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Cecil O. Thomas
Chief, Policy Development and

Technical Support Branch
Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation
Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Mail Stop 12E4
One White Flint North
11555 Rockville Pike
Rockville, Maryland 20852

Re Cleveland Electric Illuminating Co., et al.
Docket Nos. 50-440A, et al.

Dear Mr. Thomas:

On February 19, 1988, the City of Cleveland, Ohio sub-
mitted an answer in opposition to the September 18, 1987 applica-
tion filed by Ohio Edison Company in which Edison asks the Com-
mission to suspend the antitrust license conditions jn the opera-
ting 3icense issued in Docket Nos. 50-440A, et al., for the Perry
Nuclear Power Plant. Cleveland recently discovered that the
table of contents and table of appendices prepared by it were
inadvertently omitted from its answer. Enclosed are the omitted
pages.

Very truly yours,

'(,f, fv/Lp 1-

Kenneth M. Albert
Attorney for
City of Cleveland, Ohio

KMA/jat

cc: all parties (w/ encl.)
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