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PROCEEDI NGS

MR. AMUNDSON: Ckay, if everybody=s ready, maybe
we=| | get started.

| want to thank you all for comng tonight. This
is the public hearing for the Hamlton Main Airfield Parcel,
Record of Decision and Renedi al Action Plan, and al so for
t he Subsequent Environmental |npact Report for the ROD RAP

Can you all hear nme okay, is this working?

kay, good. My nane is Dean Amundson. I=mwth
Jones & Stokes, and we=ve been retained by the Conservancy
to assist themw th the subsequent environnmental docunent
and I =l1 be noderating and assisting this evening.

Agai n, the purpose of the neeting is to solicit
public comments on two docunents, and | want to enphasize
that we=re here to review tw separate docunents, the
ROD/ RAP, the Record of Decision/Renmedial Action Plan and the

Subsequent Environnental | npact Report.

So there are a nunmber of materials avail able as

you cone in. There=s an agenda for tonight=s neeting,
there=s a sign-in sheet, so please make sure you=ve signed
in. Also there=s sone facts sheets for the ROD/RAP and the

SEIR and | think sone handouts from presentations that are
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to follow And there=s also an agenda, and so I=d like to
go briefly through the agenda.

| will have a quick introduction, which |I=mdoing
now. Then sone expl anation of the agency roles and
responsibilities, and then an overview of the ROD RAP, an

overvi ew of the Subsequent EIR and then we=I| have an

i nformal breakout session where we can answer any questions
you m ght have before we nove into the formal public comrent
peri od.

So I =d ask if possible please hold your questions

until the breakout session, and please hold your conments
until the formal public comment period. That=s the time in
which we really wll be trying to capture your comments.

We al so have sign | anguage and Spani sh
interpreters here tonight if you need them if you request
any.

VO CE: No response --

MR. AMUNDSON: Okay, wonderful, thank you.

And so that will bring us to the concl usion.

The ROD/ RAP and the SEIR have been devel oped
through a joint process with a |ot of agencies that have
been invol ved, and sone of those agency representatives are

here tonight. 1=d like to briefly introduce sone of the

staff who=I1 be here to answer questions.
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Tom Gandesbery of the California Coastal
Conser vancy.

Lance McMahan, with the California Departnent of
Toxi ¢ Substances Control.

And Curtis Scott, San Franci sco Regi onal Water
Quality Control Board.

And Ed Keller, who is with the arny BRAC office
here at Ham | ton.

And if you guys, Tom perhaps you could lead it
off, just give a brief overview of what your
responsibilities are with regard to the docunents.

MR. GANDESBERY: Thank you, Dean

| =m Tom Gandesbery, and project manager with the

Coastal Conservancy. And we=re involved as a nonfederal

sponsor for the restoration project at Ham|ton and
potentially the Bel Marin Keys parcel to the north. And |
can answer specific questions |ater about that restoration
effort.

The -- we=ve been collaborating with the state

regul atory agencies and the arny for a couple of years now
on getting the cleanup plan finalized and we are invol ved
because they -- there was recognized a need for a CEQA --
or, an analysis of the cleanup plan pursuant to CEQA, which

is the California Environnental Quality Act.
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So that=s why we=re here tonight.

| hand it over to Ed -- or, to Lance. Lance is
next, from Departnent of Toxic Substances.

MR. McMAHAN.  Thanks, Tom

We have conpetition going here for darkness.

Ckay, ny nane is Lance McMahan. |=mthe renedi al
proj ect manager for DTSC, Department of Toxic Substances
Control. W are the |lead state agency at present overseeing

the cleanup at Ham | ton, and there=s information on how you

can reach ne and a copy of this whole thing, this three
pages, is up at the table if you want it.

The docunent that everyone is reviewing is called
a Record of Decision/Renedial Action Plan, and the Record of
Deci sion part conmes fromthe arny side of things, a federa
deci si on docunent, and the Renedial Action Plan cones from
the state side of things. As the state |ead agency on
Ham [ ton, the California Health and Safety Code requires
DTSC or the Regional Water Quality Control Board, and in
this case both of us are doing this, to adopt a renedial
action plan for Ham Iton. And, of course, renedial action
plan sinply says what it is you=re going to do to renediate
contam nation of the site.

And that renedial action plan would need to be

consi stent with the Conprehensive Environnental Response
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Conmpensation Liability Act, CERCLA, or federal Superfund.
And the remedi al action plan needs to be protective of human
heal th and the environnment, anongst other things. And so

t hat =s why we=re here

Under that sanme state |aw, when we have a renedi a
action plan we=re required to have a public neeting to cone
and explain to you fol ks what=s going on and to address the
i ssues that concern the public. That=s why we=re here.

And this would include, according to the statute,
an assessnment of the degree of contam nation, how w despread
isit, what is it, the characteristics of the hazardous
subst ances, are they soluble in water, do they glomonto
clay, things like that; an estimate of the tinme required to
conplete the renedi ati on, essentially a schedule; and a
description of the proposed renedial actions. And that-=l
be tal ked about after -- nostly by Ed Keller this evening,
but we=l1 all be able to answer questions on the topic.

And after the departnent finishes getting a RAP
signed, we=I|l be in transition to have the Regi onal Water
Quality Control Board be the | ead agency, nostly because a
| ot of what=s being done is being done through the
i npl enentation of the Ham Iton wetland restorati on project,
for which they oversee the construction.

And with that, | think Curtis Scott fromthe water
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board has a few words to say.

MR. SCOIT: Thank you, Lance.

|=m Curtis Scott. |=ma nmanager with the Regi ona
Water Quality Control Board. | think many of you have
probably met Naom Feger, who is ny staff person who=s
really the person doing nost of the work for us.

| do want to point out at the bottomof this
handout a website that you nay want to wite down, because
many of the actions that we will be taking in the future,
tentative orders and so forth, will be posted on that

website, and you=ll be able to access it very easily.

The regi onal board=s role has been so far a
supporting role. Qur intent has been to ensure the water
qual ity and ecol ogi cal concerns have been adequately
addressed in the Record of Decision/Renedial Action Plan and
in the CEQA docunentation. W-=re also a responsible agency
for CEQA.

We al so have been providing technical oversight,
and one of our real goals is to pronote the cleanup and the
restoration of wetlands, and in this case it=s a wetlands
restoration project.

Upon transfer of the site, as Lance just
nmentioned, that we will be taking over the lead role for the
restoration, the inplenentation, the state |ead regul atory
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agency, and part of that has to do with the laws that we are
able to enforce and we=re highly involved throughout the bay
area. W-=re a local, one of nine regional boards, and we=re
| ocal for the imediate nine bay area counties.

And | have right now four staff that are invol ved
with the restoration of five sites, and all those sites are

dealing with cl eanup of one type or another.

In the not-too-distant future we will be issuing
t hrough our board -- we=re an organi zation that has a board
t hat makes decisions on inportant matters -- will be issuing

site cleanup requirenments, and what that is really is a
state nmechanismto ensure that the requirenments specified in
t he ROD/ RAP and the CEQA docunentation are inplenented and
we have a mechanismto ensure. It also provides a handy

gui dance for us and in this case the arny, the coastal

conservancy and the corps of engineers to follow. So we=re
all sort of in agreenent of where we=re going.

Once the cleanup gets going and we actual ly get
into the inplenmentation of actually placing sedinent to
bring the wetlands up, we=Il be issuing what=s call ed waste
di scharge requirenments and that will be the mechani smthat
has the long-term construction, nonitoring and assurance
that the wetlands project is functional.

And our authority, | just wanted to point out, is
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the California Water Code; it=s the C ean Water Act that
we=l| be utilizing in the waste di scharge requirenents, and
as Lance nmentioned, it=s the Health and Safety Code.

| thank you.
MR. KELLER:  Thank you, Curtis.

My name is Ed Keller. |I=mthe representative for

the arny here. | represent the Atlanta field office of the
Department of Arny base realignnent and cl osure office out
of the Pentagon. My main mssion our here at Ham | ton and
role of responsibility out here is to nanage the
environmental restoration of the site to prepare it for
transfer. 1In this case, we=re working on an early transfer
and sone of the actions will be taken after the transfer;
|=I1 continue to stay on to nanage that effort.

My information, | have a handout back at the
tabl e, hopefully you picked one up. Contact information is
on there. Qur office is physically |ocated on the south end

of Ham Iton. W do have an aerial photo up here, you=re

wel come to cone up later, take a | ook at our office is down
here on the south end of the runway area.

We have all of the docunentation and those types
of things that you see out here on the tables available in

our office for review. They=re also available in the public

[ibrary and on line. And what I=mgoing to go over is the

California Reporting
415/457-4417



10
overvi ew of the Record of Decision/Renedial Action Plan
docunent that=s out.

Go ahead.

The what we refer to as the ROD/ RAP, that docunent
that=s up for review right now, what |I=mgoing to go through
alittle bit is the process which is the CERCLA process that
Lance nentioned, the Conprehensive Environnental Response
Conmpensation Liability Act of 1980, also known as Superfund.

| =l al so be going over a description of the main

airfield parcel so you have an idea of what the docunent
covers, sone of the assunptions that were made in that
docunent regarding the wetland and wetl and restoration, and
go over the docunent itself, howit=s put together, and
finally, show you the inplenentation schedule for getting

t he cl eanups done.

The process, and you have one of these in your
handout, is a flow chart, and this is easier for sone people
to see the next slide you can flip to shows in verbal form
the steps along the way. W go through a prelimnary
assessnment and a site inspection phase where we go out and
determine if there have been rel eases of materials at
different |ocations around the property. W have many of

t he docunents over here for the breakout session; you=re

wel come to cone over, take a | ook at those.
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After that we go through a renedial investigation
for the sites where we have determ ned that there have been
rel eases we go into nore of an investigation phase,
determ ne exactly what conpounds are there, what
concentrations, the areal extent, the depth of
contam nation, those types of things. Once we have that
type of information, what we did at Ham | ton was we
undert ook sonme interimrenoval actions.

The interimrenoval actions, we went out in 1998
and 1999 and actually renoved soil froma lot of the
different sites around Hamilton, hauled it offsite to
appropriate landfills. After that point in tinme we
col |l ected sanples fromthose excavations and used all of
that data to develop a risk assessnent.

After we had devel oped the risk assessnment, we had
sone idea of what remaining risks were onsite. That=s when
we devel oped not one but two feasibility studies. One is
for the inboard area and I=I1 get into the description of
that in just a nonent, and one is for the coastal saltnarsh

ar ea. =l | show you the differences there, where we=re
actually tal king about on the site. So there=s actually two

feasibility studies that were conpl et ed.
We have the recommendati on and sel ection of the

remedi al actions, and that=s what occurs in the Record of
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Deci si on/ Renedi al Action Plan. At this phase where it=s
goi ng through public coment, we have recommended acti ons;
once we receive public coment, finalize the docunent, those
wi || beconme the chosen actions for the sites.

Once we have that docunent conpleted, we=ll nove
into the renedi al design, renedial action phase, which is
i mpl enentation of those requirenents. And finally hopefully
we=I| get to site closeout and there=s a chance we my have
sonme long-termnonitoring requirenments out into the future.

The main airfield parcel description, we have
approxi mately 644 acres, and when you cone up and take a
| ook at this photo, it=s outlined in red. That=s the main
airfield parcel that=s got the main runway and sone of the
mai nt enance areas down in the southern end of it here.
Al ong the boundary, the eastern boundary, over near San
Pabl o bay, there=s a stretch of property that the arny stil
owns, it=s out on the coastal saltmarsh, it=s about a
hundred foot wide and that parallels the | evee. And so when
we tal k about the inboard parcel or the inboard area, it=s
the levee itself and everything to the west of that in this
mai n parcel. Wen we tal k about the coastal saltmarsh, it=s
this hundred-foot-wi de strip along the eastern boundary, and

t hen beyond that out to San Pabl o bay, there=s sone nore

coastal saltmarsh that=s currently owned by the state | ands
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conmi ssi on, about another 78 acres or so out there.

And so the docunent covers all of the sites on
i nboard area and the sites in the coastal saltmarsh, both on
the arny property and as they extend over onto the state
| ands conm ssion property.

The types of sites that we have, we have arny
BRAC, and BRAC is the base realignnment and cl osure again,
arnmy BRAC sites, sites on the property where we=ve
identified rel eases and nost, for nobst case, are scattered
t hroughout this main area of the property. W have a |ot of
different revetnent pads, different spoil piles and things
of that nature out there. Besides those individual sites

that have been identified, there=s a couple of issues that

were identified that are going to be taken on, the
responsi bility be taken on, by the Ham I ton wetl and
restoration project and the arny civil works program and
t hose include areawi de DDTs and sone PAHs which are a

petrol eum product that=s adjacent to the runway on the

sout hern end of the runway and the margins of the runway
her e.
The other itenms, there were a few other itens that
have been identified as army BRAC environnental issues and
t he docunent al so covers those. so the ROD RAP covers al

the arny BRAC issues, the issues that=I|1 be handl ed by the
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arnmy civil works program and these additional environnental
i ssues that have been found that still need sone
i nvestigation.
You=ve got a -- the next slide in your handout
shows you a map of the installation and there=s also on the

back table a fact sheet which also has a very sinmilar map
and some description along with that. This identifies the
different sites around the property here that the docunent
speaks to directly.

The wetl and assunptions that were nade during the
devel opnent of the ROD/ RAP, right now the inboard property
is an upland-type habitat, grassland, native grasses. W
assuned that the outboard marsh would remain to be outboard
marsh in its future use. The inboard area through the
wet |l and project will beconme a wetland, so that=s going to be
how we=re looking at it in the future in this docunent. W
assunme that inported dredged material will be used to raise
the elevation of the inboard area to facilitate that wetl and
devel opment. Due to subsidence of sonme of the property,
especially out near San Pabl o bay out here on the
northeastern area of Ham lton, some of the site soils are
about seven to eight feet below sea |evel. And the marsh
pl ai n devel ops at about three feet above sea level, directly

adjacent to it out here along the San Pabl o bay.
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And so there=s a great difference in the surface
el evations. The inboard property needs to be brought up to
a particular elevation before the channel is cut to
reintroduce tidal action. That=s the plan, so that it
basically junp-starts things, so nother nature does not need
to deposit all of that nmaterial by comng in on the tide.

We assune that there will be a channel cut. That

channel cut that we=ve | ooked at so far along with the

prelimnary design of the wetland is up in this northern
corner of the property near the where the punp stations are
at, the stormmater punp stations. W assunme that that wll
go through that area to reintroduce tidal action, and we

al so assuned right now that the endangered species that are
present out in the existing coastal saltmarsh will be
present eventually on the inboard side once the habitat

t akes place or takes hold there.

The ROD/ RAP docunent itself, the guidance, per --
the things we=I1 go through, the guidance for that docunent,
t he purpose of the docunent, the site eval uations, how we
did that, the alternatives that were devel oped in the
docunent, and then these other arnmy BRAC i ssues, and
finally, a summary.

The gui dance docunents, Lance had nentioned the

CERCLA of 1980; there=s also the National G| and Hazardous
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Substance Pol I uti on Contingency Plan, known as the NCP, that
i npl ements the Superfund | aws. There=s al so a Superfund
Amendnent s Reaut hori zation Act, SARA, of 1986, that is in
effect, and the California Health and Safety Code.

Now we=re operating at Ham | ton under both federal
and state regulations. That=s why they=re |listed here. And
hence the nanme of the docunment being a ROD RAP, on the
federal side and on the state side of regulations.

The purpose of the RODJRAP, it was jointly
prepared by the arny and DTSC and the water board to present
t he recommended renedi al actions for the specific sites. It
expl ains the factual and | egal basis for choosing the
alternatives that are there. The RCOD/ RAP al so provides a
mechani sm for public coment on the renedi ati on process at
Ham [ ton. That=s what we=re going through right now, is
it=s open for public coment, we have a public neeting,
we=re interested in receiving all your comments and
incorporating that into our process. It also outlines the
actions that will be taken by either arnmy BRAC or, and/or
the arny civil works prograns.

The site evaluations that were acconplished, we
did a screening of the sites through the feasibility study
and the risk assessnent phase. Those sites that had sone
chemi cal s of concern that would either pose a risk or were
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above particular goals, those were identified and they=re
listed up here, the different types of conpounds that were
identified at sites. Sonme of the observations that were
made through the risk assessnent process, that we do not
have any current or antici pated unacceptabl e human health
risks and that there is no current significant risk to
terrestrial receptors.

So the issues that really are comng through is
for the future wetland receptors that we expect to inhabit
the site. That=s where the greatest concern is.

The chemical s that have been identified have
l[imted solubilities and nobilities, particularly in a
bracki sh wetl and environment which is sonmewhat on the basic
side and these types of contam nants nornmally woul d not be
very soluble in that environnent and would |ike to hold onto
the clay and organic-type soils that they=re in.

We devel oped and screened four different
alternatives in the docunent. Those alternatives were

devel oped and eval uat ed based on there=s nine criteria

t hrough CERCLA that you=re required to take into
consideration. They are the overall; protection of human
health and the environnent, conpliance with applicable and
rel evant and appropriate requirenents, long- and short-term
ef fectiveness, the reduction of toxicity nmobility and vol une
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through treatnment, the inplenentability, cost and regul atory
accept ance.

Those are the first eight. The ninth one is

publ i c acceptance, and that=I| be eval uated once the public

coment period closes and we can evaluate all the conmments
that we do receive.

The alternatives in the docunent, the first one is
a no-further-action alternative, and that=s exactly what it
nmeans. no action would be taken and there would be no
restrictions on that site. This is nostly for those sites

that currently do not pose a problem There=s the chenicals
are either at a concentration that does not pose a risk, or
sinply they=re not there. Sone of our sites that we=ve

al ready cl eaned up neet that requirenent, where we do not

have anything that=s been detectable there again.

Second al ternative, excavation and haul it
offsite. That would be hauled off to an appropriate
landfill facility. The -- this alternative is protective of
human heal th and the environnment by renoving the materi al
off the site and placing it in an appropriate landfill. It
doesn=t, however, do any reduction of toxicity nobility or
vol une through treatnment, but it does reduce the potential
for any potential exposure here at Ham |ton.

The third alternative was assessed for the arny
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BRAC sites that | nentioned; it was not assessed for the
wetl and restoration project or the civil works issues. This
alternative is a manage-in-situ or in-place with nonitoring
and mai ntenance for the arny BRAC sites. It establishes a
performance criteria of having at |east three feet of cover
over the top of these sites so that you basically are
elimnating any exposure pathway to the residuals that are
| eft behind.

This alternative was deened to be appropriate at
many of the sites inboard where the future use of the
property is going to be burying it under many, many feet of
fill anyway.

The fourth alternative is to manage onsite with
nmoni tori ng and mai ntenance, and this was specifically | ooked
at for the arny civil works issues. It again establishes a
performance criteria, three feet of fill or in equivalent
nmeasures where the residuals of those inboard areaw de DDTs
and PAHs adjacent to the runway exceed the action goals that
are outlined in the docunent. So where we have contam nants
at a particular level there would be a criteria of having a
three-foot of fill cover on that, or the equival ent
nmeasur es.

| f you have an area where that does not, you

cannot neet that criteria, those soils would be excavated
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and noved sonewhere el se onsite where you could neet that
criteria of placing themunder three feet of fill or sone
ot her alternative neasure.

In the alternative 3 scenario, one thing | failed
to mention, you don=t have that sane option for onsite
managenent. |If, for sonme reason, it=s in a location that

the future wetland will not have three feet of fill, those

soils must be excavated and haul ed offsite. And so there=s

alittle bit of a difference between alternative 3 and 4, in
that 4 is allowed to be managed onsite; 3, if you cannot

cover it, it=s got to be excavated and hauled off to a
landfill. So a slight difference there.

The ot her arny BRAC issues that were identified,
we had an archive search report that was conducted. It
identified several sites, it came down through di scussions
with regul atory agencies that there=s four sites that
require sonme kind of an additional action. They=ve been
identified in the RODRAP. The ROD/ RAP reconmends
conpleting a study and investigation of those sites and
using the sanme evaluation criteria that were outlined in the
ROD/ RAP to eval uate those sites. |If it is determ ned that
t hey require excavation, the excavation and offsite disposal
woul d be an option for that. |If the soils can be nanaged
onsite, in situ, then alternative 3 could be applied to
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t hose sites.

Al ternative 4 would not be applied to these sites,
since these are arnmy BRAC sites. So these will either fal
into, after the investigation, there=s nothing there and
woul d be no further action; there is sonething there so you

have to do either alternative 3 or 4 depending on where it=s

| ocated on the site. If it=s in an area that=s going to
receive many feet of fill we would propose to leave it in
place and fill over the top of it; if it=s not, then it=l

be renpved.

The GSA or General Services Adm nistration and
BRAC st ockpiled soil currently on the runway and it shows up
nicely in alot of the aerial photos. W have a |ot of soil
piles on the runway. The water board w || determ ne what
additional actions are required for the soils. They cane
primarily frompetroleumsites, so the water board woul d be
the | ead on determ ning what the disposition of the soils
are.

If, after reviewing all of the data and/or

collection of additional data if necessary, it=s determ ned

that the levels of contam nants are | ow enough that it can
be used onsite, then the materials will be used onsite as
construction materials for the wetland project.

Finally, the | ead-based paint was the other issue
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that was identified, and | ead-based paint is a potenti al
concern at any of the structure due to the age of
structures. W have not gone out and done | ead-based pai nt
sanpl i ng; however, due to the structures being built well
before 1978 we assunme that there=s definitely a potenti al
for | ead-based paint there. So |ead-based paint chips in
the soil around the buil dings would be an issue.

We have a nmenorandum of agreenent with the Coastal
Conservancy that the Ham lton wetland restoration project
will provide three feet of cover over those buil ding
footprints and six feet beyond the building footprint, and
if it=s in an area where they cannot do that, then they wll
go ahead and scrape six inches of soil fromthe building
footprint and with out six feet fromthe buildings, take the
top six inches of soil that woul d be nanaged sonewhere el se
onsite where they can provi de sone cover.

In summary, out of the alternatives, we had 19
sites that were for no further action; 15 sites, alternative
2, for excavation and offsite disposal; 34 sites on
alternative 3, manage themin place or in situ with
nmoni tori ng and mai ntenance for the arnmy BRAC sites; and we
have the two issues, the inboard areawi de DDTs and t he PAHs
near the runway that will be addressed by alternative 4

t hrough the Ham Iton wetland restoration project. W also
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have the three additional environmental issues that are
out | i ned.

So all of these are covered in the ROD RAP

docunent. There=s a recommendati on on all of those sites.
The last slide that I=d like to show you is just

the inplenmentation schedule. And this also is directly out
of the RODJRAP, it=s figure 4-1 in the ROD/ RAP, and
basically we are right in this area here, 2003, where we=re
| ooking at what Curtis had nentioned, the site cleanup
requi renents and things comng into place, property
transfer, we=re expecting Septenber of this year. W-=re
going to be getting into the design for the coastal
saltmarsh activities and sone of the design and potentially
even excavation inboard in this tine frame, noving on out
t hrough the next year into August >04.

Way out here all of this work is done, excavation

t hat =s necessary, all this excavation that=s necessary, is

all conplete well before you get out here to the actual
breach of the | evee, which is expected to be a nunber of
years out into the future. After breach of the | evee, what
we have showi ng here is nonitoring that could run out 13
years of nonitoring is already planned in the program could
extend beyond that. It depends on what that nonitoring

shows, and five-year reviews are shown out here into the
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future

So this is just a very general tinme |ine of how
the parts of the puzzle fit together docunentationw se.

Wth that I=d like to turn back over to Dean for
the SEIR

MR. AMUNDSON:. How=s that, okay.

As Lance and Curtis and Ed have all alluded to,
the RODJRAP is a federal-state process and the RAP portion
of the docunment is a state action and approval of that is --
approval of that by the state is a discretionary action that
is subject to the California Environmental Quality Act or
CEQA, and so therefore we are preparing an environment al
i npact report to address that approval.

CEQA is primarily a process to informthe public
and deci si on-makers about the potential environnental
effects of the action. It also is a means by which you can
mtigate the potential inmpacts. So it=s a -- that=s why
we=re here, actually, and we=re here to talk to you, to get
your input, and to include it in the consideration of the
proj ect approvals.

We are preparing a subsequent environnmental inpact
report. This d is subsequent to the 1998 Ham | ton wetl and
restoration project EIREIS, which EISis the federal

envi ronment al document. The ROD/ RAP and the process by
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whi ch t hat =s been devel oped, the predecessor docunents, have
devel oped specific information about contam nation issues at
Ham | ton and renedi al solutions that represent substanti al
new i nformation, and therefore we are analyzing the
potential for inmpact fromthat activities.

And a key elenent of that is that the subsequent
EIRis only looking at the potential inpacts of the ROD RAP;
it doesn=t visit inpacts of the wetland restoration project
as a whole. Those are previously addressed, and we=re j ust

doi ng a focused analysis on the ROD RAP itself.

The project obviously Ed has covered. t hi nk
that=s a -- it=s pretty clear what we=re anal yzing and the
pur pose and need of the project=s primarily to renedi ate the
site to levels that are suitable for the wetland restoration
project. So | will nove quickly into the environnental
i npact issues that are addressed in the EIR We=ll try to
make this brief so you can answer any questions you m ght
have.

The SEIR -- did | say answer, sorry, ask any
guestions you m ght have.

The SEIR | ooks at a nunber of different
envi ronnmental resource issues that were devel oped through
t he scoping process, the initial formulation of the extent
and scope of the analysis. It |ooks at geol ogy and soils,
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wat er resources, public health, biological resources, |and
use, hazardous materials, substances, obviously,
transportation, air quality, noise and cultural resources.
And by |l ooking at the activities associated with the ROD RAP
and the existing conditions on the site, the setting, the
anal ysis attenpts to evaluate the potential for significant
environmental inpacts as stated in the significant criteria
devel oped in the docunent.

Significant inpacts were identified for five
resource areas, biological resources, transportation, air
quality, noise and cultural resources. And probably the
| argest, nost conplicated is the biological resource issues.

Qoviously there=s a | ot of biological sensitivity out there
with wetlands and with species that are sensitive and |isted
under either the federal or the state Endangered Species
Acts or otherw se |isted.

There=s different types of inpacts. The first is
primarily direct inpacts due to |loss of coastal saltmarsh
habi tat, and obvi ously excavation and di sposal in that area,
or excavation and offsite disposal of contam nation issues
in that area, would result in direct disturbance of the
habitat. So mitigation nmeasures are proposed in the EIR
that address restoration of that site. The ROD RAP actually

i ncludes attenpting to mnimze the extent of excavation
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necessary out there, and al so backfilling excavations wth
appropriate fill to allow natural revegetation

The EIR al so includes sone active restoration if
the natural restoration doesn=t occur in a tinely manner.
O her potential biological inpacts are related to species
i ssues. There=s a |lot of potential for disturbance inpact
as a result of the renedial activities, proximty issues,
noi se i ssues to sensitive species in the coastal saltnarsh
or also in the inboard area, and a nunber of nitigation
nmeasures are proposed that include preconstruction surveys

to make sure species aren=t there or activities actually to

di scourage species from being there.

And finally, you have potential inpacts from
direct nortality. Cbviously activities out in the wetland
are, you know, likely to encounter species, so simlar types
of mtigations are proposed whereby you ensure that the
species are not present at the time you=re doing the work.
You have avoi dance nechani snms, staying out of those areas
during sensitive periods of time such as breeding or nesting
seasons and actively ensuring that they=re not there through
preconstruction surveys.

Traffic inpacts, obviously there=s going to be a
nunber of vehicle trips including both workers and naterial s

bei ng transported offsite, and those vehicles will need to

California Reporting
415/457-4417



28

use the area roadways, in particular, the freeways, which as
| =m sure all of you are aware operate at a -- at or near
capacity or at or above capacity during the peak peri ods.
So it=s estimated in the EIR that there=l1 be approximtely
28 to 32 trips per day during the peak period, and although
this isn=t a substantial nunmber of trips, it does represent
additional trips on roadways that=re already at capacity.

And so the EIR identifies this as a significant
but unmtigable inpact. It is a short-terminpact once the
remedi ati on=s conpl ete, those trips obviously go away.

Air quality and noise, both of the inpacts
associated with these resources are fundanentally related to
the renmedial activities. QObviously there=s |ots of
vehi cles, lots of ground-disturbing activities that tend to
generate dust and noise. So for air quality, fugitive dust
fromexcavation, fromtruck traffic, the EIR identifies a
nunber of best managenment practices to mnimze fugitive
dust, watering the site, other controls |Iike covering spoils
pil es, covering trucks, other nmeasures as necessary to
control dust em ssions.

Noise simlarly related to the type of equi pnent
t hat woul d occur renediation activities, mtigation neasures
that have been identified to mtigate noise to a | ess-than-
significant |l evel are related to standard noi se contro
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measures on equi pnent, nmufflers and such, avoi dance of
sensitive areas during, you know, during non-peak hours,
identifying hours of operation that are not as inpacting.

Also if necessary, nore extensive nmeasures such as
noi se barriers and notification of public. A lot of the
activities would occur, you know, well out in the property
and renmoved from potential sensitive receptors, especially
t he resi dences al ong the southwestern side there.

So, you know, the noise effects fromthose would
be fairly mniml, but sone of the activities would occur
cl oser and so those would be the ones that would require
nore sensitivity to the adjacent property owners.

Lastly, cultural resources, obviously anytinme you
have ground di sturbance you have a potential to encounter
any kind of buried deposits, whether they=re human renains
or archeol ogical remains. So we have sone standard
mtigations that are included in nost kinds of projects |like
this where if you encounter those types of resources you
stop work until you characterize the resource better

Al so CEQA requires that a reasonabl e range of
alternatives be considered in the process, and alternatives
are obviously a fundanental part of all of the processes

| eading up to where we are now. There=s been a nunber of

previ ous environnental docunents fromthe disposal and re-
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use EISs originally done by the arny for disposal, the
property, to the Hamlton wetland restoration project,
EIREIS, and those all dealt with different |and use
alternatives.

So for purposes of this docunent we=re not | ooking
at different |land use alternatives; those have all been

formul ated t hrough the previous docunents and we=re assum ng

that wetland restoration is the only |and use alternative.
There=s no locational alternatives; we=re clearly dealing
with renmediation of issues on one particular site and so we
have no choice, we have to do it here.

The only remaining alternatives are renedi al
alternatives, and as Ed discussed in his presentation, that
was a fundanental part of the ROD RAP and the predecessor
docunents to the ROD RAP, consideration of a nunber of
di fferent approaches at each of the sites of contam nation.

The EIR does tal k about sonme different applications of
those on the property; however, nost of those are not really
viable alternatives, since they would either result in
substantially greater inpacts or they woul dn=t -- they would
preclude the fulfillnment of the objectives of the wetl and
restoration project, both of which are reasons for exclusion
from consi deration

So that=s a very brief overview of the EIR and,
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you know, I=mdefinitely available to answer any specific
guestions you m ght have about that. After the public
comment period, we=re obviously going to nove forward with
i ncorporating coments by the public into the draft
docurnent, and issuing a final. The final will then have to
be certified by the Coastal Conservancy which is the | ead
agency for this docunment before it can proceed. Also, al
of the | ead responsible agencies will have to issue findings
about the adequacy of the docunent for addressing
significant inpacts before they can issue project approval.

So before the ROD RAP can be approved by DTSC and
regi onal board they will have to issue findings based on the
CEQA docunent.

So | guess at this point then we=d |ike to have a
bri ef breakout session where we can just take di scussions
informal |y and answer various questions you m ght have about
the ROD/RAP or the EIR | also would rem nd you pl ease sign

in so that we can track everybody who=s here and nake sure
they=re on the mailing list, and just once -- and also if

you do wi sh to speak tonight, please fill out a speaker card
and give it to ne so that | can call on you when we open the
formal comment period which will be imredi ately after the

br eakout session, and there=s also witten coment forns if

you prefer to just wite your conments.
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And, I=msorry, did you have a question?

VO CE:  You answered it.

MR. AMUNDSON: Ckay.

SECOND VO CE: The question period, is that
separate fromthe comment period?

MR AMUNDSON:  Yes. Wiat we=d like to do is have
just an infornmal period we can answer any of the questions
you m ght have. But if you do have actual comments on the
docunents, |I=d ask if you please save themfor the form
comment period so we nmake sure and docunent them accurately
and capture them because we may not capture your coments
during informal discussions.

And al so in commenting agai n pl ease nmake sure and
i dentify which docunent you=re commenting on, whether it=s
the ROD)RAP or the EIR  And --

TH RD VO CE: |=ve changed nmy m nd

MR, AMUNDSON:. Changed your m nd about asking a
guestion or you --

THIRD VOCE: Yes, | would |ike to hear other
peopl e=s questions so can=t you have the people ask
guestions -- public discussion -- there=s not that many
peopl e here.

MR. AMUNDSON: Sure, we=re flexible. | think we

can accommodate anything. So that=s fine.
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MR. KELLER: Yes, we can accommpdate that also. A
ot of tines sone people cone and they=re not sure exactly,
t hey know t hey=ve got a concern about a particular issue but
t hey al so have questions. W can answer those questions
during this informal period and that will maybe even
formulate the cooments a little nore solidly or that type
thing also and so it hel ps that al so.

What we have over here on the side on ny left,
your right, is a lot of the history on Ham |Iton, sonme of the
ol der docunents and that type of thing. Sone people may be
interested in |looking at that. W have also avail able right
up here the actual ROD/ RAP docunent, the SEIR docunent, sone
of the materials that we tal ked about, also the feasibility
study. W can show you how the data is presented and those
types of things in those docunents.

Over on the -- your left, we=ll nove the podi um
out of the way, and there=s sone figures of the wetland
restoration project and the Coastal Conservancy, Tom
Gandesbery here, will be able to answer questions that you
m ght have on anything that goes beyond the ROD RAP out
there on the wetland project.

MR. GANDESBERY: Just wanted to nmention, clarify,
there=s -- it=s confusing -- there=re several aspects of the
corps involved here and then there are several ElIRs.
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There=s the 1998 EIR for the wetland project that the corps
and conservancy authored and that was to get Congressional
approval. | didn=t bring a copy of it.
Then | ast year we did another, a supplenental EIR
and we had hearings in this sane room and | have a copy, ny

own copy, if you want to | ook at that, and that=s what the

graphic over here represents. That has not been approved by
Congress yet, and that would create a 2600-acre wetl and
project including this airfield.

Toni ght we have a third EIR which is a -- we cal
it the subsequent EIR which is conparatively thinner and
anal yzes the cleanup plan that the arny=s devel oped, the

ROD RAP. So there=s -- just wanted to nake sure we=re --

SECOND VO CE: So if | have formal questions does
that go agai nst the comment peri od?

MR. KELLER  Formal questions can be asked during
the coment period also. |[If you got a question you think
everybody wants to hear, every -- that=s fine to have it
during the cormment period. What we do is offer this, you
know, 10-15-mnute --

MR. GANDESBERY: It=s just a stretch --

MR. KELLER: -- period to be --
MR. GANDESBERY: -- stretch break.
MR, KELLER -- able to -- it=s a stretch break
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but it=s also a break to be able to cone up and nmaybe get
questions answered on things beyond what we=re actually
commenting on here tonight. Beyond the ROD RAP docunent or
the SEIR, if you=re interested in sonething else, the people
are here to be ab e to answer those types of questions.

SECOND VO CE: So -- start to ask questions like
this or -- sonme of the questions | have here, they=re
general but they --

MR. KELLER  Well, what we=re going to do right
now is the court reporter wll go off line and this wll
becone an informal period. He=ll come back on line in about
10 to 15 mnutes and if you have a comment that you want to
go on the record or question you have that wants to go on
the record, we=l|l have a m crophone that roves around at
that point, we=ll ask you to identify yourself for the
record, ask your comments or your questions and that type of
t hi ng.

And so if you have something you want on the
record, ask that in about 10 or 15 m nutes; you can al so ask

it now also if you=d |like but he=s going to go off line as

of now.

(Whereupon, a brief recess was taken.)

MR. AMUNDSON: We=Il| get started, but before we
start the formal comrent period, I=d like to give everybody
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one nore opportunity to ask any questions. | think it

wasn=t made adequately clear that once we start the form

comment period the intent is not to respond to all of your

comments unless it=s sort of a clarification-type answer.
There=s a | ot of agencies involved here -- that too |oud --

oh, sorry -- and so, and formulating the responses requires
a lot fo coordination between agencies and so the intent
tonight is just to gather the conments for consideration.

So if anybody has any nore questions before we
open the comment period --

M5. BELSKY: Yes, this is Elena Belsky. I=mstil
having a series of questions.

Can sonebody describe the extent of the
pent achl or ophenol contam nati on and show nme on the nap where
that is and what will be renedi ated, because |=mfinding hot
spots, you know, all different little spots of that. So
sonebody describe the extent of that contam nation and show
me where on the map, please.

And that=s one of about three.

MR. KELLER: The short answer to your question is
yes and no. The -- an we show you on a map right now on
what we have here, no. There were several conpounds, the
phenol and the pentachl orophenol, those were detected in the
outfall drainage ditch. And the outfall drainage ditch is
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slated for renediation, at least the -- let nme just nove
this photo out a little bit, |I can show you a little bit on
t his.

It was detected in the drainage ditch which runs
on the outboard side of the | evee al ong through here and
out, and this whole segnent of the ditch is proposed for
excavation cl eanup through there.

| don=t have a map handy to show you those
| ocations but that=s where those datapoints are.

MS. BELSKY: Ckay, actually | have the sane
guestion for the PCBs. Can you kind of point on the map and
show t he extent and where they will be renedi ated?

MR. KELLER: Sure, and one thing to renmenber, in
t he docunent we have a list of action goals also for al
t hese different conmpounds. Just because sonething is

detected at a site doesn=t nean that it was chosen for
excavation. It nmay be at a level, especially with PCBs, we
have sone detections of PCBs that were bel ow those action
goals. So those sites aren=t suggested for renovals or
excavation at this time.

The areas that do have PCBs that we=re | ooking at
renoval s are related with the east |evee construction debris
di sposal area, fromny recollection. | can=t renenber,

there m ght be one in the antenna debris area here, |
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remenber also there was a hit of PCBs in the antenna debris
area, which is up in this northeastern corner. |It=s
actually on the outboard side of the |evee.

Both of those sites are on the outboard side of
the I evee in the coastal saltmarsh area.

MS. BELSKY: Also, sone of the neighbors were
noticing that there=s a big sanpling event that happened in
March and | was wondering if you could say, tell us, what it
was and what the results were?

MR. KELLER: Ckay, the sanpling that occurred this
| ast March occurred over the entire airfield parcel here.
That was conducted by the San Francisco district Corps of
Engi neers and the Ham | ton wetland restoration project side
of things, and that was sanpling for -- or, inboard,
areawi de DDTs. That was the alternative 4 in the ROD RAP
| ooked at the situation of how to handl e inboard, areaw de

DDTs. The question that the wetland project had was they=re

trying to get their arnms around exactly what the extent of
that problemis. And so they did a |ot of sanpling on about

a 400-foot grid; 105 points were |ocated, | believe there=re

only four that they could not sanple because of water,
standing water, at the time. So | think they sanpled at 101
different |ocations, depths down to two foot.

The report for that is due out here shortly, |
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think, to go final. | just saw a draft, internal draft.

Do you know what the schedule is on that, Ton?

MR. GANDESBERY: Next couple weeks, | would think

MR. KELLER: Next couple of weeks there should be
sonmet hing out on that. The basic thing that |=ve seen on
it, inthe top two feet, you basically get down to two feet
and you don=t have really any exceedances except, | think,
one sanple location, of the action goals. So the
contam nation is confined to the top couple of feet. Even
down at six inches a majority of the site, 60, | think, of
t he sanples, did not exceed action goals, even at six
i nches.

And so they were | ooking at how nmuch soil they
woul d have to nove around on the site. But that should be
avai l abl e in next couple of weeks.

MS. BELSKY: Ckay, | think | just have one nore
guestion. Oh, just working off of the final feasibility
study charts for all the sanpling, kind of matching, trying
to match things up, why were there so nmany not-anal yzed data
and what does that nean?

MR. KELLER: Ckay, what that neans and |=m
assum ng you=re tal king coastal saltmarsh feasibility study,

yes, okay, in the tables that we prepared for that docunent,

we wanted to present all of the data. Some of the sites, as
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| mentioned, may not have a particul ar contam nant of
concern being a concern there.

For instance, sone of the sites where we detected
maybe only petrol eum we went back and we did additional
sanpling for petroleumonly. So we didn=t do a full suite
after we=ve detected, you know, only a couple of conpounds
at a site when we do foll ow on sanpling.

The table, however, is a large matrix, and so it
has all the different sanple points listed and all of the
di fferent anal ytes that had been sanpled for in the marsh in
general. And so what you end up with is not all of the
sanpl es are sanpled for every analyte out there. And those,

it=l1 have an NA or a not-analyzed in the table.

M5, SALZMAN. During the presentation -- oh, ny
name i s Barbara Sal zman. During the presentation the
statenment was made that nost of the alternatives were not
viable and | was wondering, that sounds |ike sonme were but

were rejected. So which ones were viable but were not

chosen?
MR. KELLER:  You woul d be tal king about the SEIR
part --
M5. SALZMAN. Yes, that=s right.
MR. KELLER: -- of the presentation? Al right.
MR. AMUNDSON: Yes, actually none of them were
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considered viable. The CEQA requirenents ask that when you
| ook at alternatives, you |l ook at alternatives that allow
you to achi eve your project objectives reasonably and al so
m nimze environnental inpacts. And so the alternatives
that we considered in ternms of renedial strategies, which,
as | said in the presentation, it was narrowed down to
di fferent renedi al approaches, essentially required | arger
amounts of ground di sturbance and earth-noving and greater
i npact issues associated with that.

And, you know, therefore weren=t alternatives that
were considered better than the proposed project. O her

alternatives were, you know, there=s sone consideration

given to capping alternatives and nore onsite managenent
approaches that would have really inpaired the ability of
the site to be used as a wetland. You would have been very
restricted in what you could have done with the site and
therefore the project objectives of wetland restoration

wer en=t achi evabl e.

In addition, sone of them have extraordinarily
hi gh costs associated with them Excavating and di sposing
offsite all materials would be a terribly expensive
proposition. So of the alternatives that were considered in
the in -- that were discussed in the EIR, none of themare

considered alternatives that woul d reasonably achi eve the
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proj ect objectives.

M5. SALZMAN: So you know, so you shoul d have said
none of them were viable.

MR. AMUNDSON:  Yes.

M5. SALZMAN: Ckay, can you summarize what the
extent of the remediation that will take place in the marsh,
or are there areas that wll be excavated?

MR. KELLER: Yes, the -- that would be in the

ROD RAP docunent. There=re several locations in the narsh

One that | nentioned up here is we -- is known as the
antenna debris area. |It=s basically, it=s sone piles that
wer e garbage that were dunped there. W propose excavation
there, we propose excavation outside the stormwvater punp
stations in the marsh plain itself, and the entire drai nage
ditch all the way down through here.

W al so propose excavations for a couple of
| ocations within the east | evee construction debris disposal
area. Al so have excavation reconmended down at the boat
dock, one site within the channel itself and one site behind
t he bul khead underneath the dock structure.

And al so anot her excavation, there used to be a

historic part of the outfall drainage ditch, there=s a

couple locations along that ditch that we propose

excavation. And an area here that=s known as area 14 --
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it=s known as area 14 because it was the 14th site that was

identified in the archive search report -- that we propose
excavation at.

| believe that is it, so all of those sites we
propose excavation in the project.

M5. SALZMAN. So how -- is that, |like two acres
or --

MR. KELLER  Total inpact including around the --
we estimated sone inpact around the excavation itself for
equi pnment noving and that type of thing, is estimted at
about six acres of inpact.

M5. SALZMAN.  And how you going to mtigate for
t hat ?

MR. KELLER: This mtigation, this=ll be a short-
terminpact, and so those areas will regrow thensel ves, so

it=s not a long-termloss of --

MS. SALZMAN:  So you=re not --

MR, KELLER -- habitat --

M5. SALZMAN: -- proposing any?

MR. KELLER No. It=s not a long-term/loss of
habitat, but what Fish & Wldlife Service is looking at is
that Hamlton in itself is one project. The wetland
restoration inboard of that 500 or so acres inboard that
will be wetland is acting as mtigation for that. Again,
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it=s a short-terminpact on the outboard side.

M5. SALZMAN. Ckay, ny last question is |
understand that there=s a wetl|lands revi ew group or sonething
that -- and I=minterested in who=s included on that, if
they had a part in developing this, or was this nostly or
only agenci es that devel oped your --

MR. KELLER: |I=mnot aware of a wetlands -- Tom
are you aware of a wetlands design group or devel opnent
group?

MR. GANDESBERY: Is this the nascent group that
the agencies are getting together? Wat is that?

MS. SALZMAN: | don=t know, | --

MR. GANDESBERY: You don=t know?

M5. SALZMAN. -- soneone just nmentioned it to ne
here that someone was on it here.

MR GANDESBERY: Ch, |=m -- --

VO CES: (Il naudible.)

M5. SALZMAN. Maybe that=s it, yes.

MR. GANDESBERY: Onh, the restoration advisory
board -- there=s so many ways to say restoration, neans so
many t hi ngs.

MR. KELLER  Yes, the restoration advisory board
is not the wetland restoration, it is environnental

remedi ation restoration. The restoration advisory board
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nmeets quarterly right now. The next nmeeting is July 30th,
and we neet and it=s an opportunity, it=s a forumfor the
public and the regulators to converse back and forth on
i ssues and things surroundi ng the environnmental renediation
of the project.

It includes not only, I=ll nmention, not only the
arnmy BRAC, al so includes the navy BRAC properties and the
FUDS properties such as the landfill and north antenna
field.

MR. McMAHAN. My nanme is Lance McMahan. | work
for DTISC. And | did notice sonething in the answer that Ed
gave to for areas that are schedul ed for renediation in the
coastal saltmarsh, that there is one area that got left off,
and | think that was just an oversight. The former sewage

treatment plant outfall goes out to the bay and that area=s
slated for renediation, and I=II also point out that there
is adifference in the figures between the feasibility study
and the ROD/RAP. | believe the ROD/RAP is correct in
showi ng that area=s slated for renediation; | believe the
feasibility study shows that it isn=t.

So the feasibility study would be in error.

M5. SALZMAN: What was found there?

MR. GANDESBERY: Mercury, primarily.

MR. KELLER: Mercury and silver were the prinmary
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concern out there, | think silver was al so el evat ed.

Along with that, what we propose to do is to
remove that entire pipeline. It=s an -- it=s -- contains
asbestos in the pipeline material itself. And so what we=re
proposing to do is actually to renove the 400-and-some-odd
feet of pipeline also.

MR. AMUNDSON: Any nore questions or should we
open the formal comment period?

M5. BELSKY: One | forgot to ask. | heard a new

definition tonight and I would | ove an expl anation. |=ve

been hearing army civil works project or collaboration
versus arny BRAC cl eanup, renedi ation; can you tell me the
di fference and what the arny civil works exactly is?

MR KELLER: Yes. The Hamlton wetl and

restoration project is a civil works project that=s been

aut hori zed by Congress. The funding for that conmes out of a
different funding streamthan the arny BRAC fundi ng and

cl eanup cone from and we operate under different
authorities. And so, and the inplenmentation of the ROD RAP,
you will have two different funding streanms, one being arny
BRAC taking care of all of the sites that are listed in the
ROD/ RAP as arny BRAC sites, and through the civil works
project, the Hamlton wetland restoration project itself,

the civil works programw ||l be taking care of the
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instal l ati onwi de DDTs and those PAHs adjacent to the runway.
And it=s listed that way in the docunent, and that=s where
alternative 3 and 4 cone in. One of themis set up for the
arnmy BRAC sites, one of themis set up for the civil works
projects sites or issues.

MR, POLSON: And so just to give you one further
clarification on the US Arny Corps of Engineers, what you=re
hearing is the US Arny Corps of Engineers civil works
project, and the US Arny Corps of Engineers has multiple
m ssions and one of the corps=s mssions is civil works that
i ncl udes navigation, flood control and restoration.

And anot her of the Army Corps of Engi neers, US
Arny Corps of Engineers, missions includes mlitary support,
and so you hear about the Sacramento district, US Arny Corps
of Engineers, working with the BRAC program That=s the
mlitary support portion. And the San Francisco district of
the US Arnmy Corps of Engineers has the Hami|lton wetl and
restoration project, a civil works project.

MR. AMUNDSON: Any nore questions?

kay, well, let=s nove into the coment period
then. Again, I=d like to rem nd you, if you can, please
i dentify which docunment you=re conmenting on. |If you=re

interested in the renedial alternatives in the ROD/ RAP

pl ease indicate that; if you=re interested in the
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envi ronnment al concerns, please comment on the EIR

And at this point | have two speaker cards; is
t here anybody el se who -- okay.

Okay, and the first card | have is El ena Bel sky.
Do you have any additional --

M5. BELSKY: Actually -- all mne --

MR. AMUNDSON: I n the question-and-answer -- well,

that was qui ck and easy then, okay.

Grant Davi s.
MR. DAVIS: Thanks a lot. | wanted to cone here
tonight. I=mthe executive director of a group called the

Bay Institute of San Francisco. W-=ve been involved on and
supporting this wetland restoration project for many years.
W noved our offices recently up to Hamilton in building

500 and specifically to be involved in making sure that

there=s a long-termwetland restoration project carried out
here successful ly.

And | really want to conplinment the agencies that
are involved with comng up with a strategy to nove this
forward. We feel that this is a project that=s nationally
significant, a project that=s taken many, nmany years to cone
to fruition, and I would view this toni ght as anot her
chapter in the Ham | ton saga.

There=s a | ot of affordable housing and ot her
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units that are already been -- that have been built. The
hangars are viable comrerci al space, and years ago as part
of the BRAC process the comunity cane together with a
conceptual plan that you=re in part inplenmenting tonight.

Fromthe Bay Institute=s point of view, while we
recogni ze there=s a nunber of environnmental issues and
concerns that your renediation plan is addressing, we=re
also mndful of howthis fits in the context. W run a
programw th the Coastal Conservancy and the Arny Corps that
was nmentioned earlier in ternms of the wetland restoration
opportunities for San Pablo bay. And what | think you=re
doing is setting up an early transfer fromthe federal
government to the state and that=s sonething we
whol eheartedly support to nove the project out and continue
seeki ng broad public funding on the federal |evel through
the different processes to assist in the restoration effort
her e.

And fromthe Bay Institute=s point of view we=re
particul arly anxi ous and supportive of the effort right now,
t aki ng advantage of the Bel Marin Keys unit 5 parcel and the
pl anni ng process, and that was sonething that we had hoped

for many years ago, and I=mdelighted to see that that=s

actually in the works. And we, for various reasons, are now

able to take advantage of planning horizons and what we=re
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| earning fromthe science of ecosystemrestoration to plan
this accordingly.

So again, having the regional board step forward
as a long-termpartner on this on the local |evel we think
is areally productive step, and | appl aud the Coast al
Conservancy for providing the | eadership to keep this
project on track, and for the corps noving along through its
own process to ultimately transfer this site.

So it=s really here to say thank you for the
effort to date and continue the great work.

MR. AMUNDSON: Thanks.

Marucia Britto.

M5. BRITTO Hi, ny nane is Marucia Britto, and |
ama Ham lton resident, and |=mal so community
representative at the Hamlton RAB. | amal so very excited
about having a habitat restoration right on the other side

of the I evee frommnmy house. | hope the npbsquitoes won=t eat
me alive, but | think it=s a very exciting project, to be
able to use dredged materials in a beneficial way in the bay
area in such a big way.

| have one concern and it=s related to the ROD/ RAP
whi ch says that sonme contami nation will be managed onsite
beneath three feet of stable cover. | would like to know
how can we be assured that the cover will be stable and how
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will that be nmonitored and by whom which agency.

MR. KELLER | can actually answer a little bit of
that. We=l1 have a formal response, of course.

The nonitoring that | had nentioned, |ong-term
nmoni toring, once the | evee breach takes place, the Ham I ton
wetl and restoration project in their authorization has 13
years of nonitoring how the wetland develops. |f for any
reason the wetland is not developing in a way that we
believe or had planned it to devel op, such as having a
channel start to devel op sonmewhere where we didn=t think it

was going to, or that type of thing, there=s an adaptive

managenent phase of that whol e project.

The hope going in is that we will have renoved any
contam nation in the area where you=l|l have the deepest
channels on the site, so that you won=t have any need for
adaptive managenent down the road. The places where you=l
see the alternatives for |eaving contanination under three
feet of cover for nost of the sites are around the perineter
of the sites where you would have very little wave acti on,
very little tidal energy, very low risk of having any kind
of maj or channel s devel op there.

And so it=s not the right solution for al
| ocations on the site, but we think it is a good sol ution

for sone of the |ocations on the site.
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M5. BRITTO. Is it correct to assune that the
areas that have contam nation, they will already have three
feet of cover before we start filling in the area for
habi t at ?

MR. KELLER It will have -- the requirenent is to
have the three feet of material in place prior to | evee
br each.

M5. BRITTO  Ckay.

MR. KELLER: And that that three feet nust be
mai ntai ned over the life of the wetland. GCkay, now as |
menti oned, nost of the areas on the site will actually have
much nore than three feet of fill on it, because of the
subsi dence of the land, you=re going to have nore |ike 10
feet of fill over many areas of the site. And that wll be
nmoni t ored, how the wetl and devel ops, to nake sure that
sonet hing i s not happening that we did not plan.

M5. BRITTO And who is going to nonitor it?

MR. KELLER It=Il be nostly the Ham Iton wetl and
restoration project responsibility for nonitoring how the
wet |l and overall is developing. 1In conjunction with that, if
we have particular sites that were arny BRAC responsibility
where we need to nonitor something on that, what we hope to
do si to add to their nonitoring program and provide the

funding to add to the nonitoring programto oversee
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nonitoring for those locations instead of having two

separate nonitoring efforts occurring, we=d rather see one

coordinated efforts versus two separate efforts.

That extends for 13 years out into the future past
| evee breach. After the 13-year mark, for the arny BRAC
sites, the arny is still responsible for nonitoring. After
that 13-year point in the future for the civil works side of
t hi ngs, then the Coastal Conservancy and the state woul d
pi ck up nonitoring requirenents.

M5. BRITTO  Ckay, thank you.

MR. AMUNDSON: Any additional questions?

MR. BERSON: M nane is Alan Berson. | live in
Baysi de at Ham | t on.

It was pointed out to ne in the informal period
that | -- that the site evaluation currently says there are
no current or anticipated unacceptabl e human health ri sks,
and so that all we=ve been tal king about is to provide an

environnment that=s safe for the birds and the bees.

Now | wonder if you could tell ne if there are any
plans in place that have criteria already established for
nmoni tori ng whether or not this whole effort has been
successful, that is, not know ng anything about this area,
presumably there are sonme aninmal life and plant life that

are desirable to get back into this environnent.
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So again my question is have criteria been
establ i shed by one of the agencies, presumably the Coast al
Conservancy, for establishing whether or not this has been
successful. For exanple, is there a threshold, you know, X
animals alive after Y years.

MR. GANDESBERY: Yes. There -- in the regulatory
agencies this project will -- the civil works programis
going to at sone point in the near future apply for permts
fromthe water board and ot her agencies for placing the
dredged material on the site. And at that point they=l|
make a formal decision about the nonitoring program But we
have sort of a generic program already designed and it=s

based on other nonitoring that we=ve done on other projects,

ot her sponsors have done.

And typically they ook at -- and you can make use
of very efficiently, cost-effectively, of aerial photos,
interpretation of those for percent cover of plant, and
mainly in the tidal marsh, say, it would be picklewed. So
they | ook for, after X nunmber of years, how rmuch pickl eweed
do you have.

On the -- and also on the physical side, |ooking

at the anmpbunt of accretion of sedinent that=s come in on the
tides, that can be neasured very exactly. We=l| be | ooking

at the cross-sections in sone of these |larger channels to
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see how far down, what the dinensions are after a few years.
And typically the nonitoring starts out very aggressively
on maybe a yearly scale, and then goes to every three years,
every -- once every five years, you know, if things work

out.

Al so we expect to see sone chemical nonitoring in
terns of contam nants and water quality, and we=l1 be
| ooki ng at possibly putting sonme nonitoring out that does
that, and then just so we can be assured that -- and al so be
nice to be able to conpare the water quality in this wetland
to the rest of the bay and to other simlar marshes where
t here=s nonitoring.

And there is a large nonitoring programalready in
pl ace throughout the bay area, a regional nonitoring program
where they |l ook at toxic effects and chemi cal levels in
fish. They were involved in gathering the data for these
fish advi sories about, you know, that fish in the bay are
hazardous to people, tell us not to eat too many fish. so
that program we could nake use of those nethods and those
protocols and do sonmething simlar or, you know, or tag onto
their program and have them cone | ook at our narsh once or
twice a year.

In fact, nowthat | think of it, the Arny Corps

has an experinment station in Mssissippi. They=ve cone out,
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they=re very interested in doing a study of nercury
contam nation. That=s a regional problemin San Francisco
bay. They want to use this as a natural experinent, because
they can | ook at, you know, what it | ooks |ike before and

during and after the restoration project. So there=s going

to be additional work on mercury out here.

MR. BERSON: Thank you.

MR. AMUNDSON: Anyone el se have a comrent ?

MR. McNI CHOLAS: Right here, just, oh, get the
m ke. Question is we=re tal king about all the future, 20-
sone years in the future. 1s there anything set in plans or
concrete or Congressional or whatever for that these things
will cone to be or are they all suppositions that they=l|
cone, they may happen, or they just, as | say, may happen,
vapor war e?

MR. AMUNDSON: Can you say your nane for the
record.

MR. McNICHOLAS: Bill McNi cholas. And |I=ma new
menber to the RAB.

MR. GANDESBERY: | nentioned earlier we had a 1998
EIR, EIS/EIR and that |ooked at restoring the arny BRAC and
this north antenna field which is fornmer arny property

t hat =s now owned by the state | ands comm ssion. This becane

aut hori zed, | mean, the reason we did the restoration
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pl anni ng ahead of the cleanup plan which is what we=re
tal king about tonight is that we needed to have that study
done in place to get Congressional approval.
So Congress approved this in 1999 and they funded
the corps of engineers shortly thereafter, | think in the

year >99 budget, to start work. And so that the
conservancy=s a | ocal sponsor to the corps. W provide 25

percent of the cost plus take care of all the |ands, we need
to acquire the land, the easenents. And there=s a power
line and there=s a sewer line here, and the rights-of-way,
and we just have a little right-of-way over here.

So we have to take care of sone of the |oca
details. That is the way | like to look at it, is the
Congress has ordered the corps to build it. Wen we were in
t hat pl anning stage, we realized there=s an additional piece
here of land that had been slated for nore devel oprent,
simlar to those homes in this area, had not gone well. The
| andowner was interested in selling it, so we acquired this
in the year 2001.

This piece, the Bel Marin Keys unit 5 piece, has
not been authorized by Congress. W have wording in pending
legislation to add it, but that has not been bl essed. And

so as far as we could go with the planning process we=ve

done. We=ve just conpleted the EIR supplenental EIR and
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that, but that=s basically on hold until Congress approves
it.

MS. SALZMAN. Oh, | just wanted to add Marin
Audubon=s voice to what Grant said earlier in support of
restoring marsh here. |It=s a really significant and
regional ly and nati onwi de project and we fought off
devel opnent for the last 20 years on these two sites, and so
to have this acconplished will be truly a magnificent
occurrence. So we |look forward to it. That doesn=t nean
t hat you shoul dn=t be doing a good job cleaning up and
ensuring that the contam nants are addressed and properly
taken care of, but it=s a great thing you=re doing, and just
do it right, and stick with it.

MR DAVIS: | wanted to add one |ast comment.
This is Gant Davis again. And, Barbara, we=re obviously in
t he sane boat here.

| think for the community and for Marin county and
the city of Novato, | do think that there is still a desire
to state for the record that a long-term nonitoring program
be put in place, and that it be as robust as possible. |[|=ve
seen |l arge projects nationwi de in which because this is a
new sci ence and ecosystemrestoration is evolving, we=ve
seen fromthe Sonoma bayl ands project that we=ve | earned

fromthat dredging disposal opportunity to informthe
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Ham [ ton wetland restoration project that if there are
doubts, let=s err on the side of providing nore |ong-term
adaptive managenent and nonitoring on this particul ar
project, and | was delighted to hear Tom say that the corps
m ght have an interest in the nmercury piece, because we can
learn a |l ot through this.

And so that=s really the opportunity we don=t want
to lose, is to take the interested regul atory agenci es and
the restoration scientists and take advantage of what we do
know, build off the learning | essons off of this, and so to

do that we would want to have a nonitoring conponent that=s

as thorough as possible and really learn fromthat.

MR. AMUNDSON: Any additional comments?

kay, well, | guess that concludes the comrent
peri od.

l=d like to rem nd everybody that the coment
period for both the RO RAP and the EIR are still open until

the 21st of July. So if you have comments or if your
friends have coments, anybody you know, please get themto
us by that date. The addresses for submtting coments are
provided on the fact sheets at the back. If you have
comments on the ROD)RAP, they go to Ed. If you have
comments on the EIR to Tom

And if also if you can submt them electronically,
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of course, that=s far nore convenient for us, obviously, any
way you want to submt them And | think that=s it, but,
Lance, you wanted to --

MR. McMAHAN:  Comments can al so be directed to the
department or to the water board.

MR. AMUNDSON: Ckay, comments can al so be directed
to the Departnment of Toxic Substances Control or the

Regi onal Water Quality Control Board. 1=Il just point out

Tomis a sort of central clearinghouse for comments on one
particul ar docunent and Ed for the ROD RAP, but, yes, you
can submt themto DTSC or RAQCB as wel |.

And so on behal f of everyone who=s involved with
this and who=s here tonight, | want to thank you all for
comng and taking time off your schedule, and stay involved,
and thanks a |ot.

(Whereupon, at 9:04 p.m, the public hearing in

the above-entitled matter was concl uded.)

California Reporting
415/457-4417



61
CERTI FI CATE

This is to certify that the attached proceedi ngs
before the US Departnent of the Arny, Base Realignnent and
Cl osure Program California Departnent of Toxic Substances
Control, San Franci sco Regional Water Quality Control Board,
and California State Coastal Conservancy, in the matter of
Ham lton Arnmy Airfield Main Airfield Parcel Record of
Deci si on/ Renedi al Action Plan and Subsequent Environnent al
| npact Report, were held on Wednesday, July 9, 2003, in
Novato, California, as therein appears, and that this is the

original transcript thereof for the files of the agencies.
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