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Atomic ™nergy Commissicr
Wwashington, D. C.
Attn: Dr. Bruner, Asst. Director

SUBJECT: Lesk of waste at Cimmaron Facility
Crescent, Oklahoma

Dear Dr, Bruner:

We thenk you for the manner in which you resronded to our
conversetions on this subject, Mr. Donshue of your Chicago office
was tactful, competent and effoctive. Please extend our appreciation
to your lMessrs. Donahue, Ridgeway and Finn who spent their evening
of September 19 answering our auestions and trying to alley our concerns.
They are fine gentlemen, competent engineers and loyal empioyees, but
they could not allay our many concernse

Categorically, they conveyed to us a picture of a highly
sophisticated operation at Crescent that was well conceived, organized
and supervised, We don't doubt the validity of that picture because
such would be imperative given the hazgraous nature of the materials,
the ARC regulations end the corporate 2iebility for occupational
hazerds. We were reassvred to learn, of course, that there had been
no major violations of AZLC regulations.

As to the relative significance of this leck, we recognize that
4t is not very high on a ranking scale; hovever,neither can we dismiss
the leak cs being of no consequence or without implications for these
categorical recsons:

1. The long-term conspquences of the cuﬁiative effects of many
many small leoks /?soillswhen maltiplied by vastly lerger
and more numerous »lants of various designs and objectivec
operating over several decades,

2., The in-sight provided by examples of routine/commcn leaks
and the extrepolation of the implications and attitudes
associnted with those to much lerger nuclear facilities of
various types.

3, A probsble error in the assumption that allowable levels of
radiation reprasonted by minor leaks aro harmless or 40 not
multiply in a food-chain process not yet well understood,

4. It is illuminating to the citizens of Oklahoma in gaining an
awerenesas of the developing nuclear fuel and power industry.
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With that categorical statcment as background we can comment
on your representatives!’ suggestion that we probably feel that we
have bsen 'used”' by the esnonymous callers inasmuch as the leaks were
minor and were not ’'reportable" under AEC criteria., No, we do not
fesl that we havebeen nsed but believe that the motivation of the
callers was one of genuine concern and not out of vindictiveness. _
We belicve that the public interest has, in fact, been well served.

We can understand that you were puzzled, slightly embarassed and
gsomewhat irritated that the callers should choose a third party as
a communication channel. It could be interproted that they did not
trust you but hopefully your new rogulation, which became affective
on September 17, may improve their attitude, Further, you should not
be surprised that the callers or their contacts d « not come forward
during your inspection. After 2ll, it must have had all the :
appearunces of a very special and important inspection. So much so
it may have given en ominious impression that ALC or management were
looking for someonse, You elso have to try to understand that since
you must spend so much time with thea management of those whom you
regulate and therefore get to know thom better, labor and the citizens,
whose interests you are charged to protect, tend to think that you
rel~te more and better to management, I suggest that there is a good
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truth in this snd that it will particularly remain so as long
wust also perform the nuclear promotional/advocacy/R&D role.

Let us now consider some of the specifics in this minor leak at
the Cimmaron Facility:
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was the waste plutonium nitrate low in racdioactivity? Since
the level reportedly exceeded the full-scale csbability of

the counter (over 100,00 d.p.m's) used by the employ:does
imply thst employee's don't normally encounter levels this
high? Do we know whother the rzdiation wes closest to 100,000
or to 1,000,000 d.p.m'!s? What volume escaped?

Given, that a radiosctive and corrosive licuicu (pluvonium
nitrete) is involved, the solidification procecdure appears
inadecust> in that (1) an effective method wac not being
emvloyed to verify that solidification was initially achieved
Y or was subseouently verified as being maintained and

(2) Therz had been previous failures of the "Tiger Lock™"
compound which should hsve sugpested the neazd for ezrlier
corrective action end additional protective procedures.

It was r-rorted by your representatives that a precautionary
technique of placing the disposel drum in a plastic jacket
also feoilad inssmucn as it obviously did not contain the
liguid waste.

It would seem that the integrity and corrosion resistance of
the storage drum wes inadequate.

A stainless steel pan-type bottom in the trailer is reportedly
being used following this incident,
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¢, Given, thet the Cimmaron facility is (1) located on somevhat
of & hill adjncent to and overlooking Cimmaron River
(on South Bank); (2) in & region well known for tornadoes,
turbulent storms, frecuent moderately high winds and almost
alwais a slight breeze, generally prevailing from the South;
(3) in & region known for its cloud-bursts and wet periods
alternating with periods of hot, seering, 6ry windu; and
(4) is in an area known for soil wash and errosion from these
weather extremes.

Consecuently it seems patently obvious thet there is a ~
potential for a publich health problem when flimsy trailers
contain drums of questionable inl.grity. Predominant
southerly winds may deposit minuie particles of waste from
leeks, spills (and the "normal’ effluent as well) and deposit
some upon the river tsd and its sand bars, Regerdless of
the impact statement, It appears to be poor public policy,
over a long period, lo locate any such facility edjecent to
a river.

g. The hazard of drums developing & leak while enroute to the
disposal site or the hazard of having the contents of the
drums spilled in e higlway accident.

Tu the design, construction and operation of ships, submarines,
cormereinl aircraft and space vehicles it is common knowledge that
they heve never bsen continuously perfect in the accuracy of design,
integrity of construction and judgement in operation. Consequently
it is also common knowledge that innocent people have died as & result;
however, usually no more then a hundred or so were involved per
accident, #11 know some risk was tnvolved - considered ccceptable
and insurance underwriters dic¢ not find the risks too great, Now try
to fit this parellel to the nuclear power &ge. An accident may invelve
thoussnds or millions of people, thoy think no risk is involved and
the insurance experts will accept onlyalinited part of the risk,
Where will we find end how do we troin 211 of the supei error-free
human beings we will need for a continuously flawless design, constructio
and cperation of ths super nuclear power plants, Likewise for the fvel
processing, transporting, reprocessing, storegs, disposal and security
systems, If we say that the risks must be accepted then we are
acknowledging that people may die and if we are saying that we are
pleying GOD which we don't have the right to do. People have the right
to know the risks.

We look forwerd to when you can teke affirmative action to come
to the people of Oklahoma like you have a new mouth wash to sell and
say "Look good people, it is our job to tell you that a new nuclear
operation is proposed for your community and we think that you should
be aware that it has some risks as well &as benofits." Isn't this
gimillar in principle to what the Surgeon General says about the
possible health hazard of cigarettes?

Respectfully,
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