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It comes as a nasty surprise to learn - at this late date - that

there 's been no mechanism for making licensees (obdik;$i'Ma~ctor
operators,- plutonium processors and fuel f abricators) bbcially
responsible for cleaning up their mesces.

(In ciden t al l y, we wonder if NRC has sent conies of this notice to

the various insurance carrie rs?)
1 - The notice says your proposed rule doesn't cover compensation

to persons for injury or property damage. Nor are they cover"

ed by Pri ce- Anderson. Are they covered by any other rules?

If not, why couldn't these damages be included in this rule?

2 - We ' re at a loss to understand ishy the Commission is nostponing

the issue of financial responsibility for licensees who could

create "significantly more cbstly cleanups". Also, why sho61d

any licensee be considered for " exemption"?

3 - As to metnod, why not base the level of financial resnonsibility

on the quantity of radioactive material kept on hand by the

li cen see ? Whe ther it has a long or short half-life (unless

it's a matter of seconds), quantity should be a fair gagge
,

of damage potential.
(A Whether the material is enen.psulated seems immaterial. You citeq

[ an example in 1982 when a sealed source of americium-241 rupture

4 The financial size of a licensee doesn't necessarily have a

bearing on financial resnonsibility. A large hospital might

} handle a very small amount of radioactive material,

f 4 - If (as in your example of the tritium mfr in Tucson) a licensee
can't provide for financial renonsbbility, what's to stop you

O from revoking his license? The same apuroach should anply to

d licensees with "noor safety and/or inspection histories."

5 - Finallyk your proposal of a 42 million " maximum" of financiale s
li resnonsibility seems unduly lenient. (Compare it with the
si

EPA reauirement that owrers and operators of hazardousw#aste
7

w3 f cily ties carry coverage from $1 millior to #6 million)
N [ JUL i 1985

* '

N sms 383l f:I Mf k|
Ah-

tJ\ %
k f 1 l 8507160574 050709 ""*A'

O #, v J
PDR PRs '

r
30 50FR23960 PDR


