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A Cement Factory and Marine Terminal are being Mail To:

considered for South Vallejo. Vallejo Community &
Economic Development
The City of Vallejo wants to hear your questionsand | Director Andrea Ouse
comments. Come to the only Public Meeting on 555 Santa Clara Street
Wednesday, October 7, 2015 from 6:00 - 8:00 p.m. in Vallejo, CA 94550

the City Council Chambers, 555 Santa Clara Street,
Vallejo.

You're Invited. Let Your Voice Be Heard.
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From: Tony Adams <Tony@MeetingSupport.com>

Sent: Monday, November 02, 2015 4:25 PM
To: Plowman, Lisa A.

Cc: Andrea Ouse

Subject: DEIR Comment - Orcem-VMT Peoject
Attachments: ORCEM PROXIMITY TO SCHOOL.docx

Lisa, Andrea,
The CEQA Regulations Section 21151.4 States as Follows:

§ 21151.4. CONSTRUCTION OR ALTERATION OF FACILITY WITHIN ONE-FOURTH OF A MILE
OF SCHOOL; REASONABLE ANTICIPATION OF AIR EMISSION OR HANDLING OF
HAZARDOUS OR ACUTELY HAZARDOUS MATERIAL; APPROVAL OF ENVIRONMENTAL
IMPACT REPORT OR NEGATIVE DECLARATION

(a) An environmental impact report shall not be certified or a negative declaration shall not be
approved for any project involving the construction or alteration of a facility within one-fourth of a mile
of a school that might reasonably be anticipated to emit hazardous air emissions...

What is the implication of this part of the CEQA regulation? It would appear that, since the project is
within %2 mile, (1,320 Feet) of Grace Patterson School the project would not be allowed. This should
be fully addressed along with relevant interpretations and decisions noted. It will require a detailed
listing of all air emissions that can be attributed to the project.

(2) “Hazardous air emissions” means emissions into the ambient air of air contaminants that have
been identified as a toxic air contaminant by the State Air Resources Board or by the air pollution
control officer for the jurisdiction in which the project is located. There are references to the relevant
sections of the Health and Safety Code stated in the attached document.

The attached document (ORCEM PROXIMITY TO SCHOOL.docx) illustrates the issue with a map
indicating the approximation to the school in question.

Please have this question included in forthcoming findings of fact.
Thank you,
Tony Adams

MeetingSupport.com +1 (415) 867-9157
335 Seaport Drive, Vallejo, CA 94590
Making Shared Visions a Driving Force




Grace Patterson School is less than 1,320 Feet from the ORCEM PLant

CEQA

§ 21151.4. CONSTRUCTION OR ALTERATION OF FACILITY WITHIN ONE-FOURTH OF A MILE OF SCHOOL;
REASONABLE ANTICIPATION OF AIR EMISSION OR HANDLING OF HAZARDOUS OR ACUTELY HAZARDOUS
MATERIAL; APPROVAL OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT OR NEGATIVE DECLARATION

(a) An environmental impact report shall not be certified or a negative declaration shall not be approved for any
project involving the construction or alteration of a facility within one-fourth of a mile of a school that might
reasonably be anticipated to emit hazardous air emissions, or that would handle an extremely hazardous
substance or a mixture containing extremely hazardous substances in a quantity equal to or greater than the
state threshold quantity specified pursuant to subdivision (j) of Section 25532 of the Health and Safety Code,
that may pose a health or safety hazard to persons who would attend or would be employed at the school,
unless both of the following occur:

(1) The lead agency preparing the environmental impact report or negative declaration has consulted with the
school district having jurisdiction regarding the potential impact of the project on the schooal.

(2) The school district has been given written notification of the project not less than 30 days prior to the
proposed certification of the environmental impact report or approval of the negative declaration.

(b) As used in this section, the following definitions apply:

(1) “Extremely hazardous substance” means an extremely hazardous substance as defined pursuant to
paragraph (2) of subdivision (g) of Section 25532 of the Health and Safety Code.

(2) “Hazardous air emissions” means emissions into the ambient air of air contaminants that have been
identified as a toxic air contaminant by the State Air Resources Board or by the air pollution control officer for
the jurisdiction in which the project is located. As determined by the air pollution control officer, hazardous air
emissions also means emissions into the ambient air of a substance identified in subdivisions (a) to (f),
inclusive, of Section 44321 of the Health and Safety Code.



Grace Patterson School is less than 1,320 Feet from the ORCEM PLant

CALIFORNIA HEALTH AND SAFETY CODE [HSC]
Section 44321.

For the purposes of Section 44320, the state board shall compile and maintain a list of substances that
contains, but is not limited to, all of the following:

(a) Substances identified by reference in paragraph (1) of subdivision (b) of Section 6382 of the Labor Code
and substances placed on the list prepared by the National Toxicology Program and issued by the United
States Secretary of Health and Human Services pursuant to paragraph (4) of subsection (b) of Section 241 of
Title 42 of the United States Code. For the purposes of this subdivision, the state board may remove from the
list any substance which meets both of the following criteria:

(1) No evidence exists that it has been detected in air.

(2) The substance is not manufactured or used in California, or, if manufactured or used in California,
because of the physical or chemical characteristics of the substance or the manner in which it is manufactured
or used, there is no possibility that it will become airborne.

(b) Carcinogens and reproductive toxins referenced in or compiled pursuant to Section 25249.8, except
those which meet both of the criteria identified in subdivision (a).

(c) Substances designated by the state board as toxic air contaminants pursuant to subdivision (b) of Section
39657 and substances on the candidate list of potential toxic air contaminants and the list of designated toxic
air contaminants prepared by the state board pursuant to Article 3 (commencing with Section 39660) of
Chapter 3.5 of Part 2, including, but not limited to, all substances currently under review and scheduled or
nominated for review and substances identified and listed for which health effects information is limited.

(d) Substances for which an information or hazard alert has been issued by the repository of current data
established pursuant to Section 147.2 of the Labor Code.

(e) Substances reviewed, under review, or scheduled for review as air toxics or potential air toxics by the
Office of Air Quality Planning and Standards of the Environmental Protection Agency, including substances
evaluated in all of the following categories or their equivalent: preliminary health and source screening, detailed
assessment, intent to list, decision not to regulate, listed, standard proposed, and standard promulgated.

(f) Any additional substances recognized by the state board as presenting a chronic or acute threat to public
health when present in the ambient air, including, but not limited to, any neurotoxicants or chronic respiratory
toxicants not included within subdivision (a), (b), (c), (d), or (e).

CALIFORNIA HEALTH AND SAFETY CODE [HSC]
Section 25532.

Unless the context indicates otherwise, the following definitions govern the construction of this article:

(a) "Accidental release" means an unanticipated emission of a regulated substance or other extremely
hazardous substance into the ambient air from a stationary source.

(b) "Administering agency" means a unified program agency as defined in Section 25501.
(c) "Covered process" means a process that has a regulated substance present in more than a threshold
quantity.

(d) "Modified stationary source" means an addition or change to a stationary source that qualifies as a "major
change," as defined in Subpart A (commencing with Section 68.1) of Part 68 of Subchapter C of Chapter | of
Title 40 of the Code of Federal Regulations. "Modified stationary source" does not include an increase in
production up to the source's existing operational capacity or an increase in production level, up to the
production levels authorized in a permit granted pursuant to Section 42300.

(e) "Office" or "agency" means the Office of Emergency Services.



Grace Patterson School is less than 1,320 Feet from the ORCEM PLant

(f) "Person" means an individual, trust, firm, joint stock company, business concern, partnership, limited liability
company, association, or corporation, including, but not limited to, a government corporation. "Person" also
includes any city, county, city and county, district, commission, the state or any department, agency or political
subdivision thereof, any interstate body, and the federal government or any department or agency thereof to
the extent permitted by law.

(9) "Process" means any activity involving a regulated substance, including any use, storage, manufacturing,
handling, or onsite movement of the regulated substance or any combination of these activities. For the
purposes of this definition, any group of vessels that are interconnected, or separate vessels that are located
so that a regulated substance could be involved in a potential release, shall be considered a single process.

(h) "Qualified person" means a person who is qualified to attest, at a minimum, to the completeness of an
RMP.

(i) "Regulated substance" means any substance that is either of the following:

(1) A regulated substance listed in Section 68.130 of Title 40 of the Code of Federal Regulations pursuant to
paragraph (3) of subsection (r) of Section 112 of the Clean Air Act (42 U.S.C. Sec. 7412(r)(3)).

(2) (A) An extremely hazardous substance listed in Appendix A of Part 355 (commencing with Section 355.10)
of Subchapter J of Chapter | of Title 40 of the Code of Federal Regulations that is any of the following:

(i) A gas at standard temperature and pressure.

(i) A liquid with a vapor pressure at standard temperature and pressure equal to or greater than 10 millimeters
mercury.

(ii) A solid that is one of the following:

(1) In solution or in molten form.

(1) In powder form with a particle size less than 100 microns.

(II) Reactive with a National Fire Protection Association rating of 2, 3, or 4.

(iv) A substance that the office determines may pose a regulated substances accident risk pursuant to
subclause (1) of clause (i) of subparagraph (B) or pursuant to Section 25543.3.

(B) (i) On or before June 30, 1997, the office shall, in consultation with the Office of Environmental Health
Hazard Assessment, determine which of the extremely hazardous substances listed in Appendix A of Part 355
(commencing with Section 355.10) of Subchapter J of Chapter | of Title 40 of the Code of Federal Regulations
do either of the following:

(I) Meet one or more of the criteria specified in clauses (i), (ii), or (iii) of subparagraph (A).

(I May pose a regulated substances accident risk, in consideration of the factors specified in subdivision (g) of
Section 25543.1, and, therefore, should remain on the list of regulated substances until completion of the
review conducted pursuant to subdivision (a) of Section 25543.3.

(i) The office shall adopt, by regulation, a list of the extremely hazardous substances identified pursuant to
clause (i). Extremely hazardous substances placed on the list are regulated substances for the purposes of this
article. Until the list is adopted, the administering agency shall determine which extremely hazardous
substances should remain on the list of regulated substances pursuant to the standards specified in clause (i).

(j) "Regulated substances accident risk" means a potential for the accidental release of a regulated substance
into the environment that could produce a significant likelihood that persons exposed may suffer acute health
effects resulting in significant injury or death.

(k) "RMP" means the risk management plan required under Part 68 (commencing with Section 68.1) of
Subchapter C of Chapter | of Title 40 of the Code of Federal Regulations and by this article.

() "State threshold quantity" means the quantity of a regulated substance described in subparagraph (A) of
paragraph (2) of subdivision (g), as adopted by the office pursuant to Section 25543.1 or 25543.3. Until the


http://uscode.regstoday.com/42USC7412.aspx
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office adopts a state threshold quantity for a regulated substance, the state threshold quantity shall be the
threshold planning quantity for the regulated substance specified in Appendix A of Part 355 (commencing with
Section 355.10) of Subchapter J of Chapter | of Title 40 of the Code of Federal Regulations.

(m) "Stationary source" means any stationary source, as defined in Section 68.3 of Title 40 of the Code of
Federal Regulations.

(n) "Threshold quantity" means the quantity of a regulated substance that is determined to be present at a
stationary source in the manner specified in Section 68.115 of Title 40 of the Code of Federal Regulations and
that is the lesser of either of the following:

(1) The threshold quantity for the regulated substance specified in Section 68.130 of Title 40 of the Code of
Federal Regulations.

(2) The state threshold quantity

42 U.S. Code § 7412 - Hazardous air pollutants

https://www.law.cornell.edu/uscode/text/42/7412

40 CFR 68.130 - List of substances
https://www.law.cornell.edu/cfr/text/40/68.130
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From: Tony Adams <tony@meetingsupport.com>
Sent: Tuesday, September 22, 2015 6:25 PM
Subject: Meeting Re VMT-Orcem (Private)

To: Andrea Ouse <andrea.ouse(@cityofvallejo.net>

Hi Andrea,

Can you organize a private meeting for next week to discuss various aspects of the
project? Any day next week will be okay, Sept 28" through Oct 2"

I’'m paying attention to comments | read and hear, and am trying to grapple with the
situation, thinking of various ideas along the way.

A brief discussion on this will help me.
Attached are my personal photos and notes.
Thank you,

Tony

MeetingSupport.com +1 (415) 867-9157
335 Seaport Drive, Vallejo, CA 94590
Making Shared Visions a Driving Force
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VMT ORCEM DEIR Truck Traffic Alternatives

Lemon Street Properties — From the Shore to Sonoma Blvd.

3 - Vacant lots (1 lot for sale on 3" St.) 3 - Commercial business buildings
5 - Residential buildings QA
: . 3 - Church build
1 - Warehouse with loading dock (empty) treh burdings
2 - Auto body/mechanic shops 3 - Storage lots (including 2 on 3" st.

Looking South at terminus of Lemon Street

Looking North at terminus of Lemon Street




VMT ORCEM DEIR Truck Traffic Alternatives

Looking West at terminus of Lemon Street

Looking West at Sonoma Blvd. Option to continue East along tracks or turn onto
Sonoma Blvd. to a right turn on Solano Ave. towards Curtola parkway.




VMT ORCEM DEIR Truck Traffic Alternatives

Looking West at Curtola Parkway — Facing towards Sonoma Blvd in the distance

Looking East at Curtola Parkway Crossing — Right Turn to 1-80

This truck route might be possible, worth investigating.




ORCEM & VMT Conditions of Approval

Potential Project Approvals, Modifications and Restrictions

>

Bay Trail access and thoroughfare to be maintained at the east property line to ensure future
continuity of the Bay Trail through Vallejo. Mitigation includes the construction of the Bay Trall
to pass through the project property at the east property line, and constructed up and down
slopes to safely accommodate pedestrian and bicycle traffic.

Kayak launch ramp proposed for mitigation to be expanded to accommodate a much larger
boat-launch facility for all boats without keels and must be built at a location to be determined
on the Mare Island side of the straight and constructed similar to the dimensions of the existing
Brinkman boat launch as a minimum.

Truck traffic outbound to be routed through existing industrial zones on new paved roadways
parallel to existing railroad tracks from the project site to Sonoma Blvd, and continuing east
along the railroad tracks to a right turn on Curtola Parkway. Curtola parkway will need a new
left-turn bay at the rail crossing location for inbound trucks. No use of Lemon Street for
inbound or outbound truck traffic. Truck traffic southbound to 1-80 could travel on Sonoma Blvd
south to I-80 from the train crossing point on Sonoma Blvd. All inbound traffic to follow the
same routing.

Trains inbound and outbound to be restricted to a maximum of 35 cars.

Fee structure, typical of municipal ports, to be established for import and export of cargo,
calculated on tonnage or on truck and railcar loads, to be payable to the City of Vallejo for use
of shoreline port access and structured to compensate the city and payable to the city’s
general fund.

Restriction on types and classifications of cargo entering or departing the marine terminal to
exclude certain types of cargo such as solid waste, and combustible products like oil or related
fuels. Solid waste was not included as cargo in the D-EIR list of potential cargo types.

On shore electrical hookup mandatory for all ships docked for unloading and loading of cargo.
Ships must not use onboard generators while docked.
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ORCEM NETHERLANDS
(Moerdijk Industrial Park)
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| ORCEM NETHERLANDS
(Moerdijk Industrial Park)



Vallejo Wants Your Questions About a CEMENT FACTORY on the Waterfront
Won't You Please Take a Moment to Send in Your Questions?
(it's free and confidential). - v

OF
BACKGROUND - A company from Ireland & Texas called ORCER wants to
build a Cement Factory at the Old Sperry Mill on Derggpreet (at@he end of
Lemon Street by the water). e 215
QUESTIONS — You can ask the Vallejo Plannln%Commlssmn anything you want
to know about this Froposed project. Jobs? Traffic? Health? ‘Revenue for
Vallejo? Noise? Pollution?

WRITE-IN QUESTION (Put your own guestions on the line below to be

answered by the City

Ao GCRN Ondesniey V\éd Cezen—

Lg\ C[ Q(_Q“f&l \-QLQJQDQ-{/\ \r(%ﬁjro oL
A Qe plcbart mobvirs -

vournave = loco. BalrarmauGe . vatkio, ca
IMPORTANT! Please return you%m)d before 5:00 p. rﬁ3 on October 19, 2015




Vallejo Wants Your Questions About a CEMENT FACTORY on the Waterfront
Won't You Please Take a Momemto Send in-Your Questions?
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Lem_oﬁ.sg:et by the waten ,%J\/ y A / &
ou nt_—

QUESTIONS - You can ask th{Va ejo Plannln Commussuo anything y
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From: Lori Allio [mailto:Imallio@att.net]

Sent: Wednesday, September 30, 2015 4:57 PM

To: Andrea Ouse <Andrea.Ouse@cityofvallejo.net>; City Manager <City.Manager@cityofvallejo.net>
Cc: Rozzana Verder-Aliga <Rozzana.Verder-Aliga@cityofvallejo.net>; Jesus Cristobal Malgapo
<Jesus.Malgapo@cityofvallejo.net>; bsampayan@ci.vallejo.ca.us; rmcconnell@ci.vallejo.ca.us; Katy
Miessner <katym@mindspring.com>; Katy Miessner <Katy.Miessner@cityofvallejo.net>; Claudia
Quintana <Claudia.Quintana@cityofvallejo.net>; Pippin Dew-Costa <Pippin.Dew-
Costa@cityofvallejo.net>

Subject: ORCEM VMT DEIR additional feedback

Dear Andrea and Dan:

Thank you for your ongoing dedication and service to the people of Vallejo. | know you are
professionals who are balancing a broad range of interests and projects at any moment.

| must share with you, for the record, that | am troubled by the process being used for and the glaring
omissions in the ORCEM / VMT public outreach process. This is a project that will have serious impact
on community health and increased morbidity and mortality resulting from increased cancer rates,
asthma rates, and more. The victims are statistically more likely to be children, particularly young
children and residents living and going to school with direct proximity to the site and truck routes
(homes are 20 yards from the site). The ORCEM VMT represents a significantly intensified use of the site
and a dramatic increase in pollutants that are harmful to human health.

As | noted in previous feedback (attached to this email and incorporated by reference), CEQA requires
an environmental justice analysis in cases such as these where a low income, minority population with
substantial existing burdens is going to be negatively impacted. This area has double the asthma rates
of the rest of California and burdens of crime, existing intense pollution from Hwys 80 and 29, and more.
| again request that a full environmental justice analysis analyzing local health, social, environmental,
economic and other impacts be provided to the community.

Clearly given this disgraceful and illegal omission, the City of Vallejo should at the very least be
conducting robust and culturally appropriate outreach to this part of the community. Instead there has
been one meeting notice which is very confusing and includes an unofficial open house listed within the
body of the official announcement. It is not clearly stated that participation at the Open House will not
be part of the public record. Some parents | spoke to who are beside themselves with worry about their
kids who already suffer from asthma told me that they were planning to go to "the earlier meeting"
because it was more convenient. There is rampant confusion and lack of understanding that there is
only one official meeting and it is not the Open House listed on the Public Notice. | would like to
respectfully request that the Open House for the ORCEM / VMT applicants be cancelled or rescheduled
to another date and uncoupled from the official meeting. | would further respectfully request that
additional official public input meetings convenient to the neighborhood be convened where public
input and questions can be received from this community.

One final note, the notice did not indicate whether Spanish translation would be provided at the
meeting on October 7. Half of the students at Grace Patterson elementary and approximately 1/4 to 1/3
of the residents of the neighborhood (depending on how the neighborhood is defined) are spanish
speaking. It is essential that their voices are included in this discussion of a project that will so deeply
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impact their health and the health of their children. | request that at there be simultaneous spanish
translation provided at all public meetings for this project.

Thank you very much for your immediate attention to this.
Sincerely,

Lori Allio PhD



From: lorene allio [mailto:Imallio@att.net]

Sent: Monday, November 02, 2015 4:18 PM

To: Andrea Ouse <Andrea.Ouse@cityofvallejo.net>
Subject: Re: ORCEM VMT DEIR additional feedback

Dear Andrea:
Thank you for sending along the Health Impact Assessment today. | have incorporated
a couple of references to its findings into my feedback on the ORCEM VMT DEIR..

Please find attached a modified document regarding the ORCEM VMT DEIR.which
supersedes the previous document sent on October 30.

| know you must be very busy today at City Hall with so many deadlines and processes
wrapping up. Thank you again for all of your hard work.

Sincerely,
Lorene (Lori) Allio PhD
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October 30, 2015 (Revised November 2, 2115)

Andrea Ouse, Director

Economic Development Department
Vallejo City Hall

Vallejo, CA 94590

Re: Orcem /VMT DEIR: Expanded Request for Environmental Justice Analysis and Further Inclusion of
Community Outreach Input

Dear Andrea:

In a simple September 20t 2015 memorandum to the City of Vallejo, I requested an Environmental Justice Analysis
and a related community process for South Vallejo. That memo laid out some preliminary statistics which would
constitute a basis for the City moving forward with such an analysis. I incorporate that memorandum by reference.
While I could not attend the first public input forum for this project, I understand that the City of Vallejo distributed
two pages of responses to questions at their meeting on October 7. At the end of those responses they stated that they
had screened for environmental justice and, that they found no need for an environmental justice process. This
document responds to that assessment on the part of the City of Vallejo and the applicant and amplifies the case for an
Environmental Justice analysis as part of the Environmental Impact Review process. This document further describes
cumulative effects and impacts of this project related to health, and incorporates supplementary documents by
reference including articles, and reports which are cited as endnotes and footnotes. It also asks for a number of
specific clarifications.

[ apologize that this document comes late in the review process, but I found it difficult to make time for this on top of a
full time (plus) job. I also want you to know that this was produced completely on my own and independent of my
employer. [ alone am responsible for any opinions, assertions and questions posed in this document. Of course, it
seems inappropriate that the work of laying out this case for ethical and equitable treatment of South Vallejo should
fall to an everyday citizen as a voluntary exercise, despite the hundreds and hundreds of pages that were produced for
the DEIR by various consultants and the extraordinary amount of time and expense that represents. [ would strongly
urge The City of Vallejo to move forward in good faith with a full Environmental Justice Analysis and community
engagement process that fully reviews and explores the cumulative effects of ORCEM VMT including the impacts
raised in this document and other impacts and effects which may arise in the review in more depth. If it does not do
so, the City of Vallejo will risk destroying all of the good will it has built up with participatory projects and open
government efforts in recent years.

[ further implore the City of Vallejo to be a champion of equity rather than to sit on the sidelines. The City of Vallejo
should engage robustly with the families and children that will be impacted directly and profoundly by this project.
This is not a decision about a retail store or an office building: this project will have life altering, negative impacts for a
significant number of residents in local neighborhoods many of whom are under 5 years old and too young to speak
for themselves. In light of the hundreds or hours put into the thousands of pages of DEIR documents, the 4-6 hours of
community engagement regarding this project are shockingly spare. Full outreach and education efforts targeted at
the community are clearly and sorely needed and, moreover, are required by law in this instance. A full
environmental justice analysis and local outreach/education process would put the City of Vallejo and the applicants
in compliance with both the spirit and the letter of CEQA and other legislation.

Thank you for your ongoing service to the City of Vallejo. Please include this letter and the remainder of my questions
and comments in the attached document in the public record.

Respectfully,

Lorene (Lori) Allio, PhD



Deficiencies in Orcem /VMT DEIR: Expanded Request for Environmental Justice Analysis
and Further Inclusion of Community Input. From Lorene (Lori) Allio PhD

ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE FOR SOUTH VALLE]O:
DEFICIENCIES IN THE DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT FOR ORCEM/VMT

I. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

THE NEIGHBORHOOD, THE PROPOSAL AND CUMULATIVE ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT:

The City of Vallejo is currently reviewing and considering a proposal to site a highly polluting slag cement
mill/plant and deep water marine terminal (“ORCEM/ VMT”) in South Vallejo on the site of the old Sperry Flour
Mill. The site is on the water and directly abuts a low income historic African American neighborhood. This
South Vallejo neighborhood has suffered over the years from discriminatory practices such as red-lining and has
borne the environmental burden from multiple sources of pollution including Interstate 80, Highway 29,
Highway 780, the Mare Island Naval Shipyard, the Vallejo Wastewater Treatment Plant on Ryder Street and
much more. The neighborhood has some of the highest asthma rates in California and has high rates of
cancer and heart diseasel. There are many children under 5 years old in South Vallejo who are
particularly vulnerable to the pollution and other dangers this project would bring with it. There is an
elementary school sited 600 yards from the plant and homes on the fence-line of the plant. The
neighborhood and its environment are in a recovery phase after the closing of the old mill and the Mare Island
Naval Shipyard, but the slag cement plant and marine terminal will reverse that recovery.

The slag cement plant will import and mill industrial waste (specifically “slag” that is the waste from steel mills)
along with Portland cement clinker, gypsum and other materials. Slag is of particular concern because it can
contain heavy metals and contaminants such as hexavalent chromium, a known carcinogen. These materials
will be shipped in through the Vallejo Marine Terminal on large ships that will idle under diesel power for days
while they are there. The ship’s contents may include materials beyond those for the cement plant as part of the
Marine Terminal operations that have not been fully disclosed. Materials for the slag cement plant will be
unloaded into open piles, and then will go through a several step process of grinding and milling them to the
texture of powdered sugar and combining them to make slag cement. 270 diesel trucks per day will go to and
from the slag cement plant and the marine terminal carrying cement products and whatever else. Several trains
up to 77 cars long will go to and from the site each week. Plants will operate around the clock and will be loud,
will smell badly, and will be lit up brightly at night.

The obvious impacts of this will include but will not be limited to:
e Diesel Particulate Matter in the air from ships, trucks, and mill operations. This will have a huge impact
on the quality of life and the rates of asthma and other disease.
e Greenhouse gases that contribute to local and regional pollution and exceed the limits of Vallejo’s
approved climate plan.
e Safety: Trucks will pass down narrow streets and pass playgrounds and the trains will block
intersections for several minutes at a time preventing the access of emergency vehicles.

! Asthma rates in Vallejo are double those of California and are among the highest in the state. OSHPD data show high
emergency room visits from the 94590 zip code (OSHPD 2012). Data on the CalEPA Enviroscreen website show Vallejo in
the 98" percentile of asthma rate severity for California. Recent focus groups show that local youth identify asthma as a
growing problem in their age groups. (Kaiser Vallejo.) According to the California Cancer Registry, cancer rates in Solano
County consistently exceed those of California and are the 5" highest in the state. Cancer rates for African Americans in
Solano are significantly higher than rates of all residents. Conversations with residents anecdotally suggest that rates in the
South Vallejo neighborhood are very high

2



Deficiencies in Orcem /VMT DEIR: Expanded Request for Environmental Justice Analysis
and Further Inclusion of Community Input. From Lorene (Lori) Allio PhD

e Dust: There will be “fugitive” dust escaping from ORCEM. Other slag mills around the United States
have documented dust drifting one half mile from slag mills and cement plants. The dust can cause lung
disease and potentially cancer. Children are particularly vulnerable to this.

e Noise and Vibration: The milling noise is loud and noise and vibrations will be felt by those near the mill
and marine terminal, on truck routes, and on train routes. It is likely to disturb sleep.

e Lighting: The lighting is not fully detailed in the DEIR but will be bright enough for them to operate
through the night.

The less obvious environmental impacts will include cumulative effects. In other words each individual
effect from ORCEM VMT should not be viewed alone as if they will be the only burden on South Vallejo residents.
All combined environmental effects ORCEM VMT viewed together along with existing, historical and future
context and environmental burdens are very serious. The California Attorney General has stated:

Where there already is a high pollution burden on a community, the “relevant question” is
“Whether any additional amount” of pollution “should be considered significant in light of the
serious nature” of the existing problem. (Hanford, supra, 221 CalApp.3d at 661; see also Los
Angeles Unified School Dist. v. City of Los Angeles (1997) 58 Cal. App.4th 1019, 1025 [holding that
“the relevant issue ... is not the relative amount of traffic noise resulting from the project when
compared to existing traffic noise, but whether any additional amount of traffic noise should be
considered significant in light of the serious nature of the traffic noise problem already existing
around the schools.”])” (Kamala Harris, CA Dept. of Justice, 7/10/2012)

Despite this legal guidance for considering environmental impacts, the DEIR does not even mention the
current and historical environmental burdens of:

e Nearby Interstate 80, Highway 780, and Highway 29 as sources of air pollution.

e Mare Island Naval Shipyard: The DEIR does not consider the largest historic sources of cumulative
environmental impact in Vallejo. There is silence in the DEIR regarding the role of Mare Island Naval
Shipyard in the cumulative impact of toxins and pollutants for residents and the environmental
surrounding the Sperry Mill site. This neighborhood has suffered ongoing and/or historic exposure to
Asbestos, PCBs, Chromium, and other contaminants at work and at home in South Vallejo.

o The Napa River/ Mare Island Strait river bed and its Sediments: these are immediately adjacent to the
site and constitute a hazard and potential source of carcinogenic material. Given the plan to dredge the
river this should be considered in calculations of cumulative cancer risk.

e Historic Flour Mill: The mill contributed to cancer risk from historical exposure to toxins resulting from
operations of the flour mill at the site.

o Waste water treatment facility: The Vallejo Sanitation and Flood District’s Ryder Street Waste Water
Treatment Facility is adjacent to and not included in the study area. Its impact has not been considered
as part of cumulative health impact

e The broader micro-region of the Carquinez shoreline corridor including the shores of Solano and Contra
Costa County: The shoreline of the Carquinez straits is dotted with highly polluting facilities and toxic
sites and is a cancer corridor. The South Vallejo neighborhood and indeed all of Vallejo is already
breathing many of the releases from these facilities.

In the case of the ORCEM VMT project, the DEIR is inadequate because it does not include an environmental
justice element or indeed any effort to review the cumulative effect of these pollution sources or additional
social, economic, and health impacts and effects that result from the environmental change generated by the
project. Environmental impacts stemming from the ORCEM/ VMT project will cause both direct and indirect
effects on the health of the community along multiple and often synergistic pathways. It is important to keep in
mind the current state of epidemiological and health research that clearly demonstrates that the place that you
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live has a huge impact on your health (see end notes). Additional areas of effects and impacts in the
neighborhoods around the ORCEM VMT site would include but are not limited to:
o reduced access to healthy food and likely continuation as a food desert;
e reduced access to transportation and mobility;
e exacerbation and expansion of detrimental health conditions such as asthma, cancer, and cardio-
pulmonary disease in the local population;
e declining residential home values which will impact the ability of residents to maintain healthy homes
or improve homes to prevent noise, light, and pollution from entering;
e reduced health and educational quality at the local school given the burden of noise and pollution;
o reduced safe walking and biking routes due to intensive presence of trucks and trains and lack of
sufficient safe infrastructure at intersections and on local roadways;
o reduced access to local natural resources and recreational opportunities due to traffic safety and
pollution concerns;
e elimination of the opportunity for access to the shore area and the integration to Bay Trail that is
currently proposed for the neighborhood;
e increased physical and social isolation particularly for elders and children, and;
e impacted psychosocial health and the physiological burdens of stress and high cortisol levels.

SOUTH VALLEJO HAS A RIGHT TO AN ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE REVIEW, ANALYSIS AND PROCESS

Environmental justice concepts were incorporated into federal law during the Clinton administration and have
been incorporated into many bodies of applicable law here in California. The premise underlying environmental
justice legislation is simple: all too often projects that are highly polluting and harmful to human health have
been sited near low income populations of color. Thus the environmental burden and all of its related impacts
have been borne by those already bearing the burden of discrimination and those with few resources to fight
these projects. The result is that low income communities of color bear a bigger share of negative
environmental impacts and receive a smaller share of environmental benefits.

KEY ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE SCREENING CRITERIA: South Vallejo neighborhoods and the applicant
defined ‘study area’ in particular meet the thresholds which should trigger an environmental justice
review. Federal law defines the primary screening criteria for Environmental Justice as: 1) how many people in
surrounding neighborhoods are below twice the federal poverty limit, and; 2) how many people are people of
color. In the area of South Vallejo analyzed for the environmental impact and health discussion in the DEIR,
census 2010 data show the minority population is 79%. Thus the area defined by the DEIR as their study
area represents a minority population concentration which is defined under CEQA guidance as a percentage
exceeding 50 percent. In the same geographic area, more than half of the households (58%) have income
under $50,000 which is roughly two times the federal poverty level (the EPA environmental justice
standard). This amount is much lower than the cost of living requirements for the San Francisco Bay Area.

Also in this geography, the population includes many: children less than 17 years of age representing 24% of the
population, and senior citizens over 65 years of age representing 12%. The neighborhood is historically African
American but today is 34% African American with additional diverse residents: the population in the applicant
defined study area is 34% Hispanic and 29% of households do not speak English in the home and of those
who are linguistically isolated 85% speak Spanish while 15% speak Asian Pacific languages (likely to
mean Tagalog.) Atleast 17% of adult residents have less than a high school education making it more difficult
for them to review hundreds of pages of data, charts, graphs and technical terminology and simply unpack their
meaning for their health and that of their families.



Deficiencies in Orcem /VMT DEIR: Expanded Request for Environmental Justice Analysis
and Further Inclusion of Community Input. From Lorene (Lori) Allio PhD

URGENT FACTOR - PRESENCE OF MANY VERY YOUNG CHILDREN: The additional lens identifying the
presence of young children is important for a number of reasons. Young children are more vulnerable to
conditions arising from the environment like asthma and to the negative health and development impacts of
toxins. Low income children of color are also more likely to lack access to healthy food, healthy housing and
health care. Young children of color are more likely to live in poor urban communities where pollutants are
disproportionately concentrated - including unhealthy concentrations of ozone but also areas where more
polluting sites are sited within or in proximity to their neighborhoods. South Vallejo has high proportions of
young people and children under five are in high concentrations. The map below shows census tracts in
proximity to the site is in the 95%+ range for the combined federal criteria of race and low income along with
the number of children under 5 years of age. This factor on its own should require that further analysis and
reporting be included in the DEIR to include an environmental justice analysis. In addition Grace Patterson
Elementary School and a number of daycare centers are within a half mile of the ORCEM VMT fence line.

Map: ORCEM/VMT Proposed Site and Surrounding Impacted Areas -EJ Demographic Index with children under 5
D Data not available

D Less than 50%ile
50-60%ile
60-70%ile
70-80%ile
80-90%ile

90-95%ile

HECENEE

95-100%ile

Source: EJ Screen, Environmental Protection Agency, US Census and ACS data

The City of Vallejo should by law be launching a process of outreach, education, and engagement for the
local community. It is clearly demonstrated in the data that there is a concentrated and vulnerable low income,
minority population of young children living adjacent to the pathway of many of the diesel trucks that will serve
the project and downwind of the release point for the project’s other dust and particulate emissions. The DEIR is
silent on the issue of children’s health and development and there is an ethical and legal obligation to address
the health of South Vallejo’s children. The community thus far has not been meaningfully involved in decision
making. The EPA states that “meaningful involvement” in environmental decisions means:

“(1) potentially affected community residents have an appropriate opportunity to participate in decisions
about a proposed activity that will affect their environment and/or health (2) the public’s contribution
can influence the regulatory agency’s decision; (3) the concerns of all participants involved will be
considered in the decision making process; and (4) the decision makers seek out and facilitate the
involvement of those potentially affected.” (United State Environmental Protection Agency)

Meaningful access requires sufficient notification, outreach and educational opportunities such that the
community can understand the details of the project and its impacts. The Draft Environmental Impact Report is
a complex document with thousands of pages of underlying reports full of scientific terminology and acronyms.
It has not been provided in plain English, much less in any other language spoken in South Vallejo. South
Vallejo residents and families have the right to participation in decisions regarding their future and the
City of Vallejo should be protecting that right.
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II. BACKGROUND ON CEQA AND ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE REQUEST

Environmental justice concepts were incorporated into federal law during the Clinton administration.
Among the various statutes relevant to environmental justice, CEQA is the key legislation governing the
implementation of environmental justice as part of environmental review in California. Frequently the
impetus and premise underlying environmental justice legislation is simple: historically when projects that
are highly polluted and harmful to human health have been sited near human populations, they have been
sited near low income populations of color. Thus the environmental burden and all of its related impacts
have been borne by those already bearing the burden of discrimination and those with few resources to
fight these projects. The resultis that low income communities of color bear a disproportionately large
share of negative environmental impacts and receive a disproportionately small share of environmental
benefits.

Cumulative Effects: One of the key principles that underlie effective screening for environmental justice is
that the environmental effects have a cumulative impact. In other words each individual effect from
ORCEM VMT cannot be viewed in isolation; rather, all effects from ORCEM VMT must be viewed
cumulatively. Furthermore, the effect of ORCEM VMT cannot be viewed in a vacuum but must take into
account the cumulative existing, historical and future context and environmental conditions of the project.
In the case of the ORCEM VMT project, the DEIR is inadequate because it does not include any effort to
review temporally cumulative environmental impact and effects, nor does it review the additional social,
economic, and health impacts and effects that result from the environmental change generated by the
project. These additional areas of effects and impacts in the neighborhoods around the ORCEM VMT site
would include but are not limited to: education and income resources in the neighborhood; access to
healthy food; access to transportation; exacerbation and expansion of detrimental health conditions in the
local population; declining residential home values, reduced health and educational quality at the local
school, an additional burden of stress, reduced access for emergency services, reduced access to local
natural resources and recreational opportunities, increased physical and social isolation, and impacted
psychosocial health Importantly, the DEIR does not adequately address the cumulative environmental
burden surrounding the project site such as the historic pollution of Mare Island, the local wastewater
treatment plant, the pollution from local highways and roads, and contaminated soils, riverbeds, and
wetlands.

[ HEREBY REQUEST (AGAIN) THAT A FULL AND ROBUST ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE ANALYSIS AND
REPORT BE INCLUDED IN THE EIR FOR ORCEM/VMT AND THAT THERE BE A COMMUNITY OUTREACH
AND EDUCATION PROCESS. THE JUSTIFICATION FOR THIS REQUEST INCLUDES BUT IS NOT LIMITED TO
THE FOLLOWING:

a) Inthe context of CEQA, South Vallejo will suffer disproportionate impacts from this project and its
cumulative effects and fits screening criteria that show it should be subject to Environmental
Justice Analysis and outreach process. The overwhelming preponderance of information pointing
to the need for an environmental justice review includes:

e South Vallejo is alow income community of color with a rich history but few financial
assets. South Vallejo is a diverse community with strong cultural foundations and beautiful
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traditions, but which still bears the burden of historic discrimination including decades of
red-lining. This low income ‘minority concentration’ is exactly the type of community that
Environmental Justice policy was designed for and that should be the focus of
environmental justice analysis, outreach, and education.

e South Vallejo today is a community that faces both language and educational barriers that
might make it difficult to get through the many thousands of pages of dense language,
statistics, and legal /scientific terminology that are contained in the ORCEM VMT Draft
Environmental Impact Report and related supplementary documents. The report was
issued only in English with a brief 45 day review period. Linguistic isolation and education
levels are also key environmental justice screening criteria.

e South Vallejo is home to a relatively high number of children particularly children under 5
years of age whose health and development will be disproportionately and seriously impacted
by the ORCEM VMT project if policy makers allow it to go forward. The presence of young
children is a key environmental justice screening criteria.

e South Vallejo and its neighborhoods are within a dense network of historic, local, and
regional sources of environmental pollution. South Vallejo communities are downwind
from Mare Island which is an historic and ongoing source of pollution (carcinogens in the
air, heavy metals in dredge ponds and waters, PCBs in the soil and water.) Many people in
the community, particularly those living on the ridge line who received the most pollution
from the historic mill and from Mare Island Naval Shipyard suffer from cancer or are
deceased from cancer. The community abuts a waste water treatment facility. The
community is sandwiched between one of the most heavily traveled segments of freeway in
the Bay Area, Interstate 80, and two other highways, Hwy 29 and Hwy 780. South Vallejo
has asthma rates that are twice those of the State of California where it ranks in the 98th
percentile? for concentration of people with asthma. There are high rates of cardio-
pulmonary disease that would be exacerbated by the project. The cumulative impact of
these factors and the additional burden of ORCEM/VMT are significant. The presence of
significant cumulative environmental burden is a key environmental justice screening
criteria.

e South Vallejo suffers disproportionately from negative health impacts and the community is
likely to deteriorate if this project is sited there. According to the very recent Health Impact
Assessment that was conducted as part of the City’s General Planning process, the
community and the 94590 zip code suffers dramatic disparites as compared to other parts
of Vallejo, Solano County and the State. The 94590 zip code has higher rates of Emergency
Room visits for unintended injury, assault, asthma, substance abuse, lung cancer, mental
health, stroke, heart disease, hypertension, and diabites than either Solano County or
California.(OSHPD and Jacobson et al, 2015) Mortality rates from cancer and heart disease
in the 94590 zip code exceed those of the county and the state while mortality rates in other
Vallejo zip codes from these diseases are below those in Solano County (Jacobson et al, 2015
and CA Dept of Public Health, 2010-12.) Asthma is particularly problematic in South Vallejo
and are higher than other parts of Vallejo and the County for both adults and children as

® Http://oehha.maps.arcgis.com



Deficiencies in Orcem /VMT DEIR: Expanded Request for Environmental Justice Analysis
and Further Inclusion of Community Input. From Lorene (Lori) Allio PhD

shown in the South Vallejo Health Impact Assessment which states that “Promoting new
development that meets current EPA standards ... can mitigate the incidence and presence
of asthma” other information shared in that report includes the following:

“self-reported data calculated from the California Health Interview Survey,
21.5% of adults in Vallejo have been diagnosed with asthma (compared to just
13.7% of all California adults), and 16.1% of children have been diagnosed
with asthma which is roughly 1% percent higher than Solano County as a
whole (CHIS, 2014). According to the California Department of Public Health,
in 2012 there were 1,319 asthma-related visits to the emergency room in
Vallejo. Furthermore, the rate of asthma-related emergency room visits was
1.92 times higher (156.2) in South Vallejo (Zip Code 94590) than that of
Solano County as a whole (81.3) (CDPH, 2014).” (Jacobsen et al, 2015)

b) The Process for Community Participation in Environmental Decision Making has been Insufficient.
Community Has Been Denied Meaningful Involvement Thus Far

Environmental justice is not only about an equitable distribution of environmental harm and benefit across
communities, it is also about the right to participate in decision making around ongoing pollution, proposed
pollution and their impact on one’s community. A democratic decision making process and equitable
opportunity to participate in that process for all citizens improves the likelihood that environmental risks
and benefits will be evenly distributed across California. Full participation and meaningful involvement
has thus far been denied to the community of South Vallejo. Low income communities of color are
more likely to be under-represented in environmental decision making. The EPA states that “meaningful
involvement” in environmental decisions means:

“(1) potentially affected community residents have an appropriate opportunity to
participate in decisions about a proposed activity that will affect their environment and/or
health (2) the public’s contribution can influence the regulatory agency’s decision; (3) the
concerns of all participants involved will be considered in the decision making process; and
(4) the decision makes seek out and facilitate the involvement of those potentially affected.”
(United State Environmental Protection Agency)

Many who have been trying to find out information about the Orcem VMT have been told by those closely
connected to the project say that it is “a done deal.” I respectfully request that the City of Vallejo
demonstrate that it is conducting an open, inclusive, transparent, meaningful, and democratic decision
making process by providing a full environmental justice analysis and report along with a related robust
community outreach, participation, and education process.

c) Ethics, Equity, and CEQA Require South Vallejo to Receive Enhanced Notice and Educational
Outreach and Consultant.

Environmental Justice and the EPA recognize that residents from affected communities may lack the
technical expertise or resources (English language proficiency, access to quality legal representation, or
simply the time) to effectively participate in the Environmental Impact Review process. The DEIR for
ORCEM VT is hundreds of pages containing vast amounts of extremely technical material which is not
broken down into clear language. Whether intentionally or unintentionally, the DEIR information is
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presented in a way that is difficult to understand and obscures understanding of the impacts of the project
impacts on communities. No clear and accessible summary is provided that would serve to educate the
local community. This project is likely to impact local community health and quality of life negatively and
dramatically for the entirety of the 65 year lease with no suggested benefits. Yet the outreach and
consultation from the City of Vallejo to the immediately affected neighborhoods adjacent to ORCEM VMT
has been minimal at best. In fact, the limited expansion of public input opportunities has only been in
response to public pressure from a group of concerned citizens who had to the lengths of identifying and
reserving a space in the local community center when the City had put forward no plans for a meeting in
the affected community. As of the 3rd week of October, numerous local residents and businesses did not
know of the project. I respectfully request that the City of Vallejo conduct a full environmental justice
analysis and include expanded and extended public outreach and information gathering activities including
focus groups related to community impacts, health impact analysis related to the social determinants of
health, and other community health research related to asthma, chronic conditions, cancer, and other
health conditions both among local residents and in local schools.

d) Efforts Must be Made to Address Language Barriers to Participation and Notification

Residents who do not speak English are effectively prevented from participation in environmental decision
making when notice and materials are not provided in their languages. Several California statutes require
that notices be in appropriate languages. All DEIR materials related to ORCEM VMT DEIR should be at
minimum available in Tagalog and in Spanish with adequate time for review of those materials and
appropriate educational and informational outreach. These materials should be available in hard copy and
on-line at public accessible places with hours available to the working public. Please provide the DEIR and
all meeting notices in Tagalog and Spanish.

e) The Context of the DEIR Review Process Suggest the Need for Additional Transparency from the
City of Vallejo.

As mentioned above, there is a perception that decisions cannot be influenced by the public and that the
process lacks transparency. The timing of the project is troubling with the DEIR coming out just as a new
General Plan is being finalized that emphasizes health and well-being. Unfortunately, no information
regarding ORCEM/ VMT was shared with Propel Vallejo planning participants prior to the DEIR publication
despite their aligned timing and their misaligned propositions. The absence of prior consultation with
residents despite the significant and avoidable impacts compounds the sense that the public trust has not
been adequately considered. The seemingly rushed and limited review period relevant to the project
complexity and the severity of the damage that will be done to the community leave have created the
impression of willful exclusion of public participation whether that is true in reality or not. This is
particularly palpable in the context of the historic discrimination borne by the neighborhood around the
ORCEM/ VMT site. I respectfully urge an expansion of the DEIR review period to allow fuller public
participation and inclusion of an environmental justice analysis. I also request that the City of Vallejo
provide an analysis of the potential impact of this project of the feasibility of the General Plan scenarios.

III. VALLEJO EXCEEDS THE THRESHOLDS THAT REQUIRE
ENVIRONEMTNAL JUSTICE
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In order to show the requirement of an environmental justice analysis, a number of data sets, data sources,
and tools were used including the EPA’s E] Screen GIS mapping tool, American Community Survey and
Census data mapped and analyzed using a number of applications, and public information resources. The EJ
Screen tool is a robust application designed to help sites understand the need for environmental justice:

“The screening tool includes 12 environmental factors* 7 demographic factors, and a variety
of EJ indexes* [Each EJ index combines multiple demographic factors with a single
environmental factor (such as proximity to traffic). The screening tool has Census block group
resolution, and provides a number of capabilities, including color coded mapping, the ability to
generate a standard report for a selected area, and comparisons showing how a selected area
compares to the relevant state, EPA region, or the nation as a whole.

“Users should keep in mind that screening tools have substantial uncertainty in their
demographic and environmental data, particularly when looking at small geographic areas,
such as Census block groups. Also, in many cases, data on the full range of environmental
impacts and demographic factors in any given location will not be available directly through
this tool, and its initial results should be supplemented with additional information and
local knowledge. “(EPA, E] Screen User Guide, 2015, emphasis added.)

KEY ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE SCREENING CRITERIA:

South Vallejo neighborhoods and the applicant defined ‘study area’ in particular meet the thresholds which
should trigger an environmental justice review. Federal law defines the primary screens for Environmental
Justice as: 1) how many people in surrounding neighborhoods are below twice the federal poverty limit,
and; 2) how many people are people of color. The Demographic Index in EJ]SCREEN is a combination of
percent low-income and percent minority, the two demographic factors that were explicitly named in
Executive Order 12898 on Environmental Justice. For each Census block group, these two numbers are
simply averaged together. The formula shown in Map 1 below is as follows: Demographic Index = (%
minority + % low-income) / 2. Calculated from the Census Bureau's American Community Survey 2008-
2012. This map shows that census block group areas adjacent to the site and key areas in the vicinity are in
the yellow 80t to 90t percentile or the more urgent orange 90t to 95t percentile of all areas in the
country on federally mandated need for environmental justice review.

Map 1: ORCEM/VMT Proposed Site and Surrounding Impacted Areas: -E] Demographic Index:
Percent Minority + % Low Income/ 2.
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Source: EJ Screen, Environmental Protection Agency

This next map, “Map 2: the Supplementary Demographic Map” contains an index of additional key
indicators and screening criteria critical to the federal legislation. If a place where a project has
significant impacts is proposed for a location which ranks high on this index, the intent of the
legislation was to require further research into impacts on that community and engagement with
the community to ensure their full participation. The indicators included in the Supplementary
Demographic Index are an average of percent shares for 6 demographic factors Calculated from the Census
Bureau's American Community Survey 2008-2012: percent minority population, percent low income (2x
federal poverty level), percent linguistically isolated, percent with less than high school education, percent
under age 5 and percent over age 64. The index shows that Census block group areas in proximity to the
proposed ORCEM VMT site are severely impacted according to the criteria and data of the EPA. Most block
groups in the area and In particular block groups located immediately East of Sonoma Blvd/ Hwy 29 and
East of Mare Island Way and severely impacted and deserving of an Environmental Justice process Again
these areas fall into in the yellow 80th to 90th percentile or the more urgent orange 90t to 95t percentile of
all areas in the country on supplemental federal screening criteria mandated as indicating the need for
environmental justice review.

Map 2: ORCEM/VMT Proposed Site and Surrounding Impacted Areas -EJ Supplementary
Demographic Index: % Minority, % Low income, Linguistic Isolation, Less than High School, Under
Age 5, and Over Age 64.
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Source: EJ Screen, Environmental Protection Agency

While these maps provide valuable information, they don’t align with the project study area as defined by
the applicants. In order to align and environmental justice screening data with the DEIR, data was analyzed
specific to the population within the ORCEM VMT DEIR study area. I used the EJ Screen tool to create a
geographic polygonal area which reflects the limited boundaries of the project’s health impacts as put
forward by project proponents. In other words, I used geographic information systems to map data along
the same boundaries as those used by the DEIR. The ORCEM/VMT proposed site impact area includes the
census block areas adjacent to the project site along with the area on either side of the Lemon Street
corridor from Curtola Parkway and the area on either side of Sonoma Blvd/Hwy 29 from Interstate 80 to
Lemon Street. For this geography which constitutes the limited geographic area considered in the
environmental impact and health discussion in the DEIR, census 2010 data show the minority population is
79%. Thus the area defined by the DEIR as their study area represents a minority population
concentration which is defined under CEQA guidance as a percentage exceeding 50 percent.

The same polygonal geographic area was used with the EPAs EJ Screen to pull data from the 2008-2012
American Community Survey3 (“ACS”). More than half of the households (58%) in that area have income
under $50,000 which is roughly two times the federal poverty level (the EPA environmental justice
standard). This amount is much lower than the cost of living requirements for the San Francisco Bay Area.

* The American Community Survey is conducted by the US Census Bureau annually and uses a sampling methodology that is
somewhat less stable than the census at a small geography but offers more data variables. Reporting ACS data over
combined, multiple years helps with the stabilization of the data. The additional data in the ACS report on the study area
geography covers the years 2008 to 2012
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Therefore, the combined minority concentration and poverty rates exceed that of Vallejo as a whole and
exceed the threshold which should ethically require an environmental justice review.

Also in the same geography defined by the DEIR, US Census and ACS data tells us that children under 5
years old represent 8% of the population, children under 17 years of age represent 24% of the population,
and senior citizens over 65 years of age represent 12%. The neighborhood is historically African American
but today is 34% African American with additional diverse residents: the population in the applicant
defined study area is 34% Hispanic and 29% of households do not speak English in the home and of
those who are linguistically isolated 85% speak Spanish while 15% speak Asian Pacific languages
(likely to mean Tagalog.) Atleast 17% of adult residents have less than a high school education making it
more difficult for them to review hundreds of pages of data, charts, graphs and technical terminology and
simply understand the meaning for their health and that of their families. Map 3 shows the geography
from which this data was drawn (pictured in parrot green with a red line around it). As stated above, the
area correlates to the health impact area defined by the project proponents. In addition Map 3 also shows a
red circle shaded yellow around the impact area, which represents a one mile buffer area (along with EPA
registered sites of interest).

Map 3: ORCEM/VMT Proposed Site Impact Area from DEIR Used for Data Analysis
(Surround by One Mile Buffer and EPA Currently Registered Sites of Interest)
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URGENT FACTOR - ‘SENSITIVE RECEPTORS’ AND YOUNG CHILDREN IN SOUTH VALLEJO

The many pages of the DEIR frequently mention “sensitive receptors” this term includes all people who
may be negatively impacted, sickened, or killed by pollution or other environmental harms emanating from
the ORCEM/ VMT project. Sensitive receptors include infants, children, the elderly, and the chronically
ill. Schools, day care facilities, convalescent homes and hospitals are of particular concern.

Environmental impact will cause significant health effects as a result of ORCEM/ VMT activities and as a
result of the particulate matter and caustic and cancerous substances and compounds ORCEM/ VMT will
generate. The impact that can be expected from breathing particulate matter or exposure to the cancerous
and other compounds that will be released by the project varies depending on the age of the individual and
whether they live, work, and/or attend school in the vicinity of the project site. This may also be the case in
the vicinity of the railroad lines. It is difficult to fully define whether sensitive receptors near rail lines
should be considered as part of the DEIR since the document is not forthcoming as to what goods and
materials specifically will be transported through the Vallejo Marine Terminal. This is particularly
important given the aged state of the rail infrastructure in the City of Vallejo and the lack of any ongoing
safety improvements. Please provide further information estimating the impact and effect that may accrue
to those living along the rail lines specific to the range of expected goods that will be transported through
the Marine Terminal. Please detail the potential risk and impacts from coal exports conveyed by rail4, tar
sands oil, and any hazardous chemical or refinery related products.

Seniors: Individuals over 65 years of age are a significant portion of the population in the neighborhood
and at places of their residence are sensitive receptors. They represent 12% of the population in the DEIR
defined study area. Seniors are more sensitive to most to the impact of environmental pollutants and a
range of health impacts. They are also subject to more social isolation than most and are more likely to
suffer from access to sufficient basic needs. Please describe the most severe health risks associated with
this project for seniors.

Children and Very Young Children: The federal base map of ethnicity and low income shows a frequent
correlation of race and poverty. The additional lens identifying the presence of young children is important
for a number of reasons. Young children are more vulnerable to conditions arising from the environment
like asthma (McConnell, 2010) and to the negative health and development impacts of toxins. (Bateson,
2008) Low income children of color are also more likely to lack access to healthy food, healthy housing and
health care. Young children of color are more likely to live in poor urban communities where pollutants are
disproportionately concentrated - including unhealthy concentrations of ozone but also areas where more
polluting sites are sited within or in proximity to their neighborhoods. The California Legislature in 1999
approved the Children's Environmental Health Protection Act (Senate Bill 25) which seeks to ensure that
California's air quality programs that specifically protect the health of children and infants. The ORCEM
/VMT site is in an area that is already exceeding air quality limits and the project exceeds a number of
pollution limits and is therefore out of compliance with a number of statutes.

* A current controversy and law suit over a flawed environmental impact process is underway in Oakland where marine
terminal proprietor are attempting to ship coal to China through their new facility despite assurances during the approval
phase that they would not ship coal.
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The additional lens identifying the presence of young children is important for a number of reasons. South
Vallejo has high proportions of young people and children under five are in high concentrations. Map 4
shows census tracts in proximity to the site is in the 95%+ range for the combined federal criteria of race
and low income along with the number of children under 5 years of age. This factor on its own should
require that further analysis and reporting be included in the DEIR to include an environmental justice
analysis. In addition Grace Patterson Elementary School and a number of daycare centers are within a half
mile of the ORCEM VMT fence line.

Map 4: ORCEM/VMT Proposed Site and Surrounding Impacted Areas -EJ Supplementary
Demographic Index with children under 5

Data not available
Less than 50%ile
50-60%ile
60-70%ile
70-80%ile
80-90%ile

90-95%ile

HECEEEC

95-100%ile

Source: EJ Screen, Environmental Protection Agency

There are also 382 children who attend elementary school during the academic year at Grace Patterson
Elementary (see table below) many of whom reside outside of the applicant study area but who will
essentially have additional exposure to ORCEM VMT impacts at school. Patterson Elementary enrollment
consists of children who are approximately 93% minority with 48% Latino, 10% API (Asian, Pacific
Islander or Filipino), and 33% African American. The school is .353 miles or 621 yards from the ORCEM /
VMT site. It is likely with such close proximity that the school site will be severely impacted by the
emissions of the hundreds of diesel trucks per day entering the site, the NOx and other emissions, and by
any particle drift from the raw and finished materials on the site that will be kept in open three sided bins,
or that will be on or off loaded there. Noise impacts are likely to be at such a level so as to disturb classes.
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Table 1: Grace Patterson Elementary: Student Enroliment by Ethnicity 2014
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Given that a number of census block groups in Map 4 concurrent with the ORCEM VMT study area and
vicinity are shown to have percentages of low income residents of color under 5 years of age exceeding
95% of areas nationally, there would seem to be significant grounds for an environmental justice analysis.
The presence of the elementary school is also serious grounds for concern given children’s heightened
sensitivity to the impact of pollutants and the impact of negative social and environmental factors on their
future life success. The City of Vallejo should be launching a process of outreach, education, and
engagement for the local community. Itis clearly demonstrated in the data that there is a concentrated and
vulnerable low income, minority population of young children living adjacent to the pathway of many of the
diesel trucks that will serve the project and downwind of the release point for the project’s other dust and
particulate emissions. South Vallejo’s children already suffer from very high rates of asthma as shown in
Table 2

Table 2: Asthma Emergency Department Visits for Asthma
Rate Per 10,000 Overall visits by Patient Zip Code

Geography Children | Adults | All
South West Vallejo Asthma 115 119 /118
Zip code 94590
East Vallejo Asthma 104 55 68
Zip Code 94591
California n/a n/a | 66.4

State of California, Office of Statewide Health Planning & Development, 2012

The DEIR is silent on the issue of children’s health and development and there is an ethical and legal
obligation to address the health of Vallejo’s children. I request that the potential impacts on our youngest
children in the project study area and surrounding areas be fully analyzed by the City of Vallejo and the
applicant. The findings of such an analysis should be carefully weighed by those with the power to approve
or deny this project application and, in accordance with the California Attorney General’s memorandum on
Environmental Justice, they should provide full and transparent reasoning as to their decision to
subsequently approve or deny the application.
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IV THE DEIR IS DEFICIENT IN ITS DISCUSSION OF HEALTH IMPACT OF
ORCEM ON RESIDENTS AND ON YOUNG CHILDREN IN PARTICULAR

An EJ analysis and the DEIR must consider more fully the impact of the project on all sensitive receptors:
At a minimum the analysis to be conducted regarding young children and other sensitive receptors in the
project study area and surrounding areas should include but not be limited to:

e Impact of the project on lung development and asthma:

There are a number of toxic air contaminants that will harm the most vulnerable residents of Vallejo and
the areas surrounding the project study area if ORCEM/VMT becomes a reality. One of these is Diesel
Particulate Matter due to heavy truck traffic using Vallejo’s roads as haul routes, due to trains traversing he
city, due to ships moored and running on their own (diesel) power at the VMT for days on end, and due to
the operation of ORCEM facilities and machinery.

Diesel exhaust constitutes one of the most serious impacts of ORCEM/VMT and is a complex mixture of
numerous individual gaseous and particulate compounds emitted from diesel fueled combustion engines.
Diesel Particulate Matter is formed primarily through the incomplete combustion of diesel fuel. Diesel
particulate matter is removed from the atmosphere through physical processes including atmospheric fall-
out and washout by rain. Localized diesel impact by those in close proximity to traffic is particularly
harmful and the applicant has provided no discussion of this. Please provide an analysis of the local impact
of diesel exposure to those living near the roadway and in close proximity to ship and plant emissions.
(Holguin, 2007)

In August 1998, the California Air Resources Board identified DPM as a TAC. The “CARB Risk Reduction
Plan to Reduce Particulate Emissions from Diesel Fueled Engines and Vehicles and Risk Management
Guidance for the Permitting of New Stationary Diesel Fueled Engines and Engines” was approved by CARB
on September 28, 2000. The documents represent proposals to reduce DPM emissions with the goal of
reducing both emissions and related health risk by 75% in 2010 and 85% in 2020. Clearly this objective
has not yet been reached. Clearly this project would not be in compliance.

In addition the project will exceed maximum allowed NOx emissions. NOx is a chemical shorthand for
nitrous oxide (NO) and nitrogen dioxide (NOZ2), common pollutants from internal combustion engines and
other industrial processes like their drying operation. When released they combine with volatile organic
compounds in the atmosphere under sunlight to form ground level ozone, a serious respiratory irritant. It
damages lung tissue by reacting with it chemically. Significant levels of ozone pollution can be found in
rural areas hundreds of miles downwind from urban industrial zones. The area already is out of
compliance with the legal limits on NOx and this additional burden elevates the risk of asthma and other
diseases to the residents of South Vallejo already bearing the disproportional burden of environmental
health effects and health disparities.

e Impact from Exposure to and/or inhalation of fugitive dust

Many materials that will be utilized in production at ORCEM are hazardous substances when inhaled, and
the airborne dust particles that are formed when the material containing the slag, clinker, and gypsum are
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moved, broken, crushed, and milled pose potential health risks. These materials include gypsum, Portland
cement clinker and the industrial waste produced by steel mills known as blast furnace slag. The ORCEM
facility will move these materials through several steps from shipping to milling / grinding to mixing to
packaging. The final GGBFS product is the consistency of powdered sugar. As documented in the DEIR,
there is the likelihood of fugitive dust at most steps of the process so these dangerous materials will be
emitted by the project as fugitive dust. Materials data sheets show the dangers of exposure to Ground
Granulated Blast Furnace Slag. They document that blast furnace slag components can vary depending on
the components that were in the ore used at the steel mill. One of the potential components of blast
furnace slag is hexavalent chromium or chromium six a confirmed carcinogen and suspected transgenetic
carcinogen, meaning the genetic damage done from this chemical can be passed on to children. Materials
data sheets for slag warn of chemical burns on skin and danger of inhalation or other exposures. Reports
have documented the presence of fugitive dust from materials used in slag cement mills at a range of one
half mile from the emission site. Please describe in detail the dangers of exposure to ground granulated
blast furnace slag through skin contact, eye contact inhalation and ingestion (little children do play
outside). Please identify the potential health impact on young children who inhale dust containing any of
the constituent materials in ORCEM GGBFS Cement. Please provide a realistic projection of the dust
exposure of sensitive receptors within one half mile, one mile, and two miles of the plant. Please segment
this data by children under 5 years of age, children from 5 - 17 years of age, adults between 18 and 65, and
adults over 65 and by ethnicity and income. Please be sure that this data includes modeling of local winds
over at the site using satellite GIS data on local wind patterns. Please ensure this takes into account wind
patterns at various points in the year and at different hours. Please ensure that the modeling accounts for
potential high winds and drift from open materials piles on site. Please ensure that the analysis takes into
account localized data rather than generalizing from large area data.

e Potential impact on child brain development.

Children’s health research coming out of Harvard University’s Center for the Developing Child has
underscored the importance of the first five years of a child’s life to their healthy brain development and
their ultimate success in school and life. State of the art brain research has documented that young
children who are exposed to multiple stressors in their early years will suffer from impaired social,
emotional and brain development. This impacts their readiness and success for school and their ability to
be successful in life. State of the art brain imaging research has documented that young children who are
exposed to multiple stressors in their early years will suffer from impaired social, emotional, and brain
development. This impacts their readiness for and success in school and their ability to be successful in
life. Children in South Vallejo are already subject to multiple stressors. Many children in the neighborhood
are hungry. Many are growing up with one parent who is struggling to care for the family. Many suffer
from lack of sufficient income and lack of basic needs. Many children witness violence in the neighborhood,
breathe unhealthy air, and have insufficient access to preschool.

e 3.12 Impact of project rail traffic on emergency vehicle access and access to emergency health care
throughout Vallejo.

The additional truck traffic and closure of intersections throughout Vallejo due to rail traffic is not fully
considered by the DEIR. The analysis in the DEIR suggests that typical waiting time for trains at
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intersections will be seven minutes or more. Multiple intersections in key areas of ingress and egress in
South Vallejo and to other neighborhoods in the city can be blocked at the same time. Rail lines cross on
Sereno Drive within one block of Kaiser Hospital, of the most important sources of emergency services and
a “sensitive receptor” per the DEIR. Please detail the maximum potential impact on ambulance and fire
service access throughout the City of Vallejo that is likely to result from the increased rail traffic of ORCEM/
VMT. Please describe the maximum potential delay that will be experienced by patients on their way to the
emergency room at Kiser Hospital in Vallejo when trains are present. Please describe the maximum
potential delay for fire services responding to calls in South Vallejo and elsewhere when maximum train
and truck traffic are present in various parts of the city. Please confirm that notice regarding this project
has been provided to Kaiser Hospital and other emergency service providers.

e ES 3 and elsewhere - Insufficient information is provided on the VMT and potential impact of
materials shipped through VMT, and transported by truck and rail to and from VMT

The DEIR states, “as an operational deep draft facility (allowing vessels with a vertical distance between the
waterline and the bottom of the ship approximately 38 feet), the VMT Terminal is anticipated to handle a
wide range of commodities including the following: feed grains, manufactured steel, timber/lumber, rock,
aggregate, ores, and related materials (including granulated blast furnace slag (GBFS), Portland cement
clinker material (clinker) and related materials), Marine construction materials, gypsum.” Please describe
all potential imports through the port and whether they will then travel by rail or truck to other
destinations. Please disclose whether there is a possibility of importing garbage, tar sands, coal, or any
other chemical or petroleum product. Please disclose relevant regulation preventing or enabling VMT to
handle materials beyond those listed in the DEIR in the future and what controls exist over the content of
materials that would be shipped to and/or from VMT and moved to and/or from VMT either by rail or by
truck. Please describe any caustic, volatile, carcinogenic, or other dangerous chemicals or materials that
may pass through the terminal. Please describe the potential drift of or off-gassing from of all of the
previously mentioned materials and the potential health hazards emanating from them during their
handling and transport. Please describe how these drifts, off-gassing and hazards may impact residents
and sensitive receptors both in the project study site and along relevant rail routes through the City of
Vallejo, Solano County, Napa County, and Contra Costa County.

V.  COMMUNITY HEALTH IMPACTS ARE NEITHER FULLY DISCLOSED NOR
FULLY DISCUSSED IN THE DEIR

The DEIR has hundreds of pages of analyses related to particulate matter that will be emitted by both
ORCEM and the VMT but claims they will not have significant impact on health. Yet there is not mention of
the existing and serious problems of asthmas, respiratory disease, cancer?, and cardio-pulmonary disease

> Asthma rates in Vallejo are double those of California and are among the highest in the state. OSHPD data show high
emergency room visits from the 94590 zip code (OSHPD 2012). Data on the CalEPA Enviroscreen website show Vallejo in
the 98" percentile of asthma rate severity for California. Recent focus groups show that local youth identify asthma as a
growing problem in their age groups. (Kaiser Vallejo.)
6 According to the California Cancer Registry, cancer rates in Solano County consistently exceed those of California and are
the 5™ highest in the state. Cancer rates for African Americans in Solano are significantly higher than rates of all residents.
Conversations with residents anecdotally suggest that rates in the South Vallejo neighborhood are very high.

19



Deficiencies in Orcem /VMT DEIR: Expanded Request for Environmental Justice Analysis
and Further Inclusion of Community Input. From Lorene (Lori) Allio PhD

that already exist in the community. Particulate matter has serious health consequences for human health.
Young children, the elderly and those with existing respiratory challenges such as asthma are particularly
susceptible to the potentially debilitating and even deadly impact particulate matter. PM10 is a larger size
particulate matter and PM 2.5 is a smaller size particle. Particulate matter for this project will include
fugitive dust which will is likely to contain the components of the GBFS Cement (the various components of
GBFS, Portland clinker, gypsum and all other materials being milled). Particulate matter in the air will
come from the emissions from the plant operations, from large ships that will be docked under their own
power (often diesel power) for days at a time (the applicant has refused to provide shore power), and from
thousands of diesel trucks and the many trains that will traverse the neighborhood weekly. .

3.2.1 Air quality and health: The California Health and Safety Code Section 41700 says the following:
“This section of the Health and Safety Code states that a person shall not discharge from any source
whatsoever quantities of air contaminants or other material that cause injury, detriment, nuisance, or
annoyance to any considerable number of persons or to the public, or that endanger the comfort, repose,
health, or safety of any of those persons or the public...” In light of the known health hazards associated
with nitrogen oxide emissions and the significant and unavoidable release of these pollutants during the
project’s operational phase, how many persons in the project study area will be impacted by the release of
Diesel Particulate Matter, a known carcinogen? How many persons in the study area specifically, and in
the area of Vallejo West of Highway 80 currently suffer from respiratory ailments or disease that could be
exacerbated by exposure to additional DPM, nitrogen oxide, PM10 and PM2.5. Please include an
assessment of cumulative effect and their influence on morbidity and mortality from these ailments and
diseases in Vallejo and the South Vallejo area. How many people in the current study area and in the
broader potential impact area have other health conditions that could be exacerbated by these pollutants?
What is the likelihood, statistically weighted to reflect the age and demographic profiles of residents, that
persons will suffer from the combined effects of ORCEM VMT as it relates to Section 417007

3.2.1 Air quality and emissions from ships. Clearly the ships are the major contributors of diesel
particulate matter. What is the additional estimated morbidity and mortality among the exposed
population as a result of idling ship engines in port? What is the incidence of respiratory illness that will be
initiated or aggravated among the exposed population as a result of ships idling in port to generate power?
What reduction in emissions could be achieved by providing shore power?

3.7 and 3.2.1 Fugitive dust containing GGBFS milled to a fine consistency is likely to escape from multiple
sources and possibly during transport. The GBFS material is also likely to blow from the open piles of
material much as does drifting sand at the beach. In Camden, New Jersey, the historically African American
community of Waterfront South has been subjected to fugitive dust from a slag cement facility sited in their
community. The State of New Jersey produced a report documenting significant quantities of fugitive dust
in sites up to one half mile radius from the plant’. Anecdotally, residents I have spoken to have said that
the dust is everywhere in the neighborhood abutting the plant and that the slag itself drifts into the
neighborhood. Itis notable that the slag is kept in open piles in the manner proposed by ORCEM in the
DEIR. The composition and toxicity of drifting and fugitive dust containing cement and ground granulated

7 Lioy, P et al, UMDNJ, Final Report: Contribution of Particle Emissions from a Cement Related Facility to Outdoor Dust in
Surrounding Community, Robert Wood Johnson Medical School and Environmental and Occupational Health Sciences
Institute, 2009.
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blast furnace slag is a health hazard to local residents and while the DEIR claims the dust will be contained,
this has not been successfully accomplished in Camden, New Jersey. The map below shows the half mile
radius from the plant where dust is likely to spread. The dust from ORCEM will cover streets which are
walking routes for children going to school and for parents going to work. It will adhere to shoes and be
tracked into homes, schools and businesses. The Grace Patterson Elementary School is within the half mile
intensive dust drift impact area. Residents will be unable to safely work in gardens. Local parks will
become unsafe places for children to play. Local homes will become toxic traps.

Map 5: Half Mile Intensive Dust Impact Area
Around ORCEM/ VMT Site

Please include the projection by weight of the potential quantity of fugitive dust annually in the project
study area. Please include the expected percentage increase of detectable dust at a level below two meters
in a 1 mile circular area, a %2 mile circular area and a % mile circular area surrounding the ORCEM site.
Please describe the potential exposures of a child under 5 years of age who lives within one half mile of the
site and plays in the local parks on the grass and is thusly exposed to both indoor and outdoor levels of dust
daily. Using the worst case scenario for the potential toxic content of slag (including hexavalent chromium)
please analyze the potential health impact of this dust on individuals within the project area. Please also
analyze the potential for cancer and lung disease that might occur due to the cumulative impact of this dust
and other pollutants. The target for fugitive dust control aims for 95% capture at multiple material
transfer stages per the DEIR. What is the actual cumulative quantity of fugitive dust emissions from the 5%
that escapes at each step in ORCEM’s transfer and processing without any mitigation measures? What s
the baseline 100% quantity of potential fugitive dust by weight and by volume that is generated at other
slag cement plants in the United States and at ORCEM’s facilities abroad? Please provide all studies
produced regarding fugitive dust at ORCEM sites and include details on dust suppression efforts, fugitive
dust measurement, regulatory frameworks, and any complaints by local community members regarding
ORCEM emissions and dust.

3.7 and 3.2 Slag, Fugitive Dust and Hazardous Materials. Materials Safety Data Sheets for granulated blast
furnace slag from different sources around the world reveal that a variety of hazardous materials such as
carcinogenic hexavalent chromium, lead, and zinc oxides and calcium sulfide which highly toxic to aquatic
life may occur in significant amounts. This varies because this is the industrial waste from steel production
and the ore that goes into steel production can contain many residual materials. While the project
proponents say they will import “clean” waste from Japan, there is no guarantee that over the 65 year
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ORCEM lease the sources and content of the slag will not differ. Please provide a full analysis of the dangers

of all potential components of GBFS assuming the 5% escape of fugitive dust. How will ORCEM verify the

composition of the slag in each shipment from each source? What would guarantee that some of the water
used in dust control would not make its way into the marine environment carrying material that is toxic to
marine life? What commitment and guarantee has ORCEM made to environmental remediation prior to the
inundation of the site which is projected to occur with sea level rise within the time frame of the 65 year
lease? What guarantee is there that the City of Vallejo will not have to pay for such remediation?

VL.

CUMULATIVE INDIVIDUAL AND COMMUNITY HEALTH IMPACTS: LEGAL REQUIREMENTS
TO LOOK BEYOND THE IMMEDIATE EFFECTS OF ORCEM AND TO INCLUDE BROADER,
CUMULATIVE CURRENT AND HISTORIC POLLUTION

While the DEIR provides extremely limited analysis of cumulative health risk and cumulative impact, the
principles of environmental justice require us to consider a broader set of health impacts and how they

interact and result in community health effects. The Attorney General’s memorandum on environmental
justice is instructive in this matter.

“Environmental Setting and Cumulative Impacts There are a number of different types of
projects that have the potential to cause physical impacts to low-income communities and
communities of color. One example is a project that will emit pollution. Where a project will
cause pollution, the relevant question under CEQA is whether the environmental effect of the
pollution is significant. In making this determination, two longstanding CEQA considerations
that may relate to environmental justice are relevant - setting and cumulative impacts.

“It is well established that “[t]he significance of an activity depends upon the setting.” (Kings
County Farm Bureau v. City of Hanford (1990) 221 CalApp.3d 692, 718 [citing CEQA
Guidelines, § 15064, subd. (b)]; see also id. at 721; CEQA Guidelines, § 15300.2, subd. (a)
[noting that availability of listed CEQA exceptions “are qualified by consideration of where the
project is to be located - a project that is ordinarily insignificant in its impact on the
environment may in a particularly sensitive environment be significant.”]) For example, a
proposed project’s particulate emissions might not be significant if the project will be located
far from populated areas, but may be significant if the project will be located in the air shed of
a community whose residents may be particularly sensitive to this type of pollution, or already
are experiencing higher-than-average asthma rates. A lead agency therefore should take
special care to determine whether the project will expose “sensitive receptors” to pollution
(see, e.g., CEQA Guidelines, App. G); if it will, the impacts of that pollution are more likely to be
significant.3

“In addition, CEQA requires a lead agency to consider whether a project’s effects, while they
might appear limited on their own, are “cumulatively considerable” and therefore significant.
(Pub. Res. Code, § 21083, subd. (b)(3).) “[C]umulatively considerable’ means that the
incremental effects of an individual project are considerable when viewed in connection with
the effects of past projects, the effects of other current projects, and the effects of probable
future 3
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“[A] number of studies have reported increased sensitivity to pollution, for communities with
low income levels, low education levels, and other biological and social factors. This
combination of multiple pollutants and increased sensitivity in these communities can result in
a higher cumulative pollution impact.” Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment,
Cumulative Impacts: Building a Scientific Foundation (Dec. 2010), Exec. Summary, p. ix,
available at http://oehha.ca.gov/ej/cipal23110.html. projects.” (1d.) This requires a local lead
agency to determine whether pollution from a proposed project will have significant effects on
any nearby communities, when considered together with any pollution burdens those
communities already are bearing, or may bear from probable future projects. Accordingly, the
fact that an area already is polluted makes it more likely that any additional, unmitigated
pollution will be significant. Where there already is a high pollution burden on a community,
the “relevant question” is “whether any additional amount” of pollution “should be considered
significant in light of the serious nature” of the existing problem. (Hanford, supra, 221
Cal.App.3d at 661; see also Los Angeles Unified School Dist. v. City of Los Angeles (1997) 58
CalApp.4th 1019, 1025 [holding that “the relevant issue ... is not the relative amount of traffic
noise resulting from the project when compared to existing traffic noise, but whether any
additional amount of traffic noise should be considered significant in light of the serious
nature of the traffic noise problem already existing around the schools.”])” (Kamala Harris, CA
Dept of Justice, 7/10/2012)

This DEIR uses geography at its convenience. Local and serious sources of contamination are ignored for
being more than a few hundred feet away while other intensive local contamination is discounted as being
merely regional in nature. For example, claiming that exposure to traffic and Diesel Particulate Matter has
only a regional impact flies in the face of common sense and science (McConnell, 2010, op cit). Anyone who
has been stopped behind a diesel truck and smelled the exhaust fumes containing DPM knows that
proximity makes a difference in exposure levels. As it stands, the current analysis of cumulative health
impacts is deficient and a further definition and investigation of cumulative health impact and cumulative
environmental impact is clearly merited. Please provide a revised cumulative impact analysis which takes
into account proximity and the following factors and questions.

3.2 40-41 The draft environmental impact report does not utilize a reasonable study area to address many
aspects of cumulative impact in this report and identifies only three sources of cumulative impact. Why are
sources of cumulative impact so very limited in nature? What is the cumulative impact of all sources of
pollution within a 1 mile radius and a 2 mile radius respectively? What is the appropriate spatial area to be
considered for each type of cumulative impact? What are the additional sources of cumulative impacts if
we consider the geography of drift materials and TACs from rail cars and trucks? Has the geographic area
around rail road tracks throughout the City of Vallejo or around key roadways where diesel trucks travel
been included in the analysis of cumulative sources of that impact? Have people who reside along the rail
lines throughout Vallejo been notified directly by mail about the availability of the DEIR? What other types
of outreach has been done with them?
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Please provide the appropriate unit of geographic analysis in relation to each potential impact and the
appropriate temporal framework. Please use sufficient and appropriate geography to assess cumulative
impact of ORCEM VMT and include historical, current, and projected sources of risk. “The Council on
Environmental Quality (CEQ) guidance for identifying an ‘affected community,” requires consideration of
the nature of likely project impacts and identification of a corresponding unit of geographic analysis.”
Therefore the area of potential impacts / effects and identification of a corresponding unit of geographic
analysis must correspond to the area of effect associated with the specific environmental issues analyzed in
this DEIR. Areas of potential effect can differ somewhat for each environmental issue. What is the
appropriate relevant geography where any impact significant or otherwise will be felt for each element of
the DEIR analysis?

3.2 Clearly the type of impact being considered should have the appropriate geography associated with
it. In considering cumulative impact of toxins and hazardous materials, the DEIR must expand its focus
beyond the narrowly defined study area. The limited assessment of sources of current pollution used to
assess cumulative impact creates an erroneous conclusion that there will be very limited potential
cumulative harm from this project. Local pollution sources in South Vallejo and Mare Island along with
nearby micro-regional networks on the Carquinez Straits constitute sources of negative effects. Please
provide an expanded analysis of cumulative impact and sources of toxins, pollution and hazardous
substances to which should be seen as contributing to cumulative impact. The analysis should include but
not be limited to:

o Nearby Hwy 80 as a source of air pollution. This is not mentioned in considering cumulative
impacts and air pollution. Please provide a local baseline reading of air pollution rather than a
reading from Tuolumne Street.

e Mare Island Naval Shipyard: The DEIR does not consider the largest historic sources of cumulative
environmental impact in Vallejo. There is silence in the DEIR regarding the role of Mare Island
Naval Shipyard in the cumulative impact of toxins and pollutants for residents and the
environmental surrounding the Sperry Mill site. The DEIR should consider cumulative impacts on
the population and in order to do this must consider historic pollution emanating from Mare Island
Naval Shipyard across the Mare Island Straits which was the source of air borne discharges and
fugitive release of PCBs, lead, Chromic Acid, Hexavalent Chromium, and many other toxins and
pollutants over 100 years of operation. These toxic releases often exceeded recognized Permissible
Exposure Levels for the time or no attempt was made to limit exposure and release because toxicity
was not recognized at the time. For example, historically the Permissible Exposure Level for
chromic acid was 0.1 milligrams of Chromic Acid per cubic meter of air. It has since been reduced
to .005 milligrams per cubic meter of air. There are documented releases of excessive airborne
chromic acid on Mare Island, and PCBs have been the subject of recent clean-up efforts on Mare
Island. Today Hexavalent Chromium and PCBs are now known to be powerful carcinogens with
Chromic Acid now suspected to also cause trans-generational inheritable genetic damage. Long
term residents of the South Vallejo neighborhoods are likely to have received ambient and
windborne exposure to toxins such as these and many of these substances may be in the soil locally
are confirmed to be in the sediments of the Mare Island Strait. What is the potential cumulative
impact for elderly residents who were likely exposed to contaminants from Mare Island during its
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operation and for ongoing exposure from drift of dust from dredge ponds and other sites on Mare
Island? What is the potential exposure for those who worked on Mare Island or whose family
members worked on Mare Island and were likely exposed to Asbestos, PCBs, Chromium, and other
contaminants at work and at home in South Vallejo.

o The Napa River/ Mare Island Strait river bed and its Sediments: these are immediately adjacent to
the site and constitute a hazard and potential source of carcinogenic material. Given the plan to
dredge the river this should be considered in calculations of cumulative cancer risk.

e Historic Flour Mill: What is the contribution to cancer risk from historical exposure to toxins
resulting from historical operations of the flour mill at the site? Please analyze cumulative
exposure for elderly residents who were present during the operation of the mill who endured long
term exposure to diesel and other fumes from trucks, trains and operations. Anecdotal evidence
points to cancer among long term residents close to the site. Please also compare the level and type
of pollution and number of trucks from the final years of the flour mill’s operations with the
intensified use proposed in the ORCEM/VMT project.

o Waste water treatment facility: The Vallejo Sanitation and Flood District’s Ryder Street Waste
Water Treatment Facility is adjacent to and not included in the study area. Its impact has not been
considered as part of cumulative health impact. What is the contribution to cancer and other health
impact risk from past, current, and future exposure to toxins or unhealthy bacteria from water
release, off gassing or other incidents at the adjacent waste water treatment facility on Ryder
Street?

o The broader micro-region of the Carquinez shoreline corridor including the shores of Solano and
Contra Costa County: The shoreline of the Carquinez straits is dotted with highly polluting facilities
and toxic sites. The South Vallejo neighborhood and indeed all of Vallejo is already breathing many
of the releases from these facilities. The micro-region is increasingly inhospitable to wild-life and
human life. Existing polluters are attempting to intensify the production using extreme and
dangerous pollutants (tar sands) and the entire area will be subject to sea level rise in coming
decades. The Vallejo Marine Terminal in particular will tie Vallejo more directly into a network of
petroleum refineries and other toxic polluters and the DEIR has provided insufficient detail on the
risk of this tie in. Map 6 below shows the geographic position of Vallejo (with the Orcem site just
beyond the edge of the map) which receives pollution from these networks but which is no longer a
critical contributor to that pollution. Surely, the regional position of this project and the potential
intensification of these polluting networks should be considered in the DEIR. Please provide full
disclosure of potential planned or potential rail and marine links with existing facilities and
businesses on the Contra costa and Solano shoreline pictured in Map 6. Please disclose any
products that may be shipped through VMT that would serve industries pictured in this map.
Please discuss the level, composition, and impact of pollution from the industries pictured in this
map on the City of Vallejo in general and on nearby South Vallejo in particular.
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Map 6: Solano South Shore — Contra Costa County North Shoreline Network of Industry Refineries, Toxic
Releasers, Superfund Sites, Marine Ports and Terminals, and Rail Connections.

Source: Bay Area Refinery Corridor Coalition, http://www.bayarearcc.org/karkinbioregion/

VII. THE CUMULATIVE IMPACT ON THE SOCIAL, PHYSICAL, AND
ENVIRONMENTAL DETERMINANTS OF HEALTH IN SOUTH VALLE]JO

3.2 and other: Cumulative environmental effects can also manifest via social, economic and other
pathways. What are the cumulative impacts taking into account environmental justice approach and the
social, economic and environmental effects and health impacts? Please account for multiple pathways of
effects and the synergistic impacts resulting from the ORCEM/VMT. The Office of the California Attorney
General, Kamala Harris has stated:

Although CEQA focuses on impacts to the physical environment, economic and social effects
may be relevant in determining significance under CEQA in two ways. (See CEQA Guidelines,
§§ 15064, subd. (e), 15131.) First, as the CEQA Guidelines note, social or economic impacts
may lead to physical changes to the environment that are significant. (Id. at §§ 15064, subd.
(e), 15131, subd. (a).) To illustrate, if a proposed development project may cause economic
harm to a community’s existing businesses, and if that could in turn “result in business
closures and physical deterioration” of that community, then the agency “should consider
these problems to the extent that potential is demonstrated to be an indirect environmental
effect of the proposed project.” (See Citizens for Quality Growth v. City of Mt. Shasta (1988)
198 Cal.App.3d 433, 446.)

Second, the economic and social effects of a physical change to the environment may be
considered in determining whether that physical change is significant. (Id. at §§ 15064,
subd. (e), 15131, subd. (b).) The CEQA Guidelines illustrate: “For example, if the
construction of a new freeway or rail line divides an existing community, the construction
would be the physical change, but the social effect on the community would be the basis for
determining that the effect would be significant.” (Id. at § 15131, subd. (b); see also id. at §
15382 [“A social or economic change related to a physical change may be considered in
determining whether the physical change is significant.”]) (Kamala Harris, ibid, 7/10/122)

26



Deficiencies in Orcem /VMT DEIR: Expanded Request for Environmental Justice Analysis
and Further Inclusion of Community Input. From Lorene (Lori) Allio PhD

Please review the impact of ORCEM VMT on the social, physical, and environmental determinants of health
in South Vallejo. The ORCEM /VMT DEIR does not adequately assess environmental impact on health and
is deficient in this regard. An adequate DEIR should provide a full “Health Impact Assessment” (“HIA”) that
fully details how environmental impacts stemming from the ORCEM/ VMT project will cause both direct
and indirect impacts to the health of the community along multiple and often synergistic pathways. Itis
important to keep in mind the current state of epidemiological and health research that clearly
demonstrates that the place that you live has a huge impact on your health (Diez-Roux, A.V., 2002)
Researchers have shown that 85% of our health is determined by social and environmental factors. Risk
factors such as lack of access to parks and places to exercise, air pollution, water pollution, lack of access to
transportation, lack of safety, noise, and so on balance themselves against protective factors such as access
to healthy food, neighborhood infrastructure that encourages exercise and physical activity, clean air and
water, transportation to jobs, safety, etc. Poor health outcomes can be generated by or worsened by an
individual’s interaction with the social and environmental determinants of health where they live. Healthy
People 2020 states on their website:

“Social determinants of health reflect the social factors and physical conditions of the
environment in which people are born, live, learn, play, work, and age. Also known as social
and physical determinants of health, they impact a wide range of health, functioning, and
quality-of-life outcomes. “ (Healthy People 2020, accessed October, 2015)

Examples of social determinants of health include whether or not you have:

e Availability of resources to meet daily needs, such as educational and job opportunities, living
wages (Kawachi et al, 1997)

e Access to healthful foods

e Exposure to negative social norms and attitudes, such as discrimination
e Exposure to crime, violence, and other dangers

e Social disorder, such as the presence of trash

e Social support and social interactions (community)

e Socioeconomic conditions, such as concentrated poverty

e Access to quality schools

e Available transportation options that can get you to work, services, resources, social events, etc.
(Frank, 2001)

e Access to public safety services (police, fire, ambulance, etc)
e Exposure to residential segregation and inequitable public services and resource access

Examples of physical and environmental determinants include whether or not you have:
e A healthy natural environment, such as plant life, local fauna, stable weather, or climate change
e Access to clean air and clean water

e A built environment, such as buildings or transportation routes that encourage other positive
health outcomes (Frank, ibid)

e Worksites, schools that are safe and healthy

e Recreational settings and infrastructure that either encourage or prevent physical activity (bike
lanes, walking paths, etc.)(Frank, op cit)

27



Deficiencies in Orcem /VMT DEIR: Expanded Request for Environmental Justice Analysis
and Further Inclusion of Community Input. From Lorene (Lori) Allio PhD

Housing, homes, and neighborhood settings

Exposure to toxic substances and other physical hazards (Ellen, IG, 1997)
Physical barriers, especially for people with disabilities (Balfour, ].L, 2002)
Reasonable levels of noise, particularly at night.

Aesthetic elements, such as good lighting, trees, or benches

Clearly a number of these determinants constitute pathways along which the environmental impact of
ORCEM /VMT is likely to have a negative effect on the health and well-being of residents in South Vallejo.
This includes direct, cumulative, and/or synergistic effects.

Within an expanded environmental justice analysis, please analyze and report on the role of food
deserts and diet in cumulative impact. It is a known fact that our country is experiencing a food
based health crisis. Low income neighborhoods often have little access to fresh fruits and
vegetables that are critical to maintaining personal health. South Vallejo is a known food desert
with only a liquor store and small Latino grocery providing food access. South Vallejo residents
also have little access to transportation that can bring them to stores outside of their area
consigning them to purchase food from the few sources available to them. South Vallejo is a known
hot spot for food insecurity. Please analyze and report on the role of food insecurity on health in
South Vallejo and its potential exacerbation on the health of sensitive receptors in South Vallejo.
Please analyze the likelihood that the ORCEM /VMT project would be likely to prevent the
development of businesses selling healthy food in the neighborhood or would damage the only local
small grocery store, La Rosa on Sonoma Blvd. in the future.

Within an expanded environmental justice analysis, please consider limited access to open space
and recreation in assessing cumulative impact: Please consider related health impact of inequitable
distribution of environmental benefits. It is too often the case that low income communities of
color have access to fewer recreational amenities. Despite being so near the water which could be a
recreational resource, South Vallejo has limited access to open space and recreation and has limited
access to transportation. This is a factor that came out strongly in recent Health Impact Assessment
/ General Plan meetings: that people desire more walking trails and in particular access to the
shoreline. Access to local parks is obstructed by busy roads, freeways, and highways and sidewalks
in the neighborhood are incomplete. Few safe walking and exercise opportunities are available.
Access to the water is obstructed and limited. While there are some green spaces in South Vallejo,
walking to these spaces may be dangerous particularly for young children. Lake Dalwick Park and
playground on Lemon Street is served by street crossings on what would be one of the two main
routes for the 279 diesel trucks per day which would traverse this route and the Sonoma Blvd route
to and from ORCEM/ VMT. The old Sperry Mill site is currently zoned for recreational use by the
GVRD to be part of an open space and hiking trail that would be linked to the Bay Trail. The
completion of this trail would provide walking access on the riverfront for residents of the
neighborhood linking the neighborhood to the rest of the Vallejo waterfront. This would be a
significant amenity for residents young and old and would be an important public health amenity
for the lower Lemon Street neighborhood which is one of the more isolated areas of South Vallejo.
It is notable that the ORCEM / VMT offers “off-site mitigation” to compensate for re-zoning this land
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for use by ORCEM/VMT and to mitigate the impact of the loss of these recreational health
resources. What is the cumulative future impact of re-zoning the land currently zoned for use by
GVRD and for potential recreational use, to a heavy industrial use? The mitigation proposed for the
loss of this access to the water is the provision of a kayak launch ramp in the Vallejo marina area.
Anecdotally it is reported that the vast majority of South Vallejoans in this neighborhood neither
own kayaks nor know how to swim. Please provide an estimate of the number of residents in the
South Vallejo neighborhood who own kayaks or are sufficiently trained in swimming and water
safety to kayak on the Mare Island Straits.

e 2.4.4 Within an environmental justice analysis please provide the potential and likely health benefit
to residents of the study area of a kayak launch ramp in the marina. Seizure of public right of way
and access to the shore line increases inequity despite the mitigation benefits from a kayak ramp.
Taking away public access to the shoreline and obstructing the potential for the Bay Trail to
traverse the shore of the Napa River will have a huge future opportunity cost to the neighborhood
and the public at large that will have an impact for generations. The South Vallejo neighborhood
particularly the portion of the neighborhood immediately between the site and Sonoma Blvd. are
cut off from access to a park and are as mentioned above deficient in financial and transportation
resources. The planned Bay Trail expansion and public access to the river constitute an accessible
and significant benefit to the community. On the other hand a kayak ramp is accessible only to
people who have kayaks, know how to kayak, know how to swim, and can get to the kayak launch
site in the marina area. A study by the Outdoor Recreation Foundation showed kayakers were 89%
Caucasian and middle to upper income. (Outdoor Recreation Foundation, 2006.) In other words, the
mitigation proposed serves to further the inequitable distribution of environmental benefits by
providing benefit to those outside of the community and costs to those within it. Please provide the
estimated number of South Vallejo residents who are likely to utilize this kayak launch amenity
offered as off-site mitigation. Please provide the rationale for this mitigation.

e 3.240-41 and elsewhere. Please include a thorough assessment of the cumulative impact of ORCEM
VMT on schools and school populations. Schools are among the sensitive receptors as defined by
the DEIR. Schools in low income are frequently close to unhealthy sources of air and environmental
pollutants. The Grace Patterson Elementary School is located 600 yards from the site of the ORCEM
plant in addition to being located near Hwy 29 and Interstate 80. Children at this school will not
only suffer from diesel particulate matter but will be in sufficient proximity to the site and in the
wind pattern of the onshore flow such that they will be exposed to fugitive toxic dust emissions.
Please show the amount and type of pollutants, including dust, pm2.5, pm10, and others considered
in the DEIR, that young children at the Grace Patterson elementary school will be exposed to.
Please be specific as to the potential for hexavalent chromium and other pollutant exposure. Please
use satellite windspeed data and Geographic Information Systems to model the most intensive wind
patterns at various times of day and times of year within a half mile of the ORCEM site in order to
gauge exposure to emissions and dust. Please analyze the full exposure of children at Grace
Patterson Elementary school to DPM and include a study of proximity to the source of diesel in the
calculations: this analysis should include exposure for those who ride school buses. Please describe
the increased cancer risk and increased risk of asthma for children attending the school for school
staff who might be exposed over the duration of their entire career at the school. Please also
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include the information specific to children attending transition kindergarten or local preschools
and daycare centers in the neighborhood.

e Economicimpact and cumulative Environmental Impact: Within an expanded environmental
justice analysis of cumulative impact please analyze the impact on property values in the
neighborhood adjacent to the ORCEM VMT site that will result from the project. How will a
potentially negative shift in property values impact he ability of low income residents to maintain
or improve their homes. Please conduct focus groups or undertake other appropriate local data
collection that will identify pathways between environmental impact, to negative economic impact
and from there to negative social and health impacts. Much of the housing in the vicinity of the
project study area is older and some of it is historic from the Victorian era Noise, diesel fumes, and
ambient dust are likely to be present for most of the day during construction and across extensive
and ongoing hours of operation during the implementation phase. Exposure to these health
hazards will be exacerbated by the likelihood in older homes that it is more difficult to seal older
windows that leak and older homes lack central cooling systems, air purification technologies, and
double paned windows thereby amplifying exposure to the the risks from ORCEM/ VMT air, light
and noise pollution. The ORCEM/ VMT is likely to negatively impact property values in the area for
the foreseeable future and may limit homeowner ability to provide these amenities to themselves
or tenants. Please estimate the impact on home values and financial stability and self-sufficiency in
the South Vallejo neighborhood.

e 3.2 42 Air quality and Odors: The DEIR states that “the distance between project emission sources
and the nearest receptor, Grace Patterson Elementary School approximately .36 miles away should
be far enough to allow for adequate dispersion of these emissions to less than significant odor
levels.” This is certainly incorrect as sensitive receptors live in much closer proximity to
ORCEM/VMT and include the elderly and the young who are present at the fence line of the project
20 yards away. Moreover such individuals are concentrated along truck routes which will also
suffer from odors. Please see map 4 in the document which shows the concentration of children
under 5 years of age within the study area. Please provide a more realistic analysis of odors from
this project. Please also analyze how cumulative odors along with those drifting from Mare Island
(for example with Mare Island Dry Docks) or from the sewage treatment plant will impact the
neighborhood’s, comfort and well-being.

e Impact on neighborhood stability and community health: The ORCEM/ VMT project will destabilize
a long standing community forcing families with young children to either move away or, for those
who cannot, to stay and allow their children to be exposed to damaging carcinogens and particulate
matter. Further noise and odor impacts are likely to cause additional health impact and stress.
Please provide an environmental justice analysis and ensure that includes an analysis of the
likelihood of the impact on neighborhood health and stability. Please ensure that the analysis
includes projections of the likely decline in property values and how that will further impact
neighborhood conditions. Please describe the probability of deterioration of neighborhood
conditions and business conditions in the neighborhood. Please link this analysis to the
development of children under 5 years of age in addition to linking it to broader health impacts for
residents resulting from this synergistic deterioration.
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Pease inform the community of the full and cumulative impact of this project and extend the DEIR review
time accordingly. Please respond to these additional observations and questions about the draft EIR for
ORCEM/VMT in the final DEIR.

Finally I would like to incorporate by reference the following articles and materials which support
the above discussion and also serve as endnotes:
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From: Lori Allio
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Cc: Leslie Trybull; Plowman, Lisa A.

Subject: Re: Feedback, Requests and Questions regarding ORCEM / VMT Draft EIR
Date: Monday, September 21, 2015 8:19:23 AM

Attachments: ORCEM DEIR Memo 9.20.15.pdf

ATTO00001.htm

Dear Andrea:

Can you please strike that memo from the record and add this version instead. It has more
detail as to some of the data sources (year of ACS and Census data in particular) and corrects
some egregious Saturday morning typos.

Thanks again for your effort on this. It is appreciated.

Best regards,
Lori


mailto:lmallio@att.net
mailto:Andrea.Ouse@cityofvallejo.net
mailto:Leslie.Trybull@cityofvallejo.net
mailto:maplowman@rrmdesign.com

TO: Andrea Ouse
City of Vallejo -Economic Development Division

From: Lori Allio, PhD

Re: Environmental Justice and Community Health Impact Input on Draft
Environmental Impact Report for ORCEM Plant and Vallejo Marine Terminal

Date: September 19,2015 (Revised)

k ok ok k%

[ want to first thank you for your dedication and professionalism in serving the people of
the City of Vallejo. It is particularly important when project proposals like these are put
forward that the institutions governing the City of Vallejo take into consideration all risks
and benefits to residents and create opportunity for the public to voice their concerns
and preferences. My over-riding concern about this project is equity. The costs of this
project will be largely borne by the local neighborhood and its children. I am concerned
that these costs cannot be avoided or mitigated. In this case, it would be obvious that the
City of Vallejo would be committing a grave error, and an injustice, in moving forward.

Establishing Need for an Environmental Justice Analysis:

[ am deeply concerned at the lack of an Environmental Justice analysis and report that
should have been provided with the Draft Environmental Impact Report for the ORCEM
Plant and Vallejo Marine Terminal application in accordance with CEQA regulations.
While I am not a legal or environmental planning expert, [ understand that federal
legislation during the Clinton administration and subsequent State of California
regulation requires that an environmental justice review be done for projects where
there will be significant impact on a largely low-income minority population. The
legislation is specifically designed to protect the environmental health and well-being of
overburdened communities as identified by the percentage of minority residents and the
percentage of residents under the locally defined poverty threshold

While the geographic area of impact will differ for various environmental impacts - i.e.
noise, construction, dust drift, truck emissions, plant emissions, etc. - I believe it is a
sound assumption that the population nearest the project will suffer the most. I provide
census data in the appendix that shows clearly that the population within a one mile
radius (Circular Area Profile data) of the proposed project site and in the immediately
adjacent census tracts exceeds the threshold for low income minority residents, thus
requiring an environmental justice analysis.

Environmental justice guidance from CEQ (1997) defines “minority persons” as
“individuals who are members of the following population groups: American Indian or
Alaskan Native; Asian or Pacific Islander; Black (not of Hispanic origin); or Hispanic”





(CEQ, 1997). Hispanic or Latino refers to an ethnicity whereas American Indian, Alaskan
Native, Asian, Pacific Islander, and Black/African-American (as well as White or
European-American) refers to racial categories: thus, for Census purposes, individuals
classify themselves into racial categories as well as ethnic categories, where ethnic
categories include Hispanic/Latino and non-Hispanic/Latino. This data also shows that
65% of the households within a one-mile radius are family households (households with
children.)

The 2010 Census data used to describe impact within a one mile radius show (with a
confidence level exceeding 95%) that the population within a one mile radius of the site
is 32.4% African American, 28% Latino and 12.4% Asian. The threshold for requiring an
Environmental Justice analysis is that the minority population exceeds 50%. Within a
one mile radius of the ORCEM / VMT site, the minority population is 69.1% of the total
population.

Census data can also be calculated to include only residents in the two census tracts
adjacent to the ORCEM / VMT site. The two tracts 2701.01 and 2701.02 cover a combined
area bounded by Curtola Parkway, Interstate 80, and the Napa River. The two tracts
within this area are divided by Lemon Street from the water to Sonoma Blvd and by
Sonoma Blvd from Lemon Street to Hwy 80. This area is an appropriate are for an initial
diagnostic of impact from, for example, truck emissions, given that all trucks to the
project site will travel down the portion of Lemon Street that connects these two census
tracts. The minority population clearly predominates in these two census tracts as
defined by both race with the largest group being African American at 34.5 percent with
23.0 percent of the population identify as Latino. (See graphs below.)

Graph: Combined Census Data Minority Population
Census Tract 2507.01 / 2507.02

& Total - White/Caucasion

u Total Black or African
American

Total American Indian
and Alaska Native

& Total - Aslan

Total Native Hawallan
and Other Pacific Islander

Total Some other race

Source: 2009 ACS 5 Year Estimates





Graph: Combined Census Data Latino Population
Census Tract 2507.01 / 2507.02

& Percent Latino

W Percent Non Latino

Source: 2009 ACS 5 Year Estimates

CEQ environmental justice guidance (CEQ, 1997) suggests “low-income” populations
alternatively be identified using the national poverty thresholds from the Census Bureau;
guidance from USEPA (1998, 1999) also suggests using other regional low-income
definitions as appropriate. Due to the higher costs of living in the San Francisco Bay Area
and Northern California compared to the United States as a whole, a higher threshold is
appropriate for identifying “low-income” households and individuals in the project area.
am uncertain as to the appropriate measure for the City of Vallejo but I trust that it is
above the minimum federal threshold. American Community Survey - Census data show
that residents in the two census tracts adjacent to the ORCEM / VMT site endure high
levels of poverty particularly among children.

The 2009 American Community Survey 5 Year Estimate data shows that 32.9 percent of
residents in adjacent tract 2507.01 live below the federal poverty level while 27.7% of
residents in the combined are of the two tracts are below the poverty level. This is more
than double the poverty rate for Vallejo as a whole, which is 13.3%. Even more striking is
the more realistic use of the 185% of the federal poverty level that is a more reasonable
measure by which to judge family self-sufficiency in the San Francisco Bay Area region.
Using this measure we see that 56.1% of those in Census Tract 2507.01 are under the
poverty level and 46.9% of residents in the combine area are under the poverty level.
Children also bear enormous burdens in this neighborhood and fully 38.7% of children in
the two census tracts live below the federal poverty level as compared to 18.1% in Vallejo
at large.





Table 1: Poverty Data Summary for Adjacent Census Tracts
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Census Tract 2507.01, 2837 932 329 39.2 491 56.1 940 430 45.7
Vallejo, California

Census Tract 2507.02, 2655 587 22.1 | 24.7 | 28.6( 37.2 564 152 27
Vallejo, California

Combined Data of Both Tracts 5492 1519 27.7 322 39.2 469 1504 582 38.7

Adjacent to ORCEM / VMT
Vallejo city, California 114229 15215 13.3 27782 5023 18.1

Source: 2009 ACS 5 Year Estimtes

Need for Further Study and Consideration of the Impact of Particulate
Matter and Contaminants on Young Children

[ am also very concerned about the silence of this report regarding the presence of young
children in such close proximity to the ORCEM / VMT site. The population shows large
numbers of children resident in the area as well as a school in very close proximity to the
actual emission site. It is well known that Vallejo children already suffer from asthma
rates that are approximately double the state average at 19%. The 2013 Vallejo
Community Health Needs Assessment from Kaiser Permanente included data from teen
focus groups where they discussed “the alarming increase in asthma especially in youth”
where participants “pointed to the air quality throughout Solano County and major
highway arteries that transect the County (Interstate 80).” (Kaiser Permanent
Foundation, 2013, p32.) Clearly the additional and intense rise in diesel truck traffic on
Neighborhood streets is of significance for the health of young children in this
neighborhood.

Census data show that there are 1,924 children or 25.1% of the population living within a
one mile radius of the ORCEM / VMT site. Of these approximately 545 or 7.1% are in the
particularly vulnerable under five years old category. While most young children are
highly susceptible to pollutants because of the rapid development and their smaller size,
all children may be sensitive to concentrated diesel fumes from this project and the
various emissions.





Table: Age of Children Living Within One Mile of the ORCEM / VMT Site

Age Group # %
Under 5 Years 545 7.1
Age 5to 9 Years 496 6.5
10 to 14 Years 545 7.1
15to 17 Years 338 4.4

Census Data: University of Missouri CAP (Circular Area Profile)

In addition to those that live within the one mile radius, there are also a number of
children who attend elementary school during the academic year at Patterson
Elementary (see table below) many of whom will reside outside of the one mile radius
within which the population numbers have been calculated for this memo. Patterson
Elementary enrollment consists of children who are approximately 93% minority with
48% Latino, 10% API (Asian, Pacific Islander or Filipino), and 33% African American.

The school is .353 miles or 621 yards from the ORCEM / VMT site. It is likely with such
close proximity that the school site will be severely impacted by the emissions of the
hundreds of diesel trucks per day entering the site, the emissions, and by any particle
drift from the raw and finished materials on the site that will be kept in open three sided
bins, or that will be on or off loaded there.

Table: Grace Patterson Elementary: Student Enroliment by Ethnicity 2014
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Elementary 9 185 |2 7 5 28 127 19 |5 4 | 382
| # Students Enrolled
|Percent (rounded) | | 48% | 5% 2%  |1% 7% [33% 5% [1% | 1% |

Source: California Department of Education, 2015

Questions and Requests:

Requests: Given that environmental justice information was not provided in the Draft
Environmental Report, I respectfully make the following requests of the City of Vallejo:

1. Please provide an Environmental Justice analysis and report specifically detailing
the potential health, environmental, social and other impacts on the local
population surrounding the ORCEM / VMT site.





2. Please extend the Draft Environmental Report review period to, at minimum, 45
days beyond the date on which such additional Environmental Justice report is
provided.

3. Please ensure that significant public outreach to the local community is
undertaken for the current DEIR and for the Environmental Justice element after it
is produced.

4. Please ensure that multiple public meetings be scheduled to gather input on the
ORCEM / VMT proposal, DEIR, and Environmental Justice element at places
convenient to the community.

5. Please ensure that all materials, notices, reports and meetings are available in
Spanish/provide full Spanish translation.

6. Please ensure that the non-profit community including those who operate in
Vallejo but may be countywide are notified and consulted regarding this project.

Questions: In addition, I also request the responses to the following questions:

What is the potential cumulative health impact of diesel fumes from increased truck
diesel fumes for a child fewer than five years of age living in close proximity to the fence
line of this project?

What is the potential cumulative health impact of diesel fumes from increased truck
diesel fumes for a child five to eleven years of age living in close proximity to the fence
line of this project?

What are the highest wind speeds at this site? Please provide GIS wind speed data to
capture this data specifically at the ORCEM/VMT site.

What is the potential for materials drift either during ship or truck material on-loading or
off-loading, or from the storage areas for material and produce at this site. What are the
systems being proposed to reduce drift and are they sufficient at top local wind speeds?

What is the system for capture of water run off resulting from a system of sprinkling
materials with water to try to contain materials drift.

What is the potential cumulative health impact of drifting dust for a child under five years
of age living in close proximity to the fence line of this project?

What is the potential cumulative health impact of drifting dust for a child five to eleven
years of age living in close proximity to the fence line of this project?

What is the cumulative health impact on all residents from emissions from the site?
Please identify all types of health impact and their probably increased prevalence for
both adult and child age groups.





What is the likely cumulative impact of plant emissions, dust, and truck and ship
emissions on those with asthma? What is the likely effect on children under 12 years of
age in particular?

What systems will be in place for children and other residents on foot in the
neighborhood, to protect them from the dramatically increased truck traffic in the area?
Please be sure to specify protective measures for children walking or riding their bikes to
schools in the immediate and extended area.





DATA APPENDIX

TABLE: Population Data using a 1 Mile Radius around Proposed
ORCEM/ VMT Site: Source 2010 United States Census

Subject Number Percent

1. Total Population Trends, Etc.
Universe: Total Population

Total Population 7,674

Population Density 3231

Land Area Sq. Miles 2

2. Age
Universe: Population

Under 5 Years 545 7.1

Age 5to 9 Years 496 6.5

10 to 14 Years 545 71

15to 17 Years 338 4.4

75 to 84 Years 264 3.4

85 Years and Over 107 1.4
Age 0 to 17 1,924 251
18 to 24 Years 818 10.7
25 to 44 Years 1,992 26.0
45 to 64 Years 2,042 26.6
62 Years and Over 1,141 14.9
65 Years and Over 898 11.7

3. Race
Universe: Population

One Race 7,127 92.9
White 2,373 30.9
Black or African American 2,488 324
American Indian and Alaska Native 69 0.9
Asian 954 12.4
Native Hawaiian and Other Pacific Islander 83 1.1
Some Other Race 1,160 15.1
Multi Race - Persons reporting more than one 547 71

race

4. Hispanic or Latino and Race
Universe: Hispanic or Latino Population

Hispanic or Latino (of any race) 2,146 28.0
Not Hispanic or Latino 5,528 72.0
White Alone Not Hispanic 1,697 22.1

6. Households by Type






Universe: Households
Total Households 2,842

Family Households (Families) 1,847 65.0
With Own Children Under 18 Years 858 30.2

Married Couple Family 966 34.0
With Own Children Under 18 Years 416 14.6

Female householder, No Husband Present 672 23.6

With Own Children Under 18 Years 343 12.1

Non Family Households 995 35.0

Householder 65 Years and Over 615 21.6

Households With Individuals Under 18 Years 1,018 35.8

Note: Variables showing "NA" are not available at the blocks level. Specify tracts as the
units to be aggregated to get values for these items.

TABLE: RACE AND ETHNICITY FOR TWO ADJACENT CENSUS TRACTS
SOURCE: UNITED STATES CENSUS

VALLEJO CENSUS TRACT
Total population
Total - White/Caucasian
Percent- White/Caucasian
Percent - Black or African
American
Percent; Native American
Total - Asian
Percent Asian
Total Pacific Islander
Percent; Pacific Islander
Number- Some other race
Percent; Some other race
Total Two or more races
Percent; Two or more races
Total HISPANIC OR LATINO
Percent Latino

Total Black or African American

Total Native American

2507.01 | 3261 | 1083 | 33.2 [ 1055 | 324 | 27| 0.8 | 292 | 9| 33 1|576|17.7|195| 6 | 1009 | 30.9

2507.02 | 3702 | 985 | 31.8| 1140 | 368 | 11| 04| 527 | 17| 28| 09| 254 | 82| 157 | 5.1 | 454 | 146

COMBINED | 6363 | 2068 2195 38 819 61 830 352 1463 | 23






Methodology for Circular Area Data Profiles

Summary of True Areas of Circles vs. Areas Selected to Estimate Them
(This Report Indicates How Well We Were Able to Approximate the Circular Area)

Radius
1

Estimated
3.01

True Area
3.14

Ratio of Estimate to True Area

0.958

Data Used In Aggregating Circular Areas - Selected Variables

Radius  County GeoCode AreaName Total
Residents

1 Mile Solano CA 06095-2506.01-2000 Block 2000 237
06095-2506.01-2001 Block 2001 11
06095-2506.01-2002 Block 2002 0
06095-2506.01-2003 Block 2003 0
06095-2506.01-2004 Block 2004 477
06095-2506.01-2005 Block 2005 0
06095-2506.01-2006 Block 2006 279
06095-2506.01-2007 Block 2007 7
06095-2506.01-2013 Block 2013 56
06095-2506.01-2014 Block 2014 0
06095-2506.01-2015 Block 2015 20
06095-2506.01-3001 Block 3001 230
06095-2506.01-3002 Block 3002 0
06095-2506.01-3003 Block 3003 40
06095-2506.01-3004 Block 3004 57
06095-2506.01-3005 Block 3005 57
06095-2506.01-3006 Block 3006 44
06095-2506.01-3011 Block 3011 0
06095-2506.01-3012 Block 3012 140
06095-2506.01-3013 Block 3013 55
06095-2506.01-3018 Block 3018 0
06095-2507.01-1002 Block 1002 0
06095-2507.01-1003 Block 1003 45
06095-2507.01-1004 Block 1004 59
06095-2507.01-1005 Block 1005 0
06095-2507.01-1006 Block 1006 35
06095-2507.01-1007 Block 1007 0
06095-2507.01-1011 Block 1011 90
06095-2507.01-1012 Block 1012 34
06095-2507.01-1013 Block 1013 30
06095-2507.01-1014 Block 1014 63
06095-2507.01-1015 Block 1015 0
06095-2507.01-1016 Block 1016 0
06095-2507.01-1017 Block 1017 0
06095-2507.01-1018 Block 1018 8
06095-2507.01-1019 Block 1019 0
06095-2507.01-1021 Block 1021 0
06095-2507.01-1025 Block 1025 39
06095-2507.01-1026 Block 1026 39
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06095-2507.01-1027
06095-2507.01-1036
06095-2507.01-1037
06095-2507.01-1038
06095-2507.01-1039
06095-2507.01-1041
06095-2507.01-1042
06095-2507.01-1044
06095-2507.01-1046
06095-2507.01-1047
06095-2507.01-1048
06095-2507.01-1049
06095-2507.01-1050
06095-2507.01-1051
06095-2507.01-1052
06095-2507.01-1053
06095-2507.01-1054
06095-2507.01-1055
06095-2507.01-1056
06095-2507.01-1057
06095-2507.01-1058
06095-2507.01-1059
06095-2507.01-1060
06095-2507.01-1061
06095-2507.01-1062
06095-2507.01-1063
06095-2507.01-1064
06095-2507.01-1065
06095-2507.01-1067
06095-2507.01-2000
06095-2507.01-2001
06095-2507.01-2002
06095-2507.01-2003
06095-2507.01-2004
06095-2507.01-2005
06095-2507.01-2006
06095-2507.01-2007
06095-2507.01-2008
06095-2507.01-2009
06095-2507.01-2010
06095-2507.01-2011
06095-2507.01-2012
06095-2507.01-2013
06095-2507.01-2014
06095-2507.01-2015
06095-2507.01-2016
06095-2507.01-2017
06095-2507.01-2018
06095-2507.01-2019
06095-2507.01-2020
06095-2507.01-2021
06095-2507.01-2022
06095-2507.01-2023
06095-2507.01-2024
06095-2507.01-2025
06095-2508.01-1073

Block 1027
Block 1036
Block 1037
Block 1038
Block 1039
Block 1041
Block 1042
Block 1044
Block 1046
Block 1047
Block 1048
Block 1049
Block 1050
Block 1051
Block 1052
Block 1053
Block 1054
Block 1055
Block 1056
Block 1057
Block 1058
Block 1059
Block 1060
Block 1061
Block 1062
Block 1063
Block 1064
Block 1065
Block 1067
Block 2000
Block 2001
Block 2002
Block 2003
Block 2004
Block 2005
Block 2006
Block 2007
Block 2008
Block 2009
Block 2010
Block 2011
Block 2012
Block 2013
Block 2014
Block 2015
Block 2016
Block 2017
Block 2018
Block 2019
Block 2020
Block 2021
Block 2022
Block 2023
Block 2024
Block 2025
Block 1073
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200
22
17
30
58
70

18
28
30
240
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62
68
69
42
61

65
108
138
143
139
120
66
85
64

128
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06095-2508.01-1086
06095-2508.01-1087
06095-2508.01-1089
06095-2508.01-1091
06095-2508.01-1136
06095-2508.01-1137
06095-2508.01-1138
06095-2508.01-1139
06095-2508.01-1140
06095-2508.01-1141
06095-2508.01-1142
06095-2508.01-1143
06095-2508.01-1144
06095-2508.01-1149
06095-2508.01-1150
06095-2508.01-1152
06095-2508.01-1156
06095-2508.01-1157
06095-2508.01-1158
06095-2508.01-1159
06095-2508.01-1160
06095-2508.01-1164
06095-2508.01-1165
06095-2508.01-1168
06095-2508.01-1170
06095-2508.01-1171
06095-2508.01-1172
06095-2508.01-1248
06095-2508.01-1263
06095-2508.01-2000
06095-2508.01-2001
06095-2508.01-2002
06095-2508.01-2003
06095-2508.01-2004
06095-2508.01-2005
06095-2508.01-2006
06095-2508.01-2007
06095-2508.01-2008
06095-2508.01-2009
06095-2508.01-2010
06095-2508.01-2011
06095-2508.01-2012
06095-2508.01-2013
06095-2508.01-2014
06095-2508.01-2015
06095-2508.01-2016
06095-2508.01-2017
06095-2508.01-3000
06095-2508.01-3001
06095-2508.01-3002
06095-2508.01-3003
06095-2508.01-3004
06095-2508.01-3005
06095-2511.00-1041
06095-2511.00-1042
06095-2511.00-1054

Block 1086
Block 1087
Block 1089
Block 1091
Block 1136
Block 1137
Block 1138
Block 1139
Block 1140
Block 1141
Block 1142
Block 1143
Block 1144
Block 1149
Block 1150
Block 1152
Block 1156
Block 1157
Block 1158
Block 1159
Block 1160
Block 1164
Block 1165
Block 1168
Block 1170
Block 1171
Block 1172
Block 1248
Block 1263
Block 2000
Block 2001
Block 2002
Block 2003
Block 2004
Block 2005
Block 2006
Block 2007
Block 2008
Block 2009
Block 2010
Block 2011
Block 2012
Block 2013
Block 2014
Block 2015
Block 2016
Block 2017
Block 3000
Block 3001
Block 3002
Block 3003
Block 3004
Block 3005
Block 1041
Block 1042
Block 1054
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06095-2511.00-1055
06095-2506.01-3007
06095-2506.01-3009
06095-2506.01-3010
06095-2507.01-1000
06095-2507.01-1001
06095-2507.01-1043
06095-2507.01-1045
06095-2508.01-1151
06095-2508.01-1153
06095-2508.01-1154
06095-2508.01-1155
06095-2508.01-1161
06095-2508.01-1162
06095-2508.01-1169
06095-2511.00-1040
06095-2511.00-1044
06095-2511.00-1045
06095-2511.00-1046
06095-2511.00-1047
06095-2511.00-1048
06095-2511.00-1053

Block 1055
Block 3007
Block 3009
Block 3010
Block 1000
Block 1001
Block 1043
Block 1045
Block 1151
Block 1153
Block 1154
Block 1155
Block 1161
Block 1162
Block 1169
Block 1040
Block 1044
Block 1045
Block 1046
Block 1047
Block 1048
Block 1053
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On Sep 20, 2015, at 9:36 PM, Andrea Ouse <Andrea.Ouse@cityofvallejo.net> wrote:













Dear Lori,


Thank you for your input and comments.  I was able to open the file, and your input will be incorporated into the record.








Regards,


Andrea





Sent from Outlook











_____________________________


From: Lori Allio <lmallio@att.net>


Sent: Saturday, September 19, 2015 3:40 PM


Subject: Feedback, Requests and Questions regarding ORCEM / VMT Draft EIR


To: Andrea Ouse <andrea.ouse@cityofvallejo.net>








Dear Andrea: 





I am attaching a PDF of my feedback on the Draft EIR. Please let me know asap if you have any difficult opening the file. Thank you for your consideration of this feedback.







Best regards, 


Lori Allio PhD


Vallejo, CA

























TO: Andrea Ouse
City of Vallejo -Economic Development Division

From: Lori Allio, PhD

Re: Environmental Justice and Community Health Impact Input on Draft
Environmental Impact Report for ORCEM Plant and Vallejo Marine Terminal

Date: September 19,2015 (Revised)

k ok ok ok ok

[ want to first thank you for your dedication and professionalism in serving the people of
the City of Vallejo. It is particularly important when project proposals like these are put
forward that the institutions governing the City of Vallejo take into consideration all risks
and benefits to residents and create opportunity for the public to voice their concerns
and preferences. My over-riding concern about this project is equity. The costs of this
project will be largely borne by the local neighborhood and its children. I am concerned
that these costs cannot be avoided or mitigated. In this case, it would be obvious that the
City of Vallejo would be committing a grave error, and an injustice, in moving forward.

Establishing Need for an Environmental Justice Analysis:

[ am deeply concerned at the lack of an Environmental Justice analysis and report that
should have been provided with the Draft Environmental Impact Report for the ORCEM
Plant and Vallejo Marine Terminal application in accordance with CEQA regulations.
While I am not a legal or environmental planning expert, [ understand that federal
legislation during the Clinton administration and subsequent State of California
regulation requires that an environmental justice review be done for projects where
there will be significant impact on a largely low-income minority population. The
legislation is specifically designed to protect the environmental health and well-being of
overburdened communities as identified by the percentage of minority residents and the
percentage of residents under the locally defined poverty threshold

While the geographic area of impact will differ for various environmental impacts - i.e.
noise, construction, dust drift, truck emissions, plant emissions, etc. - I believe it is a
sound assumption that the population nearest the project will suffer the most. I provide
census data in the appendix that shows clearly that the population within a one mile
radius (Circular Area Profile data) of the proposed project site and in the immediately
adjacent census tracts exceeds the threshold for low income minority residents, thus
requiring an environmental justice analysis.

Environmental justice guidance from CEQ (1997) defines “minority persons” as
“individuals who are members of the following population groups: American Indian or
Alaskan Native; Asian or Pacific Islander; Black (not of Hispanic origin); or Hispanic”



(CEQ, 1997). Hispanic or Latino refers to an ethnicity whereas American Indian, Alaskan
Native, Asian, Pacific Islander, and Black/African-American (as well as White or
European-American) refers to racial categories: thus, for Census purposes, individuals
classify themselves into racial categories as well as ethnic categories, where ethnic
categories include Hispanic/Latino and non-Hispanic/Latino. This data also shows that
65% of the households within a one-mile radius are family households (households with
children.)

The 2010 Census data used to describe impact within a one mile radius show (with a
confidence level exceeding 95%) that the population within a one mile radius of the site
is 32.4% African American, 28% Latino and 12.4% Asian. The threshold for requiring an
Environmental Justice analysis is that the minority population exceeds 50%. Within a
one mile radius of the ORCEM / VMT site, the minority population is 69.1% of the total
population.

Census data can also be calculated to include only residents in the two census tracts
adjacent to the ORCEM / VMT site. The two tracts 2701.01 and 2701.02 cover a combined
area bounded by Curtola Parkway, Interstate 80, and the Napa River. The two tracts
within this area are divided by Lemon Street from the water to Sonoma Blvd and by
Sonoma Blvd from Lemon Street to Hwy 80. This area is an appropriate are for an initial
diagnostic of impact from, for example, truck emissions, given that all trucks to the
project site will travel down the portion of Lemon Street that connects these two census
tracts. The minority population clearly predominates in these two census tracts as
defined by both race with the largest group being African American at 34.5 percent with
23.0 percent of the population identify as Latino. (See graphs below.)

Graph: Combined Census Data Minority Population
Census Tract 2507.01 / 2507.02

Source: 2009 ACS 5 Year Estimates



Graph: Combined Census Data Latino Population
Census Tract 2507.01 / 2507.02

Source: 2009 ACS 5 Year Estimates

CEQ environmental justice guidance (CEQ, 1997) suggests “low-income” populations
alternatively be identified using the national poverty thresholds from the Census Bureau;
guidance from USEPA (1998, 1999) also suggests using other regional low-income
definitions as appropriate. Due to the higher costs of living in the San Francisco Bay Area
and Northern California compared to the United States as a whole, a higher threshold is
appropriate for identifying “low-income” households and individuals in the project area. |
am uncertain as to the appropriate measure for the City of Vallejo but I trust that it is
above the minimum federal threshold. American Community Survey - Census data show
that residents in the two census tracts adjacent to the ORCEM / VMT site endure high
levels of poverty particularly among children.

The 2009 American Community Survey 5 Year Estimate data shows that 32.9 percent of
residents in adjacent tract 2507.01 live below the federal poverty level while 27.7% of
residents in the combined are of the two tracts are below the poverty level. This is more
than double the poverty rate for Vallejo as a whole, which is 13.3%. Even more striking is
the more realistic use of the 185% of the federal poverty level that is a more reasonable
measure by which to judge family self-sufficiency in the San Francisco Bay Area region.
Using this measure we see that 56.1% of those in Census Tract 2507.01 are under the
poverty level and 46.9% of residents in the combine area are under the poverty level.
Children also bear enormous burdens in this neighborhood and fully 38.7% of children in
the two census tracts live below the federal poverty level as compared to 18.1% in Vallejo
at large.



Table 1: Poverty Data Summary for Adjacent Census Tracts
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Census Tract 2507.01, 2837 932 329 39.2 491 56.1 940 430 45.7
Vallejo, California

Census Tract 2507.02, 2655 587 22.1| 24.7 | 28.6| 37.2 564 152 27
Vallejo, California

Combined Data of Both Tracts 5492 1519 27.7 322 39.2 469 1504 582 38.7

Adjacent to ORCEM / VMT
Vallejo city, California 114229 15215 13.3 27782 5023 18.1

Source: 2009 ACS 5 Year Estimtes

Need for Further Study and Consideration of the Impact of Particulate
Matter and Contaminants on Young Children

[ am also very concerned about the silence of this report regarding the presence of young
children in such close proximity to the ORCEM / VMT site. The population shows large
numbers of children resident in the area as well as a school in very close proximity to the
actual emission site. It is well known that Vallejo children already suffer from asthma
rates that are approximately double the state average at 19%. The 2013 Vallejo
Community Health Needs Assessment from Kaiser Permanente included data from teen
focus groups where they discussed “the alarming increase in asthma especially in youth”
where participants “pointed to the air quality throughout Solano County and major
highway arteries that transect the County (Interstate 80).” (Kaiser Permanent
Foundation, 2013, p32.) Clearly the additional and intense rise in diesel truck traffic on
Neighborhood streets is of significance for the health of young children in this
neighborhood.

Census data show that there are 1,924 children or 25.1% of the population living within a
one mile radius of the ORCEM / VMT site. Of these approximately 545 or 7.1% are in the
particularly vulnerable under five years old category. While most young children are
highly susceptible to pollutants because of the rapid development and their smaller size,
all children may be sensitive to concentrated diesel fumes from this project and the
various emissions.



Table: Age of Children Living Within One Mile of the ORCEM / VMT Site

Age Group # %
Under 5 Years 545 7.1
Age 5to 9 Years 496 6.5
10 to 14 Years 545 7.1
15to 17 Years 338 4.4

Census Data: University of Missouri CAP (Circular Area Profile)

In addition to those that live within the one mile radius, there are also a number of
children who attend elementary school during the academic year at Patterson
Elementary (see table below) many of whom will reside outside of the one mile radius
within which the population numbers have been calculated for this memo. Patterson
Elementary enrollment consists of children who are approximately 93% minority with
48% Latino, 10% API (Asian, Pacific Islander or Filipino), and 33% African American.

The school is .353 miles or 621 yards from the ORCEM / VMT site. It is likely with such
close proximity that the school site will be severely impacted by the emissions of the
hundreds of diesel trucks per day entering the site, the emissions, and by any particle
drift from the raw and finished materials on the site that will be kept in open three sided
bins, or that will be on or off loaded there.

Table: Grace Patterson Elementary: Student Enrollment by Ethnicity 2014
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| # Students Enrolled
| Percent (rounded) | | 48% | 5% 2% 1% [7% [33% |5% [1% | 1% |

Source: California Department of Education, 2015

Questions and Requests:

Requests: Given that environmental justice information was not provided in the Draft
Environmental Report, I respectfully make the following requests of the City of Vallejo:

1. Please provide an Environmental Justice analysis and report specifically detailing
the potential health, environmental, social and other impacts on the local
population surrounding the ORCEM / VMT site.



2. Please extend the Draft Environmental Report review period to, at minimum, 45
days beyond the date on which such additional Environmental Justice report is
provided.

3. Please ensure that significant public outreach to the local community is
undertaken for the current DEIR and for the Environmental Justice element after it
is produced.

4. Please ensure that multiple public meetings be scheduled to gather input on the
ORCEM / VMT proposal, DEIR, and Environmental Justice element at places
convenient to the community.

5. Please ensure that all materials, notices, reports and meetings are available in
Spanish/provide full Spanish translation.

6. Please ensure that the non-profit community including those who operate in
Vallejo but may be countywide are notified and consulted regarding this project.

Questions: In addition, I also request the responses to the following questions:

What is the potential cumulative health impact of diesel fumes from increased truck
diesel fumes for a child fewer than five years of age living in close proximity to the fence
line of this project?

What is the potential cumulative health impact of diesel fumes from increased truck
diesel fumes for a child five to eleven years of age living in close proximity to the fence
line of this project?

What are the highest wind speeds at this site? Please provide GIS wind speed data to
capture this data specifically at the ORCEM/VMT site.

What is the potential for materials drift either during ship or truck material on-loading or
off-loading, or from the storage areas for material and produce at this site. What are the
systems being proposed to reduce drift and are they sufficient at top local wind speeds?

What is the system for capture of water run off resulting from a system of sprinkling
materials with water to try to contain materials drift.

What is the potential cumulative health impact of drifting dust for a child under five years
of age living in close proximity to the fence line of this project?

What is the potential cumulative health impact of drifting dust for a child five to eleven
years of age living in close proximity to the fence line of this project?

What is the cumulative health impact on all residents from emissions from the site?
Please identify all types of health impact and their probably increased prevalence for
both adult and child age groups.



What is the likely cumulative impact of plant emissions, dust, and truck and ship
emissions on those with asthma? What is the likely effect on children under 12 years of
age in particular?

What systems will be in place for children and other residents on foot in the
neighborhood, to protect them from the dramatically increased truck traffic in the area?
Please be sure to specify protective measures for children walking or riding their bikes to
schools in the immediate and extended area.



DATA APPENDIX

TABLE: Population Data using a 1 Mile Radius around Proposed
ORCEM/ VMT Site: Source 2010 United States Census

Subject Number Percent

1. Total Population Trends, Etc.
Universe: Total Population

Total Population 7,674

Population Density 3231

Land Area Sq. Miles 2

2. Age
Universe: Population

Under 5 Years 545 7.1

Age 5109 Years 496 6.5

10 to 14 Years 545 7.1

15to 17 Years 338 4.4

75 to 84 Years 264 3.4

85 Years and Over 107 1.4
Age 0to 17 1,924 25.1
18 to 24 Years 818 10.7
25to 44 Years 1,992 26.0
45 to 64 Years 2,042 26.6
62 Years and Over 1,141 14.9
65 Years and Over 898 11.7

3. Race
Universe: Population

One Race 7,127 92.9
White 2,373 30.9
Black or African American 2,488 32.4
American Indian and Alaska Native 69 0.9
Asian 954 12.4
Native Hawaiian and Other Pacific Islander 83 1.1
Some Other Race 1,160 15.1
Multi Race - Persons reporting more than one 547 7.1

race

4. Hispanic or Latino and Race
Universe: Hispanic or Latino Population

Hispanic or Latino (of any race) 2,146 28.0
Not Hispanic or Latino 5,528 72.0
White Alone Not Hispanic 1,697 22.1

6. Households by Type




Universe: Households
Total Households 2,842
Family Households (Families) 1,847
With Own Children Under 18 Years 858
Married Couple Family 966
With Own Children Under 18 Years 416
Female householder, No Husband Present 672
With Own Children Under 18 Years 343
Non Family Households 995
Householder 65 Years and Over 615
Households With Individuals Under 18 Years 1,018

65.0
30.2
34.0
14.6
23.6
12.1
35.0
21.6
35.8

units to be aggregated to get values for these items.

Note: Variables showing "NA" are not available at the blocks level. Specify tracts as the

TABLE: RACE AND ETHNICITY FOR TWO ADJACENT CENSUS TRACTS

SOURCE: UNITED STATES CENSUS
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Methodology for Circular Area Data Profiles

Summary of True Areas of Circles vs. Areas Selected to Estimate Them
(This Report Indicates How Well We Were Able to Approximate the Circular Area)

Radius
1

Estimated
3.01

True Area
3.14

Ratio of Estimate to True Area

0.958

Data Used In Aggregating Circular Areas - Selected Variables

Radius County GeoCode AreaName Total
Residents

1 Mile Solano CA 06095-2506.01-2000 Block 2000 237
06095-2506.01-2001 Block 2001 11
06095-2506.01-2002 Block 2002 0
06095-2506.01-2003 Block 2003 0
06095-2506.01-2004 Block 2004 477
06095-2506.01-2005 Block 2005 0
06095-2506.01-2006 Block 2006 279
06095-2506.01-2007 Block 2007 7
06095-2506.01-2013 Block 2013 56
06095-2506.01-2014 Block 2014 0
06095-2506.01-2015 Block 2015 20
06095-2506.01-3001 Block 3001 230
06095-2506.01-3002 Block 3002 0
06095-2506.01-3003 Block 3003 40
06095-2506.01-3004 Block 3004 57
06095-2506.01-3005 Block 3005 57
06095-2506.01-3006 Block 3006 44
06095-2506.01-3011 Block 3011 0
06095-2506.01-3012 Block 3012 140
06095-2506.01-3013 Block 3013 55
06095-2506.01-3018 Block 3018 0
06095-2507.01-1002 Block 1002 0
06095-2507.01-1003 Block 1003 45
06095-2507.01-1004 Block 1004 59
06095-2507.01-1005 Block 1005 0
06095-2507.01-1006 Block 1006 35
06095-2507.01-1007 Block 1007 0
06095-2507.01-1011 Block 1011 90
06095-2507.01-1012 Block 1012 34
06095-2507.01-1013 Block 1013 30
06095-2507.01-1014 Block 1014 63
06095-2507.01-1015 Block 1015 0
06095-2507.01-1016 Block 1016 0
06095-2507.01-1017 Block 1017 0
06095-2507.01-1018 Block 1018 8
06095-2507.01-1019 Block 1019 0
06095-2507.01-1021 Block 1021 0
06095-2507.01-1025 Block 1025 39
06095-2507.01-1026 Block 1026 39

10



06095-2507.01-1027
06095-2507.01-1036
06095-2507.01-1037
06095-2507.01-1038
06095-2507.01-1039
06095-2507.01-1041
06095-2507.01-1042
06095-2507.01-1044
06095-2507.01-1046
06095-2507.01-1047
06095-2507.01-1048
06095-2507.01-1049
06095-2507.01-1050
06095-2507.01-1051
06095-2507.01-1052
06095-2507.01-1053
06095-2507.01-1054
06095-2507.01-1055
06095-2507.01-1056
06095-2507.01-1057
06095-2507.01-1058
06095-2507.01-1059
06095-2507.01-1060
06095-2507.01-1061
06095-2507.01-1062
06095-2507.01-1063
06095-2507.01-1064
06095-2507.01-1065
06095-2507.01-1067
06095-2507.01-2000
06095-2507.01-2001
06095-2507.01-2002
06095-2507.01-2003
06095-2507.01-2004
06095-2507.01-2005
06095-2507.01-2006
06095-2507.01-2007
06095-2507.01-2008
06095-2507.01-2009
06095-2507.01-2010
06095-2507.01-2011
06095-2507.01-2012
06095-2507.01-2013
06095-2507.01-2014
06095-2507.01-2015
06095-2507.01-2016
06095-2507.01-2017
06095-2507.01-2018
06095-2507.01-2019
06095-2507.01-2020
06095-2507.01-2021
06095-2507.01-2022
06095-2507.01-2023
06095-2507.01-2024
06095-2507.01-2025
06095-2508.01-1073

Block 1027
Block 1036
Block 1037
Block 1038
Block 1039
Block 1041
Block 1042
Block 1044
Block 1046
Block 1047
Block 1048
Block 1049
Block 1050
Block 1051
Block 1052
Block 1053
Block 1054
Block 1055
Block 1056
Block 1057
Block 1058
Block 1059
Block 1060
Block 1061
Block 1062
Block 1063
Block 1064
Block 1065
Block 1067
Block 2000
Block 2001
Block 2002
Block 2003
Block 2004
Block 2005
Block 2006
Block 2007
Block 2008
Block 2009
Block 2010
Block 2011
Block 2012
Block 2013
Block 2014
Block 2015
Block 2016
Block 2017
Block 2018
Block 2019
Block 2020
Block 2021
Block 2022
Block 2023
Block 2024
Block 2025
Block 1073
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22
17
30
58
70
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28
30
240
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62
68
69
42
61

65
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138
143
139
120
66
85
64

128
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06095-2508.01-1086
06095-2508.01-1087
06095-2508.01-1089
06095-2508.01-1091
06095-2508.01-1136
06095-2508.01-1137
06095-2508.01-1138
06095-2508.01-1139
06095-2508.01-1140
06095-2508.01-1141
06095-2508.01-1142
06095-2508.01-1143
06095-2508.01-1144
06095-2508.01-1149
06095-2508.01-1150
06095-2508.01-1152
06095-2508.01-1156
06095-2508.01-1157
06095-2508.01-1158
06095-2508.01-1159
06095-2508.01-1160
06095-2508.01-1164
06095-2508.01-1165
06095-2508.01-1168
06095-2508.01-1170
06095-2508.01-1171
06095-2508.01-1172
06095-2508.01-1248
06095-2508.01-1263
06095-2508.01-2000
06095-2508.01-2001
06095-2508.01-2002
06095-2508.01-2003
06095-2508.01-2004
06095-2508.01-2005
06095-2508.01-2006
06095-2508.01-2007
06095-2508.01-2008
06095-2508.01-2009
06095-2508.01-2010
06095-2508.01-2011
06095-2508.01-2012
06095-2508.01-2013
06095-2508.01-2014
06095-2508.01-2015
06095-2508.01-2016
06095-2508.01-2017
06095-2508.01-3000
06095-2508.01-3001
06095-2508.01-3002
06095-2508.01-3003
06095-2508.01-3004
06095-2508.01-3005
06095-2511.00-1041
06095-2511.00-1042
06095-2511.00-1054

Block 1086
Block 1087
Block 1089
Block 1091
Block 1136
Block 1137
Block 1138
Block 1139
Block 1140
Block 1141
Block 1142
Block 1143
Block 1144
Block 1149
Block 1150
Block 1152
Block 1156
Block 1157
Block 1158
Block 1159
Block 1160
Block 1164
Block 1165
Block 1168
Block 1170
Block 1171
Block 1172
Block 1248
Block 1263
Block 2000
Block 2001
Block 2002
Block 2003
Block 2004
Block 2005
Block 2006
Block 2007
Block 2008
Block 2009
Block 2010
Block 2011
Block 2012
Block 2013
Block 2014
Block 2015
Block 2016
Block 2017
Block 3000
Block 3001
Block 3002
Block 3003
Block 3004
Block 3005
Block 1041
Block 1042
Block 1054

[cNeoNoNolNoNoNoNoloNoloNoloNoNeNe]

150
214
188

140
25
77
24

75

22
59
49
423
396
73
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06095-2511.00-1055
06095-2506.01-3007
06095-2506.01-3009
06095-2506.01-3010
06095-2507.01-1000
06095-2507.01-1001
06095-2507.01-1043
06095-2507.01-1045
06095-2508.01-1151
06095-2508.01-1153
06095-2508.01-1154
06095-2508.01-1155
06095-2508.01-1161
06095-2508.01-1162
06095-2508.01-1169
06095-2511.00-1040
06095-2511.00-1044
06095-2511.00-1045
06095-2511.00-1046
06095-2511.00-1047
06095-2511.00-1048
06095-2511.00-1053

Block 1055
Block 3007
Block 3009
Block 3010
Block 1000
Block 1001
Block 1043
Block 1045
Block 1151
Block 1153
Block 1154
Block 1155
Block 1161
Block 1162
Block 1169
Block 1040
Block 1044
Block 1045
Block 1046
Block 1047
Block 1048
Block 1053
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From: Mark Altgelt [mailto:markaltgelt@sbcglobal.net]

Sent: Thursday, October 29, 2015 1:03 AM

To: Andrea Ouse ; Bob Sampayan ; Jesus Cristobal Malgapo ; Katy Miessner ;
Mayor Osby Davis ; Pippin Dew-Costa ; Robert H. McConnell ; Rozzana Verder-Aliga
Subject: Community hysteria, Vallejo's waterfront, Mare Island and Orcem

Dear Mayor Davis, City Council Members and Andrea Ouse,

I have heard discussions at community meeting about the proposed Vallejo Orcem
facility having the capability to manufacture both Portland cement and Orcem green
cement.

While researching the cement manufacturing process | spoke with Richard Bohan at
the Portland Cement Association. He explained there are extensive EPA regulation
for new production facilities that prevent contaminates and toxins like Nitrogen
Dioxide from being released into the environment.

Mr Bohan took a quick look at the Vallejo Orcem Project website and could tell the
Vallejo facility is for processing slag and not for manufacturing Portland cement
which requires a massive kiln and a limestone quarry.

The Vallejo Orcem facility will operate in a vacuum to prevent pollution which
exemplifies the regulatory requirements.

The Nevada Cement Company east of Reno has a closed system that filters out
almost all of the particulate matter from the facilities exhaust.

It appears basic information about the Orcem facility and manufacturing processes
have not been adequately explained to the public which has resulted in the mass
hysteria that is growing out of control.

I missed the meeting with the Orcem representative last night but hopefully he had
an opportunity to explain the pollution controls built into the manufacturing process
and assure people of minimal health risks from the plant.

Despite assurances of environmental safeguards | also object to putting the Orcem
Cement Plant at the General Mills site because of its proximity to homes, excessive
big rig and train traffic, noise and consequential pollution.

I believe the best use of the waterfront land from the General Mill site to the Ferry
Terminal would be to develop it with hotels, restaurants, retail stores and
something like a small amusement park with an open air roller skating rink. (A
place for Vallejo kids and families to go to have fun and get some exercise.) All
along a beautiful promenade and picturesque waterfront.

The Vallejo Ferry to San Francisco, Trains to Napa and the Vallejo Transit Terminal
and a rejuvenated Vallejo downtown would all be connected to the “Vallejo
Waterfront Promenade Park”.


mailto:markaltgelt@sbcglobal.net

The north end of Mare Island would be a better place for the Orcem cement plant
but for the most benefit to Vallejo that vast space should be developed with a
common theme like a technology, science or medical hub or hydroponic vertical
indoor farming or specialty auto manufacturing.

The best place for the Orcem cement plant would be on the waterfront in Port
Chicago or somewhere along Route 5.

For information about the cement manufacturing process | am sure Richard Bohan
would be happy to help. He can be reached at 847-972-9038. Technical information
is available at www.apti-learn.net

Mark Altgelt


http://www.apti-learn.net/

From: Umma Amina

Sent: Monday, October 12, 2015 6:53 PM

To: Andrea Ouse

Subject: Cement Mill

Hi,

| am a Vallejo resident and am concerned about the traffic and the water use that will be
affected by this new facility. Will there be another meet and greet by the company so we can
ask more questions?

Thank You,

Umma Amina



Vallejo Wants Your Questions About a CEMENT FACTORY on the Waterfront

Won't You Please Take a Moment to Send in Y_uLQu tions?
(It's free and c

BACKGROUND — A company f Ireland & Texas called ORCEM wants to
build a Cement Factory at ?Sperry Mill on Derr Street ( the end of
a

Lemaon Street by the water]. eyt LQ

QUESTIONS - You can ask t
to know about this Froposed pr
Vallejo? Noise? Pollution?
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From: Shareen Anderson <shareen@fortgreenefilmworks.com>
Sent: Saturday, September 19, 2015 4:52 PM

Subject: opposition to ORCEM Industrial Waste Cement project
To: Andrea Ouse <andrea.ouse@cityofvallejo.net>

Dear Andrea,

| own a property at 1321 Napa Street in Vallejo. | was horrified to hear about the ORCEM Industrial
Waste Cement project. This will destroy the Vallejo Waterfront, ruin our chances of making Vallejo a

tourist destination, and will bring down property values.

I’'m opposed to ORCEM Industrial Waste Cement project and | hope you will keep this project from ever
seeing the light of day in our city.

Thank you,

Shareen Anderson
1321 Napa Street
Vallejo, CA 94590
347-731-4003
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concerned citizens for x ppen public acoéSS to
water front request a new EIR that would record and
demonstrate an independent review be accomplished
under CEQA consistent with Friends Of LaVina vs,
(YourNeRftnty of L.A. 1991 232 Cal. App. Fd 1446

Susan B. Anthony _ We the People Vallejo, CA

The Publiec
IMPORTANT! Please return your card before 5:00 p.m. on October 19, 2015. Alf questions must be received

by the deadline to be considered. There is more information on the Vallejo Marine Terminal/ORCEM EIR at
htep:/fwww.cityofvaliejo.net/




Orcem Plant Proposal 1 of 3 pages

Re: Noatification of Public Safety Infringement
By Susan B. Anthony

Thereis proposal to build a cement plant on the Napa River in
Vallgo. The community consensus disapproves. Despite the
disapproval, If approved by City Council; heavy trucks laden
with Cement will be using the 780-80 I nterchange, the highway
corridors and crossing Bay Area bridges.

We believe there are serious safety issues involved with this
proposition that require your attention.

Please address the following safety concerns.

1. Heavy trucks propose to merge onto the 780 - 80

I nterchange using Lemon and or Cortola Parkway as an
Industrial Truck route. Thiswill produce congestion and
additional hazards to pedestrians crossing Lemon and or
Cortola Parkway from being blind sighted.

The proposed Lemon Street Truck Route is aone lane
access route to and from the interchange and cuts through the
New Commuter Hub located on both sides of Lemon Street.

Commuters can be seen routinely crossing back and forth
on Lemon Street for Commuter Services that are located on
both sides of Lemon Street. Cortola Parkway is adjacent to
the Commuter Hub and is the main thorough fare, a
continuation of Hwy 780.
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Re: Noatification of Public Safety Infringement

Peopl e exiting the Highway onto Lemon Street will be
cutting in front of these large trucks and the large trucks will
block pedestrians from seeing oncoming traffic. It's not the
Truck thats going to run them over. Itsthe traffic exiting the
highway that can't see the pedestrians crossing because their
view is obstructed by the truck(s).

L arge cement trucks would create more confusion for
commuters near the Intersection of Lemon and Cortola. The
blind spot for pedestrians as they are crossing the Street and
exiting Highway traffic that is geared for acceleration because
they just got off the highway as it usually takes afew
moments to slow down to an in-town pace.

2. The proposed truck route uses the 780-80 Interchange and
the on ramps to 80 are antiquated especially for Trucks
merging onto the Hwy with heavy loads. The on-ramps merge
with the off-ramps at this Interchange making it precarious
and dangerous for vehicles exiting while the heavy truck are
attempting to merge onto the highway.

3. A fleet of concrete trucks will cause deterioration to our
roadways. Without weigh stations to monitor compliance to
weight restrictions, trucks heavy with concrete loads may
exceed weight restrictions and access Hwy 780, Hwy

80, Hwy 37 and Hwy 101 and may plan their route with the
intention of bypassing the Fairfield weigh station.

- 2.



Re: Noatification of Public Safety Infringement

4. Lastly, there are no weigh station west of Fairfield to verify
the weight of their concrete loads before they cross the Bay
Areabridges. These heavy cement trucks will tear up our
roads, especially during the wet weather and will cause a
'ripple effect' on our Bay Area Highways.

Not only will these heavy |oads cause our highways to
deteriorate, the bridges; over time; with this continuos
additional weight and vibration which causesand is a
contributing factor to metal fatigue. Thiswarrants a study of
how this proposed traffic is going effect the bridges and
highways.

5. Furthermore; Local Hwy 37 is a congested one lane
Highway and if the Truck breaks down on Hwy 37 what
then. Hwy 780 is only atwo lane Highway, which warrants
the question, will this proposed cement laden truck traffic
affect public safety?

Submitted by:

Susan B. Anthony Date: September 27, 2015
"Vallgo Can Do Better - Organization"

900 Carolina Street

Vallgo, CA 94590

Home: (707) 642-7332



From: Susan B Anthony <sueccdogs@comcast.net>

Sent: Tuesday, September 8, 2015 2:33 PM

Subject: Orcem permit application - "NOTICE OF OBJECTION" Please deny this permit
application.

To: Andrea Ouse <andrea.ouse@cityofvallejo.net>

Cc: <sueccdogs@comcast.net>

Re: "NOTICE OF OBJECTION" regarding Orcem permit application. Includes Notice of "We
the People, THE PUBLIC," reserve any and all legal rights allowed by the Law in the State of
California and 'Federal Waters' Jurisdictional Laws to name and include City Staff and or
Representatives et all, including City Council in the Lawsuit and to be held liable separately and
collectively for any damages.

Should STAFF issues ORCEM a PERMIT without the discretionary OBJECTION of "We the
People, THE PUBLIC;" "We the People, THE PUBLIC;" proclaim in this "NOTICE OF
OBJECTION" and hold each and every one of you accountable, and reserve the right to sue all
City Employees individually and collectively and hold accountable the detrimental effects this
concrete plant will have on the community of Vallejo, BOTH the present residents and FUTURE
residents from: Dust, Noise, Traffic, Run-Off of sediment into the water ways and any collisions
from a Transport Vehicle rail or road, or Transport Vessels owned or contracted by ORCEM to
delivered or distributed their products, "We the People, THE PUBLIC," reserve any and all legal
rights allowed by the Law in the State of California and 'Federal Waters' Jurisdictional Laws to
name and include City Staff and or Representatives et all, including City Council in the Lawsuit
and to be held liable separately and collectively for damages.

To ALL City Staff, City Council and the esteemed City Manager et all,

WE the PEOPLE do not want a Concrete Factory on Our Water Front.

1. WE have fog on the bay and with private Industry, equipment failure and personal negligence
a reality, a heavy load collision of concrete or slag can occur with a. a vehicle, a vessel, the San
Francisco Bridge and or b. or a Vessels owned or contracted by ORCEM to deliver and or
distributed their products be named as the cause of a Collision with another vehicle or with a
Commuter Ferry that could result in 'Loss of Life' and cause the City of Vallejo to be a litigant in
another lawsuit.

2. Cause more congestion on the Bay.

3. Possibly imperial residents with concrete dust.

4. Create lung conditions as the winds along the waterfront will stir up and make airborne any
dust that the wind comes in contact with.
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5. Any sediment run-off will be costly to the Napa River, the San Pablo Bay and the surrounding
estuaries. Escaping silt from the proposed ORCEM plant into the bay will suffocate crustaceans
and be detrimental to the gills of the fish and cause stress on the Critical Habitat of the Bay
Ecosystem.

6. Create Medical Disabilities as a result of breathing conditions to 1. Vallejo residence
especially those residents living in close proximity that will be repeatedly exposed 2. fabrication
employees and 3. demolition workers and people that become exposure to their dust, as the
composition of SLAG is glass and breathing glass particles is known to imperial the ability to be
able to breath and there is no Known remedy, and the damage to the LUNGS is permanent.

7. We already have several concrete suppliers that has been working our area, with little to no
delays.

8. It is obvious you can put something better there. No paid consultant would ever propose a dust
producing facility upwind of its residents. Maybe George Lucas wants that piece of property for
his Museum.

9. We the People will hold the City Staff and all City Employees individually and collectively
accountable should this Orcem permit application be approved.

10. Should this ORCEM facility be approved and issued a PERMIT, We the People, THE
PUBLIC; here by proclaim and hold each and every one of you accountable, and reserve the
right to sue all City Employees individually and collectively for a BREACH of FIDUCIARY
DUTY.

11. Furthermore, should this ORCEM facility be approved without a vote or without the
SUPPORT of the PEOPLE, Whereby STAFF issues ORCEM a PERMIT without the
discretionary OBJECTION of "We the People, THE PUBLIC;" "We the People, THE PUBLIC;"
proclaim in this "NOTICE OF OBJECTION" and hold each and every one of you accountable,
including ORCEM representatives et all and reserve the right to include in a lawsuit all City
Employees and Our City Representatives et all, individually and collectively and hold
accountable the detrimental effects this concrete plant will have on the community of Vallejo and
the surrounding Waterways, BOTH the present residents and FUTURE residents from: Dust,
Noise, Traffic, Unauthorized release(s) of Run-Off into the waterways and any damages from
collisions, be it on land or be it on the water by any transport vehicle or vessel in contract with
ORCEM to deliver and or distribute ORCEM products.

12. Furthermore, In the event of a Lawsuit, "We the People, THE PUBLIC;" in the event of any
legal proceedings whereby the courts rule favorable regarding 1. BREACH of FIDUCIARY
DUTY in the procurement or Issuance of the ORCEM PERMIT as a result of actions by City
Staff and or Representatives et all, including City Council, "The Settlement of the LawSuit," will
include a termination of employment and or termination of City benefits. 2. In the event of any
legal proceedings whereby the courts rule favorable regarding a disregard to the potential
detrimental effects from Dust, Noise, Traffic, Collision Hazards and or incorrect reporting of the



highways, waterways roadways or rail system to be able to safely accommodate additional traffic
generated from the ORCEM facility fabrication, production-distribution, sediment run-off and
degradation of the waterways, or found to be the result of a die-off of aquatic organisms and or
fish, or found to be the cause or negligent in a collision, or spill a load either in the water or on
land from a Transport Vehicle, or Transport Vessels owned or contracted by ORCEM to
delivered or distributed their products, "We the People, THE PUBLIC," reserve any and all legal
rights allowed by the Law in the State of California and 'Federal Waters' Jurisdictional Laws to
name and include City Staff and or Representatives et all, including City Council in the Lawsuit
and to be held liable separately and collectively for damages.

Sincerely,
Susan B. Anthony / We the People / THE PUBLIC Dated September 8, 2015

Submitted by:

Susan B. Anthony
900 Carolina Street
Vallejo, CA 94590
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From: Susan B Anthony [mailto:sueccdogs@comcast.net]

Sent: Monday, October 26, 2015 4:10 PM

To: Andrea Ouse <Andrea.Ouse@cityofvallejo.net>

Subject: Case Law regarding the ability to have the record demonstrate that “independent review" would be
accomplished under CEQA consistent with "Freinds of La Vina vs. County of Las Angeles (1991) 232 Cal. App3d
1446.

We the People - The Public submit case law, regarding the ability to have the record demonstrate that
"independent review" would be accomplished under CEQA consistent with "Freinds of La Vina vs. County of Las
Angeles (1991) 232 Cal.App3d 1446.

On Oct 26, 2015, at 3:51 PM, Andrea Ouse <Andrea.Ouse@cityofvallejo.net> wrote:

Dear Ms. Anthony (BC: City Council) -
Thank you for submitting your questions. We will review and incorporate them into the record.

Regards,
Andrea

Andrea Ouse, AICP
Community and Economic Development Director City of Vallejo | Economic Development Department
(707) 648-4163 | andrea.ouse@cityofvallejo.net City Communications Sign-up

Note - this is a NEW email address. Please update your address book. Thank you!

From: Susan B Anthony [mailto:sueccdogs@comcast.net]
Sent: Monday, October 26, 2015 2:01 PM
To: Andrea Ouse <Andrea.Ouse@cityofvallejo.net>

Cc: Mayor Osby Davis <Mayor@cityofvallejo.net>; Jesus Cristobal Malgapo <Jesus.Malgapo@cityofvallejo.net>;
Pippin Dew-Costa <Pippin.Dew-Costa@cityofvallejo.net>; Robert H. McConnell
<Robert.McConnell@cityofvallejo.net>; Katy Miessner <Katy.Miessner@cityofvallejo.net>; Bob Sampayan
<Bob.Sampayan@Tcityofvallejo.net>; Rozzana Verder-Aliga <Rozzana.Verder-Aliga@cityofvallejo.net>

Subject: Questions to the Environmental Impact Report for the ORCEM Cement and Deep Water Terminal Project

In behalf of the seventy three percent of Californians who are investing billions of dollars in protecting our
environment, we would appreciate the special consideration of the following topics.

1. Will the lease agreement between ORCEM and the City Government have conditions enabling the City to shut
down the ORCEM cement plant operations and will the ORCEM company be allowed to operate under a fictitious
name preventing lawsuits against the main Concrete Company involved.

2. Who will pay for the clean up when it happens? (e.g. overturned vehicle, diesel spill, oil or diesel spill from a
ballast tank purge)

3. With the San Andreas fault in mind will this project be built to earthquake standards. Will the old structures be
retrofitted to earthquake standards.

4. Will bulk liquids be used and held on site in containers (e.g. glue, liquid binding agents, epoxy) If so, what
additional safety features surrounding the tanks that contain liquid will be required.

5. Does the Endangered Species Act of California cover Our native fish species (e.g. chinook salmon, steel head
trout, coastal and bay wildlife inhabitants and species of fish found no where else,) and if it does; the tax payers of
California wish to include counsel on this and the following issues from an independent marine biologist.
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Requesting the independent marine biologist answer the following questions.

Would any of the following conditions, that maybe present from the cement plants operations; cause harm or
a disruption to wildlife or fish.

a. Salmon and Steelhead depend on scent of the water to find their way to their spawning ground. Could the
dust particulates from the concrete plants operations and fugitive particulate matter that is continuously released
into the air that settle into the water or by contaminated surface water run-off into the river.

Can foreign particulate matter taint the PH or scent of the surrounding waterway and is it conceivable to
say that there is a threat to the Salmon becoming disorientated in determining the direction of their spawning
grounds because of a change in the scent of the waterway.

b. What specific endangered species and endangered habitat maybe impacted by a catastrophic collision with
an oil tanker?

c. What negative impacts would effect the wildlife and fish from the sound of the equipment used at the
plants operation. (e.g. constant noise, low frequency ground vibration from grinding, equipment resonance from
machines both on land and from within the Cargo Hole during the off loading and or loading of the Bulk Cargo
Ships.

d. Can electrical grounding rods for the Electrical Service at the plant cause conductivity or electrical current
to travel to waters edge when the groundwater contains salt. Can the transition of an electrical subsurface current
cause the fish to become subjected to electrical current or to become polarized by the electrical current emitted
along the shoreline.

e. Can Industrial ships emit electrical current and disturb or disorient fish in the water.

f. What negative effects occur to the fish if welding or fabricating goes on inside the Cargo Ship and the
negative welding cable - terminal is grounded to the hull? Can electricity pass on into the salt water through the
hull?

g. What effect does constant transmission of sound through the cargo ships hull cause to the fish and wildlife
in the area? (e.g. pinging and banging in the cargo hole?)

h. What wildlife and fish species are critically endangered that species are residents and migratory
inhabitants to the San Francicsco Bay Delta region?

6. What is their intended route of travel into the San Francisco Bay Area? Will they be restricted to the Central
Shipping Lane that swings around past the Farallon Islands or will they be allowed to use the Northern route which
cuts between the fisheries of the Farallon Islands and Fanny Sholes.

7. Millions of tax payers dollars are at stake in the salmon restocking program of California's rivers and streams. The
people of California wish to have a summary of The Economic Value of Striped Bass, Chinook Salmon and
Steelhead Trout of the Sacramento and San Joaquin River System of 1985 by Phill Meyeres Resources Incorporated,
located in the City of Davis, California included in the final decision.

8. Has a traffic study been done for both roadways and waterways. A traffic study should be done of the Northern
and Central shipping lanes regarding: Barge, Tanker, Sport and Commercial Fishing traffic as it is today and its
ability to handle any more safely.

9. Should a catastrophic spill occur and enter the River, the Bay, or the Pacific Shoreline, what is the name of the
ORCEM Cement Company responsible Party. What is the specific "The Entity Name," who is the responsible Party
to be held liable in a lawsuit?

10. Who is their insurance carrier(s)?

11. Will the company be required to carry insurance that will cover damages to the environment? If not, Why would
the company be allowed to operate at Rivers edge without carrying Insurance that will cover damage to the
environmental?

12. Does their insurance cover damages if their vessel hits a. bridge structure b. a commuter Ferry ?
13. Will a current copy of their insurance be required to be filed with the City Clerk as a public record.

Submitted by

Susan B. Anthony
900 Carolina Street
Vallejo, CA 94590
Home: 707 642-7332



cc:

Mayor@cityofvallejo.net
Jesus.Malgapo@cityofvallejo.net
Pippin.Dew-Costa@cityofvallejo.net
Robert.McConnell@cityofvallejo.net
Katy.Miessner@cityofvallejo.net
Bob.Sampayan@cityofvallejo.net
Rozzana.Verder-Aliga@cityofvallejo.net
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From: Dawn Abrahamson

Sent: Tuesday, October 13, 2015 2:31 PM

To: Andrea Ouse <Andrea.Ouse@cityofvallejo.net>; Leslie Trybull <Leslie.Trybull@cityofvallejo.net>
Subject: FW: Opposing ALL THREE proposed General Plans. Vallejoans' want ":Public Access with
sidewalks All Along Our Waterfront on the East side of the Napa River.

FYL.

From: Susan B Anthony [mailto:sueccdogs@comcast.net]

Sent: Tuesday, October 13, 2015 2:22 PM

To: Dawn Abrahamson <Dawn.Abrahamson@cityofvallejo.net>; Mayor Osby Davis
<Mayor@cityofvallejo.net>; Jesus Cristobal Malgapo <Jesus.Malgapo@cityofvallejo.net>; Pippin Dew-
Costa <Pippin.Dew-Costa@cityofvallejo.net>; Robert H. McConnell
<Robert.McConnell@cityofvallejo.net>; Katy Miessner <Katy.Miessner@cityofvallejo.net>; Bob
Sampayan <Bob.Sampayan@cityofvallejo.net>; Rozzana Verder-Aliga <Rozzana.Verder-
Aliga@cityofvallejo.net>

Subject: Opposing ALL THREE proposed General Plans. Vallejoans' want ":Public Access with sidewalks
All Along Our Waterfront on the East side of the Napa River.

Re: Opposition to All Three General Plan proposals and Official Notice of "Contempt of Failure to Listen
to the People and UPHOLD the PUBLICS Interest."

Official Notification, We the People - The Public allege this ACT of trying to change the GENERAL
PLAN is in actuality, an attempt to produce 'legal paperwork for a foundation' to circumvent "Our Right
to Public Access."

Dear City Manager, Representatives of OCEM/VMT Proponents and Vallejo City Council,

Please make these comments a part of The LEGAL OFFICIAL RECORDS.

The People you represent have spoken before you and have given you a clear message of disapproval of
turning that section of Our Waterfront into a Shipping Terminal and or a Commercial / Industrial zone.

The three options to CHANGE the General Plan are UNACCEPTABLE. These three separate General Plans
all include one thing in common, an attempt to produce 'legal paperwork for a foundation' to
circumvent "Our Right to Public Access" along that South-Easterly section of Lineal Frontage of Our
WATERFRONT.

All three of these proposals or senarios presented here to you on October 13, 2015 in the Council
Chambers eliminate Public Access to the Waterfront and will cause damages to the Quality of Life for
current residence and future residence by restricting access for recreational use and accepting one of
these proposals circumvents the current plan to complete of Our Waterfronts Promenade along that
South-Easterly section of the Napa River Waterfront.
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Furthermore, Damages to The Peoples Interests and Infringement of Waterfront Access, whereby; if any
of these senarios to the General Plan are approve, and the ORIGINAL General Plan gets changed,
Damages will also include all the publics expressed concerns regarding impacts on turning that section
of Our Waterfront into a Shipping Terminal and or a Commercial / Industrial zone.

Whereby as part of the OffICIAL RECORD, Damages will not be limited to the change of the General Plan
but also to include DAMAGES from Toxic and Congestion Issues,

not limited to infringements on Our Quality of Living for Failure to anticipate the demand of an increase
in population that will demand and require an increase in recreational space that will effectively require
more Lineal footage of the waterfront as a promenade.

Furthermore, for the record; the so called "Needs Updating General Plan" shows planned development
with more residential in close proximity to the current mud filled inundated boat ramp that lacks dredge
maintenance, since it is packed full of mud.

Furthermore, the "Needs Updating General Plan" shows planned development of expanding the
waterfront walking promenade to extend south and would provide a corridor for commuters, joggers,
pet walking, biking, fishing and bird watching.

The corridor would provide access to the Ferry Terminal and the New Commuter Hub on Lemon Street.
We the People have spoken before you and OPPOSE turning that section of Our Waterfront into a
Shipping Terminal and or a Commercial / Industrial zone whereby eliminating Our Public Access and Our
Right to Recreational Use..

Against the populous consensus We the People - The PUBLIC allege that this common change in all three
of these proposals to Update the General Plan are an attempt to conspire with the Proponents of
Orcem/VMT's as back door deal.

This is an OFFICIAL NOTICE that We the People - The Public, in your attempt to 'Ram this Proposal
Through the Back Door,' Is evidence of abuse of power. Whereby you are hereby NOTIFIED and being
given written notice, should this version of a General Plan be approved your actions in this matter will
be held "Contempt of Failure to Listen to the People and UPHOLD the PUBLICS Interest."

Please reject all three options.

Susan B. Anthony / We the People - The Public Date: October 13, 2015 Time: 2:22 PM

Submitted By:
Susan B. Anthony
900 Carolina Street
Vallejo, CA 94590



Home: 707 642-7332



What is their status on the vessels themselves, are they double hulled? If
they locse power and ended up on the banks of the Faralone Islands, or on the
rocks of the Potato Patch or drift into one of the bridges, what Hazard
Insurance will they carry?

Is the company aware of the laws protecting any type of release with
turbidity into the waterways?

During a heavy rain event, how will Orcem prevent silt from their plant from
entering the river and waterways?

Is Orcem et all aware the Environmental Protection Agency has deemed local
inland bay waterways a Critical Ecosystem?

Is Orcem aware that Federal Laws are in place that apply to protecting our
waterways especially for the health of the food chain for the native Salmon?

Is Orcem aware that San Pablo Bay, The Faralon Islands, Fanny Sheals,
endangered species and critical ecosystems are protected under Federal Law?

Are there specific Federal laws imposed by the Environmental Protection
Agency that kick in once a waterway and or critical habitat has been deemed a
Critical Ecosystem? What provisions are added to the law for additional

protection, put forth by the EPA under the designation "Critical Ecosystem.

Is the Napa River Watershed and or San Pablo Bay included in this Critical
Ecosystem?

Is Orcem aware that the San Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality Control
Board is the controlling agency with regards to ground water run-off?

Has Orcem presented this factory proposal to the the San Francisco Bay
Regional Water Quality Control Board?

Are they going to ask the San Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality Control



Does Qrcem company, do routine medical evaluation, pertaining to testing the
hearing capacity of their employees who are working around the processing
machines?

What happens to Orcem employees when they can no leonger breath?

What happens to QOrcem employees when they no longer have the lung capacity to
endure labor?

What compensation is given to Orcem employees families when as a result of
enduring exposure to fabrication dust, they can no longer remain gainfully
employed?

Does Orcem intend to use the river water for any part of maintenance,
cleaning, fabrication and or productivity?

If Orcem has intent to use river vater, has the Federal and State Fish and
Wildlife been informed this plant has the intent to use water from the river?

If so, has Fish and Wildlife both Federal and or State given Orcem guidelines
to protect bait fish and crustaceans from being sucked up in their pumps?

Does the California and or Federal Fish and Wildlife provided applications to
industries that plan to use water from the river?

Does the State and or Federal Fish and Wildlife provided applications to
industries that plan to release water into the river?

Are private industries allowed to release water into the river.
Has the EPA been notified of this proposal of Industry on the river?

Has the EPA been notified of Orcem et all of intent to procure/suck and or
discharge water into the waterway.

Pemm bklhmwn bmtb Fimkh A mviambEsmmmme ok avm mvribderal Famnd fAar Q@almaAan andar



From: Susan B Anthony [mailto:sueccdogs@comcast.net]

Sent: Monday, October 26, 2015 2:01 PM

To: Andrea Ouse <Andrea.Ouse@cityofvallejo.net>

Cc: Mayor Osby Davis <Mayor@cityofvallejo.net>; Jesus Cristobal Malgapo
<Jesus.Malgapo@cityofvallejo.net>; Pippin Dew-Costa <Pippin.Dew-Costa@cityofvallejo.net>; Robert H.
McConnell <Robert.McConnell@cityofvallejo.net>; Katy Miessner <Katy.Miessner@cityofvallejo.net>;
Bob Sampayan <Bob.Sampayan@cityofvallejo.net>; Rozzana Verder-Aliga <Rozzana.Verder-
Aliga@cityofvallejo.net>

Subject: Questions to the Environmental Impact Report for the ORCEM Cement and Deep Water
Terminal Project

In behalf of the seventy three percent of Californians who are investing billions of dollars in protecting
our environment, we would appreciate the special consideration of the following topics.

1. Will the lease agreement between ORCEM and the City Government have conditions enabling the City
to shut down the ORCEM cement plant operations and will the ORCEM company be allowed to operate
under a fictitious name preventing lawsuits against the main Concrete Company involved.

2. Who will pay for the clean up when it happens? (e.g. overturned vehicle, diesel spill, oil or diesel spill
from a ballast tank purge)

3. With the San Andreas fault in mind will this project be built to earthquake standards. Will the old
structures be retrofitted to earthquake standards.

4. Will bulk liquids be used and held on site in containers (e.g. glue, liquid binding agents, epoxy) If so,
what additional safety features surrounding the tanks that contain liquid will be required.

5. Does the Endangered Species Act of California cover Our native fish species (e.g. chinook salmon,
steel head trout, coastal and bay wildlife inhabitants and species of fish found no where else,) and if it
does; the tax payers of California wish to include counsel on this and the following issues from an
independent marine biologist.

Requesting the independent marine biologist answer the following questions.

Would any of the following conditions, that maybe present from the cement plants operations;
cause harm or a disruption to wildlife or fish.

a. Salmon and Steelhead depend on scent of the water to find their way to their spawning
ground. Could the dust particulates from the concrete plants operations and fugitive particulate matter
that is continuously released into the air that settle into the water or by contaminated surface water
run-off into the river.

Can foreign particulate matter taint the PH or scent of the surrounding waterway and is it
conceivable to say that there is a threat to the Salmon becoming disorientated in determining the
direction of their spawning grounds because of a change in the scent of the waterway.

b. What specific endangered species and endangered habitat maybe impacted by a catastrophic
collision with an oil tanker?

¢. What negative impacts would effect the wildlife and fish from the sound of the equipment
used at the plants operation. (e.g. constant noise, low frequency ground vibration from grinding,
equipment resonance from machines both on land and from within the Cargo Hole during the off
loading and or loading of the Bulk Cargo Ships.
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d. Can electrical grounding rods for the Electrical Service at the plant cause conductivity or
electrical current to travel to waters edge when the groundwater contains salt. Can the transition of an
electrical subsurface current cause the fish to become subjected to electrical current or to become
polarized by the electrical current emitted along the shoreline.

e. Can Industrial ships emit electrical current and disturb or disorient fish in the water.

f. What negative effects occur to the fish if welding or fabricating goes on inside the Cargo Ship
and the negative welding cable - terminal is grounded to the hull? Can electricity pass on into the salt
water through the hull?

g. What effect does constant transmission of sound through the cargo ships hull cause to the fish
and wildlife in the area? (e.g. pinging and banging in the cargo hole?)

h. What wildlife and fish species are critically endangered that species are residents and
migratory inhabitants to the San Francicsco Bay Delta region?

6. What is their intended route of travel into the San Francisco Bay Area? Will they be restricted to the
Central Shipping Lane that swings around past the Farallon Islands or will they be allowed to use the
Northern route which cuts between the fisheries of the Farallon Islands and Fanny Sholes.

7. Millions of tax payers dollars are at stake in the salmon restocking program of California's rivers and
streams. The people of California wish to have a summary of The Economic Value of Striped Bass,

Chinook Salmon and Steelhead Trout of the Sacramento and San Joaquin River System of 1985 by Phill
Meyeres Resources Incorporated, located in the City of Davis, California included in the final decision.

8. Has a traffic study been done for both roadways and waterways. A traffic study should be done of the
Northern and Central shipping lanes regarding: Barge, Tanker, Sport and Commercial Fishing traffic as it
is today and its ability to handle any more safely.

9. Should a catastrophic spill occur and enter the River, the Bay, or the Pacific Shoreline, what is the
name of the ORCEM Cement Company responsible Party. What is the specific "The Entity Name," who is
the responsible Party to be held liable in a lawsuit?

10. Who is their insurance carrier(s)?

11. Will the company be required to carry insurance that will cover damages to the environment? If not,
Why would the company be allowed to operate at Rivers edge without carrying Insurance that will cover
damage to the environmental?

12. Does their insurance cover damages if their vessel hits a. bridge structure b. a commuter Ferry ?
13. Will a current copy of their insurance be required to be filed with the City Clerk as a public record.

Submitted by

Susan B. Anthony
900 Carolina Street
Vallejo, CA 94590
Home: 707 642-7332

cc:
Mayor@cityofvallejo.net
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Vallejo Wants Your Questions About a CEMENT FACTORY on the Waterfront
' Won'’t You Please Take a Moment to Send in Your Questions?
(It's free and confidential).

BACKGROUND - A compannfrom Ireland & Texas called ORCEM wants to
build a Cement Factory at the Old Sperry Mill on Derr Street (at the end of
Lemon Street by the water).

~uy Of
QUESTIONS - You can ask the Vallejo Pl’énniné’fgommission anything you want
to know about this ﬁroposed project. {;J(_?rbS? raffic? Health? Revenue for

Vallejo? Noise? Pollution? !~u ~7 s
WRITE-IN QUESTION (Put your own%yestions on the line below to be
answered by the City) N pivsS

W, id (S o h\mcl < locatisa 6T_w0t7
/F o QS—(&QW&\S?T\*QF‘L PR Pn‘\{f\{'}mk _ﬂ:r M(‘I’e\rft?

\ \ -
YOUR NAME ‘;W(/:-u?j% 4 %AQM;N‘Q , Vallejo, CA

IMPORTANT! Please return your card before 5:00 p.m. on October 19, 2015




From: Alan Barker [mailto:abretail@yahoo.com]

Sent: Monday, October 26, 2015 2:45 PM

To: Andrea Ouse

Cc: Mayor Oshy Davis ; Jesus Cristobal Malgapo ; Pippin Dew-Costa ; Robert H. McConnell ;
Katy Miessner ; Bob Sampayan ; Rozzana Verder-Aliga

Subject: Vallejo VMT/ORCEM DEIR

Comment/ Questions on the adequacy of the VMT/ORCEM DEIR

Andrea Ouse

I believe the proposed DEIR is inadequate due to the wrong type of DEIR selected for this
proposed project. Two federal agencies are directly involved in the project and should require
joint CEQA and NEPA (National Environmental Policy Act) review.

The first federal agency, Department of Homeland Security, VMT-controlled site, and no public
access.

EPA has responsibility to prepare its own NEPA documents for compliance. EPA is charged
under Section 309 of the Clean Air Act to review the environmental impact statements (EIS) of
other federal agencies and to comment on the adequacy and the acceptability of the
environmental impacts of the proposed action.

The second federal agency, Parent agency: U.S.Department of Defense U.S. Department of the
Navy (DoN) owns/controls a navigational jetty within one mile of the proposed VMT/ORCEM
site. The federal property is located adjacent to the Sandy Beach area. The jetty is in a state of
disrepair and increased ship traffic wake could cause it to fail with environmental impact.

I believe that Joint EIR-EIS should be prepared.

CEOA GUIDELINES
California Code of Requlations, Title 14, Division 6, Chapter 3,

Article 11.Types of EIRs. (Sections 15160-15170)

Section 15170. Joint EIR-EIS.

A lead agency under CEQA may work with a federal agency to prepare a joint document which
will meet the requirements of both CEQA and NEPA. Use of such a joint document is described
in Article 14, beginning with Section 15220.

Because of the inadequacy of the DEIR (CEQA only with no NEPA) | would ask that the NEW
DEIR be implemented prior to proceeding to a Final EIR and INCLUDE NEPA. I would also
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ask that the Public Review Period for the Joint EIR-EIS start over to allow Public
Questions/Comments on the NEPA portion of the Draft.

My Questions:

Will a Joint EIR-EIS be filed? If not, why? Other corrective actions taken to include NEPA
review?

I have forwarded my comments to congressman Mike Thompson and sincerely appreciate
the opportunity for input on the proposed VMT/ORCEM project.

Alan Barker
3 Sandy Beach
Vallejo, California 94590



From: Alan Barker [mailto:abretail@yahoo.com]

Sent: Tuesday, October 27, 2015 3:56 PM

To: Andrea Ouse

Cc: Jesus Cristobal Malgapo ; Mayor Osby Davis ; Bob Sampayan ; Pippin Dew-Costa ;
Rozzana Verder-Aliga ; Robert H. McConnell ; Katy Miessner ; Seifert ; Hannigan
Subject: Vallejo VMT/ORCEM DEIR

Comment/ Questions on the adequacy of the VMT/ORCEM DEIR

Andrea Ouse

I believe the proposed DEIR is inadequate dealing with proposed annexation of land and
its impact on the Public Trust Doctrine.

Figure 2-2 of the VMT/ORCEM DEIR is used for reference.

"The 5.25-acre portion of the project site located outside the City limits, designated “Open
Space-

Community Park,” would be annexed into the City and would be redesignated “Employment”
and

zoned “Intensive Use.” The rezoning of the 5.25 acres has the potential to introduce a more
intensive

land use and an associated increase in truck travel, deliveries, and materials transport. However,
it

should be noted that the applicants are only proposing to use 1.99 acres of the 5.25 acres.”

"The proposed boundary change would require approval from Solano
County LAFCO."

4.3.9Land Use and Planning

"A cumulative impact to land use and planning could occur if the proposed and cumulative
projects contributed incrementally to a land use impact that is inconsistent with local plans and
policies, including those set by the Bay Conservation and Development Commission, the City of
Vallejo General Plan, and the Solano County General Plan. As described in Section 3.9, Land
Use and Planning, the proposed project does not result in any significant impacts. However, the
proposed project would involve the annexation and re-designation of 5.25 acres of land currently
designated as “Park and Recreation” use in the Solano County General Plan, into “Employment”
use by the City of Vallejo. This impact is considered to be less than significant.”

I believe the impact is significant and the DEIR has not adequately addressed alternatives.

Figure 1-3 of the VMT/ORCEM DEIR is used for reference.
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The shoreline to this 5.25-acre parcel is tideline property owned by the State of California. VMT
is an upland property owner that does not include the tideland. Currently, the public has access to
the tidelands laterally from the south and this is consistent with the Public Trust Doctrine. This
property is used daily by the public for fishing, walking, bird watching, kayak launching and
other recreational activities. No fence limiting public access to the property has been functional
in the last decade. The legality of fencing restricting public access to tidelands without mitigation
IS a separate issue.

A suggested alternative would be no annexation of the parcel by the city of Vallejo.

By moving the maintenance shed and outside storage to a different VMT terminal site within the
proposed project, this would not be a No Project Alternative and acceptable to CEQA. It would
free the 1.99-acre from Homeland Security restrictions. This would also be an improvement
consistent with the Project Requirements. (This would modify the VMT Terminal Site southern
line to be inline with the ORCEM Site southern line in Figure 1-3 of the DEIR document.

Upland public access could be granted direct to the tidelands.

This 5.25 site is an area subject to the

California State Lands Commission Public Trust Doctrine, and is also within the jurisdiction
of the Bay Conservation and Development Commission, which are agencies subject to
Executive Order S-13-08.

In an effort to preserve the "Open Space-Community Park™ designation and satisfy Public Trust
Doctrine, | would ask the applicant (VMT) to consider:

1. Deed restrictions on the property to grant public access and maintain a buffer.
2. Land exchange with the California State Lands Commission.

3. On-site mitigation for loss of public access to leasehold property with BCDC.
4. Gifting to Solano County Recreational District

Questions:

Why have there been no other on-site mitigation alternatives to the loss of public access to the
leasehold parcel due to Homeland Security Restrictions?

Why is the kayak launch discussed in the DEIR as possible mitigation off-site?

Can the DEIR advance to final EIR without BCDC approved mitigation?

What mitigation will be proposed for Phase 2 of the project?

I have forwarded my comments to Lieutenant Governor Gavin Newsom, State Lands
Commission and sincerely appreciate the opportunity for input on the proposed

VMT/ORCEM project.

Alan Barker



3 Sandy Beach
Vallejo, California 94590



From: Alan Barker [mailto:abretail@yahoo.com]
Sent: Wednesday, October 28, 2015 5:04 PM
To: Andrea Ouse

Cc: Claudia Quintana

Subject: Vallejo VMT/ORCEM DEIR

Comment/ Questions on the adequacy of the VMT/ORCEM DEIR

Andrea Ouse

I believe the proposed DEIR is inadequate dealing with the proposed VMT/ORCEM 24/7
hours of operation.

Vallejo Municipal Code
7.84.010 General prohibition — Loud unnecessary and unusual noise.

"Notwithstanding any other provisions of the Vallejo Municipal Code and in addition thereto, it
shall be unlawful for any person to willfully make or continue, or cause to be made or continued,
any loud, unnecessary, and unusual noise which disturbs the peace or quiet of any neighborhood
or which causes discomfort or annoyance to any reasonable person of normal sensitiveness
residing in the area.”

I question the adequacy/accuracy of noise calculations done by AWN Consulting Limited
for the VMT/ORCEM DEIR.

For example:

Appendix K-2 Environmental Noise Impact of the Proposed Orcem Development, Vallejo,
California Figure 1 Site Location.

The VMT Site incorrectly includes Sandy Beach residences.

Lt1 was selected to represent the noise environment of Sandy Beach Road residential land uses
located along the waterfront.
Preliminary independent decibel checks differ from AWN established DB baseline for this site.

The DEIR should view the adjustment of 24/7 not as a reduction of the operation, such as the
25% reduction in production and throughput volumes, and therefore efficiency, as reflected in
the Reduced Scale Alternative. That is infeasible for economic reasons, that lead to the No
Project Alternative, which is not CEQU acceptable.

The DEIR should consider adjustment to the 24/7 as a scheduling issue to more accurately
comply with City Municipal Guidelines and ordinances. Not all activities are 24/7 such as
administrative, maintenance and some loading and unloading.

Let's be clear, the noise effects related to 24/7 is the "elephant in the room."
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I would ask the applicants to consider adding revised hours such as (6am to 10pm) to the
6.4.2 Revised Operations Alternative.

Questions:

With regards to the DEIR 25% Reduced Scale Alternative making the proposed project
infeasible. What is that dollar amount?

Are the applicants or DUDEK or AWN aware of any other guidelines, ordinances or civil
procedure relating to noise management and 24/7 operations relating to CEQA or NEPA?

Will the applicant redo DEIR noise levels testing for the Ltl Sandy Beach area?

I sincerely appreciate the opportunity for input on the proposed VMT/ORCEM project.

Alan Barker

3 Sandy Beach

Vallejo, California 94590
925-389-0225



From: Alan Barker [mailto:abretail@yahoo.com]

Sent: Thursday, October 29, 2015 5:36 PM

To: Andrea Ouse

Cc: Daniel Keen; Tami Hansen; Mayor Osby Davis; Jesus Cristobal Malgapo; Pippin Dew-Costa; Robert H.
McConnell; Rozzana Verder-Aliga; Bob Sampayan; Katy Miessner

Subject: VMT/ORCEM DEIR

Comment/ Questions on the adequacy of the VMT/ORCEM DEIR

Andrea Ouse

| believe the proposed DEIR is inadequate on mitigation associated with future
costs due to increased traffic.

Mitigation for Impact 3.12-4: The proposed project would require physical improvements to
Lemon Street in order to provide safe and efficient vehicle movements.

MM-3.12-3 To provide for the safe movement of project trucks along with other existing
pedestrian, bicycle, and vehicular traffic on Lemon Street between the project site

and Sonoma Boulevard and through the intersection of Lemon Street/Sonoma
Boulevard, the applicants shall retain the services of a qualified engineer to

prepare a structural pavement assessment for this segment of roadway, which

shall be submitted for review and approval by the City Public Works Department.
The assessment shall evaluate the existing pavement condition/strength against

the project’s demands utilizing methodology acceptable to the City, and shall

identify recommended improvements (for example, overlay, reconstruction, base

repair, etc.) necessary to meet this demand, based on the schedule of combined

VMT and Orcem truck traffic.

The City shall determine the project’s fair-share

allocation of costs in relationship to overall improvement costs, and all necessary
improvements shall be made prior to the issuance of a certificate of occupancy.

In addition, the applicants shall work with the City of Vallejo Public Works
Department to identify, design, and prepare a cost estimate for those physical
improvements necessary to provide adequate sight distance and maneuvering
capacity for trucks along this segment of roadway, including the intersection at
Lemon Street/Sonoma Boulevard. The needed improvements may include for
example, centerline striping, potential on-street parking changes, sidewalk gap
closures and widening. The applicants shall provide an engineers cost estimate
for the improvements, to be approved by the Public Works Department. The
Public Works Department shall determine the project’s fair-share cost allocation
for the necessary improvements. All necessary improvements shall be constructed
prior to the issuance of a certificate of occupancy.

Let's be clear, it is going to cost a lot of money to improve roads and maintain them due to
increased traffic from the proposed VMT/ORCEM Project!
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Rather than trying to negotiate cost for each improvement, summing the improvements,
calculating depreciation, figuring fair-share allocation,
I would suggest fee/toll per truck.

Examples only: 100 trucks, $10/truck = $1000/day, $365,000/year for Public Works
improvements/maintenance

276 trucks, $10/truck = $2760/day, $1,007,400/year

100 trucks, $20/truck = $2000/day, $730,000/year

The price per truck is the only negotiating point. It simplifies the process, makes it transparent to the

public and offers an economic incentive to the applicant to reduce truck traffic and utilize alternative
methods, rail or barge.

Questions:
Will the applicant agree to a simplified cost per truck plan for road improvements and maintenance?

Will the applicant recommend (GBFS) be used for road improvements by the Vallejo Public Works
Department?

Thank you for allowing comments/ questions for the proposed VMT/ORCEM DEIR.

Alan Barker

3 Sandy Beach

Vallejo, California 94590
925-389-005



From: Alan Barker [mailto:abretail@yahoo.com]

Sent: Friday, October 30, 2015 7:11 PM

To: Andrea Ouse

Cc: Jesus Cristobal Malgapo; Katy Miessner; Robert H. McConnell; Pippin Dew-Costa; Mayor Osby Davis;
Bob Sampayan; Rozzana Verder-Aliga; Tami Hansen

Subject: VMT/ORCEM DEIR

Comment/ Questions on the adequacy of the VMT/ORCEM DEIR

Andrea Ouse

| believe the proposed DEIR is inadequate on mitigation associated with water
use.

"Based on the estimated water demands described in the DEIR, and as shown in Table 3.13-1,
ORCEM is expected to require up to 1,656 gallons of water per hour or 32,282 gallons per day."

" A total maximum of 9,922,840 gallons per year would be required for ORCEM’s operations,
assuming that no recycling of milling process water were to occur. In reality, this figure is
likely to be smaller, based on ORCEM’s plans to recapture and reuse a substantial portion of
this process water."

Question: What are the specific plans to recapture and reuse water by ORCEM? By
VMT?

The proposed project would require a combined maximum of 46,082 gallons of water per
day
(13,800 gallons for VMT and 32,282 gallons for ORCEM).

Question: Of the combined usage of 46,082 gallons of water a day, how much, in gallons, will
be reclaimed water?

Wastewater

"All wastewater collected from the project site would be

treated at the Ryder Street WWTP. The Ryder Street WWTP has a permitted dry weather
capacity of 15.5 million gallons per day . The short-term wet weather capacity of the Ryder Street
WWTP is 60

million gallons per day. During the rainy season, the Ryder Street WWTP has a capacity of 35
million gallons per day for full

secondary treatment and an additional 25 million gallons per day for primary treatment. The addition
of 2,400

gallons of wastewater per day would constitute less than 0.02% of the total permitted dry

weather treatment capacity of the Ryder Street WWTP.
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Currently, Ryder Street WWTP releases 6 million gallons of treated wastewater (Disinfected
Secondary: 23 Recycled Water) into the Napa River per day.

Recycled Wastewater

There are currently three types of recycled water listed under Title 17 and Title 22 of the California
Code of Regulations.

"Wastewater produced by the District is secondary treated wastewater with a coliform count of about
1000 MPN per 100 milliliter, which is greater than the restricted use groups. Modifications to the
sewer plant to create tertiary recycled water were estimated at $11 million in the Reclaimed Water
Study presented to the Board of Trustees June 2014. Distribution costs in the study were estimated at
$26 million for a total project cost of $37 million."

Currently, the Ryder Street WWTP, adjacent to the proposed VMT/ORCEM site is unable to
distribute recycled water to Vallejo citizens at this time because they are unable to meet the standards
for unrestricted use.

Disinfected Secondary: 23 Recycled Water

"Wastewater that has been oxidized and disinfected to reduce the median level of total coliform
bacteria below a most probable number (MPN) of 23 per 100 milliliters. This water can be used for
irrigation of non-crop vegetation such as cemeteries, restricted access golf courses, and freeway right
of ways. It must be used at times and places where public access is limited. "

Currently, the Ryder Street WWTP, adjacent to the proposed VMT/ORCEM site, does not have a
plan in place to distribute any of the water treated wastewater.

Question: Would the applicants help Ryder Street WWTP develop a pilot site-specific plan to
distribute secondary recycled wastewater?

Question: Would the applicants VMT/ORCEM consider using reclaimed wastewater for
industrial use on the site where public access is limited?

Thank you for allowing comments/ questions for the proposed VMT/ORCEM DEIR. Let's hope it is
raining heavily outside the day you review these questions, but what if it is not?

Alan Barker

3 Sandy Beach

Vallejo, California 94590
925-389-005



From: Alan Barker [mailto:abretail@yahoo.com]

Sent: Monday, November 02, 2015 12:32 PM

To: Andrea Ouse <Andrea.Ouse@cityofvallejo.net>

Cc: Jesus Cristobal Malgapo <Jesus.Malgapo@cityofvallejo.net>; Bob Sampayan
<Bob.Sampayan@cityofvallejo.net>; Mayor Osby Davis <Mayor@cityofvallejo.net>; Pippin Dew-Costa
<Pippin.Dew-Costa@cityofvallejo.net>; Katy Miessner <Katy.Miessner@cityofvallejo.net>; Robert H.
McConnell <Robert.McConnell@cityofvallejo.net>; Rozzana Verder-Aliga <Rozzana.Verder-
Aliga@cityofvallejo.net>; Daniel Keen <Daniel.Keen@cityofvallejo.net>; Claudia Quintana
<Claudia.Quintana@cityofvallejo.net>

Subject: Vallejo VMT/ORCEM DEIR

Comment/ Questions on the adequacy of the VMT/ORCEM DEIR

Andrea Ouse

| believe the proposed DEIR is inadequate on emission mitigation associated with
ships at port running 24/7 and Shore Power.

Shore power or shore supply is the provision of shore side electrical power to a ship at
berth while its main and auxiliary engines are shut down.

Shore power saves consumption of fuel that would otherwise be used to power vessels
while in port, and eliminates the air pollution associated with consumption of that fuel. A
port city may have anti-idling laws that require ships to use shore power. Use of shore
power may facilitate maintenance of the ship's engines and generators, and reduces
noise.

If commercial ships can use shore-supplied power for services such as cargo
handling, pumping, ventilation and lighting while in port, they need not run their
own diesel engines, reducing air pollution emissions.

For cargo ships, the need to run the ship's engines for power in port is eliminated by techniques
collectively described as cold ironing.

Cold ironing is a shipping industry term that first came into use when all ships had coal-fired
engines. When a ship tied up at port there was no need to continue to feed the fire and the iron
engines would literally cool down, eventually going completely cold, hence the term cold
ironing.

Shutting down main engines while in port continues as a majority practice. However, auxiliary
diesel generators that power cargo handling equipment and other ship's services while in port are
the primary source of air emissions from ships in ports today, because the auxiliaries run on
heavy fuel oil or bunkers. Cold ironing mitigates harmful emissions from diesel engines by
connecting a ship's load to a more environmentally friendly, shore-based source of electrical
power. An alternative is to run auxiliary diesels either on gas (LNG or LPG) or extra low
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Sulphur distillate fuels, however if noise pollution is a problem, then cold ironing then becomes
the only solution.

Various states and localities have passed laws pertaining to idling. Some of the laws are more
strict and stringent than others. Thirty-one states currently have some sort of existing regulations
pertaining to anti-idling. Of these states, California has the most codes and regulations. The
California Air Resources Board has enacted numerous laws that regulate idling in the

state. (Trucks included).

Shore power was considered by the VMT/ORCEM, however determined to be
infeasible? Does this mean economically infeasible to VMT?ORCEM? Is this a case of

economic concerns leads to a No Project Alternative in the DEIR, which is not acceptable under
CEQA?

It costs VMT/ORCEM too much money to mitigate diesel emissions, may be OK with
CEQA guidelines, but it is not OK with citizens of Vallejo, California!

Questions:

How much does it cost to add Shore Power to the proposed VM T/ORCEM project in dollars?

Are VMT/ORCEM aware of any anti-idling laws regarding vessels in port, (Federal, State or
local municipalities)?

Thank you for allowing comments/ questions for the proposed VMT/ORCEM DEIR.

Alan Barker

3 Sandy Beach

Vallejo, California 94590
925-389-005
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From: Alan Barker [mailto:abretail@yahoo.com]

Sent: Monday, November 02, 2015 1:40 PM

To: Andrea Ouse <Andrea.Ouse@cityofvallejo.net>

Cc: Jesus Cristobal Malgapo <Jesus.Malgapo@cityofvallejo.net>; Bob Sampayan
<Bob.Sampayan@cityofvallejo.net>; Mayor Osby Davis <Mayor@cityofvallejo.net>; Pippin Dew-Costa
<Pippin.Dew-Costa@cityofvallejo.net>; Katy Miessner <Katy.Miessner@cityofvallejo.net>; Robert H.
McConnell <Robert.McConnell@cityofvallejo.net>; Rozzana Verder-Aliga <Rozzana.Verder-
Aliga@cityofvallejo.net>

Subject: Vallejo VMT/ORCEM DEIR

Comment/ Questions on the adequacy of the VMT/ORCEM DEIR

Andrea Ouse

| believe the proposed DEIR is inadequate on mitigation of LEED construction in
Phase 1 of the proposed project with regards to GGBFS, (Ground-granulated blast-
furnace slag).

LEED, or Leadership in Energy & Environmental Design, is a green building certification
program that recognizes best-in-class building strategies and practices. To receive
LEED certification, building projects satisfy prerequisites and earn points to achieve
different levels of certification.

GGBFS cement can be added to concrete in the concrete manufacturer's batching plant
(ORCEM), along with Portland cement, aggregates and water. GGBFS is used as a
direct replacement for Portland cement, on a one-to-one basis by weight. Replacement
levels for GGBFS vary from 30% to up to 85%. Typically 40 to 50% is used in most
instances.

Questions:

What level of LEEDS certification will be achieved for the proposed VMT/ORCEM
buildings in Phase 1 of construction?

What percent by volume will Portland cement be replaced by GGBFS on average
for all site-cast concrete used on the proposed VMT/ORCEM project including
piers, caps, grade beams, slab, floors, tilt-up walls, retaining walls and site
concrete?

Where will the GGBFS component come from for construction at the proposed
VMT/ORCEM site?

Thank you for including questions and comments in the EIR.
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Alan Barker

3 Sandy Beach

Vallejo, California 94590
925-389-005



From: Alan Barker [mailto:abretail@yahoo.com]

Sent: Thursday, October 29, 2015 3:21 PM

To: Andrea Ouse <Andrea.Ouse@cityofvallejo.net>

Cc: Katy Miessner <Katy.Miessner@cityofvallejo.net>; Bob Sampayan
<Bob.Sampayan@cityofvallejo.net>; Jesus Cristobal Malgapo <Jesus.Malgapo@cityofvallejo.net>; Mayor
Osby Davis <Mayor@cityofvallejo.net>; Pippin Dew-Costa <Pippin.Dew-Costa@cityofvallejo.net>;
Rozzana Verder-Aliga <Rozzana.Verder-Aliga@cityofvallejo.net>; Robert H. McConnell
<Robert.McConnell@cityofvallejo.net>; Tami Hansen <Tami.Hansen@cityofvallejo.net>

Subject: Vallejo VMT/ORCEM DEIR

Comment/ Questions on the adequacy of the VMT/ORCEM DEIR

Andrea Ouse

| believe the proposed DEIR is inadequate dealing with the environmental
impact of tree addition on emission reduction benefits.

The VMT/ORCEM DEIR Appendix E-2: Tree Survey was completed for the previous
applicant, not VMT/ORCEM, and is dated April 2008.

General Project Area Description

"The Project Area is a former flour mill complex and an adjacent hillside in Vallejo,
Solano

County, California. It is bordered to the east and north by residential and commercial
development. To the south, there is a small area of open space, predominately non-
native

grassland. The Project Area is bordered on the west by Mare Island Strait. Elevations in
the

Project Area range from 0 to 140 feet (0 to 43 meters)."

"A total of five hundred twenty-three (523) trees were inventoried in this assessment."
Only the General Project Area Description of the tree survey has not changed on the 7
year old report and is indicative of the inadequacy of the discussion of tree addition on

mitigation of emission reduction benefits.

Appendix A-1 Initial Study and NOP under Agriculture and Forestry Resources, speaks
to deforestation only, not addition.

Lets be clear, adding trees improves our air quality.

| would request that the applicants in the DEIR generally speak to the emission
reduction benefits of adding trees as part of mitigation.
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| would request replacing dead trees on the proposed project site and a 20% increase,
minimum 100 trees, be added as part of mitigation.

I would request VMT/ORCEM applicant funding for a new city-wide Tree Survey as mitigation
on emission reduction for the city of Vallejo.

"Once you have an inventory there are tools available to provide forestry analysis and benefits
assessment that include emission reduction benefits. You can quantify benefits like carbon
storage, improved air quality, and energy savings to a single tree, line of street trees, or a
whole community forest.”

A city-wide Tree Survey (public, not yard) opens up urban forestry grant funding to
Vallejo.

Questions:

Will VMT/ORCEM fund consultants, working with U.S Forest Service Urban and
Community Forestry program, to conduct a city-wide Tree Survey?

Will the applicants allow public trail access to transverse the hillside with trees, outside
the Homeland Security restricted area, but on VMT property, between Sandy Beach
Road and Lemon Street as part of BCDC mitigation?

| sincerely appreciate the opportunity for input on the proposed VMT/ORCEM project.

Alan Barker

3 Sandy Beach

Vallejo, California 94590
925-389-0225
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the deadline to be considered. There is more information on the Vallejo Marine Terminal/ORCEM EIR at
www.CityofVallejo.net



From: gaylenekb

Sent: Monday, October 5, 2015 11:58 PM

To: Andrea Ouse

Subject: Orcem hearing comment

Ms. Ouse:

| recently moved to the lovely little City of Vallejo. | moved here to be closer to the
thriving Bay area art scene. | adored the Carnevale Fantastico Renaissance and
Cultural Festival is likely coming to Vallejo's Blue Rock Springs Park. | love the
downtown art scene and the farmer's market. Vallejo has small town charm and the pull
of San Francisco's Haight & Ashbury district for today's artists.

Orcem will bring water and air pollution for a SMALL return in employment
opportunities. Consider the impact of a facility such as Orcem on the National Historic
Landmark of the shipyard, and the impact of the Mare Island Shoreline Preserve.
Please be careful to include the additional impact of the drought on Vallejo's water
resources as well.

| adore this area. Yes, there is unemployment, and areas that need to be restored. | just
guestion if the environmental impact won't end up costing more in the long run, than a
cement factory would bring into this area.

Gaylene Bartlett



Do You Have Questions About the Plans for a Cement Factory
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From: Paula K Bauer [mailto:paula@bauerlaw.com]
Sent: Monday, November 02, 2015 11:01 AM

To: Andrea Ouse <Andrea.Ouse@cityofvallejo.net>
Subject: Orcem/VMT Questions

Ms. Ouse,

Why is there no separate DEIR for the
handling of Portland cement at the
proposed location, given that it iIs an option
available to applicants? Why is there no
consideration in the DEIR of the
environmental hazards of Portland
cement? What factors went into the
determination to not include Portland
cement either in the current DEIR or a
separate DEIR?

3.3-1: An intent to mitigate is not a
mitigation measure sufficient for CEQA
purposes as it does not allow for analysis
since it is not an actual plan. In the revised
DEIR, please include an actual mitigation
measure for this and all other instances
where the DEIR provides only a statement
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that a mitigation measure will be created in
the future.

What procedures will be in place to ensure
that the materials being transported to VMT
and unloaded at the port are not
contaminated, polluted, or a health/safety
problem? What procedures will be in place
to ensure that the ships arriving at the port
are not carrying invasive species? Who at
VMT and/or Orcem will be responsible for
ensuring the quality of the materials,
Including slag, entering the port and being
unloaded there? What agency will oversee
compliance with that?

3.6-2: What is the point of subsidized bus
passes when no buses route to the
proposed site? What mitigation will be
accomplished by providing employee
showers?



3.2-1 and 3.2-5: why have applicants
determined that mitigation measures here
are not economically feasible? What factors
were considered? What experts were
consulted to arrive at that

conclusion? Please identify and include all
Information considered and all persons
consulted in reaching this determination in
the DEIR, in any revised DEIR, and in the
Final EIR.

Table 3.9-2: how was it determined that
Increased capacity for cargo shipping is a
substantial public benefit for Vallejo? Is
there a legal definition for substantial public
benefit? If so, how does increased cargo
shipping meet that definition? What
tangible benefits does Vallejo get from
Increased cargo shipping, and how do they
outweigh the detriments from such
Increase?



What factors went into the applicants’
determination that an Environmental Justice
Report was not required for these

projects? What people were consulted to
arrive at this decision? What were the
gualifications of those consulted? Identify
the studies of the area surrounding the
proposed projects that were used Iin arriving
at this determination.

When an engineer, surveyor, biologist or
some other type of specialist is to be hired
to comply with a mitigation measure, who
will determine who is hired and what will be
the standard for determining that?

Mitigation measure 3.4-s is insufficient
because merely conducting a survey is
NOT a mitigation measure. Even if a survey
IS completed, what assurances are there
that it will be used to do anything? This
mitigation measure should be redone to



show what steps will be taken to mitigate
this impact.

Why is it not feasible to mitigate the air
pollution effects of 3.2-1 and 3.2-5 by
recording a covenant to restrict use of the
hillside? No grounds are given for this
conclusion, as stated in 3.2.5. What people
were consulted and documents used to
arrive at this conclusion?

| could not find where the DEIR took into
account the loss of revenue to the city of
Vallejo due to the decreased property
values that will result if these projects are
approved. Please include this economic
Impact in the revised DEIR.

Because emails | have sent you in the past
have not gone through correctly, please
acknowledge receipt of this one. Thank
you.



Paula Bauer

419 Wallace Avenue
Vallejo, CA 94590
415.516.2805
paula@bauerlaw.com
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From: Connie Beckmann [mailto:crbeckman45@comcast.net]

Sent: Tuesday, October 20, 2015 9:53 AM

To: Andrea Ouse <Andrea.Ouse@cityofvallejo.net>; Bob Sampayan <Bob.Sampayan@cityofvallejo.net>
Subject: PAGE 136, VMT/ORCEM Draft EIR

Please recheck figures on page 136 of the EIR, and let me know of my error:

During the mode 2 operations, when all raw materials are being delivered by truck, it is estimated that
189 loads of concrete will be produced.

Each load is about 8 yards, so that's approximately 1500 yards.

There is about 1.5 tons of aggregate in each yard of concrete.

That amounts to 2250 tons.

That is approximately 200 loads of aggregate per day (if being hauled by ten-wheelers), not 19.

Is this report off by a factor of ten?
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> 0On Oct 20, 2015, at 11:40 AM, Connie Beckmann <crbeckman45@comcast.net> wrote:

>

> Unfortunately this logarithmically affects every area of sound and traffic in this study, making all
preliminary reviews worthless.

> We will have to start over once again. More time and money lost.

>

> If this report is to be taken empirically (and it must) there is an error. It is glaring, and should have
been seen immediately by Planning. It will be embarrassing if it isn't researched prior to Sunday's
meeting.

>

>

>
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From: Milagros [mailto:mjbnena@hotmail.com]

Sent: Thursday, October 01, 2015 11:20 AM

To: Andrea Ouse

Subject: Environmental Justice and Community Health Impact Imput on Draft Envrionmental
Impact Report for ORCEM Plant and Vallejo Marine Terminal

Dear Andrea Ouse,

My name is Milagros Berrios. | am writing on behalf of my family and myself. We are hoping
that ORCEM Plant will not open up in our city because we work, live, play, and breathe in the
exact area that they plan to open up the plant. My child and | already have severe asthma and
with the report sent from Lori Allio, PhD it will only worsen our health due to the affects of the
plants output. I also work at Grace Patterson and near the Marina. This will affect not only me in
my work place but also the children and families that | work with that attend the school.

I hope you will take all of our health and well being into consideration .

Thank you,

Milagros Berrios
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Vallejo Wants Your Questions About a CEMENT FACTORY on the Waterfront
Won't You Please Take a Moment to Send in Your Questions?
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From: Melissa Bowman [mailto:patinage.tx@gmail.com]
Sent: Sunday, November 01, 2015 9:07 PM

To: Andrea Ouse <Andrea.Ouse@cityofvallejo.net>
Subject: VMT/Orcem questions

VMT/Orcem questions

Would you please show photos including satellite photos if available of your mills and the surrounding
environs in Ireland, France, Netherlands and New Zealand?

Specifically what Asian countries will the imported slag be shipped from? How will their contents be
examined for legal, intended import?

Will there be garbage coming from the Port of San Francisco as some have claimed?

Speaking in layman's terms, how does the cancer risk described in this project compare to the cancer
risk of eating bacon and red meats (17%) as revealed recently by the World Health Organization? | am
asking this because there is much said about bringing more minimum wage fast food employment into
Vallejo rather than this project.

What will be the benefits to South Vallejo? Please include information regarding safety from violence,
residential and commercial real estate price stabilization when the former General Mills property is
reused as opposed to its current unused state. Also, please discuss street and road improvements.

How committed is Orcem to produce its sustainable construction product over the 65 year rental term?
What kinds of research is Orcem doing to minimize or fully eliminate Portland cement production in
their product?

Which historically significant structures will be open to the public?

Melissa Bowman
Architectural Heritage and Landmarks Commission
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From: Kathryn Brock [mailto:katclabro@gmail.com]

Sent: Monday, October 26, 2015 11:07 PM

To: Andrea Ouse

Subject: A concerned citizen regarding the cement factory

In February 2015, when | was thinking of moving to Vallejo, there were two main
guestions | had. Is the air quality healthy in Vallejo and is there good quality drinking
water. These two things sold me on Vallejo as a healthy place to live. In April 2015, |
moved here from Long Beach in Los Angeles County.

I lived in downtown Long Beach next to the Port of Long Beach and the Port of Los
Angeles and numerous factories. This area is also called Cancer Alley. The rate of lung
cancer and respiratory ailments is one of the highest in the nation due to the port
activity, diesel ships, diesel trucks and toxic factories. In the four years | lived in Long
Beach | developed COPD. This is permanent damage to my lungs. | will most likely die
of it in the future.

There are several things going on here:

Regarding the transportation

1. The ships and trucks run on diesel fuel. The diesel fuel soot and smell drifts into your
house. The oily soot is hard to get rid of once it is in your living area. It gets into the
carpets, on the walls, on your dishes, in your bedding, and in your clothing, etc.
Breathing it in gets lodged in your lungs and you can never ever get rid of it.
Remember, homes need to have windows open to circulate fresh air.

Question. Will the cement factory owners be willing to install in every Vallejo home a
filtering system to clean the toxic air coming in from the windows?

2. Most of the jobs at the ports and factories are union jobs, these workers make good
money. It turns out most port workers do not live in Long beach, because it is too toxic.
They don’t want their children exposed to the toxins. They live in other surrounding
areas where you don’t have the TOXIC DRIFT. And they don’t spend their money in
Long Beach.
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Regarding the cement factory

1. The cement factory will have a toxic drift over all of Vallejo. As with Long Beach, the
City of Vallejo and the cement company will be plagued with continuous lawsuits for
decades to come.

Question. Will the cement factory owners be willing to install in every Vallejo home a
filtering system to clean the toxic air coming in from the windows?

2. Once you allow a toxic factory in the neighborhood, then there will be a flood of
other toxic industries that will want to be in Vallejo. Is this what you want? Really?
Really?

3. The people of Vallejo will have ongoing lung damage. City of Vallejo will need to set
up special Respiratory Clinics for the residents of Vallejo.

4. Don’t be too set on locals getting these jobs. A high degree of the Vallejo young
adults do not graduate from high school. There is a high degree of young adults that
are not proficient in basic skills. Even factory workers need some basic skills.

5. The residents will be angry and will vote out all city officials that are in favor of this
cement factory and other projects like this. And with that change, city employees who
are in favor of toxic industries will be replaced with environmentally sensitive
employees.

For those that don’t know, many city council members and city employees in favor of
toxic industries don’t even live in Vallejo. So, why would they care about YOUR AIR?

6. This cement factory and other toxic industries like this will condemn Vallejo real
estate values F O R E V E R from reaching their full bay area potential.

TRUST ME, THIS WILL NOT END WELL.



My questions for those making decision for me and you:

How will the air quality be monitored?

What organization will be in charge of air quality monitoring?

Will residents be part of supervising the air quality organization?

Will residents have a 50% or more representation in this air quality organization?

Who is going to pay for the monitoring of air quality?
What will happen if monitored result is less than acceptable?

If the air quality is not acceptable, what is the process to shut down industries that
pollute our air?

In this shutting down process, will city officials represent the citizens of Vallejo or the
toxic industries?






From: Peter Brooks [mailto:peterjbrooks@msn.com]

Sent: Wednesday, October 28, 2015 1:20 PM

To: Andrea Ouse

Subject: ORCEM/VMT DEIR questions for official submission

Hello Andrea,
Please submit these questions for the 60-day DEIR period.

As always, thank you for your prompt attention.
Peter Brooks

714 York

Vallejo, CA 94590

Appendix J-1 - STORM WATER CONTROL PLAN

1.3 Pre- & Post-Development Peak Runoff Rates

The DEIR states that ""Peak runoff from the site will be reduced by a combination of three
factors including the removal of the existing warehouse building at the site entry."

QUESTION 1 -- How would the Runoff Rates be affected if the existing warehouse
building at the site entry were NOT removed?

QUESTION 2 -- Will the plan to direct runoff to the vegetated swales, storm drain system, and
bio-basin for detention and filtration still work if the existing warehouse building at the site entry
is NOT removed?

1.5 Opportunities and Constraints for Storm Water Control

STORM WATER CONTROL PLAN (SWCP) - The DEIR states that debris and pollutants
from unloading and/or vehicle operations can be adequately filtered prior to discharge.

QUESTION 1 -- Can you please list examples of debris and pollutants and explain how the
filtration process works?

QUESTION 2 -- Can it be determined how much of the debris and pollutants entering the
filtration system come from VMT's operation vs. ORCEM's operation?
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SECTION 2.0 MEASURES TO LIMIT IMPERVIOUSNESS

2.1 Measures to Reduce Development and Minimize Impervious Area

Per the DEIR, "The existing warehouse building at the site entry will be removed. The area will
be paved or topped with gravel and used for truck/rail traffic and for stockpile of materials and/or
equipment. A bio-basin and vegetated swales will be added to the site to increase the landscape
(pervious) areas."

QUESTION - Can you please explain where the aforementioned bio-basin and vegetated
swales will be placed if the existing warehouse building at the site entry is NOT removed?

SECTION 3.0 SELECTION AND PRELIMINARY DESIGN OF STORM WATER
TREATMENT BEST MANAGEMENT PRACTICES (BMPS)

The DEIR states that "Gravel/Stockpile area runoff has minor infiltration, and the remainder is
directed to the storm drain system or to the bio-basin.”

QUESTION -- Can you explain why some Gravel/Stockpile are runoff goes to the bio-basin
while other Gravel/Stockpile area runoff is diverted to the storm drain system?

SECTION 4.0 SOURCE CONTROL MEASURES
4.1 Description of Site Activities and Potential Sources of Pollutants

TABLE 4-1 POTENTIAL POLLUTANT SOURCES AND CONTROLS states that **Storm
drain inlets will be marked with the words “No Dumping! Drains to Bay.™

QUESTION -- Can you please illustrate on the site map which areas on the site "*Drain to
Bay' and which areas go to filtration and treatment?**

QUESTION 2 -- Can you please explain why some Storm drain inlets drain to the Bay
without filtration and treatment?



From: Peter Brooks [mailto:peterjbrooks@msn.com]
Sent: Monday, November 02, 2015 12:45 PM

To: Andrea Ouse <Andrea.Ouse@cityofvallejo.net>
Subject: ORCEM/VMT DEIR questions

Here are questions related to the draft EIR that I would like answered.
Thank you,

Peter Brooks

Vallejo, CA

APPENDIX L.5.4 — EXISTING PLUS ORCEM PROJECT

BASIC FREEWAY SEGMENTS WORKSHEET and the RAMPS AND RAMP JUNCTIONS WORKSHEET

*On pages approximately 619 to 676, the Jurisdiction is listed as "Sonoma County." Can you
please explain why Sonoma, instead of Solano County, is the jurisdiction?

*Starting with page 661 to 676, the "Analysis Year" is listed as 2040. Can you please explain
why that year, 2040, was chosen for the analysis?

*On pages 631-634 of the BASIC FREEWAY SEGMENTS WORKSHEET, Highway/Direction of
Travel states "From/To Glen Cove to Laurel, Jurisdiction of Sonoma County." Can you please
explain where this location is and how it is related to the traffic analysis for the ORCEM/VMT
proposal?

ADDITIONAL QUESTIONS

What materials are needed to mix with the "slag" coming from Asia to make ORCEM's product?
How will the materials that are needed to mix with the slag be brought to the site?

How will the materials that are needed to mix with the slag be stored on site?

On an annual basis what is the estimated tonnage of each material needed to mix with the "slag"
that will be stored on site?

On an annual basis what is the estimated tonnage of Portland cement that will be stored at the
site?

How will the Portland cement be brought to the site?
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Specifically, how will the Portland material used in the mixing process be stored on site and
what precautions will be taken to ensure Portland does not escape into the air or water?

If/when Orcem decides to manufacture Portland cement how will operation of the Orcem facility
change in regard to the manufacture, storage, handling and transportation of the Portland
product?

If/when Orcem decides to manufacture Portland cement, will that require a new environmental
impact report?
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From: Patricia <vidasport@yahoo.com>
Sent: Thursday, October 8, 2015 7:11 PM
To: Andrea Ouse

Subject: VMT/ORCEM Draft EIR

Dear Ms. Ouse,

Vallejo has a rich maritime and industrial heritage that has waned to say the least, along with the middle
class jobs it sustained. | therefore welcome the idea of creating a maritime terminal with links to rail as
well as the cement processing plant.

| do have concerns about Lemon Street and the truck traffic planned ther o dow will residents and
pedestrians be protected from noise and dust stirred up by the trucks?| Wi the restriction of trucks to
non commute hours and the use of newer model lower emission trucks apply to all the future VMT
tenants?| Would it be possible to create a physical separation from the trucks, perhaps lined with trees
along Lemon Street? Could beautification of the Sonoma Blvd. corridor be linked to it? \ 4

Sincerely,
Patricia Brown
Napa St.
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From: Jeff Carlson [mailto:jeffdcarlson@gmail.com]
Sent: Tuesday, October 27, 2015 2:01 PM

To: Andrea Ouse

Subject: Comments on VMT/Orcem Draft EIR

Ms. Ouse,

Please add the attached file to the official record of public comments regarding the
VMT/ORCEM project Draft Environmental Impact Report.

Regards,
Jeff Carlson

Comments and Questions regarding the draft Environmental Impact Report Orcem/VMT
2 -- PROJECT DESCRIPTION

2.4.5 Development Agreement and/or Community Benefits Agreement:
e How does the applicant justify proposing a Community Benefits Agreement that would
only last a fraction of the operational life of the project?
e Would the community need for such an agreement diminish significantly over the fifteen
year life of the agreement, and what factors would lead to this attenuation?

Background: While VMT has some general descriptions of the shipments that would be
unloaded at its proposed pier, nothing is said about the possibility of garbage shipments from San
Francisco or any other Bay Area city. This is an important question since the city of San
Francisco and Recology Inc. just signed an agreement to truck 5 million tons of San Francisco
garbage to the Recology dump near Vacaville over a 15-year period.
e s it possible that project operations in the future might involve transfer of municipal
garbage?

This agreement between San Francisco and Recology has resulted in litigation, and in such cases

there is always the possibility of an alternative to trucking -- such as garbage barges.

Note that one of the principals in VMT is Marc Grisham, who was city manager in Pittsburg,

CA, when garbage barges to that city were discussed a few years ago. The plan eventually was

sidelined. Now Grisham is a principal in VMT which proposes a port facility capable of handling

a large amount of barge and ship traffic.

e If transfer of municipal garbage would be allowed through this project in the future, what

would be the environmental impacts associated with these materials that have not been
specifically addressed in the draft environmental impact report?

The port facility would have a rail line that runs straight through the middle of Vallejo.
e If municipal garbage or trash transfer might be part of port operation, might that track
serve as a route for a trash train to any Recology dumps, including the one between Napa
and Vallejo, the one near Vacaville or the one in Yuba City?
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e What environmental impacts might result from these operations that have not been
specifically examined in the draft document?

Questions for VMT:

e Have you or will you consider using your proposed facility for docking garbage barges or
ships from other Bay Area cities, in particular San Francisco?

e Have you or would you consider utilizing your proposed facility to unload garbage
barges or ships and reload the garbage onto trucks or train cars for delivery to Recology
landfills, including ones near Vallejo, Vacaville or Yuba City?

e If this is not part of your plans, would you agree up front, as a condition of approval from
Vallejo and/or other governing agencies, to not accept such trash shipments and not
arrange for trash shipments via truck or train from the VMT?

e Would you agree up front to prohibitions on handling materials with substances capable
of creating health or environmental hazards in the event of accidents or errors involving
shipments of such materials to or from VMT or Orcem facilities in South Vallejo?

e If you are not willing to make such an agreement, can you explain your reasons for such a
refusal?

A related question for the city of Vallejo:

e Would the city impose a requirement that shipments to VMT or Orcem docks be
restricted to prohibit shipments of garbage, coal, fuel of any type, and materials with any
level of radioactive contamination, toxins or other hazardous substances that could result
in health or environmental problems in the event of spills or other accidents involving
ships, barges, trucks or trains?

e If the city, through its agencies or through its elected leaders, is unwilling to impose such
restrictions, can you explain reasons for such a refusal?

3 -- ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS
Cities, counties, and other local governmental entities have an important role to play in ensuring
environmental justice for all of California’s residents. Under state law:
“Environmental justice”” means the fair treatment of people of all races, cultures, and incomes
with respect to the development, adoption, implementation, and enforcement of environmental
laws, regulations, and policies.(Gov. Code, 8 65040.12, subd. (e)). Fairness in this context
means that the benefits of a healthy environment should be available to everyone, and the
burdens of pollution should not be focused on sensitive populations or on communities that
already are experiencing its adverse effects.

e Thedraft EIR fails to adequately analyze and identify mitigation measures for the

unequal burdens imposed on sensitive low income and ethnic minority populations.

The importance of a healthy environment for all of California’s residents is reflected in CEQA’s
purposes. In passing CEQA, the Legislature determined: “The maintenance of a quality
environment for the people of this state now and in the future is a matter of statewide concern.”
(Pub. Res. Code, § 21000, subd. (a).)We must “identify any critical thresholds for the health and
safety of the people of the state and take all coordinated actions necessary to prevent such
thresholds from being reached.” (Id. at subd. (d).) Under CEQA, human beings are an integral
part of the “environment.” An agency is required to find that a “project may have a ‘significant



effect on the environment’” if, among other things, “[t]he environmental effects of a project will
cause substantial adverse effects on human beings, either directly or indirectly[.]” (Pub.
Res.Code, § 21083, subd. (b)(3); see also CEQA Guidelines,28 15126.2 [noting that a project
may cause a significant effect by bringing people to hazards].)

e What is the racial and income distribution of the population of south Vallejo, particularly
within three miles of the proposed project site, and how does it compare with the rest of
Vallejo?

e What are the current rates of respiratory illness and the geographic distribution in south
Vallejo of these conditions that distinguish the portion of the population particularly
sensitive to the nitrogen oxide and PM emissions generated over years of project
operations?

e Are school age children considered more sensitive than adults to the effects of increased
atmospheric ground level nitrogen oxide and PM emissions?

e How many school days are projected to be lost annually with the added airborne nitrogen
oxide and PM pollution among students in south Vallejo schools?

e What are the cumulative effects of fugitive slag and clinker dust, nitrogen oxides and
resultant ozone, and PM emissions on sensitive receptors?

e How can the incidence of respiratory illness be expected to increase over time as a result
of the cumulative effects of the various emissions resulting from the operation of the
project over its lifetime?

e What additional burdens in terms of increased patient load and cost can be expected on
local health care systems as a result of increased air pollution generated by the operation
of the project over the next six or seven decades?

3.1 -- Aesthetics
3.1.4 Impact Discussion

The impact on the scenic vista would depend in part on the cargo, in particular the VMT barge
docking facility.
e What would prevent a future VMT agreement to accept municipal garbage via barge to
be loaded on trucks destined for landfills?
e What would be the aesthetic impacts of operations that include transfer of municipal
garbage that are not specifically addressed in the draft environmental impact report?
e Isthere a potential for particular types of cargo other than those listed in this document
coming in to the facility in the future that might cause significant visual or odor impacts?

3.1.5 Lighting: This section is incomplete. The intent to create a mitigation plan is not a
mitigation measure that the public can evaluate, particularly when the impact is identified as
significant without mitigation.
e There is insufficient evidence to determine if development of a plan that meets the stated
set of goals is feasible.
e What specific shielding provisions will ensure that outdoor lighting is designed so that
potential glare or light spillover to surrounding properties is minimized?
e  Where will the monitoring stations used to make the assessment be located?
e How will light spillover be measured, and what equipment will be used?



What standards will be used to determine whether a mitigated impact has been reduced to
less than significant?

What measuring methodology will be used to determine if the proposed project would
create additional daytime or nighttime glare?

What type of reflective materials will remain on the exterior surfaces of buildings?

What percentage of surface area would consist of reflective materials?

How will the plan define reflective materials?

How do the placement of reflective materials relative to the location of light sources
interact to affect light spillover to surrounding communities and sensitive biological
resources?

What type of landscape screening would be employed to shield neighboring properties
from light spillover and where would it be placed?

How would the twenty four hour lighting affect local bird and animal populations?
Please specifically address locally known osprey nesting sites.

What is the surface area of coastal water that would experience above ambient nighttime
lighting from the project?

What are the impacts of round the clock lighting in coastal waters to fish and populations
of benthic organisms?

3.2 -- Air Quality

3.2.1 The California Health and Safety Code Section 41700 states: “This section of the Health
and Safety Code states that a person shall not discharge from any source whatsoever quantities of
air contaminants or other material that cause injury, detriment, nuisance, or annoyance to any
considerable number of persons or to the public, or that endanger the comfort, repose, health, or
safety of any of those persons or the public...”

In light of the known health hazards associated with nitrogen oxide emissions and the

significant and unavoidable release of these pollutants during the projects operational

phase, how does the proposed project comply with Section 417007

How many persons would be impacted by the unavoidable release of nitrogen oxides?
What does the applicant consider to be a "considerable number" of impacted persons
under Section 417007

How many persons will be impacted by the release of Diesel Particulate Matter, a known

carcinogen?

How many persons in the impacted area currently suffer from respiratory ailments that

would exacerbate the health impacts of the nitrogen oxide and PM10 and PM2.5

emissions?

How many persons within the impacted area currently suffer from other health conditions

that may be exacerbated by exposure to these additional pollutants?

What is the age profile of persons in the areas likely to be impacted and how is age likely

to effect the overall cumulative project impact on the health of an individual as it relates

to Section 417007

What methodology will be used to determine the geographic distribution of the persons
likely to be impacted by nitrogen dioxide and PM emissions from all sources during the
operational phase?



e Why is there no project alternative considered to provide power to ships to eliminate the
need to idle ship engines in port when it would cut the NOXx project emissions
significantly?

e What is the additional estimated mortality among the exposed population as a result of
idling ship engines in port?

e What is the incidence of respiratory illness that will be initiated or aggravated among the
exposed population by requiring ships to idle in port to generate power?

e What quantity of the various identified air pollutants would be saved by cabling power
from land to ships?

3.2.2 In discussing the existing conditions the DEIR notes that: “The monitoring station is
located 2.5 kilometers northeast of the proposed facility. The monitoring station is also located
approximately downwind of the facility based on the wind data for both Vallejo and
Conoco-Phillips Rodeo meteorological stations and thus should be broadly representative of the
location at which the maximum emissions from the facilities will occur. In relation to fugitive
emissions from the facilities, the use of the Tuolumne Street station is likely to overestimate the
background levels of PM2.5 due to the remote nature of the project site relative to the ambient
monitoring station.” If the monitoring station is representative of the downwind area where the
maximum emissions will occur, that puts a large residential area in the zone where maximum
impacts would be expected.

e Why is there no evaluation of the cumulative impacts to these residents that would result
from adding the proposed project emissions to the existing concentration of atmospheric
pollutants these residents are already exposed to?

e What data was used to support the contention that 2.5 miles would lead to overestimation
of background levels of PM2.5?

e Would that statement apply to PM10 emissions and why or why not?

e Is the monitoring station location representative of the area subject to maximum impacts
from nitrogen dioxide emissions and the resulting ground level ozone concentrations
emitted daily during the operational phase of the project?

e What modeling assumptions were used to determine the dispersal and concentration of
the nitrogen oxide emissions and resulting ozone?

e What are the health profile demographics of the population in the zone expected to
experience impacts from air pollutants produced during the operational phase of the
project?

e What will be the cumulative effects of the PM emissions, the nitrogen oxide emissions,
and fugitive dust generated over the lifetime of the project to residents in south Vallejo?

e Given the differences in wind patterns relative to source locations, how can the PM10
data from the Vacaville monitoring station be considered representative of the
neighborhoods most impacted by emissions from the project operation?

3.2.4 Air Quality Impact Discussion: The BMP and fugitive dust control measures rely heavily
on watering of transfer points, lay down storage piles, and roadways. Cement dust and dust from
other project raw materials are highly alkaline and have the potential to alter pH when leached
into soils and water.

e How much of the water applied for dust control will evaporate?



e How much of the water used for dust control will enter the soil and ultimately the coastal
waters?

e What is the potential for altering soil pH on the site and what are the possible
environmental impacts over decades?

e What is the potential for runoff from dust control measures combined with heavy rain
events to contaminate or alter the pH of marine coastal waters?

e What are the threshold levels for significant impacts to marine organisms from changes
in pH levels?

e Since dust control measures relying on surface watering of roadways do not remove the
material which will accumulate over time, what is the ultimate fate of the fugitive dust?

e How much material in the form of fugitive dust will the project leach into soils on the
project site per year?

e What is the composition of the dust relative to the different modes of operation describes
for the project?

e  Will fugitive dust be transported on vehicle tires leaving the loading facilities?

e What dust control measures prevent fugitive dust from escaping the clamshell cranes
during the first stage of offloading ships?

e Will the height above sea level at which fugitive dust escapes during material transfer
influence its dispersal distance and resulting impact on downwind residential areas and
schools?

The MSDS information for blast furnace slag consistently advise keeping the material dry until
use to prevent chemical reactions that add to the hazards of handling and storing the material.
e How does the addition of large quantities of water for dust control to the slag and clinker
material react chemically with these materials and what environmental impacts might
result from this interaction?

The target for fugitive dust control aims for 95% capture at multiple material transfer stages.
e What is the actual cumulative quantity of fugitive dust emissions from the 5% that escape
at each step?
e What is the baseline 100% quantity by weight of the fugitive dust generated at each step
without any control measures?

MSDS information for blast furnace slag from different sources and regions reveal considerable
variation in the content of known environmentally hazardous and carcinogenic substances such
as hexavalent chromium.

e The DEIR for this project fails to adequately consider variation in source composition
and possible mitigation measures to prevent unanticipated environmental impacts.

e What standards will be used to prevent the import of known environmentally hazardous
materials with the GGBFS and how would the composition of individual batches of
material be determined?

3.2.4 PDF-Q-1-2-3:
e How often will filters need replacing?



What filter maintenance procedures ensure that filters are replaced before air leaving the
building exceeds targets for particulates?

How is the public guaranteed that proper maintenance procedures will be followed over
the life of the project?

How will the airflow exiting the building be monitored to ensure the filters are operating

properly?

3.2.4 PDF-AQ-4:

How exactly is the moisture content determined to be adequate for 95% control?

How is the water applied and how often?

What measuring equipment will be used to determine moisture content?

How much material will be released into the air on a weekly or monthly basis at full
operation with 95% control at each stage of material transfer?

What are the physical characteristics of the 5% total dust generated at each transfer that
will be released into the atmosphere and why would that not be considered a significant
impact to nearby sensitive populations?

What guarantees that the dust control measures stipulated will continue throughout the
operational life of the facility?

3.2.4 A): Since a primary goal of the Bay Area Clean Air Plan is to protect public health, the
current health levels of the local population should be considered just as we consider ambient air
levels to gauge the impact of additional pollutant emissions.

What are the rates of respiratory illness among the youth of south Vallejo neighborhoods
most likely to be impacted by diesel particulate emissions from trucks, trains, and ships
and the ozone producing nitrogen oxide emissions?

Has a survey been conducted to determine the number of local residents suffering
illnesses like asthma and emphysema who would be most at risk from these pollutants?
What will the wear of truck tires traveling through south Vallejo contribute to the PM
count?

How does the implementation of scheduled requirements related to equipment upgrades
meet the primary goal to protect public health when the EIR clearly identifies significant
unavoidable impacts to air quality on residential neighborhoods even with the required
upgrades?

Why would the release of significant amounts of these pollutants not be considered to be
in opposition to the primary goal of the BAAQMD Clean Air plan to protect public
health?

3.2.4 B):

What other air quality standard violations besides GHGs might the project make a
substantial contribution to and how does the applicant define substantial?

Table 3.2-9: Construction Impacts: The combined emissions of Nitrogen oxides are barely under
the 54 pounds per day level of significance. The model makes assumptions about the number of
work days required for each phase.

How sensitive to the number of work day assumptions is the model?



e How much difference between model work day estimates and actual time spent in the
construction phases would it take to put the nitrogen oxides emission levels in the
category of a significant impact?

e What other assumptions would lead to a cumulative model output over the 54 Ib/day level
of significance?

Table 3.2-12: The Orcem project in phase two is projected to put nine tons of particulate matter
into the air per year.

e What is the projected geographic distribution over time of the deposition of this known
cause of respiratory and cancer health risks given local weather patterns and settling
rates?

e What will be the geographic distribution of the DPM deposition over time given
projected truck and train traffic routes and local weather patterns?

3.2 Operational Impacts - Orcem

The Safety Data Sheet for blast furnace slag listed it as a class 1A carcinogen in addition to a
source of damage to skin and lungs.
e How does the clamshell crane operation control fugitive dust as the GBFS material is
offloaded from ships and transferred to the covered conveyors?
e How much of this dust might be transported off site on vehicle tires under wet or dry
weather conditions?
e What guarantees that fugitive dust control measures that rely on best practices, e.g. use of
water when picking material up out of an open GBFS storage pile, will continue
throughout the operational life of the Orcem plant?

The target for best practices fugitive dust control for blast furnace slag or clinker material is 95%
at each transfer point. Without a baseline that attaches units of measurement to a condition of
no control it is impossible to evaluate the quantity or impact of the 5% that is not captured at
each point of material transfer
e What is the cumulative quantity of fugitive dust that would result from the 5% loss at
each point of transfer?
e What are the characteristics of the dust that escapes in terms of mass and particle size that
would influence its distribution into the environment under various wind conditions?

Prevailing wind conditions on the site come across a large fetch of water and then run into the
steep slope at the back of the site, which creates a major updraft. The top of the slope is used by
parasailing enthusiasts to take advantage of this updraft.
e How does the topography of the project site under various wind conditions affect the
distance and distribution of fugitive dust particles generated during project operations?
e How would the height at which fugitive dust is released combined with wind conditions
and site topography affect the distribution and deposition of particles?

The DEIR mentions pet coke as a material that might be handled
e Would the pet coke mentioned as a possible future import possibly be burned in the
facility's hot air generator or other plant operations?



e Has the use of pet coke been analyzed with regard the effect on emissions from the plant
operation?
e How does pet coke compare to other fuel sources in terms of environmental impacts?



From: Jeff Carlson [mailto:jeffdcarlson@gmail.com]
Sent: Wednesday, October 28, 2015 5:40 PM

To: Andrea Ouse

Subject: VMT/ORCEM DEIR Comments

Ms. Ouse,

Please add the attached file to the official record of public comments regarding the
VMT/ORCEM project Draft Environmental Impact Report.

Regards,
Jeff Carlson

VMT/ORCEM project draft Environmental Impact Report Comments - part 2
Jeff Carlson

3.3 -- Biological Resources

e Given the projected sea level rise over the decades of the project life, would sections of
the site likely be eligible for classification as wetlands in the future with the no project
alternative?

e What baseline topograpnic information and sea level calculations are used to make the
determination of the effects of sea level rise on the project site over the life of the
project?

The biological assessment site survey information is outdated and no longer reflects conditions
extant at the site. The intervening eight years have seen some of the driest on record and the
composition of the plant and animal community may have changed significantly as a result. The
site was being mowed and disced annually at the time the 2008 biological survey information
was collected. The project DEIR states: "Regular disking reduces the suitability of the grassland
habitat for special -status wildlife species.” That practice ceased years ago and the plant and
animal community has changed significantly as a result.

e What is the current status of biological resources at the site that might be impacted by the

project following a decade of human inactivity and climate change?

Appendix E-3 which purports to update the biological assessment information documents that
the site has been without human activity for the past ten years in contrast to the conditions extant
in the original survey. In the interim an osprey nest had been established on one of the buildings
and the author posits that colonization of the buildings by Townsend's bats would be likely and
require further evaluation.

e Since Appendix E-3 documents changes that have occurred relative to the buildings, why
would changes to the plant and animal communities across the rest of the site following a
decade without disturbance not reflect the same propensity to change?

e Why were no transect surveys conducted to update the biological assessment in a
comprehensive manner?
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Similarly Table 3.3-1 documents sightings of Caspian terns flying overhead and notes that
suitable habitat consists of undisturbed shoreline locations that are nearly barren. While that
description did not apply during the 2007 survey because of the human activity, the lack of
disturbance in the years since make it likely that the site has become suitable habitat and may
support reproduction by Caspian Terns, a USFWS Bird of Conservation Concern.

e Have Caspian Terns used the site for reproduction in the years since the 2007 evaluation?

The 2014 visit to update the biological assessment information does not indicate that a walking
transect was performed of the former disturbed grassland or the extensive sloped section of the
site that was previously being mowed annually but has now been left undisturbed for years. It
would be expected under these conditions that once regular disturbance ceased the composition
of the plant and animal communities would change significantly. The environmental impacts to
biological resources can't be identified and mitigated without current full season surveys to
establish baseline information.

e What is the current composition of plant and animal communities at the project site?

e Have any species of concern established at the site since the last transect surveys?

The peer review of the BRA points to the high potential for existing conditions to differ
significantly from the biological assessment data contained in the DEIR after a decade with little
human activity. It points to the example of the Townsend's big-eared bat which may well have
established in the interim. The same can be said for the plant and animal community as a whole.
Appendix E-3 states:

"Additionally, since the BTR was written in 2008, Townsend’s big-eared bat has

been proposed as a candidate for listing as a state-threatened species. Appendix B

of the BRA states that Townsend’s big-eared bat is “very sensitive to human

disturbance; is not present on the project site; the project site is regularly

disturbed by human activity, and suitable day roosts are not available in the

Project Area”.
Townsend’s big-eared bat is commonly found in buildings. Although this species is sensitive to
disturbance, the site has been vacant for 10 years and therefore has had little to no disturbance,
human or otherwise. Dudek recommends that a habitat assessment and pre-construction survey
be performed to assess whether roosting bats occur in the buildings on the project site. If roosting
bats are detected, Dudek recommends consultation with CDFW to identify appropriate measures
to be taken to avoid/minimize impacts to the species, which can include approval to exclude any
bats potentially found on the project site.” However, an agency fails its CEQA duties when it
simply requires a project applicant to obtain a biological report and then comply with any
recommendations that may be made in the report. Id. citing Gentry v. City of Murrieta (1995) 36
Cal.App.4th 1359.

The well-documented potential for large ocean-going cargo vessels to spread invasive marine
species has not been addressed in this document.
e What impacts to the local marine environment are associated with ocean-going vessels?
e What measures can be taken to avoid the transfer of invasive marine species by ships
docking at the proposed facility?



According to the San Francisco Bay Area Water Emergency Transportation Authority in an Aug,
2014 addendum to a consulting service report, the city of Vallejo has historically conducted no
eelgrass surveys. Eelgrass is a submerged aquatic plant of ecological importance in San
Francisco Bay and identified by the National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) as essential fish
habitat. Without a survey of the site and surroundings for essential fish habitat the potential for
significant environmental impacts related to the dredging operation can't be assessed or
mitigated.

e Would any stands of eelgrass be disturbed directly by dredging for the project?

e Would any off-site stands of eelgrass be subject to damage from increased turbidity or

siltation as a result of dredging or project operations?

A CalEPA Dept. of Toxic Substances Control report in 2003 notes: "Winter run Chinook salmon
appear in the Carquinez Strait as escaping (prespawning) adults and smolts moving into the
ocean.” Table 3.3-2 states regarding the Sacramento winter run and central valley spring run
Chinnook that "there is no evidence of their presence" even though such migrating fish would
necessarily pass within close proximity of the site.
e Is there no evidence because there has been inadequate sampling of the waters adjacent to
the proposed project site?

The CalEPA report also states: "The west shore of Mare Island constitutes the bulk of the most
important green sturgeon nursery in San Fransisco Bay." Given the proximity to the project site
and critical importance to continued propagation, the DEIR fails to adequately examine possible
impacts to this Species of Special Concern.

e Why is there no assessment of the contribution of the site and adjacent waters to the
reproductive success of the green sturgeon when it is known they are known to be
present?

e Why does Table 3.3-2 cite no evidence for steelhead near the site even though their
presence was recently reported near the mouth of the Napa River?

e Isthe lack of evidence for steelhead directly related to a lack of adequate sampling efforts
to find this rare and genetically important species?

Impact 3.3-7: Considering the ecological significance and protected status of a number of fish
species known to inhabit or transit the waters adjacent to the site, a mitigation consisting of an
intent to form a plan is insufficient to determine whether the impacts of night lighting marine
waters can be mitigated to a level of less than significant impact. Given the known presence of
threatened pelagic prey species like delta and longfin smelt along with predatory fish and
pinnipeds, the risk that minimum light levels necessary for project operations at night would
facilitate predation remains a significant risk. There is not sufficient evidence to determine
whether such a mitigation is known to be feasible even with the suggested elements listed in the
DEIR, when the performance standard is lack of significant impact to threatened species.
e How can any level of lighting necessary for workers to function safely fail to
significantly impact the behavior of local marine species?
e What data are used to support the claim that such a plan for a project on this scale is
known to be feasible?



e How much variation in behavioral response to elevated light levels among pelagic species
has been documented?

e Would other factors associated with elevated overnight light levels tend to congregate
pelagic prey species and increase predation rates, such as attracting insects and other food
sources to the project area?

Appendix E-1 Biological Resources Assessment

A 2007 404 Determination study of the proposed project site found:

"A small seasonal wetland (NWI classification = PEMC/F palustrine emergent wetland,
seasonally to semipermanently flooded) identified as a potentially jurisdictional wetland is
present at the base of a hillside in the southern portion of the Study Area. The wetland is
dominated by FAC to OBL wetland species including cattail, Bermuda grass, willowherb, and
bristly ox-tongue. The wettest area of the wetland, which may be better described as emergent
marsh, has hydric soils characterized by histosols and was inundated or saturated at the time of
the field visit. The drier areas of the wetland had moist soils exhibiting redoximorphic features.
The source of the wetland’s water was presumed to be hillside runoff or a hillside seep.”

Section 4.1.2 states “a small (0.02 acres) seasonal wetland plant community is present in the
southern portion of the Project Area at the base of a steep hillside. Portions of this wetland were
ponded during the late June field visit and may have perennial hydrology.” But later in Appendix
E-1 we find:

3.2.2.2 Special Status Species with a High Potential to Occur Monarch Butterfly (Danaus
plexippus)

“Monarch winter roost sites are characterized by wind-protected tree groves with nectar and
water sources nearby. This species has been documented to historically use the eucalyptus grove
in the Project Area (CNDDB 2007, Appendix F). Protocol level surveys for monarch winter
roosts were completed during the winter of 2007-2008. During these surveys no monarch
butterflies were observed and several components of a suitable roost site, including abundant
fresh water and dense understory, were determined to be missing. Therefore, it was determined
that the Project Area does not provide a monarch winter roost site.”

The conclusion that a single winter’s absence of site use means the project area does not provide
a winter roost site in spite of a history of roosting is largely based on a lack of fresh water and
dense understory. And yet a late June survey found open ponded water on the site.
e Why would the open water source cited as still present in June not support a winter
roosting monarch population?

The survey data in this document is insufficient to gauge the potential impact on this sensitive
species.
e How might the intervening drought years have affected monarch butterfly roosting
distributions?
e Does the ponding at the base of the slope continue through dry years after other sites that
would be suitable in normal years have dried up?
e How do rainfall patterns affect the suitability of the proposed project site relative to
nearby alternative roosting sites?



In addition, the person who was responsible for annual mowing of the understory reports that the
practice was abandoned years ago, so the lack of a dense understory cited and photographically
documented in the DEIR no longer describes actual site conditions. The combination of historic
records of use as a monarch roosting site, the documented presence of open ponded water, and a
dense understory all call into question the conclusion that the project site does not provide
suitable habitat for winter roosting of monarchs. This potential impact requires further study of
current site status. The information used to conclude that there is no potential impact is outdated
and incomplete.

3.5 -- Geology and Soils

e Has the fill material deposited on the site in the past been tested for hazardous
materials?

e Does the watering for dust control measures and the collection and reuse of runoff
water have the potential to redistribute hazardous material contained in the fill
material into the environment?

e What is the source of topographical baseline datum for the site used to determine
potential flooding effects on project infrastructure and evaluate possible
environmental impacts related to project operations and components when site is
inundated?

3.7-- Hazards and Hazardous Materials

MSDS's for blast furnace slag from different sources around the world reveal that a variety of
hazardous materials such as carcinogenic hexavalent chromium, lead and zinc oxides, and
calcium sulfide which is highly toxic to aquatic life may occur in significant amounts. The
composition of the source material that would be imported to the site and the potential for
differing batches of slag to impact the environment differently has not been given due
consideration in this document.

e What would guarantee that some of the water used in dust control would not make its
way into the marine environment carrying toxic or hazardous materials from the blast
furnace slag along with fugitive dust?

e How can the public be sure that fugitive dust emissions will not be carrying carcinogens
from slag material along with the caustic respiratory irritants?

e How much does the chemical composition of blast furnace slag vary in the regions that
will be sourced for the Vallejo plant?

e Do steel plants in the regions that would provide the slag for this project add steel scrap
to their kettles which can result in hazardous materials ending up in the blast furnace
slag?

e What measures could prevent significant environmental impacts resulting from hazardous
materials imported in batches of blast furnace slag over the operational life of the
facility?

3.8 -- Hydrology and Water Quality



e What is the potential for inundation according to Inundation Maps produced by the State
of California?

e If some or all of the site is projected to be inundated, what is the projected timeline for
that?

e What is the source of the topographic site data used to determine the liklihood of future
inundation of all or a portion of the site?

e If the site were to be inundated either through sea level rise, tsunami, or extraordinary
weather event, what environmetal impacts would result?

A review of the draft EIR for the Orcem/VMT project shows just one paragraph about landslide
potential from the steep, unstable hill above the old General Mills site. This is in section 3.8,
which discusses ways to stop excessive runoff from going into the river and carrying pollutants
with it. Micki Kelly, PWS, Plant Ecologist conducted a reconnaissance plant survey of the
General Mills site in 2007 and reported a recent landslide adjacent to the mill. The

lack of detailed analysis of the landslide potential suggests that the EIR has an inadequate
system of berms and landfill designed to stop polluting runoff from the Orcem/VMT site from
flowing into the Mare Island Strait, Carquinez Strait and San Pablo Bay. That could include
pollutants such as Orcem's slag which according to Orcem representatives would be stockpiled
against the steep hill. This issue has not been sufficiently examined in the draft document.

e  Were those involved in preparation of the EIR aware of the long history of mud- and
rock-slides off the steep hillside, which runs from from above the General Mills site
south above adjacent Sandy Beach to the western edge of the California Maritime
Academy?

Any resident of the adjacent Sandy Beach neighborhood who has lived there for more than two
or three years can describe how land slides have come down the hill during heavy rains and
covered their boardwalk, and even some of the decking or yards that face the hill above them,
with tons of debris. Such slides could overwhelm the runoff control system described in the EIR.
The potential for landslides during extreme weather events to impact project operation and the
environment has not been sufficiently analyzed in the draft document given the documented
history of these events.

3.9 -- Land Use and Planning

The EIR states that 2.74 acres of potential foraging habitat for sensitive fish species would be
lost due to shoreline modifications, and another 12.1 acres would be temporarily degraded due
mainly to dredging. However, the EIR concludes that the area at the site "is not considered to be
of high quality as a foraging habitat and the incidence of sensitive fish species at the site is low."
However, people who fish in this immediate area catch striped bass, sturgeon and other types of
fish. Small mud sharks are known to enter the river from San Pablo Bay. Delta and longfin smelt
are well documented in the adjacent waters. Seals come up river from the bay. Grass shrimp
thrive in the Mare Island Strait. It appears the draft EIR is inadequate in its analysis of marine
life in the project area.



e Can you describe the methodology used to determine that the incidence of sensitive fish
species at the site is low, and that the site is not considered to be of high quality as a
foraging habitat?

In discussing possible harmful effects, the draft EIR states that the VMT project component
"would require a small amount filling, diking and dredging." But at 3.9-17, the EIR states that
nearly 140,000 cubic yards of material would be dredged.
e What is the EIR's definition of "small" and would this amount of dredging really have no
harmful effects on marine life in the area?

Another dredging-related question:

e Orcem president Steve Bryan has stated that there is a scouring water pattern that has
kept the water off the mill site deep. However, at adjacent Sandy Beach to the south, it's a
mudflat out in front of the homes there at every low tide. Navigation charts show
extremely shallow water immediately to the north as well. How was the calculation of
estimated dredged material arrived at?

Given the several hundred feet of shoreline to be utilized for Orcem and VMT piers, it would
appear that the calculation of nearly 140,000 cubic yards of dredged material -- a huge amount --
might be too low.
e Also, to get to the depth needed for ship traffic, 35" mean lower low water, would the
dredging have to go beyond removal of silt and get into bedrock?
e What is the depth of the main river channel now? Is it less than 35" mean lower low
water?
e Regarding pollution, what may be in the silt as a result of more than 150 years of
water-based activity on both sides of the Mare Island Strait?
e Have samples been collected and analyzed for substances that would contaminate the
water column to the full depth of the proposed dredging?

The draft EIR states that only shallow sediment samples were taken. This appears to be
inadequate.

e  Were samples taken to bedrock levels? If not, why not?

For many years, the ACOE ran a large dredging ship in the Mare Island Strait to keep the water
deep enough for Navy ship traffic.
e  Were Army Corps of Engineers records reviewed to see whether the ACOE conducted
sampling of dredged material in the river? If not, why not?
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RE: APPENDIX K-1 and DEIR Alternative Analysis

Environmental Noise Impact Assessment of the Proposed VMT Development, Vallejo,
California

8.0 Operational Phase Assessment
Bulk Terminal Operations
The description in Appendix K-1of the extensive planning for the import of ship cargo in bulk
aggregate form for subsequent open pile storage and redistribution by truck and rail points to the
inadequacies of the DEIR description of the range of VMT project operations for assessing
potential environmental impacts.
What materials in aggregate form might be handled at the VMT facility?
What are the potential environmental impacts related to handling these various materials
in addition to their characteristic noise generating properties?

Appendix K-1 Figures 6 and 7 in the operational impacts section are largely illegible. The
relevant information has been reproduced in a format leaving the typeface too small to read and
with large labels covering much of the information it purports to present for public edification.
Page 23 gives a citation for the assumption regarding the decibel level of ship engines with a
footnote number 7. The page only has three footnotes and the source information appears to be
missing.

On page 29 , Appendix K-1 states: “Please note that the noise from locomotive warning horns
has not been included in this assessment as it is considered to be a sound made in the interest of
public safety. Such sounds are considered to be exempt from noise impact assessments as per the
guidance contained within Chapter 16 of the City of Vallejo’s Municipal Code regarding
exceptions to the City’s noise performance standards.” Such sounds may be exempt from noise
impact assessment under the City code, but they are certainly not exempt from environmental
impact assessment under CEQA.

Conflict between CEQA analysis and the City general plan is not at issue since the general plan
allows either a decision to approve or deny by the lead agency with regard to the issue of
sounding locomotive warning horns in residential neighborhoods. While sounding locomotive
warning horns would qualify as “noise made in the interest of public safety,” that noise only
becomes necessary if the lead agency chooses to approve a project that re-activates an abandoned
rail line first laid out in 1869. To consider the full range of impacts and possible mitigations the
EIR for this project requires a noise impact analysis along the entire route of the rail line that
would re-open, including impacts to all sensitive receptors resulting from the use of locomotive
warning horns.

Noise intrusions are characterized by their transient quality. Typical examples are motorcycles,
trucks, aircraft, trains, and sirens. Their noise stands out far above all other sounds, and they
interrupt without warning such personal activities as sleep, study, entertainment, relaxation and
conversation. The US Department of Transportation (DOT) includes a discussion on their web
page about community annoyance due to noise which includes the following:



Introduction of train horn noise may have two undesirable effects. First, it may
significantly increase existing noise levels in the community beyond those to which
residents have become accustomed. This effect is called "relative" noise impact.
Evaluation of this effect is "relative" to existing noise levels. Relative criteria are based
upon noise increases above existing levels. Second, newly-introduced horn noise may
interfere with community activities, independent of existing noise levels. For example, it
may be simply too loud to converse or to sleep normally. This effect is called the
"absolute" noise impact, because it is expressed as a fixed level not to be exceeded and is
independent of existing noise levels. Both of these effects, relative and absolute, enter
into the assessment of noise impacts.

In a large number of community attitudinal surveys, transportation noise has been ranked
among the most significant causes of community dissatisfaction in census surveys. At
45 Ldn (day/night decibel levels), the level of high annoyance in a community averages 0
percent. At 60 Ldn, approximately 10 percent of respondents reported being highly
annoyed, while at 85 Ldn, the proportion of those being highly annoyed increases quite
rapidly to approximately 70 percent.

On page 8 Appendix K-1 gives the decibel level for a rail transit horn at 90dbA. For the Ldn
measure you would add another 10 dbA during nighttime hours to account for the exaggerated
impact of such loud unexpected noises at night. The DOT puts the baseline number at 110dbA
and describes the noise from locomotive horns on a railroad at a 100 foot distance as somewhat
louder than being 1 to 3 miles from the end of a busy airport runway.

According to the DEIR the rail line that would be put into service crosses 16 at grade street
intersections and another 20 places where pedestrians or bicycles might cross the tracks. The
need for locomotives to sound warning horns would be frequent when interrupting such an
extensive flow of traffic while traveling across the city. The EIR requires a thorough analysis of
sensitive receptors and the impact of all sources of noise resulting from the operation of the
entire section of rail line that would be put in service if this project were approved.

Appendix K-1 relies heavily on measures of increase in average ambient noise levels, consistent
with the CEQA guidelines item ‘c.” presented on page 7 of the Appendix for evaluating the
significance of environmental noise attributable to the proposed project. Item c. would find a
impact significant where the project would: “Result in a substantial permanent increase in
ambient noise levels in the project vicinity above levels existing without the project.”  That
measure fails to account for the intrusive impact on humans from transient events much louder
than ambient noise levels.

Item ‘d.” presented in the guidelines on page 7 of Appendix K-1 also stipulates significant
impacts where project operations would: “Result in a substantial temporary or periodic increase
in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity above levels existing without the project.” There
has been insufficient analysis in the draft document of the impacts on sensitive receptors to the
transient spikes in noise levels related to project operations. Item ‘a.’ in the guidelines on page
7 would find significant impacts where the project would: “Expose people to or generate noise
levels in excess of standards established in the local general plan, noise ordinance, or applicable



standards of other agencies.” The emphasis in the draft document on considering increases to
ambient levels over time fails to capture the intrusive nature of the noise related environmental
impacts attributable to this project.

The Vallejo municipal code includes Section 16.72.030 - Noise performance standards. “No
land use shall generate sound exceeding the maximum levels permitted in the following table
when such sounds are measured in any of the zoning districts listed in this table:” which lists the
maximum level permissible in any residential zone as 60dbA. Page 8 of Appendix K-1 lists the
rail transit of at-grade street crossings at 80dbA. The rail line that would be put into service for
this project runs through numerous residential neighorhoods and adjacent to parks.

Section 16.72.040 gives correction factors that would further reduce the permissible level for
transient events like a train passing by 5 dbA in residential zones to a limit of 55dbA. Section
16.72.050 - lists exceptions to the noise performance standards. It says: “The following sounds,
upon compliance with state conditions, may exceed the maximum sound pressure levels...” This
list includes Item C which states: “C. Sounds from transportation equipment used exclusively in
the movement of goods and people to and from a given premises...” While this section may be
construed as allowing a lead agency to consider permitting the operation of a rail line
transporting goods to exceed by 25dbA the City’s standards, it does not exempt a project from
impact analysis under CEQA.

The city of Vallejo has adopted the state OPR standards in the Noise Element of its General Plan.
Page 10 of Appendix K-1 shows a chart of the OPR chart displaying land use compatibility with
community noise exposure. On page 18, the Appendix puts the noise level from slow moving
heavy trucks passing at a fifty foot distance at 75dbA. The OPR chart indicates that projects
that result in noise at any level above 70dbA is considered normally unacceptable and should be
discouraged for all but sports stadiums and manufacturing zones.

For residential zones and parks anything above 75dbA is classified in the OPR standard as
Clearly Unacceptable where “new construction or development generally should not be
undertaken.” The truck routes that would be used by slow moving heavy trucks and the rail line
that would be put into service run through and past numerous zones where the OPR standards
indicate that such development is not appropriate and should be discouraged. Analysis of noise
contributions above background ambient levels averaged over time and limited to a much
smaller set of receptors than those that actually would be impacted is not sufficient for the lead
agency to consider the full range and nature of noise impacts attributable to either the
construction or operational phases of this project.

At a minimum the analysis should include a complete inventory of the sensitive receptors that
would be impacted by noise attributable to this project. That includes receptors along the entire
length of the rail line that would be put into service for this project alone. The analysis should
include all noise elements attributable to the project, including locomotive warning horns.

The environmental impact report analysis should focus on measurements that capture the
intrusive nature of transient sounds like the passage of heavy trucks and trains. As the authors
of Appendix K-1 point out on page 18, “short term intermittent noise would be minor when



averaged over a longer time period.”  That statement provides a succinct explanation for why
their methodology fails to capture the transient intrusive nature of the noise, which is the source
of the major impact on humans. An analysis that focuses on measures like Lmax for transient
events and shorter duration time measurements would inform decision makers about the full
scope and nature of noise impacts and possible mitigation measures.

End of comments regarding Appendix K-1.

Draft Environmental Impact Report
6.4.2 Revised Operations Alternative

The alternative outlined here is simply the project presented with a few minor tweaks to improve
project efficiency and compliance with regional standards which should have been included in
the main body of the draft document to begin with. The EIR should include the consideration of
real alternatives such as cabling power from shore to ships in port to eliminate the need for
“hoteling,” which contributes heavily to the significant unavoidable impacts outlined in the draft
document. What changes in environmental impacts resulting from project operations would be
expected with or without running ship engines in port to power material transfer and other
needs? Why would cabling power from shore to ships be considered an infeasible alternative?
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3.7 -- Hazards and Hazardous Materials

The asbestos survey identified a number of components of the existing buildings that contain
asbestos, but the survey report indicates that the survey is incomplete due to a lack of access to
portions of buildings at the time the survey was conducted. The survey report also indicates that
a survey for other hazardous materials such as lead-based paint or equipment containing mercury
or PCBs was not conducted. The lack of a comprehensive examination of the possible
hazardous materials which could have significant environmental impacts if released into the
environment is a deficiency in the draft document. This information is necessary to mitigate
potential impacts during the construction phase.

3.10 -- Noise

The document discusses the number of cars "expected" and the time "expected" to load or unload
a train.
e Does the project applicant control the factors that would result in the “expected”
outcomes?
e  What evidence should the public consider in evaluating the likelihood that the applicant's
expected outcome will be realized in practice over the life of project operation?
e  What would guarantee that locomotives would not idle in the yard waiting to shunt
railcars over the operational life of the project?

The applicant states: "A low noise emission genset switcher is proposed which has a noise
emission level 10dB below a standard freight locomotive." A proposal is aspirational, and not
any sort of mitigation.
e  What factors should be considered in evaluating the likelihood that such a proposal
would ever be implemented?
e  What guarantees that the railcars used to transport materials in either direction are sealed
containers?
e  What is the difference in terms of decibel levels generated during material transfer
between sealed and unsealed containers?
e  What guarantees that rail activity would take place only during daylight hours and not
any time during a 24 hour time period?

3.11 -- Public Services and Recreation

3.11.1 A port facility is required to develop and maintain stringent security protocols which
would bar the general public from access to any portion of the proposed VMT site. The Vallejo
General Plan identifies among the goals and policies related to public services and recreation:
“Policy 6: Trails and rights-of-way linking recreational areas should be provided.”

The San Francisco Bay Trail Plan (Bay Trail Plan) is administered by the Association of Bay
Area Governments. The Bay Trail is a multi-purpose recreational trail that, when complete,



would encircle San Francisco Bay and San Pablo Bay with a continuous 400-mile network of
bicycling and hiking trails. The trail would connect the shore line of all nine Bay Area counties,
link 47 cities, and cross the major bridges in the region. The current proposal would impact the
policy goal to establish the Bay Trail by blocking public access and interrupting the contiguous
circuit of San Pablo Bay.
e  What measures can be offered to mitigate this impact on future recreational opportunities
for the segment of the public that engage in these activities?

3.11.4 The Bay Conservation and Development Commission (BCDC) requires shoreline
development projects, such as the proposed project, to provide public access to the bay. As
described above, the project site would not be open to public access due to Department of
Homeland Security regulations pertaining to maritime facilities. BCDC allows projects that
cannot permit public access for safety and security reasons to provide in-lieu public access in an
off-site location.

The BCDC characterizes public access as follows: ‘Public access to and along the shoreline of
the Bay is an integral component of development and usually consists of pedestrian, bicycle and
other non-motorized forms of movement. It can also allow for other uses such as fishing,
picnicking, windsurfing, boating, nature education and other waterfront activities.” One of the
Commission’s objectives states: “Public access improvements should be designed for a wide
range of users.”

The proposed off-site installation of a motorized boat launch ramp fails to meet the BCDC goals
and objectives to maximize public use. The potential for a unique shoreline experience described
by the agency is qualitatively far different than visiting a launch ramp in a marina. A launch
ramp facility can only benefit a narrow range of users with the financial means to afford the type
of equipment that would require such a facility. In addition a new facility would duplicate an
existing serviceable launch ramp with ample parking and so would provide no new access. The
mitigation offered does not meet the BCDC objective.

e How can a launch ramp facility mitigate the loss of a waterfront experience that is so

qualitatively different and serves a much broader range of uses and users?

3.11.2 A 5.25 acre section of the proposed site that runs along the shoreline is located in the
unincorporated area of Solano County and within Vallejo’s sphere of influence. In the Vallejo
General plan the site is designated Open Space - Community Park. In the Solano County General
Plan this section is dedicated to Parks and Recreation. A project alternative should be considered
that allows this space to be saved for future public use.

The long term impact to the public under the current proposal in losing the opportunity to
develop a unique shoreline site for its previously designated purpose should be examined and
mitigated.

e Since this site contains the only actual sand/pebble beach on the Vallejo waterfront, how
can a boat launch ramp that duplicates an existing functional facility be considered a
mitigation, given the qualitative difference in the experience and potential range of public
that would use it?



3.11.2 In discussing Recreational Facilities the DEIR cites Carquinez Park as the closest park to
the site. The park which will be most impacted however is Lake Dalwigk Park, which has open
space and children’s play equipment along Lemon Street, which would see a large increase in
truck and vehicle traffic.
e  What are the impacts to the park environment in terms of noise and air pollution as well
as concerns for the safety of young children around heavy vehicle traffic?

3.11.4 The project would include high power electrical milling equipment, conveyors, fans,
etc.

e  What precautions are being taken during planning, installation and monitoring to reduce
fire danger from cabling, transformers, and other related equipment?

e  What would be done to establish and maintain a defensible fire break over the life of the
project to prevent a fire on site from traveling up the steeply vegetated slope to the
residential neighborhoods above?

3.12 -- Transportation and Traffic

3.12.2 The Solano Transportation Authority maintains the County Congestion Management
Program (CMP). In addition to Level Of Service (LOS), the CMP considers four other
performance measures, including travel times to and from work. The Vallejo General Plan
anticipates that “more and more people who are attracted to Vallejo to live will be commuting to
jobs elsewhere, primarily downbay.”

The potential for impacts on commuting times to residents extend well beyond the described
traffic impact study area. Segments of freeway and roadway outside the study area that
commuters must traverse to jobs in other communities will be impacted by the project-related
truck and vehicle traffic added to existing routes which already experience periods of congestion.

e How would the project impact motorists who commute using the freeway segments and
roadways outside the study area in terms of added commute times or LOS?

e How would trains passing through Vallejo, American Canyon, and Napa serving the
project during the operational phase potentially impact commute times and which
commuting routes would be most impacted?

e How much time would be added along the various commute routes when a 77 car train
backs up traffic at rail crossings?

3.12.4 The discussion of impacts during the construction phase includes the following: “The
construction-related traffic may temporarily reduce capacities of roadways in the project vicinity
because of the slower movements and larger turning radii of construction trucks compared to
passenger vehicles.”

When discussing operational impacts, the characteristics of the truck traffic delivering and
exporting material from the project in terms of movement and turning radius are not considered.
e How would the physical characteristics of the vehicle traffic affect the analysis of
operational traffic impacts?
e How would the physical characteristics of the vehicle traffic affect noise impacts?



e Would trucks be required to back up and trigger back up warning signals that might have
a noise impact on local residents and businesses?

e Isthere a feasible project alternative that would develop a new roadway through existing
industrial development that would avoid the Lemon Street residential areas? Why or
why not?

3.12.4 The discussion of operational impacts finds no significant LOS at the intersections and
road segments chosen for analysis. It does not consider the effects of the additional
project-related traffic combined with the impact of queues backed up at rail crossings.
e How long might it take for intersections impacted by rail backups and the additional truck
traffic to return to the LOS levels modeled in the traffic analysis following these events,
particularly during peak hours?

3.12.6 Level of Significance After Mitigation

Impact 3.12-1 The intent to create a plan is not a mitigation measure. A mitigation plan should
be part of the EIR and available for evaluation and comment by the public.

Impacts 3.1-2, 3.12-3, and 3.12-5: As stated in the DEIR the impacts on 16 roadways in Vallejo
and 4 in neighboring jurisdictions that intersect with the proposed rail traffic are significant and
unavoidable.
e  What evidence supports the assertion that the proposed mitigations will significantly alter
these impacts?
e  What are the safety hazards involved at the other 21 unmarked potential pedestrian and
bicycle crossings and what mitigation measures would be proposed to mitigate potential
impacts?

Impacts 3.12-4: Again, an intent to plan is not a mitigation. The improvements contemplated as
mitigating measures should be available for public review and comment.
e  What specific mitigation measures does the applicant propose for Impacts 3.12-4 and
where can the public find the information?

Impact 3.12-6 The plan detailing specific road improvements cited as mitigation for a significant
impact should be included in the EIR. The current document is incomplete and lacking sufficient
information to determine the feasibility of any proposed mitigation.
e  What specific road improvements does the applicant propose so that the public can
evaluate the effectiveness of mitigation measures?
e  What evidence supports the assertion that a such a mitigation plan is known to be
feasible?

3.13 -- Utilities and Service Systems
3.13.4 The proposed project would require a combined maximum of 46,082 gallons of water per
day (13,800gallons for VMT and 32,282 gallons for Orcem). Wastewater projections anticipate
only 2,400 gallons per day going out wastewater discharge pipes.
e  What is the ultimate fate of the remaining 43,000 gallons used per day and how much is
likely to make it’s way into coastal waters?



e  How much of that water will percolate into the soil?

e  How much of that water that percolates into the soil will have been in contact with raw
materials or fugitive dust emissions from project operations?

e  Would runoff from heavy rain events exceeding stormwater catchment design capacity
carry fugitive dust deposited on the surface of the site into coastal waters?

e  Would runoff from the site during heavy rain events alter the pH or turbidity of coastal
waters that could result in a significant impact to aquatic organisms?

e Could project alterations to prevent surface runoff mitigate those impacts?

Appendix J-3: The document states: "Pavement runoff, which will potentially contain sediment
from industrial operations, will be directed by concrete gutters to a primary treatment unit. After
primary treatment has occurred, the runoff will be conveyed through a separate storm drain
system towards a stormwater storage tank and secondary treatment unit. Following these
measures, the treated stormwater will be conveyed to the discharge point, a connection to an
existing 24 " reinforce concrete pipe that will outfall in. to the Mare Island Strait."

e  What data supports the efficacy of sand filters for treating water contaminated with
industrial sediment like blast furnace slag which can contain Class 1A carcinogens or
other environmentally hazardous materials?

e Would reuse for dust control tend to concentrate contaminants over time?

e  What data supports the efficacy of sand filters for treating water contaminated with
known carcinogens to a level that would not significantly impact organisms in coastal
waters?

e  What sort of maintenance will be required on the stormwater system over the operational
life of the plant to retain design functionality?

e If captured runoff water already contaminated with industrial sediment is reapplied as
fugitive dust control, will the contaminants in runoff water tend to become more
concentrated over time and contribute to significant environmental impacts when a
significant weather event exceeds design capacity and causes release of untreated runoft
into coastal waters?

The time of concentration plugged into the Rational method does not fit the site characteristics.
The assumption of a 20% average grade for the hillside is inaccurate. The six acres of steep slope
to the east of the site which will drain into the stormwater system has an average grade well in
excess of 20%.
e How does changing the slope to the actual 50% plus alter the time of concentration
variable and the ultimate result of the calculation relative to the design as presented?

Under the Vallejo General Plan Fire Hazards Goal, Policy 3 states: “Continue irrigated, fire
resistant landscape policy in new development.”
e  Will additional water be required to irrigate fire resistant vegetation, particularly on the
slope leading up to residential neighborhoods?



_ Do You Have Questions About the Plans for a Cement Factory
on Vallejo’s Waterfront?

1

{Your auestipns)

How & Yhis Drcem P(‘Meogo,\
\\ﬁ)‘nbﬂen‘\' Wit~ A \/\\eao
Tewd {‘)ﬁﬁ?('o\,\ ?\an?

o ~
(Your Name) 0 6‘:,7/5
3
2,

433 Gadlinae S& AAZaq 2 otejo, ca

IMPORTANT! Please return your card before 5:00 p.m. on November 2, 2015, All questions mtust be received
by the deadline to be considered. There is more information on the Vallejo Marine Terminal/ORCEM EIR at
http:/fwww.cityofvalleio.net,



Do You Have Questions About'the Plans for a Cement Factory
T e on ‘.Vﬂ’ejo’s Waterfront?

.G""m"'-\q..

L H""ﬁ-ﬂl

?Your O,ue"'ﬁm;f

W "\)5‘\%5@\ %ﬁl\v\?\ -k‘l'\e M\V\\N\\JM \-ea)oj

eqy 1 eanents Cotd Wt e PUbl
\>e hﬁ*\ﬁ%i} Soomey” Ta:l{\*\f."’ H\am
\a&’—e ' ? BRI,
{Your Name) I', ”OV R
i;:% 6 295

.?,g%} Ckra\ l;r‘\c v C_‘)f)"‘"\ 6\5(% O x%"'? At Vallejo, CA

g

IMPORTANT! Please return your card before 5:00 p.m. on November 2, 2015. All questions must be received
by the deadline to be considered. There is more information on the Vallejo Marine Terminal/ORCEM EIR ot

(EVEFS



“Da.Xou Have Questions Aboqt the Plahs for a Cement Factory

- B on Valle;,o s Waterfront’-"
- — M.‘_“‘-‘_‘ =l )
(‘foqLngstrdn‘sT s 'ﬁ

@oes‘ Jqlixp C"_H -? Va\ 2 30 W\Dﬁ\JYOV"
e \evel ok Seccess -Qf P\’\‘:‘\‘ c.
DUJT ez \n 2

CA\Y oF
N
(M., 8|
(Your Name) -%- &7,5
2 AN

SR Gl 5[“ A45G0 _Divis? Vallejo, CA

IMPORTANT! Please return your card before 5:00 p.m. on November 2, 2015. All questions must be received
by the deadline to be considered. There is more information on the Vallejo Marine Terminal/ORCEM EIR ot
http:/fwww, cityofvatiejo.net,




Do.You Have Questigns About thePlans for a Cement Factory

e ;,,; ] on‘Vaﬂe;_d‘s Waterfront'-’
s —— ‘ v -+ f
{Your Questrggs) ";' S

W\w\«{ \s J\’\f\ﬂ-\"\’ ‘”70 RS
o Be Dé‘QKM\heDC T e PR

%

(Your Narne) Aoy ~6 20,5

722  Cavdlwng. N qazad e p_i_\_:}'é""(\ Vallejo, CA

IMPORTANT! Please return your card before 5:00 p.m. on October 19, 2015, All questions must be received
by the deadline to be considered. There is mare information on the Vallejo Marine Terminal/ORCEM EIR at
http://www.cityofvallejo.net/




Do Xou Have Questions-About.the Plans for a Cement Factory

v, :
s v'-"-...: o on Vallejo's Waterfront?
4 “-'M.‘.__.-F. : i !
(Yod? Qustions) - 5

\»3\’-'\»1" s e N
g-\'\\/\\\('of\m?_ﬁ'l"ql 5u5+{ Ce Qegcfl‘?

Aoy _
§ 2015
{Your Name) \

! i"“.

"y

733 Cavoline. A C’Lﬁ{{qg Vallejo, CA

IMPORTANT! Please return your card before 5:00 p.m. on November 2, 2015. Alf questions must be received
by the deadline to be considered, There is more information on the Vallejo Marine Terminal/ORCEM EIR at
W R




Da. Yoy Have Questipqubqq,t;the Plans for a Cem

ent Factory
e on Vallej6’s Waterfront?
A R " -

(

o i) L .

wﬁ:-‘""*‘vg reve ne Wt ofF Potrertia |
a\l’—e(ﬁd\-‘r{ve ‘Dusfr\egg P('OP°$al3‘ Sy
e SPeary Mill site »

- (ﬁ‘_,'\w o]
; -’1;?
oy
6‘20,5

||

(Your Name)

S ™

123 Cavolme. S 9a5¢6

IMPORTANT! Please return your card before 5:00 p.m. on November 2, 2015, All questions must be received
by the deadline to be considered. There is more information on the Vullejo Marine Terminal/ORCEM EIR at

___ Vallejo, ca




Do You Have Questions About the Plans for a Cement Factory
Yo R on Vallejo’s Waterfront?

& {_{ﬁou;:buestffns) -
\Q\'\"\ s e no COf\g\c{Q(O&J\".OV\ Coc™
e Qekecrhal  (eal estote dewaluatiom
X b\fa&\é‘o\ fond = A DR, or
Qof\é\ckeffi a0 all ® 0N
’ 4_0 o)
\5@5

BAS S @\\fol\;ﬁ_ S A " Valiejo, ca

IMPORTANT! Please return your card before 5:00 p.m. on November 2, 2015. All questions must be received by
the deadline to be considered. There is more information on the Volfejo Marine Terminal/ORCEM EIR at
www.Cityofvallejo.net

(Your Name)




e Y b S i S

" De-You Have Questions About the Plans for a Cement Factory

ot

Lt

e g ol .~ onVallejo’s Waterfront?

{fc;élf-a;feszi;ns)
3 \D\"Nl Qee J()V‘Q‘('-? o MR\T
= 'é\‘é)“":\ 'C; Covst amel U ave fc(‘q b\E’\\
\W\Q%'\'g CD"""C’Q e "r\&Q Q(:%l R @°
v b =

L)
{Your Name) ~8 & ”

-I 23 Cow‘n{ 1;\0-4 S‘Lﬁ %C{Q ﬂ Vallejo, CA

IMPORTANT! Please return your card before 5:00 p.m. on November 2, 2015. All questions must be received
by the deadline to be considered. There is more information on the Vailejo Marine Terminal/ORCEM EIR at
http:ffwww.cityofvailejo.net/




From: Anne Carr <goodfind650@yahoo.com>

Sent: Tuesday, September 29, 2015 12:04 AM

Subject: DEIR on Marine Terminal & Orcem,: Public Hearing & "Open House"

To: Dan Keen <dkeen(@ci.vallejo.ca.us>, Robert McConnell <rmcconnell@ci.vallejo.ca.us>,
Verder-Aliga Rozzana EdD <rverder-aliga@ci.vallejo.ca.us>, Malgapo Jesus
<jmalgapo(@ci.vallejo.ca.us>, Dew-Costa Pippin <pdew-costa@ci.vallejo.ca.us>, Davis Osby
<mayor(@ci.vallejo.ca.us>, Dawn Abrahamson <dabrahamson(@ci.vallejo.ca.us>, Andrea Ouse
<andrea.ouse(@cityofvallejo.net>, Katy Miessner <kmiessner(@ci.vallejo.ca.us>, Bob Sampayan
<bsampayan(@ci.vallejo.ca.us>

FROM:

Vallejo Heights
Vallejo, CA 94590

September 28, 2015

TO:

Andrea Ouse, Director of Economic Development, Vallejo

Dan Keen, Vallejo City Manager

Vallejo Mayor Osby Davis; Vallejo City Council Members Pippin Dew-Costa, Jess Malgapo, Robert
McConnell, Katie Meissner, Bob Sampayan, Rozanna Verder-Aliga

Vallejo City Clerk Dawn Abrahamson

SUBJECTS:
1) Public Outreach & hearing regarding the Vallejo Marine Terminal & Orcem Cement Plant
2) "Open House"

Dear Andrea,Dan Keen, Mayor Davis, & Council Members Dew-Costa, Malgapo, McConnell, Meissner,
Sampayan & Verder-Aliga;

Regarding the Draft Environmental Impact Report on the Vallejo Marine Terminal & Orcem Cement Plant,
| am glad the City of Vallejo has decided to hold a public hearing at City Hall instead of at the Joseph
Room. The bigger room is essential, but honestly, | think that even City Hall will be too small.

If you are only going to hold one hearing, | request that:
1) You engage the Empress Theatre; and
2) You extend the time allowed for questions and comments.

Many people have many questions, and I'm afraid the 2-hour session at City Hall will be completely
inadequate relative to the scale and potential impact of this proposed project. | will note that the City has
been working on the DEIR now for 8 months, and that the first news on this project appeared about a
year ago. Further, the project has a 65-year lease. Altogether, it is unfair to expect average citizens to
keep their comments and questions so constrained given the duration and impact of the proposed project
-- and given the amount of time the City has been working on it.

Relative to public outreach, | request that:

1) You extend the review period for the DEIR itself. A report of this size and complexity cannot be
digested in such a short time, especially given that it was not available in the public library for a full week
after your notice.
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2) You hold at minimum one public hearing in South Vallejo. Given the devastating impact of this project
in South Vallejo, you should not rest on doing the minimal outreach, but instead should be pro-active in
outreaching to schools, churches, and all segments of the diverse and low-income communities of South
Vallejo.

3) You schedule the "Open House" on the Marine Terminal and Cement Plant *after* the close of the
DEIR (i.e., after Oct 20) Why do | ask this? The "Open House" is a selling session on the part of the
applicants, vs the fact-finding and substantive inquiry into the DEIR. Vallejoans deserve to raise their
guestions and get them answered before the sexy side show begins with scale models, glossy posters,
videos etc.

Should Vallejo's conduct of the DEIR ever come under legal scrutiny, holding a sell session prior to
surfacing the community's questions would suggest a bias and prejudice on the City's part. It could also
be seen as a blatant attempt to co-opt questions and opposition to the projects, as the questions raised
during the "Open House" will *not* be on the public record nor part of the DEIR. In short, holding an
"Open House" before the public voices its questions is completely inappropriate and prejudicial.

| have many more comments and questions on the substance of the DEIR itself. However, given the
minimal outreach on this project, | felt compelled to raise concerns about the outreach process

itself. Vallejo *does* know how to be pro-active in getting the word out; given the length of time you've
been working on this project, holding a single two-hour hearing on day 33 of a 45-day review period is not
adequate.

Sincerely,

Anne Carr
Vallejo native, resident, & voter
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From: David D Cates <ddcatesl@gmail.com>
Sent: Saturday, September 5, 2015 11:07 AM
Subject: VMT/Orcem Draft EIR

To: Andrea Ouse <andrea.ouse@cityofvallejo.net>

Hi Andrea,

| am in the process of reviewing the Environmental Impact Report for
this proposed project and would like to see the City's economic impact
report for job creation and tax increments. Do you have that available?

Thank you.

David D Cates
707-373-3637
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On 9/5/15 5:36 PM, David Cates wrote:

Yes. Is there an evaluation/forecast or report regarding how many jobs would be created and the
tax increments the city would see as revenue generated from the activities at both the Orcem
plant and the Vallejo Marine Terminal.

I think that the economic impact to the City of Vallejo is an important part of the evaluation of
the overall proposed project.

David



On 9/10/15 6:36 AM, David Cates wrote:
Hi Andrea,

Any information on this request. The Orcem website for this project is touting the local
economic benefits, job creation and tax increment revenue for the City of Vallejo. Can the
project team quantify these benefits?

Thank you.

David



From: David Cates

To: Andrea Quse

Cc: Plowman, Lisa A.

Subject: Re: VMT/Orcem Draft EIR

Date: Monday, September 14, 2015 8:35:15 PM
Hi Andrea,

Great job on the meeting tonight at the library and glad to see the the draft EIR for this project
istracking on the same timeline as the General Plan update per your answer tonight. You are
doing agreat job at the City of Vallegjo and very pleased to hear about the meaningful changes
you have made to our government, staffing and other aspects of Economic/Community
development herein Valego. Well done!

| haven't heard a response on the economic impact analysis. Any word on that?

At this point | need to go on record as opposed to the Orcem portion of the project. Can the
cement plant be unbundled from the marine terminal so that we approve VMT and not

Orcem?
Thanks for answering my questions.

David
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September 29, 2015
Osby Davis, Mayor, Vallejo
555 Santa Clara St.
Vallejo, CA 94590

Dear Mr. Mayor,

The issues ] present are:

1. Commercial trucks continue using Redwood St. as a route to their destinations and the
damage it continues to cause to Redwood St. and to the properties along Redwood Street.

2. Excessive speed of drivers on Redwood St.

Regarding commercial trucks:

I've lived in my current home on Redwood St. in Vallejo since 1976. Quite a few years ago 1
wrote to the then Mayor, asking that the posted truck size/weight limit be enforced on
Redwood St. I'd noticed that the ‘shaking’ from passing large trucks was constant as well
as the increasing cracks in the street along with the cracks in people’s driveways (perhaps
home foundations) and it seemed that the commercial trucks constantly using Redwood St.
had something to do with that.

I received a letter in return suggesting that 1 “...sit on my porch and write down the license
numbers of the trucks using the road and submit it to her office.” [ didn't think it was my
responsibility to be taking those matters into my own hands but 1 did as she asked in order
to comply. 1 submitted a list of about 15 licenses (in a 48 hour period!) to her office. The
result? The sign that was originally posted near Broadway on Redwood St. was - removed.
It was later reinstalled.

Sometime later the Hiway 37 connector to Hiway 80 was completed and it was thought that
that would alleviate the problem of large trucks using Redwood St. as a throughway but it
hasn’t. Huge commercial trucks using Redwood St. continues. The cracks in Redwood St.
as well as to the residents’ driveways/properties have increased.

Additionally, pedestrians attempting to cross Redwood St. are in jeopardy every time they
have to navigate with heavy trucks looming toward them. Those large trucks can’t stop
very fast.

There is currently a sign posted at Broadway and Redwood at the railroad crossing that
says, “No trucks over 3 tons”. Itisignored. My home literally ‘shakes’ every time these
trucks pass by!

The damage to our homes and property is not something I think the City wants to cover nor
the potential deaths of pedestrians but the City CAN enforce the Resolution 10-294 N.C. to
limit further damage. Redwood St. is NOT listed as a designated truck route on Resolution
10-294 N.C,, (CA Department of Transportation - Truck Routes) therefore trucks over 3
tons should not be in this area. Minimally, they should not pass Tuolumne St. going west on
Redwood St.; not should they pass Broadway St. going east on Redwood St. There are no
stores between Tuolumne and Broadway - just residential homes.



Additionally, the rate of speed driven by many drivers is an issue.

A resident on Redwood St. was killed pulling his garbage cans to the curb when a speeding
driver hit him. Also years ago, a car parked in front of my house was totaled by a speeding
driver. In the most recent years, another car lost control and ended up in my next-door
neighbor’s front yard (1530 Redwood). Additionally, a car took out a front yard chain link
fence at a home on the corner of Redwood and DeAnza, (105 DeAnza) and another speeder
hit and damaged another front yard at the opposite corner of Redwood and DeAnza, (102
DeAnza). These are just the crashes that ] easily recall without researching it more.

Getting out of my driveway is very scary - every single hour of every day.

Perhaps another stoplight/stop sign on the long stretch of Redwood below Tuolumne and
above Broadway is warranted? Or change the speed limit to 25 mph so drivers would
drive 30 instead of 50+mph? Pedestrians have been shown to have a 90% chance of
survival when struck by a car traveling at 18mph or below, but less than 50% chance of
surviving an impact at 27mph, (World Health Organization). | can’t think of anything else
that would slow down drivers other than speed bumps, which - with the number of fire and
ambulance responses on this road, is probably not efficient.

| receive emails describing the City’s efforts to improve. The things I've cited have been
long standing - by decades!! Can you please do something about those (other than tell me
to sit on my porch) as well, perhaps even before diving into new and different issues?

I ask that you please respond in writing and I will distribute all responses received to all
Redwood St. neighbors from Tuolumne/Redwood through Broadway/Redwood streets.

Thank you,

Sincerely,

Barbara Center
1536 Redwood St.
Vallejo, CA 94590

Enc
CA Department of Transportation list of approved Truck Routes allowed in Vallejo.
Photo - Redwood St. when it was two-lane with center median.

cc:

Redwood Street Neighbors

Daniel Keen, Vallejo City Manager

David Kleinschmidt, Vallejo Public Works

Mark Hoffheimer, Senior Planner, Vallejo Planning Department
Andrew Bidou, Vallejo Chief of Police

CA Department of Transportation

Metropolitan Transportation Commission



RESOLUTION NO. 10-294 N.C.
DESIGNATING CERTAIN STREETS AS TRUCK ROUTES

BE IT RESOLVED by the Council of the City of Vallejo as follows:

WHEREAS, California Vehicle Code section 35701 permits the City of Vallejo to prohibit the use
of a street by any commercial vehicle or by any vehicle exceeding a maximum gross weight

limit.
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by the Council of the City of Vallejo that pursuant to
section 8.36.040 of the Vallejo Municipal Code, the following streets, or portions or streets, are
hereby designated as Truck Routes:

1) G STREET - From Walnut Avenue to Railroad Avenue.

2) RAILROAD AVENUE - From State Route 37 to Bagley Street; from 15th Street to the
termination of Railroad Avenue south of Price Way.

3) WALNUT AVENUE - From State Route 37 to G Street.

4) NIMITZ AVENUE - From Bagley Street to 15th Street.

5) BAGLEY STREET ~ From Nimitz Avenue to Railroad Avenue.
6) 15TH STREET — From Nimitz Avenue to Railroad Avenue.

7) COLUMBUS PARKWAY — From Hwy. 80 to Benicia Road

8) LAKE HERMAN ROAD - From Columbus Parkway to city limit

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that all previous resolutions, or any portions thereof, which are
inconsistent with or in conflict with this Resolution, including without limitation the designation of
truck routes contained in Resolution No. 98-395 N. C., are to the extent of such inconsistency or
conflict hereby rescinded.

Adopted by the City Council of the City of Vallejo at a regular rneeting held on December 14,
2010 by the following vote:

AYES: Mayor Davis, Vice Mayor Wilson, Counciimembers Brown, Hannigan,
Schivley and Sunga
NOES: None
ABSTAIN: None
ABSENT: Councilmernber Gomes
0SB IS, MAYOR

ATTEST:
SHERRY M.JKELLY, cn)Y CLERK
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Vallejo, CA 94591 %é
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Andrea OQuse
City of Vallejo, Community and Economic Development Director
555 Santa Clara 5t, Vallejo, CA 94590

Subject: Comment on the DEIR for Vallejo Marine Terminal (VMT) and Orcem Plant (Orcem)

Dear Ms. Cuse,

} have lived in Vallejo for decades and own multiple properties here. | care deeply about Vallejo and the
future and quality of life for all our residents: young, old, two legged and four legged.

Based on the data, the analysis here is not complex: both of these projects are terrible deals for Vallejo
with unacceptable costs and trade-offs and absolutely should not go forward. Implementation of
either of these projects guarantees that the quality of life for tens of thousands of our residents will be
further degraded or destroyed.

As Pope Francis has been earnestly counseling all of us, “it helps me to think of the name of Francis (of
Assisi), who teaches us profound respect for the whole of creation and the protection of our
environment, which all too often, instead of using for the good, we exploit greedily, to one another’s
detriment”.

I pledge to use my personal financial resources to ensure that any Vallejo elected official who ultimately
supports either of these projects is not re-elected, as both of these projects are driven by greed, not
good, and will be to the detriment of our residents.

Thank you.



Do You Have Questions About the Plans for a Cement Factory
on Vallejo’s Waterfront?

{Your Questions)

Why aoes Vallejo's Greed-Heads hate us?

Pl ",
: /e O Vo,
Is it becuuse we8re Black? / =
\ 0CT 28 2015
t .\;} .(3:_‘{3
(Your Name) Noing 3;&;:
Joe Citizen
Vallejo, CA

IMPORTANT! Please return your card before 5:00 p.m. on October 19, 2015, All questions must be received
by the deadline to be considered. There is more information on the Vallejo Marine Terminal/ORCEM EIR at
http://www.cityofvallejo.net/



Amy Seals

From: Coleen Cole <coleenmariecole@gmail.com>
Sent: Friday, September 04, 2015 10:01 AM

To: Andrea Ouse

Cc: Dan Keen; Craig Whittom; Plowman, Lisa A.
Subject: Emissions Question Not Answered since July 30
Andrea,

I've been waiting since July 30 for the answer to this question:

e [t appears that the ‘green’ categorization is earned solely through the reduction of carbon
dioxide. What are the levels of sulfur, nitrogen and mercury currently being emitted by Orcem
plants?

The lack of an answer to this guestion indicates obstructionism, given the time allowed.

If this is such a 'green’ project, where is the transparency on emissions? Why can't | get an answer?
Every other question had full answers. The DEIR came out yesterday. | want an answer today,
please.

Since you are pressing the applicant for an answer to that question, please add this additional
question for immediate response:

o It states in the DEIR that "if market conditions change, ‘'other cement products' may be
produced”, what other cement products is this applicant referring to and what are their
emissions?

Thank you so much,
Coleen

Coleen Cole Morrison
415-312-1812



From: Coleen Cole

To: Andrea Quse

Cc: Craig Whittom; Plowman, Lisa A.; Dan Keen
Subject: RE: Delayed Emissions Answer

Date: Friday, September 04, 2015 12:37:50 PM
Andrea,

Thank you for your rapid reply!

It is unreasonabl e to be asked to wait for an answer on actual emissions. Theinformation is
readily available. If the plants are 'green’, why the delay?

Should the applicant decide to answer this question now rather than wait until October 7, that
would show atrue willingness to work with the concerns over health hazards many Vallgo
citizens have, and | would champion him for his transparency.

If he will not reconsider the timing of his response, | will ask my contact at the EPA to assist
me on getting the facts on hisindustrial process.
Facts are facts. | want them now please.

Thank you for all your work to make Vallgjo a better place,
Coleen
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From: George Collins <george.collins@petworthconsulting.com>
Date: Mon, Oct 26, 2015 at 12:51 PM

Subject: Questions re: DEIR, Orcem Project

To: andrea.ouse@cityofvallejo.net

Dear Andrea Ouse,

Please see the attached document for questions and comments related to the draft Environmental
Impact Report on the Orcem project.

Best regards,

George Collins
Petworth Consulting Group, LLC
George.Collins@PetworthConsulting.com
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Andrea Ouse, Community and Economic Development Director
City of Vallejo

555 Santa Clara Street

Vallejo, CA 94590

Dear Ms. Ouse,

| am writing to express opposition to and submit questions about the proposed Vallejo Marine Terminal
and Orcem Project. It is clear from the draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) that the benefits of
Orcem’s “green” cement fall short of compensating for the significant and detrimental impact that
would result from the project coming to fruition. It is also clear that the DEIR is woefully inadequate in
anticipating the potential impact of such a project. The shortcomings of the proposed project are many,
but several stand out as particularly concerning:

e The impact of the project on air quality, for which there are no mitigation measures, would be
significant. The proposed rezoning of a portion of the project site would drastically introduce a
more intensive land use to the property, which was not accounted for in the Bay Area 2010
Clean Air Plan. It is with no small degree of irony that Orcem could tout the benefits of “green”
cement while introducing such significant and unavoidable harm into the community of Vallejo.

o The proposed project would exceed the BAAQMD CEQA level of significance of 10,000 metric
tons of carbon dioxide equivalent per year. The proposed mitigation for said impact is described
as follows: “Fuel used in all on-site equipment shall initially consist of 20% biodiesel (a fuel blend
of 20% biodiesel in 80% petroleum diesel). As production increases, the biodiesel content of the
fuel shall be increased as feasible.” There is little doubt that production at the facility would
increase in the near term — from 500,000 tons/year in 2017 and 2018 to nearly 900,000
tons/year by 2019, as projected by Orcem. Yet there are no binding requirements for the
biodiesel content to increase in proportion with production. Moreover, the project is a blatant
contradiction to the objectives of the City’s Climate Action Plan, and to assume that the
project’s negative environmental impacts could be mitigated through a worker ridership
program naive at best.

e The noise pollution resulting from the VMT project component in an otherwise highly residential
area would exceed established policies and standards. Even in the event the mitigation measure
of applying a smooth, continuous surface for rolling stock were successful, noise levels would be
reduced by only 5 decibels. Furthermore, The Colt Court Residences and 3™ Street Residences
would enjoy little relief from the train horns, which are required by the Federal Railroad
Administration to sound off at 96 — 110 decibels.



e The proposed project would cause substantial delays and queues at rail crossings. There are no
binding requirements for Orcem to limit train movements through Vallejo to between 9:00 a.m.
and 4:00 p.m., as set forth in the mitigation measures. Furthermore, it is very unlikely that
Orcem would be able to limit its projected traffic of 87 trucks/day and 200 rail cars/week to
between those hours, particularly as production increases. In fact, the Solano Rai Facilities Plan
drafted for the Solano Transportation Authority notes that, “Depending upon demand of the
product, this could generate substantial rail traffic.”

e The proposed cement plant is not economically viable in the long term. While cement demand
from residential and commercial construction may increase, that will be offset by a decrease in
cement demand for oil and gas related construction. Given that Orcem would have a 65 year
lease, what plans are in place if Orcem should go out of business? Where is the EIR for the likely
scenario that the plant becomes abandoned?

Additional questions regarding the DEIR are included in Appendix A.

It is clear from the DEIR that the No Project Alternative should be pursued. Under this alternative, no
buildings would be demolished, no construction of new buildings or structures would occur, and the
environment — particularly that of Vallejo — would be better off.

Sincerely,

George Collins
Petworth Consulting Group



Appendix A

What mitigation measures are going to be put in place for adverse health effects, specifically
related to young children and elderly people with asthma, caused by the proposed cement plant
and its associated transportation infrastructure.

There are no binding resolutions to prevent Orcem from producing traditional Portland cement,
if demand for their “green” cement isn’t sustained. Where is the DEIR for the scenario in which
Orcem retools its plant to product Portland cement?

Orcem California, Inc.’s business license is listed as “FTB Forfeited.” How is Orcem to be trusted
to follow through with extensive mitigation measures, as listed in the DEIR, if it can’t handle
routine business tasks?

There is no definition of “significant” listed in the DEIR. Who has determined whether impacts
from the proposed project are significant or not? Distinctions should be made, and the DEIR
should be redone to determine whether something is truly significant, as set forth by clearly
defined terms.

The DEIR suggests that the proposed plant would be operated by up to 20 employees. The DEIR
should provide a more exact, realistic number of full-time employees, and whether or not those
employees will be sourced from Vallejo. As “jobs” are the primary argument for moving forward
with this project, expected salaries for plant operators should also be included in the DEIR.
There are no references to Orcem’s parent company, Ecocem, in the DEIR. Ecocem operates a
number of cement plants in Europe. As such, there should be realized environmental impact
reports from those plants included in the DEIR. Where are those assessments, and why are they
not included in the DEIR for the proposed Orcem plant?

The DEIR is not available on the City’s website in Spanish, yet much of Vallejo’s population
speaks Spanish as their first language. Why is a translated version of the DEIR not available? A
translated version of the report should be made publicly available, and the public commenting
period should be reset to allow adequate time for review.
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Vallejo Wants Your Questions About a CEMENT FACTORY on the Vvatertront
: Won't You Please Take a Moment to Send in Your Questions?
(It’s free and confidential).

BACKGROUND — A companY.lfrom Ireland & Texas called ORCEM wants to
build a Cement Factory at the Old Sperry Mill on Derr Street (at the end of
Lemon Street by the water).

QUESTIONS — You can ask the Vallejo Planning Commission anything you want
to know about this proposed project. Jobs? Traffic? Health? Revenue for
Vallejo? Noise? Pollution?

WRITE-IN QUESTION (Put your own questions on the line-below to be
answered by the City) oY OP‘%- _

/ %)\
% s
WTE? R
YOUR NAME Cm"{m *m’({ [JJU? €4 _, Valiejo, CA

IMPORTANT! Please return youy"tard before 5:00 p.m. on October 19, 2015



From: Jan Cook [mailto:cookpainting@yahoo.com]

Sent: Sunday, October 25, 2015 7:04 PM

To: Andrea Ouse <Andrea.Ouse@cityofvallejo.net>

Cc: Mayor Osby Davis <Mayor@cityofvallejo.net>; Jesus Cristobal Malgapo
<Jesus.Malgapo@cityofvallejo.net>; ???Pippin.Dew-Costa@cityofvallejo.net; Robert H. McConnell
<Robert.McConnell@cityofvallejo.net>; Katy Miessner <Katy.Miessner@cityofvallejo.net>; Bob
Sampayan <Bob.Sampayan@cityofvallejo.net>; Rozzana Verder-Aliga <Rozzana.Verder-
Aliga@cityofvallejo.net>

Subject: question for EIR +please vote against the ORCEM project

Here are questions | would like to have answered in the EIR and by the mayor and council members:
What are the details of the plan the City of Vallejo intends to put into effect over the next 65 years to
supply enough water to service the ORCEM plant? ORCEM states that the plant will use 18,000 gallons
per day in the near future. Will this amount increase as the plant increases output? How will ORCEM's
use of water affect the plans costs for water rationing that climate experts claim will be necessary in
Vallejo if our climate continues to get warmer and drier?

Along with many other citizens, | am requesting that the city vote against this project and that it be put
to a vote of the citizens so we can express our will throuigh the ballet box. Our city has so much
potential; it is a crime to despoil it for short term gain and potentially ruin the futures of 3 generations
of Vallejo children in the future.

Thank you,
Jan Cook
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Jobs? Traffic? PoIIutlerﬁT\lolse?
Health Concerns ?
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A Cement Factory and Marine Terminal are being
considered for South Vallejo.

The City of Vallejo wants to hear your questions and
comments. Come to the only Public Meeting on
Wednesday, October 7, 2015 from 6:00 - 8:00 p.m. in
the City Council Chambers, 555 Santa Clara Street,
Vallgjo. ‘

You're Invited. 'L"etfhsfour Voice Be Heard.
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Vallejo Community &
Economic Development
Director Andrea Ouse
555 Santa Clara Street
Vallejo, CA 94590




Do You Have Questions About the Plans for a Cement Factory
: on Vallejo’s Waterfront?

(Your Questions)
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(Your Name)
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IMPORTANT! Please return your card before 5:00 p.m. ori Octobér19, 2015. All questions must be received

by the deadline to be considered. There is more information on the Vallejo Marine Terminal/ORCEM EIR at
http://www.cityofvallejo.net/
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Vallejo'Wants Your Questions About a CEMENT FACTORY on the Waterfront
Won't You Please Take a Moment to Send in Your Questions?
(It s free and confidential).

BACKGROUND — A compan from Ireland & Texasicalled (5RCEM wants to
build a Cement Factory at the Old Sperry Mill on Derr Street (at the end of
Lemon Street by the water). T -1 2005

QUESTIONS — You can ask the Vallejo Pianmn% mission anythmg you want
to I .ow about this Fmposed project. lobs? %2 th Revenue for
*.anejo? Noise? Pollution?
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Do You Have Questions About the Plans for a Cement Factory
on Vallejo’s Waterfront?
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From: davcur@aol.com

Sent: Saturday, October 10, 2015 6:01 PM

To: Andrea Ouse

Subject: Questions concerning the proposed cement plant

Dear Ms. Ouse:

| am concerned about several facets of the proposed cement factory development. | would appreciate
replies to the following questions/concerns:

1. In the Port of Los Angeles, docked ships are plugged into electrical outlets and their oil burning engines
are turned off. Will that be true at the cement factory's wharf? One of the leading causes of air pollution in
Ventura County comes from shipping offshore. How will the pollution be monitored.

2. It appears there will be a significant increase in truck traffic especially on Lemon Street. Who will pay
for road upkeep?

3..The newspaper article indicated the permanent job creation would be about 29 people. Will a
percentage of those people be Vallejo residents? How will that be tracked?

4. | have heard that the tax benefits to Vallejo will be minimal. How will | be able to understand where tax
payments from the factory will be paid?

5. How many and for how long will constructions jobs be in effect?

6. Air pollution from the factory operation will be a factor. How ill that be measured, and what happens if
the levels exceed standards? Are there standards now in place? What happens if the operation of the
plant leads to results in excess of standards?

7. Should an accident occur, the immediate responders will be Vallejo Fire and Police Departments. Will
the developers be paying for additional equipment/staffing for these services?

8. Dredging will affect Bay and Sacramento River water quality. How often and to what depth will
dredging have to occur. Does the Environmental Impact Report detail the effect(s) of this dredging?

9. Will tugs be based at the wharf? Will this mean an increase of local jobs?

10. Twenty-nine jobs seems very few. Where might | see a realistic perspective on the job creation of this
endeavor? Does this number include truck drivers, collateral service industries, etc?

Thank-you very much.

David Curtiss

8401 Benavente Ct.

Vallejo, CA., 94591

707-647-3998



mailto:davcur@aol.com

From: doug [mailto:ddfish4life@sbcglobal.net]
Sent: Monday, November 02, 2015 11:07 AM

To: Andrea Ouse <Andrea.Ouse@cityofvallejo.net>
Subject: DEIR

Hello Andrea,

| am submitting at the request of concerned citizens that are not comfortable with
possible Identity repercussions. Please find their submission attached.

Please confirm that an anonymous response to the DEIR is indeed, an "acceptable
response”.

TY

Doug Darling


mailto:ddfish4life@sbcglobal.net
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Date: November 2" 2015

To: Andrea Ouse
Community & Economic Development Director City of Vallejo
Andrea.Ouse@cityofvallejo.net

From: Wharf Rat and Associates, Vallejo Waterfront, Concerned Citizens, Vallejo, CA, 94590

Re: Response to DEIR for Vallejo Marine Terminal/Orcem

Process.

CEQA Guideline §15125(a) provides: "An EIR must include a description of the physical environmental conditions in the
vicinity of the project, as they exist at the time the notice of preparation is published, or if no notice of preparation is
published, at the time environmental analysis is commenced, from both a local and regional perspective. This environmental
setting will normally constitute the baseline physical conditions by which a lead agency determines whether an impact is

significant. (emphasis added)."

The recycling of the many environmental investigation documents left over from a previous (unrelated) site development
scheme / project, some over seven years old do not stand up to the above guideline . CEQA requires the date of preparation
of the NOP to be the "approximate" start of establishment of baseline data toward site physical conditions for determination of
impacts significant or otherwise . These recycled "non complying reports" are not allowed for an actionable CEQA analysis
document component , they should be removed by the lead Agency to be replaced with contemporary reports or stricken . A
through analysis of the NOP and DEIR are required to determine CEQA compliance - General plan compliance - State
Statute - Federal NEPA - and other Governmental regulations and Agency regulatory requirements to ensure both
compliance and efficacy before any more public funds are expended on this "private enterprise project” , in light of the net
negative "public benefits" the miss-spending of public funds while abandoning the"public trust doctrine"must be investigated
before any agency actions continue .

lead Agency's Selection of Analytical Methodologies

Lead agency's selection of analytical methodologies is subject to the substantial evidence standard of review. An EIR cannot
rely on an environmental baseline that takes into account environmental conditions predicted to occur following project
approval , nor can it use recycled reports from a previous project , some over 7 years old . Mitigation can not be supported by
out of date unrepresentative reports that do not meet CEQA basics , methodologies based on this material are fictional and
not adequate for inclusion in a DEIR .

alternatives

Measured Mare Island deep water wharfage: the outer run (towards Carquinez straights is 500 feet long the inboard run towards MI is
also 500 feet , this is a total of 1,000 feet of usable EXISTING deep water wharfage that could conceivably handle two ships at a time
, adjacent to a major ship channel within the COV city limits . Know as the "Concord Naval Weapons Annex",There is ample area (deep

water between the wharf & finger to accommodate far more barges and vessels than the proposed VMT site

The pier & wharf structures have existing rail infrastructure in place as well as truck access ... The wharf is appropriately aligned to the
straights ie: ships would dock bow or stern to currents and would need no tuming basin or any dredging whatsoever so it is in all respects


mailto:Andrea.Ouse@cityofvallejo.net

a superior ship wharf. The peninsula that connects to mainland has capacity for conveyors and vehicle traffic as well as existing rail
service (neo / break bulk cargo can be conveyed via rail cars ,vehicles or conveyor systems ,ro-ro ships could even disgorge directly to the
wharf This has the capacity for a real Marine terminal that could handle deep draft ships (this is why the LNG terminal was proposed for
this location by Shell )

Why this obvious alternative is not addressed in the DEIR questions the documents veracity and intention . Clearly CEQA requires that
alternatives be identified in order to provide a realistic comparative analysis for decision makers and regulating agency's .

Locating a Marine terminal in a residential neighborhood with the associated impacts when an existing one with superior capacity is less
than a mile away in an established and historically marine industrial zone has some strong CEQA and even NEPA questions to be
addressed by the lead agency.

The argument of an existing deep water wharf at the Derr st property are specious at best they bought property zoned "employment" with
adjacent county land zoned recreational and a stone's throw from historic residential (sandy beach) properties ,their "deep water wharf"
(so called) has not been in service for over 80 years and is out of the authority of COV to zone or pemmit "it is in all respects an
abandoned , derelict structure that is in disrepair to the extent that it is a liability rather than an asset it is legally bay fill not a permitted
structure, it's existence conveys no rights for replacement or restoration

VMT did not purchase a marine terminal site, rather a site bordering a State lands leasehold tideland's lot subject to local agency oversight
that had been zoned "employment” any claim of zoning status relative to a marine terminal needs to be supported by a planning
commission action and City Council vote and should be consistent with state wide standards for ports and marine terminal land use
designations and zoning while supported by appropriate agency review .

Air Quality

This entire section / element is so poorly constructed as to render it almost UN-usable for any impact analysis relying on sound science or
even common sense . The vent stack emissions data (the single largest stationary source of nox) is inadequate for any real measurement of
total emissions , it requires a detailed "system" description such as fuel creating the nox and any associated cycle descriptions .

The Tug Boat ship handling / assist data is "wrong'"it relies on a fictional horse power for Tugs "non existent in the region for ship assists",
all the vessel related emissions data is highly suspect and should be re-calculated by maritime industry experts who do not rely on
computer models to generate fantasy data more suited for gamers , The wholesale dismissal of infrastructure to accommodate "cold
ironing" is bizarre as the shipping industry is adapting for this AQ requirement in most contemporary ports and the lack of will- disqualify
terminals for grants such as Tiger Grants as well as from MARAD and others . In whole the maritime related emissions impacts are highly
significant and deserving of an analysis far beyond the deceptive and amateur one provided , "have real experts re-do it" !.

conclusion

In general this DEIR suggests the proposed marine terminal project could never meet modern regulatory requirements and should shift to
an alternative or no project determination . Lead agency involvement following a NOP that should have been an EIS for very preliminary
review needs deep review and new policy - the appropriate code such as to never have this amorphous process ever again .



From: Gregory Darvin [mailto:gregdarvin@gmail.com]
Sent: Friday, September 11, 2015 1:34 PM

To: Andrea Ouse <Andrea.Ouse@cityofvallejo.net>
Subject: VMT/ORCEM Draft EIR

Is it possible to obtain the electronic air quality and public health modeling files that were used to
calculate the health risk impacts and the air pollution impacts?

Regards,

Greg Darvin


mailto:gregdarvin@gmail.com
mailto:Andrea.Ouse@cityofvallejo.net

From: Gregory Darvin [mailto:gregdarvin@gmail.com]
Sent: Monday, September 14, 2015 11:47 AM

To: Plowman, Lisa A. <maplowman@rrmdesign.com>
Cc: 'Andrea Ouse' <Andrea.Ouse@cityofvallejo.net>
Subject: RE: Draft EIR - Air Quality Analysis

Hi Lisa.

| had already downloaded the air and public health section from the City website.

But the air quality and HRA modeling input and output files were not on the website. These files contain
the detailed emissions information and modeling assumptions that are used directly by the dispersion
model (AERMOD) and the HRA model (HARP 2.0). Without those files, there is no other way to review
the modeling results.

Regards,

Greg Darvin
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From: Gregory Darvin [mailto:gregdarvin@gmail.com]
Sent: Monday, September 14, 2015 1:50 PM

To: Plowman, Lisa A. <maplowman@rrmdesign.com>
Cc: 'Andrea Ouse' <Andrea.Ouse@cityofvallejo.net>
Subject: RE: Draft EIR - Air Quality Analysis

Hi Lisa.

| already reviewed Appendix D, and in this appendix. There are discussions of input data provided for
AERMOD and HARP. Those files would be a separate electronic series of files that have both the model
inputs and model outputs.

They may have to be requested from the applicant or the consultant who prepared the EIR.

Thanks.
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Do You Have Questions About the Plans for a Cement Factory
on Vallejo’s Waterfront?

{Your Questions)
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IMPORTANT! Please return your card before 5:00 p.m. on October 19 2015, Alt quest:ons must be received
by the deadline to be considered. There is more information on the Vallejo Marine Terminal/ORCEM EIR at
http://www.cityofvallejo.net/
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From: topher@tdelaney.com [mailto:topher@tdelaney.com] On Behalf Of Topher Delaney

Sent: Monday, November 02, 2015 4:43 PM

To: Andrea Ouse <Andrea.Ouse@cityofvallejo.net>

Cc: David Swaim <david@delaneyandchin.com>; Calvin Chin <calvin@delaneyandchin.com>
Subject: Comments to DEIR for the Vallejo Marin Terminal and Orcem Project, State Clearinghouse
#2014052057

As property owners in the city of Vallejo and professional artists and managers
trained in landscape architecture at U.C. Berkeley and California Polytechnic and
mechanical engineering at San Jose State, we have a number of concerns about the
Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Vallejo Marine Terminal and Orcem
Project.

Based on our professional experience here are comments to the DEIR:

Traffic Mitigation Plans and Road Conditions:

We have significant concerns regarding traffic. Of particular concern are the impacts
at the intersection of Lemon and Curtola Parkway where high-volume public
transportation use and private vehicular use would be incompatible with the
proposed high-volume industrial use.

Our understanding is that this traffic intersection will need to accommodate
Orcem's daily use of an estimated 162 cement trucks making both left and right
turns from respectively Lemon Street onto Curtola Parkway and Curtola Parkway
onto Lemon Street. In combination with the ingress and egress of public
transportation buses serving the newly built public transportation center, and, of
course, private vehicles, which will be parked in this transportation facility. What is
the traffic mitigation plan that will accommodate these multiple overlapping uses?

What are the positions of the multiple public transportation agencies overseeing this
newly constructed center with regard to the compatibility of loaded 16 wheeler
industrial transport trucks passing directly through and adjacent to this
transportation hub?

What volumes of traffic will the traffic mitigation study reflect and at what times of
day and night will these volumes be assessed?

What is the traffic mitigation plan for city residents who historically have used
Lemon Street as access to Curtola Parkway?

What are the impacts on traffic once the Curtola Park and Ride is re-opened? In
Section 3.12 there is discussion of a new traffic signal and turning lane as part of
the expansion of Curtola Park and Ride, but there appears to be no assessment of
the traffic impacts once the Park and Ride is re-opened?

Section 3.12 also references more than 20 marked or unmarked pedestrian
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crosswalks on Lemon Street. from Derr to Curtola. Several of these crosswalks are
on hills. What is the stopping distance of a loaded cement truck traveling
downhill? How can the safety of pedestrians using the crosswalks be assured?

Are the underlayment and surface treatments of Lemon Street and all of the other
proposed access routes for the 16 wheeler industrial transport trucks capable of
handling the quantity of industrial loads projected?

The DEIR (3.12) states the the City had previously limited commercial truck traffic
on Lemon Street due to the costs of road maintenance anticipated by the use of
heavy trucks. What is the City’s current plan for re-authorizing this route for
industrial purposes? What are the projected road maintenance costs and who will
bear the cost of repair and maintenance of this high volume use by a single
industrial entity?

(For example, Recology Inc. now pays such annual assessments to help cover costs
of maintaining roads used by Recology's garbage trucks.) Would VMT-Orcem be
exempted from paying such assessments?

The DEIR (3.12) also states that Lemon Street is a signed bike route, however,
there are no bike lanes currently indicated. What will the impacts of commercial
truck traffic have on the safety of bicyclists on this designated bike route, and how
will these be mitigated?

Real Estate Values and Compensation to Property Owners:

How will the negative impacts to property values of Orcem's daily use of semi
trailer trucks from 3am-3pm on roadways adjacent to roadways and railways be
computed?

How would the impacts to properties and property values along the rail line where
significant numbers of rail cars will be daily hauling materials used in the production
of industrial product be calcuated?

What entities will be financially responsible for the devaluation of properties as a
result of industrial traffic?

Negative impact to current business entities:

What businesses has the City of Vallejo identified that it believes will be impacted
directly by the transportation of industrial products? (By example, businesses
located on Sonoma Boulevard in downtown Vallejo, which would not be compatible
with large trucks transporting industrial materials).

Respectfully,
Topher Delaney



Calvin Chin
David Swaim



From: Diana <dynee2013@gmail.com>
Sent: Friday, October 2, 2015 6:57 PM
To: Andrea Ouse

Subject: Concerned citizen of Vallejo

We do not want a cement plant here thank you very much! Why don't you attract some commercial
businesses here instead. Thank you

Sent from my iPad


mailto:dynee2013@gmail.com

From: 123giovanni@gmail.com [mailto:123giovanni@gmail.com]
Sent: Wednesday, October 21, 2015 11:15 PM

To: Andrea Ouse

Subject: Industrial use of Old Flour Mill

I'd like my comment placed on record:

As a South Vallejo native and Vallejo homeowner | support this project. | grew up on Lemon & 6th and |
have a brother raising 4 wonderful children directly on Lemon St. | remember the trucks delivering
grains to the mill and the noise they would make when crossing the former old 6th St. creek bridge.
Believe it or not they are fond memories. Lemon street has always been a residential/industrial area and
street is a truck route. | don't see a problem with returning a vacant property into a useful factory. It's
not a refinery and it's not an LNG plant. It's raw material for concrete. The literal foundation of the city. |
welcome the "new vibe" Vallejo has but the NIMBY attitude creates other backyards full of weeds and
trash. Vallejo has always been an industrial city. The city was the hub of the west coast naval warfare
industry and nuclear refueling! Can't get much more industrial than that! Please allow the old site to
have life again, within the current air quality rules. As for trucks on the truck route? Keep them on the
truck route.

Carlo Giovanni DiFabio
Patterson Elementary Alumni

Sent from my iPhone
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From: losbuoys@comcast.net

To: Leslie Trybull
Cc: Andrea Ouse; Plowman. Lisa A.; Inder Khalsa
Subject: Re: VMT/Orcem Draft EIR Public Meeting
Date: Friday, September 25, 2015 6:44:15 PM
Attachments: imaqge001.png

image002.png

image003.png

You are not giving the public enough time to formulate thoughts with only 12 days
from the date of this meeting until the EIR comment period is up. This room is also
not large enough for the crowd, and having ORCEM in BEFORE this meeting is not
right. Their meeting needs to be a week before the meeting on the 12th. Public is
not happy about the process, or lack thereof, and do not feel there has been any
outreach to South Vallejo.

Skip Dodge
707-554-2752

From: "Leslie Trybull" <Leslie.Trybull@cityofvallejo.net>

To: "Leslie Trybull" <Leslie.Trybull@cityofvallejo.net>

Cc: "Andrea Ouse" <Andrea.Ouse@cityofvallejo.net>, "Lisa A. Plowman
(maplowman@rrmdesign.com)" <maplowman@rrmdesign.com>, "Inder Khalsa"
<Inder.Khalsa@cityofvallejo.net>

Sent: Friday, September 25, 2015 2:46:25 PM

Subject: VMT/Orcem Draft EIR Public Meeting

BC: Planning Commission, City Council

Attached please find a notice for the public meeting to be held regarding the VMT/Orcem Project
Draft EIR.

Leslie Trybull
Executive Secretary
City of Vallejo | Economic Development Dept., Planning Division

(707) 648-4326 | leslie.trybull@cityofvallejo.net
2] 2]

= | =


mailto:losbuoys@comcast.net
mailto:Leslie.Trybull@cityofvallejo.net
mailto:Andrea.Ouse@cityofvallejo.net
mailto:maplowman@rrmdesign.com
mailto:Inder.Khalsa@cityofvallejo.net
mailto:(707)%20648-4326
mailto:leslie.trybull@cityofvallejo.net
http://www.facebook.com/cityofvallejo
http://www.ci.vallejo.ca.us/online_services/communicate_with_the_city/communications_sign_up













From: adonch@aol.com [mailto:adonch@aol.com]

Sent: Monday, November 02, 2015 6:54 PM

To: Andrea Ouse <Andrea.Ouse@cityofvallejo.net>

Subject: Commentary on the EIR for proposed ORC EM Cement Plant

To: Andrea Ouse, City of Vallejo
11/2/2015

Dear Ms. Ouse:
As a business owner and property owner in South Vallejo | wanted to have my comments and concerns
included in the final Environmental Impact Report.

Although | have a number of environmental and sociological concerns about the proposed cement plant,
I am choosing to focus on the specific use of Lemon Street as a major truck route for the plant. The
proposal has ramifications on air quality, severe noise pollution as well as brings up important social and
economic justice issues.

The proposed 300 large trucks a day at all hours could increase traffic congestion problems for the new
Solano park and Ride facility but most importantly would have a devastating effect on the residential
neighborhood along Lemon Street.

Lemon Street is ill suited to handle large quantities of trucks at all hours. The Diesel pollution is
unhealthy for residential neighborhoods, and the effect of noise pollution would be devastating to
residents health, quality of life and economic well being.

Truck noise alone can interfere with sleep, general health, conversation and many other neighborhood
pursuits. One truck traveling at 55 mph will sound as loud as 28 cars traveling at the same speed. At 50
feet heavy trucks emit noise at 90dBA while car traffic produces noise at a level of 50dBA. (70 DBA is
eight times as loud as 60 DBA. Source: Community and Environmental Defense Services) With the
addition of the hill on Lemon Street and the subsequent use of jake brakes on that hill the noise levels
at all hours of the day, all year long, will become intolerable for healthy community life.

From an Economic Justice perspective, this proposal is unfair to South Vallejo as well as bad for Vallejo’s
economic well being. Heavy Truck traffic lowers property value at a rate 150 times greater than cars. An
increase in heavy truck traffic may also cause damage to nearby homes through vibrations transmitted
through the earth. Being awaken in bed by a trucks Jake Brake can be likened to feeling earthquake
tremors. Property values will diminish and rob the neighbors of their greatest asset, their homes. The
City of Vallejo then also loses tax revenue and potentially also incurs significant costs fighting
subsequent neighbor’s lawsuits.

Sincerely yours,

Thomas Arie Donch
Interplay Design, Inc.
1020 Sonoma Blvd.
Vallejo, CA 94590
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From: Tom Arie Donch <adonch@aol.com>

Sent: Thursday, September 17, 2015 7:35 PM
Subject: Retraction

To: Andrea Ouse <andrea.ouse@cityofvallejo.net>

Hi Andrea
As I hear of more details of this cement plant I feel I will probably not be able to support it in its
present form.

What I now hear.
1. It will also be producing portland cement and not just "green" cement?

2. In addition to using ships ( the greenest form of transportation besides bicycling) there will be
large trucks every six minutes on Lemon Street going to the plant?

3. Mitigation will not be in, or benefit Vallejo?

Seems like a lot of stress on our infrastructure and South Vallejo community with a too
minimum benefit to Vallejo and the environment.

Until these issues can be satisfactorily addressed I would like to retract my support of this
project.

Sincerely yours

Tom Arie Donch
Interplay Design, Inc.
1020 Sonoma Blvd.
707 643-7529
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From: Noah Dove [mailto:dovenj@gmail.com]
Sent: Monday, November 02, 2015 1:00 PM

To: Andrea Ouse <Andrea.Ouse@cityofvallejo.net>
Subject: ORCEM input and question

Hi, I wanted to make sure I got this in before the deadline.

For input, I've been speaking to a lot of people around Vallejo over the last several months, and
everyone has a different vision - the lady who works at the Chamber of Commerce kiosk at the
ferry building wants Vallejo to be the next Sausalito, for example, and I've head desires for Mare
Island to be an artistic or educational draw for the city, and ideas for high-class restaurants and
boutiques on the waterfront. The one thing that seems necessary for everyone's plans to work is
for there to be a beautiful aesthetic at the waterfront. Something which would be ruined by a
cement plant at the mouth of the Napa River. Much less a giant industrial marina next to it.

The question I have is what does the proposed ORCEM facility bring to Vallejo that is worth
more than what could be gained from high-class, arts, and upper education? I know you have
lawyers telling you to be careful about what you say, and I know you're getting pressure from the
state, just like on the cannabis issue, but when the proponents of this ORCEM thing project fear
of lawyers and the state instead of a desire to work with Vallejo in the way the community is
trying to go, it doesn't instill confidence. It also makes the city look un-representative. Hence all
of the conflict on this issue.

Be open and engaging, and people will trust you. Be secretive, and people will be paranoid about
what you're trying to do to help Vallejo.

Good luck resolving things tonight, and remember that humans are part of the environment as
well. Hurting the human environment is just as bad as hurting any other part of it.

-Noah
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From: Patrick Duffy [mailto:patrick.gavin.duffy@gmail.com]
Sent: Monday, November 02, 2015 2:07 PM

To: Andrea Ouse <Andrea.Ouse@cityofvallejo.net>
Subject: ORCEM

There is no such thing as "Green Cement"; one tone of cement produced equal one tone of
carbon released into the atmosphere. Using "clinker' just encourages more bad practices, and if
Vallejo wants to be the Sausalito of 'Up-Bay", building a cement plant is the wrong way to go
about it. 50 jobs ain't worth it!

Patrick Gavin Duffy
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From: Alejandro Esquivel [mailto:alejandro.e1999 @hotmail.com]
Sent: Monday, October 19, 2015 9:31 PM

To: Andrea Ouse <Andrea.Ouse@cityofvallejo.net>

Subject: Toxic Pollution is Environmental Racism!

Hello, my name is Alejandro Esquivel and | live in South Vallejo. | feel like the environment should be
taken care of because it affects all of us because we live around it. Our community here is being
polluted. | use to walked to my friend's house in the morning and | would always see a truck or some
type of giant transportation vehicle. These kind of vehicles not only pollute our community but the
whole city and world. Requesting some type of act from the city hall saying from what time those kind of
vehicles can operate would be helpful because it may not take away the pollution once in for all, but less
time and use of those vehicles can reduce pollution. If there's somewhat less pollution in our air then
kids and or elders would not be in danger of acquiring any diseases as they would if nothing was done
about it.

Sent from my iPhone
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From: Co Felgee [mailto:felgee@hotmail.com]
Sent: Monday, November 02, 2015 8:57 AM

To: Andrea Ouse <Andrea.Ouse@cityofvallejo.net>
Subject: Cement factory

| DO NOT want this to go through! It will raise the noise,dust traffic in our city!! The city managers ARE
NIT listening to the people who live here! This us OUR CITY and I/we do not want this cement factory
here. If necessary we will organize ( already have ) an old fashioned sigh toting protest in front of city
hall. That will Bring the media in.

Please inform the proper people.

Sincerely,
Colleen
Sent from my iPad
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Do You Have Questions About the Plans for a Cement Factory
on Vallejo’s Waterfront?
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IMPORTANT! Please return your card before 5:00 p.m. on November 2, 2015. All questions must be received by
the deadline to be considered. There is more information on the Vallejo Marine Terminal/ORCEM EIR at
www.CityofVallejo.net
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Do You Have Questions About the Plans for a Cement Factory
on Vallejo’s Waterfront?
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From: NPS Vallejo [mailto:newpacificstudio@att.net]

Sent: Thursday, October 15, 2015 8:57 AM

To: Bob Sampayan <bsampayan@ci.vallejo.ca.us>; Jesus Malgapo <jmalgapo@ci.vallejo.ca.us>; Katy
Miessner <KMiessner@ci.vallejo.ca.us>; Mayor Davis <mayor@ci.vallejo.ca.us>; Pippin Dew-Costa
<pdew-costa@ci.vallejo.ca.us>; Robert H. McConnell <rmcconnell@ci.vallejo.ca.us>; Rozzana Verder-
Aliga <RVerder-Aliga@ci.vallejo.ca.us>; Andrea Ouse <Andrea.Ouse@cityofvallejo.net>; Anthony Adams
<tony.adams.ara@gmail.com>

Subject: Open Letter to Congressman Thompson

Dear Congressman Thompson.

For the past 25 years | have been engaged in developing a Pacific Bridges
project linking communities around the north and south Pacific. From 1990-
2001 this was developed via UC Davis and UC Berkeley. From 2001 until
now the project has continued to build north-south Pacific community
networks via a 501c3, New Pacific Studio, operating from two artist
residencies in Mount Bruce, New Zealand and Vallejo CA.

Assemblyman Bill Dodd, who is running for Senate, claims on a flier
distributed in Vallejo tonight that he needs to make state government work
again ' for REAL PEOPLE.' You endorse him on the same flier claiming 'he
will be effective in the State Senate on issues that matter FOR REAL
PEOPLE".

Who are the UNREAL PEOPLE the current system is working for?

You, Bill Dodd and I all live in California, on the North Pacific shore of the
Pacific Ocean. Assemblyman Bill Dodd mentioned tonight he is in support
of the proposal of ORCEM to install a CEMENT factory with open piles of
toxic slag on the site of an 1860s historic Sperry Flour Mill. The current
historic mill would be ground down. See. www.orcem.com where the byline
Is ‘Cementing Vallejo’s Green Future.’

Green is organic. Cementisn’'t. STOP THE SPIN. The site is now
surrounded by residential dwellings and an elementary school within 600
metres of this site. All are DOWNWIND of this plant. The entire area in
Mare Island Strait has VERY HIGH LIQUEFACTION SUSCEPTIBILITY.
May | suggest you and Governor Jerry Brown and Kish Rajan, former
director of Governor Brown's Office of Business and Economic
Development,(see North Bay Business Journal, July 14, 2014) pay a visit
asap to Christchurch, New Zealand, to see the effects of earthquake
liquefaction there in destroying an entire city center in a recent 2011
earthquake?

My first job was as a temporary assistant lecturer in the beautiful old neo-
Gothic University of Canterbury buildings on Worcester Street, and | lived
for six months in the former gardener's stone cottage along the River Avon.
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In 2011 | saw the devastated city. In 2014 —just last year —I lived through
powerful earthquakes in New Zealand and in Napa. So | cannot remain
silent and allow you to inflict this economic and environmental disaster
upon the Bay Area and upon the Pacific Ocean.

Time to reconsider, fast! You can't beat liquefaction! Wake up, Bay Area
environmental agencies and say NO!

Kay Flavell

Dr Kay Flavell New Pacific Studio Vallejo 321 Nevada St., Vallejo CA 94590 USA
www.newpacificstudio.org t 707-563-5166 cell 707-342-7470
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From: Michelle Gandley [mailto:michellegandley@gmail.com]
Sent: Tuesday, September 15, 2015 10:00 AM

To: Andrea Ouse <Andrea.Ouse@cityofvallejo.net>

Subject: VMT/ORCEM.

Hi Andrea.

The community is sorry that you may have felt ambushed last night. Nathan Stout was in the wrong to
have put an invitation out on Nextdoor telling everyone that the meeting was specifically geared to the
ORCEM project. You were clearly not prepared for that.

On behalf of myself and many residents in Vallejo, we are requesting an extension of the review period
for the dEIR considering the scope of the project and the fact that the Public hearing is too close to the
deadline for comments and questions.

Thank you in advance!

Sincerely,
Michelle Gandley
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From: alvaroagarcia@aol.com [mailto:alvaroagarcia@aol.com]
Sent: Wednesday, September 09, 2015 8:25 AM

To: Andrea Ouse <Andrea.Ouse@cityofvallejo.net>

Subject: Against ORCEM

| would like to go on record that I, Alvaro A. Garcia am against this ORCEM project.

Considering all the environmental, health concerns and overall quality of life issues involved,

this short sighted solution is absolutely not a project that should be even entertained in Vallejo and would
be

a giant detrimental step (slide) backwards in Vallejo's economic recovery in the long term.

Alvaro A. Garcia
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From: Patricia Gatz [mailto:pgatz@scronline.com]
Sent: Monday, November 02, 2015 11:38 AM

To: Andrea Ouse <Andrea.Ouse@cityofvallejo.net>
Subject: VMT-Orcem DEIR comments

Good morning, Andrea: | have attached my comments for the Health Risk Assessment
and Air Quality Assessment (D-1). Thank you for the opportunity to provide
comments. Patricia


mailto:pgatz@scronline.com
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VMT-ORCEM PROJECT
HEALTH RISK ASESSMENT
SCH# 2014052057

. (Pages 2 and 3 of 36)

#1 “The site is located adjacent to the Napa River and is bounded to the east by a steep
incline with thick vegetation, to the west by the Napa River, to the south by undeveloped
land and Sandy Beach residential development beyond and to the North by other
industrial lands”.

My comments for #1: The description of the site fails to mention that there are
residential dwellings east of the site at the top of the “steep incline”, thereby making it
appear that the only residential dwellings are at Sandy Beach that is near to the project
site. The description should be revised to state the presence of residential dwellings
east of the site such as was done in the narrative provided by DUDAK for its update of
the 2008 Biological Assessment Review by WRA,page 4 of 110, i.e. “Residential uses
include the Bay Village Townhouses to the southeast. Harbor Park Apartments and
single-family residences to the southeast and Sandy Beach residents to the south, just
outside the City boundary. The nearest school to the site is Grace Patterson
Elementary, located approximately 0.25 mile southeast of the site.{

# 2 “Consistent with the BAAQMD'’s recommendations (BAAQMD, 2012), this analysis
estimated TAC concentrations at potential sensitive receptor locations including people
Children, adults, and seniors occupying or residing in: e

Residential dwellings, including apartments, houses, condominiums;

Schools, colleges, and universities;

Daycare;

Hospitals; and Senior care facilities (Page 18 of 36)

My comments for #2: An overhead photo (Figure 3) shows the large number of
residences (single family homes, apartments, etc.) located to the east of the project site,
but there are no statistics included to identify the number of residents (adults, children,
seniors) living in the residences. Referring to these areas as receptors does not
adequately identify the fact that people reside within the area of impact from emissions

e The HRA must include data identifying the number of residences east of the site
and the number of individuals living in those dwellings, including identifying the
numbers of seniors and children and those with health issues, asthma , etc.

e The HRA must include data identifying the schools east of the project site and
number and ages of children attending those schools.



e The HRA must include a column in Table 9 “Sensitive receptors within the
Regional Area of the Project” (Page 21 of 36) that identifies the number of
students and children attending those facilities and the number of patients in
Genesis Care Home.

Also, the Health Risk Assessment should include information from the Health Impact
Assessment Element for the Vallejo General Plan Update that provides statistics on
South Vallejo’s rates for asthma and other diseases exacerbated by air pollutants.

AIR QUALITY ASSESSMENT (D-1)
#1 5.6 Offset Combined Emissions (page 90)

My comments: This is important information regarding how the emissions offsets are
provided. Please incorporate an explanation of how the offsets are used for mitigation of
the combined total of NOx emissions of 62.8 tons/yr for both VMT and Orcem projects
that exceed by 6 times the BAAQMD thresholds of 10 tons/yr. Explain whether after
using the emissions offsets if VMT and Orcem will continue to be allowed to emit a
combined 62.8 tons/yr of NOx emissions at the site.



From: losbuoys@comcast.net [mailto:losbuoys@comcast.net]

Sent: Thursday, September 17, 2015 10:50 AM

To: Andrea Ouse <Andrea.Ouse@cityofvallejo.net>

Cc: dkeen@ci.vallejo.ca.us; Mayor Osby Davis

<Mayor@cityofvallejo.net>; jmalgapo@cityofvallejo.net; bsampayan@cityofvallejo.net; rmcconnell@cit
yofvallejo.net; kmiessner@cityofvallejo.net; Rozzana Verder-Aliga <Rozzana.Verder-
Aliga@cityofvallejo.net>; pdew-costa@cityofvallejo.net; Cole, Coleen <coleenmariecole@gmail.com>
Subject: ORCEM/VMT Concerns

September 17, 2015

Attn: Andrea Ouse, Planning Department and Economic Development,
City of Vallejo

555 Santa Clara Street

Vallejo, CA 94590

Dear Ms. Ouse,

Although | have many concerns about the proposed ORCEM/Vallejo Marine Terminal
project, including significant community health impacts to an already environmentally
impacted community suffering from air quality issues, | am writing today about my
concerns about the project on neighborhood fire prevention and preparedness. It is my
understanding that the project, as proposed, would be a 24 hours a day, 7 days a week
operation. It is also my understanding that the majority of the truck traffic associated
with it, would be between the hours of 3:00 AM

and 3:00 PM.

Given, that sound travels exponentially over water, | have great concern about how
noise from the beep, beep, beep of trucks backing up will impact mine and my
neighbors sleep. Do the project’s proponents expect us to sleep with earplugs? If so,
that has horrible implications on our ability to respond to our individual residential fire
alarms.

Fire is of great concern to the Sandy Beach Neighborhood Association, and | am writing
as the neighborhood volunteer fire marshal. It is well known that structures built on
pilings over water are at significantly higher risk for a fast moving, wind fed fire. And, we
at Sandy Beach maintain a high level of vigilance about fire prevention for those
reasons.

We cannot, and must not be expected to sleep with earplugs. Using them would put us
at even greater danger in case of residential fires. As the majority of our homes are not
accessible to City of Vallejo fire trucks, given no roadway access to our homes, we
cannot and must not be expected to rely on the Vallejo Fire Department.

Finally, if a fire were to occur and tragically there was significant loss of property, or life,
and it could be shown that the response time was hindered by my neighbor’s
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understandable use of sound suppression in order to sleep, is the City of Vallejo,
ORCEM/V.M.T. and City Staff and Council prepared to respond to subsequent criminal
and civil law suits?

Sincerely,

Gregory
Gazaway

32 Sandy Beach
Vallejo, CA 94590
707-554-2752
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IMPORTANT! Please return your card before 5:00 p.m. on October 19, 2015. All questions must be received
by the deadline to be considered. There is more information on the Vallejo Marine Terminal/ORCEM EIR at
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On Tue, Sep 29, 2015 at 2:42 PM -0700, "Matthew Goff" <matt.goff(@mac.com> wrote:

This is nothing less than the destruction of a beautiful waterfront.
Shame on our town if we allow this to go forward.
Absolutely a disgusting foul and horrible idea.

Our city development is a failure and this project the concrete crypt in which the hopes for a better more beautiful
Vallejo will go to die.

STOP ORCEM NOW!


mailto:matt.goff@mac.com

From: dhgold [mailto:dhgold@pacbell.net]

Sent: Monday, November 02, 2015 1:38 PM

To: Andrea Ouse <Andrea.Ouse@cityofvallejo.net>
Subject: Questions RE: ORCEM Draft EIR

Hello,

| am concerned about many aspects of the proposed VMT/ORCEM project and its Draft EIR, including
the the project's contribution to noise and air pollution.

However, as a resident of South Vallejo who uses Sonoma Blvd. routinely to travel to and from town |
will limit my questions to the project's impact on traffic.

| found that the information contained

in the Draft EIR regarding traffic

issues was either inadequate, e.g.,

vague statements regarding "delays of
over 1 minute," or too arcane to
comprehend, e.g., ORCEM LOS EB C/23.9
WB D/32.1.

| would like a report that spells out in clear English what residents of Vallejo can expectto encounter on
Sonoma Blvd., especially after the construction phase is complete. For example:

How many trains, on average, will cross Sonoma Blvd. daily?
How long will a train take, on average, to cross Sonoma?
How long will the delay be, on average, for each motorist?

How much time will be added to the
average motorist's daily commute, both
morning and evening?

What will be the average delay for the
average motorist dueto the increased
congestion on Sonoma Blvd. and adjoining streets caused by the increased truck and employee traffic?

It might be possible to ferret out

answers in the report to some of the

above questions.......... but sorry, |

am not a civil engineer and, anyway, it shouldn't be that difficult for the average resident to understand
how the project is likely to impact them.

| await the answers to the above
guestions but | already have a sense of foreboding when | repeatedly seesuch phrases as:


mailto:dhgold@pacbell.net
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...the cumulative impact of the project would be *significant...*,
...substantial delays...,

...worsen over time...,

...unsafe...less convenient..., or

...remain *significant and
unavoidab**le* with mitigation....

| look forward to learning more about

the proposed project but seen as a whole it seems to me as if the long term societal and environmental
costs of the project far outweigh the benefits.......... and apparently a number of other residents feel the
same.

Sincerely,

David Goldberg
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From: Martin Gruber [mailto: martingruber@zoho.com]
Sent: Monday, November 02, 2015 12:41 AM

To: Andrea Ouse <Andrea.Ouse@cityofvallejo.net>
Subject: Second Set of Orcem/VMT Questions

1.

3.

4.

The EIR states that only “shallow surface” sediment samples were taken to evaluate
dredging impact (maximum depth 14 cm, see Appendix E-6),yet Appendix H-1
recommends that the foundations of the VMT go down to bedrock. Will the
foundations be taken down to bedrock? Assuming so, the sampling to assess the
dredging should also be done at that depth and at the point where the sediment is
the deepest. Mare Island had been working with heavy metals since the 19" century,
and most of that material was not highly regulated until the 1970s. DDT was found
at unsafe levels in Carquinez straight in 1993, more than a quarter century after the
use of DDT was banned. DDT was, in fact, found by the present study as well. Once
the material is in the sediment, it stays there. It is, therefore, impossible to know
without sampling what contaminants might be buried deeply in the sediment. Of
course, the sediment itself is not deep at all locations, but this varies considerably.
Appendix H-1 does say that some of the sediment seems to be too deep to use
footings for the terminal, so its depth is not trivial.

More precisely, Appendix H-1 says that all heavy-load bearing parts of the VMT have
to extend to bedrock. If any part of the foundation of the VMT is not to be extended
all the way to bedrock, it cannot be heavy load bearing, and it will have to be
evaluated by a structural engineer as a special problem. Before the project is
approved, you should commit to either full bedrock anchoring or have detailed expert
plans for how to do without it. The latter should account for the things in my other
questions about flooding, SLR, and tsunamis.

The Benthic Report treats the presence of metal, pesticide,and other contaminants as
insignificant if they are not above ambient levels — that is, no more than in other
parts of the Bay. But other parts of the Bay are not being dredged, stirring up the
sediment and creating opportunity for these contaminants to move from the
sediment back into the water, nor are they creating a disposal problem for these
materials. Please assess the potential for release of these contaminants from
dredging and the effects, regardless of whether their concentration at this location
exceeds what is found in adjacent areas.

One contaminant that was not tested for is glyphosate, commonly known as
Roundup. Glyphosate is the most widely-used herbicide in the world. Though
associated specifically with genetically-modified crops, it is also used to kill
conventional crops for harvest. The state of California has recently determined that
glyphosate is carcinogenic. Because of the extensive agricultural runoff through this
area,there is a high probability of agricultural contaminants, as the EIR
acknowledged by searching for and finding pesticide residues.

a. Will you examine the sediment to measure the presence of glyphosate?

b. Has the state of California yet determined what a safe level of glyphosate
release into the water is? What a safe amount in dredged material is? What a
safe amount for employees to handle is? If not, how could the project be
approved before these determinations are made?


mailto:martingruber@zoho.com
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c. If workers are required to handle glyphosate before safe levels are determined
or if glyphosate actual levels in the sediment are not measured, will it be
prominently disclosed to them that they are working with carcinogenic
material whose extent and/or safety has not been fully evaluated?

The discussion of traffic effects notes the new traffic signal and turning lane that
result from the expansion of Curtola Park and Ride, but, as near as | can tell, no
assessment of the traffic impact of this project was made that takes account of the
traffic from the expansion of Curtola Park and Ride when it is re-opened. Please redo
the traffic analysis, taking account of the effects of the Park and Ride.

There are 22 marked or unmarked pedestian crosswalks on Lemon St. from Derr to
Curtola. Several are blind because of hills. How long, in distance, does it take a fully-
loaded cement truck at speed on a 30 degree downslope to spot a child in a
crosswalk, react, and safely bring the vehicle to a stop.

This brings up another point. Many things in the EIR are to be determined. There is a
plan to have a plan. On this basis, the project is supposed to be approved.
Sometimes, there is theoretical later recourse. For example,there is no plan to deal
with Lemon St. traffic issues. The project commits to having a plan and, if Vallejo
does not approve, it can refuse to issue a certificate of occupancy. Realistically, once
a lot of work and money have gone into this can the city refuse occupancy without
creating an opportunity for a lawsuit? This is the planning stage. The city should
have all the plans before it, so it can make an evaluation before any approval is
given or work is done. The same applies to disposal of dredged material, lead
contamination from demolition of the existing buildings and many other things.
Please fill in all the to be determined material in the EIR.

. Another point is odor. The standard cited on unacceptable odor is five or more
complaints per year. The EIR declares on this basis no significant impact(section
3.2.5). Because no complaints have yet been filed? There will be little odor before
the plant is built, true enough, and no interest in tearing it down over odor
complaints once it is built. So how can this test be applied? Find similar facilities,
including both the VMT and Orcem components, with equivalent vicinity to a
residential neighborhood and look at the history of odor complaints. If there are no
such facilities so near so many residences, that in itself suggests there may be a
problem in placing it there. In the absence of comparables, | don't know how to
evaluate odor issues empirically. But you have to figure it out, as it is an
environmental impact. Pointing out that there have been no complaints so far really
doesn't cut it.

The NOx levels of this project exceed safety standards more than 6 fold. The Orcem
portion, approximately half of the total, is proposed to be taken care of by Orcem
purchasing offsets — reducing pollution in other areas to make up for increasing it
here. NOx is a generic term for a family of substances called “nitrogen oxides”. Of
these, there are 2 likely to be produced in significant quantities by the project: nitric
oxide and nitrogen dioxide. Nitric oxide also converts to nitrogen dioxide in the air,
so the total amount of the latter that ends up in the atmosphere is likely to be higher
than what is directly released. Using offsets for nitric oxide makes sense. Its primary
problems are as a contributor to ozone depletion and acid rain, both of which are
large scale not local problems. But nitrogen dioxide is a local problem too, and that
problem is not limited to cancer, the main effect that the EIR treats. It includes
respiratory and other illness. Let me quote the
EPA(http://www3.epa.gov/airquality/nitrogenoxides/health.html):



http://www3.epa.gov/airquality/nitrogenoxides/health.html

10.

11.

“NOXx react with ammonia, moisture, and other compounds to form small
particles. These small particles penetrate deeply into sensitive parts of the
lungs and can cause or worsen respiratory disease, such as emphysema and
bronchitis, and can aggravate existing heart disease, leading to increased
hospital admissions and premature death. ” (context makes clear that
nitrogen dioxide is the major NOx of concern here)

And wikipedia (entry on nitrogen dioxide):

“ A 2015 study by King’s College London concluded that air pollution caused
thousands of deaths in London in 2010, specifically identifying NO2 (nitrogen
dioxide — Martin) as the cause of the majority of the deaths. 5,900 deaths
were the result of nitrogen dioxide, a pollutant produced by diesel engines™
[15] A 2005 study by researchers at the University of California, San Diego,
suggests a link between NO2 levels and Sudden Infant Death Syndrome.[16]”

Providing cleaner air for some other people elsewhere is not a sufficient remedy for
this. How are you actually going to bring the NO2 levels down to a safe level, not
just make up for trashing our lungs by helping someone else's?

The other half of the NOx problem is with the VMT. Here the proposed mitigation is
to require a phase-in of biodiesel on the trucks and ships. However, the magnitude
of mitigation required seems to be based solely on cancer risk, not other health
problems. Please provide a comprehensive examination of NO2 health hazards and
mitigation plans for them that actually mitigate the harm, rather than making up for
it by doing a favor for someone else.

It is worth noting that the EIR points to potential expansion of the site as a possible
source of contamination and suggest deed restrictions preventing it as mitigation.
The project refused to accept this, citing cost concerns. Therefore, there is, in
addition to the preceding, an unmitigated and unmeasured pollution risk resulting
from what are evidently either actual plans or contingency plans to expand. Please
detail what expansion operations you are contemplating and which you will commit
to not doing, and measure the environmental impact of these plans. Basically,
anything you would consider as a contingency is something we also have to consider
as a contingency and note its impact.
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From: Martin Gruber [mailto:martingruber@zoho.com]

Sent: Monday, November 02, 2015 9:29 AM

To: Andrea Ouse <Andrea.Ouse@cityofvallejo.net>

Cc: Leslie Trybull <Leslie.Trybull@cityofvallejo.net>; Lisa A. Plowman <maplowman@rrmdesign.com>
Subject: RE: Second Set of Orcem/VMT Questions

Thank you. 1 would like to add:

Mare Island had worked extensively with radioactive materials, which were not heavily
regulated in the early days. Please check the deep samples from the sediment for the
presence of radioactivity
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From: Martin Gruber [mailto:martingruber@zoho.com]
Sent: Monday, November 02, 2015 10:34 AM

To: Andrea Ouse <Andrea.Ouse@cityofvallejo.net>
Subject: More VMT/Orcem Questions

| asked Steve Bryan at one of the meetings about the problem of contaminants in slag. He
said there would be no contaminants because the Asian steel companies have to keep them
out for the sake of their own products and that the material he imported would come with
certificates. The following article in a Taiwanese paper points out that there is, in fact, a
black market in furnace slag, involving multiple Asian countries and the UK. Black market
slag is often certified. It is frequently full of contaminants - so much so that China bans the
import of slag, which is partly why this stuff is black market. Said contaminants can include
heavy metals like arsenic, lead, and chromium, which can be harmful in small quantities.
This article shows that neither certification nor the self-interest of steel companies are
sufficient to ensure the purity of slag, and heavy metals will not, | believe, be burned off by
the steel-making process. What measures will be taken to ensure the purity of the slag?
Will there be actual testing done of each shipment in the US? In addition to the safety
measures needed for dealing with pure slag, what additional safety measures will be needed
for workers to deal with potentially-contaminated slag? | have included the article itself
below, as well as the URL, in case it gets moved from that URL.

http://www.wantchinatimes.com/news/content?id=20150522000060&cid=1505

e Tuesday, November 03, 2015
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Illegal furnace slag finding its way into China

Staff Reporter 2015-05-22 11:39 (GMT+38)

A worker fixing a blast furnace at a steel plant in Shanghai, September 2013. (File
photo/Xinhua)

Despite the Chinese government enforcing a powerful crackdowns on illegal imports of slag,
calxes and other mineral wastes in recent years, blast furnace slags from South Korea and
the UK have found their way into China via various channels. The furnace slags, or stony
waste residue from smelting ore, make their way to small steel firms in Anhui province
Maanshan, Jiangsu province's Xuzhou, Hunan province's and Lengshuijiang, for reprocessing
or reutilization to survive a sluggish steel market climate, according to Southern Weekend,
a bi-weekly magazine published in Guangzhou.

Blast furnace slag contains heavy metals such as arsenic, lead, nickel, chromium, and
sulfur, which could permeate soil via rain posing a second contamination to both soil and
groundwater if decontamination treatment isn't provided. In addition, the massive amounts
of ash generated from the refining of the furnace slag can seriously pollute the air. For
these reasons, furnace slag is on the list of "solid wastes" subject to import bans under the
law.

But with domestic mineral resources gradually being depleted and the technical
breakthrough which allows for the reutilization of furnace slag, the price of it is picking up
gradually in China. That, coupled with lower prices for foreign-sourced slag, has led to such
"foreign garbage" often smuggled into China, the Southern Weekend reported.
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How China's most polluted province is cleaning up its act

lllegal furnace slaq finding its way into China
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Garbage mountains arise to plague China's countryside

Environmental officials in China face brunt of backlash

From February-April 2014, the Zhenjiang branch of Nanjing Customs opened four furnace
slag smuggling cases, nabbing 15 suspects involving over 100,000 tons of slag.

Of the four, the "82.12" case involved near 60,000 tons, making it the largest solid waste
smuggling case the Nanjing Customs had ever busted. The second trial of the case is still
under way, as the district court of Zhenjiang just made its first ruling on the case on April 1,
2015.

The "82.12" smuggling case, which sent shockwaves through the entire customs system,
was uncovered from an unexpected occurrence. In May 2013, a large domestic steel
company imported 30,000 tons of hematile, or iron ore, from the UK, but found that the
material was too sticky and apt to congeal on the inside wall of blast furnaces, threatening
their safety. The company asked the Zhenjiang Customs Office to examine the hematile,
with results reveling that the substance was furnace slag. The shipment was rejected and
later sent to a Southeast Asian country.

The customs office failed to find any solid evidence associated with any attempt to smuggle
furnace slag, forcing the office to be more vigilant towards the smallest abnormalities, such
as bad smells or white smoke rising during the unloading process, or import sources being
from non-mainstream mineral areas that allow larger room for price bargaining, the paper
reported, citing Mao Bangfu, a deputy director of the anti-smuggling division of the
Zhenjiang Customs.

In October 2013, Zhenjiang Customs busted a furnace slag smuggling ring by finding white
smoke rising when examining a ship loaded with "hematile" as claimed in the shipping
document, with the material later proving to be furnace slag.

Investigators found that the shipments were delivered by Taesan S&T, a South Korean iron
and steel trading company set up in 1997, to large-sized import agents in China. The
shipments were deemed illegal, as Taesan failed to show scrap licenses issued by China's
Administration of Quality Supervision to qualify the imports.

Further investigation found the furnace slag to be coming from Pohang Iron and Steel and
Hyundai Hsyco, two leading South Korean steel mills, and the real importer of the slag was
identified as He Yueping, a veteran trader of iron ores.

In order to speed up customs clearance of their imports, He's company and her accomplices
allegedly falsly labeled the product as simply "hematile," and also claiming that it was only
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US$70 per ton since it was sourced from South Korea, a non-mainstream mineral mining
area.

Furnace slag smuggled into mainland China by the group headed by He Yueping was sold to
small local steel firms, who were eyeing the large gap between the cost of smuggled slag
and the price for zinc or other metal reprocessed from the slag.

According to Mao, it's impossible for customs officials to examine every inbound shipment,
because it will seriously undermine the clearance speed. For the moment, he said customs
officers must be extra vigilant and intensify supervision to prevent similar illegal items from
entering China.

Mao continued that there are now only three institutes in China eligible to examine hematile
imports to determine its content, and each examination takes one month and costs around
10,000 yuan (US$1,600) to complete.

Accordingly, Gu Qin, deputy director of the Nanjing Customs, his office has to appropriate a
special budget to support the examination of highly risky solid wastes. "We will sign
memoranda of understanding with the environmental protection units to improve safety
management and follow-up treatment of solid wastes,” Gu added.
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From: Stephen Hallett [mailto:hallett87 @gmail.com]

Sent: Friday, September 25, 2015 12:26 PM

To: Mayor Osby Davis <Mayor@cityofvallejo.net>; Jesus Cristobal Malgapo
<Jesus.Malgapo@cityofvallejo.net>; Pippin Dew-Costa <Pippin.Dew-Costa@cityofvallejo.net>; Robert H.
McConnell <Robert.McConnell@cityofvallejo.net>; Katy Miessner <Katy.Miessner@cityofvallejo.net>;
Bob Sampayan <Bob.Sampayan@cityofvallejo.net>; Rozzana Verder-Aliga <Rozzana.Verder-
Aliga@cityofvallejo.net>

Cc: Andrea Ouse <Andrea.Ouse@cityofvallejo.net>

Subject: Cement plant

Mayor and Council Members,

I hope this message finds you well. I am writing to state my strong opposition the proposed
port/cement plant at the old General Mills plant. The Draft EIR states that there will be
SIGNIFICANT AND UNAVOIDABLE IMPACTS on air quality, emergency vehicle access,
cancer risks, green house gas emissions, noise coming from the project and more. The few jobs
that will be created and the small amount of money we will get does not justify the serious health
impacts this will have on our City. Furthermore, the money we will receive from this will go
right into fixing the roads damaged from the outrageous number of trucks that will go in and out
of our city from the plant. Most likely, the money we receive will not be enough to fix the
damage done to the roads and this will end up costing us more in actual dollars than we will
receive, even excluding the outrageous environmental and health costs this will impose on
Vallejo. I respectfully request that you do not approve this environmental catastrophe.

Stephen Hallett,
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From: Stephen Hallett [mailto:hallett87 @gmail.com]

Sent: Monday, November 02, 2015 4:28 PM

To: Andrea Ouse <Andrea.Ouse@cityofvallejo.net>

Cc: Mayor Osby Davis <Mayor@cityofvallejo.net>; Pippin Dew-Costa <Pippin.Dew-
Costa@cityofvallejo.net>; Bob Sampayan <Bob.Sampayan@cityofvallejo.net>; Robert H. McConnell
<Robert.McConnell@cityofvallejo.net>; Jesus Cristobal Malgapo <Jesus.Malgapo@cityofvallejo.net>;
Katy Miessner <Katy.Miessner@cityofvallejo.net>; Rozzana Verder-Aliga <Rozzana.Verder-
Aliga@cityofvallejo.net>

Subject: DEIR comments

Andrea,

Please include these comments in the ORCEM/VMT EIR:

(1) Please address the impact of redesignating Lemon Street as a trucking route and what has
changed since Lemon Street's trucking route designation was taken away that would justify
redesignating Lemon Street as a trucking route.

(2) Please redo the Draft Environmental Impact report as there are too many Mitigation measures
that merely state an intent to provide some type of mitigation without actually providing what
that will be

(3) Please state whether or not Asthma rates will increase.

(4) Please provide an estimate of how much it will cost to put the roads on Lemon Street into
working order for the trucks and how much it will cost to maintain those roads.

Stephen Hallett,
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Vallejo Wants Your Questions About a CEMENT FACTORY on the Waterfront
Won'’t You Please Take a Moment to Send in Your Questions?
(It’s free and confidential).

BACKGROUND - A compan“from Ireland & Texas called ORCER wants to
build a Cement Factory at the Old Sperry Mill on Derr St@et (at t‘%:._- end of
Lemon Street by the water). P, ‘

QUESTIONS — You can ask the Vallejo Planning Commission an‘\?(ﬁing you want
to know about this I)roposed project. Jobs? Traffic? Heg!g\? Revenue for
Vallejo? Noise? Pollution? AT VIS

WRITE-IN QUESTION (Put your own questions on the line below to be ﬂ
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IMPORTANT! Please return your card before 5:00 p.m. on October 19, 2015




From: helenmzharwood(@aol.com

Sent: Tuesday, September 8, 2015 12:50 PM
Subject: Against ORCEM

To: Andrea Ouse <andrea.ouse(@cityofvallejo.net>

| would like to go on record that I, Helen Harwood, am totally against this project.
Allowing this is unconscionable.
Thank YOU!
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From: Nancy Hilton [mailto:nancyhilton10@hotmail.com]
Sent: Tuesday, September 15, 2015 8:05 AM

To: Andrea Ouse <Andrea.Ouse@cityofvallejo.net>
Subject: Questions for ORCEM Cement Factory

Please answer the following questions:

1 Who wrote the DEIR?

2 Who paid for it to be written?

3 Since it is a Draft, what is the procedure for revision?

Comment:

| became aware of this project on Sunday, Sept 13, 2015 and attended last night’s public
meeting. It was evident that the majority were outraged by the lack of time and information
given to address this very important proposal.

| relocated to Vallejo 6 months ago and am looking to buy a home. My 1st thought, after
learning of this, was: “maybe | should look else where if this is going to be such a toxic project.
From what | heard last night, there is no economic or environmental benefit for the citizens of
Vallejo.

”

Sent from Windows Mail
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From: huepahe@yahoo.com [mailto:huepahe@yahoo.com]
Sent: Monday, November 02, 2015 6:22 PM

To: Andrea Ouse <Andrea.Ouse@cityofvallejo.net>
Subject: Vmt/orcem

Hello Andrea: please include this questions on the regular comment for the Orcem/vmt as |
wasn't able to get it on time due to power failure.

Spanish speaker for the community of south Vallejo on EIR or a copy of the EIR on Spanish.
Request for a environmental justice report from this two projects independently.
Verification on the original noise report on the sites close to the projects.

Thanks for the understanding.

Sent from my Virgin Mobile phone.
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on Vallejo’s Waterfront? ,)
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Vallejo Wants Your Questions About a CEMENT FACTORY on the Waterfront
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From: Genie Kaggerud [mailto:geniekaggerud@sbcglobal.net]
Sent: Monday, November 02, 2015 11:01 AM

To: Andrea Ouse <Andrea.Ouse@cityofvallejo.net>

Subject: ORCEM cement facility EIR

Andrea,

I would like to know why both enterprises - Vallejo Marine Terminal (VMT) and ORCEM - are
not required to submit separate EIRs?

The way I understand the project, VMT is the primary enterprise; but the focus of the DEIR is on
ORCEM who is only one tenant of VMT. Where is the DEIR on the VMT operation? Will VMT
use the majority of the land included in this project? Who is responsible to monitor ORCEM to
insure that their operation does not exceed the hazard limits allowable in this project? Will
ORCEM self monitor? Will VMT monitor them? Both of those options seem self serving to
me.Will the City of Vallejo monitor the operations on this site to insure compliance? Can the
City afford to hire competent monitors to oversee these operations? Who will pay for the
monitoring?

In my opinion, this DEIR does not adequately address all of the potential problems and issues
that a deep water terminal might bring to Vallejo. If approved, does this ORCEM/VMT project
give VMT carte blanche to use the port and site for any and all purposes that VMT chooses? Are
there guidelines/limits about what types of other tenants VMT can allow to use the site? Will
each future activity or tenant that VMT engages with be required to submit a separate DEIR?
Who will monitor future activities and products that pass through the proposed VMT site to
determine if they are appropriate for the site or if they pose a threat to the health of Vallejo
citizens?

I would like all of these questions addressed in the final version of the DEIR for this project. The
citizens of Vallejo deserve to know the answers and more importantly, the City Councilmembers
need to know the answers to these questions prior to their final vote on this project.

Thank you Andrea for all the time, talent and energy you put into doing your job for the citizens
of Vallejo. Thank you for your efforts and your focus on attracting viable businesses to Vallejo
that will enhance the quality of life for our citizens and the surrounding region.

Sincerely,
Genie Kaggerud

May all beings everywhere live in love, in joy, in health and in peace.
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Vallejo Wants Your Questions About a CEMENT FACTORY on the Waterfront
: Won’t You Please Take a Momeént to Send in Your Questions?
(It's free and confidential).

BACKGROUND A compan from Ireland & Texas:called DBCEM wants to
build a Cement Factory at the Old Sperry Mill on Derr Street (at the end of
Lemon Street by the water). ‘

QUESTIONS — You can ask the Vallejo Planning Commlssmn anythmg you want
to know about this proposed project. Jobs? Traf'ﬁc? Health'-' Revenue for
Vallejo? Noise? Poilution? ,

WRITE-IN QUESTION (Put your own questlons on the line below to be
answered by the City)
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Vallejo Wants Your Questions About a CEMENT FACTORY on the Waterfront
Won't You Please Take a Moment to Send in Your Questions?
{It's free and confidential).

BACKGROUND — A compannfrom Ireland &-T{'e'xﬁfs ¢ajled ORCEM wants to
build a Cement Factory at the Old Sperry Mill on Der’Street (at the end of
Lemon Street by the water). 0CT -7 2015

QUESTIONS - You can ask the Vallejo Planning Commission anything you want
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Val lejo Wants Your Questions About a CEMENT FACTORY on the Waterfront
Won’t You Please Take a Moment to Send in Your Questions?

wrh (It's free and confidential).

BACKGROUND - A compan from Ireland & Texas called ORCEM wants to
build a Cement Factory at the Old Sperry Mill on Derr Street {at the end of
Lemon Street by the water).
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Vallejo Wants Your Questions About a CEMENT FACTORY on the Waterfront
Won’t You Please Take a Moment to Send in Your Questions?
(It’s free and confidential).

BACKGROUND — A compan from Ireland & Texas called ORCEM wants to
build a Cement Factory at the Old Sperry Mill on Derr Street (at the end of
Lemon Street by the water).
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Vallejo? Noise? Pollution? C) ~2 ¢
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Vallejo Wants Your Questions About a CEMENT FACTORY on the Waterfront
Won’t You Please Take a Moment to Send in Your Questions?
(It’s free and confidential).

BACKGROUND - A com pan“from Ireland & Texdd cHlied ORCEM wants to
build a Cement Factory at the Old Sperry Mill on Derr Street {(at the end of
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" Vallejo Wants Your Questions About a CEMENT FACTORY on the Waterfront
Won't You Please Take a Moment to Send in Your Questions?
(It's free and confidential).
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Won't You Please Take a Mormeat to Send in Your Questions?
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‘BACKGROUND — A company from Ireland & Texas €alled dR_Q_EM wants to
build a Cement Factory at the Old Sperry Mill on Derr Street{at the end of
Lemon Street by the water). ) s
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to know about this Proposed project. Jobs? Traffic? I'-Ea,{tﬁ’,? Revenue for
Vallejo? Noise? Pollution? g DY

WRITE-IN QUESTION (Put your own questions on the line below to be
answered by the City)

Pprs tie bl e /ﬂ%z%wéé’/
J{j //4&&1{/ é‘/ Z

YOUR NAME 7@% D teor , Vallejo, CA

IMPORTANT! Please return your card before 5:00 p.m. on October 19, 2015




From: Jason Kish [mailto:JKish@buckinstitute.org]
Sent: Monday, November 02, 2015 11:28 AM

To: Andrea Ouse <Andrea.Ouse@cityofvallejo.net>
Subject: Cement Factory is not good for Vallejo

This is a terrible idea. To make Vallejo more industrial without any real return on investment. My
understanding is the facility will employ very few people relative to its impact. Many of these people will
not even reside in Vallejo thereby taking resources out of Vallejo to another location. We should
develop the area along the waterfront with a combination of decent housing and some nice shops for
commuters and travelers on the way to wine country. The water front is treasure and we are setting it
on fire if we built the cement factory. Thank you.

Jason L. Kish, M.S.

Laboratory Manager/Research Associate
Buck Institute for Research on Aging
ph: 415-209-2064

email: jkish@buckinstitute.org
http://www.buckinstitute.org/
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From: John Kocourek [mailto:vallejo resident@woofmanjack.com]
Sent: Friday, September 18, 2015 12:55 PM

To: Andrea Ouse <Andrea.Ouse@cityofvallejo.net>

Cc: Maureen K <kocourek.maureen@gmail.com>

Subject: VMT/ORCEM PROJECT QUESTIONS

Hello Andrea,

Some questions for you...

QUESTIONS ABOUT PORTLAND CEMENT and CLINKER AT THE VMT/ORCEM
PROJECT

1. How often will portland cement be produced at the Orcem plant?

2. What are the raw materials used when Orcem produces portland cement?

3. If portland cement clinker is used, what is its origin?

4. Will the facility ever have a kiln for production of portland cement clinker?

5. Could clinker production ever be added to the capabilities of the Vallejo Orcem facility?

6. If Vallejo Orcem project was upgraded to allow clinker production, would new permitting be
required?

7. If Vallejo Orcem project was upgraded to allow clinker production, would a revised EIR be
required?

8. Will coal, coke, or pet coke ever be used as a fuel source at the Vallejo Orcem facility? If so,
for what purpose?
I have a lot more questions, but I'm trying to organize them into convenient categrories.

Thanks for helping us to a better understanding of the proposed facility.

John Kocourek
vallejo resident@woofmanjack.com
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From: John Kocourek [mailto:vallejo resident@woofmanjack.com]

Sent: Monday, November 02, 2015 9:00 AM

To: Andrea Ouse <Andrea.Ouse@cityofvallejo.net>

Cc: Maureen K <kocourek.maureen@gmail.com>; Plowman, Lisa A. <maplowman@rrmdesign.com>;
Leslie Trybull <Leslie.Trybull@cityofvallejo.net>; Coleen Cole

<coleenmariecole@gmail.com>; peterjbrooks@msn.com

Subject: VMT-Orcem DEIR Comments/Questions

Hello Andrea,

Comments and questions concerning the adequacy of the DEIR are attached in a PDF
doc. Please let me know if you have any problems viewing the PDF.

I appreciate your work and patience in handling the challenging task of organizing and presiding
over the meetings at City Hall and the Norman King Center.

Thanks,

John Kocourek
Capitol Street
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VMT-Orcem - DEIR - Questions - John Kocourek - 1 November 2015 - PAGE 1 of 8

AIR QUALITY
COMMENT - AIR QUALITY MONITORING

The DEIR does not address local monitoring for air quality to ensure that the facility
controls are adequate to prevent Vallejo residents from being exposed to airborne dust.

QUESTIONS - AIR QUALITY MONITORING

1. How often will on-site monitoring be performed to detect and measure dust particles
outside of milling enclosures?

2. How often will off-site monitoring be performed to detect and measure airborne dust
particles?

3. What types of air quality monitoring will be performed?

4. Who will oversee and approve air quality monitoring procedures?

5. Who will perform the monitoring?

6. Who will review the results of air quality monitoring?

7. How often the results of air quality monitoring be reviewed?

8. Will residents have access to air quality monitoring reports and records?
9. Where can monitoring reports be seen?

10.What happens when air quality monitoring systems fail or the equipment malfunctions?

AIR QUALITY COMMENTS - NEGATIVE PRESSURE

The DEIR describes dust producing operations confined to spaces which are kept under
"negative pressure” with no outlet to the exterior, except through high performance filters.

The DEIR does not address potential problems and how negative pressure will be monitored
to ensure that Vallejo residents will not be exposed to dust from operations at the Orcem
facility. For example, the negative pressure ventilation system could fail, which would
allow dust to escape to the outside.

QUESTIONS - NEGATIVE PRESSURE:

11.How often will the differential pressure between inside and outside of the facilities be
monitored?

John Kocourek - PAGE 1 of 8
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AIR QUALITY (cont.) QUESTIONS - NEGATIVE PRESSURE

12.What methods or techniques will be used to monitor the differential pressure between
inside and outside of the facilities?

13.Who will be monitoring the negative pressure?

14. What will happen when the negative pressure drops below the allowable differential
pressure?

AIR QUALITY COMMENT - HIGH PERFORMANCE FILTERS

Filters can fail or lose their performance efficiency, but the DEIR does not give details of
high performance filters nor does it specify how filter performance will be monitored to
ensure that Vallejo residents are not exposed to airborne dust particles released from the
facility.

QUESTIONS - HIGH PERFORMANCE FILTERS:

15.What is the efficiency rating for the Orcem "high performance filters"?

16.What size of particles are intended to be captured by the filters?

17.What methods are used to test filters to ensure they are working properly?

18.How often are filters tested to ensure they are working properly?

19.How often will air that is being released from the facility through filters be monitored
for dust particles?

20.What type of monitoring equipment will be used to verify that quality of air released
through filters is acceptable?

21.Who will perform the monitoring for filter effectiveness?

22.Who will evaluate the results of the filter discharge monitoring?

23.Will Vallejo city staff and residents have access to monitoring reports and records?
24.Where can monitoring reports and records be seen?

AIR QUALITY COMMENT - POTENTIAL PROBLEM OF AIRBORNE DUST RELEASE

The DEIR does not address the potential for accidental release of airborne dust to the
environment downwind of the Orcem facility. An uncontrolled release of airborne dust

could occur in the event of ventilation failure, high performance filter failure, or breach
of a facility enclosure.
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AIR QUALITY (cont.) POTENTIAL PROBLEM OF AIRBORNE DUST RELEASE

QUESTIONS - ACCIDENTAL RELEASE OF AIRBORNE DUST:

25.When would facility operators know that dust was being released from the facility?
26.How would facility operators know if dust was being released from the facility?

27.What immediate actions would be taken if it became known to facility operators that
dust was being released from the facility?

28.Who would be notified in the event of accidental release of dust from the facility?

29.Will records and reports be available for public review concerning release of dust from
the facility?

AIR QUALITY COMMENT - COMPLAINTS
For the construction phase, the DEIR specifies (page 3.2 - 15) that there be posted a

"...publicly visible sign with the telephone number and person to contact at the

Lead Agency regarding dust complaints. This person shall respond and take corrective
action within 48 hours. The Air District’s phone number shall also be visible to ensure
compliance with applicable regulations.”

The DEIR does not address a similar requirement for Orcem operations following the
construction phase, when Vallejo residents could be impacted by routine operations of the
Orcem facility.

QUESTIONS - AIR QUALITY COMPLAINTS

30.Where can Vallejo residents find a telephone number and person to contact regarding
dust or other air quality complaints?

31.Who is responsible for responding to complaints and taking corrective actions?
32.What is the time limit for responding to complaints?

AIR QUALITY COMMENT - DIESEL EXHAUST FROM SHIP'S BERTHED AT VMT

Though the DEIR acknowledges the existence of low-level inversions for the San Francisco
Bay Area Air Basin, it does not consider the local impact of accumulation and build-up of
diesel exhaust to the people in the neighborhoods surrounding the VMT-Orcem

facility. Berthed ships may be running diesels for many consecutive hours during the

off-loading of GBFS and other imported materials, and the diesel exhaust could contribute
to bad air quality, especially on frequent "Spare The Air" days.
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QUESTIONS - DIESEL EXHAUST FROM SHIP'S BERTHED AT VMT

33.How will VMT mitigate the impact of ship's diesel exhaust to surrounding neighborhoods
during temperature inversions or frequent Spare The Air days?

AIR QUALITY COMMENT - VMT SHORE POWER OR EQUIVALENT EMISSION REDUCTIONS

The California Air Resources Board (ARB) approved the "Airborne Toxic Control Measure for
Auxiliary Diesel Engines Operated on Ocean-Going Vessels At-Berth in a California Port”
Regulation, commonly referred to as the At-Berth Regulation. The purpose of the At-Berth
Regulation is to reduce emissions from diesel auxiliary engines on container ships, passenger
ships, and refrigerated-cargo ships while berthing at a California Port. The At-Berth Regula-
tion defines a California Port as the Ports of Los Angeles, Long Beach, Oakland, San Diego,
San Francisco, and Hueneme. The At-Berth Regulation provides vessel fleet operators
visiting these ports two options to reduce at-berth emissions from auxiliary engines: 1) turn
off auxiliary engines and connect the vessel to some other source of power, most likely grid-
based shore power; or 2) use alternative control technique(s) that achieve equivalent
emission reductions.

A new state-of-the-art marine terminal constructed in Vallejo would be expected to have
shore power available, and ships using the terminal should be required to have capabilities
of using VMT supplied shore power.

QUESTIONS - VMT SHORE POWER OR EQUIVALENT EMISSION REDUCTIONS

34.Will ships berthing at VMT be subject to the same Air Resources Board At-Berth
Regulation as ships berthing in Ports of Oakland and San Francisco?

35. Will VMT supply a shore power system to provide power to berthed ships while they are
off loading GBFS?

36.How many consecutive hours will ships be allowed to operate diesels while berthed at
VMT if not connected to shore power?

37.1f not connected to shore power, how will berthed ships provide equivalent emission
reductions?

POTENTIALLY TOXIC/HAZARDOUS MATERIALS IMPORTED TO VALLEJO
COMMENT:

It looks like some assumptions are being made in the DEIR concerning the nature of the
granulated blast furnace slag (GBFS), which is a recycled by-product from steel produc-
tion. The blast furnace slag will be imported from different sources, primarily Asian coun-
tries, but the DEIR doesn't mention testing or analyzing the imported blast furnace slag for
toxicity or hazardous components prior to off-loading and grinding at the Vallejo fa-

cility. Blast furnace slag is known to contain trace amounts of hexavalent chromium, which
is listed as a carcinogen, as well as other constituents which may be of concern.
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QUESTIONS - POTENTIALLY TOXIC/HAZARDOUS MATERIALS IMPORTED TO VALLEJO
38.When will the blast furnace slag be analyzed for hazardous components?
39.What type of analysis will be performed?

40.Where will the sampling and analysis be performed?

41.1s it "assumed"” that regardless of the origin, blast furnace slag is non-hazardous?

42.1s every ship load of imported slag considered to be identical in hazardous materials
properties?

43.Will every shipload of GBFS be sampled and analyzed for hazardous components?

44.If every shipload will not be sampled and analyzed, then how often will the slag be
sampled and analyzed to ensure that it is not hazardous?

45.Who performs the GBFS analysis and where can the reports be seen?

CANCER RISKS TO VALLEJO RESIDENTS

COMMENT

The DEIR does not specifically address the expected health affects to Vallejo residents who
live in neighborhoods near the VMT-Orcem facility. There is what some of my Vallejo
neighbors refer to as a "cancer map” (Figures 3.2 - 1 & 2) and there are tables with
potential risks and one-in-a-million figures, but no basic explanation of the health impacts
expected for Vallejo residents.

QUESTIONS - CANCER RISKS TO VALLEJO RESIDENTS

46.How many Vallejo residents are expected to get cancer as a result of the VMT-Orcem
operations?

47.What is the estimate of the number of cancers that will occur because of the potential
carcinogens that will not be mitigated?

48.What additional mitigations would be required to reduce the expected VMT-Orcem
related cancer cases to zero?

CITY OF VALLEJO - RESPONSIBILITIES
COMMENT

The City Of Vallejo issues permits and approvals for projects such as VMT-Orcem, the
Planning Commission and elected City Council Members approve, but after that, Vallejo
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CITY OF VALLEJO - RESPONSIBILITIES (cont.)
residents a