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Barry H. Smith, Escuire
Office of the Executive
Legal Directer

U.S.Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, D.C. 20555

Re. Boston Ediscn Companv ot a

(Pilgrim lluclear Generating
Station, Unit 2)

Dear Rarry:

The Commonwealth is in receipt of the stasf's
"Response to Motion of the Commonwealth of Massachusetts to
Del{er the Forthcoming Evzoentlary Hearings cn Zmergen.y
Planning on Class 9 Accidents." 1In this respense, you state
that there is no Class 9 Contention in the Pilgrim Licensing
proceedings. I am writi ng to clarify what appears tc be a
misunderstanding on this issue.

Cur reference to a Class 9 accident analysis
Prescinds from the Commonwealti’'s Contention 12 which alleages:

Neither the Applicants nor the Staff have
adecuately considered the alternative of
locating the propeosed plant at a site more
sui*ab’e rom a population density an

envi :onaenta’ sbandeth.

As you are well aware, this alternative site
contention has faxrly raised questions cf pcpulation densities,
anéd the resicdual risks of a major accident which the Staff's
censideraticns of populaticn and site characteristics purport
to assess. It was in this context relzting toour alternative
si : ferred generally %o a "Class 2
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Ver%.ttuly yocurs,

LAURIE BURT
Assistant Attornev Ganeral
Envircnmental Protecticn Divigian
One Ashburton Place, 13%h Floor

Boston, Massachusetts 021008
(617) 727-2263



