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dischargers, to provide the necessary rescurces to conp.
a;pliablo'lumtmhﬁalinatjmly mt::: 1y witn

The Order (Apperdix A) would establ ish time schedul
investications and remsdial orclcan‘actia-tur:-(l)t&
subsurface contamination sites, (2) suxface imporxdments, and
(3) abandoned landfills, With respect to submuxrface
contamination sitas, the Ordar would establ ish schediles for

dafining the extent of contamination, developing and



commarts (Agperdix C) regading the Tentative
8, 1587. Dus to the lats date of simittal,

2T the Commending Officer of Moffeth Fialdban statad the Wavy's
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tanks in April 1983 and revealed volatile ceganic comparsd (VOO
pollution in both soil and granmdwater adjacent to cne of the tanks.

In addition to further graunduater investigations near the solvent
tanks, the discharger also began conducting an Initial Assessmant Study
(IAS) in 1583 to identify possible envirormental pollution from past
use and disposal of hazardous matarials on the entire sits. In April
1984, the discharger requestad that additional investigations of
gramdwatar pollution be delayed until the Initial Assessasnt Study wes
cxpletsd amd that f\rther investigations be included in the "Confirma-
tion Study,” wvhich wvas to bs the next phase of the dischargex’s inves-
tigation program. »

The Initial Assessment Stidy was sumitted to the Regional Board in May
1984. The study identified nins sites at Moffett Field where

tially hazardous materials ware disposed or spilled. The nine sites
identified in the IAS are listed below:

Sits Mumber Desacription

1l Rrway landfill
2 Golf Course landfill
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Site Muber Description ” 3
14 40 Motor Fusl arxd Diesel Ruasl . 2
1s 10 041 ard Wasts Oil Terks, and Ssparators

16 13 Other Tanks and Tanks of Unknown Previcus Uls
17 S Solvent and Other Hazardous Wasts Tanks/Bupe.

Moffett Field Naval Air Station is a hazardous wasts site listad an the
final Federal Suyperfund Naticnal Priorities List (NFL) pursuant to the
Superfund Amercinents and Remuthorization Act of 1986.

The Board adcptad Wasts Discharge Requiremsnts, Order No. 85-66, for
the nine sites listed in Finmding 5, on May 15, 1985. The Order

establ ished a cmpliance schedule for the discharger to dafine the
extant of pollution associatsd with these sites as well as requiring an
interim clearp plan. The Board has not adopted requirements for sites

10 through 17 listed in Findings 6 and 7.

Provision C.3.4, of Ordar 85-66, required the discharger to sutmit a
tectricel report by une 1, 1986, tranmmitting the results of an inves-
tigation for Sitss 1, 2, 5, 8, ad 9, to further defins A

pollution and to detarmine whether the groundatar was polluted in the
B aquifer.

Provision C.4.e, of Order No. 85-66, required the discharger to sulmit
a technical report by June 1, 1986, transmitting the results of an
investigation for Sites 3, 4, 6, axd 7, to address full definition of
pollution in the A and B aquifers and further definition of any C
aquifer pollution identified.

K lJ
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a Provision CSa - -an,ue-m
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inter-equifer cross~cortamination.

Coaplience Duten- Muvesber 1y .
195
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Provision C.5.c. ~ Dsvelcp & preprum to yeupond . to W gshmtiad
mumwtammﬁmmmm
closxe. Cospliance Date: February 1, 1986

satisfactory Teperts by

pliance dats for Provision C.5.b. and February 1, msmumm
for Provision G5.c. Ths discharger simitted a techniosl report oo
Novenber 13, 1985 that identified scms active, inactive, and abandoned
walls, and subnitted a tectnical repcrt on March 21, 1966 that con~

Provision C.8, of Order No. 85-66, statad that "interinm contairment of
the pollution pluss shall ccmmance in areas of xnown pollution as soon
as practicable, but in any event shall not be dslayed pending defining
uum1ma‘p£1mmwm The intarim cleanp and
contairment plans, luxding tims schedule, shall bs sutmitted
Jaruary 15, 1966."

for



17. The Tadc Pits Cleanp Act of 1984 (TFCA) pechibits discharge, include
it ot Siie ek e f & P
b age- within ane-half of. & pobantiad
water {Section 25208.4(a), of the NMealth ard Safety”
 Pits Clesmp Act also requires the suimittal of a
‘mapouk by Jarnesy 1, 1968 for all sbject

20. Califcrnia Watsr Code Section 13260 requires that any perecm dfm 4
ing veste thet Could affact the Quility of watars of the State shell |

21. The Sits 10 mxface impoundmants are ect to

22. By lettar datsd July 1, 1987, the discharger has indicated that it is

their intention to close the 8its 10 Such an
intention doss not relisve ths discharger of the ity o

caply with the laws and requlations cited in Findings 17 through 21,
above.

23. The Regional Board adcpted a revised Water Quality Control Plan for the
San Francisco Bay Basin (Basin Plan) on Decsmber 17, 1986. The Basin
Plan prohibits the discharge of "all conservative toudc and deletsricus

24. The discharge of wasts land at Sites 11, 12, and 13 jdentified in
to violats the Basin Plan prohibition cited

potential of pollutants to shallow

and the discharger is in violation of Water Cods Section

13260 for failure to file a report of wasts discharge for these sites.



30. The Board has notified the discharger and intsrested agencies and
perecns of its intent under California Water Code Section 13301 to
issue this Order and has provided them with an cpportunity for a public

six - their written views and reccmmenda-

31. The Board, in a public hearing, heard and considered all comments
to the discharge.

IT IS HFREBY ORDERED, pursuant to Section 13301 of the Califcrnia Water
Code, that the discharger Cease and Desist frum discharging wasts in
violation of Wasts Discharge Requiremsnts, the California Water Code, the
ticns of the Water Quality Control Plan for the San Fruncisco Bay
Basin, the Fedsral Superfund Amsncments and Remuthorization Act of 1986, and
fram threatsning to discharge waste in violation of the Califcenia Watexr
Code and the Toxdos Pit Cleanp Act of 1984 as described in Findings 3
through 26, above. Cpliance shall be achisved as follows: .
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a. 8Sits Curactarization

(1) DOTIMIE FORTHER INVESTIGITONS: Initiate
mmmmum1muumswﬂ:
ad 1‘7'igolv¢t tnﬂu/mig,p&:},‘ 66, -um, acood~
Project Plan (QAPF). :

COMPLIANCE DATE: -Octcber-15;-1967 vYlarcll &5"_*95'@‘"";

(2) SUBMIT TECHNICAL PROFOSAL: Qﬂtlmm
accsptable to the Bmcutive Offioex
mwmmxmmum-f

wvater pollution at sites 11 through 16. MW“
proposal should be in accordance with an approved nqrhn
ard Quality Assurance Project Plan. including a map
loatianotmy.oum mcnitoring wells to be

COMPLIANCE DATE: Osteber-1,-398% Hoc |5 ,19D7

(3) DOITAIR INVESTIGMITON FOR SITES 11 THROUGH 16: Initiate
the investigations to comply with Provision l.a.(2), above.

COMPLIANCE DATE: -Octebey-20,1987 TrLonch 15,1938 %

(4) COMPLETTON OF IDENTIFICKTION AND CHAR ER : Sukmit a
technical repcrt acosptable to the nnaxtivo offioex m

ing cpletion of the necessary tasks identified in the techni-
cal reports submitted for Provisions l.a.(l) and l.a(2), above.

COMPLIANCE DATE: Pebsuary 27, 1988 Tlovembec 15,1988

(5) SOBMIT TECHNICAL PROFOSAL: Sutmit a tachnical report
acosptable to the Bacutive Officar containing a proposal to
further define the vertical and latezal extent of soil and
Mponmunimams, ad 11 through 17.
The investigation should be in accordance with ah
approved Sampling Plan and Quality Assurance Project Plan,
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including a mep showing the locations of any soll borings amd

wvells to be wld.
INTE: Jrctr 15,1900 Novembe 20,19 82
F CBIRCHITIIMTOR Simit a technioel report

""mx.mmmnwmwwu
repcxt

mmmmmmm
abmitted for Provisicn La(S), sbove

COFLIAKCE DMTX:  July 18,3080 Quly (51989

] u—?wm Stmit a tectinical report
acceptable Bacitive Officer containing a proposal to
m1mwmumumvmxﬁxmmunu
and groundwater pollution at all sites. mkw-ﬁgum
proposal shauld be in acoordance vith an Sampl ing Plan
ard Quality Asmoance Project Plan, incl a mp shoving the
1mmawnummmmwmhuum-

Teport accsptable to the Bacutive Officer which saamrizes the
results of a record search, asrial photography search, and
interviews conducted to identify any privats and pblic wells
which may act as vertical conduits for pollution to migrats
fraa shallow to desp aquifers.

COMPLIANCE DATE: Octobes-15;—1967- M 15,199%

(2) EVAIDATION OF FOTENTTAL CONDUITS: Sulmit a tacimical report
accsptable to the Bacutive Officer which sumarizes the re—
sults of field work conductad to evaluats potantial conduits
identified in the tachnical repart sumittsd to camply with
Provision 1Lb(l), above. The field work shall include, at a

mninimm, the results of any sarmpling, gecphysical techniques,
ad talevision inspections, conducted to locats and evaluats

. potantial coits.

CIMPLIANCE DATE: -December-15,—1587 MBO, 19 ey,

(3) FOTENTIAL CONDUIT CIOSURE FREFORT: Sulmit a technical
report le to the Beartive Officer which describes well
se2ling or other effective msasures which will be takan to
[cevent migration of pollutants to lowar aquifers via any
potantial conduits identified muumnpmmmw
to camply with Provision 1.b(2), above.

COMPLIANCE DATE: Mareh-15,2968 Quly 30, 1988
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c. Intarim Clesnp Plans -

. mmmmtamm
.40 the Beakive Officsr vhich contains an evalua-
- interim yemsdial altermetives at solvent tank ¢43,
v ab ths northesst ccsnet of hangar 3, & reccmmanded plan
for interin remadiation, and an isplemntation tims schedule.
This repxxt stall includs an evaluation of: the Tamoval of the
tank, exavation and/cr cleanp of polluted soils, and alterna-
tive hydraulic control systams to catain and cleamxyp polluted
grorndatar. The repcrt shall also includs a caEpletad NFLES
applicetion to dischargs to sxfacs watars, u-asdm
is an elemant of the plan.

. - COMPLINNCE DATE: Ootober-1,-3887 Ousguott i5‘_19$a§.‘,ﬂ

(3) COMPLETTON OF DVIESIM REMENTAL ACTIONS: Sitmit a technical
Teport acosptable to the Bmcutive Officer doammting comple~
ﬁmdﬂnmhﬂcwmmm”
simitted for Provision 1l.c.(l), above.

mm:w&%&meﬁ

mmam:—mnnmm based cn the
mnuaﬁnmm-mwquymm
vision lLa.(4), above. The repcet ehall include s recommerded
plan for interim remediation, and an implemsntation time sche-
dile. This report shall evaluate: the removal of tanks,
exavation and/cr cleanp of pollutad soils, and an evalustion
of altermative hydraulic control systams to contain and cleanyp
pollutad grondwatar. The repcet shall also includs a com-
pletad NFLES application to discharge to sxrface watars, if
such discharge is an element of the plan.

COMPLIANCE DATE: Apedl—36;,—1988 Docermlier 30,1929
(4) COMPIETTION OF ADDITIONAL INTERIM REMEDIAL ACTIONS: Submit a
tachnical report accsptable to the Bacutive Officer document-

mmmammmmwmmﬂuwm
cal report sumitted for Provision lc.(3), above.

COMPLIANCE DATE: November 30,3988 Oocenlien 30,1289
Surfacs Dapourciments
a. Todces Pit Cleanp Act (TPCA)

(1) SUBMIT HYDROGECLOGICAL ASSESSMENT REFCRT (HAR): Sulmit a

Hydrogeological Assessment Report (HAR) acosptable to the
Bacutive Officer in acocordance with Section 25208.8 of
the Health and Safety Code. i

COMPLIANCE DATE: Jaruary 1, 1988



3.

4.

S.

& SOLID WASTE ASSESSMRNT TRST FRORGSAL: Sutmit a tectrdcal 2

mmmmwmn1 hla:u-
er hazardous matarial containing fres 1 =
umwmw

mmwumﬁwmum
vith Sbchaptar 15 for the 8its 10 mxrface impourdissnts.: -

COMPLIANCE DATE: March 1, 1588 ‘ TR
mmmmz.mmm tw
© Rescgtive Officer in acooxdance with Subchapter 15 for the Sits
10 axface impoundmants. . L
COMPLIACE DATE: Maxrch 1, 1968 - "
r.qnzm. .

e

acosptable to the Bmautive Officer cutlining tiis propram for
m.mmmwmum:ua ‘
-

COMPLIANCE DATE: October-30,-1987 (ucemben ts,mev

> report acoeptable to the Bacuti otticlrd:a-t:.hnwl

e ve -

tion of the necessary tasks identified in the technical repcrt
submitted for Provision 3.a., above. )

COMPLIANCE DATE: July 1, 1988

COMPLETION OF IXVESTIGATION DEFINING THE VERTICAL AND IATERAL
EXTENT OF FOLIDTTON IN S0I1S8, GROONDMATER ARD SHALIOW SEDIMENTS OF
RECEIVING WATERS AT AND FROM ALL SITES: The discharger shall
sulmit a final Remedial Investigation (RI) report acosptable to the
Baaitive Officar cpletely defining the extant of soil and ground-
water pollution associated with all sitas at Moffett Fisld The
repcrt shall be consistent with guidance provided by Subpart F of
the Mationmal 0il and Hazardous Substances Pollution Contingency
Plan (40 CFR Part 300), as amanded; the Superfunxd Amencimants and
Reauthorization Act of 1986; Section 25356.1(c) of the California
Health and Safety Code; and CERCIA quidance documants with referen-
ce to Ramedial Investications.

COMPLIANCE DATE: WW\% 5, 1990

mmmmu?%& &hitl:tlibility
(FS) tectnical repcrt acceptable Bacutive icer
cmtairumm an evaluation of the installed interim remedial méasures;
an evaluation of alternative final remedial msasures; the recom-
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n-u——so——mvocxobuw) 1990

umx- The discharger shall -.hitamtwaqx
able to the Bacutive Officer, imdicating the discharger's commit-
”.#Ill “m&;lcd&lmwmmh
dates, a ve to
contaaeting, r

and other administretive arrengussnts nscessary

COMPLIANCE DATE: Osbhober—31 1987 O tolen 20,1987

mmm1mmmumm
Board regarding any leskage of hazardous wvasts, including fusls and
oil, from undargraurd facilities (tanks, sups, separators, etc.).
This appliss to any failed tank test (pressure ox precision), any
mnitoring device installed (vapor or groundwmtar) vhich dstacts a

leak, or any spill. A full written repr~t shall be tranmmitted by
gmdmtivommdhmdh
ease

The simittal of tachnical reports evalusting fmmediate,

interim,
and f£inal remedial meamnes will includs a of the cost,

Hrwestige-
tion and feasibility stixly shall be consistent with the guidance
provided by Subpart F of the Matical 0il and Hasardous Substances
Follution Contingency Plan (40 C'R Part 300), as amanded; the
Superfurd Amercinents and Resuthorization Act of 1966; Sectioss
25356.1(c) of the California Health arnd Safety Code) CERCIA
guidance doomants with reference to Remedial Investication, Feasi-
bility Stidies, and Removal Actions; ard the Stats Wataxr Rescaurces
Control Board's Resolution No. 68-16, "Statemant of Folicy with
Respect to Maintaining High Quality of Waters in Califarnia™

Technical reports on campliance vith the Prohibitions amd Provi-
siong of this Order shall bs submitted monthly to the Board

and vhich ic msamres a schedule to achisve
cxpliance. This written notification shall identify werk not
caopletad that was projected for campletion, and shall identify the

10
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11. All smsples shall be amalyzed by Stats cartified laboratories or
labcratories acoeptad by the Board using sgproved EFA methods for
the typs of amalysis to be parfoxrmed. All laborutoriss shall
maintain gqality assaranos/@uality control recoexds for Bosxd review.

12. Copies of all correspordence, reports, and documents to
coapl iance with the Prohibitions and Provisions of Oxdaxr aball
b provided to the following agencies: :

b. Santa Clara County Health Department =
c. City of Momtain View

d. Stats Department of Health Sexvices/TSCD

e. Stats Watar Rescurces Control Board

£f. U. 8. Ewviramental Protection Agerncy, Region 9

mmuwmmmmmzymmam
pardence, reports and doamants partaining to compliance with this
Cxder to bs provided to a local repository for public use.

13, If any hazardous substance is discharged in or on any waters of the
Stats, or discharged ard deposited where it is, or probably will be
discharged in or an any wvatars of the State, the discharger shall
report such discharge to this Regional Board, at (415) 464-1255 on
weekdays during office hours from 8 a.n. to 5 p.m., and to the
Office of Emsrgency Services at (800) 852-7550 during non-business

ed area, nature of effects, ccxrective msasures that have been
taken or plamned, and a schadule of these activities, and psrscns/
agencies notified.

14. The Board will review this Order pericdically and may revise the
requirements when nscessary.

11
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= § fm.i ofticer, 4o hereby that the '
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an

Control Board, San Francisco By Region,

Roger B. James
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RECIOGL MATER QUALTTY CONTROL BGARD
qg: PRANCISCO BAY REGION

L

Thirdly, though the Navy was pxovided guidance in June 1987 as to state
with respect to assessment of two abandcned landfills, a
satisfactory saxpling plan wvas not sumitted by the August deadline.

Failure to begin the necessary stidies for the industrial wastswater surface
izspoundwents threatens to vioclats the Jaruary 1, 1988 statutory deadline for
sutnitting a "Hydrogeological Assessmant Raport® and the Nune 30, 1988
statutory deadline for cessation of discharge to surface impandments within
ane~half mile of a drinking wvatar saaxce. Failure to baing the necessary
stidies for the laifills threatans to vioclats the July 1, 1968 statutory
dexdline for ccmpleting the "solid wasts assessmant tset®.

The difficulties at Moffett also pose problems for adjacerit investigations.
Contaminants from the Middlefisld-Ellis~Whisman group in Moumntain View



Staff Repcart — Moy stt NAS Csase and Desist Qrder = September 8, 1987

mmmwnndddwdq-tetmm“clm
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%) tasks and a compliance tims schedule to complets necessary

investigations and remsdial actiors. The schedules proposed are comparable
um&mmuwmmummm

~ mmwmmmmmm
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3) Dewilcp and implemnt intarim cleanyp plana_
4 mimmmmmmﬁﬁwwm

S) Develcop final cleanp plans

6) Dau-xtabilitytomvmnﬂnmddmmmmumy
with the Grder

) mmmamm-.uam

to the erviramant "x
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In many ways, the w.wmmmmﬂacm
industrialized city. It ccapies almost seven square niids of lend dnd bas
a very camplex industrial cperation involving solvent and fual >

heavy equirment tasting and maintenance, and hazardous waste .md

Since comencing cperations at the sita in 1933, ﬁuhvylnlbmhmlvd
with the starage, hardling, and disposal of rew and waste product hazardous
matarials including, trichlorosthens (ICE), 1,1,1-trichlorosthans (TCA),
parchlcorosthens (FCE), polychlorinated biphenyls (FCBs), varicus pesticides,
fuels, oils, ard other arganic sclvents.

The Navy has identified a minimm of 81 potantial pollution socurces,
including 68 undergraund tanks and sumps located throughout the sits.
Subsurface investigations have been initiated at scas of these

In recent years, the nmber of enviramantal laws and requlations dealing
with the storage, handling and disposal of hazardous wasts, as well as the
investigation and cleanp of polluted soil and groundwatar associated with
these activities, has groun dramatically. Yntfmlhvyhumtpmvid-d
m:tmmmnwmmmmw contracting

procedures to keep p with the demands of thess new laws and requlations,
especially those related to gramndwater cleanp, undaerground storage tanks,
surface impoaundments, landfills and disposal areas. .



Staff Repoart -—— Moff - NAS Csase ard Desist Order ~ Septamber 8, 1987

The Navy's irability to kesp up with the sy laws and regulations has'
resultad in nmercus viclations of Fedaral and Stats laws ~ moSt notably the
failure Bt daadl ines in the gromdatar investigetion ard cleanyp

compl of the Board's Wasts Discharge Requirements adopted in
1988 as % viclations of Basin Plan and Watar Code amd threatensd

v 58 the Toadic Pits Clesnsp Act of 1964 (TFQA) ard the Watsr Coda.
The Terntative Caase and Desist Order as proposed by staff would ssxrve notice
to the Navy that the Regicmal Bosrd expects tham, as we @0 all other

OO EWN M

On May 15, 1985, the Regional Board adoptsd Waste Discharge Requirements,
Ordar No. 85-66, which required the Navy to define the extant of so



Staff Repart — NAS Cease arxd Desist Order . September 8,
'hf;t‘t } _ ;":;‘\1987-4.

In a repcrt datad April 1586, the Navy identified four active sitss (10

through 13). at Moffett Field vhare discharge was cooxrring to land in. ...

by the Navy at the formar sites has resultsd in violations of the Waste
Requiremants and at the lattar sites has resulted in violations
and threatsnsed violations of the Basin Plan ard Water Code.

A. Wasts Discharge Requiremants, Order No. 85-66, Sites 1 through 9

Wasts Discharge Requirements, Ordexr No.85-66, adopted by the Board on
May 15, 1985, required the Navy to: (1) defins the extant of pollution
associated with sites 1 through 9, (2) sumit an interim cleamp plan

o



staff Report — Moffe' ™ NAS Cease &rxd Desist Oxdex Septamber 8, 1987
V =

2. Intarin Cleanp Plan

Provision C.8 of Order No. 8566 required the Navy to sulmit an
interim clearup plan for Moffett Field by Jaruary 15, 1986. The
Navy violatad the campliance dats for Provision C8. by sutmitting
the interim cleanup plan an March 21, 1986 - two months later than

%
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Navy
dated July 6, 1987 stating that they would procesd with Regional
Board staff's recammerdation msntioned above.

One year and eight mcnths have passed since the plan was first Que
and the Navy has still not undertaksn any fisld work to ixmplement
an intarim cleanyp plan. Provision C.8. egressed the requireant
that "interis cotairment of the pollution plume shall comence in
areas of known pollution as soon as practicable” Thus, the Navy
has failed to camply, not only with the Provision's clearup plan
sutmission dats but also with ths intent of the Provision by
failing to cameance interim cleanp in a timely mamer.

3. Potential Conduits

Thres subprovisions of Order 85-66 dealt with the potantial conduit
wells:

Provision C.5.a. of Order 85-66 required the Navy to "identify
private wells, to the extent feasible, in the vicinity ott!u site
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1986,
sumitted a wozk plan on

investigations.
corsistent with staff's guidel

ines. The Navy

a tachnical proposal by Axust 22,
estigation in accordance
Board staff Guidel
Septamber 2, 1986 to conduct the necessary
ganeral, the work plan was
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nore thorough inv

on July 17, 19686, Regicnal Boarxd staff sent a 1

Regicnal



The faurrth site, Site 10, which is a hazardous waste suface
impoamndment, will be addressed later in this repart.

The April 1986 repcrt identified these impxoper disposal sites to the
Navy and reccmmended certain corrective actions be taksn to modify,
redce, or eliminate further releases to the envircament. Regional
Board staff condicted an investigation of these sitas on May 14, 1987 to
detarains whether these disposal practices had besn coxryected. A

ware in violation of Regional Board requirements. The May l4th letter
requested a written reply, describing the nature and schedile of the
proposed corrective actions, within fifteean days of the dats of the
letter.

mmmmmmumlaunrmmzs,w. In genaral, -
the corrective actions and time schedule presentaed by the Navy was not
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The Wtar Quality Corntrol Plan for the S Prancisco Bay Basin (Sesin
Plan) pxchibits the discharge of "all consexvative toxic and del

abstances” to watars of the Basin, Also, Watar Cods Seitiom 13360
et any perwcn discharging wasts that could atfact &

of wvaters of the Stats sihall fils a repcxt of wasta discherge. t‘,&mty

™e of vasts to land at Sites 11 through 13 thresten bo -

:

As previcusly msntioned, the Mavy has sitmitted a technical repert dated
Juns 10, 1986 for the undergrard tanks axd sumps located an Moffett
Field. The repcxrt was sutmitted to camply with State and County
regulations regarding registration and sonitoring requirements for
uwndergraurd storage tanks containing hasardous wastes.

The repcrt contains a listing of 68 uxdergrourd tanks ard suamps. Fox
the prposs of the Tentative Order the tanks and sumps axe classified as
follows:

Sits Mumber Description
14 40 Motor Fusl ard Diesel Fusl Tanks
(#4-14, 16-22, 27-29, 32-40, 44-51, 53 ard #55)
15 10 0il amd Wasts Oil Tanks and O

(011l ard wasts oil - §1, 3, 26, 41 and #57)
(0il/water separators - $25, 54, 58, 59, and #64)

16 13 Other Tanks and Tanks of Uninown Previcus Use
(Othexr - $42, 60, 62, 63, and $#65)
(Unknown use - #15, 52, 56(A - D), 67, and #68)

17 S Solvent ard Other Hazardous Wasts Tanks/Sunps
(42, 43, 61, 66, ard $69)
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tanks amd

ek to soil and/or gramdater. The remaining 37 tanks
ot no investigation initiated as of July 19672,

ng or ssbaartace investigations indicatsd a release of

The investigations revealed that' 12 of the 31 tanks investigeted
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The Navy has unxisrtaken limited investigations at 31 of the 68

for the documeantad releases. from the
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may be subrject to the Tadc

filed for these impourdments. The letter

Staff Repcxt — Moffy_, ¥AS Ceass and Desist Crder spteuber 8, 1987

.
’

’

May 14,

follonp

in
ispoardaents
Section 13260

that the suxrface
ve ™

wvaste

them to do so. Ths, a
Bacitive Officer, epl
the impourdesnts and requested a

filed for the mxxface

and cxtimed to be, in viclation of
letter also infoxmed the
Sibxhaptar 13. Specifically, Sbxheptsr 15 required

had rever besn

impourdesnts) cn Moffett Fiald by Junmry 26, and

Report of WMasts Discharge for any edsting

letter an May 29,
ispoxxdiaents
by the
vith
' 1997 Regional Board lettar formally notified the Navy that a

wmnit (the mxxface

informed the Navy

A sapling program to

ect to TPCA was requestad by
they did not
of

that they

ard will
not propose

to TRCA.

The Navy suimittad a letter dated August 18, 1987 stating that

m?famllz
considar the axtace impoundeants to be within one-half mile

Act of 1984 (TFCA) (Calif

informational
would

include a Hydrogeologic Assessmant Report.® Thus,
sarpl ing to detarmine whether the

Jaruary 1, 1988.
However, the Navy stated

subject to TPCA a Hydrogeologic Assessment
ware

watar. The lettar also informed the Navy that

The surface ispoaurdmsnts are within ane-half mile

A Regional Board staff lettar datsd July 2,
to srface izpoudments which are wvithin cne-half mile ypgradient of a
potential source of drinking
if the sxrface impoundments ware
Report (HAR) would be required by
determine whether the
3, 1987.
upgradient of a potential saxce of drinking watar.
potential source of drinking watax.
would "use the Todc Pits Clearnp Act as

11
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July 1, 1988.

a letter dated August 18, 1987 stating that their legal

a dsternimation on whether the Caldaron Assembly
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Regioral Bomrd and othar goverrment agenciss in a timely O Tegard=
mﬁmuuwmumm,m e

cdctad a subauartace adjacent to a solvent sump in March
1987 vhich revealed pollution in both soil and graundwetar.
Rowever, this was not provided to the Regicnal Board until

The Navy has also failed to camply with local and Stats Regulations
reporting of leaks associated with undergroud
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C. Marged Groamdwetar Plume/Timing Considerations

The grandwater pollution pluss from upgradiant ccmpanies has

FROVISIONS IN THE TENTATIVE CEASE AND DESIST ORTER TO ACHIRVE COMPLIANCE
The Tentative Ordar is intended to establish realistic tims schediles,
camparable to those being met by other dischargers, for

remedial actions at Moffett Field. To camply vith this Order, the Navy
mst maks canpliance a much higher priority than it has besn in the past and
mst improve their axrrent for acquiring furnds, negotiating
contracts, ard managing ects.

The Tentative Order contains tasks and cxpliance dates necessary to:

1) Characterize the vartical and lataral extant of soil and groaundwatar
pollution at all the sites,

2) Investicgats, evaluats, and close potantial desp well conduits,
3) Dsvelcp ard implement intarism remedial actions,

4) Achisve caxpliance with statutory dsadlines associated with surface
izpardments and landfills,

5) Dsvelcp final cleanyp plans,
6) Enmre that the nseded funding and rescurces are available to camply
with the Tentative Order, amd .

14
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7) Raquire immediats notification of any releass of a hazardous
substance to the envirament.

, 4, 1987, Mavy caments cn the tasks and schadile of the
Tertative B have not been received. A sypleasntary repext to the Board
fol lowing receipt and review of their comments which are

- the seccrd week of Septamber.

I reccamend the Board cxnsider issuancs of a Cease arxi Desist Ordar to the
U.8. Mavy, Noffett Field Naval Air Station establishing tasks and

mmmw-umm—a&nﬁmmammm
cEplying vith statutory deadl ines associated with surface impourdmsnts
ad landfills, as described above.

K. oMty
Section lsader

e S P
e 1. ixee, Chief
South Bay Todcs Division
cncur as to legal form and sufficiency:

I ity

Gary G
staff

Attachmant: Summary and Status of Existing and Potential Pollution Scurces
on Moffett Fiald Naval Air Station

15
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ATTACEMENT 1

SUMMARY AN 83 OF EXISTING AND FOTENTIAL FOLIUTION SOURCES ON MOFFEIT
FIELD RAVAL ASE STATION, SANTA CLARA COUMTY -
,g;..%

mmllmhammanxummmm
pollution sources on Moffett Field which have been idantified in variocus

tachnical repoxts mimitted to the Regional Bomxd. In genaxal, an inade-
mummwmmmumy
81 potantial sitas (including 68 undesrground tanks -m). The status of
each source, mmenmuwm at the
varicus sauxrces, is based on staff's review of
Mmmm-ammlhtdhyﬁnwt%

vhich identified each scurce.

A. = SITES IDENTIFIED IN NAVY'S INITIAL ASSESSMENT STUDY (IAS)

The following nine sites vers identified.in an April 1984 report prepared by
the Naval Energy and Envirormantal Support Activity titled "Initial Assess-
mant Study of Naval Air Station, Moffett Fisld, Sumyvale CGalifornia® The
pmdﬂuxwtmhihﬂtymim“plmﬁmﬁuptm ,
and disposal of hazardous substances at Navy installations.

STTE 1 - RKINWAY IANDFIIL

ey

BACKGROUND ~ The rurway landfill is an abandonad, unlined landfill that was
used for disposal of refuss, scrap euipmant, and hazardous wvastes from the
early 1960's to 1978. The u:tal volums of hasardous wasts, including sol-
vents, paints, thimers, oil, axd FCBs, disposed at this sits was estimated
to range from 75,000 to 150,000 gallons. This site is in the City of Sunmy-

vale and is on the upgradient edge of the Ieslie Company evaparation pords
in the bay wetlands.

STATUS - Infarmation regarding clommre of the landfill has not been provided
to the Regional Board. A preliminary investigation was conducted at the
sits Axring the fall of 1985. However, ths mnitoring wells installed
during the preliminary investigation were not installed properly. In addi-
um”ilmlhgmuﬁmﬁmmimmwmar
define the extant of soil pollution.

SITE 2 - GOLF COURSE IANDFILL

BACKGROUND - The golf course landfill is also an abandonad, unlined land-
£i11 that was in cperation from the 1940's to the early 1960's. Little
information is available on the types or quantities of waste which were
disposed at this site. However, this site was reportedly used to the sams
degruuﬂmivdﬁamtyp.dmmmuﬂnrwluﬂ-
£ill (Site 1). A golf course was constructed over the 1“1111!73:11113;
the area using soil from offbase.

STATUS - Same as Site 1

.



vasts, wvasts oils, sclverts, fusls, detargents, paints, and
s ic fluids, were disposed into the stora drains which led to the
STXIUS -~ A preliminary soil and wvas conducted

proparly.

ispoaundeents
immediately west of the existing ponds, were unlined and received approad-
mmyuquallmofmmdmttnm

severs. As mxh as 35,000 gallons of hazardous materials, including sol-

vents, paint sluxige, fusls and oil, may have bssn discharged to the ponds
directly amd in the wastewatar. )

STATUS - Similar to Sites 1 - 3, a preliminary soil and groamduwater investi-
qation was canducted in the fall of 1985. Qurrent data indicates that the
extent of soil and groundwater pollution associatsed with this site is poorly
defined. In addition, a significant nmber of the existing monitoring wells
were not installed properly.

SITE 5 - FUEL FARM FRENCH DRAINS

BACKGROUND - The Site 5 fuel farm was the main fuel facilities for Moffett
Field from the 1950's to the 1960's. Watar and fusl were punped into French
The

STATUS - A preliminary soil and groundwatsr investigation was conducted in
the fall of 1985. The investigations confirmed the presence of fuel pollu-
tion; however, the monitoring wells were iwproperly installed to monitor for
possible fuel pollution (e.g. floating product). Thus, the extant of solil
and groundwater pollution at this site remains poorly defined.

e bty
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STTE 7 ~ UNPAVED ARFAS SURROUNDING HANGARS 2 AND 3

BACKGROOND - 8ite 7 consists of Hangars 2 and 3 and the upaved aress sur-
roauding the hangars. From 1942 until 1978 hazardous wasts that
in the upaved aress srramnding the hangars flowed through deck
Marriage Road ditch. Unpaved areas at each coxmer of the hangars ware used
to dispose of an estimatad 120,000 to 600,000 gallans of wasts

including solvents, paints, oll, and fusl. A power plant shop in the north-

east carner of hangar 3 disposed of solvents down deck drains and on urpaved
areas arcurd hangar 3.

STATUS ~ Sams as Sits 4.

SITE 8 - WASTE OIL TRANSFER AREA

BACKGROOND - 8its 8 consists of a 5,000 gallon wasts oil tank that was in
use from the 1940's until 1980. Waste oil was disposed of into a mmp
then the

g
g
8
;
:
g
J
8
$
8
i
:
;
i
5

use fram the 1940's until 1964. Spillage repcrtedly coourred when £illing
amd in the mid-1960's two of ths 10,000 qallon tanks began leaking
were nsver repaired. In 1964 the fuel farm was abandaned and the
tanks were filled with water.

1¢
£

STATUS - Same as Site 8.

K
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~ 25
- 15
- 5
~ 5
- 5
- 5
- 8

)

STATUS - The Navy has undertaksn limited investigations at 31 of the &8
tanks and sumps. Lsak tests were conductad on 26 of the tanks Axing

Jaruary 1987. Four of the tanks (#2, 14, 43 and #53) failed the tank test ;
indicating a leak of a hazardous substance to socil and/or gramdwmter. An =
iadiitiamlﬂuutmﬂu(nz, 39 and #40) that were tested indiceted piping
eaks.

The Navy has also canducted an initial soil amd groundwater investigation at
:1vocm¢tmw-lp (419, z;& 66, 67 and #68) which ware not

solvent tanks (#43) which failed the pressure test has also detectad both
scil and gramndwater pollution.

Thus, 12 of the 31 tanks investigated by pressure testing or subsurface
investigations imdicate a release of hazardous materials to soil and/or

grandwater. The remaining 37 tanks and suzps have had no investigation
initiated as of July 1987.

= DISPOSAL TO IAND WITHOUT PERMIT/NO REFCRT OF WASTE DISCHARGE

Information regarding the following four sites is contained in the April
1986 technical report prepared by ERM-West & Aqua Rescurves titled "Final
Report Industrial Waste Engineering Stixly, Naval Air Station Moffett Fielq,
California.” 'natmoxtmmtnhnitudtoﬂnhginl Board until
Decenber 1986 and was not released to other regulatory agencies until May
1987.

ACTIVE INDUSTRIAL WASTEWATER SURFACE IMPOUNDMENTS
BACKGROUND - The active industrial wastswater surface

impoaundments were
relocated to their existing location in 1978 (see former ponds description).
The ponds are unlined, 60 fest in diametaer, aboutmtolztutdoq: have a
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mstals, and __:_',mmmmdmm:mmum:un-

BACKGROUND - Industrial wasts generated from leaks and spills of oil and
hydraul ic fluids and from maintenance activities is collected and routed to
an unlined, murface storm drain east of building 142. Stained soil amd
standing "oily" water has been repcrted in the storm drain.

STATUS - This practiocs is ongoing; however, steps have bean taksn to prevent
future spills. No subsurface investigations have been conducted at this
site.

»
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DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY

MOFFETT FIELD. CA 94033 3000 so;guvmam
Ser 00/9858
04 SEP 1987

California Regional Water Quality Control Board
San Francisco Region

Attn: Mr. Roger James

1111 Jackson Street

Oakland, CA 94607

Dear Mxr. James:

Enclosed are our formal coments in response to your Tenative
Cease and Desist Order dated 28 July 1987. As you will note, we
feel that rather basic questions have arisen as a result of our
recent inclusion on the National Pridrities List.

Please recognize that we do not raise these questions as a means 3
of delaying the cleanup actions that we both agree must proceed ﬁl
as quickly as possible. As a Federal facility on the NPL, we are 3
required by CERCLA, as amended, to conduct a Remedial

Investigation and Feasibility Study (RI/FS) and enter into an
interagency agreement with the EPA for the completion of any
necessary remedial actions. We share the common purpose of
appropriate cleanup, but the rules have changed somewhat and

we are actively working to define our new relationship among EPA,
CRWQCB and NAS Moffett Field. To this end, I propose we seek an
administrative means among our three staffs to develop a mutually
acceptable plan of action that will satisfy Moffett Field's
obligations under both CERCLA and applicable State requirements.

I am new to NAS Moffett Field and have been on board less than a
month. As I study this complex issue, it is obvious that our two
agencies have not been in mutual agreement in the past and that
we at NAS Moffett Field must reevaluate our total environmental
program. I pledge my complete attention and total commitment to
implementing agreed remedial actions here at Moffett Field

as quickly as we are allowed under law and regulation.

By strengthening the cooperative relationship between our
organizations, rather than going through the adversary process of

a Cease and Desist Order, I believe we can best serve the public
interest.

CALIFORNIA REGIONAL WATET.
Lsp 08 1987

QUALITY CONTROL BOARD



Copy to:

COMNAVBASE, P

Regional Administrator
Region Nine

U. §. Environmental Protection Agency
mmw&mm
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COMMENTS OF NAVAL AIR STATION, MOFFETT FIELD, CALIFORNIA, 1IN
RESPONSE TO THE TENTATIVE ORDER OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA
REGIOMAL WATER QUALTIY CONTROL BOARD, SAN FRANCISCO BAY
REGION;.. PERTAINING TO THE NAVAL AIR STATION, MOFFETT FIELD,
CALIFOREIA -

Naval Air Station, Moffett Field, California ("NAS
Moffett Field" or "RAS"), subaits the following comaents in
response to the tentative order requiring the United States
Department of the Navy, Moffett Field Naval Air Station,
Moffett Field, Santa Clara County, to Cease and Desist
Discharging Waste in Violation of Waste Discharge Requirements,
the California Water Code, Prohibitions of the Water Quality
Control Plan for the San Francisco Bay Basin, the decrai
Superfund Amendments and Reauthorization Act of 1986, and ffou
Threatening to Discharge Waste in Violation of the California
Water Code and the Toxic Pits Cleanup Act of 1984, which the
State of California Regional Water Quality Control Board, San

Francisco Bay Region ("RWQCB"), issued on 28 July 1987:

A. The State of California Regional Water Quality
Control Board Lacks Subject Matter Jurisdiction to
Require NAS Molfett Fleld to Comply with the Tasks
Set Forth In Its Tentatlve Order; §A§ Moffett Field
Will Respond to the Release, and Threatened Release,
of Hazardous Substances Under the Comprehensive

Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liabllity
Act, As Amended

The State of California Regional Water Quality Control
Board lacks subject matter jurisdiction to require Naval Air
Station, Moffett Field, to perform the tasks according to the
schedule set forth in the tentative order under the Federal
and State authorities identified therein. Ltke any legal

entity, states are barred under the doctrine of Fede}al
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sovereign imounity from subjecting departments of the United
Statest their requirements, or btinging actions against
dcparéﬁigfl of the United States, except under express,
unequivocal vaivef of sovereign immunity by the United States.
Generally, the Regional Water Quality Control Board can
subject HAS Moffett Field to its requirements, or bring
adzinistrative actions against NAS Moffett Field to enforce
such requirements, only with regard to subject matters
concerning which sovereign immunity has been explicitly
waived in Federal statutes such as the Comprehensive
Envirommental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act, as
amended by the Superfund Amendments and Reauthorization Act;
the Federal Water Pollution Control Act, as smended; the Si;e
Drinking Water Act, as amended; or the Resource Conservation
and Recovery Act, as amended. The waivers of sovereign
immunity under these statutes are limited and confine the
jurisdiction of the Regional Water Quality Control Board over
subject matters at NAS Moffett Field more narrowly that the
Regional Board apparently defined it in its tentative order.
Moreover, once a Federal facility has been designated on the
National Priorities List for Uncontrolled Hazardous Waste
Sites, CERCLA preempts any waiver of sovereign immunity under
other Federal statutes.

Section 120(a) of the Comprehensive Environmental
Response, Compensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA), as amended,
requires Naval Air Station, Moffett Field, to comply with

CERCLA, as amended, and the National Oil and gazardous
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Substances Contingency Plan in responding to the release, and
the thizitcnod release, of hazardous substances on NAS Moffert
Ftcld;“&!iction 120(e) of CERCLA, as amended, requires NAS
Moffett Field, as a result of its designation on the National
Priorities List for Uncontrolled Hazardous Waste Sites, to
conduct a remedial investigation and feasibility study and
enter into an {nteragency agreenent with the Environmental
Protection Agency for the completion of any necesary remedial
action at NAS Moffett Field in responding to the release, and
the threatened release, of hazardous substances at NAS
Moffett Field. N

To comply with Section 120(e) of CERCLA, as smended, :{

F

t
the Western Division, Naval Facilities Engineering Command -

(WESTD1IV), plans to conduct a remedial investigation and
feasibility study of sites where hazardous substances have
been released, or threaten to be released, at NAS Moffett
Field through its Installation Restoration Program on behalf
of NAS Moffett Field. Following the completion of the RI/FS,
WESTDIV plans to undertake any remedial action necessary to .
respond to the release, and threatened release, of hazardous
substances. If appropriate, WESTDIV may undertake planned
removal as part of 1ts'responae before undertaking remedial
action. NAS Moffett Field and/or WESTDIV plan to consult
with the Regional Water Quality Control Board in the
initiation, development, and selection of remedfal action as
required in Section 121(f) of CERCLA, as amended. As part of
such consultation, NAS Moffett Field and/or WESTDIV plan to
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consult with the Regional Water Quality Control Board in the

, f:tion of applicable or relevant and appropriate
Ffliquircnentc for sites where hazardous substances
have been t&lcatcd. or threaten to be released. WESTDIV's
tentative plans for responding to the release, and threatened

release, of hazardous substances at Naval Air Station, Moffett

| Fleld, are attached hereto and incorporated herein by

reference as Exhibits A and B.

B. Undertaking the Tasks Set Forth in the Tentative Order

y _the Reg
Prevent NAS
Mandated By the Comprehensive Environmental Response

mpensation an -

Undertaking the tasks set forth in proposed order
provision No. B and proposed finding No. 28, in accordance
with the vague requirements and schedule set, would prevent
NAS Moffett Field from undertaking other actions mandated by
the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and
Liability Act, as amended. Section 120(a) of CERCLA, as
amended, prohibits the Raval Air Station, Moffett Field, from
utilizing any guidelines, rules, regulations, or criteria
which are inconsistent with the guidelines, rules, regulations,
and criteria established by the Envirommental Protection
Agency under CERCLA, as amended. Section 117 of CERCLA, as
amended, requires that NAS Moffett Field provide an
opportunity for submission of comments and for public meeting

before NAS Moffett Field adopts a remedial action plan.
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C. The Regional Water Quality Control Board Has Not

. Glven NAS Moffett Field Adequate Notice of Alleged
%, Volations =SR2

Th& Regional Water Quality Control Board has not given
NAS Moffett Field adequate notice of the State requirements
which NAS Moffett Field has allegedly violated, as stated in
proposed finding No. 30. Nor has the RWQCB given NAS Moffett
Field adequate notice of any Federal authority which may
waive the sovereign imnunity of the United States with regard
to any requirements which RAS Moffett Field has allegedly
violated. In addition, many of the terms used in the tentative
ord;r by the RWQCB are vague. For example, the tcrno'"vnn:f."
"waters of the state,” and "condition of pollution 6r nuic@ﬁce”
are vague. Proposed finding No. 30 should be deleted because
of the RWQCB's failure to give NAS Moffett Field adequate
notice. Proposed finding Nos. 27 and 28 should be deleted
because the terms used therein are vague and because of the
lack of evidence to support such findings.

D. Proposed Finding Nos. 6, 7, and 8 in the Regional

Water Quality Control Board's Tentative Order Are
Not Accurate

1. Proposed Finding No. 6:

Proposed finding No. 6 is not accurate. Proposed finding

No. 6 should be amended to state:

In the Industrial Waste Engineering Study completed
in April 1986, NAS Moffett Field identified four
active sites at Moffett Field where discharge was
occurring. .
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These sites are listed below:

SfE; Nunber Description
-ﬁx?l Active Industrial Wastewater Holding Ponds
12 Engine Test Stand Area
13 Firefighting Training Ares
14 Equipment Parking Area - Building 142

The discharge which was occurring was not in
vioclation of law.

2. Proposed Finding No. 7:

Proposed finding No. 7 is not accurate. Proposed finding
7 should be amended to state:

NAS Moffett Field has identified twenty-three (23) active
tanks, eleven (11) bulk tanks, four (b; leaking tanks,

" eighteen (18) abandoned tanks, nine (9) swmps/oil water

separators, and three (3) other sumps on NAS Moffett Ffeld.

{
The tanks and sumps are grouped as follows: 2
Group 1. Active Tanks (23)

3, 17, 8, 21, 22, 26, 28, 29, 32, 33, 34, 35, 36, 37,
38, 39, 40, 41, .7 44, 45, 46, 57, 69

Group 1I. Bulk Tanks (11)
4, 5,6, 7,8,9, 10, 11, 12, 13, 16
Group III. Leaking Tanks (4)

A. 2, 43
B. 14, 53

Group 1V. Abandoned Tanks (not-in-service) (18)
A. 1, 15, 27, 51, 52, S5
B. 19, 20, 67, 68 (separate investigation)

C. 47, 48, 49, 50, S6A, 56B, 56C, 56D (addressed
as part of Site 9 in the Sampling Plan)

Group V. Sumps/Oil Water Separators (9)
25, 42, 54, 58, 59, 62, 63, 64, 65
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Group V1. Other Sumps (3)
;‘%60 (PW Steam Rack), 61 (Paint Shop Sump), 66 (Dry

Wumn Sump)

3. Proposed Finding No. 8:

Proposed finding No. 8 is not accurate. Proposed
finding No. 8 should be amended to state:

Naval Air Station, Moffett Field, is a Federal
facility which was listed on the Federal section of
the National Priorities List for Uncontrolled
Hazardous Waste Sites included in the National 0il
and Hazardous Substances Contingency Plan, which was
praaulgated on 22 July 1987 pursuant to Section 105
of the Comprehensive Environmental Response,

S Compensation, and Liability Act, as amended (52
Fed.Reg. 27620).

P

{

E. The State of California Regional Water Quality Control
Board Lacked Subject Matter Jurisdiction to ﬁz ulre
NAS Moffett Field to Comply With Many of the Tasks
Tet Forth In Its Order No. B5-66

1. Proposed Finding Nos. 9, 10, 11, 13, and 15:

With respect to proposed finding Nos. 9, 10, 11, 13,
and 15, when it issued Order No. 85-66 the RWQCB did not have
subject matter jurisdiction over waters except with regard
to requirements respecting the control and abatement of the
discharge of pollutants into waters of the United States.
Nor did the RWQCB have subject matter jurisdiction over
groundwater on NAS except with regard to requirements
respecting the provision of safe drinking water and the
operation of any activities resulting, or which may result,
in underground injection which endangers drinking water. Nor

did the RWQCB have subject matter jurisdiction over solid
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waste or hazardous waste except with regard to requirements
tclpoc!§!| the control and abatement of activities resulting,
or uhtlﬂ?iay result, in the disposal, storage, Or treatment
of solid waste or hazardous waste. The RWQCB has cited no
State authority or Federal authority which the RWQCB
adninistered, to which the United States was subject, which
required NAS to comply with the provisions C3, C4, C5, or C8
of Order No. 85-66. Moreover, any subject matter jurisdiction
which the RWQCB has over waters, groundwater, and/or solid
wvaste or hazardous waste is preemnpted by the designation of
NAS Moffett Field on the National Priorities List. Proposed
finding Ros. 9, 10, 11, 13, and 15 should be deleted becausd
of the RWQCB's lack of subject matter jurisdiction to lstue;

such provisions of Order No. 85-66.

2. Proposed Finding No. 12:

With respect to proposed finding No. 12, because the
RWQCB did not have subject matter jurisdiction to issue:
Order No. 85-66, as stated above, NAS is not in violation
of provisions C3d and C4e of such order. The RWQCB did not
have subject matter jurisdiction to require NAS to submit
a technical report according to the schedule set forth in
Provisions C3d and C4e of such order and summarized in
proposed finding No. 12 of the tentative order. NAS i{is not
in violation of provisions C3d and C4e of Order No. 85-66.
Proposed finding No. 12 should be deleted because of the
RWQCB's lack of subject matter jurisdiction to‘iosue such

provisions of Order No. 85-66.
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3. Proposed Finding No. 16:'
e

"Tespect to proposed finding No. 14, because the
RHQCIH# _ﬂuot have subject matter jurtodlctlon‘to issue Order
No. 85-66-10 stated above, NAS is not in violation of
Provision C5¢ of Order Ro. 85-66. The RWQCB did not have
ou;;cct matter jurisdiction to require NAS to conduct the
 investigation to identify, locate, and collect information

'on wells with potential to act as conduits for pollution

to migrate into deeper aquifers according to the schedule

set forth in Provisions CSa, C5b, and CS5c of the RWQCB's

Otdqr No. 85-66 and summarized in proposed finding No. 13

of ﬁhc tentative order. NAS i{s not in violation of Provia%gnn
C5a, C5b, and C5c of Order No. 85-66. Proposed finding NofE
14 should be deleted because of the RWQCB's lack of subject

matter jurisdiction to issue such provisions of Order No.

85-66.

4. Proposed Finding No. 16:

With respect to proposed finding No. 16, because the
RWQCB did not have subject matter jurisdiction to issue
Order No. 85-66, as stated above, NAS is not in violation
of Provision C8 of such Order. The RWQCB did not have subject
matter jurisdiction to require that "interim containment of
the pollution plume shall commence in areas of known
pollution as soon as practicable, but in any event shall not
be delayed pending defining the full extent of pollution
in any aquifer. The interim cleanup and contaimment plans,

including time schedule, shall be submitted bf January 15,




O 00 =3 O v &= O N

I S T R T O R S S S S

/ - 10 -

1986." NAS is not in violation of Provision C8 of the RWQCB's
Order Ner. 85-66. Proposed finding No. 16 should be deleted
bcclﬁazééf the RYICB's lack of subject matter jurisdiction

to issue iuch provisions of Order Ro. 85-66.

F. The State of California Regional Water lity Control
Board lLacks Subject Matter Jurisdiction to Require
WAS Moffett Field to Comply with the Tasks Set Forth
In 1ts Tentative Order Under Sectlion 25208 of the

Callfornla Health and Safety Code (the Toxic Pits
Cleanup Act) or Setion 15285 of the Callfornla Water
caaeliﬁxs Moffett Fleld WIIT Conduct a Hydrogeologic
Assegsment Report

1. Proposed Finding Nos, 17-18:

With respect to proposed finding Nos. 17-18, the RWQCB
does not have subject matter jurisdiction over surface :
impoundments except with regard to requirements respecting ?
the control and abatement of activities resulting, or which
may result, in the disposal, storage, or treatment of solid
waste or hazardous substances. Moreover, any subject matter
jurisdiction which the RWQCB has over surface impoundments is
preempted by the designation of NAS Moffett Field on the
National Priorities List. No evidence exists that the surface
impoundments, identified in the tentative order as "Site 10
Active Industrial Wastewater Holding Ponds" and as "Site
11 Active Industrial Wastewater Holding Ponds" in Item B!
above, are used for treatment, storage, or disposal of
hazardous waste. Nor does evidence exist that NAS {s
threatening to violate Section 25208 of the California Health
and Safety Code (the Toxic Pits Cleanup Act). WESTDIV awarded

a contract for the performance of a hydrogeolbgicalfassessment
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report concerning such surface impoundments on 14 August
B

)

1937,2f6!8T51v plans to caiplo;c a hydrogeological assessment

#

repor "By 1 January 1988, and submit such report to the RWQCB
by the same date, barring unforeseen circumstances. Proposed
finding No. 18 should be deleted because of the RWQCB's lack
of subject matter jurisdiction and because of lack of evidence

to support such finding.

2. Proposed Finding Nos. 19-22:

With respect to proposed finding Nos. 19-22, the
RWQCB does not have jurisdiction over waters except with
re;atd to requirements respecting the control and abatemeng
of the discharge of pollutants into the waters of the Uni{}d
States. Moreover, any subject matter jurisdiction which the
RWQCB has over waters is preempted by the designation of
NAS Moffett Field on the National Priorities List. No
evidence exists that pollutants have been or are being
discharged into waters of the United States from the surface
impoundments identified in the tentative order as "Site 10
Active Industrial Wastewater Holding Ponds and as "Site 11
Active Industrial Wastewater Holding Ponds"” in Item Bl above.
NAS is not in violation of Section 13260 of the California
Water Code. Proposed finding No. 21 should be deleted
because of the RWQCB's lack of subject matter jurisdiction

and because of lack of evidence to support such finding.
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3. Proposed Finding No. 23-24:

!ﬁ?ﬁ respect to proposed finding Nos. 23-24, the RWQCB
does ﬁgéghave subject matter jurisdiction over waters except
with regard to requirements respecting the control and
abatement of the diascharge of pollutants into the waters of
the United States. Moreover, any subject matter jurisdiction
which the RWQCB has over waters is preempted by the designation
of NAS Moffett Field on the National Priorities List. No
evidence exists that pollutants have been or are being
discharged into waters of the United States from the surface
areas identified in the tent;tive order as "Site 11 Engine
Tebf Stand Area, Site 12 Firefighting Training Area, and ¢
Site 13 Equipment Parking Area-Building 142" and as "Site %2
Engine Test Stand Area, Site 13 Firefighting Training Area,
and Site 14 Equipment Parking Area-Building 142" in Item B!
above. The RWQCB does not have subject matter jurisdiction
over groundwater on NAS except with regard to requirements
respecting the.provision of safe drinking water and the
operation of any activities resulting, or which may result,
in underground injection which endangers drinking water. No
evidence exists that underground injection has occurred on
NAS or has resulted, or may result, in the presence of
contaminants in groundwater which endangers drinking water.
NAS is not in violation of Section 13260 of the California
Water Code. Proposed finding No. 24 should be deleted
because of the RWQCB's lack of subject matter jurisdiction

and because of lack of evidence to support such finding.
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: 6m$*Pr0203ed Finding No. 25:
quh respect to proposed finding No. 25, the RWQCER does

not have subject matter jurisdiction over untcrl except with
regard to requirements respecting the control and abatement
of the discharge of pollutants into the waters of the United
States. Moreover, any subject matter jurisdiction which the
RWQCB has over waters is preempted by the designation of NAS
Moffett Field on the National Priorities List. No evidence
exists that pollutants have been or are being discharged into
the wvaters of the United States from the areas i{dentified in
the tentative order as "Site 14 40 Motor Fuel and Diesel F
Fuel Tanks, Sice 15 10 0il and Waste Oil Tanks, and 011/wékcr
Separators, Site 16 13 Other Tanks and Tanks of Unknown H
Previous Use, and Site 17 5 Solvent and Other Hazardous
Waste Tanks/Sumps” and as "Group I Active Tanks (23),
Group I1 Bulk Tanks (11), Group 111 Leaking Tanks (4),
Group 1V Abandoned Tanks (not-in-service) (18), Group V
Sumps/0il Water Separators (9), and Group VI Other Sumps
(3)" in Item B2 above. NAS is not in violation of Section
13260 of the Californis Water Code. Proposed finding No. 25
should be deleted because of the RWQCB's lack of subject
matter jurisdiction and because of lack of evidence to support
such finding.
G. The State of California Regional Water Qualit
Control Board Lacks Subjecs Matter JurTedletion to
Require NAS Moffett Field to Comply with the Tasks

Tet Forth In Its Tentative Order Unaer¥§iction 13273
of the Callfornia Water Code
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1. Proposed Finding No. 26: -.

H£§h~rcapcct to proposed finding No. 26, the RWQCB does
not hcé%éjuriodlc:;on over landfills except with regard to
tequircncnti respecting the control and abatement of activities
r;oultin;. or which may result, in disposal, storage, or
treatment 6! s0lid waste or hazardous waste. Moreover, any
subject matter jurisdiction which the RWQCB has over landfills
is preempted by the designation of NAS Moffett Field on the
National Priorities List. Proposed finding No. 26 should be
deleted because of the RWQCB's lack of subject matter

jurisdiction.

H.

e to Comply with the Pro
Forth In Provisions Nos. AJI-A2 of Its Tentative Order

1. Proposed Order Provision No. Al:

With respect to proposed order provision No. A1, the
RWQCB does not have subject matter jurisdiction over waters
except with regard to requirements respecting the control and
abatement of the discharge of pollutants into waters of the
United States. Moreover, any subject matter jurisdiction
which the RWQCB has over waters is preempted by the designation
of NAS Moffett Field on the National Priorities List. The
terms "degrade water quality or adversely affect the beneficial
uses of the waters of the State" used in proposed order
provision No. Al should be deleted because of the RWQCB's
lack of subject matter jurisdiction to issue such provision

and because the terms used therein are vague.
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2. Proposed Order Provision No. A2:

v”Arcopcct to proposed order provision No. A2, the

RWQCB Gﬁ‘; not have subject matter jurisdiction over waters
except with regard to requirements respecting the control and
abatement of the discharge of pollutants into waters of the
United States. Moreover, any subject matter jurisdiction
wvhich the RWQCB has over waters is preesmpted by the
designation of NAS Moffett Field on the National Priorities
List. The terms "significant migration of pollutants through
subsurface transport to waters of the State” are vague.
Proposed Order Provision No. A2 should be deleted because of
the RWQCB's lack of subject matter jurisdiction to i{ssue such

¢
provision and because the terms used therein are vague. :

1. %hg Statg of Califoggia Regional Water Quality
ntrol Board Lacks Subject tter Jurisdiction to
Require NAS Moffett Fle 1 to Comp th the
Provisions Set Forth In Provisions Nos. BI1-B13 of
1ts Tentative Order.

1. Proposed Order Provision Nos. Bla, B1b, and Blc:

With respect to proposed order provision Nos. Bla, Bib,
and Blc, the RWQCB does not have subject matter jurisdiction
over waters except with regard to requirements respecting the
control and abatement of the discharge of pollutants into
waters of the United States. Nor does the RWQCB have subject
matter jurisdiction over groundwater on NAS except with regard
to requirements respecting the provision of safe drinking water
and the operation of any activities resulting, or which may

result, in underground injection which endangers drinking
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water, Nor does the RWQCB have subject matter jurisdiction
over qqggd‘uaate or hazardous waste except with regard to
tequiti%iptc respecting the control and abatement of activities
r.culting; or wvhich may result, in the disposal, storage, or
treatment of solid waste or hazardous waste. The RWQCB has
cited no State authority or Federal authority which the RWQCB
administers, to which the United States is subject, which
requires NAS to comply with the tasks set forth in proposed
order provisions Nos. Bla, Blb, or Blc. Moreover, any
subject matter jurisdiction which the RWQCB has over waters
is preempted by the designation of NAS Moffett Field on the
National Priorities List. Proposed order provision Nos. Bla,
B1b, and Bic should be deleted because of the RWQCB's lack éf

subject matter jurisdiction to {ssue such provisions.

1. Proposed Order Provision No. B2a:

With respect to proposed order provision No. B2a, NAS
states that the RWQCB does not have subject matter jurisdiction
over surface impoundments except with regard to requirements
respecting the control and abatement of activities resulting,
or which may result, in the disposal, storage, or treatment
of solid waste or hazardous waste. Moreover, any subject
matter jurisdiction which the RWQCB has over surface
impoundments is preempted by the designation of NAS Moffett
Field on the National Priorities List. No evidence exists
that the surface impoundments, identified in the tentative
order as "Site 10 Active Industrial Wastewater Holding

Ponds" and as "Site 11 Active Industrial Wastewater. Holding

5\

\

\
.b

s, T
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Pondc_‘inkltcn B! above, are used for the treatment, storage,

i‘of hazardous waste. Nor does any evidence exist
S xéﬁroatcntng—to violate Section 25208 of the
Cllitbrnta Realth and Safety Code (the Toxic Pits Cleanup
Aet). !ropOlcd order provision No. B2a should be deleted
because of the RWQCB's lack of subject matter jurisdiction to
ioiﬁ;'iddh‘provicion- and because of the lack of evidence

to oubﬁort such provisions.

3. Proposed Order Provision No. B2b:
With respect to proposed order provision No. B2d, the

RWQCB does not have subject matter jurisdiction over waters
except with regard to requirements respecting the control i;d
abatement of the discharge of pollutants into waters of the
United States. Nor does the RWQCB have subject matter
jurisdiction over groundwater on NAS except with rcglrd to
requirements respecting the provision of safe drinking water
and the operation of any activities resulting, or which may
result, in underground injection which endangers drinking
water. Moreover, any subject matter jurisdiction which the
RWQCB has over waters and/or groundwater is preempted by the
designation of NAS Moffett Field on the National Priorities
List. Proposed order provision No. B2b should be deleted
because of the RWQCB's lack of subject matter jurisdiction to

issue such provision.
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4. Proposed Order Provision No. B3:

ﬁ%th respect to proposed order provision No. B3, the
lﬂqciﬁiits not have subject matter jurisdiction over waters
except with regard to requirements respecting the control and
abatement of the discharge of pollutants into waters of the
United States. HNor does the RWQCB have subject matter
jurisdiction over groundwater on RAS except with regard to
requirements respecting the provision of safe drinking water
and the operation of any activities resulting, or which may
result, in underground injection which endangers drinking
water. Nor does the RWQCB have subject matter jurisdiction
over solid waste or hazardous waste except with regard ‘°A§
requirements respecting the control and sbatement of activgties
resulting, or which may result, in the disposal, storage, or
treatment of solid waste or hazardous waste. The RWQCB has
cited no State authority or Federal authority which the RWQCB
adoministers, to which the United States is subject, which
requires NAS t; comply with the tasks set forth in proposed
order provision No. B3. Moreover, any subject matter
jurisdiction which the RWQCB has over waters, groundwater,
and/or solid waste or hazardous waste is preempted by the
designation of NAS Moffett Field on the National Priorities
List. Proposed order provision No. B3 should be deleted
because of the RWQCB's lack of subject matter jurisdiction to

issue such provision.
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5. . Proposed Order Provision Nos. B4, B5. and BS:

;gtcpcet to proposed order provision Nos. B4, BS,
and k]‘ i KWQCB does not have subject matter jurisdiction
over waters except with regard to requirements respecting the
control and abatement of the discharge of pollutants into
vat‘orav of the United States. Nor does the RWQCB have subject
nit:cr juticdtction over groundwater on NAS except with
regard to requirements respecting the provision of safe
Adrinking water and the operation of any activities resulting,
or which may result, in underground injection which endangers
drinking water. Nor does the RWQCB have subject matter
jurisdiction over solid waste or hazardous waste except uid‘
regard to requirements respecting the control and lb.t‘l.ﬂté
of activities resulting, or which may result, {n the disposal,
storage, or treatment of solid waste or hazardous waste.
Moreover, any subject matter jurisdiction which the RWQCB has
over waters, groundwater, and/or solid waste or hazardous
waste is preempted by the designation of NAS Moffett Field on
the National Priorities List. Thus, the RWQCB does not have
subject matter jurisdiction to require, as proposed in proposed
order provision No. B4, that NAS "submit a final Remedial
Investigation (R1) Report acceptable to the Executive Officer
completely defining the extent of soil and groundwater
pollution associated with all sites at Moffett Field,” which
is "consistent with guidance provided by Subpart F of the
National Oil and Hazardous Substances Pollution Contingency

Plan . . ., as amended; the Superfund Amendments and -
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Reauthorization Act of 1986; Section 25356.1(c) of the
Caltfoﬁi&g‘ﬂollth and Safety Cqode; and CERCLA guidance
docmﬁ-ﬁth reference to Remedial Investigations.” Nor

does the RWQCB have subject matter jurisdiction to require,

as proposed in proposed order provision No. B5, that NAS
"{s]ubmit a Peasibility Study (FS) technical report acceptable
to the Executive Officer containing an evaluation of the
installed interim remedial measures; an evaluation of
alternative final remedial measures; the recommended measures
necessary to achieve final cleanup objectives; and the tasks
and time schedule necessary to implement the recoamended

finil remedial measure. Nor does the RWQCB have subject 3
matter jurisdiction to require, as proposed in provision No§
B8, that the submittal of technical reports evaluating immediate,
interim, and final remedial measures will include a projection
of the "cost, effectiveness, benefits, and impact on pudblic
health, welfare, and environment of each alternative measure"
or to require that "[t]lhe remedial investigation and feasiblity
study shall be consistent with the guidance provided by

subpart F of the National 0il and Hazardous Substances Pollution
Contingency Plan . . . , as amended; the Superfund Amendments
and Reauthorization Act of 1986; Section 25356.1(¢c) of the
California Health and Safety Code; CERCLA guidance documents
with reference to Remedial Investigation, Feasibility Studies,
and Removal Actions; and the State Water Resources Control

Board's Resolution No. 68-16, 'Statement of Policy with

Respect to Maintaining High Quality of Waters in California.'"
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Propoccd order provision Nos. 4,5, and 8 be should deleted
becaulg of the RVQCB'Q lack of subject matter juxiadiction to

fssue such provisions.

6. Proposed Order Provision Nos. 6, 9, 10, and 11
With respect to proposed order provision Nos. 6, 9, 10,

and 11, the RWQCB does not have subject matter jurisdiction
over waters except with regard to requirements respecting the
control and abatement of the discharge of pollutnﬁtn into
vaters of the United States. Nor does the RWQCB have subject
satter Jurisdiction over grofindwater on NAS except with

Fe

regard to requirements respecting the provision of safe ¢
drinking water and the operation of any activities rcsultj;s,
or which may result, in underground injection which endangers
drinking water. Nor does the RWQCB have subject matter
jurisdiction over s0lid waste or hazardous waste except with
regard to requirements respecting the control and abatement
of activities resulting, or vhich may result, in the disposal,
storage, or treatment of solid waste or hazardous waste. The
RWQCB has cited no State authority or Federal authority which
the RWQCB administers, to which the United States is subject,
wvhich requires NAS to comply with the tasks set forth in

proposed order provision Nos. 6, 9, 10, or 11. Moreover, any

subject matter jurisdiction which the RWQCB has over waters,

groundwater, and/or solid waste or hazardous waste is preempted

by the designation of NAS Moffett Field on the National

Priorities List. Proposed order provision Nos, 6, 9, 10, and
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11 should be deleted because of the RWQCB's lack of subject

nattorjﬁ?riodtction to issue such provisions.
X o

7. Proposed Order Provision Nos. 7, 12, ind 13:

With respect to propcsed order provision Kos. 7, 12,
and 13, the RWQCB does not have subject matter jurisdiction
over waters except with regard to requirements respecting the
control and abatement of the discharge of pollutants into
waters of the United States. Nbr does the RWQCB have subject
matter juriediction over groundwater except with regard to
requirements respecting the provision of safe drinking water
and the operation of any activities resulting, or which may
result, in underground injection which endangers drinking :
water. Nor does the RWQCB have subject matter jurisdiction
over s0lid waste or hazardous waste except with regard to
requirements respecting the control and abatement of
activities resulting, or which may result, {n the disposal,
storage, or treatment of solid waste or hazardous waste.
Moreover, any subject matter jurisdiction which the RWQCB has
over water, groundwater, and/or solid waste or hazardous
waste is preempted by the designation of NAS Moffett Field on
the National Priorities List. Proposed order provision Nos.
7, 12, and 13 should be deleted because of lack of subject
matter jurisdiction. NAS Moffett Field will provide the

RWQCB with reports and other information as appropriate.
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Based on the above comments, Naval Air Station, Moffett
Fleld, (s
Regional Water Quality Control Board, San Francisco Bay

ifornia, requests that the State of California,

Region, dismiss its tentative order concerning Raval Air
Station, Moffett Field, or, alternatively, continue the
hearing until such time as representatives of Naval Air
Station can meet with the staff of the Regional Board to

discuss the appropriate response for the Naval Air Station.

Respectfully subaitted,

ial Attorney
partment of the Navy

fice of the General Counsel
Litigation Office

100 Van Ness Avenue, 22nd Floor
San Francisco, CA 94102
415/556-9027

- o imy

Senior Trial Attorney

Department of the Navy

Office of the General Counsel
Litigation Office, Western Division
Box 727

San Bruno, CA 94066

415/877-7109




EXHIBIT A

"1:lilnt151to Investigation
(Initta} Study Completed Apr 84)
(Verificat{oN Study Completed Apr 86)

-Remedial Investigation (RI)

-Prelintnary A

‘Preliminary Planning

‘Work Plan/Schedule (15 Jan 88)

*Quality Assurance Project Plan (submitted 24 July 87,
revision 15 Feb 88}

Sampling Plan (submitted 24 July 87, revision 15 Feb 88}

*Health & Safety Plan (15 Feb 88 L

-Data Management Plan (15 Feb 88)

Project Hana?elent Plan (15 Feb 88)

«Comnunity Relations Plan (15 Feb 88)

‘Public Health Evaluation Plan (15 Feb 88)

*Request for Indentification of licable or Relevant and

Appropriate Requirements (1 Nov 87)

‘Field Investigations (In Accordance With Work Plan Schedule) '

«Removal Actfons (If Required)

*Work Plan to Evaluate Alternatives
+Sampling Plan
+Quality Assurance Project Plan

*Fieldwork

+Report Evaluating Alternatives

-EPA Review/Concurrence

*Public Comment

*Record of Decision

*Remedia) Design

‘Rl Final Report (In Accordance with Work Plan Schedule)
+Site Characterfzation
*Risk Assessment
-Contamination Assessment
‘Environmental Assessment
*Public Health Assessment

-Feasibility Study {In Accordance with Work Plan Schedule)
*Initial Technology Screening
‘Remedfal Options
*Evaluation of Alternatives
*Report

*Record of Decision
‘Draft 30 Day Comment Period
«Final Record of Decision
-Interagency Agreement

*Remedial Design/Remedial Actions

, TO SITES 3, 4, 5, 6, 7 AND GROUP III A (TANKS !2 43)



EXHIBIT B

PLANNED RESPONSE TO SITES 1, 2, 8, 9, 12, 13, 14 GROUP 111 B (TANKS 14, 53),
GROUP V1 (SUMPS #60, 61, 66) GROUP IV B  (TANKS 419 20, 67, 68)

.Preliminary Kesessment/Site Investigation
Sites 1, 2, 8, 9 (Initial Assessment Study Completed Apr 84)
(Verification S Completed Apr 86)
Sites 12, 13, 14 (Industrial Waste Emgineering Study, April 86)
Groups Vi, IV B (Tank Testing Study, Jun 87)

‘Remedial Investigation (R1)

*Preliminary Planning

-Work Plan/Schedule (15 Feb 88)

«Quality Assurance Project Plan (15 Mar 88)

-Sampling Plan (15 Mar 88)

+Health & Safety Plan (15 Mar 88)

-Data Management Plan (15 Mar 88)

‘Project Management Plan (15 Mar 88)

«Community Relations Plan (15 Mar 88)

-Public Health Evaluation Plan (15 Mar 88)

‘Request for Identification of Applicable or Relevant and Appropriate-

Requirements (1 Nov 87) 4

i

‘Field Investigations (In Accordance With Work Plan Schedule) '

«Removal Actions (If Required)

*Work Plan to Evaluate Alternatives
-Sampiing Plan
+Quality Assurance Project Plan

*Fieldwork

-Report Evaluating Alternatives

-EPA Review/Concurrence

+Public Comment

*Record of Decision

‘Remedial Design

‘RI Final Report (In Accordance with Work Plan Schedule)
+Site Characterization
‘Risk Assessment
-Contamination Assessment
sEnvironmental Assessment
Public Health Assessment

‘Feasibility Study (In Accordance with Work Plan Schedule)
+Initial Technology Screening
-Remedial Options
-Evaluation of Alternatives
*Report

*Record of Decision
-Draft 30 Day Comment Period
*Final Record of Decision
Interagency Agreement

‘Remedial Design/Remedial Actions
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APPENDIX D




by counsel. If possible, writtsn copies of testim. ;7 to be presented at the
hearing should bs furnished to the Board in advance of the hearing.

Regioral Board file on this discharger is opsn to public inspection from
8:00 a.n. to 3300 p.n. on weekdays in the Regicnal Board's office. Copies of
evidence to be presanted by ths staff at the hearings are available upon
request or may be reviewed at the Regional Board's offices located at Room
6000, 1111 Jackscn Strest, Oaklard, California. For arrangements to review
the file or for information regarding this notice, pleass contact Tom Barkins
of the Regional Board at (415) 464-1249.
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