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PREFACE

This manuscript offers a narrative history of Hanford and
the Tri-Cities. It.presents an overview of the fifty years since
the founding of the Haﬁford plant and the new town of Richland in
1943. As a collaboration between a historian of technology
(Bruce Hevly) and a historian of western communifies (John M.
Findlay), the manuscript naturally naturally incorporates those
two perspectives. Both of us are concerned with'the cultural
history of Hanford and the Tri-Cities, particularly as it can be
understood within the contexts of modern U.S. civilization, the
American West, and Washington state.

In our researching and writing during the last few years, we
have been acutely aware of the intense current interest in-
Hanford, and of the new publications and ongoing investigations
concerning its history that have stemmed from this interest. 1In
fact,‘our success in studying Hanford and the Tri-Cities derives
in large part from the efforts of others who have led the way in
arri§ing at conclusions and, equally important, in making
available sources that previously had been inaccessible. As our
endnotes acknowledge, we.owe a considerable debt to other

researchers and writers. However, we have not had the same

emphases. and concerns as other investigators, and we view our

study as a complement to other works.
when we began our study of Hanford in 1989, we noted some

shortcomings in the extant historical literature pertaining to
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Hanford. First, much had been written from the perspective of
Washington, D.C. In the three-volume, official history of the.
Atomic Energy Commission, Hanford is treated largely as a
distant, minor satellite in a solar system revolving around
policy-makers in the nation’s capitai. Little thorough research
and writing had been done concerning either the development of
the site and its influehce on surrounding communities, or the
relationship between Hanford and Washington, D.C.

The scholarly neglect of Hanford was not replicated in the
cases of Oak Ridge, Tennessee and Los Alamoé, New Mexico. These
atomic facilities had, like Hanford and Richland, also been .
created during World War Two, but they were apparently more
attractive to scholars, perhaés because their research-and-
development missions seemed more intéresting, maybe even more
glamorous. The_Hanford site, unlike the others, was devoted to

plutonium production. What went on there was an industrial story

above all. Neglect of this distinguishing feature of the nature
of the historical attention paid to £he site was a second
shortcoming in the historical literature. This industrial story
was most dlearly evident in the years after the Second World War,
a fact that illuminated a third weakness in the historical
attention paid to Hanford. Most students of the site had
concentrated primarily on its role in the Manhattan Project. Few
examined its development after 1945, even thdugh its postwar
expansion and its role as the primary source of fissionable
materials for America’s weapons program between 1946 and 1953

made it unique.

Since we have been researching and writing ourselves, a

number of the gaps in Hanford’s history have been filled in by

other studies. On the Home Front: The Cold War Legacy of the .

Hanford Nuclear Site (1992), by Michele Stenehjem Gerber, has

greatly increased our knowledge of Hanford during the period
1945-1964. The book also addresses developments in the Tri-

Cities during the 1980s. Atomic Harvest: Hanford and the Lethal

Toll of America’s Nuclear Arsenal (1993), by Michael D’Antonio,
narrates the developments of the later 1980s and early 1990s
during which ‘a number of investigators unéarthed unsafe
pract%ces, both in Hanford’s more distant past (mainly 1944-1964)
and in more recent times (1985-1988). These books are just two
titles out of an outpouring of recent and ongoing work on Hanford
conducted by journalists, scholars, activists, and others.
Researchers working on the Hanford Environmental Dose
Reconstruction Project, on the Hanford Thyroid Disease Study, on
various Hanford environmental restoration efforts, and on the
lawsuits surrounding Hanford‘’s impact on Northwest populations,
are also contributing to the flood of information about Hanford.
Our study has benefited enormously from the existence of
these many other efforts, and it has incor?orated many of their
data-and conclusions. However, we subﬁit‘that these other
studies have limitationS“with which scholars must reckon. A
number of the studies remain controversial and, we think, flawed.
Furfhermofe, these other studies, like earlier efforts looking
just at the period of the Second World War, tend only to cover

certain eras of Hanford’s history. On the Home Front, for
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i ' d does
example, focuses particularly on the years prior to 1964 an

much less with succeeding years. Atomic Harvest, by contrast,.

primarily addresses the years 1985-1992.

The various existing studies tend to have one additional

overriding thing in common. Almost every one of them represents

a direct response to current concerns over the health effects of

‘Hanford emissions. There are very good reasons why Hanford’s
health effects have grabbed center stage, and we do not wish to
suggest that the situation sﬁould be otherwise. However, we do
believé that, because of the overriding focus on emissions and
public health, many key dimensions of the story of Hanford and
the Tri-Cities--including dimensions which may have direct or
indirect bearing upon the health effects issue--remain rather
negle;ted. Becéuse of the concern surrounding health effects,
there has been a'tendency to write a quite specialized history of
Hanford before & more general view is in place.

Cconsequently, our goal has been to develop a narrative
overview of Hanford and its social, political, and economic
relationsﬁips to the surrounding'metropolitan area, extending
from the early 1940s through the early 19505. We are concerned
especially with surveying how technological, spatial, and
cuitural communities emerged, influenced each other, and
experienced change as Hanford’s fortunes ngedpand waned over
five aecades. our story certainly overlaps with that told by
others, but it differs as well in its emphases anq nature.

Like other writers, we review developments prior to 1945,

but the bulk of 6ur work concerns the era after 1945. 1In three

vii

chapters we” focus especially on the culture and technology .of
Hanford as a production facility between 1945 and 1964, and then
in two more chapters consider how Hanford and the Tri—éities
respdnded to.fhé loss of the plutonium-producing mission after
1964. We include a great deal of material on Richland, "The
Atomic City of the Weét," and we also survey, more briefly,
developments in Pasco and Kennewick. We are concerned to show
how the Tri-Cities area was affected by nuclear technologies and
by federal policies concerning Hanford. VOur review of the
politics behind Hanford entails a consideration of the local,
state, énd federal arenas of government, because decisiéns made
at each of these levels had a bearing on the evoiution of Hanford
and the Tri-Cities. Rather than focus either on policy-makers in
the nation’s capital, or on events and people in the vicinity of
Hanford, we try to portray the relationships between the two
different places.

In the course of doing work on somewhat neglecfed topics, we
have naturally undertaken research in a humber of somewhat |

neglected collections of primary sources and secondary materials.

~These include manuscript collections in the National Archives:

syStem, in the Historian’s Office of the Department of Energy,
and at the University of Washington Library. We have also

considered a wide variety of published materials, including

. technical publications and the mass media. Like other scholars,

we have also made use of the DOE Public Reading Room in Richland.
While we feel that our research has been extensive, however,

we do not claim to have consulted "all" the relevant documents,
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or eveq all the "important" ones. Given the time and budgetary
constraints under which this study has been prepared--and given
the fact that recent U.S. history presents scholars with the
problem of too many dpcuments, and not too few--it was clear that
we had to be selective in the sources we consulted, just as we
Qere selective in the topics upon thch we focused. Hanford's
‘story is large and complex. No.one monograph will capture it.

Purthermore, for us,this study of Hanford remains a work in
progress. We are pleased to provide the DOE with a manuscript
that can be of use as people commemorate the fiftieth anniversary
of Hanford and Richlaad. At the same time, we intend to continue
our work on Hanford and the Tri-Cities--consulting more primary
sources, benefiting from the continuing stream of publications on
Hanford, gaining additional perspective on our interpretation,
and writing more'abeut the topic. We have already benefited from _
feedback on previous drafts of this manuscript By incorporating
some of the suggestions of ouf readers.

* * *

In the course of our work we have received generous
assistance from many quarters. Financial support from the DOE
was extended through the office of Tom Bauman of the Richland
Operations_foice. The details of our cooperative agreement were
arfanged and maaaged by Marji parker of the Richland Operations
Office. Dennis Deford and Dr..Michele Stenehjem Gerber of the
Westinghouse Hanford Company conversed with us aboﬁt Hanford’s
history, and Terri Traub and the staff at the DOE Public Reading ,

Room proved courteous and helpful in locating and copying

ix

materials for us. Every one of these individuals offered us
encouragement. .

At DOE offices in Germantown, Mafyland, Dr. Roger Anders,
Archivist-Historian, and other members of the.Historian’s,Office
assisted us in locating materials pertinent to our etudy. Dr.
Anders and Dr. Benjamin Franklin Cooling, Chief Historian,
offered both constant encouragement and helpful comments on our
draft chapters. We also benefited from readings of earlier
drafts by Michele Stenehjem Gerber and by Dr. Ronald L. Kathren
of Washington State University, Tri-Cities.

Regarding the staffs of the various branchee of the National
Archives that we visifed, special thanks go to Dr. Sue Karren of
the Pacific Northwest Region in Seattle and Dr. Charlie Reeves of
the Southeast Region in East Point, Georgia. We similarly
benefited from the staff, especially Karyl Winn, at the
Manuscripts and University Archives, University of Washington
Libraries.

Professors Jere Bacharach and Richard Johnson, past and
present‘chairs of the History Department at the University‘of
Washington, have supported our project in numerous ways, and
Marge Healy oversaw its administration for the department and the
University. The following students served as graduate research
assistants: Jennifer Alexander, Sharon Boswell, John Eby, Glen
Furnas, Lorraine McConaghy, Laura McKinley, Kathy Morse, Will
Prust, Joe Roza, Robert Self, and Moran Tompkins. Their work was

often tedious, but vital, as they inventoried unindexed materials
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CHAPTER ONE
Building a Factory and a Vvillage:

Hanford and Richland, 1942-1946

The development of the Hanford Engineer Works (HEW) during
World War Two was governed above all else. by two sets of
circumstances. First, the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers raced
under unusual wartime pressures to build an enormdus industrial
plant that utilized untested technologies. The plant had to be
'completea quickly in order to keep to the tight schedule mandated
by the U. S. Army for the Manhattan Project’s effort to build an
atomic bomb. The project required an immense amount of
expertise, labor, and building méte:ials, at a time wheﬁ each of
these commodities was in short supply. It aemanded tremendous
secrecy, despite its immense size, and it entailed the
construction of a permanent set of facilities, including a whole
new town, even.though it was not clear that these facilitieS'
would be needed after the war. And on top of all these |
préssures, tﬁere was the distinct possibility that the project
might fail to achieve its goal, in which case it was certain to
be investigated cloéely after the war. HEW was built and began
operations at a time when hothing about it could be explained,
not even its own importance. But its builders lived under the
fear of having to explain--and justify--everything, especially if
it did not succeed. ' ‘

While the first set of circumstances affected virtually

every part of the Manhattan Project, the second set revolved



around the peculiar siting of HEW. Hanford’s production reactors
and separation facilities had to be isolated from major
population centers and from the ocean coasts, yet at the same
time required close proximity to ample amounts of fresh water and
electricity, and some access to transportation lines. The |
Hanford area in south central Washington was one of the very few
eligible places in the‘country for such a project. Yet, both
during and after the war, it became apparent that the very
environs that seemed so suitable as a site for a wartime
plutonium plant were not so ideal for such other needs as
recruiting an adequate workforce, housing a new town, or
containing the plant’s many wastes. Nonetheless, once the
wartime decision to loéate the plant at Hanford had been made in
necessary. haste, the governmenf, its contractoré, and. Hanford
employees and their families became wholeheartedly cémmitted to
remaining at Hanford. There would be no turning back, and little
second-guessing. |
* * *

The choice of Hanford as site for part of the wartime

Manhattan Project illustrated precisely how the Americah Far West

came to be selected after 1942 for more than its share 6f federal

atomic and nuclear weapons facilities. The region was attractive

in large part because it seemed empty. It was not heavily
populated, compared to the East, and its expanses of apparently
vacant land seemed ideal for absorbing the impact of weapons
manufacture, assembly, and testing. The region also seemed to

promise tighter security for top-secret work because its

remoteness could isolate facilities ffom inquisitive eyes:
furthérmore, in the years before the later 1970s, the Weét’s
economic underdevelopment encouraged many of its elected
officials to embrace federal programs as sources of additional
revenue for their states and towns. Such considerations help to
explain the decision b;.November 1942 to build a laboratory for
perfecting and assembiing atomic bombs at Los Alamos, New Mexico.
The.following month, the Manhattan Project began sglection of
Hénford as its second far western site.

The decision to build at Hanford was consciously made in
order to transfer scientific discovery (or its application) from
the cities tb thé provinces. On December 2, 1942, scientists at
the Manhattan Project’s Metallurgical Laboratory, at the
University of Chicago, achieved the world‘’s first controlled.
nuclear chain reaction, and thereby demonstfated how a pile or
reactor could produce plutonium. Even before this historic
first, howeQer, the Manhattan Project’s scientists and engineers
intgnded to build the world’s first, full-scale, production
reactors, piles 500 million times as powerful as that in Chicago.
A "scaling-up" of such unprecedented dimensions, to be conducted
without much knowledge of radiation’s dangers, required isolation
of the plant from major population centers.! Thus it would not
be constructed in or around Chicago or Oak Ridge. Between
December 14 and'l6,'1942, Manhattan District officers, MetLab
scientists, and du Pént enginéers met at dﬁ Pont headquarters in
Wilmington, Delaware, to develop specifications for siting.the

plant. Aware that the'plant would generate an enormous amount of



dangerous wastes, they determined to build the reactors and
processing facilities in a vacated expanse of at least 200 square
miles, at leastﬁzo'miles away from any town with more than 1,000
fesidents. To ensure secrecy, the plant also had to be at least
10 miles away from the nearest public road or railway. At the .
same time, operation of the facilities would require almost -
immediate access ‘to both a fresh-water flo& of at least 25;000
gallons per minute and-at least 100,000 kilowatts of |
electricity.2 B

To find suah a place, Brigadier General Leslie Groves
instantly dispatched Colonel Franklin T. Matthias, of the Army
Corps of Enginaars, and A.E.S. Hall and Gilbert Church of du
Pont, to the Far ﬁest, "with an investigation of the Grand Coulee
area [to be] made first." Locations along the Columbia River
doubtless appeared especially attractive, not only because of the
heavy flow of cold, alear water but also because of the abunéance
of hydroelectricity generated by the New Deal’s recently
completed dams. On December 22, 1942, Matthias flew over north
central Oregon and south central Washington. He held out little
hope for the "productive wheat land" along Oregon’s Deschﬁtes
River, but the arid territory-in the vicinity of the towns-of
white Bluffs, Hanford, and Richland, Washington looked "far more
promising." Matthias droae around the area the following day and
reported on it favoraaly to Groves by phone. After investigating
additional sites in California, he returned to washington, D.C.,
and recommended the Hanford site to Groves on the‘laat day of

1942. Groves and Matthias returned to the vicinity on January

16, i943 for a final look, but they had already set in motion the
process by which the U.S. ébvernment would acquire the land. The
Hanford Engineer Works ultimately occupied 670 square miles, or
about.428,850 acres, in'Benton, Franklin, and Grant counties. 3

This isolated site, located in an agricultural region that
was accustomed to a slow pace of change, suddenly became home to
a flufry of aativity. On the banks of the Columbia, the .
construction gangs under the Army Corps of Engineers, du Pont,
and Stone and Webster, with a multitude of subcontractors, built
Hanford’s reactors and the rest of the structure necessary to
produce plutonium: roads and electrical systems; water works to .
carry waﬁer from the Columbia through the reactors.and back to
the river, a factory to ready the uranium fuel to be loaded into
the reactors, and tﬂe chemical separation facilities to extract
plutonium from the processed uranium reactor fuel. Through the
construction of the B reactor, and its wartime fellows, the D and
F reactors, Hanford’s workers and managers learned to manipulate
them to meet the production schedules imposed by the Manhattan
District. It was in this period that the practices of managiﬁg
graphite production reactors were worked out, and patterns set
which persisted throughout the life of Hanford’s production
mission. |

‘In November, 1944, just over two years after Colonel
Matthias selected Hanford-as the Manhattan project’s plutonium
production center, Hanford’s B reactor produced its first samples
of plutonium--nicknamed "postum" for security.reasbns—-which

began to be delivered to Site Y, the Los Alamos iaboratory, in



February 1945. Thosg'two years represented the culmination of
half a decade of scientific research on the physics of uranium
fiséion, which was translated first into an experimental reactor
at the University of Chicago, under the auspices of the
Metallufgicai Laboratory, and #hen into an industrial. semi-works
supervised by DuPont’s engineers.4 Haﬁford repfesented something
different from the test of a set of scientific theories (a fact
that was not always recognizéd iﬂ'the coyrse of occasional
friction between fhe scientists and the engineers on the sites),
yet its success stemmed directly from a series of just such tests
within the scientific community.

The American development of the theory of artificially-
induced uranium fission went back to January of 1939, the same
- month that Columbia river water begah to pool up behind the'néwly
completed Grand Coulee Dam.’ Af the Carnegie Institution of
Washington, a hastily-assembled éxperiment confirmed reports from
Germany that neutrons of proper energies could prompt uranium
nuclei to break apart. Niéls Bohr, among those gathered for a
scientific meeting at Georée Washington University, had proposed
that the rare, odd-numbered isotope, Uranium 235, was the
unstable one. Chemical reactions, including conventional
explosions, drew their energy from the forces which normally held
electrons to nuclei in atoms. Because the energies binding
together a heavy nucleus were so much greater, if a nuclear
éxplosion could be created, it would be one of tremendous

magnitude.§

As the-physicist'Leo Szilard and others soon realized, for
such a reaction to be explosive, it would have to be rapid and
self-sustaining: a chain reaction, in which each fissioning
uranium nucleus released .neutrons, which could collide with other
uranium nuclei and extend the fission process. Laboratory‘
research in.fhe U.S. and Great Britain established that U235
tended to fission, and that a concentrated lump of it, in a
quantity which seemed possible to obtain,'would explode.7

The year 1939 brought'many shocks and worries. In
September, west coast physicists were together at the Seattlé
meeting of the American Physical Society when they learned of the
beginning of World wér'II.. Students of the Berkeley physicist
E.O. Lawrence were soon prominent in efforts to establish the
routes by which an atomic bomb might be built, and Lawrence
himself in 1940 joined the effort to mobilize scientific
resources for war. East coast physicists, encouraged by Szilard,
discussed the possibility of voluntarily keeping their research
results secret, although an international accord was not
reached.® Government committees began to consider the
possibility of nuclear weapons. In becember 1940 at Berkeley,
Glenn Seaborg discovgred the first indications of the existence
of a ne& elemént, artificially created ih-the Berkeley cyclotron,
which he named "plutonium." He and his collaboratofs isolated
and identified the element in late February, 1941, and then began
to gather information about it. Its most-comﬁon isotope had a

nuclear mass of 239, making it a likely candidate for explosive



fission, according to explanations advanced by Bohr about the
behavior of heavy nuclei.?

Plutonium emerged as a parallel route to a nuélear
explosion: " a uranium bomb would depend on the Americans-’ ability
to separate U235 from the much hore common U238, a process that
wbuld require sorting the two chemically-identical substances
based on the differences-in their masses. The new element,
plutonium, represented a way to make uselof Uzﬁe, by transforming
it into plutonium in a reactor. As this process began to be
'sketched out, first in the Cblumbia laboratory of the emigrant
physicist Enrico Fermi, who had done research on neutron physics
in Italy, and then at the Chicago Metallurgical'Laboratory, it
depended on a self-sustaining reaction in a nuclear pile;
Literally a stack of uranium and moderating material, the pile
slowed neutrons produced by uranium fission, to an energy where
they induced further fission in the U235 (providing a continuing
source of neutrons fqr the process); fast neutronswere captured
by the more abundant U238. The result of this last interaction,
U239, decays in 23 minutes into neptunium, an intermediate
product which ‘in turn decays into plutonium. Thus the reactor
waé to act, on the small scale, as a neutron factory, sgstained
by the neutron-induced decay of U235 and employing excess
neutroﬂs to traﬁSform U238 into plutonium. On the large scale,
then, the neactpr would take tons of uranium fuel and produce
grams of plutonium.. Los Alamos would undertake to learn how to

assemble a few kilograms of plutonium to create an explosion.

“The theory of nuclear piles awaited experimental proof and
then scaling up to regular production. " Scaling.up, and learniﬁg
how to manage the plants once in production, took the project
away from the realm of theory and laboratory experiment; .It was
decided that both the experimental pile in Chicago and ifs
sucessors would use graphite as a moderator, rathér than heavy
(deuterium-rich) water; Fermi and Szilard had used graphite in
their New fork experiments, and large-scale heavy water
production would have réquired another complex and expensive

industrial plant.lO In May 1942 Fermi’s first Chicago

_experiments proved that controlled nuclear fission could be

achieved, and his crew set about building a working model,
completed in December of that year. The semi-works, or
production pilot piant, was initially planned to be built in a
park outside of Chicago. Instead, the semi-works were set up at
the more-isolated Clinton, Tennessee, so as not to endanger a

heavily-settled area with the larger pile, and the Argonne site

in Illinois became a center for reactor development, first with

the re-assembly of Fermi’s experimental pile and then with the
construction of a heavy—water.moderatéd pile.ll

That December, Matthias visited the Hanford, Washington
site, which hé and Groves soon selected for the production
reactors. Matthias, other Army officers, qnd du Pont observers
tended to view the site as relatively unprosperous and
unproductive before their arrival, and disparaged much of the

site as marginal grazing land. But Hanford was hardly empty

before 1942. Native Americans had occupied and utilized the
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lands for centuries, and since the later 19th century non-native
settlers had developed ranches, orchards, and irrigated farms on
them.- Most of these enterprises did not flourish during the
19303,'howevor, a fact that doubtless heightened the impression
that the lands were not very valuable. Local irrigation
districts had taken over some failing farms during the Great
Depréssion, and the townspeople in the village of Hanford had
abandoned some buildings. The office of Spokane architect G.
Albin Pehrson, hired to lay'out the new community of Richland,
noted the absence of sewers, the shortage of plumbing facilities,
and the crude, small type of homes in the Richland area before
1943 as evidence of the area’s general poverty. "The houses
themselves were of dubious quality, as one might expect in an
area where shelter had usually to wait for the productivity of
the land," Pehrson wrote.
Having no capital or barely enough to acquire property
and the minimum tools for its development, most of the
ranchers and their families were forced to live as best
they could. 1In this respect they were not unlike the
farmers of the Middle West who spent their money on
barns or other productine improneménts,_but neglected
their‘homes. Only the Richland residents were poorer;
the country was young.12
Official opinion of economic conoitions notwithstanding, the
sudden announcement_in'February'19434that the government was
taking over more than 600 square miles, and initiating more than

two thousand separate condemnations of private land, shocked and
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angerod local residents. The project’s secrecy doubtless
heightened frustrations: people could notreven learn why they
had lost their homes. Many of those being evicted protested the
prices offered them by the Army for their land; and sued for more
money. The uproar was such that local Congressman Hal Holmes,
fearful of the combined effect of the condemnations upon his
constituents, reminded Matthias that becouse "he had not been
involved in the selection of the site, he did not want any credit
for it and asked that I convey that attitude to the local people
whenever the occasion demanded."13

The Army separated almost all people from their homes. and
lands on the site; only a handful of people, who got work on the
project, stayed behind in their homes, and they now paid ;ent to
du Pont for the privilege. .Even the dead were evacuated. The
government exhumed 177 burials from the White Bluffs cemetery and
reinterred them in the nearby town of Prosser.14

Only‘Native Americans managed to retain some of their rights
to the site. Members of the Wanapum'tribe, who had made their
winter home along Priest Rapids on the Columbia, had to relocate.
Matthias provided them only limited access to the reserve during
the war, although Frank Buck fecalls that his people were
promised they.could return to fish the river "when this is all
over." Matthias also promised to "treat Indian graQes which we
fine [sic] with reverenco and dispose of the bodies in some
reasonable way." Both the Yakima and Priest Rapids Indians
proved more insistont on their rights to fisn the Columbia River

from reserved lands.. Matthias first offered them cash in return
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for yielding their treaty rights to the fish, and they refused.
He then offered to ha&e the government fish the river and bring
the catch to them, and they refused again. Finally, the Army
agreed to provide a truck and driver to ﬁransport them daily to
and from Priest Rapias during fishing season, but they would not
be permitted to fish without supervision or camp there

overnight.15

In condemning privately held_lands for HEW, the Army
egtablished certain priorities. It wished first to beginu
construction of the reactors and chemical separations plant, on
the northern part of the site just south of the Columbia Rivér;
Consequently, it evacuated the villages of White Bluffs and
Hanford immediately, and began erecting in their stead a
femporafy construction camp. It simultaneously moved into
Richland, some twentyéfive miles soﬁth of the construction site,
and began building a new village and administrative headquarters
there. Yet, unlike the inhabitants of White Bluffs and Hanford,

residents of Richland had until November 15, 1943, to vacate

their homes.16

In due time, Richland would become a carefully plénned and -
enduring town. On the other hand, the Hanford camp, as the
construction town was kﬁown, would explode upon the scene in 1943
and then be completely abandoned in less than two years. Du Pont
built Hanford camp to house the workers duriﬁg construction of
the'firét three production reactors, two chemical separations
canyons, and assorted other facilitiés. It erected Richland in

order to house the employees who would administer and operate the

N
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plant. Both communities can be seen as cogs in a huge induétrial
machine, laid out in many respects with no goal in mind other
than to speed production. In the eariy days of the atomic bomb
project, the Danish physicist Niels Bohr had warned American |
scientists that they could only'get the needed quantities of
fissionable material by "tﬁrning the whole country into a
factory." The development of HEW, and the building of Hanfbrd
camp and Richland village, validated Bohr’s prédiction. This

industrial story--less glamorous, perhaps, than the scientific

story——has been slighted by historians, but‘it is every bit as
important and as complicated.17

In parceling out reséonsibility for different éarts of the
Manhattan Project, General Groves had placed the more scientific
endeavors under the supervision of universities and the more
industrial endeavors under the supervision of manufacturing
companies. He convinced E.I. du Pont de Nemours and Company,
Inc., the giant chemical concern, to build and operate Hanford

during World War Two. This choice was regularly second-guessed

_during the war. Franklin Matthias wondered, after a few months

at Hanford, whether du Pont had an adequate conception of the
scale of iés part of the project. More importantly, scientists
at the MetLab in Chicago often criticized du Pont’s caution,
expertise, and-management skills. At one point they proposed to
"eliminate du Pont from all work except that of the chemical
separation planf,"'and spoke as if they, the university
scientists, could themselﬁes.better éupervisé the design,

cbnstruction, and operation of HEW.18 This was absurd. Although
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du Pont seemed to move slowly, its industrial experience, its
engineering orientation, and its cautious policies actually
staved off chaos and ultimately assured the timely success of
Hanford. Du Pont’s corporate culture may have beeq much too
rigid and hierarchical for the scientists. Yet, in retrospect,
most observers agreéd that durPont’s organization, engineering,
and management saved the day, and credited the company with
achieving a safety record at Hanford that‘was far better than the
records of those sites under university supervision.l9 As Groves
had undefstood from the start, it took one industrial
organization‘to build another.

The scientists”’ complqints about du Pont; and General
Groves’s constant pressure on Matthias, stemmed primarily from
the extreme urgency pervading the project from start to finish.
Americéns,hurried to beat the Germans to the first atomic bomb.
Once the German threat had disappeared, Manhattan Project
officials raced fo Eomplete, test, and utilize atomic bombs
against Japan, and before the war ended. Such urgency pushed
construction and operations at Hanford at a pace that would have
been inconceivable outside of wartime. It also led to a number
of frustrations. The design of the first ;eactor was changed
routinely, even though constructioq was under way. Building
crews delayed progress on their own volition because they knew
that they were proceeding with certain tasks "out of scheduled
order." 1In a variety of instances, officials omitted certain
reactor safeguards ahd lowered materials standards in order to

save time. Late in 1943, when instructing du Pont to install
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certgin water-treatment accessories on the second reactor but not
the first, Colonel Matthias explaihed HEW's priofities in no
uncertain terms: "our first requirément is the early production
of some material, and...our second requirement is a large:
quantity of material.“zl0 |

To produce the reactors and'éeparations plant that would

.produce the material, Matthias needéd to find an enormous labor

force, and this proved a very'difficult task. When du Pont and
the Army began recruiting workers for Hanford, théy fouhd
themselves competing against other employers, including the armed
services, which enjoyed a head start in mobilizing for war.
Moreover, they had to luré workers to a remote spot in a remote
corner of the country, a site selected not'for its good living
and working conditions but rather for its isolation and. its
accessibility to water and electricity. Some who were familar
with the vicinity were not eager to go work there. Nell Lewis
MacGregor, a 57-year-old widow froﬁ Seattle, initially resisted
offers of employment at Hanford because she regarded the climate
around Pasco as unbearable. She only consented to work there
months later, afterAan intense recruiting effort and the offer of

an "incredible" salary.21 Others less familiar with the area

- agreed to come but then departed quickly because the living and

working conditions seemed so unpleasant; Francis McHale, who had
come by rail ffom Pennsylvania to.set up police and fire -
departments for du Pont, recalled his arrival: "The wind was
blowing liké hell, and if a train were going back east right away

I would have been on it." Trains deposited many recruits at the
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station in Pasco during the very early morning hours; General
Groves insisted that they be housed and fed then so that they
would not simply leave before they could begin working.22

In pressing forward with recruiting, du Pont and the Army
enlisted the help of the U.S. Employmenf Service and the War
Manpower Commission, which were not always cooperative; appealed

to uhions.to send members to- Hanford; and dispatched employment

agénts throughout the country in pursuit of able-bodied workers.

Recruiters made a special effort to appear on construction

projects such as the Alcan Highway, where they expected layoffs

or shutdowns. The only state they did not canvass was Tennessee,

which recruiters from Oak Ridge monopolized.23

‘Despite the far-flung efforts, there never seemed to be
enough workers during the construction phase at Hanford.
According to oné account, the project had no more than 50 to 70
per cent of the labor ﬁorce it needed through the spring of 1944.
Oonly in June of that year could Matthias report having, for the
first tiﬁe, "almost enough laborers and craftsmen to accomplish.
the work scheduled." And even then there remained shortages of
certain kinds of skilled labor. Later in 1944, when the project
required trained pipe-fitters for completing the three piles, the
Manhattan Engineer District (MED) furloughed enlisted men from
active duty, enrolled them in reserve units, and employed them as
civilians at Hanford, with a promise to reinduct them into the
Army if their work proved unsatisfactory. Matthias and du Pont

prdtected other highly skilled personnel, which the project could
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not afford to lose, by reaching agreements with local draft

boards.?24
Although HEW employed a number of men who might have been
serving in combat, it relied more heavily for its work force upon

those people who were not the Selective Service’s top cho;cés.

Slightly more than half of all employees were 38 years or older,

and therefore above the maximum drafting age, and three-quarters
of those between 18 and 26 years old had 4-F ratings. Nell
MacGregor recallea_a number of "strange characters" at Hanfora
camp, including the mentally and physically disabled. The
project employed thousands of women as well during World War Two;
about thirteen per cent of its éonstruction force was female.Z2>

Workers came to Hanford from all around the'couﬁtry.as well
as from Canada. Observers recalled many "good people from the
Midwest, who were patriotic and willing to work hard." More than
recruits from the Southwest, apparently, these employees from thé
Midwest wanted to bring their families with £hem, which
challenggd the Army and du Pont to provide more housing and
schools than they had p_lanned.26 Many employees——both black and
white--came as well from the South. Non-whites accounted for
16.45 per cent of Hanford;s cénstruction work force. Citiﬁg the
need to produce results quickly, Maqhattén Project officials
segregated African Americans in their own quarters at Hanford
camp. "This was no place to risk racial conflict."27

The ﬁolicy of segregating workers made Matthias reluctant to
recruif workers of Mexican aﬁbestry, because-~-believing that.

whites, African Americans, and Hispanics would refuse to live
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among each other--he preferred not to spare the time -and
resources to eréct still another set of segregated facilities.
The War Manpowef-Commission nonetheléss regarded Mexican-American
laborers around Texas as the most readily available and urged HEW
to hire them. Groves and Matthias yielded to this request early
in 1944, although Matthias noted that, with spring work imminent
on Texas farms and ranches, few "Latin-Americans" chose to
migrate northward. Those who did wéra housed near Pasco, off fhe
Haﬁford site and away from the -other workers . 28

After recruiting diverse people from all around North
America, du Pont and the Army faced a stiff challenge keeping
them at Hanford. Early in the project, Matthias reported a
ﬁonthly employee-turnover rate of 10 per cent. Throughout most
of 1943, he had to delay constrﬁction of the plant so that
workers could concentrate on building the barracks and other
amenities needed to retgin workers. Yet in June 1944- the
turnover rate was 21 per cent. Between 1943 and 1945 Hanford
recruiters interviewed more than 260,000 people and ultimately
hired 94,307 of them, for a revolving work force that ranged‘és
high as 45,000 in June 1944--still below fhé desired number.Z?
Trying to slow the rate of turnover, Groves ordered fairly
detailed exit interviews, and Matthias found that those who quit
cited three major reasons for their dissatisfaction: the
isolation of the site; the miserable living conditions; and the
sense that Hanford was not vital to the_war effort.30

The secrecy surrounding Hanford, and its uncertain:fate,

encouraged a transient mentality even among those who lingered
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there. Few people had much reason to stay on because it was not-
clear whether Hanford would remain open after the war, one
migrant from Salt Lake City recalléd; éo people "operated
accordingly."31 Once word of Hanford’s footloose workforce got
around, Matthias had to take time away from his own recruiting
efforts to fend off other employers; including other districts of
the Army Corps of Engineers, who wanted.access to people leaving
Hanford. Furthermore, toward the end of 1944, as victbry in
Europe seemed nearer, he continued to remind employees of the
need to finish the job at Hanford.32

In order to keep workers on the job and at the same time get
the most out of them, Groves and Matthias played a delicate game
of'gimultaneously pushing and pleasing Hanford employeés. They:
instituted a five-and-a-half-day, and then a six-day, work week
in order to make up for the labor shortage,. and they required
ten-hour days. Altﬁough some employees undoubtedly grumbled at
the hours, - many appreciated the opportunity to make:extia
monéy;33 General Groves also instructed Matthias to make sure-
that du Pont tried to keep workers content by, for example,
having foremen, craft supervisors, and other leadefs”appreéiate
the importance 6f making "what job adjustments are necessary to
keep the employees reasonably well sati;fied." The Army expected
du Pont bqth to make improvements to the camp in order "to
maintain morale and hold people on the job" and to respond
vigorously to complainés abqut unsafe working conditions.34

Thé resolute secrecy of the Manhattan Project compounded the

problems of a labor shortage, as it did everything else. One of
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workers’ ;omplaints about employment at Hahford was that they did
not know what they were building and so could hét feel sure that
they were making enough of a contribution to the war éffort. At
the same time, however, greatér awareness of Hanfordfs 6ission-
might have driven labor away from the site by revealing the risks
associated with plutonium production. General Grbves-geherally
feared letting the workers learn too much about the'invisible
dangers surrounding Hanford. As fhe time for starting up the
first reactors neared, du Pont executives in Wilmington ordered
their managers at Hanford to practice a "complete evacuation" of
the 100 and 200 areas as well as the construction camp. Groves
and Matthias refused to allow such a potentiélly alarming drill,
and permitted instead only a limited evacuation of the 100B and
100D areas. In his diary Matthias explained that a wholesale
drill "might be disastrous to the project as it might cause a
large number of people to leavg if their fears for safety were
increased. It would also be sufficiently upsetting so that we
could expect a serious effect both on security and manpower
facilities to finish the job." Vetoing du Pont’s réquest, the
Army determined that,‘for the sake of efficiency and secrecy,
construction workers ought not to learn about all of Hanford’s
unsafe workiné conditions. General Groves and Colonel Matthias;
protecting "the best interests of the United States," would take
no s?eps to.alért employees to the many of the risks fhey faced
by working'at Hanford.Bs

Keeping workers.on the job also entailed deéling,with .

complaints from organized labor. Unions regarded du Pont and the
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Army as generally "anti-labor," and with some justificétion,
Yet, Hanford presented a number of problems that simply defied
the peacetime conventions of industrial relations. Du Pont, for.
example, ﬁad undertaken the work at Hanford at no profit to
itself, so it could not be approached as a typical employer.
Unions leaders, including the Teamsters’ Dave Beck, found it very
difficult to resiét Matthias}s appeals to their patriotism.
Furthermore, such problems‘as shortages of certain craftspeople,
the creation of unprecedented.positions for which no union had
any trained members, and the overriding need for secrecy--which
prevented union agents from visiting the work site and prevented
some workers from describing all of their jobs to union agents--
forced organized labor to become accommodating. Delays occurred
as well when union locals themselves clashed over which one would
represent workers on a certain task at Hanford. Matthias, acting
under Groves’s specific instructions, tried to keep organized
labor happy, but he also kept his eye out for "agitétors" and
regularly reminded unions of his commitment to efficiency above
all else at Hanford . 3©

Negotiations between management and organized labor were but-:
one illustration of the larger theme of HEW’s immense impéct upon
the society and economy of the Columbia Basin. Although the Army
wished to keep as low a profile as possible at Hanford, the
sudden arrival of tens of .thousands of people, coupled with tons
and tons of supplies, could not remain secret. Some Qiéwed these
devélopments.as a threat, while others saw them as an

opportunity. Matthias had to cope carefully with each set of
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reactions. He tried to reassure other employers, including units
of the federal government, who feared that HEW would absorb too

many local workers, or .drive up local pay scales, or destroy

nearby agriculture. He also listened to a number of the region’s

businessmen promoting their services and supplies to the project.
Washington state’s elected officials appeared regularly before
him as well. Congressman Holmes, who had asked Matthias to
absolve him of blame for siting_thé project at Hanford, also
pleaded the case of local growers who feared that HEW would take
away their labor supply. U.S. Senator Mon Wallgren protestéd
fhat Hanford workers.got too little time off work to vote in the
November 1944 election. And Governor Arthur Langlie, afraid tﬁat
the state might haverto support any workers left behind by the
projecf after the war, urged Matthias, once the work was done, to
arrange "to return most of the construction workmen back to their
original centers of activity, particularly the negroes."37 No
politician wanted his career damaged by the secret project.
Although Groves and Matthias tried to provide satisfactory
answers to'theAinquiries of private.citizens and public
officials, they were handicapped in réspbnding by their need to
maintain security. Indeed, protecting the secrecy of the project
amounted to another immensé task. Matthias and Groves refused to
permit an inspection of Hanford, even by a member of Senator
Harry S. Truman’s Spécial Committee to Investigate the National
Defense Program. They also tried to counteract a "revelation" by
U.S. Senator Warren G. Magnuson, who told the public in January

1945 that du Pont would produce "nitrates, plastics, and nylon

'hosiery" at Hanford after the war.
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38 By far the most persistent
known threats to Hanford secrecy were regional newspapers, which
seemed to Matthias to be bent on sprea@ing information about the
project, des?ite his requests not to publish unscreened articles.

The press presented more problems at the beginning of

construction, before Matthias and the Army had mastered the art
of managiné editors and reporters. In April 1943, aftér |
publication of a fairly accurate article on Hanford by a
Léwiston, Idaho, newspaper, Matthias lamented that "trying to
restrict publicity on this project is like keeping water in_a-
sieve." 1In the following months he talked continually with
editors and reporters, trying to get them to withhold from
publication stories about Hanford that his office had not
approved. This often proved difficult, because each newspaper
believed that its competitors were not restraining themselves as
much as it was. Matthias tried to encourage cooper;tion by
promising friendly newspapers that he would give them special
treatment once the real Hanford story broke. By the time he had
to live up to this promise, when the President and Army announced
that an atomic bomb had been‘dropped on Hiroshima, Matthias had
learned how to deal carefully with the press.39 From the very
start, for the sake of both efficiency and security,
administrators sought to manage news about the project.

Although the Army wanted Hanford fo maintain a low profile,

. its presence created problems that could not be ignored. The

advent of thousands of newcomers placed enormous pressures on

surrounding communities and obligated the MED to provide
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assistance. It tried to ease the houéing shortége and school
overcrowding that the project created in Benton and Franklin
counties by working with local governments as well as other
federal agencies. Nonetheless, the towns of Pasco and Kennewick,
with populations of 3,913 and 1,918, respectively, on the eve éf
the project, were especially hard hit by the flood of newcomers.
Kennewick, .which had grown to about 7,500 people by March of

1945, became home to many trailers housing Hanford employees and

their families. Pasco, which also hosted a naval station, became -

the chief entrepot and off-site playground for pfoject workers,
and attained a population of about 8,500 by March, 1945.
Matthias wérried in particular about the "unbearable load on the
facilities, both social and law enforcing, of the Pasco area."40
Kennewick, Pasco, and the towns of the lower Yakima River Valley
would never be the same.

When the Manhattan Projecﬁ arrived in south central
Washington, its expectations for the surrounding communities had
been fairly high. The Army intended to build the village of
‘Richland, inside fhe boundary of the military reservation, to
" house "those for whom security requirements or emergency. need
dictated they they be constantly at hand and under control." But
.it did not initially plan for‘Richland‘to have many of its own
commercial, civic, or medical facilities, becéuse it assumed that
the sufrounding area would Be able to provide them. This
assumption soon proved erroneous, however, as the towns:qearby
became instantly "overtaxed." By June of 1943 plans for'Richland

were modified to allow for more shops and services. The changes
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to Richland were needed in part, again, to keep workers content.
while making the village more of an autonomous community,
however, the Afmy simultaneously created the lasting distinctions
between its new town and the neighboring communities. The new |
housing and ample services at Richland would cater more to "key
supervisors and essential office workers," Matthias noted. The
"houses, hotels, trailers, plain board shacks and tents" of
Kennewick and Pasco, on the other hand, “were,'for the most part,
occupied by mechanics and common laborers and their famiiies."41
Although some wartime construction workers lived off-site,
the Army and du Pont crowded most of them into the living
quarters known as Hanford camp. Du Pont picked the old,’
evacuated Hanford townsite as the location for the construction
camp because it was close to the 100 and 200 areas, had some
buildings, a water system, and electrical utilities that could be
used by the camp, and featured a branch line of the Milwaukee
Road railway. On top of this iﬁfrastructure, du Pont erected a
temporary, self-contained town complete with housing, mess halls,

recreation facilities, and a variety of services. Residents

initially lived in tents, between May and October of 1943. By

the time of its peak occupancy in mid;1944; the camp had: 131
barracks for 24,892 men and another 64 barracks for 4,357 women;
880 hutments for 9,834 men} and 3,639 trailer lots. The total
capacity of the camp exceeded 51,000, but actual occupation
reached "only" about 48,000. Probably 45,000 or so of these were
employed on the project, while the rest consisted mainly of soﬁe

workers’ family members, who were permitted only to live in
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trailers. To feed the residents of thg.barracks and hutments, du
Pont built eight mess halls which had a combined seating capacity
of 19,500. In keeping with the seg;egatiqn that ﬁrevailed in
living quarters, white waitresses served the food in the mess
halls and African—Aﬁerican women cieanéd up afterwards.4?
Although Haﬁford camp earned a certain notoriety, it shou;d
be remembered that it was simply a larger version of the kind of
rough-and-tumble community--like mining, lumber, and other
contruction camps--that emerged in the American West whenever a
hard-working, well—paid, heavily male population was concentrated
temporarily in one spot. Many observers recalled abhorrence for
the crudity of the place, yet some also found pride in meeting
the challenges the camp presented. Women in particular felt
enormous pressure; as Jane Hutchins from Kansas recalled:
we were living behind barbed wire at Hanford, all to
protect womanhood. I know that where women were
concerﬁed, Hanford could either make you or break you.
Gals who had never had male attention before were, you
know, popular. You could either become a slut, I
-suppose; if you wanted to, or you could become very
strong, and be able to say "No."
Some of those who passed the tests presented by Hanford camp
found that the towﬁsite, and the larger project, were such

compelling experiencés that they simply could not leave. Ngll

Lewis MacGregor, who worked as a supervisor in one of the women’s

barracks, and who witnessed firsthand the workmen’s widespread

gambling, "razor wielding," and "dangerously inflammatory" racial
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slurs, found herself thriving in such an atmosphere: éHadAI ever
willingly left a three aiarh fire when the excitement was at its
height? I had not. The thrill of this was comparable."43

For workers hot so captivated by the excitement, the Army
and du Pont devised various programs to lift spirits, increase
productivity, -and discourage leaving. In later 1943 Matthias -
oversaw the development of a fairly extensive recreation program
that included live entertainers, movies, organized athleticé, and
beer. He also encoufaged formation of the H.E.W. Employees
Association, which published weekly "a local project paper to

boost morale." The Sage Sentinel, as it was called, mainly

reiterated the many other méssages directed at employees. "Kill
That Rumor As You Would a Snake,"'one headline urged, and "Let’s
All HEW to the Line." For security reasons, the newspaper was
forbidden outside the project boundaries.?%%

The superyigors at Hanford also attempted to keep eﬁployees
within the prbject boundaries. 'To keep workers from going home
for the holidays (and possibly not returning), du Pont and the
Army staged a number of "special Christmas activities.™" Matthias
noted that "Both whitg and colored activities are to be given

emphasis commensurate with the numbers of each."45 And when

employee complaints about living conditions increased or when the

number of departures grew uhusualiy high, Matthias and others
tried to respond. In May 1944 théy investigated electrical
workers”’ complaint about;high prices for goods at project stores,
and thé following month-they reversed a decision to institute

cafeteria service in the mess halls because the workers preferred
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the existing "family style service."4§ General Groves himself
applied pressure on Matthias to improve camp conditions in order
. to bolster morale, and on three occasions between February and
June of 1944 he backed up his orders by visiting Hanford and
speaking to crowds of workers about the importance of their
contributions.47

| The Army spent a great many resources on Hanford camp
between mid-1943 and mid-1944, but these investments wére made in
what was essentially a transitory town. As the dates for |
completion and start-up of the B, D, and F reactors and chemical
processing plants drew near, du Pont began planning to.close and
dismantle. Hanford camp and to lay off thousands of the
construction workmen who would not be needea for operations. 1In
February 1945, following start-up of the third reactor, access to
the townsite as well as to the 100 and 200 areas was "limited to
individuals having an Operations pass or a Construction one-day
tag pass issued by top supervision." Workers vacated the last
barracks on February 23, 1945, and one departing employee
recalled the arrival of new tenants: "The Army‘Engineers turned
into [the camp] an abandoned flock of goats they ferried from the
other side of the river. Whether this Qas an act of mercy or for
experimental purposes, we didn’t know." Now without a camp where
"they can be completely taken care of," Matthias found, "the
common labor class" were no longer "interested in working here if
they have £o live off the project.“48 .ﬁy the same token, the

project managers--now much less worried about turnover in the
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labor force--were no lonéer concerned with housing and boarding
the "common labor'class."

The common laboring class had provided the basic skeleton
within which the reactors began to come to life. These reactors
differed from the firstiexperimental pile in design as well as
size. In addition to the selection of a graphite moderator,
other design decisions were made in the course of planning the
production reactors. Fermi’s original pile had used lumps of
uranium arranged as lattice points within the stack of graphite
bricks.%? The designers realized, however, that it would make |
little sense to set up a pile so that it had to be disassembled
in order to remove the plutonium—tinged:uranium for processing
and plutonium extraction. As constructed, the Hanford plants
were designed on this model: a stack of graphite 36 feet square
and 28 feet deep was pierced with holes, round in cross-section,
from three directions. From the front, the holes held aluminum
pipes (process tubes) which carried cooling water and cans of
uranium fuel: holes ‘from the side carried control rods used to
manipulate the reactor’s power level, and holes from the top were
provided to accommodate safety rods which could drop in to the

pile and stop  the reaction in case ofemergency.50 The process

~tubes, running through the pile, allowed the reactor to' be

reloaded by inserting new canned uranium slugs into the front of
the reactor, forcing processed fuel out the back:

Construction began on the site of Haﬁford’é fi;st pile, the
B reactor, in August 1943 and continued to September, 1944.%°1 as

the pile neared completion, the Army’s supervisor of the

“



30

production areas began to plan for testing and loading the
reactors, including a limited e%acuation test. "No stampede or
panic was observed," hé noted with éatisfaction} "all persons
walked in an orderly fashion to designated areas." Much of his
time was takenlup with thinking about the practical details of
plumbing, such as making sure that the uranium and water-carrying
process tubes not only had a minimum clearance for the uranium.
fuel cans, but also that the exit end was slightly larger, ini
case they began'to bulge as a result of their trip through the

reactor.52

The cans filled with uranium represented an important
pfoblem in the development of the production reactors. Along
with graphite, aluminum became a crucial material in the
construction of the Hanford reactors, but for the.opposite
reason: aluminum has relatively little effect on neutrons
traveling through the pile. Thus the process tubes were made of
aluminum, as Qere the cans which held uranium slugs together and
made up the reactor’s fuel supply. By canning the uranium,
several goals were achieved: the fuel stayed out of direct
contact with the cooling water, lowering the lgvel of
contamination resulting from its passage through the reactor.
Also, canning kept the uranium in a form in which it could be
easily loaded into the reactor, extracted, and transported to the
processing facilities, where the plutonium was to be harvested
from the package after the aluminum was dissolved in an acid

bath.
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The problem was finding a method to close the aluminum
jacket arouné its load of uranium fuel. Wwork on this problem
continued as const;uction of the first reactor progressed;_tq'
prepare for the possibility that the.problem would not be solved
on time, Hanford’s management also laid in and prepared a Supply
of unjacketed.uranium metal with which to load the reactor. The
main problem was soldering aluminum in contact with uranium, a
ticklish process which was achieved by developing a dipping
procedure to load lead solder into the seams.>3

When the first pile was started ﬁp, it appeared to be self-
poisoning, something which had not shown up in the operation of
the smaller prototype piles during the course of research and
design. Dealing with this event bécame perhaps the most often-
repeated story>from Hanford’s early his?ory; the culprit was a
radioactive isotope of xenon, which absorbed neutrons and so
stifled the chain reaction. The solution was fairly
straightforward: by providipg the pile with extra uranium fuel,
eﬁcess neutrons were produced to overcome the quickly-decaying
xenon by making sufficient neutrqns available for the feaction,
over and above those captured by the xenon. Still, the xenon
always lﬁrked at low powers, and set a fundamental limit to the
time ﬁanford’s reactors could be shut down before restarting
became a laborious process of again banishing it, expending
neutrons which could be used instead to produce plutonium.
Hanford’s operators learned ?o keep a budget of "reserve
reactivity" fo provide them with time to restart in case of a

partial shutdown of the reactor.>%
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The episode, whi;h delayed the B-reactor’s steady operation
by several days, was easily resolved because the du Pont
engineers had designed extra slug channels into the reactor pile,
giving substantial safety margin for extra fuel loading. . Thus,
5by luck," according to physiéist Henry Smyth in 1945, the
engineers provided an avenue for escape when unexpected
circumstances arose in the full-size reéctor. Mofe recently,
David Hounshell has pointed out that luck haé little to do with
the happy event.?® Rather, du Pont’s designers had great |

experience with the process of scaling up from process tests to

semi-works and then to full-sized plants, and engineers generally

know very wéll that scaling effects can be practically
unpredictable, and that large mechanisms--whether water wheels,
aircraft, or chemical processes--typically behave differently
than models. Hanford was firmly iﬁ the realm of engineering
rather than science by the time its plants went into operation,
despite continuing "Farmef runs" in which material Sémples were
loaded into the process tubes to provide Fermi (codenamed Farmer
by the Manhattan District) with continuing information about the
reactor’s workings.56 |

With the B reactor in opération, folléwed by D and F,
Hanford began a sprint to produce sufficient plutonium for a
fission weapon. Captain F. A. Valente, one of the engineers who
oversaw qonstrucéion and operations, kept careful track of'the
benchmarks along the way. "At 2215 the tB reactor].powerlevel
(sicj was raised from 245 MW to 250 MW and thus reached the

design operating power level of the pile," he noted on "day 132,"

33

Sunday, February 4, 1945. On March 28, all three piles operated
at their designed power levelé for the first time. July 4 was
also a red-letter day: "The 100th batch of product was delivered‘
by the Contractor," Valente noted.>’ Supervising the discharge
and handling of ten tons of ifradiated'uranium fuel, as it moved
from a reactor to the separation facilities, became a weekly

task.58

The beginning of operations at the B reactor both
inaugurated Hanford’s plutonium-production phase, which would
prevail for more than twenty-five years, and brought an end to
the construction phase at HEW during World War Two. With the
completion of B, D, and F, Hanford camp was abandoned in February
1945. Looking back, a number of participants (and a few
hiétorians, too) regarded the transition as an end tp all the
excitement. One who made the move from Hanford camp to Richland,
and from construction to production, remembered the feeling:
"Those of us going into operation knew that Richland village was
a nice little place, unique of its kind, but it was going to seem
pretty colorless after the roaring construction carnp."59
Plutonium production may not have seemed as thrilling as the race
to build the plant in the first place, but operations was the
norm for which HEW had been designed. Although it appeared dull
or routine to some, production looms as the biggest and most
important story of Hanford.

In moving from construction to operations, the focus of

- Social activity moved from the 61d Hanford townsite to Richland.

Hanford had been designated a camp, while Richland was called the
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village. The camp had been thrown together in haste, while
Richland was planned relatively carefully. Hanford camp was
supposed to endure only as long as construction lasted, while -~
wartime Richland became the foundation'fof a permaneﬁt city.

Almost all the construction workers moved on as expected, while

many operators and their families remained behind in Richland and

helped to build the Tri-Cities. Whereas Hanford camp had housed
primarily working-class meh and Qomen,&Richland catered to more
middle-class operators, engineers, administrators, %nd their
faﬁilies. In light of the différences between the two places,
only a few people made the move from one to the other. One who
did, Nell MacGregor, recalled.how Richland seemed so much more
comfortable after the crudity of camp life: "we felt unspeakably
elegant in rooms with plastered walls, painted woodwork and
splinterless floors."60
Although the completion of Richland was a less urgent

priority than finishing Hanford camp, both were conceived and
begun in the spring of 1943. However, neither started from
scratch. As with Hanford camp, the Army and du Pont superimposed
a new village on the older town and vicinity of Richland. The
Army condemned the townsite and surrounding férms early in 1943.
It saved more than 150 houses to use for the project, along with
a number of stores and irrigation works, but most vestiges of the
0ld community wére destroyed. One observer recalled passing
through in October 1943:

There was a service station, a first-aid place, some

contractors’ shacks, and acres of land swirling with
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dust as trucks moved.over it. Houses had been razed
here and sagebrush scraped off, and builaing materials
in vast quantifies were being stacked ready for use.®l

The new viliage simply overwhelmed the old. |

Although the Army and du Pont planned Richland more
carefully than Hanford camp, and intended it to last longer, they
nonetheless hurried to complete it. As a result, its form
evolved in much thé same wa§ as did the design for fhe wartime
reactors: builders debated and altered it even in the midst of
construction. The debatés and changes stemmed in large part from
three different considerations. 'Firsf, the intended size of the
village grew from under 7,000 in March of 1943 to over‘lS,OOO by
early 1945, and as a result the Army‘and dﬁ Pont had continually
to add more facilities.®2 second, the Army’s initial thinkiﬁg
about the village was ambivalent. On the one hand, it wanted "to
serve minimum needs and no more. "3 ~On the other, the minimum
needs of 6perators and their families apparently amounted to
considerably more than the minimum needs of construction workers.
The Army realized that it needed housing that would keep
production employees content and on the job. Third, while the
Army possessed one vision of how the village should turn out, du
Pont held quite another idea, calling for greater physical
comfort and;convenience. And because du Pont assumed
responsibility for erecting and peopling the new Richland, it had
a decided influence on‘the final outcome.

. Orders to build the village as cheaply as possible éame from

the top. General Groves wanted inexpensive housing at all three
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Manhattan Project townsites, and he continually reminded Matthias
to keep housing in Richland "to the bare essentials," in part by
utilizing existing buildings and facilities from the old townsite
as much as possible. Groves’s thinking on the subjeét mirrored
his views on thé larger project, as one journalist noted in 1946:
"If the atomic bomb was a dud, [the Army] might have to account
for every dollar to a éold—eyed Congressional committee. So
nothing went into Richland that wasn’t ’necessary.’"64

Yet, the "bare essentials" required for operation§ employees
in Richland differed significantly fram the minimums required for
construction crews at Hanford camp and for "general operating
laborh living off-site. From very early on, the Army and.du‘Poﬁt
regarded village housing as somewhat exclusive. Some
"construction people" would reside there until their work had
ended, Matthias explained, but then they would have to leave. He
further assumed that the kinds of working men and women who had
built the plant did not aspire to the same kinds of homes that
operators would desire: "it appears that people who will not be
required to live in the village, will be the people whose housing
standards aré none too high."65 On the other hand, because
operators’ housing standards Qere higher, the Army could not risk
spending too little on Richland. Roger Williams, one of du
Pont’s managers at .Hanford, sized up Richland’s future residents
as "a distinctly higher type than that encountered in the usual
war emergency project,"®6

As the contractor responsible for building the village, du

Pont had a great deal of input in deciding what kind of housing-

37

constituted .the minimum required for operators and their
families. It took an even keener interest in the subject because
those operators would be du Pont‘employees. The company was
essentially charged with building a community for itself, and for
this reason, too, it hesitated to skimp on the town. Throughoqt
1943 it negotiated with the Army to upgrade the quality of
housing. The Army af first apparently propoéed barracks and
dormitories, iﬁstead of a town of homes, but it.soonlagreed with
du Pont that it needed "a complete Village at Richland with
minimum facilities for comfortable living."67 Over the ensuing
months du Pont made it clear that its minimums for comfortable
living exceéded the Army‘’s, and especially General Groves’s. 1In
April 1943 du Pont proposed a plan that included some'3-bedroom
houses, prompting a command from Groves to reduce the plan "to
the bare essentials." Groves complained again in June that du
Pont’s designs (drawn up by the Spokape architectural firm of G.
Albin Pehrsoﬁ, a du Pont subcontractor) remained too extravagant,
and he instructed Matthias (who perhaps had.be;ome more
sympathetic to du Pont) to reduce costs once more and eliminate
such frills as a funeral parlor for the town. Groves also
criticized du P&nt(s plan for grouping thé bigger and better
houses in the village, rather than miking the different kinds
together. He worried that such clustering "will tend to give the
appearance of a mill town. This is neither desirable frbm a
utilitarian point of view nor from the landscapiﬁg and planning

point."68
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When completed, wartime Richland represented a coﬁpromise
between the visions of du Pont and Groves. As a result of the
general’s efforts. to economize, the town wound up with inadequate
numbers of sidewalks, garages, stores, and shopping areas, no
civic center, and roads too nafrow for much auto traffic. All of
these "savings" would present problems in the postwar period when
Richland expanded considerably. .Wartime Richland also had its
share of temporary housing--25 dormitories by 1945--so that it
could house both construction and operations personnel when those
two phases of Hanford’s development overlapped.59 |
But du Pont’s influence was also unmistakable. Colonel
Kenneth D. Nichols, one of the top officers in the Manhattan
Project, noted that éroves got his way at Los Alamos, where the
housing was rather spartan, while du Pont succeeded in building
nicer homes in Richland.’® G. Albin Pehrson, the architect-
engineer, justified the relatively spacious housing and block
layout by referring to a need to protect the morale of wo:kers:
there would undoubtedly be a psychological hazard in a
too-cramped plan. Although city dwellers are confined
to narrow lots and restricted views, these are an
accepted part of their environment. In the desert,
where space is.the'key characteristic of thé view, a
cramped villagé of cramped houses would be out of
character, a palpable and conscious discord.

Designers hopeq to ease the adjustment of the families of workers

"transplanted to what will probably seem a strange country.“71
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Good housingrwasﬁessential for helping employees cope with the
mid-Columbia counfry.

Apart from building better housing than Gfoves had wén£ed,
perhaps du Pont’s greatest success at Richland was keeping the
town from being fenced in. Once construction of the village had
ended, Groves and Matthias fully intended to build and patrol a
fence.around it, just as had been done at Oak Ridge and Los
Aiamos. They wished to keep operations personnel “undef control
for security reasons!" and at the same time prevent access to
Richland from outside the project. But du Pont objected to such
controls over the townspeople and apparently succeeded in
changing the Army’s mind.’2 The Army would still police Richland
and watch its residgnts carefully--wartime censors examined each
departing letter; security personnel lisfened in on phone'calls}
hotel porters acted as "counter-espionage agents"--but the
village would never become a city inside a fence. In fact,
because it remained open for popular inspection, Matthias
ultimately asked du Pont to ensure that it always looked tidy and
proper. 'The vi;lage would serve as the only "point at which
public attention will...be directed and the opinions reached by
the general public as to the manner in which Richland will
Operate will_extend in their minds to the rest of the project."73
The village had to be a model community in order to give the
Correct impression of the entire HEW. None of the vices
associated with the Hanfprd camp or Pasco could be allowed to

thrive there.



.40

The growth of the village, while not as spectacular as
Hanford camp’s, was nonetheless explosive. ‘The population, which
numbered 250 before the war, climbed to a_peak of 17,000 in mid-
and later 1944,.as the construction and operations phases
overlapped. The size of the village then began to decline by
spring of 1945, and by the end of the‘year Richiand contained
approximately 15,000 people.74 Through 1943, most of the
residents worked in construction, and the remainder worked for
the Government. Beginning in January 1944, however, operations
personnel began arriving, in prepartion for startup of the
reactors. By March they had become a majority of the population,
énd thereafter éonstruction'employees steadily departed
Richland.’®

Many of the newcomers came with the help of du Pont’s
Resettlement Group, which moved operators, their families, and
their belongings from around the country to Hanford. The
employees usually arrived first, and stayed in Transient Quarters
and dormitories until their houses were ready. Family members
arrived later and remained in Transient Quarters until their .
household effects could be moved in. The process did not always
run smoothly. In May of 1944,.builders completed new houses
faster than the occupants’ furniture could be shipped and
unloaded.’®

In‘virtually all cases, each gmployee’é rank determined his
or her housing assignment. Leés desirable houses (the duplexes
dubbed Types A and B, and the "Prefabs") were assigned to people

in the "Operator to Foremen Claésifications"; small, single-
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family homes. (Types F and H) went to the "Shift Supervisor to
Assistant Shift Supervisor Classifications"; and the better
single-family houses (Types D, E, and G) went to "Chief - _
Supervisors" and their superiors. (Note that housing types, like

reactors, were designated by letters of the alphabet.) Du Pont’s
"eligibility list," which determined who had priority for new
housing when it opened up, "was prepared from the organization
chart by beginning at the top and continuing down the line
through various job classifications until all eligible employees
were listed." Once sﬁrplqs housing became available, at the
conclusion ‘of construction in early 1945, some people who had not
before been eligiblé-—including school teachers and truck
drivers--could now occupy houses or dormitories in Richland.
However, "laborers, janitors, and éther manual workers" remained
excluded from residing in the town.?’’

Operations ﬁersonnel arrived from every part of the country.
Of the 1,532 employees moved by du Pont to the villége between
February 1944 and January 1945, 858 came from states east of the
Missouri River and 674 came from thelWest. Althoggh not all
operators had worked for du Pont before; the largest numbers
transferred from the company’s ordnance plants in Colorado,
Tennessee, Utah, and Illinois, where production had slowed or
stopped. Of the 238 coming from Illinois, for instance, many had
worked at the Kankakee Ordnance Plant, and then spent 8-12 weeks
training for fheir new positions at Oak Ridge before gqing to

Richland_.78
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Although the inhabitants of Richland came from many
different backgroundé, they formed a cohesive community rather
readily. This can be explained in part by the relative
homogenity of fhe adult population, which was overwhelmingly
white, generally possessed a good education, earned relatively
high wages, ‘and reportedly fell into the same general age bracket
of 30-40 years. The intense, shared experiences of traiﬁing for
a new kind of work,‘arriving from elsgwhere, and operating a top-
secret plant also doubtless hastened the formation of community,
and perhaps so did the town’s isolated, self-sufficient, and
mass-produced appea:ance; The townspeople also shared feelings
of satisfaction in helping to'shapé a brand-new community to
their collective tastes, and putting down roots there. One
reporter explained Richland in 1946: "The majority of its men
are scientists and engineers, with common interests and a common
point of view. The town is their baby and they love it.n73
Finally, just as the Army and du Pont encouraged the formation of
the HEW Employees Association at Hanford camp, they assisted in
the development of Villagers, Inc. to serve similar functions in
Richland, including publication of a wgekly newspaper called The
Villager.ao‘ This was one of more than fifty social organizations
and thirteen churches that helped to hold together the iﬁstant
community.s; .

The operation of Bichland, like the design of its housing,
represented a compromise between du Pont and the Army. As an
pnincorporated town, the village "had no political powers."

Located on a federal reservation, it was subject to all rules and
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regulations .issued by the Army, as well as all relevant county,
state, and federal statutes. Yet fhe Army had hired du Pont to
run and police the town as part of its job as Hanford’s general
contréctor, and du Pont wished to operate Richland "without any
Army control or checking." Matthias, on the other hand, did not
wish to yield a blank check to the company, partly because he
objected to du Pont’s fairlytrigid way of doing things: "dﬁ Pont
Company officials solve a problem...with their approved solution
being the same as the manner in which that problem was handled by
them in the past."82

The tensions between the Army and du Pont reached a head in
September of 1944, just as the plant prepared to begin
production, when du Pont complained that the Army was interfering
too much in the affairs of the village. In building Richland,
the Army had wanted to skimp on expenses while du Pont had wished
to spend more; in operating the village, these roles were
reversed. W.O. Simon, du Pont’s manager at HEW, called the Army
"liberal" in its treatment of residents and pointed out a number
of instances where the Army had demonstrated too much initiative
in providing services to townspeople. Du Pont’s more |
"conservative" approach, éccording to Simon, "would avoid any
activity or endeavor not necessary to its immediate needs and
would tend to follow rather than anticipate public opinion." The
Army, for example, promotgd the formation and operation of the
Villagers, Inc., while du Pont resisted the idea of this
organization of residents, perhaps perceiving it as a'threat to

the company’s hegemony in ruﬁning the town.83. Ultimately, a
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compromise was struck. The Army did not withdraw completely from
its involvement .in Richland, and it did not repeal the
initiatives it had'already undertaken. But Matthias did give the
contractor a fairly free hénd to operate Richlénd as it saw fit,
subject to his final "veto power." And by the spring of 1945,
after some early difficulties, the village seemed to operate
smoothly.84

Du.Pont's duties at Richland ranged widely. It assigned and
rented housing to residents, and set up a Tenant Service which,
by April of 1945, responded to more than 100 calls daily--many of
them for such tasks as changing light bulbs. The government |
instructed the company to make the town pay for itself, and by
early 1945 it generally did, although the government made no
effort to amortize its original investment in Richland.8% pu
Pont also leased ouf stores and offices to commercial tenants,
and checked to ensure that local retail prices remained in line
with those in nearby towns. The company furnished buildings and
equipment for Richland’s schools and, at the Army’s request,
added the Richland Nursery and Extendea Day Care School as well.
This latter facility was designed explicitly to enable "mothers '
of small children to accept offers of employment"_on the project
during the labor shortages of 1944. The effort to employ more
women represented something of a change in plans, because in
April of 1943 it had been assumed that "The very nature of the
[production] process itself precludes the use of many women in
operafing_areas." Even when women were employed, it was assumed

that their capabilities were limited to‘“following carefully
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outlined proceedures or éatefully given instructionsp...[They]
are by no means capable of carrying out tests or analysis without
prior instructions." Ip any case, however, most mothers prpved.
unwilling to accept jobs at Hanford. They cited "housekeeping |
difficulties and lack of proper lauhdry facilities" as "two prime
factors contributing to their reluctance."80

In admitting to "housekeeping difficulties," women
acknowledged the troubles posed by the area’s notorious '
windstorms which deposited thick layers of dust inside even the
best new homeé. These dust storms suggestgd something of the
project’s impact upon the lqcal environment. Because of the
region’s aridity, its agricultural practices,_its high winds, and
its gritty soil, dust storms had plagued the vicinity even before
1943, but construction'of HEW clearly intensified the problem.
ﬁuilders excavated 25 million cubic yards of earth during wartime
construction. At both ﬁanford camp and Richland village, they
"scraped off the sagebrush to put up the buildings," and left
behind too little topspil and too few plants to prevent wind
erosion. At the camp, MacGregor recalled, "To keep the sand
where it belonged, they dumped carloads of gravel all over the
place."87 At Richland, the physicist John‘Marshall'remembered,
"They bulldozed the place flat, got rid of whatever topsoil there
was and brought in silt from the Yakima River flats." Du Pont
then planted public areas itself,.and issued grass seed free of
charge to tenants so they‘could install lawns. These measures
doubtless held down some of the‘topsoii, but severe dust storms

continued to buffet the village and irritate its residents.88.
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(The.project'did not uproot the entire area. Mindful of wartime
food shortages, it préserved several orchards, both inside and
outside of the village, and contracted with Federal Prison
Industries, Inc. to have inmates from the McNeil Islana Federal
Penitentiary harvest the fruit.8?)

Dust storms were hardly the only--or most important--effect
of wartime HEW upon the local environment. Opération of the
production reactors and separations plants led to the release of
radioactivé and toxic Wastes,intp.the air, the soil, and the
water. The designers of Hanford knew about some of the dangers
presented by the plant prior to cbnst;uction; after all, fearing
an accidental release of radioactivity, they had isolated the
plant from existing centers of population. As early as April
i943, Matthias initiated efforts to detect and reduce the plant’s
impact on Columbia.River salmon. Du Pont and the Army also
worried, before construction began, about climatic conditions--
including dust storms--which might bring concentrations of
radioactive gases from the chemical separations facility into
contact with workers on site and people living off-site. Rain
sforms, too, might carry radioactivity out of the staék gases
from the separation plants and deposit it on "the ground near the
plant in undesirably high concentration." As a rule, then,
irradiated fuel cans were not dissolved in acid, the firstvstep
in the separation process, when it was raining, although tests
were undertaken during rain storms in order to measure the actual

results of the process.90
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As early as November of 1942, du Pont had.calculated_that
"The biggest problem is how to get rid of large quantities of
waste materials" generated during processing. "For one ton of
metal from a pile worked up to provide one gram of x-io and one
gram of fission materials, 8,000 gallons of hot material must be
handled." .The immense risks inherent i@ plutonium production,
understood even before Matthias had visited the Hanford site for
the first time, made it mandatory that the Army indemnify ité
contractor against future liabilitiés: "In a du Pont contract,
the Government must provide protection for du Pont in régard to
hazards."21

Hanford began its first serious environmental monitoring in

January, 1945, and operation of the plant under wartime

‘conditions began to provide indications of the.problems to be

encountered in operating on such a large scale.??2 To. begin with,
the most spectacular concern, ‘the reactors running out of
control, proved to be only a minor concern. After the initial
startup of the B reactor, the operator’s main worry was keeping
the chain reaction alive; as time went on, an explosive accident
came to be regarded as a quite remote prospect. Small amounts of

radioactive gas escaped from the . reactor buildings, and while the

cooling water picked up radioactive contaminants passing through

the reactor, the most short-lived decayed away in cooling ponds
on the site, and the rest were believed to be diluted to an
acceptable level in the Columbia. Radioactive hazards were much

more likely to'come~froﬁ the processing facilities than from the

reactors themselves, and operations were undertaken with an eye
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to both wartime needs and the conditions under which contaminants
left.in gréater concentration or were carried farther by the
winds over the Columbia basin.?3

For a variety of reasons, the dangers of Hanford releases
were never fully or widely realized during wartime, and adeqﬁate
safeguards against them were not implemented. Knowledge of the
specific dangers of plant byproducts'gréw tremendously during the
war, but remained rather limited nonetheless. Scieﬁtists only |
belatedly realized that radioactive iodine gas, released from
stacks atop the processing canyons, posed a serious health
hazard, so their steps to deal with that problem came slowly.
Imperfect meteorological knowledge at the start of construction
served to compound the problem. For example, scientists who
worried about "stack gases of the Separations Plant" figured that
the prevailing winds would blow them eastward, over the site of
the Hanford camp which they assumed would be abandoned after
operations started. By the end of the war; however, it was
understood‘that the prevailing winds blew not from the west but
from the northwest,-and thus carried "active gas over Richland
and vicinity." From that point, continental winds then tended to
carry emissions toward the northeast. By 1945 and 1946,
scientists monitoring the radiocactive iodine released from the
separations stacks had grown concerned about its implications.94
Yet, they flatly denied that Hanford’s operation had presented
any airborné health risks: |

All gaées and fumes emitted by the pile and by the

chemical separation process exhaust stacks were
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examined carefully in order to prevent any hazard to
the plant areas and to:the surrounding region.
Continuous checks were made for.the presence and amount
of radioactive gases by the use of recording analysers
and film packs. This equipment was in strategic
locations in the immeéiate vicinity of the threel
installations, with other units at distances up to
several miles from the ;tacks. No hazardous
concentrations were found at any time.?>

Environmental monitoring during wartime was less than
thorough, especially by. contrast to more recent standards, in
part because the Manhattan Project was not sure what to look for
and did not have adequate equipment. “Similarly, the plant
managers had no sophisticated techniques for disposing of liquid
wastes other than storing them in underground tanks or pouring
them into the ground. Even when'Hanford’s dangers became known
or suspected among scientists and managers, furthermore, they
were not publicized. On July 12, 1944, Matthias met with Army
officers and du Pont scientists and managers to dichs; informing
plant operators about the hazards of their work. The group
decided that people working inside or close to buildings in the
100 and 200 Areas, which housed the reactors and processing
equipment, "will be told that there is a hazard," while those

"who normally work away from the 100 or 200 Areas will not be

given any specific warning." And since all ‘information about

Workplacevdangers remained classified, it was not to be shared
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with employees’ families living in Richland or with people living

off-site.?

wartime exigencies dictated haste at the expense of safety
and environmental concerns. Du Pont and the Army "took risks to
get results" because they were in a hurry. They also cut corners
with the expectation that such emefgency conditions would last
only a short while and that more effective safeguards would be
introduced once the war ended. And, in fact, better procedures
for monitoring releases of radioactive iodine were installed
between October and December of 1945, even though many gaps
femained in experts’ knowledge. Releases of radiocactive iodine
diminished substantially after 1945.97

The greater caution exerted after fhe war stood in marked
contrast to the tremendous haste that characterized the first
seven months of 1945. The scientists at Los.Alamos needed as
much plutonium‘as they could get, and as quickly as possible, in
order to finish development of the bomb, so Groves placed intense
pressure on HEW to deliver plutonium. The processing buildings
yielded their first "units" of material on February 2, 1945, and
the next day Matthias drove the substance to Portland and carried
it with him on a train to Los Angeles, where he handed the
plutonium over to an "ageht from Los Alamos."

This marked the start of the "speed-up" during which du Pont

ran the reactors above their rated power level, and allowed the

irradiated fuel rods to cool before processing for a much shorter -

time than was safe, in terms of gaseous emissions from the

processing plants. Shipments  to Los Alamos became more regular,
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leaving HEW every five days, and by May they went by truck rather
than train in order to save time. Oppenheimer in Los Alamos and
Groves in Washington, D.C. continued to pqsh Matthias fof more
production, and Matthias in turn pushed operations ehployees.
WOrfied about diminishing morale after the victory in Europe,
Matthias reminded du Pont on June 8, 1945 that there remained
"the general and immediate need for as much product as possible.”
By the end of July HEW had pulled out all stops and delivered

98 Groves continued to push

shipments to Los Alamos by airplane.
for heightened production until the day Japan_surrendered. Even
then, Matthias worried about whether the announcement of peace
would hamper production. He also reminded all employees that the
strict wartime security measures remained in force.??

| Operations at Hanford during 1945 highlighted the industrial
role played by the site in the Manhattan Project and afterwards.
Once the plants began production, the Hanford site lived up to
its designers’ intent as a vast factory. As the opérations staff
replaced the corps of construction workers, five main functions .
characterized Hanford’s work: preparation of reactor fuel,
operation of the reactors, separation of plutonium from the
pfocessed fﬁel, waste disposal, and administration of the site
and the_town of Richland. Thus-a culture of production came into
being, one reflected both iq Hanford’é technology and in its
social arrangehents.

Production was the key. Within the plant, Hanford’s staff

became adept at manipulating the production reactors to keep them

in operation and meet the tight timetable established by General



Groves for -plutonium for the atomic bomb projecta” Their

solutions tended to emphasize a high level ofkhahds—on knowledge

and direct problem—solving techniques.g“with operations under

way, the reactors reflected engineering and production values,

rather than theoretical ones. production values were also

reflected in local attitudes toward the atom bomb . Herbert M.

parker, loocking pack twenty years later, recalledithat a petition

opposing.use of the bomb had circulated at Oak Ridge during 1945.

nThe attitude [at Hanford] was more to the point,” parker

explained. wthe belief was that we were here +o make an

explosive device, and we got about the job.“loo, From the stert

Hanford’s "work culture" emphasized production and a ncan-do"

ethos, and these orientations continued to shape the design,

operation, and spirit at Hanford’s facilities after the war.

The frenzy of production and delivery'during the spring and

summer of 1945 generated the fissionable material necessary for
perfecting the design of the plutonium pomb, testing the device

at white Sands, New Mexico, on July 16, and dropping an atomic

pomb on August 9 on Nagasaki, Japanl, where it killed perhaps

70,000 people. These events marked the culmination of years of

intense work aﬁd of about $350 million of expenditures on Hanford

(6253.52 million for construction of the main planﬁ, §44 million

for Richland, and $51.9 million for special construction such as

the Hanford camp area). The dropping of a uranium bomb on

Hiroshima, Japan, on august 6 had provided the Army with a chance

to publicize the Manhattan project, and HEW'S mission, for the

first time. Journalists deluged Richland in the days following

53

President Truman’s‘annoencement‘of the new weapon, visiting th
plant and the village. The following week, Matthias épokegabojt
HEW in wal;a Walle, Spokane, and The Dallesl The news; eomiﬁg es
the war ended, was received with optimism. In the positive glow
of peacetime, it seemed natural to tout Hanford’s potential for
non-military uses. |
Thus the atomic pile is actually a three—iﬁ—one planf"
‘It crea#es large quantities of plutonium. It producee
a host of valuable new radiocactive eiements. It
liberates a vast amount of atomic energy,‘which today
goes te heat the Columbia, but promises more |
utilitarian applications for tomorrd@.lOl T

For years this kind of thinking would tantalize--and o%ten
frustrate--inhabitants of the communities surrounding Hanford
Infermation about HEW’s past mission and future prospects

was particularly welcome in Richland and vicinity. Eméloyees who
had not known the goel toward which they were working now feltt

relief i
and pride that they, too, had contributed in important

n ll 1]
4

- evin i i |
inced by the first Richland Day celebration on September 3

1945, whi
which resembled a county fair. Yet there was apprehensi
ion

g 4 y

inundat ! di
ated du Pont’s Medical Department with questions about th
‘ e

re i
ported, the Industrlal Physicians calmed these fears by

special i i A
Sp hazards associated with operations.“102
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of 1946. And in sharp contrast to the situation at Hanford camp,
women made up 51 percent of the adults in the village in October -
1946. HEW continued laying off employees; so that between *
September 1945 and December 1946 the number of contractor
persoénel dropped from 10,000 to 5,000. 1In September 1945 it
also approved du Pont’s request to reduce the working week from
48 té 40 hours, while increasing wages by 10 péfcent.104

Things may have seemed calmer at Richland and Hanford, but
they were hardly normal. The project had been conceived, built,
and operated during wartime, and the pressures that accompanied
war had been the norm until mid-August 1945. In the early post-
war months, peace represented the aberration, and it ‘seemed to
bring uncertainty and decline. The B reactor was shut down
temporarily in Mafch 1946 while the D and F reactors ran at
reduced power levels. The Army worried about the future of the
reactors in 1946, because "Expansion of the graphite is limiting
the life expectancy of the piles.” In November of that yéar, the
government estimated that "safe‘operations can be continued for
at least two years."lo5 Beyond that, the futuré was cloudy.

Furthermore, the main contractor itself, du Pont, announced

In 1942 du Pont had only

reluctantly agreed to build and operate Hanford for the duration
of the war, largely out of a sense of patriotic duty, and once

peace came the company wished to get out of the nuclear industry.
It doubted that it could recruit the physicists.it‘might need to
continue such work, and it doubted whether nuclear energy could

become a profitable line of operations for the company. It also
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simply wished to pursue other commercial and research

opportunities, partlcularly those "free of government
involvement." SO du pont informed General Groves that it-would
withdraw from the Manhattan Project upon expiration of its
contract in May 1946. Groves failed to change the company’s
decision, but he did persuade it to stay on until October 1946,
by which tlme a successor could be found. 106

Few American corporatlons had much lnterest in replacing du
pont at Hanford, and even fewer were qualified to do so. The
Army gave serious consideration, according to Colonel Nichols, to
only Westlnghouse and General Electrlc, because "these two
companies had a pasic interest 1in commercial atomic power
development.™ Nichols preferred G.E. pecause it had "more
chemical capabilities'--a critical criterion at HEW--and du Pont
concurred in the recommendation. SO on September 1, 1946,
General Electric became the prime government contractor at
Hanford, beginning a career of more than two decades there.107

One more transfer of authority remained. puring late 1945
and 1946, the U.S. government and Congress in particular debated
how to control atomic energy. and decided that a civilian agency
should prevail. In Aaugust 1946 the Congress created the Atomic
Energy Commission, and on January 1, 1947 the Army yielded its
control over HEW to the new agency. The AEC's'presence at
Hanford would continue for twenty-seven years.108 |

Althongh GE-.and the AEC would remain at Hanford for a long
tlme, in late 1946 they did not know for sure where Hanford was

headed. Its role during World War TwO had been clearly defined,

:
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:
:
.
2
.
.
:
:
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but its role in peacetime remained rather uncertain particularl
. ’ y

in light of the aging reactors. The advent of the cold and

. .

and Richland. But when the demand for plutoninm waned in the

years after 1960, people wondered, just as they had in 1946, what
~ ’ a

future now lay in store for Hanford and Richland
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CHAPTER TWO L

Life on the Production Frontier:

Hanford and the Tri-Cities, 1947-1958

The history of Hanford and the Tri—Citie; since 1943 has

been a pattern of Booms and busts, of confidence in and doubt

over.the future.

1945 to early 1947. Takeover by the AEC had indicated the

inui i i lutonium production for
government’s continuing interest in p pr

militéry purposes, put nobody really knew at what level the

Hanford Works (HW), as the‘piant was newly renamed, would”
continue to operate. Then, with the dramatic gscalation of
tensions between the Soviet Union and the?United states during
.1947,ﬂ£he AEC urged intensified production and accelerated
constfuction of new plant facilities at Hanford in order to
multiply the plant’s output. Its efforts culminated in the
appointment of Carieton shugg as manager at Hanford on Labor Day
of 1947, who, within two days, deﬁanded from GE immediate

overtime work on a construction project. With the addition of

new reactors at Hanford, and the expansion of the village of

Richland, people realized that, in the words of health physicist

Herbert M. Parker, "the Hanford Works [now] has a long term

future." The townspeople of Richland celebrated a similar

sentiment with the theme of their Richland Day progrgm of 1947:
"We’re here to stay!"t
o * * *

%

The first phase of uncertainty lasted from mid—,v
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The rapid growth at Hanford, which provided an enlarged
sense of permanency in the Tri-Cities, defined the site’s mission

even more forcefully than before as industrial production. When

the Atomic Energy Commission took-ovér responsibility for the
Manhattan District’s research and production facilities, it
ratified the division'established during the war under the Army’s
direction. It seémed plain that America‘s nuclear program would.
be naturally divided between research and désign centers, and
centers for the production of basic materials, and that research
centers were essentially academic sites while production centers
were industrial in nature. Thus, Los Alémos, Argonne, and the
new Brookhaven site were managed by universities, while Hanfofd
(under the direction of General Electric) and Oak Ridge were
managed by industrial concerns. The AEC even ratified the
separation of the Sandia Laboratories from Los Alamos, determined
that its central functions were more weapons engineering than
research and development, and provided an inaustrial contractor,
AT&T, to manage it.%? Hanford’'s postwar activities would be
shaped in part by its position firmly on one side of the divide
between science and industry.
In the immediate postwar period, the effort to expand

Hanford’s production capabilities looked and felt somewhat like
the wartime years at Hanford. The resemblance resultéd in part

from the sudden emergence of another global conflict, this time a

cold war. The Truman administration made rapid production of

more atomic weapons one of the nation’s top priorities. As AEC

chairman David Lilienthal explained, the agency needed to arm
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"this country atomlcally, to erect a giant deterrént to

aggression in the world." This deterrent would succeed, he

continued, only if it was massive enou@h. The nation had to

v i i idi to
understand "that numbers are crucial in providing a deterrent

h level of production and quality could
n3 )

aggression: that hig
provide what a dwindling monopoly has lost us.

The need to manufacture a large number of weapons quickly

placed much of the burden of production directly upon the Hanford

works, the sole supplier of fissionable plutonium for atomic

bombs until the completion of the first_;eactors at Savannah

. on’s
River, South carolina, in 1953. The size of the nation

HW
stockpile was thus limited in large part by the pace at which

produced plutonium, and prior to 1947 that pace had been rather

it became

slow. 4? with the deClSlon to expand the stockpile,

crltlcal to increase production. That meant expanding the plant

at Hanford, and doing SO as rapidly as possible. Thus began a

frantic race to build new reactors and speed up productlon in the

' old reactors. |
Tt would be convenient to date the beginning of this race to

. t,
March 1947, when the Truman Doctrine was announced. In fac

however, Hanford’s spurt of growth had begun by at least

' November,- 1946. In that month Richland had a housing shortage

i i ore
once again, because General Electric had begun to hire m

people. Furthefmore, it proposed to increase the Hanford

workforce quickly adding 150 by December 1, 267 more€ by January

1, 377 more by February 1, 452 by March 1,

of adequate homes in Richland became increasingly acute. By -

and so on. The lack’
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April there-was an "enormous backlog of instrument work to be-
done," J.E. Travis of the AEC reported. "Competent
workmen. . .cannot be obtained in sufficienf numbers for laék of
housiﬁg on the project." Later that month, HW reported a
shortage of 212 houses. At this point, Travis requested
authorization to build anothé; five hundred units. Three weeks
later, he expressed a need for still another thousand.® The
second great Hanford boom was under way.

Between 1947 and 1953, the AEC decided to'add five new
reactors at Hanford, and it completed them between 1949 and 1955.
It simultaneously boosted the output of the older three reactors
by three times. Such expansion requi;ed an enormous amount of
resources. The initial burst of new building, between 1947 and
1949, amounted to the largest federal peacetime constfuction‘
project ever for its time, and it increased the size of the

workforce dramatically. Hanford had had 4,479 operations

- employees and 141 éonstruction'employeeS'in 1946. Within two

years, those figures jumped to 8,628 and 14,671, respectively.
Between 1950 and 1955, the average number of opérations employees
at HW stood at 8,770, and the average number of construction
wofkers hovered around 5,555.° Increasing empldyment in and
around the plant naturally led to pbpulation increases at
Richland. The village grew from 14,000 people in early 1947 to
almost 22,000 by 1950.7 But the village could not contain all
the newcomers. GE and the AEC erected another bonstruction camp
between the town and the plant, called North Richland, which

attained a maximum population of 13,000 in 1948.8 People from
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4 | , ;
both the construction and the operating workforces also move

into such neighboring'towns as Kennewick and Pasco.
. ’ . . t
Hanford’s mission for the nation became clearer as 1

nded As one AEC spokesman termed it, Hanford represented
expa . |

"the production front."9 This phrase suggested, ameng other

things,

and 1950s The plant undefwent rapid remobilization so that it
could help fortify the United States for the Cold war. Yet

i or
Hanford’s special contribution to the flght was not research

i ture
strategy or training or assembly, but production--the manufactu

of as much fissionable material for bombs, as quickly and cost-
efficiently as possible. And, although maximizing productlon
requlred contlnual innovations by scientists and engineers, OVer
time the activities at Hanford pecame steadily more routine. As
early as 1947, the AEC determined that at. Hanford it needed "Tee
of broad training and experience along engineering and scientific

iali reactor required the
lines," and not “spec1allsts.“ Each new

presence of speeiaiists during startup, but as the years passed
industrial operators rather than technical experts played the
largest roles. BY 1957 one observer explained that "the szk
force is comparable to that of any normal chemical plant.”

and like the work force at other chemical.plants, that at
Hanford was unionized eventually. Unions were not entirely new
at Hanford. During both the Second world war and the post-war
expansion, the government worked with organized constructlon

" labor. It recognlzed in 1947, as it negotlated in Spokane for an

overall "construction agreement with the AFL Building and

the urgency that characterized the site in the late 1940s -

R

e

3
i
§
-
.
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Construction Trades Unions," that it had to conform to regional
precedents and expectations in the "highly unionized West Coast
and particularly the Pacific.Northwest." The resulting agreement

produced "very definitely a union shop."ll One issue discussed
‘kwas reimbursement for travel, which the AEC did not wish to pay.
The union had noted that key employees working on more remote
parts of the Hanford reservation were paid a higher wage than
others of similar rank, and assumed they were receiving a travel
allowance. 1In fact, GE was paying skilled (but not unskilled)
labor a bonus "for hazards," because the most remote part of the .
site where fhey worked included the operating piles.
While this could not be explained to the unZons
directly, it was pointed out that the work for certain
craftsmen, in what happened‘to be a more remote area,

received a differential for very much the same reasons

that carpenters receive a differential for handling .

creosote.12

Because of the need for secrecy, labor relations at Hanford were
seldom routine.
While unions had been a factor in construction at Hanford

since the start of the project, they only gained a foothold among
the operating employees in early 1949.

Initially, organized
labor had egreed_with the Secretary of war that "no recognized
unions existed at Hanford wOrke,? but on September 27, 1948 the
AEC "announced it would not now object to recognition of unions."

The American Metal Trades Council of the American Federation of

Labor petitioned for an NLRB-sponsored election, and on February
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8 and 9, 1949, won certification as the collective bargaining

agent for numerous plant employees. Thereafter, the Hanford

Atomic Metals Trade Council (HAMTC) would negotiatg with GE, but

the AEC had.already l1aid down several conditions to govern labor

relations. The commission had to approve "all reimbursable

expenses including wage and salary rates, premiumApayménts and

| " ipulated that
employee benefit plans of all types." It also stlppla .

wages would be set and changed in accordance with those paid for

similar work by other major employers in Washington state and the

portland, Oregon, metropolitan area. Finally, both unions and

management had to assist the AEC in upholding its security

13

o

requirements.

The unionization of operating employees reaffirmed Hanford’s

production—oriented mission, and thus helped to set it apart from

come ofher AEC sites. David Lilienthal attested this

distinctiveness in 1949 while explaining the erection of a new

plutonium fabrication complex at HW:

The activities for which this facility was designed had

been carriéd on at Los Alamos, largely by scientists.

For security reasons, and because it was unsound to

continue operating a production line with scie

second facility of differgnt design was desirable,
: 14
which- could be operated by production men.

Hanford and Richland belonged to the production men and

women, not the écientists, and the contractor grasped this

orientation fully. Inyits monthly reports to the AEC, General -

Electric -predominantly emphasizéd the growing efficiency of the

ntists, a

:
-
z
:
g
-
:

75

plant. 1In June 1949, for instance, the contractor told of
quantities of metal produced; the improved quality (or
concentration) Qf the final product; the ﬁigher operating
efficiency and expanded nominal power of the reactors; a "new
high recora yield" of acceptable'slugs canned; new construction
completed on site; and, to ensure that such gains continued, a
"9-Point Job Improvément frogram." An enlarged plant, coupled
with heightened efficiency at all parts of HwW--fuels processing,
production reactors, chemical separations, and plutonium
fabrication--resulted in dramatic production increases and per-
unit cost reductions throughout the post-war period.lS

kHanford’s postwar mission underwent two major pe¥Fiods of
expansion: first with America’s commitment to nuclear weapons as
a central part of posfwar defense doctrine, and then with the
intensificafiqn of the Cold War in the years 1949 to 1953 and the
outbreak of the Korean War. At the end of World war Two,
Hanford’s reactors and separation facilities, which had been
built in a wartime crash program, were assessed as resources for
long;term production. In énsuing years, thé wartime reactors (B,
F, and D) were improved to extend their life and increase their
output; a second generation of reactors on the same basic pat;ern
was added to the site (DR, H, and C); and finally two "jumbo". |
reactofs came on line (KE and KW). All of these were graphite-
moderated piles, and their improvements were variations on the-
basic theme rathe£.than new technologies. Changes, then;.were

basically incremental rather than fundamental. TQohnew

- processing facilities, Redox and Purex, were built as well.
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The pattern of incremental change began withl concerns over

keeping the wartime reactors in operation. Under intense neutron

pombardment, the graphite.blocks in B; D, and F reactors began to -

grow, undergoing ngraphite creep," or the "wigner effect."” This

problem threatened'reactor operations. Also, with increasing

demand for plutonium and other weapons components, GE and AEC had

to face the question of how to maximize a reactor’s output a

problem which involved balancing the possible increase in reactor

power le&els, the efficient use of uranium fuel, questions of

reactor safety standards, and corresponding increases in

environmental’contamination.

Graphite creep and ruptured fuel elements--the latter,

events in which cans of uranium fuel bulged or purst under the

straln of heat and radlatlon jamming the process tubes which

also carrled cooling water--were problems which threatened to

make reactors obsolete. Graphite creep was held under control in

the older reactors by increasing the temperature 1n the pile;

this was achieved by running at higher power and also by

replacing the helium atmosphere which surrounded the reactor with

a greater concentration of carbon dioxide, a less heat-conductive

gas. (These matters are explained in greater detail below in

Chapter Three.) Hanford’s staff sought to deal with the problem

of fuel element ruptures by shortening the lengths of the cans

from eight inches to four inches, making them less likely to jam

in the process tubes, and also by forging the uranium powder into

cylindrioal elements in such a way that the crystal structure

throughout was anisotropically oriented.16

:
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Construction of the earliest postwar reactors, DR, H, and C,
presented an opportunity for the exploration of new designs. " But
given the urgent demand for fuel, the neo)reactors followed the
pattern that would allow them to be built‘quicklyband with the
greatest degree of certainty. They Were essentially modeled
after the wartime reactors, as indicated by the designator for
the first one built. fDR,? which stood for "D—replacemeot," was
built to make use of the power and cooling‘systems aiready in’
place for D reactor, should it wear out. Reactor developﬁént was
centered elsewhere{ while Hanford focused its efforts on reliable
production. Especially as the problems of graphite creep and
fuel element jamming seemed to be brought under contrél by fairly
simple means, there appeared to be no reason to mount a major
developmental effort at Hanford with a view to changing the basic
pattern of reactor technologyo

‘Incremental improvements in the basic components of the
World War Two reactors, and a construction program to boild
reactors which incorporated these changes, accounted for a
doubling in plutonium outpuﬁ over 1952 and 1953, as Hanford
answered the demands of a dangerous world situation and a
vigorous design and testing program on the part of Los Alamos and
the new design center at Lawrence-Livermore. New plutonium
extraction centers, Redox, Purex, and Recuplex, were built to
process this output. The last reactors built‘onvthe wartime
pattern, albeit at an enlarged size, were the "Jumbos," also
designated KE and KW. They followed afwell—established pattern

and exploited well-known techniques, although they ran at much
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higher power. If anything, Hanford took a step backwards, as the

AEC began to be concerned about GE’S ability to handle large

construction-projects. 1In the Jumbos; specially selected

graphite, the expan51on qualities of which were believed to be

well-known, was put into the pile to head off graphite creep

ahead of time.

Thus, through the period of maximum danger in the Cold Wwar,

the AEC mandated that Hanford favor certain operations over

research, and plutonium production over power production. This

policy was endorsed by the General advisory Committee (legally

mandated to offer scientific advice on AEC policy), by the

commission’s staff in its Production Division and the

Reactor Developﬁent, by the Military Advisory committee, and by

the congressional Joint Committee on Atomic Energy.

Xiso, throughout this period, Hanford’s staff and the AEC
demonStrated a clear understanding that.increased production
exacted a cost in terms of environmental contamination. ,Their'

waste. disposal poliCies for low-level contaminants rested on

diluting them in the air, water, or the landscape near the

separation plants. Throughout the period production rates were

limited to decrease the rate at Wthh contaminants were
introduced into the environmenf. on the other hand, a certain
level of contamination was.accepted by the AEC and Hanford’s
management as an acceptable cost of producing materials for use

in nuclear weapons. Calculations of exactly what that cost would

be, in terms of.the effects of Hanford’s releases off rhe site,

continued as more and more plants went into production.17

DlVlSlon of.

79

?he drive to increase production and reduce expenses--a
formula that prevailed at the site through the mid-1980s--took
precedence over virtually all other conSiderations GE had beenA
selected as an AEC contractor in large part because of its
interest in the commercial dimensions of atomic energy, and it
had hoped to gain experience at Hanford withvnew reactor designs.
But in the rush to‘generate more plutonium, and in the selection
of other AEC sites for newer reactors, GE found little chance to.
develop expertise with different types of piles at Hanford.18

The AEC’s primary objective in the early 1950s, explained
rhe General Manager, was "providing new productive capacity at
the earliest possible date and at the lowestvreasonahie cost.n19
This formula of maximizing production of‘pluronium and minimizing
the cost summarized a preyailing orientation at Hanford from the
early 1940s through the'mid—19805.2O The need to increase the
efficiency of operations took precedence over other
considerations. This is not to say that the AEC rried to cut
costs -at Hanford in every way. It recognized the need, for
example, to recruit and retain the right personﬁel for‘the job,
and spent accordingly. Similarly, it developed. a comparatively
elaborate system of environmental monitoring, even though it did

not release the results of its monitoring studies to the public.
But on the whole the mission of Hanford was to makimize the
production of plutonium. Environmental and safety considerations
were secondary. 4

‘During the late 19405 and the 1950s, the AEC bypassed

numerous opportunities to tighten safety precautions at HW
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because it concerned itself above all‘else'witpwproduction. ' For
example, from the late 1940s until the early 1960s the AEC’s
Aduisory Committee on Reactor Safeguards raised questions about
the lack of containment buildings around the eight Hanford
reactors. Without some kind of enclosure, . any severe acc1dent at
the plant was considerably more likely to present serious threats
to downwind populations as far away as Spokane. vet, when Edward
7. Bloch, the AEC Director of Production, weighed the value of
“installing certain new safeguards against the prospective costs,
he opposed spending’the extra time and moneyvto make the plantsi
safer: "The contribution to national security through gains in,
plutonium-production...appear to outweigh the...consequences.
(of] the unlikely event of a major reactor accident."21

It is within this overriding mission of production that the
evolution of the town of Richland between 1947 and 1958 must be
understood. As long as the AEC owned and operated the Village,
it regarded the town primarily as a tool with which to increase
the production of plutonium. In this regard, Richland differed
littie from Oak Ridge and Los Alamos, as AEC Chairman_Gordon Dean
explained in 1950: nthe AEC communities exist solely and
completely for the support of the atomic energy plants and
| Furthermore,

‘Jaboratories in or adjacent to the communities.”

the AEC could allow no disruptions in its towns that might have a

negative impact on its programs.22

Richland’s status as the "bedroom of -the plant" was
understood by all concerned. Residents of the community

: . . . \ 23 ‘
appreciated, and even took pride in, its unique status. GE’'s

TR
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grasp of the‘issue became clear when the contractor had to defend

itself against charges of mismanagement. During the rapid

expansion of the‘late 1940s, the company experienced substantial.
cost overruns which became the subject of a Congressional
hearing. one of the overruns:occurred on the new plutonium
fabrication facility at the plant; another occurred on a new
school building in town. These two instances call to nind the
pace of building during World War Two, because construction

started on each project before designers had actually completed

the plans, and this inevitably drove up its costs. In both

cases, GE explained the excessive expenditures as the direct
result of tne urgency that characterized the drive to increase
production at Hanford. Of the cost overrun in ‘town, one GE
spokesman said, "this school building, while no plutonium is
produced in it, nevertheless is a part of the whole facility
which looks toward the maintaining of‘satisfactory output of the

£, n24 By suggesting that town facilities were just as

plan
important to production as plant facilities, GE reiterated the
sense of Richland as a cog in the manufacturing machinery of the
Hanford Works. | |

While the AEC and its contractors accepted the'necessity and
tne responsibility of operating communities,‘they were not
altogether happy about the situation. As the Congressional
inquiry into cost overruns at Richland -indicated, tne towns made-
good targets for critics. Investigators and reguiators,

including members of the JCAE, who knew little about science or

technology, often-zeroed in on AEC towns because they felt more



82

vcompetent'fo criticize in that area.2% And maﬁj'of the
criticisms doubtless had some validity. GE may have possessed
the>business, engineering, and scienEific expertise needed for
producing plutonium, but perhaps it lacked the experience needed
to build and operéte a town of 20-30,000 people. f

AEC rhetoric made it seem as if the Commission were not
réally prepared to run the communities, either. ’'Carroll wilson,
General Manager of the AEC, pointed out that his agency "was not
in the business of opefating towns because we like to." It had
not itself chosen or puilt Oak Ridge, Los Alamos, Or Hanford, but
had rather‘"inherited” them from the Army "along with thf rest o%
the operation.” and Commissioner Dean claiméd in 1950, with some
hyperbole, that the AEC towns had generated "the largestlnumber
of headachesvfor us." The AEC found it awkward to be in the
busiﬁ;ss,of operating towns, in‘part because gove;nment-run
communities smacked too much of socialism and so made the
commission more vulnerable to political criticism. Thus it is no
wonder that the Aéc, when it buiit new facilities in Idaho and
South Carolina during the late 1940s and early 1950s, explicitly
located its operations where existing communities, lying outside
of federal reservations, could absorb the new influx of workers,
obviating the need for the commission to build additional
towns.2® Tt is also no wonder that, as early as 1947, the AEC
began considering how it could best divest itself of its towns.}
Yet as later events showea (see Chapter Four), the Commission agd

its contractors never made haste to unburden.themselves of the

-
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towns; largély because doing so might endanger with the greater
goal of accelerating and maximizing the production of plutonium.

In setting out policies’fof its communities in 1947, the AEC
established a list of objectives. 1Its first priority was to
manage towns so as to enhance their ability to recruit and retain
needed personnel. Its second priority wa§ to keep expenses as |
low as possible, provided that cost-cutting measures did ﬁot
injure the towns’ abilityfto keep résidents content. Its third
priofity was to find a way to dispose of the towns without
affecting the efficiency of AEC progfams.27 The first two
quectives were short-term goals; the last required ?ecades to
realize. '(AEC efforts to dispose of Richland are tré;ted in
Chapter Four.)

Making Richland attractive enough to help recruit and retain
plant employees entailed the development of ﬁan above-average
community."28 Richland needed better homes, good schools, and
ample services for its residents. And without any tax basgrof
its own--because the federal government owned a}l property--the
AEC had to pay for all the amenities the town r;quifed.t The
commission attempted to keep the level of subéidy‘as low as
possible, but it refused to go below a certain minimum becausé it
believed such éutbacks would jeopardize the efficiency of its
production program. ‘For example, the AEC justified its support
for an inefficient bus system for the town by calling public

transit "as much a tool of the mahufaCture of the plutonium as

the atomic piles themselves."™ Funds spent on Richland, the AEC



. atomic energy job done.

lived in towns that seemed as "normal" as possible.

~ properly a part of American community life,"

“the towns,

managing towns on a daily basis.
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explained, "represent expenditures made as a ﬁeéns of getting the

n29

Besides providing a comfortablefcommunity in which to live,

the AEC determined that it needed to ensure that its tenants
In late 1947

the commission instructed its contractors that, nconsistent with

security and other requirements, residents at field installations

shall enjoy those facilities, services, and activities which are

The government was

especially eager to see that townspeople had an opportunity at
self-government. The AEC expécted its contractors at Oak Ridgei
and Richland to consult residents when making decisions affecting

and to develop some elective body of citizens which
woulq‘express townspeople’s opinions regarding community
management. This requirement sometimes proved troublesome for

the AEC,'and especially its contractors, who found that the

community had numerous complaints and suggestions about operation

of the villages. _ Nonetheless, over the long term it worked to
the commission’s benefit, for at least two reasons in particular.

First, participation in community politics was another amenity
that helped recruit and retain employees.Bo Second, by

encouraging the development of self-government, the AEC was

preparing its communities to become self-sufficient towns that no

longer needed government 'subsidy or contractor management.
while the AEC laid out general guidelines for community

operatiohs, its contractors had the direct responsibility for

To operate Oak Ridge, the AEC
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hired Management Services, Inc., a non-profit company that worked
‘under a contract separate from plant operations. At ﬁw, the AEC
hired Qeneral Electric both to operate the plant and to manage' |
the town.3l. Thus GE assumed responsibility for all the tasks
associatgd with-housing employees and their families, attracting
and reqgulating businesses, and providing all the muhicipal
services expected in an above-average community--all of this, of
course, under the watchful eye of the AEC.

Operating Richlgnd frequently placed GE in an awkward
ppsition. Although the company was supposed to make the town as
"normal" as possible, there was no way to hide the village’s
exceptional character. The town’s subservience to thg
imperatives‘of production at the plaﬁt, coupled with the
overwhelming need for security, prevented Richlénd from
'resembling most other towns. Consequently, GE and the AEC became
the target of a variety of complaints, especially around the late
1940s. Critics characterized local government as a "benevolent
dictatorship" and depicted Richland as "completely a ‘company
town’...under the absolute and arbitrary controf; of the AEC and
GE. Businessmen in particular protested the interference of GE
and the AEC in their operations.32 Others likened the town to a
"police state," with excessive surveillance of both residents .and
vis;tors, and criticized the use of GE employees--and not trained
policemen--to patrol the village and enforce laws.33 Althdugh
Richland, unlike Oak Ridge and Los Alamos, was located more than
twenty miles from the main part-of the production piant, it

nonetheless shared much of the workplace’s concern with security
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For its part, GE, recognizingAan awkward situation, tried to
put the best possible face on its comminity management policies.
It conceded that Richland "had been;dperated in a somewhat
autocratic fashion" during wartime by the Army and du Pent, but
claimed that its own reign would cleeve'"as nearly to normal as
it could be done." Thus in 1949 it removed all provisions from
its leases with commercial tenants that specified hew they should
run‘their businesses. _Furthermore, in recruiting new employees,
GE assured people that "law enforcement is efficient, but there.
is no interference with any normal personal conduct. Richland is
not a town within e stockade."3% Lewis F. Huck, in charge of
community planning for GE, perhaps best eaptured the contractor’s
delicate approach to the subject. He explained in 1951 that,
although he did serve as planner for Richland, he worked to "give
almeesure Qf runcontrol’” in his activities in order to convey
thevimpression that he and his company did not wish te run
townspeople’s lives too much.3?

‘\The problem>§ith the image that GE tried to project, of
course, waslthat until the residents could own their own homes,
elect their own officials, end pay their own taxes, they had to
go along with GE and the AEC. The company, not the citizens, ran
the town, and it ran it on behalf of the AEC. ‘The commission
required that the company consult the residents and listen to
their grievances, but it ultimately had to report and justify all
| 36

actions and expenses to the government, not to the townspeople.

This situation created some tensions, to be sure, but it did not

consume the town.
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Many of the differences between the community and GE were
aired in the meetings of the Richland Community Council, which
was established at the AEC’s request in 1948 as a means for the
contractor to consult Qith the people it éoverned. The council
consisted of eight or nine members eleeted.by the population. It
held regular meetings‘which provided a forum for resiaents to
raise questions or propose changes, but it served only as an
‘advisory body, with no legislative power and only a minimai
budget provided by GE. One or more representatives from GE and
the AEC customarily attended council meetings, although
apparently not always with enthusiasm. The company’s general
manager for HW characterized some councilmembers as vself-
appointed champions of the people.who are geherally
irresponsible." The couﬁcil, for its part, occasionally tested
the limits of the governmental structure. In May of 1954,
without asking permission, the group changed its name from -
Richland Community Council to Richland City Council, even though
the town.would not incorporate for more than four years. Council
president Fred Clagett explained, "Legally we like to blow our
horn a little bit."37 |

At most of'its regular meetings the council apparently
performed its duties in a businesslike fashion. Its minutes make
it seem vigilant but seldom too troublesome. It attempted to
present the complaints of townspeople to GE and asked for
answers, and possibly action, in return. For example, in August
of 1952 it voiced citizens’ protests against the dust and

nighttime operations of the Curtis Sand and Gravel Company batch
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plant,.located west of the By-pass Highway. The GE company
spokesman tried to'persuade the councilmembers that the matter‘
lay outside their jurisdiction, but‘ﬁhey persisted anyway,

out that GE had instructed the company where to locate
38

pointing
and fhat the company’s operations affected the entire town.
Many other complaints throughout the early and mid-lSSOSk

concerned. housing policies, probably the greatest}sourde of
community-related "headaches" for GE and the AEC. When Hanford:
employees retired, they and their families lost the right to live
in Richland; by the same token,.employees whose spouses divbrced
them or died and whose dependents left them, had to give up the%r

houses and move into dormitories with other singles. The counc;l

urged GE to make exceptions for retired, divorced, and widowed

employees, but to no avail.3? aEC policy rather inflexibly gave -

housing priority only to those who had a well-defined role in
plufonium production at HW. Without the correct kind of tie to
the plant, citizens would be evicted from their Richland homes.
For manyvtanspeéple, this kind of Qulnerability was the most
troubling aspect of life in an otherwise "above—average" town.
TwWO réther extreme examples may serve to illustrate the
problems presented by AEC housing policies. In June 1955 an
electrician on the projeét wrote to Senator Warren G. Magnuson
about an upcoming crisis. This individual had purchased property
| just north of the town in. 1322, built a house, and operated a
farm there until.1943 when his holdings were taken over by the
Army. He went to work at ﬁanford, and consequently was allowed

to rent his house back from the government.‘ Meanwhile, he
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continued to earn income on the side by raising chickens and
selling eggs. But-in 1955 he was reaching retirement age.
Nafurally, the electrician wanted to remain in the house, partly
because he had built it and lived there so long, and partly
because he wished to remain in the poultry business in order to
supplement his retiremenf income. Senator Magnuson learned,
“however, that, according to AEC policy, his constituent would be
required to move out of a dwelling he had occupied for thirty-
three years.4o
The following year,  a Benton County sheriff’s deputy wrote
to Senator Henry M. Jacksoﬁ; asking him to intervene in another
housing matter. The deputy had recently married andtéoved into
his spbuse's house. The wife had worked at Hanford for GE for a
year before her marriage, and consequently had been able to rent
a Richland home. The deputy was pleased té reside in Richland
because the sheriff, trying to disperse his deputies throughout
the couﬁty, had instructed him to live there. Shortly after the
copple started keeping house together, however, GE informed them
that they would have to leave their quarters. gecause the woman -
had gotten married, the company no longer considered her the head
of a household. Her husband was the head of the household,
according to AEC policy, and he was not "project-connected."
Therefore, the couple lost the right to live in the wifé’s
Richland house. On behalf of the couple, Jackson appealed to the
AEC, but the Commission would not yield. It defended ité policy

and carried out the eviction.%?!
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Problems such as these plagued GE and the AEC as they trled

to run the town, and also took up a great deal of time before the

Richland Community Council. Housing' was a particularly sore

subject, because AEC policies, designed to recruit and retain
employees and also.to forestall Congressional criticism, were
especially rigid. In some other matters, GE made‘concessions to
citizen requests, often after appealing first for permission‘or
guidance‘from the AEC. But in many instances, including housing
but also a number of other issues, GE could or would do nothing,
although it was obligated by the AEC to try to explain its
reasoning to the council. The situation presented frustrationsfi

to both sides, the contractor and the townspeople. Yet for a

number of reasons these frustrations did not escalate into

serlous or lasting tensions.

r For one thing, GE did change Richland government to make it
more responsive‘to residents. And as citizen input into
decision-making expanded over the years, it turned out that the

citizens seldom reached the degree of consensus in their opinions

" that would lead to complete polarization between the company on

one side and the council members all on the other. One of the
reasons for this, admittedly, was that a number of townspeople
were reldctant to voice complaints against community management.
Most heads of household in Richland worked for GE, including many
councilmembers, and these employees did not seem eager to
-challenge the company line. Some council members came from the
ranks of GE ﬁanagement, and perhaps they had helped to establish

the company line. Others on the council and in the town
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undoubtedly feared the consequences of crossing the company.

When residents wrote letters‘to the editor of the Tri-City Heraid
(TCH) in 1952 to complain about their lack of input into local
government, they'generally withheld their names from
publication.42 .

Richland residents alsoygenerally acquiesced to the
preferences of GE and the AEC if it meant yielding to the need
for makimum production. 1In 1951 the community council reported
the citizens’ desire "to place the community on daylight savings
time," but in the same breath conceded that if the plant stayed
on standard time, the town would have to conform to HW. Nobody
ever lost sight of Richland’s place.in the scheme offproduction.
A council member pondering the implications of self-government
summarized the widespread sentiment: "The atomic program is
Number 1. If it takes leaving [the town] as it is, let’s leave
it; if we can have more and more self-government, oK. "43

Finally, beginning in the early 1950s it became steadily
clearer that town government by GE would not last for long. As
the AEC worked toward disposal and incorporatiog of the
community, townspeople worried less about control or
mismanagement by the company and more about preparing themselves
for sélf—government. And in this gradual process, as on other
occasions, GE often sided with the townspeopie and against one
federal agency or another. The contractor particularly spoke up
on the villagers’ behalf when it believed that some proposed

course of .action hy the government would interfere with plant

production by disrupting the home life of employees.
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Oone group that lacked much influence in town government was
organized labor. Perhaps this was because Richland tended to
house white—éollar rather than blue<collar employees at Hanford.
Few union members served on the town council, in part because it
was too costly. While a number of GE’s salaried employees served
on the community council without loss of pay, "weekly“ employees
were not reimbursed for wages lost while attendiﬁg éouncil
meetings.44 Thé makeup of the advisory council generally

mirrored Richland’s disproportionately ptofessional and

managerial work force.

| ‘Even the mostly white-collar members of the advisory
council, however, exerted little influence over certainikey
facets of townvoperations. Consider the realm of city planning.
As part of managing the community, GE‘had to plan for "village
ExpaASion" to occur in "increments.correlated to [the] plant
expansion schedule."45' To assist in this process, GE and the AEC
contracted with the engineering firm 'of J. Gorﬁon Turnbull, Inc.,
and the architectﬁral firm of Graham, Anderson, Probst. & White,
Inc. (JGT, hereafter) to prepare a new master plan for the city.
They instructed the planners to guide the growth of the town
population from 15,000 to 25-35,000 by increases of S,OCO at a

time. The final result, issued in l948,ywas a rather lavish

document aimed at shepherding the town toward a larger, more

- permanent, and more attractive existence. What was unusual about '

the Master Plan was that, unlike similar documents for most other
towns, this one was actually adhered to fairly carefully.

Richland had no politics-as-usual in which the ideas of‘designefs
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came to be 0ppdsed or diluted by different interest groups in the
community. So GE had a fairly free hand to implément the master |
plan, and generally followed its guideiinés.46

| That the master plan was conceived and implemented without
significant community input typified much about the nature of |
power in Richland before 1958. Planners did not_generally ask
citizens about their préferences for the town. They consulted
instead with a "relatively small group" of AEC and GE officials.
In delivering the final documeﬁt, JGT urged the AEC and GE to
explain the plan to the community, thereby edﬁcating citizens so
theyfwould appreciate its virtues and support its implehentation.
JGT also urged that residents serve on a pfoposed town planning
commission--albeit merely in an advisory capacity. But note.that
the planners suggested that GE and the AEC only solicit fhe
community’s approval. No provision was made for getfing
residents’ .input before the plan was drafted; no provision was
made for modifying the plan in the event that citizené Objec£ed
to all or part of it. Furthermore, déspite JGT’s advice to
solicit citizen support for the mastef plan, the managers of the
community were not eager to publicize it. When journalists
requested copies of the document in Nermber 1949, they learned
that it was not "advisable" to circulate the plan beyond
officials from GE and the AEC.%7

That the p;ocess,of planning was neither very public nor
open seems somewhat paradoxical, because planﬁers éimed above all
else--in accordance with AEC policy for managing communities--to

h;lp make Richland a more "normal" community. Acknowledging the
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AEC’s long-term goal of trying to release controls, reduce.
subsidies, and encourage self-government, JGT understood one
fundamental purpose qf its planning‘as shaping |
a home éommunity, where...people may settle and follow
normal patterns of living. The planning must provide
adequate homes, shopping centers, schools, blaygrounds
‘and,churches——all essential parts of the énvironment in
which the worker and his family énjoy their livelihood
and consume his income.
At the same time, however, JGT recognized that Richland residents
comprised a highly select group, employed in a unique industry,”
and tried to redesign the town so as to minimize their ;urnover{
-and maximize their productivity.48 In other words, planners had
to create a "normal" place to live for a group'of'abnormally
seléét people so that they remained abnermally content and
vproductive.

Normalizing Richland implied that, in the new village, order
would replace chéps. The engineers, architects, and planners
hired by GE made a point of criticizing what their predecessors
had done during wartime as unsatisfactory for the pos%—war era.
The emphasis then, they explained, had been on meeting a national
emergency rather than addressing ﬁhe'long—term'needs of a
community.49 The implication in this statement was that planners
working in 1347 aﬁd 1948 could more patiently and carefully plot
Richland’s future. This assumption no.doubt contained a kernel

of truth, but it also glossed over the realities of the ongoing

boom at Hanford. Like the reactors built during wattime, post-

§
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war construction of the town of Richland would be long under way
before the plans for it had been finalized.

The Army and the AEC had been rushing to increase production
and enlarge Richland since November of 1946, a full two years
before the JGT Master Plah appeared, and they had already
approved of a number of changés for the town. Lafe in 1946, for
example, they started a planting programAin order to reduée dust
storms. And by the spring of 1947 it had been decided that
Richland’s new housing stock, designed in bart again by the
office of Spokane architect G. Albin Pehrson, would feature
safer, cleaner, larger basements; oil-fired furnaces rather than
coal heating; porches where none had existed before; Endividual
driveways instead of communal parking compounds; and concrete
curbs and sidewalks for the first time. The village waé, in
effect, being planned without the benefit of master planning. 1In

fact, in May of 1947 the AEC had specifically decided not to

await the completion of an overall plan before continuing with

.its expansion effort. Given the urgency of increasing the

production of plutonium, it could not afford toz@ait while
planners studied the village. Furthermore, the "original layout"
of the town and the ongoing building program had "determined
fairly definiﬁely [the] direction of proposed expansion."50 J.
Gordon Turnbull, Inc. and Graham, Anderson, Probst, &'White, Inc.
still had much to offer in the way of a master plan, but to a
certain extent their document merely confirmed decisions already

made and reinforced existing patterns.
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One overall thrust of the post-war development of Richland
was to create a more thoroughly middle- class village. WlShlng to
eliminate any vestige of a "companyftown;" JGT viewed the need to
double Richland’s.size as an opportunity to design a permanent,
aesthetically pleasing, residential commuuity. Emphasizing that
Richland would become a city of homes for a relatively affluent
and stable population of HW employees, planners supported the
AEC’s policy of shuntlng construction workers off to North
Richland, the cluster of trailers, dormitories, and mess halls
that would expand or shrink as circumstances required. Within
Richland proper, they intended to increase the percentage of laod
devoted to’single~family housing, commercial buildings,ycommunity
services, and parks and playgrounds, while decreasing the
proportion of industrial and vacant land.sl

The result borrowed heavily from the ascendant suburban
styies of the post-war era, as 1f suburbs represented "normalcy"
for the middle-class population of Richland. The town became,
for example' evedﬁmore oriented than before around shopping -
dlstrlcts and automobiles.®2 vYet Richland itself could not
accurately be labeled a suburb. It was not ad]acent to any
larger city with a dominant central business dlstrlct. Many of
its employed residents did commute to work to the plant, but they
still looked to Richland itself for administrative and civic
centers,-recreatioo, and cultural life. Indeed, one of the
planners’ duties was to‘help deVelop for the village enough of a
town nucleus to keep residents content. Creating a new shopping

district represented one key step toward this larger goal.
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During wartime, du Pont had built the older "downtown"

shopping area, adjacent to dormitories and plant administration

buildings. Ihis district contained too few shops and services as’
well'as too many run-down buildings for the post-war community,
however, and it offered virtually no room for expausion. The new
master plan consequently laid out the new "uptown" shopping
district, sufficiently more spacious and attractive than its
predecessor to make downtown businessmen resentful. 1In addition,
whereas the government contractor had built and leased structures
in the old downtown, commerc1al tenants in the new district
leased the land from GE and erected their own buildings. The
first uptown stores and offices opened in 1949, provféing some of
the goods and services that an above-average hometown required.53
It seems doubtful that Richland, particularly before 1958,
ever provided enough shops and services to satisfy the consuming
desires of most residents. .Some businessmen complained that,
even after the opening of the new shopping area, many villagers

continued to spend their sizeable disposable incomes "away from

" home." Perhaps this was because, under federachontrols, there

were too few stores and services to provide good selection or
competition. In addition,; the townspeople were almost all
newcomers who, in all likelihood, lacked much sense of commitment
to local merchants. They also-enjoyed.traueling. Council member
Fred Clagett commented in 1955 ou how frequently the "people of
Richland...migrate to Portland, Seattle, or Spokane for weekends
to do their shopping"--a practice that apparently'continues in

the 1990s. Yet local businesshen‘hardly suffered too much. ;Most
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had an ideal market situation--few credit risks among local
buyers, little unemployment for most of the‘late 1940s and léSQs,
and-minimal competition from other merchants.>4 |

while planners wished to provide enough shops and services
to satisfy the people of Richland, they had other‘motives as well
forvencouraging commerce. Understanding the long—tefm goal of
eliminating federal subsidies for the town, they viewed stores
and services as a source of local revenue that would, in the
future, replace AEC funds in the municipal budget. However, to
generate enough business in the‘village, people from Pasco,
ﬁennewick, and other nearby towns and farms would have to be 7
attracted to Richland merchants, and this would require/better
access. To this end; JGT argued against Richland’s continued
isolation by urging a better system of roads connecting the town
to nearby communities. Futthermore,vthe master plan saw |
Richland’s commercial future and fiscal self-sufficiency as
dependent upon completion of the Columbia BaSin Progect Cargo
traffic along the Columbia River, industries attracted by cheap
hydroelectric power, and increases in irrigated agriculture were
all envisioned as essential ingredients in the town’s economic
maturation.55 Already, the government had placed a premium upon
economic diversifioation of Richland.

Wwhile planners attempted to redirect.people’s commercial
relations with one another, they also tried to transform the
community’s relationship to the environment. Making Richland a

pleasant place to live meant altering nature. The desert

conditions of south central Washington heightened the need for
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shady, greenvrefuges in town during summer months, so the master
plan.called for an increase in parks and playgrounds.56 It paid
even more attention, however, to holding down the sandy topsoil
in and around Richland, which regularly blew into dust storms
when lifted by the area’s strong and regular winds. Dust storms
made the town uncomfortable, and threatened to drive aWay HW
employees; perhaps_even more importantly (although unknown to
planners), the dust storms polluted the atmosphere and broadcast
wastes from the plant by scattering "radioactive and toxic
products" that had been generated.during manufacture of
plutonium. The master plan proposed as,remedies the widescale
irrigation and cultivation of unused lands in and aroand'the
village——one'of the reasons that the town had a high rate of per—
capita water use. It also called for the continuation of

previous efforts to control dust by planting a "shelter belt™"

.consisting of "five rows of shrubs and trees" along the southern

and western boundaries of the town. WVulnerable to floods,
drought, and high winds,‘the shade trees, shelter-belt plantings,
and ground cover required continuous attention from GE throughout
the 1950s.%7

Other natural problems received continuous attention as
well. GE sprayed chemicals to eradicate weeds from the Hanford
areas and Richland village; including in particular the
irrigation canals. It also sprayed DDT -and burned marsh areas in
order to eliminate mosquitos, set out poison bait for rodents in
the 2do Area and in parts of Richland, and advised villagers to

keep sagebrush out of-their yards'.58 Again, these impulses to
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control the environment and, to a certain exteﬂt, to "denature"
Richland, may well have stemmed from the ;ealization that certain
plants and animals absorbed, concenﬁfated, and transmitted
radiocactivity which had been released from plant op_erations.59
Most residents, however, could not be permitted to know the
reasons behind the almost obsessive attempts to control certain
naturalipests. |

while proposing means for controlling the natural.
envifonment of Richland, blanners aod managers of the town also
prepared the way for a new residential environment by planning
for the expansion of housiog. GE<had inherited about thirty %
dormitories in-the village, each of which consisted of ;etween 38
and 50 rooms assigned to single adults, but dormitories did not
correspond with the suburban image sought for Richland. Many of
'theVHOmes built durihg the war were also now regarded as
unsatisfactory. Duplexes seemed too small for the two families
they had been built to house; pre-fabs seemed the least
attractive units. Too much housing was simply too small or too
cheaply made. The residents’ constanf, illicif remodeling of
their homes provided oﬁe index of the &idespread dissatisfaction

" and desire to improve the buildings. GE worried in its January,

1947 monthly report to the AEC that too many tenants were trying

to increase their space by digging unauthorized basements that in

some instances jeopardized the entire structure. 80

The scramble to build new housing was well under way by the
time the master plan was completed in November of 1948. Roughly

3850 houses survived the wartime era. The 1947 building program

.
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added anothef 800 houses aﬁd 64 aparthents, and the following
year saw completion of still another 1,000 units. The newer
hoﬁses were generally more attractive than the older ones, and
many of them were "clustered in the fashionable areas close to
the Columbia River." In mid-1948 JGT tabulated roughly 5,700.
housing units existing and under construction, occupied by 23,592
61 Richland was hardly a "village" any longer, a fact

that was recognized in 1950 when the weekly newspaper, the

Richland villager, ceased publication and declared that the

community needed a daily newspaper that suited better its growing

urban status.®2

By that year the number of housing units in town}had
increased to almost 6,000: 3,840 of these were single-family
dwellings, includiog pre-fabs; another 933 were duplexes; 9
apartment buildings contained 74 units, and 30 dorms contained
1,150 beds.63 The 1950 population had declined to about 21,800,
and for the remainder of the 1950s it would hover between this
figureiahd 23,450, the 1960 total. fBut for a variety of reasons
a housing shortage persisted in Richland throughﬂthe early 1950s,
despite the stabilization of the population. (It was this
shortage that guaranteed that the AEC and GE would remain
inflexible in their housing.policies.) Workers preferred
dwelling in the town to living outside it, even though there were

too few units to accommodate them all. In March of 1952,

consequently, a waiting list for open housing contained 600

~applicants. Also, over the decade GE phased out the dormitories,

closing the last one down in mid-1958. By that year, however,
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the housing picture had changed considerablyf ‘In 1950 the.
vacancy rate had stood at 1.41% and the avérége number of
resideﬁts per dnit was 3.86. By 1938 the vacancy raté had grown
to 10.1% and the number of residents per unit had fallen.to 3.63.
Richland had fewer tenants in multiple-family dwellings, fewer
pre-fab houses, and smaller families.%*4 o

Observers tended to praise the physical appearance of
Richland during the 1950s. It seemed not to resemble a company
to&n because it did not have a "housing project look." Rather,
it looked like a "remarkably well planned community." It

z";'

featured not only nice homes but also good schools, pa?fs,
churches, health‘services, and retail districts, with no slum
areas and, by 1857, no overcro@ding. "Richland seemed to many
people to be a "model" community, and the townspeople took

incréasing pride in that fact.®

The pride was not immediate. Betty and Melvin Jacobs were
initially ﬁdisappointea? in Richland when they arrived in 1948
because it seemeé iaw,and windy. Yet over time they came to like
the town, espeéially because it had good facilities fqr raising
children.%® Just aS’Riéhland gradually appegréd to be a model

" town in the physical sense, so its residents seemed to comprise a
model community in the social and cultural sgnse.' In fact, as
populafion growth surged during the late 1940s and then leveled

. off during the 1950s, both the townspeople and outsiders

commented frequéntly on its above-average demographic profile.

Richland in 1946 was "a town of many children, of young people,

of almost no deaths, a town where everybody had a job, a town

%
%
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with a pleaéant planned look abouf it."®7 Most of these -
characteristics persisted over the next decade and a half.

The distinguishing traits of the population stemmed mostly
from the employment of the vast majority of the town’s workforce

at Hanford. The plant required people with certain skills and

- good educational backgrounds, screened them carefully for

sécurity'and safety reasons before hiring them, and paid
employees well. Both in 1950 and 1960, the adult population
possessed, on average, more than 12.5 years of schooling. More
than 40% of all males over 24 years of age in Richland in 1960
had attended college; the figure for‘Washington state~was,22%.68
The higher level of schooling helps to explain é%e high
proportion of "adminisfrative, technical, and engineering
personnel" residiﬁg in the town, which in turn helps to explain
the relative affluence of the population. In 1959 the median
family income for Richland was $8,368; for Washington, it was
$6,225. The town’s overall prosperity did not stem‘from the
presence of a highly paid elite, and its population was not
deeply stratified along socio-economic lines. gichland had
neither a sizeable lower class nor much of an upper class, but
rathe; consisted mostly of what one observer termed the "middle

of the middle class." 1In 1956, 26% of. all American families had

_annuai incomes under $2,000, 53% had incomes between $2,000 and

$5,000, and 21% had incomes over $5;000. In Richland, none (0%)

-of the families had incomes under $2,000; 87% had incomes between

$2,000 and $5,000; and 13% had.incomes over $5,000.%7 Noting the

community's educational and income levels, planners attempted’to
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encourage the development of the kind of schoéls and cultural

facilities that seemed appropriate for the town’s socio-economic

status.7o

Observers often noted two other features of Richland
residents: their relative youthfulness and healthine;s. A }948
report by the AEC’s Advisory Board on safety and Industrial

Health described typical "rank and file" employees at atomic

facilities as 10 fo‘lS years younger than the industrial average..

In Richland the absence of retirees merely reinforced the
youthful character of the town. Only'2.2% of the town’s
population was over 65 years old in 1960, compared to 19% of ali
Washingtonians. One husbénd and wife remembered that there were
"no funerals" and "no old people" in RiChland during the late
1940s, and that when the wife’s elderly mother visited she felt
out~;f place in such a youthful populati‘on.?l A young populace,
combined with ample medical care, made for a heaithy community.
Richland far surpassed national averages by attainihg lower rateé
of worker absente;ism (1.0% to 3.7%), deaths in population over
five years (2.7 per.lOO to 10.0 per 1000), and infant mortality
(18.9 pei iOOO to 32.6 per 1000). Master planné:s saw no need
for a large cemetery in town (albeit partly because they expected
‘the deceased to be buried in the places whence they had come to
Richland).72 |

The youthfulness of Richland’s adults encouraged a local
baby boom that, once égain, exceeded the nationa; average. In -
1948 the towﬁ’s birth'rate stood at 34 per 1000, compared to the

national figure of 20 per 1000; in 1850 15.3% of the village
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population Qas under five years old, compared to the national
figure of 10.8%. Although Richland’s birth rate gradually
leveled bff during the later 1950s, the town retained a
disproportionately large percentage of school children.’3
Because well educated parents paid parﬁicular attention to the
quality of schools, GE and the AEC worked especially hard to
provide an adequate educational system. ‘Plentiful children and
good schools apparently réinforced Richland;s reputation as a
model community. '
Althougthichland contained a large number of children, many
wives worked outside the home. In the Tri-Cities as a whole,
about one quarter Qf all employed workers were women ;n 1957, and
the proportion of working wives was "considerably higher than the
vnational average." (In 1960, Richland fell between Pasco and
Kennewiék in the percentage of its women in the labor force.)74
The perception that a disproportionately high percentage of
mothers in town worked outside the home emerged in‘i957 when fhe
Richland Community Council addressed the issue of juvenile
delinquency. The council twice considered—~andktwice defeated--a
proposal urging that the AEC require its contractors to prohibit
father and mother from working the same shifts. /" o

If in fact there was a shortage of supervision for

.Richland’s children, it may have stemmed in part from the

shortage of grandparents. Most adult residents of the village

.had moved there from some other part of the country, generally

leaving behind their own parents. Yet they now regarded Richland

as their home. It remains difficult to determine just how

—
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strongly attached to Richland the newcomers bécame, but there is
considerable evidence of sincere commitment to the new town. An

article in The Oregonian of Septémbe} 9, 1947, headlined "Most

Richland Families Stay, Like Storés, Homesﬂ" told éf the overall
contentment with the. village. The continual protests%against the
AEC policy requiriﬁg retirees to give up their homes;in town also
evince people’s sense bf attachment to Richland. One employee
exéressed.this‘senfiment in 1955 when testifying before the JCAE:
wour home ties are broken where we came from....[W]e have become
established herevand wish to make our homes here. Many of.us
have relati&es and, iﬁ some cases, children here.n 76 B . 2
Although HW employees tended to become fond of Richland once
they haa lived there a while, it sometimes proved difficult to
recruit them to the project in the first/place. The Army and du
Pont £ad succeeded during wartime in attracting workers
espeéially from the midwestern and southern states and the
interior Weét, and it seems likely that the plant continued to
draw heavily for &orkers upon these parts of the couhtry.‘ (HW

continued recruiting in the interior West, bqt its advertisements

in the Denver Post caused Los Alamos to protest. Denver was "the

" principal point of recruiting for the University of California at
Los Alamos," and the laboratory did not wish to compete against

the "high rates" of pay advertised by Hanford.) By contrast, GE

had a hard time hiring new employees from California, presumably

because the Goldemn State had better qultural and environmental

amenities as well as an equally strong economy. And when the

§
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company recruited secretaries from back East, it needed to
convince them that they would not be "pioneering" in Richland.’’-

For péople”who hesistated to relocate to the Tri-Cities area

because they féared crude social, cultﬁral,‘and environmental

‘conditions, the idea of "pioneering" was unpleasant. Those who
actually made the move, by contrast, éuickly came fo.view |
themselves as "pionéers" in a quite positive light. They also
favorably identified the élace to which they had movea as a kind

of frontier. These definitions--of themselves as Westerners and

" of their new hometown as another western frontier--were important

for a numBer of reasons. First, they helped to cement the social
bonds between diverse strangers who had arrived from ;ll around
fhe country, and thus encouraged a sense of community. Second,
they provided workefs at Hanford and residents of Richland with a
positive self-image. Pioneers, after all, have beén‘widely
regarded as patriotic citizens perfofming an important American
mission. Third, the image of pioneers on a frontie} servéd
Hanford workers and Richland residents as a too%rwith which they
couldjpry more respect and resburces for their communities from
the nation. Finally, the ideas of pioneers and the frontier
proved quite flexible, and could be adapted and readapted to suit
people’s changing needs and prioritiés.

The notion that Hanford and Richland were part of a new
frontier began very quickly in the atomic age, between 1943 and
1947. 1In the early days, the pioneer identity of newcomefs
stemmed from at least three sets of factors. Firét, most people

at Hanford had arrived recently from the East. Because they were
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literally Westering overland migraﬁts, it seemed natural to

compare their journey to that of earlier generations crossing the

Oregon Trail. It also seemed natural to liken their settling

among the sagebrush to previous acts of homesteadlng ~ Second ,

the social and environmental conditions at Hanford and Richland
during world war TwoO and immediately after were generally crude.
wartime Hanford had few comforts--such as running hot watér--in
large part because the Army was afraid to spend too much money On

~a project that might never work. So employees lived in -

dormitories and barracks, which comprised a heavily male
consrruction camp, and many of them drank and gambled and whored.
and brawled as if they were in some cattle town or mining campvon

the frontier. The arid, dusty, windy conditions intensified the

dlscomfort Those who stuck it out thus’ quite naturally

"identified with earlier generations of "ploneers" who had

78
survived similarly harsh conditions.

A third reason for developing an early western identity had

to do with a simple geographic calculation. Once the Manhattan

pProject came out of the closet in Augﬁst 1945, residents of .

Richland compared their community freqUently to Oak Ridge,
Tennessee, ‘another government town created to help produce the

atomlc bomb during the war. Oak Rldge was the Atomic City of the

East; Richland was the‘Atomic city of the West. This frequently

repeated slogan had a number of variations. One was "The Atom-

Bustin’ Village of the West," which was meant to remind people of

people in Richland participated in atom-
79

the western rodeo.

bustin’ just as cowboys competed in bronco-bustin’.

.
%
i

" this idea was celebrated in Richland every year from 1948 to 1959
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By 1947, conditions had begun to change dramatically at
Hanford and Richland. The<post4war'expepsion not only ushered in

' another boom period for the community, but also brought a greater

. sense of permanence to what had been a somewhat temporary town.

Growth brought qualitative as well as quantitative gaihs. The
crudity associated with wartime Hanford disappeared .as the AEC
upgraded the.tan and plant environments significantly, lergely
ro keep workers content,‘prodﬁctive, and on the job. Yet despite
such refinements, people‘continued to identify themselves as
pioneers. Some of the same old reasons continued to apply, but
new dimensions were also added to the community’s distinctive
western identity. J

.The self-image of many who worked at or lived near Hanford
was eaptured now by the idea of the "Atomic Frontier." Indeed;

in what came to be knewn as Atomic Frontier Days. These annual
festivals paidlhomage to the community’s supposed sﬁmilarity to
the old West. For example, Richland sponsored en annual rodeo -
during Atomic Frontieerays, and expected its residents to dress
up like cowboys and congrls. The town was likened to "the
mining and luﬁbering towns_df rhe early West." Publicists spoke"
of how, during the war, "the desert fought a savage fight against
the invasion of highways, water-power, industry and man." The

"unsure" and ﬁunbelieving" could not take the harsh conditions,

but like true pioneers "the plucky, the faithful, those who had

unbounded belief in the cause, stuck it out." Now they were

-
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engaged in conquering "the Atomic Wilderness oﬁ’Ehis, our last
frontier."go |

while the idea of the Atomic Frdhfier called to mind
familiar images of the past,_hbwever, it also conjured up ideas
about the present and the future. The pioneers working at
Hanford and livingfin Ricﬁland not only identified w;th earlier
generations of Westerners, but also saw themselves aé blazing new
trails toward tomorrow. In the world of technology, it was said,
Hanford stood on "the industrial ‘frontier." As a "most unique
manufacfuring concern of our time," with special "engineering
knowhow. . .construction skill [and] unusual operational methods,"i
the plant had greatly surpassed Aﬁerica’s already considérable
achievements in "mass productiod" and the "assembly line method."
Its p{oduct, plutonium, also seemed path-breaking--"usable a
thouséhd years from now for war or peace....It is owned by a free
peoplé;,it bears a union label."®l The spirit proved so |
infectious that others involved in more'mundane kinds -of work

“

tried to participate. One entrepreneur opened a new restaurant

in 1952 called "Fission Chips."82

Existing on the frontier--the cutfing edge--of industry and

technology meant, of course, that Hanford and Richland were also

pioneering tomorrow. Certain that peaceful uses of the atom
would usher in a "golden age" for Americans,Athe people of
Hanford and Richland imagined the Tri-Cities as a "Crossroads of
the Future": -

ﬁistory will record‘a neQ Western saga when the story

of the Tri-Cities is told...of a region triply blessed
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‘with water, sun, and land, plué the indescribable,
fantastic, development of atomic power; Conestégas
replaced by snarling trucks, horseé by hotrods, false-
fronts by_graceful steel and stone buildings, and the
legendary tent-towns by thousands of trailers--most of
whose occupants will join a useful citizenry to build
this modern colossus in central Washington state.83
Just as the Hanford plant would guide other Americans élong the
trail to the future, so would Richland. The town was no£ only
"one of the world’s great pioneer centers in atomic;sciencekand

’

industry." Because of its origins as a planned, government town
and because of its 'generally prosperous and homogendﬁg
population, Richland was also pérceived by many as a model
community.‘a4 .

Notions of Hanford and Richland as industrial,
technological, and urban frontiers prevailed especially in the
later 1940s and 1950s but, like prior associations with an older
West, this futuristic self~image persisted eveé as still another
iden?ification with the frontier emerged. Thfodghout the years
from the mid—iQSOs to the early 1970s, the péople of Hanford and
Ri;h;and made a number of requests from the:federal governmenf.
In asking the government to extend certain benefits to their
communities, they once again frequently identified themselves as
pioneers, this time emphasizing the sacrifices they had hade in

the West for their country. The implication was that the nation

owed them something extra because of the pioneering they had gone
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through, jﬁst as it had owed special considerégion to early
migrants on thé overland trail of the mid-nineteenth century.

The people of Richland made pafﬁicular use of the self-image
of the sacrificing pioneer. Employees who appealed for
permission to remain in the village after'retirementkfrom the
plant buttressed their aréuments by emphasizing the‘sévere
disruption that forced departure would wreak "in’thé settled
habits a person develops in pioneering a home such as has
occurred here."8% pioneers apparently put down deeper roots.
Furthermore, aithough Richland had been essentially created by

the government and its contractors, the residents émphasized th%t

it was their efforts as individual pioneers--not those of the

federal government, its corporate partners, or its planners--that

accounted for the town’s success. One woman demonstrated this'
sentiﬁent in a 1955 statement to the JCAE.
| Since Richland changed from a sleepy country village, I

watéhed it grow, pioneered it with the.reét of the
oldtime}s. We’ve lived through heat and dust storms
with no flowers, no grass, no trees and wé puﬁ in grass
and héd to water it constantly so it could live in the
hot dry desert air. We had no stores, no.entertainment
facilities and there were many other handicaps. Now
Richland is a beautiful place.86

In other words, if Richland was in fact a model community, the

tenants and not the landlord deserved the credit.
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In order to get a better sense of the meaning of the idea of
Richland as model community during the late 1940s and the 1950s,.
one might compare the government town to Pasco and Kennewick, the
other two members of the Tri-Cities. Prior to World wWar Two,

Pasco’s economy had revolved around the railroad and Kennewick’s

- around the processing and shipping of farm produce. These

economic orientations continued during and after the war.87 vyet
both towns were'alsé influenced dramaticaliy by the arrival of
Hanford and Richland. Pasco grew. from 3,513 people in 1940 to
10,228 in 1950 énd 14,522 in 1960. Kennewick expanded from 1,918
in 1940 to 10,106 in 1950 and 14,244 in 1960. (See Table One.)
Both towns became more affluent during these two decages, paffiy
because each of them, and especially Kennewick, housed an
increasing number of Hanford émployeés and their families..88 The
plutonium plant'introduced a manufacturing economy that increased
the prosperity of the entire region, and in so doing made

disparate towns more similar in certain ways.
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Table One®?: Demograpgégngg?girsions{,kgsggéiignd- family income for 1950 ($4,864) and 1960 ($8,368) substantially
Pasco Kennewick S=Rseis . '
_ exceeded Kennewick’s ($3,750 and $6,598) as well as Pasco’s
. 1950 : ' ( ‘ : |
Population 10,228 10,106 - 21,803 ($3,972 and $6,590). Whereas about one quarter of the households
1960 X o
Population 14,522 14,244 23,548 in Pasco and Kennewick earned less than $2,000 in 1950, less than
% Increase, . . _ ‘
1950-1960 42% 41% | 8% one twentieth of Richland’s did. In 1960, about 60% of
1950 Blacks 980 A 4 7 Richland’s labor force worked in manufacturing, compared to
1960 Blacks 1213 5 ‘ 185 Kennewick’s 19.8% and Pasco’s 9.6%. Three quarters of Richland’s"
1950 ' ) , c
% Non-whites 10.1% 0.1% - 0.2% | adults had completed high school, compared to slightly more than
1960 ' o " a6 .
% Non—white§ 9.0% 0.3% 1.3% half of the adults in the other two towns. In 1960 about 6% of
1950 % age . 5 :
65 or ovgr, 5.1% 4.7% ~ 1.2% the population of Kennewick and Pasco was 65 years or over: only -
1960 % age | . e ) . ’
65 Oor over 6.3% 5.8% 2.2% ‘ s 2.2% of Richland’s residents fell into the same-age bracket.
Table Three®l: Nature of Tri-Cities Employment
Pasco Kennewick : Richland v
Table Two Y: Socio-economic Comparisons, 1950-1960 1950 1960 1950 1960 1950 1960
Pasco Kennewick Richland o Size of v : :
1950 1960 1950 1960 1950 1960 Labor Force 4630 ° 5760 4087 5549 9146 9508
ian Famil ' ‘ % Employed in'
?iiéﬁi Y $3972 $6,590 $3,750 $6,598 54,864 $8,368 white collar jobs 44.8 46.9 :  54.6
. . N % Employed as : ,
% of Families Laborers 9.4 7.4 12.3 5.8 . 2.4 2.4
below poverty ~ 16.0 259 10.4 4.9 4.1 g
3 s 24.4 . . - - .
line ($2000) % Employed in »
Median Years o1 s . Lo 106 Construction 21.8 14.7 38.2 16.0 . 8.7 2.5
; 11 - ) . . . .
of schooling ‘ % Employed in ‘ .
% High School _ a3 Manufacturing 6.2 11.6 14.5  23.9 65.7 . 68.3
Graduates . 53.5 54.6 .
. The distribution of racial minorities also differentiated
v 7.1 3.7 4.2
% Unemployed 12.7 6.2 11.3 :

_ between the Tri-Cities. ‘Hénfordkemployed véiy few African
Having said that, The differences betueen the Three toﬁns Americans--a situatioﬁ thét'attfacted the critical attention of
' renained sizesble £hrougt fhe date 19403 and the 19505.. see the Seattle Chapter of the.Americad Civil'Liberties Union and the
Tables Two and Three.) Richland was, simply pu?, the biggest, Cational Ueban Leagué i Tas th veben beae investigétor
wealthiest, and best educated of the communities. Its median . , , ‘
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reported that most of the African-American popﬁl;tibn of the Tri-
lcltles—~perhaps as many as 2,000 people--llved in a squalid
encampment, w1thout city utility serv1ce, on the east edge of
pasco. Blacks were not very welcome in other places. The
sheriff of Kennewick explained the racial homogeneity‘ef his
community by reporting fhat "if anybody in this town»ever se}ls
property to a nigger, he’s liable to be run out of town."9?

Other laborers who did not "fit into" the AEC "community,"
including Hispanics who ﬁad roots nearby, were encouraged to

continue commuting from Sunnyside or Prosser, rather than trying

to move into Richland.

s

The federal government, in the form of the AEC, did little
to alter the official pelicies or pervasive attitudes of local
citizens. Once again, the emphasis on production took priority
over e;her matters. The AEC’s deputy manager at Hanford
expléinea to the Urban League investigator, "We have enough |
trouble here without having to cope with a Negro pfbblem. We'ye
got to think of ou£ white majority, many of whom are southerners

and would not stand for Negroes here._"93 So the number of

African—American employees remained miniscule. TwoO blacks, a

typlst and a clerk, worked for the AEC at Hanford in 1951; "less

than a dozen Negro clerks and custodians" were employed by
General Electric; and about 250 blacks worked for construction
contractors. Many of the African Americans employed in
construction lived?in North Richland, where housing faeilities

and some eeting establishments were segregated. 1In Richland

. i i of eating
proper, there were "occasional instances where the use of g
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and recreational facilities by non-whites has been discouraged,™"
an AEC study revealed in 1951, but housihg was not eegregated.94
In March of 1953, after President Eisenhower ordered the
desegregation of all schools on U.S. military beses, thevAEC
anticipated that it would soon receive instructions to have its
towns comply with the same requirements. Among the three atomic
towns, the President’s order would only affect Oak Ridge,
Tenneesee, according to two AEC officiels, because, as they
wrote, "There is no school segregation at Hanford or Los
Alamos."?° The statement was technically correct in Richland’s
case,;iargely because there were so few African’AMerieens in the
town. The 1950 census had counted 7 African Americanéfin
Richland; non-whites eomprised but 0.2% of the town population.
Kennewick similarly contained only 5 African Americans in 1950.
'Pasco, on the other hand, officially had 980 African Americans;
10.1% of its population was non-white. Because all but 27 ofbthe

African Americans had arrived in Pasco since 1940, one suspects

. that wartime migration, and particularly the importation of

workers to build Hanford, was largely responsible fof the
increase of non-whites in Pasco.?6 By 1960, the number of
African.Americans in Richland had grown to 189, and non-whites
amounted to 1.3% of the population. .The comparable numbers for
Pasco were now 1,213 and 9%.97 Hanford still did not employ many
African Americéns. As late as 1966, blacks amounted to about one
?ercent of Hanford employees--or 82 out of a total of 8,000--so

contractors were instructed to hire more African Americans.38
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In Richland, the lack of racial diversity contributed to the
towﬁ's sense thaﬁ it was special and different.. Although peopled
by newcomers from all over the countryi(the village of Richland
was homogeneous in many ways. Its population was overwhelmingly
white, its empioyees were paid fairly well, its residents"
generally wofked for and followed the lead.of either GEror the
AEC, and its homeé shared a mass-produced character. ;One
observer called Richland "a middle class housing projeét."
Compared to its neighbors, the village had more cultural

facilities, better schools, and a higher level of ciﬁy planning.

Furthermore, as one former resident recalled in 1990, the town’s ’

&

adult population was gbing through much the same experience:
.wé were all young when we were first hired ig there.
There weren’t any old people to speak of in town, and
everyboay was in the same boat. r We all came‘in there
with the jobs and the job that théy wanted us to do and

we all had our families there and everybody got

“

along.99

The distinctive character of Richland was reinforced by
official policy. Because the governmeng.saw Richland as a
hometown for production workers at HW, it tended to isoclate it
from surrounding communities. Most of the construction workers
employed in Hanford’s post-war expansion did not live in the
village. In 1950 less than 10% of Richland wage-earners worked
in construction, while 22% of Pasco’s and 38% of Kennewick’s were

employed in construction. Moreover, when starting the expansion

program in 1947, the government steered construction workers away

i
i
i
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from the viilage toward thé new, temporary town of North . .
Richland--a working~clasé housing project--where they were
sheltered in barracks and trailers. One difference between
Richland and North Richland was that in 1950 the constructiﬁn
town contained about 200 African American residents among its
population of 3,067. North Richland aiso votea heavily
Democratic, while Richiand‘leaned to the Republican Party. The.
workers living in North Richland were permitted to bring their
families, in contrast to most wartime employees at Hanford camp,
but they were still perceived (somewhat correctly) as transients

and as a source of social problems. Increases in venereal

¥ 7
r

disease and crime were attributed to the presence of ébnstruction
workers during the late 19405.100

Richland was, byvdesign and by circumstance, different from
and isolated from’the surrounding communities. TIts population
perhaps challenged the status quo of the nearby rural population.
Some perceived the newcomers as aloof or arrogant.lbl Many long-
term residents of the area were no doubt Suspicigus of so many
newcomers from afar. Furthermore, the governmené had Qished to
keep Richland isolated from its neighbors during the war for
security reasons, so it had provided for few roads between the
village and other towns. And it seemed fo be in no rush to
increase access to the town éfter the war. As late as 1955,
Richlandkresidents continuéd to complain about their lack of

communication with other towns, a problem that pérticularly

affected businessmen who wanted to expand their markets.l102
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Richland was both quite different and rather isolated . from
nearby towns and farms, and its devotion to»one,industry set its
-eConomy apart. Hanford exerted enormous influence on the entire
Tri-Cities area, changing Kennewick and Pasco in significant ways
and integrating them partially into a.more industrializad,
governmentésupported economy. But Richland remained necidedly
different. The town’s detachment likely served the interest of
the AEC and GE, but'it was not necessarily the aspiration of
local residants and promoters. As early as 1948, the master
planners employed by GE and the AEC expected that Richland’s
future growth depended upon the completion of thenColumbia Basin‘:
Project. Local leaders, too,vin the early 1950s: tended to lump
Richland together with Pasco and Kennewick as a single economic
unit that stood to benefit from the presence of cheap
hydroeiéctrical power, the expansion of irrigated agricnlture,
and tha improvements to river transportation promised by
completion of the Columbia Basin Project;103 Boostérs had
somewhat misleadinéiy grouped‘the th;ee towns together as a
single metropolitan unit--the Tri-Cities--as well as a single
common economy. |

The image of three distinct communities marching in step
toward a single, bright fufure overlooked the fact that in some
respécts the Hanford ﬁorks and the Columbia Basin Project, as
originally cnnceived, were incompatible. For one thing, the
plant required an aninterfupted flow of the river’s fresh, cold

water, and thus its presence prevented construction of the

.proposed Ben-Franklin Dam on the Columbia. Hanford also required
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an uninterrnpted flow of hydroelectric power, 5o both during and
after the Second World War it secured a gnarantee from the
Bonneville Power Administration that placed HW above all other

USQIS.104

For another, the Hanford project tied up lands that
had once been slated to receive water as part of the Columbia
Basin Project’s irrigation effort. As‘one example, Hanford
encouraged the'nrbanization of areas in and around the Tri-
Cities, which resulted in‘the conversion of prospéctive irrigated
farms into homesites in order to meet the demand for new housing.

Even more consequential, however, was Hanford’s-takeover of the

Wahluké Slope across the Columbia River in Franklin and Grant

¥
o

counties, just north and northeast Qf the reactors.
Government control of much of the Wahluke Slope represented
a precaution against the possibility of an accident at the
Hanford plant. In the event of a disastrous release, it was
believed, the prevailing winds would likely carry radioactive
gases north and northeast from the reactors, across the river and
on to or over the Wahluke Slope. Consequently, .in 1947 the AEC
determined that it needed to prevent occupation ;r development in
more than 280,000 acres on the slope. O0f this parcel, 88,000
acres comprised the Control Zone, along the riverbanks and
nearest the reactors, where the AEC sought "complete and
permanent control" by cbndemning and purahasing all non-
government private-land. The remaining acreage, mostly privately
owned, was designated the‘Secondary Zone. The AEC prevented
development and settlement in this area, too, largely by getfing

the U.S. Bureau of Reclamation to agree not to extend irrigation
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to it. But the AEC also held out hope that adv%ﬂces in reactor
safety would ultimatély permit it to release these lands for

develbpment and habitation.10%

AEC uses for the wWahluke Slope conflicted directly with the
proposed uses by the Columbia Basin Project, which had offered
the possibility of irrigating many of the acres. - Landowners and
businessmen did not like this interference with local economic
development, and the Bureau of Reclamation pointed out that,
minus the lands now under AEC control, the development of

irrigation in the vicinity would be more expensive and less cost-

- efficient. Naturally, then, pressures from farmers, landowners, °

#

local businessmen, and the Bureau of Reclamation emerged, forcing
the AEC to re—evaluéte and, on two occasions, reduce the size of
its Secondary Zone during the 1950s.

.A;hounCement of the first chénée camé on January 8, 1953,
whenkthe AEC released roughly 87,000 acres'ffom the extreme
southeastern and northwestern ends of the Secondary’Zone. The
. Commission also indicated that it would permit the temporary
construction of canals énd rdadways through the remaining.
restricfed areas, but would continue to oppose occupation or
regular work there. in publicizing this decision, the AEC
carefully explained that hazards from the possibility of reactor
accidents stillAexisted. It promised to educate people who would
be working or' living in the newly.released lands to the dangers
‘they faced, and to provide a warning and evacuation system for
emergencies. The AEC also reiterated its policy fhat "for séfety

reasons no towns or cities should be established within 25 miles
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of the Hanfdrd reactor area." A limit of this size did not apply
at all atomic sites, however. C. Rogers McCullogh, chairman of -
the AEC’s Advisory Committee on Reactor Safeguards, explained in
a 1958 letter to AEC Chairman Lewis L. Strauss just why Hanford’s
"unique" reactors continued to present considerable concern.
The Hanford-reactofs.have been and still are
potentially dangerous facilities besause of the massive
escape of fissioh products which would occur in the
event of loss of coolant. This hazard becomes
progressively more serious the ligher the power leyél

at which the reactors are operated. In allowing these

¥/
4

reactors to operate at the present power levels or at
the proposed increased power levels, the Atomic Energy
Commissisn is accepting a degree of risk which, in the
opinion of the Committee, is greater than in any other
existing reactor plant.106 |

In releasing the 87,000 acres in 1953, the AEC built
expectations for additionsl releases of land by promising that
improvements in its "safety systems" at Hanford ;ould soon reduce
the dangers associated with the possibility of accidents. Four
years later, however, the géins in reactorAsafety had been offset
by increases in power and productivity, which meant that the AEC
still regarded further releases of additional acreage on the
Wwahluke Slope  as too risky. Nonetheless, demands from local
interests and private owners to release moré land remained-
intense. The Columbia Basin Commission hinted-in mid-1957 about

filing suit against the AEC for release of more of the Wahluke
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Slope, and in October Senator Henry M. Jackson ﬁresided at.
informal hearings in.Richland on the matter. 'AEC officials
explained then that, in their best scieﬁtific opinion, releasing
additional acreage on the wahluke Slope remained undesirable from
the point of view of saftey. But Senator Jackson, 1ocai farmers
and landowners, and representatives of the Bureau of Reclamation
all disputed official reasoning. They did not have the expertise
to challenge AEC worries abbut'the hazards of Hanford reactors,
but they did resent being told they could not decide for
themselves whether to live with those hazards, if they wished, in
pursuing the "potential érosperity so rightfully theirs iny
keeping with American ideals."lO?
- Among those advocating the opening of more of the wWahluke
Slope, the prevailing sentiment was that they were "willing to
acceptséhat challenge“ (that is, the possibility of a nuclear
"disasfer" at HW) because in living next door to Hanford they
were "not in any worse position than any other spot~that you pick
out.".'A 1951 AEC rebort noted: ‘
Members of the Columbia Basin Commission have advised
the Hanford Operations Office informally that, since
bombing is a civilian hazard commonly faced in any
locality adjacent to defense plants, or in key cities,
it should not be given any added weight in appraising
the hazards on the'Wahluke Slope.

The Commissioners also claimed that "even a direct hit on a pile

would cause only a localized disaster.v108

S
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Senatof.jackson reiterated this reasoning in his appeal to
the AEC to relax its standards. "Given the stockpiling of nuclear
Qeapons at sites across the country, the thousands of people now
working with fissionable materials, and the enemy’s nuclear
capabilities, "millions of Americans in this atomic age,"
according to Jackson, were living with the risks inherent in "new
defense systems." So, he reasoned, it did not make sense to
single out Hanford’s hazafds as any greater than those to which
most of the country’s population was exposed. "Life is indeed
dangerous in this century of tension," and it "is becoming more

n109 Preventing economic development in the

hazardous every day.
vicinity of Hanford did not make sense, according to %he Senator,
because the people lising or working on the wahluke Slope would
be at risk no matter where they were. o
Jackson’s argument neatly ignored the fact that, as the AEC
said, occupants of the Wahluke Slope would face considerably more
risk than other'Ameficans by virtue of their being_aownwind from
Hanford’s reactors. Nonetheless, the political and éublic
pressure to open additional acreage on the Wahlﬁke Slope remained
strong, and on December 30, 1958 the AEC yielded to that pressure
and released another 105,500 acres from the Secondary Zone. The
commission explained that it had scheduled improvemenfs in making
reactor buildings more airtight, thereby reducing the risk of
exposure to radiation "in thevevent of a reactor accident short
of catastrophe," but clearly the hazards presented by the
possibility of a serious disaster remained. Typically, However,

local businessmen and landowners, elected officials, and the
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Bureau of Reclamation all welcomed news of the*édaitional..
release, because 62,000 of the newly opened aeres were ir;igable
and thus promised an economic éain toﬁfhe region.llo

Resisting calls for opening more of the wahluke Slope to
development pet the AEC in a difficult position. It ha§
articulated its concerns that operation of the'Hanforq reactors
posed special dangers to neighboring populations, but this
‘admission of the public hazards of plutonium production went
against the overall trend of the plant’s public relations effort.
The AEC much more coneistentiy and persistently emphasized the
safety of HW rather than the risks it presented to surrou%ding
areas. Indeed, no doubt because of its overriding devotion to
producfion above all else at Hanford, it generally seemed
incapable of dwelling on the special hazards that the reactors
presenfed, and its concern for the plant’s effect on the
surrouhding environment developed but slowly. '

Tﬁe 1948 report of the Safety and Industrial Health Advisory
Board to the AEC exemined the safety of AEC operations generally
and of Hanford operations specifically. It praised'the
precautions that had been taken since the beginning of the
Manhattan Project fer protecting employees from the hazards of
radiation. Indeed, it even predicted, somewhat rashly, that the
AEC "need not be unduly concerned about damage suits" arising
from workplace conditions, "for the simple reason that your
health and safety records are much too good." Protection‘against
"the public health hazerds to:AEC communities and to the

surrounding regions," on the other hand, had not received enough
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attention, éCcording to the report. The Army Corps of Engineers
and the AEC had accepted emissions into the air, ground, and
water without due consideration for their impact on the nearby
environment and population, and they had developed virtually no
valuable data about these releases.lll

" The report'challenged specific practices at Hanford. It
criticized the amounts of radiocactivity released into the
Columbia River, and it quéstiened the disposal of "’‘hot’ wastes"
‘into holding tanks. It particularly criticized gaseous emissions
from the stacks at the chemical separations complex:

At Hanford the discharge of certain radioactive or

¥}
¢

chemically toxic materials, such as iodine, fluoride
and argon, is not infrequent. Oxides of nitrogen are
also discharged in substantial quantities. Their
effects on the surrounding land and general biologic
life, including man, remein to be evaluated.
Herbert M. Parker, the leading health physicist at hanford,
conceded further that "Neither the general public nor ifs
responsible agencies have been given an opportueity to discuss
their own safety with respect to effluents."112 |
The 1948 report demonstrated official awareness of and
concern about the environmental and public-health impact'of
Hanford on the area, but it also demonstrated the difficulties
that efficials would have in informing Hanford’s neighbors of the
risks. In the document Herbert Parker declared, "now that the
Hanford Works has a long term future," the AEC needed to

calculate "the advantages of public reassurance against security

PR
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requirements.“ll3 In other words, the commissien needed to

choose between maintaining total secrecy and providing just
enough information to reassure the nea%by‘public about their
health and environs. Parkér saw no need for full disclosure of
all problems--partially because he doubted that the health
problems were serious; partially because public disclosﬁre of
Hanford’s emiséions might have provided classified informatian to
the Soviet Union and other nations about America’é production of
fissionable material; and partially because studying the
problems, educating the publickabout them, and making changes to
the plant in order to address them, all threatened to detract
from HW’s overriding mission to maximize production of pldéonium.

In 1954, when Parker urged the AEC not to disclose levels of

radiation in the Columbia River, he explained that "The public

relations impact would be severe."11l4

Hanford’s neighbors thus did not learn about the dangers to

which they were exposed. Perhaps some of them wondered about the

hazards- of living oi the production frontier. But most residents

of the area did not question the official complacency about
Hanford’s effect on public health and the environment. In fact,
the risk-taking attitudes of local citizens and Senator Jackson
toward the lands of the Wahluke Slope--that is, their eagerness
for local people to be able to choose for themselves whether to
live with the unknown hazards associated with Hanford, regardless
of the AEC’s advice=-suggests that even fuller disclosure by the

AEC regarding the dangers of reactor operation may not have
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deterred thése devoted to pursuing in the shadow of the plant
that "potential pfosperity so rightfully theirs."

In any event, the AEC and GE did not hasten to change their
practices regarding the public. On-site employees, forvexaméle,
continued to receive some information about the fisks of
radiation,lbgt people off the reservation did not. When airborne
emissions of radioruthenium particulates became a problem in

1954, travel within the Hénford boundaries was restricted but

.people off-site were not warned. "Nothing is to be gained by

informing the public," Parker explained.!!® 1In 1949 the AEC and
GE asked public health officers from Oregon, Washington, and the
U.S. Public Health Service to join together as the Cofumbia River
Adviséry Group in order to help monitor radioactive releases iﬁto'
the river (which would increase greatly over the 1950s). The
government and its contractor doubtless hoped that thesé advisors .
would help instill publié<confidence in HW waste practices, but
they proved to be more indeéendent than the AEC and GE thought
desirable. 1In i954 the advisory group even drafted its own

report, critical of HW policies, which contained statements that,

- 1if released,‘"would have been highly damaging to public

relations," according to Herbert M. Parker.ll®
* * *
The advent pf the Hanford Works had an enormous impact on
south central washington. It fransformed the environment and the
rural character of the region, at times challenging the future

role of the Columbia Basin Project, and it simultaneously"

modernized and industrialized the economy of the Tri-Cities. It
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spawned thée permanent new city of Richland, whiech was identified
as both an "above-average community" and a "model community.“
The Hanford Works itself was seen as & force on America’s
frontier, defending the nation and at the same time leading other
Americans toward a new technological future. But if the plant
was regarded as both a ldcal and a national asset, it‘wés not
always an abové—average or mbdel.neighbor locally. Ifs mission
to produce as much plutonium as possible, in the shortest time
and at the least cost, and its managers’ interpretation of how
pest to execute that mission, prevented it from protecting( as
much és it might have, the interests of those living and working
in proximify to it. Similarly, the local population generally
focused on the short-term gains it was receiving from the plant.
only in retrospect have the long-term costs of having Hanford as

a neigﬁ%or become public and understood.

-
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CHAPTER THREE
A Culture of Production:

ﬁanfbrd's Nuts and Bolte, 1945-1963

Beginning in the Manhattan Project, and during the twenty
years following it, ﬁanford's work and role were defined by its
production reactors. These building-sized machines stood at the
cenfer of a culture of production, one dedicated to turning out
plutonium, a vital material in the schemes for Amefica's.postwar
defense. Hanford's first eight reactors were graphite ‘and water-
moderated, water-cooled uranium piles; they were recognized by
the end of World War II as dead ends in terms of the develepment
of nuclear reactor technology. But they remained throughout the
Cold War as cost-effective, reliable sources of plutonium, and
ironically the U.S. strategy of a high-technology defense
mandated that Hanford stick to a reiatively low—teehnology method
of producing plutoniuﬁ. Even through the construction of
Hanford's last plutonium}produciﬁg reactor (the N, which became a
dual-purpose facility with the construction of an electricity
geqerating station in 1963-1966), the Atomic Energy Commission's
installations at Hanford centered on efficient production rather
than on leading—edge reactor designs.!

The move west from Chicago to the Columbia River site in
1943 put the nuclear technology pioneers in the center of what
had long been considered a canvas for development;_in.particular

large-scale development under the aegis of large corporations or
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thé federal government. Railroads, irrigatién systems and Like most technologies, this one was developed by learning

hydroelectric networks, forestry and mining were planned as, or the secrets of judicious banging on the pipes. - "Anyone who has -

aeveloped into, elaborate engineerihg monuments in the West. At visited these plants knows that they are'extremely difficult

the end of world War II, the government's wartime coordinator of situations," one Congressman reminded his colleagues on the Joint
research and development termed science "the endless Committee on Atomic Energy in 1949. "They are steamfitters' énd
frontier"2 -- a crucial territory which America had to colonize plumbers' nightmares....the ultimate of laboratory experimental

and develop relentlessly, the territory of radar and computers, devices....[the Redox separation facility] is the damnedest-thing

of guided missiles and nuclear weapons. .In the eyes of many, the you ever saw in your life, with pipes and thihgs running all

boundaries of the frontier were pushed back by scientists at through the thing."3 Plumbers and steamfitters are not the

sites such as the AEC's Los Alamos Scientific Laboratory, a craftsmen usually associated with experimental devices, a fact

4 which points to the essential character of Hanford's technology:

4

facility properly managed by a university, rather than by an :
while in the mind it was associated with the mysteriéé of nuclear

industrial contractor.

According to this view, somewhat behind the frontiers of physics, in the field it was manipulated in terms of material

science were installations such as the Hanford Works, a nuts and bolts.

prodﬁction facility where the insights of science were deployed, * * * *

properly managed by an industrial contractor -- after 1946, the Hanford's reactors, too, were complicated plumbing systems,

General Electric Company. Hanford after the war ran not on large stacks of graphite bricks with holes drilled through them

a

Nobel-level scientific genius, despite the fact that it centered to admit a battalion of water pipes. The pipes;hela the small

around the mysterious power of the atom. It ran instead on cans of uranium which fueled the reactor, and also provided

another kind of intelligence. To understand the real character cooling water which carried off the heat of reaction. While the

of the practical knowledge extended and developed at Hanford, it aluminum walls of the fuel elements held the fission fragments

is useful to look briefly at the nuts and bolts of the three produced by uranium fission, and only a small part of the

generations of postwar piles created to increase the output of radiation was then released into the cooling water supply, the

plutonium for the Cold War. This knowledge, again, was reéction's heat passed directly out to raise the water's

temperature.* Much of the expense of constructing and operating

technological rather than scientific, and had to as much with

hands-on skill as with theory. the reactors, and the difficulty of maintaining them, came from
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running a reliable supply of treated cooling/%ater through the
plumbing system, monitoring its flow, and determining the most-

&

effecfive pressure and flow rate at which to provide water to the
system. |

Both to keep the reactor's heat within manageable limits,
and fo allow the easy.passage of fuel elemenfs, it was vital to
keep the pipes clear. Despite water treatments, some sediments
could still appear in the pipes, and wartime operators developed
a simple expedient to scour out the plumbing. Borrowing a Model
1903 Springfield rifle from the Army, the Hanford staff sawed off
the barrel and welded on a flange which bolted over the end of ;
éartially blocked reactor pipe. The pipe could then be cleared
by the direct method of firing a blank charge iﬁto it and using
the expanding gases from the charge to blast out the sediments.?>
Usinéka .30 éaliber rifle to make delicate adjustments on an
advaﬁced piece of nuclear technology is not Nobel—w;nning stuff,
which makes the point that this is a technology which should be
thought of in terms of crow bars and sledge hammers at least as
much as slide rules and electronics.

Clearly, during the war it was expected that such direct
measures were to be taken.in order to keep the project moving
ahead. Hanford's whole constructidn was dictated by the belief
thét speed was of the essence, that time was more important'than
money, and that all other considerations were secondéry to ending
the war. By 1947; the beginnings of the Cold War convinced

planners that they could not afford to take the veteran piles out
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of productién without replacing them with new ones. Piutbhium
was a §ital raw ﬁaterial used to hold America's strétegic
advantage, foréstalling the Soviet Union and allowihg the
demobilization of millions of servicemen who were eager to be
separated from thé military.

Thus Hanford's reactors had to be transformed from the
products of a craéh project into stable plutonium‘factories and
permanent parts of the défense infrastructure. During the war,

Hanford was built as'*temporary,'emergency" facilities, lagging

behind the uranium-235 separation plants at Oak Ridge which "had

been transformed...to a stable, industrial operation;;"6
Washington State's Columbia Basin Commission, destin;d to be
disappointed by the amount of land which Hanford Qould
permanently remove from agricpltural uses, recognized in 1946
that nuclear technology could fepresent an important source for
industrial jobs if the wartime facilities were made a permanent
production installation. They memorialized AEC chair David
Lilienthél:."this State needs and seeks a rapid growth of
industrial enterprise....Be it therefore resolved, that the
Columbia Basin Commission request the Atomic Energy Commission to
carry on a major portion of its experimental activities in this
State."’” Hanford's permanence, however, came about not solely
because of the white-coated "experimental activities" which
naturally came to the'coliective mind of tﬁe CBC when it thought
about the activities in which the AEC was engéged. '

Historians of technology argue that analytical precision and
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historical accuracy require a clear distinction between science
and technology, both as activities and as bcdies of knowledge,
despite the common confusion of the two.® Postwar, scienCS-
based technologies are especialiy prone to being treated_és
scientific artifacts, and so thé features best understood by
treating them as technologies (with economic, industfia;, and
material determinant factors) are easily overlookedi9 In the
case of Hanford, it is crucial to remember thét such.phenomena as
neutron fluxes and their interaction with moderating aﬁd

fissionable materials, while esoteric, were treated as elements

of a production process. A
. . %

s

. The successful maintenance and expansion of graphite
reactors and separation facilites came about beéause of
improvements developed by workers and engineers on the site.
Briefing Lilienthal for a visit to Hanford, the manager of the
AEC'é Hanford Operations Office reminded him to pra}se employees

for their problem-solving gbility. Thanks to these talents, he

“

wrote,

~

threatened shutdown of certain production areas did not
materialize due to "on the job" improvements made by
regular operating personnel. The plants were built for
a single wartime job, and the modifications made by
plant personnel were made without production loss. The
accomplishment is one of the greatest-hurdles taken
since the Commission took over.!?

Indeed, this episode summarized the two main currents in the
history of Hanford's production plants: steady development of
graphite-moderated reactors, as opposed to the use of new reactor

types, and the overriding concern with measures to avoid

‘The AEC was in a very different position. "We also explained
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producion ldsses.ll
Planning on the national level throughout the Cold war

emphasized the steady and increasing production of plutonium from-
Hanford's reactors. The Army and Navy agreed iﬁ 1947 to a
postwar industrial mobilization plan which stipulated that even
during peacetime, America must have the industrial capacity to
immediately produce munitions at the level of peak production
which had been reached dufing World War II. The Army and Navy
Munitions Board recognized that the'Atomic Energy Commission, "to
cover [our] needs in the event of a major war," would have to be
provided with the means of production "over and above the peak
consuﬁption of World War II." For the military, sucﬁgplanning

meant stockpiling weapons factories and their components,

preparing for the next war but winding down from the last one.

that as far as our current operating program went," explained the
Commission's general manager, "we were in a different position

from the Armed Forces in that we are now operating at full

. capacity for the purpose of producing weapons."!2  Even in

peacetime, then, the AEC had to be concerned with producing
plutonium and other strategic materials in ever-greater
quantities. .

Required by the legislation which established the AEC to
recommend a fissionable material production schedule to the
President, in consultation with the Joint Chiefs éf Staff, the

Commission developed a standard phrase used yearly to set

P
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production'goals for its plants: "we recommend that you approve
the production...of<plutoniﬁm and uranium 255‘in the maximum
amounts attainable consistent witﬁ ;éfety and good operating
practice."!? The first production plan proposed by the AEC and
the military in April, 1947, was based on the beliefvthaﬁ‘
America's nuclear stockpile was "not adequate to meet the
security requirements of the United States....[A]llocation for
purposes other than the fabrication of atomic weapons should be
limited to essential research."!* Fissionable materials set
aside for research and development were held ready for coversion
into weapons in case of emergency. ) .
Even when the AEC was able to exceed its planned output of
wéapons fuel, it fell behind the demands of an.ever—more
thregtening world situation as perceived.by military planners.
‘“The‘accumulated total number of bombs expected to be on hand
‘January 1, 1950 will be ahead of the scheduled requirements for
that date," the AEC chairman and the Secretary of Defense
reported in April, 1949. "However, -from an analysis based on the
Eniwetok tests, and from a continuing consideration of the
critical international situation, the Joint Chiefs of staff
express a strong view that the current objective...is
inadequate." Taking into account these concerns, particularly
the call of the Joint Chiefs for a greater number of nuclear
weapons iﬁ the U.S. arsenal, Truman was asked to approve an
increése in production goals and the acquisition of plutonium and

fissionable uranium in the greatest quantities possible.15
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.Even a scheﬁﬁled short-term: loss of five per cent of Hanford's |
plutonium production capability, planned to make use of some of
the space in the reactor for materials tests to gathef data'for
future feactor designs, brought the commissioners a warning from
the AEC general counsel that they ran the riék of violating fhe |
plan which called for the maximum praéticable oufput.16
Throughout the period of reactor construction at Hanford,
planners, especially the members of the Joint Committee on Atomic
Energy, held it as an article of faith that there was no such

thing as too many nuclear weapons in America's stockpile. Thus,

Hanford's role as a production site was fixed, by its position as

¥}
S

an arm of the Commission's Division of Production (as opposed to
the Division of Reactor DeQelopment) and by the tremendous
demand for its basic product.

The very importance ofAélutonium, and its scarcity relative
to demand, imposed a set of conditions which limited the use of
Hanford's plants and redu;ed the possibility of an‘éxpansion of
Hanford's mission after World War II. During the war, cost-
efficient, assembly-line methods of casting uraﬁium fuel elements
for the reactors were set aside in favor of more expensive |
extrusion techniques, because the Manhattan Project's management
could not delay plutonium production to allow test of the cast

slugs in Hanford's piles.?!’

After the war, financial concerns
were a more important issue,. but not the ruling one. For
example, Hanford failed in a bid to take a substantial role in

reactor development by providing space in its reactors in which
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material samples could be subjected tp.neutroddbombardment; and
so tested for their sﬁitability for use in reactor designs. 1In
adaition to the neutron flux of its reactors, which could be used
as readily for materials tests as plutonium production, Hanford
had to offer its hard-won experience aﬁ the operation of reactor
programs under real-life conditions.!® But under the program
adopted by the AEC, the "backbone of reactot develépment"
comprised four reactors to explore advanced technological
options. GE would -attempt to build an intermediate-energy,
neutron-driven, breedér reactor, but in New York, not Washington;
Hanford's neutrons would not be devoted to research uses to anﬁﬁ

&

great extent, but dedicated rather to production of

plutonium.?®?

Instead, the Materials Testing Reactor was built at what
becé&e the Idaho National Engineering Laboratory, under the
spoﬁsorhip of the Commission's experimental arms at Argonne and
Oak Ridge. Construction bégan in the autumn of 1949; by the
following summerz‘"both Argonne and Oak Ridge, even witﬁ the help
of experienced architect-engineers, were discovering that
building reactors was not an ordina;y type of construction
acfiVity,ﬁ and the reactor went critical for the first time on
March 31, 1952.2° The Materials Testing Reactor was designed
to be used by researchers and for research; a secondary group and
a secondary function at Hanford, as its role was defined by the
AEC. The same spring that Hanford's AEC managers asked to take a

role in materials testing, the AEC had determined that even
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within General Electric, reactor research and plutonium
production were "essentially different™ and best managed under
separafé contracts, one covering GE's activities in washington
state and the other covering operations at .GE's Xnolls Atomic
Power Laboratory in New York.?! Such contracts made possible
the AEC's work through the "artificial hands" of "non-
governmental organizations," academic and industrial, and defined
the proper'limits for thoge organizations' endeavors.?? .

A production facility such .as Hanford was defined not only
by policy, but by the kind of professionals deemed éppropriate to
work there. At Hanford;.the‘AEC and GE between themi}n 1947
employea 91 chemists and 9 metallurgists, as opposedmto 28
physicisfs; there were 104 chemical engineers working on the
Columbia a;ong with 52 electrical engineers, 65 mechanical
engineers, and 36 civil engineers.2?3 It was professional
workplace dominated by engineers rather than scientists, and,
among the scientists, by the most industrially-oriented
disciplines. |

The editors of the journal Nucleonics, who sought to

encourage the development of an industry based on nuclear
technology, urged their readers to recognize the routine
engineering nature of work at sites such as Hanford.
"Experience...has shown that capable chemicai, electrical,
electronic, and mechanical engineers can acquire the small ‘amount
of nuclearvphysics.necessary for...competence in rector design,"

Nucleonics editorialized.?* Chemical engineers, indeed, were
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the appropfiate prafessionals to manage a ch@mical process>
operation, such as thé production of plutoaium, and, according~to
the industrial.boosters, also takeikﬁe-lead in making nucleonics
a profitable free-market industry rather than a ward of the
state.?5 As the chair of Brookhaven's Reactor Science and
_Engineering Department assured readers, "the,produqtion of
plutonium in a reactor while involying a nuciear transformation,
usually thought to be a subtle process of nuclear phyéics, has

the atmosphere of a water treatment plant, or an oil

refinery."2®

Hanford not only had its characteristic professioaals, bu§§
alsa a method of operation inherited from wartime operations and
appropriate for a facility aedicated to production. Graphite
reactors were bulky, but reliable and efficient; a 1948 AEC
anai;sis pointed out that for all the talk about more exotic
modérators such as beryllium and heavy water, only graphite piles
were in practical service, and they worked economically. As‘used
in production reactors to produce plutonium, $55.00 worth of.
heavy water did the duty of only $3.50 worth of graphite.?’ 1In
building a Hanford production reactor, the two to three thousand
tons of graphite were arranged according to purity, with the best
graphite going into the green zoné at the pile's center, and
building out to the poorest material, stacked in the peripheral
red zone.é8 Operating practice also reflected this
appreciation of the realities at play within the reactor, as they

were controlled by hand once a self~sustaining reaction was under
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way. In oraer to keep the reaction running at peak efficiency
throughout the pile, the operator's job was to adjust cantrol
rods to the best position for each regidn. "A good operator can
beat a machine in maintaining the trim of a pile, particulariy a
big one like [Hanford's], where the neutron flux may behave quite
unpredictably at times, sometime making the operator think he is
operating several small reactors in parallel from the same set of
controls."?? The piles were not run by theory, nor by
automatic controls or feedback circuits, but by hands-on
knowledge. | |

This practical insight was required immediatelx?after the
war to keep Hanford's reactors in operation. The ceafral
question concerning Hanford which faced AEC planners at the
beginning of 1947, as the Commission assumed full responsibility
for the postwar operation of the Manhattan Engineering District
facilities, was whether or not the wartime plants could continue
to operate. An institutional question had been soi&ed by GE's
assumptioh of responsibility from DuPont; if Rithand was there .
to stay, however, Hanford's production base -- its graphite-
moderated piles -- would have to be repaired or replaced. What .
exactly determined the lifetime of a nuclear reactor? Wwhat
dangers, safely ignored over a few years dufing wartime, had to
be taken into account when planners thought in terms of‘peacetime
decades? These questions turned on how the materials makiné up
the wartime piles (B, D, and F reactors) responded to long—term‘

exposure to heat and radiation, problems which the Army deferred
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to Hanford's new owner, the AEC. “

Of the three piles inhefited by the Cémmission, B was held
in resefve and not operating. TheCEQo operating piles, D and F,
were progressively afflicted with "graphite creep," a condition
which céused the graphite bricks to expand, and threatened to
warp the aluminum précess tubes which carried both/fﬁel elements
and cooling water through the pile. B pile was heid in reserve,
both to insure against a total failure in the plutonium'
production line, and so it could be used to produce polonium, a
neutron-rich material needed to initiate the explosive fission in
some postwar weapon designs.3? By the time it was shutydown, i
the B pile had expanded roughly two inches on a side, énd the
problem continued in the younger piles as long as they were run
at wartime power levels.3!
fSPostwar expansion plans initialiy assumed that all three
wartime piles would have to be shut down and replaced with new

" reactors, which might make use of the water pumping plants
already in placeito serve B, b, ahd F; these replacement piles
(BR, DR, and FR) would be supplemented by two new production
reactors to increase‘total output, and a new chemical separation
system would allow GE to gather practically all of the plutonium
produced in'the reactors, as well as recovering uranium for other
uses within the AEC program. These projects, along with a
planned new fuel fabrication plant, meant that GE was faced with

a major construction program when it took over Hanford. Also,

the new contractor was tasked with eliminating radioactive

155
contaminatién of the stack gas released by Hanford's pfocessing
plants;32

The AEC'S General Advisory Committee, which provided
scientific advice concerning nuclear technology to the
Commissibn; believed that reactor technology was fundamental to
the U.S. program but less problematic than the basic research
into advanced weaéons designs. Af its first meeting, it approved
of the complementary labdfatory programs devﬁted to reactor
development, one more academic at Brookhaven, and one
industfiélly oriented run by GE in Schenectady. Again, formal

research and development was not considered a function of the

Hanford facility.3® The GAC chairman, J. Robert Oppéhheimer
took the view that reactor development might promote the public

image of nuclear technology, while eliminating a sticky policy

- question by making "sufficient fissionable material so that

questions of allocation became relatively unimportant." An.
abundance of‘fissionableAuranium'and plutonium wouia do away with
the competition between research and weapons p:pductién, and
among weapons systems, created by the limited sﬁpply of basic
fuel. Committee member Enrico Fermi was little concerned with
the atom's public image in the face of what he regarded as the
more immediate problem of America's lack of the number of nuclear

weapons necessary to meet the international situation. The

supply of fissionable materials should be expanded, he‘argued,

not initially by a long-term program of reactor develOPment,'but

by whatever measures might be instituted "in, say, a year's time"
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in the existing plants.34 The GAC recbmmen@ea that Hanford
plan to build replacement units, and to prodpée enough plutonium

to match the uranium-235 supply in the ratio dictated by the

design of composite weapons. Subjecting the production reactors'

uranium fuel to a more intense neutron flux, and improving the
process by which plutonium was recovered from the spent reactor

fuel, were éxpécted increase the plutonium output in the near

term. 3>

Just over a year later, in April 1948,‘Oppenheimer and the
GAC argued that the problems of increasing the neutron supply )
within Hénford's reactors and their plutonium output could not ﬁb
considered "under thevpressure of actual construction," and
sﬁggested that the research armé of the AEC and GE might
undertake studies on such improvements;3E But the solution
which saved B, D, and F reactors and aliowed the direct increase
of Hanford's plutonium output came from work on the site.

Finding that _heat reduced the changes wrought in graphite by
neutfon bombardment, engineers changed the atmosphere circulating
around each reactor. Once most of the helium in the atmosphere
surrounding the reactor was replaced with carbon dioxide, more
heat was held‘in.the graphite blocks before being carried away by
the water circulating through the reactor's process tubes. With-
a carbon dioxide atmosphere, the D pile went from the first
candidate for replacement to a model of a long-lived plant. The

F pile was then used to experiment in order to find the ideal mix

of the two gases, beginning with 10 per cent carbon dioxide and

157
increasing fhe concentration while measuring the effect on the
expansion of the piles .graphite blocks.37 If it could be done
safely and econbmically, running the reactors at higher power
also slowed the advance of graphite creep.

To speed construction of a replacément for'D,reactor, the
proposed DR reactor was sited nearby, where it could make use of
the water pumping system already in place. At the beginning of

the planning process for the replacement piles, when it seemed as

- though the original plants might have only two years of life left

before graphite creep made them inoperable, speed and economy (a
thirty per cent savings in manpower) both dictated tn?t the first
new piles should be placed next to the reathrs beinéﬂreplaced.
In the longer term, two completely new pile areas might\be
developed .38

To get the greatest output from the failing reactors and fo

save the supply of uranium fuel, the concentration of plutonium

was increased by lengthening the exposure of fuel elements,

begiﬁning at the end of 1947. This measure.fequired a careful
management of the reacfor's neutron supply, or its increase if
possible, and also slowed down t?e rate of produétion. It also
representedAa risk to the stable operation of the reactor,
because the aluminum-clad fuel elements were prone to blistering
and warping under the prolonged exposure, exacerbating the
difficulties already‘preéent because of the bending of procéss'

tubes in the warping piles. To combat these problems, Hanford's

managers pursued improved aluminum canning methods,. cut the
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length of the fuel elements from eight inche$§ %o four inches, and . with ggowing experience at Hanford, continued adjustment of
used a technique called "segmented pushing;,'in which only half these vafiables -- the concentration of élutonium in the
the fuel elements in a loaded tube were removed for processing. irradiated uranium'fuel before its removal, the power level at
bUnder this method, one-half of any particular fuel element's time which the reactors were operated, and the efficienices of
in the reactor was spent in the most intense radiation at the | plutonium recovery -- allowed Hanford's increasing reactor herd
reactor's center, while half was spent in a "cooler" peripheral - to be operated on essentially the same amount of fuel used to run
region.?? ’ ‘ the original three. This was vital to increasing production, as

Though through the Commission's first year, 1947, B, D, and demanded by Cold War policy. "During 1948 and 1949, we are

F seemed to be doomed, by early 1948 they had been saved by receiving the total world production of uranium," the AEC

measures applied on the site, and the B pile went back into use informed its Congressional overseers, "this is not sufficient

that summer.%® Attention then turned to continuing measures to,

[under original operating conditions] to operate fiv% piles," as

increase the plant's output and to make the most efficient use of called for by Hanford's postwar building program.*3

'@ limited supply of uranium fuel. 1In March'l949, physicist and Even with the salvaging of B, D, and F, additional new

AEC commissioner Robert F. Bacher visited Hanford (as well as reactors were a vital feature of postwar defense policy. Late in

o

Berkeley and Los Alamos) and recommended that the reactors be 1947, Oppénheimer and the GAC warned the AEC that "to delay the

operated at even higher power levels to increase the speed with construction of two new Hanford reactors will mean a decrease in

which plutonium could be turned out, an option which would our effective stockpile of weapons, say some five-years from now,

“

increase Hanford's demands for uranium -- "but this can in part of about 10% for each year of delay."** 1In 1948 plans for

be met" Bacher noted, if the concentration of plutonium in each Hanford's expansion began in earnest, including consideration of
fuel element was increased. With continuing effofts to recover the possibility of releasing some or all of the Wahluke slope‘
still-usable uranium after it had passed through the reactors and lands overlooking the site from across the Columbia river, which
through plutonium separation operations, Bacher believed, had been originally scheduled to play an important role as
Hanford's output could be increased substantially with only a irrigated croplands in the Columbia Basin project. The process
modest.demand on scarce raw materials.®! Having saved the 'of designing new replacement piles allowed for modifications of
original reactors., Hanford's staff was then called upon to learn the original designs; thé‘AEC believed that work on control

to operate them at increasingly high power levels.*? systems, on graphite purity and other measures to prevent fuel
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eléments from sticking in the process tubes!/;nd environmental
monitoring to assess the extent of airborne and water-borne
contamination from Hanford might‘aliow some lands to be released.
GE had been assigned the task of eliminating contaminants from
stack gases at the processing plants, and the AEC Reactor
Safeguards Committee was scheduled.to‘Visit the site in June,
1948 and make its own recommendations.%5

At the same time, the AEC was undergoing its own process of
re—examinétion. Production of fissionable material and concerns
over the adequacy of the uranium supply Qére major concerns, as
were the prospects of the change in administrations with the %
expected‘victory of Dewey over Truman in the November elections.

The AEC's Production Division assumed an expanded importance

within the organization, and the AEC manager at Hanford, Carleton

shugg, moved to Washington, D.C. as Depu%y General Manager of the ™~

AEC in August, 1948, after seeing Hanford's building program well

under way.*®

Hanford's new reactors, DR and H, followed the original
pattern of the wartime plants, with the proviso thét any
modifications "must cause no delay in the construction
schedules. " They made use of better purified graphite to allow
the reactor to‘run at greater power levels, and used smaller
graphite blocks around the process tubes to restrict the graphite

7 H represented a new production

expansion in the piles.*
facility, completé with its own water works. DR's role was less

clear; the salvation of the D pile. meant that DR represented a

.
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second plant in the same area with only a single cooling water

system. In the spring of 1949, the AEC responded to a military

request forArapid expansion of Hanford's plutonium production
facility by proposing to build DR ité own water system, a‘meésure
that would make use of the construction force already on the site
to build the reactors.*® This measure also drew support from

the Joint Committee on Atomic Energy. Its chairman, Brien

_McMahon, wanted to see DR's water works built with no delay, even

given the possibility that a sudden reversal of D's fortunes
might lead to its retirement and make its water works available

for use at DR. And Representative Henry Jackson urged the AEC to

~seek extra funding to pay for contruction of the DR water works

and keep the construction force at Hanford working.*?

An unanswered question about operating DR and D reactors in
the same area was whether the practice ought’to be ruled out on 7
safety grounds. While research continued on methods to remove
radiocactive contaminants before they were expelled Qith stack
gases from the plutonium separation fécilities,reffofts to expand
production resulted in more contaminants being released into-the
atmosphere and into the Columbia River. The Reactor Safeguérd
Committee after its visit to Hénford drew attention to the fact
that "the distribution of stack materials over the Wahluke slope
and over many other areas to great distances is a cause of much
concern." More strictly within the committee's brief was a

concern with the consequences of running two reactors in close

proximity to each other, where an incident at one might cause an
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accident .at the other.  While the AEC had control'over sufficient
land to establish an exclusion zone around the piles in acCord'
with the established rule of thumb for safety, two piles of equal
power in the same place called for a zone with a radius one-and-
a-half times as great.’® And in the push for higher powers in
order to increase production rates, the chances of an acc1dent ’
were increased even if they remained within aceeptable limits.
Higher power rates led to a greater incidence of ruptured fdel
slugs in the piles, and increased "the possibility of the slugs

swelling so rapidly as to block off cooling water flow while the

#
s

pile was still at full power.">!
These doubts were set aside in the effort to increase
productlon in response to the Soviet atomlc bomb test detected
by the U.S. on 3 September 1949. On September 26, the AEC
appreved-construction of water works for the DR reactor,
anticipating the simultaneous operation of D and DR with about a
half-mile's separation. The decision involved asking the Bureau
of the Budget for permission to commit over $25 million to the
pfojeét in anticipation of a supplemental appropriation. Two days
later the Commission reported its action to the Joint Committee,'
along with the decision to boost power levels at the existing
Hanford reactors.52 The H reactor was loaded with fuel the

following month.

The successful salvaginé of the wartime reactors and the

s

decision to build new reactors on the same basic pattern were

crucial incidents in Hanford's postwar history. By 1950, Hanford
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had- been established as a production site with a well-understood
technology well under control. There was little questidn after
1948 of Hanford moving away from water-cooled, building-sized
graphite-moderated piles, which reliably produced plutoniﬁm but
which were largely irrelevant to the development of reactor
technology.in general. With Hanford's mission being the
fundamental one of plutonium production, technological
development at the site occurred only incrementally within the
confines of a well-defined technological model. Hanford's staff
demonstrated that they were abie to increase production
tremendously without making radical changes to theirfproddction
reactors. Given the scarcity of plutonium, the demand for which
only increased from the end of World War II on, through the
Soviet bomb scare and the Korean War emergency, ﬁanford was
forced to stick.to improving output through tried and true
methods. |

But within the confines of these methods, continual
tinkering with things like water treatment plumblng connectors,
quality control on graphite and fuel elements, and safety systems
in anticipation of earthquakes or saboteurs, allowed the size and
power of the reactors to be increased. Such learning by doing is
the main means by which any technological system develops. |

while radioactive pollution, monitored by tests of
vegetation, river water, and soil'id the'region surrounding the
atomic reservation, constituted a continuingvconcern, with

increasing operating experience came increasing confidence on the
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part of ménagers and operators that the plutbﬂium production
reactors could be managed without'a catastiophié event. After
the construction of DR and H, with the loss of the U.S. nuclear
monopdly and the AEC's approval of a crash program to build a
thermonuclear weapon and of an increasing program of weapons
tests, Hanford went on to build three even larger préduction
‘reactors in the early 1950s, accepting, as it had Qith the
simultaneous operétion of D and DR, an increase in the magnitude
of a possible accident. .

The elements of such decisions should be'clearly understood.
ﬁy operating reactors at higher powers, especially aft%r 1950,1
Hanford accepted the risk of accidents of greater magnitude,
which is not the same as accepting a greater magnitude of

risk.>? 1Indeed, as noted above, with greater operating

expé}ience, incremental design changes,” and especially with the -~

devélopment of improved safety systems, in some ways safety
marginé increased.v )

At the'sameitime, measures taken to step up production at
Hanford increased not only potential risks, but also the actual
hazards of the long-term release of radioactive contaminants. As
this topic is dealt with extensively elsewhere,®! we will not
treat it heré, except to comment that decisions about acceptable
radioactive releases can be viewed as consistent with other
decisions made within the context of a culture of production and

the priorities of the Cold War.®® Within that context,

information about the products released by Hanford and the rates

165

vat which they issued from the site was kept private in the

interests of keeping U. S. nuclear capabilities a secret. This -
prevented the realization of a prediction made by a Safety and
Industrial Health Advisory Board, which reporied on AEC
facilities in the spring of 1948. Hénfora‘s "sins of .emission"
the Board believed, would "soon be public property" in the
postwar period. Over-confident estimates of the problem's
magnitude, the Board argued, would not stand up to scrutiny by
public health authorities; neither would the MED's waste-stack
building practices stand up to comparison with industrial

norms .36

As noted above, Hanford's environmental monitorfng efforts
increased as part of the postwar expansion program. And‘the
Board found that on-site safety measures for the protection of
workers were laudable - especially when the DuPont/GE program at -
Hanford was compared to the lax safety regime at Los Alamos,
managed by and for academics;57 But despite the Bo;rd's
concern that "normally in matters of health and sanitation" an
"official agency...either the municipal or staté health
department" would review potential hazards to the public health,
and its reéommendatidn that the AEC turn to outside consultants
when evaluating off-site risks, such decisions were made
interﬁally.58 That is, a growing commitment within Hanford and

the AEC to increased production, and a growing facility with the

techniques which made such increases possible, was not balaﬁced

by any independent capability to evaluate Hanford's program for
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its effeéts on public health. ’
Proven productivity and construction éfficiency were
Hanford's strengths, overwhelming céncerns about the dangers of
more powerful reactors and Hanford's relatively indefensible
postion close ﬁo a foreign border and, compared to other
continental sites, close to the Soviet Union. Even Qith
construction under way on fwo'new reactors at Hanfofd, in the
aftermath of the Russian atomic bomb Senator Brien McMahon of
Connecticut, chairman of the congressional Joint Committee on
Atomic Energy, was "fearful that we may not have set our sights
high ehough so far as quantity of output is concerned."3’ At afé
meeting with representatives of GE, MéMahon noted that ;hile the

heavy-water moderated reactors planned by the AEC and the Truman

administration would take at least four years to build, Hanford

couléxput another graphite-moderated plant into production in one"

and a half. "The fact that Hanford-type piles are obsolescent
and comparatively inefficient suggests the choice Sf heavy water
reactors is the w%se'chbice,", MéMahon noted. "Yet, noyfeason has
been given for puréuing both plans simultaneously....[the former]
preferably at a location other than Hanford."8°

But no other site was so well prepéred to efficiently build
a pile. The site's sixth reactor, C, again followed the same
basic design as had DRvénd H;-with improvements made for a rated
power level of 750 megawatts. Construction at C began in June
1951,.a year into_the shooting war in Korea, and operations began

at the pile in November, 1952. It was placed in the same area as
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the venerabie B pile. As commissioner Gordon Dean informed
Truman, recommending that the new large reactor be built at
Hanford, the "distinct advantages to be gained in speed of
construction, certainty of operability, and early delivery of
plutonium at a reasonable cost are sufficient to override the
potential risk of construcﬁing this reactor at Hanford."®!
Construction of the C reactbr came in the midst of'é lérge—scale
increase in the efforts of the AEC:'Hanford planned to add 1,200
employees in the first six months of 1951 as the AEC's sponsored
employment grew to 80,000 and then 100,000 by that fall. 1In
terms of capital. investment, the AEC ranked third among all

£

industrial organizations, after AT&T and U. S. Steel, and ahead

of General Motors.®%?

Further production increases were expected to come.from two
new reactors, planned to operate at greatly increased powers.
The two "jumbo" reactors, designated in design studies as "X
reactors" and finally titled KE and KW, were desigﬂéd to operate
at 1300 megawatts, about six times the wartime power of B, D, and
F. Original plans calling for two more reactoré on the model of
C were changed as part of the AEC's second great expansion of
production capability. At the beginning of 1952, the AEC
directed its managers at Hanford to begin "preliminary planning,
...the development of design criteria, site location and design
of two new 1300 Mw‘reactors, [along with] separation capacity
expansion and other requisite facilities."®3

AEC planners recognized that such large reactors had
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prbblems aésociated with them which had toﬁﬁé considered. Sited
at Hanford, they'Qould contribute mquedly to the heating of the
Columbia and affect salmon spawniné. They also made Hanford an
even more attractive target for enemy bombing, and the Department
of Defense recommended that they be dispersed at least two miles
" apart even if Hanford itself could not be dispersed in accord
with the plans laid fof much of America's vital industry.

Defense planners also realized fhat siting the reactors close to
the river left them open to danger from flooding; if enemy action
destroyed the Grand Coulee Dam upstream, the resulting flood

F

would destroy everything less than forty feet above the normal *

river level at Hanford. Finally, the Reactor Safeguard Committee

formula, which suggested a safety radius in miles determined by
the figure one percent of the square root of the kilowatt power
outp;t of the reactor, called for an iﬁhrease in the land held
acréss‘the Columbia and discouraged operation of two jumbo
reactors at a six}gle'site.64

- All these~werries were important, but ultimately less
important than the rapid, economical construction of KE and KW.
The Hanford Operations Office, taking into account the concerns
listed above, recommended siting the two reactors in one area,
close to the river, and discoﬁntihg'the possibility of a
simultaneous accident in computing the séfety zone required
afound the site. The AEC agreed; commissioner Henry Smyth argued
that "the most ifportant consideration Qas time, and that he

favored the the present twin-area plan rather than lose nine pile
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months of ?rodﬁction for further insurance factors."®5 XE and
XKW wére built midway between two other twin reactor sites; B/C
and D/DR, and érovided "plutonium at a cost which is unlikely fo
be impro§ed upon by any other reactors, which,.at the moment, are
designed to a point where construction could begin." Compared to
the H reactor, each of the jumbos was a third again as big, held
half again as many process tubes for uranium fuel, and ran with
greater efficiency in terﬁs of wéter and manpower used to produce
a given amount of plutonium. The AEC was forced to consider how
it might have.to justify.construction of the more advanced and
more expensive heavy-water moderated production reac@?rs
scheduled to be built at Savannaﬁ River, which it didvon the
grounds that Hanford's graphite piles were inefficient users of
neutrons,‘while the heavy-water piles provided an abundant
neutron supply necessary for producing tritium, a fusion-weapons 3
component.®® Construction of the jumbos began within four
months of the Commission's siting decision, and both reactors
began operation dufing the first quarter of 1955.

Some- of the heat generated by KE and Xw Qas even used to
warm the buildings which housed them, thus fulfilling some of the
long-standing hopes of nuclear pbwer boosters who had agitated
for the technical means and iegal permission to transfer atomic
technology from government to private industry. As noted above,

the editors of Nucleonics argﬁed that, left in'the hands of

experienced engineers, the use of atomic piles as heat engines

for electrical generating stations was a simple problem, an idea
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rebutted by those with more realistic experience.’

While Hanford's reactors operated at ever higher powers
after 1949, they seldom operated at %emperetures sufficiently
high for steam power generation. As the water in Hanford piles!
process tubes served as a secondary moderator, turning it
directly into steam would lower its neutron absorptioc,'leading
to instabilities in the chain reaction. By putting the water in
the pipes under a pressure of 3206 pounds per square inch, the
water could be prevented from turning to steam and superheated
water could be run through a heat exchanger to provide steam for
a generat;ng plant, but such pressures would requlre beeflng up R
the tubes themselves again interfering with the dynamics of the
reaction. And in turn, the higher temperatures would cause the

degradation of the aluminum itself, again threatening the

integfity of the process tubes as well as the mechanical strength -

of the whole pile -- a difficulty which could be met wifh
additional structural support, if it were known how the braces
would behave under neutron bombardment and how the pile would

respond to the presence of the new material.®® These
interlocking problems were so complex that Hanford did well to
buy its electricity (either in the form of coal or from the
Bonneville Power Administration) and stick to the production of
plutonium alone.

Still, the business advocates saw aual-purpcse reactors,

designed to produce both plutonium and electrical power, as the

point of entry for private enterprise into the nuclear arena.

A s
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They afgued that the legally—mahdafed monopoly held by the’
fedefal government over fissionable materials should not extend‘

over all of nuciear technology as well. Given sufficient

ettention to the technical problems, and given the fact that
production piles naturally produced heat along with plutonium,

co-generation schemes seemed like an obvious way to bring the

atom into the electricity marketplace. Under such a scheme, a

private company would build a reactor and power generating
station, and the feaeral government would lend uranium for

reactor fuel. After the uranium passed through the reactor, the

government would retrieve it, process it to extract plutonlum,
and then pay the operating company for the plutonlum whlle
outside customers paid for electricity.®?

But while Hanford produced plutonium according to a
government plan, how could plutonium producers have confidence in
the existence of a market for their wares? Following the lead of
the head of the Joint Committee on Atomic Energy, Brien McMahon,
in 1952 committee member Henry Jackson agreed'that "there is no
such thing as kenough‘ atomic bombs....This means thet industrie;
firms which build dual-purpose nuclear reactors have an unlimited

market for the plutonium they produce."’® Four years later,

using the same argument, Jackson brought plans to the Senace
floor to force a reluctant AEC to build a dual-purpose reactor at
Hanford. The "new production reactor," or N, with its cooling

water pipes run under greater pressure to allow electrical

generation as well as plutonium production, was funded for

e
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planniné pﬁrpéses in 1957 and for conStrucﬁi;n in 1958. (An
electrical géneration facility was added beginning in 1963, and
the plant went finally began turning out plutonium in 1964 and
electricity in 1966.)

while the AEC opposea a "kilowatt race" which might mortgage
the ldng—term rational development>of reactor technblogy in order
to compete in the short term with empty achievements overseas, in
1956 Senator Albert Gore (of the Tennessee River valley). and
Jackson (of the Coluﬁbia River valley) insisted that government
should take the lead in building a range of prototype plants,. )
including a model built on the Hanford graphite-moderated modeif

The reactor development leader Walter Zinn, retiring from

Afgonne, noted that the Hanford reactor type had been overlooked

by igdustry, but might be an option for the economical production -

of e;ectricity, since it certainly repr;sented a well-understood
| technology. And a continuing series of studies showed that a
dual-purpose :eac?or at Hanford would produce plut&hium at a
lower cost than a\single—purpose production pile, although also
at a slower rate.’!

The role of the N reactor in Hanford's diversification
efforts ié distussed in the next chapter. The point to be made
here is.that Hanford's essential strength in the debates over the
N reactor, as it had been throughout the postwar period, was its
ability to reproduce a basic technology, the graphite-cooled

pile, reliably to meet the requirements of nuclear policy.

Through a process of steady incremental change, plutonium output

P
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from Hanfora increased to meet the demands of Cgld War policy.
Hanford was hardly ever the first choice bf’any policy maker when
it came to inveéting money, and iﬁ partook of very little of the
élamér of the intellectual frontiers of nucléar research and
development. There was nothing exotic about ﬁanford's piles,
compared to the othet options for reactor designs pursued
throughout the 1950s. Their operators had experience going back
to the wartime technique éf solving a production problem by
bolting a rifle to the end of a process tube. Hanford's piles
were usually the cheapest, and most reliable; they backed up mofe
advanced designs, and represented a steady base of plytonium
production. As a weil—known quantity, the graphite—éoderated
reactors even alléwed the AEC to accept greater risks in terms of
siting the piles or operating theﬁ above their rated powers in
order to speed production.

Even when Hanford's construction projects went badly over
budget, as some of the first ones did in the first éxpansion .
effort of the late 1940s, the rapidity with'which one of these
standard piles could be put into production was a source of
confidence. Pressed to speed up plutoniﬁm broduction in the

aftermath of the Soviet atomic bomb tests, the AEC argued to the

Joint Committee on Atomic Energy that its contractors ought to be

allowed to begin construction on a project when planning for it

was only 20 percent complete, rather than 80 percent as policy

- then insisted. Contractors would certainly go over budget,;as GE

had already done on its Hanford projects, although they would
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derive no benefit from it under a cost~plus&fﬁxed—fee repayment
schedule. Senator Eugene Millikin ésked if the government would
not want contractors to think thidgé through and do a better job.
Replied the AEC's production director, "Well, you would, Senator,
if you left out time. Now, time is the only thing, and if it
wasn't for time I wouldn't be talking here at all."'}2 If it
wasn't for time, the AEC would have probably tﬁrnéd its back on
Site W after World War II. Under continually increasing
pressﬁres to turn out plutonium, it invested heavily in Hanford's

culture of production.
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CHAPTER FOUR
From Company Town to All-America City:

Richland Disposal and Incorporation, 1950-1963

In March of 1961 the city of Richland was named one of
eleven "All-America Cities" in an annual competition sponsored by.
ngg<magazine’and the National Municipal League. Residents took
great pride in winning such recognition less than three years
after incorporating into a self-governing town. The title of
All-America City not only confirmed Richland’s status as a model

community but also rewarded the town for its initiative in

&7
. £

rejecting "the easy péternalism of government operation."
Indeed, in awarding the prize, Look praised Richland as "a city
fhat faced a problem of growing up and standing on its own two |
feet."l In other words, Richland received the hoeor because of
its independence. |

Word of Richland’s award doubtléss pleased AEC officials,
who must have been gratified by the public notice of the
maturation of the atomic town. But perhaps the news also brought
wry smiles to federal officials, too. In some ways Richland’s
prize-winning independence had been more imposed on a reluctant
community by prodding from the AEC than achieved by the
initiative of townspeople. When the AEC first pondered
withdrawal from the;éffairS'of atomic cities in 1948, it had
taken a "dismal view" of the'prospects for "citizen control" in
Richland "because of the demonstrated lack of citizen interest."?

More than ten years would elapse before Richland actually
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achieved self-government, a decade'punctuateﬁwby numerous
expressions--including popular votes——against the idea of
municipal incorporétion. ’ |

Furthermore, Richlnnd declared its independence in 1558 only
because the AEC had agreed to.subsidize town government and local
schools throughout the 1960s. The annual payments from the AEC
were required becanse; while Richland had nttained local
political autonomy in 1958, it remained in many regards a
dependent economic colony of the AEC through the next decade and
a half. In fact, when the AEC closed down eignt of its
production reactors at Hanford between 1964 and 1971, Ehe All—i
America City had little recoursé but to turn again to the AEC for
assistance in a program of economic diversification. So Richland
did ultimately stand up "on its own two feet," but only after it

had,neen pulled upright by the hand of "the AEC before 1958, and

only because the hand of the AEC continued to steady the town

after 1958. -

* . * *

Richland’s incorporation in 1958 was its second. Thei
villagé had inéorporated officially for the first time in 1910.
The Army then took it over in 1943 and suspended the operation of
local government, bnf the U.S. govefnment did not actually get
around to dissolving the incorporated town until 1948--the very
year that the AEC began to think seriously about getting the
people'of Richland to incorporate oncé again as a municipality.3

The commission’s deéi;e to turn its towns over to their

residents stemmed from several factors.? First, inyDecember 1947
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it had adopiéd the goal of making its communities as "normal" as
possible, and normalcy implied not a federally run company town .
but self-government by residents. Consegnently, the AEC made the
attainment of fdemocratié control of a-visible local govenment" a
"long-run objective.f'5 Second, it wished to relieve itself of
"the burden of ménaging"-Richland, Oak Ridge, and Los Alamos.

The business of operating and'governing towns was costly, in
terms gf money and time.“The AEC saw the necessity for staying
in the business during the late 1940s and the early 1950s because
it regarded the successful and smooth functioning of existing

towns as crucial to fulfilling its mission. Yet it

i

simultaneously aspired to free itself from the many éroblems that

town management entailed, and when creating new facilities it

expressly avoided building any new government communities.®

Third, by managing towns the AEC increased its vulnerability - -~

to political and public attacks. Observers criticized the
cnmmission's policies for towns as dictatorial, SOéialistic,
profligate, or, in a variety of ways, generally "abnormal." And
as the criticisms mounted, so did potentially disruptive
proposals to "solve" the problem. Senator Joseph C. O’Mahoney
(D, WY), for example, suggested in 1950 that the responsibility
for governing the atomic fowns should be turned over to residents
by the end of the 1951 fiscal year. As mucn'as fhe AEC wished
for relief from the burden of communities, it could not afford to

rush into any hasty procedure that jeopardized such work as the

output of’plutonium at Hanford.7_'Yet in order to disarm critics,
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it needed its own plan for moving deliberatél; and steadily
toward self-government in Oak Ridge, Los Alamos, and Richland.

The AEC program for_atteiningﬁeelf~government in its
communities was formulated in bits and pieces between 1948 and
1951.8 The commission first hired Lyman S. Moore, city manager
of Portland, Maine, tb study its predicament, and then adopted
most of his recommendations in 1948. Among other things, Moore
urged that the AEC separate the operation of the community'from
the operation of the plant at its different sites. Furthermore,
within the realm of community affairs, he uréed the commission to
"divorce the landlord operation from the responsibility of loci&
government,".so fhat town-management issues would remain distinct

from real-estate problems.9

After consulting with Moore, the AEC commissioned-studies of

theifeasibility of ihcorporation (i.e. Eransforming the towns -

inte self-governing municipalities) and disposal ki.e. selling
federally oweed real estate to commercial and residential
tenants) at Oak éidge and Richland. (At Los Alamos, the
laboratories and town were so intermixed, and the site so
isolated and small, that a different and slower process was
required by the AEC to divest itself of the community.lo)

To examine Richland, the commission hired Public
Administration Service, Inc., a non-profif firm from Chicago.
PAS reported in October 1950 that the AEC could achieve its goals
in Richland, but-in order to do so would have to overcome
considerable,resistance by residents. ‘It suggestedvthat the

townspeople needed to be educated about the desirability of

RO
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change, andvconteﬁded as well that as part of their "education"
they needed to begin paying more of their own way. Richland had
espeeially low<fents and a rather high amount of services and -
utilities for a town of its size.. PAS conceded that the low
rents and lavish amenities may once have been critical for
attracting newcomers to Richland, but argued that it was now time-
te meke the citizens beaf.more of the true expense of living in
the town. Only then, the consultants stated, would the demand
fof private homes increase.1l

The AEC accepted PAS’s recommendetions, pleased, among other
things, by the idea that raising rents would placate,}ts
Congressional critics. Before rents could be elevated to levels

comparable to those in surrounding communities, however, federal

rent controls were imposed during the Korean War, delaying

further increases. On July 31, 1953, Richland and Norfh Richland - -~

were removed from the nation’s list of "critical defense housing
areas," thereby allowing the AEC to proceed with a rent increase

for October 1, 1953 of about twenty-five percent. A number of

. people complained about the sharp rise, but the AEC held its

ground because of a federal requirement that it set rents at
levels prevailing in surroending communities.l? The heightened
costs of living in Richland end Noreh Richland were seen as a
tool for encouraging tenants to accept'disposal eventually.

"With its policy toward towns outlined, its feasibility
studies completed, and its rents on the rise, the AEC convened a
Panel on Community Operations to lay out the érocedures it should

follow in moving forward with its plans. This panel’s
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suggestions, made during August 1951 in what became known. as the
Scurry Report, reiterated the overall goaisvof the commission and
suggested steps toward.accomplishiﬁé them. Its findings assumed
that "the AEC necessities are identical with the eecessities of
the people" in the towns. Both the commission and the residentsv
of Richland and Oak Ridge wanted "good communities," that is,
pleasant, amenity-filled towns that attrected empleyees,
encouraged them to éut down roots, and boosted morale, according
to the Scurry Report. Both wanted the towns to have their own
governments and their residents to become homeowners by
purchasing real estate from the government. Both hoped to i
eliminate the Qpaternalistic federal control" that per;etuated a
"’company-town’ situation." In other words, the Scurry Report
held that the AEC and its tenants wanted the same things. Only
"thexless articulate residents" might diverge from this
coneensus, but even they would come around, provided that the AEC
started the ball rolling.l3 | ; |
. Although the Scurry Report doubted that the AEC would have
to change the minds of many of its tenants, it recognized that
removing itself from the business of managing and renting towns
would be an arduous and lengthy procees. Among other things the
AEC needed enabling legislation passed by both Congress and the .
respective state legislatures.  Then, it planned a program to
dispose of local real estate, making the townspeople homeowners
before they became self-governing citizens. Then, it needed to
induce Oak Ridge and Richland to vote to ineorporate themselves

as municipalities with free—standing governments. Following this

s e
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political "independence," finally, the Scurry Report explained, .

the AEC would need to subsidize the operation of schools and

local governments for up to 10 or 15 years, or until such time as

the cities were generating enough revenue on their own to.support
the high level of services that the townspeople expected.l4

The Scurry Report thus laid out a program that would take
about 20 years to accomplish. And over that period, so long as
plutonium production remained an AEC priority at Hanford, the
program could not be permitted to disrupt production. A GE

spokesman explained his company’s view of the AEC plan:

The problems involved are‘complex and difficult and the

¥ i
§

objective must be attained without adverse affect [sic]
on the ability of the company as a principal contractor
to attain the prime objective of producing plutonium in
ever increasing quantities and at a lower and lower
cost.1° |
Even after it let go of its towns, the AEC would retain an
interest in their well being, because the towns’ suecess was
critical to the success of the AEC plants.

‘ The Scurry Report made it seem as if both the AEC and the
people of Richland wanted the same thing--disposal and
incorporation of the town with all deliberate speed. In fact,
howe?er, there was no certain consensus on the subject at all, on
either side.of the fence. Doubts prevailed within the AEC |
itself. The commission’s representatives at Hanford hoped to get
the "town off our hands" in order to reduce the amount of

subsidies they paid as well as the number of headachee they had
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to face. They were the ones who had to respond to every single
complaint lodged by Richland residents and businesspeople.
Officials back in wéshington, D.éf; on the othgr hand, despite
official AEC policies toward towns, were less eager to let go of
Richland. When asked by townspeople whether their opposition to
a specific proposal would affect disposal plans, J.E. Travis of
the AEC replied in the negative, and added, "The pressure for
disposal is from the outside." Travis apparently referred to
Congress, and the JCAE in particular, which promised to be;ome
increasingly insistent "that the Atoﬁic Energy Commission get out
of the business of owning houses and running cities."1® The éEC
was not eager to build new atomic towns, but it appar;ntly
' remained unsure about how to dispose of the old ones without
compromising its larger mission. It did not push for rapid
chéhge in the status quo. Neither did officials at GE, who also
feéred disruptions in plant operations and at the same time did
not feel the kinds of political pressure that the AEC felt.l7
Among the residents of Richland, too, one could find
different reactions to the notions of disposal and incorporation.
Many citizens résponded positively. One man spoke for many when
he wrote to Senator Henry M. Jackson about his thoughts. "I like
my job here--I.like the climate and the people. I like the idea

that what I am doing represents a contribution to the welfare of

our country." For these reasons he wanted to stay put, and hoped.

that a program of disposal would enable him to purchase his

home.18

..
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On the-other hand, as one student observed, "considérable
resistance to the idea of incorporation" existed during the eariy
and mid;lQSOs.19 Opposition stemmed in iarge part from the sense
that Richland would~nevér seem like a conventional hometown, as
one woman explained to Senator Jackson:

This is’ definitely not a normal community and never
will be....The truth is that pebple are here for one
reason only, the job, and not because this is a place
for "graCious'liying." After living here eight years,
I have never felt that this is anything but temporary
and look forward fo the time we can move to a normal
community.20 ’

This kind of resistance to disposal was perhaps not the
seﬂtiment of.the majority, but it contributed to a sense of
opposition that did not diminish readily. The reluctance of
people to buy homes and become self-governing resulted largely
from perceptions of the risks of owning homes in a\Eowh with such
a questionable economic future. The houses seemed plain enough
to begin with, many of them erected in a hurry with inexpensive
materials during World War Two. Furthermore, many residents of
Richland felt reluctant to invést in these homes because they
feared that real estate values could decline precipitously.
Riéhland’s remained a one-industry economy, and to many people
the future of that one industry seemed too uncertain. Hanford
éould become technologically obsolescent,_it was pointed out, or

peace cduld break out, thereby curtailing production and

" employment. Or, some believed, the governmenf itself cpuld



undermine the local economy by behaving capficiously: "home
ownership in a oné—industry town subject fo the vagaries of
congreSsional actioﬁ is a luxury o;ly the incompetent can
afford.“2l Aware of thé boom-and-bust history of Hanford, the
townspeople imagined many ways that their economy might collapse
and déstroy localvproperty values. (One of the things not taken
into account when appraising home values was the nature of the )
work residents did. Asked whether "manufacture of highly
dangerous material in the area" might reduce the value of housing
in Richland, an official from the Spokane office of the Federal
Housing Administration replied, "value ié in the mind. Dangegi
would reduce value only if the people feared it. Here they are
used toAit."zz)

N Opposition to disposal and incorporation, then, stemmed not
from principle but frgm practical concerns. Over the long run,
few could oppose disposal and incorporation on moral grounds,
because a gq&ernpent—owned and -operated town contradicted the
American way. Those who opposed disposal and incorporation were
identified as people who wanted "something for nothing" and who
supported "aksocialistic idea."?3 Most people appeared to accept
'disposél aqd ipcorporation as inevitable. After having the

government take care of them, they were doubtless in no rush to

embrace the reality of self-sufficiency, which was certain to

raise their taxes and housing costs. But few believed they could -

avoid independéﬁte.24

The fownspeople regarded local home ownership as a risky

proposition,. but a.1952'poll showed that most expected to buy
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their homes, if they were forced to méke a choice.?2> what they
objected to was the idea of paying prices. for their homes that
were, in their minds, excessive. The townspeople could be
persuaded to support ‘disposal--as well as the notion of self—
government--more warmly if the AEC reduced the risks enough,
primarily by offering relatively low prices on homes. As time

passed, and as Congressional hearings and town meetings on the

>subject oécurred in Richland, however, residents’ attitudes

toward AEC initiatives in the matter of disposal seemed to become
more resistant, for people objected increasingly to the prices

they expected to be asked to pay for their homes. In 1552 most

* 7
¥

people surveyed had conceded that they would buy their homes if
they were forcgd to make a choice, but objected to the tentative
costs as determined by preliminary appraisals. Three years
later, a citywide ballot tallied a less cooperative respoﬁse.r On
the question of whéther people favored a property disposal
program, 3315 people voted no and 1213 people voted yes.
(Citizens registered somewhat less resistance to the idea of
local self-government, but still opposed it by a vote of 2414 to
1941.)26 A pfimary reason given for the negative reaction was
that people felt that estimates of the eventual sales.prices of
homes remained too high.

Throughout the years of debate over the merits of disposal

and incorporation, the Richland City Council served to keep

attention focused on the issue while professing to speak on

behalf of residents. Councilmembers aired concerns and.

complaints about AEC proposals, conducted informational town

——

-
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meetings on the subjects, and sponsored the-vote in 1955 that M fact, in May of 1955 the council passed a resolution urging

resulted in a three-to-one repudiation of the idea of disposal. Congress to decide the fate of the disposal legislation quickly.

Although the council encountered substantial opposition to its It claimed that "two or three hundred desirable families are

efforts, especially in the mid-1950s, it pressed on with the moving out of Richland every year to buy homes," and that

‘matter nonetheless. Compared to the rest of the community, the legislation authorizing disposal and incorporation was needed to

councilmembers had become gradually more supportive of the AEC’s eliminate a key source of "instability in the community." The

plans for disposal and incorporation, not because they saw them rector of Richland’s Episcopal Church agieed, in a 1955 letter to

as flawless but rather because they saw them as inevitable and Senator Henry M. Jackson:

necessary. In their work these elected officials discovered In 1954 some three hundred families left Richland and

repéatedly that Richland’s dependent status ultimately proved too either bought or built, the majority of them in

Kennewick. Needless to say, this state of affairs

limiting, and preVented them from meeting many of the needs of@
. ’ £

4

the community. As an advisory body only, the council often felt continues and will continue until such time as land is

powerless as its resolutions and recommendations were ignored or - made available in Richland for the purpose of home

overturned by GE and the ArcC.?27 They consequently supported construction to the owner’s own design. This is
qu Yy supp

disposal and incorporation in order to:remove many of the - - removing from Richland the solid dependable type of

uncertainties which, in their minds, clouded the town’s future, citizen, and the man who is about to retire....28

prevented effective local government, and diminished their own In the summer of 1955, Congress finally passed:Public Law

power and respect. 221, the Atomic Energy Commission Act of 1955, providing for the

In the aftermath of the negative ballot on the subject of transfer of property and government of Oak Ridge and Richland

dispogal and incorporation in 1955, townspeople came to town from the United States to the townspeople. This legislation,

meetings to ask the councilmembers to stop encouraging the AEC which was passed only after residents of the two atomic cities

programs. Still supportive of disposal and incorporation, the - participated in hearings on the bill, provided a framework in

council did not change its mind. It recognized that Congress was which the process of disposal and incorporation could go forward.

going ahead with its plans to turn Oék'Ridge and Richland loose Richland residents continued to search for the best possible deal

in any case, and_saw no reason to oppose the inevitable or to in taking over their town, however, a fact that resulted in even

back away from a process in which Richland citizens needed to more high tension over the issue of disposal. The AEC asked the

have their say if they were to get the best possible terms. 1In Federal Housing Administration to conduct appraisals of housing

—



in Richland, for the pdrpose of establishing}sales.prices,,and
the process began in the autumn of 1955. 'When the FHA released
its appraisals on May 10, 1956, thégresidents objected, in an
immediate storm of protest, that the proposed prices were again
too high. As many as 2,000 peopie rallied at the Bomber Bowl
stadium to organize proteéts to the AEC and FHA, aqd townspeople
began inundating Congress with letters and petitions.29 |
Responding promptly to the rumblings in Richland, the JCAE
immediately dispatched George Norris, Jr., its executive counsel,
to the scene. Norris met with townspeopie, examined the
appraisals, considered Hanford’s future, and sent a very critiéal
report back to Waéhington. He found--as the 1952 census had.

determined--that most residents of the town were "anxious to buy

and own their homes but did not want to’do so at these prices;"3O

A subcommittee of the JCAE. also scheduled hearings on the matter, .

andvin mid-June of 1956 a delegation of Richland citizens
traveled to the nation’s capital to present their views.

" The townspe&plevexplained their desire for lower appraisal
values Ey referring once more to the risk of 5uying ﬁomes in
Richland. They argued that the local economy, and hence the
value of the housing stéck, depended too much on one industry,
whose continued output in turn depended too much on poiitical
rather than market considerations. Richland residents contrasted
their economic situation to that of‘Oak,Ridge,vwhich now had‘been
désignated a Natitonal Laboratéry and therefore seemed to have a

more secure future.. (Perhaps this helps to explain why residents

of Oak Ridge did not protest the appraisals of their homes.) The
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Richland delegation argued further that, because of the ;arge
number of mediocre homes, most residents were not likely‘to
obtain very good housing. Indeed, the whole range of options in
town seemed too limited to offer much choice. Lower prices, it
was argued, woﬁld enable buyers to spend more money immediately

on the remodeling necessary to make the housing stock more

‘satisfactory.3l Finally, the Richland delegation saw a.reduction

in housing éppraisals'as a matter of national security. It
seemed that some members of the skilled workforce had already
beguﬁ to leave the project, and that many more would follow if
they- did not think they could get fair treatment -in housing
matters. Morale would collapse, they warned, Hanfordgwould lose
its ability to recruit and retain workers, and rates of
production would diminish.32

Transcripts of the testimony before the JCAE'subcommitfee

are important for revealing both who did and who did not

participate and have influence before Congress. In this

. instance, as well as during previous hearings on disposal and

incorporation, organized labor at Hanford was not well
represented. Oak Ridge sent three or four union representatives
to testify about housiﬁg conditions, while Richland sent only
one, the HAMTC attorney. The town’s delegation consisted
pfimarily of businesspeople, city councilmembers, and technical

33 organized

employees ‘of GE, but not blue-collar men and women.
labor did not take--or was denied--an important role in the

politics of Richland.
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Also excluded from virtually all discussion of disposal and
incorporation were the former owners of the lands upon which
Richland now sat. These individuals, dispossessed by the Army
dhring wWorld War Two, petitioned to be given first chance at
reacquiring their former properties, and offered to pay full
price. They complained in particular that, when the government
had condemned their holdings in 1943, they were told "that the
land would be returned following the war and original owners
would be entitled to repurchasé." The AEC, however, denied the
request.3? From the commission’s point of view, Richland
remained a part of the Hanford production effort, and would fg
continue to be needed as the bedroom of the plant evenyafter the
completion of disposal.

Although former landowners had virtually no voice and
orgépized labor only a relatively small voice, the General
Eléctric company weighed in quite effectively, above all on the
side of the townspeople. From. the start of discussion about
disposal and incorporation, it had worried about threats to the
productivity of phe plant, but it resigned itself to the
inevitable demise of federal control at Richland and worked to
ensure a minimum of disruption in the transfer. At the 1956
hearings, Wilfred.E. Johnson, GE’s general manager at Hanford,
warned of "recurring unrest in the work force" if the government
did not reduce the appraisais. Later that summer GE declared
further that "p%snt'morale has been adversely affected" by the
announced property'values.35 In the late 1940s and early 1950s

the residents of Richland had not always liked or trusted town
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management by GE, but now they foﬁnd the company to be éomewhat
more in their corner.

By far the-most powerful advocates for the townspeople were
the State of Washington’s Congressmen and Senators. Senator
Warren Magnuson and Representatives Hal Holmes and Don Magnuson
addressed fhe JCAE in Support of Richland residents, declaring
that their offices had been inundated by letters protesting the
appraisals. Apparently on the basis of this correspondence,
Senator Magnuson averred that the FHA estimates wefe "not
equitable" and promised he would not permit Richland "to be
gouged."36 The most forceful of all the state’s elected
officials in the matter, however, was Senator Henry 5éckson, a
member of the Joint Commiftee. Jackson seized this opportunity
to become Hanford’s most vocal champion in Congress. His
questioning of FHA officials regarding the Richland appraisals
was rather harsh«—perhaps even unreasonably severe--but from the
townspeople’s viewpoint it was justified and effective. They
credited Jackson with much of their success in getting the
government to feconsider the original appraisals.37 (On the same
day that he was blasting the FHA, Jackson also introduced
legislation to authorize construction of a new-dual-purpose
reactor at Hanford--the origins of what became the N Reactor.)

The congressional hearings produced the desired result. The

_ AEC contracted with another appraiser, Charles B.AShattuck, and

in January of 1957 he recommended a reduction in the sales price
on almost half of the homes in Richland--primarily the run-down

prefabs and the numerous duplexes which would attract‘fewer
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buyers. The town residents and GE official;oacquiesced in these
new appraisals, and by Juoe the first house had been sold to
private owners.38 Dioposol of both residential and commercial
properties continued through the remainder of the decade.

Once arrangements had been made for the sale of real estate,
preparations for municipal incorporation moved along
comparatively swiftly. By July of 1958, when about 4200 homes
had been sold, the townspeople of Richland voted once more on the
issue of self-government. Assured of ample financial support
from the AEC for municipal operations and schools, they approved
incorporation'by a five-to-one margfin.j9 They also elected a-.
slate of fifteen freeholders to draft a city charter, which wo;ld
receive voter approval in November. The city stood ready to
incorpo%até before the end of the year. Richland became the
first AEC community to achieve political independence. Property
| séies had begun a year earlier in Oak Ridge (where there had been
no dispute over prices), but the eastern atomic town hesitated to
.incorporate; largely because it feared that the quality of its
schools might decline with incorporation. The state of Tennessee
could not provide moch financial support for Oak Ridge sohools,
so the town held out more more AEC subsidy.40 Both towns, in
fact, ultimately received federal subsidy to support schools and
municipal services until the local economies developed to the
point of being able to generate the necessary tax reoenuos.
Richlond received an average‘of aboutv$332,200 for city

Hoe

operations every year between 1960 and 1970 (see Table Four).

.
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Table Four

AEC Assistance Payments to City of'Richland,‘l960~l9704;

1960:  $464,111 1965: $278,123

1961 287,858 1966: 267,047

1962: 346,639 1967: 335,123

1963: 297,123 1968: 223,767

1964: 348,892 1969: 219,486
~1970: $586,000

Independence officially arrived in Richland on December 12,
1958, and the town celeb;ated with an evening of fireworks. It
set off aerial bombs at 8:00 ano 8:15, and then at 8:20‘began‘a
countdown for a "simulated H-bomb explosion" at 8:30. E.J.
Bloch, the Director of Production for the_AEC, detonated the
device, which consisted mainly of dynamite, with napﬁlm added in
order to create a fireball-and-mushroom-cloud effect. The bomb
broke th windows in the uptown shopping district. Then, at
8:40, Miss Richland used a "uranium-tipped wand" to light a
bonfire, the evening’s final pyrotechnic event. Dignitaries from"
near and far either attended or sent birthday greetings. ‘Henry
Jackson, for example,'wfote, "Congfatulations to Richland, the
salutatorian of the atomic age."42 |

Having.started off with a bang, the new city of Richland
thrived for the next five years. Now that the citizens owned
their'homes, they set about improving them. By 1963'they had
spent roughly $17 million remodeling and enlafging housing’that
had sold for $28 million between 1956 and 1958. Other forms of
growth also characterized these years. By mid-1965 Richland had
expanded by 3,110 people to exceod 25,000 in populatioh (an

increase of 13.6% since December 1958), added 816 housing units
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(11.7%), annexed 7 square miles (79.7%), and éé&uired 28.1 miles
of new roads (31.4%).43

Indépendence, improvement, and §£owth all led ﬁhe peopie of
Richland to express general contentment with the community. One
year after incorporation, a sampling.of residenfs indicated |
general satisfaction with the town’s direction. And in 1961 the
occasion of being»named an All-America City offered residents a

chance to recite the reasons for their contentment. "Richland

has no industry or annoying residents," The Tri-City Herald

editorialized. Added Mayor Joyce Kelly, "Richland is debt free.
It has intelligent citizens, a low crime rate, good fire# |
protection and the area has abundant electric power."%4% Other
commonly listed assets included its cbmparatively youthful

population, its good and well-funded schools, its numerous

churcﬁés, and the absence of parking meteérs. Less commonly noted - - -

- was tﬁe community’s deségregation. Richland had few‘non-whites,
but because of the authority of federal open housidé legislation,
its minority resid%nts generally lived next door to whites.45
These traits underscored the still common perception that
Richland was a model community, and the All—America City title
cemented the notion. When Glenn T. Seaborg, chairman of the AEC,
visited in l968,lon the town'sktenth anniversary and Hanford’s
twenty-fifth, he identified Richland as "a city of the future"
because it exemplified "the kind of thinking and long-range
planning that is gqing to be essential in our country in the

coming years, when rapid economic and social change must take

-
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place to meét new national goals."4

Richland remained on the
fronﬁiers.of tomorrow and technology.

The community’s ‘sense of purpose was reinforced during the
later 1950s and the 1960s as Hanford acquired the N Reactbr.

Unlike the previous eight piles, this new asset was a dual-

'purpose reactor. Its mission included both production of

plutonium and generation of electrical power for the Pacific
Northwest. Acquiriﬁg the N Reactor meant that‘Richland’s

residents now worked not only to defend the United States but
also to put the atom to peaceful uses. Finally the community

felt it could take part in developing the apparently vast

¥/
A

civilian potential of atomic energy.
Although spokespersons within the nuclear-industry had. been

advocating a dual-purpose reactor for years,47 getting

authorization to start building the new reactor at Hanford proved _

to be no simple task. Senator Henry Jackson introduced
legislation (S.B. 4095) in support of the idea on June 21, 1956,
and the proposal passed the Senate. But it ran into stiff
opposition in the House of Representatives and was defeated:

there. The idea of a dual-purpose reactor built with federal

Afuhds clashed with the interests of private power companies and

the coal industry. It also contradicted the Republicans’ and
President Eisenho@er's policies regarding new atomic power
plants. PFurthermore, even the AEC opposed the idea.48

Over the next two years, the proposal for a dual-purpose
reactor was modified to make it more politically acceptable.

Jackson énd others built a stronger case that the government

-
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Matthias to ‘the spot to begin with, the power and reclamation

needed more plutonium, and that the dual-purpose reactor would be

an economical method of adding to the.supply.becausé the sale of projects which continued on the Columbia after World War Two, and

its steam power would help offset the costs of producing the the controversy of public vs. private power.

fissionable material. Advécates of a new Hanford pile also When President Roosevelt dedicated Bonneville Dam, he told

deleted from their proposals the power-generating portion of the the crowds gathered for the event that the edifice represented

design. The reactor would be "convertible" to a dual-purpose . ‘more power to you," democratic power held in trust by the

design, but Congress 'did not actually commit federal funds for federal government and not by grasping financial combines.

building the power plant at this stage. With these changes, with Washington state, in particular, was proud of its public power

more encouraging engineering reports on the feasibility of the tradition. 1In the first month of the AEC’s existence, Hugh B.

project’. and with a greater desire to appease the JCAE and MltChell, a former U.S. Senator and Seattle finanCier, wrote to

encourage atomic power plants,, the AFRC Changed its position ané:n warn David Lilienthal (himSElf the first director of :t“;he New

o

supported Jackson’s bill. Congress authorized construction of

£

Deal’s Tennessee Valley Authority) to keep eastern cofporations

the dual-purpose reactor in 1957, appropriated funds in 1958, and out of nuclear power.®? ‘Public-power utilities in the West had

began construction the following year.4? been early proponents of government—sponsored nuclear power

projects, in the tradition of earlier hydro projects.>! .

- ——

"“Once construction of the new production reactor had been -

authorized, Senator Jackson and legislators from the Pacific Resistance to funding for dual-purpose capability at Hanford

Northwest continued to press for the addition of power-generating also had deep roots, at least in the minds of Northwesterners.

facilities. When Senator Jackson had introduced a bill in June Now that Washington’s atomic center at Hanford might go into the

l956——quickly killed ih the Senate--to provide $65 million to power business, the old opponents--veterans of New-Deal struggles

equip the N reactor with electric generators, the move bespoke over hydroelectricity-generating dams--appeared as predicted:

the drive toward some kind of diversification for the Hanford private-utility interests and legislators representing eastern

complex and its workers. It was an attempt to link Hanford’s coal-producing states. Newspaper editorials in Washington and

production mission to the long-delayed hopes for commercial Oregon were quick to identify this as a struggle over the

nuclear power, which had been purused steadily by GE at its Northwest’s rightful destiny, a destiny which should have rested

on abundant electrical power without the attacks of jéalous

-Knolls Laboratory\in Schenectady, New York. It also linked
52°

Hanford to the history of the Columbia Basin--a history which Easterners.

included the Depression-era dam projects which had drawn Colonel




This debéte was not settled until after the 1960 election
and the change of administrations. The Kennedy administration
put through funding for a generatiﬁé capacity for the N reactor,
but only after significant modifications to the original proposal
for power-generating facilities in 1962. First; local public
utilities«-oféanized as the Washington Public Power Supply
.System, or WPPSS--and not the federal goverhment, would build: and
pay for the generating facilities, on land leased from the AEC.
(The N Reactor represented the first venture by WPPSS, a
consortium created to secure generéting capacity for the state’s
public utility districts, from hydro power into the reé}m of |
nucléar power.) Second, the utilities would pay the AEC fof the
steam from the N Reactor. And third, the utilities would offer

to sell half of the power output from the dual-purpose reactor to

private power companies (which would assume none of the financial . _ -

risks of building and operating the power-generating plant).
With these conditions added to the legislation, Coﬁéress finally
approved the dual-purpose operation of the N Reactor.
Construction of the power-generating facilities began in 1963,
and the WPPSS steam plant was completed in April 1966.°3

The design of the N reactor differed from the other eight
‘Hanford‘piles in at least one key respect. 1Its pressurized; |
closed-loop cooling system not only reduced fhe risk of
environméntal contamination but also made it usable as a power-—
genératiﬁg reactor. Unlike in the wartime-model reactors and the
Jumbos, cooling water in N was recirculated in a closed system,

rather than passing through once on a brief trip from and to the

7

Columbia River. A heat exchange system could take the reactor’s

surplus heat and use it fo make steam in-a separate loop, which
would then used to drive electricity—generating turbines. Thus
the gene;ating system was kept free from radioactivity, as was
the plant’s warmed water output at the end of the process.
Magnuson and Jackson argued on the floor of the Senate that it
‘was only common sense to make use ofﬂthis surplus -heat, which
otherwise would be vented into the air to no good purpose.54
Meanwhile, the older production reactors remained very much
going concerns, with their power being incrementally increaéed on
a steady basis. The wartime reactors, B, D, and F, had been
designed nominally for operation at 250 megawatts; they were
certified for operation at 1900 megawatts in‘January>1959, along
with their suécessors DR and H, while C reactor was run up to |
2100 megawatts, and KE and KW to 4000 megawatts. while much of
this pbwer would be lost in'%he course of converting it from heat
to eléctricity, still Hanford/s reactors represented a sizeable
reservoir of energy. These higher powers were made possible by
improved cooling and safety systems: the former allowed for more
heat production (which also helped to control graphite creep) and
the-latﬁer convinced the AEC’s safety establishment, which scaledl
risk up with power level, to allow the higher operating levels.
As the expansion of the eight older reactors suggests,
Hanford’s main mission reméined production of plutonium. But it
had now entered the electricity business ag well, which meant
that the future of Richland-and the Tri-Cities no longer seemed

so singly tied to the production of weapons-grade plutonium.



208

More than 30,000 peéple found reason to celebrate the new
departure on September 26, 1963, when President John F. Kennedy
visited Hanford to dedicate the N Reactor and help launch |
construction of the steém—generating facility. 1In a ceremony
reminiscent of Richland’s iﬁdependence day nearly five years
earlier, Kennedy waved another "uranium-tipped wand over a Ceiger
counter to activate a huge clamshell .bucket which performed the
actual groundbreaking."55

In a rather muddled speech, the President linked the atomic
frontier at Hanford--especially as embodied in the N Reactor--
with his own sense of New Frontiers for the nation. ﬁirst, he
said,‘it was fitting for the N Reactor "to strike a blow for
peace" (i.e. a peaceful‘burpose for the atom) in a place "where
so much has been done to build the military strength of the
Uni%ed States." Sécond, in Kennedy’s eyes the dual-purpose
reéctor represented thé capacity of science and technology to
help the nation conserve its resources. By "conserve, " Kennedy
meant "use our.f.fesources to the fullest." Low-cost atomic
power would help Americans meet their ever-growing demand for
electricity. Kennedy predicted that Americans needed to double
the supply of electrical power every ten years, and that atomic
. énergy élants Such as the N Reactor would help fulfill this need.
Third, as a new source of electrical power, Hanford and the N
' Reactor would help Americans maintain and expand their affluence:

"this country will be richer and our children will enjoy a higher

standard of living,"s6
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The President’s speech was an importané‘harbinger of things
to come. Within a decade, the residents of Richland and .the Tri-
Cities would be making quite similar arguménts. Trying to
increase quickly the number of power reactors at Hanford, they,~
too, would mention the need to double the output of electricity
evéry ten years'in order to safeguard the American way of life.
But in the early 1960s, few felt any urgency about a second
career in generating electricity. Hanford’s nine reactors
produced plutbnium and, as arguments on behalf of the N Reactor
had indicated, the deménd for that fiésionable material remained
strong. The AEC may have disposed of Richland’s realﬁestate and
nudged the townspeople toward incorporation, but theré was little
hint that the commission intended to curtail plutonium production
at Hanford. And so long as the full-scale proddction of

plutonium continued, there appeared to be no reason to expect

substantial change in nearby communities.

Pl
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CHAPTER FIVE

Years of Diversification:

Hanford and the Tri-Cities 1964-1971

The years 1943-1963 may be regarded as one distinct era at
the Hanford site. 1In thoée two decades; fhe plant’s mission
remained basically the same--production of weapons-grade
plutonium. When changes in this period occurred, they resulted
mainly from fine—tuhing the original mission, not from any
overall switch in direction. The most significant change between

1943 and 1963 was growth, as the demand forlHanford’§/product

‘increased. The site went from having no reactors in 1943 to nine

reactors by 1963, all designed to produce plutonium. The neweét
addition at Hanford, the N Reactor, would ultimately produce
electricity as well as fissionable material, but everybody
concerned with it during the early 1960s understood that
plutonium production took precedence over generatiﬁb power.

This first era at Hanford started to close in January 1964
when President Lyndon B. Johnson announced, in his State of the
Union address, that the AEC would shut down three Hanford
reactors within two years. " Thus began a transitional period
Between 1964 and

characterized not by growth but by contraction.

1971, the AEC closed down each of the eight Hanford reactors

‘built between 1943 and 1955 (see Table Five). Only the N Reactor

remained in operation at Hanford, and at N the generation of"
electricity would soon begin to.take'precedence'over plutonium

production. The closing of eight reactors brought both an end to
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the o0ld, well-defined mission and a search for a new purpose for . ’ The reactor shutdowns stemmed from more than one cause.

Hanford and Richland. Until 1964, almost 100% of federal Hanford’s mission was limited not only by policy, which

expenditures at Hanford supported weapons work. By 1967, designated it a production center and awarded it mainly old-

expenditures on military and non-military purposes were about technology reactors, but also by'the laws of physics, which

.
=

even; by 1975, military purposes accounted for only 25% of dictated that Hanford’s main product, plutonium, had a half-life

federal expenditures at Hanford. ! (Closure of the eight old of nearly 24,000 years. By the early 1960s, the demand for

production reactors also reduced substantially the amount of plutonium was considerably reduced because substantial stockpiles

radioactive materials released into the Columbia River.z) were in place. As a result, Hanford was faced with a declining
Table Five: work force and a diminution of its central mission of producing
Startup and Shutdown Dates of Hanford Production Reactors? plutonium. Between 1967 and 1971, the number of plutonium-
%EQEEQE Se%%%zggg 1044 Feb%ﬂ%§§k¥g%8 producing employees at Hanford dropped from 8,500 tox?,SOO, and
g gzg: ;z: ig:é ' 3322 %g: iggg of the nine production reactors only N remained in opération
gR ‘ 82%: %?'13239 | | Ag;é% gé: iggi | after January 1971. The main separation facilities, Redox and
gw ?ZZ: i?’léggz ' Ap;éi.zi: igsg Purex, also closed during this time, the former in December 1967
h §E A Apri%6i7, 1355 . ' Jan. iggé . and the latter in June 1972. _ ' _

: In response to cutbacks, the Tri-Cities and Washington state
wWwhile the smaller reactors had continued to be run at well L
) pursued a change in Hanford’s mission to enlarge the emphasis
over their designed power--B, D, DR, F, and H had power maxima . ‘

. upon the production of electricity and research, tasks
set at 2,090 megawatts in February of 1964, although DR was : : ’
. : handicapped until then by Hanford’s history since the war.
poisoned by an accidental release of its boron ball safety system
Citizens approached the federal government with the expectation
the year before--they were shut down beginning in late 1964. "By
that it would play a key role in redefining Hanford’s purpose.

the time a new contractor (Douglas United Nuclear) took over .
R The AEC’s responses to cutbacks at Hanford were technological and
responsibility for Hanford’s production operations in November

: political. 1In an effort to encourage the use of the site’s

1965, H and F had been deactivated. D reactor was shut down in
. resources and work force in new ways, the Commission increased
June 1967. These closures were followed by those of the B ‘ ' .
- , L its commitment to research activities and power production at
reactor in February 1968, C in April 1969, KW in February 1970, : . . :
; : ’ ' Hanford, spread responsibility for managing Hanford’s activities
and KE in January 1971.
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among several contractors, and required those contractors to
invest in the local economy.

- Technologically, three bright spots remained at Hanford:
the successful operation of N reactor with its dual military and .
civilian mission; the authorization of the new Fast Flux Test
Facility} designed initially to test fuels for breeder reactors;
and the selection of Hanford as one site for two WPPSS reaotors.
These projects promised continuing work for Hanford’s skilled
employees, albeit ones which depended on the success of civilian
" nuclear power in theAUnited States.

While the nuclear community in the Tri-Cities anticipated
increased activity in the civilian uses of atomic.energy, it
remained unsure as to who, éxactly, would oversee the movemeut in
these new directions. Days after LBJ’s announcement that the
first two reactors would close, the AEC announced another
dramatic change: the withdrawal of General Electric from
Hanford. The main contractor since 1946, GE had been one source
of continuity through the growth of the late 1940s and the 1950s.
Now that the plant;s mission would change somewhat, however, the
AEC decided to launch a program of "segmentation" and
"diversification" at Hanford. It determined that the presence of
one large contractor inhibited the economic development of the
region by discouraging other businesses from coming. In the mid-
1960s the AEC proposed to divide up (or ségment) the plant’s work
into different areas of operétion, and select a number of new
contractors, rather than just one, to take on each area of

operation. Furthermore, as part of negotiations with each new
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contractor, the AEC would insist that the companies taking over
work at Hanford committed funds to. diversifying the local
economy. Nobody knew for sure what the new economy would look
like, but in encouraging diversification the AEC tried to cushioo
the economic blow to the Tri-Cities of the eight reactor closings
at Hanford. Thus the communities’ search for a new purpose
became intertwined with AEC efforts to bolster the local eqonomy-
in the wake of reactor shutdowns.

In enacting a policy of segmentation and diversification at
Hanford and Richland, the AEC made sure to serve its own
continuing needs in the vicinity of the Tri-Cities. However, it
hardly imposed the program unilaterally upon the citizens of
WaShington state. Rather, Washington’s political and economic
leaders, operating at the federal, state, and local levels,
consulted with and‘pressured tho AEC continuously, and ensured
that segmentation and diversification unfolded with their input.
The AEC required local citizens to show initiative in attracting
new private firms, so local businessmen formed the Tri-City
Nuclear Industrial Council (TCNIC) to spearhead community -
efforts. The council worked to reoruit oompanies to Richland,
Kennewick, and Pasco, and it lobbied the AEC extensively
throughout the 1960s in order to get just the kind of assistance
that these business leaders desired.% Together, TCNIC and the
AEC enjoyed some success in diversifying Richland’s economy.

Yet, by the early 1970s the metropolitan area remained
heauily dependent upon atomic energy as an economic staple. It

now looked more to peaceful uses of the atom, rather than simply
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to weapons-grade plutonium, but one could atgue that its .
dependence upon the atom remained too strong. In fact, there was
a striking parallel between what happened et Hanford and what
happened at The Boeing Company in Seattle. Like Hanford, Boeing
tried to disersify in the 1950s and 1960s by moving away from
dependence upon military spending, and it succeeded in becoming
the nation’s largest manufacturer of commercial jet aircraft.
But while Boeing diversified Seattle did not; the city continued
to depend upon Boeing almost as much as the Tri-Cities depended
upon Hanford. And when economic downturns within an enti;e
industry occurred (aircraft in Seattle, atomic energy at
Hanford), the communities discovered that they had not
transformed tﬁeir economies enough. True diversification would
take loﬁger than a decade to achieve.

* * *

When the AEC set about disposing of Richland during the
1950s, it had met considerable resistance from towd;residents who
feared for the future of the Tri-Cities’ one-industry economy.
The townspeople were not eager to own homes in a place where
local prosperity was subject to the capricious fortunes of
politics, diplomacy, and'technological obsolescence. In the
1960s it became apparent that these concerns of Richland’s
residents had beeh}justifiea. ‘The closure of eight of the site’s
nine reactors exemplified precisely the kind of instability about
which they had worried when they considered purchasing their
houses. . Yet in the 1950s the pressure to dispose of the ‘town had

been immense. The AEC was simply compelled to address critics’
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complaints that its ownership and operation of atomic cities were
too "socialistic" for America. So, in spite of the townspeoplefs
fears, it had sold off Richland’s homes and businesses.

In so doing, however,rit created a cemmunity of homeowners
and business people with a much more profound economic stake in
the area..-Consequently, when the AEC began te shut down reactors
during the 1960s, its actions represented a much greater eeonomic
threat than would have arisen without disposal. Had Richland’s
residents remained tenants, without a large financial investment
in local property, they might have found it easier to adapt to
the eventual AEC cutbacks at Hanford. But as owners of homes and
businesses, the people of Richland had a much more urgent reason
for demanding that the AEC work to mitigate the impact of its
reactor closings. Paradoxically, then, by acting in the 1950s to
dispose of Richland, in response to critics of the federai
subsidies flowing to atomic towns, the AEC helped to create a-
propertied class in Richland which, in the 1960s, forcefully
pressured the Commission to use direct and.indirect subsidies to
protect the privatized economy of Richland. The result was an
elaborate program of diversification, orchestrated in-large part
from Washingﬁon, D.C., beginﬁing in 1963.

Although the AEC embraced a policy of diversification in the
1960s, concern about the area‘’s one-dimensional economy dated
back to at least the late‘19405 in Richland, when planners hifed
by GE had pondered the-economic future of the village. On the-
surface, broadening the economic base seemed like an easier.task

in Richland than it would be in Oak Ridge-and Los Alamos, because



Richland had never been behind a fence.

Also, the continued

development nearby of the Columbia Basin Project appeared to
promise an ideal counterbalance to the local plutonium 1ndustr§

Yet seizing new economic opportunities proved almost an
impossible task through the 1950s. The Richland Community
Council took up the matter of diversification regularly dufing
the decade, and even created an IndustrialICommittee to survey
the issue. Hoping_to develop an economic and revenue base apart
from the Hanford Works, the committee’s inquiries produced

discouraging results. The town had no desirable housing to

. accommodate new workers for much of the decade, and perhaps

contained as well too few industrial -acres, municipal facilities,
and available workers to attract new industry. E;en more -
importantly, it lacked much flexibility’to change its
Circumstances. When W.W. Birchill of the State Industrialization
Utilization Committee studied prospects for diversification in
1955, he concluded that Richland could accomplish very little
"until Federal restrictions are removed." 1In light of this news,
the council’s .Industrial Committee disbanded.® Given such bleak
prospects, it is no wonder that SO0 many residents of the town
hesitated to go along with the AEC bprogram of disposal and
incorporation, although news of the proposed N Reactor doﬁbtless

offered some reassurance.

Once Richland became its own city in 1958, residents

- continued to keep an eye out for opportunities to broaden the

local economic base. For example, recognizing that reactor

products other than plutonium might have market value, city

—

-

- planners applauded when Hanford hired the consulting firm of

Arthur D. Little, Inc., "to conduct a year-long comprehensive
study of the market for cobalt-so( cesium-137, and other
radioactive byproducts."’ Wishing to attract dther types of
industry, local leaders tried to explain why the town would make
a goed choice for new businesses. They used the occasion of the
All America City award in 1961 to remind outsiders that Richland
was a model community. They also attempted to convince people of
the logic of relocating away from the coast by terming the Tri-
Cities and Pacific Northwest "the next frontier. california is
crowded. The only place to go is up here."8

In the eyes of local boosters, the mid-Columbia‘s wide-open
spaces contained room enough for both more residents and more |
reactors. Ted Van Arsdol, a local newspaperman, argued that the
buildup of population and industry along the Pacific Coast, ,
especially in California, was unwise from both an ecological and
a military viewpoint. He offered the Tri-Cities, adjacent to
Hanferd and the Columbia Basin'Project, as a logical alternative.
Van Arsdol’s perception of-"the inland region"—ethat'it "has been
fighting an often losing battle against the erosion of population
and the exploitation of its resources by persons whose primary
interests were at other points"--represented a classic statement
of the hinterland’s complaint against the metropolis, and of the
interior West’s complaint about the Coast.? It also repeated the
classic mistake of not appreciating fully why the wide-open
spaces of the interior west did not measure up to the utban

amenities of the coastal region, at least in- this period.
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Although somé felt that Richland should be an attractive
site for industry, there ;emained a definite awareness of
Richland’s shortcomings for attracting new businesses. This
awareness was expressed at hearings on the subject of
diversification, conducted by the AEC in Richland in June 1962.
Without AEC assistance payments, speakers testified, the town
would have a hard time raising enough revenue to provide an
adequate level of services. There was too little private land--
especially industrial’and commercial real estate--on the tax

'rolls, and too few businesses for a town of its size as well.
Richland seemed to lack a strong commercial core, both
financially'and spatially, and the prevailing wage rates, set by
the plant, struck many as too high to assist in recruiting new
industry. In sum, businesses had even more reason than
prospective homeowners'to be reluctant to invest in the town.

And because thg obstacles to diversification seemed so
formidable, local leaders quite naturally appealed for assistance
to the aEC.10

The Atomic Energy Commission was holding hearings in
Richland at this time because it, too, felt concern about the
fate of Richland and Oak Ridge. It had formed a committee to
study the problem and suggést an AEC policy on "cooperation in-

community industrial éevelopment efforts," and in November 1962

the committee issued its findings (called the Slaton Report after

William H. Slaton, head of the committee). The Slaton Report
began by noting that "industrial development of communities is

not a statuatory objective of the AEC," but went on to say, "It
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is AEC policy to extend reasonable cooperation to the econ@mic
development efforts of communities in which AEC activities
constitute the major economic force." The AEC wished to provide
this assistance in part because it admitted to & "moral
obligation to prevent [Richland] from becoming a depressed area."
More practically, the AEC also needed to sustain "a reasonably
stable and healthy economic environment" around its p;ants in
order to ensure their efficient operation. . In the weeks after
Presideﬁt Johnson’s announcement in early 1964 of reactor
shutdowns, Williém H. Slaton warned further that, without help
from the AEC, the cutbacks proposed at Hanford could create in
Richland a downward "spiral of delinquency, slums, crime, broken
families, poorer health, and greater unemployment."ll

The Slaton Report found that former AEC towns had both
assetsland liébilities in pursuing new business opportunities.
It suggested that tourism would become a profitable industry in
both Richland and Oak Ridge, and got the AEC to comnsent to
"individualiy prearranged bus tours through its Hanford area
under controlled conditions." Hanford also featured "extensive
iabdratories" and "skilled scientists and engineers" which would
theoretically help attract additional high-tech induStry.. At the
same time, the town lacked most of the elements of an
intellectual infrastructﬁre, such as a research university, th;t
new high-tech industry might‘require.~ The AEC itself thought of
a number of initiatives it could take to assist Richland. It
offered to make excess land available, such as a 400-acre parcel

requesﬁed by the Port of Benton. Also, to help publicize
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Richland to potential investors by identifying it as the |

headquarters of the Hanford Works, the AEC changed the name of
12

the Hanford Operations Office to Richland Operations Office.
Although the AEC demonstrated some interest in helping
Richland and .Oak Ridge, the Slaton Report stated that it would

neither take the lead in bringing new business to its former

.communities, nor interfere in local government. Committed only

- to offering "reasonable .cooperation," the Commission expected the

communities themselves to assume the primary initiative. This
propdsal disappointed those who had hoped for more involvement by
the AEC. John T. Conway, executive director of the JCAE,
complained to Senator Jackson that "The ﬁroposed action by the
commission...involves no major area of assistance." And in

another letter to Jackson, Glenn C. Lee, publisher of the Tri-

City Herald, deemed the Slaton Report "not helpful, not
encouraging, and not workable." Lee pointed out fhat community
leaders had virtﬁally none of the technical expertise needed to
understand opportunities available in the nuclear field, "no
access to AEC files, and no permit to visit and inspect the
plant." He believed that, without more prodding, the AEC and GE
would not keep community leaders adequately informed about
opportunities for economic diversification. Fatefully, Lee
appealed especially to Senator Jackson to "champion the cause" of
Richland, and_Jackson responded by taking up the qhallepée.l3
Jackson’s advscgcy in the nation’s capital on behalf of
Hanford and the surrounding communities was hardly-new in 1962 or

1963. He had been a Hanford booster even in the late 1940s, as a

227

Congreésman'representing'a western Washington district and . a
member of the JCAE. Since the mid-1950s, along with Senator
Warren G. Magnusbn, he had been active in supporting the economic
interests of Tri-City constituents by érguing against thé high
appraisals of Richland homes and by supporting the dual-purpose N
Reactor. Over fhe succeeding two decades, Jackson was joined in
the ongoing campaign for Hanford and the Tri-Cities not only by
Magnuson but also by Washington’s delegation in the U.S. House of
Representatives and by the state’s governors--Albert Rosellini,
Dah Evans, and Dixy Lee Ray. Indeed, the state’s highést
political leaders maintained a consensus of support for Hanford
through the 1970s and into the 1980s. Their enthusiasm for the
nuclear industry in fact contrasted markedly with the cool
reception given to Hanford by Washington’s elected officials
during World War Two, when Cohgressmaﬁ Holmes had tried to
distance himself from the project and Governor Wallgren had
encouraged the Army to send all the workers--and eébecially the
African Americans--away at war’s end.

Statewide support for Hanford probably reached its zenith
during the 19605, Qhen political leaders united behind the
nuclear industry and the Tri-Cities in response to the closihg of
reactors. The effort to find assistance for Hanford succeeded
esbecially at the federal level, where Jackson, Magnuson, and the
Tri-Cities’ representatives in the House wrung'considerably more
support. for diversification from the AEC than the Slaton Report
had envisioned. To do so, members of Congress had to develop a

close alliance with local businessmen.l% Tri—City boosters,,



228

responding to the AE& requirement that communities take the
initiative in diversification efforts, organized themselves in
early 1963 into the Tri-City Nuclear Industrial Council in order
to promote diversification of the local economy. The council
vowed to identify and attract both new priQate businesses and new
government programs to the area, as well as to publicize the
resources and amenities of the region. It especially aspired to
move Richland into "the civilian atomic field" and into "space
and missile work.ﬁls

Unlike similar groups from other towns, TCNIC grew to have
considerable influence.l® one feason for its success was its
connections to the local media. TCNIC’s president was Robert F.
Philip, also president of the Tri-City Herald; the Herald’s

publisher, Glenn Lee, served as TCNIC's Secretary-Treasurer.

Needless to say, the Council’s viewpoint was well respresented in _ _

the local press. The newspaper kept "the issue and results of
diversification...on page one." Furthermore, as one friendly
student of TCNIC explained, "a clear policy of attitude formation
was embarked upon by the Tri-City Herald" in order to encourage
local residents to support TCNIC's efforfs.l7

TCNIC’s success also depended heavily upon good connections
in Washington, D.C. The most important connection, of course, -
was Jackson. The Senator met with the council during its first
month in existence, February 1963, and the following month he
hélped to.arrange a meeting in‘Richland attended by TCNIC,
Chairman Glenn Seaborg of thé AEC, tob officials from the AEC

Richland Operations Office énd from GE, and Jackson himself. The

-
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Senator returned once more in July to monitor the progress being
made towara diversification. And over the ensuing months,
Senator Jackson was especialiy involved in dgveloping a program
of diversification that was tailored as much as possible to the
cdmmunity’s needs. Suddenly, TCNIC members noticed, they enjoyed
much more direct communication with AEC headquérters.18

Mémbers of TCNIC soon learned that, in addition to having
members of their Congressional delegation visit the Tri—Cities)

they themselves needed to establish a regular presence in the

~ nation’s capital. One of their very first actions was to hire-a

Washington, D.C., "atomic-consulting firm" to lobby on behalf of
the Tri-Cities. Tﬁey also eventually understood that they
themselves needed to travel eastward on occasion. 1In May 1964,
Sam Volpentest, a Richland banker and TCNIC vice-president, wrote
a telling thank-you note to Senator Magnuson:
Just a line to express my appreciation for the time you
gave to Glenn Lee and myself....We now realize the
.importance of coming to Washington [D.C.] regularly and
will be more constantly in touch with you....Warren, we
appreciate all that you and "Scoop" [Jackson] are doing
for us and will attempt to help you all that‘we can'
from this end of the country.19
TCNIC’s "help" for the two Senators took a number of forms.
The Council sent-Jackson and Maghuson a steady stream of
élippings from the Herald in order to update them on local
attitudes and developments. The clippings were also intended to

illustrate how the local press had handled a particular story.
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Members of TCNIC were especially eager to point out that Herald
articles portrayed the Senators in the most favorable light. "I
am enclosing another nice editorial pointed in your direction, "
Volpentest wrote to Magnuson in 1964. "More will be forthcoming
I promise you." TCNIC also enlisted in the Senators’ re-election
campaigns. According to a 1970 article in Science, Volpentest
had' "raised thousands of dollars for [Senator] Magnuson’s and
[Senator] Jackson’s political campaigns,aand this, he feels, has
helped assure him of cordial entree to their offices."20

The involvement of Senators Jackson and Magnuson in the
diversification effért proved to be crucial. The Slaton Report
had warily steered away from committing the AEC to any
expenditures in its former communitieé, but throughout the 1960s
the Commission either spent its own appropriations on assisting
diversification in Richland, or required that its Hanford
- contractors invest some of their capital in the local economy .
There is no doubt that Jackson and Magnuson figured;heavily in
pushing the AEC to take these additional steps. The two Senators
- responded faithfully to calls from their Richland constituents -
for further involvement. They also visited Hanford and Richland
regularly, and their comments indicated that they were both well-
informed,énd concerned about Richland. That the Tri-City Herald
eventually dubbed Senator Jackson the "father" of Richland
diversification suggests as well his importance in getting the
AEC to pay close attention to the wishes of local leaders.?1 (It
is worth noting that no other AEC site received such intense

support from the Commission specifically for its diversification
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efforts, although segmentation was also implemented at the
National Reactor Testing Station in Idaho.zz) |

while it was later suggested that news of the cutbacks at
Hanford in early 1964 came as a surprise, it seems in retrospect
that-Washington’s Senators, the AEC, and TCNIC were all
organizing throughout 1963 for what they regarded as an
inevitable blow.23 'Thus they seemed quite prepared when on
January 8, 1964 President Lyndon B. Johnson announced a twenty-
five percent reduction in plutonium production, even before the N
Reactor began productive service. Glenn T. Seaborg followed up
the President’s message with a statement that the AEC would shut
down four.of the nation’s fourteen production reactors in order
to comply with LBJ’s order. Because Hanford’s plant included
some of the nat;on’s "oldest and smallest reactors," three of its
reactors were among the four targeted for shutdown. Seaborg
estimated that 2;000'positions, or 24 percent of the Hanford work
force, would be lost as the three reactors were phééed out in
1964 and 1965.24

The threat to Hanford’s future stemmed in large paft from
the fact that the site contained primarily outdated models'of
reactors. Hanford’s place in history was assured because it was
home to the world’s first production reactors, buf.those same
historic reactors jeopardized its economic future. It was also
the case that_Hénford, in contrast to.Oaklﬁidgg and Los Alamos,
had fewer immediate opportunities for diversification because,
with its focué so exclusively on production, it did not acqﬁired

the status of a National Laboratory. GE had maintained the
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Hanford Laboratories, but the site’s primary mission had never
been research and development. |
Fbr these reasons, as well as others, little in the way of
diversification had been accomplished prior to 1964. An official
with the Department of Defense’s Office of Economic Adjustment,
who was used to assessing the local impacts of military spending,
had in 1963 found the area around Hanford "more completely -
‘-dependent on Government payrolls than any other with which the
Office of Economic Adjustment has had contact with." The - same
observer also remarked upon "another factor of great importance,"
"the community‘s total psychological dependence upon Federal
activities."25 Diversification programs were viewed as a means
of ending local economic dependence upon the federal government.

That these programs were pursued primarily through Congress, the

AEC, and other federal agencies suggests the depths of the area’s _

psychological dependence on Washington, D.C.

Diversification, it was decided, needed to be ‘accompanied by
segmentation if it was going to have any chance of success. Thus
President Johnson’s and Chairmén Seaborg’s statements of January
8, 1964 were followed on January 21 by an announcement by the AEC
and GE that the General Electric Compaﬁy would withdraw from
Hanford. This decision resulted in large part from pressure on
the AEC by local leaders and the state’s elected officials,
especially Jackson. GE presented at least two significant
obstacles to the diversification effort. First, although GE was
itself interested in commercial nuclear power, it did not perform

research or development in.that area at Hanford. Instead, it
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concentrated much of its effort in nuclear power at its growing
facilities in San Jose, as it had earlier at the Knolls Atomic
Power Laboratory.‘26 Since 1954 there had been a "somewhat steady
stream of people transferred from Hanford to other GE |
installations, particularly in Sgn Jose," according to one
employee, and the flow accelerated anew in 1964, depleting the
Tri-Cities’ talented work force. Glénn Lee had complained about
this situation to Jackson as early .as November 1962:
it is a sort of a "captive situétion" where if any new
ideas are generated here at the plant by the General
Elecfric Company they send their men with these ideas
in their brains down to Célifornia and develop the
ideas there. Our region suffers accordingly.27
The commugity ﬁeeded contractors who demonstrated more commitment
to the mid-Columbia region.

GE’s image constituted another problem. 1In the yeafs just
prior to 1963, a few companies from around the country had
explored the possibility of locating some of their operations in
Richland, but the presence of the éingle powerful contractor
apparently discouraged them from moving there. Frederick H.
ﬁarren, an engineer with the Washington, D.cC., consulting firm
hired by TCNIC, urged in September 1963 that the AEC needed to
dispel the‘"prevailing opinioh, even among major industries, that
the General Electric Company esseﬁtially has all prime
opportunities ‘sewed up’" at Hanford;- Warren continuéd by
suggesting, as Glenn Lee already had in a number of letters to

AEC chairman- Seaborg, that the Commission consider offering some
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of GE’s work to other contractors. Unless it did so, he .
believed, other -companies could put no faith in Richland:
"Continued insistenée by AEC that no ’‘segmentation’ of the
operating functions is possible will.be construed as thinly
disguised preservation of the GE monopoly."28

Irrespective of why GE and the AEC ended their partnership,
when the prime contractor announced its withdrawal from the
project in January it stated that it had made the decision -in
order to assist in the diversification of the local economy.
GE’s general manager for its Hanford Atomic Products. Operation
conceded that his company’s presence was inhibiting the
recruitment of new businesses to Richland. Instead of aealing
with one main contractor, the AEC now proposed to segment the
work GE had performed into six separate realms, and to hire a
different contractor to preside over each. Having several . N
smaller contractors, rather than a single giant one, reportedly
would enhance the idea of relocating businegses to Richland.
And, in fact, the amount of interest in locai industrial
opportunities appeared to increase once GE announced it was
leaving. Furthermore, under the new contracts prepared by the
AEC, the companies arriving to take over Hanford‘operations would
commit themselves to investing certain sums of money into the
local economy for the purpose of diversification.2?

With these soméwhat unprecedented conditions laid down,
there emerged a good deal of optimism about the opportunities for
broadening Richland’s economic base.‘ TCNIC was eager to aécept

virtually any new company that came its way, but it held out
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special hope for profiting from peaceful applications of the
atom. Seaborg summed up this sentiment nicely in a
characterization of Hanford’s principal product: "I am inclined

to view plutonium as a bad child--difficult, even exasperating at
times, but replete with.fascinating possibilities." These words
from the "father" of plutonium suggested that Richland’s new
econoﬁy could follow Hanford’s old mission faifly closely. For
communities that imagined theﬁselves existing on an indﬁStrial
frontier, it was reassuring to think that they could continue to
work with cutting-edge technology.3d

Once the policy of segmentation and diversification had been
announced, it became cleaf that.different groups being affected
by the change would strive to put their own "spins" on the
policy. Trying to support federal and local efforts, the state
of Washington stepped forward in October 1964 with a "master
plan" for statewide economic development in the nuclear and space
age. This was not the Evergreen State’s first effort to attract
new industry related to the atom; in 1959 it had run an

advertisement in The New York Times Magazine proclaiming

Washington as "the place to be" for the nuclear energy industry.
Now, however, in light of the cutbacks at Hanford, it accelerated
the campaign with more eléborate arguments and proposals in
support of nuclear power plants. The Washington "master plan"
regarded nuclear energy as safe, cheap, potentially "limitless,"
and therefofe.an ideal way to attract industrieszto'the state.
The state proposed .such measures as creating a more favorable

business climate for nuclear industry, strengthening the state’s
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higher education programs in nuclear engineering, and devloping a
"site for storage of nuclear by-products and waste materials. "
The latter effort would be housed on 1,000‘acres of Hanford laﬁd
leased in Séptember 1964 by the state, from the AEC, for "a
peacetime nuclear industrial park." 1In these ways Washington
intended to make a name for itself as the "Nuclear Progress
'state," as one booster noted in 1951. Daniel J. Evans, the
governor of the state from 1965 to 1977 and himself an engineer,
spoke glowingly about the potential of nuclear power and its
ability to help the state lead Ameriéa in "tapping the vast
frontiers of the space-age."3!

However, over these years the state did not undertake one
critical task that might have helpea Richland’s economy diversify
faster. Although Washington’s research universities supported
Hanford’s Center for.Graduate Study, Washington did not build a
four-year college in the Tri-Cities, even though such an
institution could have contributed a gréat deal to efforts to
broaden the economic base.3? And in general one might say fhat,
while the state may have had the best intentions for the Tri-
Cities, by itself it had few resources with which to affect the
AEC policy of segmentation and diversification. The nuclear.game
was played mainly within the federal realm. TCNIC sought
connections in Washington, D.C., not Olympia, because that was
where the important decisions were made. ~Hanford remained
relatively aloof from the rest of the Evergreen State.

As the largely seif—appointed leaders of the local

communities, the Tri-City Nuclear Industrial Council tried to
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. shape both diversification policies and the public’s acceptance

of changes at Hanford. TCNIC professed to be a conduit, merely
passing along the unadorned facts to "our citizens." But in fact
the council had better access to news than other organizations,

and it used its special relationship with the Tfi—CitQ,Herald to

manage the news so as to heighten confidence in the local
economy. 1In September of 1963, consulting engineers hired by
TCNIC had advised the council to find ways to minimize "the
psychological effects" of pending cutbacks. So; the day after
President Johnson and Chairman Seaborg announced the closing of .
three Hanford reactors over the next two years, the Tri-City
Herald ‘ran storjes that attempted to calm people’s fears. One
story, heédlined "Hanford Has Histor? of Cutbacks," hinted that
the plant had absorbed similar reductions in previous-years.-
Another story quoted the president of the Kennewick Chamber of
Commerce predicting that the loss of 24% of Hanford’s jobs would,
"In the long run,...help to have a salutary éffect'in
accomplishing sound diversification at Hanford."33

TCNIC continued this style of coverage later in the year, on
the occasion of the first actual shutdown of a Hanford reactor.
Writing as publisher of the Herald, Glenn C.‘Lee explained to-
Clarance C. Ohlke, direcfor of the AEC Office of Economic Impact
and Conversion, exactly how he planned to handle the news: "We
will treat the layoff from the shutting do&n of the first Haﬁford
reactor as a ‘single story"and go no further than that....Then
we will drop it;" Lee further asked the AEC to send its news

releases to the TCH a little earlier, because the newspaper,

—
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which planned a carefully timed column praising AEC management at appeared to be working together on diversification. With so many

Hanford, needed more time to "get our editorial ducks in a row." potential malefactors outside of this circle to worry about--

Finally, Lee suggested "that General Electric officials should including "peace-mongers, " environmentalists,35 and other states

refrain from further comment in the community on this matter," and towns competing for the same economic resources as the Tri-

referring apparently to a talk by one company spokesperson before Cities--TCNIC hoped to keep the various players in the

the Kennewick Kiwanis Club which "has stirred up questions in the

community.“34

At times TCNIC seemed to assume the role of the AEC’s guide,

partner, and publicist in the Tri-Cities. 1In July of i963,

months before the announcement of cutbacks, Glenn C. Lee wrote

diversification game in line. TCNIC could not "manage" the AEC
nearly as much as it hoped, however, and in addition it seldom
succeeded in securing the cooperation of oréanized labor. Wwhen
Senator Jackson visited Hanford in July 1963 to discuss the

details of diversification, he assumed that the unions would

AEC chairman Glenn T. Seaborg to explain that, while TCNIC still eventually cooperate, but urged the AEC and TCNIC not to -defer

did not agree with all of the Commission’s policies, the council any actions on account of questions or objections from labor.37

and the Herald would both speak positively in the community about Workingmen and workingwomen, however, did not simply

the "wonderful cooperation" received from the AEC and GE. "As we cooperate with diversification, no doubt in large part because

continue to write a distinct and firm record of effort and . they expected to bear the brunt of any chahges. The Herald, for -

cooperation in this respect," Lee continued, "no one can example, declared in May of 1964 that the relatively high wages

complain, if some cut-backs do occur at Hanford--because everyone - in the Tri-Cities ought to be reduced in order to méke local

tried hard and cooperatively to change the total picture in the investment more attractive to new businesses, and called for

meantime."3> Lee‘s implication may have been that the AEC and GE "cooperation" between management, labor, and community groups.

had better try to live up to the favorable image being Since labor was the only group being asked to give up something,

manufactured by TCNIC and the Herald. And with Jackson and it is no wonder that the unions seemed uninterested in

Magnuson in its corner, the Tri-City Nuclear Industrial-Council é cooperating. By summer of 1964 it was obvious that the HAMTC

was not to be taken lightly, although it did not have nearly as | opposed substantial portions of the AEC program:. The union had

much influence as it sometimes assumed. begun publishing its own newspaper, The Arqus, as <an alternative

One goal behind TCNIC’s efforts was to present an image of _ to TCH. Printed, appropriately, in blue-collar Pasco,:The Arqus

cooperation and consensus so that everybody--the AEC, GE, U.S. seemed hostile to the diversification program. Dave Williams,

Senators, the state, local citizens, and Hanford employees—- business agent for HAMTC, apparently.had not supported TCNIC
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activities, and organized labor in general, according to Glenn precedents for other Commission sites by going'too far beyond the
Lee, did not have the proper "attitude" for attracting new | bounds of "reasonable" cooperation with lbcal efforts, so it
| industry to the_area. Lee blamed unions for the community’s "bad played its hand carefully. Like the Herald, it engaged in the
| reputation from a standpoint of labor disputes and high labor ' management of the news about the project. In January 1964 GE
costs," and wrote to Senator Jackson. of the need to "straighﬁen prepared a press release that explained its withdrawal from the
out the thinking of Dave Williams."38 ' ' Hanford project largély,in terms of the prospective plight of
| As the comblaintg abéut organized labor might suggest, TCNIC Richland’s economy and of the people to be laid off during
and the Tri-City Herald by no means spoke for, or exerted cutbacks. The'AEC thought that "overemphasis on this point can
significant influence over, all those party to or affected by . be misinterpreted," apparently because it wished to project a
diversification programs. Nonetheless, the Commission did listen | : more limited sense of responsibility for the local community.”. So
to the council and #o Richland citizens, and it often acted : the Commission buried GE’s press release and prepared its own
favorably upon their requests. The AEC’s respecf for Senators explanation of segmentation and diversification, which
| Magnuson and Jackson helpéd to account for its responsiveness to ' emphasized, first, the effort to expand re;earch activity at the
! local inquiries. If the Commission did not reply promptly to Hanford Laboratories; second, the desire to encourage "commercial
questions from Tri-Cities residents, they were sure to appeal . diversification of industry in the Tri-City communities"; and .
next to one or both Senatdrs, wﬁo then requested a rapid written third, the pursuit of the best interests of both GE and the
response in duplicate from the AEC. AEC officials 1in Washington, § federal government.40 ‘No mention was made of the problem of
D.C., thus warned one another of the need to deal promptly with % _ unemployment.
correspondence from the Tri-Cities. They also had learned to - § The AEC did not want local residents and state offic%als to
check with Senator Jackson before moving forward with certain § expect too much from it, but at the same time it hoped to
initiatives.39 , _ § reassure the communities about the future of the plant and to
Replying to local requests was one thing, but agreeing to ; sustain their confidence in the local economy. So it made it
them was another. 1In implementing the policy of segmentation and E clear that the federal government had a long-term interest in
diveréification, the AEC followed its own agenda as much as 7 ? Hanford and Richland, and reminded Hanford’s neighbors of the
' possible. On some occasions this agenda coincided with those of f plant’s safety record.4l and, like TCNIC and the Herald, it
‘ : TCNIC and Senators Jackson and Magnuson, but>on other occasions - f . played down the bad news.
!: | it did not. The AEC, for example, did not wish to establish
| .
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The new policy of segmentation and diversification called

forth several evaluations of the local economy.%2 These studigs

- produced mixed results, but the AEC, perhaps with encouragement

from Jackson and TCNIC, attempted to highlight the positive.
When one early report (like others) did not "present an

optimistic picture as regards to any substantial

diversification," the AEC told Senator Jackson that it "would not

be publicized."43 At roughly the same tiﬁe, an AEC-GE study
group undertook an assessment of prospects for Hanford
diversification. The first draft of its report was somewhat
pessimistic, stressing, for example, Richland’s isolaﬁed or
"dead-end" location and the absence of a nearby four-year
college. Somebody must have ipsistéd‘upon a happier ending,
however, because the slicker final draft proved significantly
more upbeat. It listed no qualms about "transportation".to and
from the Hanford area, and advertised its "extensive facilities
for adult and advanced study."44 Both the local communities and
the businesses considering relocating to the Tri-Cities seemed to
demand the most positive picture possible7

Managing the publicity about Hanford and promoting the idea
of diversification were tasks that the AEC came to perform in
earnest. It helped to arrange for Hanford Day on October 1 at
the New York World’s Fair of 1964, staged in the GE Pavilion,
where Glenn Seaborg spoke in support of an exhibit promoting
diversification with the title "Miracle in the Desert."%4® AagC
assistance took formé other than promotion. The Commission

decided to build the Fast Fuel Test Reactor (later, the Fast Flux
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Test Reactor, or FFTF) at Hanford, rather than at ‘Argonne or
iNEL, even though production-oriented Hanford had no design team
in place for such a new reactor. It also monitored the financial
health of Richland and its schools, and urged additional
subsidies duriné the late 1960s to ensure the community’s
continued success. It even encouraged consideration of whether
the warm water discharged from its Hénford plant might mark an
improvement in local irrigation.46

One key reséurce available to the AEC was its enormous land
holdings; After studying what parcels and buildings it expected
to continue to use, the AEC tried to make available some of the
excess acfeage for "compatible" commercial, industrial, and
municipal development.%’? The wWahluke Sl&pe naturally came under
further consideration. The closure of reaétors through the mid-
and later 1960s reduced the risks of inhabiting and working on
the Slope, and TCNIC officials, local farmers, and state
politicians all urged the AEC to release additional lands from
its Control Zzone. On July 27, 1965, the Commission announced it
would permit "non-resident farming" on 40-50,000 acres of the
Slope, a move that Senator Magnuson viewed as a boon to local
horticulture and, therefore, a form of diversification. TCNIC
echoed Magnuson‘’s faith in farming as a staple for the future
Tri-City economy. Referring to the dry lands on the perimeter of
Hanford, one booster explained, "water is all that is needed to
turn these .acres of sagebrush-into a vast agricultural gold
Mmine, " However; in 1967 fhe Bureau of Reclamation decided not to

irrigate the lands on the Wahluke Slope, released by the AEC in
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1965, because of their inadequate drainage.-'Consequently,_witﬁin
a fey more years the AEC consented to broposals from state and
federal wildlife agencies to allow some hunting, fishing, and |
preservation in portions of the Wahluke'Slope; in conjunction
with plans for the adjacent river;.48

As the arrangement with the wildlife agencies suggests, éhe
shutdown of reactors presented chances to diversify Hanford’s
economy in an environmentally sensitive way, an increasingly
important consideration in light of the growing environmental
movement. The creation of the Arid Lands Ecology reserve (ALE)
illustrated the AEC’s new opportunities. In 1965 TCNIC, the
Bureau of Reclamation, and nearby farmers and ranchers approached
the AEC about opening the slopes of Rattlesnake Mountain, on thé
southﬁestern edge of the reservation, to livestock grazing and
irrigated agriculture. The AEC did not embrace the proposal,
partly because it feared that farming would disturb the
underground water table, which in turn would disturb cértain
nuclear and chemicai wastes. Also, the AEC wanted to be able to
reclaim the land instantly for. future use, should the need arise. -
Before it had answered the first request, however, it received
another inquiry about the-samé parcel of land from scientists at
Wash;ngton State University in Pullman and biologists at
Battelle-Northwest Laboratories, who wanted to study."natural"
ecosystems there. The AEC, without really consulting the public,
preferred the séientists’ much less intrusive proposal to create

an arid-lands study zone at Hanford, and in July 1966 reported to

r
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Senator Jackson its intention to pursue'tﬁe idea as another step
toward di‘versification.49

The AEC’s decision provoked protests from local citizens.
R.J. McWhorter, one of the pre-1943 owners of the acreage in
question, complained in a letter to Senator Jackson that lands,
if converted to an ecological study zone, would not be used for
the purposes for which the Manhattan Project had acquired them,
and ought then by rights to revert to théir earlier owners. The

Prosser Record-Bulletin repeated the concern in a March 30, 1967

editorial. It was one thipg_to take the land in order to build
the atomic bomb there; it was quite another thing--even "un-
American"--to convert the acreage "to the study of bugs" without
even holding a public hearing. Besides, the Prosser editor
declared, "we héve nb idea what ecology is."

The AEC stuck to its pléns despite suéh criticism, and on .
March 29, 1967 Senafor Warren Magnuson announced the création of
the Arid Lands Ecology reserve at Hanford. Dr. Romald S. Paul of
Battelle promised that the reserve would expand knowledge about
man’s relationship to nature, and-thereby help protect the
environment. In originally propoéing the idea, scientists had
talked of their desire for a "pfistine" area of study, but the
reserve was hardly unblemished. 1In fact, one focus of reéearch
became "Hanford plant radionuclides cycled in the local
envifonment." One apparent aim of these investigations was to
compare "the effects of [low-level] radionuclides" with the
distufbances caused by other kinds of pollutants. Furthermore,

devotion to ecological study was seen as a means to improve
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Hanford's image. One AEC official explained in 1973 that ALE had
become "an important part of our plans to -establish public
confidence in our site ecology practices." Finally, by studyiﬁg
pollution, ﬁanford hoped to be able to parlay its experience at
environmentai monitoring into new jobs.50

The Hanford diversification program, combined with the
closure of reactors and the_growing public interests in
recreation and ecology, brought about .new attitudes toward the
lands around the reservation. Full-écale producﬁion had required
AEC control over not only much of Wahluke Slope but aléo the
Hanford Reach 6f the Columbia, that is, that free-floﬁing portion
of the river between Richland and the Priest Rapids Dam.
Beginning in the mid-1960s, however, the AEC began to-open

portions of the river to which they had previously limited

access, including, in 1965, the stretch of water between Richland .

and Ringold. Keeping with Franklin D. Roosevelt’s and John F.
Kennedy’s notions of "conservation," local interests regarded the
liberated river as'a potential economic asset. TCNIC inquired
about the possibility of encouraging recreational activities on
the Columbia in 1964 as part of economié diversification.?®! and-
in 1968 Senator ﬁagnuson speculated that closure of reactors
might permit constructiqn‘along the Hanford Reach of Ben Franklin
Dam, the fina; majorlpiece of the Columbia Basin Project. He
acknowledged that the dam would "inundate the last natural
stretéh of the Columbia River in the United States," but cared
most for its ability to stimulate the economy. Besides, he had

"received solid assurances from the Corps of Engineers that
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everything possible would be done to protect and enhance the fish
and wildlife potential of the region."52

Soon, proposals oriented more toward preservation gained
precedence over economic development, largely because
preservation dovetailed with a continuing emphasis on security at
Hanford. 1In the early i9705 the AEC responded favorably to a
Washington state proposal to set aside portions of the'Hanford
Reach as a wild or scenic area, partly because the proposal would.

"severely curtail public access and preserve the isolation

'desired [by the AEC] for the Hanford reservation." These

proposals’, however, worried the Commission because they might

focus attention on the AEC’s longstanding control over the

adjacent stretch of the Columbia. The AEC Manager at Richlénd,

Alex G. Fremiing, conceded in 1973 that "our authority to close

any portion of the river is,.at best, tenuoué.“s3 The closure of . _ -
reactors, coupled.with the diversification effort, brought both
challenges to the existing order at Hanford and opébrtunities to
recast the AEC’s mission there in a new light.

While the Atomic Energy Comﬁission undertook some
initiatives toward diversificatién on its own, it expected TCNIC,
private businesses, and state and local govefnment to lead the
way in broadening the economies of Richland and the Tri-Cities.
Studies completed in 1963-65, which were not altogether confident
about - the proséects for diversification, suggested some of the
possible avenues for change.®? The Tri-Cities, they said} should
work to attract boaters, fishers, hunters, and other tourists to

enjoy the recreationai opportunities nearby. The area also stood
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to benefit from continued development of agriculture and food
processing. Much hbpe was also placed in proposals to recover
"commercial fission products" from the byproducts of plutonium
manufacture. >

Although divérsification implied many changes, there were
some strong attachments to the status quo that proved difficult
to work around. First, as long as the AEC continued to produce
fissionéble material, it would insist upoﬁ reviewing proposed new
enterprises at Hanford in order to ensure their "compatibility
with Commission policies, authorities and activities.">® Second,
there existed a strong desire for new economic enterprises to |
utilize existing expertise in the work force. Local groups hoped
that diversification would perpetuate the local emphasis on the
nuclear industry with its relatively high salaries. Development
of the program along any other lines, of course, implied greater
disruption to local employees. TCNIC, other business groups, and
unions hoped to keep intact the area’s relétively wéllrpaid,
industrial work force. After all, three-quarters of all
manufacturing employees in the three counties surrouhding Hanford
worked in the chemical indhstry (the food industry came in second
place, with one-eighth). : In the more narrowly defined Tri-City
area, about eighty per cent of the 28,500 jobs were "indirectly
or directly dependent on Hanford activities."57-_An economy that
moved too far away from the nuclear industry seemed unthinkable.

The AEC and TCNIC hoped that, once GE had announced its

withdrawal from Hanford, more businesses would pay attention to

the Tri-Cities, and in fact the scheduled departure of the prime

- -

AEC to help diversify the local economy.
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contractor did increase the number of visits to the area by firms
interested in moving there and bidding oﬁ the segmented
operations work.®8 The real basis for diversification rested.

with the contracts the AEC would sign to take over the several

~ operations areas. The AEC considered only those bidders which

had indicated in their proposals exactly how, and how much, they
would invest in the local economy. In some cases the AEC
specified a'particular_diversification project, such as a plant
to sort through Hanford wastes and recover commercially valuable
isotopes left over from manufacturing. But the AEC encouraged
suggestions for.new enterprise from the bidders, too. Over the
years, this program of diversification by segmented contractors:
met with mixed results. Some ventures flourishea while other
proposals never-really reached fruition.

Probably the most successful segment of diversification was
the transfer of GE’s Hanford Laboratories to Battelle Memorial
Institute, an Ohio-based, non-profit company devoted to
industrial research. Battelle began negotiating its acquisition
of the labs in 1964 and soon took over their operations from GE.
Local citizens celebrated the advent of Battelle as critical
because its research mission promised to provide a substitute for
the university that the urban area lacked.®? oOver the years
Battelle-Pacific Northwest4Laboratories remained one of the most
vital -and successful diversification programs, playing a
significant role in developing such additional programs sﬁch as

ALE and always fulfilling its cbntractual comhitmenfs with the

Upon takeover of the

—

I

-
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Héhford Laboratories, Battelle promised té invest $5 million in
the local economy over the next five yeérs, along with its annual
$900,000 fee.®0 | |

In contrast to the development of Battelle-Pacific Northwést
Laboratories, the AEC’s effort to have a contractor develop an
isotopes recovery plant proved less successful. In February 1965
the AEC selected Isochem, Inc., a joint venture of Martin
Marietta Corp. and U.S. Rubber Co., to take over processing
operations at Hanford. As part of the deal, isochem was to.
invest up to $9 million fo build "a commercial.plant for
recovery, péckaging'and redistribution of radioisotopes."

' Carefully packaged radioisotopes, drawn from the waste
streams of Hanford’s reactors, will be made available
in unprecedented quantity and at sharply reduced
prices. They will be used to preserve food, to
sterilize medical supplies, to help manufacture
chemicals, and in scores of other safe ana peaceful
applications....This is'a dividend of the Atomic Age
whiEh our nation is only beginning to cash.b1

. Isochem took over processing operations on January 1, 1966,

but within a year the company had aetermined that there was no
market for isotopes recovered from Hanford wastes, and decided
not to build itsv“fission-products conversion and encapsulation
plant."” Glenn Lee regarded the decision as "a very bad shock to
the communlty," because TCNIC had placed much hope in the idea of
recycling Hanford’s by-products, but found solace in the thought

that "if we can replace them [Isochem] with a better company with
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better diversification let’s do so." The AEC accepted Isochem’s
decision but felt obligated, for the sake of the integrity of the
diversification program and of its standing with TCNIC and
Jackson, to réplace Isochem with another contractor. By summer
of 1967 it had choéen the Atlantic Richfield Hanford Company to
take over processing operations. ARHCo also promised to invest
in diversification, but the nature of its contractual commitments
was telling. There was no sum devoted to a specific development
of the "peaceful atom," or any other specified high-tech
industry. ARHCo agreed instead to spend up to $3 million on
replacing the old Desert Inn'with a "hotel-convention-resort
facility“'that'became the Hanford House; $750,000 on a "cattle
feeding yard"; $1.25 million on a-meat packing plant; $375,000 on
the Center for Graduate Study; $400,000 in venture capital
investments; and $300,000 on studies of the feasibility of
"civilian oriented ﬁuclear business in the Tri-City Area."02

As diversification efforts proceeded, the AEC and other
observers evaluated the progress being made. At the end ﬁf 1963,
prior to the shutdown of reactors and beginnings of segmentatibn,
GE had employed 8,277 people. In May 1967, comparable contractor
employment on AEC-related work, combined with employment
generated by diversification efforts, stood at 8,140. This was a
relatively small decrease, considering that three reactors and
one processing plant had closed.®3 By 1968, the Richland
Operations Office reported, $28 million had been invested in the
Tri-Cities and 660 new jobs had been created as a result of the

commitments made by new contractors, and it expected as many as



1600 new jobs by 1970. Diversification never created that many
jobs, but by 1969 there were 942 "diversification employees," and
in 1971 and 1972 there were about 1,100 jobs attrlbutable to the
diversification effort;64

News of Hanford’s success with diversification spread. A
writer for Science lauded the program, and AEC officials spoke as
if the Hanford prdgram.had created a model for the government to
follow in other areas hard—hit by defense cutbacks.®° observers
reported positively about the program because most companies,
such as Battelle and ARHCo, met all their obligations. However,
other contractors, including Isochem, discovered that it was
impossible to uphold each of their commitments; By 1968 Douglas
United Nuclear and ITT had also not lived up to all their
contractual obligations. ITT’s performance remained
unsatisfactory two years later, but, because of continuing
federal cutbacks at Hanford, the AEC doubted that it could find a
suitable replacement to take en ITT's work.®® The tontinued
closing of reactors through the later 1960s and the early 1970s
naturally made TCNIC;S and the AEC’s jobs harder.

As might be ex?ected, local reaction to the diversification
efforts was mixed during the late 1960s and early 1970s. Labor
continued to pretest ita.impact. Robert W. Gilstrap, president
of HAMTC, criticized the AEC in 1968 because union members had
"sustained a disproportionate number of layoffs" while
"management, supervisory, and technical people have not been

required to absorb their fair share of the consequences of

curtailment." Furthermore,-wrote Gilstrap, the new businesses

- —
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started by diversification in the Tri-Cities did not generally
eﬁploy the "experienced atomic workers" of HAMTC, ARHCo'’s plans'.
for "a cattle feed lot and hotel" hardly éromised to replace the
high—?aying jobs lost in the course of closing down reactors.
Gilstrap called union workers "the forgotten men of Hanford" and
scolded the AEC for rewarding neither their contributions to its
mission nor the "practically irreversible commitments" they had
made in order to work in the Tri-Cities.®7

The AEC, in responding to Gilstrap’s charges, essentially
conceded that union members had had to suffer more than non-union
employees. Between 1964 and 1968, HAMTC members had lost 880
jobs, while non-HAMTC employees had lost 380 jobs. In the former
Hanford Laboratories, HAMTC workers had gained 110 jobs, while
non-HAMTC workers had gained 825 jobs. The AEé also agreed that
the jobs created by new contractors were concentrated in non-
craft positions, but said that it could not force contractors to
invest in unprofifable types of businessea.68 The different -
classes in the Tri-Cities did not bear the pain of
diversification equally.

The Tri-City business community proved much more sympathetic
than labor to the diversification program. When shopping center
developers announced the start of the Columbia Center in 1967,
and then opened the mall in 1969, they cited the AEC’s
diversification program as a key reason for their confidence in

the area.®9

The Commission’s concerted effort to broaden the -
industrial and commercial base of the region had helped to

sustain people’s optimism about the local economy. Yet business
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leaders refrained from pronouncing the program a thorough not object to action being taken to diversify business
success. Editorials in the Tri-City Herald and letters from ‘ | opportunities in the vicinity of the Hanford works, but
TCNIC to the AEC alternated between positive and negative duriﬁg as a tax payer and a company official, I have some
the late 1960s and early 1970s. Business ieaders reassured the reservations about the tying togeéher of proposals to
Commission and the local population that the federal effort had ' _ the AEC and diversification.’? |
had a positive effect. They also remained mindful of the need ' The AEC found itself in the awkward position of trying to respond
forlproviding reassurance about the Tri-City economy. However, to pressure from all sides while pursuing a program that it may
TCNIC and the Herald alsé argued that the diversification program ' never have embraced wholeheartedly.
remained far from complete, and asked the AEC and their Senators ! In addition, the AEC’s strategy for diversification could

(i for additional assistance.?0 Boosters could not afford to tout not automatically transform the Tri-Cities into a more attractive

” the success of diversification too much,” because they wished not . site fof new high-tech industry. when business representatives

h: to encourage complacency about the Tri-City economy, either visited the area to consider moving some of their operations

L locally or in Washington, D.C. | ' there, they pointed out that the town of Richland,-like.

; : Despite the early successes of the diversification, definite neighboring Pasco and Kennewick, still lacked many of the

+ limitations in the program inhibited its ability to satisfy e : 'aﬁenities that employees transferred from more urbane locations _ .

' either the AEC or the townspeople fully. TCNIC complained that ' hoped to find. C.D. Thimsen, an executive with Computer Services

il _ the AEC was not committed enough to the program, that it remained Corporation, which needed to compete with other areas for high-=
too "production-minded." 1In this view, the AEC was criticized i tech employees, noted that the mid-Columbia region’s isolation,

! for not doing enough to help the Tri-Cities. At the same time, f inadequate communications facilities, lack of college or ’
some business leaders criticized the AEC for trying to do too. : university, shortage of géod restaurants, and scarcity of nice
much. At least one prospective Hanford contractor decided not to | housing would rﬁake it difficult to recruit the necessary workers.
bid on work at the site because it refused fo‘be bound by the | ; " Purthermore, the Tri-Cities still did not have ample retail

{ requirement that it also had to invest in the community.. The ; facilities, so many residents continued to travel to Portland,

i corporate president explained this thinking to Senator Jackson: f Spokane, or Seattle to do much of their shopping.72

i} ; our decision not to proceed with a proposal resulted ; The cultural shortcomings of the Tri-Cities became

‘  from the problem of business diversification in the | particularly noticeable in 1965 and 1966, when the AEC considered"

| Richland, wWashington area as injected by the AEC. I do | Hanford as a possible home for its new 200 billion electron-volt

| ?
1§
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particle\acceleratﬁr. TCNIC and Senator Jackson had urged the
AEC to put some of its new or existing programs at Hanford in
order to make up for the losses expected from reactor closures;
and a new National Accelerator Laboratory represented one of the
first opportunities to see the AEC’s initiative in action. In
the Tri—Cities{ if seemed thaf'Washington state was overdue to
win a big, federal, high-tech project. To Senator Magnuson, Sam
Volpentest wrote, "Boston got the electronics center, Houston the
space center, Florida the éape and California nearly every thing
else.&hy not the A-smasher for Washington [sic]." Local boosters
understood that the decision would be made in large paft on the
basis of which communities appealed to scientific personnel. So,
TCNIC had tried to assure scientists that the Tri-Cities were
"attractive to scientists, engineers, and their families" and
depicted as one of their aésets the absence of urban
"overcrowding."73 It is telling that local'boosters continued to
try to make a virtue out of the area’s remoteness and isolétion.
Much effort by Battelle and TCNIC to sell Hanford as a
logical accelerator site came to naught, however, as the National
Academy of Sciences, which the AEC had selected to make the
siting decision, did not include Hanford on its short list. The
main réason given for Hanford’s rejection was that the
surrounding region did not appeal sufficiently to scientists or
"seem desirablé to [théir] wives and families.™" Regarding
Hanford as an accelerator site, the Academy concluded that "The
cost to the project thaf would result from inadequate staffing

would far exceed the savings that might be realized through such

r .
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visible considerations as cheapér land, power, or water." Rather
than praising the area’s wide-open spaces, scientists determined
that the.region was not "crowded" enough. They preferred to
locate the accelerator in or near a major metropblis, and did not

look favorébly upon having to drive four or fives hours to

| Seattle or Pogtland. By the same token, they wanted the

accelerator to be located near a university campus. The
University of Washington had, reluctantly,~agreed to support
TCNIC’s éroposal and be part of the acclerator effort, but the
Tri-Cities still did not have its own four-year college or
research university. . When the decision against Hanford was
announced, opinion-makers in the Northwest were bitter that their
region had been passed over, and they criticized those scientific
"Space Age Pioneers" who--unlike the previous generation of
atomic pioneers--were unwilling to "fough it" at Hanford.’4

The ekperience of bidding for the accelerator illuminated
the unfavorable attitudes of many outsiders toward the Tri—-
Cities. That the metropolitan area had considerable cuitural
shortcomings challenged the residents’ self-image of their
"model" town. Boosters wanted to-portray Richland and its
neighbors as above-average communities, but the evidence suggests
that many people regarded them as rather'average, or worse. ' The
AEC’s designation of the site as a productionrcenter, rather than
a National Laboratory or research-and-development facility, had
no doubt contributed to tﬁis side of its personality. The Tri-
Cities remained in some ways much .too industrial to be attractive

to many types of high-tech business, and as a result the progress
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of diversification was slowed. Boosters hoped for particle
accelerators and isotope recovery plants, but received feedlots
and meatpacking plants instead.
| Besides the other handicaps confronted by proponents of
diversification, the AEC further weakened the local economy by
cqntinuing to shut down its production reactors at Hanford.
These closures, of course, came despite the moét fervent appeals
by TCNIC. Late in 1966 and again early in 1967, Glenn Lee wrote
forcefully to Senator Jackson to ask that additional shutdowhs of
reactors be postponed until 1970, so that the diversification
program could "gets its roots down" and the business community
could get its "feet on the ground." Lee doubted that anyone
would even question the extra funds spent on Hanford: |
With the situation with Russia, Red China, the anti-
ballistic missile, a $73 billion defense budget, and .,
the uncertainty in the world today, it seems reasonable
that you and the Joint Committee can argue what’s a few
more million dollars to keep our reactors running.
Uncharacteristicélly, Lee ended with a command rather than a
request: ‘"stall any change at Hanford."’>
Not even Senator Jackson could delay the inevitable, By
1970 all but two reactors had been closed. Then on January -26,
1971 the AEC announced that, for budgetary reasons, it would shut
down the final pair of reactors, KE and N, and lay off 1,500
employees. With these closings would come the eventual end of
fuel-element manufacture and, ultimately, chemical processing as

well--and the loss of another 500 jobs. Once again, Hanford’s
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reactors, and not Savannah River’s, were targeted for shutdown
because of their obsoléte design and the fact that they produced
only plutonium 239, and not enough other "isotopes qf national
interest such as tritium, Pu-238, Po-210, curium-244 and highéf
isotopes such as californium-252."7% The news came at a terfible
time for the state of Washington, which was alread& in the throes
of The Boeing Company’s most severe "bust."

This decision by the Nixon Administration, made without
consulting the Washington state Congressional delegation, sparked
an immediate storm of protest from the Tri-Cities. In less than
three weeks, the AEC received nearly 40,000 letters opposing the
decision, and the Herald had published numerous éditorials
denouncing the decision as a form of "political retribution" by
Nixon against the state. The community expressed outrage that
the government seemingly proposed to undermine, in one blow, all
the careful work it had done in diversifying the economy. It
also bitterly noted that Savannah River, which had hot made much
effort to diversify, continued to thrive and receive new
assignments, while the Tri-Cities, which had toiled to diversify, -
were seemingly being punished for that effort. Local citizens
had half-expected the shutdown of the older KE Reactor, but
especially shocking was the word that‘fhe relatively new N
Reactor, one of the few clear diversification successes at
Hanford, was also slated for closure. The AEC had contracts to
deliver power from the N Reactor to the Bonneville Power
Administration. Furthermore, the region reportedly suffered af

the time from a shortage of kilowatts. 1In essence, by proposing
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to close the N Reactor, the Nixon Administration apparently
intended to break the bargain_between the AEC and BPA, contribute
-to the regional energy'shortage, and nullify the progress of the
»diversification effort.’’ Operation of the KE reactor was halted
rather quickly, but local citizens--including the Sierra Club--
and the state’s Congressional delegation fought hard and
successfully to keep the N Reactor open, at first only for three
more years, but eventually for much long”er.”l8

In the aftermath of the fight over the KE and N reactors,
observers paused to assess the impact of approximately a decade
of segmentation and diversification. With eight out of nine
.reactors shut down, Hanford was in some ways but a sheli of its
former self. ' The plant’s'mission had changed dramatically, and

efforts to transform the economy of surrounding communities had

‘never seemed able to catch up with the closures. Local

publicists tried to put the best face on all the changes. For
example, a 1974 study of the Tri-Cities economy reported that in
1973 there wefe 5,330 more people working in the metropolitan
area than there had been ten years earlier. Three things make
these figures problematic, however. First, they applied to all
of Benton and Franklin‘counties, and not simply the immediate
Vi;inity of Hanford. Second, although the job growth represented
an increase of 17.2 pércent between 1964 and 1973, the statewide

figure for the same period was 26.1 percent. The Tri-City area

was not keeping up with the rest of washington. Third, of the

1,220 new jobs created after 1970, 1,075 were in consfruction,

79

and many of those were temporary. The construction itself
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represented one kind of progress--early work on additional . power-
generating reactors for the.Washington Public Power Supply
System--but it remained unclear exactly how much long-term
prosperity the WPPSS project would bring to the Tri-Cities.

' In fact, economic conditions in the Tri-Cities region in the
early 1970s were as bleak as they were in the Puget Sound area.
Unemployment increased from 9.8% in early 1971 to 10.5% in early
1972, and the local caseload for the state Departmént of Social
and Health Services ciiﬁbed to 14,000. Enrollment in Richland
schools fell by 144 students between early 1971 and spring 1972,
and the community voted against two school levies, one for $1.7
million and one for $ 1.5 million, in 1972, forcing the district
to trim its annual budget from $7 million to $6.1 million. With
the closure of KE, the total number of operating employees fell
by almost i,OOO between January 1971 and January 1972. Once
again, new construction picked up some of the slack, but did not
offer the long-term stability once assoCiated_with-ﬁanford
production reactors.80 "G.J. Keto, an AEC official in Washington,‘
D.C., returned discouraged from a trip to Richland in late 1971.
Despite the investments made and the new jobs creafed, "the
economic outlook is not promising." Much more needed to be done
before the local econoﬁy became "relatively éel‘f—su_staining."81

In this period, it was hard to measure the exact impact of
diversification érograms. Some efforts, such as the meat packing
plant, had failed, and others, such as the new hotel, had been

sold to different owners, so assessing the total gains made by

A

’the community proved difficult. Reéular reporting on
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diversification came to an end in 1976, when only three companies
holding commitments to the AEC——Battelle—Pacific'Northwest
Laboratories, United Nuclear,‘and ARHCo——coﬁtinued to operate ét
Hanford (and ARHCo had divested itself of almost all
diversifiéation enterprises).. A June, 1976 accounting of Hanford
employment suggested significant changes since 1964, the year
cutbacks had first been announced. Total employment at Hanford,
including diversification aCtivities, had fallen from 9,539 to
9,030, and the estimated number of employees not working for ERDA
or under ERDA contracts, but working in a related or diversified
job, amounted to 784, or 8.7% of the total employment.82

While the economy of the Tri-Cities broadened over the 1960s

and early 1970s, Hanford’s economy had not been diversified

' dramatically over the decade. Yet, given the shutdown of  eight

reactors since 1964, it seems remarkable that the AEC, its

contractors, and the community had conspired to keep the overall,

"Hanford-related employment from falling further than it had. The

figures attest to a‘community that was now much more detérmined'
to fight for itself and more experienced and skilled at pressiﬁg
its claims.

Within a few years, the setbacks of the 1960s and early
1970s would_fade, and another boom, based on the hope of new
electriﬁity—generating reactors, would take their place. This
new spurt of growth depended in large part upon the communities’
success in branching off into a civilian atomic industry. In one
sense, the economy seemed to-be diversifying, but in another, as

became all too clear during the early 1980s, it was still not
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diversified: enough to avoid a continuation of the steep booms and

busts that have marked Hanford’s and Richland’s history.
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CHAPTER SIX
> Changing Missions and Changing Communities:

‘Hanford and the Tri-Cities, 1970-1993

For many people closely associated with Hanford, the site’s
"best" years--that is, its time of:greatest utility, greatest
prosperity, ana greatest acceptance--occurred in periods of
national crisis. Hanfora and the Tri-Cities had expanded the
most, and‘contributed the most to the country, during America’s
mobilization for World wWar Two and the Cold war. Consequently,
when the AEC shut down eight.of Hanford’s nine reactors between
1964 and 1971, it was perhaps natural for the surrounding éowns
to try to mobilize Hanford anew in order to meet other ﬁational
crises.

Between the late 1960s and the early 1990s, community
leaders proposed Hanford as part of the solution to three
pressing probléms faced by the United States. Firs%, from the
later 1960s through the early 1980s, they promoted the site as a
major contributor to the fesolﬁtion-of America’s "energy crisis.“
This prospective mission entailed the construction of
electricity-generating reactors and associated facilities at
Hanford and Richland. 1In the grandest vision, Hanford would
become a "nuclear power park" of twenty or more reactors. 1In
reality, only one power reactor, besides the dual-purpose N °
Reactor, was.completed. Second, duriﬁg the Reagan defeﬁse
buildup of the 1980s, Hanford reverted to the mission of

plutonium production, and in so doing resumed its role on the
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Cold War homefront. Third, while the nation became increasingly
strident about environmental matters, Hanford undertook new
efforts throughout the 1970s, 1980s, and early 1990s to store and
manage wastes. generated by the ﬁation’s nuclear industry. 1In the
early 1980s, Hanford hoped in particular to become the main.
repository for the nation’s highly radioactive wastes. That
opportunity did not mate;iglize, yet as it turned out the ;ite
already had plenty of its own nuclear wastes to occupy its
attention fully-in the coming years; As Hanford concluded its
fiftieth year of operation in 1993, the miésion of environmental
restoration had become its overarching concern.

Storing and managing wastes at Hanford, however, proved for
several reasons to be a tricky mission. For one_thing, waste
management at Hanford did not readily offer the same kinds of
rewards that plutonium production had. For another, some
outsiders remained skeptical that the agencies and people that
had helped to generate wastes were the best choice for the
assignment of cleaning them up. 1In addition, the politics and
technologies of waste management remained very frustrating, and
seemingly contained as many pitfalls as opportunities for the
local economy and culture. Indeed, the existence of an immense
amount of waste at Hanford, and the recogd of its management and
mismanagement over the yéars, provoked increasing public
criticism. The waste itself, in other words, became a national
crisié, so that Hanford was cast in the public mind as a problem

rather than a solution to a problem.
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Consequently,-Hénford and the Tri-Cities at times seemed
outcasts, at odds in some way with the rest of the country.
Local attitudes perhaps helped encourage the perception of
polarization between the Hanford community and outsiders,.for it
was commonly held that the rest of the countrﬁ, and especially
western Washington, did not appreciate sufficiently Hanford’s
achievements or capabilities. Debates over Hanford’s status and
significance ultimately revolved around investigations and
interpretations.of its history, as critics - and defenders offered
their versions of the site’s development, contributions, and
liabilities. These investigations and interpretations have been
pursued not only among historians and journalists but also 'in
scientific studies and in lawsuits. The outcome of these studies
and lawsuits will, in a sense, constitute the final chapter of
any history of Hanfora's first fifty years.

The changes to Hanford’s mission and reputation after 1970,
of course, did not occur in a vacuum. A number of‘iegional, |
national, and international developments transformed the context
in which Hanford and the Tri-Cities operated. The Cold war
ifself-dragged on, then ended quickly. The nation‘s attitude
toward energy in general changed, and its confidence in nuclear
power in particular declined. Confidence in government and big
science; which had crested after the Manhattan Project, also

declined. The environmental movement grew to a size unimaginable

. in the 19605.' And the Atomic Energy Commission itself

disappeared. From January 1975 to October 1977, the Energy

Research and Development Administration administered Hanford, and
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since then-thg Department of Energy has been the supervisigg
agency. Furthermore, federal authority over the site was
increasingly divided, so that decisions by'the Bonneville Powef
Administration, Nuclear Regulatory Commission, and Environmental
Protection Agency increasingly affected on the site. Similarly,
the state of Washington, the Yakima Indian Nation, and other non-
federal entities, including activist groups, gained an increasing
voice in affairs at Hanford. . That the DOE now invites public
input into and comment on major decisions indicates how much
things have changed since the day of the Manhattan Project, when
only a handful of individuals across the country knew what went
on at Hanford.

* * *

In the later 1960s and the 1970s, Hanford and the Tri-Cities
mobilized to help solve America’s energy crisis.
the N Réactor,.of course, had already marked one step toward
realizing the idea of power production, and by the early 1960s
supporters of_nuclearAenergy had begun to predict a regional
shortage of electricity if more power-generating facilities were
not built. Both the AEC and Tri-City business leaders had been
proﬁoting nuclear plants for years, arguing that £hey,would
ultimately provide cheaper, cleaner, and more energy than coal or
hydroelectric power.l, They also embraced nucléar power plants as
an integral part of their diversification strategy because they

seemed to offer an opportunity for the fewest economic -

disruptions as Hanford moved from its old mission to a new one.

-~

The creation of .. _~-
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Forecasts of an imminent shortage of eiec%ricity in the
Pacific Northwest appeared to make additional power plants a
matter of national urgehcy, especially during the peak years of
America’s energy crisis in the early and mid-1970s. It was |
wideiy argued that the nation needed foughly to double its power
supply every decade. Failing to meet this target would endanger
its sécﬁrity and its economy. Congressman Chet Holifield of the
Joint Committee on Atomic Energy, speakiné at Richland in 1970,
made what became a staple prediction. America’s population would
increase by fifty percent from 200 million to 300 million by the
year 2000. In order to maintain an adequate standard of living,
the society needed to generate by‘2000 seven times as much |
electricity as it produced in 1970, and'do so‘in~a."safe,
reliable and economical" fashion. ﬁolifield expected nuclear
power plants to provide the majority of the new electricity. In
1970 they accounted for only 2 percent of American capacity; in
1980, he predicted, they would have to provide 50‘}_:;ercent.2

When phrased in these terms, the nation’s need for new
electricity amounted to a crisis, an energy crisis which was
compounded:during the early 1970s by geopolitical turmoil in the
Mideast that thfeatened America‘s supply of oil from that part of
the world. Senator Henry M. Jacksoﬁ, in a speech delivered at
Richland’s Rivershore Motor Inn during October 1972, evoked a
sense of the énergy situation by comparing it to war.

This community was born of crisis--World War II. To
find an answer fo bring that war to an end as fast és-
That was 1942-1943.

possible. And now, 30 years

-

-
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- later, we face another crisis, which a lot of people
don’t understand. The Energy Crisis.>

Hanfora and the Tri-Cities had played &n important role in
solving the first crisis, Jackson averred, éqd now they stood
"uniquely equipped" among American communities "to play a major
role 'in providing a solution“ to the second crisis. Because
environmental and economic issues now cast doubt upon the long-
term future of fossil fuels, the Senator explained, there was an
.urgent neea to explore the potential of nuclear power and nuclear
power parks. Recommending "a massive. effort of research and
development" in the area of nuclear power, Jackson urged the
nation to "marshall our talents and our resources with the same
kind of dedication and energy that we did in making éossible the
Manhattan Project in World war II."*4

Rhetoric such as this reminds one of exactly why so many in
the Tri-Cities adored .Jackson. His words not only reminded them
of'their golden, pioneering years of the 1940s and of Hanford’s
'érevious contributions to the country, but also identified still
another national érisis which the people of the Tri-Cities could
help solve. Furthermore, his mention of the Manhattan Project
and the need for a "massive effort of research and development"
hinted that lots of federal funding would, or at least should, be
forthcomihg to supporf the Tri-Cities as they blazed new trails.
along the energy frontier. At a time when reactor shutdowns had
lowered community morale and endangered local prosperity, Jackson
not only offered hope for economic recovery but also réassured

the people of the Tri-Cities that Hanford--and, by implication,
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they——cbnstituted a "national asset," as the Herald phraséd ita
Or, as Glenn C. Lee of TCNIC wrote, beéause "We could play the
entire nuclear ball game at Hanford and the nation could get a
lot of Credit for starting such a trend," Hanford would remain "a
‘showcase in the nation.’"> Despite the changes of the 1960s,
many key elements of the Tri-Cities self-image remained intact.

Believing nuclear power to play a crucial role in Americans’ .
energy future, community leaders .in the Tri-Cities saw their task
as one of ensuring that Hanford got its share of the new
electricity-generating reactors that had to be built. Just as
there had been with planning for Grand Coulee Dam during the
1920s and 1930s, there existed in eaétern Washington an.
assumption that local development of a new source of énergy would
of itself attract more population and industry to tﬁe region.6
Richland expectea to expand both because it would develop a large .
civilian nuclear industry and because the power plants theméelves
would recruit additional, non-nuclear businesses seeking to |
reduce their costs by locating next to a source of electricity.
However, as opposition to nuclear power plants surfaced west of
the Cascade Mountains, the arguments for siting-the plants at
Hanford changed slightly{ Boosters continued to portray the Tri-
City communities as a main source of nuclear expertise and
therefore a logical place to build new reactors. But by the late
1960s community leaders had also begun to promote the TriQCity
area as a kind of regional sacrifice zone.

This long-lived line of thinking emerged.in a series of

Herald editorials in 1969 and 1970. As part of regional power
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planning, new reactors had been proposed fof western Washington
and Oregon. But ovef time opposition developed to sites west of
the Cascades. 1In May 1970, for example, voters in Eugene deciaed
against continuing with a new reactor for their municipal power‘ |
supply. The Herald’s response was that the environs west of the
mountains could be protectéd from the nu;lear;threat by building
all new reactors on tﬁe east Side, where the absence of much
opposition also meant that the urgent work could be completed
more quickly. 1In arguing for protection of the more populated
western side of the region and its greater variety of scenery,
the Herald conceded that nuclear power continued to present
considerable health and environmental risks.

The alternative is to place the plants east of the

Cascades, away from population centers, and where

prevailing winds blow from, instead of toward, the -

cities. Transmission costs might increase Northwest
power bills fractionally but the additional cost would
be a. low price to pay to protect our environment--and
our people....[Ahd,] what about the other costs? The
cost of damage to marine life from heated water dumped
into Puget Sound? The cost in human misery of super-
saturating an atmosphere already dripping? The cost of
'ﬁpolluting" magnificent sea and mountain scenery with
~transmission towers?...[The peéple] haQe a right to
choose between slightly higher cost of electricity and

irrevocable damage to our environment.’
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New reactors,'as well as nuclear parks, belonged "on .federal land
areas, particularly in the Weét."8 This view perpetuated the
view, also expressed by the U.S. Army when it built.Hanford
during World war Two, that the interior West was the best place
to put a botent?ally hazardous fechnology because it was somehow
an empty region.

The Herald’s editorial viewpoint accepted as fact many of

- the criticisms that outsiders had made and would continue to make

regarding both nuclear power and the Tri-Cities area. Nuclear
power did present certain risks, and for the sake of local
economic gain the Herald believed it would be safer to locate
those risks in eastern Washington, which it implied was a rather
unattractive hinterland. Dumping heated or radiocactive water
into Puget Sound was discouraged, but diverting it into the
Columbia River was acceptable. Building nuclear power plants =T
upwind from Seéttle or Tacoma (but not Walla Walla or Spokane)
was i1l advised. In certain respects, the Herald was merely
parroting the westside’s somewhat negative attitudes toward both
the mid-Columbia region and nuclear energy. - It was also adopting
the venerable.strategy of many western economic hintérlands which
haa been willing to tolerate the risky byproducts of extractive
industry in order to secure econdmic gains. ‘

Of course, it is doubtful that residents of the Tri-Cities,
or even the Herald’s editors, fully accepted the views expressed
in the editorials. Many residents of the area, for example, had
become quité attached the regién and would have defended its

amenities against what western Washington had to offer.
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Furthermore, although the editorials used some environmentalist
arguments to support removal of power-plant projects from the -

west to the eaét side of the Cascades, the Herald did not truly
| take many environmentalist ideas very seriously. Indeed, the
newspaper had already begun fo warn against the influence of
environmental activists, a theme that continued through the 1970s
and 1980s.°

People in the Tri-Cities no doubt took much more seriously

the other arguments on behalf of nuclear power. Seizing upon
projections of imminent shortages of electricity, the Tri-City
Nuclear Industrial Council pointed out that the Northwest could
not afford fu;ther delays in building new plants. While pedple
in Eugene or Seattle might well postpone construction by arguing

against nuclear power and its risks, the Tri-City population was

assumed to offer "the precious ingredient of ‘Public Acceptence’" .

[sic] which would facilitate rapid progress. It also offered
expertise and experiente with nuclear power. And the
communities, in contrast to the more heavily populéted coastal
areas, contained more room in which to grow. R.F. Philip wrote
that siting new plants at Hanford would "help relieve current
industrial and population congested areas in the Pacific
Northwest through transfer of industry which, in turn, could
improve their existing environment."10

As Tri-City residents offered Hanford as the best place in
the region to‘build new‘power reactors'quickly, safely, and
sensibly, they also proﬁoted the possibility of developing a

"nuclear power park" of numerous reactors and related facilities.
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This idea, first promoted in the early 1960s as Tri-City leaders
began to consider the possibilities inherent in diversification,
gained ciearer focus in the later 1960s and early 1970s. Once
again proposiﬁg to explore a technological frontier for the rest
of the nation, leaders in the community envisioned a planned and
coordinated arrangement, like a scientificallyloriented
industrial park, wherein a variety of reactors and their :
supporting operations wﬁuld co—éxist. In 1971 R.F. Philip of
TCNIC listed elements of the concept to the new AEC éhairmaﬁ:
onéite location of a number of nuclear power plants,
fuel preparation and reprocessing facilities, isotope
recovery and encapsulation capability, nuclear waste
disposal facilities, and other nuclear-related services
and'activities, such as laboratories, tube fabrication
for nuclear fuel, and a nﬁclear—oriented labor market.
In 1970 the Richland City Council considered building a
municipally operated power plant as "the first addition" to the
proposed nuclear park at Hanford.Jjl
The Atomic Energthommission warmed only gradually to this
idea. 1In 1965, as most production reactors at Hanford continued
to operate, it discouraged the notion of a "commercial nuclear
industrial park" because it couldlnot allow civilian activities
to interferé with Hanford’s military-oriented mission. Three
years.later, however, AEC chairman Glenn T. Seaborg spoke
enthusiastically at Richland’s 25th anniversary celebration about
a "Nuplex" or "ﬁucleaf—powered industrial complex." He.imagined_

that an industrial park organized around nuclear power plants



would allow for the healthful segregation of industry from.
cities, thereby returning the metropolis to "people" and reduoing
its pollution. Should the Tri-Cities collectively undertake-such
a'development, he predicted, they would by 1993 "probably be_a
large metropolis thriving on its growing science-based
industries. Perhaps Hanford will be its Nuplex, able to preserve
the surrounding vast and majestic area close to the way nature

created it."12

As Hanford’s mission of plutonium production diminished, AEC
support for the idea of a 'nuclear park gathered strength. By
1970 the managers of the Richland'Operations Office had
determined that-a nuclear park would be "compatible w1th
continuing AEC 0perations" and begun speaking in support of local
efforts to develop one. The AEC did not want to give people the
impression that it would subsidize a nuclear park, but it did .
support the concept as part of its efforts at bolstering the
local economy and co-operating with Tri-City citizens. "While
the.program for diversification at Richland appears to oe.
proceeding well...,ﬁ it noted in 1971, "the anticipated results
have not yet fully materialized. " - People laid off as a result of
the shutdown of production reactors continued to face
unemployment. Furthermore, the AEC expressed concern that the
. Pacific Northwest-had had trouble "securing sites for nuclear
power plants." Finally, managers at the Richland Operations
Office champloned a nuclear power park in 1970 as something that
"would help promote AEC’s image in a positive way in its desire

to develop nuclear power."13 Nationwide study of nuclear parks
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(later renamed "energy centers") continued through the 1970s
because people viewed them as a form of "rational pPlanning of
energy production;" even after opposition to nuclear power had
become sizeable.l4

During the late 1960s and the 1970s, then, local- business
leaders as well as the AEC shared confidence in the concept of a
nuclear power park as a key to the future well- being of Hanford
and the Tri-Cities. Consequently, when they received proposals
for other activities, they considered them in the context of
their likely impact upon the proposed nuclear power park. Two
environmentally oriented endeavors--wilderness preservation- and
waste management--were evaluated in terms of their prospective
relationship to a nuclear power park.

With the shutoown of eight production reactors between 1964
and 1971, interest had turned to the fate of lands lying adjacent .
to the Hanford site. Some of the nearby territory was given over
to agriculture, but the AEC seemed to prefer that aajacept land
be converted to different kinds of wilderness areas (the Arid
Lands Ecology reserve, for instance, and the hunting, fishing,
and recreation areas across the Columbia River from'Hanford)
because the agency wished to limit the ‘amount of economic
development and population growth on the perimeter of where it
continued to conduct some. operations. Thus it did not object too
strenuously,when @ group calling itself the Columbia River
Conservation League urged that the stretch of river between
Richland and Priest Rapids Dam known as the Hanford Reach--the

last "free-flowing" segment of the Columbia between Canada and
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BonnéVille'Dam;—be set aside as a nationalrscenic river or a
national recreation area.l®
The Conservation League showed political savvy in its
proposal. It conceded that "the Hanford reservation impinges
upon the natural beauty of this stretch of the Columbia River,"
but it was much less‘concerned about thé AEC site than about the
prospect of the Army Corps of Engineers building its proposed Ben
Franklin Dam, a project sure to destroy the Hanford Reach of the
river. The League went on fecord as preferring nuclear plants to
a dam as new sources of electricity. Fugthermore, it aimed not
to provoke opposition from Tri-City business leaders. TIts
proposal went to considerable lengths to show how its suggestlons
for preservation would not conflict with--and even might
complement--the development of a nuclear power park:
Establishment of a National Recreation Area would not
preclude further nuclear development on the inner
portion of the Hanford reservation. Withhcareful,
coordinated planning, additional power reactors, such
as Hanford Number Two and the potential Hanford Number
Three could be operated with minimal encroachments or
impact on the Columbia River. The inner portion of the
Hanford reservation could be developedAinto a model
nuclear park, while the outer portion of the
'reservation éould be designated a National Recreation
Area or its equivalent. The combination of a National

Recreation Area and Nuclear Park provides a unique
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obportunity to demonstrate that development can. coexist
with natural areas.l6
Proponénté of a nuclear power pérk responded in.différent
ways to proposals for preservation of natural areas along the
Columbia. Local business leaders were concerned above all with
economic growth. TCNIC did not oppose the possibility of
tourists, sportsmenf and sportswomen visiting the Hanford Reach,
but it wanted to make sure that preservation of that segment of
the river did not interfere with the proposed nuclear power
park.17 The nuclear park loomed large in the Council’s
estimation not only because of its local economic importance but
also because TCNIC assumed it would become a critical source of
electricity for a region facing a short supply of energy. 1In
separate letters, Robert F. Philip and Glenn C. Lee of the
Council warned how the Conservation League’s proposal threatened
to interfere with the "orderlY'development".of the river:
We want Hanford to be developed as a nuclear park and
we want to move up and down that river and in and out
of that area with barges and equipment and utilize the
Hanford area for its highest and best use for all 6f
the residents of the Pacific Northwest, not just a few
people who want to watch birds or catch fish.l18
AEC officials seemed generally sympathetic to the views of
Tri-City business leaders, perhaps becausé the Commission had a
vested interest in the success of a nuclear parki They also
seemed unwilling to encourage an increasing number of visitors to

the vicinity of the Hanford site, which continued to require a
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considerable amount of security. So they took no favorable
action on the Conservation League’s proposal, and justified their
decision by séying that, through the AEC’s agreements with the
State of Washington Department of Game and the U.S. Bureau of
Sports Fisheries and Wildlife to manage the shoreline along the
wWahluke Slépe; most of the League’s conservation goals had
already been attained.l?

While opposing the Conservation League’s proposal, however,
the AEC apparently took note of ité confident assurance that a
nuclear pafk and a natural érea could coexist. Because the
Commission’s mission at Hanford revolved increasingly around the
politically sensitive matter of waste management, it was in the
AEC’s interest to encourage citizens-’ confidence.in its
environmental policies and behavior. Hoping to "allay public
criticism of our site ecology practices," as one official put it, _ _
the AEC began to promote its own program for creating, with
Battelle-Pacific Northwest Laboratories, a "National
Environmental Research Park" along the Hanford Reach. This idea
emerged- within one year of rejecting the scenic-river proposal,
and it clearly attempted to improve upon the earlier initiative
by keeping all control of the proposed research park in the hands
of the AEC and its contractor, rather than in the lesé reliable
hands of state or federal game management.20 Nothing came of the
AEC’s proposal, either.

The AEC had become more concerned about reassuring the
public about its "site ecology practices" during the early 1970s

not only for the purpose of encouraging public approval for

-
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additional nuclear power plaﬁts but also for the purpose of
minimizing criticism of its treatment of wastes. Like the
construcéion and operation of new reactors, the management of
wastéwaas'believed to constitute an economically rewarding
dimension of a nuclear power park. Among early suggestions for
diversification of Richland’s economy-waé a proposal that Hanford
become a leading site for "radiocactive waste disposal," and over

the years this activity was promoted as a source of employment to

help make up for jobs lost due to reactor closings. Through the

1970s a variety of local and state officials championed Hanford
as the nation’s best choice for developing a waste managemént
site.2l Management of wastes generated by fhe site’s decades of
plutonium production remained a constant activity and challenge.

Yet for all the talk about the river and radioactive wastes,
communities.around Hanford remained most concerned with the V N
development of new reactors. Both economically and
psychologically, nuclear power plants seemed the best substitute
for the production reactors that had been shut down. After years
of seeking-new plants,.the Tri-Cities virtually realized their
dream during the 1970s when the Washington Public Power Supply
System (WPPSS) decided to build three-electricity-generating
reactors at ﬁanford. The‘ensuing pPlanning, construction, and
operation brought another considerable boom to Hénford, and
promised fulfillment of the aspiration for a diversified nuclear
ecbnomy for the area..

The story of the rise and fall of the Supply System has been

told at length elsewhere.?? Here it seems important to emphasize
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the'project’s.general impact upon the Tri-Cities. A continuing
close attachment to nuclear energy sustained the towns’ self- .
image as cutting- edge communities on America’s technological

- frontier. Even as the fascination with nuclear matters began to
wane around the country, the Tri-Cities continued to bask in

their'identification with the atom. Herald headlines continued

to refer to Richland as "Atomic City" or "A-City." Mike
McCormack, the area’s longtime Congreﬁsman, went by the nickname
"Atomic Mike."23 This identification with things .nuclear
persisted even in the wake of the incident at Three-Mile Ieland

. in 1979, as the country grew more skeptical of nuclear power.

One Seattle columnist dubbed Richland "the Ellis Island of the
nuclear age. Send us your harrassed and embattled reactors, says

the local chamber of commerce. They are welcome here."24

Richland and its neighbors remained ready and able to -

coexist with the risks and byproducts of atomic energy. - They
explained their stance in part by arguing that the natlon needed
their commitment. -To "reject nuclear energy," the Herald
editorialized again and again, "is to condemn ourselves and our
children to a lowerxstandard of living."25 Where fascism and
communism had once been the enemies against which Hanford
mobilized, now it stood up to threats to the nation’s affluent
way of life. The community (if the Herald is any reflection of
its views) tended to assume that nuclear power was inevitable
because there was no better alternative for generating the

additional energy that Americans would need. "The move to-

nuclear power is irreversible," argued the Herald. "Whatever the
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dangers, reél or imagined, of nuclear power, the overriding
reality is that it’s gone beyond the point of no return.v26 Once
again, the people in the Tri-Cities perceived that they had
aligned themselves with the future-as pioneers on the
technological ffontier. And by implication, those who opposed
more electricity-generating reactors were probably just tilting
against the inevitable. vYet if activists should somehow succeed
in stopping or delaying new nuclear plants, they would endanger
the nation’s and the region‘’s future: "The alternative to
nuclear power is stagnation and a non-growth economy.“27

The Tri-Cities also continued to embrace nuclear energy
because it promised the least disruptive economic future for the
area. The three plants begun by the Supply System promised to
keep in place the skilled workforce that had been recruited to
the Tri-Cities by employment opportunities at Hanford. They also |
promised to advance significantly the program of<breadening the
economy that had started in the early 1960s. By 1980, with three
WPPSS reactors under way at Hanford, journalists were proclaiming -
that dﬁversifieation at Hanford had proven "highly successful,"
and Tri-City residents believed that their accomplishments could
"serve as a model elsewhere." At the same time, however, they

had reason to doubt that very many "elsewheres" existed out there

that were likely to follow the Hanford model. The Tri-Cities

featured an unusual combination of "wide-open spaces," expertise,
and, most important of all, widespread support for nuclear A

development, fhat enabled them to take advantage of opportunities
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that, by the later 1970s and the 1980s, most other communities dramatically. Pasco’s population increased by 28. 9 percent,
: 28
preferred to bypass. ) ‘ Richland‘s by 27.7 percent, and Kennewick’s by 126.1 percent.
The metropolitag area’s embrace of nuclear power and : Between 1970 and 1980 the size of the labor force in the three
radioactive waste management must have been economically cities virtually doubled. (Seé Table Six.) ‘

rewarding but culturally isolating. 1In taking on the mission of z 29
i Table Six:

generating nuclear power for the Pacific Northwest, Hanford was | Tri-Cities Population Growth, 1960-1980
proposing to do the region‘s bidding, rather than the nation’s ' - _ Tri-City
7 Pasco Kennewick Richland Labor Force
bidding, in the future. Rather than serve as the secretive site _
_ 1960 14,522 14,244 23,548 20,817
of work for the defense establishment, Hanford would now produce
1970 13,920 15,212 26,290 : 23,029
kilowatts for cities, towns, and farms throughout the region. ) i
: 1980 17,944 34,397 33,578 43,739

Rather than answer to Washington, D.C. as it had in the past,

While the numbers of people in th Tri-Citi
Hanford would now answer to the public utility districts of * b g o ® SEITCAties, changedy

substantially, the distinctio bet t it i .
Washlngton state Producing nuclear power, it was thought, would y : ne Stween the three towns did not

Pasco remained the least pros erous and most di .
make Hanford and the Tri-Cities more important to and integrated : PFosp R Rad- 15

retained the smallest percentage of owne -0 ied h ing, t
with the rest of the region; other Northwest communities would .- , g 7 Froeupied housing, S 2

lowest per-capita income, and the highest 1 ent.
become more directly interested in what went on in the mid- P s o LI gl tevel of unemploviess

- - Its minority population dwarfed th it i 5
Columbia area. WPPSS offered a chance for Hanford and the Tri- ' £ S — °RS OF its. neighbors,q il

African-American population of Pasco grew from 1,334 .
Cities to become more like--and more liked by--other places in Pﬂp .g S 3 (28

: . ercent) to 1,414 (7.9 percent) duri the 1970s, d b
Washington. But this opportunity did not turn out as hoped. L E ) ( P ) during the 1970s, and the Y

of Hispanics jumped from 534 to 3735. 1In 1980 Hispanics amounted
The nuclear orientation of the Tri-City economy did generate °P — ' 2

| . . .
- to more than one-fifth of the town’s population’. 30
a satisfying amount of expansion during the 1970s. During the | : popu.lation

: By contrast, Richland during the 1970 tained the highest
previous decade the growth of the three communities had been o ' . I e S aaike

: er-capita income and the lowest -unemployment level of the Tri-
modest. Kennewick’s population increased over the 1960s by 6.8 P P 24 b

Cities. By 1980 the numbers of the town’s Afrlcan Americans
percent and Richland’s grew by 11.6 percent, while Pasco’s o

' 471) and HlS anics (714) had increased, but t ther the two
declined by 4.1 percent. Over the same period, the size of the ( : £ : ) EA M N

, _ mlnorltles com rlsed only 3.5 ercent of Ri chla d’s latlon.
overall labor force grew by only 10.6 percent, from 20,817 to P Y P = o Popu

, . ‘Furthermore, in percentage terms, Richland’s po ti w the
23,029. During the next decade, however, growth came much more ‘ P & & , poRuieticn epe



..............!"......-----f-------IllllllllIIlllllllllllllllllll|||||||||||||||lll

294 o | ; 295
least over- the decade, and consequently by 1980 it had by far the | begun there. The newspaper also expected Puget Sound Power and
highest median age within the urbanized area.3! once the AEC Light Co. to start building two of its own nuclear'generating
disposed of the town, new housing there had taken on a much lower plantsrat Hanford during the coming year or two. .The election of
density. So even though Richland had annexed significant amounts President Ronald Reagan promised as well that Hanford would again
of new territory during the 1960s, it began to run out of room do more defense work. Furthermore, given all the attention shown
far new housing during the 1970s, and the price of existing the site by the DOE, Hanford seemed to be "a cinch to be chosen
housing increased rapidly.32 as the site for permanent storage of nuclear waste" from arcund

Most of the area’s- newcomers durinb the 1970s headed for the country. The Herald interpreted all of these prospects, of
Kennewick, which by 1980 had become the largest of the Tri- - course, as an affirmation of the abilities of the local
Cities. (It was also the least diverse, with only 1.1 percent of population and a tribute to "the can-do attitude of our
its population eithér African-American or Hispanic). Kennewick people."34
grew rapidly in part because it had fewer limits to gaining a new . For those who shared the Herald’s optimism, the rest of the
housing supply, and many construction workers recruited for the decade would prove to be quite a surprise. Beginning in 1982 and
WPPSS projects of the 1970s ended up in the town. Kennewick also _ continuing for the next several years, Hanford received a number
expandea because, with the continued develoPﬁent of the Columbia _ _. | of shocking blows that essentially undermined the basic missions . _-
Center shopping mall, it had acquired dominance in Tri-City that the Herald regarded as sure things in 1982. The blows also
commerce. (Partly because of the mall, fewer residents of the threatened to ruin the Tri-City economy . i
area felt they had to drive to Portland, Spokane, or Seattle to The first blow was the collapse of plans by WPPSS to
shop, and more people from south-central Washington consumed in complete all three of its reactors at Hanford (as well as its
the Tri-Cities.) According to the 1980 census, Kennewick housed other two at Satsop in érays Harbor County). The troubles faced
the lion’s share of both construction and retail workers in the by the Supply System did not begin in 1982. By the late 1970s it
urban area.33 : | ‘ was becoming clear that the demand for new electricity would not

On the basislof the recent growth, the Tri-Cities felt be as high as people had predicted in the early and mid-1970s
optimistic about the future in the early 1980s. A Herald when the five reactors were conceived.3® 1n other words, the
editorial on New Year'’s Day of 1982 listed the reasons to be i éhort—term need'for.the reactors came into question.
confident. WPPSS had nearly completed one nuclear power plaﬁt at . Additionally, the cost overruns on the projects were enormous--
Hanford and, the Herald was sure, would finish the two others - the total bill had skyrocketed from $4.1 billion to $23.8

1
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billion--while management of the reactor construction had proved

inadequate. Only one source of the soaring expenses was

disagreement between labor and management. A nine-month

piumbers' strike in 1976 and a work stoppage of five-and-a-half

months in 1981 helped not only to drive up costs but also to give

Hanford a "nationwide reputation for_labor problems and for low

productivity,"36

-The weight of debts and delays ffnally proved too heavy for

the Supply System. In 1981 it announced a moratorium on the

construction of two of its five reactors; in 1982 it terminated
work ou four of its plants; in 1983 it defaulted on its bonds,
the largest default on municipal bonds in financial history. The

only completed reactor, WPPSS No. 2, began producing electricity

in 1984--seven years later than initially planned.3’ .

The Supply Systeﬁ’s problems brought the Tri-City boom to an
immediate halt. Unemployment in the urban area jumped to about
sixteen percent in 1982, and the vacancy rate for apartments
reached forty percent. The construction trades were hit hardest;
membership in the carpenters’ union local soon fell from 2,600 to

500. the unemployment rate had fallen to about nine

By 1985,
percent, but that was in large part due to the fact that so many

people had left town. The labor force had fallen by 11,300

people, almost one-quarter of its 1980 size.38
In retrospect it is clear that WPPSS collapsed primarily of
its own weight and not because of antl—nuclear activism. 39 The

public, however, was becoming 1ncrea51ngly skeptical of nuclear

power, and its changing attitudes toward environmental issues did

R
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place limits on the kinds of opportunities available to the Tri-
Cities in the nuclear field. Anti-nuclear activism enjoyed some
success in the mid- and late 1970s outside of Washlngton but
“inside the state support for the nuclear industry had remalned
fairly high. For most of their terms as governor, for example,
~Daniel J. Evans (1965 1977) and Dixy Lee Ray (1977-1981)
encouraged proposals for other states to ship their nuclear
wastes to washington. This willingness to serve as a waste
storage site soon disappeared, however. 1In 1980 Washington
voters passed by a three-to-one margin ‘an initiative to ban the
import of ncn—medical nuclear waste. A U.S. court soon declared
this initiative unconstltutlonal because it 1nterfered
improperly with the federally regulated sphere of interstate
commerce. Yet the measure did indicate the extent to which
Washlngton—~wh1ch had once dubbed itself the "Nuclear Progress
State"—-had changed its mind.40 The shift in attitudes ensured
that in the coming years the Tri-Cities and the rest of the state
would no longer see eye to eye on matters nuclear.

If most Washington voters objected to the idea of their
state takidg_on more of the nation’s radioactive waste, the
Department of Energy and citizens in the Tri-Cities dia not.

Both the federal government and local business leaders had
env151oned waste management as an integral part of economic
dlver51f1catlon ‘at Richland, and throughout the early 1980s their
in the Nuclear

interest continued. 1In 1982 the vu.s. Congress,

Waste Policy Act, decided to select two sites, one east and one

west of the Mississippi, as repositories for 77,000 tons of the
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nation’s highly radioactive wastes. Although the DOE'officially
considered ten sites around the country, through 1984 it héd
spent more than $300 million "studying ﬁanford’s basalt [as a |
potential undefgrpund storage facility] while virtually ignoring
most of the other sites.” fhis keen interest appafently stemméd
in part from the perception that Washingtonians--or at least the
.state’s elected officiéls——wefe more. receptive to the idea of a
-repository than the people of other state$.4l

Yet statewide support for the proposal was haraly

forthcoming. A.1986 poll conducted by fhe Tacoma News Tribune

determined that 71.9 percent of the state’s population opposed
putting a natidnal waste repdsitory at Hanford, while only 15.7
percent supported the proposal. Within the Tri-Cities, by

contrast, supporters of the proposal outnumbered opponeﬁts, 46.5

percent to 32.0'percent.42 The figures provided an indication of .

the extent to which the mainstream of state opinion on nuclear
issues had aiverged from attitudés in the Tri-Cities.

Around the state and around the nation, the growing doubts
about nuclear energy and nuclear wastes found pblitical support,
and thereby affected Hanford’s future. These changes in attitude
came at a time when Hanford was particularly vulnerable in
government. In the 1940s and 1950s the site's'critical role in
the nation’s mobilization for World War Two and the Cold War gave
it unprecedented strength. Yet even as its part in the nation’s
defense’diminished dﬁring the 1960s and 1970s, it remained able
to withstand somg'serious setbacks, due in large part to its

political connections. Senators Warren G. Magnuson and Henry M.
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Jackson toiled to protect the interests of Hanford, helping, for
example, to ensure a federal commitment to diversification. In
the early 1980s, however, these two Senators left office. |
Magnuson lost his bid for re-election in 1980, and Jackson died
unexpectedly in 1983. |

Suddenly, Hanford no longer had two enormously powerful U.S.
Senators working on its behalf. At least one of the
replacements, Slade Gorton, did continue to lobby hard for
Hanford interests, but doing so hurt him politically in 1986 when
his opponent, Brock Adams, defeated his bid for re-election in
part by campaigning against Gorton‘’s record of supporting too
strongly what Adams dubbed Hanford’s "bomb factory." Once in
officg, Adams was accused by people in the Tri-Cities of
"betraying fundamental pork-barrel allegiances" because he did
not support projects considered beneficial to Hanford,-as
Magnuson, Jackson, and Gorton had done.%3

It is not certain that Jackson and Magnuson, H%d they served
longer in office, would have been immune to the environmentalist
concerns that- increasingly motivated Washington voters to .
criticize Hanford. As the 1986 Senatorial race between Adams and
Gorton demonstréted, Hanford now tended to polarize rather than
unify the electorate. Yet it does seem likely that, more than
their successors, Magnuson and Jackson could have defiected some
anti-nuclear preséures while continuing to serve Hanford’s
interests in the nation’s capital. As it was, local leaders
lamented the loss of their "watchdog in Washington, D.C."™ Sam

Volpentest of the Tri-City Nuclear Industrial Council éxplained



the new situation in 1985: "Things don’t operate like they used
to, when you could just call up Scoop or Maggie."44

Still another blow came in 1985 when the DOE decided to
reorganize and.streamline Hanford operations-in order to save
money. Assuming that the program of segméntation and
diversification had run its course, the DOE proposed reducing the
number of Hanford'contraqtors from eight to four, thereby
eliminating a projected six-hundred administrative positions.

The Department did not wish to require biddefs for the new
contracts to invest in the Tri-City economy, but it was compelled
to reverse its poéition. However, unlike the pfevious
solicitations of bids, it left the amount and nature of local
investment up to individual companies interested in working at
Hanford. Late in 1986 the DOE announced that the team of
Westinghouse and Boeing had won the $5-billion consolidated
contract for Hanford operations, beginning in 1987. The winning
bidders promised to invest more than $10 million inm the Tri-City
economy over the five-year life of the deal.45 So, against the
DOE’s initial wishes, a program of diversification reméined in
place at Hanford, but it .continued only within an overall context
of consolidation and cost-cutting.

While changes in the nuclear power industry, in voters’
attitudes, in state politics, and in DOE policies would all
constrain the opportunities available to Hanford, their full
force would not bé felt unti; 1986 or so. This was because, in
the early 1980s, the Reagan Administration began another defense

buildup which called for additional plutonium production from

- .
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Hanford. -As work on the Supply'Systém reactors stopped and 5
Washington citizens grew more critical of proposals for storing

additional wastes in the state, Hanford geared up again to resume

" its Cold-War mission. Through the 1970s, the amount of- federal

money spent at Hanford on military needs had declined. For about
ten years, 1972-1982, the N Reactor ran "on a cycle that produces
plutonium for energy research rather than wéapons." Between 1982
and 1983, all of this changed. The bulk of spending reverted to
military activities as the N Reactor "shifted back to bomb-grade
plutonium." 1In 1983 the DOE also reactivated the PUREX (or
Plutonium Uranium Extraction) plant, which had been shut aowg for
a decade.4®

In the mid-1980s, then, Hanford remairned as mucﬁ a federal
enclave as it had ever been. With the termination of all but one
WPPSS reactor project, the effort to diversify the economy with
an industry centered in Washington state remained far short of
its goal. The two main hopes for Hanford’s economic future--
plutonium production and management of the government’s
radioactive wastes--perpetuated both the site’s affiliation with
U.S. defense programs and the Tri-Cities’ "addiction to pélitical
decisions and congressional appropriations," as the Herald put
it. Thus, thle'thousands left the region after the déflation'of

the WPPSS boom, employment by DOE and its contractors remained

- steady at around 13,000.47 Among the three towns of the urban

area, this employment pattern favored Richland, the DOE

headquarters, over Kennewick and Pasco.
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The renewal of Hanford’s Cold-War mission must have been
satisfying to some. Again, the site’s brightest days had been
associated with its mobilization on behalf of national defense.
Furthermore, in the early 1980s most people_expected_that-the
Cold War would continue for oecades. In this expectation,
however, they were wrong. By the late 1980s the Soviet Union and
its empire in eastern Europe had begun to'implode, causing some
to question America’s need for production of additional nuclear
weapons. Yet even before the destruction oflthe Berlin wall in
Germany and the breaknp of the Soviet Union,‘Hanford’s
contribution to the Cold war Qas coming to a close; Late in 19886
the N Reactor was shut down, following the Chernobyl disaster in
the Ukraine. After lengthy study of the plant’s flaws and
projected costs, the DOE decided in 1987 and 1988 not to restart
it. The closure of ﬁ was predicted to result in-a loss of up to
6,400 jobs (and perhaps another 7,800 to be affected indirectly).
The PUREX plant was similarly-shut down in December 1988, and not
restarted, and in 1989 the Plutonium Finishing Plant followed
suit. Hanford‘’s mission of plutonium production had come to a
close. (Also in 198?,_the Basalt Waste Isolation Project was
terminated at Hanford, costing another 1,200 jobs; the DOE now
focused its attenion on Yucca Mountain, Nevada--over the
objections of Nevada S governor--as the preferred site for its
main repository for high-level nuclearrwaste )48

The demise of the Cold War changed everything about
' Hanford S prospects, and left it without much future as a

production facility. The community had long identified itself

-
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with working reactors--those that produced plutonium for weapons;
those that produced electricity for civilians; and those that
contributed to business and research. By the late 1980s there
was no more demand for weapons-grade plutonium'from Hanford.
Similarly, there was little dehand for new, electricity-
generating reactors in the United States. On top of that,
Hanford’s Fast Flux Test Facility (FFTF), conceived as a tool for
energy research and the peaceful atom, also seemed to have no
purpose any longer. Originally a test reactor for the DOE’s
breeder reactor program, which Congress had killed in October
1983, FFTF had been in search of a mission for years.
Ultimately, the DOE could find no cost-effective use for this
reactor, one of its newest; in the early 1990s, invitations to
other countries and private companies to invest in FFTF produced
no proposals to which the DOE could agree. Consequently, the
Fast Flux Test Facility, too, was placed on cold standby in early
1993. In a letter to U.S. Senator Slade Gorton, the Secretary o S
the Department of Energy, retired Admiral James Watkins,

explained that the DOE no longer needed the reactor for prooucing
plutonium-238, a fuei for battery packs used by NASA, because it
"has  now concluded negotiations to purchase plutonium-238 from
the Russians at a cost far less than production in FFTF.“4?
Ironically, Hanford’s last federally—supported reactor was put
out of business, in part, by the former Soviet Union’s atomic

complex, the very complex against which Hanford had mobilized for

so long.
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As the world cheered the end of the Cold war, nuclear.
facilities around the globe wondered what the future held. 1In
both the former Soviet Union and the United States, towns built'
and subsidized by their respective national defense
establishments now looked for ways to transfer their skills and
resources to civilian, peacetime, global markets. At certain

American atomic sites, such as Los Alamos and Livermore, Wthh

- had a greater scientific infrastructure ‘in place, this

transformation would prove difficult enough.®? 71t woulg prove
even more challenging at production facilities such as Hanford,
which had never been designated a National Laboratory or
developed close ties to a research university, which remained
unattractive to many businesses that might otherwise.have
considered investing in the area, and which had an enormous
burden of nuclear wastes with which to cope.

With the end of Hanford'’s production of plutonium for
America’s nuclear weapons, there ensued two struggles to define
the site. The flrst revolved around its future: What, if .
anything, would Hanford become, now that it was out of the bomb-
making business? As it turned out, this first question was

intimately tied up Wlth the second, which concerned Hanford’s

‘past. In the later 1980s and the 1990s, people increasingly

debated Hanford’s legacy. 1In particular, they investigated,

-argued, and went to court over the impact, over time, of -

Hanford’s production on the health and environment of the Pacific
Northwest. Moreover, people investigated, argued, and went to

court over the fate of the extant, on-site wastes that had been
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generated during previous decades. Management of these. wastes,
and environmental remediation of the site, became Hanford’s new
mission--but not w1thout resistance and controversy.

With the shutdown of the N Reactor in 1986-87, the question
of Hanford’s future mission loomed large. The community’s

preference, as expressed through the Tri-City Herald, seemed to

be for some new, cutting-edge technology,rpreferably in the realm
of production. A newspaper editorial of October 1986 for
example, urged that the government accept a controversial
proposal that it take over WPPSS No. 1, "a partially. completed
nuclear power plant," and convert it "into a dual purpose defense
reactor that would produce plutonium and tritium as well ‘as
electr1c1ty.ﬁ And the following year, when threatened with the
loss of the N reactor, the Herald reiterated the need-for.a

"replacement reactor" of some kind.51 Similarly, the idea of - -

"becoming a national repository for the nation‘’s most .dangerous -

nuclear wastes appealed to local communities primarlly because it
implied new research and development. With another reactor or a
cutting—edge environmental project, Hanford might hold on to its
position on America‘s technological frontier.

What seemed less attractive was the apparently more mundane
prospect of managing Hanford'’s own wastes. By one estimate, the
Site had "about two-thirds of the nation’s total volume of waste
involved in the productlon of nuclear weapons," a sum that made
Hanford a "contender for the title of ‘most polluted place on
earth.’"32 p¢t least a few observers calculated that cleaning up

these wastes, or otherwise Mmanaging them, represented "the only
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long-term, . full-employment solution" to the region’s economic
problems. Yet many local citizens resisted this new emphasis. -
For one thing, the insistence that Hanford had to deal with ité
own wastes came from outsiders—jincluding Seattle residents,
environmentalists, and anti-nuclear activists--who were not
trusted in the Tri-Cities. For another, the Hanford community
had invesfed a lot in assuring people, including itself perhaps,
that the wastes were not very dangerous, and therefore possibly
not truly worthy of priority attention. For still another, Tri-
City residents doubted that waste clean-up by itself--without a-
"replacement reactor" of some kind--would provide them with
‘economic stability: "Because if Hanford becomes merely a waSte
site with ample clean-up funds," the Herald warned, "it will soon
become a waste site with next to no funds at all...,n53
Moreover, the tasks associated with waste management, such
as "chasing hot tumbleweeds" across the site or monitoring old
storage tanks, did "not fit with the image of a seamless
engineered environment-that Hanford folk aim to create." Mike
Fox, a nuclear engineer, explained why the new mission did-not
sit well with those who remained committed to the old.
We’ve .been askedito become janitors for the DOE when we
could be more professionally satisfied being on the
cutting edge of technology....You can‘t overstate the
démoralizingvaspect of faking away high technology
activities and asking us to become paper-pushers and

janitors.
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Many at Hanford-remained oriented to life-on the frontiers of
industrial production. They viewed the site as ‘a contributor to
solutions to national crises, and not as a problem in itself. 1In
1985 Jerry White, the DOE’s "director of waste technology, " had
put fhe subject in local perspéctive when he said, "We’re tired
of managing the waste. We want to put it in a position where we
can walk away and never bother with it."°%

As a mission for Hanford, waste management did not have the
appeal of plutonium production, electricity generation, or energy
research. However, during the later 1980s the Department of
Energy, under Secrétaries John Herrington and James Watkins,:was
changing ifs priorities to reflect new political and geopolitical
realities. Faced with the fact that its facilities around the
country for producing America’s nuclear arsenal were too old and
too prone to pollute, it steadily moved away from weapons as a
focus and placed greater emphasis on health, safety, and the
environmént.55 At Hanford, the new direction crystallized in May
of 1989 with the signing of the Hanford Federal Facility
Agreement and Consent Order (or Tri-Party Agreement) between the
DOE, Environmental Protection Agency, and State of Washington.'
The deal promised that the Hanford éite would be cleaned up
within thirty years at a cost of at least $57 billion. It also
made the public-a full partner in the process by soliciting its
input on a regular basié.ss_ |

Implementétion»of-the Tri-Party Agreement proved enormously .
complex and troubled. The technologies and resources for

managing the wastes were not as forthcoming as had been hoped,
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and controversy ensued when certain deadlines for clean-up -had to
be postponed repeatedly. There was speculation that the DOE, et
least when signing its clean-up agreements around the country,
had not really been committed to carrying them out. Moreover, at
least one investigation of the effectiveness of the clean-up
effort, five years after it had begun, found significant waste of
money but little technical and environmenral progress.®’ The
delays, frustrations, and increasing costs worried those
committed to clean-up, who feared with good reason that
"taxpayers will become impatient with the pace and cost of the
cleanup and give up...." Locally, the clean-up effort also
produced economic anxiety because, if the DOE carried out its
intention to hire a new "Environmental Restoration and Management
Contractor," it might well "dirsupt the economy of the Tri-Cities
by ousting stable union jobs and replacing them with specialists
retained to do specific tasks."®8

Yet, despite its problems, the agreement at least promised a
long-lasting, productive activity with which the Tri-Cities could
recapture economic vitality. It also required that highly
complicated sciedtific and engineering problems be solved,
thereby offering Hanford an opportunity to remain on the cutting
edge of technology. Finally, the agreement provided a framework
in which the various differences between the the federal
government, the Tri-Cities, and the other peoples of Washington
could continue to be resolved. During mid- end-late 1993, the
signatories of the Tri-Party Agreement began to renegotiate the

entire pact in order to develop a more realistic plan for clean-
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up.59 The original agreement hagd been neither permanent nor

perfect, but it did provide a common point of discussion and
departure, and a flexible framework for negotiation, for the many
organizations concerned about Hanford’s rhture.

The new focus on waste management met with eventual
acceptance at Hanford. SOme residents of the area embraced the
new mission fully, saying that they appreciated the chance it
offered to be part of a solution to a problem, rather than part
of the problem. For many'in the Tri—Cities,'accepting the new
mission entailed'recognizing simultaneously that the old mission
would no longer do. "Huge communlty resources and tremendous
amounts of dwindling polltlcal currency have been expended to

preserve a defense mission for Hanford," the Tri-City Herald

editorialized in 1990. "It isn‘t working and likely won’t."60
Others in the Tri-Cities yielded ohly grudgingly to the changed
mission, because it differed so starkly from what they had done
before and because they were not sure what part——if"any—-they
would play in the new day. 1In addition, because the change came
at a time of. tremendously mounting criticism of the site and its
past practices, some people felt particularly compelled to
protect or defend what Hanford had once been and had once done.
Much of the growing cr1t1c1sm of Hanford stemmed from
widespread concerns about the effects of plutonium productlon on
public health and the environment between 1944 and 1971, as well

as from the realization that during the Cold wWar the federal

.government had not been altogether forthcoming about the dangers

Hanford had presented to its neighbors. Early in 1986 the DOE

-
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released 19,000 pages of documents detailiﬁg some of the story of
the site’s radioactive emissions. This was just the first in a
series of releases to the public of previously classified data.
déscribing tﬁe impact of Hanford emissions on surrounding

populations and environs. By 1990, the DOE reached a historic

turning_point_when it conceded, according to the New York Times,
that Hanford’s emissions duriné the 1940s and 1950s had been high
enough to cause cancer and other illneSses in residents of the
Pacific Northwest. The data élso indicated that the AEC had in
many instances known about the emissions--and sometimes even
plaqned.them, as in the case of the infamous "Green Run" of
December 1949--without taking steps to inform the public.®!

The DOE’s recognition that its plants had likely affected
the health of people off—site'stemmed in large part from the work
of the Hanford'Environmental Dose Reconstruction Project. This

effort produced a series of reports which culminated during the

spring of 1994 in Summary: Radiation Dose Estimates from Hanford

Radioactive Material Releases to the Air and the Columbia River.

Plutonium production at Hanford had released to the atmosphere a
‘variety of radioactive isotopes, fhe leading six of which had
produced more than an estimated 744,000 curies of radioactivity
between 1944 and 1972. The mdst important of these had been
iodine-131 which aécounted for 739,000 curies by itself, mostly
~in fhe years 1944-1951. (An estimated 555,000 curieé haé been
released via iodine-131 in 1945 alone.f62

Humans living downwind from Hanford absorbed radioactive'

iodine in a variety of ways, but. the most important was through

Sjakae

milk and dairy products. The amounts or doses of radioactivity
absorbed by humans varied according to age, diet, ang distance’
from Hanford. Child;en.absorbed higher doses than adults:; peoplé
who drank milk from cows on fresh pasture absorbed hpre thaﬁ
those who bought dairy products at the store; and families living
right next door.to Hanford, including in Riéhland, absorbed more
than those living farther downwind, say in Spokane or Lewiston,
Idaho, or in places that were mostly upwind from Hanford, such as
Ellenburg or Yakima. Thusia "maximally exposed" child who grew
up in a "maximally exposed" place (that is, a child who drank
milk from cows on fresh pasture and'lived at Ringold, just east
across the river from Hanfordj, absorbed an an estimated median
dose of 235 rad to the thyroid between December 26, 1944 and

December 31, 1951 (the median dose would have been 110 rad for a

_ - child consuming commercially available foods); in the same _ . -

period, an adult in the same place consuming milk from cows on
fresh pasture would have absorbed a median estimatéa dose of 36
rad to the thyroid. .BQ cdntrast, a maximally exposed child in
Ellensburg would have absorbed a cumulative, estiﬁated median
dose to the thyroid or 2.1 rad (a child consuming commercially
available foods would have had a median dose of 0.09 rad), while
a maximally exposedladult there would have abosorbed a median
dose of 0.01 rad._

The air pathway resulted in much higher doses-of radiation

to tﬁe body than the river pathway. Yet, Hanford releases of

radiation to the Columbia River between 1944 and 1971 accoqnted

. for more curies of radioactivity than atmospheric emissions. The
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five main radionuclides discharged to the river, as determined by
the Hanford Environmental Dose Reconstruction Project, produced
an estimated 22,000,000 curies bétween 1944 and 1971, with the'
vast majority being released between 1350 and 1971 and the peak
emissions between 1955 and 1965, Radiéactive materials released
into the river made their way into the human body primarily via

the consumption of fish caught in the river, but also through the

use of the river as'drinking water and for other purposes. Once

again, radiation doses varied significantly according to diet and .

distance from Hanford, among other factors. "Maximally exposed"
individuals at Richland--that is, those who consumed a great deal
of fish and drinking water from the river and who also spent a
lot of recreation time afound it--absorbed an estimated whole-
body dose of 1,400 millirem between 1950 and 1971. Those who
worked on the river (e.g. as ferry operators) are estimated to
have received a dose about three times lower than the maximally
exposed individual:’typical residents of the Riehland area, who
ate little fish from the river, are estimated to have received
doses ten-to-forty times lower than the maximally exposed person.
Estimated doses for all points downstream from Richland -would
have been considerably lower, but it is worth noting that
radiation emitted from Hanford made its way into shellfish along
the salt water bgaches néar the mouth of the Columbia.

It is not a8 simple thing to put Hanford’s radiation dosage
figures into perspective. One way is to compare them to the
doses of "background radiation" that people receive because

radiation is a natural bart of the environment. ra person in the

r—
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United States receives an average dose of about 300 millirem EDE
[whole body dose] per year from natural radiation." ' One rad of
dose to the thyroid is equal to about 33 millirem EDE.63 Thus,
the Ringold child maximally exposed to airborne iodine-131
received an estimated median thyroid dose of ‘235 rad, or 7755
millirem, between December 1944 and December 1951--about 3.7
times the amount of background radiaticn a person would have
received over the same seven-year period. Study of the impact of
such a dése on public health has not been completed; indeed, the
impact of releases on specific individuals may never be known for
certain. However,  as thé DOE conceded in 1990, it is widely
believed that Hanford’s radioactive releases increased the -
incidence of céncer'and other diseases.®4 '

While information about Hanford’s radioactive emissions
trickled oﬁt between 1986 and 1994, the Cold War context in which _
the releases had occurred remained a matter of some confusion and
uncertainty. Some observers, commenting as if the Cold War was
not taking place at the same time Hanford was spewing out
radioactive wastes, have implied that the government should have
fully disclosed Hanford‘s risks to the public, regardless of the:
cost to.national security and of the tenor of the times. Others
have insisted that Hanford had played a major role in winning the
Cold War, and implied that the plant’s emissions were a:
necessary, if regréttable, component of this geopolitical
viétory. Still others, rathér amazingly, have written .as if‘the'

Cold War had been a rather needless preoccupation of Americans,



and thus suggésted that the whole issue of Hanford emissions
somehow might have been avoided.®>

The national and institutional context in which Hanford
operated requires much more caréful consideration than it has
received. Historians are already reappraising the production.and
uée of nuclear weapons in the Second World War and Cold War, but
they give '-no sign of soog'reaching any kind of consensus. In the
meantime, established and popular ideas about the meaning of
American nuclear weapons progfams continue to color reactions to
revelations about the release of radioactivity. Many neighbors
and former neighbors of the site have long believed that their:
health,.or that of their friends and relatives, had been
imperiled by Hanford releases, and that the wartime context‘of
the releases was not an adequate excuse for what the government
had ailowed to happen. Their claims have led not only to
lawsuits against the DOE and former AEC contractors but also to
federally funded'investigations, such as the Hanford Thyrpid
Disease étudy, devoted to scientific éssessment of the health
effects of Hanford emissions.

Litigation and scientific study have provided no rapid
resolutioﬁ of the questions surrounding the site, and as time
passed criticism of Hanford continued unabated. The DOE may have
hoped that "coming clean" would begin a process of reconciliation
between Hanford and its critics, and it probably did, but the
process moved slowly, and some of the resulting ;évelations
merely fueled people’s concerns about and animosity toward

Hanford., Furthermore, while people expected that the litigation

. _ 314 ' . _
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would be contentious, they were pérhaps unprepared for the.
realization that the scientific investigations would also be so
controversial. Coming clean meant that Hénford had to continue
to deal with extremely messy problems of public relations. (For
example, even the size of its public relations budget received
scrutiny and criticism.) Yeﬁ for the sake of restoring the
agency’s credibilityﬁ the DOE had to address public concerné
di;ect}y.

Reactions to the DOE’s releases of previously classified
data, and to the preliminary results of studies of the effects of
Hanford emissions, were Striking. One refrain was wonderment at
how the United States could have knowingly and silently poisoned
.ité own people. That the government had done so earned for it
comparison to the very enemies it had been intent upon defeating
during the 1940s and 1950s. "It sounds like something done in
Russia,"‘exclaiméd a farmer, born and raised downwind of Hanford
emissions, whose family had been affected by thyroia diseases. b6
Critics of the nuCleaf establishment similarly pointed out'that,_
in trying to defeat the Soviet Union through the development of
nuclear weapons, the U.S. government had adopted some of the
enemy’s highly centralized and secretive ways.67 (These critics
gave little apparent recognition of the fact thatrthe.record of
Soviet.nuclear weapons programs, in releasing radioactivity,
endangering public health, and failing to diSqlose idformation,'
was likely to be far worse than the American record.)68

Comparisons between the United Statesfand the Soviet Union

did not go over very'well in the Tri-Cities, where the
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psychological investment ip a certain self-image and ngtional and wifhin weeks the Herald’s editorial stance began tg change
reputation remained high. The communities near Hanford had nejer : dramatically. On March 19, 1986, the paper editorialized that N
dealt kindly with critics of the nuclear establishment; accounts "Hanford’s early years of operation were dirtier than most of usgl
of the harrassment suffered by "whistle-blowers" in the area, for imagined" and called for "a probing health study off the . . <
example, circulated throughout the decade. Some Tri-City reservation.” By October 1, 1986, the newspaper asserteq that
residents ¢omplained bitterly of unfair "Hanford bashing" by _ "there’s no question any more that sérious harm [to offsite
outsiders, especially those located in western Washington.69 ' : ~ populations] may have resulted from Hanford éctivities of the
Amid the-mouhting criticism, many people at Hanford felt ¥ _ 1940s and 19505."7¥ As the months passed, the Hanford
that their work over the years had not begh properly appreciated . communities siowly began to reconcile themselves to the
or was now taken too much for granted. They liked to point out-- revelations of the late 1980s and early 1990s.72
using estimates of dubious veracity--that Hanford’s production of B ~ Yet the tensions between those idehtified with Hanford and
plutonium had helped preserve at least a million lives by ' : those on the outside did not wane. Continuing cfiticisms of
bringing World War Two to a quicker end, and saved millions more Hanford’s past provoked further claims from the Tri-Cities that
by maintaining the peace during the Cold war.’© For defenders of . the site’s achievements were not adequately appreciated; widely
the old Hanford, the struggle over the site’s past meant UL publicized doubts about waste-management practices and the future _ _-
highlighting Hanford’s successes as a reaction against others ‘ of environmental restoration similarly made local people
trumpeting its failures. In this competition, both"gfoups often - defensive. The rift between nuclear. communities near Hanford and
resorted to hyperbole to make their point. " those outside, a rift which had wiaened throughout the 1980s, did
As defenders and critics of Hanford fdﬁght‘over-the meaning not close during the early 1990s. '
of the past, the Tri-City communities began to come to terﬁs ‘ _' . The tension between those communities close to Hanford and
gradually with the site’s legacy. Consider the views of the Tri- the outside world had at least two intriguing dimensions to it.
City Herald, long the most persistent defender of Hanford in the - ‘ First, the area’s estrangement was in many ways a natural
region. Both shortly before and shortly after the DOE’s initial consequence of its great reliance on others for much of itsl

release of 19,000 pages of documents, in February 1986, the livelihood. Hanford and the Tri-Cities had since World War Two

Herald doubted that thefe had been "significant offsite depended greatly upon outsiders for their weil—being. So long as 12

environmental contamination or health hazards from releases of the nation needed Hanford for military purposes during wartime

radioactivity over the years." This assertion was simply wrong, and the post-war period, this dependence had not been a problem.




And even in the 1960s and 1970s, Hanford remained mostly in. favor
in such capitals as Washington, D.C., and Olympia as well as on
Wall Street where WPPSS raised money for building power reactors
When voters and politicians became less enamored of nuclear
energy, however, the well-being of Hanford and the Tri-Cities was
endangered; It was natural, then, to find fault with the outeide
interests which exerted so much bower over the area’s future--to
accuse them, for example, of being uninformed about nuclear
energy and- insensitive to local needs and interests.

Second, it was also natural, in the face of adversity
seemingly imposed from the outside, to stress unity and unanlmlty
on the inside. Hanford and the Tri-Cities could not afford labor

unrest during the early 1980s, the Tri-City Herald had warned,

because it would jeopardize the economic future by scaring away
prospective investors. Neither could the region (or its nuclear
industry) afford -division within its Congressional delegation, if
it wanted to sustain federal support for the Northwest. With so
many critics on the outside--critics of wpPpss projects, of waste-
management practices, of past emissions, of DOE policies and
priorities--it seemed crucial to many within ‘the Tri-Cities and.
at Hanford that the local community maintain a consensns
internally. The result, in part, was a host of Herald editorials
asking for unity. These appeals, however, were not always
realistic. It was not altogether reasonable, for example) to ask
labor and management to avoid bitter disagreements, or to expect
Pasco to share Richland's'enthusiasm for bringing more of the

nation’s most dangerous radiocactive waste to Hanford.’3 Neither

the communities of the Tri-Cities nor the citizens of the. .

"outside" world were monolithic in their views.

Outsiders’ - cr1t1c1sm of the Trl -Cities was not limited to

dlscu551on of nuclear matters. The mid-Columbia communities, and

especially Richland, had stood somewhat aloof from the rest of

the state since the 1940s.

The singular nature of the work at

Hanford, and the unusual orientation away from Washington state

toward the‘"other" Washington (D.C.), had created a somewhat

isolated and unfamiliar enclave.’4 uynti] the 1980s, most people

in the Evergeen State had welcomed the economic boost that

Hanford provided, but they seldom got to know Hanford and the

Tri-Cities very well. Some observers from other parts of the

- region likened the Tri-Cities to "nowhere" and stereotyped local

residents as uniformly and uncritically Pro-nuclear. A Spokane

Spokesman-Review editorial of February 1985, for instance,

lamented "the chilling flippancy [toward the nuclear industry]

that prevails in Richland, where the high—school-aymbol is a

mushroom cloud."’5’

But when hard times came to Hanford during the later 1980s,

a few outsiders paid slightly closer attention to the mid-

Columbia region, trying perhaps to understand why so many people

remained attached to such Seemingly troubled communities. They

noted the- comparatlve affluence of the region over the years,

even for blue- collar workers, -

‘ because of Hanford’s presence. /6

One. reporter also commented that, in the Tri-Cities, youths often

welcomed the chance to work on the same site that had employed

one or both of their parents.

Many children were in no hurry to



leave the Tri—Cifies. Clearly, although Hanford’s booms had
always attracted a somewhat transient population, since the late
1940s there had also been many Tri- -City residents with a deep—
seated attachment to community. Besides appreciating the
relative prosperity, the inhabitants of towns near Hanford~—
including some refugees from big cities on the state’s west side—
-felt attracted by the weather, recreational opportunities, sense
of community, good'schools, and absence of severe urban problems
in the Tri-Cities.area.’’

In the 1940s, the mid-Columbia area had attracted the U.s.
Army Corps of Englneers because it seemed remote and isolated
enough that the Corps could build a secret plant there fairly
In the 1970s,

safely promoters of nuclear power continued to

tout Hanford’s isolation from major population centers as a

reason why nuclear power plants should be clustered together | SR -
there in a nuclear park.’8 However, over the decades that the
area’s isolation was promoted as a virtue for nuclear
development, two somewhat contradictory things happened rhat
modified the meaning of the place in significant ways. First, a -
major population center--the Tri-Cities--emerged adjacent to
Hanford, -effectively ending the kind of remoteness it had.once
known. Second, the inhabitants of the area--despite their
residence in a significant urban center--continued to see the
region’s "isolation" as an asset. By 1990 they appreciated the
Tri-Cities’ remoteness not so much any more because it encouraged

development of more nuclear power plants, but rather because it
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distanced them from the various oroblems associated with life in
larger cities.

Despite the criticisms and cutbacks faced by the communities
during the 1980s, there remained a solid and growing core of
residents who remained deeply committed tolthe Tri-City area..
The DOE’s decision to invest a great deal of time and money in
environmental restoration of the:Hanford'site assured'these.

citizens of the permanence of a federal Hanford enclave and also

buoyed the economy of their communities.

Pasco, Kennewick, and Richland, while affected in similar

ways by outsiders’ criticisms and by the ong01ng changes at
Hanford, in many respects continued to go in their own

directions. the three towns, but especially Pasco

For example,
and Kennewick, voted against a 1985 proposal'to merge together
into the state’s fourth largest city. Each community retained a - -
distinct personality. while Richland was regarded as the "Gold
Coast" of the Tri-Cities and "a bedroom for the reservation’s
scientifio and-managerial'elite,“ and Kennewick was viewed as "a
sprawling shopping area and bedroom for Hanford’s blue collar
work force," Pasco remained smaller, poorer, and more diverse.’?®
By the time of the 1990 census Pasco contalned less than
half the population of Kennew1ck, and earned less than half the
per-capita income of Rlchland (see Table Seven). More than 40
percent-of its popnlation was Hispanic, and about 5.6 percent was
African American.' Pasco was the only one of the Tri-Cities with
double-digit unemployment;'about a third of its population lived

in households with annual incomes below the poverty line.
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Table Seven:80
1990 Census Data for the Tri-Cities
' Kennewick Pasco Richland

Population 42,155 20,070 32,315
African Americans 476 1,126 461

(% of population) 1.1% 5.6% 1.4%
Hispanics : 3,684 8,277 | 983

(% of population) : 8.7% 41.2% 3.0%
Percent Unemployed 7.0% 11.5% 5.1%
Per Capita Income $12,767 $8,016 $17,085

(1989 dollars)
Percent of population w/ -

income below poverty line 13.9% 33.0% 7.8%
Ratio of owner-occﬁpied to- 1.13 ©0.90 1:65

renter-occupied housing

units

Although some of its residents worked at Hanford, Pasco was least
touched by the site’s prosperity. The town was also least
sympathetic to further nuclear development. In July of 1986 the
Pasco City Council passed a resolu?ion against the proposed
importation of additional wastes_to Hanford, saying that the idea
"has placed an economic cloud on this area of irreparable and
disastrous proportions" by threatening the agricultural and
transportétion—oriented ecénomy upon which Pasco depended more
than Kennewick and Richland.®8! |

Kennewick continﬁed to grow more quickly than its neighbors.
While Richland lost more tﬁaﬁ 1,000 residents and Pasco gained
only about 2,000 residents during the 1980s, Kennewick gained
almo;t 8,000 residents, an increase of almost 23 percent. Many

qf the newcomers to Kennewick, as to Pasco, were Hispanics; by

1990 they comprised 8.7 percent of Kennewick'’s population. Apart
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from being the largest of the three cities, in almost every other

measure of affluence or diversity, Kennewick ranked between

" Richland and Pasco--but virtually always stood closer to Richland

than to Pasco. Kennewick resembled Richland more than Pasco in

large part because its economy, like Richland’s, was much more

- dependent upon the fortunes of Hanford.

As the town-closest to the nuclear reservation, and as
headquarters for the DOE and its main contractors, Richland
continued as the most prosperous of the Tri-Cities (and was now
also the least diversified in its population). Richland’s
identification with Hanford thus remained very strong, but even
that orientation slowly began to chanée. In 1985 one journalist
héd noted that the town wore "its atomic heart on its

sleeve...:Both the city and the;Chamber of Commerce logos include

depictions of the atom." Then in 1990 the Richland City .Council:

sponsored a contest to develop a new city logo to replace the old
one because "city officials felt a new image is nesded in light
of the thrust to diversify the economy and reduce the emphasis on
Richland’s ties to Hanford." The winning design, of course,
dropped the atom, yet still conveyed a futuristic image with
which the- town wished to remain identified. A stylized portrayal
of the sun, river, and mountains, it was perhéps meant to remind
people not only of the local natural amenities but élso of larger
aspirations to clean up the Hanford environs.82 To promote
itself in the 1990s, Richland saw no reason to highlight its

attachment to the nuclear industry. The atom now seemed a part

—

-,
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of a partially discredited past, rather than an ingredient.on the. - Project fifty years earlier, which had held out no certain.
‘technological frontier. ' . future, this new expansion, based on a clean-up plan of thirty
By the mid-1980s, the Tri-Cities Nuclear Industrial Council years, promised Hanford perhaps its longest sustained period yet
had Siﬁilarly refashioned itself. 1In 1979, in the wake of the _ ' of steady employment.
incident at Three-Mile Island, Sam Volpentest of TCNIC had A While there was still a lot of impoftant work to be done at
recoiled at the suggestion that the boosters* group eliminate the Hanford, its mission had changed significantly, as had the nature
~word "Nuclear" from its title: "Hell no....We’‘re not going drop _ of the ‘surrounding communities. The mission of 1993 was not at
it. We’re stubborn. We’ve got nothfng'to fear from nuclear all what residents and leaders of the Tri-Cities had believed it
energy." ‘By early 1985, however, the group had renamed itself . would be through most of the 1970s and the 1980s. Efforts to
the Tri-Cities Industrial Development Council, deleting the word | achire.new reactors and tolcontinue operafing old ones haq
"nuclear"” in order not to scare prospective businesses away. Sam | generally not succeeded. Similarly, attempts to diversify the
Volpentest, yielding to what seemed to be inevitable, conceded: | I Tri-City economy had met with only limited success. Hanford’s
that "thé.emphasis has to éhénge"'in the local economy.83 : prosperity remained largely deéendent upon fedéral expenditures,
As the region set about recruiting new kinds. of commerce and | albeit for clean-up now instead of for plutonium producfion.
industry (for example, by inducing retirees to move to the area)” - & In the current period of expansion, Hanford’s mode of
and getting used to Hanford’s clean-up orientation, it became dealing with its neighbors and the public differed considerably
clear that an era begun with the Manhattan Project'}as-drawing to from how it had operated during earlier booms. In the 1940s and
a close. Many lamented the transformation, perhaps in part + 1950s, du Pont ahd General Electric, the Eontractors in charge at
because Hanford’s future was not soon likely to be tied up in ¥ Hanford, prepared monthly reports for the government. These
mobilizing to meet such a national crisis as war. If, however, reports had two primary traits. First, they emphasized the
the psychological rewards of association with the site had been - matter of the site’s productivity above all<¢lseJ since Hanford’s
reduced, it was impossible to overlook the return of prosperity : job was to generate as much plutonium as possible. Second, the
to the urban area during the early 1990s. 1In 1992, as émployment reports were ciassified, so that nearby residents and the public
at the nuclear reservation reached an all-time high, the cost of never knew the details of whaé took place on the reservation.
hopsing in the Tri-Cities increased faster than any other place Even today, much of the information'contained in the monthly
in the country--a sure indication that another boom had~ - reports, and in other key documents, remains classified;

arrived.8%  And contrary to the boom stimulated by the Manhattan
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In the 19905;-while monthly reports about Hanford continue
to be produced, they are.of-a vastly different character. They
comprise part of an enormous and expénsive effort to inform thé
pubiic about studies of the effects of past Hanford operations on
health and the environment, and to include the public in
decisiopslabout the future of the Hanford site as the DOE and its
contractors set about the job of enyironméntal restoration. 1In
the 1940s and 1950s it had been the job of the Army Corps of
Engineers and.the Atomic ﬁnergy Commission to keep the public
uninformed about Hanford. In the 19505 it was the job bf the
Department of Energy to keep the public relatively well-informed
about Hanford. This history, one supposes, is a part of that
current effort.

* * *

For the half-century from 1943 to 1993, one constant for
Hanford ahd the Tri-Cities has been the Columbia River. The
Columbia was a crucial factor in the decision to build a
plutonium—prdducing.facility in south-central Washington in the
first place. Ahd} as the new city logo of Richland suggested, it
remained an important ingredieht in the identity of people living
in the Tri-Cities. Examining changing attifudes toward the river
can help one place-into context the changing attitudes toward
Hanford and technology in the mid-Columbia region.

By their nature, rivers evéke powerful meanings from the
cultures that come into contact with them. However, each culture
finds its own special meanings in rivers, and often its |

understanding will conflict with those of other cultures.
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Furthermore, the images and ideas that a river evokes for:one
culture will change over time.

The Columbia meant many things to the Indians who dwelled in
eastern Washihgton. With the arrival of non—Indiané, new
meanings were assigned to the body of water, and native uses of

the river were challenged. Anglo—American society concerned

- itself increasingly with finding ways to extract wealth and power

out of the river, and its efforts culminated in the development
of the Columbia-Basin Project. During and after the 1930s, the
federal government implemented this program primarily by building
dams for the purpose of generating hydroelectric power,
irrigating farmland, controlling flpédé, and extending inland
navigation. By using industrial technology to "tame" the river,
the Columbia Basin Project promised to bring civilization and
prosperity to the inland Northwest.

. The presence of déms on the river, and of the hydroelectric
power that they generated, permitted during quld War Two the
development of a second major federal project along the Columbia;
At Hanford, the river became an-integral component of another
modern téchnology--piutonium production. Its waters served to
cool the initial eight piutonium-producing reactors as well as to
dilute and carry away the site’s radidactive wastes. As iOng as
the Hanford_production reactors continued to opefate, they
required that the adjacent stretch of the river, the Hanford
Reach, not be dammed, as had most of the river upstream and
downstream. So the river continuéd to run unimpeded past

Hanford, but even in this free-flowing staté the Columbia
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nonetheless remained a part of thé Hanford industrial plant. Aand
American culture understood that Hanford, like the Columbia Basin
Project, contributed important things to the society. Its |
production of plutonium for nuclear weapons helped strengthen
national security during both shooting wars and the cold war.

And when Hanford focused more on energy production during the
1970s, proponents made claims about nuclear power’s prospective
contributions to society that resembled earlier claims made for
hydroelectric power produéed by dams on the Columbia.

In the later 1980s, the uses of the Hanford Reach of the
river were re-examined, and so were its meanings to the broader
culture. With the shutdown of all the plutonium-producing
reactors, the Columbia was no longer part of the site’s nucleér
technology. Furthermore, the nuclear power park envisioned at
Hanford in the 1960s and 1970s had failed to materialize. L5
‘Therefore, local boosters could no longer in good faith oppose ‘
other uses of the Hanford Reach as aﬁ impediment to the
development of a civilian nuclear économy. What, then; would . ;
become 6f the river adjacent to the reservation? - |

The fate of the Hanford Reach was revisited in response to a
proposal to dredge that section of the river in order to permit
barge traffic upstream to Wenatchee. 1In 1988 Congress rejected
. the dredging proposal and barred further dévelopment for eight
years while the National Park Service studied how to manage the

stretch of river. Four years later the Park Service recommended

that the Hanford Reach be designated a "federal wild-and-scenic

river" ﬁanaged by the U.S. Fish and wWildlife Service, and also

e e
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argued for an 86,000-acre national wildlife refuge abutting the
river’s northern and eastern banks. . (Ironically, this

recommendation echoed the 1972 proposal of the Columbia River

 Conservation League, which the AEC and TCNIC had then opposed).

According to the Park Service report, the Hanford Reach deserved
special attention because it "looks the same now as it would have
appeared a centqry ago. Itlis one of the last wild landscapes
along the Columbia River."8>

In the later 1980s, the agency that had proposed dredging
the Hanford Reach was the Army Corps of Engineefs, the very

organization responsible for siting and building Grand Coulee Dam

during the 1930s and the Hanford Engineer Worksiduring.the Second

World War. And in the 1990s, even though prospects for further

industrial engineering along the mid-Columbia seemed extremely
unlikely, the Corps had more than ‘dredging in mind for the S
Hanford Reach. As spokesperson Noel Gilbrough explained, "We are

in the business of building projects. And that’s the last major

dam site left on the.riQér. However, we are having a little
trouble selling that dam."es_

The Corps had trouble "selling that dam" because by the
later 1980s and early 1990s American civilization no longer held
the same attitudes toward technology and the environment that it
had held during the first two-thirds‘of the twentieth century.
Most people did not wish any more to add another dam to the
Columbia Basin Project, or another reactor to the Hanford Site:

In fact, in light of the harm done by dams to fisheries along the

Columbia, for example, or apparently done by radioactive‘releases
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from Hanford to nearby biological communities, there had emerged
among Americans a sense that previous attempts to industrialize
and militarize the Columbia River had been somewhat shortsighted,
and even a little arrogant in their confidence in the blessinge

: fhat industrial technology could wring from na?ure. By no means
did Americans wish to give up the kinds of prosperity and
security that large building projects such as Grand'Cou;ee and
Hanford had provided over the years. But in the 1980s and 1990s,
it increasingly seemed like a good idea to leave the Columbia
River--or at least the brief stretch known as the Hanford Reach--

alone.
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