10461 West Indore Drive
Littleton, CO 80127
February 5, 2018
Board of Directors
Rocky Flats Stewardship Council
Dear Directors,
In an article about Rocky Flats in the November 29th, 2017 issue of The Metropolitan
(the weekly student newspaper at Metropolitan State University), Carl Spreng of the
Colorado Department of Public Health and Environment is quoted saying “Any
construction of highway, or building – if you do any digging at all in that upper inch
or two, it’s [the plutonium is] immediately diluted.”
This statement simultaneously acknowledges the presence of plutonium while,
astoundingly, ignoring the risk. Dilution is irrelevant; re-suspension is deadly to
downwind citizens. The facts are well-established that weapons-grade plutonium is
highly carcinogenic, and that inhalation of respirable plutonium oxide dust is the
risk of greatest concern.
According to its 2016-2019 strategic plan, CDPHE’s mission is “to protect and
improve the health of Colorado’s people and the quality of its environment.” I
submit that in taking the flippant and cavalier attitude with respect to Rocky Flats
evidenced in CDPHE’s briefing to you today, CDPHE is failing in that mission, most
negligently.
In the neighborhood of Five Parks at Indiana Street and 86th Avenue, there have
been two cases within the last few years of cardiac angiosarcoma, an extremely rare
heart cancer. One of these cases has already been fatal. It’s entirely plausible that
these local citizens and victims inhaled particles of plutonium oxide dust, which
lodged in their hearts and irradiated the surrounding tissue, causing those deadly
sarcomas. People downwind of Rocky Flats are still to this day getting sick and
dying of rare radiosensitive cancers.
The above cases are too recent to be included in CDPHE’s latest cancer studies. The
article in the November 29th, 2017 issue of The Metropolitan contains another quote
from a CDPHE official: “It’s [CDPHE’s latest cancer study is] definitely going to miss
some cases of cancer,’ said Mike VanDyke, PhD, CIH, and branch chief of CDPHE. The
cancer studies used residents’ addresses at the time of their cancer diagnosis. These
studies missed cases of people that have lived around Rocky Flats, but are diagnosed
after moving outside of the studied area. … There’s [sic] ways to do it. It just takes a
lot of resources to follow up on those cases,’ VanDyke said.”

In the landmark case Cook v. Rockwell, plaintiffs’ expert witness Dr. Edward Radford
testified that “People living near the Rocky Flats facility were exposed to
radionuclides and other chemicals, such as beryllium, discharged from the plant
over the period of its operation. Because health effects from these exposures may
have occurred in many of these people, … they will require continuing medical
evaluation.” Why has CDPHE not done that? Should not that have been CDPHE’s job
all along, to monitor the health of the downwind population?
How can CDPHE refute the findings of Cook v. Rockwell plaintiff’s expert witness
and epidemiologist Dr. Richard Clapp? Or the epidemiological findings of Jefferson
County’s own Dr. Carl Johnson, or Stephen Chinn, or Dr. John Cobb before him?
How can CDPHE refute the results of Metropolitan State University’s health survey
of Rocky Flats downwinders conducted by professor Carol Jensen? The correlation
of geo-plots of rare cancer sufferers’ residential locations, with overlays of the 1957
fire plume and Krey-Hardy map, represents striking visual evidence of the potential
public health impact of Rocky Flats contamination. The same is true of the geo-plot
of downwind epilepsy sufferers’ residential locations cases.
Why does CDPHE not err on the side of caution in this matter, as does its
counterpart in Washington state with respect to the Hanford facility?
As a natural scientist, I believe in Occam’s Razor, and abductive reasoning (i.e. the
“duck test”). The simplest explanation is most often the correct one. If it looks like a
duck, walks like a duck, and quacks like a duck, it’s probably a duck.
Before exposing citizens to more threats, and themselves to liability, local
governments should view CDPHE’s position critically and with skepticism, and call
for a review of all offsite contamination and epidemiological studies by a qualified
national institution independent of the Energy Department.
Most Sincerely,
Randy Stafford
Littleton, CO

