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fir. A. Schwencer, Chief
U. S. luelear Reculatory Commission
Licensing Branch No. 2 .
Wzshington, DC ~20555
Sezr dr. Schwencer: :
SUBJECT: Nine Mile Point - Unit 2 .
. Docket No. 50-410 d -

The Standard Review Plan (HUREE-0800, cdated July 19, 1981) recuires an

anaiysis o7 the Prcbable Maximum Precipitation at Nine Miie Point ~ .
Unit 2. FSAR Section 2.4 provides the results o7 the znalysis performad for .
unit 2. The analysis used Hydromet 33 and Corps of EZnginears Engineering

Manual as required by NUREE-0800. The Unit 2 design, based upon ihese

references, prevents any local flooding at the site.

Subsequently, in Nuclear Regylatory Commission Question F240.11, 4§t was
requested that that we base the Probably daximum Precipitaiion or Hydromet 51
anc 52. We believe that these bases go beyond the current Standzard Review
PTani requirements since these reports are not referenced in the Standard
Review Plan explicitly. We request the Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Comnitiee Tor the Review of Generic Requirements review this generic new
requirement to determine if Hydromet 51 and 52 are appliczble to the Nine Mile
Point Unit 2 licensing basis.

Our review of Hydromet 52 indicates that the development of the Probable :
Maximum Precipitation curves for the Nine Mile Point Unit 2 area was heavily
inTluenced by the Smethport, Pennsylvania storm. It is our opinion that it
may 5e inappropriate to transiate the Smethport storm to the Nins Mile Point
Unit 2 site. Aiso, it is unclear what the basis is of the 0.7 ratio usad to
deiermine the one hour Probable Maximum Precipitztion rainfall from the six

. nour Probable Meximum Precipitation rainfall. If Hydromet 51 and 52, as
presently defined, were applicable to the Nine Mile Point Unit 2 site, our
preiiminary review indicaies that local flooding could occur.
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Quring the period that

rranged with the Net

the Commit

tee for the Review of Ceneric Requirere
jswing the app]icabi]ity of Hydromst 51 and 52, we reguest that & m
ar ional 0c=arograpn1c and Atmospn=r1c rcm1n.surc
thors of Hyoromab 52) and our technical staff to discuss zand clari
chnicai recuur—nents, it app]1c~b]e.;

srocach in complieting our evaziuation of the Probable Mzximum Precipi
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We be]1-ve this to be an exped
T
Very truly vours,

(2 WA ‘%cw\

C. V. Hangan
Vice President .
Nuclear Licensing and Zngincering
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CVM/NLR:1f .
cc: Director of Inspection and Entorcement
U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission .-

kashington, DC

20555
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SUZJECT: KINE MILE POINT UNIT 2 PROBABLE MAXIMUM PRECIPITATICN (FI'P)

In your ietter to lMr. A. Schwencer cdated May 11, 1684, concerning the use of
Rydrometeoroiogy Reports (HMR) 51 end 52 as the besis for the PMP at RNine liile

Foint Unit 2 (n“.-Z , You reguested that (1) th. HRC reguest a meeting be-
&rrengec with the lztionai Oceancgragnsc and Aincspheric Administrztion (WCEA)
and your staff to discuss &nd ciarify ihe use of HER 51 and 52 at the LiP-2

site and (2) the KRC Cormittee for the Review of Generic Reguiremerts (CRGR)
review the use of KMR's 51 and 52 as a design basis for KMP-2. =
The meeting you recuested with RCAA was held on HMay 15, 1984. During that
meeting-representatives of NOAA discussed why HIR's 51 and 52 are zapropriate
for the hMP-2 site. Translation of the Smetihport, PA storm and the basis of
the 0.7 ratio used to determine the one hour PiiP reinfall were alsc discussed.
During the meeting the NRC staff also discussed alternate meazns of dealing
with potential floodina.

In our jetter irom Themes M. Novak tc Gerald K. Rhode dated Februzry 3, 1984,
7e stated the reazsons why use of HWR 51 &nd 52 as &z design basis for I4P-2's
PIiP have been eveluated to be in conformance with the SRP.

As noted in our letter of February 3, 1984, if ihere are still objections to
the use of HMR's 51 and 52 you heve the right to appeal. 1f vou dc intend to
gppeal, it should contain a clear statement of your pes1y1on a]ong with
supporting Jjustification. The appeal process is described in Generic Letier
84-08 "Interim Procedures Tor NRC lianagement of Plant-Specific Backfitting."

IT you have any questions concerning the above information, please coniact
the Jicensing project manager, Mary F. Haughey at (301‘ £82-7897.

Sincerely,

Berrell 6. Eisenhut, Direcior
Civision of Licensing
fiice of hucleer Reactior Feouleziion
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