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Ms. Lisa Jackson, Mministrtor
US Envirot mental Protection Agency
1200 PctnyIvarda Avenue
And 1{is Bwldmg, Room 3400
Washingtpn DC .294&O

Deac Adniinstrator Jackson:

We have biought to your attention the deeply dturbmg email wirespondence hctween Mark
Ripperda, EPA Region 9 Remedi1 Project Manager for the ltuntu Point Naval Shipyard
Superrnnd SiLe arid the Lennar Corporation, which p1ani a major redevelopment project on the
site The correspondence reveals a onspiray to manipulate data and pro$Cflt fa1 statements to
the l3ayview Hunters Point eoi1mun1ty regarding the health risk of expoIures to asbestos laden
dust released during heavy gradmg and excavation activities by the Lennur Corporation The
actions by Mr Ripperda not only compromise the integrity of the EI3A, but may have put
rcidenis axidvorker. at risk of asbestos exposure.

As you know, we issued a report on March 21, 2011 that publicly exposed the mai1
correspondence in this rcport, we urge you and other govemrnntal authonties to tak
appropriate action that ircludes an invcstigationof this :rpattcr..

How the EPA. handles. this matter i of u.tri.ost concernta.us. However, the statement that Jarcd
l3lurnenfeld, EPA Region 9 Administrator for the Pacifk Southwest3 issued to the media on
March 21 2011 appears defensive rather than bbjectWe; .crates confusion as to whether you Or
he will lead the investigation into this inatter and makes assertion that are, at bst4 al1ed into
quesUon by Maik Ripperla’s email correspondence

Aoiding to Mr fliumeitfeld’s statement, he “initiated a comprehensive review of this matter”
Please clarify for us whethei you have opened an mvestigauon into the maltcr, as urgcd by our
coalition, or delegated to Mr Blurncnfcld t1ieresponibilhy óf.coiiductirg a revieW.

Additionally, Mr Blurnenleld s statement to the media contains the following assertions that are
called into qubstion by Mr. Ripperda’s email correpondençe,

Assertion #1
At the request of the coini-nunity, EPA conducted a stqdy on naturally occurring
asbestos and dust releases related to the City’s development on. that parcel EPA
issued a report based on out study, titled “U.S EPA’s Float ReviW of
Dust/Naturally Occurring Asbestos Contiol Mcasure and Air Monitoring at the
Former Hunters Point Naval Shipyard and Response to Comments,” in June 2010
EPA stands by the science andconçlusions provided in that report.
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The credibility of the “US EPA’s Finil Review fDust1Ntural1y OcewTng Asbestos Control
Measures and Air Monitorrng at the Former Hunters Point Naval Shipyard” and any other FPA
(locutnents that Mr Ripperda contributed to developing ne Hghly questionable in light of thc
email cortespondence with representatives of the Lennar Corporation, as well as Daniel Straui<a,
EPA Region 9 ToxicologIst, Arnold Den, EPA Region 9 Senior Science Advisor, and iohii
Chesnutt, EPA Region 9 Federal Facility Response Section Chief In the email correspondence,
Mark Rippenla discusses plans fr ni.nipulating asbestos nonitoring data to show little 01 110
hcalth concern, steps foi avoiding activity-based sampling of asbestos, mci the piepuration of
talking points with local officials that avoid the topics ot health assessrncnts and shut-down day’
on redevelopment øctivities,

Assertion #2
As the Agency bus stated in the past, the EPA does not have a position
on the proposed development plans at the Hupters Point Naval Shipyard
Supertund Site.

This assertlor entirely misses the point that Mr, Ripperda’s. statcments regardless of thoit
vcrucity, do represeit the EPA and, tbcrefore, indicate that the EPA does in fact have a position

on the proposed development plans at the Hunleis Point Naval Shipyard In ouc emmi, Mi
Rippeida determined that he needed to change his communication ith ‘the gie4ter conununity”

by adding “a statement that EPA sees no rcason to stop he development.” See email from Mark
Ripperda to Rob I3alas PrincipaL of Ins Environmental, mc, a consultant to the Lennar Cnrp,
cc Amy Brownell, San Francisco Department of Public Health, and Jeff Austin, Lenniir Corp
Lmployee, Nov 4, 2009 9 25 am [emphasis iddedj In this email message, Mr Ripperda states
I’m not sure how to create a basis for this conclusion however, for the geneial public” and
mvitcs a consultant to the Lennar Corporation to provide “any ritten narrative or bullet list that
you think might WOTk,”

Following this email, Mr. Ripperda has often stated to the public and city Officials that “EPA
sees no reason to stop the developrnenL” In fact, during the July 13, 2010 appeals hearing
convened by the San Francisco County Board of Supcrvisors, a city ol1ical rcpented this
statement s justification for supporting the Lennar Corporation redevelopment plan, and Mink
Rippercia confirmed the accuracy of this 6taternent, which was pivotal in winning approval by a
malonty of the Board of Supervisors At the concluson ol the hearing, one supervisor explpiricd
that his vote for approval of the development project was based on the EPA statement that there
is no reason to stop the development.

We look thrward to your response to our concerns.

Sincerely,

Monique [larden ,& Nathalie Walker, CoDirectOrs & Attcrnçys
Advocates for Environmental Human Rights

Alicia Garza, Co-EecutiveDjrector
People Organized tO Win riiployrnent Rights (POWFR)

cc: Mr. Mathy Stanislaus Assistant Administritor, EPA OSWER.
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