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Seabrook plant is safety related.

b) Have Applicants employed any probablistic risk assessments
or other studies at Seabrook to determine what eauipment or sytems
should be considered safety related? I[f so, please identify and
describe them,

NECNP's Motion To Compel Answer To Interrogatory No. 7 is deried.
Applicant responded tc question as asked. If Movant wished a more
cpecific response, then a more specific question needed to be framed
pointing Applicant toward those named categories of equipment or systems
that Applicant had determined by a particular process to be safety
related. After a threshold identificaton of the subject, ther the

process by which it had been determined to be safety related could be

described.

Interrogatory No. 17. Intervenor seeks a yes or no answer to the

following interrcogatory:

In answer to Interogatory 6 of NECNP Second Set of
Interrogatories on Contentions [.A.2., I1.B.1., I.B.2., and I.C.,
Applicants state that safety systems are qualified to a duration of
one vear. Do Applicants' surveiilance and maintenance programs
provide for yearly inspection and replacement of equipment?

a) If not, please identify the components for which a lorger
inspection interval is provided, and state the interval.

b) Identify all safety/Class 1E components for which no
surveillance is provided after the first year of operation.

Applicant has indicated in its response of February 28, 1983 that
it will respond to Interrogatory 17(a), the only part of the
interrcgatory to which a response is called for, "...as quickly as
possible." Therefore, the Board will defer ruling on the motion as it

pertains to this interrogatory.




Interrogatory No. 21 pertained to Contention I.C. - Emergency

Feedwater Pumphouse, a Contention now withdrawn by NECNP.
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