that was conducted in February 1971, Within these areas, the inspection j.f_ i

? consisted of selective examinations of procedures and representative records’ ‘
;‘ and interviews primarily with Quality Assurance personnel, - . "“73
’ . ] , :f’ : .:‘\
f No deficiencies were identified within the'scope of this inSpection.' D
;A It is our understanding that the proposed Quality Assurance Manual will be f;
{ approved and issued for implementation by November 1, 1971. i
" . : i
. vNo reply to this letter is necessary, but should you have any questions

- . concerning this inspection, we will be glad to discuss them with you,

R . Lo ? Sincerely, ;

P S . |

“’ i . - ! . 1/“
R R. W. Smith !
T Director '

.- . ‘.bec:. J. B. Hendersom, CO (5) ; "

. . - . A. Giambusso, CO |

. ... Rl H: Engelken, CO .

’ ‘ \ .- L. Kormblith, cO - . i

Lo éDR Central Files - - . '
‘l , s S v il‘ i :
: | SRS - ‘i

H ‘A. ;

, . 'UNITED STATES . ‘ R
v ATOMlC ENERGY COMMISSION "~~~ . = . LTy
: : DIVISION OF COMPLIANCE L o
X REGION V _ o i r
S 2111 BANCROFT WAY - LA -
~ C BERKELEY, CALIFORNIA 94704 C o T Teieenons: 841-5121
L v LT o : o e ' i oo P Ex-r.ssi i
. . R " ‘October 13, 1971 o
", .. _  Southern California Edison Company s ' "Docket Nos, 050'0361'ﬁ, o
R P. 0. Box 800 ' s o . I :1050-0362 - -
... 1. 2244 Walnut Grove Avenue S T e A I
' . Rosemead, California 91770 = ' e A DU SR T
- .7 . Attention: Mr. Jack B. Moore i . i | S o 1.§ o A‘.}Q o
S 7. -Vice President * oL ‘ EERTE T R A
o 'jf: Gentlemen- o - ‘, 'f ‘ '. R o ;.‘fxu",ﬂ:f{ ;"'
e f' This refers to the inspectlon conducted by R T. Dodds of this office on'_xfﬁ ;
S September 21-22, 1971, of quality assurance activities relating to the San::; -
ho Onofre Units 2 and 3 power reactor project, and to the discussion of our e
. " ¢ findings held by Mr. Dodds with Mr. J. B. Moore and Mr, M. Wilms of your S
o -l"staff at the conclusion of the inspection. ' : _ e
' Areas examined during this inspectlon were limited to the verification of. -
i the action taken to correct the deficiencies in the proposed quality assurance}

program that were identified during the iinitial quality assurance inspection; ‘;.~'

IR
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.. UNITED STATES
ATOMIC ENERGY COMMISSION

DIVISION OF COMPLIANCE
REGION V o S

2111 BANCROFT WAY —"
BERKELEY, CALIFORNIA 94704 -

~

October 13, 1971

3 , 1

t : .

fJ. B, Henderson, Chief

Reactor Construction Branch :
Division of Compliance, Headquarters

. SOUTHERN CALiFORNIA EDISON COMPANY (SAN ONOFRE UNITS 2 AND 3) 

DOCKET NOS, 050-361/362

~ Attached is our report of a followup inspection on September 21-22,
.o 1971, at SCE's General Office in Rosemead, California, for the
© ' purpose of reviewing corrective action on deficiencies.identified

during the initial QA inspection.

1

!

TELEPHONE: 841-512%

i

EXT. 651

I

The proposed SCE QA manual has been modified to reflect our previous .
observations, Mr. Moore, SCE Vice President, stated that the, proposed

‘manual will be approved and istrib@ted for implementation.byf
November 1, 1971, . A |

.

|
!
|
!

!
-

o

SR T Aol fo

G..S. Spencer
~Senior Reactor Inspector

A
i
| .
i
i
f
t

[—

Enclosure: .
CO Inspection Rpt No 71-02
by R. T. Dodds ' §:

0

G. Case, DRS (3) Lo

.'S. Boyd, DRL (2) .

C. DeYoung, DRL (2).

J. Skovholt, DRL (3)

R. Denton, DRS (2)

Giambusso, CO '

H. Engelken, CO _ v -
Kornblith, CO ' ‘ ' Lo : A
Regional .Directors, CO ‘ ' -

|

|

|

w/encl: e l
R

|

|

|

1

* " LDR_Central Files = @ . o i

‘-\ .
)
f

ooy
i

[



‘ S > U. S. ATOMIC ENERGY COMMISSION .
} S SRS

050-0361/71-02 ' o | o o

DIVISION OF COMPLIANCE = = " - . .- .

REGION ' : R U

' INSPECTION REPORT - A

. Co Report No. | 050-0362/71-02

|
SubJect . . Southern California Edison Co.  Docket No.(s)  (050-361/362 ;

$

i

3. ﬁ _San Onofre 2

and 3 : 7 License No.(s) (P pending Lj

- Location —San Clemente,

California . Priority

Cétegory : Al

o f'Dates of InSPection _September 21- 22. 971 s

‘f Dates of Prevmous InSpectlon

A

Tybe‘df;Licenseé 1140 Mwe

o
: . Type ,AofSInspection "Announced, Followup QA Inspection

i

]f:v' Prxncxpal InSpector Aff7c7

P
February 5. 22-26. & Appii 8, 1971 :
PWR (Combustlon Tnaxneerlng) R
S

b

[

/¢Zn4/5? L ;, .y‘ N4 ,? 2/ f

R, T, Dodds, .Reactor %nSpector . ' . / Dafe
L .
‘ f A "

. : . : .
. -
[ | S .

. Accompanying Inspectorsy _None

| Date
‘i
i

Other Accompanying Personnel{

o ' ' Date

1
i
i

None -

i
t
1

.'-iRev1ewed By &?7:7 /47**/,éé 452 3 : | ./%7422265/:

Proprietary Infbfmation: None

G S. Spencer Seniér Reactor Inspector : ' : 7 Da@e o

i
S|



None .required

}
None ,

" SECTION I o o

RERETE . e - . . . by

Enforcement Action

, . . . \

None '

Licensee Action on Previously Identified Enforcement Matters S

: : ' s ) : o - Caen A
Unresolved Items ' TEo A : A P

S AT s

Status of Previously Reported Unresolved Ttems

The def1c1enc1es identified durlng the 1nit1a1 QA lnspectlon in February 1971
have been satisfactorily corrected (Paragraphs 3. thru 14, ) :

Management Interview

Persons Contacted : L "‘. ‘ . . ,‘ T

'J. B. Moore - ' Vice President

e M, Wilms . = Quality Assurance Engineer R T LT
" iA, Delgrosso - Quality Assurance Engineer = [ T S
, |J. E. Arnold - Document Control Clerk - N I
. E, Morton - Chief lerarlan‘ SRR ?ﬁ?? é

i
o i

|
The reSults of the inspection were dlSCuLSEd with Messrs, Moore and Wilms at
the conclusion of the inspection. The 1nspector acknowledged the action
taken to correct the QA program deficiencies that were identified during the
initial QA inspection, - Mr. Moore stated that the proposed Quality Assurance
Manual would be approved and issued for 1mp1ementat10n by November 1, 1971

!

" SECTION TII

Addltlonal Subjects Inspected, Not Identlfled in Section I,
Where No Deficiencies or Unresolved Items Were Found :

1. Items Examined Duriné Inspection {

i
1

Proposed Quality Assurance Manual (QAM) - Revision No. 4 September &1
1971. :

Librarian records for the procurement of codes and standards,

°



Details of Subjects Discussed in Section-T..

.‘-2—. o . - . I}..

2.

. Moore stated that the manual would be approved and 1s3ued for implemen-'

Ca, Defiéiencx’- The organization charts showed the Quality Program’

“ib, Def1c1ency - SCE QA-QC personnel and organizations did not havé'?;* 1f

'General (Status of Quality Assurance Manual)

The proposed QAM has been revised four times and was being reviewed for:" ;
comment prior to its final approval at the time of the inspection. Mr. |

tatlon by November 1, 1971. i

' o : :: . H
. . . i

The corrective action ‘for the def1C1enc1es identified durlng the 1n1tial
QA 1n5pection is discussed below in paragraphs 3- 14 :

Criterion I - Organlzatlon'

e

Committee reporting to the Senior Quality Assurance Engineer,
rather than to the Vice President of Englneerlng and Construction, '
as stated in the PSAR. - :

Corrective Action - Exhibit 1. 1 in the QAM shows the 1atest reorganl-
zatlon which is now con51stent‘w1th the PSAR., ‘

"stop-work'" authority for vendor or construction activities related
; to the San Onofre project. - '
i T ‘ o
Corrective Action - Section 1.2.9 of the QAM now gives 'stop-work"
i . .authority to SCE designated personnel on any job as they deem
.+ 'necessary to obtain an acceptable quality product, Section 1,4.5. 5 5 4
' | specifically gives stop-work authority .to the QC Engineers.

c. Deficiency =~ SCE Quality Contrbl Engineers were not fully independent
of the responsible construction organization since they would be

i “ reporting directly to Field Construction Engineers who have

o responsibility for (1) quality, (2) cost, and (3) scheduling.

Corrective Action ~ SCE has reviewed this area and recognizes the
potential problem for conflict' of interest, However, it is not
visualized as a real problem since inspection is a surveillance
function and the examination of the quality of work. SCE will-not
be doing the actual work but rather will be performing a management
"inspection function which should be consistent with Criteria I and X.

ot



a, Deficiency - The proposed QA manual did not contain the necessary
detail required to provide management instructions for full Sy
_implementation of the QA program. P

Corrective Action - In general, the QAM has been updated to show =

QA program. ' L : ; S
. . S o
u~,b. .Deficiency - The QA manual was not Spec1f1c as to the requ1rement

- . for the verlflcation of quallty by independent inspectlon. '

3"'J2,A‘Correct1ve Action - (DlSCUSSGd under Crlterlon X.)

- - designated Class I items and not Class II, (both classes include ,['é
AEC designated Class I 1tems) both of which require traceablllty ’
by AEC Crlterla ' j~! '

”E _;'v.‘Correct1ve Action - Material traceabillty is now required by the,l
Mo QAM on all SCE designated Class I and II items in accordance with °

" regulatory requirements'., This item was reviewed and the wording
" found acceptable during a meeting with DRL and DRS on April 7, 1971
according to the SCE notes of that meeting. Source evaluation is k
now required for all Class I and II vendors per item, 7)c) of the '#
j "Matrix" in Chapter 2 of the QAM '
. ] . "
5.". Criterion III ~ Design Control P _ S

. - i .
a. Deficiency - For reviews pertaining to engineering documents, the
following items were listed as,areas requ1r1ng further definition::

t

(1) Englneerlng design review guides

Corrective Action - All four engineering disciplines now have
approved de31gn review guides as follows:

P . .‘“.i" : Electrlcal Engineer's Design Control and Rev1ew Guide

- dated February 18, 1971 _ - , S
- Procurement Document Review Guide dated July 16, 1971.‘

Nuclear Design Review Guide dated October 16, 1970.

: ' . . =y
-3 . : .
. . . 1
. .-

4, Criterion IT = Quality Assuranée-Program - o . R

+. : the assignment of responsibllltles for the implementation of thef‘f Fo

r'4c;’ »Def1c1encz - Material traccablllty on parts applied only to SCD ,”f:3-‘

V) the following statement, "when.required by code, standard or other " ’15"



: s

o ttesem o pmemmeee o

v i

Civil Engineering Design Review Guide dated February 1gf; E@
1971, . BEREEN . ’

Mechanical Engineering Review Guide dated January 25, 1971."

(2) The SCE Design Control and Review Summary Reference Table did ,

. not recognize the general content of engineering control and -

' ' review of technical factors for either the coordinated reviews i

b "accomplished with other contractors or for engineering documents;'-
i "~ produced by SCE. , ° : > S -

 Corrective Action - The SCE Design Control and ReView Summary '_f'
. Reference Table has been changed to show responsibility for

technical review, ' S

V(B) VThe Design Verificatibn‘releése form did not satisfy all the
- signature approvals for various documents displayed on Figure
2.1 in the QAM since it did not include provision for QA approval.

Corrective Action - The "Design Verification/Rélease”_form has
been changed to require QA approval prior to design release,

‘ : : : - U N
! (4) The QAM did not specifically address the review by SCE or thef‘~§;;~
|~ -control of reviews performed by contractors of design documents

j ' for the accessibility requirements of in-service inSpection,’ﬁ

i .maintenance, and repair, : ) C : e

. Corrective Action - Accessibiiity for inservice inspection is .
now specifically required by item 2 of the "Summary Reference

T Table", This réquirement was also verified to be contained in
a letter.from SCE to Bechtel dated August 11, 1970 and November
19, 1970. The problems experienced at San Onofre Unit 1 were:
itemized in the letter dated November 19, 1970, S

(5) The control of design chaﬁgés required further definition in
"~ . the manual in order to be jconsistent with the commitment in v
~ the Application under 2,4 |of the QAPP (Quality Assurance Program
*  Plan). ' o o

Corrective Action - Items 4 thru 7 in Figure 3.1 in the QAM now
state the requirements for design changes and are consiStpnt
with the Application, ' o ’

‘b;‘;'Deficiencx - Sufficient numbers of codesland standards, referenced"
in the PSAR, did not appear readily available for use by the engineers
assigned to this project, - ' I :



s

ey ! . —

r.

Corrective Action /- The examination of the Librarians purchase

orders disclosed that SCE has purchased and has on order one or T
more sets of the applicable codes and standards for each of the - I
engineering disciplines and Qa. S o

]

"6, Criterion IV - Procurement Document Control - ' e G

a. v‘Deficiéncz - Instructions were not included in the Phase TIII Wofk‘ 
' ¢ Order (procurement document) to require Bechtel to provide'a QA
" i - program consistent with regulatory requirements, '

Corrective Action - Section 4.2.6 of the QAM now requires QA to
. include in the procurement specifications the quality assurance .
“ . program required of prospective vendors. The Bechtel work order |
LY was cancelled last June when SCE devoted its efforts towards the -
L 'settling of the seismic criteria questions. Presumably, future
.-+ . contracts will impose QA requirements of Bechtel, C o

va b;l.‘Deficiencx = The forms used for design verificati&n/release,did
... not show QA input as required by Section 4,2.b of the QAM. .

Corrective Action - The "Design Verification/Release" form has 7 ¢
been revised to show QA input., , . ‘ S BT

. Deficiency - Instructions did not exist in the QA Manual to assuréf
'the,reyiew of interim procurement documents for quality requirements,’

TITTTOYY

. . i ‘ ‘ vk
‘Corrective Action - Section 4.3.7 has been added to the QAM to

L ; .require the review of "interim procurement documents for quality :
' requirements and that the results of the review be documented in . .
‘ ~a letter to tHe Engineering Manager., Sections 4.2.11 and 4.2.12
also contain additional stipulations regarding contractual -

o ' negotiations and procurement document review,

i

Criterion V - Instructions, Procedures and Drawings

¥ Deficiency - The instructions for documenting intended PSAR deviations
. _prior to the release of design 'disclosure documents had not been
defined in the QAM. P ' :

Corrective Action - Section 5.2.8 of the QAM now requires that,”
deviations from the PSAR intended by Engineering during the design
stage to be processed and documented in accordance with Engineering's
written internal procedure No. 5.3, - S 1

)
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Criterion VI - Document Control

.a'

c.,.

'Defidiencx - The QAPP,'6.2.4 states, "The configuration control

- not to meet the requiremepts of this statement.

 <1), Configuration Change Nocice.(Ekhibit 6.2) did not hévé:provis

Deficiency =~ Chapter 6 of the QAM did not provide for the control vﬁ
and identification of the SCE Class I or II documents to assure -
their coordinated assembly in the final files of the Document Control|
Center, ' ; : . S

Corrective Action - Section 6.1.10 of the QAM now’ requires that ¢ " 
disclosure documents and those documents that evidence compliance - ¢ .
with design intent to be referenced to a primary control number oE S
(purchase order and quality class list) for their coordinated -

assembly and retrievability in the Document Control Center, Mr. . o
Wilms acknowledged that it would take time and work on the part of -
Engineering to achieve full compliance with this requirement, . '

e

system (for change ot design disclosure documents) shall include ‘
provisions for review and approval by those responsible for review -

“and approval of the original design disclosure documents, as shown -

by Figure 5" (Figure 3.1 of the QAM). The following items appeared '

o
ions -

P

for approval by the Qualtiy Assurance Organization, .

- Corrective Action - SCE management has determined that QA sign
. off is not appropriate since QA does not perform technical
reviews and does not orginate design disclosure documents,
However, the final approved documents will be transmitted to
. QA where proper sign-off will be verified. :

(2) Subsection 6.1.5 of the QAM appeared to indicate that changes .
at the job site could proceed without the engineering review
required by Fig. 3.1 providing the Supervising ConstructionlA"
Engineer was cognizant of the change. '
Corrective Action - Sections 6.15 and 6.19 of the QAM now - )
require Engineering approval of all changes and allow construction
or manufacturing to proceed only in accordance with approved
design disclosure documents, ‘

e

Deficiency =~ Exhibit 4,1 and Figure 3.1 of the QAM did not provide
instructions to control the review of quotations by such groups as
Procurement, Engineering, or the Quality Assurance organizations,
prior to approval for contract award. ' : ‘

i
¢



d..

Corrective Action - QAM Section 4.3.7 now requires review of quotatidn
by Purchasing, Engineering and QA The consensus of opinion that ----
the bidder's proposal together with other procurement documents

" conforms to design intent and quality requirements, is to be

documented in a letter to the Engineering Manager.

Deficiency - For the specifications sampled, the QA organization
did not review or approve the specifications after Engineering and -
QA comments were submitted to the originator. This did not appear !
consistent with the control requirements of Figure 3.1 of the QAM

for design release (sign-off), : :

Corrective Action - Final review of specifications is now reQdired_
by QAM Section 4.3.7. J ) . :

+ ’ ' P,

Criterion VIT - Control of Purchased Material Equipment and Services

a,

1

c.

~*in accordance with instructions contained in Sub-Sections 7.1.9.1 '~
o thru 7,1.9.7, S . : (e

Deficiency - The instructions in the QAM did not indicate what -/
documentary evidence is required to provide assurance that material

and equipment conform to the procurement specifications prior to .

installation or use. , o

Corrective Action - QAM Section 7.1.9 now requires that documentary.
evidence of compliance with procurement specifications will be
subjected to "documentation review'" during the receiving inspection

1

Deficien¢y = The instructions in the QAM did not make reference to
the review of bids or quotations as a measure to assure that’ '
purchased material, equipment,:and services conform to procurement

documents, -

. Corrective Action - QAM Section 7.2.3 now stipulates the type of
" review required and the requirement for the preparation of a

receiving inspection to assure conformance with procurement

~documents in accordance with Sections 7.1.8 and 7.1.9.

Deficiency - The responsible procurement buyer was not required to

send bid response documents to Engineering for evaluation, No

~instructions existed to assure. that the Quality Assurance organization

was required to review the bid response documents when "alternates", -
involving quality of materials or components, to the original bid

document were presented by the selected bidders. This was not
‘consistent with 6.2.4 of the QAPP, ' '



10.

contract award.

Criterion X - Inspection

Corrective Action - QAM Sectlon 4.3.7 now requires QA to perform
" a documented review of “offers" by prospective vendors prlor to

B

_.a. Deficiency - The proposed SCE QA manual was not speciflc as to:

L (1 The requirement that 1nSpectlons be: performed by others than'q
% o ,those performing the work. :

Corrective Action = QAM Section 10, 0 now requires personnel "
making inspections or examining hardware and work activities

\work

(2) The requirement for inspection of Class T and II components ;?

Corrective Action - QAM Sectlon 10.1.6 now requires’ Class I.
-and Class II (both classes include AEC Class I) structures
and components to be subjected to planned source, rece1v1ng

b
and construction 1nSpect10ns o

» :'i f

(3) Requirements for designation or ‘establishing mandatory hold ' .
, ‘p01nts which require independent witnessing or inspectlng by
SCE's designated reqresentative. ‘ g

1
T Correctlve Action - QAM Sectlon 10, 1 2 now requires the SCE
SR - caused source inspection to emphasize the witness and hold- .

. points specified 1n the procurement documents or by the PrOJect
Manager. , .

i
¥
i
'
'

Criterion XI - Test Control

a, ‘Deficiency - The QA manual did:not contain provisions for the
. " evaluation of test results, :

Corrective Action =~ QAM Section 11,1.6 now requires test results
to be reviewed, as a minimum by QA before the records are filed in .
the Document Control Center. The test results will be evaluated

in accordance with instructions from Engineering. A

b, ‘Deficiencx - The QA manual did not specifically provide that the‘
: developed test procedures must include provisions concerning
prerequisites for a given test, availability and use of test
instrumentation, and suitability of environmental conditions.

to be 1ndependent and dlfferent from personnel doing production L
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-

. Corrective Action - QAM Section 11 1.7 now states that testing, as

g specified in procurement and design disclosure documents, shall :

E proceed as planned by Engineering., Testing is to be performed when -
the written test procedures have been checked against specified
pPrerequisites, calibrated 1nerumentation to be used and suitable .
environmental conditions. . ' S

Criterion XV - Nonconforming Materials, Parts, or Components

a. . Deficiency - The program did not include provisions for the

++ ' segregation of nonconforming-material as required by Criterion XV.
Corrective Action - QAM Sectlon 15.1.10 now requires that nonconformlng
"items be appropriately segregated from acceptable materials as . o

. approved by SCE QA. : : : : . o

!

[

"b. Deficiency - The QA manual did not require that "reject" materials

be documented on a Nonconformance Report to assure that project
management is aware of supplier and/or constructor performance for
. the purpose of evaluating trends affecting quality items and to
_provide assurance of prompt dlSpOSltlon of reject materials ' Do

" Corrective Action - QAM Sectlons 15.2.1, 13, 14 and 15 now conLain‘}

~ the requirements for the documentation of reject materials to o
‘assure "prompt removal from site" and to enable evaluation for A

the "prevention of recurrences" b

‘ i -1 . ‘ ‘

c.. Deficiency - The scope of the term "rework on the spot" had not been

i defined by the QA manual but should be, since '"rework on the ,spot'"

- is not required to be documented on a Nonconformance Report,

" . Corrective Action - The term "rework on the spot'" has been defined

‘ in the QAM Glossary to be a rework disposition whereby an Inspector's
or Construction Engineer's order can be adhered to within reasonable
time. Such a disposition requires daily monitoring for the completion
of corrective action for it may be changed to repair when determined

" that the "reasonable time' has been exceeded,

'
i
i
i

Criterion XVI - Corrective Action
a. Deficiency = The QA manual procedures for corrective action wer'e
found to be consistent with the requirements of AEC Criterion XVI
and the PSAR, except that it did not specify who w111 make trendihg
-.studies for Quality Program Committee review,



:14f

+ Corrective Action - QAM Section 16 1.3 now requires the Quality

-10-

Program Committee to assign the ‘résponsibility for trendlng studies .

to competent SCE personnel", o _ o o ',W="

- Criterion XVII - Quality Assurance Records . : o . ,g

Deficiency - The QA manual did not specify a retentlon perlod for :

. Corrective Actlon - QAM Section 17.02 now states that QA records |

' Deficiency - The QA manual did not specifically require organlzatlons

QA records as requlred by the PSAR

‘shall be retained for the’ entxre construction period and operatlng
life of the plant.

other than QA to establish and’ implement procedures to ensure ‘that

"'7they maintain sufficient records to provide objective ev1dence of

quality, as required by the PSAR,

 Corrective Action - QAM Sectlons 6.1.10, 17.1.6 and 17.2.4 establish

procedures for the maintenance of records by Construction, Engineering

. " and Special Vendors which shall subsequently be filed at the R
’nl‘Documentation Control Center. b : Do vl

.‘ B . ;. {

Deficiency - The SCE Englneerlng flles have not been coordinated ﬁﬁ:-

. -.with QA to permit easy assembly into the QA Documentation Control
' “Center, .

I

1

‘Corrective Action - QAM Section 6. 1 10 now requires de31gn dlsclosure‘

documents to be identified by the purchase order number and quallty

-class for their coordinated assembly and "retrlevabllity" in the
- Documentatlon Control Center. |
o |



