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CONCEKNED CITIZENS' REPLY TO RESPONSE OF THE CLEVELAND
ELECTRIC ILLUMINATING COMPANY TO THE PETITION ON THE
EMERGENCY INFORMATION HANDBOOK

This reply addresses the March 9, 1988 response of the

7V cleveland Electric Illuminating Company to the 2.206 petition
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filed by the Concerned Citizens of Lake County, Concerned
Citizens of Ashtabula County, and Concerned Citizens of Geauga
County on September 22, 1987 regarding the emergency
information handbook for the Perry Nuclear Power Flant.

While not explicitly conceding the validity of Concerned
Citizens' petition, CEI nevertheless took corrective action in
revising the handbook that, by CEl's own admission, has
"mooted" many of the petition'é complaints. Concerned Citizens
finds that, in substantial part, the relief requested in the
petition has been granted by CEI's revision contained in the
1988 calendar. Indeed, the the word "mooted" throughout CEIl's
response could easily be read as " alidated" or "affirmed".
Accordingly, Concerned Citizens herein focuses attention on the
portions of the 1988 calendar which remain objectionable, and
requests that the Director issue a decision 6n only these

matters. A ruling on all other matters is unnecessary, as the
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1988 cal2ndar has rectified the major deficiencies in the

October 1986 handbook.

1. It is not clear that the 1988 calendar has been distributed
to businesses within the plume EPZ. This is important, as
persons who live outside the EPZ but work within the EPZ are
w.thout information on emergency planning in the event of an
accident at Perry. Similarly, the page on emergency planning
which was distributed by Ohio Bell to remedy the omission of
that page from the phone book (see CEI Response at 63) may not
have been delivered to businesses. Also, the page did not have
any instructions or explanation that it should be placed in the
phone book; thus, it is likely that recipients did not put the

page in the intended location, if they kept it at all.

2. CEl's Response (p. 45) erroneously asserts that the
receiving schools are firmly established. The fact is that, in
an emergency, the receiving schools may have to be changed if
they are in the path of the plume. This is conceded by the
affidavit of Daniel Hulbert, p. 9, where he states that, if an
expansion of the evacuated area were necessary while the
schools were in use, the children would be relocated. The
handbook should emphasize that parents should listen to the EBS
broadcasts to confirm the location of the receiving schools
before going to pick up children, because the schools are
subject to change depending on wind direction. Without this
caution, parents are likely to proceed to the schocls lis.ed in

the handbook, unnecessarily risking exposure to the plume and
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creating heavy traffic on roads needed for evacuation of

residents.

3. Page 16 of the 1988 calendar remains objectionable. It
fails to distinguish between ionizing and nonionizing radiation
in claiming that "pecple cannot see, taste, feel, hear, or
smell radiation" but then including "heat, light. and radio
waves" as examples of radiation. According to this passage, we
should not be able to see light or feel hest. This explianation
is errvneous and tends to undermine the credibility of the
hand-ook. (Compare the quote from Consumers Power Co. (Big Rock
Po.nt Plant), LBP-82-60, 16 NRC 540, 554 (1982) included at p.
1. of CEI's Response.) The problem can be easily corrected by
asing the word "radiation" to mean ionizing radiation
throughout the discussion on p. 16 of the calendar under
"Sources of Radiation", and changing that section as follows:
(a) First paragraph: Delete third sentence. In the second
sentence, change the word "energy" to "radiation". (b) Fourth
paragraph: delete the last sentence.

The section then remains readable and no longer contains false

information.

The discussion under the section "Dangerous Levels" falsely
asserts that doses of radiation less than 25 rems are harmless,
This is contradicted by government documents; for example,
Report of the Interagency Task Force on the Health Effects of
Ionizing Radiation, Depa~tment of Health, Bducation, and

Welfare, June 1979: "Doses in the 0.2 to 20 rem range appear to
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hazard to the public is inconsistent with the views of many
scientists that there is no safe dose of radiation. The
material under the heading "Safety" in the calendar should be

removed.

Respectfully submitted,

Connie Kline
38531 Dodds Landing Drive

Willoughby Hills, OH 44094
(216) 946-9012

DATED:_M ¥,/988
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FEMA
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