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1.0 INTRODUCTION

The California Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) is the lead state regulatory agency for the
contaminated soil and groundwater remediation investigation and cleanup efforts at the Santa Susana
Field Laboratory (SSFL). The 2,850-acre field laboratory is located approximately two miles south of Simi
Valley in southeastern Ventura County, California. The project area includes the SSFL site and immediate
surrounding vicinity. Within the site are four “administrative areas” (Areas | — V) associated with three
responsible parties (RPs), The Boeing Company (Boeing), the Department of Energy (DOE), and the
National Aeronautics and Space Administration (NASA). A number of individual analyses have been or
continue to be conducted by the RPs regarding conditions and remediation approaches for surface
media (soil and related surficial media) and groundwater.

DTSC is responsible for making determinations on the final soil and groundwater investigation, and
remedy selection, design, and implementation at SSFL. The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA)
specifies that a public agency must prepare an Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for any project it
proposes to carry out or approve that may have a significant direct or indirect impact on the
environment (Public Resources Code Section 21100[a]). DTSC determined that the SSFL site cleanup may
have a significant impact on the environment and a Program EIR (PEIR) is necessary to fully evaluate
potential environmental effects, including cumulative impacts, and alternatives for program-wide
mitigation. The SSFL PEIR will analyze remediation of soils and groundwater, RCRA closure of three
facilities and ongoing monitoring and maintenance of former RCRA impoundments, and demolition of
Area IV buildings and associated infrastructure which will be implemented by the RPs. Except for the
demolition of buildings and associated infrastructure in Area IV, these activities are remedial actions
that will require approval by DTSC. The demolition of buildings and associated infrastructure in Area IV
does not require DTSC approval. However, due to the location of, and anticipated timing for the
demolition of the remaining SSFL Area IV buildings DTSC has elected to provide enhanced descriptions of
the impacts of the planned removal/disposal actions.

To initiate the PEIR process, DTSC submitted a Notice of Preparation (NOP) to the Governor’s Office of
Planning and Research (OPR), State Clearinghouse (SCH) of the intent to prepare the PEIR. DTSC also
distributed the NOP to all trustee and responsible public agencies, Tribal representatives with active
involvement at the site, and other interested parties and stakeholders who have requested updates and
notices about investigation and cleanup activities at SSFL.

As part of the PEIR preparation, CEQA requires a formal scoping and comment period to allow for public
input on the scope and content of the environmental analyses to be included in the PEIR. All comments
received by DTSC during the scoping process will be considered during the preparation of the Draft PEIR,
as required by CEQA Guidelines, Section 15084(c). The Draft PEIR will contain a summary of the
comments that pertain to the scope of the Draft PEIR and will identify the sections of the Draft PEIR
where the comments are addressed. Comments that do not pertain to Draft PEIR impact analysis will
not be addressed in the Draft PEIR.

This Scoping Report documents the scoping process, including NOP distribution, public comment
process, public scoping meetings, and input received during the public comment period. Documentation
of the NOP distribution, scoping activities, and NOP comments are provided in the appendices.
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2.0 NOP AND SCOPING ACTIVITIES

The purpose of the scoping process is for early engagement of responsible agencies, trustee agencies,
federal agencies, and interested organizations and individuals to identify environmental concerns to be
addressed in the PEIR. More specifically, the lead agency informs other agencies and the public about
the proposed project and environmental review process, and solicits input regarding the scope, focus,
and content of the PEIR. As described in this section, the scoping process conducted by DTSC for the
SSFL PEIR was initiated with the NOP and included a public comment period and public scoping
meetings.

2.1 NOP COMMENT PERIOD AND DISTRIBUTION

The initial step in the CEQA process for the proposed project was to circulate the NOP. The NOP is a
procedural document used to initiate interagency and public dialogue to help inform and determine the
scope of the Draft PEIR impact analysis. Interested agencies and the public are invited to submit
comments regarding the scope and content of the environmental information to be contained in the
Draft PEIR for consideration by the lead agency.

On November 22, 2013, DTSC filed the NOP with the California Office of Planning and Research, which
initiated the comment period for the NOP. Per CEQA Guidelines, Section 15082(b), the duration of the
NOP comment period is a minimum of 30 days; however, DTSC allowed for a 45-day comment period
concluding on January 10, 2014. The comment period was subsequently extended to allow additional
time for public review and input, with the revised comment period concluding at 5:00 p.m. on February
10, 2014, providing a 75-day comment period. During the comment period, public scoping meetings
were conducted by DTSC as described later in this section.

DTSC broadly announced the NOP, public scoping meetings and extended the comment period to allow
interested agencies and the public to participate in the comment period. This was accomplished through
the following:

e Mailings to over 4,400 contacts and email announcements to over 920 contacts on DTSC's email
blast list, including copies of a public scoping meeting flier providing scoping period and
meeting information

e Public notices in newspapers in the vicinities of the project area and public scoping meeting
locations (Table 1)

e Information repositories containing the NOP as well as the public notice and multiple copies of
the scoping meeting flier (Table 2)

e Project website postings (www.dtsc.ca.gov/sitecleanup/santa_susana_field_lab)

Documentation of DTSC’s actions to disseminate the NOP and encourage involvement in the public
comment period is provided in the appendices:

e Appendix A: Notice of Preparation
e Appendix B: Display Advertisement
e Appendix C: Public Scoping Meeting Flier
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http://www.dtsc.ca.gov/sitecleanup/santa_susana_field_lab

Table 1. Newspaper Public Notices for NOP and Public Scoping Meetings

Newspaper Location Run Date

LA Daily News Los Angeles, California December 3, 2013
Ventura County Star Ventura, California December 3, 2013
Simi Valley Acorn Simi Valley, California December 6, 2013

Table 2. Project Information Repositories

Location Address
California State University, 1811 Nordhoff St.
Northridge — Oviatt Library 2" Floor, Room 265
Northridge, CA 91330
California Department of Toxic 9211 Oakdale Ave.
Substances Control - Chatsworth Chatsworth, CA 91330
Platt Library 23600 Victory Blvd.
Woodland Hills, CA 91367
Simi Valley Library 2969 Tapo Canyon Rd.
Simi Valley, CA 93063

2.2 PUBLIC SCOPING MEETINGS

Depending on the nature of the PEIR, a public scoping meeting can be either an optional or required
activity per CEQA. For projects of statewide, regional, or area-wide significance, CEQA specifies that the
lead agency “shall conduct at least one scoping meeting” during which participants can assist the lead
agency in determining the scope and content of the environmental information that the responsible or
trustee agency may require (Public Resources Code Section 15082[c]). Public scoping meetings also help
to accomplish early public consultation with persons or organizations potentially concerned with the
environmental effects of the project, prior to Draft PEIR completion (Public Resources Code Section
15083).

Given the regional interests in the project, as well as DTSC’s goals for public involvement, two public
scoping meetings were conducted. In determining the meeting locations, DTSC assessed the distribution
of potentially interested individuals and then identified nearby meeting facilities that would be
convenient and accessible. The meetings were professionally facilitated and generally consisted of a
presentation describing the meeting format, SSFL description and history, environmental analyses
conducted to date, the PEIR and the CEQA process, and opportunities for public involvement. In
addition, meeting participants were given the opportunity to comment verbally or in writing on the
scope and content of the Draft PEIR. All verbal input was recorded by a court reporter. Written
comment could be provided on available comment forms, or on an electronic comment form accessible
at two laptop stations. Following the formal presentation and comment period, and as time allowed, the
comment period adjourned and transitioned to a question and answer session specific to the CEQA
process.
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Table 3 summarizes the meeting locations, schedule, and attendance.

Table 3. Scoping Meeting Locations, Schedule, and Attendance

Location Address Date Time Attendance’
Chatsworth, | Chatsworth High School Tuesday, December 10 6:00-9:00 | 65
CA Chancellor Hall 2013 p.m.

10027 Lurline Ave.
Chatsworth, CA 91311

Simi Valley, Simi Valley Senior Center Saturday, December 14 9:00a.m. - | 45

CA

Multi-Purpose Room 2013 12:00 p.m.
3900 Avenida Simi,
Simi Valley, CA 93063

1. Attendance figures are based on the number of people who signed in at the registration table. Actual

attendance was slightly higher.

Both public scoping meetings followed the format described below:

Registration, where attendees were given the option to provide contact information in a sign-in
sheet, and could pick up copies of the NOP, SSFL PEIR fact sheet (December 2013), comment
card, and speaker card (both comment card and speaker card provided space for written
comments and questions)

Presentation of meeting purpose and format (by facilitator member of the project team)
Overview of DTSC (by DTSC project management team)
Overview of SSFL description and history (by DTSC project management team)

Overview of the proposed SSFL site cleanup project including its relationship to the other clean-
up activities and processes (by DTSC project management team)

Presentation of CEQA process and major issues identified to date to be addressed in Draft PEIR
(by representatives of ESA, the environmental consultant)

Reiteration of purpose of meeting, types of input solicited, and invitation for public comment
(by DTSC and ESA)

Formal, facilitated public comment session to allow attendees wishing to speak to fill out
speaker cards, be called upon in the order cards were submitted, and provide verbal comments,
limited to three-minutes each (upon completion of a first round, a second round was facilitated
for those who wished to provide additional comment in a three-minute time slot; a third round
was facilitated at the first scoping meeting); verbal comments were recorded by a court reporter
(by facilitator member of the project team)

Informal question and answer period following the formal comment session, to allow for
audience questions, and responses from DTSC and ESA, specific to the CEQA process (by
facilitator member of the project team)

Summary of the scoping meeting, including how the input will be used in the CEQA process (by
facilitator member of the project team)

Communication of thanks for attendance and adjournment (by facilitator member of the project
team)
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Documentation of the public scoping meetings is provided in the following appendices:
e Appendix D: Public Scoping Meeting PowerPoint Presentation

e Appendix E: Public Scoping Meeting Handouts
e Appendix F: NOP Comments Received
0 Appendix F-1: Letters, Emails and Faxes
0 Appendix F-2: Public Scoping Meeting Comment and Speaker Cards
0 Appendix F-3: Transcripts of Verbal Comments from Public Scoping Meetings

3.0 NOP COMMENTS

DTSC received a variety of comments during the public comment period for the NOP. As shown in

Table 4, the comments are in the form of letters, emails, memo notes on comment cards, and speaker
cards from the public scoping meetings, and the transcripts of verbal comments from the public scoping
meetings. Figure 1 provides a summary of all comments received organized by the relevant chapter or
issue area of the EIR. Appendix G provides comprehensive documentation of the comments.

Table 4. Forms of NOP Comments Received by DTSC
Form Description

Letters, emails and memos e  Abraham Weitzberg

e Albert). Saur

e Andre Van der Valk

e  Brian Sujata

e C(California Native American Heritage Commission

e C(California Natural Resources Agency, Department of Fish and
Wildlife

e C(California Natural Resources Agency, Department of Parks and
Recreation

e (California Natural Resources Agency, Office of Historic
Preservation

e  Chatsworth Neighborhood Council

e  Christian Kiillkkaa

e Cindi Gortner

e Clark Stevens

e cleanuprocketdyne.org

e Compass Rose Archaeological, Inc.

e County of Ventura, Resources Management Agency

e County of Ventura, Resources Management Agency, Planning
Division

e County of Ventura Transportation Department, Traffic, Advance
Planning & Permits Division

e David Swanson

e Davis Gortner

e De Anna Goldberg

e Democratic Party of San Fernando Valley

e Denise Duffield
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Table 4. Forms of NOP Comments Received by DTSC
Form Description

e Diana Dixon-Davis

e Frederick Weniger

e Governor’s Office of Planning and Research State Clearinghouse
and Planning Unit

e Integrated Waste management Division, County of Ventura Public
Works Agency

e Joseph Maizlish

e Lorraine Kurowski

e Los Angeles — Ventura Cultural Research Alliance

e Margery Brown

e National Resources Defense Council

e North Valley Democratic Club

e  Physicians for Social Responsibility Los Angeles

e Poly Georgilas

e Resource Conservation District of the Santa Monica Mountains

e Richard Fish, Sr.

e Rocketdyne Cleanup Coalition

e Robert Dodge

e Sandy Capaldi

e San Fernando Valley Audubon Society

e Santa Monica Mountains Conservancy

e Santa Susana Mountain Park Association

e Santa Ynez Band of Chumash Indians

e Sharon Ford

e South Coast Air Quality Management District

e Southern California Federation of Scientists

e SSFL Community Advisory Group

e Stephen C. Reo

e Stephen Schwartz

e  Strumwasser & Woocher

e  Sue Buckley

e Teens Against Toxins

e Transportation Department, County of Ventura Public Works
Agency

e United States Department of the Interior, National Parks Service

e United States Environmental Protection Agency

e Ventura County Air Pollution Control District

e Ventura County Watershed Protection District, Planning and
Regulatory Division

e  William Bowling

e  Woodland Hills Warner Center — Neighborhood Council

Comment Cards and Speaker e  Chatsworth Public Scoping Meeting: 25 cards total
Cards e Simi Valley Public Scoping Meeting: 32 cards total

Transcripts of Verbal e Chatsworth Public Scoping Meeting: 25 speakers
Comment at Public Meetings | o  Simi Valley Public Scoping Meeting: 27 speakers
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DRAFT PROGRAM ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT
SANTA SUSANA FIELD LABORATORY SITE, VENTURA COUNTY, CALIFORNIA

PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD: November 22, 2013 — January 10, 2014

Pursuant to Section 15082 of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) guidelines, this is to notify the
California Governor’s Office of Planning and Research, CEQA Responsible Agencies, and interested parties that the
California Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) will prepare a Program Environmental Impact Report
(EIR) for contaminated soil and groundwater remediation projects at the Santa Susana Field Laboratory (SSFL) site
in Ventura County, California. In addition, DTSC is soliciting input from agencies, organizations, and the public on
the scope and content of the environmental information to be included in the Program EIR.

DTSC is the lead state regulatory agency for making determinations on the final soil and groundwater investigation,
remedy selection, design, and implementation at SSFL. The responsible parties of the various portions of SSFL
include The Boeing Company (Boeing), U.S. Department of Energy (DOE) and the National Aeronautics and Space
Administration (NASA). The project area includes the SSFL site and the immediate surrounding vicinity. The SSFL
site is composed of four administrative areas (Areas I, I1, 111, 1V), each with Solid Waste Management Units and
Avreas of Concern; and two buffer zones (Northern Buffer Zone and Southern Buffer Zone). The size, location, and
current ownership of these areas are as follows:

e Areal isin the northeastern section of SSFL and includes 672 acres owned and being investigated by
Boeing, as well as a 41-acre section in the northwestern part of Area I that is owned by the federal
government and administered and being investigated by NASA.

o Areall is 404 acres located in the north central section of the SSFL site is owned by the federal
government and administered and being investigated by NASA.

e Arealll is 119 acres located to the west of Area Il. It is owned and being investigated by Boeing.

e ArealV is 290 acres located in the northwestern section of the site. It is owned by Boeing, with a
90-acre section that is leased to the U.S. Department of Energy (DOE). The entirety of Area IV is
being investigated by DOE.

e The Southern Buffer Zone is 1,143 acres located south of Areas 1 through IV. It is owned and being
investigated by Boeing.

e The Northern Buffer Zone is 182 acres located north of Areas Il, I1I, and IV. It is owned by Boeing,
but is being investigated by DOE and NASA.

The proposed project includes the activities necessary to implement soil and groundwater remediation. The
anticipated remediation approaches and methodologies for surface media (soil and related surficial media) will be
further defined in Corrective Measures Study (CMS) work plans to be submitted by Boeing and comparable Soils
Remedial Action Implementation Plans to be submitted by DOE and NASA for each of their respective areas at the
SSFL site. The anticipated remediation approaches and methodologies for groundwater will be further defined by
the Groundwater Remedial Investigation and CMS, being conducted by Boeing, DOE, and NASA. The Program
EIR will establish a framework for "tiered" or project-level environmental documents to be prepared to address
further development and refinement of remediation approaches and actions.

Probable environmental effects of the project may include adverse impacts involving hazards and hazardous
materials, air quality, biological resources, traffic, cultural resources, geology, noise, hydrology and water quality.
This list is not intended to imply any predetermined impacts, and may not include all the probable environmental
effects. DTSC is soliciting input on specific issues, including possible mitigation measures, for consideration in the
Program EIR.



Comments on this Notice of Preparation (NOP) must be postmarked, faxed or emailed to DTSC no later than
5:00 pm on January 10, 2014. Please send your comments to: Mark Malinowski, Project Manager, Department of
Toxic Substances Control, 8800 Cal Center Drive, Sacramento, CA 95826; fax: (916) 255-3734; or via e-mail:
DTSC_SSFL CEQA@dtsc.ca.gov. You can also provide your oral comments or in writing at the public scoping
meetings listed below.

SCOPING MEETINGS: DTSC will conduct two scoping meetings to provide the opportunity for the public to
learn about the project and to share any concerns or comments they may have. The public may also submit
comments during the NOP review period at the DTSC address shown above. The meetings will be held at the
following locations and times:

Public Scoping Meetings

Date Time City Address

12/10/13 6:00 p.m. to 9:00 p.m. Chatsworth Chatsworth High School
Chancellor Hall
10027 Lurline Ave., Chatsworth, CA 91311

12/14/13 9:00 a.m. to 12:00 p.m. Simi Valley Simi Valley Senior Center
Multi-Purpose Room
3900 Avenida Simi, Simi Valley, CA 93063

AVAILABILITY OF ENVIRONMENTAL DOCUMENTS: A copy of the NOP is available for review at the
following locations:

Simi Valley Library Platt Branch Library

2969 Tapo Canyon Road 23600 Victory Blvd.

Simi Valley, California 93063 Woodland Hills, California 91367
(805) 526-1735 (818) 340-9386

California State University, Northridge DTSC Regional Office

Oviatt Library, 2nd Floor, Room 265 9211 Oakdale Avenue
Northridge, California Chatsworth, CA 91311

(818) 677-2285 (818) 717-6522

CONTACT: If you have any questions or wish to discuss the project, please contact Marina Perez, DTSC Public
Participation Specialist, at (818) 717-6569, toll free at (866) 495-5651 or Marina.Perez@dtsc.ca.gov. For media
inquiries, please contact DTSC Chief of Media and Press Relations, Russ Edmondson, at (916) 323-3372 or
Russ.Edmondson@dtsc.ca.gov.

ACCOMMODATIONS FOR DISABLED AND INFORMATION FOR THE HEARING IMPAIRED: The
meeting rooms are accessible to people with disabilities. If translation services are needed or if additional
accommodations for the disabled are needed, please notify Marina Perez at (818) 717-6569 or email to
Marina.Perez@dtsc.ca.gov no later than one week before the meeting. TDD users can obtain additional information
by using the California State Relay Service at 1-888-877-5378. Please ask to connect to Marina Perez at

(818) 717-6569 regarding the SSFL site.



mailto:Marina.Perez@dtsc.ca.gov
mailto:Russ.Edmondson@dtsc.ca.gov
mailto:Marina.Perez@dtsc.ca.gov

Nevada

California >
=
\ =8N YD) r%
.I \ : ‘. 3 %C} ndale
. Ventura Co. \ 3 G
s ) i 'QO"' - Littlerog
6%7 MEXICO
1
Los Angeles Co.
Santa Susana
Field Laboratory
Legend -
N Pacific Ocean
22 Santa Susana Field Laboratory | __ County Boundary
0 10 20 N Orange Co.
—— !
Miles
Santa Susana Field Laboratory
Map Creation Date: 11/18/2013

Background Source: ESRI Topographic, ESRI Terrain

Regional Location Map Figure 1




Area IV

4
(2]
=}
j =
N
o~

. st

N
B
N

Undevelopedil-and

T
Test M

Area lll

Undevelopediltand

Legend
Santa Susana Field Laboratory Santa Susana Field Laboratory
- Property Boundary Areas Owned by the Federal Government
Stag® Coe% Santa Susana Field Laboratory | — County Boundary
P o Areas Owned by Boeing
(=%
Ranc\'\e‘o
1inch = 2,000 feet N

0 2,000 4,000

— |
Feet

Santa Susana Field Laboratory . . )
e —— Regional Location Map Figure 2

Background Source: ESRI Bing Maps Aerial, ESRI Terrain










Appendix B
Display Advertisement



Santa Susana }KL> Department of
Field Laboratory TS
Environmental Impact Report

> Toxic Substances
=< Control

Public Scoping Meetings — Dec. 10 and 14, 2013

The California Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC)
invites the public to provide comments on the issues and
alternatives to be considered in a Draft Program Environmental
Impact Report (PEIR) for environmental cleanup at the Santa
Susana Field Laboratory site in Ventura County.

Please Join Us

CHATSWORTH SIMI VALLEY

Tuesday, Dec. 10, 6 to 9 p.m. Saturday, Dec. 14, 9 a.m. to 12 p.m.
Chatsworth Charter High School*  Simi Valley Senior Center
Chancellor Hall Multi-Purpose Room

10027 Lurline Ave. 3900 Avenida Simi

Chatsworth, CA 91311 Simi Valley, CA 93063

Enter on Lurline Ave. near Lemarsh St.

*This meeting is neither sponsored by Notice to Hearing Impaired Individuals:
nor is it in any way connected with the TDD users may use the California Relay
Los Angeles Unified School District. Service at 1-888-877-5378.

Comments on the scope of the Draft EIR can be submitted at the public
scoping meetings, or postmarked, faxed or emailed to:

Mark Malinowski, Project Manager

Department of Toxic Substances Control

8800 Cal Center Drive

Sacramento, CA 95826

Fax: 916-255-3734

Email: DTSC_SSFL_CEQA@dtsc.ca.gov

For more information, visit
www.dtsc.ca.gov/SiteCleanup/Santa_Susana_Field_Lab

All comments must be postmarked or received by DTSC no later
than 5 p.m., Jan. 10, 2014 for consideration in the PEIR development.
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TRANSGENDER STUDENT LAW

Sample signature
verification due Jan. 8

By Canan Tasci

canan.tasci@langnews.com
@ChinoValleyNow on Twitter

County registrars of vot-
ers are in the process of ver-
ifying if 614,311 signatures
collected by opponents of
a transgender student law
will be enough to qualify for
a statewide referendum.

The Secretary of State’s
Office has received sig-
natures from the Privacy
for All Students coalition
who want voters to decide
if transgender students
should use school facilities
based on the gender they
identify with.

The nonprofit group has
rallied to stop the law that
they say will expose boys
and girls to the opposite
sex’s private areas, and as a
result, privacy rights for all
students would be violated.

Signed by Gov. Jerry
Brown in August, the School
Success and Opportunity
Act, AB1266, would allow
transgender students in
the state’s public schools —
kindergarten through 12th
grade — to use bathrooms
and locker rooms and par-
ticipate in sports based on
the gender they identify
with. Advocates against the
bill are hoping to freeze the
law, which goes into effect
Jan. 1, and instead let Cali-
fornia voters decide what to
do with it.

“This is a very real attack
by people who have been or-
ganized to do nothing but
attack our community for
years and years, and their
focus on transgender stu-
dents is rather despicable,”
said John O’Connor, execu-
tive director of Equality Cal-
ifornia.

“They’re going after per-
haps the most vulnerable
people in our community.
It is really important to us

)

and the coalitions of orga-
nizations that are working
on this together to protect
this law.”

Calls and emails to Pri-
vacy for All Student were
comment were not returned
on Monday.

All signatures were sub-
mitted Nov. 10 and coun-
ties had eight working days
to determine a raw count of
signatures submitted and
report their findings to the
Secretary of State.

The Secretary of State
has since directed counties
to begin a random sample
verification of signatures.

County registrars will
have until Jan. 8, to com-
plete a random sample of
3 percent or 500 signa-
tures, whichever is greater,
and report their results, ac-
cording to the Secretary of
State Debra Bowen’s web-
site.

In order for the referen-
dum to qualify for the bal-
lot the statewide random
sample total needs to have
555,236 valid signatures.

Of the 58 counties, Mono
and Tulare had no signa-
tures, while Alpine had one.

The following counties -
Los Angeles with 130,978,
San Diego with 72,542 and
San Bernardino with 63,348,
had the highest number of
signatures.

Emdale

FROMPAGE 1

Nov. 27, Mooney wrote Palm-
dale has an “established his-
tory of racially polarized vot-
ing” and ordered it to hold a
special election coinciding
with statewide primaries
June 3.

“The Latino and African
American citizens of Palm-
dale deserve to have their
voices heard in the operation
of their city,” Mooney wrote.

Though the Census shows
Palmdale is almost 60 per-
cent Hispanic, and 15 percent
African-American, only one
Hispanic and one African-
American have been elected
to its council since the 1970s.

R. Rex Parris, the lawyer
for the plaintiffs and mayor
of neighboring Lancaster,
said the ruling should “break
the stranglehold” of the polit-
ical “machine” that “controls”
Palmdale.

“Palmdale has very clear
areas where Hispanics and
African-Americans repre-
sent the majority but they’ve
never been able to get anyone
elected to the council because
their city has been run by a
group of very few people for
the last 25 years who control
all the campaign funding,”
Parris said.

He said the ruling could
set a precedent for Anaheim
and Whittier, as well as school
districts in Santa Clarita and
Lancaster, which have also
been sued for holding at-large
elections.
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(After Ist Visit) Decrease Hunger

DrColleenPhillips.com

Board
Certified
Physician
“Evening &

Saturday
Hours

WK Safe,
FDA Approved
Medication to

Available.

(818) 346-9600 FREE

CONSULTATION

ENTER TO WIN

Sho

P
: Win!

SWEEPSTAKES

YOU COULD BE THE LUCKY WINNER OF

$4,000

HOLIDAY SHOPPING SPREE

SWEEPSTAKES ENTRY FORM

DN0010449100 112713

Name:

Address:

City: Zip: Email:
Home Phone: Cell Phone:

listed bhelow.

[J Opt. in for future promotions
Visit and deposit entry form in the hox at any of the participating retailers

RULES: NO PURCHASE NECESSARY, PURCHASE DOES NOT IMPROVE YOUR CHANCES
OF WINNING. VOID WHERE PROHIBITED BY LAW. OPEN ONLY TO LEGAL RESIDENTS
18 YEARS OR OLDER OF CALIFORNIA. SWEEPSTAKES BEGINS ON THURSDAY, 11/28/13
AT 8 AM PST THROUGH SUNDAY, 12/8/13 AT 10 PM PST. SWEEPSTAKES IS SPONSORED
BY THE DAILY NEWS NEWSPAPER. GRAND PRIZE WINNER WILL BE CHOSEN FROM A
RANDOM DRAWING WHICH WILL TAKE PLACE ON TUESDAY 12/10/13 BY 12 PM PST.
WINNERS WILL BE NOTIFIED BY PHONE OR MAIL. ONE ENTRY PER HOUSEHOLD,
PER RETAILER. NO PHOTOCOPIES. EMPLOYEES OF DAILY NEWS, LOS ANGELES
NEWSPAPER GROUP AND PARTICIPATING RETAILERS ARE INELIGIBLE TO WIN.

Janss
Marketplace
519 N. (WITHIN MGMT.
OFFICE)
Glenoaks 275 N.
Bivd., Moorpark Rd.,
Burbank, Thousand
CA Oaks, CA
(818) 841-5011|(805) 495-4662
Oakridge
Mobile
TCG Apparel || Home Park
21505 15455
Sherman Glenoaks
Way,
Canoga Blvd.,
Park, CA Sylmar, CA
(818) 436-2620(|(818) 367-1128

Sharky’s Woodfired Mexican Grill
© 13238 Burbank Blvd., Sherman Oaks, CA (818) 785-2533
* 5511 Reseda Blvd., Tarzana, CA (818) 881-8760
® 6219 Topanga Canyon Blvd., Woodland Hills, CA (818) 887-6963
e 111 S. Westlake Blvd., Thousand Oaks, CA (805) 370-3701
© 39532 10" Street West, Palmdale, CA (661) 273-4713
® 26527 Agoura Road, Calabasas, CA (818) 880-0885

o Burbank Empire Center, 1791 North Victory PI.,
Burbank, CA (818) 840-9080

e 2410 Sycamore Drive, Suite B, Simi Valley, (805) 522-2270
© 841 Cordova Street, Pasadena, CA (626) 568-3500
© 1930 Newbury Road, Newbury Park, CA (805) 376-1404
¢ 10119 Riverside Drive, Toluca Lake, CA (818) 508-1900

e Valencia Town Center - 24201 W. Valencia Blvd., Valencia,
(661) 255-6400

Neighborhood Legal Ser-
vices Executive Director
Neal Dudovitz, who was not
involved in this case but rep-
resented minorities who ac-
cused both Palmdale and
Lancaster of harassing them
over federal housing assis-
tance vouchers, hailed the
ruling.

“Given the very recent
history of discrimination in
Palmdale, we are encour-
aged that the court is en-
forcing those laws that pro-
tect minorities and ensure a
more fair representation that
is reflective of the diversity of

the Antelope Valley,” Dudo-
vitz said.

But Palmdale deputy city
attorney Noel Doran denied
minorities in Palmdale have
been disenfranchised.

“The city believes it’s in the
best interest of our citizens to
elect their council members
at large, as opposed to being
able to select only one council
member (their district repre-
sentative),” he said.

Palmdale held elections
only last month, putting
Frederick Thompson and
Tom Lackey on the council
through 2017. Steven Hof-

bauer and Mike Dispenza
were supposed to remain in
office through 2015.

Under Mooney’s ruling,
however, all would have to
be removed by July 9. If they
want to stay, they would have
to run for re-election.

Doran found it ironic that
Parris is suing Palmdale
when Lancaster also has at-
large elections, and that the
ruling would prevent Thomp-
son — an African-American
— from keeping his seat on
the council. He said the city
plans to appeal as soon as a
ruling is finalized.

CTBC Mortgage Loans

Our Mortgage Solutions
Are A Dream Come True For You

v
v

For more information, please talk to our Mortgage Loan Officers

or call Mortgage Hotline

1-888-618-2822

Terms and conditions apply.
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Department of
Toxic Substances

Public Scoping Meetings — Dec. 10 and 14, 2013

The California Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC)
invites the public to provide comments on the issues and
alternatives to be considered in a Draft Program Environmental
Impact Report (PEIR) for environmental cleanup at the Santa
Susana Field Laboratory site in Ventura County.

CHATSWORTH

Chancellor Hall
10027 Lurline Ave.
Chatsworth, CA 91311

Fax: 916-255-3734

Tuesday, Dec. 10, 6 to 9 p.m.
Chatsworth Charter High School*

*This meeting is neither sponsored by
nor is it in any way connected with the
Los Angeles Unified School District.

Please Join Us

SIMI VALLEY

Saturday, Dec. 14, 9 a.m. to 12 p.m.
Simi Valley Senior Center

Multi-Purpose Room
3900 Avenida Simi
Simi Valley, CA 93063

Enter on Lurline Ave. near Lemarsh St.

Comments on the scope of the Draft EIR can be submitted at the public
scoping meetings, or postmarked, faxed or emailed to:
Mark Malinowski, Project Manager
Department of Toxic Substances Control
8800 Cal Center Drive
Sacramento, CA 95826

Email: DTSC_SSFL_CEQA@dtsc.ca.gov

For more information, visit
www.dtsc.ca.gov/SiteCleanup/Santa_Susana_Field_Lab

Notice to Hearing Impaired Individuals:
TDD users may use the California Relay
Service at 1-888-877-5378.

All comments must be postmarked or received by DTSC no later
than 5 p.m., Jan. 10, 2014 for consideration in the PEIR.
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Simi Valley Acorn

Donation

From Page 1 —
Councilmember Glen Becerra.

Kolarek, who works with
foundation board members Brian
Iverson and Brian Miller to put
the event together each year, said
he’s excited to see the donation
amount grow.

“I know how difficult it is
right now in this economy to
maintain our business,” Ko-
larek said. “All these dealer-
ships jumped on board and
that means a lot when we’re all
trying to watch what we spend.
We couldn’t do this without (the
dealerships). It’s a great way to
see us all work together.”

Each dealership donates
money for cars sold during the
months of September and Oc-
tober. Kolarek said the amount
donated by each dealership
varies since each handles a dif-
ferent volume of customers. The
County Schools Federal Credit
Union also donates money for
any cars that it finances.

On Dec.3 memb so0 SVEF
held a luncheon at Lost Canyons
Golf Club and presented each
dealership owner with a plaque
as a way of giving thanks for
their efforts.

Th efo u ntid aalso th a kde
Time Warner Cable, which donat-
ed air time for a local television
commercial about the fundraiser,
featuring board president Jill
Han v Th swasth dirsty arth e
foundation created a commercial
as a way to advertise the event.

In 2011, Driving Education
raised about $8,000, and in
2012, it raised more than $9,700.
With the addition of this year’s
funds, the charity event has
gathered close to $29,000 for the

Bodies

From Page 1 —

Avresident in the neighborhood
saw one of the bodies lying in a
frontyard early Tuesday morning
and, believing someone had been
injured, called the Ventura County
Fire Dep #men ,tSh 2 n osaid .
Ventura County Fire officials
arrived on the scene, found two
bodies on separate lawns at about
7 a.m. and requested police assis-
tance.

Accord i go an SVPD p ess
release, the initial investigation
conducted by the SVPD detec-
tives unit determined there were
no outstanding suspects or threats
to the community.

“The neighborhood that the
two were in is normally a very
safe and quite neighborhood,”
Shan oand .

SVPD Cmdr. David Living-
stone said the fact that no wit-
nesses have been found is strange.

“No one heard anything,” he
said. “Usually when there’s a
shooting in a quiet neighborhood
like this, we will get multiple
calls, so this is kind of peculiar.”

Livingstone said detectives are
looking at the department’s phone
records for the area to see if any
prior conflict between the man
and the woman had been reported.

Detectives are still investigating
and ask anyone with information to
contact the SVPD detectives unit at
(805) 583-6969. Those who wish
to remain anonymous can call the
Ventura County Crime Stoppers
hotline at (800) 222-8477.

Education Foundation.

This year’s amount increased
despite the participation of fewer
dealers than in the past. Last
year, Simi Valley Chevrolet and
Kirby Chrysler Jeep Dodge Ram
were part of Driving Education,
but both dealerships sat out
this year because of changes in
ownership. Kolarek hopes the
dealerships will join again next
year.

Iverson said the money from
Driving Education goes back
into classrooms in the form of

¢
Dexter has
ADDISON'’S

DISEASE
& takes

MEDICATION!

LostPet ID: 327110/
1-888-9-PET-9111
Breed Poodle;

Soft Coated Wheaten
Last seen: 11-12-2013
Name: Dexter
Gender: Male
Microchip:053093567

the foundation’s enhancement
grants that can provide needed
supplies, funds for class projects
or new learning programs.

Darrell Coletto, owner of 1st
Nissan, along with Simi Valley
Ford owner Larry Hibbler, have
each personally donated to SVEF
for as long as they can remember.
They joined the fundraising cam-
paign in 2012 because they liked
the idea of a collective donation.

“These are our kids and we
want to be able to help them have
a better future,” Coletto said.

HE WAS LAST
SEEN NEAR

Thousand Oaks Blvd.
& Lindero Canyon in
Westlake Village, CA

If seen please call:

(617) 657-4467

49ATMSC15B

If you’ve tried to sell your home
yourself, you know that the minute you
put the “For Sale by Owner” sign up,
the phone will start to ring off the hook.
Unfortunately, most calls aren’t from
prospective buyers, but rather from
ever real estate agent in town who will
start to hound you for your listing.

Like other “For Sale by Owners”,
you’ll be subjected to hundreds of sales
pitches from agents who will tell you
how great they are and how you can’t
possibly sell your home by yourself.
After all, without the proper informa-
tion, selling a home isn’t easy. Perhaps
you’ve had your home on the market
for several months with no offers from
qualified buyers. This can be a very
frustrating time, and many homeown-
ers have given up their dream of selling
their home themselves.

But don’t give up until you’ve read

10 Critical Inside Tips To
Sell Your House Without an Agent

Courtesy of Maria Banev, RE/Max 01489915. Not intended to solicit properties currently listed for sale. Copyright©2012
Paid Advertisement

a new report entitled “Sell Your Own
Home”, which has been prepared
especially for home seller like you.
You'’ll find that selling your home by
yourself is entirely possible once you
understand the process.

Inside this report, you’ll find 10
Critical Inside Tips on selling your
home by yourself which will help you
sell for the best price in the shortest
amount of time. You’ll find out what
real estate agents don’t want you to
know

To get your FREE copy today, call
any time Toll free 1-800-969-3984
ID#5017 (Talk to no one).

Or go online to
www.SellWithNoAgentUpdate.com
Call or go online right NOW to learn
how to secure top dollar and on time
sale of your home even in a slow
market.

HELPING YOUR BUSINESS DO BUSINESS

49TS14T

Advertise in the Simi Valley Acorn www.theacornonline.com
Department of
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Public Scoping Meetings —
Dec. 10 and 14, 2013

The California Department of Toxic Substances
Control (DTSC) invites the public to provide
comments on the issues and alternatives to be
considered in a Draft Program Environmental Impact
Report (PEIR) for environmental cleanup at the Santa
Susana Field Laboratory site in Ventura County.

Please Join Us

CHATSWORTH

Tuesday, Dec. 10, 6 to 9 p.m.
Chatsworth Charter High School*
Chancellor Hall

10027 Lurline Ave.

Chatsworth, CA 91311

Enter on Lurline Ave. near Lemarsh St.

*This meeting is neither sponsored by nor is it in any way connected with
the Los Angeles Unified School District.

SIMI VALLEY

Saturday, Dec. 14, 9 a.m. to 12 p.m.
Simi Valley Senior Center
Multi-Purpose Room

3900 Avenida Simi

Simi Valley, CA 93063

Notice to Hearing Impaired Individuals: TDD users may use the
California Relay Service at 1-888-877-5378.

Comments on the scope of the Draft EIR can be
submitted at the public scoping meetings, or
postmarked, faxed or emailed to:

Mark Malinowski, Project Manager

Department of Toxic Substances Control

8800 Cal Center Drive

Sacramento, CA 95826

Fax: 916-255-3734

Email: DTSC_SSFL_CEQA@dtsc.ca.gov

For more information, visit
www.dtsc.ca.gov/SiteCleanup/Santa_Susana_Field_Lab

All comments must be postmarked or received
by DTSC no later than 5 p.m., Jan. 10, 2014
for consideration in the PEIR.
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Public safety briefs

OXNARD

Demonstrator says
police targeted him

Francisco Romero said
he was one of hundreds
of Oxnard residents who
marched Oct. 13 to protest
police brutality.

The march, which he
partly organized, marked
the anniversary of the of-
ficer-involved shooting of
bystander Alfonso Limon
Jr. and the deaths of others,
including Robert Ramirez,
in June 2012.

Romero said that weeks
after the protest, police
mailed him five citations
alleging that he obstructed
traffic and failed to yield.

“These citations are an
attempt by the Oxnard Po-
lice Department to derail
and otherwise silence our
growing community pro-
test,” Romero said at news
conference Monday outside
the Ventura Courthouse.

Romero later appeared
in court, where he pleaded
not guilty to the jaywalking
charges. Romero’s attorney,
James P. Segall-Gutierrez,
asked court Commissioner
William Redmond for a
jury trial but was denied.
Romero was ordered to ap-
pear again in court Jan. 22.

Oxnard police could not
be reached for comment
Monday.

Man hospitalized
after truck hits him

A man was taken to St.
John’s Regional Medical
Center in Oxnard after being
struck by atruck near the in-
tersection of Simon Way and
Vineyard Avenue in Oxnard,

officials said.

The accident occurred
just after 6:15 p.m. Monday,
according to the California
Highway Patrol. The con-
dition of the man was un-
known.

The Ventura County Fire
Department and 14 units of
the CHP answered the call.
According to the CHP web-
site, the victim was unre-
sponsive at the scene.

VENTURA COUNTY

Deputies examine
El Rio stabbing

Deputies are investigat-
ing a stabbing Sunday night
in El Rio, officials said.

The Ventura County
Sheriff’s Office responded
to reports of a stabbing
about 7:30 p.m. near Rose
Avenue and Simon Way,
officials said.

Investigators discovered
that a man was walking in
the area when he was as-
saulted. The victim later
noticed a cut he got during
the assault and told police
about the incident.

Deputies seek driver
after chase, crash

Law enforcement officials
said they were searching for
a man who led police on a
chase in a stolen car early
Monday before he ran into
an orchard in Somis.

One of three injured
passengers in the car was
arrested on a previous war-
rant, officials said.

The incident began about
1:25 a.m., when deputies
from the Moorpark Police
Department tried to stop a
vehicle on a traffic violation

near state Highway 118 and
Mira Sol Drive in Moorpark,
according to authorities.

Asadeputy tried to make
contact with the driver, he
sped off, officials said. Ven-
tura County sheriff’s depu-
ties chased him.

The driver led officials
on a fast chase west on 118,
sometimes traveling close
to 95 mph, officials said. He
crashed into aguardrail near
Mesa Union School and La
Vista Avenue, officials said.

After crashing through
the guardrail, the vehicle
crossed the road and came
to rest upright on a dirt em-
bankment, authorities said.

As the pursuing deputies
pulled up to the scene, the
driver got out of the vehicle
and ran into an orchard.

Deputies extricated three
Simi Valley men: Luis Ponce,
27, Anthony Fernandez, 18,
and Richard Gomez, 20. All
were taken to the Ventura
County Medical Center for
treatment, officials said.

During an investigation
by the Special Enforcement
Detail Gang Investigators of
Thousand Oaks, Gomez was
arrested on a previous war-
rant for felony vehicle theft,
authorities said.

The sheriff’s K-9 team
and a sheriff’s helicopter
joined deputies in a search.
The Sheriff’s Office and Cal-
ifornia Highway Patrol are
investigating the incident.

The driver is wanted on
suspicion of felony vehicle
theft, felony evading and
felony hit-and-run.

Anyone with any infor-
mation about the incident
may call Sgt. Eric Tennes-
sen at 532-2716 or Crime
Stoppers anonymously at
800-222-8477.

TRUST
from 3A

the sale.

“We’re going to recom-
mit to our mission of re-
search and education. I'd
like to do something that
services all of Ventura
County, but ultimately the
university would have the
final recommendation,”
Smith said.

The research education
center Smith envisions
would provide classroom
space, an auditorium for
symposiums and a lab to
help farmers test crops.
Smith said he wants to
put those services under
one roof somewhere in the
county.

“When farmers get a
sample on the field, they
send it out to Salinas, Da-
vis or Riverside, and the
turnaround time for re-
sults can be up to three
weeks. But they need to
know tomorrow or in a
few days what’s affecting
their field,” Smith said.

The 35.8-acre property
up for bid is at the south-
east corner of Saticoy
Avenue and Telegraph
Road. It has been leased

Santa Susana

for growing row crops but
has all the approvals nec-
essary for construction to
begin in three phases.

The minimum bid for
the entire property is set
at $18 million, $4 million
for the first phase, accord-
ing to officials.

The UC Hansen Trust
Specific Plan, approved in
2008, calls for 131 single-
family homes, 34 con-
dos and 24 farmworker
apartments. The project
includes the equivalent
of a 6-acre park and open
space spread throughout
the property.

The university deter-
mined now would be
a good time to sell the
property because the lo-
cal housing market has
improved, Sheehan said.

Some of the proceeds
from the sale of the prop-
erty will also support an-
other area of land owned
by the university known
as the Faulkner Farm in
Santa Paula, which has
an agricultural learning
center. The 27-acre prop-
erty was purchased by
the UC Hansen Fund in
1997, and it serves as the
main venue for the agri-
cultural and educational

activities of the fund. The
Hansen Agricultural Re-
search and Extension
Center offers programs
that promote agricultur-
al literacy and research
and programs for youths.
The university plans to
introduce more mid- to
long-range programs at
the center by next year,
Smith said.

In 2010, the UC Han-
sen Trust board recom-
mended that the farm be
sold because it no longer
met the trust’s goal: to put
Hansen’s money to use for
the benefit of agriculture
in the county. Since then,
Smith said, the university
has made it its mission to
extend their education and
outreach programs at the
Faulkner Farm.

Bids are due by 5 p.m.
Dec. 12 at the UC office
in Oakland. The univer-
sity will consider offers
on an all-cash basis or
with credit terms, and
it is offering to finance
up to 70 percent of the
purchase price for up to
three years.

To request abid package
contact the Dyer Sheehan
Group at 805-653-8100 or
paul@dyersheehan.com.

VENTURA COUNTY
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Public Scoping Meetings — Dec. 10 and 14, 2013

The California Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) invites
the public to provide comments on the issues and alternatives to be
considered in a Draft Program Environmental Impact Report (PEIR)
for environmental cleanup at the Santa Susana Field Laboratory

site in Ventura County.

CHATSWORTH

Tuesday, Dec. 10, 6 to 9 p.m.
Chatsworth Charter High School*

Chancellor Hall
10027 Lurline Ave.
Chatsworth, CA 91311

Enter on Lurline Ave. near Lemarsh St.

*This meeting is neither sponsored by

nor is it in any way connected with the

Los Angeles Unified School District.

Please Join Us

SIMI VALLEY

Saturday, Dec. 14, 9 a.m. to 12 p.m.
Simi Valley Senior Center
Multi-Purpose Room

3900 Avenida Simi

Simi Valley, CA 93063

Notice to Hearing Impaired Individuals:
TDD users may use the California Relay
Service at 1-888-877-5378.

Comments can be submitted at the public scoping meetings, or postmarked,

faxed or emailed to:

Mark Malinowski, Project Manager

Department of Toxic Substances Control

8800 Cal Center Drive
Sacramento, CA 95826
Fax: 916-255-3734

Email: DTSC_SSFL_CEQA@dtsc.ca.gov

For more information, visit
www.dtsc.ca.gov/SiteCleanup/Santa_Susana_Field_Lab

All comments must be postmarked or received by DTSC no later

than 5 p.m., Jan. 10, 2014 for consideration in the PEIR.

Local briefs

OXNARD

Festival to celebrate
Christmas treat

The Recreation and
Community Services De-
partment and Pacific View
mall will present the Ox-
nard Tamale Festival from
9 a.m. to 6:30 p.m. Satur-
day at 500 S. C St.

Visitors may choose
from 14 tamale vendors.
There will be cooking
demonstrations by the
Oxnard College Culinary
Arts Program, arts and
crafts booths and eating
contests.

For more information
visit http://www.oxnard
tamalefest.com, or call
385-808l.

Forum to have info
on housing rights

A free workshop on
housing rights will take
place Tuesday night in
Oxnard.

The session, hosted by
the city of Oxnard and the
Housing Rights Center,
will address discrimina-
tion, security deposits,
rent increases, evictions,
repairs and rights and re-
sponsibilities of landlords
and tenants.

The meeting will run
from 6-8 p.m. in Meeting

Room B of the Oxnard
Public Library, 251S. A St.

To RSVP call Marlene
at 800-477-5977, ext. 1105.

THOUSAND OAKS

CLU names dean
for new seminary

California Lutheran
University has appointed
a dean for Pacific Luther-
an Theological Seminary,
which will merge with the
Thousand Oaks college in
January.

The Rev. Karen
Bloomquist will oversee
the seminary in Berkeley.
She succeeds Phyllis An-
derson, who is retiring as
the seminary’s president.

Bloomgquist is a former
director at the Lutheran
World Federation, which
represents Lutherans in
79 countries. She also is an
ordained minister who has
taught at other seminaries
and been active in global
interfaith and humanitar-
ian efforts.

Bloomgquist received her
master’s degree in divin-
ity from Pacific Lutheran.
She has abachelor’s degree
in sociology and religion
from St. Olaf College in
Minnesota and a doctor-
ate in theology from Union
Theological Seminary in
New York.

The merger of CLU and
the seminary became offi-
cial last month when it was
approved by the Western
Association of Schools &
Colleges.

Pacific Lutheran will
still be a full seminary,
but the schools will share
faculty and develop shared
programs.

VENTURA COUNTY

Orchestra to play
holiday selections

The Channel Islands
Chamber Orchestra will
perform with KuanFen
Liu, artistic director, and
Eric Boulanger, violin so-
loist.

“A Baroque Holiday,”
will be at 3 p.m. Saturday
at Studio Channel Islands
Art Center, 2222 Ventura
Blvd. Tickets are $20 in ad-
vance or $25 at the door. To
RSVP, visit StudioChan-
nellslands.org or call 383-
1368.

A second concert will
be at 3 p.m. Sunday at Ven-
tura First United Method-
ist Church, 1368 E. Santa
Clara St. A $20 donation
is appreciated. It’s free for
youths 18 and younger. For
more information call 643-
8621.

Staff reports

PARADE
from 3A

“There are a lot of nice
people, and we’re really
enjoying ourselves.”

Ken Bianchi, a former
rear commodore at the
yacht club, said: “This is
one of the best parades
we’ve had in many, many
years because of the weath-
er and the boats. We proba-
bly have about 12 boats out
there, and if the weather is
bad, there might be about
six, seven boats. This is a
huge turnout tonight.”

Nora Hall lives on the
lake but said she was at the
event for the first time.

“We usually miss it, and
it’s, ‘Oh, there they go,””
Hall said. “This year it’s

really exciting because
we’re here.”

After the parade, the
Westlake High School cho-
ral group A Class Act sang
holiday songs under the di-
rection of Alan Rose, and
then children were treated
to a visit by Santa and Mrs.
Claus.

Wendy Wolf, of Ca-
marillo, said she might
make the parade a tra-
dition. She brought her
6-year-old, Hannah Nicol-
off, last year and decided to
return.

“I really like the small-
town feeling of it,” Wolf
said. “It’s fun and a nice
way to spend an evening.”

“I liked the Santa boat
with the reindeer,” Han-
nah said.

The judges agreed.

Carol Kirschbaum, rear
commodore of the Yacht
Club, announced the win-
ners. The sleigh with Ru-
dolph and the eight rein-
deer won first place for
best theme.

Mark Niles owns the
boat, but about 20 people
worked on the project, and
decorating the craft took
six hours. Shareece Veral-
di and Beverly Burr came
up with the idea, and Bob
Cous designed the reindeer
with the lights.

“It wasn’t just the boat;
it was the reindeer on the
kayaks, which took a lot of
engineering and separate
lights,” Niles said.

A Hollywood boat won
the award for most cre-
ative, and a Grinch boat
took most enthusiastic.

over 100

BIRKENSTOCK

Footprints of Ventura

Limited Sizes and Styles
186
Now
145

sm
Now
S110

Hurry in before they are gone!!

515 OFF ANY PURCHASE

510 OFF ANY PURCHASE

over %50

Excludes any sales items

518 E Santa Clara *e DOWNTOWN

643 -7043
Be Yourself... Be Natural... Birkenstock

VCS1321418




Appendix C
Public Scoping Meeting Flier



Santa Susana Field Laborator

Environmental Impact Report

Public Scoping Meetings - Dec. 10 and 14, 2013

The California Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) is
preparing a Draft Program Environmental Impact Report (PEIR)

to assess alternatives for environmental cleanup at the Santa PUBLIC SCOPING
Susana Field Laboratory site in Ventura County. MEETINGS
DTSC will host two public scoping meetings in December to CHATSWORTH
provide information on the PEIR preparation process and to
. . . . DATE
invite public comments on the scope of the environmental issues Tuesdav. D
and the alternatives to be considered in the Draft PEIR. uesday, Lec. 10, 2013
TIME
We Appreciate Your Input! —— 6109 p.m.
LOCATION
Chatsworth Charter High School*
Comments on the scope of the Draft PEIR can be submitted at the Chancellor Hall
public scoping meetings, or postmarked, mailed or faxed no later 10027 Lurline Ave.
than 5 p.m., Jan. 10, 2014 to: Chatsworth, CA 91311
Mark Malinowski, Project Manager Enter on Lurline Ave. near Lemarsh St.
Department of Toxic Substances Control
8800 Cal Center Drive SIMI VALLEY
Sacramento, CA 95826
Fax: ‘916-255-3734 DATE
Email: DTSC_SSFL_CEQA@dtsc.ca.gov Saturday, Dec. 14, 2013
TIME
For more information, visit 9 a.m. to 12 p.m.
www.dtsc.ca.gov/SiteCleanup/Santa_Susana_Field_Lab LOCATION

Simi Valley Senior Center
Multi-Purpose Room
3900 Avenida Simi

Simi Valley, CA 93063

All comments must be postmarked or received by

Jan. 10, 2014 for consideration in the PEIR development.

D f Notice to Hearing Impaired Individuals:
ep ar tment O TDD users may use the California Relay Service
T . S b at 1-888-877-5378.

OXI C u S tan CeS *This meeting is neither sponsored by nor is it in

o ( : 1 any way connected with the Los Angeles Unified
L o 8 O n tr O School District.
-




Appendix D
Public Scoping Meeting Power Point Presentation



California Environmental Protection Agency

Department of Toxic Substances Control

Santa Notice of Preparation
Susana Field Scoping Meeting for the
Laboratory Draft Program Environmental

(SSFL) Site Impact Report (PEIR)

December 2013



Ground Rules

Please...

 Silence all mobile phones, PDAs, tablets and
electronics

 Limit cross conversation during the meeting

* Treat other people with the same level of respect you
expect from others

« Photography, sound and video recording may occur

« |f you do not wish to be filmed or photographed please inform
the photographer/videographer directly



Agenda

Introduction

Presentations
Project Background

CEQA PEIR Process

Verbal Comments

Conclusion of Formal Scoping Meeting
CEQA Process Q&A (time permitting)



Meeting Team

Ray Leclerc, DTSC Project Director

Mark Malinowski, DTSC Project Team Manager

Deanna Hansen, Environmental Science Associates

Joan Isaacson, Katz & Assoclates

Additional Team Members



California Environmental Protection Agency
Department of Toxic Substances Control

The California Department of Toxic Substances Control
(DTSC) Is the state agency responsible for environmental
protection, investigation, and cleanup.



California Environmental Protection Agency
Department of Toxic Substances Control

This is a CEQA Scoping Meeting

A Scoping Meeting Is...

* Opportunity to provide comments regarding the type and
extent of environmental analyses to be undertaken

« First of many opportunities for the public to comment on the
proposed project

« Opportunity to learn about the CEQA process



Purpose of the Scoping Meeting

DTSC requests your input on the scope of the PEIR for the
Santa Susana Field Laboratory (SSFL) Site Cleanup:

 What environmental effects should be addressed in the PEIR?

« Do you have ideas for project alternatives or mitigation
measures?

Information collected during scoping will be used to develop
the PEIR



Notice of Preparation (NOP)
Scoping Meeting

How to provide a comment

« Provide comment during public comment period at this meeting
. Please fill out speaker card and give to meeting staff

. Please be concise and limit comments to 3 minutes so all participants have
an opportunity to speak

. A court reporter will document all verbal comments

« Complete a hard copy comment card
. DTSC staff can read comments for people who don’t want to speak

« Enter a written comment on a laptop at this meeting

e  Submit a comment via mail, fax, or email by January 10, 2014



Department of Toxic Substances Control
SSFL Site

Project Overview



Regional Location
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About SSFL

Former rocket engine test and
nuclear power research facility

~2,850-acre field laboratory site

Currently the focus of a
comprehensive environmental
Investigation and cleanup
program, conducted by Boeing,
DOE, and NASA

Cleanup and investigation is
overseen by DTSC



SSFL History

* Development started in 1947 by
North American Aviation.

* In 1954, majority of the site was
acquired.

 The undeveloped areas to the south
acquired in 1968 and 1976, and to
the north in 1998.

* Research, development, and testing
for liquid-fueled rocket engines
(1950-2006)

* Nuclear research & development
conducted on the site (1954 to 1988)



SSFL History

Rocket engines flushed with organic solvents,
primarily trichloroethylene.

Landfills, burn pits, machining operations,
testing laboratories.

DOE’s Energy Technology Engineering Center
(ETEC) - nuclear reactors and related liquid
metals testing.
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SSFL Areas and Sites

Boein¢
NASA
DOE -

Area l: ~672 acres

Area ll: ~409 acres +

~41 acres for NASA (LOX)
Area lll: ~120 acres

Area IV: ~290 acres

Southern Buffer: ~1,140 acres
Northern Buffer: ~180 acres

SSFLis ~ 2,850 acres
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The Proposed Project

The proposed project
Includes the activities
necessary to
Implement soll and
groundwater
remediation for the
SSFL site.
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Department of Toxic Substances Control
SSFL Regqgulatory History

e Since 1991: Site under DTSC RCRA Corrective Action
Process

e Consent Order (August 2007)
- Boeing / DOE / NASA

- Soil (Boeing) and groundwater (all three parties)
- Clean-up to acceptable risk levels

- Soils clean-up or construction of remedy to be complete in
2017

- Groundwater clean-up actions in place by 2017
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Department of Toxic Substances Control
SSFL Regqgulatory History

e Administrative Orders on Consent (Dec 2010)
- Separate AOCs for DOE and NASA

- Requires soil cleanup to background or reporting limit levels
(some exceptions)

e Groundwater is responsibility of all three responsible
parties

- Covered under 2007 Consent Order
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SSFL Site-wide Issues—CEQA

e \Working with DOE and NASA to integrate the federal
NEPA (National Environmental Policy Act) information
with the state CEQA (California Environmental Quality
Act) processes and documents
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Overview of CEQA PEIR Process

California Public Resources Code Section 21100[a]

« California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) requires DTSC to
prepare an Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for any project it
proposes to carry out that may have a significant impact on the
environment

— Informs the public and decision makers about potential
environmental impacts

— ldentifies ways to avoid or reduce potential impacts

20



CEQA Process for a PEIR

Winter 2013 Fall 2014

Spring 2015
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Project Under Review

« The PEIR will analyze potential environmental effects
associated with soil and groundwater remediation
activities at the project site.



What is a Program EIR (PEIR)?

An EIR prepared on a series of related actions that
can be characterized as one large project.

The SSFL soil and groundwater remediation activities are related:
» Geographically (SSFL site)
» As parts of related actions (soil and groundwater cleanup)

» As individual activities carried out under the same regulatory
authority (DTSC)
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Advantages of a PEIR

« Ensures full consideration of cumulative impacts

* Allows DTSC to consider program-wide mitigation
measures early on
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PEIR Topics

The PEIR will evaluate short-term/construction impacts
and long-term/operational impacts related to:

« Aesthetics

« Air Quality

» Biological Resources

« Cultural Resources

* Geology, Soils & Seismicity
 Greenhouse Gas Emissions

« Hazards & Hazardous
Materials

Hydrology, Groundwater &
Water Quality

Land Use

Noise

Population & Housing
Public Services

Traffic & Transportation
Utilities



CEQA Alternatives

« CEQArequirement to evaluate a range of reasonable
alternatives to the project

» Attain most of the basic project objectives
» Avoid or substantially lessen significant effects of the project

* Not required to consider alternatives which are infeasible



PEIR Analysis

DTSC’s PEIR will be based on information obtained from
many sources

» Treatability Studies/Soils Feasibility Study — Boeing, DOE, and NASA

« Groundwater Investigation and Corrective Measures Study — Boeing,
DOE, and NASA

« On-going monitoring efforts

« Site-specific resource studies (e.g., biology, cultural resources)
« Agency input

» Tribal outreach and communication

* Public input



Meeting Purpose

« Purpose is to gather input on the content of the PEIR

« DTSC is interested in your input on:

— What environmental effects should be addressed in the Program
EIR?

— Do you have ideas for project alternatives or mitigation
measures?

« The PEIR analysis will respond to these comments



Public Comments

 How to provide a comment
« Provide comment during public comment period at this meeting

. Please fill out speaker card and give to meeting staff

. Please be concise and limit comments to 3 minutes so all participants have
an opportunity to speak

. A court reporter will document all verbal comments

« Complete a hard copy comment card
. DTSC staff can read comments for people who don’t want to speak

« Enter a written comment on a laptop at this meeting

«  Submit a comment via mail, fax, or email by January 10, 2014



PEIR Topics

Issues to be addressed in the PEIR:

+ Aesthetics * Hydrology, _Groundwater&
- Air Quality Water Quality
- Land Use

» Biological Resources

e Cultural Resources

* Geology, Soils & Seismicity
 Greenhouse Gas Emissions

« Hazards & Hazardous
Materials

* Noise

« Population & Housing

« Public Services

« Traffic & Transportation
« Utilities

« Project Alternatives



Public Comments
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Community Involvement

« Monthly SSFL Progress Report via email

 http://www.dtsc.ca.gov/sitecleanup/Santa_Susana_Fiel
d Lab/

« Ongoing Community Meetings/Calendar

« Community Notices aka Fact Sheets, Public Notices,
E-list, etc.

* For questions regarding SSFL and Community
Involvement contact marina.perez@dtsc.ca.gov



Information Repositories

California State University,
Northridge

Simi Valley Library Platt Branch Library

DTSC Regional Office
DTSC WEBSITE
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End of Presentation

Thank you for your participation.
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CEQA Process Q&A

Questions Regarding CEQA Process?
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Appendix E
Public Scoping Meeting Handouts



COMMENT FORM

N, State of California
S Department of Toxic Substances Control
e Santa Susana Field Laboratory
—~— Program Environmental Impact Report
-~ Scoping Meeting

Comments must be postmarked or received by 5 p.m., January 10, 2014 to be considered in the Draft Program

Environmental Impact Report. Comments may be submitted at the scoping meetings, or postmarked, faxed or
emailed to the address below.

Meeting Location: Date:

***Please Print***

OPTIONAL:

Name:

Affiliation (if applicable):

Mailing Address:

Email Address:

Please give this form to one of the project team representatives or submit by 5 p.m., January 10, 2014 to:

Mark Malinowski, Project Manager
Department of Toxic Substances Control
8800 Cal Center Drive
Sacramento, CA 95826
Fax: 916-255-3734

Email: DTSC_SSFL_CEQA@dtsc.ca.gov

DTSC mailings are solely for the purpose of keeping persons informed of DTSC activities. Mailing lists are not routinely released to
outside parties. However, they are considered public records, and if requested, may be subject to release.



Once you are ready to submit this form, please notify one of the project team members

and they will save and submit your comments.

ELECTRONIC COMMENT FORM

N, % State of California
S Department of Toxic Substances Control
et Santa Susana Field Laboratory
¢$ Program Environmental Impact Report

Scoping Meeting
Chatsworth Charter High School Chancellor Hall — December 10, 2013

All comments must be received by 5 p.m., January 10, 2014 to be considered in the Draft Program

Environmental Impact Report. Comments may be submitted at the scoping meetings and
via mail, fax or email.

Please type your comments in the box below:

OPTIONAL:

Name:

Affiliation (if applicable):

Mailing Address:

Email Address:




Once you are ready to submit this form, please notify one of the project team members

and they will save and submit your comments.

ELECTRONIC COMMENT FORM

N, % State of California
S Department of Toxic Substances Control
et Santa Susana Field Laboratory
¢$ Program Environmental Impact Report

Scoping Meeting
Simi Valley Senior Center Multi-Purpose Room — December 14, 2013

All comments must be received by 5 p.m., January 10, 2014 to be considered in the Draft Program

Environmental Impact Report. Comments may be submitted at the scoping meetings and
via mail, fax or email.

Please type your comments in the box below:

OPTIONAL:

Name:

Affiliation (if applicable):

Mailing Address:

Email Address:




Michael Burns Bobbette Biddulph

Department of Toxic Substances Control Department of Toxic Substances Control
Consultant Team Consultant Team

Deanna Hansen Jason Ricks

Department of Toxic Substances Control Department of Toxic Substances Control
Consultant Team Consultant Team

Cristina Gispert Paige Anderson

Department of Toxic Substances Control Department of Toxic Substances Control
Consultant Team Consultant Team



Sarah Spano

Department of Toxic Substances Control
Consultant Team

Joan lsaacson

Department of Toxic Substances Control
Consultant Team

Mark Malinowski

Department of Toxic Substances Control

Karen Snyder

Department of Toxic Substances Control
Consultant Team

Marina Perez

Department of Toxic Substances Control

Richard Hume

Department of Toxic Substances Control



State of California
Department of Toxic Substances Control

. Santa Susana Field Laboratory
e Program Environmental Impact Report
Scoping Meeting
Chatsworth Charter High School Chancellor Hall — December 10, 2013

Name Affiliation Email Address
(Please print) (If applicable)




State of California
Department of Toxic Substances Control

. Santa Susana Field Laboratory
e Program Environmental Impact Report
Scoping Meeting
Chatsworth Charter High School Chancellor Hall — December 10, 2013

Name Affiliation Mailing Address
Qe (If applicable) (Street, City, State, Zip)




State of California
Department of Toxic Substances Control

. Santa Susana Field Laboratory
e Program Environmental Impact Report
Scoping Meeting
Simi Valley Senior Center Multi-Purpose Room — December 14, 2013

Name Affiliation Email Address
(Please print) (If applicable)




State of California
Department of Toxic Substances Control

. Santa Susana Field Laboratory
e Program Environmental Impact Report
Scoping Meeting
Simi Valley Senior Center Multi-Purpose Room — December 14, 2013

Name Affiliation Mailing Address
Qe (If applicable) (Street, City, State, Zip)




SPEAKER CARD

N ( State of California
*-@ Department of Toxic Substances Control
i Santa Susana Field Laboratory
,:% Program Environmental Impact Report
- Scoping Meeting

If you plan to ask a question or make a statement, please fill in the information below and submit the
card when requested to do so. If you would like us to read your question or statement, please let us
know. When speaking, please limit your comments to three minutes. Thank you.

Date:
Name: Affiliation:
Question/Comment:
SPEAKER CARD
L
N = State of California
&@ Department of Toxic Substances Control
A i Santa Susana Field Laboratory
Y Program Environmental Impact Report
v Scoping Meeting

If you plan to ask a question or make a statement, please fill in the information below and submit the
card when requested to do so. If you would like us to read your question or statement, please let us
know. When speaking, please limit your comments to three minutes. Thank you.

Date:

Name: Affiliation:

Question/Comment:
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Appendix F1
Letter, Emails, and Faxes



Dale Till

From: Abe Weitzberg <aweitzberg@att.net>

Sent: Friday, December 20, 2013 5:19 PM

To: DTSC_SSFL_CEQA

Cc: Malinowski, Mark@DTSC

Subject: CEQA Scoping Comments

Attachments: Written CEQA Scoping Commments0001.pdf

Attached are my written comments.

Abe

Abe Weitzberg  phone: 818-347-5068
5711 Como Circle mobile: 301-254-9601
Woodland Hills, CA 91367


















Mariah Mills

From: Albert Jackson Saur [alsaur@igc.org]

Sent: Thursday, February 06, 2014 5:27 PM

To: DTSC_SSFL_CEQA

Cc: Chris Rowe

Subject: Comment about scoping EIR for SSFL clean-up
Attachments: Mark Malinowski.docx

Dear Mr. Malinowski
| have put together some of my thoughts about the scope of an environmental impact statement that the DTSC will
prepare regarding the “clean-up” of the Santa Susana Field Laboratory. | am attaching it as a WORD document to this e-

mail. | will also mail a copy to you by the USPS.

Albert J. Saur, Ph.D.



Mark Malinowski, Project Manager
Department of Toxic Substances Control
Dear Sir:

This is written in response to the invitation for public comment on the scope of the Environmental
Impact Statement that the California Department of Toxic Substances Control will prepare regarding
the clean-up of the Santa Susana Field Laboratory property. | am writing this comment on behalf of
myself only and not on behalf of any organization or group that | am a member of. | was employed as
a Senior Engineer at Atomics International from 1955 until 1965. The company was very concerned
about employee safety. Employees and visitors alike wore film badges whenever they were close to
any operating nuclear reactor. By close, | mean within the same building as such a reactor. We did
not wear film badges outdoors away from such buildings. Nuclear radiation detectors indicated that
such areas were safe and that persons in such areas were not in any danger of such radiation. | am
now in my 91* year and still enjoy good health. | am evidence that tends to contradict the notion,
widely held since about 2005, that in 1959 there was a disastrous “partial nuclear meltdown” at the
sodium cooled reactor, also known as SRE. You probably have read reports written at the time by
several Atomics International employees that detail the actual damage to fuel elements that occurred
due to partial plugging of some of the coolant tubes with consequent overheating of the fuel
elements. According to these reports, radioactive fission products that escaped from the damaged
fuel elements were retained in the sodium coolant and in the carbonaceous clots that caused the
plugging. When the reactor was started up again the following year with new fuel elements, the
project chose to use the same coolant (sodium), mainly because the coolant contained so much
radioactive material that it couldn’t be disposed of.

In summary, my firm belief is that, although there was an accident that required the reactor to be
shut down and fuel elements and pieces of fuel elements removed, there was no significant
radioactive contamination of the site. In addition, the accident happened 55 years ago. Any
radioactive debris left from the operation of the reactor would have mostly decayed by now. Any
radioactive material present must be the result of natural causes, such as the creation of radioactive
Carbon-14 and Tritium in the upper atmosphere, and continuing fall-out from recent and former
nuclear weapons testing in the atmosphere.

For that reason | am opposed to any “clean-up” based on the idea of removing as much as two feet of
top soil from the whole area, hauling it away in trucks through residential areas, and hauling
replacement soil in to replace the removed soil. In addition to nuclear reactor activities at the Field
Laboratory there was a big program of rocket engine testing and development. Various solvents and
fuels were unavoidably deposited on and in the soil near the test stands. These solvents are not
radioactive and therefore do not decay. The problem is that they can get into the ground water and
eventually appear in drinking water provided to residents near the Field Laboratory. It may be
necessary to put in place a permanent or long-term program of ridding drinking water of these
poisonous trace substances. Trucking top soil away seems to be an ineffective solution to removing
poisonous organic compounds from drinking water if the point of entry to the water table is tens or
hundreds of feet below the surface.

| understand that your agency, the DTSC, is under compulsion to consider seriously the trucking away
of all the top soil. Another government agency, NASA, was required to consider just two clean-up



options in its draft EIR: carting off all the top soil or nothing. | urge you to consider many possible
means of clean-up and remediation, with special care to schemes that do not involve massive
replacement of top soil.

Sincerely yours,

Albert J. Saur
(Ph.D., U lllinois 1951)






Santa Susana Mountain Park Association

Dedicated to the Preservation of the Simi Hills and Santa Susana Mountains

P.O. Box 4831
Chatsworth, CA 91313-4831

ssmpa.com

January 8, 2014

Mr. Mark Malinowski

Project Manager

Department of Toxic Substances Control
8800 Cal Center Drive

Sacramento, CA 95826

DTSC SSFL CEQA@dtsc.ca.gov

Comments of Santa Susana Mountain Park Association on
NOTICE OF PREPARATION FOR A
DRAFT PROGRAM ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT

SANTA SUSANA FIELD LABORATORY SITE, VENTURA COUNTY, CALIFORNIA

dated November 2013

SUMMARY:

DTSC’s PEIR must supply much still-missing information.

1.

6.

Responsible Parties (RPs) need guidance on situations and actions that depend on vague
language in the 2010 Administrative Orders on Consent (AOCs) that govern the cleanup. DTSC
must provide RPs with an authoritative and binding interpretation of the language of the AOCs.

The PEIR must specify expected outcomes for cultural resources, both archeological and
architectural.

The PEIR must include analysis of all practical levels of cleanup, in addition to the “cleanup to
background” alternative, to comply with CEQA.

DTSC’s PEIR document must include a CEQA analysis that balances cleanup goals under
various scenarios, including costs (both financial and environmental). Additionally, the DTSC
PEIR must provide information on what soils are to be removed in culturally sensitive areas, and
what cultural resources will remain after the cleanup, as DTSC has sole authority to make these
decisions under the AOCs.

The PEIR must specify how to obtain replacement soil that will meet the requirements in the
AOCs.

The PEIR must clearly specify cumulative impacts of all related concurrent projects; viz., the
NASA, DOE and Boeing cleanups.

The PEIR must include comprehensive surveys and mitigation methods for plants.
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ESSENTIAL POINT OF SSMPA’s COMMENTARY:

DTSC must define, specify, and provide important information to all RPs. The PEIR must
provide to decision makers adequate, clear and specific information to make informed
decisions on how an environmentally responsible cleanup should proceed.

COMMENTS:

1 Guidance on AOC Language and on Site-Specific Guidelines

la.

1b.

1c.

1d.

le.

The AOCs signed by DOE and NASA charged DTSC with oversight authority for the
cleanup.’ DTSC must provide the RPs with a binding, authoritative interpretation of
certain vague requirements in the AOCs. The RPs must learn what SSFL-situation-
specific rules will govern decisions and actions for the cleanup.

DTSC must provide guidance to the RPs governed by the AOCs on many subject areas
before the RPs can complete their DEISs and EISs. Of major consequence for every
decision is the requirement under the AOCs that at least 95% of any soil that has ANY
amount of contamination over background level must be removed.'® This ambiguous
requirement has pervasive impact on every item discussed below.

DTSC does not expect to deliver its Draft PEIR until sometime in late 2014. The RPs
need information from the PEIR to complete their own valid EISs that can be used as
decision making guides. Does this schedule not call into question the feasibility of the
AOC-mandated completion date of 2017 for the NASA and DOE managed cleanups?
Can the governing AOCs therefore any longer be considered ‘binding’?

The NASA Associate Administrator for Mission Support Directorate notes that NASA
will be assisting DTSC in its CEQA analysis estimated to be complete by the end of
2015, but also notes that analysis will be restricted to the single AOC cleanup level 1%+
(See Attachment 1.) To the best of our knowledge, both NEPA and CEQA set
standards for environmental considerations that must be addressed in environmental
documents, and contracts that are inconsistent with those laws do not trump NEPA and
CEQA provisions. The NEPA and CEQA analyses must consider all options, not the
single path set by the AOCs.'®? When will DTSC’s actual PEIR, including CEQA
considerations, be issued as a draft? When will it be issued in final form? It appears
these documents are scheduled after the supposed start of execution of the cleanup to
the constraints of the AOCs. That is not our understanding of how CEQA and
environmental policy should work. Even Rick Brausch, then DTSC project director for
the SSFL cleanup, acknowledged in the July 2011 PPG meeting, that CEQA and other
environmental laws still apply and indicated DTSC would follow the laws’
requirements. However, DTSC’s public start date for the PEIR is now two years behind
the suggested schedule he mentioned in July 2011. '3

There are many environmental cleanup projects in the U.S. They "all" (as far as anyone
knows) MUST operate according to federal and state EPA laws that were passed by
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legislators concerned with protecting the environment. Operating under EPA processes
means any toxic cleanup MUST evaluate multiple reasonable alternatives. The NASA
and DOE SSFL cleanups were forced to be uniquely different from other projects,
because the AOCs were signed before any EIS-type document. Why the difference? *°
See Attachment 2. How is the different treatment of these projects explained? We can
fathom no reasonable explanation.

SSMPA advocates a cleanup based on scientific results, testing and standards, not
political pressures.

2 PEIR Must Specify Expected Outcomes for Cultural Resources

2a.

2b.

DTSC must interpret the AOCs on the handling of Native American cultural resources.
The AOC language is vague in its definition of Archaeology, defining it as “Artifacts.”
They must be “formally recognized as Cultural Resources”.?® What does “Artifacts that
are formally recognized as cultural resources” mean? Who needs to recognize what to
meet that odd definition? Interpretive guidance is critically needed, because the Burro
Flats Cave area, registered in the National Register of Historic Places, is primarily on the
NASA property. In addition, where archaeological surveys on DOE property have been
done, perhaps 20 archeological sites have been located that have not been formally
recorded. We expect similar indications of past Native American Use based on tribal
commentary and the proximity of the Boeing property to the Burro Flats Cave complex
and the Bell Canyon creek area that also is a major archeological site. The future of Burro
Flats and related nearby Native American areas is yet to be articulated by DTSC. An
artifact is generally understood to represent a movable, historically used, significant
object. Given that definition, the Burro Flats Cave itself could be eliminated by the
language in the AOCs, as well as bedrock mortars that are part of the NRHP recorded site,
which are also very significant. An explanation of how the Burro Flats Cave, and nearby
related sites, including sites such as found on the DOE property and elsewhere in the
project, will be treated must be provided by DTSC in the PEIR.

In addition to the specific language quoted above, the AIPs that address this area for the
AOCs, indicate that no more than 5% can be excluded and any acceptance of an exception
is subject to DTSC’s oversight and approval. Please explain what that means on a
specific basis, naming sites under consideration and the boundaries of each site (or
artifact), particularly since there is significant sampling data now available to make
appropriate decisions.

At the August 28, 2013, public comment session on the NASA DEIS, a NASA
representative indicated they have been told the Cultural Resource definition in the AOC
means the National Register of Historic Places (only). Under that definition, the Burro
Flats site (CA-VEN-1072) is exempt from cleanup. Why would NASA indicate any
portion of this site is to be cleaned? Has DTSC overridden the AOC under its global
override authority? This discrepancy highlights the problem of “Who controls the
cleanup?” We do note, however, that DTSC still has not clarified the definition of
Avrtifact, so the Burro Flats site may still be subject to cleanup under the AOC; since this
site may still be subject to cleanup due to vague language, we object to cleanup of the
Burro Flats site, as it is an identified and registered National Register of Historic Places
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area, and as it is an identified Indian Sacred Site. What position will DTSC take on this
very particular property, in addition to our prior more generic request for clarification?

What are the contamination levels at the archaeological sites, and in particular the Burro
Flats parcel, slated for cleanup? What safeguards will be put in place to reduce impacts to
the Burro Flats parcel, as to dust, and impacts due to changes to surface water runoff
when RPs choose not replace removed soil?

2c. DTSC’s PEIR must provide information on how the boundaries of the archaeological sites
on the property have been determined. What survey methods were used? When was that
done? What was found on the site? How was it tested? At what depth? When was it
surveyed? What will DTSC do with an artifact a RP found in that survey, or a midden
area that would not qualify as an artifact (that surely would be “contaminated”)?

2d.  Only a pedestrian survey of site boundaries was done. Are additional pedestrian studies,
and more detailed studies needed in the area where soil is to be removed? Comments
submitted by professional archaeologists indicate the survey methods used by NASA were
very inadequate due to large distances between areas evaluated, far in excess of accepted
practices. Will a more adequate archaeological evaluation be required, and if so in what
areas? A comprehensive survey using soil sampling technigues must be undertaken to
determine the true size of the District. The Burro Flats Archaeological District extends
outside the borders of Area Il into Area Ill and possibly into Area IV. This site should not
be segmented between the 3 RPs, but should be looked at holistically as part of the
entirety of the Cultural Resources of SSFL. New, detailed surveys of this site must be
accomplished prior to making irreversible decisions to “clean up” this exceptional and
irreplaceable Indian Sacred Site.

An adequate definition and description of the Burro Flats site must be created and
reviewed with all RPs, as they all will have the most critical role in site cleanup or
preservation. An additional boundary dilemma with the Burro Flats site and the National
Register of Historic Places (NRHP) is that as of 1972, the NRHP site is 25 acres. Since
the NASA DEIS recognizes only 17 acres as the site, where are the boundary differences?
Does the NRHP boundary exclude or include the 0.65 acres that is to be cleaned up? What
is protected under the NRHP, and what should be protected as part of VEN-1072? Please
also address how a 25 acre NRHP site (plus other sites) will be treated, considering
the total area NASA proposes to clean up is approximately 105 acres (page 2-17 of
NASA DEIS), and the maximum exception is 5%. DTSC must take the lead in
answering such questions.

The steps in 2b, 2c, and 2d are all necessary to define the Burro Flats site. Again we see
the same problem — DTSC must advise what can be excluded from the cleanup. The RPs
must provide information on what they will exclude, given an updated DTSC
interpretation. And here, on the single site that is already NRHP certified, the boundaries
must be established, and the site still needs a detailed evaluation by a qualified
archaeologist, and careful and limited testing must be done to provide information on
contamination of any part of the site. The approach that DTSC and the RP’s, especially
NASA, will take to an Indian Sacred Site must be incorporated in the decision. All this
information needs to be provided and presented, with proposed resolutions, in DTSC’s
PEIR, and NASA’s EIS.
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2e.

2f.

29.
2h.

2.

2j.

2k.

What will be done with newly discovered archaeological Artifacts found in the process of
the cleanup, that are not “culturally recognized”? How will these items be preserved or
protected?

DTSC must interpret the AOC on the handling of Architectural Structures (NASA
project) that are eligible historic structures (rocket engine testing facilities). Three
structures at each of the Alpha, Bravo and Coca test stand areas have been found eligible
under NRHP and SHPO (nine total structures). > What contamination has been found in
the soils under the test stands? Have testing boreholes been drilled under these structures?
What has been found?

Will DTSC allow some or all of these historic structures to remain?

Since test stands are not “artifacts”, but are recognized as significant historic structures
under Section 106, NRHP and SHPO, what will happen to these structures? How will the
5% exception for “artifacts” under the AOC’s be applied to the NASA parcel that has the
greatest quantity of cultural resources? What will be allowed to remain considering this
limitation and other considerations?

The standards established by Section 106 (reproduced below) provide a mandate to seek
ways to avoid or mitigate adverse effects on historic properties. Both NASA and DTSC
need to indicate their intention for these structures that could be irreparably destroyed and
a key part of our country’s rocket history thereby forever lost. Because the NASA
property holds key remnants of our country’s space and rocket development,
consideration of the possible end use of the property as a park should be incorporated in
the preservation decisions. If the NASA parcel ultimately is joined with the larger Boeing
parcel that is expected to become a park, preservation of appropriate NRHP and SHPO-
eligible structures to inspire future generations should be given a much higher priority.
These decisions should be documented in Alternatives presented in DTSC’s PEIR and
NASA'’s re-issued DEIS.

Appendix C, Section 5.1 of NASA’s DEIS is reproduced in part below (emphasis added):

“The enabling legislation for Section 106 is contained in 36 CFR 800, “Protection of Historic
Properties.” The Section 106 process entails three basic steps:

1. Identify historic properties potentially affected by the undertaking.

2. Assess adverse effects on historic properties.

3. Seek ways to avoid, minimize, or mitigate adverse effects on historic properties.”

Prepare and present a cost/benefit analysis for preserving and maintaining the historic
structures and Districts. Include contamination analysis (soil and building), as well as
costs and benefits identified in the study, to make informed decisions about which to
preserve, and which can be preserved and be safe for visitors. We encourage special
attention to Coca V and Alfa Il and their associated blockhouses, as those were targeted
early as preferred candidates for preservation, if preservation choices ultimately are
necessary.

With respect to all cultural resources, please provide information for the groundwater and
surface water effects due to soil mitigation. Specifically include consideration of the
effect of all reductions in site soils resulting from only partial replacement of removed
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soils, including collateral re-contamination and other effects from flooding and silt runoff
due to soil changes.

The impacts anticipated to archaeological cultural resources from removal of soil
from parcels within the designated archaeological site must be reviewed and
disclosed in the PEIR.

The impacts anticipated to archaeological cultural resources from removal of soil
from parcels outside of the designated archaeological site, but within the cleanup
study areas must be reviewed and disclosed in the PEIR.

The impacts anticipated to the historic test stands (Alpha, Bravo, Coca) from
removal of soil from parcels within the designated historic area must be reviewed
and disclosed in the PEIR.

The impacts anticipated to the historic test stands (Alpha, Bravo, Coca) from
removal of soil from parcels outside of the designated historic area, but within the
NASA DEIS study area, must be reviewed and disclosed in the PEIR.

3 PEIR Must Include Consideration of Alternative Cleanup Levels

3a. Exclusion of any possible cleanup alternatives, except the expected cleanup approach,
would be a momentous detriment to the usefulness of the PEIR, and likely invalidate it
under CEQA. The PEIR must not exclude from consideration reasonable alternatives
supported by authorized standards of the State of California including cleanup to
Suburban Residential, Commercial/Industrial, and Recreational levels, for any of the
RP’s.

3b. DTSC’s PEIR must include reasonable alternatives, presenting comparison of costs and
all related effects on transportation, biological resources, cultural resources, soil, water,
and air.

3c. A discussion of alternatives should include what DTSC will have the RPs do if the
Appeals Court supports the lower court decision, which will have the effect of stating that
a special, negotiated cleanup standard is not permissible at SSFL under California law. An
explanation should be provided to explain why the public should pay for a cleanup that is
inconsistent with the law, and why local residents should be subjected to significant
environmental contaminants from emissions, disturbed soil and related fugitive dust
effects, and surface water runoffs that are greatly increased by unavoidable consequences
of a background level cleanup of the site. See, in Attachment 4, the text of the District
Court decision filed May 5, 2011, which prohibits DTSC from compelling compliance
with SB990.* The AOCs appear to operate as substitutes for a questionable law, but the
justification for its position requiring a “background level cleanup” on this important site
is very unclear. That DTSC and political pressure seem to have required signature of the
AOCs by NASA and DOE shortly before this decision was issued in May 2011 is very
significant. We believe all decision makers and the public are entitled to see the effects of
all alternatives.
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4a.

4b.

4c.

4d.

de,

4f.

PEIR Must Clearly Specify Requirements for Soil Cleanup

DTSC’s PEIR must fully address how appropriate backfill soil will be sourced. DTSC
must give guidance on how soils that must match the specific background levels for SSFL
will be identified. Source sites from which sufficient quantities of such soils may be
obtained must be identified. This is a very important issue because if adequate
replacement soils cannot be located, alternative solutions, including on site treatments
clearly should be allowed, and the overall approach to the cleanup may need to change.

The PEIR must explain why or how any soil replacement plans may remove significantly
more soil from the site as will be backfilled. Can permanent reduction (by non-backfilled
removal) of thousands of cubic yards of soil be deemed appropriate mitigation?

Will DTSC allow NASA'’s proposal in their DEIS to not replace 2/3 of the removed soil?
What will happen with soil replacement on the DOE parcel, if not all removed soil needs
to be replaced? What amounts of soil are to be removed on the Boeing parcel and what
replacement is to be used on that parcel?

Surface water runoff effects resulting from any substantial reduction in surface soils must
be reviewed, explained, and disclosed in the PEIR, if DTSC anticipates accepting
NASA’s proposal to replace significantly less soil than it removes. Consideration of any
as-yet not publicly disclosed similar shortage in replacement soil by DOE also needs to be
incorporated in DTSC’s commentary and disclosure. It is well settled that a reduction in
permeable surfaces (typically associated with development) causes significantly increased
runoffs. What will be the runoff effects of the decreased soil in a year with average
rainfall? What is expected when rainfall is significantly over average levels?

“Onsite” (ex situ and in situ treatment) soil cleanup is a promising alternative to soil
removal, where appropriate. Yet, the AOCs seem to prohibit this and state the only
allowable method for soil cleanup is removal.*® DTSC must explain how this seeming
contradiction is possible based on the AOC language. The “leave in place” remediation
alternative should be considered in the NEPA and CEQA analysis because such a
remediation approach would entail significantly less environmental impact, by reducing
soil excavation, hauling, and soil replacement.

The PEIR should include a review of Environmental Justice which generally looks at the
impacts to lower income and minority populations that will be affected by soil hauling
activities. Furthermore the PEIR should address such demographics in the areas that are
proposed to receive, and then permanently live with possible effects from the
contaminated material, such as Buttonwillow, Kettleman, and Beatty. The adequacy of
the identified sites to accept the combined material volumes needs to be incorporated in
the PEIR, and if inadequate, alternative solutions need to be incorporated

At the August 28, 2013, public comment session on the NASA DEIS, it was disclosed the
haul trucks are merely covered with tarps when traveling with contaminated material. We
request that the Department of Toxic Substances Control ensure much more complete
protection for all communities along transport routes from the contaminated material that
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the AOCs require to be removed. Better alternatives for reduced dust from the trucks and
containment of all materials, including dust from bumps as the material is trucked, need to
be developed and implemented.

4g. Is remediation in a project like this where buildings are removed, adequate where a flat
landscape is left after remediation? Should remediation include providing topographic
restoration or variable elevations/topography, such as the site originally had?

5 PEIR Must Define and Disclose Cumulative and Combined Impacts

5a.  The combined impacts of all concurrently operating SSFL projects regarding traffic and
transportation-related pollution must be made specific in the PEIR.

5b.  What transportation routes will be used by all the RPs? Will they use the same or different
haul routes?

5¢c.  What will the transportation emissions be for all projects combined? What will be the
total effect on all communities?

5d.  The number of trucks on all projects, travelling on Woolsey Canyon during daylight hours
must be disclosed, as well as twilight and night truck traffic volumes for all projects
combined. This disclosure should be presented in a table format, and specify the
anticipated number of incoming and outgoing trucks in one hour increments during
weekdays and weekends (if applicable), for all projects to present a realistic understanding
of the traffic impact. Include a column for worker arrivals and departures from the site.
Provide hour of the day in the rows, and in columns show incoming and outgoing traffic
for each of NASA, DOE, Boeing. Combine all workers for all projects in the last set of
columns for cumulative incoming and outgoing traffic.

6 PEIR Must be Complete Regarding Plants

6a. DTSC’s PEIR must answer questions such as: How many plants of each type are
involved? How many coast live oak (quercus agrifolia) trees will be removed or
otherwise endangered? How many western sycamores? Santa Susana tarplants?

6b.  What steps will DTSC require the RPs to take, over what period of time, to regenerate
sensitive species? For example, we do not believe Santa Susana tarplant is part of the
seed mix specified for replanting. How will plantings be monitored to encourage
regrowth?

6d. What steps will DTSC require the RPs to take to eliminate introduction of invasive
species as off-site soil is brought in as part of the soil replacement? How will plants be
affected by re-filling the site with less soil than was removed? How will the segmented
cleanup and backfills affect the overall health of this habitat, which in many areas is
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About Santa Susana Mountain Park Association:

Santa Susana Mountain Park Association is a 41 year-old non-profit organization based in Chatsworth,
Los Angeles, California.

We represent approximately 700 members and concerned citizens, and we partner with many
organizations to promote ecological and recreational quality in Southern California.

SSMPA's mission is to preserve and protect the Simi Hills, Santa Susana Mountains, and
surrounding open space.

SSMPA Board of Directors:
Teena Takata, John Luker, Vanessa Watters, Diana Dixon-Davis, Bob Dager,
Carla Bollinger, Warren Stone, Donna Nachtrab, Tom Nachtrab, Sarah Stone
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PPG Member Requested Transcript
July 2011 PPG Meeting
Aug. 31, 2011 (Bold/Italic emphasis points added)

Chris Rowe: | just I'm | appreciate that you did make some changes; | just felt that there needed
to be some clarification because, um, people were interpreting things, saying that Rick stated that
there was no necessity for an EIS; that it was redundant; I'm getting these kind of emails and so |
was wondering if there is any way Rick could clarify what he said.

Lewis Michaelson: [to Rick Brausch] You want to do that one now?
Rick Brausch: Yea, | can.
Lewis Michaelson: Ok, good.

Rick Brausch: Honestly, | can’t remember exactly what | said. | mean, it was in the stream of a
conversation or at least a presentation. Um, what, as | look at the summary, like | said, my
recollection was you were talking about the necessity of it in the sense of sequencing, the
concern being that the EIS being done before work was, characterization was completed would
be a difficult sequencing and a project schedule issue. Um, ultimately, at the end of the day, the
EIS and the EIS obligation is on DOE. As a state agency, DTSC does not have an obligation
under NEPA. The federal agencies themselves do, and in fact, DOE can speak much more to
DOE than this, but they are under court order by a federal judge to perform an EIS and at this
point, that is the standing rule. The AOC does mention that there will be work between DOE and
the plaintiffs in that case to seek necessary or adequate relief to make sure the AOC’s provisions
can be carried out. In some sense, that's probably as far as | know what's going on between the
plaintiffs and DOE and | invite DOE to maybe make further comment on that but that is,
clarification-wise, if | overspoke it, again from DTSC's perspective, we are not subject to or
parties — subject to NEPA or parties to the lawsuit.

Barbara Tejada: | think there’s some confusion. EIRs and EISs follow a very similar trajectory,
and in fact, joint documents can be prepared that covers both of them. There are some slight
differences, but it doesn’t involve a whole lot of extra work. That work is going to have to be done
through the EIR/CEQA process anyway and | think there’s a lot of confusion. The AOC does not
stand in, so to speak, for the environmental process. Regardless of what the AOC, | think just
directs that we will follow CEQA rather than NEPA and the processes are very similar so | don’t
understand why we’re trying to separate them and say ‘well, we don’t, we shouldn’t have to do
this because we're going to do that.” They're so similar we could combine them and there’'s my
two cents.

Rick Brausch: What they [AOCs] do not do, as we've talked about at least at some length
and will talk about more as this process unfolds, these do not bypass obligations to DTSC
under CEQA. Similarly, they do not bypass obligations for DOE and NASA under NEPA.
Those laws ultimately still govern and pertain. Endangered Species Act still pertains.
Historic preservation requirements still pertain. A laundry list of other existing laws and
requirements that aren’t listed here still apply to this. What it means to this is within the
parameters and constructs of those laws as they exist, we have to navigate to accomplish this
particular goal that we've negotiated with DOE and NASA. Again, they integrate the Agreements
in Principle, the cleanup to background levels as it's been laid out in the agreements does talk
about some very specific parameters that are allowances, and in fact, things that which we heard
loud and clear through the public comment process which we felt it was necessary and important
for us to integrate. We recognize that in order for us to minimize some of the impacts of that soil
transportation down the mountain side that | think has been put out there as being of particular



concern. On-site treatment, in-place treatment, has got to be an option that we fully assess and
understand but it also has to be allowed under this and that is accommodated under the
agreement. However, contaminated soils won’t be allowed to be left. So what we're talking here is
if there are ways in which you can treat it on in place or on site to accomplish the same goal that
is something that we need to look at and integrate into the plan.

Teena Takata: Rick, it always sounds good when you talk about it, but when we look at
documents or comment on documents, we don'’t always get the same kind of response.

Lewis Michaelson: Teena, can you clarify what you mean by response?

Teena Takata: You commented that the AOCs are binding and enforceable, [Rick Brausch: Mm
hmm] and then you talk about protection for formally recognized archeological sites artifacts and
several community members as well as an archeologist commented on that when we had the
opportunity to do public comments, and basically, we were flipped off in that process.

Lewis Michaelson: Could you be more specific when you say ‘flipped off’ because | don’t know
what that means.

Teena Takata: We commented on the AOCs that it was a meaningless definition; that it did not
recognize did not specify the world heritage site on the site that is the Burrow Flats Caves and it
does not did not address various different types of artifacts that the archeologist on site are
finding on a daily basis, [Lewis Michaelson: Ok] and um, there’s basically cuz none of those are
recognized artifacts, which is the limit of the definition in the AOC [Rick Brausch: It's the limits to
the definition in the exception is explicitly spelled out exception.]. Correct.

Rick Brausch: What was explained, the attempt to explain, was that the AOC does not
supersede any other state or federal law that provides a protection so just because it isn’t
explicitly stated as an exception, does not mean that it doesn’t have other elements that
govern and will reflect and ensure that it’s protected.

Lewis Michaelson: So would you look at that in CEQA? Is that one of the things you would
examine?

Rick Brausch: That is one of the features. Definitely we're looking at all archeological, cultural,
historic and other, you know, environmental resources that we need to be aware of. The idea is to
have the archeological assessments done.

Teena Takata: And based on my background as a businessperson, because I'm a CPA in my day
job and | specialize in tax so | sit and | read tax law all the time and | read contracts all the time.
The AOCs are contracts, and in general, | don’t see in the world where in the business world
where contracts are drafted that don’t acknowledge the impacts of other things and don'’t provide
as part of the language in the contract the possibility that they may change due to those other
impacts. And here, the AOC document actually is in conflict with those things in several areas.

Rick Brausch: Well, actually, we can probably go into this further, but there are provisions in the
AOC which talk specifically about the effect of other laws and requirements on the AOC and in
fact, was meant to be the additional capture of anything not explicitly stated in the AOC. Again,
we this was in going through this with our attorneys, we wanted to make sure we didn’t bypass
any of those necessary and required protections that we are obligated to follow.

Lewis Michaelson: So, Teena, if | may, | think what's important here is that that's been heard,
that's been expressed, and rather than prejudging what that impact will be, the whole purpose of
this marathon is as these studies are done, as the cleanup plan is developed, as the exceptions
are made, your job as stakeholder who care about different resources is to stay in touch
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watch and see but all | can say at this point, Rick is saying that he feels confident that these
things will not be overlooked because they were not explicitly named and it will be up to you as a
stakeholder to watchdog that, right?

Teena Takata: | am watching. | think part of the frustration from the sideline is there is we were
just comparing the CEQA timeline and it's kind of the one thing on this thing that's changed from
the prior meeting. It's moved up a year so we won't see the effects of CEQA until um, until
immediately before the soil cleanup is implemented.

Rick Brausch: Well, forgive the graphic. | mean, ultimately, the graphic is intended to show the
evolution of the CEQA process. | can't say that the solid line is any reference point in the process
other than that it's when you're going to see a lot more substance to CEQA than some of the
earlier stages.

Lewis Michaelson: | also assume there's a Draft EIR before there’s a Final EIR?

Rick Brausch: Again, we're envisioning a lot of the scoping and other sorts of individual
assessment activities that will become elements to the full-on EIR to be developed in that
timeframe. So, again, forgive the imperfections of the graphics that, again, I'm a scientist and not
a graphic artist. We do our best, but again, the idea is to demonstrate that CEQA is going to
be engaged and we're focusing on we're hoping to start that process late this year as we
start the scoping. We’re going to start and sit down with you guys and envision what it is that all
needs to take place.

Lewis Michaelson: [To Rick] So you expect to do a full analysis of the potential impacts of
cleanup on historic resources, correct?

Rick Brausch: Yea, as well as archeological, as well as endangered species and any other
feature that CEQA requires.

Teena Takata: As well as plain old dirt? As well as oak trees? As well as the whole environment?
[Rick Brausch: Yes] Many of us have walked in what has been referred to as the moonscape
between the SSFL and Sage Ranch and the waterway and have been very distressed that
basically, you know, it's been gutted and it really doesn’t look like the remediation is very
significant; it just got carved out. So, um, we're looking forward to seeing something happen that's
a lot better when we [Rick Brausch: I'm not sure of any CEQA that was done on that one].

Chris Rowe: There was and it was a waiver. I've had my card up a long time.

Lewis Michaelson: Well, Chris. You're in the order. I'm calling on people in the order in which
they...Teena, are you done?

Teena Takata: Yes.



Statement of
The Southern California Federation of Scientists
at DTSC Scoping Hearing for the
Draft Programmatic Environmental Impact Report
for the Santa Susana Field Laboratory
December 10, 2013

My name is Brian Lindquist and I am appearing here today on behalf of the Southern California
Federation of Scientists (SCFS). SCFS was organized in the early 1950s as the Los Angeles
Chapter of the Federation of American Scientists, founded by former Manhattan Project
scientists concerned about the nuclear threat. SCFS is an interdisciplinary organization of
scientists, engineers, technicians, and scholars dedicated to providing independent scientific and
technical analyses and expertise on issues affecting science, society, and public policy. SCFS
has been involved in matters related to SSFL since 1979, when it provided technical assistance
related to disclosures of the partial nuclear meltdown that occurred in 1959 at SSFL. For over
thirty years, SCFS has been involved in providing technical assistance to the communities near
the site on matters related to cleanup of the SSFL chemical and radioactive contamination from
decades of rocket and reactor testing. An SCFS representative has served for approximately two
decades as a community representative on the SSFL Inter-Agency Work Group overseeing the
cleanup of the site and on the SSFL Advisory Panel that oversees health studies of the affected
workers and neighboring communities.

SSFL is heavily contaminated from decades of reactor and rocket testing, sloppy practices,
improper waste disposal, spills and releases. At least four of the nuclear reactors suffered
accidents. The SNAP-8ER and SNAP-8DR reactors experienced substantial fuel damage. The
AE-6 released fission gases. And in 1959, the SRE suffered a partial meltdown, with one third
of its fuel experiencing melting. Radiation levels went off-scale. None of the reactors had a
containment structure to prevent radiation release. In the case of the SRE partial meltdown,
radioactivity was intentionally pumped out of the reactor vessel and vented into the environment
for weeks.

Other accidents and releases contributed to widespread radioactive chemical contamination.
There were several fires involving radioactive materials at the “Hot Lab,” where high level
radioactive waste—irradiated nuclear fuel—was decladded. And for many years the facility
burned radioactive and chemical wastes in open burn pits, resulting in airborne release of
contaminants and contamination of air, soil, groundwater and surface water.

The other operational areas of the site were no more environmentally prudent. Tens of thousands
of rocket tests resulted in widespread chemical contamination involving volatile organic
compounds (VOCs) such as TCE, as well as semi-volatiles, perchlorate, heavy metals, PCBs,
and dioxins and furans, to name just a few. Again, contamination of soil, groundwater, surface
water, and other environmental media resulted from the environmentally damaging practices.

Critically for the scoping of the EIR being considered today, this pollution has not remained
solely on site. Much has been migrating to offsite areas, where it poses a risk to the neighboring



communities. Failure to clean up SSFL fully, as promised in the Administrative Orders on
Consent (AOC) and as required by longstanding federal and state law, would result in continuing
risk to the health of neighboring communities.

Perchlorate, a component of solid rocket fuels that disrupts human development and which
contaminates much of SSFL, has been found to have migrated offsite and contaminates roughly a
third of wells in Simi Valley monitored for it. Half a million gallons of TCE, a carcinogen, were
dumped directly onto the ground and now contaminate groundwater; TCE has also migrated
offsite. Annual monitoring reports for surface water contamination show rain carrying off toxic
materials offsite, at levels exceeding health-based benchmarks and other limits, hundreds of
times in recent years.

A study by the UCLA School of Public Health found elevated cancer death rates among both the
nuclear workers and the rocket workers from exposures to these toxic materials. Another study
by UCLA found that the rocket testing had led to offsite exposures to hazardous chemicals by the
neighboring population at levels exceeding EPA standards. A study performed for the federal
Agency for Toxic Substances and Disease Registry found elevated cancer rates in the offsite
population associated with proximity to SSFL.

It is therefore with heavy heart that the Southern California Federation of Scientists testifies here
today about the necessary scope of the Programmatic EIR for cleanup of SSFL. It appears to us,
as longtime participants in efforts to get this polluted site fully cleaned up, as it appears to so
many others, that something has gone seriously wrong at DTSC under the current management.
Until the present Director took office, DTSC was acting diligently to carry out the legally
binding Administrative Orders on Consent (AOCs) for the cleanup of the DOE and NASA
portions of the site, and to rigorously enforce longstanding law for full cleanup of the remaining
Boeing portions. Since then, however, she has removed the SSFL Project Director and replaced
him with personnel far more amenable to relieving the Responsible Parties of their cleanup
obligations, and undertaken a whole range of other actions to undermine the AOCs and past
requirements for full cleanup by Boeing as well.

This scoping session is but the latest example. The AOCs require the cleanup of Area IV and the
Northern Buffer Zone, Area Il and NASA’s portion of Area I, to background—in other words, to
remediate all contamination that can be detected, restoring the polluted land to its state before it
was polluted. They require that any environmental review be limited to HOW to carry out the
cleanup to background required by the AOC, not WHETHER to comply.

However, rather than specifying in the scoping notice that the project is, for the DOE and NASA
parts of SSFL, cleanup to background as required by the AOCs, and that the alternatives that will
be examined are alternative ways to carry out that required project, DTSC has issued a notice
saying that the EIR will be on cleanup alternatives. Not a word can be found in the notice
acknowledging the AOCs and DTSC’s legal obligation to carry them out.

When NASA a year or two ago tried to pull the same shenanigans at its EIS scoping hearings,
there was an outcry from the community and elected officials—and from DTSC. The DTSC
Director sent a couple of very strong letters to NASA saying that to perform an environmental



review dealing with cleanup alternatives that would violate the AOC would in itself violate the
AOC. The DTSC Director sent out an email to the community about the uproar and said she
would fly back to Washington, D.C. to get NASA back into compliance with the AOC. And
indeed, NASA had to back down.

Now DTSC is doing precisely the same thing it correctly accused NASA of doing—violating the
AOC:s by trying to create an EIR on cleanup alternatives that would breach the AOC. Verbal
assurances of commitment to the legally binding AOCs notwithstanding, DTSC’s conduct
creates the clear appearance of capture by Boeing and actions that undermine the cleanup
requirements for this site.

We recognize that the AOCs apply to the above-identified portions of SSFL, and that the
remaining portions controlled by Boeing are handled separately. But there also DTSC through
this scoping notice appears intent on breaking the law and allowing Boeing to walk away from
most of its cleanup obligations. Under longstanding state and federal law—and we are not here
talking about SB990, currently under appeal, but the general laws that govern toxic cleanups—
DTSC must assure cleanup to potential future land use, which is to be based largely on current
zoning. The site is zoned agricultural, sometimes referred to as rural residential. Scoping an
EIR to violate that law as well would violate CEQA and DTSC’s obligations. Yet that seems to
be what DTSC is pressing to do, at Boeing’s direction.

Boeing and its surrogates—and some of them no doubt are here today—have been pushing for
far less protective cleanup standards that would leave the great majority of the contaminated soil
uncleaned up, with continued migration of pollutants to the nearby communities. For example,
were Boeing’s proposed supposed suburban residential standards to be employed for the
radioactive contamination (levels by the way that are approximately 150), NONE of the 500
locations where EPA has identified radioactive contamination at SSFL would be cleaned up.
NONE. That is what they are pushing for, and what DTSC seems to be enabling as an agent of
Boeing.

For the NASA property, NASA itself admits that if the open space standard were used instead of
the AOC requirements, 90% of the contaminated soil would not be cleaned up. 90%.

Thus violating the AOCs, as pushed by Boeing and its surrogates, would leave the great majority
of the contamination available for continued migration offsite. It must be made clear that even if
one were to declare SSFL permanently uninhabitable into eternity and restrict access to open
space uses like day hikes, that does no good whatsoever to the people nearby. One is not going
to declare their neighborhoods uninhabitable, force them from their homes, and make their
communities into open space. The issue is the protection of the offsite population, and leaving
the contamination at the source not cleaned up by the fiction of saying the land might some day
become a park would only place the residents who live offsite at perpetual increased risk of
cancer and health effects.

SCFS’s recommendations, thus, are:



Comply with the law. Cease acting as a captured regulatory agency, captured by the
polluters you are supposed to be regulating. Fully protect public health. Carry out the
AOCs completely for the NASA and DOE parts of the property, and as to Boeing’s
remaining parts, follow existing law and past DTSC policy by requiring cleanup to
current zoning, which is agricultural/rural residential. Play no games with input
assumptions to cleanup levels, as pushed by Boeing; clean up the non-AOC Boeing parts
to the agricultural/residential default Preliminary Remediation Goals.

The project description must thus be:

a. For the DOE and NASA parts of the property, cleanup to background as required by
the AOCs.

b. For the Boeing remainder, cleanup to the agricultural/rural residential standard as
required by longstanding law, regulation, and past DTSC decisions about this
property.

. Alternatives in the EIR must be limited to alternative ways to carry out the above legally

binding requirements. Environmental impacts and mitigations must be limited to the

alternatives that comply with the AOCs for the NASA and DOE portions and to the
current zoning-based cleanup for the Boeing remainder.

The hype about truck traffic, used by Boeing and its allies to try to block the cleanup,

needs to be dealt with honestly. Even NASA’s exaggerated own numbers show only

about 3 trucks per hour; if dispersed over the three routes it had identified, only one an
hour. The EIR should identify how many vehicular trips to and from the site have
already occurred, during the decades of intense operation. Alternatives of natural gas-
powered trucks, electric trucks, alternative routes, and dispersing the trucks over the
different routes to reduce impacts to any one route should be examined. Staggering the

NASA, DOE, and Boeing cleanups should be considered, even if that means a bit of

slippage for one or more of them for the current deadline, so that trucks from all 3

cleanups are not travelling during the same period. Additionally, use of rail should be

honestly assessed, including improving fire roads out of SSFL that can be taken to rail
spurs with little or no passage by residences. Rail is generally much cheaper, with less
energy usage and greenhouse gas production. But at the end of the day, the risk to the
community of not cleaning up this toxic mess far exceeds the nuisance of a few trucks an
hour.

The hype about “moonscaping” the property, also disingenuously used by Boeing and its

allies to frustrate the cleanup, needs to be dealt with honestly as well. Based on NASA’s

EIS, even with its exaggerated numbers, only about 2% of SSFL would be cleaned up in

areas of native vegetation, almost all of that manzanita. Only about 0.6% of SSFL would

involve cleanup of what Fish & Wildlife described as priority habitat, specified as two
types of scrub brush. And the AOCs have exceptions for endangered and threatened
species, and a separate exception for unanticipated circumstances, so in fact extremely
little if any undisturbed land would be cleaned up. The contamination occurred primarily
in areas which were heavily disturbed in the first place to build reactors, rocket test
stands, and the like.

. Provide extensive, detailed description of the contamination the poor practices by NASA,

DOE, and Boeing and its predecessors have created over decades. Identify in detail what

the site characterization has found as to what contaminants are found, in what



concentrations, in what areas, in each environmental medium. Give us solid details about
the groundwater contamination. Tell us about each violation or exceedance of surface
water discharges leaving the site with contaminants about benchmarks. Detail which
dioxins have been found, in what concentrations, in what soil, and to what depth; and the
same for all the other toxic materials found.

Not cleaning up the toxic contamination would result in perpetual releases of contaminants from
the site, whenever the wind blows, carrying resuspended toxic material to the communities
nearby; whenever the rain falls, surface runoff will continue to carry hazardous material offsite at
levels that are deemed unsafe.

DTSC signed with DOE and NASA legally binding Administrative Orders on Consent,
committing to cleanup its contamination to background. It promised to require cleanup of the
remaining Boeing portion to the agricultural/rural residential standard established in local land
use zoning. DTSC should fully live up to its commitments. DOE, NASA and Boeing and their
predecessors contaminated this site in the middle of these communities, and DTSC and its
predecessors, through weak enforcement, allowed the contamination to occur. DTSC promised
to require full clean it up; it must meet its promises, completely, and without equivocation.

Thank you.



Mariah Mills

From: Malinowski, Mark@DTSC

Sent: Tuesday, February 11, 2014 1:01 PM

To: DTSC_SSFL_CEQA

Cc: Perez, Marina@DTSC

Subject: FW: SSFL CAG Consensus Comments to PEIR NOP.

Attachments: CAG CONSENSUS DTSC SSFL PEIR NOP Comments 10Feb14.pdf

From: Brian Sujata [mailto:brian.sujata@gmail.com]

Sent: Tuesday, February 11, 2014 11:57 AM

To: Perez, Marina@DTSC

Cc: Malinowski, Mark@DTSC; Alec Uzemeck; Christian Kiillkkaa Kiillkkaa; hays.linda@att.net
Subject: SSFL CAG Consensus Comments to PEIR NOP.

Marina,

I have been asked to remove Christian Kiillkkaa's name from the subject document. Also, Lynda Hayes has
asked to have her name added to the same document.

This document represents the consensus of fifteen CAG members. I would like it to accurately represent the
membership who agree with its content.

The attached revised document has been edited to remove one name and add another. No other changes have
been made.

On behalf of the SSFL. CAG I request the comments I submitted yesterday morning be replaced with the
attached document.

I apologize for any inconvenience this matter has caused.
Best regards,

Brian Sujata
Co-Chair, Technical Committee



February 10, 2014

Mark Malinowski

Project Manager

Department of Toxic Substances Control
California Environmental Protection Agency
8800 Cal Center Drive

Sacramento, CA, 95826

Subject: Santa Susana Field Laboratory Community Advisory Group Comments to the Notice of
Preparation, Program Environmental Impact Report, Santa Susana Field Laboratory Site,
Ventura County, California.

Mr. Malinowski,

The comments presented here represent the consensus of opinions shared by the undersigned
Santa Susana Field Laboratory Community Advisory Group members. We have collaborated on
its writing and negotiated our comments across the diversity of our viewpoints. We
acknowledge that strong individual opinions exist within our well-informed group and that
some members may have specific comments regarding the PEIR which they will share with you
on an individual basis.

We appreciate the opportunity to provide comments to the Notice of Preparation, Program
Environmental Impact Report (PEIR) which will provide an exhaustive consideration of project
alternatives and support critical decision-making towards the completion of the environmental
restoration of the SSFL.

The comprehensive CEQA evaluation of the SSFL cleanup arrives some twenty-five years after
the U.S. EPA completed their CERCLA Preliminary Assessment/Site Investigation of the site.
Since 1989, the site has been subject to extensive and continuous environmental investigation:
monitoring of the surface water discharge from the site, the installation of roughly 350 shallow
and deep wells to study the nature and movement of the underlying site groundwater, the
impacts to soil from the historical operations intensively have been studied within 135 areas of
interest and a comprehensive characterization of radioactive material releases within a 290
acre portion of the 2,850 acre site. The SSFL been exhaustively investigated over the past two
and a half decades.

1 U.S. EPA. 1989. Summary review of preliminary assessment/site inspections of Rockwell International,
Santa Susana Field Laboratory. Ecology and Environment, Inc., contractor to U.S. EPA.
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The Department of Toxic Substances Control signed agreements with the two Federal
departments involved with the site requiring impacted soils to be cleaned to background. A
number of neighbors and community environmental advocates objected to the cleanup plan
recently tendered by one agency; similar objections are likely when the other government
agency reveals its plans in the near future. As of this writing, the cleanup plan for SSFL entails
an arbitrary and capricious cleanup standard applied to roughly one quarter of the site, with a
different risk-based cleanup process for the balance of SSFL, including all of the impacted
groundwater.

To our knowledge, the DTSC-advocated cleanup requirement being applied at SSFL has not yet
been implemented at any location to the extent proposed. We are disappointed with the
current mandate, especially since DTSC staff have stated under oath that “there is no technical,
scientific, or environmental basis to single out SSFL for more onerous cleanup procedures than
apply to other cleanup sites in California.?” Santa Susana is a site having a great wealth of
biological and cultural features, a diverse parkland for future generations much of which will be
needlessly sacrificed if the current cleanup plan is allowed to proceed.

The PEIR has the ability to iron out the disparities between the various cleanup standards and

processes at SSFL since DTSC will contemplate the “secondary effects, cumulative impacts,

II3

broad alternatives, and other factors that apply to the program as a whole.”” The following

comments are respectfully submitted in the interest of contributing to the success of the
Programmatic Environmental Impact Report for the SSFL:

e The DTSC must maintain a science-based decision making approach, sensitive to cultural
issues and reject political influence and non-technical input.

e The PEIR should begin with a programmatic analysis of the corrective measure objectives
including cumulative impacts as a core document which is then appended to incorporate
the analysis of later CEQA projects as the program progresses towards completion.
Regardless of the chosen implementation method, the PEIS must provide for the
incremental review of documents to maximize stakeholder involvement.

e The environmental restoration activities undertaken should be consistent with the
designated future land use of the SSFL site.

e The SSFL must have one site-wide cleanup policy for the surficial media rather than a
arbitrary cleanup standard for part of the site and a risk-based cleanup standard for the
remainder.

% U. S. District Court Central District of California, Case CV-10-04839-JFW (MANX), Plaintiff the Boeing Company’s
Statement of Uncontroverted Facts and Conclusions of Law, p. 36-37 http://www.dtscssfl.
com/files/lib_boeinglawsuit%5Clegaldocs/64849_Boeing_statement_uncontroverted_facts.pdf, retrieved 8
January 2014.

® See 14 CCR 15168(d)(2).
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The activities undertaken to support the characterization and environmental restoration of
SSFL must be similar to that conducted at other sites within California.

The DTSC must analyze and present the risks and benefits of a practical range of cleanup
limits to the public.

Please communicate with the public to the degree above and beyond that required by law.

Consider the mitigation of negative project outcomes by performing the cleanup of SSFL
consistent with future land use.

Any culturally sensitive site which is deemed necessary to destroy must be subject to
investigation and study by qualified persons before disturbing the site in order to elucidate
the prehistoric context of the site and to determine its significance.

The PEIR should consider the novel approach of relaxing the cleanup standard in discrete
locations to protect high-priority cultural and/or biologically sensitive areas and apply an
alternative involving minimal mitigation when considered in light of the extensive site
characterization and future use of the property.

The individual mature trees identified for removal to facilitate the cleanup should be
identified within the EIR documents.

Support the on-site treatment of impacted soil if the process can be shown not to have
negative consequences on the environment.

The various risks to all exposed resulting from remedial actions involving the removal of
soils from SSFL should be communicated. Further, clean fill materials must be identified
prior to any soil removal actions begin.

Determine and explain the risks of the proposed actions involving soil removal by
communicating the incremental risks (both off-site and that remaining on-site) resulting
from the differing cleanup standards applied to similar cleanup sites in California.

Include the assessment of negative impacts to off-site landfill disposal facilities, the need for
new or expanded landfill capacity and the environmental justice impacts to the surrounding
communities.

Include the assessment of negative impacts to the on- or off-site borrow pit supplying
replacement soil to the Santa Susana Field Laboratory remedial action areas.

Air pollution and dust dispersion effects on the local population and those living near the
transportation routes must be determined and clearly communicated to the community.

Spent gun cartridges originating from historic (i.e., over 50 years ago) movie making
activities are found within SSFL. These artifacts represent a culturally valuable link to the
past that must be identified and preserved as a resource.

The scope of the SSFL PEIR should include the regulatory closure (and possibly the post-
closure) of the Radioactive Materials Handling Facility (RMHF) and the demolition of former
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radiological buildings, if required by CEQA. The removal of the remaining radioactive
materials from within the RMHF must be a program priority.

e The Department of Toxic Substances Control should expedite the regulatory closure of the
RMHF and the demolition of the remaining non-useful buildings in Area IV.

Thank you for the opportunity to provide our comments to you. We look forward to working
with you and your staff to craft a cleanup plan for the Santa Susana Field Laboratory site that
does more good than harm.

Sincerely,

Ross Berman, Thousand Oaks
Richard Brandlin, Arcadia

Sam Cohen, Solvang

Diane Dixon-Davis, Chatsworth
Sharon Ford, North Hollywood
Poly Georgilas, Bell Canyon
Lynda Hayes, Saugus

Mike Kuhn, Simi Valley

John Luker, Chatsworth

Brian Sujata, Thousand Oaks
Barry Seybert, West Hills

Alec Uzemeck, Simi Valley
Kathy Weiner, Simi Valley

Abe Weitzberg, Woodland Hills
Ronald Ziman, Bell Canyon

ABOUT THE SSFL CAG: The SSFL Community Advisory Group (CAG) was formed in 2013 by
the California Department of Toxic Substances Control in accordance with California law. The
CAG provides a public forum for stakeholders to discuss issues and concerns relating to the
environmental investigation and restoration of the former rocket engine and nuclear-
development facility. Its volunteer members represent a cross-section of interested and affected
neighbors from the surrounding communities.
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February 10, 2014

Mark Malinowski

Project Manager

Department of Toxic Substances Control
California Environmental Protection Agency
8800 Cal Center Drive

Sacramento, CA, 95826

Subject: Comments to the Notice of Preparation, Program Environmental Impact Report, Santa Susana
Field Laboratory Site, Ventura County, California.

Mr. Malinowski,

Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments regarding the Notice of Preparation for the Santa
Susana Field Laboratory Program Environmental Impact Statement. My comments presented here
augment those submitted under my name as a member of the SSFL Community Advisory Group.

| request the PEIR scope include the entire CEQA review for the remaining environmental restoration
activities at Santa Susana. The PEIR framework must include the remediation of the entire site, both
soils and groundwater, demolition of the remaining non-DOE owned buildings (if required) and the
regulatory closure (and possible post closure) of the RCRA-permitted Radioactive Materials Handling
Facility (RMHF). The PEIR has the possibility to serve the community and the project well by deploying a
hub and spoke organization with overarching programmatic issues at the center foliowed by the
individual project analysis. This approach provides an organized and logical procession that will
encourage the public’s understanding and participation. 1 ask that you choose and implement such as
system.

The Department of Toxic Substances Control has the opportunity to identify priorities leading to the
completion of the environmental restoration effort. Common to the goal of project completion is the
reduction of risk, both in terms of risk to schedule and risk to human health and the environment. The
RMHF poses the most significant risk to a timely and safe completion of the SSFL site restoration. But
first the RMHF must have an approved closure plan, which requires a CEQA review.

The remaining radioactive materials at the RMHF are contained in difficult to reach locations which will
typically require building demolition to access and removal. The razing of RMHF will pose significant
challenges since the operation will take place within a region characterized to a site-specific background
for radionuclides. Any fugitive release of radioactive materials from the RMHF foot print will resultin a
demonstrable smear with impacts to cost, schedule and perhaps even initiate litigation. An additional
concern is that the footprint of the RMHF represents the largest (non-outcrop) area excluded from the
EPA survey, yet it lies in an area known to be impacted with radioactive materials. The soils underneath
the asphalted yard may also be impacted which will have negative consequences to the project cost and
schedule. If there is bad news coming, | would prefer to get it as soon as possible. Don’t you?



For the reasons discussed above, the DTSC must work with the Department of Energy to advance the
regulatory closure of the RMHF. A systematic review of the remaining program scope would be heipful
in the appraisal of risks and benefits to be balanced with the schedule demands. An honest program
review often results in the unintended consequence of realizing opportunities and improvements.

The extent of environmental restoration challenges at SSFL are matched only by the beauty of the site.
Please take the extra effort to leave your accomplishments for the delight (and not disappointment) of
future generations.

Best regards, .
gﬂu;\ g 9l h“—

Brian Sujata
Thousand Oaks, California




February 10, 2014

Mark Malinowski

Project Manager

Department of Toxic Substances Control
California Environmental Protection Agency
8800 Cal Center Drive

Sacramento, CA, 95826

Subject: Santa Susana Field Laboratory Community Advisory Group Comments to the Notice of
Preparation, Program Environmental Impact Report, Santa Susana Field Laboratory Site,
Ventura County, California.

Mr. Malinowski,

The comments presented here represent the consensus of opinions shared by the undersigned
Santa Susana Field Laboratory Community Advisory Group members. We have collaborated on
its writing and negotiated our comments across the diversity of our viewpoints. We
acknowledge that strong individual opinions exist within our well-informed group and that
some members may have specific comments regarding the PEIR which they will share with you
on an individual basis.

We appreciate the opportunity to provide comments to the Notice of Preparation, Program
Environmental Impact Report (PEIR) which will provide an exhaustive consideration of project
alternatives and support critical decision-making towards the completion of the environmental
restoration of the SSFL.

The comprehensive CEQA evaluation of the SSFL cleanup arrives some twenty-five years after
the U.S. EPA completed their CERCLA Preliminary Assessment/Site Investigation of the site.
Since 1989, the site has been subject to extensive and continuous environmental investigation:
monitoring of the surface water discharge from the site, the installation of roughly 350 shallow
and deep wells to study the nature and movement of the underlying site groundwater, the
impacts to soil from the historical operations intensively have been studied within 135 areas of
interest and a comprehensive characterization of radioactive material releases within a 290
acre portion of the 2,850 acre site. The SSFL been exhaustively investigated over the past two
and a half decades.

1 U.S. EPA. 1989. Summary review of preliminary assessment/site inspections of Rockwell International,
Santa Susana Field Laboratory. Ecology and Environment, Inc., contractor to U.S. EPA.
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The Department of Toxic Substances Control signed agreements with the two Federal
departments involved with the site requiring impacted soils to be cleaned to background. A
number of neighbors and community environmental advocates objected to the cleanup plan
recently tendered by one agency; similar objections are likely when the other government
agency reveals its plans in the near future. As of this writing, the cleanup plan for SSFL entails
an arbitrary and capricious cleanup standard applied to roughly one quarter of the site, with a
different risk-based cleanup process for the balance of SSFL, including all of the impacted
groundwater.

To our knowledge, the DTSC-advocated cleanup requirement being applied at SSFL has not yet
been implemented at any location to the extent proposed. We are disappointed with the
current mandate, especially since DTSC staff have stated under oath that “there is no technical,
scientific, or environmental basis to single out SSFL for more onerous cleanup procedures than
apply to other cleanup sites in California.?” Santa Susana is a site having a great wealth of
biological and cultural features, a diverse parkland for future generations much of which will be
needlessly sacrificed if the current cleanup plan is allowed to proceed.

The PEIR has the ability to iron out the disparities between the various cleanup standards and

processes at SSFL since DTSC will contemplate the “secondary effects, cumulative impacts,

II3

broad alternatives, and other factors that apply to the program as a whole.”” The following

comments are respectfully submitted in the interest of contributing to the success of the
Programmatic Environmental Impact Report for the SSFL:

e The DTSC must maintain a science-based decision making approach, sensitive to cultural
issues and reject political influence and non-technical input.

e The PEIR should begin with a programmatic analysis of the corrective measure objectives
including cumulative impacts as a core document which is then appended to incorporate
the analysis of later CEQA projects as the program progresses towards completion.
Regardless of the chosen implementation method, the PEIS must provide for the
incremental review of documents to maximize stakeholder involvement.

e The environmental restoration activities undertaken should be consistent with the
designated future land use of the SSFL site.

e The SSFL must have one site-wide cleanup policy for the surficial media rather than a
arbitrary cleanup standard for part of the site and a risk-based cleanup standard for the
remainder.

% U. S. District Court Central District of California, Case CV-10-04839-JFW (MANX), Plaintiff the Boeing Company’s
Statement of Uncontroverted Facts and Conclusions of Law, p. 36-37 http://www.dtscssfl.
com/files/lib_boeinglawsuit%5Clegaldocs/64849_Boeing_statement_uncontroverted_facts.pdf, retrieved 8
January 2014.

® See 14 CCR 15168(d)(2).
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The activities undertaken to support the characterization and environmental restoration of
SSFL must be similar to that conducted at other sites within California.

The DTSC must analyze and present the risks and benefits of a practical range of cleanup
limits to the public.

Please communicate with the public to the degree above and beyond that required by law.

Consider the mitigation of negative project outcomes by performing the cleanup of SSFL
consistent with future land use.

Any culturally sensitive site which is deemed necessary to destroy must be subject to
investigation and study by qualified persons before disturbing the site in order to elucidate
the prehistoric context of the site and to determine its significance.

The PEIR should consider the novel approach of relaxing the cleanup standard in discrete
locations to protect high-priority cultural and/or biologically sensitive areas and apply an
alternative involving minimal mitigation when considered in light of the extensive site
characterization and future use of the property.

The individual mature trees identified for removal to facilitate the cleanup should be
identified within the EIR documents.

Support the on-site treatment of impacted soil if the process can be shown not to have
negative consequences on the environment.

The various risks to all exposed resulting from remedial actions involving the removal of
soils from SSFL should be communicated. Further, clean fill materials must be identified
prior to any soil removal actions begin.

Determine and explain the risks of the proposed actions involving soil removal by
communicating the incremental risks (both off-site and that remaining on-site) resulting
from the differing cleanup standards applied to similar cleanup sites in California.

Include the assessment of negative impacts to off-site landfill disposal facilities, the need for
new or expanded landfill capacity and the environmental justice impacts to the surrounding
communities.

Include the assessment of negative impacts to the on- or off-site borrow pit supplying
replacement soil to the Santa Susana Field Laboratory remedial action areas.

Air pollution and dust dispersion effects on the local population and those living near the
transportation routes must be determined and clearly communicated to the community.

Spent gun cartridges originating from historic (i.e., over 50 years ago) movie making
activities are found within SSFL. These artifacts represent a culturally valuable link to the
past that must be identified and preserved as a resource.

The scope of the SSFL PEIR should include the regulatory closure (and possibly the post-
closure) of the Radioactive Materials Handling Facility (RMHF) and the demolition of former

DTSC NOP Program EIR Comments February 10, 2014



radiological buildings, if required by CEQA. The removal of the remaining radioactive
materials from within the RMHF must be a program priority.

e The Department of Toxic Substances Control should expedite the regulatory closure of the
RMHF and the demolition of the remaining non-useful buildings in Area IV.

Thank you for the opportunity to provide our comments to you. We look forward to working
with you and your staff to craft a cleanup plan for the Santa Susana Field Laboratory site that
does more good than harm.

Sincerely,

Ross Berman, Thousand Oaks
Richard Brandlin, Arcadia

Sam Cohen, Solvang

Diane Dixon-Davis, Chatsworth
Sharon Ford, North Hollywood
Poly Georgilas, Bell Canyon
Christian Kiillkkaa, West Hills
Mike Kuhn, Simi Valley

John Luker, Chatsworth

Brian Sujata, Thousand Oaks
Barry Seybert, West Hills

Alec Uzemeck, Simi Valley
Kathy Weiner, Simi Valley

Abe Weitzberg, Woodland Hills
Ronald Ziman, Bell Canyon

ABOUT THE SSFL CAG: The SSFL Community Advisory Group (CAG) was formed in 2013 by
the California Department of Toxic Substances Control in accordance with California law. The
CAG provides a public forum for stakeholders to discuss issues and concerns relating to the
environmental investigation and restoration of the former rocket engine and nuclear-
development facility. Its volunteer members represent a cross-section of interested and affected
neighbors from the surrounding communities.
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10 February 2014

Mark MalinowsKki

Project Manager, Department of Toxic Substances Control
8800 Cal Center Drive, Sacramento, CA 95826
DTSC_SSFL_CEQA@dtsc.ca.gov

Comments of Christian Kiillkkaa on the:

NOTICE of preparation for a

DRAFT PROGRAM ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT
SANTA SUSANA FIELD LABORATORY SITE,

VENTURA COUNTY, CALIFORNIA (dated November 201 3)

Dear Mark,
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the DTSC PEIR Scoping for
the SSFL site remediation, mitigation, and restoration project.

The PEIR needs to investigate and supply much still-missing data,
alternatives/options, decision making criteria, remediation and
restoration specifications, and information from site wide to discrete-site
specific scales, to direct and support an environmentally responsible
cleanup.

Submitting this at the close of the period, | will focus on several issues
not seen elsewhere, regarding the native habitat and flora, and
minimizing site disturbance while sufficiently remediating contaminants
for the health of all living things.

1. The PEIR needs to include comprehensive site wide surveys of plant
communities/habitats, individual mature oaks (Quercus spp.), Sycamores
(Platanus racemesa), Willows (Salix spp.), and other trees, large woody
shrubs, and other native flora species present. Currently the RPs each
have differently formatted biota/habitat data, that do not integrate across
the artifical boundaries of the four areas and two buffer zones.

2. The PEIR needs protection protocols to be developed to prevent and
minimize damage to existing native flora, from dormant bunch grasses
through landmark oaks, and the habitat ecologies they are within.
3. Therefore, the PEIR needs to determine locations and necessary


mailto:DTSC_SSFL_CEQA@dtsc.ca.gov

capacities of staging areas, preferably where non-native flora species
dominate in formerly disturbed areas. These are for equipment and
supplies storage and in transit staging, personnel doing the cleanup
work, to minimize native species damage and destruction.

The PEIR needs to determine locations of on-site (non-in situ) remediation
projects, following the same siting criteria.

3. The PEIR needs non-native flora species to be surveyed, seasonal ‘more
invasive’ periods identified, control/elimination protocols for designated
invasive species developed, and maintenance requirements determined
beyond mitigation. The designated invasive species will be opportunistic
first colonizers in the cleanup’s disturbed soils, retarding native species,
and needing implementable maintenance specifications.

4. The PEIR needs to minimize the destruction of habitats and existing
soil profiles, through in-situ remediation and achievable health standards
applicable site wide for all three RPs, and doable for DOE/NASA via
careful AOC modifications using health/risk based standards.

5. The PEIR needs to discourage and minimize use of the cavalier “destroy
and restore” paradigm. The destroyed complex ecological systems of the
site will not be easily or actually restored with hydromulch, planted
cuttings, and a limited term maintenance contract. That only creates a
naturalistic and tenuous landscape installation.

6. Therefore the PEIR needs to address that the loss of indigenous
topsoil, microbes and fungi, roots, ephemeral annuals through dominant
woody plants, insects, amphibians, and ground dwelling, avian, and all
other fauna are an ecological interdependent system that cannot be
restored after the destruction of currently planned DOE, NASA, and
Boeing ‘dig and haul’ strip-mining, or from massive on site non-in situ
technologies. At best an incremental and difficult restoration process can
be begun, with a long term commitment and funding.

7. Therefore the PEIR needs to emphasize that the nurturing of destroyed



and healing of injured habitats is an intensive long term stewardship
and/or funding commitment by the RPs. It has a timeline and success rate
more similar to deep groundwater remediation than 2017 completion
certificates.

Just as surgically penetrating the skin is done reticently in healing
modalities, so disturbing the soil surface and its biota should be a
reluctant last option.

8. Other areas of sincere concern to me have already been well
addressed in PEIR Scoping Commentaries submitted to DTSC by Christina
Walsh/Cleanuprocketdyne, and by the Santa Susana Mountain Park
Association/SSMPA. The entirety of their submittals has an excellent
accuracy regarding topics | also need included in the scoping phase.

| only ask that when they are addressed (at those submittals, not here),
that it be in a manner comprehendible beyond those authors, to the non-
specialist public, such as myself.

Again, thank you for this opportunity to contribute.

Sincerely, Christian Kiillkkaa
christiankiillkkaa@gmail.com

for identification only:

California Native Plant Society--CNPS
Los Angeles / Santa Monica Mountains Chapter board member

SSFL CAG
Communications Committee Chair, charter member
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Dale Till

From: Christina Walsh <cwalsh@cleanuprocketdyne.org>
Sent: Sunday, January 05, 2014 7:59 PM
To: Leclerc, Ray@DTSC; Malinowski, Mark@DTSC; Raphael, Debbie@DTSC,;

DTSC_SSFL_CEQA; Carpenter, Paul@DTSC; King, Buck@DTSC; Seckington,
Tom@DTSC; tom.skough@dtsc.ca.gov; Rainey, Laura@DTSC; Grutzmacher,
Raymond@DTSC; Rodriquez, Matthew@EPA

Cc: ssflcag@yahoogroups.com; ssflcaginside@yahoogroups.com (yahoo)
Subject: PEIR Comments from Christina Walsh cleanuprocketdyne.org
Attachments: PEIRScoping.pdf; Comments on Draft EIS submitted by Christina Walsh.pdf; MIP-finaldraft

Attachment A.pdf

Dear Ray and Mark,

Please find attached my comments on the current PEIR for Santa Susana Field Laboratory, as well as attachments that include recent
submissions to the related DEIS process that include a recommended modification in principle to make the AOC agreements workable
and protective of both public health AND the environment, as well as my previous comments related to the NASA proposed cleanup
actions that fall within this state-level review and ask that they be considered here within the CEQA process.

Thank you and happy new year.

Sincerely,

Christina Walsh

818-922-5123

cleanuprocketdyne.org



Christina Walsh, 8463 Melba Avenue, West Hills, CA 91304 /l
Executive Director, cleanuprocketdyne.org
Ph: 8189225123 email: cwalsh@cleanuprocketdyne.org

January 5, 2014

Mr. Mark Malinowski

Project Manager - Santa Susana Field Laboratory
Department of Toxic Substances Control

8800 Cal Center Drive

Sacramento, CA 95826

Re: PEIR Scoping Comments
Santa Susana Field Laboratory

Dear Mark,

Thank you for the opportunity to provide comment and articulate concerns about the proposed cleanup
actions at Santa Susana Field Laboratory. Iappreciate the opportunity for these considerations to be heard
and evaluated and hope that reasonable solutions may evolve.

I request that a robust examination/review of CEQA criteria be considered in evaluation of the proposed
cleanup actions, and best mitigation practices as applicable. It is crucial that an in-depth review of all
concerns articulated by the people directly affected by the proposed actions be considered, as well as
mandates to protect public health as set forth in the signed and legally binding agreements for corrective

action.

Introduction
[ live at the two-mile mark in West Hills from the site. When I first got involved in 2001, and founded
cleanuprocketdyne.org to begin an effort to inform the surrounding public of the issues and decisions being

made throughout the investigative process. Iran an environmental advocacy museum for several years to
that end, and was deeply involved as a public stakeholder throughout the Area IV Radiological Survey1 and
Background Study as well as substantive technical comments on each of the prior RCRA subarea group
reports. I am also the SSELCAG petitioner and currently serve as a CAG member and co-chair to the
communications committee of the SSFL Community Advisory Group.

Summary:
Based on the following CEQA categories, I believe it is necessary to weigh carefully the impacts caused by

the proposed actions, and make efforts to the maximum extent possible to reduce those potential impacts on
surrounding crucial wildlife and natural habitats, cultural resources in and around the site, as well as to the
surrounding public during the cleanup process.

1http: / /cleanuprocketdyne.org/ cleanuprocketdyne.org/ Welcome_files/EPA_recognition_Walsh_cleanuprocketdyn
e.pdf



Christina Walsh, 8463 Melba Avenue, West Hills, CA 91304 2
Executive Director, cleanuprocketdyne.org

CEQA categories cont.
Aesthetics
The State Parks website defines as follows: “cultural landscape is an umbrella term that includes
four general landscape types: historic designated landscapes, historic sites, and ethnographic
landscapes which are defined in the National Park Service, Preservation Brief 36, Protecting
Cultural Landscapes (Brief 36). “geographic area, including both cultural and natural resources,
and the wildlife and domestic animals therein, associated with a historic event, activity, or person
or exhibiting other cultural or gesthetic values.”
In the case of the proposed actions as described in the recent NASA DEIS, the proposal includes
removing the top two feet of soil over 105 acres to include trees and all habitat. To me, this is
extremely excessive in comparison to what would be needed under suburban residential standards
that would allow people to live on the site. It is confusing to see the proposed actions only include
absolute destruction, or no action at all. It is of great concern to see federal entities put such
important resources at risk needlessly to conform to political pressure. We hope that the voices of
the surrounding communities direction affected by the proposed actions will be sincerely
considered in the process.

Biological Resources

I do not wish to destroy what we have worked so many years to protect.

[ think there are reasonable mechanisms using US EPA Risk Assessment Guidance to make remedy
decisions so we know when to stop digging, and when it is important to continue for the purpose of
protecting human health and the environment. There must be balancing mechanisms to make “near
background” decisions that protect surrounding and existing habitat that isn’t otherwise at risk.
Please use all tools and mechanisms available to assist in making responsible “stop dig” decisions so
that precious environmental habitat, as well as cultural resources are not needlessly destroyed.

Geology, Soils, Seismicity
Based on soil quality requirements in the AOC, it may be problematic to find suitable fill soil, and

part of that consideration should consider soil quality as far as clay content, shale, etc. so that
appropriate native vegetative growth will be supported by the soil profile of the import soils.
Mechanisms to make such decisions should be further developed, as large volumes will likely be
required.

Traffic and Transportation

[ request decision-making mechanisms that are transparent to the public to assist in reducing
impacts through the use of in-situ treatment where feasible and effective, so that "treat first" for the
purposes of minimizing the soil-volumes requiring off-site disposal, are employed. These
transportation oversight mechanisms should be developed and implemented with clear goals of
reducing traffic, emissions, and dust impacts to the surrounding public, as well as to the receiving
communities. Stop work policies during school traffic hours of 7-8am and 3-4pm should be
considered.

Noise from traffic and activities will be most felt by the folks who live on Woolsey Canyon. While
there are not many residents there, the impacts will be deeply felt by those residents and
consideration of start time and time between trucks should be examined and implemented.

Public Services

Preservation of national space history and cultural resources for the purpose of educating future
generations in cultural, historical, anthropological, and archeological academic research and
educational development.

Re: PEIR Scoping Comments to Mark Malinowski, DTSC -- Santa Susana Field Laboratory
Christina Walsh, cwalsh@cleanuprocketdyne.org 1/5/2014
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Executive Director, cleanuprocketdyne.org

Hvdrologv. Groundwater, and Water Quality
e Deed Restriction

e Current Permit Requirements

e  (California's non-degradation policy and mandate to protect groundwater resources

Air Quality

e Dust particulatesZ from truck diesel emissions as well as from excavation activities across
the site during remedy actions will have short-term negative health impacts to local
residents who suffer from asthma and other respiratory problems during the cleanup
action.

®  Special consideration of local community notification should be given for potential air-
quality impacts, during excavation and high-wind days, so that residents can choose indoor
activities during those periods.

Cultural Resources

Entire site has been identified as a "Traditional Cultural Landscape/Property" according
to California Executive Order W-26-92

Additional site locations recently discovered and brought to the attention of responsible particsg,
confirms the potential presence of additional cultural resources not previously known. This
underscores the importance of consideration of the sacred site designation and potential impacts by
unnecessary excavation that does not further protect public health.

Project Involvement Background

The CAG petition (2010), which I circulated and filed when I saw a lack in community driven process (over
eighteen months), as was available through Chapter 6.8 of the health and safety code. I felt the petition was
necessary so that a greater shared understanding of the facts can be achieved and hopefully assist in making
reasonable and responsible protective decisions that are careful to benefit all surrounding communities and
not pit one against another.

Because of the complexities involved at the site, and the site history, public discussion has in the past been
very difficult and charged, in part, due to the wide range in public understanding of the details surrounding
the issues.

Political Influence

The continued political influence on the project has been very frustrating to many, and as a local resident
who feels the impacts that will be incurred during the cleanup actions directly, it seems that our concerns
are often dismissed in favor of political influence or pressures expressed by lobbyist groups. Iappreciate the
opportunity to articulate concerns related to the proposed actions, the timing, the cumulative impacts of the
three cleanup projects happening simultaneously with the same deadline, and the lack of technical direction

2 Volatile organic compounds (VOCs) and particulate matter (PM) contained in these
products penetrate deep into the lungs and can trigger asthma attacks or worsen respiratory illnesses.
http://www.vcapcd.org/pubs/Factsheets/50WaysfactSheet. pdf

? Site visitation with C. Walsh — Paul Costa, Bocing; Ray Corbett, JMA 12/20/13
Re: PEIR Scoping Comments to Mark Malinowski, DTSC -- Santa Susana Field Laboratory
Christina Walsh, cwalsh@cleanuprocketdyne.org 1/5/2014
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provided within the settlement AOC agreement being implemented for two of the three parties.
I think this also underscores the need to combine the EIR and EIS process and that it should consider all
demolition activities also taking place at the site for the purpose of final remediation.

One of the key findings in the recent court ruling related to Area IV demolition practices, was not that it
was unsafe, but that procedure was not followed and lack of transparency precluded a proper CEQA review
and analysis, and mechanism for public comment to be received. This ruling and the ongoing headlines
emphasize the need for transparency and rule of process, as well as the balancing of actions and impacts of
those actions as set forth in the California Environmental Quality Act.

That process must include discussions of how to reasonably implement the requirements of the signed
AOC(s) so that we have agreements that can actually be implemented, carried out, and completed. We’ve
waited a long time, and need to find sound solutions so that we don’t just give our problems to someone
else. Our safety is not more important than someone else’s, so we need to be responsible about what we
dig up, how we do it, and where we put it.

Scientific and defensible solutions

There is no room in science for “all or nothing” and in my opinion, this process must examine every
alternative process that allows for reduction of soil-volume excavated. We must consider all potential
methods of reducing this burden on landfills, which are very limited, problematic in their own right, and
should not be needlessly filled with soils that do not require movement/impact. In my opinion, we must
consider what is actually harmful and really concentrate on that, and on the migration and exposure
pathways that are most vulnerable and we must do our best to make it safe while balancing that will
protecting the existing environment where an open-space end-use exposure pathways should be considered
before needlessly destroying environmental habitat, cultural resources and artifacts that cannot be undone.
Based on the magnitude of the groundwater impacts, and the years of operation, it is questionable, whether
total remediation can be achieved even if we dig forever. First we must question the wisdom in a pure
“removal” approach, as those materials have to be disposed of, and require massive transportation needs that
carry their own impacts. Thope we can balance what must be removed, with what CAN be treated in place.
I think we must balance these issues and be realistic about expected results. If deed restrictions for future
use are needed, they must be considered, carefully so that we don’t accidentally put more people in harms’
way. Conversely, we cannot use such leave-in-place mechanisms as an excuse to fail to resolve what can be
resolved. Careful consideration that involves the informed and affected public are needed to finally gain
acceptance of whatever solution is finally determined. Certainly, it is expected that the solution will be a
complex compilation of multiple solutions. Some solutions, will work well in some areas, and not work as
well in other areas. For this reason, simple “background” is not adequate do address the many complexities
involved in the many chemical and radioactive constituents of concern that remain at the site and require

attention.

The lesson I continue to learn throughout the 14 years of my involvement, is that often times, it is the
newcomer who brings a new approach, concern, or point to the surface in a way that is necessary to further
the greater understanding for the community and provide a necessary paradigm shift in approach to difficult

solutions.

If we are to reach responsible objectives of cleanup, we must collaborate with an informed community for
the best decisions forward. That means a civil process where people have the tolerance to allow other
comments to be made without trying to “unsay” or counter other individuals. It would be beneficial to have
a guideline that promotes discussion of issues, and not labeling or names/individuals.

Re: PEIR Scoping Comments to Mark Malinowski, DTSC -- Santa Susana Field Laboratory
Christina Walsh, cwalsh@cleanuprocketdyne.org 1/5/2014
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Appropriate Public Process of PEIR Scoping Review

It is crucial that all comments received within the deadline are weighed and considered based on context of
concerns from people directly affected by the proposed actions. It is inappropriate to consider comments
that disparage or dismiss the concerns of others. The purpose is to hear all concerns and consider them
based on scientific and regulatory merit. Ihope for a very close review of the CEQA Guidelines and
requirements for evaluation considering the many diverse views that exist in the concerned and affected

public.

The hostility-level has risen to a level of pitting people with cancer against other people in the community
who also want to feel safe, but also worry about property values declining from anxieties resulting from
those concerns. I feel this is inappropriate, insensitive, and also counter-productive. The “blame” issue
makes the volatility difficult to navigate both for the community member, as well as the decision-makers.
We ask that you navigate it carefully and consider both the previous impacts as well as the need to protect
what is there today. This division is certainly not productive, and does not assist toward a solution that
meets the needs of the diverse surrounding public and perhaps a rule of only providing concerns about
issues, or ideas about solutions at the mic, so that personal attacks and ridicule are not allowed as tools to
dismiss or marginalize the concerns of others who share in the potential impacts from the proposed actions
at the SSFL. All need to be heard fairly and in a civil atmosphere in order for the PEIR process to serve the
purpose it was intended under the California Environmental Quality Act [CEQA].

During scoping meetings the effort to un-say comments made by other people has risen to an unacceptable
level, where I believe that all views must be considered. It is my hope that the written comments received,
will receive sincere consideration and not be out-weighed by robo-messages sent as we’ve seen in the
response to the DEIS where thousands of identical comments were received within minutes of each other.
This has the affect of drowning out legitimate voices of community members who participate in good faith
and deserve to be heard, and have their comments considered within the process. Hearing others make
statements that certain voices should be dismissed as “not representative” when clear influences from
political lobbyists to drown out the legitimate concerns of the residents surrounding the site who will be
directly affected by the proposed actions has gone largely un-checked for decades. It is inappropriate and
should be carefully navigated within the diverse set of views that exist within the stakeholder community.
We are allowed to disagree, but the continued disparaging of other groups/individuals who may not share
the same views, should not be tolerated within this process that falls under California state law.

Additional “process” considerations:

The recent draft PA distributed by NASA for the purpose of making changes to the proposed actions within
the NASA portions of the property based on discussions within the federal section 106 process with
“consulting parties” which represent various views from within the local community.

In a recent email from the NASA representative, we were told that the deadline for comments on the PA
would be extended from January 10, to January 17" to allow for more time over the holidays to complete
comments on the document, but as a result of the delay in the deadline, the final PA would not be included
in the DEIS record of decision [ROD]. This underscores the importance of timing and need to combine the
federal EIS and state EIR processes. This is commonly done when responsible parties and regulatory
decisions cross boundaries between state and federal guidelines/law as is the case here, with a site, where
most of the site is owned by a private party (answerable to the state regulatory process), and federal parties
(DOE and NASA) who are answerable to federal requirements.

The purpose of the reporting and evaluation process in CEQA as well as the RCRA and CERCLA
investigative processes, is to “inform” various reviews with information provided from the massive amounts
of data collected about the site. If important decision points are not included in the final Environmental
Impact Statement, that omission will potentially alter down-the-road decisions. In this case, there are a

Re: PEIR Scoping Comments to Mark Malinowski, DTSC -- Santa Susana Field Laboratory
Christina Walsh, cwalsh@cleanuprocketdyne.org 1/5/2014
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great many people who have articulated concern over demolition of the test stands, and the PA provides a
process to potentially save Alfa and Bravo. This opportunity might fall through the cracks if it is not
included in the decision making portion of the EIS (meaning the ROD Record of Decision)

Given the recent decision regarding the importance of CEQA for the demolition process for Boeing, I think
it is equally important to give the same close examination to the decisions being made to implement the
AOC agreements, which are signed by the federal parties with the state’s Department of Toxic Substances
Control.

Recent treatability studies being carried out at Bravo are greatly appreciated and offer potential solutions to
work around test stands and preclude demolition of historic structures (Alfa and Bravo test stands and
control structures, respectively). In order to meet the needs of a concerned public who, both individually,
and representing many groups, has repeatedly articulated concern over the demolition of these historic
structures that represent Man’s travel to another world, and should therefore be included in the CEQA

review that is taking place.

I am concerned that the effort made to address historic issues through the Section 106 federal process will
not be adequately evaluated in the bigger picture if the Programmatic Agreement [PA] is not included in the
PEIR/DEIS process.

The fact that the Letter of Intent from the federally recognized Santa Ynez Band of Chumash Indians also
indicates an agreement that Alfa and Bravo should be saved, and would provide for a place where our space
history can be preserved for future generations to see, learn about, honor, and respect.

I request that every effort be made to include the PA within the final DEIS document as a crucial decision-
point needed for full evaluation of considerations developed in the 106 process to ensure inclusion of the
record of decision [ROD] as indicated for preservation purposes.

I hope consideration to preserve national history

(Alfa and bravo) as well as making potential That is how we preserve things for the future: we have to
provisions for preserving part of COCA perhaps at make them care about it. For that to be possible, they have
another location such as a Space Museum to know about it.

(Smithsonian).

Potential Political Interference

We want a real solution that actually happens. No one is protected by a paper cleanup that may be a
political win, but if it cannot be implemented successfully and responsibly, then modifications MUST be
considered to be consistent with the intent of the AOC: to finally resolve the problem and make the
surrounding communities safer from this impact that has burdened the neighboring communities for many

decades.

Time is part of the equation that defines Risk: Concentration x Time exposed, [with toxicity and
exposure methods considered|, = Risk

Like most people involved, cancer has touched my family very deeply and I would not wish that on anyone.
The body-burden for cancer is already so high, and that doesn’t excuse any adding to that burden by
pollution venting to the sky or pouring down the mountain. It also doesn't mean I want revenge on the

surrounding environment that doesn't make anyone any safer.

Re: PEIR Scoping Comments to Mark Malinowski, DTSC -- Santa Susana Field Laboratory
Christina Walsh, cwalsh@cleanuprocketdyne.org 1/5/2014
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We cannot want to truck away the mountain (I hope). I think we must understand that is
only moving the problem elsewhere and we have to balance the burden here, with the
burdens on other communities and local impacts to surrounding communities.

Protecting existing open-space habitat is important to me, and such large contiguous open-
spaces are few and far between and should be protected. We all want to be safe and we
need to consider sustainable solutions that don’t over burden local neighbors, landfill
communities, or the remaining site with hazard.

Balance is the key and that is why I believe we need a comprehensive PEIR that considers
tangible solutions.

I want my neighbors all around the site to be safe, not only for the future, but also during the excavation and
hauling process that will likely take several years. I want health-risk assessment because I want sensitive
potential receptors to contamination present to be addressed, whether it be human health OR ecological

health.

Legal Agreements Signed and application to “real world”

[ appreciate the agreements signed and feel that they are needed to guide the process. Having said that, it is
also important to understand that the 2010 AOC signed by DOE and NASA was a "settlement" and written
on a legislative and policy level, and did not have any CEQA review, and does not adequately prescribe steps
forward considering the complex array of contaminants at the site (several hundred chemicals and
radioisotopes) and the fact that a "simple settlement" cannot adequately address the many concerns
identified about the site, and the challenges to cleanup as well as to preservation of sacred prehistoric native
American sites, and protection of habitat, and ecological resources throughout the 2800 acre site. Limited
modifications to make it possible to protect the things that the AOC set out to protect are necessary for the

purpose of implementation.

Cancer concerns in surrounding neighborhoods should also not be dismissed OR used, as an excuse to make
punitive decisions that wind up impacting/harming local habitat more than is necessary to protect human

and ecological health.

This area is a natural and crucial wildlife corridor and contiguous to one of the last large open spaces in Los
Angeles and Ventura Counties. While we cannot draw the line between the cancer incidents identified in
several studies, it should be considered that added toxicity burden from the site is also unacceptable, and
these are well known harmful contaminants. Unnecessary impacts to the surrounding communities as well as
on the environment itself is unacceptable and must be remedied to the maximum extent practical and
reasonable. By utilizing health risk decision-making mechanisms, the over-excavation of soil requiring

disposal can be avoided.

I think we do understand that we live in an environment full of contaminants, and we can be realistic about
this issue, but it should not be used as an excuse to accept discharge of added burdens from the SSFL.
Unnecessary impacts to the existing environment, which do not improve the health conditions in a
meaningful way, should also be avoided. It is crucial that the AOC’s be modified to allow for proper and
responsible decision-making that considers risk, and exposure pathway (existing or future), and not allow

for needless destruction of the environment.

It is my opinion that exposure pathways should be the primary focus in navigating remedies across the site,
as well as confirmation sampling decisions, so that hazard levels and potential pathways to human and
ecological receptors are prioritized and over excavation and burdening of landfill communities that do not

benefit health-protection are avoided.
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Footprint reduction of contaminants from the ficld lab is the responsibility of the RPs [responsible parties]
and when we talk about ‘every time it rains’ as a reason to go to such a severe solution, we must also
remember that it's been raining for fifty years and we need to consider where those contaminants have gone
as well and be realistic about the current reach of the proposed remedy solutions. The community has been
deeply concerned about this for decades, especially when we see wildfire blow right through the site (2005
Topanga Fire burned 70% of the vegetation at the site), so the idea of contaminants blowing in the wind is a
very real one, even today. We also need to be practical and agree that we need to protect what we can, and
that balance (especially because of the spotty history where we don't know where everything went), should
be carefully navigated. We should then agree that limitations on future use should also be put in place if
leave-in-place monitored attenuation is utilized. This may be in the form of institutional controls and deed

restrictions so that more people and wildlife are not put in harms way unnecessarily.

It should be acknowledged that all EPA regulated cleanup projects use some form of risk-assessment
guidance to make "stop-dig" decisions and this project should be no different. It is important that over-
excavation and unnecessary damage to the environment is avoided to the maximum degree practicable.
Disposal of contaminated soils should follow these guidelines:

Soils contaminated with chemical contaminants above local background:

Hazardous wastes to licensed Class 1 hazardous waste disposal facilities only

Non-hazardous waste to licensed Class 2 or subtitle D compliant Class 3 disposal facilities only

In addition to meeting the above disposal requirements, all soils must also meet the waste
acceptance criteria for the receiving facility.” These statements indicate that receiving
requirements should be considered; where the AOC as currently interpreted, is mandating that
all “above- local-background’ soils regarding radiological impacts should be considered LLRW,
which is NOT consistent with "waste acceptance criteria for the receiving facility.

When these regulatory levels conflict, priority should be given to the requirements stated by the ‘receiving’
facility, as required and applicable by law. This is where the impact of the decision will be most strongly felt
and that should be given priority consideration in that decision process. This is particularly important here,
as the AOC was not designed to make precedent decisions for other sites, and certainly did not receive
CEQA review, nor was it written with technical feasibility in mind. It actually says so within the agreement
itself, and is understood as a compromise after 18 months of failed negotiations for the purpose of
implementing the currently existing cleanup agreement [Riley ’07 Consent order for Corrective Action].

That doesn’t make it right; it makes it a settlement that still must adhere to law, including

the Calzfomia Environmental Quality Act

General concerns about proposed cleanup remedy selection based on agreements signed and concerns

identified by the public:

Bell Creek
I have fought to protect the creeks and ensure they are safe. * We cannot be draining the mountain of water,
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or starving riparian habitats because of groundwater contamination and MUST think about smarter solutions
that protect the future as well as the past.

They are both important and MUST be balanced. Every shovel we dig up, has to go somewhere, so this idea
that anything above non-detect has to be hauled away to a different community is unfair and certainly not
ethical to over burden other communities with our waste.’ Considering the requirement levels that are
severe, and in my view, to a level that doesn't make us [surrounding residents] any safer. In fact, the added
emissions, dust, etc. will potentially ADD risk, not subtract it. We have to balance it so that the long-term
solution is responsible and long lasting, and that short-term impacts are weighed and not allow for
destruction of sensitive habitat.

We have examples such as the Area IV burn-pit that show us that it isn’t the end of the solution when you
haul the soil away. In this case, the new clean soil has now been re-contaminated by the contaminated
groundwater below it. We remove it again, and contaminate it again? VOC impacts must be addressed
differently so that a long-lasting solution can be achieved.

The current treatability study for VOC Vapor Extraction being studied at the Bravo portion of the site is
greatly appreciated, and it is my hope that such treatment alternatives will be implemented site-wide
wherever it is considered beneficial to improve soil conditions at the site, and to avoid unnecessary
excavation impacts, where cleanup can otherwise be accomplished in situ through this process. This
presents a promising future for potentially saving historic structures that have VOC impacts nearby. Ihope
these alternative approaches prove effective and can be implemented on a larger scale across the site to
improve groundwater and impacted soil conditions at the site.

We have to be smarter than that. We have to think about the most important impacts to the future, and
properly address them according to US EPA risk assessment guidance.

In this weeks meeting we learned that the 8000 cubic yards that went from happy valley to building 359 for
treatment (in situ onsite) was approximately 500 truckloads. 500 trucks. 500, but they didn't leave the site.
Imagine half a million cubic yards and how many trucks that is, so the realities of how to move that much
soil, and the traffic, emissions, dust, impairments, hazards involved are staggering. Related to traffic and
hazards to local children going to and from school, I think serious consideration of a transportation
moratorium between 7-8am and 3-4pm to avoid the additional school traffic and kids on the roads at that
time. Similar considerations for the receiving end are also important. The small communities surrounding
Buttonwillow and Kettleman are incredibly affected by the same impacts that we get, but much more
noticeable.

I want you to consider in situ alternatives as well as modifying existing agreements [on a limited basis]® to
reflect the deadlines as previously agreed on the AIP to mean that alternative methods need only be
completed (construction) by 2017 because it was understood that the completion of these longer-term
treatment methods take longer than driving a truck down the road, and in order to be considered (as a
method of reducing that footprint on landfills already heavily burdened with needed expansion).

In consideration of vast and rare natural habitats that exist at the site including areas of riparian and oak
woodland and all the wildlife species and migratory species supported by this crucial corridor, I want you to
score or rank the various areas of proposed action so that areas that are relatively undisturbed by man, and
support wildlife are protected where possible, by using health risk assessment tools and guidance to make

5

6 DEIS and Modification in Principle comment documents included as attachments herein.
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responsible decisions for preservation.

In consideration of the valuable sacred Chumash cultural sites, archeological sites, and sensitive habitat and
plant species sites, as well as those where historic activities related to man's race to space, preservation
potential should be considered with each historically designated structure. If it is possible to perform
cleanup activities around test stands and other historic structures related to mans research and travel from
this world to another, every effort to preserve Alfa and Bravo test stands and historic supportive structures
to preserve history for future generations should be considered.

I want you to consider US EPA Risk Assessment Guidance to make responsible decisions to avoid over-

excavation and unnecessary damage to the surrounding environment.
Detailed concerns and comments based on substantive CEQA review and purpose:

Aesthetics

Of the 2850 acres at the site, there are many portions that would be excavated severely (including oak trees
over 105 acres of the top two feet according to the potential impacts detailed in the NASA DEIS for their
portion of the site [Area II] which is 455 acres, so nearly one fourth of the site would require the top two
feet of soil be removed for the AOC mandated requirements. In order to meet the needs of the community,
who has expressed serious concerns about the impacts of the proposed over-excavation that goes far beyond
protecting human health or the environment, I ask that you do an in-depth review of all CEQA categories of
potential impact based on the concerns raised by the diverse surrounding communities. Compared to
requirements for suburban residential standards (where residents would be allowed to live ON the site), this

seems too extreme and should be balanced with the existing contoured landscape.

Aesthetics, according to State Parks’ should apply here, to the “view shed,” both from the sacred sites, and
to include them from the larger surrounding sacred areas, looking inward.

This further demonstrates the importance of preserving the local habitat in a healthy way, and should be
considered when pumping down groundwater elevation levels beyond the root systems that exist, making
the current very serious drought conditions even worse for the already strained eco-system.

Biological Resources

I do not wish to destroy what we have worked so many years to protect.

[ think there are reasonable mechanisms using US EPA Risk Assessment Guidance to make remedy decisions
so we know when to stop digging, and when it is important to continue for the purpose of protecting human
health and the environment. Statements made by PSR's doctor representative, who spoke at the scoping-
hearing resonated deeply with me when he discussed the toxicity values of various radionuclide’s including
plutonium. It is crucial that we weigh those differences responsibly to ensure that all precautions are taken
regarding soil removal and soil movement, and open storage during the course of each of the excavations,
which will likely occur simultaneously throughout the site to accommodate the requirements of the

agreement(s) signed.

7 The State Parks website defines as follows: “cultural landscape is an umbrella term that includes four general
landscape types: historic designated landscapes, historic sites, and ethnographic landscapes which are defined in the
National Park Service, Preservation Brief 36, Protecting Cultural Landscapes (Brief 36). “geographic area, including
both cultural and natural resources and the wildlife and domestic animals therein, associated with a historic event,
activity, or person or exhibiting other cultural or aesthetic values.”
Re: PEIR Scoping Comments to Mark Malinowski, DTSC -- Santa Susana Field Laboratory
Christina Walsh, cwalsh@cleanuprocketdyne.org 1/5/2014



Christina Walsh, 8463 Melba Avenue, West Hills, CA 91304 /l /l
Executive Director, cleanuprocketdyne.org

Please focus on what is hazardous, and not just remove all soil. If strict "everything goes" policies are
employed, more than necessary will be disturbed, raising potential risk to workers involved in the process,
as well as potentially to surrounding residents through dust inhalation during these massive excavation(s) in
the proposed action(s). Those decisions must be based on human and ecological health, and balance both.
We should focus on migration pathway potentials when we consider the thousand-foot relief between the
site and the people below, especially given the potential excavation erosion problems that will exist from the

steep topography.

Riparian Habitat has been jeopardized in lower down-gradient areas due to groundwater pump-and-treat
systems discharging treated water to a different watershed than that of the pump locations resulting in
conditions severely exacerbated by recent drought conditions and endangering the habitat more long-term as
a result which includes rare plant species that is listed not the Native Plant Society "of special concern" list
[Humboldtus Lillium]

Oak Woodlands Habitat due to root system water deprivation based on lowering the groundwater levels to
prevent seeps from emerging [WS9a local seeps emerge at est. 1000ppb in TCE and also contain degradation
products of TCE]. Unintended consequences of lowering groundwater levels more widely have potential
effects to protected oak trees that will not be evident until it may be too late to correct, other than with
mitigation. I believe that replant programs for mitigation are inadequate when considering the 200
subspecies supported by these trees.

Protection of Oak Trees in Ventura County

Unnatural plastic [laundry hamper sized] bins used to water "wildlife" in the absence of natural flow, as was
typical prior to groundwater pumping should not be allowed. This is also a consideration for hazards to
wildlife/ecological receptors as these watering buckets make for hunting opportunities that may provide
added advantage to predator species (coyote) who are very resourceful and work in teams. This may offset
the sensitive balance to the wildlife corridor that is so important for migratory species as well.

This was previously observed by LA Regional Water Control Board and Department of Wildlife staff, who
at the time, asked that it be discontinued during one of our site-visit discussions earlier last year. Iam
confused as to why this practice continues today, despite this previous promise by Boeing staff and ask that
wildlife considerations be evaluated here before this practice continues.

Proposed actions under DEIS submitted by NASA®
When I consider the potential impacts of the cleanup based on the currently proposed actions, I want you to

address in this process in order to meet my needs and those of the concerned and affected residents
surrounding the site that will feel the impacts of the potential actions, I think first of the natural environment
and the proposed action to remove the top two feet of over 105 acres of the NASA portion alone. When we
know that isn't necessary for the purpose of health protection, it's troubling to understand why folks would
insist on that? I am concerned about the potential dust from excavation when we are talking about such
massive amounts. I was certainly someone who previously doubted how much soil would require removal
under the AOC. I have researched it carefully, and the volumes are astronomical and require that we re-
think potential in-situ solutions so that we don't needlessly burden local roads, as well as those in the

communities where disposal soils will go.

8 Comments submitted on DEIS for NASA portions, as well as defined Modification in Principle are included as
attachments herein.
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We have seen from recent history, that local landfills often run into problems including bankruptcy where
there is no responsible party for monitoring and handling of hazardous waste issues. This has been found at
landfills both in California and other states. For this reason, extreme caution in disposal sorting practices so
appropriate solutions are met, that do not become problematic later for someone else.

Geology, Soils, Seismicity

Altered soil profile of imported fill-soil may impact success of restoration efforts related to supporting local
riparian and oak woodland vegetation. Vegetative growth support patterns within the cleanup zones and
should be carefully considered and monitored. Based on soil quality requirements in the AOC, it may be
problematic to find suitable fill soil, and part of that consideration should consider soil quality as far as clay
content, shale, etc. so that appropriate native vegetative growth will be supported by the soil profile of the
import soils. Mechanisms to make such decisions should be further developed, as large volumes will likely
be required.

Use of soils from the same geological formation will increase the likelihood that it will support local
vegetative growth. Please use fill-locations from within the Chatsworth and Santa Susana geological

formations wherever possible.

Excavation work done in and around the vicinity of known faults (burro flats, happy valley, shear zone, coca
fault and delta structure) should consider all potential migration pathways and soil stabilization efforts in
steep areas need to have policies in place for rain-events so that potential erosion of contaminated soils
currently in-place, or in staging areas during the course of an excavation process period be reduced or
eliminated. Considering the toxic nature of many of the contaminants, this process must be transparent and
extremely diligent to protect both down gradient residents as well as the eco-system that might otherwise be
unintentionally exposed to previously buried material.

Any discoveries of anomalies that are not consistent with the expected findings within the work plan and
current sampling ‘spider maps’, should be provided by notification to DTSC and the public within 24 hours
of discovery.

Traffic and Transportation - estimated truck activities over the course of several years will be increased

substantially with all three RPs operating their "remedy action plans" simultaneously. It may be beneficial to
extend the deadline on the AOC and Consent Order cleanups by two years for the purpose of staggering the
truck activities so the impacts to the surrounding communities both locally and at the receiving end of the

process are minimized.

Decision mechanisms for in-situ treatment potential opportunities so that "treat first," for the purposes of
minimizing the volumes requiring off-site disposal should be developed and implemented.

By only removing what needs removing, and leaving in place for contour and fill purposes, the soils which
do qualify, significant reductions of potential impacts from proposed actions can be achieved. [i.e. soil-
sorting to remove metals before perchlorate in situ treatment, as done in prior ‘Happy Valley bio

treatment’]

Noise from traffic and activities will be most felt by the folks who live on Woolsey Canyon. While there are
not many residents there, the impacts will be deeply felt by those residents and consideration of start time
and time between trucks should be examined and implemented.
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Public Services
Preservation of national space history and cultural resources for the purpose of educating future generations
in cultural, historical, anthropological, and archeological academic research and educational development.

Water Services provided from tanks, which reside on the property and serve drinking water to local
residents, should be protected from unnecessary impact.

Hvdrologv. Groundwater, and Water Quality
e Deed Restriction

e Current Permit Requirements

e  (California's non-degradation policy and mandate to protect groundwater resources

Groundwater concerns:

Initial indications that remedies might not achieve remedial action objectives should trigger remedy
optimization and/or the introduction of new remedies that achieve more rapid contaminant concentration
reduction and containment. It maybe necessary to implement new remedies more than once, and that

should be considered within the remedy plan proposed.

Passive treatment systems for groundwater and surface water should be incorporated into the drainages
using natural contours in order to minimize impacts the wildlife in need of water for survival and should not
impede the access of water for the wide variety of species supported by the habitat arca(s).
I believe that active groundwater treatment and control is needed and should follow protocols to ensure that
water is returned to the aquifer zone it is pumped from so that the surrounding understory and tree system
remains healthy.
¢  Continued deprivation of water will alter the visual landscape so important to the cultural
landscape and "view shed." Recent pump tests from RD10 indicated response to pumping more
than 1000 feet away, and therefore supports the need to distribute treated water back to the local
zone that it is sourced from.
¢ Ineffective water bins to supplement "wildlife" water source needs in the absence of natural flow
reduced from groundwater pumping, as was evidenced by prior to groundwater pump and
discharge practices [Ws9a to Outfall 1 instead of Outfall 2], should not be allowed to continue.
We were told during regional board visits that practice had stopped but it was recently observed at
the site on December 20™. This is also a consideration for hazards to wildlife as these watering
buckets make for hunting opportunities that may provide added advantage to predator species
(coyote) who are very resourceful and work in teams. This may offset the sensitive balance to the
wildlife corridor that is so important for migratory species as well.
®  Groundwater remediation should not be avoided because of predictions that treatment and/or
removal will not achieve drinking water standards throughout contaminated aquifers. Decisions

should be based upon difficulties encountered only after good-faith efforts have been made.

There may be areas within the site boundary, in which active remediation is unable to achieve satisfactory
aquifer-wide cleanup in a reasonable time frame. While I do not support spending vast amounts of time and
money achieving minimal contaminant (and thus risk) reduction, I do believe remedial objectives must
include long-lasting containment considering longer flow patterns that may reach populations several years

9 Bell Canyon water supply stored in tanks in SSFL Southern Buffer Zone
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of decades in the future.

Protective remedial action objectives must consider down-gradient potential future impacts and
efforts to reduce migration flow pathways while protecting existing riparian habitat that depends on
groundwater levels remaining consistent with historical levels in order to support under-story
species as well as local oak woodland habitat which rely on consistent depth to groundwater to
support root development in very topographically sensitive zones.

Regardless of the particular alternative endpoint (technical impracticability waiver, transition to
passive remediation, etc.), where cleanup is not expected to achieve complete aquifer-wide
cleanup, planned remedies should nevertheless maximize the protection of public human-health
and the ecological environment.

Detailed site-specific objectives should be further developed with the informed input of

surrounding affected communities with potential migration pathways addressed and thoroughly
investigated.

Remedies that temporarily or permanently leave contamination in place as repeatedly suggested by
responsible parties when discussing the immense groundwater impacts present at the site, must be
accompanied with planned remedy and future remedy actions and monitoring plan for potential
migration to neighboring communities that may not occur before the cleanup deadline.

Due to potential impacts to new clean replacement soils that are brought to the site, by the
remaining contaminated groundwater below soils remediated at the site, alternative long-term
strategies should be discussed and shared as early as feasible with the informed and affected
surrounding communities for meaningful solutions that address the complex groundwater impacts
present at the SSFL site.

Additionally, long term monitoring strategies, in consultation with the surrounding affected public
should also be discussed with multiple alternative options that utilize all modern technologies
available.

Appropriate restrictions on land and water use should be put in place as early in the investigative
process as practical.

Regardless of the pace of groundwater restoration, it is essential to prevent exposures to unsafe
levels of toxic substances with interim measures as deemed appropriate from monitoring data
which should be shared with the affected public. Prevention of exposures should not be used as an
excuse to slow or halt groundwater remediation. The elimination of pathways, such as drinking
water or vapor inhalation, does not in itself eliminate the obligation to remediate groundwater.
Currently, residents of Simi Valley drink a percentage of groundwater that babies are probably the
most sensitive potential exposure receptor if breast milk is supplemented with formula made with
this water.

The timely completion of groundwater remediation is heavily dependent on activities at the early
stage of any project, including the development of a comprehensive yet flexible conceptual site
model and full delineation of groundwater contamination. This should include offsite impacts to
the northeast as well as to the south where TCE degradation products have been found at the top of

Bell Creek indicative of potential plume frontal edge migration offsite.

Air Quality

. 10 . .. . . . .
Dust particulates ™ from truck diesel emissions as well as from excavation activities across the site during

10 volatile organic compounds (VOCs) and particulate matter (PM) contained in these

products penetrate deep into the lungs and can trigger asthma attacks or worsen respiratory illnesses.
http://www.vcapcd.org/pubs/Factsheets/50WaysfactSheet.pdf

Re: PEIR Scoping Comments to Mark Malinowski, DTSC -- Santa Susana Field Laboratory
Christina Walsh, cwalsh@cleanuprocketdyne.org 1/5/2014



Christina Walsh, 8463 Melba Avenue, West Hills, CA 91304 /l 5
Executive Director, cleanuprocketdyne.org

remedy actions will have short-term negative health impacts to local residents who suffer from asthma and
other respiratory problems during the cleanup action.

Special consideration of local community notification should be given for potential air-quality impacts,
during excavation and high-wind days, so that residents can choose indoor activities during those periods.
This can be similar to regular smog air-quality notifications and can perhaps be accomplished by providing
for air monitoring during all excavation work activities, as well as disposal days where truck activity is high.
Efforts to reduce air-quality impacts, such as active water monitoring during open excavation and covering
of all staging areas for loading and transportation quality control should be considered.

Stop work policy, during winds in excess of 15mph should be considered with tarp-covering of all open
excavations for all rain and wind events during activities.

Dust particulate estimates from the American Lung Association as well as consultation for potential warnings
to local residents should be considered.

Cultural Resources
http://174.143.86.82/files/lib_correspond/agreements/64711 FINAL NASA Agreement in Principle.

pdf

"Native American artifacts that are formally recognized as Cultural Resources" as phrased in the
Agreement in Principle which the AOC is based upon showing unquestionably, that the word,
"artifact" in intended to include all recognized cultural resources and therefore should be
interpreted to include burro flats cave panel [the primary resource which NASA has stated in the
DEIS may potentially be impacted], new cave panel, and all artifacts identified during previous and
current survey(s). Notably, the AIP further states, "This process should not be inconsistent with
any guidance that EPA may issue pertaining to the practice of implementing a not to exceed
background cleanup approach." and therefore MUST include Risk Assessment Guidance and
mechanisms to avoid replacing near background soils with other near background soils offering no
improvement to the environmental condition, except to devastate the existing habitat.

There is a new site, that is not as elaborate as the burro flats cave panel, but also has pigmented designs
similar in nature to Chumash drawings and cave paintings found within the region. It is widely understood
that the Chumash native tribe as history of 16,000 years in the area, and specifically, to the south of SSFL in
Bell Canyon was a known village site. It is documented within the archeological reports " that the burro
flats site is related to the known village area. Additionally, the new site demonstrates and supports the
statement made by the federally recognized tribe [Santa Ynez Band of Chumash Indians letter of intent] that
the entire site is, and should be considered a sacred site. The presence of additional features, [as well as the
18 additional findings made during the Area IV Archeological Survey done by JMA in 2010 for EPA]
indicates further likelihood that other additional sites may exist.

An effort to include local tribal representatives in further review/examination and survey of the site is
appropriate given the new findings, and their potential significance to Chumash cultural resources within the

rcgion.

Entire site identified as a "Traditional Cultural Landscape/Property" according
to California Executive Order W-26-92

As indicated by the federally recognized tribe letter of intent", the entire SSFL site must be analyzed as a

! Radiological Survey of Area IV in 2012 included archeological survey prepared by JMA.
' Letter sent to GSA/NASA regarding federal excess procedures to transfer federal portions to another party through
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traditional cultural landscape. Additional findings are recent as 2013 indicate the potential presence of
additional sites and require careful navigation.

The lead agency has a duty to prepare an Environmental Impact Report (“EIR”) to assess the potential
environmental effects of the proposed project and identify mitigation measures that could reduce or avoid
potential environmental impacts. CEQA Guidelines at 14 CCR 15121(a). B

CEQA provides for the protection of unique archaeological resources and historic resources. PRC secs.
21083.2 and 21084.1. A project with an effect that may cause a substantial adverse change in the
significance of a historic resource is a project that may have a significant effect on the environment. 14 CCR
sec. 15064.5(b). Thus the lead agency has a duty to avoid substantial adverse changes to historical and
cultural resources.

California Executive Order W-26-92 affirms that all state agencies shall recognize and, to the extent
possible, preserve and maintain the significant heritage resources of the State as observed by the Governor’s
Office of Planning and Research (OPR). *

AUTHORITY TO IDENITEY CULTURAL RESOURCES
According to CEQA, historical resources are presumed to be historically or culturally significant for the

purposes of CEQA evaluation. "

Even if a resource has been identified as significant pursuant to one of these mechanisms, a lead agency has
the discretion to determine whether the resource may be a historical resource for the purpose of CEQA. Id.
The CEQA Guidelines further clarify the authority of a lead agency to determine the presence of historically

significant resources:

“Any object, building, structure, site, area, place, record, or manuscript which a lead agency determines to
be historically significant or significant to in the architectural, engineering, scientific, economic, agricultural,
educational, social, political, military, or cultural annals of California may be considered to be an historical
resources, provided the lead agency’s determination is supported by substantial evidence in light of the

record.”

On this basis, | am submitting evidence of a new, not previously identified cultural resource that has been
brought to the attention of Boeing, and according to aforementioned CEQA guidelines, must also be
presented to lead regulator.

I request that this finding be considered as potentially contributing to further understanding of pre-historic

GSA, the Santa Ynez Band of Chumash Indians declaring the site as a traditional cultural landscape according

to California Executive Order W-26-92. Letter sent by the Tribal Chairman, Vincent P. Armenta regarding the
"...commitment to protecting Native American cultural sites at the SSFL while working with all other stakeholders and
neighbors to the SSFL property to ensure the cleanup of the site" and further expresses concern that adequate value of
the site for its significance to the US Space Program based on more than 30,000 rocket tests that occurred at the site
(Parks letter from Santa Ynez Band of Chumash Indians dated November 15, 2012). Further indicated by the letter of
intent sent by the Tribe, is acknowledgement of historical significance of test stands being more than 50 years old.

13 The lead agency must consider direct physical changes in the environment and reasonably foreseeable indirect
changes in the environment which may be caused by the project and to mitigate or avoid the significant effects on the
environment of projects whenever feasible. Public Resources Code (PRC) Secs. 21083.2 — 21084.1 and 21002.1;
CEQA Guidelines at 14. CCR Sec. 15064(d).

" See Tribal Consultation Guidelines (Interim), March 1, 2005 at p. 7. California state law includes a variety of
provisions that promote the protection and preservation of Native American cultural places.

" PRC Scc. 21084.1.
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culture and must be protected as should surrounding areas from potential impacts of demolition, excavation,

traffic, and treatment activities. Native American representatives should be invited to provide comment on

best practices for security, protection as well as ceremonial/religious access for tribes upon request.
I believe that the presence of this
additional site further underscores
the importance of careful and close
scrutiny of potential impacts to
these and other potential previously
undiscovered resources present at
the SSFL site.
It must be understood that today’s
property boundaries are not
necessarily consistent with ancient
prehistoric uses that should be
protected where feasible.

Photograph by Christina Walsh 2013

I applaud the current treatability study for VOC removal at Bravo because it can also provide for a solution
that allows history to continue to stand (if feasible). If in situ mechanisms can be utilized to help preserve
national history for future generations, I think those should seriously be considered as a potential solution
that can augment and support the necessary excavations where alternative treatment is not feasible.

Additional observation and research from local archeological sources indicate the possibility of astrological
features depicted within the imagery. This may suggest a witnessing of an event such as an ancient comet, as
depicted in the burro flats imagery. Lighting affects including change to color hue during different parts of
the day, season and year, may indicate additional spatial relationships between these sites, which are

relatively close in proximity.

Considering the solstice light features of the other site, additional interpretation from native cultural experts
would be helpful in understanding whether the time-span between them is in months, years, or centuries,
suggesting a potentially longer presence of multiple tribes in the area than previously appreciated. Cultural
educational development is recommended.

In consideration of these potentially meaningful new findings, I hope for a “treat first” policy in decision-
making, for the purpose of maximum potential protection of unknown cultural resources. Ibelieve this
should be utilized to minimize soil movement where possible. If applied throughout the site activities, it
could result in significant reductions in soil movement and reduction in consequential impacts to
surrounding residents from dust, emissions, traffic, and soil erosion problems can be achieved. I think this
should be a project goal.

Re: PEIR Scoping Comments to Mark Malinowski, DTSC -- Santa Susana Field Laboratory
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Appropriate application of the following guidelines:
CEDQ Guidelines at 14 CCR sec. 15064. 16
CEQA Guidelines at 14 CCR at Sec. 15064.517

CULTURAL LANDSCAPES INTERPRETATION
The Department of State Parks has interpreted historic resources to include “cultural landscapes” and has

looked to federal guidance interpreting the National Historic Preservation Act18 to define what resources
may be designated a cultural landscape. See www.parks.ca.gov/default.asp?page_id=22854

The State Parks website defines as follows: “cultural landscape is an umbrella term that includes four general
landscape types: historic designated landscapes, historic sites, and ethnographic landscapes which are defined
in the National Park Service, Preservation Brief 36, Protecting Cultural Landscapes (Brief 36). “geographic
area, including both cultural and natural resources and the wildlife and domestic animals therein, associated
with a historic event, activity, or person or exhibiting other cultural or aesthetic values.”19

Included in a list of themes in California history that is recognized as cultural resource deficiencies in the
State Parks System:

Settlement and Subsistence Patterns; Special Adaptations and Environmental
Management; Trade and Movement; and Ideology (e.g. sacred sites, petroglyph and
pictograph sites, intaglios).

Based on personal experience at the site, and discovering a new potential significant site within the site
boundaries indicating further supporting evidence that the span of this traditional cultural landscape does
indeed incorporate the entire site as additional findings [dozens] were recently found during the Boeing
archeological survey, which is currently being completed.

Assumptions that open-space land throughout the property MAY contain the presence of unidentified
cultural resources and/or artifacts must be considered at every potential ground disturbance endeavor

throughout the cleanup investigation and remedy process.

16 CEDQ Guidelines at 14 CCR sec. 15064.

Generally, a resource shall be considered by the lead agency to be “historically significant” if the resource
meets the criteria for listing in CRHP, which include the following:
Is associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the broad patterns of
California’s history and cultural heritage; Is associated with the lives of persons important in our
past; Embodies the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, region, or method of construction,
or represents the work of an important creative individual, or possesses high artistic values; or has
yielded, or may be likely to yield, information important in prehistory or history.
' Thus, provided there sufficient evidence, there is authority to identify resources of historic significance
even if such historic resources have not been previously identified. In fact, in light of the recommendations
regarding the protection of traditional tribal uses, the lead agency appears to have an obligation to evaluate
ongoing traditional tribal uses as significant historic resources in the CEQA process.

" (16 U.S.C. scc. 470, et seq.)
' Brief 36 also notes that subsistence of often a component of the landscape.

Re: PEIR Scoping Comments to Mark Malinowski, DTSC -- Santa Susana Field Laboratory
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John Romani, an archaeologist who has studied the site in detail elaborates the Burro Flats site as: “...

unquestionably ceremonial in nature, although its true complexity awaits proper analysis of the
archaeological data. The site has a Late Period component, based on the presence of Spanish trade beads.
Although glass trade beads can by no means suffice to confidently date the rock art... the well-preserved
appearance of these pictographs does show that at least the most recent superimposition (i.e. of the bright

red pigment) is probably of recent origin”.20

Cultural Resource Protection Measures

It is recommended that during future characterization and remediation activities at the SSFL, a strict “flag-
and-avoid” approach be maintained for all prehistoric archaeological sites within the SSFL. In addition, an
archaeologist and Native American monitor should monitor future projects that involve ground disturbing
activities. Though not included in the scope of this project, for future efforts at the SSFL, it would be
important to obtain temporal information regarding newly discovered sites.”’ Radiocarbon dating of artifacts
would provide direct information about the temporal relationships of various activities, prehistoric land use,
or cultural adaptations to the environment over time were obtained. Obtaining this chronological data
would significantly facilitate a fuller understanding of the nature of cultural changes through time in the
study area. For example, radiocarbon dates obtained on shellfish fragments and bone would provide direct
evidence of when certain sites were occupied. This information would provide a better understanding of the
nature and timing of prehistoric cultural adaptations to the SSFL landscape.

Greenhouse Gas Emissions

Truck diesel emissions - use of natural gas trucks for disposal activities as well as the transportation involving
"fill" soil. Potential staggering of disposal transportation process by extending the remedy deadline by two
years would provide some relief from emission impacts to local communities. It is recommended that the
deadline order put the AOC mandated deadlines [DOE and NASA] last, to provide more time to accomplish
more stringent levels and to modify deadline language to include potential for alternative in situ treatment
that would reduce trucks significantly because that soil would not be transported offsite.

Land Use

Deed Restrictions due to groundwater impacts that are said to potentially take 50,000 years to remediate
according to federal District Court Judge who set aside SB990 partially on that basis. Deed restriction to
restrict structures due to potential health threats from groundwater VOC vapor intrusion as a potential risk
pathway to local receptors should be considered.

Future Land Use:

For consideration: First Chumash National Park - additional cultural resources recently identified indicate a
strong presence of ancient Chumash rock art and must be protected and stewarded by the tribes. If National
Park Service works in consultation for operational purposes with the tribes, the tribes should be considered
"lead operator/ custodian of land.

20 (Romani, et al. 1988:112)
' IMA Archeological Survey, 2010 for EPA
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Population and Housing

Restrict new population in this area by restricting development of surrounding large parcels due to potential
later exposure from groundwater impacts at the site. These considerations should also be evaluated for
nearby developments such as Runkle and Dayton Canyon(s).

Utilities

Existing infrastructure for utilities and water storage currently exists at the site, and may be used for the
purpose of irrigation for mitigation measures for restoration activities following excavations, and should be
retained, instead of demolished so that other water storage at the site is not needed, or at least minimized.
Utility infrastructure including water distribution pipes, fire suppressant water resources during fire season,
and other potential resources such as fire department training activities and other resources that currently
exist should be considered before demolition as those resources are needed for community resource
purposes. Sustainability practices such as “LEED” standards should be considered for recycling efforts

throughout the cleanup actions.

Hazards and Hazardous Materials

Hazards to surrounding public come primarily from traffic, emissions, dust from trucks and from
excavation. Considering the very toxic substances that are being removed from the site, open land-scars
from excavation should be tarped during rain events and heavy wind events to minimize dispersion of
fugitive dust from the project areas. Active dust suppression should be implemented during all times of

open excavation, and "burrito-wrap" process for covering trucks.

Environmental Justice

The argument that "everything must go" must be balanced with potential impacts on where it goes and the
remaining results based on removing all the soil over such a large area. In the case of chemical contaminated
soils, vast amounts will likely be taken to Buttonwillow and Kettleman landfills, which will require
expansion of these landfills and cause undue impacts on these small low-income agricultural communities
where residents are already bearing an unfair burden on the basis of keeping our communities safe. Every

impact related to dust; emissions and traffic will also impact the receiving communities.

There is a long history of regulatory problems with landfills where the local communities are often low-
income and without political resources. Some of these facilities that store disposed hazardous waste have
gone bankrupt where there is no remaining responsible party. We must be mindful of impacts to the
receiving communities as well as those of the communities that surround the SSFL so that our problem
doesn’t unnecessarily become someone else’s problem in the future.

Thank you for the opportunity to provide comment of concerns and questions related to the cleanup process
at Santa Susana. Your efforts to oversee and implement a final remedy cleanup are greatly appreciated by
the surrounding communities and I hope our efforts to work collaboratively with responsible parties and
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regulatory decision makers for a responsible protective cleanup that also protects the living environment that
exists today.

Sincerely,

Christina Walsh

Executive Director,
Cleanuprocketdyne.org

Attachments: \MiP Modification in Principle, recently submitted DEIS Comments for NASA portion.

Cc: Ray LeClerc, Debbie Raphael, Paul Carpenter, Tom Skough, Tom Seckington, Buck King, Andrew
Bain, Laura Rainey, Raymond Grutzmacher, Craig Cooper, Greg Dempsey, Michael Montgomery,
Administrator Bolden, Matthew Rodriquez, Cassandra Owen, David Hung, Senator Fran Pavley, Louise
Rishoff, Congresswoman Julia Brownley, Senator Barbara Boxer, Mitchell Englander, Sheila Keuhl, David
W. Dassler, Paul Costa, Art Lennox, Steve Shestag, Thomas Gallacher, Thomas Johnson, John Jones, Olga
Dominguez, Allen Elliott, Peter Zorba, Randy Dean, Merrilee Fellows, Jason Glasgow, Jennifer Groman,
Kamara Sams, Marina Perez, Zenzi Poindexter, Greg Hyatt, Dan Hirsch, Dr. Edward C. Krupp, Dr. Shana
Hormann, Mati Waiya, Luhui Isha Waiya, Chester King, Gwen Romani, Dan Larsson.
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Substantive Comments on Draft EIS submitted to

Mr. Allen Elliott

Program Director, NASA
Marshall Space Flight Center
MSFC AS01, Building 4494,
Huntsville, AL 35812

And via email to: msfc-ssfl-eis@mail.nasa.gov

Related to:

NASA Portion of the Santa Susana Field Laboratory

Potential cleanup impacts based on current mandate according to guiding AOC
[Administrative Order on Consent for Corrective Action 2010]

Presented to: SSFL CAG September 18th, 2013
Community Advisory Group
as appointed by State through H&S Chapter 6.8

Dear Mr. Elliott,
Please find my.comments related to the DEIS describing the proposed actions:

Primary concerns regarding presentation of DEIS document:

We want a real cleanup, not a paper solution that never happens...

1. DEIS Provides toonarrow of a range of alternatives, allowing for only an
“all or nothing” approach that is certain to either devastate the
environment we are supposed to be protecting, or fails to complete a
cleanup of any kind. Neither of these approaches are acceptable to the
surrounding affected public or to the surrounding natural environment
according to CEQA. Why are these decisions being made now, before
CEQA review is done by the State?

2. NASA proposing destruction of an entire habitat and state they will
potentially impact the Sacred Cave Paintings site and other existing
artifacts, as well as the test stands that represent a significant part of our
National Space History.

Comments on NASA Draft Environmental Impact Statement cwalsh@cleanuprocketdyne.org 1
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a. This is unnecessary and goes far beyond the requirement by law to
protect human health and the environment. In fact, it further
threatens to impact human health and the environment by proposing
to move unnecessary volumes of soil that go far beyond EPA health
risk requirements. It is also likely to be difficult to find replacement
soils that will qualify under the currently written specifications of
“local background.”

3. NASA fails to employ all parts of the AOC by failing to acknowledge the
exception clauses designed to protect and address these issues
specifically which qualify under the stated exceptions.

a. By choosing to ignore one directive of the AOC while also over-
simplifying others, demonstrates a need for limited modification
to the AOC agreement so that a workable, implementable cleanup
may be achieved that is measurable. People want to be protected
from added risk.

b. AOC Severability and Modification clauses provide for a limited
modification to allow for a responsible cleanup that maintains human
health protection as defined by US EPA Suburban Residential PRGs
and existing health-risk data’being completed for a health-risk
assessment on the same‘deadline (‘07 Consent Order for Corrective
Action).

4. We thank NASA for showing what “Background Bright-line Cleanup”
really looks like:

a. Thisis NOT what surrounding affected-residents want as this solution
causes unnecessary impacts to.the surrounding communities, the
ecology and puts the archeological and historic sacred assets at risk
without benefit of @ measurable improvement to public health. This is
not what we can afford to consider when responsible health
protective solutions that don’t add these unnecessary impacts are
available.and should be considered.

i. An approach that does not consider health-risk, fails to
consider the impact of removing/disturbing soils that do not
present a health risk.

ii. Why fill landfills with soils that do not present a health risk?
iii. What is the impact of that disturbance in the way of trucks,
traffic, dust, and unnecessary impacts on these sacred sites?
iv. Why is mitigation of these potential impacts not being more
closely evaluated and presented?
v. How can these considerations be made if health-risk is not
considered in the process?

b. As pointed out by Dr. Ronald Ziman’s comments, “there is nothing in

the letter you received from CEQ requires you to exclude other
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alternatives. It simply states alternatives need not be mandatorily
included. I have to believe that [Senator] Barbara Boxer, who has
fought both for the environment and at the same time, the “strictest
cleanup ever” in the interest of public health, has been misled and is
not working at odds with her own core environmental principles.”!

Primary concerns regarding communication of NASA decisions

affecting the Cleanup process and impact on historical and archeo-astronomy
related and cultural sacred sites:

We don’t want to destroy the natural environment and ecology and sacred
archeological sites we are trying to save...

The purpose of CEQA and NEPA are to prevent thesolution from being worse than
the problem it proposes to solve. There are ways to do this right, responsibly, and
protective of human health and the environment without destroying the site. Using
traditional risk-based parameters to weigh'and compare with'LUT values will
provide for removing only what presents a risk, and thereby reducing the soil
excavation burden significantly and being compliant with the law.

1. This “all or nothing” proposal goes far beyond protection of human
health and the environment and therefore cannot be considered an
adequate analysis of reasonable and implementable alternatives.

2. We can see that modification of these specific parameters [outlined in
MIP] is needed.

3. Adding PRG comparison and risk assessment standards of suburban
residential remediation goals used throughout the regulatory world,
will adequately protect human and ecological health, and will provide
a solution that is consistent with an existing programmatic agreement
in place (for the Record of Decision to follow), which is proven.

a. Using AOC without modification insists on a process that is not
consistent with any programmatic agreement ever used to
address a site of this magnitude and is inconsistent with the
way these assessments are done by the experts regulating the
process.

b. Adding a comparison matrix to soil environmental condition
(undisturbed pristine natural environment would score higher

1 Dr. Ronald Ziman, DEIS Comment letter from Bell Canyon Association, p. 2
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than a debris pile within a former building footprint) so that
undisturbed stays as such, wherever feasible based on risk
assessment analysis by State Toxicologists to consider those
inputs.

4. The AOC provides for limited modification based on change in
referenced law? The Modification In Principle [MIP]3 articulating
the limited proposed changes is provided as “Attachment-A” of this
document.

5. The AOC explicitly defines severability so that portions can be
modified by mutual agreement of the parties without causing the
agreement in its entirety to be null and void. In fact, the agreement is
severable and can therefore be modified to provide for these
additional analysis comparisons to inform the LUT [look up table]
decision-tree process for better-informed decisions that consider
health-protection as well as ecological protection of existing habitats.

6. AIP specifically directs the use of alternative in situ treatments to
reduce soil movement impacts, yet the DEIS fails to address any
alternatives that utilize this directed, proven, and more sustainable
method of action.

7. DEIS should provide multiple alternatives that describe specific
efforts to minimize those impacts instead of this devastate-all
approach.

Important Context not adequately presented in the DEIS or to
the public in general:

The Federal Declaration of Excess that took place in 2009 did not require a Section
106 process because they “didn’t know” at that time, what future use would entail
and set that as a future decision to be made. They just put it up for bid to other
federal agencies and pushed that question aside.

2 SB990 was declared unconstitutional by a Federal District Court, and is the law
referenced as the basis for the agreed deal in the Agreement in Principle, which the
AOC is based.

3 MIP Modification in Principle provides for examples of the basis of which changes
can occur, and examples of limited modifications on a severable basis that provide
for a workable solution that is health protective, as well as protective of the natural
environment including all the ancient sacred native American sites, as well as the
test stands that mark man'’s early travels to another world.
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e Now: they are not looking at future use, but deciding on up to 100%
demolition of all structures for the purpose of a clean site for future
disposition, even though they don’t know the purpose OR if it will stay
within, or leave federal jurisdiction. Yet, these decisions propose to remove
all valuable assets before future-use is determined.

e They claim that GSA wasn’t required to consider future use when declaring
the site excess and now they state that those considerations needed to be
commented on in the prior process [Excess Declaration] essentially leaving
all public consideration without mechanism to be heard or considered.

e This NEPA and Section 106 process must slow down for CEQA
considerations, otherwise the process fails it’'s purpose entirely.

e This process as proposed, removes the assets before evaluating the
potential value of those assets, and then later, when DTSC does their “Soils”
EIR, there won’t be anything to consider because the test stands will already
be gone. NASA and DTSC have stated publicly that their CEQA process will
not consider demolition. This is possibly why they are choosing to have the
CEQA process follow this process instead of working in tandem as
recommended by CEQ [White House Council for Environmental Quality].

e This inappropriate failure to consider future use potential, which is part of
the “purpose and need” as defined by the DEIS results in an all or nothing
approach that threatens the future use that has been defined by the
surrounding public as being most appropriate and beneficial to past, present
and future generations:

With this kind of backwards thinking, how on earth did NASA ever get to the
moon or inter-stellar space?

GSA and NASA defend this decision because it allows for NO ONE to take
responsibility. Itjusthappens, and everyone throws up their arms in dismay and
points to someone else. This.s the ultimate failure in analysis of the actions and
solutions proposed. This is unacceptable.

The future disposition is in the “Purpose and Need” of the DEIS yet NASA chooses to
consider that process separately. WHY? Because then, they never really consider it;
[t just happens.

e 100% demolition of the Test Stands Structures is NOT required by the AOC
as they are located in un-weathered bedrock and therefore do not require
cleanup below the test stands structures. Any decision to remove the Test
Stands, is strictly a NASA decision, not an AOC decision.

The fact that they separated the process between the NEPA [federal] and CEQA
[state] process makes it possible to lose the assets in Demolition phase and then
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later, having nothing to evaluate because nothing is left by the time the “soils”
evaluation comes up for review.

We cannot allow this “cart before the horse” process to destroy human space

history which are considered valuable on many levels in the way of future
education as well as honoring our past.*

As stated by many experts about the proposed actions outlined in the DEIS:

“I believe important and irreplaceable monuments of America’s heritage
in technology and space exploration are going to be lost .. and we need to
know about this imminent threat to these relics of the watershed event in
the planet’s history, the travel of men from earth to another world.”

~Dr. E.C. Krupp
Director
Griffith Observatory
Author, “Echoes of Ancient Civilizations”

DEIS Comments from Senator Fran Pavley

It is greatly appreciated that Senator Pavley, who has been a long involved voice for
cleanup and protection of human health'and the environment has emphasized the
importance of protecting the communities surrounding SSFL. The impacts
described inthe DEIS include the concerns described in the DEIS about “soil
disturbance, changes in surface and groundwater hydrology, displacement of
migratory birds and wildlife, and air emissions and fugitive dust, as well as
traffic impacts to surrounding communities as contaminated materials are
moved off the site to approved landfills.” She further emphasizes as we are
requesting that protection of human health and safety of the residents who have
lived in close proximity to the site, many for decades, while activities were
taking place with little or no information about contaminants being disbursed
into the air, soil and water from the activities being conducted. I am also
concerned about minimizing impacts to other residents during the cleanup of
the site.”

4 Dr. Ronald Ziman [co-signer of this letter] statement on Section 106 Consulting
Party meeting held September 18, 2013
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Senator Fran Pavley, September 11, 2013
eNews Bulletin

We need to consider the impact on the existing environment/habitat as well as the
current residents who will be exposed to potential impacts of the proposed action.
It is crucial that the State’s EIR consider these issues and do so in concurrence with
NASA’s investigation so that important considerations are not missed along the way.

Following is the SSFL. CAG’s press release related to their
concerns about the proposed actions outlined in the DEIS:

SANTA'SUSANA FIELD LABORATORY
COMMUNITY ADVISORY GROUP REJECTS NASA’S
DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT
[DEIS].

RECOMMENDS NASA AND CAL EPA’S DEPARTMENT OF TOXIC
SUBSTANCES CONTROL [DTSC] MODIFY CLEANUP AGREEMENT TO A LESS
DESTRUCTIVE, MORE HEALTH-PROTECTIVE SOLUTION.

BELL CANYON, CALIFORNIA - SSFL. Community Advisory Group [CAG]
voted Wednesday night to reject Draft EIS (Environmental Impact
Statement) by NASA, which proposes to limit actions to either an “all or
nothing” action that either destroys the environment, or fails to clean up the
site. The SSFL CAG further agreed to send a cover letter that includes
substantive comments from its members who represent many perspectives
from the surrounding communities, but agreed here, that the DEIS proposal
went far beyond what is needed to protect human health, and proposes to
destroy the existing environment and even potentially impacting the sacred
Burro Flats Cave area and historic districts. The CAG had consensus thata
modification is needed to the agreement outlining the cleanup requirements,
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and are proposing a “Modification in Principle” [MIP] as one example of how
limited modifications can allow for a protective cleanup that considers
health-risk, so that soil is not needlessly disturbed that does not present a
risk to humans OR the environment, and further prevents potential impacts
to the sacred cultural sites as well as honoring our nations history of Space
Exploration.

Deadline for comments is October 1st to NASA at:

Mr. Allen Elliott

Program Director, NASA
Marshall Space Flight Center
MSFC AS01, Building 4494,
Huntsville, AL 35812

or via email to: msfc-ssfl-

eis@mail.nasa.gov

HitH

SSFL CAG and many surrounding community members ask that the responsible
parties [NASA] and DTSC consider meeting and consult on these topics and
potentially include toxicological expertise from within the agency to determine of
the proposed changes to the AOC might provide for more reasonable solutions that
are implementable to protect the surrounding public health and existing
environment?

ES-5.2.2 Air Quality and.Greenhouse Gas Emissions

Question not addressed in document:

How many trucks of the estimated number described as 142 truck trips per
day will carry steel from test stands for recycling? [please provide these details as
the numbers provided in Section 106 process are acknowledged to include all
demolition and do not specify the costs/revenues associated with the test stands
and control houses (of highest historic value)]

These truck trips are not based on an AOC requirement,
but rather on NASA financial decisions that also
unnecessarily burden surrounding communities with the
dust, traffic, noise, and hazard impacts that are not for the
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purpose of health protection or the natural environment.
...Just a Business Decision.

The estimate of truck-trips per day will likely triple and will occur simultaneously as
all three Responsible Parties are conducting their soil removal at the same time to
accommodate the same deadline. The number when tripled and calculated over the
course of daylight hours equates to more than one truck per minute for all daylight
hours over the course of several years. This is not only unacceptable, but also
impossible when considering the loading and staging requirements that will be
needed.

If the steel is not necessary to remove, why add that burden to these already
impossible traffic and operational challenges as currently proposed in the Action?
This agreement must be revisited to consider these short-comings that make
implementation so difficult.

This reminds us of the decision made by DOE to fail the originally proposed Area IV
cleanup action by declaring a potential of 1.4 fatality traffic accidents which is the
reason for the community rising up and proposing a law that would require cleanup
to an “EPA level cleanup” [SB990].

¢ Please consider modifying the AOC agreement to allow that in situ
remedies be considered, and allow the deadline to be described as
“completionof construction” as was the case, in all prior versions of the
agreement so that the time required to achieve cleanup goals allows for
treatment time.

e Bywsing health-risk to guide in determining remediation requirement, the
alternative. in situ treatment methods become achievable and protective of
human health. This will reduce truck trips, traffic, and dust impacts
significantly as “removal” won'’t be necessary. It further eases the pressure
on landfills that needto focus on soil that DOES present a health risk and
therefore requires removal because alternative treatment methods are not
possible or achievable.

o A “treat first” approach will significantly minimize the impacts that require
mitigation, and that cause damage to the current environment.

We wanted the responsible parties to be accountable to cleanup the site as required
to protect human health and the environment. Not different from what we are
asking for now. That was reasonable then. Instead we got nothing.

[t was the State and Responsible parties who decided to take health
risk out of the equation, and by this long and endless block of each
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action, the equation of time is part of that process and these
communities have waited long enough.

time v concentration of COC v pathway to receptor

Without considering these scientific facts, the State and Responsible Parties
fail to protect human health and the environment as promised by these
agreements.

We must not make the solution worse than the problem it proposes to
address. Let’s allow risk assessment parameters being prepared under the
same deadline, to inform this process so thatwe don’t remove soil that does
not present a risk to human health or the environment. Let’s be the stewards
of the site we