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To: "dd uffield@psr-la.org" <dduffield@psr-la.org>

Fri, Aug 21,2015 at 1:50 PM

Denise Duffield
Associate Director
Physicians for Social Responsibility
Coordinator, SSFL Work Group

I have worked with the ATSDR Petition Coordinator and our Office of General Counsel to address your request for
a copy of the Santa Susana Petition and ATSDR response letter.

I have attached redacted versions of these letters. lf you want a document that has gone through the FOIA
process you can make a request through the Freedom of lnformation Act (FOIA) Requester Service Center. You
can find all the information for completing the request at this web site: http://www.cdc.gov/od/foia/,

ln order to encourage people to petition and not be worried about repercussions, ATSDR tries to protect the
identity of all individual petitioners. lf you want further information about the petition process please contact the
ATSDR Petition Coordinator, Sven Rodenbeck.

Sven E. Roclenbeck, Sc.l).. P.ll., BCEIì

Rear Adnriral (retiled), USPFIS

A"|SDIVDCIHI - Mailstop Þ-59

1600 Clifton Road. NII

Atlanta. GA30329-4027

(770) 488-3660

lf you need any additional assistance, please feel free to contact me

Libby Vianu
Regional Representative
ATSDR Region lX
75 Hawthorne Street
Suite 100, HHS-100
San Francisco, CA 94105
Office Phone (415) 9474319
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June 25,2O14

Mr. Sræn Rodcnbecl

ATSDR

DMslon of C¡mmunlty Health lrwesdgatbns

47/0 Bubrd HBhsrary, NE (lU$fSgl

Aüantr, GA:'O341-3717

\lþ emalh wr1ecdc.8ot,

fÞarMr. Rodenbedç

I am wrlt¡rE ATSDR to petttþn br a completlon of a prcvlotn AISDR health assessrnent fur tùe Senta

Su¡ana Feld L¡bontory FSnl reported ln 1!X19. I am wrldrlt on beh¡lf of the SSFL Commun¡ty Advlsory

Group (CAGf establlshed I year ego by thê Câltfufnla Departmcnt of To¡tk Substences Co¡¡trol lDTSCl. I

am i and am qulte

famllhr wfth mary of the tcdrnlcel lssr¡cs lnvohrtd urltñ cþsnlng up the SSFL slte. I am attæhlry a b¡lef

sunmary of rry wort erçerle¡rce W wey of lntroductlon. Æ wlll be elplalncd later, the CAG b
requesüng that ATSDR condr¡ct m expeft paæl rorlew of prevlous str¡dles related þ ssFL h€alth efu,
so that the peer farrlew can cl¡rlfy and resohrc ptålk mbconcrpüoru about the cr¡rnnt rlsk to thelr

health ftonr contamlnaüon at SSFL I hæ Just comþtaeC a rwleu (att¡dredl of all of the prevlous

str¡dles lndr¡d¡n& the A.'|:TDR sh¡dy. n furm€d thc besls oú my r:commendstbn to the CAG to conduct a

neutral prblk peer revlewto hopefuIy resohæ the ommunlty dlfrersnccs.

Afur the ocen*ve pnllmlnary str¡dy end repoG ATSDR later contracted wlth a UCLA team lead by ù.
Voram C.ohen to do a morc thoror,8h study wtrldr was nported out ln ã¡06. Uslr¡ essenthlþ tùc same

datû Dr. Cohen's çoncluslons wer€ eroctly the oppoclÞ to those of ATIDß. Attharyh he ¡d¡nowlcdged

e¡¡treme ooßervatbrn ln hb assumptlons, hc provlded no radon¡le br'thc dlftGnce ln hb concluCons

Eoelng prwlded 50 pagss of commenB end lts Al¡n Wanan also commented on tùe docr,¡rnenÇ

condr¡dry ürat the use of exlremely corucrvEthre aseümptbtts throughout ttß *uÊt 'rsul¡ nst ln o

wüst-æf*i',norlobut oæthøìls highrl Imryffibk,lnøt lmpßD/le, ond pftølns to no dngle

tndlvlduol ü grol,g of lndMduds' Dr. C.ohen rrrcr rcspondcd to tñe commentlquesüons and,

unffiunately, hls report has bccn r¡scd to fan thc Êan of ruldents of ttclghborln3 communltles. Sttdþs

bry Dr. Mofgpn¡Èm have been Cmllarly mbused, although he conduded 'fherc ís no dltætevldenæ

lronthlslnvædgodur,rrourer'/adtotthæoü!'',vadøBsdødonst?ßtheúærof múromrjntol
expæuræ ulglnadng ot SSFL'

Thc ldea 6r thls peer ranlew evohæd from a reent publlc meetlng held by the Callfumlå t epartment of
To¡dc Substances Control (DTS¡Cf on tha same sublect Dr. Thomas Mack of the tlStC l(edr Sdrool of
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Medldne pnsented tte results of hls str¡dy of Gnaer Reglstry data ln thc vlclnlty of SSFL bgether wtth a

general tutoflal on cpldemlobgy. Afterwards, he rvas subfect to ad homlnem ¡ttacks, and DTSC was

feuhed fur not havlç a presentstbn firom Dr. Hal û,brgÊffitern, who h¡d Perfurmed slnlbr stt¡dles ln

the past. Some corrnunlty membcrs belhrÊ Dr. MorBgnstern reached condusþtts dlfferent fro¡n Dr.

Mack and hls vþws should be heard. I wEs ¡n the proæss of revlewlng thc Past health'rclated stt¡dþs

and was underthe lmprescon tùat Drs. Mack and MoGenstem wê]e ln essendal agreement.

Conrærsatþns Cnce s'lth both haræ confrrmed that thls ls lndeed ttn case. Nevertheless, sonæ

Gommunlty members belþræ th¡t tlrelr health has bccn snd conünues to be phced at rlsk by SSFL

nlylng ln part on the wort of Dr. Mo6eßtem. From thls, I concetved the ldea of holdlng a publlc peer

revlw of thes€ health strdþs to resoh¡e any mlsundcrstandlrgs.

The lmportance of the puHlc perceptlon of SSFI healltt efu cannot be overstated. Publk acceptance

ls p6ramo1¡1t ln achlanlng an approprlate þrrel of cþanup of the contamlnatlon that remalns at SSFL

Everybody b ln farcr of a cþanup of SSFU the only lsræ to be rtsolvcd ls the dcærmlnatlon of cleanup

crlteri¡ that balance thc purported beneffts of the cleanup ågalnst lts health and ervlrormental

consequences. One portlon of the communlty farors a rbkåss€d cleanup to Suburban ßesldentlal

standards, tslng eståbÍshed pmcedures. Another portlon of the communltyfarors a solldeanup'to

backsronnd or detecf uslng procedures thst aru un¡que to SSFL and ncver bcforc been used at any

cleanup ln the US. The rôtbn¡le for the latter ls based on pr¡rported past and futurr health effects of

SSFL contaminaüon to ofülte lndMduals. The cleanup debate hos gone on fur decades, and ls vry
contendor¡s wÌth polltkal ovcrtorics. Oæ example of polltkal lntcrhrence wlth the SSFL deanup

occuned when SSR was Hentlñed as meeüng the crlterla br llstlnt 8s 8 suærfund Cte, but thls was

decllned bythc then head of D'[SC because a dskedùasad deanup would rþt meet Caltbmla's more

strlngent reqdrements. lt ls tl¡me to ñnally resohre tfte heelth lssue to thst the deanup can proceed. A

publk peer rcvlew of p¡st healtþclated str¡dles wouH be one way to provHe the publlc' the medla and

thelr elected oñcbls wlth the collectÌræ expert vlerys of the sclendsts ¡nd doctos who have studlcd the

SSFL lssræs.

I haræ dlscr¡ssed the Hea of a CAG{ed peer rwlew panel wlth DISC, DOE, ¡¡¡54 and Boelng. ltcry uære

all supponhrc. ln conversaüon wlth or¡e of the prcspectþe panel members, he sugge¡tcd thst üe revl€w

would more aæptabÞ to the publlc lf lt was conducÞd by an lndependent Federal Agency and ATSDR

lmrûedlat€ly cañie to mlnd. I h¡ve rrentloned tlrls to DOE and thery would be supportlve of havlng a

rwþwcondwted byAÎsDn

Sewral appro¡dres þr conductlq the rwlew art under consHeradon. I c¡çect üat we ¡votid detrelop

some fundamental questlons to be dlscussed prbr to establlshlng I consensus positlon and the¡e vuouH

be llmhed presentatlons of infiormatlon from prlor rtports. One b$¡€ to bc fesohrsd shouH be past

health rlsk as docr¡mcnted ln tñe epHemlologhal studles and pathway studles. Shce fte operatbm

ceased oyer ZO years ago and the stÞ has been fully chsractarhed, a second lssue should be a hlgñ{ewl

relattve a¡sessment of otr-slÞ he¡hh rl¡k astlmated fnom the cr¡rrent lewb of contamlnatbn. ATSDR

should be ghæn the data in sufficient t¡mc to makÊ thelr own prellmlnary etraluatbn. A briaf

pre¡cntåtbn of thc current data and the ATADR conclwlors could be made to the paæl and the
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aud¡errce. I do not e¡Msbn mrch neur analpb, becsusc thc old data End r€ports exkt and the e¡perts

are famllhr with the stte and the reports. lt shouH be made clear that the future use of the ¡lte ls

gernnlly 4reed to be open space or parkland, and that the heelth conccms beltq volæd arr not bf
or¡eite ¡esldents but fur thosc st varylrE dbtsnces ltom the slþ. Addltlonally, I belleve that the publlc

meetlrf, shouþ bc structur€d as educatlonal and lnformatþe ar¡d not to r€cehre publh lnput Pttblc

concerns å¡e well known, and rucant publlc meeürçs havc been subþl to advocacy, acrlmny, and

ræntln8, all of wtrlctr detnC ftom the lntended bcnctrt of the meetin8-

We wcre constderlq a Nowmber to early December dme framc fur the publlc panel ranlcw at a local

rærue to be determlned. A lbt of thc propoced panel members ls appended to thls letter. I hare

contactd all but onc of tùem and only two werc hesltant O express lntenesL I erpest thst that tluü
would be wllllu lf AISDR onducted or sponsored the erænÈ lf ATSDR å8f"Ë to üb petltlon, I assume

ATSDR would prwlde addltbnal experts. Scheduþ orficts would llcly rcduce tfte number of panel

par¡clpsnts, br¡t I thlnk that r¡ve would have suñldent e4erdso to accompllsh our obfecthæs.

I wtll bc happy to supply you wlth addldon¡l lnformadon ¡s nceded. Tñe CAG ¡nd I fuel that lt b most

lmportant to publlcally addr€ts the heatth concems as soon as posslble.

Slncerch
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November Ll',2Ol4

Ref,nement of ATSDR Petltlon Request

The ultlmate goal of the petltlon to ATSDR regardlng the cleanup of SSFI ls to obtaln an oplnlon from
ATSDR about the present rlsk posed by contarnlnants at SSFL to future on-slte resldents and off-slte
resldents, and thus lnform a declslon about the ãpproprlete level of cleanup needed to be protectlve of
publlc health and safety. By way of background, the slte remedlatlon ls covered to by two consent
orders. The 2007 order requlred all groundwater and the soll ln the Boelng, DOE, and NASA areas to be
remedlated to suburban resldentlal rlsk-based crfterla. A subsequent order ln 2010 (AOC) requlred only
DOE and NASA to remedlate the¡r soll to bacþround or detectlon llmlþ Independent of rlsk. The

dlfference ln percelved need for a rlsk-based vs. a background/detect cleanup ls the source of
mlsunderstandlng and polarlzatlon wft hln the sunoundlng communltles.

Those favorlng the cleanup to båckground or detect optlon base thelr oplnions prlmarlly on two
epldemlologlcal and pathway studles prepared wlth ATSDR fundlng but not under ATSDR technical
dlrectlon or approval. The concluslons of these documents are at varlance wlth concluslons reached
prevlously by ATSDR and by numerous other epldemlologlcalstudles. The 1999, ATSDR stated "Nthough
chemlals and rudlonudldcswerc relæsd lrcm thc slu, thc llkellhood of tûose rcleoses resuHng tn
humon et{oæurc ls llmlted by a numhr ol îoctots, Includlttg; 7l tùe dlstsnce fiom the releose splunces

to the ofrsrÞ tzsldendal a¡eøs that rcsulb In mpld dlspenlon and dqmdodon ol oxldanF ond
sofuents ln alr; 2l the predomlnant wlnd pttems tú¡qt normolly blow away ftom the neqest
¡esldendøl arcas; 3l other meteo¡ologlæl condltlons at tlrc slte such as the øtmospherlc mklng heþht;
and 4) drowdowns ln ground water levels that rcducethe mtcsol ænumlnant ñ¡gtuiilon. Consderlng
thæe faclors, lt ls unllkely thqt rcsldenb llvlng nær tile sÍtc øne, or wera e¡posed to SSFI -rctøìed
dtemlæls ond ¡udlonudldes at levels ths| would rer;ult ln aûtctsr humon hcalth etþct Chonges ln
slte operttbns, such as ttduced fiequency ol rælct enEine tesdng, dlwndnuatlon ol
trlchlorulcthylene uæ, ønd shttt down of nuclearoperøtlons make lt unllkelythotlutu¡e errqsuresto
the offslte communlty wlll ocanr'.

It ls now 15 years later and the she operätlons have ceased. I request that ATSDR revlslt thls concluslon
and restate lt approprlately based on ATSDR assessment of the current levels of contamlnatlon, and
thelr pathways to human receptors.

Those favoring a risk-based cleanup are concerned abor¡t the potentlal health-hazards from an enreme
cleanup that would requlre dlgglng and haullng of about 2.5 mllllon cublc yards of soll. The soll ln our
area contalns spores of San Joachlm Valley Fever, and pollution from the trucks poses lts own health
rlsks, together wlth the rlsk from trafflc accldents. I request that ATSDR provlde a RoM evaluatlon of the
rlsks to surroundlng populatlons and those on truck routes and at the dlsposal sftes from postulated
numbers of truck for the proposed cleanup scenarlos.
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The ãl10AOC¡ pohltrlt any leav+lnalace dbpæalopdorc, wheürerornotthls poscs a les¡errt*b
anlÈodyruhen unpa¡ed $rlü üe oûer clænup alÞmdves. I request that ATSDR srggest and d¡a¡s
dertup rlcmaüves for onsldcntlon thet may bc proæcdræ of healtñ whlle n{nlmldng neggüve
sfu of ü. rumcdlatþn

To alley ommunlty fren of pest ssFt opcnüons, I rcqucrt üat AI.IIDR cy.luam ü€ lnþnn¡üon and
ottdtdons pre!ônted ln prlorcpldcmþlodc¡l md p'ünray ¡ü¡dleo rnd p¡¡ent ¡n ATSDR cnlrdon of
tho$ dotrrnenB b tñe ommunlty In a recd[ rndertandablc hdrþn.

Flnalty,I requestthatAÌSDR r¡sa lB prcsüæ andwldeoperhnewltlr puUkærrcenraboutthelr
ha.tü rblri ftorn cont¡mlnated sltes, to povltde the onmunûdes eround SSFI urlü I perspectlve qf thê
]leal SSFL rbk ln retatlon to othcr stþs arculd the corrrtry. Too many people belleve that SSFL ls one of
dp most hlghþæntamlnated slùe¡ lnttreountry.Tha {snclestlutaru rc¡ponslbhforthe deanry
know dterulse and wlll never provlda thc ftrndlq tñct wor¡ld be requlrçd to lnplenrcnt a Zolo AOC
deanup. Pollthal fures ale WfE b drq¡mrent a NEPA evalustbn of rþbust deenç ahenradræs, and
onlya bcttbrlnþmed publlc can drargeü.ds.

I look þruerd to worldng wltñ you b lrelp you arcwerthe¡e $lesüms.
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fXP rIUfNTOf ll[ llH&til.rfi{ NSHVICE R.|ncl{..h S.ndo

Aecnsylo,rTdSuEffi
rndÞûlr¡c F.dûy

Aüür¡OA æ(Ìxl

March 10,2015

Deart

Thank you for your June 25 and November I l, 2014, lettcrs to the Agcncy for Toxic Substances
and Discasc Registry (ATSDR) describing thc Com¡r¡rmity Advisory Grroup (CAC) oonoerns
about the Santa Susan¡ Ficld Laboratory (SSF'L), Venh¡ra County, California. Your letters
indicate that the SSFL CAC is requesting that ATSDR:

o Revisit its conch¡sions ¡nd rcststc thcm app'rorpriately based on ATSDR åsscssmcnt of thc
cr¡¡rent levels of contamination, and thcir pathways to human rcc€ptoñ¡.

o Evalu¡te thc risks, including Vallcy Fevctr, to suround¡ng populations and thosc on tn¡ck
routes and at thc disposal siæs ñom postulated numbers oftrucks for onc of thc proposed
cleanup scenarios.

r Suggest and discuss cleanup alternstives for consideration that may bc protective of
health while minimizing negative effects of the remediation.

o Evaluaæ the information ud conch¡sions presented in prior epidemiologicat and pathway
studies and prescnt an ATSDR evaluation of those documents to the commrurity in a
rcadi ly understandable frshion.

o Provide the communities aror¡nd SSFL with a perspective of the r€al SSFL risk in relation
to other sites around the country.

This letær is to inform you tbat ATSDR has accepted your petition and how \¡¡e are initially
planning to address the CAC's conoems about SSFL.

Unde¡the Comprehensive Envi¡onnørtal Rcsponsc, Compensation, and Liability Act
(CERCLA, also known as Suffirnd), Congress providd ATSDR with the authority to conduct
ccrtain public heallh actions following a r€quest from a community member. All requests are
cvah¡atcd for rclevancc to ATSDR's mission, whcthcr data arc available for analysis, and public
health pnority. Actions taken on acccpted pctitions are dcsigncd to dctcrminc uùether people
havc bccr¡ or are currently being, sxposcd to h¡zardou subslânocs (primarily chemicats) 

-

rcleascd into the cnvironmcnt from a h¡za¡dous waste sirc or facility. ATSDR then evah¡ates
whcthcr the exposurc is harmfi¡I, or poæntially harmñrl, and whetherthc cxposure should bc
stopped or reduced. These cvaluations ar€ based on the available cnvironmcnt¡l sampling data
typically colleaed by thc U.S- Envimnmental Protection Agency (EPA) orthe local rcgulatory
agencies.
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While ATSDR's cvah¡¡tions can assrss uåethcr or not En cxposure inc¡eascs the risk of discasc
or a mcdical condition, they a¡e not ablc to dcterminc thc cause of a particular disease or medical
condition cxperienced by an individual or I g¡or¡p of individt¡¡ls in a comrnunity. Plcase notc
thåt ATSDRdoes not pnoritÞe risk manageme¡¡t/rcmodiation opions orrevicw/evaluate
envi¡onmental regulatory operational procedrrcs of other oroanizations or agcncics-

To assist the SSFL commrurþ in r¡ndcrstanding the cur¡ent SSFl-relared public health oonoerrs,
ATSDR is planning to:

¡ Daermine whether currcntly therc arc any completcd pathways of human expo$re to
SSFl-relatcd oontani¡ånts and n'h¡t public hcaltb oonoeros msy bc associatod with those
exposr¡fcs.

r Evalu¡te whetherthÊ proposd remcd¡al options would be protectivc of hr¡nan health.
¡ Provide the SSFL community witb public fricndly information and prcsc,ntations of

ATSDR's findings and the snengths ard weaknesscs of SSFl-rclated cpidemiological
sh¡dies.

Pleasc bc adyised that ATSDR does not h¡ve the technical expertisc to evaluatc the potential
Valley Feverhealth soncerns associated with hauling large amounts of SSFL soil through local
ncigbborhoods. So we will not be able to assist the SSFL commrmity rmdcrsta¡rd the risks
associated with Valley Fever in tbc a¡ea.

In the near frrtur€. ATSDR will ørgnge with tb€ community near SSFL. This wíll include small
group discrssions and health education activities. We will coordinaæ or¡¡ efrorts with the SSFL
CAG, othcr community grot¡ps, Ca¡iforda peeartmcnt of Public Health, Califomia Departncnt
of Toxic Substsrces Coritrol, the US ncga¡tment of Energy, md the US National Aeron¡utics
and Spacc Administration. Bascd upon the input received Êom these varior¡s stakeholders a¡d
our public hca¡th wah¡ation of the environmcntal invcstigations and dú4, ATSDR will provide
its public health evah¡úions for public oomment.

Thank you for forwarding yor¡r oonoerur ûo ATSDR. lf you have any questions on ATSDR's
futur€ involvement at this site, plcasc contact CAPT Robert Knowles, ATSDR Regional Dircctor
for Region 9. CAPT Knowlcs may be rcached at (415) 9474317 or via email at
K¡rowles.Robcrt@pa.gov. If you havc any questions on how your requcst was rcviewcd,
please contact Dr: Sver¡ Rodenbeck, ATSDR Paition Coordinator, al (770) 488-366o or via
email at SRodçnbecklôcdc. gov.

Sincerely

Stephens, PtrD
Acting Dircctor
Division of Community Health lnvestigations
Agcncy for Toxic Substaoces and Diseasc Rcgistry



Review of Studies of Health Effects Possibly Related to the
Operation of the Santa Susana Field Laboratory (SSFL)
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Reviewed and Approved by the SSFL Community Advlsory Group



Executive Summarv

Since 1990, in response to commun¡ty concerns, there have been at least nine epidemiological cancer
studies of residents of neighborhoods in the vicinity of the Santa Susana Field Laboratory (SSFL) and two
studies of Rocketdyne workers. The studies were conducted by:

o California Department of Health Services (1990 and 19921,
¡ Tri-County Cancer Registry (1990, 1997 and 2006),
o Universityof CaliforniaatLosAngeles(UCLA)Schoolof PublicHealth (1997, L999,2001),
. lnternational Epidemiological lnstitute(2005),
o Dr. Hal Morgenstern of the University of Michigan School of Public Health (20071, and most

recently
o Dr. Thomas Mack of the University of Southern California Keck School of Medicine (2014).

The universal outcome of the studies is the inability to establish any statist¡cally signifìcant relationship
between chemicals and/or radionuclides used at SSFL and any adverse health effects on either workers
or nearby residents.

ln 1999, the then-available studies were reviewed by California Environmental Protection Agency
(Ca|/EPA), Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) and the Agency for Toxic Substances and

Disease Registry (ATSDR) of the U. S. Center for Disease Control (CDC), An additional review of the
previous studies was conducted in 2014, by Dr, Thomas Mack, The reviewers confirmed both the results
of the previous studies and their inherent limitations.

ln his study, Dr. Mack concluded that while it is not possible to unequivocally rule out any offsite
carcinogenic effects from SSFL, no evidence was found of measureable offsite cancer causation as a

result of migration of carcinogenic substances from the SSFL. Dr. Morgenstern went further in his

conclusions and expressed skepticism thal"any additional anolyses or studies would be sufficient to
determine whether operations and activities at Rocketdyne ISSFL] affected, or would affect, the risk of
cancer in the surrounding neighborhoods."

Despite the consistent conclusions of the epidemiological studies of off-site effects, some community
members continue to assert contrary conclusions and voice beliefs which contrast with the studies'
findings. Similarly, they cite conclusions of the UCLA studies of worker health that are inconsistent with
those of a more extensive Rocketdyne study, despite weakness in the UCLA studies which are identified
in a review by ATSDR. The pattern is continued with regard to pathway studies, where an overly
conservative UCLA study is used to support the claims of off-site health effects, despite substantial
questions about the validity of the UCLA study.

The completely opposite conclusions of the UCLA researchers and the others exactly mirror the
polarization within the community. Both views cannot be correct, lt would be extremely beneficial to
the resolution of the issues relating to purported health effects from SSFL operations, to have a public
workshop where the various authors of these health studies can meet and discuss the reports and the
comments and see if there is a technically sound commonality. The SSFL cleanup discussion needs to
move beyond partisan advocacy into the realm of science-based decision-making.

The final recommendation of the 1999 Rocketdyne lnquiry IDTSC, 1999ì was

1
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oConslder the employment of o medlatlon/orbltrotlon ænsultont to develop o common plan and
underctandlng between the Rocketfine Advlsory Panel communlty memberc, and approprlate
govemment agencies.o

There has been no lmprovement ¡n the past 15 yearc and the lack of common understandlng cont¡nues
to thls day.

Thls paper was revlewed and approved by members of the Santa Susana Fleld Laboratory Community
Advlsory Group.
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lntroduction
For over twenty years, some residents living in the vicinity of the Santa Susana Field Laboratory (SSFL)

and their elected representatives have voiced concerns regarding the possibility that nuclear and rocket
test¡ng operations have increased the incidence of cancer and other illnesses in their neighborhoods.
Concerns for the health and well being of former SSFL workers have also been expressed, To date, these
concerns have resulted in at least eleven epidemiological cancerstudies of workers and off-site
residents. Additionally, two studies, called "pathway studies" have been made to evaluate the possibility
that neighboring communit¡es may have been exposed to harmful materials emanating from SSFL

operations, This paper discusses these studies by taking the authors' information directly from their
papers and augmenting with information from other sources. The information is divided into three
sections:

1. Cancer lncidence in the Vicinity of the Santa Susana Field Laboratory,
2. Worker Health Studies, and
3. Pathway Studies.

References and links to the full papers are provided so that the reader can get a comprehensive picture
of the issues, and review the source documents, if desired.

Discussion

1. Cancer lncidence in the Vicinity of the Santa Susana Field Laboratory

ln 1990 and 1992, based on actual census tract cancer data, the California Department of Health
Services Cancer Registry issued reports on the incidence of cancer in five Los Angeles County census

tracts and Ventura County census tracts. ln the 1990 study ICDHS, 19901, it was concluded:
"Census tract oge-adjusted incidence rotes were found to be significontly higher than comparable

county rates in three comporisons:
1. tract 1352, olt sites,1978 to 1982;
2. tract 7732, bladder, 1983 to L987; and
3. tact 7352, Acute Non-Lymphocytic Leukemia. (ANLL), 1983-L987.

Three rates were found to be significontly lower. Given the lorge number of comparisons made (five

census trdcts, two t¡me periods, eleven sites), these findings are consistent with rondom variation in
co ncer incide nce rates."

The 1992 study ICDHS. 19921 concluded:
"Thesefollow-up analyses suggest that people living near the SSFL ore not at increased risk for
developing cqncers associoted with radiation exposure. The findings are consistent with earlier DHS

report that ind¡cdted an increase in the incidence of bladder cancer in people living in Los Angeles
County near the SSFI- olthough this increose appears to be restricted to men in Los Angeles County
only. There wos olso an increased proportion of lung concer among Ventura men. Lack of an
increase in the most strongly radiosensitive cancers suggests causes other thon radiation. Because

lung ond bladder concers tend to be concers that øre strongly ossocioted with other risk factors
(smoking and non-radiation occupational exposures), it is important to consider these olternotive
explanations when initiøting the DOE-sponsored worker heolth study among Rocketdyne
employees."

ln L997, the Tri-County Regional Cancer Registry issued a report fTri-Counties Resional Cancer Registrv,
19971 on cancer incidence in Simi Valley, This study concluded that:

"...residents of the study qreo seem to hove concer incidence risk which is similar to that of the
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other residents of the Tri-Counties Region, except for leukemio in women which is significontly
lower, and cancer of the lung and bronchus which is higher."

ln 1999, disagreements between some members of the Oversight Panel (SSFL Advisory Panel co-chaired
by Dan Hirsch of Committee to Bridge the Gap) and DHS staff over distribution of information, led to a

request by then-Assemblywoman Sheila Kuehl for an investigation of California Department of Health
Services (DHS) practices. IDTSC, 1999ì Governor Davis asked CaI/EPA to head the investigation. As part
of that investigation, the Hazardous Materials Laboratory (HML) of the Department of Toxic Substances

Control (DTSC) identified and reviewed the reported health studies, and convened an expert panel of
epidemiologists to review these earlier studies. The panel [Petreas, Mvrto, 19991 concluded:

"Whereos there were some differences in the geographic oreos, time periods, case definitions and
level of significance used in these three studies, the combined evidence from all three does not
indicate an increased rate of cancer incidence in the regions exomined. The extremely modest
concer incidence increases associated with known rodiosensitive tumors could be eosily explained by
uncontrolled confounding or imprecision in the data. The results do not support the presence of any
major e nv ironmenta I ha zo rd."

Also in 1999, in response to a pet¡tion request, the Agency for Toxic Substances and Disease Registry
(ATSDR) of the U. S. Center for Disease Control (CDC) performed a comprehensive study and released its
"Draft Preliminary Site Evaluation Santa Susana Field Laboratory (SSFL)." IATSDR, 1999ì During its
studies ATSDR reviewed the above 1990, 1992 and 1997 cancer registry data studies conducted in
response to community concerns about cancer occurrence surrounding the SSFL. lts report stated:

"The first of the community-bosed epidemiological investigations evaluated cancer incidence rates
in five Los Angeles County census trocts within a five-mile radius of the SSFL. Ventura County was

not included in this investigation because the cancer registry had not been estoblished at that
t¡me...The report concluded that a significant increase was observed in blodder cancer during 798j-
7987 for one census tract (tract 1132). This census tract adjoins the 55Fl site, however it also
extends more than five miles to the east, such the individual cases may not be close to the site.

"This study has several limitations; most of them inherent to this type of invest¡gation. The accuracy
of the populat¡on estimates at the census tract level is not known. Although standardized rates ore
useful as a summary measure, the rates are affected by random voriotion. Because multiple
comparisons were made, the probobility of finding o significant associøtion by chance is increased
even if there is no associat¡on at all. No information wos available on actual exposures to
contaminants from the SSFI sites. A five-mile radius within the SSFL site is o weok surrogote for
exposures and no information is available regarding how long the residents lived in the orea. No
information was available on any other risk factors. This investigation serves the purpose of
generating ond refining questions on concer incidence and cannot ossess ûhe cause and effect
relotionship of potential SSFL exposures.

"The second community heølth study wos conducted as a follow-up ¡n response to
recommendotions mode in the 1.990 investigation described above... Comparison groups were the
rest of Los Angetes County residents for Los Angeles County ond the rest of Ventura County residents

for Venturo County. Cancer sites were grouped based on the evidence for radiogenic couses because
of radiotion exposure concerns. No increase was found in the "very rødiosensitive" cencer groLtp

(concers of the thyroid and bone, and oll the leukemias except for chronic lymphocytic leukemiø).
The bladder concer rote was elevated among Los Angeles men living near SSFL during L983-L988.
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The odds of having lung cøncer qmong oll cancers diøgnosed was higher among Ventura men living
near SSFL compared to that among the rest of Ventura men.

"The study methodology is generally sound, given the limited dota and lack of exposure information.
Most of the limitotions of the 7990 study olso opply to this study and they are acknowledged
appropr¡ately. The interpretation of the findings is reosonobly cautious because lung ond blodder
cancers øre "strongly øssociated with other risk factors (smoking ond non-rad¡at¡on occupationol
exposures), ¡t ¡s ¡mportant to consider olternative explonations.

"The third community study was a follow-up to the 7990 and 1992 studies. lt involved an analysis of
the newly available cancer registry data for the years 1988-1995 for the Venturo census tracts that
were included in the 7992 study. This study calculoted Standard Incidence Ratios (SlRs) by using the
7990 census data. The Tri-Counties region population served os a comparison group. This
preliminary analysis reported a significønt deuease ín the leukemio incidence in women. A

significont increose in lung concer was also reported for the combined group of men and women.
However, this increase was small, and lung concer wos not significontly increased in men or women
separotely. The report ocknowledged the lack of appropriate census tract level population
est¡mates. lf estimates of the bose populotion are too low, the populotion-based number of
expected cancer coses is also too low, which would lead to dn overest¡mation of SlRs."

ln September 1999 and October 2006, the Tri County Cancer Surveillance Program, responding to calls
from the same Bell Canyon resident expressing concern about the possible increase in cancer cases in
their specific neighborhood, conducted cancer registry studies. [Tri-Counties Reeional Cancer Resistrv,

1999 and 2006ì. The first study stated:

"During 7988 to 7996, a totol of 729 newly diagnosed invasive cqncer cases of all types were
obse¡ved in census tract 75.03 in Ventura County that includes your neighborhood. For this some
period, a total of 124 coses were expected. The difference between 729 ond 124 is not significant
and reflects normol vøriotion ín the occurrence of this type of biological phenomenø...Bosed on this
analysis, I am confident to stdte thot res¡dents of census tract 75.03 in Ventura county thot includes
your neighborhood, are not ot higher risk of being diognosed with concer when compared to the
rest of the population in the Tri-counties Region."

The second study was made afterthe release of studies suggesting possible increase in cancer cases due
to the meltdown of the reactor at the Santa Susan Field Laboratory in the 1959 (Study Says Lab

Meltdown Caused Cancer, Los Angeles Times October 6, 2006). lt concluded:

"...occurrence of newly diagnosed invasive cøncers in census troct 75.03 in Ventura County that
includes your neighborhood does not show any unusual pattern and has actually decreosed by 7.5
percent from 7988 through 2004.'

ln March 2007, Dr. Hal Morgenstern of the University of Michigan (formerly of UCIA) issued the final
report f Morgenstern, H., et.al., 20071 entitled "Cancer lncidence in the Community Surrounding the
Rocketdyne Facility in Southern California." After he summarizes his numerical results, he states

"lt is important to recognize thot øssociotions obse¡ved between distance from SSFL and the
incidence of specific concers are bosed on small numbers of cases in the region closest to SSFL. Thus,

these associations ore estimated imprecisely and may represent chance findings. ln addition,
obserued associotions møy have been biosed by certain methodologic limitations-use of distance
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from SSFL as a crude proxy measure for environmental exposures, mobility of the residential
populotion before and during the follow-up period, and løck of information on other cancer risk

factors, such as cígarette smoking and socioeconomic status, that m¡ght distort the observed
associations...Despite the methodologic limitations of this study, the findings suggest there may be
elevated incidence rates of certain cancers near SSFL thot have been linked in prevíous studies wíth
hazardous substances used at Rocketdyne, some of which hove been observed or projected to exist
offsite,"

ln his summary, Dr. Morgenstern states:

"The strongest and most consistent ossociation observed in this study was for thyroid cancer, which
was ossociated with distdnce from SSFL in both follow-up periods. This finding may hove public-
heqlth significance because perchlorote, o component of rocket fuel used in large quantities at SSFL,

is known to disrupt thyroíd function, it hos been shown to induce thyroid tumors in loboratory
animals, and there is evidence from two other ¡nvest¡gqt¡ons that perchlorate migrated offside to
contaminate the groundwater in areas surrounding SSFL."

His rationale is undermined by two facts. While perchlorate is a component of solid rocket engine fuel, it
is not a component of liquid rocket engine fuel, which was used almost exclusively at SSFL. Some
perchlorate was used, but the quantities were not large. Also, the DTSC Offsite Groundwater handout
dated April 9,2014 states that perchlorate was not detected in any of 71 off-site samples near SSFL, and
that evaluation of surface and groundwater pathways of perchlorate offsite does not indicate a
connection between the perchlorate detected in Simi Valley and perchlorate present in the soil and
groundwater at SSFL, lt should also be noted that perchlorate is produced naturally and has been used

as a fertilizer and in many non-SSFL applications.

Dr. Morgenstern also concludes:

"There is no direct evidence from this investigotion, however, thot these obserued ossociations
reflect the effects of environmentol exposures originating ot SSFL. Given these provocative f¡ndings
and unanswered questions, it is tempting to recommend further analyses or future studies to
address the heolth concerns of the commun¡ty. Unfortunotely, it is not clear at this time whether
such additional analyses or studies will be sufficient to determine whether operations and activities
ot Rocketdyne øffected, or will affect, the risk of concer in the surrounding neighborhoods."

Also in 2OO7 , in response to a request by then-Senator Kuehl, the Cancer Surveillance Section reviewed
the incidence of retinoblastoma in Los Angeles and Ventura Counties, with a focus on the area around
the Santa Susana Field Laboratory (SSFL). There was a community concern that the risk of
retinoblastoma (RB) was increased in children as a result of potential cancer-causing contaminants in

the vicinity of SSFL. Senator Kuehl asked the Cancer Surveillance Section to update a 2005 analysis
conducted by the University of Southern California (USC) Cancer Surveillance Program that included
cases diagnosed through 2002 and showed no excess incidence of retinoblastoma in this area. The study
fCCR.2007ì concluded:

"incidence of retinoblastoma dmong children under age 5 residing in the area around the SSF¿

between 7988 ønd 2005 wos slightly, although not statistically significantly, higher thon expected
based on incidence statewide. The relotively young age of the coses, and the high proport¡on of
coses with biloteral disease, is suggestive of a genetic origin. This anolysis is consistent with the
2005 report that showed no significant increased risk of retinoblostomo between 1972 and 2002."
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On April 8,2074, Dr. Thomas Mack, epidemiologist and Professor of Preventative Medicine and
Pathology at the USC Keck School of Medicine presented the results of his recent study, entitled "Cancer
Occurrence in Offsite Neighborhoods nearthe Santa Susana Field Laboratory." lMg,g!.2@.]His
presentation included the reasons for skepticism about previous cancer registry studies:

".Ambiguous and controversial exposure est¡mdtes
.Absence of conqete dose-bosed hypotheses
e Alternative explanations not seriously considered
oHard to explain how a sufficient dose would occur
.Absence of historicøl precedents
.Lack of any clear risk found by previous seorches

"Specifically, the 7990 study suffered from: multiple comporisons, weok ossociations, bias from being
d response to cluster report, and confounded by roce ond social closs. The 7992 study suffered from
multiple comporisons, weok ossociations, aggregotion obfuscotes location, ond confounded by social
closs. The 7997 study suffered from multiple comporisons, weok ossocíotions, oggregation
obfuscates location, low stotisticøl power, ond confounded by sociol class. The Morgenstern study
suffered from mult¡ple comporisons, weak associations, oggregation obfuscates locøtion, distance is

not dose, ond confounding by social closs."

Before describing his study of the cancer registry data for census tracts in the vicinity of SSFL, he
presented a tutorial on the general methodology ofthese studies based on census tract cancer registry
data.

".The choracteristics o/55R¿ offsite trocts ore thøt they are not characteristic of their respective
Counties in terms of income and, doubtless, education ond race/ethnicity.
.ln the selection of malignancies

-Every cancer has ø unique set of couses ond the rote of cancer at øll sites is not informative.
.The cancers selected for assessment included thirteen different mølignoncies

-Four most common concers

-Co ncers thought caused by chemicals/radiation

"Concers Selected r

7

Neoplosm Major Causes Descrlptlve Predictors
Lunq Ciqarette smokínq Elue collar occupdt¡on
Bladder Ciqarettes, oniline dves (rore) Røce

Poncreos Ciqorette smoking None stronq
Orophorynx Toba cco, Al co hol, V i ru s None stronq
Leukemia Genes, benzene, ? virus None strong
Breast Genes, Hormones Higher education
Colorectal Genes, D¡et, Act¡vity None strong
Prostate Genes, Diet Roce, Age, Access to screening
Thyroid lonizinq radiation (rare) Access to screening
Broin I on i z i ng Rodiation (ra re) None strong
Liver Hepot¡tis B, C viruses Nationalorigin
NHL lmmune depletion None stronq
Melanoma Sunlight, light sk¡n Race, Hiqher educotion
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"The screening covered :

.Seporate assessment by gender

.Three time periods:

- 7988-95, 1 9 96- 20 03, 2004-20 10

-Seporate denominators from 3 censuses
.All census trocts within 5 miles oî SSFL

-1988-95: 22 VEN, 76 LA census tracts

-1996-2003: 29 VEN, 77 lA census tracts

-2004-2010: 29 VEN, 77 lA census tracts
. N u m ber of compa ri so ns :

-730 period-trocts X 24 gender-cancers= 3720 searches, which would contain up to 78 (3 per
gender-concer) "significantly" high-risk tracts by chonce

"Screening Criteria:
.SigniÍicøntly higher rate thon County mean

-Outside the 95% confidence interual (p < 0.05)
.At least q 50% increose in risk (RR > 7.5)
. H istolog icol (Ca u sø I ) ho mogene ity

'To find a result consistent with local concer cousation by disbursed carcinogen, one requires:
.Consistent risk over calendar time
oHigh risk Íor both genders in the some areo
.Higher risk proximote to 55RL
.Geographic clustering of high risk areos
.Pattern consistent with dispersion flow
oWe screen by o relative risk (RR) of 7.5, but if RR is below 2.0, any observed cose would likely hove

occurred onywøy
.No plausible alternative explanotion is ovoilable

"Reasons for Caution in Assessing lmpact
.3 "Significant" excesses each ore expected by chonce
.No known cleor evidence of personal exposure
oWaterborne and oirborne dispersion imprecise
.Dosøge is unknown
.Exposed workers are likely to reside together
.Census errors: ropid locøl growth may distort incidence est¡motes
oEvaluation is bøsed on residential oddress ot diognosís
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Neoplosm "Slgnlflcant"
trad-periods

ln Both
genders

ln Adjøcent
trøcts

ln 2 or more
perlods

0 0 1Lung 4 (6 exp)
Bladder 7 (6 exp)

Pancreas 0 (6 exp)

Orophorynx o(6exp)
Leukemia 7(6exp)
Breost 26 (3 exp) I 6

2 0 0Colorectal 7 (6 exp)

Prostate 4 (3 exp) 0 0
0Thvroid 3 (6 exp) 0 0

0 0 0Brain 3(6exp)
Liver 0 (6 exp)

0 0NHL 2 (6 exp) 0

23 ß exp) I 77 7Melanoma

"These concer rubrics oversimplify cousal heterogeneity :

.Ùrain: many reported coses are benign, slow-growing tumors w¡th d¡Íferent causes

.Non-Hodgkin lymphoma includes at leost five different malignoncies known to have different
couses
.Leukemiø also is mode up of three common and several uncommon varieties
oln this cose, eøch of the apporently "high-risk" trocts were no more numerous than expected by

chance, ond included cases of diverse, most having no known environmentol causotion

"For the excess of bladder concer in one tract in 2004-2010
.Extreme finding: RR >5

oCase tumors had the same common histology
oMost residences scattered, but several are within one mile
oThe most prevolent couse of blodder cancer is smoking
.Environmental couses ore industrial, waterborne orsenic
.D¡dgnoses not clustered in time
oThe tract is more than 5 miles to the west of SSFL

oResidential community: no known exposure, specifically no high arsenic in top water, no local
industry, no increose in kidney concer (another orsenic outcome)
.66% of the coses were >75 at diognosis, and all but one of those were over 85
oCensus møy hove undercounted seníors
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Neoplosm "Significøn(
tmct-periods

Obserued/Expected
number per troct

lnterpretdtion Estlmoted numher of CA trøctr
with thot mony or mone cases

Non-
Hodgkins
Lvmphomo

2
(3 exp. by chonce)

8/2.s
12/s.3

No clustering of high-risk trocts
No evidence of proximity to SSFL

Mlxture of cell tvoes, no trend

50-100

Broin 3
(3 exp. by chonce)

6/0.s
8/2.3
11/3.s

No clusterìng ol high-risk trocts
No cons¡stent proximity to SSFL

Mixture of cell tvpes, no trend

10-50

Leukemio I
(3 exp, by chonce)

7/1.3 No clustering of high risk trocts
No evidence of proximity to SSFL

Mixture of cell tvnes, no ttend

10

Blodder 1

(3 exp. by chonce)

11/2.5 No clustering of high risk trocts
No evidence of proximity to SSFL

No evidence of corclnogens
Preponderonce ol elderly cases

? Smokino, census error

1-2

Dr. Mack concluded:
"clt is not possible to completely rule out øny offsite carcinogenic effects from SSFL
.No evidence of measureable offsite cdncer cøusot¡on occurr¡ng ds ø result of emiss¡ons from the
SSFL wos found."

ln summary, not one of the SSFL-focused epidemiological studies us¡ng actual Cancer Registry data
concluded that there was ev¡dence of increased cancer rates in the vicinity ofSSFL caused by
contamination from the site. Additionally, as stated above, Dr. Morgenstern expressed skepticism that
"ony odditional analyses or studies would be sufficient to determine whether operat¡ons and octivities at
Rocketdyne offected, or would dffect, the risk of cancer in the surrounding neighborhoods."

2. Worker Health Studies

ln June 1997, the University of California, Los Angeles (UCLA) released the first of two worker health
studies, entitled "Epidemiologic Study to Determine Possible Adverse Effects to Rocketdyne/ Atomics
lnternational Workers from Exposure to lonizing Radiation." [Morqenstern, H.. et.al.. 1997ì The study
was in response to a 1990 request by the legislature for an investigation of SSFL Rocketdyne workers to
be overseen by the CDHS Occupational Health Branch. The UCLA study included 4,607 employees who
worked at Rocketdyne between 1950 and 1993. This group had been monitored for radiat¡on exposure
and was enrolled in the company's Health Physics Radiation Monitoring Program. The researchers
searched death certificates tofind outwhich Rocketdyne workers have died and the causes of death.
The study investigators found that among Rocketdyne workers who were monitored for external
radiat¡on, those who received higher doses (especially more than 200 mSv) had an increased risk of
dying from cancers of the blood and lymph system (such as leukemia and lymphoma), and from lung
cancer, As the dose of external radiation among Rocketdyne workers increased, the investigators also
found an increased risk of dying from all cancers. They also found that among Rocketdyne workers who
were monitored for internal radiation, those who received a relatively higher dose (especially more than
30 mSV) had an increased risk of dying from cancers of the blood and lymph system, and upper aero-
digestive tract cancers (mouth, throat, esophagus and stomach).

ln January 1999, an Addendum Report entitled "Epidemiologic Study to Determine Possible Adverse
Effects to Rocketdyne/Atomics lnternational Workers from Exposure to Selected Chemicals" was
released by UCLA. f Moreenstern, H., et.al.. 1999ì This final report forthe second part of the DOE-
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funded occupational studyfocused on the chemical exposure portion, and included a cohort based on
presumed exposure to hydrazine 16,707 workers with 176,886 person-years) and a cohort with
presumed exposure to asbestos (4,563 workers with 118,749 person-years). Employing an internal
comparison method described in the 1997 report, this study reported the observed positive associat¡on

between presumptive exposures to hydrazine and the rates of dying from cancers of the lung.

Also in 1999, in response to a petition request, the Agency for Toxic Substances and Disease Registry
(ATSDR) of the U. S. Center for Disease Control (CDC) performed a comprehensive study and released its

"Draft Preliminary Site Evaluation Santa Susana Field Laboratory (SSFL)." IATSDR. 19991 During its

studies ATSDR reviewed the above UCLA worker health studies. The ATSDR report states:

"ATSDR reviewed two occupotional studies of SSFL workers. The first of these was a retrospective
cohort study to determine whether workers dt the SSFL nuclear sites experienced excessive mortolity

from specific cencers, total concers, or other causes os o result of their work-related exposures to

radiotion. The cohort consisted of the SSFL workers enrolled in the Health Physics Radiation

Monitoring Progrom, for external (4,563 workers) ønd internal (2,289 workers) radiation exposures.

The internally monitored group was mostly a subset ol the externolly monitored group. A fairly long

follow-up period is included, extending from 1950 to 7993. The study est¡mated radiotíon effects by
employing internal comparisons of monitored workers øccording to level of cumulative radiation
doses. Conditionol logistic regression wos used to examine the dose-response relationships by
controlling for potentiol confounders and effect modifiers. Variables controlled for were (1) the

other type of radiation exposure, (2) oge ot risk, (3) time since first radiation monitoring, (4) pay

type, and (5) exposures to osbestos ond hydrozine. External comporisons were also conducted by
using two external reference populations to describe the mortality experience of the study
populotion. The study found that mortolity rates of the study cohort were lower for alt causes, all
cancers, ond heort diseose compøred to the rates of the general U.S. populotion. Compored with
NIOSH cohort members of similar pay type, the monitored workers experienced lower mortolity
rates for oll couses ond heart disease, but similar rorcs for þtal cancers. Although none of the 95%

confidence intervals exclude the null volue, there qppeør to be some excess mortality from
leukemias in the monitored workers compared with either reference population. ln the dose-
response onolyses of monitored workers, external-rodiation dose was positively associøted with the
mortality rate Íor hemotolymphopoietic concers and for lung cancer. For dose levels greater than
200 mSv, the mortality rates for both types were porticularly elevoted. lncreosing trends in mortality
rates were found with internol-radiation dose for upper aerodigestive trqct concers ond for hemato-
Iy mphopoi etic cd n ce rs,"

"This study is well designed and the data onølysis is rigorous. The major strength of the study is the
ability to exomine the dose-response relotionships by reconstucting internaland external doses

received by the individuol workers in the past. The choice of the study cohort and availability of the
radiation monitoring records at the SSFL benefitted the study; however, they ølso pose some
problems because of incomplete records, ln porticular, for internol radiation doses, uncerta¡nty of the

estimates oppears to be high. The study meosured cumulotive SSFL exposures, however exposures
received before employment ot 55Ft could not be accounted for becouse of inconsistency in the
recording practice. Although the study ottempted to control for the efîect of other chemical
exposures (i.e., hydrazine and asbestos), misclossification of the chemicol exposures is highly likely.

The use of the upper oerodigestive trqct cancers group is somewhat unusuol, ølthough ¡t ¡s meant to
toke considerotion the properties of internolly deposited radionuclides. Another problem of the study
is the small number of cancer deoths, particularly in the high dose group (e.9., >200 mSv). Most of
these limitations are acknowledged øppropriately in the report. Given the limitotions, the most

L1.
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cons¡stent and biologically plausible finding of the study is the hemato-lymphopoietic cancers. The

obserued positive relatíonship between external radiotion and lung cancer mortdl¡ty has not been
reported consistently in other studies of nuclear workers.

"The second occupotionol study is port of the 7997 study described above. This oddendum report

focused on the chemical exposure port¡on, and included a cohort based on presumed exposure to the
hydrozine (6,707 workers with 776,886 person-years) and a cohort with presumed exposure to
asbestos (4,563 workers with 718,749 person-yeors). Employing an internal comparison method
described in the 7997 report, this study reported the observed pos¡t¡ve associotion between
presumptive exposures to hydrozine and the rates of dying from cancers of the lung.

"The weakness of this study mainly stems from the unovoilability of odequote information on pøst
exposures for individual workers. Even though the study was oble to ¡dent¡fy work locations with a
high probobility of exposure to hydrazine and dsbestos at the SSFL site, informat¡on was not
sufficient to l¡nk individuol workers with job locations. As o result, the exposure clossificotion was
bosed on job t¡tles. ln addition to the possible exposure misclassificøtion, bias may also have been

introduced by confounding, Exposure informotion on other risk factors, such as exposure to other
chemicals (e.9., trichloroethylene and nitrosomines) or personøl characteristics is not available for
the study. There is also a possibility that the rad¡dt¡on exposures are misclassified, hindering the
øbility to control for confounding by radiotion exposures. Despite the limitotions, the observed
increose in the lung cancer risk associated with presumptive hydrozine exposure is noteworthy, The

directíon of the bias coused by the exposure misclassification may be toward the nullvolue, because
individual subject's exposure classification did not depend on the subject's disease status. This
increase is observed after taking ¡nto occount the effects of other potential confounding factors on
which the relevant data were avoilable. The increase ¡s cons¡stent across two hydrazine compounds.
Given the uncertointies, the øuthors' recommendqtion thot the worker group should be followed
further is reasonable since the result shows o pos¡t¡ve øssociation, and health effects of exposure to
these chemicals in humans ore not wetl understood.

ln 2006, the Boeing Company released the July 13, 2005 "Rocketdyne Worker Health Study, lEl Executive
Summary," produced by the lnternational Epidemiology lnst¡tute. tlEl. 2005ì lt states:

"A retrospective cohort mortality study was conducted of 46,970 Rocketdyne workers employed for
at teøst 6 months in either nucleor technology development or in rocket engine testing since 7948 at
the Sonta Susana Field Laboratory (SSFL) and ot nearby facilities, including Canogo Park and De Soto
Avenue in Californio. The Rocketdyne workers were grouped into three populotions: those
monitored for rodiation (Rødiation Cohort), those who worked ot SSF¿ (Chemical Cohort) and those
who worked at all other fac¡lit¡es (Comparison Cohort). The Radiation Cohort consisted of 5,801
workers monitored for radiotion of whom 2,232 were also monitored for internøl rodionuclide
uptoke. The Chemical Cohort consisted of 8,372 workers øt 55Fl of whom 7,651 were test stdnd
mechanics assumed to have the gredtest potent¡al for exposure to chemicals such as hydrozines ond
trichloroethylene (TCE). The Compørison Cohort consisted of 32,979 workers employed at the other
Rocketdyne focilities. There were 782 workers who during their coreer at Rocketdyne had been
monitored for rodiation qnd also hod worked as test stand mechanics. These workers, 30 of whom
were found to have died, are included in both the Rodiation and the Chemical Cohorts.

"Overell, the 46,970 Rocketdyne workers (including both rodiation and chemical cohorts together)
accrued 1,3 million person-years of observotion (average 27.6 yeørs). Vitol status wos determined

for 99.2% of the workers: 71,718 (23.7%) had died ond only 368 (0.8%) were lost to follow-up. Cause
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of death was determined for all but 280 (2.5%) of those who hod díed. The overall mortolity
experience among oll Rocketdyne workers wos lower than that of the general population of
Californio, i.e., the ratio of observed to expected numbers of deaths (the Stondardized Mortolity
Ratio, or SMR)wos less thon 1.0 (SMR 0.87; 95% Cl 0.85-0.88). Low overall mortality wos seen

among radiotion workers (SMR 0.79; 95% Cl 0.75-0.83; n=7,468 deøths), SSFL workers (SMR 0.83;
95% Cl 0.80-0.86; n=2,257 deøths) and among the other Rocketdyne workers (SMR 0.90; 95% Cl

0.88-0.92; n=7,429). The observed numbers of concer deøths also were slightly below population

expectqtion for all workers (SMR 0.93; 95% Cl 0.89-0.96; n=3,789 deaths), radiation workers (SMR

0.90; 95% Cl 0.82-0.99; n=456 deoths), SSFL workers (SMR 0.89; 95% q 0.82-0.96; n=655) and the
other Rocketdyne workers (SMR 0.94; 95% Cl 0.90-0.98). The rotios of observed to expected deoths
(SMRs) computed using United Sfates rdtes were lower than those computed using Colifornia røtes,

whereas county rates (combined Los Angeles and Ventura Counties) were similar to those computed
using Californ¡a rates. No couse of death was significantly elevoted. There were no notable
increoses in cancer deaths over t¡me since first hire, or by durøtion of employment at SSFL or qt the
other Rocketdy ne fo cil iti e s.

"Among the 5,807 radiation workers, the mean dose from external radiotion was 73.6 mSv

(maximum 7,000 mSv); the mean lung dose from externol and internal radiation combined was 79.7

mSv (maximum 3,600 mSv). Only 69 workers had cøreer doses from externol rødiation greater than
200 mSv, ond only lll workers hod lung doses greater than 200 mSv when internal doses were
considered. Deaths from oll concers taken together (SMR 0.90; 95% C\0.82-0.99, n = 456), all
leukemio excluding chronic lymphocytic leukemia (CLL) (SMR 1.16; 95% C\0.69-1.84; n = 78), ond
lung concer $Un = 0.89; 95% Cl 0,76-1.05; n = 757) were not significantly elevated. lnternal cohort
dose-response anolyses revealed no significant trends over cotegories of increosing rødiotion dose

for oll concers taken together, leukemia, lung concer or any other cancer. There were no significant
assoc¡ot¡ons found among the 2,232 workers who were monitored for internol radionuctide intokes.

For oll concers excluding leukemia, the RR øt 100 mSv wos estimated as 1..04 (95% Cl 0.86-1.26) and

for all leukemio excluding CLL it was 1'32 (95% C\0.71-2.45).

"Overall, 7,65L test stand mechonics were identified and assumed to have the greatest potent¡al
exposure to chemicals associoted with the testing of rocket engines, Compored with the generøl

population of California, test stand mechonics had a lower risk of dying overoll (SMR 0.90; 95% Cl

0.82-0.98) and o similar risk of dying from cencer (SMR 1.03; 95% Cl 0.88-1.20). The mortality
experience of the other male hourly workers of SSF¿ was similar to thot of the test stond mechonics

for all couses (SMR 0.97; 95% Cl 0.91-1.03), oll cancers (SMR 0.93; 95% Cl 0.82-7.06), and all specific
cdncers. No cancer of a priori ¡nterest omong test stønd mechqnics wos significøntly increosed: lung
(SMR 1.07;95% Cl 0.8-7.4), esophagus (SMR 1.0i;95% Cl 0.3-2.4), kidney (SMR 1.78; 95% C|0.8-
3.5), bladder (SMR 0.98; 95% q 03-2.5), liver (SMR 0.97; 95% Cl 0.3-2.5), and non-Hodgkin's
lymphomø (SMR 0.80; 95% Cl 0.3-1.9). Among the j15 mdle test stond mechanics with likely
exposure to hydraz¡nes, there were no significant increases for any concer and, based on internol
cohort analyses, no evidence of a dose response over years of potentiol exposure for oll couses of
death (SMR 0.89, n=707), all cancers taken together (SMR 1.09, n= 3j), lung cancer mortal¡ty (SMR

1.45, n= 15), or any specific concer. Among the 7,774 workers potent¡ally exposed to TCE, there
were no significant increøses for all couses of deoth (SMR 0.87; 95% Cl 0.78-0.96), all cancers taken

together (SMR 1.00; 95% Cl 0.83-1.19) or any specific concer. Based on internal cohort analyses,

there was no significant dose response over years of potential exposure to TCE for all cancers

combined, lung concer or any other cancer. Cancer of the kidney was elevated based on 7 deaths
(iMR 2.22; 95% Cl 0.89-4.57) and there wos a suggestion of a dose response over years of potential
TCE exposure, ølthough the trend was not significant. For the three malignancies most frequently
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found to be elevated in studies of TCE exposure (i.e., cancers of the kidney and liver and non-
Hodgkins lymphomø), the combíned SMR bosed on 72 deoths wøs not significantly increased (SMR

1.09; 95% Cl 0.56, 1.90).

"A questionnaire survey of 139 workers indicated that hourly workers (n=66) were significantly more
likely thon soloried workers (n=77)to have smoked cigorettes (61% vs 41%; p=Q.Q2). The smoking
prevalence of hourly workers who responded to this survey were also gredter than smoking
prevolence in the general population of Californio, ond indicate the need for caution when
interpreting compørisons with the generol populøtion for these subgroups becøuse of the likely
differences in tobacco use. All test stand mechonics were hourty workers. National surveys also
indicote thot blue collor workers smoke cigorettes to a greoter extent than both white collar
workers and people in the general population.

"The Rocketdyne workforce overøll, including those monitored for rodíation, those employed ot 55F[
and test stand mechan¡cs potentially exposed to hydrazines or TCE, did not experience a statisticolly
significant increased mortality for ony cancer, including lung concer, that could be linked to
radiation dose, years of employment at SSFL, years of employment as o test stond mechanic, or
years of potential exposure to hydrazines or TCE. No statist¡colly significant internol cohort dose-
response relotionship was seen for leukemio, lymphoma, or cancers of the esophagus, liver, bladder,
kidney or dny other cancer over categor¡es of radiation dose or yeors of potential chemicol
exposure. We conclude that radiation exposure has not caused a detectøble increose in cancer
deoths in this populat¡on and that work ot the SSFL rocket engine test foc¡lity or qs o test stand
mechanic is not ossociated with ø statisticolly significant increose in concer mortality overall or for
ony specific cdncer. A slight non-significant increase in leukemia (excluding CLL) wos seen among
rodiøtion workers, although o similor non-significont increose in CLL (ø molignancy not ossociated
with rad¡ot¡on) was also observed. A slight non-significant increase in kidney cancer and o slight
non-significant deuease in bladder cancer was also seen omong radiotion workers. Additional
follow-up would be needed to clarify the inconsistent finding with regard to radiation and kidney
concer (a cancer not generally found increased in radiation exposed populations) as well as the non-
significant association observed for kidney cancer ond potentiøl TCE exposure. Additionalfollow-up
might also clørify the non-significant elevoted risk of lung cancer omong workers potentially
exposed to hydrazines when compored with the general populotion. "

ln summary, the lEl study when compared with the UCLA studies, covered more workers over a longer
period of time and estimated radiation doses from biokinetic models for 16 organs or tissues and
combined external and internal dose measurements in their analyses of specific cancers. They also
included radiation doses received before and after employment at Rocketdyne; using other databases,
and to estimate radiation effects, they compared radiation-monitored workers with unmonitored
workers assumed to be unexposed. While the less rigorous UCLA studies showed some possible health
effects from worker chemical and radiation exposures, the lEl studies showed none, with the exceptions
of cancer of the kidney (SMR 2,22) which was based on only 7 deaths. The importance of these findings
is that the lack of statistically significant health effects among workers would translate to essentially no
health effects among the off-site population who would have received much lower exposures, if they
were exposed at all by releases from the site. This is consistent with the findings presented for the off-
site cancer studies discussed in the f¡rst section, above.
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3. Pathway Studies

ln 1999, in response to a pet¡tion request, the Agency for Toxic Substances and Disease Registry (ATSDR)

of the U. S. Center for Disease Control (CDC) performed a comprehensive study and released its "Draft
Preliminary Site Evaluation Santa Susana Field Laboratory (SSFL)." IATSDR, 1999ì The Executive
Summary states:

"Process operations and octivities ot the Sonta Susonq site have resulted in the releose of chemicols
and radionuclÌdes to the environment. The release of høzordous substances does not necessarily
result in horm to humons. There must be human contqct with these substances ot levels of health
concern before there is o potentiol for exposure-related heolth effects. Human contoct of hozardous
substances may occur through the air, soil, woter, or food chain. ATSDR has evoluoted these
pøthways relotive to chemical ond radioactive releases from the Santa Susano Field Laboratory.

'This is a preliminary evoluqtion of the potential exposure pothways and ossocioted health studies
which ATSDR has reviewed for the Santa Susana site. Eosed on currently avoilable data:
. The prelimínary results of the exposure pathway onalyses for air, ground water ond surface

woter, ond soil ond sediment ¡nd¡cote that ¡t is unlíkely that people living in communities neor
the site have been exposed to substances from the s¡te at levels that would have resulted in
ødverse health effects.

o Although chemicals and radionuclides were released from the site, the likelihood of those
releases resulting in human exposure is limited by a number of factors, including;
7)the d¡stance from the release sources to the oÍfs¡te residential areas thot results in rapid
dispersion and degrodation of oxidants and solvents in air;
2)the predominant wind potterns that normally blow øway from the nearest residential oreos;
3) other meteorological conditions at the site such as the otmospheric mixing height; and
4) drowdowns in ground woter levels that reduce the rates of contominont migrotion.

Considering these factors, it is unlikely thdt res¡dents living near the s¡te are, or were exposed to
SSFL-related chemicals ond rodionuclides ot levels that would result in odverse humon health effects.
Changes ¡n s¡te operdtions, such as reduced frequency of rocket engine test¡ng, d¡scont¡nuotion oÍ
trichloroethylene use, and shut down of nuclear operations make it unlikely that future exposures to
the offsite community will occur.
c A more in-depth evaluation of exposure pathways that addresses past, current, and future

exposure to chemicols ond radionuclides from the 55Ft should be conducted to improve the
assessment of potentiol offsite exposures ønd public health implications ossocioted with this site.
Such an dssessment must be fac¡l¡tated through community outreach and participation and must
include health education activities. We further recommend thot thís assessment address the

fol low i ng re late d rssues:
e More in-depth evaluation of airborne chemical releases from SSFL operotions, including air

dispersion modeling of past accidents ond disposol øctivities, and compilation and use of a
consistent, site-specific meteorological data set to ¡mprove the assessment of past exposures to
these substances.
o Development of a regional hydrogeologicalflow model and odditional mon¡toring at down-

gradient springs or seeps in SimiValley and Santa Susana Knolls to evaluate the potential for
deep fracture flow ond potentiol future exposure. Also, even though it may not be related to
SSFL, additional source characterization of the perchlorate detection in SimiValley should be
conducted.

o Additional radiological characterizdt¡on of Ared lV with more sens¡tive instumentation and
appropriote grid spacing to assure a lower detection limit.
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A re-analysis of the cancer registry data including additional yeors of newly available cancer data
and updated demogrophic informotion should be conducted to see if the apparent increøse in
the incidence rates of blodder and lung cancers persist. A more in-depth evaluation of cancer
data should be conducted that addresses environmental exposures from the SSFL, possible

confounding exposures from other nearby contominant release sources, ond residential
histories."

ln 2006, February 2,2006 - UCLA's Center for Environmental Risk Reduction released the final report
entitled, "The Potential for Offsite Exposures Associated with Santa Susana Field Laboratory, Ventura
County, California." fUCLA, 2006ì This report, led by Professor Yoram Cohen, was funded by ATSDR with
the intent of providing more in-depth evaluations in accord with the ATSDR 1999 recommendations, The

study's pathway conclusions were:

"Migration pathways from SSFLto offsite areos include (but connot be limited to):
o SurÍace water runoff (controlled and naturol) to the north, south and east.
o Groundwater m¡gration to the northeast ond northwest.
o Air dispersion ond deposition.
. ln generol, the conÛibution of soil to offsite exposure was found to be low compored to that

of other pøthways.

"Post commun¡ty exposures of concern include (but cannot be limited to):
o Potentiol chronic exposures to TCE and hydrazine resulting from emissions ossociated with

rocket engine testing ønd open-pit burning between 7953 and early 7980s. Potential residential
receptor locotions of inhalation exposure include West Hills, Bell Canyon, Dayton Canyon,
Simi Valley, Canoga Park, Chatsworth, Woodland Hills, and Hidden Hills.

o Chronic exposure to TCE and assocíoted degrodotion products in groundwater from 7953 to the
late 7970s via use of prívate wells east ond north of SSFL. Potential receptors include
residents using privote wells and residents who hobitually ingested drea-grown crops or
livestock.

"There is potential for chronic exposure, in areos within *7-2 miles of SSFL, which include, but øre
not lim¡ted to:
c TCE, vinyl chloride, ond 7, 7-DCE in the northeast quadront olf site of SSFL through use of

pr¡vate groundwater wells or from hobituol home-grown crop ingestion,
o Arsenic (source unknown) via habitual home-grown crop ingestion in Bell Conyon, Erondeis-

Bardin, and potentially all oreas north and east of SSFL, including Simi Valley, Doyton Canyon,
and West Hílls.

o Leod (source unknown) via incidental soil ingestion/inhalation or from hobitual home- grown
crop ingestion in Bell Canyon and potentially areas east of the focility; as well os extended use

of private water wells or habitual home-grown crop ingestion,

"Removol of the large amount of TCE thot ¡s estimated to reside in the soil subsurface and
groundwater dt SSFL is beyond the capabilities of current remediotion technologies. Therefore,
there is potential for long-term exposure to TCE if contominated groundwater if it comes in contoct
with humon and ecological receptors and also due to volatilization from the soil subsurface.

"Arees of exposure concern (AEC) include...the upper northeast (offsite) quadrant and Bell Conyon,
West Hills, and Dayton, Woolsey, Meier, Runkle, and Block Cenyons,"
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Late in 2006, The Boeing Company provided detailed comments to Professor Cohen on the UCLA report,
IBoeins, 20061 The Boeing general comments included the following:

"'.Boeing høs a number of generøl concerns qnd comments regarding the overoll opproach taken
in preparing the report, which is set Íorth below. Taken as a whole, these concerns seriously
question the validity of the report's conclusions...

"First, Boeing has numerous concerns related to the methodology and use of data in the report.
The report includes many worst-cose assumptions and conservative toxicity foctors,which result in
overly inflated dose ratios. Multiple conservative ossumpt¡ons,when compounded,result not in o
worst-cqse scenario but one thot is highly improbable, if not impossible, and which does not
represent potent¡al risk for any single individuol or group of individuals. Such overly inflated dose

ratios may couse the reoder to incorrectly conclude that the SSFI poses an unacceptobly high risk,
when in reølity the øctuol risk is much lower and in many coses may be ot or near zero. Thus,the
result is d study thot w¡ll be prone to m¡sinterpretation and constitute a disservice to the reader.

"Second, the report fails to acknowledge numerous conclusions that state and federol agencies
have made concerning SSFL and the surrounding communities...The UCLA report utilized
essent¡olly the same environmentol data base used by the ATSDR study, yet it reached very
different conclusions without exploining the basis for such o departure.

'1hird, the report bases ítsonalysis onthe maximum volues of osmall number of environmental
positive detects for soil ond water ond ignores the totality of the environmental database thot is
comprised of mostly non-detects, thereby providing inaccurate and misleading portrayols of
potent¡al exposure issues. For example, Figure 4-3 of the report presents a mop of morgenstern
contaminants detected obove heolth-based standards. The map shows the concentation of
carbon tetrachloride ot nine times the California Maximum Concentration Level. However, this
representation is misleading because it fails to indicate that of the 895 offsite onolyses conducted

for this chemical, there were only 2 off-site detections. ldentifying two detections, while failing to
ment¡on 893 non-detections, is not a fair and occurate portrayal of the groundwater dato. The use
of maximum detects to colculate dose ratios is a poor surrogote for estimating community
exposures using the entire body of relevant doto.

"Fourth, the report also ignores uucial facts concerning the question of post exposures. For
example, the study suggests that histor¡cal exposure to TCE emissions from rocket engine
testing/degreasing is q potential concern for mony lifelong residents living in eleven "receptor
locqles." Modeling results show thatTCE concentrøtions rapidly decllne with distance from the
site (to approximatety 2 pg/m3 dt just 1 mite). Approximately 89% of TCE emissions from rocket
engine testing/degreasing occurred before 1967. Before 7967, less than twenty residents resided
in the census troct encompossing most of the 7- mile area surrounding SSFL. Yet,the study
inexplicably lists elevated dose ratios at eleven "receptor locoles," some of which are locoted 5 to
70 miles from SSFL. The report qlso incorrectly uses the lorge exhaust rates for large LoX-kerosene
engines to estimate emissions from the much smaller hydrozine engines. This hos resulted in an
over-estimate of hydrozine emissions by at leost 700-fold.

"Fifth, the report ignores the fact thot background levels of some chemicols and radionuclides are

found in all soils. The report fails to subÛact background from off-site meqsurements prior to
comparing to health based standards. Consequently, off-site meosurements of background
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chemicals and radionuclides are incorrectly identified as contamination from SSFL.

"Sixth, the report does not adequately establish exposure pathways. Tronsport of specifíc
contaminants should be troced from an identífied SSFL source, through on oir or water transport
medium to o receptor (local resident). Specific effects on the food chain, if ony, should be
identified. Exposure modes should be established (e.5. inhalotíon, ingestion, dermol contoct, etc.).
Temporal changes in populated areqs should be assessed, Finally,the likelihood of occurrence of
the postulated exposure pathwoys needs to be quontified. Only, then con o reqlistic risk
ossessment be performed,

"Seventh, the report repeatedly claims that øssessing health risk impacts wds not possible and
beyond the scope of the study, Yet the report presents dose ratios based on overly conservotive
estimotes of exposures, and then drows conclusions about public health significance.

"Extensive environmental investigations hove been ongoing for mony years with reguløtory
qgency review and approval. Until this report, the dato hove shown thot neighboring communities
hove not been odversely impacted by SSFLoperat¡ons. We have an extensíve network of
groundwater wells both on and offsite and høve been monitoring these wells for 20 years. Eased

on our test¡ng of known domestic wells in the vicinity of SSFL, we believe offsite receptors ore not
being exposed to contøminonts in drinking water resulting from SSFL operations. Groundwater
qualíty monitoring data show a few sporadic detections, all of which are either below health-
based primory drinking water stondards, ore ottributed to well owner activity, ore noturolly
occurring, or øre inconclusive os to source of contominønt."

Boeing provides over 50 pages of specific comments. One very important comment addresses the fact
that the study ignored plume rise in evaluating air pathways, ln Appendix I of the UCLA report, it is
stated that sources modeled as point sources used the following parameters:

o "Stack Height:0 m
o Stack Temperature:273 K

o Stack diameter: 1 m
o Stack exit velocity: O mf s"

Boeing correctly states
"The parameters used do not correctly represent the type of emissions release. Using o stack
temperature of 273K (32'F) is too low. Rocket engine testing is a turbulent activity and will cause a
plume of pollutants. Depending on the size of the rocket, this plume can reach several hundred feet
into the oir resulting in significantly more dispersion in the atmosphere thon modeled in the report.
The exhoust from the engine is olso at a significantly higher temperoture thon 273K. The higher
exhoust temperoture will olso result in more dispersion in the otmosphere."

Boeing also notes "Stripping towers use on aeration technique. Thís also results in emissions being
releosed with some verticol velocity resulting in more dispersion in the atmosphere."

Other documents have noted the presence of temperature inversions as a frequent weather pattern in

the vicinity of SSFL. During inversions, with any SSFL airborne emissions being above the inversion, there
would be no way for any contaminants to reach the valley floor and the human receptors.

There are numerous factual errors in the UCLA report, such as stating that the cobalt-60 half-life is 5.3
days ratherthan the correct 5.3 years. lt is a long-lived radionuclide, not short-lived. The lack of rigor in
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the study and the documentation is particularly troublesome because of the very alarming conclusions
reached by UCLA. lt should be noted that Professor Cohen never responded to the comments or
corrected his document.

Also in 2006, Dr. Alan Warren, Program Director, Environmental Health Science, University of South
Carolina Beaufort, was retained by The Boeing Company to comment on the above UCLA study. His
comments, which are taken as direct quotations, provide a thorough and thoughtfulassessment.
[Warren.2006l

'...First, I wish to acknowledge the study's authors who expended considerable effort to conduct
"A more in-depth evaluation of exposure pothwoys...," os recommended in ATSDR's Draft
Preliminary Site Evoluation releosed in 7999. ATSDR's evaluation foiled to identify a public health
hazard to the commun¡ties surrounding SSFL and stated thot exposures vio all pathways (i.e.,
oir, water ond soil) were likely of insufficient magnitude to result in adverse human health effects.
It further ¡nd¡cated future exposures of ony health consequence were unlikely. The following
statements were excerpted from the ATSDR evaluation:

"Air Pothwav: Bøsed on the distance from the onsite releose sources to offsite residential areas,
the predomindnt w¡nd directions, the meteorological conditions øt the site, ond the rapid
dispersion ond degradøtion of oxidonts in air, it is unlikely that offsite residents have been, or
currently are being exposed to chemicals ond radionuclides at concentrations that would result in
odverse human health effects.

"Ground ond Surface Water Pathwav: Based on our preliminary review of the øvøilable data,
there is no indication thot residents living near the SSFL have been exposed, or qre currently
being exposed to chemícals or rodionuclides in ground water or surface water at levels that would
result in ødverse human heqlth effects, Bosed on the discontinuation of TCE use and the
effectiveness of the ground woter treatment system, it is unlikely thot future exposure to
chemicols or radionuclides will occur.

"Soil and Sediment Pathwav: Based on our preliminary review of the availoble døta, ATSDR has
no indication that persons in the community surrounding the SSFL have been, or are currently
being exposed to chemicals or radionuclides in soil or sediment from the SSFI øt levels thot
would resutt in odverse human heolth effects,

"Conclusions: ln this preliminary evaluation of availoble doto ond information, ATSDR has not
identified an apparent public health hazard to the surrounding communities because people
have not been, ond are currently not being exposed to chemicals and radionuclides from the site
at levels that are likely to result in ødverse health effects.

"Changes in site operations, such os reduced frequency of rocket engine testing, discontinuation
of trichloroethylene use, and shut down of nuclear operations møke it unlikely that future
exposures to the offsite community will occur.

"Becduse the conduct of the present study was a recommendation of ATSDR's evaluation, it is
noteworthy that ¡t leaves the reader with quite the opposite impression - that completed
exposure pathwøys exist for numerous chemical ond radiological contaminants found offsite in
sufficient concentrations to pose an unacceptable heolth risk. Regardless of the study's ¡ntent,
this ís the messoge it conveys. Unfortunately, no effort is made in the present study to reconcile
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it with that published by ATSDR just 6 yeørs eorlier. This rqises on obvious question - what data
have been collected or modeled to invalidate the obove excerpted statements møde by a
government ogency that consistently applies the precautionary principle ond whose self-
described mission is to "'.serve the public by using the best science, toking responsive public
heølth octions, and províding trusted heolth ínformotion to prevent harmful exposures ond
diseases related to toxic substances"? ln this regard, it is noteworthy that the overwhelming
mojority of monitoring dotø compiled ond evoluated in the present study was collected pr¡or to
1999 and wos thus availøble to ATSDR when formulating ¡ts conclusions, Seemingly, the authors of
the present study would be obliged to discuss their study in the context of that of ATSDR,

especially considering that it was conducted in response to recommendations made in ATSDR's
preliminary evoluqtion and is an ATSDR-funded initiative.

"Due to insufficient dota, neither ATSDR's evøluotion nor the present study conducted
quantitative, site-specific exposure and risk ossessments for offsite receptors. ln the case of the
present study, however, the absence of data does not justify giving credence to an orray of
potential exposure scenarios regardless of their probability of occurrence, or in the event they
did occur, how insignificant the added heolth risks might be. ln fact, the study does so despite
whot amounts to a lack of empirical evidence for any fully completed exposure pathwoy for øny
of the numerous "chemicals of concern." Nonetheless, dose rotios (DRs) were colculated ¡n
whot can only be described as o screening-level risk assessment apt to mislead those not
technically astute enough to differentiote hypothet¡cal from reol risk or recognize the study
represents the opplication of the precautionary principle run omuck. lndeed, much of the problem
stems from the numerous worst-cose assumptions freely integrated into dosage calculations
thot when examined relotive to ¡nherently conservative tox¡c¡ty factors, result in grossly
inflated DRs. Such DRs create the false impression that a particular exposure scenario moy pose on
unocceptøbly high risk, when in reality, the octuol risk is much lower ond in many cases at or
near zero. ln other words, multiple conservat¡ve assumptions, when compounded, result not in o
worst-case scenario but one thot is highly improbøble, if not impossible, ond pertains to no single
individual or group of individuals. Therefore, the implementat¡on of a worst-case strategy has
resulted in o study that con be likened to "throwing stuff at o wall to see what sticks," rother
thon an dttempt to determine those exposure pathways that are complete and the reol risk, if
any, ossocioted wíth them. We are thus left with a study prone to misinterpretotion that wíll be
cited in support of the argument that chemicols ond/or radionuclides emonot¡ng from SSFL are a
plausible explanotion for every pqst, present ond future ìllness and untimely death of
unknown etiology.

"The present study makes no attempt to h¡de ¡ts extreme conservotism, though in this cose
admitting to the problem is not the first step in its solution. Whot is done is done and the best
approach now is to minimize the potential for the repoft to misrepresent the risk posed by SSFL

before its finolizøtion. To this end, an additional sect¡on should be drafted and added to Chapter
8.0 that fully discusses the conservatism thøt pervodes the study ønd the implications that
compounded conservatism hqs on the relevance of the report Íor any one individuol or group of
individuals. The study should also consider the possibility that overly infloted DRs are an ill-
conceived means of providing ø relotive ronking of potentiøl doses for vorious receptor locations
of concern. ln this regard, ¡t ¡s importont that the study acknowledge the likelihood of heolth
effects occurring with o DR greoter thqn one depends in lorge pqrt on the morgin of safety
inherent in the toxicity constant used in ¡ts derivation. This necessitotes that great core be

tøken in ranking or priorit¡z¡ng bosed on DR comparisons since differences mdy stem from
varying degrees of certainty with wh¡ch a tox¡c¡ty constant can be accurately derived rather than
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any real difference in the inherent tox¡c¡ty of the chemicols being compared. This is one reøson
why one can not necessarily equate the extent to which a DR exceeds one with the level of risk
the chemical might pose. This po¡nt ¡s particularly relevant gíven that DRs were derived with an
upper-bound os high as 27,000 (i.e., inhalation route for TCE in groundwatef, a DR which might
be alarming less one reolizes the unlikelihood of the exposure scenario and the many
unvalidoted assumptions on which it is based. Such problems can be avoided in the future if
similor studies are treated less like ocodemic exercises and more as o meons of alloying the fears
of those least likely to incur unusuolly high risks ønd focusing concern on those who warrant it,

"With these goals in mind, the study should hove attempted to chøracterÌze the full distríbution of
exposure levels in the population øs accurøtely os possible, rather than defaulting to the worst
case. Doing so would admíttedly hove been more difficult, but olso more informative. For
example, the study suggests that historical exposure to TCE emissions from rocket engíne
testing/degreasing is a potentiol concern for mony lifelong residents lìving in eleven "receptor
locdles." However, 89% of TCE emissions from rocket engine testing/degreasing occurred pre-
7967 at o time when less than twenty residents resided in the census tract encompassing most
of the 7 mile orea surrounding SSFL. Gíven the prec¡p¡tous decline in modeled TCE oir
concentrotions with increasing distance from SSFL (concentrations were - Z pg/m3 just 7 mile
from the site), chronic exposure to TCE emissions would not theoreticølly result in even one
excess cancer based on population estimates ond Californio's TCE inhalation unit risk factor of
2E-6 (pg/m3)'1. Nonetheless, the study tists an averoge DR associoted with TCE emissions from
rocket engine testing/degreosing of 308 (range: 30 to 1942)for the eleven "receptor locoles," some
of which are located 5 to 70 miles from 55F1. As such, the study is likely to be unnecessarily
alarmist to residents of those "receptor locales" for which a worst-cose scenario suggests
elevated risks. Another example of the study's bent to portroying exposure issues in a bad light is
found in Figure 4-3, which presents q mc,p of groundwater contom¡nonts detected above health-
based standards. The map reports that the concentrot¡on of carbon tetrachloride was nine times
the Californio MCL, but foils to indicate thot of the 895 offsite analyses conducted for the
chemical, there were only 2 offsite detections (see Table 7 of ATSDR's 1999 evaluation).

"ln øddition to the suggest¡on that a sectíon devoted solely to the study's conservatism be
ødded, it would be helpful if the theoretical risks inferred by numerous DRs well in excess of one
were discussed in a broader context using ø compørotive risk analysis approach whenever
possible. For example, a slide wos presented at o February 2006 SSFL Workgroup Meeting
showing annuol average SSFL emissions (1955-2000) relotive to those of Los Angeles and Venturo
counties in 1990-1993. The slide indicated thatwith the exception of hydrazine, s5Fl wos
responsible for a miniscule fraction of the hozardous air pollutants emitted (< 5% in the case of
TCE). Therefore, ony association between air emissions from SSFL and disease rates would be
confounded by other sources impocting the "receptor locoles" surrounding the site. Such
information would suggest that SSFL emissions ore at best, a minimal contributor to one's
overall risk, thereby allowing the study's results to be placed into proper perspective. Th¡s is
important given the pending release of a report IMorqenstern. H.. et.al., 20071 on cqncer
incidence surrounding SSFL. Given ¡ts worst-case approach, the present study is incapable ol
providing realistic exposure dota to explain differences in cancer incidence rates. The obsence of
such data explains the epidemiological study's reliance on residential distance from SSFL as a
surrogate measure of exposure. The use of such a surrogate will result in almost certain exposure
misclassificøtion thot cøn lead to a substantial overestimation or underestimation of the
associationof theexposurewiththecancersunderstudy.Assuch, it is alone sufficient to cast
doubt upon the study as a reliøble indicator as to whether SSFL has posed ø cancer risk to
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nearby residents. lf the Februøry 2006 presentøtion on concer incidence neor SSFL is indicative of
the soon-to-be-released epidemiological study, findings suggest historical exposures from SSFL

have not posed o considerable concer risk. Bosed on the February presentdt¡on, very few of the
i6 risk rotios (RRs) graphically presented appeared significantly elevoted. Furthermore, only three
of the 36 reported RRs were in excess of two ønd all three occurred among Hispanics, very few of
whom lived near SSFL when emissions were at their highest, Thus, it appears os though the results
of the soon-to-be-releosed epidemiological study will be largely consistent with the conclusions
of ATSDR's preliminary evaluation and fail to support the level of concern for past exposures
conveyed by the present study."

Also in 2006, the Groundwater Advisory Panel (Panel) provided the following comments based on a
preliminary review of the UCLA Pathway Report, primarily Chapter 7 entitled "TCE Contamination."
[Groundwater Advisorv Panel, 2006ì The report describes in Section 7.2 "A Simplified Conceptual Model
of TCE Distr¡but¡on in SSFL Groundwater." There are both conceptuaI and factual errors in this section
which result in erroneous inferences and conclusions,

1 ) uCl.A: 'This meøns that the inlÍltroting TCE penetrøted to depths below the water tabte dnd
contlnued to slnk untll the reslstønces posed by frlction agoinst the fracture walls and
buoyøncy forces halted its progress",
Panel: " Friction is force that octs only when there is motion. lt offects the røte of DNAPL motion,
but has no influence on when DNAPL ceoses to move. Buoyoncy is a driving force always acting to
promote downword migration; it can never oct to holt the progress of downward migration ol
DNAPL. Downword mot¡on of DNAPL ceoses only when oll driving forces qre balonced."

2) UCla; "At SSFL, where fractured flow domlnøtes, DNAPL dtssolutton ts expeaed þ be slow ond
most ol the DNAPLthat reaches groundwater may stíll be hørbored ln froctures".
Panel: "Thousands of measurements of TCE mass present in cores provide overwhelming
evidence that no significant DNAPL is now present in the SSFL groundwater. The conclusions
drown from these dato are supported by widely accepted colculations of the time required for
DNAPL in froctures to dissolve into contiguous woters."

3) UCI-Az'Thus, the MW model's estlmotes ol dtlfustve penetratlon lnto sandstone ore much
hìgher thon would be suggested by the tedm's estlmate of the dlffuslon coefficient of TCE",

Panel: "Ihis statement in Section 7,3.7 summarizes on inference mode at several places that
Boeing and its consultonts have overestimoted the efîect of diffusive moss transfer of TCE into
the sondstone motrix because sorption may be greater thon used by Boeing. However, it is a well
known fact that sorption, as characterized by the retordation factor, actually increoses the rate of
mass trønsfer from the fracture to the mdtr¡x, instead of decreasíng it as claimed in the subject
report. The reasoning and mathematicdl support for this fact ore described ¡n detd¡l in Chopter
72, "Dense Chlorinoted Solvents and Other DNAPLS in Groundwater, Pankow ond Cherry, editors.
This chapter references ond summarizes several papers that ore relevant to this issue. Also, it is
shown in this chapter thot the dependence of mass tronsfer from frocture to matrix upon
tortuosity is not nearly os strong as implied by the authors. ln fact, if one uses the values for
retordation and tortuosity presented in Section 7.j.7, ¡t is concluded thot more TCE has
transferred to the matrix than is colculøted using typical parometers for SSFL."

Conclusions
From the epidemiological studies of cancer incidence in the vicinity of the Santa Susana Field Laboratory
(SSFL) using cancer registry data, it is clear that there is no evidence of elevated off-site cancer rates
resulting from operations at SSFL. The most pessimistic results, cited by Dr, Morgenstern, are within the
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range of expected stat¡stical variation and he has acknowledged the methodological limitations of his
study.

Dr. Morgenstern also led two health studies of Rocketdyne workers. The first study identified an
increased risk of dying from cancers of the blood and lymph system (such as leukemia and lymphoma),
lung cancer, and upper aero-digestive tract cancers (mouth, throat, esophagus and stomach). The
second study reported the observed positive association between presumptive exposures to hydrazine
and the rates of dying from cancers of the lung.

The Agency for Toxic Substances and Disease Registry (ATSDR) of the U, S. Center for Disease Control
(CDC) reviewed the above UCLA worker health studies and concluded that the studies were well
designed and the data analysis was rigorous, but that the studies had some weaknesses. These included
high uncertainty in internal radiation doses, and lack of knowledge of exposures received before
employment at SSFL. Although the study attempted to control for the effect of other chemical
exposures (i.e., hydrazine and asbestos), misclassification of the chemicalexposures is highly likely, The
use of the upper aerodigestive tract cancers group is somewhat unusual, although it is meant to take
consideration the properties of internally deposited radionuclides. Another problem of the study is the
small number of cancer deaths, part¡cularly in the high dose group (e.g., >200 mSv). Most of these
limitations are acknowledged appropriately in the report. Given the limitations, the most cons¡stent and
biologically plausible finding of the study is the hemato-lymphopoietic cancers. The observed positive
relationship between external radiation and lung cancer mortal¡ty has not been reported consistently in
other stud¡es of nuclear workers.

Boeing sponsored a worker health study conducted by the lnternational Epidemiological lnstitute which,
when compared with the UCLA studies, covered many more workers over a longer period of time and
est¡mated radiation doses from biokinetic models for 16 organs or tissues and combined external and
internal dose measurements in their analyses of specific cancers. They also included radiation doses
received before and after employment at Rocketdyne; using other databases, and to estimate radiation
effects, they compared radiation-monitored workers with unmonitored workers assumed to be
unexposed. While the less rigorous UCLA studies showed some possible health effects from worker
chemical and radiation exposures, the lEl studies showed none, with the exceptions of cancer of the
kidney (SMR 2.22) which was based on only 7 deaths.

The 1999 ATSDR pathway study concluded that it is unlikely that people living in communities near the
site have been exposed to substances from the site at levels that would have resulted in adverse health
effects, and although chemicals and radionuclides were released from the site, the likelihood of those
releases resulting in human exposure is limited by a number of factors, including: the distance from the
release sources to the offsite residential areas that results in rapid dispersion and degradation of
oxidants and solvents in air; the predominant wind patterns that normally blow away from the nearest
residential areas; other meteorological conditions at the site such as the atmospheric mixing height; and
drawdown in ground water levels that reduce the rates of contaminant migration. ATSDR stated that
considering these factors, it is unlikely that residents living near the site are, or were exposed to SSFL-

related chemicals and radionuclides at levels that would result in adverse human health effects, Changes
in site operations, such as reduced frequency of rocket engine testing, discontinuation of
trichloroethylene use, and shut down of nuclear operations make it unlikely that future exposures to the
offsite community will occur.

Professor Yoram Cohen of UCLA led a pathway study that used essentially the same data as ATSDR, yet
reached the opposite conclusion that residents in many areas adjacent to SSFL were at substantial risk
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from contamination resulting from SSFL operations. Both Boeing and Dr. Alan Warren provided
extensive comments to Professor Cohen, but despite the acknowledged extreme conservatism of the
assumptions and analyses of his study, he failed to respond to the comments. The comments document
the reasons why Professor Cohen's conclusions lack sufficient technical basis.

It is interesting to note that Dr, Morgenstern and Professor Cohen were both members of the UCLA
Santa Susana Field Laboratory (SSFL) Public Health Initiative and their work was sponsored and directed
by the Santa Susana Advisory Panel, led by Dan Hirsch, and publicized by the SSFL Workgroup, also led
by Dan Hirsch. The publicized conclusions of the UCLA investigators seem to be at variance with those of
allof the other epidemiologists and toxicologists, whether in public or private service. lt is disingenuous
to claim that the UCLA investigators are more credible because they were independent, while the others
were not. Dan Hirsch is an avowed antinuclear activist who has litigated against Boeing, DOE, and DTSC,

and is certainly not independent. The close relationship between Professor Cohen and Dan Hirsch can be
seen from the follow¡ng excerpt from the UCLA Newsroom [UCLA. 20081:

"The Rosenfield Prize recognizes innovqtive colloborations between faculty and regional nonprofits
aimed at addressing criticøl issues affecting the community, This yeor's honorees have focused on
issues involving the environment, health core, teen suicide prevention and theater. Each partnership
will receive a 525,000 oward.

"Yorom Cohen / Commíttee to Bridge the Gap
Cohen, ø professor of chemical and biomoleculor engineering, and the Committee to Bridge the Gap,
o nuclear policy organizotion focused on nuclear safety, wøste disposal, proliferation issues ønd
disarmament, joined to help SimiValley and its surrounding communities dealwith environmental
issues ossociated with the Santo Susono Field Laborotory, o site used until 7959 for the development
of nuclear reactors and currently owned by Boeing. The pørtnership educated the public obout the
adverse environmental and health impacts associated with the release of chemical contominants
ond radionuclides from various operotions at the site and conducted a study thot found that
hazardous chemicols from the site hod reached off-site locat¡ons. This four-year scientific and
community effort contr¡buted to the development ond possoge of a bill, authored by state Sen. Sheila
Kuehl, to ensure the proper cleanup of the site and its designation as a stdte pork when Boeing
vocotes the qreq."

The completely opposite conclusions of the UCLA researchers and the others exactly mirror the
polarization within the community. Both views cannot be correct. lt would be extremely beneficial to
the resolution of the issues relating to purported health effects from SSFL operations, to have a public
workshop where the various authors of these health studies can meet and discuss the reports and the
comments and see if there is a technically sound commonality. The SSFL cleanup discussion needs to
move beyond partisan advocacy into the realm of science-based decision-making.
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From: "Alec Uzemeck" <alecmu@aol.com>
To : " bonnie I @ dsle¡ t_temg-.çem " <þqx n i.e I @d ç le¡_lfq4e.çom>
Cc: "Marcia Rubin" <Marcia.Rubin@dtsc.ca.gov>, "Ronald Ziman"
<rbziman@gmail.com>, "Abe Weitzberg" <aweitzberg@att.net>
Sent: Monday, August 31,2015 ll:28:23 AM
Subject: Re: Request

As I mentioned in several of our previous meetings, Abe Weitzberg communicated with
the ATSDR on his own and developed their interest and commitment to do a SSFL health
study, and although the CAG strongly supports Abe's independent actions, he deserves
the credit for this arrangement. Under the DTSC CAG Handbook (Rules), each member
may act independently but may not representing the CAG. No CAG vote was required or
proposed but the CAG members loudly applaud his actions.
I mentioned Abe's actions in out meeting but it was not noted in the minutes. The CAG
operates under Robert's Rules which state that meeting minutes do not have to record
each and every discussion but must report on every action taken and the ATSDR was not
an CAG action.I announced that DTSC would include the ATSDR in their upcoming
meeting however it is Abe's initiative that brought the ARSDR to our community and to
this meeting.

Elizabeth's resignation email contains her private information and if you want a copy, I
suggest that you communicate with her since I will not release that email.

Alec Uzemeck
alecmu@aol.com

On Aug 3l , 2015, at 9:46 AM, bonniel dslc¿!¡Stng.co4 <bonnie I @dslextreme.co¡n> wrote:

Alec, I am requesting a copy of the letter sent to ATSDR and their response.

A copy of the agenda and minutes where this was voted on and discussed by the
CAG.

A copy of Elizabeth Harris resignation letter.



Parks, Linda

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Robert Dodge < robertfdodge@gmail.com >

Thursday, September 03, 2015 11:19 PM

Parks, Linda; Wing, Damon
Santa Susana Field Lab cleanup - followup

Dear Supervisor Parks and Damon, I want to thank you for taking the time out of your schedules to speak with
me on the impofant public health cleanup threat at the Santa Susana Field Lab. This lastest effort to delay and
obfiscate the legally mandated cleanup to background only serves to continue the exposure risk to the
surrounding community. The science is clear and the risks are clear. It is now time to move forward with the
cleanup work.

The bogus "citizens petitition" by a former engineering employee of the lab who has openly spoken out against
the cleanup effort must be called out.

ATSDR is looking for a way to justify and make credible their latest efforts. They would love nothing more
than to offer the appearances of a "partnership" with Ventura County officials. We can not allow this to happen
It would be great if you felt inclined to write a letter to ATSDR and DTSC to "stand down" and move forward
with the cleanup process asap.

We have letters from the leadership of psn-lR, PSR national, the authors of the ATSDR-funded studies, rhe co-chairs of the
independent epidemiological panel, and community groups that will all be sending letters, plus we have had discussions with Boxer's top stafi
about her weighing in.

I am happy to provide any additional details or information that you might need. I would also be happy to help draft a letter for your staff if
that would be useful.

Thank you again for you concern and good work.

Sincerely,

Robe¡t Dodge, M.D.

P.S. I remind you that I will have a piece on this situation in this Sunday's Star, RD
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lifitt CORE Advocacy for Nuclear & Aerospace Workers
T. 818,835.1431 I F.818.337.0346 speak@coreadvocacy.org 20309 Leadwell Street. Winnetka CA 9130ó

Sylvia Mathews Burwell
Secretary of Health and Human Services
The U.S. Department of Health and Human Services
200 lndependence Avenue, S.W.

Washington , D.C.20201

Tom Frieden, MD, MPH

Director, Centers for Disease Control and Prevention
Administrator, Agency for Toxic Substances and Disease Registry
1ó00 Clifton Road

Atlanta, GA 30329-4027 USA

Pat Breysse, PhD

Director, National Centerfor Environmental Health and
Agenry for Toxic Substances and Disease Registry
4770Buford Hwy, NE

Atlanta, GA 30341-3717 September 8, 2015

Re: Recent "Citizen's Petition" for ATSDR Review of Santa Susana Field Laboratory

Dear Secretary Burwell and Directors Frieden and Breysse:

CORE Advocacy for Nuclear & Aerospace Workers was recently made aware that the Agency for Toxic
Substances and Disease Registry (ATSDR) has approved a "Citizen's Petition" to reevaluate past
epidemiological worker health studies related to toxic chemicals and radioactive substances used at
Santa Susana Field Laboratory (SSFL), a former nuclear and rocket engine research facility. lt should be
stated that the term, "Citizen's Petition" refers to a single letter of dubious origins, drafted by a single
individual. The letter is neither a'petition'by standard definition, nor is it representative of the
community at large.

As advocates for former SSFL personnel under the Energy Employee Occupational lllness
Compensation Program (EEOICPA or, "the Act"), we are deeply troubled by ATSDR's decision to
"critique" existinçt. peer-reviewed epidemiological worker-health studies previously conducted by
qualified, revered. and independent researchers. ATSDR's action is an affront to hundreds-of-thousands
of sick workers across the nation's nuclear complex, many of whom served the United States nuclear
and space programs at SSFL.

EEOICPA is a federal allocation program enacled by Congress at approximately 300 Department of
Energy (DOE) facilities nationwide. lts purpose is to compensate employees whose occupational
exposures to radiation and toxic chemicals resulted in cancer and other illnesses. Based on SSFLs

involvement in Cold War-era DOE projeas and the known health hazards presented to workers
exposed to toxic chemicals and radiation in the performance of job duties, Area lV of SSFL has been



determined a DOEfacility under 42 U.S.C.5 73841(12), and included in EEOICPA. SSFLAreas l, ll & lll
fulfill legislative criteria under the Acr, and await induction to EEOICPA in accordance with
documented site history.

CORE Advocacy has extensively researched SSFL site history and regularly presents to the Presidential

Advisory Board on Radiation & Worker Health (ABRWH) on topics related to DOE and its predecessor
agencies' operational history and proprietary interests in Areas l-lV of SSFL, and the implementation of
EEOICPA for SSFL personnel. Our research relies upon thorough review of worker records and
historical facility documents authored by DOE and its predecessor agencies; the National Aeronautics
and Space Administration (NASA); the Department of Defense (DOD); site contractors (North

American Aviation's Atomics lnternational & Rocketdyne Divisions, Rockwell lnternational, Energy

Systems Group, Energy Technology Engineering Center, and The Boeing Company); in addition to
state and federal regulatory agencies such as the California Department of Toxic Substances Control
(DTSC) and the Federal Environmental Protection Agency (EPA). ln addition, we belong to a nationwide
network of nuclear worker advocates, the Alliance of Nuclear Worker Advocacy Groups (ANWAG), and
are part of the Division of Energy Employee Occupational lllness Compensation lnterim Advisory
Board (DIAB), which reports to the President, Congress, and the media on certain issues related to
EEOICPAs implementation.

It has been determined that throughout SSFL's operational history, the toxic chemicals and radioactive
substances used at the site are consistent with those used at approximately 300 DOE facilities across
the nuclear complex. to which causal links to cancer and other illnesses have been firmly established in

numerous peer-reviewed epidemiological studies. CORE Advocacy firmly opposes the allocation of
federal funds to "reinterpret" reputable, established, peer-reviewed scientific studies that have not only
been accepted by the global scientific community, but which have consistently identified significant
health risks associated with exposure.

It has been established that regulatory standards governing the use and disposal of toxic chemicals
and radioactive substances used at SSFL were relaxed; a result of the political climate of the era, SSFUs

"experimental" classification, and the need for unfettered research involving radionuclides and toxic
chemicals commonly used across the nuclear complex. Worker exposures have been documented;
subsequent illness of employees has been acknowledged by Congress under EEOICPA;
environmental damage has been determined by both state and federal regulatory agencies. ln

addition, while the growth of surrounding communities has effectively closed the gap between facility
property lines and residential areas, state and federal regulatory agencies have further determined that
contaminant migration across facility property lines has occurred as a matter of course, However. these
facts provide no explanation for ATSDR's intent to "restate conclusions" of existing, peer-reviewed,
epidemiological studies geared to identify risks to SSFL workers, which are consistent with
documented worker exposure risks identified at nearly 300 other DOE facilities across the nation.

It is unlikely that ATSDR is prepared to conduct the degree of investigation required to provide a

reliable determination of specific pathways, or to evaluate proposed remedial options, ATSDR currently
lacks the capability to provide comprehensive radiological surveys and, to date, no such survey of
Areas l, ll or lll (approximately 2,500 acres of SSFL) has been conducted despite documentation of
DOE operation and proprietary interests throughout those areas. Consequently, it is unlikely that
ATSDR could provide the public with comprehensive, complete, reliable or authoritative findings for
the purposes described. Additionally, unless ATSDR is prepared to thoroughly investigate the full



scope of DOE operat¡ons in all areas of the SSFL, and to provide a radiological survey to rule out
potential contamination of Areas l, ll and lll with radioactive constituents, it is likely that'public friendly'
information provided as a result of ATSDR's involvement would be incomplete and lead only to
disinformation among the general public.

The individual requested ATSDR provide communities near SSFL with a perspective of, "the real SSFL

risk," in relation to other sites around the country. lt is unwise for AISDR to accept an invitation to apply
false equivalence to SSFL by comparing it to larger sites (like Hanford, or Rocky Flats) where it is
assumed larger amounts of the same toxic chemicals and radioactive substances used at SSFL were
similarly used and discarded. The existing, peer-reviewed, and highly revered epidemiological studies
provide valuable information about the risk of exposure to the specific toxic chemicals and radioactive
substances used at SSFL and across the nuclear complex. Further, exposure risks are not determined
by the size of a particular facility. To the contrary, for example, an inhaled particle of plutonium poses

equal risk to an exposed individual regardless of where the exposure occurred.

ATSDR's intent to restate conclusions provided in peer-reviewed epidemiological studies on SSFL

workers violates ATSDR's longstanding agreement with elected officials, wherein it has been
understood for 25+ years that studies involving potential health consequences resulting from federal
activities at SSFL are to be performed by objective and independent researchers and scientists, to rule
out conflicting interests. Additionally, ATSDR's reinterpretation of epidemiological data could
compromise accessibility and implementation of existing worker legislation currently in effect at SSFL.

CORE Advocacy strongly opposes ATSDR's acceptance of a "Citizen's Petition" of rather dubious
origins that invites the agency to reinterpret peer-reviewed epidemiological worker health studies;
potentially weakens obligations of Responsible Parties to uphold signed agreements with state
regulatory agencies; potentially lessens the accountability of polluters toward providing a thorough
and responsible environmental cleanup based on full disclosure; possibly disrupts SSFL workers'
access to a federal worker benefits program (EEOICPA), and potentially misleads the public by
downplaying risks associated with toxic chemical and radiation exposure.

Sincerely,

D'Lanie Blaze

CORE Advocacy for Nuclear & Aerospace Workers

cc:

Senator Barbara Boxer
Senator Dianne Feinstein

Congresswoman Julia Brownley
Congressman Brad Sherman

State Senator Fran Pavley

Assemblymember Jacqui lrwin
DTSC Director, Barbara Lee

James W Stephens, Ph.D.

Robert Knowles



September 8,2015

Torn Frieden, MD, MPH
Director, Centers for Disease Control and Prevention
Administrator, Agency for Toxic Substances and Disease Registry
1600 Clifton Road
Atlanta, GA 30329-4027 USA

Pat Breysse, PhD
Director, National Center for Environmental Health and
Agency for Toxic Substances and Disease Registry
4770Buford Hwy, NE
Atlanta, GA3034l-3717

Dear Drs. Frieden and Breysse:

We are co-authors of studies, funded by ATSDR, on potential offsite health impacts from
radioactive and chemical materials at the Santa Susana Field Laboratory (SSFL), near Los
Angeles. We write to express concern about a decision ATSDR made based on a petition it
received and urge that the decision be reconsidered.

Elected officials representing the SSFL area have long worked to avoid the potential conflicts of
interest were the federal government to be involved in evaluating whether government activities
at SSFL harmed public health. For that reason, for a quarter of a century, there has been an
understanding that federal agencies would refrain from involvement in such SSFL studies other
than to provide funding and instead they would be performed by independent entities.

California legislators established an independent SSFL Epiderniological Oversight Panel in the
1990s. The Oversight Panel selected a team from the UCLA School of Public Health to conduct
a study of the site workers. The Department of Energy provided funds for but had no say in the
selection of the researchers or the conduct of their work. One of us (Hal Morgenstern) was the
principal investigator for that study.

The study of the nuclear workers found that being exposed to external forms of radiation at SSFL
was associated with increased risk of dying from cancers of the blood and lymph system, from
lung cancer, and from all cancers combined. Internal radiation exposures were linked with
deaths from cancers of the blood and lymph system and the upper aerodigestive tract (oral cavity,
pharynx, esophagus and stomach). For the rocket workers, significant increases in death rates
from cancers of the lung, blood and lymph system, and bladder and kidney were associated with
the estimated relative exposures,

After the worker study results were released, the SSFL Epidemiological Oversight Panel
recommended independent follow-up studies of the nearby community. Elected officials
requested federal funding for these independent studies, and after performing an initial



evaluation as to whether such studies were feasible, ATSDR contracted with the Eastern
Research Group (ERG) to select research teams to carry out the work, independent of ATSDR.

ERG selected a team at the University of Michigan (led by Morgenstern, who had relocated from
UCLA) to analyze cancer incidence data in the community, to see if incidence rates for cancers
associated with the types of contaminants at SSFL increased with proximity to the site. ERG
selected a second team, based at UCLA's Center for Environmental Risk Reduction, of which
one of us (Yoram Cohen) was the principal investigator, and another of us (Adrienne Katner,
now at the Louisiana State University Health Sciences Center), a co-investigator. That study
examined decades of environmental monitoring data and performed air dispersion modeling and
batch sorption experiments to evaluate potentialmigration of radioactive and toxic materials
offsite and potential levels of exposure.

The studies were comprehensive, multi-year efforts. Under the terms of our contracts, although
funded by ATSDR, our work was to be independent of it. By contract, however, drafts of our
reports were to be provided to ATSDR for review and comment prior to publication or
dissemination.

Dr. Morgenstern's team at the University of Michigan found that the incidence rate was more
than 60/o greater among residents living within 2 miles of SSFL than among residents living
more than 5 miles from SSFL for the following types of cancer: thyroid, upper aerodigestive
tract, bladder, and blood and lymph tissue (leukemias, lymphomas, and multiple myelomas).
The investigators made clear that while the increased cancer incidence the closer one lived to
SSFL was suggestive of a connection and consistent with findings from the worker studies, the
study was not direct evidence that environmental exposures originating at SSFL increased cancer
incidence in the nearby communities. Nonetheless, findings from this epidemiologic study must
be considered together with results from the UCLA environmental study (below), which
documented offsite exposures concentrations that were likely to be higher within two miles of
the site than further away.

Dr. Cohen's team at UCLA identified evidence of offsite contamination for an array of
radioactive and chemically toxic substances from SSFL, including but not limited to cesium-137,
TCE and its association degradation products, hydrazine-byproducts, perchlorate, chromium,
vinyl chloride, beryllium, chloromethane, carbon tetrachloride, and PCBs. The study concluded
that there was a potential for chronic public exposures through air inhalation, well water and crop
ingestion. Estimates of doses based on default occupational and residential exposure assumptions,
and maximum offsite contaminant concentrations, exceeded acceptable lifetime daily doses
(ALADDs) by substantial margins.

The reports, pursuant to our contract, were provided to ATSDR in draft for review and comment,
The study findings were presented in public meetings. The reports were released in final form in
2006 and2007.

The Current Petition to ATSDR

In June of last year, ATSDR received a letter from an individual, which questioned results of
past studies, including ours, and criticized the cleanup agreements entered into by DOE, NASA,
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and DTSC in 2010 as supposedly requiring too much protection of public health, Representations
made in the petition about our research and positions were misleading and disingenuous.

The June letter asked ATSDR to attend a panel discussion with two of us (which we had not
agreed to attend) that the writer wished to convene to discuss the various health studies. In
addition, the petitioner specifically requested that the proposed "public meeting" be structured so
as not to receive public input.

In November, the request was "refined" with additional criticism of the legally binding cleanup
agreements, asking ATSDR to urge that the cleanup agreements be set aside and lesser,
alternative requirements adopted that would allow much of the site contamination to remain in
place. The petition also asked ATSDR to re-review the prior studies. Additionally, it asked that
ATSDR revisit its conclusion from its 1999 preliminary evaluation. (This last request is
puzzling, to say the least, as the requester says he supports the conclusion, as he characterizes it,
and no subsequent evidence with which he agrees is presented to challenge it.)

In March, ATSDR apparently granted the petition, without contacting us, nor, we understand, the
SSFL Epidemiological Oversight Panel or any of the longstanding community groups that have
been concerned about contamination at the site and worked for its full cleanup.

We have been informed that Physicians for Social Responsibility-Los Angeles (PSR-LA)
requested that ATSDR provide a copy of the petition, and that ATSDR refused to reveal the
identity of the requestor or make available the attachments to the petition. This is perplexing for
a public agency. Nonetheless, PSR-LA has obtained elsewhere and provided to us an email from
the "SSFL Community Advisory Group" (CAG) on whose behalf the individual said he was
submitting the petition, which both identifies the individual and disavows the claim that he was
authorized to submit it on their behalf.

ATSDR has described the request it granted as a "citizen's petition" for a community health
assessment. PSR-LA, however, says the petitioner is not a community member concerned about
potential contamination risks but rather a former SSFL official and longtime DOE contractor
who has been working in concert with sorne of the Responsible Parties in efforts to have the
cleanup agreements overturned and cleanup obligations markedly relaxed. His petition, which is
to ask ATSDR to repudiate past studies showing potential harm and weigh in against existing
cleanup agreements that require full remediation, appears questionable at best, given ATSDR's
mission.

We must also inform you that if indeed the petitioner is the individual in question, he has in the
last several years harassed each of us, at times quite aggressively. ATSDR's role should be to
protect researchers who undertake work for it from such harassment, not facilitate it.

We are concerned about what seems to be a potential conflict with the agreements by which we
undertook our research funded by ATSDR, As indicated above, those contracts were written
expressly to guarantee our independence, This was done in order to avoid the appearance of
government conflicts of interest and to win public trust. ATSDR was given the right to review
and comment on our draft reports before their issuance, a period which has long since passed.
Undertaking now the action requested by this individual could cast a shadow over ATSDR's
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credibility and potentially have a chilling effect on other scientists asked to perform futt¡re work
tunded by ATSDR.

In summary, we believe acc€ptance of this petition wouldbe at odds with ATSDR's mission'to
prevent exposurc and adverse human health effects and diminished quality of life associated with
€xposur€s to hazardous substances from waste sites unplanned releases, and other sources of
pollution pres€nt in the environment." This petitioner does not hide his true intention very well,
which is to discredit past research and ¡ela:r current cleanup agreements. ln addition, the
petitioner's conflicts of interest appear questionable. We respectñ¡lly urge ATSDR to reverse its
decision.

Sincerely

Hal Morgenstern, PhD
University of Michigan
halm@umich.edu

Yoram Cohen, PhD
University of California, Los Angeles
yoram@ucla.edu

Adrienne IGtner, PhD
Louisiana State University
akatnl@lsutrsc.edu

cc: Senator Barbara Boxer
Senator Dianne Feinstein
Congresswoman Julia Brownley
Congressman Brad Sherman
State Senator Fra¡r Pavley
Assemblymember Jacqui Inn'in
DTSC Director Barbara Lee
James ttr. Stephens, PhD, ATSDR
Robert Knowles, ATSDR

4



7'he physician and hcalth aduocate aoiceþr a uorldfreefrom nucle¿r tbrcats
¿nd a safe, healthy enuironmcntfor all commanìties.

PS
September 8,2015 Physicians for Social Responsibility

Los Angeles

Sylvia Mathews Burwell
Secretary of Health and Human Services
The U.S. Department of Health and Human Services
200 Independence Avenue, S.W.
Washington, D.C. 20201

Tom Frieden, MD, MPH
Director, Centers for Disease Control and Prevention
Administrator, Agency for Toxic Substances and Disease Registry
1600 Clifton Road
Atlanta, GA 30329-4027 USA

Pat Breysse, PhD
Director, National Center for Environmental Health and
Agency for Toxic Substances and Disease Registry
4770 Buford Hwy, NE
Atlanta, GA3034l-3717

Dear Secretary Burwell and Directors Frieden and Breysse:

Physicians for Social Responsibility-Los Angeles (PSR-LA) has been involved in efforts to clean up
the nuclear and chemical contamination at the Santa Susana Field Laboratory (SSFL) for over 30
years. We write today to express deep alarm over the Agency for Toxic Substances and Disease
Registry's (ATSDR's) recent action to insert itself into the SSFL site in a deeply inappropriate
fashion that can have negative consequences for public health, and to urge you to personally
intervene to reverse the decision.

ATSDR clairns to have acted in response to what it describes as a "citizen's petition," a petition that
asked ATSDR to repudiate past studies paid for by ATSDR and to press for abrogating the legally
binding cleanup agreements entered into by the Department of Energy (DOE), NASA, and the
California Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC). These are illegitimate purposes for
ATSDR, and the petition itself appears illegitimate. It is not from community members concerned
about their health but is in fact from a former official of SSFL who has been working in close
alignment with the Responsible Parties to push for them being freed of most of their cleanup
obligations. It was not authorized by, as claimed in the petition and the ATSDR granting it, the
group named therein. The petition mischaracterizes previous health studies, claims that SSFL poses
no health risks, states that the cleanup agreements are unnecessary and should be breached, and asks
ASTDR to make the same claims.

P SR-LÂ | 617 S. Olivc St, Stc. 200, Los Angclcs, CA 90014 | phonc 213-689 -9170 
| fu 213-689-9199 | cßell info@psr-la.org I www,prr-le,org



ATSDR's acceptance of such a petition would be in violation of its own regulations and mission and
highly inappropriate. It would further violate a25-year understanding with the area's elected officials
that health studies of whether federal activities at SSFL harmed people must be conducted by
researchers who are independent of the federal government, because of the obvious conflict of
interest involved. We ask that ATSDR's decision to now insert itself in the SSFL cleanup be
reconsidered.

SSFL Backsround

SSFL is a former nuclear reactor and rocket testing facility located in the hills between the San
Fernando and Simi valleys in Southern California. One of its nuclear reactors experienced a partial
nuclear meltdown in 1959, and two other reactors experienced accidents with significant amounts of
fuel damage as well. Over 30,000 rocket engine tests took place at SSFL, with numerous toxic spills
and releases occurring over the facility's more than frþ years of operation. These activities left the
site highly polluted with radioactive and chemical contaminants. Contaminants of concern include
radionuclides such as cesium-137, strontium-90, and plutonium-239 and chemicals trichloroethylene,
perchlorate, heavy metals, dioxins, PCBs, and more. Contamination migrates from the site and has
been found in numerous offsite locations. The parties responsible for cleaning up SSFL are DOE,
NASA, and the Boeing Company.

Given concerns about conflict of interest were the federal government involved in assessing whether
or not its own environmental misdeeds caused harm, community members and their elected officials
long insisted that health studies be conducted by researchers independent of the federal government.
In the early 1990s, the SSFL Epidemiological Oversight Panel was established by legislators to
oversee independent studies of the workers. One of the two original co-chairs of the Panel was Dr.
David Michaels, then of CUNY, now Director of OSHA; he co-authored, PSR's study of the conflict-
of-interest problems with federal studies of DOE nuclear sites, Dead Reckoning. Dr. Michaels was
followed as co-chair by Dr. H. Jack Geiger, a founder and past President of PSR, a member of the
Institr¡te of Medicine and the NationalAcaderny of Sciences, and also a Dead Reckoning co-author.

The Epidemiological Oversight Panel chose a team from the UCLA School of Public Health to
perform the SSFL worker studies (Drs, Morgenstern, Ritz, and Froines). The study was funded by
DOE, but DOE had no say in the selection of the researchers or the content of their research. These
studies showed significantly increases in death rates from key cancers were associated with the
workers' radioactive and chemical exposures.

The Oversight Panel then formally recommended the commencement of the next phase: evaluation
of the feasibility of performing community health studies. The understanding had always been to
perform the worker study first, and if harm from site activities were demonstrated for them, to then
attempt to study potential impacts on the offsite population, with the same insistence on
independence.

The state legislators and members of the California Congressionaldelegation then pushed DOE to
fund the Panel to commence the offsite studies. DOE declined, and so the electeds then pressed HHS
to provide the funding for independent studies of potential health impacts on the nearby communities,
After a meeting with staff of Senator Feinstein and then-Congressman Gallegly in August 1999,
ATSDR agreed to send a team to the area to "determine if a community health study is feasible,"
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according to the legislators' press release at the time.l That preliminary evaluation concluded such
studies were feasible, and ATSDR subsequently agreed to fund an independent contractor, Eastern
Research Group, to select and oversee independent researchers to perform the studies. This was in
keeping with the longstanding agreement all such studies must be performed independently of the
federal government.

Eastern Research Group selected two teams to perform two different studies. One consisted of
researchers from UCLA, UC Merced, and elsewhere; the principal investigator was Professor Yoram
Cohen. The second was a team from the University of Michigan led by Professor Hal Morgenstern,
who had by now relocated from UCLA.

These studies, and others by the independent Epidemiological Oversight Panel, found significant
evidence of potential offsite harm.

In 2010, legally binding cleanup agreements were entered into by NASA and DOE with DTSC that
required all of the detectible radioactive and chemical contamination at their SSFL operations to be
cleaned up (i.e., cleanup to background). The Boeing Company refused to sign the agreements.
However, DTSC in 2010 declared that under its longstanding cleanup requirements for all sites in the
state, cleanup is based on current zoning and County General Plan land use designations, which for
SSFL would require cleanup to the most protective standards, equivalent also to a cleanup to
background. Boeing and its surrogates, including the petitioner, have been aggressively pushing for
the AOCs and other cleanup obligations to be breached.

Validitv of ATSDR SSFL Petition Violation of ATSDR Resulations

Given our long history of efforts to secure independent health studies and to ensure that SSFL
contamination is cleaned up, PSR-LA was shocked to learn a few weeks ago that ATSDR had
approved, in March, a "citizen's petition" to do "new work" on SSFL, including reviewing former
studies and weighing in on whether the "proposed cleanup options will protect human health." [Please
see the attached letters to ATSDR and ATSDR response. They were expurgated by ATSDR.] This
decision is disturbing for many reasons and violates ATSDR's regulations and mission.

L ATSDR's refusal to release the full netition the identiW of the petitioner sussests ATSDR
recognizes that the petition is illegitimate.

ATSDR regulations for the petitioned health risk assessment process (42 CFR Part 90.12), state that
"any records, reports, or information obtained from any person under this section shall be available to
the public" unless there are issues oftrade secrets,

Yet when we asked ATSDR for a copy of the petition and ATSDR's response, we were told we
would have to submit a FOIA request. When we protested, we were given a redacted copy and told
that ATSDR refused to identify the identity of the petitioner or provide the attachments. This failure
to be transparent created an irnpression that ATSDR was aware that the petition was illegitimate and
was trying to hide the fact.

T ATSDR created some considerable anger on the part of the legistators by its subsequent characterization of their request
asaskingATSDRitselftoperformhealthstudies,ratherthandeterminefeasibilityandthenfundindependentstudies. In
the end, ATSDR backed down and the studies were performed independently.
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This was a futile attempt. Upon review, it was clear that Abe Weitzberg submitted the petition.
Written in the first person, the petitioner refers to authoring a report reviewing and supposedly
refuting the health studies from SSFL, a paper that was written and indeed publicized by Weitzberg.
His identity as the requester has been subsequently confirmed by the DTSC-approved, Boeing-
supported Community Advisory Group (CAG) on whose behalf he claimed to have subrnitted the
petition. ATSDR's efforts to keep this secret are troubling for a public agency.

2, The pqtition is not, as ATSDR characterizes it, a "citizen's petition" but rather from someone with
ties to the Responsible Parties.

Rather than being a community member concerned about potential health impacts from SSFL, which
is what ATSDR is supposed to respond to, Weitzberg is in fact a former offlrcial of SSFL who
thereafter spent many years working under contract for the Department of Energy, one of the SSFL
Responsible Parties.

This is in direct contradiction of ATSDR's mission, which is supposed to be to respond to genuine
community concerns that there might be a health impact that needs to be redressed, not to be a pawn
of Responsible Parties and their allies who clairn there is no significant health risk and want cleanup
obli gations eliminated.

Weitzberg's curriculum vitae (attached to his request to ATSDR but which ATSDR refused to make
public even though Weitzberg has submitted it in other public proceedings) asserts he was the
manager of the safety research program for SNAP reactors at SSFL (then called Atomics
International), including work on the SNAPS reactors. One of the SNAPS reactors, the SNAP8ER,
was operated unsafely for many months during this period, resulting in 80% of the fuel being
damaged, one of the most serious reactor accidents at SSFL. Weitzberg has recently dedicated
himself to aggressively helping Boeing push to evade cleaning up most of the contamination at SSFL,
efforts that include denying SSFL health impacts and harassing authors of past SSFL studies funded
by ATSDR.

3. Weitzbers and ATSDR falselv claimed the was submitted on behalf of the SSFL CAG.
but they did not in fact authorize it.

Weitzberg asserted in his petition that he was submitting it on behalf of a group called the SSFL
CAG. ATSDR, in granting the petition, asserts it was responding to a petition from the CAG that had
requested ATSDR take the proposed actions. However, ATSDR, in deciding to accept the supposed
CAG petition, apparently undertook no due diligence to confirm that the request was indeed on behalf
of and authorized by that group. A simple check on the group's website of minutes for the periods
around Weitzberg's original letter and his supplement would have shown ATSDR that Weitzberg did
not in fact have the CAG's authorization to submit the petition.

Indeed, CAG member Alec Uzemeck (himself a former official of the company that ran the site)
recently confirmed in writing not only that the petition was submitted by Weitzberg, but that
Weitzberg was not, in fact, acting on behalf of the CAG when he sent the petition and that the CAG
had not approved any such request being made to ATSDR on its behalf. (See attached email dated
August 3 l, 2015). Weitzberg acted alone, falsely claiming to be representing a group. ATSDR's
grant of a petition it claimed was from this group is null and void, as the group in føct did not
authorize it.
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(Any effort to get a post åoc authorization from the CAG now, half a year after ATSDR granted the
petition based on a false representation, would be patently untenable. The grant of the petition was
illegitimate.)

We note that even had the petition been approved and authorized by the CAG, it would still be
inappropriate to ATSDR's mission. The SSFL CAG is a group that openly lobbies for the abrogation
of the SSFL cleanup agreements and is widely viewed as a Boeing front group. (See
http ://www. consurn erwatchdos. org/resources/ In s i deJob. pclf. )

Thus the petition that ATSDR received is not a true citizens'petition from community members
concerned about health risks from the site, but is from a single former official of and contractor to the
Responsible Parties whose stated goal is to block the required cleanup. ATSDR's (futile) attempt to
protect his identity suggests the agency may be aware of this breech and the controversy it would be
sure to engender. Furthermore, it now turns out that ATSDR approved a petition that it claimed came
from an organization that in fact had not authorized it. No patina of legitimacy remains to ATSDR's
action, and the decision should be revoked.

4, The petition violates ATSDR regulations for the content of such petitions.

ATSDR's regulations (42 CFR Part 90.4) state that a petition is to include "A statement providing
information that individuals have been exposed to a hazardous substance and that the probable source
is a release, or sufftcient information to allow the Administrator to make such a flnding,"

Yet Weitzberg's petition does just the opposite, alleging there have been no significant exposures or
releases and providing no information to allow ATSDR to make such a finding. Instead, Weitzberg
asks that ATSDR disavow past studies that showed potential harm, including two that ATSDR paid
for and reviewed at the time. His petition is precisely the opposite of that required by ATSDR's
regulations and its mission. Petitions are supposed to come from community members or state or
local officials alleging harm from releases at the site, identifying information to support that concern,
and asking ATSDR to come in to help protect the public from the contaminants. They are not
supposed to come from people with ties to the Responsible Parties, alleging no risk and asking that
ATSDR come in to help those parties get out of cleanup obligations.

ATSDR regulations (42 CFR Part 90.5), state that ATSDR will base its decision upon factors that
include "(l) Whether individuals have been exposed to a hazardous substance, for which the
probable source of such exposure is a release; (2) The location, concentration, and toxicity of the
hazardous substances; (3) The potential for further human exposure; (4) The recommendations of
other governmental agencies; and (5) The ATSDR resources available and other ATSDR priorities,
such as its responsibilities to conduct other health assessments and health effects studies."

Yet ATSDR has already funded independent studies that conflrrm SSFL contarnination and potential
risk of exposure. Being asked to repudiate these past studies, as requested by the polluter-allied
petition, is wholly inappropriate.

Additionally, ATSDR did not consult with the primary local elected officials involved in the SSFL
issue prior to accepting the petition, nor with any of the longstanding community groups involved
concerned about risks from the site, nor with the independent Epidemiological Oversight Panel. This
blind rush to accept a petition that is the antithesis of what ATSDR is generally supposed to consider
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is unseemly. And while we are not in a position to evaluate ATSDR resources, we question the
wisdom of spending taxpayer money to review such an extensively studied site - especially at the
request of an individual whose stated goal is to refute those studies and help the responsible parties
evade cleanup.

SSFL cleanup agreements established by other agencies are outside the limits of ATSDR
expertise and iurisdiction

At the core of Weitzberg's petition is a plea that ATSDR insert itself into and press for the abrogation
of the legally binding cleanup agreements executed by DOE, NASA, and DTSC. He goes on to
misrepresent the SSFL cleanup, stating that some in the community prefer risk-based and others a

cleanup to background, as if there were not already in place legally binding agreements to clean up to
background.

It is far outside ATSDR's purview or authority to involve itself in advocating against the existing,
legatly binding SSFL cleanup agreements signed by DOE, NASA and DTSC. This is not a valid
petition request and decidedly not the purpose of an ATSDR health assessment.

ATSDR has neither the expertise nor regulatory authority to make an assessment of the SSFL cleanup
agreements. In its response to Weitzberg's petition, ATSDR states, "Please note that ATSDR does
not prioritize risk managemenVremediation options or review/evaluate environmental regulatory
operational procedures of other organizations or agencies." Yet, astonishingly, shortly thereafter it
agrees to do precisely that, agreeing to evaluate "the proposed remedial options." proposed remedial
options would be protective of human health,"

This statement is problematic and belies ATSDR's credibility. There are no proposed remedial
"options", in the plural; there is only one, which is to clean up all the contamination that can be
detected (i.e., to background) as required by legally binding cleanup agreements between DOE,
NASA, and DTSC, the regulator of the cleanup. And this is not "proposed," The binding agreements
were executed in 2010. Coming in now to attack other agencies' cleanup rules and agreements is far
outside ATSDR's expertise and jurisdiction and deeply inappropriate.

[Cornmunity comments were overwhelmingly (98%) in support of these agreements. This is
undoubtedly why Weitzberg's petition directs ATSDR "not to receive public input" at the rneeting he
asked the agency to participate in.]

As indicated earlier, DTSC also stated in 2010 that under its longstanding requirements, based on
County zoning and land use designations, Boeing would have to clean up to essentially the same
standards. The Boeing Company has employed every trick in the book to try to get out of its cleanup
obligations, including spreading misinformation similar to what Weitzberg's petition espouses.

What Weitzberg's petition asks for is for ATSDR to urge the breaching of these binding agreements
entered into by other agencies and the requirements established by the site's regulatory bodies, and to
replace them with far less protective cleanup standards that would allow the great majority of the
contamination to not be cleaned up. But ATSDR is supposed to stay out of these cleanup orders and
regulations that are the purview of other agencies. And most assuredly, ATSDR is not supposed to be
an agent of polluters attempting to evade cleanup requirements established by their regulators.
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ATSDR is supposed to *prevent harmful exposures and diseases related ûo toxic substances.' BuL if
ATSDR allows itself to become an agent of the Responsible Pa¡ties at SSFL and their sunogates in
their effort to breach the cleanup obligations, it will instead increase risk to nearby communities who
will continue to be exposed to SSFL contamination that is not cleaned up.

We urge you to personally act to have ATSDR reveñ¡e course. Givør the concerns outlined above, we
believe any rezulting ASTDR shrdy would lack credibilþ and could only serve to harm - not help -
commr¡nities living near SSFL.

Sincerely,

wrt4,,r
Robert Dodge, MD
BoardMember, PSR-LA

!

Denise Dufñeld
PSR-LA Associate Director and
PSR-LA Program Director for SSFL Cleanup

cc:
Senator Barbara Boxer
Senator Dianne Feinstein
Congresswoman Julia Brownþ
Congressman Brad Sherman
Ståte Senator Fran Pavley
Assemblymernber Jacqui Inn in
DTC Director Barbara Lee
James W. Stephørs, Ph.D.
Robert K¡rowles

Attachments:
ATSDR SSFL Petition and Decision Letter
Alec Uzemeck email re Weitzberg ATSDR petition
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Santa Susana Field Laboratory
Epidemiological Oversight Panel

8 September 2015

Tom Frieden, MD, MPH
Director, Centers for Disease Control and Prevention
Administrator, Agency for Toxic Substances and Disease Registry
1600 Clifton Road
Atlanta, GA 30329-4027 USA

Pat Breysse, PhD
Director, National Center for Environmental Health and
Agency for Toxic Substances and Disease Registry
4770Bufiord Hwy, NE
Atlanta, G A 30341,-3717

Dear Dr. Frieden and Dr. Breysse:

We write to request your personal attention to a disturbing action by ATSDR and
that you take prompt steps to reverse it.

ATSDR recently announced it had accepted what it describes as a "citizen's
petition" to undertake certain activities related to the Santa Susana Field Laboratory
(SSFL), a contaminated reactor and rocket testing facility in Southern California. The
petition requests that ATSDR repudiate past studies that found evidence of potential
health impacts from the site, including two paid for by ATSDR itself. And it asks
ATSDR to recommend that the cleanup agreements entered into by the Department of
Energy, NASA, and the California Department of Toxic Substances Control be
breached. Those agreements require full cleanup, and the petitioner asks ATSDR's help
in getting the requirements relaxed so that much of the contamination would not be
required to cleaned up at all.

You will no doubt recognize that this is quite unlike the petitioned activities
ATSDR's rules contemplate, which are designed to respond to community concerns that
there may be significant health risks and help reduce or eliminate them. And indeed, as
others have, we understand, pointed out to you, the petitioner turns out to be not a
community member concerned for his or her health but a former SSFL official who has
been lobbying hard for the Responsible Parties to be relieved of most of their cleanup



obligations. This, of course, is not a legitimate basis for ATSDR action and we join
others who have called for reconsideration.

The initial grant of the petition seems to have been conducted with a significant
degree of ignorance of the history of health studies related to this site, which we wish to
bring to your attention. Perhaps the current controversy could have been avoided had
there been greater effort at researching that history before responding to the request.
We are surprised, for example, that no effort was made to contact the SSFL
Epidemiological Panel, or the UCLA and University of Michigan researchers who had
performed the studies funded by ATSDR, or the community groups that have been
involved for 25-35 years.

As you doubtless know, the history of studies conducted by the federal
government of health impacts from its own activities has been a troubled one. Going
back to the era of above-ground atmospheric nuclear testing, federal assertions that
minimized potential health consequences have frequently been found to be of poor
scientific quality. On the other hand, studies that identified risks were at times
suppressed, or authors ordered not to present findings that conflicted with
governmental assurances of safety. One need only think about the strontium-9O
controversy during the fallout era, the Gofman/Tamplin matter at Livermore that led
Congress to order the first NAS study on the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation,
the Mancuso affair at Hanford, or the effort to suppress the Wilkinson findings about
brain cancer at Rocky Flats. This history is well-known due to congressional hearings
and the report of the Secretarial Panel on Energy-Related Epidemiologic Research
Activities.

These problems were exacerbated by the long-secret nature of activities at the
Department of Energy nuclear complex nationwide. In the late L980s, when massive
environmental problems at those facilities became public, DOE promised to reform
itself. It would take itself out of the business of studying if its activities had caused
harm, and it would open its facilities to outside review.

The Santa Susana Field Laboratory became an important test case of this new
openness. State legislators and members of the Congressional delegation pushed very
hard to assure that health studies were conducted independently of the federal
government, because of the inherent conflict of interest and the troubled history
summarized above. The SSFL Epidemiological Oversight Panel was established at their
initiative to oversee such studies. It has included a number of distinguished
epidemiologists, including the late Dr. Alice Stewart, author of the seminal Oxford
Childhood Cancer Survey on in-utero radiation exposure and numerous other major
advances in the field. The legislators also appointed several community
representatives.

2



The legislators obtained from DOE approximately $1.5 million for a worker
study, to be overseen by the Panel, with DOE having no say about the choice of
investigators or the content of their work. This was a remarkable new model for
conducting epidemiologic studies, with the federal government funding but staying out
of the research, which instead was conducted by outside researchers with strong
measures to assure their independence.

Our Panel reviewed proposals and selected a team from the UCLA School of
Public Health (Drs. Hal Morgenstern, Beate Ritz, and John Froines) to conduct the
worker study. The commitment that had been made to the elected officials and the
community was that if the worker study found evidence of health impacts, similarly
independent studies would be conducted of the neighboring communities, if feasible

The worker studies were released in two parts- in\997, the study of the nuclear
workers, and in 1.999, a study of the rocket workers. Both found evidence that cancer
death rates were related to workers' exposures.

After the release of the worker studies, the Panel recommended that the
feasibility of community studies be examined. Members of the California Legislature
and Senators Feinstein and Boxer and other members of the Congressional delegation
requested that DOE free up remaining funds from the original grant to have the Panel
now proceed on this second phase. DOE declined. So the legislators asked HHS to
provide the Panel with the funding needed for the community part of the research.
After a series of increasingly frustrated interventions by the Congressional delegation
with HHS, and a meeting with their staffs, ATSDR finally agreed to send a team to the
area to examine the feasibility of a community study. That preliminary feasibility
evaluation concluded more comprehensive research was possible, and ATSDR
eventually agreed to fund an independent contractor, who in turn would select and
manage independent researchers to do that work. Teams from UCLA and the
University of Michigan were selected by the contractor and over several years did
research which was eventually released in 2006.

In parallel, the California legislators obtained an appropriation from the State
Legislature for the Epidemiological Oversight Panel to continue its work by addressing
the offsite exposure potential. The Panel contracted with a series of independent
researchers who issued their reports during the same time period. The ATSDR-funded
independent studies and those done for the Oversight Panel identified an array of
evidence of potential offsite risks from site activities.

The point of this historical narrative is that there has been, since the early 1990s,
an important principle at work regarding SSFL health studies-that they would be
conducted independently of the federal government because of the troubled history of
studies of DOE facilities and the inherent conflict of interest in having the federal
government study whether people were hurt by its own activities.
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The petition in question here would have ATSDR breach that quarter-century
understanding. Furthermore, the petition quite inappropriately asks ATSDR to
repudiate carefully conducted research paid for by ATSDR a decade ago and which
ATSDR reviewed at the time. The request also asks ATSDR to urge the breaking of
cleanup agreements entered into by other agencies and cleanup requirements issued by
the site's regulator, far outside ATSDR's scope of proper involvement. And lastly, the
request isn't a genuine request from community members concerned about their health,
but comes from an individual associated with the Responsible Parties active in efforts to
relieve them of their cleanup obligations. These simply are inappropriate roles for
ATSDR.

We respectfully urge you to reverse the decision.

Sincerely,

Steve Wing, Co-Chair
SSFL Epidemiological Oversight Panel
and Associate Professor of
Epidemiology
School of Public Health
University of North Carolina
Chapel Hill, NC 27599-7400
steve_wing@unc.edu

Daniel Hirsch, Co-Chair
SSFL Epidemiological Oversight Panel
and Lecturer
College Ten
University of California
Santa Cruz, CA 95064
dohirsch@ucsc.eclu

cc: Senator Barbara Boxer
Senator Dianne Feinstein
Congresswoman Julia Brownley
Congressman Brad Sherman
State Senator Fran Pavley
Assemblymember ]acqui Irwin
DTSC Director Barbara Lee

James W. Stephens, PhD, ATSDR
Robert Knowles, ATSDR
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September 8, 2015

Sylvia Mathews Burwell
Secretary of Health and Human Services
The U.S. Department of Health and Human Services
200 Independence Avenue, S.W.

Washington, D.C.2020L

Tom Frieden, MD, MPH
Director, Centers for Disease Control and Prevention
Administrator, Agency for Toxic Substances and Disease Registry
1600 Clifton Road
Atlanta, GA 30329-4027 USA

Pat Breysse, PhD
Director, National Center for Environmental Health and
Agency for Toxic Substances and Disease Registry
4770 Buford Hwy, NE
Atlanta, GA3034I-3717

Dear Secretary Burwell and Directors Frieden and Breysse:

We are writing to express our outrage over and demand the reversal of ATSDR's decision to
approve a request from a former SSFL offTcial, who has been representing himself as a
regular community member, which asked ATSDR to repudiate past health studies related
to the Santa Susana Field Laboratory (SSFL) and urge breach ofits existing cleanup
agreements. ATSDR is supposed to respond to genuine community petitions concerned
about potential toxic exposures and act to assure the public is protected - not to refute
previous health fìndings and cleanup agreements that are already in place, at the request of
an ally of the polluter. We urge you to Íntervene immediately to prevent ATSDR from
harming our community.

The Rocketdyne Cleanup Coalition (RCC) is a group of local residents that was founded in
1989 to ensure that all the SSFL contamination was cleaned up, so that our neighborhoods
would be fully protected. We fought for years for independent health studies and for a full
cleanup, and we will not allow our efforts to be destroyed by ATSDR, whether it is through
negligence, complicity, or willful collusion with the polluters.

Knowing that neither Boeing nor the federal government could be trusted to do accurate,
unbiased health studies related to SSFL, we pushed for the SSFL Epidemiological Oversight
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Panel to be established in the 1990s to oversee independent studies of SSFL workers. A
team from UCLA School of Public Health was selected, which found increased cancer death
rates for workers associated with SSFL contaminants. We then fought, with the support of
Senators Feinstein and Boxer and others, for independent offsite studies that would be
funded but not performed by ATSDR or other federal agencies. A team from UCLA found
that SSFL contamination had migrated offsite in levels above EPA standards and a team
from the University of Michigan found increased cancer rates associated with proximity to
SSFL. The studies reinforced the longstanding community concerns.

A quick review of the site's history reveals why it is capable of causing such harm, It was
the site of 10 nuclear reactors, one of which had a partial meltdown and at least three
others had accidents, plus a hot lab for processing irradiated fuel from across the country.
Tens of thousands of rocket engine tests took place, which also polluted the soil, air,
groundwater and surface water. Open-air burning of toxic materials, radioactive fires, and
other sloppy handling of materials occurred at the site - for decades. Toxic radionuclides
and chemicals have migrated offsite into nearby Sage Ranch, Runkle Canyon, Dayton
Canyon, the Brandeis-Bardin property, and tributaries to the Los Angeles River, which has
its headwaters at SSFL. A 20LZ EPA radiological survey found over 500 hundred soil
samples that were over background for dangerous radionuclides, as much as a thousand
times so.

Finally, after years of stops and starts, in 2010, both NASA and DOE entered into
Administrative 0rders on Consent (AOCs) with the California Department of Toxic
Substances Control IDTSC) to clean up their portions ofthe property to background levels
of contamination. This meant that they would cleanup all the contamination that they could
detect. These agreements had tremendous community support, with over 3,700 comments
submitted in favor and only a handful opposed.

The Boeing Company refused to sign the agreements and has been instead lobbying for a

very weak cleanup that would leave the great majority of the contamination on site, Its
lobbying efforts include working with former employees and others allied with the
Responsible Parties who have repurposed themselves as community members opposed to
the cleanup. lt is one of these individuals who submitted the petition to ATSDR asking it to
refute previous health studies and help block the cleanup agreements. It was highly
inappropriate for ATSDR to have accepted such a petition.

An Inaccurate, Misleading, and Inappropriate ATSDR Petition

ATSDR states that it has received a "citizen's petition" to assess health impacts related to
SSFL, yet refuses to identifu the petitioner, presumably because it knows it isn't legitimate
and hopes that fact can remain secret if the name remains secret. But in fact the petition is
now known to be from Abe Weitzbertg, a former SSFL officialwho subsequently long
worked as a contractor for DOE, one of the main SSFL Responsible Parties, Not only did
Weitzberg work at SSFL, he claims to have managed the safety research program for the
SNAP reactors. One of the SNAP reactors, the SNAP I ER, had an accident during this
period due to poor safety practices that resulted in 80%o of its fuel being damaged. He has
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multiple interests in denying SSFL health impacts and the need for cleanup, He has also
published a paper attacking previous health studies (referred to in his petition) and has
harassed the authors ofprevious health studies.

Weitzerg states in his fune 20l.4letter to ATSDR that he was submitting his request to
ATDSDR on behalf of the SSFL Community Advisory Group (CAG), and ATSDR in turn wrote
that it was accepting the petition from the CAG. But this turns out to be false. In an August
3L,20LS email, CAG co-chair Alec Uzemeck states, "Abe Weitzberg communicated with the
ATSDR on his own and developed their interest and commitment to do a SSFL health study."
Uzemeck also states that under the CAG rules, "each member may act independently but
may not representing [sic] the CAG...the ATSDR was not a CAG action." Thus Weitzberg
misrepresented himself to ATSDR as he was not acting on the CAG's behalf, and ATSDR
should now dismiss the petition it initially accepted on false pretenses.

Furthermore, even had the CAG authorized the petition, it is important for ATSDR to know
that it is largely a creation of and dominated by people with ties to Boeing, owner of most
of SSFL. Boeing had long pushed for a CAG that could serve as its community mouthpiece
and replace the SSFL Work Group that had served the community for over twenty-five
years. The CAG formation was opposed by hundreds of community members (see
h!!p¡,/./ww-w=p-e-tit-!-an-s,mpve-an,pJglsienlþrine:back-the-santa.). As predicted, the CAG,

which includes a number of former staff of the parties responsible for the SSFL pollution,
now openly oppose the cleanup agreements that the Department of Toxics Substances
Control itself signed. Boeing's role in the formation of and domination of the CAG is well
documented (see hçpl/¡rywwes¡sumerwatchdog.org/resources/lnsidelob.pdf.)

Weitzberg's petition misrepresents previous health studies, highlighting a presentation
made by Dr. Thomas Mack, another controversial fìgure. Mack, who has never done an
epidemiological study of SSFL, is the industry go-to guy for denying health impacts related
to toxic sites. For example, he has claimed there is only one place in the entire country
where environmental pollution has been shown to cause health problems, and that a

person is more likely to get cancer from a car stereo than a controversial oil drilling site,
while having failed to disclose his work on behalf of one of the oil companies that had been
sued over that site. Weitzberg cherry-picks quotes from other studies in order to paint a
picture that SSFL has never hurt anyone,

This tactic of misrepresenting health studies is taken right out of Boeing's playbook. In
2007 , University of Michigan epidemiologist Hal Morgenstern responded to Boeing's
mischaracterization of his study in a letter to Senator f oe Simitian, stating:

"l would like to make it clear to your Committee that Boeing's claim made about the
conclusion of our study is false. We did not conclude that there was no excess cancer in the
communities surrounding SSFL. Furthermore, Boeing's quotes from our report were taken
out of context, and they failed to report our specific findings that contradicted their claim.

ln the main analyses of our study, we compared the incidence rate of specific cancers in
adult residents living within 2 miles and 2-5 miles from SSFL with adult residents living
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more than 5 miles from SSFL in both Ventura and Los Angeles Counties. For the period 1988
through 1995, we found that the incidence rate was more than 60%o greater among
residents living within 2 miles of SSFL than among residents living more than 5 miles from
SSFL for the following types of cancer: thyroid, upper aerodigestive tract [oral and nasal
cavities, pharynx, larynx, and esophagus), bladder, and blood and lymph tissue (leukemias,
lymphomas, and multiple myelemas).

For the period 1996 through 2002, we found that the incidence rate of thyroid cancer was
more than 600/o greater among residents living within 2 miles of SSFL than for residents
living more than 5 miles from SSFL, The magnitude and consistency of the thyroid finding
for both periods is especially provocative because of evidence from other studies linking
thyroid cancer with environmental exposures originating at SSFL and found in the
surrounding communities."

Weitzberg is aware that any initiative by the CAG or responsible parties will lack credibility
with the community. His petition states, "l have discussed the idea of a CAG-led peer review
panelwith DTSC, DOE, NASA. and Boeing. They were all supportive. In conversation with
one of the prospective panel members, he suggested that the review would more
acceptable to the public if it was conducted by an independent federal agency and ATSDR
immediately came to mind. I have mentioned this to DOE and they would be supportive of
having a review conducted by ATSDR." Weitzberg is also aware that an ATSDR review
would be controversial; hence he requests that ATSDR's meeting not allow public comment.

Weitzberg's petition mischaracterizes the community as being divided between those
favoring a risk-based cleanup and those favoring a cleanup to background. He neglects to
inform ATSDR that NASA and DOE cleanup agreements to clean up to background are not
considerations yet to be made - they are already signed and in place. He also does not
reveal that in 201-0, DTSC stated that Boeing would be required to cleanup to the most
protective standard for which it is zoned - agricultural, Weitzberg advocates for what he
calls a suburban residential standard, but fails to mention that Boeing version of "suburban
residential" is in fact so weak it is hundreds or thousands of times more lax than the EPA
suburban residential standard and would allow most of the contamination to never be
cleaned up.

Later, in his November 20L4 letter "refining" his request to ATSDR, Weitzberg complains
that the AOCs prohibit leave-in-place disposal options, tipping his hand about what he and
Boeing truly want. Leaving contamination on site would save Boeing a lot of money. But the
community would pay with our health. This is outrageous and unacceptable and ATSDR
should have no part of it,

ATSDR's Response to Weitzberg Petition

ATSDR's acceptance of Weitzberg's petition is disgraceful.lf his resume didn't raise
concerns in the agency, his request should have. But ATSDR clearly understood what
it was being asked to do, refute earlier findings by independent researchers funded by
ATSDR itself. ATSDR also understands Weitzberg wants it to "suggest and discuss
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cleanup alternatives for consideration that may be protective of health while
minimizing negative effects of the remediation." In other words, advocate for a

weaker cleanup, Finally, ATSDR says it understands that Weitzberg wants it to
"provide the communities around SSFL with a perspective of the real SSFL risk in
relation to other sites around the country." In other words, tell the community not to
worry, SSFL isn't so bad.

After restating Weitzberg's wish list, ATSDR states that the petition has been accepted.
It says that while it doesn't review remediation plans for other agencies, it will in fact
"evaluate whether the proposed remedial options would be protective of human
health," But there are no "proposed" remedial "options," and the cleanup agreements
are not "proposed", DOE and NASA have signed agreements to cleanup to
background and per longstanding DTSC policy the Boeing Company is to clean up to
comparable levels.

ATSDR is supposed to act in the interest of public health, not in the interest of
polluters and government agencies that are influenced by them. We know ATSDR has
a troubled history with health assessments and protecting communities. A 2009
report by the Congressional Subcommittee on Investigations and Oversight entitled
"The Agency for Toxic Substances and Disease Registry (ATSDR): Problems in the
Past, Potential in the Future?" found that ATSDR's practice is to "deny, delay,
minimize, trivialize or ignore legitimate concerns and health considerations of local
communities and well respected scientists and medical professionals." (See

http;l^s-w-ldlhqnvesligatrvefundBr:e/-.files/-n0êrEsedlATsDR5tal-f-Rep-o-r! !3lO
0e.pdf.J

At the March 2009 hearing, the subcommittee chairman Congressman Brad Miller,
said that ATSDR had a tendency to "please industries and government agencies" and
referred to ATSDR's reports as "jackleg assessments saying 'not to worry." We urye
ATSDR to not continue this health-harming behavior b]¡ intervening in our
communitv.

ATSDR's interference in SSFL will not help us. It will only hurt, SSFL contamination
must be cleaned up so that current and future generations are protected. We have
already experienced decades of denials and delays. We have health studies; we have a

cleanup agreement. The petition was illegitimate and ATSDR's grant of it was
illegitimate. The petition was a patent attempt by someone with ties to the
Responsible Parties to help them avoid their cleanup obligations. ATSDR should
reverse its decision to accept the petition, and should stay out of our community.

Sincerely,
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Holly Huff
Rocketdyne Cleanup Coalition
Founding Member
Involved in SSFL cleanup for 26 years

Marie Mason
Rocketdyne Cleanup Coalition
Founding Member
Involved in SSFL cleanup for 26 years

feanne Londe
Rocketdyne Cleanup Coalition
Founding Member
Involved in SSFL cleanup for 26 years

Dorri Raskin
Rocketdyne Cleanup Coalition
Founding Member
Involved in SSFL cleanup lor 26 years

William Preston Bowling
Founder, Aerospace
Contamination Museum of Education
Involved in SSFL cleanup for L3 years

Reverend f ohn Southwick
Radiation Rangers
Involved in SSFL Cleanup for 9 years

Davis Gortner
Teens Against Toxins
Involved in SSFL cleanup for 6 years

Isaac Levy
Community member,
Involved in SSFL cleanup for 2 years

CC: Senator Barbara Boxer
Senator Dianne Feinstein
Congresswoman f ulia Brownley
Congressman Brad Sherman
State Senator Fran Pavley

Barbara fohnson
Rocketdyne Cleanup Coalition
Founding Member
Involved in SSFL cleanup for 26 years

Dawn Kowalski
Rocketdyne Cleanup Coalition
Founding Member
Involved in SSFL cleanup for 26 years

George and Eleanor Rembaum
Rocketdyne Cleanup Coalition
Founding Members
Involved in SSFL cleanup lor 26 years

Bonnie Klea
Former SSFL worker and worker advocate
Involved in SSFL cleanup for 20 years

Marge Brown
Community member
Involved in SSFL cleanup for 9 years

Cindi Gortner
Community member
Involved in SSFL cleanup for 6 years

De Anna Goldberg
Community Member
Involved in SSFL for over 5 years

RL Miller, Chair, California Democratic
Party's environmental caucus
Involved in SSFL cleanup for 2 years

Assemblymember Jacqui lrwin
DTSC Director Barbara Lee

fames W. Stephens, Ph.D.

Robert Knowles
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September tI,20Ls

VC Star Editor:

I am responding to the recent letter from Robert Dodge about the Santa Susana Field Laboratory (SSFL).

I am the petitioner that ATSDR was trying to protect from such personal attacks. I have no connection to
SSFL except for the fact that I worked there for three years, over 50 years ago, While I continue to
consult part time for the Nuclear Regulatory Commission and the Department of Energy, all of my work

is unrelated to SSFL.

Dr. Dodge's letter presents misinformation with the sole purpose of trying to prevent an independent

look at the health risk posed by the contamination now known to exist at SSFL. He starts with the

obligatory reference to the 1959 SRE accident, which is truly irrelevant to the current cleanup issue. The

SRE facility was removed long ago and excavated to bedrock. EPA found very little radiological

contamination and none that could be traced to the SRE accident.

He refers to the so-called "independent" SSFL Advisory panel and studies they directed, These studies
included epidemiological studies of workers and a small area in the vicinity of SSFL. These studies are
irrelevant to the cleanup because the operational activities at the site have ceased and the only future
workers will be those doing cleanup, Additionally, Dr. Morgenstern concluded his off-site study with the
words "There is no direct evidence from this investigation, however, that these observed associations
reflect the effects of environmental exposures originating at SSFL." The pathway study by Yoram Cohen
was acknowledged to be extremely conservative, and many questions were asked of Professor Cohen
but none were answered. However, it also is irrelevant to the cleanup because the pathways from site
operations no longer exist.

Dr. Dodge does not mention that all of these studies including those he cited relating to SRE were
directed by Dan Hirsch, using researchers that he selected. Dan Hirsch is a well known anti-nuclear
activist and anyone who has seen him in action can attest to the fact that he is neither unbiased nor
independent.

ln contrast, there are numerous other health studies that provide conclusions that differ from those of
Drs. Morgenstern and Cohen. After studying all of the reports and seeing the differences, as can be seen
in my petition, I attempted to create a paneldiscussion where all of the authors would come together in

public and reach consensus. ln discussion with Dr. Cohen, the idea of petitioning ATSDR was born. lt did
not arise from some collusion between me and the responsible parties.

Before you accept Dr. Dodge's view of ATSDR, I suggest you look at the 1999 ATSDR report on SSFL. lt
can be found at: http://www.atsdr.cdc.eov/HAC/pha/PHA.asp?docid=78&pg=1# 1 20 , lt is very

detailed and concludes "ln this preliminary evaluation of available data and information , ATSDR has not
identified on opporent public heolth hozard to the surrounding communities because people hove not
been, and ore currently not be¡ng exposed to chemicols ond rodionuclides from the site ot levels that are

likely to result in adverse health effects." Additionally, DTSC has repeated many times that there is no

off-site risk from SSFL.



My summary report can be found at:
http://ssflcas.net/resources/Cancer Studies/Studies%20of%20Health%20Effects%20Possiblv%2ORelate

d%2Oto%20the%20Ooeration%20ofl620the%20Santa%2OSusana%20Field%2Olaboratorv%20(SSptl%20

Vl 1.pdf . lt contains links to all of the previous health and pathways stud¡es, and it ls readily apparent

that the only studies even suggesting the possibility of off-site health risk are those directed by Dan

Hirsch. lt is therefore not surprising that those who support Dan Hirsch do not want ATSDR to perform

another study based on the curent non-operatlonal state with known concentratlons of contamlnants.

Thank you,

Abraham Weltzberg, PhD

5711Como Circle

Woodland Hills, CA 9L367
phone: 818-347-5068

email: awe¡tzbers@att.net

Editor please note: Dr. Dodge's letter was 630 words and I have limited my letterto that slze.



Parks, linda

From:
Sent:
lo:
Subject:
Attachments:

Rocketdyne Cleanu p Coalition < info@rocketdynecleanupcoalition.org >

Sunday, September 13, 2015 8:25 PM

Rocketdyne Cleanup Coalition
SSFL CommuniÇ Says NO to ATSDR

RCC letter to ATSDR 9-8-15,pdf

Commun¡ty says NO to ATSDR

'l,lt 
f¿d:

Protests at DTSC and ATSDR community meeting Sepl. 8. ATSDR official Libby Vianu, center foreground

The controversial federal Agency for Toxic Substances Disease Registry (ATSDR) recently announced that it had accepted a "citizen's
petition" regarding the Santa Susana Field Laboratory (SSFL).

The petition, it lurns out, was in facl from a former SSFL official and DOE contractor who specifically asks ATSDR to refute previous
studies that found evidence of public health harm from SSFL, and to push for abrogation of the legally binding cleanup agreements.

ATSDR held a community meeting a few days ago, which was met with protests and demands that they reverse the decision.

Attached please flnd a letter sent bv the Rocketdvne Cleanup Coalltion earlier that dav askinq ATSDR to reconsider. We uroe
vou to weiqh in with a similar request.

Over the years, community members and local elected officials have worked very hard to make sure that studies about the health
impacts of SSFL contamination were done independently, by qualified and highly regarded epidemiologisls. We did not trust the federal
government to essentially evaluate itself, The ATSDR (Agency for Toxic Substances Disease Registry) is a federal agency and so are
NASA and the DOE, two of lhe parties responsible for conlamination at SSFL.

The Agency for Toxic Substances Disease Registry (ATSDR) has a bad reputation. A 2009 report by the Congressional Subcommittee
on lnvestigations and Oversighl found that ATSDR's practice is to "deny, delay, minimize, lrivialize or ignore legitimate concerns and
health considerations of local communities and well respected scientists and medical professionals." This is a litle like the tobacco
company studying smoking and concluding it has no health risks.

Protesters at September I DTSC and ATSDR meeting.
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The ATSDR action violates a quarter-century-long understanding with elected officials and the community that all SSFL studies would
be independent of the federal government, because of the inherent conflict of interest in the feds sludying whether their environmental
misdeeds had harmed people,

Pursuant to this understanding, several independent studies were conducted. These studies showed evidence that radioactive and
chemical conlaminalion from SSFL had impacted health in both workers and the offsite population.

Studies from the UCLA School of Public Health showed significant increases in death rates from key cancers were associated with the
workers' radioaclive and chemical exposures, and that contaminalion had migrated from SSFL in excess of EPA levels. A study from
the University of Michigan showed a 60% increase in certain cancers associated with proximity to SSFL.

ATSDR should not have accepted the petition. ATSDR is supposed to respond to genuine community petitions concerned about
potential loxic exposures and act to assure the public is protected - not to refute previous health findings and cleanup agreements that
are already in place, al the requesl of an ally of the polluter.

Protesters at September I DTSC and ATSDR meeting.

ATSDR does not have the expertise or authority to weigh in on cleanups. lt admits that it doesn't review remediation plans for other
agencies, but says it will in fact "evaluate whether the proposed remedial options would be prolective of human health."

But there are no'proposed" remedial "oplions," and the cleanup agreements were signed six years ago. DOE and NASA have signed
agreements to cleanup to background and per longstanding DTSC policy the Boeing Company is to clean up to comparable levels.

ATSDR has long been criticized for being too eager to please induslry and for poorly conducted health assessmenls geared toward
telling communities not lo worry. Tuesday night, community members made their views quite clear at a public meeting with ATSDR: we
don't lrust you, you shouldn't have accepted this petition from a former SSFL official, and you should reverse course.

We have quality health studies from respected scientists, studies the independence of which electeds going back 25 years fought hard
to assure. We have a cleanup agreement. ATSDR should reverse its decision to accept the petition from the polluters' ally and should
stay out of our community. We ask your help to communicate that to ATSDR.

Sincerely,

Rocketdyne Cleanup Coalition
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Parks, Linda 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Sunday, September 13, 2015 10:13 PM 
.Parks, Linda; Wing, Damon 
News coverage of ATSDR SSFL controversy from local resident 

Hello Councilmember Parks and Mr. Wing, 
I hope you both are doing well. I'm a mother of three living close to the contaminated SSFL site. I'm 
writing to make sure that you have seen the news coverage which includes both TV coverage and 
print below. There is great community concern about a proposed ATSDR study which we local 
residents believe is intended to help the polluter get out of paying for a protective cleanup. It's a 
huge waste of taxpayers' dollars in my opinion. Also, I was very pleased with the letter from Ventura 
County to DTSC on the zoning issue. 

All the best to you, 

Below is a recent article by Dr. Robert Dodge, a link to a Channel 2 news report, and a couple of 
letters to the editor about the controversy surrounding the acceptance by the Agency for Toxic 
Substances Control (ATSDR) of a "citizen's petition" that turns out in fact to be from a former 
official of the Santa Susana Field Lab asking ATSDR to repudiate past health studies showing 
health impacts from the contaminated meltdown site and to push to have the cleanup agreements 
abrogated. 

• Channel 2 News Segment - Contamination Concerns 
• Simi Acom - Feds are trying to break promise 
• Thousand Oaks Acom - Field lab cleanup should continue 
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Parks, Linda

From:
Sent:
To:
Subiect:
Attachments:

Denise Duffield <dduffield@psr-la.org>
Monday, September L4,20LS 8:40 AM
Parks, Linda; Wing, Damon
Request support re: ATSDR interference in SSFL cleanup
Resea rchers- PS R- LA-WorkersAdvoacy- letters to ATSDR.pdf

Dear Supervisor Parks:

Attached please find 4 letters asking that the Agency for Toxic Substances and Disease Registry (ATSDR)
reconsider its decision to accept a "citizen's petition"--which turns out in fact to be from a former official of the
Santa Susana Field Laboratory (SSFL)--that asked ATSDR to repudiate past studies indicating health impacts
and to press for the breaching of the legally binding cleanup agreements for the site contamination. These letters
are from:

Professors Morgenstem, Cohen, and Kattner, the researchers who did the original community health
studies on SSFL, which were funded by ATSDR
the SSFL Epidemiological Oversight Panel, established by state legislators to oversee the independent
studies of the workers and other ofßite studies
Physicians for Social Responsibility-LA, the affiliate of the international physicians group that won the
Nobel Prize for work on the nuclear threat
CORE Advocacy for Nuclear and Aerospace Workers, which advocates for exposed workers

The community and its elected representative fought hard over 25 years for independent epidemiolgoical studies by highly regarded research
teams who would have no conflict of interest in examining the health impacts of SSFL contamination. We now have these studies, multi-year
studies by teams from the UCLA School of Public Health and the University of Michigan, among others, that show significant evidence of
harm for both workers and the offsite population. What we need now is for the contamination to be fully cleaned up, as promised, so
communities are no longer at risk.

ATSDR has long been criticized for being friendly to industry and doing quick, poorly conducted studies designed to tell communities not to
worry. The negative experiences of many communities were the subject of a scathing 2009 congressional report
(see http://www.theinvestigativefund.org/files/¡nanaged/ATSDR%20Stafï¡/o20Report%2003%2010%2009.pc|f'- you need only read the
introduction to see why we don't want ATSDR at SSFL.) See also the New York Times article about the troubled, conflicted nature of
ATSDR and the poor quality of its work, at http://www.nytimes.conr/2009/ I l/30/science/earth/3Oagency.htnrl

Further, the supposed "citizen's petition" is actually from a former SSFL official and Department of Energy contractor, Abe Weitzberg, who
is allied with the parties responsible for the SSFL contamination and who has written his own inaccurate, incomplete, and misleading claims
denying health impacts from the site. He makes his views and wishes very clear in his petition, complaining even that the cunent cleanup
agreentent bars "on-site disposal" (not cleaning up.) Weitzberg attacks the previous independent studies funded by ATSDR that found
evidence of potential exposures and harm, and asks that th€y be repudiated. And he asks ATSDR's help in getting the binding cleanup
agreements broken and in their stead allowing most of the contamination to not be cleaned up.

The express purpose of Weitzberg's petition, which ATSDR understands, is for ATSDR to attack previous studies, deny SSFL health risks,
and recommend that the cleanup agreem€nts be broken. This would mean that local residents would continue to be exposed to SSFL
contamination that migrates from the site.

For a quarter of a century, there was an understanding between the area's elected officials and the federal
government that the latter would stay out of health studies whether federal activities at SSFL harmed people,
because of the obvious conflict of interest, and restrict its role to funding studies that were otherwise wholly
independent of federal control. The recent action by ATSDR breaks that longstanding understanding.

a

a

a

a
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The community made it's outrage known at a DTSC meeting on Tuesday. At that meeting, an ATSDR
representative read a statement from the new ATSDR Direcüor direcûor that he \ilas no$¡ awa¡e of the concenu¡
and would be coming ûo the area ûo meet with local officials and stakeholders. lVe hope he is considering
rçversing this decision. and ask for yorn support in the matter.

All of us have waited ûoo long for SSFL to be cleaned up. Every day that the site ¡emains polluüed is another
day local communities a¡e at risk. ATSDR should revisít its decisiorU and the games being played to prevent
cleanup finally end.

It would be very heþñ¡l if yotu office would let ATSDR know that it should rcvenrc cou$e.

Sincerel¡

Denise Duffield
Associate Director
Physicians for Social Responsibility-Los Angeles
617 S. Olive Street, Suite 200
Ins Angeles, CA 90014
213-689-9170 ext. 104
310-339-9676 cell
www.psr-la.org
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Parks, Linda

From:
Sent:
To:

Vianu, Libby <Vianu.Libby@epa.gov>
triday, September 25,20L5 5:33 PM

Parks, Linda

FW: ATSDR meeting for Santa Susana Field LabSubfect

Supervlsor Llnda Parks
Phone: (805) 214-2510
Linda. Parks@ventura.org
625 West Hillcrest Drive
Thousand Oaks, CA 91360

Attn: Damon Wlng

I am contacting Supervisor Linda Parks on behalf of Dr. Patrick Breysse, D¡rector of the Agency forToxlc Substances and
Disease Registry (ATSDR). ATSDR has recently accepted a cltlzen's petit¡on to conduct activltles at the Santa Susana Field
Lab Site. Dr. Breysse ls planning a trip to Ventura and Los Angeles County in early October to meet with community
members who are concerned about the Santa Susana Fleld Lab slte. He would also like to meet with the County Board
of Supervisors.

Please let me know if you or the Supervisor would able to meet in Chatsworth at the DTSC offlce on October 8th. Dr.
Breysse is also avallable to meet with the Supervisors and staff by teleconference at a dlfferent date.

Please contact me at your convenience to discuss.

Libby Vianu
Regional Representrative
ATSDR Region lX
75 Havythome Sûeet
Suite 100, HHS-100
San Francisco, CA 94105
Ofüce Phone (415) 9474319
Cef l Phone (41 5l 203-2238
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,".,,r# DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH & HUMAN SERVICES
Public Health Service

Agency for Toxic Substances
and Disease Regislry

Allanla, cA 30333

September 25,2015

Dr. Stcvc Wing, Co-Chair
Santa Susana F'ield Laboratory Epidemiological Oversight panel

and Associate Professor of Epidemiology
School of Public l{ealth
University of North Carolina
Chapel Hill, NC 27599-7400

Mr. Daniel Flirsch, Co-Chair
Santa Susana Field Laboratory Epidemíological Oversight panel

and Lecturer, College'fen
University of Cal ifornia
Santa Cruz; CA 95064

Dear Dr. Wing and Mr. Hirsch:

Thank you for your letter to Dr. Thomas Frieden and me regarding the Agency for Toxic
Substances and Disease Registry's (ATSDR) planned activities at the Santa Susana Field
Laboratory (SSFL). Dr. Frieden has asked me to respond on his behalf. As you are a\ilare, a local
resident and member of the SSFL Community Advisory Group (CAC) submitted a petition to ATSDR to
evaluate the health risks associated with the SSFL site. ATSDR reviewed the petition and in r€sponse
proposed thc following three activities to address the c¡ncems raisecl in the petition:

l. Determine whether currently there are any compleûed pathways of human exposur€ to
SSFl'related contaminants and what public health concerns may be associated with
those exposures.

2. Evaluate whether the proposed remedial options would be proûective of human health.

3. Provide the SSFL community with public friendly information and presentations of
ATSDR's findings and the strengths and weaknesses of SSFl-related
epidemiological studies.

Under the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act
(CERCLA, also known as Superftrnd), Congress provided ATSDR with the authority to conduct



Page2 - Dr. Wing and Mr. I{irsch

certain public health actions following a request from a community member. All requests are

evaluated for their relevance to ATSDR's mission, availability of data and information for an

evaluation, and whether zur evaluation will provide a meaningful response to the question.

ATSDR's evaluations are designed to determine whether people have been or are cumently being
exposed to hazardous substances (primarily chemicals) released into the environment from a

hazardous waste site or facility. rWe then evaluate whether the exposurc is harmful (or potentially
harmful) and whether the exposure should be stopped or reduced. 'lhese assessments a¡e based

on the available envitonmental sampling data typically collected by thc U.S. Environmental
Protection Agency (EPA) or state and local regulatory agencies. Please note that ATSDR does

not prioritize risk nranagement/rsmediation options or evaluate the environmental regulatory
operational procedures of other organizations or agencies.

We are concerned that there is a misunderstanding of what these proposed activities will
accomplish. We believe the findings of these activities will have no implications for the
proposed plan for cleaning up the SSFL site and believe the clean-up should move forward.

ATSDR has not initiated any of these proposed activities, and additional information is being
gathered to ensure any action will be appropriate and effective. ATSDR will finalize and
implement action plans after it has gathered the necessary information. Accordingly, we are

meeting with state and county offîcials, their subject matter experts, and other community
stakeholders to review our plans to date and to determine whether they arc in conflict with state,

county, and local efforts.

If you have additional questions, you may reach out to our ATSDR Regional Representative
Libby Vianu at (415) 947'4318 or via email at LVianu@cdc.gov.

Sincerely,

"J.,r)."Albr"{r,
Patrick N. Breysse, Ph.D., CII'I
Director, National Center for Environmental l{ealth

and Agency for Toxic Substances and Disease Registry
Centers for Disease Control and Prevention

cc:

Senator tsarbara lloxer
Senator Dianne Feinsteín



Congresswoman Julia Brownley
Congressman Brad Sherman

State Senator Fran Pavley
Assemblymember Jacqui hwin
DTSC Director, Barbara Lee
James W. Stephens, Ph.D., ATSDR
Roberf Knowles, ATSDR



Parks, Linda

From:
Sent:
To:

Subject:
Attachments:

Robert Dodge < robertfdodge@g mail.com >

Monday, September 28,2015 8:42 PM

Parks, Linda; Bennett, Steve; jason.barnes@mail.house.gov; William.Craven@sen,ca.gov;
Elizabeth.Fenton@sen.ca.gov; dusty.russell@sen.ca,gov; kyoung@bos.lacounty.gov;
tl ippman@bos.lacou nty.gov; Levin, Robert
Fwd: notes re draft to Levin
LtTToATS D R9-8-2015.pdf; ATSD R-SSFL_ltr_090820 I 5. pdf; RCC letter to ATS DR

9-8-15.pdf; PSR-LA letter to ATSDR re SSFL.pdf; Alec Uzemeck email re Weitzberg
ATSDR petition.pdf; ATSDR SSFL Petition and Decsion Letter,pdf

Hello Supervisor Parks, Supervisor Bennett, Rep. Brownley, Senator Pavely, Supervisor Kuehl, Dr Levin, I am
writing to you collectively to enlist your help and support in the ongoing Santa Susana Field Lab cleanup
efforts.

You know of the concern generated by the approval by the Agency for Toxic Substances and Disease Registry
(ATSDR) of a petition by a former SSFL official and current Department of Energy contractor. The petition
asked ATSDR to in essence repudiate past studies (previously paid for and approved by ATSDR) that showed
potential health impacts from SSFL and to push for the abrogation of the SSFL cleanup agreements.

This would be contrary to aZï-year understanding between the elected officials representing the area and the
federal government that the latter would stay out of health studies of whether its environmental misdeeds at
SSFL had caused harm, because of the obvious conflicts of interest. ATSDR insertion of itself into that matter,
and into the cleanup commitments, is thus very disturbing.

I have attached letters to ATSDR, urging them to reconsider, from Professors Morgenstern, Cohen, and Katner,
who had performed the independent offsite studies that ATSDR paid for; from the SSFL Epidemiological
Oversight Panel, established by local legislators to oversee independent studies; by Physicians for Social
Responsibility-LA; and by the Rocketdyne Cleanup Coalition.

I understand that the ATSDR Director is coming here October I and 9 and will meet with elected officials and
their stafß. I hope you or staff will be in that meeting and able to urge ATSDR to reconsider and not insert
itself in the SSFL matter.

I am hoping you work together to arrange a joint statement from yorselves, and hopefully get other colleagues
to sign on, urging ATSDR reverse course, that could be presented to ATSDR in the upcoming meeting? I am

1



conc€rned that absent tttal, ATSDR will meet, and walk au¡ay claiming they got no opposition, and thus
legitimize them ooming in and taking actions that would be deüimental to your longstanding zup'port for the
cleanup agreements,

I am happy to address any questions or concenu¡ tbat you might have.

Sincerely

Robert Dodge, M.D.
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Parks, Linda 

From: -

Sent: Wednesday, September 30, 2015 1:50 PM 
To: 
Subject: Please push DTSC to reject the Boeing's proposed cleanup plan 

I'm a mother of three who lives in your district near the contaminated Santa Susana Field 
Lab. I am writing to ask you to do everything you possibly can to ensure that the site is 
cleaned up fully. The DTSC currently is reviewing documents from Boeing that would allow 
them to leave almost all of the contamination on the site. Boeing says they are cleaning up 
to a "residential standard" but it actually is not a real residential standard since their 
standard does not include a backyard garden. PLEASE TELL THE DTSC TO NOT APPROVE 
THESE DOCUMENTS. Boeing has been devious in promoting their "residential" or 
"suburban" standard as safe enough to live on when it is hundreds or maybe even 
thousands of times less protective than a true suburban residential standard since it does 
not allow grow food on the soil to be eaten. 

I am in in favor of the current cleanup agreements which the DTSC has with NASA and 
DOE. Please ask the DTSC to continue to support these outstanding and protective 
agreements. These agreements are known as the AOCs and took two years to write and 
were authored by EPA scientist and the Nobel Prize winning physicist Dr. Steven Chu who 
was at the time the head of the DOE. 

I am further opposed to the proposed ATSDR study. Did you receive the letter from Boeing 
in favor of the study? I hope that just the fact that Boeing is in favor of the study speaks to 
the motivation behind the recent petition by a former SSFL official for this review of health 
studies. 

Please let me know if you have any questions. The recent NBC4 investigation into the 
contamination at SSFL and the Boeing lobbyists employed to get out of a costly cleanup 
have really got the community concerned. If you haven't had a chance to see the NBC piece 
here it is. http://data.nbcstations.com/national/KNBC/la-nuclear-secret/ 

I appreciate your time on this matter. Have a great day. 

1 0 1~ This email has been checked for viruses by Avast antivirus software. 
r www.avast.com 
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Parks, Linda

From:
Sent:
lo:
Subiect:

Forwarded Message
Subject:RE: questions on Santa Susana review

Date:Fri,25 Sep 2015 03:58:44 +0000
From:Burden, Bernadette (CDC/OD/OADC) <btb8@cdc. gov>

To: Suzanne Yohannan <suzanne.yohannan@iwpnews.com>

HI Suzanne,

I tried a separate email- earlier but continued to get bounce backs. So I decided to
piSSy back onto what you sent earl-ier in the week. Sorry for the delay.

Q1. Is it true that ATSDR j-s now going back and revisiting studies funded by ATSDR and
DOE at Santa Susana that it prevj-ously approved, and that these are long-time studies
approved severaL years ago?

Response: ATSDR has not agreed to and does not pJ-an to reevaluate health studies already
conducted at the Santa Susana Field Laboratory(SSFL). fn response to a petitj-on for a
health assessment, ATSDR identified the following three activities to address the
concerns raised in the petition:

Wing, Damon
Friday, October 02,2015 L2:32 PM

Parks, Linda

FW: questions on Santa Susana review

Provide the SSFL community with pubJ-ic friendJ-y information and presentations of
findings and the strengths and weaknesses of SSFL-related epidemiological

. Determj-ne whether currentJ-y there are any completed pathways of human exposure
o SSFL-rel-ated contaminants and what public heafth concerns may be associated with those

. Evaluate whether the proposed remedial options woufd be protective of human
ealth.

xposures,

1

t

2
h
2J

ATSDR'S
studies.

In addition, We are concerned that there is a misunderstanding of what these proposed
activities will accomplish. Therefore, we are providing some additional information and
cÌarification of the proposed activities:
* ATSDR will only be conducting an evaluation of current exposures posed to peopJ-e J-iving
near the SSFL Site. ATSDR will- not be evaLuating the hazards posed from past exposures at
the site or exposures posed to peopJ-e within the site boundary. Therefore, the findings
of this eva.Luation will have no implications for the proposed plan for cleaning up the
SSFL site; this cLean up should move forward. !ùe wil-l- specifical-J-y be looking to see if
there are any current exposures to contaminants that may have migrated off the site (for
example, sediments j-n drainage areas and windbJ-own dust). We will identify if those
exposures cou-l-d pose a risk to heal-th, and if so, will identify additional steps that can
be taken to protect health.
* ATSDR wilJ, provide technical support to Cal-ifornia Department of Toxj-c Substances and
Control (DTSC) as they oversee the clean-up plans for the SSFL. We are aware of
community concerns regarding exposures to dust that might be generated during the
remediation activities. We will fo1J-ow-up to see how our expertise can help ensure that
human health risks are minimized during the remediation process.



* ATSDR wilL not be reanaLyzing the epidemiologicaL studies conducted by the independent
contractors. ATSDR has heard that members of the community were not provided with
understandable, cl-ear information about the findings of these reports. 9{e woul-d like to
bring together the authors of the many studies who have conducted work at the SSFL to
discuss their findings with the community members.
ATSDR has not initiated any of these proposed activities. AdditionaL information is being
gathered to ensure any action will- be appropriate and effective. ATSDR wilL finaÌize and
implement action plans after it has gathered the necessary information.

Q2. Citizens groups around Santa Susana cLaim that the petition that ATSDR is acting on
does not meet the criteria under ATSDR's regulations. SpecificalJ-y, Physicians for Social
Responsibility say: ATSDR's regulations (42 CFR Part 90.4) state that a petition is to
inc.Iude "A statement providing information that individuaÌs have been exposed to a
hazardous substance and that the probabl-e source is a release, or sufficient information
to allow the Administrator to make such a finding." But they say the petitioner?s (Abe
Weitzberg's) "petition does just the opposite, alleging there have been no significant
exposures or releases and providing no information to alfow ATSDR to make such a
finding. "

My question is: can you explain how the petition meets ATSDR's regulations (cited above)?

Response ¡ Al-L petitions received by ATSDR are eval-uated for their relevance to ATSDR's
mission, the availability of data and information to conduct an eva.l-uation, and whether
an evaluation wil-l provide a meaningfuJ- response to the question. We decided to accept
the petition for the SSFL site since these criteria were met.

03. Citizens groups also say that by granting the petition and revisiting past studies,
ATSDR is violating a long-time understanding with elected officials and the community
that al-1 Santa Susana studies wouLd be independent of federaJ- agency interference. Can
you respond?

Response: As mentioned in the response to question one, ATSDR has not agreed to and does
not plan to reevaluate health studies atready conducted at the SSFL. We are concerned
that there is a misunderstanding of what these proposed activities wil.L accomplish and we
will be reaching out to talk more about our planned work at SSFL. ATSDR has a long
history of evaLuating public health impacts at federal- facilities/sites and at many of
these sites we have recommended actions to protect the heatth of people who live or work
nearby.

Q4. In ATSDRts March 1-0 response to the petitioner, ATSDR says it "does not prioritize
risk management/remediation options or review,/eval-uate environmental regulatory
operational procedures of other organizations or agencies.rrBut at the same time, it says
it plans to "eval-uate whether the proposed remediaÌ options would be protective of human
health." Cj,tizen groups say ATSDR facks the regulatory authority to assess the SSFL
cleanup agreements (executed in 2010) between DOE, NASA and the state. They therefore
question ATSDRts plan to eval-uate remediaJ- options. Can you respond to that?

Response: Under the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability
Act (CERCLA), al-so known as Superfund Act, Congress provided ATSDR with the authority to
conduct certain public health actions following a request from a community
member. Actions taken on accepted petitions are designed to determine whether people
have been, or are currently being, exposed to hazardous substances rel-eased into the
environment from a hazardous waste site or facility. ATSDR does not prioritize risk
management,/remediation options or review/evaLuate environmental regulatory operational
procedures of other organizations or agencies.

Q5. Citizen groups also point out that the 2010 cfeanup agreements are not "proposedr"
but final. What "proposed" cleanup remedial- options is ATSDR reviewing?

Response: ATSDR does not have the authority to decide or prioritize risk
management/remedial options. That j-s done by the regulatory agencies. ATSDR can provì-de
an opinion as to whether the options being considered would protect the health of the
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conmunity which does not entaiL deciding which option is best for the situation. ATSDR
will provide technical support to California Department of Toxic Substances and Control-
as it oversees the clean-up plans for the SSFL. We are aware of community concerns
regarding exposures to dust that might be generated during the remediation activities.

Q6. Citizen groups are comparing ATSDR's decision to grant the petition to review studies
at Santa Susana with the decision in JuLy 2014 to reject a petition concerned about
chemical- and radioactive exposures at George Air Force Base, CA. In the George AFB case,
ATSDR said it reviewed the additional evidence presented by the petitioner and saw no
reason to change 1988 assessment conclusions, but at SSFL, citizen groups say the SSFL
petition was accepted without new supporting evidence. Were different criteria used for
deciding whether to dismiss or grant the George and Santa Susana petitions?

O. 6 pt (2) After ATSDR receives a petition, it is reviewed by a petitions committee to
determine whether the petition will be accepted. If a petition is accepted, the committee
will- recommend an appropriate course of action.

Response: The SSFL petitj-on was accepted because data have become availabl-e that has not
been previousJ.y reviewed by ATSDR. These data were collected after the 1999 release of
ATSDR's Draft Prel-iminary Site Evaluation report and are the resuLt of numerous
envj-ronment.aL investigations conducted by California Department of Toxic Substance
Control , Boeing, US Department of Energy, NASA, and US Environmental Protection
Agency.

Q?. The co-authors of independent studies funded by ATSDR at Santa Susana are also
questioning ATSDRTs granting of the petition, arguing it conflicts with agreements
previously undertaken by ATSDR with the researchers regarding the independence of their
research. They say in a Sept. I letter to ATSDR that "Undertaking now the action
requested by this individual couLd cast a shadow over ATSDR's credibiJ.ity and potentialty
have a chiJ.ling effect on other scientists asked to perform future work funded by ATSDR.
In summary, we bel-ieve acceptance of this petition woul-d be at odds with ATSDR's
mission," Can you respond to this criticism?

Response: ATSDR has a lonq history of evaluating the public health implications of
United States Government sites/faci.Lities. At many federally-owned sites we have
determined that public health actions were needed to protect the community's heaLth. We
do not allow federal or private sector partners to direct our work or interpret our
resul-ts.

ATSDR wil-l continue to serve the pubJ-ic by using the best science, taking responsj-ve
public heafth actions, and providing trusted heal-th information to prevent harmful
exposures and diseases rel-ated to toxic substances.

Q8. I understand the head of ATSDR, Dr. Breysse, is expected to go to Santa Susana and
speak to the community about their concerns over the petition. Can you expound on this?
What is on the agenda, and when is he expected?

Response: Dr. Patrick Breysse, the dj-rector of ATSDR, will meet with county officiaJ-s,
their subject matter experts, and other community stakeholders to review our plans to
date and to determine whether they are in conf l"ict with state, county and .l-oca1 plans.

Regards

Bernadette Burden
Senior Press Officer
News Media Branch
Division of Public Affairs
CDC/ATSDR
(404) 639-3286
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-----OriginaI Message-----
From: Suzanne Yohannan ImaiÌto:suzanne. yohannanGiwpnews.com]
Sent: Tuesday, September 22, 201,5 L2:03 PM

To: Burden, Bernadette (CDC/ODlOADC) <btbSGcdc.qov>
Subject: questions on Santa Susana review

Bernadet te,

Per our conversation regarding Santa Susana Fie1d Lab, here are my guestions that
to the petition granted on March 1.0. As I mentioned, my deadline is noon Thursday
24) .

rel-ate
(Sept.

1. Is it true that ATSDR is now going back and revisiting studies funded by ATSDR and DOE
at Santa Susana that it previously approved, and that these are long-time studies
approved several years ago?

2. Citizens groups around Santa Susana cLairn that the petition that ATSDR is acting on
does not meet the criteria under ATSDR' s regulations.
Specifically, Physicians for SociaÌ Responsibility say: ATSDR's regulations (42 CFR Part
90.4) state that a petition is to incl-ude "A statement providing information that
individuals have been exposed to a hazardous substance and that the probable source is a
release, or sufficient information to all-ow the Administrator to make such a finding."
But they say the petitionerrs (Abe V'leitzberg's) "petition does just the opposite,
alleging there have been no significant exposures or re.l-eases and providing no
information to allow ATSDR to make such a finding. "

My question is: can you explain how the petition meets ATSDR's regulations (cited above)?

3. Citizens groups also say that by granting the petition and revisiting past studies,
ATSDR is violating a J.ong-time understanding with elected official-s and the community
that al-1 Santa Susana studies would be independent of federal agency interference. Can
you respond?

4. In ATSDR's March 10 response to the petitioner, ATSDR says it "does not prioritize
risk management/remediation options or review/evafuate environmentaJ- reguJ-atory
operational procedures of other organizatj-ons or agencies.ttBut at the same time, it says
it p.lans to 'revaluate whether the proposed remedia.l- options woul"d be protective of human
health." Citizen groups say ATSDR lacks the regulatory authority to assess the SSFL
cleanup agreements (executed in 2070l, between DOE, NASA and the state. they therefore
question ATSDRts plan to evaluate remedial options. Can you respond to that?

5. Citizen groups also point out that the 2010 cLeanup agreements are not "proposed," but
finaL. What "proposed" cleanup remediaL options is ATSDR reviewing?

6. Citizen groups are comparing ATSDR's decision to grant the petition to review studies
at Santa Susana with the decision in July 2OL4 to reject a petition concerned about
chemical- and radioactive exposures at George Air Force Base, CA. fn the George AFB case,
ATSDR said it reviewed the additional evidence presented by the petitioner and saw no
reason to change 1988 assessment conclusions, but at SSFL, citizen groups say the SSFL
petition was accepted without new supporting evidence. Were different criteria used for
deciding whether to dismiss or grant the George and Santa Susana petitions?
'1. The co-authors of independent studies funded by ATSDR at Santa Susana are al-so
questioning ATSDRTs granting of the petition, arguing it confLicts with agreements
previously undertaken by ATSDR with the researchers regarding the independence of their
research. They say in a Sept. 8 letter to ATSDR that "Undertaking now the action
requested by this individual- coul-d cast a shadow over ATSDR's credibiJ-ity and potentially
have a chilJ-ing effect on other scientists asked to perform future work funded by ATSDR.
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fn surnrnary, we believe acceptance of this petition would be at odds with ATSDR's
mission. It Can you respond to this criticisn?

8. f understand the head of ATSDR, Dr. Breysse, is expected to go to Santa Susana and
speak to the corununity about their concerns over the petition. Can you expound on this?
What ls on the agenda, and when is he expected?

Thanks very much.

Sincerely,
Suzanne Yohannan
Inside !{asirington Publishers
Inside EPA's Superfund Report
703-562-8759
suzannev0iwpnews. com
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Parks, Linda

Sent:
To:
Cc:

From: Daniel O Hirsch <dhirschl.@cruzio.com>

Sunday, October 04,20L5 9:01 PM

Parks, Linda

Wing, Damon
Cohen 8t Morgenstern OpEd on ATSDR

Hi Linda,

Damon asked me to send you this when it ran (which was today, Sunday) in the Ventura County Star. It is an
Opinion article by Professors Morgenstern and Cohen calling on ATSDR to reverse course and not insert itself
into the SSFL matter. Professor Morgenstern was the lead investigator for the study of the offsite population
that found cancer rates increased with proximity to SSFL. Professor Cohen was the lead investigator for the
companion study that found evidence of significant potential offsite exposures from SSFL. Both studies had
been funded by, but were otherwise independent of, ATSDR. Weitzberg's petition to ATSDR was, in part, to
have it repudiate those past studies and to push for not cleaning up most of the contamination.

Thanks for what you are doing, and have so long done, on the SSFL matter

Best wishes,

Dan

Ran today in the Ventura County Sta¡. Here is a

Subject:

link:

and attached is a scan of it as it looks in the paper.

d:21
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Re: Yoram Cohen and Hal Morgenstern's October 4 guest column, "Face truth on Santa Susana Lab,"

Editor:

Professors Cohen and Morgenstern fail to address the two most important issues. First ¡s the relevance of their
prior work to off-site risk from the current condition after the cessation of operations and the full site
characterization of contamination. Second is the fact that the widely publicized portions of the results of the¡r prior
work differ significantly from all similar studies. Moreover, their attempt to separate themselves from Dan Hirsch

does not bear scrutiny. Hirsch ran the advisory panel that oversaw their work and Hirsch and Professor Cohen

shared a 525,000 prize for their work together.

ln June 2Ot4,I issued the report "Review of Studies of Health Effects Possibly Related to the Operation of the Santa

Susana Field Laboratory (SSFL,)" which thoroughly reviewed 18 documents. My summary identified the need for
public dialog between Cohen and Morgenstern and the other authors to reconcile their differences. Cohen used

the same data as ATSDR, yet reached completely opposite conclusions. Morgenstern was the only epidemiologist
to claim significant cancer clustering in the vicinity of SSFL.

By reading my original petition to ATSDR, one can see that I was requesting their assistance ¡n setting up a review
panel. Morgenstern totally refused to participate and Cohen refused, but said he might if the panel was sponsored

by a Federal or State Agency. After Cohen's refusal, I contacted Dr. Adrienne Katner, who was the second author of
his report. She declined because of the political fìghting, but wrote that their exposures and risks were no longer
valid.

The time has come to stop the fighting and arrive at a consensus on the off-site risk from SSFL. The participation of
ATSDR and possibly a public panel discuss¡on of the risks by the health study authors appear to me to be positive

steps forward.



Parks, Unda

From:
Sent:
To:

Marie Mason <mariejmason@roadrunner.com>

Tuesday, October 06, 2015 3:39 PM
BennetÇ Steve; Park, Linda; Long, Kath¡t; hragoza,lohn
ATSDR LetterSubfect:

Susana Knolls
Homeowners Associat¡on

1409 Kuehner Dr. #5
Simi Valley, CA 93063

Ventura County Board of Supervisors

October 6,2015

Dear Supenisors

Thank you for your support today regarding your letter to ATSDR. Our community appreciates your continued
involvement with the SSFL site cleanup issue.

Best regards,

Marie Mason
Vice President, Susana Knolls Homeowners Association
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Parks, Linda

From:
Sent:
To:

Subject:
Attachments:

Clerkoft heBoard, Clerkoft heBoard
Wednesday, October 07,20L5 4:37 PM

Aidukas, James;Allen, Gia;Allen, Yvette;Atin, Shawn; Ball, Chad; Barshaw, Caitlin;
Benitez, Cruz; Bennett, Steve; Bianchi-Klemann, Lauren; Bravo, Robert; Burgh, Jeff;

Cantle, Cindy; Carroll, Matt; Chow, Frank; Delarosa, Maria; Delgadillo, Wendy;
Dembowski, Jim; Derse, Paul; Feliciano, Gabriela; Fitzgerald, Kelli;Gaines, Lori;Gallaher,
Bill; Gallaher, Tracy;Gonzalez, Rosa; Gonzalez, Veronica; Han, Maggie; Harrison, Sally;

Hernandez, Martin; Ho, Jennifer; Humes, Ashley; Long, Kathy; Mand, Kaye; Martin, Susan;
Martinez, Yvonne; Miller, Brian;Offerman, Steve; Osterhaven, Jan; Palmer, Brian; Parks,

Linda; Powers, Michael; Powers, Scott; Pratt, Jeff; Rigo Landeros; Rodriguez, Catherine;
Smith, Leroy; Solorzano, Lourdes;Tellez, Alejandra; Terry, Vanise;Walker, Michael;Wing,
Damon; Yanez, Terri; Zaragoza, John
FW: correspondence agenda item October 6, 20L5 Agenda ltem 23
VCStar letter 1.0-4-L5.docx; 9-lL vcstar response.docx

Dear Board Members

The email below was received by the Clerk of the Board's Office on your behalf

Brian Palmer, MLIS
Deputy Executive Otficer
Chief Deputy Clerk of the Board
(805) 654-33e8

From: Abe Weitzberg Ima ilto:aweitzberg@att. net]
Sent: Wednesday, October 07,2OI5 4:16 PM

To: ClerkoftheBoard, Clerkoft heBoard <Clerkoft heBoard @ventura.org>
Cc:'Vianu, Libby' <Vianu.Libby@epa.gov>; rknowles@cdc.gov
Subject: correspondence agenda item October 6,2Ot5 Agenda ltem 23

To Ventura County Supervisors,
I am the individual who petitioned ATSDR. Your agenda discussion information and your letter to ATSDR contain
erroneous information about me and the petition. Your reliance on biased information and failure to properly evaluate
the information your received does a great disservice to your constituents and only serves to help a single antinuclear
activist and his supporters, You obviously did not read my petition or the ATSDR response that described what they
intended to do. I attach two letters that I wrote to the VCStar and ask that they be added to the correspondence agenda.

Gratuitous reference to my work history is only used as a distraction from the substantive issues that should be
discussed. After 9 years at MlT, I worked at SSFL from 1962 to 1965. That does not make me an SSFL official in any sense
of the word. My work experience in the nuclear industry only serves to enhance my knowledge of the technical issues
involved in the site operations and the cleanup. lf you are implying that I have a conflict of interest, you have no basis. I

have never performed any work related to SSFL after I left ¡n 1965.

Site operations ceased years ago and we now have full characterization of the site contamination, at significant expense
to the Federal Government and Boeing. The old Cohen and Morgenstern reports are irrelevant to health risk from the
site today, whether or not their old conclusions were ever valid, lt is a moot question,

I



Rather then try to stop a needed study by ATSDR, you should support your constituents who want to know what are
the¡r health risks from SSFL as it exists toda¡ no more no less.

Thank you,
Abraham Weltzber& PhD

5711Como Clrcle
Woodland Hills, CA 9L367
phone: 818-347-5068
mobile: 301-254-9601
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Parks, Linda

From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:

Subject:
Attachments:

Abe Weitzberg <aweitzberg@att.net>
Friday, October 09, 2015 8:0L AM
Bennett, Steve; Parks, Linda

Smith, Leroy

Public Records Act Request
RE:Additional correspondence agenda item October 6, 2015 Agenda Item 23;

correspondence agenda item October 6, 20L5 Agenda Item 23

Supervisors,
ln the attached letters, I addressed the gross inaccuracies in your presentations during the October 6, 2015 BOS

meeting, Agenda ltem 23. lt is likely that you did not do your own research upon which to base your statements, and
that the bulk of your information was supplied to you by members of the public. The alternative would be that you are
incompetent and do not understand what you read. Any such information received from the public is already in the
public domain and should therefore be made available to me under the California Public Records Act.

Accordingly, I am requesting all information that you received from public sources in regards to said Agenda ltem 23,
including but not limited to:

o Documents, whether hand delivered, delivered by USPS or other service, or contained in emails,
o Power Point presentations,
o Draft briefing material,
o Written comments on briefing materials.

Thank you,
Abraham Weitzberg, Ph.D.

Abe Weitzberg phone: 818-347-5068
5711 Como Circle mobile: 301-254-9601
Woodland Hills, CA 9t367
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