






  *  Therefore,  if I understand your meaning correctly SWRCB is requiring “all” 
communities and cities thought out the State of California to comply, or are you just 
requiring areas within SWRCB’s jurisdiction?  My comment or, question if you would 
stems from personal knowledge of a significant violation of the NFIP, Title 42 Health 
and Safety. 
 
An example would be; 
   
       A noncompliance Cause of Action was filed in December of 1991, Doose v. State 
Water Resources. Sighting the noncompliance of the City of Simi Valley to administer 
and enforce the National Flood Insurance Program (NFIP), under the authority of Title 42 
CFR , Ch. 1, sec. 59-73 flood plain management. The Doose v. SWR has been blocked 
from a court of law for “sixteen years” now. The city virtually deleted areas that were in 
the flood plain for their own personal gain, and in doing so caused differential settling to 
occur to the footing of my home. The importance of including this case law as part of my 
comments is relevant to compliance, and speaks volumes to following up, taking 
enforcement action when violations are reported in written form! 
  The incident and law suite were sweep under the carpet causing insurmountable hard 
ship for me and my family.  
    Under;  p.7 ,#2, L. 1-3 of the SWRCB,SP 2008/2007 Update, it states and I quote,” 
and, “all significant violations should be addressed by formal enforcement action”. 
    So, how will this be different? What safe guards do the citizens of Southern California 
have against “criminal noncompliance”??? To date this violation has never been resolved 
by FEMA or State Water Resources Agency. Not a very good tract record for the 
SWRCB, the SWR agency, or the State of California who would have the public believe 
that the public’s best interest is of the utmost concern. 
 
   What assurances do we, the public have that SWRCB will take action even when Laws 
have been adopted?   The criminal act of noncompliance was reported in 1988 to the 
SWRCB who took no action. I sincerely hope that the “Innovative Approach” that was 
referred to on p. 11,#6, L. 1-2 of the draft 1/17/2008-2007 wasn’t  denying the existence 
of the criminal noncompliance when SWRCB stated; “that violations in Ventura 
County weren’t in there jurisdiction”!   
    Having had sixteen years of personal knowledge of side stepping responsibility when 
the SWRCB drops the ball. I must strongly disagree with your forgone conclusion 
statement 1.5.1 under Priority, Objections, take appropriate “enforcement Action” and 
“innovative approaches” as needed to protect , and restore “all surface water”. 
 
   Whereas, P. 12, # 1, L. 4 Draft update 1-25-08/07, I strongly disagree with your 
statement  under; Long range approach to managing the problem. P. 13, #1, L. 1 “when 
noncompliance is reported, Federal and State Statues, and Regulations are sited showing  
a deliberate, violation of falsifying of documents , an on going conspiracy to cover up for 
crimes committed against the publics health”, than yes! It is proper under the Law to 
single out the responsible parties!! 
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  Simply stated to continue to cover up for persons who have committed a crime makes 
you, the SWRCB an accessory to the crime just as if you committed it yourselves! 
 
 On p. 16, #3, L.2 , I would concur with the statement: “that /our/State is struggling to 
meet its goals as defined in the California Water Plan. 
 *   And, I too am overly concerned, and skeptical of the States ability to manage our 
Water Supply/ while maintaining a commitment of environment stewardship”. And I 
would add to that statement the “Publics Health” due to the importance of our ground 
and drinking water that have been contaminated for the last 40 years by the 
Rocketdyne/Boeing Rocketdyne Missal site.  

 
Support Documentation; 
   While doing my research in preparing to respond to the SWRCB,SP2008/2007 Update I 
came across documents that support the claim of water contamination by the Rocketdyne 
Missal Site. One such document was the previously mentioned Summary Review of 
Preliminary Assessment /Site Inspection of Rockwell International Santa Susan Field 
Laboratory , dated July 19, 1989, EPA ID# CADO93365435, CA1800090010, 
CA3890090001 
 
Under 2. Site Description, P. 4, #3, L.4-5  it states; “A TCE reclamation system was 
established around 1960, but was reported unreliable” (1).   
   Same page #6, it states and I quote; “In addition to the surface impoundments, there are 
at least 17 known areas where material were stored or treated. Many of these areas lacked 
the proper containment facilities to prevent a release of contaminants to the environment 
in the event of improper storage or “Spill’s”. 
* The evedince since 1989 gives proof that several unclear spills did occur, that 
contaminated our water supply. 
 
Under 3.1 HRS Summary, P. 13, #2, L.1,it states; “Although VOC contamination has 
been documented beneath the facility”( referring to SSFL)  it goes to say “existing  off-
site data does not show that the contamination has migrated off-site”. 
 *The existence of migration has been confirmed since the July 19, 1989 document was 
prepared!,  
     Same page, # 4, L. 1-6, it states;  “In the 1970’s, there was an accidental spill of 
radioactively-contaminated water from a tank in the Radioactive Material Disposal 
facility (RMDF) area. L. 7,”finding this contamination, the soil in the area was excavated 
and the joints and fractures in the Chatsworth Formation were sealed with asphalt. 
However, there is still a high probability that radioactive contaminants have been 
released to the groundwater beneath this area. This potential observed release has not 
been fully investigated”. 
 
Under 3.3  Waste Type and Quantity, P.14,#3, L. 8-10 it states; “The report estimated 
that approximately 870 tons of wastes have been deposited in these impounds in the last 
25 year. Many of the impoundment were unlined. The concrete lining in other ponds was 
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not adequately maintained and inspection reports showed that most of them contained 
cracks. No leachate  recovery system were installed at the impoundments (2)”. 
  Same page #6, L. 2, it states; “drums containing sodium, potassium, sodium-potassium, 
zirconium hydride, and lithium awaiting treatment at the Sodium Burn Facility “. 
  
P. 15, # 1, L.1-6 “Eighty-nine drums containing such material as oil, alcohols, sodium 
and sodium reaction products, grease, phosphoric acid and asbestos were removed in the 
early 1980’s from an unregulated temporary drum storage area referred to as the Old  
Landfill in Area IV (7).” L.6, “Aerial photographs showed that hundreds of drums were 
stoyed there in 1960’s and 1970’s with no containment structures”.  
   
 P. 16,#1, L 1-7, it states; “ Sometime in the earliey 1960’s radioactively-contaminated 
water containing strontium-90 and yttrium-90 was released to soil in and beneath a 
sanitary sewer leachfield for the RMDF. /the jointa and fractures in the Chatsworth 
Formation were sealed with asphalt, but there is still a high probability that contamination 
reached the ground water in this area”.   
 
* Data and facts presented since 1989 substantiate that ground and drinking water 
contamination has occurred.  
 
   The relevance of these facts presented are monumental to the State Water Resources 
maintaining, and enforcing the States Ground and Drinking Water is free from toxic 
chimerical as prescribed under the Clean Water Act!  How can the SWRCB continue to 
allow massive development in the smaller communities when water supply can’t and 
hasn’t been monitored to meet the Health Standards for Drinking Water? 
   Its no enough to talk about what steps are being made to meet our water expansion, we 
need to “assure” that what water we do have is safe guarded , free from toxic chemicals. 
In my opinion if that means saying NO to development in areas where major drinking 
water problems exist, then so be it! The SWRCB has dropped the ball big time, now I 
would like to see somestrong enforcement action taken as stated in the States WBQC 
documents! 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
Ginn Doose 
c/o P.O.Box 2310  
Clearlake, Ca. 
95422 
 
cc; State Water Resources Control Board 
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