MAY 16 1388

Docket No. 50-440

The Cleveland Electric Illuminating
Company
ATTN: Mr. Alvin Kaplan
Vice President
Nuclear Group
10 Center Road
Perry, OH 44081

Gentlemen:

Enclosed for your information and action are: (1) FEMA's February 26, 1988
review of the petition filed under 10 CFR 2.206 by the Concerned Citizens

of Ashtabula County, Concerned Citizens of Geauga County and Concerned
Citizens of Lake County, Ohio, concerning the Perry Nuclear Power Plant;

and (2) the April 19, 1988 clarification of two issues in FEMA's review.

The transmittal of the February 26, 1988 review was delayed pending issuance
of the ciarification from FEMA.

In the interim, the petition was amended on April 8, 1988, to limit concerns
only to alleged deficiencies in the revised public information contained
in the 1988 calendar. The petitioners have identified five issues.

We encourage you to continue to work closely with State and local agencies
as you have done in the past to resolve these issues as appropriate.

In accordance with 10 CFR 2.790 of the Commission's regulations, a copy of
this letter and the attachment will be placed in the NRC's Public Document
Room.

Sincerely,
oQriginal cigned ¥y W.D. Shafer”

W. D. Shafer, Chief
Emercency Preparedness and
Radiological Protection Branch

Enclosures: As stated

See Attached Distribution
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The Cleveland Electric Illuminating
Company

Distribution

cc w/enclosures:
F. R. Stead, Director, Perry
Plant Technical Department
M. D. Lyster, General Manager,
Perry Plant Operations Department
Ms. E. M. Buzzelli, Manager,
Licensing and Compliance Section
DCD/DCB (RIDS)
Licensing Fee Management Branch
Resident Inspector, RIII
Harold W. Kohn, Ohio EPA
Terry J. Lodge, Esq.
James W. Harris, State of Ohio
Robert M. Quillin, Ohio
Department of Health
State of Ohio, Public
Utilities Commission
Murray R. Edelman
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Enclosure 1

Federal Emergency Management Agency
Washington, D.C. 20472

-

FEB 26 1988

MEMORANDUM FOR: Fre k J. Congel
Director
Division of Radiaticn Protection
and Emergency Preparedness
Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation
U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission

Frow. S G

Assist :nt Associate Director
Office of Natural and Technological
Hazards Programs

SUBJECT: 10 CFR 2,206 Petition, Public Information Brochure,
Perry *luclear Power Plant

This is in rasponse to your November 3, 1987, mimorandum requesting assis-
tance in reviewing a petition f::ed under 10 CFR 2.206 by the Concerned
Citizens of Lake County, Concerned Citizens of Geauga County, and Concerned
Citizens of Ashtabula County, Ohio, The petition primarily contained a
request that the Director of Nuclear Reactor Regulation order the Cleveland
Electric I1luminating Company (CEl) to correct certain deficiencies and
misinformation contained in the undated Emergency Preparedness Information
Handbock (EIH), and to redistribute the corrected handbook to the population
within the Plume Exposure Pathway Emezrgency Planning Zone for the Perry
Nuclear Power Plant.

The Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) Headquarters and Region V
reviewed the petition and associated materials. Our review is attached to
this memorandum, The new Perry EIH entitled, 1988 Calendar, Emergency
Preparedness Information, dated December 1987, has also been reviewed.

The 1988 EIH calendar was forwarded to FEMA on December 14, 1987, and has
replaced the EIH addressed in the petition. The attached review reaches
conclusions, summarized below, on the issues raised by the petition:

® The 1988 EIH calendar does respond to key issues raised in the petition;
therefore, FEMA does not recommend that the current EIH be immediately
revised and redistributed. However, FEMA does recommend that certain
changes be considered in the next annual revision of the EIH;

° The review does contain a recommendation that the Nuclear Regulatory Com-
mission order the CEl to work with the State and local authorities to address
within 120 days the planning issues involving the role of "receiving schools”
in evaluation procedures and the lack of permanent installation of emergency
information signs in Lake and Ashtabula Counties; and,
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FEDERAL EMERGENCY MANAGEMENT AGENCY

Response to a Request for Assistance
by the
U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission

to a

Petition filed :'nder 10 CFR 2,206
from ‘ he
Concerned Citizens of Ashtabula, Geauga, and Lake Counties, Ohio
concerning the
Emergency Preparedness Information Handbook
for the
Perry Nuclear Power Plant

February 16, 1988

Introduction:

This review addresses issues raised in the 10 CFR 2,206 petition from the
Concerned Citizens of Ashtabula, Geauga, and Lake Counties in Ohio, concerr-
ing the Perry Nuclear Power Plant's Emergency P. 2paredness Information Hand-
book. The petition requests that the Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC),
Director of Nuclear Reactor Regulation, order the Cleveland Electric I1lumi-
nating Company (CEI) to correct certain deficiencies and misinformation
contained in it's undated Emergency Preparedness Information Handbook (here-
after referred to as EIH) and to redistribute a corrected handbook to the
population living within the Plume Exposure Pathway Emergency Planning Zone
(EPZ). Comments reflected below are addressed in the order that the issues
are raised in the 2,206 petition. Please note that this review is based on
information contained in the 1988 EIH calendar (distributed in December 1987)
while the petition addresses the earlier green, undated EIH.

EIH Cover:

A two page map of the Perry ten mile EPZ is included in the 1988 EIH calendar.
This map is similar to the foldout map in the earlier "white" and "green”
versions of the Perry EIH. The ten mile EPZ map in the 1988 EIH i: also
entitled “Pick-Up Points, Referral Points and Care Centers". It shows
evacuation routes, county boundaries, some geographic features, locations

of some towns, etc., but it is not so detailed that it would confuse the
reader, Printing the ten mile EPZ map on the cover would be impractical

and redundant.

The 1988 Perry EIH Calendar does have a date printed on page one. This
corrects the concern riised in the 2,206 petition.
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FEMA agrees that the reference to the facility would be more specific if
the facility was referred to as the "Perry Nuclear Power Plant" rather
than the Perry Power Plant; however, this by itself is not seen as justifi-
cation for revising and redistributing a new EIH. Previous editions

and the 1988 edition of the Perry EIH refer to radiation and nuclear

energy and reference is made to the Perry Plant as a nuclear power plant in
numerous sections of the 1988 EIH calendar.

The word "temporary” in the first sentence of paragraph three on page two
of the previous undated EIH does not appear in the 1988 EIH calendar
edition. This should eliminate the concern expressed in the petition,

The names of individuals to contact for information is not a requirement
or seen as important since the people in those positions will change

over time. Therefore, titles of positions rather than names should be
used if individuals holding certain positions are included in the future
editions of the SIH., The 1988 EIH calendar in the "Resident” section
does have a December 1987, date and lists the utility and the appropriate
local or State emergency management agency to contact for further infor-
mation. Telephone numbers are found on pages 4, 8, and 19 of the 1988
EIH calendar, The addresses of the appropriate local emergency management
agency are found on the "Special Needs Information Card”; however, it is
recommended that names of agencies/counties to contact for information,
addresses, and telephone numbers be included together in future editions
of the EIH in the "Dear Resident" section,

Page Three:
(1) Sirens:

The Perry prompt alert and notification system was evaluated by FEMA,
tested on March 13, 1986, and determined to be adequate on September 8,
1986. The system is tested monthly and the results are monitcred by FEMA
Region V. The operability of the system is also certified annually by
the State of Ohio in its "Annual Letter of Certification" provided to
FEMA Region V. The design and operability of the Perry prompt alert and
notification system currently meets Federal standards.

FEMA is aware of the “"Report of the Emergency Evacuation Review Team on
Emergency Response Plans for the Perry and Davis Besse Nuclear Power
Plants" dated January 7, 1987. The scientific quality of this report has
been criticized in the media, by local government (Ottawa County), utility
consultants and a scholar in the field of nuclear energy. Although the
scientific quality of this report has been challenged, the issues raised
are being addressed jointly by staff from the two nuclear facilities, the
State of Ohio, and the concerned counties.




(2)., Television and Radio Stations that operate 24-hours a day:

The 1988 EIH calendar as well as previous EIHs, does distinguish between
the television and radio stations that operate on a 24-hour per day basis.
Whether or not the asterisks and the footnotes should be larger or the
words "not on for 24-hours each day" should be in 41l caps or underlined
for emphasis is an issue the authors of the EIH can consider in future
revisions of the EIH., The 1988 EIH calendar is informative as written.
Residents living in the area are likely to be familiar, through daily
monitoring of local television and radio stations, with those stations
that operate on a 24-hour per day basis. The idea of battery powered
radios, though not required in Federal guidance, is also one that can be
considered by the authors of the EIH when they undertake future revisions,

(4). Relocation Sites:

The references on pages three and ten of the previous undated EIH to "go
to a place at least 10 miles away from the plant"” have been eliminated
in the 1988 EIH calendar. This should eliminate this concern raised in
the petition,

Page 4 "Why Do We Need Emergency Plans":

The second and third sentences in both the undated EIH and the 1988 EIH
calendar are referring to U. S. Nuclear Power Plants since Federal, State,
and local laws, regulations, ordinances etc., effect only nuclear power
plants in the United States. The 1988 EIH calendar was modified slightly
to indicate that nuclear power plants in the United States have been
making electricity for almost 30 years rather than the wording in the
undated EIH which stated nuclear power plants have been making electricity
for over 25 years. A further revision in the 1988 EIH calendar was to
state that no member of the public has been hurt as a result of an accident
at a U.S. Nuclear Power Plant. The undated EIH did not include the
reference to U.S. Nuclear Power Plants.

The word “"but" should not necessarily be deleted from the fourth sentence
of the 1988 EIH calendar simply because the 2.206 petition infers that
the word changes the overall message to an implication that emergency
preparedness is a “damn nuisance". Dropping the word "but" would not
necessarily change the messaje to emergency preparedness being a good
idea. The word "but" in this context is saying it is a good idea to be
prepared.

The suggestion that this portion of the EIH could be more descriptive
concerning the level of radioactive material developed in the production
of electricity and its possible health effects on people near the Perry
Nuclear Power Plant in the event of an accident is one that can be
considered by the authors of the EIH during the next annual revision.




Page 5 "Remember":

The "Remember" section of page 5 of the uncated EIH does not appear in
the 1988 EIH calendar. Therefore, the concern expressed in the petition
has been addressed.

Page 6 "How Wide An Area":

The word "several" in this section of the undated £lH and in the 1988 ElH
calendar refers primarily to the 10 mile EPZ, This section in the 1988
EIH calendar is revised slightly., The first sentence of paragraph two
describes "the area within about 10 miles from the Perry Plant® rather
than the previous undated EIH description of "the area up to 10 miles
from the Perry Plant is called the Emergency Planning Zone." The other
change in the 1988 EIH calendar is in the last sentence of paragraph two
of this section. The 1988 version states “XKey parts of the plans are
described within the following information" rather than the undated
version stating "Key parts of the plans are described in this booklet."

FEMA does not believe the word "several"” is incorrect or misleading.
Federal guidance has established a radius of approximately 10 miles
around most commercial nuclear power plants as the primary EPZ or
innalation zone. State and local governments develop detailed plans,
standard operating procedures, etc., in order to implement protective
actions (e.g. shelter and/or evacuation of the public) in the event of
an accident at a commercial nuclear power plan®*. The EPZs of some
commercial nuclear power plants have been recuced, with Nuclear Regulatory
Commmission approval, to 5 miles due to the smaller size of the reactor.
The Perry Nuclear Power Plant plume exposure pathway EPZ is about 10
miles. Federal planning guidance (NUREG 0654/FEMA-REP-1, Rev.l) recog-
nizes the potential for the expansion of the 10 mile EPZ, if necessary.
The revision of this section in the 1988 EIH calendar is more consistent
with this concept and with Federal guidance in that the EPZ is described
as an area "within about 10 miles” of the plant versus an area "up to 10
miles" from the plant, the earlier description.

The ingestion EPZ has a radius of about 50 miles., The 2,206 petition
implies the word "several"” on page 6 of the Perry EIH refers to the
secondary EPZ (ingestion) when it in fact refers to the primary EPZ.
FEMA believes that detailed references to ingestion pathway planning,
Lake Erie, and Cuyahoga County, are not necessary for the Perry EIH,

The 2.206 petition further states on page 9 “The State of Ohio also has not
acted as if they felt the plans within the 10 mile EPZ are adequate let
alone outside the 10 mile EPZ." FEMA Region V does not have this impression
from the State of Ohio. On August 16, 1986, the Governor of Ohio wrote

the Chairman of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission expressing concerns

about the explosion and fire at the Chernobyl Nuclear Power Plant in
Russia, the June 9, 1985 accident at the Davis Besse Nuclear Power Station
and the earthquake on January 31, 1986, near the Perry Nuclear Power

Plant. The Governor did not state that he felt the plans were inadequate.
Instead he indicated to the Nuclear Regulatory Commission that he wanted

to review the Jhio plans as a result of these events.



The Governor of Ohio appointed a team, ¢nhaired by the Director of Highway
Safety, to conduct this review. Other members of this team included the
Chairman of the Public Utilities Comrission of Ohio and the Adjutant
General of Ohio. This team, called tre "Emergency Evacuation Review
Team", completed its work in Janvary 1987, and produced a series of twelve
recommendations. A working group of utility companies, counties, and
State representatives was formeg Lo address the recommendations in the
Emergency Evacuation Review Team report and to develop an implementation
strategy.

On November 12, 1987, the Chairman of the Public Utilities Commission of
Ohio wrote Ms, Connie Kline, Lake County Concerned Citizens, regarding the
2.206 petition., This letter is enclosed as Attachment 1. In his letter
to Ms. Kline, the Chairman said he urged the Nuclear Reyulatory Commission
to give positive review to the suggestions offered in the petition to
improve the Perry EIH. He indicated the State of Ohio would stop short

of endorsing in totality the remedy which the 2.206 petition seeks. How-
ever, he added that he believed that the greatest success for implementing
t 2 recommendations of the 2,206 petition would result from the Ashtabula,
Geauga, and Lake Counties Concerned Citizens working with representatives
of the counties, the State, and the utility companies.

Additionally, the State of Ohio has not acted as if the plans within the
10 mile Perry and Davis Besse EPZs are inadequate. In several meetings
with FEMA Region V, State of Ohio officials have never indicated that
they believed that the planning was inadequate. The State has worked in
a positive manner in revising their State plan, including, as indicated
above, the recommendations of the Governor's Emergency Evacuation Review
Team report. The State his worked with appropriate local governments to
revise plans and procedures for the Beaver Valley, Davis Besse and Perry
Nuclear Power Plants., In addition, the State of Ohio and appropriate
counties have exercised their plans on a regularly scheduled basis consis-
tent with Federal requirements.

The State of Ohio plan and the Columbiana County plan site specific to
the Beaver Valley Nuclear Power Plant were approved by FEMA on June 5,
1987, Ashtabula, Geauga, and Lake Counties have revised their plans on
a basis consistent with Federal policy and have exercised their plens on
two occasions, As indicated above the results of both exercises were
that State and local government are capable of implementing their plans
to protect the health and safety of the public. Planning for the third
exercise scheduled for May 4, 1988, is currently in progress.

Page 8 "Sheltering"

This section of the 1988 EIH calendar has been revised to address issues
raised in the 2.206 petition.
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The first point raised ir this section of the 2,206 petition has been
addressed in the 1988 EIH calendar. A reference to closing the fireplace
damper has been added.

The second point raised in this portion of the 2.206 petition has also
been addressed in the 1988 EIH calendar. The last sentence under point
#1, page 8 of the previously undated EIH, has been removed from the 1988
EIH calendar,

The 2.206 petition expresses concern over references to people venturing
outdoors once they have been told to take shelter, The petition recommends
that people not venture out at all. The 1988 EIH calendar states on page 5
that people should "Go indoors and stay inside." However, it recognizes
that it may be necessary to go outside to warn a friend or family member
and indicates time spent outdoors should be limited. For this reason,

FEMA does not agree with the 2.206 petition that a portable radio should

be taken with you, if possible, so you can stay informed. The 1988 EIH
calendar also states "While outdoors, cover your mouth with a cloth or
towel. When returning indoors, leave your outer clothing outside. Wash
your face and hands with soap and water." The language used is consistent
with that recommended by NUREG-0654/FEMA-REP 1, Rev.l and is similar to
that found in other EIH's throughout the country. The 1988 EIH calendar
also addresses the concern expressed in the 2,206 petition of what to do
with possiply radioactive contaminated garments before re-entering the
house.,

The 1988 EIH calendar, as did the previous EIH, indicates the green "WE
HAVE BEEN NOTIFIED" card should be placed in a wirdow facing the street.
It further states that if you do not have the green card or have misplaced
ic, tie a towel to your door or mail box or other object visible from

the road. The time needed to put the green card in a window is minimal
and may or may not involve going outside., The time to tie a towel to the
front door or even a mail box is also minimal. The green card and/or
towel is a signal to emergency workers in the area which verifies whether
or not the residents of the home know about the emergency, thus eliminating
the time needed by these emergency workers to make this verification.

The 1988 EIH calander states that "if you DO need assistance, DON'T use
the green card.”

The issue of ionizing versus non-ionizing radiation is discussed later.

Page 9: “What should I Do If I'm Told To Evacuate The Area?"

This section of the 1988 EIH calendar has also been revised. The rgfgrence
to leaving your home as if you were going on a vacation has been eliminated.
This elimination was recommended in the 2.206 petition.

The previous undated green EIH recommendation to go some place at least
10 miles away from the plant has been modified in the 1988 EIH calendar.




Page 6 of the 1988 EIH calendar states that residents should leave when
advised and proceed to a care center, Page 7 of the 1988 EIH calendar
states residents can go to a place of their choice, 2.g. a friend, relative,
care center, etc., It is recommended that page 6 of the 1988 EIH calendar
be revised during the next annual update to be more consistent with the
statement found on page 7. This revised section in the 1988 Elrd calendar
states "Gather the peovple in your home. Do not try to pick up chiidren

or relatives in schools, hospitals, or nursing homes. Such facilities

have their own evacuation procedures.”

FEMA recommends a statement be added during the next annual update of
the EIH to indicate that information can be obtained from hospitals and
nurcing homes as to where children and relatives can be picked up in

the event they are evacuated from these facilities loc2ted within the 10
mile EPZ,

Page 10 " How Much Time Would I Have?" and "Where Should I Go?"

The "How Much Time Would | Have?" section has been removed from the 1988
EIH calendar. This should eliminate the 2.206 concern that the previous
undated EIH gave a false sense of security. The 1988 EIH calendar also
includes a revised “"where Should 1 Go?" section., The statement is elimi-
nated that previously stated "You should go at least 10 miles away from
the Perry Plant.” The picture on page 10 of the previously undated EIH
has been eliminated in the 1988 EIH calendar. This should eliminate the
2.206 concern that the previous EIH included a picture of a smiling
family that looked like they were going on a pleasure trip to Disneyland
instead of evacuating their home.

The 2.206 recommended the addition of the statement "Your safety will be
enhazized if you study this booklet carefully, and do some advance planning
of your own." The intent of this statement is included in the 1988 EIH
calendar on page 1 where it states: "This information is important-please
read it carefully. Discuss it with your family, friends and neighbors.
They may need your help, or you may need theirs. If you know someone

who is blind, read this booklet to that pe~son.”

FEMA does not believe it is necessary for individuals to purchase radiation
alarms or detection instruments since the utility and the State of Ohio
have the ability and responsibility to measure radiation levels, and to
provide public emergency information and protective actions based on

these measurements. The policy of the State of Ohio is to provide only
emergency workers and the institutionalized population remaining in

shelter with potassium iodide, a thyroid protectant medication (kI). It is
not the policy of the State of Ohio to provide KI to the general public.
Therefore, the suggested language in the petition relative to obtaining

KI is inappropriate.




Page 11 "What Should | Take?" And Page 13, " _. About Children in Schrol?"

FEMA Zoes not believe the recom.«nded text found in the 2.206 petition con-
cerning what to take is necessary. The list of things tu take in the
previous and the current 1v88 EIH calendar is a good one and the recom-
rmendation to add items of individual/family choices te fit their particular
rneeds 1s implied on page 7 of the 1988 EIH caiendar.

The previous EIH and the 1988 EIH calendar include school provisions, in-
cluding guidelines and/or instructions for pare~ts that meet the planning
criteria of NUREG-0654/FEMA-REP-1, Rev. 1. Genreral information is found
on page 8 of the 1988 EIH calendar and information on specific schools

is found on pages .4 and 15,

Page 14 "Livestock"

Addition.” text has been added to this section of the 1988 EIH calendar
concerning Federal and state agencies conducting follow-up surveys of farm
products to check for contamination. Another statement added is that

the County Cooperative Extension Agent Service should be contacted for
more information. The picture of the dog shown outdoors lapping water
found in the previous undated EIH has heen removed from the 1988 EIH
calendar. This section does, emnhasize listening to the radio or tele-
vicion for instructions and it vurther states that the farmer could be
told to put livestock indoors and may be told to give them stored feed.

The changes made to this section should eliminate most of the issues
raised in this po~tion of the 2.206 petition. The exact word.ng of this
section or any remaining 2.206 issues can be addressed by the utility
and appropriate State and local governments during the next annual
revision.

Page 15 “"Radiat:on and Nuclear Energy”

FEMA Region V requested the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) Region
V t~ review this portion of the 2.206 petition since this is more in
their area of expertise. The 2.206 petition asserts that pags 15 of Lhe
previously undated EIH contained s~veral misleading st-*-ments re’ Led
to the health effects of ionizing radiation. The 2.20 etition states
the entire page needs to be rewritten. The EPA Recion 7 reviewed the
previously undated EIH and largely concurred with the assertion of the
2.206 netition. However, EPA Region V also concluded that the previously
undated EIH did not imrinently compromise the implementation of the
emergency plan. As such, EPA Region V helieved the necessary modifi-
cations of the EIH -~ould take place within some reasonable time frame
without consequenca.
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This section of the 1988 EIH calendar was slightly revised from that
found in the previously undated EIH. The revisions do not change the
conclusions of EPA, Region V. Their written review commer ¢ are included
as Attachment 2.

Page 16 "Nuclear fnergy” Ard Page 17 "Safety"

FEMA defers any comment .oncerning tnis section of the Perry EIH to the
NRC. Page 17 of the 1988 EIH calendar concerns the design and cperation
of a conmercial nuclear power plant which is more appropriate for the
NRC to review, MWritten review comments from EPA Region V concerning a
portion of the text on page 17 of the 1588 EIH calendar is included in
Attachment 2.

Page 18 "About American Nuclear Power Plants and Chernobs1"

Thi. section of the previously undated EIH has been eliminated in the
1988 E£IH ca'endar. This should eliminate the 2.206 concerns regarding
the design and operaticn of United States commercial nuclear power plants
as ccmpared to the design and operation of R sian commercial nuclear
pcewer plants, e.g. Chernobyl.

Pages 21-28 "Map of Pick-Up Points, And Care Cenmiers"

The 2.206 petition is concerned that the undated EIH does not include a
map that shows the location of the receiving schools. In responding to
this issue it should be pointed out that there is no requirement for a
map of receiving schools to be included in an EIH, The 2.206 asserts
that the absence of this map causes confusion if peop’e cannot find the
receiving schools on a map. The evacuating and receiving schools and
their addresses were listed on a fr d out map that was separate from the
previously undated EIH, This separate map also included informati~n on
pick-up roints for people who need rides, Referral Points, Care Centers,
Public Information, Hotline Telaphcna Numbers, a checklist of things to
take in the event of an evacuation, and a 1i1st of radio and television
stations to monitor in the event of aciivetion of the ,rompt alert and
notification system,

A1l of the above information and the map has been included in the 1988
EIH calendar. Combining this map and accompanying information into a
single document and attaching the EIH to a calendar should encourage
people to retain this information. This should also eliminate the cri-
ticism of the 2,206 petitior that a separate fold out map was cumiersome.
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The 2.206 petition further asserts that the list of receiving tchools is
tentat’ ‘e and depends to a great extent on wnich way the wind is blowing.
The petition also asserts that the receiving schools could be changed

and be different from what is listed. FEMA Region V discussions with
staff at the Perry Nuclear Power Piant revealed that the list of receiving
schouls is not tentative. Of course, the activation of certain receiving
schools is dependent upon the parameters of any accident or event, whether
at the Perry Nuclear Power Plant or as a result of a natural event such

as a snowstorm, tornado, flood, etc.

Information on what receiving schools are activated would be provided

over the Emergency Broadcast Systcm (radio and television) and to the
media and public through media briefings and news releases at the Joint
Public Information Center once it is activated or by appropriate officials
prior to activation of the Joint Public Information Center, The fact

that scme of these receiving schools are only a fraction more than 10
miles from the Perry Nuclear Power Plant is a concern, however.

FEMA Region V discussions with a4 staff member from the Perry Nuclear
Power Plant indicated that the locations of the receiving schools were
selected to allow for emergency actions outside the 10 mile plume EPZ, to
minimize the time necessary to evacuate school children, and to allow

for a logical flow of traffic cut of the 10 miie plume EPZ to the receiving
schools so that students can be reunited with their families who would
the~ travel to destinatizns of their own choice or to a relocation
(congregate care) center. It was also pointed out that, if necessary, a
light snack could be provided to the studerts at the receiving schools,
bui the planning assumed the students would be reunited with their
family.

In the event the students were not reunited with their family the re-
ceiving school would remain open until a specified time and then closed.
Any remaining students would then be moved to a relocation center located
5 to 10U miles beyond the boundaries of the 10 mile plume EPZ., A sign
would be posted on the door telling people where the students could be
1ocated.

Based on the above information, *h~ use of receiving (staging) ¢chool

for evacuating students within *th. 10 mile plume EPZ is problematic for
the following reasons: (1) The students may be subjected to radiclogical
releases because of their proximity to the Perry Nuclear Power Plant;

(2) If students are kept at receiviiy schools for a number of hours,

then the receiving schocls are used as "de facto" evacuation centers,
without benefit of radiological monitoring, congregate care, and possibly
adequate shzltering; and (3) The evacuation of the students would be

based on ad hoc decisions in the event an accident at the Perry Nuclear
Power Plant was so severe that receiving schools near the 10 mile plume
EPZ could not be used.
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The assumption underlying thc evaluation criteria in Standard J (J.10.a,
Do, Cey oy Goy oy Juy Koy 1oy, mo, and J.12,) is that evacuation of
persons and groups within the 10 mile piume EPZ would be essentially
continuous from departure to their arrival at their destinations and/or
relocation (congregate care) centers, The use of receiving schools
(staging) within this cortext would entail evacuees being picked up
quickly by their parents or in the abser:e of being picked up by their
parents, moved quickly to relocation centers. Permitting students to be
retained at receiving schools located only a fraction more than 10 miles
from the Perry Nuclear Power Plant for possibly hours conflicts with the
intant of guidance in planning standard J.

Eval.ation criteria J.10.h. reinfor-es the underlying intent of the

guidance in NUREG-0654/FEMA-REP-1,Re¢v.1. In requiring relocation centers

to be located "at least 5 miles and preferably 10 miles beyond the boundaries
af the plume exposure emergency planning zone", it is expecied that

evacuees would be transported as quickly as possible to relocation

centers sufficiently far from the nuclear power plant to preclude or, at
least minimize, the possibility of further exposures to radiological

release and, therefore, the necessity to reevacuate people again,

Finally, the guidance is postulated on the basis that evacuation strategies
would be preplanned from departure ‘o arrival at relocation centers (or
other destirations of choice) without reliance upon ad hoc decisionmaking
25 may be neccessitatec in the Perry evacuation strategy for st: ‘ents,

At least three options are available to planners from the Perry Nuclear
Power Plant, the State of Ohio, and appropriate local governments to
address the FEMA concern of using receiving schools just a fraction more
than 10 miles from the Perry Nuclear Power Plant. First, the time interval
at the receiving schaols from ar~ival to departure for relocation centers
be shortenes to a period not “o exceed 30 minutes. Second, the strateygy
could be changed to transporting students directly from schools within

the plume EPZ to receiving schorls/reiocation centers located at least

15 miles from the Perry Nuclear Power Plant. Third, planning could call
for the early dismissal of studen’s at either the Alert or fite Area
Emergency accident classiiication level r:ther than Jjust prior to or at

the Geneial Emergency accident classification ievel. This, coordinated
with EBS announcements, coulu possibiy result in students being quickly
piiked up by their parents so that in an accident these students would not
hes2 to be evacuated a second time. Ooviously, in a fast breaking accident
this would not be » viable cption,

The State of Ohio, appropriate local governments, and the Cleveland
Elect~ic i) uminating “ompany should be given 120 days to develop a
schedulc of corrective actions to revise their evacuation plans. This
schedule should include a 1ist of milestones for irplementing the revised
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evacuation plans (strategies). These planning changes would be included
in the next annual revision of the State and local plans anu the Pe-
EIH,

Whether or not the separate fold out map of Pick-Up Points, Referral Points,
and Care Centars is cumbersome is an individual opinion. One could argue
that it is not cumbersome and is actually beneficial to have a map of

these faciiities separate from a general EIH., This map is bound in the

1988 Perry EIH calendar: however, the issue can be examined by the authors
of the Perry EIH when they do their annual revisions.

“Special Needs Information Card"

The 2,206 petition asserts that the “"Special Needs Ianformation Card" has
a box marked "Special Transportation.” The petition alleges that "Special
Transportation” tends to connote specialized vehicles to accommodate the
handicappe? such as vans with chair lifts, etz. In the opinion of FEMA
this may not be so. One could also conclude that an individual who dces
not drive or own a car would also fill out this card. It is obvious that
the card, taken in total, is a request to have anyone who may require special
help during an evacuation fill out this card and mail it to their County
Emergency Management Agency. It chould be pointed out that during the
November 15, 1986, Perry radic'ogical emergency preparedness exercise, it
was determined by the Federai evaluation team that offsite governments
were maintaining a current list of mobility impaired individuals and

that Ashtabula, Geauga, and Lake Lounties have procedures in place to
evacuate these mobility impaired individuals.

“Public Educaticn and Information"

Appendix C of the 2.2M% petition contains the results of a survey conducted
by tne Concerned Citizers of Ashtabula, Geauga, and Lake Counties during
the Spring and Summer of 1987. The purpose of the survey was to determine
whetner reauired decals are posted at hotels, motels, gasoline stations,
and phone booths in order to disseminate to any transient population within
the plume exposure pathway EPZ appropriate information that would be help-
ful if an emargency or accident should occur at the Perry Nuciear Power
Plant,

The 2.206 petition also points out that the new telepnhone director: for
Lake County, “"Ameritech Pages Plus, 1987-88", issued August 1987, for
Chesterland, Eastlake, Mentor, Painesville, Willoughby and nearby communi-
ties and the White/Yellow pages, issued by Ohio Bel!, contain no infor-
mation on emergency planning in the event of an iccident at the Perry
Nuclear Power Plant. Appendix D to the petition is a copy of last year's
teiephone directory which had two pages of emergency information and
evacuation instructions. The petition states the absence of these pages
in the above telephone directories violates NUFZG-J654/FEMA-REP-1, Rev.l.
planning requiremenis.
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FEMA Regien V conducted telephone discussions concerning these issues
with a staff member of the Perry Nuclear Power Plant on November 24,
1987, This staff member indicated that Appendix C, in his opinion, is
evidence that emergency information was distributed to hotels, motels,
gasoline stations, etc., even though the number of locations in the
survey that had this information available is small. In the opinion of
this individua’ tne “erry Nuclear Power Plant could not force the pr.-
prietors of these establishments to post or make available this material
once it was given to the proprietors, It is the opinion of this Perry
staff member that a good faith effort was made to provide this material,
FEMA Region V understands this position but still encourages officials
from this Perry Nuclear Power Plant and Ashtabula, Geauga, and Lake
Counties to continue efforts with these proprietors so that more of them
will make this material/information available,

This individual further pointed out that stickers were distributed and
plastic posters for transient areas such as parks, beaches, etc., were
provided to Ashtabula, Geauga, and Lake Counties. It was reported that
Geauga County actually installed posters in transient areas such as

parks, beaches, etc, Ashtabula and Lake Counties have their plastic
posters for transient areas but they have not been installed., Ashtabula
and Lake Counties intend to install plastic posters in the transient

areas at the time of an accident at the Perry Nuclear Power Plant rather
than have them installed now and subjected to possible vandalism., FEMA
cannot accept thc Ashtabula ana Lake County approach for installing
public information signs ai the time of an accident to avoid the potential
of vandalism., Ashtabula and Lake Counties should proceed to install their
posters in transient areas or develop a schedule for installation within
the next 120 days. FEMA believes the information contained in these signs
is too critical and should be readily available in the event there is an
emergency at the Perry Nuclear Power Plant.

It was also pointed out by this staff member that officials from the
Perry Nuclear Power Plant were aware of the deletions of emergency infor-
mation in the above telephone directories shortly after they were printed
and distiributed. Action was taken by officials of the Perry Nuclear Power
Plant prior to receiving this 2.206 petition, It was pointed out that
this emergency information material was supposed to have been printed in
the telephone directories. Discussions were held between officials of
the Perry Nuclcar Power Plant and the appropriate telephone companies
and/or printers as to why this material was not printed. Apparently no
explanation was given except that it was an oversignt,

It was reported to FEMA Region V that there is an oral agreement between
the Perry Nuclear Power Plant and the printer(s) of the above telephone
directories that the two pages of emergency information that was intended
to be printed in the above telephone directories will be printed and dis-
tributed to the holders of the directories via a spocial mailing which
will be completed in the near future.
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FEMA believes that once this special mailing of two (2) pages of emergency
information is completed this oversight will be corrected. FEMA recommends
effur:s be made to ensure this problem does not happen in the future,

Me "

Jummary

FEMA concludes that most of the issues raised in this 2,206 petition have

been addressed in the recently distributed 1988 EIH calendar. In some in-

stances, FEMA did not agree with certain assertions in the petition. In

other instances FEMA has agreed with certain 2,206 issues but does not

E?lieve that it is necessary to immediately revise and distribute another
Hl

FEMA strongly agrees with Mr, Thomas V. Chema's assertion in his
November 12, 1987, lettei to Ms, Connie Kline, Lake County Concerned
Citizens that "greatest success for implementing vour recommendations
will come by working with the utility companies, counties, and State
representatives.” Mr, Chema also pointed out in his letter that the
State of Ohio would not join in the petitioners request for action. The
above was also stated by Mr, Chema in his November 12, 1987, letter to
the Director, Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation, Nuclear Reguiatory
Commission. Both letters are included as Attachment 1.

FEMA recommends that the Nuclear Regulatory Commission order the Cleveland
Electric 11luminating Company to address within 120 days with the State

of Ohio and local jurisdictions the issue involving the receiving schools
and the issue iavolving the installation of information signs in Lake and
Ashtabula Counties.

Many of the changes suggested in the 2.206 petition have been made to

the 1988 EIH calendar distributed in December 1987, In addition, the

1988 EIH calendar as written does not adversely affect public health and
safety and as EPA Region Y concludes, does not imminently compromise the
implementation of State and local plans site specific to the Parry Nuclear
Power Plant, Other revisions to the Perry EIH could take place within
some reasonable time frame without consequence, e.g., during annual
revisions.

This review addresses only those issues in the 2.206 petition on which

FEMA offered review comments and is not based on those issues FEMA believes
should be reviewed by the Nuclear Regulatory Commission. The Nuclear
Regulatory Commission in their review of these 2.206 issues should make
their own conclusions on whether or not to order an immediate revision

and redistribution of the Perry EIH,

Attachment 1
Letter from State of Ohio, Public Utilities Commission to Ms, Connie Kline
Letter from State of Ohio, Public Utilities Commission to NRC

Attachment 2
Letter from EPA to FEMA
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&
RICHARD F CELESTE
GOVERNOR

November 12, 1987

Ms, Connie Kline

Lake County Concerned Citizens
38531 Dodd's Landing Drive
Willoughby Hills, OH 44094

Dear Ms, Kline:

The Governor has referred your 2,206 f11ing and cover letter to me, As
you may be aware, the Governor has asked that I assume responsibility for
nuclear power issues for him, My first direct fnvolvement in nuclear safety
{ssues came about when he asked me to be a member of the Cabinet Leve)
Emergency Evacuation Review Team to review our nuclear disaster preparedness
planning, The EERT work produced a series of twel ve recommendations on ways
to improve the nuclear disaster preparedness planning process for the Perry
and Davis-Besse Nuclear Power Plants. These recommendations covered a wide
range of planning issues {ncluding public education and {nformation, An EERT
working group of utilfty companies, county, and state representatives was
formed to develop agreements on the resolution to the EERT recommendations and
how to implement them,

Most recently, at Governor Richard F, Celes.e's request, 1 have
established a Citizens Advisory Council to provide recommendations to state,
local, and utility ofticials on ways to further enharce the safety of the
public from the sotentially adverse effects of nuclear power plants,

Althou_n nuclear power plant safety, is Dy law under the jurisdiction of
the Nuclear Re?u1atory Agency, the public Utilities Commission can play a
significant role both nationally, as well as locally, We can work to ensure
that the NRC has effective national policies and regulations in place to keep
nuc) ear power plant operations safe for the citizens of Ohio.

Locally, we can, in combination with greater oversight of NRC {nspection
prograns, and through focused review of utility company management policies,
practices, and organization, develop additional ways %0 leverage utility
company management accountability, as well as NxC insoection and the review
programs to assure the most robust nuclear safety program possible.

1t 1s with this background that 1 wish to respond to your letter of
o September 21, 1987 to the Governor and the attached 2,206 f1ling.

1 reviewed your 2,206 filing and fin¢ that there are indeed a gord number
of constructive improvements suggested that will benefit the tone, quality,
and substance of the Eue;*cncz Freparedness Information Handbook published by

the Cleveland Electric uminating Company.




Ms. K‘ ine
November 12, 1587
Page =2~

As | have expressed to those in the business of safety planning, prepared-
ness, or maintenance--there is no perfect emergency pian, as there s no riske
free enterprise or human activity, Planning for a disaster fs only a usefuy:
and prudent activity {f the plans are tested, and the plans are reviewad and
improved. If we accept a plan without perfodically testing the assumptions
upon which 1t was built, and exercise and evaluate its constituent parts, then
in reality we don't have a plan, just the potential for one.

Without passing judgmer. on the merits of each of the indivigua)
recommendations that Concerned Citizens make in their 2,206 filing, I think
that it would be in the best interest of the citizens of Onio for the State to
send a letter of support for your pet.tion to the Director of the Qffice of
Nuclear Reactor Regulation of the United States Nuclear Regulatory Cormission,

The support fo. your petition will be premised on the one hand by the
generally meritorious qualities of the recommendations made. and on the other
by supporting a program of review, redesign and distribution based on the
existing consensus building opportunities we have with groups such as the
Emergency Evacuation Review Team woiking group, and the Citizens Advisory
Counci) for nuc)ear safety.

i will urge the NRC to give positive review to the suggestions for

{mprovement of the brochure which you make, but we will stop short of
e110rsing the TOTAINLy orF tne rewedy whivh yuu acek, Further, | {ntend to

request that thc EERT working group &nd the Citizen's Advisory Counctl on
Nuclear Safe'y both raview your recommended changes and determire 1f they can
have positive impact in fmproving public information and safety, 1 think that
greatest success for implementing your recommendations will come by working
with the utilfty -ompanies, counties, and state representatives who have the
clear mandate to create a continually impreving, 1iving breathing, emargency
evacuation plan,

Thank you for your great interest fn contributing to the enhancement of
put)ic safety in Ohfo, The hard work and thought you have put into the 2,206
document 1s evident in the qualfty and care taken fn the substance of your
reccmmendations, [ am pleased to join with ou in your efforts to improve the
quality of & nuclear power plant emergency preparedness.

cerely

7@0})‘&‘“‘0

v"Yhomas V. Chema
Chairman
AG:bl

ce: Governor Richard F. Celeste
Ken Cole, Adjutant General's 0ffice, Disaster Services Division
Andy Grandjean, Chief, Nuclear & Gas Pipeline Safety Divisfon, Toncumer
Services Department
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Novesder 12, 1587 . ,3/,,’;'
Dr, Thomas Mr'ey, Director

Office of Nucleer Raactor Regulation

Unitad States Nuclesr Regulatory Commission
1717 N Streer, .M,

weaningteon, OC 20858

REt Docrat Nos, 50-44D and 50-44)

J

Dear Or, Mirley:

i amwriting 20 you In the Mattar of the Cleveland ngetﬂc 1IN uminating
Corpny, % 1. (Periy Nuclear Powsr Plant)) Docket Not. S0«840 ama 804441
Request for Action Unger C.F.R, 2,208 f1led Dy Patitioners Concernad (itfzems
of Lake, Saduga, 4nd Aghtaby)a Counties of Onte,

On bahz1f of tre State of Ohic, the undergignes has reviewsd the Petitionars’
f111ng and hat found that many of the racommendations contained 1M the filing
are meritarious and provide an agnrtunﬂy L0 anhance the qum:..v of the

Clevelang Electric I1iumtnating Company's Emgrgency Preparediass

handdook,

While at this time we do not formally join {n the Patitichers’ request for
action, we 61d want to make (¢ KRown to you that we balieve that . eahancement
of the pe f 198 handdook would Be 1N the Beos (nterest
of the 0 7 P e 5 1ive near the Parry Nudieir Fowse
Elant, Me strongly encoursgo your thorough review of the Pecomaendations mude
'{ ths Soncernad Cigizens and W@ 970 anxious $0 participaty with you 1n tagraving
the Inforwmation provided to citirens of northeastern ORi0,

In this regard, within the 1aat yosr, the Govaracr of Ohfe watadlfshed ay
Smergancy Evacyation Review Teen composed of three c&binS mEWdErs who gre
sharged with o review of che emerpency evacuation plans for the mic'car powgr
:um in Ohie. In Janvary 1987, the EERT produced & repert Shat mede o

readly rasching seriag of tweivi recomwmndations on wayd to 1MOrove oyp
eMePEEnCY proparadness 1n the aveat of & nuclear power plant disditer, Oag of
thote recommandations want to ths fasye of :u‘nu pducation, the subject of

the fnstant petition, The reccomendetions by ZERT have baen Generslly accepted
by #l] of the m'tmp.nn {6 amergenty planning and & dsries of agresments

Mave bean reac for the tmp)ementation of the EIKT Committee's recommandat{ong,

1a sdditicn, to provida for trecter public perticipation, the Chatirman
of the Pubt iz Vtt11tles Cosmisntem of Chie, at the request of the Governer,
estakitshed & Cltigan's Mﬂur{ founcil to adviss the stale govermment ¢
metters reloting to the roﬂ" elth ond safery of Ohioans that may be
affected by the potential nazerdl ef nueloar power plants.

T A -
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't ‘s sy intention 20 bring the suo{oct of the Concarned Citizeny petition
pafore Doth the warking group charged with inplementing she EERT recommerndation
pnd the Citizen's Adyigory council with the request that DOth of These groups
sesk o find mathods to {mplemant the resommendations which the Concerned
Citizens have suggested, In ovr opinfon, improving putlic SQuCation concerning
appropriate methods of avoilding ‘njuty from nyclear power PIANT hazards 1§ 4n
ergoing responsidility, wWe 109 forward %o working with the Nuclear Reguletory
Commission R0 try to qevelop reasonadle courses of ccifen to enhanca pubdlie
education and minimize risks.

Thank you for your consideration,

ﬂ troly yours,
; /%c,.‘,,;\dm&
“Thomas v, Cheme

Chatman

Tve bl

¢c: Qovernor Richgrd ¥, Caleite

ken Cole, Adjutant Grasral's Office, Disceter Services Divigiee
Cornfe X1ine, Lake Courty Concarned Citizens
Murray Bdlaman, vice President, Nuclear of Centerior
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UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY

o,
i "9 REGION §
w 130 SOUTH DEARBORN ST,
j CHICAGO, ILLINOIS 60604
et

ERPLY TO THE ATTENTION OF
8200 ay

Mr. Dan Bement

Federal Emergency Management Agency
Natural and Technologfcal Hazards Division
175 West Jackson, 4th Floor

Chicago, I11inois 60604

Dear Mr, Bement:

In response to your request of Novemb:r 23, 1987, the Radiation Program
staff of the United States Environmertal Protection Agency (USEPA) Region y
0ffice offer the following comments relating to three statements of
radiological significance from the Request for Action Under 10 CFR 2,206
for the Perry Nuclear Power Plant:

On pages 14.15 of the Request the assertion is made that paje 15 of Perry's
bnoklet entitled "tmergency Preparedness Information" contains severa!
misleading statements related to the health effects of fonizing radtation,
and should be rewritien, We largely concur with these assertions, On

page 15 of the booklet examples of nonfonfzing radiation are casually
associated with fonfzing radfation fn a way 1n which a lay reader could

be led to belfeve that they have fdentical health significance, Also, the
notion 1s put forward that low exposures to fontzing radiation (background
levels) are "normai®, while high exposures “"may be harmful to human
health®, This could e2sily be misinterpreted as stating that low exposures
ars safe. This misinterpretation may be carrfed further by the statement:
"But to be safe, the law requires that people are not exposed to too much
radiation", when the only numerical example of too much radiation put

forth 1s 25,000 mi1lirem (mrem). We feel that this section of the booklet
does need to be rewritten $0 4s to convey to the lay public & more accurate
picture of current raciation protection philosophy (1.e. Vinear, non-
threshold health effects model, principle of keeping exposure °s low as
reasonably achfevable, known health effects of fonfzing radfav on, etc,)
However, we feel that the lack of rigor in the current version of the
booklet will not {mminently compromise the fmplementation of the emergency
plan. As such, we believe that the necessary modifications of this booklet
could take place within some reasonable time frame without consequence,
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On page 14 of the request, exception s taken to the statement on page 15

of the Emergency Preparedness booklet: "By law, a nuclear power plant may

not ex;se the public to more than five mil){rems per year, The Perry

plant will give you a dcse of one or two millirems per year." We belleve

that the Vicense should furnish the reference for this statement, as our

own research into the Yegal 'imit for operation has not yfelded 2

consistent answer, The USEPA environmental standard for nuclear fuel cycle
factiities s 25 mrem/yr to the general public (40 CFR 190.10), but this

is & 1imit from al) nuclear fuel cycle cperations (i,e,, from both reactors

fn the case of the Perry station), The Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC)
fmposes an objective on the design of a nuslear power plant that it be built

to limit population exposures to Detween fiye and ten millirems per ycar due

to gaseous releases, however, this desfgn objective 1s assicned specifically ¢o

;lch 31;2; during its sitting and licensing, (10 CFR 50, Appendix I, Paragrapns
1 an

Finally, on page 15 of the request the assertion 1s made that "CEI plans to
recommend evacuation only to prevent projected pudlic exposures which wil)
exceed ,,, within six hours, the annual limit of 5000 millirems for nuclear
plant workers," (USEPA Regfon vV staff would Yike to obtain the refarence

for this statement,) "And any exposure already raceived during the emergency,
without limit, is fgnorec, This is a1 owed Oy EPA 520/1-75-001, which has
never been Justiffed, It was supposed to be Justified by Appendix C, to be
published later,"

1t 15 unfortunately true that Appendix € of EPA §20/1-75-001, "Manual of
Protective Action Guides and Protective Actions for Nuclear Incidents”,

18 still unpublished in final form, although a draft form of Appendix
does exist, The criticism of this fact s Justified, and will be
communicated to the appropriate USEPA staff. However, the bulk of the
criticism in this paragraph appears to be dfrected at an improper ang
inflexfble interpretation of the Protective Action Guide (PAG), presented
in EPA 520/1-75.001 which applies to the general public for the purpose of
svoiding unnecessary exposure from a passing plume, Moreover, the criticism
1s directed solely at the utilfty, when 1n fact, State and loca) responce
egencies carry the primary responsibility for using the PAC to recommend
and implement protective measures such as sheltering and evacuation, A
detailed understanding of the PAG may help to clear up this 1ssue,

The PAG for the genera) population/plume exposure from which the Stats and
Toca) agencies draw guidance applies to actual or projected exposures to
the gineral population commencing at the ggginnin of the accident, It
doas not cover population exposures occur ng dbefore the beginning of the
eccident which are 1imited to between 5.25 mi11{rem per year by environ.
rental standards and design objectives, The PAG s expressed as a range
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of real or projected exposures over which the need for protective actions
sheuld be considered, The PAG fs expressed as a range, rather than a

single value, fn order to give the States flexidility n thefr accicent
response. The purpose of the PAG 1s to guide cecisions about protective
actions $o that they may be implemented before the exposures actually

occur, 1.e., while the exposures are still only projected to occur, This is
corsistent with the philosophy of keeping exposures as 1ow 8s reasonably
achievable, and at the same time, allows local constrafits such as ease

and economic impact uf evacuation to be taken {nto accoui.t by respense
snencies,

The range of projected popu'ation exposures over which this PAG applies f1s
1090 to 5000 milltrem, The PAG recommends that evacuation be considered
when profections reach 1000 mrem (although evacuation could be recommended
at lower projections de;esding on local and plant conditions) and that
evacudtion be recommended when projections reach $000 mrem or higher,

1t 1§ thus, untrue that EPA 520/1-75-001 allows unlimited population exposure
ard, 1f ft 1s borne in mind that the State response agency has the primary
responsibility for deciding to reconmend protective actions, then it follows
that the criticism of the utility in this matter 1s largely misdirected,

Please contact us if we can be of further assistance fin this matter,

Sincerely yours,
¥eve Rothblatt, Chief
Atr and Radiation Branch (5AR.26)

&
‘



Enclosure 2

Federal Emergency Management Agency
Washington, D.C. 20472

APR | g 1988

MEMORAMDITY POR: J. Philip Stohr
Acting Director
Divisinn of Radiation Protection
and Bmergency Preparedness
Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation
1,8, Muclear Repulatory Commission

FROM: 4&4". rgm—/

Assistant Associate Nirector
Office of YNatural and Technological
Hazsrds Programs

SURJECT: Clarification of Two Issues in the Federal Frergency
Management Agency's (FEMA) Response to the Perry 'hiclear
Power Plant 2,206 Petition

The purpose of this memorandm is to clarify FEMA's position regarding two
{ssues addressed in our response to the Perry MNuclear Power Plant 2,206
petition on the Pmergency Information Handhook. ™e first issue involves
the recaiving schools and evacuation procedures involving schonl children,
The second issue involves the placement of ‘nstructional signs in Lake and
Ashtabula Counties.

It is FMA's position that the existing school evacuation planning procedures
involving the receiving schools shouwld be reviewed to consider alternative
planning approaches, as outlined in our February 26, 1988, response to the
Muclear Reglatory Zommission ('RC). In our view these approaches should be
considered for incorporation in the next revision of the offsite plans for
Perry. In our February 26, 198%, review we were trying to emphasize that we
pelisve this issue is importan* enough to warrant having all affected parties,
the State of Ohio, the lncal jurisdictions, and the Cleveland Electric Illumi-
nating ~orpany, revisit this issue within the next four months with a goal of
eithe: arriving at a schedule for implementing plan changes or adopting a
position on the issue,

Regarding the p)acemen®. of emergency information signs, FFMA does not concur
with the current approach of storing the signs in lake and Ashtabula Counties
because of the poten-ial for vandalisn., The difficulty of installing them
at the time of an accident overrides the storage approach, Our position
remains that the signs shonld he installed within the next four months or

a schedule srould be provided for their installation.

cr—
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gnclosure 3

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSICN

Before the Director, Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation

In the Matter of

THE CLEVELAND ELECTRIC ILLUMINATING

COMPANY, ET AL. Docket Nos. 50-440/441
2.206 Petition
(Perry Nuclear Power Plant, Units 1

and 2)

CONCERNED 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
Cleveland Electric Illuminating Company to the 2.206 petition
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 Plant.

while not explicitly conceding the validity of Concerned
Citizens' petition, CEI nevertheless took corrective action in
revising the handbook that, by CEI's own admission, has
"mooted" many of the petition's complaints. Concerned Citizens
finds that, in substantial part, the relief requested in the
petition has been granted by CEl's revision contained in the
1988 calendar. Indeed, the the word "mooted" throughout CEl's
response could easily be read as "validated" 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 decicion 6n only these

matters. A ruling on all other matters is unnecessary, as the

Y LUR-OHY é(’/’,




1988 calendar 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
without informat.on 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. CEi'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 schicols
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 schools listed in

the handbook, unnecessarily risking exposure to the plume and
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increase the risk of childhood cancer." (p. 32). See also
Environmental Protection Agency, A Citizen's Guide to Radon,
OPA-86~-004, August 1986: "Scientists estimate that from about
5000 tc¢ about 20,000 lung cancer deaths a year in the United

States may be attributed to radon."

The secticn on "Dangerous Levels"™ sh~1l1d be rewritten as

follows:

"You should avoid unnecessary exposure to radiation. Large
amounts of radiation, 100,000 millirems or more, received in a
short period of time, can cause radiation sickness and death.
Smaller doses increase the risk of cancer and birth defects.

Many scientists feel any amount of radiation has a risk."

4. The special needs information card should be postage paid
and pre-addressed. If persons must expend too much effort or
incur any expense the card is not likely to be returned. An
easy solution for addressing the cards would be to include
peel-off stickers, one for each county EMA so the person can

choose the appropriate county EMA address.

. The information about the Three Mile Island accident on
page 17 of the calendar tends to create complacency about
ruclear accidents, thereby undermining the message and purpose
of the handbook, a3 explained in our Petition. In addition,
there is controversy about the health effects of the TMI

accident. To state that the TMI radiation releases are not a
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