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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
1. DTSC meetings are based on staffing and resources. 
2. DTSC meetings in a specific community or at a specific site are based upon how 

important that site is to elected officials who represent the site. 
3. Information for the community on a project should come from reliable 

websites such as DTSC’s and not from those such as that of the SSFL 
Workgroup, Rocketdyne Cleanup Coalition, and the SSFL CAG, and others – 
each of which, in my opinion, is biased in some way. We need accurate sources 
of information that are based on solid scientific research, not on anecdotal 
stories or taking passages from a scientific source out of context with the 
conclusions of that report. 

4. With the importance of the Exide facility taking resources from many projects, 
and the general mandate for DTSC, DTSC needs additional funding to 
adequately serve these communities. 

5. In my opinion, the DTSC Independent Review Panel should recommend to the 
legislature that DTSC should not be required to assist in creating Community 
Advisory Groups which may not be reading and responding to technical 
documents or considering the input of stakeholders as mandated.  
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6. Meetings such as the DTSC Public Participation Group allowed for members with 
diverse interests, members of each group named above, and other interested 
stakeholders to gain accurate information and to give input to DTSC at the time this 
group was in effect. This was the best outreach DTSC has made in my 10 years of 
involvement with the SSFL project. 
7. DTSC should provide more FACT SHEETS to the community. These should include 
answers to frequently asked questions backed up by scientific research. These Fact 
Sheets should include answers to such questions as: 
• “Was there a meltdown”? 
• Is there widespread radiation on and offsite that poses a risk to the local 

community? 
• Am I at greater risk from cancer if I live near the SSFL site? 
• Am I at risk for cancer if I attend events at Sage Ranch or Brandeis Bardin Camp? 
• Am I at increased risk for cancer or other illnesses  if I want to take a hike at the 

Santa Susana Field Laboratory? 
8. DTSC is requiring stakeholders to go through their Public Participation Specialists. 
Some of these staff have multiple projects, and sometimes there are away from their 
offices for weeks at a time. Sometimes, staff are actually out of office for vacations! 
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9. DTSC should allow all of their employees to respond to emails and to phone 
calls when those calls may be technical in nature, time sensitive, etc. 
10. DTSC needs staffing for their website as well as the ENVIROSTOR website. 
11. For future public comment periods, DTSC should treat all comments which 
appear to be “robo” comments as one comment. Some activist groups have 
data bases that reach all over the country, and the commenters may not 
necessarily understand the site conditions at the Santa Susana Field Laboratory 
site as they are today. 
12. DTSC should explain to the community why their Draft Environmental 
Impact Report has not been released yet – is it being held up by the litigation 
against DTSC by PSR-LA et al? 
13. DTSC’s FACT SHEETS should be able to state that the risk based cleanup by 
The Boeing Company should make the site safe enough to live on, and that 
cleaning up to Background or Detect for NASA and the DOE will not necessarily 
make those areas any safer than the Boeing portion of the project site after 
remediation. 
 

 



SANTA SUSANA FIELD LABORATORY (SSFL) WITH SAGE RANCH TO THE NORTHEAST OF THE SSFL SITE 



WEST HILLS IN RELATION TO THE SANTA SUSANA FIELD LABORATORY SITE – WEST HILLS     
IS OUTLINED IN PINK TO THE RIGHT OF THE SLIDE 



ENVIROSTOR SEARCH FOR SANTA SUSANA FIELD LAB 
WITH LEGEND 



ENVIROSTOR SITES AROUND SSFL INCLUDING PARTS OF SIMI VALLEY, CHATSWORTH, WEST HILLS, AND CANOGA PARK 



FIVE MILE RADIUS OF THE SSFL SITE PER DR. 
THOMAS MACK’S HEALTH RISK STUDY 



WHERE HAS DTSC DONE OUTREACH FOR THE 
SANTA SUSANA FIELD LAB SITE IN THE PAST? 

1. WEST HILLS NEIGHBORHOOD COUNCIL (WHNC) AND ITS COMMITTEES INCLUDING 
THE DAYTON CANYON COMMITTEE, THE SANTA SUSANA MOUNTAIN AREA 
COMMITTEE, AND THEIR ENVIRONMENT COMMITTEE 

2. SANTA SUSANA FIELD LABORATORY INTERAGENCY WORKGROUP 
3. ACME / CLEANUP ROCKETDYNE MUSEUM 
4. DTSC PUBLIC PARTICIPATION GROUP 
5. SSFLCAG MEETINGS 
6. WOODLAND HILLS WARNER CENTER NEIGHBORHOOD COUNCIL BOARD 
7. SSFL TOWN HALL ON THE SANTA SUSANA FIELD LABORATORY 
8. DTSC TECHNICAL STAKEHOLDER MEETINGS WITH BOEING, NASA, AND THE DOE 
9. GROUNDWATER UNIVERSITY WITH DTSC STAFF AND BOEING EXPERT 

GROUNDWATER PANEL WITH DTSC CONSULTANTS 
10. DTSC BACKGROUND STUDY MEETINGS BOTH IN MEETING ROOMS AND IN THE FIELD 
11. SITE VISITS AND TECHNICAL MEETINGS WITH THE FEDERAL EPA, DOE, AND DTSC 



WHAT OUTREACH IS DTSC DOING FOR 
THE SSFL COMMUNITY TODAY? 

1. DTSC HOLDS OPEN HOUSES TWICE A YEAR IN THE SANTA SUSANA FIELD 
LABORATORY COMMUNITY 

2. DTSC SENDS OUT MONTHLY UPDATES TO THOSE STAKEHOLDERS WHO 
HAVE SIGNED UP TO RECEIVE EMAILS 



WHY IS THIS SITE A HIGH PROFILE 
SITE? 

1) ACTIVIST GROUPS BELIEVE AND PERPETUATE THAT THERE WAS A NUCLEAR 
MELTDOWN AT THE SSFL SITE IN 1959 THAT STILL POSES HEALTH RISKS TO THE 
OFFSITE COMMUNITY TODAY. 

2) ACTIVIST GROUPS PERPETUATE STORIES REGARDING CANCER CLUSTERS AND 
INCREASED INCIDENCE OF CANCER IN THE SANTA SUSANA FIELD LABORATORY 
COMMUNITY. 

3) ELECTED OFFICIALS HAVE BEEN INFLUENCED FOR MORE THAN 30 YEARS 
REGARDING THESE COMMUNITY CONCERNS, AND THE ELECTED OFFICIALS 
SUPPORT, IN MOST CASES, A RIGOROUS CLEANUP WITHOUT, IN MY OPINION, 
CONSIDERING THE POTENTIAL IMPACTS TO THE COMMUNITY OF THE MOST 
RIGOROUS CLEANUP 

4) THE NEWS MEDIA CONTINUES TO PERPETUATE THIS INFORMATION WHICH IS 
ANECDOTAL RATHER THAN REPORT  ALL OF THE FACTS AS FOUND IN THE  
OBJECTIVE SCIENTIFIC DATA. 



DTSC-SSFL Document Upload Notification: FAQ 
- Was there a meltdown at SSFL? 











Was there a meltdown at the SSFL? 

• WHY DID DTSC CREATE THIS DOCUMENT, 
RELEASE IT ON A FRIDAY, AND PULL IT FROM 
ITS WEBSITE THE FOLLOWING MONDAY?  

• WHO REQUESTED THAT IT BE PULLED? 
• WHY ISN’T DTSC ALLOWED TO RERELEASE IT? 



CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH (CDPH) RESPONSE IN CURRENT LITIGATION BY 
PSR-LA ET AL V DTSC, CDPH, AND THE BOEING COMPANY AS THE REAL PARTY OF 

INTEREST 



OFFSITE HEALTH STUDIES 
1. DTSC has a summary of offsite exposure studies too large to present here. 
http://www.dtsc-ssfl.com/files/lib_offsite_investig/reports/correspondence/65303_SSFLCancerreviews_-
_Summary.pdf 
 
2. Potential for Offsite Exposures Associated with Contaminants from the Santa Susana Field Laboratory – 
PowerPoint by Dr. Adrienne Katner is based on data prior to 2003. In her Limitations she states that she has 
no knowledge of the site conditions today. 
http://www.ssflworkgroup.org/files/Potential%20for%20Offsite%20Exposures%20presentation%206-18-
14.pdf 
 
3. Cancer Incidence in the Community Surrounding the Rocketdyne Facility in Southern California by Dr. Hal 
Morgenstern has its on disclaimers. It was released in 2007, therefore, the data  in that report is most likely 
prior to 2005. 
http://www.etec.energy.gov/environmental_and_health/UOM.html 
 
4.  Cancer Occurrence in the  Offsite Neighborhoods Near the Santa Susana Field Laboratory was presented at 
a DTSC meeting in Spring 2014. Dr. Thomas Mack is the former Chair of Cancer Surveillance for Los Angeles 
County, Orange County, and San Diego County. He is on staff as a researcher at USC Keck School of Medicine. 
He is also Chair of the OEHHA’s Prop 65 Committee on Identifying carcinogens. Cancer surveillance data has 
about a 2 year lag time to enter the system. His presentation is the most current with data to 2010. 
http://www.dtsc-
ssfl.com/files/lib_pub_involve/meeting_agendas/meeting_agendas_etc/66362_Santa_Susana_8.pdf 
 
5. Draft Preliminary Site Evaluation 
Santa Susana Field Laboratory (SSFL) 
Ventura County, California 
CERCLIS NO. CAD074103771 
December 3, 1999 
Prepared by: Division of Health Assessment and Consultation 
Agency for Toxic Substances and Disease Registry Atlanta, Georgia 
http://www.atsdr.cdc.gov/hac/pha/pha.asp?docid=78&pg=0 
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WHAT IS DELAYING THE SSFL CLEANUP WHICH WAS SUPPOSED TO BE COMPLETE BY   

2017?    
POSSIBLE CONTRIBUTING FACTORS: 
1) NRDC, COMMITTEE TO BRIDGE THE GAP, AND THE CITY OF LOS ANGELES SUE THE DOE IN 
2004 – THE DOE IS REQUIRED TO DO A COMPLETE ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT IN 
2007: 
http://www.etec.energy.gov/Library/Cleanup_and_Characterization/EIS/MSJ_ORDER.pdf 
2) DOE SUSPENDS DEMOLITION AND REMEDIATION IN MAY 2007: 
http://www.etec.energy.gov/char_cleanup/EIS.html 
3) DTSC SIGNS THE 2007 CONSENT AGREEMENT WITH ALL THREE RESPONSIBLE PARTIES IN 
AUGUST 2007: 
http://www.etec.energy.gov/Library/Cleanup_and_Characterization/Consent_Order.pdf 
4) SB 990 (Kuehl) is signed by the Governor in October 2007: 
ftp://www.leginfo.ca.gov/pub/07-08/bill/sen/sb_0951-
1000/sb_990_cfa_20070503_120213_sen_floor.html 
5) DOE begins its Draft Environmental Impact Statement in June 2008: 
http://www.etec.energy.gov/char_cleanup/EIS.html 
6) DTSC works with Boeing, NASA, DOE, and stakeholders to incorporate SB 990 into the 2007 
Consent Order 
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WHAT IS DELAYING THE SSFL CLEANUP WHICH WAS SUPPOSED TO BE 
COMPLETE BY 2017?  Part 2 

7) The Federal EPA signs an Agreement to characterize all of AREA IV and the 
Northern Buffer Zone for radionuclides in May 2009: 
https://yosemite.epa.gov/r9/sfund/r9sfdocw.nsf/ViewByEPAID/CAN000908498 
The EPA samples for radionuclides while the DOE and DTSC work with the EPA to do 
collocated sampling – the DOE / DTSC sampling is for chemicals. 
8) The Boeing Company Company sues DTSC RE: The Constitutionality of SB 990  in 
November 2009: 
http://www.dtsc-
ssfl.com/files/lib_boeinglawsuit/legaldocs/64509_BoeingComplaint11-13-2009.pdf 
9) NASA and The DOE do not become parties in the Boeing Litigation. 
In December 2010, DOE and NASA sign separate Administrative Orders on Consent 
with DTSC: 
http://www.dtsc-
ssfl.com/files/lib_correspond/agreements/64791_SSFL_DOE_AOC_Final.pdf 
http://www.dtsc-
ssfl.com/files/lib_correspond/agreements/64789_SSFL_NASA_AOC_Final.pdf 
The EPA concludes its radiological sampling and report in December 2012: 
https://yosemite.epa.gov/r9/sfund/r9sfdocw.nsf/ViewByEPAID/CAN000908498 
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WHAT IS DELAYING THE SSFL CLEANUP WHICH WAS SUPPOSED TO BE COMPLETE BY 
2017?  Part 3 

10) The decision  regarding SB 990 is appealed to the 9th Circuit Court of Appeals and the 9th Circuit Upholds the 
lower court’s decision that SB 990 is unconstitutional in September 2014: 
http://www.dtsc-ssfl.com/files/lib_boeinglawsuit/legaldocs/66462_11-55903.pdf 
11) Boeing is now cleaning up to the 2007 Consent Order which is a risk based cleanup to a residential standard 
drafted by a DTSC Toxicologist who was the former DTSC Project Director. 
12)  NASA and the DOE remain under the 2010 Administrative Order on Consent for soil, and the 2007 Consent Order 
for Groundwater 
13) Boeing begins tearing down its remaining structures with a goal of having them removed by December 2013? 
14) PSR-LA et al sue DTSC, CDPH, and The Boeing Company as the real party of interest in August 2013: 
http://www.dtsc-
ssfl.com/files/lib_physocrespvsdtsc/courtdocuments/66273_2013_08_08SSFLLettertoStrumwasser.pdf 
There are over 100 files in this litigation. A hearing on the merits of this case should have been heard by May 2015, 
but there was a new judge assigned in December 2014, and as of this date, I am unaware of any movement in this 
case. As a result, Boeing is unable to remove its remaining structures in AREA IV based upon a voluntary agreement 
that was supposed to be of a short duration. 
15) NASA works on its Environmental Impact Statement for their portion of the SSFL site between 2011 and 2013: 
http://ssfl.msfc.nasa.gov/environmental-cleanup/environmental-impact-statement/ 
15) The Court Denies Boeing a Motion for Summary Judgement for PSR-LA v DTSC et al in January 2015 pending a 
hearing on the merits of the case: 
http://www.dtsc-
ssfl.com/files/lib_physocrespvsdtsc/courtdocuments/66563_Order_Denying_Boeing_Motion__for_Summary_Judge
ment.pdf 
16) The DOE states at the SSFL Town Hall in October 2014 that they will not be demolishing their remaining 
structures until after their Record of Decision is complete. It is not referenced in this presentation but it was stated at 
this meeting. 
http://www.dtsc-ssfl.com/files/lib_pub_involve/meeting_agendas/meeting_agendas_etc/66496_DOE-WHNC-
CPNC_TOWN_HALL_10_2014_Rev_5.pdf  
17) Where are we today? 
DOE has not given a date for its Draft Environmental Impact Statement 
18) DTSC has not given a date for its Draft Environmental Impact Report 
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Conclusions 
1. DTSC needs more resources so that they can have time for more outreach at all of 

their sites and for their other responsibilities. 
2. It is my opinion that agencies like DTSC are underfunded just as agencies like the 

Federal EPA are underfunded. From my experience, for example when I reviewed 
the health science curriculum for public schools in California as a college student, 
the teaching of health was always the first thing that was cut in a budget. 

3. I was working on the Santa Susana Field Laboratory project when former Governor 
Schwarzenegger cut the State Budget by 10%. DTSC staff had to take furlough days, 
and it was difficult to get funds for travel from Sacramento or elsewhere to 
meetings in our community. 

4. If DTSC releases a FACT SHEET or a technical document for the purposes of 
informing the community, elected officials should resist intervening to pull a 
document just because one segment of a population does not agree with its 
contents.  That is in specific reference to the “Was there a meltdown?” FACT SHEET. 

5. Thank you to the DTSC Independent Review Panel for your time to visit our 
community and to listen to our concerns. 
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