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Cassini — Pro & Con

by Shel Plotkin with excer ptsfrom Bob Nelson
and Jim Warf

| ntroduction

SCFS did not take a position on this Cassini
spacecraft program as we did on the previous one for
Ulysses. We believed then that a solar power supply
might have been available for Ulysses that had not
been investigated thoroughly enough. An 8X (4X
from distance and 2X from electricity demand) in-
crease in solar energy was available for Ulysses as
compared with Cassini. The problem with both space
craft, of course, is their use of Pu®® to power the
electric generation units.

Theconclusionsomehavecometoisthat if we
want the experiments performed and the scientific
knowledgethat result, we havetotaketherisk of using
the Pu® Radioactive Thermal Generators (RTG). As
will be pointed out below, this is not necessarily the
case, and the* con” side of theissueisbased upon that
fact.

Cassini Mission

Very briefly, Cassini is avery large spacecraft,
being 22 feet in length and weighing over 12,000 |bs
of which about half is liquid rocket fuel for the mis-
sion. Itwill take about seven yearsto arrive at Saturn
after making two orbits around Venus, one around
Earth, and one around Jupiter. At Saturn anumber of
instruments will collect atmospheric and planetary
data. Thereisalso aprobe to be dropped onto one of
Saturn’ smoons, Titan. Much basic educational infor-
mation regarding the origins and make-up of our solar
system will be obtained. Additionally, afew innova-



tive new instruments will be tested. Needlessto say,
the entire program is fascinating and SCFS is most
supportive of the thrust of the venture.

Problems

An electric energy requirement for all the
equipment in its launched configuration was deter-
mined by NASA to be 600 watts. This probably
requiresanuclear power source, because Saturnistoo
far away to accommodate areliable 600w solar array.
SCFS and NASA agree on this point, although for
Cassini, Michio Kaku said he had cal culations show-
ing solar power feasibility. Bob Nelsontriedtoobtain
those calcs but Michio didn’t respond. Thus Shel
Plotkin calculated a solar array requirement for the
mission, theresultsbeing 8100 ft2 or 90¢ x 90¢ based
upon linear power output as incident solar energy
density decreases. Evenif NASA’s600 watt require-
mentistoo highby afactor of 2X, thesolar array would
still havetobe64¢ x 64¢ — and all thisfor a20¢ long
gpacecraft. On the face of it Michio seemsto be in
error and is reluctant to discussit with us.

Therearetwo typesof health risk accidents of
concern, (1)blow-up at launch and (2)atmospheric
burn-up fromtoo close an Earth fly-by. Thesewill be
discussed below, but it should benoted that thereisnot
really very much difference between SCFS members
on this matter.

Pro

BobNelson(and SaundraDawson) inInThese
Times expressed the view that NASA’s worst case
health risk of 120 to 1200 deaths and a 10 chance of
burning up inthe Earth’ satmospherewerereasonably
accurate and are an acceptablerisk for thismission. It
is the educational and intellectual aspects of the ex-
periments and data collection that swings their judg-
ment balance in favor of “launch”.

JmWarf agreesand pointsout that the danger
from Cassini is infinitessmal compared to that from
nuclear bombs. Additionally, normal risks experi-
enced everyday are enormouscompared to thosefrom
Cassini. The scientific benefits from exploring outer
space are well worth the small risks involved.

Steve Aftergood from FAS, another SCFS
member, agrees with Bob and Jim.

Con

Shel Plotkin points out that Michio makes
good sensewhen he pointsout that Saturnisnot going
away. It has been there along time and will remain
available for space exploration a long time in the
future. If we don’'t explore that planet now, we can
certainly do so easily a few years hence should the
choice have been to “not launch”. The point of
concern here is the question whether or not another
type of nuclear supply is available that would not
present the health risks of Pu?®.

Jm Warf, in spite of deciding on the “pro”
side, actually pointed out the direction we should be
taking at thistime. A U?* fission reactor, taking the
uranium from dismantled bombs, can easily supply
the power by heating thermocouples exactly the same
way the Pu® RTG unitsare presently doing. Besides
that afission reactor can be turned “on” and “ off”.

The difference, health-wise, is that the quan-
tity of radioactive material is only 0.3 to 5.0 Ibs of
uranium (depending upon whether bomb-grade HEU
or reactor-grade LEU isused). Besidesthat the health
risksfor uraniumareonly about 102 that of plutonium,
the 238 isotope comparison probably being even
smaller. Thus it is concluded that holding back the
launch to develop a better power supply would have
reduced health risks by more than 10°.

Other Factors

Before leaving the subject, aworst case acci-
dentisonenumber, notarangeasNASA claims. They
probably calculated realistic bad cases. A Plotkin
“ absolutely worst caseaccident” based on two unreal -
istic premisesresulted in an estimated 30,000 deaths.
Michio’s 200,000 figure and Helen Caldicot’s 5 bil-
lion are wrong.

Another aspect is that there is no “pecking
order” to accident and health risk exposures. We are
not justified in subjecting ourselves to any small risk
just because another that already existsisof far larger
magnitude. We do not have to substantially reduce
automobile accident injuries before we address and
beginreducingenvironmental dangersliketoxicchemi-
cal exposure. We also are not obligated to go along
with Cassini now just because we did not protest
previousspaceventuresutilizingsmaller but still large



CALTECH Gets Into
the Nuclear Weapons

Business

by John Grula

Ever since President Clinton extend-ed the
moratoriumon U.S. nuclear weaponstestsin 1993 and
subsequently signed the Comprehensive Test Ban
Treaty (CTCB) in 1996, the Department of Energy’s
(DOE) nuclear weapons | abs have been looking for a
way to keep the nuclear priesthood aliveand maintain
the U.S. nuclear arsenal indefinitely with continued
improvements. As a result, a program called “ Sci-
ence-Based Stockpile Stewardship” (SBSS) wasborn.
Thispro-gram, under theguise of working to maintain
the" safety, reliability, and performance’ of thenation’s
nuclear stockpile, could command substantial sumsof
taxpayer money to devise ways to continue nuclear
tests (which have always had the primary purpose of
providing the data needed for the design of new and
improved warheads) without physically detonating
nuclear devices. Thus, this clever scheme would
provide away for nuclear weapons designers to con-

Pu?® RTG units. We must be careful in these health
risksevaluationsof not mixing “ appleswith oranges’.

Conclusion

Cassini isgoneand will probably turn out just
fine. Itisvery disconcerting to haveto concludefrom
our history that amajor disaster isrequired in order to
actually change technical direction and initiate the
development of beneficial, safer strategies.

References
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tinue “business as usual”, even while the U.S. could
claim to be adhering to the letter of the CTBT.

While SBSS involves multiple projects lo-
cated at severa sites around the country, the three
most well-known are the so-called “ subcritical tests”
being conducted at the Nevada Test Site, the National
Ignition Facility being developed at Lawrence
Livermore Lab, and the Accelerated Strategic Com-
puting Initiative (ASCI). Inthislatter project, nuclear
weapon designers will use high speed computational
models, ssmulations, and projects incorporating data
from previous nuclear test explosions and data gener-
ated from other SBSS programs. Within the ASCI
program, asubprogram entitled the Academic Strate-
gic Alliance Program (ASAP; sorry for all the acro-
nyms) was created to involve universities in nuclear
weapons research.

On July 31 of thisyear, Caltech issued apress
release about a multimillion dollar contract it had
received from the DOE as part of the ASAP program.
Thenext day, afront-page story inthe Pasadena Star
News carried the headline “Weapons Under-go Re-
view: Caltech to be Part of ‘Virtual Testing'”. This
article which was based on Caltech’s own press re-
lease as well as comments from several Caltech per-
sonnel, reported that “Caltech will be one of five
universitiesto use the nation’ sfastest, most powerful
computers for ‘virtual testing’ of the armed forces
nuclear weapons stockpile.” In the article, Caltech
professor Dan Meiron informs readers that
“supercomputers are essential for nuclear explosion
modeling,” and CaltechVicePresident StevenKoonin
isquoted assaying, “ Thisisan extremely challenging
task, and in my mind, comparable in many ways to
challenges faced at Los Alamos 55 years ago”.

S0, thereitisinanutshell. What canyou doto
help? Pleasewritealetter to Caltech president David
Baltimore expressing your opposition to his
university’ sparticipationinthe ASAP program. Send
it to the following address:

President David Baltimore
Cdlifornia Institute of Technology
204 Parsons-Gates

Pasadena, CA 91125



Secrecy &
Accountability in U.S.

Intelligence

The following excerpts are from a paper by Steve
Aftergood for a Center for International Policy Seminar on
I ntelligence Reform, October 9, 1996

Questions of secrecy and accountability have
figured prominently in the most important intelli-
gence controversies of the past severa years. While
U.S. intelligence agencieshave done an astonishingly
poor job of protectingthenation’ ssecretsfromforeign
adversaries, they have been more successful in block-
ing access by American citizens of the most basic of
categories of intelligence information.

Therehasalwaysbeenadegreeof secrecyinU.S.
governments, particularly inintelligence matters, and
it has aways presented a conflict with American
ideal s that remains unresolved.

Three Categories of Secrecy

Among the many types of information that are
classified by the government in the name of national
security, it is possible to distinguish three general
categories: genuine national security secrecy, politi-
cal secrecy, and bureaucratic secrecy.

Genuinenational security secrecy pertainstothat
body of information which, if disclosed, could actu-
ally damage national security in some identifiable
way. Of course, thisbegsthe crucial question of what
“national security” is, what constitutes“ damage” and
how themeaning of thesetermsmay changeover time.
One category would includethingslike design details
for weapons of mass destruction and other military
technol ogies, aswell asthosetypesof information that
must remain secret in order for diplomatic and intelli-
gence functions to be performed. The sensitivity of
thiskind of informationisthereasonwehaveasecrecy
system in the first place, and when its working prop-
erly this system positively serves the public interest.

The second category is political secrecy, which
refersto the deliberate and conscious abuse of classi-
fication authority for political advantage, irrespective
of any threat to national security. Thisisthe smallest
of thethree categoriesbut it isal so themost dangerous
to the political health of the nation. Perhapsthe most
extreme example of political secrecy in intelligence
historically was the classification of CIA behavior
modification experiments on unknown human sub-
jects, asintheMKULTRA program. Toguaranteethe
permanent secrecy of this activity, most MKULTRA
records were destroyed in the early 1970s, although
the CIA continues to classify many such records
today. But this category also includes more petty
abuses like the classification of the intelligence bud-
get, which servesto limit official public discussion of
intelligence prioritiesand performance but does noth-
ing to enhance the security of Americans.

Thethird category iswhat may be called bureau-
cratic secrecy. Thishasto do with thetendency of all
organizationstolimit theinformationthat they rel ease
to outsiders so asto control perceptions of the organi-
zation, as classically described by Max Weber. Bu-
reaucratic secrecy appearsto be the predominant fac-
tor incurrent classification practice, accounting to the
majority of the billions of pages of classified records
throughout the government.

There is inevitably a subjective factor in the
assignment of aparticular unit of informationinto one
of the three categories of secrecy. The borders of the
threecategoriesmay sometimesbeblurredin practice.
Furthermore, information that fallsin one category at
one moment will often belong in another category at
some later date. Responsible classification manage-
ment—i.e., theelimination of all but genuine national
security secrecy— thereforedependstoalargedegree
on the good judgment and the good will of the manag-
ers. Failing that, it depends on the steadfast advocacy
of congressional overseers. And when that fails,

responsibility reverts to the public.
SCFS



Abolition 2000

Abolition 2000 isaglobal network of more than
700 citizen action groups from around the world that
formed to call on all nuclear weapons states to com-
plete negotiations by the year 2000 for complete
elimination of their nuclear arsenas within a time
frame and urges that immediate steps be taken to
reduce the nuclear threats by complying with the
intent of international treaties.

The facts about nuclear weapons are quite obvi-
ous. They pose an intolerable threat to all humanity
and to the planet. Thereisno doubt that if the people
of the world were more fully aware of the inherent
danger of nuclear weapons and the consequence of
their use, they would reject them, and not permit their
continued development, possession and acquisition.

Such treaties such as the Comprehensive Test
BanTreaty (CTBT) exist. However, without amean-
ingful commitment to nuclear disarmament by all the
nuclear states, (especialy the U.S., U.K., France,
Russiaand China) treatiesbecome somewhat ineffec-
tive. It alows the nuclear states to maintain their
existing arsenas and even develop new designs by
other means such as computer generated simulations.

If the nuclear weapon states continueto brandish
nuclear weapons as a symbol of their power, eventu-
aly otherswill want to havethem. Thishypocrisy and
double standard will no doubt be argued by the coun-
tieswho wish to acquire nuclear arsenalsof their own.
Unlessall nuclear weapons are abolished universaly,
itislikely that they will spread to even more countries.

Nuclear weapons are held by a handful of states
which insists that these weapons provide security
benefits, andyet reservethisright to security” uniquely
tothemselves. Thissituationishighly discriminatory
andthuscreatesan unstableatmosphereintheinterna
tional political arena. It cannot be sustained. As The
CanberraCommission Report states “ The possession
of nuclear weaponsby any stateisaconstant stimulus
to other states to acquire them.”

The world is also facing a new and growing
threat, namely nuclear terrorism. Such valuable re-
sources as substantial scientific expertise and eco-
nomicresourcesmust bedirected toward the sectorsof
society where the needs are most stringent; these

include the environment, health, education, renew-
able energy sources, sustainable development and
economic conversion.

It is clear that nuclear weapons diminish all
aspects of asociety. The security they promiseisan
illusion; because states which possess these weapons,
themselves become targets for nuclear bombs.

The opportunity now exists to make a new and
clear choice which would enable theworld to conduct
itsaffairswithout nuclear weapons. Creatinganuclear
weapons free world would be a great triumph for
humanity. A unique opportunity exists in the after-
math of the Cold War to eliminatetheseinstrumentsof
genocide from the Earth.

Abolition 2000 focuses attention directly on the
crux of the present nuclear bomb problem. Hopefully,
sufficient coordinated support for this Abolition 2000
effort will result in the nuclear powers mentioned
above recognizing that their nuclear bomb stockpiles
actually threatensthemselves aswell astheless pow-
erful countries of the world.

The SCFS Executive Board passed a resolution
whichwill besent to the executive boards of anumber
of organizationswhosereputationsindicatethey would
support our position. Obtaining support from execu-
tiveboardsismuch easier and hopefully moreinfluen-
tial than simply collecting individual signatures. The
Nuclear Age Peace Foundation in Santa Barbara (the
group that published our paper on disposal of high-
level nuclear waste) istakingtheleadinthisAbolition
2000 effort. While some of our SCFS members have
expressed alack of confidence regarding this effort,
we haveto point out the Freeze movement someyears

ago looked to be similar when first initiated.
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Rocketdyne Wor ker
Epidemiology Study by UCLA

SCFS, asamember of theRocketdyne Cleanup
Cadlition (RCC), provided one representative on the
oversight Advisory Panel, AP. Therecent final report
was only on the radioactive exposure of the workers.
It was believed that a worker study was the only
feasible accurate evaluation of Rocketdyne's past
activities adversely effecting people’ s health. When
thestudy began, Assembly representativesTerry Fried-
man and Richard Katz with assistance from Cathy
Wright demanded that the community be represented
on the oversight panel. After many differences of
opinion over the years, the AP finally agreed that the
UCLA report was excellent and the work was per-
formed accurately. Rocketdyne, of course, disagrees
and tried to “water down” the final report over the
objectionsof theentire AP. It should be noted that one
of thepeopleontheAdvisory Panel wasAlice Stewart,
the word’ s most renowned radiation epidemiologist.

About 5,000 employees were included in the
study out of workforce database of about 60,000. The
study was a mortality study, i.e. only deaths were
included, as compared to a morbidity study which
would includeincidents. Thereason for thiswasthat
deaths could be tracked through a national registry
without having to locate whereformer employees had
moved to. The total number of people included is
small for such studies, but that is compensated for by
being abletotrack theworker cohort for amuchlonger
period of time that is usually possible.

WhiletheL.A. Timesplayed down the study and
ranitaday late, thiswasafter thenormal staff intended
to run it as amajor front page story. We hear that a
corporatedecisionwasmadeat the* highest levels’ to
downplay this study. The Daily News, on the other
hand, ranthenewsastheir mgjor story of theday along
with giant headlines.

Joe Lyou from CBG, Committee to Bridge the
Gap, gave one of our Midnight Special Bookstore
lectures on thismaterial. Without getting into detail,
there were several magjor conclusion from the work:

1). A significant number of exposed workers
have died prematurely from radiation exposure while
working for Rocketdyne. It can be expected that data
from future studies will continue in the same vain.

2). Theeffectsof low levelsof ionizingradiation
are 6-8 timesmore damaging to aperson’ shealth than
has previously been believed. (This confirms the
results of two other studies at Hanford and Oak Ridge
by Alice Stewart/George Kneale and Steve Wing.)

3). The “age-effect” originally proposed by
Alice Stewart wasconfirmed, i.e. susceptibility varies
withageina“U” shaped manner, the point of equality
being at birth and about 45 years of age.

Present radiation standards are much too high
and should belowered. Alice Stewart has pointed out
that use of Hiroshima and Nagasaki bomb survivors
for formulating our standards has been an error. She
pointsout that the surviving peoplein thosetwo cities
have to have been among the healthiest in the popul a-
tion in order to have withstood the radiation. There-
fore, our U.S. standardsregarding how muchradiation
ahuman being can safely be subjected to arein error
by perhapsthe UCLA 6X to 8X figure or even larger
as has been indicated in other studies.

Needless to say, the Rocketdyne workers were
never knowingly subjected to radiation in excess of
what the standards allow. This is according to the
recordsused inthe study andin spite of al the nuclear
accidents they had had over the years. Most people
don't know that the first nuclear meltdown in the
world occurred right here in Los Angeles in Simi
Valley. Atomics International (now Rocketdyne)
announced at that timethat “fuel separation” occurred
in some of the fuel rodsin their 20MW reactor which
the public needn’t worry about. Approximately 20%
of thecoremeltedinthat 1958 accident asnearly aswe
cantell.

At present wearewaiting for UCLA to complete
what was to be asimilar worker mortality study from
chemical exposure at the site. However, some time
ago UCLA informed the RCC that Rocketdyne had
“lost” all the chemical exposure datafrom 1984 back.
Muchdiscuss onhastaken placeonthismatter through-
out the radiation exposure part of the study. First
Rocketdyne announced that a “deranged” employee



who they didn’t know the name of had destroyed the
data. Next when they were accused of lying, their
story changed to the data being lost when Rockwell
purchased North American Aviation which included
Atomics International and Rocketdyne. Recently
when they were accused of lying again with this
irrational concoction, their story changed to the data
having been found and given to UCLA. Finally,
UCLA clamsthey have yet to see the material.

Needlessto say, UCLA will behavingadifficult
time performing as their contract specified. Exactly
what action the AP will takeremainsto be seen. Such
mani pul ation on the part of Rocketdyne management
isunbelievable, sincethereisnogoodreasonforitand
no way they can avoid establishing themselves as
being dishonest.

It shouldbenotedthat all thisepidemiol ogy work
is in addition to the cleanup work the RCC is also

trying to oversee.
SCFS

Task Group Reports

1). TheRocketdyne Cleanup Coalition (RCC)is
involved with several separate activities at as ex-
plained elsewherein this newdletter, thereisasevere
problem obtaining the exposure data before 1984.
Cleanup of the Smi Valley Rocketdyne facility is
continuing, except that now Rocketdyne has to reap-
praisethelevel of contamination at thesite. Just asthe
RCC charged in the first place severa years ago,
Rocketdyne/DOE did it all wrong and now are being
forced by EPA to reevaluate. (This is probably a
“first” for EPA.) Needlessto say, the cleaning up that
has been done needed doing anyway. Itisjust very
disconcerting having to deal with these Rocketdyne/
DOE/DHS peoplewho appear to be very incompetent
at times but then on reflection their behavior is about
what one would expect from a “fox in charge of
cleaning up the chicken coop”.

2. TheMidnight Special Lecture Seriesfor 1997
was as follows. “Disposal of High-Level Nuclear
Waste” by Jim Warf/Shel Plotkin; “UN and the New
Scientific Order” by Roger Dittmann; “Rocketdyne
Epidemiology Study; Experienceof theRCC” by Dan
Hirsch; “ Preventing Breast Cancer” by Joel Swartz;
“LA Transportation” by John Bachar/Shel Plotkin;
“AlternateEnergy Systems’ by JimWarf/Shel Plotkin;
“Nuclear Medicine” by Jim Warf; “Hiroshima-
Nagasaki Day Commemoration” withRoger Dittmann/
Jonathan Parfray; “ Smog-Free Combustion” by Shel
Plotkin; “Ozone Layer vs. Greenhouse Effects’ by
Jm Warf; “Rocketdyne Epidemiology Study by
UCLA” by Joe Lyou; and EM Health Hazards’ by
Shel Plotkin.

3. Abolition 2000, asdescribed elsewhereinthis
newsletter will involve trying to get other organiza-
tionsto pass the same resol ution our SCFS Executive
Board passed. Organizational approval allows us to
claim support from the entire membership without
having to obtain eachindividual signature. Consider-
ing theworldwide effort toward facilitating the aboli-
tion of nuclear bombs our task actually involvesforc-
ingthe U.S. government to agree. However, analyses
exist indicating that the U.S. uses its nuclear bomb
stockpile to force the rest of the world into accepting
U.S. hegemony. If this is redly the case, a truly
giganticeffortwill berequiredtoridtheworld of these
MONStrous weapons.

Midnight Special
Bookstore Discount

All members paying dues for 1998 will receive an
official SCFS membership card which will entitle the
bearer toa 20% discount onall purchasesat the Midnight
Special Bookstore.

Thisisarecent devel opment and thrusts SCFSinto
the arena of modern organizations. So by making your
1998 tax exempt membership donation, you can receive
the organization perks (perk, singular in this case— thus
farl).

Those living outside the Los Angeles area might
want to consider using a credit card and paying a $6.00
shipping/handling fee for the first book and $.50 for each
additional book.
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