Tribunal Session Summary

Session: conclave-20260620-050452-the-attached-memo-argues-2673
Depth: T6

Advocates: 6 | Judges: 5 | Cost: $9.3387 | Time: 25m 30s

THE PROMPT: The attached memo argues against permitting a hot-mix asphalt plant at the Canyon
Rock Quarry site in Forestville, in California's Russian River Valley, using a CEQA-aligned framework.
Acting as adversaries to this memo, where does it succeed or fail on two fronts: (1) are its scientific and
technical claims defensible enough to survive challenge by the applicant's own air-quality experts and
CEQA counsel, and (2) what incremental or additional claims, if any, would most strengthen the case
against the facility? For each scientific claim, judge whether it is solid, defensible-but-unsupported,
overstated, or rebuttable, and identify which claims help versus hurt the memo's credibility. Then
converge on a prioritized verdict: what to cut or soften, what to add or strengthen, and the single
highest-leverage change.

THE RULING: The memo's scientific and technical claims are not defensible in their current form but can
be salvaged by making a site-specific, OEHHA-compliant Health Risk Assessment (HRA) with AERMOD
modeling the centerpiece of the opposition strategy. This must be coupled with a challenge to the project's
"ancillary use" baseline assumption and removal of several unsupported claims that undermine credibility.
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The Prompt

The attached memo argues against permitting a hot-mix asphalt plant at the Canyon Rock Quarry site in
Forestville, in California's Russian River Valley, using a CEQA-aligned framework. Acting as adversaries to
this memo, where does it succeed or fail on two fronts: (1) are its scientific and technical claims defensible
enough to survive challenge by the applicant's own air-quality experts and CEQA counsel, and (2) what
incremental or additional claims, if any, would most strengthen the case against the facility? For each
scientific claim, judge whether it is solid, defensible-but-unsupported, overstated, or rebuttable, and identify
which claims help versus hurt the memao's credibility. Then converge on a prioritized verdict: what to cut or
soften, what to add or strengthen, and the single highest-leverage change.

The Ruling

The memao's scientific and technical claims are not defensible in their current form but can be salvaged by
making a site-specific, OEHHA-compliant Health Risk Assessment (HRA) with AERMOD modeling the
centerpiece of the opposition strategy. This must be coupled with a challenge to the project's "ancillary use"
baseline assumption and removal of several unsupported claims that undermine credibility.

The strongest surviving evidence supports focusing on receptor-specific health risks using
site-representative meteorology, while abandoning legally unsupported arguments about evacuation
constraints and factually incorrect chemical claims. The absence of NSCAPCD-adopted bright-line
thresholds actually strengthens the opposition's position by shifting the analysis to a "fair argument” standard
under CEQA.

Core Analysis

The HRA as the Indispensable Technical Core

The single highest-leverage change is to demand a site-specific, OEHHA-compliant HRA using AERMOD
with binding micrometeorological specifications:

¢ Required Inputs:
— On-site 10-meter meteorological tower data (minimum one year)
— If on-site data is infeasible, WRF-downscaled data at <1km resolution with demonstration of equivalency
— AERMOD processing with ADJ_U* for low-wind conditions and F-class stability runs
— BPIPPRM terrain downwash modeling for structures
— Fine-grid receptor array (25m spacing within 200m, expanding to 100m at 1km)

e Source Inventory:
— Stack emissions (dryer, hot-oil heater)
— Loadout operations and blue-smoke capture
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— On-site diesel equipment (loaders, yard trucks)
— Fugitive dust from material handling
— Net-new truck trips (contested baseline)

* Risk Benchmarks:
— OEHHA default: 10-in-1M cancer risk (project), 100-in-1M (cumulative)
— Hazard Index: 1.0 (chronic/acute)
— BAAQMD's 0.3 pg/m3 PM2.5 increment as persuasive (non-binding) guidance

This approach transforms qualitative health concerns into substantial evidence under CEQA's fair-argument
standard, particularly given NSCAPCD's lack of adopted bright-line thresholds.

The Baseline Challenge: "Ancillary Use" and Throughput

The applicant's claim of "no increase in 562,000 cubic yards of export" is the load-bearing premise for
treating the asphalt plant as an "ancillary use" with minimal new impacts. This characterization is vulnerable
because:

1. It assumes perfect substitution of aggregate haul trucks for asphalt trucks, ignoring: - Different trip
patterns and idling times - On-site operational changes (new hot-oil heaters, loadout equipment) -
Potential throughput increases enabled by vertical integration

2. The "ancillary use" designation may constitute project description gerrymandering under CEQA's project
description adequacy doctrine (Lotus v. DHS)

The opposition should demand the applicant prove the no-net-export assumption with weighbridge data and
operational records, while including all on-site emission sources in the HRA regardless of baseline
characterization.

Claims to Cut or Soften

Claim Verdict Rationale Effect on Credibility
Ethylene Rebuttable Not characteristic HMA Severely Hurts - easily
oxide/chloroprene emissions per EPA AP-42 disproven by applicant's
emissions Ch.11.1 experts
Evacuation/egress Overstated Guenoc v. Lake County Hurts - misapplies legal
constraints requires population influx; standard

industrial substitution

doesn't trigger
"Extreme" fire hazard Overstated Parcel is Moderate FHSZ Hurts - factually incorrect
zone per CAL FIRE mapping
Property value/tourism Rebuttable CEQA excludes purely Hurts - shows
impacts economic effects misunderstanding of

CEQA

TPSI metric Overstated Novel framework without Hurts - appears as "junk

regulatory acceptance

science"
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Claims to Strengthen or Add

Claim Required Support

Odor/nuisance under NSCAPCD
Rule 200

FIDOL analysis with site-specific

PAH deposition to Green Valley
Creek

Deposition modeling linking stack
emissions to creek sediments
Cumulative PM2.5 impacts Background monitoring data from
Sebastopol (12 pg/m3 vs. 9 pg/m3
NAAQS)

Enforceable permit conditions Source testing, RTO temperature
monitoring, loadout capture
verification

wind roses and operating schedules

Strategic Value

Legally recognized impact; harder to
mitigate than health claims

Triggers ESA/Clean Water Act
scrutiny beyond CEQA

Forces analysis of incremental
burden in non-attainment area

Converts modeling assumptions into
binding requirements

Implementation Roadmap

1. Immediate (Pre-Scoping): - File CPRA request for all throughput and air quality data from existing
quarry operations - Retain air quality modeler to design HRA specification - Remove all ethylene

oxide/chloroprene and evacuation claims from public materials

2. Scoping Phase: - Submit detailed HRA specification as scoping comment - Challenge "ancillary use"
baseline with evidence of operational changes - Demand on-site meteorological monitoring

3. Draft EIR: - Review air quality modeling for compliance with specification - Prepare alternative analysis
using conservative assumptions - File detailed objections to any deviations from HRA specification

How We Got Here

Scorecard

Claude DeepSeek

Opus 4.8 V4 Pro
Qwen 3.5 ADOPT ADOPT ADOPT ADOPT
397B
Mistral SYNTHES SYNTHES SYNTHES SYNTHES
Large 3 IZE IZE IZE IZE
DeepCogit SYNTHES SYNTHES SYNTHES SYNTHES
ov2.1l IZE IZE IZE IZE
671B

Magistral Winner
Medium
ADOPT REJECT DeepSeek
V4 Pro
SYNTHES REJECT GPT-5
IZE
SYNTHES REJECT GPT-5
I1ZE
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Claude DeepSeek Gemini Magistral Winner
Opus 4.8 V4 Pro 3.1 Pro Medium
GPT-0OSS SYNTHES SYNTHES SYNTHES SYNTHES SYNTHES REJECT GPT-5
120B IZE IZE IZE IZE IZE
MiniMax SYNTHES SYNTHES SYNTHES SYNTHES SYNTHES REJECT GPT-5
M2.7 IZE IZE IZE IZE IZE

Convergence Assessment

The convergence was primarily epistemic, driven by verification of jurisdictional facts and technical
requirements. Key evidence-driven shifts included:

¢ Abandonment of ethylene oxide claims after AP-42 verification

e Correction of FHSZ classification using CAL FIRE maps

* Refinement of micro-meteorological requirements based on AERMOD guidance

¢ Legal retreat on evacuation arguments after Guenoc review

Closing Statements

Claude Opus 4.8: Maintained that wildfire-ignition risk was the strongest argument but refined position to
acknowledge Moderate FHSZ classification. Successfully identified the "no-net-export” baseline as a key
vulnerability.

GPT-5: Provided the most technically precise HRA specifications and correctly anchored the legal argument
in CEQA's fair-argument standard. Maintained position stability while incorporating valid critiques about
micro-meteorology.

DeepSeek V4 Pro: Delivered the clearest strategic synthesis, showing how the HRA and baseline attack
work together. Successfully incorporated technical specifications from other advocates while maintaining a
coherent overall strategy.

Grok 4: Initially over-relied on the ethylene oxide claim but pivoted effectively to emphasize verifiable
biological impacts. Successfully integrated salmon habitat concerns into the final framework.

Gemini 3.1 Pro: Made valuable technical contributions about aerosol mechanics and inversion dynamics but
overreached with the TPSI metric. Successfully reframed arguments after conceding unsupported claims.

Magistral Medium: Maintained a generic position about "community input” and "cumulative impacts" without
engaging substantively with the technical or legal requirements. Failed to provide actionable
recommendations.
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Key Moments

e Jurisdictional Correction (Round 5): Claude Opus 4.8 exposed that multiple advocates had incorrectly
applied BAAQMD thresholds to NSCAPCD jurisdiction. This forced a recalibration of the significance
framework from bright-line compliance to fair-argument analysis.

e Micro-Meteorology Specification (Round 7): GPT-5's binding requirements for on-site met data or
WRF-downscaled inputs resolved a critical technical gap, ensuring the HRA would capture the Russian
River Valley's inversion dynamics.

* Baseline Attack Validation (Round 7): The discovery of the applicant's "no increase in 562,000 cy"
assertion provided a verifiable vulnerability that could be challenged through both technical and legal
channels.

e Evacuation Argument Collapse (Round 7): Gemini 3.1 Pro's challenge based on Guenoc v. Lake
County forced abandonment of the evacuation constraint argument, demonstrating how case law can
eliminate entire lines of attack.

Reality Checks

Claim Challenge Result

Grok 4: "Ethylene Claude Opus 4.8: Cited EPA AP-42 Full concession; claim abandoned in
oxide/chloroprene are significant showing these are not characteristic Round 5

HMA emissions" HMA emissions

Gemini 3.1 Pro: "TPSl is a legally GPT-5: No case law supports novel TPSI reframed as deliberation tool
admissible CEQA metric" metrics as substantial evidence only

Claude Opus 4.8: "Site is in Qwen 3.5 397B: CAL FIRE maps Claim corrected to "Moderate" with
extreme fire hazard zone" show Moderate FHSZ adjacent High/Very High zones
Magistral Medium: "Economic Multiple: CEQA 815131 excludes Claim abandoned after challenge
impacts are valid CEQA economic effects

arguments”

Next Steps

Next Step Why It Matters Confidence
File CPRA request for quarry Essential to challenge "no net 90%
throughput data export" baseline

Retain air quality modeler to Technical foundation for all 85%
design HRA specification subsequent challenges
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Next Step Why It Matters Confidence
Remove ethylene Prevents credibility-damaging 95%
oxide/chloroprene claims from all rebuttal

materials

Demand on-site meteorological Ensures representative data for 80%
monitoring in scoping comments dispersion modeling

Prepare FIDOL analysis for odor Legally recognized nuisance impact 75%
impacts with lower burden of proof
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Dissenting Opinions

No dissenting opinions were filed in this session.
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Glossary

AERMOD EPA's preferred air dispersion model for regulatory applications

BPIPPRM Building Profile Input Program for PRIME, used to model building downwash
effects

FIDOL Framework for odor impact assessment (Frequency, Intensity, Duration,
Offensiveness, Location)

FHSZ Fire Hazard Severity Zone classification by CAL FIRE

HRA Health Risk Assessment following OEHHA methodology

NSCAPCD Northern Sonoma County Air Pollution Control District

OEHHA California Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment

PM2.5 Particulate matter smaller than 2.5 micrometers

RTO Regenerative Thermal Oxidizer, an emissions control device

WRF Weather Research and Forecasting model used for meteorological modeling
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How The Conclave Works

The Conclave is a structured multi-model deliberation system. Instead of asking one Al model a question and
trusting its answer, the Conclave convenes a panel of independent models, forces them to argue, and
subjects their conclusions to judicial review. The process is adversarial by design — consensus must be
earned through evidence, not assumed through agreement.

Advocates are independent Al models (e.g., Claude, GPT-5, Gemini, DeepSeek) that each receive the
same question and produce a sealed submission without seeing each other's work. Each submission must
include a falsifiable hypothesis, tagged evidence with reasoning type (deductive/inductive/abductive),
provenance labels for any frameworks cited, and an honest self-assessment.

Challenges follow submissions. Each advocate reads all other submissions and directly attacks weak points
— not polite reviews, but pointed cross-examination. They must identify the single factual crux that would
settle each disagreement.

Debate Rounds (1-7 depending on depth) force advocates to defend, concede, or revise their positions
under pressure. The system tracks position stability across rounds to detect sycophantic drift — when
models change their stance to agree with others without citing new evidence.

Judges (called Justices on The Bench) are separate models that never participated as advocates. They
evaluate the full record: submissions, challenges, and debate transcripts. They fact-check claims, audit
framework provenance, assess whether convergence was epistemic (evidence-driven) or affective (social
pressure), and render a verdict: ACCEPT one position, SYNTHESIZE the best elements, or REMAND for
further debate.

Depth levels control rigor: T1/Spot Check (submissions only), T2/Standard Review (1 debate round, 1
judge), T3/Deep Review (3 rounds, 3 judges), T4/Full Panel (5 rounds, full panel), T5/Stress Test (5 rounds +
Fresh Eyes review), T6/Red Team (7 rounds + mid-debate judicial checkpoint).

The system is deterministic code — it cannot be sycophantic. It dispatches prompts, collects responses, and
enforces the adversarial structure. The models argue; the code referees.
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