Omaha Public Power District
444 South 16th Street Mall
Omaha NE 68102-27

September 10, 1997
LIC-97-0145

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
ATTN: Document Control Desk
Mail Station P1-137
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Letter from NRC (E. W. Merschoff) to OPPD (S. K. Gambhir) dated August
(1, 1997 ‘
Letter from NRC (A. T. Howell) to OPPD (S. K. Gambhir) dated June 17
1997

lLetter from OPPD (8. K. Gambhir) to NRC (Document Control Desk),
dated June 4, 1997 (LIC-97-0087)

Letter from OPPD (S. K. Gambhir) to NRC (Document Control Desk),
dated August 12, 1997 (LIC-97-0116)

Letter from OPPD (8. K. Gambhir) to NRC (Document Control Desk).
dated May 21, 1997 (LIC-97-0079)

SUBJECT Reply to a Notice of Violation, NRC Inspection Report No. 50-285/97-09
Your letter of August 11, 1997, (Reference 2) transmitted a Notice of Violation (NOV) resulting from
an NRC inspection conducted April 23, 1997, through June 10, 1997, at the Fort Calhoun Station

(FCS). Atached is the Omaha Public Power District (OPPD) response to this NOV

If you should have any questions, please contact me

S. K’ Gambhi

Division Manager
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NOTICE OF VIOLATION
Omaha Pubiic Power District Docket No. 50-285
Fort Calhoun Station License No. DPR-40

EA 97-280

During an NRC inspection conducted on April 23 through June 10, 1997, a violation of NRC
requirements was identified. In accordance with the "General Statement of Policy and
Procedure for NRC Enforcement Actions,"” NUREG-1600, the violation is listed below:

10 CFR 50.65(a)(1) states, in part, that each holder of a license to operate a nuclear
plant shall monitor the performance of structures, systems, or components. against
licensee-established goals, in a manner sufficient to provide reasonable assurance
that such structures, systems and components, as defined in paragraph (b), are capable
of fulfiiling their intended functions. Such goals shall be established commensurate
with safety and, where practical, take into account industry-wide operating
experience.

10 CFR 50.65(b) ctates, in part, that the scope of the monitoring program specified in
paragraph (a)(1) siiall include safety related and nonsafety related structures,
systems, and components as follows: (2) Nonsafety related structures, systems, or
components: (i111) Whose failure could cause a reactor scram or actuation of a safety-
related system.

10 CFR 50.65(a)(2) states, in part, that monitoring as specified in paragraph (a)(1)
is not required where it has been demonstrated tI  the performance or condition of a
structure, system or component is being effectively controlled through the performance
of appropriate preventive maintenance, such that the structure, system or component
remains capable of performing its intended function.

Contrary to the above, as of July 10, 1996, the time when the licensee elected to not
monitor the performance or condition of the turbine extraction st=>am system against
11censee-established goals pursuant to the requirements of section (a)(1l), the
Ticensee had failed to demonstrate that the condition of this system was being
effectively controlled through the performance of appropriate preventive maintenance,
su-h that the system remained capable of performing its intended function.
Specifically, the licensee's method of demonstrating the condition of the system,
monitoring pipe wall thicknesses using a predictive methodology to ensure that minimum
wall thicknesses were not exceeded, was inadequate. The method was inadequate because
errors and omissions in the iicensee's approach created erroneous predictions in wall
thicknesses These erroneous predictions allowed significant degradation to go
undetected n certain piping sections within the fourth stage extraction steam system
without appropriate maintenance being performed. As a result, a catastrophic failure
of the second downstream large radius piping sweep in the fourth stage extraction
steam system occurred on April 21, 1997, which resulted in a plant transient.

This is a Severity Level IV violation (Supplement 1).




U S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
LIC-97-0145, A h

OPPD Respanse

A. Reason for the Violation
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