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82-76, 16 NRC 1029. 1052 (1982)); at that time, the
contention related to eleven or twelve functions as to
which testing at power was not proposed for Seabrook.

A motion for summary disposition was filed by the
Applicants on February 11, 1983; opposition was filed
only by NECNP (on March 24, 1983). It its opposition,
NECNP withdrew the contention as toc all functions other
than the so-called manual reactor trip, and it opposed
allowance of the motion as to that item solely on the
bpasis of the so-called Salem event. (Id. at 1i-1i4.)
The Salem event involved the failure of portions of the
automatic reactor trip function at the Salem plant.
NUREG-1000, Vol. 1, at p. 1-1. At the time of the pre-
hearing conference of April 7, 1983, the Salem event
was under study by the Staff.

At that pre-hearing conference, the Staff urged
deferral of consideration of the pending motion for
summary disposition, in which deferral the Applicants
acquiesced. On April 13, 1983, NECNP formally reworded
the contention in recognition or its limited scope and
on May 11, 1983, the Board formally ordered that
supplerental responses to the motion for summary

disposition by NECNP should be filed within 20 days of



the "Staff study [of the generic implications of the
Salem event]."

On May 31, 1983, NUREG-1000, Volume 1 was served on
the Board and parties. As described in the letter of
Mr. Perlis transmitting that document, it was a portion
cf the Staff study referred to by the Board, and it was
tc be followed by the publication of a "Volume 2"
containing the Staff's recommendations for licensee or
applicant actions believed to be required as a result
of the Salem event. On June 6, 1983, the Board issued
another Order, adjusting the time for NECNP's
supplemental responss to the pending motion for summary
disposition to 20 days after the service of "Volume 2."

On July 8, 1983, the Staff issued a document called
Generic Letter 83-28, which contained the "required
actions" for particular types of plant designs.
(Unfortunately. this document was not served upon the
Board and parties.) On November 4, 1983, the
Applicants submitted their response to Generic Letter

83-28 (Seabrook Letter SBN-576), which, inter alia,

described a change to the design of the automatic
reactor trip system such that the shunt trip device of

the Main Reactor Breakers, previously actuated only in
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supplemental affidavit in support of the motion
describing the nature and effect of the change.)

Control Room Design
(Contention NH-10)

This contention was admitted by the Order of the

Board of September 13, 1982. Public Service Company of

New Hampshire (Seabrook Station, Units 1 and 2), LBP-

82-7&, 16 NRC 1029, 1040-41 (1982). In answers to
interrogatories (filed January 17, 1983), the New
Hampshire Attorney General ("NHAG") stated that it had
no present deficiencies of the Seabrook control room
design in mind that it wished to litigate, but rather
that the contention was premised solely on the then-
unfinished state of the so-called Detailed Control Room
Design Review ("DCRDR") being performed by the
Applicants in response to NUREG-0737. Id. at 4-7.
(All other parties indicated in their responses to
interrogatories that they did not intend to litigate
this contention.) On that basis, the Applicants
suggested the deferral of litigation of the contention
by letter to the Board and parties dated June 13, 1983.
On July 7, 1983, the Applicants submitted a report

of the conclusions of their DCRDR to the Staff; a copy
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