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. Honorable Harold E. Hughes
. United States Senate

Dear Senator Hughes:

~ Thank you for your letter of April 30, 1969, enclosing a letter from the .
senior American govermment class at the Towa Braille and Sight Saving
School regarding the safety of nuclear power plants. I note that the

~class became concerned sbout the use of atoridc energy as a source of
electric power after reading the article, "The Myth of the Peaceful Atom,"

- which was reprinted in the Des Moines Sunday Register from the March
1969 issue of Natural History magazine, :

The authors of this article have included a number of statements

unsupported by facts and quotations out of context in attempting to

support thelr thesis that the application of nuclear energy to the gen-
! eration of electric power is too fraught with danger to pursue.

‘While I believe that public airing of the potential hazards involved in
the use of nuclear energy is essential in dealing with control of man—
made radiation, I regard it equally essential that the whole story, in
balanced context, be presented to the public in the responsible media
and public forums. Unfortunately, this article exhibits little effort
to achleve perspective. Its conclusions. concerning the practical uses
and safety of nuclear energy paint a pessimistic outlook not shared by
the preponderance of informed scientific opinion. _ -

Of even more concern than publication of an essentlally one-sided view-
point on the hazards and benefits of nuclear energy are the assertions and
implications in the article that the AEC is not performing its statutory
function of protecting the health and safety of the public from the poten-
tial radiation hazards involved. Little effort is made to indicate the
rigorous measures taken to prevent accidents and to mitigate the effects
of accidents at nuclear reactors in the highly unlikely event that they
should oecur, or tc present the safety record.

I understand that one of the authors, Miss Elizabeth Hogan, appeared before
the Congressional Joint Committee on Atomic Energy during its extensive
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- Adequate protection against tornadoes is required for nuclear power
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hearings on "Licensing and Regulation of Nuclear Reactors” in 1967, and
presumably the printed record of the testimony of all the witnesses was
readily available to her. The testimony showed, for example, that o
ruclear power plants licensed by the AEC have compiled an outstanding \
safety record, with no radiation fatality or serious exposure ‘resulting .
from thelr operations to date.  No instance is known where any member of A
the public has been exposed, as a result of operation of these plants,
to radiation levels exceeding armual limits specified in AEC regulations
which are designed for protection of the public. The full record of
these 1967 hearings constitutes a comprehensive review of the Govermment's
regulatory program for nuclear reactors, and provides answers. and per- -
spective to many of the statements and implications made in the article, ,
"The Myth of the Pemceful Atom.” The printed record of these hearings, in -
two volumes, 1s enclosed. ‘ '

I am enclosing comments prepared by the AEC gtaff which are generally
addressed to the principal conclusions that seem to have been drawn by the
authors regarding safety of nuclear power facilitles, and radioactive
waste control management. One of the enclosures to the comments, AEC
testimony before a subcommittee of the House Committee on Science and
Astronautics, also discusses the safety of transportation of radloactive
materials which was one of the concerns mentioned in the letter from the
Towa Bratlle and Sight Saving School class. Also enclosed are copies of
the bocklets, "Licensing of Power Reactors,” and "Atomic Power Safety,”
which describe the ARC licensing process, the characteristics of typical
11ght water cooled and moderated nuclear power plants, and measures taken
for public safety. : o

Since the class expressed particular concern over tornado protection for
a muclear power plant plammed for construction near Cedar Repids by the
Towa Electric Lisht and Power Company, I would like to comment on this
point. The utility's epplication for a permlt to construct the Duane

© Arnold Energy Center was received in November 1968, and is undergoing the

comprehensive safety reviews required by the AEC licensingz process..

plants, especially those sited east of the Rocly Mountains. Generally,
such plants are desisned to withstand tornadic winds with a 300 miles-
per-hour rotational veloclty, a 60 mph translational velocity, and a
pressure drop of 3 psi in 3 seconds, which 1s believed to be representative
of the worst tornado that might strike a plant in the “"tornado belt.” In
addition, the simultaneous imposition of tornado-generated missiles 1s
evaluated together with the other tornado loads. -

As a design objective, the reactor 1s to be capable of being safely shut
down and maintained in a safe shutdown condition even 1f incoming power
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lines were lost and suoerstructure damage resulted to the reactor and
turbine bulldings.

If I can be of any further assistance, please let me lnow.

Cordlally,

{Signed) Glenn T. Seaborg -
Chairmen -

Enclosures: Distribution:
1. Licensing and Rewulation of ' Chairman (2)
Nuclear Reactors, Parts 1 and 2 Commissioner Ramey
. 2. AEC commgents Commissioner Johnson
) 3. Booklets, "Licensing of Power Commissioner Costagliola
: Reactors™ and "Atomic Power- Commissioner Thompson
Safety" General Manager (2)
: 0GC (2)
Secretary (2)
HLPrice
CKBeck
MMMann
CLHenderson
RLDoan
WGDooly
- EGCase ‘
PAMorris
HKShapar Reed 0/13/4’7
~PDR (50-331)~ /7¢7
OCR (2) (GM Control # 33569)
DR Reading
GErtter (DR-2161)

- NOTE: Draft. 1tr concurred in by PAMorris (DRL), BSchur (0GC), and HkShapar (0OGC)
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April 30, 1969

Honorable Glenn T, Seaborg
Chairman

Atomic Energy Commission
Washington, D, C. 20545

\

Dear Dr. Seaborg:

I have enclosed a letter which I received from the senior American
Government Class at the Iowa Braille and Sight Saving School
expressing their concern over the use of nuclear power plants, and
the possible constfruction of one near Cedar delds, Iowa.

Since I am not informed of the guidelines used by AEC in siting
nuclear reactors, I' would be most appreciative if you could suggest
a reply to this correspondence.,

Sincerely,

/&Wﬁ‘fﬁmﬁ(@ g//

HAROLD E. HUGHg
HEH:bjp'

Enclosure
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~ April 21, 1969

The Honorable Harold E. Hughes
Senator From Iowa
Washington, D.C. .

Sir:

After reading the enclosed article, the senior American
government class at the Iowa Braille and Sight Saving School
in Vinton, Iowa has become deeply concerned over the dangerous
use of the alom as a source of power, We are concerned because
the Iowa Electric Light and Power Company is promoting

the building of a nuclear power plant a few miles northwest

of Cedar Rapids, Iowa., Because lowa is a tornado state, such

a reactor could be very easily damaged by a tornado, which,
depending on the extent of the damage, could cause very

grave problems for the near by populated areas. Also

accidents could easily occur during the transfer of spent
réactor cores from the reactor £5 storage areas and reprocessing
plantsTSince—such materials must be stored 5T long_ periods
of time, tWe Containers im wAich these materials are stored
apessusceptible to damage—by Matural diSasters Such as
earthguakes ect,

We are concerned with this matter not only locally but also
nationally. We feel that people throughout the nation. are
concerned but do not voice their concern because they feel
that their individual opinions would be ineffective,

However, we believe that since you are our senator and :
spokesman, and are interested in the wellfare of the American
public, you will take action to prevent the use of the atiom
as a source of power until a way can be found to eliminate
the possible dangers. '

As you are our senator, we felt that we should write to you
first concerning this matter. However, we are willing to
-send letters to other prominent senators and representatives
if you feel it advisable. We hope you will answer this letter
and advise us as to what action you will take and as to how
we should proceed in this matter. We sincerely appreciate

your cooperation. ' '

A STATE BOARD OF REGENTS SCH(;)Oi.
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IOWA ‘xILLF AND SIGHT SAVING SCQOL

e oo VINTON, IOWA

Yours jvery truly,

‘%,7 st ///9 C'WQ/;/’J)-{,-AQ,W*L/Z'Z S
A most concerned and apprehensive
senl@r American government class

. A STATE VB_OA'HD OF REGENTS SCHOOL

o



Call Safe Atom
. A Myth ~

o ‘Nuclear power will soon be a reality in lowa,
with several plants near the state borders and another '
planned near Cedar Rapids. Little has been said
publicly al_)out the possible dangers of such plants.
The following article, which details these dangers,
has been excerpted from the magazine, Natural His--
tory, published by the Museum of Natural History
in New York. ' o

By Richard Curtis and Elizabeth Hogan

The belief is widespread that the nuclear reactors being
built to generate electricity for our cities are safe, reliable, and
pollution-free. But a rapidly growing number of physicists,
blologlsts -engineers, public health officials, and even staff
members of ‘the Atomic Energy Commission itself have been |
expressing serious misgivings about the planned proliferation of |
nuclear power plants. In fact, some have indicated that nuclear
power represents the gravest pollution threat yet to our’
environment.

As of June, 1968, 15 commercia) nuclear power plants were
operating or operable within the United States, producing about
one per cent of our current electrical output. The government,
however, has been promoting a plan by which half of our.
electric power will be generated by the-atom by the year 2000.
To meet this goal, 87 more plants are under construction or on
the drawing boards. Alfhough atoinic power ‘and reactor tech-
nology are-still imperfect sciences, these reactors are going up
in close proximity to heavy population concentrations.- Most of
them will be of a size never previously attempted by scientists
and engineers. .They are, in effect, gigantic nuclear experi-
ments.

\ Radioactive Matenals '

Atomic reactors are designed to use the tremendous heat
generated by splitting atoms.

Unfortunately, however, heat is not the only form of energy
produced by atomic fission. Another is radioactivity.

Some of the fission by-products have been described as a
million to a billion times more toxic than any known industrial
chemical.

Because the intense radioactivity in.a reactor core even-
tually interferes with the fuel’s efficiency, the spent fuel
assemblies must be removed from time to time and replaced.
The old ones are trarsported to. reprocessing-plants where the
contaminants are separated -from the salvageable fuel as well
as from plutonium, a valuable/ by-product. :

— o

Since no satisfactory means has been found for neutralizing
the radioactive liquid containing the contaminants, it must be
stored until it is no longer dangerous. Thus, reprocessing plants
and ' storage areas are immense repositories of ‘“hot” and
“dirty” material. Furthermore, routes between nuclear power
plants and the reprocessing facility carry traffic bearing high
quantities of such material.

Even from this glimpse it will be apparent that public and
environmental safety depend on the flawless containment of |
radioactivity every step of the way. For, owing tfo the
incredible potency of fission products even the slightest
leakage is harmful and a_ massive release would be cata-
strophic.

The fundamental question, then, is how heavily can we rely
on human wisdom, care, and engineering to hold this peril
under absolute control?

Abundant evidence points to the conclusion that we cannot
rely on it at all.

Nuclear physicists assure us that reactors cannot explode
like atomic bombs because the complex apparatus for detonat-
ing an atomic warhead is absent. This fact, however, is of little
consolation when it is realized that only a conventlonal
explosion, which ruptures the reactor structure, could produce
havoc on a scale eclipsing any industrial acmdent on record or
any single act of war, including the atomic destruction of
tHiroshima or Nagasaki. .

Numerous Ways

There are numerous ways in which such an explosion can
take place in a reactor. For example, liquid sodium, which is
used in some reactors as a coolant, is a devilishly tricky

LBHJCLEAR — . Please turn to Page EzghtJ




Fear ‘Perpetual Hiroshima’ as. Atom Power s Legacy iy
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X element that under certain clrcumstances -burns violently on
contact with air. Accidental exposure of sodium could initiate a
chain of reactions: rupturing fuel assemblies, damaging com-
ponents and shielding, and destroying primary and secondary
emergency safeguards.

Another possibility is that fission products could be carried
out of the reactor and into a city’s watershed, for all reactors
are being built on lakes, rivers, or other bodies of water for
cooling purposes.

What Would
TheToll Be?

What would be the toll of such a calamity?

In 1957 the Atomic Energy Commission issued a study
(designated Wash. —740), largely prepared by the Brookhaven
National Laboratory, that attempted to assess the probabilities
of such “incidents’ and the potential consequences. Some of its
findings were stupefying:

Continued from Page One

From the explosion of a 100-200 megawatt reactor, as many '

as 3,400 people could be killed, 43,000 injured, and as much as
$7 billion of property damage done. People could be killed at
distances up to 15 miles and injured up to 45.

Land contamination could extend for far greater distances:
agrienltural quarantines might prevail over an area of 130,000
square miles, more than the combined areas of Pennsylvania,
New York, and New Jersey.

The scientists and engineers who produced the Brookhaven
Report optimistically ventured to give high odds against such
an occurrence, asserting that the structures, systems, and
safeguards of atomic plants were so engineered as to render it
practically incredible,

" iMany of the grounds on which the Brookhaven team based
its conclusions, however, are shaky at best.

For one thing, all of us are familiar with technologlcal
disasters that have occurred against fantastically high odds:
* the November 9, 1965, “blackout” of the northeastern United
" States, for example. The latter happening illustrates how an

“incredible” event can occur in the electric utility field, most

experts agreeing that the chain of circumstances that brought

it about was so improbable that the odds against it defy

calculatmn

Many Accidents Already
A dlsturbmg number of reactor accidents already have

occurred — with sheer luck playing an important part in

averting catastrophe — that seem to have been the product of

incredible coincidences.

. 'Om - Oet:- 10, 1957, for instance, the Number One Pile

(reacior) at the Windscale Works in England: malfunctioned,

spewing fission products over so much territory that authorities
- had to seize all milk and growing foodstuffs ina 400-square-mile

area around the plant. A British report on the incident stated
~ that all of the reactor’s containment features had failed.

The Problem of

Reactor Safety -

' 7The ‘atomic industry has attempted to des:gn components
anﬁmgmdssothatimimofoneﬂtalsysteminaphnt
will noatfe suother,mﬁﬁngma“!museefeards”eeﬁapse

B IN OPERATION -
A UNDER CONSTRUCTION

'@ PLANNED:

Map shows locations of nu-
clear power plants in opera-
tion, under construction or
planned, The first such plant
in Towa is expected to be

complefed late in 1973 north-
west of Cedar Rapids. The
plant, being built by Iowa
Electric Light and Power Co.,
of Cedar Rapids, will. cost

'Nuc‘leer Power Plant Progress

Co., with headquariers in
Davenport, is sharing in the
construction of a twin $160-
million plant along the Missis-
sippi River at Cordova, I
The initial Cordova complezx,
of which - Commonwealth
Edison . Co., of Chicago, I,
has a majority interest, is
expected to be operating in
1970 with the second umit

A small facility was placed
in operation last year by
Dairyland Power Co-op at
Genoa, Wis., across the Mis-
_sissippi from the northeast tip
of Towa and a huge plant built
by Northern States Power Co.,

© of Minneapolis, Minn., has

been in operation at Sioux
Fails, S.D., since 1962.

Four other plants are pro-
posed near Jowa's border.

being built by Consumers
Public Power District of
Columbus, Neb., at Brown-
ville, Neb.; a plant being built
by the Omaha Public Power
District at Fort Calhoun,
Neb., north of Omaha; and
two facilities being built by
Northern States Power Co. at
Prairie Island along the Mis-
sissippi southeast of Minneap-
olis. These plants are slated
for complefion in 1972.

about $100 million. sial:e__d for completion a year
Towa-Illincis Gas & Electric later.

that nuclear plants in Connecticut, California, New York, and

other locations “have been approved with lower distances than”

our general gmdes would have indicated when they were
approved.”

Is it necessary to build atomic plants so big and se close?
The answer has to do with economics. The larger a facility is,
the lower the unit cost of construction and operation and. the

cheaper the electricity. The longer the fuel cycle, the fewer the
expensive shutdowns while spent fuel assemblies are replaced.
The closer the plant is to the consumer, the lower the cost of
rights of way, power lines, and other transmission equipment.

- Om a few occﬁhons an- aroused public has saccesstully
opposed the situation ‘of plants neéar population centers, When

v the Pacific Gas and Electric Company persisted in trying- to

has moreﬂaaamet m;mteh mtheseemiogly insurmotmtable
probiems" posed by the peaceful atom..Societies-of professional
engineers; and-others concerned with establishing techrical and
safety criteria for the nuclear industry, have described between
2,800 and 5,006 technical standards that are necessary for a
‘typical reactor power plant.

~ Yet, due to the rapidity with which the nuclear industry has
developed as of March, 1967, only about 100 of these had been
passed on and approved for use.

It is not surprising, them, to learn that serious technical
‘difficulties are turning up in reactor after veacior. At the Big
‘Rock Point Nuclear Plant, a relatively small reactor near
‘Charlevoix, Michigan, contrel rods were found sticking in
position, studs failing or cracked, screws jostled out of place
and into key mechanisms, a valve matfupctioning for more
than a dozen reasons, foreign material lodging in- critical
‘moving parts, and welds cracked on every one of sixteen
“serews holding two components in place.

Reactors in Wisconsin, Minnesota, Connecticut, Puerto
‘Rico, New York, and elsewhere have experienced innumerable
operating difficulties, and some, such as the $55 million am
plant in Nebraska, have been forced to shut down for good,

-owing to plant malfonctlon

I a major reactor catastrophe did occur there is good

‘reason to believe that the consequences would be far worse
than even the dismaying toll suggested by the 1957 Brookhaven.,
Report, for a number of developments since then have made
the threat considerably more formidable. .

. The Brookhaven Report’s accident statistics, for instance,
pertained to a reactor of between 100 and 200 megawatts. But
- while the 15 reactors currently operating in the United States
average about 186 megawatts, the 87 plants going up or planned
for the next decade are many times that size,

Close to Population Centers

Most serious of all, perhaps, is that tomorrow’s reactors
are now slated for location in close proximity to population
concentrations. While the Brookhaven Report had its hypotheti-
"zl reactor situated about 30 miles from a major city, many of
tomorrow’s atomic plants will be much closer.

Although the AEC has drafted “guidelines” for siling
-reactors, the Commission has failed to make utilities adhere to
them. In 1967, Clifford K. Beck, AEC’s Deputy Director of
Regulation, admitted to the Joint Committee on Atomic Energy

baild ‘a2 reacter squarely-over earthquake faults in-an area of
hmwﬁmcae&vay - the site was north of San Francisco
mhreedﬂeeompanytwbaek

They are: A $140-million plant
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progress up fthese chains, the concentrations often increase,

. sometimes by hundreds of thousands of times. -

; Take z1nc-65, produced in a reactor when atomic particles
interact with zinc in certain components. Scrutiny of the wildlife

" in a pond receiving runoff from the Savannah River Plant near

Aiken, S.C., disclosed that while the water in that pond
‘contained only infinitesimal traces of radioactive zinc-65, the
algae that lived on the water had concentrated the isotope by
nearly 6,000 times. The bones of bluegills showed concentrations
more than 8,200 times higher than the amount found in the

) water

- Here then are elear illusirations of the ways in which
‘almost undetectabie traces of radioactivity in air, water, or soil -
- may be progressively concentrated, so that by the time it ends

. npenman’sphteorinhisglassursandypackageofpmson

That, “low-level” waste is a grossly deceptive term. is. ob-
vious. In hiz book Living with the Atom, suthor Ritchié Calder -

* in 1962 described an “‘audit”of @wromnental radiation that ke
. and his colieagnes metngatasymposmmmmge&w’

\-.:nptoassesﬁen ‘

whenatmpower‘adveeatesareasked about the dan;gers

contaminating the environment, they imply that the relatively':
small amounts of  radipactive ‘materials released- tmder'l‘

“planned” conditions are harmless.
This view is a myth.

Radiation Builds Up
In the Body

In the first place, many waste radionuclides take an
extraordinarily long time to decay.
Further, many radicactive elemenis taken into- the body

tend to build up in specific tissues and organs to which thosc .

isotopes -are attracted, increasing by many times the exposur.
dosage in those local: areas of the body. Iodine-131, for instance,
seeks the thyroid gland; strontium-90 collects in the bones;
cesium-137 accumulates -in muscle. Many isotopes have long
haif-lives, some measurable in decades.

The Food Chain

Still another problem has received inadequate attention.
Man is by no means the only creature in whom radicactive
isotopes concentrate.

The dietary needs of all plant and animal life dictate intake
of specific elements. These concenirate even in the lowest and
most basic forms of life. They are then passed up food chains,

1+ from grass {o cattle to mﬂktoman, for example As they

;—-—

ihmaﬂ,ﬁeydidnotheydepossﬂaleescapeofstored

: active wastes, tBe implications of which were '
mbeﬂ&mﬂate"“m kept nagging us was the
waste disposal and of the remaining radioactivity

whichi. must not get loose. We were told that the dangerous
. waste, which is kept in storage, amounted to 10,000 million

" curies; If you wanted to play ‘the numbers game’ as am

irrespensible exercise, you could divide this by the population
of the world and find that it is over 3 cnrles for every
“individual.”

Exacfly what does Calder mean by ‘the question of waste
disposal”? -

It has been estimated that a ton of spent fuel in reprocess-
ing will produce from forty to several hundred gallons of waste. -
1t would take five cubic miles of water to dilute the waste from
just one ton of fuel to a safe concentration_ Or, if we permitted
it to decay naturally untll 1t reached the éafe level — and the

£ 1oine= Sunday Rtgﬁlw

word “safe” ‘is used adwsed}y — just one of the Isotm
strontium-96, would still be damaging to life 1,000 years frem :
new. o :
There is no known way to- reduce the toxrc;tx“of these
isotopes; they must decay naturally, meaning v1rtually perpet-
ual containment. :
The most common disposal practrce today is to stor.e the .

concentrates in large steel tanks shielded by earth and . .

concrete. This methed has been employed for some 20 years,
and about 80 millien gallons of waste are now in storage in

about 200 tanks. This “liquor” generates so much heat it boils . .

by itself for years. Most of the inventory in these caldrons is
waste from weapons production, but within thirty years, the
accumulation from commercial nuclear power will soar. if we.
embark upon the expansion program now hemg promoted by
the AEC.

Dr. Donald R. Chadwick, chief of the Dmsaon of Health of :

the U.S. Public Health Service, estimated in 1963 that, ihe? L

accumulated volume of waste material would come te-iwo. . -
billion gallons-by 1995. ‘-

~

Inadeqrzate Techniques
Of Waste Disposal

It is not just the volume that fills one with s1ckenmg
apprehension but the techniques of disposing of this material.
David Lilienthal put his finger on the crux of the matier when

he stated:. “These huge quantities of radioactive wastes must - -

somehow by removed from the reactors, must — without -
mishap — be put into containers that will never rupture; then - .-

these vast quantities of poisonous stuff must be moved either t6 ™

a burial ground of to reprocessing and concentration plaats,
handled again, and disposed of, by burial or otherwise, mth a'
risk of human error at every step.”

We are talking of periods “longer » in the words of AEC; '
Commissioner Wilired E. Johnson, “than the history of most_ .
governmenis that the world has seen.”

Yet already there are many instances of the fallure of. .
storage facilities. An article in an AEC publlcatlon has cited -
nine cases of tank failure out of 183 tanks located in Washing- . .
ton, South Carolina, and Idaho. And a passage in the AEC’s~
authorizing legislation for 1968 called for fundimg of $2,500,000:
for the replacement of failed and failing tanks in Richland, -
Washington. “There is no assurance,” coficluded the passage; - -
*“that the need for new waste storage tanks can be forestalled.”, - -

If this is the case after twenty years of storage experience, - -
it is'beyond belief that this burden will be borne without some. e

storage failures for centuries in the future.

The burden that radicactive wastes place on future generanj .

tions is cruel and may prove intolerable. Physicist- Jeel A. Snow
stated it well when he wrote in Scientist and Citizen: “Over . -
periods of hundreds of years it is impossible to ensure that:. -
society will remain responsive to the problems created by the -
legacy of nuclear waste which we have left behind.” T
“Legacy” is indeed a gracious way of descnbmg the reality -
of this situation, for at the very least we are saddling our-
children and their descendants with perpetual custodianship of
our atomic refuse, and at worse may be dooming them to the -
same agonizing aiflictions and deaths suffered by those whe"
survived leoshnp
Aware of Objectmns

The Atomic Energy Commission is ‘aware of the maiy "

. objections that have been raised to the atomic power program

why does it continue to encourage it?
_Unfortunately, the Commission must perform two' eonﬂn:t _
ing roles On the one hand, it is responsible for regulating the "~

- atomic power industry. But an the other, it has been’ charged"

hyCongresstopromoteme’useofnuclear energy bythe'"

in the’ atenﬂc"powa*

® e
and f'md that ‘we had readhed dn impasse, that weé’ ﬁed“beﬁ

doing the wrong thing with the wastes and we would: Hke
- recensider-the dispnsal methods, it would be entirely toe late, -
because: the: wouldexlstandnottmgeoaﬂdhedoneto-'
change that fact for the next; say, 600 or a theusand years :
: Going the Way of the Dinosaur?

~To which might be added a sobering thought stated hy Dr. -
David Price of the U.S. Public Health Service: “We.all live
urder the haunting fear that something may corrupt the -
environment to the point where man joins the dinosaurs as an -
obsolete form of life. And what makes these thoughts all the :
more disturbing is the knowledge that our fate could perhaps
be sealed twenty or more years befaore the development of .
sympioms.” :

What, then, is the answer? The only course rnay be to turn- .
boldly away from atomic energy as a major source of
electricity, production, abandoning #* As this nation has aban- .
doned other costly but unsucces”” ~ nological enterprises.




