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Background

The NRC staff conducts phone calls with licensees during their steam generator tube Kup,xs
inspections on a routine basis. The topics of discussion in the phone calls include inspection \’\\
scope, inspection techniques, degradation mechanisms, repair methods, degradation history, (;\\(
tube leakage at the end of the operating cycle, and eddy current inspection results. °<

During the steam generator tube inspection, an eddy current probe is inserted into and travels
inside of the tube to collect electrical signals from imperfections on the inside and outside
surfaces of the tube. The signals are processed and stored in a software and are presented on
the computer monitor. The data analysts review the signals in real-time and determine if the
signals represent flaws or not.

During the 1997 refueling outage, Consolidated Edison Company (ConEd) started inspecting
steam generator tubes at indian Point Unit 2 sometime in the middle of May 1997, and
completed the tube inspection on June 13, 1997.

On May 27, 1997, the staff held a phone call with ConEd to discuss the results of its tube
inspection in the Indian Point Unit 2 steam generators to that point in time. In the phone call the
staff asked ConEd whether any indications were detected in the U-bend regions of low row
tubes. On the basis of hand-written notes of NRC staff participating in the phone call, ConEd
stated that no indication(s) was identified in the U-bends of row 2 or row 3 tubing. ConEd stated
that row 1 tubes were preventively plugged before commercial operation. We interpreted this to
mean that ConEd had inspected the U-bend regions of row 2 and row 3 tubes and found no
flaws in row 2 and row 3 U-bends. '

On June 2, 1997, the staff held a follow-up phone call with ConEd to discuss the final results of
the steam generator tube inspection and candidate tubes for in-situ pressure tests. During the
phone call, ConEd discussed the number of tubes that will be plugged and the tubes that will be
pressure tested. ConEd also discussed that two indications were found in the sludge piles
which were detected for the first time. ConEd did not mention any indication in the U-bend
region in the phone call.

On June 3, 1997, ConEd discussed its in-situ pressure test results and certain other probe
tests. ConEd did not discuss any U-bend indication in the phone call.

By a letter dated July 29, 1997, ConEd submitted a report of the steam generator tube inservice
examination pursuant to Technical Specification 4.13.C.2. In Table 6 of the report, ConEd
reported a single axial indication at the apex of the U-bend region in the tube located in Row 2
Column 67 in steam generator 24. The tube was plugged.

On February 15, 2000, the row 2 column 5 tube in steam generator 24 was ruptured at the
U-bend region.

Discussion . w ,



There is a discrepancy between the ConEd's statement made in the May 27, 1997 phone call

and the inspection results presented in the ConEd’'s steam generator tube inspection report
submitted on July 29, 1997. In the July 29, 1997 report, ConEd reported a U-bend indication
on the row 2 column 67 tube in steam generator 24. However, in the May 27, 1997 phone call,
ConEd stated that it did not identify any U-bend indication(s) in row 2 or row 3 tubes. In
addition, ConEd did not mention any U-bend indications in row 2 or row 3 tubes in the June 2,
1897, or June 3, 1997, phone calls. From June 3, 1997 to July 29, 1997, ConEd did not
communicate to the staff the existence of the U-bend indication in the row 2 column 67 tube.

Two scenarios that could lead to the aforementioned discrepancy are as follows:

(1) The U-bend indication on the row 2 column 67 tube was in the eddy current test (ECT) data
but ConEd's analyst did not identify the indication by May 27, 1997; June 2, 1997; or June 3,
1997. itis not clear to the staff when ConEd identified the U-bend indication. ConEd may have
re-reviewed the ECT data sometime after June 3, 1997, and identified the U-bend indication
because the indication was included in the July 29, 1897 report. However, ConEd did not inform
the NRC, before July 29, 1997, of this difference with information conveyed previously by phone.

(2) ConEd identified the U-bend indication before or on June 3, 1997, but choose not to report
the indication to the staff before or during the June 3, 1997 phone call.



