
From: Pete Eselgroth 
To: Edmund Sullivan 
Date: Tue, Mar 21, 2000 5:55 PM 
Subject:- IP2 SG Tube Inspection Dilemma 

I had a conversation with Stephanie Coffin this afternoon which stemmed from the NRR conf call today 
with Con Ed and the comment from NRR that Con Ed needs to do more in the way of SG tube inspection 
in order to satisfy NRR. I had talked with Stephanie and Cass Dodd while up at the site last week and so I 
was picking up where we had left off and was trying to better understand where the IP2 inspection effort 
fits in relative to what other folks in the industry are doing.  

From this discussion, I gained a perception of the IP2 situation that I hadn't tumbled to before and it can 
be summarized as follows (and this is my phrasing of it, not a quote from Stephanie): Con Ed is using 
qualified tube inspection probes/techniques that were fine for IP2 steam generator tubes at one point in 
time, but with the current conditions of tube denting etc are not now an adequate means for inspecting for 
crack indications in the tubes.  

If this is a correct perception, then it appears that what Con Ed is doing is not capable of establishing a 
technically acceptable tube inspection/evaluation operational assessment at this time. As near as I can 
tell, Con Ed believes they are doing what's required by the regulations with qualified techniques. It's also 
not clear to me that Con Ed is recognizing what more they need to do.  

Is there a need to consider some kind of regulatory means in order to have Con Ed do what is technically 
acceptable under the circumstance of having SGs in the shape these are in? 

Your thoughts on the above characterization of the IP2 situation and resolution would be appreciated.  

Peter 

CC: A. Randolph Blough, Bill Bateman, Brian Holian, David Lew, Emmett Murphy, Jack 
Strosnider, Jefferey Harold, Marsha Gamberoni(...) 
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