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UNITED STATES OF AMERICA 00uKE
NUCLEAR REGU.'TORY COMMISSITN

ATOMIC “A7ETY AND 1 (.*SING BOARD o 022 pa:\l

Before ~dministratice Judges: STAR
kelen F. Hoyt. Chairman -5 SERY
Or. Emmeth - Luebke AHCH
Dr. Jerry Hart .
ccqiio DEC23 198
Ir, the Matter of
Docket Nos. 50-443-0L

)
)
PUBLIC SERVICE COMPANY ) 50-444-0L
OF NEW HAMPSHIRE, et al. ) (ASLBP No. 82-471-02-0L)

(Seabrook Station, Units 1 and 2) } December 22, 1982
MEMORANDUM AND UORDER

(Re Motion of the State of New Hampshire to Compel Answers to its
First Se: of Interrogatories to Public Service Comp?y

MEMORANCUM

The State of New Hampshire (NH) filed its First Set of
Interrogatori»s to the Public Servi . Company (Applicants) on
Oc.ober 15, .782. On November 3, 1982, Applicants responded to .ne
Interrogatories. Thereafter, o~ November 15, 1982 Nii filed a Motion to
Compel Answers tc ts First Set of Interrogatories. Applicants
answered the Motion on Dec~mwber 3, 1982;1/ while the NRC Staff

took no position with respect to the mocion. Finally, on December 9,

1982, NH withdrew its Motion to compel with regard to certain

1/ The parties agreed to ana the Board concurred in an extension of
the time in which Applicants were required to answer NH's motion. Ltr.
fr. Applicants to the Board dtd November 29, 1982.
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interrogatories and responded tc Applicants' Answer with regard to
remainder of the interrc,ator:es in cuntroversy.

This Memorandum and Order addresses NH's motions to compe’:
herein, the Board grants NH's motions with regard to certain
interrogatories, and denies NH's motions with regard to others.

- Interrogatory No. 9.1

In this incerrooatory, Applicants were asked to "identify all
persons who were and are responsible in a super-isory capacity for the
design and installation of the radioactivity monitoring system for
Seabrook." Applicants read "were and are" conjunctively, and answered
accerdingly, while NH advocatcs a disjunctive reading.

The Board finds Applicants' answer to be literal but niggardly.
Were there no other means of relief, the Boird would Se inclined to
grant Applicants' motion; however, as we have extended time for
discovery.g/ NH can simply rephrase its interrogatory.

Accordingly, NH's motion with regard to Interrogatory No. 9.1 is

denied.

Interrogatory No. 9.8

' this interrogatory, Applicants were asked to:

I[dentify aii aspects in which Seabrook Kadiation Monitoring

System is not in strict compliarce with Regulatorv Cuide 1.97.

For each aspect identified, indicate PSNH reason for
non-compliance and the alternative method chosen by PSNH to comply
with Criterion 64.

2/ Time for discovury was extended by Urder of the Board in a
conference call dtd December 22, 1982.



Anplicants answered:

Seabrook Station's Radiation [aia Managements System

conforms to the guidance of Regulatory Guide 1.97 requirements as

they pertain to Criterion 64, Effluent Releases.
NH asserts that this answer is in_omplete because the interrogatory
requested identification of all aspects in which the radiation
monitoring system is not in compliance with Regulatory Guide 1.97.
NH's position is that it did not limit its interrogatory to address
comrliance with Regulatory Guide 1.97 "as it pertains to
Criterinn 64."

Regulatory G&ide 1.97 addresses tnree criteria of 10 C.F.R.
Part 50, Appendix A: Criterion 13, Criterion 19, ard Criterion 64. Of
wnese, only Criterion 64 is relevant t5 NH Contenticn 9.3/
Furthermore, the Board finds it reasonadle to read the two sentences of
Interrogatory 9 2 together, rather than to bifurcate the interrogatory
as NH suggests. The secor” sentence implics that NH was interested
only in determining how Applicants were complving with Crite-icn 64.
Therefore, the Board concludes that Applicants' answer was complete.

[n addition, however, Applicants filed an Amended Answer to NH
Interrogatory No. 9.8 on Decemher 15, 1982, and that amended answer was not

limited to compliance with Regulatory Guide 1.97 "as it pertains to

Criterion 64." Therefore, the Board finds NH's motion to be moot.

3/ NH Contention 9 reads in pertinent part:

(T]he application is not in compliance with general desion
Criteria o and 64 of Appendix A, 10 C.F.R. Part 50, and the
requirements of NUREG-0737 and NUREG-0800.
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1. That Applicants identify all persons who were responsible in a
supervisory capacity for the design and instzllation of the control
room fur Seabrook.

2. That Applicants identiiy and produce all documents, including
those generated in the SPSA process, that ac2 encompassed by NH
Interrogatories Nos. SAPL Supp. 3.7, 3.10, ard 3 11.

3. That a1l of the other NH motions to compel are de~ied.

IT IS SO OkDERED

FOR THE ATOMIC SAFETY
AND LICENSING BOARD

elien r. HOyt,
ADMINISTRATIVE JUDGE

Bethesda, Mary::nd



