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California Native Plant Society 

Los Angeles / Santa Monica Mountains Chapter 
3908 Mandeville Canyon Road 

Los Angeles, California 90049 

October 1, 2013 

 

Allen Elliott 

SSFL Program Director 

NASA MSFC AS01 

Building 4494 

Huntsville, Alabama 35812 

e-mail: msfc-ssfl-eis@mail.nasa.gov<mailto:msfc-ssfl-eis@mail.nasa.gov> 

 

RE: Santa Susana Field Lab Draft Environmental Impact Statement  

 

Dear Sir: 

 

California Native Plant Society is a state-wide organization. The Los Angeles / Santa Monica Mountains 

Chapter has about four hundred members in the San Fernando Valley, Simi Hills and Santa Monica Mountains. 

We are actively involved in the process of determining how best to “clean up” the Santa Susana Field Lab site. 

 

We have the following comments and questions concerning NASA’s Santa Susana Field Lab (SSFL) Draft 

Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS). 

 

Comments and Questions: 

1. Why is there no environmentally superior alternative in this DEIS? 

 

2. Isn’t an EIS supposed to provide several alternatives utilizing different approaches to minimize 

environmental impacts? The DEIS admits the two proposed alternatives both have severe environmental 

impacts. 

 

2. Why are there only two alternatives (No Action or Soil Removal and Structure Demolition) proposed in this 

DEIS?  

 

3. If the AOC and Consent Order previously described require vegetation removal, soil removal to the 

sandstone bedrock, destruction and destabilization of the site with resulting long-term severe air pollution (dust 

and sandstorms), water pollution (silted flows, mudslides), changes in groundwater retention and natural 

drainage patterns, firestorms swept by high winds through weed-choked arroyos, and damage to urban 

infrastructure such as roadbeds, why doesn’t this DEIS include an environmentally superior alternative that 

includes a modification of the AOC and Consent Order to fix 2017 as the timeline for scheduling and beginning 

a short- and long-term set of remediations?  

 

4. The best management way to do the “clean up” is to retain the native vegetation, the natural drainages and as 

much of the soil as possible. This would protect the health and well-being of the urban population in the vicinity 

of the SSFL site, as well as protecting all the natural and cultural resources: important native American sites, 

resident and visiting wildlife, the vital wildlife linkage between the Santa Monica Mountains and Los Padres 

National Forest, and the natural vegetation supporting migratory and native bird populations. 
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5. Air Quality- Wouldn’t the loss of mature oaks, shrubs and other native vegetation result in increased 

dust/sand storms in residential areas, not only from the site itself, but from the surrounding hills to the north and 

northeast of the site? This area is very windy. Leafy canopies act as dust catchers. Extensive root systems retain 

water and nutrients, supporting a complex understory that maintains healthy habitats and supports a rich 

biodiversity of species. Wouldn’t the removal of these complex native habitats and the organism-filled soil 

system result in an invasion of non-native flammable plant species, raising the frequency of wildfires? 

 

6. Biological Resources- Where is the inclusion and discussion of a federally-listed endangered plant, 

Braunton’s Milkvetch (Astragalus brauntonii) in this DEIS? Where is a discussion of the uses of the habitats on 

this land by many species of fauna, from mountain lions to birds and raptors, reptiles and many pollinators. 

SSFL is a valuable traditional resting, nesting and foraging location for migrating fauna. How many species 

may perish if the vegetation and water sources are destroyed? 

 

6. Greenhouse Gas Emissions and Carbon Sequestration- Does NASA realize the high carbon sequestration of 

the native vegetation on the site, e.g. long-lived Coast Live Oak (Quercus agrifolia), chaparral shrubs that 

resprout from their root collars or root systems (Quercus berberidifolia, Malosma laurina et al) over and over 

again for possible hundreds of years? Removing this native vegetation will cause a huge release of carbon into 

the air. Restoring the carbon-sequestering underground root systems to their current state would take centuries. 

Isn’t one short-term impact the immense soil removal proposed, involving large numbers of greenhouse gas 

emitting machinery? How does that impact local air quality? Isn’t a better choice to remediate most of the 

contamination on site? NASA should consider some useful remediation methods being developed at two local 

universities under contract to DOE. 

 

7. Hazardous Materials / Hazardous Waste- How can the DEIS say that this is a minor impact? Why are the 

following facilities on a list to receive possibly hazardous soil from the SSFL site? Lancaster Landfill, Antelope 

Valley Landfill, Chiquita Canyon Landfill are all Class III municipal landfills which are not legally allowed to 

accept any hazardous materials. Why are DeMenno Kerdoon Wastewater Treatment facility in Santa Fe Springs 

and Lakeland Ridgeline Processing in Compton also designated as receivers of possibly hazardous soil from the 

site? Compton is in the middle of the Los Angeles Basin, Santa Fe Springs is in the eastern Los Angeles Basin. 

What are levels of contamination in the material being sent to these locations?  

If the soil is not hazardous that is being taken to these facilities, why isn’t the soil being left on the SSFL site? 

 

8. Health and Safety- If neither of the alternatives offered by the NASA DEIS protects either the short-term or 

the long-term health and safety of the population (whether human, plant, animal, local geology, local hydrology 

or the ancient cultural heritage on the SSFL site) why is NASA even proceeding with this DEIS?  

 

9. Land Use- The best use of the SSFL site is national park land, preserving magnificent sandstone geology, 

many unusual niche habitats of native flora and fauna, natural drainages supporting riparian habitat not only on 

the site but through lower elevations surrounding the site. As not only an outstanding natural resource, but as  

an ancient cultural heritage site where native Americans studied outer space and as a modern site of human 

endeavors to explore outer space, SSFL is worthy of careful, thoughtful remediation and restoration. 

 

The basis for NASA’s choices in alternatives needs to be reconsidered and the DEIS must be rewritten. An 

alternative written in a workshop on the DOS EIS is attached. 

  

                 Sincerely, 

         

 

                                                                            

     Betsey Landis, State CNPS Chapter Delegate, LA / SMM Chapter 










