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McCLELLAN MEETING MINUTES

October 24, 2001
McClellan AFB Restoration Advisory Board Meeting

FC Joyce Elementary School

RAB Members in Attendance:
Robert Blanchard, Community Member
Gary Collier, Community Member
Kevin Depies, CA Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC)
Bill Gibson, Community Member
David Green (alternate for Rick Solander), Air Force Base Conversion Agency (AFBCA)
Paul Green, Community Member
Joe Healy, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA)
Alan Hersh, McClellan Park
Sandra Kinsey, Community Member
James Taylor, CA Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB)
Julian Tullis, Congressmember Matsui’s office
Lola Warrick, Community Member

Welcome and Meeting Guidelines
Marie Rainwater, the meeting facilitator, welcomed all attendees to the McClellan Air Force
Base (AFB) Restoration Advisory Board (RAB) meeting.  Ms. Rainwater reviewed the RAB
ground rules.

RAB Member Introductions
The RAB members introduced themselves to the public.

Agenda
Ms. Rainwater reviewed the agenda and the procedures for the public comment period.  A
handout was available that responded to the public comments made during the June 20, 2001,
RAB meeting.  A fact sheet entitled, “What is a RAB?” was also made available to the public
(see Attachment 1).

Comments on June 20, 2001, Meeting Minutes
The minutes were approved and finalized with no changes.

Cleanup Update
David Green gave an update on the cleanup activities at McClellan (see Attachment 2).  A
summary follows.

•  Confirmed Site (CS) 10.  Installation of the CS 10 tent is almost complete.  Trailers were set
up for the on-site laboratory.  The electrical lines and generators were installed to provide
electrical power to the site.  In November 2001, site workers will be simulating the removal
and/or opening of the drums to ensure that all personnel are familiar with the safety
procedures and practices.  The excavation of the site will begin in late December 2001.
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•  Operable Unit (OU) B1 Drainage Ditch.  This ongoing cleanup project involves removing
approximately one foot of PCB-contaminated sediment.  This project is scheduled for
completion in November 2001.

•  Soil Staging Pile Facility.  This construction project has just begun.  It is a centralized
storage facility for contaminated soil.  Approximately four acres will be lined with
specialized low permeability asphalt.  The project is scheduled for completion in December
2001.

•  West Area Grass Fire.  On October 10, 2001, a fire occurred on three acres in the West
Area of McClellan.  The Sacramento Metro Fire Department could not identify the source of
the fire, which burned approximately 1/3 acre of a vernal pool.  The U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service (USFWS) was notified.

•  Groundwater Treatment Plant (GWTP).  In April and May 2001, the Air Force collected
effluent samples at the GWTP, and traces of hexavalent chrome were found to exceed the
monitoring average limit of 10 micrograms per liter (µg/L).  On August 13, 2001, the
Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) issued a notice of violation (NOV) to the
Air Force.  This is a complex issue, and the Air Force is working with the contractor and
regulators to determine the source and solution.

•  On August 13, 2001, Air Force officials spotted a spill of Aqueous Film Forming Foam
(AFFF) into Magpie Creek.  The RWQCB issued an NOV to McClellan Park for the
incident.   Alan Hersh commented that the incident occurred while a foam fire suppressant
system was being installed at Building 251.  The AFFF foam is an organic substance used in
the system.

•  David Green thanked Bill Gibson on behalf of the AFBCA for support of McClellan’s
environmental program.   Paul Brunner, McClellan AFBCA Base Realignment and Closure
(BRAC) Environmental Coordinator, was afforded the opportunity to speak on the status of
the Superfund program at the Sacramento Environmental Commission through an invitation
by Mr. Gibson.

David Green also thanked Congressmembers Matsui and Ose for their support in the
environmental funding program.  Last year McClellan AFB anticipated receiving $5.2
million for the cleanup budget; however, by the end of the year McClellan AFB received
$26.8 million.  For fiscal year 2002, the cleanup program requires $56.8 million.  Currently,
McClellan AFB anticipates receiving $29.6 million and has asked the Congressmembers for
their continued support in the environmental program.

CERCLA Process Review
Ms. Rainwater gave a simplified, graphical overview of the Comprehensive Environmental
Response Compensation Liability Act (CERCLA) process.

Record of Decision (ROD) and Proposed Plan Overview
Joe Healy gave an overview on the ROD and Proposed Plan process.

Final cleanup remedies are officially written in a document called the ROD.  The law requires
that the alternatives for a final remedy be evaluated and compared using nine specific criteria:



McClellan AFB Page 3 of 10 24 October 2001
RAB Meeting

Threshold Criteria (must be met)

1. Protective of human health and the environment; and

2. Legal.

Balancing Criteria

3. How effective it is in the long term;

4. How effective it is in the short term;

5. How easy it is to do;

6. How much it costs; and

7. How much waste will be destroyed as opposed to remaining in place.

Modifying Criteria

8. Requires consideration of state concerns.  Before making a final decision, the Air Force is
required to submit a Proposed Plan for review and comment.  This document, written in
laymen terms, summarizes the possible alternatives considered in the ROD, analyzes the
nine criteria, and indicates the Air Force’s preferred alternatives.

9. Requires consideration of community concerns.

There is a 30-day public comment period for the Proposed Plan.  Members of the public can
submit their concerns or comments in writing or attend the public meeting.  The Air Force is
required to provide written responses to the public comments and include these in the ROD.  The
ROD also summarizes regulators’ concerns expressed during the regulatory review.

The purpose of the ROD is to provide legal binding requirements.  The ROD freezes the cleanup
standards at the time it is signed.

The ROD will be amended if the remedy selected turns out to be unsuccessful or has flaws.  This
involves going through the decision process again.  The ultimate goal is to ensure protection of
human health and the environment.

Questions/Answers
Paul Green asked if the Proposed Plan is written in technical laymen terms, are pros and cons
included and, if so, are they strictly related to the technical details or do they cover such issues
as the amount of noise or other issues that might impact the environment on which the public
and RAB would have the opportunity to give recommendations to the Air Force?  Mr. Healy
stated that the Proposed Plan itself does not go into excessive details.  However, it summarizes
the key points of the pros and cons and attempts to entice those who are more interested to look
at the detailed analysis in the Feasibility Study made available to the public in the Administrative
Record.

Paul Green suggests that when writing the Proposed Plan, the Air Force should make sure that
the summary includes things that the public will be most interested in, so that the public can
make an informed decision of how the alternative will affect them.

Mr. Healy stated they would appreciate getting advice from the RAB in advance so they can
focus their presentation of the Proposed Plan on community issues.
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Mr. Gibson asked if the ROD were amended, would there be new technology that would
improve and reduce the timeframe, or if the standards were changed and tightened and the Air
Force needed to do something else to complete the cleanup, would a new ROD be written.
Mr. Healy stated that if a new technology is available, the Air Force would still have to consult
with the community.  The Air Force cannot unilaterally make a change.  If standards become
more stringent, they would be compared with the existing cleanup standards.  If the existing
cleanup standards were no longer within the accepted risk range, there would be grounds to
amend the ROD.

Mr. Healy explained that a ROD amendment is essentially a new ROD.  In cases where remedies
specified in the ROD are revised (due to new information, for example) but are not essentially
changed, a document called an Explanation of Significant Differences is prepared.

Lola Warrick stated that if a 3–4 page document were available which bulleted the
information in the Proposed Plan, the RAB could use it as a tool to increase public interest in
the cleanup activities.

Mr. Hersh asked how the RAB fits in the process.  Mr. Healy stated that as the RODs come
closer to being finalized, he would like to obtain insight and feedback from RAB members to
determine the most important concerns that can be addressed at the public meeting.

Sandra Kinsey asked if there is a status report of current RODs that are in the process.
Mr. Healy stated the RODs would be presented during tonight’s meeting.

Ms. Kinsey asked where the Administrative Records are located.  Mr. Healy said they are
located in Building 10 at McClellan Park.

Ms. Kinsey asked, as a member of the public, if she wanted to find out what the status is, and
did not know where the Administrative Records are kept, what other option would there be.
Mr. Healy stated that fact sheets would be distributed containing contact information, a map of
how to get to the Administrative Record, and McClellan’s environmental Web site.

Ms. Kinsey asked if the Proposed Plan will be on the Web site and can she follow the progress
of any ROD using the Web site?  Mr. Brunner answered yes.

McClellan RODs
Mr. Brunner stated that the RODs are important for more than just regulatory purposes.  The
ROD is a major key to transferring the property by deed.  In order to facilitate the transferring
process, the Air Force divided the cleanup efforts into eight RODS.  However, the highest
priority, as always, is protecting human health and the environment.  This is all explained in the
following presentations of the eight McClellan RODs.  Each Installation Restoration Program
site goes through the CERCLA process and gets closed out.

(Attachment 3 shows maps of the ROD areas, schedules for Proposed Plan public comments
periods, and for ROD completions.)

1) Groundwater ROD
James Taylor briefed the RAB on the Basewide Groundwater and Soil Volatile Organic
Compound (VOC) ROD.  The purpose of this ROD is to select the final remedy and cleanup
levels for VOC-contaminated groundwater and soil.  Highlights of this presentation are as
follows:
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• This is a basewide ROD because a contaminated groundwater plume underlies a large
portion of the base.

• The source areas for the groundwater plumes are currently being cleaned up under
removal actions consisting of 14 soil vapor extraction (SVE) systems, treating soil at
approximately 80 locations.

• In 1995, a Groundwater Interim ROD (IROD) was signed, which required capture and
cleanup of contaminated groundwater to federal maximum contaminant levels (MCLs) in
three phases.  The Air Force implemented Phases I and II by installing approximately 60
groundwater extraction wells, treating the water at a central groundwater treatment plant,
and discharging the treated groundwater to Magpie Creek.  Phases I and II have resulted
in approximately 90% containment of the groundwater plumes.  The agencies have
reached agreement to proceed with implementing Phase III of the IROD.  This will
require construction of approximately 50 additional groundwater extraction wells.  The
SVE removal action and the groundwater IROD actions have resulted in the removal of
over 1 million pounds of VOCs from the environment as of this date.

• The Air Force and the state are currently in formal dispute over the final remedy and
cleanup levels for the groundwater plumes.  The dispute is over the applicability of state
requirements for setting cleanup levels at McClellan.  The Air Force’s position is that
federal standards apply to the groundwater cleanup, whereas the state’s position is that
state requirements, which are more stringent, apply to the groundwater cleanup.

The Air Force and the state agree that the technical difference in implementing a final
remedy to contain the groundwater plume to either 5 parts per billion (ppb) or 2.3 ppb for
TCE is not extreme.  However, the state requirements would require containment of a
larger volume of water and construction of a few more groundwater extraction wells.
There is also considerable uncertainty in the estimates of how quickly the groundwater
cleanup will proceed beyond the first 30 years the treatment system is operational.

The state believes that the disputed issues over the applicability of state requirements for
setting cleanup levels at McClellan could have statewide implications for cleanups at
other federal facilities in California.

It is anticipated that the dispute resolution process should be completed in the spring of
2002.  Once the dispute is resolved, the Proposed Plan will be reissued, followed by the
ROD.

Questions/Answers
Gary Collier asked about the well located near North Avenue and the site designation for the
particular plume.  Mr. Taylor stated that there is not a source area at that location.  The plume
underlies that area and will be addressed by the groundwater cleanup.

Mr. Collier asked when an extraction well will be installed.  Mr. Taylor stated that Phase III is
being implemented.  A work plan will be developed, and construction will begin within the next
year.  At that time, well locations will be selected.

Mr. Collier asked if the extraction wells will pump the water to the main treatment plant.
Mr. Taylor stated that the water would be conveyed back to the main plant.
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Mr. Hersh asked once the dispute is resolved and a cleanup level agreed upon, what types of
alternatives will be evaluated in the groundwater ROD.  Mr. Taylor stated that because there
are not very many technologies that can treat such large plumes, the Air Force is going with a
presumptive remedy, which is pump-and-treat of groundwater.

Mr. Hersh asked if this ROD could come to closure rather quickly after the dispute resolution.
Mr. Taylor replied yes, the Proposed Plan will be reissued, and public input will be solicited.  It
will follow the normal schedule for document review and finalization, which usually takes
approximately eight months.

Robert Blanchard asked if there is any plume migration near the Rio Linda/Elverta water
district.  Mr. Taylor stated that the current groundwater treatment system has contained
approximately 90% of the plume.  Fortunately, the plume is not moving very rapidly on the
fringes.  The Air Force and agencies are aware of the possibility that the plume could move, and
other wells could be impacted; that is why there is a quarterly monitoring program to keep track
of the movement of the plume.

Mr. Blanchard asked if the plume is moving, and in what direction.  Mr. Taylor stated that the
regional groundwater flow is to the southwest.  However, because of pumping influences, the
plume could deviate in different directions.  The 60 extraction wells that are currently pumping
draw down the water level and influence the water to flow back toward the extraction wells.  A
large portion of this plume is stable.  The Air Force will fill additional data gaps during this
Phase III effort in an attempt to further define the vertical and lateral extent of the plume.

Ms. Warrick asked how deep are we talking.  Mr. Taylor stated that there several layers.  Most
of the contamination is near the groundwater table, which is shallow.  Over time, the
contamination has gone deeper–greater than 200 feet in some places.

2) Local Redevelopment Authority (LRA) Initial Parcel ROD
Steve Mayer briefed the RAB on the LRA Initial Parcel ROD.  This ROD represents the first
desired property with regard to the redevelopment of the base.  This property is about 20% of
the base, 668 acres.  There are 110 sites/properties being addressed in this ROD, chosen
because they are expected to be easy to clean up and therefore can be transferred quickly.
Because the Groundwater ROD will not be in place before this ROD is complete, a
mechanism called a Finding of Suitability for Early Transfer (FOSET) will be used to deed
these properties.  If any site in this ROD becomes contentious, it will be carved out and
addressed in a follow-on ROD.

Questions/Answers
Paul Green asked since the contamination at these 110 sites is so varied if it will take another
four to five months to determine proposed methods for them all.  Mr. Mayer stated that the
primary method at these sites is excavation of the soil.

Paul Green asked why it would take until March 2002.  Mr. Mayer stated that this time frame
includes the time it takes the documents to be produced, for agency and public review and
comments, and incorporation of the comments.

Ms. Kinsey asked if the Groundwater ROD is going to impact the LRA ROD.  Mr. Mayer stated
that by using the FOSET, the Groundwater ROD would not delay the LRA ROD.  Mr. Brunner
further explained that the two RODs are connected; if the FOSET were not employed, the LRA
ROD would in fact be delayed until the Groundwater ROD was completed.
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Mr. Hersh asked if McClellan AFB receives funding to prepare the feasibility study, Proposed
Plan, and final ROD for the Initial Parcel.  Mr. Mayer answered yes.

Mr. Hersh asked if the RAB might assist if there is an area of critical importance that was not
being funded because of the shortfalls in funding mentioned earlier.  Mr. Brunner stated that
the shortfall is essentially in the cleanup of the radioactive site.  He said the commitment from
the Department of Defense is that as funds are required, funds will be sent.

Mr. Collier asked if McClellan AFB is releasing these properties under FOSET without
conducting a radiological assessment.  David Green stated that Air Force officials have sampled
around CS 10 for radiological contamination of groundwater and air.  As Air Force officials
address the other landfills, they will also be monitoring for contaminants such as radon, tritium,
as well as other fission products.

3) Air Force Small Volume ROD
Mr. Mayer briefed the RAB on the Air Force Small Volume ROD.  This ROD addresses
1,400 acres of the base and approximately 100 sites.  These sites are relatively small in terms
of the amount of contamination that is contained in them.  They historically tend to be spill
sites.  The purpose of this parcel is a packaging of a large amount of acreage in terms of the
Air Force’s ability to prepare this property to deed over.

An unresolved area, the airfield, has radiological surveys going on.  The results of the
radiological surveys may have some impacts in terms of the number of sites that will be
included in this ROD.  If any site in this ROD becomes contentious, it will be carved out and
addressed in the Strategic Site ROD.

4) CS 10 ROD
David Green briefed the RAB on the CS 10 ROD.  CS 10 is a disposal pit that is less than
two acres in size.  Plutonium was discovered at this site, and a time critical removal action is
underway.  The entire site will be excavated, the contents removed, and the hole backfilled
with clean soil.  There will not be a feasibility study since the site is being dug up.  After the
effort is completed, the property will be transferred to the LRA.  It is anticipated that there
will no further actions necessary.

The lessons learned and information gleaned from the excavation cleanup of CS 10 will aid
the Air Force in the Strategic ROD, which encompasses most of the other disposal pits.

Questions/Answers
Mr. Gibson commented that at the Environmental Commission Meeting, some of the
commissioners expressed an interest in visiting this site.  Is this possible?  David Green
answered yes, and that it would be appropriate for Mr. Gibson to set up the tour through the
Public Affairs Office.  Excavation will begin in late December 2001 and will become a restricted
area for visiting.

5) Strategic Sites ROD
Kevin Depies briefed the RAB on the Strategic Sites ROD.  This ROD currently addresses 80
sites, which may be added to if complications arise from other sites.  The sites in this ROD
generally fall into the most heavily contaminated, are not desired for rapid reuse, and they
will benefit from innovative technologies currently under investigation.  These sites are
likely to be the most expensive sites for cleanup and will require a lot of community input.
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6) Building 252 ROD
Mr. Depies briefed the RAB on the Building 252 ROD.  This building has its own ROD
because it is unique and complex in the type of contamination present.  From 1937 to 1990 it
was used to repair and maintain cameras, parachutes, and aircraft instruments.  Radionuclide
compounds, such as radium, were handled.  Additionally, this building was used for special
classified operations and has also been designated as an historical landmark.

The building and nearby soil is contaminated with mercury, radium, lead, and other metals.
There are also high concentrations of VOCs in the soil and groundwater.  The VOCs and
most of the metal contamination have already been quantified; however, there is some minor
uncertainty on the extent of radium and cesium contamination of the subsurface soil.  There
have been three unsuccessful efforts to clean up the mercury contamination in the building.

Accordingly, protective measures at this site have been taken to restrict public exposure.

Questions/Answers
Ms. Kinsey asked if she should be concerned since she worked in Building 252.  Mr. Depies
stated that it depends upon what activities she performed.  He stated that he would talk with
Ms. Kinsey after the meeting in more detail.

Mr. Hersh stated that the best thing for Building 252 is demolition, since there is zero
potential for future reuse.  Mr. Depies stated that this could be further discussed in the BRAC
Cleanup Team (BCT) meeting.

Mr. Collier asked when was the last time Building 252 was occupied.  Mr. Depies answered
1990.

Mr. Collier asked if the classified operations were the Technical Operations Division or some
other entity.  Mr. Brunner stated that during investigations of Building 252, there was a reference
to a special operations facility within the building.  It is unknown if this means technical
operations.

Mr. Blanchard stated that with that degree of contamination and category of contaminants,
there should be some kind of effort to locate people who had worked in that area and advise
them of the potential health problems and/or establish a baseline of some of the problems that
have resulted from this building.   David Green stated that in the mid-1990s, former employees
(radium-dial painters) who had worked in that facility were offered whole-body scans to identify
potential exposure.  Approximately 50 people were tested, and the results were that these people
did not have any exposure to the radium, any more than the normal population.

Mr. Brunner stated he will bring Mr. Blanchard’s suggestion to the BCT meeting since more
information is surfacing.

Ms. Warrick asked why Building 252 is considered a historical building.  Mr. Depies answered
because of its age and how it was constructed.  He also stated that it should not be very difficult
to change the status of this building.  There is adequate justification for this building to be
demolished.

7) Ecological Sites ROD
Mr. Healy briefed the RAB on the Ecological Sites ROD.  This ROD addresses open spaces
that are good environments for supporting wildlife.  Air Force officials are conducting a
study to determine whether pollutants still reside in significant levels in the mud at the
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bottom of the creeks or flood plains.  The Air Force is working with the USFWS to
determine if there are any other requirements that need to be addressed.

This ROD will be linked to the Strategic Sites ROD, because large amounts of creek mud
and other soil material might be removed.  This will be the last ROD to be completed at
McClellan.  Any delays in other RODs will cause this schedule to be extended.

Questions/Answers
Paul Green asked if the recent fire in this area will have any consequences for this ROD or if
the fire caused the ecological life to migrate.  Mr. Healy answered no.

Mr. Gibson asked what contaminants exist in the north part of the base.  Mr. Brunner stated
that the creeks on the north end of the base are not contaminated.  The Air Force purchased
property where there was a metal dismantler, which resulted in the area being contaminated with
PCBs and metals.  This may have contaminated the vernal pools.

Ms. Warrick asked how to get rid of PCBs. Mr. Healy stated that PCBs are difficult because
they are persistent.  Toxicologists usually want to lower the concentration of what is considered
safe.  Air Force officials have explored PCBs and various possible treatment options at OU B-1
for many years.

Mr. Collier stated that a report from the USFWS indicated that they did not want to see
replacement vernal pools for the damage created on the base.  He asked if this will endanger
the remainder of the vernal pool area and if the City of Sacramento is applying pressure to
develop this land.  Mr. Healy stated that he is not aware of development pressures for this land
or of any imminent danger to the existing vernal pools.  Some vernal pools were potentially
exposed to mud dredged from the creek approximately four years ago.  This is still being
investigated; however, the pools do not appear to be in any danger.

Mr. Collier asked if the vernal pool area will be abandoned.  Molly Enlow, AFBCA’s
contracted natural resource expert, stated that the offset that USFWS requested was for the
damage to the creek, damage that has already been done and is compensated.

Mr. Collier asked that in terms of creation of off-site vernal pools, does that mean that the on-
site area will be abandoned.  Ms. Enlow answered no.  USFWS is still requesting that that area
be permanently set aside as open space.

Mr. Hersh stated that the approved Reuse Plan indicates the north and west area (except for the
paved road and the bunkers) should remain as preserves.  McClellan Park is working with the
Air Force on mitigating non-beneficial vernal pools located in the grassy areas and the end field.

Ms. Enlow stated that part of the proposal for restoring habitats from the creek damage was to
restore the vernal pools along the creeks as part of the mitigation.  However, because of the
cleanup program and the fact that it will take a while to determine what are the best cleanup
options for that area, USFWS are not interested in waiting for that determination to mitigate for
the prior action.  USFWS wants it to be mitigated offsite.

Mr. Brunner stated that the Air Force is not receiving pressure to do anything more than have it
be a natural preserve.  The remedy for this ROD is down the road.  Mr. Brunner encouraged the
RAB and community to participate in the decision regarding the sediments in the creek.

8) No Further Action (NFA) ROD
Mr. Healy briefed the RAB on the NFA ROD.  This ROD will address approximately 60



McClellan AFB Page 10 of 10 24 October 2001
RAB Meeting

sites where the potential contamination that was originally suspected to exist turns out not to
be present or are at levels not harmful to human health or the environment.  This ROD could
potentially be the first ROD to be completed since no actions will be required.

Questions/Answers
Mr. Collier asked if there would be any public input on the ROD.  Mr. Healy answered yes.

Mr. Collier asked if these were primarily underground storage tanks that turned out to be
cleaned.  Mr. Healy stated that these sites were false leads.

Public Comment
Members of the public were given the opportunity to make comments.  Following is a summary
of these comments.

Gary Sawyer requested to be part of the CS 10 tour taking place on October 25, 2001.  Mr.
Sawyer stated that the Air Force and the County are intentionally avoiding a step critical to a
thorough and timely cleanup of the base. He requested that his letter regarding a public campaign
to contact former McClellan employees be entered in the official records (see Attachment 4). Mr.
Sawyer urged the Air Force to get the word out to the community and asked them for their input.

Frank Miller asked what the costs were for the CS 10 cleanup project.

Mike Dryden asked some questions about the RODs and was directed to speak with the
presenters at the end of the meeting to answer his questions.

Burl Taylor stated that he was involved in body scanning and passed the test.  What was not
done was an investigation on the people who were deceased.

RAB Members’ Advice, Comments, and Announcements
Paul Green asked do we ever discuss the answers to the public comments.  He commented that
the answer to Mr. Sawyer’s consistent comments shows a limitation.  Has the Air Force gone out
with a public service announcement on radio and television stations asking people to express the
core need?

Mr. Collier requested information about the communication between the agencies in terms of not
testing for beta radiation.  He is not convinced that everything is being done to protect human
health.  If you are not going to test and just use the background, it will not show up.  He
suggested this topic be placed on the agenda, or someone contact him.  Mr. Collier also
suggested that the RAB form a sub-committee about the issue.

Ms. Kinsey requested an accountability report on the sort of activities that have been undertaken
to investigate location and contents of contamination to obtain public comment and/or
awareness.

Mr. Blanchard requested that the developers of McClellan Park give a preview on some of the
proposals, on new tenants, and what they do.  It is his opinion that the RAB should be on the
cutting edge of the information.  Mr. Hersh stated that he would be happy to provide that
information.

Mr. Hersh stated that the ROD schedule and getting the FOSET is based partially on financing.
When showing potential tenants property, half the time is spent ensuring them that the cleanup is
progressing.


























