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l Irspection At: Delta, Pennsylvania

[~spectior Conducted: August 27-23, 1988

Type of [ ection: Roytine, Unannounced Physical Security

Cate of Last Physical Security Inspection: July 25-29, 1988

; Irspectors: u-/ K G\MCM‘Q Q/g[{?

Lancaster, Physical Security lnspector date

| K . _8/z/xx

0. F. Cameror, Fhysica tor date

Security

Azproved by:

afeguards Section date
Safet> and Safeguards
Branch, DR.S
; i*spection Summary: Routine, Ln-unoupgeg Physical Security Inspection on
| A.gust 27-2%, 1988 (Combineg Report Mo . 50-277/B8-31 and 50-278/83-3])

Areas Inspected: Management Effectiveness and Security Organization
T pirticulariy with respest %o the change=-over of the secyrity force contractor
r or August 27, 1988.
J

Results: One apparent violation of the NRC-approved Physical Security ?lan
wis identified in the area of Access Control of Personre) to Vita) Arveas,
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1.

DETAILS

Key Persons Contacted

a. Licensea and Contractor Fersonne!:

*J. Franz, Plant Manager, Peach Bottom Atomic Powbr Station (PBAPS)

0. Meyers, Support Manager, PBAPS

R. Weindorfer, Corporate Director, Nuclear Plant Security

*F. Larkin, Nuclear Security Coordinator, Limerick Generation
Station (LGS)

*M. Berner, Acting Chief Security Coordinator, PBAPS

*J. Devlin, Acting Nuclear Security Cocrdinator, PBAPS

*R. Bixler, Corporate Analyst, Nuclear Plant Security

*P. Supples, Corporate Analysis, Nuclear Plant Security

M. Annast, Senior Vice Presicent, Protection Technology, Inc. (PT1)

*V. Vitale, Vice President,Regional Director, PT]

*C. Brockman, Site Manager, PT!

B. U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission Perscanel:
*T. Johnson, Senior Resident Inspector
*Indicates those present at the ex‘t irterview.

The inspectors also interviewed otner licensee Ang contractor security
personne!,

Onsite Follow-up of a Non-Routine Event - Circulating Water Pump Structure
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NRC Findings
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wiLh the above requirements in thy NRC-approved Pnysical
Plan, resulting in three vita) area darrier degradations

comply
Security
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compensatory action, s an apparent violation of NRC requirements

(50-277/88-31-01 and 50-278/88-31-01).




3.0 Change-over of Security Force Contractor

On August 27, 1988, at approximately 1800 hours, the Peach Bottom Atomic
Power Station (PBAPS) security force contractor changed from Burns
International Security Services to Protection Technolegy, Inc. (PTI).
Transition teams comprising contractor, PBAPS and Limerick Generating Station
(LGS) porsonnel were assigned to ensure a complete and orderly transition.
The fnspectors verified that the licensee was in compliance with the
NRC=approved Physica) Security Plan, Tra1n!n? and Qualificatior Plan and
Contingency Plan during the transition. The inspectors made this
determination by reviewing suitability and training records of PT] Security
Force Members (SFM's), interviewed SFM's on post, observing the PT] 12-hour
SFM transition training program and by conducting an iaventory of al)
required response force equipment.

Ove to manpower shortage (because of previous attrition and due to the

fact that PTI did not rehire all former Burns SFM's) PT] $FM's are working
the following hours: watchpersons = 4 twelve hour shifts followed by 3
days off; security officers = 4 twi'.= hour shifts followed by 2 days off;
and, alarm station ~,erators = 5 eight hour $0:7., “~"owed by 2 days off,
The new securitv (orce contractor plans to continue e twelve hour shifts
until sometivy in October, 1988, at which time additiona) SFM's are expected
to have U.en hired, trained, qualified and reacy to assume duties as SFM's,
The “-spectors verified, through a review of post records, that SFM's are
Leifg rotated on post approximately every twd hours. Also, the inspectors
were informed that the PTI Il-hour SFM transition training program was
being attended by SFM's on their scheduled day off. It is also anticipated
that SFM's will receive future training and/or retra‘ning on their normally
scheduled cay off, The inspectors expressed a concern to the licensee
concerning the SFM's ability to remain attentive to duty while working 12
hour shifts for a prolonged period of time. The licensee agreed to monitor
this situation closely,

The inspectors noted that the 'icensee continues to man an excessive
nusber of compensatory posts with SFM's due to malfunctioning and/or
fnorerable security equipment/systems. The inspectors agaim expressed a
concern to the licensee regarding this issue (See Comdined Inspection
Report Nos, 50-277/88-26 and 50-278/88-26). The licensee stated that the
malfynctioning and/or inoperable security equipment/systems were being
worked on, however, at the time of this inspection the "fixes" were not
in place. The inspectors observed that work was being done to el ininate
the need for these comaansatory posts. The licensee igreed 1o Contimue
working on the elimirngtion of the long=term compensatory posts.




Exit Interview

The inspectors met with the licensee representatives listed in paragraph
1 at the conclusion of the inspection on August 29, 1988, At that time,
the purpose and scope of the inspection was reviewed and the findings
wére presented.

At no time during the inspection was written material provided to the
licensee by the inspectors,




