furthermore, I suggest that thoro are attempts underway to perpetuate this
situation and to cover up the bad tests.

Tilt CONTENTS OF MY LETTER TO YOU OF SEPTEMDER 29, 1984

1. The contents of my previous letters to ycu and to Mr. Ross is brought out.
Dar,len11y, I complained that I had not received a technical responso from tho
NRC, that tho ORNI. Hoport had addressed only a few of my comments and had
found no erroru in them, and that even those of my comments which had been
sup; .rted by tho ORNL Report, were complotoly ignored in tho Draft Regulatory1yGuido, and that my requent to Mr. palladino 'Jor banning the o b v i o u 8
erroneous featuren of tonting had not boon recrandad.

701 WAllittiN WILSON COLI.!!GliitOAD SWANNANOA, NORTil CAllOLINA 28778 2099 (701) 2%3 h?S
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'
' 2. Tho crntento cf ycur 10ttcr of S:ptcmbar 7, 1984 w23 brisfly prGs2nted.

,

Basically, you informed me that the NRC accepted some of my comments and
disagreed on others (no clues to identification provided), and that you
intended to proceed with redrafting of the heg. Guide and that the "results.

and conclusions of the NRC staff review process were documented in the
February 13, 1984 memo from E. G. Arndt to R. D. Thompson."

3.Inthefollowingdiscussionitwasdemonstratedthatnotasihglecomment
of my of those which had been addressed to by the NRC or its consultant, was

'

proven to be incorrect. The discussion was followed by a conclusion
summarizing the findings, and by requests of which the main were:

A. Provide a list of the basic comments to be incorporated into the
redrafting process of the Draft Regulatory Guide.

B. Form an ad hoc committee or call for a meeting to conduct a constructive
discussion of the leak rate methodology.

C. Review those parts of my submittals which have not yet been addressed to.

and provide a debriefing meeting with the reviewers who have evaluated the -

" Critique",

b

D. Prepare a positive response to my letter that I sent to Chairman Palladino
and please immediately ban the use of the wrong equation and of
equalizing-stabilizing.

E. Conduct an investigation into the activities of Mr. Arndt related to the
cover-up of bad tests and impeding with comment review and with rulemaking.

F. Provide adequate leadership for efficient rulemaking related to the leak
,

rate testing.

THE CONTENTS OF YOUR LETTER
\

1. You confirm the NRC intention'to abolish a Rule which, in compliance with
the Atomic Energy Act, specifies the methodology (ies) allowed for testing.
Instead, you ekpress your support for a "no rule" situation when the NRC
staff would arbitrarily allow any methodology including the wrong BN-TOP-1 or
ANSI /ANS 56.8-1981.

2. You state that "a regulatory guide is being prepared as the endorsement
mechanism for ANSI /ANS 56.8-1981."

3. You state that "the more current draft of the guide is planned", that "it
will be issued for a formal public review" and " comments will be invited when
it is ready for a formal public review". Those comments "will then be
eventually addressed in a Public Comment Resolution Memo which will be made
available when the regulatory guide is issued in final form."

4. You express a belief that availability of the Zion test data, the ACRS
reponse, the FOIA request outstanding to ORNL in regard to acquiring their
data, and the Division of Contracts responso, would respond to the items I
oddressed in cur meeting (of October 5, 1984) and my requesto for information
contained in my lotter of Septerbor 29, 1984.

2

.



5. You expraes o disb211ef that actions in regard of my raquasts A. tlirough
*

. .
F. cs shown cbov3, are appropriate.

.

DISCUSSION
* t,

The numerals refer to your statements as expressed above. p

1.IbelievethattheAmericanpeoplewillneveracceptyourdakgerous
attempt to destroy a law in favor of a judgement of an executive. The several
fraudulent Zion tests (approved by the NRCl) provide an additional argument
for a strict Rule to secure the public safety instead of relying on the NRC
staff. The most urgent problem of today is to identify all the fraudulent~

and/or invalid tests which are among these accepted by the NRC staff.

2. Your confession is extremely significant. The ANSI /ANS 56.8 is a faulty
document. It has been pendin'g with the NRC for four years. Many comments
(including my comments) have been collected. Instead of responding to these
comments as provided by law, you rename the same faulty document and apply an
" endorsement mechanism." By,one bold stroke you are trying to dispose of all*

*,

the existing obligations for responding to the already collected comments
(for example, your almost three years old promise to respond to my comments-

would be thrown out). It is felt that the " endorsing mechanics" was"

introduced to cause a further extension and, possibly, perpetuation of loose
testing under the pretext that more redrafting is needed.

Please, find enclosed my FOIA request for the disclosure of a list of the
documents containing or relating to comments on ANSI /ANS 56.8-1981 in the NRC

' '

' possession.
'

~s, ,

Since this letter is a public document I provide below the simplest proof
,,

that the ANSI /ANS 56.8 allows " determination" of any value of leak rate from
any set of the raw data. Please, consider thi ppoints a) through c) as the
materials supporting the emergency relief appeal (REQUEST 2.)

a) The ANSI /ANS 56.8-1981 states that -

W: l(p (Z ouT )t

whereMistheairmass,Pi=theairpressure,Tareabsolutetemperatures
at certain points and O(j are certain coefficients (" weighting
coefficients").Therefore,theleakrate,[ , is:

b6P i L

[ = S W -.
- , f de gg

rpi-- -

W P E c4;Ti

where syn.bol [ is coif explanatory and f is cmaller than other terms. The
only restriction that the ANSI /ANS impcsos on 4|is that 0<c4|#.l. No
instr):tions for determining the weighting coefficients is provided.
Civicts3 y, ':y accigning q'; cr changing t l.cn, a c!qnificc.nt chcnge in the
"deternined" Icak rato ec n be achieved. h. grcttebly, the (f} t.ro ucuc11y of
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different signs which lords to a conzarvativa crror in ler,k rstss up to
,

0.05/ day which may be 50 times in excess of an allowable leak rate and 200
times larger than the allowable error.

.

Not only are these weight coefficients " calculated" using arbitrary
assumptions, but, also, the computer program developed by "Volumetrics" which
has a fraudulent option for doubling of weight coefficients, has been allowed
by the NRC. Furthermore, this fraudulent option has been used (for example,
in Zion, November 1983, test, and, possibly in July, 1984, test). ,

b) The following is the worked example based on the LaSalle test typical
data. The spatial temperature variation during the test was about 40'F, the
time dependent temperature variation was about 20'F. No pressure change is
assumed. Linear temperature distribution is assumed. A cylindrically shaped
containment of 1 unit in height is assumed. Millions of ideal temperature
sensors are assumed. With these assumptions, the gas mass according to the
conventional physics ideal gas law is:

~W= x P 5h-

.

0

,
The wrong ANSI /ANS equation (I)becomes:

_.

T=KP J T(%) dX

(x ) = 500 + 10xAt the moment t=0,

At the moment t=12 hr., T(x) = S20
Simple evaluations show that the leak determined using.the wrong equation is
0. However, the real leak in this example is:

[ = Q 510(-f, +&C ) = 0.00W/ day
Thus, the use of the wrong equation may lead to non-detection of a leak which
is two times higher than allowed for the Zion, Unit 1 and the error is seven
times larger than the allowable error. It should be noted, that with the
truly conservative assumptions errors may be hundreds of times larger than is

'allowed.
'

Many other " methods" to fudge the test results are described in my Report
which has not been answered by the NRC.

c) The evidence that the present test methodology has yielded the wrong
results is abundant. For example, the so-called negative leaks as recognized
even by the NUREG-3549, are absurd. Obviously, the method producing absurd
results is inconsistent. However, many negative leak rates have been
" determined" using ANSI /ANS 56.8-1981.

The points a), b), c) provide the triad: an analytical proof, a worked
example, and actual test results to substantiate a ban on all the tests using
the ANSI /ANS 56.8 or similar methodologies.

d) It should be noted that the so called " verification test", in its present
form, is meaningless ao shown in my report by a worked example. This crample
has not been addressed in any of the NRC or its consultant's documents.

4
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Since this letter is a public document, I would like to present an elementary
analytic discussion, an example, and a brief discussion of actual

,

" verifications.".

i) According to ANSI /ANS 56.8, the test assumptions are " verified" when
*

t'

J (2)Lw.e, 2 1.- se s '- ont

where . j e9, is a superimposed leak, l pnf is the containment c'a 1 c.

u1ated leak, and L g3 is the resulting ca1eu1ated leak. If
the assumptions of the test (to be verified) are not correct, then bothlet

and L. co.ng may not be correct, however, their difference may turn
out to be correct. Therefore, condition (2) proves only the incompetence of
its authors and nothing more.

ii) The situation is similar to that when you deposit $3,000 and a bad teller
" proves" that it was only S2,000. The teller adds a known amount (say,
$1,000) and counts again the total. The bad teller finds the total to be-

$3,000. He has " validated" his bad counting since $3,000 - $2,000 = $1,000,-
that is exactly the added known amount. Unfortunately, " verifications" of
this sort are accepted in the area of nuclear safety as the following actual,

--

event clearly demonstrates:

iii) A meaningless " verification" was performed during Zion test on July 29,
1984. It failed, which should have initiated (if the rules were followed) the
analysis of basic assumptions of the test. If the analysis were done
scientifically then important assumptions of the test would have been found

. incorrect, an estimate of the true leak rate would have been found (which,
unfortunately, in this cas.e was abnormally high), the leaking paths would
have been identified and repaired. Instead, a second ". verification" of the
same assumptions was performed which " proved" that the test assumptions were
correct. With no explanation the first " verification" was rejected and the
second accepted. This resulted in acceptance of a containment with an
abnormally high leak rate. I am quite certain that this situation will be of

*

concern to the public.

3. You grossly distort the procedure for preparation and issuance of Rules
and Regulations as set out in 10 CFR.

a) Since you admitted that the future Reg. Guide is a " mechanism for
endorsement of the ANSI /ANS 56.8" then all the comments on the ANSI /ANS 56.8
collected in the past four years must be responded to prior to any further
work on the " mechanism."

b) The Draft Rule must be submitted to and d i s c u s's e d before the
ACRS. Such discussion, as shown by the transcripts, has not taken place
because of Mr. Arndt's withdrawal of the document.

c) The Public Comment Resolution Memo must preceed the issuance of the
dock ent in final form to allow for corrections.

Your invitation to submit comments en the draft regulatory guide is
appreciated. There are plans underway to present this document to the CPGR
meeting. I am certain that you will extend your kindness ar.d provide me with

3



. .-- . _-

.

.

* '

! the opportunity to participsto in the coming CRGR m3ating.

4. The Zion test data, although incomplete, wore received here in November.
43 datasets from the July, 1984 test were present (about 15% of the total).-

The rest is, mostly, the incorrectly calculated intermediate values. However, ,

even the incomplete data, to my great regret (I invested significant efforts ;

in the plant), indicate that there existed an abnormally high leak there. I
understand that the CANP will raise their concerns regarding this matter,

t I received an adequate response from ACRS.

The Division of Contracts did not stand by its own invitation and cancelled
scheduled debriefings after I came to the place of debriefing, financial
losses and moral distress being incurred.

The ORNL denied my FOIA request on the ground that they had never possessed
the raw data. As you know very well, this is not so. And if it were so, then
the NRC confidence in a consultant who uses doubtful sources for his research
would be more than strange. How could Mr. Arndt buy such research?.

.

As you can see, my recent actions (FOIA requests) and my future actions
;_ (additional FOIA requests) are fully justified by the persistent

noncooperation on the part of NRC and ORNL.

I certainly would apreciated your influence with the Division of Contracts
for obtaining information through the debriefing process rather than through
the FOIA as I indicated in my November letter to you.

S., I believe that you may modify your position regarding my requests B, C, E,
and F, and respond to them. My requests A. and D. are s'uperceded by the
emergency relief petitions below.

; The importance of my requests A. through F. for containment safety is
undeniable.-

They have not been addressed by the NRC previously.
In such circumstances at least an explanation must be given of reasons why
these requests should not be responded to.
Your statement does not contain any explanation. I formally ask that you
either respohd to my requests or provide an explanation why they should not
be responded to.

There are additional arguments for considering my requests of September 29,
1984:

B. What is wrong with an informal meeting where, say, Messrs. Arndt, Huang,
Shapaker and other specialists could freely <xchange their views? You must
agree that the persistent refusal of the NRC staff to meet and to present .

their arguments may be interpreted as the absence of any sound arguments.

C. The NRC is in violation of the procedures covering treatment of the
emergency relief petitions. The CANP in its emergency relief petition of
September, 1982 referred to my Report as a source document. Mr. Denton's
determination referred to the same report and stated that the answer to it
had been prepared. Such a document, having been referred to in the official
NRC determination, should be in the public domain. However, no nuch document
exists as you'yourscif stated in our correspondence. I believe that it is in
tb, best interests of the NRC to prepare the document that the NRC clained

6
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h WASHINGTON. D. C. 20555' * ' '
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'

Dr. Zinovy V. Reytblatt, Chairman
Department of Applied Mathematics &

Computer Science
Warren Wilson College'

Swannanoa, North Carolina 28778

Dear Dr. Reytblatt: .

This is to acknowledge receipt and consideration of your January 9,1985
letter directed to me. The content of your letter has been reviewed by'

the NRC staff with the following comments, which I am passing on to you. -

The technical material in your letter has previously been presented by
you to the NRC staff in various forms, including written and oral
presentations. The staff has had continued dialogue with you on issues
related to containment leak rate testing extending over many years, which
has included extensive correspondence on the subject. The technical issues
raised in your most recent letter have all received NRC staff consideration.
Although your specific reference to the software used in the 1984 Zion

. containment integrated leak rate test is new, the underlying subject is
'again that of proper use of weight coefficients, which has been previously iraised by you and considered by the staffdIn any event, the NRC staff
has again reviewed a representative sample 1984 Zion test average temperature~

calculation and is satisfied with the results, based on current practice.
-

Since the review of prior correspondence reve.als that no new technical
issues have' been raised by your January 9,1985 letter, the letter provides
an insufficient basis for emergency relief on the part of the NRC.

As noted in my letter to you of October 30, 1984, your comments will be
'

considered in the preparation of the regulatory guide addressing
ANSI /ANS 56.8-1091. We will follow our normal procedures with regard to
public input, and further opportunities will exist for input from the public
at large, as well as from you.

Sincerely.,- -

/ ,-

N'
~'T. A. Re ui

Assistant for Operations
~ Office of the Executive Director

for Operations, m .7 3 new

T,,ADOCK0500hU
P

Sd cif"'f;
___ -
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E. As I never denied, I have personal complaints against Mr. Arndt. Thoso
complaints will be presented at the appropriate moment. Therefore, I will-

avoid any conflict of interest which may develop during the proposed
investigation. The evidence against Mr. Arndt fully substantiates an
investigation. It is in the best interests of everybody to conduct this
investigation as promptly as possible, i'

F. Facts speak for themselves. After five years of the " endorsement ,

hechanics", the regulatory guide has been withdrawn by its own author without
any attempt to defend his " mechanism." A new version scheduled for the
December CRGR meeting has been postponed. The new amended version is not
expected to be presented in March, 1985, according to some sources. Most of
the currently performed tests run on exempt!.ons. This is an abnormal
situation. A shake-up in the Task leadership is imperative. If I understand
the Division of Resposibilities of NRC, running tests on an exemption basis
is of concern to the Assistant Director for Operations.

'

REQUESTS ,

1. Please, respond positively to my requests B through F as stated above.;_

2. Please, treat the request below as an emergency relief petition and
respond to this item in 10 working days:

Immediately ban all the integral containment leakage rate tests until
the NRC position on determining the weighting coefficients is worked
out and validated. For background see the present letter.

3. Please, treat the request below as an emergency relief petition and
respond to this item in 10 working days:

.

Immediately ban use of the computer software of the type used at Zion
(V,olumetrics) until it is rewritten and revalidated.test

Ban doubling of the weight coefficients.
'For background see Enclosure 1.

.

4

Sincerely,

.

Z. Reytblatt, Chair
Department of Applied Mathematics and
Computer Science

.

7
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/]r=EXTRAN. INC.''
...........,...v.........,.................

P. O 90s.1759

C MtC 4C O.IL U ** cts sceso
_

c3io e m. ;
February 20, 1984

.

,

Mr. Edward M. Gogol, Research Director
Citizens Against Nuclear Power
220 S. State St.
Chicago, IL 60604

Dear Mr. Gogol: -

Thank you very much for sending me my copy of Mr. Denton's letter of February
9,1984 and for commissioning me to prepare'a discussion 'related to Mr.'

.

Schwencer's enclosed materials.

Background.

On January 4,1984 a meeting on La Salle Station Unit I leak rate test was
held at the NRC under Mr. T. Novack a's Chairman. Immediately after the
meeting I put down notes of the meeting. Comparison of these notes with the
document prepared by Mr. Schwencer clearly indicates incompleteness of the
" Summary" and, possibly, malicious intent of its author to grossly distort the
real contents of the meeting by dropping out the most impo.rtant points of
discussion.

In my letter of January 16, 1984 to you I already presented some of the
discussion at the meeting. Excuse me for presenting some of these aaterials

,

again. I am enclosing , also, my response to Mrs. Denton and Schwencer's
materials. As you know very well, I have never taken sides in your dispute
with the NRC providing strictly scientific services and openly opposing your
views on the nuclear energy. I regret that such gross distortion of truth as
is presented in Mr. Schwencer's letter forced me to use the appropriate
vocabul a ry.

,

NOTES OF THE MEETING ON LA SALLE UNIT 1 LEAK RATE TEST ON JANUARY 4,1984

1. Mr. Novak opens the meeting. Several participants are taking notes. Mr.
Novak promises to make minutes of the meeting available to every participant.
He specifies no agenda and he invites the attendees to introduce themselves.

2. An employee of the NRC (Mr. Huang ?) introduces.himself and states that
both the NRC and the industry are satisfied with the current state of leak
rate testing. He claims that he is not familiar with my " Critique..." and asks
for a copy of it. He is explained that the document was sent to NRC almost a
year ago and is available at the PDR.

3. Mr. Reytblatt introduces himself as a representative of Mr. Gogol and
Chicago Branch cf CANP concerning technical aspects of leak rate testing at
the la Salle Station Unit 1. He asks Mr. Novak about the agenda of the meeting.
He agrees that because Mrs. Arndt and Burns who are familiar with all the

.

,-
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'

materials which Mr. Reytblatt had sent to NRC, did not attend the meeting, the
agenda should cover only the La Salle leak test.

4. Mr. Reytblatt states that the most important pieces of information .

concerning the La Salle Unit i leak rate test was not made available to him by
his customer, CANP. He lists the following items: i

(a) location of instruments;

(b) explicitly stated weight coefficients; ,

' (c) state of ventilation during the test;
(d) individual temperature sensor readings; and
(e) individual pressure gauge readings.

4. The Com. Ed. represantative confirms that Mr. Reytblatt understood
correctly what weight coefficients had been used. Mr. Reytblatt accepts this
explanation which answers his item (b).

5. The Com. Ed. representative assures that no fans were used during the test.
He adds that he personally opposes using fans and tries to avoid such'

.

practices. Mr. Reytblatt accepts this explanation which answers his item (c).

6. Mr. Reytblatt is shown sketches of instrument arrangement from a distance.
He requests photocopies of just two pages. He is denied these materials. He
insists that these two pages contain. vital information because it appears
that some of the weight coefficients, in reality, may have exceeded 0.1 which
would rnake the test invalid. The meeting agrees that this information is
essential. Mr. Novak promises to send these pages to Mr. Reytblatt directly.
Mr. Reytblatt accepts this as a compromise to his item (a) question.

7.T'he meeting agrees that individual temperature sensor r.eadings are essential
in establishing leak rates. The Com. Ed. representative confirms tyhat
infomation in question is stored on tape and can be made available in a
matter of minutes although the printout would be voluminous (about a hundred
pages). Mr. Novak promises to send these materials directly to Mr. Reytblatt
for unknown reasons.

8. There is a disagreement on item (e). The NRC representative brings out two
contradictory' reasons why such infomation (about 2-3 pages of computer
output') should not be made available to the public: (i) because instrument
readings may tiave errors and (ii) because the readings should be close since
they should be close. Dr. Reytblatt indicates that (i) theoretical bounds on
pressure fluctuations within a containment require experimental verification
of such fluctuations; (ii) that in some cases up to 6 pressure gauges were
used during a test some of them showing substantial deviations in pressure
change from the average pressure change, and (iii) no regulatory document
permits substitution of the average pressure for idividual pressure gauge
readings.
The meeting agrees that individual pressure gauge readings are essential for
leak rate detemination. Mr. Novak promises to send these two pages to Mr.
Reytblatt (instead of Mr. Gogol) or to send him a plausible explanation why
such i: formation should be withheld from the public.

9. At this point Mr. Novak invites questions to Mr. Reytblatt. Mr. Reytblatt
is standing at the blackboard. He is illustrating his answers by deriving
equations, bringing numerical examples, sketching etc. It should be noted that
all the meeting participants had complete freedom to present a discussion and

Page 2
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only Mr. Reytblatt actually seized such an opportunity.

Mr. Reytblatt received several questions, such as: (1) is it true that if the
conditions are stabilized then the correct method and the commonly used method
yield the same result? and (ii) what's wrong with the verification test?
Mr. Reytblatt answered these question and other questions to sat;isfaction of
the audience. The summary of his discussion is presented below in fonn of Mr.
Reytblatt's statements because none of these statements have been objec,ted.

A. The present state of leak rate testing is unacceptable. Any value of
the leak rate can be "detennined" from any set of the raw data by
manipulations which are permitted by the current regulatory documents.

B. The correct equation of air mass calculation is: , p

"W := co M5t $ 'T' M V
.

d

Yand the approximate equation for tests is:
- yf = COMtPE

,

The commonly used equation

is not an approximate equation because the more instruments are used, the
closer the result is to the wrong equation:

W=CoMtf TdV
Y

C. When the temperature spacial distribution is uniform, the wrong equation
yields the same result as th,e correct equation. Such conditions may occur
.(although not very ofte i) or may not occur naturally (they did not occur at
La Salle).

.

D. When there is no temperature change in the containment, both equations
yield the same L.R.=0. This did not occur at La Salle where temperature change'

in time of 140 F has been recorded.

E. Realistic theoretical bounds of) the error due to the wrong equation are
presented i,n Mr. Reytblatt's "Critioue" and conservative bounds have been
presented to'the NRC in July,1982 and January,1983. These papers prove that
leaks ten and even hundreds times larger than allowable may not be detected
because the wrong equation was used. None of these papers have been responded
by the NRC.

F. Artificial attempts to " equalize" or to " stabilize" temperatures may
induce even greater errors (in terms of leak rates). These wrong practicies
were severely criticized by many practitioners of leak testing ( by Dr. Hill
of Bechtel, as an example). The whole notion of " stabilization" was invented
either for the purpose of cheating or it resulted from an obvious mistake

~

which my undergraduate stude..ts could spot in a few minutes. Worked examples
show that " stabilization" as presented in the regulatory documents is, at
least, meaningless, that is, abnormally high leak rates have not been detected
by these documents despite conditions being " stabilized".

G. " Stabilization" as well ,as usage of the wrong equation should be
immediately b.anned.

Page 3
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i* H. The so-called " verification test" as prsented in regulatory documents
is meaningless. Worked examples show that a leak 10 times greater than allowed
has not been detected by the verification test. If L , L mp and L2 are1 i
" measured", " superimposed" and "resulting" leaks, respectively, they are
related by an equation:

Y
1 imp i

In this equation, only l mp is known, whereas procedures to detemine twoi
other quanti. ties are the same and, therefore, correctness of these procetfures
can not be validated. Mr. Reytblatt' indicates how this situation can be
improved.

I. Regulatory documents are severely criticized for not providing guidance
for the most important pro,blems of testing - instrument placement and

instrument set calibration including weight coefficients. Wrong weight
coefficients may lead to non-detecting abnomally high leak rates.

' J. Answering to the question from the audience, Mr. Reytblatt criticizes -
the regulatory documents for inconsistencies in Type A and Type B and C tests

; which may lead to serious abuses.

K. As a whole, the present regulatory documents do not provide necessary
level of guidance and do not secure detection of abnormally high leak rates
and , therefore they should be modified and their provisions allowing usage
of wrong equation, ventilation, and other obvious abuses, should be
imm.ediately banned.

L. Mr. Reytblatt indicat'es that many of the questions raised at the meeting
have been taken care of in the proprietory document submitted to the NRC in
April,1983. He indicates that there are many other deficiences in the
regulatory documents, which have not been discussed at the meeting because of
lack of time and because he did not expect a di.scussion on general topic.

,

10. All questions of the audience were answered to their satisfaction. There
'

was no mention of " volume weighted" or " mass weighted average" during the
meeting. At, the end of the meeting, Mr. Reytblatt made a statement that he
did not see an immediate danger at La Salle Station and that .a was not a
member of CANP or any other group. He explained that, personally, he was for
the nuclear power, however, he puts his commitment to high scientific
standards above nis preferences.

11. I considered calculations enclosed in Mr. Denton's letter. It is not
clear what data he used, because only 28 sens:,rs were used during the test,
not 30 as he states. It is not clear what he means by the " " method.
Since Mr. Denton of the NRC claims that the NRC does not have LaSalle data, it
is most likely that another wrong equation was used to calculated T as a
weighted hamonic average of averages in subvolumes. Nevertheless, to the
contr. ry of Mr. Denton's stdtements, his calculations prove that the error in
mass calculation at LaSalle was about:

Page 4
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Therefore, the possible error in leak rate due to the wrong equation may be
about:

.

Of course, whether it is less or more than 13% can be determined only when the
full data is examined. Considering that the allowable error is about 25% and
that many other factors contribute to the er,ror, it is irresponsible to ignore
a 50% contribution to the error. Please, note that error of 0.08% is
unacceptable for many plants, including Zion, and that realistic bounds are
usually several times larger and conservative bounds 10 times larger. The
present example, if valid, only confirms my point.

Sincerely,
.

'

.

;- Z. Reytblatt
President

.
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STATEMENT TO THE ADVISORY COMMITTEE ON REACTOR SAFEGUARDS March 15,1984

.

, One of the most important characteristics of containment performance is its
'

ability to contain radioactive gases during,an accident.
. ;_

Rules for leakage rate testing are set out in Appendi) J to 10 CFR Part 50
which calls for leak testing in accordance with the obsolete standard
ANS N45-1972.

Currently, tests are performed following the ANSI /ANS 56.8-1981 Standard
,

pending with the NRC for end'rsement.o
.

Substantial evidence indicates that this document lacks important provisions
and contains wrong provisions. . Some of its provisions are loose so that any
value of leak rate can be " determined" from any set of raw data using the
faulty standard.

.

This evidence includes, but is not limited to, worked examples, theoretical
analyses and, to the extent limited by non-availability of essential data
(essential raw data have been withheld by the NRC), independent reviews of
actual testing. 'Not a single piece of evidence which I presented to the NRC
since the Spring of 1982 has been responded to. Out of four of my proposals,

aimed at improving the situation, only one has been reviewed, and that one by
an incompetent and biased reviewer whose identity has not been revealed and

whose 7 evaluation" has not been made available.

Basic deficiences and errors of the present leak rate testing nethodolcgy as
regulated by both faulty standards are:

__ -



.

1. Lack of recommendations for instrument arrangement;
.,

.

2. Lack of recommendations for weight coefficient evaluation;

3 Lack of any procedures for the set-up calibration;
i

4. Allowing non-quantified " stabilization" with the meaningless
,

"stabilizaticn criterion";

5. Recommending a procedure for mass calculation which is equivalent to
approximating the wrong equation:

W = c P/STdv
v

'

instead of the correct equation: -

g= e } dv=.

v
6. Lack of quantified recommendations fer blocking penetration paths during

the test;

7. Loose recommendations on data ' discarding; -

.

8. Loose recommendations on instrument quantity and quality;

\
9. Substitution of integral testing by local testing is not restricted;

.

10. Accuracy of, local testing is not consistent with the requirements of
integral testing, which allows one to underestimate the integral leak rate;

11. " Verification" procedures as presented are meaningless. That is,
abnormally high leak rates may not be detected by either or both the
verification test and the primary test.

12. Archiving requirements are so loo'se that .they prevent a meaningful
independent review. For example, one of my clients has been trying to
obtain raw data for 8 months and has not been successful.

.
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*
' There are many other "deficiences" which primarily are aimed at the

facilitation of cheating and withholding evidence.

Review of materials made available to me by my client on La Salle,. Unit 1 and
Zion, Unit 1 Leak Rate tests leads to important conclusions: i

'

The LaSalle Unit 1 test of 1982 may be invalid, with the leak rate,
probably, of the order of the magnitude of the allowed leak rate (that is,
no more than 2-5 times larger than allowed);

The Zion Unit 1 test of 19El was fraudulent and there is no guarantee that
the real leak is less than ten times the allowable leak rate.

'

.

I repeat my previous request, and I insist that a temporary ban on all leak
;- rate testing be immediately imposed, and that the situation be promptly

investigated and corrected.
1

I

.

Zinovy' V. Reytblatt'

President
.

.*
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May 18, 1984
,

Chairman,
Advisory Committee on
Beactor Safeguards
US Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, DC 20555

.

Dear Sir:
'

.

This is concerning my presentation on March 15, 1984.
Af ter the presen tction I was
the matter. This did not happen. told that I should be contacted regarding

In the same time,
efforts are underway to perpetuate the wrong

methodology of lenk rate testing and to vindicate the past tests.During my presentation I presented some evidence that the LaSalle
Unit 1 test of 1982 was not,a valid test and that.the Zion, Unit 1,test of'1981 was fraudulent.
tests. Not a single of my accusations was answered by the NRC.I called for an investigation of bothInstead,
only a few issues that I have raised and supports all of them withthe report ORNL/TM-8909 was sent to me. This report addresses.the exception of one, that. is the significance of the wrong equation
used in all past tests for the air mass calculation. There is a strongevidence that not only the authors' approach and methodology of invas ti-gation were incorrect, but that the "selectivness" in presenting the
data can not be, ruled out. I am enclosing my letters regarding this matter

.I suggest that the NBC
(Dr. G. Arndt) and the ORNL should

definitely, before the passage of another faulty document prepared bythe Committee on the subject. This should be done as soon as possible and
be heard on

,

Dr. Arndt and Mr. Dougan.
,

.

I suggest, further,)that I should be notified on the time and place ofsuch presentation (s
present my point of view.and that a discussion should be held where I could

Thank you very much for the opportunity to speak beforeI hope to hear from you soon. the Committee.

Sincerely,

[ b b
,

Z. Reytblatt g
Enclosure: *

2VR psd
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TYFICAL " REALISTIC" COMPUTER RUN
.

. .

.'

Maximum spatial temperature variation - 20 F
,

Number of sensors - 20

Actual leak rato - 0 7% (which is 7 times larger than the Zion
Station allowableleak)

Using the wrong ANSI /ANS equation - 0 35%/ day.
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2xhibi t li.

"HSALISTIC" SIMULAl' ION OF ERHORS IN ANSI /AMS NhSS
EQUATION VERSUS CONVENTIONAL IDEAL GAS LAW

Although simulation has no bearing on regulatory documents uhere
only worked negative examplos and conservative estimates (bounds)
may provide basis for rulemaking, actual error magnitude can be
Ernsped usin.g simulation. Some results in this direc tion have' becu
obtained by the ORNL. However, 'rcsults published in the ORHL/TI. -.
8909 fall ouc of the practically important range from 100 to 700P.
As is shown below, a totally wrong decision about " adequacy" of
the upong ANSI /AMS mass eqt)ation uns based on such incomplete dt.ca.
To fill this gap, an analytic investigation was donu using various
realis tic assur.ptions on spacial temperaturo dis tribution. A typicc.1
relationship between the itaximum spacial temperature distribtion
and the most likely error resulting from usage of the wrong ASSI/A..:.
equation is shown in Fig; 1. Actual errors can be several cimes.

larger or several tinos less than the most likely error (ui.ieu :. ua:
so-called muchomatical expectation).

;. A simple computer program was uritton to support the analytical
solution (a typical run is shown in Fig. 2). Many computer uimulnLions
were done and those materials fully support our conclusion.
The summary of the investigation is presented in Tab.1 and leads to
lin unquestionable conclusion that the incorrect ANSI /ANS equation can
be used only when the allouable leak rate exceeds 0.5%/ day and the tem

~

p'erature spatial variations are less than 100F, providing that no
stabilizing-equalizing" is done. With any other conditions there is

no .guaranteo that either an abnormally high leak rate will hvac passed
undetected or that the uncertainty in leak rate.will be abnormally high.

.
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APPENDIX
.

FOIA - 85-24

LIST OF DOCUMENTS WITH COMMENTS ON ANSI /ANS 56.8

1

1. 02/28/75 Memorandum for G. A. Arlotto from B. N. Grier, entitled,
" Suggested Revisions and Clarifications to Appendix J ,

10 CFR 50 and ANSI N45.4-1972 (AITS F14026H1) with
enclosures (9 pages).

2. 07/01/75 Memorandum for Attendees from Gunter Arndt, entitled

"Sumary)of Meeting to Review Coments on ANSI N274"(2 pages .
,

3. 06/16/77 Note for Gunter Arndt from K. V. Seyfrit, forwarding Regional
Coments on-ANS 274, Draft 1 (17 pages).

.

'

4. 06/23/77 Memorandum for S. Rurka from M. Kahnemuyi with comments
on N274. Draft 1. Revision 3, dated 6/25/76 (9 pages).:;_

5. 06/23/77 Same as f4, but with cover page marked up (9 pages).

6. 06/29/77 Memorandum for M. Kehnemuyi from R. Tedesco, entitled
"ANS N274, Containment System Leakage Requirements"
(20 pages).

7. 06/29/77 Same as f5, but partially marked up (20.pages).

8. 07/13/77 Memorandum for M. Kehnemuyi from D. Eisenhut, entitled
"ANS N274, Containment System Leakage Requirements"
(4 pages).

.

9. 08/03/77 Correspondence to Members of Work Group 56.8 from
S. Rurka, with enclosures (34 pages).

10. 02/10/78: Correspondence to Members of Work Group 56.8 from
S. Rurka, without enclosures (2 pages).

11. 02/14/78 Memorandum for K. Seyfrit. J. Shapaker, C. Grimes,
entitled "ANS-50 Ballot on ANS 56.8 (N274" (1 page).

12. 02/14/78 Correspondence to Members of ANS-50 from S. Rurka,
with WG 56.8 responses to ANS 50 coments (35 pages).

13. 03/14/78 Ballot for D. Campbell from M. Kehnemuyi on ANS 56.8,
Draft 2,. February 1,1978 (2 pages).

14. 03/30/78 To Arndt from . Ballot Tally Sheet of Power
Reactor Systems Comittee (1 page).

15. 12/18/78 Memorandum for S. Levine, et. al., from W. Morrison, entitled
" National Standard Review Request," for ANS 56.8 Draf t 2,-

Revision 3,withoutstandard,(3pr.ges).

|

|
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Re: FOI A-85-24
.

16. 01/09/79 Ballot for M. Weber from J. Shapaker, without enclosures,
on ANS 56.8, Draft 2, Revision 3, November 15, 1978
(1 page).

17. 01/09/79 Same as #16 from A. Kasper, Combustion Engineering, Inc.,
with enclosures (8 pages).

18. 01/10/79 Memorandum for W. Morrison from L. Crocker, entitled
" National Standard Review Request, ANS 56.8 (N274),
Containment System Leakage Testing Requirements, Draft 2,
Revision 3 November 15,1978" (1 page).

19. 01/11/79 Memorandum for W. Morrison from E. Jordan, entitled " Review

of Standard, Containment System Leakage Testing (Requirements,Draft 2, Revision 3, dated November 15, 1978," 3pages).
.

20. 01/11/79 Same as #18, but marked up (3 pages).
'

'

21. 01/17/79 Memorandum for W. Morrison from L. Shao, entitled "ANS 56.8--

(N274), Containment System Leakage Testing Requirements,
Draft 2. Revision 3, dated November 15, 1978 - Review of
Standard," (2 pages).

22. 01/19/79 Memorandum for W. Morrison from D. Eisenhut, entitled "ANS 274,
Containment System Leakage Testing Requirements " (4 pages)

23. 0'1/19/79 Original NUPPSCO Comittee Ballot on ANS 56.8, Draft 2
Revision 3, with enclosures (17 pages).

24. 02/09/79 Revised ballot of #23 (14 pages).

25. 08/07/79 Letter to G. Arlotto from S. Rurka, forwarding Revision 3,
\ Draft 3 (22 pages).

26. 10/15/79, . Committee Correspondence for S. Rurka from G. Arlotto
regarding 02/09/79 ballot and ANS 56.8 Revision 3 Draft 3,
dated July 1979 (11 pages).,

27. 09/10/70 Memorandum for G. Arndt from E. Adensam, entitled " Request
for Review and Comment of ANS-N274" (1 page).

28. 09/26/79 Marked up N274 paragraphs from D. Lurie (15 pages).

29. 09/26/79 Comments on N274 resolution of G. Arlotto comments
(20 pages).

30. 09/27/79 Memorandum for G. Arndt from D. Lurie, entitled " Draft 3
Revision 3. ANS 56.8/N274, Containment System Leakage
Rate Requirements" (1 page).

31. 09/28/79 Memort idum for G. Arndt from E. Jorden, entitled "Coments
on ANS N274, Draft 3 - July 1979 and Disposition of
Comments" (4 pages).

_ _ - . . . _ ._. - - _ . . . _ - .
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.

32. 10/04/79 Routing slip to Gunter Arndt from Jim Pulsipher (1 page).

33. 02/08/80 Correspondence to Members of Work Group 56.8 from S. Rurka
with marked up pages of ANS 56.8, Draft 3, dated -July 1979
(22 pages). i

34. 03/05/80 Routing slip to Gunter Arndt from Jim Pulsipher (1 page). !

35. 12/29/81 Memorandum for Carl Johnson from G. Arndt, entitled "M.D.
Weber 11/23/81 Letter to NUPPSCO Members" (2 pages).

36. 04/02/82 Memorandum for J. Shapaker from D. Lurie, entitled " Errors '

in American National Standard ANS-56.8-1981, Containment
System Leakag'e Testing Requirements" (2 pages).

37. 07/02/82 Memorandum for P. Williams from D. Brinkman, entitled " Review
-

,

of ANSI /ANS 56.8-1981" (2 pages). ,

:;_ 38. 07/09/82 Notes on RRAB comments (1 page).

39. 07/15/82 Memorandum for L. Shao from J. Clark, entitled " ANSI /ANS-
56.8-1981 Containment System Leakage Testing Requirements"
(1 Page).

40. 07/22/82 Memorandum for L. Shao from E. Jordan, entitled " Review of
ANS 56.8 Containment System Leakage Testing Requirements"
(2pages).

- 41. 08/06/82 Memorandum for G. Arndt from F. Maura, entitled " Comments
on ANSI /ANS 56.8 for Incorporation into RG (Working Paper A)"

- (4 pages).

42. 09/17/82 Memorandum for L. Shao from S. Hanauer, entitled " Review of
ANSI /ANS 56.8-1981 " Containment System Leakage Testing
Requirements," without enclosures (2 pages).

,

43. 01/04/83 Correspondence to Members of ANSI /ANS 56.8 Working Group from
S. Rurka (34 pages).

44. 01/07/83 Memorandum for Z. Rosztoczy from W. Butler, entitled " Comments
on Draft Regulatory Guide MS 021-5 and American National
Standard ANSI-56.8-1981" (13 pages).

45. 01/18/83 D. Lurie coments on Appendix G to ANS 56.8-1981 (4 pages)

46. 05/17/83 Routing slip for J. Shapaker from G. Arndt with editorial
coments for forwarding to ANS 56.8 Comittee (5 pages).

47. 05/17/83 Same as #48, a~nnotated (5 pages).

j1 .
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et al., from Sam Duraiswamy,
Memorandum for C. P. Siess, F-7CRS Subcomittee Meeting -48. 05/22/84
ACRS, entitled " Status Repor
on the Regulatory Activities, June 12, 1984 Washington,
D.C. (10 pages)

49. 06/12/84 Meeting transcript and minutes, Regulatory Activities
Subcommittee ACRS, June 12, 1984, ACRST-1321 and ACRS-
2220.

50. 06/18/84 Letter to William J. Dircks EDO, from J. C. Ebersole,
Chairman, ACRS, entitled "ACRS Action on Regulatory

: Guidesand, Regulations"(2pages).

51. undated Note sheet, entitled "ANS N274 Draft 1 Revision 3
6/25/76"'"Sumary of Contents" (1 page).

,

.

52. undated Revision il of 1/19/79 ballot connents (14 pages).
,

~

53. undated Notes on ANS 56.8, Draft 3 - July 1979 (9 pages).

54. undated Notes of ANS 56.8 committee meeting.
.
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March 8, 1985*

Mr. Harold R. Denton, Director
Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation

~

U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington,,DC 20555 ,

APPEAL
In the Matter of

COMMONWEALTH EDISON COMPANY, ON THE EMERGENCY RELIEF
VOLUMETRICS, Inc.
(Zion Station, LaSalle County DECISION
Station)
AND ALL LIGHT-WATER REACTORS
CSING VOLUMETRICS SOFTWARE*

,

~

INTRODUCTION

On January 9, 1985, the Petitioner filed an emergency relief petition with the
Office of the Executive Director for Operations seeking an immediate termination of
use of the Volumetries computer program for processing leak rate test raw data
until the sofware is debugged and revalidated, the petition being supported by the
evidence from the Zion leak rate test showing that the program does not perform
addition and/or division correctly which consequently may lead to underestimating
abnormally high leak rates'to the degree that such leak. rates would appear to be
within normal limits. Such misrepresentation according to Appendix J to 10 CFR
constitutes a danger to public safety and requires your immediate action.

As stated in the NRC letter of February 20, 1985, to the Petitioner (Exh. B), the
Petition has been considered by the NRC, and was found to be providing an
unsufficient basis for emergency relief on the part of the NRC. The NRC Decision
does not dispute the computer output supporting the Petition. The NRC Decision has
not supported:its Decision by any essential calculations, discussion or references.

BACKGROUND

Several fraudulent Zion tests employed the Volumetries software. Many other tests
which have not yet been found deficient, employed the same software. Regulations
governing the safety related software provide for debugging and revalidating such
software when mistakes in calculations have occurred.

DISCUSSION

1. Contents of the NRC Decision

confp/The E'eision (a) acknowledges receipt and consideration of the charge; (b) rms
that the charge is new; and (c) introduces a concept of an " underlying rubject"
which, it is claimed, has been previously raised by the Pctitioner and considered
by the staff. Further ((d)), the Decisicn informs on the NRC satisfaction with sore
different calculations, and (e) the Decision states that the charge is not new.
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2. Discussion of the Decision,

(a), (b). The Petitioner agrees with the NRC statements.

(c) The statement is irrelevant to the fact that the software does not handle
properly arithmetic operations.
(d) Rules governing usage of safety related computer software psohibit such usage
after just one occurrence of an incorrect result has been disclosed, regardless of
satisfaction or dissatisfaction of the NRC with other results. It is quite common
that a faulty computer program yields the correct results most of the times, and
the incorrect results - only in a few times. Such programs are not allowed for
safety related calculations.

| (e) The Decision contradicts its own findings (see (b)). However, even the
assumption that the Petition did not raise "new technical issues" is not a basis'

for a denial if it is shown, as it has undeniably been, that there are immediate
safety concerns. It appears *that the NRC Decision is deliberately confusing the
Petitioner on the good reasons for emergency relief actions.

9

CONCLUSIONS-

,

1. The NRC is in violation of 10 CFR, p. 2.206 by not responding to the concrete
,

piece of evidence - failure of the software in question to perform arithmetic--

operations of addition and/or division.

2. The NRC arguments are either selfcontradictory or irrelevant.
! ,

3. The NRC failed to show why the software proven to produce an arithmetically

i wrong result at least once, should not be debugged and revalidated.
l

REQUESTS
'

1. Immediately revoke validating documents of the software in question, order the
j debugging and revalidation.
l

| -2. I am enclosing an FOIA request for the list of (validated) computer programs foy
processing of leak rate data, and for the listing of the Volumetrics faulty'

program. Your cooperation is kindly sought in accordance with 10 CFR, Part I,
Subpart A,, Paragraph 9.4.

|

3. In accordance with 10 CFR, Part I, Subpart A, Paragraph 9.4 and applicable'
r

provis!,ns of the FOIA, 552 USC and amendments thereof, I request that all the
! records related to revalidation of the Volumetrics program in the future, be made

available to me for inspection at the time of their submittal to the NRC or shortlyi

thereafter and prior to finilizing the validation.

I shall expect to receive your response in 20'(twenty) working days.

Sincerely,

23*

j ZinovyV.Reftblatt, Chair
Department of Mathematics and4

Computer Science
,

!

$

!

i
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Mr. T. A. Rehm, Assistant for Operations
Office of the Executive Director
for Operations
U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, D. C. 20555

.

. Dear Mr. Rehm:
.

SUBJECT: LEAXAGE RATE TESTING
'

30, 1984, responding to my---

Thank you very much for your letter of Octoberreceived the Zion test data in earlyletter to you of September 29, 1984. I
November. The present letter discusses your response and contains requests

which I am hereby petitioning to treat separately as
(REQUEST 2. and 3.)
o.ergency relief requests.m

9,ACKGROUND *

.

theFor more than two years I h5vc been submitting evidence to the NRC that
present methodology of leak rate testing is faulty to the extent that

any

"g o o d" vaiue of 1eak rate can be "d e t e r m i n e d"
using this methodology.

received a technical response from the NRC to myI have not! maintain that
technical submittals containing a criticism of the existing methodology.

fraudulent and/or erroneous tests such as ZionI maintain that to prevent
tests some immediate actions are necessary; I pr'oposed some such actions but
nothing has been done so far.

there are actiempts underway to perpetuate thisFurthermore, I suggest that
situation and to cover up the bad tests.

TilC CONTENTS OP MY LETTCit TO YOU OP SI:l'TL: Mill:lt 29, 1984

1. The contents of my previous letters to you and to Mr. Ross is brought out.
I ccmplained that I had not received a technical responso from theBasically,

the Ol(NL ltcport had addresned only a few of my conmients and hadMitC, that and that even those of my comments which had beenfct.nd 1 cerors in them,
were completely ignored in the Draft Regulatory

suppot ad by the ORNL Report,to Mr. l'alladino 'for banning t.hc o b v i o u s 1 y
Guide, and that my request
orcone:cus features of terting had not been rucponded.

70! WA;ttlliN WILSON COLLl!GlillOAi) SWANNANOA NOllTil CAllOLINA 28776 2099 (70.i)196 3325
m e .m .1 o,.nm.. .-v I.. .. Aa
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2. The contents of your letter of Saptsnbar 7,1984 was brisfly pressnted.
, ,

Basically, ycu informed me that the NRC tecepted some of my commsnts and
disagreed on others (no cluco to identification provided), and that you

.

intended to proceed with redrafting of the Reg. Guide and that the "results-

and conclusions of the NRC staff review process were documented in the
February 13, 1984 memo frcm E. G. Arndt to R. D. Thompson."

3.In the following discussion it was demonstrated that not a single comment
of my of those which hed been addressed to by the NRC or its consultant, was
proven to be incorrect. The discussion was followed by a conclusion ,

summarizing the findings, and by requests of which the main were:

A. Provide a list of the basic comments to be incorporated into the
redrafting process of the Draft Regulatory Guide.

B. Form an ad hoc committee or call for a meeting to conduct a constructive
discussien of the leak rate methodology.

C. Review those parts of my submittals which have not yet been addressed to
and provide a debriefing meeting with the reviewers who have evaluated the* '

" Critique".

%r

D. Prepare a positive response to my letter that I sent to Chairman Palladino
and please immediately ban the use of the wrong equation and of
equalizing-stabilizing.

E. Conduct an investigation into the activities of Mr. Arndt related to the
cover-up of bad tests and impeding with comment review and with rulemaking.

F. Provide adequate leadership for efficient rulemaking related to the leak
rate testing.

THE CONTENTS OP YOUR LETTER

1. You confirm the NPC intention'to abolish a Rule which, in compliance with
the Atomic Energy Act, specifies the methodology (ies) allowed for testing.

4

Instead, you. express your support for a "no rule" situation when the NRC
staff would arbitrarily allow any methodology including the' wrong BN-TOP-1 or
ANSI /ANS 56.8-1981.

2. You state that "a regulatory guide is being prepared as the endorsement
mechanism for ANSI /ANS 56.8-1981."

3. You state that "the more current draft of the guide is planned", that "it
will be isst ed for a formal public revicw" and " comments will be invited when
it is ready for a formal public review". Thesi comments "will then be

i

eventually addressed in a Public Comment Resolution Memo which will be nade
available when the regulatcry guide is issued in final form."

4. You express a belief that availability of the Zion test data, the ACRS
rcpense, the FOIA request cutstanding te ORNL in regard to acquiring their
data, and the Division of Contracts response, would recpend to the items I
acfrersed in gur n.ecting (cf Cctober 5,19E4) and my requests for inforration
contained in my letter of September 29, 1984.

E
,

1

.
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5. You express a disbelief that a:tions in regard of my requests A. through-

F. as shown above, are appropriate.
'

.

DISCUSSION

The numerals refer to your statenents as expressed above.

1. I believe that the American people will never accept your dangerousf
attempt to destroy a law in favor of a judgement of an executive. The several
fraudulent Zion tests (approved by the NRCl) provide an additional argument
for a strict Rule to secure the public safety instead of relying on the NRC
staff. The most urgent problem of today is to identify all the fraudulent
and/or invalid tests which are among those accepted by the NRC staff.

2. Your confession is extre'ely significant. The ANSI /ANS 56.8 is a faultym

document. It has been pending with the NRC for four years. Many comments
(including my comments) have been collected. Instead of responding to these
comments as provided by law, you rename the same faulty document and apply an
" endorsement mechanism." By one bold stroke you are trying to dispose of all

'.- the existing obligations for responding to the already collected comments.

(for example, your almost three years old promise to respond to my comments
would be thrown out). It is felt that the " endorsing mechanics" was
introduced to cause a further extension and, possibly, perpetuation of loose
testing under the pretext that more redrafting is needed.

Please, find enclosed my FOIA request for the disclosure of a list of the
documents containing or relating to comments on ANSI /ANS 56.8-1981 in the NRC
. possession.

~

Since this letter is a public document I provide below the simplest proof
that the ANSI /ANS 56.8 allows " determination" of any value of leak rate from
any set of the raw data. Please, consider th? ppoints a) through c) as the
materials supporting the emergency relief appeal (RI: QUEST 2.)

a) The ANSI /ANS 56.8-1981 states that

Y: KP (Z d:T )i
whereMistheairmass,Pistheairpressure,%areabsolutetemperatures
at certain points and d i are certain coefficients (" weighting

coefficients"). Therefore, the leak rate, [ is:,

b
d' W - N - L - 1 d: cf T'.

+ E'
W~ P E d;Tc T i

wher symbol [ is self explanatory and f is smaller than other terrs. The
enli restriction that the AMSI/ANS inpesen on Ci|is that0cel|gg,|,No
instructicns for determining the weighting coefficients is provided.
Obviously, by assigning { or changing them, a significant change in the
" determined" Icak rate can be achieved. Peytettably, the (7;are urually cf

3
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different signs which leads to a conservative error in leak rates up to
0.05/ day which may be 50 times in excess of an allowable leak rate and 200.

tir..es larger than the allowable error..

Not only are these weight coefficients " calculated" using arbitrary

assumptions, but, also, the computer program developed by "Volumetrics" which
has a fraudulent option for doubling of weight coefficients, has been allowed
by the NRC. Furthermore, this fraudulent option has been used (for example,
in Zion, Novutr.ber 1983, test, and, possibly in July, 1984, tectl.

b) The following is the worked example based on the LaSalle test typical
data. The spatial temperature variation during the test was about 40*F, the
time dependent temperature variation was about 20'F. No pressure change is
assumed. Linear temperature distribution is assumed. A cylindrically shaped
containment of 1 unit in height is assumed. Millions of ideal temperature
sensors are assumed. With these assumptions, the gas mass according to the
conventional physics ideal gas law is:

s .

E '1(X)
0

The wrong ANSI /ANS equation ( !) becomes:'

,

T=KP J T(%) #_

(x ) = 500 + 10xAt the moment t=U,

At the moment t=12 hr., T ('A) = 52 0
Simple evaluations show that the Leak determined using the wrong equation is
0. However, the real leak in this example is:

[ = M .no & + QC ) = 0.0015/ day
Thus, the use of the wrong equation may lead to non-detection of a leak which
is two times higher than allowed for the Zion, Unit 1 and the error is seven

:

times larger than the allowable error. It should be noted, that with the
truly conservative assumptions errors may be hundreds of times larger than is
allowed.

|

Many other " methods" to fudge the test results are described in my Report
which has not been answered by the NRC.

c) The evidence that the present test methodology has yielded the wron'g

i results is abundant. For example, the so-called negative leaks as recognized

| even by the NUREG-3549, are absurd Obviously, the method producing absurd
| results is inconsistent. However, many negative leak rates have been

" determined" using ANSI /ANS 56.8-1981.
!

The points a), b), c) provide the triad: an analytical proof, a worked
example, and actual test results to substantiato a ban on all the tests using
the ANSI /ANS 56.0 or similar methodologies.

d) It should bu r.oted that the so called " verification tent", in its precent
form, is i;.coningleus ou shown in any report by a worked exampic. This ex: :.pl e
hau not been ..ddres.ed in any of the NRC or its consultant's documentc..

:.

.



, .

.

Since this letter is a public document, I would like to present an elementary
analytic discussion, an example, and a brief discussion of actual

,

'

" verifications",

i) According to ANSI /ANS 56.0, the test assumptions are " verified" when
'

L. = m-

tmr L- t f 6 '- C O M-

where inip is a superimposed leak, b. t e n t is the containment c'a 1 c.
u1ated leak, and L gt $ is the resulting ca1eu1ated leak. If
the assumptions of the test (to be verified) are not correct, then bothEett

and L.cewg may not be correct, however, their difference may turn
out to be correct. Therefore, condition (2) proves only the incompetence of
its authors and nothing more,

ii) The situation is similar to that when you deposit $3,000 and a bad teller
" proves" that it was only S2,000. The teller adds a known amount (say,
S1,000) and counts again the total. The bad teller finds the total to be'

$3,000. He has " validated" his bad counting since 53,000 - $2,000 = S1,000|
that is exactly the added known amount. Unfortunately, " verifications" of

~

this sort are accepted in the area of nuclear safety as the following actual''

event clearly demonstrates:

A meaningless " verification" 'as performed during Zion test on July 29,iii) w

1984. It failed, which should have initiated (if the rules were followed) the
analysis of basic assumptions of the test. If the analysis were done
scientifically then important assumptions of the test would have been found
incorrect, an estimate of the true leak rate would.have been found (which,
unfortunately, in this case was abnormally high), the leaking paths would
have been identified and repaired. Instead, a second " verification" of the
same assumptions was performed which " proved" that the test assumptions were
correct. With no explanation the first " verification" was rejected and the
second accepted. This resulted in acceptance of a containment with an
abnormally high Jeak rate. I am quite certain that this situation will be of
concern to the public.

3. You grossly distort the procedure for preparation and issuance of Rules
and Regulations as set out in 10 CFR.

a) Since you admitted that the future Reg. Guide is a " mechanism for
endorsement of the ANSI /ANS 56.B" then all the comments on the ANSI /ANS 56.8
collected in the past four years must be responded to prior to any further
work on the " mechanism."

b) The Draft Rule must be submitted to and diseussed before the
ACRS. Such discussion, as shown by the transcripts, has not taken place
because of Mr. Arndt's withdrawal of the document,

c) The Public Comment Resolution Meno murt precced the issuance of the
dor',ent in final form to allow for corrections.

.

Your ir.vltation to submit comments on the draft regulatory guide is
appreciated. There are plans underwny to present this document to the CRGR
meeting. I am certain that you will extend your kindnecs and provide me with

o
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l

the opportunity to participate in the coming CRGR meeting.,

4. The 7, ion tent data, aJthough i ncompl e t e , were received here in November.
43 datasets from the July, 1904 tent we.are present (about 15% of the total).-

The rest is, mostly, the incorrectly calculated intermediate values. However,
even the incomplete data, to my great regret (I invested significant efforts
in the plant), indicate that there existed an abnormally high leak there. I
understand that the CANP will raise their concerns regarding this matter.

.

I received an adequate response from ACRS.

The Division of Contracts did not stand by its own invitation and cancelled
scheduled debriefings after I came to the place of debriefing, financial
losses and moral distress being incurred.

The ORNL denied my FOIA reg'uest on the ground that they had never possessed
the raw data. As you know very well, this is not so. And if it were so, then
the NRC confidence in a consultant who uses doubtful sources for his research
would be more than strange. How could Mr. Arndt buy such research?-

.

As you can see, my recent actions (FOIA requests) and my future actions,

'~ (additional FOIA requests) are fully justified by the persistent
noncooperation on the part of NRC and ORNL.

I certainly would apreciated your" influence with the Division of Contracts
for obtaining information through the debriefing process rather than through
the FOIA as I indicated in my November letter to you.

S. I believe that you may modify your position regarding my requests B, C, E,
and F, and respond to them. My requests A. and D. are superceded by the,

emergency relief petitions below.

The importance of my requests A. through F. for containment safety is
'

undeniable.
They have not been addressed by the NHC previously.
In such circumstances at least an explanation must be given of reasons why
these requests should not be responded to.
Your statement does not contain any explanation. I formally ask that you
either respond to my requests or provide an explanation why they should not
be responde~d to.

,

There are additional arguments for considering my requests of September 29,
'1984:

B. What is wrong with an informal meeting where, say, Messrs. Arndt, Huang,
Shapaker and other specialists could freely (xchange their views? You must
agree that the persistent refusal of the NRC staff to meet and to present
their arguments may be interpreted as the absence of any sound arguments.

.

C. The NRC is in violation of the procedures covering treatment of the
emergency relief petitions. The CANP in its emergency relief petition of
September, 1982 referred to my Report as a source document. Mr. Denton's
determination referred to the same report and stated that the answer to it
had been prepared. Such n (ccument, having been referred to in the official
NRC determination, chould be in t he public domain. Iloweve r , no such document
exists as ycu yoursel f stated in nur correspondence. I believe that it is in
the best. interests of the NRC to prepare the docu:.ent that the NRC clai.'ed

.
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,' had*been prepared.

E. As I never denied, I have personal complaints against Mr. Arndt. These*

complaints will be presented at the appropriate moment. Therefore, I will
avoid any conflict of interest which may develop during the proposed
investigation. The evidence agair.st Mr. Arndt fully substantiates an
investigation. It is in the best interestsofeverybodytocondpctthis
investigation as promptly as possible. -

'

F. Facts sp.eak for themselves. After five years of the " endorsement
' mechanics", the regulatory guide has been withdrawn by its own author without
any attempt to defend his " mechanism." A now version scheduled for the
December CRGR meeting has been postponed. The new amended version is not
expected to be presented in March, 1985, according to some sources. Most of
the currently performed tests run on exemptfons. This is an abnormal
situation. A shake-up in th? Task leadership is imperative. If I understand
the Division of Resposibilities of NRC, running tests on an exemption basis
is of concern to the Assistant Director for Operations.

.

*

REQUESTS

- 1. Please, respond positively to my requests B through F as stated above.

2. Please, treat the request below as an emergency relief petition and
respond to this item in 10 working days:

Immediately ban all the integral containment leakage rate tests until
the NRC position on determining the weighting coefficients is worked
out and validated. For background see.the present letter.

3. Please, treat the requent below as an emergency relief petition and
respond to this item in 10 working da'ys:

Immediately ban use of the computer software of the type used at Zion
.

test (Volumetrics)-until it is rewritten and revalidated.
Ban doubling of the weight coefficients.

For.hackground see Enclosure 1.

.

Sincerely,

$)
Z. Rcytblatt, Chair
Department of Applied Mathematics and

*Computer Science

.
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' ' 4 DEFICIENCIES IN ZION (VOLUMETRICS) SOFTWARE*

.
The tullowing channels were specified for subvolume 2 during the December,"

1983 leak rate ' test of Zion, Unit'1: 2,3,4,E,9,13,14,18,19 (the total of
nine).,

The subvolume average temperature was not calculated correctly by the
iprogram. For example, using the dataset #302 determine:

,

Channel Temperature

2 71.83
3 72.07
4 67.42 ,

8 71.14
9 71.18 ,

13 69.08
14 71.03 ,

18 67.14
.

19 70.97 ,

__________________

;_ Average 70.206
.

Volumetrics 70.487

Error 0.281

One explanation is that the program was not properly debugged. Another
possibility is that the fraudulent " doubling" option has been executed (that
is' doubling of certain weight , coefficients to " determine" more favorable leak
rate). Whatever the reason, since such error may not have been systematic,
the absolute error in the leak rate (at 12 hr. test duration) is of the order
0.281 x o.32 x 24 / (12 x 500) = 0.04t/ day which exceeds the total allowable
error.-

.

Z. Heytblatt*

; -
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