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May 14, 2018

The Honorable Scott Pruitt , The Honorable Richard V. Spencer
Administrator Secretary

United States Environmental Protection Agency United States Navy

1260 Pennsylvania Avenue, Northwest - 1000 Navy Pentagon

Washington, D.C. 20460 Washington, D.C. 20350

Dear Administrator Pruitt and Secretary Spencer:

Thank you for the work of dedicated federal civil servants in your Department on the
remediation of the Superfund site at the former Hunters Point Naval Shipyard. With over $1
billion in federal funds secured over many years towards the cleanup and conveyance of this
former installation, much progress has been made in the removal of radiological and other
harmful materials that once plagued the Shipyard.

However, the indications of massive potential manipulation and falsification of data by Navy
contractor Tetra Tech, as well as the recent guilty pleas of two former Tetra Tech cleanup
supervisors. has caused deep concerns for the project in our community.

As the Navy, EPA, and state regulatory agencies work together to formulate a workplan for the
necessary excavation, resampling, and rescanning of fraudulent work, I request your assistance
in working together to find agreement on the workplan and promptly begin retesting. Involving
the public continues to be a top priority; members of the Bayview-Hunters Point community
deserve to be briefed, included, and listened to as we formulate a response that safeguards public
health and safety while ensuring a timely cleanup and transfer of parcels.

With regards to Parcel A, a section of the Shipyard transferred to San Francisco in 2004 that is
now a home to a community of residents, I appreciate the repeated assurance of both your
agencies that it is safe; that it was historically used for housing and administrative offices, not
industrial activities. However, given the air of doubt that now surrounds this project, property
values can be affected and community members living in Parcel A have expressed their strong
desire for retesting. [ agree, and believe out of an abundance of caution, a rescanning of Parcel A
should be swiftly conducted. ‘

The level of work to get this project back on track is vast, and will require the full attention and
resources of the federal government. [ pledge to continue doing my part in the Congress, and was
proud to help secure the increase in federal funds for base cleanup in the recent omnibus funding
bill that led to a $36 million increase in funds for Hunters Point.



- With last week’s sentencing of two former Tetra Tech supervisors who plead guilty to falsifying
records, [ applaud the work of the dedicated federal prosecutors and the law enforcement
personnel from the Department of Defense, EPA, and the Nuclear Regulatory Commission
whose investigation led to the conviction.

The public deserves to know how such widespread data falsification could have occurred, and
whether this level of fraud extended beyond the two supervisors. These actions represent a
breach of the public trust, and the Navy must seriously consider the evidence against Tetra Tech
and specifically subsidiary Tetra Tech EC, which may be of such a serious and compelling
nature that suspension or disbarment should be enforced. All federal agencies contracting with
Tetra Tech should be made aware of the serious investigations underway regarding their work at
Hunters Point, so that they can be on guard to safeguard against other potential fraudulent
activities.

Contractors who defraud our government must be held to account, taxpayers must be made
whole, and all those who commit fraudulent activities must be brought to justice. '

Thank you for your attention to these immediate concerns.

best regards,

ooncn PJW

NANCY PELO
Democratic Leader
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May 11, 2018
The Honorable Scott Pruitt The Honorable Richard V. Spencer
Administrator » Secretary o
United States Environmental Protection Agency United States Navy
1200 Pennsylvania Avenue, Northwest | 1000 Navy Pentagon
Washington, D.C. 20460 Washington, D.C. 20350

Dear Secretary Pruitt and Secretary Spencer:

Thank you for the work of dedicated federal civil servants in your Department on the
remediation of the Superfund site at the former Hunters Point Naval Shipyard. With over $1
billion in federal funds secured over many years towards the cleanup and conveyance of this
former installation, much progress has been made in the removal of radiological and other
harmful materials that once plagued the Shipyard. ‘

However, the indications of massive potential manipulation and falsification of data by Navy
contractor Tetra Tech, as well as the recent guilty pleas of two former Tetra Tech cleanup
supervisors, has caused deep concerns for the project in our community.

As the Navy, EPA, and state regulatory agencies work together to formulate a workplan for the
necessary excavation, resampling, and rescanning of fraudulent work, I request your assistance
in working together to find agreement on thé workplan and promptly begin retesting. Involving
the public continues to be a top priority; members of the Bayview-Hunters Point community
deserve to be briefed, included, and listened to as we formulate a response that safeguards public
health and safety while ensuring a timely cleanup and transfer of parcels.

With regards to Parcel A, a section of the Shipyard transferred to San Francisco in 2004 that is
now a home to a community of residents, I appreciate the repeated assurance of both your
agencies that it is safe; that it was historically used for housing and administrative offices, not
industrial activities. However, given the air of doubt that now surrounds this project, property
values can be affected and community members living in Parcel A have expressed their strong
desire for retesting. I agree, and believe out of an abundance of caution, a rescanning of Parcel A
should be swiftly conducted.

The level of work to get this project back on track is vast, and will require the full attention and
resources of the federal government. T pledge to continue doing my part in the Congress, and was
proud to help secure the increase in federal funds for base cleanup in the recent omnibus funding
bill that led to a $36 million increase in funds for Hunters Point. . |
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With last week’s sentencing of two former Tetra Tech supervisors who plead guilty to falsifying -
records, I applaud the work of the dedicated federal prosecutors and the law enforcement
personnel from the Department of Defense, EPA, and the Nuclear Regulatory Commission
whose investigation led to the conviction.

The public deserves to know how such widespread data falsification could have occurred, and
whether this level of fraud extended beyond the two supervisors. These actions represent a
breach of the public trust, and the Navy must seriously consider the evidence against Tetra Tech
and specifically subsidiary Tetra Tech EC, which may be of such a serious and compelling
nature that suspension or disbarment should be enforced. All federal agencies contracting with
Tetra Tech should be made aware of the serious investigations underway regarding their work at
Hunters Point, so that they can be on guard to safeguard against other potential fraudulent
activities.

Contractors who defraud our government must be held to account, taxpayers must be made
whole, and all those who commit fraudulent activities must be brought to justice,

Thank you for your attention to these immediate concerns.

best regards,

N Pf,up

NANCY PELO
Democratic Leader



|§0%94
Recaviy Vin it

524|708
E TETRATECH Preston Hopson

Senior Vice President, General Counsel and Secretary

May 24,2018

Re: May 14, 2018 Land Use and Transportation Committee Hearing

Dear Members of the Land Use and Transportation Committee of the City and County of San Francisco:

We are deeply disappointed that you invited Tetra Tech EC to appear at the May 14, 2018 Land
Use and Transportation Committee hearing and then would not let us speak to clear up the false
allegations made by plaintiffs’ attorneys about the quality and safety of our work at Hunters Point
Shipyard for the U.S. Navy.

Despite this, if the committee members listened carefully to the testimony of the Navy, EPA and
City’s own Department of Public Health representatives, you would have heard that while there are
questions about Hunters Point (created by self-interested plaintiffs), the reality is that our portion of the
remediation of the shipyard is valid and safe. We stand by our work and that is why we have offered to
have it re-tested at our expense by an independent expert.

The fraudulent activities were undertaken back in 2012 by former New World Technology
employees who had joined Tetra Tech. These individuals acted on their own and without knowledge of
senior management. Although the sampling irregularities were detected and corrected in 2012 (and
documented in publicly available reports), with oversight and approval by the Navy and regulatory
agencies, only recently has the actual illegal behavior of these individuals become known.

Our piece in the San Francisco Chronicle sets forth the facts and should be useful to the Board in
understanding the situation: https://www.sfchronicle.com/opinion/openforum/article/Tetra-Tech-stands-
by-its-work-at-Hunters-Point-12923789.php

We understood that the May 14 hearing would be an opportunity to directly address the concerns
of your constituents and we were prepared to do just that — to provide detailed information and to answer
any and all questions. Unfortunately, the residents of Bayview-Hunters Point and the citizens of San
Francisco were denied that very chance in favor of political grandstanding.

We believe the community and the public are interested in hearing the facts. We will continue to

find other means to deliver those facts about our remediation at the shipyard. We hope you will be
listening.

Sincerely,

Preston Hop%

cc: Board of Supervisors of the City and County of San Francisco

Tetra Tech, Inc.
3475 E. Foothill Boulevard, Pasadena, CA 91107-6024
Tel 626.351.4664 Fax 626.351.5291 www.tetratech.com
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From: Board of Supervisors, (BOS)

Sent: Thursday, May 24, 2018 12:53 PM

To: Major, Erica (BOS)

Subject: FW: May 14, 2018 Land Use and Transportation Committee Hearing
Attachments: Board of Supervisors Letter - 05-24-18.pdf

From: Hopson, Preston [mailto:Preston.Hopson@tetratech.com]

Sent: Thursday, May 24, 2018 11:53 AM

To: Tang, Katy (BOS) <katy.tang@sfgov.org>; Kim, Jane (BOS) <jane.kim@sfgov.org>; Safai, Ahsha (BOS)
<ahsha.safai@sfgov.org>

Cc: Breed, London (BOS) <london.breed@sfgov.org>; Stefani, Catherine (BOS) <catherine.stefani@sfgov.org>; Fewer,
Sandra (BOS) <sandra.fewer@sfgov.org>; Cohen, Malia (BOS) <malia.cohen@sfgov.org>; Peskin, Aaron (BOS)
<aaron.peskin@sfgov.org>; Ronen, Hillary <hillary.ronen@sfgov.org>; Sheehy, Jeff (BOS) <jeff.sheehy@sfgov.org>; Yee,
Norman (BOS) <norman.yee @sfgov.org>; MayorMarkFarrell (MYR) <mayormarkfarrell@sfgov.org>; Board of
Supervisors, (BOS) <board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org>

Subject: May 14, 2018 Land Use and Transportation Committee Hearing

Please see the attached correspondence. Thank you.

Tetra Tech | Complex World, Clear Solutions
3475 E. Foothill Blvd. | Pasadena, CA 91107
www.tetratech.com | NASDAQ: TTEK

PLEASE NOTE: This message, including any attachments, may include privileged, confidential and/or inside information. Any distribution or use of this
communication by anyone other than the intended recipient is strictly prohibited and may be unlawful. If you are not the intended recipient, please notify
the sender by replying to this message and then delete it from your system.
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Decades of Ensuring Safety
San Francisco Board of Supervisors
Land Use & Transportation Committee

5/14/2018

Authority and Responsibility
Navy and 3 Regulatory Oversight Agencies

Naval Facilities
Engineering Command

4¥0 %x’?,z%ff
‘*i'"

CALIFOENIA

Water Boards

31AKE WATLD ACSOUNGIS CONTNOL BOARD

FTRIEHAT WATTR DUALITY CONTROL BBARAR

Department of Toxic
Subsiances Control

5/11/2018



Three Decades of Soil and Groundwater Sampling

- Over 25,000 soll samples 7
- Qver 14,000 groundwater samples et

Sampling and Scanning
for Radiation Levels
Above Background

5/11/2018



Restoration to Transfer
(aka CERCLA* process)

TFederal
Faciiitiey
L Apresment

Py, W e e * Bemedial
Investigation .- & Inspection: ' g S “dnvestigation

Remedial . ‘ Remedial " Findingol i
i Design (RO} - Artion Suitabiliyy to
Y . | Jreasier FOST)

*CERCLA = Comprehensive Environmental Response,
Compensation and Liability Act

Overall Timeline to 2012

First Navy 3 Regulatory Oversight
Investigation Agencies role
Reports formalized

|
—--Navy chemical and radiological investigations continue-——-——---cor--ccoooe
1990 1991 . 1993 1994 1995

Placed on NPL* SFDPH EHB* begins
under CERCLA daily review of
Navy work
_ ————Navy chemical and radiological investigations and restoration conti
2003 2001 2000 1999 - 1998
USEPA First Redevelopment
Scan Van Plan
' R - . ; ‘: see
mrmmiiie ons:and:restoration continte-—-——-i—
Navy chemical.and radiological investigati d: restoration continue ACTIVITIES
2005 2006 $ 2007 12009 2011 AND
1 MILESTONES
i 2012 to
Mar: Navy & OCII* SF Voters approve City Amended : Present
Conveyance Agreement policy of “Timely Redevelopment
Aug: Navy Historical Transfer” (Prop G) Plan
Radiologicai Assessment
Report
Dec: Parcel A Transfer
*NPL = National Priorities List, EHB = SFDPH Environmental Health Branch, 6

0ClI = Office of Community Investment & Infrastructure

5/11/2018
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Parcel A Timeline

Recent Activities and Milestones
2012 to Present
W "::,27?
andlicy
. lansfer 4 Sept Navy ’ April Navy

Parcel E-2 Parcel F

Navyinternal:
TeView process
identifies TEFC dats
 ssiesand

 Sept Navy Ma av
@® HPS CAC @‘ @yaos v

Jan Navy ! landUse

Open House Hearing
M

Feb Navy
Open House Mar Navy
@ HPS CAC

€ > = Community meeting; TtEC = Tetra Tech EC, Inc, the Navy’s testing and remediation contractor




Areas of Data Evaluation & Retesting
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Scope of Data Evaluation
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PARCEL A - HPS PHASE 1 SITE MAP
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Si~ -‘ng in the Rain: Hunters Point Shipyard Enriches SF’s Mos* Prwerful Families - NAM g “Bm ‘T‘W
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Smgmg in the Rain: Hunters Point Shipyard Enriches SF’s Most Powerful
Families

San Francisco Bay View, News Feature, Ahimsa Porter Sumchai Posted: Apr 06, 2009

“No public official at any level of state or local government shall make, participate in making or in any way attempt to use his
official position to influence a government decision in which he knows or has reason to know he has a financial interest.” -
California Government Code Section 81002(c)

Nepotism is defined by Webster’s dictionary as political favoritism based on family relationships. In an email to the San
Francisco Bay View, Laurence Pelosi verified that he was a Lennar senior executive in March of 2004 at the time San
Francisco Mayor Gavin Newsom, his cousin for whom he had served as mayoral campaign treasurer, had signed the Hunters
Point Shipyard Conveyance Agreement at the behest of Laurence’s. Aunt Nancy Pelosi, speaker of the U.S. House of
Representatives.

. San Francisco Campaign and Governmental Conduct Code Section 3.212 governs palitical decision making involving family

. members and Section 3.214 requires disclosure of personal, business or professional relationships for elected officials of the

“+City and County of San Francisco.

Laurence Pelosi is the son of Ronald Pelosi and Barbara Newsom Callan. He is Nancy Pelosi’s nephew by marriage.
Laurence Pelosi was identified as the vice president of naval base acquisitions for Lennar in a program he participated in
concerning the master plan for development of the southeast community held at Mission Bay in 20086.

After resigning from Lennar in May of 2004 - immediately before the shipyard conveyance legislation went before numerous
City boards and commissions for approval - Laurence Pelosi joined the board of directors of the influential urban
development think tank SPUR (San Francisco Planning and Urban Research) and went to work for Morgan Stanley.

Newsom, as chief executive officer of the City and County of San Francisco, took what is clearly a discretionary action by
entering into the Conveyance Agreement for the Hunters Point Shipyard with the U.S. Navy. The Conveyance Agreement set
a specific timetable for giving the City a portion of the shipyard - Parcel A - as well as giving commercial development rights
to Lennar/BVHP, a limited liability private, non-governmental corporation.

At a Dec. 14, 2003, hearing of the San Francisco Redevelopment Commission compounded by arrests, civil rights violations
and invasions on the constitutional rights of the free press, the Redevelopment Agency approved a Disposition and
Development Agreement granting Lennar Corp. of Miami, a company that enjoyed annual sales of $9 billion, exclusive
development rights for the shipyard.

The official transfer of Parce! A of the Hunters Point Shipyard to the San Francisco Redevelopment Agency occurred a year
later, on Dec. 3, 2004, with the close of escrow for the parcel. The Hunters Point Shipyard environmental findings and
redevelopment measures - 14 items including nine ordinances - were passed 9-2 by the Board of Supervisors with severely
curtailed public comment on Dec. 7 and Dec. 14, 2004.

San Francisco Mayor Gavin Newsom memorialized his violations of state and local ethics laws in January of 2005 by signing
into law the Hunters Point Shipyard redevelopment measures he sponsored before the Board of Supervisers and accepting,
in an official ceremony, the transfer of Shipyard Parcel A from the Secretary of the Navy in exchange for one dollar!

The Hunters Point Shipyard redevelopment measures have been called the most corrupt legislative initiatives to pass
successfully through San Francisco City government. This astute observation is substantiated by both the stature and sheer
numbers of elected and appointed City officials, contractors and employees incriminated in readily documented civil, criminal
and environmental regulatory violations and ethical conflicts of interest.

Complaints filed with the Fair Political Practices Commission, Ethics Commission, Sunshine Ordinance Task Force, the City
Attorney’s Governmental Integrity Office and the offices of the U.S. Attorney have yielded little to no response to date.

r'The 2004 April Fool's Day edition of the San Francisco Chronicle includes an article by Edward Epstein of the Washington

Bureau detailing the signing of a legally binding Conveyance Agreement by Mayor Gavin Newsom and Navy Assistant
Secretary Hansford T. Johnson to transfer Parcel A of the Hunters Point Shipyard to the City and County of San Francisco.

http://news.newamericamedia.org/news/view_article htmi?article_id=df6d6934de76bd863faae6f466300970
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ﬁmayor is quoted as saying, . .. the first time we have the Navy’s signature o, « agreement that ensures the

conveyance will begin shortly.”

According to the article, the agreement came a few weeks after the Navy sent Newsom a letter saying it was having doubts
about going ahead with a January 2004 symbolic agreement that had been announced, with potentially embarrassing
fanfare, in Washington by Congresswoman Nancy Pelosi, former Mayor Willie Brown and Navy Secretary Gordon England.
According to the Chronicle, Newsom met in the Capitol offices of “Aunt Nancy” on March 31, 2004.

In attendance were Navy Assistant Secretary Johnson, Sens. Barbara Boxer and Dianne Feinstein and Rep. John Murtha, D-
Penn., the ranking Democrat on the House Military Appropriations subcommittee, brought in by Pelosi to convince the Navy
the time for delays had passed. Murtha made it clear he wanted a binding agreement signed “by Wednesday.”

The Navy signed the accord despite new concerns the Radiological Affairs Support Office raised about the safety of the
property for residential development due to the release of a massive investigation into the use of radioactive materials at the
shipyard from 1939 to 2003. The Historical Radiological Assessment, published in final format on Aug. 7, 2004, documents
hundreds of radiation contaminated buildings, soils and drydocks and the entire storm drain and sanitary sewer system at the
site of the post-World War 1l operations of the Naval Radiological Defense Laboratories. !

On April 2, 2004, the Chronicle featured an investigation by Katia Hetter documenting the financial conflict of interest that
exists between Mayor Gavin Newsom and Darius Anderson, a principle member of a development firm in negotiation with the
City for a development lease on the former naval base at Treasure island in partnership with Lennar Corp. of Miami, which
had also been recently granted exclusive development rights to the former naval base at the Hunters Point Shipyard.
Anderson, a principle partner in Treasure Island Community Development, held a fundraiser in his Sacramento office in
March to help Newsom retire his $400,000 campaign debt.

kkkokd

A front page story in the March 8, 2007, edition of the San Francisco Chronicle references a Feb. 16, 2007, memo written by
Michael Cohen, director of Base Reuse for Mayor Gavin Newsom, that proposes the City take ownership of the Hunters Point
Shipyard with the intent of accelerating the cleanup of the federal Superfund site to meet the 49ers deadline to build a new
foothall stadium. The proposed “dirty transfer” of property from the Environmental Protection Agency’s National Priorities List
would hasten development of the toxic property by removing federal, state and local government regulatory oversight of
stringent health-based cleanup standards and dismantle the federal Superfund Act’s requirement for public participation in
the cleanup process. .

Of note, San Francisco Chronicle columnists Matier & Ross document that Speaker Nancy Pelosi's husband, Paul Pelosi, is
a partner in the new United Football League team for Northern California and is a college roommate of former NFL
Commissioner Paul Tagliabue and a longtime friend of UFL head Mike Huyghue.

The resurfacing specter of Gavin Newsom'’s familial, political and financial conflicts of interest in Lennar Corp.’s development
projects in the city’s eastern neighborhoods brings to mind questions about the outcome of complaints filed in 2004 and 2005
over the dirty transfer of shipyard Parcel A.

Those near dormant investigations have gathered “wind in their sails” by the continued storm of controversy surrounding
Lennar’s criminal negligence and reckless endangerment of public health and safety in the generation of toxic dust exposures
to workers, school aged children and the predominantly African American surrounding community adjacent to the Parcel A
construction site.

Additionally, the LA Times recent expose on SEIU leader James Bryant and his financial conflicts of interest with Lennar
details the role Bryant played in bribing the A. Philip Randolph Institute to advance Lennar’s $5 million Proposition G
campaign to gain voter approval of the Hunters Point Shipyard-Candlestick development plan as well as Bryant’s role in
undermining the community benefits package promised to the struggling community by the developer.

Protecting the public health

On Nov. 7, 2000, 86.4 percent of the city’s electorate or 221,013 San Francisco voters voted yes on Proposition P, a
declaration of policy supporting environmental cleanup to residential levels for the Hunters Point Shipyard.

Parcel A was transferred to the City and County of San Francisco on Dec. 3, 2004, with deed restrictions notifying future
property owners of the presence of lead based paint and asbestos containing materials in buildings, residual soil
contaminants and hazardous materials including inorganic persistent and bioaccumulative toxic substances, volatile organic
toxic pollutants, PCBs, acids, total petroleum hydrocarbons, pesticides, toxic metals, radionuclides and polycyclic aromatic
hydrocarbons, according to Article 31 of the Health Code, an ordinance adopted by the Board of Supervisors at the Dec. 14,
2004, hearing to accept the shipyard’s environmental findings.

Article 31 makes developer compliance with deed restrictions, EIR mitigation measures and other City laws mandatory and
enforceable. Article 31 establishes enforcement mechanisms, including withholding or denial of permits, an order to stop
work, penalties for permit violations, and mandatory administrative and civil penalties.

http://news newamericamedia.org/news/view_article html?article_id=df6d6934de76bd863faae6f466300970
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Article 31, adopted by the Health . _.mmission on Nov. 16, 2004, mandates that He.  and Safety Plans address the safety
and health hazards of each phase of construction site operation at the shipyard and include the requirements and procedures
for employee protection, including health and safety risk or hazard analysis and medical surveiliance.

The Department of Public Health has failed to devise human exposure protocols for populations exhibiting health effects
attributable to toxic dust, metals and hazardous substances on Parcel A documented in Article 31. The minimum exposure
protocol for individuals complaining of dyspnea, chest pain, cough, fatique, weight loss or other signs of acute and chronic
cardiorespiratory disease must include a baseline chest xray, CBC (Complete Blood Count) and Chemistry Panels, including
liver function tests. Arsenic and lead testing should be mandatory for the childhood population even if asymptomatic.
Pulmonary function tests including spirometry are standard of care.

The children and workers evaluated by the Department of Public Health following a series of documented exposures to high
levels of asbestos in toxic dust at Parcel A received no laboratory testing although many were symptomic of upper and lower
respiratory tract symptoms and immune disorders. The total length of time of worksite exposure to airborne toxins from
Lennar's non-compliance with legal guidelines at Parcel A reached one year in March of 2007.

Funding for the oversight and implementation of Article 31 comes from developer fees imposed on Lennar at the shipyard by
the Department of Public Health for construction and excavation activities that generate more than 50 cubic yards of soil.
Health Director Mitchell Katz, M.D., delegated the implementation of Article 31 to Rajiv Bhatia, M.D., director of the DPH
Environmental and Occupational Division. Article 31 establishes funding for the site mitigation engineer position currently
held by Amy D. Brownell, P.E.

Despite her obvious conflict of interest with the developer and lack of qualifications in medical decision making, Brownell has
made numerous public and press statements minimizing the risks of exposure to toxic dust generated by the Lennar
construction site on Parcel A. Brownell came under investigation by the California Board of Professional Engineers and Land
Surveyors in 2007 and was removed from her permanent regulatory seat on the Hunters Point Shipyard Restoration Advisory
Board by unanimous vote in January 2008.

Numerous administrative complaints and requests for investigations have been filed in response to the Parcel A transfer. A
law passed by San Francisco voters in 1995 prohibits campaign contributions from anyone bidding on or negotiating for a
City contract or development lease if the recipient has a say in approval of the matter.

Mayor Gavin Newsom received funds from the San Francisco 49ers in 2008 during the campaign finance report period
immediately preceding negotiations between the Mayor’s Office of Economic Development and team owners. Laurence
Pelosi is listed on the campaign report as his treasurer.

Supervisor Aaron Peskin was successfully reelected in November of 2004 and received $750 in campaign contributions from
the sponsor of the environmental review for the Hunters Point Shipyard approved by the Board of Supervisors in December
of 2004. :

Peskin became president of the Board of Supervisors in January 2005 and acted in close alliance with District 10 Supervisor
Sophie Maxweli to advance the corrupt development practices of Lennar in Bayview Hunters Point. The newly elected
president of the San Francisco Board of Supervisors, David Chiu, received donations from Lennar during his run for office.

In August of 2004 former Ethics Commission President Robert Planthold and Ethics Department Director Mabel Ng received
a letter documenting a litany of violations of ethics laws by elected and appointed officials.

On Dec. 4, 2004, Ng and all 11 members of the Board of Supervisors received a summary of violations including receipt by
Planning Commission President Shelley Bell of a $100,000 donation to the board of directors of the Bayview Opera House by
Lennar Corp. in the weeks preceding the Planning Commission hearing to approve the shipyard’s transfer and environmental
findings. Bell, the executive director of the Opera House, did not inform members of the Opera House board of the Lennar
donation, according to board member and former Supervisor Willie B. Kennedy.

The Bayview Opera House board of directors and its executive director, Planning Commissioner Shelley Bell, also served as
the fiscal agent for the Bayview Hunters Point Project Area Committee, the PAC that oversees the redevelopment plan for the
1,500 acre project whose approval by City government was temporarily stalled by a legal injunction filed by the Defend
Bayview Hunters Point Committee to halt its implementation.

In January of 2005, Ethics Commission investigator Richard Mo met with complainants and over the next two years received
over 500 pages of hard copy and email documentation compiled by the editors of the San Francisco Bay View with
assistance from Lynne Brown, Michael Boyd, Francisco Da Costa, Kevin Williams and Roland Sheppard detailing the
extensive history of corruption surrounding the shipyard transfer.

In February of 2005, U.S. Attorney Andrew Cheng received documentation of violations of federal law involving Rep. Pelosi
and Sen. Feinstein, whose husband, Richard Blum, has a financial interest in Catellus Developers, the master developer for
the UCSF Mission Bay Campus, Lennar Corp. and numerous Bayview Hunters Point community non-profits.

Feinstein resigned from a seat on the U.S. Senate Military Construction Appropriations Committee due to conflicts of interest
complaints involving her husband and has been reportedly investigated by the FB1, according to a former writer for the San
Francisco Bay Guardian.

http://news.newamericamedia.org/news/view_article html7article_id=df6d6934de76bd863fane6f466300970 3/5



3/19/2018 & -ing in the Rain: Hunters Point Shipyard Enriches SF’s Mos* Powerful Families - NAM

Cheng, in subsequent communic...ons, referred the Hunters Point Shipyard rede. .pment investigation to the Ethics
Commission, the City Attorney’s division of governmental integrity and the San Francisco Division of the FBI but took no
action at the level of the U.S. Department of Justice.

In March of 2005 the City’s Sunshine Ordinance Task Force concluded that violations of the Sunshine Act occurred during the
Board of Supervisors’ enactment of the 14 measures approving development on Parcel A.

In March of 2005 the state’s Fair Political Practices Commission acknowledged receipt of complaints documenting financial
conflicts of interest involving City officials and contractors. No action was taken.

In January of 2007 Congresswoman Nancy Pelosi became speaker of the U.S. House of Representatives. Her first act was a
failed attempt to install Rep. John Murtha as the House majority whip in exchange for his help in the transfer of shipyard ‘
Parcel A. »

This writer spoke before the Ethics Commission in the fall of 2006 publicly requesting that the stalled investigation of the
Hunters Point Shipyard redevelopment measures go forward. On March 15, 2007, Ethics investigator Richard Mo is quoted
as saying, “No complaint has been filed” with the Ethics Department regarding the Parcel A transfer.

On March 14, 2007, the San Francisco Bay Guardian published “The Corporation That Ate San Francisco,” a highly detailed
investigation by Sarah Phelan into “a Florida based developer that controls the future of two former military bases in San
Francisco and the record shows you simply can’t trust Lennar Corporation.”

The article chronicles the seven year history of financial and political conflicts of interest and the paper trail of Lennar's
connections to former Mayor Willie Brown, Speaker Nancy Pelosi and Mayor Gavin Newsom. More importantly, it documents
environmental violations at the Lennar construction site on Parcel A that were, arguably, criminal in scope and stature,
including deliberate efforts to conceal the health and safety risks of exposure to toxic dust containing exceedences in
allowable levels of asbestos.

On Friday, March 17, 2007, Attorney Angela Alioto filed a suit in Superior Court on behalf of plaintiffs Project Manager Gary
Mclntyre, Community Liaison Clementine Clarke and Administrative Assistant Ceola Richardson, charging Lennar Corp. with
racial discrimination and environmental racism in its operations at Parcel A of the Hunters Point Shipyard.

it represented a landmark legal action and the first known use of “environmental racism” as a legal term denoting liability by a
corporate polluter operating in Bayview Hunters Point. In 2008 the case was settled.

During the spring and summer months of 2006, Lennar contractor CH2M Hill violated conditions set forth by the BAAQMD
Asbestos Dust Mitigation Plan for grading, deconstruction and development activities at the shipyard site. In so doing, Lennar
exposed the neighboring community, school children and shipyard workers to toxic dust with elevated levels of asbestos,
particulates and other inorganic compounds. Soil analyses at the shipyard had historically yielded elevated levels of toxins
including lead, manganese, chromium, nickel and arsenic.

On Aug. 7, 2008, the chief executive officer for Lennar in San Francisco, Kofi Bonner, entered into a settlement agreement
with BAAQMD executive officer Jack Broadbent to pay $515,000 in civil penalties for violations of California Health and
Safety Code Section 42400.

Under terms of the settlement, the air district will not seek criminal or civil penalties for violations arising from activities
documented in 2006. Clause 8 of the settlement stipulates however that “the district reserves the right to take future
enforcement actions arising out of violations not covered by this settlement agreement. In addition, the district reserves the
right to demand increased penalties in connection with any future alleged violations.”

By November of 2008, Lennar was facing imminent bankruptcy after spending over $5 million - or $50 per vote - to pass
Proposition G, a measure designed to gain support of the San Francisco electorate for the Shipyard-Candlestick Park
Conceptual Plan and its transfers of state and federal lands. Lennar’s LEN stocks sank to $3.60 per share despite
restructuring and partnership with CB Richard Ellis, headed by Richard Blum, husband of Senior Sen. Dianne Feinstein,
principle sponsor of the Lennar-funded Proposition G campaign.

Related Articles:

SF Mayor Accused of Hurling Gity's Sancluary Slalus
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ISEC. 3115. HPS PROPERTY vifliHish PEMRAS e IR B ENSOREG: oV T.

(a) For property which is subject to a deed restriction or‘%g\énm%s 4e§)n% {Qg #ﬂfx@ﬁ@@@%tzﬁéég an environmental restriction requiring a durable cover or

engineered cap the Applicant shall submit to the DireStagfijBi{aByalyatisn @W@yfdp)/@gsg}pﬂ@)ﬂ.’mz@) Unknown Contaminant Contingency Plan; (iv)
Disposal Plan (if applicable); (v) Site Specific Health and Safety Plan; [vll} il gg;%nztyg §lan (if applicable); (vii) Foundation Support Piles Installation Plan.

The Applicant will also submit verification to the Director Ozf;l%ei ’f’%%%zvg%{mc hai @ucs fe du

(b) for property that is currently subject to an Administrative Order on Consent (AOC) and is therefore subject to the regulatory oversight of the EPA, the
Applicant must submit proof that it is complying with all environmental documents and restrictions, including without limitation as applicable, the AOC, ETCA,
CRUP, LUC RD, pre-Remedial Action Closeout Report (pre-RACR) Risk Management Plan (RMP), post-RACR RMP and Operation and Maintenance Plan (OMP).
Proof of compliance can be: (i) a letter from EPA detailing the compliance; (ii) a report or checklist, as required by the document; or (iii) any other form acceptable to
the Director demonstrating compliance,

(c) for property that is no longer subject to an Administrative Order on Consent (AOC) or that was never subject to an AOC, the Applicant must submit proof that
it is complying with all environmental documents and restrictions that are applicable to the property, including without limitation as applicable, an ETCA, CRUP,
pre-RACR RMP, post-RACR RMP, and OMP. Proof of compliance can be: (i) a report or checklist, as required by the document; or (ii) any other form acceptable to
the Director demonstrating compliance.

(d) Whether or not an AOC is in effect for the property:

(i) if an RMP for the property includes a requirement for a Dust Control Plan and if EPA already has approved the RMP and Dust Control Plan, then the
Applicant is required only to submit a copy of the approved Dust Control Plan and approval letter from EPA as proof of compliance with the Dust Control Plan
requirement. However, if the EPA approved Dust Control Plan does not include specification of particulate monitoring equipment, site specific monitoring location
requirements, or action levels then the Director may require submittal of this information.

(i) if an RMP for the property includes a requirement for a Site Specific Health and Safety Plan and if EPA has already approved the RMP and the Site Specific
Health and Safety Plan, then the Applicant is required only to submit a copy of the approved Site Specific Health and Safety Pian and approval letter from EPA as
proof of compliance with the Site Specific Health and Safety Plan requirenient. )

(iii) if an RMP for the property includes a requirement for a Soil Importation Plan and if EPA has already approved the RMP and the Soil Importation Plan, then
the Applicant is required only to submit a copy of the approved Soil Importation Plan and approval letter from EPA as proof of compliance with the Soil Importation
Plan requirement.

(e) Upon completion of the activity authorized by the permit or improvement plan, the Applicant shall submit a Closure Report to the Director including;
additional information or data obtained, including information on unanticipated conditions; corrections as to any information previously submitted; and certifications
of implementation of the plans listed in Section 3113 (a)(ii)-(vii), and all laws applicable to soil removal.

(Added by Ord. 204-10, File No. 100575, App. 8/3/2010)

ASEC. 3116. SEVERABILITY.

If any section, subsection, subdivision, paragraph, sentence, clause or phrase of this or any part thereof, is for any reason held to be unconstitutional or
invalid or ineffective by any court of competent jurisdiction, such decision shall not affect the validity or effectiveness of the remaining portions of this Section or
any part thereof. The Board of Supervisors hereby declares that it would have passed each section, subsection, subdivision, paragraph, sentence, clause or phrase
thereof irrespective of the fact that any one or more sections, subsections, subdivisions, paragraphs, sentences, clauses or phrases be declared unconstitutional or
invalid or ineffective.

(Added by Ord. 303-04, File No. 041541, App. 12/24/2004; Ord. 204-10, File No. 100575, App. 8/3/2010)
Dischimer;
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5/12/2018 ARTICLE 31: HUNTERS POINT SHIPYARD
(Added by Ord. 303-04, File No, 041541, App. 12/24/2004; 04-10, File No. 100575, App. 8/3/2010)

ISEC. 3111. RESERVED.

ISEC. 3112, REMEDIES NOT EXCLUSIVE.

Remedies under this are in addition to and do not supersede or limit any and all other remedies, civil or criminal.

(Added by Ord, 303-04, File No. 041541, App. 12/24/2004; Ord. 204-10, File No. 100575, App. 8/3/2010)

HSEC. 3113, INSTITUTIONAL CONTROLS.

An Applicant must comply with institutional controls included in any deed conveying ownership from the United States Navy to the San Francisco Redevelopment
Agency pursuant to a final FOST or FOSET or included in any recorded covenant to restrict use of property containing environmental restrictions to the extent such
institutional controls apply to activities authorized by a permit or improvement plan subject to this . The Director will advise the relevant department of the
specific requirement pursuant to the deed; require compliance with the institutional controls as a condition of the permit or improvement plan; and coordinate with
the relevant department to monitor and enforce compliance with such institutional controls. :

(Added by Ord. 303-04, File No. 041541, App. 12/24/2004; Ord. 204-10, File No. 100575, App. 8/3/2010)

VISEC. 3114, SITE EVALUATION AND SITE MITIGATION FOR UNRESTRICTED RESIDENTIAL
PROPERTY.

This section applies to property determined by the applicable ROD to be suitable for unrestricted residential use that is transferred without a requirement for a
durable cover or engineered cap.

(a) An Applicant must submit the following, satisfactory to the Director, as further specified in regulations adopted by the Director: (i) Site Evaluation Report; (ii)
Dust Control Plan; (iii) Unknown Contaminant Contingency Plan; (iv) Disposal Plan (if applicable); (v) Site Specific Health and Safety Plan; (vi) Soil Importation
Plan (if applicable), (vii) Foundation Support Piles Installation Plan (if applicable), (viii) a determination of whether additional information is necessary to adequately
characterize the Prescribed Subsurface Activity Area, and (ix) for areas that undergo demolition of structures with lead based paint, a scope of work to collect
additional information as described in the regulations. The plans required by (if)-(ix) must be specific to the activities to be conducted under a permit or improvement
plan.

The Director shall review the site evaluation report and advise the Applicant on whether additional information is necessary as follows:

(1) In unrestricted residential parcels, if the Prescribed Subsurface Activity Area has already been evaluated in a Site Evaluation Report in the past and a Closure
Report for the Prescribed Subsurface Activity Area was approved by the Director and the Closure Report included verification of: (i) the placement of at least one
foot of clean imported fill or equivalent on areas with fill containing naturally occurring asbestos; or (ii) that the Area was cut into native bedrock and properly
covered, if necessary, to address any concerns about naturally occurring asbestos; or (jii) that the Area has no naturally occutring asbestos concerns; then no site
history, data evaluation, sampling or additional characterization will be necessary with respect to such Prescribed Subsurface Activity Area.

(2) Unrestricted residential property that does not meet the criteria provided in subdivision (1) will be evaluated as follows:

(A) Tier I Areas. If a portion of a Prescribed Subsurface Activity Area has been used continuously only for residential purposes, or is not located on historic
fill (as defined in a map maintained by the Director pursuant to Section 3107(e)), or is not or has not been underlain by Navy utility lines (as defined on a map
maintained by the Director pursuant to Section 3107(e)), and, in any case, there is no evidence that hazardous substances are present, no additional information or
sampling will be necessary with respect to such portions of the Prescribed Subsurface Activity Area, The Director shall provide the Applicant and the relevant
department with written notification that the Applicant has complied with the requirements of this =~ - asto such portions, and must comply with the plans listed
in subsection (a)(i)-(ix), as determined by the Director to be applicable, and all faws applicable to soil removal and off-site disposal.

(B) Tier Il Areas. In portions of Prescribed Subsurface Activity Area other than those described as Tier I, if the Director determines that such portions are
adequately characterized, the Director shall provide the Applicant and the relevant department with written notification that the Applicant has complied with the
requirements of this as to such portions, and must comply with the plans listed in subsection (a)(i)-(ix), as determined by the Director to be applicable, and
all laws applicable to soil removal and off-site disposal. If the Director determines that additional information is necessary to adequately characterize portions of the
Prescribed Subsurface Activity Area, the Applicant must submit a proposed scope of work for a supplemental site evaluation in accordance with regulations adopted
by the Director. Upon approval of the scope of work by the Director, the Applicant shall implement the scope of work and prepare a supplemental site evaluation
report summarizing the new information.

(a) If the supplemental site evaluation report shows that there is no existing contamination that exceeds the screening criteria established by the Director by
regulation, the Director shall provide the Applicant and the relevant department with written notification that the Applicant has complied with the requirements of
this , and must comply with the plans listed in subsection (a)(ii)-(ix), as determined by the Director to be applicable, and all laws applicable to soil removal
and off-site disposal.

(b) Ifthe supplemental site evaluation report shows that there is existing contamination that exceeds the screening criteria established by the Director and the
Applicant wishes to retain that soil in the Prescribed Subsurface Activity Area or elsewhere within unrestricted residential property, the Applicant must prepare and
submit to the Director a risk evaluation report and a site mitigation plan demonstrating the property can still be used for unrestricted residential purposes consistent
with the FOST. The site mitigation plan must include the plans listed in subsection (a)(ii)~(ix), as determined by the Director to be applicable, and may include a deed
notice, provided that any notice is consistent with use for unrestricted residential purposes. The Director must review and approve the risk evaluation report and the
site mitigation plan. Upon approval of these documents, the Director shall provide the Applicant and the relevant department with written notification that the
Applicant has complied with the requirements of this , and must comply with the site mitigation plan and al! laws applicable to soil removal and off-site
disposal.

(b) Ifthe Director finds that the Applicant intends to remove soil from the Prescribed Subsurface Activity Area and dispose of that soil off-site, then the Director
shall find that, as to that soil, no additional information is necessary and shall provide the Applicant and the relevant department with written notification that the
Applicant has complied with the requirements of this , and must comply with the plans listed in subsection (a)(ii)~(ix), as determined by the Director to be
applicable, and all laws applicable to soil removal and off-site disposal.

(6) Upon completion of the activity authorized by the permit or improvement plan, the Applicant shall submit a Closure Report to the Director including:
additional information or data obtained, including information on unanticipated conditions; correcting any information previously submitted; and certifying
implementation of the plans listed in subsection (a)(ii)-(ix), as determined by the Director to be applicable, any applicable risk management or site mitigation plan
and all laws applicable to soil removal.

(Added by Ord. 303-04, File No. 041541, App. 12/24/2004; Ord. 204-10, File No. 100575, App. 8/3/2010)
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All inspections specified or authorized in this _shall be conducted at the discretion of the Ci dne  zinthis shall be construed as requiring the

City to conduct any such inspection nor shall any a&bd%iﬂcﬁ@lﬁﬁ&e&ﬁ@ﬁ]ﬂ@t%@upﬂ rG&l{)’ tion.
(Added by Ord. 303-04, File No. 041541, App. 12/24/2004; Ord. 204-10, B30, HSestuBemtard, Avenue, # 563

SEC. 3105. CONSTRUCTION @f«sla&%fﬁﬁgcg,%@g%h; 2"7’2394127'1423

All departments, boards, commissions and agencies of the C}Q/Mg};&,{m&du}ﬁ@ﬁm@duhorize construction or improvements on land under their
Jurisdiction under circumstances where no building, grading, street use or other permit oF approval is required pursuant to the San Francisco Municipal Codes shall
adopt rules and regulations to insure that the procedures set forth in this are followed. The San Francisco Redevelopment Agency and the departments of
Public Health, Public Works, and Building Inspection shall assist other departments, boards, commissions and agencies to ensure that these requirements are met.

(Added by Ord. 303-04, File No. 041541, App. 12/24/2004; Ord. 204-10, File No. 100575, App. 8/3/2010)

ISEC. 3106. FORMER LANDFILL DISPOSAL ARKAS.

Upon receipt of a site evaluation report from an Applicant, the Director shall determine whether the Prescribed Subsurface Activity Area is subject to the provisions
of the California Integrated Waste Management Act (Cal. Public Resources Code § 40000 et seq.) as amended, relating to development on or near a former landfill
disposal site. In making this determination, the Director may consult with the Local Enforcement Agency and the California Integrated Waste Management Board.

(a) For any Prescribed Subsurface Activity Area or portion thereof that is subject to such provisions, the Director shall require the Local Enforcement Agency to
approve proposed land uses and determine any necessary protective measures or requirements to the extent necessary to comply with California Code of Regulations,
Title 27, Chapter 3, Subchapter 4, 6 (Section 20917 et seq.) and Subchapter 5 (Section 20950 et seq.), as amended.

(b) For any Prescribed Subsurface Activity Area or portion thereof that is located within 1,000 feet of a former landfill disposal site, but which is not subject to the
above- referenced provisions of the California Integrated Waste Management Act, the Director shall review any proposed structures to ensure that the construction or
use of the structure will not pose a threat to public health and safety or the environment. In making this determination, the Director shall consider the potential for
adverse impacts on public health and safety and the environment, taking into account the following: the amount, nature and age of solid waste in the landfill disposal
area; current and projected gas generation; effectiveness of existing controls; proximity of the proposed land uses to landfill disposal area; and other relevant
geographic or geologic features. Based on these factors, the Director shall determine whether the structure must be designed and constructed in accordance with the
following measures or requirements (or other design providing an equivalent degree of protection against gas migration into the structure): installation of a
geomembrane or equivalent system with low permeability to landfill gas between the concrete floor stab of the structure and subgrade; installation of a permeable
layer of open graded material of clean aggregate with a minimum thickriess of 12 inches between the geomembrane and the subgrade or slab; installation of a
geotextile filter to prevent the introduction of fines into the permeable layer; installation of perforated venting pipes, designed to operate without clogging, within the
permeable layer; construction of a venting pipe with the ability to be connected to an induced draft exhaust system; installation of automatic methane gas sensors
within the permeable gas layer, and inside the structure to trigger an audible alarm when methane gas concentrations are detected; and/or appropriate periodic
methane gas monitoring, including monitoring inside structures, with reporting requirements and a contingency and mitigation plan.

For purposes of this section, "structures” shall include: buildings, subsurface vaults, utilities or any other buildings or areas where potential gas buildup would be of
concern.

(¢) If the Director determines under subsections (a) or (b) of this Section that protective measures or requirements are necessary, the Director shall inform the
relevant department in writing that such measures or requirements must become conditions of the permit or improvement plan,

(Added by Ord. 303-04, File No. 0413541, App. 12/24/2004; Ord. 204-10, File No. 100575, App. 8/3/2010)

ISEC. 3107. RULES AND REGULATIONS.

(a) Pursuant to the procedures specified in Section 1170 of the Health Code, the Director may adopt rules, regulations and guidelines, including maps, necessary
or appropriate to implement this

(b) Regulations promulgated by the Health Commission shall be maintained in the Office of the Clerk of the Board of Supervisors.
(¢} The Director shall maintain and update project files as site data is received pursuant to this -« - and provide public access to the files and site data.

(d) The Director shall maintain for public distribution a map that reflects the boundaries of each Parcel of the Naval . The map shall
include former landfill disposal sites and a line representing the 1,000 foot perimeter from those sites. For Parcel A, the Director shall adopt a map showing historic
fill areas and utility lines existing prior to the date of transfer of Parcel A from Navy ownership.

(Added by Ord. 303-04, File No. 041541, App. 12/24/2004; Ord. 204-10, File No. 100575, App. 8/3/2010)

‘

SEC. 3108. FEES.

The Director is authorized to charge the following fees to defray the costs of document processing and review, consultation with Applicants, and administration of
this : for Fiscal Year 2010-2011, the fees are as follows: Application Fee = $592 for up to three hours of document review/consultation and $197 for each -
additional hour, including site visits. No later than April 15 of each year, the Controller shall adjust the allowable fees to reflect changes in the relevant Consumer
Price Index, without further action by the Board of Supervisors. In adjusting the fees, the Controller may round these fees up or down to the nearest dollar, half-dollar
or quarter-dollar. The Director shall perform an annual review of the fees scheduled to be assessed for the following fiscal year and shall file a report with the
Controller no later than May Ist of each year, proposing, if necessary, an adjustment to the fees to ensure that costs are fully recovered and that fees do not produce
significantly more revenue than required to cover the costs of operating the program. The Controller shall adjust fees when necessary in either case,

(Added by Ord. 6-05, File No. 041664, App. 1/8/2005; Ord. 204-10, File No. 100575, App. 8/3/2010)

FSEC. 3109. VIOLATIONS,
In addition to any other provisions of this , fraud, willful misrepresentation, or any willﬁ;lly inaccurate or false statement in any report required by this
shall constitute a violation of this
(Added by Ord. 303-04, File No, 041541, App. 12/24/2004; Ord. 204-10, File No. 100575, App. 8/3/2010) )
Sport, ﬁgg ] ang ral Practice - Member, American College of Sports Medicine
ssec. s, enSEERSTERG AETS ’ |
SEC. 3110. EN Bﬁiﬁ HESMA € téi d% wion Consultant - Stanford Fellowship-Research Consultant
The Director shall have authority to administer fn@/ifre Revsonabdspingg with N da§extiticasiontovisions of this by any lawful means
available for such purpose, including taking any action authorized pursuant to 21, Sections 1133(a)-(d), (f), and (h)-(i) of the Health Code.
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10/13/2006

From: Amy Brownell, Department of Public Health

To: Sheila Roebuck and Jeff Austin, Lennar

Subject: very, very rough draft

“i'm sure you will also want to change my wording on how I portray the problems, lack of monitors, etc. Go ahead and change
any way you want. | may change some of it buck but 'm willing to read your versions. as noted, don’t bother adding the -
woricer monitoring information. T Gon’t wani to use-it; T understand your sensitivity on this issue and if specificdiiy asked'ina
public meeting, 1 will be willing to verbally state the facts related to worker monitoring. But I'm not willing to make it part of
this narrative.”

EPA Email Excerpt: Concoct Reason for the Lennar Redevelopment Plan to Move Forward

11/03/2009 12:10 PM

From: Mark Ripperda

To:Roh Balas,.Amy Rrownell.

Subject: EPA’s preliminary results and conclusions from asbestos slide re-analysis

Hi Rob, here are the main talking points that we will be presenting at this afternoon’s meeting. You've been a careful reviewer
of my language in the past - do you see any problems in how I've worded any of these points?

Nov. 4, 2009 9:25 am

From: Mark Ripperda, EPA Region 9

To: Rob Balas, Principal of Iris Environmental, inc., Consultant to the Lennar Corp.

RE: HP [Hunters Point] ashestos re-analysis conclusions (2).doc.

“Thanks Rob, | appreciate your input and yes, you can share this internally with Lennar. These were talking points for
yesterday’s meeting with the City and the Air District. . . . | need a different focus for meeting with both the NOI [Nation of
Islam, administrator of the school located next to Hunters Point Shipyard] and the greater community. The conclusions for
general communication will probably stay similar, with one addition, a statement that EPA sees no reason to stop the
development.

“I’m not sure how to create a basis for the conclusions however, for the general public. The information in the first set of
points is appropriate for government/industry types, but 'm searching for a way to justify that the development is acceptable
without getting into details of risk assessment. Given NOI’s sophistication, maybe we do have to provide more details than |
-haped. .I’'m apen.to.any written naceative or.hullet list that.you think might work..

“While ¥'m not going to use the list you edited again, partially because of confusion it created for even informed people like
you and Rajiv, I'll try and clarify a few things so we’re on the same page as we massage the message. ... My statement in the
conclusion is ambiguous, because I presented a risk for single worst case earlier in my list, but am then assuming that an
average of the data will result in a much lower risk, without actually calculating a risk. | can’t use that logic for general
communication for several reasons, one of which is because Christopher will quickly point out that the highest level that we re-
analyzed is not the highest level overall.”

Notes: Following this email, Mark Ripperda, EPA Region 9 Remedial Project Manager, repeatedly stated in public forums and
meetings with local officials that EPA sees no reason to stop the Lennar Corp.’s redevelopment project at the Hunters Point
Naval Shipyard. Mr. Ripperda’s statement served as justification for the City of San Francisco Planning Department to draft an
Environmental Impact Report in support of the redevelopment plan by the Lennar Corp. and a majority of the County Board of
Supervisors to approve the Environmental Impact Report.

The people referenced in this email are Rajiv Bhatia, the Director of Occupational & Environmental Health in the San Francisco
Department of Public Health, and Minister Christopher Muhammad, a community leader advocating for health protections from
the Lennar Corp.’s redevelopment activities at the Hunters Point Naval Shipyard.

The Cozy Relationship Between Regulators and industry
In the wake of the British Petroleum oil spill crisis in April 2010, president Obama called the spill an "unprecedented disaster”

and blasted a "scandalously close relationship” he said has persisted between Big Oil and government regulators. President
Barack Obama made promises to end the "cozy relationship" between the oil industry and federal regulators, which he said had
existed for years and into his own administration. The surrounding Gulf Coast communities suffered from the dangerous friendly
look the other way approach of the regulators. As evidenced in the emails over the last five years, the Bayview Hunters Point
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community is facing a similar problem where EPA and Health Department officials have such a closely aligned relationship with
the Lennar Corporation that they have conspired to the detriment of the community.

The Bayview Hunters Point Community is located in southeastern San Francisco. Residents of the community and surrounding
neighborhoods are predominantly people of color, who are disproportionately burdened with environmental hazards from the
Hunters Point Naval Shipyard Superfund Site, industrial facilities, diesel rail and truck corridors, and substandard housing. These
environmental hazards increased in 2000 when a brush fire at the Hunters Point Naval Shipyard smoldered underground for
several weeks, exposing nearby residents to toxic smoke and chemicals. Massive excavation and grading activities at the
shipyard were conducted in 2006 and 2007 without proper air monitoring stations and pollution control measures, resulting in
the release of asbestos laden dust.

However, EPA and San Francisco Public Health Department officials have suppressed information about the full impact of these
and other environmental hazards. Their unconscionable decision to manipulate data and present false reports constitute a
blatant disregard for the human rights of people who live, work, and attend school in the Bayview Hunters Point community.

Demand for Justice
Based on the obtained email correspondence, a coalition of residents, environmental justice, and worker rights organizations are
calling on FBI Special Agent-in-Charge Stephanie Douglas; and the California State Attorney General Kamala Harris to:
d  Launch a full investigation into public corruption involved in the Lennar Corporation redevelopment of the Hunters
Point Naval Shipyard.

The coalition calls on the US EPA Administrator Lisa Jackson to:

(1 Place Region 9 into federal receivership under the direct authority of the EPA Headquarters in Washington D.C.

d Remove Mark Ripperda, EPA Region 9 Remedial Project Manager of the Hunters Point Navai Shipyard, and any
other EPA employee found to be involved in the cover-up, from their roles in the Hunters Point Navy Shipyard
project. :

)  Place a moratorium on all activities that fall under the authority of the EPA Project Manager at the Hunters Point
Naval Shipyard, and conduct a comprehensive investigation of past and present environmental hazards and public
health threats associated with both remediation and redevelopment activities.

The coalition calls on San Francisco Mayor Edwin Lee, the San Francisco Supervisors, and San Francisco Public Health Director
Barbara Garcia:
[d Remove Amy Brownell, Environmental Engineer in the San Francisco Department of Public Health, and any other
city employee involved in the cover-up, from their involvement in the Hunters Point Shipyard Project.
O  Launch a full investigation into public corruption involved in the Lennar Corporation redevelopment of the Hunters
Point Naval Shipyard.

A detailed set of emails obtained through the Freedom of information Act Request are available at:
http://www.cleanupnotcoverup.com/



Oct. 28, 2009 1:26 pm

From: Mark Ripperda, EPA Region 9

To: Rob Balas, Principal of Iris Environmental, Inc., Consultant to the Lennar Corp.

RE: Hunter’s Point data reanalysis ‘

“We’re meeting with the BAAQMD [Bay Area Air Quality Municipal District] and the City on November 3, and would like to
meet with you soon thereafter to discuss the details and talking points. | prefer to keep our message as simple as possible and
stay away from health assessments and from shut-down days. Something along the lines of: Our analysis using more detailed
methodology showed that there are fewer ‘health risks fibers’ present than what the Air District assumed in setting the trigger
levels. Thus the Air District’s methods and levels are appropriate and we will defer all regulatory issues concerning asbestos to
the District.

“Pm not the asbestos expert, so is this a true statement?”

Note: “health risk fibers” refer to a concentration of asbestos that can cause adverse health effects; “trigger levels” refer to the
standards set by the Bay Area Air Quality Municipal District that require the shut-down of redevelopment activities by the Lennar
Corp. at the Hunter’s Point Naval Shipyard when an air monitor detects 16,000 or more asbestos fibers in a cubic meter.
55/28/260%

From: Rob Balas, Lennar

To: Mark Ripperda, EPA Region 9

Cc: Daniel Stralka, Arnold Den, EPA Region 9

Subject: RE:Hunters Point ~ Follow-up to Tuesday’s conference call :

“7} if we proceed with the limited sampling to check the correlation between the two different counting rules as it pertains to
the fiber distributions, it is unlikely that we would use this initial evaluation to reach publicly communicable risk conclusions-
say by using any found correlation to draw risk conclusions about current AHERA* dataset. To make any conclusions, a more
robust, statistically significant sampling would need to be conducted. Even then, robust risk conclusions, ready for public
consumption, may be impossible without activity-based sampling. Ultimately this will be o policy management decision.”

#*AHERA stands for Asbestos Hazard Emergency Response Act and refers to one method of counting asbestos fibers in a given
sample of dust.

Note: Bayview Hunters Point residents repeatedly called on the EPA and the Health Department to conduct activity-based
sampling, which is more statistically representative of actual human exposure to asbestos fibers. The EPA and the Health
Department never complied with this request.

Department of Public Health Email Excerpts: Asbestos Exposure Cover-Up

01/19/2007

From: David Rizzolo, Department of Public Health

To: Amy Brownell

Cc: Rajiv Batia

Subject: Re:Fwd: worst case exposure assumption

“there may be other problems with reanalyzing worker exposure samples by TEM. vou would have to get the okay from
Gordon Ball. the big problem i see is that measurements that were low by PCM often turn out to be very high when
reanalyzed by TEM. this is not a problem with OSHA because OSHA does not recognize TEM measurements. however,
explaining to workers what this new information means for them can be a problem {pandora’s box). that may be a bigger
problem in reality than the one were are trying to address.

“in general, i see that in trying to put together a case to argue that exposure was “low,” were are legitimizing the allegations.
it seems to me that the available facts are on our side, so we should stay away from trying to create more data. more data
might not help us. we can talk more about this directly.”

“*note: TEVT stands for “Transmission Electron Wiicroscopy” and PUMI 'stands for “Phase Contrast Wilcroscopy.” Both are methods
used in microscopes to count the asbestos fibers.



The SLAM Coalition of Bayview Hunters Point Community Organizations
Greenaction for Health and the Environment 703 Market St, Suite 501, San Francisco, CA 94102
Advocates for Environmental Human Rights. 650 Poydras Street, Suite 2523, New Orleans, Louisiana 70130

Emails Show Criminal Conspiracy by EPA, Region 9 and San Francisco Health Department Officials to
Cover-up Dangers of the Lennar Corp.’s Development Project at the Hunters Point Naval Shipyard
Officials Suppress Data Showing Asbestos Exposures in the Bayview Hunters Point Community

Mark Ripperda, EPA Region 9 Amy Brownell, Environmental Engineer
Remedial Project Manager San Francisco Department of Public Health

March 21, 2011

Since 2006 when heavy grading and excavation began by the Lennar Corporation at the Hunters Point Shipyard, residents of the
Bayview Hunters Point, a majority African American, Samoan and Latino low-income community, suffered from health problems
including nose bleeds, rashes and headaches that they believed were caused by asbestos and heavy metals being unearthed
from these actions. Residents complained en mass to the EPA, the San Francisco Health Department, and other federal, state,
and local environmental and health agencies demanding testing of the community and regulatory enforcement.

However, little did residents know that officials in the Environmental Protection Agency, Region 9 and the San Francisco
Department of Public Health were conspiring with the Lennar Corporation to conceal the health threats of asbestos laden dust.

Email correspondence obtained through a public records request now reveal that Mark Ripperda, EPA Region 9 Remedial Project
Manager of the Hunters Point Naval Shipyard, and Amy Brownell, Environmental Engineer at the San Francisco Department of
Public Health, used their offices to manipulate environmental data and create false reports in support of the Lennar
Corporation’s plan for a major redevelopment project on the shipyard site. Their numerous emails to employees and consultants
of the Lennar Corporation show a concerted effort to conceal ashestos exposures in order to avoid the shut-down of
redevelopment activities. Additional email correspondence indicates a conspiracy to create a justification for the Lennar
Corporation’s redevelopment project to move forward. See excerpts of emails below.

EPA Email Excerpts: Asbestos Exposure Cover-Up

May 14, 2009 3:37 pm

From: Mark Ripperda, EPA Region 9

To: Jeff Austin, Lennar Corp, Employee

“Hi, Jeff, as you’ve probably heard, the NOI [Nation of Islam] is now beating on our door about asbestos.”

June 24, 2009 10:00 am

From: Mark Ripperda, EPA Region 9

To: Rob Balas, Principal of iris Environmental, Inc., Consultant to the Lennar Corp.

RE: Asbestos data flow chart call — 6/22

“we would like to tdke Lennar up on their offer to analyze the additional 8 samples from Lennar monitors so that we can do 16
filters from the City. This will also help lower the ‘worst case risk’ by including more samples with lower counts.”



5/12/2018 ARTICLE 31: HUNTERS POINT SHIPYARD

FEnvironmental Impact Report ("FEIR") in June . . 10. The Project contains all of the property in the except the property designated as
Parcel A by the Navy. The MMRP contains mitigation measures that address potential hazardous materials impacts associated with the Project. It is the intent of the
Board to create a process for the Department of Public Health to enforce in the portion of the Project certain hazardous materials mitigation

measures identified in the FEIR through this

. (Added by Ord. 303-04, File No. 041541, App. 12/24/2004; Ord. 204-10, File No. 100575, App. 8/3/2010)

ISEC. 3101. DEFINITIONS.

In addition to the general definitions applicable to this Code, whenever used in this ", the following terms shall have the meanings set forth below:

(a) “"Applicant" means a person applying for any of the following authorizations for subsurface activities on portions of the subject to
this Ordinance:

(1) For property determined by the applicable ROD to be suitable for unrestricted residential use (i) any building or grading permit that involves the disturbance
of at least 50 cubic yards (38423m3) of soil; (i) any permit pursuant to the Public Works Code that involves the disturbance of at least 50 cubic yards (38.23m3) of

soil; (jif) any improvement plan pursuant to Rivision 3 of the Subdivision Code that involves the disturbance of at least 50 cubic yards (38.23m3) of soil; (iv) any
permit to operate or approval to close an underground tank, pursuant to Sections 1120 and 1120.1 of the Health Code that involves the disturbance of at least 50 cubic

yards (38.231113) of soil; (v) any well construction, modification, operation or maintenance permit pursuant to 12B of the Health Code; or (vi) any permit that
involves demolition of structures with lead-based paint.

(2) For property which is subject to a deed restriction or covenant containing an environmental restriction requiring a durable cover or engineered cap (i) any
building or grading permit that involves the disturbance of soil; (ii) any permit pursuant to the Public Works Code that involves the disturbance of soil; (iii) any
improvement plan pursuant to Division 3 of the Subdivision Code that involves the disturbance of soil; (iv) any permit to operate or approval to close an underground
tank, pursuant to Sections 120 and 1120.1 of the Health Code that involves the disturbance of soil; or (v) any well construction or destruction permit pursuant to

128 of the Health Code.

(3) Notwithstanding the preceding subdivisions, an Applicant does not include a person applying for a permit for the sole purpose of conducting environmental
characterization,

(b) “"Director” means the Director of the San Francisco Department of Public Health or the Director's designee.
(c) "GIS" is a geographic information system, computer-based system containing site-specific environmental information.

@ " - parcels" or "HPS parcels" mean that area of the City and County of San Francisco shown on Map - Figure 1, which is
maintained for public distribution by the Director. A copy of said figure is on file with the Clerk of the Board of Supervisors in File No, 100575.

(e) "Improvement Plan" means an improvement plan as required under the Subdivision Map Act, California Government Code Sections 66410 et seq.

(f) "Parcel A" means that area of the City and County of San Francisco shownon - Map - Figure 1, which is maintained for public distribution by the-
Director. A copy of said figure is on file with the Clerk of the Board of Supervisors in File No. 100575. )

(g) "Prescribed Subsurface Activity Area” means the specific location and horizontal and vertical extend of the proposed disturbance, excavation, grading or other
subsurface activity defined using coordinates compatible with the GIS to the extent feasible.

(Added by Ord. 303-04, File No. 041541, App. 12/24/2004; amended by Ord. 113-05, File No. 050547, App. 6/10/2005, Ord. 204-10, File No. 100575, App. 8/3/2010)

JISEC. 3102. APPLICABILITY OF

(a) Applicants must comply with this . The Department of Public Works (for any permit or improvement plan subject to this ), the Department of
Building Inspections (for building and grading permits) and the Department of Health (for underground tank permits and approvals and water well permits) shall
inform the Director whenever a permit or improvement plan application is submitted for : and shall refer Applicants to the Director, The
Director shall determine the applicability of this ..~ to the permit application or improvement plan and shall implement and enforce the provisions of this -

. If the Director determines that a permit or improvement plan is subject to the provisions of this , the permit or improvement application shall not be deemed
complete until the Applicant has complied with the requirements of this or shall be conditioned upon compliance with this - ag specified herein.

(b) Any person that obtains environmental sampling data shall submit that data to the Director in a form acceptable to the Director.

(c) Prior to applying for a permit or improvement plan any person that desires to comply with this ordinance may enter into a voluntary agreement with the
Director. The voluntary agreement shall be signed as to form by the City Attorney and shall require the person to comply with the substantive requirements of this
and any regulations adopted by the Director; require payment of fees; and provide for Director notification to the relevant department that the person has
complied with this

(d) Compliance with this does not relieve any person of compliance with any applicable federal, state, regional or local law, and does not take the place of
compliance with any requirement of any regulatory agency that has jurisdiction to enforce any legal requirement that this - - is intended to address.

(Added by Ord. 303-04, File No. 041541, App. 12/24/2004; Ord. 204-10, File No. 100575, App. 8/3/2010)

ISEC. 3103. REPORTS BY DIRECTOR.

The Director shall monitor compliance with this and provide an annual summary of compliance with this to the Board of Supervisors.

(Added by Ord. 303-04, File No. 041541, App. 12/24/2004; Ord. 204-10, File No, 100575, App. 8/3/2010)

ISEC. 3104. GENERAL WELFARE; NON-ASSUMPTION OF LIABILITY.

The degree of protection required by this is considered to be reasonable for regulatory purposes. This - shall not create liability on the part of the
City, or any of its officers or employees for any damages that result from reliance on this * or any administrative decision lawfully made in accordance with
this . All persons handling hazardous materials within the City should be and are advised to determine to their own satisfaction the level of protection
desirable to ensure no unauthorized release of hazardous materials.

In undertaking to require Applicants to comply with this , the City and County of San Francisco is assuming an undertaking only to promote the general
welfare. It is not assuming, nor is it imposing on itself or on its officers and employees, any obligation for breach of which it is liable for money damages to any
person who claims that such breach proximately caused injury.
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IARTICLE31: HUNTERSPOINTSHIPYARD

Sec, 3100.

Sec. 3101, Definitions.

Sec, 3102, Aplicability of

Sec.3103.  Reports by Director.

Sec. 3104, General Welfare; Non-Assumption of Liability.
See. 3105. Construction on City Property.

Sec, 3106.  Former Landfill Disposal Areas.

See.3107.  Rules and Regulations.

Sec. 3108, Fees.

Sec. 3109, Violations.

Sec. 3110, Enforcement Actions.

Sec. 3111, Reserved.

Sec, 3112, Remedies Not Exclusive.

Sec. 3113. Institutional Controls.

Sec. 3114, Site Evaluation and Site Mitigation for Unrestricted Residential Property.
Sec. 3113, HPS Property With a Durable Cover Requirement.
Sec, 3116, Severability.

ASEC, 3100,

Findings. The Board of Supervisors of the City and County of San Francisco hereby finds and declares as follows:

A. This ordinance is designed to protect human health and safety and the environment at the former during and after development and to
facilitate redevelopment as envisioned in the Redevelopment Plan, which the Board of Supervisors adopted in 1997 and amended in 2010,
and its Environmental Impact Reports.

B. The United States designated as a U.S. Naval in 1945. The United States Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) placed
the : on the National Priorities List pursuant to the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation and Liability Act (CERCLA) in
1989. The U.S. Navy ("Navy") has divided the site into parcels for purposes of remediation.

C. The Navy issued a CERCLA Record of Decision (ROD) for Parcel A which was approved by the EPA, the California Department of Toxic Substances Control
(DTSC), and the San Francisco Bay Region Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) in November 1995. The ROD concluded that "no action" was needed
to clean up Parcel A. Effective April 5, 1999, EPA removed Parcel A from the National Priorities List after EPA and the State of California found that ail appropriate
responses under CERCLA had been implemented, that no further cleanup is appropriate for Parcel A and that the remedial actions conducted on Parcel A remain
protective of public health, welfare, and the environment.

D. On September 1, 2004, the Navy issued a draft final Finding of Suitability to Transfer (FOST) for Parcel A. On September 30th and October 6th and 7th 2004,
respectively, the EPA, DTSC and the RWQCB concurred with the Navy's FOST. The Navy signed the FOST on October 14, 2004. The FOST for Parcel A contains
requirements for certain notices, restrictions and covenants to be included in the deed for Parcel A. These notices, restrictions and covenants are also referred to as
"institutional controls” and are binding on all successive owners of any portion of Parcel A.

E. On December 3, 2004, the Navy transferred portions of Parcel A to the San Francisco Redevelopment Agency.

F. The Navy issued a CERCLA ROD Amendment for Parce! B in January 2009, a ROD for Parcel D-1 in September 2009, a ROD for Parcel G in February 2009,
aROD for Parcel UC-1 in August 2009 and a ROD for Parcel UC-2 in December 2009. The EPA, DTSC and the RWQCB approved these RODs. The RODs
concluded that additional action was needed for the parcels to be protective of public health, welfare, and the environment in light of the redevelopment plans for the
site. The Navy is preparing a ROD for Parcel C and issued a Draft Proposed Plan in January 2009. The Navy issued a Draft Final No Further Action ROD for Parcel
D-2 in January 2009. The Navy completed a Draft Final Remedial Investigation Report for Parcel E in February 2008 and a Draft Feasibility Study in July 2009. The
Navy issued a Draft Final Remedial Investigation Feasibility Study (RI/FS) for Parcel E-2 in February 2009 and a Draft Final Radiological Addendum to the RI/FS
in March 2010. The Navy issued the Final Feasibility Study for Parcel F in April 2008.

G. Inaddition to Parcel A, which the Navy already transferred to the San Francisco Redevelopment Agency (" Agency"), it is anticipated that the Navy will offer
the remaining parcels for transfer to the Agency in accordance with a Conveyance Agreement between the Agency and the Navy. Prior to transfer of any parcel, the
Navy will issue a draft final FOST or a draft final Finding of Suitability for Early Transfer (FOSET) for the parcel. If the Navy issues a FOST, the Conveyance
Agreement requires the Navy to obtain the concurrence of the EPA, DTSC, and RWQCB in the final FOST before it offers the parcel to the Agency. If the Navy
issues a FOSET, CERCLA requires the Navy to obtain the approval of EPA and the concurrence of the Governor of California which will be based on input from
DTSC and the RWQCB. A FOST or FOSET may require the deeds for the property to include certain environmental notices, restrictions or covenants, also referred
to as "institutional controls” that will be binding on all successive owners of the transferred property to which such notices, restrictions or covenants apply. The Navy
also is expected to enter into a Covenant to Restrict Use of Property (CRUP) with DTSC, which will be binding on subsequent owners and will provide for DTSC
enforcement of the covenants, restrictions or conditions to which the property is subject. A Land Use Control Remedial Design (LUC RD) for each parcel will lay out
the inspection and reporting requirements for the institutional controls and activity and land use restrictions. For property that transfers via a FOSET, the EPA and the
Agency and possibly subsequent private developers, will be required to enter into an Administrative Order on Consent (AOC), also approved by state environmental
regulatory agencies. which will detail the required corrective or cleanup actions and restricted activities associated with the property covered by the AOC and provide

for EPA enforcement of its 8puy:rddditidialhe fanel Geretisl Pruiésizyia ARGRBIr the Mlavicad WoNsgreySpoes wie a@diady Transfer Cooperative
Agrecment (ETCA), which il pepyidh i e, 5060 NAAPHHEAR LogSIAA <SP RS 0, S 5 e redevelopment nexchanee
& Y v Certified Personal Trainer with NSCA Certification

H. The Board of Supervisors by Resolution 347-10, adopted CEQA findings, including a mitigation monitoring and reporting program ("MMRP") for the
Candlestick - Phase II Development Plan Project ("Project"), for which the Agency and Planning Commissions certified a Final
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Hunters Point Shipyard

Historical Radiological Assessmen

Section 3 — Sit:

atification and Description

Bret Harte Elementary School 11035 Gilman Avenue 5t0 10 8:40 - 2:20
(415) 330-1520
Bret Harte Pre-K to 5" Grade 950 Hollister Avenue 3t09 7:00 - 6:00 215
(415) 330-1545
Burnett Nursery & School-Age 1520 Oakdale Avenue 3t010 3-5 years full day Pre-K.: 48
(415) 695-5660 1-5th Half day | Kto 5th: 136
Caheed Infant Daycare 1030 Oakdale Avenue 0to3 Full day ) 35
(415) 821-1300 (licensed for 45)
Dr. Charles R. Drew Elementary| 59 Pomona Street 5t0 10 K; 8:35 - 1:45 260
(415) 330-1526 1-5; 8:35 - 2:40 | Pre-K; summer
Frandelja Enrichment Center 950 Gilman Avenue |6 weeks to 4 years,|  6:30~6:00 70
(415) 822-1699 9 months
George Washington Carver 1360 Oakdale Avenue |4 years, 9 months, 8:20-2:40 320-340
Elementary (415) 330-1540 to 10 years
Gloria R. Davis Middle School | 1195 Hudson Avenue 11to 14 10:00-7:00 182
‘ (415) 695-5390
Bayview Beacon 1195 Hudson Avenue 6to 18 7:30 - 4:30 90
(Gloria R. Dayis Middle School) (415) 695-5416 B.00-3:00
| (summer only)
Head Start 125 W. Point Road 3t05 Full Day 30
(415) 824-4686
Ideal Daycare 1523 La Salle Avenue | Newbornto 10 7:00~5:30 14
: (415) 821-7269 ,
Karen’s Family Day Care 1547 Innes Avenue 0to5 Full day 6
(415) 282-7383
Lucy Harber Academy 1744 Palou Avenue 25t012 + 7:00 - 6:00 12
(415) 826-2194
Malcolm X Academy 350 Harbor Road 5to12 7:45 - 6:00 300 — day
(415) 695-5950 120 -after school
Martin Luther King Child Care 200 Cashmere Street 25t 8 7-5:30 63
. (415) 821-7000
Kipp Bayview Academy 1060 Key Avenue 910 10 7:45 - 5:00 86
(415) 467-2522
DRAFT FINAL
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Healthcare Resources Used in Your Neighborhood

+ 96.5 Percentage of San Franciscans ages 0-64 who either have health insurance or are enrolled in Healthy San

Francisco (FY2008-2009).+

Private Ins,

Sources of Medicare
payment for
hospital
3 S
services, 2009 Medi-Cal
Self pay
Allother

San Francisco General Hospital
CPMC - Pacific & California Campus

KaiserHosp - Geary SF

Most used UCSF Medical Center
hospitals by
neighborhood . .
residents, St, Luke's HOSpltaI
2009°

Seton Medical Center
St. Francis Memorial Hospital
St. Mary's Medical Center

Chinese Hospital

Primary care health centers located in

5 B # Patients # Services
Sal 3'4 (2010) ' Seen Provided
North East Medical Services ~ San Bruno Ave: 8,650 26,184
North East Medical Services - Leland Ave. - 2325 4,841

Note: OSHPD does not identify primary care clinics in 94124.

' Other primary care health centers.

. located in94124and 94134~ zip Code
Bayview Child Health Center 94124
Coleman Medical Center 94124
Siiver Avenue Family Health Center 94134

Southeast Health Center 94124

44%

8 Bayview-Hunters Point
# Visitacion Valley

B San Francisco

1 34%

% Public Ins.

(not incl, co % County : S e Privaté
indigent) '~ - Indigent % Free ns./Cash
44.3% 0.0% 0.0% 55.7%
43.7% 0.0% 0.1% "56.2%

In 2009, 3% of charity care applications were
from District 10 residents (Bayview Hunters
Peint, Potrero Hill and Visitacion Valley),
compared to a citywide district average of
8%.



Your Neighborhood at a Glance:
Bayview-Hunters Point and Visitacion Valley

The following data represent your neighborhood areas and are presented here to help you consider assets and challenges related
to accessing needed health services in your neighborhood, These data primarily describe zip codes 94124 (Bayview-Hunters Point)
and 24134 (Visitacion Valley).

Your Neighborhood Characteristics
Population by age, 2010’

Population by race/ethnicity, 2010°

3%

194124 (Bayview-Hunters Point)

White
(non-Latino/a)

55%

i+ 94134 (Visitacion Valley)

& 5an Francisco
Asian/ Paclsl

(non-Latino/a) ©57%
Latino/a
Af Amer/Black
. ; (non-Latino/a)
0-14 15-24 25-64 65+
Multi-ethnic
n-Latino/. = iew- i
Highest level of education attained, 2000’ (non-Latino/a) % Bayview-Hunters Point
ity ] 0.2% 7 Visitacion Valley
B Bayview-Hunters Point 51% ?;2?5:2::/‘3 0.2%
0.3% .
Visitacion Valley 2 San Francisco
429 Native Amer/AK B 0.3%
36% 37% &1 San Francisco A Native 0.2%
—— L (non-Latino/a) || 0.2%
Bayview- Visitacion
Languages spokenat - Hunters Point Valley San Francisco
home, population over5 = (94124} (94134) B
years, 2000’ (n=30,658)  (n=37,761) (1=745560)
‘ % % %
English only 56 31 54
Chinese 17 33 18
o ‘— Spanish 16 17 12
Lessthan high school High school or equivalent More than high school
Tagalog 2 10 4
Population living below 200% of the Census poverty Vietnamese 2 3 1
threshold and median HH income, 2005-092
Family structure, 2000°
Bayview- 443,151 »
Hunters Point 55% H Bayview-Hunters Point

50%

. SF,40% ‘Visitacion Valley
33%

Visitacion

544,373
Valley :

| 39%
| 23%

...... SF17%
San Francisco $70,040 4% 6% SF, 5%
...............
% families with children % female-headed families % male-headed families
under 18 with children under 18 with children under 18

In 2011 unemployment in San Francisco was 9
percent compared to 4 percent in 2007



Health Status. continued

Low Birth Weight Babies, 2010°

9%

7%

SF, 6%

94124
(Bayview-Hunters Point)

94134
{Visitacion Valley)

Safety in Your Neighborhood

Percent of mothers who receive NO prenatal care
in the first trimester, 2009°

SF Rate, 13%

94134
(Visitacion Valley)

94124
(Bayview-Hunters Point)

Homicides per 1,000 (2005-2007)*

Bayview-
Hunters
Point
Residents’ perceived safety during day (2011)"
# Very unsafe ot unsafe Visitacion
Neither safe nor unsafe Valley
 Very safe or safe
94124 . Sal:l
(Bayview- oy Francisco
Hunters Point) . County
94134 Bayview-
(Visitacion HunFers
Valley) Point
Visitacion
Valley
San Francisco
County Sar.1
Francisco
County
& Very unsafe or unsafe REFERENCES
B2 Neither safe nor unsafe 1. USCensus Bureau, Census 2G00/2010
2, San francisco Department of Public Health, The Heslthy
¥ Very safe or safe Development Measurement Tool (HDMT)
04124 e 3. USBureau of Labor Statistics
i ‘ . 4, Health Matters in San Francisco
Hu(::\gr\;lepv‘\)/int) 13% 5. Office of Statewide Health Planning and Development, Healthcare
information Division
6. San Francisco Departrnent of Public Health, Cherity Care Report
Fiscal Year 2009
94134 S 7. California Department of Public Health, Death Profiles by ZIP Code
(Visitacion . 230, 8. California Department of Public Health, Birth Profiles by ZIP Code
Valley) o 9, SanFrancisco Department of Public Health, Maternal, Child and
Adolescent Health
10, California Health interview Survey (CHIS), CHIS 2009, Adult Public
Use File, UCLA Center for Health Policy Research

San Francisco

County 51% -

1. San Francisco City Survey 2011, CCSF Controfler’s Office

prepared by harder+company community research fos the
San Francisco Departiment of Public Health, Health Care Services Master
Plan Commusnity Meeting held on March 22, 2012.

harder+company

0, community research



Leading causes Cancer
of death
(bi_"de“ of Cerebrovascular Disease (Stroke)
disease),
2009’

/C

“Long-Term Complications of Diabetes
Ve

hronic Obstructive Pulmonary Disorder

Health Status in Your Neighborhood, continued

Heart Disease

Unintentional Injuries and Accidents
Chronic Lower Respiratory Disease
Alzheimer's Disease

Influenza and Pneumonia

Diabetes

Leading hospitalizations per 10,000, 2009*

ongestive Heart Failure
Bacterial Pneumonia

Diabetes

Urinary Tract Infections

/ Asthma

~/Adult Asthma

Alcohol Abuse

Urinary Tract jeemee

Infections

/ Adult Asthm

Alcohol Abuse

~ Asthm

Bacterial
Pneumoni

Diabete

Chronic Obstructive
Pulmonary Disorder
Congestive Heart

Failure

Dehydratio

a

E]

a

S

n

=8 20

"Other Causes” account for an average
of 21% of deaths in these
neighborhoods and 24% in San
Francisco. These causes may include
essential hypertension & hypertensive
renal disease, violence/trauma, AIDS,
infections, intentional self harm
(suicide), and other unspecified causes.

B94124
(Bayview-Hunters Point)

94134
(Visitacion Valley)

San Francisco

Preventable emergency room visits per
10,000, 2009*

409

== 61

SF:238

Z15

B Bayview-Hunters Point
(94124)

Visitacion Valley,
(94134)

Visitacion Valley
(94134)

Bayview-Hunters Point
(94124)

& San Francisco » o
Conditions for preventable ER visits include

primary care services such as pregnancy, eye
exams as well as bacterial infections. Individuals
and families without access to primary care
services often seek treatment in emergency
rooms.

= 185

Pediatric asthma hospitalizations per 10,000, 2009°

18

13

{8 Bayview-Hunters Point
(94124)

2 Visitacion Valley
(94134)

San Francisco
San Francisco

Bayview-
Hunters Point
(94124)

Visitacion Valley
(94134)



Bayview - 94124 Percent self care disability

515 yr 1.6 %
Demographics 16-64 yr 2.6 %
64 plus 15.5%
Population 33,170 ) e ,
Male % 47.8 % Leading causes of hospitalizations (City rank)
Female % 522 % 1 Liveborn
2 Pneumonia
Ethnicity % 3 Congestive heart failure (6)
White 5.4 % 4 Skin and subcutaneous tissue infections
African American 47.2 % (3) .
Latino/Hispanic 16.7 % 5 Trauma to perineum & vulva (5)
Asian American/ ' L ‘
Pacific Islander 27.6 % Ambulatory hospitalizations
Native American 0.3% L
Other or Multiple Ethnicity 2.9 % Adult and pediafric asthma
Age adjusted/100,000 851.2
Households 9,296 Rank 1
Families 7,113 Rate Ratio 6.4 %
% Population by Age Adult uncontrolled diabetes (short and long term |
Percent 0-4 yr 7.1 % complications)
Percent 5_19yyr 26.3 %/o Age adjusted/100,000 1,177.5
Percent 65 pius yr 10.4 % Rank 1
plusyr— ° Rate Ratio 124%
Unmarried Partners % Adult chronic obstructive pulmonary disease
Male-Male 0.9 % Age adjusted/100,000 899.5
Female-Female 0.5% Rank 3
Male-Female 4.0% Rate Ratio 6.1%
Adult congestive heart failure ’
Socio-Economic Age adjusted/100,000 2,316.7
- Rank 1
Median household Income 37,146 Rate Ratio _ 3.8 %
% Below Poverty 217 % Adult and pediatric bacterial pneumonia
Percent < $ 20,000 301 % Age adjusted / 100,000  1,615.0
Percent > $ 60,000 32.6 % Rank 2
¥ ° Rate Ratio 32%
Percent less than ; Adult and pediatric urinary tract infections
high school education 36.5% égﬁkadjusted /100,000 ?68'1
Linguistically isolated % 27.6 % Rate Ratio 42%
By fanguage %
Spanish 36.2 % Other
Asian and Pacific Islander 48.0 % o . ) . .
Other Indo European 9.7 % % of Occupied Housing units in each zip code
Other 8.1 % Lack complete plumbing 1.0%
S.F. (Range) 2.1 % (0.2-9.8)
. 4 g
Health and Hospitalization Lacking phone service 27 %
S.F. (Range) 1.7 % (0.1-11.1)

Disabilities (% of population in each age group) *Rate Ratio= Ratio of this area"s rate to the lowest

Percent sensory disability rate of any SF zip area for this condition.

5-15 yr 8%

16-84 yr : 25%

64 plus 14.9 %
Percent physical disability

5-15 yr 22%

16-64 yr 7.9 %

64 plus 351%
Percent mental disability

5-15 yr 52%

16-64 yr 5.0%

64 plus 15.8 %

BHSF 2004 Community Health Assessment Page 77



TABLE 25.0
Total Years of Life Lost (YLL), Average YLL and Deaths by Gender,
Bayview (94124) 2000-2001

BAYVIEW - 94124
Total Years
of Expected | Avg. Years of
Life Lost Life Lost per Male Female
2000 and 2001 Death Deaths Deaths
1. Violence 1403 54.0 22 4
2. Ischemic Heart Disease 1297 13.8 39 55
3. Cerebrovascular Disease 821 16.1 24 27
4. Other Cancers 700 25.0 15 13
5. Lung, Trachea, Bronchial 580 10.3 17 13
Cancer
6. Hypertension-Heart Disease 509 18.9 17 10
| 7. Low Birth Weight 495 82.5 4 21
8. Other Cardiovascular 414 18.0 10 13
Disease
9. HIV 367 33.4 7. 4
10. Poisonings 363 40.3 4 5

BHSF 2004 Community Health Assessment Page 78




5/1112018 San Francisco Bay View » The chicken or the egg?

proposals to the City and County ¢. an Francisco Department of the Envir. aent and the State Biomonitoring
Project to investigate the presence of persistent organic pollutants in breast milk of nursing mothers in Bayview
Hunters Point.

We also aided the principle investigators of the “Tooth Fairy” study designed to detect the presence of
radionuclides in baby teeth of children in Bayview Hunters Point conducted by Leuren Moret, formerly of
Lawrence Berkeley Laboratories in California.

The major focus of the investigation will maximize lead screening, pulmonary function testing, radiographic
screening and toxicological studies of childhood populations attending schools within a 1 mile radius of a federal
Superfund site.

Simultaneous room air testing will be conducted by graduate students working under the supervision of Dr. Peter
Palmer of the San Francisco State University Chemistry Department.

Human Subjects Research approval and approval of the San Francisco Board of Education and the designated
principles of the participating schools is prerequisite to the success of the investigation.

Toxicological testing will be conducted on a case by case basis based upon medical examinations, history and
survey findings and will include mercury, arsenic, nickel, chromium and volatile organic compounds.

BayView Health and Environmental Science Editor Dr. Ahimsa Porter Sumchai can be reached
at (415) 835-4763 or asumchai@sfbayview.com.

Related

Is the Shipyard safe? Dr. Sumchai Polluter pays! Challenging the Shipyard-Candlestick
writes EPA opposing transfer of more November 25, 2008 Environmental Review

Hunters Point Shipyard land to San In "SE Bay Area" July 6,2010

Francisco and Lennar, as NBC In "SF Bay Area"

questions radiation testing
May 13,2015
In "SF Bay Area”

Comments Login

There are no comments posted yet. Be the first one!

Post a new comment
En’cer"‘[éxt‘s"iéf’th‘e‘réi' S

http://sfbayview.com/2009/04/the-chicken-or-the-egg/# . VVdZ7hRRQcg.mailto 477
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In 2007 San Francisco Public Hew..1 Director Mitchell Katz, M.D., distribw...d an unsigned and undated “Fact
sheet about construction dust from the Parcel A Hunters Point Shipyard development” in which he stated, “Air
quality in the neighborhood near the shipyard is better than other parts of the neighborhood and the city and
‘many portions of the State of California.”

The DPH website documents over 150 exceedences to shutdown level in toxic asbestos-containing dust at the
Lennar Parcel A construction site at the Hunters Point Shipyard. The California Department of Public Health
documents in a letter dated Sept. 10,2007, that asbestos levels at the Lennar site exceeded the level that triggers
an immediate determination of the adequacy of dust mitigation measures 166 out of 200 days or 83 percent of
the time.

Yet another example is the potential for lead toxicity among children exposed to lead based paint in World War II
era housing projects in southeastern San Francisco. Large populations of children who fail in school and perform
poorly on standardized IQ tests exhibit signs and symptoms of lead encephalopathy, including hyperactivity,
learning disorders and fine motor dysfunction with blood lead levels greater than 25 ug/dl. They should be
presumed to be exposed to toxic levels of lead.

Despite documented concerns raised by the Environmental Protection Agency and the Department of Public
Health about the presence of lead based paint (LBP) in the Hunters Point Shipyard Parcel A Finding of
Suitability to Transfer (FOST), the exposure of school children to soils generated by the continued grading
activities at the Lennar site has not prompted a focused lead screening program from the DPH as required under
Article 31 of the Health and Safety Code.

According to the Parcel A FOST, “The Navy sampled for LBP around former military housing units and a water
tank on Parcel A in 1997. However, five years have elapsed since that sampling and there is the possibility that
there has been additional flaking of paint and a potential for LBP releases to the soil of Parcel A.” The Navy
recommended: “Upon transfer and demolition, sampling and possibly abatement must be conducted for LBP.
This may be performed by the transferee.”

In 2002 a study called “The Body Burden” found dangerously high levels of toxic compounds in body fluids of
participants who volunteered to be tested. Biomonitoring is research that measures the levels of chemicals in our
bodies by analyzing samples of blood, tissue, urine and breast milk.

In 2003 a network of public health, faith, labor and environmental health groups known as the California Body
Burden campaign championed legislation to make California establish a biomonitoring program. That year state
Sen. Deborah Ortiz, D-Sacramento, introduced legislation to create The Healthy California Biomonitoring
Program, SB 689. In 2008 meetings were conducted in Oakland on the implementation of the California
Biomonitoring Program.

In March 2009, a partnership of community scientists and university researchers submitted applications to the
National Institute of Environmental Health Sciences’ new umbrella program, “Partnerships for Environmental
Public Health.” The PEPH program offers funding opportunities to support research, outreach and educational
activities to prevent, reduce or eliminate environmental exposures that may lead to adverse outcomes in
communities.

On March 1, 2009, the Community First Coalition Collaborative submitted a letter of intent to the NIEHS PEPH
program in line with its call for “Research to Action: Assessing and Addressing Community Exposures to
Environmental Contaminants.” This funding opportunity solicits research applications designed to bring together
community members and environmental and occupational health researchers to investigate the potential health
risks of environmental and occupational exposures that are of concern to the community,

The investigative team of the Community First Coalition submitted research proposals beginning in the year
2000 to advance biomonitoring of human tissues and body fluids including proposals to test for urinary benzene
metabolites in school children exposed to room air benzene at levels the EPA determined to be carcinogenic.
Additionally, with the assistance of Dr. Kim Hooper of the State of California Toxic Laboratories, we submitted

http://sfbayview.com/2009/04/the-chicken-or-the-egg/#.VVAZ7hRRQcg.mailto 317
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cardiopulmonary diseases, cancers urological, behavioral and immune dis2.
mortality rates.

The answer to an epidemiological conundrum can be solved by longitudinal studi
occurrence of a disease over time and in community exposure research that draws
science of biomonitoring to establish cause and effect relationships between toxins
detection and disease expression among members of the exposed community.

In June of 1997 Dr. Kevin Grumbach from the University of California at San Francit
of the San Francisco Department of Public Health analyzed records from 1991 and 19
hospitalization rates for asthma, emphysema and congestive heart failure in Bayview b
10,000 compared to a statewide average of 37 per 10,000.

Rates for hospitalization and premature death for children were found to be markedly hig _wayview Hunters
Point in the 1997 study. Grumbach and Aragon noted BVHP contained four times as many toxins as any other
city neighborhood, had 700 hazardous waste material facilities, 325 underground petroleum storage tanks and
two Superfund sites, including the Hunters Point Naval Shipyard.

In 2004 the Environmental Health Section of the Department of Public Health documented an astronomical
increase in hospitalization rates for adult and pediatric asthma, emphysema and congestive heart failure in
Bayview Hunters Point, ranging from 500 to 2317 cases per 100 000!

Additionally, the California Office of Statewide Health Planning and Development analyzed hospital discharge
data from 1999-2000 for adult and pediatric asthma and found an incidence of 851 per 100,000 in Bayview

Hunters Point, the highest rate in San Francisco.

According to data from the Bay Area Air Quality Management District included in the document,
«“Environmental Impact on the Community: Air Pollution in Bayview Hunters Point.” the 94124 zip code ranks
in the 80th percentile for particulates, carbon monoxide, nitrogen oxides and volatile organic compounds. It
ranks in the 90th percentile for sulfur dioxide.”

The U.S. EPA Office of Air and Radiation’s pamphlet, «“Pparticle Pollution and Your Health,” identifies
particulate matter as a mixture of microscopic solids and liquid droplets suspended in air. Particulate matter is

made of a number of components including acids, organic chemicals, metals, soil or dust particles and allergens.

According to the BAAQMD’s air quality report card titled “State of the Air 2007, particle pollution from
grading and construction projects is a mix of very tiny solid and liquid particles called particulates. Short term
exposure to particles can, within hours or days, aggravate lung disease, cause asthma attacks and acute bronchitis
and may increase susceptibility to regpiratory infections. In people with heart disease, short term exposures have

been linked to heart attacks and arrhythmias.

Clearly cardiopulmonary diseases, chronic disease hospitalization rates and infant mortality rates have shown an
astounding increase in Bayview Hunters Point over the last decade. Cigarette smoking alone, particularly among
African Americans, does not explain this steep increase despite “smoke screen” efforts to assign the increase to
smoking habits perpetrated by the San Francisco Department of Public Health.

Smoking among Latinos is low in comparison to smoking among African Americans, yet the incidence of
childhood asthma in Black and Latino households in Bayview Hunters Point is nearly the same. If smoking were
causing the high incidence of childhood asthma, then the incidence of smoking in Blacks and Latinos would be
the same. ‘

Infant mortality rates in Bayview Hunters Point were found to be increased for women of all ethnic groups
according to a 2004 investigation by the San Francisco Chronicle. For African American women, infant
mortality rates in Bayview Hunters Point increased from 12.5 per 1,000 live births in 1995 to their present levels
of over 15 per 1,000 live births.

» http://sfbayview.com/2009/04/thé-chicken-or-the-egg/#.VVdZ7hRRch.mailto






- 10TONTO; Frances Siverman, UNIVErsity oT 10ronto; iane K. Golg, Harvara
Medical School; Greg Wellenius, Beth Israel Deaconess Medical Center, Boston;
Murray A. Mittleman, Beth Israel, Sanjay Rajagopalan, Ohio State University,
Columbus, Ohio; and Jeffrey R. Brook, Gage Occupational and Environmental
Health Unit, Toronto.

Funding: U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, the National Institutes of
Health General Clinical Research Center, and the Natural Resources Canada and
Air Quality Health Effects Research Section.

Reference: Hypertension, Vol. 54, Issue 3, Sept. 1, 2009

hitp://hyper.ahajournals.org/cgi/search?journalcode=hypertensionaha&fulltext=Robert+D.+Brook

Resources:
What's today's air quality?
http://airnow.gov/index.cfm?action=airnow. national

U-M Cardiovascular Center
hitp://www.med.umich.edu/cvc/

SOURCE University of Michigan Health System

Shantell M. Kirkendoll, smkirk@umich.edu, or Nicole Fawcett,
nfawcett@umich.edu, both of University of M|ch|gan Health System,
+1-734-764-2220



Association.

Nearly one in three Americans suffer from hypertension, a sign%ﬁcan’{ health problem that can lead
to heart attack, heart failure, stroke, and other life-threatening

"Although this increase in diastolic blood pressure may pose little health risk to healthy people, in
people with underlying coronary artery disease this small increase may actually be able to a trigger
heart attack or stroke,” says Robert D. Brook, M.D., lead author and vascular medicine physician at
the U-M Cardiovascular Center.

In the study, researchers hoped to identify which air pollutants are harmful and how the pollutants
work to damage the cardiovascular system.

Eighty-three people in Ann Arbor and Toronto were involved in testing and breathed air pollution,
concentrated by a mobile air quality research facility, that was similar to what would be found in an
urban environment near a roadway.

"We looked at their blood vessels and then their responses before and after breathing high levels of
air pollution," explains Robert Bard, M.S., overall research project manager.

Ozone gases, a well-known component of air poliution, were not the biggest culprit. Rather, small
microscopic particles about a 10th of the diameter of a human hair caused the rise in blood
pressure and impaired blood vessel function, tests showed. The blood pressure increase was rapid
and occurred within two hours, while the impairment in blood vessel function occurred later

but lasted as long as 24 hours.

It's believed these fine particles deposit deep into the lungs and certain components may gain
entrance to the blood stream, or cause an inflammatory response throughout the body. There is
also evidence that functions in the body's nervous system are also disrupted.

The research is the latest in the relatively new field of Environmental Cardiology which looks at the
association between air pollution and heart disease. Brook says that at the very least the findings
support efforts to maintain current ambient air quality standards set by the Environmental Protection
Agency.

"It really bolsters and strengthens the importance of maintaining air quality for human health," says
Brook.

There are practical ways to avoid exposure to high levels of air poliution, such as avoiding
unnecessary travel or commutes and not exercising during rush hour, or near busy roadways, Brook
says. In modern society, the burning of fossil fuels is the primary source for air pollution.

"If air pollution levels are forecasted to be high, those with heart disease, diabetes or lung disease
should avoid unnecessary outdoor activity," he says.

Additional authors: Bruce Urch, University of Toronto; J. Timothy Dvonch,
University of Michigan; Robert L. Bard, University of Michigan; Mary Speck,
Gage Occupational and Environmental Health Unit, Toronto; Gerald Keeler,
University of Michigan; Masako Morishita, University of Michigan; Frank J.
Marsik, University of Michigan; Ali S. Kamal, University of Michigan; Niko
Kagiroti, University of Michigan; Jack Harkema, School of Velerinary Medicine,
Michigan State Unlver3|ty, East Lansing, Mich.; Paul Corey, University of
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From: Ahimsa Porter Sumchal MD shimsaportersumchaimd@comeast.net
Subjert: Inhaling a Heart Attack: How Air Pollution Can Cause Heart Disease
fiste: May 11, 2018 at 3:42 PM
Tar chloggy@gmail.com, Ahimsa Porter Sumchai asumichai@gmail.com

---------- Original Message ----------

From: "Ahimsa Porter Sumchai M.D." <asumchai@sfbayview.com>

To: asumchai@live.com

Date: November 25, 2009 at 10:53 AM

- Subject: Inhaling a Heart Attack: How Air Polution Can Cause Heart Disease

Ahimsa Porter Sumchai, M.D.

e Qpiginad Mes
From: RBoland
Tor undisclo

red retand. sheppard@yahoo.com

Subject: Pwd: Fw: Inhaling o Hearl Altack: Mow Alr Poliution Gan Cause Heart Digsase

— On Tue, 9/8/09, Jim Henle wrote:

From: Jim Henle

Subject: Inhaling a Heart Attack: How Air Pollution Can Cause Heart Disease
To: "Roland Sheppard" ‘

Date: Tuesday, September 8, 2009, §:10 PM

FYI
http://www.reuters.com/article/pressRelease/idUS129768+08-Sep-2009-+PRN20090908

Inhaling a Heart Attack: How Air Pollution Can Cause Heart Disease
Tue Sep 8, 2009 8:10am EDT

Email @ Print . Share Reprints | Single Page
-l Tesd [+

University of Michigan tests show short-term exposure to fine particle air pollution can drive up high
blood presstre, raise risk of heart attack

ANN ARBOR, Mich., Sept. 8 /PRNewswire-USNewswire/ - It's well known that measures such as
exercise, a healthy diet and not smoking can help reduce high blood pressure, but researchers at
the University of Michigan Health System

have determined the very air we breathe can be an invisible catalyst to heart disease.

Inhaling air pollution over just two hours caused a significant increase fry diastolic blood pressure,
the lower number on blood pressure readings, according to new U-M research.

The study findings appear in the current issue of Hypertension, a publication of the American Heart



Subject: Resolution No. 79-25A1 PAGE 4

In Opposition to Lennar Corporation’s Hunters Point Naval Shipyard Development and In Support of the
Community’s Demand for a Temporary Stoppage and an Independent Health and Safety Assessment to Protect
Qur Students and Their Families

Commissioners Eric Mar and Kim-Shree Maufas

FURTHER BE IT RESOLVED: That the Board of Education of the San Francisco
Unified School District hereby urges the City and County of San Francisco to make
available to the public and to the San Francisco Unified School District, the results
of any independent analysis including the recently completed analysis by the
Centers for Disease Control (CDC) and the Environmental Protection Agency
(EPA), as well as any concerns raised through these studies of environmental issues
at this site, and

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED: That the Board of Education requests that the
Superintendent and staff of the San Francisco Unified School District work with the
City to draft an agreement that would require the City and County to notify and
consult with the San Francisco Unified School District regarding any major
construction in proximity to SFUSD school sites.

OLD LANGUAGE STRICKEN-QUT NEW LANGUAGE IN BOLD.

9/25/07



Subject: Resolution No. 79-25A1 PAGE 3

In Opposition to Lennar Corporation’s Hunters Point Naval Shipyard Development and In Support of the
Community’s Demand for a Temporary Stoppage and an Independent Health and Safety Assessment fo Protect
Our Students and Their Families

Commissioners Eric Mar and Kim-Shree Maufas

3. Alternatives Assessment: An obligation exists to examine a full range of
alternatives and select the alternative with the least potential impact on
human health and the environment including the alternative of doing
nothing.

4. Full Cost Accounting: When evaluating potential alternatives, there is a
duty to consider all the reasonably foreseeable costs, including raw
materials, manufacturing, transportation, use, cleanup, eventual disposal,
and health costs even if such costs are not reflected in the initial price.
Short-and long-term benefits and time thresholds should be considered
when making decisions.

5. Participatory Decision Process: Decisions applying the Precautionary
Principle must be transparent, participatory, and informed by the best
available information. (City of San Francisco, Precautionary Principle
Ordinance, Section 101, August 2003,

THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED: That the Board of Education of the San
Francisco Unified School District believes that the Precautionary Principle as
adopted by the Clty and County of San Francisco requlres them %heMayePGawﬂ

antlmpatory action” to prevent harm and through exploration and careful analysis
of courses of action in order to present the least threat to the students, families
and staff of the schools in the vicinity of the Hunters Point development; and

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED: That the Board of Education of the San

Francisco Unified School District calls on the City Mayer—Board-of-Supervisors;
Redevelopment-Agency—Departiment-of-Public Health-and-—other—relevant-City

agencies-to require an immediate halt of Lennar Corporation’s development of
Parcel A in the Hunter's Point Shipyard until an immediate and independent
health and safety assessment can be conducted in ceerdinatien cooperation
with the Superintendent and the School District’'s School Health Programs Office
and relevant community organizations and City task forces like the SF Asthma
Task Force; and '




Subject: Resolution No, 79-25A1 PAGE 2

In Opposition to Lennar Corporation’s Hunters Point Naval Shipyard Development and In Support of the
Community’s Demand for a Temporary Stoppage and an independent Health and Safety Assessment to Protect
Our Students and Their Families

Commissioners Eric Mar and Kim-Shree Maufas

WHEREAS: Numerous studies have documented that Bayview Hunter's Point
and other communities in Southeast San Francisco are overburdened with the
cumulative impacts of a multitude of environmental health threats that impact the
health and well-being of children and other residents who are overwhelmingly
African American and other people of color. These impacts include exposure to
toxic air pollution, carcinogens, and other inorganic substances from industrial
facilities, power plants, sewage treatment and solid and hazardous waste
facilities and diesel particulate from trucks, trains and other vehicles.
Additionally, these impacted children and residents are more vulnerable to
environmental toxics due to their limited access to quality health care and healthy
foods and other social and cultural factors. And, this disproportionate impact has
a damaging effect on our students academic achievement and opportunities for
success in school and in their lives; and

WHEREAS: San Francisco public schools such as Malcolm X Academy, George
Washington Carver, Bret Harte, and Dr. Charles Drew College Prep Academy,
other schools, childcare centers, and playgrounds are in the immediate vicinity of
the Lennar development site; and

WHEREAS: Three African American employees of Lennar Corporation filed a
whistle blower lawsuit in SF Superior Court on March 16, 2007, alleging that they
suffered retaliation after reporting asbestos dust exposure and racial
discrimination and that the company failed to contain asbestos dust while drilling
into the Shipyard site, endangering the local community, including the school
children of the neighboring Muslim University; and

WHEREAS: The World Health Organization reports that there is no evidence for
a threshold for the carcinogenic effect of asbestos and that increased cancer
risks have been observed in populations exposed to very low levels of asbestos;
However, there are tests for lead, chromium, radon, arsenic, etc., which are toxic
chemicals that are present in the dirt on the affected site; and

WHEREAS: The ‘Precautionary Principle’ has been adopted by a growing
number of cities, including San Francisco, as well as the Los Angeles Unified
School District, as a proactive approach to promote the safest, lowest risk
approach to protecting people’s health, the environment, and property; and

WHEREAS: The Precautionary Principle as adopted by the City and County of
San Francisco includes the following “essential elements:”:

1. Anticipatory Action: There is a duty to take anticipatory action to prevent
harm. Government, business, and community groups, as well as the
general public, share this responsibility.

2. Right to Know: The community has a right to know complete and accurate
information on potential human health and environmental impacts
associated with the selection of products, services, operations or plans.
The burden to supply this information lies with the proponent, not with the
general public.



Adopted by the Board of Education, at First Reading on Suspension of the Rules, and as Amended, at its
Regular Meeting of September 25, 2007

Subject: Resolution No. 79-25A1
In Opposition to Lennar Corporation’s Hunters Point Naval
Shipyard Development and In Support of the Community’s Demand
for a Temporary Stoppage and an Independent Health and Safety
Assessment to Protect Our Students and Their Families
- Commissioners Eric Mar and Kim-Shree Maufas

WHEREAS: Patterns of environmental racism, inequity and injustice exist within
San Francisco, where schools in communities like Bayview Hunters Point bear
the brunt of environmental health problems; and

WHEREAS: Since October 2008, when a young worker blew the whistle on
Lennar Corporation’s Hunters Point Naval Shipyard development, large numbers
of students, teachers, educators, workers, and families of the Bayview Hunters
Point area have been voicing their concerns about the construction-related dust
at the Hunters Point Shipyard site and the dangerous health impact that the dust
and toxics in it, including asbestos, heavy metals and other inorganics, are
having on our SFUSD students, staff and members of the community; and

WHEREAS: Lennar Corporation is a Florida-based Fortune 500 company which
reportedly had revenues of $16.3 billion in 2006 from development projects
throughout the country like the 1500-unit condominium development planned for
Hunters Point; and

WHEREAS: Lennar Bayview Hunters Point LLC was involved in large scale
grading that reportedly caused untold amounts of toxic dust and Asbestos
Structures to migrate over its boundary and into areas were children and families
live, work and play; and

WHEREAS: In response to these health dangers and concerns, a broad
grassroots coalition of Bayview Hunters Point and social justice community
organizations has been demanding a temporary stoppage in Lennar
Corporation’s construction so that an independent health assessment can be
conducted; and

WHEREAS: There has been a history of problems with implementing the City’s
dust-mitigation plan since the soil grading and disposal process began that has
included: an absence of air monitoring for the first four months of the project
during heavy grading; malfunctioning air monitors; a Notice of Violation from the
Air Quality Management District; and when the monitors started working, routine
exceedances of the agreed-upon allowance of asbestos prevalence in the air —
16,000 structures per cubic meter [SF Department of Health Regulations, Article
31] including 9 exceedances in June alone; and very poor communication of
these exceedances to adjacent neighbors; and



SF Environment: Precautionary Principle Ordinance http://www.sfgov.o*"’"fenvironment/aboutus/policy/legislation/precauti..
policy.

Sec. 103. LIST OF ALL ENVIRONMENTAL ORDINANCES AND RESOLUTIONS.

The Director of the Department of the Environment shall produce and maintain a list of all City and County of San
Francisco ordinances and resolutions which affect or relate to the environment and shall post this list on the
Department of the Environment's website.

Sec. 104. CITY UNDERTAKING LIMITED TO PROMOTION OF GENERAL WELFARE.

The Board of Supervisors encourages all City employees and officials to take the precautionary principle into
consideration and evaluate alternatives when taking actions that could impact health and the environment,
especially where those actions could pose threats of serious harm or irreversible damage. This ordinance does not
impose specific duties upon any City employee or official to take specific actions. In adopting and undertaking the
enforcement of this ordinance, the City and County of San Francisco is assuming an undertaking only to promote the
general welfare. It is not assuming, nor is it imposing on its officers and employees, an obligation for breach of which
it is liable in money damages to any person who claims that such breach proximately caused injury nor may this
ordinance provide any basis for any other judicial retief including, but not limited to a writ of mandamus or an
injunction. In adopting this Chapter, the Board of Supervisors does not intend to authorize or require the disclosure
to the public of any proprietary information protected under the laws of the State of California.

SF Environment « 415-355-3700 environment@sfgov.org « 11 Grove Street, San Francisco, CA 94102

contact us | accessibility policy | disclaimer | privacy policy
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SF Precautionary Principle Ordinance

Chapter 1 Precautionary Principle Policy Statement

Sec. 100. FINDINGS.

The Board of Supervisors finds and declares that:

A,

Every San Franciscan has an equal right to a healthy and safe environment. This requires that our air, water,
earth, and food be of a sufficiently high standard that individuals and communities can live healthy, fulfilling,
and dignified lives. The duty to enhance, protect and preserve San Francisco's environment rests on the
shoulders of government, residents, citizen groups and businesses alike.

Historically, environmentally harmful activities have only been stopped after they have manifested extreme
environmental degradation or exposed people to harm. In the case of DDT, lead, and asbestos, for instance,
regulatory action took place only after disaster had struck. The delay between first knowledge of harm and
appropriate action to deal with it can be measured in human lives cut short.

San Francisco is a leader in making choices based on the least environmentally harmful alternatives, thereby
challenging traditional assumptions about risk management. Numerous City ordinances including: the
Integrated Pest Management Ordinance, the Resource Efficient Building Ordinance, the Healthy Air
Ordinance, the Resource Canservation Ordinance, and the Environmentally Preferable Purchasing Ordinance
apply a precautionary approach to specific City purchases and activities. Internationally, this model is catled
the Precautionary Principle. :

. As the City consolidates existing environmental laws into a single Environment Code, and builds a framework

for new legislation, the City sees the Precautionary Principle approach as its policy framework to develop
laws for a healthier and more just San Francisco. By doing so, the City will create and maintain a healthy,
viable Bay Area environment for current and future generations, and will become a model of sustainability.

Science and technology are creating new solutions to prevent or mitigate environmental problems. However,
science is also creating new compounds and chemicals that are already finding their way into mother's milk
and causing other new problems. New legislation may be required to address these situations, and the
Precautionary Principle is intended as a tool to help promote environmentally healthy alternatives while
weeding out the negative and often unintended consequences of new technologies.

A central element of the precautionary approach is the careful assessment of available alternatives using the
best available science. An alternatives assessment examines a broad range of options in order to present the
public with different effects of different options considering short-term versus long-term effects or costs, and
evaluating and comparing the adverse or potentially adverse effects of each option, noting options with
fewer potential hazards. This process allows fundamental questions to be asked: “Is this potentially hazardous
activity necessary?” "What less hazardous options are available?" and "How little damage is possible?”

The alternatives assessment is also a public process because, lacally or internationally, the public bears the
ecological and health consequences of environmental decisions. A government's course of action is necessarily
enriched by broadly based public participation when a full range of alternatives is considered based on input
from diverse individuals and groups. The public should be able to determine the range of specific reasonable
alternatives to be examined. For each alternative the public should consider both immediate and long-term
consequences, as well as possible impacts to the local economy. H. This form of open decision-making is in
line with San Francisco's historic Sunshine Act, which allows citizens to have full view of the legislative

7/29/2003 1:31 PM
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process. One of the goals of the Precautionary Principle is to include citizens as equal partners in decisions
affecting their environment. '

H. San Francisco looks forward to the time when the City's power is generated from renewable sources, when all
our waste is recycled, when our vehicles produce only potable water as emissions, when the Bay is free from
toxins, and the oceans are free from pollutants. The Precautionary Principle provides a means to help us
attain these goals as we evaluate future laws and policies in such areas as transportation, construction, land
use, planning, water, energy, health care, recreation, purchasing, and public expenditure.

I. Transforming our society to realize these goals and achieving a society living respectfully within the bounds
of nature will take a behavioral as well as technological revolution. The Precautionary approach to
decision-making will help San Francisco speed this process of change by moving beyond finding cures for
environmental ills to preventing the ills before they can do harm.

Sec. 101. THE SAN FRANCISCO PRECAUTIONARY PRINCIPLE.

The following shall constitute the City and County of San Francisco's Precautionary Principle policy. All officers,
boards, commissions, and departments of the City and County shall implement the Precautionary Principle in
conducting the City and County's affairs:

The Precautionary Principle requires a thorough exploration and a careful analysis of a wide range of alternatives.
Based on the best available science, the Precautionary Principle requires the selection of the alternative that
presents the least potential threat to human health and the City’s natural systems. Public participation and an open
and transparent decision making process are critical to finding and selecting alternatives.

r Where threats of serious or irreversible damage to people or nature exist, lack of full scientific certainty about cause
and effect shall not be viewed as sufficient reason for the City to postpone cost effective measures to prevent the
degradation of the environment or protect the health of its citizens. Any gaps in scientific data uncovered by the
examination of alternatives will provide a guidepost for future research, but will not prevent protective action being
taken by the City. As new scientific data become available, the City will review its decisions and make adjustments
when warranted.

Where there are reasonable grounds for concern, the precautionary approach to decision-making is meant to help
reduce harm by triggering a process to select the least potential threat. The essential elements of the Precautionary
Principle approach to decision-making include:

1. Anticipatory Action: There is a duty to take anticipatory action to prevent harm. Government, business, and
community groups, as well as the general public, share this responsibility.

2. Right to Know: The community has a right to know complete and accurate information on potential human
health and environmental impacts associated with the selection of products, services, operations or plans.
The burden to supply this information lies with the proponent, not with the general public.

3. Alternatives Assessment: An obligation exists to examine a fult range of alternatives and select the
alternative with the least potential impact on human health and the environment including the alternative of
doing nothing.

4. Full Cost Accounting: When evaluating potential alternatives, there is a duty to consider all the reasonably
foreseeable costs, including raw materials, manufacturing, transportation, use, cleanup, eventual disposal,
and health costs even if such costs are not reflected in the initial price. Short-and long-term benefits and
time thresholds should be considered when making decisions.

5. Participatory Decision Process: Decisions applying the Precautionary Principle must be transparent,
participatory, and informed by the best available information. _/J

Sec.102. THREE YEAR REVIEW.

No later than three years from the effective date of this ordinance, and after a public hearing, the Commission on
the Environment shatl submit a report to the Board of Supervisors on the effectiveness of the Precautionary Principle

20f3 ' 7/29/2003 1:31 PM



fraudulent collection of the samples. Roberson died at the 2012 conclusion
of the TetraTech Investigation which documented residual levels of

/1 Radium 226 at post remediation soil sites fraudulently cleared as clean

soil. Additionally, the New York Environmental Law and Consumer

| Protection firm Weitz and Luxemberg are representing a Parcel A worker
' named Christopher Carpenter who faces imminent death from

a Peripheral T cell Lymphoma he believes is the result of his unprotected
exposure, from 2005 to 2006, to numerous residual toxins present in
Parcel A soils as documented in the 1994 Parcel A Record of Decision.

|| Carpenter is African American and a review of literature identifies only 6
| cases of PTCL in Blacks - all 6 occurred in the West Indies.

I have submitted formal complaint to California Governor Jerry

| Brown and President Barack Obama, charging the San Francisco Board

| of Supervisors with dereliction and abdication of duty, legal abandonment
| and gross negligence in its failure to respond to 3 separate electronic

| communications of documentation offering irrefutable evidence of

| worker, community and environmental dangers present in the activities of

the San Francisco Bay Area Regional Center and development activities
at the Federal Superfund site by US Navy Contractors including Tetra
Tech and Gordon Ball.

The failure to respond as legally mandated, given the transfer of this

| property to the CCSF, is factored by the political influence of elected and
.| former elected officials complicit in and financially benefitting from the

| dangerous development of the Federal Superfund site, most notably

| former Mayor Brown, Congresswoman Nancy Pelosi and Senator Dianne
| Feinstein and her husband financier Richard Blum.

I strongly urge the Department of Homeland Security to investigate

the activities of the San Francisco Bay Area Regional Center as a matter
'+ of life and death.

imae) 700’17%% ng%u) 10



| funded development
activities at the San Francisco Bay Area Regional Center- A Federal
| Superfund Site

To the Honorable Jeh Johnson,

As a former Research Consultant for the Palo Alto Veterans

| Administration RR&D, Attending Physician for the VAH Persian Gulf,

| Agent Orange, Ionizing Radiation Registry, Physician Specialist San

.| Francisco Department of Public Health and Founding Chair of the
Radiological Subcommittee of the Hunters Point Shipyard Restoration
Advisory Board, I am submitting formal complaint to the Department of
| Homeland Security citing the San Francisco Bay Area Regional Center -
' an EB-5 funded program with dangerous and suspicious activities that
threaten worker and neighborhood safety and compromise the integrity

| of San Francisco city government.

Under separate cover, I am submitting formal complaint and
documentation supporting on-going dangers at a land parcel on a Federal
'\ Superfund site at the decommissioned Hunters Point Naval Shipyard
.« transferred to the City and County of San Francisco in December 2004
for residential development.

| The development activities were the focus of intensive State and

/| Federal investigations in 2009 and are the focus of a series of local and

| regional news investigations documenting former Mayor Willie Brown Jr.
| to be a principal owner of the San Francisco Bay Area Regional Center

/| which sells $500,000 Green Cards to Chinese Nationals to fund the

| dangerous residential development occurring on the site.

Under separate cover I will be transmitting electronic documentation
| of dangerously high asbestos levels at the site this month, a 2012 Tetra
Tech, Inc. investigation documenting 2,500 fraudulent soil samples

| collected in a four year interval from 2008 to 2012 at 20 radiation

| impacted survey sites immediately adjacent to the residential

.| development site, radiation safety officers submitting 30 complaints of

| gross negligence and non-compliance with state and federal regulator
standards to the NRC, the suspicious death of a field worker Ray

.| Roberson directly implicated through chain of custody documents in the



From: Ahlmsa Porter Sumchai MD AhimsaPorterSumchaiMD@comcast.net
Subject: Fwd: FORMAL COMPLAINT submitted to Homeland Security Secretary regarding Human Health and Safety Dangers at
EB-5 funded San Francisco Bay Area Regional Center
Date: April 21, 2018 at 6:55 PM
To: Ahimsa Porter Sumchai MD NSCA-CPT asumchai@icloud.com asumchai@gmail.com

Ahimsa Porter Sumchai MD
Golden State MD Health & Wellness
Sent from my iPhone

Begin forwarded message:

From: David Anton <davidantonlaw@gmail.com>

Date: February 16, 2018 at 10:29:49 AM PST

To: Ahimsa Porter Sumchai MD <ghimsaportersumchaimd@comcast.net>

Subject: Re: FORMAL COMPLAINT submitted to Homeland Security Secretary regarding Human Health and Safety Dangers at EB-
5§ funded San Francisce Bay Area Regiconal Center

Ahimsa:
His name is Christoper Carpenter based on this email you sent. Not Robinson.
David Anton

On Fri, Feb 16, 2018 at 9:31 AM, Ahimsa Porter Sumchai MD <ghimsaportersumchaimd@comecast.net> wrote:

R Original Message ««--sm-n-

i1 From: Ahimsa Porter Sumchai MD <ahimsaportersumchaimd @comecast.net>

To: Crel@dhs.gov

Cc: Ahimsa Porter Sunichai <ahimsaportersumchaimd@comcast.net>, Ahimsa Porter Sumchai <asumchai@gmail.com>

Date: February 22, 2015 at 2:38 PM

Subject: FORMAL COMPLAINT submitted to Homeland Security Secretary regarding Human Health and Safety Dangers at EB-5
funded San Francisco Bay Area Regional Center

AHIMSA PORTER SUMCHAI, MD
Sports Medicine and Alternative Therapies
236 _West Portal Avenue, #563
| San Francisco, California
94127-1423

(415) 859-5471
AhimsaPorterSumchaiMD @Comcast.net

To: Honorable Jeh Johnson
1 2/22/15
Homeland Security Secretary
Washington, D.C.
20528

Re: Formal Complaint - Dangers to Human Health and Safety and
.| Dereliction and Abdication of |
| Duty, Legal Abandonment and Gross Negligence in oversight of EB-5
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rcsrdcntla reuse, as cnvrsloncd in the Parcel A ROD. For Parcel B, the City W111 hold the Navy
to the standard contained in the Parcel B ROD, which is cleanup to a level of %10 excess

cancer risk, even though regulators could relax that standard: She said that the City recognizes,

that the Navy has experienced difficulties in trying to carry out the Parce] B ROD, and -will work
with the Navy to try and resolve’ those problems. Ms. Warren said a ROD Amendment that is
open to public mput is preferable to trying to work around the edgés of the Parcel B ROD.

In whole, the conveyance agreement is seen by the City"as a v'ery' positive document. To
discourage the Navy from intentionally slowing the cleanup process, the conveyance agreément
sets deadlines for cleanup as well as establishing incentives. The conveyance agreement does not

‘ ‘rcqurre the City to accept propcrty that is not.cleaned up nor is the conveyance agreement an

“early transfer”. The Navy remains responsible for the property even after transfer to the Crty
which is consistent with CERCLA law.

Ms. Warren concluded her presentation by qulckly ou‘dxnmtr the conveyance process. Once the
Navy offers a parcel to the City, the redevelopment agency has either 60 days (in the case of
Parcel A) or 30 days (for the other parcels) to determine whether -the Navy has met the
requirements contained in the conveyance agreement. Assuming they’ve met the requirements,
the agency will notify the Navy of the concurrence and.the process concludes 120 days after the
initial notice. :

Ms. Pendergrass cpened the floor for questlons Mr. Manual asked if the Navy has agreed to
adhere to Proposition P. Mr.. Forman replied that the Navy has not agreed to that, however the

" conveyance agreement incorporates the principles of Proposition P. Ms. Warren clarified that

when the Board of Supervisors endorsed Proposmon P, they said it called for the highest
standards of cleanup that was practical to achieve. The conveyance agréement incorporates-that
coricept by establishing cleanup standards that will allow the redevelopment plan to be
implemented.

Kevyn Lutton, RAB member, asked for clarification on why the Mayor was.called to
Washington D.C. Ms. Warren replied that new Navy'management who hdd not been involved
with the original negotiations, expressed some concerns about the conveyance agreement and
asked for a meeting to discuss their reservations. ‘

A third break called at 8:58 .M. Ms. Pendergrass called the meeting back to order at 9; 04 P.M.

Georgia Ohva, RARB member, asked for clarification on a comment Mr. Formen made earlier in
the evening in reference to potential lead-based paint and asbestos cleanup at Building 322 being
the responsibility of the developer while in contrast Ms. Warren said the Navy is ultimately
responsible for cleaning up the property prior to transfer, per the conveyance agreement. Pat

" Brooks, Navy Lead Remedial Project Manager (RPM), replied that lead-based paint and asbestos

remediation will be the responsibility of the new developer when it is demolished. Any
radiological contamination, if found, will bé cleaned up by the Navy. Ms. Warren added that
they are in agreement with the Navy since Jead-based paint and asbestos are not covered under
CERCLA.

Mr. Tompkins asked if adjacent properties will be considered in the event of a property transfer.
Ms. Warren replied that the conveyance agreement include assurances that the parcel is safe for
the intended use and also requires looking at whether there are any possibilities of contamination
from adjacent uses. Mr. Tompkins asked for further clarification, while Mr. Brown made a
motion that the RAB approve a resolution calling for a full environmental review of the entire
Shipyard as RAB’s response to the conveyance agreement. Ms. Pendergrass called the motion
and the motion carried.

HPS RAB Meeting Minutes — 22 April 2004 o , Page 7 of 11
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Keith Tisdell, RAB member, made a motion that the Navy, regulators, and the RAB have a
special meeting to discuss these issues. He stipulated that the questions should be prepared and
distributed to everybody ahead of time. Lengthy discussion.ensued about the date, time, and
format of such a meeting, and it was decided by show of hands that the meeting should take
place at 10:00 A.M., on Saturday, May 1%, at the Milton Meyers Gym. Ms. Pendergrass sdid that
questzons should be directed to the Community Co-Chair, Mr: Brown. .

Cltv of San F ranc:sco/Navv Convevance Agreement a

Elaine Warren City of San Francxsco introduced herself and thanked the RAB for staymg late to
hear her presentation. She began by saying the City is very pleased to have reached the point that
is has with the conveyance agreement,” and .thanked some members of the RAB for their

‘involvement.

Ms. Wairen said she wanted to begin by dispelling some confusion surroundmg the conveyance
agreement and reassured thé RAB that it does not transfer property nor is the City bound to
accept property from the Navy if it is still dirty. She said that it spells-out a process for the
transfers of property in accordance with the rules in the conveyance agreement. She said her
presentation will explain the process of how the conveyance agreement was made with the Navy.
Also contained in the conveyance agreement are the principles of Proposition P. :

Ms. Warren said the work on the conveyance agreement essentlally started in: 1991 when
Congresswoman Pelosi sponsored special legislation that allowed the Navy to transfer the
property to the City at no cost. Ms. Warren said the no-cost feature is an important component of
the conveyance agreement. She said there were a series of non-binding agreements that were
worked out with various San Francisco mayors and the Navy. In-1997 the Board of Supervisors
adopted the redevelopment plan, and at that time it was realized that there was a need to
incorporate the redevelopment plan into the transfer agreement with the Navy. That lead to a
Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) with the Navy in 2000 which, Ms. Warren said, was
instrumental in setting the framework for the conveyance agreement. Ms. Warren said one of the
key principles of the conveyance agreement is that it establishes environmental conditions for the
transfer of the property. It does not replace the CERCLA process but it established that there are
certain conditions the Navy needs to meet in order for the City to accept the property.

The conveyance agreemernt negotiations began in January 2002 and continued through March
2004. .During that time, it was thoroughly reviewed by numerous people on the RAB, was
approved by the CAC, and also went to lawmakers in Washington D.C. for their approval.

Ms. Warren explained some of the details of the conveyance agreement, again stressing that it
does not transfer any property. She said it provides for the Navy to offer the property to the
Redevelopment Agency as each parcel is cleaned up to a level acceptable to the City. The Navy
will offer a parcel only after the regulators (US EPA, Department of Toxic Substances Control
[DTSC} and the Regional Water Quality Control Board [RWQCB]) have agreed that the cleanup
is consistent with the redevelopment plan. The conveyance agreement also creates a partnership
for achieving property transfer by expressly recognizing the importance of the RAB. In the
agreement, the Navy pledges to continue to support the RAB and continue its functions and
operations. Ms. Warren said the agreement also provides that the City can inspect the property
and conduct its own due diligence to check on the conditions of the property before accepting
transfer. These agreements provide a closer working relationship between the City and the Navy
to try and move the cleanup process forward. '

Ms. Warren also explained that the property conditions are different for different parcels. For

example, on Parcel A the cleanup standard the Navy needs to achieve is defined as unrestricted

HPS RAB Meeting Minutes — 22 April 2004 : :  Page6ofll
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interpretation of the human health risk assessment report for Parcel A is wrong. She said the risk

assessment minimized its-impact not because the PRGs ‘were Jowered but because some of the

-chemicals of potential concern (arsenic, lead, cobalt, chronnum and nickel) that initially drove' .

the high cancer risk and adverse health effects were removed after being designated as having'a .
Hunters Point Ambient Level (HPAL). Dr. Sumchai said an great deal of uncertamty and

" controversy went into calculating the HPALs. For example nickel is abundant in the earth’s’

crust however according to the medical establishment, the highest sources of nickel in the '
environment comes from the combustion of fuel oil. Dr. Sumcha1 siggested that the nickel at the - .

' thpyard might be ambient or it might be the result of the 610,000 gallons of fuel.oil that was
~ burned in Operation Crossroads. This- and other examples she presented raises the question of

whether or not levels of chemical contaminants present at the Shipyard, partxcularly those present

" at levels above the HPALS are truly ambient.

Dr. Sumchai concluded her presentation by stating that Parcel A is not su1table for transfer. She
cited seven subparcels within Parcel A that have a ECP elasszﬁcatlon of 4 to 7. Also, she said the
Navy has failed to conduct radiological investigation of the storm drain and sanitary. sewer.
systems on Parcel A even though the Historical Radiological Assessment (HRA) established that
basewide, the storm drains’ are considered an impacted area. Dr. Sumchai also said that black
beauty sandblast grit was dlscovered in two sites at IR-59 JAIL She said radiological analyses
were not done on either of those sites. She asserted that IR-59 JAI i§ essentially a MARSSIM-
Class 1 (Mult1~agency Radiological Survey and Site Investigation Manual) radiologically
impacted area. Dr, Sumchai also. suggested that regulators should consider the documented
history of numerous fires that have occurred on Parcel A, and that it should be considered as an -
1mmment risk and threat to human lives and property

Ms. Penderorass opened the floor for questxons from the RAB. Mr. Tompkms made a motion to
extend the RAB meeting to allow more tnne for questions and answers. The mo‘uon was

-approved by the RAB.

Mr. Manual thanked Dr. Sumchai for her presenta’non He asked the regulators present at the

. meeting whether or not the CERCLA process was being circumvented, as suggested in the

presentation, and whether or not a full assessment will be conducted for Parcel A, Mr. Work

. replied that the EPA is currently reviewing the Parcel A remedial decision but has not. identified

anything that would cause them to reopen a CERCLA decision for Parcel A. Mr. Forman added -
that there are two reports that make up the assessment for Parcel A — the ROD and the FOST.

" The FOST documents the CERCLA and some non-CERCLA issues which make up the

comprehensive review that is required prior to transfet.

In the way of action items or recommendatmns, Dr. Sumchai req’ueéted that the EPA look in_to

the issues .she raised in the conclusion of her presentation. Mr.' Forman replied that the Navy
- would look into the issues and report back to the RAB. Mr. Forman indicated that he felt

Dr. Sumchai was confused on- some facets of environmental assessments. Mr. Tompkins
objected to Mr. Forman’s remark. Lani Asher, RAB member, agreed with Mr. Tompkins.

Ms. Pierce said that the transfer of Parcel A should not proceed until the‘issue of ambierit levels
of contamination is resolved. Mr. Forman said he could give a presentation on the developiment
and formulation of HPALs. Ms. Pierce replied that a presentation is unsatisfactory. She said that

~ discussions should resume since the RAB and the regulators agree that the calculation of the

ambient levels is in disagreement with the Navy’s definitions. She made a motion that no transfer
take place until the definitions are clarified and an agreement is reached. The motion was
seconded and carried.

A second break called at 8:08 p.M: Ms. Penderorass called the meeting back to order at 8:18 P.M.

HPS RAB Meeting Minutes — 22 April 2004 Page 5 of 11
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' commumty and 57 vendors. Presentations were made w1th the goal of dlscussmg subcontractmg
‘opportunities. :

M. Gelsmger said-that earlier today, a trammg session workshop was held for local Baywew

truckers. He said the goal is to try and standardize the requirements for the invoicing and
proposal process. Mr. Gelsinger also said ‘that the subcommlttee will prov1de 8-hour
HAZWOPER training twice next month. :

Mr. Gelsinger concluded his report with some economic ﬁgures In Fiscal Year (FY) 2003, the |
Navy spent $38 million on the Shipyard and $700k locally. Since starting FY*04, the Navy has

spent $28 million on the Shipyard, with $2.5 million loca‘lly on trucking and an additiénal $144k

~ to local businesses. Mr. Gelsinger also said compared to 39 local hires in FY?03, thus far 28 local

hires have been made with an additional 69 expeoted through theremainder of the year.

Mr. Carnpbell said the next meetmg of the subcommlttee will be at 2:30 ». M , May 4", at the.

Anna Waden Library.

AAd—Hoc Radlolomoal Subcommlttee ( Ahnnsa Sumcha1 Leader)

‘There was no report. from the subcomxmttee

The Radlologxcal Subcommlttee will meet at 3: 00 P.M. on May 26", at the Greenhouse located
at 4919 Third Street, at Palou

Parcel A ROD and Related Documents

Dr. Sumchai introduced herself and said the topic of her presentation is the Parcel A Record of
Decision (ROD) and supporting documents, as well as focusing on some of the health and legal
aspects of the proposed transfer of Parcel A. There were no handouts avallable for the

presentation.

Dr. Sumchai began with a h1stonca1 summary of Parcel A. She said the Parcel was éstablished in

1992 as part of the Federal Facilities Agreement (FFA) between the Navy and the regulators as

was agréed upon after the closure of the Shipyard. Also, followmg environmental investigations
by the Navy the Shipyard was placed on the National Priorities List (NPL) due to the presence of
hazardous substances present throughout the Shipyard. Dr. Sumchai said Parcel A is very
interesting in that it has undergone numerous revisions of its boundaries, originally 90 acres and
now 75 acres, in an effort to remove contaminants from within the boundaries. She stated that the
more you study Parcel A, and. find more contamination, the smaller the Parcel becomes.
Dr. Sumchai said revisions of the Parcel A boundaries triggers CERCLA (Comprehensive
Environmental Response, Compensation and Liability Act) and NEPA (National Environmental
Policy Act) review, whereby any revision of the boundaries of a parcel that has been previously
cleared by CERCLA must consider ad; acency issues that are introduced by the rev1s10ns

- Dr. Sumchai said 7 of the 15 subparcels in Parcel A have an environmental condition of property

(ECP) overall category of 4 to 7. She discussed how in one instance the Navy averaged the
results from two adjacent subparcels (S46A. in Parcel A and S46E in Parcel E) to arrive at an
overall ECP value low enough to allow transfer. She also said that there are areas of the Shipyard
that never undérwent the CERCLA process of the first steps of preliminary assessment and site
investigation. And yet.the Navy assigned ECP categorizations for -areas that essentially were
never looked at. She also added that none of the five geographic land parcels on the Shipyard

" have gone through the full nine steps of the CERCLA process.

Dr. Sumchai returned to her examination of Parcel A, and specifically the dirt at Parcel A and the
levels of ambient chemicals of potential concern that are present there. She said that Ms. Loizos’
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The next meeting of the Membershlp, Bylaws & Commumty Outreach Subcommlttee will be

" 6:30'P.M., May 12 at the Anna Waden Branchi Library,

' Rxsk Review and Health Assessment Subcommittee ( Kareﬁ Pierce. Leader)

Karen Pierce, RAB member said the subcommittee did not meet this’ month
)

Ms. Pierce said the next meeting of the subcommittee will be determmed at a later date '

Techmcal Review Subcommittee (Lea L01zos Leader)

Ms. Loizos repoﬁed on two meetings. The Tech subcomlmttee met and discussed the Parcel A

" FOST and there was a joint meeting with the Risk Review subcommittee that had been

scheduled but cancelled. Ms. Loizos sald thouOh the joint meeting was cancelled she did prepare
for the meeting and had a few items to report. :

Starting with the Tech subcommittee meeting to discuss the Parcel- A FOST, Ms Loizos

apologized that meetlng minutes were unavailable, She summarized the meeting and said several
regulators RAB members; and the Navy were present and the meeting was an opportunity to
express concerns and ask questions. Ms. Loizos said the majority of the concerns were regarding

adjacency issues, and there was little discussion of Parcel A itself:

Ms. Loizos also-reported that she looked into the Parcel A risk assessment and the Parcel E
radiological risk assessment, at the request of Ahimsa Sumchai, RAB member.. She replied that
some of the preliminary remediation goals (PRGs) from the EPA were revised and have become
less stringent for manganese and nickel. Ms. Loizos also said that concerns of metals in the
groundwater were more or less resolved since the regulatory agencies have determined .the
groundwater underneath the Shipyard to be non-beneficial and therefore unlikely to pose a health
threat. Regarding a review of the Parcel E radiological risk assessment; Ms. Loizos said the
comments were that there was not enough consideration of how materials might have gotten off
the Sh1pyard as well as the effects off-site migration might have had on the bay and the
sediments in the bay. The review also questioned why radium was the only radionuclide of
concern on Parcel E.

Mr. Tompkins objected to the Navy changing the PRGs for manganese and nickel, as well as the-
subcommittee’s report that these new levels are safe. He asserted that African-Americans are
more susceptible to certain environmental contaminants than a 35-year old white male — the
standard for standard risk assessment calculations. Ms. Loizos clarified her report and stated that
the Navy did not change the PRGs, the EPA 1is the regulatory agency that sets the cleanup goals.
Michael Work, US EPA, said he was unsure what variables were use for the PRGs for
manganese but he would look into the question and report back.

JR. Manual, RAB member, made a motion that Mr. Work should respond to the question 'about

why the standards were changed. The motion carried. Ms. Pendergrass suggested that Mr. Work
give the report to the Risk Review and Health Assessment Subcommittee before reporting back
to the full RAB.

Ms. Loizos said that the Technical Review Subcommittee will meet at 5 30 .M., May 6th at the
Community. Window on the Shipyard, 4634 Third Street.

Break called at 7:12 P.M. Ms. Pendergrass called the meeting back to order at 7:22 P.M.

Economic Development Subcommittee {Maurice Cafhpbell Leader)

Maurice Campbell, RAB member, yielded the floor to Mark Gelsinger, Navy, for the
subcomimittee report. Mr. Gelsinger sald an economic development workshop was held at the
E.P. Mills Auditorium on March 27" which was attended by 122 participants from the
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--- PUBLIC NOTICE ---
HUNTERS POINT SHIPYARD
Restoratxon Advxsory Board Meetmg

6:00 P.M. _8.00 P.M.
Thursday, May 27, 2004
Dago Mary’s Restaurant .
Hunters Point Shipyard, Building #916.
San Francisco

"

The Restoration Adv1sory Board (RAB_) is composed of
concerned citizens and government representatives involved
in the environmental cleanup program at Hunters Point
Shipyard.- Community participation and input is important
and appreciated. The purpose of this meeting is to present
“the community with the current status and future cleanup
schedule for Hunters Point Shipyard and to address the
concerns of the cnmre community. ‘

The interested public is welcome!
' L2 R 4 e

« For more information about this meeting and the Installation
Restoration Program at Hunters Point Shipyard, please contact:
Mr. Keith Forman, BRAC Environmental Coordinator
Southwest Division Naval Facilities Engineering Command
1230 Columbia Street, Suite 1100, San Diego, CA 92101

(619) 532-0913 or (415) 308-1458 .

N



HUNTERS POINT SHIPYARD

RESTORATION ADVISORY BOARD (RAB) - MEETING AGENDA

HURSDAY 27 MAY 2004

6:05 p.m.; 6:15 p.m.

6:15 p.m. ~6:20 pm.

6:20 p.m. - 6:40 p.m.

© 6:45 pm. ~6:55 pm.

| 6:55 p.m.; 7:05 p.m.

7:05 pm. ~ 7:50 p.m.

7:50 p.m. - 8:00 p.m.
8:00 p.m.

HPS web site:

RAB Navy Contact:

«Approval of Meetxng Minutes from 22 April 2004

RAB Meeting

s Action ltems

Navy Announcements

~ Commuriity Co-chair Report/Other Announcements

Subcommittee Reports

RAB Community Co-chair Nominations

- BREAK

Update on HPS Radiological Program

Future Agenda Topics/ Op_'en Question & Answer

'Adjoummcnt

) Day/Date' Location: :
Thursday 27 May 2@04 Dago Mary’s Restaurant
Time: Hunters Point Shipyard
6:00 p.m. to 8:00 p.m. . Building # 916
, San Francisco
Facilitator: Marsha Pendergrass
- Time . Toplc Leader
6:00 p.m. - 6:05 p.m. Welcome/Introducnons/Agenda Review Marsha Pendergrass
: : ‘Facilitator

Marsha Pendergrass

- Keith Forman

Navy Co-chair

Lynne Brown
Community Co-chair

Subcommiittee Leaders

Marsha Pendergrass

Laurie Lowman
RASO

Marsha Pendergrass

Marsha Pendergrass

http://www.efdsw.naviac.navy.mil/Environmental/HuntersPoint. htm

Mr. Keith Forman (619)

532-0913 or (415) 308-1458
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Hunters Point Shipyard HUNTERS POINT

. . _SSIC NO. 5090.3.
Installation Restoration Program A

Public InformationMaterials

27 May 2004
Public Meeting/Restoration Advisory Board Meetlng
Held at Dago Mary’s Restaurant -
San Francisco, California

Materials/Handout Include:

Agenda for 27 May 2004 RAB
Meeting/Minutes from 22 April 2004 RAB Meetmg .
> Includes: Action Items from 22 April 2004 RAB Meeting; and
> Table 1, RAB Roll-Call Sheet
Reporters Transcript from 27 May 2004 RAB Meeting
PowerPoint Presentation, NAVSEA, HRA Update, 27 May 2004
Monthly Progress Report, April 2004
Meeting Minutes, HPS RAB, Economic Subcommittee, 04 May 2004 (w/attachment)
Meeting Minutes, HPS RAB, Membership/Bylaws & Community Outreach
* Subcommittee, 12 May 2004 (w/attachment)
® Meeting Minutes, HPS RAB, Technical Review Subcommittee, 13 April 2004 and 18
May 2004 (w/attachment) ‘
e Letter from ARC Ecology to Keith Forman, Draft Final Finding of Suitability to
Transfer Parcel A, 24 May 2004 ,
o Letter from ARC Ecology to Lynne Brown, Response to Lynne’s e.mail regarding
ARC Ecology’s alleged conflict of interest, 26 May 2004
Handout, Project Fact Sheet, Bayview Transportation Improvements Project
- Handout, Cancer Risks and Hazard Indices, IR 59-JAI Parcel A -2002 PRGs
Handout, Summary of Waste Consolidation at HPS, 27 May 2004 -
Handout, Draft Revised Proposed RAB Rule, January 2004

Standard Handouts Not Included in this Packet:

HPS List of Acronyms and Abbreviations
HPS Mailing List Update Form

HPS RAB Membership Application Form
HPS Bylaws

-] L ° L]



THE RADIOACTIVE AND TOXIC TRUTH
ABOUT THE HUNTERS POINT NAVAL
SHIPYARD FEDERAL SUPERFUND SITE

DID YOU KNOW?

Lennar/FivePoint’s development is being built on land previously part of the Superfund site
and the company plans to build thousands more homes on land currently part of the
Superfund site.

The contaminated Hunters Point Naval Shipyard (HPNS) is a federal
Superfund on the National Priorities List for cleanup.

“A Superfund site is any land in the United States that has been contaminated by
hazardous waste and identified by the [US]EPA as a candidate for cleanup because it
poses a risk to human health and/or the environment. These sites are placed on the

National Priorities List (NPL).”
(hitps://toxmap.nim.nih.gov/toxmap/faq/2009/08/what-are-the-superfund-site-npl-statuses.html)

“In 1989, the United States Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) evaluated HPNS
and placed it on the National Priorities List in response to concerns about the effects of
past hazardous wastes created by historical shipyard activities by both the Navy and

private companies.”
(HPNS Info sheet 2017, U.S. Department of the Navy)

HPNS was the site of the Naval Radiological Defense Laboratory and
where ships exposed to atomic weapons testing were decontaminated.

“The purposes of the NRDL [Naval Radiological Defense Laboratory] included
radiological decontamination of ships exposed to atomic weapons testing as well as
research and experiments on radiological decontamination, the effect of radiation on

living organisms, and the effects of radiation on materials.”
(https:/lyosemite.epa.gov/r9/sfund/r9sfdocw.nsf/vwsoalphabetic/Hunters+Point+Naval+Shipyard)

Radioactive and toxic waste disposed of at the HPNS included:

e Radioactive waste e Petroleum Hydrocarbons

e \/olatile Organic Compounds e Metals (copper, mercury, lead,
(VOCs) manganese, and nickel)

e Polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs) e Industrial waste that includes

e Pesticides and herbicides radioactive material

(HPNS Parcel E-2 Cleanup Update, 2015, U.S. Department of the Navy)



The US EPA, Navy, and Lennar/FivePoint plan to leave high levels of radioactive
contamination on site near the waterfront threatened by rising sea level.

“ .the remedy will leave contamination in place at Parcel E above concentrations that
allow for unlimited use and unrestricted exposure.”

(https://yosemite.epa.gov/r9/sfund/r93fdocw.nsf/3d02839605d6056f8825742600741 7a2/72a4f9d883980eb388257e30007
c8chc/$FILE/Hunters%20Point%20-%20Parcel-E_Final-ROD%20%2012-23-2013.pdf)

Navy & EPA halt land transfers for the Lennar/Shipyard development due to Tetra
Tech’s falsification of radioactive soil samples.

In September of 2016, the USEPA & DTSC wrote the navy confirming an agreement to
put all further land transfers from the Superfund site to the city and then to Lennar due
to safety concerns that arose as a result of federal contractor Tetra Tech’s falsification
of hundreds of radioactive soil samples. Here is an excerpt from the government's letter:

“We understand that several agencies are currently engaged in ongoing
investigations regarding the nature and extent of Tetra Tech’s misrepresentation
of data delivered to the Navy. | am confirming that we agreed in the July 14, 2016,
discussion, that the Navy will not propose any further transfers of Navy property at
HPNS without results of these investigations and/or any other Navy action
necessary to clarify the actual potential public exposure to radioactive material at

and near the HPNS.” WHAT CAN YOU DO?

e Demand a comprehensive cleanup of ALL radioactive and toxic
contamination at the Shipyard and have community oversight in the
remediation process. Submit the following demands to:

U.S. Department of the Navy — Derek Robinson Derek.j.robinson1@navy.mil
Environmental Protection Agency — Lily Lee lee.lily@epa.gov
S.F. Mayor’s Office — Mayor Edwin M. Lee mayoredwinlee@sfgov.org

e Report pollution complaints online at www.bvhp-ivan.org

o Attend the BVHP/Southeast SF Environmental Justice Response Task Force
Monthly Meetings. Local, Regional, State and Federal Government officials will
be present to hear your concerns about pollution in the community. Let them know
you care and what you want them to do about it. Meeting times and locations can
be found at www.bvhp-ivan.org under Calendar.

This fact sheet was produced as a public service by
Greenaction for Health and Environmental Justice

FOR MORE INFORMATION
www.greenaction.org e greenaction@greenaction.org e (415) 447-3904



City Hall
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244
San Francisco 94102-4689
Tel. No. 554-5184
Fax No. 554-5163
TDD/TTY No. 554-5227

BOARD of SUPERVISORS

MEMORANDUM

TO: Barbara A. Garcia, Director, Department of Public Health
Nadia Sesay, Executive Director, Office of Community Investment and
Infrastructure
Juanita Bacey, California Department of Toxic Substances Control
Derek Robinson, United States Navy
Lee Lily, United States Environmental Protection Agency

FROM: Erica Major, Assistant Clerk
Land Use and Transportation Committee

DATE: April 24, 2018

SUBJECT: HEARING MATTER INTRODUCED

The Board of Supervisors’ Land Use and Transportation Committee has received the
following hearing request, introduced by Supervisor Cohen on April 17, 2018:

File No. 180399

Hearing on the clean-up timeline and disputes between federal regulators
and the United States Navy on the percentage of Parcel G to be retested
and the methodology for retesting soil at Hunters Point Shipyard; and
requesting the Department of Public Health, Office of Community
Investment and Infrastructure, California Department of Toxic Substances
Control, United States Navy, and the United States Environmental
Protection Agency to report.

If you have any comments or reports to be included with the file, please forward them to
me at the Board of Supervisors, City Hall, Room 244, 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place,
San Francisco, CA 94102.

c. Greg Wagner, Department of Public Health
Dr. Naveena Bobba, Department of Public Health
Sneha Patil, Department of Public Health
Asha Setty, California Department of Toxic Substances Control
Zachary Edwards, United States Navy
William Franklin, United States Navy
Yogi David, United States Environmental Protection Agency



Print Form

Introduction Form 30 AflD O

By a Member of the Board of Supervisors or Mayor

oD | 7]
"|Time stamp
or meeting date /A

A A Y

I hereby submit the following item for introduction (select only one): P el

1. For reference to Committee. (An Ordinance, Resolution, Motion or Charter Amendment).
. Request for next printed agenda Without Reference to Committee.

. Request for hearing on a subject matter at Committee.

. Request for letter beginning :"Supervisor inquiries"

. City Attorney Request.

. Call File No. from Committee.

. Budget Analyst request (attached written motion).

. Substitute Legislation File No.

9. Reactivate File No.

OO0doo0ododxrdd

10. Question(s) submitted for Mayoral Appearance before the BOS on

Please check the appropriate boxes. The proposed legislation should be forwarded to the following:

[ ]Small Business Commission [] Youth Commission [ ]Ethics Commission
[ ]Planning Commission [ |Building Inspection Commission
Note: For the Imperative Agenda (a resolution not on the printed agenda), use the Imperative Form.

Sponsor(s):

Sup Malia Cohen and Sup. London Breed

Subject:

Hunters Point Shipyard Cleaun-up

The text is listed:

N
Hearing re: cleanup time line and disputes between federal regulators and the US Navy on the percentage df}’arcel G
to be retested and the methodology for retesting soil at Hunters Point Shipyard. /7 /|
1, | 1 / ’ - ;/ /
Z 17 171 7 i 7
Signature of Sponsoring Supervisor: j ’ (/C//( el | /p/

For Clerk's Use Only / v



