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Dear RAB Member:

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

attendance is strongly urged for this meeting. We will be accepting nominations for our next
Community Co-Chalr at this meeting.

Our last RAB meeting was held on February 13, 1997 at the City of Mountain View Polico and Fire

Auditorium in Mountain View, California. The meeting summary is provided as enclosure (1).

Our next RAB meeting will again be held on the second Thursday of the month, March 13, 1997.
It will be held at the usual meeting location, the Mountain View Police and Fire Auditorium in
Mountain View, California. The meeting will begin at 7:00 p.m. The agenda for the meeting is as
follows:

7:00-7:05 PM MeetingOverview
< _ 7:05-7:10 PM Minutes Approval
, ) 7:10-7:30 PM RemedialProjectManagers Meeting Report

7:30-7:45 PM SubcommitteesReport
7:45-8:00 PM Community Co-Chalr Nominations
8:00-8:30 PM Operable Unit I ProposedPlan Presentation
8:30-8:50 PM Operable Unit I ProposedPlan Discussion
8:50-9:00 PM Agmda/Schedulefor the Next RAB Meeting

If you haveany questions or comments,please contactme at (415) 244-2563, Mr. Hubert Chan of
my staffat (415) 244-2562, or Mr. Robert Moss, Moffctt's CommunityCo-Chair, at (415) 852-
6018.

Sincerely,

ORIGINALSIGNEDBY:
STEPHEN CHAO
bt_AC _nvtronmenml 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
I000 Villa Street

MountainView, California 94041

THURSDAY, FEBRUARY 13, 1997

I. INTRODUCTIONS AND MEETING OVERVIEW

Mr. Hubert Chan, Navy, openedthe meetingof the Moffett Federal Airfield (Moffett Field) restoration
advisory,board (RAB) at 7:05 p.m. Mr. Chan reviewedthe following agenda items for this meeting:

• Minutes approval
• Remedial project managers (RPM) meeting report
• Committee reports
• Navy/NASA groundwater monitoringprogram
• Stationwide feasibility study(FS) discussion
• Presentation: "West-Side AquifersTreatment System Design"

• Discussion: "West-Side AquifersTreatment System Design"
• Nominations for Co-Chair

• BADCAT Survey
• Agenda and schedule for next RAB meeting

Mr. Chartnoted that the groundwater monitoringdiscussion, nominations for co-chair, and the Bay Area
DefenseConversionAction Team (BADCAT)survey were added items not includedin the agenda
previouslymailed to the members.

II. MINUTES APPROVAL

Mr. Chartsolicited commentson the minutesof the January 9, 1997 RAB meeting. Therewere no
commentsand the minutes were approved\xithoutcorrection.

III. RPM MEETING REPORT

Mr. MichaelGill, U.S. EnvironmentalProtectionAgency (EPA), provided a report of the February. 12,
1997RPM meeting held at the National Aeronauticsand Space Administration (NASA) offices at Moffett
Field. Mr. Gill stated that the Navv's Site 9 sourcecontrol measure treatment systems wereoperating
continuouslyduring the past monthwith only minorinterruptions. He reported that the total system flow
rate was approximately 23 gallons per minute (gpm). Mr. Gill noted that the flow rates from the four
extractionwells were about the same as last month,but that flow from the storm drain actionwas much
higherdue to recent heavy rains. Headded that overflows from the storm drain action system were a

the past month and explaineda schematic diagram of the storm drain action and theproblemduring
Building45 treatment system. Mr. Gill explainedthat the Navy.planned to implementan interim solution



(_) to the overflowproblemby rerouting the overflowline from the storm drain action back to the Hangar 1
tunnel insteadof allowing it to dischargeto the facility,storm drain system. This modificationwill allow
the Hangar I tunnel to act as a surgechamberand eliminatethe overflow problem. Mr. Gill added that the
Navy would provide a permanent solutionto the problem when the west-side aquifers treatment system
(WATS) was constructedduring summer 1997. This solution will involve a higher-capacitytransfer pump
and, perhaps, a larger storage tank. Mr. Peter Strauss, MHB Associates and consultant to the Silicon
ValleyToxics Coalition (SVTC), asked what type of treatment was conducted at the Building 45 system.
Mr. Don Chuck, Navy, replied that the system used an air stripper followed bygranular activated carbon
(GAC) for treatment.

Mr. Gill reported that _activitiesat the ironcurtain pilot test included groundwater sampling at 62
monitoringpoints. He added that a tracer test was planned during March 1997. Ms. Mary Vrabel, League
of WomenVoters, asked what compoundhad been selected as the tracer. Mr. Gill respondedthat bromide
would be used. Ms. Vrabel asked whetherthe bromide would react with the iron in the cell. Mr. Gill
repliedthat the bromide would not react with the iron. Ms. Vrabel commentedthat she believedthat the
ironwould collectthe bromide, as it would also collect chloride. Mr. Tim Mower, PRC Environmental
Management.Inc. (PRC), respondedthat the ironcell would not collect bromideor chloride,but that these
ions would pass through the cell. Mr. Gill reported that a meeting of a national process action team
studyinginnovative in situ treatment systems, including permeable reaction cells, would meet on February.
25 and 26, 1997. Mr. Strauss notedthat he had beenasked by local citizens about the iron curtain and if it
was a pilot test or whether it would replaceother cleanup controls. Mr. Gill replied that the iron curtain is
a pilot test and does not replace other cleanupplans. Mr. Strauss asked whether the iron cell would be
removedafter the pilot test was completed. Mr. Gill responded that it would most likely be left in place

_t since it is workingeffectively. He addedthat the iron curtain could be expanded to have a larger effect on
J the contaminants in the west-side aquifer system. Ms. Vrabel asked whether the results from the pilot test

were good. Mr. Gill replied that the Navy sampled the pilot test area wells frequently and that results
indicated effectivedestruction of contaminants.

Mr. Gill reported that the Navy was investigatinginjection of sodium dithionite,a commonchemical used
in paper bleaching, to create in-place zero-valent iron. The process uses the ironalready existing
undergroundinstead of excavating andplacing iron granules. Mr. Mower added that the Navy had not yet
selected a location to test this technique,but that the west-side aquifers were a likelycandidate due to the
high contaminant concentrations in groundwater. Mr. Chan noted that the Naval Facilities Engineering
ServicesCenter (NFESC) was taskingBattelleto evaluate whether the technologywas suitable for a trial at
Moffett Field. If the evaluation is favorable,a small test may be suggested. Mr. Strauss commentedthat
the Navy should seek input from the RAB early in the process rather than just announcing an intentionto
test a technology. He added that injectingchemicalssounded riskv. Mr. Chan replied that consideration of
the technologywas in its earliest stagesand that the RAB would have the opportunity to reviewand
commenton the work plans that would be prepared before any technology was tested. Mr. Chan stated that
he would pro_AdeBattelle's evaluationreportto the technical, historical, and educational (THE) committee
when it was available.

Mr. Gill continued his report by statingthat the Navy planned to conduct a seismic reflection survey to
providethree-dimensionaldata over a portionof the western side of the station. He added that the
objectivesof the survey were to optimizethe location of WATS groundwater extraction wells as wellas to
better understand the performance of the ironcurtain pilot test. Mr. Gill reported that quarterly sampling
activitieswere scheduled for the weekof February 17, 1997and were focused on new wells. Mr. Gill

':, _ addedthat the number of wells sampledduringeach quarter had declined recently. However,the number of
samples collectedwould soon increase as preconstructionbaseline sampling eventswere conducted and as



regular long-termsampling begins after the treatment systems are built and started. Mr. Bob Moss, _)
communityco-chair,asked whether water elevationsalso wouldbe collected. Mr. Gill responded that
elevations continuedto be monitored at all wells every,quarter.

Mr. Gill reported that activities related to consolidationof the Site 2 landfill into the Site 1 landfill at
operable unit 1 (OUI) were progressing and that the regulatory,agencieswere reviewing a draft proposed
plan for this action. He stated that the public meetingto discuss the proposed plan was scheduledfor
March 20, 1997. Mr. Gill added that reaching a final record of decision (ROD) by the endof April 1997
was the goal of the Naw and the agencies.

Mr. Gill stated that agency comments on the stationwideFS report had been submitted. He noted that the
Navy suggestedsimplif3,,ing the FS by separating Golf Course Landfill 2 from the rest of the FS, whichis
centered on ecologicalissues. Handling this landfill separately may allow for more rapid action at that site.
Mr. Gill reported that the Navy.also was consideringaddressing ecological monitoringseparately since it is
such a complexissue. He stated that the regulatory agenciessuggested that additional attention be paidto
mitigation in the developmentof remedial alternatives, such as creating or enhancing existing wetlandsas
Ms. Jenny Deckerof the California Department of Fish and Game mentionedat the last RAB meeting.

Mr. Gill reported that the Navy had submitted the WATS 100-percentdesign and draft long-term
monitoringplan. He stated that comments on the designwere due bv February 28, 1997 and commentson
the monitoringplan were due on March 28, 1997. Mr. Gill noted that the Navy was planning to hold an
open house in place of the May RAB meeting to present the designs for the east-side and west-side aquifer
treatment systems. He added that the preliminary design for the OU5 (east-side) treatment system was

scheduledto be submitted on February 24, 1997. /_)k_

Mr. Gill summarizedactivities conducted by NASA. NASA completeda second round of sampling at area
of interest (AOI) 1, a fuel farm, and has concludedthat the soil above the groundwater in not contaminated.
NASA has installedtnvonew groundwater monitoringwells at AOI 3, the north aircraf_ ramp area. A
removal actionwork plan and fact sheet have beensubmitted for underground storage tanks near the large
wind tunnel (AOI 4). Installation of additional wells along the Lindbergh Avenue storm channel has been
delayed by the heaw rains. NASA submitted a report discussingAOI 8 to the state regulatory,agencies.
NASA mav consider also presenting the status of its activitiesat the May 1997 open house. Mr. Gill
concludedhis report by stating that the next RPM meetingis scheduledfor March 12, 1997.

Ms. Byster askedwhether the short comment periods for some OU1 reports were correct. Mr. Gill
responded that someperiods were as short as 2 weeks. Mr. Chan added that the accelerated schedulewas
necessary to allow construction during summer 1997. Mr. Strauss asked whether the public would have
longer to commenton the proposed plan for OU1. Mr. Gill respondedthat the public comment periodwas
scheduledthroughApril 7, 1997.

IV. COMMITTEE REPORTS

Mr. Chan askedthe committee chairs to deliver their reports. Dr. Jim McClure, Harding Lawson
Associatesand consultantto the Middlefield-Ellis-Whisman(MEW) companies, reported that the THE
committeemet on February 12, 1997 and that the committeemembers had received tnvodocument
distributionssince the last meeting. Dr. McClure noted that the committee discussed two topics. The fir-_t
topic was the coordinationof ecological data and analyses. Ms. Cynthia Sievers arranged a fact-finding (-_
meetingon February 27, 1997 with Mr. Phil Bolbo and Ms. Helen Farnham who are officials at two of the
region's largest wastcwater treatment facilities. The meeting is intendedto solicit information about what



( _) data exchange may already be occurringwithinthe region. The second topic concernedthe long-term
" groundwater monitoring plan for the WATS and its new portrayal of hydrogeologicdata for the treatment

area. Dr. MeClure reported that figures withinthe monitoring plan provided another way of viewing the
data. He added that a printing error existson the color data-presentation figures and that PRC had
volunteeredto provide correctedfigures before the final report was submitted, if requested. Dr. McClure
concludedhis report by stating that the nextTHE committeemeeting was scheduledfor March 12, 1997.

Mr. Chartasked whether the cost committeewas still active. Mr. David Glick, Geoplexus, responded that
it was active but no significant cost issues had recently required the cost committee'sattention. He added
that more issues may arise as constructionof various remedial actions approaches.

V. NAVY/NASA GROUNDWATER MONITORING PROGRAM

Mr. Mower summarized recentquarterlysampling activities at Moffett Field. Since 1989, the Navy has
monitoredgroundwater contaminantplumesat the station. Since 1992, wells in the east-side (OU5)
volatileorganic compound (VOC) plume havebeen sampled 12 times. Likewise,wells monitoringthe
west-side VOC plume have beensampled 11timessince 1992. Other informationin addition to the data
collectedbv the Navy are available to monitor the west-side groundwater at Moffett Field. The MEW
companieshave collectedseveral roundsof data from the west-side VOC plume;the most recent set of
samples was collected in 1992. NASAalso monitors its 80 wells in the northernportion of the west-side
VOC plume quarterly.

In November 1994, as Navy activitiesmovedout the remedial investigation(RI) phase and into the FS
_, phase, the Navy began an 18-monthquarterly samplingcycle. For six quarters, sampling was focused on

J' individual plumes across the station to support FS and design activities, insteadof the more widespread
characterization samplingthat was conductedpreviously. The areas sampledduringthe six quarters
includedthe west-side VOC plume, the OU5 VOC plume, the Site 5 petroleum-contaminatedarea, the
leading edge of the west-side VOC plume,deeper aquifer wells, and new wells. By February. 1996,
adequate !nformation was available for FS and designpurposes and the quarterly sampling program
changed to focus on sampling newlvinstalledwellsto provide a baseline data set for each well. When the
18-monthcycle was designed,groundwaterremediation systems were scheduledto be in operation at or
near the end of the cycle. A regular sequenceof performance monitoringsamples accompanies each
treatment system, and the Navy.did not intendto continuethe sampling cycle beyond 18 months because
the regular performance monitoringprogramwould accomplish this function.

The treatment system designand constructionschedule ultimately did not coincidewith the end of the 18-
month quarterly sampling cycle and a slightly longertime elapsed than intendedbetween the end of the
cycle and the start of performancemonitoring. However, construction of both the east-side and west-side
groundwater treatment systems is scheduledfor summer 1997 and a baseline round of groundwater
samples also is scheduled in summer 1997for both these plumes. The regulatory,agencies are reviewing
the long-termgroundwater monitoringplans for the treatment systems and regular performance monitoring
samples will be collectedafter the systemsbegin operation. Mr. Mower then solicited questions from the
members about the groundwater monitoringprogram.

Mr. Strauss asked how the samplingfrequencychanged. Mr. Chan respondedthat sampling progressed
from many wells for characterization,to the 18-monthcycle to support FS and designactivities, to only
new wells prior to initiation of treatment system operations. He added that, because of a

(___ miscommunication,the regulatory,agenciesbelievedthat the 18-monthcyclewould begin again after the six
quarters of sampling were completed. However, the Navy did not intend to continuethe cycle because



designswere scheduledto be in place before the end of the cycle. Mr. Strauss asked whetherthe agreement (._)
for the 18-monthquarterly sampling cycle was recent. Mr. Gill respondedthat the Navy.and the regulatory.
agenciesagreed on this approach to quarterly sampling in 1994. He added that NASA's data are adequate
to monitor the west-side VOC plume and that baseline sampling before startup of the remediationsystems
is near enough that continuationof the sampling cycle is not necessary. Mr. Strauss asked how much
moneywas saved each quarter by reducing the number of wells sampled. Mr. Mower replied that
approximately $40,000 to $60,000was savedeach quarter.

Mr. Moss commented that the baselineperiod should be four quarters rather than a single event. He added
that Hewlett Packard (HP) was requiredby the RegionalWater Quality.Control Board (RWQCB) to
sample more frequendy during the implementationof its cleanup. Mr. Chart responded that samples may
be collectedat Moffett Field at a similar frequencywhen it reaches a similar stage in the remedial process.
Mr. Moss noted that many more wells are sampledat the HP site even though the contaminated area is
much smaller than the area at Moffett Field. He added that unexpected results are often observed every
quarter and that the increased samplingfrequency aided in understanding site conditions. Mr. Gill replied
that EPA has suggested that the Navy apply a cost-effectivesampling approach developed at Lawrence
LivermoreNational Laboratories to the long-termmonitoring of its portion of the west-side VOC plume.
Mr. Moss stated that he was aware of the study, but that his technical advisers had indicatedthat the
approach did not significantlyreduce the frequencyof sampling.

Mr. Strauss asked Dr. McClurewhether sampling requirements for the MEW site were consistent with
those planned by the Naw,. Dr. McClure respondedthat sampling requirements were not the same for both
sites and that the Navy had significantlymore latitude in determiningthe sampling frequency for Moffett
Field than the private parties had for the MEW site. He commentedthat regulatory agency policy often .,, -'_
appears arbitrary and technicallyunfounded. Dr. McClure cited his experience at a site owned by \_J

Teledyne/NEC at which a technicallyjustified request to reduce sampling frequency was rejected by the
regulatory agency without technicalbasis. He noted that liability control and well locations may control
sampling entirely outside of technical reasons. Dr. McClure added that current inconsistencies between the
Navy and MEW sampling programs will be reconciledfor the long-termmonitoring of the area. Mr.
Strauss agreed that consistencyover the longterm was important.

Mr. Moss stated that validtechnical reasons are necessary to support a sampling program. Dr. McClure
respondedthat, nevertheless,this is often not true. Mr. Moss added that HP was in the process of reducing
the frequency of sampling in someareas and that he hoped that the end product would be a rational
sampling plan rather than an agency decree. Mr. Michael Rochette, RWQCB, replied that he had worked
for privatecompanies before his current positionat RWQCB and that he had observed that private
dischargers otten feel overtaxed in comparisonto federalfacilities. He added that RWQCB is funded for
full-timemanagement of federal facilities, but not for private sites. Therefore, private parties must build a
stronger case because RWQCB has less time to review the information. Mr. Rochette noted that the Naw
may be allowed slightlymore flexibili.ty,but RWQCB can spend the time to monitor the Navy.much more
closely to ensure that the Navy's plans are technically sound.

Mr. Chartthen introduced Ms. Tina Pelley, ScienceApplications International Corporation (SAIC) and
consultant to NASA, who summarizedNASA's quarterly sampling program. Ms. Pellev stated that NASA
monitors wells in four sections at Moffett Field and monitors about half of the wells each quarter. She
noted that 44 wells in sections I0 and 14 are sampled duringthe first and third quarters of the year and that

32 wells in sections 11and 15are sampledduring the second and fourth quarters. Ms. Pelley added that, t_similar to the Navy, newlvinstalled wells are sampled for four consecutivequarters. She said that NASA
was still in the characterizationstage and was only beginning to evaluate whether a reduction in sampling
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._ ) frequencywas appropriate. Mr. Moss asked whetherNASA had an estimate of when the characterization
phase wouldbe completed. Ms. Pelley replied that she didnot know whether NASA had made such an
estimate.

Mr. Chartproposedpostponing the presentationand discussionof the WATS design to allow timefor the
stationwideFS discussion. Ms. Byster asked whencommentson the design were due. Mr. Strauss replied
that commentson the WATS design were due on February 28, 1997. Dr. McClure added that he had
distributedcopiesof the design to members of the THE committee. Mr. Strauss asked whetherthe THE
committeeplannedto prepare commentson the design. Dr. McClure replied that no committeemembers
had yet indicatedthe need for comments. He added that much of the design details were not of interest,but
that the monitoringplb.n,extraction well locations, and commitmentto the objectives of the cleanup were
the importantaspects. Mr. Chart stated that the Navy.would reviewthe WATS design with anyonewho
was interested.

VI. STATIONWlDE FS DISCUSSION

Mr. Chan stated that the stationwide FS discussionwas intendedto provide the regulatory agenciesan
opportunity,to present their comments without response from the Navy. Mr. Gill summarized EPA
commentsthat were submitted on January 31, 1997:

1. The FS report should propose cleanup levelsbased on site-specific data rather than on literature
values.

, Z 2. The Navy.should present alternatives that addressthe more protective hazard quotients (HQs) and
/ shoulduse a more protective point of departure to present ecological risks. Similarly, the Navy.

shoulduse 10"sas the point of departure for humanhealth risk evaluations. No cleanup is required
for risks less than 10"6and cleanup is definitelyrequiredfor risks greater than 104 . In the range
between104 and 10"s, the cleanup decision is madebased on site-specific information. The Navv
shouldpresent cleanup alternatives to address the risks in the 104 to 10"s range.

3. Anylong-termecologicalmonitoringmustalso containa contingencyfor correctiveactionif a
problemis discovered.

4. TheNavy.shouldinvestigatewhetherconsolidationof wastesat GolfCourseLandfill2 intoSite1
shouldbe addedas a remedialalternative,insteadofonlyconsideringcapping.

5. The Navy.should consider on-sitedisposal of contaminatedsediments in developingthe cleanup
alternatives. The proposed correctiveaction managementunit (CAMU) at Site 1 would be
acceptablefor disposal of contaminatedsediments.

6. Wetlandsmitigation should be expandedas a cleanupalternative.

7. More details should be provided to support the estimatesof the quantities of sedimentsto be
removed.

8. Morejustification is needed to screen out metals from the analysis. The agencies and the Navv
/ ", haveagreedthat metals are naturally occurring in soiland groundwater. However, an analvsisof_._) sediments,as a separate medium,should be conducted.
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Mr. Rochette statedthatRWQCB hadmanyof the same concernsaddressedby EPA. He summarized
RWQCB concerns:

1. The FS reportshouldcontainadditionalinformationfromthe sitewideecologicalassessment
(SWEA)forexplanation,especiallyof the HQ presentation.

2. The Navy shoulduse 10.6, not 10"4as the point of departureforriskpresentations.

3. The horizontalhydraulicconductivityof sedimentsshouldbe re-evaluated. The values used in thc
FS reportappeartoo low, especiallycomparedwith values usedat OU5.

4. The compilationof cleanup alternativesis too limited. Cappingandexcavation arethe primary.
optionsconsidered.Littlebackgroundinformationis providedconcerningwhy innovative
technologieswon't be effective. Mr. Rochette solicitedthe RAB membersfor ideason remediating
wetlandareas.

5. Mitigation should be expandedas an alternative. RWQCB requiresa minimumof 3 new wetland
acres for every.1 acre destroyed. RWQCB provided a list of wetland restoration projects around

', San Francisco Bay in their written comments. The RAB may be interested in the outreach "
', programsfromother agenciesalso concernedwith wetlandsissues.
,
! 6. Consolidationof Golf Course Landfill 2 should be addressed.)

7. Metals screeningfor sedimentsshould be expanded.

8. Additionalexplanationshould be provided concerning the proposed excavation depth of I foot for
many of the alternatives. Sampledata often extend to 2 feet below surface and it is not clear why
excavation shouldstop at 1 foot.

9. Continuing sources of contaminants, especially polychlorinatedbiphenyls (PCBs), need to be
eliminated.

Mr. Joseph Chou, California EPA Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC), stated that most of
DTSC's comments had already been covered. He summarizedadditionalconcerns:

1. The FS report shouldsummarize risksacross OUs and not be limited in focus.

2. The methods of usingHQs should be more fully supported. Whether the alternatives are
sufficiently protectiveshould be evaluated. Perhaps bioassays of lower organisms should be used
if agreementcannotbe reached on HQs.

3. The Navy should use 10.6, not 10-4as the point of departure for risk presentations.

4. The Navy should developa broader range of alternatives with more distinctly different
technologies. The alternativespresented in the FS report are too closely related.
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; Mr. Strauss commentedthat the Navy had considered only variations in cleanupextent and not different
technologies in the developmentof remedial alternatives. Mr. Chou respondedthat the stationwide FS is
different from traditional studiesbecause of its ecological emphasis,but that additional cleanup
technologies are still needed. Headded that future land use may affect cleanup levels and that the FS
should consider conservativeuses, such as residential development. Mr. Choustated that the Navy and the
regulatory agencies needto minimizeuncertainties in the analysis to be confidenta correct action is
selected. Mr. Strauss stated that the FS does not consider cumulativerisksacross various OUs. He added
that long-term operation of the Building 191 pump station is not mentionedin the FS report, but should be
since it is part of the future landuse question. Mr. Strauss said that the nextsubmittal of the FS report
would be a reviseddra_ final version,so the RAB would have another opportunityto comment.

Dr. McClure noted that a keyobjectiveof the stationwide FS was to consideradditive effects betweenOUs.
He added that an historicalassessmentof the facility presented as an annotatedbibliography or a flow chart
would be useful in the FS report. Dr. McClure commentedthat contaminantsources in the storm drain
system were not adequatelyaddressedin previous Navy reports and shouldbe addressed in the FS report.
He added that the stormdrain issuehas been a concern for severalvears. Mr. Strauss stated that the
stationwide ROD should not be limitedin scope as the FS is. He added that an annotated historical
discussion should be includedin the FS report.

Mr. Moss noted that the City.of Palo Alto requires all sites to be remediatedto drinking water standards so
that housing can be constructedin any area and future land uses are not limited. Mr. Gill replied that the
cleanup at Moffett Field is no different. Mr. Alex Terrazas, City of MountainView, added that the city
believes that cleanup shouldbe conductedto allow the maximum range of future land uses.

. )
Mr. Chan stated that the majorit3"of the differences between the Navy and the regulatory agencies were in
addressing ecologicalissues. He added that the Navy had proposed separating significant issues and
addressing them separately. Mr. Chan noted that the Navy would be havingadditional meetings with the
regulatory agencies to discussthe FS. Mr. Te_ asked what would be the next step in the stationwide
FS process. Mr. Mowerrespondedthat the next submittal of the FS report would be at least 45 days from
the date Navy receivesDTSC's comments. Mr. Chou added that these commentswere scheduled to be
submitted on February.14, 1997. Mr. Gill stated that EPA had proposed completing the SWEA before
continuing the FS, whichcould delaythe next version of the FS report by 1 to 2 months. Mr. Chou
reiterated that the next submittalof the FS would be a reviseddra_ final versionand that the regulatory.
agencies and the RAB would haveanother opportunity to comment.

VII. NOMINATIONS FOR CO-CHAIR

Mr. Moss stated that his term as communityco-chair had expiredand it was time to select a new co-chair.
He added that he wouldconsiderserving an additional term as co-chair and asked for other members who
were interested to identify,themselves. Ms. Byster proposed to continuethe nomination on the next month's
agenda because there had not beensufficient time for membersto considerthis issue since it was not
announced in the agendasent to the members but was added during the meeting. Mr. Chan stated that
members interested in servingas community co-chair should send informationto Mr. Moss or himself. Mr.
Chart asked if specificproceduresfrom the RAB bylaws apply to multiple terms for the co-chair position.
Mr. Paul Lesti, MountainViewresident, replied that the bylaws do not limit the number of terms a co-chair
can serve, but the positionmust be elected by the RAB each year. Mr. Glick added that notification of

(-) nominations for communityco-chairshould be added to the announcementfor the next RAB meeting. Ms.Byster stated that nominationscouldbe made in March and the electionheld in April 1997. Dr. McClure
suggested that the notificationfor nominations be prominentlydisplayed on the meeting announcement to

8



ensure that members were aware. Mr. Lcsti notedthat a quorum of members must be present for the --
electionand that the RAB may want to reconsiderthe process of establishing active members. ',_J

VIII. BADCAT SURVEY

Mr. Chartstated that a survey form from BADCATsoliciting input from RAB memberswas available at
the meeting. He added that members could sendthe form to the Navy's office in San Bruno or bring it to
the next RAB meeting.

IX. AGENDA AND SCHEDULE FOR NEXT MEETING

Mr. Chartannounced that a list of upcomingdocumentswas available at the meeting and that this list may
be useful in selecting items for the agendaof the next RAB meeting. Mr. Chan suggested that a discussion
of the consolidation proposed for OU1 would be timely since the public meeting for this topic is scheduled
for I week following the next RAB meeting. Dr. McClure added that a summary of the February 27, 1997
meetingbet_veenthe THE committeeand regionaltreatment facility,officials could also be placed on the
agenda. Mr. Chart reminded membersthat the next meeting was scheduled for March 13, 1997and closed
the meetingat 9:15 p.m.


