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GCent.emen:

Jn behalf of Carolina Power & Light Company (CP&L), I want
ts thank vou for the onportunity to address =he Nuclea: Raqulatovv
Com=ission (NRC) on Nctober 9, 1985, The :eojuested extension until
Marzsa 30, 1986, for the Brunswick Unit 2 facilizy to comnly fully
si%= 17 CFR 8N,49 'the equipment qualification rule) is of orincitv
=5 723L and oyr cCatenavers as well., VYour time and attent=inn on this

sa-tant matter is annreciated, As T explained at the meeting, we
a43i= a decision as soon as nractical in order to mini=ize costs
Evo= dglav, bdut we would prefer a fullvereasoned decision. Whateve:
voauyr “acision, CPsl will Ao whatever is necessarv %o nrotect the
nutlic health and safety first and will incur the exnenses necessacy
to 42 so.

There was an issue raised during the meening vesterdav
that we feel should be clarified further. In our remarks, we noted
that the granting of an additional €four months extendin: the dead-
line for the remaining ooen items at Brunswick nit 2 was not an
issue directly related tn safety. Ve substantiated this with the
€act %nat the YNRC staff has already granted juscx!ica:ions for con-
tinued opecation (JCO) €or all the open jitems, We alss> gquoted
seve_ al passages fzom srinr Federal Register notices concerning the
natice of EQ deadlines. For example, the Commission has stated tnat
the Tune 30, 1992, deadline, " . . .w:s not a generic cur-off dace
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£or operation. Rather, the . . .deadline was established to fnrc
licensee completion of the environmental qualification program in a
reasonable time . . .The safety of overation continues to he
reviewed on an individual basis.”™ 49 FR 8422, 8426 (March 7, 1934);:
and, "The . . .deadline was not set as a safety matter Ar as a cut-
off date beyvond which reactors could no longer operate if all of
their equioment was not qualified. . . The justifications ¢sr con-
tinued ooeration are relevant to the deadline only to the extent
that they reveal whether licensees have considered the effects of
deficiencies in a timely manne:r." 49 FR 45571, 45572 (“ovembe: 19,
1984). Generic Letter 85-15 reinforces this position by allowing
for Commission-granted extensions to the November 30, 1985, deadline
3iven, among other conditions, valid JCOs. Also, the NRC srtaff
stated in its recommendation of October 4, 1985, relative to grant-
ing the extension, that continued opecation of Brunswick Unit 2
would not pose an undue -isk to the nublic health and safety. We
Pointed this out to the Commission for the nurpose of making it
clear from the outset of our presentation that our request should be
evaluated in its oroper context, namely, that the four-month exten-
sion bDeyond November 30, 1985, by itself did not represent a :isk .ta
the pubdblic health and safetv, '

Unfortunately, either as a result »f our misphrasing the
point or simply due to the sensitivity of the topic, it appeared our
remarks were misinternreted. NOf course, E)Q as a program is impor~
tant to safety, even though the deadline may not have a direct hear-
in3 on safety. We agree with the Commission that an extended neriod
of time Deyond the November, 1935, deadline could increase the pro-
badility of a risk to the oublic health and sa‘ety. However, we,
an? the NRC staff, Halieve the four-month extansion “nes 1ot nresent
an undue sisk,

As €or our sagquested extensionn, we seitarata sur Aasition
that the equities asjue in its favor., Man-rem exnosuse pould He
-21uced signiicantly, substantial financial cost would "e azvaideAd
and system reliability throughout our regisn waulid »e enhanced,
Turthermore, we view the extensinn as fully consistent with the
dndeclying purpose of the EQ projram in general and the deadlines in
nasticular. The program is intended to nrotact the nudblic heal=H
and safety with which we think the extension is consisteat, and the
ieadlines have been intended t> urje comnliance with the £0Q pro=-
Jram. The completion of EQ work at our other two operating units,
the substantial and uniquely 4ifficult work at 3runswisk Unit 2 and
th2 fact that this work is nea.ly complated all show that the doonaL
attention has Heen jiven to the deadlines and that the deadlines
nave had their desi.ed effect.

Other questions were asked and responses puovided at yes-
terday's meeting that may also be jermane to vour decision. 1€ fure
the: information is desi:ed on any 5f these mnatters, such as the
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unigue Brunswick Unit 2 design, the effect of high temperatures out-
side containment, the cost of the EQ program at our facilities or
any other matter, we would De prepared immediately to provide such
additional information. In any event, we respectfully urge that you
srant the reguested extension.

Yours very truly,

Seratsld St

Sherwood H. Smith,
SHS /wac
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