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existing site of three buildings, which would be demolished.  Construction and operation of this 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

LEAD AGENCY 

The National Aeronautics and Space Administration (NASA). 

PROPOSED ACTION 

NASA is proposing to construct a Flight Projects Center (proposed Building 321) within the Jet 
Propulsion Laboratory (JPL), which is located on federal land and administrated by NASA.  The 
JPL is adjacent to the cities of Pasadena, Altadena and La Canada/Flintridge, in Los Angeles 
County, California.  The proposed action would be constructed on the existing site of Buildings 
261 (Controlled Storage), 278 (Robotics Laboratory), and 311 (Ground Maintenance Storage), 
which would be demolished.  The JPL Flight Projects Center, Building 321, is proposed for 
construction at the southeast corner of Mariner and Surveyor Roads, on a relatively steep, sloped 
site.  The north portion of the site, at the Mariner and Surveyor Road intersection, would be 
developed with a one-story, concrete-walled Project Review Center with approximately 400 
seats.  The Project Review Center would be a lecture hall that would be used for large multi-
discipline Flight Project reviews and JPL institutional meetings.  To the south of the Project 
Review Center, along Surveyor Road and north of the Observational Instruments Laboratory 
(Building 306) would be a multi-story office tower of approximately 17,000 square meters 
(180,000 square feet).  The Project Review Center and the attached office tower would comprise 
the Flight Projects Center. 

SUMMARY 

Pursuant to the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) of 1969, as amended (42 U.S.C. § 
4321, et seq.), the Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) Regulations for Implementing the 
Procedural Provisions on NEPA (40 CFR Parts 1500-1508), and NASA policy and procedures 
(14 CFR Part 1216, Subpart 1216.3), NASA is preparing this Environmental Assessment (EA) 
for the proposed construction and operation of the Flight Projects Center. 

The purpose of the project is to provide, in a cost-effective manner, a setting for the efficient and 
cost-effective development of space flight projects and the management of those projects during 
the development phases of the projects. 
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Collocation (location in the same office, building or closely spaced group of buildings ) of Flight 
Project personnel and technical facilities is needed to increase project development efficiency, 
enhance communications among project development staff by providing increased opportunities 
for face-to-face communications, provide a true teaming environment, enhance quicker and more 
efficient dissemination of lessons learned among projects, and allow multiple program/project 
functions to coordinate use of experts and facilities.  Collocation has become particularly 
challenging in recent years because the Laboratory has shifted from a pattern of completing one 
large Flight Project approximately every ten years to the current pattern where approximately 
forty projects are simultaneously moving through various stages of development and operation.   
Flight Project teams are currently scattered among six buildings across the Oak Grove site.  
However, upon completion of construction of the Flight Projects Center, flight project teams 
would be collocated into buildings as follows: 

Flight Project Staff Location Based Upon Project Life Cycle 

STAGE PHASE BUILDING 

Phase A: Mission & Systems Definition 301 
FORMULATION 

Phase B: Preliminary Design 301 

Phase C: Detailed Design Proposed 
Flight Projects 

Center 

Phase D: Build and Test Proposed 
Flight Projects 

Center 

IMPLEMENTATION 

Phase E: Operations 230 and 264 

Grouping staff together in this manner would facilitate an increase in information exchange 
between peers who are working on similar aspects of different projects.  Thus, lessons learned on 
any project can benefit many other projects. In the current situation, when a project completes a 
specific phase and the staff members assigned to that phase are released to work on other 
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projects, collocation of the new teams usually requires moving staff members from one building 
to another.  Under the proposed re-organization of staff, many times, moving staff members to 
collocate as a new project would not be required because staff members with the expertise to 
specialize in a specific phase of the project life cycle, as well as the infrastructure and facilities 
needed for their work, would already be located in the same building.  

Construction and operation of the Flight Projects Center would be expected to reduce the number 
of project-driven annual personnel moves from 1,100 to 500, while significantly improving inter- 
and intra-project communications on JPL's approximately 40 ongoing projects.   

Scope of the Analysis 

Five potential alternatives were identified for review: the proposed project, use of privately-
owned facilities, modification of existing structures at the Jet Propulsion Laboratory, use of other 
facilities owned or leased by the United States, and the no-action alternative,. 

The environmental issues assessed in this document are land resources, viewshed, water 
resources, air resources, cultural resources, biotic resources, floodplains and wetlands, waste 
management, noise, traffic, environmental justice and socioeconomic impacts.  There were no 
significant adverse impacts identified from the proposed activity with respect to any of the 
abovementioned resources or issues.  An analysis of potential cumulative impacts has shown no 
significant cumulative impact.   
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1.0 PURPOSE AND NEED 

The NASA mission is “To understand and protect our home planet, to explore the universe and 
search for life, to inspire the next generation of explorers … as only NASA can.”  In support of 
that mission, “JPL’s core competency is the end-to-end implementation of unprecedented robotic 
space and Earth science missions.  We do this by developing and integrating world-class 
capabilities in science, engineering, and technology, in partnership with other organizations and 
using our hands-on, experienced in-house workforce.”   

The purpose of the project is to provide, in a cost-effective manner, a setting for the efficient and 
cost-effective development of space flight projects and the management of those projects during 
the development phases of the projects. 

Collocation (locating in the same office, building or closely spaced group of buildings) and 
centralization of the flight program and project management functions is vital to the success of 
JPL missions.  The collocation of key personnel and technical facilities is crucial, among other 
reasons, in order to increase project development efficiency, enhance communications by 
providing increased opportunities for face-to-face communications, provide a true teaming 
environment, enhance quicker and more efficient dissemination of lessons learned among 
projects, and allow multiple program/project functions to coordinate use of experts and facilities.  
In addition to locating flight project personnel togethe r, it is critical that the flight project 
buildings provide shared resources and infrastructure for use during all phases of the flight 
projects.  With such resources and infrastructure, missions can be accomplished more effectively 
and efficiently. 

Each NASA project follows the Project Life Cycle, which has five major phases.  The 
“formulation” stage consists of the Mission & Systems Definition Phase (Phase A), and the 
Preliminary Design Phase of the project (Phase B).  After the formulation stage, the flight project 
enters the “implementation” stage, which consists of the Detailed Design Phase (Phase C), the 
Build and Test Phase (Phase D), and, finally, the Operations Phase (Phase E).  Staffing levels 
and personnel change when a project moves from the formulation stage into the implementation 
stage and again when the project enters the operations phase.  Phases C and D are typically the 
most labor- intensive phases of work on a mission.  In the past, the JPL completed one large 
project approximately every 10 years.  Relocation of personnel primarily occurred at project 
inception.  As a project moved through the Project Life Cycle, only a few additional people were 
required to relocate as a project moved through the various phases.  Today, approximately forty 
flight projects are simultaneously moving through various phases of the Project Life Cycle – not 
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only are there many more projects to manage, but individual project cycle times are dramatically 
shorter.  This results in both a greater number and a higher frequency of personnel moves in 
order to collocate project teams. 

JPL’s experience beginning with the Cassini project and more recent spacecraft is that the 
collocation of project staff significantly increases the chances for success.   The relationship 
between project success and project staff collocation is particularly true for small and medium 
sized missions, which are now the norm rather than the exception at the JPL.  It would be 
advantageous to missions to have the ability to collocate staff by grouping together those 
working on the same phases of all missions in order to facilitate communication among, not just 
one, but many missions.  Grouping staff together in this manner would help facilitate an increase 
in information exchange between peers who are working on similar aspects of different projects.  
Thus, many projects would benefit from lessons learned on one project.  
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2.0 ALTERNATIVES 

Five alternatives were identified for review.  These alternatives are: (1) the proposed action, (2) 
use of privately-owned facilities outside the boundaries of the JPL, (3) modification of existing 
structures at the JPL, (4) use of space at other federal facilities and (5) the no-action alternative.   

In order to satisfy project needs, alternatives must meet the following minimum criteria: 

• Collocation of JPL flight project management and staff in one or more buildings located 
in close proximity to Buildings 230 (Space Flight Operations), 264 (Space Flight 
Support) and 301 (Central Engineering).  The relative locations of these buildings are 
shown in Figure 2-1.  Close proximity to the technical facilities and mission personnel 
located in these buildings is required because the need for frequent interactions between 
staff on a short-notice basis during design, testing and operations of flight projects is an 
important factor in mission success.  During a mission, staff members will frequently 
cover several aspects of development at once.  This has the advantage of allowing experts 
in the field who have a deep understanding of the issues present in various development 
aspects to cross-check for potential problems on the spacecraft.  However, it also means 
that individual staff members are extremely time constrained.  If such staff members are 
located more than a few minutes away from other staff members and technical facilities, 
the time required to travel to and from project reviews, other mission required meetings, 
and space flight hardware and software tests would have a significant aggregate impact to 
time available to work on critical development tasks.  This would result in an increase in 
risk to mission success.   

JPL experience has shown that first hand observation of complex tests is significantly 
more valuable than just looking at test reports after the tests have been completed.  First 
hand observations allow engineers to fully understand how their analyses are different 
from the tests that were run.  They allow managers to get a much better sense of how 
much risk is associated with planned spacecraft functions and also allow many more 
highly trained and skilled engineers the opportunity to uncover small problems that could 
have major ramifications to the success of the overall mission.  Frequent observation of 
tests gives staff the greatest chance of catching and correcting small anomalies before 
they become large problems to the mission.  Many times, a test or other function 
conducted in Buildings 230, 264, and 301 may span only a few minutes to a few hours in 
time.  Because of enormous time constraints on mission personnel, frequent participation 
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in and first-hand observation of these tests and other functions is possible only where 
personnel are located within minutes of the test location.   

• Provide office space and conference and support facilities for approximately 600 persons; 
and 

• Provide a lecture hall with a capacity of approximately 400 seats. 

2.1 PROPOSED ACTION 

This alternative assumes the construction and operation of the Flight Projects Center within the 
existing JPL (Figure 2-1).  As shown in Appendix A, Exhibits 1 and 2, the Flight Projects Center 
is proposed to be up to six stories in height, with one story below the adjacent street grade 
(Surveyor and Mariner Roads).  The proposed building would be approximately 17,000 square 
meters (180,000 square feet) in area.  Final building designs have not been completed, but the 
building would be designed to fit within the existing character of the JPL.  The building would 
be designed to achieve a Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design (LEED) Silver 
Certification, as required by NASA.  LEED is a green building rating system developed by the 
U.S. Green Building Council (USGBC).  The LEED system grades buildings based on a variety 
of factors designed to lessen the potential for adverse impact to the environment in the 
construction or operation of the building.  NASA’s newest Construction Best Practices would be 
followed in order to optimize first and long term costs. 

The Flight Projects Center would house approximately 600 personnel currently dispersed 
throughout the Laboratory.  Flight Project teams are currently scattered among six buildings 
across the Oak Grove site.  However, upon completion of construction of the Flight Projects 
Center, flight project teams would be collocated into buildings as follows: 
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Flight Project Staff Location Based Upon Project Life Cycle 

STAGE PHASE BUILDING 

Phase A: Mission & Systems Definition 301 
FORMULATION 

Phase B: Preliminary Design 301 

Phase C: Detailed Design Proposed 
Flight Projects 

Center 

Phase D: Build and Test Proposed 
Flight Projects 

Center 

IMPLEMENTATION 

Phase E: Operations 230 and 264 

 

Grouping staff together in this manner would facilitate an increase in information exchange 
between peers who are working on similar aspects of different projects.  Thus, lessons learned on 
any project can benefit many other projects. In the current situation, when a project completes a 
specific phase and the staff members assigned to that phase are released to work on other 
projects, collocation of the new teams usually requires moving staff members from one building 
to another.  Under the proposed re-organization of staff, many times, moving staff members to 
collocate as a new project would not be required because staff members with the expertise to 
specialize in a specific phase of the project life cycle, as well as the infrastructure and facilities 
needed for their work, would already be located in the same building.  

Construction and operation of the Flight Projects Center would be expected to reduce the number 
of project-driven annual personnel moves from 1,100 to 500, while significantly improving inter- 
and intra-project communications on JPL's approximately 40 ongoing projects.  The Flight 
Projects Center would provide project-dedicated/large conference rooms on each floor, a lecture 
hall (approximately 400 seats), at least one large meeting room and additional smaller meeting 
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rooms on each floor.  The proposed landscaping would be similar to that along the adjacent 
streets (Surveyor and Mariner Roads).  The Flight Projects Center would utilize existing JPL 
water and sewer, and other utility systems.  No improvements to the existing systems would be 
required. 

The three small buildings currently occupying the site, Buildings 261, 278, and 311 would be 
demolished prior to construc tion (Appendix A, Exhibit 3).    In addition, the existing landscaping 
on the project site (Appendix A, Exhibit 4) would be eliminated and replaced with landscaping 
consistent with Environmentally and Economically Beneficial Practices on Federal Landscaped 
Grounds memorandum (Federal Register, August 10, 1995) requirements and would be similar 
to other areas at the JPL.  The trees that would be removed as part of the proposed action would 
be replaced on a 5:1 ration in various locations on the site.  The type and location of the 
replacement trees are currently being determined.  The proposed action would begin during 2005 
fiscal year (subject to completion of the EA and pre-construction notices) and continue for 
approximately 24 months. 

Six potential building sites were considered prior to selecting the southeast corner of Mariner and 
Surveyor Roads.  In addition to the selected site, consideration was given to the following five 
locations: 

1. West Arroyo parking lot, east of Building 300 (Earth & Space Science Laboratory) ; 

2. Surveyor Road Credit Union site; 

3. Oak Grove Drive blue parking lot, west of Building 180 (Administration); 

4. Mariner Mall, north of Building 168 (Instruments Systems); and 

5. Building 82 (High Vaccuum Laboratory) and 83 (Quality Assurance) replacement. 

Site number one is located along the perimeter of the Oak Grove site in a flood plain.  Locating 
the Flight Projects Center at this site would displace parking and would interfere with shipping 
and receiving traffic on Ring Road.  Site two is also along the site perimeter.  This site is too 
small and too far away from Buildings 230, 264, and 301 to provide useful collocation.  Site 
three is not owned by NASA and is not currently for sale.  Site four is undeveloped, but is very 
near the site perimeter and is identified in the JPL Oak Grove Master Plan 2003-2013 as the 
potential site for a future Visitor and Conference Center.  Site five is not on the main 
development corridor (Mariner Road), but is a sufficiently large site.  However, use of this site 
would displace the approximately ninety people and several laboratories currently located in the 



 

FINAL JPL FPC EA July 2006   
 

7 

existing buildings so that the buildings could be demolished and the Flight Projects Center 
constructed. 

The proposed site is largely unoccupied, requiring displacement of only fifty-three people and 
three small buildings.  The site is at the geographic center of the Oak Grove site, away from 
neighbors and along the highest density band of development proposed in both the JPL 1984 
Long Range Plan and the JPL Oak Grove Master Plan 2003-2013.  By building the proposed 
building on a sloped site, a scarce resource of flat land is preserved for uses such as parking or 
development of landscaped green zones.  This addition of offices along the preferred 
"development corridor" would form a project development triangle with Buildings 230, 264 and 
301.   

The proposed action would satisfy all of the criteria identified in Section 2.0 and, thus, would 
meet the project purpose and need. 

2.2 USE OF PRIVATELY-OWNED FACILITIES OUTSIDE THE BOUNDARIES OF THE 
JPL 

A recent review of available off-site lease space showed that the nearest available office space 
capable of housing the approximately 600 people proposed to be located in the Flight Projects 
Center is located approximately 10 miles from the JPL in Glendale, California.  Relocation of 
personnel to an off-site building would require that JPL network infrastructure be extended to the 
building.  In addition, measures would have to be taken to ensure an appropriate level of 
personnel and data security in an off-site building. 

Flight projects staff requires close proximity to on-site technical facilities such as the Spacecraft 
Assembly Facility (Building 179), the Environmental Test Laboratory (Building 144), the Space 
Flight Operations Facility (Building 230) and Space Flight Support (Building 264) and the 
personnel located in these buildings on a frequent, short-notice basis during design, testing and 
operations of flight projects.  Relocation of these facilities would be a significant cost impact.  In 
addition, the program disruption associated with the cessation of activities during relocation 
would be problematic.  For example, a temporary shutdown of the on-site Deep Space Network 
communication system monitoring would present a chance of project failure.  Buildings 230 and 
264 operate on a 24-hour, 7-day a week basis and require uninterruptible power supplies and 
emergency back-up generators.  The collocation required in order to satisfy project needs is not 
only of people, but of people, technical facilities and infrastructure which support flight projects.  
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Tests of space flight hardware and software occur on a frequent and sometimes short-notice basis 
at buildings and testbeds located at the JPL.  Flight Projects staff are involved with these tests on 
a regular basis.  First hand observations allow engineers to fully understand how their analyses 
are different from the tests that were run.  JPL experience has shown that first hand observation 
of tests is much more valuable than reviewing test results in reports.  Frequent observation of 
tests gives staff the greatest chance of catching and correcting small anomalies before they 
become large problems to the mission.  The time needed to commute to observe such testing 
from a location outside the borders of the JPL would have a significant aggregate impact on the 
amount of time that staff would not be available to perform critical development functions.  This 
would most likely significantly impact the ability of staff to attend meetings, participate in 
testing, or perform other necessary flight projects functions at the JPL and, therefore, would 
result in increased risk to flight projects missions. 

This alternative does not satisfy the project purpose or needs, therefore, it was not evaluated in 
detail. 

2.3 REHABILITATION AND ADDITION TO EXISTING JPL BUILDINGS 

The rehabilitation and addition to current JPL facilities was also considered as an alternative to 
the proposed action.  Under this alternative, the Flight Projects Center would not be constructed 
and operations slated for this building would be conducted within an existing building or 
buildings within the JPL.  Based on space use studies conducted for NASA, there are no existing 
buildings that could be modified to satisfy the basic criteria needed for collocating flight project 
personnel with the requisite office space and support facilities.   

This alternative does not satisfy the project purpose or needs, therefore, it was not evaluated in 
detail. 

2.4 USE OF OTHER FACILITIES OWNED OR LEASED BY THE UNITED STATES 

There are no federal facilities located in close proximity to the Laboratory that can accommodate 
the office space, conference space, and lecture hall needs specified in the criteria.  As previously 
mentioned, flight projects staff requires close proximity to on-site technical facilities such as the 
Spacecraft Assembly Facility (Building 179), the Environmental Test Laboratory (Building 144), 
the Space Flight Operations Facility (Building 230) and Space Flight Support (Building 264) on 
a regular basis during design, testing and operations portions of flight projects.  Buildings 230 
and 264 operate on a 24-hour, 7-day a week basis and require uninterruptible power supplies and 
emergency back-up generators.  The collocation required in order to satisfy project needs is not 
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only of people, but of people and technical facilities and infrastructure which support flight 
projects.  Relocation of these facilities would be a significant cost impact.  In addition, the 
program disruption associated with the cessation of activities during relocation would be 
problematic.  For example, a temporary shutdown of the on-site Deep Space Network 
communication system monitoring would present a chance of project failure.  This alternative 
does not meet the project’s needs.  Therefore, this alternative was eliminated from further 
consideration. 

2.5 NO ACTION 

This alternative assumes that the Flight Projects Center would not be constructed.  Operations 
and personnel slated for the Flight Projects Center would continue to be dispersed throughout the 
JPL and operate without having a centralized facility. 

The inability to collocate and centralize the Flight Program/Project Management functions would 
hamper JPL’s efforts to increase project development efficiency, enhance communications by 
providing increased opportunities for face-to-face communications, provide a true teaming 
environment, speed dissemination of lessons learned among projects, and allow multiple 
program/project functions to coordinate use of experts and facilities.  It would also hamper 
efforts to provide shared resources and infrastructure for use by all phases of the flight projects.   

This alternative would not satisfy any of the criteria identified in Section 2.0 and, thus, would not 
meet the project needs. 
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3.0 EXISTING ENVIRONMENT 

3.1 JPL FACILITY 

The JPL, a research and development facility, is located on 176 acres on the northern edge of the 
metropolitan Los Angeles area (Appendix A, Exhibit 5).  The Laboratory is separated from 
residential neighborhoods by the foothills of the San Gabriel Mountains to the north and the 
Arroyo Seco Canyon to the east.  There are some residential areas adjacent to the west side of the 
JPL.  The JPL has buildings, paved roads and sidewalks, parking lots, extensive landscaping, and 
site use designed to be compatible with the surrounding land uses. 

About 220 structures and buildings currently occupy the site, of these, about 150 are buildings 
that are occupied.  The remaining structures are unoccupied and are used for storage, 
maintenance activities and similar functions.  A storm drain conveyance system effectively 
removes storm water from the JPL.  Even in the heaviest of rains there are no areas in the JPL 
where water accumulates for long periods. 

There are no federally designated threatened or endangered species, or California designated rare 
or endangered species known to exist on the JPL site.   

JPL was listed on the National Priorities List in 1992 and a Federal Facilities Agreement (FFA) 
was subsequently entered into by NASA pursuant to Section 120 of CERCLA.  Additional 
information on the CERCLA investigation can be found at http://jplwater.nasa.gov.  A Remedial 
Investigation Report has been completed for the JPL.  The investigation has focused on 
groundwater, soil and soil vapor.  However, neither the groundwater, soil nor soil vapor would 
be an issue of concern for the proposed project.  The groundwater is in excess of 100 feet below 
the ground surface.  Similarly, there are no known chemical impacts to the soil located within the 
proposed building site.  In addition, chemicals of concern have not been detected in the soil 
vapor near the surface of the proposed building site.   

For a detailed description of the existing environmental setting at the JPL, please refer to the 
Environmental Resources Document (ERD) included as Appendix B.  The ERD forms a baseline 
environment description against which the effects of subsequent proposed actions may be judged 
to determine significance. 
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3.2 PROPOSED SITE 

The proposed site for the Flight Projects Center currently includes Buildings 261, 278, 311 and 
landscaped areas.  The buildings are described as follows: 

• Building 261: Controlled Storage, built in 1967, 2,215 square feet (1,445 square feet, 
useable), single-story used for storage.  

• Building 278: Robotics Laboratory built in 1970, 3,279 square feet (2,233 square feet, 
useable), single-story, used for technical personnel. 

• Building 311: Ground Maintenance Facility built in 1994, 4,056 square feet, single-story, 
used for offices. 

The buildings proposed for demolition contain asbestos and lead paint components, which would 
require special handling.  Neither the age of, architecture of nor activities that took place in these 
buildings would qualify the structures for inclusion on the National Register of Historic Places 
according to guidance issued by the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation and the National 
Parks Service (Appendix E).   These buildings and surrounding paved areas cover approximately 
80 percent of the proposed site. 

The landscaped areas are on the steeply sloped north and west perimeter of the proposed site and 
cover approximately 20 percent of the site.  These areas include 13 pine trees, 5 cedar trees, 10 
liquidamber trees, 2 eucalyptus trees, 1 oak tree, 1 ornamental plum, 1 loquat tree, 2 strawberry 
trees, and various ornamental ground covers.  With the exception of the one native oak tree, the 
vegetation on the proposed site is composed of exotic landscaping species.  The oak tree located 
on the project site is not of heritage status, and, due to disease, would not be a good candidate for 
relocation to another area within the JPL.  The May 21, 2001 Geotechnical and Environmental 
Feasibility Investigation (Report of Geotechnical Investigation for the Proposed Flight Center 
Building at Jet Propulsion Laboratory) did not identify significant geotechnical or environmental 
concerns. 
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4.0 ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES 

This section describes the potential consequences associated with implementing each alternative 
that would meet project purpose and need. 

In consideration of the proposed action, both short-term and long-term impacts were evaluated.  
The short-term impacts would occur during the construction phase and include the demolition of 
Buildings 261, 278, and 311 and the removal of the landscaped slope along the north and west 
perimeter of the proposed site.  This phase is expected to occur over a 24-month period.  The 
long-term or operational impacts would last throughout the lifetime of the building, and result 
from the proposed operations to be conducted within the Flight Projects Center. 

4.1 LAND RESOURCES 

The JPL is located at the southwestern base of the San Gabriel Mountains.  The northernmost 
portion of the site is mountainous and is topped by a narrow, level ridge which has been 
developed for radar testing.  The remainder of the site slopes moderately and has been graded 
and developed extensively.  The developed portion of the site is covered by buildings, paved 
roads, sidewalks, parking lots and introduced landscaping. 

JPL is bordered by the Angeles National Forest to the north and the Arroyo Seco, an intermittent 
river bed to the east.  The Arroyo Seco is currently used for flood control, spreading basins and 
recreational activities such as hiking and horseback riding.  The low-density, single-family 
residential area of La Canada runs along JPL’s western boundary.  Two horseback riding clubs, 
the Hahamongna Park and a Los Angeles County Fire Department facility are located to the 
south.  

4.1.1 Proposed Action 

The potential effect of the proposed action on land resources was assessed.  The surface soils 
would be exposed to potential erosion and runoff during construction.  Best management 
construction practices of wetting dry soil and controlling surface water drainage would mitigate 
impacts associated with soil temporarily exposed to wind and water erosion.  The construction 
phase of the proposed project would require excavating and regrading the area underneath 
Buildings 261, 278, and 311.  Hazardous materials encountered during excavation would be 
cleared and disposed of in accordance with existing Federal and State laws and the FFA.  
Construction would be conducted in accordance with best management practices.  Refer to 
section 4.8 Waste Management, for a detailed discussion on hazardous materials. 
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A Geotechnical and Environmental Feasibility Investigation Report has been completed.  This 
document provides geologic data as well as an environmental assessment for the construction 
site.  There were no outstanding concerns noted in this Report.  The Flight Projects Center would 
be built to current earthquake standards. 

This alternative would not result in a significant adverse impact to the land resources within the 
JPL nor would it have any effect on land resources located beyond the boundaries of the JPL. 

4.1.2 No Action  

The potential effect of the no action alternative on land resources was assessed.  This alternative 
assumes that the operations slated for the proposed Flight Projects Center would continue to be 
dispersed in the existing buildings and trailers throughout the JPL.  Under this alternative, the 
project site would retain the same configuration that currently exists.  Therefore, this alternative 
would not result in any impact to the land resources within the JPL.   

4.2 VIEWSHED 

JPL is situated at the southwestern base of the San Gabriel Mountains and is a prominent feature 
from the surrounding area.  The top of the mesa at the northern edge of the JPL lies 
approximately 60.96 meters (200 feet) above the more heavily developed part of the Laboratory.  
The steep slope that lies between the mesa and the more heavily developed part of the JPL is 
covered with approximately 26.30 hectares (65 acres) of native chapparal, coastal scrub, oak 
woodland, some introduced plants and mowed firebreaks.  The northern foothills of the Angeles 
National Forest lie beyond the northern border of the JPL.  The Arroyo Seco, which runs along 
the eastern edge of the JPL, is typically a dry river bed but contains water during periods of 
heavy rainfall.  The Arroyo Seco has been partially developed with the addition of a parking lot, 
spreading basins, a water treatment plant, and recreational facilities such as hiking and horseback 
riding trails and a softball field.  The area immediately south of the JPL has two riding clubs and 
a Los Angeles County Fire Department facility.  The La Canada high school, Hahamongna Park, 
and the 210 freeway are further to the south.  The eastern boundary of the JPL is adjacent to the 
residential community of La Canada. 

The mesa ridge portion of the JPL contains several small buildings and antennas.  The lower, 
more developed portion of the JPL has a mix of one to two story buildings and larger, multi-story 
offices and laboratories.  This portion of the JPL is extensively landscaped and has a campus- like 
appearance.    
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4.2.1 Proposed Action 

The potential effect of the proposed action on viewshed was assessed.  Implementation of this 
alternative would include the construction and operation of the Flight Projects Center within a 
currently developed site, within a dense campus- like setting.  The JPL includes approximately 
220 structures and buildings, of these, approximately 150 are buildings that are occupied.  The 
remaining structures are unoccupied and are used for storage, maintenance activities and similar 
functions.  There are no unique visual features located on the proposed site.  Vegetation within 
the proposed project site consists of ornamental trees and shrubs.  Those trees and shrubs would 
be removed as part of the construction process.  However, they would be replaced at a 5:1 ratio 
elsewhere on the JPL.  The specific location of these replacement trees has not been determined 
at this time.  The area surrounding the Flight Projects Center would be landscaped after 
construction.  The buildings scheduled for demolition are of no unique aesthetic value.   

Outside the boundaries of the JPL, there are three national landmarks (the David B. Gamble 
House, Hale Solar Observatory, and the Rose Bowl) and approximately eighty (80) properties 
listed on the National Register of Historic Places located in Pasadena and neighboring 
communities.  As part of its assessment under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation 
Act, NASA has identified the Area of Potential Effect for the proposed project as the JPL.  None 
of these structures are located within the project’s area of potential effect as defined for purposes 
of the National Historic Preservation Act.  JPL Buildings 150 (25-foot Space Simulator) and 230 
(Space Flight Operations) have also been designated as national landmarks.  Both buildings are 
located within the boundaries of the JPL and hence, the project’s area of potential effect.  
However, NASA has determined that the proposed project would not affect either building. 

Buildings currently located within the proposed location that would be demolished to make way 
for the Flight Projects Center are not greater than two stories in height.  The proposed Flight 
Projects Center would be up to six stories in height, plus one story below grade.  Therefore, up to 
six stories would be above street grade.  This would make it similar in height to Building 157 (5 
stories) which is located directly to the west of the proposed location and Building 306 (5 stories) 
which is located south of the proposed location.  The view of the mountains to the north of the 
JPL from areas surrounding the JPL would not be affected by the construction and operation of 
the Flight Projects Center.  Final building designs have not been completed at this time, but the 
proposed Flight Projects Center is anticipated to be of similar design to current buildings within 
the JPL.  Proposed building plans are provided in Appendix A, Exhibits 1 and 2.  The lighting 
associated with the new building would be similar to the existing lighting throughout the JPL and 
would not add significantly to the brightness resulting from activities at the JPL. 
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Short-term impacts to the existing viewshed would be related to temporary demolition and 
construction activities.  The area would be an active construction site during this time which 
would detract from the appearance of the site for persons working at the JPL.  Long-term visual 
changes would include an intensified urban appearance from residential areas east of the site 
across Arroyo Seco Canyon and areas within the JPL immediately adjacent to the project site.   

As the proposed action would replace an area with 3 small buildings, asphalt paving in between 
the buildings, and a steeply sloping bank covered with various ornamental groundcovers, 
grasses, and non-native trees, it would not result in the loss of a significant aesthetic resource.  
Therefore, no significant impact would occur to the existing viewshed within the JPL or 
surrounding areas. 

4.2.2 No Action 

The potential effect of the no action alternative on viewshed was assessed.  This alternative 
assumes that the operations slated for the proposed Flight Projects Center would continue to be 
dispersed in the existing buildings and trailers throughout the JPL.  Under this alternative, the 
project site would retain the same configuration that currently exists.  Therefore, this alternative 
would not result in any impact to the existing viewshed or aesthetic environment within the JPL 
or surrounding areas. 

4.3 WATER RESOURCES 

Drainage on the JPL is generally from north to south.  Surface water runoff is channeled to one 
of nine drains to the Arroyo Seco through a storm water system.  Storm water runoff is regularly 
monitored as set forth in the storm water permit for the JPL. 

The JPL receives drinking water from the City of Pasadena.  This water is pumped into three 
steel water tanks at the mesa level.  Water is then distributed by gravity feed throughout the JPL. 

The Arroyo Seco, an intermittent stream that lies along the eastern border of the JPL, carries 
water during heavy rainfalls.  The City of Pasadena operates several spreading basins to recharge 
the aquifer that ranges from 30.48 to 73.15 meters (100 to 240 feet) below the JPL.  This aquifer 
is part of the Monk Hill sub-basin of the Raymond Basin and provides part of the potable water 
supply for the surrounding communities of Arcadia, Alhambra, Altadena, La Canada-Flintridge, 
Pasadena, San Marino and Sierra Madre. 
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4.3.1 Proposed Action 

The potential effect of the proposed action on water resources was assessed.  Implementation of 
this alternative would include the construction and operation of the Flight Projects Center within 
a currently developed site.  Buildings 261, 278, and 311 would be demolished as part of the 
proposed action.  During construction activities, potential erosion of surface soils and water 
runoff from the site would be controlled in accordance with best management practices.  
Construction materials would be stored and handled in a manner that minimizes environmental 
risks.  If a spill does occur, spill containment procedures would be implemented immediately.   

The proposed action would result in the relocation of staff from older buildings and trailers to the 
Flight Projects Center.  Since this would not result in any significant increase in the population at 
the JPL, there would be no significant impact on water resources.  There is currently a facility 
permit for JPL from the Los Angeles County Sanitation Districts to discharge to the Publicly 
Owned Treatment Works (POTW). 

Since there are buildings at the proposed Flight Projects Center site and the majority of the area 
is paved, the proposed action would not substantially alter surface drainage.  JPL’s National 
Pollution Discharge  Elimination System (NPDES) permit allows discharge of rainwater and 
irrigation run-off from the JPL into the Arroyo Seco.  The proposed project would include an 
effective stormwater conveyance system from the site location into the NPDES-permitted 
stormwater discharge system. 

The proposed action would not result in a significant impact to the water resources within the 
JPL or surrounding areas. 

4.3.2 No Action  

The potential effect of the no action alternative on water resources was assessed.  This alternative 
assumes that the operations slated for the proposed Flight Projects Center would continue to be 
dispersed in the existing building and trailers throughout the JPL.  Under this alternative, the 
project would retain the existing configuration.  Therefore, this alternative would not result in a 
significant impact to the water resources within the JPL or surrounding areas.  

4.4 AIR RESOURCES 

The JPL is located within the South Coast Air Basin (SOCAB).  USEPA has classified the  basin 
as a non-attainment area for achieving the National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) 
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for suspended particulates (PM10 and PM25), nitrogen dioxide (NO2) and sulfates.   The SOCAB 
has been classified as a serious non-attainment area for carbon monoxide (CO) and an extreme 
non-attainment area for ozone (O3).  SOCAB is in compliance for the NAAQS allowable 
ambient concentrations for sulfur dioxide (SO2) and lead (Pb).   

The JPL operates under a permit from the South Coast Air Quality Management District 
(SCAQMD) which specifies emission limits and other requirements relating to the operation of 
emission sources such as boilers, emergency generators, and internal combustion engines at the 
JPL. 

4.4.1 Proposed Action 

The potential effect of the proposed action on air resources was assessed.  Construction activities 
would be performed in accordance with South Coast Air Quality Management (SCAQMD) rules 
and regulations and best management construction practices of wetting the construction zone 
during demolition, grading, excavation and other construction activities.  Any impact would be 
of short duration and localized to the construction area and, therefore, would not be significant.   

Depending on the size of the boilers, the natural gas boilers proposed for use during operations at 
the Flight Projects Center may require a modification to the current site-wide SCAQMD permit.  
If required, the permit would be modified and the boiler would be operated in compliance with 
the SCAQMD permit and regulations.   

Indoor air quality in the proposed Flight Project Center would be improved relative to the older 
buildings and trailers where staff are currently located due to the modern High Efficiency 
Heating, Ventilating and Air Conditioning System that would be used in the Flight Projects 
Center. 

The proposed action would not result in a significant adverse impact on air quality within the 
JPL or surrounding areas. 

4.4.2 No Action 

The potential effect of the no action alternative on air resources was assessed.  This alternative 
assumes that the operations slated for the proposed Flight Projects Center would continue to be 
dispersed in the existing buildings and trailers throughout the JPL.  Under this alternative, the 
project would retain the existing configuration.  Therefore, this alternative would not result in 
any impact to the existing air quality within the JPL or surrounding areas. 
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4.5 CULTURAL RESOURCES 

Cultural resources include historic properties, cultural values, and cultural practices.  The JPL is 
extensively developed with few undisturbed areas available for archeological inspection.  The 
hillside between the more developed part of the JPL and the mesa area is the only undisturbed 
section of the JPL.  This hillside is considered too steep to have supported a settlement and, 
therefore, is not archeologically sensitive.  The area adjacent to the Arroyo Seco can be 
considered potentially sensitive due to the occurrence of archeological sites to the north and 
south of the JPL.  However, a complete Cultural Resources Survey at the JPL near the Arroyo 
Seco completed in 1993 (McKenna et al. 1993) concluded that no known or recorded 
archeological resources are located within the boundaries of the JPL. 

Outside the boundaries of the JPL, there are three national landmarks (the David B. Gamble 
House, Hale Solar Observatory, and the Rose Bowl) and approximately eighty (80) properties 
listed on the National Register of Historic Places located in Pasadena and neighboring 
communities.  Two buildings within the JPL have also been designated as national landmarks.  
These two buildings, Buildings 150 (Twenty-Five Foot Space Simulator) and 230 (Space Flight 
Operations Facility), have been designated as national landmarks based on the significance of the 
operations performed within the buildings during the early years of the American space program. 

The communities near the JPL offer a wide range of cultural and recreational facilities.  These 
facilities include the Rose Bowl, the Norton Simon Museum, the Huntington Library and 
Botanical Gardens, the Descanso Gardens, the Los Angeles Arboretum, and many educational 
facilities, churches and hospitals.  

4.5.1 Proposed Action 

The potential effect of the proposed action on cultural resources was assessed.  Implementation 
of this alternative would include the construction and operation of the Flight Projects Center 
within a currently developed site.  Buildings 261, 278, and 311 would be demolished as part of 
the proposed action.   Building 261 was originally built in 1967 for storage purposes and has not 
changed in usage.  It is a one-story structure with a total square footage of 2,215.  Building 278 
was originally built in 1970 as a robotics laboratory and has not changed in usage.  It is a one-
story structure with a total square footage of 3,279.  Building 311 was originally built in 1994 for 
grounds maintenance storage and has not changed in usage.  It is a one-story structure with a 
total square footage of 4,056.  These buildings, along with all buildings located at NASA 
Centers, were assessed for historic significance in 1984 by the National Parks Service as part of a 
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Man In Space Theme Study.  This study evaluated all buildings based on the following general 
subthemes:  A) Technical Foundations before 1958, B) The Effort to Land a Man on the Moon, 
C) The Exploration of the Planets and Solar System, and D) The Role of Scientific and 
Communications Satellites.  Based on the findings of the study, the three buildings proposed for 
demolition were not nominated for and have not been designated as National Historic 
Landmarks.  In addition, construction and operation of the Flight Projects Center will not result 
in the demolition, relocation, or alteration of the exterior nor impact to the interior operations of 
any other structures in the immediate vicinity of the proposed Flight Projects Center.  NASA has 
obtained concurrence from the California State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO) with 
respect to NASA’s determinations under section 106 of the National Preservation Act.  

There are no known or recorded archeological resources within the JPL, however, there are 
historic resources within and surrounding the JPL.  Although surveys of the JPL have shown no 
evidence of archeological resources, all construction activities would operate under contracts that 
would require a stop work order in the unlikely event that any archeological findings are 
uncovered during subgrade construction activities.  There are three national landmarks (David B. 
Gamble House, Hale Solar Observatory and Rose Bowl) located outside the boundaries of the 
JPL and approximately eighty (80) properties listed on the National Register of Historic Places 
located in Pasadena and neighboring communities.  However, none of these structures are 
located within the project’s area of potential effect as defined for purposes of the National 
Historic Preservation Act.  JPL Buildings 150 and 230 also have been designated as national 
landmarks.  Both buildings are located within the boundaries of the JPL and hence, the project’s 
area of potential effect.  Building 150 is approximately 354.64 meters (1,163.52 feet) from the 
proposed location for the Flight Projects Center.  Building 230 is approximately 254.93 meters 
(836.38 feet) from the proposed location for the Flight Projects Center.  The significance of these 
buildings is not based upon the physical structure of the building, but rather upon the 
significance of activities performed within each building during the early days of the American 
space program.  Neither the construction of nor operations in the Flight Projects Center would 
have an effect on either of these buildings.  Therefore, the proposed action would not have any 
impact on cultural resources within or near the JPL. 

NASA has obtained concurrence from the California State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO) 
with respect to NASA’s determinations under section 106 of the National Historic Preservation 
Act.  In summary, NASA has concluded that the Area of Potential Effect for the proposed project 
is the JPL, that the only historic properties located within the Area of Potential Effect are the two 
National Landmarks located at the JPL, that the proposed project will not have any effect on 
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either of those landmarks and that none of the three buildings slated for demolition as part of the 
proposed undertaking are historic resources eligible for listing on the National Register of 
Historic Places(Appendix E). 

4.5.2 No Action 

The potential effect of the no action alternative on cultural resources was assessed.  This 
alternative assumes that the operations slated for the proposed Flight Projects Center would 
continue to be dispersed in the existing buildings and trailers throughout the JPL.  Under this 
alternative, the project site would retain the existing configuration.  Therefore, this alternative 
would not result in any impact to cultural resources within or near the JPL. 

4.6 BIOTIC RESOURCES 

The JPL covers 71.22 hectares (176 acres) of land.  Approximately 26.30 hectares (65 acres), or 
37 percent, of the JPL remains relatively undeveloped.  This undeveloped area is on the steep 
hillside between the more developed part of the JPL and the mesa area.  Approximately 12.54 
hectares (31 acres) of this undeveloped hillside are native chaparral, 5.26 hectares (13 acres) are 
coastal scrub, and 3.24 hectares (8 acres) are oak woodland.  The remaining area is comprised of 
mowed firebreaks and non-native or landscape plants.  The remainder of the JPL is a heavily 
developed campus-like setting with extensive landscaping. 

A wide range of wildlife has been observed or is likely to be found within the JPL.  This includes 
reptiles, birds (more than 60 bird species were observed during field surveys) and mammals.  
There are no federally designated threatened or endangered species, or California rare or 
endangered species known to occur at the JPL.  No special-status plants were detected during site 
surveys. 

Two special-status animals, the Cooper’s hawk and the sharp-shinned hawk (both California 
Species of Special Concern), have been observed at the JPL.  Four other special-status birds may 
occur but have not been observed at the JPL.  They are the coastal California gnatcatcher, the 
golden eagle, the Bell’s sage sparrow and the American peregrine falcon.  The coastal California 
gnatcatcher is both a California Species of Special Concern and a federally listed endangered 
species.  The golden eagle and Bell’s sage sparrow are California Species of Special Concern.  
The American peregrine falcon is listed as a California endangered species. 
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Six special-status bat species (pallid bat, fringed myotis, long-eared myotis, small- footed myotis, 
spotted bat and Townsend’s big-eared bat) may occur at the JPL but have not been observed.  
The Los Angeles pocket mouse also may occur at the JPL but has not been observed.  

4.6.1 Proposed Action 

The potential effect of the proposed action on biotic resources was assessed.  Implementation of 
this alternative would include construction and operation of the Flight Projects Center within a 
currently developed site, which has dense campus- like setting.  The site is located within a 
moderate pedestrian and vehicular traffic area within the JPL.  No natural or native vegetation 
areas are adjacent to the site.  Arroyo Seco Canyon is located approximately 1,500 feet to the 
east.   

The vegetated area within the proposed site is a steeply sloped, irrigated and landscaped area.  It 
includes 13 pine trees, 5 cedar trees, 10 liquidamber trees, 2 eucalyptus trees, 1 oak tree, 1 
ornamental plum, 1 loquat tree, 2 strawberry trees, and various species of ornamental shrubs and 
ground cover.  With the exception of one native oak, the vegetation on the site is composed of 
exotic landscaping species.  JPL has contacted the Los Angeles County Fire Department 
(LACFD)-Forestry Division regarding the oak tree removal and relocation (Los Angeles County 
Title 22, Section 22.56.2060).  The LACFD is the agency which enforces oak tree regulations in 
Los Angeles County.  Their recommendation, based on a site visit, is that since the tree is 
damaged and infected, its removal would not be a concern (Appendix E).  The other trees that 
would be removed as part of the proposed action would be replaced with other trees to be planted 
in various locations on the JPL.  JPL has decided to replace the trees on a 5:1 ratio and the 
number of trees to be removed would not be greater than 35.  Thus up to 175 new trees would be 
planted throughout the JPL to replace trees removed from the project site.  The type and location 
of the replacement trees are currently being determined by JPL. 

A facility-wide Biological Resources Inventory (BRI) was completed in September 2001 which 
provided a facility-wide general biological survey, a literature search, and a focused survey and 
habitat evaluation for two listed species: 1) the Southwestern Arroyo Toad, an endangered 
species, and 2) the California Gnatcatcher, a threatened species (Appendix D).  There have been 
no significant changes in the environment or ecology at the JPL or in the surrounding area that 
would cause significant change in species present or biodiversification since the 2001 Biological 
Resources Inventory.  The general biological survey found no endangered or threatened species 
on the site.  At the time of the survey, the JPL was within the proposed critical habitat for the 
Arroyo Toad.  In April 2005, when the critical habitat was finalized by the U.S. Fish and 
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Wildlife Service, the JPL was not included in the designated critical habitat.  No Gnatcatchers 
were noted during any of the nine days of field surveys  conducted.  However, about four acres of 
habitat of the type preferred by the gnatcatcher is present in the native chaparral which lies 
approximately 395 meters (1,295.93 feet) from the proposed project site on the hillsides along 
the northern side of the JPL.  Although no California gnatcatchers were observed at the JPL 
during the biological survey, a significant population of California gnatcatchers is known to exist 
in the Montebello Hills approximately 20 miles south of the JPL.  Individual birds from that 
population or other populations could pass through or migrate to the habitat observed at the JPL.  
The proposed project site is not located within the habitat identified at the JPL, nor would any of 
the activities associated with the construction or operation of the Flight Projects Building result 
in the destruction or loss of any of the identified habitat. 

A site specific nesting survey (Appendix C), completed on June 7, 2001, found that the large 
mature trees on the site appear to provide nesting habitat for birds, possibly including predatory 
birds (raptors). Four of the five nests observed at the time of the survey were potentially active 
nests.  To ensure that no nestlings or fledglings that may be present in active nests are lost as a 
result of construction, the optimal time for tree removal would be during the non-breeding 
season. However, if tree removal activities are conducted during the nesting season, JPL would 
consult with a qualified biologist to conduct a breeding bird survey immediately prior to the trees 
being cut.  If the biologist finds active nests in the trees, JPL would coordinate with the U.S. Fish 
and Wildlife Service to protect the nests and to comply applicable laws and regulations.  
Removal of the trees would not result in a loss of native habitat. 

Because removed trees would be replaced elsewhere on the JPL at a 5:1 ratio, the proposed 
project would not adversely affect the number of trees available to nesting birds.  In addition,  
care would be taken not to impact any nesting raptors.   

For the reasons stated above, the proposed action would not result in a significant impact to the 
biotic resources within or adjacent to the JPL. 

4.6.2 No Action 

The potential effect of the no action alternative on biotic resources was assessed.  This 
alternative assumes that the operations slated for the proposed Flight Projects Center would 
continue to be dispersed in the existing buildings and trailers throughout the JPL.  Under this 
alternative, the project site would retain the existing configuration.  None of the existing 
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ornamental vegetation would be removed.  Therefore, this alternative would not result in any 
impact to the biotic resources within the JPL. 

4.7 FLOODPLAINS AND WETLANDS 

There are no areas within the JPL that qualify as “wetlands” for purposes of any federal or state 
law or regulation.   

The Arroyo Seco is a floodplain.  The County of Los Angeles Department of Public Works owns 
and operates Devil’s Gate Dam.  The elevation of the top of the dam parapet wall and the flood 
control easement is at an elevation of 327.66 meters (1,075 feet) mean sea level (msl).  The JPL 
ranges in elevation from 327.66 meters to 472.44 meters (1,075 to 1,550) msl, and, therefore, is 
above the expected maximum flood water level. 

4.7.1 Proposed Action 

The potential effect of the proposed action on floodplains and wetlands was assessed.  The 
proposed Flight Projects Center would not be in or near a flood plain or wetland area.  JPL has 
assessed its vulnerability to flooding due to a 100-year and 50-year maximum rainfall event.  
Additionally, studies by the City of Pasadena have determined that the maximum flood plain 
elevation is 327.66 meters (1,075 feet) msl with the spillway gates of the Devils Gate Dam open.  
The elevation of the proposed Flight Projects Center is 342.90 meters (1,125 feet) msl.1  
Construction activities would be local and would not impact areas beyond the proposed project 
site.   

Most of the JPL is covered with buildings, paving, and introduced landscaping.  An effective 
stormwater conveyance system channels rainwater from the JPL streets into the Arroyo Seco in 
compliance with JPL's NPDES permit.  Due to topography, the natural flow is away from the 
JPL.  Consequently, there are no areas within the JPL where water collects, even in the heaviest 
of rainfall events.  The Arroyo Seco is an intermittent stream which flows after heavy rains 
during the rainy season.  However, the proposed Flight Projects Center is not located near the 
Arroyo Seco.  There would be no possibility of inundation by flood at the proposed project site. 

The proposed action would not result in a significant impact to flood plains or wetlands. 

                                                 
1 Pasadena Quadrangle, Los Angeles County, California 7.5-minute series, USGS, De Lorme 1999. 
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4.7.2 No Action 

The potential effect of the no action alternative on floodplains and wetlands was assessed.  This 
alternative assumes that the operations slated for the proposed Flight Projects Center would 
continue to be dispersed in the existing buildings and trailers throughout the JPL.  Under this 
alternative, the project site would retain the existing configuration.  Therefore, this alternative 
would not result in any impact to flood plains or wetlands. 

4.8 WASTE MANAGEMENT 

The JPL generates 1,000 kilograms or more of a variety of hazardous waste per month in the 
course of its task of research and development and for overall laboratory maintenance.  This 
qualifies the JPL as a large quantity generator.  These wastes are managed through the JPL 
Hazardous Waste Program according to all Federal, State and Local regulations.  Wastes are 
moved from the point of generation to JPL’s Hazardous Waste Storage Facility, where they are 
temporarily stored (up to 90 days) prior to transport by a licensed hazardous waste hauler to 
permitted hazardous waste disposal or recycling facilities. 

Non-hazardous solid waste (garbage) is collected in bins and barrels and disposed of by a 
licensed disposal contractor.  Non-hazardous materials such as scrap metal, white paper, precious 
metals, toner cartridges and cardboard are recovered and recycled. 

4.8.1 Proposed Action 

The potential effect of the proposed action on waste management was assessed.  Asbestos and 
lead paint assessments from the JPL Occupational Safety Program Office database would be 
provided to the construction contractor at bid time.  This is provided in the form of the Asbestos 
Notification report, which identifies JPL buildings with asbestos containing materials and 
possible asbestos containing materials.  Demolition elements such as buildings, electrical and 
plumbing utilities, landscape, and hardscape are identified on drawings and in specifications and 
would be included as part of the bid package.  The construction contractor would be required to 
provide a plan for execution of abatement and demolition work.  Preparation of required permits 
and notifications would be the responsibility of the construction contractor.  However, all permit 
applications, notifications and communications with any regulatory agency would be coordinated 
with the JPL Environmental Affairs Program Office.  Oversight and inspection of abatement and 
demolition work would be carried out by a combination of site personnel and contracted 
professional companies. 
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The demolition of Buildings 261, 278, and 311 would involve the removal of asbestos containing 
material and lead paint components (Appendix F).  Asbestos containing materials would be 
removed by a certified asbestos removal contractor prior to demolition and disposed of at a 
landfill that is engineered and permitted to accept asbestos containing materials. In accordance 
with California requirements, lead paint-covered material where the paint is adequately bonded 
to the substrate would be disposed of as non-hazardous.  Peeling or cracking paint would be 
removed from the substrate and managed as hazardous waste.  Non-hazardous construction 
debris would be sent to an appropriate landfill.  Lighting ballasts would be tested and disposed of 
in an appropriate permitted disposal facility. 

Several of the existing buildings currently store potentially hazardous materials.  Building 311 
currently houses the ground maintenance activities.  These activities would be relocated to other 
sites within the JPL as part of the proposed action.  Prior to demolition activities, any hazardous 
materials currently being stored at these buildings would either be relocated to the new site or 
transferred off-site to an appropriate permitted disposal facility.   

The proposed Flight Projects Center would be used strictly for office space.  There would not be 
operations that handle or manage hazardous materials or waste, other than routine janitorial and 
administrative materials. 

The proposed action would not result in a significant impact to the generation, handling or 
disposal of solid wastes and hazardous materials, including hazardous waste. 

4.8.2 No Action  

The potential effect of the no action alternative on waste management was assessed.  This 
alternative assumes that the operations slated for the proposed Flight Projects Center would 
continue to be dispersed in the existing buildings and trailers throughout the JPL.  Under this 
alternative, the project site would retain the existing configuration.  Therefore, this alternative 
would not result in any impact to the generation and management of any materials, including 
wastes at the JPL. 

4.9 NOISE 

The JPL is surrounded by open space areas along most of the north, east and south borders.  The 
residential community of La Canada-Flintridge is located along the eastern JPL boundary.  The 
residential communities of Altadena and Pasadena are east of the JPL across the Arroyo Seco.  
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The closest residential area to the JPL is to the west along Viro Road.  Employee traffic during 
peak work periods is the major source of noise for these receptors. 

Noise-producing sources such as diesel backup generators and various experiments are generally 
located inside buildings to control noise levels.  The generators are muffled so that the units are 
inaudible at off-site receptors.  Other noise sources, such as cooling towers, building air 
conditioners, fans and pumping stations contribute to background levels, which have been 
measured at the western edge of the site as between 43 and 60 dBA (equivalent to a small aircraft 
flyover) during daytime hours. 

4.9.1 Proposed Action 

The potential effect of the proposed action on noise was assessed.  Implementation of this 
alternative would include the construction and operation of the Flight Projects Center within a 
currently developed site.  Buildings 261, 278, and 311 would be demolished as part of the 
proposed action.  There are no noise sensitive uses immediately adjacent to the proposed site.   

Short-term impacts would include those associated with demolition and construction activities.  
The noise strength of construction equipment ranges widely as a function of the equipment used 
and can range from 80 to 95 dB(A).  Heavy equipment noise typically ranges up to about 
90 dB(A) at 50 feet from the source.  Best management construction practices would be 
implemented to protect workers as well as the local population at the JPL.  These best 
management practices include, but are not limited to the following: 

• The perimeter of the construction site would be cordoned off to prevent unrestricted 
entry. 

• Signs would be posted notifying workers of the requirement for ear protection. 

Standard noise abatement equipment and practices required for construction activities within the 
JPL would reduce noise to normally acceptable levels.  The JPL standard conditions for 
construction contracts state that “Neither the Contractor nor any of its subcontractors shall 
operate or allow to be operated, any noise-producing equipment between the hours of 9:00 p.m. 
and 7:00 a.m. without specific prior written permission of JPL.”  The contractor would be 
required to submit a Health and Safety Plan, which would include noise-reduction plans and 
hearing protection measures, to the JPL Occupational Safety Program Office for approval before 
starting work. 
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Noise associated with operational activities would be similar to noise levels from surrounding 
facilities, between 40 and 55 dB(A). 

Therefore, the proposed action would not result in significant noise impacts for receptors located 
within or beyond the boundaries of the JPL. 

4.9.2 No Action  

The potential effect of the no action alternative on noise was assessed.  This alternative assumes 
that the operations slated for the proposed Flight Projects Center would continue to be dispersed 
in the existing buildings and trailers located throughout the JPL.  Under, this alternative, no 
construction activities would occur and no change in the existing noise environment would 
occur.  Therefore, this alternative would not result in any noise impact regarding noise within the 
JPL. 

4.10 TRAFFIC 

Transportation to and from the JPL is mainly by automobile, although bus, truck, bicycle and 
foot traffic also are used.  The JPL has three major vehicular traffic routes.  They are: (1) Foothill 
Freeway (I-210) to Berkshire Place Avenue/Oak Grove Drive interchange to the Oak Grove 
Drive entrance (the main entrance to JPL); (2) Foothill Boulevard to the Oak Grove Drive 
entrance;  (3) Foothill Freeway (I-210) to Windsor Avenue Interchange to Windsor Avenue, to 
the east gate entrance. 

Berkshire Place is a four- land road with no parking.  Oak Grove Drive is a four- lane road with 
no parking, limited sidewalks and a bicycle lane.  Foothill Boulevard is a four-lane road with 
limited parking and Windsor Avenue is a two-lane road with limited parking.  Traffic congestion 
(due to two private high schools, a public high school, an elementary school, and the JPL being 
in the same vicinity) is common on weekday mornings on Foothill Boulevard between Crown 
Avenue and Oak Grove Drive.  Periodic traffic congestion at the gates to the JPL occurs during 
high-profile media events, during high security times and when visitors and deliveries mix with 
employees entering the JPL.  Site access and on-site parking are limited, so on-site traffic is low.  

4.10.1 Proposed Action 

The potential effect of the proposed action on traffic was assessed.  Implementation of this 
alternative would include the construction and operation of the Flight Projects Center within a 
currently developed site.  Construction of the proposed Flight Projects Center would result 
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in a small increase in the number of trucks and other construction vehicles that enter and exit the 
JPL as part of the normal operation of the JPL.  There would also be limited, short-term impacts 
to traffic flow within the JPL in the area immediately surrounding the proposed project site to 
allow for delivery of construction materials and movement of construction vehicles.  The 
construction contractor would be responsible for providing traffic control for both vehicle and 
pedestrian traffic when the normal traffic pattern is interrupted by construction activities.  Traffic 
would be slightly increased along Oak Grove Road in La Canada and within the JPL during 
construction.  However, these impacts would be short-term and are not expected to be 
significant. 

During the operational phase of the project, the building would house approximately 
600 personnel.  However, these personnel are currently dispersed in the existing buildings and 
trailers within the JPL, and therefore, no additional traffic would be generated by the proposed 
action. 

Therefore, the proposed action would not result in a significant impact on existing traffic within 
the JPL or surrounding areas. 

4.10.2 No Action  

The potential effect of the no action alternative on traffic was assessed.  This alternative assumes 
that the operations slated for the proposed Flight Projects Center would continue to be dispersed 
in the existing buildings and trailers throughout the JPL.  Therefore, this alternative would not 
result in any impact to the existing traffic within the JPL or surrounding areas. 

4.11 ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE 

Environmental justice entails checking for disproportionate or adverse impacts to low-income or 
minority populations.  A screening analysis using data from the U.S. Census Bureau was used to 
identify low income and minority populations in the surrounding communities of Altadena, 
Pasadena, and La Canada/Flintridge.  The definition of “minority” and “low income” populations 
was taken from the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) guidance.  The 
following census tracts, which are within a five-mile radius of the JPL, were used to determine 
the minority or low income households that could be affected by the proposed action: 

• Altadena – Census Tracts 4603.01, 4603.02 and 4610. 

• Pasadena – Census Tract 4604. 



 

FINAL JPL FPC EA July 2006   
 

30 

• La Canada/Flintridge – Census Tracts 4605.01, 4605.02, and 4607. 

Minority populations were found in the potentially affected communities of Altadena and 
Pasadena.  However, none were found in the community of La Canada/Flintridge.  There were 
no low-income populations as defined in HUD guidance in the potentially affected census tracts. 

 

Low Income 

The definition of “low income populations” is defined by HUD as populations where “50% or 
greater are low-income individuals.”  Census data (2000) were reviewed to determine the 
number of persons from each census tract within a five-mile radius that are low income 
individuals living below the poverty level.   

The total number of people over the age of 18 living below the poverty level was divided by the 
total number of people in the census tract to obtain the percent of people living in poverty.  As 
shown in Tables 4-4, 4-5, and 4-6, the data demonstrate that low income individuals do reside 
within the surrounding community.  However, the percentages are well below the 50% required 
to be considered a “low income population,” as defined in the HUD Guidelines. 

The median household income for the entire City of Altadena is $60,549 (1999).  As shown in 
Table 4-1, two of the three census tracts within a five mile radius of the project site have a 
median household income that is less than the overall city and one census tract has a greater 
median household income than the city.  The median household income for the City of Pasadena 
is $46,012 (1999).  As shown on Table 4-2 the census tract within a five-mile radius of the 
project site has a median household income greater than the overall city.  The median household 
income for the City of La Canada/Flintridge is $109,989 (1999).  Two of the three census tracts 
within a five mile radius of the project site have a greater median income than the city, and one 
tract is below (see Table 4-3). 
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Table 4-1 
Altadena Low Income and Poverty Levels (2000) 

 

Census 
Tract 

Total 
Population  

Median 
Household 

Income 
Percent of Total 

Income 
Persons Below 

the Poverty 
Level 

4603.01 4,515 $63,681 105.1% 195 
(4.3%) 

4603.02 4,303 $42,090 69.5% 256 
(5.9%) 

4610 6,000 $40,517 66.9% 641 
(10.7%) 

 

 

Table 4-2 
Pasadena Low Income and Poverty Levels (2000) 

Census 
Tract 

Total 
Population  

Median 
Household 

Income 
Percent of Total 

Income 
Persons Below 

the Poverty 
Level 

4604 886 $48,977 106.4% 68 
(7.7%) 

 

Table 4-3 
La Canada/Flintridge Low Income and Poverty Levels (2000) 

Census 
Tract 

Total 
Population  

Median 
Household 

Income 
Percent of Total 

Income 
Persons Below 

the Poverty 
Level 

4605.01 5,560 $112,286 102.1% 117 
(2.1%) 

4605.02 4,430 $100,213 91.1% 103 
(2.3%) 

4607 5,202 $133,246 121.4% 167 
(3.2%) 
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Minority 

The racial classification used by the U.S. Census Bureau generally adheres to the guidelines in 
Directive 15 issued by the Office of Management and Budget (OMB).  The racial categories 
include: White, Black, American Indian, Eskimo or Aleut, Asian or Pacific Islander, and other.  
There were no Eskimo or Aleut populations within the project area, and therefore this was not 
included in the tables.  Although the Census Bureau does not consider “Hispanic” a separate 
race, data demonstrate a percentage of people who consider themselves of Hispanic origin.  
These individuals are included with the aggregate minority data. 

Minority populations in the community census tracts were identified where the aggregate 
minority populations exceed 50% of the total census tract populations.  This definition was 
chosen because the surrounding potentially affected areas easily exceed 50% of the total 
population.  Potentially affected census tracts within a five-mile radius were evaluated for 
minority populations.  However, only census tracts in Altadena and Pasadena meet the definition 
of minority population. 

Census Tracts 4603.01, 4603.02, 4610, and 4604 would be areas of potential Environmental 
Justice concern due to minority population. 

 
Table 4-4 

Altadena Minority Populations (2000) 

Census 
Tract 

Population 
Total 

American 
Indian Black Hispanic Asian 

Total 
Minority 

4603.01 4,515 12 
(0.3%) 

2,196 
(48.6%) 

697 
(15.4%) 

163 
(3.6%) 

3,068 
(68%) 

4603.02 4,303 7 
(0.2%) 

2,251 
(52.3%) 

1,322 
(30.7%) 

91 
(2.1%) 

3,671 
(85.3%) 

4610 6,000 27 
(0.5%) 

2,636 
(43.9%) 

2,512 
(41.9%) 

191 
(3.2%) 

5,366 
(89.4%) 

 
 

Table 4-5 
Pasadena Minority Populations (2000) 

Census 
Tract 

Population 
Total 

American 
Indian Black Hispanic Asian Total 

Minority 

4604 886 2 
(0.2%) 

439 
(49.5%) 

223 
(25.2%) 

64 
(7.2%) 

728 
(82.2%) 
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Table 4-6 
La Canada/Flintridge Minority Populations (2000) 

Census 
Tract 

Population 
Total 

American 
Indian Black Hispanic Asian Total 

Minority 

4605.01 5,560 7 
(0.1%) 

22 
(0.4%) 

217 
(3.9%) 

1,355 
(24.4%) 

1,601 
(28.8%) 

4605.02 4,430 5 
(0.1%) 

0 187 
(4.2%) 

1,010 
(22.8%) 

1,202 
(27.1%) 

4607 5,202 1 
(0.01%) 

28 
(0.5%) 

325 
(6.2%) 

867 
(16.7%) 

1,221 
(25.5%) 

 

4.11.1 Proposed Action 

The proposed action was analyzed to determine if implementation of the proposed action would 
result in disproportionate or adverse impacts on low-income or minority populations were 
assessed.  Implementation of this alternative would include the construction and operation of the 
Flight Projects Center within the currently developed JPL.  Construction activities associated 
with the proposed action would be localized to the construction zone, within the secured JPL.  
Thus, construction impacts would not pose a disproportionate effect on the identified minority 
populations in the local community. 

Impacts under the operation of the proposed building would also be localized within the Flight 
Projects Center and the JPL.  Noise levels would be within the same range as existing operations.  
There would be no bulk quantities of chemical storage, liquid or gas, within the proposed 
building, thus eliminating the potential for an accidental release of hazardous material.  Air 
quality permits would be obtained prior to equipment operation.   

Therefore, the proposed action would not result in a disproportional or adverse impact to the 
identified local populations, including low income and/or minority populations. 

4.11.2 No Action  

The potential effect of the no action alternative on disproportionate or adverse impacts on low-
income or minority populations was assessed.  This alternative assumes that the operations slated 
for the proposed Flight Projects Center would continue to be dispersed in the existing buildings  
and trailers throughout the JPL.  Therefore, this alternative would not result in a disproportionate 
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or adverse impact to the identified local populations, including low income and/or minority 
populations. 

4.12 SOCIOECONOMIC IMPACTS 

A large percentage of JPL employees live in the Pasadena, La Canada-Flintridge and Glendale 
areas.  Most employees live in Los Angeles County.  However, some employees commute from 
Orange, San Bernardino, Ventura and Riverside Counties.  The JPL is open to the public on a 
limited basis.  Employees who eat and shop in the surrounding communities have a positive 
effect on the income of those communities. 

4.12.1 Proposed Action 

The potential socioeconomic impacts of the proposed action on socioeconomics were assessed.  
Implementation of this alternative would include the construction and operation of the Flight 
Projects Center within the currently developed JPL.  The employees who would be located in the 
Flight Projects Center already work at the JPL.  Thus, there would not be a change in employee 
impact on the local community.  There might be a slight increase in impact to the community 
during construction activities because of additional personnel involved in construction.  The 
additional workers involved in the construction might patronize local businesses, which would 
have a positive effect on the local economy.  Therefore, the proposed action would not result in 
an adverse impact on socioeconomics in the surrounding areas. 

4.12.2 No Action 

The potential effect of the no action alternative on socioeconomics was assessed.  This 
alternative assumes that the operations slated for the proposed Flight Projects Center would 
continue to be dispersed in the existing buildings and trailers throughout the JPL, and no changes 
would occur.  Therefore, this alternative would not result in any impact on socioeconomics in the 
surrounding areas. 

4.13 IRREVERSIBLE AND IRRETRIEVABLE COMMITMENT OF RESOURCES 

In addition to discussion of specific impacts of the proposed action, the irreversible and 
irretrievable environmental changes of an action must also be discussed.  Examples of 
irreversible and irretrievable commitment of resources include the following: 

• Consumption of natural resources and renewable materials during construction, such as 
lumber and other building materials, and fossil fuels; 
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• Consumption of natural, renewable, and non-renewable resources during project 
operation, such as fossil fuel, electricity, natural gas, and potable water; 

• Removal of biological resources, such as special status plants or animals, or cultural 
resources; and 

• Irreversible damage from the potential release of hazardous materials. 

4.13.1 Proposed Action 

The proposed project was evaluated to determine if any irreversible and irretrievable 
commitment of resources will occur if the proposed project is implemented.  Implementation of 
this alternative would include the construction and operation of the Flight Projects Center within 
a currently developed site.  Construction and operation of the Flight Projects Center would 
irreversibly alter the site, portions of which are currently vacant, committing it to another use for 
the foreseeable future.  However, the alteration is not irreversible.  NASA, if it chooses, may 
demolish the proposed building in the future and use the land for some other purpose. 

Implementation of the proposed action would also result in the consumption of natural and 
renewable resources during construction and operation of the Flight Projects Center.  The 
commitment of resources and the levels of consumption associated with this alternative are 
consistent with, and would represent a very small percentage of, planned future development 
within the project vicinity.  Therefore, commitment of these resources would not result in a 
significant impact.  

Biological resources that would be removed consist of ornamental trees, a small diseased oak 
tree and shrubs.  The trees would be replaced at a ratio of 5:1 elsewhere within the JPL.  The 
nesting habitat for some birds, possibly including predatory birds, may also be removed.  None 
of the natural resources that would be removed is considered threatened or endangered and 
therefore their removal does not represent a significant impact.  No cultural resources would be 
impacted by the proposed project. 

The use of hazardous materials on-site would be limited to fuel and lubricant for construction 
equipment.  As such, this alternative would not present an additional or unacceptable risk or 
irreversible damage from environmental accidents. 

The proposed action would not result in a significant impact associated with the irreversible or 
irretrievable commitment of resources. 
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4.13.2 No Action 

The potential effect of the no action alternative on irreversible and irretrievable commitment of 
resources was assessed.  This alternative assumes that the operations slated for the proposed 
Flight Projects Center would continue to be dispersed in the existing buildings and trailers 
throughout the JPL, and no changes would occur.  Therefore, this alternative would not result in 
any impact associated with the irreversible or irretrievable commitment of resources. 

4.14 CUMULATIVE IMPACTS 

Cumulative impacts, as defined in the Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) regulations at 
40 CFR 1508.7, refer to the incremental environmental impacts of the proposed action when 
added to other “past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions”.  This cumulative 
impacts assessment considers the collective impact of all development and operations  on the site 
of the Jet Propulsion Laboratory from the inception of the JPL to date and future reasonably 
foreseeable construction projects.  Construction projects slated for fiscal year 2007 have not yet 
entered the design stage.  Therefore, evaluation of these sites is based on preliminary information 
regarding the size, features and location envisioned as of the date of this document.  For years 
following fiscal year 2008, NASA has not even begun the process of considering projects for 
funding.  Therefore, information provided on these potential future projects is only an estimate.  
All potential future projects discussed in this report are subject to availability of funding.  Each 
project would be subject to a separate NEPA evaluation process.   

The JPL was developed over many years, beginning in the early 1940’s and continuing to the 
present.  The area that is now the JPL was originally undeveloped fields.  These fields were used 
for experimentation in propulsion, which lead to the construction of a few small shacks and some 
buried bunkers used to test propellants and other fuels.  In 1940, the JPL was acquired by the 
U.S. Army and construction of permanent /semi-permanent buildings began.  Until 1942, only ten 
buildings/structures, mostly testing enclosures, were at the JPL.  In 1942, with the start of 
activities to support World War II, the first permanent structure described as an engineering 
building was built.  During the remainder of the 1940’s, at least 97 additional 
buildings/structures were constructed.  At this time, some of the earlier, temporary or inadequate 
buildings/structures were replaced with more permanent buildings/structures.  During the 1950’s, 
another 60 buildings/structures were completed.  Once again, some of these buildings/structures 
replaced earlier inadequate buildings/structures.  During the 1960’s, 78 buildings/structures were 
constructed.  Some of these replaced older, outdated buildings/structures.  During the period 
1970 to 1980, 51 additional buildings/structures were constructed at the site as either new 
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construction or to replace outdated buildings/structures.  In the 1980’s, 10 buildings were added 
to the JPL.  From 1990 to current time, an additional 49 buildings/structures have been 
constructed.  A significant number of these buildings/structures were temporary trailer offices.  
Over the life of JPL, more than 325 buildings/structures have been constructed.  Of these, about 
220 buildings and structures are still standing, about 150 of which are occupied.  The remaining 
structures are unoccupied and are used for storage, maintenance activities and similar functions.     

If funded and approved, the Advanced Interferometry Development & Test Facility would 
include a large thermal vacuum chamber, an enclosure for the chamber, a high bay clean room, 
and supporting workspaces.  The facility is needed to provide testing for projects of NASA’s 
Navigator Program.  The building is currently in the design process.  The proposed site is 
between two buildings on the northern edge of the developed section of the Laboratory.  The 
proposed project’s target date for construction is fiscal year 2007.  

If funded and approved, the South Gate Security Modifications project would reconfigure the 
south entrance to the Lab to enhance traffic flow and security by providing a loop to turn traffic, 
an internal fence around the area, and a change in parking configuration.  The areas affected by 
this project would be within the JPL and are already developed.  The proposed project’s target 
date for construction is fiscal year 2008. 

If funded and approved, a project to widen and straighten Arroyo Road would change the 
configuration of the road by making changes to parking spaces, some sidewalks, and the 
currently paved road in order to make the road easier for trucks to navigate.  This proposed 
project’s target date for construction is fiscal year 2008.   

If funded and approved, the Software Intensive Systems Facility would provide approximately 
11,519.98 square meters (124,000 square feet) of consolidated office and computational 
laboratory space in a multi-story building.  Activities in this building would focus on rapid 
development of mission software and provide IT laboratories and testbeds for future missions.  
The proposed location for this building is on the northeast corner of Mariner and Surveyor Roads 
in an area currently occupied by temporary office trailers.  The proposed target date for 
beginning construction is late in fiscal year 2008.  

If funded and approved, the Mariner Road Pedestrian Mall Project would change the section of 
Mariner Road west of Surveyor Road from a vehicular traffic road to a pedestrian mall.  This 
project would remove the paved road and some ornamental trees and install new paving and 
landscaping.  The proposed target date for construction is fiscal year 2009. 
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If funded and approved, the Advanced Planetary Systems Facility would provide approximately 
9,290.30 square meters (100,000 square feet) of multi-story office space in an already developed 
area next to the Software Intensive Systems Facility.  The proposed target date for construction is 
fiscal year 2010. 

From a cumulative perspective, past development of the Jet Propulsion Laboratory from its 
initial appearance as undeveloped fields to the urban setting that exists at the current time has 
been a significant impact.  However, the existing footprint of the JPL has been in place for 
approximately 50 years.  Recent and future planned development at the JPL has focused on 
redevelopment of existing buildings and use of already developed areas such that the cumulative 
impacts of growth and associated impacts on human health and the environment are expected to 
be insignificant.  
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Biological Assessment and 
Nesting Bird Survey 
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There have been no significant changes in the environment or ecology at the JPL or in the 
surrounding area that would cause significant changes in species present or biodiversification 
since 2001 Biological Assessment and Nesting Bird Survey was written.  Therefore, this report 
was considered appropriate for inclusion in the Environmental Assessment report without further 
update.   
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At the time that the Biological Resource Inventory was written, the JPL was within one of 
several areas proposed as critical habitat for the Southwestern Arroyo Toad.  In April 2005, 
when the critical habitat was finalized by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, the area that had 
been proposed which included the JPL was no longer on the list of critical habitat sites.  Other 
than this change, there have been no significant changes in the environment or ecology at the 
JPL or in the surrounding area that would cause significant change in species present or 
biodiversification since the 2001 Biological Resources Inventory was written.  Therefore, this 
report was considered appropriate for inclusion in the Environmental Assessment report without 
further update.   
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Interagency Correspondences 

The following persons were contacted during the preparation of this EA: 

Ms. Karen A. Evans 
Acting Assistant Field Supervisor 
United States Department of the Interior 
Fish and Wildlife Service 
Ecological Services 
Carlsbad Fish and Wildlife Office 
2730 Loker Avenue West 
Carlsbad, California 92008 

Mr. Kevin Clark 
United States Department of the Interior 
Fish and Wildlife Service 
Ecological Services 
Carlsbad Fish and Wildlife Office 
2730 Loker Avenue West 
Carlsbad, California 92008 

Mr. Clarence Cesar 
Department of Parks and Recreation 
Office of Historic Preservation 
1416 9th Street 
Post Office Box 942896 
Sacramento, California 94296-0001 

Dr. Knox Mellon 
State Historic Preservation Officer 
Department of Parks and Recreation 
Office of Historic Preservation 
1416 9th Street 
Post Office Box 942896 
Sacramento, California 94296-0001 

Mr. William Romo 
Forester Assistant 
Environmental Review Unit 
Forestry Division 
Prevention Bureau 
Los Angeles County Fire Department 
12605 Osborne Street 
Pacioma, California 91331 
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Appendix G describes the public comment process for the Draft Final Environmental 
Assessment (EA) for the Construction and Operation of the Flight Projects Center at the Jet 
Propulsion Laboratory.  A description of the public comment process that was followed, the test 
of the announcement of public availability of the document for comment, copies of the 
comments received and the response to those comments are contained in this appendix. 
 
The National Aeronautics and Space Administration (NASA) published the Draft Final 
Environmental Assessment (EA) for the Construction and Operation of the Flight Projects Center 
at the Jet Propulsion Laboratory in February 2006.  A public announcement (see text box below) 
was published in two local newspapers, The San Gabriel Valley Tribune and The Pasadena Star 
News, on March 8, 2006 to notify the public of the availability of the document for review and 
comment.  The public comment period began on March 8, 2006 and ended on April 7, 2006.   
 
 

PUBLIC ANNOUNCEMENT 
 
Notice of Availability of  
Draft Final Environmental Assessment  
 
Construction of a Flight Projects Center Building at NASA’s Jet Propulsion Laboratory in 
Pasadena, California 
 
 
NASA Proposes to construct a new building that will allow the demolition of eight outdated 
buildings, remove six temporary office trailers, and house up to 620 JPL employees. The 
proposed building would support project development activities essential to flight projects and 
would be referred to as the Flight Projects Center.  NASA proposes to build the Flight Projects 
Center building on government – owned property located at the Jet Propulsion Laboratory, 4800 
Oak Grove Drive, Pasadena, California.  The building would consist of a one –story Project 
Review Center attached to a multi-story office tower of approximately 17,000 square meters 
(180,000 square feet).  The building would be constructed on the existing site of three buildings, 
which would be demolished. Construction and operation of this building would meet the need to 
streamline communications among multiple project support functions by locating flight project 
staff in a single building on the 176-acre site.  
 
NASA has prepared a Draft Final Environmental Assessment Report (EA) for the proposed 
Flight Projects Center building at JPL pursuant to the requirements of the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). As the lead agency under NEPA for the proposed action, and 
in accordance with applicable NEPA regulations and guidance, NASA is presenting this Draft 
Final EA to the public for review and comment.  
 
 
 
Comments from the Public 
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Members of the public are invited to submit written comments to NASA regarding this Draft 
Final Environmental Assessment. The Draft Final EA is available for the public’s review at the 
locations noted below. Comments from the public are welcomed. All comments must be 
submitted to NASA no later than 30 days from the date of this announcement thus must be 
postmarked or emailed no later than April 7, 2006. Please submit all comments regarding the 
Draft Final EA of the proposed project to:  
 
Mr. Peter Robles 
NASA Management Office 
Jet Propulsion Laboratory  
4800 Oak Grove Drive, 180-801 
Pasadena, CA  91109 
 
Email comments may be submitted to: JPLNASA.Environmental@JPL.NASA.Gov 
 
Draft Final EA Availability 
 
The Draft Final EA is available for public and agency review at:  
 
Pasadena Central Library 
285 E. Walnut Street 
Pasadena, CA  91101 
 
Altadena Public Library  
600 E. Mariposa Street  
Altadena, CA  91001 
 
La Cañada – Flintridge 
Public Library  
4545 W. Oakwood Ave.  
La Cañada – Flintridge 
 
NASA Headquarters  
Library  
300 E. St., SW, 
Suite 1J20 
Washington, DC  20546 
 
For personnel on the JPL site only:  
JPL Main Library  
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Copies of the Draft Final EA were available for public review at the Pasadena Central Library, 
the Altadena Public Library, the La Canada-Flintridge Public Library and the NASA 
Headquarters Library.  A copy of the document was also available for review by personnel on 
the JPL site at the JPL Main Library.  Copies were also provided to the following public 
officials:   
 

• Michael D. Antonovich, Supervisor, Fifth District, County of Los Angeles; 
• Ken Balder, Chairman, Altadena Town Council; 
• Robert Stanley, Director of Community Development, City of La Canada 

Flintridge; 
• Mayor Portantino, City of La Canada Flintridge; and, 
• Richard Bruckner, Director, Planning and Development, City of Pasadena. 
  

The public was encouraged to provide written comments via mail or electronic mail. 
 
The comments received are reproduced in the following pages.  Each comment is immediately 
followed with an individual response. 
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Comment on NASA’s Draft Final Environmental Assessment 
 

Submitted by:  Jake West 
 
 
Date: Thu, 09 Mar 2006 13:27:32 -0800 
From: "J. West"  
Subject: Building Announcement 
To: JPLNASA.Environmental@jpl.nasa.gov 
  
 
To: Peter Robles 
  
Dear Mr. Robles: 
  
In am writing in regard to the recently announced Space Flight Project building project at JPL.  Given that 
this is projected to cost 78 million dollars of taxpayer money, I, as one of those taxpayers, am deeply 
concerned about apparent discrepancies in the proposal.  For example, how can this figure be accurate, 
when I know that commercial office space is contracted at $110 per square foot.  Does this mean that 
even more money will be appropriated once the commitment is made and the existing funds prove 
inadequate? 
  
Please understand that I am an ardent support of NASA, JPL and the space program (probably one of the 
few these days).  I believe that both our national dominance in science and technology and the long-term 
survival of our species depend on the continued exploration and development of space.  Yet I see 
America faltering at a time when other nations are clearly poised to take the lead away from us, especially 
in claiming the Moon and other near-Earth resources.  NASA projects are being cancelled, rather than 
expanded.  Extravagant and apparently unnecessary spending for a building, then, looks like a waste of 
money that could otherwise be used to save jobs and fund the actual work of JPL's mission.  In all 
respects--practical, scientific and public opinion--this sort of misdirection of resources damages the space 
program and further robs it of the credibility that it so sorely needs to survive. 
  
In addition, there appears to be an environmental issue regarding the trees and animal habitat that will be 
destroyed to make room for the Space Flight building.  Certainly, it is illegal to cut down oak trees for 
construction purposes in the State of California.  That alone makes me wonder how JPL, a facility doing 
federal work--and thus mandated to follow government regulations, especially in such a sensitive area--
can possibly justify its actions. 
  
This proposed project is wrong at every level.  It should be halted now, before the damage is already 
done. 
  
Thank you for your time. 
  
Sincerely, 
  
Jake West 
Torrance, CA 
 
 
 
 

A 
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Response to Comment from Jake West 
March 9, 2006 

 
 
Response to Comment A: 
 
Your comments are respectfully noted. 
 
Response to Comment B: 
 
The process that was followed to check the site for impacts to animal habitat is discussed in 
Section 4.6.1 of the EA.  There are no endangered or threatened species present in the area 
proposed for the new building.  In addition, provisions have been made to remove trees during 
the non-breeding season or to survey the area for active nests and take steps to protect those nests 
so that removal of the trees will not have an adverse impact on nesting birds.   
  
As explained in Section 4.6.1 of the EA, the vegetation on the site is composed of non-native 
landscaping plants and trees with the exception of one moderate-sized oak tree.  Regulations 
regarding the protection of oak trees apply to heritage oaks, which are defined as having a trunk 
diameter of eight inches or greater or, in the case of multi- trunk trees, having a combined 
diameter for the two largest trunks of twelve inches or more..  The oak tree in the proposed 
project area does not qualify as a heritage oak.  Nevertheless, JPL contacted the Los Angeles 
County Fire Department Forestry Division, the agency responsible for enforcement of oak tree 
regulations in Los Angeles County, for advice on the feasibility of relocating the tree.  However, 
upon inspection, the oak tree was found to be damaged by an insect infestation.  Expert advice 
was that the tree would likely not survive transplantation.  The removal of this diseased tree may 
help to protect the many other oak trees in the area.  In any event, it is not illegal to cut down oak 
trees for construction purposes in the State of California.  California has specific procedures 
which must be followed in such cases and these procedures have been followed for the 
construction of this facility.        
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Comment on NASA’s Draft Final Environmental Assessment 
 

Submitted by:  David Koert 
 
Date: Sun, 12 Mar 2006 08:58:13 -0600 
From: David Koert  
Subject: Flight Projects Center Building at NASA's Jet Propulsion Laboratory 
To: JPLNASA.Environmental@jpl.nasa.gov 
  
 
TO: Mr. Peter Robles 
    NASA Management Office Jet Propulsion Laboratory 
    4800 Oak Grove Drive, 180-801 
    Pasadena, CA 91109  
 
I'm writing to express my support of the construction of this new 
building. 
 
David Koert 
Wichita, KS 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Response to Comment from David Koert 
March 12, 2006 

 
 
NASA appreciates your support of the JPL Flight Projects Center. 
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Comment on NASA’s Draft Final Environmental Assessment 
 

Submitted by:  Nancy McGuire 
 
From:  Nancy McGuire  
Sent: Sunday, March 12, 2006 10:38 AM 
To: peter.robles@jpl.nasa.gov 
Subject: Space Flight Projects Building 

It is my understanding that you intend to spend 78 million of our tax dollars to build a Space Flight 
Projects Building in an area which would require you clear mature trees, including 100 foot tall pines.  I 
am concerned since this area is also home to many birds, falcons, and other animals.  
  
I wanted to write to voice my disapproval and demand you seek other territory to build this structure. This 
is not a good use of tax payer dollars, nor is it good for the environment long term.  
  
Regards, 
Nancy McGuire 
Brick, NJ  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Response to Comment from Nancy McGuire  
March 12, 2006 

 
Your comment regarding the cost of the building is respectfully noted. 
 
The proposed project area has been surveyed for potential impact to animals.  There are no 
endangered or threatened species located in the proposed project area.  The trees that would be 
removed in order to construct the project would be removed during the non-breeding season, if 
possible, in order to ensure that no nestlings or fledglings were lost as a result of construction 
activities.  If this timing is not possible, a breeding bird survey would be conducted immediately 
prior to the trees being cut.  If active nests were present, JPL would coordinate with the U.S. Fish 
and Wildlife Service to protect the nests and to comply with applicable laws and regulations.  In 
addition, the planting of replacement trees on a 5:1 ratio at various locations throughout the JPL, 
as discussed in Section 4.6.1, would provide new habitat for birds and animals.      
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Comment on NASA’s Draft Final Environmental Assessment 
 

Submitted by:  Jennifer Paige-Saeki 
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Response to Comment from Jennifer Paige-Saeki 
April 4, 2006 

 
 
Thank you for your comments and concurrence on the EA.   
 
A Construction Management Plan will be developed and coordinated with the City, as requested. 
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