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July 19, 1982

dhb h dNUCLEAR PRoOUCTION DEPARTMENT e
*U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission

Region II
101 Marietta Street, N. W. Suite 3100
Atlanta, Georgia 30303

A tention: Mr. J. P. O'Reilly, Regional Administrator

Dear Mr. O'Reilly:

SUBJECT: Grand Gulf Nuclear Station
Units 1 and 2
Docket Eos. 50-416 and 50-417
File: 0260/0277/L-860.0/0755
Emergency Accountability
AECM-82/252

We have received your Report No. 50-416/82-27, dated May 26, 1982, on the
inspection conducted by Mr. W. E. Cline and associates on April 12-16, 1982
and April 28-29, 1982, at Grand Gulf Nuclear Station. In that report, Item 3,

Licensee Action on Previous Inspection Findings, states that emergency
accountability remains ". . . unresolved pending demonstration of a full site
assembly and accountability."

During the April 12-16, 1982, inspection, we explained to your inspector
that at Grand Gulf Nuclear Station (GGNS) "on-site" refers to the protected
area into which security controls access. "0wner-controlled" refers to the
Mississippi Power & Light Company property on which GGNS was constructed.
Revision 6 to the GGNS Units 1 and 2 Emergency Plan clarifies this
distinction. We also explained that since access control was only maintained
into the protected area, then the protected, or on-site, area was the only one
in which a full accountability could reasonably be conducted. For areas
off-site out on the owner-controlled property, we can verify people have
vacated high traffic areas, such as the administration building and the
construction area, but not account for who had originally been there and left.
The inspector agreed that this was the only realistic approach to take, and
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seemed satisfied with our methods. However, your report requests "... full

| site assembly involving participation by onsite (out-of-plant) members to
include onsite construction and administrative personnel. . ." Any person,
whether administrative, construction, visitor, etc., who enters the on-site
area is included in our accountability, as was demonstrated to your inspector.

Subsequent telephone conversations with your inspector indicate you
interpret "on-site" to mean more than the protected area, but less than the
property. This is vague and unspecific. NUREG-0654, Section J, " Protective
Response" makes a clear distinction between "onsite" and " areas controlled by
the operator." Criterion J.1 deals with waining individuals both onsite and
in owner-controlled areas; Criterion J.5 addresses the " capability to account
for all individuals onsite at the time of the emergency." The NRC Emergency
Preparedness Appraisal Document also makes a distinction between on site and
owner-controlled areas in Section 5.4.3.2 g, which asks "is there a means to
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verify that all individuals onsite and in the owner-controlled area ... have
been warned and have followed instructions regarding their actions?" We
believe our distinction between on-site and owner-controlled is in full
agreement with the existing NRC guidelines. As is indicated in the GGNS
Emergency Plan, Revision 6, persons on-site are to be " instructed of the class
of emergency and appropriate response via a public address system." Persons
" working outside the protected area on the GGNS property will be promptly
notified by a public address system." The system to be used for on-site
personnel is not necessarily the same type as for offsite.

Further, we have conducted a survey of other nuclear utilities, both in
Region 11 and other NRC Regions, to determine if our approach is unique. We
learned that the other utilities make the same distinction as we do of their
site boundary being the same as the protected area. Many of these utilities
have ongoing work which is conducted outside the site, but on the owner-
controlled property. For these areas, they perform surveys to ensure all
personnel have left, but do not physically account for these individuals.

We believe our approach to evacuation and accountability satisfies the
criteria established by the NRC and is consistent with the methodology used by
other nuclear utilities. We will conduct another accountability using more
on-site personnel and including reportability during a future inspection as'

you requested. However, we take exception to including arbitrary select
groups of offsite personnel in such a test.

In the inspectiot. report mentioned earlier, Item 8, Emergency Assembly
Areas, is cited as a tracking item (50-416/82-27-03) for a future inspection.
The. reason given for this is the failure to address assembly areas in the

i, Emergency Plan, and specifically the lack of identified alternate assembly
areas in the Emergency Plan and related Emergency Plan Procedures. In
reviewing the referenced requirements on which you based your finding, we note
that Section 11.J of NUREG-0654 deals with protective actions in terms of
warning and evacuating personnel, but makes no specific mention of "aasembly
areas". Section 6.5.1.1 of the Emergency Plan addresses the provisions for
warning and evacuating personnel. We believe Item 50-416/82-27-03 is not
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addressed by existing regulations or guidelines, and request you remove it'

based on the fact that we already meet the criteria established in NUREG-0654.

If you have any questions, please contact this office.

Yours truly,

'W
P

L. F. Dale
Manager cf Nuclear Services

PBB/LRM/JDR:lg

cc: Mr. N. L. Stampley Mr. Richard C. DeYoung, Director

Mr. R. B. McGehee Office of Inspection & Enforcement
Mr. T. B. Conner U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Mr. G. B. Taylor Washington, D.C. 20555
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