
March 15, 2002 

Dear Stakeholder: 

The Flats Cleanup Agreement (RFCA) Stakeholder Focus Group will +xz :get at the 
Broomfiela Municipal Center at One DesCombes Drive on March 20, 2002 from 3:30 to 6:30 
p.m. 

The agenda for the March 20 meeting is enclosed (Attachment A). 
following topics: 

We will discuss the 

Agency Responses to Wind Tunnel Studies Peer Reviews 
Agency Responses to RSALs Task 3 Report Peer Reviews 
Uranium Surface RSAL Calculation and Draft Modeling Results 

The handouts from the February 20, 2002 RFCA Focus Group meeting are enclosed as 
Attachment B, and include: 

RSALs Working Group Responses to Wind Tunnel Peer Review Comments, and 
Shaking the Foundations? The DOE Low-Dose Study Program. 

Bob Nininger presented the “Response to Peer Review Comments Wind Tunnel Analysis.” His 
presentation is Attachment C. 

Attachment D is the RSALs Working Group Meeting Notes for the February 28 and March 2, 
2002 meetings. 

Attachment E is the agency responses to the RSALs Task 3 Report Peer Reviews. 

You may call either Christine or me if you have any questions, comments, or suggestions 
concerning the RFCA Stakeholder Focus Group or the upcoming meeting. 

Sincerely, 
I / -  

Facilitator / hocess Manager 



RFCA Stakeholder Focus Group 
Meeting Agenda 

When: March 20,2002 3:30 - 6:30 p.m. 

Where: Broomfield Municipal Hall, Bal Swan and Zang's 
Spur Rooms 

3:30-3:40 Ground Rules, Agenda Review, Objectives for this Meeting 

3:40-4:lO Wind Tunnel Studies Peer Reviews Group Discussion and 
Response to Agencies / DOE 

4:lO-5:00 Agency Response to RSALs Task 3 Peer Reviews - Presentation 
and Group Discussion 

5:OO-5:lO Break 

5:OO-5:40 Agency Response to RSALs Task 3 Peer Reviews - Presentation 
and Group Discussion (Cont.) 

5:40-6:20 Uranium Surface RSAL Calculation and Draft Modeling Results 
- Presentation and Group Discussion 

6:20-6:30 Set Next Agenda 

6:30 Adjourn 

AlphaTRAC, Inc. 1 Rev. 1: 3/18/02 
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Title: 

RFCA Stakeholder Focus Group 
Attachment B 

February 20,2002 Meeting Handouts: 
RSALs Response to Wind Tunnel Review 

Comments, and 
Shaking the Foundations? The DOE Low- 

Dose Study Program. 

Date: March 15,2002 

Authors: Reed Hodgin 

Phone Number: (303) 428-5670 

Email Address: cbennett@alphatrac. corn 
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: Perspectives on Nuclear Weapons and Community Health 
A Newsletter of the Community-Based Hazurd Management Program 

I Marsh Institute, Clark University 
950 Main St. 
Worcester, MA 01 61 0 OCTOBER 2001 

Tel. (508) 75T4639 
Fax (508) 751-4600 I 

Shaking the Foundations? 
The DOE Low-Dose Study Program 

By LeRoy Moore, Ph.D. 
Rocky Mountain Peace and justice Center 

P. 0. Box 11 56, Boulder, Colorado 80304 USA 
leroymoore@earthi in k.net 

Senator Pete Domenici of New Mexico, an aliy of the nuclear weapons industry and an advocate for nuclear power, 
complains from time to time about ”the immense costs that w e  may be incurring by using highty conservative [radiation 
protection] standards.” In a 1997 speech at Harvard he pinpointed the problem: “We regulate exposure to low lev& of 
radiation using a so-called ‘linear no-threshold’ model, the premise of which is that there is no ‘safe’ Ievef of exposure.” 
To enforce such standards, he complained, “We spend over $5 billion each year to ciean contaminated DOE sites to 
levels below 5 percent of background.” in response, he authored legislation that created the DOE taw Dose Radiation 

Research Program, a 10-year $200 million “program to un- 
derstand how radiation affects genomes and cells so that 
we can really understand how radiation affects tiving or- 
ganisms. For the first time, we will develop radiation pro- 
tection standards that are based on actuat risk.” ’ 
Dornenici says this DOE low-dose study “offers our best 
hope for increased scientific understanding on which bet- 
ter standards eventually can be based,’ z. H e  hopes this 
program can lead to relaxed radiation protection standards, 
thereby reducing the costsfor ail things nuclear- cleanup, 
waste management, a revival of nuclear power. The foof- 
lowing offers a critique of this tittle-known program. 

In October 1997, pursuant to legislation authored by Sena- 
tor Domenici, DOE initiated its Low Dose Radiation Re- 
search Pragram. The program will ”heip resolve the low- 
dose problem” - nameiy, that heretofore it has not been 
possible directly to detect induction of cancer from low- 
dose radiation exposure. Low-dose effects thus have been 
extrapolated from results observed at higher doses, usually 
according to the linear no-threshold hypothesis with its as- 

sumption that”each unit of radiation, no matter how small, 
can cause cancer.” 

The claims made for the low-dose study by DOE‘S Office 
of Biological and Environmental Research (BER}, where the 
program is housed, are not modest. First, by building on 
advances in moiecutar biology and instrumentation not 
available to earlier researchers, scientists in this program 
are ”able to evaluate biological changes at levels of radia- 
tion exposure and biological organizati that previously 
were not measurable.” They thus ”will be able to deter- 
mine if low doses of radiation pose a greater or lesser heafth 
risk than currently assumed.” Indeed, their research ”may 
result in major paradigm shifts in radiation protection and 
biology.” j 

White the program is sometimes described as pure science, 
according to the program’s director the science is policy- 
driven: ”The goal was, and still is, to provide new scientific 
information that can be used in the development of future 
radiation risk regulatory policy.” 

The program sponsors research i n  the foliowing areas: 

9 October 200 1 



0 Radiation-induced versus normal oxidative damage: 
How are they alike or dissimilar? 

Adaptive response: To what extent does the organ- 
ism recognize and repair lowdose radiation damage? 

Thresholds: Are there levels below which adverse 
effects are either nonexistent or reparable by normal 
processes? If so, “then there should be no regulatory 
concern for exposures below these thresholds.” 

* Genetic susceptibi1ity:Are some individuals or groups 
more sensitive to damage from low-dose radiation ex- 
posure? 

What should one say about a program like this? First, that 
the agenda is impressive. Second, that there are obvious 
lacks. For instance, while the program includes research 
into genetic factors that may affect susceptibility to low 
dose exposure it apparently excludes research on the ge- 
netic effects of low-dose exposure, a topic about which 
too little is known. Other areas evidently omitted from the 
research program are non-cancer effects from low-dose 
exposure, cumulative effects from multiple sources of ra- 
diation, and synergistic effects from radioactive and non- 
radioactive toxins. 

The biggest problem with the DOE program, however, the 
one  that dwarfs all others, is that it is a DOE program. D O E  
personnel administer the program, identify needed research, 
organize peer reviews, award contracts, monitor work in 
progress, and ensure “a balanced research portfolio focused 
on  the DOE, BER and Program missions‘’ Of the 44- grants 
made as of this writing, close to half fund research that is 
being done by DOE  personnel at D O E  facilities - which 
means that probably well over 50 percent of those funded 
would be shown to have ties to DOE  were their backgrounds 
scrutinized closely. 

Affected populations are conspicuous by their absence. 
Public participation is scant - mostly limited to hits on the 
program’s web site. When I asked a prominent critic of the 
DOE why he wasn’t paying more attention to this project, 
he observed: “Nothing that comes out of a DO€-run study 
o n  radiation effects wifl have credibility.” His attitude is 
widely shared among public interest groups. Yet a ten-per- 
son advisory committee appointed by DOE and serving at 
its pleasure provides a facade of public involvement and 
an imprimatur of sorts.. 

A DOE-controlled study of radiation and risk is troubling 
nat simpfy because DOE, with its well-documented record 
of damage and deceit 4r is one of the least credible agen- 
cies of the U.S. government. It is even more troubling be- 
cause of the inherent conflict of interest. Jim Thomas, for- 
merty with the Hanford Education Action League, subse- 
quently for several years research director for the Hanford 
Health information Network, states the issue forthrightly: 
”DOE should have nothing to do with this research. The 
funding should be transferred elsewhere. DOE, facing an 

c 

astronomical clean-up mortgage, has everything to gain 
from lowering standards. It has a direct confEict of,inter- 
est.“ l o  w 

Interestingly, the program briefly - during FY 1999 and 
2000 - was funded in part from DOE’S Environmental 
Management or cleanup budget. In effect, for roughly a 
year-and-a-half of the program’s expected life of 10 years, 
DOE  was using its own cleanup funds to pay for work in- 
tended to explore whether the radiation protection stan- 
dards that drive up cleanup costs at its facilities should be 
re I axed. 

What is said above should not be taken as a condemnation 
of all the science done under the auspices of this program. 
Based on my observations of a recent research report ses- 
sion it appears that the linear no-threshold approach to 
calculating risk is strongly supported by a number of re- 
search reports. Some even suggest supralinear effects. In 
the three-day session 1 attended, the only explicit attempt 
to demonstrate homesis proved a failure, but not in the 
eyes of the researchers, who specuiated that hormetic ef- 
fects must require a longer period for expression than they 
allowed in their project (this, I thought, set them up nicely 
for requesting renewed funding). The verdict on adaptive 
response to low-dose exposure certainly seems mixed - 
and much of the talk in this area raises issues of where 
adaptive response ends and bio-engineering begins, an is- 
sue fraught with ethical considerations not addressed. Sev- 
eral reports seemed also to demonstrate the reality of by- 
stander effects - that is, that radioactive hits on a cell also 
adversely affect nearby “bystander” cells. 

Ail these topics, and more, need to be well and thoroughly 
understood.Just because some of the research findings sup- 
port a conservative rather than a permissive approach to 
low-dose exposure does not automatically mean the stud- 
ies credible. it is adherence to scientific method and 
public accountability that determines’ whether any finding 
is a credible one. Regarding the first, even the peer review- 
ers for work done under the auspices of this program are 
selected by DOE, and of course the overafl design and di- 
rection of the program fits the management goals of DOE. 
It is a shame and a hindrance that some undoubtedly very 
good work is right now being done under the DOE cloud. 

As for the second point, to ensure public accountabdity 
the Low-Dose Radiation Research Program should be 
moved completely out of DOE, preferably to an indepen- 
dent, non-governmental research entity, perhaps at a ma- 
jor university, where it would continue to be pubkicly 
funded, as befits our collective responsibility. A broadly 
representative body of scientists and non-scientists, i nclud- 
ing people from affected populations, should be given the 
task of designing, managing, and overseeing the research 
program in an open manner that would be a credit to our 
democracy and a fitting precedent for the future. A policy- 
driven scientific research program shouid refIect public 
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concerns and values. This can only be achieved in an open 
c process that closely ties together high quality, independent 

science with meaningful participation of all those who are 
affected. Such a program would free the scientists to do 
their work without constraint or fear of taint. More impor- 
tantly, it would encourage and cultivate the public trust. 

Sources 

' Senator Fete V. Domenici, "A New Nuclear Paradigm," 
speech at Harvard University, October 31 ,  1997. See 
www.senate.gov/domenici/nuclear/harvard 

Senator Fete V. Domenici, speech to National Academy 
of Engineering Symposium on "Nuclear Power: The Op 
tion for the 27st Century," Irvine, California , February 9, 
2001. 

Overview Prepared for the DOE Low Dose Radiation Re- 
search Program Advisory Committee, US. DOE, Office of 
Biological and Environmental Research, Life Sciences Di- 
vision, August 2000, p. 1. http;/jowdose.org 

httpi,/w.er.doe.gov/production/ober/owdose.html 

Overview Prepared for the Low Dose Radiation Research 
Program Advisory Committee, US. DOE, Office of Bio- 
logical and Environmental Research, Life Sciences Divi- 

sion, August 2000, p- 1 .  http;/fiowdose.org 

DOE Low Dose Radiation Research Program Coordinator 
David Thomassen, personal communication, June 1 5,2001 . 
http;l/www.er.doe.gov/production/ober/lowdose.htrnI 

Thomassen, personal communication, June 15, 2001. 

This point can be documented for every DOE weapons 
facility. For an overview, see H. Jack Geiger, D. Rush, David 
Michaels, Read Reckoning: A Critical Review of the De- 
partment of Energy's Epidemiologic Research (Washington, 
DC: Physicians for Social Responsibility, 7 992); Arjun 
Makhijani, Howard Hu, and Katherine Yih (eds.), Nuclear 
Wastelands: A Global Guide to Nuclear Weapons Produc- 
tion and [ts Health and Environmentar Effects, by a Special 
Commission of tnternational Physicians for tbe Prevention 
of Nuclear War and The institute for Energy and Environ- 
mental Research (Cambridge, MA: The ANT Press, 7 995), 
chaps. 1-6. 

l o  Personal communication from Jim Thomas, February 26, 
2001. 

I' Joint DOE/NASA Radiation Investigators' Workshop, Ar- 
lington, VA, June 27-29, 2001. 
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NOTES FROM RSALs WORKING GROUP MEETING ON 2/28/02 

Who When 
Carl Spreng 3/4/02 

ITEMS COVERED ON 2/28: 

1. Discussed Task 3 response to comments. 

Notes 

ACTIONS 

Each working 
group member 

Action Item 

3/15/02 

Send RESRAD input files 
to Jim Benetti. 

Mark Aguilar 

E-mail updated response to 
comments table to Steve 
Gunderson. 

3/4/02 Send electronic version of 
Task 3 report to working 
group members. 
Make electronic changes to 
the Task 3 report and e- 
mail report to Mark Aguilar 
after ALL changes are 
made. 
Review responses that have 
been drafted and were 
distributed at today’s 
meeting. 

Each working 
group member 

Each working 
group member 

3/29/02 

3/7/02 Bring comments to 3/7 
working group meeting. 

I f I 

DECISIONS 

1. Re-run wildlife refuge worker and office worker numbers using adult slope 
factors. 

2. Use a distribution for adult soil ingestion rate. 

NEXT MEETING: THURSDAY, 3/7/02,8:30 a.m., at EPA Conference 
Center 

Acenda Items: 
1. Discuss status of Task 3 response to comments. 
2. Discuss responses that have been developed. 
3. Discuss any changes to calculations. 



NOTES FROM RSALs WORKING GROUP MEETING ON 3/7/02 

ITEMS COVERED ON 3/7: 

1. Discussed 3/20 Focus Group meeting presentation on Task 3 response to comments. 
2. Discussed schedule for finalizing response to comments and Task 3 report. 
3. Discussed Task 3 response to comments. 

ACTIONS 

Action Item 
Each working group 
member should e-mail their 
completed portions of the 
response to comments table 
to Steve Gunderson. 
Compile all responses to 
comments into one tabIe 
and bring electronic 
version to 3/14 meeting. 
Make electronic changes to 
the Task 3 report and e- 
mail report to Mark Aguilar 
after ALL changes are 
made. 
Complete uranium 
calculations (dose and risk) 
for distribution to Focus 
Group on 3/20. 
Complete plutonium and 
americium dose and risk 
recalculations and submit 
to Mark Aguilar for the 
Task 3 report. 

Who 
Each working 
group member 

Steve 
Gunderson 

Each working 
group member 

Jim Benetti 
(dose); 
Susan Griffin 
(risk) 
Jim Benetti 
(dose); 
Susan Griffin 
(risk) 

When 
COB 
3/11/02 

3/14/02 

3/29/02 

3/20/02 

3/29/02 

Notes 



DECISIONS 

1. Use new plant uptake distribution from Phil Goodrum. 
2. Add rural resident to decisions from last week. 
3. The working group recommends the following Task 3 comment main topics to be 

presented at the 3/20 Focus Group meeting: . Introduction (Tim Rehder/Steve Gunderson). . Parameters: back calculation; adult cancer slope factor; soil ingestion; 
spreadsheet analysis (Susan GriffidDiane Niedzwiecki). . Uncertainty discussion (Susan GriffinDiane Niedzwiecki). 
Recalculation (Jim Benetti). . Subsistence farmer response (Tim Rehder). . Policy issues (Steve Gunderson). 

NEXT MEETING: THURSDAY, 3/14/02,8:30 a.m., at Rocky Flats 
B060, Room112 

Agenda Items: 
I .  Final editing of Task 3 response to comments. 
2. Discuss 3/20 Focus Group presentations. 
3. Discuss any calculations/recalculations that have been completed. 
4. Discuss changes to the Task 3 report. 
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