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Chapter I
INTRODUCTION

This document is an Environmental Assessment (EA) prepared under the
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) for Future Concept 1 of the
Moffett Field Comprehensive Use Plan (hereinafter referred to as the "Plan").
Adoption of Future Concept 1 is the proposed action analyzed by this
Environmental Assessment.

A. Background

As part of federal budget reduction measures and military downsizing, closure
of federal military installations throughout the United States has been
evaluated and, in some cases, subsequent military base closure has occurred.
The Base Closure and Realignment Commission was formed to evaluate these
closures and downsizings.

On April 15, 1991, the Commission recommended that the Navy (Department
of Defense) discontinue use and occupancy of Moffett Field. The
Commission also recommended that the property continue to operate in a
federal capacity. Based on this recommendation, Congress and the President
of the United States made the final decision to discontinue the Navy’s
occupancy of the Moffett Field property, but continue operation of Moffett
Field as a federal installation. These actions were exempt from NEPA.

Moffett Field is subject to the Federal Property and Administrative Services
Act of 1949, which sets the framework for disposal of federal property. The
availability of the property for alternative federal ownership was reported to
the General Services Administration. Subsequently, the National Aeronautics
and Space Administration (NASA) successfully negotiated for the stewardship
of Moffett Field. This transfer of federal property stewardship is also exempt
from NEPA regulations.
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B. The Comprehensive Use Plan

The Comprehensive Use Plan was developed by the National Aeronautics and
Space Administration (NASA) in order to effectively implement the transfer
of stewardship of Moffett Field Naval Air Station (NAS) to NASA from the
Department of Defense (DOD) in July 1994. The property will remain a
federal facility under the Comprehensive Use Plan. The Plan is only
conceptual in nature. No specific development projects are planned at this
time.

C. NEPA Regulations

Prior to development of the Comprehensive Use Plan, the actions related to
the transition of Moffett Field have been exempt from NEPA.

Adoption of the Comprehensive Use Plan by NASA is considered a "major
federal action” under NEPA regulations [40 CFR 1508.18(b)(2)].

NASA, acting as lead agency, determined that an Environmental Assessment
was required to determine the potential for adverse environmental effects.
This document is a program-level Environmental Assessment and thus
analyzes the environmental impacts of implementing Future Concept 1 of the
Comprehensive Use Plan. Site- -specific projects under Future Concept 1 of
the Comprehensive Use Plan will require additional environmental review
before implementation.

An Environmental Assessment is the primary.tool used by a federal agency to
determine whether to prepare an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS).
This report provides a project description, environmental checklist,
explanation of checklist answers, and a summary of mitigation measures to be
incorporated into the project. As stipulated in the NEPA regulations, an EIS
would be required if a project would have the potential to significantly affect
the quality of the human environment. If a project has no significant
environmental effect, or where it can be shown that mitigation measures have
been incorporated into the project which would minimize or reduce impacts to
a non-significant level, a Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI) may be
issued.
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D. Environmental Assessment Content

The information contained in this report is based on the investigations of
NASA, Boeing, and Department of Defense staff; planning consultants; and
environmental specialists. Analysis was based on 1993 existing conditions. A
registered transportation engineer, noise specialists, and air quality and
emissions experts performed some of the field work and analyses included in
this report. In addition existing conditions information, including extensive
biological, hazardous materials, and archeological documentation was available
from previous studies of the site, including the Navy’s Baseline Environmental
Report (BER). This information is summarized throughout this document
and is incorporated by reference into this Environmental Assessment. Specific
documents are given in footnotes throughout this document, as well as in
Chapter VIII: References and Contacts.

E. Public Involvement

On June 3, 1993, NASA held a public open house to solicit input on
preparation of the Comprehensive Use Plan. On November 15, 1993 another
public open house was held to gather public input on the Comprehensive Use
Plan and the environmental analysis of the Comprehensive Use Plan. In
addition, the Draft Environmental Assessment was circulated for public review
and comment by NASA in April 1994. The Draft Environmental Assessment
was available for a 30-day review period, which closed on May 11, 1994. A
public forum was held on April 18, 1994 to solicit public input and comment
on the Comprehensive Use Plan and the Draft Environmental Assessment.

This document has been revised in response to public comments on the Draft
Environmental Assessment. Within this Final Environmental Assessment,
verbatim copies of all comments received on the Draft Environmental
Assessment and responses to substantive comments are included in

Chapter VII.
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Chapter II
PROPOSED ACTION AND ALTERNATIVES

- A. Lecation

Moffett Field is located on the southwestern shoreline of the San Francisco
Bay, about 25 miles (40 kilometers) east of the Pacific Coast, as shown in
Figure 1. The City of Mountain View is adjacent to the western and southern
boundaries of Moffett Field and the eastern and southern boundaries adjoin
the City of Sunnyvale. Downtown San Jose is about seven miles southeast,
and the City of San Francisco is about 32 miles (52 kilometers) northwest.
US Highway 101 passes just south of the facility site.

The study area encompasses approximately 1,700 acres (688 hectares). This
area includes both the existing NASA Ames Research Center and the Moffett
Field Naval Air Station. The study area does not include the Onizuka Air
Force Base Housing since this area will be excluded from the transfer to
NASA stewardship and will remain under Department of Defense control in
the care of Onizuka Air Force Base. Existing land uses at Moffett Field are
described in Table 1.

B. Purpose and Need

On April 15, 1991, the Base Closure and Realignment Commission
recommended that the Navy cease operations at Moffett Field. In October
1991, Congress ang the President of the United States approved the
recommendation of the Base Closure and Realignment Commission to
disestablish the NAS at Moftett Field. The availability of the airfield had
become essential for Ames aerospace and aeronautic research over time. The
recommendation of the Base Closure and Realignment Commission that
Moffett Field remain a federal installation was accepted with enthusiastic
support from the neighboring communities of Mountain View and Sunnyvale.
NASA Ames Research Center has accepted responsibility for operating
Moffett Field as a shared federal facility. The active duty Navy is scheduled
to leave Moffett Field by July 1994, :
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Table 1
EXISTING DEVELOPMENT
Developed Lands (buildings, roads, and parking areas) ' 705 acres
Airfield 445 acres
Golf Course ' 140 acres
Vacant/Developable Lands ' » 220 acres
Wetlands =190 acres

Moffett Field has been a federal airfield used for research, development,
training and operational activities for 60 years. There are no plans to change
this use and Moffett Field will remain as property of the U.S. Government.
NASA Ames Research Center and other federal entities, such as the
California Air National Guard and the Navy Air Reserve, will continue to
operate at Moffett Field. These entities are known as Resident Agencies.

It was estimated that the removal of the Navy from Moffett Field would
eventually result in the direct and indirect loss of approximately 6,800 jobs',
mostly by residents of Santa Clara County. However, these estimates did not
consider the continued use of Moffett Field by NASA and other federal
entities. Potential losses would add to the economic problems already
recorded and anticipated for Santa Clara County and the vicinity. NASA can
play a key role in the revitalization of Silicon Valley through continued
operation of Moffett Field and interaction with local and regional firms in the
development of new products and services.

Continued operation of Moffett Field and the transfer of the facility to NASA
stewardship is necessary to ensure that the field remains an economic resource
for the region and that the research and development missions established by
Congress and the President can continue to be supported. The
Comprehensive Use Plan will provide guidance for NASA in developing
Moffett Field in an economically viable and well conceived fashion.

' NAS Moffett Field Draft Base Closure and Realignment Environmental Impact Statement
(DEIS). Refined in the subsequent update of Impact of Defense Cuts on California, California
Commission on State Finance. May 1993.
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C. Project Objectives

The purpose of the Comprehensive Use Plan is to satisfy the following three
objectives:

* Provide guidance to NASA management for decisions that affect the
future of Moffett Field.

* Provide future alternatives for consideration in an Environmental
Assessment or EIS of the Comprehensive Use Plan.

* Provide background information for related planning efforts such as the
Facilities Master Plan and the Airport Master Plan, both scheduled to
commence upon completion of the Comprehensive Use Plan.

D. Description of Proposed Action
1. Background
In response to the recommendation of the Defense Base Closure and

Realignment Commission and support by the local community that Moffett
Field remain a federal facility, the Naval Air Station at Moffett Field will

~ transfer to NASA in July of 1994,

Transfer of the facility will include all land, buildings, facilities, infrastructure,
and other property, excluding the base family housing and related community
support facilities. The area excluded from the transfer to NASA will remain 7
under Department of Defense control in the care of Onizuka Air Force Base
and is not covered by this environmental review.

Although there is no change in the use or ownership of the federal property at
Moffett Field, NASA is preparing the' Comprehensive Use Plan to consider
future development projects and to provide information to those concerned
with the management, planning and development of Moffett Field. The Plan
provides information on proposed future uses at Moffett Field by NASA and
various Resident Agencies (agencies which reside and use Moffett Field
through agreement with NASA) up to the year 2010. The proposed projects
and new or altered uses by NASA and the Resident Agencies are conceptual
in nature. At the time a specific development project is proposed, additional
site-specific environmental review will be required prior to final action on the
proposal. In addition, several permits may be required for individual
development projects as applicable. A range of these permits, agencies, and
permitting authority is given in Table 2.
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2. The Proposéd Action

Future Concept 1, as identified in the Comprehensive Use Plan, is an
estimation of operations that could occur at Ames Research Center and
Moffett Field in 2010 with NASA acting as the custodial federal agency (see
Figure 2). It assumes that the full capacity for the site will not be utilized.
However, it proposes likely buildout (expected growth) given past growth at
the facility and projected funding capability. Table 3 compares Future
Concept 1 with the existing conditions and the alternative of no project.
Table 4 shows the building program for Future Concept 1. The
Comprehensive Use Plan identifies this scenario as the Preferred Alternative.
This Environmental Assessment considers development under this concept as
“the proposed action".

3. Actions Which Require Further Analysis

Additional general analysis of Future Concept 2 and the No Project
Alternative are included in Section F of this chapter. However, if Future
Concept 2 is to be considered the preferred alternative in the future and
proposed for adoption, additional environmental analysis will be required
prior to its adoption as the Comprehensive Use Plan.

This Environmental Assessment does not analyze the impacts of the closure or
transfer of Moffett Field. These impacts were analyzed in the NAS Moffett
Field Base Closure and Realignment Draft EIS.? Since that time, the Navy
has determined that its departure from Moffett Field is Categorically
Excluded from NEPA. In addition, future site-specific development projects,
the Facilities Master Plan, and the Airport Master Plan will require additional
environmental analysis as they are not part of the scope of this Environmental
Assessment. '

E. Alternatives to the Proposed Action

This section identifies alternatives considered for future development of
Moffett Field. This environmental assessment analyzes the development
scenario outlined as Future Concept 1 in the Comprehensive Use Plan. This
alternative is the preferred development scenario identified by NASA for

? Candidate Base Closure/Realignment in San Francisco Bay Area Draft EIS. July 1990.
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Table 2

APPLICABLE REQUIREMENTS FOR INDIVIDUAL PROJECTS
Description Agency Authority
Water Quality RWQCB NPDES Stormwater Permit
Standards
Discharge into U.S. Army Corps Section 404 of the CWA
Waters, including 33 U.S.C. 1344, Exec. Order 11990
wetlands o
Oil Spill Prevention RWQCB Section 311 of the CWA
Construction in or fill of | Army Corps Section 10 of the Rivers and Harbors
"navigable waters" Act of 1899, 33 US.C. 403
Construction in FEMA Executive Order 11988, Floodplain
Floodplains Management
Endangered Species USFWS Endangered Species Act, 16 U.S.C. 1536,

1973 :

Historic and

Advisory Council

Section 106, 16 U.S.C. 470

Archaeology Resources | on Historic
Prevention
SHPO
Superfund Cleanup EPA, RWQCB RCRA, CERCLA
Air Emissions - BAAQMD Clean Air Act
stationary sources
Stream bed alteration Fish and Game Streambed Alteration Agreement

Underground Storage
Tanks

Santa Clara County
Health Department

Santa Clara County Storage Ordinance

Hazardous Matenals
Storage

Santa Clara County
Health Department

Santa Clara County Storage Ordinance

Asbestos Abatement

OSHA, BAAQMD

Clean Air Act

Industrial Waste Water

Palo Alto,
Sunnyvale

Industrial Wastewater Ordinance

Construction in or
adjacent to Stevens

Creek

Santa Clara Valley
Water District

District Ordinance 83-2

10
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Table 3
PROJECT DESCRIPTION
Existing
Conditions CUP Concept 1 No Project

1993 2010 2010
Employees® 10,000 10,610 7,940
Developed Acres 1,150 ) 1,250 1,150
Square Footage of Buildings 5,615,528 6,705,328 5,615,528

' Additional employees that would result if the National Wind Tunnel Complex is sited

at Moffett Field are not a part of the Plan proposal.

Table 4
INCREMENTAL PROGRAM FOR THE PROPOSED ACTION
FUTURE CONCEPT #1

Additional Additional

Developed Building Square Additional
Activity Land (acres) Footage Employees *
1. Flight Operations 25 132,500 185
(including direct support) .
2. Research & Development 60 811,600 65
(including direct support)
3. Administration Support 5 35,000 140
(including public activities) .
4. Operational Support 5 49,000 100
(including warehousing) '
5. Personnel Support 5 61,700 120
(including recreation)
TOTAL 100 1,089,800 610

: Additional employees that would result if the National Wind Tunnel Complex is sited

at Moffett Field are not a part of the Plan proposal.

13
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Moffett Field. However, the Comprehensive Use Plan also outlines
development under the Future Concept 2. This scenario allows much more
development and employees at Moffett Field, and a corresponding increase in
expected environmental impacts.

In addition to the two Comprehensive Use Plan alternatives, there is the No
Action Alternative. Under this alternative, only the existing uses, plus any
activities directed by future BRAC actions or other regulations would occur.

The development scenarios of the alternatives are compared in Table 5.
1. Future Concept 2

The type of development outlined in Future Concept 2 in the Comprehensive
Use Plan is similar to Future Concept 1, except it contains a higher level of
density and development. The development plan of Future Concept 2 is
shown in Figure 3. Future Concept 2 is an intensive mix of activities which
represent a possible development plan for Moffett Field in 2010, as shown in
Table 5 and 6. It represents a mix of activities and does not emphasize any
particular type of development.

Development of Future Concept 2 would result in approximately 13,900
employees by 2010 and more than 8 million square feet of building area. This
equals 3,290 more employees and over 1.5 million more square feet than
development under Future Concept 1.

Due to this alternative’s intensive development and the anticipated operational
impacts associated with it, it was not selected as the preferred development
alternative. It was determined that the rapid and extensive growth
represented by Future Concept 2 would result in potential impacts to traffic,
air quality, noise, environmental hazards, biological resources, and utilities and
services.

It should be noted that, even though Future Concept 2 is identified as an
alternative in this Environmental Assessment and is shown as an alternative in
the Comprehensive Use Plan, its impacts are not in detail. Since development
is allowed at a much greater intensity under Future Concept 2, additional
environmental review under NEPA would be required for its adoption as a
development program.

14
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Table 5§
COMPARISON OF ALTERNATIVES
Existing CUP Concept 1 No Action
Conditions (Project) CUP Concept 2 Alternative
1993 2010 2010 2010
[

Employees® 10,000 10,610 13,900 7,940
Developed 1,150 1,250 1,350 1,150
Acres
Square Footage 5,615,528 6,705,328 8,245,428 5,615,528
of Buildings

at Moffett Field are not a part of the Plan proposal.

Additional employees that would result if the National Wind Tunnel Complex is sited

Table 6
INCREMENTAL PROGRAM FOR FUTURE CONCEPT #2
Additional Additional
Developed Building Square Additional
Activity Land (acres) Footage Employees *
1. Flight Operations 70 647,900 965
(including direct support)
2. Research & Development 75 1,229,600 1,045
(including direct support)
3. Administration Support 20 226,000 905
(including public activities) :
4. Operational Support 20 287,700 645
(including warehousing)
5. ‘Personnel Support 15 169,700 340
(including recreation)
TOTAL 200 2,629,900 3,900

at Moffett Field are not a part of the Plan proposal.

Additional employees that would result if the National Wind Tunnel Complex is sited

17
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Table 7
NO PROJECT ALTERNATIVE EMPLOYMENT

Resident Agency Civilian Active Reserve | Contractor | Other Total
Navy Reserve -- 125 250 -- -- 375
California Air National 200 100 1,000 -- - 1,300
Guard (CANG)

Army 50 135 125 -l - 310
Air Force -- 5 -- -- 70 75
NASA 2,000 - -- 3,350 440 5,790
Other ' 90 - -- - - 90
Total 7,940

2. No Action Alternative

Under the No Action Alternative, neither of the two Comprehensive Use Plan
scenarios would be adopted. Employment would be expected to decrease
from 10,000 to 7,940 with the departure of the majority of the Navy’s civilian
and active duty personnel. Only existing agencies and agencies directed to
Moffett Field by the Base Closure and Realignment Commission or other
federal action or regulation, would reside at Moffett Field. These
employment levels are described in Table 7. No new construction would be
expected under the No Action Alternative.

This alternative was not selected as the preferred development alternative
since it would not help to relieve current employment and economic
hardships. In addition, since the field would still remain a secure federal
facility under order of the federal government, many of the facilities at
Moffett Field would stand idle or underutilized. However, operation of the
facility and the airfield would continue. It is expected that flight operations
would remain at existing levels.

18



Chapter III
EXISTING ENVIRONMENTAL CONDITIONS

A summary of the existing environmental conditions follows. Further
environmental analysis is given in Chapter V.

A. Earth

Moffett Field is located in one of the most seismically active regions of the
United States. Although seismic hazards do exist, structures can be designed,
sited, and constructed to reduce the possibility of serious damage or human
harm during earthquakes. In addition, a potential for 100-year flooding exists
on the northern portion of the site. ’

B. Water

The major water resources in the vicinity of Moffett Field are the San
Francisco Bay, Stevens Creek, and the Santa Clara Valley groundwater basin.
In addition, Moffett Field obtains the majority of its water supply through the
San Francisco Water Company.

C. Plant Life

Moffett Field contains three distinct terrestrial habitats: urban, cropland, and
wetlands. The vegetation which comprises the urban habitat includes typical
urban tree, shrub, and ground cover. In addition, small grain and alfalfa crops
and annual weedy plants that grow in disturbed areas comprise the cropland
habitats, and cordgrass, pickleweed, salt grass, and brackish marsh vegetation
are found in the wetland areas.

19
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D. Animal Life

Wildlife at Moffett Field largely consists of migratory and wintering birds,
visiting birds from nearby bayfront and open water habitats, and several
resident species of birds and small mammals.

E. Natural Resources
Moffett Field does not contain any significant natural resources in their
natural state. Use of natural resources at Moffett Field includes fossil fuels,
timber, concrete and asphalt.

F. Cultural Resources
No remnants of any prehistoric cultural artifacts are known to exist at Moffett
Field. However, a total of 135 structures are listed in the National Register.
Shenandoah Plaza is also listed as a designated historic district.

G. Land Use and Public Policy

Moffett Field is currently used for flight operations, research and
development, administrative support, and operational and personnel support.

In addition, much of the northern property is open space and wetlands. Public

land use policies which affect the site include those of the cities of Mountain

‘View and Sunnyvale, Santa Clara County, the California Airport Noise

Standards, federal noise standards, and Bay Conservation and Development
Commission regulations.

H. Aesthetics

The wide open spaces of the airfield and the wetlands, in addition to the views
of the San Francisco Bay, provide a pleasant visual environment. There are
also a substantial number of well preserved buildings and structures that date
back to the original construction of Moffett Field that provide visual interest.

20
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I. Population and Housing

Moffett Field employee population is currently approximately 10,000.
Historically, housing has been available in the residential areas of Onizuka Air
Force Base, however, these areas are not part of the project site. In addition,
there are 300 residential units within the study area.

J. Services and Utilities

Fire protection, police protection and security are provided by NASA through
private contract. PG&E provides power and natural gas and AT&T/Pacific
Bell provides telephone service to the site.

Water supply is provided through contract with the San Francisco Water
Company. Sanitary sewer discharges are then transported and then treated at
the Sunnyvale public owned treatment works and the City of Mountain View
collection system/Palo Alto Regional Water Quality Control Plant.

K. Hazardous Substances

A considerable variety of hazardous and toxic substances are used at Moffett
Field. In addition, there are several hazardous waste sites on the property
which have been identified, and some which have been scheduled for cleanup.

L. Transportation and Circulation

Transportation to and from Moffett Field is predominantly by automobile.
There are four gates and two main interchanges along Highway 101 which
provide access to the site. In addition, a NASA shuttle provides
transportation to and from the Mountain View CalTrain station, and Santa
Clara County buses provide service to Moffett Field.

M. Noise

The noise environment in the vicinity of Moffett Field is dominated by aircraft
noise, ground transportation noise, noise emanating from nearby industrial
activities, and noise generated by existing wind tunnel facilities at Moffett
Field.
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N. Air

Moffett Field is in the San Francisco Area Air Basin. Air quality at the site is
not a severe constraint to development. Currently, ozone and particulate
matter (PM,,) air quality standards have been exceeded in the San Francisco
Bay Area Air Basin. Moffett Field contributes minor amounts of air
pollutants to the basin.
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Chapter IV
ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT SUMMARY

Table 8 provides a summary of anticipated impacts of Future Concept 1 based
on information available from NASA records, contact with responsible
agencies, consultant research and field work. Documents which were reviewed
and incorporated by reference into this document include the existing
operating procedures by NASA and the Navy, the Candidate Base
Closures/Realignment Draft Environmental Impact Statement, NASA’s
Environmental Resources Document, and other pertinent environmental and
planning documents. Information from these documents is summarized in
Chapter V. A complete list of references is found in Chapter VIII. An
explanation of the entries on the checklist is provided in Chapter V,
Explanation of Findings. ‘
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Table 8
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT SUMMARY
Potential
Substantial
Potentially Effect
Substantial | Substantial Mitigation No
Unavoidable | Unmitigated Measure Substantial
Environmental Issue Arca Effect Effect Required Effect
1. Earth.. Will the proposal result in: v L
a.  Unstable earth conditions or changes (o geologic substructures. X
b. Disruption, displacement, compaction or uncovering of the soil, X
¢. Changes in topography or ground surface relief features. X
d.  Destruction, covering or modification.of any unique geologic or X
physical features.
€. An increase in wind or water erosion of soils, either on or off X
the site.
f.  Changes in siltation, deposition or erosion which may modify the X
channel of a stream or creek.
& Exposure of people or property to geologlc hazards such as X
earthquakes, landslides, mudslides, ground failure, or similar
hazards.
2. -Water.  Will the proposal result in:
a. Changes in currents, or the course or direction of water X
movement in either marine or fresh waters.
b.  Changes in absorption rates, drainage patterns, or the rate and X
amount of surface runoff, and/or changes in the amount or level
of water in any water body.
¢.  Discharge into surface waters, or any alteration of surface water X
quality, including but not limited to temperature, dissolved
oxygen or turbidity.
d. Alterations to the course or flow of flood waters, or exposure of X
people or property to water related hazards such as flooding.
€. Alteration of the direction, rate of flow, or amount of ground X
waters either through direct addition or withdrawal, or through
interception of an aquifer by cuts or excavations.
f.  Substantial reduction in the amount of water otherwise available X
for public water supplies.
3. Plant Life. Will the proposal result in:
a. Change in the diversity of species, or number of any species of X
plants (including trees, shrubs, grass, crops, and aquatic plants).
b.  Reduction of the numbers of any unique, rare or endangered X
species of plants.
¢.  Introduction of new species of piants into an area, or in a X
barrier o the normal replenishment of existing species.
d.  Reduction in acreage of any agricultural crop. X
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Table 8 continued

Potential
Substantial
Potentially Effect
| Substantial | Substantial Mitigation No
| Unavoidable | Unmitigated Measure Substantial
: Environmental Issue Area Effect Effect Required Effect
4.7 -Animal Life. Will the proposal result in: ‘
a. Change in the diversity of species, or numbers of any species of X
animals (birds, land animals including reptiles, fish and shellfish,
benthic organisms or insects).
b. Reduction of the numbers of any unique, rare or endangered X
species of animals.
c. Introduction of new species of animals into an area, or result in X
a barrier. to the migration or movement of animals.
d. Deterioration to existing fish or wildlife habitat. X
S..:Natural Resources. ‘Will the proposal result in:
! a. Increase in the rate of use of any natural resources. X
‘ b. Substantial depletion of any non-renewable natural resource. X
6. -Cultural Resources. ‘Will the proposal result in: .
a. Alieration of a significant archaeological or historic site, X
structure, object or building,
b.  Restriction of existing religious or sacred uses within the X
potential impact area.
7. .Land Use & Public Policy.  Will the proposal result .in:
a. Substantial alteration of the present or planned land use of an X
" area. ' ]
b. Non-conformance with public policy and regulations. X
8. Aesthetics. Will the proposal result in:
a. The obstruction of any scenic vista or view open 1o the public, or X
result in the creation of an aesthetically offensive site open to
public view.
b. Production of new light or glare. X
:, 9. ' Population and Housing. - Will the proposal result in:
: a. Alteration of the location, density or growth rate of the human X
population of an area.
b. Demand or creation of additional housing, or affects on existing X
housing. _
10. Services and Utilities. . Will the proposal have an effect upon, or result in a need for new or altered services in any of the .
following areas: ‘ '
a. Fire protection. X
b. - Police protection and security. X
c. Schools. X
d. Parks or other recreational facilities. X
e. Maintenance of public facilities, including roads. X
f. Power or natural gas. X
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Table 8 continued

Potential
.| Substantial
Potentially Effect
Substantial | Substantial Mitigation No
Unavoidable { Unmitigated Measure Substantial
Environmental Issue Area Effect . Effect Required Effect
|“—_——_————_—_‘_——h“
g. Communications systems. ' X
h. Water. X
i.  Sewer or septic tanks. X
j.  Storm water drainage. X
k. Solid waste disposal. X
l. Use of substantial amounts of fuel or energy. X
11 :Risk of Upset/Human Health. ‘'Will the proposal result in:
a. Risk of an explbsion or the release of hazardous substances - X
(including but not limited 1o oil, pesticides, chemicals or
radiation) in the event of an accident or upset conditions.
b. Possible interference with an emergency response plan or an X
emergency evacuation plan. :
¢.  Creation of any health hazard or potential health hazard X
(excluding mental health).
d. Exposure of people to potential health hazards. X
"12. Transportation/Circulation, - Will the. proposal result in:
a. Generation of substantial additional vehicular movement. X
b. Effects on existing parking facilities, or demand for new parking, X
¢.  Substantial impact upon existing transportation systems. X
d. Alteration to present patterns of circulation or movement of X
people and/or goods.
e. Alterations to waterborne, rail or air traffic.
f. Increase in traffic hazards to motor vehicles, bicyclists or X
pedestrians.
13.-Noise. " Will the proposal result in:
a. Increases in existing noise levels. X
b. Exposure of people to severe noise levels. X
14. ‘Air. Will the proposal result in:
a. Substantial air emissions or deterioration of ambient air quality. X
b. The creation of objectionable odors. X
c.  Alteration of air movement, moisture, or temperature, or any X
change in climate either locally or regionally.
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Chapter V
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS OF PROPOSED ACTION

1. Earth

a. - Unstable Earth Conditions or Changes to Geologic Substructures. The
site is comprised of silty clay soils that have a high shrink-swell potential as
shown on Figure 4.! The potential for bay mud compression and/or
liquefaction of the sand layers located within the site and subsequent
settlement hazards are present. These stability concerns are especially
prevalent near the banks of Stevens Creek. Future Concept 1 of the
Comprehensive Use Plan does not propose any new development in the area
directly adjacent to the Creek. However, construction over any of the soils on
the site shall require appropriate mitigation to alleviate any potential problems
associated with soil expansion and contraction. With the following mitigation
measure, no substantial impacts are anticipated.

Mitigation Measure EARTH-1. Geotechnical investigations shall be
required on a project-by-project basis for new construction and
appropriate foundations shall be designed and constructed in
conformance with the Uniform Building Code.

b. Soil Disruption, Displacement, Compaction, or Uncovering. Due to the
essentially level terrain and existing development on the site, very little soil
will be excavated for construction that would be proposed under buildout of
Future Concept 1 of the Comprehensive Use Plan.

C. Changes in Topography or Surface Relief Features. The topography in
the area is flat except for the levees between the San Francisco Bay, Stevens
Creek, and the site. In general, development of Future Concept 1 of the
Comprehensive Use Plan will not result in the addition of large amounts of
soil or the removal of any special topographic or surface relief features.
However, development of the bridge over Stevens Creek to align with

' U.S. Department of Agriculture. Soil Map. Soil Conservation Service.
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Charleston Road in Mountain View will require grading. Minor grading will
not substantially alter topography or important surface relief features.

d. Destruction of Unique Geologic or Physical Features. No such features
exist on the site.

€. Wind or Water Erosion, On- or Off-site. Some temporary on-site
erosion could occur during construction of individual projects of Future
Concept 1 of the Comprehensive Use Plan. No long-term conditions which
could lead to erosion would occur after construction.

Mitigation Measure EARTH-2. During construction of individual
development projects, measures shall be implemented to lessen the '
impacts of wind and water erosion. These measures shall include
compaction and watering of the soils during construction.

f. Modification of Creek Channel Due to Siltation, Deposition or Erosion.
The neighboring Stevens Creek channel will not receive any substantial
additional flows with the implementation of Future Concept 1 of the
Comprehensive Use Plan. Runoff from the western part of the site is
currently collected by the site’s storm-drainage system and is discharged to the
diked, non-tidal ponding area on the northern portion of the site. During
periods of heavy storm runoff, excess runoff collects in a storm-water _
retention pond, and is eventually discharged into Stevens Creek. Water from
the eastern part of the site is pumped to a channel that flows to the
Guadalupe Slough and the San Francisco Bay. Future Concept 1 of
Comprehensive Use Plan would allow approximately 100 acres (40 hectares)
of additional land coverage (ex. buildings, roads, parking lots) within the
boundaries of the area already developed resulting in a nine percent increase
in impervious surfaces. This increase will not result in a substantial increase
in runoff. Discharge is currently taking place and is not likely to change with
implementation of Future Concept 1 of the Comprehensive Use Plan due to a
high existing percentage of impervious surfaces.

However, construction of the bridge over Stevens Creek as outlined in Future
Concept 1 of the Comprehensive Use Plan could lead to short and long-term
increases in erosion and siltation of the Stevens Creek. To mitigate this
impact, the following measure shall be implemented.

Mitigation Measure EARTH-3. Deveiopment in the vicinity of Stevens
Creek shall be designed to limit channel modification and erosion.
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g Exposure to Geologic Hazards. The site is located in one of the most
seismically active regions in the United States. The severity of ground shaking
that will occur on Moffett Field during a future earthquake will depend on the
proximity and magnitude of the seismic event. Hazards associated with
earthquakes and the site include liquefaction, differential settlement, and lurch
cracking. These hazards are most prevalent along Stevens Creek, though they
have potential to occur throughout the site. Consideration of these potential
hazards will be subject to existing codes. For example, all new structures and
infrastructure will be designed and constructed according to the appropriate
Uniform Building Code so as to reduce the possibility of human injury and
loss of life during any seismic event.

However, over the decades of the 1940s to 1970s, extensive groundwater
pumping has caused a two- to eight-foot subsidence of the land surface that
has resulted in problems with water drainage, foundations, basements and
below-ground utility systems. Potential damage to structures could occur if
proper engineering is not done. As a practical matter, these studies are
routinely carried out prior to construction. All new construction, including
buildings and infrastructure will be designed and constructed with appropriate
site analysis of the geologic conditions of the site. The following mitigation
measure shall be undertaken.

Mitigation Measure EARTH-4. Geotechnical investigations shall be
required on a project-by-project basis and appropriate foundations shall
be designed and constructed to mitigate the risk associated with
liquefaction and other geotechnical hazards.

2. Water

a. Course of Water Movement in Fresh or Marine Waters. No such
changes are proposed as part of Future Concept 1 of the Comprehensive Use
Plan. Stevens Creek would not be altered as part of the Plan. The only
development proposed in the vicinity of the Creek would be the bridge
connecting the Ames Research Center to Charleston Road in Mountain View.
The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers has permit authority over bridge
construction and through its process will review the effects of the project on
water movement. In addition, a permit from the Santa Clara Valley Water
District will be required for any construction project adjacent to Stevens
Creek. The following mitigation shall be implemented to ensure that
construction of this bridge does not alter the course of Stevens Creek.
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Mitigation Measure WATER-1. Development of Moffett Field,
especially in the vicinity of Stevens Creek, (including construction of the
connecting bridge), shall be designed and operated to prevent channel
modification, erosion, siltation, and the introduction of pollutants into
surface waters including Stevens Creek, and the San Francisco Bay.

b. Absorption Rates, Drainage Patterns, or Rate and Amount of Runoff.
No major changes in the absorption rates, drainage patterns, or the rate and
amount of runoff are expected with the implementation of Future Concept 1
of the Comprehensive Use Plan since there is a high percentage of existing
impervious surfaces. The Plan outlines development of approximately 100
acres (40 hectares) of land, resulting in a total developed land acreage of
1,250 acres (506 hectares). This development represents less than a nine
percent increase in impervious surfaces.

c. Discharge into Surface Water. Runoff from Moffett Field is not
expected to substantially change with implementation of Future Concept 1 of
the Comprehensive Use Plan. A National Pollutant Discharge Elimination
System (NPDES) permit for stormwater runoff is in place for Moffett Field
pursuant to the Clean Water Act. Pollutants in the discharge from Moffett
Field will be regulated by the Regional Water Quality Control Board and
significant harmful pollutants will not be permitted to enter San Francisco Bay
as a result of the proposed action. In some cases, low levels of organic
compounds have been found in the effluent, but these levels are not
considered significant and will not be impacted by implementation of Future
Concept 1 of the Plan.* The Ames Research Center and Moffett Field runoff
represents a very small fraction of the total runoff toward Stevens Creek and
the San Francisco Bay and no substantial impacts are expected from
incremental runoff.

d. Course or Flow of Flood Waters. The northern portion of Moffett
Field is located within the 100-year tide elevation and is therefore subject to
100-year tidal flooding as shown in Figure 4.> Storm water runoff and
overflow in the vicinity of Stevens Creek could also present some potential
problems. Development of Future Concept 1 of the Comprehensive Use Plan
is generally outside of the 100-year flood line. However, the proposed
Research and Development construction located in Planning Area 9 and the
Fuel Farms located in Planning Area 8 are currently within the 100-year

? Environmental Resources Document. NASA Ames Research Center, Moffett Field, CA.
June 1992. :

* NEESA. April 1984 (84-01).
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flood area. In addition, levee failures could potentially cause flooding hazards
within Moffett Field. '

NASA’s Facility Project Implementation Handbook states that new
development should not occur within flood plains when other sites are
feasible. In addition, all new and existing facilities that are subject to flood
damage would be provided with flood proofing measures, such as elevating
ground floors above the flood elevation.*

In order to assure protection from 100-year tidal flooding, the U.S. Navy had
planned a new levee to be constructed after Fiscal Year 1994. However, with -
the transfer of the facility in 1994, NASA has planned the improvements for
fiscal year 1999.

Building construction on Moffett Field must meet Federal Emergency
Management Agency (FEMA) requirements for flood elevations. Federal
requirements are also expected to prevent the exposure of people or property
to flood hazard.

€. Direction, Rate of Flow, or Quantity of Groundwater. Moffett Field is
within the Santa Clara Valley ground-water basin. Historically, ground waters
were a major source of water in the County until serious overdrafts caused a
rapid decline in the water tables, a deterioration of water quality and ground
subsidence in the Santa Clara Valley. Groundwater in the recent past has
only been used for watering the golf course and by the agricultural lessee at
Moffett Field for crop irrigation purposes and is not used for drinking water
supply.’ The potable water supply for Moffett Field is supplied by the City of
San Francisco Water Company, which obtains water primarily from the Hetch
Hetchy Reservoir in the Sierra Nevada. Development under Future

Concept 1 of the Comprehensive Use Plan will continue to use this water
supply and will also have a greater use of reclaimed water. In addition, the
amount of impervious surfaces is not expected to increase as a result of
Future Concept 1 of the Comprehensive Use Plan to a point which will
substantially affect groundwater. It is not expected that any impacts related to
direction, rate of flow, or quantity of groundwater will occur because of these
factors.

* Facility Project Implementation Handbook. National - Aeronautics and - Space

Administration. 1981.

S Environmental Resources Document. NASA Ames Research Center, Moffett Field, CA.
June 1992,
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f. Amount of Water Available for Public Supply. Implementation of
Future Concept 1 of the Comprehensive Use Plan would require water supply
for approximately 10,610 employees, in addition to water uses for general
operations such as washing and rinsing aircraft and in wind tunnel cooling
towers. Currently, Moffett Field has approximately 10,000 employees.

Moffett Field’s water supply is obtained through contract with the San
Francisco Water Company. No substantial changes will result in the amount
of water used by Moffett Field as a result of Future Concept 1 of the
Comprehensive Use Plan. The most significant amount of water used at
Ames is and will continue to be for cooling of wind tunnel facilities. An
average of 600 gallons per minute evaporates from the Unitary cooling tower.
Ames is investigating conservation options, such as using either treated ground
water or reclaimed water from Sunnyvale or Palo Alto as the cooling-water
supply.® The City of Mountain View would also be involved in providing
cooling-water supply, as a partner in the Palo Alto treatment facility. Itis
known that Palo Alto can meet the reclaimed water demands at Moffett Field
and Sunnyvale is already building a pipeline to serve reclaimed water to
Moffett Field. Reclaimed water could be used for wind tunnel cooling, as well
as for golf course irrigation. Additional discussion of water usage can be
found in Section 10.h. of this chapter.

3. Plant Life®

a. Diversity or Number of Plant Species. Moffett Field contains three
distinct terrestrial habitats: urban, cropland, and wetlands with remnant
grasslands. The vegetation which comprises the urban habitat includes typical
urban tree, shrub, and ground cover. In addition, small grain and alfalfa crops
and annual weedy plants that grow in disturbed areas comprise the cropland
habitats, and cordgrass, pickleweed, salt grass, and brackish marsh vegetation
are found in the wetland areas.

Tidal salt marshes, tidal brackish marshes, and mudflats historically covered
extensive areas in the South Bay. These marshes exhibit a characteristic
vertical zonation of plant species. Pacific cordgrass, a highly productive marsh
plant, occupies the lowest tidal zones, merging into stands of pickleweed and
other halophytes at higher marsh levels.

¢ Information for this section was adapted from NAS Moffett Field Natural Resources
Management Plan. July 1990: and Candidate Base Closure/Realignment in SF Bay Area Draft
EIS, July 1990.
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The levees and debris that fringe Moffett Field have eliminated regular tidal
action. Undeveloped low areas north of Moffett Field are used to store storm
water runoff. This has resulted in the establishment of freshwater vegetation
in upper reaches. At the margin of the tidal areas where freshwater runoff
creates low salinity conditions, freshwater vegetation becomes dominant.
Cattail and bulrush form a 100-foot corridor that is interlaced by water
channels.

The remnant salt marshes are limited to the tidal waters of the San Francisco
Bay and Stevens Creek which is adjacent to Ames Research Center and
Moffett Field. There is also a remnant salt marsh in the southern portion of
the non-tidal water retention pond. This marsh changes to a brackish marsh
in areas more influenced by fresh water.” Cordgrass, pickleweed, and salt
grass dominate these areas as elevations get progressively higher. In addition
to pickleweed, alkali heath, brass buttons, and Jaumea cornosa occur along
the upper fringes of the tidal marsh.

All undeveloped high ground is dominated by disturbed vegetation. This
vegetation includes sweet clover, vetch, mustard, and fennel. Ruderal
vegetation is scattered around the high ground along Moffett Channel and
Stevens Creek. In addition, scattered remnants of grasslands are found
adjacent to the main runway and in uncultivated areas throughout the site.

The development proposed by Future Concept 1 of the Comprehensive Use
Plan would not intrude into any of the vegetative areas described above, with
the exception of the development of the bridge connection across Stevens
Creek.. All proposed new or changed facilities, with this exception, are with
the urban areas of Moffett Field. Before development of the bridge, site
specific surveys and environmental review shall occur to determine the extent
of plant species in the vicinity of the proposed projects through the following
mitigation measure. :

Mitigation Measure PLANT-1. Prior to construction of projects in the
vicinity of Stevens Creek and the wetlands area, site specific focused
surveys and environmental review shall occur to evaluate the site-
specific status of plant habitats, including rare and endangered plant
species. Any adverse effects on such habitats and related species shall
be mitigated through habitat replacement projects. Development plans

” Phase 1 Site-Wide Qualitative Habitat and Receptor Characterization. WESCO. NAS
Moffett Field. October 1993.
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shall ensure that there is no net loss of wetland functions, values, or
acreages. '

In keeping with the national goal of "no net loss" of wetlands, Future Concept
1 of the Plan appropriately preserves wetland resources. Consistent with the
Section 404(b)(1) of the Clean Water Act, the proposed action meets all of
the following criteria:

* The proposed project will not cause or contribute to significant
degradation of waters of the United States, including wetlands (40 CFR
230.1(c)).

* The proposed project does not violate water quality standards, toxic
effluent standards, or jeopardize the continued existence of federally
listed species or their critical habitat (40 CFT 230.10(b)).

* All appropriate and practicable steps are taken to minimize adverse
impacts on the aquatic ecosystem (40 CFR 320.10(d)).

b. Number of Unique, Rare or Endangered Plant Species. As described
above, the vegetation which occurs on Moffett Field includes typical urban
trees, shrubs, and ground cover; approximately 115 acres (47 hectares) of
cropland including small grain and alfalfa crops and annual weedy plants that
grow in disturbed areas; and cordgrass, pickleweed, salt grass, and brackish
marsh vegetation.

The threatened or endangered plant species that could possibly occur on the
site are shown in Table 9. The majority of the development proposed by
Future Concept 1 of the Comprehensive Use Plan would not impede into any
predominant vegetative areas, therefore no impacts are expected as a result of
implementation of the Plan. The only exception would be development of the
bridge connection across Stevens Creek.

Before development of the bridge, site specific environmental analysis and
surveys shall occur through Mitigation Measure PLANT-1 to determine the
extent of unique, rare, or endangered plant species in the vicinity of the
proposed projects, as follows.

Mitigation Measure PLANT-1. Prior to construction of projects in the
vicinity of Stevens Creek and the wetlands area, site specific focused
surveys and environmental review shall occur to evaluate the site-
specific status of plant habitats, including rare and endangered plant
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Table 9°
SENSITIVE PLANTS POSSIBLY OCCURRING AT MOFFETT FIELD
Plant ' Sensitivity Status

Common Name Scientific Name . Federal State CNPS
Pt. Reyes bird’s beak Cordylanthus spp. Endangered | Endangered 1B
Marsh gum plant Grindelia humilils Category 2 | -- 3
Delta tule pea Lathyrus jepsonii spp. Category 2 | - iB
Hairless popcorn Plagiobothrys glaber’ Category 2 -- | 3
flower

Listing Status Categories

Federal Endangered = Designated species pursuant to Section 4 (Federal Endangered Species
Act of 1973, as amended). :

Federal Category 2 = Taxa for which existing information indicates that listing may be
warranted, but for which substantial biological information to support a proposed rule is
lacking.

California Endangered = Designated species pursuant to Section 1904 (Native Plant Protection
Endangered Act of 1977), and Section 2072.7 (California Endangered Species Act of 1984).

CNPS List 1B = Plants rare, threatened, or endangered in California and elsewhere.

CNPS List 3 = Plant about which more information is needed (a review list).

species. Any adverse effects on such habitats and related species shall
be mitigated through habitat replacement projects. Development plans
shall ensure that there is no net loss of wetland functions, values, or
acreages.

Potential adverse effects on such species should be mitigated through habitat
replacement projects. . Mitigation Measure PLANT-1 as described above
outlines these requirements. In addition, any federally protected species will
be evaluated and addressed pursuant to the U.S. Endangered Species Act
(ESA) prior to construction.

* Western Ecological Service Company, Inc. (WESCO). Phase I Site-wide Qualitative
Habitat and Receptor Characterization Study. NAS Moffett Field. October 1993.
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C. New Plant Species, or Barrier to Replenishment. Landscaping of
additional facilities will introduce new plants into the area. However, these
plant species are likely to be similar to those that already exist at Ames
Research Center and Moffett Field. Landscaping with native plants is
encouraged by NASA policy. It is not expected that this introduction of
plants would have any substantial impact or would cause a barrier to the
normal replenishment of existing species.

d. Agricultural Crop Acreage. None of the agricultural outlease
properties on the site will be developed through Future Concept 1 of the
Comprehensive Use Plan. These properties are concentrated at the southern
end of the runway and comprise approximately 115 acres (47 hectares). These
lands are irrigated fields which have included small grain, alfalfa crops, and
annual weedy plants. Currently, there are no plans to renew the agriculture
lease of these properties. It is expected that the fields will be left to fallow
and will be mowed in the future. These agricultural lands are considered
insignificant and these future plans are not a result of Future Concept 1 of the
Comprehensive Use Plan. No impacts are anticipated.

4. Animal Life®

a. Diversity or Number of Animal Species. Wildlife at Moffett Field
largely consists of migratory and wintering birds, visiting birds from nearby
bayfront and open water habitats, and several resident species of birds and
small mammals.

Urban and developed areas are utilized by resident and migratory wildlife.
Rows of mature hardwoods and conifer trees provide habitat for birds that
forage at higher levels. Water is available to wildlife from lawn irrigation and
through ponds. Open space, maintained as large expanses of lawn, is also
utilized by wildlife more adapted to human presence. Wildlife species that
occur in the area include raccoons, opossums, California ground squirrels, and
burrowing owls.

The Bay is a major stopover point along the Pacific ﬂyway, the coastal
migratory bird route. Shore bird species include black-necked stilts, killdeer,
least sandpipers and avocets, great blue herons, great egrets, and song
sparrows. Waterfowl species found at Moffett Field include American coots

® Information for this section was adapted from NAS Moffett Field Natural Resources
Management Plan, July 1990: Candidate Base Closure/Realignment in SF Bay Area Draft EIS,
July 1990; and Environmental Resources Documenl NASA Ames Research Center, Moffett
Field, June 1992,
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and American widgeons, lesser scaups, canvasbacks, ruddy ducks, mallards,
gadwalls, pintails, northern shovelers, cinnamon teals, Forster’s tern, ring-
billed gulls, Bonaparte’s gull, and western and eared grebes. Upland areas,
including levee bands and man-made hills, provide habitat for house finches,
meadowlarks, sparrows, horned larks, mourning doves and ring-necked
pheasants.

Because there is limited development proposed by Future Concept 1 of the
Comprehensive Use Plan and this development would not impede into any
sensitive habitat areas, no impacts are expected as a result of implementation
of the Plan. The only exception would be development of the bridge
connection across Stevens Creek.

Development of the bridge across Stevens Creek shall require site specific
environmental review and surveys to determine the extent of wildlife species in
the vicinity of the bridge and the impact the project would have on wildlife
populations. This mitigation is outlined in Mitigation Measure PLANT-1 as
described above. : :

b. Reduction in the Numbers of Rare or Endangered Species. According
to the California Natural Diversity Database (June 1993), several rare or
endangered species are known to inhabit the South Bay region in the vicinity
of Moffett Field as listed in the California Endangered Species Act and the
Federal Endangered Species Act.

Moreover other "candidate species” under the California Endangered Species
Act or State species of special concern by the California Department of Fish
and Game have been observed at Moffett Field. These species are shown in
Table 10.

In addition to the species listed in Table 10, the following other special status
species have been documented in the South Bay and may occur at Moffett
Field. However, these species have not been observed on the Moffett Field
site. ~ '

* San Francisco garter snake

» Saltmarsh wandering shrew'®
* Southern Bald Eagle

* Red-legged frog

* California tiger salamander

' Likely to occur. Nearest CNDDB (1993) record is from Alviso.
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Table 10
SENSITIVE ANIMAL SPECIES OCCURRING AT MOFFETT FIELD
Sensitivity
Common Name Scientific Name Status
Salt marsh harvest mouse* Reithrodontonys raviventris raviventris FE/SE
California least tern Sterna antillarum browni FE/SE
California clapper rail® Laterallus jamaicensis coturniculus FE/SE
California brown pelican* Pelecanus occidentalis californicus FE/SE
American peregrine falcon® Falco peregrinus anatum FE/SE
Black-shouldered kite! Elanus caeruleus ‘ CFP
San Francisco forktail Ishenura gemina c2
damselflys®
Loggerhead shrike' Lanius ludovicianus C2
Saltmarsh common yellowthroat! | Geothlypis trichas sinuosa 2
Western burrowing owl* Athene cunicularia hypugaea ' CSC
Northern harrier Circus cyaneus CSC
Golden eagle Aquila chrysaetos CSC
American white pelican' Pelecanue erythrorhynchos CsC
. Reported from pickleweed dominated salt marsh of Moftett Field in 1991 (Hass 1991).
b U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. Breeding Census for the California Clapper Rail

(Rallus longirostris obsoletus) at Naval Air Station Moffett Field and Guadalupe
Slough. San Francisco Bay National Wildlife Refuge. Newark, California. September
1992.

N One pair was observed in Stevens Creek.

d Reported on Naval Air Station Moffett Field (Haas 1993). Likely an occasional visitor
to Cargill salt pond and NASA/Navy stormwater retention pond.

¢ Hass, J. 1993,

f Observed in the vicinity of the OU6 area; seasonally saturated diked wetlands.

8 Present in Patrol Road and Marriage Road ditches (Smith and Hafernik 1993).

b

Public Works Environmental Division Direction. A Survey of the san Francisco

Forktail Damselfly (Ischnura gemina) at Moffett Field Naval Air Station. Naval Air

Station Moffett Field, California. January 1993.

Observed in vicinity of Stevens Creek and between the southern most IRP Site 15 and

the Moffett Field runway (WESCO, 1993). .

! Observed in the seasonally saturated diked wetland of OU6 area (WESCQO, 1993).

) Lynne Trulio. Ph.D. Quarterly Update 4 - Study of the Ecology of the Burrowing Owl

at Moffett Naval Air Station. Department of Geography and Environmental Studies.

San Jose State University.” June, 1993.

: Observed on Cargill Salt Pond. Also reported by J. Hass (1993). Likely occasional
visitor 10 the NASA/Navy stormwater retention pond.

Status

FE - Federally listed as endangered C2 - Federal candidate for listing, Category 2

ST - State listed as threatened CSC - State Species of Special Concern

C1 - Federal candidate for listing, Category 1 SE - State listed as endangered

CFP - California fully protected
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*  Western pond turtle!!

¢ Mimic tryonia'

*  Western snowy plover®

e Long-billed curlew™

e Short-eared owl®

»  Tricolored blackbird"

e California black rail'’

» Townsend’s big-eared bat
* Pallid bat

Figure 5 shows the location of known rare and endangered species habitats.
Observations of these species, as listed in Table 9, were made at many of
these locations and they should be considered sensitive habitat areas. In
addition, Western burrowing owl habitat and sighting areas are shown in
Figure 6. Additional information on burrowing owls can be found in the
Quarterly Updates—Study of the Ecology of the Burrowing Owl at Moffett NAS
produced by San Jose State University.

An additional endangered species survey is currently underway by the U.S.
Fish and Wildlife Service. This study will provide information on the
likelihood of suitable habitat of endangered species through field
investigations and mapping of habitat areas. In addition, a management plan
shall be developed if suitable habitat exists. It is expected that the site-specific
status of sensitive animal species shall be established through the Fish and
Wildlife survey prior to the development of specific construction projects
outlined in Future Concept 1 of the Comprehensive Use Plan. If special

1 1 ocal occurrence has not been documented. Unidentified turtles were observed in
Patrol Road Ditch (WESCO, 1993).

12 Reported from salt evaporation pond east of Alviso Slough (CNDDB 1993).

1 Nearest CNDDB (1993) record is from Alviso.

" Local occurrence is likely but has not been documented (WESCO, 1993).

% Nearest CNDDB (1993) record is from Bair Island, San Mateo Coumy.

' Nearest CNDDB (1993) record is from Coyote Hills Regional Park, Alameda County.

" USFWS California Black Rail Study. Oclober 1993.
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status species are found, they shall be protected through appropriate
mitigation. No action on specific construction projects or substantial changes
in operations shall occur until the requirements of the Endangered Species
Act have been satisfied. With the following measure, no substantial impacts
are expected to occur. In addition, known burrowing owl nests and habitat, as
shown on Figure 6, shall be protected through the following mitigation
measure.

Mitigation Measure ANIMAL-1. Focused environmental analysis shall
be conducted to evaluate the site-specific status of sensitive animal
species prior to the development of construction projects outlined in
Future Concept 1 of the Comprehensive Use Plan. If special status
species or habitats are found, they shall be protected through
appropriate site-specific mitigation measures such as relocation or
habitat restoration. The Endangered Species Act shall be satisfied prior
to site-specific development or substantial changes in operations.
Development plans shall ensure that there is no net loss of wetland
functions, values, or acreages.

c. Introduction of New Species or a Barrier to Migration or Movement of
Animals. No such impacts are anticipated as a result of Future Concept 1 of
the Comprehensive Use Plan.

d. Deterioration to Existing Fish or Wildlife Habitat. Moffett Field
contains three distinct terrestrial habitats: urban, cropland, and wetlands.

(1) Urban. The urban habitat covers most of Ames Research Center
and Moffett Field. It comprises about 1,150 acres (466 hectares) and includes
buildings, landscaped areas, flight line areas. In addition, the golf course
comprises an additional 140 acres (57 hectares). Vegetation in these areas
includes irrigated turf and landscaped trees and shrubs. Freshwater ponds in
the golf course provide important habitat and drinking water for wildlife.
Impacts to urban habitat areas are not anticipated as part of Future Concept 1
of the Comprehensive Use Plan. g

(2) Cropland. Cropland has previously comprised about 115 acres of
land. Vegetation consists of small grain, alfalfa crops, and annual weedy
plants. Development of Future Concept 1 of the Comprehensive Use Plan
will not encroach into the areas previously used for agriculture purposes at
Moffett Field.
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(3)  Wetlands. Wetlands with remnant grasslands are the most
sensitive and significant natural habitats at Ames Research Center and
Moffett Field. About 100 acres of wetland habitat around the north end of
the flight line area are mostly composed of former tidal areas, and include
marsh vegetation around the edges on dikes and levees. These habitat areas
are shown on Figure 5. The tidal marshes provide nursery areas for fish and
shellfish, as well as nesting and feeding areas for resident birds and mammals.
The development proposed by Future Concept 1 of the Comprehensive Use
Plan would not intrude into any of the wetland habitat areas described above,
with the exception of the development of the bridge connection across Stevens
Creek.

Smaller non-tidal wetlands which occur throughout the northern portion of
the site, predominantly on the golf course, also provide important habitat as
resting and feeding areas for animal life. These wetlands are also identified
on Figure 5.

Prior to development of the bridge, site specific environmental review and
surveys shall be required to determine the extent of habitat areas and the
impacts associated with development in the vicinity of the proposed projects.
This mitigation is outlined in Mitigation Measure PLANT-1 as follows.

Mitigation Measure PLANT-1. Prior to construction of projects in the
vicinity of Stevens Creek and the wetlands area, site specific focused
surveys and environmental review shall occur to evaluate the site-
specific status of plant habitats, including rare and endangered plant
species. Any adverse effects on such habitats and related species shall
be mitigated through habitat replacement projects. Development plans
shall ensure that there is no net loss of wetland functions, values, or
acreages.

In addition, Executive Order 11988, Protection of Wetlands, will be satisfied
prior to any proposed construction in wetland areas at Moffett Field..

S. Natural Resources

a. Increase in the Rate of Use of Any Natural Resources. Timber,
concrete, and asphalt may be used for construction as a result of Future
Concept 1 of the Comprehensive Use Plan, and fossi} fuel would be consumed
throughout daily operations of Moffett Ficld. However, the project would not
cause a substantial increase in the rate of use of any natural resources. Total
building construction over the 15-year period covered by the CUP is
approximately 1 million square feet (93,000 square meters). An approximate
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average of 70,000 square feet (6,510 square meters) per year of construction
activity could occur.

b. Substantial Depletion of Any Non-renewable Natural Resource. The
project would result in an increased consumption of non-renewable resources
as described under Sa. However, consumption rates associated with this
project would not significantly change from existing consumption rates, so
impacts would not be significant.

6. . Cultural Resources

a. Alteration of a Significant Archaeological or Historic Site or Structure.

(1)  Archaeological Resources. The Moffett Field vicinity has been
extensively studied for archaeological resources as part of Navy, NASA, and
other development and highway projects. The Crittendon Kitchen Midden
(CA-SCL-23) and several other archeological sites have been recorded at
Moffett Field. Most of these were noted in a 1909 survey and located in 1912.
Others were identified in 1925, and adjacent studies have been conducted in
the 1980s and 1990s. A large shellmound suggested evidence that intensive
occupation had occurred for many centuries. Investigations in this part of the
Bay Area indicate that it has been occupied continuously for up to 3,600
years. Most of the evidence of such occupation has been destroyed, however,
by urban development, bay fill, and agricultural production.' An
archeological study was recently conducted on a 60-acre (24 hectares) site on
the northwest portion of Ames Research Center in November 1993 to
determine the presence or absence of the previously recorded Kitchen
Midden. No remnants of the Kitchen Midden or any other prehistoric
cultural artifacts were found in this area. Agricultural practices, the
commercial use of mound sites for top soil and fill, and possibly the
construction of the current facilities appear to have destroyed this previously
documented site.” Although it is not anticipated, there is a potential that
subsurface cultural resources could be encountered during construction
activities, therefore the following mitigation measure shall be required.

' Cultural Resources Review for the Ames Research Center Environmental Resources
Document. David Chavez, Santa Clara County, CA. March 1981.

¥ Basin Research Associates, Inc. Archaeological Test Program. CA-SCL-23 and Vicinity.
Bentley Engineering. NASA Ames Research Center.- Moffett Field. CA. November 1993,
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Mitigation Measure CULT-1. In the event that human remains
and/or cultural materials are found, all project-related
construction shall cease within a 50-foot radius in order to
proceed with the testing and mitigation measures required
pursuant to Section 7050.5 of the Health and Safety Code, and
Section 5097.94 of the Public Resources Code of the State of
California. The State Historic Preservation Officer and the
NASA Federal Preservation Officer shall be contacted as soon as
possible.  Construction in the affected area will not resume until
the regulations of the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation
(30 CFR Part 800) have been satisfied.

In the event of the discovery of human remains, the Santa Clara
Coroner should be notified by the project manager. The Coroner shall
make the determination as to whether the remains are Native
American, If the Coroner determines that the remains are not subject
to his or her authority, he/she will notify the Native American Heritage
Commission, who will attempt to identify the descendants of the
deceased Native American. If no satisfactory agreement can be reached
as to the disposition of the remains pursuant to State law, then the
remains should be reinterred with items associated with the Native
American burial on the property in a location not subject to further
disturbance.

(2) Historic Resources. Historic use of Moffett Field has been
caréefully documented in nominations submitted by the Navy for inclusion of
Shenandoah Plaza as a designated historic district in the National Register of
Historic Places. The Shenandoah Plaza Historic District was designated an
official historic district in the National Register of Historic Places by the
National Park Service in February 1994. This designation included

" Shenandoah Plaza and Hangers 1, 2 and 3. In addition, the submittal has
been reviewed by the State Historic Preservation Officer. A total of 135
structures were evaluated for eligibility for the National Register. Of these, 58
are from the Pre-World War II era. Three of these, built in 1933, were
"determined eligible for listing" on their own. Structures from the original
Sunnyvale Naval Air Station were part of the Navy’s effort to develop a
Lighter Than Air program to patrol the Pacific with dirigibles. The most
notable buildings are Hangars 1, 2 and 3, plus 23 other buildings, structures or
objects that make up the Central District. Several others are either modified,
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outside of the central dlstnct or non-contributory due to style, size, and
function.”

A 1933 campus plan that is still perceptible in the core of the site included
administrative, residential, and naval structures in a formal pattern with
extensive landscaping. The bulk of the structures in the Central District are a
combination of the Spanish Colonial and Mission Revival style. Hangar 1 is
recognized as an engineering feat, enclosing eight acres of land without
internal support in the Streamline Moderne Style, and is already regarded as a
Naval Historic Landmark. These historic structures are shown in Figure 7.

The Unitary Plan Wind Tunnel complex in the existing Ames Research Center
has already been designated a National Historic Landmark based on its
association with the development of the U.S. space program.? Future
Concept 1 of the Comprehensive Use Plan could result in impacts to the
landmark or listed historic structures and district. The Comprehensive Use
Plan includes minor modifications to the Central District. No impacts are
likely in the vicinity of the wind tunnels or hangers.

The following mitigation measure will seek to ensure the protection of historic
structures and districts.

Mitigation Measure CULT-2. Any project undertaken within the
vicinity of designated or potentially historic resources, structures, or
districts, including modification or removal of contributing elements of
the district, shall be subject to review by the State Historic Preseérvation
Officer through the Section 106 process of the National Historic
Preservation Act. Any agreed upon mitigation, such as plan
modification, design harmony, and (in the case of demolition)
additional detailed historic documentation, shall be undertaken. In
addition, modification, or demolition of any non-contributory building
over 50 years in age may require Section 106 review.

Prior to construction of any site-specific project, a NEPA review, in addition
to the Section 106 process, will be completed.

® Historic Resources Inventory. State of California Resources Agency. Department of
Parks and Recreation. - Office of Historic Preservation.

% Environmental Resources Document. NASA Ames Research Center, Moffett Field, CA.
June 1992.
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b. Restriction of Existing Religious or Sacred Uses. No such uses are
known to exist in the vicinity of the site.

7. Land Use and Public Policy

a. Substantial Alteration of the Present or Planned Land Use of an Area.
The land uses and activities that currently-occur on Moffett Field include the
following:

* Flight Operations

* Research and Development
. Adfninistrative Support

* Operational Support

* Personnel Support

* Open Space and Wetlands

These uses will continue when NASA takes over operation of Moffett Field.
Ames Research Center will continue to develop in a manner consistent with
its history. The new facilities proposed through implementation of Future
Concept 1 of the Comprehensive Use Plan include facilities which will
facilitate aerospace research, space sciences, information sciences and life
sciences. In addition, Moffett Field has been used by other federal agencies
as tenants. It is expected that Moffett Field will continue to be used by other
federal agencies and tenants, however some will be new tenants and uses may
change in intensity and scope. Substantial changes in intensity or scope
beyond what is proposed under Future Concept 1 of the Plan will require
environmental review prior to implementation.

b. Conformance with Public Policy. Ames and Moffett Field are primarily
part of the unincorporated land of the County of Santa Clara. Adjacent
properties are within the city limits of the City of Sunnyvale and the City of
Mountain View, which control zoning and land use of those properties. The
surrounding land uses are shown in Figure 8. In general, the land uses
surrounding Moffett Field are compatible with the airfield. The majority of
properties are industrial in nature. The exceptions include a mobile home
park located to the west of the site, the Onizuka Air Force Base housing to
the south west of the site, adjacent low and medium density residential areas
in the City of Mountain View, and residential properties to the southeast in
the City of Sunnyvale.
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Although Moffett Field is constitutionally exempt from the application of local
land use plans and policies, NASA intends to cooperate with the cities of
Sunnyvale and Mountain View on matters of mutual concern. In addition,
NASA will attempt, whenever possible, to meet local guidelines and standards.
Consistency with the cities” plans and policies to the extent practical, even if
not required by law, will facilitate cooperation with the municipalities. NASA
considers these local planning policies and guidelines as advisory resources.

Land use compatibility and local land use policy issues related to the
continued use of Moffett Field include those related to noise, safety, and
future development of the Bay Trail by the Association of Bay Area
Governments (ABAG). These issue areas are described below.

(I) Noise. The majority of noise sensitive land uses located in the
vicinity of Moffett Field are located in the City of Mountain View and the
City of Sunnyvale. In addition, the housing of Onizuka Air Force Base is
located adjacent to Moffett Field.

(a)  City of Mountain View. The majority of Mountain View’s noise
issues are related to noise generated from wind tunnels. According to the
Mountain View Planning Department, the City gets complaints from time to
time concerning noise. Most of these complaints concern a low level hum
which is audible late at night during wind tunnel operation. If an additional
wind tunnel is constructed, it shall require environmental review prior to any
final action on such a proposal.

The City of Mountain View requires that the outside noise level of residential
properties be less than 55 Day-Night Average Sound Level (Ldn) and the’
interior noise level be less than 45 Ldn. In addition, interior noise levels for
industrial development must be less than 55 Ldn.”?> Aircraft noise is not
expected to impact the City of Mountain View substantially because the City
is not located directly under aircraft arrival and departure routes.

(b)  City of Sunnyvale. The City of Sunnyvale requires that outside
noise levels for residential properties be below 60 dBA and outside noise
levels for industrial properties be below 75 dBA.? In addition, any
continuous or recurrent noise or sound shall not exceed 75 dBA at the

Z Michael Percy, City of Mountain View Planning Department, personal communication,
November 1, 1993.

P Brice McQueen, City of Sunnyvale Plannlng Department. personal communication,
November 2, 1993,
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property line and individual noise generators, such as mechanical units, cannot
generate noise above 50 dBA at any point on a common property line with a
property in a residential zoning district.”* These standards are applied when
new noise generation sources or new housing is proposed. Noise generated by
aircraft at Moffett Field currently exceeds these noise standards.”® The City
of Sunnyvale is currently updating its noise ordinance and is anticipating the
update of the Noise Sub-Element of the General Plan. City staff is currently
working with NASA to address some of the noise issues related to existing and
future wind tunnel operations. No substantial increases in noise are expected
with implementation of Future Concept 1 of the Comprehensive Use Plan and
the appropriate mitigation measures given in Section 13.

(c)  California Airport Noise Standards. According to the State
Airport Noise Standards®, the level of noise acceptable to a reasonable
person residing in the vicinity of an airport is Community Noise Equivalent
Level (CNEL) 65 dB. This criterion was chosen for persons residing in urban
residential areas where houses are of typical California construction and may
have windows partially open. The CNEL 65 dB level was selected with
reference to speech, sleep, and community reaction. The stated purpose of
these standards is to provide a basis for resolving existing noise problems in
communities surrounding airports and to prevent the development of new
noise problems. However, it should be noted that NASA is not currently
subject to these regulations, and military aircraft operations are not counted
when making a statutory determination of whether or not an airport is a noise
problem.

Those properties which are expected to be most affected by current and
projected noise from Moffett Field are the residential properties south of East
Maude Avenue and east of Matilda Avenue. Noise analyses completed for
this Environmental Assessment project noise levels at these residential
properties to exceed CNEL 60 dB and, in some cases, CNEL 65 dB.

However, with appropriate implementation of mitigation measures, airfield
activities related to Future Concept 1 of the Comprehensive Use Plan are not
expected to substantially increase current noise levels. Noise levels could
exceed CNEL 65 dB in some residential areas. These issues are further

% Omid Shakeri, City of Sunnyvale Planning Department, personal communication.
December 28, 1993.

5 p&D Technologies. Aviation Reuse Activities, Moffett Field. April 1992.

% State of California, Code of Regulations. Title 21. Subchapter 6. "Noise Standards".
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discussed and maps of current and projected noise levels are given in the
noise analysis in Section 13. '

(d)  Federal Noise Standards. The Federal Aviation Administration
(FAA) has adopted guidelines based on the following criteria as the basis for
its airport noise compatibility planning program:?’

* Federal Interagency Committee on Urban Noise: "Guidelines for
Considering Noise in Land Use Planning and Control", and

* American National Standards Institute (ANSI) publication, "Sound
Level Descriptions for Determination of Compatible Land Use," (ANSI
Report $3.23-1980).

These guidelines were developed in cooperation with the Environmental
Protection Agency (EPA) as directed by the Aviation Safety and Noise
Abatement Act of 1979, and represent the criteria used by the FAA in the
review and approval of airport noise exposure maps and airport noise
compatibility programs submitted under Part 150 of the Federal Aviation
Regulations (FAR Part 150). Though Moffett Field is not currently regulated
by the FAA or the Federal Aviation Regulations, NASA is using these
regulations as guidelines in planning for the future of Moffett Field. All land
uses, including residential are allowed in areas which have a noise level below
CNEL 65 dB. In addition, commercial and industrial land uses are generally
allowed in areas below CNEL 75 dB with limited design considerations.

The compatibility of Future Concept 1 of the Comprehensive Use Plan with
the federal noise standards are similar to the compatibility of the Plan with
State standards, as discussed above.

(2)  Safety. Currently, land uses on and surrounding Moffett Field
are subject to accident potential zones which occur on either end of the
airfield. These zones, known as Air Installations Compatible Use Zones
(AICUZ), are zones which were established by the Department of Defense for
use of the airfield by the Navy. These advisory zones will no longer apply
when NASA acquires Moffett Field.” Because the governing agency of the
federal airfield will not be the Department of Defense, it is unclear which
regulations will govern its future use. The majority of regulations established

¥ Federal Aviation Administration. Federal Aviation Regulations (FAR), Part 150.
Airport Noise Compatibility Planning. Pub. L. 97-449. January 12, 1983, as amended.

% John D. Gordon. Airfield Operations, Bentley. Personal Communication. October 28,
1993.
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by the FAA are for commercial airports. In absence of such regulations,
NASA will be using FAA commercial airport regulations as guidelines as a
matter of policy. NASA is currently pursuing an amendment to the FAR Part
77 and is actively initiating procedures applicable to FAR Part 169. These
efforts seek to ensure that the appropriate regulations and procedures are
applicable to Moffett Field once the property is transferred to NASA. No
substantial changes of uses will result from implementation of the
Comprehensive Use Plan, therefore, no substantial safety impacts are
anticipated.

(3) Bay Trail Development. The Association of Bay Area
Governments (ABAG), in cooperation with the South Bay Ad Hoc Committee
of the San Francisco Bay Trail coalition, is studying the feasibility of extending
the Bay Trail to the north of Moffett Field. The trail was conceived as a 400-
mile (644 kilometers) hiking and bicycling trail around the entire San
Francisco Bay. The alignment preferred by the Ad Hoc Committee is along
the northern side of Moffett Field, near the waters of the San Francisco Bay.
An early version of the Bay Trail alignment was outside of the CUP study
area and called for a pathway on top of Cargill Sait Company’s main levee.
Cargill Salt is opposed to this proposed Bay Trail alignment because they
currently dispose of dredged materials onto the current levees.

NASA has concerns over the development of the northern route of the Bay
Trail because it would bring public users of the trail within the vicinity of
active ordnance magazines, ordnance handling pads, a firing range, and the

- end of the runway. Ordnance and weapons storage will continue in its present
location at Moffett Field. Use of the small arms firing range is expected to
continue to operate in the future with the transfer to NASA. These facilities
are used and managed by the Air National Guard, who will continue as a
resident agency at Moffett Field. Laser research is also periodically conducted
in close proximity to the northern alignment. Several of these safety hazards
could be potentially minimized through temporary closure of the proposed
Bay Trail. The trail could be closed, for example, during ammunition and
weapons transport. In addition, design elements, such as vegetative buffers
and fencing, could minimize the chances of trail users gettmg off the trall and
onto the airport runways and the potentially unsafe areas.?

An alternative southern route has been proposed by NASA to go around the
south end of the facility. Although the southern route would also be in close

® Jill Keimach. San Francisco Bay Trail Project. Association of Bay Area Governments
(ABAG). Personal Communication. April 4, 1994,
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proximity to the runways, there would be less public safety concemns related to
operations at Moffett Field. However, this alignment would also create safety
hazards associated with traftic. The southemn route parallels traffic and
traverses several intersections, making it unattractive and unenjoyable for both
pedestrian and bicycle users. This route is also not near the Bay. In addition,
the southern route is substantially longer than the northern route, creating an
indirect connection between the surrounding sections of the Bay Trail.*® The
proposed alignments of the Bay Trail and uses which present safety concerns
according to NASA are shown on Figure 9. :

NASA-Ames is committed to working with the South Bay Ad Hoc Committee
to implement a Bay Trail route. Although NASA recognizes the Committee’s
preferred route, there are public safety concerns that must be examined, as
described above. Therefore, NASA has not yet approved a specific alignment
and is working with the South Bay Ad Hoc Committee to examine both the
southern and northern alignments. Prior to implementation of either route,
appropriate environmental analysis will be required. Neither Bay Trail
proposal is part of Future Concept 1 of the Comprehensive Use Plan.

(4)  San Francisco Bay Conservation and Development Commission.
The San Francisco Bay Conservation and Development Commission (BCDC)
regulates filling and dredging in the San Francisco Bay and has jurisdiction
over activities within a 100-foot (30 meter) shoreline band. The BCDC also
has jurisdiction over proposed filling of salt ponds or managed wetlands.
The San Francisco Bay Plan developed by the Bay Conservation and
Development Commission (BCDC) designates Moffett Field as an Airport
Priority Use Area. The note on BCDC Bay Plan Map 6 states: "If and when
not needed by Navy, site should be evaluated for commercial airport by.
regional airport system study.” Future Concept 1 of Comprehensive Use Plan
will not trigger the airport study because the military continues to need the
airfield and will use it as part of a use agreement with NASA. Thus, Future
Concept 1 of the Comprehensive Use Plan will be consistent with the Airport
Priority Use designation.

¥ Larry Ames. Santa Clara County Trails Advisory Committee. Personal Communication.
April 4, 1994,
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8. Aesthetics

a. The Obstruction of any Public View or the Creation of an Aesthetically
Offensive Site. The wide open spaces of the airfield and the wetlands, in
addition to the views of the San Francisco Bay, provide a pleasant visual
environment. Numerous birds and animals inhabit the marshes and provide
interesting observation possibilities. In addition, there are a substantial
number of well-preserved buildings that date back to the original construction
of Moffett Field. Also, Moffett Field is the site of three impressive structures
known as Hangars 1, 2 and 3. '

No substantial impacts on aesthetics will result from implementation of Future
Concept 1 of the Comprehensive Use Plan. As shown in Figure 2, new and
reused buildings will be located adjacent to existing structures and not
obstruct views. In addition, important building and historic structures will be
preserved by Future Concept 1 of the Comprehensive Use Plan. Any site-
specific construction, modification or demolition will require environmental
review prior to implementation. )

b. Production of New Light or Glare. The construction of new buildings
and facilities at Moffett Field will result in light and glare during and after
construction. Light and glare from the facilities presently exists. Projects
proposed under Future Concept 1 of the Comprehensive Use Plan will not
increase light and glare as they will be clustered within existing development.
These impacts are thus considered to be negligible.

9. Population and Housing

a. Alteration of the Location, Density or Growth Rate of Population.
There will be an increase in the number of employees at Moffett Field by the
year 2010 of 610 persons, an average of 40 employees per year. These
additional personnel would result in a total employee population of 10,610.
Ames Research Center and Moffett Field previously had approximately 13,000
employees in 1991. Employees presently number approximately 10,000. No
substantial impacts are anticipated due to this small change in employment.

b. Demand or Creation of Additional Housing or Effect on Existing
Housing. As described above, there will be an increase of 610 Moffett Field
personnel, resulting in a total employee population of 10,610. The increase in
employees could result in a minor need for additional housing regionally.
Housing will be partially provided to military resident agency staff by the 300
residential units currently on Moffett Field. In addition, housing will continue
to be available in the residential areas of Onizuka Air Force Basc in the
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southwest corner of Moffett Field for military use. There are a total of 800
family units in this location. Though these units are not a part of the
Comprehensive Use Plan, they are used by military employees. The housing
supply is more than adequate to meet the demand created by the Future
Concept 1 of Comprehensive Use Plan, thus no substantial impacts on housing

‘will result from its implementation.

10.  Services and Utilities

a. Fire Protection. Fire protection at Moffett Field is currently provided
by the Navy. When NASA acquires Moffett Field, fire protection services will
be provided by the Air National Guard. The Moffett Field Fire Department
currently houses 47 personnel in Facility 580, which is situated almost directly
in the center of Moffett Field, adjacent to the airfield. This location provides
excellent access to the runways and immediate access to both sides of Moffett
Field. The department majntains three structural fire pumpers; three crash,
fire and rescue vehicles; and five other support and command vehicles. A
cooperative Response Agreement also exists with the City of Sunnyvale and
the City of Mountain View Fire Departments. When the Navy leaves Moffett
Field, these agreements. will no longer be in effect. However, NASA is
currently pursuing entering into the Santa Clara County Mutual Aid
Agreement. It is expected that this agreement will be signed in July 1994,

As stated, the Air National Guard will implement fire protection at Moffett
Field with NASA's stewardship. Fire protection responsibility will shift from
the Navy to NASA. An agreement between NASA and the Air National
Guard is expected by July of 1994 to provide fire services. There will only be
a slight increase in the number of employees at Moffett Field from 10,000 to
10,610 by the year 2010. With the current and planned facilities and
capabilities, no substantial increase in demand for fire protection will occur.

b. Police Protection and Security. Police protection and security at
Moffett Field is provided through private contractors. NASA currently
provides gate security through private contract. Once the facility is
transferred, all security at Moffett Field will be the responsibility of NASA.
Moffett Field will continue to operate as a closed federal facility. The field is
surrounded by a security fence, and security clearance is required prior to
entry through one of three guarded access gates. Two additional security
gates would be added through implementation of Future Concept 1 of the
Comprehensive Use Plan. These gates would be located at the Stevens Creek
Bridge Connection and the adjacent Onizuka Air Force Base Housing on the
western boundary of the study area in Planning Area 9.
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NASA will continue to implement security and police protection at Moffett
Field. There will only be a slight increase in the number of employees at
Moffett Field from 10,000 to 10,610. No substantial increase in demand for
security service will result from implementation of the Plan.

c. Schools. The majority of children of employees stationed at Moffett
Field attend Mountain View Elementary, Whisman Elementary, Sunnyvale
Elementary, and Mountain View/Los Altos High School.** There will be a
change in the number of employees at Moffett Field, most likely creating an
indirect change in the number of families with children living in the area.
However, this change is expected to be minimal and no substantial impacts are
expected.

d. Parks or Other Recreational Facilities. Park and recreation facilities
are currently concentrated in the southern and northern portions of the
planning area. It is proposed that these uses will continue to exist and will be
improved with implementation of Future Concept 1 of the Comprehensive
Use Plan. Approximately 11 percent of the land uses of Moffett Field are
culrrently dedicated to morale, welfare, and recreation.

The 18-hole golf course located in the northern portion of the study area
(Planning Area 8) would be retained and would continue to be used with
implementation of Future Concept 1 of the Comprehensive Use Plan. This
golf course area will not be open to the public.

As described in the Comprehensive Use Plan, Planning Area 6 in the southern
area of Moffett Field will include personnel-related services as the
predominant use. Recreation facilities and services, which are used exclusively
by Moffett Field employees and resident agencies, will be concentrated in this
area through a reorganization of underutilized sites and new development.
There are currently playing fields, a community park, picnic grounds, and a
bowling alley in this area. With implementation of the plan, these uses will
continue, a new 60,000 square foot (5,400 square meters) Commissary will be
added, and improvements to the existing bowling alley will be made.

With these described improvements, there will be an increase in park and
recreation facilitics. The proposed employee population will only slightly
increase, and the described improvements would more than adequately
compensate for this increase.

* Candidate Base Closure/Realignment in San Francisco Bay Area EIS. July 1990.
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€. Maintenance of Public Facilities, Including Roads. Moffett Field ‘ ¥
provides many service facilities normally provided and maintained by the '
public sector. Services will continue to be provided with implementation of

the Plan. Road use for employees and construction equipment will increase.

However, no impacts are expected due to the relatively small increase in

existing employees and construction activity. Over the 15-year planning

period, an approximate total of 1 million square feet (93,000 square meters)

will be constructed, an average of approximately 70,000 square feet (6,510

square meters) per year. :

f. Power or Natural Gas. The electrical system, as it stands now, is
vulnerable to significant power outage due to the configuration of substation
"A" and to the inadequacy of the NASA cross-connection. Improvements to
mitigate these conditions are currently planned for under the CoOF/MILCON
program for Moffett Field.”> With these improvements no significant impacts
are anticipated. The 1993 electrical usage at Moffett Field was .
820,000 megawatt hours (MWh), or approximately 82 MWh per employee '
annually.® With the anticipated increase in employment, energy usage at _
Moffett Field is expected to increase to approximately 870,000 MWh annually. o
However, it should be noted that this approximation is based on employment -
increases. Significant changes in equipment operations at Moffett Field could

change these estimations.

Natural gas is supplied independently by PG&E. The gas is primarily used for

steam generation, hot water, and space heating. Consumption in 1993 totalled

590,000 million British thermal units (mBtus) or 59 mBtus per employee ‘
annually.** The addition of approximately 1 million square feet and 610 !
employees of development would increase consumption. Projected usage is
626,000 mBtus annually for an employment of 10,610. However, it should be
noted that this approximation is based on employment increases. Significant
changes in equipment operations at Moffett Field could change these
estimations. No substantial changes in the amount of natural gas used by
Moffett Field is expected as a result of Future Concept 1 of the
Comprehensive Use Plan. There are no existing problems with the natural gas
system.

% Operations and Integration, Moffett Field Development Project Office, NASA. Report
on the Infrastructure of Naval Air Station Moffett Field. February 1993.

¥ Rose Ashford. December 29, 1993.

* Candidate Base Closure/Realignment in San Francisco Bay Area Draft EIS. July 1990.
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In 1973, the NASA Energy Conservation Program was officially initiated at
Ames-Moffett. The aim of the program was a 50 percent reduction in utilities
energy consumption from FY 1973 to FY 1985. This program was largely
successful; total energy consumption at Ames-Moffett was reduced 41 percent
from FY 1973 to FY 1980. In addition, electrical energy consumption
decreased from approximately 313,000 megawatt hours (MWh) in FY 1973 to
approximately 146,000 MWh in FY 1985, a greater than 50 percent reduction.
Wind tunnel testing is often scheduled with PG&E to avoid use of the
facilities during PG&E peak demand periods.*® Major conservation efforts
have been implemented at Ames-Moffett to reduce energy demand.

g Communications Systems. Communications systems will continue to be
provided to the site by AT&T/Pacific Bell and on the site by various data,
video, and radio sysltems. No substantial changes or impacts are anticipated to
communications systems as a result of the proposed Future Concept 1 of
Comprehensive Use Plan.

h. Water. Implementation of Future Concept 1 of the Comprehensive
Use Plan would require water supply for approximately 10,610 empioyees, in
addition to water uses for field operations such as cooling or washing and
rinsing aircraft. This water supply is obtained through contract with the San
Francisco Water Company. In 1991, the Field used a total of 412 million
gallons (1,560 million liters) for a total employment of 13,000 people.®
Currently, annual water usage is approximately 160 million gallons (606
million liters) for Ames Research Center and 150 million gallons (568 million
liters) for Moffett Field NAS. The most significant amount of water used at
Ames is for cooling the wind-tunnel facilities. An average of 600 gallons
(2,271 liters) per minute evaporates from the Unitary Plan Wind tunnel
cooling tower. Water for Moffett Field is stored for use in a 200,000 gallon
(757,080 liter) tank, which is known as Facility 5.%

Significant changes in the amount of water used by Moffett Field would result
if additional wind tunnel facilities are added. The most significant amount of
water used will continue to be for cooling. Ames is investigating conservation
options, such as using either treated ground water or reclaimed water from

% Environmental Resources Document. National Aeronautics and Space Administration.
Ames Research Center. Moffett Field, CA. June 1992.

% Naval Air Station Moffett Field Existing Conditions Report, Phase 2. NASA Ames
Research Center Facilities Planning Office. May 22, 1992.

3 Operations and Integration. MofTett Field Development Project Office, NASA Report
on Infrastructure of NAS Moffett Field. February 1993.
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Sunnyvale or Palo Alto as the cooling-water supply. In light of these
conservation options, significant impacts will be lessened. However, an
environmental review of any new proposed wind tunnel facilities shall be
required.

Mitigation Measure SERV-1. Environmental analysis of any new wind
tunnel facilities shall be required.

i. Sewer or Septic Tanks. Moffett Field’s sanitary sewer system includes
two separate systems. The first is with the City of Mountain View for a
specific number of housing units, which are located in the Onizuka housing
area, and a maximum discharge of 300,000 gallons (1,135,620 liters) per day
from NASA facilities. This discharge includes approximately 2/3 of NASA’s
current total discharge. It should be noted that Future Concept 1 of the
Comprehensive Use Plan does not affect the Onizuka housing area. The
second sewer system is a high-volume rate contract with the City of Sunnyvale,
which has no specified maximum discharge.

(1)  Sunnyvale Public Owned Treatment Works (POTW). Ames and
Moffett Field discharged approximately 49 million gallons (185 million liters)
of sewage into the Sunnyvale system in 1991, of which 20-30 million gallons
(76-114 million liters) is attributable to NASA Ames.*® This equals a
generation rate of approximately 10.3 gallons (39 liters) per day per employee
in 1991. Approximately 50,000 gallons (189,270 liters) per day of industrial
wastes are included in this total. Based on this estimated generation rate, it is
projected that Moffett Field will discharge approximately 40 million gallons of
sewage annually at buildout of Future Concept 1 of the Comprehensive Use
Plan, assuming a total employee population of 10,610. No significant impacts
to current sewage generation is expected as a result of Future Concept 1 of
the Comprehensive Use Plan.

An environmental assessment of any new wind tunnel facilities will be
required to assess whether significant amounts of sewage will be generated by
construction of such facilities through Mitigation Measure SERV-1. The
current wind tunnel facilities use the most significant amounts of water on the
Ames site. However, much of this water evaporates from the cooling tower,
thereby not requiring sewage disposal. The City of Sunnyvale has indicated
that they will accept up to 1.7 million gallons daily of sewage effluent if

* Kathieen Kovar. Natural Resources Department. Ames Research Center. Personal
Communication. November 11, 1993.

66



AUGUST 1994 MOFFETT FIELD COMPREHENSIVE USE PLAN
FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS OF PROPOSED ACTION

construction of new wind tunnel facilities occurs. Additional environmental
analysis shall occur if a specific wind tunnel proposal is made.

(2) City of Mountain View. Navy housing and approximately 2/3 of
the existing NASA/Ames site discharges to the Mountain View sewage
collection system. These discharges are then transported to and treated at the
Palo Alto Regional Water Quality Control Plant. Because the majority of
Moffett field is served by the Sunnyvale Public Owned Treatment Works,
increases in employee population and aircraft operations are generally not
expected to impact the City of Mountain View’s contract. The only impact to
the Mountain View system could be the construction of a new wind tunnel,
which would require additional environmental review.

J- Storm Water Drainage. The storm drainage area of Moffett Field
divides into two sub-basins: the area to the west of the runways and the area
to the east of and including the runways. The run-off from the area is
currently moderate, with higher run-off occurring where extensive paved
surfaces such as aircraft runways, are present and lower run-off occurring
where underdeveloped or heavily vegetated areas predominate.

Run-off on the west side, drains north through underground storm pipes and
drainage ditches to the marsh area northwest of the runway. Water from the
storm water retention pond should drain via tide gates to Stevens Creek and
ultimately to the San Francisco Bay during low tide. However, sediments in
the creek have covered the tide gates and rendered them ineffective.
Currently, water flows from the marsh through a culvert under the perimeter
road into the stormwater retention pond where it is held and allowed to
evaporate. Pumps are also used to pump water out of the marsh area and
into Stevens Creek during times of very heavy rainfall.

On the east side, the capacity of the Moffett channel is not adequate to drain
by gravity flow because subsidence has lowered the elevation of the outflow
flap gates relative to the Sunnyvale west outfall channel.®® In 1985, the Navy
installed a 42-inch metal pipe to divert the flow from the channel to
Lockheed’s storage pond. This configuration has permitted storm water to be
discharged to the Sunnyvale West Outfall through Lockheed’s pumping
station.

* Operations and Integration. Moffett Field Development Project Office, NASA. Report
on the Infrastructure of Naval Air Station Moffett Field. February 1993.
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Currently, there are also problems with the storm water lift station that pumps
from the open channel into the Moffett channel. The control equipment,
located in Building 191, is old and ineffective. In addition, one of the lift
pumps was removed in January 1992. -

The amount of increased runoff expected with the implementation of Future
Concept 1 of the Comprehensive Use Plan will be relatively small.. The Plan
outlines development of approximately 100 additional acres of land, resulting
in a total developed land acreage of approximately 1,250. This development
represents less than a nine percent increase in impervious surfaces.

Improvements in site drainage are currently included in the fiscal 1999 plan.
These improvements will be adequate to remedy existing problems as well as
meet demands created by Future Concept 1 of the Comprehensive Use Plan.
The improvement needs were studied in a Report on Infrastructure developed
in February 1993 and recommendations from the report were incorporated
into capital improvement plans.

Mitigation Measure SERV-2. A permanent solution to the discharge
problems associated with the inoperable tide gates in the western sub-
basin shall be established and the current lift station in Building 191
shall be upgraded.

k. Solid Waste Disposal. Moffett Field has no active iandfills. Solid waste
collection and disposal is handled through Waste Management, Inc., a private
contractor. A total of 4,216 tons of solid waste was collected from NAS
Moffett Field from October 1991 to September 1992. The collection needs
throughout Moffett Field have declined, largely due to the recent
implementation of a monthly recycling program and an overall decrease in
employee population. With these continued recycling efforts, and only a slight
increase in employees at Moffett Field, the amount of solid waste is not

- expected to.increase significantly and no significant environmental impacts are
anticipated.

1. Use of Substantial Amounts of Fuel or Energy. Approximately 1
million gallons of aviation fuel per month fulfills present requirements at
Moffett Field. Since the number of air operations at Moffett Field will only
increase from 75,000 operations to 80,000 operations with NASA’s acquisition,
no substantial changes in the amount of fuel used at the facility are expected.
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In addition, the NASA Facility Project Implementation Handbook requires
that distribution systems meet present and future energy demand.“

11.  Risk of Upset/Human Health

a. Risk of an Explosion or the Release of Hazardous Substances. Risks
related to explosions or the release of hazardous substances include those
related to weapons and ordnance storage and fuel distribution and storage.
Impacts related to hazardous materials contamination in sonls and
groundwater are described in section "d." below.

(1) . Weapons and Ordnance Storage. Moffett Field is used as one of
nine Pacific Fleet Support Stations and is designated as a Secondary
Ammunition Stock Point. This designation has resulted in the storage of
weapons stockpiles. Weapons and ordnance storage currently occurs in
several areas at Moffett Field.

No changes to the existing condition will result from the adoption of Future
Concept 1 of the Comprehensive Use Plan. Ordnance and weapons storage
will continue at Moftett Field, but no increase in storage facilities will occur.
However, new fuel farms are proposed to be developed in the golf course
area. These storage areas will not conflict with any other uses proposed at
Moffett Field and they will be regulated by the Santa Clara County Health
Department. Additional development of office and research facilities will not
occur in the vicinity of proposed and existing storage areas.

(2)  Fuel Distribution and Storage. The distribution of fuel to and
within Moffett Field creates additional environmental considerations for
implementation of Future Concept 1 of the Comprehensive Use Plan. The .
existing fuel farm provides for the storage and delivery of fuel for aircraft,
vehicles, and other uses such as emergency generator engines. Jet fuel is
received by barge and pumped to several large storage tanks. From these
tanks, fuel is dispensed to aircraft using hydrants located at the fuel facility on
the eastern portion of the airfield. The fuel farm consists of two main storage
areas: the north fuel farm and the south fuel farm. The majority of the south
fuel farm tanks have been taken out of service and removal is expected by
1995. The north fuel farm consists of four 567,000 gallon storage tanks and a
105,000 gallon "day" tank where fuel for immediate use is stored."

% Facility Project Implementation Handbook. National Aeronautics  and Space
Administration. 1991.

“ Fuel Farm Storage Tanks. NAS Moffett Field. US Navy. Memorandum.
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In evaluating the fuel system according to the California Underground Storage
Tank regulations, several potential environmental impacts and requirements
have been identified.? They are summarized below:

*  Aviation fuel is received by barge in Guadalupe Slough. The receiving
area is inadequate for current use requirements. A monitoring program
to detect fuel releases to water and soil shall be established along with a
spill prevention control and counter measure plan.

*  Once fuel is received from the barge, it is stored in one of four single
wall steel semi-buried tanks located in the north fuel farm. These tanks
are in good condition for their age, but are not secondarily contained,
and must be either retrofitted with double wall liners and leak alarms,
or replaced.

* The on-site above-ground delivery system is currently functional and
meets environmental standards. All potential leaks would be above
ground and visible. Being above ground, however, means a potential
for contact, and the positions do not meet USAF standards for physical
clearance.

To ensure that the existing north fuel farm tanks do not pose a threat to the
environment, the Navy has tested the tanks for tightness. No evidence of
leaking has been found and only minor repair and upgrading are required. In
addition, several physical tests are in progress to test the structure of the |
tanks.*

The following mitigation measures shall be implemented to ensure the safety
of the site is maintained.

Mitigation Measure RISK-1. A monitoring program to detect fuel
releases to the water and soil and spill prevention control and counter
measure plan shall be established immediately to address potential
impacts associated with the receipt of aviation fuel by barge through the
Guadalupe Slough.

“ NAS Existing Conditions Report, Phase 2. NASA Ames Research Center Facilities
Planning Office. May 22, 1992.

* Fuel Farm Storage Tanks. NAS Moffett Ficld. US Navy. Memorandum.
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Mitigation Measure RISK-2. Development of new fuel farms shall
require site-specific environmental analysis to determine the extent of
environmental hazards. Appropriate mitigation shall be developed to
lessen to a level of insignificance the risk of explosion or the release of
hazardous substances and all new development must adhere to the
California Underground Storage tank regulations. If this is not
possible, the fuel farms shall not be developed.

Mitigation Measure RISK-3. The existing jet fuel system at Moffett
Field shall comply with the California Underground Storage Tank
regulations. Any substantial change or replacement of the existing fuel
distribution system will require additional environmental analysis under
NEPA.

b. Interference with an Emergency Response Plan. Although no formal
written agreements exist between Moffett Field and local or state emergency

response entities, it is generally agreed that Moffett Field would serve well as
a regional staging area in the event of a large disaster. Interference with these
capabilities or any other emergency response plan would not occur with
adoption of Future Concept 1 of the Comprehensive Use Plan.

c. Creation of any Health Hazard. It is not expected that development of
Future Concept 1 of the Comprehensive Use Plan will result in the creation of

any additional health hazards.

d. Exposure of People to Potential Health Hazards. The US Navy is
committed to cleanup of all Installation Restoration Program (IRP) sites to
levels negotiated with regulatory agencies. The Navy will retain full
responsibility for all environmental requirements and regulations arising out of
or related to the activities of the Navy. This responsibility includes the
following:

» The remediation of any soil contamination resulting from prior use of
lead paints;

» The identification of all asbestos materials and the abatement of any
friable asbestos;

» The remediation of any contamination or hazardous materials in the
sanitary or storm drain systems;

» The remediation of any improperly disposed of hazardous waste at the
hazardous waste packaging areas;

» The remediation of any contamination resulting from the delivery and
storage of fuel;
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* The repair or replacement of any leaking PCB transformer and the
remediation of any leaks; '

* The removal or closure of underground storage tanks and the
‘remediation of any contamination from any underground storage
tank;* and

* The remediation and removal of contaminated soil and/or groundwater.

The Installation Restoration Program (IRP) was established by the US Navy
to evaluate, investigate, and remediate sites with ground water and/or soil
contamination problems resulting from past hazardous waste management
practices.

Nineteen sites have been identified at Moffett Field as potential hazardous
waste disposal or spill locations under the IRP, as shown on Figure 10. The
Navy incinerator has been closed to prevent hazardous emissions. Another
large site of approximately 320 acres (130 hectares) has been identified by the
federal EPA as a contaminated Superfund site. The site, known as the
Middlefield-Ellis-Whisman (MEW) Superfund Site, is generally outside of the
Comprehensive Use Plan study area, however the plume of expected
contaminated groundwater attributable to the site extends beneath the western
portion of NAS Moffett Field, as shown in Figure 10. The primary
contaminants are trichloroethylene and other chlorinated solvents. The site
will be remediated by a regional groundwater extraction system. The area of
groundwater contamination of Moffett Field is approximately 400 acres.

These existing sites are considered a constraint to new development at Moffett
Field. In general, development of Future Concept 1 of the Comprehensive
Use Plan occurs on sites which are uncontaminated, or the least contaminated.
Prior to construction of individual projects of Future Concept 1 of the
Comprehensive Use Plan, site-specific evaluation will occur to determine the
extent of contamination and hazards related to development. In the event
that contaminated soil or groundwater is identified prior to or during
construction,.environmental remediation shall occur by the Navy.

In addition to continued environmental clean-up efforts, several plans related
to hazardous wastes have been developed. These include: the Hazardous
Waste Management Plan, which will ensure that Moffett Field meets all
federal, State, and local regulations regarding hazardous wastes; Hazardous
Waste Minimization Plans, which outline reduction measures for hazardous

“ Memorandum of understanding between the Department of the Navy and NASA
regarding Moffett Field, California. December 22, 1992.
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waste output; the Spill Contingency Plan, which contains a thorough coverage
of response organization and procedures, and site specific spill contingency
plans; and the Hazard Communication Program Plan, which identifies sources
of information regarding hazardous materials. These plans, which were
originally developed for the Navy, have been or will be adopted, as applicable,
by NASA.

With the current regulation and clean-up of hazardous materials, along with
site-specific review for individual projects as outlined below, no impacts are
anticipated as a result of Future Concept 1 of the Comprehensive Use Plan.

Mitigation Measure RISK-3. Prior to construction of individual
projects of Future Concept 1 of the Comprehensive Use Plan, site-
specific evaluation shall occur to determine the extent of contamination
and hazards related to development. In the event contaminated soil
and/or groundwater is encountered, it will be remediated or disposed of
properly by the Navy.

12.  Transportation/Circulation

Traffic counts and observations by a registered traffic engineer were
conducted on Thursday, November 4, 1993 at each of the four gates providing
access to Moffett Field and at the two main interchanges along Highway 101
which provide access to Moftett Field (at Ellis Street and at Moffett
Boulevard). Counts were conducted during the morning inbound commute
(from 6:30 to 8:30 AM) because this was the time period when the most
significant traffic congestion has occurred in close proximity to the base gates.
Volumes during the peak traffic hour of the morning (6:45 to 7:45) are
presented in Figures 11 and 12. Both the Main Gate, at Moffett Boulevard,
and the South Gate, at Ellis Street, experienced similar volume levels, while
the NASA Ames Gate experienced volumes about half these levels. The East
Gate, which closes at 7:30 AM, serves less than 15 percent of the traffic being
accommodated by the Main Gate. Overall, from 6:45 to 7:45 AM, the four
gates served a total of 2,120 inbound and 266 outbound vehicles.

Inbound back-ups occurred on the approaches to both the Main Gate and the
South Gate (see Figure 13). On the Moffett Boulevard approach to the Main
Gate, which has two inbound lanes, back-ups of 12 to 18 vehicles occurred
intermittently during the entire peak commute hour. These back-ups,
however, did not extend into the Highway 101 interchange. Back-ups
occurred both at the gate as well as at the all-way stop intersection with the
Moffett Boulevard Extension immediately in front of the gate. Inbound
vehicles making a left turn from Moffett Boulevard to the Moffett Boulevard
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Extension (to access the NASA Ames Gate along the Moffett Extension) add
to the inbound back-ups on the approach to this intersection. At the South
Gate, inbound vehicle back-ups from the single-lane entry typically extended
to, or just past, the Manila Road intersection. When back-ups become
extensive, a traffic control person generally directs traffic at the Moffett
Extension intersection. However, this is usually not required. At only one
observed occurrence did a back-up from the gate extend through the Ellis
Street interchange with Highway 101. '

All ramps at the Moffett Boulevard and Ellis Street interchanges have AM
peak hour volume levels well below acceptable ramp capacity limits. Flow and
surface street weaving movements associated with the cloverleaf ramps at the
Moffett Boulevard interchange all work at acceptable levels. However,
vehicles weaving between the north to eastbound off-ramp and the left turn
lane on the Moffett Boulevard approach to the Moffett Boulevard Extension
(across two through lanes of traffic) frequently experienced some difficultly
due to the back-ups in the through traffic lanes and due to the short distance
available for this weave movement (less than 300 feet). The 8-lane Highway
101 experienced stop and go traffic in the southbound direction, with the
exception of the High-Occupancy-Vehicle lane, during the entire AM peak
inbound traffic hour at Moffett Field. However, this stop and go traffic is not -
attributable solely to Moffett Field.

a. Generation of Substantial Vehicular Movement. Implementation of
Future Concept 1 of the Comprehensive Use Plan will not generate
substantial additional vehicular movement. The most that traffic could be
expected to increase based on existing commuting patterns and vehicle use
would be equal to the level of employment growth, which would be 6 percent.
However, it is anticipated that traffic will not even grow at these levels due to
implementation of alternative modes of transportation currently being
developed by NASA or in future plans for surrounding transit developments.
These current efforts by NASA include existing shuttle bus access to the
CalTrain depot in Mountain View, current bike locker facilities and provision
of bicycles for internal use by employees at Moffett Field. NASA is also
proposing an expanded site-wide shuttle bus system and expanded
encouragement of car/vanpools. In addition, development of an extension of
the Santa Clara County Transit light rail system and a light rail station
adjacent to the southern boundary of Moffett Field may occur sometime in
the future. '
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b. Effects on Existing Parking Facilities. The anticipated 6 percent
increase in employment is not expected to have an impact on exiting parking
facilities or result in a demand for new parking. The increasing use of
alternative modes of transportation, as described above, are anticipated to
lessen the demand for parking. In addition, more parking is proposed in
Future Concept 1 of the Comprehensive Use Plan.

c. Substantial Impact upon Existing Transportation Systems. Because
employment is only expected to increase by 6 percent, and existing
transportation systems are to remain relatively constant, no substantial impacts
to existing transportation systems are anticipated.

d. Alteration to Present Patterns of Circulation. Development of Future
Concept 1 of the Comprehensive Use Plan is not expected to result in any
substantial alteration to the present patterns of circulation. Several
implementation measures to improve the circulation system can be
anticipated. These possible alterations are as follows:

* Increased use of modes of transportation other that the single
occupancy vehicle;

* Continuation of the Moffett Boulevard Extension across Stevens Creek;
*  Provision of a second inbound lane at the South Gate; and

* Elimination of all east to north left turns from Moffett Boulevard to the
Moffett Boulevard Extension from 6:30 to 8:30 AM.

It is expected that the impacts resulting from these alterations will be positive.
However, specific traffic analyses shall be completed prior to construction of
the Stevens Creek bridge.

Mitigation Measure TRAFFIC-1. Prior to construction of the Stevens
Creek bridge, traffic analyses shall be conducted to determine the
traffic impact of re-routing Moffett Field traffic through the Moffett
Boulevard Extension. These analyses shall be conducted in cooperation
with the City of Mountain View.

e. Alterations to Waterborne, Rail or Air Traffic. The air traffic
environment near Moffett Field includes high density traffic from the nearby
general aviation of San Jose International and San Francisco International
airports. From the standpoint of air traffic, the aerospace within the region is
strictly controlled by a system that involves complex aerospace restrictions and
tovser/air route controllers. :
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Minor alterations to air traffic are to be anticipated as a result of the
acquisition of Moffett Field by NASA due to a change in the types of aircraft
being based at the field and the number of aircraft operations. However, it is
anticipated that with the current controls that govern the airspace, these
alterations will not have a significant impact. No alterations to waterborne or

‘rail traffic are anticipated as a result of Future Concept 1 of the

Comprehensive Use Plan.

f. Increase in Traffic Hazards to Motor Vehicles, Bicyclists or Pedestrians.
Because employment is only expected to increase by 6 percent, and existing
transportation systems are to remain relatively constant, no substantial
increase in traffic hazard to motor vehicles, bicyclists or pedestrians are
anticipated.

13. Noise

a. Increases in Existing Noise Levels.

(1)  Aircraft Noise. Moffett Field will remain the home to a variety
of unique and one-of-a-kind aircraft. In addition to the NASA and military
aircraft, which would be based at Moffett Field, there are a variety of
government and civilian aircraft which would use the airfield. These aircraft
include U.S. Air Force Lockheed C-5 and C-141 transports, civilian Boeing
747 cargo jets used to support the Moffett Field Complex, and a variety of
smaller executive and business aircraft. A listing of these aircraft is given in
Appendix B.

While people may respond more to individual aircraft noise events, the long-
term effects of prolonged exposure to noise best correlate with cumulative
noise exposure metrics. A cumulative noise metric is one which provides a
single number which is equivalent to the total noise exposure over a specified
time period.

The Community Noise Equivalent Level (CNEL) is the cumulative noise
metric adopted by the State of California for assessing aircraft noise impacts.
A similar metric, the Day-Night Average Sound Level (Ldn or DNL) is the
adopted FAA cumulative noise metric. CNEL is expressed in decibels and
represents the average daytime noise level during a 24-hour day, and is
adjusted to account for people’s lower tolerance for noise intrusions during
the evening and nighttime periods relative to the daytime period. Ldn is
similar to CNEL, but does not have the penalty for evening operations. For
comparative purposes, however, CNEL and Ldn are deemed to be identical.
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Noise contours have been prepared for the cumulative effects of the baseline
and 2010 operational scenarios. The FAA's Integrated Noise Model, version
3.10, was used to perform calculations and produce contours of noise exposure
for this study.

(a)  Baseline Aircraft Operations and Noise Levels. Historically,
aviation activities at Moffett Field have averaged about 80,000 annual
operations. Of these operations approximately 60,000 have actually occurred
on the airfield, while the remaining 20,000 operations were typically overflights
by aircraft traversing the Moffett Field airspace.

However, as a result of the announced transfer of Moffett Field to NASA and
the phase-out of active duty P-3 squadrons, overall aviation activity at Moffett
Field has decreased over the past few years. During the twelve-month period
from November 1992 through October 1993, aviation activity at Moffett Field
totalled about 51,500 operations. Of these operations, some 13,000 were
overflights and only about 38,500 operations actually took place at the field.
From this baseline year, noise measurements were estimated. These noise
contours are shown in Figure 14,

(b)  Forecast 2010 Aircraft Operations and Noise Levels. For the
purposes of assessing potential noise impacts from Future Concept 1 of the
Comprehensive Use Plan and future NASA, military, and government
contractor aircraft operations, a projected activity level of approximately
80,000 annual operations serves as the 2010 forecast conditions. The figure of
80,000 annual operations includes approximately 20,000 overflights by aircraft
crossing Moffett Field Airspace. These overflights are not factored into the
noise modeling assumptions because they would not have any measurable
effect on community noise impacts. These noise levels are shown on
Figure 15. '

The increased operations at Moffett Field will result in increases in noise
levels attributable to aircraft. However, these noise levels generally will result
in increases less than CNEL 3 dB. A 3 dB increase in average noise levels is
barely detectable and is not considered a substantial impact.

The only exception would be the eastern and western noise contour "wings"
created by future helicopter operations at the airfield. The 60 dB noise
contour uniquely picks up the noise generated by these helicopters. These
noise levels would represent an increase of more that 3 dB and would
therefore be considered substantial. Flight tracks and flight procedures
currently in use at Moftett Field were used to establish these noise contours.
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Mitigation Measure NOISE-1. Viet Nam War-era UH-1 helicopters
shall be removed from the helicopter fleet mix and replaced by a
quieter helicopter type.

Mitigation Measure NOISE-2. The helicopter touch-and-go training
patterns for Runways 14 and 32 shall be shifted approximately

4,000 feet toward the San Francisco Bay to eliminate direct overflight of
residential areas, and to take advantage of the noise buffer afforded
byindustrial land uses to the northeast of the Mountam View-Alviso
Freeway, and by the freeway itself.

Mitigation Measure NOISE-3. To eliminate potential noise impacts on
residential areas to the west of Middlefield Road, the north-eastern
Runway 141.-32R shall be designated the preferential use runway for
helicopter touch-and-go activities. Approximately 75 percent of all local
helicopter training operations should be on this runway.

The implementation of the above mitigation measures should eliminate any
substantial potential noise impacts from helicopter operations on nearby
residential areas, and the noise levels shown in Figure 15 would be mitigated
to a level of insignificance. Noise levels with the implementation of the
expected noise abatement routes and mitigation measures are shown in
Figure 16.

Noise levels at some residential properties are expected to increase beyond the
65 dB threshold described in the previous Public Policy section. These
properties are south of East Maude Avenue and east of Matilda Avenue in
the City of Sunnyvale. Noise analyses completed for this Environmental
Assessment project noise levels at these residential properties to exceed
CNEL 60 dB and, in some cases, CNEL 65 dB. The FAA has determined
that beyond the 65 dB noise levels residential development would only be
allowed where the community determines that residential uses must be
allowed. These residential areas have been subject to much greater noise
levels attributable to Moffett Field in the past when the field operated at full
capacity. The increases in noise are expected to be a less than 3 dB increase
from 1992-1993 levels and not detectible by these residences, therefore no
substantial impacts are anticipated.

(2) Wind Tunnel Noise. The addition of new wind tunnel facilities
has the potential to increase existing noise levels significantly. New proposed
wind tunnel facilities shall require individual environmental analysis, paying
particular attention to noise impacts to surrounding development. New wind
tunnel facilities shall be compatible, to the extent practical, with surrounding
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land uses and the policies of the cities of Sunnyvale and Mountain View. The
following mitigation measure will require further assessment of wind tunnel
facilities. '

Mitigation Measure NOISE-4. Environmental analysis of any new or

- modified wind tunnel facilities shall be required to assess whether
significant noise impacts will occur. All feasible noise attenuation will
be considered and mitigation of impacts shall be required to bring such
impacts to a less-than-significant level.

b. Exposure of People to Severe Noise Levels. NASA’s noise regulations
require that individuals at Moffett Field not be exposed to noise levels
exceeding 85 dBA. Based on current practices and preventive measures on
the airstrip, it is expected that individuals-involved with airfield operations will
not be exposed to noise levels exceeding 85 dBA.

Noise associated with the 80 x 120 foot wind tunnel, as shown on Figure 17,
also currently generates significant noise-at Moffett Field. The wind tunnel
produces noise levels up to 90 dBA. According to the Mountain View
Planning Department, the City gets complaints from time to time concerning
noise from the wind tunnel. Most of these complaints concern a low level
hum which is audible late at night during wind tunnel operation. In the trailer
park to the west of the existing Ames-Moffett site, the nighttime noise levels
can reach approximately 55 dBA,* which is equal to Mountain View’s

outside residential noise standard of 55 dBA. The area expected to
experience adverse noise impacts consists of housing and offices located within
5,000 feet (1,524 meters) of wind tunnel facilities.** However, it should be
noted that office uses would not be impacted by nighttime operation of the
facility. New Moffett Field development outlined in Future Concept 1 of the
Comprehensive Use Plan does not occur in the vicinity of the wind tunnel,
therefore no substantial impacts are anticipated. However, if new construction

_is to occur adjacent to the wind tunnel, or if additional wind tunnel facilities

are proposed, an analysis of the noise and wind tunnel intake environment will
be required prior to development.

¥ Soderman, P. Fixed Wing Aerodynamics Branch, Ames Research Center, Moffett Field,
California. April 1991.

% Charles M. Salter Associates, Inc. and Ames Chief Engineering Office
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14. Air

a. Substantial Air Emissions or Deterioration of Air Quality. Potential air
quality impacts include those related to compliance with the 1991 Clean Air
Plan, compliance with the State Implementation Plan, aircraft pollutants,
vehicular pollutants, stationary sources, and construction related impacts.

(1)  Aircraft Pollutants. An aircraft’s air pollutant emissions are a
function of three factors:

» The various engine emission rates during the different phases of the
landing/takeoff operation (LTO) cycle;

* The amount of time spent in each phase of the LTO cycle; and

¢ The number of engines on the aircraft.

The LTO cycle is broken down into four distinct phases based on engine
speed, including taxi/idle, takeoff, climbout, and approach. The approach and
climbout phases begin and end when the aircraft reaches a height of
approximately 3,000 feet (914 meters). This height is considered the average
inversion level in the United States, and it is assumed that aircraft emissions
above this mixing depth are not pertinent to local air quality.

The aircraft operating at Moffett Field generally are older aircraft compared
to a fleet operating at a commercial airport in California. Many of the
aircraft engines were produced prior to the hydrocarbon emissions standards
established by the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) in 1984. Newer
engines and emission inventories at commercial airports generally show
nitrogen oxides emissions higher than hydrocarbons. Preparation of a land
use plan does not trigger a consistency review by EPA because there are
presently no emissions limitation standards for airports in California. EPA is
presently considering developing emissions limitations for airports as part of a
Federal Implementation Plan (FIP) for three areas of California; the South
Coast Air Basin, Ventura County, and the Sacramento Air Basin. Moffett
Field will not be covered by the FIP.

Indirect regulations of aircraft emissions can be triggered due to conformity
provisions of the Clean Air Act, if federal money is being spent in a way that
may increase air emissions. For example, addition of a runway using federal
funding could trigger federal review because the project could increase
capacity and emissions. No improvements to increase the runway are
proposed in Future Concept 1 of the Comprehensive Use Plan.
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Baseline air emissions from aircraft operating at Moffett Field were caiculated
for a one year period during 1992 and 1993. A forecast of emissions was also
calculated for the year 2010 based on projected changes in the number of
operations and the fleet mix of aircraft operating at the airfield.

Future Concept 1 of the Comprehensive Use Plan increases aircraft
operations below 3,000 feet 56 percent from 38,546 to 59,971. The daily
operations of all aircraft currently operating at Moffett Field and those
expected to operate at Moffett Field in 2010 are shown in Table 11.

Additional aircraft operations are projected to occur above 3,000 feet, but
they are not included in this analysis, as discussed above.

The additional operations expected at Moffett Field resulted in 2010 forecast
emissions of 166 tons per year for hydrocarbons, 241 tons per year for carbon
monoxide, and 95 tons per year for nitrogen oxides, as shown in Table 12.
Estimated annual emission increases equal 49 tons for hydrocarbons, 34 tons
for carbon monoxide, and 33 tons for nitrogen oxides. The complete air
analysis can be found in Appendix B.

Aircraft operations at Moffett Field totaled 86,214 prior to 1991. The aircraft
operations, and thus the aircraft emissions, at Moffett Field have since
decreased with the decreased use of the Field by the Navy. The total number
of aircraft operations proposed by Future Concept 1 of the Comprehensive
Use Plan is 80,000, less than total operations prior to 1991. '

In addition, the aircraft operating at Moffett Field through the Comprehensive
Use Plan will generally decrease fleet average emissions, as shown in Table 13.
During the base period of 1992 to 1993, the fleet average emissions at Moffett
Field were 12.12 pounds per landing/takeoff operation (LTO) cycle for
hydrocarbons, 21.50 pounds per LTO for carbon monoxide, and 6.39 pounds
per LTO for nitrogen oxides. The fleet average emissions in 2010 are
expected to be 12.67 pounds per LTO cycle for hydrocarbons, 18.59 pounds
per LTO for carbon monoxide, and 6.30 pounds per LTO for nitrogen oxides.
Except for the hydrocarbon emissions, which are projected to increase slightly,
average exhaust emissions are expected to decrease.

To provide an understanding of the magnitude of aircraft operations in the
San Francisco Air basin, an analysis of total operations in the Bay Area was
undertaken. This comparison includes all aircraft from the three major
international airports in the Bay Area, (San Francisco International, Oakland
International and San Jose International), plus the minor public and private
airstrips throughout the region. The total aircraft operations expected at these
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Table 11
MOFFETT FIELD DAILY OPERATIONS
o 1992-1993 Year 2010
Base Year Total

Aircraft Type Operations Operations
C5A 0.4 --
CsB - 1.5
Cc9 0.2 0.4
C12/King Air 4.3 15.8
C130 6.2 42.2
Ci141 .09 1.4
DC8 0.7 0.7
ER2 0.7 0.7
GI1I -- 0.3
GIv -- 03
H-1 1.9 54
H-53 0.4 6.7
H-60 134 50.3
LEAR 25 0.7 0.7
P3 50.9 264
1-Prop-Fixed 129 --
1-Prop-Variable 6.5 -
Jet Trainer/Fighter 5.5 11.5
Totals 105.4 164.3
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' Table 12
TOTAL ANNUAL AIRCRAFT EMISSIONS
Existing Conditions | CUP Concept 1
(1992-1993) (2010) Increase
Annual Aircraft Operations
Aircraft Operations below 51,500 80,000 28,500
3,000 feet
Annual Aircraft Emissions
Hydrocarbons (Hc) 117 tons 116 tons 49 tons
Carbon Monoxide (CO) 207 tons 241 tons 34 tons
Nitrogen Oxides (NOx) 62 tons 95 tons 33 tons
Table 13

AVERAGE LANDING/TAKE

OFF OPERATION (LTO) EMISSIONS

Existing Conditions

Comprehensive Use Plan
Future Concept 1

(1992-1993) (2010)
Hydrocarbons. (HC) 12.12 Ibs 12.67 lbs
Carbon Monoxide (CO) 21.50 lbs 18.59 1bs
Nitrogen Oxides (NO,) 6.39 Ibs 6.30 1bs

airfields is shown in Table 14. As can be seen in the table, the 80,000
operations projected by NASA are only approximately two percent of the total
aircraft operations expected in the San Francisco Bay Area. Or, when
compared to the three major international airports, Moffett Field operations
only represent 7 percent of major airport aircraft operations.

The significance of aircraft emissions changes can be evaluated by comparing
project impacts with federal impact criteria. The Environmental Protection
Agency has established de minimus pollutant increments for different air
basins with respect to conformity with the State Implementation Plan. The
federal de minimus thresholds are 100 tons per year for 0zone precursors
(hydrocarbons and nitrogen oxides), carbon monoxide, sulfer dioxide and
PM,,.

Comparison of the incremental changes in aircraft emissions shown in
Table 12 with these thresholds shows that aircraft-related emissions would not
have a substantial impact on regional air quality.
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Table 14
REGIONAL AIRCRAFT OPERATIONS
IIAiirﬁeId Type/Location Annual Operations Percent of Total
[ San Francisco International® 376,000 11%
Oakland International® 414,000 12%
San Jose International* 322,000 9%
San Francisco Bay Area Minor Airstrips 2,277,000 66%
Moffett Field® 80,000 2%
Total Operations 3,458,000 100%

*  Projected 1996 Aircraft Operations. San Francisco International Airport Master Plan Final
Environmental Impact Report. City and County of San Francisco Department of City
Planning. May 1992. :

Oakland International Airport Monthly Activity Report. December 1992,

San Jose Intemational Airport Monthly Activity Report. December 1992.

Aircraft Operations, 1990. Bay Area Air Quality Management District.

MofTett Field Comprehensive Use Plan, Future Concept 1. Projected Aircraft Operations
for 2010.

o a o o

(2)  Vehicular Pollutants. The use of motorized vehicles can lead to
the formation of two pollutants of primary concern. Ozone, which becomes
regionally distributed, forms from ozone precursors [Hydrocarbons (HC),
Nitrogen Oxides (NOx), Sulfur Oxides (SO,), and Particulate Matter (PM,)]
generated during cold starts. Carbon monoxide, which concentrates near its
point of formation, is formed in areas of heavy traffic congestion due to
incompiete fuel combustion.

The impact of project-related traffic increases on regional air quality has been
estimated using the URBEMIS-3 program developed by the California Air
Resources Board. New trips associated with additional employment at !
Moffett Field would result in an additional 36 tons per year of hydrocarbons, "
58 tons per year of nitrogen oxides, 6 tons per year of PM,, and 7 tons per

year of sulfur oxides.

Comparing these impacts with the federal de minimus thresholds reveals that
project traffic-related impacts on regional air quality would not be significant
when combined with the aircraft-related impacts shown in Table 12.

Level of Service (LOS) is a qualitative description of intersection operations.

It is based on the relative ease or difticulty with which vehicles are able to
pass through an intersection, and is measured by delay or the relationship
between the volume of vehicles entering the intersection and its capacity. An
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intersection’s level of service can range from LOS A, or free-flow conditions
with little or no delay, to LOS F, or stop-and-go conditions with excessive
delays.

No intersections are expected to reach a Level of Service of E or F as a resuit
of Future Concept 1 of the Comprehensive ‘Use Plan and, therefore, no
carbon monoxide hot spots will be anticipated.

(3)  Stationary Sources. Moffett Field operates several facilities that
engage in industrial processes that regularly emit air pollutants. These
facilities which are permitted by the Bay Area Air Quality Management
District, include boilers, degreasers, paint spray booths, and fueling
equipment. Moffett Field also emits several toxic pollutant compounds in
accordance with AB 2588 and the California Air Toxics "Hot Spots"
Information and Assessment Act of 1987. As part of Future Concept 1 of the
Comprehensive Use Plan, 132,500 square feet (12,309 square meters) of flight
operation expansion, 811,600 square feet (75,398 square meters) of R&D and
61,700 square feet (5,732 square meters) of operational support, including
warehousing is proposed. A new aircraft fueling system is proposed to replace
the existing system. Motorpool facilities will also be consolidated.

All of these facilities could emit air pollutants. However, all existing facilities
are currently permitted and proposed facilities will require permits from the
Bay Area Air Quality Management District prior to their construction or use.
Additionally, it is expected that the Central Steam Plant in Building 10 will be
replaced, thereby leading to a reduction in air emissions.

(4)  Construction Impacts. Construction activity can degrade air
quality by increasing dust and other suspended particulates during excavation,
earth moving activities, and construction of buildings. Dust levels within and
immediately adjacent to the project site could increase during demolition and
construction. Some vehicular emissions will be created during construction
due to delivery of materials and use of heavy construction equipment. In
order to mitigate these potential impacts, the following mitigation measure
shall be implemented to reduce fugitive dust generated during project-related
construction activities and to reduce vehicular emissions associated with
construction activities.

Mitigation Measure AIR-1. The following measures shall be taken to
decrease construction related air quality impacts:

* Construction-related dirt on approach routes to the construction
sitcs shall be cleaned on a periodical basis;
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»  Watering techniques shall be employed to reduce construction- |
generated dust particles; and : , |

* Any earth transported shall be covered.

e Diesel emissions shall be as low as reasonably achievable. For
‘example, construction equipment with a diesel drive internal
combustion engine shall be required to use a diesel fuel with a
maximum of 0.05 percent sulfur and a 4-degree retard; and

* Construction equipment shall be properly maintained and
serviced to minimize exhaust emissions.

(5) 1991 Clean Air Plan. The 1991 Clean Air Plan developed by the
Bay Area Air Quality Management District is based on population projections
developed by the Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG) in 1990. If )
a project doesn’t cause regional population and employment to exceed the |
1990 projections, it is generally consistent with the Clean  Air Plan. Since o
1990, the employment at Moffett Field has actually decreased. Total civilian
employment has dropped 2.4 percent to 840,000 in Santa Clara County which
is 150,000 below the 1990 forecast for the County. Clearly, the addition of
610 jobs will not be incompatible with the Clean Air Plan.

(6) State Implementation Plan. The State Implementation Plan
(SIP) is a plan that the State of California is required to prepare under the
federal Clean Air Act. The California SIP is prepared by the California Air
Resources Board and must be approved by the U.S. Environmental Protection
Agency. It must identify actions and programs to be undertaken by the State
and its subdivisions to implement their responsibilities under the Clean Air
Act. The SIP is made up of the regional air plans of the areas that are in
non-attainment status for one or more criteria pollutants. For the Bay Area,
the California SIP includes the 1991 Clean Air Plan, as discussed above.
Future Concept 1 of the Comprehensive Use Plan is considered to be
consistent with the 1991 Clean Air Plan.

(7) Conformity Determination. In conformance with the Clean Air
Act of 1990, the Environmental Protection Agency has recently adopted a
"Conformity Rule" which states that no department, agency or instrumentality
of the Federal Government shall engage in, or support in any way, any activity
which does not conform to a State or local implementation plan after is has
been approved under Section 110. The determination shall be based on the
most recent estimates of emissions, and such estimates shall be determined
from the most recent population, employment, travel and congestion estimates
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as determined by the metropolitan planning organization or other agency
authorized to make such estimates.

De minimus standards have been set for conformity analyses based on the
Act’s major stationary sources definitions for the various pollutants and the
rating of the air basin. The threshold for increases in emissions are 100 tons
per year for ozone precursors (hydrocarbons and nitrogen oxides), carbon
monoxide, sulfur dioxide, and PM,,.

The EPA’s final rule states that projects that fall below de minimus level are
exempt from the requirements of the rule. Therefore, it is not necessary for a
federal agency to document emission levels for a de minimus action. Because
emissions are expected to fall significantly under these thresholds, no
significant conflicts are anticipated.

b. The Creation of Objectionable Odors. No unusual or harmful odors
would result from construction related to Future Concept 1 of the
Comprehensive Use Plan. Odorous emissions may continue to emanate from
existing uses such as the incinerator, paint spray booths, and fueling
equipment. However, these uses are fully permitted sources and are not
expected to impact the public. The airfield will remain a restricted use federal
facility, and the continued creation of objectionable odors from continuing
operations will be restricted to the site itself.

c. Air Movement, Moisture, Temperature, or Climate Change. No such
changes would result from project construction or occupancy. At this time, no
changes are proposed to the existing wind tunnels. However, if new wind
tunnel facilities are proposed, they will require individual environmental
analysis, paying particular attention to intake and wind impacts to surrounding
development.

Mitigation Measure AIR-2. Environmental analysis of any new wind
tunnel facilities shall be required to assess whether impacts associated
with intake and wind will occur.
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Chapter VI
SUMMARY OF MITIGATION MEASURES

In order to mitigate the potential impacts associated with the proposed
Comprehensive Use Plan, the mitigation measures listed below shall be
incorporated into the Plan at the time it is approved.

Mitigation measures will be undertaken for ten of the fourteen environmental

factors evaluated in the Environmental Impact Summary, including earth,

water, plant life, animal life, cultural resources, services and utilities, human

health, noise, and air.

A. Earth

Mitigation Measure EARTH-1. Geotechnical investigations shall be
required on a project-by-project basis for new construction and
appropriate foundations shall be designed and constructed in
conformance with the Uniform Building Code.

Mitigation Measure EARTH-2. During construction of individual
development projects, measures shall be implemented to lessen the
impacts of wind and water erosion. These measures shall include
compaction and watering of the soils during construction.

Mitigation Measure EARTH-3. Development in the vicinity of Stevens
Creek shall be designed to limit channel modification and erosion.

Mitigation Measure EARTH-4. Geotechnical investigations shall be
required on a project-by-project basis and appropriate foundations shall
be designed and constructed to mitigate the risk associated with
liquefaction and other geotechnical hazards.
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B. Water

Mitigation Measure WATER-1. Development in the vicinity of Stevens
Creek (including construction of the connecting bridge), shall be
designed and operated to prevent channel modification, erosion,
siltation, and the introduction of pollutants into surface waters including
Stevens Creek and the San Francisco Bay.

C. Plant Life

Mitigation Measure PLANT-1. Prior to construction of projects in the
vicinity of Stevens Creek and the wetlands area, site specific focused
surveys and environmental review shall occur to evaluate the site-
specific status of plant habitats, including rare and endangered plant
species. Any adverse effects on such habitats and related species shall
be mitigated through habitat replacement projects. Development plans
shall ensure that there is no net loss of wetland functions, values, or
acreages.

D. Animal Life

Mmgauon Measure ANIMAL-1. Focused environmental analysis shall
be conducted to evaluate the site-specific status of sensitive animal
species prior to the development of construction projects outlined in
Future Concept 1 of the Comprehensive Use Plan. If special status
species or habitats are found, they shall be protected through
appropriate site-specific mitigation measures such as relocation or
habitat restoration. The Endangered Species Act shall be satisfied prior
to site-specific development or substantial changes in operations.
Development plans shall ensure that there is no net loss of wetland
functions, values, or acreages.

E. Cultural Resources

Mitigation Measure CULT-1. In the event that human remains and/or
cultural materials are found, all project related construction shall cease
within a 50-foot radius in order to proceed with the testing and
mitigation measures required pursuant to Section 7050.5 of the Health
and Safety Code, and Section 5097.94 of the Public Resources Code of
the State of California. The State Historic Preservation Officer and the
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NASA Federal Preservation Officer shall be contacted as soon as
possible. Construction in the affected area will not resume until the
regulations of the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation (30 CFR
Part 800) have been satisfied. In the event of the discovery of human
remains, the Santa Clara Coroner should be notified by the project
manager. The Coroner shall make the determination as to whether the
remains are Native American. If the Coroner determines that the
remains are not subject to his or her authority, he/she will notify the
Native American Heritage Commission, who will attempt to identify the
descendants of the deceased Native American. If no satisfactory
agreement can be reached as to the disposition of the remains pursuant
to State law, then the remains should be reinterred with items
associated with the Native American burial on the property in a
location not subject to further disturbance. :

Mitigation Measure CULT-2. Any project undertaken within the
vicinity of designated or potentially historic resources, structures, or
districts, including modification or removal of contributing elements of
the district, shall be subject to review by the State Historic Preservation
Officer through the Section 106 process of the National Historic
Preservation Act. Any agreed upon mitigation, such as plan
modification, design harmony, and (in the case of demolition)
additional detailed historic documentation, shall be undertaken. In
addition, modification, or demolition of any non-contributory building
over 50 years in age may require Section 106 review.

F. Services and Utilities

Mitigation Measure SERV-1. Environmental analysis of any new wind
tunnel facilities shall be required. -

Mitigation Measure SERV-2. A permanent solution to the discharge
problems associated with the inoperable tide gates in the western sub-
basin shall be established and the current lift station in Building 191
shall be upgraded.

G. Risk of Upset/Human Health

Mitigation Measure RISK-1. A monitoring program to detect fuel
releases to the water and soil and spill prevention control and counter
measure plan shall be established immediately to address potential
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impacts associated with the receipt of aviation fuel by barge through the
Guadalupe Slough. ‘

Mitigation Measure RISK-2. Development of new fuel farms shall
require site-specific environmental analysis to determine the extent of
environmental hazards. Appropriate mitigation shall be developed to
lessen to a level of insignificance the risk of explosion or the release of
hazardous substances and all new development must adhere to the
California Underground Storage tank regulations. If this is not
possible, the fuel farms shall not be developed.

Mitigation Measure RISK-3. The existing jet fuel system at Moffett
Field shall comply with the California Underground Storage Tank
regulations. Any substantial change or replacement of the existing fuel
distribution system will require additional environmental analysis under
NEPA.

~ Mitigation Measure RISK-4. Prior to construction of individual
projects of Future Concept 1 of Comprehensive Use Plan, site-specific
evaluation shall occur to determine the extent of contamination and
hazards related to development. In the event contaminated soil and/or
groundwater is encountered, it will be remediated or disposed of
properly by the Navy.

H. Transportation/Circulation

Mitigation Measure TRAFFIC-1. Prior to construction of the Stevens
Creek bridge, traffic analyses shall be conducted to determine the
traffic impact of re-routing Moffett Field traffic through the Moffett
Boulevard Extension. These analyses shall be conducted in cooperation
with the City of Mountain View.

I. Noise

Mitigation Measure NOISE-1. Viet Nam War-era UH-1 helicopters
shall be removed from the helicopter fleet mix and replaced by a
quieter helicopter type.

Mitigation Measure NOISE-2. The helicopter touch-and-go training
patterns for Runways 14 and 32 shall be shifted approximately
4,000 fe@t toward the San Francisco Bay to eliminate direct overflight of
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residential areas, and to take advantage of the noise buffer afforded by
industrial land uses to the northeast of the Mountain View-Alviso
Freeway, and by the freeway itself.

Mitigation Measure NOISE-3. To eliminate potential noise impacts on
residential areas to the west of Middlefield Road, the north-eastern
Runway 14L-32R shall be designated the preferential use runway for
helicopter touch-and-go activities. Approximately 75 percent of all local
helicopter training operations should be on this runway.

Mitigation Measure NOISE-4. Environmental analysis of any new or
modified wind tunnel facilities shall be required to assess whether
significant noise impacts will occur. All feasible noise attenuation will
be considered and mitigation of impacts shall be required to bring such
impacts to a less-than-significant level. '

J. Air

Mitigation Measure AIR-1. The following measures shall be taken to
decrease construction related air quality impacts:

» Construction-related dirt on approach routes to the construction
sites shall be cleaned on a periodical basis;

»  Watering techniques shall be employed to reduce construction-
generated dust particles; and

*  Any earth transported shall be covered.

- Diesel emissions shall be as low as reasonably achievable. For
example, construction equipment with a diesel drive internal
combustion engine shall be required to use a diesel fuel with a
maximum of 0.05 percent sulfur and a 4-degree retard; and

e Construction equipment shall be properly maintained and
serviced to minimize exhaust emissions.

Mitigation Measure AIR-2. Environmental analysis of any new wind
tunnel facilities shall be required to assess whether impacts associated
with intake and wind will occur.
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Chapter VII
DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT
COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

A. Introduction

Public involvement is an important part of the NEPA process. The success of
NEPA as an environmental disclosure law is based on open decision-making.
In preparing Environmental Assessments (EA), federal agencies must involve
‘environmental agencies and the public to the extent practicable.

NASA held its first open house on June 3, 1993 to alert the public that it
would prepare a Comprehensive Use Plan and to solicit public input. On
November 15, 1993 another public open house was held to gather public input
on the Comprehensive Use Plan (CUP) and the environmental analysis of the
Plan. In addition, the Draft Environmental Assessment was circulated for
public review and comment by the National Aeronautics and Space
Administration in April 1994. The Draft Environmental Assessment was
available for a 30-day review period, which closed on May 11, 1994. A public
forum was held on April 18, 1994 to solicit public input and comment on the
Comprehensive Use Plan and the Draft Environmental Assessment.

Copies of all written and oral comments received on the Draft Environmental
Assessment- are contained in this chapter, including comments made at the
April 18, 1994 public forum. This chapter is divided into three sections, which
are outlined below.

*  This Introduction notes the purpose and content of the Comments and
Responses Chapter.

* The List of Commentors includes a list of all agencies and individuals
who submitted written comments on the Draft Environmental
Assessment.

. » The Comments and Responses section include a reproduction of each
letter received during the public review period, a summary of comments
made at the public meeting, and responses to each comment.

It should be noted that this chapter is not a required component of an

Environmental Assessment. It has been included to facilitate public review
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and involvement in the transfer of Moffett Field to the National Aeronautics
and Space Administration. Plans for Moffett Field are unique to those
covered by the Defense Base Closure and Realignment Act of 1990. There
has been some public confusion and controversy regarding the status of
Motfett Field. It is the hope of NASA that this section of the Final
Environmental Assessment can aid in the understanding of the process of
change currently taking place at Moffett Field.

B. List of Commentors

Public A‘gencies

Brian Hunter; Department of Fish and Game; April 20, 1994.
Cherilyn Widell; Office of Historic Preservation; May 2, 1994.
Ralph G. Tonseth; City of San Jose; May 4, 1994.

Robert Pallarino; United States Environmental Protection Agency;
May 5, 1994. : _

Leslie Byster; Silicon Valley Toxics Coalition; May 6, 1994.

Leslie Byster; Silicon Valley Toxics Coalition; May 6, 1994.

Marc J. Kiemencic; Santa Clara Valley Water District; May 6, 1994.
James T. Burroughs; The Resources Agency of California; May 9, 1994.
Nadine P. Levin; City of Mountain View; May 9, 1994.

Gail A. Price; City of Sunnyvale; May 9, 1994.

David J. Farrel; United States Environmental Protection Agency;
May 13, 1994. '

L=

el e A

[y
— O

Private Individuals

12.  Susan E. Luttner; April 6, 1994.

13.  Lawrence Lowell Ames; April 17, 1994.

14.  Stella L. Haisfield; April 25, 1994,

15.  Dr. Jane E. Nielson & Dr. H.G. Wilshire; May 1, 1994,
16.  Jim Stauffer; May 5, 1994.

17.  Peter Drekmeier; May 9, 1994.

18.  Tom Rivell; May 10, 1994,

Organizations

19.  David T. Smernoff & James A. Steinmetz; Bay Area Action; April 22,
1994.

20.  Paul Burks; Citizens® Advisory Board for the Moffett NAS Superfund
Site and the MEW Companies Superfund Site; May 4, 1994.
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21.  Lenny Siegel; Pacific Studies Center; May 5, 199%4.

22. Debbie Mytels; Peninsula Conservation Center Foundation; May 6,
1994.

23.  Jill Keimach; South Bay Ad Hoc Committee; May 10, 1994.

Oral Comments

24.  Public Meeting; April 18, 1994

C. Comments and Responses

This section includes a reproduction of each letter received during the public
review and comment period and a summary of the comments received at the
public forum held April 18, 1994. Comments were received from the general
public, public agencies and interested organizations. Each comment and
response is labeled with a reference number in the margin.

Where the same comment has been made more than once, a response may
direct the reader to a previous response. When a response required revisions
to the Draft Environmental Assessment, changes have been made to the text
and are shown in this Final Environmental Assessment.
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LETTER 1:

1-1:

Brian Hunter, Department of Fish and Game

Comment noted. This letter acknowledges that the
Comprehensive Use Plan outlines future uses and development at
Moffett Field and an understanding that the facility will remain
in federal ownership and retain its present mission of aviation
research, development and training.

The Department of Fish and Game concurs that the level of new
construction under Future Concept 1 will reduce the potential for
impacts to biological resources. The Department supports
NASA’s intention to protect wetlands and sensitive species at
Moffett Field.
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i STATE OF CALIFORNIA — THE RESOURCES AGENCY

2

PETE WILSON, Governor

JFFICE OF HISTORIC PRESERVATION

JEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION
».0. BOX 942896 -
JACRAMENTO 94296-0001

316) 653-6624

‘AX: (916) 653-9824

May 2, 1994

Sandy Olliges, Manager
Environmental Program

NASA, Ames Research Center
MOFFETT FIELD CA 94035-~1000

REPLY TO: NASA940408A

Project: Moffett Field Comprehensive Use Plan

Dear Ms. Olliges:

The Office of Historic Preservation (OHP) has received the
Draft Environmental Assessment Moffett Field Comprehensive Use Plan (EA) .
I have reviewed and provide the following comments on the

documentation you submitted in support of the cited project.

The plan notes that one archaeological site, CA-SCl1-23, was
previously recorded at Moffett Field. A testing program was
undertaken within the last year to determine the location and
condition of the site. The testing program was unable to locate
the site within the general vicinity of its record location. It
was concluded that the property has been destroyed.

The EA states that an ongoing inventory of the structures
at Moffett Field has identified 135 structures that may be
eligible for the national register. Many of these are within the
Central District. The plan indicates that within the Central
District one building will have a new use and several new
buildings will be built. Likewise, two new buildings are planned
between the two lighter-than-air hangers. The plan states that
the Mitigation Measure CULT-1 will ensure the protection of )
historic structures and districts. The plan also states, "Prior
to construction of any site-specific project, a NEPA review,
including the Section 106 process, will be completed."

Consultation on Section 106 actions usually takes place in 2-1
conjunction with the development of an EA. In this way, the
effects of a proposed plan can be stated in the document. Without
prior consultation with my office, the effect to historic
properties of a proposal is only the authors opinion. 1Is this
in compliance with 44 CFR 10?



The plan states that the mitigation measure will "ensure"
protection of historic structures and districts. However, the
mitigation measure only stipulates consultation with the State
Historic Preservation Officer. The mitigation measure
acknowledges that federal actions may result in modification or
removal of contributing elements of the district. This does not
appear to provide any assurance of protection.

Please provide me with information on the actions that you
have taken to consider historic properties in conjunction with the
proposed undertakings listed in the EA. This should include a
clear representation of the Area of Potential Effect (APE) for
each of the undertakings and the relationship of any properties to
the APE.

Your consideration of historic properties in the project
planning process is appreciated. If you have any questions
regarding our review of this undertaking, please call Gary
Reinoehl of our staff at (916) 653-5099.

Sincerely,

erXlyn dell
State Historic Preservation Officer

2-2

2-3
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LETTER 2:

2:1

2-2:

2-3:

Cherilyn Widell, Office of Historic Preservation

NASA is currently in the process of formally requesting Section
106 review for the CUP from the Office of Historic Preservation.
Any site-specific project that is in the vicinity of a property listed
or eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic Places
will not be undertaken until the requirements of 36 CFR Part
800 are satisfied. '

Revisions have been made to respond to the commentors
concerns.

Please refer to Response 2-1.
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CITY OF SAN JOSE, CALIFORNIA

SAN JOSE INTERNATIONAL AIRPORT
1661 AIRPORT BOULEVARD C-205
SAN JOSE, CALIFORNIA 95110-1285

Ralph G. Tonseth
- Director of Aviation

! May 4, 1994
Sandy Olliges

Environmental Program Manager
'NASA Ames Research Center

MS 218-1

Moffett Field, CA 94035-1000

RE: COMMENTS ON DRAFT MOFFETT FIELD COMPREHENSIVE
| USE PLAN AND DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT

|

Dear Ms. Olliges:

]

The following comments are being submitted within the public review period regarding the Draft Moffett Field
Comprehensive Use Plan and Draft Environmental Assessment. _ :

i
i

1. “The documents should disclose that (a) there is no Federal law mandating that NASA restrict 3-1
Moffett Field to only Federal users, (b) there are local and regional interests in possible future civil
aviation use at Moffett, and (c) there are a number of joint use airports in existence. Attached is
information related to the City of San Jose's long standing interest in the disposition of Moffett Field.

2. Given the above comment, the EA should be expandéd to include an alternative that assumes 3.2
some level of civil aviation use and development by the year 2010.

3. The EA's noise analysis appears inadequate. No detailed data or exhibits showing aircraft 3-3
operational assumptions and other critical INM inputs or impacted land uses are provided. Also, the
EA only presents mitigation measures that reduce impacts to a less than 3 db increase, without
providing information to support the assumption that a 3 db CNEL increase is the threshold for
significance.

Based on these comments, we conclude that the EA is incomplete and, therefore, the issuance of a Finding Of No
Significant Impact cannot be made at this time. '

- If you have any questions or need additional information, please contact me at (408) 277-5366 or Chris Sarbaugh
at (408) 277-4731.

| Sincerely,

,é.trx( ¢ s
) Ralph G. Tonseth :
Director of Aviation

RGT:CS
Attachments
'cc: John Pfeifer, FAA
JIRECTOR (408) 277-5366  FINANCE & ADMIN. (408)277-5360  DEVELOPMENT (408) 277-4721 FACILITIES (408) 277-4371 OPERATIONS (408) 277-4705

T FAX (408) 277-3191 FAX (408)277-3130 FAX (408) 277-3970 FAX (408) 277-3730 FAX (408) 277-3191

[



CITY OF SAN JOSE, CALIFORNIA

OEPARTMENT OF CITY PLANNING
801 NORTH FIRST STREET
SAN JOSE. Ca 951 10.179s

GARY J. BCHOENNAUER
OIRECTOR OF PLANNING

October 1, 1990

Mr. William Van Peters

Environmental Planning Branch

Western Facilities Engineering Command
The Department of the Army

P.0. Box 727 '

San Bruno, CA 94066-0720

Dear Mr. Peters:

Statement prepared for the San Francisco
Closures/Realignment. The City has compl
offers the following comment

Bay Area Candidate ‘Base
eted its review of the document and

r non-Navy ownership. If Alternatives 1
and 2 are defined as the closure of Moffett, then the EIS must address the

displacement of the other tenants and airfield users and the potentially
significant effects on air traffic at otner airports in the Bay Area,
including San Jose International. [f tha £1S assumes complete closure, it
should also identify continued operation of the Moffett Airfield under
non-iavy ownership as mitigation or as an additional alternative,



Mr. William Van Peters
October 1, 1990
Page Two

Thank you again for providing a copy of the Draft EIS for our review. We
would also appreciate the opportunity to review the Administrative Final EIS.
Future correspondence regarding this document should be directed to Stan

Ketchum of my staff at the address identified above. Stan can be reached by
telephone at (408) 277-4576.

Sincerely, :

N7 el

A Gary J. Schoennauer
Director of Planning

cc: Ralph Tonseth, Airport Department
0698L



" DON EDWARDS

10TH DiSTRICY, CALIFORNIA

COMMITTEE ON
JUDICIARY

- Congress of the Mnited States

SUBC oI o ON Bousge of Representatives
CONSTITUTIONAL RIGHTS ' wasbinmnn' E¢ 20515

COMMITTEE ON
VETERANS' AFFAIRS

December 14, 1990

Mr. Ralph G. Tonseth

Director of Aviation

City of San Jose

1661 Airport Boulevard, Suite C205
San Jose, California 95110

Dear Ralph:

WASHINGTON OFFICE:
(202) 225-3072

DISTRICT OFFICES:
1042 WEST HEOOING STREET
Sutre 100
SaN Jose, CA 95126
(408) 247-1711

38750 PASEO PACRE PankwAy
FREMONT, CA 94536
(416) 782-5320

My District Coordinator, Terry Poche, has let me know of your
interest in having the City of San Jose apply for a dual use
arrangement with Moffett Naval Air Station for general aviation.

As YOu may know, a request for such a plan would have to be
initiated from a local government. Officials at the Department
of the Navy have informed me that the City of San Jose is the

appropriate authority to make this application.

‘Enclosed is the information necessary to make the application. I

hope you will find it helpful, and if you have any further

questions, please do not hesitate to contact me.

With warmest regards.

Sincerely,
Don Edwards
Member of Congress

DE:sn
Enclosure -



CITY OF SAN JOSE, CALIFORNIA

801 NORTH FIRST STREET
SAN JOSE. CA 95110
(408) 277-4237

SUSAN HAMMER
‘[ MAYOR

January 10, 1991

Mr. H. Lawrence Garrett III
Secretary of the Navy
Department of the Navy

: The Pentagon

l Washington, D. C. 20350

Dear Secretary Garrett:

Last Spring, the Department of the Navy held public scoping hearings to
solicit input and identify issues and concerns to-be addressed in an
. Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) evaluating the potential environmental
{ and socioeconomic. effects of " . . . the possible closure and/or realignment
' of Naval activities in the San Francisco Bay Area", including Moffett Naval
Air Station. At that time, the City of San Jose Airport Department submitted
\ written comments requesting that the FIS evaluate the continued use of a '
; portion of the airfield for non-military aircraft.

] Recent events have heightened the importance of seriously considering future
f aviation use of a portion of Moffett Field. The on-going Airport Master Plan
~Update for San Jose International Airport has found that the space needs of
all users cannot.be adequately met at the existing Airport. The potential may
| exist to meet some of these facility needs at Moffett Field. -

| If Moffett Field were to be closed, several users of the airfield would remain
including NASA. It can be inferred from the EIS that the airfield will remain
to serve NASA and the other users. .In effect, Moffett Field would remain as a
viable aviation facility. : '

Recent legislation introduced in the U. §. Congress would give local
governaent jurisdictions adjacent to the facility priority in acquiring

| military bases that are closed. The City of San Jose supports this concept
but favors a modified approach which would emphasize the regional nature and
importance of many of these facilities, particularly Moifett Field.

Cities, such as San Jose, which are not directly adjacent to a military
facility, but are in close proximity, should be considered for participation
in the reuse of closed bases. This is particularly appropriate when regional
benefits, such as expanded civil aviation use and the accompanying reduction
In general/comnercial aviation conflicts at San Jose International Airport can
be demonstrated.



Mr. H. Lawrence Garrett (I1I
January 10, 1991
Page Twvo

The City of San Jose recognizes the significant concerns regarding civilian
use of Moffett Field expressed by the City Councils of Mountain View and
Sunnyvale. Discussions of the ultimate reuse of Moffett Field must take into
account the needs, costs and benefits to all affected jurisdictions within the
region. Should the decision to close Moffett Field be confirmed, the City of
San Jose stands ready to be an active participant in these discussions.

On December 4, 1990, the San Jose City Council voted unanimously to transmit
to the Department of the Navy the City's strong position in favor of civil
aviation use of a portion of Moffett Field.

Sincerely,

Susan Hammer
Mayor

cc: Honorable Tom Campbell
U. S. House of Representatives

Honorable Don Edwards
U. S. House of Representatives

Honorable Norman Y. Mineta
U. S. House of Representatives

Kevin Duggan, City Manager
City of Mountain View

Thomas F. Lewcock, City Manager
City of Sunnyvale

William Zaner, City Manager
City of Palo Alto



CITY OF SAN JOSE, CALIFORNIA

AIRPORT DEPARTMENT

1661 AIRPORT BOULEVARD, SUITE C-205
SAN JOSE, CALIFORNIA 95110-1285

Tele: (408) 277-5366

Fax: (408) 277-3191

Ralph G. Tonseth

Dicector of Aviation 4 September 19, 1991

Dale Compton

Director

NASA Ames Research Center
MS 200-1

Moffett Field, CA 94035

Dear Mr. Compton:

The City of San Jose has been following with interest the efforts of NASA
Ames Research Center, Lockheed and ESL to plan for the future use of
Moffett Field. San Jose has also expressed an interest in its continued use
as an aviation facility and has offered to help manage such an operation.

It seemed appropriate .at .th'is juncture for représentatives of NASA, ESL
Lockheed and the City of San Jose to discuss this important issue. | would

like to schedule a meeting with you or a representative of your

organization, along with representatives of Lockheed and ESL, to discuss

- opportunities for regional cooperation on commercial and general aviation

issues, especially as they relate to the future of Moffett Field.

I' would be happy to-meet at your office. Possible dates that | am .
available for a meeting include: September 30, October 2, the mornings of
October 9 and 11, and 3:00 p.m. on either October 7 or 9.

Thank you for your assistance. 1 look forward to hearing frbfn you or a
representative of NASA Ames Research Center.

Sincerely,

Ralph G. Tonseth
Director of Aviation

cc:
Art Money, President, ESL
John McMahon, President, Lockheed Missiles & Space Company



CITY OF SAN JOSE, CALIFORNIA

801 NORTH FIRST STREET
SAN JOSE, CA 8510
aoB) 277-4237

BSUSAN HAMMER
MAYOR

October 21, 1991

Honorable Norman Y. Mineta
House of Representatives
Washington, DC 20515

SUBJECT: MOFFETT FIEﬁD DISPOSITION PROCESS

Dear Congrsiiggg,xiﬁéEa;;%ZZ47\_.

As you know, Congress accepted the 1991 Defense Base Closure
and Realignment Commission report on July 1. NAS Moffett Field
is one of the bases targeted in the report for closure. I am
writing to you to express The City of San Jose's interest in
the future of the facility.

The disposition of NAS Moffett Field is a serious concern to
~San Jose for a number of reasons. The facility has the
potential to be a major component of the regional air
transportation system of Santa Clara County. While San Jose
does not border NAS Moffett Field, its future use will have a
great impact on the City's residents as well.

The City of San Jose should play a role in planning for the
facility's future use. As Mayor of the City of San Jose, I am
requesting your assistance to ensure that the federal process
used to plan for the disposition and re-~use of NAS Moffett
Field be an open one that involves all affected communities and
interests groups.

The City of San Jose stands ready to assist in this process and
would be glad to host any meetings or hearings that would be
required.

For your information, letters regarding this topic, have been
sent to Congressmen Tom Campbell and Don Edwards, and Senators
Alan Cranston and John Seymour.



Honorable Norman Y Mineta

MOFFETT FIELD DISFUSITION PROCESS
October 21, 1991 '
Page Two

I1f you have any questions or need additional information,
please contact me at (408) 277-4237, or Ralph Tonseth at (408)
277-5366. :

Sincerely,

Susan Hammer
Mayor

cc: Richard Cheney
Secretary of the Department of Defense

Blanca Alvarado, Councilmemper
Joe Head, Councilmember
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T Council Agenda: 12/8/92
: . . » Item #: '

CITY OF S AN J O 8 E - MEXORANDOUHN

—

TO: MAYOR AND COUNCIL FROM: MAYOR SUSAN HAMMER

COUNCILMEMBERS
BLANCA ALVARADO AND
JOE HEAD

SUBJECT: Position Statement DATE: November 24, 1992

on Moffaett Pield

appRovED YW —" /%-A/ ﬁQ:-(/M DATE

4 COUNCIL DISTRICT: CITY WIDE
BECOMMENDATION ’ ' ' :

We recommend that the City Council approve the following modification
of the City of San Jose position on Moffett Field.

BACKGROUND

In April of 1992, the council approved the General Aviation Task
Force recommendations on the future of Moffett Field., After meeting
with representatives of Sunnyvale and Mountain View as well as the
Federal Aviation Administration (FAR), it became clear that a longer
range position on Moffett Field is needed.

POSITION OF THE CITY OF SAN JOSE ON THE FUTURE OF MOFFETT FIRLD

The City of San Jose (City) . supports the transfer of Moffett
o. Field to the National Aeronautics and Space Administration
(NASA) as recommended by the Defense Base Closure and
- Realignment Commission. ‘

The City recognizes NASA ames Research Center as a unique and

o irreplaceable facility which conducts important research
into, and provides vital new technology for, military and
civilian aviation as well as for space exploration.

The City also acknowledges that NaSA's current flight - test
© programs at Moffett Field are incompatible with civil
aviation operations.

The City clearly understands that the NASA Research Center is

o a key component of the economic and industrial base of Santa
Clara County and fully supports its continued presence and
activities.



- a PR —— T [ ESTRY E T BN L PR W B B B W (W T T g [ (O PR VY

The City also recognizes that Moffett Field is an essential
and integral part of the aerconautical ‘and technical
sndustries of this region. Therefore, as a vital part of
this industry, the facility should be preserved as a
long-term aviation asset for Santa Clara County.

Further, the City believes that in these times of rapidly
changing government priorities and econonmic uncertainties,

there may come a time when NASA's mission and/or flight

programs at Moffett Field may cease or become compatible with
civil aviation uses. In that event, the City believes it is

in the best interests of long-term regional aviation
transportation to have in place a contingency plan that
spells out the alternative aviation uses of Moffett Field in -
a post-NASA era. This could best be achieved by conducting a -
Master Plan consistent with the long-term planning efforts of
the Metropolitan Transportation Commission and the cities of
Santa Clara County. :
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Us.DEPARTMENTOFTRANSPORTANON
FEDERAL AVIATION ADMINISTRATION v
5000.5D

1/5/89

SuBJ: LIST OF JOINT-USE AIRPORTS

1. PURPOSE. This order transmits, for information purposés, a list of military

installations where, by agreement, the Federal military department permits some
degree of civil use. :

2. DISTRIBUTION. This order is distributed to division level in Washington
headquarters of the Office of Airport Standards, Office of Airport Planning and
Programming, Regional Airports Divisions, and all Airports District Offices,

3. CANCELLATION. Order $000.5C, List of Joint-Use Airports, dated
February 1, 1983, is cancelled. :

4. PRINCIPAL CHANGES. The list of military installations where civil activities

are allowed has been updated by the Department of Defense and is enclosed as
Appendix 1. :

Paul L. Galis
Director, Office of Airport

Planning and Programming

This reprint succeeds previously distributed Order 5000.5D dated 1/5/89.

Distribution: A-W(AS/pPpP)-2, A-X(AS)~2, A-FAS-]1(STD) Initiated By:  APP—400
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1/5/89 : 5000.5D
Appendix 1

MILITARY/CIVIL-USE AIRPORT

Codes for civil use:

1. Open to all civil aviation under a joint use agreement.

2. Joint-Use agreement for limited use.

3. Weather alternate for schedule air carriers by permit or prior
permission. :

STATE . LOCATION CODE
ALASKA Allen AAF 1/3
Barter Island Dew Station 2
Eielson AFB A 3
Elmendorf AFB 3
Point Lay Dew Station 2
Shemya AFB 3
sayainwright AAF 2/3
ARIZONA Libby AAF/Sierra Vista Municipal 1/3
#%Yuma MCAS/Yuma International 1
CALIFORNIA George AFB 3
Palmdale AF Plant 42 2/3
Travis AFB 2/3
El Centro NAF 3
Alameda NAS 3
Miramar NAS 3
Moffett Field NAS 3
DELAWARE - Dover AFB 2
FLORIDA Eglin AFB ' 2/3
~ Key West NAS 3
Tyndall AFB ' 3
GEORGIA Dobbins AFB 3
GUAM #Agana NAS 1
" Andersen AFB 3
HAWAIIL Barbers Point NAS 3
Dillingham- 1
Ford Island 2
IDAHO Mountain Home AFB 3
KANSAS McConnell AFB
Sherman AAF 1

# Must obtain Navy facility license
* pirport with FAA/AIP agreement
®s prior permission required

Page 1



1/5/89

$000.5D
Appendix 1
LOUISIANA England AFB 3
Polk AAF >
MASSACHUSETTS Hgstover AFB 2
MICHIGAN Grayling AAF 1
K. I. Sawyer AFB 3
Wurtsmith AFB 3
MISSQURI ®%#Forney AAF 2
fDNTAN_ Malmstrom AFB 3
NEBRASKA Offutt_AFB 3
NEVADA Nellis AFB 3
Fallon NAS 3
NEW_HAMPSHIRE Pease AFB 3
NEW MEXICO Cannon AFB 3
NORTH DAKOTA Grand Forks AFB 3
Minot AFB 3
OHIO Rickenbacker ANGB 2
OKLAHOMA Altus AFB 3
PUERTO RICO Roosevelt Roads NS 3
SOUTH CAROLINA ®Charleston AFB 1
) Myrtle Beach AFB 2
SOUTH DAKOTA Ellsworth AFB 3
TEXAS Dyess AFB 3
Kelly AFB 3
Laughlin AFB 3
Sheppard AFB 1
UTAH Hill AFB 3
VIRGINIA Blackstone AAF/Allen C.
Perkinson Municipal T
Langley AFB 3
WASHING TON Fairchild AFB 3
McChord AFB 3
Gray AAF 2
WISCONSIN McCoy/Sparta AAF 1

NOTE: Richards Gebaur AFB, MO and Ellington AFB, TX were deleted, they are now
civil airports. :
Page 2



AUGUST 19%4

MOFFETT FIELD COMPREHENSIVE USE PLAN
FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT
COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

LETTER 3:

3-1:

Ralph G. Tonseth, City of San Jose

As noted by this commentor, there is considerable local and
regional interest in possible future civilian aviation use at Moffett
Field.

This project’s purpose and need was largely determined on April
15, 1991, when Base Closure and Realignment Commission
recommended that Moffett Field should continue to operate as a
federal airfield used for research, development, training and
operational activities. The Base Closure and Realignment
Commission, Congress, and the President of the United States
consider Moffett Field essential to the activities and operations
of federal entities, such as the California Air National Guard, the
Navy Air Reserve, and NASA itself. Uses other that those
associated with federal activities are not considered at Moffett
Field because the airfield must continue to be available, in its full
capacity, for federal uses. Thus, the development of an
alternative for Moffett Field to be used as a commercial and/or
general aviation airport was not considered because it does not
meet the project purpose and need which is to continue to use
Moffett field as a solely federal facility to support national
defense, and research and development.

Guidance is provided by the Federal Property and Administrative
Services Act of 1949. The Act provides the statutory foundation
by which the federal government can dispose of real property no
longer required by federal agencies. The process is essentially a
two step process, as outlined below:

» Properties deemed excess to the needs of the Department
of Defense are reported to the GSA for utilization by
other federal executive agencies having a requirement for
such property; and

+ Disposal as surplus property to a non-federal public agency
or other organizations if no federal agency requires the

property.

The federal guidelines are quite clear on this process, and in the
case of Moffett Field are reinforced by the recommendations of
the Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission to
maintain Moffett Field as a federal facility under the ownership
and control of NASA. These recommendations were approved
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MOFFETT FIELD COMPREHENSIVE USE PLAN AUGUST 1994
FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT
COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

3-3:

by the President and Congress and carry the weight of federal
law. In light of this, and since portions of Moffett Field have
been declared to be excess only to the needs of the Department
of Defense, the base transfer process, by law, stops at the first
step. Thus, NASA is the only agency currently empowered by
Congress to negotiate with the Department of Defense for the
transfer of the facility.!

In addition, introduction of commercial cargo and general
aviation operations would significantly affect Moffett Field’s
ability to continue to serve its defense and research-related
tenants. More information related to these issues can be found
in the Assessment of Aviation and Community Impacts of Moffett
Field Transfer prepared for the cities of Sunnyvale and Mountain
View by P&D Aviation.

See response 3-1.

Comment noted. The information requested has been
incorporated into this Environmental Assessment as Appendix A.

A 3 dB increase is the level at which the human ear would be
able to detect a noticeable change in the noise environment. In
addition, this threshold of significance is commonly used in
analyses under the California Environmental Quality Act. As a
point of reference, a 5 dB increase is considered a clearly
noticeable change and can be compared to the sound of leaves
rustling in the wind.?

! Assessment of Aviation and Community Impacts of Moffett Field Transfer. The cities of

Mountain View and Sunnyvale. P&D Aviation. July 10, 1992.

2 Olson Laboratories Inc.
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UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
REGION IX
75 Hawthorne Street
San Francisco, CA 94105
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Mag e
May 5, 1994

Ms. Sandy Olliges

Assistant Chief

Office of Safety, Health and Environmental Services

National Aeronautics and Space Administration

Ames Research Center

Moffett Field, CA 94035-1000

Dear Ms. Olliges:

I am writing in response to your April 7, 1994 letter. I would like to clarify the
requirements of EPA’s November 30, 1993 regulation on determining conformity of general
Federal actions to State and Federal implementation plans.

The situation regarding Moffett Field appears to involve two Federal actions. One
action is the transfer of Moffett Field from the Navy to NASA. The other action would consist
of the transfer of aircraft from other military installations in the Bay Area to Moffett Field.

The first action, transferring Moffett Field from the Navy to NASA, would be exempt
from the conformity requirements based on §93.153(c)(xx). This section exempts transfers of
real property, including land, facilities, and related personal property from a Federal entity to
another Federal entity.

The second action, moving aircraft from other military installations to Moffett Field, may
require a conformity determination since it would involve an increase in air emissions from
Moffett Field due to the additional aircraft being relocated there. Section 93.158 of the
regulation provides a number of options for determining conformity. As you probably are
aware, the regulation establishes de minimis levels for actions required to have conformity
determinations. If you are required to make a determination, I would certainly be available to
assist you in interpreting the requirements of the regulations.

: Please contact me at your convenience if you would like to discuss thlS matter further.
My telephone number is (415) 744-1212.

Sincerely,

Vi

‘Robert Pallarino
Air Planning Branch
Air and Toxics Division

cc: Tom Addison, BAAQMD

4-1



MOFFETT FIELD COMPREHENSIVE USE PLAN AUGUST 1994
FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT
COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

LETTER 4: Robert Pallarino, United States Environmental Protection
Agency
4-1: Comment noted. NASA is aware of such regulations and will

~continue to seek guidance from the United States Environmental
Protection Agency. A discussion of the project’s requirement for
a conformity determination is contained on page 98 of this
Environmental Assessment.
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Coalition
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Silicon
Valley
Toxics

760 North First Street

San Jose, California 95112
(408) 287-6707

FAX (408) 2876771

Ted Smith

. Executive Director

OFFICERS

{ Rick Sawyer, President

i
1

‘ ,
' Debbie Cole, Vice President

Business Manager
South Bay AFL-CIO
Labor Council

\ Mike Belli\'/eau, Vice President

Executive Director
Citizens for a Better
Environment

At Large

; Bill Brill, Treasurer
IBEW Local 1245

Lynn De Asis, Secretary
At large

i BOARD OF DIRECTORS
Savas Alvarez
Alviso Community

Organization

Patricia Marchant
Futures Foundation

| Yolanda Reynolds
Al Large

Lil Ruscigno

| Public Health Nurse

i
Stephen Shunk
At Large

SEIU Local 715

Mark Sharwood
SEIU Local 1877

! Larry Tilley
Berryessa Citizens
Advisory Council

[ Susette Urmeneta
Coyote Creek .
Homeowners Association

Annie Vallesteros
ERC/SISU

-May -6, 1994

- ‘2 4 -

=Ms¢LSand§fOlliges

- Efivironmental Manager

NASA'Emes ‘Research Center .
Moffett Field, Ca' 94035 ~° . -

Dear- Sandy:

We appreciate the opportunity to comment on the Draft
Environmental Assessment on the Moffett Field
Comprehensive Use Plan (EA) (April 7, 1994). NASA-Ames
is a major resource to our community and nation. Sound

~-planring and thorough analysis of the environmental

impacts of future use of the US Naval Air Station at
Moffett Field after stewardship is transferred to NASA
will only erhance its rcle.

Unfortunately, the Draft Environmental Assessment is
narrow in focus because possible the future uses of
Moffett Fieid put forth in the Comprehensive Use Plan
(CUP) are so limited. The CUP only identifies two
alternatives for Moffett Field which are similar as far
as:use, “but’“differ " only on the degree of use.
Subsequently, the Draft EA is iimited and does not
adéquately-dddress the impact of continued operations
at Moffett Field with new "Tenants", as NASA steps in.

The Draft Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI), is
clearly inappropriate. Our major areas of concern are:

1. Air Field Uses - The CUP puts forth a scenario that
will increase flight operations to 1991 levels of
€0,000 flight operations a year, with approximately,
20,000 overflights. However, the noise levels
generated by the helicopters are increased 3 Db. The
measures suggested to mitigate this noise are not
zdeguate. On2 of the mitigatinn measvres suggests
roving the overflights from the residential area closer
to the Bay. While this might lessen the impact on the
residential community, it increases impacts on the area
adjacent to the Bay--the wetliands. The wetlands are
alresdy a deqgraded axea ard the home to endangered
species,

We believe the impact of
closer proximity to the
significantly detrimental

-increased flights and their
vetlands area, will have a
affect on the wetlands area.

5-1

5-2



We further believe that the noise levels have not been adequately
analyzed, with the transfer of 24 helicopters from Hamilton and

Alameda Air Fields, as the noise generated by helicopters

"hovering" and ‘touch-and-go’ operations is significantly different
from aircraft takeoffs and landings.

2. Degradation of wetlands and endangered species The EA is
inadequate in considering public access to the wetlands area of the
facility. The EA makes no provision for restoration of the
wetlands, nor does it state how the wetlands will be protected and
enhanced. With the Navy leaving, there is a great opportunity to
protect and restore these wetlands.

3. Total Aircraft Emissions - The additional flight operations
projected for the next 17 years will increase hydrocarbon air
emissions 25%; carbon monoxide 4%; and nitrogen oxides 15% (EA page
90.) The CUP also increases aircraft operations below 3000 feet to
be increased 56%. It is absurd to argue that the reduction of
emissions into the northern section of the San Francisco Air Basin
because of the transfer of air operation from Hamilton and Alameda
does not mean an increase in air emissions in the southern section
of the air basin "balances out in the end". Tens of thousands of
South bay residents--who already live in a smoggy polluted non-
attainment area--will clearly experience a significant impact. The
Draft Finding of No Significant Impact is clearly an indefensible
legal farce. '

4. Fuel Storage - Plans for Moffett assume continued operation of
a major Defense Fuel Support Center at the site. Fuel storage
poses significant threats to the environment. One of our major
concerns is the ‘presence of 4 jet fuel tanks, each with a 567,000
gallon capacity. These tanks, according to Navy admissions, do not
meet double-wall requirements" (pg. 65) and are sitting in
groundwater. The EA states that these will be removed in 1998, in
accordance with Underground storage Tank requlations. However, the
immediate concern of a petroleum leak from the tanks remains
paramount. Our technical consultants found 1) that monitoring
wells were not properly located; 2) if a discharge occurs after the
Navy leaves, it is not clear who is responsible for quick response
and clean up; and 3) a catastrophic release would be irreversible.

We urge that these tanks must be emptied and removed prior to
transfer and that the appropriate party who will be responsible to
ensure a quick response and thorough clean up if discharges occur
must be identified. -

The EA admits that the receiving area at Guadalupe Slough is
"inadequate for current use" and a monitoring program "needs to be
established along with a spill prevention control and counter
measure plan". (EA page 64).

We agree with the EA that a monitoring program at Guadalupe Slough

must be established and that a spill prevention control and counter

measure plan be implemented. However, we believe that a timetable

5-4
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for this program must be established and reviewed before the Slough
is used for the next shipment.

5. Weapons and munitions storage. Despite the closure of Moffett
Field as a military installation, both alternatives of the CUP call
for continued storage of munitions, ordnance and weapons at Moffett
Field. Both the fuel tanks and the munitions storage have been
used to justify land-use decisions such as withholding permission
for the northern extension of the Bay Front Trail.

We believe the munitions and weapons storage must be removed,
reduced or eliminated, to allow public safe access to the northern
route of the Bay Trail. There is no public purpose served for NASA
to manage and maintain a munitions storage facility on site.

The Finding of No Significant Impact must be re-evaluated. There
are significant areas of concern that have not been adequately
addressed or "mitigated" by the Draft EA. It is also critical to
clarify the baseline of activity the FONSI used. While the Draft

"EA argues that there has been no Significant Impact based on the

level of activity in 1991, there has been a drop in activity
between 1993 and 1991. 1993 should be used as the baseline year,

not 1991.

Some problems with scope of the EA became apparent at the public
forum NASA held on April 18. One is that because the EA is taking
a programmatic approach it fails to see the cumulative impacts of
each individual project on the entire area. As a result the
mitigation measures aren’t able to take into account the projects
that have been previously undertaken. Other problems were
mentioned at the public, however because there is no public record
from that hearing, the breadth of community concern will not be
fully recognized. '

The closure of Moffett Field and its transfer to NASA provides many
opportunities. It is essential that this opportunity establishes
a model process that includes a land-use policy that involves the
community as stakeholders. It can be seen as a process that makes
environmental restoration and preservation a priority. We are very
concerned that the limited uses of Moffett put forth by NASA are

indicative of the lack of public participation on a meaningful

level. This limited view makes it difficult to view the entire
biotic community at Moffett Field and the valuable resources and
acreage it holds.

Sincerely,

Leslie Byster
Program Director

cont,
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MOFFETT FIELD COMPREHENSIVE USE PLAN AUGUST 1994
FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT
COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

LETTER §:

5-1:

Leslie Byster, Silicon Valley Toxics Coalition

The Environmental Assessment evaluates a range of alternatives
which meet the project purpose and need as required by NEPA.

 NEPA regulations require that an agency of the federal

government study, develop, and describe appropriate alternatives .
to recommended courses of action in any proposal which involves
unresolved conflict concerning alternative uses of available
resources 102 (2)(E). Environmental Assessments shall include a
“brief discussion” of the alternatives considered for accomplishing
the goal of the proposal, as provided in this Environmental
Assessment.

The Base Closure and Realignment Commission, Congress, and
the President of the United States consider the use of Moffett
Field by federal entities essential to continued federal activities
by resident agencies such as the California Air National Guard,
the Navy Air Reserve, and NASA itself.* The range of
alternatives available to NASA to fulfill the goal of continued
operation of the airfield as a federal facility are limited. Uses
other that those associated with federal activities have not been
considered at Moffett Field since the airfield must continue to be
available, in its full capacity, for these federal uses.

It is true that a number of alternatives were studied by local
jurisdictions. For example, in July 1992 the cities of Mountain
View and Sunnyvale prepared the Assessment of Aviation and
Community Impacts of Moffett Field Transfer to assess various
alternatives community members and organizations have
proposed at Moffett Field. Though many of these alternatives
were not considered realistic by NASA and the Department of
Defense, they were reviewed to determine community priorities
for the future of Moffett Field. The alternatives that were
reviewed included:

* NASA/Government Operations
* NASA/Government Operation plus Air Cargo
* NASA/Government plus General Aviation

* The Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission's report to the President

recommended

that Moffett Field "remain in federal custody and support of non-DOD

(Department of Defense) agencies and industry".
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MOFFETT FIELD COMPREHENSIVE USE PLAN
FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT
COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

5-2:

« NASA/Government Operation plus General Aviation and
Air Cargo

It was found that a major civilian general aviation and air cargo
operation component at Moffett Filed could very likely result in:

» Increased cumulative noise impact levels;

« Substantial increases in the frequency of single event noise
intrusions;

« Severe impact on NASA'’s operational effectiveness and
efficiency; and '

« Increased safety risks to NASA facilities and the
community.

Please refer to Response 3-3. - According to the Santa Clara
County General Plan, noise levels up to 80 dB are acceptable in
open space, conservation, and recreation areas. As documented
on page 87 of the Environmental Assessment, average noise
levels with mitigation will be below 75 CNEL in the wetland
areas. In addition, the Department of Fish and Game concurs
that Future Concept 1 will reduce the potential for impacts to
biological and wetland resources (Letter 1). In addition, the Bay
Plan prepared by the Bay Conservation and Development
Commission (BCDC) identifies the take-off of aircraft over the
Bay a priority use in order to avoid urban areas.

The noise analysis contained in this Environmental Assessment
includes the projected operations of the 24 new helicopters. The
different hovering and touch-and-go patterns that are significantly
different from aircraft takeoffs and landings were assessed in the
noise analysis. ' '

Future Concept 1 of the Comprehensive Use Plan does not allow
for construction in the wetlands area with the exception of the
bridge at Stevens Creek. A project specific environmental
analysis will be required for the project when design details are
known and an actual project is proposed. Mitigation Mecasure
PLANT-1 and ANIMAL-1 provide for focused environmental
analysis of this project as well as projects proposed in the vicinity
of the wetlands. The Department of Fish and Game concurs that
the level of new. construction under Future Concept 1 will reduce
the potential for impacts to biological resources. NASA intends
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5-5:

5-6:

to protect wetlands and sensitive species at Moffett Field, and is
supported by the Department of Fish and Game.

NASA is not required under NEPA to restore wetlands as a
result of assuming responsibility for this facility, nor does this
Environmental Assessment need to include a restoration plan.
An endangered species survey is currently being prepared by the
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service for NASA. NASA will develop a
management plan based on the results of this study.

The air emissions analysis has been amended in this Final
Environmental Analysis to respond to the commentors concerns
regarding the air quality analysis. Credits for aircraft from
Hamilton and Alameda airfields have been omitted from the
analysis to focus on local impacts.

The Environmental Protection Agency has set de minimus
standards for analyzing the significance of air emission increases
for federal installations, as discussed on pages 94 and 98 of this
Final Environmental Assessment. The threshold for significance
for emissions are 100 tons per year for ozone precursors
(hydrocarbons and nitrogen oxides), carbon monoxide, sulfur
dioxide and PM,,. Because increases in emissions are expected
to fall significantly under these thresholds, no substantial impacts
are anticipated. '

All current and proposed sources of air pollutants will meet all
federal, State and local rules and regulations. All stationary
sources will be permitted through the BAAQMD.

Comment noted. NEPA requires that all proposed major federal
actions be analyzed for environmental impacts. The
Comprehensive Use Plan proposes possible construction of new
facilities, new land and new employees. Carrying out the plan
which will result in these actions occurring are what must be
considered pursuant to NEPA. NEPA does not require an
environmental analysis of current uses. In addition, existing
conditions are analyzed in the Navy’s Baseline Environmental
report (BER).

The Navy retains complete responsibility for compliance with all
terms and provisions of the Federal Facility Agreement (FFA)
and all other environmental restoration and remediation
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5-7.

5-8:

requirements and regulations related to on-going activities of the
Navy or its contractors or subcontractors associated with the
Naval Air Station at Moffett Field. This includes the removal or
closure of underground storage tanks and the remediation of any
contamination from those tanks. Specifics of the agreement
between the Navy-and NASA can be found in the Memorandum
of Understanding Between the Department of the Navy and NASA
regarding Moffett Field, CA, dated December 22, 1992.

At this time NASA is working on an agreement with the Defense
Fuel Supply Center (DFSC) whereby DFSC would operate the
fuel system and would be responsible for all environmental
compliance and restoration thereof, including the eventual
removal or closure of the storage tanks.

Mitigation Measure RISK-2 requires. site-specific environmental
analysis prior to the development of a new fuel farm. The

_ existing fuel farm tanks have undergone integrity testing. No

evidence of leaks has been found, as stated on page 69 of this
document. In addition, as described in Mitigation Measure
RISK-3 of this Final Environmental Assessment, the existing jet
fuel system at Moffett Field shall be in compliance with the
California Underground Storage Tank regulations by December
1998. Finally, RISK-4 requires site-specific hazardous materials
investigation and evaluation prior to individual construction
projects under the Comprehensive Use Plan.

Mitigation Measure RISK-1 has been added to this Final
Environmental Analysis to respond to this comment. This
mitigation measure is expected to offset any substantial impacts
of implementation of Concept 1 of the Comprehensive Use Plan.

Moffett Field will continue to be used to support national
defense. Ordnance storage is necessary for training activities
which are carried out from this facility.

NASA is committed to working toward implementation of the
Bay Trail and has convened a. working group to examine Bay
Trail issues and potential solutions. The Air National Guard
which is responsible for the operation and maintenance of the
ordnance areas at Moffett Field and other effected resident.
agencies, are be involved in the Bay Trail working group sessions.
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5-9:

5-10:

5-11:

5-12:

The Environmental Assessment uses existing conditions in 1993,
as described in Table 3 of this Final Environmental Assessment,
as the baseline for analysis. This baseline assumes an
employment of 10,000 employees and a total building square
footage of 5,615,528. The Environmental Assessment does not
argue that there has been no significant impact based on the level
of activity in 1991. In some cases, these numbers have been
included for reference to provide an overall understanding of the
limited scope of activities proposed by NASA under the
Comprehensive Use Plan.

The Environmental Assessment analyzes the effects of adopting
and developing a use plan. As a result, the impacts identified
must be addressed from a programmatic point of view. This level
of analysis is recognized as appropriate in the NEPA guidelines
(40 CFR. 1502.4(b)). The traffic and air quality analyses in this
Environmental Assessment consider cumulative impacts. In
addition, site-specific development will require additional
environmental review. V

Community concerns raised at the public forum on April 18,
1994 were documented and are contained in this Final
Environmental Assessment. Responses have been made as
appropriate.

Please refer to Response 5-1. The conclusion that many
opportunities are offered by the transfer to NASA must be put in
context. Opportunities to decrease job loss by continuing federal
operations rather than eliminating them can be realized by the
Comprehensive Use Plan. Development of a plan which does
not focus on national defense and research and development to
support national defense does not exist because of Congressional
and Presidential actions.

NASA has made several attempts to inform the public of
development of the Comprehensive Use Plan and associated
environmental review. Three public meetings were held between
June 1993 and April 1994. On June 3 and November 15, 1993
public meetings were held to gather public input on the
Comprehensive Use Plan and the environmental analysis of the
Plan. In addition, the Draft Environmental Assessment was
circulated for public review and comment by the National
Aeronautics and Space Administration in April 1994 to over 200
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agencies, organizations and individuals. The Draft
Environmental Assessment was available for a 30-day review
period, which closed on May 11, 1994. A public forum was held
on April 18, 1994 to solicit public input and comment on the
Comprehensive Use Plan and the Draft Environmental
Assessment. In addition, responses to comments have been
included in this Final Environmental Assessment to further
respond to public inquiry.

In addition, during the period from January to June 1992, the
cities of Mountain View and Sunnyvale conducted a number of
public informational meetings during which public testimony was
taken regarding future use of Moffett Field. This public
testimony is documented in the Assessment of Aviation and
Community Impacts of Moffett Field Transfer prepared by P&D
Aviation for the cities of Mountain View and Sunnyvale.
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NASA Ames Research Center = \K

Mail Stop 200-1 !
PO Box 1000
Moffett Field, CA 94035

Dear Dr. Munechika:

As members of the Community Advisory Board for the
Moffett Naval Air Station and the MEW Companies
Superfund Sites established bv the Silicon Valle

Toxics Coalition, we respectfully request that NASA
expand the opportunities for public involvement in
consideration of the Draft Environmental Assessment.
A number of us attended the April 18 meeting held by
NASA to release the dccument, but we were disappointed
in the lack of gereral community notice and the lack of
substantive respcnses. We feel that the public
interest would be served by a2 fully publicized public
hearing, at which members of the public could make
comments on the Comprehensive Use Plan, the Draft
Environmental Assessment, and the Draft Finding of No
Significant Impact. This meeting should be convened as
a public hearing under the National Environmental
Policy Act (NEPA) with NSA responding, according to the
NEPA process, to each comment before the documents are
finalized.

We believe a full public hearing is merited because 1)
substantial environmental controversy
surrounding NASA‘s proposed use of Moffett Field and 2)
there is substantial public interest in the hearing.
According tc §1506.6 of the Regulations for
Implementing the Procedural Provisions of the Naticnal
(40 CFR Parts 1500-1508),
these are precisely the criteria to be considerzd bty
your agency when determining whether to hold 2 zulld
hearing.

[

—~
~

1

Once you determine a time and place for this hearing,
we would be glad to assist you in publicizing the
event. We believe that 60 days notice is ample time to
allow interested parties to know of the hearing.




-

The Ames Research Center 1is a valued part of our community. We
believe, however, that its expansion should proceed in full
consultation with all interested members of the community. We
believe that many members .of the neighboring communities remain
unaware of NASA‘s plans to expand activity at Moffett Field from
their current levels. '

Sincerely,
,46/15 LT

Leslie Byster, Paul Lesti and Paul Burks
for the Community Advisory Board

cont.
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LETTER 6: Leslie Byster, Silicon Valley Toxics Coalition

6-1: Please refer to Responses 5-11 and 5-12.
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Santa Clara Valley Water District

5750 ALMADEN EXPRESSWAY
SAN JOSE, CA  95118-3686
TELEPHONE (408} 265-2600
FACSIMILE (408) 266-0271

May 6, 1994 AN AFFIRMATIVE ACTION EMPLOYER

Ms. Sandra Olliges

NASA Ames Research Center
Safety, Health, and Medical Services
M/S 218-1

Moffett Field, CA 94035-1000

Dear Ms. Olliges:
Subject: The Draft Environmental Assessment for Moffett Field

The District has reviewed the Draft Environmental Assessment and has the following comments:

Page 29, Paragraph 2a:

District Ordinance 83-2 requires the acquisition of a District permit prior to construction 7-1
adjacent to or within a District facility. Specifically, a District permit will also be
required for the construction of the proposed bridge crossing of Stevens Creek.

Page Para h 2c:

The third sentence states that "harmful pollutants will not be permitted to enter San 7-2
Francisco Bay." It is not clear through review of this DEIS how this will be
accomplished. In addition, the fourth sentence states that "low levels of organic
compounds have been found in the effluent, but these levels are not considered
significant..." The DEIS would be more complete if it included a brief discussion of the
source(s) of these compounds and who made the determination that they are not
considered significant.

Page 96, Section B, Mitigation Measure WATER-1:

Consider revising the paragraph to read:

"Development on the site, especially in the vicinity of Stevens Creek (including 7-3
construction of the connecting bridge), shall be designed and operated to prevent

channel modification, erosion, siltation, and the introduction of pollutants into

surface waters including Stevens Creek, Guadalupe Slough, and San Francisco

Bay."

o



Ms. Sandra Olliges 2

We appreciate the opportunity to review this document.

Sincerely,

GL A -

Marc J. Klemencic, P.E.
Division Engineer

Design Coordination Division

May 6, 1994
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LETTER T:

7-1:

7-2:

7-3:

Marc J. Klemencic, Santa Clara Valley Water District

Comment noted. Page 31 of this Environmental Assessment has
been amended to reflect the comment.

The commentor indicates incorrectly that the Environmental
Assessment is an Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS).

Moffett Field is regulated by the San Francisco Bay Regional
Water Quality Control Board (SFRWQCB) pursuant to the
Clean Water Act. No significant pollutants will be allowed to
enter the Bay as a result of the compliance with these regulations
and the permit requirements of the SFRWQCB. More
information on the levels of organic compounds can be found in
the Environmental Resources Document, NASA Ames Research
Center, Moffett Field, June 1992 in addition to monitoring reports
prepared by Chemical Waste Management, Inc. These
documents are submitted to the SFRWQCB and the Santa Clara
Valley Water District and can be acquired from the NASA Ames
Research Center.

Mitigation Measure WATER-1 has been amended as suggested.
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The Resources Agehcy 8

Pete Wilson

- Douglas P. Wheeler
Governor

Secretary

California Conservation Corps e Department of Boating & Waterways e Department of Conservation
Department of Fish & Game e Department of Forestry & Fire Protection e Department of Parks & Recrealion e Department of Water Resources

May 9, 1994

NASA Ames Research Center

ATTN: ' Sandy Olliges

MS 218-1

Moffett Field, California 94035

Dear Ms. Olliges:

The State has reviewed the Draft Environmental Assessment, 8-1
Moffett Field Comprehensive Use Plan, Santa Clara County,
submitted through the Office of Planning and Research.

We coordinated review of this document with the San
Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality cControl Board; the
California Coastal, Native American Heritage, and State Lands
Commissions; and the Departments of Conservation, Fish and Game,
Parks and Recreation, Toxics Substance Control, and
Transportation. :

The Department of Fish and Game replied directly by copy of
their correspondence dated February 9, 1994.

project.

Thank you for providing an opportunity to review this

Sincerely,

Vet

for James T. Burroughs
Deputy Secretary and General Counsel

cc: Office of Planning and Research
1400 Tenth Street
Sacramento, CA 95814
(SCH 94044005)

The Resources Building Sacramento, CA 95813 (916) 653-5656 FAX (916) 653-8102
California Coastal Commission e California Tahoe Conservancy e Colorado River Board of California

Energy Resources. Conservation & Development Commission e San Francisco Bay Conservation & Development Commission
State Coastal Conservancy e State Lands Commission e State Reclamation Board

@ Printed on recveled paper
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LETTER 8:

8-1:

James T. Burroughs, The Resources Agency of California

Comment noted. This letter acknowledges the State of
California’s receipt and distribution of the Draft Environmental

Assessment.
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CITY OF MOUNTAIN VIEW

Office of the City Manager * 500 Castro Street » Post Office Box 7540 * Mountain View, CA 94039-7540
415 903-6301 * FAX 415 962-0384 :

May 09, 1994

Ms. Sandy Olliges

Environmental Program Manager
NASA Ames Research Center
Mail Stop 218-1

Moffett Field, California 94035-1000

Dear Ms. Olliges;

The City of Mountain View staff has reviewed the Moffett Field Comprehensive Use Plan
Draft Environmental Assessment and Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI). This
letter presents our comments based on that review. For ease of review the comments
(attached to this cover letter) are noted by page number of the document.

If after reviewing the comments there is need for clarification or amplification, please feel
free to contact me at 903-6301. We look forward to receiving the final Comprehensive Use

Plan, and Environmental Assessment, along with the future studies that are referenced in
the Environmental Assessment. |

Sincerely,

Nadine P. Levin
Assistant City Manager

cc: CM

Recicled P



CITY OF MOUNTAIN VIEW COMMENTS ON MOFEETT FIELD COMPREHENSIVE
USE PLAN DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT AND FINDING OF NO
SIGNIFICANT IMPACT

l. Page 3I. In regards to the water supply reference it should be noted that the City of
Mountain View is a partner in the Palo Alto treatment facility and as such would be
involved in providing cooling-water supply to the new wind tunnel complex. It is
suggested that a reference be made to the potential use of reclaimed water for
irrigation of the golf course.

2. Page 32. Staff feels it is appropriate that if any wetlands are destroyed by the
construction of the proposed bridge that they would need to be replaced.

3. Page 48. It is not clear from the language provided what the definition of
“substantial change” is in regard to changes in use that would trigger an
environmental review. We suggest for purposes of clarity that it be defined.

4. Page 50. Staff feels that it is appropriate to discuss the noise impacts of flight
patterns and explain why a “right hand pattern” is not used which would take the flights
away from the more populated areas of Mountain View.

5. Page 50: There is a perception that there is an engine test standard(s) in operation
at Moffett Field, a reference to this would be appropriate especially if there is any
thought of increasing the number of such standards.

6. Page 57: The City currently has a cooperative response agreement with the Navy as
stated in the assessment. When the Navy leaves that agreement will no longer be in
effect. There has been discussion between the City Fire Department and NASA
regarding entering into the Santa Clara County mutual aid agreement. The
assessment should reflect this situation.

7. Page 59: The discussion of the power usage doesn't appear to take into account a
new wind tunnel complex needs.

8. Page 64: City staff feels a reference should be made that if there is any change in
method of distribution of fuel that an environmental assessment would be undertaken.

9. Page 66-67: In general the City staff feels that more information on the
contamination is necessary and specifically information relative to the migration. It
would be helpful to have included reference to a ground water model.

10.Page 68-74:

a. Bridge references should be clear that a decision to construct will involve the City
and must also meet the needs of the City. Additionally, there is a need to analyze the
traffic impact on the west end of the bridge.

19-1

9-2

9-4

9-5

9-6

9-7

9-9

9-10



b. Is unclear if the transportation analysis considered the geometrics when CALTRANS
alignment changes, or if the analysis considered the impact of the extension of the LRT
on the Ellis gate.

Il. Page 75- City staff feels there are several aircraft related issues, as follows:

a. What is the impact of weekend (reserve) uses- will there be more aircraft operations
on the weekends than during the week ?

Will the arrangement with Crow’s landing be maintained and if not how will this
change the touch and landings? :

12. Page 89- Table 10 is difficult to understand, and should be clarified. Staff is
confused as to what is meant by base year operations, and net operations and why
the transfer of operations from other bases (Alameda and Hamilton) will lower the year
2010 total operations number. '

9-11

9-12

9-13



AUGUST 1994

MOFFETT FIELD COMPREHENSIVE USE PLAN
FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT
COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

LETTER 9:

9-1:

9-2:

9.3:

9-7.

9-8:

9.9:

‘Nadine P. Levin, City of Mountain View

Comment noted. Page 36 of this Final Environmental
Assessment has been amended as suggested by the commentor.

Comment noted.- Mitigation Measure PLANT-1 provides for site
specific surveys and environmental review prior to bridge
construction, in addition to the replacement of any disturbed
habitats.

In the context of the referenced paragraph, substantial change
inckudes any operations or development not foreseen under
Future Concept 1 of the Comprehensive Use Plan. The text of
this Environmental Assessment has been amended appropriately.

Detailed noise analyses and mitigation measures are provided in
the subsequent noise section beginning on page 80. The
referenced section only describes noise policies of surrounding
jurisdictions and Moffett Field’s compliance with such policies.

- Because Moffett Field has parallel runways, a left-hand pattern is

used on the left runway and a right-hand pattern is used on the
right runway. Only in exceptional circumstances would both
runways utilize a right-hand pattern, as suggested by the
commentor because of safety considerations.

This Environmental Assessment has been revised to reflect the
current status of the mutual aid agreement. The Moffett Field
Fire Department is working with Mountain View to establish a
new agreement. It is expected that this agreement will be signed
in July 1994. '

Comment noted. Page 61 of this Environmental Assessment has
been amended to include the commentor’s revisions.

This Environmental Assessment does not analyze the impacts of
a new wind tunnel complex. If this project were proposed,
additional environmental analysis would be required.

Comment noted. Mitigation Measure RISK-3 has been amended
to address the commentor’s concerns.

More information on the hazardous materials present at Moffett
Field and the remediation efforts planned and in progress can be
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9-10:

9-11:

9-12:

9-13:

found in the Installation Restoration Program, the Hazardous
Waste Minimization Plan, the Spill Contingency Plan, and the
Hazardous Communication Program Plan. These documents are
incorporated into this Environmental Assessment by reference, as
directed by NEPA regulations. The commentors may contact the

- Navy directly for this information.

Mitigation Measure TRAFFIC-1 has been added to this
Environmental Assessment to address the commentor’s concerns.

These projects are not necessary to implement the
Comprehensive Use Plan and they do not affect the
transportation analysis for implementation of Future Concept 1.

There is a potential that more aircraft operations could occur
during the weekend, than are currently experienced, due to
reserve unit activity. However, these variations in aircraft
operations are not expected to cause impacts beyond those
identified in this Environmental Assessment.

Operation of Crows Landing Auxiliary Landing Field is currently
under the custodial responsibility of NASA and will be
maintained by NASA. Touch and go operations will not be
affected.

This analysis has been omitted from this Environmental
Assessment. Table 11 has been revised to reflect actual
operations that will occur at Moffett Field without a credit for
aircraft being transferred from Alameda and Hamilton airfields.
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May 9, 1994

Ms. Sandy Olliges
Environmental Program Manager
NASA Ames Research Center
Mail Stop 218-1

Moffett Field, CA 94035-1000

Dear Ms. Olliges,

The City of Sunnyvale sent comments regarding the Moffett Field Comprehensive Use
Plan under separate cover in early April, 1994. The following comments are related to
the Moffett Field Comprehensive Use Plan Draft Environmental Assessment and Finding
of No Significant Impact (FONSI). :

Course or Flow of Flood Waters (p. 30)

In our earlier correspondence on the Comprehensive Use Plan we asked for additional
information about how flooding will be addressed in the event of a 100-year flood. | would
be use to note some examples of "flood proofing measures” mentioned at the bottom of
p. 30. What is the status and significance of the "proposed improvement plans” noted
in the last paragraph which also discusses the Federal Emergency Management Agency
(FEMA) requirements?

Bay Trail (pgs. 52ff)

The Bay Trail is a significant regional recreationa!l amanity that will bensiit ihe ioca! and
regional community-at-large. The accessibility and continuity of the Bay Trail is an
important community issue. The Bay Trail alignment, however, is not fully addressed in
the Draft Moffett Field Comprehensive Use Plan as the environmental assessment
document notes. The City of Sunnyvale concurs with ABAG, the South Bay Ad Hoc
Committee and the County of Santa Clara regarding support of the northern alignment
of the trail. However, the proximity of the trail near potential safety hazards strongly
suggests that further mitigations/approaches need to be further studied. We support
NASA’s recognition of the South Bay Ad Hoc Committee’s support of the northern
alignment of the route and their willingness to further examine other options.

Since the draft environmental assessment states on page 54 that the Bay Trail proposal -

is part of the Comprehensive Use Plan, the city would want to be assured that this would

ADDRESS ALL MAIL TO: P.O.BOX 3707 SUNNYVALE, CALIFORNIA 94088-3707
For deaf access, call TDD/TTY (408) 730-7501 :

10-1

10-2




not preclude continued study and eventual implementation of the chosen alignment of the
Bay Trail.

Land Use and Public Policy
Noise (pgs.50ff)

Noise is a significant issue for all communities. The section (1)(b) needs to be reworded |10-3
to better reflect the city’s existing polices and practices. The noise ordinance notes that
any noise or sound which is recurrent or continuous shall not exceed 75 decibels at any
point on the property line. The noise or sound level shall not exceed 50 decibels at any
point on a common property line with property in a residential zoning district. It should
also be noted that the city’s noise ordinance is currently being rewritten and the
anticipated update of the Noise Sub-Element will take place during the next 12-18
months. City staff is working with Moffett Park/NASA to address some of the noise
issues potentially related to the expansion of the wind tunnels on the Moffett site.

Wind Tunnel Noise (pgs. 82ff) |

The City of Sunnyvale strongly supports the statement on page 82 that "New proposed |10-4
wind tunnel facilities shall require individual environmental analysis, paying particular
attention to noise impacts to surrounding development.” The next sentence mentions that
the tunnel facilities shall be ..."compatible, to the extent practible, with surrounding land
uses and policies of the cities of Sunnyvale and Mountain View." The text should read
either practical or practicable. '

The city assumes that the wind tunnels will be located at Moffett Field for a considerable
period of time. Within this context, the city would like an additional phrase added which
confirms that all feasible alternatives (meeting technical and fiscal constraints) will be
examined in order to bring the noise impacts to a less-than-significant level.

Mitigation Measure NOISE-4. Environmental analyses will be required to assess
significant noise impacts and the required mitigation measures to address them. In order
{0 address the roise impacts of facilities which will or may bs introduced cver time, the
city would like the following words added--- mitigation impacts should address any new
or modified wind tunnel facilities in order to bring such impacts to a less-than-significant
level.

We look forward to worki'ng with you on these important issues.

Sincerely,

Gail A. Price
Principal Planner
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LETTER 10: Gail A. Price, City of Sunnyvale

10-1: Development outlined in the Comprehensive Use Plan generally
occurs outside of the 100-year flood plain. In addition, building
construction on Moffett Field must meet Federal Emergency
Management Agency (FEMA) requirements for flood elevations.
Page 33 of this Environmental Assessment has been amended to
clarify this issue. No significant impacts are anticipated.

10-2: The Bay Trail proposal is not part of the Comprehensive Use
Plan, as described on pages 56-57 of this Environmental
Assessment. Additional environmental analysis by trail
- proponents will be required when a specific route for the Bay
Trail is proposed.

The adoption of Future Concept 1 of the Comprehensive Use
Plan will not preclude the eventual implementation of the chosen
alignment of the Bay Trail. Impediments to trail construction
exist as a result of existing safety and habitat constraints. NASA
is committed to working toward implementation of the Bay Trail
and is forming a working group to examine Bay Trail issues and
potential solutions. Currently, the Air National Guard is
responsible for the operation and maintenance of the ordnance
areas at Moffett Field. The Air National Guard, and other
effected resident agencies, will be involved in the Bay Trail
working group sessions.

10-3: Comment noted. Page 54 of this Environmental Assessment
have been amended to reflect the commentor’s concerns.

10-4: Comment noted. Mitigation Measure NOISE-4 has been
amended to include the commentor’s suggested language.
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< UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
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75 Hawthorne Street
San Francisco, Ca. 94105-3901

MAY 10 1994

Ms. Sandy Olliges, Environmental Program Manager
NASA .Ames Research Center :

Mail Stop 218-1

Moffett Field, California 94035-1000

Dear MS. Olliges:

The Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) has reviewed the
Draft Environmental Assessment (EA) for the project entitled
Moffett Field Comprehensive Use Plan, Moffett Field, cCaiifornia.
Our review is provided pursuant to the National Environmental
Policy Act (NEPA), Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ)
regulations (40 CFR Parts 1500 - 1508) and Section 309 of the
Clean Air Act. ¢

On April 15, 1991, the Base Closure and realignment
Commission recommended that the U.S. Navy cease operations at
Moffett Field, which would then be transferred to the National
Aeronautical and Space Administration (NASA) Ames Research
Center. NASA has developed the Comprehensive Use Plan (CUP) to
implement the transfer of Moffett Field from the Navy and to
satisfy three objectives: 1) to provide guidance to NASA
management for decisions that affect the future of Moffett Field;
2) to provide future alternatives for consideration in an .
Environmental Assessment or Environmental Impact Statement of the
Comprehensive Use Plan; and 3) to provide background information
for related planning efforts such as the Facilities Master Plan
and the Airport Master Plan, both scheduled to commence upon
completion of the Comprehensive Use Plan. Moffett Field will
transfer to NASA in July, 1994, and the Navy is scheduled to
leave Moffett Field by August 1994.

The Comprehensive Use Plan is conceptual and acknowledges
that additional environmental review will be required prior to
site-specific development actions. The CUP includes three
alternatives: "Future Concept 1", "Future Concept 2" and a No
Action Alternative. Future Concept 1 would increase on-site
employment from current levels of 10,000 workers to 10,610
workers, and on-site development would increase from 1,150 to
1,250 acres. This alternative would institute new flight
operations, research and development uses, and related support
activities. Future Concept 2 would increase on-site employment
by 4,510 and development by 135 acres (compared with increases

. projected under Future Concept 1). Under the No Action
Alternative, NASA development of Moffett Field would be on an
individual project basis. Moffett Field would be developed in a
similar manner to Future Concept 1, but in a slower and less
cohesive manner.

Printed on Recycled Paper



While the Draft EA does contain an informative discussion of
the proposed Comprehensive Use Plan actions, some specific issues
should be discussed in greater detail and additional information
should be provided. 1In particular, a biological field survey

should be conducted, and detailed wetlands delineation should be _

conducted for the site. Our detailed comments are provided

below. 1In addition, air quality issues should be examined more
quantitatively in the Final EA.

EPA is concerned about potential impacts to wetlands and
other sensitive habitats at Moffett Field under the Plan. EPA
advises NASA to provide more detailed information pertaining to
the quantity and location of the existing wetlands on the site.
EPA also recommends that the Comprehensive Use Plan restrict any
development that would degrade or destroy those wetlands pursuant
to Section 404 of the Clean Water Act (refer to enclosed
comments). EPA recognizes that while this EA is not intended to
address -in detail the impacts of each specific reuse alternative,
the above changes would be necessary to ensure that the document
contains full disclosure of probably impacts. NASA should
clarify these issues in the Final EA.

EPA questions the inclusion of a draft Finding of No
Significant Impact (FONSI) with the Draft EA. Because the Draft
FONSI is signed and dated, it appears to finalize the conclusion
that no significant impacts would occur from the project. Such a
predecisional action would be inconsistent with NEPA, which
stipulates that a FONSI must be preceded by a Final EA. A draft
FONSI may be issued prior to the Final EA, but the draft FONSI
should be left unsigned and undated.

We appreciate the opportunity to comment on the proposed
project and request that three copies of the Final EA be sent to
the attention of David Farrel (E-3-1) at the letterhead address.
If you have any questions or wish to discuss any aspect of our
comments, please contact me at (415) 744-1574 or have your staff
contact -Jeff Philliber at (415) 744-1570

Sincerely, '

o T Aoty pA

David J. Farrel, Chief
Environmental Review Section
Office of Federal Activities

Enclosures: (2)
MOFT.EA.JP

11-1

11-2

11-3

11-4



EPA COMMENTS ON DRAFT EA, MOFFETT FIELD COMPREHENSIVE USE PLAN, MOFFETT FIELD,

CALIFORNIA, MAY 10, 1994

AIR QUALITY COMMENTS

1. (p. 86-94) Pursuant to the requirements of Section 176 (c)
of the Clean Air Act (CAA), 42 U.S.C. Section 7506(c), Federal
agencies are prohibited from engaging in or supporting in any way
an action or activity that does not conform to an applicable
State Implementation Plan. cConformity to an implementation plan
means conformity to an implementation plan’s purpose of
eliminating or reducing the severity and number of violations of
the national ambient air quality standards and achieving
expeditious attainment of such standards. EPA has promulgated
regulations at 58 Federal Register 63214 (November 30, 1993)
implementing Section 176(c). Among other things, these
regulations establish de minimis levels for actions requiring
conformity determinations, exempt certain actions from conformity
determinations, and create criteria and procedures that Federal
agencies must follow for actions required to have conformity
determinations. NASA should review these regqulations and discuss
their applicability in the Final EA. :

The Final EA should include additional information :
pertaining to air quality and attainment. Bay Area Air Quality
Management District (BAAQMD) attainment (and non-attainment)
figures should be presented along with state and federal
standards for all criteria pollutants. Expected increases in
criteria pollutants under the Comprehensive Use Plan should be
presented in comparison to base-line or existing levels. For
criteria pollutants that are currently in nonattainment, the
Final EA should compare expected increases with de mihimus
thresholds.

2. (p. 93) The Draft EA states that because the Central Steam
Plant in Building 10 would be replaced and because new pollutant
generators would require BAAQMD permits, stationary air emissions
would be expected to decrease. The Draft EA should support this
statement by providing data for current and projected emissions
from stationary sources.

3. (p. 95) The Summary of Mitigation Measures states that,
even after mitigation, "significant impacts related to air
quality would still exist with the increase in airfield
operations." This significant impact is not made clear in the
text of the Draft EA Environmental Impacts section, nor in the
draft Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI). The Final EA
should clearly state all significant impacts. ‘Moreover, the
Final FONSI should reflect whether significant impacts are, in
fact, disclosed within the Final EA.

11-5
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CALIFORNIA, MAY 10, 1994
WETLANDS AND WATER QUALITY COMMENTS
1. (p. 33, 44) The Draft EA reports that development projected

under the Comprehen51ve Use Plan, including the bridge connection
across Stevens Creek, could intrude upon and degrade or destroy
wetland habitat areas. The Draft EA proposes that detailed
investigation of potential impacts to on-site wetlands be
conducted individually for specific projects. EPA recommends
that the Final EA contain a current wetland dellneatlon, along
with mapping, that accurately characterizes the base in terms of
wetlands resources. ‘'Such delineation is important because the
Draft EA does not make clear the extent to which project build-
out would directly or indirectly affect wetlands areas, or how
much total wetlands area could be affected.

Wetlands are a scarce and valuable resource in California.
As approximately 90 percent of such habitat has been lost in the
state, every effort should be taken to ensure that existing
wetlands are retained. Executive Order 11990, Section 1(a)
requires NASA to take action to minimize the destructlon, loss,
and degradation of wetlands, and to preserve and enhance. the
natural and beneficial values of wetlands. NASA should include
mitigation measures in the Final EA to ensure that future uses of
Moffett Field will conform to preservation efforts for 1mportant
biological resources, including wetlands.

In keeping with the national goal of "no net loss’ of
wetlands, the Final EA should consider alternatives that will
preserve wetland resources. To comply with the Section 404 (b) (1)
of the Clean Water Act, the proposed action must meet all of the
following criteria:

- There is no practicable alternatlve to the proposed
- discharge which would have less adverse impact on the
aquatic ecosystem (40 CFR 230.1(a)).

- The proposed project will not cause or contribute to
significant degradation of waters of the United States,
including wetlands (40 CFR 230.1(c)). Significant
degradation includes loss of fish and wildlife habitat,
including cumulative losses.

- The proposed project does not violate water quality
standards, toxic effluent standards, or jeopardlze the
continued existence of federally llsted species or
their critical habitat (40 CFR 230.10(b)).

11-8 .
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- All appropriate and practicable steps are taken to
minimize adverse impacts on the aquatic ecosystem
(i.e., mitigation) (40 CFR 320.10(d)). This includes
incorporation of all appropriate and practicable
compensation measures for avoidable losses to waters of
the United States, including wetlands.

To characterize baseline conditions within the project area,
the Final EA should include maps, text, and tables that feature
areas occupied by wetlands, and aquatic systems. Direct,
indirect and cumulative impacts to these resources should also be
fully described in the Final EA. Furthermore, if the proposed
realignment were to affect wetlands, a Section 404 permit may be
required.

If wetlands are affected either directly or indirectly, the
Final EA should contain a mitigation plan that assures no net
loss of wetland functions, values, and acreage. Areas that may
already qualify as wetland habitat are not generally considered
by EPA to be suitable for use as mitigation areas. Although
encouraged by EPA, enhancement of existing wetland and riparian
habitat is not in itself sufficient mitigation to meet the goal
of "no net loss." '

2. (p. 34) Mitigation Measure PLANT-1 calls for site specific
focused surveys and environmental review to occur in the Stevens
Creek and wetlands areas of Moffett Field prior to construction
activities in those locations. Based on the results of those
surveys, "any adverse effects on such habitats and related
species shall be mitigated through habitat replacement projects."
EPA contends that focused surveys and environmental review of

sensitive wetlands areas should occur as part of the Final EA, as

explained above. Based on the results of those surveys, the
Final EA should include provisions to protect wetlands; special
status species habitat and similar sensitive areas from direct
and indirect construction impacts. EPA does not consider
"habitat replacement projects" to be adequate standard mitigation
for the degradation and loss of wetlands habitat, which could
constitute a significant impact.

3. (p. 64) The Draft EA states that new fuel farms are
proposed to be developed in the golf course area. Figure 5
(General Habitat Locations) indicates that seasonal marsh, non-
tidal intermittent streams, constructed ponds and tidal channels
occur both on and near the golf course. The Final EA should
describe the exact locations of the proposed fuel tanks in
relation to those wetlands and sensitive areas, and should

3
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discuss the potential effects that underground tank excavation,
placement and operation (including leakage) could have on nearby
wetlands and underground and surface water bodies.

PUBLIC HEALTH AND SAFETY COMMENTS

1. (P. 52) .The Draft EA states that because Air Installations
Compatible Use Zones (AICUZ) regulations will no longer apply to
Moffett Field upon transfer to NASA, NASA will follow FAA
commercial airport regulations as guidelines "as a matter of
policy." This implies that NASA will not actually be bound to
use either FAA or AICUZ safety guidelines. The Final EA should
clarify this situation and, if necessary, include mitigation
language that binds NASA to appropriate FAA or AICUZ Safety
Guidelines.

2. (p. 53) The Draft EA states that the use of the small arms
firing range is expected to continue under the Comprehensive Use
Plan. The need for continued use of the firing range should be
explained, and the proposed operation of the range briefly
described in the Final EA. ‘ -

BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES COMMENTS

1. (p. 41-42) Figure 6 (Burrowing Owl Habitat and Sitings)
includes a base map of Moffett Field illustrating two types of
areas: a shaded grey area illustrating "Burrowing owl Habitat,"
and black dots indicating "Burrow or Burrowing Owl Sighting."

The Figure should distinguish between burrowing owl burrows and
burrowing owl sightings. This is especially important because
the majority of "Burrow or Burrowing Owl Sightings" occur outside
of the designated burrowing owl habitat. The location and number
of owl burrows that have been found outside of the established
habitat should be disclosed, as that information would have

implications on what constitutes burrowing owl habitat on Moffett -

Field and would indicate how many established nesting sites might
be disturbed under the CUP. The Final EA should include this
information.

2. (p. 43) Mitigation Measure ANIMAL-1 calls for focused
environmental analysis to be conducted to evaluate the site-
specific status of sensitive animal species prior to development
of construction projects outlined in the Comprehensive Use Plan.
If such species or habitats are found, mitigation measures would
include relocation or habitat restoration, pursuant to the
Endangered Species Act. EPA recommends that biological resource
surveys be conducted and included in the Final EA in order to
fully disclose the potential future impacts to biological
resources at Moffett Field. Project-specific site surveys will

4
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not adequately assess cumulative impacts to wetlands, habitat and
sensitive species on Moffett Field. In addition, EPA does not
consider relocation and habit restoration to be adequate
mitigation because specific impacts and proposed mitigation
measures are not disclosed in detail in the Draft EA. The Final
EA should include full disclosure of existing biological
resources along with potential impacts and mitigation measures in
order that the significance of potential impacts can be assessed.

3. In terms of plant and animal habitat, the Final EA should
include any specific undertakings that could be accomplished
under the proposed Realignment to enhance biodiversity within the
boundaries and environs of Moffett Field.

PUBLIC SERVICES AND UTILITIES COMMENTS

1. (p. 32) The Draft EA states that "it is known that Palo
Alto can meet the reclaimed water demands at Moffett Field . .
The Final EA should cite evidence or provide a source for that
statement.

2. (p. 60) The Final EA should include a brief discussion on
the opportunities available for pollution prevention, energy
conservation, and waste minimization as part of the Comprehensive
Use Plan. It is the EPA’s position that those objectives should
be integrated into the analysis as part of the physical and
economic aspects of the proposed action.

EPA encourages .NASA to identify solid waste stream reduction
measures that can be designed into future site development and
operations. Such measures should include compliance with
Executive Order 12873 and California Assembly Bill 939, that seek
to incorporate source reduction, recycling and reuse elements . '
into its operation.

3. (p. 60) EPA encourages the Navy to identify water
conservation measures that could be employed by existing and
future developments on the site (e.g., water-saving plumbing
devices should be installed in the new facilities, drought-
tolerant landscaping should be used, as applicable).

NEPA COMMENTS

1. According to 40 CFR 1508.7, "(c)umulative impacts can result
from individually minor but collectively significant actions
taking place over a period of time." The Final EA cunulative
impacts analysis should include "the incremental impact of the
action when added to other past, present and reasonably
foreseeable future actions."

11-14
cont.

11-15

11-16

11-17

11-18

11-19



EPA COMMENTS ON DRAFT EA, MOFFETT FIELD COMPREHENSIVE USE PLAN, MOFFETT FIELD,

CALIFORNIA, MAY 10, 1994

The Comprehensive Use Plan can be used to project on-site
cumulative effects as opposed to the piece-meal assessment of
project-specific and incremental effects proposed in the Draft
EA. For example, when examined separately, studying the
relatively small loss of wetlands that could occur with an
individual project may not trigger any project-specific
significant impacts, while the cumulative effect wetlands loss
could be significant. Consequently, the Final EA should address
on-site cumulative effects of the CUP for biological resources,
wetlands, air quality and related issues.

2. NASA is required by 40 CFR 1502.14(e) and 1505.2(b) to
identify an Environmentally Preferable Alternative in an EIS.
EPA encourages NASA to focus on developing an environmentally
Preferable Alternative that best balances environmental quality
with Department of Defense objectives (although not required in
an EA). Such an alternative should seek to protect site-specific
natural resources, such as wetlands, and sensitive species
habitat, and maintain regional environmental quality for such
resources as air quality and water supply. The range of
alternatives should be developed in cooperation with relevant
local, state, and federal agencies (e.g., U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service, the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, etc.).

In order that it might mitigate air quality impacts, the
Environmentally Preferable Alternative could include limitations
on flight times and schedules. For example, the Alternative
could restrict the number of planes normally flown during peak
nonattainment times and seasons, particularly during seasonal
temperature inversions. Other provisions of the Alternative
might include greater protection for wildlife resources, habitat,
and wetlands areas on the site. For example, the bridge proposed
over Stevens Creek could be eliminated or moved.

3. Mitigation is usually required to reduce or eliminate
adverse environmental impacts. These measures would then provide
the basis for specific commitments carried forward to the FONSI

or Record of Decision (ROD). We believe the order of preference
for mitigation should be: avoid, minimize, rectify, and
compensate (Section 5.2). This guidance should be an integral

part of the NASA planning process.

4, In keeping with the Executive Order 12898, Federal Actions
to Address Environmental Justice in Minority Populations and Low-
Income Populations (EO 12898), the Final EA should describe the
measures taken by NASA to: 1) fully analyze the environmental
effects of the proposed Federal action on minority communities
and low-income populations, and 2) present opportunities for
affected communities to provide input into the NEPA process. The

6
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intent and requirements of EO 12898 are clearly illustrated in
the President’s February 11, 1994 Memorandum for the Heads of all
departments and Agencies, attached.

5. The Draft Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI) is signed
and dated, and appears to finalize the conclusion that no
significant impacts would occur from the project. Such a
predecisional action would be inconsistent with NEPA, which
stipulates that a FONSI must be preceded by a Final EA. A draft
FONSI may be issued prior to the Final EA, but the draft FONSI
should be left unsigned and undated. The FONSI also does not
acknowledge air quality impacts that are identified as
significant after mitigation (Draft EA page 95).

11-23
cont.
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LETTER 11:

11-1:

11-2:

11-3:

11-4:

11-5:

David J. Farrel, United States Environmental Protection
Agency '

Previous biological reports and publications document the
location of wetlands and sensitive species habitat at Moffett
Field. The wetlands have been formally delineated by the

US Army Corps of Engineers.. This information was extracted
from the reports and is presented in Figure S of this
Environmental Assessment. Development under Future Concept
1 of the Comprehensive Use Plan does not encroach into these
sensitive habitat areas or into areas of jurisdiction wetlands
covered by Section 404 of the Clean Water Act.

Mitigation Measure PLANT-1 and ANIMAL-1 provide for
focused environmental analysis of any projects proposed in the
vicinity of the wetlands. The Department of Fish and Game
concurs that the level of new construction under Future
Concept 1 will reduce the potential for impacts to biological
resources. NASA intends to protect wetlands and sensitive
species at Moffett Field, and is supported by the Department of
Fish and Game.

The air quality section of this Environmental Assessment has
been revised to fully address air quality issues related to
operations under Future Concept 1.

Refer to Response 11-1.

The FONSI was circulated in Draft form. It is NASA’s policy to
sign Draft FONSISs prior to circulation.

The air quality section of this Environmental Assessment has
been revised to fully address air quality issues related to
operations under Future Concept 1. ‘The air quality analysis
discusses the compatibility of Future Concept 1 of the
Comprehensive Use Plan with the 1991 Clean Air Plan, the State
Implementation Plan, and conformity with the federal
Environmental Protection Agency’s "Conformity Rule".

Future Concept 1 of the Comprehensive Use Plan is not
expected to substantially increase stationary sources for air
emissions. All existing facilities are currently permitted and any
proposed facilities will require permits from the Bay Area Air
Quality Management District prior to their construction or

167



MOFFETT FIELD COMPREHENSIVE USE PLAN AUGUST 1994
FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT :
COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

11-6:

11-7:

11-8:

11-9:

use. Additionally, it is expected that the Central Steam Plant in
Building 10 will be replaced, thereby leading to a reduction in air
emissions.

In addition, the actual transfer of Moffett Field from the Navy to
NASA is exempt from the conformity requirements in the Federal
Register [93.153(c)(xx)]. This section exempts transfers of real
property, including land, facilities, and related personal property
from a federal entity to another federal entity.

The level of detail requested by the commentor for an
Environmental Assessment on a plan can not be provided until
the replacement steam plant is actually designed. The plant was
constructed prior to new State and federal requirements and,
therefore, replacement by new equipment which meets standards
for lower emissions will likely decrease stationary emissions.

Page 101 of this Environmental Assessment has been amended to
address the commentor’s concem. Significant air quality impacts
are not expected from implementation of Future Concept 1 of
the Comprehensive Use Plan. This text was included in the text
of the Environmental Assessment inadvertently. With adoption
and implementation of all mitigation measures listed in Chapter
VI, no significant impacts are anticipated.

Please refer to Response 11-1. Page 36 of this Environmental
Assessment has been revised to include a discussion of the
project’s conformity with Section 404(b)(1) of the Clean Water
Act. The level of detail suggested by the commentor is not
feasible in a program level Environmental Assessment. A project
level environmental analysis will be required for the bridge. The
Comprehensive Use Plan meets the requirements to avoid
impacts to wetlands. The only potential construction proposed
over a wetland is the bridge, however, it is only conceptual in
nature. Mitigation measures have been required to fully offset
any impacts from the bridge should it be implemented.

Mitigation Measures PLANT-1 and ANIMAL-1 have been
amended to reflect the commentor’s concerns. This
Environmental Assessment evaluates Future Concept 1 of the
Comprehensive Use Plan. The approval of Future Concept 1 of
the Comprehensive Use Plan is a "broad federal action". NEPA
allows for the preparation of a programmatic analysis to facilitate
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11-10:

and expedite the preparation of subsequent project-specific
NEPA documents. The project-level environmental analysis for
the bridge itself will respond to project specific impacts. It is
appropriate to include project-specific mitigation measures and
requirements for additional environmental analysis when specific
projects are proposed. It is not necessary that these site-specific
studies occur under this Environmental Assessment.

Mitigation Measure RISK-2 requires site-specific environmental

. analysis prior to the development of a new fuel farm. As

11-11:

11-12:

11-13:

11-14:

11-15:

11-16:

described above, the action analyzed in this Environmental
Assessment is a conceptual use plan which is defined as a "broad
federal action" and, therefore, no project specific analyses are
required as part of this Environmental Assessment.

Comment noted. Page 56 of this Environmental Assessment has
been expanded to reflect the commentor’s concerns. NASA is
actively pursuing amendments to the Federal Aviation
Regulations to ensure Moffett Field is appropriately governed.

Comment noted. Page 57 of this Environmental Assessment has
been edited to reflect the commentor’s concerns.

Comment noted. Page 41 of this Environmental Assessment has
been edited to reflect the commentor’s concerns.  The
information is a summary of technical information on the
burrowing owl and can be found in the Quarterly Updates - Study
of the Ecology of the Burrowing Owl at Moffett NAS prepared for
the Navy by Dr. Lynne Trullio. This report is hereby
incorporated into this Environmental Assessment by reference.
Forty-nine owls were found between June 16 and September 15,
1993. Information on the specific dates of sightings and the
current status of each burrow are provided in the quarterly
reports.

Please refer to Response 11-9. In addition, the US Fish and
Wildlife Service is currently conducting a year-long detailed
endangered species survey.

Please refer to Responses 11-1 and 11-9.

William Miks, Plant Manger for Palo Alto; Marvin Rose, City of
Sunnyvale; and Richard Brown, Chief of Facility Planning at
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11-17:

11-18:

11-19:

11-20:

11-21:

11-22:

Ames, have gone on record to state that both the City of Palo
Alto and the City of Sunnyvale have more than adequate
reclaimed water to meet the needs of future activities at Moffett
Field. These letters are on file at Moffett Field.

Comment noted. Though NASA supports opportunities for
pollution prevention, energy conservation, recycling and waste
minimization, discussion of these opportunities is not necessary in
this Environmental Assessment and is more appropriately found
in the Environmental Resource Document. NASA is in the
process of implementing executive orders related to these
concerns.

Comment noted. Though NASA supports water conservation
measures, discussion of these opportunities is not necessary in
this Environmental Assessment.

Comment noted. All impact assessments in this Environmental
Assessment take into consideration the cumulative impacts of
growth under the proposed Future Concept 1 of the
Comprehensive Plan Update.

All impact assessments in the Environmental Assessment take
into consideration the cumulative impacts of growth under the
proposed Future Concept 1 of the Comprehensive Use Plan.

This is an Environmental Assessment under NEPA, not an EIS
as the commentor suggests.

The Comprehensive Use Plan was developed using a constraints
and opportunities analysis as part of the planning process. Thus
development is proposed in areas which specifically are not
sensitive resource areas. Furthermore, the Comprehensive Use
Plan and its associated Environmental Assessment seek to protect
site-specific natural resources and sensitive species habitat
through the adoption of mitigation measures which will require
site-specific analysis and appropriate mitigation prior to specific
project development. It would not be feasible to remove the
proposed Stevens Creek Bridge since it is the only way to gain
access from the north side of the site must cross Stevens Creek.

As stated above, the planning process involved the methodology
recommended by EPA: avoid, minimize and compensate. ’
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11-24:

Mitigation measures are provided throughout this Environmental
Assessment. They will be adopted by NASA as part of the
FONSI for the adoption of Future Concept 1 of the
Comprehensive Use Plan. These measures are summarized in
Chapter VI.

The proposed action is not expected to affect the population,
including minority or low-income communities, as described on
page 58 of this Environmental Assessment. The proposed action
will only cause an increase of 610 employees, bringing total
Moffett Field employment to 10,610 persons. Implementation of
Future Concept 1 will not have any impacts on low-income or
minority populations.

Please refer to Responses 11-4 and 11-7.
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April 6, 1994

Sandra Olliges

NASA Ames Research Center
M/S 218-1

Moffett Field, CA 94035-1000

Re: Environmental Assessment, Moffett Field Comprehensive Use Plan

Dear Ms. Olliges,

Thank you for conducting the public meeting on the Environmental
Assessment portior’of the Moffett Field Comprehensive Use Plan. My
commendations on remaining articulate and poised in front of an occasionally
surly audience

Iunderstand that the EA is a program-level assessment of NASA’s taking
over administration of the air field. Still, 'm disappointed that the EA, like
the Comprehensive Use Plan itself, doesn’t consider the alternative of
abandoning military operations, cleaning up the accumulated toxics, and
even restoring valuable wetlands.

Following up one line of discussion on April 18, I'd like to offer my opinion
that most people in the area do not know about the current plan. In 1991 we
heard that the base was closing. A year later we heard that NASA was taking
over the air field, but we failed to draw the obvious conclusion, that is, that
the base wasn’t closing. I've been especially interested in Moffett for years,
and even I didn’t realize until I saw the CUP that this was a base transition
and not a base closing. I'm not saying that'’s necessarily NASA’s fault; I'm just
saying that the public and the media haven’t been following the story at
Moffett.

Coincidentally, a friend of mine whose company is looking for new office space
told me last week that Sun Microsystems is in exclusive bargaining for the

_farmer’s field site by Shoreline. I hope that means that the bridge at Stevens

Creek won’t be necessary. I would welcome a space museum, but I would

- encourage Mountain View and NASA to find a way to place it on the base
itself.

Thank you for your attention. I look forward to hearing what kind of public
comment you've received on both the EA and the CUP.

Sincerely,

M((,{m

Susan E. Luttner

4035 Orme Street
Palo Alto, CA 94306
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LETTER 12: -Susan E. Luttner

12-1: Please refer to Responses 5-1 and 5-12.
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Sandy Olliges

Environmental Program Manager
NASA Ames Research Center
Mail Stop 218-1

Moffert Field. CA 94035-1000

1218 Willow St.
San Jose. CA 951254337
April 17, 1994

re: Draft Environmental Asséssment. Moffert Field Comprehensive Use Plan:

letter DQH:218-1

Dear Environmental Program Manager.

I'am writing in regards to the Bay Trail. discussed on pp. 52-54 and shown in Fig. 9. The ac-
companying map is to put it in context. The solid lines are existing trails, both at Shoreline Park/Stevens
Creek Trail in Mt. View, and at Lockheed/Baylands Park in Sunnyvale. The dotted lines are trails that

are planned or now being built, and the dashed lines

southemn route is a considerable
detour away from the bay, replac-
ing marsh and bayland settings
with freeway frontage roads.  In
addition to being several miles
longer. the southem alignment is
also more hazardous: cyclists have
difficulty hearing approaching cars
over the noise of the adjacent free-
way, and the planned extension of
the light rail along there will cre-
ate difficult bike/rail crossings.

In a sense, the Environ-
mental Assessment's Finding of
Negative Impact is correct: there is

0o Bay Trail now, and the proposed Use Plan doesn't change that. The southern alignment is basicélly

are approximate proposed alignments. Note that the

- -

=y,

to San Josa |

1.2 T

APNE

the null option: the trail is to follow the path that Mt. View is constructing, plus existing frontage roads
and a path planned by Lockheed. However, before, the Navy was working with the South Bay Ad Hoc

Cmte. to try to implement a northemn alignment.

For example, they were going to seek an exemption

from the ordinance exclusionary zone. just as the existing golf course now has. Lockheed is being re-
-quired by the Air Quality Management District to reduce the fraction of single-passenger commutes, and
2 nortiemn 2lignment wouid provide a sare alternative (bike) commure route from Palo Alto and Mt. View
inte Leckheed and the adiacent industrial park. '

[ regrer that a scheduling conflict will prevent me from attending the public forum on the 18th. |
hope NASA will continue working with the South Bay Ad Hoc Cmte. towards implementing a northern

Bay Trail alignment,

'\:I'hankyou, /

//y L'bMéu_//,/ /0/;
LawTtence Lowell Ames.

7,

AN

cC: Jill Keimach. ABAG: Julie Bondurant. S.C.Co. Parks Dept.; Will Carlstrom, Lockheed
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LETTER 13:

13-1:

Lawrence Lowell Ames

Please refer to Response 5-8 and 10-2.
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REQUEST FOR INFORMATION/COMMENTS SuBMITTAL FoRm
FOR THE MOFFETT FIELD COMPREHENSIVE USE PLAN

NASA AMEs RESEARCH CENTER, MOFFETT FieLD, CA

Name Stella I,. Haisfield ' Date __April 25, 199y

Mailing Address—245 Sierra Vista Avenue

City/Zip_Mt. View, 94043 Phone Number ( 415)_964,-5012
: (in the event that inquiry clarification is required by Ames staff)

Affiliated Organization None

In reference to Ames Project Documentation: Draft Environmental Assessment

Please specify the‘information being requested and/or comments being submitted.
Attach a separate sheet if necessary.

—1 note from your environmental assessment draft, dated April "7, 1994,

that noise mitigation measures are not proposed for the outlying

"touch & got areas, since the report states that the projected increase

is not more than 3 dBs. I disagree that 3 dB increase in noise levels

(which is La.6%, using the hase lewel of65 dRs) is insignificant nopr

that the projected incresse ip ain operations—below—3000—feet—of——
56% (from 38,546 to 9,973 operations )is insiens

. (continueqd)
Received Date (Ames) Received By

Please note that an information CiTY OF SUNNYVALE LIBRARY
repository has been established at: Reference Desk
665 West Olive Avenue

Sunnyvale, Ca 94086
(408) 730-7300

SuBMIT FORM TO: Sandra Olliges
NASA Ames Research Center

Safety, Health, and Environmental Services Office
M/S 218-1

Moffett Field, CA 94035-1000

Thank you for your submittal,

Comments are due no later than May 10,1994 :
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Draft Environmental Assessment p.2

I believe that noise mitigation measures should be adopted for
the "touch & go'" areas.

The environmental assessment draft lacks specificity. For
example, table 10, p. 89, lists the number and type of planes
expected to fly daily. Elsewhere (Fig. 14,15,16) the maps show
that P-3's, C-130's and B-200's, etc. will operate in the ''touch
& go' areas; nevertheless, there is no mention of B-200's, etc.
in table 10. Table 10 would be more helpful if it contained
information about the function of the varigus planes and their
noise levels.

- I live in Mountain View in the area bounded by Central
Freeway, Rengsdorff Ave., Montecito Ave. and Shoreline Drive. It
is south of Middlefield Rd. The area is residential. It slso
contains a convalescent hospital, Julia Convalescent Hospital,
located on Montecito and Sierra Vista, and a resident honpe,
Redwood Villa, on Montecito near Sierra Vista. I have lived in
the same house on Sierra Vista since the beginning of 1984 and do
not work. Therefore I feel qualified to comment on noise levels.
Until 1991 when it was announced that the Navy was leaving
Moffett Field, noise levels were tolerable. The only exception
was on the rare occasions when the Navy had an air show. After
1991, when it was announced thet the Navy was leaving Moffett
Field, air traffic, mostly P-3's, increased to varying levels,
both tolerable and disturbing, depending on the factors listed
below.

On the basis of my experience, 1 make the following sug-

>gestions as mitigating factors for noise (also air) pollution:

1. ALTITUDE. The chief factor in determining
noise pollution values in the height at which
planes fly. Note that the noise pollution
is obvious both inside and outside the residences.
There is no respite from it. The environmental
assessment draft makes no mention of altitude
controls for the "touch & go" areas, yet it is
vitally important.On occasion at present some
0f the planes barely skim the trees.

2. VARIATION OF PLANE PATTERNS IN A SPECIFIC AREA.
Planes following each other in the same path
in an area cause the most pollution and create
an intolerable situation. A flight pattern
should be created so that planes traverse
different streets in a specific neighborhood.
In effect, this dilutes the pollution.

3. TOTAL NUMBER OF PLANES IN A TIME INTERVAL.
This is related to 2. Variation of plane
Patterns, above.

The above measures will take careful planning, but this is
preferable to destruction of a neighborhood, even a city, as
a desirable plsce to live. NASA, as overseer, should assume
this responsibility.

, 7 ) S g
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MOFFETT FIELD COMPREHENSIVE USE PLAN AUGUST 1994
FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT
COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

LETTER 14:

14-1:

14-2:

14-3:

Stella L. Haisfield
Please refer to Response 3-3.

More specific information has been incorporated into this
Environmental Assessment in Appendix A.

The impacts of increased air traffic allowed under Future
Concept 1 of the Comprehensive Use Plan have been fully
analyzed and mitigated for under this Environmental Assessment.
With the implementation of applicable mitigation measures, noise
is not expected to substantially increase over 1993 levels. As a
point of reference, it should be noted that air traffic allowed
under Future Concept 1 of the Comprehensive Use Plan will be
less than operations taking place in 1991, as described in this
Environmental Assessment.
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' 1348 Isabelle Ave.
Mtn. View, CA 94040

May 1, 1994
Sandra Olliges v
NASA Ames Research Center
Safety, Health, and Environmental Services Office
MS/218-1

Moffett Field, CA 94035-1000
Dear Ms. Olliges,

‘We appreciate the opportunity to comment on the Draft Environmental Assessment
for the Moffett Field Comprehensive Use Plan.

The DEA correctly identifies the purpose, under NEPA, of preparing an EA, which is
to assess the need for an EIS. However, it is our opinion that absence of specific
information on what actions may be undertaken under the Comprehensive Use Plan, and
therefore the lack of information on potential impacts on the quality of the human
environment, indicate that the DEA does not satisfy NEPA requirements. Our specific
concems follow: '

1. Virtually no information is given on the present state of the facility by which
cumulative impacts could be assessed. The statement (p. 2) that "extensive biological,
hazardous materials, and archeological documentation was available from previous
studies of the site" does not constitute inclusion by reference, because the results are not
even minimally described in the EA, no reference is made to their significance with
regard to any action that might be undertaken under the Comprehensive Use Plan, and
their accuracy is not verified (40 CFR Chap. V §1506.5).

2. 2nd Project Objective (p. 5). Because an EA is written to assess the need for an EIS,
it cannot dodge the question of whether proposed developments under the
Comprehensive Use Plan have the potential to significantly impact the quality of the
human environment.

3. This same objection applies to the statement on p.- 6 that "..NASA is preparing the
Comprehensive Use Plan which provides information on proposed future uses..."
(emphasis added). If the Plan isn't finished, then approval of this EA is like signing a
blank check. A "comprehensive" plan is supposed to cover all bases. The same
paragraph states that "The proposed projects and new or altered uses by NASA and the
Resident Agencies are conceptual in nature." Therefore, the potential impacts are
“conceptual in nature" but an EA should provide specific assessment of specific proposed
actions in order to determine the need for an EIS. The approach of an EA based ona
concept, postponing environmental assessments of each project in the concept, probably
violates NEPA.

4. There is no clear statement of the proposed action assessed by the EA until the bottom
of p. 6, where it is stated that developments under the Future Concept 1 are the proposed
action.
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5. Inasmuch as the DEA indicates that future projects will have to be assessed under
NEPA, neither concept 1 or concept 2 differ significantly from the No Action Alternative

- (p- 12). According to the DEA, No Action would result in development on a project-by-
project basis. The conceptual plans do not actually necessitate that any of the proposed
projects be built, some may not be supportable after environmental assessment, and
others may be proposed that are not included in the conceptual plan; this does not differ
from No Action. It might reasonably be concluded that the assessment of the impact of
the No Action Alternative on jobs is not objective.

6. Chapter III, Existing Environmental Conditions, is completely inadequate and lacking
in specifics, and therefore the checklist presented in Chapt. IV has no foundation.

7. Chapter V, beginning with item (a) under "Earth" appears to confuse the
Comprehensive Use Plan with Future Concept 1, which is the proposed action. Chapter
V does not provide specific information either on the developments that actually are
proposed under the Comprehensive Use Plan, or on potential impacts of the unspecified
developments to the quality of the human environment. Instead, Chapt. V is filled with
unsubstantiated claims; for example, (in approximate order of their appearance): "no
substantial impacts are anticipated", "In general, development will not result in...",
“very little" change will be effected, "minor" changes will be made, "some temporary"
effects will occur, "no major changes...are expected”, "is not expected to substantially
change", "...development is generally outside of the 100-year flood line, "...new
development should not occur within flood plains when other sites are feasible", "...the
amount of impervious surfaces is not expected to increase...to a point that will
substantially affect...", "It is not expected that any impacts...will occur”", "No :
substantial changes will result...", "It is known that...", "...no impacts are expected", "
these plant species are likely to be similar to...", "It is expected that...", "No impacts are
anticipated.”," no impacts are expected...", "no substantial impacts are expected...",
"No such impacts are anticipated...", "No impacts are likely...", " Aircraft noise is not

- expected to impact...", " no substantial increases are expected..”, "with appropriate
implementation of mitigation measures, ...[the plan is] not expected to..., and many,
many more phrases of equal non-specificity. The "mitigations" proposed in Chapt. V
relate to very general development concerns, but not to any specific proposed
development. Thus, nothing in this chapter relates specifically to "the proposed action."
In fact, the DEA does not convey in any coherent or straightforward way what actual
developments are proposed.

There are, however, coy indications of what Future Concept 1 has in store for
residents of the surrounding area. On p. 62, for example, it is remarked that "the only
impact to the Mountain View system could be the construction of a new wind tunnel,
which would require additional environmental review." On pages 81-82, however, there
are much stronger indications of an intention to build new wind tunnel facilities, with
highly permissive mitigations that "require” only that impacts will be reduced to a less-
than-significant level, to the extent practible. Moreover, assessment of impacts will be
made for "surrounding development," which is not specified. Decibel ratings are not the
only important factor in determining impacts of wind tunnel noise—the quality of the
sound and the time it is generated (in late evening, early morning off-peak power use
times) are important. We will attest that this noise is disturbing and intrusive at distant
points from the existing wind tunnel and also registering complaints is a useless exercise.
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We believe that the DEA should be withdrawn because it does not comply with
NEPA's requirement to provide specific description of proposed actions and their
potential impacts. The actual course of development that would take place under
Alternatives 1 and 2 do not differ in substance from those under the No Action
Alternative. Therefore, the document is irrelevant. The citizens of Mtn. View should be
told what NASA's actual plans are before piecemeal implementation is undertaken, and
we would like to see a straightforward and complete statement of the existing state of the
site environment, to allow full assessment of cumulative impacts of any proposed
development or series of developments.

Sincerely,

Dr. Jane E. Nielson Dr. H.G. Wilshire
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MOFFETT FIELD COMPREHENSIVE USE PLAN AUGUST 1994
FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT :
COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

LETTER 15: Dr. Jane E. Nielson & Dr. H. G. Wilshire

15-1: Comment noted. Page 3 of this Environmental Assessment has
been revised to address the commentor’s concern. The
information found in these documents has been summarized
throughout the Environmental Assessment. Footnotes and
references have been included throughout the document as
appropriate.

15-2: Comment noted. This Environmental Assessment assesses
whether Future Concept 1 of the Comprehensive Use Plan has
the potential to significantly impact the quality of the human
environment.

15-3: This Environmental Assessment evaluates Future Concept 1 of
the Comprehensive Use Plan. The Final Environmental
Assessment and Finding of No Significant Impact will not be
approved prior to approval of Future Concept 1 of the
Comprehensive Use Plan. NASA’s adoption of these documents
will occur simultaneously.  According to 40 CFR 1501.3,
"Agencies may prepare an Environmental Assessment on any
action at any time in order to assist agency planning and decision
making."

The approval of Future Concept 1 of the Comprehensive Use
Plan is a "broad federal action". NEPA allows for the
preparation of a programmatic analysis to facilitate and expedite
the preparation of subsequent project-specific NEPA documents.
It is appropriate to include project-specific mitigation measures
and requirements for additional environmental analysis when
specific projects are proposed and designed. At that stage,
project specific impacts can be determined. NEPA does not
require that these site-specific studies occur under a
programmatic-level Environmental Assessment.

15-4: Comment noted. Page 1 of this Environmental Assessment has
been amended to address the commentor’s concerns.

15-5: Please refer to Response 5-1.
15-6: Chapter III is provided as an introductory chapter. The checklist

provided in Chapter 1V is provided as a summary of Chapter V:
Environmental Impact of Proposed Action. Specific information

182



AUGUST 1994

MOFFETT FIELD COMPREHENSIVE USE PLAN
FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT
COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

15-7:

15-8:

15-9:

15-10:

15-11:

required for impact analyses is provided in Chapter V, in
addition to documents incorporated into the Environmental
Assessment by reference.

Comment noted. The references to the Comprehensive Use Plan
throughout the document have been revised to correctly read
Future Concept 1 of the Comprehensive Use Plan.

The approval of Future Concept 1 of the Comprehensive Use
Plan is a "broad federal action". NEPA allows for the
preparation of a programmatic-level analysis to analyze
implementation of a plan. Furthermore, the process facilitates
and expedites the preparation of subsequent project-specific
NEPA documents. When site-specific proposals are made, they
will be analyzed under NEPA. Locations of proposed future
development are provided in Figure 2 of this Environmental
Assessment.

An Environmental Assessment is a concise public document that
a lead agency prepares to determine whether a proposal would
result in significant effects on the human environment. Whether
a proposed action "significantly" affects or impacts the quality of
the human environment is determined by considering the context
in which it will occur and the intensity of the action. The
conclusions in this Environmental Assessment are based on the
investigations of NASA, Boeing, and Department of Defense
staff; planning consultants; and environmental specialists. A
registered transportation engineer, noise specialists and air
quality and emissions experts were also involved in the
environmental analyses and determinations.

Comment noted. Revisions have been made to this
Environmental Assessment to address the commentor’s concerns.
As noted by the commentor, any new or altered wind tunnel
facilities will be reviewed under NEPA and mitigation measures
will be required as appropriate.

Please refer to Response 15-8.
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REQUEST For INFORMATION/COMMENTS SUBMITTAL Form 16
FOR THE MoFFETT FIELD COMPREHENSIVE USE PLaAN

NASA AMEs RESEARCH CENTER, MoFFETT FiELD, CA

Name ___ Jim Staufer vate S Hay 1944
Mailing Address— L2 Rich Ave # ¥k

City/zip_tnt_View G¥p#o Phone Number (0% )_365 - ¥$4% (w) ‘“57/‘%/6 ~(312(H)
(in the event that inquiry clarification is required by Ames staff)

Affiliated Organization Creen fort Yy

In reference to Ames Project Documentation:____ Draft Environmental Assessment

Please specify the information being requested and/or comments being submitted.
Attach a separate sheet if necessary.

Cee atluched

\

Received Date (Ames) Received By

Please note that an information CiTy oF SUNNYVALE LIBRARY
repository has been established at:  Reference Desk
665 West Olive Avenue
Sunnyvale, Ca 94086
(408) 730-7300

SUBMIT FORM TO: Sandra Olliges
NASA Ames Research Center
Safety, Health, and Environmental Services Office
M/S 218-1
Moffett Field, CA 94035-1000

Thank you for your submittal.

Comments are due no later than May 10,1994



I have a concemn about public information and involvement in regards to the CUP and EA. 1
do not believe the citizens of Mountain View and Sunnyvale have been appropriately apprised
of NASA's plans for Moffett Field. I would surmise most people were assuming activity at
Moffett would decrease with the Navy's departure, which is not the case.

Placing a public notice one time in one newspaper is not adequate. ‘A more serious effort
could be made with public service announcements from radio and TV stations, and notices
placed in the local town papers. '

Additionally, the FONSI conclusion of the EA is somewhat misleading if taken out of context
by a casual reading. In that each proposed project will require its own detailed study, it is
premature to conclude that no significant impact will result from these projects. It is
conceivable that an EIS may eventually be required, or that the proposed mitigation efforts
could prove to be unfeasible or inadequate.

I strongly believe that an official (i.e. recorded) public meeting should be held when the final
version of the EA i1s issued. The plans for Moffett may be virtually unalterable at this point,
but 1t is important to have an official record of public reaction to these plans. This could also
benefit NASA by precluding future public complaints as the development progresses.

Jim Stauffer
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MOFFETT FIELD COMPREHENSIVE USE PLAN AUGUST 1994
FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT
COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

LETTER 16: - Jim Stauffer

16-1: Please refer to Response 5-12. Activity at Moffett Field will
decrease with the Navy’s departure. In 1991, employment at
Moffett Field totaled approximately 13,000. Future Concept 1 of
the Comprehensive Use Plan proposes a maximum of 10,610
employees with NASA’s acquisition.

16-2: Please refer to Response 5-12.

16-3: Please refer to Response 15-3. It is conceivable that an EIS may
be required for site specific projects proposed at Moffett Field.
In no way does this Environmental Assessment preclude any
additional environmental analysis at Moffett Field for specific
development projects.

16-4. Please. refer to Response 5-11.
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Peter Drekmeier
831 Sutter Avenue
Palo Alto, CA 94303

May 9, 1994

Ms. Sandy Olliges, MS 218-1
NASA Ames Research Center
Moffett Field, CA 94035-1000

Dear Ms. Olliges:

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the NASA Ames Research Center's Draft
Environmental Assessment (DEA) and Draft Comprehensive Use Plan (CUP). These documents are
intended to describe the potential for environmental impact of NASA's stewardship of the naval air
station following the Navy's departure. Sadly, this has not been accomplished.

An accompanying document, which predates the DEA, claims that the proposed action will not have a
significant effect on the environment (a Finding of No Significant Impact or FONSI). K is not clear
if it is a Draft FONSI or a Final FONSI as it is signed and dated by the Ames director and another

NASA official. It appears improper to issue a final finding based on an unreleased draft assessment.

The DEA and CUP identify two future concepts and select one of them as a preferred option. The DEA
claims that adoption of the preferred option will have no significant impact on the environment.
The accompanying declaration also claims that all of this has been done "pursuant” to the National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and other federal regulations that require federal agencies to
assess the environmental impact of their actions.

- The action described in the CUP and assessed in the DEA is improperly defined. 117-1

The DEA says that the impact of actions in the housing and "related community support" areas are 17-2
not going to be assessed.

The DEA says that "the impacts of the closure or transfer of Moffett Field" will not be analyzed 17-3
because these impacts were analyzed in the Navy's 1990 Draft Environmental Impact Statement
(DEIS). The Navy never responded to public comments on their DEIS and they never published a
Final EIS. The Navy's DEIS considered only the impact of their departure and stated that there were
no significant adverse environmental impacts.

The question that has not been answered is:
How is Moffett Field going to be re-used and what will be the environmental impact? 17-4

Since the documents do not answer this question there is no basis to claim that the impact is not
significant. NASA has not demonstrated that there is no significant impact and they have not
properly defined the action that NEPA requires them to assess. Decisions by tederal agencies are
subject to judicial review.

/

My recommendations are: :
* Withdraw the DEA and the FONSI
- Solicit public input for reuse of the Moffett Field Naval Air Station
» Develop alternatives that consider benefits to the surrounding communities and/or reuse by non military
residents
- Consider the No Action Alternative as required by NEPA (NASA would continue to operate the Ames
Research Center as they have in the past with no increased responsibilities)



+ Define precisely the actions to be assessed
* Assess the environmental impacts (including cumulative impacts) of these actions, and
+ Publish a second draft (or a dratt EiS) ang reopen the cocmment period

| believe it is critical that the action o te assessed inciude the rayse of 2ll Navy facilities 17-5
(inctucing heusing and community support). (The USzZcA claims that NASA said they would assess .

the impact of reuse.) NASA's azlternatives dappear to indicate that the SCoPING process was faulty or 17-6
namowly defined: additional reyse cptions should be cansidered. The alternatives considered by

NASA appear 1o have been develcped without public incut and con't consicer community needs.

NEPA requires consiceration of ‘all reasonable alternatives.

I would like to mention a few other discrepancies in the documents:

NEPA requires consiceration of a No Action Alternative. The DEA identifies a No Action Alternative 17-7
but dismisses it without analysis or justification. The Nog Action Alternative is 1o leave the Navy
grocenty vacant, An Environmental Assessment must analyze and explain why the No Action
Alternative was rejectad. .

The City of Mountain View recently published a Draft Eavironmental Impact Report (DEIR) for 17-8
their North Bayshore development plan. That area -- less than one-tenth the size of Moffett Field
-- is adjacent to the NASA property and very similar to it as far as potential environmental impact
is concerned. Mountain View's DEIR identified several significant environmental impacts that
could not be mitigated. They include traffic congestion, air pollution and worsening of the housing
snortage. It seems implausible that there are significant environmental impacts that cannot be
mitigated in the North Bayshore development area but none for the NASA-Moffett project on the
other side of Stevens Creek.

The DEA claims that at least 6,800 jobs will eventually be lost due to the removal of the. Navy from 17-9

* Inaccurate representations of this type do not enhance NASA's credibility. The state Commission 17-10

communities in the process. The federal Base Closure and Realignment Commission stated, "The
successiul implementation of any base-reuse strategy hinges upon harnessing the energy and

'NASA's fails to justify many of their decisions with respect to reuse and claims that they were 117-11

recuired to accpt them by the Base Closure Commission. The Commission may have exceeded its
authority and exhibited very poor judgment when they recommended relocating reserve aviation
i ‘€Ce ¢ & Mofiett Field after they reccmmended that Moffett Field Naval Air Sizticn
ci severe "zir scace encrcachment.” It accears that NASA {ziled to consicer

S A el * ~ ~ o K - —~ ~ ‘7 Silaism ap ea JAC .
r2i. Sperauens o e Navy's Crows Alternzaie Larcing Sieid ¢cr 12 NASA

"

)

INE7 cTncerns rziating o NASA's inability to provice siewardship:

Zrvirgomentz] 2nd Snercy Aydit: - In 1221 the U.S. CGenera| Accounting Cflice reconisc that NASA 17-12
was ceficient in implementaticn of pollution prevention. zbatement and centrol pelicy. The GAQ

cmmenced that NASA estzblish an environmentzl zudit pregram to eveluate regulaicry .
ccmciiance. The U.S. Environmenta! Protection Agency has also reccmmended that fecerzl egencies

Frecare envircnmentzal zudits to icentify potential gretlems. The NASA Acminisirater has de;}arec

thet ycu can’ meanzge wnat you can't measure. When will NASA putlish an environmental aucit?
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Solid Waste: - The DEA claims “"the recent implementation of a monthly recycling program," (DEA,
p. 63). There does not appear to be any evidence of this. California municipalities must to reduce
solid waste 50 percent by 2000. | would like to know if NASA and new Moffett tenants will be able
to reduce solid waste by a significant amount. Can you give quantities of solid waste generated by
NASA and the Navy for the past five years and estimate the quantities of solid waste that will be
generated by NASA and resident agencies during the next five years? '

Hazardous Waste: - There are similar federal requirements for reduction of hazardous waste. Can
you give quantities of hazardous waste generated by NASA and the Navy for the past five years and
estimate the quantities of hazardous waste that will be generated by NASA and resident agencies
during the next five years?

Energy Consumption: - Federal Agencies are required to reduce energy consumption 30 percent by
2005 and increase energy efficiency. (Some of NASA's energy intensive facilities are exempted
from the first requirement but not from the second.) Is NASA pursuing performance contracting to
upgrade its facilities and reduce energy consumption? Is NASA negotiating with PG&E to obtain
rebates for installing energy efficient equipment? Can you give the amount of energy consumed by
NASA and the Navy for the past five years and estimate the quantities of energy that will be
consumed by NASA and resident agencies during the next five years?

Water Consumption: - Federal Agencies have been advised to reduce water consumption. Can you
give the amount of water consumed by NASA and the Navy for the past five years and estimate the
quantities of water that will be consumed by NASA and resident agencies during the next five
years? NASA is attempting to get federal funds to build new wind tunnels. Existing wind tunnels
are NASA's major consumers of potable water. Will NASA be able to reduce water consumption if
new wind tunnels are built?

Air Emissions: - Federal Agencies are required to Significantly reduce harmful air emissions. Can
you give the quantities of air pollutants emitted by NASA and the Navy for the past five years and
estimate the quantities of air poliutants that will be emitted by NASA and resident agencies during
the next five years?

Pesticide Use: - NASA and the Navy regularly apply pesticides around buildings and landscaped
areas. Can you give the quantities of pesticides and herbicides used by NASA and the Navy for the
past five years and estimate the quantities that will be used by NASA and resident agencies during
the next five years? Will NASA attempt to eliminate the use of pesticides and.herbicides?

Air Quality; - The City of Mountain View in its North Bayshore Development DEIR acknowledges
that develcpment will have a significant, adverse environmental impact on air quality that cannot
be mitigated. NASA claims that 610 additional employees will not have a significant impact on air
quality. Why does consider the City of Mountain View disagree with NASA on the impact of
development on air quality? s it because NASA fails to properly assess cumulative impact?

Iraffic; - The City of Mountain View in its North Bayshore Development DEIR acknowledges that a
one percent increase in traffic on US101 and SR85 will have a significant, adverse environmental
impact that cannot be mitigated. NASA claims that 610 additional employees (6 percent) will not
have a significant impact. Why is NASA proposing to add more parking? It encourages people to
drive to work and costs tax dollars when we should be discouraging automobile commuters. Will
NASA include its BAAQMD-required trip reduction plan and measures of its effectiveness in its EA?
Will NASA publish a list of employers (both government and contract) with number of employees
for each and provide details of their trip reduction plans? Can you give the Average Vehicle
Ridership (riders per vehicle) for current and recent years? NASA recently closed the gate just
south of the 40 x 80 wind tunnel and opened a gate just north of the 80 x 120 extension. Why was
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the environmental ‘impact of these actions not assessed publicly? Whv is NASA not publishing
notices of environmental actions in the Federal Register?

~cusing; - The Asscciation of Bay Area Governments (ABAC] claims that the housing shoriage is one
cf the major preblems in Santa Clara County. The City ci Mcuntain View in its North Bayshore
Cevelcpment DEIR acknowlecqges that any cevelccment that creates new jobs will have a significant.
cumuylative envircnmental impact that cannot be miticatec. (An increase in housing demand can
iead o increased lccal and regional traific congesiicn and increased air pollutant emissions.)
NASA's DEA seems to have neglected cumulative imgact entirely. NASA acknowledges a “mincr need
icr additional housing” but does nct present any evicence that existing base housing can
accommodate the needs of new resident agencies. Some Navy housing has already been converted to
offices by NASA.

Wetlands and Recreation: - The DEA does not state how wetlands on the NASA property will be
protected. Why does NASA have no master plan? It would be helpful if NASA would prepare and
publish a master plan describing how the land uncer their siewardshic will te protected and the
various types of cevelopment that will be permitted. The DEA states that explosives on the site are
a barrier-to development of a recreational trail along the Bay. Will the Navy be leaving their
explosives behind? If the new resident agencies will be bringing explosives with them (not
desirable), why can't we find a way to store them that will not interfere with the Bay Trail? The
Navy has acknowledged that there are major explosives safety problem areas covered by waivers
from the Chief of Naval Operations releasing the Commanding Officar of legal responsibility. Is the
NASA Administrator authorized to grant similar waivers? '

Begional Plznning: - In their DEIR the City of Mountzin View mentioned extending Charleston Road
and Crittenden Lane across Stevens Creek 1o link up with a2 4-lane extension of Moffett Boulevard.
NASA's DEA mentions a bridge over Stevens Creek. (At the public forum on April 18 it was stated
that this would provide access to visitors to an Air znd Space Museum on Mountain View property.)
The use of deadly force is presently authorized at Moffett Field. Wil policy this be continued?
Obviously this is absurd. . If it is necessary to use ceadly force, then you must discourage visitation
or provide an adequate escort service.

Bigioric Preservation: - NASA acknowledges the necessity to protect buildings eligitle for listing
on the Nationzal Register and to protect archaeological resources. However, their past actions make
this a cause fcr concern. In 1573, when NASA last prepared an Environmental Impzact Statement
for Ames, the Department of Interior instructed them that excavation should te monitcred by a
comgpetent archzeologist. | have seen no evidence that NASA has followed this acdvice. NASA recently
cemolished a wind tunnel (12 Foot PWT) that may have been eligible for Naticnal Register listing.
‘When asked why an envircnmental assessment was not available, a NASA cecuty cirector said that
it was nct recuired for reconstruction. This demonstrates a lack of understarcing cf NEFA
TEGUIrEMENIS sincs therfe is no gxempticn {for reconstructicn: it is zalsoc & mysiery 23 S ncw
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make sense to expand facilities while employees work in unsafe buildings and buildings without 17-31
adequate handicapped access? The DEA states that fire protection will be provided by the National

Guard and mentions some of the available fire fighting equipment. Unfortunately, the Navy is

moving its equipment elsewhere and it is being replaced by antiquated National Guard equipment.

Is it wise to expand facilities before safety concerns can be adequately addressed?-

It seems that NASA is trying to do too much with too little. The agency should be resolving the
problems within its present facility, not trying to acquire and manage a much larger facility that
is not essential to its mission. These comments may be outside of the scope of a request for
comments on environmental documents, but it appears obvious that NASA will not be able to
provide the level of stewardship required to manage the facility that they envision.

NEPA is very explicit on the need for federal agencies to publicly assess the environmental impact
of their actions and NASA has failed to do that. NASA may not be compelled to follow the
recommendations of other government agencies. However, the public interest is best served when
the government obeys the law.

Sincerely,

e, Dndbonser,

Peter Drekmeier

cc: Ken K. Munechika, Director, NASA Ames Research Center

Billie J. Mc Garvey, NASA Headquarters, Washington, DC 20546-0001
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LETTER 17: - Peter Drekmeier

17-1:

17-2:

17-3:

17-4:

Please refer to page 1 and 8 of this Environmental Assessment.
Adoption of Future Concept 1 of the Comprehensive Plan is the
proposed action assessed by this Environmental Assessment.

The housing and related community support areas are outside

- the area covered by the Comprehensive Use Plan.. However, any

impacts that development of Future Concept 1 of the
Comprehensive Use Plan may have on these areas adjacent to
the planning area are assessed in this Environmental Assessment.

Comment noted. NASA is not required to analyze the Navy’s
actions, only environmental effects associated with its own
actions. As stated previously, transfer of facilities are exempt
from the provisions of NEPA. The Navy’s departure from
Moffett Field qualified for a Categorical Exclusion under NEPA
according to the Navy’s guidelines for implementing NEPA. A
Categorical Exclusion was issued June 1994 by the Navy.

Moftett Field is not going to be "re-used". NASA has accepted
responsibility for operating Moffett Field as a shared federal
facility. This responsibility has historically been that of the
Department of Defense, tied directly to the Navy’s use of the
site. Many of the operations and functions of Moffett Field will
remain unchanged.

Resident agencies that currently exist at Moffett Field will
continue to operate. These agencies include the Army and Air
Force and account for over 2,000 employees at Moffett Field. In
addition, NASA employs more than 5,000 persons at Moffett
Field.

The major charige at Moffett Field will be the departure of the
Navy. However, the Navy does not employ the majority of
Moffett Field personnel. Without the Navy, current employment
at Moffett Field would be approximately 7,940 (375 Navy
Reserve, 1,300 CANG, 310 Army, 75 Air Force, 5,790 NASA,
and 90 other Moffett Field personnel). However, NASA is
planning on expanding the employment potential to 10,610
through adoption of Future Concept 1 of the Comprehensive
Use Plan. Future Concept 1 of the Plan will allow NASA to
expand their use of the site and allow for the expansion of
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17-5:

17-6:

17-7:

17-8:

existing federal tenants or the introduction of new federal
tenants. However, the activities of these tenants are not expected
to deviate from those activities currently permitted at Moffett
Field. If uses beyond Future Concept 1 of the Comprehensive
Use Plan are proposed, additional environmental review would
be required.

The housing and community support areas outside the project
area of the Comprehensive Use Plan will remain in the custody
of the Department of Defense and will continue to be operated
by DOD and are not the responsibility of NASA.

Please refer to Response 5-1

Please refer to Response 5-1. Page 18 of this Environmental
Assessment has been expanded to address the commentor’s
concerns. The No Action Alternative would be to not adopt
Future Concept 1 of the Comprehensive Use Plan. The No
Action Alternative would not be to leave the Navy property
vacant, as the commentor suggests. As explained on page 18 of
this Environmental Assessment, resident agency and NASA
personnel would still exist at-the site even after the Navy leaves.
Approximately 7,940 employees would still remain at Moffett
Field.

The North Bayshore Precise Plan DEIR prepared for the City of
Mountain View (January 24, 1994) analyzes development of a
General Plan Amendment, rezoning, and Precise Plan for 185
acres of City-owned land within the North Bayshore area. This
area is located on the west frontage of Shoreline Boulevard,
northwest of Moffett Field. The North Bayshore Precise Plan
allows for 1,316,000 square feet of new development and over
3,000 new employees.

Comparatively, Future Concept 1 of the Comprehensive Use
Plan allows for development of 1,089,800 new square feet of
development as infill within existing development, and only 610
new employees. The additional employment projected at Moffett
Field is significantly less than that proposed by the Bayshore
Precise Plan.

In addition, the traffic analyses of the Bayshore Precise Plan
DEIR bases its traffic projections on counts conducted by DKS
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17-9:

17-10:

17-11:

Associates on April 21 and 22, 1993. Employment at Moffett
Field at this time was above 11,000. In addition, none of the
intersections analyzed in the Bayshore EIR would be impacted by
Moffett Field development. '

Traffic generated by the 3,000 employees of the Bayshore Precise
Plan would have a significant impact. The need for housing for
3,000 employees would also likely significantly affect the housing
shortage. The Comprehensive Use Plan Concept 1 would result
in 610 new employees. Many of these additional employees
would live in adjacent military housing, thus not causing traffic

_impacts or affecting the housing supply. These factors are

discussed in the Environmental Assessment. In addition, the
majority of the intersections analyzed in the Bayshore EIR would
not be significantly affected by Moffett Field development.

Since air quality impact assessment is dependent largely upon
traffic generation, these impacts are also considered to be
insignificant. Housing impacts are not anticipated since there
will be no substantial increase in population. Traffic generation
and employment changes at Moffett Field are considered
negligible as they represent no significant change.

Comment noted. Page 7 of this Environmental Assessment has

been amended to address the commentor’s concerns. The loss of

approximately 6,800 jobs cited in this Environmental Assessment
includes 3,359 military and 633 civilian personnel by September
1994 (a total of 3,992 as the commentor has noted). It was also
estimated that at least 2,800 jobs would be lost in supporting
industries, largely in Santa Clara County.

Please refer to Response 5-12. It should be noted that this is not
a base-reuse. Moffett Field will continue to operate in its
current capacity.

Flight operations at Moffett Field will be less under Future
Concept 1 of the Comprehensive Use Plan than were previously
allowed at the airfield. Annual flight operations at Moffett Field
totalled more than 85,000 prior to 1991. The comment that
NASA did not consider relocation to Crow’s Landing is incorrect.
NASA has taken custodial responsibility of Crow’s Landing which
will allow "touch-and-go" landings and research testing at that
facility. However, NASA has had no reason to consider
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17-12:

17-13:

17-14:

17-15:

- 17-16:

17-17:

17-18:

17-19:
17-20:

17-21:

relocation of all their aircraft operations to the Navy’s Crows
Alternate Landing Field or to NASA’s Dryden Flight Research
Facility.

Please refer to Response 11-6. NASA has no comment on the
judgment of the Base Closure Commission.

Please refer to Responses 11-6 and 11-17.

Please refer to Responses 5-6 and 11-6. Hazardous waste

generation will not change substantially as a result of the
proposed action. NASA and the resident agencies will continue
to implement hazardous waste minimization efforts. NEPA does
not require a documentation of resources used for energy, water,
or waste generation for a S-year period prior to an
Environmental Assessment being prepared. This information is
more appropriately found in the Environmental Resources
Document.

Please refer to Responses 11-6, 11-17 and 17-14.

Please refer to Responses 11-6 and 11-18. No wind tunnel is
proposed at this time. If and when a new wind tunnel is
proposed, it will require further project-specific environmental
analysis. Specific approval of a new wind tunnel is not part of
this proposed action. Please refer to Response 17-14.

Please refer to Responses 5-5, 11-6 and 17-14.

Please refer to Response 11-6 and 17-14. NASA is sensitive to
the use of pesticides and the effects it may have on natural
resources on-site. However, this issue is more appropriately
addressed in the Environmental Resources Document.

Please refer to Response 17-8.

Please refer to Responses 11-6 and 17-8.

This is a comment on the Comprehensive Use Plan, not an
environmental issue.
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17-22: Please refer to Response 11-6.

17-23: The construction of Gate 17 was part of a larger project
including improvements to Hunsaker and Parsons roads within
the Ames site. The project was approved in 1992 and was
included within the scope of the Environmental Resources
Document. NASA coordinated construction activities with a
local wildlife biologist to ensure that burrowing owls in the area
were protected. '

17-24: NASA has followed the procedures as specified in the
Regulations for Implementing the Procedural Provisions of the
National Environmental Policy Act (40 CFR, Part 1501.4(¢)(2).
Only projects of "national importance" require a notice in the
Federal Register. NASA Headquarters determined that the
Comprehensive Use Plan Environmental Assessment is of "local",
not of national importance. Therefore, notice has been published

- in the Mercury News and La Oferta newspapers.

17-25: Please refer to Response 17-8.

17-26: Please refer to Responses 1-1, 5-4, 5-8, 10-2, 11-1, and 11-6.
NASA has an existing Master Plan which was adopted in 1981.
The Comprehensive Use Plan is a document intended to guide
growth and development and will be used as a basis for the
preparation of a revised Master Plan. Preparation of a new
Master Plan is expected to commence at the end of 1994,

17-27: Development of the Stevens Creek bridge would require
additional environmental review, as discussed in this
Environmental Assessment.

17-28: Mitigation Measure CULT-2 provides for the protection of
historic resources and NASA is currently sensitive to historic
resource protection. As discussed in this Environmental
Assessment, no remnants of the once documented Kitchen
Midden or any other prehistoric cultural artifacts were found in
November 1993 during a 60-acre investigation of the northwest
portion of Ames Research Center. The State Historic
Preservation Officer concurred with the findings of this report
through the Section 106 process. Agricultural practices, the
commercial use of mound sites for top soil and fill, and possibly
the construction of current facilities appear to have destroyed any
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17-29:

17-30:

17-31: .

previously documented sites. However, Mitigation Measure
CULT-1 has been added to this Environmental Assessment to
fully address archaeological resources.

This is a comment on waivers granted to the Navy, not an
environmental issue of the Comprehensive Use Plan, therefore, a
response is not provided. Many of the waivers granted by the
Navy are no longer required for the use of Moffett Field.

This is a comment on the condition of existing handicapped
access and on the Navy’s fire protection equipment. It is not a
comment on the Environmental Assessment, therefore a response
is not required. Many buildings are in the process of being

“upgraded to meet ADA standards, or will be upgraded in the

near future.

The Moffett Field Fire Department is working with the Navy to
acquire many of the vehicles that are currently used at the field.
In addition, the Fire Department will acquire additional needed
vehicles from the Air Force. It is inaccurate to describe these
vehicles and equipment as antiquated. In addition, new
equipment will be purchased and upgraded in the future. An on-
going inspection program will be implemented to ensure that Air
Force standards and regulations are followed and the equipment
is adequate to serve the site.
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REQUEST FOR INFORMATION/COMMENTS SUBMITTAL
ON THE ENVIRONMENTAL INVESTIGATIONS AT
NASA AMEs ReEsearcH CENTER, MOFFETT FieLD, CA

Name Tom Rivell _ . Date 310/

O

Mailing Adcress —ames Research Center. MS 24119

- CityiZip Phone Number { )
(in the event that inquiry clarification is required by Ames staff)

Affiliated Organization

, : . . / ; : 4/0.
In reference to Ames .DTO]GC‘[ Dccumentation: Ames Draft Environmental Assessment. £/94

Please specify the information being requested and/or comments being submitted.
Attach a separate sheet if necessary.

The EPA encouraged NASA to include proposed reuse actions for land coming under their 18-1
Jurisdiction in a comprehensive public review process. I don't believe that reuse actions have besn

included in the DEA. Why not? Idon't believe that their has been a comprehensive review process.
Why not? ' :

The EPA encouraged NASA to list in their NEPA documents the fede-rﬁl. state and local requirements{ 18-2

that are applicable to the facility. (There is only a list of agencies with their area of jurisdiction.)
Why has this not been done?

The EPA encouraged NASA to list in their NEPA documents the environmental permits curreatly 18-3
heid and new permits or modifications required. Why has this not been done?

(continued on reverse)

Feceived Caie (Ames) : Feceived By

City oF SunNnYvALE LIBRARY

ncre Ollices v_
H~ASA Ames Fessarch Center

1
Yiciiett Field, CA S4033-1000

Thenk you for your submittél.
A respense can te excected no later then 30 days from sutmittal receict.



(continued)

The environmental policy announced by the Ames Director in 1990 is excellent. Why has so little
been implemented when many of the items cost nothing and/or reduce operating expenses? How
does Ames determine if managers are encouraging implementation of environmental policy? Can
Ames provide any quantitative evidence to demonstrate that they are making progress?

NASA regulations require field installations to maintain a current Master Plan. There is no
evidence of the existence of master plan in the DEA. Is the Moffett Field reuse plan compatible
with the Navy's previous Master Plan for the Moffett Field Naval Air Station? When will NASA
publish a master plan? Shouldn't reuse decisions be based on a master plan compatible with
surrounding community plans or an existing master plan? If NASA does not have a master plan
shouldn't the Navy plan be followed until a new one can be developed, reviewed and endorsed by
NASA Headquarters?

The DEA claims that the transfer of the Navy's Moffett property will not cost anything. Has the no-
cost transfer decision been approved by Congress? What are the other costs to NASA and the
taxpayers for administration, security, maintenance, facility upgrade, etc?

How many days per year are the Magnetic Standards Laboratory and Test Facility (Buildings 217
and 217A) in use? o

- Does NASA have a plan to reduce petroleum fuel consumption by using'more efficient or
alternatively fueled vehicles?

The DEA says that an increase of less than 9% in impervious surface is not significant. What is the
percentage decrease in permeable surfaces?

There are burrowing ow! sites south of Bldg. 255 and west of the Bldg. 258 Annex. |

18-4

18-5

18-6

18-7

18-8

18-9

18-10
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LETTER 18:

18-1:

18-2:

18-3:

18-4:

18-5:;

18-6:

18-7:

18-8:

Tom Rivell, National Aeronautics and Space
Administration

Please refer to Response 5-1. The Comprehensive Use Plan does
not outline re-use actions since Moffett Field has not been
designated for re-use. The federal government will continue to
control Moffett Field. Uses at Moffett Field will not change,
only the controlling federal agency.

The letter to NASA dated February 24, 1992 from EPA, stated
that development should be coordinated with affected federal,
State and local agencies and the public. The Environmental
Assessment lists federal and state laws which apply to actions
anticipated under the Comprehensive Use Plan. The
Environmental Assessment does not include, nor does NEPA
require a list of all existing state, federal and local permits that.
have already been granted to operate the facility. This
information is more appropriately found in Ames Environmental
Resources Document (ERD).

Please refer to Response 18-2.

This comment addresses a policy statement made by the "Ames
Director" in 1990 which is unrelated to the Comprehensive Use
Plan. NASA is working toward implementation of these policies.
In addition, all on-going projects are monitored for
environmental compliance.

The Comprehensive Use Plan will provide the basis for the
preparation of a new Master Plan. Preparation of an updated
Master Plan is expected to start this Fall.

This comment asks whether Congress has done a cost analysis of
the transfer of the property and is thus unrelated to the
Environmental Assessment.

This comment is not related to the Environmental Assessment.
Information regarding existing facilities can be found in NASA’s
Environmental Resources Document.

NASA currently has five alternate vehicles in support of the
California Methanol Fuel Program stationed at Moffett Field.
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18-9:

18-10:

NASA plans to replace its older fleet with low-emission vehicles
as they become available.

The percentage decrease in permeable surfaces within the study
area boundaries is approximately 24 percent.

Figure 6 represents those sites documented from the Quarterly
Burrowing Owl Update 4 completed June 21, 1993. NASA has
recently contracted with Dr. Lynne Trullio to continue quarterly
monitoring of the burrowing owl sites. Sites discovered after the
June 21, 1993 date are not shown on this map. For updated
data, interested persons should contact NASA directly.
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Earth Day 1994

Ms. Sandy Olliges

Environmental Program Manager

NASA Ames Research Center

Mail Stop 218-1

Moffett Field, CA 94035-1000

SUBJECT: Moffett Field Comprehensive Use Plan Draft Environmental Assessment

Dear Ms. Olliges,

bottom line of NASAS' efforts seems to be to conduct business as usual instead of pursuing Total

to reconsider your approach to environmental concerns and usher in a new era of TQEM in your
daily operations.

L. Process Level Issues:

A.Decision for NASA to retain Moffett Field:

We find that the decision making process which culminated in NASA assuming.custodial control  [19-]

“The Secretary of Defense should do everything in his power to ensure a timely transfer of these
valuable assets to the local communities.”

furthermore, the Commission

“recommended closing Naval Air Station Moffett Field”



- during the May 18th public open forum in which comments made by concerned citizens were not even

- no difference between the two "alternatives" examined in the CUP and in fact believe that Future

© the CUP is a thinly disguised attempt to ignore this crucial aspect of a DEA. Again, we must emphasize

We find this in direct conflict with the statement in the CUP Preface that “The Commission :
recommended Moffett Field remain a Federal facility for use by NASA and other Federal entities”. In
fact, what the Commission report stated was a suggestion that the base remain a federal facility and that
“the Secretary (of Defense) should consult with NASA”. We find that misconstruing the intent of the
Commission to ensure retention of the facility for NASA and other federal agencies is a disservice to the
surrounding communities and represents an attempt to circumvent the participatory democratic process.
Furthermore, the "enthusiastic support" mentioned in the CUP was from a few select business leaders. |19-2
and city council members, and not from the general community.

19-1

We also note that NASA's lack of consideration of public input is evident in the DEA process. The filing 119-3
of a signed and dated Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI) prior to release of the DEA is dearly
outside the letter and intent of NEPA. There seems to be little intent to seriously consider these, or
other, public comments concerning the environmental impact of NASAs' actions. If there were, those
concerns would first be incorporated into your final EA, and then conclusions regarding a FONSI, or the
need for an environmental impact statement (EIS) would be made. This attitude was also in evidence 19-4

recorded. While we appreciate this opportunity to express our views in writing we must wonder
whether it constitutes a true opportunity to be heard or merely an exercise in futility.

Finally, and most significantly, we find the theoretical foundation of the CUP and DEA to be flawed. 19-5
You are required by NEPA to assess the environmental impact of your action(s). Although the action
which you are taking is never clearly defined, it is clear that the action is the takeover of the facilities
and property of Moffett Field. You wrongfully assume that baseline figures for your environmental 19-6
impacts includes the prior activities of the Navy. However, you are acquiring new facilities and
properties after the Navy departs, thus your baseline scenario must be for NASA activities prior to
acquiring the new property. All of your baseline figures (especially employment) are inappropriately
elevated which leads to unwarranted conclusions. Therefore, we must insist that you recast the CUP and
DEA based on figures for NASA-Ames activities only, and then base your analyses on the re-opening
of the former Navy facilities. The environmental impacts of doubling employment are obviously much
greater than the slight increases you project in your Future Concept One.

B. Examination of Alternative Uses:

The CUP and DEA offer no examination of a transfer of the facility out of federal control, nor any shared | 19-7
use of the facility by non-governmental entities or other civilian uses. We find that there is essentially

Concept Two is an unrealistically large growth option offered only to enhance the appeal of Future
Concept One. '

In the DEA the no action option (page 12) is poorly conceived and does not satisfy the requirements of 19-8
NEPA for a no action alternative. The action being undertaken by NASA is the acquisition of Moffett ‘
Field, not implementation of the CUP, therefore the no action alternative must be the case in which

NASA does not acquire Moffett Field. To suggest that no action is merely the absence of not developing

that your baseline analysis (no action) must not include former Navy uses of the facility, including both
employment figures and airfield uses.

. Specific Process-Level s:
We find that there are many assumptions which are inadequately explained or justified, induding:

1. Airfield Issues:
Is it essential for NASA to acquire the airfield, and is it within NASAs' mission to maintain an airfield 19-9
for the use of non-civilian agencies? What are the long-term costs to NASA associated with maintaining



the airfield and how do these increased costs cut affect other budgets at Ames, and the budgets of other
NASA centers? Are continued airfield operations essential to Ames mission, or can flight needs be met
by other facilities (e.g. San Jose International)? How influential was Lockheed Corporation in
maintaining control of the airfield to subsidize their infrequent flight requirements? How does NASA
plan to acquire safety waivers which expire when the Navy departs?

2. Closed Federal Facility: '
What justification is there for a civilian agency to maintain a facility closed to the public? Why are
military benefits such as the golf course, commissary and other recreational facilities being maintained
by NASA or other federal agencies? Can security concerns for NASA uses be met with concurrent use of
parts of the facility for non-governmental purposes?

3. Housing Issues: - 7
‘The Air Force is not filing any documents for their acquisition of housing, as lead agency NASA should
include this in their DEA. In addition, the jobs to housing imbalance in the South Bay is not addressed,
which is important because employment is projected to increase which further widens this gap.

4. Economic Analysis and Employment: .
We find that your estimation of job losses (6,800) is significantly exaggerated (CUP p. 7). In addition,
you offer conflicting estimates of employment at Moffett, estimating 7,175 (CUP p. 7) at NASA but

discussed. The economic analysis done for the two Future Concepts is limited.

IL Specific Environmental Concerns:

In addition to the above process-level concerns we offer the following specific suggestions concerning
environmental and community issues which are not adequately addressed. We believe that a thorough
consideration of these concerns will almost certainly preclude a FONSL '

4. Land Use Issues:
1. Bay Trail Issue:

Long-term community efforts to link the Bay Trail around the South Bay are thwarted by safety
considerations for munitions storage. As a civilian agency we find no justification for NASA to retain

2. Biodiversity:
The presence of endangered and threatened species requires NASA to protect both the species and the
habitat upon which these species depend. We strongly recommend that NASA immediately halt all
pesticide and herbicide application to wetlands areas and undeveloped lands. In addition, discing of
undeveloped lands should be discontinued as this poses a threat to burrowing owl populations. Feral
cats and red foxes present a hazard to existing species. Proper management plans for these animals

need to be addressed, especially as they relate to maintaining a barrier to further migration of red fox
individuals.

19-9
cont.

19-10
19-11

19-12
19-13

19-14

19-15




3. Wetlands Preservation and Restoration:
Mowing and drainage of wetlands areas must be discontinued. Although these wetlands are seriously
degraded their potential to be restored must not be compromised by further degradatory actions. We
believe that continued degradation of this land will ultimately be used to justify further development.
We find little discussion of these issues in the DEA and are assured that they will be dealt with in a
comprehensive wetlands management document to be undertaken at a later date. We formally ask to
be kept appraised of progress in this area. The current study by the Department of Fish and Game
should be continued. We are unclear as to what constitutes a ‘potential wetland’ (CUP, p.10), the entire
area now encompassed by Moffett Field was once wetlands and we find this type of language obfuscates
the real issue which is to preserve and protect the tiny fraction which remains.

. 4. Ecosystem Research functions: _

The potential to use the wetlands and undeveloped lands for ecosystem research should be explored.
This should include, but not be limited to, a wetlands recovery project and verification of remote
sensing technologies. Research gardens using native plants could be developed in conjunction with

-remote sensing technology.

mpli i vir tal Ja d ati

1. Previous history: '
NEPA requires that an environmental assessment includes baseline figures so that potential impacts and
mitigation can be compared to projected actions. Information should include, but is not limited to, the
following items:

a. Hazardous materials generated and recycled

b. Solid waste generated and recycled

c. Recycled materials purchased

d. Energy use and conservation efforts

‘e. Water use and conservation efforts

f. Transportation/traffic issues

g- Noise, both airfield and wind tunnels.

h. Air emissions (e.g. ozone-depleting chemicals)

2. Future projections:
Assessment of the impact of actions must include how NASA will mitigate, reduce and improve
environmental stewardship of the lands acquired. Nowhere in these documents are the impacts of
programmatic level changes discussed. These are essential to assess how increased activities, as related
to a doubling of personnel, will be incorporated into daily operations.

3. Safety Issues: :
a. Why ordnance and munitions are necessary to a civilian agency is never addressed.
Are nuclear weapons also stored at Moffett Field, and if so, why? What munitions will be added as new
residents use the facility? Clearly the presence of munitions is incompatible with environmental health
and safety and community safety. As previously mentioned it also complicates the Bay Trail right of
way.

b. Retention of the Defense Fuel Support Center. The same safety issues apply to this
facility. No justification is offered for retaining this function. If it is retained all single walled tanks
should be replaced with double walled, above-ground, monitored tanks.

~ ¢. The Navy has obtained safety waivers concerning the proximity of hangars to the
runway and runway clearance issues. There is no discussion of how NASA can justify continuation or
renewal of these safety exemptions.

19-16

19-17

19-18

19-19

19-20

19-21

19-22




4. City of Mountain View Draft Environmental Impact Report: : 19-23
We find a serious discrepancy with NASAs’ conclusions and those of the City of

Mountain Views North Bayshore Development Project. How is it possible that increases in traffic

congestion and air pollution by the North Bayshore project were found to produce significant impacts

which could not be mitigated but that no significant impacts were found for larger increases in traffic

congestion by the CUP Future Concept One? We suggest that such conflicting conclusions for the same

air basin and transportation corridor warrant further analysis by NASA.

In summary we find that the DEA is significantly flawed in that it offers a very limited range of options
tfor re-use of the facility and, it contains a very limited consideration of environmental impacts of the
replacement of Navy personnel and assets. %e basic assumptions of the CUP and DEA are incorrect
and need to be changed before environmental impacts can be adequately addressed. We believe that
NASA should withdraw the FONSI until a conceptually well formulated and technically accurate
environmental assessment is done.

While we appreciate the effort that has gone into the preparation of the CUP and the DEA, we truly
believe that NASA interests, and the interests of the local communities, are best served by a
comprehensive environmental assessment based on accurate baseline information and the subsequent
large increases in employment and facility use at Moffett Field. In this fashion NASA can begin to
achieve the goal of minimizing the impact of daily operations on the environment.

L\@L.w Foi

David T. Smernoff James A. Steinmetz
Council Member ) Director

cc

Dr. Ken K. Munechika, MS 200-1, NASA Ames Research Center

Mr. Billie J. McGarvey, Code JX, NASA Headquarters

Ms. Jacqueline Wyland, Office of Federal Activities, US EPA Region IX
Honorable Arina Eshoo, US House of Representatives

Honorable Barbara Boxer, US Senate '

Honorable Dianne Feinstein, US Senate
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LETTER 19: David T. Smernoff & James A. Steinmetz, Bay Area Action

19-1: Please refer to Response 5-12. The "Naval Air Station" at
Moffett Field will be realigned with the departure of the Navy.
However, Moffett Field will remain a federal facility under
NASA'’s control. This was the recommendation of the Base
Closure and Realignment Commission on April 15, 1991.
Furthermore, the Department of the Navy and the National
Aecronautics and Space Administration entered into a
Memorandum of Understanding regarding Moffett Ficld on
December 22, 1992, describing the proposed transfer of Moffett
Field to NASA.

19-2: ~ 'During the period from January to June 1992, the cities of
Mountain View and Sunnyvale conducted a number of public
informational meeting during which public testimony was taken
regarding Motfett Field. This public testimony is documented in
the Assessment of Aviation and Community Impacts of Moffett
Field Transfer prepared by P&D Aviation for the cities of
Mountain View and Sunnyvale. A wide range of interest have
been expressed by local citizens concerning Moffett Field. In
general there seemed to be overall support for the transfer of
Moffett Field to NASA. Concerns were expressed with regard to
both the noise and safety aspects of NASA operation.

In general, the cities of Mountain View and Sunnyvale view
Moffett Field as important in providing jobs and economic
benefits for the community. Industry groups strongly support
NASA operations and control of Moffett Field as a federal
airfield to ensure viability of security and operational needs.
Many of these groups felt that Moffett must be retained as a
secure facility to protect national interests and interests of local
manufacturers who respond to the nation’s needs. In addition,
modern, high-tech, and sensitive manufacturing facilities in
proximity to Moffett Field could be compromised as a result of
joint use. The Sunnyvale and Mountain View Chambers of
Commerce also believe that Moffett Field must be retained as a
federal secure facility in the interest of long-term employment
~and economic stability. Civil use of the facility could compromise
security, operations, and safety.

The Comprehensive Use Plan is a conceptual plan for the future
development at Moffett Field. The environmental impacts of
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implementing the plan are discussed in the Environmental
Assessment. Project specific impacts will be assessed in project
environmental analysis.

19-3: Please refer to Response 11-4.
19-4: Please refer to Response 5-11.
19-5: ° Comment noted. Page 1 of this Environmental Assessment has

been amended to address the commentor’s concerns. Adoption
of Future Concept 1 of the Comprehensive use Plan is the
proposed action assessed by this Environmental Assessment.

As described on page 9 of this Environmental Assessment, this
Environmental Assessment does not analyze the impacts of the
closure or transfer of Moffett Field. These actions are exempt
from NEPA.

19-6: Since Moffett Field is not closing, an analysis of a "re-opening"
would be inappropriate. The Comprehensive Use Plan is
intended to facilitate the continued use of the facility by NASA
and various resident agencies.

19-7: Please refer to Response 5-1.

19-8: Please refer to Responses 17-4 and 17-7.

19-9: Please refer to Responses 3-1, 5-1, and 11-6.

19-10: Please refer to Respénsc 5-1.

i9-11: Please refer to Responses 17-2 and 17-5.

19-12: Please refer to Response 17-4 and 17-9.

19-13: Please refer to Respohse 5-1.

19-14: | Please refer to Responses 5-8 and 10-2.

19-15: Please refer to Responses 1-1, 5-4, 11-1, 11-13 and 17-27.
19-16: Please refer to Responses 1-1, 5-4, 11-1, 11-13 and 17-27.
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19-17:

19-18:

19-19:

19-20:

19-21:

19-22:

19-23:

This comment suggests NASA utilize a portion of the site for
ecological research and does not relate to the Environmental
Assessment.

Under NEPA each federal agency has its own NEPA Guidelines.
NASA’s are set forth in NASA Management Handbook 8800.11
Implementing the Provisions of the National Environmental Policy
Act and 14 CFR. As stated in NASA’s guidelines. "The
description of the affected environment has, in the past, been
given attention far beyond its value to the discussion of
environmental impacts. To the extent that description of the
environment is required, descriptive material already available
should be used as much as possible. The use of references is
encouraged." The Environmental Assessment fully discusses all
topics listed in this comment. Existing conditions information is
found in NASA’s Environmental Resource Document.

Potential impacts of the proposed action are discussed fully in
Chapter V of this Environmental Assessment. This '
Environmental Assessment includes mitigation measures that will
be adopted by NASA to seek to ensure that adoption of Future
Concept 1 of the Comprehensive Use Plan does not significantly
impact the environment. These measures are summarized in
Chapter VI.

Please refer to Responses 5-8 and 10-2. Nuclear weapons are
not stored at Moffett Field.

Please refer to Responses 5-6 and 5-7.

Operations at Moffett Field under NASA’s control will be similar
to the operations that took place under the control of the
Department of Defense. The majority of federal tenants at
Moftett Field will remain unchanged. Therefore, existing safety
exemptions are required.

Please refer to Response 16-8.
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Citizens’ Advisory Board
: for the ,
The Moffett Naval Air Station Superfund Site
and the
MEW Companies Superfund Site

May 4, 1994
Sandra Olliges
NASA Ames Research Center
Safety, Health, and Environmental Services Office
M/S218-1
Moffett Field, CA 94035-1000

Dear Ms Olliges,

As a member of the Citizens’ Advisory Board for the Moffett Superfund Sites
and a resident of and property owner in Mountain View, I have a concern about the
April 7 Draft Environmental Assessment prepared for NASA as a part of its Moffett
Field Comprehensive Use Plan. A number of the members of our committee met
on April 14 to review the above document and attended the public hearing on April
18 to express some of our concerns. The Environental Program Manager, Sandy
Olliges, asked those who spoke at the hearing to submit their concerns.in writing no
later than May 10. The following are my comments and concerns, attached to the
NASA form.

My first comment is that the time allowed for public consideration of this
environmental assessment document was far too little for any serious consideration
of its conclusion that “no significant impact” would result from the Moffett Field
use plan proposed by NASA. As a result, my most basic proposal is that an addition
opportunity for public input on the document be designated by NASA, with suffient
lead time for the citizens of this area to be notified and to review the document
thoughtfully. .

As an attender of the first hearing, I feel that such an additional hearing is
absoluted crucial, since attenders raised many questions and were not satisfied with
the answers. I, and others with concerns, need the additional time to further
investigate assertions in the document and issues raised, both in the report and
issues not addressed in the report. I agree with several of our CAB members who
said at the hearing that “it made a mockery of the process of seriously seeking public
input” on such a far-ranging use plan and its environmental implications for this
sensitive Bay Area site and the nearby communities.

Specific concerns which I raise on my behalf and on behalf of people living in
(continued)
clo Silicon Valley Toxics Coalition « 760 North First Street « San Jose, CA 95112 « 408-287-6707
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Mountain View and Sunnyvale are outlined below.

* The impact of relocating air reserve units from Alameda Naval Air Station and
the former Hamilton Air Force Base to Moffett Field, with helicopters being a
significant dimension of the aircraft to be flown, has not been considered by the
residents of either community. I see this as essentially a new issue, particularly in

view of plans to increase the number of flights per year to as high as 80,000. And the

response at the April 18 hearing that the helicopters would be flown out of the end
of the runways nearest to the Bay said nothing about how much noise that would
generate for residents with homes near to the field and what the flight pattern
would be over the two communities, which have experienced years of noise from P-
3's flying over their homes, parks, and schools. In addition, the NASA response
took no consideration of the impact of the aircraft noise on wildlife living in (or
trying to live in) the wetlands all around the runways. And the report’s comment
on air pollution from the additional flights acknowledged significant additional air
pollution in the area of the Field, but observed that the total air pollution in the
total Bay Area would not rise. This is small consolation for those who like my wife
and me, live in Mountain View and Sunnyvale, particularly when local NASA
officials had the authority to decline the request of the Hamilton Field air reserve
units to relocate to Moffett. '

* In relation to the long sought and planned Bay Trail for hikers and wildlife
viewers, the plan says nothing about the noise for hikers and wildlife, nor about the
need to remove a large munitions depot near the proposed trail, nor the need to
remove hugh fuel tanks underground in the area of the trail, which tanks are single
walled. No opportunity has been given for the Sierra Club or other environmental
organizations to specifically comment on these issues affecting the Bay Trail, so long
in the planning by members of their organizations.

* The intent of the National Environmental Protection Act (NEPA) is that serious
consideration be given to various options for use of the land, particularly in a case
such as this where a military base is being closed and being turned over to an
essentially non-military arm of the government, namely, the National Aeronautical
and Space Administration. No such options are presented in the draft
environmental assessment, merely slight variations of the same basic plan. Nor
was the public given any serious opportunity to propose such options. I feel that
neither the spirit nor the letter of NEPA are reflected in the document presented
and that the implications for environmental restoration of the crucial salt-marsh
habitat surrounding the runways was in no way addressed. '

* Questions were also raised at the hearing about a proposed bridge, which

construction would facilitate the flow of traffic anticipated when a planned Air and

Space Museum is built on land just to the northeast of Moffett Field. This further

raised the question of an alternative use of the huge hangar, which is now

designated as a National Historical Site. Why could it not be used for the home of
(continued)
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the Air and Space Museum. How appropriate a usage that would be, in my opinion. | 2(-5
It would also remove the necessity of developing land nearby to the Field, in a time cont.

when environmental concerns suggest that such unnecessary development is
undesireable.

In conclusion, I see the Draft Environmental Assessment as inadequate,
flawed in many of its conclusions, and failing to present options to NASA’s
proposed useage. The implications of the plans for nearby residents and
communities have not been seriously considered, nor has any serious input been
sought from citizens of the area. Issues related to noise, munitions, leaking tanks,
wildlife, and trail useage must be addressed before any serious environmental
assessment will have been completed, as required by NEPA on behalf of the land,
the wildlife, the air, the water, and residents living in the area.

, I hope that this letter will produce a serious response to these concerns,

shared by many on the CAB, in the near future, and will result in revisions to the
assessment process and a future hearing for public input. Thank you for
considering my concerns. I look forward to hearing from you and together sharing
in a process which will contribute to sound decision-making and to NASA being a
good neighbor to all area residents, both humans and widelife, Only such a process
and outcome will assure that our children and their children will inherit a liveable
Bay area and healthy, sustainable communities in which to live.

Mountain View Resident and
Homeowner _

Member of the Citizens Advisory
Board for the Moffett Superfund Sites

cc: Ken K. Munechika, Director
NASA Ames Research Center
Mail Stop MS 200-1
Moffett Field, CA 94035-1000
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LETTER 20:

20-1:

20-2:

20-3:
20-4:

20-5:

Paul Burks, Citizens’ Advisory Board for the Moffett NAS
Superfund Site and the MEW Companies Superfund Site

Please refer to Responses 5-11 and 5-12. Though a specific
public review period is not required for an Environmental
Assessment, NASA circulated the Draft Environmental
Assessment for 30-days. This is the typical review period
recommended for an Environmental Assessment.

Please refer to Responses 1-1, 5-2, 5-3, 5-4, and 5-5. This
Environmental Analysis considers the relocation of air reserve
units from Alameda Naval Air Station and the former Hamilton
Air Force Base, including helicopters. These aircraft are
included in the noise and air quality analyses included in this

document.

Please refer to Responses 5-8 and 10-2.
Please refer to Responses 1-1, 5-1, and 5-4.

This is a comment on the Air and Space Museum, not on the
Environmental Assessment. Moffett Field is a closed federal
facility and access is restricted. Therefore, location of the Air
and Space Museum within the middle of the facility would not be
appropriate.
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Pacific Studies Center

222B View Street, Mountain View, CA 94041 USA 415/969-1545; Fax 415/968-1126
May 5, 1994

Sandy Olliges

Environmental Program Manager
Ames Research Center, MS 218-1
Moffett Field, CA 94035-1000

Dear Sandy:

Though 1 appreciate the effort that your staff has put into the development of the draft
NEPA (National Environmental Policy Act) documents for Moffett Naval Air Station, I believe that
the process is fatally flawed. The draft Finding of No Significant Impact should be rejected and the
Environment Assessment should be redrafted or incorporated into a wholly new draft
Environmental Impact Statement.

[ have a number of specific concerns, some of which I addressed in my earlier comments
on the Draft Comprehensive Use Plan, regarding wetlands access and restoration, underground
fuel storage, and munitions storage. But my primary reasons for challenging the draft
Environmental Assessment are the following:

1. The Environmental Assessment compares all proposed options to an arbitrary past level of
operations. They should be compared against the current level operations, especially since
NASA is actively soliciting additional tenants, and the operations of those tenants may directly
affect the environmental impact of facility operations. This is not merely a theoretical issue. The
NASA take-over was sold to area residents as a way to prevent a high level of air traffic. Now,
it appears, NASA wants to “grandfather” in a high level of air traffic, with no further
environmental studies.

That high level of air traffic will present significant negative noise impacts. The draft
Environmental Assessment does not adequately represent the historical flight paths of large,
fixed wing aircraft. Typically, planes headed south or west traveled directly, at a low altititude,
over my neighborhood—old Mountain View—after take-off. It was impossible to carry out a
conversation while these planes were directly overhead.

Furthermore, the historic use of the airfield required safety waivers, which should not be
grandfathered in for new missions or agencies. One of the reasons the Naval Air Station closed
was that the airfield is too close to two major, international airports. Clearly the unsafe past use
of the airfield cannot be used to justify 80,000 flight operations a year. The Environmental
Assessment should include a current, independent assessment of flight safety, based on the
anticipated increase in use.

2. NASA’s options, as developed in the Comprehensive Use Plan, are not really options at all.
They are merely slight variations of the same basic plan. This flies directly in the face of
NEPA, the purpose of which [40 CFR §1500.2(e)] is to “Use the NEPA process to identify
and assess the reasonable alternatives to proposed actions that will avoid or minimize adverse
effects of these actions upon the quality of the human environment.” -

3. The Air Force use of portions of Moffett Naval Air Station has not been assessed. Either the
Air Force should participate in the NASA-lead NEPA effort or it should comply separately. It
is impossible, however, to understand fully the environmental impact of NASA expansion
unless real data about the Air Force’s plans are simultaneously made available to the public.
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o

Siegel—Comments on Moffett Field Draft Environmental Assessment

Once again, [ value NASA Ames Research Center’s contribution to the nation and to our
community. But frankly, I am fed up with NASA’s arrogant attitude toward its neighbors. NASA
continues to claim public support for its plans, but the City Council resolutions supporting NASA
takeover were based upon secret meetings and agreements, and by no means did they endorse
many of the controversial elements of NASA’s current plans. The only real public input on the

future of Moffett Field that can be used to justify any of NASA’s plans and options are the -

advisory votes in Mountain View and Sunnyvale, in which a majority of voters expressed
opposition to a commercial or general aviation airport operation at Moffett Field.

sincerely,

Lenny Siegél
Director
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LETTER 21:

21-1:

21-2:

21-3:

Lenny Siegel, Pacific Studies Center

Please refer to Responses 5-9, 17-4, 18-5, 18-6, and 18-22. This
Environmental Assessment does not analyze the impacts of
existing conditions. It only analyzes the impacts of the "proposed
action", as required by NEPA.

Please refer to Response 5-1.

Please refer to Responses 17-4 and 18-18.
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Center Foundation

3921 East Bayshore Road
Palo Alto, CA 94303
(415) 962-9876 Fax (415) 962-8234

May 6, 1994
Atn: Sandy Olliges, MS 218-1
NASA Ames Research Center
Moffett Field, CA 94035-1000

Dear Ms. Olliges:

The Peninsula Conservation Center appreciates the opportunity to comment on the NASA
Ames Research Center's Draft Comprehensive Use Plan and Draft Environmental
Assessment. The PCC represents 1500 members in Santa Clara and San Mateo counties.
We hope that NASA will continue to seek public comments in the future, since this is an
area where a General Accounting Office report noted a need for improvement.

We disagree with NASA's Findin g of No Significant Impact. NASA has not adequately
assessed the environmental impact of their action, and sufficient evidence has not been
presented to support the Finding. The alternatves considered do not appear to be well
thought out or consistent with regional needs. The No Action Alternative does not receive
serious consideration and is dismissed without any justification. The arguments that
environmental impact can be mitigated are not very convincing. The most serious
discrepancy is that the documents do not assess the impact of the reuse of the Moffett Field
Naval Air Station as the EPA claims NASA agreed to do (letter from J. Wyland, USEPA,
Region 9 to S. Brisbin, NASA Ames Research Center, dated June 25, 1993).

Our major concerns carn be summarized as follows:

\Bay Trail Restrictions - We see no need to continue storage of explosives in such a manner
as to endanger activities outside the NASA/Moffett boundaries or within the boundaries of
a National Wildlife Refuge (J aegel Slough area). Safety waivers were granted by the Chief
of Naval Operations. There is no reason for a civilian agency to expect similar waivers.

Protection of Wetlands - NASA does not offer a plan to protect wetlands areas. A major
facility upgrade is planned along the wetlands boundary. Future Concept 1 shows
proposed wind tunnels would be located adjacent to wetlands. We think NASA needs to
develop a plan for wetlands enhancement.

Pesticide Use - We are concerned about the excessive and unnecessary use of pesticides at
Moffett Field. Unfortunately, this use has extended to the wetlands boundaries where it
should not be permitted to continue. Has this been reported to and approved by the Army
Corps of Engineers? Does NASA plan to continue use of harmful pesticides? What
quantities? Why has the environmental impact of pesticides and herbicides not been
assessed and reported?

Wildlife - NASA reports that birds are routinely poisoned (NASA Ames Environmental
Resources Document, June 1992). This practice is prohibited in California and should be
discontinued immediately. We are also concerned about proposals to trap and kill feral
cats. Currendy feral cats are being fed, immunized, cared for and sterilized by volunteers,
and we feel that this is the most humane way to deal with this situation.

Archaeological Sites - There are numerous archaeological sites on the Moffett property. In
the 1970's the Department of the Interior advised NASA to have an archaeologist present

during excavation. NASA has 1ignored the DOI recommendation and/or denicd that there

Y SN @
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Response to NASA Ames Draft Comprehensive Use Plan and Environmental Assessment
by Peninsula Conservation Center, May 6, 1994, page 2

has been any excavation. Anyone walking along Stevens Creek can observe excavaton in
progress most days of the week.

Many other areas have not been addressed. There is no discussion of how NASA and the ]22-6
new resident agencies intend to comply with government mandates on energy and water
conservation, solid and hazardous waste reduction, air emission reduction, etc. If NASA
cannot demonstrate that they will be able to comply with these laws, should the Agency be
granted stewardship of this large area of land ?

Another serious discrepancy is that NASA's findings do not appear to agree with those of [22.7
the City of Mountain View. In a recent Draft Environmental Impact Report, the City of
Mountain View concluded that for their North Bayshore Development Project there were
significant environmental impacts that could not be mitigated. These were primarily
concerned with traffic congestion and air pollution. Is it plausible that NASA can mitigate
impacts on one side of Stevens Creek but the City of Mountain View cannot mitigate
similar impacts on the other side of the creek? :

NASA's Finding of No Significant Impact should be withdrawn. The NASA Ames
Research Center's Draft Comprehensive Use Plan and Draft Environmental Assessment
should be withdrawn, and redone with public input. The changes resulting from NASA's
reuse of the facility should be assessed, not just the impact of possible NASA expansion.

Sincerely,

Debbie Mytels
Executive Director

cc: Dr. Ken K. Munechika, Director, Ames Research Center
Billie J. Mc Garvey, Director, Facilities Engineering Division, Code X,
NASA Headquarters, Washington, DC 20546-0001
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LETTER 22: Debbie Mytels, Peninsula Conservation Center Foundation

22-1: Please refer to Responses 5-8, 10-2, and 18-22.

22-2: Please refer to Responses 1-1, 5-4, and 11-1.

22-3: Please refer to Response 11-6. This is a comment on the alleged
existing pesticide use at Moffett Field not on the Environmental
Assessment.

22-4: Please refer to Responses 1-1, 5-4, 11-1, and 11-13.

22-5: Please refer to Responsc-l7-28.

22-6: Please refer to Responses 11-6, 11-17, and 11-18.

22-7: Please refer to Response 17-8.
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BAY TRAIL

May 10, 1994

Sandy Olliges

NASA Ames Research Center
Safety, Health, and Medical Services
M/S 218-1

Moffett Field, CA 94035-1000

Dear Sandy:

This letter is in response to NASA’s Draft Environmental Assessment of the Moffett
ﬁ Field Comprehensive Use Plan (CUP).

The South Bay Trail Ad Hoc Committee is a group representing private interests, | 23.1
and local, regional and state agencies dedicated to the implementation of the south
bay portion of the San Francisco Bay Trail. The Bay Trail is a 400-mile regional
network of trails for walkers, runners, bicyclists, and hikers to enjoy and to use as

i a commute route. We are currently working toward the implementation of the 3.4-

mile link between Mountain View Shoreline Park and Sunnyvale Baylands Park.

- We, the South Bay Trail Ad Hoc Committee, are aware of the recently revised
Comprehensive Use Plan and appreciate NASA including both the southern and
northern Bay Trail alignments for consideration. We are pleased NASA-Ames
continues to be committed to working with the South Bay Ad Hoc Committee to
implement a Bay Trail route. We are concemned, however, that the Environmental
Assessment will not be similarly revised to adequately study the route alternatives
recently identified in the CUP. ‘We request that the Environmental Assessment be
revised to identify and discuss the potential issues of each Bay Trail alignment and
list possible mitigation measures. At this time we also wish to clarify our position
on our preferred northern alignment.

On page 53 the Environmental Assessment states: the earlier version of the Bay
Trail alignment was out on Cargill’s main levee . It is unclear whether that statement
implies that an alignment on Cargill’s levee was included in an earlier version of the

! Comprehensive Use Plan or that it was an earlier version of the proposed Bay Trail

route. The Bay Trail, however, has never identified a trail on Cargill’s levee as a

preferred alternative. '

In researching the connection between Shoreline At Mountain View and Sunnyvale
Baylands Park the South Bay Trail Ad Hoc Committee studied four alternative
routes, one of which was on portions of the Cargill levee. After several years of
research, three of the four alternatives were deemed not feasible and not desirable to
the Bay Trail Project. An alignment along Cargill’s levee trails would be plagued
with problems associated with dredging spoils and a maintenance program that
could ultimately close the Bay Trail for years. The Cargill levees are also home to
several endangered species, further preventing the option of public use. The fourth
route, which is the proposed northern alignment, was identified as the preferred
route because:

1) it provides the most direct link between two parks of regional significance;

2) it provides NASA, Lockheed, and Moffett Field employees an opportunity

to bicycle or walk to work;

Administered by the Association of Bay Area Governments
P.0. Box 2050 - Oakland Calforma 94604-2050
Joseph P Bort MetroCenter » 101 Eighth Street - Oakland Califorma 94607-4756
Phone: 510-464:7935
Fax' 510-464-797C



3) NASA stated in its own documentation that the magnetic testing does not
pose a public safety hazard; and

4) the other “safety hazards” mentioned in the Environmental Assessment such
as the ordnance magazines, handling pads, firing range, and the end of the
runway were previously resolved through discussions with the Navy.

The Committee found the southern alignment to be undesirable because it would not
physically relate to the bay or wetlands and force Bay Trail users into heavily
congested traffic and through industrial, commercial and residential areas. The
alignment includes eight intersections with high volumes of traffic. Three of the

proposed streets along the southern route are also not wide enough to accommodate
bicycle lanes. '

To assure protection from 100-year floods, Page 31 make reference to NASA's
plans to construct a new levee along its northern boundary. Should it be
constructed, this new engineered levee may provide another opportunity for the Bay
Trail to connect Sunnyvale Baylands Park and Shoreline At Mountain View.

Based on the above, we strongly urge that the Environmental Assessment be
revised to include analysis of both the northern and southern trail alignments.

- Inclusion of this alignment in both of these documents will be mutually beneficial to

the Bay Trail, local jurisdictions and NASA since construction funding can be more
easily pursued from outside sources if adequately assessed in appropriate
environmental documentation.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Environmental Assessment. If
you have any questions or would like to discuss our concerns further, please let us
know and we will be happy to meet with you. The South Bay Ad Hoc Committee
looks forward to continuing to work cooperatively to link Shoreline at Mountain
View and Sunnyvale Baylands Park.

on behalf of the South Bay Ad Hoc Committee

cc:  South Bay Ad Hoc Committee

23-1
cont.
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FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT
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LETTER 23: Jill Keimach, South Bay Ad Hoc Committee

23-1: Please refer to Responses 5-8 and 10-2. The South Bay Ad Hoc
Committee’s proposed trail route is shown on Figure 9 of this
Final Environmental Assessment.
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RECEIVED APR2 2 139

Environmental Assessment
Comprehensive Use Plan

Open Forum
April 18, 1994

Questions:

1. Whatis the definition of a "major Federal Action" that required
this EA?

2. Disappointed that there is not a wider range of alternatives.
Why was there no consideration of increased residential use? With
‘interest in the technical aspects of the cleanup-the condition of the
wetlands suggests that the wetland areas are severely degraded.
No options were looked at. What would the future impacts on the
landfill be if drainage was changed for instance?

3. Will documents such as this be placed in Federal repositories?
What about local repositories such as Universities? or the Library of
Congress?

4, How can you state that there will be no impact if the document
is only conceptual in nature? How can predictions be made about the
future? Will notice be given for specific projects for public input?

5.  As aSunnyvale resident I have noticed more commercial
flights circling over the area. Can you explain this?

6.  Asaresident of Mt. View, I thought that with the Navy leaving
it would end the constant flights overhead. I don't understand if this
is a base closure, why military flights will continue. The concern is
that awareness of these issues has not been brought to the public.

7.  What are C-130's and at what altitude will they be flying?

8. If the safety arc is increased will there be additional
environmental review?

9.  Ted Smith-Silicon Valley Although there has been an
improvement in environmental review at Ames lately, I feel this is a
flawed process. I thought with NASA taking over the land of Moffett

24

24-1

24-2

24-3

24-4

24-5

24-6

|.24-7

24-8

24-9




Field there would not be other DOD activities. What do these
operations have to do with NASA?

10. The Bay Trail may be stopped due to munitions storage. Why
will ordnance storage continue? Who has approved the ordnance
storage and its contmued use?

11. Have surrounding areas been notified that air operations will
total 80,0007 Residents are not aware of the forecasted aircraft.

12. The change in the same air basin answer is outrageous People
around here are not going to care if air pollution in the air basin will
be the same, they will only care that you are increasing pollution
locally.

13. There is no reason why the undefground tanks should not be
yanked out immediately. NASA should commit to thelr removal as
part of the CUP. .

14. Why hasn't this document been integrated with the previously
done West Regional Base Closure EIS/EIR for Moffett Field?

15. Wil there be an EIS for this Project? Why not? Will mitigation
follow NEPA guidelines?

16. Are there any provisions for the public to require an EIS?
How can we interrupt the NEPA process?

17. Will there be another public meeting? There has been a lack of
opportunity for public participation.

18. Will every project require its own environmental document?

19. Have all flights been taken into consideration such as those by
Lockheed?

20. I think its good that you are having this meeting and hope that
these comments are taken into consideration.

One of the main reasons for the Navy closure was because this area
has congested air operations. There seems to be a contradiction if
NASA will use 80,000 operations since it is congested in this area.
The public is going to perceive this as a significant impact when you

24-9
cont.

24-10

24-11

24-12

24-13

24-14

24-15

24-16

24-17

| 24-18

24-19

24-20




reach this level again. The public thought NASA meant no planes.
Public input is needed in the future.

21. NEPA requires a range of alternatives. The possibility of no
fuel storage or munitions storage and other like issues have not been
explored in the CUP. NASA can not assume that these levels will just
go back up. '

22, Itis not adequate to.use weighted noise levels. They do not
take everything into account. There is a problem with noise along
the border with Lockheed. You should place a length of K-rail
(similar to walls along Hwy. 101) along the fence and the Perimeter
Road. This would reduce sound radiation and static significantly.

23. The 40 x 80 wind tunnel should be modified to reduce the low
frequency rumbling. By upgrading the exoskeleton you can filter the
low frequency rumblings. The levels can cause human health effects.

24. All the tanks should be replaced with double wall tanks on a
one to one basis. '

25. Why is the bridge planned?

26. How can you say traffic will only increase 6%? NASA can not
assume that levels will go up or down due to trip reduction programs
and the addition of light rail.

27. Where would the proposed Air and Space Center be located?

28. Why can't it be located on NASA grounds? What about Hangar
17 | -

29. As landlord will NASA be responsible for noise complaints, day
to day operations, etc.?

30.  What involvement does NASA have with the Navy's cleanup?
Is there any way to speed the up completion of the cleanup.

31. Has all funding been approved to accomplish the clean up?

32. Do you count an operation as both a helicopter taking off and
landing? :

24-21

24-22

24-23

24-24

. | 24-25

24-26

| 24-27

24-28

24-29

24-30

| 24-31
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33. It does not seem appropriate for NASA to deal with DOD since it
is a civilian agency. It should be open and accessible to at least 50%
of the civilian population. It seems like a conflict of interest. Let the
Air Force deal with the DOD.

34. What is your personal/professional opinion of the quality of
wetlands on base? How can we keep the species intact?

35. Iam very concerned that the CUP does not deal with wetlands
management. There are well maintained wetlands adjacent to these.

36. The Navy is doing an ecological assessment that shows the
wetlands are truly degraded. I feel you are limiting yourself by not
looking at other alternatives and continuing the present use. These
problems need to be addressed. '

37. There was no discussion at previous meetings that operations
such as this would continue. I think you have mislead the public.

38. The scope of the project was not presented accurately to the
public. The narrow range of options did not come out until recently.

39. -Housing is part of the action of this project, as is the transfer or
closure and you are not adequately addressing these areas.

40. You can not do a FONSI if you do not analyze anything.

41. Tom Rivell- How can there be no significant impact? Actions
identified are not clearly defined. Impacts analyzed have nothing to
do with what is presently going on at the site. The Navy EIS was
never completed-why has there been no reference included in the
EA. What will the new personnel be doing on the site? The
document does not answer this question. I propose you withdraw
the EA and analyze all impacts. Cumulative impacts are not
addressed in the CUP nor the EA.

42. Is the Air Force doing an EA for their area? What area is this?
They should be looking at mitigation measures for current problems
rather than future projections.

43. Why are there no solutions or mitigations for existing impacts?

1 24-33

24-34
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44. Who made the decision to locate helicopters here? What
recourse do citizens have regarding the impacts caused by
helicopters?

45. Where local communities consulted about the helicopters? This
should address an alternative without the helicopters. ‘

46. Can you make the decision locally to not allow the helicopters
to come here? -

47. Have sonic booms or helicopter "wash" been analyzed? These
create public nuisances. There is a code that states "that which
annoys the public may be destroyed"? (or something to that effect)

48. Have impacts that could be created by the NWTC been
addressed? How can projections be made about this without
‘knowing the effects on the environment for sure?

49. What commitments do RAs have with NASA? Can NASA make
the decision on the approval of leases? How long are the leases?

50. Ifeel dismayed that the public has not had input into this
process. This is supposed to be a base closure. Does the City Council
endorse the Plan. I am shocked to see the citizens are not involved
in the decision process. '

51. The spirit of NEPA has not been followed here. There is no
analysis of cumulative impacts. The EA does not assess what is
going on the site presently. The wind tunnels are already a problem
now, how can NASA even consider additional tunnels. You can hear
‘the wind tunnels clear across town. ' -

52. Can you clarify what is the purpose of ordnance storage at
NASA? .

53. 'Who will sign off on this process. How can we get involved in
the projects that have and impact? At other places we get to talk to
the decision makers. Personal appeal is very important. Please pass
on our concerns. '

| 24-44
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LETTER 24: Public Meeting; April 18, 1994

24-1: "Major federal action" includes actions with effects that may be
major and which are potentially subject to federal control and
responsibility. Major federal actions. include adoption of formal
plans, such as official documents prepared or approved by federal
agencies which guide or prescribe alternative uses of federal
resources, upon which future agency actions will be based.
Adoption of Future Concept 1 of the Comprehensive Plan is the
proposed federal action assessed by this Environmental

Assessment.
24-2: Please refer to Response 5-1.
243 Copies of all NASA Ames Research Center environmental

documents are placed in the Ames Library, the City of Sunnyvale
public library and San Jose State University. Copies are not
placed in the Library of Congress.

24-4: Please refer to Response 15-8.
24-5: This comment asks about use of airspacé by commercial airlines.

It is not a comment on the Comprehensive Use Plan or the
Environmental Assessment, therefore a response is not provided.

24-6: Please refer to Responses 5-1, 5-12 and 15-4. Moffett Field is
not a base closure; it is a realignment. '

24-7: They are §imilar to P-3s in size and will fly at similar altitudes.

24-8: There are no plans to increase the safety arc. If a proposal is

made, additional environmental review would be required.

24-9: Please refer to Responses to Letters 5 and 6.
24-10: Please refer to Responées 5-8 and 10-2.
24-11: Please refer to Response 5-12.

24-12: Please refer to Response 5-5.

24-13: Please refer to Responses 5-6 and 9-9.
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24-14:

24-15:

24-16:

24-17:
24-18:

24-_19:
24-20:

24-21:

24-22:

24-23:

24-24:

24-25:

Adoption of Future Concept 1 of the Comprehensive Plan is the
proposed federal action assessed by this Environmental
Assessment, '

It is not expected that an EIS will be required for this project.
Adoption of the mitigation measures outlined in this
Environmental Assessment are expected to prevent any
significant environmental impacts potentially associated with the
project. :

An EIS is required if the proposed federal action has the
potential to "significantly affect the quality of the human
environment". With adoption and implementation of the
outlined mitigation measures, no significant impacts are
anticipated. ' ‘

Please refer to Response 5-12.
Please refer to Response 15-8 and 16-3.

All flights occurring at Moffett Field have been taken into
consideration.

Please refer to Responses 5-1, 5-12 and 17-4. Moffett Field is
not a base closure.

Please refer to Response 5-1.

Weighted noise measurements are professionally accepted
measurement of environmental noise. This comment also
requests a noise barrier be installed to mitigate alleged existing
noise but does not address the Environmental Assessment.

This comment requests changes in existing operating procedures
and is not a comment on the Comprehensive Use Plan or the
Environmental Assessment.

Please refer to Response 5-6.
The bridge across Stevens Creek is planned to provide access to

Ames Research Center from Mountain View through a
connection with Charleston Road.
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24-26:

24-27:

24-28:

24-29:

24-30:

24-31:

24-32:

24.33;
24-34:
24-35:
24-36:
24-37:
24-38:
24-39:

24-40:

The increase in traffic is based upon the increase in employment.
and trips generated by new uses. Since employment is only
expected to increase by 6 percent from existing levels, traffic is
only expected to increase by a maximum of 6 percent which is
not expected to create a significant impact.

It is currently unknown where the Air and Space Center will be
located or if it will ultimately be developed. There is discussion
to locate it off the Moffett Field site in the City of Mountain

“View.

This comment is related to NASA’s operating procedures. It is
not a comment on environmental issues associated with the
Comprehensive Use Plan or the Environmental Assessment.

Yes; as "landlord" NASA will be responsible for noise complaints
and day-to-day operations.

Please refer to Response 9-9.

This is a comment on NASA’s existing operations, not on the
Comprehensive Use Plan or the Environmental Assessment.

An operation consists of one landing or one takeoff. For
example 60,000 annual operations would presumably consist of
30,000 landings and 30,000 takeoffs.

Please refer to Response 5-1.

Please refer to ResponSes 1-1, 54, and 11-1.

Please refer tQ Responses 1-1, 5-4, and 11-1.

Please refer to Responses 1-1, 5-1, 5-4, and 11-1.

Please refer to Response 5-12.

Please refer to Response 5-1 and 5-12.

Please refer to Responses 17-1, 17-2, and 17-5.

Please refer to Response 17-1.
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24-41:

24-42:

24_-43:

24-44:

© 24-45:
24-46:

24-47.

24-48:

24-49:

Please refer-to Responses 15-8, 17-1, 17-4, 17-5, 19-18, 19-19, and
24-1. This Environmental Assessment does not analyze the
impacts of existing conditions. It only analyzes the impacts of the
"proposed action", as required by NEPA.

All impact assessments in the Environmental Assessment take
into consideration the cumulative impacts of growth under the
proposed Future Concept 1 of the Comprehensive Use Plan.
Existing conditions are used as the baseline development
scenario.

Please refer to Response 19-18. This Environmental Assessment
does not analyze the impacts of existing conditions. It only '
analyzes the impacts of the "proposed action", as required by
NEPA.

Please refer to Response 19-18. This Environmental Assessment
does not analyze the impacts of existing conditions. It only
analyzes the impacts of the "proposed action", as required by
NEPA.

The noise and air quality analyses contained in this
Environmental Assessment included the projected operations of
the 24 new helicopters.

Please ‘refer to Responses 5-1 and 5-12.

This is a comment on the federal decision-making process, not on
the Comprehensive Use Plan or the Environmental Assessment.

The noise analyses contained in this Environmental Assessment
includes the projected operations of the 24 new helicopters.

The National Wind Tunnel Complex is not part of this proposal.
Environmental review for any new or altered wind tunnel
facilities will occur, as required in Mitigation Measures SERV-1,
RISK-4, and NOISE-4 at the time a specific development is
proposed. ’

This is a comment on the federal leasing process, not on the
Comprehensive Use Plan or the Environmental Assessment.
However, resident agencies and NASA enter into Inter-Agency
Agreements.
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124-50:

24-51:

24-52:

24-53:

Please refer to Response 5-12. This is not a base closure.

Please refer to Responses 24-43 and 24-48. All impact
assessments in the Environmental Assessment take into
consideration the cumulative impacts of growth under the
proposed Future Concept 1 of the Comprehensive Plan Update.
In addition, specific cumulative impact analyses have been added
to the traffic and air quality assessments in this Environmental
Assessment.

This is a question about the purpose of the existing ordnance
storage at Moffett Field, not on the Comprehensive Use Plan or
Environmental Assessment. Although NASA will have custodial
responsibilities for the site, Moffett Field will continue to be
utilized by military agencies. Several agencies were already at
Moffett before the Naval Air Station departure, including the
California Air National Guard. Other reserve units are
relocating to Moffett as a result of other local base closures
(Navy Reserve, Army Reserve among others). For this reason,
operation of the ordinance bunkers will continue to be needed
on-site so that these agencies can carry out their missions.
Relocating the bunker elsewhere is not feasible.

All comments are taken into consideration by NASA
management. Written comments have been incorporated into
this Final Environmental Assessment. The Finding of No
Significant Impact and Environmental Assessment are reviewed
and approved by the Director of NASA-Ames Research Center
and by the Director of the Environmental Management Division
of NASA Headquarters in Washington D.C. The FONSI, if
issued, will be reflected in the response to comments. Please
refer to Response 5-12.
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Appendix A
NOISE ANALYSIS INPUT DATA







MOFFETT FIELD
NOISE MODELING ASSUMPTIONS

RUNWAY USE
14L 14R 32L 32R
VFR (Touch & Gos) 4.0% 5.8% 46.8% 43.4%
IFR 8.6% 4.5% 35.0% 51.9%
TIME OF DAY DISTRIBUTION
DAY EVE. NIGHT
7AM-7PM 7PM-10PM 10PM-7AM
VFR (Touch & Gos) 80.0% 20.0% 0.0%
IFR 70.0% 20.0% 10.0%

IFR FLIGHT TRACK UTILIZATION
1992/93 BASE YEAR:

STRAIGHT ~ SOUTHLAND-7

TO/FROM BAY

ARRIVALS:
AIRCRAFT 100%
HELICOPTERS 100%
DEPARTURES:
AIRCRAFT 50% S0%
HELICOPTERS 50% S0%

YEAR 2010 FORECAST CONDITIONS:

STRAIGHT  SOUTHLAND-7
ARRIVALS:

TO/FROM BAY

AIRCRAFT 100%

HELICOPTERS

100%

DEPARTURES:

AIRCRAFT 50% 50%

HELICOPTERS

100%







Appendix B
AIRCRAFT EMISSIONS ANALYSIS
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Appendix C
LIST OF AGENCIES, ORGANIZATIONS, AND INDIVIDUALS
RECEIVING THE ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT







Larry Ames
1218 Willow Street
San Jose, CA 95125-4337

Leslie Byster

Toxics Coalition

760 North First Street
San Jose, CA 95112

Joe Ruzicska
OCMMNAVBASE
Building 1, Naval Station
Treasure Island, CA 94130

Jim Stauffer
916 Rich Avenue #4
Mountain View, CA 94040

Molly McCrea

KPIX TV, News Department
855 Battery Street

San Francisco, CA 94111

Irene Zwierlein

Amah Tribe of Ohlone Costanoan Indians
789 Canada Road

Woodside, CA 94062

Bob Armstrong
1168-B La Rochelle Terrace
Sunnyvale, CA 94089

Michael Murphy
BAAQMD

939 Ellis Street

San Francisco, CA 94109

Jill Keimach/Elizabeth Johnson
Bay Trail Project

c/o ABAG

P.O. Box 2050

Oakland, CA 94607-4756

Ken Becker
1225 Monte Verde Court
Los Altos, CA 94024

Kristine Bentz
459 San Benito Avenue
Los Gatos, CA 95030

R. Victor Besler
21185 Rainbow Drive
Cupertino, CA 95014

Ken Breckler
4859 Scout Court
San Jose, CA 95136

Richard M. Brown
13080 Sunmor Avenue
Mountain View, CA 94040

Brian Hunter

California Department of Fish and Game
P.O. Box 47 '

Yountville, CA 94599

Lucy Blake

California League of Conservation Voters
965 Mission Street, Suite 705

San Francisco, CA 94103

Lori Johnson

Cargill Salt Co.

7220 Central Avenue
Newark, CA 94560

Signey M. Carter
801 Harvard Avenue
Sunnyvale, CA 94087

Greg Karras, Clean Bays Director
Citizens for a Better Environment
501 Second Street, Suite 305

San Francisco, CA 94107

Gerald S. Chapman
13822 Via Alto Court
Saratoga, CA 95070

James Charles
242 Curtner Avenue #F
Palo Alto, CA 94306

Charles F. Coe
610 Cuesta Drive
Los Altos, CA 94024

Michael T. Parsons

Commniittee for Green Foothills
3921 East Bayshore

Palo Alto, CA 94303

Emery Dietrick
1237 Woodview Terrace
Los Altos, CA 94024



Willie Dooley

733 Saranac Drive

Sunnyvale, CA 94087C. Ebrostrom
1864 Granger Avenue

Los Altos, CA 94024

Kim Elcess
823 Poplar Avenue
Sunnyvale, CA 94086

Environmental Resource Center
Geography/Environmental Studies
Department

San Jose State University

One Washington Square

San Jose, CA 95192-0116

Thomas Tunny .

Office of Congresswoman Anna Eshoo
698 Emerson Street

Palo Alto, CA 94301

Linda Flaherty

c/o Lockheed

0/45-13 B509
Sunnyvale, CA 94089

Willie Frieson

M/S Foothill College

P.O. Box 90

Moffett Field, CA 94035-1000

Bert Goldstein
1508 San Ardo Drive
San Jose, CA 95125

Steve Garrity
811 Sevely Drive
Mountain View, CA 94041

G.E. Hahne
1209 Crescent Terrace
Sunnyvale, CA 94087

Bruce and Stella Haisfield
245 Sierra Vista Avenue
Mountain View, CA 94043

Jim McClure

Harding Lawson Associates
P.O. Box 6107

Novato, CA 94948

Hudrus Hicks
843 Corvallis Drive
Sunnyvale, CA 94087

Frank Holt !
2256 Sunny Vista Drive o
San Jose, CA 95128

Robert H. Hughs i
1375 Floyd Avenue :
Sunnyvale, CA 94087 '

Hal and Marjorie Iseke
734 Maplewood
Palo Alto, CA 94303

Jake Kapowich
781 Nisqually Drive
Sunnyvale, CA 94087

Jill Keimach
38 Brookside
Berkeley, CA 94705

Edward King
7748 Squire Hill Court
Cupertino, CA 95014

John Kinney
147 La Sandra
Portola Valley, CA 94028 .

Tom Kolis

Small Business Specialists
M/S/ 241-1

Moffett Field, CA 94035-1000

Marilyn Bryant, President

League of Women Voters/Palo Alto
457 Kingsley Avenue

Palo Alto, CA 94301

Verle and Helen Leeper
1050-170 Borregas Avenue
Sunnyvale, CA 94089

Larry Leonardo
P.O. Box 2771
Sunnyvale, CA 94087

Paul Lesti
1000 Eiwell Court #203
Palo Alto, CA 94303



Capt. Lloyd McBeth Steade Craigo -
498 Bancroft Street Office of Historic Preservation
Santa Clara, CA 95051 P.O. Box 942896

Sacramento, CA 94296-0001

Sherman McCormick .

P.O. Box 908 Lenny Siegel, Director
Mountain View, CA 94042 Pacific Studies Center
_ 222B View Street
Mr. and Mrs. E. McGinnis Mountain View, CA 94041
2876 Rosario Court
San Jose, CA 95132 Harry and Anita Parker
_ 18918 Cabernet Drive

Jim and Connie McRhoads : Saratoga, CA 95070
945 Marble Court _
San Jose, CA 95120 Doug Pearson

1651 Fordham Way
R.A. Michard Mountain View, CA 94040
1085 Tasman Drive
Sunnyvale, CA 94089 Louis Pelletier

P.O. Box 90473
Del Woods/Alice Cummings San Jose, CA 95109
Mid-Peninsula Open Space District
330 Distel Circle Debbie Mytels, Director
Los Altos, CA 94022-1404 Peninsula Conservation Center

‘ Foundation

Ben DeBolt, President 3921 East Bayshore Road
Motffett Field Historical Society Palo Alto, CA 94303
13115 Franklin Avenue Peninsula Open Space Trust
Mountain View, CA 94040 3000 Sand Hill Road, Bldg. 4, Suite 135

Menlo Park, CA 94025
Ken Kumor .
NASA Headquarters Sharon Pfeiffer
Code JIXG 309 Cypress Point Drive
300 E. Street S.W. Mountain View, CA 94043

Washington, DC 20546

Mr. Leon Pirofalo
Henry Nettesheim 1831 Dalehurst Avenue
13625 Surrey Lane Los Altos, CA 94022
Saratoga, CA 95070

' Charles Probst

Dorothy Newmann 735 Coastland Drive
1225-280 Vienna Palo Alto, CA 94303
Sunnyvale, CA 94089

Procurement Service
Mary Nichols 272 Herlong
330 Chatham Way San Jose, CA 95123
Mountain View, CA 94040 ’

Capt. Ken Putt, USN

Margaret Elliott, Director NAS Mail Code 17

Oceanic Society, SF Bay Chapter Moftett Field, CA 94035-1000
Ft. Mason Center, Bldg. E

San Francisco, CA 94123 Steve Moore

RWQCSB, San Francisco Bay Region
2101 Webster Street; Suite 500
Oakland, CA 94612



Ruth E. Richardson
1220-266 Tasman Drive
Sunnyvale, CA 94089

Steve McAdam / Jennifer Ruffalo

S.F. Bay Conservation and Development
Commission

30 Van Ness Avenue, Suite 2011

San Francisco, CA 94102-6080

Dale Sandhu
955 Woodgrove Lane
San Jose, CA 95136

Chris Sarbaugh

San Jose Intl. Airport-Planning Dept.
1661 Airport Blvd., Ste. C-205

San Jose, CA 95110-1285

John O’Brien

Santa Clara County Assessor’s Office
70 W. Hedding Street

San Jose, CA 95110

Director

Santa Clara County Greenbelt Coalition
1922 The Alameda, Suite 213

San Jose, CA 95126

Elizabeth Keicher, Director

Santa Clara County Manufacturing Assoc.

Environmental Programs
5201 Great American Pkwy., Suite 426
Santa Clara, CA 95054

Julie Bondurant

SCC Parks and Recreation Dept.
298 Garden Hill Drive

Los Gatos, CA 95030

Isah Koboshi

SCC Planning Office
70 W. Hedding Street
San Jose, CA 95112

Cecily Harris, Managing Director
Santa Clara Valley Audubon Society
22221 McClellan Road

Cupertino, CA 95014

Stan Wolfe
Santa Clara Valley Water District

5750 Almaden Expressway

San Jose, CA 95118

Rich Scheck
1175-2 N. 2nd Street
San Jose, CA 94113

Ted Smith, Director

Silicon Valley Toxics Coalition
760 N. 1st Street

San Jose, CA 95112

Ross Colliau

State Clearinghouse
1400 10th Street
Sacramento, CA 95814

Bill Strawn
250 Montgomery Street ' /
San Francisco, CA 94104

Curtis Takahashi

¢/o MTH Engineers

3350 Scott Blvd., Bldg. 11
Santa Clara, CA 94054

Bill Garbett

The Public

P.O. Box 36132

San Jose, CA 94158-6132

Katheleen Thurman
1220-30 Tasman Drive
Sunnyvale, CA 94089

Lynne Trulio
1984 Silverwood Avenue
Mountain View, CA 94043

William Angelino -
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
211 Main Street

San Francisco, CA 94105-1905

Dave Farrell / Jacqueline Wyland
U.S. EPA - Region IX

75 Hawthorne Street

Mail Code E-3

San Francisco, CA 94105



Elaine Harding-Smith
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

San Francisco Bay National Wildlife

Refuge Complex
P.O. Box 524
Newark, CA 94560

Gregory Vistica
11190 Hopper Lane
Los Altos Hills, CA 94024

John S. Walling
775 Prestwick Court
Sunnyvale, CA 94087

Donald Westrum
239 Casita Way
Los Altos, CA 94022

Del Woods
330 Distel Circle
Los Altos, CA 95003

Don Zachary
506 Crater Lake Court
Sunnyvale, CA 94087

Joe Jordan, Chairman

Ames Environmental Conservation
Comm.

M/S 245-5

Moffett Field, CA 94035-1000

Tom Rivell
1598 Blaney Avenue
San Jose, CA 95129

Joe Steinberger
BAAQMD

939 Ellis Street

San Francisco, CA 94109

Jeannine M. DeWald

Department of Fish and Game, Region 3

P.O. Box 227
Davenport, CA 95017

Lt. Susanne Openshaw, Environmental

Coordinator

NAS Moffett Field

Staff Civil Engineers Bldg. 566
Moffett Field, CA 94035-1000

Linda Lauzze

City of Mountain View
500 Castro Street

P.O. Box 7540

Mountain View, CA 94039

Lee Quintana

City of San Jose Planning Dept
801 North First Street; Room 400
San Jose, CA 95110

Trudi Ryan

City of Sunnyvale Planning Dept
456 W. Olive Avenue

P.O. Box 3707

Sunnyvale, CA 94088-3707

Willie Frieson

M/S Foothill College

P.O. Box 90 ‘

Moffett Field, CA 94035-1000

Chris Kober

Kassle Group

999 Baker Way, Suite 301
San Mateo, CA 94404

Andrew D. Murray
Lowney Associates

405 Clyde Avenue
Mountain View, CA 94043

Peter Strauss

MHB Technical Assoc., Suite K
1723 Hamilton Avenue

San Jose, CA 95125

Jane Horvath

Strutt and Parker

4921 Birch Street, Suite 100
Newport Beach, CA 92660






Appendix D
LIST OF PREPARERS

This Environmental Assessment was prepared by:

Brady and Associates

1828 Fourth Street
Berkeley, California 94710
(510) 540-7331

Sheila Brady, President

Nancy Wakeman, Principal-in-Charge
Bobbette B. Dann, Project Manager

SUB-CONSULTANTS

Crane Transportation Group, Transportation and Circulation

Mark Crane, Principal

P & D Aviation, Noise
Michael R. McClintock, Associate Vice President

Energy and Environmental Analysis, Inc., Air Quality
Sandy Webb, Director

Donald Ballanti, Air Quality

BOEING AEROSPACE OPERATIONS

Kathleen Kovar, Technical Contract Monitor

NASA Ames Research Center

Sandy Olliges, Environmental Program Manager
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FIGURE 2

Comprehensive Use Plan
Concept 1
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FIGURE 3

Future Concept 2
Alternative
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FIGURE 4

Soils and Flood Zone Map

LEGEND

Sv  Sunnyvale Silty Clay, Drained
Ba  Bayshore Clay Loam

An  Alviso Clay

Pf  Pacheco Loams, Clay Substratum
KfB Kitchen Middens

100-Year Tidal Flood Plain

Note:  Though Kitchen Middens are shown on
this map, no indication of their existence
was revealed in a archelogical survey of
the site in 1993.

Source: Soil Conservation Service.
U.S. Geologic Survey Base Map. 1970
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FIGURE 5

General Habitat Locations

LEGEND

§272 Diked Brackish Marsh
« Potential Delta Tule Pea Habitat
« Possible Salt Marsh Harvest Mouse Habitat
« Salt Marsh Yellowthroat Habitat

Diked Salt Marsh
« Potential Delta Tule Pea Habitat
« Potential Pt. Reyes Bird's Beak Habitat
« Salt Marsh Harvest Mouse Habitat
» Salt Marsh Yellowthroat Habitat

Isolated Seasonal Marsh
M Constructed Ponds

Tidal Salt Marsh : .
» Potential Pt.Reyes Bird's Beak Habitat
* Salt Marsh Yellowthroat Habitat
» Clapper Rail Habitat

Tidal Brackish Marsh
* Potential Pt. Reyes Bird's Beak Habitat
« Salt Marsh Yellowthroat Habitat
« Clapper Rail Habitat

EE® Non-Tidal Intermittent Streams
« San Francisco Forktail Damselfly Habitat
« Salt Marsh Yellowthroat Habitat

Source: WESCO, Phase ] Site-wide Qualitative
Habitat and Recepior Characterization Study,
NAS Moffett Field, October 1993
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FIGURE 6

Burrowing Owl Habitat
and Sightings

LEGEND

Burrowing Owl] Habitat

@®  Burrow or Burrowing Owl Sighting

Source: Quarterly Update 4 — Study of the Ecology
of the Burrowing Ow] at Moffett NAS. Dr. Lynne
Trulio, San Jose State University, June 21, 1993
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FIGURE 9

- Proposed Bay-Trail and
NASA’s Safety Concerns

LEGEND

3 Ordnance and Weapons Storage

[". Outdoor Aeronautics Research Facility
\ Y (OARF) Safety Clearance

i

S\ '! Magnetic Isolation Zone

B = = Potential Bay Trail (southern route under study)

B mmmns South Bay Ad Hoc Committee’s Proposed
Bay Trail (not approved by NASA)

Runway Clear Zone

Source: NASA
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FIGURE 10

Hazardous Waste Sites

LEGEND

%% PA/SI Contamination Site
Plume of Contamination from MEW Superfund Site

MEW Superfund Site

Note:  Though the PA/SI identifies 19 different types
of sites, the total number of waste sites exceeds
19. For more detail, please see the Preliminary
Assessment itself.

Source: Preliminary Assessment Site Investigation PA/SI.
Naval Energy and Environmental Suppont
Activity (NEESA). 1983/1984.,
and Erier and Kalinowski, Inc. 1992
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FIGURE 14

1992/93 Base Year Noise
Exposure Conditions
(CNEL)

LEGEND

——— Major IFR/VFR Flight Tracks
s CNEL Noise Contours (65-75 dB)
Wm W= CNEL Noise Contour (60 dB)

Source: P & D Aviation
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FIGURE 15

Unmitigated
Year 2010 Forecast

Noise Exposure
Conditions (CNEL)
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'FIGURE 16
- Mitigated
Year 2010 Forecast

Noise Exposure
Conditions (CNEL)

LEGEND

—— Major IFR/VFR Flight Tracks
wmsm - CNEL Noise Contours (65-75 dB)

== CNEL Noise Contour (60 dB)

Source: P & D Aviation

Q

SCALE IN FEET

0 1250 2500 5000

NASN






