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PUBLIC COMMENT SUMMARY AND NAVY RESPONSES

The Action Memorandum documents the Navy’s decision to undertake a non-time-critical removal action (NTCRA) for Installation Restoration
(IR) Site 29 at former Naval Air Station (NAS) Moffett Field in Moffett Field, California. The removal action was developed in accordance with the
Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA), as amended, and is consistent with the requirements at 40 Code
of Federal Regulations (C.F.R.) Part 300. Before the Action Memorandum was developed, 13 alternatives were evaluated in an Engineering
Evaluation/Cost Analysis (EE/CA), and Alternative 10 was recommended to address the potential threat posed by the release of polychlorinated
biphenyls (PCBs) present in the construction materials of the hangar. Alternative 10, the selected NTCRA, is removal of the Hangar 1 siding and
application of a coating to the surfaces of the hangar’s structural steel frame.

The Navy issued the Final EE/CA on July 30, 2008, followed by a 45-day public comment period ending September 13, 2008. A public meeting
was held on August 26, 2008, where the Navy received public comments. During the comment period and at the public meeting, the Navy received
comments from more than 130 members of the public, regulatory agencies, and local and national government agencies. Comments on the EE/CA and the
Navy’s responses are summarized below. Many of the comments expressed the opinion that removal of the Hangar 1 siding and application of a coating to
the surfaces of the hangar’s structural steel frame were not acceptable. Several comments expressed concerns about the cultural resource value of the
hangar, noting the historic nature of the hangar and the adjacent historic district, and called for the Navy to restore the hangar by replacing the siding
material. Several comments questioned the Navy’s estimate of removal action costs or suggested alternative technologies for the removal action or
proposals for the future reuse of the hangar.

The Navy’s primary responsibility in conducting the CERCLA removal action is to reduce risks to human health and the environment associated
with the release or potential release of hazardous substances present in the construction materials of Hangar 1. The Navy’s selected alternative complies
with the requirements of CERCLA, the Superfund Amendments and Reauthorization Act; the National Contingency Plan at 40 C.F.R.; the Defense
Environmental Restoration Program at 10 United States Code Section 2701, et seq; and Executive Order 12580. The EE/CA provides a comprehensive
evaluation of many alternatives to “minimize” effects on Hangar 1 and best meets the removal action objectives and all regulatory criteria taking into
account implementability, effectiveness, and cost.

The historic mitigation measures proposed in the EE/CA and selected in the Action Memorandum adequately reflect consideration of the need to
preserve and protect the hangar as a cultural resource while addressing the need to respond to the release of contaminants from the structure. The
removal action maintains the frame of Hangar 1 and reflects the original hangar’s relationship to the other contributing structures within the Historic
District. Maintenance of the frame, along with the other recommended historic mitigation, ensures the historic district will continue to represent the
hangar’s original purpose and visual scale while protecting human health and the environment.

The cost estimates presented in the EE/CA are based on standard commercial bidding practices, and were developed by subcontractors and
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vendors whose bids were premised on performing the actual work. The preparation of the estimates included:
o Site visits to develop detailed project approaches
o Detailed estimates for each alternative that included input from experienced engineers, construction managers, and subcontractors
e Subcontractor and vendor bids for specialty services, materials, and equipment
o Estimate components used across various alternatives that have identical components of scoping

This approach helped ensure that the cost estimate for each alternative evaluated was accurate in accordance with U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
(USEPA) guidance. Summaries of the cost estimates and assumptions are included in Appendix C of the Final EE/CA.

The Navy evaluated 13 alternatives that addressed the hangar’s exterior components and four alternatives that specifically addressed the interior.
The Navy’s evaluation was consistent with USEPA guidelines for developing an engineering evaluation and cost analysis for a removal action and
extended over two years to allow for a full evaluation of removal options, their effectiveness, and their costs, and adequate consideration of regulatory,
stakeholder, and community input. The alternatives analyzed in the EE/CA represent the best potential range of options to address the contamination.

The manner in which the Navy will conduct the environmental response action will not preclude implementation of future restoration measures
by the National Aeronautics and Space Administration (NASA), the federal facility operator of the former NAS Moffett Field, or others interested in
potential reuse of the hangar. NASA has begun gathering information towards identifying a reuse for the hangar and is seeking partners to assist in its
restoration. The Navy is working with NASA to better coordinate our cleanup actions with NASA'’s reuse efforts.

GENERAL COMMENTS
Written on: August 26, 2008 Received on: August 26, 2008
From: Stewart McGee Submitted Via: Oral comment at public meeting

Affiliation/Agency: Public member

Comment 1G: This is a letter from the City of Sunnyvale. It's addressed to Kimberly "Kesler," Director, Department of Navy BRAC Program
Management Office. And it's signed by the Honorable Anthony (Tony) Spitaleri, Mayor of Sunnyvale. Letter reads as follows: On behalf of the City of
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Sunnyvale, I'd like to commend the Navy and NASA for the public release of the Engineering Evaluation/Cost Analysis of hangar One structure at
Moffett Federal Airfield in Sunnyvale and express our appreciation for the opportunity to provide comments regarding the EE/CA report.
The EE/CA report identified and evaluated a total of 13 removal action alternatives. As you know, the Navy—preferred alternative, as presented in the

EE/CA, is Alternative 10, "Remove siding and coat exposed surfaces,” which will involve demolition of interior rooms with [sic] the hangar, removal of
the corrugated metal siding and the roof material from the hangar, and application of a protective coating on the remaining steel structure.

The City of Sunnyvale commends NASA and the Navy for its release of the EE/CA . ..

These comments on Alternative 10, remove the siding and coat exposed surfaces: The City supports the report's Removal Action objective to control the
mitigation of contaminants from hangar One to the environment through source elimination or containment as an acceptable alternative. The alternative
will arguably eliminate the risk to human health, risk to human health and the environment.

The City does have some concern that Alternative 10 falls short in its explanation of issues such as control and proposed effectiveness of the alternatives
within the scope of the removal action. Specifically, the Removal Action Objective presents no action plan for addressing other significant contaminants
of concern. The City does not agree that, by using the criteria of implementability and effectiveness and cost, a detailed evaluation is achieved.

The City is also concerned that these alternatives do [sic] not address the interior contaminants of the Hangar and seems to ignore contaminants as
regulatory drivers.

The City also urges that — the Navy to consider feedback from the community regarding acceptance or rejection of alternatives.

The City of Sunnyvale supports the use of federal funds to clean and restore —— underline "restore” —— Hangar One so that it is habitable and code—
compliant (Legislative Advocacy Position 7.3E.A.29). Therefore, the City would not support any alternative which would result in the removal of the
Hangar.

Thank you for your consideration of our position. Please do not hesitate to contact me, the mayor, or my Intergovernmental Relations Officer, Yvette
Agredano. Thank you.

Written on: August 26, 2008 Received on: August 26, 2008

From: Steve Williams Submitted Via: Oral comment at public meeting

Affiliation/Agency: Public member

Comment 2G: I'm Steve Williams. I'm a long-time resident of Mountain View. I now live in Belmont where | can see Hangar 1 from the hilltop trails
behind my home, and I'm a cofounder of the Save Hangar One Committee. | want to thank the Navy for organizing this meeting and allowing the public to
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have its say in preserving this icon of the Bay Area. | want to thank the Save Hangar One volunteers that helped get the word out. But most of all, | want to
thank all the community members that are here tonight and prepared to speak, and | congratulate you for your involvement. Two years ago the community
gathered in a similar meeting to tell the Navy that Hangar 1 is too valuable to demolish, and the Navy listened. Today I call on this community to stay
engaged and insist that the Navy preserve not just the skeleton of Hangar 1, but the entire useful structure that has been left to us by the Base Realignment
and Closure (BRAC) process. How many here believe that the Hangar 1 must be preserved with a usable skin? (Attendees raise their hands.)

And now let me ask by a show of hands how many here believe the Navy still has an obligation to spend the additional money necessary to reskin the
hangar? (Attendees raise their hands.) The Navy has argued to the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation of the California Office of Historic
Preservation that leaving Hangar 1 a skeleton is an adequate way to preserve its unique irreplaceable historical significance. | find that argument wholly
unconvincing, and | call on those authorities to tell the Navy in no uncertain terms that a skeleton is not enough. The California Office of Historic
Preservation is there to preserve icons like this one, and | believe that they should insist. Under the BRAC process, Moffett Field was transferred to
NASA Ames Research Center in 1994. The Navy believes that transfer relieves them of their obligation under the BRAC to return Moffett's assets to the
community for reuse. They insist that all they have to do is clean it up. | disagree. The Navy transferred a usable working hangar to Ames, and | call on
NASA to demand in no uncertain terms that the Navy spend the money necessary to keep Hangar 1 a working, useful building. | grew up in the Bay
Area and have lived here off and on all of my life. | wondered at Hangar 1, marveled at Hangar 1, explored Hangar 1, and loved Hangar 1 from up close
and from bridges and hilltops far away. | can't imagine a Bay Area without a Hangar 1. | call on the Navy to honor its duty to our community and return
Hangar 1 to us in a usable, beautiful, durable condition. Thank you.

Written on: August 26, 2008 Received on: August 26, 2008

From: Janis Moore Submitted Via: Oral comment at public meeting

Affiliation/Agency: Public member

Comment 3G: I've submitted a written comment, but I'll just go ahead and add a little bit to that. | am a second generation Valley resident, and |
remember when the valley was all orchards and a beautiful place to raise a family. My grandfather was a friend of the then base commander and was —
— got to go up in the Macon when it was based here. My family's had an apricot orchard near Evelyn Avenue, and | remember well, actually, it was
before my time; but one year, because we were unable to get pickers, we had sailors that came out and picked our fruit, which led to some very
interesting stories. I still recall some of those stories. My family had a lot of different interactions with the Moffett Field in various capacities. And in
short, it was a valued member of our community and a part our lives. Over the years, the valley has changed so much, and the saddest thing of all to me
is how many of our historic resources have disappeared. Almost all of my favorite historic landmarks are gone, with the exception of a few structures
here and there and most outstanding of which are the hangars at Moffett Field. | appreciate the Navy holding this meeting tonight to hear from the public
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about its plan. However, removing the siding and leaving behind a skeleton is not acceptable. This is better than the previous plan to totally demolish the
historic structure, but I think the Navy needs to do more to preserve and rehabilitate this landmark structure. It's one of Mountain View's biggest
landmarks and is a wonderful example of early twentieth century technology. And I — and as a national landmark—eligible structure in district or part of
a district, it should definitely be preserved. So, please, do preserve Hangar 1 in a usable capacity, and do not just remove the siding, exposing the
skeleton to elements subject to further decay. To me that sounds like the first step on the road to demolition by neglect. | would also like to point out that
the City of San Jose spent approximately $20 million to move a four-story hotel some 200 feet in order to preserve a historic landmark in San Jose. If San
Jose can afford $20 million, I think the federal government and the Navy can certainly afford to fully rehabilitate Hangar 1. Thank you.

Written on: August 26, 2008 Received on: August 26, 2008

From: Tom Spink Submitted Via: Oral comment at public meeting

Affiliation/Agency: Public member

Comment 4G: My name is Tom Spink. I'm a retired Navy captain, served at Moffett for over 20 years, and | represent over 500 naval aviators as part of the
San Francisco Bay Area Squadron of the Association of Naval Aviation. As a former engineer, | appreciate the rigor of your examination and extensive
time and labor required to produce all the meetings, minutes, and now the EE/CA Revision 1. Up front, let me say that my purpose is not to impugn anyone's
integrity. | do, however, question the conclusions of your analysis or, should | say, your premise. | have made many, but not all, of the meetings and read
most of the minutes. | received the CD, all 425 pages, and went looking for what I think we should all look at one last time before embarking on a costly
solution. Is Hangar 1 a serious threat to human life and the environment? We all know there are PCBs leaching from the metal siding whenever it rains. The
materials tested had high levels, but the runoff was minuscule. | remember a briefing on PCBs a few years ago; and by the end of the presentation, one
would have thought that Hangar 1 was another Love Canal. As | have watched these events unfold over the years, a couple of thoughts come to mind. If the
PCBs that are currently leaching off the hangar are at dangerous levels now, then 70 years ago they must have been even more toxic, and there should have
been many reported illnesses attributed to the pollutants. Seriously assuming any dissipation rate you wish, I find it hard to believe that the levels now
present are at a serious threat. No one's going to build a grade school on top of the collection pond. 1 also find it disturbing that your analysis did not try
and estimate how long the PCBs might be present. Seven decades of sun and rain have not diminished the PCBs to any predicted amount. | tried to engage
one of the investigators years ago at one of the informal informational meetings about leaching. At first | said it does not rain that much around here, so it
shouldn't be that much of a problem. He dismissed that. At a later meeting, | reminded him that the previous March it had rained 25 out of 30 days, and |
asked him how much of the PCBs are left. Again, the discussion was not what he wanted to talk about. The Navy wants a permanent solution. If the PCBs
were actually deemed to be only a minor threat, they still would be a pollutant that must be addressed. And | don't —— but I don't think collecting the
runoff every year and bearing the results properly should be very expensive. There are pollutants all around us. They are inescapable. But that doesn't
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mean that they will affect us. | bought a cordless drill at Orchard Supply Hardware last weekend. When | opened the package, there was a tag that said,
"This product contains chemicals known to the State of California to cause cancer and birth defects and other reproductive harm.” To me, this sounds more
ominous than the PCB briefing on Hangar 1. I'm going to use the drill. Such warnings are on most buildings we enter every day, but we accept the risk
because we believe them to be minimal. | believe Hangar 1 is a minimal risk. So let's be realistic about the areas of pollution we spend our precious tax
dollars on. And the only ones that are minimal should have a warning sign on all the entrances. Case closed.

Written on: August 26, 2008 Received on: August 26, 2008

From: Linda Ellis Submitted Via: Oral comment at public meeting

Affiliation/Agency: Public member

Comment 5G: For those of us that live here, we are encouraged that the Navy has taken the next step to acknowledge our community's landmark.
However, as the citizens continue to seek preservation, we want the government to work and to continue to reskin the hangar. At the beginning of the
Great Depression, the Bay Area citizens united to purchase a 1,000-acre site for our government and this magnificent structure that represents our
national pride and our local advances. Now the structure is at risk of being left defaced and unusable, and we are here to express our will for the
preservation of this great landmark. The people have endorsed a volunteer team experienced in large projects and working independently of their firms
and to review the EE/CA and on behalf of the RAB committee to resolve this issue and come up with options. The presented solution preserved a
landmark by removing the existing siding and replacing it with fabric. The solution remains to be architecturally exciting, environmentally sustainable,
and procedurally practicable. We reviewed the record documents. We've walked through the building and took photos. We've noted the fabric roof
buildings that provided precedent. The solution is historically sensitive and emulates the airship construction itself. The feasibility level cost was
reconfirmed and affordable. The solution is appropriate for the structure, allowing natural light transmission, a Class A fire-resistant roof, a 60-year
anticipated longevity, and virtually no maintenance. The EE/CA report with the Navy's recommendations to coat and leave the structure exposed
contains some items that may be questionable and others that seem okay. The evaluation of —— and the assumptions and the findings might be
accurate. However, the detailed structural analysis, rejected items, consultant models, cost data that were used in the preparation of this report should be
provided for review. We challenge the Navy to address the historical issues. The National Trust for Historical Preservation stated that our landmark is
significant and worth preserving. We also concur with the Navy's July 25th report that mentions that the quality of the adjacent historical Site 29 would
be adversely affected by this structure without a skin. Moreover, we request the Navy to prepare an addendum to the EE/CA that includes the support
data, the historical preservation measures, and mostly the architectural fabric options supported by the people of this community. Thank you.
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Written on: August 26, 2008 Received on: August 26, 2008

From: Jane Horton Submitted Via: Oral comment at public meeting and letter submitted

Affiliation/Agency: Public member

Comment 6G: The Emperor's New Clothes is a fairytale by Hans Christian Andersen about an emperor who unwittingly hires two swindlers to create a
new suit of clothes for him. The two swindlers promise him the finest suit of clothes from the most beautiful cloth. The cloth, they tell him, is invisible
to anyone who is either stupid or unfit for his position. The emperor cannot see the nonexistent cloth, but pretends that he can for fear of appearing
stupid. His ministers do the same. When the swindlers report that the suit is finished, they dress him in pantomime. The emperor then goes on a
procession to the Capitol showing off his new “clothes”. During the course of the procession, a small child cries out, "But he has nothing on!" The
crowd realizes the child is telling the truth. Hangar One at Moffett Field is a 76-year-old landmark with history, physical impressiveness, and ground-
breaking design. However, the Navy now proposes to remove the cladding and leave just the steel skeleton standing. The Navy has asserted that, after
all, the structure will still be impressive and will bring to mind the grandeur and historic meaning of Hangar One. . . of course, coupled with a history
museum to show what the hangar really did look like before it was stripped naked.

To me, this brings to mind the emperor's new clothes. It's as if the Navy wants me to believe that the unclothed hangar has just the same usefulness and
value to the community as the hangar does with siding. The Navy asserts that | will think an invisible cover has the same value as the real cover!

I would prefer to be like that child, tell the Navy that | can see that when the hangar has no siding and is naked, that it certainly does not have the same
value as the hangar when it is enclosed.

If a statute of the emperor in Andersen's story had been created, | assume that after a while birds would have landed on it and done what birds like to do.
And if the Hangar is left stripped and naked, | assume that birds will also treat the Hangar skeleton in the same way, as a place to roost and raise their
families. And like a statute that is seldom washed and cleaned, | can envision Hangar One declining into a sad state of disrepair after perhaps thousands
of nesting and perching birds make the hangar their new home. There's too much history here for Hangar One to be reduced to a mere skeleton and home
for pigeons and other birds.

The main sticking point with preservation is money. The Navy doesn't wish to fund a full restoration. The Navy says it will cost approximately
$15 million to restore the Hangar to usefulness. Our country is spending $341.4 million per day; $15 million dollars is spent in one hour and fifteen
minutes for this current war, but is there no money for the Navy to restore the hangar?

Suppose that Andersen had written his fairytale with a different ending: The emperor never wore clothes again; the swindlers gave him a drawing of
what he had looked like wearing clothes and told him that they were really only obligated to give him the drawing. | imagine the emperor would have
sickened and died from exposure, all while he looked at the drawing of himself wearing clothes.
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To the Navy, | see the difference: Just as the Emperor had no clothes, the Hangar without its siding is NOT a building with a future use. Please do not
think that I cannot see the difference between a hangar WITH siding and a positive future and a hangar WITHOUT siding left to decay and decline.

Jane Horton
350 N. Whisman Road
Mountain View, CA 94043

Written on: August 26, 2008 Received on: August 26, 2008

From: Rick Callison Submitted Via: Oral comment at public meeting

Affiliation/Agency: Public member

Comment 7G: While I'm pleased at the trend towards preservation in this latest EE/CA report, I'm very disappointed that the efforts expended on
Alternative 6, re-covering, weren't directed towards a fabric skin solution that might have proved to the Navy that even stripping the skin was less valued.
Instead, the EE/CA embarked on a study of layering another siding over the existing siding, adding weight to the structure, and leaving the contaminated
interior exposed, preventing public occupancy. In support, Alternative 6 robbed fabric of due consideration. How much better to have investigated the
fabric solution presented to this group before that reduces the skin weight on the structure by something like 90 percent. While no solution is perfect,
fabric is the only visionary, forward thinking, and viable concept presented so far, offering the following benefits: It introduces natural daylight into this
glorious but cavernous dark space, transforming Hangar 1 into a place where people would actually want to be while silhouetting the delightful structure
which is now obscured in darkness. In turn, interior lighting at night would transform Hangar 1 into a glowing lantern to markedly enhance its presence
and encourage its adaptive reuse as a public gathering place. Lastly, the use of fabric has worthy historic references. Hangar 1's graceful arches come
naturally, derived from airship and hangar designs conceived by the most prolific airship designer in history, Karl Arnstein. As such, the notion of a
fabric cladding that mimics airships is not far fetched but direct insensible. 1 turn now to the Navy's recommended Alternative 10, stripping the skin.
By comparison to the fabric enclosure, the hangar's naked skeleton would simply be a lifeless relic except as a nesting aviary as has been said before.
And stripping the interior of all the stairs, catwalks, elevators, and other features will forever prevent restoring the hangar some day to its original form
and human scale. At the time of Hangar 1's construction, it was technologically cutting edge, but unfortunately served an airship program that was to end
tragically. In going forward now, let's not inflict a lesser tragedy on this graceful giant but instead be motivated by its potential for future success, a
success to be signaled by its reentry into the mainstream of Bay Area life through adaptive reuse. Thank you.
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Written on: August 26, 2008 Received on: August 26, 2008

From: Beth Bunnenbert Submitted Via: Oral comment at public meeting

Affiliation/Agency: Public member

Comment 8G: I'm on Palo Alto's Historic Resources Board, but tonight I am speaking as an individual. I understand the Navy's job is to clean up the
toxic substances. Now, on the cleanup of the natural environment of bay lands and restoring areas of this base to the natural state, the Navy removed the
cause of the toxics, removed the toxic soil, and did not stop there. You brought in fresh soil, worked to restore the plant life, and nurtured the area. This
first marvel of restoration is working. The turtles are back. Now for a second marvel. This one is of the built environment. The National Register—
eligible structure, its streamlined modern styling, is an engineering model marvel known as Hangar 1. Yes, it is important that the Navy's EE/CA sees
Alternative 10 as a recommended alternative. It's much better than demolition. However, please finish the job. Please apply the same process you did
for the natural environment. Bring in fresh materials, re-cover the structure, and truly return this building to use. Please save Hangar 1. Thank you.

Written on: August 26, 2008 Received on: August 26, 2008

From: Jim Lund Submitted Via: Oral comment at public meeting

Affiliation/Agency: Public member

Comment 9G: I'm Jim Lund. I'm an aviation historian and a world traveler. I'll read you my little three-minute blurb here. Let's thank this forum for
inviting me to speak. During my talk, a few questions might arise, and I will try to answer any questions after the talk. | would not be here now if the
Navy and NASA, as custodians of Hangar 1, had done the right thing to begin with. In July of 1994 when the Navy pulled out and transferred the
custodianship of Hangar 1 to NASA, a responsible action would have been, hey, Hangar 1 is an historic landmark, a unique building, a tangible art
effect an artifact of one of the most romantic periods of civilization. NASA does not need a warehouse. NASA does not need an old relic to look after.
It is an agent for the future. The thing to do would be to make arrangements for the State or National Park Service to donate Hangar 1 and the land it sits
on. Since Hangar 1 and the land it sits on already belong to the government, no taxpayer money is spent. As a state or national monument, Hangar 1
would be maintained and operated by a crew of rangers and open to the public just like the rest of the monuments. The fact that Hangar 1 is in the Bay
Area, one of the nation's most touristic locations, there would be lots of national and international visitors who would pay admission and fees to help
defer the costs and even make a profit. Ever hear of a Zeppelin Festival? That would attract young and old from around the world. The value of such a
huge magnificent cathedral-like edifice with such a fascinating history will continue to grow with each of the passing years. However, I'm sorry to say
that no effort has been made in this direction. Instead, it was left to molder away while the Navy figured out a way to get rid of it. NASA and the EPA
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to the rescue. They found Hangar 1 to contain toxic substances. The fact is that nearly everything made by man contains toxic substances. Where did
these toxins come from? The very earth that we live on. Man has lived with these toxins throughout its entire existence. With high technology comes
highly sensitive sniffing and wiping devices that can detect the tiniest presence of any perceived toxin. With these devices, it is possible to test the very
home you live in and find toxic chemicals levels of radon gas, formaldehyde, lead, and mercury. The automobile, which contains lead, acid, asbestos,
toxic fluid, and gases, is allowed to be sold and operated by the million with only a warning label attached to the driver's side window. Why aren't you
evicted from your house and your car hauled off to a toxic dump? There would be a revolution. Hangar 1 is an orphan with only the weak and the meek
to defend it. Given the latest sobriquet of toxic garage, every time it rains, toxics leach off, polluting the bay. The truth is that none of this has been
proven. The feared PCB Aroclor 1268 has been found lately to be mildest PCBs. No effort has been made to study the soil around the hangar for the
presence of PBCs [sic] left at the building site when the Robertson corrugated metal siding was cut to fit and thousands of holes were drilled in the
mounting. Nonetheless, a visit to Hangar 1 is far less harmful to your health than a sunny afternoon on the beach. Now, yet the Navy made the decision
to opt for Alternative 11, "Demolish and remove hangar," based on the strength of Benchmark Environmental engineering report. The report found that
Robertson corrugated metal siding did contain these PCBs. But there was no report on the soil around the building because the Navy did not request it.

| find it difficult to forgive the Navy for taking such a rash and irresponsible action before all the facts were in. | could only hope that sanity will prevail
and Hangar 1 will be preserved for future generations to marvel about.

Now I ask, where is California State Park Service director Ruth Coleman? Are you here? No Ruth Coleman, okay. Where's the National Park Service
director Mary Bomar? Are you here? | will say that the national trust for historic preservation and their director, Richard Moe, did bring attention to
the great importance of Hangar 1 and that it must be rescued from the ignorance that would call for its destruction. Where is Senator Boxer? Are you
around here? No Boxer. How about Feinstein? Where's Feinstein? She here? | hope to hear from you. Where are Congress? Where's Anna Eshoo?
Is she here? | want to hear from you. And how about Honda? Is he here? | have written to you repeated times over the past three years, and | have yet
to receive a reply from any of you. Not one word. One last sentence. Will any responsible politician listen and respond? Thank you very much.

Written on: August 26, 2008 Received on: August 26, 2008

From: Sandra Mason Submitted Via: Oral comment at public meeting

Affiliation/Agency: Public member

Comment 10G: My name is Sandra Sirintioni [phonetic] Mason. I'd like to thank the Navy for its care in including the public in its important decision
and for this opportunity to speak about the importance of Hangar 1 in my life. Most of us already realize the architectural significance of this grand
structure called Hangar 1. Its preservation for that reason alone should be important to all in our community. Mine is just a little story. I'm here tonight
to speak in honor of my mother, Frances Anello Sirintioni. My mom was a first generation ltalian-American and a Santa Clara County native. If my
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mother were alive today, she would be 85 years old. Just after World War 11 was declared, my mother went to work as a mechanic in assembly and
repair on the L ships and the K ships. That work was done inside Hangar 1. This was the only job outside the home my mom ever held. The money she
made from this work helped to pay the mortgage on her parents' cherry ranch on Homestead Road. This wartime job was a lifelong source of pride for
my mother. When | was a child, each time our family drove past Moffett Field, my mom would proudly remind us that she had worked inside Hangar

1. Years later when | drove my own children past the hangar, |, too, would proudly point and say, "Your grandma worked as a mechanic on the blimps
inside that big hangar during World War 11." Mom died 15 years ago. Her ashes have been tossed on the wind. For our family, Hangar 1 stands as a
piece of our mother's history, a reminder of her youth and her life. It stands for us as a memorial. And each time we pass by now with my mother's nine
great grandchildren, the fourth generation, we point and say, "Your great grandmother worked inside that big hangar during World War I1." For that
small moment, as | gaze with my grandchildren at Hangar 1, the young Francie Anello lives again. | am sure that my mom is but one of thousands of
people with prideful histories attached to the hangar. My family and | appeal to the Navy, the EPA, and the Water Board to preserve and restore in full
this amazing structure as a monument to all the people who have lived their lives for generations in the vast shadow of Hangar 1. Thank you.

Written on: August 26, 2008 Received on: August 26, 2008

From: Gary Hinze Submitted Via: Oral comment at public meeting

Affiliation/Agency: Oakland Cloud Dusters Model Airplane Club, National Free
Flight Society, and the Academy of Model Aeronautics

Comment 11G: I'm Gary Hinze. I'm a member of the Oakland Cloud Dusters Model Airplane Club, National Free Flight Society, and the Academy of
Model Aeronautics. 1'm here to express the interest of aeromodeling worldwide in preserving Hangar 1 as an indoor model airplane flying site. Indoor
model airplanes are light and delicate. They must be flown inside a building, protected from wind and turbulence. For example, the highest level of
indoor aeromodeling is the F1D class. It's limited in to span 55 centimeters, which is about 22 inches. It must weigh no less than 1.2 grams. A dollar
bill weighs 1 gram. It has a rubber motor on it that weighs no more than .6 grams. Put 2,200 turns on that rubber motor with a revolution rate on the
prop of one per second, and you have a 37-minute flight. The recent world record was just accomplished this month. These airplanes are so delicate that
if someone walks by them rapidly, they will be completely destroyed from the wake of the person walking. To achieve that performance requires a very
high column of very still air. Until about 1997, we flew indoor airplanes in Hangar 1 at Moffett Field. One of the OCD members told me that he had
been flying in the hangar for over 60 years, and he's not the only one. | have been told that national and international world records have been set in the
hangar. We were prohibited from flying in the hangar because there were toxic chemicals in the building about 1997. When the Navy left Moffett
Field, it proposed to demolish the hangar. Public comment changed the plan to removing the contaminated cladding and leaving the structural skeleton.
It's better than demolition, but we couldn't fly inside of it that way. The wind would go right through the open structure. Hangar 1 has the potential
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again to be an indoor flying site of national and international importance. | ask that the Navy restore the building to a condition that will permit
continued use as a world-class site for indoor aeromodeling. I'm submitting copies of the E-mails from other OCD members who were unable to attend
tonight's meeting, explaining the importance of aeromodeling and encouraging young people to take an interest in aeronautical careers, as many of them
did. Encouraging such interests is important to our future national security and economic success. Thank you.

Written on: August 26, 2008 Received on: August 26, 2008

From: Bob Hobbs Submitted Via: Oral comment at public meeting

Affiliation/Agency: Save Hangar One Committee

Comment 12G: My name is Bob Hobbs, and I'm part of the Save Hangar One Committee; and I, too, am very happy that the Navy has not decided in
demolishing the hangar but do believe that they need to take the further step in providing a siding and a usable building for the community in whatever
form or fashion it ends up to be used. I still think that's probably under consideration. But, you know, "build it and they will come" is a good
philosophy, I think, on that one. I think of two other things when | think of Hangar 1 in kind of the same era, and that's the Golden Gate Bridge and the
Empire State Building, both structures done at a similar time of our history and —— but the real can-do attitude. They were structures that were all
completed in an extremely timely fashion and a high degree of quality. As you see, they all stand today on their own. So it's not only a monument to
historical preservation; it's a preservation of an attitude of America's can-do spirit as well, | believe. Okay. Having said that, | think I have some
concerns on the prob— —— you know, maintenance and corrosion problems that could arise by just leaving the skeleton only without a protective
siding over the metal frame. There's a couple of reports through my erudition in the last couple weeks and —— that I've dug up. One is the Effects of
Soluble Salts at Metal Paint Interface. And basically, these are two different substances: sulfates and chlorides. And these are —— basically, the
sulfate is a distribution factor of industrial modernization, you know, air pollution, if you will. And chlorides are a product of a marine environment, and
the hangar resides in both of these environments. So the report goes on. The long and short of this report is: If the structure isn't cleaned to a high
degree, the paint or whatever coating they put on will degrade very rapidly. And this is a report done in 2005 for the National Center of Metallurgiology
[sic] Research. In this report, the Navy acknowledges this, and they have a recommendation of the degree of the cleanliness of the metal before they start
applying any paint or coating. And so they should know that; the Navy should know that. It might be interesting to see if they've done that research on
their report of how they're going to coat this. And the other quick thing | want to bring up is corrosion protection of steel bridges. This is put out by the
National Steel Bridge Alliance. And this coincides with the effects of soluble salt report, meaning they recommend a high zinc-coated primer done in
epoxy coat on the second phase of coating to prevent water getting into the metal. And then a—— and then the third coat would be a polyurethane
which would protect it from the environment, meaning ultraviolet keeps the paint from chalking and stuff like that. And this is like the correct way to
protect a steel structure out in the outside environment. So I'm not quite sure what the Navy's done or is proposing on the coating; but | just thought that,
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you know, these me— —— this —— maybe they should consider these reports. Thank you.
Written on: August 26, 2008 Received on: August 26, 2008
From: Bill Wissel Submitted Via: Oral comment at public meeting

Affiliation/Agency: Public member

Comment 13G: My name is Bill Wissel. I'm a Sunnyvale resident. | was raised in Mountain View since the days of agriculture, if any of you have
been around that long. Virtually every remark | was going to make has been made by now. So I'm just to make a few follow-up comments to reinforce
some important points. Bob Hobbs, Hangar 1 was erected by J. H. Pomeroy Company from Seattle, Washington. They are the same people that built
the Golden Gate Bridge. Navy, please don't try to tear down the Golden Gate Bridge. | have been attending the RAB meetings, the Restoration
Advisory Board meetings, pretty much since this started. And one follow-up comment I'd like to make is: During those meetings we got very elaborate,
very sophisticated PowerPoint presentations on the cleanup of the wetlands. There were pictures of bulldozers, trucks, tractors that were digging ponds
to hold the animals. There were turtle houses. There were houses for the ——. The burrowing owls, all the little mice were all put in this storage area
while the wetlands was being cleaned up and restored. Now, the intent was that these animals will be reintroduced, and the wetlands will be repopulated
by the —— by all these animals that are sleeping in their little turtle houses and stuff. And my comment is more of a question to the Navy: Why is the
hangar being treated so differently? All through these meetings, the Navy adamantly said that they had no intentions of restoring the hangar; they were
under no obligation to restore the hangar. And in fact, in several meetings, the hangar topic was banished from the agenda with a refusal to respond to
questions. That is probably the extent of my ——. | have one more anecdote. | am a founding board member of the Moffett Field Historical Society,
and I have been told that recently there was an architectural inspection of Hangar 1. During that inspection, the people were trained for two hours
wearing HAZMAT suits, respirators, bunny suits, this sort of stuff. \When we opened up the museum in Hangar 1 —— we're all a bunch of volunteers,
just a bunch of history buffs —— we didn't have any of that. In fact, if you were familiar with the first museum be— —— prior to moving out of
Hangar 1, we went in there, and | don't even remember if | was wearing gloves. | was washing the walls with bucket and soap in one hand and eating
pizza in the other hand. Now, it seems to me if the Navy is sincere about their concerns of toxic materials, somebody would have tried to contact me
and warned me that I'd —— I had been exposed to this material. The Navy knew, NASA knew our names. We had to clear security to get access to
this, and to date nobody has attempted to notify me that I'd been exposed to anything. Thank you very much.
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Written on: August 26, 2008 Received on: August 26, 2008

From: Robert Moss Submitted Via: Oral comment at public meeting

Affiliation/Agency: Community Co-chair of the RAB and on the Board of
Directors of the Barron Park Association Foundation

Comment 14G: I'd also like to thank the Navy for hosting this and the community for turning out. I'm the community co-chair of the RAB, and I'm also
on the board of directors of the Barron Park Association Foundation, which for the past 19 years has had oversight of the Superfund sites in Palo Alto.
So I'm very familiar with toxics and health hazards, and when | make comments later, it's with full knowledge of what the problems are and what the
solutions should be. I might be able to answer one of the questions you just asked about why the Navy is treating things differently now then they had
been in the past in terms of restoration and preservation. About four years ago, the Navy changed their policy. And the policy now is that they are only
responsible for doing the absolute minimum that they can get away with in mitigating the hazards on one of these sites. They are going to do the
absolute minimum that will prevent toxic flow into the environment, and then they intend to run as quickly as possible in the opposite direction and leave
somebody else to mitigate or to make the site usable. Now, | attended a meeting of RABs from literally all of the world, and | can tell you that nobody
was pleased with the Navy policy from Guam to Puerto Rico to Texas to Alaska. Everybody thought this was an absolutely ghastly approach, and that's
why we think it's an absolutely ghastly approach here. Hangar 1 should be restored. In the report —— and | talked about this two years ago —— the
Navy comes up with a full one page cost estimate. This is garbage. When NASA did a cost estimate for what it would take to demolish the hangar,
prepare the hangar, they had seven pages of real detail that actually told you what was going on. This is nonsense. And let me tell you why it's
nonsense. | had an interesting call this afternoon from a fellow called Paul Thomarios from Akron, Ohio, where there happens to be a sister of Hangar 1.
And guess what. A year ago he was commissioned by Lockheed, after they tried 40 different ways to do something about the hangar, to put on a coating
of epoxy with a sealant that penetrates into the hangar wall, chemically locks in the PCBs and other toxics, prevents them from going into the atmosphere
or environment. And then the hangar —— the wall is sealed with a white acrylic coat, which makes it look just like the original hangar. And this is
"extremely expensive™: $10 million. And that's not theory. That's what it actually cost. The Navy said that doing the inside of a hangar would cost
more than 15 million, and $48 million for Option 4. In hangar —— In Akron it was done for 10 million, and he thinks he can do the outside for less.
The Hangar 1 surfaces could be coated with this combination sealing for less than the Navy is talking about spending to take off the siding and leave us
with a cage. And if anybody would like to talk to Paul, | have his phone number. He said he'd be staying up late tonight. | want the Navy to go back
and look at what happened in Akron, look at what Lockheed did. They did —— . Oh. And let me tell you what's happening. It's really terrible. Took a
full seven months to do this. And in three weeks, the hangar is going to be occupied by an organization that's making blimps. I'm serious. So it's going
to be used. It's going to be a usable facility. If the Navy does it right, within a year and a half, NASA could be renting that out. They tested it. It
doesn't have any toxic leakage after a year, and this works. It's not theory.
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Written on: August 26, 2008 Received on: August 26, 2008

From: Janne Wissel Submitted Via: Oral comment at public meeting

Affiliation/Agency: Public member

Comment 15G: | am Janne Wissel from Los Gatos, California. And | also have spent a significant part of my life in the Bay Area. My questions for
the Navy relate too many of the structures that are inside the hangar. The option of denuding the hangar of its skin and taking out the buildings that were
put in on the floor of the structure does not address the integral part of the structure that includes things like the cork room and other historic parts. So
my concern is that if we can come up with a paint that's going to stabilize the frame when it's exposed to the elements, it seems inconsistent that we can't
come up with a coating that stabilizes the entire structure as it's currently constructed. And we've also been in contact with Akron. The hangar at Akron
is a near identical sister to this hangar. There's only very slight differences. And if you can do it in Ohio, it's absolutely baffling to me that we could not
solve this same problem in the heart of Silicon Valley. So | urge the Navy to use the expertise and the genius that exists in this valley and really come up
with a solution that leaves our community with a viable landmark that's been a part of our history for over 70 years. Thank you.

Written on: August 26, 2008 Received on: August 26, 2008

From: Jim Van Pernis Submitted Via: Oral comment at public meeting

Affiliation/Agency: Save Hangar One Committee

Comment 16G: I'm Jim Van Pernis, a resident of Sunnyvale and a member of the Save Hangar One Committee. | was not aware of the new information
about Alternative 4. But based on what | had read in the EE/CA that | received on a CD, basically | came here to personally support Alternative 6 if —
— and only if —— the proposed fabric enclosure covering solution is deemed not to be viable or feasible. I believe that the recurring cost for covering
the hangar as opposed to the Navy's Hangar 1 EE/CA's recommended Alternative 10 over the long term will be a more cost-effective solution and help
better protect the hangar's interior support structure from environmental degradation and also help ensure the viability of the hangar for future community
reuse. Perhaps some of the approximately $9 million from the hangar EE/CA estimated cost of Alternative 2 or Alternative 6, as opposed to

Alternative 10, could be reduced if the optional Level 1 documentation and other historic mitigation activities were minimized or eliminated as
necessary, given that the hangar itself is left standing and that the Moffett Field Historical Society already has adequate historical information about the
hangar and about the facility and the history of it. Also, if the cost estimate on Table 5.2 Notes 3 and 4 on the CD I received, they appear inconsistent
with the alternatives. Kindly consider revising these notes to make them more clear. If Alternative 6 is accepted, why is the $3,370,000 needed for other
historic mitigation? That's really not clear. Thank you.
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Written on: August 26, 2008 Received on: August 26, 2008

From: Jack Nadeau Submitted Via: Oral comment at public meeting

Affiliation/Agency: Public member

Comment 17G: I'm Jack Nadeau from San Jose. My dad told me stories about how he'd be working in the yards of the railroad, and the Macon would
fly overhead on its way to Moffett. And when my brother was five, my dad took him to watch a docking of the Macon. This kind of made me think
about the history of aviation to the point where | was able to use that experience of the Macon and the hangar as a springboard just like today if it were a
museum. Countless children would be able to feel the awesome size and the structure and all the wonderful things about Hangar 1 that ——. When the
Navy suggested or recommended that it be demolished, | could not believe that the Navy would be so callous as to remove this chapter of aviation
history just like that, like it meant nothing. | could not believe that. And that's what | said at that other meeting that we had. So in 1982, | was in
Washington, D.C. | happened to check out the Smithsonian Aerospace Museum. And at the time, | was thinking, people in the Bay Area have to travel a
long way to see that museum. And the thought actually occurred to me that Hangar 1 would be a wonderful place for a Smithsonian West aerospace
museum. And with all the people in the Bay Area that would be interested, I'm sure it would pay itself. I'm positive it would pay for itself. | became a
life member of the Moffett Field History Museum around 1992. We used to have banquets in the museum in the hangar. That's when the museum was
actually part of the hangar itself. And so what I'd like to see personally is the linking of our local museum with the Smithsonian Aerospace. | can
picture radio-controlled blimps flying around the hangar just like the Macon, all kinds of artifacts, just like the Smithsonian in D.C. It would be a
wonderful place because the hangar itself is pure history. So thank you very much, Navy, for reconsidering; and at least the frame is going to be saved,
but it can't just be left alone as a frame like countless other people have said here today. There has to be a covering following the removal of the siding
down, down, one, two. You cannot leave the frame alone and standing that way. Thank you very much.

Written on: August 26, 2008 Received on: August 26, 2008

From: Vic Monzon Submitted Via: Oral comment at public meeting

Affiliation/Agency: Public member

Comment 18G: My name is Vic Monzon. I'm a former Navy commander. | have served 16 years at Moffett, '78 to '94. Six years of that | actually
served inside Hangar 1. For those of you not familiar with the Petri community portion time frame is that that was the training hangar. So the six years
there, twice as a student, once as an instructor and naval flight officer, also fleet evaluator for naval flight officers. And | was the final officer in charge
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of the specialized operational detachment that was on the west side. | guess from a, you know, little historic perspective once again is that particularly
during the 1980s is the height of the Cold War is that we had the duty Soviet Yankee ballistic missile submarine sitting a thousand miles off the coast,
okay. So when I first joined an operational squadron, three days a week | would fly out there to do constructive kills, take them out, simulated in case
we needed to do it in actuality, okay. So as a bit of a perhaps monument or tribute to that kind of contribution to us winning the Cold War, you know,
I'm particularly interested in having this hangar preserved in ——and closer to the current state. It really disappoints me to think about relegating the
hangar to a picked-over Thanksgiving turkey carcass. That's the idea that | take from that. And to think of taking it from an icon to an eyesore is just
really insulting. Thank you.

Written on: August 26, 2008 Received on: August 26, 2008

From: Larry Shapiro Submitted Via: Oral comment at public meeting

Affiliation/Agency: Public member

Comment 19G: Thank you all for staying. And excuse my back. And Captain, you're my new hero. | just want to make that clear. To tell you that
"I'm back™ wouldn't mean a thing to the two of you. You haven't had to deal with me before. So good luck. I do thank you for allowing me to speak,
even though | would have done it if you hadn't allowed me. But for the record and for my ego, I'm a multi-thousand-hour pilot with way too many
years of doing it, a business owner to Palo Alto Airport, aviation rider, and a legend in my own mind. I've had the joy and privilege of performing at two
of the last air shows held in the shadows of Hangar 1 plus many other activities at Hangar 1. | know some of you have heard me speak before, and my
message tonight is basically the same but with more passion and desperation added. | sat through way too many meeting introductions, approval of RAB
minutes, and so many boring statistics about the sections, the areas, and numbered locations that | could create my own hazardous material waste areas
from just spitting. I'm here for one reason, and that is to help save Hangar 1 as it should be saved. Just satisfying the Navy's obligations and liabilities is
not enough. I'm not suggesting punitive damages. Just reasonable responsibility. Hangar 1 is the Golden Gate Bridge of the Peninsula. In terms of
history, it's certainly more important than the Winchester Mystery House, Fry's, and Google. If they found problems with the Golden Gate Bridge,
Alcatraz, or the bay, there wouldn't be years of discussion on whether to tear down the bridge, tow Alcatraz out to the ocean, or fill in the bay. They'd
just be fixed. There's another jewel we have all seen or visited. When it was built, it was supposed to last just a short while. It was basically made from
industrial-strength papermache, and it has captured many hearts. | had the joy of living a block away from the Palace of Fine Arts, and | would hate to
have it described just to my granddaughter if it were taken away. When problems were encountered with this gem, tearing it down wasn't on the table.
Hangar 1 is our palace and incredible work. How would you describe it to someone if it were changed or taken away? My wife, Kimberly, has been
training for the Susan G. Komen walk to cure cancer. In the many miles she has walked around San Francisco, she always comes home with a comment
about this great monument, the Palace of Fine Arts. | feel the same way about Hangar 1. To put things in perspective, Hangar 1 can be restored for less
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than the cost of an old F18 fighter. I'd love to see the cost of all the Navy folks' salaries, expenses since we started dancing to this polka. | guess we
have a good down payment towards breathing life back into this beauty. Hangar 1 has been part of my life since | was wearing three-cornered pants and
was surrounded by beautiful orchards full of oranges, cherries, strawberries, and other good things we now ship in from other places because of poor
planning. But still, life was good. Even now | drive by Hangar 1 almost daily or at least fly by it on final to Palo Alto Airport. Force of habit has me
greet the hangar every time | pass there, as | did this evening. Tearing down Hangar 1 or doing a Rube Goldberg fix will be another example of poor
planning. I've always thought a few signs at both ends of the sides of the hangar as "Enter at your own risk™ would have sufficed as a fix. That's what |
did in my mother's kitchen. Please, no disrespect intended to those of you who don't drive cars, eat only organic foods, or married to a vegan. Life is full
of choices. We all have to make our own choices. And based on the quality there, | would have chosen not to go to Beijing. | would have, however,
chosen to have a company picnic in Hangar 1. | know if you wanted to find nasty stuff in other places, we could sure find it. We need to be taken
seriously. Hangar 1 must live and prosper. Clean it as you will. It must look the same and, hopefully, feel the same as it did the last time | walked
around it. One of our presidential candidates has been saying it's time for change. Let's change our thoughts, our mind sets, and direction. Give us back
Hangar 1. Thank you.

Written on: August 26, 2008 Received on: August 26, 2008

From: Jeff Segall Submitted Via: Oral comment at public meeting

Affiliation/Agency: Save Hangar One Committee

Comment 20G: I'm Jeff Segall. I'm a resident of Mountain View, a member of Save Hangar One; and | am not Lenny Siegel, nor am | Jack Siegel. I'd
like to thank the Navy for its change of heart in withdrawing the previous EE/CA and at least getting it partly right this time. 1'd also like to thank the
community members who have turned out tonight and have been so passionate for their support for preserving Hangar 1. Steve Williams already noted
the unusual history here that instead of having —— when the base was closed, it was turned over to NASA and not turned over to the community. So
we've got three participants here: We've got the Navy, we've got NASA, and we have got the community, because the community was there before the
Navy, and it will be here in the future. And we've also got NASA. So it was particularly interesting to me to see the NASA's official response to the
EE/CA as it came out earlier today. I'll read it in part. Hangar 1 is a Bay Area icon and significant historical landmark that needs to be saved. We
applaud the Navy's decision to remediate the structure so it no longer poses an environmental and health risk. We will continue to work closely with the
Navy through the next step of the remediation process. So, you know, kind of parsing that a little bit, it kind of seems to me what NASA is saying is that
the Navy's responsibilities do not end with just removing the siding and walking away. They look forward —— I'll read that again: We will continue to
work closely with the Navy through the next steps of the remediation process. I'd also like to note that the historic mitigation measures for Alternative 10
include $14.910 million for other historic mitigation. We were provided no details on what this would entail. We need more information before the
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community can make an informed decision on this. The National Trust for Historic Preservation already noted that the ARARs include historic
mitigation. The Navy's position is that making a CD and interviewing some people is historic mitigation. Who is to decide that? Certainly, the
community is telling you here tonight that that is not adequate historic mitigation. | would just close by noting that Hangar 1 is a marvel of twentieth
century technology in the South Bay's most recognizable landmark. It was a huge asset to our community in the 1930s, and with the right choices it can
be again. Please give us back the hangar in usable condition. Thank you.

Written on: August 26, 2008 Received on: August 26, 2008

From: John Pastier Submitted Via: Oral comment at public meeting

Affiliation/Agency: Public member

Comment 21G: I'm John Pastier. | thank you for the three minutes this afternoon. San Jose City Council only gave me two and cut me off in mid
sentence. My deep roots in the region go all the way back to two years ago. So therefore, | don't have any of these great stories we've been hearing, and |
certainly wouldn't be able to add to them even if I'd been here for a long time. 1'd like to address a different issue, and that is the architectural and
structural importance of this building. I'm an architecture and urban design critic. | was the founding architecture critic for the Los Angeles Times. My
first article on historic preservation was written back in 1969. My most recent one was written yesterday for the Mercury, and it was about Mercury
News, and it was about this building. 1 first wrote about the hangar back in 1976 when I was living in Los Angeles. It made that kind of impression on
me. It was for a statewide article on great interior spaces around the state, and that was one of 10 or 11 buildings that | put on the list. It's —— This is
an amazing building. There's almost nothing like it. Yes, there's another one in Akron. The two later hangars here at Moffett Field are not up to this
standard. The structure's amazing. The nature of the enclosed space is amazing. The sheer size is amazing. As | pointed out, the volume is roughly
equivalent to that of the Empire State Building and Chrysler building put together. | tried to confirm that with the Navy, but they don't give me any

return phone calls. So ... I have lived around the country. And as I said, | am not local. But from the perspective of someone who's lived in New
York City, upstate New York; Austin, Texas; Los Angeles; Seattle, and now San Jose, | can say with full confidence that this building is a national
treasure. The amount of money that's being saved is minuscule. | wonder why this is not on the National Register. We keep being —— hearing that it's

eligible. I believe that the owners of a building have to initiate that process. | believe that it's the Navy or NASA's obligation to do that. If you did
apply, this would be a slam-dunk to get National Register status. The money that you would be saving over Alternatives 2, 4, or 6 in total would come to
8 to 12 million dollars. Rather than equate that to minutes of the war, I'd say this: That's about 3 or 4 cents per capita for the citizens of the United
States. I'm willing to give you a nickel and ask you to keep the change. Thank you.
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Written on: August 26, 2008 Received on: August 26, 2008

From: Bill Hough Submitted Via: Oral comment at public meeting

Affiliation/Agency: Public member

Comment 22G: | also wanted to address some of the cost issues the previous speaker just touched on. If you look at the cost of Alternative 10 —— I'm
referring to PowerPoint No. 20 on page 10 of the packet. If you look at that number, it's $41 million and as opposed to Alternative 4, which is basically
49 million. It's only a difference of $8 million. And in the overall cost of things, you probably spend $8 million on these studies and meetings and
procedure. So really, that wouldn't be any big deal. When you're talking at a magnitude of 40 to $50 million and talking about the way the government
wastes money, what's another 8 million? It's chump change. But then some additional facts have come to light at this meeting that are not on the
PowerPoint, and that's that there was a fabric option that was not analyzed as part of this chart. So | would like to see the fabric option cost as one of
these alternatives, and that number could be significantly lower than the 40 million. And also was brought out earlier tonight that the Akron, Ohio,
alternative, which would cost less than $41 million; the Akron, Ohio, alternative needs to be on this chart as well. So therefore, | would say that based
on this document, you cannot close it out and make a preferred alternative. You have to actually go back, reopen this chart, and come up with a correct
number for the fabric alternative and a correct number for the Akron, Ohio, alternative and then reconvene the meeting and we'll see where the numbers
cost out at that point. | see | have a couple minutes left, so I'll just give you an anecdote. In the early 1960s, the Pennsylvania Railroad was losing a lot of
money, and so they decided to tear down their grand railway station at 32nd Street and 7th Avenue in Manhattan, and the community did not rally. They
didn't really think this would happen. They just took the building for granted, and all of a sudden it was knocked down. People were shocked. And the
positive thing that came out of this as that now when classic historic buildings are threatened, people get motivated, they come out, they fight to save
them. And I would just like to add my voice to all the people at the meeting tonight we have to save Hangar 1. We have to make it usable. And I would
agree that we want to make an aviation museum out of it. We have a P-2 and a P-3 in Moffett that are sitting there collecting bird turds. Let's bring
them into the hangar, give them a fresh coat of paint, open them up to the students and show people what historic aircraft really are. Thank you very
much.

Written on: August 26, 2008 Received on: August 26, 2008

From: Larry Ellis Submitted Via: Oral comment at public meeting

Affiliation/Agency: Public member

Comment 23G: Just real quick show of hands, who in the audience here lives in the South Bay? (Attendees raise their hands.) Okay. So one of the
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things | think that one theme that's been going on and on and on is: The hangar has a piece of our own social consciousness. It's been part of our
history, and there's some reasons why that's been part of our history. Take a look at some of the photos from the 1930s of the valley, and you see two
things in the valley. You see the Agnews campus and you see the hangar. Guess what, folks. That's the beginning of the valley, those two structures.
What happens next? The Macon comes here. The citizens during the Great Depression took money out of their pockets to buy the property that the
Navy used for the blimp and for that structure. What happens? The Macon goes away. But what happens next? The Navy takes their largest aviation
squadron for the West Coast and locates it on the base. It just so happens if you go to Hiller, the Hiller Museum, you realize that at the same time,
Stanford was developing wooden props for the Navy for advancing Navy technology. Guess what, folks. That's another beginning of Silicon Valley
because that's the impetus or the incubus that causes all the companies to start to surround themselves around that hangar. There's no surprise that
Lockheed was located in Sunnyvale. There's no surprise that HP was doing instrumentation for the space program. There's no surprise that Silicon
Valley was given birth out of that particular spot, folks. So take a moment and think about your history and think about what is happening here, and
realize that we need to tell our kids about it. One last comment. My dad told me about his experience. He's still alive. But as a child, he saw that 8—
1/2—acre airship go over his head in San Francisco at 500 feet. Imagine the feeling in your heart as a child. So I think it's pretty, pretty important to me
from a lot of reasons. So I'd like to see the Navy step up and realize it's part of their history too.

Written on: August 26, 2008 Received on: August 26, 2008

From: Rocky Caringello Submitted Via: Oral comment at public meeting

Affiliation/Agency: Public member

Comment 24G: My name's Rocky Caringello. I'm a former engineering director of Public Works Department NAS Moffett Field. I'd like to ask the
Navy, in their alternatives here, is this still plus or minus 35 percent in your cost estimates, or are we getting down to real numbers yet? Has the ——?
I'd like to ——. Has the Navy addressed ——? | don't think the Navy has addressed the following concerns adequately in their cost estimate in
Alternative 10. Does the removal of the siding include the windows and frames? Will the beacon light obstruction light star remain in the same
locations? Will the door pivot points and closure remain watertight? Is the Navy going to maintain the existing catwalk on the roof or replace it? If
not, how will NASA maintain the structure lines? Will the elevator control room have a watertight enclosure constructed around it? Is the Navy going
to protect the wood planks on the interior of the catwalks from the water damage? Will the train cars be removed? If not, how will the Navy protect
them from filling up with water? Is the Navy going to construct roofs over the six high—uvoltage electric vaults and seal the concrete walls? Will the
Navy replace the non-waterproof electrical conduits, boxes, panel boards, lighting with rain-tight materials needed to meet the national electric code?
What is the Navy's plan to keep the rainwater from entering into elevator pits and the utility tunnels? How will the Navy drain the water from the hangar
deck? | believe there's an executive order to preserve historical federal places in buildings. What is the mil spec on the thickness of the coatings that
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will be applied to the structure? Thank you.

Written on: August 26, 2008 Received on: August 26, 2008

From: Pria Graves Submitted Via: Oral comment at public meeting

Affiliation/Agency: Public member

Comment 25G: My name is Pria Graves. | live in Palo Alto. I'm here to add my voice to those requesting that the Navy take the extra step and protect
the hangar not only as a jungle gym, but as a real structure. | want to borrow a concept from CEQA. 1 realize this is not a CEQA hearing. But CEQA
talks about viewshed. This structure is visible from outer space. It's visible from any high point in the entire valley. It is visible from every airplane
coming into or out of the Bay Area. Turning that into a jungle gym destroys a huge amount of what we can see, what we think of as our type of Bay
Area. | think that's —— it is an absurdity to me that this is "preservation,” that this is keeping our history. I also want to have you think about a
comment that The Nature Conservancy coined a number of years ago with respect to endangered species. They said we have to —— and endangered
environments. They said, "We have to protect the last of the least and the best of the rest.” In this case, we have both the last or almost the last and a
best. So we need to protect it. Thank you.

Written on: August 26, 2008 Received on: August 26, 2008

From: Godfrey Bamgartner Submitted Via: Oral comment at public meeting

Affiliation/Agency: Public member

Comment 26G: | am Godfrey Bamgartner. My presence in Mountain View predates the hangar by four years. We've all heard about our tight money
problems. We know why. Still, fixing the hangar and keeping it, preserving it, is a drop in the bucket. When you stop to think that in Silicon Valley
there's CEOs that walk away with $15 million when a company is losing money, seems like we should be able to hit up some of these people around here
in the rich Silicon Valley that when the Navy puts their money in there and fixes it, preserves it, that we can raise funds to make that a air museum and a
radio and electronics museum for Silicon Valley.
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Written on: August 26, 2008 Received on: August 26, 2008

From: Terry Terman Submitted Via: Oral comment at public meeting

Affiliation/Agency: Public member

Comment 27G: I'm sitting here taking notes. One point | wanted to raise was the whole question of when you take down the siding in Options 10 or
also 11, you know, are you sure you're going to be able to containerize all the PCBs and asbestos during that teardown process, or do you get into the
teardown process, all of a sudden find you got a big problem and you stop partway in the teardown? And then you've got a really ugly looking thing.
One other important point that's been raised today, the $7.8 million difference between recommended Alternative 10 and coating with acrylic is 19
percent increase in cost. It’s small change compared with a lot of other things that have been preserved for more money than that in —— of historic
significance. We also have coming up the —— I know Foothill, De Anza College, and U.C. University and the three other universities are planning
with NASA to develop 70 acres that corner on the big hangar, and that will be involved education, research, high-tech industries, and housing with, they
expect, over a billion dollars' worth of outside investment. This is the kind of money that's —— flows around, and this is money aimed for 70 acres
adjacent to the big hangar. It ought to be able to come up with money to do a decent job. And finally is the example of Akron, Ohio. How on earth can
any of these 13 alternatives be considered the final list when none of them include what was done at Akron, Ohio, for 10 million? It's been done. It
worked. They have a tenant moving in. It meets the necessary standards. And that really sticks in my mind from this evening is that absolutely we need
a close study of what was done at Akron, and nothing means anything unless you're comparing it with what was done successfully at Akron. Thank
you.

Written on: August 26, 2008 Received on: August 26, 2008

From: James Lincoln Submitted Via: Oral comment at public meeting

Affiliation/Agency: Public member

Comment 28G: Try to make this as brief as possible. But some of you people want to thank the Navy. Well, I'm not going to thank the Navy. The
Navy washed its hands not only of Hangar 1, but they washed their hands of Moffett Field. And this goes back to the CNO. I've already wrote him back
East. You can tell him to stick it where the sun don't shine. I'm upset. Really upset. And NASA's the same thing. Ever since they took that plot of
land called Moffett Field over, they found pollution from one end of it to the other. Yet, they've never done any environmental studies, sent out anything
to say, Hey, maybe you should go see a doctor. Especially over in the housing, they found that that housing that they have condemned now, | know
several families that have raised their kids since they were knee high to a grasshopper, and now we find toxins? | don't think it's adding up, and | think
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the real gist of all this between NASA and the politicians is: It comes down, people, it's a land grab. You get rid of the Hangar 1; you're going to go to
Hangars 2 and 3; and you're going to put condos in so some rich son of a pup can park his airplane. That's exactly what it's about. And some of you
men that served, like the captain over there and others that were in command, I'll tell you what. When | checked into my first VP in 1971, VP-46, if
you've ever seen the movie K-19, well, the air crewmen there had standing orders that when we found a submarine, if it was to do something out of the
ordinary, those P-3 crews were to crash into it. That hangar is a tribute to every man, woman, and person that either was in uniform or that worked on
that hangar or supported it. And this is a sham, and you ought to be ashamed of yourself.

Written on: August 26, 2008 Received on: August 26, 2008

From: Raymond Reck Submitted Via: Oral comment at public meeting

Affiliation/Agency: President of Pacific Warbirds

Comment 29G: Well, after that I'm sure you wouldn't remember anything | say. My name is Raymond Reck, and I'm president of Pacific Warbirds.
For those of you that have seen the B-25 down south, we're building a museum to restore 13 World War 11 and Korea aecro —— aircraft. I'm also here
representing myself. And like many of the other people would have spoken and we've noted, I'm an ex P-3 air crewman. And | have a nice letter that |
wrote that | was going to read into the record, but I gave it to them earlier; and there's a lot of brilliant people in this room that have said just about
everything | had said. So I'm going to bring it down a short story, something that is close to my heart, because | wasn't sure | was going to have a heart.
But on the way back from Vietnam, the crew of us decided to come home and visit our homes. About halfway across the pacific from Barbers Point,
Hawaii, we start getting chips lights on the engines. Now, there's four of them on a P-3. You can fly without one; you can fly without two. But we had
chips lights on three. Technically, we were supposed to shut down those engines. Little hard to fly on one. And since we were about halfway, it was a
choice between going back to Hawaii or coming to Barbers Point or coming to Moffett Field. So we made the choice to come to Moffett, besides which
we figured we'd get more engines here ‘cause this is where the RAG squadron was. Well, we made it. But | want to tell you, the —— like a fighter pilot
finding a carrier on an ocean, when we saw Hangar 1, we knew we were home. We got there. We changed our engines. And this is strange, because |
don't get too emotional about things. But that hangar needs to be re— —— saved and restored and put in its original condition. Needs to be left where it
is. It'san icon for all of us who served not only in the P—3 environment, but in the Navy on the West Coast. So | urge you, on behalf of my fellow
aviators, my fellow naval personnel, the people that live in this area, those of us who believe in aviation in all of its forms, to restore the hangar. Thank
you very much.
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Written on: August 26, 2008 Received on: August 26, 2008

From: Paul Asmus Submitted Via: Oral comment at public meeting

Affiliation/Agency: President and Founder of Humanitarian Air Logistics

Comment 30G: My name is Paul Asmus. I'm the president and founder of Humanitarian Air Logistics, a newly formed nonprofit company which is
interested in operating from Moffett. We have had ongoing discussions with NASA for almost a year now. We have been primarily talking to them
about Hangars 2 and 3, but we'd be interested in Hangar 1 if it became available. I'd like to speak about from a different perspective that has not been
mentioned here tonight; and that is as an operator, potential operator, out of the airfield, my understanding of the Navy's plan by removing this skin does
create, as persons have described already, a large birdcage in a sense, a Motel 6, you might say, high-rise hotel for the local bird population and those
that transit the area. Now, for those who work in aviation, you'll understand that birds and aircraft don't mix very well. And although you're solving
one safety issue, removal and mitigation of the PCBs, you add —— you are inadvertently creating a new safety hazard to airmen who operate in and out
of the airport. Now, | believe that the Navy should seriously reconsider this option, especially since those of us who want to use the airport might think
differently. And I also think that the Navy's Department of the Navy's Commander in Chief, who regularly uses the airport, President of the United
States, would also appreciate not having to deal with a flock of birds every time as he comes in and out of here. So, you know, we talk about money
being saved; but if there is an accident, heaven forbid, I'm sure the amount of damage, not only to loss of life, possible life of loss, but property will
greatly exceed what you hope to save by leaving it as a skeleton. So just please for the record consider this option and go with a solution that leaves it
covered and preferably in its current condition, or state, and for reuse. Thank you very much.

Written on: August 26, 2008 Received on: August 26, 2008

From: Carl Honaker Submitted Via: Oral comment at public meeting

Affiliation/Agency: Public member

Comment 31G: Many of you know me. I'm Carl Honaker. I'm a member of the Save Hangar One Committee, founding member of the Moffett Field
Historical Society, former NASA employee, and | was the last executive officer of Naval Air Station Moffett Field. When we met two years ago to talk
about this, | was not only disgusted and sad that my former military service could be so callous to think that they could sweep the Navy's 70-year history
at Moffett Field over with a bulldozer. However, through the efforts of all the people that are in this room and many others, including our elected
officials, we were successful in getting the Navy to back down and go back to the drawing board. They realized that they made a big mistake. But now
you come back with another disappointing and half—baked —— | could use "half" and another word, but | won't —— and disappointing effort. You
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should be ashamed. Matter of fact, if I was still in uniform, I'd order you to go back to the drawing board and try this again. You obviously don't get it.
This building is more than a shell, more than a monolith, more than an icon. It is a visual anchor for not only the thousands of men and women who
passed through the gates of Moffett Field over the last 70 years, but for millions of people in the South Bay who treat this building with reverence and
passion. And those Bay Area residents know that this touchstone to this past needs to be preserved. And the Navy's responsibility, no matter how you
slice it, is to fix this. You guys could be heroes instead of . . . whatever. So do it right. Go back to the drawing board. Come back with a solution. |
don't care if it's a new metal skin. 1 don't care if it's a vinyl skin. | don't care what it is, whether it's coating. Great idea, Bob. 1 love that piece about
what's going on back in Akron. Get it right and do it right and walk away proud. Thank you.

Written on: August 26, 2008 Received on: August 26, 2008

From: Kurt Bohan Submitted Via: Oral comment at public meeting

Affiliation/Agency: Public member

Comment 32G: | am Kurt Bohan. 1 live now in Milpitas. In'97 I lived in Alameda, and | witnessed a very deja vu event from this what's happening
here. | watched the struggle to try to save the aircraft carrier Hornet, if you some of you know that history. It was very similar. The Navy wanted to
scrap that ship, no matter what. It made no sense at all. It wasn't going to cost them any money to let the civilian nonprofit organization keep that ship
going. But they did everything possible. It —— but except for one person who led the cause to save it, Jerry Lutz. Jerry Lutz sacrificed everything he
had economically to save that ship. Navy lawyers did everything they could to stop him. They threatened him. They told him that they would destroy
him economically; he would never have another penny in his whole life if he didn't drop the cause. But Lutz believed in that ship, believed in the history
behind it, and said no, he wouldn't do it. On a technicality, the Navy lost in court. The judge sided with the people, and the Hornet is safely moored in
Alameda. My concern is that there's a similar method of operation going on, a decade later the same problem, the same disconnect, the same lack of
logic, the same no explanation on why something which is so important, not just on a local or regional level, but a national asset that everybody from
coast to coast should care about would be endangered, reskinning it, making it so it's not authentic. This makes no sense at all. My concern is that it's
—— we are heading toward another legal battle like the Hornet. But if we do go into another legal battle, we'll be at a great advantage because we have
far more people; we have far more money in this community, and we have a just cause that people care about on federal level all the way back to
Washington. 1 think if the Navy realizes that this community will not stop and will insist and use its resources, then we won't actually have to fight the
battle. But it has to do with what message we send and what history we tell them we remember. And | guess | don't have too much more to say. Thank
you.
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Written on: August 26, 2008 Received on: August 26, 2008

From: Michael Makinen Submitted Via: Oral comment at public meeting

Affiliation/Agency: City of Palo Alto's Historic Commission and former Historic
Preservation Officer at Moffett Field

Comment 33G: My name is Mike Makinen, and I'm a resident of the City of Palo Alto. I'm also on the City of Palo Alto's Historic Commission, and
I'm the former historic preservation officer at Moffett Field. I think the words "government of, by, and for the people,” I think we all recall those words in
our government constitution. So I think the Navy better listen to the folks here who spoke tonight. 1 think they've been rather emphatic on what the
people want. One of the things | want to clarify here, if it isn't already evident, Hangar 1 is a contributor to a national historic district. It also has all the
qualifying attributes to be nominated as a national historic landmark, the highest level of recognition for historic properties. In my opinion, leaving a
airframe will result in the loss of historic integrity and the eventual destruction of the hangar. The Navy's proposed solution represents undertaking with
adverse effect, as defined by the National Historic Preservation Act, because the action will result in a loss of historic integrity to the hangar in the
historic district that is associated with it. Just want to point out that if you take the total cost of the Navy's proposal and divide it by the square foot of the
hangar, you come up with 125 bucks per square foot, a bargain under any economic analysis in the Bay Area for a building to return it to a useful state.
The other point | want to emphasize is that the cost of lost opportunities has never been factored into the Navy's analysis. NASA, prior to the denial and
lockdown of the hangar, used the hangar for a number of community events and also used it for leasing. The leasing income was used to defray the
maintenance of the historic district, thereby reducing the cost of maintaining the rest of the historic district. So we've had programs such as Jason
program for local school children, employments, Ames Research Center Earth Day programs, Baron's —— Cattle Baron's Ball, and other events. All
these events contributed to the community well-being and also offered a source of income to defray maintenance cost on the entire historic district. So
that factor has never been clearly identified in any Navy analysis that I've seen. The other thrust that has not been recognized is a program called
Executive Order 13287 "Preserve America" which promotes heritage tourism. Because of the lockdown of the hangar, NASA Ames has been unable to
promote the intent of the executive order to engage in heritage tourism in the Bay Area. So the Navy needs to step up to its responsibilities and support
the complete restoration of the hangar, not just a skeletal frame that's going to end in destruction. Thank you.

ECSD-5713-0068-0003 Fnl Action Memorandum RTCs_Public.doc Page 27 of 109 Responsiveness Summary for
Engineering Evaluation/Cost Analysis, Revision 1

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

DCN: ECSD-5713-0068-0003

CTO No. 0068




RESPONSIVENESS SUMMARY FOR
ENGINEERING EVALUATION/COST ANALYSIS, REVISION 1
IRSITE 29, HANGAR 1
FORMER NAS MOFFETT FIELD

MOFFETT FIELD, CALIFORNIA

Written on: August 26, 2008 Received on: August 26, 2008

From: Patrick Williams Submitted Via: Oral comment at public meeting

Affiliation/Agency: Public member

Comment 34G: My name is Patrick Williams. | am an Sunnyvale resident and a United States Navy veteran. | did not join the Navy and fly, but I was
always amazed with those P-3s that just went flying overhead and occasionally just a big C-3 cargo plane coming into Moffett. Just amazing, you know.
| instead ended up on a destroyer. | ended up following aircraft carriers. | ended up seeing the P-3s in action in West Bank. | found that this —— | —
— | find it offended —— offensive that the Navy would consider tearing this icon down. This is not the Navy way. This is NOT the Navy way. The
Navy has a proud history. This is a proud building. Please restore it. Please preserve it. Thanks.

Written on: August 26, 2008 Received on: August 26, 2008

From: Clyde Miller Submitted Via: Oral comment at public meeting

Affiliation/Agency: Public member

Comment 35G: I'm a over 20-year resident of Mountain View and still am. I'm impressed with what was said about the legacy and how many people
have —— this has meaning for; and this is our legacy, as one of our recent speakers said. | want to call your attention, | came to the previous open
meeting here some years ago and learned from two speakers here, who didn't know each other, that each of them had flown on a modern airship made by
the same company in the same place in Germany that are one third the size of the dirigibles. And they had said that they were flying out of there every
day, and they had been —— each of them had flown on this airship as a crew of two, one third the size of the original. The passengers are either 12 or
13. 1 goton the Internet and found that such a thing happened. They fly over the Italian Alps. They have half-hour flights daily, several planes, and
they have hour flights; and they said: "Would you like to book a flight? We can't take you this week." And they were ready to take me and give me
either a half-hour or an hour flight back whenever we had that previous meeting. And since then I've learned that they sold one of those dirigibles to
somebody in Yokohama who flies every day for Mount —— towards Mount Fuji. | didn't contact them, but | had planned to fly to Germany, but I've
learned now that there's a couple in Los Gatos who have a dirigible, one of the same dirigibles they're planning to actually going to fly up around Napa
Valley, but they've asked, I think, to house their dirigible, their smaller dirigible, here at least part of the time. So | just wanted you to know that maybe
you could have dirigibles again.
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Written on: August 26, 2008 Received on: August 26, 2008

From: Arthur Schwartz Submitted Via: Oral comment at public meeting

Affiliation/Agency: Public member

Comment 36G: I'd like to thank the Navy, but | can't. First, the Navy by law has to carry out the program it has been doing. It's not their choice. They
have to do it. So to thank them for doing something they have to do anyway just doesn't make sense to me. Second, instead of simply finding the best
way to restore the hangar, they have now issued at great expense two faulty reports. While I've been a RAB member now for a couple of years, | was
pleased to get a copy of the 453 page report, the EE/CA report, only to discover that 265 pages of it were devoted to reproducing the comments from the
first meeting, which was totally unnecessary because this is a whole new study. Instead of including detailed cost estimates, detailed plans under the 13
options, they wasted so much space in the report on reproducing the comments from the first report. And no where did it say that the first report was
voted down unanimously by the RAB committee, an important thing, because the RAB committee represents numerous agencies and cities and public
citizens. For far less money, they could have simply copied the Akron experience with the sister hangar. In the 41 years we've lived in Sunnyvale, we
have attended a number of air shows, which had tens of thousands of people attending around and inside Hangar 1. How can it be so toxic if that's the
case? Finally, as a safety engineer, | have to say that | agree with the gentleman who talked about birds and jets not commingling, and to leave the
hangar frame up is just going to invite a safety problem. So we must preserve the hangar. We must do it now, and we must stop studying the issue. We
spent probably millions of dollars on issuing these reports instead of spending the millions of dollars on saving the hangar. Thank you.

Written on: August 26, 2008 Received on: August 26, 2008

From: Richard Eckert Submitted Via: Oral comment at public meeting

Affiliation/Agency: RAB member

Comment 37G: | am Richard Eckert. I'm a RAB member, and | want to thank Art for saying a lot of the same things I think. Now, | was an ex-Navy

pilot, and I've actually flown into Moffett Field, and | am so upset that they want to tear down an extraordinarily unique building. There are two in the

world like it, and we have one, and it can be saved, but they don't want to spend the money. And I think that is wrong, very wrong. And | would like to
see the Navy change their decision and overhaul and save a very historic building. Thank you.
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Written on: August 26, 2008 Received on: August 26, 2008

From: Georgiana Hymes Submitted Via: Oral comment at public meeting

Affiliation/Agency: Public member

Comment 38G: I'm Georgiana Hymes. I'm from Palo Alto, California, and | came to Moffett in 1947, and I've been in and out of here ever since. And
about a year or a little more, | decided | would send an E-mail to Mountain View and Palo Alto and Sunnyvale and asked them what they're going to do
about the hangar ‘cause | keep up with America every day, and | get calls every couple days, every week or so. So | said, "Oh, what are you going to do
about the satellite station, Monterey, and the hangar?" The hangar was first, because | saw so many things happen at the hangar. My kids, | have six, in

and out, you know, and saw all the parades and all the things. And | showed President Clinton and on Moffett. So I said, Well, is there —— and this is
how the board was formed after, you know, I send this E-mail out, and | get my minutes from them every time they have a meeting. And | would like a
right to say, | —— a lot of these guys said exactly what | was going to say. | would like for you to restore the hangar. Restore the hangar. Nothing less.

Do you know in Iraqg what's going on? There are eight bases, and there's about 20 billion loss. If we just had one of those billions, wouldn't it be nice?
So okay, Darren, and all the rest of you, don't worry about what Silicon Valley has. | have some Silicon Valley folks to get back to the Navy and said |
didn't miss a single meeting that they gave us in the officers' club before they left. And I attend every one. And I'm expecting them to go back to the
original, open up the base, put people in those offices and exchanging everything. Give everyone a pass that enters the base, and let them shop all they
want to. Bring the sick veterans home, put them in the barracks, open up the infirmary, treat them like somebody. Right now | don't know what's going
on, but everybody out of this country is treated better than we are. So | sent Darren an E-mail with a lot of things 1’d like to see done, and | hope you
follow through with it, because | will be here. If you need my help, just give me a call. Thank you.

Written on: August 26, 2008 Received on: August 26, 2008

From: Janet Hammerlund Submitted Via: Oral comment at public meeting

Affiliation/Agency: Public member

Comment 39G: I'm Janet Hammerlund. I'm coming to you as a mother, as a teacher of 48 years' experience, and as a traveler. First of all, | want to
thank you guys. It's been a long day. You're staying here, and you're hearing a lot of negative news. That's always hard. But you know what, we really
mean what we're saying. As a mother, | can remember taking Eric, who is now 37, to Lockheed a lot. My husband served at Moffett for a short while
and worked at Lockheed for 32 years, | believe it was. We were able to see Hangar 1 very close up a lot of times. I've driven by it over a thousand
times, | am sure, and | never once have not commented about that marvelous building when I've driven by it. As a teacher, | took nine students there one
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year on a weekend to see the air show. Those kids came back and talked and talked to the rest of class about it for the longest time and wrote about it
and inspired a lot of discussions. That place has an amazing effect on people. Our kids today have been raised on special effects, and they think these
things are commonplace. But they take a look at that hangar, and it is one of only two things that awe them as we drive by or go to it. The only other
thing that awes today's students is the Flintstone house on Highway 280. | mean, they're —— they talk about it all the time. | recently returned from
Panama where | grew up. When we turned over the canal to the Panamanian government, we all knew the canal was going to fall apart. It didn't. They
had preserved the buildings that we left along the canal zone and have improved them and are now using them for other purposes. They are being used
as hotels and a luxurious resort, like Gamboa Rainforest Resort. They have been —— They are used as places for tourists to go and see for museums,
the Smithsonian Institute museums and things like that. Panama has used the artifacts that we have left the buildings —— | should say that we have left
to enhance their tourism ability. We have a beautiful structure here that needs to do the same with it. This is a Silicon Valley landmark. Please, it needs
to be protected. | know you guys have to do what you have to do. | recognize that. | was raised around the military. Please take back our words.
Thank you.

Written on: August 26, 2008 Received on: August 26, 2008

From: Mark Otto Submitted Via: Oral comment at public meeting

Affiliation/Agency: Public member

Comment 40G: Thanks for the opportunity. I'm Mark Otto. | wasn't going to do this tonight. | know it's late and we're tired, so I'll be brief. I'm an
engineer. | have a couple of degrees. I'm a manager. I've got a degree in that too. I've worked in the DoD programs from time to time, and I've
generally for all the people I've worked with in DoD and the various branches of the services found everybody to be on the up-and-up and to do their
very best level-headedly at all times to try and do the right thing for the public. Recently in my job, | was faced with an end-way decision very similar
to the one you're faced here with Hangar 1. That end-way decision | did my management thing: | rolled up my sleeves. | tore into the numbers. 1 did
the financial analysis, the cost benefit tradeoffs, trade analysis, all the stuff you do as a manager, right? And I came to a conclusion. | took it to my boss
and said, "See, isn't this great?" And he looked at it. He says: "Yeah, you got all the numbers right. Yeah, looks like you talked —— took everything
into consideration. But you know what, we're not going to do this." | said: "What? My team and | worked for months on this. Why would you not do
this? You know, it's clearly got the best benefit." Well, you see, it's not politically correct. So what | want you to hear tonight, if there's any one thing
you take away from this meeting, the number of people that came out tonight, the number of things that they said you could do with this facility, the
intrinsic value of the structure itself, okay, as well as all the emotional value that's tied up in this community surrounding it, okay, is a very important
factor in a decision. And so the takeaway tonight ought to be: It's not politically correct to tear it down. And it's just as bad, if not worse, to leave a
skeletal structure. A skeletal structure, you see, will be a lasting memorial to bureaucratic incompetence. So please, do something with Hangar 1 and
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leave it in a condition where it's usable by the community that loves it so much. | think that's all | have to say.

Written on: August 26, 2008 Received on: August 26, 2008

From: Carl Honaker Submitted Via: Oral comment at public meeting

Affiliation/Agency: Public member

Comment 41G: | only used two minutes the first time. Just wanted to use one minute to tell a really good story. Not only was | fortunate enough to
help run a couple of air shows at Moffett Field and enjoyed watching hot-air balloons go up and down inside the hangar and got a ride in one once, got
on top of a hangar to reenlist sailors, done all the things you can think about, crawled inside and out of that building; but probably my most memorable
event at Moffett Field in Hangar 1 was when | worked for NASA, and we held a NASA open house. And we hosted 225,000 of our local residents and
neighbors who had never had the chance to come out and see the toys that NASA had. And a lot of those people had never been inside that hangar. And
| distinctly remember we had a very dramatic opening ceremony. We had all the politicians and all the head muckety-mucks at NASA get up and say
their thing. But the thing that was absolutely awesome to me was: We staged the opening of the doors to allow the public to come in and see hundreds
of exhibits that NASA had put together. And when we opened those doors and watched the faces of those thousands of people standing outside who
wanted to come in, and they were awestruck. For about 30 seconds, all they could do was look up. And | remember this one woman in her probably 60s
who came in the door, and she was weeping. She wasn't just, you know, teary-eyed. She was weeping. And we said, "Are you okay?" And the story
she told us that really touched all of us was that she had worked there in World War 11 when it was a blimp facility where they made blimps for their
coastal patrol blimps during World War I1. And she said she was afraid that she would die and never get a chance to come back in the hangar. And she
was very, very thankful that we had done that, and that always stuck with me.

Written on: August 26, 2008 Received on: August 26, 2008

From: Zoltan Szoboszlay Submitted Via: Written comment on Comment Sheet

Affiliation/Agency: Public member

Comment 42G: There have been two bird strike incidents at Moffett Field in the last five years. One incident damaged a C-130 Air National Guard
aircraft, and the other damaged a Navy transport. Both incidents involved multiple strikes and heavy damage to aircraft. If the framework is left standing
without netting or fabric, the framework will become a nesting site for birds in general, and pigeons in particular. Leaving the framework is a great idea
for historic preservation. However, a netting or fabric should be added to reduce the possibility of future bird strike incidents.
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Zoltan Szoboszlay
6248 Blossom Avenue, San Jose, CA 95123

Written on: August 26, 2008 Received on: August 26, 2008

From: D.P. Williams Submitted Via: Written comment on Comment Sheet

Affiliation/Agency: Public member

Comment 43G: This is an amazing building. This is one of onl