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January 8, 1998

Dear RABMember:

We hope you had a wonderful holiday. The Moffett Federal Airfield (MFA) Base Closure Team
and the Community Co-Chair wish to remind you to attend our next Restoration Advisory Board
(RAB) meeting.

Our next RAB meeting will again be held on January 15, 1998 at the City of Mountain View
Police/Fire Administration Building. The mccting will begin at 7:00 p.m. The agenda for the
meeting is as follows:

7:00-7:05 PM Meeting Overview
7:05-7:10 PM November Minutes Approval
7:10-7:40 PM RemedialProject Managers Meeting Report
7:40-7:50 PM Subcommittee Reports
7:50-8:10 PM Revised Draft Final Stationwide FS Presentation
8:10-8:45 PM Revised Draft Final Stationwide FS Discussion

8:45-9:00 PM Agenda/Schedule for March RAB Meeting

Attached you'll find a list of upcoming projects at Moffett for Fiscal Years 1998 and 1999 as
enclosure (1). In addition, a copy of the Department ofFish and Game comments on the Draft
Final Station-WideFeasibility Study Report is attached as enclosure (2).

If you have any questions or comments, please contact me at (415) 244-2563, Mr. Hubert Chan of
this office at (415) 244-2562, or Mr. David Glick, Moffett's Community Co-Chair, at (408) 987-
0210.

Sincerely,

ORIGINALSIGNEDBY:
STEPHEN CHAO
BRAC E,vi,uluncntal Coordinator
Moffett Federal Airfield

By direction of
the CommandingOfficer

Distribution:
Moffett Federal Airfield RAB Members
Karen Huggins, ARC EcologbqARMSControl Research Center
Eric Ortega, Onizuka Air Station
Maurice Bundy, Potential RAB Member
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Blind copy to:
10A, 642, 6421, 6422, 6423, 6426, 09CMN, 60B
Tetra Tech EMI (Attn: Tim Mower)
Montgomery Watson (Attn: Kim Walsh)
NFESC (Attn: Maureen Little)
Information Repository (2 Copies)
Chron,RF
File: Moffctt
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Moffett RAB Members:

Ann Coombs AlternateMember
Russ Frazer AlternateMember
Stewart McGee AlternateMember
Maurice Ancher Community Member
John Beck Community Member
Robert Davis Community Member
David Glick Community Member
John Gurley Community Member
Paul Lesti Community Member
Bob Moss Community Member
Edwin Pabst Community Member
Richard Schuster Community Member
Lenny Siegel Community Member, Pacific Studies Center
Ted Smith Community Member, Silicon Valley Toxics Coalition
Steve Sprugasci Community Member
Robert Strena Community Member
Mary Vrabel Community Member
Alex Terrazas Community Member, Mountain View Representative (Interim)
Jack Walker Community Member, Sunnyvale Representative
James MeClure MEW Representative
Sandra Olliges NASA Representative
Steve Chin Regulatory Member
Scott Flint Regulatory Member
Michael Gill Regulatory Member
Jim Haas Regulatory Member
Loren Helming Regulatory Member
Bob Holston Regulatory Member
Thomas Iwamura Regulatory Member
Michael Roehette Regulatory Member
Joyee Whiten Regulatory Member
Peter Strauss Silicon Valley Toxics Coalition TAG Consultant



PROJECTS FUNDED PREVIOUS YEARS

Site 1 LandfillCAP Construction($1 millionto $2 million)
Site 2 Landfill Consolidation ($500,000 to $1 million)
Eastside AquiferPump 'N Treat SystemConstruction($1 millionto $2 million)
WestsideAquiferPump 'N Treat System Construction($1 millionto $2 million)
RIST SystemMaintenance($200,000 to $500,000)
WestsideAquiferMonitoringandSystemMaintenance- 1stYear ($250,000 to $500,000)
Eastside Aquifer Monitoring and SystemMaintenance - 1*tYear ($250,000 to $500,000)
Stationwide FS (Less than $100,000)
Golfcourse Landfill#2 FS (Less than $100,000)
Petroleum Sites Evaluation (Less than $100,000)

Proiects For Fiscal Year 1998

Site 1LandfillMonitoring andMaintenance - 1't Year ($100,000 to $250,000)
Site 2 Monitoring and Maintenance - 1stYear (Less than $100,000)
Westside Aquifer Monitoring and System Maintenance - 2"dYear ($250,000 to $500,000)
Eastside Aquifer Monitoring and SystemMaintenance -2"aYear ($250,000 to $500,000)
Stationwide RD (Less than $100,000)
Continued Quarterly Samplingand Monitoring ($250,000 to $500,000)
Sodium DithioniteLab Study (Less than $100,000)
Site 1Landfill Construction Change Order ($250,000 to $500,000)
Westside Aquifer Pump 'N Treat System Construction Change Order(S250,000 to $500,000)
Eastside Aquifer Pump 'N Treat System Construction Change Order ($250,000 to $500,000)

Proiects For Fiscal Year 1999

Site 1 LandfillMonitoring and Maintenance - 2"aYear ($100,000 to $250,000)
Site 2 Monitoringand Maintenance - 2"aYear (Less than $100,000)
Westside Aquifer Monitoring and SystemMaintenance - 3'dYear ($250,000 to $500,000)
Eastside Aquifer Monitoring and System Maintenance - 3'_ Year ($250,000 to $500,000)
Stationwide P.A,Phase 1(Less than $100,000)
Golf Course Landfill#2 KA ($1 millionto $2 million)
Continued Quarterly Sampling and Monitoring ($250,000 to $500,000)

ENCLOSURE(/ )



State of California

Memorandum

To : Mr. loseph Chou oat. : lune 6, 1997
California EnvironmentalProtectionAgency
Deparunent of Toxic Sub_ Control
700 Heinz Avenue. BuildingF, Suite 200
Berkeley, Califoraia 94710

From : Department of Fish and Gome

subi._ : Review of the Moffett Federal Airfield Draft Final Station-Wide FeasibiI/_ Study Report (dated
November 8, 1996)(5920/60120/NTX405 00:80)

This memorandum is in response to yourresource request daw.dNovember 19, 1996,
requesting review of the subject documerg. This Moffett Federal Airfield (MFA) Draft Final Station-
Wide Feasibility Study(FS) Report attemptsto identify andevaluate a range of remedialal_maxives to
cleanup environmentalcomamim_'on at sites that have not been previously addressed. This FS report
is partially based on informationcontained in the draft final Phase II site--wideecological assessment
(ST_E;A)report,which hasyetto befinalized. OncetheSWEAhasbeenrevised,witizaUthe
outstanding issues addressed, the Depar_e.nr of Fi.chand Game expects the FS wil/be revised
accordingly. As a State of Calffor_znamraJresource_ustee agency, theDcpar_cnt of Fish and
Game (DFG) recommends that the following specificcomments and concerns be addressedto ensure
that Sta_etrust namraJresource, includingfish, wildlife species, biota, andtheir habitats,are
protected.

Specific Comments

1. Executive Summary (page ES-2)

Several issues that "remain unclear"in the SWEAare listed. Please specify whether these are all
the outstandingissues thatremainto b¢ resolved. Pm'tainingto the SWEA, DFG has c.oncems,
which are discussed below, with the following outstanding issuespertaining to the use of the high
toxicity referen_ values Cf'RVs)and tim use of Hazard Quodenm (HQs).

The report utilizes two toxicological "b_ks", r_'red to as Hazard Quotiems which are used
to assess potential adverse effects to ecological receptors, in_uding State fish, wildlife, biota, and
their l_bi_a_. HQI and HQ2 or the r_o of a pznicularexposureroute dosage (or media
concentration) to a reference dose(ormedia concentration), utilized high Toxicity ReferenceValues
(= less sensinve receptorresponses), whilst HQ3 andHQ4 were derived from "low" TRVs or
values developed from longer term exposuresor more sensitive toxic endpoims, such as
reproduction.

These HQ's need to b¢ evaluas_I in the €onTe._of theiruse in determining the ecological risks of
hazardous chemical releases andthe subsequent selection of a remedial action or risk management
decision The principal resultof a "remedy" or "remedialaction" is to "...prevent or minimize the
release of hazardous substances so tl_ they do not migr_e to cause'substantial danger...to thc

ENCLOSURE



Mr.JosephChou
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environmem"i_ "protectandrestore(natural)mastresources"2.This_ ov_g and
equallyimpormmaimofthehazardouswasm cleanuporreo_li_onbecomestheminimum

standardorremediarlongoalm beauain_inthes=lectofaremediala_rion.W'_hthazguidance
andas_u_principalState_us_eforfish.wildlife,biota,andtheirhabitats,DFG canonly
recommendzemedbJactionswhichrestorermsr_resottrcesto"b_wl_m" or"conditionsthazwould
have been expected atthe assessmsrttareahad the dischargeor rel_¢_ ofd_ h27=rdomm2mrialn_
occurred (underlineadded)3. Consequently, _ guidance (ComprehensiveF_.uvimnmenml
Response, Compensationand LiabflLryAct, CERCLA, law and re_) clearlydoes nor allow
cleanupgoalsthatwouldallowcontinuedtoxiciP/tonaturalrmouzc_populszions,forexample.The
HQ's which are derived from the "low" TRV's _ be used m establishriskor the _ of
adverse e_3 f_om COpt=min_n_ to _ 11..._t111_r---_ollrces. _€_e HQ'sshouldprotectthemost
sensitivespecies,astheyuselowestnoobservableadverseeffect levelsorNOEALa. Ifonedidnot

employ these lower values to csrimaminks anddrive the remediation, it is inmir,ively obvious that
full protection of fish, wildlife, biota, and their receptorscan not be achieved. Any resulmm
r_ne_lJalaction, based upon the high TRV will, more likely than nor_cause continuedinjuriesto
Szat_trust resources. Putter res[orauonactions are warranzedby r_ Federal andSmm natural
resource trustees if HQ1 and HQ2 cri_eri_are employed m the remedial investigation. If theHQ3/4
e._'Rmar_sexceed one, more evaluationb nrrdm define, _z=, and evaluate nanzralresource
endpoinmresponsesorinjuries(#enauCERCLA § 107,injuriesm naRu_ resources)toallowthe
State and federal rmmralresource trustees to determine the need for further actions, for example
restoration.

2. Section 1.2.4 Contamination Entering from Off Site (page 12)

Please specify on whe._¢r the Middlefield, I=11;€,and Whisman (MEW) Sup_rfund site is the sole
sourceofVOC conmminauonat MICA.

3. Section 1.3.2 Site-Wide Ecological Asr_ssment (p_m 16-17)

PleaseelaboratefurtheronthePhaseISWEA methodologyandsitecharacmrizaUondescribedm
[his section.

It is smmd tl_t wedandarraswere idemi_d basedon crimria_om the U. S. Fish andWildlife
Service (USFWS) and the U. S. Army Corps of _ (COb'). Please specify whetherall the
wetlandareas were idemifi_ m_izing both criteria,how the USFWS and COE crimriadiffer, and
why the wetland areas were not identifiedbasedon DFG crimria.

4. Section 1.3.2.1 Phase H SWEA Overview (pag_ 17-Y,3)

Refer to DFG comment number one above pertaining to HQs, His, and TRVs.

1
CERCLA | 101 (24) I 40 CFR Ch.|, Plrr 3{}0, S_)l_lr_ A, | ]00.5

Z
r._tCLA § 1ZZfJ)(2); quote from US 'EPA, 1992. The rote of narurat resource trustees in the Superfurd

process. ECOUpdilre_ OSI_R PUbt. 9_;65.0-05I. p.8.

_r 3 _.3 Ctlt SubtitLe A, §11.72 (b)(q).

• . ,.,

• N
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What will be done or is being done to eliminate and/or address all the listed major sources of
uncertainties associated with the risk assessment for benthic, avian, and mammalian receptors.

5. Section 1.3.1.2. Summary of Ecological Risk (page23)

What is meant by moderate 21the statement "...r_ults in a moderate poss_ility of adverse effects
on receptors?"

6. Section 1.3.3.2 Wetland Areas (page 30)

This section s_ms to focus on the role of wetland, as "w_te treatment systems" and"limited
sinks." It is necessLryto take into account that some of the wetlands at MFA are closed systems,
not open systems with flushing action, whichtend to accttmnlamthe conmminan_ removed from the
waste water, thus making them accessible to the food web (i.e., aiding in the biotransfer of
contaminants to higher trophic Ievel organisms). Wetlands can "limit the bioavailability of a number
of constituents," but they do r_otstop all tl_ constituents from being bioavailable.

Pertaining to the statement that "...sediment bioassays showed limited toxicity for some organisms,
the potential impact to populations in these marshes is not clear." When and whax is being done to
make this clear.

Thereis existingcontaminationin the wetlandsandtheremediationof al leastthe identifiedhot
_P' spots should be taken into consideration in this section.

7. Section I._.2 Identification of Potential ARARs (page34)

DFG ,submitteda list of potential AJtARs and "rBCsto Ms. Susan Mearnsof Montgomery Watson
on March 29, 1994 and to the Depaz_entof Toxic SubstancesandControl (DTSC) on September
30, 1996, DFG requests that all potential ARARs and TBCs submittedby DFG be addressed, either
in tile text of these sections or 21Appendix A.

Please provide the rationale for determining that DFG's potential ARARs are not applicable or
relevant andappropriate. Also, please also provid_the rationale for consideringand rejecting
DFG's TBCs. Finally, please explain how those ARA_ i_ in AppmadixA are more
stringent than DFG's potentialARARs/TBCs andhow they will ensure protectivenessof fish,
wildlife, biota, and their habitat.

8. Section 1.4.2.2 Potential Federal and State Location-Specific ARARs (page36)

Pertainingto the statement "TheState of Californiahasadopted the U. S. Fish and Wildlife Service
definition for wetland areas and does not have morestringent laws and regulations for protection of
wetland and flood plain areas than the federal laws and regulations." The DFG has adopted the
USFWS wetland definition (as contain_i in Cowardin et al., I979) for Department use in
conjunction with applicationof DFG's Wetland Resources Policy. Please clarify if this is the
USFWS criteria that the wetlands were idemifiedon as stated oa page 17.
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It is stated that "underthe federal program, ff wetland de_r_nu:tionor loss is necessary, then new,
comparablewetlands areas may need to be es-+Lblishedso thafthere is no net loss of wetlands." The
DFG wetland policy stresse,s the need to compensate for the loss of wetlandhabitat on _maca-_-for-
acre ba._. For every acre of wetlandlost, no less than an xcrc of weclx_ _ be cre,at_ from
non-wetland habitat. Compensationfor the loss of wetland babiu_ values m _ and wildlife
resources requires_hecreationof habRa_vxlues at the compensxtionsite whichat least duplicx_
those habitat valu_ which are lost to projectimplementation.

Mitigationfor habiu_vxlues lost to the implemen_tion of a project may be accomplishedin four
ways taking into considerationmitigation_ loc_on and weOand type m be created or enhanced:
In-kind, on-site: In-kind, off-site; Out-of-_. on-sire;and Out-of-kind, off-sire. Please refer to the
enclosed documem "Deparmlentof F_h and Game RecommendedWetland Definition, Mirig_on
Strategies, and HabitatValue Assessment Methodology" for further informer.ion.

Please elaborate on how long it will take for _h_"c.xppingor excavation of comaminatedsoft aad
sadinmnt" to becomplete and describewhat actionswill betakento compensate for the interim-loss
of wetlands and adverse impacts to fish and w_ldIffeduring these remedJ_ion acliv_es. Please also
elaborate upon how the impacted wet]a_ls would be "r_-_lished" The _al basis for

determining thatno wetlands will be "lost". Please also explain what comingencies arc planned for
in the event wetlandsare not re-established or are lost during the remediation.

9. Section 2.1.1.1 Chemicals of Concern (page42)

TheDFGdoesnotagreewiththeeliminationofme_s fromconsiderationforthepurposesof
identifying remediation areas. The Phase II SWEA identifies metal €oncenwafionsin the sediment
&atoccurat leveLsabovethebackgroundlevels.Thesepresenthighlevelsmayposepotential
ecological risks to the wildlife presem.

10. Section 3.1.4 Removal (ps_e 55)

Cost alone does not provide sufficientj_6fication to warram the removal of only the first I foot of
soil when as stated, "pathways to humanand ecological receptors are though direct contact with the
top 2 feet of soil andsedimem."

11. Section 3.2.4 Co-t,_-.,',,mt (page 65)

Please elaborate on the wetland"restoration"that would be involved andspecify on how the
wetlands from the Easte_mDiked Marsh and the stormwaterreten_onpond wouldbe "relocated."
Since it woulddepend on the cappingmaterial utilizedon whether "the ecosystemmay reestablish
itself," DFG would not supportthe use of capping material that would not allow this to occur.

12. Section 4.1 Sediments (page 76)

ThelistedissuesregardingtheSWEAthatstillremzinunclearall involveCERCLArequirements
(see DFG commentnumberone). Also, referto DFG commentnumber one in regards to the

I
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unacceptableuseofHQI foranyoftheremedialoptionsproposed,theuse ofHQI wouldnot
provideadex]uamprotectionto[henaturalresourcesandtheirhabitats.

Thesmmmem "...destroyingactiveandthrivingwetlandsandecologic_lhabitatsfor-,',_m'_"_-
benefits"(whichismadescv_-_Itimesthroughoutthedocument), concludes_ remedialaction
willcauseinjuriestowetlandswithou_providinganyanalysis,dzm,orevaluation.DF-Gbelieves
that remediazionof haz_dous waste in wetlands is feas_le, is cost effective,and can be
accomplished withoutdestroyingthewedandfor"unccrmkubenefits." Reference to =active and
thriving wetlands" is difficult to evaluam in the contextof exposure to hazardouswastes, and
re_alranttoxicologicalimpacts.With respectto regulatoryguidancedmSWEAhasnot evatuamd.
considered, nor analy-zeddam.and studies to d_-rmine the "baseline" conditionof Starefish,
wildlife,biota,andthe.ixhabitats.AsaconsequencetheStateNaturalResourceTrusteeAgency
cannorconcurwi_htheconclusionthattheremediaxion(orlackthereof)complieswiththeintentof
CERCLA torenannann'alresourcestoconditionswhichprevailed(orwouldhaveprevailed)had
thereleaseofhazaxdoussubstancesnot occurred.

Aspartoftheremedialacdon,thereshouldbeananalysisandevaluationofhow Navyinmndsm
compensa_ the state for the injuries to its nann'al resources and relaW_services lost to thepublic
that occur during remediarionand post-remediation. While DFG's prefm'ence is for full
restora_on, i.e., a return to conditions that would have exismd had the re.lease(s)not occurred,
DFO alsorecogn_.esthatrehabilitation,replacement,and/oracquisitionofequivaler_resources
may b¢viablealternativesundercertaincircumstances.

t3.Section5.1.3RemovalandOff-SiteDisposal(pages90-91)

It is smmd tha_ "the ecologicalexposure pathwayis corar_Jnedwlth_nthe top I foot of sexiirnen£,"
yet on page 55 is stated that "pa_ways to humanand eoo|ogical receptors are though direct contact
withthetop2feetofsoilandsedimenu"Theseareconn_lictorystammems,pleaseclarify.

Elaboramonwhatismeant by"minimalverif_azion"samplingwillbenecessary.And whatis
meantby "low"inthestammem,"Theremainingrisksassociatedwkh residualCOCs leftinplace
(atdepthsgreamrthanIfoot)axelow..."

14. Section 6.1.2 Balancing eretria (page 102-104)

DFG disagrees with the smmment thatAlmrnaxive2 (imtinnional con_roistkrough fencing, signs,
and ecological monitoring) may meet the thr_old czimrlaof overall protectionof humanhealth
and the environmem. DPG believes long-termecologicalmonitoring is not protective of fish,
wild]fie, biota, and their habitazand would fail to meet DFG's stated ARARs if subseqtmnr
monitoringdetermined thatadverse impac_ to_ological_tors haveoccurredor continueto
O_U£.

Moreover, DFG believes Ahernafive2 does not_ the strongsmmmry preference forremedies
thazprovide long-term effecdvenr,ss and permanence or thazreduce toxicity, volume or mobility of
contaminantsthat would be nut by selection of Almrnarives3-7.
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The statement is made "Alternative 7 offers the most long-_c_a effectivenessandpermanence" and
in the precedingpangraph it is sta:edthaz"Al_ves 2 through7 all provide the same ]¢vel of
permanence." These are contradictorystazcments,please clarifT. Whazis the time frame being
discussed when referencing"long team" monigoring,effectiveness, andpcrm2n,,n,-e.

Pertaininggothe statement,"The restoration of theseaxe.asto d",.ebased_ cozxiifionwill require
si_ effort."Does"baseJinecondign"mean priorto any contain/nares having been
released and whazJsmeant by "significant"?

15. Appendix A (pageA-2)

First and foremost, please respondto DFG commcnEnumberseven.

In the analysis of the "ExecutiveOrder 11990 Wetlands Protectionf the reportimplies that habitat
destruction is unavoidableanddamage to wetlandareasincludingbenthiccommuni_csand,
presumably ocherhanna/resources by the implementationof remedialaction of cappingand/or
excavation. DFG believes thatr_ere_€ engineeringandecological techniqueszvailabl¢to
mitigate/mmimiz_impactsfromthoserem_d.hltream_nts. AlthoughtheARARanalysisdoesnot
further identify how the aReraativeswill complywith this executive order DFG believes none of
the described alternatives are precluded because of this ARAR.

Table A-I also states "overtimehabitatshouldre-establJ,sh naturally." DF-Gwould like to have
dar_catLon of this statement. DIG strongly believes thatactive re-vegetationandother mitigation
measuresshould occur to zestore the wetlandto baselineconditionsas soon as poss_le. The
Depar_en[ of the Navy (DON) should not solely rely uponnaturalrestoration.

16. Appendix C (pages C-I, C-S)

This appendixpresentsoptions for the "long-termmonitoring g MFA to track daeprogress of the
ecosystemtoward recovery." Is the time framebeing placed on "long-termmonitoring" 5 years?
In a five yearperLodthere will be a total of three biological surveys conducted (one immedia:ely
following the remedigion action, anotherone 2 years after and the final one 5 years foUowing the
remedial ac_n). Moniwring should occur on a fi'KlUembasis (i.e., no less thanevery 5 years), it
should commensuratewizh the tTpcsof vegeu_n and the sedimentationrecoveryrates, and it
should be€onduc.w.dfor the life of the coataminam(s)left in place. Given the potentialadverse
impacts that may :esuk fromzheproposedremediationactivities, DFG believes that DON may
need to monitorbeyond 5 years in orderto ensurethat ful/restorationhas occurred.

In which instances azethe soils of concernnot adjacentto the runwaysor near operational
activi_s?

Please specify which bivalve l_e is being €ontemplatedfor use as a test organism for the long-
term monitoringplan.

Peztaining to the estab_ of a re_ sizezo use for MFA, DFG would like to have this
issueinvestigated further. DFG is no[ certainthattheproposrSanFraneLw,o Baysiterhacis
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_,

currcmlybeingusedforHunter'sPoint,may be_ bestsire.forMFA, thiswarrantsfurther
discussion.

Sincethebiologicalsurveyswillnotbeadetailedcatalogingof_heentirebiologi_cammunky,
whichspecificspecieswillzh¢surveyfocusontoensurethatspeciesthatmay beimpacmciarenot
overlooked.W'tllthesedimen_bio[ogic.alsurveyfocusonthewholebem[_ populationpresentor
justselectorganisms?W'fllacensusonallbirdspresentbeconductedorjustonspecifickey
species?How willthe"healthofthespecizlsmn_species_bemonitored?

Thankyoufortheoppo_nitym commem uponthesubjectdocument.StufffromtheDF_'s
F_ilitie_Teamshouldbemclud_linanyf_herdiscussionsandd_ reviewpertaining

_othisStation-WideFe_ibiliv!StudyReportforMoff¢_FederalAirfield.IfyouhaveanyqturstJons
regardingthismemorandum,pleasecontactMs.PztricizVelez,SeniorBiolog__ Facilities
Team, California Deparnnencof Fish and Game, 20 Lower Ragsdale Drive, Sui_ I00, Monterey,
California, 93940 or by telephone at (408) 649-2876.

Senior Biologist

Moffe_ FederM Airfield, Program Manager

Enclosure

cc:CaliforniaDeparnne.n_ofFishandGam_

Mr.Don Lollock
Sacramento

Mr. JonathanClark
Sacramento


