



Interviewee Name and Affiliation:
Christina Walsh and William Bowling, Cleanuprocketdyne.org
Interview Date, Time, and Location:  3/31/08, 8:30 a.m, Christina’s home
1. What concerns do you have about DOE’s plans to prepare an Environmental Impact Statement for the cleanup of Area IV at the Santa Susana Field Laboratory?  
· We are not sure that the scope of the EIS will cover D&D work.  

· It appears that DOE wants to get out fast instead of focusing on getting out properly.  We would prefer they not rush and do this right.  For example, if they are taking down a building in order to sample what’s under the building, they may not be taking down the building in a manner that is protective.  

· The scope of the EIS is to look at the cleanup of Area IV, yet there was treatment and/or disposal of materials generated in Area IV that went into other areas.  One example: the Area I burn pit was used to burn some things that were originally from Area IV.  Another example is that the Area IV pipes and drainage system drain into Areas II and III and the Buffer Zone.  

· It is not clear that DOE has correctly classified all buildings.  For example, only two buildings in Area IV are said to have radiological contamination.  That is ridiculous as many more buildings were used to manage radiological materials over the history of the buildings.  All historical records should be reviewed before a building is declared to be clean of radiological contamination.  

· DOE’s poor reputation with the public may be related to the fact that they have not been present for so long.  They stop participating in the Working Group meetings and have a history of hiding information rather than disclosing it.  For example, two burn pits operated for over 30 years and only ceased operations in 1990.  They burned toxic wastes (like strontium and agent orange) in the burn pits.  People talked about days when the the BFRC (Big Fucking Red Cloud) could be observed, about having their clothes melt to their bodies.  Another observation is that there was this big pile of office equipment (desks and chairs) just laying out in the open until it cooled off enough that it could be disposed of.  

· There are fault lines through SSFL that provide a conduit for contamination away from SSFL into Chatsworth Reservoir and other surface water bodies.  Chatsworth Reservoir had to be completely drained in 1969 and it has never been used for drinking water since.  The claim was that the contamination was caused by a 1971 earthquake.  But they drained the reservoir two year BEFORE the earthquake!  The Department of Water and Power owns and operates the reservoirs and they have never been able to provide an explanation of how the contamination got into the reservoir.  

· DOE and the EPA promised the public that there would be a ground survey of radiation, but it has never been conducted.  Funding for the survey was provided in Feinstein’s Appropriations Bill (SB 1169?).  An aerial radiation survey was done in 1979, but no ground survey has ever been done.  It found radiation all over the place.  They later claimed it was because the radioactive material had been moving around on the site the day the survey was done.  

· Laura Rainey (DTSC geologist) has reviewed a lot of documents.  She has found information buried in appendices that is not referenced in the body of reports.  DOE would have to read every single document to do a thorough review.  

· We are more confident about the hazardous contamination than we are about radiological because DTSC oversees the hazardous part.  DOE has not oversight for the rad contamination.  

· We have heard that Boeing may not deed the land back to the state of California after all.  

· The EIS must be thorough.  DOE claims that only two buildings in Area IV have radioactive contamination.  They say that the Nuclear Materials Handling Facility is clean.  How can that be?  The entire site should be presumed to be contaminated until it is proved to be clean, not the other way around.  

· DOE hasn’t not always been open and forthcoming.  They put an impermeable cap on one area.  They used material from another part of the site.  When questioned, they admitted that water was entering the impermeable cap.  They explained that of course some water would enter any cap.  “What is the definition of impermeable?”  The activists joke about the “magic clay” that was used for the cap.  They just look bad when they do something like that.  
2. Is there any information that you have or that you know about that you want to make sure DOE considers during development of the EIS? 

We are more confident than we had been that DOE will look at everything that they should to prepare the EIS.  There is a huge volume of information.  One document prepared by SAIC in 1991 states that several reference documents were not used as they did not contain references to specific locations that would confirm they were relevant to SSFL.  Ignoring information for this reason makes no sense at all.  DOE should at least consider/review all of its own reports and historical documentation.  

The RCRA cleanup has divided up the entire SSFL into specific areas.  This segmentation is of concern as 1) some known contamination sites are not in areas that are scheduled for assessment and cleanup, and 2) in some cases, the contamination in one segment may be related to contamination being investigated in another segment.  Dividing things up in this manner may result in overlooking something important.  The RCRA area boundaries may make sense, but they have not been well explained.  

There are some very knowledgeable individuals (Dan Hirsch, for example) who know a lot.  These individuals may know more than DOE staff, for example,   Knowledgable individuals may be able to help ensure that no relevant information is overlooked.  

Former employees are another good source of information.  We have talked to some former workers who describe caverns where contaminated material was dumped.  The retirees know a lot, can remember where things were dumped, what existing facilities were used for before their most recent uses.  We have heard stories about employees clocking-in in one area and then working in another.  They might have reported to work on one project but then be needed elsewhere.  Their stories do not always corroborate the official reports/reference documents.  DOE should be conducting oral histories with them before they die and the knowledge is permanently lost.  

It is disconcerting that DOE doesn’t appear to know what is there.  There is a facility on the maps, ESADA, that DOE can’t explain what the facility was used for.  Since they don’t know, they assume it is safe.  We can’t make that same assumption.  We are still going to be living here when they call it done and go away.  

There is another site, an open pit that is full of water.  DOE says the water came from groundwater.  The pit was dug to house a new reactor.  When the water seeped in, they abandoned plans for the reactor.  A lot of money went into excavating the pit.  Is there contamination in the pit?  Why haven’t they filled it in again?  

3. Based on your experience in keeping track of activities at Santa Susana Field Laboratory, what concerns do you have about how DOE has conducted public participation activities in the past? 

In the past, DOE has done a poor job of advertising public meetings by putting a legal ad in the classified pages of the paper rather than a larger, more noticeable ad in a more well-read section of the newspaper.  

DOE does not always give the public enough time to review documents during public comment periods.  We remember one meeting where public comments were sought, but the document wasn’t available until we walked into the public comment meeting.  Documents should be made available in time to allow public review before the comment meeting.  They can be made available on the Internet using URLs that are easy to find and remember.  

In the past, DOE has conducted meetings in a manner that didn’t provide an opportunity for everyone to hear what everyone else has to say.  These open house type meetings don’t work when there is low trust.

In the past, DOE has hidden behind specialized lingo, acronyms, and jargon that the general public doesn’t understand.  They haven’t learned not to use words to try to reduce concerns.  They need to be more honest and forthcoming.  

DOE should avoid trying to spin information.  At a minimum, it makes them appear to be insincere.  

DOE needs to learn how to treat the public respectfully.  Many people who attend these meetings have suffered health effects that they attribute to SSFL.  DOE should be responsive to their concerns.  

DOE often uses strange wording to obfuscate information.  For example, one report said that the nuclear rods were parted.  What does parted mean?  The way DOE explains information can affect how people understand what is being said.  
4. What do you think DOE’s objectives should be for involving the public in the development of this EIS?  

Public involvement during the preparation of the EIS should provide an opportunity for the public to review and provide comments on documents.  DOE should make every effort to consider what the public has to say and use the comments in the decision-making process.  Even if DOE disagrees with what the public has to say, they should listen respectfully and appreciate public concerns.  DOE should take public comment seriously.  

In 2001, DOE released a document that said the no-action alternative was preferable to the cleanup alternative because the cleanup alternative would result in 1.4 deaths related to off-site shipments of the excavated material.  The material that was not excavated poses grave risk to public health.  

DOE should in particular pay attention to the folks who have been following SSFL for many years.  We read a lot and know a lot, in some cases more than DOE staff know about what has gone on at SSFL.  DOE should not overlook former site workers.  They know a lot and remember a lot about how things were done.  The documentation is not always complete and retired workers can help fill in the gaps.  
5. Under the National Environmental Policy Act, federal agencies are responsible for “scoping” the EIS – which involves developing a range of reasonable alternatives for addressing the purpose and need for federal action.  What role do you think the public should have in framing the alternatives that will be evaluated by DOE for this EIS?

The rationale for all alternatives to be considered should be fully explained.  

The preferred alternative should not be preferred simply because it is the least costly alternative.  

The public could provide input to what is of greatest concern to them and alternatives could be formulated to address those concerns.  

DOE should not evaluate technologies without demonstrating that they might be viable at SSFL.
6. During scoping for this EIS, DOE will also seek input from the public regarding the potential impacts of the various alternatives.  What role do you think the public should have during development of the issues that should be evaluated?
DOE is having to prepare an EIS because Judge Conti did not believe the Environmental Assessment supported a Finding of No Significant Impact.  How could DOE think the cleanup of all that contamination would really have no significant impact?  DOE has ignored problems for years and their lax approach got them where they are now.  
7. DOE will likely use the input received from the public during scoping to prepare a draft EIS along with technical documents and reference materials.  Consistent with requirements under the National Environmental Policy Act, DOE will conduct a public comment period following publication of the draft EIS.  What role do you think the public should have after the publication of the draft EIS?  
DOE should make every effort to make all decisions about cleanup – through the implementation of the entire cleanup program - as transparently as possible.  The public should be kept informed and should have the opportunity to participate in decisions from beginning to end.  DOE should disclose everything that happens, especially if something unexpected happens.  Public disclosure if/when DOE makes a mistake will gradually enhance public trust.  DOE should tell the truth, not just what they want the public to believe.  That will build credibility.  
8. Which of the following possible public participation activities would be worthwhile, from your perspective (check all that apply)
( a.  Telephone hotline – this would be good for elderly people and former site workers 

·  b.  Information kiosks in public settings – never seen this done
( c. 
Information repositories or public reading rooms with relevant reference documents – it can be hard to find things at the reading rooms.  It might be better to post these on-line.  

( d.  Periodic informational briefings 
(  e. Informational fact sheets 
(  f.  Periodic newsletters – this would be a good way to keep the public informed of progress, but should be developed in conjunction with all the players (NASA, DTSC, Boeing)

(  g.  Public tours of Area IV (what would you like to see on a tour?) – These could be used to raise awareness.  DOE might want to announce the opportunity to go on a tour at public meetings.  

(  h.  Internet tools for sharing information

(  i.   Detailed technical presentations (about what subjects?)  - Only for folks with a more technical (better informed) background

(  j.   Formal public meetings (with a meeting moderator, court reporter, and a transcript) 
(  k.   Public open houses – in combination with the formal public meetings
(  l.   Workshops with an opportunity to sit down with DOE staff to do work needed for the analysis - Only for folks with a more technical (better informed) background.  These would be best if people were required to make a commitment ahead of time to participate (make the time commitment and do their homework ahead of time)
(  m. Periodic opportunities to review supporting documents related to the EIS.  
(  n.  An ongoing citizen advisory group.  DOE could design a group to have a role that compliments (rather than competes with) the Working Group.  Currently there is a hole in that the Working Group does not provide advice to DOE.  

Note on all of the above:  DOE needs to learn how to be honest and transparent when sharing information with the public.  It would appear that they don’t want to scare people. Sure some people are worried about the potential impact on their property values, but the public has a right to know about SSFL and the risks it poses to public heath.  Being honest will reduce fears.  The public deals with lots of horrors in our world, like Anthrax and terrorism, we can handle that.  It’s what we don’t know that really scares us.  DOE should treat the public like they are grown-ups.  In addition, DOE needs to learn how to communicate to multiple audiences, some more technically sophisticated than others.  
9. Which three to five of the possible activities do you think would support the most appropriate role for the public during development of the EIS?

10. What other advice would you give DOE for doing a good job of involving the public for the EIS?

11. Who else do you think I should talk to during the development of my recommendations to DOE?
Elizabeth@rocketdynewatch.org, (818) 307-1467

Stoprunkledyne.com

Randy (Chumash at 3/27/08 Working Group meeting) (805) 905-1567

Rudy (Tatavia at 3/27/08 Working Group meeting) (818) 581-9293

12. Is there anything else you would like to tell me today?
Follow-up:  I want you to know how much I appreciate your time today.  I will provide a copy of my recommendations to you once they have been completed.   Can you make sure I have the correct contact information for you?  
Mailing Address:  
Christina Walsh


William Bowling




         23350 Lake Manor Drive

                                            Chatsworth, CA 91311

Telephone Number:  
(818) 922- 5123


(310) 428-5085

E-mail address:  
cwalsh@cleanuprocketdyne.org


                                    williamprestonbowling@yahoo.com 
Websites of potential interest:

· Acmela.org 

· h2ohno.com

· cleanuprocketdyne.org

