
Vufll d.iuu,..,,, r.. , ...... ,.'( , ,. ,· 

"T • 
ROBE RY A... ROE. New Jeruy 
GEORG£ E. BROWN. JR .. Cal1lorni1 
JAMtS H. SCHEUER. New York 
MARILYN LLOYD, Tenneuee 
TIMOTHY E. WIRTH, Colorado 
OOUG WALGREN. P1nnsylv1n1a 
OAN GLICKMAN, Kenn• 
ROBERT A YOUNG. M1uourl 
HAROLD L VOLKMER, Missouri 
BILL NELSON, Florida 

U.S. HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

COMMITTEE ON SCIENCE AND TECHNOLOGY 
STAN LUNDIN[, New York 
RALPH M. HALL ho1 
OAVE MCCURDY. Oklahom1 
NORMAN Y. MINETA. C1ldomi1 
MICHAEL A ANDREWS. hos 
TIM VALENTINE. Norih C11ohn1 
HARRY M. REIO. N1..,1d1 
ROBERT G. TORRtCELll. New Jersey 
FREDERICK C. BOUCtH.R. Vugini1 
TERRY BRUCE. lthnol1 
RICHARD H. STALLINGS, ld1ho 
BART GORDON, hnn11111 
JAMES A. TRAFICANT, JR., Ohio 

Hon. Richard H. Bryan 
Governor 
State of Nevada 
Carson Cl ty, NV 89710 

Dear Governor Bryan: 

SUITE 2321 RAYBURN HOUSE OFFICE BUILDING 

WASHINGTON, DC 20515 

(202) 225-6371 

October 3, 1985 

RECEJVEU 
10 CT ·; 1~85 

NUCLEAR WASTE PROJECT OFFICE 

MANUEL LUJAN, JR .. N1w P.h•ico 
ROIHRT S WALHll. Penn1..,lven1a 
F. JAMES SENSENUH[NNUl Jfl. W1tcon 
CLAUDINE SCHNE.101:.R. Rhode l1l111HJ 

SHERWOOD l UOlHLlllT. New Vo1k 
TOM LE.WIS, Florida 
DON RITilR. Penn1yl..,1n11 
SID W. MORUISON. We1h1ng1on 
RON PACKARD. C11!dorn11 
JAN MEY'lHS, K11n1u 
ROBE.HT C. SMITH. Ne.,... H11mp1hlre 
PAUL B HENRY, Michigan 
HARRIS W. FAWELL, llhnoia 
WlLltAM W. COUEY. JR., North C11ohn1 
JOE BARTON, Tuu 
D. HU.NCH SLAUGHTER, JR., Virgml1 
DAVIO S. MONSON, U11h 

HAROLD P. HANSON 
E.ucu1lve Oir•clor 

ROBERT C. KETCHAM 
G1n1t1I Co1.m11I 

JOYCE GROSS FAEIWALD 
Rapublic:10 S1ari Olrec:1or 

I am pleased to Invite you to submit written testimony on the Price-Anderson 
Act to the Subcommittee on Energy Research and Production. The Subcommittee 
Is conducting a leglslatlve Inquiry Into the need to extend and/or amend the 
Price-Anderson Act as It relates to the Department of Energy's contractors, to 
operators of I lcensed research reactors, and to others engaged In nuclear re­
search and development In general. 

We would appreciate receiving your comments on the need to extend and/or amend 
the Price-Anderson Act as It relates to DOE 1 s contractors. In particular, we 
would llke to understand the ramifications of allowing the Act to expire and 
your position on what, If any, I Imitation on llabll lty ls'approprlate. A 1 lst 
of questions Is attached and we ask that you respond to them as a supplement 
to your written testimony. 

The Subcommittee wll I need twenty copies of your statement for distribution to 
Members and staff. Please forward them to the attention of Ms. Debbie John­
son, Subcommittee on Energy Research and Production, Roan B-374 Rayburn House 
Office Bull ding, Washington, D.C. 20515 (202/225-8056). 

Dr. John V. Dugan, Jr., the Subcommittee Staff Director, can be reached at 
202/225-2884. However, should you have any specific questions about the Sub­
committee's Inquiry Into the Price-Anderson Act, please contact Mr. Louis 
Ventre, Jr., the Subcommittee Counsel, at 202/225-2981. 
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Attachments 

cc: Robert R. Loux 

Sincerely, 

MARILYN LLOYD, Chairman 
Subcommittee on Energy 

Research and Production 
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QUESTIONS RELATING TO THE PRICE-ANDERSON ACT 

1) What are the publ I c pol l cy reasons that support cont! nuatl on of the 
Price-Anderson system relatlve to accidents at contractor factl ltles? 

2) Under generic provisions of the Atomic Energy Act, DOE possesses the 
authority to Indemnify contractors, subject to appropriations, against 
damages due to accidents. Would this authority be sufficient to pronote 
the publ le pol lcles Identified In your response to Question #1? 

3) Should the discretionary "may" In Section 170(d) of the Atonlc Energy Act 
be changed to an obi lgatory "sh al I" to requl re that al I DOE nuclear 
contractors be covered under the Price-Anderson scheme? Why? 

4) Should there be a I Imitation on 1 labll lty for government Indemnified 
activities? Why? 

5) If the Act Is not extended for canmerclal ly-1 lcensed activities, what 
should be the I Imitation on 1 labll lty for DOE contractors? \l'hy? 

6) Does the Price-Anderson Act currently cover federal Indemnification for 
al I Incidents related to the transportation, handl Ing and ultimate 
disposal of high-level nuclear waste and spent nuclear fuel? Please 
expl aln. 

7) Should Price-Anderson Act coverage be extended to states and pol I ti cal 
subdivisions for detects In roads or bridges that result in spent fuel or 
waste transportation accidents? 

8) What are your reactions to leglsl atlon (attached), Introduced by Sid 
Morrison, H.R. 2524, which amends the contractor provisions of 
Price-Anderson to ensure that there are no I lmlts on I labll tty for 
nuclear waste activities carried out pursuant to the Nuclear Waste Pol Icy 
Act of 1982? Do you support or oppose this leglslatlon? What changes 
would you recommend to H.R. 2524? 

9) Should the Nuclear Waste Fund be the source of I labll tty payments 
rel atlve to nuclear waste activities? Why? 

10) Should the "extraordinary nuclear occurrence" concept be retained or 
should strict l labll lty be Imposed upon any accident causing damage? 
Why? 

11) Does the fact that· a DOE contractor Is not personally I !able for nuclear 
accidents make that contractor less concerned about safety? Why? 

12) Should nuclear waste or spent fuel carriers under DOE contract be 
required to obtain private Insurance at some minimum level to provide an 
Incentive for safety first, considering that there Is llkely to be a 
great deal of competition among such carriers? Why? 
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13) Should the contractor be I table for accidents that are a result of the 
contractor's gross negl lgence, wll 1 ful misconduct or bad faith? Why? 

14) Should Price-Anderson be amended to speclflcal ly exclude coverage of 
punitive damages and be I lmlted only to compensatory damages? Why-? What 
about recovery for pain and suffering and loss of consortium? Should 
direct personal Injuries and property damage take priority over these 
other damages? · 

15) Should the Act be amended to Include coverage for precautionary 
evacuations when an accident does not subsequently occur? Why? Who 
should pay for such evacuations? 

16) Should the Act be amended to al low the publ le to collect damages as a 
result of act! ans by sabotage or terror Ism I nvol v I n·g contractor 
activities? Why? Shouldn't the Innocent pub I le be protected regard I ess 
of the reason for the radioactive release? 

17) Should the twenty-year I Imitation on claims be el lmlnated leaving only 
the I Imitation that suit be Instituted within three years fran the date 
first known or reasonably could have been known of the damage? Why? 

18) Should the Secretary of Energy be authorized to make Immediate damage 
payments In the event of an accident at contractor tac! I !ties, or are 
existing provisions for Interim emergency assistance adequate? Why? 


