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SUMMARY 

Overall Comments: 

Serious over reach of exceptions for implementation of AOC agreement. At the same time, the exceptions 
proposed are not considered in the very large estimates of truck and soil volume, so the math isn’t right, and 
creates a false sense of massive trucks. Graphic displays during scoping and preliminary presentation meeting for 
comment period focused on mountains of unnecessary truck volumes and almost ZERO focus on the 
contaminants that are well established as cancer causing constituents of concern. I want to fully support the 
implementation of the AOC using background AND the exceptions, but they have to be right, and not an 
exaggeration to minimize the cleanup needed. We need the exceptions to be real, defensible, and based on 
science and data and a transparent effort to explain those decisions to the public so that they will be understood 
and respected. This only works if the data presented is accurate and the polluters need to stand for that data and 
not allow/entice special interest groups to do the bidding for the polluters to minimize the need for cleanup of 
clearly toxic materials, debris, and water (ground and surface). 

Primary Concerns: 
As long as the polluters are not willing to stand for accurate information, it will always be very difficult to get any 
shared understanding about the issues with such divisive antics being tolerated to spin and manipulate the public 
using fear of contamination, fear of trucks, fear of dust, and fear of change. We need real decisions, real options, 
real transportation routes and real regulations to truck and transportation process. When is it gonna get real? 
My primary concerns are really about the fact that so much time has been spent that could have been used to use 
less destructive passive methods of in situ treatment, now all dismissed, and the frustration by the community of 
waiting, coupled with fear derived from a “Fear trucks” campaign by SSFL CAG and polluters are leading some to 
prefer to be “finished now” because we are tired of waiting. We cannot skip the hard work because of this 
frustration. Many buildings were excluded from investigation, where we were told that they would be handled later, 
and now, there is a proposal to do nothing again. This feels like betrayal, and promises of cleanup that includes 
demolition and remediation of these important structures need to be kept.  

Inaccurate maps of proposed cleanup areas have been distributed through polluter-
supported channels without correction from regulator nor from polluter: 
SSFL CAG distributed, held meetings, as well as social media describing all three alternatives as “AOC compliant, 
which was used to vote on group letters written by West Hills Neighborhood Council who was under the 
impression that all three alternatives were compliant with the AOC as signed, and therefore voted for the least 
costly. In this same communication campaign, maps and charts were altered and DTSC and DOE both refused to 
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correct. For this reason, the comments from these groups recommending a lesser cleanup should be considered 
with less weight, based on the vote being based on false information. 

Exception Overreach (AOC defined exceptions) as presented in Draft EIS: 

Areas of site where exception overreach has occurred based on maps provided in the EIS summary and detail 
reports and supporting documents. Based on the green shading shown on these maps, areas of serious 
operations, which are not “natural”  but instead are pavement or open lots that used to be pavement and building 
footprints. Further, the green shading in the areas mentioned below, preclude areas which a; currently known to to 
be contaminated based on ARRA EPA Survey as well as operational history that includes 18 pages of “incidents 
that resulted in releases to the environment.” 
• SRE 
• Hot Cave area 
• Old Conservation Yard/New Conservation Yard 
• SRE Pond and tarp areas 
• Hot Lab parking/storage area 
• Building 55 perimeter as well as contents which has had very limited sampling. 
• Building 100 *backyard area 
• Building 19 *backyard area 
• Building 56 Landfill 
• Building 56 Landfill Excavation Area 
• Esada/Shooting Range 
• Area IV Burnpit drainage rock outcroppings 
• RMHF 
• RMHF Holdup Tank Area 
• RMHF Dam Area and hillside 
• Building 4024 Driveway tank area 
• Buffer Zone road area (80 barrel debris area) 
• Building 100 Trench 
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COMMENTS 

Cover Sheet 

The “abstract” describes the EIS as having no preferred alternative, but the alternatives presented inflate the truck 
traffic and other impacts and does not consider the cost of the “no action” alternative through negative exposures 
to residual toxic materials as a result of not remediating the site. In fact, there is very little mention in the thousands 
of pages, about the risks related to these toxic materials, and that erosion, rain, wind, as well as recent and future 
brush fires add risk to the surrounding population by burning contaminated vegetation.  

While it is true that DOE is proposing three alternatives, they are not reflective of the community included process 
to develop a variety of solutions for cleanup of the site. In this way, it seems that the process was not very serious, 
and instead was a way to make the community “feel” included, while not really considering the concerns and 
recommendations in any real way. The “conservation” alternative is painted as a way to conserve open space, but 
instead ignores the known problem areas as defined by the data presented in the EIS. In other words, the 
methods and priorities described in the EIS are not based on the concerns shared by the community, but instead 
seems to excuse inaction  that would leave future residents at higher risk of exposure, where little to no information 
would be available about the potential risks as they are not adequately described even here, in mid-investigation. 
This puts future generations at greater risk. 

Abstract claims the EIS report will “inform decision-makers and the public about the potential impacts of the 
proposed cleanup of both chemicals and radionuclides and will be considered along with other relevant factors in 
making decisions regarding cleanup of Area IV and the adjoining NBZ,” but fails to adequately describe the risks of 
leaving chemicals and radionuclides behind that clearly exceed health-risk standards. Instead, the reader is wow’d 
by numbers of trucks, truck emissions, dust, and suggesting that cultural resource areas will demolished during 
cleanup to create a false choice. 

Public Involvement 
The EIS describes activities undertaken by DOE to involve the public and seek input from the affected public and 
describes “Community Alternative Development Workshops”  in which “community members  were asked to 
articulate their preferences for alternatives that they would like to see included in the EIS.” The public was divided 
into groups who each developed priorities and concerns related to the public representatives participating in each 
group. This was done as a  “saturday session” where the various groups were combined into four major alternative 
approaches. As a participant in the process, I was disappointed to first have my preferences mischaracterized, 
which after spending several hours, thinking this was taken seriously. While I was disappointed to see the 
alternatives mischaracterized at the time, I am even more baffled to find that NONE of the alternatives are 
described within the EIS alternatives presented herein. Instead, more false choices are presented by exaggerating 
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the areas to be exempted as per the exception clauses in the AOC. In addition to exaggerating the areas to be 
exempted, to cover known problem areas that are former slabs, facilities, burn pits, land fills, etc. The purpose of 
the exceptions are to protect natural resources, rare species and habitat, and cultural sites as identified by local 
and federally recognized native tribes. The areas shaded in green in the maps contained in EIS include areas 
covered in pavement, concrete, and former serious impact areas, including designated GRA’s as identified by U.S. 
EPA during the 2012 radiation survey funded through the American Reinvestment and Recovery Act (ARRA). This 
overreach is inappropriate and should be corrected prior to final publication of the EIS. [Examples listed herein] 

Scoping periods described which were conducted in April of 2014 as well as most recent comment meetings for 
the purpose of this EIS spend the majority of time describing the impacts without the proper context of the reason 
for the highly protective AOC cleanup, including decades of inaction, water quality and other environmental 
violations and general lack of control over surface water discharge leaving the site during heavy rain periods as a 
result of extremely steep terrain, and decades of discharge through operations at Santa Susana.  

Inadequate time spent describing historic site activities presents a false narrative that there was no discharge or 
harm/risk from Santa Susana to the neighboring areas. Even if we are to completely discount the events that took 
place at the SRE (Sodium Reactor Experiment) in July of 1959, there were decades of operations that included 
discharge of chemicals and radionuclides to the environment. This includes burn pits that operated for decades 
under the cover of “Ventura County Burn Days” and these operations alone, would potentially cause a random 
impact of the surrounding areas that cannot be “mapped.” Even using wind roses, we can only estimate, and 
given that burn pit activities were used to “test to destruction” or eliminate waste which was toxic, burning it would 
certainly be problematic. Further, the burning of these wastes would also provide an unreliable understanding of 
“where the waste may have blown” over the course of decades that included subsequent brush fires that burned 
more ta  70% of the site. 

Through the use of surrogates such as the SSFL CAG which is funded by DOE, an alternative narrative which 
blames radioactive impacts on Chernobyl, and other global events is inappropriate and has created a false 
understanding in the public surrounding the site. These excuse-based theories that blame other possible 
contributors, coupled with exaggerations on truck and traffic estimates have created a false anxiety among local 
residents who believe a truck every two to three minutes will leave the site for decades.  

By also conflating the soil removal estimates with replacement soils as if it is a one for one replacement process 
also creates additional exaggeration by then multiplying all truck estimates and further claiming that no clean soil is 
available. This is false. Using comparisons to “Malibu Lake” has been used by this group to create fear among 
Calabasas and Malibu Lake residents that their soil is contaminated because it “doesn’t match up.” This is 
demonstrated by the ISRA and other recent ISEO soil removal activities that took place at outfalls 8 and 9 as well 
as the Northern Drainage and Sage Ranch Park where “re-contouring” was used almost exclusively. During a 
recent visit to see “Happy Valley” with the Regional Board, and the Stormwater Expert Panel who has been 
working on improving these source areas, we were told that ZERO soil was brought in, and through the use of re-
contouring and culvert modifications, combined with installation of treatment train filtration systems, these areas 
were improved with zero replacement soil. If Boeing can do it, why can’t DOE? There is no reason to need large 
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quantities of replacement soil. In further support of re-contouring practices, is the fact that the soil profile across 
Area IV and the Buffer Zones is extremely thin, so it is not expected that deep holes would be created or 
necessary.  

S.1 Introduction 

The first paragraph describes the site as having more widely spread chemical contamination and more severe than 
the radiological impacts, and also that “contaminants are concentrated near certain facilities, rather than being 
evenly distributed across the site.” Yet, the only maps provided, show us little detail, instead painting nearly the 
entirety of Area IV in “purple” and no context of facilities for the reader to comprehend the source areas of most 
concern.  1

During the radiological investigation, there were several facilities which were not included on the basis that the 
structures had not yet been removed, and that adequate characterization and sampling could not be conducted 
until building removal. The EIS describes the potential for leaving in place these buildings, several of which have 
not had adequate sampling or even access by EPA during the rad investigation, so it is not possible to be certain 
that leaving these buildings would not result in residual contamination released to the environment in the future. 
One example is the RMHF which is not even acknowledged in the map depicting the “conservation alternative” 
when it is known to have high concentrations of radiological contamination that exceeds federal public health 
standards, yet the reports and the presentations at scoping meetings demonstrate a lack of appreciation for the 
risk of these cancer-causing substances. Building 55 is an other example, the radioactive materials building was 
also excluded from the ARRA investigation, yet suggested to be left remaining in the less protective alternatives 
herein. 

Proposed groundwater monitored natural attenuation as described as a potential solution, again, mischaracterizes 
the current conditions to the public. California has a no-degradation policy for groundwater, and the site is 
surrounded with active seeps that release groundwater to neighboring streams including the headwater to the LA 
River. Some of these seeps emerge with contaminated water, including WS9a, which is south of Area IV, but 
receives surface water runoff from Area IV as described in the NPDES Permit by the Regional Water Quality 
Control Board. WS9a averages 1000ppb in TCE while 5ppb is the action level. Especially in recent higher 
precipitation levels, this is especially important, yet the narrative of “nothing goes off site” continues at every 
meeting. This fails to address the problem. Even the GETS system, doesn’t help if it isn’t turned on. We need 
solutions that are created, presented and implemented. If it’s just on paper, it doesn’t protect anyone. 

 I was involved in every step of the radiological and chemical investigation and background study of the site. As a group, representing the 1

various interests in the community, we participated in every detail of this process, the lab objectives, walking the site with the experts over the 
course of years. We were human witnesses of the process so that the process could be believed after so many years of disappointment and 
distrust. After all that, DOE publishes a Draft EIS that doesn’t provide any detail or context for the public who was not involved in that step by 
step journey to possibly understand the nature and scope of the job at hand. Instead it’s been politicized by DOE surrogates and contractors to 
disparage the idea of wanting our communities cleaned up. This public process interference damages the credibility of the NEPA and EIS 
process intended to inform the affected public and balance risk with action and impact. DOE needs to do much better, and improve trust 
through transparency and cease funding to special interest groups engaged in manipulation of public understanding of the facts. 
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S.2 Purpose and Need for Agency Action 

The EIS purpose and need fails to present the deadline penalty assessment, as described in the AOC and 
Agreements in Principle, at $15,000 per day until completion of cleanup, which was due in 2017. This penalty 
assessment should be accurately described in the EIS as well as mechanisms for collection of penalties, and 
determination of satisfying requirement upon completion of cleanup. 

S.3 Proposed Action 
The proposed action as described in the EIS does not adequately describe the background determination 
process, distance test location analysis to determine potential impact from facility. There was also an 
acknowledgement in the written report from USEPA about the potential challenges in removing soils exceeding 
LUT values without potentially removing some clean soil based on error ratio and low detection levels. This was 
seen as the primary problem with the AOC, yet no real effort appears to have been devoted to resolving these 
conflicts. Instead, a broad over-reach as demonstrated by the exception shading areas, was employed. Is this a 
bargaining tool? My concern is that is reduces the trust level when such serious facility areas are being proposed 
for exclusion instead of using these exceptions responsibly. 

S.4 History of the Site 

Inadequate presentation of the facts surrounding need for cleanup, instead preying on the fear of cleanup dust 
impacts and trucks.  

S.5 Future of Area IV and the Northern Buffer Zone(s) 
Despite public statements made by Boeing about intent to leave as open space, this is not guaranteed. Further, 
the AOC, signed and agreed to by Department of Energy, does not allow store in place solutions, (or landfilling) for 
land use restriction or for any other reason.  

S.6 Cooperating Agencies 
I support the designation as a cooperating agency of the Santa Ynez Band of Chumash Indians as cultural sites 
require protection and oversight by native tribes. As a cooperating agency and federally recognized tribe, they 
should be provided priority in decisions made regarding the protection of the cultural sites present at the site. 

S.7 Decisions to be Supported — Creating false choices 
This section describes the EIS as evaluating reasonable alternatives for how DOE can conduct the cleanup of Area 
IV and NBZ, but as developed alternatives defined as “reasonable alternatives” but the alternatives described are 
not consistent with the requirements of the AOCs. So much time, meetings, site walks, soil remediation alternative 
study group were provided, which the surrounding affected community participated in for years, yet the 
alternatives described herein provide choices which result with leaving much of the most problematic areas 
behind. The AOC also requires that in situ treatment alternatives be used to the maximum extent practicable to 
reduce the impact of soil excavation, removal, and truck traffic. Despite this requirement, none of the many 
alternatives were chosen on the basis that it would not achieve the result in time for the deadline. 2017 has come 



Page !  of !8 23

and gone, so the excuse that alternatives are rejected on this basis fails to have merit. Instead, these alternatives 
should be utilized to address problem areas which will continue to perpetuate beyond the scope of the cleanup 
time. Examples to be addressed include WS9a where a seep emerges averaging 1000 ppb of TCE from 
groundwater impacts resulting from the operational history of the site. This will continue whenever the water levels 
are high, as they are today after recent rains. This is a problem that will continue for decades, and solutions should 
be considered that are commensurate with such a long-term problem that impacts the headwaters to the LA 
River.  2

S.8 Public Involvement 
It is agreed that public involvement is a critical element in the cleanup and closure of SSFL. However, so much 
political effort to deflect responsibility has been made by responsible parties, including the use of surrogates to 
infiltrate community with false choices, denial claims, and harmful disparaging of community voices asking for 
cleanup. This is a failure by DOE, who has been repeatedly asked to clarify false information disseminated by 
surrogates such as DOE funded SSFL CAG. It is recommended that “community concerns” be referenced instead 
of ignored during these decisions. Those of use who spent time (years), digging deep into the data required to 
provide credible comments to this complicated effort that is not deeply understood by the community because of 
decades of secrecy. This has allowed for theories to take priority over facts, and it is our sincere hope that DOE will 
take responsibility for the accidents that took place [supported by thousands of documents] instead of deflecting 
with denial stories and surrogates used to provide alternative-facts to the communities affected. This has been 
extremely damaging to the trust level and can only be restored through responsible and responsive transparency. 

Figure S-3 EIS Public Involvement Opportunities 

While it is appreciated that the structure and facilitation of these meetings has been effective, the technical 
contents has been lacking and seems to always support minimization of the impacts of the toxic material that is 
supposed to be central to the undertaking. After all, the entire process is centered around how to remediate the 
site, yet years have been dedicated to “look the other way” tactics that include no use of chemical or radiological 
contaminant names, over utilization of acronyms which despite having a table provided, makes for an audience 
that just glazes over because the conversation is designed ONLY for those in the know, and makes those not in 
the know, think they are not capable of understanding the issues. As a public communication professional, these 
tactics are familiar from political campaigns but should not be used on a topic surrounding public health. 

As a participant of the “Community Alternatives Development Workshops” held in 2012, I would have hoped that 
our efforts would have been considered more thoroughly. More effort should be made to provide the public with 
the information about why the cleanup should take place instead of focusing mostly on why it should not. The 

 Pollution existing elsewhere is not an excuse for allowing pollution to persist at Boeing’s Santa Susana Field Laboratory. The pockets are deep 2

and responsibility is clear, so every technological alternative should be considered. 
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public incorrectly has the understanding that the contamination is somehow sealed beneath he earth’s crust and 
this is no accident. This comes from years of “moon-scaping the public.”  3

S.10 Alternatives 
Developing alternatives for building demolition when years of excuses claiming that sampling data could not be 
gathered because of the buildings, is inappropriate and disingenuous. 

One of the key failures to the LUT process as undertaken by U.S. EPA to comply with the AOC and Agreements in 
Principle, was that a primary flaw in the process described throughout the sampling investigative process was 
about how to address “near background” areas where error rates might potentially cause the removal of clean soil 
despite the purpose of only removing contaminated soil. For this reason, “near background” decision-making 
processes were needed as described by Mr. Gregg Dempsey of U.S. EPA. All agreed that this was a priority and 
this was articulated throughout every step of this process, and here we are in the EIS stage and ZERO attention to 
how to best address these areas has been developed or communicated. This is a primary failure of this document.  

It is recommended for the final draft of the EIS, that a decision making process be well defined and communicated 
in a clear decision-tree format so that unnecessary soil removal is not done in areas where alternative solutions 
would be more appropriate. All those studies should be applied to these areas which are well defined. Additionally, 
soil thickness is a key factor to soil volume and has not adequately been shared with the public and instead has 
relied on inaccurate assumptions to create truck and traffic estimates that are extremely over estimated. 

S.10.1 Alternatives Development 
Alternative concepts developed and dismissed on the basis that they would not provide a solution in time for the 
deadline, should be reconsidered. At the very least, since the undertaking is not taking place until long after the 
deadline has occurred, this is an inappropriate reason for failing to solve the problem by not solving the problem.  

S.10.1.1 Applicable Laws, Regulations, Orders, and Agreements 
The AOC requires that other environmental regulations such as the Endangered Species Act, National Historic 
Preservation Act, as well as safety regulations and can be adhered to through use of exceptions as defined in the 
EIS.  It is requested that the native american sacred sites council developed by DOE be utilized to define the 4

cultural exceptions and work with independent biology oversight to ensure that these exceptions are not used to 
protect concrete or otherwise impacted areas from operational history of the site, from being remediated. Making 
exceptions more credible, and implementable will improve the very low trust levels. 

 Moon-scaping — verb, to moonscape: To insinuate the cleanup will result in a moonscape i.e., all soil removed leaving a landscape 3

resembling the moon. This is a false narrative that has been perpetuated by the responsible parties or polluters, as well as by their surrogates, 
and has resulted in such lacking trust that very few people believe either side of the issues.

 Exceptions as defined on maps within EIS using green shading demonstrate an overreach that is unacceptable. 4



Page !  of !10 23

S.10.1.2 Process and Criteria 

While community input has been a major driver, the lack of fact-based presentation to the public has been 
detrimental to the public understanding of the undertaking at hand.  

Risk assumptions described in this section falsely presents a picture of evenly distributed impacts when in fact, the 
reality or “ground-truthing” is quite different. If we could believe that ALL of the contamination above a given level 
could be accurately remediated, it would be very different, but despite the portrayal of thousands of samples, 
because of the steep and extreme terrain and the history of spills, accidents, mishaps, fires, and partial 
meltdowns, we cannot possibly know where all of it is. Each sample only represents the soil contained in the 
sample, and with areas like the Old Conservation Yard where literally tens of thousands of barrels and containers 
were disposed of by tossing down the hill. We cannot assume anything, and that is why the extreme precaution of 
a more protective level is necessary. Instead, DOE and its’ surrogates have continued to propel a narrative that 
points to a single event in July of 1959, which we can all theorize about all day long (decade in and decade out) 
with countless efforts to drill it down to a single testimony about 13 of 43 fuel rods. While very important, it cannot 
begin to compare to fifty years of operational history which included burning of waste for decades as a method of 
“removal.” Additionally, the facts about radioactive waste being taken UP the hill from all across the country from 
other nuclear facilities for de-cladding and reprocessing and reuse. I was extremely disappointed to see the level of 
green shading being used to cover areas of clear contamination and serious operational and incident history. 
[attached] 

Using LEED principals for a green cleanup should be a priority in every aspect of the process with the exception of 
radioactively contaminated metals, which should not be recycled. 

It is recommended that responsible parties seek advice and direction on how to minimize impacts to the site, while 
addressing the cleanup needs from the Stormwater Expert Panel assembled by Boeing and the Regional Water 
Quality Control Board to develop long-range ideas for stormwater management through multiple conditions from 
drought to high water retention levels as currently experienced, and to suggest treatment train systems that 
address seep areas that emerge with contaminant impacts. 

The process described in the EIS is not consistent with the process described to the public during the public 
comment period, where balancing discussions were limited to trucks, traffic, unnecessary trucks and traffic, and 
maps that leave the impression that the entirety of Area IV was being removed. The cost benefit analysis, while 
important, has been elevated and misused in this case. 

S.10.1.3 Alternative Concepts Considered but Dismissed from Detailed Study 
As recommended under NEPA regulations under ⚕1502.14, “includes all reasonable alternatives” where in situ 
approaches which may be effective, eliminate truck/traffic impact or greatly reduce it, should be employed where 
possible/feasible.  
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S.10.2.1  Soil No Action Alternative 

This portion of the report should focus more on describing the potential impacts associated with leaving the site 
without cleanup. Instead it is only described as a money-saver. What about the people who then don’t get 
protected ever? What is the cost associated with that? 

S.10.2.2 Cleanup to AOC Look-Up Table Values Alternative 

The biggest risk to this alternative is accidentally removing clean soil and potentially replacing clean soil with other 
clean soil. It is recommended that a better decision process be developed with public comment to make these 
difficult decisions and remain protective of human health and the environment. 

Table S—3 Preliminary Estimated Soil Volumes for Transportation 

This table fails to identify the volume of “near background” soils, which was described as of primary importance 
throughout the investigative process. There should be no difference between “above health risk” and “hazardous 
waste” for the purpose of making cleanup decisions.  

Additionally, not enough consideration has been given to methods to reduce soil volumes, in situ treatment 
processes, etc. which were incorrectly dismissed on the basis of not being timely enough to meet the 2017 
deadline. Since we’ve already missed the deadline without even starting, it is inappropriate to use this as an 
excuse to not do the job. Penalty assessment is in place for the purpose of motivating the polluter to stop polluting 
and engage in needed cleanup. By ignoring timelines, and failing to collect on these failures, there is no incentive 
for the richest company world and the federal government to do a better job. Compliance to the AOC as written, 
with full use of exceptions is the only credible way forward from here. 

S.10.2.3 Additional Soil Remediation Action Alternatives 
It is inappropriate to include additional action alternatives outside of the mandated no-action alternative to be 
measured for comparison only as “if we don’t do this, what will the impacts be?” Outside of the required 
alternative, and data presentation to the public should instead be focused on cleanup approaches, remediation, 
effort to minimize replacement soil through recontouring techniques as employed across the Boeing and NASA 
portions of the site as demonstrated in recent demolition and removal projects such as the ISRA in both Outfall 8 
and 9 areas. 

The Conservation of Natural Resources alternative recommends “area averaging” to reduce cleanup. The effort to 
modify the cleanup, by averaging or excusing away higher concentrated areas by averaging them with non-
detects or lower concentrated areas should not be allowed under any circumstances when so much remains 
unknown just based on the published incident report that shows barrels that were discovered burning, etc.  

Figure S—4 Extent of Radiological and Chemical Constituents Above AOC Look-Up Table 
Values 
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This map indicates that all roads will require removal, whereas the other alternatives described as more 
“environmentally friendly” do not require industrial infrastructure to be removed. This indicates that this is a 
potential tactic to increase “soil and debris” volume estimates. The roads are NOT the problem. 

Figure S—5 Extent of Radiological and Chemical Constituents Above AOC Look-Up Table 
Values with proposed biological and culture exemption areas 

I fully support biological and cultural exemption areas but feel that the areas shown in  maps in EIS are a drastic 
overreach of this process, exaggerating these areas to include concrete facility areas which are certainly disturbed. 
In one instance, even the partially tarped SRE Complex is partially excluded from cleanup despite the debris 
discovered using magnetometer analysis during ARRA Survey. This is inappropriate and should be revised to be 
more reasonable, defensible, and allow for reasonable debate of issues. Without a credible effort in outlining these 
areas more accurately, the entire bright-line process is put at risk, and seen as unreasonable. 

Figure S—3 Preliminary Estimated Soil Volumes for Transportation [S-24] 

Assumption of 75% replacement factor for soils removed is erroneous at best. During most recent site visit to see 
the ISRA completion of Outfall 8 and Happy Valley portion of Area 1, we were told that ZERO replacement soils 
were needed and instead they simply re-contoured. Considering the very thin soil profile in Area IV. If there isn’t 
more than 12-18 inches of soil, and in many areas, there is zero where rock outcroppings are visible. With the 
exceptions of areas like the Building 56 landfill, or the SRE or KEWB or Hot Lab profiles where contamination is at 
higher concentrations and at depth (4024 and RMHF as well). Please provide basis for the 75% assumption since 
most actions which have taken place have required very little replacement soil. Please collaborate about solutions 
with Boeing who has been able to complete ISRA removals without the need of replacement soils and use similar 
techniques to achieve proper contouring of the property to manage stormwater drainages and include passive 
“wear the water out” treatment trains to store and allow percolation of surface water to increase bank storage and 
decrease erosion and surface water quality violations moving forward. This should be treated like it will be here 
forever, to accommodate all levels of drought and storm-events. 

Evaluation of Implementation of 2010 AOC Cleanup Requirements 

While there are real challenges to the very low detection limits and caution should be used when defining the 
GRAYs in the process, which was carefully done with EPA. The effort as described here, makes it seem impossible 
to get the detection right. Lab requirements was a challenge with EPA and it is therefore recommended that DOE 
seek assistance from US EPA to achieve similarly defined detection limits and error rates as achieved during ARRA 
investigation. 

Changes in Site Knowledge Since the Signing of the 2010 AOC 
This section simply regurgitates the claim that it’s too hard, while being less contaminated by the primary concern 
of radionuclides. If this is the case, why do several of the alternatives suggest leaving behind areas where known 
radionuclides are present? The statement, “Approximately 70 percent of soil samples of radionuclide 
concentrations greater than the FALs [field action levels] are located within five Area IV Radiological Areas of 
Interest: RMHF complex, SRE complex, 17th Street Drainage, Former Fuel Element Storage Facility, and New 
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Conservation Yard Drainage, [OCY]” claiming that the majority of the contamination is limited to each of these 
areas.  

[PHOTOGRAPH of OCY] 

This area where the power grid is located is shaded green as if to be a cultural or biological exception. It is these 
over-reaching efforts in areas which were so deeply out of control during operation that are critical to accurately 
assess and sample with the highest level of scrutiny. 

While the results from the EPA Radiological Survey and Background Study found that many of the areas were less 
radioactively contaminated than previously thought, this entire process has been used to “dumb down” the 
audience or community by providing less and less of the necessary context for the public to have any chance of 
comprehending the current conditions of the site. The public has been further “dumbed down” by the 
misinformation campaign conducted by DOE funded SSFL CAG who has exaggerated even the DOE exaggerated 
numbers to be intolerable in the way of trucks and traffic while nearly completely dismissing the need to remove 
deadly contamination that is harmful to human health and the environment. 
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If 70% of soil samples with radionuclide concentrations greater than the FALs are located within five Area IV 
Radiological Areas of Interest, why are some of these primary areas of interest being recommended for “no action” 
through green shading exemptions? It is recommended that this be corrected and these primary areas be 
addressed using the highest level of protection as intended by the spirit of the AOC signing, which was to 
acknowledge the purpose of SB990, which was to bring about cleanup instead of more decades of delay. Yet here 
we are, a decade later, still wondering if cleanup will even take place. 

The AOC LUT map suggests that all roads be removed as if they are the problem. This level of exaggeration and 
overreach makes achieving a credible cleanup that has any level of community buy-in incredibly difficult.  

Range of Alternatives 
This is defined as to include a range of all reasonable alternatives, yet no suggestion of mitigating the leaving 
behind of toxic material is suggested in any of the alternatives. The one thing we can be certain of, is that time will 
reveal new ‘old’ impacts which emerge due to erosion, rain, or surface water flow, or future brush fires which have 
historically occurred on a somewhat regular basis and should be expected to continue at similar levels. These 
mechanisms of unexpected release are known, have happened before, and should be expected to happen again 
and should therefore be planned for. The culvert modification work done by Boeing in the ISRA work directed by 
the Stormwater Expert Panel has forever REDUCED risk for the areas down-gradient from those areas and we are 
eternally grateful for that. It is my hope that similar effort be applied to all drainages exiting the site from Area IV 
and Northern Buffer Zones. Designing the future to manage water using a combination of natural and filtration 
systems is wise, and far less expensive than waiting for more impacts to be seen or suspected. Plans for 
implementation of long term management of all drainages [especially those leaving the Area IV burn pit and OCY 
areas] should be incorporated in the mitigation plan. All areas of exemption should also require down-gradient 
plans for water management so that the problem we protect for, doesn’t become a bigger problem. This cannot 
be accomplished if the constant tone in every meeting is the exaggeration of trucks, amplification of potential 
traffic increases and little time devoted to actually addressing how to live safely next door to a nuclear mess.  

“Nothing to see here” has been a multi-decade opposition campaign which has damaged the public 
understanding of the site and is truly a disservice to the communities who have already taken it on the chin in 
environmental impacts. While we cannot prove the cancer connection, it is widely known that these radionuclides 
and chemicals are carcinogenic and we also know that they left the site at various levels for decades. The inability 
to draw a direct line to any particular cancer should not be used as a constant reason to close our eyes to the 
obvious. We need you to try to get this right, instead of trying to not comprehend the problem because then we 
have no hope of getting this right.  

Potential Environmental Consequences of Cleanup to AOC LUT Values 
If we are going to list 62,500 round trips of cars or light-duty trucks primarily due to worker commutes, the number 
of high-paying jobs created should also be listed. 62,500 / 10 years = 6,250 roundtrip car trips per year / (5/7th or 
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0.71428 * 365 workdays per year to 260.71.   6250 / 260.71 = 23.97 * 10 = 239 jobs created over ten years in 
addition to truck driving jobs in the thousands. 

Backfill estimates are again over-estimated when re-contouring which is primary utilized, is not being considered. 
The assumption of backfill should be reduced to no more than 20%. 

The map indicating the AOC alternative indicates that all the roads in Area IV will be removed. That is miles and 
miles of asphalt, and there is no reason to make this assumption, especially given that the alternatives described 
as “environmental conservation” do not show this similar removal of roads as would be expected for use as an 
“open space wildlife corridor.”  

The estimation of 70,000 truckloads does not include the subtraction of green shaded “exemption areas” which 
appear to cover nearly 40% of the site. This was confirmed by John Wondelleck who gave the reason that the 
areas have not been finalized, so they have not been included. While this is true, it is known that there are cultural 
and biological areas that are clearly identified and therefore some estimate must be included in the EIS as the AOC 
requires BOTH background, AND the exemptions to be met. While I believe these areas are exaggerated, they can 
clearly and easily be corrected through use of overlay and current mapping from Google Earth. [attached samples] 

Background Data AOC LUT Failures 
This is false. I was part of every step of the background study with US EPA as well as the chemical background 
study with URS. We did a distance test location study looking in FOUR directions, I walked each one of them and 
was involved in the sampling, and that result came back before we all started with the background location 
sampling process. If on a chemical process, which they did not share with us despite attending the test locations I 
describe above. The LUT values were supposed to be defined by the test location sampling, so the statement that 
the AOC’s would cause each of them to fail is false. Sampling was taken at each of the locations, in fact, we lost 
Rocky Peak because of the brush fire that occurred between the selection and sampling time-frame. With DTSC 
for chemicals they used different locations than EPA, but the development of the data set for chemical AOC LUT 
values would be developed from the sampling from these locations, so by virtue of the process as described to all 
of use who participated every step of the way, it is not possible for 46 of 110 chemicals to exceed their value if the 
value was developed from the sampling in the background study. Please provide a detailed explanation of this 
effort to discount chemical LUT values as legitimate. By design, they should be driven from the background data, 
and therefore cannot exceed itself by so much. I hereby request an audit of the chemical background process, 
data used, and decision points that is explained in depth to the public. 

Health Risk 
The most glaring false statement or assumption that I have come across so far, in reviewing the draft EIS: 

Table 2—10 Summary of Potential Cumulative Impacts Page 2-422: 

Cancer risks are thought to have a latency period, and certainly can vary with concentration of contaminant 
impacts. The argument made in Table 2—10 suggests that cancer risks are realized on an instantaneous basis. 
Since the health risk potentials are described based on amount of time per day that might be spent at the site by 
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comparing potential receptors from the recreator to the potential resident, it is not reasonable to limit potential 
impacts felt by the cumulative exposures based on time spent in each of the areas as well as the radiant impacts 
felt in one area from another.  In this same EIS, is a potential alternative for leaving the RMHF without remediating 5

it or removing it. In the conservation alternative, it isn’t even marked in blue to indicate radiological, or to even 
exist. These inaccurate errors that exist throughout the map shading of areas of cleanup and exemption reduce 
the credibility of the entire report. (This is almost as bad as the double counting claim used to deflect responsibility 
on water quality violations). By the logic used in the responsible party’s own SRAM documents claiming the “shine 
from Building 4021 and 4022, if I am standing in Area III over a spill of benzene, am I not exposed both to the 
benzene I am standing on AS WELL AS the radiation “shine” coming from the RMHF as articulated in the HSA 
Incident Report. [Appendix B, HSA,]  6

It is also inappropriate to reference as assumption of 24/7 exposure as “conservative.” Can there be anything more 
than 24/7 exposure? 

 Appendix B Historical Site Assessment Summary Page 5 of 18, building 4793 Historical use impacting COCs includes a statement: 5

“Background is relatively high (40µR/hr and 8,000 cts/min due to the shine from nearby buildings 21 and 22. This suggests that 4793 was 
impacted by nearby buildings containing high levels of radiation. If buildings were impacted according the USEPA ARRA RAD SURVEY, it 
is reasonable that impacts would also be felt by people spending hours each day at the site. If the presence of radioactive contamination 
measured is blamed on nearby facilities to explain away the high readings, then it must be also considered to be radiating and affecting 
other nearby areas, habitats and potentially, nearby residents 

 Numerous building facilities on the incident report explain away the contamination present as “shine from RMHF” which demonstrates the 6

impact to surrounding areas.
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Additionally, one of the cumulative impacts of these storage areas which have stood, for many years with expired 
waste still in place despite requirements of these limitations, so that “exposure” time should also be measured as a 
negative impact that we have already undergone and will continue under scenarios where many of these 
undocumented areas will remain a hazard forever.  7

Appendix D 
D—3 Table D—1 DOE Buildings in Santa Susana Field Laboratory Area IV to be removed. 

Noted on this list is building 4563 and is noted “not considered a radioactively contaminated structure.” This is 
false and should be corrected. While it might be true that it is not a structure, because it is a storage yard area 
without walls, but contained yellow birdcage and cask containers. This is an area that has a long history of spills 
which is why the pavement has been repaired and re-slurried so many times as a mechanism to ‘contain 
contamination’ according to interviewed workers. [ACME/Cleanuprocketdyne 2006 Worker Interviews] 

This is also true for 4688 where I photographed barrels marked as radioactive, draining upside-down into pallet 
cartons. Also, not a building, but the pavement has been slurried over and over and over to contain the radiation. 
This is reflective in the map indications in blue when overplayed [example overlay, Walsh 2017] 

While the designation for 4024 indicates that it is radioactively contaminated [appropriate], but the driveway/
loading area which contains deep BGS tanks is partially shaded in green as an exemption. This is inappropriate 
and should be corrected for final draft. 

Figure D—1 Remaining structures shows building 4100, but it is not identified with a number on the photograph, 
nor is it listed even though it remains at the site. Please correct and provide details as this was the location of the 
largest tomography machine in the world. 

Figure D—2 Radioactive Materials Handling Facility Overview 

This figure does not identify the holdup tank area below, which used to be an unlined pond and should be 
included, as well as remediated according to sampling results and should not be eligible for exemption as the 
pond was tarped as recently as last year. 

Facility areas noted in Appendix D do not seem to include the OCY and NCY areas which are important storage 
areas, in part because of the steep topography, and the number of years of lack of controlled storage of 
thousands of containers and debris. Instead, this area is not noted with any relevant detail and shaded largely in 
green. This is inappropriate and should be corrected. 

 Building 56 Landfill consist of unknown debris, is very steep, and acknowledged as a problem area eventually justifying the placement of 7

“outfall 7” to measure this discharge. The Landfill Excavation is a 50 foot deep hole that was never used as a reactor facility because it hit 
groundwater (like 4024 and so many other deep subterranean facilities). This area is not a biological or cultural resource, and in fact, stands as 
a hazard, and is therefore fenced including barbed wire. For this reason it can also not be considered habitat, and because the bottom was 
found to contain debris, as well as the ramp area, this area should not be excluded under biological or cultural exemption unless cultural 
importance can be demonstrated.
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Table D—5 Comparison to other Cleanup Projects in California 

These comparisons are inappropriate to both Hunter’s Point and McClellan AFB because of the military nature of 
both projects, as well as the topographical location (not at the top of a hill surrounded by communities). 
Additionally, they did not have operating burn pits that burned waste for decades so the air dispersion impacts will 
be very different. Finally, the future use of Santa Susana Field Laboratory is not known, coupled with steep 
drainages and operational history of releases, that a more protective level is needed. TCE is one of the primary 
drivers for contamination at Santa Susana Field Laboratory and is not present at McClellan AFB, further drawing 
contrast between these projects. 

Summary, continued. 
S—25 Evaluation of Implementation of 2010 AOC Cleanup Requirements 

This section suggests that AOC background is more stringent than other cleanups, but contains exemptions to 
address these differences, and was agreed to as a settlement by DOE. It is important that it be articulated clearly 
that the approach of this cleanup based on a “bright line” strategy is to cleanup all that is detectible, or above 
background, except for areas that require protection for X  reasons. Under this scenario, the areas that are 8

undisturbed natural open space that contains these features can be protected. For these exceptions, mitigation 
should be recommended as to how to address the safety requirement for contaminants that remain to sequester 
the area through use of phyto-remediation techniques or institutional controls that are approved by the regulator 
with public oversight. In other words, for everything that is suggested to be “left behind” recommendations must 
be made to mitigate that change. This will create long-term solutions to make down-gradient communities safer 
both tomorrow and in future generations who will have less available knowledge about the details of what was 
done here. We need to be willing to create a solution that protects people we will never meet and nature we will 
never see. That is the only way to make this responsible, trustworthy, and with potential for a real future that 
protects both the past history and future community residents surrounding the site. 

S—28 NEPA Guidance and Regulations for Addressing Alternatives in EIS Documents 

“Rigorously explore and objectively evaluate all reasonable alternatives…” has not been followed as all alternatives 
that included in situ solutions have been dismissed despite being a primary directive of the AOC to use all 
reasonable methods to reduce soil volumes leaving the site. 

S—29 Potential Environmental Consequences of Cleanup to AOC LUT Values 

130 acres of land disturbance noted in EIS does not deduct the proposed green shaded exception areas, or the 
areas that are previously disturbed, paved, former slabs and infrastructure that has been altered from its natural 
state. These areas are significant and should be deducted from this number for a more accurate picture to the 
public. Similarly, the soil estimates seem to be based on assumptions of a much deeper soil profile than what is 

 X = Exceptions for biological, endangered species and designated cultural site preservation.8
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actually present at Area IV of the Santa Susana Field Laboratory and should be corrected to the more accurate 
depictions as found in DOE soil and depth sampling. 

Overlay showing number of facilities which are being “protected” through exemption showing SRE and OCY areas 
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List of areas that show exclusion using green shading despite historical operational data and current sampling 
results: SRE 

• Hot Cave area 
• Old Conservation Yard/New Conservation Yard 
• SRE Pond and tarp areas 
• Hot Lab parking/storage area 
• Building 55 perimeter as well as contents which has had very limited sampling. 
• Building 100 *backyard area 
• Building 19 *backyard area 
• Building 56 Landfill 
• Building 56 Landfill Excavation Area 
• Esada/Shooting Range 
• Area IV Burnpit drainage rock outcroppings 
• RMHF 
• RMHF Holdup Tank Area 
• RMHF Dam Area and hillside 
• Building 4024 Driveway tank area 
• Buffer Zone road area (80 barrel debris area) 
• Building 100 Trench 

Reference videos explaining some of these comments and frustrations in more depth: 

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=9yimSTHsA9U&list=PLT5JQTuAcLLAAdCAFAZ80pSn-87b-uoJz 

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=2PNfw7XTVSE&t=57s 

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=9yimSTHsA9U&list=PLT5JQTuAcLLAAdCAFAZ80pSn-87b-uoJz
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=2PNfw7XTVSE&t=57s
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This photograph shows the former SRE complex and a road that extends from the complex to the debris area in 
lower left section of photograph (OCY hillside drainage filled with thousands of barrels and debris) 

Much of these areas would be excluded according to the non-AOC alternatives as well as the green shading of 
exceptions from cleanup. This should be corrected so that these problem areas are not excluded. We should not 
be arguing about the worst areas and we cannot come together with legitimate debate on exceptions if these 
areas are so blatantly excluded despite data to the contrary. 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this important process.  


