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NASA S SFL  Section  0/5 C onsulting P arty  Meeting
�

ATTENDEES:	� Carla Bollinger/Consulting  Party  

Bill  Bowling/Consulting  Party  

Gary  Brown/Consulting  Party  

Sam  Cohen/Consulting  Party  

Wayne  Fishback/Consulting  Party  

Beverly  Folkes/Consulting  Party  

Elizabeth H arris/Consulting  Party  

Christian K iillkkaa/Consulting  Party  

Al  Knight/Consulting  Party  

John L uker/Consulting  Party   

Mark  Osokow/Consulting  Party  

Freddie  Romero/Consulting  Party  

Chris  Rowe/Consulting  Party  

Alan S alazar/Consulting  Party  

Margie  Steigerwald/Consulting  Party  

Barbara Tejada/Consulting  Party   

Ronald Zi man/Consulting  Party  

Allen E lliott/NASA  

Merrilee  Fellows/NASA   

Jennifer Groman/NASA,  host  

Tom  Hayes/NASA  

Pete  Zorba/NASA  

Randy  Dean/CH2MHILL  

Sara Orton/CH2MHILL  

Via  Teleconference:  

Mark  Beason/SHPO  

Rebecca  Karberg/GSA  

Paul  Carpenter/DTSC  

Richard H ume/DTSC  

Elaine  Jackson-Rotondo/NPS  

Nancy  Kidd/Consulting  Party   

Dan L arson/Consulting  Party   

Jane  Lehman/GSA  

Mark  Malinowski/DTSC  

Carol  Roland-Nawi/SHPO  

Clark  Stevens/Consulting  Party  

PREPARED B Y:  CH2M  HILL  

DATE:  September 9,  2013  

NASA  held a  Section  106  Consulting  Party  meeting  on  August  29,  2013,  from  12:30  p.m.  to  3:00  p.m.  at  Santa 

Susana Field L aboratory  (SSFL)  in N ASA’s  large  conference  room.  Consulting  parties  and ag encies  attended i n  

person  or via teleconference  and L iveMeeting.   

Welcome  

Jennifer Groman/NASA  began t he  meeting  with  a welcome  to  the  attending  parties.  She  gave  an i ntroduction t o  

the  meeting  and d escribed  the  meeting  objectives.  Ms.  Groman p resented a   few  slides  summarizing  the  impacts  

to  cultural  resources  identified i n t he  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  (DEIS).  She  also  discussed  potential  

mitigation  measures  listed  in t he  DEIS  to  address  the  adverse  effects  on c ultural  resources  from  the  proposed  

cleanup.   

Open  Topics   

Several  consulting  parties  expressed i nterest  in h earing  the  views  of  the  Native  American  representatives  present  

at  the  meeting  regarding  soil  removal,  building  demolition,  and fu ture  use  of the  site,  as  well  as  their views  about  

the  larger site,  not  just  the  NASA  portion  of SSFL.  One  gentleman s aid p rovided i nsight  into  how  he  generally  

prefers  to  keep  things  close.    

The  California State  Historic  Preservation O fficer (SHPO),  Carol  Roland-Nawi,  and  others  said i t  is  difficult  to  

discuss  appropriate  mitigation m easures  to  address  effects  that  are  not  entirely  clear,  as  presented i n t he  DEIS.  

The  boundaries  and s ignificance  of the  Traditional  Cultural  Property  (TCP)  are  not  known an d  the  full  Burro  Flats  

site  has  never been fu lly  investigated  or evaluated.  There  is  little  known ab out  the  middens  in t he  Burro  Flats  area 

and fu rther investigation i s  needed  to  delineate  the  entire  Burro  Flats  site.   
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SHPO  requested  that  a  detailed s chedule  be  included  in t he  Final  EIS ( FEIS)  that  includes  ongoing c onsultation an d  

when i t  would  take  place  in t he  process.  The  schedule  of  activities  and c onsultation p lans  needs  to  be  included i n  

the  Record  of  Decision  (ROD).   

Various  consulting p arties  commented t hat  the  schedule  seems  very  short  to  complete  the  Section  106  process.  

Concern  was  expressed ab out  the  delay  in d ecisions,  such as   the  eligibility  and b oundaries  of  the  TCP,  the  

boundaries  of  the  Burro  Flats  site,  and t he  footprint  of  the  contamination,  and t hus  cleanup,  within t he  Burro  

Flats  site.  Many  believe  there  is  not  enough av ailable  information  to  complete  the  evaluation an d an alysis  of  

impacts,  thus  making i t  premature  to  discuss  mitigation m easures  appropriate  for  the  impacts.   

Because  of  the  timeframe  of  the  cleanup an d A dministrative  Order  on  Consent  (AOC)  requirements,  the  only  

possible  remediation i s  excavation an d re moval  offsite  that  would h ave  the  most  intense  impacts  to  cultural  and  

natural  resources.  Impacts  could b e  reduced i f  the  schedule  were  lengthened an d N ASA  were  given  more  time  to  

study  alternative  cleanup t echnologies.  Additional  time  to  complete  the  cleanup  also  would g ive  NASA  additional  

time  to  complete  studies  of  Burro  Flats  and T CPs.   

Another  comment,  regarding M itigation M easure  4as  listed i n S ections  4.3.2  of  the  DEIS an d  shown o n  slide  6  of  

the  presentation,  was  felt  to  be  unclear  and n eeded  rewording an d c larification:   “Using l ocal  archaeologists  and  

anthropologists  with  knowledge  of  the  area,  NASA  would d elineate  the  boundaries  of  the  Burro  Flats  site  (CA-

VEN-1072)  to  gain a   better  understanding o f  the  scope  of  the  site.”p.  4-25.  Jennifer  Groman  requested  that  

anyone  could p ropose  better  wording t o  convey  NASA’s  desire  to  undertake  further  research i ncluding  

archeological  investigation  if  feasible  within N ASA’s  boundaries  and h opefully  beyond.  

SHPO  and  others  believe  the  delineation  of  the  Burro  Flats  site  is  an i dentification an d e valuation t ask  under  

Section  106  and  should b e  completed e arly  in t he  consultation p rocess  rather  than as   a  mitigation  measure  that  

would t ake  place  after  execution  of  the  ROD.  Impacts  cannot  fully  be  understood  without  knowing t he  full  extent  

of  the  historic  properties  and t heir  character-defining  features.  NASA  seems  to  be  getting  to  mitigation  too  soon  

in t he  process.  NASA  acknowledged t his  comment,  however  because  the  site  is  already  on t he  National  Register  

and N ASA  has  also  provide  a  buffer  area  to  further  protect  it,  NASA  believes  it  has  met  its  obligations  to  identify  

historic  properties  under  Section 1 06.  NASA  currently  plans  to  carry  out  the  Burro  Flats  investigation  as  mitigation  

after  execution  of  the  ROD  and p rior  to  cleanup ac tivities.   

Several  parties  expressed  concern ab out  the  timing  and t he  short  cleanup s chedule.  The  California  Environmental  

Quality  Act  (CEQA)  process  seems  out  of  order  and i t  appears  NASA  buildings  would b e  demolished p rior  to  the  

CEQA  document  being p ublished.  According t o  NASA,  CEQA  will  not  evaluate  the  demolitions,  because  they are   a  

NASA-only  action an d ar e  being re moved  to  in  preparation f or  cleanup an d d isposal  of  the  property  and,  where  

necessary,  to  clean u p s oil  underneath.  Mark  Malinowski  with t he  Department  of  Toxic  Substances  Control  (DTSC)  

and  joining b y  telephone  confirmed t hat  DTSC  is  not  making d ecisions  regarding t he  proposed d emolitions.  He  

also  note  that  the  AOC  and  the  CEQA  process  covers  water  and s oil,  but  not  bedrock.   

SHPO  requested  clarification i n t he  FEIS  regarding  the  different  processes  for  the  Indian S acred S ite  and  TCPs.  The  

Indian S acred S ite  is  not  covered  by  Section 1 06,  but  rather  by  Executive  Order  13007.  TCPs  that  have  been  

determined N ational  Register  of  Historic  Places  (NRHP)-eligible  would b e  included  in t he  Section  106  process  and  

would b e  under  SHPO  purview,  while  the  Indian S acred S ite  would n ot.   NASA  noted t hat  in an ticipation  of  a  

possible  TCP,  our  DEIS d elineates  a  possible  TCP  to  be  the  entire  APE  and ad dresses  the  worst  case  scenario  in t he  

draft  to  ensure  it  is  looked  at  in t he  DEIS  thus  not  requiing a   later  amendment  to  the  EIS.  

Several  consulting p arties  requested  that  NASA  analyze  impacts  to  archaeological  resources  on al l  of  SSFL,  not  just  

the  NASA-administered p ortion  of  SSFL.  It  was  suggested t hat  SSFL  be  analyzed f or  impacts  as  a  single  holistic  

site,.  NASA  noted  that  identification  of  resources  for  the  purposes  of  this  undertaking d oes  not  require  NASA  to  

consider  the  archeological  sites  outside  NASA’s  boundary  in t he  larger  historic  district  context  however  cumalitve  

impacts  should c onsider  other  proposed a ctions.  

One  party  suggested c hanging t he  name  of  the  Burro  Flats  Painted Ca ve  site  because  there  is  a  geographic  area  in  

the  vicinity  also  called B urro  Flats.  It  could e ase  confusion i f  the  name  of  this  site  were  changed an d s uch  a  name  
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change  should  occur  in  consultation  with t he  tribes.  He  also  said t his  site  is  outstanding an d i s  the  most  important  

ceremonial  site  within a t  least  100  miles  in al l  directions,  if  not  more.   

The  oak  woodlands  contribute  to  the  cultural  site.  Inadequate  studies  have  been c onducted o f  the  natural  

resources  in r elation t o  the  cultural  resources.  Additional  studies  should b e  completed t o  discuss  the  context  of  

the  natural  and c ultural  resources  in t he  area.   

Drainages  to  Silvernale  Pond an d Be ll  Creek  should  be  included i n t he  DEIS.  These  do  not  appear  to  have  been  

researched o r  analyzed an d s hould b e  included i n  the  impact  analysis.   

Several  people  recommended re opening t he  AOC  with  the  DTSC.  There  is  new  information  that  was  not  available  

when t he  document  was  signed,  such as   the  existence  of  an I ndian S acred S ite.  The  AOC  should b e  amended o r  

rewritten t o  take  into  account  the  Indian S acred  Site  and t he  wildlife  corridor.  It  should b e  a  risk-based c leanup  

and t he  AOC  should re flect  that.  Also,  the  term  “Native  American ar tifacts”  as  currently  used i n t he  AOC  needs  to  

be  clarified an d d efined.   

Mitigation  Suggestions  and  Recommendations  by I ndividuals  

•	 Exhaust  all  possible  research i nto  non-excavation  means  of  soil  remediation.  

Approach D TSC  for  an  exemption fo r  archaeological  sites,  TCPs,  and s acred s ites.  

Commit  to  moving as   little  dirt  as  possible  during  cleanup.  

Look  at  something  other  than s oil  removal  as  remediation.  

Recommend ad ditional  time  as  a  mitigation–time  to  determine  boundaries  of  historic  properties,  to  fully  

characterize  the  cleanup f ootprint,  and  to  study  remediation  options  that  produce  less  intense  impacts.  

Recognize  that  some  things  cannot  be  mitigated;  preservation  of  archeological  sites  should b e  first,  mitigation  

should b e  secondary.  

Update  the  Burro  Flats  Painted Cav e  NRHP  nomination  form.  

Contribute  funds  to  complete  the  analysis  of  materials  from  the  1950s  and 1 960s  archaeological  

investigations  of  the  Burro  Flats  site.  

Save  the  Bravo  test  stand i f  one  is  to  be  saved.  

Set  aside  funds,  possibly  through an e  ndowment,  to  operate  the  land as   a  park  or  open s pace  after  NASA  

cleanup i s  complete.  

•	 

•	 

•	 

•	 

•	 

•	 

•	 

•	 

•	 

Next  Steps  

•	 Draft  EIS P ublic  Comment  Period ( through O ctober  1)  

NASA  review  and i ncorporation  of  public  comments  (September  to  October  2013)  

Additional  Consulting P arty  Meetings  (to  be  determined)  

Publish F EIS ( targeted f or  November  2013)  

Publish R OD  (targeted  for  December  2013)  

•	 

•	 

•	 

•	 
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Action  Items  

•	 NASA  will  send a   copy  of  the  presentation fro m  this  meeting t o  the  consulting p arties.  

NASA  will  hold an other  consulting p arty  meeting i n  roughly  2  weeks  to  continue  the  conversation ab out  

appropriate  mitigation  measures  to  address  possible ad verse  effects.   

NASA  will  provide  a  summary  of  the  results  of  the  cost  estimates  to  preserve  and  maintain t est  stands  or  

other  structures.   

Consulting p arties  will  send  written c omments  regarding t he  DEIS  to  NASA  prior  to  October  1,  2013:  

Allen E lliott 
­
SSFL  Program  Director 
­
NASA  MSFC  AS01 
­
Building 4 494 
­
Huntsville,  AL  35812
­  
msfc-ssfl-eis@mail.nasa.gov   

•	 

•	 

•	 
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SSFL Section 106  Consulting Party Meeting                                29 August 2013  

Location: NASA’s large conference room at SSFL 

Call in number: 1-866-203-7023 

Conference Code: 538 0749 577# 

Meeting Agenda  

1) Welcome
 

2) Meeting Agenda and Meeting Objectives 


3) Roll Call 


4) Results presented in Draft EIS
 

a.	 Identified impacts and adverse effects 

b. Mitigation measures to address adverse effects
 

5) Potential Mitigation Measures
 

6) Open Discussion
 

7) Next steps in the consultation process
 

8) Closing
 

NOTE: Consulting Party Meeting Ground Rules  

a.	 Mute phone unless speaking 

b.	 Notes are being taken and will be distributed (no court reporter or transcript) 

c.	 Questions/Comments procedures: Questions will be permitted at the end of the 

presentation and limited to one question per person until each person has a chance to 

ask a question. 

d.	 Limit comments to 3 minutes 

e.	 We want to make sure everyone gets a chance to speak. We will call on people who were 

identified in roll call. 

f.	 Please be courteous and patient. 



 

National Aeronautics and  Space Administration  

Santa S usana Fi eld  Laboratory
Consulting  Party  Meeting  
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Photos of engine test facilities 
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Consulting Party  Meeting Agenda  

• Welcome 
• Meeting Agenda and Meeting Objectives 
• Roll Call 
•	 Results presented in Draft EIS 

- Identified impacts and adverse effects 
- Mitigation measures to address adverse effects 

• Potential Mitigation Measures 
• Open Discussion 
• Next steps in the consultation process 
• Closing 

National Aeronautics and Space Administration Consulting Party Meeting 
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DEIS  Results  –  Cultural Resources  

 

 Identified Impacts and Adverse Effects 
− Historic Districts – demolition of structures
 

− Archeological sites – soil removal, disturbance
 

− Indian Sacred Site/TCP – soil and plant removal
 

 Resolution of Adverse effects 
− DEIS identified mitigation measures to resolve adverse effects 

National Aeronautics and Space Administration Consulting Party Meeting 
29 August 2013 3 



    
   

 Identified Impacts and Adverse Effects 
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Identified Impacts and Adverse Effects  
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Potential Mitigation Measures 
Potential mitigation measures to address the adverse effect on cultural 
resources, as presented in the DEIS: 

 Retain and preserve one test stand 

 Document NRHP-eligible buildings to HABS/HAER standards prior to 
demolition 

 Expand 2013 TCP investigation and produce more in-depth 
ethnographic study of the SSFL area 

 Delineate the boundaries of the Burro Flats site (CA-VEN-1072) 

 Design and install temporary protection measures to prevent access 
to Burro Flats 

National Aeronautics and Space Administration Consulting Party Meeting 
29 August 2013 6 



    
   

 

National Aeronautics and Space Administration Consulting Party Meeting 
29 August 2013 7 



   

 

 

 

  
  

Discussion 

• Adverse Effect  Finding  

• Measures to Mitigate the Adverse Effect 
 

• Other Cultural  Resources Issues  

National Aeronautics and Space Administration Consulting Party Meeting 
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Please send  written comments to:  

Allen Elliott  
SSFL Program  Director  
NASA MSFC AS01  
Building 4494  
Huntsville,  AL 35812  

msfc-ssfl-eis@mail.nasa.gov
   

National Aeronautics and Space Administration Consulting Party Meeting 
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Next Steps 
 

 Draft EIS  Public Comment Period (through Oct  1)
  
NASA review public comments (Sep - Oct 2013)  
Additional Consulting Party Meeting  
Publish Final EIS (Nov 2013)  
Publish Record of  Decision (Dec 2013)  









Schedule Drivers:  
a. AOC requires NASA to complete cleanup by 2017
  

b. Demolition must be completed prior to cleanup starting  

National Aeronautics and Space Administration Consulting Party Meeting 
29 August 2013 10 
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