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Dear RAB Member:

On behalf of the Moffett Federal Airfield (MFA) Base Closure Team and the Community
Co-Chair, you are invitedto our next Restoration Advisory Board (RAB) meeting.

Please note that the next meeting will be in August. Our last RAB meetingwas held on July 11,
1996 at the City of Mountain View Police/Fire Administration Building in Mountain View, CA.
The meeting summaryis provided as enclosure (1).

Our next RAB meetingwill again be held on the second Thursday of the month, August 8, 1996, at
the City of Mountain View Police/Fire Administration Building. The meeting will begin 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
7:30-8:00 PM North of 101 Presentation (Navy, MEW & NASA)
8:00-8:10PM Break
8:10-8:40PM North of 101 Discussion
8:40-8:55PM RAB Quiz
8:55-9:00PM 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 officeat (415) 244-2562, or Mr. Robert Moss, Moffett's Community Co-Chair, at (415) 852-
6018.

Sincerely,

ORIGINALSIGNEDBY:
_/ _,:J STEPHEN CHAO

BRAC Enwronmentat t,oordinator
Moffett FederalAirfield
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r "_ MOFFETT FEDERAL AIRFIELD
,_j RESTORATION ADVISORY BOARD MEETING

MEETING MINUTES

CITY OF MOUNTAIN VIEW POLICE/FIRE ADMINISTRATION BUILDING
I000 Villa Street

Mountain View, California 94041

THURSDAY, JULY 11, 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 announced the recent death of RAB member

Ms. Christina Scott. Mr. Bob Moss, community co-chair, will coordinate preparation of a RAB

resolution and a certificate of recognition for Ms. Scott's family. Mr. Chao reviewed the following

agenda items for this meeting:

(_ • Minutes approval

• Remedialproject managers' (RPM) meeting report

• Committee reports

• Review and approval of RAB funding letter

• Presentation: "Phase II Ecological Assessment"

• Discussion of Phase II Ecological Assessment

• RAB quiz

• AgendaandschedulefornextRAB meeting

II. MINUTES APPROVAL

Mr. Chao solicitedcommentson theminutesof the June 13, 1996RAB meeting. Therewere no

commentsand the minuteswere approvedwithoutcorrection.
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III. RPM MEETING REPORT

Mr. Michael Rochette, San Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB), provided

a report of the July 10, 1996 RPM meeting held at the RWQCB offices in Oakland.

Mr. Rochette stated that the Navy will provide a letter summarizing procedures used to request and

obtain funding, to set funding priorities, and to distribute funds. Mr. Moss noted that the RAB will still

send a letter to Congress regarding the inadequacy of current funding levels.

Mr. Rochettestated that the Navy's Site 9 source control measure treatment systems were operating

continuously during the past month. He reported that final record of decision (ROD) for operable unit

5 (OU5) was approved on June 28, 1996. Mr. Rochette noted that the Navy design for construction of

a cap for the Site 2 landfill was being reviewed by the regulatory agencies. Mr. Rochette said that the

preliminary results from groundwater samples collected at the Iron Curtain pilot test site were

encouraging. Mr. Chao summarized the results which indicated destruction of volatile organic

He added that complete results from these samples were expectedcompounds (VOCs)was occurring.

near the end of July 1996.

Mr. Rochette stated that the OU1 ROD was being reviewed by the regulatory agencies and that

comments were due before July 19, 1996. He added that the Navy met with Pacific Gas and Electric

Company (PG&E) staff on July 11, 1996 to obtain additional information on the 36-inch diameter gas

pipeline that extends beneath the Site 2 landfill. Mr. Chao noted that the pipeline was built about 1967.

He stated that Navy subcontractors had excavated small areas (potholes) and found the pipeline exists

at 4 to 8 feet below surface at the landfill. Mr. Chao reported that PG&E inspectors found the line in

good condition and that its impressed current cathodic protection was operating adequately. He added

that PG&E considers the line to be relatively new and expects an indefinite service life. Ms. Cynthia

Sievers asked whether debris was encountered during the excavation activities. Mr. Chao replied that

very little debris was found. He added that PG&E did not expect equipment loads from earthmoving

equipment used during cap construction to cause any undue stresses on the pipeline as long as 3 feet of

material covered the pipe. Mr. Chao noted that the Navy planned to excavate the landfill refuse above

the pipeline and replace it with sand and a perforated pipe to allow future gas leak detection (--_

monitoring.
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- # Mr. LennySiegel,PacificStudiesCenter, askedwhethercostsrelatedto thepipelinewouldbe shared

betweenthe Navyand PG&E. Mr. Chaorespondedthat costsshouldbe minimal. Mr. Siegelasked

whetheroperationand maintenance(O&M)costsalso wouldbe shared. Mr. Chao saidthat the Navy

wouldincludecap repaircostsas an item for the long-termO&Msubcontractor. Ms. LeslieByster,

SiliconValleyToxicsCoalition(SVTC),askedhowliner materialsremovedfrom thecap wouldbe

disposedafterfuture repair activities. Mr. Chaoreplied thatthe materialswouldlikelybe disposedin

anotherlandfill. Ms. Sieversaddedthat she had expectedPG&Eto relocatethe pipelinerather than

addressissuesrelatedto cap constructionabovethe pipeline. Mr. MichaelYoung,PRC Environmental

Management(PRC),respondedthatthe cost of relocationwasan issue. Ms. Sieversaskedwhetherthe

pipelinewasplacedon landfillmaterial. Mr. Chao repliedthat thepipelineis placed on clay fill

materials,but not on landfillrefuse. Ms. Mary Vrabelaskedwhetherrisers from themonitoring

pipelinewouldpenetratethe proposedcap. Mr. Chao saidthat this wascorrect, but thatsuch

installationswere commonand easilyimplemented. Ms. Sieversasked whetherthe California

IntegratedWasteManagementBoard(CIWMB)was reviewingthe capdesign. Mr. Chao responded

that CIWMBstaffhad attendedthe RPMmeetingon July 10, 1996and that theagencywouldprovide

,.._) commentson thedesign.

Mr. Rochettereportedon NationalAeronauticsand SpaceAdministration(NASA)activities. NASA

expectedthe newfuelpipelinebeneaththe runwaysto beginoperationduringthe weekof July 29,

1996. NASAis preparinga report summarizingthe investigationof fuel-relatedcontaminationnear

undergroundstoragetanks (USTs)at area of interest(AOI)3. Additionalsampleswere collectedat

AOI 5 to verifythe extentof petroleumhydrocarboncontamination.A report is scheduledto be

submittedon September16, 1996. Finalexcavationactivitiesat the AOI6 storm drainchannelwere

completed. However,a groundwatersamplecollectedat a depthof 12 feetbelowgroundsurfacefrom
withinthe excavationindicar_- 'i "jresenceof polychlorinatedbiphenyls(PCBs)at 30 microgramsper

liter. NASAplansto installtwo additionalgroundwatermonitoringwells at AOI6 to furtherevaluate

PCBs in groundwater. NASAcontinuesto negotiatewith the Middlefield-EUis-Whisman(MEW)

companiesconcerningthe regionalremediationsystemdesign. NASAis also evaluatingfutureactions

relatedto petroleumcontaminationand willuse the Navy's recent reevaluationof the Site9 area as a

guide.
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Mr. Peter Strauss, MHB Technical Associates and consultant to SVTC, asked for information k_J

concerning the OU5 ROD hearing at RWQCB and the final language included in the OU5 ROD. Mr.

Rochette responded that the final text of the OU5 ROD involved the cooperation of many individuals.

He added that the ROD states that future changes in the remedy (including the operation of Building

191) must be coordinated with the Navy and the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) and that

these changes would follow requirements contained in the Comprehensive Environmental Response,

Compensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA). Ms. Sievers asked how the cities of Mountain View and

Sunnyvale would be involved. Mr. Chao responded that the cities could petition the Navy as a third

party to change the remedy. Mr. Paul Lesti asked whether the petition process was independent of

EPA's 5-year review. Mr. Chao replied that this was correct.

Mr. Moss asked what agency would determine the future land use. Ms. Elizabeth Adams, EPA,

replied that only development activities that would change the operation of the Building 191 lift station

and affect the remedy would be of concern. Otherwise, the agencies would have no role in

determining future land uses. Mr. Strauss asked whether the OU5 ROD states that operation of

Building 191 must be maintained. Mr. Chao responded that this was correct. Mr. Rochette stated that

Dr. Jim McClure, Harding Lawson Associates and consultant to the MEW companies, presented the

RAB's concerns at the RWQCB hearing for the OU5 ROD and was involved in the final modifications

to the ROD.

Mr. Strauss stated that he interpreted comments made by Mr. Michael Gill, EPA, on the OU1 ROD to

indicate that language related to the operation of Building 191 included in the OU5 ROD would not be

suitable for the OU1 ROD. He added that EPA's comments seem to indicate that there is no alternative

to continuing the operation of Building 191 as part of the OU1 remedy. Mr. Chao replied that a third

party could petition to surround or cover the OU1 landfills with riprap to prevent cap erosion and then

J i_'ls. Sievers asked whether the OU1 remedy includes continuedcease operations at Building i :_;_

operationsat Building 191. Mr. Chao respondedthat this was correct. Ms. Adams added that any

change to the remedy would require public comment. Ms. Sievers commentedthat the local city

governments shouldbe kept aware of activities at the landfills. Mr. Chao replied that the City of

Sunnyvalehas been representedon the RAB, as well as on its predecessor -- the technical review

committee (TRC) -- by Mr. Stewart McGee.
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) 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 July 10, 1996.

He stated that the committee distributed the preliminary (75 percent) design for the Site 2 landfill cap

and regulatory agency comments on SWEA reports for review. Mr. Strauss noted that the revised final

design for the regional remediation system north of U.S. Highway 101 was published by the MEW

companies in June 1996. He asked whether the committee was reviewing this document. Mr. Glick

responded that the committee was not currently reviewing the report, but that Dr. McClure would be

receiving a copy from the MEW companies. Mr. Strauss added that consideration of the effects of the

regional plume on the entire Moffett Field site was important. He stated that updates on the regional

plume cleanup could be a monthly RAB topic. Mr. Moss replied that the MEW companies appeared

unenthusiastic about being involved with the RAB. He added that Dr. McClure already provides input

from the MEW perspective. Mr. Strauss commented that information about MEW activities occurring

on both sides of U.S. Highway 101 would be useful for the RAB. He proposed that the MEW

companies present their activities, including the integration of their work with the Navy's and related

_ ) schedules, to the RAB. Ms. Adams volunteered to ask the MEW companies to prepare a presentation.

Mr. Moss added that basic data such as types and locations of activities, schedules, and impacts on

Moffett Field activities would be useful. Mr. Strauss noted that the regional remediation system

designs were in their final stages. Ms. Adams stated that she expected to approve the revised final

design for the area south of U.S. Highway 101 on July 12, 1996. Mr. Chao said that he would

coordinate with Ms. Adams regarding adding a presentation by the MEW companies to the agenda of

the next RAB meeting.

There were no reportsfrom thecost, organizational,or communications,media, and outreach

committees.

V. RAB FUNDING LETTER

Mr. Moss circulated a letter he prepared regarding the inadequacy of funding levels for cleanup

activities at Moffett Field. He stated that this letter was more strongly worded that a similar letter sent

_ ) by the City of Mountain View. Ms. Sievers asked why the letterwas addressed to the Navy instead of
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to Congress. Mr. Moss replied that he had followed the City of Mountain View's letter in that regard

but that he had added many additional individuals, organizations, and newspapers to the letter's

distribution list. Mr. Siegel stated that Congress appropriates funds only to Navy Base Realignment

and Closure (BRAC) phase II sites as a whole, and not to Moffett Field, or any facility, individually.

He added that Moffett Field, therefore, must compete with other BRAC II bases for funds and that the

letter does not address this item. Mr. Siegel stated that the fundamental issue is that appropriations

need to be adequate for all facilities, and that the RAB should not suggest funds be taken from other

installations to be used for Moffett Field. Ms. Sievers asked why the cities of Mountain View and

Sunnyvale were not included on the distribution list. Mr. Moss responded that he believed that the

language in the RAB letter was strong and might not meet with the cities' approval. Mr. Lesti

suggested that copies of the letter intended for newspapers be sent individually addressed to each

newspaper. He added that publishers often disregard correspondence that is not directly addressed.

VI. PHASE II ECOLOGICAL ASSESSMENT PRESENTATION AND DISCUSSION

Mr. Chao introduced Mr. Chris Petersen, Montgomery Watson, who presented introductory (--'_,j
information about the site-wide ecological assessment (SWEA) at Moffett Field. Mr. Petersen

discussed the various phases of the SWEA process, the associated reports, and the SWEA project team.

He introduced Dr. Bruce Narloch, Montgomery Watson, who presented details concerning the phase

II SWEA report submitted in May 1996. Dr. Narloch described the objectives and goals of the SWEA

including quantifying and characterizing risk to allow protection and growth of plants and animals

inhabiting Moffett Field. He described the study methods which included contaminant chemistry,

bioassays, tissue analyses, invertebrate surveys, and food chain modeling. Dr. Narloch described each

method and the results obtained from each. He explained that the results were used to develop

exposure parameters for organisms. Toxicity reference values (TRVs) also were estimated through

cooperation with experts from the regulatory agencies. The exposure parameters and TRVs were used

to estimate risk to organisms.

Dr. Narloch summarized the conclusions of the phase II SWEA report. Compounds including PCBs,

pesticides, and metals accounted for the majority of risk to ecological receptors. Areas of potential

effects to receptors included the outfall areas at the Northern Channel, eastern diked marsh, and <5
stormwater retention pond.
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(i _) Various RAB members asked questions during and following Dr. Narloch's presentation. Ms. Sievers

asked what criteria were used to select appropriate studies from the scientific literature. Dr. Narloch

responded that factors such as use of appropriate scientific methods, relevance of exposure pathways

studied to those at Moffett Field, and survey population size were considered in judging the overall

quality of a study and evaluating whether to consider the study's findings. Mr. Lesti asked whether

effects on hormonal disruption were incorporated. Dr. Narloch replied that one of the assessment

endpoints was protection of reproduction and growth rates. He added that hormonal effects were

considered, but that effects to reproduction and growth rates usually resulted in lower, more

conservative TRVs.

Ms. Bysteraskedwhethera source of seleniumhad been identifiedand whetherseleniumcontentwas

theresultof petroleumrefiningoperations. Ms. Sieversaddedthat seleniumin soilsin the Central

Valleyoccurs as a resultof agriculturalactivities. Dr. Narlochrespondedthatseleniumis not present

in high concentrationsand thatthe observedconcentrationsmay representambientlevels. Ms. Vrabel

askedwhethersynergisticeffectswere considered. Dr. Narlochrepliedthat individualchemicaleffects

_j') are addedin estimatingrisk in theSWEA. However,chemicalsaffectdifferenttarget organs and,

therefore,addingthe effectsmayproducean overestimateof risk. He addedthat synergisticeffects

were consideredonly on an overall,qualitativebasis. Mr. Straussnoted thatmaps illustratingonly two

of the four calculatedhazardquotients(HQs)werepresentedin the SWEAreport. He asked whymaps

representingthe two remainingHQswere not presented. Mr. Petersenexplainedthat the two maps

presentedin the SWEAreport (for eachreceptor)illustratethe maximumrange of HQ valuesand that

mapsof the remainingvalueswouldnot showadditionalinformation.

Mr. Chao noted thatthe sameareas identifiedin the SWEAreportas presentingrisk to ecological

receptorsare consideredfor re _tion in thestation-widefeasibilitystudy(FS) report. Mr. Siegel

askedwhetherthe SWEAreport recommendschangingthe operationof Building191or whether

surfacefloodingthatwould occurwithoutlift stationoperationwouldspreadcontamination.Mr. Chao

respondedthat the SWEAreportdoesnot make any recommendationsrelativeto the operationof the

Building191lift station. Mr. Straussaskedwhetherdredgingsedimentsfromthe NorthernChannel

wouldbe consideredamongtheremedialalternativesin the station-wideFS report. Mr. Chao replied

(_) that dredgingwasone alternativeand that liningthe channelwasanotheralternativebeingconsidered.
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Mr. Siegelaskedwhether the SWEAreport resultswouldpreclude restoringwetlandsto the northern k_/

portionof MoffettField. Mr. Chaorespondedthatremediationactivitiesto addresspotentialrisks

identifiedin the SWEAreportwouldnot precludethis futurepossibility.

Mr. Moss noted that EPA comments on the draft SWEA report appeared to be serious and asked

whether the issues raised in these comments had been addressed. Mr. Chao replied that the Navy has

been in close contact with the regulatory agencies and that comments had been addressed through

conference calls and preparation of internal drafts for review by the agencies. He added that the draft

final SWEA report contained the revisions necessary to address the regulatory agencies' comments.

Mr. Moss asked for additional information about the availability of the SWEA report in electronic

form. Mr. Chao responded that the Navy had investigated providing reports in electronic form, but

that hardware and software availability limit the usefulness of this deliverable format. Mr. Moss added

that making the Navy's data and reports available on the Internet could provide information to a much

greater audience. Mr. Chao replied that the Navy will continue to investigate this communication

avenue, but that the Navy did not currently have the ability to post information on the Internet.

vii. QUiZ

The RAB quiz was postponed due to lack of time.

VIII. AGENDA AND SCHEDULE FOR NEXT RAB MEETING

Mr. Chao stated that the next RAB meeting was scheduled for August 8, 1996. Ms. Byster suggested

that the RAB cancel the August meeting and meet again in September 1996. Mr. Moss asked what

documents were scheduled to be submitted in the coming weeks and whether representatives from the

MEW companies would be available to present remediation plans at the August meeting. Mr. Chao

responded that the station-wide FS report was scheduled to be submitted on August 1, 1996; but that a

60-day comment period would follow so that an August meeting was not critical. Members expressed

interest in hearing a presentation by the MEW companies. Mr. Chao agreed to coordinate with Ms.

Adams to schedule a presentation by the MEW companies. The timing of the next RAB meeting will

depend on the availability of the MEW companies. Mr. Chao closed the meeting at 9:25 p.m.
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