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Appendix G Agency Correspondence

AppendixG contains correspondence sent between the Navy and government agencies with respect to
cooperating agency statusMarine Mammal Protection AcEndangered Species AEssential Fish
Habitat Assessmentjational Historic Preservation A@nd Coastal Zondanagement Act
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G.1 Cooperating Agency Status

G.1.1 Navy Request Letter to thélational Marine Fisheries Service

DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY
Office of the Chief of Naval Operations
2000 Navy Pentagon
Washington DC 20350-2000

5090
Ser N45/18U132371
May 7, 2018

Mr. Eric Schwaab

Assistant Administrator

Office of Protected Resources
National Marine Fisheries Service
1315 East West Highway

Silver Spring, MD 20910-6233

Dear Mr. Schwaab:

SUBJECT: COOPERATING AGENCY REQUEST FOR THE POINT MUGU SEA RANGE
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT/OVERSEAS ENVIRONMENTAL
IMPACT STATEMENT

In accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and Executive Order
12114, the Department of the Navy (Navy) is initiating the preparation of an Environmental
Impact Statement/Overseas Environmental Impact Statement (EIS/OEIS) for the Point Mugu Sea
Range (PMSR) to evaluate the potential environmental effects associated with military activities.
Military activities include Research Development Testing and Evaluation (RDT&E) and training
within the PMSR Study Area. The Study Area includes the PMSR and an offshore temporary
operating area to cover larger operations such as hypersonic activities off the PMSR. RDT&E
activities include the use of aircraft, vessels, targets, ordnance, electronic warfare, biodegradable
polymer vessel stopping payloads, direct energy systems/weapons, laser systems/weapons, radar
and microwave systems, electromagnetic railgun/systems/weapons, and unmanned systems
within the in-water and airspace areas of the PMSR Study Area.

PMSR is located 60 miles northwest of Los Angeles offshore of Ventura County,
California, and consists of 36,000 square miles of controlled sea and airspace designated for
testing and training activities. Naval Air Systems Command Naval Air Warfare Center Weapons
Division Point Mugu meets the established mission to conduct state-of-the-art weapons systems
testing and evaluation, and maintains military operational readiness, by providing a safe,
operationally realistic, and thoroughly instrumented sea range.

This EIS/OEIS will support authorization and consultation requirements under the Marine
Mammal Protection Act (MMPA) and Endangered Species Act (ESA). To complete the analysis
required by the MMPA and ESA in an efficient and effective way, the Navy believes that
participation by the NMFS as a cooperating agency would be beneficial. Therefore, in
accordance with the Council on Environmental Quality’s (CEQ’s) regulations implementing
NEPA (specifically 40 CFR § 1501.6), and CEQ’s 2002 guidance on cooperating agencies, the
Navy requests that NMFS serve as a cooperating agency for the development of the PMSR
EIS/OEIS.
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5090
Ser N45/18U132371
May 7, 2018

As the lead agency, the Navy will be responsible for overseeing preparation of the
EIS/OEIS that will include, but not be limited to, the following:

a. Gathering all necessary background information, including the most up-to-date
scientific research, and preparing the EIS/OEIS and all necessary permit applications associated
with the proposed action;

b. Working with NMFS personnel to determine the method of estimating potential
effects to protected marine species, including threatened and endangered species;

c¢. Determining the scope of the EIS/OEIS, including the alternatives evaluated;

d. Circulating the NEPA document with the public, including any other interested
parties;

e. Scheduling and supervising meetings held in support of the NEPA process and
compiling any comments received from the public; and

f. Maintaining an administrative record and responding to any Freedom of Information
Act (FOIA) requests relating to the EIS/OEIS.

The Navy requests that NMFES, in its role as a cooperating agency, provide support as
follows: :

a. Providing timely comments on working drafts of the EIS/OEIS. The Navy requests
that comments on draft EIS/OEIS documents be provided in accordance with approved project
schedules and commenting protocols;

b. Responding to Navy requests for information, in particular related to review of the
acoustic effects analysis and evaluation of the effectiveness of protection and mitigation
measures;

c. Participating, as necessary, in public engagement hosted by the Navy for discussion
of issues related to the EIS/OEIS, including public meetings;

d. Adhering to the overall schedule as set forth by the Navy in coordination with
NMFS;

e. Preparing any NMFS-specific documents, such as a Record of Decision, required to
support the NMFS decision-making process;

f. Maintaining an administrative record and responding to any FOIA requests relating
to the EIS/OEIS; and
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5090
Ser N45/18U132371
May 7, 2018

g. Providing a formal, written response to this request.

The Navy views NMFS’ participation as an important element to the successful completion
of the environmental planning process for the Point Mugu Sea Range EIS/OEIS. My point of
contact for this action is Dawn Schroeder, (703) 602-4769, email: dawn.schroeder@navy.mil.

Sincerely,

y

7 —

C. A. Lahti

Rear Admiral, U.S. Navy

Director, Energy and Environmental
Readiness Division

Enclosure: 1. Notional schedule for PMSR EIS/OEIS MMPA, and ESA

Copy to:

Assistant Secretary of the Navy (EI&E))

Deputy Assistant Secretary of the Navy (Environment)
Office of the Assistant General Counsel (EI&E)
Commander, Pacific Fleet (N465)

Commander, U.S. Fleet Forces Command (N465)
Commander, Navy Region Southwest
Commander, Naval Air Systems Command

Naval Facilities Engineering Command, Southwest
Commander, Navy Region Hawaii

Naval Facilities Engineering Command, Pacific
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G.1.2 National Marine Fisheries Service Response Letter

1"”"0’(‘\
W
& “‘~ pi @ UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE
! ‘Q.-. o National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration
" | ']' & NATIONAL MARINE FISHERIES SERVICE

o'/‘,:: o 4 13185 Eass-Weaat Highway

Sever Sormng, Maryviandg 20810

THE DIRECTOR

Captain C.A. Lahti

Director, Energy and

Environmental and Readiness Division

Department of the Navy

2000 Navy Pentagon SEP 05 2019
Washington, DC 203502000

Dear Captain Lahti:

Thank you for your letter requesting the National Marine Fisheries Service (NOAA Fisheries) be a
cooperating agency in the preparation of an Environmental Impact Statement/Overseas Environmental
Impact Statement (EIS/OEIS) to evaluate potential environmental effects in the Department of the
Navy's (Navy) Point Mugu Sea Range (PMSR) Study Area, Activities conducted in the PMSR Study
Area are military activities including Research Development Testing and Evaluation (RDT &E) and
training, We support the Navy's decision to prepare an EIS/OEIS on this activity and agree to be a
cooperating agency, due, in part, to our responsibilities under section 101(a)(5)(A) of the Marine
Mammal Protection Act and under section 7 of the Endangered Species Act. NOAA Fisheries will
make every effort to support the Navy in the development of an EIS/OEIS, including:

* Participating, as necessary (and as funding is available where travel is required), in meetings
hosted by the Navy for the discussion of issues related to the EIS/OEIS;

* Providing timely comments on working drafts of the EIS/OEIS in accordance with the agreed-
upon project schedule and commenting protocols;

* Responding to Navy requests for information, in particular, those related to review of the
acoustic effects analysis and evaluation of the effectiveness of protection and mitigation
measures;

* Adhering to the overall schedule as set forth by the Navy in coordination with NMFS.

If you need any additional information, please contact Jolie Harrison at (301) 427-8420,

Sincerely,

Samuel D, Rauch Il1

Deputy Assistant Administrator for
Regulatory Programs

National Marine Fisheries Service

ce: Barry Thom, NMFS WCRO
Vicki Wedell, NMFS HQ NMS
Steve Leathery, NMFS HQ NEPA THE ASSISTANT ADMINISTRATOR

QW - avy FOR REHERIES
@ Printed on RQ_)\%}?&%}]TUCdCT. Nd‘l)
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G.1.3 Navy Request Letter to the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY
NAVAL AIR WARFARE CENTER WEAPONS DIVISION
1 ADMNIS TRATION CRCLE 751 AVENLE SUINE ¢
CHNA LAE. CA D888 5000 PONT MUGY CA 8504 0%
IN REPLY REFER YO
5090
Ser 52FOOME/040
June 19, 2018
Mr. Paul Souza
Regional Director
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
2800 Cottage Way

Sacramento, CA 95825
Dear Mr, Souza:

In accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and Executive Order
(EO) 12114, the Department of the Navy (Navy) is initiating the preparation of an
Environmental Impact Statement (EISYOverseas Environmental Impact Statement (OEIS) for
the Point Mugu Sea Range (PMSR) to evaluate the potential environmental effect associated
with military activities. Military activities include Research Development Testing and
Evaluation (RDT&E) and training within the PMSR Study Arca. RDT&E activities include the
use of aircraft, vessels, targets, ordnance, electronic warfare, biodegradable polymer vessel
stopping payloads, direct energy systems/weapons, laser systems/weapons, radar and microwave
systems, electromagnetic railgun/systems/weapons and unmanned systems within the in-water
and airspace arcas of the PMSR Study Area.

PMSR is located 60 miles northwest of Los Angeles offshore of Ventura County, and
consists of 36,000 square miles of controlled sca and airspace designated for testing and training
activities. Naval Air Systems Command Naval Air Warfare Center Weapons Division Point
Mugu meets the established mission to conduct state-of-the-art weapons systems testing and
evaluation, and maintains military operational readiness by providing a safe, operationally
realistic and thoroughly instrumented sea range.

This EIS/OEIS will support Navy fulfillment of consultation requirements under the
Endangered Species Act (ESA). To complete the analysis required by the permitting and
consultation processes pursuant to the ESA in an efficient and effective way, the Navy believes that
participation by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) as a cooperating agency would be
beneficial. Therefore, in accordance with the Council on Environmental Quality’s (CEQ’s)
regulations implementing NEPA (specifically 40 CFR § 1501.6), and CEQ’s 2002 guidance on
cooperating agencies, the Navy invites the USFWS 10 serve as a cooperating agency for the
development of the PMSR EIS/OEIS.
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5090
Ser 52FOOME/040
June 19, 2018

As the lead agency, the Navy is responsible for overseeing preparation of the EIS/OEIS w0
include, but not be limited to, the following:

e Gathering all necessary background information, including the most up-to-date
scientific research, and preparing the EIS/OEIS and all necessary permit
applications associated with the proposed action;

e  Working with USFWS personnel to determine the method of estimating potential
effects 1o threatened and endangered species;

e Determining the scope of the EIS/OEIS, including the alternatives evaluated;

¢ Circulating the NEPA document with the general public, including any other
interested parties;

¢ Scheduling and supervising meetings held in support of the NEPA process and
compiling any comments received from the public; and

e Mazaintaining an administrative record and responding to any Freedom of
Information Act requests relating to the EIS/OEIS,

Should USFWS agree 1o participate as a cooperating agency, the Navy requests the
following support;

¢ Providing timely comments on working drafis of the EIS/OEIS documents. The
Navy requests that comments on draft EIS/OEIS documents be provided in
accordance with approved project schedules and commenting protocols;

* Responding to Navy requests for information, in particular related to evaluation of
the effectivencess of protection and mitigation measures;

o Participating, as necessary, in public engagement hosted by the Navy for discussion
of issues related to the EIS/OEIS, including public meetings:

s  Adhering to the overall schedule as set forth by the Navy in coordination with
USFWS;

e Preparing any USFWS-specific documents, such as a Record of Decision, required
10 support the USFWS decision-making process;

e Maintaining an administrative record and responding to any Freedom of
Information Act requests relating to the EIS/OEIS: and

W
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kenneth.seeley/@navy.mil.

Copy to0:

COMNAVAIR

OPNAV (N45)

CNRSW (N40)

NBVC CO

NBVC N45V

NAVFAC SW (L. Megliola)

509(
Ser 52F00OME/040
June 19, 2018

« Providing a formal. written response 1o this request.

The point of contact for this action is Kenneth R. Seeley, (805)989-0927, email:

Sincerely. S

— _,(— —— |
Yoy o 55
DWIGHT A. DEAKIN

By Direction
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G.2 Marine MammalProtection Act
G.2.1 Navy Transmittal Letter tahe National Marine FisherieService for Letter of Authorization
Application
o \Ltl".r‘-_)
& -1 DEDARTMENT OF THE NWAVY
'-__l_l.__-:"' B *'»H.-.T*- HI".}'.—',':I.H.-': CEHTER i-u'E.'-.I—‘:.'_-H_.',I DIVISION

:I‘ P AL T ; [} I
‘\.__ = IIHA LAKE, (A 43 4] PUINT MUGH, CA w304

Donna 5. Wieting

Director, Office of Protected Resources

National Marine Fisheries Service

Mational Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration
B-S5MC3, Room 13821

1315 East-West Highway

Silver Spring, MD 209103282

Drear Ms, Wieting:

with operations on the PMSR.

Fisheries Service staff.

Sincerely,

By direction

On behalf of Commander, Naval Air Warfare Center Weapons Division (NAWCWD), a
Letter of Authorization {(LOA) application is being submitted pursuant to the Marine Mammal
Protection Act requirement for the taking of marine mammals incidental to Navy testing and
training activities in the NAWCWID Point Mugu Sea Range (PMSR) from October 2021 to
October 2028, These activities are a continuation of the NAWCWD launch program for missiles
and targets at San Nicolas Island and at-sea activities to support testing and training associated

Analysis supporting the application is contained within the PMSR LOA application and in
the Navy's 2020 PMSR Draft Environmental Impact Statement/ Overseas Environmental Impact
Statement. Due 1o the large file size and page count (~250 pages), the Navy will be
electronically submitting the PMSR LOA application directly to the appropriate National Marine

Please extend my thanks to your stafT for their continued support of the U5, Navy's
compliance process. We are available to mect with you or your staff should you have comments
on the enclosed report or recommendations for future reports. My point of contact for these
matters is Mr. Greg Sanders at 805-989-4852 or gregory.s.sandersi@navy.mil.

1 41 7
i’ AT I/

KENNETH SEELEY lj’

5090
Ser EB2ROOM/GTT
2 Mar 20
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G.3 Endangered Species Act

G.3.1 Navy Request Letter to the National Marine Fisheries Service

DEPARTHEHT DF THE HAVY

73 DIVISTON

IN FEFLY REFIR TO:

g
er EBZROOM/33G8
Jlovember 25,2020
Donna 5. Wisting
Director, OQOffice of Protected Resources
Naticnal Marine Fisheries Service
Naticnal Oceanic and Atmospheric Rdministration
B-SSMC3, Room 13821
1315 East-West Highway
Silver Spring, MD 20910-3232

SUBJECT: REQUEST FOR INITIATION OF ENDANGERED SPECIES ACT
SECTION 7 FORMAL CCNSULTATION FCR COMMANDER, NAVAL AIR
WARFARE CENTER WEAPONS DIVISION

On behalf of Commander, Naval &ir Warfare Center Weapons
Divisicon (NAWCWD) and in accordance with sectiom 7 of the
Endangered Species Zct, the U.5. Wavy reguests initiaticn of
formal consultation on testing and training activities in the
NAWCWD Point Mugu Sea Range (PMSR). These actiwvities are a
continuation of activities to support military readiness
operations on the PMSR. The PMSR is located adjacent to Los
Lngeles, Ventura, Santa Barbara, and San Luis Obispo Counties
along the Pacific Coast of Southern California and includes a
36,000-square-mile S=a Range.

The proposed action may affect listed species that may be
present in the PMSR action area by exposing them to environmental
stressors asscciated with testing and training activities. The
enclosed Biclogical Assessment is the Navy's primary document
that provides the required information pursuant to 30 C.F.R

§402.12(f). The Navy is requesting formal comsultaticn on
Llternative 1 identified within the PMSR Draft Envircnmental
Impact Statement/Overseas Environmental Impact Statement
(EIS/0EIS).

The Wavy is requesting formal consultation on ESZ-listed
species addressed in this Biological Assessment including Blue

whale {:&ja' optera musculus); Fin whale (Balasnoptera physalus);
Gray whale (Eschrichtius robustus) Western North Pacific DPS;
Humpback whale (Msgaptera novasanglias) Mexico and Central

IZmerica DPSs; Sei whale (Balaenoptera borealis); Sperm whale

(Physeter macrocsphalus); Guadalupe fur s=al (Arctocsphalus
townsendi) ; Leatherback sea turtle (Dermochelys coriacea); and
Loggerhead sea turtle (Carstta carstta) North Pacific Ccean DPS.
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November 25, 2020

The Nawvy is alsc reguesting concurrence on our Not Likely to
Ldversely ARffect determinations for Black abalone (Halictis
crachercdii); White abalone (Hzliotis sorenseni); Steslhead
(Oncorhynchus mykiss} Southern California DPS; Eastern MNorth
Pacific right whale (Eubalasna japonica); and critical habitat

or Leatherback sea :'I:le. The Navy is aware critical habitat
that overlaps the PMSE has been proposed for Humpback Whale and
has determined that the proposed action is not likely to
adversely affect critical hakitat for this species.

Iknalysis supporting these determinations is contained within
the Bioclogical Assessment and in the Wawy's BMSR DEIS/COEIS. Dus
to the large file size and COVID-19 conditioms, the Navy is
electronically submitting the Biclogical Assessment to the
appropriate National Marine Fisheries Serwvice staff.

Please extend my thanks to your staff for their continued

support of the U.5. Navy's compliance process. We are available
to meet with you or your staff should you have comments on the
enclosed report or recommendations for future reports. My point

of contact for these matters is Mr. Greg Sanders at T7e0-793-0788
or gregory.s.sanders@navy.mil.

FENNETH SEELEY
By direction

Copy to:
Ms. Fris Peterson, NMFS 0ffice of Protected Resources, F/PRS

[
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G.4 Essential Fish Habitat Assessment

G.4.1 NavyTransmittalLetter to the National Marine Fisheries Service

DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY
BLAAL AR WARFARE CEMTER WEAPOHE DRVISION
i ADKEKISTRATION CIRCLE BTE | AVERLE SUITE 4
CHIMA LAKE, CAS3E55-5100 FOINT RLEGLL T4 BT Bld

M REFLY REFER TO
5000
Ser EB2RO0M/1902
July 14, 2020

Wational Marine Fisheries Service
Attn: Mr. Chris Yates

Assistant Regional Administrator
Protected Resources Division

501 West Ocean Blvd., Suite 4200
Long Beach, CA 90802

Dear Mr. Yates:

SUBJECT: ESSENTIAL FISH HABITAT CONSULTATION FOR THE POINT MUGU SEA
RANGE ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT/OVERSEAS
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

In accordance with the Magnuson-Stevens Fisheries Conservation and Management Act
(MSA), the United States Navy (INavy) has prepared an Essential Fish Habitat (EFH) assessment
for Naval Air Warfare Center Weapons Division (NAWCWD) military readiness activities
occurring on the Point Mugn Sea Range. The Navy's assessment concludes that EFH may be
adversely affected by testing and training activities and requests initiation of the MSA
consultation process.

The Point Mugu Sea Range is located adjacent to Los Angeles, Ventura, Santa Barbara, and
San Luis Obispo counties along the Pacific Coast of Southern Califormia and mncludes 36,000
square miles of controlled sea and airspace designated for testing and training activities.

Currently, the Navy is preparing an EIS/OFEIS to cover activities beginning in fall 2021 and
info the foreseeable future. The 2020 Draft PMSE EIS/OEIS is available electronically at:
WWW. PIST-e15. Com.

We appreciate your ongoing support in helping the Navy meet its environmental
responsibilities. If you need additional information or have questions, please feel free to contact
Ms. Cory Scott at (619) 767-8215 or cory. Lscotti@navy mil.

Sincerely,

. P

J -'f:.x ,.ﬂ'. ¥
-

Kenneth Seeley
By direction
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SUBJECT: ESSENTIAL FISH HABITAT CONSULTATION FOR THE POINT MUGU SEA
RANGE ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT/OVERSEAS
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

Enclosure: 1. PMSE. Essential Fish Habitat Assessment
Copv to: (w/enclosures)

Ms. Cathervn E. Tortorici, WMFS Office of Protected Resources
Dr. Mary Eelly Ebert, Chief of Naval Operations (N454)
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G.4.2 National Marine Fisheries Service Response Letitethe Navy

o "q% UMNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE
F ‘gf % National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration
- =] - MATIOMAL MARINE FISHERIES SERVICE
1,. f‘f j’ West Coast Region
targy o 501 West Ocean Boulevard, Suite 4200
Long Beach, Califormia 90802-4213

October 14, 2020

Department of the Navy
ATTN: Eenneth Seeley

Branch Head. Sea Range Sustainability Office
Maval Air Warfare Center Weapons Division
5751 Avenue Suite 1

Point Mugu, California 93042-5049

Re: Essential fish habitat consultation response letter for the Point Mugu Sea Range Testing and
Training

Dear Mr. Seeley:

NOAA’s National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFES) received the U.S. Department of the Navy
(WNavy) letter via email on July 14, 2020, requesting initiation of essential fish habitat (EFH)
consultation for the Point Mugu Sea Fange (PMSE) Testing and Training (proposed project) in
accordance with the Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management Act (MSA). In
addition to the letter, NMFS also received the EFH Assessment for the proposed project and the
website where the 2020 Draft PMSE Environmental Impact Statement/Overseas Environmental
Impact Statement (EIS/OEIS) was available. After reviewing the EFH Assessment and relevant
sections of the EIS/OELS, NMFS requested additional information regarding measures to avoid,
minimize, and/or offset adverse effects to EFH via emails on July 31 and August 5, 2020. The
Navy responded to that request on Augnst 12, 2020 via email and a conference call was held on
Angust 19, 2020 to provide further details and clarification. As a result of that call, the Navy
agreed to augment the effects analysis onginally included in the FFH Assessment, and that was
provided to NMFS via email on September 23, 2020. After considering the above information,
NMEFES provides this response pursuant to section 305(b){4)(A) of the MSA and the Fish and
Wildlife Coordination Act (FWCA).

The Navy 1s consulting separately with NMFS Office of Protected Eesources pursuant to the
Marnne Mammal Protection Act (MMPA) and section 7(a)(2) of the Endangered Species Act
(ESA). The MMPA consultation is underway, and the ESA consultation is expected to begin
next month.

Proposed Action

The Navy's Proposed Action is to conduct military readiness testing and training activities (e.g.,
aviation, surface, submarine, and expeditionary) within the PMSE. The PMSR is the Navy's
primary ocean testing area for guided missiles and related ordnance, and consists of 36,000
square miles (mi”) of controlled sea and associated airspace. Test operations on the PMSR are
conducted under highly controlled conditions, allowing for the collection of empirical data to
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evaluate the performance of a weapon system or subsystem. The Proposed Action includes
current range activities, as well as an increase in overall operational tempo and activities. Testing
and training activities would be conducted at sea and in designated airspace within the PMSR
Action Area. Additionally, missile launch operations and Directed Energy (DE) activities
origmnating from Naval Base Ventura County (WBVC) Point Mugu and San Nicolas Island (SNI)
are analyzed as part of the Proposed Action. The Navy does not propose any changes from
current support activity from NBVC Port Hueneme. which consists primarily of vessels or
surface targef transiting in and out of Port Hueneme. Collectively, the Proposed Action supporis
current and projected military readiness requirements into the foreseeable future, as shown in
Table 2-1 below, taken from the EFH Assessment.

.. L Envirommental Proposed
Activity Activity Sub Cat
e Baseline Action

Aerial Targets [# of targets) - 104 176
Surface Targets (# of targets) - 430 522

Bombs 22 30
Ordnance (# of ordnance)

Gun Ammuniticn 11,670 281,230
Missiles 231 LE4
Rockets 30 40

Table 2-1 m the EFH Assessment: Representative Tempo of Current PMSE. Annual Events Between the Baseline
and the Proposed Action

PMSE activities addressed in this EFH consultation are categorized under three pnimary mission
areas: 1) air warfare (air-to-air, surface-to-air); 2) electronic warfare (EW) [directed energy -
lasers and high-powered microwave (HPM) svstems]; and 3) surface warfare (surface-to-surface,
air-to-surface, and subsurface-to-surface).

The increase in tempo under the Proposed Action is mostly a result of an increase in Combat
Systems Ship Qualification Trals (CSSQT). CS5QT is a series of comprehensive tests and trials
designed to show that equipment and systems meet combat system requirements. CS5QT may
use live and mert weapons, chaff, flares, jammers, and lasers. Waval Sea Svstems Command has
recently developed two new reporting programs to test and evaluate combat and weapons system
performance on new classes of ships, resulting in an increased tempo on the PMSE.

Weapons testing may contain both flight and surface elements (target, weapon, launch aircraft or
vessel, or range support aircraft). Fixed-wing and rotary-wing atrcrafi, including both manned
and wnmanned systems, also conduct weapons tests. Tests may be captive carry (ie.. the weapon
15 not released from the aircraft) or involve the release of ordnance or other expendables,
including non-explosive and Telemetry-only warheads and live-fire munition rounds. Chaff or
flares may be used during weapons tests, with the restriction that they are expended offshore in
compliance with environmental regulations.
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Concurrent with testing, surface training typically available on the PMSE. includes tracking
exercises, missile-firing exercises, gun-firing exercises, high-speed anti-radiation missile
exercises, and shipboard self-defense system training. These events are limited in scope and
generally focus on one or two tasks. Missiles may be fired against sub-sonic, supersonic, and
hvpersonic targets. Certain training events designed for single ships are conducted to utilize
unigue targets only available for training at the PMSE.

Aviation warfare training conducted at PMSE., categorized as unif level training, is designed for
a small number of aircraft up to a squadron of aircraft. These training events occur at PMSR as it
15 the only West Coast Navy venue to provide powered air-to-air targets. These events are
limited in scope and generally focus on one or two tasks. These scenarios require planning and
coordination to ensure safe and effective training.

Missiles, bombs, and projectiles that detonate at or near (within 10 meters [m] of) the water's
surface are considered for the potential that they could result in an acoustic impact on marine
animals that may be underwater and nearby. Table 2-2 below, taken from the FFH Assessment,
includes the number of explosives and events anmually by Primary Mission Area and by
modeling bin.
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rimary MNumber of HE Munitions Used
5ssion . IAnnually
lArea F=
nvironmental
aseline
[Proposed Action
E1l 208 28.600
Burface- E3 1,121 3.530
Furface
ES5 110 1.666
lAir-Surface; [E6 26 104
Furface-Adr
lAir- Air;, Adr- [E7 37 64
Surface
Surface; _
Furface- Adr ES 26 1
lAir-Surface;
urface- -
s face [E9 149 63
Bubsurface- [E10 3 13
Surface
MNotes:

1} HE =High Explosive
) Explosive Bins for the Proposed Action range from E1 [0.1-0.25 et Explosive Weight (WEW)] to E10
(=250-500 NEW)
Table 2-2 in the EFH Assessment: Explosives Detonating at or Mear the Surface by Bins Supporting Primary
Mission Areas for the Baseline and Proposed Action Annually.

Activities on the PMSE may include the use of a variety of platforms and systems (aircraft,
support vessels and range craft. ships, submannes, targets, and nmunitions). Vessel types
supporting the PMSER include tugs, target boats, range support boats based out of Port Hueneme
(e.g . aviation rescue boats, Wavy’s Self Defense Test Ship), and ships (e g . destroyers. cruisers.
aircraft carriers, submarines) that are based elsewhere. A vessel activity 1s referred to as an event.
An event may include a vessel entering the sea range, accomplishing its assigned mission, and
then exiting the range. Events can last from a few hours to several davs. The smaller support
vessels are fuel limited and generally do not have crew accommodations fo allow for an extended
stay afloat on the PMSE. The larger vessels can remain on the range for extended periods
supporting nmlti-day testing and training activities. Typical Navy vessels may include Guided
Missile Cmiser, Guided Missile Destroyer, Amphibions Assault Ship, and Littoral Combat Ship.

Testing and training on the PMSE require a large array of representative targets. both airborne
and surface targets. Typical airtborne target systems include small jet-powered drones. supersonic
missiles, and full-scale unmanned fighter aircraft. which can be flown via remote control from
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the ground. Most target systems are not destroved during testing or training and are recovered for
rense. Munition use is organized by tvpe and includes bombs, projectile ammunition from
various naval weapon systems. missiles, and rockets. Munitions may contain high explosives or
be mert, depending on the mission objective.

Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management Act Comments
Action Area

The PMSR-controlled sea space parallels the California coast for approximately 225 nautical
miles (NM) and extends approximately 180 NM seaward. aligning with the PMSE. Warning Area
airspace. NBVC 15 a regionalized naval installation composed of three operating facilities—Port
Hueneme, Point Mugn, and SNIL All three installations provide support to the PMSE: however.
for purposes of this EFH consultation. the Action Area only includes offshore areas of NEVC
Point Mugu, NBVC Port Hueneme, and NBVC SNI. NBEVC Port Hueneme provides port and
docking facilities for PMSE. support ships, target surface craft. the Navy's Self Defense Test
Ship. and Fleet units using PMSR for testing and combat system qualification trials. The Action
Area for this EFH consultation includes the port where support vessels and targets are located
and transit to and from the PMSE. The Action Area includes the restricted waters extending from
NBVC Point Mugu that underlie B-2319, due to activities conducted from the proposed DE
Systems Integration Laboratory (DESIL); the Launch Complex Building 55; and the Alpha,
Bravo, Charlie, and Nike Zeus launch pads. The Action Area for SNI activities analyzed as part
of this EFH consultation includes DFE testing areas associated with the proposed construction of a
DE Test Facility and aerial target or missile launches at the existing Alpha Launch Complex and
the Building 807 Launch Complex. The Alpha Launch Complex. comprnsed of Covote and
Upper Launch Pads. 1s typically used for launching the GQM-163 A supersonic target. The
Building 807 Launch Complex, comprised of the Tomahawk and Rolling Airframe Missile
Launch Pads, is used to launch both targets and missiles.

The proposed project occurs within EFH for various federally managed fish species within the
Coastal Pelagic Species, Pacific Coast Groundfish. and Highly Migratory Species Fishery
Management Plans (FMPs). In addition, the project occurs within, or in the vicinity of, seagrass,
canopy kelp, and rocky reef habitat. which are designated as habitat areas of particular concern
(HAPC) for various federally managed fish species within the Pacific Coast Groundfish FMP.
HAPC are described in the regulations as subsets of EFH which are rare, parficularly susceptible
to hmman-induced degradation, especially ecologically important, or located i an
environmentally stressed area. Designated HAPC are not afforded any additional regulatory
protection under MSA:; however. federal projects with potential adverse impacts to HAPC will
be more carefully scrutinized during the consultation process.

In addition to HAPCs. other biogenic habitats, including deep-sea corals and sponges are known
to occur within the Action Area. As noted in our email dated July 31, 2020, the following NOAA
Deep-5ea Coral and Sponge Map Portal contains information regarding observed coral and
sponge locations within the Action Area: hiffps./'Www.ncei.noaa gov/maps/ -583-

corals/mapSites htm.
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Effects of the Action

Adverse effects to EFH from the Proposed Action would result due to the release of military
expended materials (MEM), explosives and associated byproducts, acoustic impacts, direct
physical disturbance, energy stressors, and potential strikes. Of particular concern to WMES are
impacts associated with the discharge of MEM and explosive detonations, especially given the
presence of sensitive habitats, including HAPCs, deep-sea corals. and sponges in the action area.

The release of MEM, such as explosive fragments (e.g., from missiles, bombs, and other
projectiles). expendable targets. other munitions, metals, flares, chaff, and plastics, would
introduce marine debris info EFH. Marine debris resulting from the Proposed Action would
consist of a wide variety of man-made materials. including steel. iron. concrete, glass, cartbon
fibers. rubber. and plastics. Impact pathways associated with marnine debris include ingestion,
entanglement. smothering/covering, and alteration of the benthic invertebrate community
(Katsanevakis et al 2007, Euhn ef al. 2015, Gregory 2009). Marine debris can also become
snagged on and/or damage sensitive habitats, such as reefs (Carvalho-Souza et al. 2018). In
addition to the deleterious biological ramifications. there are also substantial negative economic
impacts from marine debris, especially for fishing and tourism industries (Provencher et al. 2017,
UNEP 2011, Botterell ef al. 2018). Due to its confanunation of virtually all coastal and marnine
environments worldwide and the increasing number of species for which negative interactions
with debris have been demonstrated, marine debris has been identified as a problem on a global
scale (Carvalho-Souza ef al. 2018, Eriksen ef al. 2014, Provencher ef af. 2017, Kuhn and van
Faneker 2020, Parton et al. 2012, Courtene-Jones ef al. 2017, 2019). Marine environments in
southern California are no exception. For instance, Moore af al. (2016) found that approximately
one third of the seafloor in the Southern California Bight contained trash. and the amount of
macro-debris nearlv doubled from 1994 to 2013.

NMES is especially concerned about the negative effects associated with marine plastic
pollution, which is ubiquitous throughout the marine environment and represents one of the most
difficult current environmental challenges (Eriksen ef al. 2014, Botterell er al. 2018, UNEP
2011). Locally. monitoring efforts reported a threefold increase in the amount of plastic debris in
the Southern California Bight seafloor in the period from 1994 to 2013 (Moore et al. 2016).
Ingestion of plastics can cavse a wide range of deleterious effects through various physical and
biochemical pathways (Gregory 2009, Rochman et al.. 2013, 2014, Talley ef al. 2020,
Provencher ef al. 2017), including internal wounds, digestive tract blockage, satiation, potential
starvation, impaired feeding behavior, reduced reproduction. concentration of toxic chemicals,
liver stress, endocrine svstem dismuption, behavioral impacts, and impairments fo growth,
reproduction, and respiration (Gregory 2009, Rochman et al., 2013, 2014, Talley et al. 2020,
Provencher ef al. 2017). A variety of species, ranging from plankton and small prey organisms to
marine megafauna. including commercially important species, have been documented to ingest
plastics (Botterell et al. 2018, Provencher et al. 2017, Kubn and van Franeker 2020, Markic et al.
2019, Courtene-Jones et al. 2017, 2019). For instance, Markic ef al. (2019) conducted a review
of papers evaluating plastic ingestion by wild marine fish and found that 65% of fish species and
67% of commercial fish species examined had ingested plastic. Moreover, studies have indicated
that certain species, including filter feeding Clupeiformes. such as those managed under the
Coastal Pelagic Species FMP. are likely more susceptible to plastic ingestion due to their gill
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structures and feeding behavior (Moore et al. 2001, Collard et al. 2017). Therefore, marine
plastic pollution is a widespread problem that is likely having a cascading effect throughout the
ecosysteny, affecting multiple trophic levels. including humans (Talley et al. 2020, Tanaka and
Takada 2016, Markic ef al. 2019_ Collard erf al. 2017, UNEP 2014, Botterell af al. 2018).
Plastics are non-biodegradable, can travel large distances. are widely distributed throughout the
world’s oceans, and provide hard surfaces for opportunmistic colonizers (Gregory 2009, Thiel and
Gutow 2005). Because pelagic plastics can be colonized by a variety of organisms (Gregory
2009, thev can facilitate the transport and expansion of non-native species, including aggressive
invasives, via increased rafting opportunifies (Gregory 2009, Derraik 2002). In fact, Barnes
(2002} found that this potential means of introducing non-native species to new areas was more
than doubled due to input of plastic litter to the marine environment. These invasions can have
severe consequences, with some estimating a potential decrease in marine biodiversity as high as
58% as a result (Derraik 2002).

Estimates of the quantities of various types of materials that would be discharged as MEM (e.g..
steel, concrete, plastic, chemicals) were not provided in the EFH Assessment. However,
Appendix B of the EFH Assessment does include calculations of the potential MEM impact
footprints to bottom habitat from an instantaneous impact of MEM or explosions on the ocean
surface for fraining and testing activities in a single year. Footprints were calculated for the
current environmental baseline and the two alternatives analyzed in the EIS/OEIS. Appendix B
notes, “The acfual instantaneous impact on the surface will depend on the number and location
of MEM expended and not recovered, which is [ikely much lowsr and more concentrated than
the worst-case scenario described here” The amount of bottom habitat EFH that may be
impacted by MEM was caleulated using the maximum quantity of every expended item rather
than the actual numbers of expended material based on historic expenditures, which are not
tracked. Data for numbers of MEM and underwater explosions were multiplied by an estimate of
the footprint size for representative MEM items in each material category (e.g., missiles —
surface-to-air. missiles — long range weapons. etc.). These values were added up to calculate a
total annual projected MEM impact footprint. The results indicate potential annwal MEM impact
footprints of 4. 7868 acres (cumrent environmental baseline), 5.6538 acres (Alternative 1 —
Preferred Alternative/Proposed Action), and & 2785 acres (Alternative 2). Although we realize
these estimates are relatively conservative and the action area is expansive, the proposed project
is intended to support military readiness requirements “into the foreseeable future.” Therefore,
the impact footprints from MEM would increase over time (e.g.. as much as 86.5 acres over 10
years). resulting in greater cumulative impacts to EFH.

Impacts resulting from explosive detonations of missiles, bombs, and projectiles at or near the
water”s surface can include: disturbance, injury or death from the shock/pressure wave; acoustic
impacts; disruption of habitat; exposure to chemical by-products; behavioral effects; and indirect
effects such as those on prey species or other components of the food web. The tvpe and severity
of the impact varies greatly depending upon several factors, including the magnitude of the
explosion, proximity of habitat or fish to the explosion. marine community characteristics, size
and body type of fish. tvpe of water body (e.g.. enclosed bay, open ocean, etc.). position of
detonation within the water column, etc. Despite the inherent variability in determining impacts
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associated with underwater explosives, there are a few general conclusions that can be made
based on empirical studies. Specifically. nnderwater explosives are lethal to most fish species in
the immediate vicinity of the explosion regardless of size, shape, or internal anatomy. As the
distance from the explosion increases, fish with gas-filled swim bladders are more susceptible to
the blast and suffer a higher mortality than those without swim bladders (Hastings and Popper
2005, Baxter et al. 1982, Keevin and Hempen 1997). In addition, as noted in the FFH
Assessment, adult fishes, and larger species would generally be less susceptible to injury and
mortality from sound and energy associated with explosive activities than small, juvenile, or
larval fishes.

Ome particularly relevant study by Dahl ef al. (2020), also cited in the EFH Assessment,
evaluated the physical effects from underwater explosions on Pacific sardines (Sardinops sagax)
within the Navy's Silver Strand Training Complex. Pacific sardines, managed under the CP5S
FMP. contain physostomous swim bladders with a direct connection to the gut that allows for the
easy transfer of gasses in and out of the swim bladder (Dahl et al. 2020). The Pacific sardines
were caged ronghly 5 kilometers offshore of San Diego over primarily sandy bottom at a
consistent depth of approximately 19.5 m. and exposed to a single detonation of C4 explosive at
distances varying from 18 to 246 m from the source. The C4 explosive used in the study had a
NEW of 4.66 kg. which is at the lower end of the E6 Bin identified in the EIS/OEIS, a Bin that
includes a Hellfire nuissile as an example sound source. As noted previously, the explosive Bins
for the Proposed Action range from E1 {0.1-0.25 NEW) to E10 (=250-500 WEW). Dahl et al.
(2020} found that only 8 of the 200 fish exposed to the detonation died, with half of those
mortalifies occuming in the closest cage roughly 18 m from the explosion. It 1s worth noting that
because the live fish were enthanized shortly after being brought to the surface, it is unclear
whether any of those fish that imtiallv survived the blast would have died from their injuries later
on (Dahl et al. 2020). No extemnal injuries were aftributed to the blast. However, five types of
infemnal injuries observed in one or more animals (1.e., burst capillaries, fat hematoma,
reproductive blood vessel mpture, swim bladder mipture, kidney mpture), many of which are
consistent with injuries observed in previous studies evaluating impulsive sound sources, were
found to be statistically significant and thus were determined to be caused by the explosion (Dahl
et al 2020). Therefore, although the adverse effect to the habitats themselves (e g, water
column, substrate) from explosions would be temporary, detonation impacts could be severe
enough to canse mortality in a vanety of fish species, including Federally managed species, and
would be expected to disproportionately affect fishes with swim bladders. smaller fishes_ and
earlier life stages.

The inherent environmental (e.g., fish populations and spafial distributions) and project-related
(e.g.. location and number of detonations) variability makes it is infeasible to accurately assess
the total mortality associated with a detonation, or the cummlative impacts of these exercises over
fime (e.g., one vear or info the foreseeable future). Therefore, in an attempt to provide some
assessment of the mortality effects on fish, the Navy provided an analysis based on Young
(1991} that calculated a 10% meortality distance (i.e., 90% survival) for fish of varying sizes due
to the detonation of explosives of varving charge weights. This analysis is based on nnderwater
detonations whereas detonations from PMSE activities would typically occur above, at. or very
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near the water's surface. Thus adverse effects from PMSE. detonations would be expected to be
less severe than the analysis results may indicate. It is also important to note that lethal and sub-
lethal effects to fish. as well as behavioral effects similar to those associated with sound noted
previously, would be expected outside of the 10% mortality distance. The analysis revealed a
10" mortality distance of 317 feet for a fish weighing 1 ounce and a detonation of a 10 pound
explosive at 3.3 feet depth. The calculations showed the same detonation would result in 10%
mortality distances of 221 feet and 142 feet for fish weighing 1 pound and 30 pounds,
respectively. The largest 10% mortality distance (660 feet) was reported for a 1 ounce fish from
a 1097 pound bomb being detonated at 3.3 feet depth. These 10% mortality range estimates are
useful for providing a general idea of the area of impact associated with individual detonations of
varying sizes. As noted in the EFH Assessment, the number of fish potentially killed by an in-
water explosion would depend on a number of factors. including the population density near the
blast, size of the explosive (i.e.. NEW). depth of the explosion, and fish size. For example. if an
explosion occurred in the middle of a dense school of sardines, anchovy, or other schooling fish,
a large number of fish could be killed. However, the probabality of this occurring is low based on
the patchy distribution of dense schooling fish In addition. the majonty of explosions will occur
upon impact with above-water targets and at the water’s surface, resulting in less of an impact
compared to underwater detonations. Moreover. as noted previously, although detonations will
occur at various locations throughout the 36,000 mi” of controlled sea and associated airspace
comprising the PMSE. most detonations will occur outside 12 WM in deeper water and away
from sensitive nearshore habitats. Therefore, given the detonations will occur primarily at or
above the water s surface and in deeper water away from sensitive habitats, and the expansive
size of the area over which these detonations may occur, NMFES does not believe they will result
in substantial adverse effects to EFH.

EFH Conservation Fecommendations

As described in the above effects analysis, NMFS has determined that the proposed action would
adversely affect EFH for various federally managed fish species within the Pacific Coast
Groundfish, Coastal Pelagic Species, and Highly Migratory Species FMPs. Therefore, pursuant
to section 305(b)4)(A) of the MSA, NMFES offers the following EFH Conservation
Recommendation to avoid, miminmze, mitigate, or otherwise offset the adverse effects to EFH.

1. The discharge of marine debris associated with MEM would adversely affect EFH. and
those effects would be expected to accumulate over time (1.e., vears) from ongoing
training and testing activities. Therefore, the Navy should implement conservation
measures to offset those adverse effects to EFH. Options that address marine debris
warrant special consideration, and previous projects associated with the military or its
installations have included conservation measures fo offset marine debris impacts. For
instance, proposed SpaceX rocket launches with at-sea barge landings based out of
Vandenberg Air Force Base included conservation measures to evaluate the amount of
material discharged to the ocean and provide a corresponding monetary contribution to
fund a program that removes lost fishing gear off Califormia. In addition, the Navy's
Ocean of Things project included a conservation measure to provide funding to expand
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the San Clemente Island Sandy Beach project to include debris characterization and
removal. NMFS is amenable to various approaches, especially those that include a marine
debris removal component, and 15 willing to discuss these options with the WNavy in more
detail

Statutory Response Requirement

Please be advised that regulations at section 305(b)(4)(B) of the MSA and 50 CFR 600.920(k) of
the MSA require vour office to provide a written response to this letter within 30 davs of its
receipt and at least 10 davs prior to final approval of the action. A preliminary response is
acceptable if final action cannot be completed withun 30 days. Your final response must include a
description of measures to be required to avoid, mitigate, or offset the adverse impacts of the
activity. If vour response is inconsistent with our EFH Conservation Recommendation, vou must
provide an explanation of the reasons for not implementing that recommendation. The reasons
must include the scientific justification for any disagreements over the anficipated effects of the
proposed action and the measures needed to avold, mimimize, mitigate, or offset such effects.

Supplemental Consultation

Pursuant to 50 CFR 600.920(1), the Navy nmst reinifiate EFH consultation with NMFES if the
proposed action 15 substanfially revised in a way that may adversely affect EFH. or if new
information becomes available that affects the basis for NMFS® EFH Conservation
Fecommendation.

Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act Comments

The purpose of the FWCA is fo ensure that wildlife conservation receives equal consideration,
and is coordinated with other aspects of water resources development [16 U.5.C. 661]. The
FWCA establishes a consultation requirement for Federal departments and agencies that
undertake any action that proposes to modify any stream or other body of water for any purpose,
including navigation and drainage [16 T.5.C 662(a)]. Consistent with this consultation
requirement, NMFES provides recommendations and comments to Federal action agencies for the
purpose of conserving fish and wildlife resources. The FWCA allows the opporiunity to offer
recommendations for the conservation of species and habitats beyond those currently managed
under the MSA

Asg described in the EFH effects analysis, NMFS has determined that bottom habitat, potentially
including biogenic and rocky reef habitats, will be negatively impacted bv proposed project
activifies. Given the importance of this habitat fo a vanety of fish and wildlife species. the
Conservation Recommendation provided above to avoid or minimize adverse effects to EFH is
also considered necessary to address negative impacts to fish and wildlife resources managed
under the FWCA.
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Thank you for consulting with NMFS and considering our comments. If vou have any questions
regarding this letter, please confact Eric Chavez at (562) 980-4064 or Eric Chavez{@noaa sov.

Sincerely,

Barry A Thom
Regional Administrator

cc: Ms. Cory Scott, Environmental Protection Specialist, Sea Range Sustainability Office
Ms. Catheryn E. Tortorici, NMFS Office of Protected Resources
Administrative File: 150316WCR2020PR.00151
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G.4.3 Navy Responseetter to the National Marine Fisheries Service

DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY
MAAL AR WARFARE CENTER WEAPONS DNISION
1 ADMINIS TRATION GRCAE 578 | AERLE BUITE 1
CHINA LAKE, % RISSS 8100 PO PALGELL oA G0 - 5048

3000
Ser EB2R00M/3305
MNovember 20, 2020

Wational Marine Fisheries Service
Attn: Mr. Barry A Thom
Regional Adminmistrator

Protected Resources Division

501 West Ocean Blvd.. Suite 4200
Long Beach, CA 90802

Dear Mr. Thom:

SUBJECT: ESSENTIAL FISH HABITAT CONSULTATION FOR. THE POINT MUGU SEA
RANGE ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT/OVERSEAS
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

We are in receipt of your letter dated October 14, 2020 regarding the Navy's Point Mugu
Sea Range (PMSR) Essential Fish Habitat (EFH) consultation for activities occurring within the
PMSE beginning in late 2021. The Navy will be conducting these activities for the reasonably
foreseeable future.

The Wavy has taken National Marine Fisheries Service's (INMFS") conservation
recommendation info consideration as a means to avoid, minimize, mitigate, or otherwise offset
the adverse effects to EFH from military expended materials. The Navy proposes to establish a
marine debris removal program at San Nicolas Island (SNI). The marine debris program includes
annual clean ups of SNI beaches as part of the ongoing Navy's Integrated Natural Eesources
Management Program Under the marine debris program. the Navy will record data collected
during the cleanup efforts into the Ocean Conservancy database. Additionally, the Navy will
implement a debris characterization and sampling project, including debrnis removal, using
collection methods adapted from the NOAA Marine Debris Monitoring methodology (Lippiatt
et. al. 2013). Sampling will be conducted twice during 2022 concurrent with ongoing bianmal
rocky intertidal surveys on SNI. This effort will be conducted for a period of one vear only, and
serves as a means for conducting rapid assessments of the debris material type and quantity
present in a monitored location. A Draft and Final Technical Report will be developed and
submitted to WMFES upon completion of the project.

The Magmison-Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management Act and its regulations
require a federal agency to reinitiate consultation with WMFS if the agency substantially revises
its plan for action m a manner that may adversely affect EFH or new information becomes
available that affects the basis for the NMFS EFH Conservation Recommendations (50 CFR
600.920(13). The Navy will review the PMSE EFH consultation periodically to determine if
updated science, modified regulations, or changes to Navy activifies require supplemental
consultation.
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Your staff's coordination and advice during the consultation process was appreciated and
helpfirl to the Navy in meeting its environmental responsibilities. If vou need additional
information or have questions, please feel free to contact Ms. Cory Scott at (760) 793-6443 or
cory L scott@navy.mil

Sincerely,

o r
; F i
T -
EFEEELF AL e e
*

Kenneth Seeley
By direction

Copy to:
Eric Chavez, NOAA Fisheries West Coast Region
Ms. Catheryn E. Tortorici, NMFS Office of Protected Resources
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G.5 National Historic Preservation Ac€ompliance

G5.1 Governmentto-GovernmentTribal Consultatiors

G.5.1.1 Navy Invitation Letterto Tribesfor Consultation(Example)
DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY
MAVAL BASE VENTURA COUNTY
311 MAIN ROAD, SUITE 1
FOINT MUGU, CA B3042-5033
M REPLY REFER T
5000

Ser NOOOOCV/0114
February 11, 2020

The Honorable Mr. Temet Aguilar

Chairman, Pauma Band of Luisefio Mission Indians
1010 Pauma Reservation Road

Pauma Valley, CA 92061

Dear Chairman Aguilar:

Subj:  INVITATION TO GOVERNMENT TO GOVERNMENT CONSULTATION
FOR THE POINT MUGU SEA RANGE ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT
STATEMENT/OVERSEAS ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT,

The Department of the Navy is preparing an Environmental Impact Statement/Overseas
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS/OEIS) for military activity on the Point Mugu Sea Range
(PMSR). Maval Base Ventura County, in accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act
{NEPA).

The MNavy recogmizes that your Tribe has expressed an interest in cultural resources on San
Nicolas Island, part of the study area for this NEPA environmental planning process, and |
cxtend my invitation to enter into Government-to-Government consultation respecting the PMSR
EIS/OEIS. This invitation is in recognition of your Tribe's sovereignty. Of primary importance
is obtaining your review and comment on cultural resources impacts analysis to inform the Navy
of your Tribal interests as this NEPA environmental planning process occurs.

The PMSR EIS/OEIS study area consists of 36,000 square miles of controlled sea and
airspace designated for military testing and training activities. The study area supports
established mission requirements to conduct weapons systems testing and evaluation for
operational readiness, by providing a safe. operationally realistic, and thoroughly instrumented
sea range testing environment. San Nicolas Island is federally-managed land that is integral in
sustaining military readiness,

The PMSR EIS/OEIS propesed action will analyze continued testing and training activities
that maintain military readiness, Department of Defense Title 10 requirements, and current and
future mission areas and activities. Activities and potential impacts will be examined based on
new science, data, and models, as well as cultural resources information and understanding of
your Tribal values provided by this Government-to-Government consultation.

During the PMSR EIS/OEIS public scoping comment period conducted April 27 to June 26,
2018, the Mavy received comments requesting that the Navy contact Tribes within the project
area to ensure any impacts on culturally significant resources would be handled in accordance
with the customs and traditions of each Tribe. Commenters also requested that the Navy ensure
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compliance with Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act. This consultation
invitation is responsive to these NEPA public scoping comments. Your review and comment
on the draft cultural resources impacts analysis provides the Navy with specific information on
potentially affected Tribal interests.

Therefore, prior to release to the public, | am attaching copies of the EIS/OEIS s Draft
Executive Summary, Draft Cultural Resources Chapter, and also maps of the Areas of
Potential Effects (maps designed under the National Historic Preservation Act) for your
review and comment. Our intention is that your Tribe will have a full opportunity to provide
Tribal comments on these cultural resources specific analysis that inform the PMSR
EIS/OEIS. Through your review and comment, the Navy may understand and address issues
that concern your Tribal values, customs, and traditions in recognition of your historic
relationship with San Nicolas Island,

Please share with my NBVC Environmental Division all comments, within 60 days, care
of Mr. Joseph Montoya, NBVC Environmental Planning and Conservation Branch Manager,
(805) 939-3804, joseph.l.montovaif i

Sincerely,

Commanding Officer

Enclosures: |, EIS/OEIS Draft Executive Summary
2. EIS/OEIS Drafi Cultural Resources Chapter
3. Draft APE Maps

Copy to:

The Honorable Mr. Fred Nelson

Chairman, La Jolla Band of Luisefio Mission Indians
22000 Highway 76

Pauma Valley, CA 92061

The Honorable Mr. Robert H. Smith

Chairman, Pala Band of Luisefio Mission Indians
12196 Pala Mission Road

Pala, CA 92059
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The Honorable Mr. Mark Macarro

Chainnan, Pechanga Band of Luisefio Mission Indians
P.O. Box 1477

Temecula, CA 92503

The Honorable Mr. Bo Mazzetti

Chairman, Rincon Band of Luisefio Mission Indians
One Government Center Lane

Valley Center, CA 92082

The Honarable Mr, Kenneth Kahn

Chairman, Santa Ynez Band of Chumash Mission Indians
P.O. Box 517

Santa Yner, CA 93460

The Honorable Mr. Scott Cozart
Chairman, Soboba Band of Luisefio Mission Indians
P.O. Box 487 San Jacinto, CA 9258]

Admiral Bette Bolivar, United States Navy
Commander, Navy Region Southwcst

Y37 North Harbor Drive

San Diego, CA 92132

Commander
NAVAIRWARCENWPNDIV
Code: EB2ZR00M

575 T Ave, Suite 1 M/S 0460
Point. Mugu, CA 93042-3049

WAVFAC Southwest

Attn: Diane Silva, NARA Certified Command Records Manager
1220 Pacific Highway, Code EV33

NBSD Bldg. 3519

San Diepo, CA 92132
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G.5.1.2 Navy Invitation Letter to Tribes fo€onsultation Recipient List)

The Honorabl@emet A.Aguilar Chairman
Pauma Band of Luisefissionindians

The Honorald Fred NelsonChairperson
La Jolla Band of Luisefialians

The Honorabld&obert HSmith Chairperson
Pala Band dfuisefio Mission Indns

The HonorabléMark Macarrg Chairperson
Pechanga Band of LuiseRbissionindians

The HonorabldoMazzetti Clairperson
Rincon Band of Luisefio Mission Indians

The Honorable Kennetkahn Chairperson
Santa Ynez Band of Chumash Mission Indians

TheHonorable Scott CozarChaiperson
Soboba Band of Luisefio Indians
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G.5.1.3 Rincon Band oLuisefiolndians Response Letter

Rincon Band of Luiseno Indians

CULTURAL RESOURCES DEPARTMENT

One Government Center Lane | Walley Center | CA 92082
(7607 T49-1051 | Faoe (760} 749-890] | noecon-nan gov

March 19, 2020

Sent via email: joseph. ] montova navy. mil
Department of the Navy

Joseph Montoya

311 Main Foad. Suite 1

Point Mugn, CA 93042-5033

Ee: Point Mugu Sea Eange Environmental Impact Statement/Overseas Environmental Impact State ment
Dear Mr. Montoya,

Thus letter is wntten on behalf of the Rincon Band of Tmsefio Indians. We have received your notification regarding
the above referenced project and we thank you for the opportunity to consult on this project. The identified location
15 within the Terntory of the Lsefio people, and 15 also within Rincon’s specific area of Historic interest.

Embedded in the Luisefio territory are Fincon’s history, culture and identity.  We request consultation at this fime
In crder to learn more about the project and any potential impacts to cultural resources.

If you have additional questions or concems, please do not hesitate to contact our office at your convenience at
(7600 297-263 5 or via electronic mail at comdrigal@nncon-nsn gov. We look forward to working together to protect
and preserve our cultural assets.

Sincerely,

Cheryl Madrigal
Tnbal Histonc Preservation Officer
Cultural Fesources Manager
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G.5.14 Navy Response Letter to Rincon Band.oisefiolndians

DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY
MAVAL BASE VENTURA COUNTY
311 MAIN ROAD, SUITE 1
POINT MUGL, CA 83042-5033
BN REPLY REFER T0:
5090
Ser NOODOCV/0503

June 29, 2020

Ms. Cheryl Madrigal

Tribal Historic Preservation Officer
Cultural Resources Manager
Rincon Band of Luisefio Indians
One Government Center Lane
Valley Center, CA 92082

Dear Ms. Madrigal:

SUBJECT: NATIONAL HISTORIC PRESERVATION ACT SECTION 106 CONSULTATION
FOR THE POINT MUGU SEA RANGE ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT
STATEMENT AND OVERSEAS ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

Thank you for your letter to the U.S. Navy dated March 19, 2020 regarding the Rincon Band of
Luisefio Indians (Rincon) request for consultation pursuant to Section 106 of the National Historic
Preservation Act of 1966 (54 USC 306108) for the Point Mugu Sea Range (PMSR) Environmental
Impact Statement/Overseas Environmental Impact Statement (EIS/OEIS). Your letter was a
response to the Navy's February 11, 2020 letter in which the Navy invited Rincon to enter into
Government-to-Government consultation for the PMSR EIS/OEIS, which describes the proposed
activities collectively termed the undertaking under Section 106. The Navy is committed to
working with its Tribal Partners to ensure full and comprehensive environmental review of the
undertaking's effects. Additionally, the Navy recognizes the important role our Tribal Partners
play in this Section 106 process. Accordingly, the Navy looks forward to engaging in consultation
with Rincon, pursuant to Section 106, to review this undertaking.

Your letter requested consultation between Rincon and the Navy in order to learn more about
the undertaking. This letter is a response to your consultation request. The Navy sent Rincon a
Motice of Availability Letter for the draft PMSR EIS/OEIS, dated April 6, 2020. This letter
included a CD copy of the draft EIS/OEIS. The Navy welcomes the opportunity to meet with your
Tribe to discuss further. Included below for you convenience are summaries of the undertaking,
the area of potential effect (APE) for the undertaking, identification of known historic properties
within the APE, and the determination of effect to historic properties from the undertaking.

UNDERTAKING

The PMSR is located adjacent to Los Angeles, Ventura, Santa Barbara, and San Luis Obispo
counties along the Pacific Coast of Southemn California and includes 36,000 square miles of
controlled sea and airspace designated for testing and training activities, The Naval Air Warfare
Center Weapons Division (NAWCWD) is the primary tenant at NBVC and the primary user of the
PMSE. NAWCWD Point Mugu meets its mission to conduct state-of-the-art weapons systems
testing and evaluation and to maintain operational readiness by providing a safe,
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realistic, and instrumented testing environment. Vessels, aircraft, and weapons systems must be
able to perform in realistic marine environments and operate as intended, thus improving system
accuracy and personnel safety.

The Mavy's proposed undertaking is to conduct military readiness activities within the PMSR.
The proposed undertaking includes testing and training activities previously analyzed in the 2002
PMSR EIS/OEIS and activities associated with the Environmental Assessments (EA) completed at
PMSR since 2002, In addition to consolidating previously analyzed actions into one
comprehensive document, the current EIS/OEIS also addresses proposed increases in activity
frequency of military research, development, acquisition, testing, and evaluation (referred to as
“testing™) and scheduled training activities at the PMSR. The testing and training activities subject
to the current EIS/OEIS would be conducted at sea and in designated airspace within the PMSR
Study Area, as well as missile launch operations and directed energy activities originating from
NBVC Point Mugu and NBVC San Nicolas Island (SNT). The proposed undertaking would
continue military readiness activities and increase testing and training activities that are the same
as or similar to those currently occurring within the PMSR and have been occurring for decades.
The proposed undertaking will allow for continued testing and training in support of military
readiness and Department of Defense mission requirements as required by Title 10 and to provide
combat-ready forces. The purpose of the proposed action is to provide modem instrumented
airspace, sea space, testing and traning areas, testing and training facilities, and range
infrastructure to fully support current, emerging, and foreseeable future testing and training
requirements, and ensure the long-term viability of the PMSR while protecting human health and
the environment.

At Point Mugu, the Navy proposes testing activities associated with the Directed Energy
Sysiems Integration Laboratory and launch activities associated with the Launch Complex
Building (PM-55), including the Alpha (PM-715 and PM-717), Bravo (PM-727, PM-728 and PM-
729), Charlie (PM-748 and PM-749), and Nike Zeus (PM-751) launch complexes. Missiles can
also be launched from a truck within the launch complex area. The truck is self-contained and is
only onsite for the launch duration.

For SNI, the Navy proposes the continued use of the Land Impact Site, a 10.5-acre target area
located on the northwest portion of the island historically associated with the Standoff Land Attack
Missile (SLAM) testing program. The Land Impact Site is used for air-to-surface tests with inert
weapon systems. The proposed tempo for the continued use of the Land Impact Site will not
exceed what was previously analyzed in the 1998 Environmental Assessment (EA) for Non-
warhead SLAM and Future Model SLAM Firings. In addition, the Navy proposes the continued
use of the existing Alpha Launch Complex (N-193 and N-315). The Alpha Launch Complex is
typically used for launching the GQM-163A supersonic target. The proposed tempo for the use of
the launch complex would not exceed what was previously analyzed in the 2002 PMSR EIS/OQEIS.
The Navy also proposes to conduct testing activities associated with the Directed Energy facility
on SNL Construction and use of the Directed Energy facility on SNI was previously analyzed in

[+
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the 2015 Directed Energy Test Facility at SNI. There is no change in tempo proposed for Directed
Energy activities on SMI from what was analyzed in the 2015 EA for the Directed Energy facility.

AREA OF POTENTIAL EFFECT

Consistent with 36 CFR 800, 16(d), the APE for this project is defined as the geographic area
within which the proposed undertaking may directly cause effects to historic properties. The APE
for the proposed undertaking includes the PMSR, the areas associated with land-based launch and
land impact facilities, and sites on NBVC Point Mugu and SN, as detailed in Enclosures 2 and 3.

[DENTIFICATION OF HISTORIC PROPERTIES

Most of the activities for the proposed undertaking will take place within the open ocean areas
in the PMSE, with additional activities occurring at land-based launch and land impact facilities
and sites on NBVC Point Mugu and SNI. The Study Area contains one Mational Register eligible
architectural resource and three eligible archaeological sites.

On NBVC Point Mugu, the vast majority of architectural resources have been inventoried.
Additionally, most of the non-developed and non-wetland acreage has been surveyed for
archaeological sites. There are no recorded archaeological sites within the APE on NBVC Point
Mupu.

Building PM-55 and its associated Launch Complex are located within the APE on NBVC
Point Mugu. The building and launch complex is considered an exceptionally significant Cold
War-era resource and was determined eligible for listing on the National Register of Historic
Places (NRHP) under criteria A and C (JRP Historical Consulting Services, 1998). The Navy
typically launches 50 to 70 missiles or targets annually from Building PM-55 and its associated
beach launch pads. The majority of launches entail jet-assisted takeoff (JATO) or rocket-assisted
takeoff (RATO) bottles to assist the launch of missiles. These bottles primarily fall into the
wetland immediately in front of the launch pad (the drop zone) if the event occurs at Building PM-
55. Ifthe launch occurs from an operational pad adjacent to the beach (Pad Alpha, Pad Bravo, Pad
Charlie, or Pad Nike Zeus), JATO/RATO bottles may expend into the near shore environment.
The RATO and JATO bottles are retrieved during periodic clean-up processes,

San Micolas [sland has been the subject of archaeological investigations for at least 100 years,
including a complete pedestrian survey resulting in the identification of approximately 600
archaeological sites. Within the APE on SNI, three eligible archaeological sites were identified:
CA-SNI-12, CA-5NI-41, and CA-SNI-168.

Site CA-SNI-12 is identified as a highly disturbed habitation site comprised of a large deflating
and eroding midden complex with stabilized areas containing buried deposits and human skeletal
remains. The human remains are within two areas identified as cemeteries. These areas are

G37
Appendix G Agency Correspondence



Point Mugu Sea Range
FinalEIS/OEIS Januay 2022

50680
Ser NOGOOCV/0503
June 29, 2020

located in the northwestern and eastern portions of the site. As analyzed in the 2015 Directed
Energy Test Facility EA, The Directed Energy Test Facility would be positioned at the far northern
extent of site CA-SNI-12 (Enclosure 4). Components of the Directed Energy Test Facility, which
are within or near CA-SNI-12, consist of a concrete pad sited on bedrock and a graded road to the
pad. The concrete pad is located outside of the site boundary to the immediate west of CA-SNI-12,
while the road bisects the northern portion of the site. At CA-SNI-12, the proposed activities
analyzed for the Directed Energy Test Facility in this Draft EIS'OEIS involve the directed energy
system (e.g., laser or high-powered microwave) at the shooter site being aimed and shot at one or
more of the calibration target sites. Once the system is calibrated, it would be aimed at a target in
order to conduct system tests. The “shooter” systems siting would allow a directed energy system
to attack airbome or seabome targets as well as land-based targets. The proposed tempo will not
exceed what was previously analyzed in the 2015 Directed Energy Test Facility EA.

Site CA-SNI-4] is a habitation site with a large, dense midden complex. Early site
investigations resulted in the removal of seven burials from the site; no additional remains have
been identified. The western portion of site CA-SNI-41 may overlap the Rock Crusher Site
Launch Complex. However, archival research suggests the Rock Crusher Site Launch Complex is
located to the immediate northwest and outside of the site CA-SN1-41 boundary and an updated
boundary may be required. The Navy constructed two launchers near Rock Crusher; however, the
launchers were removed. The launch pads still exist and are each typically used three-to-five times
per year to launch missiles via mobile or temporary launchers. The Rock Crusher Site Launch
Complex is used to launch missiles such as Tactical Tomahawk, rolling airframe missiles (RAM),
and Standard Missiles, Missiles are launched westward, over the ocean, within a 60-degree
azimuth.

Site CA-SNI-168 is a multiple locus habitation site with a large lithic and shell scatter and
buried midden areas. One cemetery area was identified at the site. The cemetery area is located
approximately ninety meters east of the Land Impact Site, which is located within site CA-SNI-
168. The Land [mpact Site consists of structures on an elevated, irregularly-shaped single access
road with an adjacent platform constructed of imported fill and gravel. The Land lmpact Site is
used for air-to-surface tests using inert weapon systems. While these weapons are considered
inert, some do use small pyrotechnic devices (e.g., spotting charges, live fuses). Targets within the
Land Impact Site may include empty Container Express (commonly known as CONEX) boxes
configured to simulate buildings, helicopter or aircraft bodies, as well as other constructed
simulated targets. The Land Impact Site is the only active impact site on SNI and has been in use
since 1989, The proposed tempo for the continued use of the Land Impact Site will not exceed

what was previously analyzed in the 1998 EA for Non-warhead SLAM and Future Model SLAM
Firings, approximately 8-26 times annually.

During Section 106 consultation for the P-586 undertaking on SNI, the Navy was informed of
two additional potential historic properties. These potential historic properties are a Traditional
Cultural Property (TCP) and an archaeological district. An assertion was made that the TCP
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includes the entire island and that each archasological site on the island is a contributing element
to the overall archasological district. [n response to the identification of these polential historic
properties, the Mavy is preparing to contract both an ethnographic study and archaeological district
study of SNI to identify and define the nature of both property types.

The only known submerged cultural resources within the study area are historic period
shipwrecks and planes. To date, no systematic underwater survey has been undertaken within the
waters of the PMSR,; however, a submerged cultural resources assessment for the Channel lslands
MNational Park and Channel Islands National Marine Sanctuary was conducted in 1996 which
identified historic period resources in the waters near the study area.

DETERMINATION OF EFFECT

As described in the PMSR draft EIS/OEIS, training and testing activities are expected to
continue at current or similar levels in existing localities. These activities are generally consistent
with those analyzed in the 2002 PMSR EIS/OEIS and subsequent EAs completed for the PMSR
since 2002 wherein the Navy received SHPO concurrence on determinations of no adverse effect
to historic properties. The activities proposed in the current draft EIS/OEIS are representative of
testing and training that the Navy has conducted in the PMSR for decades.

There are four historic properties identified within the APE for the PMSR: Building PM-55 and
its associated Launch Complex on NBVC Point Mugu; and CA-SNI-12, CA-SNI-41, and CA-SNI-
168 on SN1. Based on analysis of the proposed undertaking at each location, the Navy has
determined the activities proposed in the PMSR draft EIS/OEIS will not adversely affect historie
properties.

For activities associated with the proposed undertaking, building PM-55 and its Launch
Complex would continue as a target and launch facility. This activity received analysis as part of
the Mavy's 2002 PMSR EIS/OEIS. Consistent with findings of the 2002 EIS/OEIS, recent
analysis found that the current proposed undertaking would not adversely affect the historic
property because the building’s historie or current use would not be altered.

The Directed Energy Test Facility is sited at the far northern end of site CA-SNI-12. Potential
impacts to CA-SNI-12 and the nearby site CA-SNI-157 were identified during the Navy's
preparation of the Directed Energy Test Facilities at San Nicolas [sland EA. Through consultation
with the SHPO, the project’s construction plans were adjusted to avoid CA-SNI-157 and to
minimize effects to CA-SNI-12. Archaeclogical testing was conducted within the portion of site
CA-5NI-12 that would be affected by widening the existing road in the northern portion of the site
to support the Directed Energy Test Facility. This area was found to be highly disturbed and
consisted of a surface deposit that had washed down from the top of a dune. The area was found to
be a non-contributing element of the site. Additionally, measures were developed to avoid or
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minimize adverse effects to other portions of the site. A physical barrier was installed to prevent
sea mammals from accessing the concrete pad adjacent to the site boundary for haul out and to
prevent people from driving onto CA-3NI-12. Signage was also installed to direct people to walk
on paved and graded areas only. Accordingly, the EA determined there would be no impacts to the
archaeological site associated with testing and personnel training at the site. CA SHPO
concurrence was received for these findings in a letter dated December 2, 2014,

The Rock Crusher Launch site (PM-807, PM-807a, and PM-813) contains the Tomahawk
Launch Pad and the RAM Launch Pad. These concrete pads were constructed between 1970 and
1996 and are located within or near the western portion of site CA-SNI-41. Although the site
boundary is currently depicted within the Rock Crusher Launch Site, a comparison of site records,
reports, and GIS data suggest the site is located outside of the launch site. In fact, the 1998 EA for
the Tomahawlk Flight Test Operations on the West Coast of the United States notes the site is
located approximately 65 meters east of the launch area (Enclosure 4). During recordation and
investigation of CA-SNI1-41 by California State University, Los Angeles in 1997, the western
portion of the site was found to be disturbed by the construction of the Rock Crusher Launch site.
In spite of this disturbance, the investigators concluded that remaining portions of site CA-SNI-41
retain integrity for listing in the NRHP under criterion D. Under the current draft EIS/OEIS, no
additional construction is proposed in this area, and testing and training activities will be confined
to existing launch pads and access roads. Project activities which are limited to use of the existing
facilities and infrastructure are consistent with current use of the Rock Crusher Launch site and
would not adversely affect CA-SNI-41.

In 1998, the Navy prepared an EA for the development and use of the SLAM Impact Site (now
referred to as the Land Impact Site) which is located within CA-SNI-168. Environmental analysis
conducted for that EA determined impacts to CA-SNI-168 would result from the construction of
the SLAM site. In support of the EA, consultation ensued between the Mavy and CA SHPO in
1996, which resulted in the mitigation through data recovery of the parts of CA-SNI-168 that
would be affected by the SLAM site (Enclosure 6). Additionally, the Mavy developed procedures
to avoid or minimize potential adverse effects to other portions of the site not subject to the data
recovery efforts. These measures include aircrew briefings prior to each flight and ongoing ground
crew briefings, restricted access areas at target sites, including access routes, reporting new
discoveries, prohibiting collection of artifacts, minimizing off-road travel and avoiding marked
areas, coordination between missile recovery crews and range environmental representatives prior
to recovering any missile outside a tarpet APE. Since the types of activities included in the
proposed undertaking are similar in nature to those analyzed during the development of the 1998
EA, the Navy has determined that continued use of the Land Impact Site would not have an
adverse effect on site CA-SNI-168.
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Based on the above analyses, the Navy has determined that the activities proposed in the PMSR
draft EIS/OEIS would have no adverse effect to historic properties, consistent with 36 CFR
B00.5(Db).

The 2002 Final PMSR EIS/OEIS and subsequent EAs completed since 2002 can be accessed
via the project website at https://pmsr-eis.com/documents’. A CD-ROM or printed copy of these
documenis can be made available by request.

CONSULTATION MEETING

The Rincon Tribe's March 19, 2020 letter requested to consult with NBVC to discuss the
proposed undertaking. Due to current federal and state guidance on social distancing in response
to COVID-19, the Navy is unable to meet in-person to discuss the draft EIS/OEIS. The Navy
proposes an initial consultation meeting with your Tribe via teleconference. If the Tribe is
amenable to this form of communication, three date and time options are provided for your
COnvVenience:

72002020, 1:00 PM = 3:00 PM
7/23/2020; 10:00 AM - 12:00 PM
7/24/2020; 1:00 PM = 3:00 PM

Please select a date and time and notify Mr. Joseph Montoya, NBVC Environmental Planning

and Conservation Branch Manager at (805) 989-3804 or joseph.|. montova@navy.mil. Should you
or your staff have any questions or concerns, please contact Mr. Montoya.

Sincerely,

4

aptain, U.S. Mavy
Commanding Officer

Enclosures: Motice of Availability of the PMSE Draft EIS/OEIS Letter

APE at NBVC Point Mugu

AFPE at NBVC SNI

Archagological Sites within or near APE at NBVC SNI

SHPO Consultation Package Reference No. USN 2013 0814 001

SHPO Consultation and Concurrence Letter Reference No. USN9691

Ll
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G.5.15 Pechanga Band of LuisefidissionIndiansResponse Letter

Chairperson:

Meal lhanezx

PECHANGA CULTURAL RESOURCES e Chairperson

Temecula Band of Luisefio Mission Indians Bridpen Barcello

Committee Members:
Dartene Miranda
Richard B. Scearce, 1
HRabert Villalobos

Post e, Box 2183 = Temsecula, CA 92593
Telephone: (951 ) TI0-6300 « Fax (951 506-94%]

Sheven Torres
: Tuan Rodrigues
April 10, 2020
[rirector:
Ceary DuBois
Coordinator:
YIA E-MAIL and USPS Paul Macarro
Cultural Analyst
Mr. Joseph Montoya Tuha Ehru Ol
Department of the Navy _ -
Planning Specialist-
Maval Base Ventura County Mally Eseahar

Environmental Planning and Conservation Branch Manager
311 Main Road, Suite 1
Point Mugu, CA 93042-5033

Re: Pechanga Tribe Request for Consultation Pursuant to Section 106 for the Point Mugu
Sea Range Environmental Impact Statement/Overscas Environmental Impact Statement

Dear Mr, Montoya,

This letter is written on behalf of the Pechanga Band of Luisefio Indians (hereinafier, “the
Tribe™), a federally recognized Indian tribe and sovereign government in response to the Section
106 National Historic Preservation Act Consultation notice dated February 11, 2020, regarding
the above referenced Undertaking. This letter serves as the Tribe’s formal request for consultation
with the Naval Base Ventura County (NBVC) under Section 106 for this Undenaking. It is the
Tribe's understanding that the Department of Navy is preparing an Environmental Impact
Statement/Overseas Environmental Tmpact Statement (EIS/OEIS) for 36,000 square miles of
controlled sea and airspace designated for military testing and training activities, which include
San Nicolas Island, in accordance with National Environmental Policy Act. To better understand
the Undertaking, we request additional detailed information about the proposed Undertaking and
further request to meet with the NBVC to discuss further. As you are aware, the entirety of San
Nicolas Island is extremely culturally sensitive, including a substantial number of human remains,
funerary objects, and tribal cultural resources'. As previously identified by Pechanga, San Nicolas
is both a Traditional Cultural Property and an Archaeological District, both of which the Tribe
maintains are eligible under all four Register criteria,

The Tribe formally requests to be notified and involved in the entire environmental review
process for the duration of the above referenced Undertaking. Please add the Tribe to your
distribution list(s) for public notices and circulation of all documents, including environmental
review documents, archagological reports, and all documents pertaining to this Project. Please also
incorporate these comments into the record of approval,

! Please note that while the NHPA incorporates cultural resources into the rubric of “historic properties.” the Tribe takes a much
more expansive view of the nature of these resources, which we can discuss further in our Section 106 consultation. For purposes
of this ketter, the Mavy should read the term “tribal cultural resources™ to be included within the definition of “historic properies™

Sacred Is The Duty Trusted Unto Our Care And With Honor We Rise To The Need
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Pechanga Comment Letter to the Naval Base Ventura County

Re: Pechanga Tribe Section 106 Consultation for Point Mugu Sea Range EIS/OEIS
April 9, 2020

Page 2

The Pechanga Tribe asserts that San Nicolas Island is part of “Atdaxum (Luisefio), and
therefore the Tribe's, Aboriginal territory as evidenced by the existence of cultural resources, place
names, fdofa yixélval (rock art, pictographs, petroglyphs), and an extensive ‘Atdaxum artifact
record on the Island. This culturally sensitive location is affiliated with the Pechanga Band of
Luisefio Indians because of the Tribe's cultural ties to San Nicolas Island, including extensive
documentation of the Tribe's ancestors living on the Island. Further, the Pechanga Band
(*Atdaxum/Luisefio) was determined by the Navy to be culturally affiliated with the Island pursuant
o the Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act on February 26, 2015,

Under both NEPA and Section 106, we look forward to working closely with the NBVC
on ensuring that a full, comprehensive environmental review of the Undertaking's effects is
completed, which includes analysis and discussion of any sensitive tribal cultural resources,
including human remains and funerary objects, that could potentially be affected by this and any
future Undertakings, whether they be direct, indirect, or cumulative effects. Further, we hope to
assist the NBVC with ensuring that the Undertaking will provide every effort to avoid effects to
human remains, funerary objects, and tribal cultural resources. As such, we request a consultation
meeting with the NBVC to receive additional information about the Project and to further discuss
OUr CONCEIMS.

As required by the NHPA and Section 106, the Tribe must be included during the
identification, evaluation, adverse effects determinations, and resolution of such effects during
phases of the environmental review process. The Tribe reserves the right to fully participate in the
environmental review process, as well as to provide future comment on the Undertaking's effects
to tribal cultural resources and for the potential resolution of such effects at the appropriate time
in the Section 106 process,

The Pechanga Tribe looks forward to working together with the Naval Base Ventura
County in protecting the invaluable Pechanga cultural resources that could be effected by the
issuance of the requested permits. Please contact Michele Fahley, Deputy General Counsel at
mfahley@pechanga-nsn.gov or at 951-770-6179 or Ebru Ozdil, Cultural Analyst at 951-770-6313
or at eozdil@pechanga-nsn.gov once you have had a chance to review these comments so that we
can schedule our consultation. Thank you.

Sincerely,

Gary DubBois, JD, MSW

Director, Cultural Resources Department
Tribal Historic Preservation Officer

cc:  Pechanga Office of the General Counsel
FPechanga Culfural Resowrces » Tomecula Band of Luiseiio Mission Indians
Post Office Box 2183 » Temecula, CA 82552

Sacred Is The Duty Trusted Unfo Owr Carve And With Honor We Rize To The Need
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MAVAL BASE VENTURA COUNTY
311 MAIN ROAD, SUITE 1
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June 29, 2020

Ms. Michele Fahley

Deputy General Counsel
Pechanga Band of Luisefio Indians
P.O. Box 2183

Temecula, CA 92593

Dear Ms. Fahley:

SUBJECT: NATIONAL HISTORIC PRESERVATION ACT, SECTION 106
CONSULTATION FOR THE POINT MUGU SEA RANGE ENVIRONMENTAL
IMPACT STATEMENT AND OVERSEAS ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT
STATEMENT

Thank you for your letter to the U.S. Navy dated April 10, 2020 regarding the Pechanga Band
of Luisefio Indians (Pechanga) request for consultation pursuant to Section 106 of the Mational
Historic Preservation Act of 1966 (54 USC 306108) for the Point Mugu Sea Range (PMSR)
Environmental Impact Statement/Overseas Environmental Impact Statement (EIS/OEIS). Your
letter was a response to the Navy's February 11, 2020 letter in which the Navy invited Pechanga
to enter into Governmeni-to-Government consultation for the PMSR EIS/OEIS, which describes
the proposed activities collectively termed the undertaking under Section 106, The Navy is
committed to working with its Tribal Partners to ensure full and comprehensive environmental
review of the undertaking's effects. Additionally, the Navy recognizes the important role our
Tribal Partners play in this Section 106 process. Accordingly, the Navy looks forward to
engaging in consultation with Pechanga, pursuant to Section 106, to review this undertaking,

Your letter requested additional information about involvement in the environmental review
process, including: project notifications; the proposed undertaking; and, a consultation meeting
between Pechanga and the Navy. This letter is a response to those requests,

The Navy recognizes Pechanga as a consulting party for this undertaking. As such, the Navy
will ensure your Tribe is appropriately involved in the entire environmental review process and
will receive related notifications and documents. To ensure receipt of notification and
documents, Pechanga is included on the Navy's distribution list for public notices, as well as the
distribution list for consulting parties — with additional access to cultural resources documents.

The Mavy sent Pechanga a Motice of Availability Letter for the draft PMSR EIS/OEIS, dated
April 6, 2020. This letter included a CD copy of the draft EIS/OEIS. Included below are
summiaries of the undertaking, the area of potential effect (APE) for the undertaking,
identification of known historic properties within the APE and the determination of effect to
historic properties from the undertaking., More detailed information can be found in the
electronic copy of the draft EIS/OEIS provided via CD with the Mavy’s April 6, 2020 letter that
was sent to Pechanga, The Navy also welcomes the opportunity to meet with Pechanga
telephonically due to travel restrictions during the COVID-19 pandemic to discuss further,
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UNDERTAKING

The PMSR is located adjacent to Los Angeles, Ventura, Santa Barbara, and San Luis Obispo
counties along the Pacific Coast of Southern California and includes 36,000 square miles of
conirolled sea and airspace designated for testing and training activities. The Naval Air Warfare
Center Weapons Division (NAWCWD) is the primary tenant at NBVC Point Mugu and the
primary user of the PMSR. NAWCWD Point Mugu meets its mission to conduct state-of-the-art
weapons systems testing and evaluation and to maintain operational readiness by providing a
safe, realistic, and instrumented testing environment. Vessels, aircraft, and weapons systems
must be able to perform in realistic marine environments and operate as intended, thus improving
system accuracy and personnel safety.

The Navy's proposed undertaking is to conduct military readiness activities within the
PMSR. The proposed undertaking includes testing and training activities previously analyzed in
the 2002 PMSR EIS/OEIS and activities associated with the Environmental Assessments (EA)
completed at PMSE since 2002, In addition to consolidating previously analyzed actions into
one comprehensive document, the current EIS/OEIS also addresses proposed increases in
activity frequency of military research, development, acquisition, testing, and evaluation
(referred to as “testing™) and scheduled training activities at the PMSR. The testing and training
activities subject to the current EIS/OEIS would be conducted at sea and in designated airspace
within the PMSR Study Area, as well as missile launch operations and directed energy activities
originating from NBVC Point Mugu and San Nicolas [sland (SNI). The proposed undertaking
would continue military readiness activities with some proposed increases in testing and training
activities that are the same as or similar to those currently occurring within the PMSR, and have
been occurring for decades. The proposed undertaking will allow for continued testing and
training in support of military readiness and Department of Defense mission requiremenis as
required by Title 10 and to provide combat-ready forces. The purpose of the proposed action is
to provide modern instrumented airspace, sea space, testing and training areas, testing and
training facilities, and range infrastructure to fully support current, emerging, and foreseeable
future testing and training requirements, and ensure the long-term viability of the PMSR while
protecting human health and the environment,

At Point Mugu, the Navy proposes testing activities associated with the Directed Energy
Systems Integration Laboratory, and launch activities associated with the Launch Complex
Building {PM-55), including the Alpha (PM-715 and PM-717}, Bravo (PM-727, PM-728 and
PM-729), Charlie (PM-748 and PM-749), and Nike Zeus {PM-751) launch complexes. Missiles
can also be launched from a truck within the launch complex area. The truck is self-contained
and is only ensite for the launch duration,

For SNI, the Navy proposes the continued use of the Land Impact Site, a 10.5-acre target area
located on the northwest portion of the island historically associated with the Standoff Land
Attack Missile (SLAM) testing program. The Land [mpact Site is used for air-to-surface tests
with inert weapon systems. The proposed tempo for the continued use of the Land Impact Site
will not exceed what was previously analyzed in the 1998 EA for Mon-warhead SLAM and
future Model SLAM Firings. In addition, the Navy proposes the continued use of the existing
Alpha Launch Complex (N-193 and N-315). The Alpha Launch Complex is typically used for
launching supersonic targets. The proposed tempo for the use of the launch complex would not
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exceed what was previously analyzed in the 2002 PMSR EIS/OEIS. The Navy also proposes to
conduct testing activities associated with the Directed Energy facility on SNI. Construction and
use of the Directed Energy facility on SNI was previously analyzed in the 2015 Directed Energy
Test Facility at SNI. There is no change in tempo proposed for Directed Energy activities on
SNI from what was analyzed in the 2015 EA for the Directed Energy facility.

AREA OF POTENTIAL EFFECT

Consistent with 36 CFR 800.16(d), the APE for this project is defined as the geographic area
within which the proposed undertaking may directly cause effects to historic properties. The
APE for the proposed undertaking includes the PMSR, the areas associated with land-based
launch and land impact facilities, and sites on NBVC Point Mugu and SN

IDENTIFICATION OF HISTORIC PROPERTIES

Most of the activities for the proposed undertaking will take place within the open ocean areas
in the PMSR, with additional activities occurring at land-based launch and land impact facilities
and sites on NBVC Point Mugu and SN1. The Study Area contains one Mational Register
eligible architectural resource and three eligible archaeological sites.

On NBVC Point Mugu, the vast majority of architectural resources have been inventoried.
Additionally, most of the non-developed and non-wetland acreage has been surveyed for
archaeological sites. There are no recorded archacological sites within the APE on NBVC Point
Mugu.

Building PM-55 and its associated Launch Complex are located within the APE on NBVC
Point Mugu. The building and launch complex is considered an exceptionally significant Cold
War-era resource and was determined eligible for listing on the MNational Register of Historic
Places (NRHP) under criteria A and C (JRP Historical Consulting Services, 1998). The Navy
typically launches 50 to 70 missiles or targets annually from Building PM-55 and its associated
beach launch pads. The majority of launches entail Jet-Assisted Takeoff (JATO) or Rocket-
Assisted Takeoff (RATO) bottles to assist the launch of missiles. These bottles primarily fall
into the wetland immediately in front of the launch pad (the drop zone) if the event occurs at
Building PM-55. If the launch oceurs from an operational pad adjacent to the beach (Pad Alpha,
Pad Bravo, Pad Charlie, or Pad Nike Zeus), JATO/RATO bottles may expend into the near shore
environment. The BATO and JATO bottles are retrieved during periodic clean-up processes.

San Micolas Island has been the subject of archaeological investigations for at least 100 years,
including a complete pedestrian survey resulting in the identification of approximately 600
archaeological sites. Within the APE on SNI, three eligible archaeological sites were identified:
CA-SNI-12, CA-SNI-41, and CA-SNI-168.

Site CA-5NI-12 is identified as a highly disturbed habitation site comprised of a large
deflating and eroding midden complex with stabilized areas containing buried deposits and
human skeletal remains. The human remains are within two areas identified as cemeteries.
These areas are located in the northwestern and eastern portions of the site. As analyzed in the
2015 Directed Energy Test Facility EA. The Directed Energy Test Facility would be positioned
at the far northern extent of site CA-SNI-12. Components of the Directed Energy Test Facility,

3
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which are within or near CA-SNI-12, consist of a concrete pad sited on bedrock and a graded
road to the pad. The concrete pad is located outside of the site boundary to the immediate west
of CA-SNI-12, while the road bisects the northem portion of the site. At CA-SNI-12, the
proposed activities analyzed for the Directed Energy Test Facility in this Draft EIS/OEIS involve
the directed energy system (e.g., laser or high-powered microwave) at the shooter site being
aimed and shot at one or more of the calibration target sites. Once the system is calibrated, it
would be aimed at a target in order to conduct system tests. The “shooter” systems siting would
allow a directed energy systern to attack airborne or seabormne targets as well as land-based
targets. The proposed tempo will not exceed what was previously analyzed in the 2015 Directed
Energy Test Facility EA.

Site CA-SNI-41 is a habitation site with a large, dense midden complex. Early site
investigations between the 1930s and 1950s resulted in the removal of seven burials from the
site. The western portion of site CA-SNI-41 may overlap the Rock Crusher Site Launch
Complex (enclosure {4)). However, archival research suggests the Rock Crusher Site Launch
Complex is located to the immediate northwest and outside of the site CA-SNI-4] boundary, and
an updated boundary may be required. The Navy constructed two launchers near Rock Crusher;
however, the launchers were removed. The launch pads still exist and are each typically used
three-to-five times per year to launch missiles via mobile or temporary launchers. The Rock
Crusher Site Launch Complex is used to launch missiles or targets westward, over the ocean,
within a 60-degree azimuth,

Site CA-SNI-168 is a multiple locus habitation site with a large lithic and shell scatter and
buried midden areas. One cemetery area was identified at the site. The cemetery area is located
approximately ninety meters east of the Land lmpact Site, which is located within site CA-SNI-
168. The Land Impact Site consists of structures on an elevated, irregularly-shaped single access
road with an adjacent platform constructed of imporied fill and gravel. The Land Impact Site is
used for air-to-surface tests using inert weapon systems. While these weapons are considered
inert, some do use small pyrotechnic devices (e.g., spotting charges, live fuses). Targets within
the Land Impact Site may include empty Container Express (commonly known as CONEX}
boxes configured to simulate buildings, helicopter or aircraft bodies, as well as other constructed
simulated targets. The Land Impact Site is the only active impact site on SNI and has been in
use since 1989, The proposed tempo for the continued use of the Land Impact Site will not
exceed what was previously analyzed in the 1998 Environmental Assessment for Non-warhead
SLAM and Future Model SLAM Firings, approximately 8-26 times annually.

During Section 106 consultation for the P-586 undertaking on SNI, the Pechanga Tribe
informed the Navy of two additional potential historic properties. These potential historic
properties were identified by Pechanga as a Traditional Cultural Property (TCP) and an
archaeological district. Pechanga asserted that the TCP includes the entire isiand and that each
archaeological site on the island is a contributing element to the overall archacologieal district.
In response to the Pechanga Tribe's identification of these potential historic properties, the Mavy
is preparing to contract both an ethnographic study and archaeological district study of SNI to
identify and define the nature of both property types.

The only known submerged cultural resources within the study area are historic period
shipwrecks and planes. To date, no systematic underwater survey has been undertaken within

4
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the waters of the PMER,; however, a submerged cultural resources assessment for the Channel
Islands National Park and Channel Islands National Marine Sanctuary was conducted in 1996
which identified historic period resources in the waters near the study area.

DETERMINATION OF EFFECT

As described in the PMSR Draft EIS/OEIS, training and testing activities are expected to
continue at current or similar levels in existing localities. These activities are generally
consistent with those analyzed in the 2002 PMSR EIS/OEIS and subsequent EAs completed for
the PMSR since 2002 wherein the Navy received SHPO concurrence on determinations of No
Adverse Effect to historic properties. The activities proposed in the current Draft EIS/OEIS are
representative of testing and training that the Navy has conducted in the PMSR for decades.

There are four historic properties identified within the APE for the PMSR.: Building PM-55
and its associated Launch Complex on NBYVC Point Mugu; and CA-SNI-12, CA-SNI-41, and
CA-SNI-168 on :

SNI. Based on analysis of the proposed undertaking at each location, the Navy has determined
the activities proposed in the PMSR Draft EIS/OEIS will not adversely affect historic properties.

For activities associated with the proposed undertaking, Building PM-55 and its Launch
Complex at Point Mugu would continue as a launch facility. This activity received analysis as
part of the Navy’s 2002 PMSR EIS/OEIS. Consistent with findings of the 2002 EIS/OEIS,
recent analysis found that the current proposed undertaking would not adversely affect the
historic property because the building's historic or current use would not be altered.

The SNI Directed Energy Test Facility is sited at the far northem end of Site CA-SNI-12.
Potential impacts to CA-SNI-12 and the nearby site CA-SNI-157 were identified during the
MNavy's preparation of the Directed Energy Test Facilities at San Nicolas Island EA. Through
consultation with the SHPO, the project’s construction plans were adjusted to avoid CA-SNI-157
and to minimize effects to CA-SNI-12 (enclosure (5)). Archaecological testing was conducted
within the portion of site CA-SNI-12 that would be affected by widening the existing road in the
northern pertion of the site to support the Directed Energy Test Facility. This area was found to
be highly disturbed and consisted of a surface deposit that had washed down from the top of &
dune. The area was found to be a non-contributing element of the site. Additionally, measures
were developed to avoid or minimize adverse effects to other portions of the site. A physical
barrier was installed to prevent sea mammals from accessing the concrete pad adjacent to the site
boundary for haul out and to prevent people from driving onto CA-SNI-12. Signage was also
installed to direct people to walk on paved and graded areas only. Accordingly, the EA
determined there would be no impacts to the archaeological site associated with testing and
personnel fraining &t the site. CA SHPO concurrence was received for these findings in a letter
dated December 2, 2014,

The Rock Crusher Launch site on SMI(PM-807, PM-807a, and PM-813) contains the
Tomahawk Launch Pad and the RAM Launch Pad. These concrete pads were constructed
between 1970 and 1996 and are located within or near the western portion of site CA-SNI-41.
Although the site boundary is currently depicted within the Rock Crusher Launch Site, a
comparison of site records, reports, and GIS data suggest the site is located outside of the launch
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site. In fact, the 1998 EA for the Tomahawk Flight Test Operations on the West Coast of the
United States notes the site is located approximately 65 meters east of the launch area. During
recordation and investigation of CA-SNI-41 by California State University, Los Angeles in 1997,
the western portion of the site was found to be disturbed by the construction of the Rock Crusher
Launch site. In spite of this disturbance, the investigators concluded that remaining portions of
site CA-SNI-41 retain integrity for listing in the MRHP under eriterion D. Under the current draft
EIS/OEIS, no additional construction is proposed in this area, and testing and training activities
will be confined to existing launch pads and access roads. Project activities which are limited to
use of the existing facilities and infrastructure are consistent with current use of the Rock
Crusher Launch site and would not adversely affect CA-SNI1-41,

In 1998, the Navy prepared an EA for the development and use of the SLAM Impact Site
(now referred to as the Land Impact Site) which is located within CA-8N1-168. Environmental
analysis conducted for that EA determined impacts to CA-SNI-168 would result from the
construction of the SLAM site. In support of the EA, consultation ensued between the Navy and
CA SHPO in 1996, which resulted in the mitigation through data recovery of the parts of CA-
SNI-168 that would be affected by the SLAM site (Enclosure 6). Additionally, the Navy
developed procedures to avoid or minimize potential adverse effects to other portions of the site
not subject to the data recovery efforts. These measures include aircrew briefings prior to each
flight and ongoing ground crew briefings; restricted access areas at target sites, including access
routes; reporting new discoveries; prohibiting collection of artifacts; off-road travel minimized
and marked areas avoided; and coordination between missile recovery crews and range
environmental representatives prior to recovering any missile outside a target APE. Since the
tvpes of activities included in the proposed undertaking are similar in nature to those analyzed
during the development of the 1998 EA, the Navy has determined that continued use of the Land
Impact Site would not have an adverse effect on site CA-SNI-168.

Based on the above analyses, the Navy has determined that the activities proposed in the
PMSR Draft EIS/OEIS would have no adverse effect to historic properties, consistent with 36
CFR. 800.5(b).

The 2002 Final PMSRE EIS/OEIS and subsequent EAs completed since 2002, as well as the
1998 EA for the development and use of the SLAM Impact site, can be accessed via the project
website at hitps:/pmsr-eis.com/Documents’. A CD-ROM or printed copy of these documents
can be made available by request.

CONSULTATION MEETING

The Pechanga Tribe's April 10, 2020 letter requested to meet with NBVC to discuss the
propesed undertaking. Due to current Federal and State puidance on social distancing in response
to COVID-19, the Navy is unable to meet in-person to discuss the Draft EIS/OEIS. The Mavy
proposes an initial consultation meeting with your Tribe via teleconference. If the Tribe is
amenable to this form of communication, three date and time options are provided for your
convenience:

7/22/2020; 1:00 PM - 3:00 PM
Ti23/2020; 1:00 PM - 3:00 PM
T242020; 10:00 AM — 12:00 PM
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5000
Ser NOOODCV/0496
June 29, 2020

Please select a date and time and notify Mr. Joseph Montoya, NBVC Environmental Planning
and Conservation Branch Manager at (805) 989-3804 or joseph.lmontova@navy.mil. Should

you or your staff have any questions or concerns, please contact Mr. Montoya.

Sincerely,

tain, U.5. Navy
Commanding Officer

Enclosures: 1. Motice of Availability of the PMSR Draft EIS/OEIS Letter

2. APE at NBVC Point Mugu

3. APE at NBVC SNI

4. Archaeological Sites within or near APE at SNI

5. SHPO Consultation Package Reference No. USN 2013 0814 001

6. SHPO Consultation and Concurrence Letier Reference Mo, USN9609 188
Copy to:
Gary DuBois

Director, Cultural Resources Department
Tribal Historic Preservation Officer
Pechanpga Band of Luisefio Indians

P.O. Box 2183

Temecula, CA 92503

Ebru Ozdil

Cultural Analyst

Pechanga Band of Luisefio Indians
P.O. Box 2183

Temeecula, CA 92593
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G.5.1.7 Navy FollowUp Invitation Letter to Tribes for ConsultatiofExample)

DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY
NAWAL AIR WARFARE CENTER WEAPONS DIVISION

1 ADBIPESTRATION CIRCLE 375 | AVENUE SUITE 1
CHIMNA LAKE, CA BARES-E100 POINT MUGA, C& S30432-5040

IM REFLY REFER. TO:
5000
Ser EB2RO00OM/1724
24 Tun 20

The Honorable Temet Aguilar

Pauma Band of Luisefio Mission Indians
1010 Pauma Reservation Fd.

Pauma Valley, CA 92061

SUBJECT: POINT MUGU SEA EANGE ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT/
OVERSEAS ENVIEONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

Dear Chairperson Aguilar:

The Department of the Navy has prepared a Draft Environmental Impact
Statement/Overseas Environmental Impact Statement (EIS/OEIS) for military activity on the
Point Mugu Sea Range (PMSE), Naval Base Ventura County, in accordance with the National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA).

Naval Base Ventura County invited your Tribe fo enter into Government-to-Government
consultation regarding the PMSE EIS/OEIS on Febmuary 11, 2020, At that time, the Navy
provided vou with the Draft Executive Summary and Draft Cultural Resources Chapter from the
PMSE. EIS/OEIS. The Navy sent your Tribe another letter, dated April 6, 2020, in which the
Mavy provided a CD copy of the Draft EIS/OEIS. Thus letter also informed you that the Navy is
conducting NEPA consultation concurrent with Section 106 consultation.

The Draft EIS/OEIS for the PMSE assesses the potential environmental consequences
associated with contimuing military readiness activities previously analyzed in the March 2002
Naval Air Warfare Center Weapons Division (NAWCWD) PMSE Final EIS/OEIS and
environmental assessments completed at the PMSE since 2002, In addition to consolidating
previously analyvzed actions into one comprehensive document, the Navy is also analyzing the
potential environmental consequences of proposed increases in research, development,
acquisition, testing, and evaluation (hereinafter referred to as “testing”) and training activities.
These activities are consistent with those analyzed in the 2002 analysis and are representative of
Mavy activities that have occurred in the PMSE for decades.

The PMSE is located adjacent to Los Angeles, Ventura, Santa Barbara, and San Luis
Obispo counties along the Pacific Coast of Southern California and includes 36,000 square miles
of controlled sea and airspace designated for testing and training activities (Enclosure 1).
NAWCWD Point Mugn meets its mission to conduct state-of-the-art weapons systems testing
and evaluation and fo maintain operational readiness by providing a safe, realistic, and
instrumented festing environment. Vessels, aircraft, and weapons systems must be able to
perform in realistic marine environments and operate as intended, thus improving system
accuracy and personnel safety.
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s090
Ser EB2RO0OM/1724
24 Jun 20

The Proposed Action 15 to continue nulifary readiness activities and increase testing and
fraiming activities that are the same as or similar to those cumrently occurning within the PMSE.
The purpose of the Proposed Acfion is to:

Provide modem instrumented airspace, sea space, festing and training areas, testing and
training facilities, and range infrastructure to fully support current, emerging. and
foreseeable future testing and training requirements.

Ensure the long-term viability of the Point Mugu Sea Range while protecting hnman
health and the environment.

The need for the Proposed Action is to allow for confinued testing and fraining in support
of military readiness and Department of Defense mission requirements as required by Title 10 of
the United States Code — Armed Forces and fo provide combat-ready forces.

The public comment period for the Draft EIS/OEIS closed on June 8, 2020, However,
should you or your staff have any questions or concerns, please contact Mr. Joseph Montoya,
NBVC Environmental Planning and Conservation Branch Manager at (805) 989-3804 or
joseph ]l montova@navy.mil.

Sincerely,
.'{’ - '-(j f;; i
AT L N, ek,
: ?
KENNETH SEELEY
By direction

Enclosure: PMSE. EIS/OFEILS Study Area
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Enclosure 1: Point Mugu Sea Range EIS/OEIS Study Area
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G.5.1.8 Navy FollowUp Invitation Letter to Tribes for Consultatio(Recipient List)

The Honorabl@emet A.Aguilar Chairperson
Pauma Band of Luisefdissionindians

The Honorald Fred NelsonChairperson
La Jolla Band of Luisefialians

The Honorabld&kobert HSmith Chairperson
Pala Band dfuisefio Missioindians

The Honorable Kennetkahn Chairperson
Santa Ynez Band of Chumash Mission Indians

The Honorable Isaiah Vivan&hairpersao
Soboba Band of Luisefio Indians
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G.5.1.9 Navy Invitation Letter to Tribes for Section 106 Consultation (Exargple

DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY
NAVAL BASE VENTURA COUNTY
311 MAIN ROAD, SUNTE 1
POINT MUGL, CA 830425033

5090
Ser NOOOOCV/0919
Drecember 29, 2020

The Honorable Mr. Mark Macarro, Tribal Chairman
cio Ms, Michele Fahley, Deputy General Counsel
Pechanga Band of Luisefio Indians

P.O, Box 2183

Temecula, CA 92593

Dear Chairman Macarro:

SUBJECT: NATIONAL HISTORIC PRESERVATION ACT SECTION 106 CONSULTATION
FOR ACTIVITIES ASSOCIATED WITH THE POINT MUGU SEA RANGE, VENTURA
COUNTY

Naval Base Ventura County (MBVC) is initiating consultation for military readiness activities
(undertzking) associated with the Point Mugu Sea Range (PMSR) in order 1o comply with Section 106 of
the Mational Historic Preservation Act of 1966 (54 U.S.C. 306108 [NHPA]) as amended. Pursuani to
Section 106 of the NHPA, NBVC has reviewed the proposed project and determined il to be an
underiaking as defined in 36 CFR 800.16(y).

The proposed undertaking includes activities previously analyzed in the 2002 PMSR Environmental
Impact StatemenyOverseas Environmental Impact Statement (EIS/OEIS) and activities associated with
Environmental Assessments (EAs) completed for the PMSE since 2002, The current Draft EIS/OEIS
analysis consolidates these actions into one comprehensive environmental planning document. Since
completing these previous analyses, the Mavy has received information regarding the presence of
additional propenties which may be eligible for the National Register of Historic Properties (NRHP)
within the Area of Potential Effects (APE) for the subject undertaking, As a result, and consistent with 36
CFR 800.3, the Navy is initiating consullation 1o consider the potential effect of the undertaking on these
newly identified properties.

Undertaking

The proposed undertaking includes military readiness activities conducted within the PMSR that have
the potential to affect historic properties that may be eligible for the NEHP. These activities include
lesting and training associated with missile and target launches, intercepts, and impacts. The PMSR
includes 36,000 square miles of controlled sea and airspace designated for testing and training activilies
(Enclosure 1).

While the majority of the testing and training activities subject to the current EIS/OEIS will oceur at
sea and in designated airspace within the PMSR, some operations originate from NBVC Point Mugu and
San Micolas Island (SMT) and are the subject of this consultation letter. A summary of activities with the
potential to affect historic properties at Point Mupgu and SNI are provided below.
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