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remediation(s) to be implemented, the criteria it will use to make decisions, and how the cleanup will take 

place in light of the agreements prior to conveyance to the General Services Administration (GSA). As 

you are aware, lack of this information has caused some confusion and redundant discussions in the 

consulting party meetings that have been held recently. 

 

GSA will handle the disposal of the property once NASA has completed the remediation. The DEIS does 

not discuss GSA’s role in this process, or whether GSA may be amenable to preserving anything on the 

property. At a recent consultation meeting there appears to have been some confusion about GSA’s 

conditions for accepting the property from NASA. The FEIS should consider reasonably foreseeable 

effects associated with this undertaking, which we believe include the expected sale of the property or 

potential neglect of the property (36 CFR § 800.5(a)(1-2)). The FEIS should present information about 

the role of GSA in disposing of the property—how it identifies potential recipients, how it evaluates 

offers, and how it considers historic values in the excessing process. GSA’s qualified personnel could 

likely provide helpful input in this area. 

 

An illustrative example of this problem is presented on page 4-25 of the DEIS, where it is stated that 

protective measures to prevent vandalism at the Burro Flats Painted Cave may need to be removed at the 

request of GSA. This appears to be the kind of historic preservation issue that needs to be addressed in 

NASA’s FEIS, and will require coordination between NASA and GSA to answer. The document should 

address the circumstances under which this kind of action could occur, and why. Again, while many of 

these questions cannot be answered at this time, the parameters of what can be preserved, what GSA will 

accept and what is conveyed to GSA for ultimate disposal, need to be explored in the FEIS in more detail 

so that the consulting parties clearly understand the preservation possibilities or opportunities. 

 

Second, the list of mitigation measures proposed in the DEIS (page 4-25) are general and formulaic. The 

FEIS should contain more detail that reflects the results of the ongoing consultation process. NASA has 

said it may be possible to preserve (at least) one test stand (Cultural Mitigation Measure 1), depending, 

among other things, on the character of the contaminants that surround it and may lie beneath it. As noted 

above, NASA hasn’t been clear about whether GSA truly considers retention of a test stand (or other 

facility) a viable option or not. 

 

In a September 10, 2013 email to the consulting parties, NASA included some rough estimates for the 

cost to remove asbestos, hydraulic fluids, and other regulated materials from each test stand, and 

encapsulate their lead paint. The email also included an annual maintenance cost for each stand of 

perhaps $25,000. This information should be included in the FEIS discussion regarding mitigation 

measures, and should include any other available information about the possibility of retaining a test 

stand. For example, the FEIS should consider whether NASA would be responsible for initially 

preserving and preparing the structure for interpretation. In addition, the FEIS should address how 

organizations with an interest in preserving and interpreting such a facility will be identified by GSA and 

under what criteria (e.g., the need to have sufficient financial resources, etc.) GSA would select a 

recipient or partner. The document should also include information on the role GSA would play if NASA 

decides to preserve a test stand; for example, whether NASA would provide an allowance for the annual 

maintenance of that stand. In the event a test stand cannot be saved, it will be important to explore 

creative ideas that provide for telling the story of the SSFL and its historic significance. Since there is a 

link between the SSFL and the development of the Space Shuttles (and the Shuttle Endeavour is on 

display at the nearby California Science Center), perhaps some of the mitigation measures set forth in the 

2011 Memorandum of Agreement for retirement of the Space Transportation System could be applied or 

linked to the SSFL. 
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Third, the FEIS should provide additional information on the cleanup options (e.g., excavation and offsite 

disposal, ex- and in-situ onsite treatment, and to what level) and how each will affect the integrity of the 

significant Burro Flats Site. Again, while the extent and nature of contaminants is incomplete at this time, 

the manner in which NASA will consider this National Register-listed site’s significance and value to 

living communities needs to be more fully explored in the FEIS, including the process for further 

consultation by NASA if additional alternatives are identified. 

 

In summary, the FEIS is intended to evidence NASA’s compliance with Section 106. In order to fulfill its 

statutory and regulatory role, the document needs to present more detailed information on how the 

significant characteristics of the historic properties on NASA land may be affected by the cleanup, what 

the cleanup criteria and parameters currently are, and the role played by GSA in decisions about what it 

may be feasible to preserve for future generations and the Native American community. Further, because 

of the nature of the historic properties on the SSFL (ranging from prehistoric archaeological sites and 

properties of traditional religious and cultural significance to Indian tribes through mid-20
th
 Century 

rocket test facilities), the range of consulting parties and interests in the future of the property, and the fact 

that another federal agency is tasked with disposing of NASA’s property (and whose mission and 

interests are not necessarily in concord with NASA’s), we believe NASA should strongly consider 

embodying the measures agreed upon to avoid, minimize, or mitigate adverse effects to historic properties 

in a Memorandum of Agreement. 

 

We appreciate the opportunity to review the DEIS. If you have any questions, or would like to discuss 

these issues, do not hesitate to contact Tom McCulloch at tmcculloch@achp.gov or 202-606-8554. 

 

Sincerely, 

 

 

 

 

 

Caroline D. Hall 

Assistant Director 

Federal Property Management Section 

Office of Federal Agency Programs 


