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MINUTES
McClellan Restoration Advisory Board Meeting

Village School, 6845 Larchmont Drive, Sacramento
February 25, 2003, 6:30 p.m.

RAB Members in Attendance:
Kevin Baum, Community Member
Robert Blanchard, Community Member
Gary Collier, Community Member
Kevin Depies, California Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC)
Nathan Dietrich, Office of Congressmember Matsui
Bill Gibson, Community Member
Paul Green, Community Member
Joe Healy, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA)
Janis Heple, Community Member
Alan Hersh, McClellan Park
Angela Moore, Community Member
Jeanette Musil, Local Redevelopment Authority (LRA)
Rick Solander, Air Force Real Property Agency (AFRPA)
James Taylor, California Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB)
Lola Warrick, Community Member

Welcome and Meeting Guidelines

Marie Rainwater, the meeting facilitator, welcomed all attendees to the McClellan
Restoration Advisory Board (RAB) meeting. Ms. Rainwater reviewed the RAB meeting
guidelines.

RAB Member and Other Introductions

The RAB members introduced themselves to the public. Roxanne Yonn, URS Public
Affairs Specialist, introduced guest speakers and staff.

Agenda, Comments on Minutes and Operating Instructions

Ms. Rainwater reviewed the agenda and handouts (Attachment 1).

The minutes from the December 2002 RAB meeting will be approved and finalized after
Gary Collier’s statement has been added:

Mr. Collier spoke to the importance of the sewer project to future developments at
McClellan Park, which would then fuel redevelopment activities in the
surrounding community (such as Parker Homes) using redevelopment funding.

Cleanup Update

Rick Solander thanked RAB members who attended the January 2003 training session on
radiation given by the Air Force. Mr. Solander encouraged the RAB members to attend
future training sessions offered by McClellan.

Mr. Solander gave an update on the cleanup activities at McClellan (see Attachment 2).
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•  Confirmed Site 10 – The soil will remain in the tent until funding is received for
disposal. During the excavation of Confirmed Site 10, a drum was found
containing ash and radium. Additional analysis is being conducted on the
container and its contents.

Lola Warrick asked why the route the Air Force uses to transport the soil to Watt
Avenue is longer than necessary and involves a lot of driving around the base.
Mr. Solander stated that during the public meeting, the main concern expressed by
community members was driving the trucks through residential areas. The
original route was revised to accommodate this concern.

Ms. Warrick expressed her concern about trucks possibly overturning on this
route. Mr. Solander stated that McClellan recognizes the risk.

Mr. Collier asked whether police escort the trucks when the soil is being
transported. Ms. Yonn stated that the Air Force will take this suggestion as an
action to consider. Ms. Yonn commented that the trucks are not in operation
during commute time. (Note:  The Air Force took the suggestion and adjusted the
work plan to state that the trucks can only turn right onto Watt Avenue during a
green light.)

Paul Green asked if there is a stockpile of soil that exceeds the Idaho radiation
limits and whether that would require the Air Force to look for an appropriate
disposal site. Mr. Green also asked if there are additional impacts such as funding
or safety. Mr. Solander stated that there are disposal sites that will handle all the
staged soil to be transported, and no dangerous materials will be held on the site.

•  Groundwater Treatment Plant – Mr. Solander responded to comments from the
last RAB meeting concerning extraction wells being shut off. Mr. Solander
explained that an extraction well is shut off when contaminants are detected only
below the maximum contaminant levels (MCLs). When a well is shut off, the Air
Force continues to monitor the area to ensure that contaminant levels remain
below the MCL. If contamination levels are found to increase, the extraction well
will be turned back on.

The hexavalent chromium levels continue to fluctuate and hover around the 10
parts per billion discharge limit. The hexavalent chromium pilot study has been
completed. To meet surface water discharge requirements, the Air Force will add
an ion exchange treatment process to the groundwater treatment plant to remove
hexavalent chromium from extracted groundwater. The new system is expected to
be in place by summer 2003.

1,4-dioxane has been detected in groundwater at the groundwater treatment plant.
1,4-dioxane was used as a stabilizer in commercial chlorinated solvents. Levels
detected in the groundwater effluent are near the action point. The Air Force is
employing an ultraviolet oxidation (UV/Ox) system to address the 1,4-dioxane.
Sampling has not taken place since the UV/Ox system was implemented.

Jeannette Musil asked how effective the UV/Ox system is in addressing 1,4-
dioxane. James Taylor stated that the UV/Ox system is plumed to the Operable
Unit D and Operable Unit C wells. The UV/Ox system has been shown to be
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effective for 1,4-dioxane at other sites; however, McClellan is evaluating
effectiveness of this system in reducing the concentrations. At this time, it is too
early to determine if the system is effective.

Ms. Musil asked if all wells with detections of 1,4-dioxane are going through the
UV/Ox system. Mr. Taylor said no. The Air Force is in the process of collecting
samples from the monitoring wells on the base to understand better where the
concentrations are located.

Kevin Baum asked if shutting down wells allows the plume to migrate; whether
the groundwater is being treated; and what is the duration of the well shutdown
for the hexavalent chromium issue. Mr. Solander stated that there is a balancing
act between shutting off wells and controlling plume capture. The off-base portion
of the plume is being captured.

Paul Brunner, McClellan Base Realignment and Closure Environmental
Coordinator, stated that the wells will be turned back on when the hexavalent
chromium system is implemented (end of June 2003). The Air Force has been
focusing on the off-base plume capture; there is minor migration of plume
internally on the base, which will be captured at a later date.

Ms. Rainwater announced that there will be a public meeting on March 27, 2003,
addressing the hexavalent chromium time critical removal action.

•  Groundwater Phase 3 Data Gap Investigation – This investigation is being
conducted to further define the outer edges of the plume.

•  Vernal Pool Restoration Plan – Bill Gibson asked if the vernal pool is restoring
itself naturally. Mr. Brunner stated that the pools are in fact being restored
naturally.

Mr. Collier commented that the Parker Homes should be considered a formerly utilized
defense site (FUDS). Lockheed Martin is a FUDS, and the government is paying for
cleaning up its facility. He said the Parker Homes neighborhood is a nexus to defense
activities and should also be a FUDS.

Presentation on Proposed Early Transfer and Initial Parcel Record of
Decision

Initial Parcel Record of Decision

Steve Mayer made a presentation on the Initial Parcel Record of Decision by addressing
the following (see Attachment 3):

•  Refresher on feasibility study, proposed plan, and record of decision;

•  Overview of the evolution of the Initial Parcel Feasibility Study and revised
record of decision strategy; and

•  Issues being addressed and resolved.

Mr. Green asked if the review phase of the first seven sites will involve sampling and, if
so, will it be carried over to the other sites or will each of the 85 sites be addressed.
Mr. Mayer stated that the only sampling associated with this overall project was in
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developing the feasibility study, when several sites had data gaps that needed
investigation. That data have been collected, evaluated, and incorporated in the
document.

Mr. Mayer gave a brief presentation on Study Area 003. This site is receiving full
evaluation in the feasibility study since it exceeds unrestricted cleanup levels for metals
and total petroleum hydrocarbons (TPH). The key issue is that the site has a commingled
plume of TPH (apparently from a neighboring industrial waste line lift station) and
metals from the hazardous waste storage area and wash rack. Issues of cumulative risk
are an important aspect of this site.

Ms. Warrick asked how serious the PCB (polychlorinated biphenyl) levels are at
Potential Release Location S-014. Mr. Mayer stated that the cleanup levels are 25 parts
per billion for PCBs. The level of PCBs at this site is higher than the cleanup levels. The
Air Force is in the process of working with the regulatory agencies to determine a
proposed cleanup level.

Mr. Gibson asked if the solvents at Study Area 041 are non-chlorinated and what will be
done about the solvents. Mr. Mayer stated that the chemicals being addressed in this
record of decision and fining of suitability for early transfer are non-volatile organic
compounds and therefor also non-chlorinated. There is a separate volatile organic
compound program in place to deal with solvent-related activities.

Mr. Collier asked about the difference between the amounts of contaminated soil at
Potential Release Location S-014 versus Operable Unit B1, the plan to remove that soil,
and where it will be taken. Mr. Mayer stated that Operable Unit B1 is considerably larger.
Its volume of soil is approximately 20,000 cubic yards, while the volume of soil at
Potential Release Location S-014 is approximately 300 cubic yards.

Mr. Collier asked about the removal action plan. Mr. Mayer stated that the proposed
removal action will be excavation and disposal at a Class 2 landfill.

Mr. Collier asked where the soil at Study Area 003 will be transported, if the excavation
site will be backfilled with uncontaminated soil, or will it be coordinated with
construction. Mr. Mayer stated that approximately 3,000 cubic yards of soil will be
removed from this site. Typically, the area would be backfilled with clean material from
an appropriate on-base source. If clean material is not found, the Air Force may look for
another source.

Finding of Suitability for Early Transfer

Mr. Solander made a presentation on the proposed strategy of transfer of property by
Finding of Suitability for Early Transfer (FOSET).

The Air Force has two methods for transferring property by deed:

•  Finding of Suitability for Transfer – This method requires record of decisions to
be in place for all media; systems must be in place; and the systems must be
working properly and successfully. The earliest possible date McClellan would
have all its records of decision complete and systems in place is 2010, except in
the cases where there is no contamination.
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•  Early Transfer Authority using a FOSET – This method allows the Air Force to
transfer property before all cleanup actions are in place. The Air Force must
provide assurances, restrictions, and/or covenants along with the property to
ensure that the Air Force is still being protective of human health. It is not
necessary to have a record of decision in place; however, the USEPA and the
Governor of California must approve the transfer.

The Air Force has a goal of facilitating property transfers in 2003/2004. Therefore, the
Air Force will use the early transfer authority process. The regulatory agencies along with
the Air Force have decided that the non-volatile organic compound record of decision
must be in place before a FOSET is entertained.

Mr. Solander reviewed several maps addressing the initial parcel FOSET sites
(Attachment 4).

Mr. Solander commented that all radiological carve-out sites are being addressed by the
Strategic Record of Decision, which is scheduled for completion in 2008. Mr. Solander
further explained that there are sites that may be potential radiological sites because of
known previous activities. There are several buildings that have not been cleared for
radiological contamination.

Ms. Musil asked for clarification that there are legitimate ways to have the radiological
buildings considered not potential radiological sites. Mr. Solander clarified that the year
2008 does not apply to buildings.

Alan Hersh asked if the area east of L1 (see map) is considered a no further action site.
Mr. Solander stated that there are portions of property on McClellan that never had any
contamination. McClellan has almost finalized a finding of suitability to transfer 100
acres of clean property located on the eastern side of the base.

Mr. Solander stated that the Air Force’s focus is to get an early transfer authority
completed by 2003 for Parcels A5, A6c, and A6a. These parcels represent approximately
96 acres and include Potential Release Location S-033 and Study Area 091 (see maps).

Mr. Collier asked if the Air Force has developed any procedures to curtail the dust during
construction. Mr. Solander stated that the Air Force will have dust suppression
procedures in place and that there is no threat to human health during construction.

Mr. Collier asked whether there will be seeding. Mr. Hersh stated that after the
completion of the site demolition, the area was hydroseeded, which will assist in
curtailing the dust. There are two slabs remaining; one slab will be demolished in May
2003, and the area will be hydroseeded.

Mr. Collier asked if the early transfer authority allows transfer of deed without a remedy
in place, then what will the Air Force do in regards to cleaning up the site (with respect to
infrastructures, wells, and treatment). Will the Air Force require an access to the area?
Mr. Solander stated that there are many covenants, and one covenant is the right of
access.

Ms. Warrick asked what is being proposed for the North Area Transfer Station.
Mr. Solander stated that nothing will change. This area operates as the County’s North
Area Transfer Station for garbage.
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Mr. Hersh requested comments from the regulatory agencies’ representatives on the early
transfer authority approach and focusing on select sites first to resolve issues. Kevin
Depies stated that the Air Force and agencies are still working through the details;
however, the goals seem obtainable. The schedule will be dependent upon resolving the
outstanding issues. The agencies are supportive of the approach to focus on selected sites
to resolve issues, which will make the goal much easier to obtain.

Mr. Brunner stated that there is a value of going through the exercise to make it work.

Mr. Gibson asked whether the Air Force will keep the RAB informed on the status of this
process. Mr. Solander stated that the Air Force will attempt to get the information to the
RAB early. There is also a public participation component to the early transfer authority
process. The Air Force will continue to present an update at each RAB meeting on the
status of the early transfer authority process.

Mr. Brunner invited RAB members to set up appointments with Air Force staff if they
desire additional information.

Mr. Collier asked if the carve-out area for potential radiation east of parcel A7 (see map)
will be part of the process. Mr. Solander stated not currently.

Ms. Warrick requested a copy of the proposed parcel restrictions before the next RAB
meeting. Mr. Solander stated that the Air Force will provide the proposed restrictions;
however, this will not be finalized until the FOSET is complete. Joe Healy suggested that
Mr. Solander provide the generic lease restrictions that are being given to tenants.

Mr. Solander stated that the proposed phases of early transfer authority are aligned with
the area of property that coincides with the sites and phases associated within the
feasibility studies.

Mr. Hersh inquired if although the RAB does not have a chairperson, is there some point
at which the RAB can make a motion/action to represent the support or lack of support
for the FOSET during its process.

Ms. Rainwater stated that the RAB is a forum where individual perspectives can be
expressed; however, this does not preclude any individual or group of individuals from
endorsing or supporting an action.

Mr. Hersh asked the RAB members their opinion of the FOSET process. A poll was
taken of the RAB members:

Mr. Baum stated that he liked the concept and that a keystone needs to be set. It is
his hope to see this process expedited.

Mr. Collier stated that he is cautiously optimistic; however, additional information
would be appropriate.

Mr. Depies stated that the RAB members need more details and that it would be
appropriate to have another meeting on this issue.

Mr. Gibson stated that this is a pilot program and the Air Force should go with it,
and the RAB will attempt to keep updated. He would like to see the RAB pay
close attention to the institutional controls.
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Mr. Green stated that he concurs with the process, since it appears to be safe
(based on the agencies’ responses) and it allows use.

Mr. Healy stated that he liked the fact that the approach is quite flexible. The
program is flexible enough to address the easier sites first and then address the
more difficult sites at a later date. He cautioned that the first step is very
ambitious, especially in the national budget climate. Additionally, there are quite
a few issues, and the regulatory agencies are not the decision-makers.

Janis Heple stated that she is concerned about the financial issues and would like
to know more.

Angela Moore stated that the process seems to make sense and is worth pursuing.

Mr. Taylor pointed out that the first FOSET in the country was done at Mather
AFB, so a template is available which would help in meeting the schedule.

Ms. Musil stated that she finds the scope of the project very encouraging, and the
areas being addressed represent a large accomplishment.

Ms. Warrick stated that she would like to see the Air Force go with this process.

Public Comment

There were no public comments.

RAB Members’ Advice, Comments, and Announcements

Mr. Green stated that he believes the RAB should have formal input, taken by vote, and
the individual input should come by exception. This should be done on a regular basis.
This is a body and not just twelve individuals. It is Mr. Green’s recommendation that the
RAB present a consensus with an attachment of all minority opinions/concerns to that
letter to give the RAB more clout when going forward.

Mr. Gibson stated that he agrees with Mr. Green. The RAB is an advisory board, which
should have a consensus along with minority opinions.

Mr. Gibson announced that Earth Day is April 22. The Sacramento Environmental
Commission will present its annual Environmental Excellence Awards on this date.
McClellan has two entries. Mr. Gibson stated that he spoke with Dawn Young and Brian
Systma from McClellan’s community relations office to ask if the Environmental
Commission could receive an update at their July 2003 meeting about McClellan’s
Superfund sites. In July 2003, the Environmental Commission will concentrate on
perchlorate and MTBE (methyl tertiary butyl ether) and is requesting McClellan’s
participation.

Mr. Collier stated that the issue on whether the RAB should vote should be revisited.

Mr. Collier asked if tungsten has been used in any previous McClellan practices. Mr.
Collier would like feedback at the next RAB meeting.

Mr. Healy clarified that the Installation Restoration Program current phase that the initial
parcel is in is the feasibility study, meaning there are alternatives being considered. The
agencies are now reviewing the draft feasibility study.
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Ms. Musil stated that in the document titled Air Force Real Property Agencies Responses
to RAB, there is language that is not accurate. According to the LRA report at the
December 12, 2002, RAB meeting, privatization efforts that were originally proposed
have now evolved into a sewer effort. There are actually two efforts: (1) deemed the true
early transfer with privatized remediation and (2) the sewer. Due to resources, the sewer
project is going first, but the intention is to have the early transfer with privatized
remediation follow.

Next RAB Meeting

The next RAB meeting will be held on May 22, 2003, at 6:30 p.m., at FC Joyce
Elementary School.








































