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Lockheed Martin

Maritime Systems & Sensors LOCKHEED MARTIN
1210 Massillon Rd.

Akron, OH 44315-0001

Report# MPE-21876PR-2 RPM Definition

January 4, 2005
Subject: Technical Description of Robertson Protected Metal

The Lockheed Martin Airdock is located in Akron, Ohio. The building is approximately
1175 feet long, 325 feet wide and 211 feet tall with the wall/roof line assuming an
approximate parabolic shape and enclosed on each end with spherical profile doors.

The Airdock siding is Robertson Protected Metal (RPM) manufactured in 1929 by the
H.H. Robertson Company, formerly known as the Asbestos Protected Metal Company.

The siding consists of five components. The following description is taken from various
literatures of the 1920s, as listed at the end, and from recent observations.

Component 1 is specially annealed steel sheet protected from corrosion by the other four
components. This description of the base metal derives from the H.H. Robertson
literature. The sheet was corrugated after the coatings were applied. Currently, the steel
appears to be unoxidized where the coatings are intact.

Component 2 is an air-blown (preoxidized) petroleum asphalt layer encasing the steel at a
weight of about 16 pounds per hundred square feet. H.H. Robertson Company refined
the asphalt with its own process. H.H. Robertson literature describes the material as*“an
air-blown petroleum asphalt having a low susceptibility factor, being soft and adhesive at
low temperatures, yet not flowing at temperatures reached on roofs, even in the tropics....
contains practically no mineral matter...” It was applied by drawing the steel sheet
through avat of this asphalt maintained at 350 deg-F. In samples, the asphalt layer is
marginaly pliable, but very dry and particles disengage from the Component (as opposed
to shattering) when prodded by a manual instrument. It isin the range of 24-28 mils
thick (1 mil = 0.001").

Component 3 is an asphalt-saturated asbestos felt which was larger than the steel sheet. It
was applied to both sides and then wrapped around the edges of the asphalt-coated steel
sheet. H.H. Robertson literature suggests that the saturant is a slightly different asphalt
than the component 2 asphalt. The J.H. Y oung article indicates that the asbestos saturant
is an asphalt containing hexacloronaphthalene as afire retardant. However, chemical
analysis of the RPM coating shows that the fire retardant isin fact Aroclor 1268, which is
ablend of highly chlorinated PCBs, and present at a concentration of about 4.0 percent
by weight. From samples, the condition of the asphalt in this layer is about the same as
that underneath it: somewhat pliable, but very dry and particles disengage from the
Component when prodded by a blunt instrument. This layer isin the range of 24-28 mils
thick.
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1210 Massillon Rd.

Akron, OH 44315-0001

Report# MPE-21876PR-2 RPM Definition

Component 4 is a weather-proofing compounded bitumen (asphalt-based) of the stearin-
pitch type described as being “similar to the best baking Japan bases.” It is described asa
waterproof coating intended to keep moisture and oxygen away from the underlying
asphalt and to lock in the bituminous binders and oils. The coating was applied over the
Component 3 impregnated felt by a hot roll method with the rollers maintained at 425
deg-F. Itsapplied weight was about 14 pounds per hundred square feet. Samples
indicate this layer is dry and brittle, exhibiting glass-like fracture when disturbed. Its
thicknessisin the range of 12-20 mils.

After being applied to the steel sheet, components 2, 3 and 4 were fused together and to
the steel sheet in a heated press at the time of manufacture. When cooled, the coated
sheet was then formed into corrugations.

Component 5 appears to be an aluminum paint of unknown resin base. The paint is about
4 milsthick. Thereisan H.H. Robertson marketing sheet which indicates that RPM was
available with either aluminum paint or aluminum foil. The base portion of the paint
coating is resin-saturated aluminum pigment covered by aclear layer of resin. The
aluminum paint on samplesis brittle and the top portion of the aluminum pigment layer is
oxidized. The oxidized aluminum is part of the gray appearance of thislayer, but, in
addition, there is a darker gray which appears to be some of the Component 4 bituminous
coating dissolved into the clear paint layer by the paint solvents at time of application.
The paint resin isimmediately soluble in methyl ethyl ketone and can be mechanically
dispersed into reagent alcohol to form agel. Thereis areasonable chance that thiswas a
cellulose nitrate lacquer, which, in fact, may have been dispersed in solvent of which
alcohol was the chief component, as suggested by the J.H. Y oung article.

Components 2-5 form a coating over the steel sheet core and are referred to collectively
as RPM coating. RPM coating appears to be in the region of 70 milsthick. Visual
observation revealed a significant amount of fine-crack crazing in the RPM coating on a
day with air temperature around 15 deg-F, which had not previously been observed at
warmer temperatures. Crazed areas with various sized cracks were observed earlier
(warmer temperatures) in isolated areas adjacent to historic roof leaks.

John F. Brewer, Chem Engr Staff, Sr.
LM MS2in Akron, D506-C2W
330-796-3896, FAX 330-796-4475
e-mail: john.brewer@Ilmco.com
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Reference literature.

* Robertson Protected Metal, two page ad, undated

* Robertson Protected Metal for Roofing, Walls and Partitions of Buildings,
Catalogue No. 105, 5 excerpt pages, undated

* How “Asbestos-Protected Metal” Was Developed Commercially, JH. Young,
Senior Industrial Fellow, Mellon Institute of Industrial Research, University of
Pittsburgh, Pittsburgh, PA, undated.

* Robertson Protected Metal, Marketing Brochure, 1925, 4 pages.

» Robertson Protected Metal, Marketing Brochure, undated, 7 pages.

* A Survey of Robertson Protected Metal, H.H. Robertson Company, 1926, 16
pages.

* Miscellaneous H.H. Robertson literature, undated, 4 pages.

e U.S Patent No. 1327933, Coating Material, J.H. Young, Jan. 13, 1920.

The Airdock as it stands today, provides uninterrupted floor space—the size
of seven football fields.
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Procurement of Samples and Analytical Overview:

The sample for analysis arrived at EMSL Analytical’s corporate laboratory in Westmont, NJ. on 05/27/05. The
package arrived in satisfactory condition with no evidence of damage to the contents. The sample was submitted
for the purpose of identifying its layers, and determining the asbestos and PCB content of each layer. The sample
reported herein has been analyzed per the following equipment and methodol ogies.

Methods & Equipment: Polarized Light Microscopy (PLM)
epi-Reflected Light Microscopy (RLM)

Scanning Electron Microscopy (SEM)

Energy Dispersive X-Ray Spectrometry (EDX)
Fourier Transform Infrared Spectrometry (FTIR)
Gas Chromatography (GC)

Descriptions & Definitions: Sample: Samples or materials that are the focus of the analysis.
Reference: Samples or materials submitted for the purposes of
supporting comparative analysis.
ND: None Detected
N/A: Not Applicable
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Data and Analysis.
Table 1. Layer composition and asbestos results
Sample Layer # Layer ID Thickness Layer Components Comments
(mm)
Coated metal 1 Silver paint <0.1 Aluminum-based paint A
Sheeting
2 Fibrous mat 0.4 Asbestos (chrysotile) 80%
Cellulose (cotton) 5%
Hair (horse) 5%
C
3 Tar adhesive 0.3 Tar pitch AB
4 Metal sheeting 0.8 Iron (Fe) >99%
5 Tar adhesive 0.3 Tar pitch AB
6 Fibrous mat 0.4 Asbestos (chrysotile) 80%
Cellulose (cotton) 5%
Hair (horse) 5%
C
7 Silver paint <0.1 Aluminum-based paint A
A) No asbestos was detected in the layer.
B) The tar pitch layer (L3 and L5) contains the greatest hydrocarbon concentration, equivalent to greater than eighty
percent (>80%) of the hydrocarbons in the sample.
C) The fibrous mat also contains tar pitch (~5% to 8%) that is likely the result of manufacture and migration of layers

L3 and L5 during application.

- TetraTech — 360500515 - Page 3 of 9 -
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Table 2. PCB Results

Sample Layer # Layer ID Analyte Concentration
(ug/Kg)
(Ppb)
Coated metal 1&7 Silver paint Aroclor-1016 <500,000
Sheeting Aroclor-1221 <500,000
Aroclor-1232 <500,000
Aroclor-1242 <500,000
Aroclor-1248 <500,000
Aroclor-1254 <500,000
Aroclor-1260 <500,000
Aroclor-1262 <500,000
Aroclor-1268 6,600,000
4 Metal Aroclor-1016 <2,700
Aroclor-1221 <2,700
Aroclor-1232 <2,700
Aroclor-1242 <2,700
Aroclor-1248 <2,700
Aroclor-1254 <2,700
Aroclor-1260 <2,700
Aroclor-1262 <2,700
Aroclor-1268 19,000
2,3,5&6 Fibrous mat & Tar adhesive Aroclor-1016 <2,500,000
Aroclor-1221 <2,500,000
Aroclor-1232 <2,500,000
Aroclor-1242 <2,500,000
Aroclor-1248 <2,500,000
Aroclor-1254 <2,500,000
Aroclor-1260 <2,500,000
Aroclor-1262 <2,500,000
Aroclor-1268 36,000,000
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Supporting Documentation
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Figure 1: SEM back-scatter electron image (BEI) showing the surface of the metal.
The dark area is remaining tar and the light is the iron. No evidence of galvanization is present.

'] ]
Figure 2: PLM 400X image of the fibrous mat showing the chrysotile asbestos and cellulose components.
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Figure 3: Cut section of the metal sample showing Fire 4; Aluminum-based paint
the tar/fibrous mat/paint layers (A&C) and the metal

(B)

s i
Figure 5: Fibrous mat Figure 6: Tar adhesive
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Figure 7: EDX spectra of the surface of the metal showing no evidence of a galvanized coating.
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Figure 8: EDX spectra showing the elemental composition of the paint layers.
L1 is nearly all paint. L7 is a mixture of aluminum-based paint with the fibrous mat particles.
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COST DETAIL FOR REMOVAL ACTION ALTERNATIVES
BASIS OF ESTIMATE

Cost details for Alternatives 2, 4, 6, 10, and 11 are provided in tables at the end of this appendix.
The following describes what is included in the cost details.

1.0 CONSTRUCTION DIRECTS

Construction direct costs include costs of construction labor, equipment, materials, cleanup, and
disposal. Costs are based on built-up estimates of crews, production, and estimated quantities of
work; past pricing; or budgetary subcontractor pricing (contractor-provided price quotes are
footnoted in the table for each alternative). The costs included in Appendix C tables include a 20
percent overhead, fee, and technical development contingency for the prime contractor.

11 MOBILIZATION

All field related pre-construction costs are included in mobilization.

1.1.1 Procurement

Costs under this element include scope of work development for major project subcontractors
and initial site supplies and materials. Costs include subcontract modifications and closeout.

1.1.2 Personnel Training

Costs under this element include entrance/exit medical exams for all craft workers throughout
the duration of the project as well as all required site-specific health and safety training.

1.1.3 Site Mobilization and Preparation

Costs include mobilization costs for equipment and temporary facilities. Site fencing for setting
up the site exclusion zone is included along with necessary traffic barriers and controls.

1.1.4 Utility Disconnect

The Engineering Evaluation/Cost Analysis (EE/CA) cost estimate includes costs for rerouting
electrical power and isolating the water supply to the hangar. The hangar houses an electrical
power supply room that feeds power to the hangar and to other users at former Naval Air Station
Moffett Field (Moffett). To safely demolish the interior buildings and continue uninterrupted
power, the electrical power supply must be rerouted permanently. In addition, the water supply
lines entering the hangar will need to be isolated. The isolation of underground utilities, such as
steam lines and phone lines, is not expected to impact other users at Moffett; therefore, re-
routing costs for these isolations are not needed.
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1.2 INTERIOR BUILDING ABATEMENT AND DEMOLITION

For alternatives that leave the siding in place (Alternatives 2, 4, and 6), demolition of
approximately 70 percent of all interior buildings, as well as isolation of utilities, is required to
gain access to the interior siding and lower sections of the structural steel for coating the interior.
Alternatives 10 and 11 include costs for the demolition of all interior buildings.

1.2.1 Asbestos Abatement

Costs include the mobilization of the asbestos, hazardous, and regulated waste abatement
subcontractor crew and equipment to initiate abatement of interior features. The abatement
would be inclusive of all regulated wastes and asbestos (friable and nonfriable) within the hangar
(exclusive of the Robertson Protected Metal siding). Abatement would include accessible pipe
lines under removable floor plates and from all interior offices. The costs would also include
cleaning ceiling and floor areas to be free from debris, dust, and paint chips; containing debris
and spoils in roll-off boxes; and pre-profiling, manifesting, and shipping spoils to an approved
landfill. The costs for Alternatives 2, 4, and 6 are equal and reflect demolition only of the
perimeter buildings required to gain access to the interior siding. The costs included for
Alternatives 10 and 11 are based on separate qualified contractor quotes. The Alternative 11
quote reflects the efficiency also achieved by demolition of all interior offices and complete
removal of the Hangar 1 steel structure.

1.2.2 Interior Building Demolition

Costs include the demolition of all interior offices and complete removal of the Hangar 1 steel
structure; cleaning ceiling and floor areas to be free from debris, dust, and paint chips; containing
debris and spoils in roll-off boxes; and pre-profiling, manifesting, and shipping spoils to an
approved landfill. For alternatives that leave the siding in place (Alternatives 2, 4, and 6),
demolition of approximately 70 percent of all interior buildings is required to gain access to the
interior siding and lower sections of the structural steel for coating the interior. Costs for
Alternative 10 include the demolition of all interior buildings. Costs for Alternative 11 are based
on a qualified contractor quote that reflects the efficiency also achieved by demolition of all
interior offices and complete removal of the Hangar 1 steel structure.

1.2.3 Environmental Cleanout/Removal

All costs for environmental cleanup of equipment within the hangar, such as mercury switches,
batteries, draining of oils, and fluorescent lights, are included in the environmental
cleanout/removal for Alternatives 2, 4, 6, 10, and 11. Note that the costs included for Alternative
11 are based on a qualified contractor quote that reflects the efficiency also achieved by
demolition of all interior offices and complete removal of the Hangar 1 steel structure.
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1.2.4 Equipment Removal

Costs are included for the removal and cleaning of eight man-cranes located in Hangar 1 that
were used to move equipment and conduct work on items in the hangar.

1.2.5 Facility Cleanout/Washing

This cost is for cleaning the hangar’s interior to remove loose/flaking contamination and dust. In
addition, for Alternatives 2, 4, and 6, costs are included for cleaning the exterior surfaces of the
remaining interior buildings. Costs include initial environmental preparation, floor cleaning, and
handling hazardous wastes. The costs for Alternative 11 are based on a qualified contractor quote
that reflects the efficiency also achieved by demolition of all interior offices and complete
removal of the Hangar 1 steel structure.

1.2.6 Waste Management/Transport and Disposal

Throughout the duration of the project, periodic cleanup of the site and adjacent properties will
be performed to limit the accumulation of debris and waste materials. All wastes would be
handled in accordance with a Waste Management Plan and would be removed from the site as
quickly as possible.

Waste disposal costs are based on asbestos abatement debris and general construction debris
going to a Class Il Landfill. For applicable alternatives, Resource Conservation and Recovery
Act /Toxic Substances Control Act waste (siding, redwood ceiling, structural steel, and catwalk
planks) would be disposed of at a Class | Landfill.

Due to the extent of waste management/transport and disposal for Alternative 11, the costs have
been further broken down to show individual costs for steel, asbestos-containing material, and
miscellaneous debris.

1.3 ENVIRONMENTAL SAMPLING AND MONITORING

This section includes all costs associated with collecting, analyzing, reporting, and validating
confirmation and air samples.

1.3.1 Analytical Sampling

Costs are for initial site verification sampling, waste characterization/profiling (including total
threshold limit concentration and soluble threshold limit concentration tests required for
California-specific state-regulated hazardous wastes), and initial water discharge sampling.
Upon completion of the removal action and washing of the perimeter trench, swipe confirmation
samples will be collected and analyzed for polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs), lead, and asbestos.

1.3.2 Air/Personnel Monitoring

Costs include mobilization and installation of upwind and downwind air monitoring stations
(meteorological station, and low- and high-volume air samplers). Costs also include baseline
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sampling prior to intrusive activities and daily air monitoring during removal action activities.
Pursuant to the Health and Safety Plan, personal air monitoring will be conducted and negative
pressure exclusion zones will be used as needed.

1.4  EXTERIOR AND INTERIOR REMOVAL ACTIONS

The following sections include costs for executing the removal actions for Alternatives 2, 4, 6,
10, and 11. Interior coating costs are included for Alternatives 2, 4, and 6, since the siding
would not be removed.

1.4.1 Removal Action Costs

Qualified contractors provided the costs for each alternative included in this element. For
Alternatives 2, 4, and 6, costs include coating/encapsulation of the exterior siding and repair
and/or coating of the roof. Costs also include window and access door replacement for
Alternatives 2, 4, and 6. For Alternative 10, costs include coating accessible surfaces of the
exposed structural steel with a primer and finish coat of weather-resistant epoxy to contain the
steel paint.

1.4.2 Coating of Interior Components

Application and material cost estimates for the interior components were obtained from qualified
contractors. The acrylic and asphalt-emulsion interior coating alternatives (evaluated in Section
4.7 of the main EE/CA) were significantly more expensive than the epoxy-coating alternative due
to the significant costs associated with adequately maintaining the acrylic and asphalt-emulsion
over a 30-year span, which cost $53.2 million and $44.9 million, respectively. Applying an epoxy
coating over the interior components of the hangar, including operations and maintenance (O&M),
costs $15.4 million. This cost includes coating interior components (siding, redwood ceiling, and
structural steel) for Alternatives 2, 4, and 6 with a long-lasting (50-year design life) epoxy
coating requiring minimal maintenance. This cost has been commonly applied to Alternatives 2,
4, and 6.

1.4.3 Structural Retrofitting and Bracing

A structural analysis of Hangar 1 was completed by the Navy in 2008 (Exceltech, 2008). The
Structural Analysis and Gravity, Seismic, and Wind Vulnerability Study provides the basis for
the costs of structural retrofitting required for Alternatives 2, 4, and 6, and minor bracing
required for Alternative 10. The costs included in Appendix C tables include a 20 percent
overhead, fee, and technical development contingency for the prime contractor.

1.5 STRUCTURE DEMOLITION

The following sections describe the costs for executing the demolition portion of the removal
actions for Alternatives 10 and 11.
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1.5.1 RPM Siding / Roof Demolition

Includes contractor-provided costs for demolition of the hangar siding and roof. Alternatives 10
and 11 siding/roof demolition costs were provided by two separate contractors; therefore, the
cost proposals varied since the approach for executing each alternative differed between the
contractors.

1.5.2 Structural Steel Demolition

Includes contractor provided costs for demolition of structural steel for Alternative 11.

1.5.3 Waste Debris Handling/Sizing

Includes contractor provided costs for handling and sizing demolition debris such as structural
steel, concrete curtain wall, door, and gear box foundations.

1.6 DEMOBILIZATION

All field-related, post-construction costs are included in demobilization.

1.6.1 Site Cleanup

Costs include cleaning floor areas that may have been affected by structure removal such as dust,
paint chips, or wood debris; containing spoils in roll-off boxes; and pre-profiling, manifesting,
and shipping spoils to an approved landfill.

1.6.2 Demobilization

Costs include equipment and temporary facilities demobilization.
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2.0 CONSTRUCTION INDIRECTS

Construction indirect (management/support) costs have been estimated based on required project
support and the estimated level of effort to effectively manage the proposed work activities.

2.1 MEETINGS

All meeting-related costs are included in this cost element.

2.1.1 Pre-Mobilization Meetings

Upon award of the contract, a kick-off meeting/formal site visit will be held with all responsible
parties and stakeholders.

2.1.2 Public and Agency Meetings

Costs are for attending and preparing discussion materials for an estimated 10 Base Realignment
and Closure (BRAC) Cleanup Team (BCT) meetings and Restoration Advisory Board (RAB)
meetings.

2.1.3 Community Relations

Costs are included for providing community relations support tasks as required by the
Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act to include risk
communications services for the life of the project. This work element includes work the
community relations subcontractor would perform, such as RAB meetings, BCT meetings,
public meetings/open houses, public notices, Fact Sheets, media relations, and risk
communication.

2.2 PROJECT DOCUMENTS

This work element includes development of the Work Plan.

A Work Plan will be prepared for this project, which will describe in detail how the fieldwork
will be accomplished. This Work Plan will include a Health and Safety Plan, Contractor Quality
Control Plan, Sampling and Analysis Plan, Waste Management Plan, Traffic Control Plan,
Stormwater Management Plan, and Project Schedule.

2.3 GENERAL SITE REQUIREMENTS

General site requirements are based on removal action durations as proposed by product
application contractors, with an additional 6 months for project management to allow for pre-
and post-construction activities.
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2.3.1 Construction Management

Construction management includes budget and schedule control, personnel and subcontractor
management, health and safety/quality control oversight, and regulatory compliance.

2.3.2 Project Management

Project management includes overall project execution and coordination with all stakeholders
and regulatory agencies.
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3.0 OPERATIONS AND MAINTENANCE

Costs for O&M are to adequately maintain the removal action components to ensure the remedy
remains protective of human health and the environment at Hangar 1 over the next 30 years.
A present worth analysis was conducted on the O&M based on a nominal discount rate of
three percent for 30-year Office of Management and Budget Circular A-94, and costs were
normalized to 2007 dollars. To escalate the normalized 2007 dollars to normalized 2008 dollars,
the costs would be adjusted by approximately four to five percent, based upon Global Insight
Indices for the Labor/Consumer Products Indices escalation from May 2007 to July 2008.

3.1 EXTERIOR OPERATIONS AND MAINTENANCE

Costs for O&M include the inspections, repairs, and recoating required for monitoring and
maintaining the exterior of the hangar for 30 years, including management.

3.1.1 Inspections, Touch-ups, and Recoating

Costs are based on manufacturers’ recommended schedule for inspections, touch-ups, and
recoating. Alternative 2 requires annual inspection with minimal repairs. Alternative 4 requires
inspections and touch-ups at years 1, 3, and 5, and a recoat at years 10 and 20. Alternative 6
requires biannual inspections and minor maintenance. Alternative 10 requires inspection and
touch-up every 5 years and a recoat of the structural steel at years 10 and 20. The interior epoxy-
coating associated with Alternatives 2, 4, and 6 requires inspection every 5 years to ensure that
no recoating is required.

3.1.2 Management

Management is estimated at 20 percent of the direct O&M costs.

3.2 INTERIOR OPERATIONS AND MAINTENANCE

Costs for O&M include the inspections, touch-ups, and recoating required to monitor and
maintain the interior hangar coating for 30 years, including management.

3.2.1 Inspections, Touch-ups, and Recoating

Costs are based on manufacturers’ recommended schedule for inspections, touch-ups, and
recoating. The epoxy coating requires minimal maintenance. It is recommended that the coating
be inspected every 5 years.

3.2.2 Management

Management is  estimated at 20 percent of the direct O&M  costs.
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APPENDIX C

ALTERNATIVE 2
COVER WITH RUBBERIZED MATERIAL

Item Description Qty Unit  Total Labor  Total Equipment  Total Subcontractor Total Other (supplies/tax) Total Cost

Construction Directs

Mobilization

Procurement 1 Is $ 77331 $ - $ -3 2,069 $ 79,400

Personnel Training 1 Is $ 27277 $ - $ 4820 $ 1,703 $ 33,800

Site Mobilization and Preparation 1 Is $ -3 -3 84,769 $ 21,631 $ 106,400

Utility Disconnect 1 Is $ - $ - $ 780,000 $ - $ 780,000

Interior Building Abatement and Demolitior

Asbestos Abatement 1 Is $ - $ - $ 999,000 $ - $ 999,000

Interior Building Demolition 0.7 Is $ - $ - $ 437,000 $ - $ 305,900

Environmental Cleanout/Removal 1 Is $ - $ - $ 257,000 $ - $ 257,000

Equipment Removal (Man-Cranes) 8 ea $ -3 - $ 240,000 $ - $ 240,000

Facility Cleanout/Washing 1 Is $ - $ - $ 1,007,500 $ - $ 1,007,500

Waste Management/Transport and Disposal 1 Is $ 186,320 $ 100,276 $ 462,644 $ 5760 $ 755,000

Environmental Sampling and Monitoring

Analytical Sampling 1 Is $ -3 -3 20,400 $ -3 20,400

Air/Personnel Monitoring 21 mon $ - $ - $ 1,463,700 $ - $ 1,463,700

Exterior and Interior Removal Actions

Rubber Membrane Installation over Siding and Roof 1 Is $ -3 -3 11,477,000 $ -3 11,477,000

Coating of Interior Componentéj 1 Is $ - $ - $ 15,390,000 $ - $ 15,390,000

Retrofit of Structural Systems’ 1 Is $ - 3 - $ 8,141,977 $ - $ 8,141,977

Demobilization

Site Cleanup 1 Is $ 61,033 $ 7,047 $ -3 11,920 $ 80,000

Demobilization 1 Is $ -3 -3 8,727 $ 5973 § 14,700
Subtotal $ 41,151,777

Construction Indirects

Meetings

Pre-mobilization meetings 1 Is $ 26,909 $ 334 $ -3 6,258 $ 33,500

Public and Agency Meetings 1 Is $ 54,564 $ 799 $ -3 9,837 $ 65,200

Community Relations 1 Is $ - $ - $ 369,000 $ - $ 369,000

Project Documents

Comprehensive Work Plan 1 ea $ 360,000 $ 2,000 $ - $ 38,000 $ 400,000

General Site Requirements

Construction Management 21 mon $ 4772393 $ 440,872 $ -3 1,401,303 $ 6,614,568

Project Management 27 mon $ 506,803 $ 46,818 $ -3 148,811 $ 702,432
Subtotal $ 8,184,700

Operations & Maintenance (30 years)

Exterior O&M

Inspections, Touch-Ups and Recoating 1 Is $ -3 -3 117,603 $ -3 117,603

Management 20 percent $ - $ - $ - $ - $ 23,521

Interior O&M

Inspections and Touch-Ups (no recoating required) 1 Is $ - $ - $ 22,151 $ - $ 22,151

Management 20 percent $ - $ - $ - 8 - $ 4,430
Subtotal $ 167,704
Total $ 49,504,182

a) Based on Moisture -Guard Corporation estimate dated March 19, 2007 (exterior)
b) Based on International Pipe Lining Technologies estimate dated April 9, 2007 (interior) cost includes coating all interior components (structural steel, redwood celling, interior siding)
c) Based on Exeltech estimate dated July 21, 2008. The costs included in Appendix C tables include a 20 percent overhead, fee, and technical development contingency for the prime contractor.
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APPENDIX C

ALTERNATIVE 4
COAT WITH ACRYLIC COATING

Item Description Qty  Unit Total Labor  Total Equipment Total Subcontractor Total Other (supplies/tax) Total Cost

Construction Directs

Mobilization

Procurement 1 Is $ 77,331 $ -3 -3 2,069 $ 79,400

Personnel Training 1 Is $ 27,277 $ - $ 4820 $ 1,703 $ 33,800

Site Mobilization and Preparation 1 Is $ - $ - $ 84,769 $ 21,631 $ 106,400

Utility Disconnect 1 Is $ - $ - $ 780,000 $ - $ 780,000

Interior Building Abatement and Demolition

Asbestos Abatement 1 Is $ -3 -3 999,000 $ -3 999,000

Interior Building Demolition 0.7 Is $ - $ - $ 437,000 $ - $ 305,900

Environmental Cleanout/Removal 1 Is $ -3 -3 257,000 $ -3 257,000

Equipment Removal (Man-Cranes) 8 ea $ - $ - $ 240,000 $ - $ 240,000

Facility Cleanout/Washing 1 Is $ - $ - $ 1,007,500 $ - $ 1,007,500

Waste Management/Transport and Disposal 1 Is $ 186,320 $ 100,276  $ 462,644 $ 5760 $ 755,000

Environmental Sampling and Monitoring

Analytical Sampling 1 Is $ - $ - $ 20,400 $ - $ 20,400

Air/Personnel Monitoring 12 mon $ - $ - $ 850,800 $ - $ 850,800

Exterior and Interior Removal Actions

Acrylic Coating over Siding and Roof' 1 Is $ - $ - % 7,281,000 $ - $ 7,281,000

Coating of Interior Componentsb 1 Is - $ - $ 15,390,000 $ - % 15,390,000

Retrofit of Structural Systems® 1 Is - $ - $ 8,141,977 $ - $ 8,141,977

Demobilization

Site Cleanup 1 Is $ 61,033 $ 7,047 % - 8 11920 $ 80,000

Demobilization 1 Is $ -3 -3 8,727 $ 5973 $ 14,700
Subtotal $ 36,342,877

Construction Indirects

Meetings

Pre-mobilization meetings 1 Is $ 26,909 $ 334 $ - $ 6,258 $ 33,500

Public and Agency meetings 1 Is $ 54564 $ 79 $ - $ 9837 $ 65,200

Community Relations 1 Is $ - $ - $ 369,000 $ - $ 369,000

Project Documents

Comprehensive Work Plan 1 ea $ 360,000 $ 2,000 $ - $ 38,000 $ 400,000

General Site Requirements

Construction Management 12 mon $ 2,753,991 $ 251,209 $ - % 806,030 $ 3,811,230

Project Management 18 mon $ 302,603 $ 27,602 $ - $ 88,565 $ 418,770
Subtotal $ 5,097,700

Operations & Maintenance (30 years)

Exterior O&M

Inspections, Touch-Ups and Recoating 1 Is $ - $ - $ 5915884 $ -3 5,915,884

Management 20 percent $ - $ - $ -3 - $ 1,183,177

Interior O&M

Inspections and Touch-Ups (no recoating required) 1 Is $ - $ - $ 22,151 $ - $ 22,151

Management 20 percent $ - 3 - $ -3 - $ 4,430
Subtotal $ 7,125,642
Total $ 48,566,220

a) Based on Sherwin Williams Industrial and Marine Coatings estimate dated February 16, 2007 (exterior siding) and
D.C. Taylor Corporation estimate dated March 23, 2007 (exterior roof)
b) Based on International Pipe Lining Technologies estimate dated April 9, 2007 (interior) cost includes coating all interior components (structural steel, redwood celling,interior siding)
c) Based on Exeltech estimate dated July 21, 2008. The costs included in Appendix C tables include a 20 percent overhead, fee, and technical development contingency for the prime contractor.
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APPENDIX C

ALTERNATIVE 6
COVER WITH NEW VISUALLY SIMILAR SIDING

Item Description Qty  Unit Total Labor Total Equipment  Total Subcontractor Total Other (supplies/tax) Total Cost

Construction Directs

Mobilization

Procurement 1 Is $ 77,331 $ -3 -3 2,069 $ 79,400

Personnel Training 1 Is $ 27277 $ -3 4820 $ 1,703 $ 33,800

Site Mobilization and Preparation 1 Is $ -3 -3 84,769 $ 21,631 $ 106,400

Utility Disconnect 1 Is $ - $ - $ 780,000 $ - $ 780,000

Interior Building Abatement and Demolitior

Asbestos Abatement 1 Is $ - $ -3 999,000 $ -3 999,000

Interior Building Demolition 0.7 Is $ -3 -3 437,000 $ -3 305,900

Environmental Cleanout/Removal 1 Is $ - $ -3 257,000 $ -3 257,000

Equipment Removal (Man-Cranes) 8 ea $ -3 -3 240,000 $ -3 240,000

Facility Cleanout/Washing 1 Is $ - $ - $ 1,007,500 $ - $ 1,007,500

Waste Management/Transport and Disposal 1 Is $ 186,320 $ 100,276 $ 462,644 $ 5760 $ 755,000

Environmental Sampling and Monitoring

Analytical Sampling 1 Is $ -3 -3 20,400 $ -3 20,400

Air/Personnel Monitoring 18  mon $ - $ - $ 1,258,200 $ - $ 1,258,200

Exterior and Interior Removal Actions

Cover with New Visually Similar Siding 1 Is $ -3 -3 12,585,600 $ -3 12,585,600

Coating of Interior Componentéj 1 Is $ - $ - $ 15,390,000 $ - $ 15,390,000

Retrofit of Structural Systems’ 1 Is $ - $ - $ 8,141,977 $ - $ 8,141,977

Demobilization

Site Cleanup 1 Is $ 61,033 $ 7,047 $ -3 11,920 $ 80,000

Demobilization 1 Is $ -3 -3 8,727 § 5973 § 14,700
Subtotal $ 42,054,877

Construction Indirects

Meetings

Pre-mobilization meetings 1 Is $ 26,909 $ 334 $ -3 6,258 $ 33,500

Public and agency meetings 1 Is $ 54,564 $ 799 $ -3 9,837 $ 65,200

Community Relations 1 Is $ - $ - $ 369,000 $ - $ 369,000

Project Documents

Comprehensive Work Plan 1 ea $ 360,000 $ 2,000 $ - $ 38,000 $ 400,000

General Site Requirements

Construction management 18 mon $ 4,093,003 $ 377,229 $ - $ 1,201,543 $ 5,671,776

Project Management 24 mon $ 444,694 $ 40,985 $ - $ 130,545 $ 616,224
Subtotal $ 7,155,700

Operations & Maintenance (30 years)

Exterior O&M

Inspections, Touch-Ups and Recoating 1 Is $ - $ - 8 57932 $ - $ 57,932

Management 20 percent $ - $ - $ - $ - $ 11,586

Interior O&M

Inspections and Touch-Ups (no recoating required) 1 Is $ -3 -3 22,151 $ - $ 22,151

Management 20 percent $ - $ - $ - $ - $ 4,430
Subtotal $ 96,100
Total $ 49,306,677

a) Based on Best Contracting Services Incorporated estimate dated March 23, 2007 (exterior)
b) Based on International Pipe Lining Technologies estimate dated April 9, 2007 (interior), cost includes coating all interior components (structural steel, redwood celling, interior siding)
c) Based on Exeltech estimate dated July 21, 2008. The costs included in Appendix C tables include a 20 percent overhead, fee, and technical development contingency for the prime contractor.
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APPENDIX C

ALTERNATIVE 10
REMOVE SIDING AND COAT EXPOSED SURFACES

Item Description Qty  Unit Total Labor Total Equipment  Total Subcontractor Total Other (supplies/tax) Total Cost

Construction Directs

Mobilization

Procurement 1 Is $ 55,783 $ -3 -3 1917 $ 57,700

Personnel Training 1 Is $ 27277 $ -3 4820 $ 1,703 $ 33,800

Site Mobilization and Preparation 1 Is $ - $ -3 84,769 $ 21631 $ 106,400

Utility Disconnect 1 Is $ - $ - $ 780,000 $ - $ 780,000

Interior Building Abatement and Demolitior

Asbestos Abatement® 1 Is $ -3 - $ 1,081,000 $ - $ 1,081,000

Interior Building Demolitioft 1 Is $ - $ -3 437,000 $ -3 437,000

Environmental Cleanout/Removaf 1 Is $ - $ -3 257,000 $ -3 257,000

Equipment Removal (Man-Cranes) 8 ea $ - $ - $ 240,000 $ - $ 240,000

Facility Cleanout/Washing 1 Is $ - $ -3 775,000 $ -3 775,000

Waste Management/Transport and Disposal 1 Is $ 393,143 $ 156,148 $ 1,060,102 $ 8,606 $ 1,618,000

Environmental Sampling and Monitoring

Analytical Sampling 1 Is $ - $ -3 20,400 $ -3 20,400

Air/Personnel Monitoring 17 mon  $ - $ - $ 1,123,200 $ - $ 1,123,200

Exterior and Interior Removal Actions

Coat Structural Steel with Paint/Primef* 1 Is $ - $ - $ 3,732,000 $ - $ 3,732,000

Structure Demolition

RPM Siding / Roof Demolitiorf 1 Is $ - 3 - $ 5,000,000 $ - $ 5,000,000

Structural Retrofit - Local Impacts’ 1 Is $ - $ - $ 425,250 $ - $ 425,250

Demobilization

Site Cleanup 1 Is $ 61,033 $ 7,047 $ - $ 11,920 $ 80,000

Demobilization 1 Is $ - $ -3 8,727 $ 5973 $ 14,700
Subtotal $ 15,781,450

Construction Indirects

Meetings

Pre-mobilization meetings 1 Is $ 26,909 $ 334 % -3 6,258 $ 33,500

Public and agency meetings 1 Is $ 54564 $ 799 $ -3 9,837 $ 65,200

Community Relations 1 Is $ - $ - 3 369,000 $ - $ 369,000

Project Documents

Comprehensive Work Plan 1 ea $ 360,000 $ 2,000 $ - $ 38,000 $ 400,000

General Site Requirements

Construction Management 17 mon $ 3,893,873 $ 359,674 $ -3 1,202,651 $ 5,456,198

Project Management 23 mon _ $ 423,059 $ 39,078 $ -3 130,665 $ 592,802
Subtotal $ 6,916,700

Operations & Maintenance (30 years)

O&M

Inspections, Touch-Ups and Recoating 1 Is $ - % - $ 2,595,539 $ - $ 2,595,539

Management 20 percent $ - 3 - $ - 8 - 3 519,108
Subtotal $ 3,114,647
Total $ 25,812,797

a) Based on past pricing received from RESTEC during summer of 2006. Scope includes abatement, interior demolition, siding removal and Structural Steel Coating.
b) Based on Exeltech estimate dated July 21, 2008. The costs included in Appendix C tables include a 20 percent overhead, fee, and technical development contingency for the prime contractor.
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APPENDIX C

ALTERNATIVE 11
DEMOLISH AND REMOVE HANGAR

Item Description Qty  Unit Total Labor Total Equipment Total Subcontractor Total Other (supplies/tax) Total Cost

Construction Directs

Mobilization

Procurement 1 Is $ 55,783 $ -3 -3 1917 $ 57,700

Personnel Training 1 Is $ 34779 $ -3 9612 $ 2909 $ 47,300

Site Mobilization and Preparation 1 Is $ -3 -3 84,769 $ 21,631 $ 106,400

Utility Disconnect 1 Is $ - $ - $ 780,000 $ - $ 780,000

Interior Building Demolition

Asbestos Abatement® 1 Is $ -3 -3 776,000 $ -3 776,000

Interior Building Demolitioft 1 Is $ -3 -3 252,000 $ -3 252,000

Environmental Cleanout/Removaf 1 Is $ -3 -3 44,100 $ -3 44,100

Equipment Removal (Man-Cranes) 8 ea $ - $ - $ 240,000 $ - $ 240,000

Facility Cleanout/Washing 1 Is  $ - $ - $ 662,000 $ - $ 662,000

Waste Management/Transport and Disposal

Steel Handling, Transport and Disposal 1 Is $ -3 -3 3,187,800 $ -3 3,187,800

Asbestos Containing Material Transport and Disposal 1 Is $ -3 -3 1,659,433 $ -3 1,659,433

Miscellaneous Debris and Material Handling 1 Is $ 114,597 $ - $ 126,170 $ - $ 240,767

Environmental Sampling and Monitoring

Analytical Sampling 1 Is $ - $ - $ 88,800 $ - $ 88,800

Air/Personnel Monitoring 195 mon $ - $ - $ 1,632,150 $ - $ 1,632,150

Structure Demolition

RPM Siding / Roof Demolitiorf 1 Is $ - $ - $ 3,736,000 $ - $ 3,736,000

Structural Steel Demolition 170 days $ 1,065,072 $ 814,601 $ 1,736,178 $ 49,150 $ 3,665,000

Waste Debris Handling/Sizing 170 days $ 323,445 $ 736,779 $ - $ 44,776 $ 1,105,000

Demobilization

Site Cleanup 1 Is $ 61,033 $ 7,047 $ - $ 11,920 $ 80,000

Demobilization 1 Is $ -3 -3 8,727 $ 5973 $ 14,700
Subtotal $ 18,375,150

Construction Indirects

Meetings

Pre-mobilization meetings 1 Is $ 26,909 $ 334 % -3 6,258 $ 33,500

Public and agency meetings 1 Is $ 54,564 $ 799 $ -3 9837 $ 65,200

Community Relations 1 Is $ - $ - $ 369,000 $ - $ 369,000

Project Documents

Comprehensive Work Plan 1 ea $ 360,000 $ 2,000 $ - 3 38,000 $ 400,000

General Site Requirements

Construction Management 195 mon $ 4,635,405 $ 395,848 $ -3 1,391,381 $ 6,422,634

Project Management 255 mon $ 480,936 $ 41,070 $ -3 144,360 $ 666,366
Subtotal $ 7,956,700
Total $ 26,331,850

a) Based on past pricing received from Bayview Environmental during summer of 2006. Scope includes abatement, interior demolition, and siding removal.
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RESPONSIVENESS SUMMARY FOR THE
ENGINEERING EVALUATION/COST ANALYSIS
IRSITE 29, HANGAR 1
FORMER NAS MOFFETT FIELD
MOFFETT FIELD, CALIFORNIA

Written on: June 28, 2006 Received on: June 28, 2006

From: Joe Boscacci, Los Altos, Calif. Submitted Via: E-mail comment to Mr. Weissenborn

Affiliation/Agency: Public member

GENERAL COMMENTS (1A)

Comment 1: Rick: Response 1: Due to the risks Hangar 1 poses to

| would strongly recommend that the U.S. Navy not demolish Hangar 1. It is worth retaining and | human health and the environment the Navy must
as a retired U.S. Army Colonel who was born and raised in the Bay Area, Hangar 1 has been a evaluate ways to safely address the contamination
landmark and symbol of an earlier age in aviation preceding World War 11, Korea, Vietnam, in the building materials. In doing so, the cleanup
Desert Storm and the Gulf Wars of the 21st century. alternatives are evaluated against the established

Removal Action Objective and National Oil and
Hazardous Substances Pollution Contingency Plan
criteria.

| have a print of Hangar 1 in my home in Los Altos, purchased by my wife for my birthday from
the Moffett Field museum and am always asked by people from out of California to tell them

about the exciting days of dirigibles. For the U.S. Navy to tear it down would be a real shame ) o
since its annual budget allocation of funding for huge warships in the billions to save $12 million | The recommended removal action alternative in the

to tear it down and only double that to restore it. revised EE/CA leaves the hangar’s steel frame

I would sincerely appreciate your advocacy for not tearing down Hangar 1. In the past 10 years standing.

too many of our former military bases and buildings have seen the wrecking ball to "save money" | Reuse of Hangar 1 is the responsibility of the

while our Congress approves "a bridge going to nowhere" in Alaska thanks to the lobbying of Federal property owner, which is a separate federal
Senator Ted Stevens. If you would like to talk with me, | would be happy to assist in any way to | action from the Navy’s environmental restoration
save Hangar 1. efforts.

Best Regards,

Joe Boscacci, 48 South Avalon Drive, Los Altos, CA 94022,
(650) 917-0220
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RESPONSIVENESS SUMMARY FOR THE
ENGINEERING EVALUATION/COST ANALYSIS

Written on: June 27, 2006

Received on: June 27, 2006

From: Fred Ballard

Submitted Via: E-mail comment to Mr. Weissenborn

Affiliation/Agency: Public member

GENERAL COMMENTS (2A)

Comment 1: Dear Mr. Weissenborn:

I cannot believe that the U.S. Navy would be so lacking a decent respect for a
building of historical significance that it would fail to preserve and restore Hangar
1 at Moffett Field. In its scale and its success for its purpose it has no rival except
perhaps the Vehicle Assembly Building at the Kennedy Space Center.

Like the VAB, Hangar 1 is not only an integral part of one of our country's boldest
undertakings, it is a significant accomplishment in its own right. Even though the
Navy no longer has dirigibles, Hangar 1 retains its worth. It is a monument to the
challenges of its construction and a testament to the ingenuity and determination
that are the best part of our nation's character. It cannot be appreciated or even
comprehended from photographs or a virtual tour, no matter how realistic: it must
be experienced firsthand.

We live in a time that counts the price of everything and the value of nothing and
among mean-spirited people who would prevent the Government from spending
money on anything not "useful™ in the most small-minded of accountings. | for one
would gladly see my tax dollars go to preserve this awe-inspiring structure.

Fred Ballard, PMP, fballard@us.ibm.com, 631.380.2039

Response 1: The Navy is working closely with the Office of
Historic Preservation, the Advisory Council on Historic
Preservation and other interested parties to properly integrate
consideration of cultural resource issues in the planning and
implementation of the cleanup action.

The recommended removal action alternative in the revised
EE/CA leaves the hangar’s steel frame standing.
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RESPONSIVENESS SUMMARY FOR THE
ENGINEERING EVALUATION/COST ANALYSIS

Written on: June 26, 2006

Received on: June 26, 2006

From: Lucinda Chandler, San Jose, Calif.

Submitted Via: E-mail comment to Mr. Weissenborn

Affiliation/Agency: US Navy WAVES, 1963-66

GENERAL COMMENTS (3A)

Comment 1: Dear Richard Weissenborn:
To Save Hangar 1 Committee:
http://www.savehangarone.org/node/58#comment

I was dismayed to hear that there were those wanting to destroy a historic
national building - Hangar 1 at Moffett Field. Then after visiting your website
today, encouraged that it may not happen yet.

I served at NAS Moffett in 1965-66 in flight dispatch at airport in WAVES. |
was in that hangar and saw the huge Guppy airplane in there. Both are
unforgettable memories. An amazing sight. Well-worth historically saving.

I was just watching BBC today 25 June 06, on local PBS TV channel. They
had a story saying that Bush administration has commissioned $150 million
for satellite airships by Lockheed Martin for 24 hour surveillance blimps from
hangar in Akron Ohio. Discussed rover blimps set out at edge of space to
provide surveillance at high altitudes. They are using WW!I blimp hangar in
Akron Ohio and showed pictures of that massive hangar.

You might want to investigate if Navy can again use Moffett's Hangar 1 for
these TARS blimps as surely there'll be more hangars needed than just one in
Ohio to protect our coasts.

Here is website about new TARS blimp --
http://www.missilethreat.com/systems/blimp usa.html

It could be good incentive to help save Hangar 1, saving time and expense
building a new one and all the hassles of acquiring land when Hangar 1 is
already available with a little clean-up.

Response 1: The Navy is working closely with the Office of Historic
Preservation, the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation and other
interested parties to properly integrate consideration of cultural
resource issues in the planning and implementation of the cleanup
action.

However, reuse of Hangar 1 is the responsibility of the Federal
property owner, which is a separate federal action from the Navy’s
environmental restoration efforts.

The recommended removal action alternative in the revised EE/CA
leaves the hangar’s steel frame standing.
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In view of North Korea's threats with missiles, it could be urgent re-usage of
Moffett's Hangar 1 since North Korea is threatening to launch long range
missiles that could reach California.

Sincerely
Lucinda Chandler, US Navy WAVES, 1963-66
162 Topeka Ave, San Jose CA 95128, HF 408-294-6177

Written on: June 24, 2006 Received on: June 24, 2006

From: Donald Stone (USN-RET), Pamela Stone, D. Joseph Stone, James Dunn

(USMC-RET), Faye Dunn Submitted Via: E-mail comment to Mr. Weissenborn

Affiliation/Agency: Public members

GENERAL COMMENTS (4A)

Comment 1: Please do not show such great disregard for this Hangar's history, | Response 1: The Navy is working closely with the Office of Historic
the wishes of the community and the myriad opportunities for re-use that a Preservation, the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation and other
cleaned, restored Hangar 1 would offer. | urge the Navy to strip the landmark's | interested parties to properly integrate consideration of cultural

toxic skin and re-coat it with environmentally sensitive materials instead of resource issues in the planning and implementation of the cleanup
getting rid of this structure. action.

Hangar 1 has a special place in Naval History, our community and our country. | However, reuse of Hangar 1 is the responsibility of the Federal

It is the focal point of the US NAS Sunnyvale Historic District, listed on the property owner, which is a separate federal action from the Navy’s
NRHP and is eligible for an NHRP designation in its own right. It was environmental restoration efforts.

revolutionary in it's time and choosing demolition would completely ignore the | The recommended removal action alternative in the revised EE/CA
Hangar's historical significance. leaves the hangar’s steel frame standing.

Must you destroy everything simply because it is not being used at the moment
or because someone has determined it to be "environmentally™ unsafe? There
are other answers than destruction! | realize this may be a new idea to the
Navy, but it's something they need to think about more than once in their
history. Most of our bases have been shut down, the majority of our ships are
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in the ships grave yards and now you are attempting to destroy historical
landmarks.

Our founders would sure be disappointed if they could see what has happened
to America and her defenses over the past 20 years just as so many American's
are right now. It's time to think about repairs, restoration or restructuring
instead of destruction or demolition for a change. Destroying the old is not
necessarily the best thing to do every single time.

Think!!!
Donald Stone (USN-RET)

Pamela Stone, D. Joseph Stone
James Dunn (USMC-RET), Faye Dunn

Written on: June 23, 2006

Received on: June 23, 2006

From: Ralph B. DeBolt, CWO4, USNR-Ret.

Submitted Via: E-mail comment to Mr. Weissenborn

Affiliation/Agency: Public member

GENERAL COMMENTS (5A)

Comment 1: Hello Mr. Weissenborn,
I am in strong opposition to the demolition of Hangar 1, Moffett Field.
| believe your rough estimate of demolition costs is an exaggeration designed

to appeal to penny pinchers. The NASA study must be factored in to more
realistic cost figures when the bidders ask.

Now you want to wait until after bids are in and make a final decision. You say
that revealing bids isn't allowed. Fine, but the bids TOTALS are, right?
Release them so we can have the opportunity to match the funds that would
save the hangar.

You are aware of the San Jose Mercury opinion poll showing over 85% of our

Response 1: The EE/CA was revised based on public comments
received and updated cost information. Cost estimates are based on
standard commercial bidding practices and include estimates from
potential subcontractors. This approach helps ensure that the cost
estimate for each alternative evaluated is accurate in accordance with
EPA guidance. Summaries of the cost estimates and assumptions are
included in Appendix C of the revised EE/CA.

The Navy is working closely with the Office of Historic Preservation,
the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation and other interested
parties to properly integrate consideration of cultural resource issues in
the planning and implementation of the cleanup action.
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citizens desire to preserve the hangar. That should tell you something.

And what about the brass plaque on the runway side of the hangar regarding its
historic status? You are OK with EPA rules about pollutants and you should
be, but easily disregard things like Historic status?

| am a retired Navy officer. I've never been reluctant to admit it. If we lose the
hangar over fancy figure manipulations and hidden "Catch 22" agendas, I'll
hide my medals.

Sincerely,
Ralph B. DeBolt, CWO4, USNR-Ret.

The recommended removal action alternative in the revised EE/CA
leaves the hangar’s steel frame standing.

However, reuse of Hangar 1 is the responsibility of the Federal
property owner, which is a separate federal action from the Navy’s
environmental restoration efforts.

Written on: June 23, 2006

Received on: June 23, 2006

From: J.C. Stevick, CDR, USN, ret.

Submitted Via: E-mail comment to Mr. Weissenborn

Affiliation/Agency: Public member

GENERAL COMMENTS (6A)

Comment 1: Dear Rick Weissenborn,
The best job I ever had was as chief pilot of the RAG in the early 1970s.
I loved every day of it. My office was in Hangar 1.

It is time to move on. The structure is a liability. Wasting money to save it is
madness. Take it down now.

J.C. Stevick, CDR, USN, ret.

Response 1: Due to the risks Hangar 1 poses to human health and the
environment the Navy must evaluate ways to safely address the
contamination in the building materials. In doing so, the cleanup
alternatives are evaluated against the established Removal Action
Objective and National Oil and Hazardous Substances Pollution
Contingency Plan criteria.

The recommended removal action alternative in the revised EE/CA
leaves the hangar’s steel frame standing.
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Written on: June 22, 2006

Received on: June 22, 2006

From: Bob Moss, Palo Alto, Calif.

Submitted Via: E-mail comment to Mr. Weissenborn

Affiliation/Agency: RAB community co-chair

GENERAL COMMENTS (7A)

Comment 1:

Richard Weissenborn

BRAC Environmental Coordinator, Former NAS Moffett Field
BRAC Program Management Office West

1455 Frazee Rd. Suite 900

San Diego, CA 92108

Dear Mr. Weissenborn;

I would like to provide some additional comments and suggestions regarding
the EE/CA for Hangar 1 at Moffett Field. While | provided oral testimony at
the May 23 community meeting and also submitted 2 pages of comments on
the EE/CA at that time, there are other issues that have come to my attention
that need to be transmitted to you so that they may be properly addressed.

The press and several other sources noted that the Navy plans to go out for
bids on Alternatives 10 and 11, but will not disclose publicly the terms and
conditions for bidding. This will prevent the public and any interested parties
from fully and fairly evaluating the alternatives and the cost estimates, and
verifying their accuracy. It is premature and inappropriate to ask for bids on
Alternatives 10 and 11 when there are several other alternatives that are fully
compliant with all of the criteria and Objectives for successfully protecting
health and the environment and also will preserve Hangar 1 as a major
historical structure, and for many future uses. | request that any bid requests
include the 2 alternatives, 14 (epoxy coating) and 15 silicone coating or
painting), that | described May 23. Failure to fully evaluate these options

Response 1: The EE/CA was revised based on public comments
received and updated cost information. Cost estimates are based on
standard commercial bidding practices and include estimates from
potential subcontractors. This approach helps ensure that the cost
estimate for each alternative evaluated is accurate in accordance with
EPA guidance. Summaries of the cost estimates and assumptions are
included in Appendix C of the revised EE/CA.

In preparation of the EE/CA, Silicone coatings produced by the Lord
Corporation and Illinois Institute of Technology Research Institute
(IITRI) were researched as potential exterior coating options.
Typically, silicone coatings are applied to smooth surfaces, not a
coarse substrate such as asphalt emulsion, which is on the exterior of
the hangar. Upon review of the exterior condition of Hangar 1, the
silicone coating vendors determined that the features of the exterior
are not a compatible substrate for silicone coatings, and recommended
the Navy remove silicone paints from further evaluation.

Epoxy was also researched as an exterior coating as well as an interior
coating option in the revised EE/CA. A drawback of using epoxy as an
exterior coating for the hangar is the curvature and flexible properties
of the hangar siding. As the epoxy coating weathers, these properties
will accelerate cracking and peeling, and will result in areas of
exposed original siding. As a result, use of epoxy as a coating for the
hangar’s exterior siding was removed from consideration. However,
since epoxy coating adheres best to smooth, flat surfaces such as that
found on the structural steel, the revised EE/CA recommendation
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would make the EE/CA incorrect and inadequate, and would result in a
significant waste of public funds.

The Alternatives that were studied incorrectly omitted 2 Alternatives that meet
all of the criteria and Objectives for successfully protecting health and the
environment. Those are coating both the inside and outside of Hangar 1 with
an epoxy coating which | proposed as Alternative 14, and Alternative 15,
coating the outside of Hangar 1 with a silicone paint or coating, and covering
the inside of Hangar 1 with another material such as epoxy, asphalt emulsion,
or heavy duty paints. Both of these Alternatives must be fully and completely
evaluated. Epoxy sealant and coating, Alternative 14, is perfectly practical and
feasible. After the May 23 hearing a NASA Ames employee who spoke to me
noted that Building 218 was coated with 3 different samples of epoxy more
than 15 years ago. They are still there and in almost the original colors and
conditions, despite many years of exposure to the sun and weather. Clearly this
is a technically feasible, environmentally compatible option, and it will cost
less than Alternatives 10 and 11. Maintenance costs for either epoxy or
silicone coatings will be significantly less than other coating Alternatives such
as 2, 3 and 4, and far less than total costs of Alternatives 10 and 11. Alternative
15, coating the outside of Hangar 1 with a silicone paint or coating, and
covering the inside of Hangar 1 with another material such as epoxy, may cost
more than Alternative 14 since the silicone paints are relatively expensive, but
they are very resistant to water and weather, so long term maintenance costs
should be lower.

Several times you noted that the cost estimates in the EE/CA could be off by —
30 to +60%. Without a full understanding of the terms and conditions of the
bid requests it is impossible for anyone to really understand any bid costs and
how valid they are. Therefore | request that the terms of all RFPs and requests
for bids be disclosed publicly. This is particularly important when any
proposal that involves coating, painting or sealing the surface is involved,
since the Navy repeatedly omitted any coatings on the inside of Hangar 1,
despite the universal rejection of this omission by all other parties, such as
EPA, RWQCB, almost all public and community RAB members, the City of
Sunnyvale, City of Mountain View, and SCVWD. If interior coating is omitted
from the bids, that must be revealed so that more accurate cost estimates can

includes coating the structural steel infrastructure with a primer and a
finish coat of weather resistant epoxy to encapsulate PCBs within the
paint currently covering the steel.

For interior applications, epoxy was found to be a viable alternative.
The design life of epoxy coating, as well as costs were more favorable
over the other interior coatings evaluated in the revised EE/CA.
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be prepared and valid cost comparisons made.

A glaring error in costing for Alternative 11 is omission of costs that will be
imposed on NASA if Hangar 1 is removed. Most of the utility lines for Ames
and Moffett go through Hangar 1. If it is demolished those utilities must be
relocated at significant cost. Those costs must be identified and disclosed, as
they will increase the actual total cost of Alternative 11 significantly. The
Navy may claim that utility relocation costs are not their obligation and cost,
but NASA has a strong case that any costs to relocate utilities due to
demolition of Hangar 1 should be paid by the Navy, since if the Hangar were
retained no utility relocations or expenses would be needed.

I am enclosing below a copy of the letter that was delivered to your staff at the
May 23 Public Hearing, in case it was not transmitted to you formally.

Technically Invalid and Incomplete Statements in the Site 29 (Hangar 1)
EE/CA Review of the EE/CA and various comments by participants in the
RAB meeting May 18, 2006 revealed a significant number of errors,
omissions, and incorrect statements and cost information that raise significant
doubts about the conclusions presented in the EE/CA. It is so full of errors and
omissions that it cannot be used to justify ANY action for remediation of the
contamination in the walls and roof of Hangar 1. Some of the problems are
described below.

None of the options that involved coating or sealing the hangar walls
considered the inside surfaces of Hangar 1, only the outside. This approach,
when it was applied to the present asphalt sealing of only the outside, was
universally condemned by NASA, EPA, RWQCB, SCVYWD, the City of
Mountain View, the City of Sunnyvale, and almost all public members of the
RAB. It is clear that coating or sealing the outside surface only would not
protect the environment or human health, so the cost estimates in the EE/CA
are inadequate and incomplete. If remediation does not address sources of
contamination from inside the hangar it makes future use or re-use impossible,
and fails to comply with the basic obligations of the Navy under CERCLA and
BRAC. Thus Options 2, 3, 4 and 6 must be corrected to include interior sealing
of all surfaces, to give more realistic cost and feasibility information. It also is
important to note that interior surface maintenance costs will be far less than

20080616RTC_A_as.doc Page 9 of 36 Responsiveness Summary for the
Engineering Evaluation/Cost Analysis, Revision 1

IR Site 29, Hangar 1, Former Naval Air Station Moffett Field

DCN: ECSD-5713-0068-0001

CTO No. 0068



RESPONSIVENESS SUMMARY FOR THE
ENGINEERING EVALUATION/COST ANALYSIS

exterior surface maintenance costs; long-term total costs for both inside and
exterior coatings will not be twice the present costs for those options. Also it is
feasible to have different treatments on the outside and inside of Hangar 1. For
example, the outside could be treated per Option 4, ceramic coating, which has
total direct and indirect estimated costs of $5.9 million (with a generous 20%
management and 20% contingency) and then coat the inside with asphalt per
Option 3 which has a total direct and indirect cost of $4.3 million. The long
term maintenance cost of Option 3 on the inside of Hangar 1 will be far less
than the estimated cost of $17.7 million, so the total cost of Option 4 exterior +
Option 3 interior would be $10.2 million for initial coating plus long term
maintenance of perhaps $26 million.

During discussions in 2005 of methods to treat the surfaces of Hangar 1 to seal
the surfaces and prevent migration of PCBs, lead and asbestos to the
environment, | suggested using epoxy or silicone for coatings. In the EE/CA
on p. 4-2 use of epoxy was rejected because of “its sensitivity to ultraviolet
light.” Use of silicone products was rejected because they “are used in
electrical circuit boards and are not generally recommended for the type of
application considered for Hangar 1”. These statements attributed to Techno
Coatings are incorrect. Epoxy is used in a number of applications on the
outside of spacecraft, where it is exposed to far higher levels of radiation and
ultraviolet than anything found on earth. Epoxy samples were exposed in orbit
to both radiation and atomic oxygen for 5.75 years in the LDEF experiment
with some darkening but with little degradation of physical or mechanical
properties. Materials such as Hysol EA956 survived UV and atomic oxygen
exposure with little loss of performance or appearance (1-3). Other epoxy
materials have been exposed to solar radiation in orbit for up to 20 years
without failure. As for silicones, in addition to the use cited in circuit boards,
silicones are used for water seals, coatings, electrical and thermal grounding,
and as thermal control paints. Silicone paints such as S13GLO (IITRI), A276
(Lord Corp) and Z93 (IITRI) have been exposed to solar and UV radiation,
solar flares, and micrometeorites for 5.75 years in the LDEF experiment with
little significant change in performance or properties, (2, 3) and for as long as
20 years in synchronous orbit with no loss of performance and with absolutely
no maintenance.
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References 1) NASA TM 58246 L. Leger, “Oxygen Atom Reaction with
Shuttle Materials at Orbital Altitudes”, May 1982,

2) D. L. Edwards, J. M. Zwiener, et. Al, “Radiation Induced Degradation of
White Thermal Control Paint”, NASA/CR-1998-208598, 20th Space
Simulation Conference, Oct. 1998.

3) NASA Contractor Report 4646, Evaluation of Adhesive Materials Used on
the Long Duration Exposure Facility, March 1995.

A number of silicone coatings could be used to coat and seal the surfaces of
Hangar 1, including white paints S13GLO, A276 and Z93, clear coating such
as DC93-500 (Dow Corning) or CV-2500 (NusSil). In addition to sealing the
PCBs, lead and ashestos in, these coatings would not change the appearance of
Hangar 1 noticeably, preserving the historic character of the structure.

As noted above, combinations of coatings and sealants can be used. For
example, a silicone-based paint or sealant could be used to coat the outside of
Hangar 1, and a cheaper material that is easier to apply such as epoxy or
asphalt (Option 3) could be used to coat the inside. Maintenance of external
silicone coatings will be relatively inexpensive, based on actual flight
experiences, and the internal coatings also will require relatively little
maintenance since they will not be exposed to storms or UV radiation.

Since these types of coatings were not evaluated, the EE/CA is defective and
must be redone, with a full evaluation of various epoxy and silicone coatings.
Silicone paints and coatings such as those noted above must be evaluated and
compared with the 6 potentially acceptable options.

The recommended Option 11 to demolish and remove the hangar appears to
significantly understate the true cost of demolition. In May 2003 DMJMH+M
prepared a Hangar 1 demolition cost estimate for NASA. It includes cost
elements that are omitted from the EE/CA. For example, the EE/CA says
nothing about protecting the health and safety of workers engaged in
demolition of a structure known to contain toxic and hazardous materials. The
NASA cost estimate does, for $2.45 million. The EE/CA has a cost of $2.58
million for interior asbestos abatement, nothing for exterior panels. It estimates
$443,000 for disposal of siding and roof panels. The NASA study has an
estimate of $700,000 just for hazardous dump fees plus $1.3 million for

20080616RTC_A_as.doc Page 11 of 36 Responsiveness Summary for the
Engineering Evaluation/Cost Analysis, Revision 1

IR Site 29, Hangar 1, Former Naval Air Station Moffett Field

DCN: ECSD-5713-0068-0001

CTO No. 0068



RESPONSIVENESS SUMMARY FOR THE
ENGINEERING EVALUATION/COST ANALYSIS

hazardous waste disposal. These costs are so different that they bring into
question all costs in the EE/CA. The NASA report acknowledges potential
scrap value of the steel frame, estimated at $1 million in 2003. The salvage
value does not appear to have been deducted from the final demolition cost
estimate. The NASA costs also are subject to escalation, recommended as
2.5%, but would be closer to 3.5%/year since 2003.

EE/CA Option 10, to remove the toxic siding and roof of Hangar 1 and replace
it with a clean, similar siding, has an estimate of $7.6 million in direct costs to
remove the existing siding and roof, plus a cost of $11.8 million for
demolition, $24.6 million total. The NASA report also considered removal and
replacement of the siding with a non-toxic replacement siding. The NASA
report estimates $4.45 million, plus $9.3 million to install a replacement
exterior, a total estimated cost to remove and replace the siding, including
management and contingency, is $19.7 million, taking into account a number
of expenses such as personnel protection not shown in the EE/CA.

In summary, the EE/CA is flawed and not suitable for use to evaluate all viable
remedial options and costs to address contamination in Hangar 1. Options 2, 3,
4, and 6 that were studied in the EE/CA and found feasible did not consider
treatment of the inside of Hangar 1 so they are neither technically nor
administratively adequate. Functionally suitable materials such as coating or
sealing with epoxy and silicones on the outside and inside of Hangar 1 were
incorrectly dismissed from proper consideration. The stated costs of the
preferred Option 11 omitted significant expenses known to be associated with
demolition of contaminated structures, and disposal of hazardous wastes.
Accurate and complete cost and feasibility analyses of various Options were
not presented. The EE/CA must be rejected as submitted and replaced with a
full RI/FS to correct these errors and omissions. The RI/FS also must
demonstrate whether the cost estimates in the EE/CA are more correct than
those in the 2003 NASA report for Hangar 1 remediation.

Yours very sincerely,
Bob Moss, RAB Community Co-Chair
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Written on: June 22, 2006

Received on: June 22, 2006

From: Bill Gilwee, Los Altos, Calif.

Submitted Via: E-mail comment to Mr. Weissenborn

Affiliation/Agency: Public member

GENERAL COMMENTS (8A)

Comment 1: Dear Mr. Weissenborn:

I am writing to support the group that is trying to save Hanger 1 at Moffett Field. | want
to preserve this historic site and also to save the $12 million required to tear it down.

Fifty years ago | was working in Ohio for a company that made circuit boards for IBM
and many other electronic companies. There was a plan to incorporate Aroclor in the
circuit boards to improve their "cold punch" properties and also improve the fire resistant
properties. The circuit boards were made by impregnating a special type of paper with a
varnish of epoxy resin and acetone. After drying the resin saturated paper, the paper was
stacked and subjected to heat and pressure. The boards were then "cured" and could be
cut to various dimensions. We added various amounts (1 to 10%) of Aroclor to the epoxy
varnish. The Aroclor was dissolved in the acetone with the liquid epoxy resin.

At first we were happy with the boards made with the Aroclor. However, a big problem
arose. When the circuit boards went through the normal process of adding transistors and
solder etc., it was necessary to go through "degreasing" to remove contaminants. This
process extracted an unacceptable amount of the Aroclor. That was the end of my
experience with Aroclors.

My point is that Aroclors are soluble in a number of different solvents. It seems like a
good scrubbing of the interior of Hangar 1 would remove the Aroclor. In case this has
not been tried, I thought I would mention my experience. This would not be cheap, but
I'm sure it would be a lot less than $12 million.

Sincerely yours,
Bill Gilwee, 80 Cody Lane, Los Altos, CA 94022, 650-948-4733

Response 1: Thank you for sharing your experience with
Aroclors. Neutralizing PCBs using bimetallic Extraction
(Alternative 8) and Removing contaminants by Chemical
Stripping (Alternative 9) were evaluated in the EE/CA.
Alternative 8 was found to not be technically feasible and
Alternative 9 would not be in compliance with ARARs.

The Navy is working closely with the Office of Historic
Preservation, the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation
and other interested parties to properly integrate
consideration of cultural resource issues in the planning and
implementation of the cleanup action.

The recommended removal action alternative in the revised
EE/CA leaves the hangar’s steel frame standing.
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Written on: June 22, 2006

Received on: June 22, 2006

From: Valori Stitt, Los Altos Hills, Calif.

Submitted Via: E-mail comment to Mr. Weissenborn

Affiliation/Agency: Public member

GENERAL COMMENTS (9A)

Comment 1: Dear Sir,

My husband, our two children and | have lived in the Bay Area all of our lives. To
us, Hangar 1 is as much a landmark of the San Francisco Bay Area as the Golden
Gate Bridge, Coit Tower or Alcatraz Island. Tearing down this historic building
would be a tragedy. Hangar 1 is a large, visible reminder of the contributions the
military—especially the Navy--has made to the Bay Area and to our country. It
represents aeronautical and naval history for us, our children and future
generations. Why throw that away? Retaining and restoring this historic structure
could be leveraged to generate good press, good will and good support for our
military.

Best regards,

Valori & Gordon Stitt, Los Altos Hills, CA

Response 1: The Navy is working closely with the Office of
Historic Preservation, the Advisory Council on Historic
Preservation and other interested parties to properly integrate
consideration of cultural resource issues in the planning and
implementation of the cleanup action.

The recommended removal action alternative in the revised
EE/CA leaves the hangar’s steel frame standing. However, reuse
of Hangar 1 is the responsibility of the Federal property owner,
which is a separate federal action from the Navy’s environmental
restoration efforts.
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Written on: June 2006

Received on: June 2006

From: Mary S. Levine, Palo Alto, Calif.

Submitted Via: Written comment form

Affiliation/Agency: Public member

GENERAL COMMENTS (10A)

Comment 1: (10A.1) Public Testimony by community professional experts has
established the feasibility of preserving Hangar 1. To replace the hangar in all its
glory with a tombstone in order to build expensive residences with facilities for
private planes will not be a safe use of our sky ways.

Does owning the real estate at Moffett on which the hangar stands include
documentation giving air rights to the Navy?

President Kennedy worked with Congress to pass legislation requiring every
historical building and site in the U.S. to be identified and put into a national
database. A few years ago, it was reported that already 2/3 of all those on the
database were destroyed. Recently, Palo Alto’s City Council was deceived by a
Texas based company into believing they would sell the acreage they controlled on
the corner of EI Camino and Charlston Rd. known as Rickey’s. Although the
original buildings were on the Nat’l Registry of Historic Places, that entire site was
leveled, the historic buildings destroyed.

The Navy’s decision to demolish Hangar 1 at Moffett is another potential tragedy
of destruction.

Halt this unthinkable action.

When the Palo Alto Times ran a banner front page black headline, Trianon
Demolition Contract Let with a photo of that historic building taking up the rest of
the top half of the front page. | successfully stepped in on the basis that a promise
had been made to preserve it. The mansion was saved. So | attended the May 23,
2006 community hearing to end another presence, not to participate in the hearing
on the proposed demolition of Hangar 1.

Response 1: (10A.1) Due to the risks Hangar 1 poses to human
health and the environment the Navy must evaluate ways to safely
address the contamination in the building materials. In doing so,
the cleanup alternatives are evaluated against the established
Removal Action Objective and National Oil and Hazardous
Substances Pollution Contingency Plan criteria.

The Navy is working closely with the Office of Historic
Preservation, the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation and
other interested parties to properly integrate consideration of
cultural resource issues in the planning and implementation of the
cleanup action.

The recommended removal action alternative in the revised
EE/CA leaves the hangar’s steel frame standing.
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RESPONSIVENESS SUMMARY FOR THE
ENGINEERING EVALUATION/COST ANALYSIS

As | listened to the reports of prior promises to preserve Hangar 1, to reports of the
value it had for individuals and the greater community, | realized | had information
no one else had. This prompted me to speak out. In order to establish my ties to the
Navy, yet | most vociferously oppose the Navy’s decision to destroy Hangar 1, |
related that my father had been in the Navy WWI and was transferred as a civilian
to the Philadelphia Navy year to be part of Billie Mitchell’s team. He outfitted
Admiral Byrd’s expedition to the South Pole in 1932 and spent the rest of his
working life there, I, too, worked at the Philadelphia aircraft factory and Boeing
after my college graduation. Therefore | recounted the following incident:

Years ago the man who represented the union of civilian Moffett employees
appeared at my desk. He was devastated because many of this union’s members
had developed cancer and were dying. It was established that contamination at
Moffett was responsible but the Navy refused to act to clean up the cause of the
illnesses and deaths. This is CRIMINAL NEGLIGENCE!

1 reason now being given for destroying Hangar 1 is the cost of the clean-up.
Which the Navy is required to do what would the cost have been to clean-up when
the Navy first learned from the union of the life-threatening contamination?
Knowing the danger, all future contamination could have been prevented by
satisfactory oversight policy of any subsequent threat. The Navy IS
RESPONSIBLE and must be brought to understand that the Hangar 1 demolition
must be halted.

There is a precedent for the Navy to make a major investment in something other
than its standard military role. Last year a U.S. Navy hospital ship went to aid the
Tsunami victims. Dr. Isadore Rosenfeld “Parade’s” Health Editor said this changed
attitudes toward America and on Muslims in Indonesia so he proposed the ship be
regularly deployed around the world. The Navy agreed now this ship is in Asia for
a 5 month tour. This is the next leg of its new mission of dedication. Investing in
the needed restoration of Hangar 1 at Moffett instead of sponsoring its destruction
would vastly engender widespread acquisition of historical knowledge showing the
effect U.S. aviation has had on our lives, as well as enhancing the Navy’s
reputation.
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RESPONSIVENESS SUMMARY FOR THE
ENGINEERING EVALUATION/COST ANALYSIS

The many personal testimonials at the May 23, 2006, community meeting verified
the need to oppose any misplaced power that would be exercised to cause the
destruction of Hangar 1.

Why won’t the Navy agree this time?

Written on: June 2006

Received on: June 2006

From: Victor Ojakian, Palo Alto, Calif.

Submitted Via: Written comment form

Affiliation/Agency: Public member

GENERAL COMMENTS (11A)

Comment 1: Save Hangar 1. Victor Ojakian

Response 1: The recommended removal action alternative in the
revised EE/CA leaves the hangar’s steel frame standing.
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Written on: June 2006

Received on: June 2006

From: Mona Miller, Palo Alto, Calif. and Elizabeth C. Syike

Submitted Via: Written comment form

Affiliation/Agency: Public member

GENERAL COMMENTS (12A)

Comment 1: | support saving Hangar 1- it’s an important part of our history — can
be used for so many things.

Mona Miller, 751 Christine Dr., Palo Alto, CA 94303-4443
Save Hangar 1. It’s a landmark and can be useful.
Elizabeth C. Syike, 789 Josina Ava, Palo Alto, CA 94306

Response 1: The recommended removal action alternative in the
revised EE/CA leaves the hangar’s steel frame standing.

However, reuse of Hangar 1 is the responsibility of the Federal
property owner, which is a separate federal action from the
Navy’s environmental restoration efforts.

Written on: June 2006

Received on: June 22, 2006

From: Vic Befera, Palo Alto, Calif.

Submitted Via: Written comment form

Affiliation/Agency: U.S. Navy War Veteran, 1944-1945

GENERAL COMMENTS (13A)

Comment 1: Thank you for conducting the public meeting regarding Hangar 1 and
giving us the opportunity to express our views. We hope you will recognize the
unprecedented support for preserving the historic structure. The Navy might regret
demolishing a part of its aerospace history. Surely you would wish it possible if the
U.S.S. Monitor and U.S.S. Merrimac commemorating the first of the ironclads
could have been saved. Converting Hangar 1 into a majestic air and space museum
would add luster to the rich traditions of the U.S. Navy. We beg you to seek
additional funds to pursue Alternative 10. San Francisco Mayor Roger Lapham,

Response 1: The Navy is working closely with the Office of
Historic Preservation, the Advisory Council on Historic
Preservation and other interested parties to properly integrate
consideration of cultural resource issues in the planning and
implementation of the cleanup action.

The recommended removal action alternative in the revised
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RESPONSIVENESS SUMMARY FOR THE
ENGINEERING EVALUATION/COST ANALYSIS

1947: “The cable cars must go. They’re outmoded, expensive and inefficient.”

EE/CA leaves the hangar’s steel frame standing.

However, reuse of Hangar 1 is the responsibility of the Federal
property owner, which is a separate federal action from the
Navy’s environmental restoration efforts.

Written on: June 22, 2006

Received on: June 22, 2006

From: Michael Milley

Submitted Via: E-mail comment to Mr. Weissenborn

Affiliation/Agency: Public member

GENERAL COMMENTS (14A)

Comment 1: To:

Mr. Rick Weissenborn

BRAC Environmental Coordinator
Navy BRAC PMO West

1455 Frazee Road Ste 900

San Diego, CA 92108-4310

Dear Mr. Weissenborn,

I am a long time home-owner in Los Altos. | am writing to express my opinion that
Hangar 1 should be preserved. | urge you and the Navy to find a way to preserve
the structure. If nothing else, defer demolition until the community can vote to fund
the preservation effort.

Michael Milley, michael.milley@att.net

Response 1: The recommended removal action alternative in the
revised EE/CA leaves the hangar’s steel frame standing.
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