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June 28, 1996

Dear RAB Member:

On behalf of the Moffett Federal Airfield (MFA) Base Closure Team and the Community
Co-Chair, you are invited to our next Restoration Advisory Board (RAB) meeting. A special thanks
and farewell is extendedto Mayor Robin Parker for her dedicated services as a part of the Moffett
RAB. We would also like to officially welcomeSunnyvale CouncilmemberJack Walker to our
RAB.

Our last RAB meetingwas held on June 13, 1996 at the City of Mountain View Police/Fire
AdministrationBuilding in Mountain View, CA. The meeting summary is provided as enclosure
(1). In addition,a copy of the letter prepared by the City of Mountain View regarding funding for
cleanup at Moffett is attached as enclosure (2).

Our next RAB meeting will again be held on the second Thursday of the month, July 11, 1996, at
the City of Mountain View Police/Fire Administration Building. The meetingwill begin promptly at
7:00 p.m. The agenda for the meeting is as follows:

(-_) 7:00-7:02 PM Meeting Overview
7:02-7:04 PM Minutes Approval
7:04-7:20 PM Remedial Project Managers MeetingReport
7:20-7:30 PM Subcommittee Reports
7:30-7:40 PM Review/Approve RAB FundingLetter
7:40-8:10 PM Phase 2 SWEA Presentation
8:10-8:20 PM Break
8:20-8:40 PM Phase 2 SWEA Discussion
8:40-8:55 PM RAB Quiz
8:55-9:00 PM Agenda/Schedulefor the Next RAB Meeting

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. Robert Moss, Moffett's Community Co-Chair, at (415) 852-
6018.

Sincerely,

ORIGINALSIGNEDBY:
STEPHEN t_T4An -
BRAC Environmental Coordinator
Moffett Federal Airfield
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MOFFETT FEDERAL AIRFIELD

RESTORATION ADVISORY BOARD MEETING

MEETING MINUTES

CITY OF MOUNTAIN VIEW POLICE/FIRE ADMINISTRATION BUILDING
1000 Villa Street

Mountain View, California 94041

THURSDAY, JUNE 13, 1996

I. INTRODUCTIONS AND MEETING OVERVIEW

Mr. Stephen Chao, Navy co-chair, opened the meeting of the Moffett Federal Airfield (Moffett Field)

restoration advisory board (RAB) at 7:10 p.m. Mr. Chao recognized Mr. Jack Walker as the new

RAB member representing the City of Sunnyvale. Mr. Walker replaces Dr. Robin Parker. Mr. Chao

reviewed the following agenda items for this meeting:

• Minutes approval

, ) • Remedialproject managers' (RPM) meeting report

• " Committee reports

• Building 191 discussion regarding operable units (OUs) 1 and 5

• RAB quiz

• Presentation: "Barron Park Association Foundation Site"

• Discussion of Barron Park Association Foundation Site

• Agenda and schedule for July RAB meeting

H. MINUTES APPROVAL

Mr. Chao solicited comments on the minutes of the May 9, 1996 RAB meeting. Mr. Michael Gill,

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), stated that page 9 of the minutes should be corrected to

indicate that the use of the risk-based corrective action (RBCA) policy by the San Francisco Bay

Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) was outlined in a letter dated December 1995. He

added that this specific policy has not been in effect since 1991, as the minutes state. Mr. Michael

,. _ Rochette, RWQCB, replied that the intent of the RBCA policy has been applied since 1991 through the
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conceptof containmentareas. Mr. Gill statedthatthe text of page 10of the minutesmay incorrectly

implythatthe regulatoryagencies' positionhaschangedto a policythat doesnot encouragecleanup. __)
Mr. Chao respondedthatthe Navywill seekclarificationof these issuesfrom Mr. KevinGraves,

RWQCB,whomadethepresentation•

Mr. Graves provided additional information in a telephone conversation with Mr. Tim Mower, PRC

Environmental Management, Inc. (PRC) on June 18, 1996. Regarding the issue of the date of

implementation of the petroleum policy, Mr. Graves stated that the memorandum outlining RWQCB's

position was dated January 1996. However, he indicated that RWQCB had been attempting to

implement the concepts described in the policy for the past 5 to 6 years. Concerning the implication

that RWQCB policy no longer favors cleanup, Mr. Graves responded that protection of beneficial uses

of groundwater was still a priority. He added that the petroleum policy allows RWQCB to consider the

time required for cleanup of other contamination at the site in evaluating petroleum cleanup options.

The policy does not recommend bypassing remediation, but instead allows natural processes to

remediate petroleum compounds. Mr. Graves acknowledged that many issues are involved and that

insufficient time was available at the April 11, 1996 RAB meeting to fully discuss them. He stated that

RWQCB encourages open dialogue and debate on these issues and welcomed calls from interested RAB _ .

members at (510) 286-0435. ("-)

Mr. Bob Moss, community co-chair, stated that the address listed on page 6 of the minutes should be

395, not 365, Page Mill Road. He added that the Barron Park Association should be corrected to"

Barron Park Association Foundation on page 11 of the minutes. There were no other comments and

the minutes were approved as corrected.

III. RPM MEETING REPORT

Mr. Gillprovideda report of the June 12, 1996RPMmeetingheldat the CaliforniaEnvironmental

ProtectionAgency(CaI/EPA),Departmentof ToxicSubstancesControl (DTSC)officesin Berkeley.

Mr. Gill stated that the Navy's Site 9 source control measure treatment systems were operating at a

combined flow rate of approximately 20 gaUonsper minute (gpm). Four groundwater extraction wells

were pumping at 1.5 to 2 gpm each and the storm drain system contributed about 12 gpm. Mr. Gill
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reportedthatthe Navydesignfor thewest-sideaquiferstreatmentsystemwasin progressand that

_ _) constructionwasexpectedto beginin 6 to 9 months. Mr. Gill statedthatthe Navysubmittedthe final

station-wideremedialinvestigation(RI)report. He noted that EPAdid not havecommentson thedraft

finalversionand that Cal/EPAwascheckingthat its commentson the previousversionhad been

addressed. Mr. Gill reportedthat theNavysubmittedthe draft final phase2 site-wideecological

assessment(SWEA)report. He addedthat the reportquantifiesrisksto ecologicalreceptorsand that

commentson thereport aredue on July 22, 1996.

/

Mr. Gill said that the Navy was collecting groundwater samples at the Iron Curtain pilot test site. He

reported that a technical memorandum describing field activities conducted at OU1 in April 1996 was

scheduled to be submitted on June 28, 1996. Mr. Gill noted that the Navy had learned that an existing

underground gas line at Site 2 was actually a 36-inch diameter, high-capacity pipeline that was one of

three mains supplying the City of San Francisco. The Navy is working with Pacific Gas and Electric

Company (PG&E) to obtain additional information to evaluate whether the proposed landfill cap at the

site will affect the line. The line will be redirected around the landfill if it cannot be left in place.

Mr. Peter Strauss, MHB Technical Associates and consultant to the Silicon Valley Toxics Coalition,j
(SVTC), asked when this information was discovered. Mr. Chao responded that the Navy learned

these details about 1 month ago. Mr. Lenny Siegel, Pacific Studies Center, suggested that a systematic

'search throughout Moffett Field for other, similar utilities might be useful. Mr. Chao noted that depth

of the line and the potential effects from heavy earth-moving equipment are the concerns for cap

construction. Dr. Jim McClure, Harding Lawson Associates (HLA) and consultant to the Middlefield-

Ellis-Whisman (MEW) companies, commented that the line depth and type of backfill material used

could affect the local groundwater flow, depending on the line's orientation. Mr. Strauss asked

whether the Navy's horizontal conduit study contained additional information about the line. Mr. Chao

replied that the study focused on T!"'jwestern side of the facility to investigate the effects of the

subsurface infrastructure on migration of the MEW regional plume. Mr. Moss added that settlement of

the pipe caused by aquifer dewatering during the OU5 groundwater remediation could be a concern.

Mr. Gill said that the Navy had solicited a copy of the access agreement and a location map from

PG&E.
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Mr. Gill continued his RPM meeting report. He stated that the Navy and the regulatory agencies had

reached agreement on the issue of Building 191 and that operation of Building 191 wouldbe included

as part of the remedy in the OU5 record of decision (ROD). Mr. Gill reported that the final OU5 ROD L../

would be submitted in about 3 weeks. He added that the draft final OU1 ROD was submitted on June

7, 1996, and contains similar language concerning the operation of Building 191. Mr. Gill noted that

other issues related to the OU5 ROD had been resolved.

Mr. Gill reportedthatthe nextsubmittalof thestation-widefeasibilitystudy(FS) reportwas scheduled

for August1, 1996. He addedthatthis reportwouldbe one of the last remedyselectiondocumentsfor

MoffettField. Mr. Gill statedthat EPAsubmittedcommentson the Navy's 35 percentdesign report

for the west-sideaquiferstreatmentsystem. He noted that RWQCB'scommentson a Navy report

discussingtheneedfor remediationof petroleumcompoundsin the Site9 area wouldbe submittedin

about1 week.

Mr. Gill reported on National Aeronautics and Space Administration (NASA) activities. NASA

completed backfilling operations at area of interest (AOI) 1. NASA collected groundwater samples

from two new wells at AOI 2 and determined that trichloroethene (TCE) concentrations were higher

than expected, confirming earlier HydroPunch results. NASA will evaluate the area for TCE sources. ( ,_

Samples from two new wells at AOI 3 contained lower total petroleum hydrocarbons (TPH)

concentrations than indicated by previous samples. AOI 3 is being investigated to evaluate the potential

feasibility of using thermally enhanced soil vapor extraction to treat contaminated soil. Samples to

define hydrocarbon plumes from two leaks at AOI 4 were collected during the week of June 3, 1996.

A report is scheduled for August 1996. Additional sampling is planned at AOI 5 to verify the extent of

hydrocarbon contamination. Final excavation activities at the AOI 6 storm drain channel will begin

during the week of June 17, 1996. The replacement well installed within the former excavation area at

AOI 7 was sampled and the grc{"'dwater TCE concentration was 8.5 micrograms per liter. This

groundwater TCE concentrati! "_lismuch lower than concentrations measured before excavation

activities. DTSC approved the work plan and samples were collected during the week of June 3, 1996

at AOI 8. A report containing sample results is scheduled to be submitted in mid-July 1996. NASA

plans to resample soils at some transformer locations (AOI 10) to confirm results from earlier

composite samples. Sampling will occur concurrently with activities at AOI 5. NASA is preparing



'_.

closure reports for several underground storage tanks (AOI 11). Groundwater at AOIs 3, 7, 9, and 12

',._) will be treated in conjunction with the regional remediation system planned by the MEW companies.

Mr. Gill stated that the next RPM meeting is scheduled for July 10, 1996. He added that a fact sheet
f

prepared by Elizabeth Adams, EPA RPM for the MEW site, was available at the RAB meeting. Dr.

McClure asked whether the Site 9 petroleum report was distributed to the RAB. Mr. Michael Young,

PRC, responded that the report was sent as an internal review copy only to RWQCB. He added that a

draft report would be prepared and distributed after RWQCB's comments were addressed. Dr.

McClure noted that HLA had received approval for a natural attenuation remedy at another site. He

said that he had received Navy responses to comments on the final horizontal conduit study. He added

that the responses did not adequately address the MEW companies' concerns and that the station-wide

RI report also did not address these issues. Dr. McClure asked about the review period for the final

station-wide RI report. Mr. Gill responded that the report was final and that no additional comments

were expected from the regulatory agencies. Mr. Strauss asked Dr. McClure what issues he wanted

addressed. Dr. McClure replied that the MEW companies considered the scope of the horizontal

conduit study too narrow. He said that the report addresses subsurface infrastructure only as a means

"_ to move existing contamination and not as a potential contaminant source. Mr. Gill responded that past

spills probably had occurred but existing pollution prevention programs and remediation activities were

adequate to address the potential for contamination from the infrastructure. He added that the Navy

had relined a section of sanitary sewer and had ongoing source control measures for the Site 9 area and

for storm drains and sumps. Mr. Gill noted that the Navy's planned remediation for the west-side

aquifers also would address any potential contamination from subsurface utilities.

Dr. McClure asked what review schedule would apply to the final station-wide RI report. Mr. Chao

responded that no further revisions were planned if the regulatory agencies did not submit additional

comments. He welcomed any comments on the Navy's responses to regulatory agency comments. Dr.

McClure stated that additional review of the horizontal conduit study was necessary, especially

considering past, documented releases. Mr. Chao asked what issues remained that were not addressed

by the remediation planned for the west-side aquifers. Dr. McClure stated that an agreement involving

the MEW companies, the Navy, and NASA was not yet finalized and that the horizontal conduit study

concerns were valid until an agreement was reached. Mr. Chao responded that the interested parties

had reached an agreement in principle and that the Navy had recently received the draft agreement

\ j
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between NASA and the MEW companies. He added that the remaining tasks included modifying this

agreement to create a Navy/MEW agreement, and signing the agreement. _-j

IV. COMMITTEE REPORTS

Mr. Chao asked the committee chairs to deliver their reports. Mr. David Glick, community vice co-

chair, reported that the technical, historical, and educational (THE) committee met on June 12, 1996.

He stated that the committee distributed the draft final OU1 ROD, final station-wide RI, and draft final

SWEA reports for review. Mr. Glick added that the committee was pleased by the progress on

resolving the issues related to the operation of Building 191. Dr. McClure stated that copies of the

April 1996 final report from the Federal Facilities Environmental Restoration Dialogue Committee

(FFERDC) were available from EPA. Mr. Siegel added that he also had copies available. Dr.

McClure said that a handout was available at the meeting concerning an Army Superfund site in

Wisconsin. He reported that the Army was proposing changing an agreed upon remedy based on

insufficient funding. Dr. McClure noted that delays in implementation were usually acceptable, but

changing a remedy would represent a new consideration for Superfund sites. He added that such a

could affect other Department of Defense (DoD) facilities, such as Moffett Field. Mr. (._)policy Change

Chao responded that he had addressed this topic previously and that the Navy might consider

implementing a remedial action in phases due to reduced funding, but that the remedy itself would not

be changed. Mr. Siegel stated that the FFERDC had considered this potential problem in its report.

Mr. Chao noted that the City of Mountain View had sent a letter to local congressional representatives

and Navy headquarters concerning funding for Moffett Field cleanup activities. Mr. Moss asked the

City of Sunnyvale to send a similar letter because continued plume migration may affect the

effectiveness of some cleanup remedies. Dr. Parker responded that she had not yet received the letter

sent by the City of Mountain View. Mr. Siegel said that the Navy's mechanism for setting funding

priorities allocates funds first to sites with the highest risk or highest potential for contaminant

migration. Mr. Chao stated that a copy of the letter sent by the City of Mountain View would be

included with the announcement of the next RAB meeting. Mr. Siegel noted that SVTC had sent the

letter circulated at the last RAB meeting to congressional representatives and Navy headquarters.

There were no reports from the cost, organizational, or communications, media, and outreach

committees. ,.- ._
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) V. BUILDING 191 DISCUSSION REGARDING OU1 AND OU5

Mr. Chao stated that the Navy had decided to revise the text of the OU1 and OU5 RODs to include

operation of Building 191 as part of the cleanup remedy. He added that this change was incorporated

into the draft f'malOU1 ROD and would be added to the final OU5 ROD. Mr. Strauss stated that

SVTC's position was that the operation of Building 191 was only part of the solution. He added that

some future landowners may want to discontinue operation of Building 191 and SVTC does not want to

foreclose future land uses. Mr. Strauss suggested that an additional clause be added to the RODs that

clearly assigns responsibility for continued operation of Building 191 or, if there is a change in

operation, that the responsible party will redesign the cleanup remedy if the change in operation

renders the remedy ineffective. He noted that the RODs should contain a process to address this

contingency. Mr. Siegel added that opportunities for future reuse should not be limited. For example,

private reuse parties may not want to undertake the expense of continuing the operation of Building

191. He said that the issue of who is responsible--the new user or the old polluter--is an ongoing

unresolved nationwide debate.

I
•._ J

Mr. Siegel stated that the issue contains two pans. First, the ROD must require a deed restriction that

requires continued operation of Building 191 or a redesign of the remedy. Second, the Navy and

NASA must make clear who is responsible to record the deed restriction and NASA must sign an

agreement if NASA is to be responsible. Mr. Chao responded that NASA will not sign the RODs but

that the Navy was working with NASA to develop a covenant to address this issue. Mr. Siegel stated

that NASA must be responsible to pass on the Building 191 operations requirement when the agency

leaves the facility. Mr. Gill added that the responsible party may not be the Navy if the Navy has met

its obligationsunder the ROD. Mr. Young noted that the Navy response to SVTC comment 2 on page

120 of the draft final OU1 ROD c! "_ainsadditional details as follows:

While Moffett Field remains federally owned land, the necessity of continued operation and
maintenance of the pump station shall be noted in the Master Plan for the government's land
uses and, in the event of any future conveyance of the property, shall be addressed by
appropriate notices and land use covenants binding on subsequent property owners. While the
Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA) deed
covenant and notice requirements would be applicable to any property transfer, any change in
land use (either before or in connection with a transfer) would also be subject to an evaluation

j pursuant to the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), which would require the
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government to solicit public comment and evaluate the environmental impacts, including any
possible effect on the remedial activities at OU1.

Mr. Paul Lesti asked to confirm that a change in land used requires two items: notices and land use

covenants to pass on to subsequent users. Mr. Alex Terrazas, City of Mountain View, asked to

confirm that an environmental assessmentunder NEPA would be required. Mr. Chao responded that

both statements were correct. Mr. Siegel asked whether NEPA requirements were enforceable enough

to influence actions at the facility. He added that NEPA requires only adequate documentation for

government decisions. Dr. Parker noted that any transfer of Moffett Field out of federal government

control would likely result in state control of the facility. She added that state laws would then govern

activitiesand that state laws would provide adequate controls. Mr. Strauss asked whether the City of

Sunnyvale would have to conduct an environmental assessment if the city assumed operation of Moffett

Field and wanted to stop pumping at Building 191. Dr. Parker responded that she assumed this was

true. Mr. Siegel added that land at Moffett Field that is below sea level would be transferred to the

state land trust, not to a city. He noted that, unless the contingency is planned for, continued pumping

would be required even if the new landowner wanted to restore wetlands at the site.

Mr. Moss askedwhetheran environmentalassessmentwas necessaryif the landuse changes
f_

significantly. Mr. Chao said that this wascorrect. Mr. Moss statedthat futurepotentialconcerns L_)

would,therefore,be addressedduringtheenvironmentalassessment. Mr. Siegelrespondedthat the

issueof enforcementis not resolved, Mr. RobertStrenaaskedwhat obligationthe Navyhas to

continuecleanupoperationsat MoffettField, especiallyin light of current budgetcuts. Mr. Gill

, respondedthat EPAconductsreviewsat5-year intervalsand that the Navy is also obligatedto continue

monitoringat the landfillsites. Mr. Siegeladdedthat, providedany Navy fundsare availablefor

cleanupactivities,thestate and EPAcan forcethe Navy to allocatefundsto continueoperationof

Building191. Mr. Chao welcomedany suggestionsfor additionaltext for theROD. Mr, Siegel

suggestedstartingwith languagepreparedby Mr. Strauss.

Mr. Rochette stated that the current proposal to the RWQCB board states that Building 191 must

remain operational, but that he could change this language. Mr. Chao agreed to review the text

developed by Mr. Strauss and suggested that Mr. Strauss also review the draft final OU1 ROD to

evaluate the current text. Dr. McClure stated that the RWQCB board meets on June 19, 1996 and,

therefore, the RAB must act on the existing information. Mr. Rochette replied that he would distribute

_x.._ ,J
?
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any changes to his proposed text to Mr. Strauss, Mr. Siegel, and Dr. McClure. Dr. McClure

__S commented that concerns vary among individuals and little time remained for changes. Mr. Siegel

added that their views did not conflict, but only varied in emphasis.

vi. QUIZ

The RAB quiz was postponed due to lack of time.

VII. BARRON PARK ASSOCIATION FOUNDATION PRESENTATION AND DISCUSSION

Mr. Moss presented information concerning cleanup activities at Superfund sites in Palo Alto. The

area of concern involved neighborhoods surrounding a Stanford University research park, including

Barron Park. Leaking solvents from underground storage tanks were discovered in 1982. The Barron

Park Association formed the Barron Park Association Foundation (BPAF) specifically to address the

contamination. BPAF received a technical assistance grant (TAG) from EPA in 1989 to study the

Hewlett-Packard (liP) site at 1501 Page Mill Road. The majority of contamination exists in
r_

j groundwater down to 60 to 80 feet below ground surface. HP installed more than 130 monitoring
wells at the site. BPAF also studied a second HP site at 640 Page Mill Road. This site contains several

groundwater contamination plumes that are hydraulically controlled by a local pumping station that

removes water from an underpass at the Oregon Expressway. Remedial activities at this site included

demolition of the structure at 640 Page Mill Road and installation of groundwater extraction wells,

including some wells inside the basement of a building at 620 Page Mill Road. BPAF studied a third

HP site at 395 Page Mill Road. This area will be redeveloped, probably as a mixed use of housing,

shops, and offices. Redevelopment is occurring even though the groundwater is contaminated and

cleanup is ongoing.

!-.j
Mr. Siegel asked if the sites were listed on the National Priorities List (NPL). Mr. Moss responded

that the sites were on the NPL and part of the Superfund program. Mr. Lesti asked what remedy was

employed for cleanup. Mr. Moss replied that groundwater extraction and treatment using air stripping

was used. He added that air and steam sparging and soil vapor extraction were used effectively for soil

remediation at one site. Mr. Moss reported that groundwater concentrations have declined about 20

percent during the past 5 years. He noted that BPAF has met with HP for 5 years and currently meets
\- t"
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with HP every 4 months. Mr. Moss stated that HP determined that community feedback through

BPAF was beneficial for technical input as well as for information distribution. He noted that BPAF

helped HP obtain an access agreement from an uncooperative property owner for well installations.

Mr. Siegelaskedhowmuchof the TAGwasused. Mr. Mossrespondedthat BPAFreceived$43,000

for its first grant,but used only $31,000. BPAFcurrentlyhas a $50,000TAG for the 640 Page Mill

Roadsiteand hasused about$25,000. Mr. Mossaddedthatthe TAGextends to 1998. He statedthat

BPAFwaswritinga summaryof lessonslearnedand projectsuccessesto be submittedto EPA in July

1996. Mr. Mosssummarizedhis presentationby indicatingthathe believedthat the BPAFexample

illustrateshowopencommunicationskeep thecleanupprocessmovingforward and save money.

Mr. Strauss asked who BPAF hired as technical advisor. Mr. Moss replied that Uribe and Associates

was the main advisor. He added that the advisor provided support in three general areas:

• Hydrogeology and well system adequacy

• Baselinepublic health risk and comparisons to overly conservative EPA assessments

• Interpretation of technical information and review of fact sheets for technical correctness
F_

Mr. Rochette asked whether deed restrictions were applied. Mr. Moss responded that deed restrictions

were applied at the 395 Page Mill Road site because some contamination cannot be removed.

VIII. AGENDAAND SCHEDULE FOR JULY RAB MEETING

Mr. Siegel suggested that the RAB study the Moffett Field fuel program. He added that he had

experience with Eglin Air Force Base and similar fuel-related issues including large tanks, long

pipelines, and delivery of fuel by barge. Mr. Chao responded that he would attempt to have a

presentation made by the Defense Fuel Supply Center, which is responsible for the fuel systems at

Moffett Field. Mr. Moss announced that he would prepare a letter for review by the RAB requesting

additional funding for Moffett Field cleanup activities. Mr. Lesti suggested discussion of the draft final

phase 2 SWEA report might be a topic for the next meeting. Mr. Chao noted that the next RAB

meeting was scheduled for July 11, 1996. Mr. Chao closed the meeting at 9:15 p.m.

, (
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CITY OF MOUNTAIN VIEW

- .
Officeof the Mayor and City Council ° 500CastroStreet ° Post OfficeBox7540° Mountain View, California 94039-7540

415-903-6305• FAX415-903-6039

May 29, 1996

Mr. Mark Herbach, Head
Operational Navy/DERA Branch
Engineering Field Activity, West
Naval Facilities Engineering Command
900 Commodore Drive
San Bruno, CA 94066-5006

Dear Mr. Herbach:

I am writing to you to express the City's concerns regarding the lack of Fiscal Year 1997 funding
provided for the cleanup of Moffett Federal Airfield. The level of funding approved does not
provide sufficient financial resources to maintain the Federal government's and the Navy's
responsibility (and commitment) for the restoration and cleanup of Moffett Federal Airfield.

It is the City's understanding that the BRAC Moffett Federal Airfield Environmental
Coordinator requested approximately $11 million for Moffett Field cleanup programs.
Unfortunately, the funding approved was well below the $11 million necessary for the cleanup
actions planned for Moffett Federal Airfield. Of the $11 million requested, only $1.4 million
was approved for cleanup actions at Moffett Field. The $1.4 million approved for Fiscal

\ Year 1997 is totally insufficient to move forward with planned cleanup actions at Moffett
; Federal Airfield.

The City of Mountain View urges you to support providing additional financial resources to
adequately move forward with the environmental cleanup of Moffett Federal Airfield.
Additionally, the City urges you to pursue and support future funding requests in order to fulfill
the Federal government's and, specifically, the Navy's responsibility to clean up Moffett Federal
Airfield.

I look forward to your response to this correspondence and the continued cooperation from the
Federal government and the Navy in regard to the cleanup of Moffett Federal Airfield.

Sincerely,

Mayor

RF/AT/MJG/603-5-20-96LA/DLA

cc: The Honorable Diane Feinstein

The Honorable Barbara Boxer

The Honorable Anna Eshoo

,, Mr. Stephen Chao
Mr. Robert Moss

City Council
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