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Appendix K, NASA SSFL EIS for Proposed Demolition and Environmental Cleanup

APPENDIX K

Public Comments on Environmental Impact
Statement

The National Aeronautics and Space Administration (NASA) is the federal lead agency for meeting the National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) requirements to evaluate the impacts to the environment from proposed activities
resulting from the cleanup of soil and groundwater and associated demolition of structures on the NASA-
administered property at Santa Susana Field Laboratory (SSFL) in Ventura County, California. Environmental review
of the proposed project is one element of the federal requirements. NASA has elected to conduct an Environmental
Impact Statement (EIS).

Project Scoping

Scoping, as defined in the Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) Regulations Section 1501.7, is an early step in
this NEPA process during which the public, agencies, and interested stakeholders are engaged in defining the scope
and range of considerations for the EIS. More specifically, public scoping helps identify the range of activities,
alternatives, environmental effects, and measures to be analyzed in depth. NASA seeks to engage the community
and one method of doing so is to prepare a Responsiveness Summary regarding comments received during the
Scoping Period. This process allows sharing of comments received and explains NASA’s general approach and
responses to the primary concerns. Public scoping helps NASA prepare a comprehensive and focused EIS by
identifying environmental resources and concerns that are important to the community. The scoping does not
resolve differences concerning the merits of a project or anticipate the ultimate decision about a proposed project.

The project’s public scoping process is to:

e Inform public agencies and interested members of the public about the Proposed Action, including compliance
with NEPA and NASA’s actions.

e Assist with identifying the range of concerns and project-related issues to be considered in the EIS.

e Assist with identifying mitigation measures, strategies, and approaches to mitigation that might be useful and
explored further in the EIS.

e Develop an expanded mailing list of agencies and individuals interested in the future actions relative to the EIS.

A Notice of Intent (NOI) was published in the Federal Register on July 6, 2011. The NOI notifies interested agencies,
organizations, tribal governments, and individuals of NASA’s intent to prepare an EIS to comply with NEPA. A draft
EIS then was prepared by NASA to include an evaluation of alternatives to address soil and groundwater cleanup
and possible demolition of structures on the federally owned portions of SSFL administered by NASA and known as
Area Il, and a part of Area | (also referred to as the liquid oxygen [LOX] plant). NASA will use the NEPA process to
comply with Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA). Section 106 defines the process for
consultation with Native Americans, the California State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO), the Advisory Council
on Historic Preservation (ACHP), and other consulting parties regarding federally owned historic properties and
cultural sites where an action is proposed by the federal government.

The NOIl initiated a public comment-scoping period that began on July 8 and ended on September 19, 2011. During
that period, NASA hosted a series of public scoping meetings:

e August 16, 2011: Chatsworth Hotel, 9777 Topanga Canyon Road, Chatsworth, CA 91311
e August 17, 2011: Grand Vista Simi Valley, 999 Enchanted Way, Simi Valley, CA 93065
e August 18, 2011: Corporate Pointe at West Hills, 8413 Fallbrook Ave, West Hills, CA 91304
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(Note: NASA also hosted an informational meeting on March 27, 2012, in Chatsworth California, outside both the
scoping period and the public comment period on the draft EIS [DEIS]. The purpose of the information meeting was
to provide project updates during the project planning process. The public was notified of the meeting date via
e-mail on January 11, 2012, and during the week on March 15, 2012. The meeting date and information were
posted to NASA’s website on February 7 and to Twitter on February 8, 2012. Reminders were e-mailed to the SSFL
Program distribution list on February 15 and March 15, 2012.)

In addition to the NOI publication, NASA advertised these meetings and provided project updates in the following
ways:

1. Published an article in the NASA FieldNOTES newsletter, distributed by United States (U.S.) mail to more than
60,000 local residences, as well as to interested parties. The newsletter article discussed the kickoff of the NEPA
process.

2. Distributed by e-mail on July 6, 2011, a notice to the more than 600 e-mail addresses on the SSFL Program
distribution list announcing the public scoping meetings.

3. Published newspaper advertisements on August 5, 2011, in English in the Ventura County Star, the Los Angeles
Daily News, and the Simi Valley Acorn, and in Spanish (August 7, 2011) in La Opinion.

4. Distributed a “reminder” e-mail on August 12, 2011, to the SSFL Program distribution list regarding the then-
upcoming public scoping meetings.

5. Tweeted notice (February 15, 2011) of the scoping meetings by NASA’s Environmental Communications Twitter
account (@NASAEnvComm http://twitter.com/nasaenvcomm).

6. Posted the public notice and other project updates pertaining to the NEPA and Section 106 planning processes
on the project website: http://ssfl.msfc.nasa.gov/environmental-cleanup/environmental-impact-statement/.

7. ldentified mechanisms and contact information for public submission to NASA of comments and questions.
NASA contacted Native American tribes by direct mail and invited them to the scoping meetings.

NASA prepared a fact sheet summarizing the project description, initial alternatives, and contact information for
the scoping meeting. The NOI, meeting materials, and publications complied with Section 508 of the federal
Rehabilitation Act so that the information on the NASA web page was accessible and available to people with
disabilities.

NASA accepted written and verbal submittals of comments from public scoping meetings and throughout the
74-day scoping period (July 8 through September 19, 2011). During the public meetings hosted August 16 through
August 18, 2011, 55 oral submittals were transcribed by a court reporter. Also, 231 submittals from agencies,
organizations, and individuals were received by e-mail, U.S. postage, or hand delivery at the meetings. Because
many submittals contained multiple comments in each submittal, about 756 individual comments were identified.

Following is a summary of comment submittal totals (some individuals spoke multiple times or submitted multiple
e-mails—each is counted separately in the following):

e Oral submittals at public meetings 55
e Written submittals during meetings 3
e Written submittals after meetings (e-mail) 228
e Total Submittals Received 286

(These totals do not include letters and e-mails submitted to NASA following the end of the Scoping Comment
period.)
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Most submittals included one or more similar themes and naturally fell into groupings of like topics:

Complete cleanup to background in accordance with standards in the December 2010 Administrative Order on
Consent (AOC ) signed between NASA and the California Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC).

Support a balanced cleanup that considers the resources and future use of the site.
Limit the alternatives evaluated in the EIS to only cleanup to the background agreed to in the AOC.

Support a comprehensive EIS evaluation and range of alternatives for better decision-making and to evaluate
the benefits of a cleanup to background versus another alternative.

Preserve the valuable natural, historical, and cultural resources at SSFL.

Coordinate better with DTSC and other responsible parties.

Address transportation routes and effects of potentially increased traffic.

Oppose the AOC in general and its requirements for cleanup to background.

Consider future use of the site and understand General Service Administration’s (GSA’s) plans.
Investigate offsite contamination and related health effects.

Investigate and study groundwater contamination.

Understand more about how the future Look-Up Tables (and future cleanup standard) will be developed.
Consider multiple cleanup technologies for inclusion in the EIS.

Take into account radiological contaminants and include them in the disposal of soil.

Individual comments were then placed in the categories described previously. Some comments included a variety
of themes, so a single commenter’s comments might have been placed in multiple categories. A few comments did
not relate to any of these themes and were categorized as “miscellaneous.” Of the approximately 756 separate
comments identified in the scoping meeting comments (including public meeting comments, e-mails, and letters
received) the percentage of comments in each category was as follows:

Comply with AOC and Cleanup to Background—37 percent

Limit Alternatives Evaluated in the EIS—-34 percent

Preserve Natural, Historical, and Cultural Resources—9 percent
General Comments Regarding Contaminants and Health Effects—4 percent
Multiple Cleanup Technologies Should Be Considered—3 percent
Opposition to AOC and Cleanup to Background-2 percent

Support a Balanced Cleanup-2 percent

Concerns About Future Use of Site-2 percent

Support Comprehensive EIS Evaluation-1 percent

Groundwater Investigation and Studies—1 percent

Development of Look-up Tables (Cleanup Standard)-1 percent
Radiological Contaminants and Disposal of Soil-1 percent

Coordinate Better with DTSC and Other Responsible Parties—1 percent
Transportation Routes—1 percent

This document is NASA’s response to those comments. The comments have been consolidated into the categories
discussed previously with examples of the comment language followed by NASA’s response.
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Summary of Scoping Comments and Responses
Comment Category: Comply with AOC and Cleanup to Background
Synopsis of Comments:

Many comments urged NASA to comply with the AOC. An example comment is, “I strongly urge NASA to
comply rigorously with the agreement to clean up the site to background.” Another example is “...you [NASA]
are bound by the agreement to clean up to background level! Period! Stop dragging your feet. Get on with
the cleanup!” Others questioned whether NASA was trying to select a cleanup standard different from the
AOC, for example: “Its [NASA’s] recent NOI was so poorly crafted that significant confusion has resulted in the
community as to whether NASA was trying to break out of the AOC requirement to cleanup to background.”

NASA’s Response:

NASA’s August 8, 2011, letter to DTSC reiterated NASA’s commitment to the AOC and cleanup of the federally
owned portion of SSFL. NEPA is a statutory requirement (42 United States Code [U.S.C.] 4321 et seq.) and, as
such, is reflected as a requirement of the AOC. The AOC obligates NASA to make specific decisions about how
to conduct a cleanup to background in accordance with NEPA. As a result, the implementation of NEPA is
consistent with the requirements of the AOC. In NASA's EIS, the Proposed Action is the cleanup to
background levels as agreed to in the AOC. NEPA requires NASA to evaluate a range of alternatives. For the
Proposed Action, NASA considered a range of remedial technologies to address how to best meet the cleanup
goal. The EIS considers the potential effects of the range of technical options related to the Proposed Action.
Completing the NEPA process will provide NASA with the necessary information to make an informed
decision regarding how best to conduct a cleanup to background in accordance with the AOC, thereby
avoiding or mitigating potential unintended environmental consequences.

With regard to NEPA, the AOC specifically requires the following:
4.0. ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW PROCESSES
4.2. National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA).

4.2.1. NASA shall make its specific decisions on how to conduct the cleanup to
background defined in this Agreement in accordance with the requirements of the
National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA), as amended (42 U.S.C. 4321 et seq.).

4.2.2. DTSC shall cooperate with and provide necessary information for NASA to conduct
NEPA.

4.2.3. NASA shall conduct all activities under this Order in a way that will promptly
comply with the requirements of NEPA. DTSC shall not approve these activities prior to
complying with the requirements of CEQA.

By following the NEPA process, NASA complies with its statutory requirements (42 U.S.C. 4321 et seq.) and
Section 4.0 of the AOC. NASA continues to work expeditiously with DTSC and the public to complete the
actions called for in the AOC.

Comment Category: Limit Alternatives Evaluated in the EIS
Synopsis of Comments:

There werea number of mostly identical comments requesting limiting the alternatives evaluated in the EIS.
Example comments include: “The scope of the alternatives that NASA is proposing to evaluate in its EIS must
be modified because all but one of the current alternatives are inconsistent with the AOC.” Or “NASA should
limit the scope of review to what is required in the cleanup agreement--how to implement the cleanup to
background—rather than considering whether to abrogate it by using less protective standards.” Or “We
recommend that NASA narrow the scope of its environmental analysis to the decisions about which it has
discretion and which do not violate the AOC...”
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NASA’s Response:

NASA is committed to cleaning up its portion of SSFL in accordance with the AOC. NEPA provides the
opportunity for public disclosure of the impacts of cleanup alternatives. Federal regulations promulgated by
the CEQ as part of Executive Order (EO) 11991 require federal agencies to evaluate all reasonable alternatives
or a range of reasonable alternatives in enough detail so that a reader can compare and contrast the
environmental effects of the various alternatives. As directed by CEQ, Sec. 1502.14, the EIS shall “... (c)
Include reasonable alternatives not within the jurisdiction of the lead agency[;] (d) Include the alternative of
no action; [and] (e) Identify the agency's preferred alternative or alternatives, if one or more exists, in the
draft statement and identify such alternative in the final statement unless another law prohibits the
expression of such a preference.” Reasonable alternatives include those that are practical or feasible from a
technical and economic standpoint and use common sense, rather than alternatives that simply are desirable
from the standpoint of the applicant. The identification and evaluation of alternative ways to meet the
purpose and need of the Proposed Action is the heart of the NEPA analysis. Consequently, NASA has
identified several alternative technologies that are being considered to meet the requirements of the AOC.
The impacts of this range of technical options is evaluated in enough detail so that the public can compare
and contrast the environmental effects of the various methods of achieving soil and groundwater cleanup.
Additionally, the CEQ regulations require analysis of a no action alternative. This analysis provides a
benchmark, enabling decision makers to compare the magnitude of environmental effects of the action
alternatives. It is also an example of an alternative that must be analyzed that is outside the jurisdiction of the
agency.

In June 2012, NASA received correspondence from the White House CEQ that stated:

In view of NASA’s administrative cleanup resolution with the State of California, which
turns upon NASA’s commitment to clean the site to background, CEQ’s view is that — under
this rule of reason - NASA is not compelled to consider less comprehensive cleanup
measures as alternatives.

NASA issued the following statement:

We received comments from Senator Boxer and the Council on Environmental Quality
regarding the evaluation of alternatives for the preparation of our Environmental Impact
Statement. As a result, NASA has chosen to streamline its review in the Draft
Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) and analyze only the alternatives of (a) cleanup to
background and (b) the no-action alternative.

NASA’s decision was published on NASA’s website at http://ssfl.msfc.nasa.gov/environmental-
cleanup/environmental-impact-statement/. Afterward, the Agency received several letters from interested
parties including the San Fernando Valley Audubon Society, Santa Susana Mountain Park Association,
National Park Service, California State Historic Preservation office, and private individuals requesting NASA to
reconsider its decision to limit alternatives. Included among the letters was a legal memorandum prepared
for the Santa Ynez Band of Chumash Indians that questions the legality of limiting the scope of an EIS to only
the Proposed Action and the No Action Alternative. NASA considers the NEPA process essential to enabling
the public to be fully informed of the environmental cleanup process alternatives. Engaging in this process
affords NASA critical knowledge on which to make informed decisions relative to the SSFL cleanup, thereby
avoiding potential unintended environmental consequences. NASA’s decisions regarding how to best conduct
a cleanup in accordance with the AOC will be made after NASA completes the NEPA process.

Comment Category: Preserve Natural, Historic, and Cultural Resources

Synopsis of Comments:

There were many comments urging NASA to protect natural and cultural resources at the site. Example
comments are, “As much as possible, before, during and after the SSFL cleanup operations, the natural,
cultural, historical, and archaeological treasures must be protected and preserved to be enjoyed by present
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and future generations[.]” and “I strongly urge preservation of these elements (test stands and rock art) of the
Santa Susana Field Laboratory and their eventual incorporation into an environment that permits controlled
and informed public access.”

NASA’s Response:

NASA is considering the potential effects of project alternatives and related actions on natural, cultural, and
historic resources. As part of NASA’s implementation of the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA)
Section 106 Consultation, NASA is consulting with the appropriate regulatory agencies and other consulting
parties to identify the potential effects of each alternative on historic properties and cultural and natural
resources. Following the scoping meetings, NASA created a portion of its web page to facilitate the public’s
application for a request to be a “Section 106” consulting party (http://ssfl.msfc.nasa.gov/environmental-
cleanup/environmental-impact-statement/nhpa section 106.aspx). The consulting parties will discuss
potential mitigation for several cleanup options. The EIS will analyze the potential effects of the Proposed
Action on resources and the Record of Decision will include appropriate mitigation measures that might
offset these impacts. Public input regarding these effects and related mitigation measures (included in the
DEIS) will be considered. NASA is in consultation, under Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act, with the
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS). NASA submitted a draft Biological Assessment and received comments
from the USFWS. A revised Biological Assessment was then submitted to the USFWS and will be followed by
the issuance of a Biological Opinion by the USFWS.

Comment Category: General Comments Regarding Contaminants and Health Effects

Synopsis of Comments:

A number of comments regarded protecting public health, investigating contamination in nearby water
bodies, addressing contaminant migration, addressing offsite health impacts, and monitoring the
environment until the cleanup is completed. An example comment is, “...offsite testing might be the thing
that gets people to calm down once they realize there is nothing out here, or maybe there is something and
they do have a reasonable argument.” One commenter noted that “[t/he EIS should address the migration of
contaminants off the site...,” while another commenter asked that the scope of the EIS include “...an
epidemiological study of the illnesses of residents in the area” and a “[s]tudy of surface water risks in all
directions from the site.”

NASA’s Response:

NASA has based its proposed remediation area on previous and ongoing soil site characterization studies.
Some contamination extends off the NASA-administered property, but is located within the SSFL facility.
NASA'’s EIS evaluates the potential environmental effects (such as air quality, impacts to critical resources,
and greenhouse gas emissions) of NASA’s proposed demolition and environmental cleanup actions on SSFL.
The EIS considers direct and indirect effects of these actions and will develop mitigations (if needed) to offset
these impacts. The scope of the EIS analysis will not include an offsite health study, a study of the effects of
contamination, or offsite sampling. Sampling of contaminated media (such as soil) extends from the source
outward (and even offsite, if needed) to identify the location and extent of the contaminated media. This is
part of the data gathering included in the current Field Sampling Plans.

Comment Category: Multiple Cleanup Technologies Should be Considered
Synopsis of Comments:

Several commenters suggested technologies for consideration and supported looking at many alternatives.
One said, “I also think, as | said before, that all potential remediation activities must be considered at all sites,
including encapsulation or storage on site.”

NASA’s Response:

NASA is considering a range of remedial action alternatives to compare impacts from various cleanup actions.
The EIS considers the effects of each cleanup option (such as, excavation, ex situ treatments, and soil vapor
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extraction) on items such as native vegetation, air quality, truck traffic, noise, wildlife, and cultural resources
at SSFL.

For soil, a focus was placed on identifying technologies that have the potential to successfully destroy or
degrade the contaminants of concern (COCs), which are identified as “treatable COCs.” The treatable COCs
include polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons (PAHs), semivolatile organic compounds (SVOCs), total petroleum
hydrocarbons (TPHs), and volatile organic compounds (VOCs). In comparison, non-treatable COCs in soil
cannot readily be destroyed or degraded and will require excavation and offsite disposal. Non-treatable COCs
include dioxins, polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs), metals, pesticides, and energetics.

For this DEIS analysis, more than 40 technologies initially were considered. In view of the restrictions in the
AOC for remedial action, geologic setting, site-specific COCs, effects on specific habitat, and other site-specific
components (available power, site access, size of site, and extent of contamination), six technologies met the
evaluation criteria, and thus were considered most promising for pilot test implementation. They are Land
Farming, Bio Venting, Chemical Oxidation, Thermal Desorption, Soil Vapor Extraction, and Soil Washing. In
some cases, complementary technologies were combined with other candidate alternatives for evaluation.

Comment Category: Opposition to AOC and the Cleanup to Background
Synopsis of Comments:

Some comments opposed the AOC and a cleanup to background. An example comment noted that
“..changes to the AOC may be necessary.” One commenter noted that the AOC provides “...no room for
balancing, no reason” and another commenter added that the site should “...remain recreation and that the
soil not be too disturbed.” Another comment was that risk assessments should be considered for determining
cleanup levels.

NASA’s Response:
NASA notes the opposition from these commenters for following the AOC and cleaning up to background.

Comment Category: Support a Balanced Cleanup

Synopsis of Comments:

There were several comments seeking a balanced cleanup approach that considers the preservation of
historic, cultural, and natural resources. Most of these said that the protection of public safety was most
important. Example comments include, “I want to protect the cultural, the historic, and archeological
[resources], but | want to do it in a safe manner” and “Other analysis should be performed so as to articulate
the value of existing land use entitlements, infrastructure, site work, and facilities that could be put to use for
a variety of functions to accommodate economic development and job growth.”

NASA’s Response:

NASA considered the potential effects of the Proposed Action on cultural, historic, prehistoric, and
archaeological (Native American) resources. NASA is consulting with the appropriate regulatory agencies to
identify the potential effects of the Proposed Action on historic properties and cultural, archaeological, and
natural resources. Section 106 of the NHPA requires federal agencies to consider the potential effects of their
proposed actions on historic properties. (Section 106 refers to such actions as "undertakings"). The

Section 106 process seeks to incorporate historic and cultural values into project planning through
consultation among the federal and state agencies, and other parties with an interest in the effects of an
undertaking on historic properties. The various consulting parties are working together to discuss options
provide multiple viewpoints, and strive to seek common agreement regarding the incorporation of historic
preservation values into the project.

The protection of public health and safety would take priority over protection of the historic and cultural
sites. Moreover, the EIS considers preservation of resources in areas that do not require remedial action or
where remediation goals are possible without the removal of structures, including the historic test stands.
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A decision about future land use of the site is not within NASA’s purview nor part of NASA’s EIS. As required
by NEPA, the EIS considers a Proposed Action (consisting of demolition and several technical options for soil
and groundwater cleanup) along with the No Action Alternative. Any decision about the future land use will
be made as part of the disposition process through the GSA. GSA will be conducting a separate NEPA review
to address the potential impacts of transferring the property out of federal ownership. NASA notes that
cleaning up its portion of SSFL to background in accordance with the AOC will ensure that any option for
future use of the property will not be impeded by remaining soil contamination.

Comment Category: Concerns About Future Use of Site
Synopsis of Comments:

Some comments requested that the cleanup be based on future use and that the future use be open space. A
related comment also expressed concern about GSA’s plans for the site.

NASA’s Response:

A decision about future land use is not within NASA’s purview nor part of NASA’s EIS. As required by NEPA,
the EIS considers several cleanup and demolition options within the Proposed Action cleanup to background
and the No Action Alternative. Any decision about future land use will be made as part of the disposition
process conducted by the GSA. The GSA will be undertaking a separate NEPA review to address the potential
impacts of transferring the property out of federal ownership. NASA notes, however, that cleaning up its
portion of SSFL to background in accordance with the AOC will ensure that any option for future use of the
property will not be impeded by remaining soil contamination.

Comment Category: Support Comprehensive EIS Evaluation
Synopsis of Comments:
There were several comments offering support of the scope of the EIS review. Example comments are, “...the

EIS is going to be very important because it’s going to give us a true basis of something ...”; “...the information
contained in this EIS is important...”; and “I fully endorse your approach, NASA’s approach, to the EIS.”

NASA’s Response:

NASA notes that these commenters and subsequent letters support a comprehensive EIS that includes the
alternatives originally proposed during the scoping period. However, the use of the range of alternatives
proposed prior to the Scoping Comment period was altered following the comment period. On July 18, 2012,
NASA published the following on its website: “We received comments from Senator Boxer and the Council on
Environmental Quality regarding the evaluation of alternatives for the preparation of our Environmental
Impact Statement. As a result, NASA has chosen to streamline its review in the Draft Environmental Impact
Statement (DEIS) and analyze only the alternatives of (a) cleanup to background and (b) the no-action
alternative.”

Comment Category: Miscellaneous
Synopsis of Comments:
There were comments noting that the public did not understand the NEPA process.

NASA’s Response:

At the scoping meetings NASA provided handouts, made formal presentations and discussed the NEPA
process at individual posters staffed by our NEPA experts.

The link to NASA’s presentations is
http://ssfl.msfc.nasa.gov/documents/presentations/NASA EIS Scoping Meeting 20110816.aspx.

The link to the fact sheet describing the EIS process for the specific Proposed Action is
http://ssfl.msfc.nasa.gov/documents/factsheets/NASA EIS SSFL Factsheet 2011-08-25.pdf.
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NASA also provided a link to CEQ’s publication, “A Citizen’s Guide to the NEPA” at
http://ceq.hss.doe.gov/nepa/Citizens Guide Dec07.pdf.

Information about the NEPA process is also available on the web at
http://www.epa.gpv/compliance/bsics/nepa.html.

NASA continued to provide explanatory material and opportunities for feedback from the public, including an
opportunity for public discussion of NASA’s NEPA process at a community meeting on March 27, 2012.

Synopsis of Comments:
There were comments asking that non-expert members be involved in historic and cultural consultations.
NASA’s Response:

Interested members of the public were notified of the opportunity to join as a Section 106 consultation party.
The process for application was noted at the Scoping public comment meetings and via e-mail to the SSFL
Project e-mail distribution list (October 4, 2011), as well as in response to individual requests to become a
consultation party.

Synopsis of Comments:

There were comments requesting that impacts on paleontology, transportation, and groundwater be
included.

NASA’s Response:

NASA considered in its EIS the potential effects of a range of technology options and potential impacts on
natural (e.g., paleontology), ecological, cultural, social (e.g., transportation), and environmental (e.g.,
groundwater) resources at SSFL. The EIS provides a comparative analysis of the anticipated effects of the
cleanup activities.

Synopsis of Comments:
There were comments about wanting a security fence.
NASA’s Response:

NASA recently implemented a number of security measures. NASA considers additional measures such as a
security fence as part of the site investigation and oversight activities. The need for and a decision about a
fence is outside the scope of the EIS.

Comment Category: Groundwater Investigation and Studies

Synopsis of Comments:

Some comments were related to studying groundwater contamination. An example comment is, “...how the
groundwater problem in this area will be handled.” One commenter asked that the scope of the EIS include a
“Study of groundwater contaminants in wells all over the valley.”

NASA’s Response:

NASA has based its proposed groundwater remediation area on previous and ongoing groundwater site
characterization studies. Some contamination extends off the NASA administered property, but is located
within the SSFL property. NASA’s EIS evaluates the potential environmental effects (such as air quality,
impacts to critical resources, and greenhouse gas emissions) of NASA’s proposed demolition and
environmental cleanup actions on SSFL. The EIS considers direct and indirect effects of these actions and will
develop mitigations (if needed) to offset these impacts. The scope of the EIS analysis will not include offsite
groundwater sampling.
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Comment Category: Development of Look-up Tables (Cleanup Standard)

Synopsis of Comments:

A few comments were related to understanding how the Look-Up Tables will be developed. There was
concern about not having reasonableness included in the development of the tables and the incorrect use of
method detection limits (MDLs) and reporting limits (RLs) in the process. An example comment is, “/ look
forward to discussing these issues when DTSV [sic] starts its lookup table public deliberations. It has been said
that there are ways to deal with these issues, other than to create a moonscape, and | hope to see them early
in the lookup table process.”

NASA’s Response:

DTSC posted the AOC Look-Up Tables (LUTs) on June 11, 2013, and final decisions on the LUT values are
DTSC’s to make.

Comment Category: Radiological Contaminants and Disposal of Soil
Synopsis of Comments:

There were a few comments expressing concerns about radiological contamination and the disposal of any
soils containing radioactive wastes. These comments were, “...tests for radiation should include all types of
radiation which came from the site.” and “[a]ll health impacts from the contamination that occurred and
remains, should be a part of the study.”

NASA’s Response:

NASA conducted no radiological activities at SSFL, but recognizes the possibility that activities in other parts
of SSFL could have resulted in the deposition of radionuclides on NASA’s portion of SSFL. U.S. Environmental
Protection Agency (EPA) undertook a study to characterize radionuclides on Area IV (the area historically
leased by the U.S. Department of Energy [DOE]) and completed the study in December 2012. The Area IV
radiological reports present only the data and do not provide interpretation of the data. The surface and
subsurface soils in Area IV do not appear to have contamination that might have migrated across Area lll into
Area Il and Area |, with one exception—the drainages from Area IV to Area lll. The following potential
concerns were identified:

e Two areas of elevated (meaning exceeded draft DTSC LUT values) radiological concentrations are
isolated to the Area IV and Area lll boundary, but it is unknown if the elevated contamination would
affect NASA-administered property.

e Drainages crossing into Area Ill and leading to and from the Silvernale Pond also have elevated
radiological concentrations and there is a potential that this drainage might affect the NASA-
administered property.

In addition to EPA’s radiological survey, NASA reviewed historical documents and data associated with
activities on the NASA-administered portion of SSFL. This historical information will be used to inform the
AOC Field Sampling Plans currently being developed. Radiological sampling will be performed on all building
being demolished and on all soils being transported offsite for disposal. Appropriate facilities will be chosen
in accordance with applicable laws and regulations and the 2010 AOC.

Comment Category: Coordinate Better with DTSC and Other Responsible Parties

Synopsis of Comments:

Many comments had multiple subjects covered in the same submission. One of those topics was a desire that
NASA and DTSC coordinate more effectively. An example comment is “NASA’s coordination of its NEPA
activities must be better coordinated with similar activities DTSC must conduct under the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA).”
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NASA’s Response:

NASA continues to work closely with DTSC and the public to complete the actions called for in the AOC,
including the EIS. The NASA EIS is expected to be completed prior to DTSC’s Environmental Impact Report
(EIR) and will become a source of information for the EIR. In addition, NASA briefs DTSC both in written form
and verbally at meetings as to the status of the EIS and provides advanced copies of materials prior to public
release. NASA’s EIS will look at the potential impacts from the federal (NASA) actions contemplated at the
site, while DTSC’s EIR will look at all proposed actions, both federal and private party. NASA’s EIS includes an
analysis of cumulative impacts that incorporates activities planned by DOE and Boeing at SSFL.

The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) requires environmental review of all projects that require
discretionary approval by a non-federal government agency. CEQA compliance is DTSC’s responsibility. NASA
will provide DTSC with information from NASA’s EIS for DTSC’s EIR, including backup data such as the surveys
that informed NASA’s analysis.

Comment Category: Transportation Routes

Synopsis of Comments:

Some comments identified concerns about the volume of wastes to be transported offsite and the routes
through the communities. These comments had a wide variety of themes such as: 1) provide information on
the number of trucks required to travel to and from the site daily and the hours of operation; 2) provide
information on how many total truck loads will be needed; 3) provide transportation routes; 4) consider
constructing a dedicated new road for trucks, and 5) greenhouse gas emissions from truck traffic.

NASA’s Response:

One of the technologies considered is soil excavation and offsite disposal. The EIS considers several landfill
and disposal facilities and includes an evaluation of the potential traffic, roadway, noise, and air quality
effects (including greenhouse gas emissions) of using these routes. As part of the NEPA process and in
accordance with Executive Order (EQ) 12898, Federal Actions to Address Environmental Justice in Minority
and Low-Income Populations, the EIS considers the potential for disproportionate impacts, including health
concerns to minority and low-income populations. Building an additional road was considered.

Actions NASA Took based on Scoping Comments

During the 74-day scoping period NASA received 286 separate comment submittals. The public comments were
essential to guiding NASA’s approach for the DEIS. Following the close of the comment period, NASA refined the
definition of the Proposed Action, streamlined the alternatives to be reviewed, and initiated the environmental
analysis. Matters raised during the scoping period and in early consultation were considered in the analysis and are
reflected in the Draft EIS.

On the basis of other specific requests, NASA also made the following changes to the planning process:

Contracted a Native American monitor to accompany the field archaeologists during an archaeological survey
completed in October 2011.

Included a California red-legged frog habitat survey and looked for bryophytes and invertebrates along the rock
outcrops (where feasible) during the wetlands delineation.

Analyzed soil conditions around the offsite Braunton’s milkvetch (Astragalus brauntonii) to assess whether
common conditions occur on the NASA-administered property.

Encouraged applications from community members and groups to participate as NHPA Section 106 consulting
parties.

Considered additional remedial technology options based on specific public request (for example, storage and
encapsulation and monitored natural attenuation).

Considered roadway repairs and a new access route.

K-11



Appendix K, NASA SSFL EIS for Proposed Demolition and Environmental Cleanup

e Incorporated information from the DOE’s quantitative study of existing noise and traffic conditions.

e Hosted an informational meeting in March 2012 to provide an additional opportunity to share initial findings
with the public and to collect additional feedback prior to completion of the DEIS.

e Coordinated with Boeing and the DOE regarding related activities that might affect parallel planning processes
and coordinated with DTSC to keep the agency informed of NASA’s approach and findings.

Draft Environmental Impact Statement

Following the scoping period, NASA prepared a DEIS to include an evaluation of alternatives to address soil and
groundwater cleanup and demolition of structures on the federally owned portions of SSFL administered by NASA,
known as Area Il and a part of Area I. NASA used the NEPA process to comply with Section 106 of NHPA, in
accordance with NHPA regulations. The DEIS was noticed and circulated according to CEQ Regulations

Sections 1506.6 and 1502.19. The public, agencies, and interested stakeholders were given the opportunity to
review and comment on the DEIS according to Section 1503.

A Notice of Availability (NOA) was published in the Federal Register on August 2, 2013. The NOA initiated a public
comment period for the DEIS that began on August 2 and initially was set to end on September 16, 2013. In
response to requests by several members of the public, NASA extended the public comment period for an
additional 15 days to October 1, 2013.

During the public comment period, NASA hosted two public meetings:

e August 27, 2013: Corporate Pointe at West Hills, 8413 Fallbrook Ave, West Hills, CA 91304
e August 28, 2013: Corporate Pointe at West Hills, 8413 Fallbrook Ave, West Hills, CA 91304

NASA circulated the DEIS for review in the following ways:

e Posted on NASA’s website at http://www.nasa.gov/agency/nepa/news/SSFL.html for public review on August 2,
2013.

e Provided hardcopies to the following repositories:
- Simi Valley Library, 2969 Tapo Canyon Road, Simi Valley, CA
- Platt Library, 23600 Victory Blvd., Woodland Hills, CA

- California State University, Northridge Oviatt Library, 18111 Nordoff Street, 2" Floor, Room 265,
Northridge, CA

— Department of Toxic Substances Control, 9211 Oakdale Avenue, Chatsworth, CA

e Distributed a limited number of hardcopies of the DEIS to elected officials; federal, state, and local agencies;
tribes; organizations and companies; and individuals who requested them.

In addition to the NOA publication, NASA advertised these meetings and provided project updates in the following
ways:
e Distributed a notice via e-mail on August 2, 2013,to more than 600 e-mail addresses on the SSFL Program

distribution list announcing the NOA of the DEIS in the Federal Register.

e Published newspaper advertisements on August 22, 2013, in English in the Ventura County Star, the Los Angeles
Daily News, and the Simi Valley Acorn, and in Spanish in La Opinion.

e Provided an update to NASA’s EIS environmental review, consultation process, and other SSFL activities in the
2012 Year In Review and the 2013 Year In Review (NASA, not dated [n.d.]), which were distributed at public
meetings, to attendees of tours, and to the NASA SSFL e-list and, posted on the SSFL website.

e Tweeted notice on August 5, 2013, by NASA’s Environmental Communications Twitter page
(http://twitter.com/nasaenvcomm) announcing availability of the DEIS.
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e Tweeted notice on August 20, 2013, by NASA’s Environmental Communications Twitter page
(http://twitter.com/nasaenvcomm) informing the public of the 15-day extended review period.

e On August 20, 2013, distributed an e-mail notice to more than 600 e-mail addresses on the SSFL Program
distribution list. The e-mail informed the public of the 15-day extended review period.

e Hosted public meetings on August 27 and 28, 2013, to present the DEIS and provide the public with an
opportunity to comment on the DEIS. Verbal comments were captured in meeting transcripts.

e September 11, 2013, published notice in the Federal Register advising the public that the comment period
would be extended by 15 days to October 1, 2013.

NASA accepted written and verbal submittals of comments from public meetings and throughout the 65-day
comment period (August 2 through October 1, 2013). During the public meetings hosted August 27 and August 28,
2013, oral comments were transcribed by a court reporter. Also, submittals from agencies, organizations, and
individuals were received by e-mail, U.S. postal service, or hand delivery at the meetings. Approximately 4,160
individual comments were received.

Public comments on the DEIS and NASA’s responses to the comments are included in the following table. All
comments on the DEIS, including those provided at public meetings, letters, and e-mails, are available at
http://foia.msfc.nasa.gov/docs/SSFL/index.html.

Public Comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement

NASA published its request for comments on the DEIS on August 2, 2013, with a 45-day deadline to submit
comments as required by NEPA. At the request of the public, NASA added an additional 15 days to the public review
period for a 60-day deadline to review the DEIS. Because of the government shutdown that occurred on day 60 of
the public comment period, NASA accepted any comments received during this time up through October 17, 2013.
NASA received 2,185 individual submittals of comments on the DEIS, which contained 4,164 separate comments. In
general, comments could be classified into two groups. The first group is those that support the AOC and urged
NASA to move forward with the cleanup. The second group is those who either did not support the AOC and
support health risk-based cleanup, or who wanted to ensure that in carrying out cleanup to meet the AOC, the
impacts to the community and the environment are minimized or avoided.

NASA reviewed each comment and has provided responses to the individual comments in the following table. The
table document identifies the person who submitted the comment, the comment as it was extracted from the
submittal, and NASA’s response to the comment. Some responses refer to specific sections in the EIS where
answers can be found to the comments or questions, some indicate that information was added or updated to
reflect the comment, others were comments on topics that were outside the scope of the EIS, some responses
answer questions or comments directly, and some simply acknowledge the statement made in the comment.
Copies of individuals’ comments are located on the NASA Freedom of Information Act website at
(http://foia.msfc.nasa.gov/docs/SSFL/index.html).

Specifically, 2,622 of the comments were similar form letters or similar in content and supported NASA’s
commitment to the AOC. Some stated that they “were pleased that the AOC provides sufficient protection for
endangered species and Native American artifacts,” referring to the exceptions clauses of the Agreement in
Principle attached to the AOC. Others voiced concerns that the way NASA presented the impacts was distracting for
the overall AOC goal.

Of the remaining comments (1,542), at least 30 comments focused on the 2017 deadline as being “artificial” or a
concern that is influencing the way the cleanup can be achieved. More than 140 were concerned about biological
resources and another 95 focused on transportation issues (such as the number of trucks driving through
communities). In the mix were comments about the future use of the site, which is not covered by this EIS. More
than 350 comments were concerned with the limited alternatives considered in the EIS. A little more than 430
comments expressed concerns regarding cultural resources or historic properties. Additionally, a number of the
comments about cultural resources indicated that more archeological surveys should be conducted. Some
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commenters mentioned that the EIS was premature, because NASA still has to complete its final soil and
groundwater field sampling and treatability feasibility studies it is conducting with DOE and Boeing. Some also
recommended that the EIS should be deferred to accommodate DTSC's California Environmental Quality Act
process.

Agency Comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement

Comments were received by multiple federal, state, and local agencies, including the U.S. Department of the
Interior (DOI), EPA, Advisory Council on Historic Preservation, California Office of Historic Preservation, and
California Department of Fish and Wildlife; and the Santa Ynez Band of Chumash Indians and other federally
recognized tribes. A few of the agency comments are summarized in the following paragraphs.

EPA provided a letter with several concerns regarding the information provided in the EIS. EPA rated the DEIS as
Environmental Concerns — Insufficient Information (EC-2), recommending that NASA offer a specific preferred
treatment option for soil removal and groundwater cleanup. Their letter also noted that, “If NASA determines that
any part of the federal land is a Sacred Site or Traditional Cultural Property, we also encourage you work proactively
with California Department of Toxic Substance Control and tribal representatives to mitigate project impacts.”

DOl comments focused on concerns regarding the proposed action on historic structures, archeological sites, and
important wildlife linkages.

The letter from the Santa Ynez Tribe noted concerns about “significant unmitigated impacts to Sacred Sites and
cultural resources” including “avoidance of adverse physical effects in accordance with E.O. 13007.” The Santa Ynez
also requested additional investigations, including “subsurface archeological testing in areas scheduled for any
excavation.” Their submission noted that, “To the extent feasible, NASA should exhaust all nonexcavation methods
of remediation before performing any excavation that could potentially impact cultural and historic sites.” The
letter also requested that the entire southern half of NASA’s Area |l be protected, including the removal of the Coca
Historic District and test stands. Included in their requests for consideration of new mitigation was a Cultural
Interpretive Center.

The Ventura County Air Pollution Control District provided input regarding proposed use of equipment and trucks
that would cause emissions, noting that air monitoring programs and permits might be required for certain
remediation technologies.

The County of Ventura Resource Management Agency (VCRMA) provided guidance regarding the diversion of
uncontaminated waste from waste streams for recycling, roads, and concern for evaluation of impacts on biological
resources and native soils. The comments from VCRMA mentioned concerns with proposed mitigation measures for
biological resources and provided suggested revisions such as preconstruction surveys for wildlife. VCRMA raised
concerns that the proposed clearing of vegetation and soil to achieve cleanup goals “is not consistent with the
County’s goals of preserving natural resources” and expressed concern that the site would not be returned to its
“natural state . . . given NASA’s plan to remove such large amounts of soil and vegetation.” The Planning Division
with VCRMA expressed concerns that “without an analysis of . . . reasonably anticipated future land use” it is
difficult to conclude that remediation decisions are, indeed, consistent with existing and/or future land uses. The
submission also included numerous comments regarding resolution of adverse effects on historic properties,
traditional cultural properties, and Indian Sacred Sites.
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Comment Response Table, Acronyms
and Abbreviations

ACHP
ACI
AADT
AlG
AOC
APE
BMP
Boeing
c&b
CDFW
CEQ
CEQA
CFOU
CFR
CNPS
co
coc
CTCP
CWA
dBA
DOE
DOT
DTSC
ECP
EIR
EIS
ELV
EO
EPA
FEMA
ft
GETS
GHG
GIS
GSA

Advisory Council on Historic Preservation
Archaeological Consultants, Inc.

Annual average daily traffic

area of impacted groundwater
Administrative Order on Consent for Remedial Action
area of potential effect

best management practice

The Boeing Company

construction and demolition

California Department of Fish and Wildlife
Council on Environmental Quality
California Environmental Quality Act
Chatsworth Formation Operable Unit
Code of Federal Regulations

California Native Plant Society

Consent Order for Corrective Action
contaminant of concern

Construction Transportation Control Plan
Clean Water Act

decibel (A-weighted)

U.S. Department of Energy

Department of Transportation
Department of Toxic Substances Control
Erosion Control Plan

Environmental Impact Report
Environmental Impact Statement
Expendable Launch Vehicle

Executive Order

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
Federal Emergency Management System
feet

groundwater extraction and treatment system
greenhouse gas

geographical information system

General Services Administration
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ISRA interim source removal action

LLRW low-level radioactive waste

LOS level of service

LOX liquid oxygen

LUT Look-up Table

MCL maximum contaminant level

MM mitigation measure

MNA monitored natural attenuation

mph miles per hour

MSAT mobile source air toxic

NAA North American Aviation

NAHC Native American Heritage Commission

NASA National Aeronautics and Space Administration
N-CTCP NASA Construction Transportation and Control Plan
NHPA National Historic Preservation Act

NOx oxides of nitrogen

NPDES National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System
NRHP National Register of Historic Places

O&M operation and maintenance

PCB polychlorinated biphenyl

PCE tetrachloroethene

PM2s particulate matter having an aerodynamic equivalent diameter of 2.5 microns or less
PMig particulate matter having an aerodynamic equivalent diameter of 10 microns or less
PRA preliminary remediation area

RCRA Resource Conservation and Recovery Act

RI Remedial Investigation

ROD Record of Decision

ROI region of influence

RWQCB Regional Water Quality Control Board

SAIC Science Applications International Corporation
SCAQMD South Coast Air Quality Management District
SCCAB South Central Coast Air Basin

SCCIC South Central Coastal Information Center

SHPO State Historic Preservation Officer

SMOU Surficial Media Operable Unit

SPA Storable Propellant Area

SRAM Standardized Risk Assessment Methodology
SSC Species of Special Concern

SSFL Santa Susana Field Laboratory
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SVE
SWPPP
TCE
u.s.
USACE
USAF
USFWS
VCAPCD
VMT
WR
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Sewage Treatment Plant

soil vapor extraction

Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan
trichloroethene

United States

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers

U.S. Air Force

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

Ventura County Air Pollution Control District
vehicle miles traveled

Weitze Research



Appendix K, NASA SSFL EIS for Proposed Demolition and Environmental Cleanup

This page intentionally left blank.

K-18



APPENDIX K

Appendix K, NASA SSFL EIS for Proposed Demolition and Environmental Cleanup

Comments and Responses to Comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement

First Name

Last Name

Comment

NASA Response

Matthew

Aarsvold

Over decades, NASA contaminated the Santa Susana Field Lab with dioxins,
PCBs, perchlorate, heavy metals, TCE and other volatile organic
compounds. Hundreds of thousands of people live nearby. A federal study
showed that people living closer to the site have higher rates of thyroid,
bladder, blood and lymph cancers than people living further away.

NASA respects public concern regarding offsite health issues. DTSC
conducted extensive reviews of environmental data relating to SSFL,
including data collected by other government agencies, such as EPA. These
data include environmental measurements relating to air, soil,
groundwater, surface water, and drinking water. To date, DTSC has not
found any evidence of offsite contamination from SSFL that has posed or
would pose a risk to users of the Santa Susana Pass State Historic Park or
residents of neighborhoods near SSFL (see
http://dtsc.ca.gov/SiteCleanup/Santa_Susana_Field_Lab/SantaSusanaFieldL
abFAQ.cfm).

NASA operations did not entail the use of perchlorate except as small
ignitors that were placed in the engine. The perchlorate was encased in the
ignitor and consumed during the rocket engine ignitions process. Soil and
groundwater samples have been collected and analyzed for perchlorate
within the NASA-administered property at SSFL due to the use of the
ignitors. To date, perchlorate has not been detected in the soil at SSFL. For
groundwater, perchlorate was detected at a low level in one well. The well
was subsequently sampled for perchlorate and it was not detected.
Therefore, NASA operational history with regards to perchlorate and
sampling results indicate, to date, that perchlorate was not released to the
NASA-administered property at SSFL.

Based on these and other comments, NASA will amend the EIS to reflect the
impacts of contaminants if left in place as well as include information
summarizing the health studies previously conducted (Sections 3.9.5 and
3.9.6).

ES090711172654MGM
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Comments and Responses to Comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement

Comment

NASA Response

In 2010, NASA signed a legally binding agreement with California to clean
up all contamination that could be detected. But Boeing, NASA's contractor
at the site and owner of most of the site, has been pushing to block full
cleanup of most of the site. The Draft Environmental Impact Statement
recently released by NASA that barely mentions the contamination raises
questions about whether NASA is trying to break out of the cleanup
agreement it signed.

It is critical that NASA live up to the commitments it made in the 2010
cleanup agreement. | strongly urge NASA to meet its responsibilities
regarding the toxic contamination it created. Do what you promised to do--
fully clean up the site.

NASA remains committed to cleaning up the environmental contamination
resulting from historical operations at the present federally owned portion
of SSFL, which includes predominantly chemical contamination associated
with the testing of liquid-fueled rocket engines and components in support
of various government space programs and activities of the USAF and
NASA. Demonstrably, in 2007, NASA entered into the CO with the California
DTSC and other responsible parties to address investigation and
remediation requirements at the site and, in December 2010, NASA entered
into the AOC with DTSC. In order to meet the cleanup requirements of the
CO and AOC, NASA has developed a strategy that involves working closely
with DTSC and local community stakeholders to ensure transparency as
NASA moves forward with this important cleanup project.

As a resident living in the area near the Santa Susana Field Laboratory
(SSFL), I am deeply concerned that the site is fully cleaned up. | support the
agreement that was made in 2010, when NASA agreed to clean up its
property at SSFL to background levels of contaminants, meaning that it
would clean up ALL the contamination that it found. This is what the
community had wanted all along!

Your comment is noted.

APPENDIX K

First Name Last Name

Matthew Aarsvold

Ofra Abadi
ES090711172654MGM
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Comments and Responses to Comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement

Comment

NASA Response

NASA's portion of SSFL is extremely contaminated with TCE, perchlorate,
PCBs, dioxins and heavy metals - all of which can have serious health
impacts for anyone who is exposed. And, the contamination is prone to
migrate from the site, putting all of us who live nearby at risk.

NASA respects public concern regarding offsite health issues. DTSC
conducted extensive reviews of environmental data relating to SSFL,
including data collected by other government agencies, such as USEPA.
These data include environmental measurements relating to air, soil,
groundwater, surface water, and drinking water. To date, DTSC has not
found any evidence of offsite contamination from the SSFL that has posed
or would pose a risk to users of the Santa Susana Pass State Historic Park or
residents of neighborhoods near the SSFL. (see
http://dtsc.ca.gov/SiteCleanup/Santa_Susana_Field_Lab/SantaSusanaFieldL
abFAQ.cfm)

NASA operations did not entail the use of perchlorate except as small
ignitors that were placed in the engine. The perchlorate was encased in the
ignitor and consumed during the rocket engine ignitions process. Soil and
groundwater samples have been collected and analyzed for perchlorate
within the NASA-administered property at SSFL due to the use of the
ignitors. To date, perchlorate has not been detected in the soil at SSFL. For
groundwater, perchlorate was detected at a low level in one well. The well
was subsequently sampled for perchlorate and it was not detected.
Therefore, NASA operational history with regards to perchlorate and
sampling results indicate, to date, that perchlorate was not released to the
NASA-administered property at SSFL.

Based on these and other comments, NASA will amend the EIS to reflect the
impacts of contaminants if left in place as well as include information
summarizing the health studies previously conducted (Sections 3.9.5 and
3.9.6).
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Comments and Responses to Comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement

Comment

NASA Response

So, it is very important for me to comment on the Draft Environmental
Impact Statement (DEIS) that NASA recently published. NASA must
absolutely uphold all of the commitments it has made to the State of
California and to our community ini the 2010 agreement to clean up SSFL to
background.

NASA remains committed to cleaning up the environmental contamination
resulting from historical operations at the present federally owned portion
of the SSFL, which includes chemical contamination associated with the
testing of liquid-fueled rocket engines and components in support of
various government space programs and activities of the USAF and NASA.
Demonstrably, in 2007, NASA entered into the CO with the DTSC and other
responsible parties to address investigation and remediation requirements
at the site and, in December 2010, NASA entered into the AOC with DTSC.
In order to meet the cleanup requirements of the CO and AOC, NASA has
developed a strategy that involves working closely with DTSC and local
community stakeholders to ensure transparency as NASA moves forward
with this important cleanup project.
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Comments and Responses to Comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement

Comment

NASA Response

This cleanup agreement (Agreement on Consent or AOC) has sensible
provisions for the protection of endangered species and Native American
artifacts. It does not, however, allow NASA to evade cleaning up
contamination by trying to avoid demolishing the crumbling rocket test
stands, which is where much of the pollution is located. It's not possible to
clean up beneath those test stands without getting them out of the way
first. And the AOC commits NASA to cleaning up all the toxic material in the
soil, including around and beneath those test stands and other structures.

Section 106 of the NHPA requires Federal agencies to consider the potential
effects of their proposed actions on historic properties. NASA analyzed the
potential effects of demolition actions and cleanup to background on
cultural resources in the EIS. NASA continues to consult with the
appropriate regulatory agencies and other consulting parties to identify the
appropriate MMs to address the effects. The ROD will identify MMs
selected to address the effects.

The protection of public health and safety would take priority over
protection of the historic and cultural sites. NASA is proposing to defer
demolition of the historic Alfa and Bravo structures until such time as it can
be determined whether any of these facilities, including test stands, must
be demolished to achieve the required cleanup goals and a future owner
has identified they are unwilling to retain any of those facilities.
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APPENDIX K
Comments and Responses to Comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement
First Name Last Name Comment NASA Response
NASA respects public concern regarding offsite health issues. DTSC
conducted extensive reviews of environmental data relating to SSFL,
including data collected by other government agencies, such as USEPA.
These data include environmental measurements relating to air, soil,
If the contamination at SSFL is not fully cleaned up, it will continue to groundwater, surface water, and drinking water. To date, DTSC has not
threaten us locals every time the wind blows or it rains, causing the toxic  [found any evidence of offsite contamination from the SSFL that has posed
materials to migrate offsite to neighboring areas. or would pose a risk to users of the Santa Susana Pass State Historic Park or
residents of neighborhoods near the SSFL. (see
Ofra Abadi So, do the right thing. Stop trying to resist fulfilling what NASA promised to |http://dtsc.ca.gov/SiteCleanup/Santa_Susana_Field_Lab/SantaSusanaFieldL
do. Fulfill your obligations under the AOC to the letter, fully complying with [abFAQ.cfm)
all of its provisions to clean up the Santa Susana Field Laboratory to
background levels. Those of us who live near the site are the ones who will |NASA remains committed to cleaning up the environmental contamination
be affected most. resulting from historical operations at the present federally owned portion
of the SSFL, which includes predominantly chemical contamination
associated with the testing of liquid-fueled rocket engines and components
in support of various government space programs and activities of the USAF
and NASA.
ES090711172654MGM
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Comments and Responses to Comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement

First Name

Last Name

Comment

NASA Response

Terry

Abdin

Over many decades, NASA’s poor environmental practices resulted in
widespread contamination of the Santa Susana Field Laboratory near Los
Angeles. Dioxins, perchlorate, trichloroethylene, heavy metals,
Polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs), and other hazardous materials pollute the
soil and groundwater at the site, and some have migrated offsite. In 2010,
NASA entered into a legally binding agreement with the state of California
to clean up all the contamination that could be found.

Now, NASA has published a Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the
cleanup that suggests they may be trying to break its commitment. |
strongly urge NASA to completely live up to its obligations, and carry out in
full the thorough cleanup required by the 2010 agreement. NASA
contaminated the site; NASA promised to clean it up completely; NASA
should be true to its word.

NASA remains committed to cleaning up the environmental contamination
resulting from historical operations at the present federally owned portion
of the SSFL, which includes chemical contamination associated with the
testing of liquid-fueled rocket engines and components in support of
various government space programs and activities of the USAF and NASA.
Demonstrably, in 2007, NASA entered into the CO with the DTSC and other
responsible parties to address investigation and remediation requirements
at the site and, in December 2010, NASA entered into the AOC with DTSC.
In order to meet the cleanup requirements of the CO and AOC, NASA has
developed a strategy that involves working closely with DTSC and local
community stakeholders to ensure transparency as NASA moves forward
with this important cleanup project.

Susan Ramsey

Abeyta

Over many decades, NASA’s poor environmental practices resulted in
widespread contamination of the Santa Susana Field Laboratory near Los
Angeles. Dioxins, perchlorate, trichloroethylene, heavy metals,
Polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs), and other hazardous materials pollute the
soil and groundwater at the site, and some have migrated offsite. In 2010,
NASA entered into a legally binding agreement with the state of California
to clean up all the contamination that could be found.

Now, NASA has published a Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the
cleanup that suggests they may be trying to break its commitment. |
strongly urge NASA to completely live up to its obligations, and carry out in
full the thorough cleanup required by the 2010 agreement. NASA
contaminated the site; NASA promised to clean it up completely; NASA
should be true to its word.

NASA remains committed to cleaning up the environmental contamination
resulting from historical operations at the present federally owned portion
of the SSFL, which includes chemical contamination associated with the
testing of liquid-fueled rocket engines and components in support of
various government space programs and activities of the USAF and NASA.
Demonstrably, in 2007, NASA entered into the CO with the DTSC and other
responsible parties to address investigation and remediation requirements
at the site and, in December 2010, NASA entered into the AOC with DTSC.
In order to meet the cleanup requirements of the CO and AOC, NASA has
developed a strategy that involves working closely with DTSC and local
community stakeholders to ensure transparency as NASA moves forward
with this important cleanup project.
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Appendix K, NASA SSFL EIS for Proposed Demolition and Environmental Cleanup

Comments and Responses to Comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement

Comment

NASA Response

Over many decades, NASA’s poor environmental practices resulted in
widespread contamination of the Santa Susana Field Laboratory near Los
Angeles. Dioxins, perchlorate, trichloroethylene, heavy metals,
Polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs), and other hazardous materials pollute the
soil and groundwater at the site, and some have migrated offsite. In 2010,
NASA entered into a legally binding agreement with the state of California
to clean up all the contamination that could be found.

Now, NASA has published a Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the
cleanup that suggests they may be trying to break its commitment. |
strongly urge NASA to completely live up to its obligations, and carry out in
full the thorough cleanup required by the 2010 agreement. NASA
contaminated the site; NASA promised to clean it up completely; NASA
should be true to its word.

NASA remains committed to cleaning up the environmental contamination
resulting from historical operations at the present federally owned portion
of the SSFL, which includes chemical contamination associated with the
testing of liquid-fueled rocket engines and components in support of
various government space programs and activities of the USAF and NASA.
Demonstrably, in 2007, NASA entered into the CO with the DTSC and other
responsible parties to address investigation and remediation requirements
at the site and, in December 2010, NASA entered into the AOC with DTSC.
In order to meet the cleanup requirements of the CO and AOC, NASA has
developed a strategy that involves working closely with DTSC and local
community stakeholders to ensure transparency as NASA moves forward
with this important cleanup project.

Please honor the Clean-up Law signed between NASA and California last
2010. The Santa Susanna Field Lab is loaded with PERC, PCBs TCE, dioxins,
heavy metals and a host of other VOCs. | also wonder about poorly
contained radioactive waste leaking since 1959.

NASA will implement the requirements of the AOC. By following the NEPA
process, NASA complies with its statutory requirements (42 U.S.C. 4321 et
seq.) and Section 4.0 of the AOC. The cleanup will meet the established
requirements for the protection of human health and the environment.
NASA must continue to abide by its obligations under the AOC as drafted.

As a registered nurse working here in our beloved San Fernando Valley, |
continue to witness a rise in the thyroid, bladder, blood and lymph cancers
at incongruent rates than the populations that live further away.

Please do the right thing. Honor your word.

NASA will implement the requirements of the AOC. By following the NEPA
process, NASA complies with its statutory requirements (42 U.S.C. 4321 et
seq.) and Section 4.0 of the AOC. The cleanup will meet the established
requirements for the protection of human health and the environment.
NASA must continue to abide by its obligations under the AOC as drafted.
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Appendix K, NASA SSFL EIS for Proposed Demolition and Environmental Cleanup

Comments and Responses to Comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement

Comment

NASA Response

Over many decades, NASA’s poor environmental practices resulted in
widespread contamination of the Santa Susana Field Laboratory near Los
Angeles. Dioxins, perchlorate, trichloroethylene, heavy metals,
Polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs), and other hazardous materials pollute the
soil and groundwater at the site, and some have migrated offsite. In 2010,
NASA entered into a legally binding agreement with the state of California
to clean up all the contamination that could be found.

Now, NASA has published a Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the
cleanup that suggests they may be trying to break its commitment. |
strongly urge NASA to completely live up to its obligations, and carry out in
full the thorough cleanup required by the 2010 agreement. NASA
contaminated the site; NASA promised to clean it up completely; NASA
should be true to its word.

NASA remains committed to cleaning up the environmental contamination
resulting from historical operations at the present federally owned portion
of the SSFL, which includes chemical contamination associated with the
testing of liquid-fueled rocket engines and components in support of
various government space programs and activities of the USAF and NASA.
Demonstrably, in 2007, NASA entered into the CO with the DTSC and other
responsible parties to address investigation and remediation requirements
at the site and, in December 2010, NASA entered into the AOC with DTSC.
In order to meet the cleanup requirements of the CO and AOC, NASA has
developed a strategy that involves working closely with DTSC and local
community stakeholders to ensure transparency as NASA moves forward
with this important cleanup project.

Over many decades, NASA’s poor environmental practices resulted in
widespread contamination of the Santa Susana Field Laboratory near Los
Angeles. Dioxins, perchlorate, trichloroethylene, heavy metals,
Polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs), and other hazardous materials pollute the
soil and groundwater at the site, and some have migrated offsite. In 2010,
NASA entered into a legally binding agreement with the state of California
to clean up all the contamination that could be found.

Now, NASA has published a Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the
cleanup that suggests they may be trying to break its commitment. |
strongly urge NASA to completely live up to its obligations, and carry out in
full the thorough cleanup required by the 2010 agreement. NASA
contaminated the site; NASA promised to clean it up completely; NASA
should be true to its word.

NASA remains committed to cleaning up the environmental contamination
resulting from historical operations at the present federally owned portion
of the SSFL, which includes chemical contamination associated with the
testing of liquid-fueled rocket engines and components in support of
various government space programs and activities of the USAF and NASA.
Demonstrably, in 2007, NASA entered into the CO with the DTSC and other
responsible parties to address investigation and remediation requirements
at the site and, in December 2010, NASA entered into the AOC with DTSC.
In order to meet the cleanup requirements of the CO and AOC, NASA has
developed a strategy that involves working closely with DTSC and local
community stakeholders to ensure transparency as NASA moves forward
with this important cleanup project.
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Appendix K, NASA SSFL EIS for Proposed Demolition and Environmental Cleanup

Comments and Responses to Comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement

Comment

NASA Response

I’'m writing to applaud NASA for having entered into a binding agreement
with the State of California in 2010 to clean up all detectible contamination
at the polluted Santa Susana Field Laboratory (SSFL). In response to NASA's
Draft Environmental Report on the SSFL cleanup, | now urge NASA to now
fully and rigorously carry out the commitments made in that cleanup
agreement. NASA should be commended for having entered into the 2010
cleanup agreement. Now it is time to, without further delay, implement this
historic cleanup agreement, thoroughly and completely.

NASA’s portion of SSFL is contaminated with toxic chemicals including PCBs,
perchlorate, dioxins, heavy metals, and various volatile and semi-volatile
organic compounds, all of which can produce harmful health effects. These
materials can cause solid cancers and leukemias as well as developmental,
genetic, neurological and immune system disorders.

NASA'’s contamination at SSFL has the potential to impact communities
near the site and beyond. Indeed, pollutants from the site have already
migrated offsite. The best way to ensure that public health is protected is to
clean up to background as NASA has agreed to do.

Your comment is noted.
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Appendix K, NASA SSFL EIS for Proposed Demolition and Environmental Cleanup

Comments and Responses to Comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement

Comment

NASA Response

Over many decades, NASA’s poor environmental practices resulted in
widespread contamination of the Santa Susana Field Laboratory near Los
Angeles. Dioxins, perchlorate, trichloroethylene, heavy metals,
Polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs), and other hazardous materials pollute the
soil and groundwater at the site, and some have migrated offsite. In 2010,
NASA entered into a legally binding agreement with the state of California
to clean up all the contamination that could be found.

Now, NASA has published a Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the
cleanup that suggests they may be trying to break its commitment. |
strongly urge NASA to completely live up to its obligations, and carry out in
full the thorough cleanup required by the 2010 agreement. NASA
contaminated the site; NASA promised to clean it up completely; NASA
should be true to its word.

NASA remains committed to cleaning up the environmental contamination
resulting from historical operations at the present federally owned portion
of the SSFL, which includes chemical contamination associated with the
testing of liquid-fueled rocket engines and components in support of
various government space programs and activities of the USAF and NASA.
Demonstrably, in 2007, NASA entered into the CO with the DTSC and other
responsible parties to address investigation and remediation requirements
at the site and, in December 2010, NASA entered into the AOC with DTSC.
In order to meet the cleanup requirements of the CO and AOC, NASA has
developed a strategy that involves working closely with DTSC and local
community stakeholders to ensure transparency as NASA moves forward
with this important cleanup project.

Over many decades, NASA’s poor environmental practices resulted in
widespread contamination of the Santa Susana Field Laboratory near Los
Angeles. Dioxins, perchlorate, trichloroethylene, heavy metals,
Polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs), and other hazardous materials pollute the
soil and groundwater at the site, and some have migrated offsite. In 2010,
NASA entered into a legally binding agreement with the state of California
to clean up all the contamination that could be found.

Now, NASA has published a Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the
cleanup that suggests they may be trying to break its commitment. |
strongly urge NASA to completely live up to its obligations, and carry out in
full the thorough cleanup required by the 2010 agreement. NASA
contaminated the site; NASA promised to clean it up completely; NASA
should be true to its word.

NASA remains committed to cleaning up the environmental contamination
resulting from historical operations at the present federally owned portion
of the SSFL, which includes chemical contamination associated with the
testing of liquid-fueled rocket engines and components in support of
various government space programs and activities of the USAF and NASA.
Demonstrably, in 2007, NASA entered into the CO with the DTSC and other
responsible parties to address investigation and remediation requirements
at the site and, in December 2010, NASA entered into the AOC with DTSC.
In order to meet the cleanup requirements of the CO and AOC, NASA has
developed a strategy that involves working closely with DTSC and local
community stakeholders to ensure transparency as NASA moves forward
with this important cleanup project.
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Appendix K, NASA SSFL EIS for Proposed Demolition and Environmental Cleanup

Comments and Responses to Comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement

Comment

NASA Response

Over many decades, NASA’s poor environmental practices resulted in
widespread contamination of the Santa Susana Field Laboratory near Los
Angeles. Dioxins, perchlorate, trichloroethylene, heavy metals,
Polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs), and other hazardous materials pollute the
soil and groundwater at the site, and some have migrated offsite. In 2010,
NASA entered into a legally binding agreement with the state of California
to clean up all the contamination that could be found.

Now, NASA has published a Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the
cleanup that suggests they may be trying to break its commitment. |
strongly urge NASA to completely live up to its obligations, and carry out in
full the thorough cleanup required by the 2010 agreement. NASA
contaminated the site; NASA promised to clean it up completely; NASA
should be true to its word.

NASA remains committed to cleaning up the environmental contamination
resulting from historical operations at the present federally owned portion
of the SSFL, which includes chemical contamination associated with the
testing of liquid-fueled rocket engines and components in support of
various government space programs and activities of the USAF and NASA.
Demonstrably, in 2007, NASA entered into the CO with the DTSC and other
responsible parties to address investigation and remediation requirements
at the site and, in December 2010, NASA entered into the AOC with DTSC.
In order to meet the cleanup requirements of the CO and AOC, NASA has
developed a strategy that involves working closely with DTSC and local
community stakeholders to ensure transparency as NASA moves forward
with this important cleanup project.
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Appendix K, NASA SSFL EIS for Proposed Demolition and Environmental Cleanup

Comments and Responses to Comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement

Comment

NASA Response

I’'m writing to applaud NASA for having entered into a binding agreement
with the State of California in 2010 to clean up all detectible contamination
at the polluted Santa Susana Field Laboratory (SSFL). In response to NASA's
Draft Environmental Report on the SSFL cleanup, | now urge NASA to now
fully and rigorously carry out the commitments made in that cleanup
agreement. NASA should be commended for having entered into the 2010
cleanup agreement. Now it is time to, without further delay, implement this
historic cleanup agreement, thoroughly and completely.

NASA’s portion of SSFL is contaminated with toxic chemicals including PCBs,
perchlorate, dioxins, heavy metals, and various volatile and semi-volatile
organic compounds, all of which can produce harmful health effects. These
materials can cause solid cancers and leukemias as well as developmental,
genetic, neurological and immune system disorders.

NASA'’s contamination at SSFL has the potential to impact communities
near the site and beyond. Indeed, pollutants from the site have already
migrated offsite. The best way to ensure that public health is protected is to
clean up to background as NASA has agreed to do.

Your comment is noted.

APPENDIX K

First Name Last Name

Armand Aghabegian
ES090711172654MGM

K-31




Appendix K, NASA SSFL EIS for Proposed Demolition and Environmental Cleanup

Comments and Responses to Comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement

Comment

NASA Response

I’'m writing to applaud NASA for having entered into a binding agreement
with the State of California in 2010 to clean up all detectible contamination
at the polluted Santa Susana Field Laboratory (SSFL). In response to NASA's
Draft Environmental Report on the SSFL cleanup, | now urge NASA to now
fully and rigorously carry out the commitments made in that cleanup
agreement. NASA should be commended for having entered into the 2010
cleanup agreement. Now it is time to, without further delay, implement this
historic cleanup agreement, thoroughly and completely.

NASA’s portion of SSFL is contaminated with toxic chemicals including PCBs,
perchlorate, dioxins, heavy metals, and various volatile and semi-volatile
organic compounds, all of which can produce harmful health effects. These
materials can cause solid cancers and leukemias as well as developmental,
genetic, neurological and immune system disorders.

NASA'’s contamination at SSFL has the potential to impact communities
near the site and beyond. Indeed, pollutants from the site have already
migrated offsite. The best way to ensure that public health is protected is to
clean up to background as NASA has agreed to do.

Your comment is noted.
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Appendix K, NASA SSFL EIS for Proposed Demolition and Environmental Cleanup

Comments and Responses to Comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement

Comment

NASA Response

I’'m writing to applaud NASA for having entered into a binding agreement
with the State of California in 2010 to clean up all detectible contamination
at the polluted Santa Susana Field Laboratory (SSFL). In response to NASA's
Draft Environmental Report on the SSFL cleanup, | now urge NASA to now
fully and rigorously carry out the commitments made in that cleanup
agreement. NASA should be commended for having entered into the 2010
cleanup agreement. Now it is time to, without further delay, implement this
historic cleanup agreement, thoroughly and completely.

NASA’s portion of SSFL is contaminated with toxic chemicals including PCBs,
perchlorate, dioxins, heavy metals, and various volatile and semi-volatile
organic compounds, all of which can produce harmful health effects. These
materials can cause solid cancers and leukemias as well as developmental,
genetic, neurological and immune system disorders.

NASA'’s contamination at SSFL has the potential to impact communities
near the site and beyond. Indeed, pollutants from the site have already
migrated offsite. The best way to ensure that public health is protected is to
clean up to background as NASA has agreed to do.

Your comment is noted.
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Appendix K, NASA SSFL EIS for Proposed Demolition and Environmental Cleanup

Comments and Responses to Comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement

Comment

NASA Response

Over many decades, NASA’s poor environmental practices resulted in
widespread contamination of the Santa Susana Field Laboratory near Los
Angeles. Dioxins, perchlorate, trichloroethylene, heavy metals,
Polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs), and other hazardous materials pollute the
soil and groundwater at the site, and some have migrated offsite. In 2010,
NASA entered into a legally binding agreement with the state of California
to clean up all the contamination that could be found.

Now, NASA has published a Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the
cleanup that suggests they may be trying to break its commitment. |
strongly urge NASA to completely live up to its obligations, and carry out in
full the thorough cleanup required by the 2010 agreement. NASA
contaminated the site; NASA promised to clean it up completely; NASA
should be true to its word.

NASA remains committed to cleaning up the environmental contamination
resulting from historical operations at the present federally owned portion
of the SSFL, which includes chemical contamination associated with the
testing of liquid-fueled rocket engines and components in support of
various government space programs and activities of the USAF and NASA.
Demonstrably, in 2007, NASA entered into the CO with the DTSC and other
responsible parties to address investigation and remediation requirements
at the site and, in December 2010, NASA entered into the AOC with DTSC.
In order to meet the cleanup requirements of the CO and AOC, NASA has
developed a strategy that involves working closely with DTSC and local
community stakeholders to ensure transparency as NASA moves forward
with this important cleanup project.

Over many decades, NASA’s poor environmental practices resulted in
widespread contamination of the Santa Susana Field Laboratory near Los
Angeles. Dioxins, perchlorate, trichloroethylene, heavy metals,
Polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs), and other hazardous materials pollute the
soil and groundwater at the site, and some have migrated offsite. In 2010,
NASA entered into a legally binding agreement with the state of California
to clean up all the contamination that could be found.

Now, NASA has published a Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the
cleanup that suggests they may be trying to break its commitment. |
strongly urge NASA to completely live up to its obligations, and carry out in
full the thorough cleanup required by the 2010 agreement. NASA
contaminated the site; NASA promised to clean it up completely; NASA
should be true to its word.

NASA remains committed to cleaning up the environmental contamination
resulting from historical operations at the present federally owned portion
of the SSFL, which includes chemical contamination associated with the
testing of liquid-fueled rocket engines and components in support of
various government space programs and activities of the USAF and NASA.
Demonstrably, in 2007, NASA entered into the CO with the DTSC and other
responsible parties to address investigation and remediation requirements
at the site and, in December 2010, NASA entered into the AOC with DTSC.
In order to meet the cleanup requirements of the CO and AOC, NASA has
developed a strategy that involves working closely with DTSC and local
community stakeholders to ensure transparency as NASA moves forward
with this important cleanup project.
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Appendix K, NASA SSFL EIS for Proposed Demolition and Environmental Cleanup

Comments and Responses to Comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement

Comment

NASA Response

Over many decades, NASA’s poor environmental practices resulted in
widespread contamination of the Santa Susana Field Laboratory near Los
Angeles. Dioxins, perchlorate, trichloroethylene, heavy metals,
Polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs), and other hazardous materials pollute the
soil and groundwater at the site, and some have migrated offsite. In 2010,
NASA entered into a legally binding agreement with the state of California
to clean up all the contamination that could be found.

Now, NASA has published a Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the
cleanup that suggests they may be trying to break its commitment. |
strongly urge NASA to completely live up to its obligations, and carry out in
full the thorough cleanup required by the 2010 agreement. NASA
contaminated the site; NASA promised to clean it up completely; NASA
should be true to its word.

NASA remains committed to cleaning up the environmental contamination
resulting from historical operations at the present federally owned portion
of the SSFL, which includes chemical contamination associated with the
testing of liquid-fueled rocket engines and components in support of
various government space programs and activities of the USAF and NASA.
Demonstrably, in 2007, NASA entered into the CO with the DTSC and other
responsible parties to address investigation and remediation requirements
at the site and, in December 2010, NASA entered into the AOC with DTSC.
In order to meet the cleanup requirements of the CO and AOC, NASA has
developed a strategy that involves working closely with DTSC and local
community stakeholders to ensure transparency as NASA moves forward
with this important cleanup project.
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Appendix K, NASA SSFL EIS for Proposed Demolition and Environmental Cleanup

Comments and Responses to Comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement

Comment

NASA Response

Over decades, NASA contaminated the Santa Susana Field Lab with dioxins,
PCBs, perchlorate, heavy metals, TCE and other volatile organic
compounds. Hundreds of thousands of people live nearby. A federal study
showed that people living closer to the site have higher rates of thyroid,
bladder, blood and lymph cancers than people living further away.

NASA respects public concern regarding offsite health issues. DTSC
conducted extensive reviews of environmental data relating to SSFL,
including data collected by other government agencies, such as USEPA.
These data include environmental measurements relating to air, soil,
groundwater, surface water, and drinking water. To date, DTSC has not
found any evidence of offsite contamination from SSFL that has posed or
would pose a risk to users of the Santa Susana Pass State Historic Park or
residents of neighborhoods near SSFL. (see
http://dtsc.ca.gov/SiteCleanup/Santa_Susana_Field_Lab/SantaSusanaFieldL
abFAQ.cfm)

NASA operations did not entail the use of perchlorate except as small
ignitors that were placed in the engine. The perchlorate was encased in the
ignitor and consumed during the rocket engine ignitions process. Soil and
groundwater samples have been collected and analyzed for perchlorate
within the NASA-administered property at SSFL due to the use of the
ignitors. To date, perchlorate has not been detected in the soil at SSFL. For
groundwater, perchlorate was detected at a low level in one well. The well
was subsequently sampled for perchlorate and it was not detected.
Therefore, NASA operational history with regards to perchlorate and
sampling results indicate, to date, that perchlorate was not released to the
NASA-administered property at SSFL.

Based on these and other comments, NASA will amend the EIS to reflect the
impacts of contaminants if left in place as well as include information
summarizing the health studies previously conducted (Sections 3.9.5 and
3.9.6).
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Appendix K, NASA SSFL EIS for Proposed Demolition and Environmental Cleanup

Comments and Responses to Comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement

Comment

NASA Response

In 2010, NASA signed a legally binding agreement with California to clean
up all contamination that could be detected. But Boeing, NASA's contractor
at the site and owner of most of the site, has been pushing to block full
cleanup of most of the site. The Draft Environmental Impact Statement
recently released by NASA that barely mentions the contamination raises
questions about whether NASA is trying to break out of the cleanup
agreement it signed.

It is critical that NASA live up to the commitments it made in the 2010
cleanup agreement. | strongly urge NASA to meet its responsibilities
regarding the toxic contamination it created. Do what you promised to do--
fully clean up the site.

NASA remains committed to cleaning up the environmental contamination
resulting from historical operations at the present federally owned portion
of SSFL, which includes predominantly chemical contamination associated
with the testing of liquid-fueled rocket engines and components in support
of various government space programs and activities of the USAF and
NASA. Demonstrably, in 2007, NASA entered into the CO with the DTSC and
other responsible parties to address investigation and remediation
requirements at the site and, in December 2010, NASA entered into an AOC
with DTSC. In order to meet the cleanup requirements of the CO and AOC,
NASA has developed a strategy that involves working closely with DTSC and
local community stakeholders to ensure transparency as NASA moves
forward with this important cleanup project.

Over many decades, NASA’s poor environmental practices resulted in
widespread contamination of the Santa Susana Field Laboratory near Los
Angeles. Dioxins, perchlorate, trichloroethylene, heavy metals,
Polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs), and other hazardous materials pollute the
soil and groundwater at the site, and some have migrated offsite. In 2010,
NASA entered into a legally binding agreement with the state of California
to clean up all the contamination that could be found.

Now, NASA has published a Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the
cleanup that suggests they may be trying to break its commitment. |
strongly urge NASA to completely live up to its obligations, and carry out in
full the thorough cleanup required by the 2010 agreement. NASA
contaminated the site; NASA promised to clean it up completely; NASA
should be true to its word.

NASA remains committed to cleaning up the environmental contamination
resulting from historical operations at the present federally owned portion
of the SSFL, which includes chemical contamination associated with the
testing of liquid-fueled rocket engines and components in support of
various government space programs and activities of the USAF and NASA.
Demonstrably, in 2007, NASA entered into the CO with the DTSC and other
responsible parties to address investigation and remediation requirements
at the site and, in December 2010, NASA entered into the AOC with DTSC.
In order to meet the cleanup requirements of the CO and AOC, NASA has
developed a strategy that involves working closely with DTSC and local
community stakeholders to ensure transparency as NASA moves forward
with this important cleanup project.
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Appendix K, NASA SSFL EIS for Proposed Demolition and Environmental Cleanup

Comments and Responses to Comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement

Comment

NASA Response

Over many decades, NASA’s poor environmental practices resulted in
widespread contamination of the Santa Susana Field Laboratory near Los
Angeles. Dioxins, perchlorate, trichloroethylene, heavy metals,
Polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs), and other hazardous materials pollute the
soil and groundwater at the site, and some have migrated offsite. In 2010,
NASA entered into a legally binding agreement with the state of California
to clean up all the contamination that could be found.

Now, NASA has published a Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the
cleanup that suggests they may be trying to break its commitment. |
strongly urge NASA to completely live up to its obligations, and carry out in
full the thorough cleanup required by the 2010 agreement. NASA
contaminated the site; NASA promised to clean it up completely; NASA
should be true to its word.

NASA remains committed to cleaning up the environmental contamination
resulting from historical operations at the present federally owned portion
of the SSFL, which includes chemical contamination associated with the
testing of liquid-fueled rocket engines and components in support of
various government space programs and activities of the USAF and NASA.
Demonstrably, in 2007, NASA entered into the CO with the DTSC and other
responsible parties to address investigation and remediation requirements
at the site and, in December 2010, NASA entered into the AOC with DTSC.
In order to meet the cleanup requirements of the CO and AOC, NASA has
developed a strategy that involves working closely with DTSC and local
community stakeholders to ensure transparency as NASA moves forward
with this important cleanup project.

Over many decades, NASA’s poor environmental practices resulted in
widespread contamination of the Santa Susana Field Laboratory near Los
Angeles. Dioxins, perchlorate, trichloroethylene, heavy metals,
Polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs), and other hazardous materials pollute the
soil and groundwater at the site, and some have migrated offsite. In 2010,
NASA entered into a legally binding agreement with the state of California
to clean up all the contamination that could be found.

Now, NASA has published a Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the
cleanup that suggests they may be trying to break its commitment. |
strongly urge NASA to completely live up to its obligations, and carry out in
full the thorough cleanup required by the 2010 agreement. NASA
contaminated the site; NASA promised to clean it up completely; NASA
should be true to its word.

NASA remains committed to cleaning up the environmental contamination
resulting from historical operations at the present federally owned portion
of the SSFL, which includes chemical contamination associated with the
testing of liquid-fueled rocket engines and components in support of
various government space programs and activities of the USAF and NASA.
Demonstrably, in 2007, NASA entered into the CO with the DTSC and other
responsible parties to address investigation and remediation requirements
at the site and, in December 2010, NASA entered into the AOC with DTSC.
In order to meet the cleanup requirements of the CO and AOC, NASA has
developed a strategy that involves working closely with DTSC and local
community stakeholders to ensure transparency as NASA moves forward
with this important cleanup project.
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Appendix K, NASA SSFL EIS for Proposed Demolition and Environmental Cleanup

Comments and Responses to Comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement

Comment

NASA Response

Over many decades, NASA’s poor environmental practices resulted in
widespread contamination of the Santa Susana Field Laboratory near Los
Angeles. Dioxins, perchlorate, trichloroethylene, heavy metals,
Polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs), and other hazardous materials pollute the
soil and groundwater at the site, and some have migrated offsite. In 2010,
NASA entered into a legally binding agreement with the state of California
to clean up all the contamination that could be found.

Now, NASA has published a Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the
cleanup that suggests they may be trying to break its commitment. |
strongly urge NASA to completely live up to its obligations, and carry out in
full the thorough cleanup required by the 2010 agreement. NASA
contaminated the site; NASA promised to clean it up completely; NASA
should be true to its word.

NASA remains committed to cleaning up the environmental contamination
resulting from historical operations at the present federally owned portion
of the SSFL, which includes chemical contamination associated with the
testing of liquid-fueled rocket engines and components in support of
various government space programs and activities of the USAF and NASA.
Demonstrably, in 2007, NASA entered into the CO with the DTSC and other
responsible parties to address investigation and remediation requirements
at the site and, in December 2010, NASA entered into the AOC with DTSC.
In order to meet the cleanup requirements of the CO and AOC, NASA has
developed a strategy that involves working closely with DTSC and local
community stakeholders to ensure transparency as NASA moves forward
with this important cleanup project.

Over many decades, NASA’s poor environmental practices resulted in
widespread contamination of the Santa Susana Field Laboratory near Los
Angeles. Dioxins, perchlorate, trichloroethylene, heavy metals,
Polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs), and other hazardous materials pollute the
soil and groundwater at the site, and some have migrated offsite. In 2010,
NASA entered into a legally binding agreement with the state of California
to clean up all the contamination that could be found.

Now, NASA has published a Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the
cleanup that suggests they may be trying to break its commitment. |
strongly urge NASA to completely live up to its obligations, and carry out in
full the thorough cleanup required by the 2010 agreement. NASA
contaminated the site; NASA promised to clean it up completely; NASA
should be true to its word.

NASA remains committed to cleaning up the environmental contamination
resulting from historical operations at the present federally owned portion
of the SSFL, which includes chemical contamination associated with the
testing of liquid-fueled rocket engines and components in support of
various government space programs and activities of the USAF and NASA.
Demonstrably, in 2007, NASA entered into the CO with the DTSC and other
responsible parties to address investigation and remediation requirements
at the site and, in December 2010, NASA entered into the AOC with DTSC.
In order to meet the cleanup requirements of the CO and AOC, NASA has
developed a strategy that involves working closely with DTSC and local
community stakeholders to ensure transparency as NASA moves forward
with this important cleanup project.
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Appendix K, NASA SSFL EIS for Proposed Demolition and Environmental Cleanup

Comments and Responses to Comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement

Comment

NASA Response

Over many decades, NASA’s poor environmental practices resulted in
widespread contamination of the Santa Susana Field Laboratory near Los
Angeles. Dioxins, perchlorate, trichloroethylene, heavy metals,
Polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs), and other hazardous materials pollute the
soil and groundwater at the site, and some have migrated offsite. In 2010,
NASA entered into a legally binding agreement with the state of California
to clean up all the contamination that could be found.

Now, NASA has published a Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the
cleanup that suggests they may be trying to break its commitment. |
strongly urge NASA to completely live up to its obligations, and carry out in
full the thorough cleanup required by the 2010 agreement. NASA
contaminated the site; NASA promised to clean it up completely; NASA
should be true to its word.

NASA remains committed to cleaning up the environmental contamination
resulting from historical operations at the present federally owned portion
of the SSFL, which includes chemical contamination associated with the
testing of liquid-fueled rocket engines and components in support of
various government space programs and activities of the USAF and NASA.
Demonstrably, in 2007, NASA entered into the CO with the DTSC and other
responsible parties to address investigation and remediation requirements
at the site and, in December 2010, NASA entered into the AOC with DTSC.
In order to meet the cleanup requirements of the CO and AOC, NASA has
developed a strategy that involves working closely with DTSC and local
community stakeholders to ensure transparency as NASA moves forward
with this important cleanup project.

Over many decades, NASA’s poor environmental practices resulted in
widespread contamination of the Santa Susana Field Laboratory near Los
Angeles. Dioxins, perchlorate, trichloroethylene, heavy metals,
Polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs), and other hazardous materials pollute the
soil and groundwater at the site, and some have migrated offsite. In 2010,
NASA entered into a legally binding agreement with the state of California
to clean up all the contamination that could be found.

Now, NASA has published a Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the
cleanup that suggests they may be trying to break its commitment. |
strongly urge NASA to completely live up to its obligations, and carry out in
full the thorough cleanup required by the 2010 agreement. NASA
contaminated the site; NASA promised to clean it up completely; NASA
should be true to its word.

NASA remains committed to cleaning up the environmental contamination
resulting from historical operations at the present federally owned portion
of the SSFL, which includes chemical contamination associated with the
testing of liquid-fueled rocket engines and components in support of
various government space programs and activities of the USAF and NASA.
Demonstrably, in 2007, NASA entered into the CO with the DTSC and other
responsible parties to address investigation and remediation requirements
at the site and, in December 2010, NASA entered into the AOC with DTSC.
In order to meet the cleanup requirements of the CO and AOC, NASA has
developed a strategy that involves working closely with DTSC and local
community stakeholders to ensure transparency as NASA moves forward
with this important cleanup project.
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Appendix K, NASA SSFL EIS for Proposed Demolition and Environmental Cleanup

Comments and Responses to Comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement

Comment

NASA Response

Over many decades, NASA’s poor environmental practices resulted in
widespread contamination of the Santa Susana Field Laboratory near Los
Angeles. Dioxins, perchlorate, trichloroethylene, heavy metals,
Polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs), and other hazardous materials pollute the
soil and groundwater at the site, and some have migrated offsite. In 2010,
NASA entered into a legally binding agreement with the state of California
to clean up all the contamination that could be found.

Now, NASA has published a Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the
cleanup that suggests they may be trying to break its commitment. |
strongly urge NASA to completely live up to its obligations, and carry out in
full the thorough cleanup required by the 2010 agreement. NASA
contaminated the site; NASA promised to clean it up completely; NASA
should be true to its word.

NASA remains committed to cleaning up the environmental contamination
resulting from historical operations at the present federally owned portion
of the SSFL, which includes chemical contamination associated with the
testing of liquid-fueled rocket engines and components in support of
various government space programs and activities of the USAF and NASA.
Demonstrably, in 2007, NASA entered into the CO with the DTSC and other
responsible parties to address investigation and remediation requirements
at the site and, in December 2010, NASA entered into the AOC with DTSC.
In order to meet the cleanup requirements of the CO and AOC, NASA has
developed a strategy that involves working closely with DTSC and local
community stakeholders to ensure transparency as NASA moves forward
with this important cleanup project.

Over many decades, NASA’s poor environmental practices resulted in
widespread contamination of the Santa Susana Field Laboratory near Los
Angeles. Dioxins, perchlorate, trichloroethylene, heavy metals,
Polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs), and other hazardous materials pollute the
soil and groundwater at the site, and some have migrated offsite. In 2010,
NASA entered into a legally binding agreement with the state of California
to clean up all the contamination that could be found.

Now, NASA has published a Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the
cleanup that suggests they may be trying to break its commitment. |
strongly urge NASA to completely live up to its obligations, and carry out in
full the thorough cleanup required by the 2010 agreement. NASA
contaminated the site; NASA promised to clean it up completely; NASA
should be true to its word.

NASA remains committed to cleaning up the environmental contamination
resulting from historical operations at the present federally owned portion
of the SSFL, which includes chemical contamination associated with the
testing of liquid-fueled rocket engines and components in support of
various government space programs and activities of the USAF and NASA.
Demonstrably, in 2007, NASA entered into the CO with the DTSC and other
responsible parties to address investigation and remediation requirements
at the site and, in December 2010, NASA entered into the AOC with DTSC.
In order to meet the cleanup requirements of the CO and AOC, NASA has
developed a strategy that involves working closely with DTSC and local
community stakeholders to ensure transparency as NASA moves forward
with this important cleanup project.
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Appendix K, NASA SSFL EIS for Proposed Demolition and Environmental Cleanup

Comments and Responses to Comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement

Comment

NASA Response

Over many decades, NASA’s poor environmental practices resulted in
widespread contamination of the Santa Susana Field Laboratory near Los
Angeles. Dioxins, perchlorate, trichloroethylene, heavy metals,
Polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs), and other hazardous materials pollute the
soil and groundwater at the site, and some have migrated offsite. In 2010,
NASA entered into a legally binding agreement with the state of California
to clean up all the contamination that could be found.

Now, NASA has published a Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the
cleanup that suggests they may be trying to break its commitment. |
strongly urge NASA to completely live up to its obligations, and carry out in
full the thorough cleanup required by the 2010 agreement. NASA
contaminated the site; NASA promised to clean it up completely; NASA
should be true to its word.

NASA remains committed to cleaning up the environmental contamination
resulting from historical operations at the present federally owned portion
of the SSFL, which includes chemical contamination associated with the
testing of liquid-fueled rocket engines and components in support of
various government space programs and activities of the USAF and NASA.
Demonstrably, in 2007, NASA entered into the CO with the DTSC and other
responsible parties to address investigation and remediation requirements
at the site and, in December 2010, NASA entered into the AOC with DTSC.
In order to meet the cleanup requirements of the CO and AOC, NASA has
developed a strategy that involves working closely with DTSC and local
community stakeholders to ensure transparency as NASA moves forward
with this important cleanup project.

Over many decades, NASA’s poor environmental practices resulted in
widespread contamination of the Santa Susana Field Laboratory near Los
Angeles. Dioxins, perchlorate, trichloroethylene, heavy metals,
Polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs), and other hazardous materials pollute the
soil and groundwater at the site, and some have migrated offsite. In 2010,
NASA entered into a legally binding agreement with the state of California
to clean up all the contamination that could be found.

Now, NASA has published a Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the
cleanup that suggests they may be trying to break its commitment. |
strongly urge NASA to completely live up to its obligations, and carry out in
full the thorough cleanup required by the 2010 agreement. NASA
contaminated the site; NASA promised to clean it up completely; NASA
should be true to its word.

NASA remains committed to cleaning up the environmental contamination
resulting from historical operations at the present federally owned portion
of the SSFL, which includes chemical contamination associated with the
testing of liquid-fueled rocket engines and components in support of
various government space programs and activities of the USAF and NASA.
Demonstrably, in 2007, NASA entered into the CO with the DTSC and other
responsible parties to address investigation and remediation requirements
at the site and, in December 2010, NASA entered into the AOC with DTSC.
In order to meet the cleanup requirements of the CO and AOC, NASA has
developed a strategy that involves working closely with DTSC and local
community stakeholders to ensure transparency as NASA moves forward
with this important cleanup project.
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Appendix K, NASA SSFL EIS for Proposed Demolition and Environmental Cleanup

Comments and Responses to Comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement

Comment

NASA Response

Over many decades, NASA’s poor environmental practices resulted in
widespread contamination of the Santa Susana Field Laboratory near Los
Angeles. Dioxins, perchlorate, trichloroethylene, heavy metals,
Polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs), and other hazardous materials pollute the
soil and groundwater at the site, and some have migrated offsite. In 2010,
NASA entered into a legally binding agreement with the state of California
to clean up all the contamination that could be found.

Now, NASA has published a Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the
cleanup that suggests they may be trying to break its commitment. |
strongly urge NASA to completely live up to its obligations, and carry out in
full the thorough cleanup required by the 2010 agreement. NASA
contaminated the site; NASA promised to clean it up completely; NASA
should be true to its word.

NASA remains committed to cleaning up the environmental contamination
resulting from historical operations at the present federally owned portion
of the SSFL, which includes chemical contamination associated with the
testing of liquid-fueled rocket engines and components in support of
various government space programs and activities of the USAF and NASA.
Demonstrably, in 2007, NASA entered into the CO with the DTSC and other
responsible parties to address investigation and remediation requirements
at the site and, in December 2010, NASA entered into the AOC with DTSC.
In order to meet the cleanup requirements of the CO and AOC, NASA has
developed a strategy that involves working closely with DTSC and local
community stakeholders to ensure transparency as NASA moves forward
with this important cleanup project.

Over many decades, NASA’s poor environmental practices resulted in
widespread contamination of the Santa Susana Field Laboratory near Los
Angeles. Dioxins, perchlorate, trichloroethylene, heavy metals,
Polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs), and other hazardous materials pollute the
soil and groundwater at the site, and some have migrated offsite. In 2010,
NASA entered into a legally binding agreement with the state of California
to clean up all the contamination that could be found.

Now, NASA has published a Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the
cleanup that suggests they may be trying to break its commitment. |
strongly urge NASA to completely live up to its obligations, and carry out in
full the thorough cleanup required by the 2010 agreement. NASA
contaminated the site; NASA promised to clean it up completely; NASA
should be true to its word.

NASA remains committed to cleaning up the environmental contamination
resulting from historical operations at the present federally owned portion
of the SSFL, which includes chemical contamination associated with the
testing of liquid-fueled rocket engines and components in support of
various government space programs and activities of the USAF and NASA.
Demonstrably, in 2007, NASA entered into the CO with the DTSC and other
responsible parties to address investigation and remediation requirements
at the site and, in December 2010, NASA entered into the AOC with DTSC.
In order to meet the cleanup requirements of the CO and AOC, NASA has
developed a strategy that involves working closely with DTSC and local
community stakeholders to ensure transparency as NASA moves forward
with this important cleanup project.

APPENDIX K

First Name Last Name

Sarah Alvarez

Maria Alvarez
ES090711172654MGM

K-43




Appendix K, NASA SSFL EIS for Proposed Demolition and Environmental Cleanup

Comments and Responses to Comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement

Comment

NASA Response

Over many decades, NASA’s poor environmental practices resulted in
widespread contamination of the Santa Susana Field Laboratory near Los
Angeles. Dioxins, perchlorate, trichloroethylene, heavy metals,
Polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs), and other hazardous materials pollute the
soil and groundwater at the site, and some have migrated offsite. In 2010,
NASA entered into a legally binding agreement with the state of California
to clean up all the contamination that could be found.

Now, NASA has published a Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the
cleanup that suggests they may be trying to break its commitment. |
strongly urge NASA to completely live up to its obligations, and carry out in
full the thorough cleanup required by the 2010 agreement. NASA
contaminated the site; NASA promised to clean it up completely; NASA
should be true to its word.

NASA remains committed to cleaning up the environmental contamination
resulting from historical operations at the present federally owned portion
of the SSFL, which includes chemical contamination associated with the
testing of liquid-fueled rocket engines and components in support of
various government space programs and activities of the USAF and NASA.
Demonstrably, in 2007, NASA entered into the CO with the DTSC and other
responsible parties to address investigation and remediation requirements
at the site and, in December 2010, NASA entered into the AOC with DTSC.
In order to meet the cleanup requirements of the CO and AOC, NASA has
developed a strategy that involves working closely with DTSC and local
community stakeholders to ensure transparency as NASA moves forward
with this important cleanup project.

Over many decades, NASA’s poor environmental practices resulted in
widespread contamination of the Santa Susana Field Laboratory near Los
Angeles. Dioxins, perchlorate, trichloroethylene, heavy metals,
Polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs), and other hazardous materials pollute the
soil and groundwater at the site, and some have migrated offsite. In 2010,
NASA entered into a legally binding agreement with the state of California
to clean up all the contamination that could be found.

Now, NASA has published a Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the
cleanup that suggests they may be trying to break its commitment. |
strongly urge NASA to completely live up to its obligations, and carry out in
full the thorough cleanup required by the 2010 agreement. NASA
contaminated the site; NASA promised to clean it up completely; NASA
should be true to its word.

NASA remains committed to cleaning up the environmental contamination
resulting from historical operations at the present federally owned portion
of the SSFL, which includes chemical contamination associated with the
testing of liquid-fueled rocket engines and components in support of
various government space programs and activities of the USAF and NASA.
Demonstrably, in 2007, NASA entered into the CO with the DTSC and other
responsible parties to address investigation and remediation requirements
at the site and, in December 2010, NASA entered into the AOC with DTSC.
In order to meet the cleanup requirements of the CO and AOC, NASA has
developed a strategy that involves working closely with DTSC and local
community stakeholders to ensure transparency as NASA moves forward
with this important cleanup project.

APPENDIX K

First Name Last Name

Julie Amato

Gary Ammirati
ES090711172654MGM

K-44




Appendix K, NASA SSFL EIS for Proposed Demolition and Environmental Cleanup

Comments and Responses to Comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement

Comment

NASA Response

Over decades, NASA contaminated the Santa Susana Field Lab with dioxins,
PCBs, perchlorate, heavy metals, TCE and other volatile organic
compounds. Hundreds of thousands of people live nearby. A federal study
showed that people living closer to the site have higher rates of thyroid,
bladder, blood and lymph cancers than people living further away.

NASA respects public concern regarding offsite health issues. DTSC
conducted extensive reviews of environmental data relating to SSFL,
including data collected by other government agencies, such as EPA. These
data include environmental measurements relating to air, soil,
groundwater, surface water, and drinking water. To date, DTSC has not
found any evidence of offsite contamination from SSFL that has posed or
would pose a risk to users of the Santa Susana Pass State Historic Park or
residents of neighborhoods near SSFL. (see
http://dtsc.ca.gov/SiteCleanup/Santa_Susana_Field_Lab/SantaSusanaFieldL
abFAQ.cfm)

NASA operations did not entail the use of perchlorate except as small
ignitors that were placed in the engine. The perchlorate was encased in the
ignitor and consumed during the rocket engine ignitions process. Soil and
groundwater samples have been collected and analyzed for perchlorate
within the NASA-administered property at SSFL due to the use of the
ignitors. To date, perchlorate has not been detected in the soil at SSFL. For
groundwater, perchlorate was detected at a low level in one well. The well
was subsequently sampled for perchlorate and it was not detected.
Therefore, NASA operational history with regards to perchlorate and
sampling results indicate, to date, that perchlorate was not released to the
NASA-administered property at SSFL.

Based on these and other comments, NASA will amend the EIS to reflect the
impacts of contaminants if left in place as well as include information
summarizing the health studies previously conducted (Sections 3.9.5 and
3.9.6).
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Appendix K, NASA SSFL EIS for Proposed Demolition and Environmental Cleanup

APPENDIX K

Comments and Responses to Comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement

First Name Last Name Comment NASA Response
In 2010, NASA signed a legally binding agreement with California to clean NASA remains committed to cleaning up the environmental contamination
up all contamination that could be detected. But Boeing, NASA's contractor |resulting from historical operations at the present federally owned portion
at the site and owner of most of the site, has been pushing to block full of SSFL, which includes predominantly chemical contamination associated
cleanup of most of the site. The Draft Environmental Impact Statement with the testing of liquid-fueled rocket engines and components in support
recently released by NASA that barely mentions the contamination raises  |of various government space programs and activities of the USAF and

Naomi Amos questions about whether NASA is trying to break out of the cleanup NASA. Demonstrably, in 2007, NASA entered into the CO with the California
agreement it signed. DTSC and other responsible parties to address investigation and

remediation requirements at the site and, in December 2010, NASA entered

It is critical that NASA live up to the commitments it made in the 2010 into the AOC with DTSC. In order to meet the cleanup requirements of the
cleanup agreement. | strongly urge NASA to meet its responsibilities CO and AOC, NASA has developed a strategy that involves working closely
regarding the toxic contamination it created. Do what you promised to do-- [with DTSC and local community stakeholders to ensure transparency as
fully clean up the site. NASA moves forward with this important cleanup project.
Over many decades, NASA’s poor environmental practices resulted in
widespread contamination of the Santa Susana Field Laboratory near Los NASA remains committed to cleaning up the environmental contamination
Angeles. Dioxins, perchlorate, trichloroethylene, heavy metals, resulting from historical operations at the present federally owned portion
Polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs), and other hazardous materials pollute the|of the SSFL, which includes chemical contamination associated with the
soil and groundwater at the site, and some have migrated offsite. In 2010, [testing of liquid-fueled rocket engines and components in support of
NASA entered into a legally binding agreement with the state of California |various government space programs and activities of the USAF and NASA.

Liz Amsden to clean up all the contamination that could be found. Demonstrably, in 2007, NASA entered into the CO with the DTSC and other

responsible parties to address investigation and remediation requirements
Now, NASA has published a Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the |at the site and, in December 2010, NASA entered into the AOC with DTSC.
cleanup that suggests they may be trying to break its commitment. | In order to meet the cleanup requirements of the CO and AOC, NASA has
strongly urge NASA to completely live up to its obligations, and carry out in |developed a strategy that involves working closely with DTSC and local
full the thorough cleanup required by the 2010 agreement. NASA community stakeholders to ensure transparency as NASA moves forward
contaminated the site; NASA promised to clean it up completely; NASA with this important cleanup project.
should be true to its word.
ES090711172654MGM
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Appendix K, NASA SSFL EIS for Proposed Demolition and Environmental Cleanup

Comments and Responses to Comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement

Comment

NASA Response

Over many decades, NASA’s poor environmental practices resulted in
widespread contamination of the Santa Susana Field Laboratory near Los
Angeles. Dioxins, perchlorate, trichloroethylene, heavy metals,
Polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs), and other hazardous materials pollute the
soil and groundwater at the site, and some have migrated offsite. In 2010,
NASA entered into a legally binding agreement with the state of California
to clean up all the contamination that could be found.

Now, NASA has published a Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the
cleanup that suggests they may be trying to break its commitment. |
strongly urge NASA to completely live up to its obligations, and carry out in
full the thorough cleanup required by the 2010 agreement. NASA
contaminated the site; NASA promised to clean it up completely; NASA
should be true to its word.

NASA remains committed to cleaning up the environmental contamination
resulting from historical operations at the present federally owned portion
of the SSFL, which includes chemical contamination associated with the
testing of liquid-fueled rocket engines and components in support of
various government space programs and activities of the USAF and NASA.
Demonstrably, in 2007, NASA entered into the CO with the DTSC and other
responsible parties to address investigation and remediation requirements
at the site and, in December 2010, NASA entered into the AOC with DTSC.
In order to meet the cleanup requirements of the CO and AOC, NASA has
developed a strategy that involves working closely with DTSC and local
community stakeholders to ensure transparency as NASA moves forward
with this important cleanup project.

Over many decades, NASA’s poor environmental practices resulted in
widespread contamination of the Santa Susana Field Laboratory near Los
Angeles. Dioxins, perchlorate, trichloroethylene, heavy metals,
Polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs), and other hazardous materials pollute the
soil and groundwater at the site, and some have migrated offsite. In 2010,
NASA entered into a legally binding agreement with the state of California
to clean up all the contamination that could be found.

Now, NASA has published a Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the
cleanup that suggests they may be trying to break its commitment. |
strongly urge NASA to completely live up to its obligations, and carry out in
full the thorough cleanup required by the 2010 agreement. NASA
contaminated the site; NASA promised to clean it up completely; NASA
should be true to its word.

NASA remains committed to cleaning up the environmental contamination
resulting from historical operations at the present federally owned portion
of the SSFL, which includes chemical contamination associated with the
testing of liquid-fueled rocket engines and components in support of
various government space programs and activities of the USAF and NASA.
Demonstrably, in 2007, NASA entered into the CO with the DTSC and other
responsible parties to address investigation and remediation requirements
at the site and, in December 2010, NASA entered into the AOC with DTSC.
In order to meet the cleanup requirements of the CO and AOC, NASA has
developed a strategy that involves working closely with DTSC and local
community stakeholders to ensure transparency as NASA moves forward
with this important cleanup project.

APPENDIX K

First Name Last Name

Thaddeus Anders

lan Anderson
ES090711172654MGM

K-47




Appendix K, NASA SSFL EIS for Proposed Demolition and Environmental Cleanup

Comments and Responses to Comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement

Comment

NASA Response

Over many decades, NASA’s poor environmental practices resulted in
widespread contamination of the Santa Susana Field Laboratory near Los
Angeles. Dioxins, perchlorate, trichloroethylene, heavy metals,
Polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs), and other hazardous materials pollute the
soil and groundwater at the site, and some have migrated offsite. In 2010,
NASA entered into a legally binding agreement with the state of California
to clean up all the contamination that could be found.

Now, NASA has published a Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the
cleanup that suggests they may be trying to break its commitment. |
strongly urge NASA to completely live up to its obligations, and carry out in
full the thorough cleanup required by the 2010 agreement. NASA
contaminated the site; NASA promised to clean it up completely; NASA
should be true to its word.

NASA remains committed to cleaning up the environmental contamination
resulting from historical operations at the present federally owned portion
of the SSFL, which includes chemical contamination associated with the
testing of liquid-fueled rocket engines and components in support of
various government space programs and activities of the USAF and NASA.
Demonstrably, in 2007, NASA entered into the CO with the DTSC and other
responsible parties to address investigation and remediation requirements
at the site and, in December 2010, NASA entered into the AOC with DTSC.
In order to meet the cleanup requirements of the CO and AOC, NASA has
developed a strategy that involves working closely with DTSC and local
community stakeholders to ensure transparency as NASA moves forward
with this important cleanup project.

Over many decades, NASA’s poor environmental practices resulted in
widespread contamination of the Santa Susana Field Laboratory near Los
Angeles. Dioxins, perchlorate, trichloroethylene, heavy metals,
Polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs), and other hazardous materials pollute the
soil and groundwater at the site, and some have migrated offsite. In 2010,
NASA entered into a legally binding agreement with the state of California
to clean up all the contamination that could be found.

Now, NASA has published a Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the
cleanup that suggests they may be trying to break its commitment. |
strongly urge NASA to completely live up to its obligations, and carry out in
full the thorough cleanup required by the 2010 agreement. NASA
contaminated the site; NASA promised to clean it up completely; NASA
should be true to its word.

NASA remains committed to cleaning up the environmental contamination
resulting from historical operations at the present federally owned portion
of the SSFL, which includes chemical contamination associated with the
testing of liquid-fueled rocket engines and components in support of
various government space programs and activities of the USAF and NASA.
Demonstrably, in 2007, NASA entered into the CO with the DTSC and other
responsible parties to address investigation and remediation requirements
at the site and, in December 2010, NASA entered into the AOC with DTSC.
In order to meet the cleanup requirements of the CO and AOC, NASA has
developed a strategy that involves working closely with DTSC and local
community stakeholders to ensure transparency as NASA moves forward
with this important cleanup project.
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Appendix K, NASA SSFL EIS for Proposed Demolition and Environmental Cleanup

Comments and Responses to Comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement

Comment

NASA Response

Over many decades, NASA’s poor environmental practices resulted in
widespread contamination of the Santa Susana Field Laboratory near Los
Angeles. Dioxins, perchlorate, trichloroethylene, heavy metals,
Polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs), and other hazardous materials pollute the
soil and groundwater at the site, and some have migrated offsite. In 2010,
NASA entered into a legally binding agreement with the state of California
to clean up all the contamination that could be found.

Now, NASA has published a Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the
cleanup that suggests they may be trying to break its commitment. |
strongly urge NASA to completely live up to its obligations, and carry out in
full the thorough cleanup required by the 2010 agreement. NASA
contaminated the site; NASA promised to clean it up completely; NASA
should be true to its word.

NASA remains committed to cleaning up the environmental contamination
resulting from historical operations at the present federally owned portion
of the SSFL, which includes chemical contamination associated with the
testing of liquid-fueled rocket engines and components in support of
various government space programs and activities of the USAF and NASA.
Demonstrably, in 2007, NASA entered into the CO with the DTSC and other
responsible parties to address investigation and remediation requirements
at the site and, in December 2010, NASA entered into the AOC with DTSC.
In order to meet the cleanup requirements of the CO and AOC, NASA has
developed a strategy that involves working closely with DTSC and local
community stakeholders to ensure transparency as NASA moves forward
with this important cleanup project.
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Appendix K, NASA SSFL EIS for Proposed Demolition and Environmental Cleanup

Comments and Responses to Comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement

Comment

NASA Response

Over decades, NASA contaminated the Santa Susana Field Lab with dioxins,
PCBs, perchlorate, heavy metals, TCE and other volatile organic
compounds. Hundreds of thousands of people live nearby. A federal study
showed that people living closer to the site have higher rates of thyroid,
bladder, blood and lymph cancers than people living further away.

NASA respects public concern regarding offsite health issues. DTSC
conducted extensive reviews of environmental data relating to SSFL,
including data collected by other government agencies, such as USEPA.
These data include environmental measurements relating to air, soil,
groundwater, surface water, and drinking water. To date, DTSC has not
found any evidence of offsite contamination from SSFL that has posed or
would pose a risk to users of the Santa Susana Pass State Historic Park or
residents of neighborhoods near SSFL. (see
http://dtsc.ca.gov/SiteCleanup/Santa_Susana_Field_Lab/SantaSusanaFieldL
abFAQ.cfm)

NASA operations did not entail the use of perchlorate except as small
ignitors that were placed in the engine. The perchlorate was encased in the
ignitor and consumed during the rocket engine ignitions process. Soil and
groundwater samples have been collected and analyzed for perchlorate
within the NASA-administered property at SSFL due to the use of the
ignitors. To date, perchlorate has not been detected in the soil at SSFL. For
groundwater, perchlorate was detected at a low level in one well. The well
was subsequently sampled for perchlorate and it was not detected.
Therefore, NASA operational history with regards to perchlorate and
sampling results indicate, to date, that perchlorate was not released to the
NASA-administered property at SSFL.

Based on these and other comments, NASA will amend the EIS to reflect the
impacts of contaminants if left in place as well as include information
summarizing the health studies previously conducted (Sections 3.9.5 and
3.9.6).
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APPENDIX K

Comments and Responses to Comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement

First Name Last Name Comment NASA Response
In 2010, NASA signed a legally binding agreement with California to clean NASA remains committed to cleaning up the environmental contamination
up all contamination that could be detected. But Boeing, NASA's contractor |resulting from historical operations at the present federally owned portion
at the site and owner of most of the site, has been pushing to block full of SSFL, which includes predominantly chemical contamination associated
cleanup of most of the site. The Draft Environmental Impact Statement with the testing of liquid-fueled rocket engines and components in support
recently released by NASA that barely mentions the contamination raises  |of various government space programs and activities of the USAF and

Barbara Andre questions about whether NASA is trying to break out of the cleanup NASA. Demonstrably, in 2007, NASA entered into the CO with the DTSC and
agreement it signed. other responsible parties to address investigation and remediation

requirements at the site and, in December 2010, NASA entered into the
It is critical that NASA live up to the commitments it made in the 2010 AOC with DTSC. In order to meet the cleanup requirements of the CO and
cleanup agreement. | strongly urge NASA to meet its responsibilities AOC, NASA has developed a strategy that involves working closely with
regarding the toxic contamination it created. Do what you promised to do-- |[DTSC and local community stakeholders to ensure transparency as NASA
fully clean up the site. moves forward with this important cleanup project.
| write to urge NASA to fully live up to the commitments it made in its 2010
. agreement with the State of California to clean up all the contamination .

Elizabeth Andreyev K . K i Your comment is noted.
that is found at its portion of the Santa Susana Field Laboratory, a nuclear
and rocket testing site.
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Comments and Responses to Comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement

Comment

NASA Response

NASA activities led to widespread contamination of soil and groundwater
with very toxic materials such as perchlorate, dioxins, and TCE. Some of the
contaminants have been migrating offsite. As a local resident, | am very
concerned about the potential health impacts of these materials and want
the site cleaned up properly.

NASA respects public concern regarding offsite health issues. DTSC
conducted extensive reviews of environmental data relating to SSFL,
including data collected by other government agencies, such as USEPA.
These data include environmental measurements relating to air, soil,
groundwater, surface water, and drinking water. To date, DTSC has not
found any evidence of offsite contamination from the SSFL that has posed
or would pose a risk to users of the Santa Susana Pass State Historic Park or
residents of neighborhoods near the SSFL. (see
http://dtsc.ca.gov/SiteCleanup/Santa_Susana_Field_Lab/SantaSusanaFieldL
abFAQ.cfm)

NASA operations did not entail the use of perchlorate except as small
ignitors that were placed in the engine. The perchlorate was encased in the
ignitor and consumed during the rocket engine ignitions process. Soil and
groundwater samples have been collected and analyzed for perchlorate
within the NASA-administered property at SSFL due to the use of the
ignitors. To date, perchlorate has not been detected in the soil at SSFL. For
groundwater, perchlorate was detected at a low level in one well. The well
was subsequently sampled for perchlorate and it was not detected.
Therefore, NASA operational history with regards to perchlorate and
sampling results indicate, to date, that perchlorate was not released to the
NASA-administered property at SSFL.

Based on these and other comments, NASA will amend the EIS to reflect the
impacts of contaminants if left in place as well as include information
summarizing the health studies previously conducted (Sections 3.9.5 and
3.9.6).
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Comments and Responses to Comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement

Comment

NASA Response

In 2010 NASA signed an agreement with California to clean up all the
contamination to background levels, restoring the site to the condition it
was in before it was polluted. NASA is responsible for the contamination,
has promised to clean it all up, and should live up to those commitments
and promptly and thoroughly clean up the site and carry out all the
obligations it assumed when it entered into the cleanup agreement.

NASA remains committed to cleaning up the environmental contamination
resulting from historical operations at the present federally owned portion
of the SSFL, which includes chemical contamination associated with the
testing of liquid-fueled rocket engines and components in support of
various government space programs and activities of the USAF and NASA.
Demonstrably, in 2007, NASA entered into the CO with the DTSC and other
responsible parties to address investigation and remediation requirements
at the site and, in December 2010, NASA entered into the AOC with DTSC.
In order to meet the cleanup requirements of the CO and AOC, NASA has
developed a strategy that involves working closely with DTSC and local
community stakeholders to ensure transparency as NASA moves forward
with this important cleanup project.

Over many decades, NASA’s poor environmental practices resulted in
widespread contamination of the Santa Susana Field Laboratory near Los
Angeles. Dioxins, perchlorate, trichloroethylene, heavy metals,
Polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs), and other hazardous materials pollute the
soil and groundwater at the site, and some have migrated offsite. In 2010,
NASA entered into a legally binding agreement with the state of California
to clean up all the contamination that could be found.

Now, NASA has published a Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the
cleanup that suggests they may be trying to break its commitment. |
strongly urge NASA to completely live up to its obligations, and carry out in
full the thorough cleanup required by the 2010 agreement. NASA
contaminated the site; NASA promised to clean it up completely; NASA
should be true to its word.

NASA remains committed to cleaning up the environmental contamination
resulting from historical operations at the present federally owned portion
of the SSFL, which includes chemical contamination associated with the
testing of liquid-fueled rocket engines and components in support of
various government space programs and activities of the USAF and NASA.
Demonstrably, in 2007, NASA entered into the CO with the DTSC and other
responsible parties to address investigation and remediation requirements
at the site and, in December 2010, NASA entered into the AOC with DTSC.
In order to meet the cleanup requirements of the CO and AOC, NASA has
developed a strategy that involves working closely with DTSC and local
community stakeholders to ensure transparency as NASA moves forward
with this important cleanup project.
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Comments and Responses to Comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement

Comment

NASA Response

Over decades, NASA contaminated the Santa Susana Field Lab with dioxins,
PCBs, perchlorate, heavy metals, TCE and other volatile organic
compounds. Hundreds of thousands of people live nearby. A federal study
showed that people living closer to the site have higher rates of thyroid,
bladder, blood and lymph cancers than people living further away.

NASA respects public concern regarding offsite health issues. DTSC
conducted extensive reviews of environmental data relating to SSFL,
including data collected by other government agencies, such as USEPA.
These data include environmental measurements relating to air, soil,
groundwater, surface water, and drinking water. To date, DTSC has not
found any evidence of offsite contamination from SSFL that has posed or
would pose a risk to users of the Santa Susana Pass State Historic Park or
residents of neighborhoods near SSFL. (see
http://dtsc.ca.gov/SiteCleanup/Santa_Susana_Field_Lab/SantaSusanaFieldL
abFAQ.cfm)

NASA operations did not entail the use of perchlorate except as small
ignitors that were placed in the engine. The perchlorate was encased in the
ignitor and consumed during the rocket engine ignitions process. Soil and
groundwater samples have been collected and analyzed for perchlorate
within the NASA-administered property at SSFL due to the use of the
ignitors. To date, perchlorate has not been detected in the soil at SSFL. For
groundwater, perchlorate was detected at a low level in one well. The well
was subsequently sampled for perchlorate and it was not detected.
Therefore, NASA operational history with regards to perchlorate and
sampling results indicate, to date, that perchlorate was not released to the
NASA-administered property at SSFL.

Based on these and other comments, NASA will amend the EIS to reflect the
impacts of contaminants if left in place as well as include information
summarizing the health studies previously conducted (Sections 3.9.5 and
3.9.6).
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APPENDIX K

Comments and Responses to Comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement

First Name Last Name Comment NASA Response
In 2010, NASA signed a legally binding agreement with California to clean NASA remains committed to cleaning up the environmental contamination
up all contamination that could be detected. But Boeing, NASA's contractor |resulting from historical operations at the present federally owned portion
at the site and owner of most of the site, has been pushing to block full of SSFL, which includes predominantly chemical contamination associated
cleanup of most of the site. The Draft Environmental Impact Statement with the testing of liquid-fueled rocket engines and components in support
recently released by NASA that barely mentions the contamination raises  |of various government space programs and activities of the USAF and

Raul Anorve questions about whether NASA is trying to break out of the cleanup NASA. Demonstrably, in 2007, NASA entered into the CO with the DTSC and
agreement it signed. other responsible parties to address investigation and remediation

requirements at the site and, in December 2010, NASA entered into the

It is critical that NASA live up to the commitments it made in the 2010 AOC with DTSC. In order to meet the cleanup requirements of the CO and
cleanup agreement. | strongly urge NASA to meet its responsibilities AOC, NASA has developed a strategy that involves working closely with
regarding the toxic contamination it created. Do what you promised to do-- |[DTSC and local community stakeholders to ensure transparency as NASA
fully clean up the site. moves forward with this important cleanup project.
Over many decades, NASA’s poor environmental practices resulted in
widespread contamination of the Santa Susana Field Laboratory near Los NASA remains committed to cleaning up the environmental contamination
Angeles. Dioxins, perchlorate, trichloroethylene, heavy metals, resulting from historical operations at the present federally owned portion
Polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs), and other hazardous materials pollute the|of the SSFL, which includes chemical contamination associated with the
soil and groundwater at the site, and some have migrated offsite. In 2010, [testing of liquid-fueled rocket engines and components in support of
NASA entered into a legally binding agreement with the state of California |various government space programs and activities of the USAF and NASA.

Martin Ansell to clean up all the contamination that could be found. Demonstrably, in 2007, NASA entered into the CO with the DTSC and other

responsible parties to address investigation and remediation requirements
Now, NASA has published a Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the |at the site and, in December 2010, NASA entered into the AOC with DTSC.
cleanup that suggests they may be trying to break its commitment. | In order to meet the cleanup requirements of the CO and AOC, NASA has
strongly urge NASA to completely live up to its obligations, and carry out in |developed a strategy that involves working closely with DTSC and local
full the thorough cleanup required by the 2010 agreement. NASA community stakeholders to ensure transparency as NASA moves forward
contaminated the site; NASA promised to clean it up completely; NASA with this important cleanup project.
should be true to its word.
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Comments and Responses to Comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement

Comment

NASA Response

Over many decades, NASA’s poor environmental practices resulted in
widespread contamination of the Santa Susana Field Laboratory near Los
Angeles. Dioxins, perchlorate, trichloroethylene, heavy metals,
Polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs), and other hazardous materials pollute the
soil and groundwater at the site, and some have migrated offsite. In 2010,
NASA entered into a legally binding agreement with the state of California
to clean up all the contamination that could be found.

Now, NASA has published a Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the
cleanup that suggests they may be trying to break its commitment. |
strongly urge NASA to completely live up to its obligations, and carry out in
full the thorough cleanup required by the 2010 agreement. NASA
contaminated the site; NASA promised to clean it up completely; NASA
should be true to its word.

NASA remains committed to cleaning up the environmental contamination
resulting from historical operations at the present federally owned portion
of the SSFL, which includes chemical contamination associated with the
testing of liquid-fueled rocket engines and components in support of
various government space programs and activities of the USAF and NASA.
Demonstrably, in 2007, NASA entered into the CO with the DTSC and other
responsible parties to address investigation and remediation requirements
at the site and, in December 2010, NASA entered into the AOC with DTSC.
In order to meet the cleanup requirements of the CO and AOC, NASA has
developed a strategy that involves working closely with DTSC and local
community stakeholders to ensure transparency as NASA moves forward
with this important cleanup project.

Over many decades, NASA’s poor environmental practices resulted in
widespread contamination of the Santa Susana Field Laboratory near Los
Angeles. Dioxins, perchlorate, trichloroethylene, heavy metals,
Polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs), and other hazardous materials pollute the
soil and groundwater at the site, and some have migrated offsite. In 2010,
NASA entered into a legally binding agreement with the state of California
to clean up all the contamination that could be found.

Now, NASA has published a Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the
cleanup that suggests they may be trying to break its commitment. |
strongly urge NASA to completely live up to its obligations, and carry out in
full the thorough cleanup required by the 2010 agreement. NASA
contaminated the site; NASA promised to clean it up completely; NASA
should be true to its word.

NASA remains committed to cleaning up the environmental contamination
resulting from historical operations at the present federally owned portion
of the SSFL, which includes chemical contamination associated with the
testing of liquid-fueled rocket engines and components in support of
various government space programs and activities of the USAF and NASA.
Demonstrably, in 2007, NASA entered into the CO with the DTSC and other
responsible parties to address investigation and remediation requirements
at the site and, in December 2010, NASA entered into the AOC with DTSC.
In order to meet the cleanup requirements of the CO and AOC, NASA has
developed a strategy that involves working closely with DTSC and local
community stakeholders to ensure transparency as NASA moves forward
with this important cleanup project.
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Comments and Responses to Comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement

Comment

NASA Response

Over many decades, NASA’s poor environmental practices resulted in
widespread contamination of the Santa Susana Field Laboratory near Los
Angeles. Dioxins, perchlorate, trichloroethylene, heavy metals,
Polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs), and other hazardous materials pollute the
soil and groundwater at the site, and some have migrated offsite. In 2010,
NASA entered into a legally binding agreement with the state of California
to clean up all the contamination that could be found.

Now, NASA has published a Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the
cleanup that suggests they may be trying to break its commitment. |
strongly urge NASA to completely live up to its obligations, and carry out in
full the thorough cleanup required by the 2010 agreement. NASA
contaminated the site; NASA promised to clean it up completely; NASA
should be true to its word.

NASA remains committed to cleaning up the environmental contamination
resulting from historical operations at the present federally owned portion
of the SSFL, which includes chemical contamination associated with the
testing of liquid-fueled rocket engines and components in support of
various government space programs and activities of the USAF and NASA.
Demonstrably, in 2007, NASA entered into the CO with the DTSC and other
responsible parties to address investigation and remediation requirements
at the site and, in December 2010, NASA entered into the AOC with DTSC.
In order to meet the cleanup requirements of the CO and AOC, NASA has
developed a strategy that involves working closely with DTSC and local
community stakeholders to ensure transparency as NASA moves forward
with this important cleanup project.

APPENDIX K

First Name Last Name

Sharon Anton
ES090711172654MGM

K-57




Appendix K, NASA SSFL EIS for Proposed Demolition and Environmental Cleanup

Comments and Responses to Comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement

Comment

NASA Response

Over decades, NASA contaminated the Santa Susana Field Lab with dioxins,
PCBs, perchlorate, heavy metals, TCE and other volatile organic
compounds. Hundreds of thousands of people live nearby. A federal study
showed that people living closer to the site have higher rates of thyroid,
bladder, blood and lymph cancers than people living further away.

NASA respects public concern regarding offsite health issues. DTSC
conducted extensive reviews of environmental data relating to SSFL,
including data collected by other government agencies, such as USEPA.
These data include environmental measurements relating to air, soil,
groundwater, surface water, and drinking water. To date, DTSC has not
found any evidence of offsite contamination from SSFL that has posed or
would pose a risk to users of the Santa Susana Pass State Historic Park or
residents of neighborhoods near SSFL. (see
http://dtsc.ca.gov/SiteCleanup/Santa_Susana_Field_Lab/SantaSusanaFieldL
abFAQ.cfm)

NASA operations did not entail the use of perchlorate except as small
ignitors that were placed in the engine. The perchlorate was encased in the
ignitor and consumed during the rocket engine ignitions process. Soil and
groundwater samples have been collected and analyzed for perchlorate
within the NASA-administered property at SSFL due to the use of the
ignitors. To date, perchlorate has not been detected in the soil at SSFL. For
groundwater, perchlorate was detected at a low level in one well. The well
was subsequently sampled for perchlorate and it was not detected.
Therefore, NASA operational history with regards to perchlorate and
sampling results indicate, to date, that perchlorate was not released to the
NASA-administered property at SSFL.

Based on these and other comments, NASA will amend the EIS to reflect the
impacts of contaminants if left in place as well as include information
summarizing the health studies previously conducted (Sections 3.9.5 and
3.9.6).
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APPENDIX K

Comments and Responses to Comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement

First Name Last Name Comment NASA Response
In 2010, NASA signed a legally binding agreement with California to clean NASA remains committed to cleaning up the environmental contamination
up all contamination that could be detected. But Boeing, NASA's contractor |resulting from historical operations at the present federally owned portion
at the site and owner of most of the site, has been pushing to block full of SSFL, which includes predominantly chemical contamination associated
cleanup of most of the site. The Draft Environmental Impact Statement with the testing of liquid-fueled rocket engines and components in support
recently released by NASA that barely mentions the contamination raises  |of various government space programs and activities of the USAF and

Linda Antonioli questions about whether NASA is trying to break out of the cleanup NASA. Demonstrably, in 2007, NASA entered into the CO with the DTSC and
agreement it signed. other responsible parties to address investigation and remediation

requirements at the site and, in December 2010, NASA entered into the

It is critical that NASA live up to the commitments it made in the 2010 AOC with DTSC. In order to meet the cleanup requirements of the CO and
cleanup agreement. | strongly urge NASA to meet its responsibilities AOC, NASA has developed a strategy that involves working closely with
regarding the toxic contamination it created. Do what you promised to do-- |[DTSC and local community stakeholders to ensure transparency as NASA
fully clean up the site. moves forward with this important cleanup project.
Over many decades, NASA’s poor environmental practices resulted in
widespread contamination of the Santa Susana Field Laboratory near Los NASA remains committed to cleaning up the environmental contamination
Angeles. Dioxins, perchlorate, trichloroethylene, heavy metals, resulting from historical operations at the present federally owned portion
Polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs), and other hazardous materials pollute the|of the SSFL, which includes chemical contamination associated with the
soil and groundwater at the site, and some have migrated offsite. In 2010, [testing of liquid-fueled rocket engines and components in support of
NASA entered into a legally binding agreement with the state of California |various government space programs and activities of the USAF and NASA.

Craig Keith Antrim to clean up all the contamination that could be found. Demonstrably, in 2007, NASA entered into the CO with the DTSC and other

responsible parties to address investigation and remediation requirements
Now, NASA has published a Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the |at the site and, in December 2010, NASA entered into the AOC with DTSC.
cleanup that suggests they may be trying to break its commitment. | In order to meet the cleanup requirements of the CO and AOC, NASA has
strongly urge NASA to completely live up to its obligations, and carry out in |developed a strategy that involves working closely with DTSC and local
full the thorough cleanup required by the 2010 agreement. NASA community stakeholders to ensure transparency as NASA moves forward
contaminated the site; NASA promised to clean it up completely; NASA with this important cleanup project.
should be true to its word.
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Comments and Responses to Comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement

Appendix K, NASA SSFL EIS for Proposed Demolition and Environmental Cleanup

Comment

NASA Response

As a resident living in the area near the Santa Susana Field Laboratory
(SSFL), I am deeply concerned that the site is fully cleaned up. | support the
agreement that was made in 2010, when NASA agreed to clean up its
property at SSFL to background levels of contaminants, meaning that it
would clean up ALL the contamination that it found. This is what the

community had wanted all along!

Your comment is noted.
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Comments and Responses to Comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement

Comment

NASA Response

NASA's portion of SSFL is extremely contaminated with TCE, perchlorate,
PCBs, dioxins and heavy metals - all of which can have serious health
impacts for anyone who is exposed. And, the contamination is prone to
migrate from the site, putting all of us who live nearby at risk.

NASA respects public concern regarding offsite health issues. DTSC
conducted extensive reviews of environmental data relating to SSFL,
including data collected by other government agencies, such as USEPA.
These data include environmental measurements relating to air, soil,
groundwater, surface water, and drinking water. To date, DTSC has not
found any evidence of offsite contamination from the SSFL that has posed
or would pose a risk to users of the Santa Susana Pass State Historic Park or
residents of neighborhoods near the SSFL. (see
http://dtsc.ca.gov/SiteCleanup/Santa_Susana_Field_Lab/SantaSusanaFieldL
abFAQ.cfm)

NASA operations did not entail the use of perchlorate except as small
ignitors that were placed in the engine. The perchlorate was encased in the
ignitor and consumed during the rocket engine ignitions process. Soil and
groundwater samples have been collected and analyzed for perchlorate
within the NASA-administered property at SSFL due to the use of the
ignitors. To date, perchlorate has not been detected in the soil at SSFL. For
groundwater, perchlorate was detected at a low level in one well. The well
was subsequently sampled for perchlorate and it was not detected.
Therefore, NASA operational history with regards to perchlorate and
sampling results indicate, to date, that perchlorate was not released to the
NASA-administered property at SSFL.

Based on these and other comments, NASA will amend the EIS to reflect the
impacts of contaminants if left in place as well as include information
summarizing the health studies previously conducted (Sections 3.9.5 and
3.9.6).
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Comments and Responses to Comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement

Comment

NASA Response

So, it is very important for me to comment on the Draft Environmental
Impact Statement (DEIS) that NASA recently published. NASA must
absolutely uphold all of the commitments it has made to the State of
California and to our community ini the 2010 agreement to clean up SSFL to
background.

NASA remains committed to cleaning up the environmental contamination
resulting from historical operations at the present federally owned portion
of the SSFL, which includes chemical contamination associated with the
testing of liquid-fueled rocket engines and components in support of
various government space programs and activities of the USAF and NASA.
Demonstrably, in 2007, NASA entered into the CO with the DTSC and other
responsible parties to address investigation and remediation requirements
at the site and, in December 2010, NASA entered into the AOC with DTSC.
In order to meet the cleanup requirements of the CO and AOC, NASA has
developed a strategy that involves working closely with DTSC and local
community stakeholders to ensure transparency as NASA moves forward
with this important cleanup project.
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Comments and Responses to Comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement

Comment

NASA Response

This cleanup agreement (Agreement on Consent or AOC) has sensible
provisions for the protection of endangered species and Native American
artifacts. It does not, however, allow NASA to evade cleaning up
contamination by trying to avoid demolishing the crumbling rocket test
stands, which is where much of the pollution is located. It's not possible to
clean up beneath those test stands without getting them out of the way
first. And the AOC commits NASA to cleaning up all the toxic material in the
soil, including around and beneath those test stands and other structures.

Section 106 of the NHPA requires Federal agencies to consider the potential
effects of their proposed actions on historic properties. NASA analyzed the
potential effects of demolition actions and cleanup to background on
cultural resources in the EIS. NASA continues to consult with the
appropriate regulatory agencies and other consulting parties to identify the
appropriate MMs to address the effects. The ROD will identify MMs
selected to address the effects.

The protection of public health and safety would take priority over
protection of the historic and cultural sites. NASA is proposing to defer
demolition of the historic Alfa and Bravo structures until such time as it can
be determined whether any of these facilities, including test stands, must
be demolished to achieve the required cleanup goals and a future owner
has identified they are unwilling to retain any of those facilities.
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APPENDIX K
Comments and Responses to Comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement
First Name Last Name Comment NASA Response
NASA respects public concern regarding offsite health issues. DTSC
conducted extensive reviews of environmental data relating to SSFL,
including data collected by other government agencies, such as USEPA.
These data include environmental measurements relating to air, soil,
If the contamination at SSFL is not fully cleaned up, it will continue to groundwater, surface water, and drinking water. To date, DTSC has not
threaten us locals every time the wind blows or it rains, causing the toxic  [found any evidence of offsite contamination from the SSFL that has posed
materials to migrate offsite to neighboring areas. or would pose a risk to users of the Santa Susana Pass State Historic Park or
residents of neighborhoods near the SSFL. (see
Ronda Apodaca So, do the right thing. Stop trying to resist fulfilling what NASA promised to |http://dtsc.ca.gov/SiteCleanup/Santa_Susana_Field_Lab/SantaSusanaFieldL
do. Fulfill your obligations under the AOC to the letter, fully complying with [abFAQ.cfm)
all of its provisions to clean up the Santa Susana Field Laboratory to
background levels. Those of us who live near the site are the ones who will |NASA remains committed to cleaning up the environmental contamination
be affected most. resulting from historical operations at the present federally owned portion
of the SSFL, which includes predominantly chemical contamination
associated with the testing of liquid-fueled rocket engines and components
in support of various government space programs and activities of the USAF
and NASA.
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APPENDIX K
Comments and Responses to Comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement
First Name Last Name Comment NASA Response
o . . NASA respects public concern regarding offsite health issues. DTSC
| live in the Santa Susana Knolls, just beneath the Santa Susana Field Lab . . . .
o L K . conducted extensive reviews of environmental data relating to SSFL,
(SSFL). I have the distinct pleasure of living in a uniquely beautiful . . .
X o K X o including data collected by other government agencies, such as EPA. These
community, and the distinct displeasure of knowing that SSFL, with it's . ] ) . .
R i K X data include environmental measurements relating to air, soil,
witches brew of chemically hazardous contaminants, is nearby. .
groundwater, surface water, and drinking water. To date, DTSC has not
found any evidence of offsite contamination from the SSFL that has posed
I long for the day that SSFL is cleaned up. | thought | might finally be able to v . . . P
e . K or would pose a risk to users of the Santa Susana Pass State Historic Park or
envision that day in 2010, when NASA signed the Agreement on Constent . .
(AOC) with the State of California to cleanup it's property at SSFL to residents of neighborhoods near SSFL (see
Michael Arbuckle . pitsp .p y . http://dtsc.ca.gov/SiteCleanup/Santa_Susana_Field_Lab/SantaSusanaFieldL
background levels. | was thrilled beyond measure. Finally, finally the abFAQ.cfm)
contamination would be entirely cleaned up. ' ’
. . NASA remains committed to cleaning up the environmental contamination
Now that NASA has released it's Draft Environmental Impact Report, | am . . . . .
. . resulting from historical operations at the present federally owned portion
even more emphatic that NASA must follow the AOC to the letter, period. . . . o
. of the SSFL, which includes predominantly chemical contamination
The DEIS truly shows the large amount of contamination NASA has created ] . . . .
. o associated with the testing of liquid-fueled rocket engines and components
close to our community. The AOC requires it all be cleaned up, and we . . L
. ] in support of various government space programs and activities of the USAF
expect you to live up to your commitments to do so.
and NASA.
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APPENDIX K
Comments and Responses to Comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement
First Name Last Name Comment NASA Response
Section 106 of the NHPA requires Federal agencies to consider the potential
effects of their proposed actions on historic properties. NASA analyzed the
potential effects of demolition actions and cleanup to background on
cultural resources in the EIS. NASA continues to consult with the
appropriate regulatory agencies and other consulting parties to identify the
Significant amounts of that pollution are located under the rocket test pprop X g yag g p i ¥
o . . appropriate MMs to address the effects. The ROD will identify MMs
stands. The AOC requires it all be cleaned up, so talk of leaving the rusting
) . ) . . selected to address the effects.
Michael Arbuckle test stands in place would seem to violate the requirement of cleaning up
the contamination beneath them. You can't remove the contamination . . o
. . The protection of public health and safety would take priority over
under them without getting them out of the way. R . i K ) i
protection of the historic and cultural sites. NASA is proposing to defer
demolition of the historic Alfa and Bravo structures until such time as it can
be determined whether any of these facilities, including test stands, must
be demolished to achieve the required cleanup goals and a future owner
has identified they are unwilling to retain any of those facilities.
. I am also pleased that the AOC provides sufficient protection for .
Michael Arbuckle . . . i Your comment is noted.
endangered species and Native American artifacts.
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APPENDIX K

Comments and Responses to Comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement

First Name Last Name Comment NASA Response
There is a reason that vast majority of the community that commented
when the AOCs were proposed, 3,700 in fact, supported the AOCs. And that
is because we know it is the only way we can truly be protected from SSFL's

Michael Arbuckle harmful toxins. Your comment is noted.
We who live in the Knolls have waited long enough. | want NASA to fully
comply with all of its obligations under the AOC.
Over many decades, NASA’s poor environmental practices resulted in
widespread contamination of the Santa Susana Field Laboratory near Los NASA remains committed to cleaning up the environmental contamination
Angeles. Dioxins, perchlorate, trichloroethylene, heavy metals, resulting from historical operations at the present federally owned portion
Polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs), and other hazardous materials pollute the|of the SSFL, which includes chemical contamination associated with the
soil and groundwater at the site, and some have migrated offsite. In 2010, [testing of liquid-fueled rocket engines and components in support of
NASA entered into a legally binding agreement with the state of California |various government space programs and activities of the USAF and NASA.

Barbara Ardinger to clean up all the contamination that could be found. Demonstrably, in 2007, NASA entered into the CO with the DTSC and other

responsible parties to address investigation and remediation requirements
Now, NASA has published a Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the |at the site and, in December 2010, NASA entered into the AOC with DTSC.
cleanup that suggests they may be trying to break its commitment. | In order to meet the cleanup requirements of the CO and AOC, NASA has
strongly urge NASA to completely live up to its obligations, and carry out in |developed a strategy that involves working closely with DTSC and local
full the thorough cleanup required by the 2010 agreement. NASA community stakeholders to ensure transparency as NASA moves forward
contaminated the site; NASA promised to clean it up completely; NASA with this important cleanup project.
should be true to its word.
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Comments and Responses to Comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement

Comment

NASA Response

Over many decades, NASA’s poor environmental practices resulted in
widespread contamination of the Santa Susana Field Laboratory near Los
Angeles. Dioxins, perchlorate, trichloroethylene, heavy metals,
Polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs), and other hazardous materials pollute the
soil and groundwater at the site, and some have migrated offsite. In 2010,
NASA entered into a legally binding agreement with the state of California
to clean up all the contamination that could be found.

Now, NASA has published a Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the
cleanup that suggests they may be trying to break its commitment. |
strongly urge NASA to completely live up to its obligations, and carry out in
full the thorough cleanup required by the 2010 agreement. NASA
contaminated the site; NASA promised to clean it up completely; NASA
should be true to its word.

NASA remains committed to cleaning up the environmental contamination
resulting from historical operations at the present federally owned portion
of the SSFL, which includes chemical contamination associated with the
testing of liquid-fueled rocket engines and components in support of
various government space programs and activities of the USAF and NASA.
Demonstrably, in 2007, NASA entered into the CO with the DTSC and other
responsible parties to address investigation and remediation requirements
at the site and, in December 2010, NASA entered into the AOC with DTSC.
In order to meet the cleanup requirements of the CO and AOC, NASA has
developed a strategy that involves working closely with DTSC and local
community stakeholders to ensure transparency as NASA moves forward
with this important cleanup project.

Over many decades, NASA’s poor environmental practices resulted in
widespread contamination of the Santa Susana Field Laboratory near Los
Angeles. Dioxins, perchlorate, trichloroethylene, heavy metals,
Polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs), and other hazardous materials pollute the
soil and groundwater at the site, and some have migrated offsite. In 2010,
NASA entered into a legally binding agreement with the state of California
to clean up all the contamination that could be found.

Now, NASA has published a Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the
cleanup that suggests they may be trying to break its commitment. |
strongly urge NASA to completely live up to its obligations, and carry out in
full the thorough cleanup required by the 2010 agreement. NASA
contaminated the site; NASA promised to clean it up completely; NASA
should be true to its word.

NASA remains committed to cleaning up the environmental contamination
resulting from historical operations at the present federally owned portion
of the SSFL, which includes chemical contamination associated with the
testing of liquid-fueled rocket engines and components in support of
various government space programs and activities of the USAF and NASA.
Demonstrably, in 2007, NASA entered into the CO with the DTSC and other
responsible parties to address investigation and remediation requirements
at the site and, in December 2010, NASA entered into the AOC with DTSC.
In order to meet the cleanup requirements of the CO and AOC, NASA has
developed a strategy that involves working closely with DTSC and local
community stakeholders to ensure transparency as NASA moves forward
with this important cleanup project.
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APPENDIX K
Comments and Responses to Comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement
First Name Last Name Comment NASA Response
Section 106 of the NHPA requires Federal agencies to consider the potential
effects of their proposed actions on historic properties. NASA analyzed the
potential effects of demolition actions and cleanup to background on
cultural resources in the EIS. NASA continues to consult with the
Armenta (Santa . . . . . .
. appropriate regulatory agencies and other consulting parties to identify the
Vincent Ynez Band of The EIS Must Address Cultural Resources . .
. appropriate MMs to address the effects. The Programmatic Agreement (PA)
Chumash Indians) L R
and/or ROD will identify MMs selected to address the effects.
Please refer to the PA and/or ROD for the resolution of adverse effects to
historic properties including test stands, a TCP and archeological sites.
ES090711172654MGM
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Comments and Responses to Comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement

First Name

Last Name

Comment

NASA Response

Vincent

Armenta (Santa
Ynez Band of
Chumash Indians)

Record of Decision Must Mitigate any Impacts to Cultural Resources

The FEIS is considered in making the agency's decision about whether and
how to proceed with the action that was the subject of the EIS. This
decision is recorded in a Record of Decision (ROD). According to 40 CFR
1505.2, the ROD must:

State what the decision was.
Identify all alternatives considered.

Specify the alternative or alternatives considered to be "environmentally
preferable." (Note that the agency does not have to select the
environmentally preferable alternative, but it does have to discuss what it

is.)

Identify and discuss the factors balanced in making the decision (whether
for or against the environmentally preferable alternative).

State whether "all practicable means to avoid or minimize environmental
harm ... have been adopted, and if not, why they were not."

Having notified the world of its decision, the agency implements it. In doing
so, it must carry out any mitigation, i.e., "means to avoid or minimize
environmental harm," it has said in the ROD or EIS that it will carry out (40
CFR 1505.3).

NASA acknowledges your comments.
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Comments and Responses to Comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement

Comment

NASA Response

Deferral of Mitigation does not Comply with NEPA

Deferral. With respect to historic properties, a very common problem is
"deferral," in which the agency:

Acknowledges that it does not know much about what effects there may be
on historic properties (often because such properties have not yet been
identified); but

Says that whatever effects there may be, NHPA Section 106 review (of the
National Historic Preservation Act), to be performed later, will take care of
them; and

Concludes that therefore, whatever alternative is decided on, impacts on
historic properties will not be a problem.

Considering environmental impacts after a decision has been made defeats
NEPA's purpose of considering impacts in preparing to make decisions. It
also almost guarantees last-minute conflicts between project
implementation and historic preservation.

NASA plans to conclude the Section 106 process with a Programmatic
Agreement (PA) identifying MMs to resolve adverse effects to historic
properties. The PA will be included as an attachment to the ROD. In
accordance with the PA and/or ROD NASA will be setting up a Native
American Advisory Board to assist NASA in its stewardship of important
Native American sites during the implementation of the proposed actions.

Failure to consider things that are not historic properties. With respect to
other kinds of cultural resources, a common problem is that they are not
considered at all. Historic properties, or even more narrowly, archeological
sites, are sometimes the only things discussed in the "cultural resource"
part of an EIS. If social impacts are considered, they are often considered
only terms of easily quantifiable socioeconomic variables like population,
employment, and use of public services. The result is that impacts on many
classes of cultural resource simply are not identified or considered in
deciding whether significant impacts may occur.

NASA endeavored to analyze impacts to multiple cultural resources
including Indian Sacred Sites and TCPs as well as known and unknown
archeological sites and features and plants of interest to Native Americans.

APPENDIX K

First Name Last Name
Armenta (Santa

Vincent Ynez Band of
Chumash Indians)
Armenta (Santa

Vincent Ynez Band of
Chumash Indians)

ES090711172654MGM

K-71




Appendix K, NASA SSFL EIS for Proposed Demolition and Environmental Cleanup

APPENDIX K
Comments and Responses to Comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement
First Name Last Name Comment NASA Response
Deferral of eligibility determination: A determination of eligibility of CA-VEN
Armenta (Santa . X . R i
Vincent Ynez Band of 1803, in consultation with the SHPO and the federally recognized tribes,
Chumash Indians) needs to be completed before cleanup began if this site were to be affected [Archeology site CA-VEN-1803 would not be impacted by cleanup activities.
by soil cleanup activities.
The Burro Flats site was listed in the National Register in 1975; the
nomination form included a boundary for the site. NASA used this boundary
Deferral of boundary research as to VEN-1072 and VEN-1803: Additional and added a buffer area to form the Archeology Resource Management
Armenta (Santa boundary research is required to conclude that any avoidance of excavation [Area for the Burro Flats site. Previously NASA coordinated the consolidation
Vincent Ynez Band of within the boundaries of Burro Flats (CA-VEN-1072) and CA-VEN-1803 of multiple locii into one larger archeological site with a new boundary
Chumash Indians) would diminish or eliminate adverse impacts to known archeological sites |known as CA VEN 1072. While there is no requirement under the law for
and reduce the impacts to negligible, negative, local, and long term and additional boundary delineation as part of identifying historic properties,
could result in a finding of no adverse effect under Section | 06. NASA intends to review material and further identify the boundary in
consultation with Boeing prior to commencement of cleanup due to the
fact that a large percent of the site occurs on private land.
NASA has conducted Phase | pedestrian archeological investigations on all
of the NASA-administered property at SSFL in accordance with state and
federal standards. All archeological field surveys were conducted in
accordance with Section 106 of the NHPA and the Secretary of the Interior's
Deferral of additional testing as to unknown archaeological deposits: Standards and Guidelines for Identification and in accordance with CEQA,
Additional subsurface testing is required to conclude that reducing the Public Resources Code Section 5097.2, and CEQA Guidelines Section
Armenta (Santa  |amount of excavation on newly discovered archeological deposits 15064.5. Archeological survey methodologies were consistent with
Vincent Ynez Band of (commonly referred to as "inadvertent or accidental discoveries") could professional standards and in accordance with common practice for such
Chumash Indians) |minimize the impact if the newly identified sites were avoided, thus studies in the state of California.
reducing the impacts to minor, negative, local, and long-term impacts from
excavation. NASA will do additional archeological investigations in sensitive areas
identified in consultation with SHPO and the Santa Ynez Band of Chumash
Indians prior to commencing cleanup activities as part of the MMs to
minimize impacts to potential archeological resources. Please refer to the
Programmatic Agreement and/or ROD for additional details.
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Comments and Responses to Comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement

Comment

NASA Response

It is important to note that a sacred site may not meet the National Register
criteria for a historic property and that, conversely, a historic property may
not meet the criteria for a sacred site. However, in those instances where
an undertaking may affect a historic property that is also considered by an
Indian tribe to be a sacred site, the Federal agency should, in the course of
the Section 106 review process, consider accommodation of access to and
ceremonial use of the property and avoidance of adverse physical effects in
accordance with E.0. 13007.

NASA has fully accepted the importance and requirements of the
identification of the Indian Sacred Site in accordance with 13007.
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Comments and Responses to Comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement

First Name

Last Name

Comment

NASA Response

Vincent

Armenta (Santa
Ynez Band of
Chumash Indians)

Failure to address the NASA Site Is a Traditional Cultural Property (TCP)
eligible for protection on the National Register:

A. Locations for traditional ceremonies are defined as a TCP.

The traditional cultural significance of a historic property, then, is
significance derived from the role the property plays in a

community's historically rooted beliefs, customs, and practices.

A location where Native American religious practitioners have historically
gone.

B. Mountain tops and rock outcroppings like at SSFL are TCP's: NPS Bull. No.
38, p. 2, provides:

Traditional cultural properties are often hard to recognize. A traditional
ceremonial location may look like merely a mountaintop.

C. NASA must engage specialists as part of its TCP study: NPS Bull. No. 38, p.
10, provides:

In general, the only reasonably reliable way to resolve conflict among
sources is to review a wide enough range of documentary data, and to
interview a wide enough range of authorities to minimize the likelihood
either of inadvertent bias or of being deliberately misled.

Specialists in ethnography, sociology, history, and other relevant disciplines.

D. Specific events like the Solstice ceremony at SSFL qualify as TCP:

A culturally significant natural landscape may be classified as a site, as may
the specific location where significant

traditional events, activities, or cultural observances have taken place. A
natural object such as a tree or a rock outcrop may be an eligible object if it
is associated with a significant tradition or use.

E. Native American ceremonies qualify as TCP: NPS Bull. No. 38, p.15,
provides:

Properties can be listed in or determined eligible for the Register for their
association with religious history, or with persons significant in religion, if

suich sionificance has "schalarlv _secular recasnition " 12 The inteoral

Thank you for your input on the TCP. NASA has conducted a preliminary
investigation of the potential for a TCP. The Santa Ynez will be given the
opportunity to comment on the TCP report.
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First Name

Last Name

Comment

NASA Response

Vincent

Armenta (Santa
Ynez Band of
Chumash Indians)

Traditional Cultural Landscapes must also be included in Section 106
consultations and the EIS

Traditional cultural landscapes, because they are often a property type such
as a district or site, are identified in the same manner in the Section 106
process as other types of historic properties of religious and cultural
significance to Indian tribes or Native Hawaiian organizations.

To determine the scope of identification efforts, a federal agency, in
consultation with the State Historic Preservation Officers (SHPQ)/Tribal
Historic Preservation Officer (THPO), must:

1. Determine and document the area of potential effect for its undertaking;
2. Review existing information; and,

3. Seek information from consulting parties including Indian tribes or Native
Hawaiian organizations.

Based on the information gathered through these efforts, the federal
agency, in consultation with the SHPO and any Indian tribe or Native
Hawaiian organization that attaches religious and cultural significance to
historic properties that may be affected by the undertaking, develops and
implements a strategy to identify historic properties within the area of
potential effects. Identification efforts may include background research,
oral history interviews, scientific analysis, and field investigations.

NASA will do additional archeological investigations in sensitive areas
identified in consultation with SHPO and the Santa Ynez Band of Chumash
Indians prior to commencing cleanup activities as part of the MMs to
minimize impacts to potential archeological resources. Please refer to the
Programmatic Agreement and/or ROD for additional details.
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First Name

Last Name

Comment

NASA Response

Vincent

Armenta (Santa
Ynez Band of
Chumash Indians)

U.N. Declaration on the Rights of Indigenous Peoples must now be followed
after December 2010

The ACHP will now incorporate UNDRIP in the Section 106 review process:

While the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation's (ACHP) work already
largely supports the United Nations Declaration on the Rights of Indigenous
Peoples, additional and deliberate actions will be taken to more overtly
support the Declaration. The Section 106 review process provides Indian
tribes and Native Hawaiian organizations (NH Os) with a very important
opportunity to influence federal decision making when properties of
religious and cultural significance may be threatened by proposed federal
actions. While federal agencies are required to consult with Indian tribes
and NHOs and to take their comments into account in making decisions in
the Section | 06 review process, adding the principles of the Declaration to
that consideration may assist federal agencies in making decisions that
result in the protection of historic properties of religious and cultural
significance to Indian tribes and NHOs.
http://www.achp.gov/docs/UN%20Decleration%20Plan%203-21-13. pdf.

NASA, in accordance with US policy, supports the UN Declaration on the
Rights of Indigenous Peoples. NASA will be setting up a Native American
Advisory Board to assist NASA in its stewardship of important Native
American sites during the implementation of the proposed actions.

Vincent

Armenta (Santa
Ynez Band of
Chumash Indians)

Official recognition in the DEIS need to be made of the areas surrounding
Burro Flats

A. The entire Southern half of Area Il District needs to be protected. Sec.
3.3.34, p. 3-17

B. All structures should be removed in the Coca Historic District. These
structures impinge on the ceremonial areas. If a decision is reached to save
a test stand, Alfa or Bravo should be retained instead of Coca.

These comments have been taken into consideration during Section 106
consultation and development of the Programmatic Agreement. Please
refer to the Programmatic Agreement and/or ROD for the resolution of

adverse effects.
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First Name Last Name Comment NASA Response
NASA has conducted Phase | pedestrian archeological investigations on all
While the Southern half of Area Il contains the pictographs and additional |of the NASA-administered property at SSFL in accordance with state and
16 sites, the Northern half of SSFL needs additional investigation, including, |federal standards. All archeological field surveys were conducted in
without limitation: accordance with Section 106 of the NHPA and the Secretary of the Interior's
a. Geography-this areas contains numerous flat areas that would be Standards and Guidelines for Identification and in accordance with CEQA,
suitable camp sites; Public Resources Code Section 5097.2, and CEQA Guidelines Section
Armenta (Santa b. Areas of food-this areas contains forests and riparian areas that could be |15064.5. Archeological survey methodologies were consistent with
Vincent Ynez Band of utilized in the gathering of food; professional standards and in accordance with common practice for such
Chumash Indians) |c. Support for ceremonial area in the Southern half of Area 11-It is not studies in the state of California.
inconceivable that the Northern half of the SSFL site provided support for
the ceremonies in the Southern half of SSFL; NASA will do additional archeological investigations in sensitive areas
d. Separate areas for different tribes-if SSFL was an inter-tribal gathering identified in consultation with SHPO and the Santa Ynez Band of Chumash
place, then each tribe would have congregated separately in different parts [Indians prior to commencing cleanup activities as part of the MMs to
of the site. minimize impacts to potential archeological resources. Please refer to the
Programmatic Agreement and/or ROD for additional details.
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First Name Last Name Comment NASA Response
Subsurface testing is required.

NASA has conducted Phase | pedestrian archeological investigations on all
Pedestrian surveys are of limited utility and never alone are sufficient when |of the NASA-administered property at SSFL in accordance with state and
there are known areas of habitation or ceremony. We are informed that federal standards. All archeological field surveys were conducted in
NASA has recently completed a Phase | Pedestrian Survey of the site. While [accordance with Section 106 of the NHPA and the Secretary of the Interior's
such Phase | is an excellent first step, we request additional subsurface Standards and Guidelines for Identification and in accordance with CEQA,
archaeological testing for all areas scheduled for any excavation. Public Resources Code Section 5097.2, and CEQA Guidelines Section
Armenta (Santa 15064.5. Archeological survey methodologies were consistent with
Vincent Ynez Band of If the soils profile of the project location shows that heavy erosion has professional standards and in accordance with common practice for such
Chumash Indians) washed away soils then it may explain the absence of cultural resources. studies in the state of California.
However, if the soils profile is depositional then there may be a need to
conduct additional subsurface testing, particularly in areas where ground No additional surveys are planned prior to the FEIS. NASA will do additional
disturbance is planned. In archaeological terminology, this is referred to as |archeological investigations in sensitive areas identified in consultation with
"Extended Phase I" testing because it is an intermediate step between SHPO and the Santa Ynez Band of Chumash Indians prior to commencing
Phase I (survey), and Phase 2 (controlled excavation to assess the cleanup activities as part of the MMs to minimize impacts to potential
significance of a site). Extended Phase | testing often done by excavating a |archeological resources. Please refer to the Programmatic Agreement
small pit with a shovel and screening the excavated soil through steel mesh |and/or ROD for additional details.
("shovel test pit" or "STP").
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First Name

Last Name

Comment

NASA Response

Vincent

Armenta (Santa
Ynez Band of
Chumash Indians)

Following is a list of environmental and cultural factors that should be
considered when assessing the overall cultural sensitivity of the SSFL.
(Please note that this list is not exhaustive and each factor must be
weighted both individually and collectively on a case-by-case basis.)

a. Areas with high viewshed or visibility such as or ridgelines, peaks, ledges,
outcrops, benches, or prominent hills; and

b. Areas with a relatively high density of sites in the vicinity; and

c. Areas where past ethnographic studies have revealed associated
placenames. Keep in mind that placenames do not always refer to places
where evidence of past cultural activity exists; and

d. Areas near known sites. Mapped boundaries of sites most frequently
reflect only cultural residue that was visible on the surface when the site
was recorded and do not necessarily reflect the actual extent of the site. In
addition, loci such as cemeteries or other areas may be adjacent to or
nearby but separate from the main habitation; and

e. Areas near known rock art sites or rocky outcroppings of the type where
rock shelters and art have traditionally been located; and

f. Areas in or near known gathering areas; and

g. Though all sites are potentially worthy of protection, named,
ethnobhistorically documented village sites are of the highest priority and
therefore warrant the greatest amount of protection possible.

Thank you for your suggestions. In conducting NASA's TCP study, many of
these factors were considered.
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First Name Last Name Comment NASA Response
Thank you for taking the time to provide comments on the DEIS. NASA
considered a range of remedial action technologies to comparatively
identify what impacts may result from the background cleanup to meet the
Armenta (Santa Figure 2.2-3, p. 2-21, illustrates the Preliminary Remediation Area Types AOC deadline of 2017. Technologies analyzed in the EIS included options to
Vincent Ynez Band of Under the Proposed Action. To the extent feasible, NASA should exhaust all [soil removal. The EIS considered the effectiveness of each technology and
Chumash Indians) non-excavation methods of remediation before performing any excavation |effects of impacts on items such as native vegetation, air quality, truck
that could potentially impact cultural and historic sites. traffic, noise, wildlife, and cultural resources at SSFL. Some of the
technologies considered include excavation (not applicable to groundwater
or bedrock), enhanced biological treatment, in-situ treatment, and ex-situ
treatment.
NASA has conducted Phase | pedestrian archeological investigations on all
of the NASA-administered property at SSFL in accordance with state and
federal standards. All archeological field surveys were conducted in
Soil Prior disturbance is NOT Dispositive: accordance with Section 106 of the NHPA and the Secretary of the Interior's
The mantra that cultural sites have been disturbed and therefore Standards and Guidelines for Identification and in accordance with CEQA,
automatically are not significant is oftentimes incorrect: Public Resources Code Section 5097.2, and CEQA Guidelines Section
Armenta (Santa |a. Disturbed sites still may contain valuable information. The newer 15064.5. Archeological survey methodologies were consistent with
Vincent Ynez Band of approach is to treat disturbed sites as having the potential to provide professional standards and in accordance with common practice for such
Chumash Indians) [information even if they have been disturbed; studies in the state of California.
b. Disturbed sites still have spiritual significance;
c. Disturbance may only be on the surface, while much excavation may NASA will do additional archeological investigations in sensitive areas
continue to depths of up to 20 feet. identified in consultation with SHPO and the Santa Ynez Band of Chumash
Indians prior to commencing cleanup activities as part of the MMs to
minimize impacts to potential archeological resources. Please refer to the
Programmatic Agreement and/or ROD for additional details.
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Comments and Responses to Comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement
First Name Last Name Comment NASA Response
Need to Analyze Cumulative Impacts to Cultural Resources: NASA acknowledges your comment. In addition to DTSC, NASA has been
Armenta (Santa The DEIS fails to account for other remediation projects in other areas of coordinating with USFWS, USACE, SHPO, DOE, Boeing, consulting parties,
Vincent Ynez Band of SSFL: Tribes, and National Park Service. CEQA analysis typically includes private
Chumash Indians) a. Need to add Department of Energy (DOE) cultural sites; and public property impacts. The NASA cumulative impact analysis
b. Need to add Boeing cultural sites; identifies the impacts of the NASA, Boeing, and DOE cleanup projects. The
c. Other areas within SSFL. cumulative analysis reflects information that is currently available.
NEW MITIGATION: Cultural Interpretive Center:
Armenta (Santa  |a. Can use existing building; Thank you for your MM suggestion. NASA will consider this and other
Vincent Ynez Band of b. Preferably near saved historic structure and/or test stand; recommendations as it finalizes the agreement document stipulating
Chumash Indians) |c. Preferably away from CA-VEN-1072; NASA's commitments. However, NASA does not know who the future
d. Need to Reserve maintenance funds. owners of the property will be.
Armenta (Santa . . L ) A process for monitoring in known archeological sites will be developed in
. NEW MITIGATION: Native American monitoring during any ground . . . . . .
Vincent Ynez Band of R i . consultation with the SHPO and tribes and will be included in the
. disturbing activities. . ) ]
Chumash Indians) agreement document, which will be signed by SHPO.
Armenta (Santa
Vincent Ynez Band of Need to protect CA-VEN-1072 from trespassers and vandals. In consultation with SHPO and the tribes, NASA is developing appropriate
Chumash Indians) protection measures for the Burro Flats site.
ES090711172654MGM




APPENDIX K

Appendix K, NASA SSFL EIS for Proposed Demolition and Environmental Cleanup

Comments and Responses to Comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement

First Name

Last Name

Comment

NASA Response

Vincent

Armenta (Santa
Ynez Band of
Chumash Indians)

Deferral of Mitigation until Record of Decision (ROD):

a. It is problematic to defer any mitigation until ROD as it prevents
meaningful comment;

b. Commenter reserve the right to ask for recirculation of the DEIS and EIS
for any such deferred mitigation.

Use of NEPA EIS instead of NHPA 106-Recent ACHP guidance:

Substitution under 36 C.F.R. § 800.8(c) permits agencies to use the NEPA
review to comply with Section | 06 as an alternative to the process set out
in 36 C.F.R. §§ 800.3- 800.6.

If, as the result of an objection under 36 C.F.R. § 800.8(c) (2)(ii) or during
consultation to resolve adverse effects, disagreement reaches a point
where the substitution process is no longer prudent, then agencies may
return to the appropriate step in the standard Section | 06 process with
notification to consulting parties.

Please refer to the Programmatic Agreement and/or ROD which identifies
stipulations to resolve adverse effects.
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APPENDIX K
Comments and Responses to Comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement

First Name Last Name Comment NASA Response

Need NEPA Mitigation Plan

To provide for the performance of mitigation, agencies should create
internal processes to ensure that mitigation actions adopted in any NEPA
process are documented and that monitoring and appropriate
implementation plans are created to ensure that mitigation is carried out.

Agency NEPA implementing procedures should require clearly documenting
the commitment to mitigate the measures necessary in the environmental
documents prepared during the NEPA process (40 C.F .R. § 1508.10) and in
the decision documents such as the Record of Decision. When an agency
identifies mitigation in an EIS and commits to implement that mitigation to

Armenta (Santa  |achieve an environmentally preferable outcome, Thank you for your MM suggestion. NASA will consider this and other
Vincent Ynez Band of recommendations as it finalizes the agreement document stipulating
Chumash Indians) [then the agency should ensure that the mitigation is adopted and NASA's commitments.

implemented.

Methods to ensure implementation should include, as appropriate to the
agency's underlying authority for decision-making, appropriate conditions
in financial agreements, grants, permits or other approvals, and
conditioning funding on implementing the mitigation. To inform
performance expectations, mitigation goals should be stated clearly. These
should be carefully specified in terms of measurable performance standards
to the greatest extent possible. The agency should also identify the duration
of the agency action and the mitigation measures in its decision document
to ensure that the terms of the mitigation and how it will be implemented
are clear.

ES090711172654MGM
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APPENDIX K
Comments and Responses to Comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement
First Name Last Name Comment NASA Response
If funding for implementation of mitigation is not available at the time the
decision on the proposed action and mitigation measures is made, then the
impact of a lack of funding and resultant environmental effects if the
mitigation is not implemented warrant disclosure in the EA or EIS. In cases
Armenta (Santa where, after analyzing the proposed actions with or without the mitigation,
Vincent Ynez Band of the agency determines that mitigation is necessary to support the FONSI or [NASA acknowledges your comments. Please refer to the Programmatic
Chumash Indians) committed to in the ROD, and the necessary funding is not available, the Agreement and/or ROD.
agency may still be able to move forward with the proposed action once
the funding does become available. The agencies should ensure that the
expertise and professional judgment applied in determining the appropriate
mitigation measure is reflected in the administrative record, and when and
how those measures will be implemented are analyzed in the EA or EIS.
Under NEPA, a federal agency has a continuing duty to gather and evaluate
new information relevant to the environmental impact of its actions. See 42
U.S.C. § 4332(2)(A). For agency decisions based on an EIS, the regulations
. Armenta (Santa  |require thatc, "a monlto.rllng a.nd enforcement program shall be. fadopted “|if new information becomes available that substantially changes the
Vincent Ynez Band of where applicable for mitigation." 40 C.F.R. § J 505.2(c). In addition, the i i
. . . . o conclusions of the FEIS, NASA will develop a Supplemental EIS.
Chumash Indians) [regulations state that agencies may "provide for monitoring to assure that
their decisions are carried out and should do so in important cases." 40
C.F.R. § 1505.3. Monitoring plans and programs should be described or
incorporated by reference in the agency decision documents.
Armenta (Santa Incorporation by reference of Memo dated Nov. 29, 2012, "NEPA
Vincent Ynez Band of alternatives analysis for selection of cleanup standards for the Santa Susana .
. . ] Thank you for this reference.
Chumash Indians) |Field Laboratory Site."
ES090711172654MGM
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Comment

NASA Response

Over decades, NASA contaminated the Santa Susana Field Lab with dioxins,
PCBs, perchlorate, heavy metals, TCE and other volatile organic
compounds. Hundreds of thousands of people live nearby. A federal study
showed that people living closer to the site have higher rates of thyroid,
bladder, blood and lymph cancers than people living further awa

NASA respects public concern regarding offsite health issues. DTSC
conducted extensive reviews of environmental data relating to SSFL,
including data collected by other government agencies, such as EPA. These
data include environmental measurements relating to air, soil,
groundwater, surface water, and drinking water. To date, DTSC has not
found any evidence of offsite contamination from SSFL that has posed or
would pose a risk to users of the Santa Susana Pass State Historic Park or
residents of neighborhoods near SSFL (see
http://dtsc.ca.gov/SiteCleanup/Santa_Susana_Field_Lab/SantaSusanaFieldL
abFAQ.cfm).

NASA operations did not entail the use of perchlorate except as small
ignitors that were placed in the engine. The perchlorate was encased in the
ignitor and consumed during the rocket engine ignitions process. Soil and
groundwater samples have been collected and analyzed for perchlorate
within the NASA-administered property at SSFL due to the use of the
ignitors. To date, perchlorate has not been detected in the soil at SSFL. For
groundwater, perchlorate was detected at a low level in one well. The well
was subsequently sampled for perchlorate and it was not detected.
Therefore, NASA operational history with regards to perchlorate and
sampling results indicate, to date, that perchlorate was not released to the
NASA-administered property at SSFL.

Based on these and other comments, NASA will amend the EIS to reflect the
impacts of contaminants if left in place as well as include information
summarizing the health studies previously conducted (Sections 3.9.5 and
3.9.6).

APPENDIX K

First Name Last Name

John Armstron

John &
ES090711172654MGM

K-85




Appendix K, NASA SSFL EIS for Proposed Demolition and Environmental Cleanup

APPENDIX K

Comments and Responses to Comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement

First Name Last Name Comment NASA Response
In 2010, NASA signed a legally binding agreement with California to clean NASA remains committed to cleaning up the environmental contamination
up all contamination that could be detected. But Boeing, NASA's contractor |resulting from historical operations at the present federally owned portion
at the site and owner of most of the site, has been pushing to block full of SSFL, which includes predominantly chemical contamination associated
cleanup of most of the site. The Draft Environmental Impact Statement with the testing of liquid-fueled rocket engines and components in support
recently released by NASA that barely mentions the contamination raises  |of various government space programs and activities of the USAF and

John Armstrong questions about whether NASA is trying to break out of the cleanup NASA. Demonstrably, in 2007, NASA entered into the CO with the DTSC and

John agreement it signed. other responsible parties to address investigation and remediation

requirements at the site and, in December 2010, NASA entered into the

It is critical that NASA live up to the commitments it made in the 2010 AOC with DTSC. In order to meet the cleanup requirements of the CO and
cleanup agreement. | strongly urge NASA to meet its responsibilities AOC, NASA has developed a strategy that involves working closely with
regarding the toxic contamination it created. Do what you promised to do-- |[DTSC and local community stakeholders to ensure transparency as NASA
fully clean up the site. moves forward with this important cleanup project.
Over many decades, NASA’s poor environmental practices resulted in
widespread contamination of the Santa Susana Field Laboratory near Los NASA remains committed to cleaning up the environmental contamination
Angeles. Dioxins, perchlorate, trichloroethylene, heavy metals, resulting from historical operations at the present federally owned portion
Polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs), and other hazardous materials pollute the|of the SSFL, which includes chemical contamination associated with the
soil and groundwater at the site, and some have migrated offsite. In 2010, [testing of liquid-fueled rocket engines and components in support of
NASA entered into a legally binding agreement with the state of California |various government space programs and activities of the USAF and NASA.

Dolly Arond to clean up all the contamination that could be found. Demonstrably, in 2007, NASA entered into the CO with the DTSC and other

responsible parties to address investigation and remediation requirements
Now, NASA has published a Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the |at the site and, in December 2010, NASA entered into the AOC with DTSC.
cleanup that suggests they may be trying to break its commitment. | In order to meet the cleanup requirements of the CO and AOC, NASA has
strongly urge NASA to completely live up to its obligations, and carry out in |developed a strategy that involves working closely with DTSC and local
full the thorough cleanup required by the 2010 agreement. NASA community stakeholders to ensure transparency as NASA moves forward
contaminated the site; NASA promised to clean it up completely; NASA with this important cleanup project.
should be true to its word.
ES090711172654MGM
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Comment

NASA Response

Through decades of sloppy environmental practices, NASA badly
contaminated its part of the Santa Susana Field Laboratory with toxic
materials, some of which have been migrating off the property.

NASA respects public concern regarding offsite health issues. DTSC
conducted extensive reviews of environmental data relating to SSFL,
including data collected by other government agencies, such as USEPA.
These data include environmental measurements relating to air, soil,
groundwater, surface water, and drinking water. To date, DTSC has not
found any evidence of offsite contamination from the SSFL that has posed
or would pose a risk to users of the Santa Susana Pass State Historic Park or
residents of neighborhoods near the SSFL. (see
http://dtsc.ca.gov/SiteCleanup/Santa_Susana_Field_Lab/SantaSusanaFieldL
abFAQ.cfm)

NASA operations did not entail the use of perchlorate except as small
ignitors that were placed in the engine. The perchlorate was encased in the
ignitor and consumed during the rocket engine ignitions process. Soil and
groundwater samples have been collected and analyzed for perchlorate
within the NASA-administered property at SSFL due to the use of the
ignitors. To date, perchlorate has not been detected in the soil at SSFL. For
groundwater, perchlorate was detected at a low level in one well. The well
was subsequently sampled for perchlorate and it was not detected.
Therefore, NASA operational history with regards to perchlorate and
sampling results indicate, to date, that perchlorate was not released to the
NASA-administered property at SSFL.

Based on these and other comments, NASA will amend the EIS to reflect the
impacts of contaminants if left in place as well as include information
summarizing the health studies previously conducted (Sections 3.9.5 and
3.9.6)
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Comments and Responses to Comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement

Comment

NASA Response

After years of dragging its feet on cleanup, in 2010 NASA executed a binding
cleanup agreement with the State of California, promising to clean up all
the contamination to background.

NASA has now published a Draft Environmental Impact Statement on the
cleanup, portions of which have created concern that some within the
agency are working at cross purposes to the agreement NASA is pledged to
carry out.

| write to call on NASA to live up to its commitments in the 2010 cleanup
agreement, totally and without any efforts to wriggle out of it.

NASA remains committed to cleaning up the environmental contamination
resulting from historical operations at the present federally owned portion
of the SSFL, which includes chemical contamination associated with the
testing of liquid-fueled rocket engines and components in support of
various government space programs and activities of the USAF and NASA.
Demonstrably, in 2007, NASA entered into the CO with the DTSC and other
responsible parties to address investigation and remediation requirements
at the site and, in December 2010, NASA entered into the AOC with DTSC.
In order to meet the cleanup requirements of the CO and AOC, NASA has
developed a strategy that involves working closely with DTSC and local
community stakeholders to ensure transparency as NASA moves forward
with this important cleanup project.

Over many decades, NASA’s poor environmental practices resulted in
widespread contamination of the Santa Susana Field Laboratory near Los
Angeles. Dioxins, perchlorate, trichloroethylene, heavy metals,
Polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs), and other hazardous materials pollute the
soil and groundwater at the site, and some have migrated offsite. In 2010,
NASA entered into a legally binding agreement with the state of California
to clean up all the contamination that could be found.

Now, NASA has published a Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the
cleanup that suggests they may be trying to break its commitment. |
strongly urge NASA to completely live up to its obligations, and carry out in
full the thorough cleanup required by the 2010 agreement. NASA
contaminated the site; NASA promised to clean it up completely; NASA
should be true to its word.

NASA remains co