From: Rohlfes, Larry@DTSC
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From: Abe Weitzberg [mailto:aweitzberg@att.net]

Sent: Thursday, September 22, 2016 7:24 PM

To: Rohlfes, Larry@DTSC <Larry.Rohlfes@dtsc.ca.gov>

Cc: Kracov, Gideon@DTSC <Gideon.Kracov@dtsc.ca.gov>; Campbell, Arezoo@DTSC <Arezoo.Campbell@dtsc.ca.gov>; Vizzier, Mike@DTSC <Mike.Vizzier@dtsc.ca.gov>
Subject: FW: Response to Public Records Act Request- Rocketdyne/Atomics Documents

Larry,

Please post this email and attachments. The information was obtained from CA DPH via a Public Records Act request and relates to their involvement with
SSFL health studies and the acrimonious interactions with Dan Hirsch and his supporting elected officials. In part it explains why Hirsch was able to
exclude DPH with its radiological and public health expertise from having a major role in the SSFL cleanup discourse. The excerpts below are taken from
the 1999 memo to Joe Munso at the end of the 3 MB document.

Abe

In exercisﬁ(lg what it thought was its facilitative prerogative DIS staff (Dr. Harrison)

experiencgthe following conflicts with Mr. Hirsch

1) Mr. Hirsch did not want the majority vote to be controlled by the scientists

2) Mr. Hirsch disagreed with the majority vote to select the UCLA team to do the work

3) Mr. Hirsch and a majority but not all of the Panel did not want to pursue the usual
DHS and National Institute of Occupational Safety and Health (NIOSH) tri-partite
procedure of sharing research draft results for comment by management, labor and
government. They wanted to exclude Rocketdyne/Boeing from the loop. Dr. Harrison
viewed this vote as advisory not binding. Senator Wright Assemblymember Katz and
Assemblymember Kuehl shared Mr. Hirsch’s outrage at this procedure. (Despite this
outrage, everyone now agrecs that the process worked. The UCLA researchers
benefited from comments received and did not allow themselves to be unduly
influenced by the comments. Despite the fact that it worked, Hirsch and the
legislators are against the tri-partite procedure as a matter of principle)

When DHS staff in the Environmental Health Investigations Branch (EHIB) under Dr.
Kreutzer began exercising what they thought of as their facilitative responsibility by
contacting the advisory/oversight committee, exploring federal funding etc. Mr. Hirsch
and the legislators had the following objections:

1) DHS should not seek funds for a feasibility study

4) DHS should not communicate with the Panel Members except through Mr, Hirsch
and the Co-Chair ( who had resigned to go to DOE)

5) DHS should not prepare proposals to the Panel on what a draft RFP might look like

6) DHS should have no contacts with Rocketdyne to see if their offer to fund studies
could be accepted without strings and in a way acceptable to the Panel and the
legislators.

7) DHS should make no recommendations as to the kind of additional scientific
expertise need by the panel as it shifted from a worker to a neighborhood focus.
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DHS and National Institute of Occupational Safety and Health (NIOSH) tri-partite
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When DHS staff in the Environmental Health Investigations Branch (EHIB) under Dr.
Kreutzer began exercising what they thought of as their facilitative responsibility by

contacting the advisory/oversight committee, exploring federal funding etc. Mr. Hirsch
and the legislators had the following objections:

1) DHS should not seek funds for a feasibility study

4) DHS should not communicate with the Panel Members except through Mr. Hirsch
and the Co-Chair ( who had resigned to go to DOE)

5) DHS should not prepare proposals to the Panel on what a draft RFP might look like

6) DHS should have no contacts with Rocketdyne to see if their offer to fund studies
could be accepted without strings and in a way acceptable to the Panel and the
legislators.

7) DHS should make no recommendations as to the kind of additional scientific
expertise need by the panel as it shifted from a worker to a neighborhood focus.




Costelli, Lorna (CDPH-DIR)

From: Abe Weitzberg <aweitzberg@att.net>
Sent: Sunday, September 20, 2015 9:37 AM
To: CDPH INTERNET ADMIN

Subject: Public records request

I am requesting copies of all documents or email communications received by or originated by Dan Hirsch and received
by or copied to DTSC staff relating to the conduct of the following studies:

Morgenstern, H., et.al., 1997. Epidemiologic Study to Determine Possible Adverse Effects to
Rocketdyne/Atomics International Workers from Exposure to lonizing Radiation. Final Report to the Public
Health Institute, Berkeley, CA (Subcontract No. 324A-8701-50163), June 1997.

Morgenstern, H., et.al., 1999. Epidemiologic Study to Determine Possible Adverse Effects to
Rocketdyne/Atomics International Workers from Exposure to Selected Chemicals. Addendum Report to the
Public Health Institute, Berkeley, CA (Subcontract No. 324A-8701-S0163), January 1999.

The timeframes of interest are the several years prior to and during the conduct of these studies, such as 1994 through
1999. These studies were conducted under the direction of the SSFL Advisory Panel that was led by Dan Hirsch and it has
been suggested that some of the guidance provided by Hirsch should be made available to the public.

| understand that because Dan Hirsch is a member of the public, these records are public and would be available to me.
Also, because they were electronic records they may exist in electronic form and as such that would be the preferred
form for me to receive the records.

My contact information is below.

Sincerely,
Abraham Weitzberg
Telephone: 818-357-5068

Mobile: 301-254-9601
Email: aweitzberg@att.net

Abe Weitzberg  phone: 818-347-5068
5711 Como Circle mobile: 301-254-9601
Woodland Hills, CA 91367






State of California—Health and Human Services Agency

N\ California Department of Public Health

) CBPH

| KAREN L. SMITH, MD, MPH EDMUND G. BROWN JR.

Director and State Health Officer Govemnor
October 1, 2015 sent via email

Mr. Abraham Weitzberg
5711 Como Circle
Woodland Hills, CA 91367

Dear Mr. Weitzberg:

On September 21, 2015 the California Department of Public Health (CDPH) received
your email dated September 20, 2015 requesting records under the Public Records Act.
In your letter you requested electronic documents received by or originated by Dan
Hirsch and received by or copied to DTSC staff relating to “Epidemiologic Study to
Determine Possible Adverse Effects to Rocketdyne/Atomics International Workers from
Exposure to lonizing Radition” from 1997 and 1999. We were able to locate related
documents and they are identified as follows:

Record Pages
Santa Susana Field Laboratory Epidemiological Study: Report of

the Oversight Panel, September 1997. 11
Fax cover sheet from Marilyn Underwood, Ph.D. September, 29,

1997. 43
Document named, “SSFL April 1999,” PDF. Santa Susana Filed

Laboratory Epidemiological Study, Part II: Exposures to Selected 14

Chemicals. Report of the Oversight Panel Co-Chairs, April 1999.

If you have any questions regarding this matter, please contact me at (510) 620-3130 or
rick.kreutzer@cdph.ca.gov.

Sincerely,

Rick Kreutzer, MD
Chief
Division of Environmental and Occupational Disease Control

Enclosures

California Department of Public Health « Division of Environmental and Occupational Disease Control
850 Marina Bay Parkway, Building P, 3" Floor, Richmond, CA 94804
Phone: (510) 620-3130 e Fax: (510) 620-3141
Internet Address: www.cdph.ca.gov





Mr. Abraham Weitzberg
October 1, 2015
Page 2

cc:  Alexandra Stupple, Attorney
California Department of Public Health
Office of Legal Services
1415 L Street, Suite 500, MS 0010
Sacramento,CA 95814







SANTA SUSANA FIELD LABORATORY
EPIDEMIOLOGICAL STUDY:

REPORT OF THE OVERSIGHT PANEL

SEPTEMBER 1997





OVERSIGHT PANEL MEMBERS

Daniel Hirsch, Co-Chair
Committee to Bridge the Gap, Los Angeles, California
David Michaels, Ph.D., Co-Chair
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International Union - United Auto Workers, Detroit, Michigan
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Non-voting member on the choice of the study contractor. Voting member on other matters.

* ¥ % .
Non-voting member.





SANTA SUSANA FIELD LABORATORY EPIDEMIOLOGICAL STUDY:

REPORT OF THE OVERSIGHT PANEL

Background

The epidemiological study of Santa Susana Field Laboratory (SSFL)
workers was triggered out of two concerns: that workers on-site may have been
affected by workplace exposures to radioactive and chemically hazardous
materials and that releases of such materials from the facility may have harmed
members of the neighboring community. SSFL operated nuclear reactors,
handled plutonium and conducted rocket-engine tests. The events leading up to
the establishment of the study included disclosures of a number of accidents
involving nuclear reactors on the property, radioactive and chemical
contamination affecting both on- and off-site areas, and a preliminary study
suggesting elevated incidences of certain cancers in census tracts closest to the
facility which, although not definitive, pointed to the need for a full-scale
investigation. Since SSFL workers were expected to have higher exposures to the
relevant radioactive and chemical materials than the nearby general population,
it was decided that the appropriate next step was a detailed epidemiological
study of the workers. If the study concluded there was no risk to workers, the
issue of potential impacts on the neighboring community could also be put to
rest. If the study did find deaths among the workers attributable to their
exposures, additional follow-up study of the neighboring community might be in
order.

The first phase of the worker study, dealing with potential impacts from
exposure to radiation, is now complete. The second part of the worker study,
dealing with chemical exposures, will be released at a later time. (Some analyses
of chemical exposures are contained in the current study, but they are restricted
to assessing whether such exposures could be a confounding variable with
regard to radiation.)





Santa Susana Field Laboratory Epidemiological Study: Ouversight Panel Report

The Oversight Panel

The study was performed by a team of researchers from UCLA and was
overseen by an Oversight Panel. Five members of the Oversight Panel were
selected by local legislators as community representatives. Four of the
community representatives have technical backgrounds in safety engineering,
physics, nuclear policy, and medicine. An additional seven members of the
Panel were selected by the California Department of Health Services (DHS).
Their backgrounds include community medicine, environmental science,
industrial hygiene, and epidemiology. DHS had and has certain regulatory
involvement in the site. The U.S. Department of Energy (DOE) - for whom part
of SSFL was operated by Rocketdyne — provided a (non-voting) representative as
well. An additional member of the Panel, British radiation epidemiologist
Dr. Alice Stewart, was added to the Panel after its formation, upon the
suggestion of the Panel itself. The Panel is co-chaired by Daniel Hirsch of the
Committee to Bridge the Gap and David Michaels of the City University of
New York Medical School. A complete list of the Panel members is included on
page 1 of this report.

The Study’s Findings

The primary question the study was designed to answer was whether
workers at Rocketdyne/Al’s nuclear sites have experienced excess deaths from
cancer associated with their work-related exposures to radiation. The answer is

yes.

The study found:

o Exposure of workers at SSFL to external (penetrating) radiation
was associated with an elevated rate of dying from cancers of the
blood and lymph systems and from lung cancer.

e Cancer death rates for all cancers and for “radiosensitive” solid
cancers were found to increase as external radiation dose
increased.
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* Increased doses of internal radiation (i.e. from radioactive
materials that were inhaled or ingested) similarly resulted in
increased mortality rates for blood and lymph system cancers and
for cancers grouped together by the investigators as the upper-
aero-digestive tract, including cancers of the oral cavity, pharynx,
esophagus, and stomach. 27.3% of the cancer deaths among
workers with measurable internal radiation exposures were
attributable to their workplace exposures to radiation.

The study results were primarily obtained by comparing higher exposed
groups to lower exposed groups of the same worker population, which provides
substantial power to the conclusions. Furthermore, although it isn’t possible to
completely rule out the possibility of confounding effects, the study found no
evidence of any factor such as smoking or chemical exposure that could be
responsible for the radiation impact seen.

The study also examined several issues of broader implication regarding
risks associated with radiation exposure, making the following important
findings:

* Although the cancer deaths at SSFL attributable to radiation
exposure were dose-related, they occurred at doses substantially
below those considered permissible by official U.S. and
international regulatory bodies, thus raising questions about the
adequacy of current regulations.

* The excess relative risk of “low-dose” radiation was at least
6 to 8 times greater than risks previously assumed on the basis of
atomic bomb survivor data.

* There is an age effect - e.., older adults (over 49 years old) are
more at risk from radiation than younger ones for all cancers and
for “radiosensitive” solid cancers, including lung cancers.!

The SSFL study lends support on many of these points to recent work by
Steve Wing, and George Kneale and Alice Stewart. It is noteworthy that many of
the important findings of the SSFL study could be made because of the long
follow-up period — permitting the detection of long-latency cancers that appear





Santa Susana Field Laboratory Epidemiological Study: Oversight Panel Report

many years after radiation exposure, which might have been missed in studies
with shorter follow-up times, as well as permitting a better view of any age
effect. This strongly argues for continued follow-up not only of the SSFL
workers but of all radiation-exposed cohorts at other nuclear-related facilities,
including many in which no or few effects had been found in studies of shorter
follow-up duration.

Recommendations by the Panel

Based on the results of this phase of the study, the Panel recommends:

1. Follow-Up

a. The chemical phase of the study, examining whether exposure to
hazardous materials resulted in deaths among the worker population, should be
completed as soon as possible. We urge Rocketdyne and its new Boeing
management to undertake every effort to provide all available data that would
help to evaluate such exposures.

b. The Rocketdyne workers should continue to be followed. One of the
advantages of the current study, giving it enhanced power despite the relatively
small numbers of monitored workers relative to other studies, is the long
follow-up period. Since only a small fraction of the monitored Rocketdyne
workforce has yet died, additional, long-latency effects of the workplace
exposures may yet be seen. Continued follow-up of the workers — indeed, both
from SSFL and studies at other nuclear sites — should be undertaken.

c. Areview of the feasibility of performing a follow-on study of the
neighboring community should now be undertaken. As indicated above, one of
the reasons for the establishment of the worker epidemiological study, in
addition to concern for the workers themselves, was concern expressed by
members of the surrounding community about possible harm from releases from
the site. Since the worker study found radiation exposures did result in cancer
deaths among the worker population, we recommend evaluation of the
feasibility of performing a carefully constructed community study. The Panel
will meet to explore this issue and report to the community regarding the need
and feasibility of such a study. We recommend, if such a study is found feasible,
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that it be conducted under the oversight of the Panel and by a contractor selected
by the Panel, as was the case with the SSFL worker study.

2. Recommendations of Broader Application

a. The study makes several findings that call into question whether
current regulatory exposure limits are sufficiently protective, and we recommend
that regulatory bodies revisit their standards in light of the SSFL study and other
recent studies that reached similar conclusions.

1. Nuclear workers are currently permitted to receive 5 Rem (also
called 50 mSv) each year, the equivalent of 150 Rem (1500 mSv) over a 30-year
career. The SSFL study, and several other large recent studies of radiation-
exposed workers, have found evidence of cancers occurring from radiation at
levels significantly lower than this regulatory limit. In light of these findings, we
recommend that the current limits for radiation exposure be reconsidered by all
regulatory and advisory bodies responsible for radiation protection.

ii. The SSFL study also found the excess relative risk from
“low-dose” external radiation is at least 6 to 8 times greater than that assumed by
current official risk factors which are based on extrapolation of the results of
A-bomb survivor data to low doses. This finding of the SSFL study is in
concordance with similar recent studies by Wing, et al., and Stewart and Kneale
and lends support for the premise that extrapolations from the
Hiroshima/Nagasaki experience are not the appropriate basis for setting
protective standards for workers or the general public.” In light of the finding in
the SSFL and other recent studies that “low-dose” radiation may be a
considerably more potent carcinogenic agent than presumed in current
regulatory assumptions, we recommend consideration of these new studies by
standard-setting bodies and the potential need to strengthen radiation protection
regulations.’

iii. The study also confirmed a previously reported age-effect.
Current regulatory standards are based on the presumption that radiation risk is
essentially constant throughout adulthood. The SSFL study found, for a number
of cancer types, that the risk increases with age at exposure. Regulatory
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standards based on the assumption of uniform risk throughout adulthood should
be re-examined.

b. Finally, we have a comment regarding the process of conducting
epidemiological studies in controversial areas such as those involving
Department of Energy nuclear facilities. Because of the troubled history of many
past DOE studies, which has affected public confidence in their findings, the
SSFL study operated under an innovative structure designed to involve the
community in the study’s oversight and assure the scientific integrity of the work
by maintaining independence from either governmental or corporate interests
responsible for the exposures and outcomes under investigation. While these
efforts have not been entirely successful, nor always easy, we believe that
establishment of Oversight Panels such as ours can be a useful model in
attempting to enhance public confidence in such studies.

Oversight Panel’s Conclusions Regarding the SSFL Study

» The UCLA research team was selected by the Oversight Panel after
review of applications from all research groups who responded to
an open Request for Proposals. The review included evaluation of
the methods to be used and the analysis proposed to be
performed.

¢ The UCLA team conducted the study according to those protocols
and generally accepted research methods for studies of this type.
The UCLA team reported periodically to the Oversight Panel in
writing and in person.

¢ The principal limitations of the study were shortages of detailed
exposure data and delays in access to information. These
limitations do not compromise the Oversight Panel’s confidence in
the findings of adverse effects of radiation exposure.

* The Oversight Panel has confidence in the principal findings of the
study.
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* The Oversight Panel urges Rocketdyne, the U.S. Department of
Energy, the California Department of Health Services, and other
appropriate agencies to provide funding and access to data as
required for completion of the chemical effects portion of the
study, and other work as necessary.

* This study and the Oversight Panel’s recommendations that flow
from it should be brought to the attention of national and
international bodies responsible for setting standards for radiation
protection.





Santa Susana Field Laboratory Epidemiological Study: Oversight Panel Report

ENDNOTES

' For cancers of the blood and lymph systems, the study found an age effect in the other
direction, with workers under the age of 50 more at risk.

? Some researchers have argued that the A-bomb data are skewed by a “healthy survivor” effect
that would lead to an underestimate of radiation effects if extrapolated to a general population.
The “healthy survivor” argument is that people with weaker immune systems were killed
disproportionately by the original atomic explosions, so that the survivors are an '
unrepresentative group. The effect of radiation on the survivors, thus, would be partially masked
by the fact that there was a bias in their selection, i.e., greater resistance. This “healthy survivor”
effect could explain why the SSFL study, the Wing et al. study of workers at Oak Ridge, and the
Stewart and Kneale studies all indicate a radiation risk about an order of magnitude greater than
estimates derived from the A-bomb survivors. We do not here pass judgment on this hypothesis,
except to note that it provides a biologically plausible explanation for the finding in this and other
recent studies of a larger number of cancer deaths attributable to radiation exposure than would
be predicted from official risk estimates based on the A-bomb survivor data.

® Some groups have recently proposed relaxing official assumptions about the risks of
“low-dose” radiation, arguing that standards that flow from them are too restrictive. See, e.g.,
January 1996 proposal by Health Physics Society. These proposals appear ill-advised in light of
the SSFL and other recent studies that indicate that, if anything, current standards underestimate
radiation risks.





For further information or to obtain additional copies of this report, please
contact:

SSFL Oversight Panel

c¢/o CBG

1637 Butler Avenue, Suite 203
Los Angeles, California, 90025

Phone: (310) 478-0829






FAX COVER SHEET

ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH INVESTIGATIONS
‘BRANCH

CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH 1515 CLAY STREET, SUITE 1700
SERVICES OAKLAND, CA 94612

Date:

Numiber of pages including cover sheat:

Z.{f‘ f# (JG/IQQ/(
Y /

STATE OF CALIFORNIA

Marilyn C. Underwood, Ph,D.
Staff Toxicologist

Department of Health Services

Environmental FHealth
Investigations Branch

1515 Clay Street, Suite 1700

Oakland, CA 94612

Phone: %9/ 6 3 7~ 60'5"0
Fax phone: 9@9//3 ?"" é@ FI

11

(510} 622-4415 FAX (510} 622-4505
E-mail: cdhsmarilyn@earthlink.net

REMARKS: Urgent

[ PForyourrevisw [} Reply ASAP

] Please comment

Cypad ZZ2fiop hacd pot op

copy  OF /Zﬂ Eoveiror  Jully
ﬂéo‘(—‘ aw/@tw%f werr— g~ foal ™

”7@5,__5/@»4(2_ &7[ Wzé o fo Véw;m/
W/D ﬂ(éﬂ$°"’4 Mv:/
% m /(M/V/J“CP«Q/ #M /73’07@\?

// V/f/m/// /6[74/ /Mércz%@ %f)/w/w

VW o 7 &z’ I_/ s
ﬂl/ﬂfﬂ e 75 Jelh,

Revised 12/98





P.82
QCT-27-1997  13:37 CSS-CCR-BERKELEY

COUNTY OF SANTA BARBARA » HEALTH CARE SERVICES
TRI-COUNTIES REGIONAL CANCER REGISTRY

345 Camino Del Remedic  Santa Barbara, CA 93110
Phonte (B05) 681.5146 Fax (805) 681 -5139

Hrevon A, Kyoobiea, HCS Birector

Roger B Haroux, RCS Agulntunt Dicegtor

EXtiot Sttudman, MO, Keatth Offfcer

Sug Watldus, ART, TR, Caceer Ragintry Diroctor

September 29, 1997

Pan! E. Lorenz

Director,

Ventura County Public Health
3147 Loma Vista Road
Ventura, CA 93003

Degr Mr. Lotenz

Thank you very much for your letter of September 15, offering me the Oppornity to participate in the
local network to monitor the issus of cancer in the Simi Valley Area. T will be honored to participate,

In ree:pbns:e t0 your request for data on cancer incidence in Simi Valley, I have performed a preliminary
snnlysis on cancer Incidence among residents in a five mile radius of Sarta Suzana Field Laboratory
(SSFL) and would like 10 share the results with you,

1ate to the age, sex, andmcespeclﬂcpopmaﬁonesﬁmatesofthemdy area. The standard rate uged in
the Tri-Counties Reglon & the 1988.92 average anmual rate for the region which includes San Luig
Obispo, Santa Barbara, and Ventura countles. Average annual rates have less variations and are a much
betier representative of cancer Incidence in an area, Population estimates are derived from the 1990
censug for the census fracts covering the smdy area. By applying the standard rate to the Census
population, the number of cases expected in 1990 is obtaimed. Since ncither the U.S. Burean of the
Censug nor the California Departmeant of Financs sstimate population of the census tracts for intercengal
years, to arrive at-the total gxpected number the 1990 estimates must be muitiplied by the number of
years in the study period.’ "

v the pattern of the 1992 study by the Californis Department of Health
Sorvides (DHS) *Cancer Incldence Neaf The Santa Susang Fisld Laboratocy, 1978-1989".
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1. The present anslysis included all invasive cancers registered with the Tri-Counties Reglonaf Cancer
Registry for 1988-1595 calendar yeats. Data for 1988-1994 are considered completz; data for 1995
were: estimated to be 88 percent completa ag of September 22, 1997,

2. The study area includes the census tracts within a five miles radius of the SSFL. Although these
tracts do not cover all parts of the clty of Simi Valley they represent a geographic area identical to
the area covered in the previous study by DHS, The following census tracts (74.01, 75.02, 75.03,
79.01, 79.02, 80.01, 80.02, 80,03, 81.01, 81.02, 82.00, 82,02, 83.02, 83.03, 3.04, 84,01, 84.02,
$5.01, 85.02) with a population of 90,804 in 1990 census were selected.

3. Cancers were divided into three groups of very radiosensitive (thyrold, bone & joints, all leukemia,
excluding chronie lymphogytio leukernia), moderately radlosensitive (breast, ung & bronchus), and
possibly rediosensitive (csophagus, stomach, liver, brain & ofher nervous system, urinary bladder,
other winary system, and multiple myeloma). This elassification Is also based on the DHS study
except for excluding cancers of the salivery gland and parathyroid from the last group,

4. Differences between the observed and expected mumbars are statistically evaluated for departure from
normal variations at the level of 99% confidence intorval. With almagt 6000 census tracts in
California, even using 2 99% confidence interval means that at any given time 30 census tracts conld
be declared as having ¢ statistically significant incresse In a particular type of cancer by chance,

5. A majot limitation in this approach is the lzck of accurate intercensal population estimates at the level
of census tract. There is no adjustment for population increase in this approach, except that it is
assumed that population changes around the census year will balance ont. This will resglt in an
unspecified nnderestimation of the expected mmbers.

Results of this analysis for the parts of Ventura county that lies within the five miles radiys of SSBHL are
presented in Table 1. This table presents both the observed and expected mmbers by gesxer for the
study period. Among the very radiosensitive cancers, the number of registered lenkemia in woinen is
significantty lower than expected. 'This alsg brings the total number of all very radiosensitive cancers
for women 10 a significantly Jower level. Neither the reason nor the significance of this gbservation Is
clear at the present time. Among the moderately radjosensitive cancers, the total number of registered
cancers of the Jung & bronchus is significantly higher than expected. Close 10 85% of all lung cancers
are due to smoking tobacco. Unfortunately, cancer registry does not collect proper data on smoking,
For all other sites, the observed numbers were all with in the limits of normal variation e¢xpected in &
biological phenomenon such as cancer incidence.

My conclusion from this simple preliminary analysis is that residents of the study area seamn to have
cancer incidence risk which is sioilar to that of the other residents of the Tri-Counties Region, except
for leukeria in women which is significantly lower, and cancer of the Iung & bronchus which is higher,
Further analysis of the available data on this issue may be helpful in determining the nature of this
abservation, '
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Table 1. Resgults of the Obsen;'ed/Bxpecteﬂ Analysis for the Incidence of Invasive Cancers in
Ventura County, 1988-1995 Cases.

S o ST,

Male Female

' ' OBS | Ex¢r | OBS |

‘[Vm-y Radiosensitive 43 68| M
Thyroid i1 10.3 26

”jicmu & Joints 5 2.7 2

|| Letkemia (Excl. CLL) 27| 239 6
Moderately Radiosensitive 169 | 147.2| 461
Lung & Brozchus 166 | 145.7| 140
Breast 3 15| 321
Possibly Radiosensitive 167{ 1445 69
Esophugus 19 122 3
Stomach 23] 23| 16
Liver 8 7.6 5
Brain & Other Necvous System 30 23.2 le
Urinary Bladder 42 410 10

[ Omer Urinary System 9| 303 s

[ Mhultiplc Myeloma 6| 90| 1u
All juvasive Cancers 964 | 927.5] 988

QBS: Observed
EXP: Experted
CLL: Chronie Lymphocytic Lenkemia

Please do not hesitate to contact me if you have further questions or need additional analysis.

Cordially,

K Naugy

Kiumarss Nasserl, DVM, MPH, FhD
Research Epidemiologist

ec. Sue Watkins, RRA, CTR. Director, Tri-Counties Regional Cancer Registry
Bva Glazer, MDD, MPH. Medical Bpidemsiologist, Cancer Surveillance Program
Robert Schlag, M.5c., Chief, Research and Survoillance Program, California Cancer Registry






STATE OF CALIFORNIA—HEALTH AND HUMAN SERVICES AGENCY GRAY DAVIS, Governor

DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH SERVICES
1515 CLAY STREET, SUITE 1700
OAKLAND, CA 94612

(510)622-4411 March 29, 1999

SAME LETTER SENT TO THE ATTACHED LIST

Barbara Johnson
6714 Clear Springs Road
Simi Valley, CA 93063

Dear Ms. Johnson:

Last November [ wrote you to clarify the Environmental Health Investigations Branch,
California Department of Health Services” (EHIB,DHS) role regarding Santa Susana Field
Laboratory (SSFL) and determination of community exposures from site related activities. |
indicated that we would carry out six activities prior to your next meeting. These were;

1. Poll each member of the Advisory Panel (AP) to solicit their opintons about DHS’s
role in community exposure and health considerations;

2. Poll each member of the AP for suggestions on relevant environmental

expertise, if any, to be added to the AP,

3. Poll each member of the AP to determine their willingness to continue serving

on the AP if tiunds are found to carry out a feasibility study;

4. Prepare an inventory of documents from various, agencies which are relevant to

the reconstruction of exposures to the sumrounding neighborhoods through air,

water, etc.; . T

5. Prepare a draft schematic scope of work and workload for a hypothetical

contract for your review and comment and a description of the type of

oversight we think would be needed, .

6. Resume exploration of possible federal funding for the feasibility study.

I am writing now in anticipation of the AP meeting in mid-April. Since our polling of nine
advisory members in January, there has been an additional provision in the governor’s budget (FY
1999/2000) to provide DHS with $150,000 in support of activities with the AP to address a
feasibility study on environmental exposure. Our conversation with panel members indicated that
the majority of members intend to continue on the panel, and that additional expertise in
environmental health may be needed. In addition, there was a mixed response regarding what
EHIB’s role should be in future activities. While many felt EHIB should play some role, there
were differing opinions on how large that rele should be. Given that state funds would come
through DHS and we have a broad mandate to preserve and protect public health in California, 1
would like to discuss with the AP at the next meeting, or scon thereafter, how we can work
together as well as some of my preliminary thoughts about a feasibility study. In anticipation of
that discussion, I am enclosing materials that T hope will be useful in considering questions of

- comimunity exposure and health studies.

Enclosure 1-An invéntory of documents by responsible agency and description of the
volume of materials, The information was provided by various agencies and has not been

g

by
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verified by EHIB staff, If anyone knows of other sources of information, they could be
added to the list.

Enclosure 2-A draft scope of work as it might be described in 2 request for proposals.

Enclosure 3-A schematic decision tree with annotation which indicates the technical
requirements for a community health study concerning exposures from SSFL activities. 1
have elaborated the branches of the decision tree where all elements for a study are
present. For some AP members, this enclosure may help focus the questions on which
specific exposures (past and/or present) can be measured, whether enough exposed people
can be located to warrant conducting a study, whether measurable health outcomes are
anticipated, whether confounders can be sufficiently controlled, and whether an
hypothetical positive community health study will result in productive/beneficial actions,
Certainly, other assumptions and values might indicate a different rationale for justifying a
health study.

Enclosure 4-A copy of a letter sent to the Agency for Toxic Substances and Disease

Registry (ATSDR) to solicit funds in support of a feasibility study. Their leadership has

changed recently and we have not yet had a response. The dollar amount requested was

an estimate based upon our experiences.
While it is impossible to predict the future of the above-mentioned State budget provision
after legislative deliberations, I feel that we will need to discuss how these modest funds might be
spent. In our judgment, there is not encugh money to both convene the AP and carry out such a
study. Also, I am unaware of other DS resources that could be redirected to cover both
activities.

I hope these materials will prove helpful to you. 1 will be happy to receive any comments or
questions prior to the AP meeting in April and I will hope that we have some opportunity at the

next meeting, or one soon thereafter, for discussion of these issues.

Sincerely,

Richard Kreutzer, M.D., Chief
Environmental Health Investigations Branch

Enclosures

cel see next page
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ce.  Ms. Jenuifer Sugar
Office of Leagislative Liaison
Legislative and Governmental Affairs
Department of Health Services
714 P Street, Room 1350
Sacramento, CA 95814

Dr. Robert Harrison

California Occupational Health Branch
Department of Health Services

1515 Clay Street, Suite 1901

Oakland, CA 94612

Mr. Larry Bilick

California Occupational Health Branch
Department of Health Services

1515 Clay Street, Suvite 1901

Oakland, CA 94612

Dr. James Cone, Chief

California Qccupational Health Branch
Department of Health Services

1515 Clay Street, Suite 1901

Oakland, CA 94612

Mr. Donald Koepp, Director
Environmental Health Division
County of Ventura

800 S. Victoria Avenue
Ventura, CA 93009-1730

Mr. Arturc Aguirre

Director of Environmentai Health
Los Angeles County

2525 Corporate Place, Suite 150
Monterey Park, CA 91754

The Honorable Cathie Wright
Member of the Senate

State Capitol

Sacramento, CA 95814

The Honorable Sheila Kueh!
Member of the Assembly
State Capitol

Sacramento, CA 95814

The Honorable Diane Feinstein
United States Senate

Senate Office Building
Washington, I3.C. 20510

Ms. Judy Michael

Ventura County Supervisor
District 4

3855-F Alamo

Simi Valley, CA 93063

Mr. Michael Antonovich

Los Angeles County Supervisor
District 5

500 W, Temple, Room 869
Los Angeles, CA 50012

Mr. Ed Bailey, Chief
Radiologic Health Branch
601 N, 7th Street
Sacramento, CA 95814

Mr, Thomas Kelly

Environmental Engineer

US Environmental Protection Agency
75 Hawthorne Street

San Francisco, CA 94105-3901

Mr. Steve LaFlam

Boeing Defense and Space Group
6633 Canoga Avenue, MS 58-14
PO Box 7922

Canoga Park, CA 91309-7922
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Dr. Heather Stockwell
Building 270CC

US Department of Energy
19901 Germantown Road
Germantown, MDD 20874-1290

Ms. Penny Nakashima

Department of Toxic Substance Control
1011 North Grandview

Glendale, CA 91201

Ms. Carol Henderson, Manager
Bell Canyon Home Owner’s Association
Bell Canyon, CA 91307

Mr, Mark Finucane

Los Angeles County Health Officer
313 N. Figueroa Stieet

Los Angeles, CA 90012

Dr. Gary Feldman

Ventura County Health Officer
3147 Loma Vista Road '
Ventura, CA 93003





March 29, 1999
Same letter sent to the following:

Jack Geiger, M.D.

The City University of New York Medical School
Department of Community Health and Social
Medicine .

138th Street & Covenant Avenue, Room J920
New York, NY 10031

Dan Hirsch _
Committee to Bridge the Gap
1637 Butler Avenue, Room 203
Los Angeles, CA 90025

Caesar Julian, M.D.
2273 Tapo Street
Simi Valley, CA 93063

Franklin Mirer, Ph.D.

Industrial Hygienist and Toxicologist
Intemational Union- UAW

Health and Safety Department

8000 East Jefferson Avenue

Detroit, MI 48214

Gerald Petersen, Ph.D.
Senior Epidemiologist, EH42
Department of Energy

19901 Germantown Road
Germantown, MD 20874

Jerry Raskin, Ph.D.
18350 Los Alimos
Northridge, CA 91326

Robert Goble, Ph.D.

Research Professor of Environment

Clark University

Center for Technology, Environment and Development
Worcester, MA 01610

Noah Seixas, Ph.D.

University of Washington

School of Public Health and Commumity
Medicine

Department of Environmental Health, MS SC34
Seattle, WA 98195

David Michaels, Ph.D.

Associate Professor.

The City University of NY Medical School
Department of Community Health and Social
Medicine

138th Street & Covenant Avenue, Room J14
New York, NY 10031

Raymond Neutra, M.D., Dr.P.H., Chief
Division of Environmental and Occupational
Digease Control _

California Department of Health Services
1515 Clay Street, Suite 1701

Oakland, CA 94612

Sheldon Plotkin, Ph.D,
3318 Colbert Avenue
Los Angeles, CA 90066

Robert Ringky

Senior Research Epidemiologist

National Institute for Occupational Safety
and Health

4676 Columbia Parkway-R-44
Cincinnati, OH 45226

Alice Stewart, M.D.

Department of Public Health and Epidemtology
University of Birmingham

Edgbaston

Birmingham B15 2TT

United Kingdom
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SUMMARY OF OFF-SITE DATA AT THE
ROCKETDYNE SANTA SUSANA FIELD LABORATORY

Environmental analytical data from areas on and around the Santa Susana Field
Laboratory (SSFL) are presented in a matrix. The matrix identifies where data is
available, and references both chemical and radionuclide data.

The matrix is divided into environmental media (surface water, groundwater,
soil/sediment and air), When data is available, a number references the report where the
data may be found. The numbers of specific references are followed by a “C” that
designates the report contains data on chemicals, and/or an “R” that designated the report
contains radionuclide data. The references provide a general title of the report and a

notation of the authors of the report. Blank spaces in the matrix designate an absence of
data.

The off-site areas are divided into quadrants as illustrated in Figure 1. The northern (N)
quadrant refers to the general areas of the Brandeis-Barden Institute and the Sage Ranch.

The southern (S) quadrant refers to Bell Canyon area. The eastern (E) quadrant refers to 7 )

Woolsey Canyon area. The western (W) quadrant refers to the Runkig ranch.
Background data is the primary information listed for some quadrants for some
references. A wind rose (Figure 2) provides general information on the prevailing wind
patterns. : )

Estimates of the pages contained in selected referenced materials and reports are -
provided. In addition, an estimate of the total number of pages in the files at the DTSC.
is also provided. Listings of target analytes for sclected data sets are presented.
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QOTES:

N quadrant includes the areas of Brandeis-Barden Institute and Sage Ranch areas
S quadrant includes the Bell Canyon area |

E quadrant includes the Woolsey Canyon area

W quadrant includes the Runkle Ranch arca

Surface water does not leave SSFL to the west quadrant.
No discharge sites to the west are regulated by NPDES.
Seeps and springs not identified to south, or west quadrants.





DRAFT
03/24/99
Page 5

Other Relevant Reports

Final RCRA Facility Assessment Report for
Rockwell International Corporation, ,
Rocketdyne Division, Santa Susana Field
Laboratory, Ventura County, California.
1994.Prepared for the U.S. Environmental
Protection Agency, Region IX, by the
Science Applications International
Corporation {SAIC). (EPA Contract No. 68-
W9-0008).

Cancer Incidence in Five Los Angeles
County Census Tracts. 1990. W. E. Wright
and C. Perkins. Research and Surveillance
Program, Cancer Surveillance Section.

Cancer Incidence Near the Santa Susana
Field Laboratory, 1978-1989. 1992, P.
Reynolds et. al. California Department of
Health Services.

Santa Susana Field Laboratory Exposure
- Assessment Phase 1: Initial Evaluation
Study. 1990. Prepared by ERC
Environmental and Energy Services,





North

East

Undeveloped Land

Figuré"i. Approximate Boundaries of Quadrants Used to Describe Off-
Site Data. -
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Target Analytes from:

Amual NPDES Monitoring Reports. Rocketdyne, 1993-1998 and 1984-1992

Ay

Antimany
Arsanic '
Beryllium
Cadmium
Chromium
Copper
Lead
Marcury
Nickel
Selenium
Siver
Thaflivrn
Zinc

wib- g

Aldrin
Chlordanea

Dieldrin

4,4-DDT
4,4-DDE
44000
Alpha-endosulfan
Beta-endosulfan
Endosulfan suifate
Endrin

Endrin aldehyde
Heptachlor _
Heptachior epoxide
Alpha-BHC
Beta-BHC
Gamma-BHC
Della-BHC
Texaphena

FCB 1018

PCB 1221

PCB 1232

PCB 1242

PCH 1248

PCB 1254

PCB 1260

Base/Neutral Extractibes
" Acenaphthens

Benzldine

- 1.2.4-trichicrobenzene

Hexachlorobanzene
‘Mexachioroethane -
Bis(2-chioroethyt) ether
2-chicronaphthalens
1,2-dichiorcbenzens
1,3dichiorobenzens

1 4-dichlorobenzene
3,3'-gdichicrobanzidine

2, 4-dinitrotoluene
2,8-dinltrotoluene
1,2-diphenylhydrazing
Fiuorznthene
4~chicrophenyl phenyl ather
4-bromophenyl pheny! ether
Bis(2-chloraisopropyl) ather
Bis(2-chlarpethoxy) methane
Hexachlorobutsdiens
Hexachlorocyclopentadiene
isophorone

Naphthalene
Nitrobenzena
Nenitrosodimethylamine
N-nitrasodi-n-propylamine
N-nitrosodiphenylamine
Bis (2-ethylhaxyl) phthalate
Butyl benzyl phthalate
Di~n-buty! phthalats
Ri-n-octyl phthalate

Diethyl phthalate
Dimethyl phthalate '
Benzo(a) anthracens
Benza(a) pyrene

Benzo(b} flucranthene
Benzo(k) fucranthene
Chrysene

Acanaphthylene
Anthracene
1,12-benzoparylane
Fluerene

Phenanthrena
1,2,5,6-dibenzanthracens
[ndeno {1,2,3<cd) pyrene
Pyrene

TCDD

- only siace e

Acid Extractibles

2,4 B-trichlorophenol
P-chloro-m-cresal
2-chiorophenol
2,4-dichiorophanal
2,4-dimethylphenol
2-nitrophenol
4-nitrophengl
2,4-dinitrophenat
4,8-dInitro-c-cresol
Pentachlorophenol
Phenol

!!lr[g' "

) ..A:miéln

Actylonitrile

Benzena ‘
Carbon tetrachloride
Chiarobenzene
1.2-dichloroathane
1,1,1-trichlorcethans

1, dichloroethane
1,1.2-{richlorcathane
1.1.2,2tetrachlorcethane
Chioroethans
Chioroform
1,T-dichioroathylane
1,2-trans-dichloroethylene
1.2-dichlorepropane
1,3-dichioropropylene
Ethyibenzene

Methylene chioride
Methyl chioride

Methyl bromide
Bromaform

' Brofiedichloromethane:

Dibremochloromethane
Tefrachloroethylene
Toluene
Trichlorosthylene

Vinyi chioride
2=chloroathy! vinyl ether





Target Analytes from:

Rocket Engine Source Test, Rocketdyne, 1991-1992

Arsenic

Beryllium
Cadmium

Total Chromium
Copper

Lead

Manganese
Mercury

Nickel

Selenium

Zing :
Hexavalent Chromium

Acenaphthylene
Acenaphthene
Anthracene -
Benzo(a)anthracene
Benzo(b)fluoranthene
Benzoa(k)fluoranthene
Benzo(a)pyrene
Benzo(ghi)perylene
Chrysene
Dibenzb(a,h)&nthracene
Fluoranthene

Fluorene

Indeno( 1,2 ,3-Cd)pyrene,
Naphthalene
Phenanthrege

Pyrene
Methylnaphthalenes

Benzene

Chloroform

Vinylidene Chloride
Methylene Chloride
Toluens ‘
Trichloroethylene, TCE
Vinyl Chloride
Xylenes, Total

Formaldchyde
Asctuidchyds
Phenol

Benzene
1,3-Butadienc
Chleroform
Vinylidene Chlaciie
Methylene Chlorids

Tohene

Trichlorcethylens, TCE

Vinyl Chlogide
Xylenes, Total





VOLATILE QORGANIC COMPOUNDS (USEPA METHOD 8240)

1,1-Dichlorcethans Carbon Disulfide
1,1-Dichloroathens Carbon Tetrachloride
1,1, 1-Trichlorcethane Chiorébenzene
1,1,2-Trichloroethane Chlaroethane
1,1,2,2-Temachlorcethane Chioroform
cis-l,z,-Dichlbmemene Chloromethans
trans-1,2-Dichloroethene ¢is-1,3-Dichloropropene
trans-1,3-Dichloropropane Dibromochloremethans -
1,2-Dichioroethane Ethyibenzene
1,2—Dl€hloroprop ane Methylene Chioride
2-Butancue Styrene
2-Chloroethylvinylether ~ Tetrachloroethene
~ 2-Hexanone Trichtorofluoromethane
4-Methyl-2-Pentanone Toluene
Acetone m-, p-, & o-Xylene
Benzene trans-£,3-Dichloropropene
Bromédichlorometham Trichloroethene
‘Bromoform Viny! Chioride
Bromormethane

PRIORITY POLLUTANT METALS (USEPA METHOD 6000 AND 7000 SERIES)

Antimeny Mercury*
Arsenic - Nickel*
Beryllium Selenium
Cadmium* Silver
Chromium* Thallium
Copper* Zinc*

Lead*
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Target Analytes from:

Former Sodium Disposal Facility: Final Risk Assessment, 1997, Rocketdyne,

T YOGs
BENZENE
BAOMOBENZENE
BROMOCHLOROMETHANE
BRACMODICHLOROMETHANE
BROMOFORM
BROMOMETHANE
BEC—BUTYLBENZENE
TERT - BUTYLBENZENE
CARBON TETRACHLOBIDE
GHLOROBENZENE
CHLOROETHANE
CHLOROFORM
CHLOROMETHANE
©~CHLOROTOLLENE
P—CHLOROTOLUENE
CUMENE
P—~CYMENE
1,2~ DIBAOMO ~3— CHLORDPROPANE
DIBROMOCHLOROMETHANE
1,2— DIBROMOETHANE
DIBROMOMEAHANE
1,2~ DICHLOROBENZENE
1,3= DICHLOROBENZENE
1,4~ DICHLOROBENZENE
DICHLORODIFLUDROMETHANE
1.1~ DICHLOROETHANE
1.2~ HICHLOROETHANE
1,1 - DICHLOROETHENE
Cli5~1,2+DICHLORGETHENE *

| TRANS = 1.2~ DICHLORQETHENE
1.2~ DICHLOROPROPANE
1,3~ DICHLOROPROPANE _
SEC - DICHLOROPROPANE B
1,1~ 0ICHLOROPROPENE
IS ~1,3~DICHLORGPROPENE
TRANS~ 1,3~ DICHL.ORCGPROFENE
ETHYLBENZENE
HEXAGHLOAOBUTADIENE
METHYLENE CHLORIDE
N-BUTYLBENZENE
N—PAOPYLBENZENE
MAPHTHALENE
STYRENE
1,1,1,2-TETRACHLOROETHANE
1.1,2,2-TETRACHLOROETHANE
TETRACHLORQOETHENE
TOLUENE
1,23~ TRICHLOROBENZENE
1,2,4~TRICHLORORBENZENE
1,1,1~TRICHLOROETHANE
1,1, 2~TRICHLORGETHANE
TRICHLOROETHENE
TRICHLOROFLUOROMETHANE
1,2,3-TRICHLOROPROPANE
1,2,4~TRIMETHYLBENZENE
1,3,5—-TRIMETHYLBENZENE
VINYL CHLORIDE
M/P-XYLENE
O~XYLENE

SVYOCs
AGENAPHTHENE
ACENAPHTHYLENE
ANTHRACENE
BENZO(AANTHRAGENE
BENZO{A)PYRENE

BENZO (B)FLUORANTHENE
BENZO(G,H,)HPERYLENE
BENZO(K) FLUORANTHENE
BENZOIC ACID

BENZYL ALCOHOL ,

BIS {2~ CHLOROETHOXY)METHANE
BIS (2-CHLOROETHYL)ETHER

BIS (2~ CHLOROISCPRORPYL) ETHER
8IS 2~ ETHYLHEXYL) PHTHALATE
4-BROMOPHENY], PHENYL ETHER
BUTYL BENZYL PHTHALATE
CARBAZOLE

4- CHLORO = 3~ METHYLPHENOL
4 - CHLOROANILINE

2 CHLORONAPHTHALENE

2 -CHLOMSPHENOL

4 - CHLOROPHENYLPHENYL ETHER'
CHRYSENE

Dl - N-8UTYL PHTHALATE -

DI —N~—OETYL PHTHALATE
DIBENZO A, HIANTHRACENE
DIBENZOFURAN

3,3 -~ DICHLOROBENZIDINE

24 - DICHLOROFHENOL

DIETHYL PHTHALATE

DIMETHYL PHTHALATE

2.4~ DIMETHYLFRHENDOL 5
4,6~ DINITRO - 2 ~ METHYLEHENGL
2,4~ DINITROPHENOL

2.4~ DINITROTOLENE

2,8- DINITROTOUUENE
FLUGRANTHENE

FLUORENE
HEXAGHLOROBENZENE
HEXACHLOROCYCLORENTADIENE
-HEXACHLOROETHANE

INDENG (1,25~ CD)PYRENE
ISOPHORONE

2~ METHYLNAPHTHALENE
2—METHYLPHENOL
4—METHYLPHENOL

N~ NITHOSO~ DI~ N ~PROPYLAMINE
N—NITHOSODIPHENYLAMINE

2— NITROANILINE

3~ NITROANILINE
4—NITROANILINE

NITROBENZENE
2—-NITROPHENCL
4—NTROPHENOL
PENTAGHLOROPHENOL
PHENANTHRENE

PHENOL

PYRENE
2,4,5~TRICHLOROPHENCL

2,4,6- TRICHLOROPHENGL

PC

ARCCLOR-1016
AROCLOR=1221

| ARDCLOR- 1232

AROCLOR-1242
AROQOCLOR—1248
AROCLOR~ 1264
AROCLOR~1280

METALs
ARSENIC
CHROMIUM
COPPER
LEAD
MERCURY
NICKEL
ZING

EPA 8015
HIGH BOILING PETROLEUM HYDROCA
LOW BOILING PETROLEUM HYDROCAR

2,3,7,8-TCDF

TOTAL TCOF
1,2,3,7,8-PECDF
2,3,4,7,8-PECDF
TOTAL PECDF
1,2,3,4,7,8-HXCDF
1,2,%,6,7,8-HXCDF
1,2,3,7,8,9-HXCDF
2,3,4,6,7,8-HXCDF
TOTAL HXCODF
1,2,3,4,6,7,8-HPCDF
1,2,3,4,7,8,9-HPCOF
TOTAL HPCDF

TOTAL OCDF

TCOD-TEQ {Total detectad)





_ Polynuclear Aromatic Hydrocarbons

2-Chloroethyl vinyl ether

1,1-Dichloroethane
1,1-Dichloroethene
1,2-Dibromo-3-chloropropane-
1,2-Dichlorobenzene
1.2-Dichloroethane
1,3-Dichlorobenzans
1,4-Dichlorobenzene
1,1,1-Trichloroethane
1,1,2~Trichloroethane .

1,1,2-Trichlorotrifluoroethane (Freon 1 13)(h)

1,1,1,2-Trichloroethane
1,1,2,2-Tetrachloroethane
Acetone

Benzene
Bromodichloromethane
Bromoform
Bromomethane

Carbon terachloride
Chlorcbenzene
Chiloroethane
Chloroform
Chicromethane
Chierotrifluoroethylene
Chlorofluorcethylene

Chlorotrifinoroethane
¢is-1,2-Dichloroethens
Dichlorodiflugromethane (Freon.12)
Ethyibenzene

Methy! Bthyl Ketone

Methylene chloride

Xylene (Total)

Tetrachloroethene

Toluene :
Trimethylbenzene
trans-1,2-Dichloroethene
trans-1,3-Dichloropropene
Trichloroethene
Trichlorofluoromethane (Freon 11k

Vinyl chloride

Acenaphthylene
Acenaphthene

Anthracens
Benzo(a)anthracene
Benzo(b)fluomnthene
Benzo{k)fluoranthene
Benzo{g,h.i)perylene
Benzo(a)pyrene

Chrysene
Dibenz(a,h)anthracene
Fluoranthens

¥luorene
Indeno(1,2,3-cd)pyrene
Naphthalene
Phenanthrene

Pyrene
bis(2-ethylhexyl)phthalate
di-n-butylphthalate
diethyiphthaiate L
N-npitrosodimethylamine (NDMA)®
N-nitrosodiphenylamine

Dimethy] hydrazine
Hydrazine

- Monomethyl hydrazine

Octahydro-1,3,5,7-Tetranitro-1,3,5,7-
Tamrazocine (HMX)

Hexahydro-1,3,5,-Trinitro-1,3,5-Triazine
(RDX)





DRAFT SCOPE OF WORK

The goals for the proposed assessment include:

L. Review and summarize evidence relevant to any past and present contamination
originating from the site which might have reached the surrounding community.

2 Identify data gaps about community exposure which might be filled and estimate the cost
for doing so. '

3. Determine the feasibility of establishing past and present exposures in the community

from the site. If possible, describe those exposures.
4, Determine the feasibility of clarifying the public health significance of any exposures.
Develop with the advisory committee an agreement on the parameters that should be used
to determine the feasibility of doing a community epidemiological study and the criterion
to be used to decide if the feasibility is sufficient to recommend a study.
6 After examining the parameters and applying the criterion, provide an opinion on whether
an epidemiological study is advisable.

O

The Rocketdyne Advisory Committee, a group of community stakeholders, environmental and/or
occupational health scientists, will select the consultant to ¢onduct the exposure assessment and
develop health study criteria. The criteria for selection of the consultant as determined by the
Rocketdyne Advisory Committee will include: the proposal demonstrates a level of effort
commensurate with the intended use of the assessment as well as the consultant’s qualifications
in the relevant technical areas, related project experience, and cost. The EHIB will administer
the contract. The CDHS and the Rocketdyne Advisory Committee has final authority over the
exposure assessment and health study criteria content and quality.

Areas of Concern for the Exposure Assessment

The community exposure assessment follows the release of a recent worker health study
conducted at the site, This study found an association with radiation doses and cancer mortality.
For that study, worker exposure information was available from personal monitoring of radiation
and industrial hygiene records (results of chemical study to be inserted here). The success of a
community health study depends on good understanding of exposure.

The exposure assessment is intended to evaluate the historical operation as well as the continued
operation of the facility. Some of the areas of concern with regards to community exposures
should include, but not be limited, to the following:

1. Daily, controlled and accidental air releases from the nuclear reactors operated on site
between the 19505 and 1980s. :

2. Daily and accidental air releases from the other operations that have existed on the site in
the past.





DRAFT SCOPE OF WORK

relevant experience, specific identification of radiation assessment descriptions if not
covered by the preceding.

2. Scope of work for the exposure assessment, including discussion of the following:

“Exposure assessment workplan outline
Procedure for reviewing data usability
Identification of data gaps
Feasibility of modeling exposures where data gaps exist
Identification of additional field work that would fill data gaps
Development of conceptual site models
Characterization of the population that received each particular £Xposure
Methodology for exposure assessment and toxicity assessment
Approaches to fate and transport modeling
Approach to uncertainty analysis

3. Scope of work for the health study criteria development, including discussion of the
following:

Health study criteria workplan outline

Procedure for choosing criteria factors

Procedure for evaluating criteria factors

Explanation of dependency and independency of exposure assessment and health
study criteria

4. Description of necessary project meetings with the advisory panel, and the community
relations philosophy and expertise of the staff assigned to work with the advisory
committee in this controversial area.

5. Schedule for completion of all tasks.

6. Proposed budget.
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STATE OF CALIFORMIA—HEALTH AND WELFARE AGENCY

DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH SERVICES
2151 BERKELEY WAY
BERKELEY, CA  94704-1011

PETE WILSONM, Governor

(510, 622-4905
‘ December 18, 1998
Barry L. Johnson, M.D.
Associate Administrator
Agency for Toxic Substances and Discase Registry
1600 Clifton Road, MS E-28
Atlanta, GA 30333

RE: ROCKETDYNE SITE IN SANTA SUSANA, CALIFORNIA.

Dear Dr. Johnson:

As you know, the California Department of Health Services (CDHS) has been overseeing
a Department of Energy (DOE) funded occupational health study at the Rocketdyne site in Santa
Susana, California. On the basis of a positive association between radiation exposure and cancer -
among Rocketdyne workers, our advisory comumiitee has suggested what amounts to an ATSDR-
style Public Health Assessment of the site to determine if there is enough documentation of
sufficient past or present exposure to warrant an epidemiological study of the general population.

Our department does not have the resource to redirect to this activity, and unfortunately
there are some people in the community who do not trust the Depattment to do such an
assessment. We are willing to oversee a qualified contractor to carry out 'such an assessment 1n
conjunction with a credible advisory committee including those members of the existing
commiltes who wish to remain active. DOE has told us that they only fund such activities

- through ATSDR. We are costing out this activity now. Our preliminary impression is that the
review of existing evidence could easily cost $300,000 and the staffing of the advisory
committee could be another $150,000. We understand that this year’s budget is going to be very
tight. Is there any possibility that you would be able to fund such an activity?

Sincerely

gpp— l : ‘ .
Raymond R. Neutra, M.D., Dr.P.H., Chief '

Division of Environmental and Occupational
Disease Control '

cc: R, Kreutzer (CDHS-EHIB)
M. Underwood (CDHS-EHIB)
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3%«,,, «p; REGION IX
Yy ppon®” 75 Hawthome Streel

‘San Francisco, CA 84105-3901

OFFICE OF THE
December 8, 1998 REGIONAL ADMINISTRATOR

Honorable Dianne Feinstein
U.S. Senate

Senate Office Building
Washington, DC 20510-0504

Dear Senator Feinstein:

Thank you for your letter of October 27, 1998 concerning EPA’s involvement at the
Boeing North American Incorporated, Rocketdyne Division, Santa Susana Field Laboratory
(SSFL). In response to your letter, my staff has advised me of the following:

EPA Activities

EPA recently agreed with the U.S. Department of Energy (DOE) on a schedule for an
EPA radiation survey of Area IV to verify that the site can be released for unrestricted
use. (EPA criticized a similar Rocketdyne effort [Area IV Radiological Characterization
Study, August 15, 1996] in a April 8, 1997 letter and asked Rocketdyne to complete a
new survey in a July 11, 1997 letter.) This survey will be conducted by EPA’s Radiation
and Indoor Environments National Laboratory in Las Vegas, with funding primarily from
DOE. The first part of the survey will begin in the year 2000. It will cover the majority
of Area IV, except the locations that DOE and Rocketdyne are actively cleaning up
through their building Decontamination and Decommissioning program. We are
extremely pleased that DOE and Rocketdyne have suggested this unique approach of

. allowing EPA to conduct the final survey of Area IV, This work is much more extensive.
than EPA had originally planned, when we agreed, in the enclosed November 8, 1996
letter, to increase our involvement in the radiation cleanup,

With regard to EPA oversight of individual building releases (the building
Decontamination and Decommissioning process), we have kept the SSFL. Workgroup
appraised of our progress. To date, we have reviewed Decontamination and
Decommissioning “dockets” for five buildings released by DOE. After reviewing the
dockets, we requested, and have received, additional information from DOE. We have
not yet completed our review, but expect to within a month. Also within a month, we
expect to provide the Workgroup with plans for EPA surveys within the released
buildings.

Printed on Recycled Paper
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Community Health Study

Your Jetter also asked EPA to investigate possible cancer risks to the community from the
SSFL. EPA understands the community’s desire for a definitive and comprehensive
evaluation of their health concerns related to the SSFL., however, we do not typically
perform community health evaluations, That responsibility falls to the Agency for Toxic
Substances Disease Registry (ATSDR). ATSDR is EPA’s sister federal public health
agency under the U.S. Department of Health and Human Services (DHHS).

ATSDR and the California Department of Health Services (DHS) have been working
under a cooperative agreement to evaluate the SSFL. EPA has been and continues to
coordinate with these regulatory agencies. We have enclosed a letter from DHS to
members of the Advisory Panel for the Worker Health Study, dated November 19, 1998.
It provides background on DHS’ activities related to the SSFL.

The Worker Health Study is being funded by DOE, completed by UCLA and overseen by
an independent advisory panel. While EPA has not been involved in the study, we do
receive reports on its progress. It is designed to evaluate the cancer mortality among
workers from exposures to low-Jevel ionizing radiation and specific chemicals. The
initial portion of the investigation on radiation exposure has been completed and released
to the public in September 1997. The chemical exposure portion is underway and has not
been completed, but is expected to be released early next year. Based on the radiation
exposure portion of the Worker Health Study, the Advisory Panel recommended a
“review of the feasibility of performing a follow-on study of the neighboring
community.” The November 19th letter from DHS to the Advisory Panel indicates that
ATSDR was unwilling to fund the work. We have asked ATSDR to clarify the reasons
for its conclusion.

While the first phase of the Worker Health Study found that Rocketdyne employees who
received a relatively higher dose of radiation demonstrated an increased risk of dying
from some forms of cancer, this finding is not necessarily relevant to the community near
the site. The radiation exposure portion of the Worker Health Study neither supports nor
refutes the need for a broader community health study. In addition, the methods used to

~ assess worker health impacts ~ personal radiation monitoring data and company records
of occupational medical exams -~ will not be available to assess the community impacts.
Despite these facts, EPA believes it would be prudent to conduct an exposure assessment

or feasibility evaluation for a community health study (after completion of the Worker
Health Study.)

EPA believes it is wise to review the Worker Health Study in its entirety, before
designing a feasibility study for a more broad-based community health study or an
exposure assessment. The data and findings from the worker health study will hopefully
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identify exposure data and mortality information that are critical to performing a broad-
based community health evaluation.

EPA also wishes to reaffirm that we are not aware of any contamination from the SSFL
- that poses an unacceptable risk to the community. However, we are continually re-
evaluating that conclusion as new information becomes available, like the Bell Canyon
Area Soil Sampling Report dated October 1998, which EPA and other agencies are
currently reviewing. Prior off-site sampling efforts, in 1992 and 1994, focused on the
site’s northern perimeter. Samples were collected by Rocketdyne, DHS and EPA.
Workplans for sampling were presented to the public and SSFL. Workgroup members.
The sampling confirmed the presence of radioactive contaminants on Brandeis-Bardin
Institute property, but at levels that do not pose a threat to human health. We have
enclosed a July 1995 EPA Update that provides information about that sampling,

Next Steps

As we have discussed with your staff, their assistance would be helpful in facilitating the
following meetings: (1) a discussion between EPA, your office and state and local
officials about issues raised in your letter of October 27, 1998; (2) an additional
discussion with the members of the SSFL Workgroup on réfinements to the Workgroup's
continued operation (we look forward to the resumption of regular workgroup meetings
after these two mesetings); and (3) an exploration of whether to conduct an exposure
assessment or a feasibility study for a community health study and who should conduct it.
We believe that the third meeting should involve senior officials of the appropriate state
and federal agencms legislators, available members of the Worker Health Study Advisory
Panel. In our opinion, these meetings would help to ensure continued progress towards
the remediation of the Rocketdyne SSFL site and effective communication of that
progress to the community.

We appreciate your interest on this matter. If we can provide further clarification, please
call Sunny Nelson, my Congressional Liaison Officer, at (415) 744-1562.

Yours,

Felicia Marcus
Regional Administrator
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" Daiel Hirsch, Barbara Johnson, .
Sheldon C. Plotkin, Ph.D. and Jesry Raskin, Ph.D.
Rocketdyne Cleanup Coalition '
/o Committee to Bridge the Gap

—

1637 Butler Avenue, Suite 203
Los Angeles, CA 90025

Dear Mr. Hirsch, Ms. Johnson, Dr. Plotkin and Dr. Raskin:

I am writing to let you know that EPA will increase its oversight of the Department of
Energy (DOE) and Rocketdyne in their investigation and cleanup of on-site radioactive
contamination at the Santa Susana Field Lab (SSFL). We are taking this action in response to
your July 10, 1996 letter and requests made at the September 24, 1996 Workgroup meeting and
following discussions with DOE and Racketdyne. We are currently developing our oversight
plan; the specific activities that we are currently planning are described below.

. First, regarding the involvement of Gregg Dempsey, please be aware that he now
supervises a staff of twenty. Gregg is the Director of EPA’s Center of Eunvironmental
Restoration Monitoring and Emergency Response, with the Radiation and Indoor Environments
National Laboratory in Las Vegas. We plan to involve Gregg’s staff whenever our oversight
tasks comrespond with their capabilities. Depending on Gregg’s availability, we will try to have
him attend workgroup meetings to explain the work of his staff. .

radioactive contamination at the SSFL, our first step will be to review existing information. We
will send a request to DOE and Rocketdyne for additional information on Rocketdyne’s Energy
Technology and Engineering Center. We will reviéw not only the results of their investigations,
but the procedures used for sample collection, the quality assurance and quality control
performed as part their work. Once we have réviewed that mnformation, we can better decide on
the specific activities to conduct. '

Since EPA has not previously been involved in the on-site inﬁestigation and cleanup of

One of the tools available to us is a scanner van. The van continuously measures gamma
radiation from nearby soils. By driving the van over all accessible portions of Area IV, EPA can
check the results obtained by Rocketdyne in its recent Area IV Radiolo gical Characterization
Survey. Where the terrain is inaccessible to the scanner van, we would use hasd held instruments
to measure gamma radiation levels. Greg Dempsey’s staff operates the scanner van, We will

make every attempt to have Gregg present the results of surveys conducted by his staff 1o the -

Workgroup.
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The other aspect of the work that EPA will be able to overses is the Decontamination and

‘Decommissioning (D & D) program. After reviewing available information, we plan to prioritize

our oversight activities of the D & D program. We plan to survey three buildings. We have not
yet'decided on the specific tools, meters and sampling equipment that we will use to accomplish
this task. Based on the results of these initial surveys, EPA will decide how or whether to
canduct further surveys. Prior to conducting our surveys, we will submit our plans and
procedures to the workgroup. Your comments and input are welcome at each step of the process.
We also invite you to attend the surveys we conduct. :

EPA’s funding for these activities appears to be adequate at this time, but you should be
aware that DOE and Rocketdyne have offered to fund EPA activities related o our oversight.
EPA’s oversight is not contingent on accepting money from DOE or Rocketdyne. Nonetheless,
additional funding would be helpful to EPA. Acceptance of funding would not in any way
obligate EPA to DOE or Rocketdyne. Additionally, EPA would make any such agreements
available to you. However, before deciding whether to pursue any such additional funding, or
what type of funding arrangement is appropriate, we would like to have your thoughts and those

- of the community.

At the quarterly meeting of the SSFL-Workgroup, following the November 13, 1996
meeting, EPA expects to lay out a time line for our work. We may not be able to answer every
question about EPA’s gversi ght at the November 13 workproup meeting, but we have answered
the primary question from the last meeting. EPA will conduct oversight of the on-site radiation
cleanup. We look forward to meeting with all of you again and discussing EPA's future activites
at the SSFL.

We hope that this response. addresses your concerns about independent oversight of DOE
and Rocketdyne. We will continue to keep Felicia Marcus advised of our activities. If you have
any questions about this letter please contact Tom Kelly at (415) 744-2070 or Vicky Semones at -
(415) 744-2184. If you prefer, you can leave a message for Vicky or Tom at our toll free number,

. (800) 231-3075, and they will retum your call as soon as possible.

Sincerely,

i ndlprn

Julie Anderson, Director
Waste Management Division
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Sheldon C. Plotkin, Ph.D. and Jerry Raskin, PhoD.
Rocketdyne Cleanup Coalition o
/o Committee to Bridge the Gap

TR

1637 Butler Avenue, Suite 203
Los Angeles, CA 90025

Dear Mr. Hirsch, Ms, Johnson, Dr. Plotkin and Dr. Raskin:

I am writing to let you know that EPA will increase its oversight of the Department of
Energy (DOE) and Rocketdyne in their investigation and cleanup of on-site radioactive
contamination at the Santa Susana Field Lab (SSFL). We are taking this action in response to
your July 10, 1996 letter and requests made at the September 24, 1996 Workgroup meeting and
following discussions with DOE and Rocketdyne. We are currently developing our oversight
plan; the specific activities that we are currently planning are described below.

First, reparding the involvement of Gregg Dempsey, please be aware that he now
supervises a staff of twenty. Gregg is the Director of EPA’s Center of Environmental
Restoration Monitoring and Emergency Response, with the Radiation and Indoor Environments
National Laboratory in Las Vegas. We plan to involve Gregp’s staff whenever our oversight
tasks correspond with their capabilities. Depending on Gregg's availability, we wili try to have
him attend workgroup meetings to explain the work of his staff, :

Since EPA has not previously been involved in the on-site investigation and cleanup of
radioactive contamination at the SSFL, our first step will be to review existing information. We
will send a request ta DOE and Rocketdyne for additional information on Rocketdyne's Energy
Technology and Engineering Center. We will review not only the results of their investigations,
but the procedures used for sample collection, the quality assurance and quality control
performed as part their work. Once we have reviewed that information, we can better decide on
the specific activities to conduct '

One of the tools available to us is a scanter van. The van continuously measures gamma
radiation from nearby soils. By driving the van over all accessible portions of Area IV, EPA can
check the results obtained by Rocketdyne in its recent Area IV Radiological Characterization
Survey. Where the termain is inaccessible to the scanner van, we wouid use hand held instruments
to measure gamma radiation levels. Greg Dempsey’s staff operates the scapner van. We will
make every attempi to have Gregg present the results of surveys conducted by his staff to the
Workgroup.

o008

Printed on Recveled P&prr






01/05/99 TUE 131:01 FAX 415 538 5053 U.S. EPA Id009

identify exposure data and mortality information that are critical to performing a broad-
based community health evaluation.

EPA also wishes to reaffirm that we are not aware of any contamination from the SSFL
- that poses an unacceptable risk to the comrnunity. However, we are continually re-
evalnating that conclusion as new information becomes available, like the Bell Canyon
Area Soil Sampling Report dated October 1998, which EPA and other agencies are
currently reviewing. Prior off-site sampling efforts, in 1992 and 1994, focused on the
site’s northern perimeter. Samples were collected by Rocketdyne, DHS and EPA.
Workplans for sampling were presented to the public and SSFL Workgroup members.
The sampling confirmed the presence of radioactive contaminants on Brandeis-Bardin
Institute property, but at levels that do not pose a threat to human health. We have
enclosed a July 1995 EPA Update that provides information about that sampling.

Next Steps

As we have discussed with your staff, their assistance would be helpful in facilitating the
following meetings: (1) a discussion between EPA, your office and state and local
officials about issues raised in your letter of October 27, 1998; (2) an additional
discussion with the members of the SSFL Workgroup on refinements to the Workgroup’s
continued operation (we look forward to the resumption of regular workgroup meetings
after these two meetings); and (3) an exploration of whether to conduct an exposure
assessment or a feasibility study for a community health study and who should conduct it.
We believe that the third meeting should involve senior officials of the appropriate state
and federal agencies, legislators, available members of the Worker Health Study Advisory
Panel. In our opinion, these meetings would help to ensure continued progress towards
the remediation of the Rocketdyne SSFL site and effective cornmunication of that
progress to the commumty :

We appreciate your interest on this matter. If we can provide further clarification, please
call Sunny Nelson, my Congrcssxonal Liaison Officer, at (415) 744-1562.

Yours,

Felicia Marcus
Regional Administrator
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« YSTATE OF*CALIFORNIA—HEALTH AND WELFARE AGENCY

DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH SERWCES

2151 BERKELEY WAY
SERKELEY, CA 947041011

(510)622-4500 November 19, 1998

o

————

SAME LETTER SENT TO THE ATTACHED LIST

Jack Geiger, MD,

The City University of New York Medical School

The City University of New York Medical School
Department of Community Health and Social Medicine
-138th Street and Covenant Avenue, Room J920

New York, NY 10031

Dear Dr, Geiger:

The Advisory Panel (AP) has played a crucial role in overseeing studies of work
site exposures and worker heaith risks at the Rocketdyne facility. At the public meeting
held September 11, 1997, where increasing blood, tymph and hing cancer mortality to
progressively lngher radiation-exposed workers was described, many community members
voiced their opinion that the surrounding communities have had exposures to Rocketdyne
emissions and wastes, and that a community health study is warranted. In response, the
AP (at the suggestion of Drs. Alice Stewart and Jack Geiger) recommended first
conducting an examination of potential exposure and then determining the utility and
feesibility of an epidemiological study.

As chief of the Environmental Health Investigations Branch (EHIB) of the
California Department of Health Services, I asked my staff to begin assembling an
inventory of studies and data which might be used to determine if a reconstruction of
exposures via air, ground water, surface water or transportation through the commmumnity
was possible. As is our usual practice, we also talked to many of you and to other
community members to assess the rcprwentahon of commumty interests. kn addition, we
conferred with several federal agencies to see if they would be willing to fund a feasibility
study.

- On March 13, 1998, EHIB staff conferred by phone with Dr. James Cone and
Larmry Billick of the California Occupational Health Program, AP co-cheirs, Dan Hirsch
and Dr. David Michaels, and AP members, Sheldon Plotkin, Frank Mirer, and Nozh
Seixas. Our intent was to report on our efforts to locate additional resourees to carry out
some of the exposure assessment steps outlined above and to work together on a strategy
for obtaining those resources. We indicated that the Department of Energy was
unequivocal in denying us funds for off-site exposure assessment, ongoing advisory
committee meetings and ongoing community work. Furthermore, representatives of the
Agency for Toxic Substances and Disease Registry (ATSDR) aad the Center for
Environmental Health (CEH) had verbally expressed an unwillingness to support this
work.
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Advisory Panel Members
November 19, 1968
Page 2

sxposure assessment process and to locate funding sources, Mr. Hirsch was adamant that
be did not want EHIB involved in the exposure assessment process. He also was upset
that we had explored obtaining additional funding without the AP’s “muthorization™.
Given the different positions of the AP members present, we suggested that the advisory
commitiee as 8 whole should be consulted og thess questions, We indicated that we
_would want the AP recommendations for additional action in writing 50 as to reduce
potential for confusion. We decreased our activity on this site while awaiting clarification
from the advisory committee. Since then, we have recetved no communications.

1 am writing to clarify what we see as the main issues related to our role in this
matter and what we plan to do by your next meeting. First, we do not have the staff time
to review all the available material and determine the feastbility of reconstructing past
community exposures or carrying out epidemiological studies, Second, Mr. Hirsch has

oversight of the contract for this work (including the design, conduct and reporting of the
results of the feasibility study). This oversipht must maximize stakeholder and scientific
“input. Our Department and the Public Health Institute coordinated oversight for the

/ occupational studies. We are open to discussing a continuation of that role as well as

; other options. It is not clear to us which members of the AP wish to continue into this
next phase, Additional expertise may be needed. Fifth, while some or 21l stakeholders
may not waat our Department to play & major role in this next phase, we have a
responsibility to be involved and have the relevant expertise to contribute to the project, if
only as outside commentators. :

By the next meeting we will;

1) Poll each member of the AP to solicit their opinions about DHS’s role in commumity
exposure and bealth considerations; - :

2) Poll each member of the AP for suggestions on environmental relevant expertise, if
any, to be added to the AP,

3) Poll each member of the AP to determine their willingness to continue serving on the
AP if funds are found to carry out a feasibility study;

4) Prepare an inventory of documents from varjous egencies which are relevant to the
reconstruction of exposures through zir, water, etc.; ' _

5) Prepare » draft schematic scope of work an workload for a hypothetical contract for
your review and comment &nd a description of what we think would be needed
oversight activities;

6) Resume exploration of possible federal funding of the feasibility study.
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One of my staff will be contacting you during November and December to obtain your

- opinions on these matters and to determine your expectation for continuing as an advisory

pagel member into the next phase. |

Thank you for your dedication to these :nnportanx issues and your assistarice in helping my
group formulate a responsible public health plan. Ilook forward to future discussions and
collaboration.

Sincerely,

do1z

BITAIE AT LA e 1A

Richard Kreutzer, M.D., Chief
Environmental Health Investigations Branch

cc: Dr. Raymond Neutra, Chief
Division of Environmental and Occupational Disease Control
5801 Christie, Suite 600
Emeryville, CA 94608

Dr. Robert Harrison

California Occupational Health Branch
1515 Clay Street, Suite 1800

Qakland, CA 94612

Dr. James Cone, Chief

California Occupational Health Branch
1515 Clay Street, Suite 1800
Oakland, CA 94612

Mr. Larmry Bilick

California Occupational Health Branch
1515 Clay Street, Suite 1800
Oakland, CA 94612

The Honorable Sheila Kueh!
Member of the Asssembly -
State Capitol

Sacramento, CA 95814
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Advisory Panel Members
November 19, 1998
Page 4

ce: The Honorable Cathie Wright
Member of the Senate
State Capitol
Sacramento, CA 95314

Mr. Thomas Kelly

Eovironmental Engineer

US Environmental Protection Agency
75 Hawthorne Street

San Francisco, CA 94105-3901

Mr. Phi! Rutherford, Manager
Environmental Remediation

Safety, Health and Environmental Affairs
Rocketdyne Division

Boeing North American, Inc.

6633 Canoga Avenue, MS §5-14

PO Box 7922

Canoga Park, CA 91309-7922

Mr. Steve LaFlam

Boeing Defense and Space Group U
6633 Canoga Avenue, MS $5-14
PO Box 7922

Canoga Park, CA 91309-7922

Mr. Ed Bailey, Chief
Radiologic Health Branch
601 N. 7th Street
Sacramento, CA 95814

Dr. Hal Morganstern

University of California, Los Angeles
School of Public Health

Box 951772 -

Los Angeles, CA 90095-1772

Dr. John Froines

University of California, Los Angeles
School of Public Health

Box 951772 _

Los Angeles, CA 90095-1772

LA AN
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Dr. Heather Stockwell
Building 270CC

US Department of Energy
19901 Germantown Road
Germantown, MD 208741290
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The U.S. EPA Announces Results of Rocketdyﬁe’s Off-Site
Sampling Program for the Santa Susana Field La’borato’ry

he U.S. Environmental
Protection Agency (EPA) -
- has completed its review
of Rocketdyne’s “Off-Site” Study.
Rocketdyne initiated the study
~ to find out if past operations at
‘its Santa Susana Field Laboratory
(SSFL) contaminated areas next
to the site. The study focused on
the Brandeis-Bardin Institute
and the Santa Monica Moun-
tains Conservancy’s Sage Ranch
Park {(Figure 1). It confirmed
presenice of radionuclides
(raé:oactwe elements) in two
areas near the SSFL on
Brandeis-Bardin property. Spe-
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cifically, Rocketdyne found Tri- £
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tnitial Off-Site Sampling

Rocketdyne began-its off-site
study In 1992 by collecting and
analyzing 118 soil samples, seven
surface ‘water samples, four
groundwater samples from two
wells, and nine fruit samples,
This initia! study looked for both
chemical and radionuclide con-
tamination. It included many
procedures to assure the quality
of thé study’s results, such as
analyzing duplicate samples, In
addition to Rocketdyne’s own
quality assurance program, EPA,
California Department of Health
Services (Cal DHS) and Brandeis-
Bardin independently analyzed
more than 40 samples that
Rocketdyne also analyzed.

Besides sampling potentially
contaminated areas, Rocketdyne
sampled areas, called background
areas, which were unaffected by
.thei; operations. These back-
gro

to 13 miles from the site. As ex-
pected, even the background ar-
eas contained low levels of some
radionuclides. However, this
background radiation comes
from naturally occurring radio-
nuclides and worldwide fallout
from above-groundsgnuclear
weapons testinjg,ﬁgt;‘%ég@uf@ﬁom-
pared backgioundsaniplesiwith,
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and cleans up TCE -contami-
nated groundwater within the
SSFL. Consequently, Rocketdyne
decided to address th
nation through jtsqesx

areas and shipping it off-site for

proper disposal. Rocketdyne con-

firmed that it had removed all of the

contaminated soil by resampling
%gpn.
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Additional Soil and Water
Sampling o

The additional sampling focused
on radionuclide contamination.
As part of its additional sam-
pling, Rocketdyne collected
more than 120 soil samples and
two addijtional surface water
samples in March of 1994.
Rocketdyne also collected an
additional 40 background
samples from eight different
areas, in addition to resampling
background areas from the ini-
tial stucly. This time, EPA, Cal DHS,
and Brandeis-Bardin indepen-
dently analyzed 54 samples col-
fected by Rocketdyne.

Results and Conclusions

The additional study identified
two impacted areas. These areas,
or watersheds, are downhill from
Rocketdyne facilities that caused
the fontamination. The first fa-
cility, Building 59, formerly
housed a developmentai nuclear
reactor. The second, the Radioac-
tive Materials Disposal Facility
(RMDF), was used primarily for
packaging and shipping radioac-
tive waste off-site for treatment
or disposal. For this study, the
soil concentrationg.were mea-

sured in pico(}uﬁes" erfram of tamination, EPA encourages
eI ey & iy
o R e, BN
Table 1. A-Comparison: dior ratio
A e PR P o T 4, e
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ampling Arfasg

soil (pCi/g) or per liter of water
(pCi/L) contained within the soil.

Table 1 lists the concentrations
of radionuclides in each im-
pacted area, corresponding local
background concentrations and
typical concentrations for un-
contaminated (except from
worldwide faliout) areas through-
out the United States. Although
the impacted areas are above the
local background levels, they are
below typical levels found
throughout the United States.

Furthermore, based on EPA’s cal-
culations, the theoretical cancer
probability or risk to campers and
camp counselors is less than
EPA’s threshold leve! for action
of one in 1,000,000. A one in
1,000,000 risk means that one

potential excess cancer case

might occur if one million people
were exposed to the contamina-
tion for long periods of time.
EPA’s calculation is based on two
scenarios: (1) children camping
one month a year for four years
directly on the area of contami-
nation and (2) camp counselors
walking through the contami-
nation repeatedly for ten years.
For a more thorough discussion
of the risk posed by the con-

you to attend the meeting on
August 10. See the last page of
this update for more information
on the meeting.

For tritium, EPA has yet to ap-
prove a test method to measure
soil concentrations in pCi/g.
Consequently, Rocketdyne mea-
sured tritium in pCi/L, which in-
dicates the amount of tritium in
water extracted from surface soil.
For comparison purposes, EPA’s
existing standard for trittum in
drinking water is 20,000 pCi/L.
The water contained within this
soil is not drinking water, but
even if it were, the contamina-
tion would not exceed EPA's stan-
dard for tritium.

What's Next

DTSC issued a post-closure per-
mit to Rocketdyne in April of this
year. A post-closure permit is re-
quired for fadilities that close cer-

tain hazardous waste manage-

ment units, if the fadility cannot
fully clean up chemical contami-
nation at the units. As required
by the post-closure permit,
Rocketdyne is continuing to
cleanup and monitor solvent-
contaminated groundwater. Fur-
thermore, it requires Rocketdyne
to complete a site-wide study of
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chemical contamination, called:
a Resource Conservation and Re-
covery Act (RCRA) Facility Inves-
tigation. DTSC is currently re-
viewing Rocketdynes RCRA Fa-
cility Investigation Workplan.

In addition, Rocketdyne is con-
tinuing a program of “decon-
tamination and decommission-
ing” to cleanup buildings and
areas that handled radioactive
material, such as reactors, test
facilities, and storage areas. This
program includes post-cleanup
surveys to verify the effective-
ness of its actions. Rocketdyne
is completing a radiological
survey of on-site areas surround-
ing the facilities where nuclear
work took place. This survey will
look for radioactive contami-
nants that may have been car-
ried with rainfall runoff away
from radiological facilities.

Background

The SSFL s located in eastern
Ventura County and covers an
area of nearly 2,700 acres,
Rocketdyne has divided the SSFL
into four administrative areas

" (Area ], 11, II, and IV) and a buffer

zone. Rocketdyne owns most of
Area l.and Areas 1II and IV.
Rocketdyne operates the Energy
Technology and Engineering
Center (ETEC) at Area IV for the
Department of Energy (DOE).
Area Il and a 42-acre parcel of
Area 1 are owned by the Na-
tional Aeronautics and Space
Administration (NASA).

The SSFL was established in 1946,
Throughout the years, Rocketdyne
has tested rocket engines at the site.
During the 1950s, Rocketdyne
expanded site operations to in-
clude nuclear energy research

l
Date:

Thursday, August 10
" Time: 6:00 pm
Location:
Simi Valley, CA,
Tentative Agenda

the FBI’s on-going.investigation.
gai‘;’:‘gfﬁﬁﬂﬁg )
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k- ‘Workgroup meetings. .,
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Next Meeting of the SSFL Workgroup*
Knolls Elementary School, 6334 Katherine Rd.,

(Neither the EPA nor Rocketdyne can comment at this meeting on

ESSFLWorkgtoup con:lsﬁmge?erggxyfngff:m il
rese “the DépartrientiofEnergy and R
Workgroup meets'regilarly £ sharginformation on'envin

4017

and nudear reactor development
for DOE. Work with nuclear ma.
terials, conducted in Area IV, in-:
cluded fabrication of nuclear fu-
els, testing of nuclear reactors,
and disassembly and analysis of
used fuel elements, Except for the
Investigation and cleanup of con- -
taminated facilities, no nuclear
work has cccurred since 1988,

Information Repositories

Reports describing both the ini-
tial study and the additional in-
vestigation can be found at the
Simli Valley Public Library and
at the Urban Archives Center of
the Oviatt Library, California
State University, Northridge.
The studies are titled “Multi-Media
Sampling Report . for the
Brandeis-Bardin Institute and the
Santa Monica Mountains Con-
servancy” ‘and *Additional
Soil and Water Sampling at the .
Brandeis-Bardin Institute and
Santa Monica Mountains
Conservancy.* The Santa Monica
Mountains Conservancy is Sage
Ranch Park. The Conservancy
oversees the park for the State
of California.

For More Information Contact:






To: Joe Munso April 23, 1999

Via: James Stratton

From: Division of Environmental and Occupational Disease Control
Raymond Richard Neutra MD Dr.PH.

RE. Action Needed to Move Rocketdyne, Boeing/ Santa Suzana Field Laboratory (SSFL)
Process Forward

PROBLEM: Despite the fact that they asked Governor Davis to insert $150,000 for SSFL
in the DHS budget, Ventura/Los Angeles legislators have not clarified, what, if any role
they want Department of Health Services to play in Community Health/Exposure Study
around SSFL site near Simi Valley. They have focussed on the scientific work to be done
and want the existing oversight/advisory committee to control that, but they seem
unaware of the substantial facilitative work that needs to be done and haven’t specified
who is to be responsible for that. They share with the community activists the belief that
DHS staffs are too cozy with Boeing SSFL and its interests. Decisions about the budget
and the way to administer it cannot be made until responsibility for facilitative and fiscal
functions are clarified.

RECOMMENDED ACTION: Mr. Johnson or other Davis appointee should confer with

DHS staff and convene the following people to:

1) review sources of conflict between DHS , activists and the legislators during the first
phase which examined worker health

2) Discuss ways to avoid this conflict in the next phase which will evaluate health
threats, if any, in neighborhoods surrounding the site.

3) Discuss options for facilitative functions such as naming new scientific experts to the
panel, finalizing and releasing requests for proposal, drafting contracts with the
contractor, maintaining day to day scientific oversight of any contractors, reaching
out to stakeholders, staffing the panel, paying panel members their hourly fee and
expenses, drafting layperson summaries of results, handling mailings and press
releases about the results. DHS and its contractors filled these functions in the first
phase. Other options should be considered as well. One, favored by staff is to turn the
funds over to the Senate Office of Research and contract out all the facilitative
functions. DHS could continue only by having one representative to the Panel.

The persons to invited should include:

1.Co-Chairs and members of the SSFL Advisory/Oversight Panel

2.Current County and State elected officials from the area.

3.Mr. Richard Katz and Judge Terry Friedman who were involved in defining the role of
DHS at the beginning of the process in the early 1990s and who retain an interest.

4. Dr John Froines and Dr. Hal Morgenstern who did the recently completed UCLA study
and can comment on their view of DHS’ role and behavior.

5. DHS officials including Doctors Neutra, Harrison and Kreutzer.

BACKGROUND





The bowl valley at the top of the ridge of hills which separates San Fernando and Simi
valleys has been used as a rocket engine testing facility and DOE nuclear reactor
experimental station since the late 1940°s.

Since the late 1970’s Mr. Dan Hirsch of the Commitiee to Bridge the Gap and others,
have been concerned about chemical and radioactive contamination on the site and the
possibility of chemical and radioactive release from the site into neighborhoods in the
increasingly populated areas around this site.

In the early 1990’s neighborhood fears of cancer to the east of the hill, lead to cancer
registry tabulations suggesting an increased rate of bladder cancer. Then Representative
Katz held a hearing that severely criticized DIIS for not actively studying the problem.
With input from Representatives Katz, Terry Friedman and now Senator Cathy Wright a
committee was formed of citizens named by the representatives. DHS has staffed this
committee. With agreement from the legislators and the citizen representatives DHS staff
advertised for scientists who would provide a majority vote. DHS staff and the citizens
chose two candidates for each category of scientist and the then director of DHS, Dr.
Molly Coye made the final choice of scientist for each category.

DHS had the understanding that the Panel had control of the formulation of the Request
for Proposal and the choice of the research team to carry out a worker health study. The
Panel was also free to interpret the results of the study to the general community. If there
were demonstrated worker health problems the feasibility of evaluating community
health threats from the site would be carried out. DHS assumed that it was responsible
for the budget, for involving other stakeholders, for interpreting the results to the workers
and expressing its own opinion to the general public as well.

In exercising what it thought was its facilitative prerogative DHS staff (Dr. Harrison)

experiencgthe following conflicts with Mr. Hirsch

1) Mr. HZ”ksch did not want the majority vote to be controlled by the scientists

2) Mr. Hirsch disagreed with the majority vote to select the UCLA team to do the work

3) Mr, Hirsch and a majority but not all of the Panel did not want to pursue the usual
DHS and National Institute of Occupational Safety and Health (NIOSH) tri-partite
procedure of sharing research draft results for comment by management, labor and
government. They wanted to exclude Rocketdyne/Boeing from the loop. Dr, Harrison
viewed this vote as advisory not binding. Senator Wright Assemblymember Katz and
Assemblymember Kuehi shared Mr. Hirsch’s outrage at this procedure. (Despite this
outrage, everyone now agrecs that the process worked. The UCLA researchers
benefited from comments received and did not allow themselves to be unduly
influenced by the comments. Despite the fact that it worked, Hirsch and the
legislators are against the tri-partite procedure as a matter of principle)

In September 1997 the first worker study was released which showed an association
between radiation levels previously thought safe, and increased leukemia and other
cancers. The panel recommended a study of the feasibility of doing a health study in the
community.






When DHS staff in the Environmental Health Investigations Branch (EHIB) under Dr.
Kreutzer began exercising what they thought of as their facilitative responsibility by
contacting the advisory/oversight committee, exploring federal funding etc. Mt. Hirsch
and the legislators had the following objections:

1) DHS should not seek funds for a feasibility study
4) DHS should not communicate with the Panel Members except through Mr, Hirsch
and the Co-Chair ( who had resigned to go to DOE)
5) DHS should not prepare proposals to the Panel on what a draft RFP might look like
6) DHS should have no contacts with Rocketdyne to see if their offer to fund studies
could be accepted without strings and in a way acceptable to the Panel and the
legislators.
7) IDHS should make no recommendations as to the kind of additional scientific
expertise need by the panel as it shifted from a worker to a neighborhood focus.
Between September 1997 when the Panel recommended that a feasibility study be carried
out, and April 1999 it had taken no official action to implement its recommendation other
than to obtain funding for its continuance through the legislature. Governor Wilson
vetoed this along with a number of other items not in his original budget.
On April 12" Committee to Bridge the Gap reviewed EHIB files under the Public
Records Act. On the very next day Mr. Grantland Johnson received a letter from
Assemblymember Kuehl alleging that DHS had suppressed a “study” showing that the
area to the north and west of SSFL had elevated rates of lung cancer. She also alleged
that she had evidence that EHIB staff were conniving with Boeing to stack the
committee. The letter called for the dismissal of Dr. Neutra the Division Chief, Dr.
Harrison from the Occupational Health Branch and Dr. Kreutzer the head of the
Environmental Health Branch. Ms Kuehl had a press release on April 15 repeating these
charges.

On investigating in response to Ms Kuehl’s letter on April 13, Dr. Neutra discovered that
the allegations represented a mis-interpretation of several documents found in the public
records act search. He provided an immediate explanation and will prepare a more
detailed explanation later.

On Wednesday April 21, Steve Chandler of Senator Diane Feinstein’s staff convened all
government agencies and representatives of intercsted elective officials involved with
SSFL at the Region 9 headquarters of UUSEPA and by speaker phone. Mr. Munso, Dr

_ Barrett and Dr. Neutra represented DHS.

Three main issues arose:

1) There is a need to reconcile the rationales for radiation and chemical clean up at the
site between USEPA and Cal EPA on chemicals and Department of Energy (DOE)
and DHS Radiation Health Section on the other hand. This may take high level
intervention.





2) How to fund follow-up studies of SSFL workers. NIOSH and Boeing are possible
funders. In either case there would be a tri-partitie oversight, but the existing SSFL
panel would not have a role. No action by DHS is required on this issue.

3) Who will manage and who will fund the community health/exposure feasibility study.
The $150,000 is not sufficient. Reviewing the voluminous documents about releases
and exposures and interpreting them could easily cost $300,000 and taking new
environmental samples in air water and soil for radiation and chemicals could cost
hundreds of thousands of dollars. Senator Feinstein is willing to look for federal
dollars but needs state legislators and the Governor to agree about who will do the
facilitative management so it is clear where the money will flow and how. Mr. Munso
and Dr. Neutra agreed to convey to Mr. Grantland Johnson the desire that DHS act to
resolve this 1ssue with the involved California elected officials.

We should convene the appropriate decision makers to agree on a process for proceeding.

A solution should be found which does not compromise DHS ability to issue its own
opinions and actions on matters of public health and which does not resultjun-funded
mandated activities. @J

Our goals for the community are as follows:

1)The community should be left with an ongoing process for interacting with Boeing and
receiving and evaluating information about clean up and the ongoing operations of rocket
testing.

2)The community will have received a thorough and unbiased accounting of current
exposures and their health significance, if any.

} 4) If there are current health hazards in the community from SSFL they should be

prevented and or removed

%) The community will have received a through and unbiased accounting of past

z

exposures, releases and their health significance, if any.

—~6) The community will have received a through and unbiased evaluation of the

feasibility of epidemiological studies to assess the health impacts of past or present
exposures.

6 A TF feasiblt/: the epidemiological study should be conducted.
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Abe Weitzberg  phone: 818-347-5068
5711 Como Circle mobile: 301-254-9601
Woodland Hills, CA 91367

From: Gomes, Lidia (CDPH-DEODC) [mailto:Lidia.Gomes@cdph.ca.gov]

Sent: Thursday, October 01, 2015 5:36 PM

To: aweitzberg@att.net

Cc: Kreutzer, Rick (CDPH-DEODC); Stupple, Alexandra (CDPH-EXEC-OLS)

Subject: Response to Public Records Act Request- Rocketdyne/Atomics Documents

(Sent on behalf of Rick Kreutzer, MD, Chief)

Dear Mr. Weitzberg,

Attached, please find our response to your Public Records Act (PRA) request signed by Rick Kreutzer, MD on October 1, 2015.
Sincerely,

Lidia Gomes

Division of Environmental and Occupational Disease Control
California Department of Public Health

850 Marina Bay Parkway, Bldg. P, 3™ Floor

Richmond, CA 94804

(510) 620-3130 {Main Line}
(510) 620-3141 {Fax}

Lidia.Gom h v

Save Our

Water

Leamn easy ways to
save water during
California’s drought at
SaveQurWater.com

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE WARNING: This transmission may contain confidential and proprietary information intended only for the use of the individual or entity to which it is addressed and may contain information that is privileged,
confidential and exempt from disclosure under applicable law. If you have received this transmission in error, any disclosure, copying, distribution, downloading, uploading or the taking of any action in reliance on the contents of this
information is strictly prohibited, and you are requested to immediately notify the above sender


mailto:Lidia.Gomes@cdph.ca.gov
mailto:aweitzberg@att.net
mailto:Lidia.Gomes@cdph.ca.gov
http://www.saveourwater.com/

Costelli, Lorna (CDPH-DIR)

From: Abe Weitzberg <aweitzberg@att.net>
Sent: Sunday, September 20, 2015 9:37 AM
To: CDPH INTERNET ADMIN

Subject: Public records request

I am requesting copies of all documents or email communications received by or originated by Dan Hirsch and received
by or copied to DTSC staff relating to the conduct of the following studies:

Morgenstern, H., et.al., 1997. Epidemiologic Study to Determine Possible Adverse Effects to
Rocketdyne/Atomics International Workers from Exposure to lonizing Radiation. Final Report to the Public
Health Institute, Berkeley, CA (Subcontract No. 324A-8701-50163), June 1997.

Morgenstern, H., et.al., 1999. Epidemiologic Study to Determine Possible Adverse Effects to
Rocketdyne/Atomics International Workers from Exposure to Selected Chemicals. Addendum Report to the
Public Health Institute, Berkeley, CA (Subcontract No. 324A-8701-S0163), January 1999.

The timeframes of interest are the several years prior to and during the conduct of these studies, such as 1994 through
1999. These studies were conducted under the direction of the SSFL Advisory Panel that was led by Dan Hirsch and it has
been suggested that some of the guidance provided by Hirsch should be made available to the public.

| understand that because Dan Hirsch is a member of the public, these records are public and would be available to me.
Also, because they were electronic records they may exist in electronic form and as such that would be the preferred
form for me to receive the records.

My contact information is below.

Sincerely,
Abraham Weitzberg
Telephone: 818-357-5068

Mobile: 301-254-9601
Email: aweitzberg@att.net

Abe Weitzberg  phone: 818-347-5068
5711 Como Circle mobile: 301-254-9601
Woodland Hills, CA 91367



State of California—Health and Human Services Agency

N\ California Department of Public Health

) CBPH

| KAREN L. SMITH, MD, MPH EDMUND G. BROWN JR.

Director and State Health Officer Govemnor
October 1, 2015 sent via email

Mr. Abraham Weitzberg
5711 Como Circle
Woodland Hills, CA 91367

Dear Mr. Weitzberg:

On September 21, 2015 the California Department of Public Health (CDPH) received
your email dated September 20, 2015 requesting records under the Public Records Act.
In your letter you requested electronic documents received by or originated by Dan
Hirsch and received by or copied to DTSC staff relating to “Epidemiologic Study to
Determine Possible Adverse Effects to Rocketdyne/Atomics International Workers from
Exposure to lonizing Radition” from 1997 and 1999. We were able to locate related
documents and they are identified as follows:

Record Pages
Santa Susana Field Laboratory Epidemiological Study: Report of

the Oversight Panel, September 1997. 11
Fax cover sheet from Marilyn Underwood, Ph.D. September, 29,

1997. 43
Document named, “SSFL April 1999,” PDF. Santa Susana Filed

Laboratory Epidemiological Study, Part II: Exposures to Selected 14

Chemicals. Report of the Oversight Panel Co-Chairs, April 1999.

If you have any questions regarding this matter, please contact me at (510) 620-3130 or
rick.kreutzer@cdph.ca.gov.

Sincerely,

Rick Kreutzer, MD
Chief
Division of Environmental and Occupational Disease Control

Enclosures

California Department of Public Health « Division of Environmental and Occupational Disease Control
850 Marina Bay Parkway, Building P, 3" Floor, Richmond, CA 94804
Phone: (510) 620-3130 e Fax: (510) 620-3141
Internet Address: www.cdph.ca.gov



Mr. Abraham Weitzberg
October 1, 2015
Page 2

cc:  Alexandra Stupple, Attorney
California Department of Public Health
Office of Legal Services
1415 L Street, Suite 500, MS 0010
Sacramento,CA 95814




FAX COVER SHEET

ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH INVESTIGATIONS
‘BRANCH

CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH 1515 CLAY STREET, SUITE 1700
SERVICES OAKLAND, CA 94612
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA

Marilyn C. Underwood, Ph,D.
Staff Toxicologist

Department of Health Services

Environmental FHealth
Investigations Branch

1515 Clay Street, Suite 1700

Oakland, CA 94612

Phone: %9/ 6 3 7~ 60'5"0
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(510} 622-4415 FAX (510} 622-4505
E-mail: cdhsmarilyn@earthlink.net
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COUNTY OF SANTA BARBARA » HEALTH CARE SERVICES
TRI-COUNTIES REGIONAL CANCER REGISTRY

345 Camino Del Remedic  Santa Barbara, CA 93110
Phonte (B05) 681.5146 Fax (805) 681 -5139

Hrevon A, Kyoobiea, HCS Birector

Roger B Haroux, RCS Agulntunt Dicegtor

EXtiot Sttudman, MO, Keatth Offfcer

Sug Watldus, ART, TR, Caceer Ragintry Diroctor

September 29, 1997

Pan! E. Lorenz

Director,

Ventura County Public Health
3147 Loma Vista Road
Ventura, CA 93003

Degr Mr. Lotenz

Thank you very much for your letter of September 15, offering me the Oppornity to participate in the
local network to monitor the issus of cancer in the Simi Valley Area. T will be honored to participate,

In ree:pbns:e t0 your request for data on cancer incidence in Simi Valley, I have performed a preliminary
snnlysis on cancer Incidence among residents in a five mile radius of Sarta Suzana Field Laboratory
(SSFL) and would like 10 share the results with you,

1ate to the age, sex, andmcespeclﬂcpopmaﬁonesﬁmatesofthemdy area. The standard rate uged in
the Tri-Counties Reglon & the 1988.92 average anmual rate for the region which includes San Luig
Obispo, Santa Barbara, and Ventura countles. Average annual rates have less variations and are a much
betier representative of cancer Incidence in an area, Population estimates are derived from the 1990
censug for the census fracts covering the smdy area. By applying the standard rate to the Census
population, the number of cases expected in 1990 is obtaimed. Since ncither the U.S. Burean of the
Censug nor the California Departmeant of Financs sstimate population of the census tracts for intercengal
years, to arrive at-the total gxpected number the 1990 estimates must be muitiplied by the number of
years in the study period.’ "

v the pattern of the 1992 study by the Californis Department of Health
Sorvides (DHS) *Cancer Incldence Neaf The Santa Susang Fisld Laboratocy, 1978-1989".

o "'"‘;“""'f‘e‘«a%,i@_‘-f o
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1. The present anslysis included all invasive cancers registered with the Tri-Counties Reglonaf Cancer
Registry for 1988-1595 calendar yeats. Data for 1988-1994 are considered completz; data for 1995
were: estimated to be 88 percent completa ag of September 22, 1997,

2. The study area includes the census tracts within a five miles radius of the SSFL. Although these
tracts do not cover all parts of the clty of Simi Valley they represent a geographic area identical to
the area covered in the previous study by DHS, The following census tracts (74.01, 75.02, 75.03,
79.01, 79.02, 80.01, 80.02, 80,03, 81.01, 81.02, 82.00, 82,02, 83.02, 83.03, 3.04, 84,01, 84.02,
$5.01, 85.02) with a population of 90,804 in 1990 census were selected.

3. Cancers were divided into three groups of very radiosensitive (thyrold, bone & joints, all leukemia,
excluding chronie lymphogytio leukernia), moderately radlosensitive (breast, ung & bronchus), and
possibly rediosensitive (csophagus, stomach, liver, brain & ofher nervous system, urinary bladder,
other winary system, and multiple myeloma). This elassification Is also based on the DHS study
except for excluding cancers of the salivery gland and parathyroid from the last group,

4. Differences between the observed and expected mumbars are statistically evaluated for departure from
normal variations at the level of 99% confidence intorval. With almagt 6000 census tracts in
California, even using 2 99% confidence interval means that at any given time 30 census tracts conld
be declared as having ¢ statistically significant incresse In a particular type of cancer by chance,

5. A majot limitation in this approach is the lzck of accurate intercensal population estimates at the level
of census tract. There is no adjustment for population increase in this approach, except that it is
assumed that population changes around the census year will balance ont. This will resglt in an
unspecified nnderestimation of the expected mmbers.

Results of this analysis for the parts of Ventura county that lies within the five miles radiys of SSBHL are
presented in Table 1. This table presents both the observed and expected mmbers by gesxer for the
study period. Among the very radiosensitive cancers, the number of registered lenkemia in woinen is
significantty lower than expected. 'This alsg brings the total number of all very radiosensitive cancers
for women 10 a significantly Jower level. Neither the reason nor the significance of this gbservation Is
clear at the present time. Among the moderately radjosensitive cancers, the total number of registered
cancers of the Jung & bronchus is significantly higher than expected. Close 10 85% of all lung cancers
are due to smoking tobacco. Unfortunately, cancer registry does not collect proper data on smoking,
For all other sites, the observed numbers were all with in the limits of normal variation e¢xpected in &
biological phenomenon such as cancer incidence.

My conclusion from this simple preliminary analysis is that residents of the study area seamn to have
cancer incidence risk which is sioilar to that of the other residents of the Tri-Counties Region, except
for leukeria in women which is significantly lower, and cancer of the Iung & bronchus which is higher,
Further analysis of the available data on this issue may be helpful in determining the nature of this
abservation, '
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Table 1. Resgults of the Obsen;'ed/Bxpecteﬂ Analysis for the Incidence of Invasive Cancers in
Ventura County, 1988-1995 Cases.

S o ST,

Male Female

' ' OBS | Ex¢r | OBS |

‘[Vm-y Radiosensitive 43 68| M
Thyroid i1 10.3 26

”jicmu & Joints 5 2.7 2

|| Letkemia (Excl. CLL) 27| 239 6
Moderately Radiosensitive 169 | 147.2| 461
Lung & Brozchus 166 | 145.7| 140
Breast 3 15| 321
Possibly Radiosensitive 167{ 1445 69
Esophugus 19 122 3
Stomach 23] 23| 16
Liver 8 7.6 5
Brain & Other Necvous System 30 23.2 le
Urinary Bladder 42 410 10

[ Omer Urinary System 9| 303 s

[ Mhultiplc Myeloma 6| 90| 1u
All juvasive Cancers 964 | 927.5] 988

QBS: Observed
EXP: Experted
CLL: Chronie Lymphocytic Lenkemia

Please do not hesitate to contact me if you have further questions or need additional analysis.

Cordially,

K Naugy

Kiumarss Nasserl, DVM, MPH, FhD
Research Epidemiologist

ec. Sue Watkins, RRA, CTR. Director, Tri-Counties Regional Cancer Registry
Bva Glazer, MDD, MPH. Medical Bpidemsiologist, Cancer Surveillance Program
Robert Schlag, M.5c., Chief, Research and Survoillance Program, California Cancer Registry




STATE OF CALIFORNIA—HEALTH AND HUMAN SERVICES AGENCY GRAY DAVIS, Governor

DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH SERVICES
1515 CLAY STREET, SUITE 1700
OAKLAND, CA 94612

(510)622-4411 March 29, 1999

SAME LETTER SENT TO THE ATTACHED LIST

Barbara Johnson
6714 Clear Springs Road
Simi Valley, CA 93063

Dear Ms. Johnson:

Last November [ wrote you to clarify the Environmental Health Investigations Branch,
California Department of Health Services” (EHIB,DHS) role regarding Santa Susana Field
Laboratory (SSFL) and determination of community exposures from site related activities. |
indicated that we would carry out six activities prior to your next meeting. These were;

1. Poll each member of the Advisory Panel (AP) to solicit their opintons about DHS’s
role in community exposure and health considerations;

2. Poll each member of the AP for suggestions on relevant environmental

expertise, if any, to be added to the AP,

3. Poll each member of the AP to determine their willingness to continue serving

on the AP if tiunds are found to carry out a feasibility study;

4. Prepare an inventory of documents from various, agencies which are relevant to

the reconstruction of exposures to the sumrounding neighborhoods through air,

water, etc.; . T

5. Prepare a draft schematic scope of work and workload for a hypothetical

contract for your review and comment and a description of the type of

oversight we think would be needed, .

6. Resume exploration of possible federal funding for the feasibility study.

I am writing now in anticipation of the AP meeting in mid-April. Since our polling of nine
advisory members in January, there has been an additional provision in the governor’s budget (FY
1999/2000) to provide DHS with $150,000 in support of activities with the AP to address a
feasibility study on environmental exposure. Our conversation with panel members indicated that
the majority of members intend to continue on the panel, and that additional expertise in
environmental health may be needed. In addition, there was a mixed response regarding what
EHIB’s role should be in future activities. While many felt EHIB should play some role, there
were differing opinions on how large that rele should be. Given that state funds would come
through DHS and we have a broad mandate to preserve and protect public health in California, 1
would like to discuss with the AP at the next meeting, or scon thereafter, how we can work
together as well as some of my preliminary thoughts about a feasibility study. In anticipation of
that discussion, I am enclosing materials that T hope will be useful in considering questions of

- comimunity exposure and health studies.

Enclosure 1-An invéntory of documents by responsible agency and description of the
volume of materials, The information was provided by various agencies and has not been

g

by
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verified by EHIB staff, If anyone knows of other sources of information, they could be
added to the list.

Enclosure 2-A draft scope of work as it might be described in 2 request for proposals.

Enclosure 3-A schematic decision tree with annotation which indicates the technical
requirements for a community health study concerning exposures from SSFL activities. 1
have elaborated the branches of the decision tree where all elements for a study are
present. For some AP members, this enclosure may help focus the questions on which
specific exposures (past and/or present) can be measured, whether enough exposed people
can be located to warrant conducting a study, whether measurable health outcomes are
anticipated, whether confounders can be sufficiently controlled, and whether an
hypothetical positive community health study will result in productive/beneficial actions,
Certainly, other assumptions and values might indicate a different rationale for justifying a
health study.

Enclosure 4-A copy of a letter sent to the Agency for Toxic Substances and Disease

Registry (ATSDR) to solicit funds in support of a feasibility study. Their leadership has

changed recently and we have not yet had a response. The dollar amount requested was

an estimate based upon our experiences.
While it is impossible to predict the future of the above-mentioned State budget provision
after legislative deliberations, I feel that we will need to discuss how these modest funds might be
spent. In our judgment, there is not encugh money to both convene the AP and carry out such a
study. Also, I am unaware of other DS resources that could be redirected to cover both
activities.

I hope these materials will prove helpful to you. 1 will be happy to receive any comments or
questions prior to the AP meeting in April and I will hope that we have some opportunity at the

next meeting, or one soon thereafter, for discussion of these issues.

Sincerely,

Richard Kreutzer, M.D., Chief
Environmental Health Investigations Branch

Enclosures

cel see next page
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ce.  Ms. Jenuifer Sugar
Office of Leagislative Liaison
Legislative and Governmental Affairs
Department of Health Services
714 P Street, Room 1350
Sacramento, CA 95814

Dr. Robert Harrison

California Occupational Health Branch
Department of Health Services

1515 Clay Street, Suite 1901

Oakland, CA 94612

Mr. Larry Bilick

California Occupational Health Branch
Department of Health Services

1515 Clay Street, Suvite 1901

Oakland, CA 94612

Dr. James Cone, Chief

California Qccupational Health Branch
Department of Health Services

1515 Clay Street, Suite 1901

Oakland, CA 94612

Mr. Donald Koepp, Director
Environmental Health Division
County of Ventura

800 S. Victoria Avenue
Ventura, CA 93009-1730

Mr. Arturc Aguirre

Director of Environmentai Health
Los Angeles County

2525 Corporate Place, Suite 150
Monterey Park, CA 91754

The Honorable Cathie Wright
Member of the Senate

State Capitol

Sacramento, CA 95814

The Honorable Sheila Kueh!
Member of the Assembly
State Capitol

Sacramento, CA 95814

The Honorable Diane Feinstein
United States Senate

Senate Office Building
Washington, I3.C. 20510

Ms. Judy Michael

Ventura County Supervisor
District 4

3855-F Alamo

Simi Valley, CA 93063

Mr. Michael Antonovich

Los Angeles County Supervisor
District 5

500 W, Temple, Room 869
Los Angeles, CA 50012

Mr. Ed Bailey, Chief
Radiologic Health Branch
601 N, 7th Street
Sacramento, CA 95814

Mr, Thomas Kelly

Environmental Engineer

US Environmental Protection Agency
75 Hawthorne Street

San Francisco, CA 94105-3901

Mr. Steve LaFlam

Boeing Defense and Space Group
6633 Canoga Avenue, MS 58-14
PO Box 7922

Canoga Park, CA 91309-7922
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Dr. Heather Stockwell
Building 270CC

US Department of Energy
19901 Germantown Road
Germantown, MDD 20874-1290

Ms. Penny Nakashima

Department of Toxic Substance Control
1011 North Grandview

Glendale, CA 91201

Ms. Carol Henderson, Manager
Bell Canyon Home Owner’s Association
Bell Canyon, CA 91307

Mr, Mark Finucane

Los Angeles County Health Officer
313 N. Figueroa Stieet

Los Angeles, CA 90012

Dr. Gary Feldman

Ventura County Health Officer
3147 Loma Vista Road '
Ventura, CA 93003



March 29, 1999
Same letter sent to the following:

Jack Geiger, M.D.

The City University of New York Medical School
Department of Community Health and Social
Medicine .

138th Street & Covenant Avenue, Room J920
New York, NY 10031

Dan Hirsch _
Committee to Bridge the Gap
1637 Butler Avenue, Room 203
Los Angeles, CA 90025

Caesar Julian, M.D.
2273 Tapo Street
Simi Valley, CA 93063

Franklin Mirer, Ph.D.

Industrial Hygienist and Toxicologist
Intemational Union- UAW

Health and Safety Department

8000 East Jefferson Avenue

Detroit, MI 48214

Gerald Petersen, Ph.D.
Senior Epidemiologist, EH42
Department of Energy

19901 Germantown Road
Germantown, MD 20874

Jerry Raskin, Ph.D.
18350 Los Alimos
Northridge, CA 91326

Robert Goble, Ph.D.

Research Professor of Environment

Clark University

Center for Technology, Environment and Development
Worcester, MA 01610

Noah Seixas, Ph.D.

University of Washington

School of Public Health and Commumity
Medicine

Department of Environmental Health, MS SC34
Seattle, WA 98195

David Michaels, Ph.D.

Associate Professor.

The City University of NY Medical School
Department of Community Health and Social
Medicine

138th Street & Covenant Avenue, Room J14
New York, NY 10031

Raymond Neutra, M.D., Dr.P.H., Chief
Division of Environmental and Occupational
Digease Control _

California Department of Health Services
1515 Clay Street, Suite 1701

Oakland, CA 94612

Sheldon Plotkin, Ph.D,
3318 Colbert Avenue
Los Angeles, CA 90066

Robert Ringky

Senior Research Epidemiologist

National Institute for Occupational Safety
and Health

4676 Columbia Parkway-R-44
Cincinnati, OH 45226

Alice Stewart, M.D.

Department of Public Health and Epidemtology
University of Birmingham

Edgbaston

Birmingham B15 2TT

United Kingdom
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SUMMARY OF OFF-SITE DATA AT THE
ROCKETDYNE SANTA SUSANA FIELD LABORATORY

Environmental analytical data from areas on and around the Santa Susana Field
Laboratory (SSFL) are presented in a matrix. The matrix identifies where data is
available, and references both chemical and radionuclide data.

The matrix is divided into environmental media (surface water, groundwater,
soil/sediment and air), When data is available, a number references the report where the
data may be found. The numbers of specific references are followed by a “C” that
designates the report contains data on chemicals, and/or an “R” that designated the report
contains radionuclide data. The references provide a general title of the report and a

notation of the authors of the report. Blank spaces in the matrix designate an absence of
data.

The off-site areas are divided into quadrants as illustrated in Figure 1. The northern (N)
quadrant refers to the general areas of the Brandeis-Barden Institute and the Sage Ranch.

The southern (S) quadrant refers to Bell Canyon area. The eastern (E) quadrant refers to 7 )

Woolsey Canyon area. The western (W) quadrant refers to the Runkig ranch.
Background data is the primary information listed for some quadrants for some
references. A wind rose (Figure 2) provides general information on the prevailing wind
patterns. : )

Estimates of the pages contained in selected referenced materials and reports are -
provided. In addition, an estimate of the total number of pages in the files at the DTSC.
is also provided. Listings of target analytes for sclected data sets are presented.
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QOTES:

N quadrant includes the areas of Brandeis-Barden Institute and Sage Ranch areas
S quadrant includes the Bell Canyon area |

E quadrant includes the Woolsey Canyon area

W quadrant includes the Runkle Ranch arca

Surface water does not leave SSFL to the west quadrant.
No discharge sites to the west are regulated by NPDES.
Seeps and springs not identified to south, or west quadrants.
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Other Relevant Reports

Final RCRA Facility Assessment Report for
Rockwell International Corporation, ,
Rocketdyne Division, Santa Susana Field
Laboratory, Ventura County, California.
1994.Prepared for the U.S. Environmental
Protection Agency, Region IX, by the
Science Applications International
Corporation {SAIC). (EPA Contract No. 68-
W9-0008).

Cancer Incidence in Five Los Angeles
County Census Tracts. 1990. W. E. Wright
and C. Perkins. Research and Surveillance
Program, Cancer Surveillance Section.

Cancer Incidence Near the Santa Susana
Field Laboratory, 1978-1989. 1992, P.
Reynolds et. al. California Department of
Health Services.

Santa Susana Field Laboratory Exposure
- Assessment Phase 1: Initial Evaluation
Study. 1990. Prepared by ERC
Environmental and Energy Services,



North

East

Undeveloped Land

Figuré"i. Approximate Boundaries of Quadrants Used to Describe Off-
Site Data. -
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Target Analytes from:

Amual NPDES Monitoring Reports. Rocketdyne, 1993-1998 and 1984-1992

Ay

Antimany
Arsanic '
Beryllium
Cadmium
Chromium
Copper
Lead
Marcury
Nickel
Selenium
Siver
Thaflivrn
Zinc

wib- g

Aldrin
Chlordanea

Dieldrin

4,4-DDT
4,4-DDE
44000
Alpha-endosulfan
Beta-endosulfan
Endosulfan suifate
Endrin

Endrin aldehyde
Heptachlor _
Heptachior epoxide
Alpha-BHC
Beta-BHC
Gamma-BHC
Della-BHC
Texaphena

FCB 1018

PCB 1221

PCB 1232

PCB 1242

PCH 1248

PCB 1254

PCB 1260

Base/Neutral Extractibes
" Acenaphthens

Benzldine

- 1.2.4-trichicrobenzene

Hexachlorobanzene
‘Mexachioroethane -
Bis(2-chioroethyt) ether
2-chicronaphthalens
1,2-dichiorcbenzens
1,3dichiorobenzens

1 4-dichlorobenzene
3,3'-gdichicrobanzidine

2, 4-dinitrotoluene
2,8-dinltrotoluene
1,2-diphenylhydrazing
Fiuorznthene
4~chicrophenyl phenyl ather
4-bromophenyl pheny! ether
Bis(2-chloraisopropyl) ather
Bis(2-chlarpethoxy) methane
Hexachlorobutsdiens
Hexachlorocyclopentadiene
isophorone

Naphthalene
Nitrobenzena
Nenitrosodimethylamine
N-nitrasodi-n-propylamine
N-nitrosodiphenylamine
Bis (2-ethylhaxyl) phthalate
Butyl benzyl phthalate
Di~n-buty! phthalats
Ri-n-octyl phthalate

Diethyl phthalate
Dimethyl phthalate '
Benzo(a) anthracens
Benza(a) pyrene

Benzo(b} flucranthene
Benzo(k) fucranthene
Chrysene

Acanaphthylene
Anthracene
1,12-benzoparylane
Fluerene

Phenanthrena
1,2,5,6-dibenzanthracens
[ndeno {1,2,3<cd) pyrene
Pyrene

TCDD

- only siace e

Acid Extractibles

2,4 B-trichlorophenol
P-chloro-m-cresal
2-chiorophenol
2,4-dichiorophanal
2,4-dimethylphenol
2-nitrophenol
4-nitrophengl
2,4-dinitrophenat
4,8-dInitro-c-cresol
Pentachlorophenol
Phenol

!!lr[g' "

) ..A:miéln

Actylonitrile

Benzena ‘
Carbon tetrachloride
Chiarobenzene
1.2-dichloroathane
1,1,1-trichlorcethans

1, dichloroethane
1,1.2-{richlorcathane
1.1.2,2tetrachlorcethane
Chioroethans
Chioroform
1,T-dichioroathylane
1,2-trans-dichloroethylene
1.2-dichlorepropane
1,3-dichioropropylene
Ethyibenzene

Methylene chioride
Methyl chioride

Methyl bromide
Bromaform

' Brofiedichloromethane:

Dibremochloromethane
Tefrachloroethylene
Toluene
Trichlorosthylene

Vinyi chioride
2=chloroathy! vinyl ether



Target Analytes from:

Rocket Engine Source Test, Rocketdyne, 1991-1992

Arsenic

Beryllium
Cadmium

Total Chromium
Copper

Lead

Manganese
Mercury

Nickel

Selenium

Zing :
Hexavalent Chromium

Acenaphthylene
Acenaphthene
Anthracene -
Benzo(a)anthracene
Benzo(b)fluoranthene
Benzoa(k)fluoranthene
Benzo(a)pyrene
Benzo(ghi)perylene
Chrysene
Dibenzb(a,h)&nthracene
Fluoranthene

Fluorene

Indeno( 1,2 ,3-Cd)pyrene,
Naphthalene
Phenanthrege

Pyrene
Methylnaphthalenes

Benzene

Chloroform

Vinylidene Chloride
Methylene Chloride
Toluens ‘
Trichloroethylene, TCE
Vinyl Chloride
Xylenes, Total

Formaldchyde
Asctuidchyds
Phenol

Benzene
1,3-Butadienc
Chleroform
Vinylidene Chlaciie
Methylene Chlorids

Tohene

Trichlorcethylens, TCE

Vinyl Chlogide
Xylenes, Total



VOLATILE QORGANIC COMPOUNDS (USEPA METHOD 8240)

1,1-Dichlorcethans Carbon Disulfide
1,1-Dichloroathens Carbon Tetrachloride
1,1, 1-Trichlorcethane Chiorébenzene
1,1,2-Trichloroethane Chlaroethane
1,1,2,2-Temachlorcethane Chioroform
cis-l,z,-Dichlbmemene Chloromethans
trans-1,2-Dichloroethene ¢is-1,3-Dichloropropene
trans-1,3-Dichloropropane Dibromochloremethans -
1,2-Dichioroethane Ethyibenzene
1,2—Dl€hloroprop ane Methylene Chioride
2-Butancue Styrene
2-Chloroethylvinylether ~ Tetrachloroethene
~ 2-Hexanone Trichtorofluoromethane
4-Methyl-2-Pentanone Toluene
Acetone m-, p-, & o-Xylene
Benzene trans-£,3-Dichloropropene
Bromédichlorometham Trichloroethene
‘Bromoform Viny! Chioride
Bromormethane

PRIORITY POLLUTANT METALS (USEPA METHOD 6000 AND 7000 SERIES)

Antimeny Mercury*
Arsenic - Nickel*
Beryllium Selenium
Cadmium* Silver
Chromium* Thallium
Copper* Zinc*

Lead*
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Target Analytes from:

Former Sodium Disposal Facility: Final Risk Assessment, 1997, Rocketdyne,

T YOGs
BENZENE
BAOMOBENZENE
BROMOCHLOROMETHANE
BRACMODICHLOROMETHANE
BROMOFORM
BROMOMETHANE
BEC—BUTYLBENZENE
TERT - BUTYLBENZENE
CARBON TETRACHLOBIDE
GHLOROBENZENE
CHLOROETHANE
CHLOROFORM
CHLOROMETHANE
©~CHLOROTOLLENE
P—CHLOROTOLUENE
CUMENE
P—~CYMENE
1,2~ DIBAOMO ~3— CHLORDPROPANE
DIBROMOCHLOROMETHANE
1,2— DIBROMOETHANE
DIBROMOMEAHANE
1,2~ DICHLOROBENZENE
1,3= DICHLOROBENZENE
1,4~ DICHLOROBENZENE
DICHLORODIFLUDROMETHANE
1.1~ DICHLOROETHANE
1.2~ HICHLOROETHANE
1,1 - DICHLOROETHENE
Cli5~1,2+DICHLORGETHENE *

| TRANS = 1.2~ DICHLORQETHENE
1.2~ DICHLOROPROPANE
1,3~ DICHLOROPROPANE _
SEC - DICHLOROPROPANE B
1,1~ 0ICHLOROPROPENE
IS ~1,3~DICHLORGPROPENE
TRANS~ 1,3~ DICHL.ORCGPROFENE
ETHYLBENZENE
HEXAGHLOAOBUTADIENE
METHYLENE CHLORIDE
N-BUTYLBENZENE
N—PAOPYLBENZENE
MAPHTHALENE
STYRENE
1,1,1,2-TETRACHLOROETHANE
1.1,2,2-TETRACHLOROETHANE
TETRACHLORQOETHENE
TOLUENE
1,23~ TRICHLOROBENZENE
1,2,4~TRICHLORORBENZENE
1,1,1~TRICHLOROETHANE
1,1, 2~TRICHLORGETHANE
TRICHLOROETHENE
TRICHLOROFLUOROMETHANE
1,2,3-TRICHLOROPROPANE
1,2,4~TRIMETHYLBENZENE
1,3,5—-TRIMETHYLBENZENE
VINYL CHLORIDE
M/P-XYLENE
O~XYLENE

SVYOCs
AGENAPHTHENE
ACENAPHTHYLENE
ANTHRACENE
BENZO(AANTHRAGENE
BENZO{A)PYRENE

BENZO (B)FLUORANTHENE
BENZO(G,H,)HPERYLENE
BENZO(K) FLUORANTHENE
BENZOIC ACID

BENZYL ALCOHOL ,

BIS {2~ CHLOROETHOXY)METHANE
BIS (2-CHLOROETHYL)ETHER

BIS (2~ CHLOROISCPRORPYL) ETHER
8IS 2~ ETHYLHEXYL) PHTHALATE
4-BROMOPHENY], PHENYL ETHER
BUTYL BENZYL PHTHALATE
CARBAZOLE

4- CHLORO = 3~ METHYLPHENOL
4 - CHLOROANILINE

2 CHLORONAPHTHALENE

2 -CHLOMSPHENOL

4 - CHLOROPHENYLPHENYL ETHER'
CHRYSENE

Dl - N-8UTYL PHTHALATE -

DI —N~—OETYL PHTHALATE
DIBENZO A, HIANTHRACENE
DIBENZOFURAN

3,3 -~ DICHLOROBENZIDINE

24 - DICHLOROFHENOL

DIETHYL PHTHALATE

DIMETHYL PHTHALATE

2.4~ DIMETHYLFRHENDOL 5
4,6~ DINITRO - 2 ~ METHYLEHENGL
2,4~ DINITROPHENOL

2.4~ DINITROTOLENE

2,8- DINITROTOUUENE
FLUGRANTHENE

FLUORENE
HEXAGHLOROBENZENE
HEXACHLOROCYCLORENTADIENE
-HEXACHLOROETHANE

INDENG (1,25~ CD)PYRENE
ISOPHORONE

2~ METHYLNAPHTHALENE
2—METHYLPHENOL
4—METHYLPHENOL

N~ NITHOSO~ DI~ N ~PROPYLAMINE
N—NITHOSODIPHENYLAMINE

2— NITROANILINE

3~ NITROANILINE
4—NITROANILINE

NITROBENZENE
2—-NITROPHENCL
4—NTROPHENOL
PENTAGHLOROPHENOL
PHENANTHRENE

PHENOL

PYRENE
2,4,5~TRICHLOROPHENCL

2,4,6- TRICHLOROPHENGL

PC

ARCCLOR-1016
AROCLOR=1221

| ARDCLOR- 1232

AROCLOR-1242
AROQOCLOR—1248
AROCLOR~ 1264
AROCLOR~1280

METALs
ARSENIC
CHROMIUM
COPPER
LEAD
MERCURY
NICKEL
ZING

EPA 8015
HIGH BOILING PETROLEUM HYDROCA
LOW BOILING PETROLEUM HYDROCAR

2,3,7,8-TCDF

TOTAL TCOF
1,2,3,7,8-PECDF
2,3,4,7,8-PECDF
TOTAL PECDF
1,2,3,4,7,8-HXCDF
1,2,%,6,7,8-HXCDF
1,2,3,7,8,9-HXCDF
2,3,4,6,7,8-HXCDF
TOTAL HXCODF
1,2,3,4,6,7,8-HPCDF
1,2,3,4,7,8,9-HPCOF
TOTAL HPCDF

TOTAL OCDF

TCOD-TEQ {Total detectad)



_ Polynuclear Aromatic Hydrocarbons

2-Chloroethyl vinyl ether

1,1-Dichloroethane
1,1-Dichloroethene
1,2-Dibromo-3-chloropropane-
1,2-Dichlorobenzene
1.2-Dichloroethane
1,3-Dichlorobenzans
1,4-Dichlorobenzene
1,1,1-Trichloroethane
1,1,2~Trichloroethane .

1,1,2-Trichlorotrifluoroethane (Freon 1 13)(h)

1,1,1,2-Trichloroethane
1,1,2,2-Tetrachloroethane
Acetone

Benzene
Bromodichloromethane
Bromoform
Bromomethane

Carbon terachloride
Chlorcbenzene
Chiloroethane
Chloroform
Chicromethane
Chierotrifluoroethylene
Chlorofluorcethylene

Chlorotrifinoroethane
¢is-1,2-Dichloroethens
Dichlorodiflugromethane (Freon.12)
Ethyibenzene

Methy! Bthyl Ketone

Methylene chloride

Xylene (Total)

Tetrachloroethene

Toluene :
Trimethylbenzene
trans-1,2-Dichloroethene
trans-1,3-Dichloropropene
Trichloroethene
Trichlorofluoromethane (Freon 11k

Vinyl chloride

Acenaphthylene
Acenaphthene

Anthracens
Benzo(a)anthracene
Benzo(b)fluomnthene
Benzo{k)fluoranthene
Benzo{g,h.i)perylene
Benzo(a)pyrene

Chrysene
Dibenz(a,h)anthracene
Fluoranthens

¥luorene
Indeno(1,2,3-cd)pyrene
Naphthalene
Phenanthrene

Pyrene
bis(2-ethylhexyl)phthalate
di-n-butylphthalate
diethyiphthaiate L
N-npitrosodimethylamine (NDMA)®
N-nitrosodiphenylamine

Dimethy] hydrazine
Hydrazine

- Monomethyl hydrazine

Octahydro-1,3,5,7-Tetranitro-1,3,5,7-
Tamrazocine (HMX)

Hexahydro-1,3,5,-Trinitro-1,3,5-Triazine
(RDX)



DRAFT SCOPE OF WORK

The goals for the proposed assessment include:

L. Review and summarize evidence relevant to any past and present contamination
originating from the site which might have reached the surrounding community.

2 Identify data gaps about community exposure which might be filled and estimate the cost
for doing so. '

3. Determine the feasibility of establishing past and present exposures in the community

from the site. If possible, describe those exposures.
4, Determine the feasibility of clarifying the public health significance of any exposures.
Develop with the advisory committee an agreement on the parameters that should be used
to determine the feasibility of doing a community epidemiological study and the criterion
to be used to decide if the feasibility is sufficient to recommend a study.
6 After examining the parameters and applying the criterion, provide an opinion on whether
an epidemiological study is advisable.

O

The Rocketdyne Advisory Committee, a group of community stakeholders, environmental and/or
occupational health scientists, will select the consultant to ¢onduct the exposure assessment and
develop health study criteria. The criteria for selection of the consultant as determined by the
Rocketdyne Advisory Committee will include: the proposal demonstrates a level of effort
commensurate with the intended use of the assessment as well as the consultant’s qualifications
in the relevant technical areas, related project experience, and cost. The EHIB will administer
the contract. The CDHS and the Rocketdyne Advisory Committee has final authority over the
exposure assessment and health study criteria content and quality.

Areas of Concern for the Exposure Assessment

The community exposure assessment follows the release of a recent worker health study
conducted at the site, This study found an association with radiation doses and cancer mortality.
For that study, worker exposure information was available from personal monitoring of radiation
and industrial hygiene records (results of chemical study to be inserted here). The success of a
community health study depends on good understanding of exposure.

The exposure assessment is intended to evaluate the historical operation as well as the continued
operation of the facility. Some of the areas of concern with regards to community exposures
should include, but not be limited, to the following:

1. Daily, controlled and accidental air releases from the nuclear reactors operated on site
between the 19505 and 1980s. :

2. Daily and accidental air releases from the other operations that have existed on the site in
the past.



DRAFT SCOPE OF WORK

relevant experience, specific identification of radiation assessment descriptions if not
covered by the preceding.

2. Scope of work for the exposure assessment, including discussion of the following:

“Exposure assessment workplan outline
Procedure for reviewing data usability
Identification of data gaps
Feasibility of modeling exposures where data gaps exist
Identification of additional field work that would fill data gaps
Development of conceptual site models
Characterization of the population that received each particular £Xposure
Methodology for exposure assessment and toxicity assessment
Approaches to fate and transport modeling
Approach to uncertainty analysis

3. Scope of work for the health study criteria development, including discussion of the
following:

Health study criteria workplan outline

Procedure for choosing criteria factors

Procedure for evaluating criteria factors

Explanation of dependency and independency of exposure assessment and health
study criteria

4. Description of necessary project meetings with the advisory panel, and the community
relations philosophy and expertise of the staff assigned to work with the advisory
committee in this controversial area.

5. Schedule for completion of all tasks.

6. Proposed budget.
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STATE OF CALIFORMIA—HEALTH AND WELFARE AGENCY

DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH SERVICES
2151 BERKELEY WAY
BERKELEY, CA  94704-1011

PETE WILSONM, Governor

(510, 622-4905
‘ December 18, 1998
Barry L. Johnson, M.D.
Associate Administrator
Agency for Toxic Substances and Discase Registry
1600 Clifton Road, MS E-28
Atlanta, GA 30333

RE: ROCKETDYNE SITE IN SANTA SUSANA, CALIFORNIA.

Dear Dr. Johnson:

As you know, the California Department of Health Services (CDHS) has been overseeing
a Department of Energy (DOE) funded occupational health study at the Rocketdyne site in Santa
Susana, California. On the basis of a positive association between radiation exposure and cancer -
among Rocketdyne workers, our advisory comumiitee has suggested what amounts to an ATSDR-
style Public Health Assessment of the site to determine if there is enough documentation of
sufficient past or present exposure to warrant an epidemiological study of the general population.

Our department does not have the resource to redirect to this activity, and unfortunately
there are some people in the community who do not trust the Depattment to do such an
assessment. We are willing to oversee a qualified contractor to carry out 'such an assessment 1n
conjunction with a credible advisory committee including those members of the existing
commiltes who wish to remain active. DOE has told us that they only fund such activities

- through ATSDR. We are costing out this activity now. Our preliminary impression is that the
review of existing evidence could easily cost $300,000 and the staffing of the advisory
committee could be another $150,000. We understand that this year’s budget is going to be very
tight. Is there any possibility that you would be able to fund such an activity?

Sincerely

gpp— l : ‘ .
Raymond R. Neutra, M.D., Dr.P.H., Chief '

Division of Environmental and Occupational
Disease Control '

cc: R, Kreutzer (CDHS-EHIB)
M. Underwood (CDHS-EHIB)
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3%«,,, «p; REGION IX
Yy ppon®” 75 Hawthome Streel

‘San Francisco, CA 84105-3901

OFFICE OF THE
December 8, 1998 REGIONAL ADMINISTRATOR

Honorable Dianne Feinstein
U.S. Senate

Senate Office Building
Washington, DC 20510-0504

Dear Senator Feinstein:

Thank you for your letter of October 27, 1998 concerning EPA’s involvement at the
Boeing North American Incorporated, Rocketdyne Division, Santa Susana Field Laboratory
(SSFL). In response to your letter, my staff has advised me of the following:

EPA Activities

EPA recently agreed with the U.S. Department of Energy (DOE) on a schedule for an
EPA radiation survey of Area IV to verify that the site can be released for unrestricted
use. (EPA criticized a similar Rocketdyne effort [Area IV Radiological Characterization
Study, August 15, 1996] in a April 8, 1997 letter and asked Rocketdyne to complete a
new survey in a July 11, 1997 letter.) This survey will be conducted by EPA’s Radiation
and Indoor Environments National Laboratory in Las Vegas, with funding primarily from
DOE. The first part of the survey will begin in the year 2000. It will cover the majority
of Area IV, except the locations that DOE and Rocketdyne are actively cleaning up
through their building Decontamination and Decommissioning program. We are
extremely pleased that DOE and Rocketdyne have suggested this unique approach of

. allowing EPA to conduct the final survey of Area IV, This work is much more extensive.
than EPA had originally planned, when we agreed, in the enclosed November 8, 1996
letter, to increase our involvement in the radiation cleanup,

With regard to EPA oversight of individual building releases (the building
Decontamination and Decommissioning process), we have kept the SSFL. Workgroup
appraised of our progress. To date, we have reviewed Decontamination and
Decommissioning “dockets” for five buildings released by DOE. After reviewing the
dockets, we requested, and have received, additional information from DOE. We have
not yet completed our review, but expect to within a month. Also within a month, we
expect to provide the Workgroup with plans for EPA surveys within the released
buildings.

Printed on Recycled Paper
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Community Health Study

Your Jetter also asked EPA to investigate possible cancer risks to the community from the
SSFL. EPA understands the community’s desire for a definitive and comprehensive
evaluation of their health concerns related to the SSFL., however, we do not typically
perform community health evaluations, That responsibility falls to the Agency for Toxic
Substances Disease Registry (ATSDR). ATSDR is EPA’s sister federal public health
agency under the U.S. Department of Health and Human Services (DHHS).

ATSDR and the California Department of Health Services (DHS) have been working
under a cooperative agreement to evaluate the SSFL. EPA has been and continues to
coordinate with these regulatory agencies. We have enclosed a letter from DHS to
members of the Advisory Panel for the Worker Health Study, dated November 19, 1998.
It provides background on DHS’ activities related to the SSFL.

The Worker Health Study is being funded by DOE, completed by UCLA and overseen by
an independent advisory panel. While EPA has not been involved in the study, we do
receive reports on its progress. It is designed to evaluate the cancer mortality among
workers from exposures to low-Jevel ionizing radiation and specific chemicals. The
initial portion of the investigation on radiation exposure has been completed and released
to the public in September 1997. The chemical exposure portion is underway and has not
been completed, but is expected to be released early next year. Based on the radiation
exposure portion of the Worker Health Study, the Advisory Panel recommended a
“review of the feasibility of performing a follow-on study of the neighboring
community.” The November 19th letter from DHS to the Advisory Panel indicates that
ATSDR was unwilling to fund the work. We have asked ATSDR to clarify the reasons
for its conclusion.

While the first phase of the Worker Health Study found that Rocketdyne employees who
received a relatively higher dose of radiation demonstrated an increased risk of dying
from some forms of cancer, this finding is not necessarily relevant to the community near
the site. The radiation exposure portion of the Worker Health Study neither supports nor
refutes the need for a broader community health study. In addition, the methods used to

~ assess worker health impacts ~ personal radiation monitoring data and company records
of occupational medical exams -~ will not be available to assess the community impacts.
Despite these facts, EPA believes it would be prudent to conduct an exposure assessment

or feasibility evaluation for a community health study (after completion of the Worker
Health Study.)

EPA believes it is wise to review the Worker Health Study in its entirety, before
designing a feasibility study for a more broad-based community health study or an
exposure assessment. The data and findings from the worker health study will hopefully
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identify exposure data and mortality information that are critical to performing a broad-
based community health evaluation.

EPA also wishes to reaffirm that we are not aware of any contamination from the SSFL
- that poses an unacceptable risk to the community. However, we are continually re-
evaluating that conclusion as new information becomes available, like the Bell Canyon
Area Soil Sampling Report dated October 1998, which EPA and other agencies are
currently reviewing. Prior off-site sampling efforts, in 1992 and 1994, focused on the
site’s northern perimeter. Samples were collected by Rocketdyne, DHS and EPA.
Workplans for sampling were presented to the public and SSFL. Workgroup members.
The sampling confirmed the presence of radioactive contaminants on Brandeis-Bardin
Institute property, but at levels that do not pose a threat to human health. We have
enclosed a July 1995 EPA Update that provides information about that sampling,

Next Steps

As we have discussed with your staff, their assistance would be helpful in facilitating the
following meetings: (1) a discussion between EPA, your office and state and local
officials about issues raised in your letter of October 27, 1998; (2) an additional
discussion with the members of the SSFL Workgroup on réfinements to the Workgroup's
continued operation (we look forward to the resumption of regular workgroup meetings
after these two mesetings); and (3) an exploration of whether to conduct an exposure
assessment or a feasibility study for a community health study and who should conduct it.
We believe that the third meeting should involve senior officials of the appropriate state
and federal agencms legislators, available members of the Worker Health Study Advisory
Panel. In our opinion, these meetings would help to ensure continued progress towards
the remediation of the Rocketdyne SSFL site and effective communication of that
progress to the community.

We appreciate your interest on this matter. If we can provide further clarification, please
call Sunny Nelson, my Congressional Liaison Officer, at (415) 744-1562.

Yours,

Felicia Marcus
Regional Administrator
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MOV 2 8 1996
" Daiel Hirsch, Barbara Johnson, .
Sheldon C. Plotkin, Ph.D. and Jesry Raskin, Ph.D.
Rocketdyne Cleanup Coalition '
/o Committee to Bridge the Gap

—

1637 Butler Avenue, Suite 203
Los Angeles, CA 90025

Dear Mr. Hirsch, Ms. Johnson, Dr. Plotkin and Dr. Raskin:

I am writing to let you know that EPA will increase its oversight of the Department of
Energy (DOE) and Rocketdyne in their investigation and cleanup of on-site radioactive
contamination at the Santa Susana Field Lab (SSFL). We are taking this action in response to
your July 10, 1996 letter and requests made at the September 24, 1996 Workgroup meeting and
following discussions with DOE and Racketdyne. We are currently developing our oversight
plan; the specific activities that we are currently planning are described below.

. First, regarding the involvement of Gregg Dempsey, please be aware that he now
supervises a staff of twenty. Gregg is the Director of EPA’s Center of Eunvironmental
Restoration Monitoring and Emergency Response, with the Radiation and Indoor Environments
National Laboratory in Las Vegas. We plan to involve Gregg’s staff whenever our oversight
tasks comrespond with their capabilities. Depending on Gregg’s availability, we will try to have
him attend workgroup meetings to explain the work of his staff. .

radioactive contamination at the SSFL, our first step will be to review existing information. We
will send a request to DOE and Rocketdyne for additional information on Rocketdyne’s Energy
Technology and Engineering Center. We will reviéw not only the results of their investigations,
but the procedures used for sample collection, the quality assurance and quality control
performed as part their work. Once we have réviewed that mnformation, we can better decide on
the specific activities to conduct. '

Since EPA has not previously been involved in the on-site inﬁestigation and cleanup of

One of the tools available to us is a scanner van. The van continuously measures gamma
radiation from nearby soils. By driving the van over all accessible portions of Area IV, EPA can
check the results obtained by Rocketdyne in its recent Area IV Radiolo gical Characterization
Survey. Where the terrain is inaccessible to the scanner van, we would use hasd held instruments
to measure gamma radiation levels. Greg Dempsey’s staff operates the scanner van, We will

make every attempt to have Gregg present the results of surveys conducted by his staff 1o the -

Workgroup.
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The other aspect of the work that EPA will be able to overses is the Decontamination and

‘Decommissioning (D & D) program. After reviewing available information, we plan to prioritize

our oversight activities of the D & D program. We plan to survey three buildings. We have not
yet'decided on the specific tools, meters and sampling equipment that we will use to accomplish
this task. Based on the results of these initial surveys, EPA will decide how or whether to
canduct further surveys. Prior to conducting our surveys, we will submit our plans and
procedures to the workgroup. Your comments and input are welcome at each step of the process.
We also invite you to attend the surveys we conduct. :

EPA’s funding for these activities appears to be adequate at this time, but you should be
aware that DOE and Rocketdyne have offered to fund EPA activities related o our oversight.
EPA’s oversight is not contingent on accepting money from DOE or Rocketdyne. Nonetheless,
additional funding would be helpful to EPA. Acceptance of funding would not in any way
obligate EPA to DOE or Rocketdyne. Additionally, EPA would make any such agreements
available to you. However, before deciding whether to pursue any such additional funding, or
what type of funding arrangement is appropriate, we would like to have your thoughts and those

- of the community.

At the quarterly meeting of the SSFL-Workgroup, following the November 13, 1996
meeting, EPA expects to lay out a time line for our work. We may not be able to answer every
question about EPA’s gversi ght at the November 13 workproup meeting, but we have answered
the primary question from the last meeting. EPA will conduct oversight of the on-site radiation
cleanup. We look forward to meeting with all of you again and discussing EPA's future activites
at the SSFL.

We hope that this response. addresses your concerns about independent oversight of DOE
and Rocketdyne. We will continue to keep Felicia Marcus advised of our activities. If you have
any questions about this letter please contact Tom Kelly at (415) 744-2070 or Vicky Semones at -
(415) 744-2184. If you prefer, you can leave a message for Vicky or Tom at our toll free number,

. (800) 231-3075, and they will retum your call as soon as possible.

Sincerely,

i ndlprn

Julie Anderson, Director
Waste Management Division
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Senator Barbara Boxer

Senator Dianne Feinstein

Steve Lafflam, Rocketdyne

Roger Liddie, DOE

Phil Chandler, DTSC

Edgar Bailey, DHS

James Ross, RWQCB -

Felicia Marcus, U.S, EPA .
Gregg Dempsey, U.S. EPA, RIENL
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1637 Butler Avenue, Suite 203
Los Angeles, CA 90025

Dear Mr. Hirsch, Ms, Johnson, Dr. Plotkin and Dr. Raskin:

I am writing to let you know that EPA will increase its oversight of the Department of
Energy (DOE) and Rocketdyne in their investigation and cleanup of on-site radioactive
contamination at the Santa Susana Field Lab (SSFL). We are taking this action in response to
your July 10, 1996 letter and requests made at the September 24, 1996 Workgroup meeting and
following discussions with DOE and Rocketdyne. We are currently developing our oversight
plan; the specific activities that we are currently planning are described below.

First, reparding the involvement of Gregg Dempsey, please be aware that he now
supervises a staff of twenty. Gregg is the Director of EPA’s Center of Environmental
Restoration Monitoring and Emergency Response, with the Radiation and Indoor Environments
National Laboratory in Las Vegas. We plan to involve Gregp’s staff whenever our oversight
tasks correspond with their capabilities. Depending on Gregg's availability, we wili try to have
him attend workgroup meetings to explain the work of his staff, :

Since EPA has not previously been involved in the on-site investigation and cleanup of
radioactive contamination at the SSFL, our first step will be to review existing information. We
will send a request ta DOE and Rocketdyne for additional information on Rocketdyne's Energy
Technology and Engineering Center. We will review not only the results of their investigations,
but the procedures used for sample collection, the quality assurance and quality control
performed as part their work. Once we have reviewed that information, we can better decide on
the specific activities to conduct '

One of the tools available to us is a scanter van. The van continuously measures gamma
radiation from nearby soils. By driving the van over all accessible portions of Area IV, EPA can
check the results obtained by Rocketdyne in its recent Area IV Radiological Characterization
Survey. Where the termain is inaccessible to the scanner van, we wouid use hand held instruments
to measure gamma radiation levels. Greg Dempsey’s staff operates the scapner van. We will
make every attempi to have Gregg present the results of surveys conducted by his staff to the
Workgroup.
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identify exposure data and mortality information that are critical to performing a broad-
based community health evaluation.

EPA also wishes to reaffirm that we are not aware of any contamination from the SSFL
- that poses an unacceptable risk to the comrnunity. However, we are continually re-
evalnating that conclusion as new information becomes available, like the Bell Canyon
Area Soil Sampling Report dated October 1998, which EPA and other agencies are
currently reviewing. Prior off-site sampling efforts, in 1992 and 1994, focused on the
site’s northern perimeter. Samples were collected by Rocketdyne, DHS and EPA.
Workplans for sampling were presented to the public and SSFL Workgroup members.
The sampling confirmed the presence of radioactive contaminants on Brandeis-Bardin
Institute property, but at levels that do not pose a threat to human health. We have
enclosed a July 1995 EPA Update that provides information about that sampling.

Next Steps

As we have discussed with your staff, their assistance would be helpful in facilitating the
following meetings: (1) a discussion between EPA, your office and state and local
officials about issues raised in your letter of October 27, 1998; (2) an additional
discussion with the members of the SSFL Workgroup on refinements to the Workgroup’s
continued operation (we look forward to the resumption of regular workgroup meetings
after these two meetings); and (3) an exploration of whether to conduct an exposure
assessment or a feasibility study for a community health study and who should conduct it.
We believe that the third meeting should involve senior officials of the appropriate state
and federal agencies, legislators, available members of the Worker Health Study Advisory
Panel. In our opinion, these meetings would help to ensure continued progress towards
the remediation of the Rocketdyne SSFL site and effective cornmunication of that
progress to the commumty :

We appreciate your interest on this matter. If we can provide further clarification, please
call Sunny Nelson, my Congrcssxonal Liaison Officer, at (415) 744-1562.

Yours,

Felicia Marcus
Regional Administrator
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SAME LETTER SENT TO THE ATTACHED LIST

Jack Geiger, MD,

The City University of New York Medical School

The City University of New York Medical School
Department of Community Health and Social Medicine
-138th Street and Covenant Avenue, Room J920

New York, NY 10031

Dear Dr, Geiger:

The Advisory Panel (AP) has played a crucial role in overseeing studies of work
site exposures and worker heaith risks at the Rocketdyne facility. At the public meeting
held September 11, 1997, where increasing blood, tymph and hing cancer mortality to
progressively lngher radiation-exposed workers was described, many community members
voiced their opinion that the surrounding communities have had exposures to Rocketdyne
emissions and wastes, and that a community health study is warranted. In response, the
AP (at the suggestion of Drs. Alice Stewart and Jack Geiger) recommended first
conducting an examination of potential exposure and then determining the utility and
feesibility of an epidemiological study.

As chief of the Environmental Health Investigations Branch (EHIB) of the
California Department of Health Services, I asked my staff to begin assembling an
inventory of studies and data which might be used to determine if a reconstruction of
exposures via air, ground water, surface water or transportation through the commmumnity
was possible. As is our usual practice, we also talked to many of you and to other
community members to assess the rcprwentahon of commumty interests. kn addition, we
conferred with several federal agencies to see if they would be willing to fund a feasibility
study.

- On March 13, 1998, EHIB staff conferred by phone with Dr. James Cone and
Larmry Billick of the California Occupational Health Program, AP co-cheirs, Dan Hirsch
and Dr. David Michaels, and AP members, Sheldon Plotkin, Frank Mirer, and Nozh
Seixas. Our intent was to report on our efforts to locate additional resourees to carry out
some of the exposure assessment steps outlined above and to work together on a strategy
for obtaining those resources. We indicated that the Department of Energy was
unequivocal in denying us funds for off-site exposure assessment, ongoing advisory
committee meetings and ongoing community work. Furthermore, representatives of the
Agency for Toxic Substances and Disease Registry (ATSDR) aad the Center for
Environmental Health (CEH) had verbally expressed an unwillingness to support this
work.
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sxposure assessment process and to locate funding sources, Mr. Hirsch was adamant that
be did not want EHIB involved in the exposure assessment process. He also was upset
that we had explored obtaining additional funding without the AP’s “muthorization™.
Given the different positions of the AP members present, we suggested that the advisory
commitiee as 8 whole should be consulted og thess questions, We indicated that we
_would want the AP recommendations for additional action in writing 50 as to reduce
potential for confusion. We decreased our activity on this site while awaiting clarification
from the advisory committee. Since then, we have recetved no communications.

1 am writing to clarify what we see as the main issues related to our role in this
matter and what we plan to do by your next meeting. First, we do not have the staff time
to review all the available material and determine the feastbility of reconstructing past
community exposures or carrying out epidemiological studies, Second, Mr. Hirsch has

oversight of the contract for this work (including the design, conduct and reporting of the
results of the feasibility study). This oversipht must maximize stakeholder and scientific
“input. Our Department and the Public Health Institute coordinated oversight for the

/ occupational studies. We are open to discussing a continuation of that role as well as

; other options. It is not clear to us which members of the AP wish to continue into this
next phase, Additional expertise may be needed. Fifth, while some or 21l stakeholders
may not waat our Department to play & major role in this next phase, we have a
responsibility to be involved and have the relevant expertise to contribute to the project, if
only as outside commentators. :

By the next meeting we will;

1) Poll each member of the AP to solicit their opinions about DHS’s role in commumity
exposure and bealth considerations; - :

2) Poll each member of the AP for suggestions on environmental relevant expertise, if
any, to be added to the AP,

3) Poll each member of the AP to determine their willingness to continue serving on the
AP if funds are found to carry out a feasibility study;

4) Prepare an inventory of documents from varjous egencies which are relevant to the
reconstruction of exposures through zir, water, etc.; ' _

5) Prepare » draft schematic scope of work an workload for a hypothetical contract for
your review and comment &nd a description of what we think would be needed
oversight activities;

6) Resume exploration of possible federal funding of the feasibility study.
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One of my staff will be contacting you during November and December to obtain your

- opinions on these matters and to determine your expectation for continuing as an advisory

pagel member into the next phase. |

Thank you for your dedication to these :nnportanx issues and your assistarice in helping my
group formulate a responsible public health plan. Ilook forward to future discussions and
collaboration.

Sincerely,

do1z

BITAIE AT LA e 1A

Richard Kreutzer, M.D., Chief
Environmental Health Investigations Branch

cc: Dr. Raymond Neutra, Chief
Division of Environmental and Occupational Disease Control
5801 Christie, Suite 600
Emeryville, CA 94608

Dr. Robert Harrison

California Occupational Health Branch
1515 Clay Street, Suite 1800

Qakland, CA 94612

Dr. James Cone, Chief

California Occupational Health Branch
1515 Clay Street, Suite 1800
Oakland, CA 94612

Mr. Larmry Bilick

California Occupational Health Branch
1515 Clay Street, Suite 1800
Oakland, CA 94612

The Honorable Sheila Kueh!
Member of the Asssembly -
State Capitol

Sacramento, CA 95814



01/05/89 TUE 11:03 FAX 415 3538 5063 U.5. EPA

T AT Wty bk

Advisory Panel Members
November 19, 1998
Page 4

ce: The Honorable Cathie Wright
Member of the Senate
State Capitol
Sacramento, CA 95314

Mr. Thomas Kelly

Eovironmental Engineer

US Environmental Protection Agency
75 Hawthorne Street

San Francisco, CA 94105-3901

Mr. Phi! Rutherford, Manager
Environmental Remediation

Safety, Health and Environmental Affairs
Rocketdyne Division

Boeing North American, Inc.

6633 Canoga Avenue, MS §5-14

PO Box 7922

Canoga Park, CA 91309-7922

Mr. Steve LaFlam

Boeing Defense and Space Group U
6633 Canoga Avenue, MS $5-14
PO Box 7922

Canoga Park, CA 91309-7922

Mr. Ed Bailey, Chief
Radiologic Health Branch
601 N. 7th Street
Sacramento, CA 95814

Dr. Hal Morganstern

University of California, Los Angeles
School of Public Health

Box 951772 -

Los Angeles, CA 90095-1772

Dr. John Froines

University of California, Los Angeles
School of Public Health

Box 951772 _

Los Angeles, CA 90095-1772

LA AN

o013

Dr. Heather Stockwell
Building 270CC

US Department of Energy
19901 Germantown Road
Germantown, MD 208741290

;

L]
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The U.S. EPA Announces Results of Rocketdyﬁe’s Off-Site
Sampling Program for the Santa Susana Field La’borato’ry

he U.S. Environmental
Protection Agency (EPA) -
- has completed its review
of Rocketdyne’s “Off-Site” Study.
Rocketdyne initiated the study
~ to find out if past operations at
‘its Santa Susana Field Laboratory
(SSFL) contaminated areas next
to the site. The study focused on
the Brandeis-Bardin Institute
and the Santa Monica Moun-
tains Conservancy’s Sage Ranch
Park {(Figure 1). It confirmed
presenice of radionuclides
(raé:oactwe elements) in two
areas near the SSFL on
Brandeis-Bardin property. Spe-
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tnitial Off-Site Sampling

Rocketdyne began-its off-site
study In 1992 by collecting and
analyzing 118 soil samples, seven
surface ‘water samples, four
groundwater samples from two
wells, and nine fruit samples,
This initia! study looked for both
chemical and radionuclide con-
tamination. It included many
procedures to assure the quality
of thé study’s results, such as
analyzing duplicate samples, In
addition to Rocketdyne’s own
quality assurance program, EPA,
California Department of Health
Services (Cal DHS) and Brandeis-
Bardin independently analyzed
more than 40 samples that
Rocketdyne also analyzed.

Besides sampling potentially
contaminated areas, Rocketdyne
sampled areas, called background
areas, which were unaffected by
.thei; operations. These back-
gro

to 13 miles from the site. As ex-
pected, even the background ar-
eas contained low levels of some
radionuclides. However, this
background radiation comes
from naturally occurring radio-
nuclides and worldwide fallout
from above-groundsgnuclear
weapons testinjg,ﬁgt;‘%ég@uf@ﬁom-
pared backgioundsaniplesiwith,

i, E%:‘,%d‘

rimpis ke 408 a1t
e

- ALY
aidinand Segc e

Y
i £

Espattior

%

%)

et ghoygedt
R g A TE W

nd areas are located from 1.5 -

; o ?;,i SRR ﬁh

d1015

B A A T

Brandeis-Bardin
Institute

-Areas of Iow.-level radloactive contamination
A 4
N
ot Lo Seale
TCE (Tricloroethyleng) -

Contaminated Well 1.

et
e e
= Rocketdyne

Santa Susana
Field Laboratory

Figure 2. Site Map

and cleans up TCE -contami-
nated groundwater within the
SSFL. Consequently, Rocketdyne
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Additional Soil and Water
Sampling o

The additional sampling focused
on radionuclide contamination.
As part of its additional sam-
pling, Rocketdyne collected
more than 120 soil samples and
two addijtional surface water
samples in March of 1994.
Rocketdyne also collected an
additional 40 background
samples from eight different
areas, in addition to resampling
background areas from the ini-
tial stucly. This time, EPA, Cal DHS,
and Brandeis-Bardin indepen-
dently analyzed 54 samples col-
fected by Rocketdyne.

Results and Conclusions

The additional study identified
two impacted areas. These areas,
or watersheds, are downhill from
Rocketdyne facilities that caused
the fontamination. The first fa-
cility, Building 59, formerly
housed a developmentai nuclear
reactor. The second, the Radioac-
tive Materials Disposal Facility
(RMDF), was used primarily for
packaging and shipping radioac-
tive waste off-site for treatment
or disposal. For this study, the
soil concentrationg.were mea-

sured in pico(}uﬁes" erfram of tamination, EPA encourages
eI ey & iy
o R e, BN
Table 1. A-Comparison: dior ratio
A e PR P o T 4, e

g N R
ampling Arfasg

soil (pCi/g) or per liter of water
(pCi/L) contained within the soil.

Table 1 lists the concentrations
of radionuclides in each im-
pacted area, corresponding local
background concentrations and
typical concentrations for un-
contaminated (except from
worldwide faliout) areas through-
out the United States. Although
the impacted areas are above the
local background levels, they are
below typical levels found
throughout the United States.

Furthermore, based on EPA’s cal-
culations, the theoretical cancer
probability or risk to campers and
camp counselors is less than
EPA’s threshold leve! for action
of one in 1,000,000. A one in
1,000,000 risk means that one

potential excess cancer case

might occur if one million people
were exposed to the contamina-
tion for long periods of time.
EPA’s calculation is based on two
scenarios: (1) children camping
one month a year for four years
directly on the area of contami-
nation and (2) camp counselors
walking through the contami-
nation repeatedly for ten years.
For a more thorough discussion
of the risk posed by the con-

you to attend the meeting on
August 10. See the last page of
this update for more information
on the meeting.

For tritium, EPA has yet to ap-
prove a test method to measure
soil concentrations in pCi/g.
Consequently, Rocketdyne mea-
sured tritium in pCi/L, which in-
dicates the amount of tritium in
water extracted from surface soil.
For comparison purposes, EPA’s
existing standard for trittum in
drinking water is 20,000 pCi/L.
The water contained within this
soil is not drinking water, but
even if it were, the contamina-
tion would not exceed EPA's stan-
dard for tritium.

What's Next

DTSC issued a post-closure per-
mit to Rocketdyne in April of this
year. A post-closure permit is re-
quired for fadilities that close cer-

tain hazardous waste manage-

ment units, if the fadility cannot
fully clean up chemical contami-
nation at the units. As required
by the post-closure permit,
Rocketdyne is continuing to
cleanup and monitor solvent-
contaminated groundwater. Fur-
thermore, it requires Rocketdyne
to complete a site-wide study of
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chemical contamination, called:
a Resource Conservation and Re-
covery Act (RCRA) Facility Inves-
tigation. DTSC is currently re-
viewing Rocketdynes RCRA Fa-
cility Investigation Workplan.

In addition, Rocketdyne is con-
tinuing a program of “decon-
tamination and decommission-
ing” to cleanup buildings and
areas that handled radioactive
material, such as reactors, test
facilities, and storage areas. This
program includes post-cleanup
surveys to verify the effective-
ness of its actions. Rocketdyne
is completing a radiological
survey of on-site areas surround-
ing the facilities where nuclear
work took place. This survey will
look for radioactive contami-
nants that may have been car-
ried with rainfall runoff away
from radiological facilities.

Background

The SSFL s located in eastern
Ventura County and covers an
area of nearly 2,700 acres,
Rocketdyne has divided the SSFL
into four administrative areas

" (Area ], 11, II, and IV) and a buffer

zone. Rocketdyne owns most of
Area l.and Areas 1II and IV.
Rocketdyne operates the Energy
Technology and Engineering
Center (ETEC) at Area IV for the
Department of Energy (DOE).
Area Il and a 42-acre parcel of
Area 1 are owned by the Na-
tional Aeronautics and Space
Administration (NASA).

The SSFL was established in 1946,
Throughout the years, Rocketdyne
has tested rocket engines at the site.
During the 1950s, Rocketdyne
expanded site operations to in-
clude nuclear energy research

l
Date:

Thursday, August 10
" Time: 6:00 pm
Location:
Simi Valley, CA,
Tentative Agenda

the FBI’s on-going.investigation.
gai‘;’:‘gfﬁﬁﬂﬁg )
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k- ‘Workgroup meetings. .,
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Next Meeting of the SSFL Workgroup*
Knolls Elementary School, 6334 Katherine Rd.,

(Neither the EPA nor Rocketdyne can comment at this meeting on

ESSFLWorkgtoup con:lsﬁmge?erggxyfngff:m il
rese “the DépartrientiofEnergy and R
Workgroup meets'regilarly £ sharginformation on'envin

4017

and nudear reactor development
for DOE. Work with nuclear ma.
terials, conducted in Area IV, in-:
cluded fabrication of nuclear fu-
els, testing of nuclear reactors,
and disassembly and analysis of
used fuel elements, Except for the
Investigation and cleanup of con- -
taminated facilities, no nuclear
work has cccurred since 1988,

Information Repositories

Reports describing both the ini-
tial study and the additional in-
vestigation can be found at the
Simli Valley Public Library and
at the Urban Archives Center of
the Oviatt Library, California
State University, Northridge.
The studies are titled “Multi-Media
Sampling Report . for the
Brandeis-Bardin Institute and the
Santa Monica Mountains Con-
servancy” ‘and *Additional
Soil and Water Sampling at the .
Brandeis-Bardin Institute and
Santa Monica Mountains
Conservancy.* The Santa Monica
Mountains Conservancy is Sage
Ranch Park. The Conservancy
oversees the park for the State
of California.

For More Information Contact:




To: Joe Munso April 23, 1999

Via: James Stratton

From: Division of Environmental and Occupational Disease Control
Raymond Richard Neutra MD Dr.PH.

RE. Action Needed to Move Rocketdyne, Boeing/ Santa Suzana Field Laboratory (SSFL)
Process Forward

PROBLEM: Despite the fact that they asked Governor Davis to insert $150,000 for SSFL
in the DHS budget, Ventura/Los Angeles legislators have not clarified, what, if any role
they want Department of Health Services to play in Community Health/Exposure Study
around SSFL site near Simi Valley. They have focussed on the scientific work to be done
and want the existing oversight/advisory committee to control that, but they seem
unaware of the substantial facilitative work that needs to be done and haven’t specified
who is to be responsible for that. They share with the community activists the belief that
DHS staffs are too cozy with Boeing SSFL and its interests. Decisions about the budget
and the way to administer it cannot be made until responsibility for facilitative and fiscal
functions are clarified.

RECOMMENDED ACTION: Mr. Johnson or other Davis appointee should confer with

DHS staff and convene the following people to:

1) review sources of conflict between DHS , activists and the legislators during the first
phase which examined worker health

2) Discuss ways to avoid this conflict in the next phase which will evaluate health
threats, if any, in neighborhoods surrounding the site.

3) Discuss options for facilitative functions such as naming new scientific experts to the
panel, finalizing and releasing requests for proposal, drafting contracts with the
contractor, maintaining day to day scientific oversight of any contractors, reaching
out to stakeholders, staffing the panel, paying panel members their hourly fee and
expenses, drafting layperson summaries of results, handling mailings and press
releases about the results. DHS and its contractors filled these functions in the first
phase. Other options should be considered as well. One, favored by staff is to turn the
funds over to the Senate Office of Research and contract out all the facilitative
functions. DHS could continue only by having one representative to the Panel.

The persons to invited should include:

1.Co-Chairs and members of the SSFL Advisory/Oversight Panel

2.Current County and State elected officials from the area.

3.Mr. Richard Katz and Judge Terry Friedman who were involved in defining the role of
DHS at the beginning of the process in the early 1990s and who retain an interest.

4. Dr John Froines and Dr. Hal Morgenstern who did the recently completed UCLA study
and can comment on their view of DHS’ role and behavior.

5. DHS officials including Doctors Neutra, Harrison and Kreutzer.

BACKGROUND



The bowl valley at the top of the ridge of hills which separates San Fernando and Simi
valleys has been used as a rocket engine testing facility and DOE nuclear reactor
experimental station since the late 1940°s.

Since the late 1970’s Mr. Dan Hirsch of the Commitiee to Bridge the Gap and others,
have been concerned about chemical and radioactive contamination on the site and the
possibility of chemical and radioactive release from the site into neighborhoods in the
increasingly populated areas around this site.

In the early 1990’s neighborhood fears of cancer to the east of the hill, lead to cancer
registry tabulations suggesting an increased rate of bladder cancer. Then Representative
Katz held a hearing that severely criticized DIIS for not actively studying the problem.
With input from Representatives Katz, Terry Friedman and now Senator Cathy Wright a
committee was formed of citizens named by the representatives. DHS has staffed this
committee. With agreement from the legislators and the citizen representatives DHS staff
advertised for scientists who would provide a majority vote. DHS staff and the citizens
chose two candidates for each category of scientist and the then director of DHS, Dr.
Molly Coye made the final choice of scientist for each category.

DHS had the understanding that the Panel had control of the formulation of the Request
for Proposal and the choice of the research team to carry out a worker health study. The
Panel was also free to interpret the results of the study to the general community. If there
were demonstrated worker health problems the feasibility of evaluating community
health threats from the site would be carried out. DHS assumed that it was responsible
for the budget, for involving other stakeholders, for interpreting the results to the workers
and expressing its own opinion to the general public as well.

In exercising what it thought was its facilitative prerogative DHS staff (Dr. Harrison)

experiencgthe following conflicts with Mr. Hirsch

1) Mr. HZ”ksch did not want the majority vote to be controlled by the scientists

2) Mr. Hirsch disagreed with the majority vote to select the UCLA team to do the work

3) Mr, Hirsch and a majority but not all of the Panel did not want to pursue the usual
DHS and National Institute of Occupational Safety and Health (NIOSH) tri-partite
procedure of sharing research draft results for comment by management, labor and
government. They wanted to exclude Rocketdyne/Boeing from the loop. Dr, Harrison
viewed this vote as advisory not binding. Senator Wright Assemblymember Katz and
Assemblymember Kuehi shared Mr. Hirsch’s outrage at this procedure. (Despite this
outrage, everyone now agrecs that the process worked. The UCLA researchers
benefited from comments received and did not allow themselves to be unduly
influenced by the comments. Despite the fact that it worked, Hirsch and the
legislators are against the tri-partite procedure as a matter of principle)

In September 1997 the first worker study was released which showed an association
between radiation levels previously thought safe, and increased leukemia and other
cancers. The panel recommended a study of the feasibility of doing a health study in the
community.




When DHS staff in the Environmental Health Investigations Branch (EHIB) under Dr.
Kreutzer began exercising what they thought of as their facilitative responsibility by
contacting the advisory/oversight committee, exploring federal funding etc. Mt. Hirsch
and the legislators had the following objections:

1) DHS should not seek funds for a feasibility study
4) DHS should not communicate with the Panel Members except through Mr, Hirsch
and the Co-Chair ( who had resigned to go to DOE)
5) DHS should not prepare proposals to the Panel on what a draft RFP might look like
6) DHS should have no contacts with Rocketdyne to see if their offer to fund studies
could be accepted without strings and in a way acceptable to the Panel and the
legislators.
7) IDHS should make no recommendations as to the kind of additional scientific
expertise need by the panel as it shifted from a worker to a neighborhood focus.
Between September 1997 when the Panel recommended that a feasibility study be carried
out, and April 1999 it had taken no official action to implement its recommendation other
than to obtain funding for its continuance through the legislature. Governor Wilson
vetoed this along with a number of other items not in his original budget.
On April 12" Committee to Bridge the Gap reviewed EHIB files under the Public
Records Act. On the very next day Mr. Grantland Johnson received a letter from
Assemblymember Kuehl alleging that DHS had suppressed a “study” showing that the
area to the north and west of SSFL had elevated rates of lung cancer. She also alleged
that she had evidence that EHIB staff were conniving with Boeing to stack the
committee. The letter called for the dismissal of Dr. Neutra the Division Chief, Dr.
Harrison from the Occupational Health Branch and Dr. Kreutzer the head of the
Environmental Health Branch. Ms Kuehl had a press release on April 15 repeating these
charges.

On investigating in response to Ms Kuehl’s letter on April 13, Dr. Neutra discovered that
the allegations represented a mis-interpretation of several documents found in the public
records act search. He provided an immediate explanation and will prepare a more
detailed explanation later.

On Wednesday April 21, Steve Chandler of Senator Diane Feinstein’s staff convened all
government agencies and representatives of intercsted elective officials involved with
SSFL at the Region 9 headquarters of UUSEPA and by speaker phone. Mr. Munso, Dr

_ Barrett and Dr. Neutra represented DHS.

Three main issues arose:

1) There is a need to reconcile the rationales for radiation and chemical clean up at the
site between USEPA and Cal EPA on chemicals and Department of Energy (DOE)
and DHS Radiation Health Section on the other hand. This may take high level
intervention.



2) How to fund follow-up studies of SSFL workers. NIOSH and Boeing are possible
funders. In either case there would be a tri-partitie oversight, but the existing SSFL
panel would not have a role. No action by DHS is required on this issue.

3) Who will manage and who will fund the community health/exposure feasibility study.
The $150,000 is not sufficient. Reviewing the voluminous documents about releases
and exposures and interpreting them could easily cost $300,000 and taking new
environmental samples in air water and soil for radiation and chemicals could cost
hundreds of thousands of dollars. Senator Feinstein is willing to look for federal
dollars but needs state legislators and the Governor to agree about who will do the
facilitative management so it is clear where the money will flow and how. Mr. Munso
and Dr. Neutra agreed to convey to Mr. Grantland Johnson the desire that DHS act to
resolve this 1ssue with the involved California elected officials.

We should convene the appropriate decision makers to agree on a process for proceeding.

A solution should be found which does not compromise DHS ability to issue its own
opinions and actions on matters of public health and which does not resultjun-funded
mandated activities. @J

Our goals for the community are as follows:

1)The community should be left with an ongoing process for interacting with Boeing and
receiving and evaluating information about clean up and the ongoing operations of rocket
testing.

2)The community will have received a thorough and unbiased accounting of current
exposures and their health significance, if any.

} 4) If there are current health hazards in the community from SSFL they should be

prevented and or removed

%) The community will have received a through and unbiased accounting of past

z

exposures, releases and their health significance, if any.

—~6) The community will have received a through and unbiased evaluation of the

feasibility of epidemiological studies to assess the health impacts of past or present
exposures.

6 A TF feasiblt/: the epidemiological study should be conducted.
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EPIDEMIOLOGICAL STUDY:
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OVERSIGHT PANEL MEMBERS

Daniel Hirsch, Co-Chair
Committee to Bridge the Gap, Los Angeles, California
David Michaels, Ph.D., Co-Chair

Department of Community Health and Social Medicine, City University of New York Medical
School, New York, New York

Jack Geiger, M.D. ¥

Department of Community Health and Social Medicine, City University of New York Medical
School, New York, New York

Robert Goble, Ph.D. "

Center for Technology Environment and Development and Department of Physics, Clark
University, Worcester, Massachusetts

Barbara Johnson ¥

Rocketdyne Cleanup Coalition, Santa Susana, California
Caesar Julian, M.D. ”

Simi Valley, California
Franklin E. Mirer, Ph.D.

International Union - United Auto Workers, Detroit, Michigan
Ana Maria Osorio, M.D.”

Occupétional Health Branch, California Department of Health Services, Berkeley, California
Gerald Petersen, Ph.D."

United States Department of Energy, Germantown, Maryland
Sheldon C. Plotkin, Ph.D. "

Southern California Federation of Scientists, Los Angeles, California
Jerry Raskin, Ph.D. ¥ _

Rocketdyne Cleanup Coalition, Santa Susana, California
Robert Rinsky

National Institute for Occupational Safety and Health, Cincinnati, Ohio
Noah Seixas, Ph.D. "

Department of Environmental Health, School of Public Health and Community Medicine,
University of Washington, Seattle, Washington

Alice Stewart, M.D. ¥

Department of Public Health and Epidemiology, University of Birmingham, Birmingham,
United Kingdom

Voting member.
Non-voting member on the choice of the study contractor. Voting member on other matters.

* ¥ % .
Non-voting member.



SANTA SUSANA FIELD LABORATORY EPIDEMIOLOGICAL STUDY:
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Background

The epidemiological study of Santa Susana Field Laboratory (SSFL)
workers was triggered out of two concerns: that workers on-site may have been
affected by workplace exposures to radioactive and chemically hazardous
materials and that releases of such materials from the facility may have harmed
members of the neighboring community. SSFL operated nuclear reactors,
handled plutonium and conducted rocket-engine tests. The events leading up to
the establishment of the study included disclosures of a number of accidents
involving nuclear reactors on the property, radioactive and chemical
contamination affecting both on- and off-site areas, and a preliminary study
suggesting elevated incidences of certain cancers in census tracts closest to the
facility which, although not definitive, pointed to the need for a full-scale
investigation. Since SSFL workers were expected to have higher exposures to the
relevant radioactive and chemical materials than the nearby general population,
it was decided that the appropriate next step was a detailed epidemiological
study of the workers. If the study concluded there was no risk to workers, the
issue of potential impacts on the neighboring community could also be put to
rest. If the study did find deaths among the workers attributable to their
exposures, additional follow-up study of the neighboring community might be in
order.

The first phase of the worker study, dealing with potential impacts from
exposure to radiation, is now complete. The second part of the worker study,
dealing with chemical exposures, will be released at a later time. (Some analyses
of chemical exposures are contained in the current study, but they are restricted
to assessing whether such exposures could be a confounding variable with
regard to radiation.)
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The Oversight Panel

The study was performed by a team of researchers from UCLA and was
overseen by an Oversight Panel. Five members of the Oversight Panel were
selected by local legislators as community representatives. Four of the
community representatives have technical backgrounds in safety engineering,
physics, nuclear policy, and medicine. An additional seven members of the
Panel were selected by the California Department of Health Services (DHS).
Their backgrounds include community medicine, environmental science,
industrial hygiene, and epidemiology. DHS had and has certain regulatory
involvement in the site. The U.S. Department of Energy (DOE) - for whom part
of SSFL was operated by Rocketdyne — provided a (non-voting) representative as
well. An additional member of the Panel, British radiation epidemiologist
Dr. Alice Stewart, was added to the Panel after its formation, upon the
suggestion of the Panel itself. The Panel is co-chaired by Daniel Hirsch of the
Committee to Bridge the Gap and David Michaels of the City University of
New York Medical School. A complete list of the Panel members is included on
page 1 of this report.

The Study’s Findings

The primary question the study was designed to answer was whether
workers at Rocketdyne/Al’s nuclear sites have experienced excess deaths from
cancer associated with their work-related exposures to radiation. The answer is

yes.

The study found:

o Exposure of workers at SSFL to external (penetrating) radiation
was associated with an elevated rate of dying from cancers of the
blood and lymph systems and from lung cancer.

e Cancer death rates for all cancers and for “radiosensitive” solid
cancers were found to increase as external radiation dose
increased.
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* Increased doses of internal radiation (i.e. from radioactive
materials that were inhaled or ingested) similarly resulted in
increased mortality rates for blood and lymph system cancers and
for cancers grouped together by the investigators as the upper-
aero-digestive tract, including cancers of the oral cavity, pharynx,
esophagus, and stomach. 27.3% of the cancer deaths among
workers with measurable internal radiation exposures were
attributable to their workplace exposures to radiation.

The study results were primarily obtained by comparing higher exposed
groups to lower exposed groups of the same worker population, which provides
substantial power to the conclusions. Furthermore, although it isn’t possible to
completely rule out the possibility of confounding effects, the study found no
evidence of any factor such as smoking or chemical exposure that could be
responsible for the radiation impact seen.

The study also examined several issues of broader implication regarding
risks associated with radiation exposure, making the following important
findings:

* Although the cancer deaths at SSFL attributable to radiation
exposure were dose-related, they occurred at doses substantially
below those considered permissible by official U.S. and
international regulatory bodies, thus raising questions about the
adequacy of current regulations.

* The excess relative risk of “low-dose” radiation was at least
6 to 8 times greater than risks previously assumed on the basis of
atomic bomb survivor data.

* There is an age effect - e.., older adults (over 49 years old) are
more at risk from radiation than younger ones for all cancers and
for “radiosensitive” solid cancers, including lung cancers.!

The SSFL study lends support on many of these points to recent work by
Steve Wing, and George Kneale and Alice Stewart. It is noteworthy that many of
the important findings of the SSFL study could be made because of the long
follow-up period — permitting the detection of long-latency cancers that appear
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many years after radiation exposure, which might have been missed in studies
with shorter follow-up times, as well as permitting a better view of any age
effect. This strongly argues for continued follow-up not only of the SSFL
workers but of all radiation-exposed cohorts at other nuclear-related facilities,
including many in which no or few effects had been found in studies of shorter
follow-up duration.

Recommendations by the Panel

Based on the results of this phase of the study, the Panel recommends:

1. Follow-Up

a. The chemical phase of the study, examining whether exposure to
hazardous materials resulted in deaths among the worker population, should be
completed as soon as possible. We urge Rocketdyne and its new Boeing
management to undertake every effort to provide all available data that would
help to evaluate such exposures.

b. The Rocketdyne workers should continue to be followed. One of the
advantages of the current study, giving it enhanced power despite the relatively
small numbers of monitored workers relative to other studies, is the long
follow-up period. Since only a small fraction of the monitored Rocketdyne
workforce has yet died, additional, long-latency effects of the workplace
exposures may yet be seen. Continued follow-up of the workers — indeed, both
from SSFL and studies at other nuclear sites — should be undertaken.

c. Areview of the feasibility of performing a follow-on study of the
neighboring community should now be undertaken. As indicated above, one of
the reasons for the establishment of the worker epidemiological study, in
addition to concern for the workers themselves, was concern expressed by
members of the surrounding community about possible harm from releases from
the site. Since the worker study found radiation exposures did result in cancer
deaths among the worker population, we recommend evaluation of the
feasibility of performing a carefully constructed community study. The Panel
will meet to explore this issue and report to the community regarding the need
and feasibility of such a study. We recommend, if such a study is found feasible,
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that it be conducted under the oversight of the Panel and by a contractor selected
by the Panel, as was the case with the SSFL worker study.

2. Recommendations of Broader Application

a. The study makes several findings that call into question whether
current regulatory exposure limits are sufficiently protective, and we recommend
that regulatory bodies revisit their standards in light of the SSFL study and other
recent studies that reached similar conclusions.

1. Nuclear workers are currently permitted to receive 5 Rem (also
called 50 mSv) each year, the equivalent of 150 Rem (1500 mSv) over a 30-year
career. The SSFL study, and several other large recent studies of radiation-
exposed workers, have found evidence of cancers occurring from radiation at
levels significantly lower than this regulatory limit. In light of these findings, we
recommend that the current limits for radiation exposure be reconsidered by all
regulatory and advisory bodies responsible for radiation protection.

ii. The SSFL study also found the excess relative risk from
“low-dose” external radiation is at least 6 to 8 times greater than that assumed by
current official risk factors which are based on extrapolation of the results of
A-bomb survivor data to low doses. This finding of the SSFL study is in
concordance with similar recent studies by Wing, et al., and Stewart and Kneale
and lends support for the premise that extrapolations from the
Hiroshima/Nagasaki experience are not the appropriate basis for setting
protective standards for workers or the general public.” In light of the finding in
the SSFL and other recent studies that “low-dose” radiation may be a
considerably more potent carcinogenic agent than presumed in current
regulatory assumptions, we recommend consideration of these new studies by
standard-setting bodies and the potential need to strengthen radiation protection
regulations.’

iii. The study also confirmed a previously reported age-effect.
Current regulatory standards are based on the presumption that radiation risk is
essentially constant throughout adulthood. The SSFL study found, for a number
of cancer types, that the risk increases with age at exposure. Regulatory
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standards based on the assumption of uniform risk throughout adulthood should
be re-examined.

b. Finally, we have a comment regarding the process of conducting
epidemiological studies in controversial areas such as those involving
Department of Energy nuclear facilities. Because of the troubled history of many
past DOE studies, which has affected public confidence in their findings, the
SSFL study operated under an innovative structure designed to involve the
community in the study’s oversight and assure the scientific integrity of the work
by maintaining independence from either governmental or corporate interests
responsible for the exposures and outcomes under investigation. While these
efforts have not been entirely successful, nor always easy, we believe that
establishment of Oversight Panels such as ours can be a useful model in
attempting to enhance public confidence in such studies.

Oversight Panel’s Conclusions Regarding the SSFL Study

» The UCLA research team was selected by the Oversight Panel after
review of applications from all research groups who responded to
an open Request for Proposals. The review included evaluation of
the methods to be used and the analysis proposed to be
performed.

¢ The UCLA team conducted the study according to those protocols
and generally accepted research methods for studies of this type.
The UCLA team reported periodically to the Oversight Panel in
writing and in person.

¢ The principal limitations of the study were shortages of detailed
exposure data and delays in access to information. These
limitations do not compromise the Oversight Panel’s confidence in
the findings of adverse effects of radiation exposure.

* The Oversight Panel has confidence in the principal findings of the
study.
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* The Oversight Panel urges Rocketdyne, the U.S. Department of
Energy, the California Department of Health Services, and other
appropriate agencies to provide funding and access to data as
required for completion of the chemical effects portion of the
study, and other work as necessary.

* This study and the Oversight Panel’s recommendations that flow
from it should be brought to the attention of national and
international bodies responsible for setting standards for radiation
protection.
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ENDNOTES

' For cancers of the blood and lymph systems, the study found an age effect in the other
direction, with workers under the age of 50 more at risk.

? Some researchers have argued that the A-bomb data are skewed by a “healthy survivor” effect
that would lead to an underestimate of radiation effects if extrapolated to a general population.
The “healthy survivor” argument is that people with weaker immune systems were killed
disproportionately by the original atomic explosions, so that the survivors are an '
unrepresentative group. The effect of radiation on the survivors, thus, would be partially masked
by the fact that there was a bias in their selection, i.e., greater resistance. This “healthy survivor”
effect could explain why the SSFL study, the Wing et al. study of workers at Oak Ridge, and the
Stewart and Kneale studies all indicate a radiation risk about an order of magnitude greater than
estimates derived from the A-bomb survivors. We do not here pass judgment on this hypothesis,
except to note that it provides a biologically plausible explanation for the finding in this and other
recent studies of a larger number of cancer deaths attributable to radiation exposure than would
be predicted from official risk estimates based on the A-bomb survivor data.

® Some groups have recently proposed relaxing official assumptions about the risks of
“low-dose” radiation, arguing that standards that flow from them are too restrictive. See, e.g.,
January 1996 proposal by Health Physics Society. These proposals appear ill-advised in light of
the SSFL and other recent studies that indicate that, if anything, current standards underestimate
radiation risks.
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