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Toni Taber, City Clerk '
Office of the San Jose City Clerk

200 East Santa Clara Street

San Jose, CA 95113

Email: cityclerk@sanjoseca.gov

Re: Appeal of the Vesting Tentative Map (T17-026, also referred to
as T16-026) for the Bassetit Street Residential Project (Aviato)

Dear Ms. Taber:

On behalf of San Jose Residents for Responsible Development (“San Jose
Residents”), we are submitting this appeal of the Planning Director’s approval of
the Vesting Tentative Map (T'17-026)! for the Bassett Street Residential Project
(Aviato) (“Project”), proposed by KT Urban (“Applicant”). The Director of Planning,
Building, and Code Enforcement (“Planning Director”) approved the Project on
November 15, 2017.

We have attached a Notice of Permit Appeal Form, parcel map outlining the
subject site and a payment of $500 to cover the fee of the appeal. We have also
attached San Jose Residents’ comments and consultant comments submitted to the
Planning Director on November 14, 2017. Those comments are incorporated herein.

' Note, the Vesting Tentative Map number on the agenda is (T17-026), whereas the number on the Vesting Tentative
Map is T16-026. http://www.sanjoseca.gov/DocumentCenter/View/73309
3944-003acp
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Pursuant to the City of San Jose, Municipal Code, section 19.12.230 and
Government Code, section 66452.5, San Jose Residents appeals this approval to the
City Council. On November 15, 2017, the Planning Director made the following

findings:

Subdivision Map Act Findings: In accordance with Section 66474 of the
Government Code of the State of California, the Director of Planning of the
City of San José, in consideration of the proposed subdivision shown on the
Vesting Tentative Map with the imposed conditions, shall deny approval of a
Vesting Tentative Map, if it makes any of the following findings:

a.

d.

That the proposed map is not consistent with applicable General
and Specific Plans as specified in Section 65451.

. That the design or improvement of the proposed subdivision is not

consistent with applicable General and Specific Plans.
That the site is not physicaliy suitable for the type of development.

That the site is not physically suitable for the proposed density of
development. ‘ ‘

. That the design of the subdivision or the proposed improvements

are likely to cause substantial environmental damage or
substantially and avoidably injurve fish or wildlife or their habitat.

That the design of the subdivision or type of improvements is likely
to cause serious public health problems.

That the design of the subdivision or the type of improvements will
conflict with easements, acquired by the public at large, for access
through or use of, property within the proposed subdivision.

Based on review of the proposed subdivision, the Director of Planning of the
City of San José does not make any such findings to deny the subject
subdivision. The project is consistent with the General Plan goals, policies and

394:1-003acp
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land use designation. The project complies with the General Plan goals and -
policies related to Downtown design, retail /commercial uses in the downtown,
growth areas among others. General Plan land use designation of Downtown
allows for high-density residential projects with ground floor commercial uses.
The project site is physically suttable for the project and proposed density in
that it the development intensity is encouraged and expected within the
Downtown. Furthermore, the project site does not contain any historic
resources or sensitive habitats or wildlife. The project is required to improuve
the public sidewalks on East Santa Clara, North 4th Street and North 5th
Street.

Subdivision Ordinance Findings. In accordanee with San Jose Municipal
Code (SIMC) section 19,12.130, the Director may approve the Tentative Map
if the Director cannot make any of the findings for denial in Government
Code section 66474 and the Director has reviewed and considered the
information relating to compliance of the project with the California
Environmental Quality Act and determines the environmental review to be
adequate. Additionally, the Director may approve the project if the Director
does not make any of the findings for denial in San Jose Municipal Code
Section 19.12.220.

Section 19.12.130 incorporates the findings for denial in Section 66474 of the
Government Code specified in Findings Section 1 herein.

Based on review of the proposed subdivision, the Director of Planning of the
City of San José does not make any such findings to deny the subject
subdivision. Additionally, the Addendum prepared for the project does not
wlentify any significant environmental impacts.?

This appeal is based on the Vesting Tentative Map’s inconsistency with the
required findings under the Subdivision Map Act and the City’s Subdivision
Ordinance Findings, listed above. In our November 14, 2017 comment letter, we
explained that the Project would result in significant environmental damage and
cause serious public health problems. We identified that the “Project’s excess

? City of San Jose, Vesting Tentative Map, T16-026, File No. T17-026, Date of Map: May 17, 2017, Approved

November 13,2017,
3944-003acp
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cancer risk for infantile, child, adult, and lifetime cancer risk all exceed the
threshold of significance.”® We also explained.that Project construction may
encounter contaminated groundwater, resulting in substantial environmental
damage and public health impacts.4 Therefore, the Planning Director should have
denied the Project approval because the Project is likely to cause substantial
environmental damage and serious public health problems.5

We provided in our comments that pursuant to the General Plan, the City of
San Jose requires the completion of air quality modeling for sensitive land uses,
such as new residential developments that are located near sources of pollution
such as freeways and industrial uses.6 This policy applies to the proposed project
due to 1ts proximity to the Union Pacific Railroad tracks and Highway 87. We
provided comments that the air quality analysis is not adequate because the air
quality impacts were not adequately evaluated.” Therefore, the Planning Director
should have denied the approval because “the proposed map is not consistent with
applicable General and Specific Plans as specified in Section 65451.78

The Planning Director should have denied the Vesting Tentative Map

(application based on the City’s inability to make the necessary findings. Thank you
for your attention to this important matter,

Sincerely,

et o bezyy o

Linda Sobeczynski

LTS:acp

3 Comments on Aviato Project, p. 13, Exhibit A.

? Comments on Aviato Project, p. 9.

* Planning Director’s Subdivision Map Act Finding, subparts (e) & (f).
¢ Comments on Aviato Project, p. 10.

7 See Comments on Aviato Project, section [1.B.

¥ Planning Director’s Subdivision Map Act Finding, subpart (a).

394 4-003acp

Q::’ printed on recycled paper




EXHIBIT A



ADAMS BROADWELL JOSEPH & CARDOZO

A PROFE5510UM. CORPORATION

MILA A BUGKNER JACRAMENTO QFFICE
DAMIEL L CARDDZO ATTORNEYS AT LAW :
CHRISTINA M CARG 529 CAPITOL MALL, SUITE 350
THOMAS A EMSLOW 831 CATEWAY BOULEVARD SVUITE 1000 SACRAMENTO, CA 95314-4721

TAHYA A GULE??ER'M! SCUTH 8AM FRAHCISCQ, CA $4030.7037 TEL {31¢) 444-6201
MARC O JOSEPH P FAA  1913) 144.5209
RACHAZL B KOSS

LHDA T SOACZTYNSK) TEL (630) 529-1880

FAX [530) 589-5082
{3obczyniki@adoamabroadwel! com

November 14, 2017

VIA EMAIL and OVERNIGHT DELIVERY

Rosalynn Hughey, Interim Director
Planning, Building and Code Enforcement
City of San Jose

200 E. Santa Clara Street, 8rd Floor

San Jose, CA 95113

Email: vosalynn.hughey@sanjoseca.gov

Toni Taber, City Clerk

Office of the San Jose City Clerk
200 East Santa Clara Street
San Jose, CA 95113

Email: cityclerk@sanjoseca.gov

Thai-Chau Le, Environmental Project Manager

Email; Thai-chau.le@sanjoseca.gov

Re: Comments on the Initial Study/Addendum prepared for the
Bassett Street Residential Project (Aviato) (5P17-023)

Dear Ms. Hughey, Ms. Taber, and Ms. Le:

These comments are submitted on behalf of San Jose Residents for
Responsible Development regarding the Initial Study/Addendum for the Bassett
Street Residential Project (Aviato) (“Project”), proposed by KT Urban (“Applicant”).
The Project site 1s 0.77 acres and is comprised of three parcels on the north side of
Bassett Street between Terraine Street and North San Pedro Street in downtown San
Jose (APNs: 259-23-005; 259-23-008; 269-51-007). As proposed, the Applicant is
seeking a Special Use Permit (SP17-023 & T17-026) from the City of San Jose
("City”) to allow the construction of 302 square units in an 18-story building and up
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to 10,146 square feet of retail on the 0.77 gross acre site. The proposed Project
would demolish the existing buildings (totaling approximately 26,800 square feet).

The Addendum, prepared pursuant to California Environmental Quality Act
("CEQA”") Guidelines section 15164, evaluates the Project’s potential environmental
impacts and consistency with the Brandenburg Mixed Use Project/North 3an Pedro
Housing Sites Final Environmental Impact Report (“EIR"); the San Jose Downtown
Strategy 2000 Final EIR; and the Final EIR and Supplemental Program EIR for the
Envision San Jose 2040 General Plan, and addenda thereto,

‘We reviewed the environmental review documents with the assistance of
experts Matt Hagemann and Hadley Nolan of Soil / Water / Air Protection
Enterprise ("SWAPE”). Their attached technical comments are submitted in
addition to the comments in this letter.! The curricula vitae of these experts ave
also attached as exhibits to this letter,

In sum, we 1dentified a number of significant deficiencies in the City’s
analysis, as well as potentially new and more severe impacts than previously
analyzed in the EIRs. Furthermore, we identified several mitigation measures not
previously analyzed that would reduce potentially significant impacts. Specifically,
the Addendum fails to adequately evaluate hazards related to dewatering at the
construction site. It does not disclose a poténtially hazardous well on the Project
site. The Addendum also inadequately analyzes air quality impacts, and our experts
provide substantial evidence that there are more severe air quality impacts than
previously analyzed. Therefore, an Addendum is not the appropriate means to
approve this Project; rather, an EIR is required to address the significant
environmental effects, which are described in further detail below.

L STATEMENT OF INTEREST

San Jose Residents for Responsible Development (“San Jose Residents”) is an
unincorporated association of individuals and labor organizations that may be
adversely affected by the potential impacts associated with Project development.

! See Letter from Matt Hagemann and Hadley Nolan to Linda Sobezynski (November 9, 2017)
Commenls on the Bassett Street Residential Project (Aviato) (hereinafter, “SWAPE Comments™),
Exhibit A,

S8.1:4-002acp
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The association includes Jeff Dreyer Sr., Paul Oller, Mo Salberg, and Alex
Caraballo.

The individual members of San Jose Residents live, work, and raise their
families in the City of San Jose. They would be directly affected by the Project’s
impacts, Individual members may also work on the Project itself, They will
therefore be first in line to be exposed to any health and safety hazards that may
exist on the Project site.

The organizational members of San Jose Residents also have an interest in
enforcing the City’s planning and zoning laws and the State’s environmental laws
that encourage sustainable development and ensure a safe working environment for
their members. Environmentally detrimental projects can jeopardize future jobs by
making it more difficult and more expensive for business and industry to expand in
the region, and by making it less desirable for businesses to locate and people to live
there. Indeed, continued degradation can, and has, caused restrictions on growth
that reduce future employment opportunities. Finally, San Jose Residents’
members are concerned about projects that present environmental and land use
impacts without providing countervailing economic and community benefits.

II,  THE CITY MAY NOT RELY ON PREVIOUS ENVIRONMENTAL
ANALYSIS FOR PROJECT APPROVAL

CEQA has two basic purposes, neither of which is satisfied by the City’s
Addendum. First, CEQA is designed to inform decision makers and the public
about the potential, significant environmental impacts of a project before harm is
done to the environment,? The EIR is the “heart” of this requirement.? The EIR
has been described as "an environmental ‘alarm bell’ whose purpose it is to alert the
public and its responsible officials to environmental changes before they have
reached ecological points of no return.

2 14 Cal, Code Regs., § 15002(a)(1) ("CEQA Guidelines"); Berkeley Keep Jets Quer the Bay v. Bd, of
Port Comm’rs. (2001) 91 Cal.App.dth 1344, 1354 (“Berkeley Jels”); County of Inyo v. Yorty (1973) 32
Cal.App.3d 795, 810,

3 No 0, Inc. v. City of Los Angeles (1974) 13 Cal.3d 88, 84.

1 County of Inyo v. Yorty (1973) 32 Cal.App.3d 795, 810.
39:43.002a0p :
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To fulfill thas function, the discussion of impacts in an TIR must be detailed,
complete, and “reflect a good faith effort at full disclosure.”® An adequate BIR must
contain facts and analysis, not just an agency’s conclusions.t CEQA requires an
EIR to disclose all potential direct and indirect, significant environmental impacts
of a project.’

Second, CEQA directs public agencies to avoid or reduce environmental
damage when possible by requiring imposition of mitigation measures and by
requiring the consideration of environmentally superior alternatives.® If an EIR
identifies significant impacts, it must then propose and evaluate mitigation
measures to minimize these impacts.? CEQA imposes an affirmative obligation on
agencies to avoid or reduce environmental harm by adopting feasible project
alternatives or mitigation measures.® Without an adequate analysis and
description of feasible mitigation measures, it would be impossible for agencies
relying upon the EIR to meet this obligation. '

Under CEQA, an BIR must not only discuss measures to avoid or minimize
adverse impacts, but must ensure that mitigation conditions are fully enforceable
through permit conditions, agreements or other legally binding instruments.!! A
CEQA lead agency is precluded from making the required CEQA findings unless the
record shows that all uncertainties regarding the mitigation of impacts have been
resolved; an agency may not rely on mitigation measures of uncertain efficacy or
feasibility.’* This approach helps “insure the integrity of the process of decision by
precluding stubborn problems or serious criticism from being swept under the
rug.”i3

» CEQA Guidelines, § 16151; San Joaquin Raptor/Wildlife Rescue Center v, County of Stanislaus
(1994) 27 Cal. App.4th 718, 721722,

8 See Cilizens of Goleta Valley v. Board of Supervisors (1990) 52 Cal.3d 558, 588,

i Pub. Resources Code, § 21100(b)(1); CEQA Guidelines § 15126.2(a).

§ CEQA Guidelines, § 16002(a)(2) and (3); Berkeley Jets, 91 Cal.App.4th at 1354; Laurel Heights
Improvement Ass'n v. Regents of the University of Cal. (1998) 47 Cal.3d 376, 400.

¥ Pub. Resources Code, §§ 21002.1(a), 21100{b33]. ‘

0 Jd., §§ 21002-21002.1,

1B CEQA Guidelines § 15126.4(a)}2).

¥ Kings Counily Farm Bur. v. County of Hanford (19903 221 Cal.App.3d 692, 727-28 (a groundwater
purchase agreement found to be inadequate mitigation because there was no record evidence that
replacement water was available). '

W Concerned Citizens of Costa Mesa, Inc. v, 32nd Dist. Agricultural Assn. (1986) 42 Cal.3d 929, 935.
3944.002acp
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Following preliminary review of a project to determine whether an activity is
subject to CEQA, a lead agency is required to prepare an initial study to determine
- whether to prepare an EIR or negative declaration, identify whether a program
EIR, tiering, or other appropriate process can be used for analysis of the project’s
environmental effects, or determine whether a previously prepared EIR could be
used with the project, among other purposes.! CEQA requires an agency to
analyze the potential environmental impacts of its proposed actions in an EIR
except in certain limited circumstances.!® A negative declaration may be prepared
wstead of an EIR when, after preparing an initial study, a lead agency determines
that a project “would not have a significant effect on the envivonment,”16

When an EIR has previously been prepared that could apply to the Project,
CEQA requires the lead agency to conduct subsequent or supplemental
environmental review when one or more of the following events occur:

(a)  Substantial changes are proposed in the project which will require
major revisions of the environmental impact report;

(b)y  Substantial changes occur with respect to the circumstances under
which the project is being undertaken which will require major
revisions in the environmental impact report; or

(©) New information, which was not known and could not have been
known at the time the environmental impact report was certified as
complete, becomes available. 7

The CEQA Guidelines explain that the lead agency must determine, on the
basis of substantial evidence in light of the whole record, if one or more of the
following events occur:

(1)  Substantial changes are proposed in the project which will require
major revisions of the previous EIR due to the involvement of new

M CEQA Guidelines, §§ 15060, 15063(c).

13 See, e.g., Pub. Resources Code, § 21100,

'8 Quail Botanical Gardens v. City of Encinitas (1994) 29 Cal.App 4th 1597; Pub Resources Code,
§ 21080(c)..

'7 Pub, Resources Code, § 21166,
3110020 p
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significant effects or a substantial increase in the severity of previously
identified effects:

(2)  Substantial changes occur with respect to the circumstances under
which the project is undertaken which will require major revisions of
the previous EIR due to the involvement of new significant
environmental effects or a substantial increase in the severity of
previously identified significant effects; or

(3) New information of substantial importance, which was not known and
could not have been known with the exercise of reasonable diligence at
the time the previous EIR was certified as complete or the negative
declaration was adopted, shows any of the following:

4A) The project will have one or more significant effects not
)
discussed in the previous BIR or negative declaration;

{B)  Significant effects previously examined will be substantially
more severe than shown in the previous EIR;

(C)  Mitigation measures or alternatives previously found not to be
feasible would in fact be feasible, and would substantially
reduce one or more significant effects of the project, but the
project proponents decline to adopt the mitigation measure or
alternative; or

(D)  Mitigation measures or alternatives which are considerably
different from those analyzed in the previous EIR would
substantially reduce one or more significant effects on the
environment, but the project proponents decline to adopt the
mitigation measure or alternative.!8

Only where none of the conditions described above calling for preparation of
-a subsequent or supplemental EIR have occurred may the lead agency consider
preparing a subsequent negative declaration, an Addendum or no further

18 CEQA Guidelines, § 15162(a){(1)-(3).
3944.002acp
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documentation.! For Addendums specifically, which is what the City claims is
applicable to the Project, CEQA allows Addendums to a previously certified EIR if
some changes or additions are necessary but none of the conditions described in
Section 15162 calling for preparation of a subsequent EIR have occurred.20

Here, the City’s reliance on CEQA’s provisions is misplaced.?! The City’s
Addendum does not simply provide “some changes or additiong” to the prior EIRs as
is allowed under CEQA Cuidelines section 15162, Rather, it includes a new
substantive analysis for a large development project which was not specifically
analyzed in the other EIRs.

Second, as explained further below, SWAPE provides substantial evidence
that the Project will result in new and more severe significant impacts than
previously analyzed in prior BIRs. And SWAPE recommends new, cost-effective,
and feasible mitigation measures that were not considered in the prior EIRs, but
that could reduce this Project’s significant impacts to a less than significant level 22
SWAPE's substantial evidence, and the City's lack thereof, requires that the City
prepare a subsequent or supplemental EIR to adequately address the Project’s
potentially significant impacts.?

A, The City is required to prepare a subsequent EIR due to new
information about hazards and hazardous waste.

1. New tnformation about the impacts from groundwater
dewatering triggers preparaiion of a subsequent EIR,

1 CEQA Guidelines, § 15162(b).

1 CEQA Guwdelines, § 15164; Initial Study/Addendum, p. 1 (*Pursuant to Section 15164 of the CEQA
Guidelines, the City of San Jose has prepared an Addendum . . . because minor changes made to the
project, as described below, do not raise important new issues about the significant impacts on the
environment.”).

1 CEQA Guidelines, § 15164,

22 [S1Addendum, p. 32 ("The project would, however, contribute cumulatively to the significant
operational emissions impact identified in the Brandenburg and Downtown Strategy FEIR's.”).

M CEQA Guidelines, § 16182 (“no subsequent EIR ghall be prepared for that project unless the lead
agency determines, on the basis of substantial evidence in the light of the whole record, one of more
of the following {triggering actions has occurred}"); § 16164 (“The [agency’s] explanation [to not

prepare a subsequent EIR pursuant to Section 15162} must be supported by substantial evidence.”).
394H1002n00p : .
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The Project will require excavation that will result in extensive dewatering
during construction. Yet, the Addendum, Appendix C, and prior EIRs fail to disclose
the impacts that may result from this dewatering.

Under CEQA Guidelines, section 15162(a)(3), an agency must prepare an EIR
if there is new information of substantial importance, which could not have been
known with the exercise of reasonable diligence at the time the previous EIR was
certified as complete and which will result in a significant effect that was not
discussed in the previous EIR. A project may have a significant impact if it would
violate any water quality standards or waste discharge requirement, create or
contribute runoff water that would exceed the capacity of existing or planned
stormwater drainage systems or provide substantial additional sources of polluted
runoff, or otherwise substantially degrade water quality.?

Hevre, the City must prepare a subsequent EIR because new information
about groundwater and changes in the Project reveal a potentially significant water
quality impact, New information shows that groundwater is present at depths as
shallow as 15 feet in depth beneath the Project site.? Changes in the proposed
Project require excavation to reach a depth of 41 feet, as opposed to excavation up to
25 feet, as described in the 2003 Brandenburg BIR.26 Thevefore, more extensive
dewatering will be required during construction.?? A subsequent EIR is required
because of changes in the Project®8 and because it was not known and could not
have been known at the time the prior EIR was certified that excavation will reach-
depths of 41 feet for this Project.?? Therefore, impacts from extensive dewatering,
up to 41 feet, were not adequately analyzed.

In addition, SWAPE provides substantial evidence that the Project site may
have potentially contaminated groundwater, making the impact a new or more
“severe significant impact.®¥ In 2001, a consultant documented contaminated

# CEQA Guidehnes, Appendix G (Water Quality}.

25 1S/Addendum, p. 61,

* CEQA Guidelines, § 15162(a)(1) {*Substaniial changes are proposed in the project which will require major
revisions of the previous EIR or negative declaration due to the involvement of new significant environmental
effects or g substantial increase in the severity of previously identified significant e ffects.”)

7 {S/Addendum, p. 81, ‘

* CEQA Guidelines, § 15162(a)(1).

» CEQA Guidelines, § 15162(a)(3).

% CEQA Guidelines, §15162(a)(1), (3)(A-B).

394:4-0020cp
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groundwater at 355 North San Pedro Street, which is adjacent to 199 Bassett
Street.3! The consultant documented benzene at concentrations of 16 parts per
billion.# Pursuant to San Franeisco Bay Regional Water Quality Control Board
laws and regulations, this concentration of benzene is three times the allowable
limit that may be discharged from dewatering efforts into stormwater drains.

However, the 2003 EIR contains only a summary report discussing that
Underground Storage Tanks (USTs) present potential contamination to seil and
groundwater with no investigation into whether the groundwater was contaminated
at the Project site. Yet the Addendum asserts, without providing substantial
evidence, that dewatering is not anticipated to create a significant hazard to the
public or the envivonment,

SWAPE provides expert opinion, constituting substantial evidence, that the
Project’s excavation to a depth of 41 feet in an area where potentially contaminated
groundwater is 15 feet below ground surface may cause an unanalyzed significant
impact on surface water bodies, public utilities, and the public, including
construction workers, if the contamination is not adequately identified, analyzed
and mitigated during dewatering activities.3! The City is required to prepare an
EIR to discuss this potential groundwater contamination because there is new
information of substantial importance and project changes showing potentially
contaminated groundwater may result in a significant environmental effect,

2. The Addendum fails to disclose and evaluate a nearby well.
According to documents filed with the State Water Resources Control Board,

there is a well located on the Project site that has not been identified in the Phase I
Environmental Assessment3? and was not discussed in the Addendum.’6 CEQA does

N SWAPE Lettey, p.
12 SWAPE Letter, p.
B BEWAPE Letter, p.
1 SWAPE Letter, p.
¥ Addendum, Appendix C.

3 SWAPE Letter, p. 8 (citing
hteps:/igeotracker.waterboards.ca.govivegulators/deliverable_documents/4051131308/MAPS_METRO
SCAN.pdb). :

SO acp
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not require technical perfection in an environmental review document, but vather
adequacy, completeness, and a good-faith effort at full disclosure.$7

The Addendum fails as an information disclosure document because it does
not include information pertaining to this well, and any data generated from
investigation of the well, including soil and groundwater analytical data 38 Because
the Addendum failed to disclose the existence of this well, it is unclear if the well is
leaking or was properly abandoned and if it poses a risk during earth-moving
activities, The City must prepare an EIR to disclose and evaluate the potential risk
associated with this well.

B, The City cannot rely on the Addendum for Project approval
because the Project will result in new, significant air quality
impacts that were not identified in the previous EIRs.

The City of San Jose requires the completion of air quality modeling for
sensitive land uses such as new residential developments that ave located near
sources of pollution such as freeways and industrial uses.3? This policy applies to
the proposed project due to its proximity to the Union Pacific Railroad tracks and
Highway 87.4¢ Previgus ElRs did not complete this analysis for the proposed
Project. Consequently, the Addendum prepared a community risk assessment to
evaluate emissions of diesel particulate matter (“DPM”) and PM2.5 during
construction activities as part of its alr quality analysis.tt The Addendum concluded
that the community risk impact will be “new less than significant impact with
mitigation incorporated (less than significant impact with mitigation).”12

Based on this conclusion, the City believes it does not need to prepare a
subsequent EIR because the new information does not show a significant effect. 43
However, this conclusion — that the impact is new, but less than significant with

¥ CEGA Gudelines, § 150038, subd, (i) (citing Kings County Farm Bureau v. City of Hanford (1990)
221 Cal.App.3d 692).

33 SWAPE Letter, p. 3.

¥ 18:Addendum, p. 27 (citing General Plan Policy MS-11.1).

* 1s:Addendum, p. 37.

1S Addendum, p. 33.

- " 1S:Addendum, p. 36,

' See CEQA Guidelines, § 15162(a)(3)(A); see, e.g., IS/Addendum, p. | of 3, (. . . minor changes to the project . . .

do not raise important new issues about the significant impacts on the environment.”),
3914.0028epn
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mitigation — 1is unsupported by substantial evidence and cannot be used as the
basis for not preparing a subsequent EIR.44 The Addendum (1) incovrectly
calculated the community risk impact. (As explained in further detail below, the
impact is more severe than what the Addendum reports,) And, (2) the Addendum
relies on unenforceable, infeasible mitigation measures, which will not be able to
reduce the new, significant impact to less than significant levels. Pursuant to CEQA
Guidelines sections 156164(a) and 15162(a)(3)(A), a subsequent EIR is required
because a correctly calculated community risk demonstrates this new impact will be
significant. The City must prepare a subsequent EIR that includes enforceable,
feasible mitigation measures to reduce the new, significant health risk impact.

First, the Addendum incorrectly calculated the risk posed to nearby
residential receptors as a result of exposure to DPM emissions because it only
looked at Project construction and failed to evaluate the risk associated with
exposure to emissions released during Project operation.t® This is inconsistent with
the Bay Avea Air Quality Management District ("BAAQMD”) guidelines, which
recognize that “operational emissions typically represent the majority of a project’s
air quality impacts.”4¢ For example, during operation, truck deliveries to this
- Project’s commercial land uses will generate large amounts of diesel exhaust. Long-
term exposwre to DPM, a known human carcinogen, and other toxic air
contaminants, will result in a significant health risk impact. By failing to consider
construction and operational emissions, the Addendum underestimates the
community risk.

Second, the Addendum includes an infeasible and unenforceable mitigation
measure, Mitigation Measure AIR-1.1,47 to reduce the community risk impact to
less than significant levels. Mitigation Measure AIR-1.1 calls for Tier 4 construction
equipment, which have lower construction related toxic air contaminant emissions,
such as DPM, than their higher emitting counterparts,’8 However, the City has
offered no evidence that the Applicant will be able to obtain Tier 4 construction

" CEQA Guidelines, § 15164(e) (explanation supporting decision not to prepare a subsequent EiR must be

supported by substantial evidence).

* SWAPE Letter, pp, 3-4.

** BAAQMD, CEQA Air Quality Guidelines (May 2010, available at

http:swww.baaqmd.gov/-/media/Files/Planning%e20and%20Research:CEQA/Dralt. BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines
May 2010 Finalashs; see afso SWAPE Letter, p. 4.

7 Appendix A refers 1o this Mitigation Measure as “AQ-1."

**1S:Addendum, p. 36.
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equipment as part of the mitigation measure.!® Under CEQA, mitigation measures
must be fully enforceable through permit conditions, agreements or other legally
binding instruments.? A CEQA lead agency may not vely on mitigation measures
of uncertain efficacy or feasibility.®! This approach helps “insure the integrity of the
process of decision by precluding stubborn problems or serious criticism from being
swept under the rug,”s2

As SWAPE explains, although Tier 4 equipment is available for purchase,
this equipment is costlier and less available than the higher emitting equipment,33
Unless the Applicant is able to demonstrate feasibility of obtaining Tier 4
equipment, this mitigation measure should not be solely relied upon to reduce
emissions, Additionally, the mitigation measure includes no requirement that the
entire fleet be comprised of Tier 4 equipment.®! Therefore, the measure’s efficacy in
reducing emissions is uncertain and cannot be relied upon to reduce the community
risk impact to less than significant levels

What's more, when SWAPE correctly calculated the Project’s air quality
impacts — by taking into consideration both construction and operational emissions
— it found that the Project will exceed BAAQMD’s threshold of significance with
respect to local community risk and hazard impacts by far morve than what the
Addendum reported.55 One of the factors that BAAQMD uses in determining if the
community risk impact will be significant is if there will be an excess cancer risk
level of more than 10 in one million.t8

" Ser SWAPE Lelter, pp. 8-9.

50 CEQA Guidelines § 15126.4(a)(2).

5t Kings County Farm Bur. v, County of Hanfo:d (199(}) 221 Cal.App.3d 692, 727-28 (a groundwater

purchase agreement found to be inadequate mitigation because thnre was no record evidence that

replacement water was available).

i Concerned Citizens of Costa Mesa, fnc. v, 82nd Dist, Agricultural Assn, (1986) 42 Cal.3d 929, 935,

“ SWAPE Letter, p. 9.

“18/Addendum, p. 35 (Tier 4 engines or equivalent are required for equipment larger than 25 harsepower),

¥ SWAPE Letter, p.’ 5; CEQA Guidelines, § 16063 (“A threshold of significance 1s an identifiable

quantitative, qualitative or performance level of a particular environmental effect, non-compliance

with which means the effect will normally be determined to be significant by the agency and compliance

with which means the effect normally wiil be determined 1o be less than significant.”).

“ BAAQMD, CEQA Air Quality Guidelines (May 2010), p. 2-8, available at

hitp://wwiw baaqmd.gov/~/media/Files/Planning%20and%20Research/CEQA/Draft_BAAQMD CEQA_Guidelines
_May_2010_Final.ashx (BAAQMD considers an excess cancer risk level of more than 10 in one million to be

significant).

3944-0020:p
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SWAPE details its calculations in its comments. To summarize, SWAPE
prepared a screening-level health risk assessment in accordance with OEHHA
guidance.’ SWAPE calculated the excess cancer risk to the residential receptors
located closest to the Project site.% ORHHA recommends using Age Sensitivity

Factors (*“ASF") to account for the heightened susceptibility of young children to the

carcinogenic toxicity of air pollution.? SWAPE's calculations, which are
summarized in the table below, reveal that the Project’s excess cancer risk for
infantile, child, adult, and lifetime cancer risk all exceed the threshold of
significance. For example, the excess cancer risk for an infant is 79 in one
million.

_The Maximum Eﬁposed individtlai at an Existing Residéntial» Receptor (MEIF{}

Breathing

Activity Duration Concentrition Rate (L/kg- ASE Cancer
{years) {pg/m’) d Risk

Construction 1.94 0.23 1090 10 7.3E-05
Operation 0.06 064 11080 o0 6.3E-06
Infant Exposure Duration 2.00 B Infant Exposure  7.9E-05
Operation 1400 064 572 3 23604
Child Exposure Duration  14.00 | _Child Exposure  2.3E-04
Operation 14.00 0.64 21 1 35605
_Adult Exposure Duration 14.00 - Adu{t Exposure 3.5E-05
Lifetime Exposure Duration 30.00 ;;;e;;rgfe 3,46E-04

Through its screening-level health risk assessment, SWAPE has provided
substantial evidence that the Project would result in a new, significant health risk
impact that is more severe than what is reported in the Addendum.5? Consequently,

the City has failed to support its finding that the Project will have a less than

7 SWAPE Letter, pp. 5-8.
* SWAPE Letter, p. 4.
* SWAPE Letter, p. 7.
“ SWAPE Letter, p. 7.
" SWAPE Letter, p. 7,
" SWAPE Letter, pp. 7-8.
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significant effect with mitigation because it has (1) erroneously underestimated the
community risk and (2) impermiissibly considered unenforceable, infeasible
mitigation measures that will not reduce the impact to less than significant,

Because there is a new, significant impact that was not addressed in previous
EIRs, the City is required to prepare a subsequent EIR in accordance with CEQA
Guidelines section 15162(a}(3)(A). In that EIR, the City must include a community
risk assessment, which will consider both construction and operational emissions.
The EIR should also include additional feasible, certain, enforceable, and cost-
effective mitigation measures to reduce the Project’s significant community risk
impact to less than significant.

SWAPE recommends the following measures to reduce construction
emissions including, among others:

» Requiring implementation of Diesel Control Measures, such as
requiring that only ultra-low sulfur diesel fuel or a biodiesel blend,
with a low sulfur content, is used;83

» Repowering or replacing older construction equipment engines with
newer, cleaner engines;#4

» Installing retrofit devices on existing construction equipment on the
exhaust system to reduce emissions;bs

o Using electric and hybrid construction equipment;® and, among
others,

o Instituting a heavy-duty off-voad vehicle plan (i.e., tracking vehicle
inventory to see what emission control technology is installed).67

The measures to reduce operation emissions include, among others:

s Increasing pedestrian and bicycle access to reduce vehicle-miles
traveled around the Project site;5

% SWAPE Letter, p. 11,
“ SWAPE Letler, pp. 11-12,
* SWAPE Letter, pp. 12-13,
“ SWAPE Lenter, p, 12,
7 SWAPE Letter, pp. [3-16.

* SWAPE Letter, pp. 16-17.
$84:4-002acp
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» Limiting parking supply;® and, among others,
» Promoting incentives to reduce driving.i®

These measures provide a cosi-effective, feasible way to reduce emissions and
must be incorporated to reduce the significant community risk this Project will pose.
Moveover, if the City intends to rvely on Mitigation Measure AIR-1, which requires
implementing Tier 4 equipment, the City must ensure that the Applicant is able to
meet this requirement.

111,  Coneclusion

The City may not rely on the Addendum to approve the Project. San Jose
Residents provides substantial evidence that the Project’s Phase I ESA fails to
assess potentially significant impacts from groundwater contamination and a well.
Also, the Addendum failed to assess new and more severe significant impacts on air
quality and public health. For these reasons, we urge the City to prepare a revised
analysis in an EIR, as required by CEQA and to identify and implement all feasible
mitigation measures available to reduce the Project’s significant, site-specific
tmpacts to less than significant levels before the City considers approving the
Project. ‘

Sincerely,
/ B )
«:;7[ e
Linda Sobezynski
Attachments
LTS:acp

P SWAPE Letter, p. 17,
" SWAPE Letter, pp. 17-19,
JO44-00280p
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SW AP E Tachnical Consultation, Data Analysis and
wa | Litlgatlan Support for the Environment

2656 29" Street, Suite 201
Santa Monica, CA 90405

Matt Hagemann, P.G, CHg.
{949) 887-5013

mhagemann@swape.com
November 9, 2017 '

Linda Sobczynski

Adams Broadwell Joseph & Cardozo
601 Gateway Boulevard, Suite 1000
South San Francisco, CA 94080

Subject: Comments on the Bassett Street Residential Project {Aviato)

Dear Ms. Sobcaynski;

We have reviewed the September 2017 Initial Study/Addendum (iS/Addendum) for the Bassett Strest
Residential Project {Aviato) {(“Project”) lacated in downtown San Jose. The 0.77-acre project site is
comprised of three parcels located on Bassett Street between Terraine Street and North San Pedro
Street in downtown San José. The site Is currently developed with two commercial/warehouse buildings.
As proposed, the project would demolish the.existing buildings (totaling approximately 26,800 square
feet} and construct an 18-story tower with up to 302 residential units and approximately 7,821 square
feet of ground floor retail. The project proposes approxirnately 7,821 square feet of retail space, of
which 1,996 square feet would be restaurant and 5,825 square feet would be retsil space. In addition,
there would be a 1,458-square foot leasing office and a lobby. An approximately 2,652 square foot
fitness area located at the northwest corner of the site is proposed on the second floor. A common
terrace area and amenity space is propased on the southwest corner of the fifth floor. A pool deck and &
cormnmon terrace area is proposed on the 17th floor, Three retall parking stalls (behind the retail space)
are proposed on the first floor. In addition, the project proposes four levels of below-grade parking
which would contain approximately 302 parking stalls. ‘

Our review concludes that 15/Addendum fails to adequately evaluate the Project’s Hazards and
Hazardous Waste and Air Quality impacts. As a result, emissions and health impacts associated with the
‘construction and operation of the proposed Project are underestimated and inadequately addressed, A
Project-specific Draft Environmental impact Report {DEIR) should be prepared to adequately assess and
mitigate the potential hazard, air quality, and health risk impacts that the Project may have on the
surrounding environment.



mailto:mhaRemann@swape.com

Hazards and Hazardous Waste

Impacts from Dewatering of Groundwater Require a Subsequent EIR

Groundwater is present beneath the Project site at depths as shallow as 15 feet in depth (IS/Addendum,
p. 61}, Because excavation of the Project will reach to depths of 41 fest, extensive dewatering will be
required for canstruction of subterrangan parking. The need to excavate to depths of 41 feet was not
analyzed in the 2003 Brandenburg EIR, which stated that excavation would reach a depth of 25 feet,!
Despite this change, the IS/Addendum does not evaluate this increased amaount of dewatering. The
IS/Addendum also does not characterize the quality of the groundwater and therefore doas not disclose
patentially significant environmental impacts that may result from discharge of potentially
contaminated water to the City of San jose’s storm drains or sewer systems,

The Geotracker website identifies a former underground storage tank site {UST) at 355 N, San Pedro St.,
directly across the street from the Project, where contamination from petroleum hydrocarbons in soil
and groundwater was documented, The site, part of the Brandenburg Properties’, documented -
contarnination in groundwater in 2001, including benzene at concentrations of 16 parts per billion in a
samplz obtained from a "hydrapunch” well {355-HP-2) completed on Bassett Street, directly adjacent to
the Project.’

However, the 2003 Brandenburg EIR contains only a summary report discussing that USTs present
potential contamination to soil and groundwater. The summary report did not actually conduct further
soil or groundwater testing to determine if the groundwater was contaminated at the Project site, The
IS/Addendum, which relies on the analysis in the 2003 Brandenburg EIR, calls for discharge of water -
generated during dewatering to be discharged to the storm drain system and concludes:

Dewatering during construction is not anticipated to create a significant hazard to the publicor
the environment (p. 78).

This conclusion is entirely unsupported and is contradicted by the data which we document showing
benzene at 16 ppb in a sample collected within 25 feet of the Project boundary. Infact, the San
francisco Bay Regional Water Quality Control Board has limited discharge of benzene to stormwater
drains from dewatering efforts to a maximum of 5 ppb, more than three times lower than the
concentration detected in the Bassett Street well." If instead, discharge to the sanitary sewer is
contemplated, pretreatment may be necessary. Any discharge of contaminated groundwater generated
during dewatering that would require treatment is potentially covered under the General Waste
Discharge Permit issued by the San Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality Control Board Order No. R2-
2012-0060.° A DEIR should be prepared to address the increase in excavation than previously analyzed

! Brandenburg Mixed Use Project/Morth San Pedro Housing Sites EIR {2003), pp. 41, 151,

? hitp://geotracker waterboards.ca.gov/profile report?global id=T0608568823

* nttos://geotracker.waterboards,ca.gov/regulators/deliverable documents/2860092639/5W1 R 2000-05-10.pdf
Table 5 and Figure 8

ttg z[www waterboards ta, gov£sanfranc;scobav/baard decisions/adopted orders/ZOlZ/Rz 2012-0060.pdf
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and analyze this potential groundwater contamination that may result in a significant environmental
effect from Project dewatering on surface watevr hodies {via storm drains) or to public utilities {the
sewer) during construction, The DEIR should also evaluate the potential health impacts that construction
workers may face if they inhale petroleurn compounds, including benzene which is a known human
carcinogen®, during the extensive dewatering activities,

A Well was not Evaluated in the IS/Addendum

A map from Geotracker for the Brandenburg Properties site shows a well to be located on the Project
site.’ This well, depicted balow, was not identified in the Phase | to the 1S/Addendum {Appendix C) and
was not discussed in the I1S/Addendurmn.

Site Address 53 N San Pedro St
APN: 25932056

A DEIR should be prepared to include a description of this well along with disclosure of any data that
may have been generated from the well, including soil and groundwater analytical data. Additionally,
the DEIR should document measures {0 ensure the well has been located and-properly abandoned prior
to any earth-moving activities.

Air Quality

Diesel Particulate Matter Health Risk Emissions Require Analysis in Subsequent EIR
The IS/Addendum evaluates the health-risk posed to nearby residential receptors as a result of exposure
to diesel particulate matter (DPM) emissions resulting from Project construction {see Appendix A);

" nittos://www atsdr.ede pov/toxfags/ti.aspPid=38&tid=14
" https://geotracker.waterboards.ca.gov/regulators/deliverable documents/4051131308/MAPS METROSCAN.odf
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however, the IS/Addendurn fails to evaluate, whatsoever, the health risk posed to nearby residential
sensitive receptors as a result of exposure to emissions released during Project operation, As a result,
the health impacts from expasure to toxic air contaminants (TACs), such as OPM, released during Project
operation were not analyzed, thus leaving a gap within the IS/Addendum’s analysis. Until a health risk
assessment is prepared that evaluates the Project’s potential operational health risk impact, the Project
should not be approved.

Accarding to the 1S/Addendum, the closest sensitive receptors to the Project site are “residences located
approximately 58 feet north of the project site” (p. 27). Once operational, the Project’s commercial tand
uses will resultin frequent truck deliveries, generating 1arge amounts of diesel exhaust over the duration
of Project operation. As such, the IS/Addendum should have conducted an operational health risk
assessment, as long-term exposure to DPM, a known human carcinogen, and other TACs may resultin a
significant health risk impact and therefore, should be properly assessed.

furthermore, by failing to prepare an individual, operational health risk assessment, the IS/Addendum is
inconsistent with the Bay Area Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD) guidelines. According to
BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines, "operational emissions typically represent the majority of a project’s air
quality impacts, After a project is built, operational emissions, including maobile and area sources, are
anticipated to occur continuously throughout the project’s lifetime,”® The BAAQMD set forth the
following significance thresholds for local community risk and hazard impacts?’

s Non-compliance with a qualified risk reduction plan; or,
s An excess cancer risk level of morea than 10 in one million, or a non-cancer (i.e., chronic or acute}
hazard index greater than 1.0 would be a cumulatively considerable contribution;
= Anincremental increase of greater than 0.3 micrograms per cubic meter {pg/m’) annual average
PM2.5 would be a cumulatively considerable contribution.

According to the BAAQMD, “if emissions of TACs or fine particulate matter with an aerodynamic
resistance diameter of 2.5 micrometers or less (PM2.5) exceed any of the Thresholds of Significance
listed [above), the proposed project would result in a significant impact.”'® The BAAQMD explicitly states
that if & Project exceeds the thresholds listed above, including the individual health risk threshold of 10
in one million, that the Project would result in a significant health risk impact. Tharefore, per BAAQMD
guidance, the IS/Addendum should have prepared a Project-specific operational health risk assessment,
and should have compared the results of this assessment to the 10 in one million threshold established

* “CEQA Air Quality Guidzlinegs.” BAAQMD, May 2010, available at:

hitp//www.baagmd.gov/~/media/Files/Planning%20and%20Research/CEQA/Draft BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines
May 2010 Final.ashx
? “CEQA Air Quality Guidzlines.” BAAQMD, May 2010, available at.

nttp://www.baagmd.gov/~/media/Files/Planning%20and%208esearch/CEQA/Draft BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines

May 2010 Finalashy, p. 2:4,2-5
9 “CEQA Air Quality Guidelines.” BAAGMD, May 2010, available at.

hitp//www.baagmd.gov/~/media/Files/Planning%20and%20Research/CEQA/Draft BAAQMD CEQA Guucielmes
May 2010 Final.ashx p. 2-4
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by the BAAQMD. By failingto do s0, the Project’s air quality analysis is incomplete, and should not be
relied upon to determine Project significance. '

Additionally, the amission of a quantified operational health risk Is inconsistent with the most recent
guidance published by the Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment {OEHHA). In February of
2015, OEHHA released its most recent Risk Assessment Guidelines: Guidance Manual for Preparation of
Health Risk Assessments, which was formally adopted in March of 2015.*! This guidance document
describes the types of projects that warrant the preparation of a health risk assessment. Once
construction is cormplete, Project operation will generate 1,720 daily vehicle trips, which will generate
additional exhaust emissions, thus continuing to expose nearby sensitive receptors to DPM emissions
{Appendix A, pp. 46). The OEHHA document recommends that exposure from projects lasting more than
6 months should be evaluated for the duration of the project, and recommends that an axposure
duration of 30 years be used to estimate individual cancer risk for the maximally exposed individual
resident (MEiR). ** Even though we were not provided with the expected lifetime of the Project, we can
reasonably assume that the Project will operate for at least 30 years, if not more. Therefore, per OEHHA
and BAAQMD guidance, heaith risk impacts from the Project operation should have been evaluated by
the 15/Addendum. These recommendations reflect the most recent health risk assessment policy, and as
such, an assessment of health risks to nearby sensitive receptors from operation should be included ina
revised CEQA evaluation for the Project.

For the reasans mentioned above, we find the (S/Addendum’s evaluation of the Praject’s health risk
impact to be inadequate and unreliable. in an effort to demonstrate the potential health risk posed by
Project construction and operation to nearby sensitive receptors, we prepared a simple-screening level
health risk assessment. The results of our assessment, as described below, provide substantial evidence
that the Project’s construction and operational OPM emissions may result in a potentially significant
health risk impact that was not previously identified in the IS/Addendum.

Updated Health Risk Assessment Indicates Significant Health Impact
in an effort to demonstrate the potential health risk posed to nearby sensitive receptors during Project
construction and operation, we prepared a simple screening-level health risk assessment. The results of
our assessment, as described below, provides substantial evidence that DPM emissions from Project
construction and operation, when evaluated correctly using the most up to date guidance, may result in
_a potentially significant health risk impact. As such, a DEIR should be prepared to adequately evaluate
the proposed Project’s health risk impacts during construction and operation, and additional mitigation
measures should be identified and incorperated into the Project design, whare necessary. '

As of 2011, the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) recommends AERSCREEN as the leading air
dispersion model, due to improvements in simulating local meteorological conditions based on simple

! rRisk Assessment Guidelines Guidance Manual for Preparation of Health Risk Assessments.” OEHHA, February

2015, avoilable at: hitp://oebha.ca.gov/air/hot spots/hotspois201S.html

12 nRisk Assessment Guidelines Guidance Manual for Preparation of Health Risk Assessments,” OEHHA, February

2015, avaitable at: hittp://oehha.ca.gov/air/hot spots/2015/2015GuldanceManual pdf, p. 8-6, 8-15
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input parameters.’” The model replaced SCREEN3, and AERSCREEN is included in the OEHHA™ and the
California Air Pollution Control Officers Associated (CAPCOA)' guidance as the appropriate air
dispersion model for Level 2 health risk screening assessments (“HRSAs”). A Level 2 HRSA utilizes a
limited amount of site-specific information to generate maximum reasonable downwind concentrations
of alr contaminants to which nearby sensitive receptors may be exposed. If an unacceptable air quality
hazard is determined to be possible using AERSCREEN, a more refined modeling approach is required
prior to approval of the Project.

We prepared a preliminary health risk screening assessment of the Project’s construction and
operational emissions. For the Project’s construction health risk assessment, we did not prepare an
AERSCREEN model, as the IS/Addendum already estimates the annual average concentrations at the ME
using AERMOD. Therefore, we relied upon the annual average concentrations provided in Appendix A of
the IS/Addendum to assess the Project’s construction-related health risk impacts {Appendix A, pp. 94).
For the Project’s operational health risk, we used the annual PMj, exhaust emissions from the
{S/Addendum’s CalEEMod model, which can be found in Appendix A of the IS/Addendum (Appendix A,
pp. 29). The CalEEMod model’s annual emissions indicate that operational activities will generate
approximately 82 pounds of DPM over the 28-year operational period (Appendix A, pp. 79}, The
AERSCREEN model relies on a continuous average emission rate to simulate maximum downward
concentration from point, area, and volume emission sources. To account for the variability in vehicle
and truck trips over the Project operation we calculated an average DPM emission rate by the following
equation.

grams) 82 ibs 453.6 grams 1 day 1 hour

= 5 = 0.001185
second % lb % X 0.001185 g/s

Emission Rate ( 365 days

24 hours 3,600 secends

Using this equation, we estimated a construction emission rate of 0.001185 grams per second (g/s).
Operation activity was simulated as a 0.77-acre rectangular area source in AERSCREEN, with dimensions
of 60 meters by 52 meters. A release height of three maters was selected to represent the height of
exhaust stacks on operational equipment and other heavy-duty vehicles, and an initial vertical
dimension of one and a half meters was used to simulate instantaneous plume dispersion upon release,
An urban meteorological setting was selected with model-default inputs for wind speed and direction
distribution.

The AERSCREEN model generated maximum reasanable estimates of single hour DPM concentrations
from the Project site. EPA guidance suggests that in screening procedures, the annual average
concentration of an air pollutant be estimated by multiplying the single-hour concentration by 10%."

13 “AERSCREEN Released as the EPA Recommended Screening Model,” USEPA, April 11, 2011, availoble at:
hitp://www.epa.gov/itn/scram/guidance/clarification/20110411 AERSCREEN Release Memo.pdf .

H "Risk Assessment Guidelines Guidance Manual for Preparation of Health Risk Assessments.” OEHMA, February
2015, available ot: hitn://oehha.ca.gov/air/hot spots/2015/2015GuidanceManyal.gdf

5 yealth Risk Assessments for Proposed Land Use Projects,” CAPCOA, July 2009, available at:

hitp://www capeoa.org/wo-content/uploads/2012/03/CAPCOA HRA LU Guidelines 8-6-09.pdf

1 hitp://www.epa.gov/ttn/seram/guidance/guide/EPA-454R-92-019 QCR.pdf |
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The single-hour concentration estimated by AERSCREEN fof Project operation is approximately 6.426
ug/m’ DPM at approximately 25 meters downwind. Multiplying this single-hour concentration by 10%,
we get an annual average concentration of 0,6426 pg/m’ for operation at the MEIR.

We calculated the excess cancer risk to the residential receptors located closest to the Project site using
applicable health risk assessment methodologies prescribed by OEHHA and the BAAQMD. OEHHA
recommends the use of Age Sensitivity Factors {ASFs) to account for the heightened susceptibility of
young children to the carcinogenic toxicity of air pollution.”” According to the updated guidance,
quantified cancer risk should be multiplied by a factor of ten during the first two years of life {infant} and
should be multiplied by a factor of three during the child stage of life (2 to 16 years). Furthermore, in
accordance with guidance set forth by OEHHA, we used 95" percentile breathing rates for infants.’® We
used a cancer potency factor of 1.1 (mg/kg-day) Yand an averaging time of 25,550 days. The results of
our calculations are shown below.

| 3 The Maximuni Exposed individual at anli_g(astang Residentié}»ﬁe:eptor (M-EIR) |

Actw:ty Duration Concentre;tion Breathing Rate ASE Cancer

. tyears) tpg/rm) Whgday) Risk
Constructlon 184 023 1090 10 7.3£:05
Operation T Toe sn s Tase
Child Exposure Duration  14.00 . Child Exposure  2.3£:02
Operation " 1400 064 o281 1 35E05
Aduit_Exppsgﬂrg Duration 14.00 - Adult Exposure . 3.5£-05
quetini;-ﬁxposure Duratmn 30.80 o ,;,,v__?_\‘f?ﬁ'_’?? Exposure 346E-04

The excess cancer risk to adults, children, and infants at a sensitive receptor located approximately 25
meters away, over the course of Project construction and operation are approximately 35, 230, and 79
in one million, respectively. Furthermore, the excess cancer risk over the course of a residential lifetime
{30 years) is approximately 346 in one million. Cansistent with OEHHA guidance, exposure was assumed
to begin in the infantile stage of life to provide the most conservative estimates of air quality hazards.
The infantile, child, adult, and lifetime cancer risk all exceed the BAAQMD threshold of 10 in one million,
thus resulting in a potentially significant impact not addressed in the iS/Addendum.

Y uRisk Assessment Guidelines Guidance Manual for Preparation af Health Risk Assessments.” OEHHA, February
2015, available ot: http://oehha.ca.gov/air/hot soots/2015/2015GuidanceManvalpdf

Y usupplemental Guidelings for Preparing Risk Assessments for the Air Toxics ‘Hot Spots’ Information and
Assessment Act,” June 5, 2015, available at: hitp://www.agmd.gov/docs/default-source/planning/risk-
assessment/ab2588-risk-assessment-guidelines.pdf?sfvrsnz6, p. 19

“Risk Assessment Guidelines Guidance Manual for Preparation of Health Risk Assessments.” OEHHA, February

2015, avaifable at: http://oehha.ca.gov/air/hot _spots/2015/2015GuidanceManual pdf
7
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it should be noted that our analysis represents a screening-level health risk assessment, which is known
to be more conservative, and tends to err on the side of health protection.” The purpose of a screening-
level health risk assessment, however, is to determine if a more refined health risk assessment needs to
be conducted. if the rasults of a screening-level health risk are above applicable thresholds, then the
Project needs to conduct @ more refined health risk assessment that Is more representative of site
specific concentrations, Our screening-level health risk assessment demonstrates that construction and
operation of the Project could result in a potentially significant health risk impact. As a result, a refined
health risk assessrent must be prepared to examine the air quality impacts generated by Project .
construction and operation. A DEIR must be prepared to adequately evaluate the Projact’s health risk
impact, and should include additional mitigation measures to reduce these impacts to a less-than-
significant level. Without a refined health risk assessment and mitigation addrassing the findings of such
an assessment, substantial evidence supports a fair argument that the Project may lead to significant
public health impacts due to DPM emissions. '

Failure to Demonstrate Feasibility of Obtaining Tier 4 Construction Equipment

The 1S/Addendum evaluates the health risk posed to nearby sensitive receptors as a result of emissions
generated by construction of the proposed Project and determines that “the maximum excess
residential cancer tisk would be 87.2 in one million for an infant exposure and 1.6 in one million for an
adult exposure” (Appendix A, pp. 19). Because the maximum excess residential cancer risk for an infant
receptor exceeds the BAAQMD's ten in ane million threshold, the IS/Addendum proposes to “develop a
plan demonstrating that the off-road equipment used on-site to construct the project would achieve a
flaet-wide average of at least 89 percent reduction in PM10 emissions” {Appendix A, pp. 20), In ordar'to
achieve this substantial decrease in PM10 emissions, the 1S/Addendum proposes to implement Tier 4
off-road construction equipment into the Project’s construction fleet. The 1S/Addendum states,

"All mobile diesel-powered off-road equipment larger than 25 hp and operéting on the site for
more than two days shall meet, at a minimum, U.S. EPA particulate matter emissions standards
for Tier 4 engines or equivalent. Note that the construction contractor could use other measures
to minimize construction period DPM emission to reduce the estimated cancer risk below the
thresholds. The use of equipment that meets U.S. £PA Tier 2 standards and includes CARB-
-certified Level 3 Diese! Particulate Filters or alternatively-fueled equipment {i.e., non-diesel)
would meet this requirement, Other measures may be the use of added exhaust devices, or a
combination of measures, provided that these measures are approved by the City and
demonstrated to reduce community risk impacts to less than significant” {Appendix A, pp. 20),

The IS/Addendum determines that through the use of Tier 4 off-road construction equipment and
implementation of Mitigation Measure AIR-1.1, the Project’s construction-related health risk impact
would be reduced to less than 9.5 in one million, which would be below the BAAGMD's established
threshold of ten in one million {p.36; Appendix A, pp. 20}, There is no substantial evidence, however, to
support the feasibility of obtaining almost an entire construction fleet equipped with Tier 4 mitigation.

1 http://oehha.ca.gov/air/hot sgots[2015[20156uidanceManuaI.gdf p. 1-5
8



http://oehha.ca.sov/air/hot_spots/2QlS/20156uidanceManual.Ddf

Although off-road Tier 4 equipment is available for purchase, it is not required that off-road construction
fleets be comprised solely of Tier 4 engines. Furthermore, based on availability and cost, it is unrealistic
to presume that all of the construction equipment utilized for the Project will have Tier 4 engines. Asa
result, this mitigation measure should not be relied upon to reduce the Project’s construction-related
health risk impact to below levels of significance. Rather, the Project should pursue additional
mitigation measures that are more technically feasible to implement.

The United States Environmental Protection Agency’s (USEPA) 1998 nonroad engine emission standards
were structured as a three-tiered progression. Tier 1 standards were phased-in from 1996 to 2000 and
Tier 2 emission standards were phased in from 2001 to 2006. Tier 3 standards, which applied to engines
from 37-560 kilowatts (kW) only, were phased in from 20086 to 2008. The Tier 4 emission standards
were introduced in 2004, and were phased in from 2008 — 2015, * These tiered emission standards,
however, are only applicable to newly manufactured nonroad equipment. According to the United
States Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) "if products were built befare EPA emission standards
startad to apply, they are generally not affected by the standards or other regulatory requirements.”*!
Therefore, pieces of equipment manufactured prior to 2000 are not required to adhere to Tier2
emission standards, and pieces of equipment manufactured prior to 2008 are not required to adhere to
Tier 4 emission standards. Construction equipment often lasts more than 30 vyears; as a result, Tier 1
equipment and non-certified equipment are currently still in use.”” 1tis estimated that of the two
million diesel engines currently used in construction, 31 percent were manufactured before the

- introduction of emissions regulations.*?

furthermore, in a 2010 white paper, the California Industry Air Quality Coalition estimated that
approximately 7% and fess than 1% of all off-road heavy-duty diesel equipment in California was
equipped with Tier 2 and Tier 3 engines, respectively.’® It goes on to explain that “cleaner burning Tier 4
engines..are not expected to come online in significant numbers until 2014.” Given that significant
production activities have only just begun within the {ast couple of years, it can be presumed that there
Is limited availability of Tier 4 equipment. Furthermore, due to the complexity of Tier 4 engines, it is
very difficult if not nearly impossible, to retrofit older model machinery with this technology.”
Therefore, available off-road machinery equipped with Tier 4 engines are most likely new. According to

® £mission Standards, Nonroad Diese! Engines, ovailable ot:

hitps://www. dieselnet. com/standards/us/nonread.phpétierd

H “Frequently Asked Quastions from Owners and Operators of Nonroad Engines, Vehicles, and Equipment

Certified to EPA Standards.” United States Environmantal Protection Agency, August 2012 Available at:

http:/fwww epa.gov/oms/highway-diesel/regs/420112053.pdf

*? #Bast Practices for Clean Diese} Construction.” Northeast Diesel Coliaborative, August 2012 Available ot

- httpi//noriheastdiesel.org/pdf/BestPracticesd CleanDieselConstrustionAug2012, pdf
* Northeast Diesel Collaborative Clean Construction Workgroup, available at:
htto://northeastdiesel.org/construction.htmi
* "White Paper: An Industry Perspective on the Cakfornia Air Resources Board Proposed Off-Road Diesel
Regulations. “Construction Industry Air Quality Coalition, availoble at: http://www.agc-

' ca.org/uploadedFiles/Member Services/Regulatory-Advocacy-Page-PDFs/White Paper CARB QffRoad.pdf
5 vTier 4- How it will affact your equipment, your business and your enviranment. “Miiton CAT, available at:

http://www.miltencat.com/News/Documents/Articles/For%20the% 20T renches%20-%20Tier%204.pdf
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a September 20, 2013 EPA Federal Register document, a new Tier 4 scraper or bulldozer would cost over
$1,000,000 to purchase.?® It is also ralatively expensive to retrofit a piece of old machinery with a Tier 3
engine. Forexample, replacing a Tier 0 engine with a Tier 3 engine would cost roughly $150,000 or
more.”” Therefore, before applying mitigation measures of this caliber to a Project, the applicant should
consider both the cost of the proposed equipment as well as determine the probability of obtaining an
entirely Tier 4 construction fleet.

Similarly, based on information and data provided in the San Francisco Cleon Construction Ordinance
Implementation Guide for San Francisco Public Projects, the availability of Tier 4 equipment is extremely
limited. In 2014, 25% of all off-road equipment in the state of California were equipped with Tier 2
engines, approximately 12% were equipped with Tier 3 engines, approximately 18% were equipped with
Tier 4 Interim engines, and only 4% were equipped with Tier 4 Final engines (see excerpt below).?®

Tiee 3
V388
2%

Totat faaaed af Toupemeng 1091120

Wiy
L X% s Folaiy
AXt o Pewwnal ot

w1 that tier
2PN MY DAL L6

As demonstrated in the figure above, Tier 4 equipment only accounts for 229 of all off-road equipment
currently available in the state of California. Thus, by stating that the Project proposes to use Tier 4
equipment during construction, the iS/Addendum is relying on a fleet of construction equipment that
only accounts for 22% of all off-road equipment currently available in the state of Cafifornia. Therefore,
by failing to evaluate the feasibility of implementing Tier 4 mitigation into the Project’s construction
phases, it is likely that the IS/Addendurm’s estimation of the reductions in construction emissions
associated with the use of Tier 4 mitigation may not reduce the Project’s health risk impact to less than .
significant lavels. Thus, we find the 15/Addendum’s reliance on Tier 4 mitigation to reduce the Project’s
significant health-related impact to a less than significant level to be unsubstantiated and should not be
relied upon to determine Project significance.

¥ vrederal Ragister.” Environmental Protection Agency, Septamber 20, 2013, available at.
hitp://www.goo.gov/fdsys/pkg/FR-2013-09-20/pdf/2013-22930.pdf

' *federal Register." Environmental Protection Agenty, September 20, 2013, available at:
http.//www.gpo.gov/fdsys/oke/FR-2013-09-20/pdf/2013-22930.pdf :

B 5an Francisco Clean Construction Ordinance Implementation Guide for San Francisco Public Projects.” August
2015, gvailable at:

hittps://www.sfdph.org/dph/files/EHSdocs/AirQuality/San Francisco Clean Construction Ordinance 2015 pdf, p.
6 . .
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Additional Mitigation Measures Available to Reduce Construction Emissions

Our health risk assessment demonstrates that Project construction-related DPM emissions would result
in a significant health risk impact. Furthermore, our analysis demonstrates that the mitigation proposed
in the 15/Addendum to mitigate this significant impact may not reduce emissions to less than significant
levels. Therefore, additional mitigation measures must be identified and incorporated in a Project-
specific DEIR to reduce these emissions {o a less than significant fevel,

Additional mitigation measures can be found in CAPCOA’s Quantifving Greenhouse Gaos Mitigation
Measures, which attempt to reduce Greenhouse Gas {GHG) levels, as well as reduce criteria air
pollutants, such as particulate matter,” Diesel particulate matter (“DPM”} is a byproduct of diesel fue!
combustion, and is emitted by on-road vehicles and by off-road construction equipment., Mitigation for
criteria pollutant emissions should include consideration of the followmg measures in an effort to
reduce construction emissions.,

Require implementation of Diesel Control Measures

The Northeast Diese! Collaborative (“NEDC"} is a regionally coordinated initiative to reduce diesel
emissions, improve public health, and promote clean diesel technology. The NEDC recommends that
contracts for all construction projects require the following diese! control measures: *

o All diesel onroad vehicles on site for more than 10 total days must have either (1} engines that
meet EPA 2007 onroad emissions standards or {2) emission contro) technology verified by EPA™
or the California Air Resources Board {CARB)* to reduce PM emissions by a minimum of 85
percent.

»  All diesel generators on site for more than 10 total days must be equipped with emission cantral
technology verified by EPA or CARB to reduce PM emissions by a minimum of 85 percent,

« All diesel nonroad construction equipment on site for more than 10 total days must have either
{1) engines meeting EPA Tier 4 nonroad emission standards or {2} emission control technology
verified by EPA or CARB for use with nonroad engines to reduce PM emissions by a minimum of
85 percent for engines 50 horse power (hp} and greater and by a minimum of 20 percent for
engines less than 50 hy.

« Al diesel vehicles, construction equipment, and generators on site shall be fueled with ultra-low
sulfur diesel fuel {ULSD) or a biodiesel blend*? approved by the original engine manufacturer
with sulfur content of 15 parts per million {ppm} or less.

Repower or Replace Older Construcuon Equipment Engings

Dnes°1 Emission Controls In Construction Projects ovaflable ot;
htto www2.epa.gov/sites

¥ For EPA’s list of verifiad technology: htp: g[www3 ena.gov/otaa/diesel/verification/verif-list.htm
** For CARB's list of verified technology: http://www.acb.ca,gov/diesel/verdev/vt/cyt.htm

¥ Biodiasel lends are only to be used in conjunction with the technologies which have been verified for use with
biodiesel biends and are subject to the following requirements:

htto:[(www,arb.ca.gov[diesel[verdév[reg/biodieseicomp&iance.pdf
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Tha NEDC recognizes that availability of equipment that meets the EPA’s newer standards is limited. >
Due to this limitation, the NEDC proposes actions that can be taken to reduce emissions from existing
equipment in the Best Practices for Clean Diese} Construction report.®® These actions include but are not
limited to:

s Repowering equipment {i.a. replacing older engines with nawer, cleaner engines and lgaving the
hody of the equipment intact).

Engine repower may be a cost-effective emissions reduction strategy when a vehicle or machine has a
long useful life and the cost of the engine doss not approach the cost of the entire vehicle or machine,
Examples of good potential replacement candidates include marine vessels, locomotives, and large
construction machines.*® Older diesel vehicles or machines can be repowered with newer diese! engines
or in some cases with engines that operate on alternative fuels {see section “Use Alternative Fuels for
Construction Equipment” for details). The original engine is taken out of service and a new engine with
reduced emission characteristics is installed. Significant emission reductions can be achieved, depending
on the newer engine and the vehicle or machine's ahility to accept a more modern engine and emission
. controlsystem. [t shauld be noted, however, that newer engines or highar tier engines are not
necessarily cleaner engines, so it Is important that the Project Applicant chack the actual emission
standard level of the current {existing) and new engines to ensure the repower product is reducing
emissions for PM10.Y

» Replacement of older equipment with equipment meeting the lateést emission standards.

Engine replacement can include substituting a cleaner highway engine for a nonroad engine, Diesel
equipment may also be replaced with other technologies or fuels. Examples include hybrid switcher
locomotives, electric cranes, LNG, CNG, LPG or propane yard tractors, forkiifts or loaders.
Replacemeants using natural gas may require changes to fueling infrastructure.®® Replacements often
require some re-engineering work due to differences in size and configuration. Typically, there are
benefits in fuel efficiency, reliability, warranty, and maintenance costs. ™

Install Retirofii Devices on Existing Constiuction Egutpment

PM emissions from alternatively-fueled construction equipment can be further reduced by installing
retrofit devices on existing and/or new equipment, The most common retrofit technologies ara retrofit
devices for engine exhaust after-treatment, These devices are installad in the exhaust system ta reduce

* ntip://northeastdiesel.org/pdf/BesiPracticesdClean DieselConstructionAug2012 pdf
* http://northeastdiesel.org/pdé/BestPracticesdCleanDieseiConstructionAug2012.pdf
* hitp://wwwi.epa.gov/otaq/diesel/technologies/engines.him
¥ Diesel Emissions Reduction Program {DERA): Technologies, Fleets and Projects information, evailable at.
httns nepis.ena.gov/Exe/ZyPDF.cgi/P1O0CVIS. PDF?Dockey=P100CYIS.PDF
* Nationa) Clean Diesel Campaign, p. 19 availoble at: https://www.epa. gov/sztes/productlon/flieS/ZOl7
2 documents/fy17.state program-guide-2017-02.pd{
* Cleaner Diesels: Low Cost Ways to Reduce Emissions from Construction Equipment, p 29 avoilable at:

emissions-from-consiruction eguipment.pdf
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emissions and should not impact engine or vehicle operation,”” It should be noted that actual emissions
reductions and costs will depent on specific manufacturers, technologies and applications,

Use Electric ond Hybrid Construction Equipment

CAPCOA’s Quantifying Greenhouse Gas Mitigation Measures™ report also proposes the use of electric
and/or hybrid construction equipment as a way to mitigate criteria pollutant emissions, such as
particulate matter. When construction equiprnent is powered by grid electricity rather than fossil fuel,
direct emissions from fuel combustion are replaced with indirect emissions associated with the
electricity used to power the equipment, Furthermaore, when construction equipment is powered by
hybrid-electric drives, emissions from fuel cambustion are also greatly reduced and critecia air pollutants
would be 100% reduced for equipment running on electricity. Electric construction equipment is
available commercially from companies such as Peterson Pacific Corporation® and Komptech USA®,
which specialize in the mechanical processing equipment like grinders and shredders, Construction
equiprment powered by hybrid-electric drives is also commercially available from companies such as
Caterpillar.™ For example, Caterpillar reports that during an 8-hour shift, its D7E hybrid dozer burns 19.5
percent fewer gallons of fuel than a conventional dozer while achieving a 10.3 percent increase in
productivity. The D7E model burns 6.2 gallons per hour compared to a conventional dozer which burns
7.7 gallons per hour.** Fuelusage and savings are dependent on the make and model of the
construction equipment used. The Project Applicant should calculate project-specific savings and
provide manufacturer specifications indicating fuel burned per hour.

Institute g Heavy-Duly Off-Road Vehicle Plan

CAPCOA’s Quantifying Greenhouse Gas Mitigation Meosures®® report recommends thal the Project
Applicant provide a detailed plan that discusses a construction vehicle inventory tracking system to
ensure compliances with construction mitigation measures. The system should include strategies such
as requiring hour meters on equipment, documenting the serial number, horsepower, manufacture age,’
fuel, etc. of all onsite equipment and daily logging of the operating hours of the equipment. Specifically,
prior to the construction of a Project the contractor should submit a certified list of all diesel vehicles,
construction equipment, and generators to be used on site.*” The list should include the following: **

" peterson Electric Grinders Brochure, available ot hitp.//www.petersoncorp.com/wp-
content/uploads/peterson_slectri¢ arindersi.pdf
" xomptech Green Efficiency Brochure, ovailable at:
https:/fwww. komptech.com/index.pholelD=tx_nawsecured|&u=08&e=0&t=1499460496&hash=629664449e39544
77§68§75983d1d73f8f2ecZOd&f'sie:f\{eadmin/kamptech/brochures!(sreen Efficiency eng 2015.pdf

http //www.cat.com/en US/products/new/power-systems/electric-power-generation html

htto s7d2.scene?.com/is/content/Caterpillar/C811572

Dzesel Emission Controls in Construction Projects, available ot
http [[www2.epa. gov/sztes/productlon/f;les/2015-09/documents/nedc model-contract.sepcification.pdf
* YSEPA's Construction Fleet Inventory Guide is a usefu tool in identifying the mformattcn requared
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http://www.peter5oncorp.com/wp-content/uploads/peterson_electric_arindersl.pdf
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s Contractor and subcontractor name and address, plus contact person responsible for the
vehicles or equipment.

e Equipment type, equipment manufacturer, equipment serial number, engine manufacturer,
engine model year, engine certification {Tier rating), horsepower, engine serial number, and
expected fuel usage and hours of operation.

> For the emission control technology instalied: technology type, serial number, make, model,
manufacturer, EPA/CARB verification number/level, and installation date and hour-meter
reading on installation date,

Implement u Construction Vehicle tnventory Trac Amr) Systen

CAPCOA's Quantifying Greenhouse Gas Mitigation Measures* report recommends that the Project
Applicant provide a detailed plan that discusses a construction vehicle inventory tracking system to
ensure compliances with construction mitigation measures, The system should include strategies such
as requiring engine run time meters on equipment, documenting the serial number, horsepower,
manufacture age, fuel, etc. of all onsite equipment and daily logging of the operating hours of the
equipment. Specifically, for each onroad construction vehicle, nonroad construction equipment, or
generator, the contractor should subrmt to the developer’s representatwe a report prior to bringing said
equnpment on site that includes: *

s Equipment type, equipment manufacturer, equipment serial number, engine manufacturer,
engine madel year, engine certification {Tier rating), horsepower, and engine serial number,

v The type of emission control technology installed, serial number, make, mode!, manufacturer,
and EPA/CARB verification number/level.

« The Certification Statement®' signed and printed oni the contractor’s letterhead.

Furthermore, the contractor should submit {o the developer’s representative a monthly report that, for
each onroad construction vehicle, nonroad construction equipment, or generator onsite, includes:

s Hour-meter readings on arrival on-site, the first and last day of every month, and on off-site
date.
«  Any problems with the equipment or emission cantrols,
v Certified copies of fuel deliveries for the time period that identify:
o Source of supply
o Quantity of fuel

NEDC Model Certlhcatzon Statement can be found in Appendix 4, p. 10.
* Dresel Emission Controls in Construcucn Projects, avoilable at:
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D’

Quality of fuel, including sulfur content {percent by waight).

in addition to those measures, we also recommend that the City require the Applicant to implement the
following mitigation measures, called “Enhanced Exhaust Control Practices,”” that are recommended by
the Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management District {“SMAQMD"):

1. The project representative shall submit to the lead agency and District a comprehensive
inventory of all off-road construction eguipment, equal to or greater than 50 horsepower, that
will be used an aggregate of 40 or more hours during any portion of the construction project,

?

The inventory shall inciude the horsepower rating, engine model year, and projected
hours of use for each piece of equipment.

The project representative shall provide the anticipated construction timeline including
start date, and name and phone number of the project manager and on-site foreman.
This information shall be submitted at least 4 business days prior to the use of subject
heavy-duty off-road equipment:

The District’s Equipment List Form can be used to submit this information.

The inventory shall be updated and submitted monthly throughout the duration of the
project, except that an inventory shall not be required for any 30-day period in which ro
construction activity occurs.

2. The project representative shali provide a plan for approval by the lead agency and District
demonstrating that the heavy-duty off-road vehicles (50 horsepower or more) to be used in the
construction project, including owned, leased, and subcontractor vehicles, wilt achieve a project
wide fleet-average 20% NOyreduction and 45% particulate reduction compared to the most
recent CARB fleet average.

@

k]

This plan shall be submitted in conjunction with the equipment inventory.

Acceptable options for reducing emissions may include use of late model engines, low-
emission diesel products, alternative fugls, engine retrofit technology, after-treatment
products, and/or other options as they become available.

The District’s Construction Mitigation Calculator can be used to identify an equipment

fieet that achieves this reduction. o

3. The project representative shall ensure that emissiens from ali off-road diesel-powered
equipment used on the project site do not exceed 40% opacity for more than three minutes in
any one hour.

?

Any equipment found to exceed 40 percent opacity (or Ringelmann 2.0} shall be
repaired immediataly. Non-compliant equipment will be documented, and a summary
provided to the lead agency and District monthly,

Avisual survey of all in-operation equipment shall be made at east weekly,

A monthly summary of the visual survey results shall be submitted throughout the
duration of the project, except that the monthly summary shall not be required for any

i http://www.airquality.org/LandUseTransporiation/Documents/Ch3EnhancedExhaustControtFINAL1G-2013.pdf
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30-déy period in which no construction activity occurs, The monthly summary shall
include the quantity and type of vehicles surveyed as well as the dates of each survey.
4, The District and/or other officials may conduct periodic site inspections to determine
compliance. Nothing in this mitigation shall supersede other District, state or federal rules or
regulations. ‘

When combined together, these measures offer a cost-effective way to incorporate lower-emitting
equipment into the Projact’s construction figet, which subsequently, reduces particulate matter
emissions released during Project construction. A DEIR must be prepared to include additional
mitigation measures, as well as include an updated air quality assessment to ensure that the necessary
mitigation measures are implemented to reduce construction emissions, Furthermore, the Project
Applicant needs to demonstrate commitment to the implementation of these measures prior to Project
approval to ensure that the Project’s construction-related emissions are reduced to the maximum
extent possible,

Mitigation Measures Avaitable to Reduce Operational Emissions

Our health risk analysis demonstrates that the Project’s operational DPM emissions may present a
potentially significant impact. In an effort to reduce these emissions, we identified several additional
mitigation measures that are applicable to the Project. Therefore, in an effort to reduce the Project’s
operational DPM ernissions, we recommend the following mitigation measures that will resuitin a
reduction in the total vehicle miles traveled (VMT) during operation, and will therefore resuitin a
reduction in criteria air pollutant emissions. As stated in the saction above, additional mitigation
measures can be found in CAPCOA's Quantifying Greenhouse Gas Mitigation Measures, which attempt
to reduce criteria air pollutant emissions such as PMyo.>* These emissions are byproduct of fuel
cormbustion during vehicle travel. Mitigation for criteria pollutant emissions should include
consideration of the following mobile mitigation measures in an effort to reduce operational PMy,
emissions to below thresholds. '

s Neighborhobd/Site Enhancements

o Providing a pedestrian access network to link areas of the Project site encourages
people to walk instead of drive. This mode shift results in people driving less and thus a
reduction in VMT. The project should provide a pedestrian access network that
internally links all uses and connects to all existing or planned external streeats and
pedestrian facilities contiguous with the project site. The project should minimize
barriers to pedestrian access and interconnectivity, Physical barriers such as walls,
tandscaping, and slopes that impede pedestrian circulation should be eliminated.

= |ncorporate Bike Lane Street Design {On-Site) '

o Incorporating bicycle lanes, routes, and shared-use paths into street systems, new
sutbdivisions, and arge developments can reduce VMTs. These improvements can help
reduce peak-hour vehicle trips by making commuting by bike easier and mora
convenient for more people. In addition, improved bicycle facilities can increase access
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to and from transit hubs, thereby expanding the “catchment area” of the transit stop or
station and increasing ridership. Bicycle access can also reduce parking pressure on

heavily-used and/or heavily-subsidized feeder bus lines and auto-oriented park-and-ride
facilities.

2 Limit Parking Supply

o

This mitigation measure will change parking requirements and types of supply within
the Project site to encourage "smart growth” development and alternative
transportation choices by project residents and employees. This can be accomplished in
a multi-faceted strategy:

Elimination {or reduction) of minimum parking requirements

= Creation of maximum parking requirements ‘

s Provision of shared parking

s Unbundle Parking Costs from Property Cost

I

. Unbundling separates parking from property costs, requiring those who wish to

purchase parking spaces to do so at an additional cost from the property cost. This
removes the burden from those who do not wish to utilize a parking space, Parking
should be priced separately from home rents/purchase prices or office leases.

e Implement Commute Trip Reduction Program- Voluntary or Required

[

implementation of a Commute Trip Reduction (CTR) program with employers wili
discourage single-occupancy vehicle trips and encourage alternative modes of
transportation such as carpooling, taking transit, walking, and biking. The main
difference between a voluntary and a required program is:

B Monitoring and reporting is not required

s No established performance standards {i.e. no trip reduction requirements)
The CTR program should provide employees with assistance in using alternative modes
of travel, and provide both “carrots” and “sticks” to encourage employees. The CTR

program should include all of the following to apply the effactiveness reported by the
literature:

= Carpooling encouragement

& Ride-matching assistance

= Preferential carpool parking

s Flexible work schedules for carpools

= Half time transportation coordinator

*  Vanpool assistance

= Bicycle end-trip facilities (parking, showers and lockers)

»  Provide Ride-Sharing Programs

-

bl

Increasing the vehicle occupancy by ride sharing will result in fewer cars driving the
same trip, and thus a decrease in VMT. The project should include a ride-sharing
program as well as a permanent transportation management association membership
and funding requirement. The project can promote ride-sharing programs through a
multi-faceted approach such as:
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5 Designating a certain percentage of parking spaces for ride sharing vehicies
= Designating adequate passenger loading and unloading and waiting areas for
ride-sharing vehicles

s Providing a weh site or message board for coordinating rides

o implement Subsidized or Discounted Transit Program

(=]

This project can provide subsidized/discounted daily or monthly public transit passes to
incentivize the use of public transport. The project may also provide free transfers
between all shuttles and transit to participants. These passes can be partially or wholly
subsidized by the employer, school, or development. Many entities use revenue from
parking to offset the cost of such a project.

s~ Provide End of Trip Facilities

L

Non-residential projects can provide "end-of:trip” facilities for bicycle riders including
showers, secure bicycle lockers, and changidg spaces. End-of-trip facilities encourage
the use of bicycling as a viable form of travel to destinations, especially to work. End-of-
trip facilities provide the added convenience and security needed to encourage bicycle
commuting.

» Implement Commute Trip Reduction Marketing

1

The project can implement marketing strategies to reduce commute trips. Information
sharing and marketing are important components to successful commute trip reduction
strategies. Implementing commute trip reduction strategies without a complementary
marketing strategy will result in lower VMT reductions. Marketing strategies may

. include:

»  New employee orientation of trip reduction and alternative mode options
= Event promotions
s publications

o Implement Preferential Parking Permit Program

The project can provide preferential parking in convenient Jocations {such as near public
transportation or building front doors}) in terms of free or reduced parking fees, priority
parking, or reserved parking for commuters who carpool, vanpool, ride-share or use
alternatively fueled vehicles. The project should provide wide parking spaces to
accommodate vanpool vehicles,

* “Implement Car-Sharing Program

]

This project should implement a car-sharing project to allow people to have on-demand
access to a shared fleet of vehicles on an as-needed basis. User costs are typicafly
determined through mileage or hourly rates, with deposits and/or annual membership
fees, The car-sharing program could be created through a local partnership or through
one of many existing car-share companies. Car-sharing programs may be grouped into
three general categories: residential- or citywide-based, employer-based, and transit
station-based. Transit station-based programs focus on providing the “last-mile”
solution and link transit with commuters’ final destinations. Residential-based programs
wark to substitute entire household based trips. Employer-based programs provide a
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means for business/day trips for alternative mode commuters and provide a guaranteed
ride home option.
»  Provide Employer-Sponsored Vanpool/Shuttle

2 This project can implement an employer-sponsored vanpool or shuttle. A vanpoo) will
usually service employees’ commute to work while a shuttle will service nearby transit |
stations and surrounding commercial centers. Employer-sponsored vanpoo! programs
entail an employer purchasing or leasing vans for employee use, and often subsidizing
the cost of at least program administration, if not more. The driver usually receives
personal use of the van, often for a mileage fee. Scheduling is within the employer’s
purview, and rider charges are normally set on the basis of vehicle and operating cost,

s |mplement Bike-Sharing Program ' -

< This project can establish a bike-sharing program to reduce VMTs. Stations should be at
regular intervals throughout the project site,

o For example, Paris’ bike-share program places a station every few blocks
throughout the city (approximately 28 bike stations/square mile).
> Price Workplace Parking

= The project should implement workplace parking pricing at its employment centers, This
may include: explicitly charging for parking for its employees, implementing above
market rate pricing, validating parking only for invited guests, not providing employee
parking and transportation allowances, and educating employees about available
alternatives. -

& Though similar to the Employee Parking “Cash-Out” strategy, this strategy focuses on
implementing market rate and above market rate pricing to provide a price signal for
employees to consider alternative modes for thelr work commute.

+ Implement Employee Parking “Cash-Out”

o The project can require employers to offer employee parking “cash-out.” The term
“gash-out” is used to describe the employer providing employees with a choice of
forgoing their current subsidized/free parking for a cash payment equivalent to the cost
of the parking space to the employer.

When combined together, these measures offer a cost-effective, feasible way to incorporate lower-
emitting design features into the proposed Project, whic'h subsequently, reduces emissions released
during Project operation. A Project-specific DEIR must be prepared to include additional mitigation
measures, as well as include an updated air quality analysis to ensure that the necessary mitigation
measures are implementad to reduce aperational emissions to betow thresholds, furthermore, the
Project Applicant also needs to demonstrate commitment to the implementation of these measures
prior to Project approval, to ensure that the Project’s operational emissions are reduced to the
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maximum extent passible.

Sincerely,

P
100 ferjporeem
Matt Hagemann, P.G., CHg,

aa% Wﬁb\/

Hadley Nolan
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Tel: (949) 887:9013
Email: mhagemannvswape.com

Matthew F, Hagemann, P.G,, C.Hg,, QSD, Q5P
Geologicand Hydrogeologic Characterization
Investigation and Remediation Strategies
Litigation Supportand Testifying Expert
Industrial Stormvater Compliance
CEQAReview

Education:
M.S. Degree, Geology, California State University Los Angeles, Los Angeles, CA, 1984,
B.A. Degree, Geology, Humboldt State University, Arcata, CA, 1982.

Professional Certifications:

California Professional Geologist

Catifornia Certified Hydrogeologist
Qualified SWPPP Developer and Practitioner

Professional Experience:

Matt has 30 years of experience in environmental policy, contaminant assessment and remediation,
stormyvater compliance, and CEQA review. He spent nine years with the U5, EPA in the RCRA and
Superfund programs and served as EPA‘s Senior Science Policy Advyisor in the Western Regional
Office where he identified emerging threats to groundvater from perchlorate and MTBE While with
EPA, Matt also served as a Senior Hydrogeologist in the oversight of the assessment of seven major
military facilities undergoing base closure. He led numerous enforcement actions under provisions of
the Resource Congervation and Recovery Act (RCRA) and directed efforts to improve hydrogeologic
characterization and water quality monitoring. For the past 15 years, as a founding partner with SWAPE,
Matt has developed extensive client relationships and has managed complex projects that include
consultation as an expert witness and a regulatory spedalist, and a manager of projects ranging from
industrial stormwater compliance to CEQA. review of impacts from hazardous waste, air quality and
greenhouse gas emissions,

Positions Matt has held include: ,
= Founding Partner, Soii/Water/Alr Protection Enterprise (SWAPE) {2003 - present);

+  Geology Instructor, Golden West College, 2010 - 2104, 2017;
+  Senior Environmental Analyst, Komex H20 Science, Inc. (2000 -- 2003);




Executive Director, Orange Coast Watch (2001 - 2004);

Senior Science Policy Advisor and Hydrogeologist, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (1989-
1998};

Hydrogeologist, National Park Service, Water Resources Division {1998 - 2000);

Adjunct Faculty Member, San Francisco State University, Department of Geosciences (1993 -
1998);

Instructor, College of Marin, Department of Science (1990 - 1995);

Geologist, U.S. Forest Service (1986 - 1998); and

Geologist, Dames & Moore (1984 - 1936).

Senior Regulatory and Litigation Support Analyst:

With SWAPE, Matt's responsibilities have included;
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Lead analyst and testifying expertin the review of over 300 environmental impact reports

and negative declarations since 2003 under CEQA that identify significant issues with regard

to hazardous waste, water resources, water quality, air qualily, greenhaouse gas emissions,

and geologic hazards. Make recommendations for additional mitigation measures to lead
agenciesat the local and county level to include additional characterization of health risks

and implementation of protective measures to reduce worker exposure to hazards from

toxins and Valley Fever.

Stormwater analysis, sampling and best management practice evaluation at more than 100 industrial
facilities,

Expert witness on numerous cases including, for example, MTBE litigation, air toxins at hazards at a
school, CERCLA compliance in assessment and remediation, and industial stormwaler
contamination.

Technical assistance and litigation support for vapor intrusion concerns.

Lead analyst and testifying expert in the review of environmental issues in license applications
for large solar power plants before the California Energy Commission.

Manager of a project to evaluate numerous formerly used military sites in the western U.S,
Manager of a comprehensive evaluation of potential sources of perchlorate contamination in
Southern California drinking water wells.

Manager and designated expert for litigation support under provisions of Proposition 65 in the
review of refeases of gasoline to sources drinking water at major refineries and hundreds of gas
stations throughout California. '

With Komex H20 Science Inc,, Matt's duties included the following:

Senior author of a report on the extent of perchlorate contamination that was used in testimony
by the former U.S. EPA Administrator and General Counsel.

Senior researcher in the development of a comprehensive, electronically interactive chronology
of MTBE use, research, and regulation.

Senior researcher in the development of a comprehensive, electronically interactive chronology
of perchlorate use, research, and regulation.

Senior researcher in a study that estimates nationwide costs for MTBE remediation and drinking
water treatment, results of which were published in newspapers nationswide and in testimony
against provisions of an energy bill that would limit liability for oif companies.

Research to sipport litigation to restore drinking water supplies that have been contaminated by
MTBE in California and New York. : .




= Expertitness tesimony in a case of oil production-related contamination in Mississippi.

»  Lead author for a multi-volume remedial investigation report for an operating school in Los
Angeles that met strict regulatory requirements and rigorous deadlines.

s Development of strategic approaches for cleanup of contaminated sites in consultation with
clients and regulators,

Executive Director:

As Exacutive Diractor with Orange Coast Walch, Matt led efforts to restore water quality at Orange
County beaches from multiple sources of contamination including urban runoff and the discharge of
wastewvater. In reporting to a Board of Directors that included representatives from leading Orange
County universities and businesses, Matt prepared issue papers in the areas of treatment and disinfection
of wastewater and control of the discharge of grease to sewer systems. Matt aclively participated in the
development of countyiwide water quality permits for the control of urban runoff and permits for the
discharge of wastewater, Mattworked with other nonprofits to protect and resiore water quality, including
Surfrider, Natural Resources Defense Council and Orange County CoastKeeper as well as with business
institutions including the Orange County Business Council,

Hydiogeology:

As a Senior Hydrogeologist with the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Matt led investigations to
characterize and cleanup closing military bases, including Mare Istand Naval Shipyard, Hunters Point
Naval Shipyard, Treasure Island Naval Station, Alameda Naval Station, Moffett Field, Mather Army
Airfield, and Sacramento Army Depot. Specific activities were as follows.

°  Led efforts to model groundwater flow and contaminant transport, ensured adequacy of
monitoring networks, and assessed cleanup alternatives for contaminated sediment, soil, and
groundivater, : :

a  Initiated a regional program for evaluation of groundwater sampling practices and laboratory
analysis at military bases,

» Identified emerging issues, wrote technical guidance, and assisted in policy and regulation
development through work on four national U.5. EPA workgroups, including the Superfund
Groundswater Technical Forum and the Federal Facilities Forum.

Al the request of the State of Hawaii, Matt developed a methodology to determine the:vulnerability of
groundwater fo contamination on the islands of Maui and Oahu. He used analytical models and a GIS to
show zones of vulnerability, and the results were adepted and published by the State of Hawaii and
County of Maui.

As a hydrogeologist with the EPA Groundwater Protection Section, Matt worked with provisions of the
Safe Drinking Water Act and NEPA to prevent drinking water contamination. Specific activities included
the following:

»  Received an EPA Bronze Medal for his contribution to the development of national guidance for
the protection of drinking water.

»  Managed the Sole Source Aquifer Program and protected the drinking water of two communities
through designation under the Safe Drinking Water Act, He prepared geologic reports, conducted
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public hearings, and responded to public comments from residents who were very concerned
about the trapact of designation,

Reviewed a number of Environmental Impact Statements for planned major developments,

inchuding large hazardous and solid waste disposal facilities, mine reclamation, and water
transfer,

Malt served as a hydrogeologist with the RCRA Hazardous Waste program. Duties were as follows:

d

Supervised the hydrogeologic investigation of hazardous waste sites to determine compliance
with Subtitle C requirements.

Reviewed and vrote "part B” permits for the disposal of hazardous waste,

Conducted RCRA Corrective Action investigations of waste sites and led inspections that formed
the basis for significant enforcement actions that were developed in close coordination with U.S.
EPA legal counsel. :

Wrote contract specifications and supervised contractor's investigations of waste sites,

With the National Park Service, Makt directed service-wide investigations of contaminant sources to

preventdegradation of water quality, including the following tasks: |

@

Policy:

Applied pertinent laws and regulations including CERCLA, RCRA, NEPA, NRDA, and the
Clean Water Act to control military, mining, and landfill contaminants,

Conducted watershed-scale investigations of contaminants at parks, including Yellowstone and
Olympic National Park.

Identified high-levels of perchlorate in soil adjacent to a national park in New bexico

and advised park superintendent on appropriate rasponse actions under CERCLA,

Served as a Park Service representative on the Interagency Perchlorate Steering Committee, a
national workgroup.

Developed a program to conduct environmental compliance audits of all National Parks while
serving on a national workgroup.

Co-authored two papers on the potential for water contamination from the operation of personal
watercraft and snowmobiles, these papers serving as the basts for the development of nation-
wide policy on the use of these vehicles in National Parks.

Contributed to the Federal Multi-Agency Source Water Agreement under the Clean Water
Action Plan.

Served senior management as the Senior Science Policy Advisor with the U.S. Environmental Protection
Agency, Region 9.

Activities included the following:

L]

Advised the Regionat Administrator and senior management on emerging issties such as the
potential for the gasoline additive MTBE and ammonium perchiorate to contaminate deinking
water supplies,

Shaped EPA’s national response to these threats by serving on workgroups and by contributing
to guidance, including the Office of Research and Development publication, Oxygenates in
Water: Critical Information and Research Needs.

Improved the technical training of EPA's scientific and engineering staff,

Earned an EPA Bronze Medal for representing the region’s 300 scientists and engineers in
negotiations with the Administrator and senior management to better integrate scientific
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principles into the policy-making process,
o  Established national protocol for the peer review of scientific documents,

Geoglogy:
With the U.S, Forest Service, Matt led investigations to determine hillslope stability of areas proposed for
timber harvest in the central Oregon Coast Range. Specific activities were as follows:
= Mapped geology in the field, and used aerial pholographic interpretation and mathematical
models to determine stope stability.

»  Coordinated his research with community members who were concerned with natural resource
protection.

+  Characterized the geology of an aquifer that serves as the sole source of drinking water for the
city of Medford, Oregon.

As a consultant with Dames and Moore, Matt led geologic investigations of two contaminated sites (later
listed on the Superfund NPL) in the Poriland, Oregon, area and a large hazardous waste site in eastern
Qregon. Duties included the following:

»  Supervised year-long effort for soil and groundswater sampling.

»  Conducted aquifer tests, ‘

+ Investigated active faults beneath sites proposed for hazardous waste disposal.

Teaching:
From 1990 to 1998, Matt taught at least one course per semester at the community college and university
levels:

s AtSan Francisco State University, held an adjunct faculty position and taught courses in

environmental geology, oceanography (lab and lecture), hydrogeology, and groundwater
contamination. ’

» Served as a commitiee member for graduate and undergraduate students.
s Taught courses in environmental gealogy and oceanography at the College of Marin.

Matt is currently a part time geology instructor at Golden West College in Huntington Beach, California
where he taught from 2010 to 2014 and in 2017,

Invited Testimony, Reports, Papers and Présentations:

Hagemann, M.F,, 2008, Disclosure of Hazardous Waste [ssues under CEQA. Presentation to the Public
Environmental Law Conference, Eugene, Oregon,

Hagemann, M.F,, 2008. Disclosure of Hazardous Waste Issues under CEQA. Invited présentation toUS.
EPA Region 9, San Francisco, Califarnia,

Hagemann, M.F., 2003. Use of Electronic Databases in Environmental Regulation, Policy Making and
Public Participation. Brownfields 2005, Denver, Coloradao.

Hagemann, M.F,, 2004. Perchlorate Contamination of the Colorado River and Impacts to Drinking Water
in Nevada and the Southwestern U.S. Presentation to a meeting of the American Groundwater Trust, Las
Vegas, NV (served on conference organizing committee).
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Hagemann, MLF, 2004, Invited testimony to a California Senate committee hearing on air toxins at
schools in Southern California, Los Angeles,

Brown, A., Farrow, ], Gray, A, and Hagemann, M., 2004. An Estimate of Costs to Address MTBE
Releases from Underground Storage Tanks and the Resulting Impact to Drinking Water Wells,
Presentation 1o the Ground Water and Environmental Law Conference, National Groundwater
Association.

Hagemann, M.F, 2004, Perchlorate Contamination of the Colorado River and Impacts to Drinking Water
in Arizona and the Southwestern U8, Presentation to a meeting of the American Groundsvater Trust,
Phoenix, AZ (served on conference organizing committee).

Hagemann, M.F,, 2003. Perchlorate Contamination of the Colorado River and Impacts to Drinking Water
in the Southwestern U.S. Invited presentation to a special committee meeting of the National Academy
of Sciences, Irvine, CA,

Hagemann, M.F,, 2003, Perchlorate Contamination of the Colorado River. Invited presentation to a
tribal EPA meeting, Pechanga, CA.

Hagemann, M.F,, 2003. Perchlorate Contamination of the Colorado River, Invited presentationtoa
meeting of tribal repesentatives, Parker, AZ.

Hagemann, M.F,, 2003. Impact of Perchlorate on the Colorado River and Associated Drinking Water
Supplies. lnvited présentation to the Inter-Tribal Meeting, Torres Martinez Tribe.

Hagemann, M.F, 2003. The Emergence of Perchlorate as a Widespread Drinking Water Contammam
Invited presentation to the U.S, EPA Region 9.

Hagemann, M.F, 2003. A Deductive Approach to the Assessment of Perchlorate Contamination. Invited
presentation to the California Assembly Natural Resources Committee.

Hagemann, M.F, 2003. Perchlorate: A Cold War Legacy in Drinking Water. Presentation to a meeting of
the National Groundwater Association.

Hagemann, M.F,, 2002. From Tank to Tap: A Chronology of MTBE in Groundwater. Presentation toa
meeling of the National Groundwater Association,

Hagemann, M.F, 2002, A Chronology of MTBE in Groundivater and an Estimate'of Costs to Address
Impacts to Groundivater. Presentation to the annual meeting of the Society of Environmental
Journalists, '

Hagemann, M.F, 2002, An Estimate of the Cost to Address MTBE Contamination in Groundiater
{and Who Will Pay), Presentation to a meeting of the National Groundwater Association.

Hagemann, M.F,, 2002. An Estimate of Costs to Address MTBE Releases from Underground Storage
Tanks and the Resulting Impact to Drinking Water Welis. Presentation to a meeting of the U.S, EPA and
State Underground Storage Tank Program managers.
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Hagemann, M.F, 2001, From Tank to Tap: A Chronology of MTBE in Groundwater. Unpublished
report, A

Hagemann, M.F, 2001. Estimated Cleanup Cost for MTBE in Groundwater Used as Drinking Waler,
Unpubtished report.

Hagemann, M.F, 2001. Estimated Costs to Address MTBE Releases from Leaking Underground Storage
Tanks. Unpublished report.

Hagemann, M.F., and VanMouwerik, M., 1999 Potential Water Quality Concerns Related

to Snowmobile Usage, Water Resources Division, National Park Service, Technical Report.

VanMouwwverik, M. and Hagemann, M.F, 1999, Water Quality Concerns Related to Personal Watercraft
Usage. Water Resources Division, National Park Service, Technical Report.

Hagemann, M.F,, 1999, Is Dilution the Solution to Pollution in National Parks? The George Wright
Society Biannnal Meeting, Asheville, North Carolina.

Hagemann, M.F, 1997, The Polential for MTBE to Contaminate Groundwater. U.S. EPA Superfund
Groundwater Technical Forum Annual Meeting, Las Vegas, Nevada.

Hagemann, M.F,, and Gill, M., 1996, Impediments to Intrinsic Remediation, Moffett Field Naval Air
Station, Conference on Intrinsic Remediation of Chlorinated Hydrocarbons, Salt Lake City.

Hagemann, M.F,, Fukunaga, G.L., 1996, The Vulnerability of Groundwater to Anthropogenic
Contaminants on the Island of Maui, Hawaii. Hawaii Waler Works Association Annual Meeting, Maul,
October 1996.

Hagemann, M. F,, Fukanaga, G. L., 1996, Ranking Groundwater Vulnerability in Central Oahu,
Hawail. Proceedings, Geographic Information Systems in Environmental Resources Management, Air
and Waste Management Association Publication VIP-61.

Hagemann, M.E, 1994 Groundwater Characterization and Cleanup at Closing Military Bases
in California. Proceedings, California Groundwater Resources Association Meeting.

Hagemang, M.F. and Sabol, M.A., 1993. Role of the U.5. EPA in the High Plains States Groundwater
Recharge Demonstration Program. Proceedings, Sixth Biennial Symposium on the Arttificial Recharge of
Groundwater.

Hagemann, M.F,, 1993, U.S. EPA Policy on the Technical Impracticability of the Cleanup of DNAPL-

contaminated Groundwater. California Groundswater Resources Association Meeting,
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Hagemann, M.E, 1992. Dense Nonagueous Phase Liquid Contamination of Groundwater: An Ounce of
Prevention... Proceedings, Association of Enginezring Geologists Annual Meeting, v. 35,

Other Experience;
Selected as subject matter expert for the California Professional Geologist licensing examinations,

2009-2011.




HADLEY KATHRYN NOLAN

SOIL WATER AIR PROTECTION ENTERPRISE
2656 29th Street, Suite 201

TV g | Tachnical Consuitation, Data Analysls and . AR
$WA@E Litigation Support for the Envronment Santa Monica, California 90405
Mobile: (678) 551-0836
Office: {310) 452-5555
Fax: {310) 452-8530

Email: hadley@swape.com

EDUCATION
UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA, LOS ANGELES  B.S. ENVIRONMENTAL SCIENCES & ENVIROMMENTAL SYSTEMS AND SOCIETY JUNE 2016
PROJECT EXPERIENCE _ ,
SOIL WATER AIR PROTECTION ENTERPRISE SANTA MONICA, CA

AIR QUALITY SPECIALIST _
SENIOR PROJECT ANALYST: CEQA ANALYSIS & MODELING

s Modeled construction and operational activities for proposed land use projects using CalEEMod to quantify criteria air pollutant
and greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions,

= QOrganized presentations contairing figures and tables that compare results of criteria air pollutant analyses to thresholds,

»  Quantified ambient air concentrations at sensitive receptor locations using AERSCREEN, a U.S, EPA recommended screening level
dispersion model. ' :

s Conducted construction and operational health risk assessments for residential, worker, and school children sensitive receptors.

o Prepared reporis that discuss adequacy of air quality and health risk analyses conducted for proposed land use developments
subject to CEQA review by verifying compliance with local, state, and regional regulations.

SENIOR PROJECT ANALYST: GREEMHOUSE GAS MODELING AND DETERMINATION OF SIGNIFICANCE

»  Evaluated environmental impact reports for proposed pro;ccts to identify discrepancies with the methods used to quantify and
assess GHG impacts.

s Quantified GHG emissions for proposed projects using CalEEMad to produce reports, tables, and figures that compare emissions
to applicable CEQA thresholds and reduction targets.

»  Determined compliance of proposed land use developments with AB 32 GHG reduction targets, with GHG significance threshalds
recommended by Alr Quality Management Districts in California, and with guidelines set forth by CEQA.

PROJECT ANALYST: ASSESSMENT OF AIR QUALITY IMPACTS FROM PROPOSED DIRECT TRANSFER FACILITY

»  Assessed air quality impacts resulting from implementation of a proposed Collection Service Agreement for Exclusive Residential
and Commercial Garbage, Recyclable Materials, and Organic Waste Collection Services for a community.

»  Organized tables and maps to demonstrate potential air quality impacts resulting from proposed hauling trip routes,

s Conducted air quality analyses that compared quantified criteria air pollutant emissions released during construction ofdlrect
transfer facility to the Bay Area Air Quality Management District’s (BAAQMD) significance thresholds.

o Prepared fina) analytical report to demonstrate local and regional air quality impacts, as well as GHG impacts.

PROJECT ANALYST: EXPOSURE ASSESSMENT OF LEAD PRODUCTS FOR PROPDSITION 65 COMPLIANCE DETERMINATION

+ Calculated human exposure and lifetime health risk for over 300 lead products undergoing Proposition 65 compliance review.
+ Compiled and analyzed laboratory testing data and produced tables, charts, and graphs to exhibit emission levels,
»  Compared finalized testing data to Proposition 65 Maximum Allowable Dose Levels (MADLs) to determine level of compliance.

s  Prepared final analytical lead exposure Certificate of Merit (COM) reports and organized supporting data for use in environmental
enforcement statute Proposition 65 cases,

ACCOMPLISHMENTS
¢ Academic Honoree, Dean's List, University of California, Los Angeles MAR 2013, MAR 2014, JAN 2015, JAN 2016
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Bassett St. Operational HRA

Start date and time 10/11/17 14:38:54
AERSCREEN 14147

BASSETT ST, HRA

------------ <=---  DATA ENTRY VALIDATION =--vcc-ceceveno--

METRIC ENGLISH
¥r AREADATA *%  wrenaicca oo R
Emission Rate: ©.118E-92 g/s ©,949E-02 lb/hr
Area Height: 3.00 meters 9.84 feet
Area Source Length: 69.09 meters 196,85 feret
Area Source Width: 52.96 meters 179.68 fest
Vertical Dimension: 1.50 meters 4,92 feet
tlodel Mode: URBAN
Population: 16925000
Dist to Ambient Air: 1.9 meters , 3. feet

¥* BUILDING DATA **

No Building Downwash Parameters

** TERRAIN DATA **

No Terrain Elevétions
Source Base Elevation: 9.8 meters 8.0 feet

Probe distance: 5000, meters 16494, feet
Mo flagpole receptors

No discrete receptors used

“*F METEOROLOGY DATA #*

Min/Max Temperature: 256.0 / 318.06 K -9.7 / 98.3 Deg ¥
Minimum Wind Speed: 8.5 m/s

Anemometer Height:  10.800 meters

Dominant Surface Profile: Urban
Dominant Climate Type: Average Moisture
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Bassett St. Operational HRA

AERSCREEN output file:
Bassett St, Operational HRA.out

**+ AERSCREEM Run is Ready to Begin

No terrain used, AERMAP will not be run
ok A Sl o R R BORR FOR COK HOR S kR ok A R R R R R R R R ROk RO &

SURFACE CHARACTERISTICS & MAKEMET
Obtaining surface characteristics,,,

Using AERMET seasonal surface characteristics for Urban with Average Hoisture

Season Albedo Bo Z0

Winter 8.35 1.58 1.000
Spring 8.14 1.00 1,009
Summer 9.16 2.00 1,908
Autumn 0.18 2,00 1,999

Creating met files aerscreen_él_el‘sfc & aerscreen_01_81,pfl
Creating met files aerscreen_02_01,sfc & aerscreen_02_61,pfl
Creating met files aerscreen_03_0l.sfc & aerscreen_83_©1,pfl
Creating met files aerscreen_B4_01.sfc & aerscreen_04_01.pfl
8uildings and/or terrain present or rectangular area source, skipping probe

FLOWSECTOR  started 10/11/17 14:39:22

Bk otk Rk ok AR R R R R R ARk R AR R R R AOR Ok R R Ok KRk Ak

Running AERMOD
Processing Winter

Processing surface roughness sector 1

Sk ok ok ok Aok K Rk R KR Rk R A ok R OB K ok SRR IOR R R R R Rk R ROk R
© Processing wind flow sector 1

AERMOD Finishes Successfully for FLOWSECTOR stage 2 Winter sector ©

kedkkkkt LARNING MESSAGES — ¥¥oxikss
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Bassett St. Operational HRA
¥AKONONE R

Ok otk ok ok ok o R sk K Rk oo sokook ko 30K SRR S OROR 30K R ok KOk R ok
Processing wind flow sector 2
AERMbD Finishes Successfully for FLOWSECTOR stage 2 Winter sector
wERARkEE WARNING MESSAGES HEERRAAK
k%X MONE * &k
#*********#****#i***#*******#****#t***********#***%**
Processing wind flow sector 3
AERMOD Finishes Successfully for FLOWSECTOR stage 2 Winter sector
FREEEFRA O WARNING MESSAGES FREREExH
ek s ok ok ok o K oKk ok KRR R ROk ok s ok o 3 OR AR 0k ok R 3O KOk R K K ROR O K KR Rk
Processing wind flow sector 4
AERMOD Finishes SQccessfully for FLOWSECTOR stage 2 Winter sector
Fhd ok kkk WARNING MESSAGES R AKARE
* Kok NONE ¥k
**********##*******#****—**#*#**#*?Pk*******#*****—t****
Processing wind flow éector 5 ’
AERMOD Finishes Successfully for FLOWSECTOR stage 2 Winter sector
rREFEERE WARNING MESSAGES KEHKE AR
Kok ok NON& BHE
L2 EEEEEEEEEEEE S I EE LR LIRSS EE RS ESE LSS SR E S
Processing wind flow sector 6

AERMOD Finishes Successfully for FLOWSECTOR stage 2 Winter sector
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Bassett St. Operational HRA
¥ReEkREE WARNING MESSAGES — *ekkassx

#k&  NONE  wE%
e o oo KOk 3 5 ok R R SOk R 30k ROk K 3ROSR ROK R o e Ak R R kR ok Rk Aok R R kR Rk ok ok
Processing wind flow sector 7
"AERMOD Finishes Successfully for FLOWSECTOR stage 2 Winter sector
Rksker WYARNING MESSAGES — kdsorssixk
*kE NONE  REE
ok ok AR R AR R OK SOOR 4K A R AR R R ROKOR R OB K KR R OR R RKOR R R ROk Rk
Processing wind flow sector 8
AERMOD Finishes Successfully for FLOWSECTOR stage 2 Winter sector
FREEAEEE UARNING MESSAGES — xkadwxts
KoK MONE E R
A ROk KR R OROK KRR K R KO 0K R SOR R Rk ok ok 30k 3Ok 30ROk SOR Rk kR Rk Rk Rk & X
Processing wind flow sector 9
AERMOD Finishes Successfully for FFOMSECTOR sfage 2 Winter sector
HAok Ak Rk ‘wARNING MESSAGES ¥ e¥adxs
* k¥ NONE Rk %
eddk R RACK R R R F R AR RE K AR Kk R ROk KRR Ak ok R Kk ok ok ok ok ok Rk
Processing wind -flow sector 10
AERMOD Finishes Successfully for FLOWSECTOR stage 2 Winter seétor
wRREEEEE  PARNING MESSAGES R ERLH
* 3%k NONE F* kK

Jokod Rk OK R F KR E ok ok ARk Rk R ok ¥ ROk FOK KR K R ok R ok KR

Running AERMOD
Processing Spring
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Bassett St. Operational HRA

Processing surface roughness sector 1

ok ko koK o ok ok ok ok o kO ROk kR OR R O ok ok ok kokok ok oRoR Rk kR Aok ok R Rk R %
Processing wind flow sector 1

AERMOD Finishes Successfully for FLOWSECTOR stage 2 Spring sector
FRRERREE YARNING MESSAGES — *#xxtrx
€% NONE  *%#
[EE RS E R ESERESZEEREZEEEREEEEEEEEE LSRR ES EEEEEEE S
Processing wind flow sector 2
AERMOD Finishes Successfully for FLOWSECTOR stage 2 Spring sector
FREEAAER WARNING MESSAGES HAE A
Kk NONE  k¥¥
Aok R ok R OR OICK R R OR S OK 0% ok ok kR 0K SR OR S ok ROk KOk KOR AR RRR R kR K F Kk
Processing wind flow sector 3
AERMOD Finishes Successfully for FLOWSECTOR stage 2 Spring sector
}hrieiak WARNING MESSAGES — ¥xskikk
*¥¥  NONE F K
ERERKARFREERERKNK IR KA FRREREFARERKA BRI R F R R R R AR KRR R
Processing wind flow sector 4
AERMOO Finishes Successfully for FLOWSECTOR stage 2 Spring sector
*rAkEEEE  WUARNING MESSAGES ******4*
RS NONE * 30k
ke K o KR R Rk KR RO Ok R 30K R ARk R R R R HOR RO ROk R Kok K
Processing wind flow sector 5

AERMOD Finishes Successfully for FLOWSECTOR stage 2 Spring sector
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‘ Bassett St, Operational HRA
Frexakax WARNING MESSAGES — *Fwwdrxx

EX O NONE  F*#
A K kAR A Sl KRR KR R R R K HOR SOR R OR Rk ok kR ok R R K KR Rk SR ok ook
Processing wind flow sector 6
AERMOD Finishes Successfully for FLOWSECTOR stage 2 Spring sector
RRRRRERE LARNING MESSAGES — *ikwexwx
©Rk NONE
KRR R R R OR R R R R OR R R A K R O R AR R R RO R OO R R R R kR
Processing wind flow sector 7
AERMOD- Finishes Successfully for FLOWSECTOR stage 2 Spring sector
FRERraEr ARNING MESSAGES  eakdkssx
BhE NONE  FE*
FHE KRR ROR AR RO KRR K KRR KR R K KR K R RO R Rk R RO OR OR R SOR Kk R R Rk
Processing wind flow sector 8
AERMOD Finishes Successfully for FLOWSECTOR stage 2 Spring sector
KESRRKES ARNING MESSAGES  *+swwass
¥4k NONE K ¥*
EE I EE R R E R A E P R E R R S E I R E R L EE E R R EE R LT R R R
Processing wind flow sector 9
AERMOD Finishes Successfully for FLONSEC?OR stage 2 Spring sector
HREdEakkx QPARNING MESSAGES — k¥kkkickx
ok MONE EE T |

3 of s o 3K Aok K K koK ok R R sk e K A ke okok ok sk sk Ak ok kol s kol ok ok Kk Kok kR ok ok sk kok SoR ok
Processing wind flow sector 16
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Bassett St. Operational HRA
AERMOD Finishes Successfully for FLOWSECTOR stage 2 Spring sector

eakseril ARNING MESSAGES — *xwsrsts
£rr NONE  HE

EE R R R R RS S SRR E R AL FEE LT EEEEEESE LS T 2

Running AERMOD
Processing Summer

Processing surface roughness sector 1

e ook ol ok ook KRR Rk dokok R R R ool ORR R R X ok R R Aok R R kR R R R ko
Processing wind flow sector 1

AERMOD Finishes Successfully for FLOWSECTOR stage 2 Summer sector
pRraxkEs  YARNING MESSAGES — *¥¥wsxrs
*FE NONE  Hrx
B ok ok R R R CE R ROR R OR % RO 0K S0k SR R BoloR K ok R S0RR Rk ok R R oR KOk kR KOR R Kk
Processing wind flow sector 2
AERMOD Finishes Successfully for FLOWSECTOR stage 2 Summer sector
R ERREE WARNING MESSAGES FHRREEERK
HOk K NOME L
ok kopckodok kdoRk #**#*i‘-************#***********#***#*4‘***#*
Processing wind flow sector 3
AERMOD Finishes Successfully for FLOWSECTOR stage 2 Summer sector
REFEREC WARMING MESSAGES — ¥dkrixsx
AR ok kR KR O SO K O KRR KR RO AR R R KR R ROR R K kR R AR R Kk KR K
Processing wind flow sector 4

AERMOD Finishes Successfully for FLOWSECTOR stage 2 Summer sector
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Bassett St. Operational HRA
Raxrarst LARNING MESSAGES  wasdsxx

ER T NONE i***
FRRRRER RN E R R ERRE R RAORRRAOR AR R Rk R Rk for kAR ROk kbR bk kR R A
Processing wind flow sector 5
AERMOD Finishes Successfully for FLOWSECTOR stage 2 Summer sector
Exackkskd WARNTING MESSAGES | kxwxdsdk
| *&% NONE Ak
EERARRR IR E IR FFR TR AR R Rk FE AR AR R FERIER R BT F AR R R K kK
Processing wind flow sector 6
AERMOD Finishes Successfully for FLOWSECTOR stage 2 Summer sector
HEERE A WARNI&G MESSAGES A xkkss
2H%k NONE B
kot A o K sk ook o Ok KRR F KR ORS00k 40K R R KR OB R K R R R O R R ORHOR R
Processing wind flow sector 7
AERMOD Finishes Successfully for FLOWSECTOR stagé 2 Summer sector
Frretes ARNING MESSAGES  *¥¥x e
Lk X ] NONE EE 3
R A R R KR KRR AR R R KE R KRR R R AR R AR R K R R KRR R R ORKOK R KKK § R KRR
Processing wind flow sector 8
AERMGD Finishes Successfully for FLOWSECTOR stage 2 Summer sector
REkEARFER WARNING MESSAGES — w&xssdix
¥ ¥ K NONE L

ek ok R kK R HOR R OROR kR OR RO ROk RO ok ok R R R R OOk R R ROk R R R
Processing wind flow sector 9
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Bassett St. Operational HRA
AERMOD Finishes Successfully for FLOWSECTOR stage 2 Summer sector

*#*%**$* WARNING MESSAGES EEEERE TS
| #6% NONE ke
Ak R ek 3Ok Bk BOR ROk AR R KR b ok ok kR SOR R OR R R R R ROk R kR ok Rk ok Rk Rk
Processing wind flow sector 10
AERMOD Finishes Successfully for FLOWSECTOR stage 2 Summer settor
wikkRRRE YARNING MESSAGES — *vhaxtts
x4k NONE  F*E

R EE R R L R R R E R R RS EE L RS R R EEE SR EEE E L 20

Running AERMOD
Processing Autumn

Processing surface roughness sector 1

o e ok sk ko OR O R KR AR ROR 0K 0K ok ok k30K R SR 30K S0k 0K KR R KK KR K K
Processing wind flow sector 1

AERMOD Finishes Successfully for FLOWSECTOR stage 2 Autumn sector
wdkRkREE YARNING MESSAGES HHEFH A K
L k) NONE ER x
AHFFE R kpF ok Rk ok KRR AR R KK F R KK FI R R kR Rk R R R TRk kxklk&k
Processing wind flow sector 2
_.AERMOD Finishes Successfully for FLOWSECTOR stage 2 Autumn sector
Fhprwrrx  WARNING MESSAGES  #akxriok
* ki NONE EE 2
#*******************#**#**************#**************
Processing wind flow sector 3

AERMOD Finishes Successfully for FLOWSECTOR stage 2 Autumn sector
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Bassett St. Operational HRA
LEEEEE R WARNING MESSAGES R FR KR E K ¥ .

% NONE k%%
FARKKERFEFRFFRORRF R RE KRR AF AR IR EH R F IR FAokoxFRFHok k& kg
Processing wind flow sector 4

AERMOD Finishes Successfully for FLOWSECTOR stage 2 Autumn sector
KOk ok HOR % WARNING MESSAGES AOF Kk Rk k&

RS NONE * Kk
***t*****************&#**3*?#****************##*#****
Processing'wind flow sector 5

AERMOD Finishes Successfully for FLOWSECTOR stage 2 Autumn sector
Fhekeioex  WARNING MESSAGES FXRKEFRE

% NONE kR E
ROk KRR BRSO gk R A KR ROR K A OR RRROR R R ok R sk R ok ok A kR ok ok ok
Protessing wind flow sector 6

AERMOD‘Finishes Successfully for FLOWSECTOR stage 2 Autumn sector
FRERERER WARNING MESSAGES — k¥wdkxs

*¥¥  NONE k¥
ok R OR R R KK A KR K O R R OR O R OROR R R R ok ko Ok R R ok KRR ok 0k K
Processing wind flow sector 7

AERSQD Finishes Successfully for FLOWSECTOR stage 2 Autumn sector
EEE RS E 23 WARNING MESéAGES EEEEEES 3 4
*¥¥%  NONE kX

%R OK KK R R KOR 3 ROROR O8Ok ok kR AOR R ko ok Kok ok ok ok R ok b ko ok R dolorok R Rk
Processing wind flow sector 8
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Bassett St, Operational HRA
AERMOD Finishes Successfully for FLOWSECTOR stage 2 Autumn sector

xrEiEERr YARNING MESSAGES — *kksirix
#E¥ NONE  ##%
3k ok s okok ok ok ok Rk R SRR ROROR R ORI R R R kR R R SOk R R sk ok ok R Rk ok ok
Processing wind flow sector 9
AERMOD Finishes Successfully for FLOWSECTOR stage 2 Autumn sector
errreers UARNING MESSAGES  *xAwrssk
k% NONE Kk
FoEk ok kR oh Rk Rk Rk oK R SRR K Rk K OR R ROR KRR Rk R R R KRR R ok Rk R Rk &
_Processing wind flow sector 10
AERﬁOD Finishes Successfully for FLOWSECTOR stage 2 Autumn sector
kEwaorrkk WARNING MESSAGES FRAE SR

B30k CNONE  EER

FLOWSECTOR  ended 16/11/17 14:39:46

REFINE started 16/11/17 14:39:40

AERMOD Finishes Successfully for REFINE stage 3 Winter sector @
FEERAEAK WARNING MESSAGES AR AR

L2 MONE kA&

REFINE ended 19/11/17 14:39:41

A ROk KRR RO OROR SOOR Ok S RO R ROk R BRSOk R R R R K

AERSCREEN Finished Successfully
With no errors or warnings

Check log file for details
% ok ok koK 30k o ook o HOR KR KRR R R R OR RO R SR YRk OkOR R R R A

Ending date and time 18/11/17 14:39:42
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Concentration
u* W
HT
0.47953E+01

Bassett St, Operational HRA_max_conc_distance

Distance

1,00

0.843 -9.000 0,020 -999,

9,043 -9.000 0O,

*

0,043 -9.0006 Q.
©.843 -9,000 0.
©.043 -9,008 0.
8.843 -9,008 ©.
0.0643 -9.000 O,
0,043 -9.600 0.
0.043 -3.998 0.

©.843 -9.000 O.

©.643 -9.,008 G.

0.043 -2,080 0,

©.043 -5.800 9.

2,0
0.64264E+81

2.9
-9,67191E+01

2.9
©.456730E+01

2.9
©.24283E+01

2,9
0,16189E+81

2.6
0.11930E+01

2.9
0.93936E+00

2.8
9.75394E+60

2.6
©.62799E+060

2.9

0.53464E+00
©.943 -9.,000 9.

2.8
©,46295E+00

2.9
0.40638E+00

©.043 -9.000 a.

2.9
0,36064E+00

2.8
©.32318E+00

2,9

25.60
0926 -999,

31,00
020 -999,

50,08
020 -999.
75.80
620 -999,
198.00
020 -999,
125.00
926 -999,
156,66
220 -999,
175.08
828 -999,
209,00
020 -999,
225,00
628 -999,
250,09
920 -999.
275.09
029 -999,
300.80
928 -599,

325,00
828 -999.

Elevation

9.0

21.
0.00

21,
0.00

21,
0.00

21,
8.0

21,
9.08

21,
8.00

21.
0.99

21,
0.0

21,
0.00

21.
6.00

21,
8.08

21!
0.00

21'
8.00

21,
0.00

21.

Season/Manth

DT/DZ ZICNV ZIMCH M-O LEN

6.9
6.0
6.6
6.9
6.0
6.9
6.0
6.0
6.0
6.9
6.9
6,0
6.9

6.9

6.0 1,000

1.000
1,999
1.0080
1,009
1.098
1,000
1.600
1,000
1.006
1.008
1.080
1.000
1,800

1.800

Z© BOWEN ALBEDO REF WS

Winter
1.50

Winter
1,50

Winter
1.59

Winter
1.580

Winter
1.59

Winter
1.50

Winter
1.50

Winter
1.59

Winter
1.50

Winter
1.59

vinter
1.59

Winter
1,58

Wintepr
1.58

Wintep
1,59

Winter
1.50

Page 1

Zo sector
©-369
.35

. ©-360
.35

8-360
6.35

9-369
9.35

0-360
8.35

0-369
@.35

0-360
9.35

9-3698
8,35

©-369
9,35

8-368
9.35

©-360
9,35

9-360
0.35

0-369
@.35

0-369
©.35

9-360
9.35

8,50

Date
HT

. 180110061
8.50 10.0

18011001
8.56 10.9

10011061
8.5¢ 16.0

10011801
©.58¢ 10.0

10811001
9.50 10.9

10911001
9,50 10.9

10611001
8.56 10.9

19911001
19.0

16011001
.56 16.0

16011001
8.5¢ 10.9

16911901
6.5 10.0

16011061
0.59

10011001
e.58 10.¢

16011001
9.5¢ 10.0

10011601
.58 18.90

10.9

Ho
REF TA

-1.30
310.9

"1'36
319.0

-1.30
310.0

-1.39
310.8

-1.39
319.0

-1.30
319.9

~1.30
310.0

-1.38
310.9

-1.30
310.9

-1.30
310.0

"1036
310.6

'1¢39
319.0

-1.39
310.0

~1.39
310.9

~1.30
316.9




9.29194E+00
8.0643 -8.080 ©0.0920

2.9

0.26569E+69
9.943 -9.080 0.020

2.8

©.24325E+89
9.043 -9,000 0,920

2,0

9,22385E+060
0.843 -9.000 ©.020

2.8

0.20696E+00
©.043 -9,0080 0,020

2.8

©.19223E+00
0.943 -9,000 0.820

2.9

0.17921E+00
0.043 -9.000 ©.020

2.9

9.16761E+88 |
9.043 -9.000 ©.620

2.9

6.15725€E+00
0.043 -9.000 0,020

2.9

0.14797E+80
0.043 -9,000 ©.020

2.9

0.13959E+00
©.043 -9,000 0©.920

2.0

0.13202E+09
9.043 -9.000 0.020

2.9

©,12514E+00
9.0643 -9,0086 0.020

2.9

8.11887£+09
©.043 -5.000 0.028

2.9

. 0.11312E+09
9.043 -9,000 6.020

2.0

0.10782E+00
0.043 -9.000 0.029

2.9

Bassett St. Operational HRA_max_conc_distance

356,08
-999,

375.08
-9399,

4090.09
~Q99,

425,90
-989,

450,06
-999,

475.00
-999,

560.09
-999.

525,00
-999,

550,09
-999,

575.60
-999,

600,00
~999,

625,00

-999.

656,00
-899,

675,69
-959,

700,00
-999,

725.28
-999,

.09
21.

9,00
21,

0.08
21,

0.09
21‘

6,008
21,

9.69
21,

0.90
21'

©.00
21,

¢.60
21,

9,00
21.

0.00
21,

6.00
21,

9.00
21,

9.60
21,

©.098
21,

©.00
21,

Winter
6.6 1,989 1.58

Winter

6.6 1.688 1.59
Winter

6.0 1.090

Winter

6.6 1.060 1.50
Winter

6.9 1.9 1.590
Winter

6.0 1.008 1.59
Winter

6.2 1,008 1.5@
Winter

6.8 1,000 1.50
Winter

6,9 1.969 1.56
Winter

6.0 1.006 1.58
Winter

6.8 1,600 1.5¢
Winter

6.0 1,009 1.50
Winter

6.0 1.0 1.50
Winter

6.0 1,600 1.59
Winter

6.9 1,808 1.59
Winter

6.6 1,000 1.50

Page 2

1.59-

@-360
8.35

B-360
9.35

9-369
©.35

0-369
8,35

8-360
.35

©-368
9,35

0-360
8.35

8-368
8.35

a-360
8,35

@-360
9,35

9-360
©.35

©-360
.35

9-369
9.35

8-360
9.35°

9-360
@.35

@-360
8.35

leelleel  -1.3@
8.5 10.@ 310.9
16011081  -1.30
8.50 10.0 310.0
18011001  -1.38
0.50 10,8 310.0
19011001  -1,30
8.5 10.0 310.0
16011001  -1.38
8.56 10.@ 310.0
16911001  -1.39
9.5 16.6 310.0
19011001  -1.30
0.5 18.86 318.0
10011001  -1,30
8.50 18.0 316.0
10011001  -1,30
.50 10,0 310.0
16011001  -1.30
8.5 16,6 310.0
10011001  -1,38
0.50 10.8 310.0
16011001 . -1.38
.50 10.8 310.0
10011601  -1.38
0.5 10.0 310.0
16611001  -1.30
8.50 - 10.6 310.0
16911001  -1.30
9.50 18.0 310.0
1011001 -1.30
9.5 10.6 310.0




0.18291E+09
0.043 -9.000 0,020
2,8
0.98375E-01
©.043 -9.080 ©6.620
2,0
9.94174€-01
8.643 -9,000 ©.020
2.0
0.90278E-01
9.043 -9,000 ©.020
2,9
0.86652E-81
9.043 -9.000 0.820
2.9
©.83275€-01
©.043 -9.000 0.920
2.9
0.88498E-01
0.043 -9.6006 0.020
2.9
8.77522E-91
©.043 -9.000 ©.920
2.8
0.74732E-01
8.043 -9,000 0.020
2.9
0,72112E-061
B.043 -9.600 ©.026
2.0
- 9,69647E-01
.043 -9.000 ©.020
2,0
0,67324E-¢1
.843 -9.000 ©.9620
2.6
9.65132E-01
©.043 -9.000 ©.020
2.9
8.63061E-01
©.943 -9.000 0.020
2.9
0.61101E-01
©.643 -9.000 ©,028
2.9
9.59244E-01
9.043 -9.000 0.920
2.8

(o]

.

Bassett St, Operational HRA_max_conc_distance

75¢.09
-999,

775,60
-999,

860,80
-999,

825.09
-999,

856.00
-599.

875,01
-999.

900.00
-999.

925.09
-959.

959.006
-999,

975.00
-999,

1009.00
-999.

1925.99
-999,

16506.060
-999,

1975.00
'9991

1166.006
-998,

1125,09
-599,

21,

21,

21,

21.

21.

21,

21,

21.

21,

21,

21,

21.

21.

21,

21.

21.

9.69 Winter

6.0 1,006 1,50

8.29
6,8

Winter
1,068 1,59

8.00
6.0

Winter
1,660 - 1.50

.00
6.9

Winter
1.000 1.59

0.80
6.0

Winter
1.008 1.59

©.00
6.0

Winter
1,869 1.56

0.09
6.9

Winter
1,000 1.50

0.968
6.0

Winter
1,880 1.59

Q.00
6.9

“Wintep
1,000 1.58

9.00
6.9

Winter
1.666 1,59

Winter
1.080 1.50

0.08
6.9

8.90
6’6

Winter
1.808 1,50

8.00
6.0

Winter
1,908, 1.50

0.00
6.0

Winter
1.009 1.59

6.60
6.9

Winter
1.009 1.59

9.69 Winter

6.0 1,080 1.58
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©-360
8.35

©-360
@,35

0-360
0.35

9-36¢
©.35

9-360
8.35

0-360
9.35

9-369
9,35

a-360
0.35

©-369
8,35

9-360
8.35

0-360
9.35

©-369
2.35

@-3608
8.35

0-360
9.35

9-360
9.35

8-360
0.35

10011081  -1.30
6.50 16.6 310.0
10011061  -1.30
6.50 10.6 318.0
10011001  -1.30
6.50 10,0 3198.0
10011681  -1,30
6.5 18.0 318.0
10011001  -1.30
6.5 10.0 318.9
10011081  -1.30
0.50 18.0 318.0
10011001  -1.30
8.58 10.6 310.0
10011601  -1.30
0.50 10.6 310.0
10011601  -1,39
6.58 10.0 318.0
10011601  -1.30
0.56 16.6 310.0
10011001  -1.38
8.50 10.0 310.0
16911601 -1,30
8.5 10.0 310.9
10011601  -1,30
9.50 10.6 310.0
10911001  -1.30
0.50 16.6 316.9
10011001  -1.30
0.50 10.0 310.0
10011061 -1.30
6.56 10.86 310.0




8,57483E-91
©.043 -9.900 ©.029

2.9

2.55811€-01
0.043 -9,008 0,020

2.9

8,54221F-91
©.843 -9,000 ©.020

2.9

9.52708E-91
0.043 -9.0090 ©.0820

2.9

8.51267£-01
©.043 -9.088 ©.620

2.9

0,49892E-01
9.043 -9,000 0,020
2.0

9.48581E-01
©.043 -9,000 ©.020

2.0

0.47328E-01
0.843 -9,000 0,020

2.8

9,46130E-01
9.043 -9.000 0.020

2.0

9.44983E-61
9.043 -9,000 0.920

2.9 ,

9.43885£-01
5,643 -9,008 0,920

2.8

8.42833E-01
©.043 -9.000 0,020

2.9 . .

9.41824€-01
8,943 -9,080 ©.620

2.9

0.40855€-01
©.043 -9.000 0,020

2.0

©.39925E-91
9.843 -9,008 9,820

2.0

9.39031E-01
0.043 -9.008 ©0.020

2.9

Bassett St. Operational HRA_max_conc_distance

1149,99
-995.

1175,04
~999,

1200.00
=999,

1225.00
'999.

1249.99
-999,

1275.60
-999,

21.

21.

21.

2%,

21,

21,

130,00 .

-999,

1325.00
-999,

1349.99
-999,

1375.00
'9990

1490.00
-999,

1425.00
~-999,

1450.00
-9989,

1475.09
~999,

15086,090
~999,

1525.00
-959,

21.

21.

21,

21,

21.

21,

21,

21,

21,

21.

2.09 Winter

6.8 1,086 1.58

0.606
6,0

Hinter
1.000 1.59

0.09
6.9

Winter
1.0806 1.59

0.08
6.0

Winter
1.000 1.50

.00
6.8

Winter
1,880 1,50

9.09
6.0

Winter
1,000 1.50

0.00
6.9

Winter
1.668 1,59

0.06
6.8

Winter
1,688 1.50

0.00
6.0

Winter
1.090  1.58

9.00
6’0

Winter
1.090 1.59
8.88 Winter
6.0 1.608 1.50
0,00

6.0

Winter
1.680 © 1.%9

9.00
6.9

Winter
1.000 1.50

9.99
6.0

Winter
1,008 1.50

0.09
6.9

Winter
1,080 1.50

9.89 Winter

6.8 1,680 1.50

Page 4

0-369
B.35

g-369
9.35

©-360
0.35

0-369
9.35

0-369
8.35

0-360
a.35

©-369
0.35

9-3690
9.35

9-360
9,35

©-369
@.35

0-360

9.35

¢-369
@,35

9-369
9.35

0-360
8.35

0-360
8.35

9-360
g.35

10011001  -1.38
0.50 10.0 310.,0
16611091  -1.36
0.50 10.0 310.0
10011001  -1.30
6.50 10,0 318.0
10911001  -1.38
8.50 10.0 310.0
10011001  -1.30
8,50 10,8 310.8
16011801  -1,30
6.50 10.8 310.@
10011001  -1.39
0.50 16.0 316.9
10011001 -1.36
0.50 10,6 310.0
10011601  -1.30
0.50 10.0 310.0
10011001  -1.30
0,50 10.0 310.0
10011001  -1.30
8.50 10,0 310.9
16011001  -1.30
5.5 16,8 310.0
10011061  -1.30
6.50 16.8 310.9
18011061 -1.38
0.50 10.8 316.0
10011801  -1.39
0.50 10.6 310.0
10011001  -1,30
8.50 318.8

10,9




0,38172E-01
9.043. -9,000 0.9820

2.9

9.37345E-01
9.643 -9.000 0.0928

2.9

8,36548E-01
8.943 -9,000 0,020

2.9 ‘

0.35781E-01
8.943 -9,000 ©.029

2.0

8.35042£-081
9.043 -9.008 0,020

2.8

0.34329€-01
0.043 -9.000 0,020

2.0

8.33641E-01
9.843 -9.000 ©,020

2.0

9,32978E-01
9.943 -9.060 0.020

2.0

§.32337E-81
8.043 -9,008 0.020

2.8

9.31717€-01
£.043 -9.000 0,020

2.8

8,31119£-01
0,043 -9.000 ©.920

2.0

0.30540E-01
B.943 -9.000 0.020

2.9

©.29980E-01

8.843 -9.000 9.020

2.8

©.29438¢-61
8.843 -9,0808 0.020

2.0

0.28914F-01
8.843 -9,000 0,820

2.9

©.,28497E-81
9.043 -9,008 0.020

2,0

1550,69
-999,

1575.00
~-999,

1609.00
-999,

1625.60
-999,

1659.00
-999.

1675.00¢
-995,

1700.606
-999.

1725.60
-989,

1750.00
-999,

1774.99
-993,

- 1800.00

-999.

1824.99
-999,

1850.08
-999.

1875.090
~-999,

1900.00
-999,

1924,99
-999,

21,

P

21,

21,

21,

21,

21,

21,

21,

21,

21,

21,

21,

21,

21,

21,

0.09
6.9

.90
6.0

.00
6.0

8.00
6.0

0.00
6.9

9.00
6.0

0.00
6.0

G.00
6.0

9.08

6'9

0.09
6.9

©.60
6.8

9.00
6.0

6,00
6.0

9.09
6.9

©.09
6.0

0.00¢
6.9

Winter
1,000 1.56@

Winter
1,098 1.59

Winter
1.8 1.59

Winter
1.088 1.59

winter
1,000 1.50

Winter
1.800 1,58

Winter
1.600 1.58

Winter
1.089 1.59

Winter
1,800 1.590

Winter
1,800 1,56

Winter
1,800 1.58

Winter
1.908 1,50

Winter
1,060 1.50¢

Winter
1,080 1.50

Winter
1,000 1.50

Winter
1.066 1.50

Page S

Bassett St. Operational HRA_max_conc_distance

a-360
0.35

0-368
0.35

9369
©.35

D-360
0.35

©-368
9,35

8-360
9.35

©-369

.35

©-360
8.35

0-360

8.35

0-360
6.35

9-360
a.35

©-369
.35

9-368
©.35

8-3609
9.35

8-360
2.35

8-36@
8.35

10011601
0.50 10.9

18011001
9,58 18.90

10011061
8.50 18.0

10011001
9,50 10.8

100811001
9.50 10.0

1lso11081
@.5¢8

1lebl1001
8.5¢ 10.9

10011061
8.50 160.0

16011001
9.56 10.0

10011001
9.50 le.¢

18011601
9.5 10.8

10011001
8.56 10.9

180811801
9.5¢ 19.0

16011861
8.5¢ 18.90

10011081
©.586 16.9

1g811001
8.586 18.0

19.9

-1.39
. 318.0

-1.39
316.9

-1.30
319.0

~1.39
310.0

-1.30
310.0

-1.390
310.0

-1.30
318.9

~1,30
319,86

~1.39
316.0

-1.38
319.¢

-1.38
3l1e.¢

-1.30
310.0

-1.39
319,90

~1.30
316.9

-1,30
310.0

"'1139
3l6.0




9.27915E-01
0,943 -5.080 6.020

2.9 .

8.27438E-01
0,043 -9,000 ©.020

2.9

8.26976E~01
©.043 -9.,000 0.029

2,9

©.26528E-81
©.843 ~9.000 0.029

2.9

0.26094E-61
9.043 -9.800 0.020

2.0

@.256738-61
9.043 -9.998 0.026

2.0

0.25264E-01
©.0843 -5.000 0.920

2.9 :

0.24867E-01
2.843 -5.000 ©.020

2.9

9,24482E-01
9.043 -9.000 0.020

2.9

9,24168E-01
2.043 -9.090 ©.020

2.9

9.23744E-01
©.943 -9,080 0.020

2.9

8.23391Ek-01
©.043 -9,000 0.020

2.9

©.23048E-01
9.043 -9.800 0.920

2.0

9.22715E-01
©.043 -9,080 0,020

2.0

0.22390E-01
9.843 -9.000 0.020

2.9 '

8,22075€-01
6.043 -9,000 ©.920

2,6

Bassett St. Operational HRA_max_conc_distance

195¢,00
-999,

1975.00
-999.

2000, 80
~999,

2025,00
-999,

2059.69
-999,

2075.99
-999,

2109.09
-989,

2125,00
~999.

2150.080
-999,

2175.60
-999,

2200.00
-999.

2224,99
-999,

2259,69
-999,

2275.00
-899.

2309.090
-999,

2325.09
-999,

21,

2%,

21,

21.

21,

21,

21.

21,

21,

21,

21,

21,

21,

21,

21,

21,

©.00 Winter

6.9 1.9986 1.58

0.99
6.6

Winter
1,000 1.59

0,00
6.9

Winter
1.986 1.59

©.08
6.8

Winter
1.e08 1,50

0.00
6.0

Winter
1,006 1,59

9.69
6.9

Winter
1.686 1.56

9.00¢
6.0

Winter
1.009 1.5¢

8.69
6.0

Winter
1.6 1.59

©.00
6.0

Winter
1.000 1.58

9.60
6.9

Winter
1,000 1.59

8.00
6.9

Winter
1.008 1.59

0.00
6.8

Winter
1.080 1.56

0.0¢
609

Winter
1,800 1.58

©.06
6.9

Winter
1,006 1.5

0.086
6.8

Winter
1,889 1.56

8,00 Winter

6.0 1.086 1.50

Page 6

8-360
8.35

©-360
0,35

©-360
0.35

8~360
©.35

©-360
2.35

9-360
.35

8-360
9.35

8-360

©.35

2-360
8.35

@-360
0,35

0-369
8,35

0-360
9.35

©-360
8.35

8-369
D.35

©-368
©.35

B-360
.35

16011061  -1.30
.50 10.9 310,90
16011001 -1.30
0.56 10.6 319.9
16911691 ~1.39
.50 16.0 310.9
10611001  -1.30
8.5 10.¢ 310.90
19011601  -1.30
0.5 10.6 316.9
10911081  -1,38
g.56 198.9 316.0
19011001  -1,30
.56 10.8 316.6
1991ieel  -1.3¢
2.59 10,6 310.9
16011661  -1.30
8.50 19,6 310.0
10011001  -1.30
9.5¢ 10,0 310,90
19211601 -1.39
0,56 10.96 310.0
10011001  -1.38
9.50 19,0 310.8
16011001  -1.39
9.50 16,6 310.0
10811601 -1.39
8.5¢ 18,0 316.0
10011001 -1.30
9.50 16.¢ 319.9
16911801  -1.39
@,50 19,8 310.0




0.21765E-01
©.043 -9.000 0.
2.0
0.21470E-01
9.943 -9,080 0O,
2.8
0.21180E-01
©.843 -9.,000 6.
2.0
©,26898E-01
9.043 -95,000 0,
2.0
0.20623E-61
9.043 -9.000 ©.
2.9
©.29355E-01
0.843 -9,000 0,
2.9
8.20095E-01
0.043 -9.060@ 0.
2.9
0.19841E-01
8.043 -9,888 9.
2.9
9.19594£-81
©.643 -9.000 ©.
2.9
©,19353E-01
©.043 -9.000 0,
2.9
©.19119€-01
0.043 -9,006 9.
2.0
8.18898Et-01
©.643 -9,000 0,
2.9
9.18667E£-01
9.043 -9.009 4,
2.8
0,18450E-01
9.843 -9,000 0,
2.9
9.18238E-81
©.643 -9.008 0.
2.0
0.18032E-01
9.043 -9,000 0.
2.8

820

920

020

020

820

820

020

029

829

020

0208

020

820

020

820

020

Bassett St., Operational HRA_max_conc_distance

2359,00
-999.

2375.60
-999.

2480.00
-999,

2425,099
-999,

2449.,99

~999,

2475.,08
-999.

25608, 00
“999 0

2525.00
=993,

2550.00
~899,

2575.08e
-999,

2600.00
-999,

2625,60
-999.

2650.00
-999,

2675.¢9
-999,

2769.60
-999.

2725.00
-999,

9.09
21,

0.00
21.

0.09
21,

©.69
21.

0.006
21.

0.00
21,

0,08
21,

0.00
21.

0.09
21,

9.89
21,

0,00
21,

0.09
21,

8.00
21,

©.09
21,

©.99
21.

8.00
21.

6.9

6.0

6.0

6‘6

Winter
6.6 1.0060 1,59

Winter

6.9 1,000 1.50
Winter

6,0 1,606  1.50
Winter

6,0 1,000 1.59
‘Winter

1,000 1.58

Wintep

6,0 1,000 1.52
Winter

1,088 1.59

Winter

6.9 1.0886 1,59
Winter

6.9 1,600 1,50
vinter

1.000 1.5@

Winter
1.888 1.56

Winter

6.0 1,686 1,59
) Winter

6.9 1.0 1.50
Winter

6.0 1,686 1.56
Winter

6.9 1,060 1.58
Winter

6.0 1,968 1,5@

Page 7

0-368
.35

©-369
9.35

9-369
©.35

0-360
0.35

©-360
0.35

D-360
8.35

9-360
©.35

©-369
@.35

0-3608
8.35

0-360
©.35

©-368
8.35

©-360
©.35

9-366
9' 35

0-360
8.35

©-369
8.35

0-360
2.35

ieolleol  -1.30
0.56 18.0 310,90
16611601  -1.30
8.56 1.6 310.9
1lee11le81  -1.390
g.5¢ 10.6 310.0
16211801  -1.39
©.50 1.6 310.9
19011001 -1,39
8.56 10,0 316.0
16211981 -1.30
@.56 18,0 310.0
10011061 -1.30
8.50 16,0 3190.9
190116001  -1.30
0.50 10,8 316.9
10911001 -1.30
e.5¢ 10,0 318.@
10011001  -1.30
0.50 16.e 310,09
16911001  -1.30
9.50 18.0 310.9
10811001  -1.38
9.586 10.86 310.©
18911681  -1.36
.58 16.8 310.90
16011001  -1.38
6.56 1.0 310.0
igaileel  -1.38
2.50 18,0 310.9
10011061 -1.38
9.58 18.@¢ 310.9




6,17830E-01
0.043 -9.008 ©.620

2.9

©.17634E-81
©2.043 -9,068 0,020

2.9

©.17442E-01
©.043 -9.006 0,020

2.8

0.17255E-01
©.843 -9.000 ©.020

2.8

©.17873E-061
0.043 -9.009 0.620

2.8

9.16895E-01
9.043 9,000 ©.020

2.0

9.16721E-01
0.943 -9.800 0,020

2.0

0.16551E-81
0.643 -9.000 0,020

2.8

9.16385E-01
©.843 -9.000 0.020

2.9

0.16224£-91
9.043 -9.068

2.0

©.16066E-01
©.043 -9,060 ©.028

2.8

0,15911E-01
©.043 -9,0600 0.020

2.9

8.15768E-01
©.043 -9.000 ©.020

2.9

9.15613E~01
0.943 -95,000 8.020

2.9

©.15469€-01
©.943 -9.086 ©.020

2.2

0.15328E-61
0.943 -9.600 ©.620

2.9

8.020

Bassett St. Operational HRA_max_conc_distance

2759.060
-999,

2775.06
-999,

2800.00
-999,

2824,99
~999,

2850.08
-999,

2875.09
~999,

2506,00
-999,

2925,00
~999,

2959.09
-999,

2975.00
-999,

3099.69
-999,

3025,00
-999,

3850.00
~-899,

3075.,00
-899,

3100.09
~999,

3125.09
-999,

21,

21,

21‘

21,

21,

21,

21,

21,

21,

21,

21,

21,

21,

21,

21.

21.

©.69 Winter

5.6 1,608 1.58

9,00
6.0

Winter
1,600  1.59

0.90
6.9

Winter
1.6090 1.58

9.09
6.9

Winter
1,008 1.59

8,09
6,0

Winter
1.e0¢ 1.50

9.00
6.0

Winter
1.000 1.59

9.09
6.8

Winter
1.009 1.596

0.00
6.0

Winter
1.0006 1.5

©.08
6.0

Winter
1.008 1.59

.69
6.0

Winter
1.698 1.5¢

8.69
6.9

Winter
1.0008 1.59
0.60 Winter
6.0 1.800 1,59
8.60 Winter
6.8 1.680 1,58

Winter
6,0 1.609 1,59

8.00

8.69 Winter

6.0 1.000 1.5

Winter
6.0 1,000 1.59

.00

Page 8

©-360
9,35

6-369
8,35

0-369
8.35

9-360
©.35

9-368
8.35

B-360
@.35

8-369
0.35

0-360
©.,35

9-360
6.35

0-360
©.35

9-360
9.35

0-369
9.35

9-360
9.35

8-360
9.35

8-360
9,35

8-360
9,35

168116061 -1.38
.58 10,6 3190.0
109110l  -1.39
8.5¢ 16,2 316.0

1801101  -1.39
0.50 10.9 310.9
10011091 -1.306
0.5¢ 108.0 31e.8
16911001 -1.30
.56 10.6 310.8
10011081 -1.30
8.56 10.0 310.0
leoileel  -1.38
9.5 1.8 310.0
10911001  -1.30
6.5¢ 10.0 310,00
10011061  -1.30
.50 10,6 318.9
16011081 -1.390
8.50 10.06 319.0
10611801  -1.30
8,50 18,0 310.9
l9gilger  -1.30
0,50 1.2 319.0
10811691 -1,3e
0.5¢ 18.8 319.9
10011001 -1.3@
©.5¢ 18.¢ 310.0
10011601  -1,39
8,50 19.2 316.0
18811001 -1.30
9.50 18.0 319.0



9,15190€-01
0,043 -9,000 0.020
2.0
 8.15956E-01
0.943 -9,008 0,020
2,9
0.14924E-01
©.043 -9,000 0,028
2.6
8.14795E-01
©.043 -9,000 ©.020
2.0
@.14669E-01
©.943 -9.000 ©.028
2.0
©.14546E-81
0.043 -9.000 ©.020
2.8
8.14425€-01
.043 -9.000 0.920
2.0
0.14397E-61
0.043 -9.006 0,020
2.9
0.14192E-61
0.043 -9,000 0,020
2.9
9.14079E-01
9.043 -9,000 ©0.020
2.0
0.13968E-01
9.043 -9.000 ©0.020
2.8
0.138609E-01
0.043 -9.000 8,020
2.9’
8,13754E-01
0.043 9,008 0,020
2,0
8.13650E-01
9,043 -9,008 9,820
2.0
. ©.13548E-01
9.043 -0.008 ©,820
2.9
©.13448E-01
0.043 -9.008 ©.020
2.0

Bassett St, Operational HRA_max_conc_distance

3156.,99
~899,

3174.99
-9939,

3200.00
-9399,

3225.00
-999.

3259.00
~-999,

3275.08
-993,

3360.09
-999,

3325.00
-999,

3350.00
~999.
3375.00
-999.

3409.00
-999.,

3425,00
-999,

3450.09
-993.

3475,09
~999,

21,
21,
21,
21.
21.
21,
21,
21.
21.
21,
21.
21.

21.

21,

3508, 60

-999,

3525.06
=999,

21,

21,

0.00
6.0

0.60
6.0

0.06
6'6

0,00
6.0

0,08
6.0

9.00
6.8

9.09
6.0

6.60
6.0

0.08
6.0

0.60
6.0

0.09
6.9

©.69
6.0

8.09
6.0

b.09
6.0

9.69
6.0

9.00
6.9

1.000

Winter
1,800 1.5

Winter
1.009 1.50

Winter
1.000 1.58

Winter
1.000 1,50

Winter
1,008 1.50

Winter
1,000 1.50

Winter
1,000 1.50

Winter
1.690 1.59

Winter
1,000 1.59

Winter
1.088 1.59

wWinter
1.890 1.50

Winter
1.660 1.56

Winter
1.000 1.5@

Winter
1.50

- Winter
1.0 1.59

Winter
1,000 1,50

Page S

©-360
©.35

09-360
0.35

0-360
@.35

9-369
0.35

©-360
9,35

9-360
8.35

0-369
0.35

8-360
8.35

0-360
©.35

B8-360
0.35

8-360
9.35

8-360
9.35

©-360
©.35

©-368
9.35

9-369
9.35

©-360
8.35

ig011061  -1.36
8,58 1.0 318.0
- le9i1e8l -1.3¢
9.50 10,9 310.9
19911001  -1.30
©.50 10.0 316.9
10011061  -1.39
8,50 1.6 310.0
10611001 -1.30
9.58 190.e 310.0
10011001  -1.30
8.56 18.0 310.0
10911681  -1.30
.56 1.0 310.0
18611061  -1.30
9.56 18.6 316.8
16011001  -1.30
0.50 18.06 310.0
10011081  -1.30
9.5 1.6 310.0©
1ge8llo0l  -1.39
0.58 190.0 318.0
leelieslr  -1,30
9.5¢ 1.0 318.9
iegilegl  -1.30
©,50 16.0 310,89
10811001  -1.39
©.5¢ 18.¢ 316.9
ige1ieer  -1,30
6.5¢ 18,6 316.9
leeileelr  -1.36
8.50 18.9 318.9




8,13350E-01
0.643 -9.008 ©.020
2.9
8.13254€-01
©.643 -5,000 0.620
2.9
9.13160E-01
0,043 -9.080 0,020
2.0
0.13068E-01
0.043 -9,060 ©.020
2.9
©8.12978€-91
8.043 -9,0080 0,020
2.9
0.12889E-01
6.043 -9,008 6.020
2.8
B.12863E-61
8.643 -9,008 0.020
2.0
©.12717E-21
9.043 -9,000 0,020
2.0
0.12634E-01
8.043 -9,006 0.020
2,9
9.12552E-01
9,043 -0.000 ©.020
2.8
0,12471E-01
©.043 -9.600 ©.020
2.9
©.12392E-01
0.243 -9.080 0,620
2.0
©.12314E-01
0.943 -5.000 ©.9020
2.9
8.122386-01
©.943 -9.000 0.020
2.8
9,12163E-01
8.843 -5.000 0,020
2.0
@.1206906E-01
©.843 -9.000 ©0.020
2.9

Bassett St. Operational HRA_max_conc_distance

3550.00
~999,

3575.00
-999,

31660,00
-999,

3625.00
-999,

3659.00
-999,

3675.00
-999.

3766.09
-999,

3724.99
-999.

3750.00
~-999,

3775.69
-999,

38006,00
-899.

3825.00
-993.

3856.00
-899.

3875.00
~999.

3900.00
-999.

3925.00
-999,

21,
21.
21,
21,
2}.
21.
21,
21,
21,
21,
21,
21.
21,
21,
21,

21.

0.60 Winter

6.9 1,000 1.58
8.68 Winter
6.0 1.080 1.59
0.00 Winter
6.0 1,008 1.50

Winter
1,068 1,50

9.60
6.9

©.09
6.0

linter
1.080 1.50

.00
6.0

Winter
1.8886 1,59

0.00
6.0

Winter
1,600 1.59

0.00
6.8

Winter
1,080 1.50

¢.90
6.0

Winter
1.060 1,59

.00
6.0

Winter
1,080 1.59

Winter
1.000 1.50

0,00
6.9

0.00
6.0

Winter
1.006 1.59¢

Winter
1.000 1.59

0,08
6.9

0.99
6.9

Winter
1.00¢ 1.59

©.00
6.9

Winter
1,080 1.56

Winter
1.660 1.59

©.60
6.0
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6-360
8.35

0-360
9.35

0-369
©.35

9-366
9.35

0-368
0.35

0-369
©.35

0-369
9.35

0-369
9.35

9-369
.35

8-369
8,35

@-360
9,35

8-360
9.35

9-369
9.35

9-360
8,35

B-360
©.35

@-360
0.35

9.50

1e011001
9.56 10.9°

10011091
0.586 10.9

100116061
0.5 19.0

16011001
10.9

10011601
e.50 10.0

16011001
8.50 10.0

16011001
0.56 18.9

18011601
.50 10.9

100116081
8.50 10.9

18011401
8.52 10.0

10611001
9.50 16.9

leelioel
9.56 10.0

12811001
2.56 190.9

10911001
9.5¢ 19.9

10811001
8.5 10.0

10811001
8.586 10.0

-1.30
310.96

-1.3¢
310.9

-1.30
318.0

-1.39
319.0

-1.38
319.9

-1,30
31e.0

-1.39
319.¢

-1.30
318.9

-1.39
310.0

-1.30
316.90

-1,38
318.9

-1.30
316.0

-1.3¢
319.9

~1.38
_318.90

~-1.390
319.0

-1.38
310.8




6.12017E-01 3950,00
9.043 -9.000 0,020 -999,

2.8

©.11947E-01 3975.00
9.043 -9.800 ©.020 -999,

2.0

.11877€-01 4000, 08
0.043 -9.000 ©.020 -999,

2.9

0.11808E-01 4925.90
0.043 -9.600 ©.020 -999,

2.0

6.11741€-01 495009
9.043 -9.008 0,020 -999,

2.9

9.116756-01 475,00
0,043 -9.000 0,020 -999,

2.0

0.11610E-01 4100, 00
8.043 -9.000 ©.020 -999,

2.9 :

0.11545E-91 4125,08
0.043 -9.000 ©.920 -999,

2.0 ,

6.11482£-91 4158.80°
.043 -9.600 0,820 -999,

2.0

9.11421E-01 4175.00
0.043 -9.0800 0,020 -999,

2.9 '

9.11359E-01 4209.00
0.043 -9.000 6,020 -999,

2.0

0.11300E-01 4225.00
.043 -9.000 ©.820 -999,

2.0

0.11241E-01 4250.00
0,043 -9.000 ©.620 -999,

2.9

0.11182E-01 4275.09
8.043 -9.860 6,820 -999,

2.9

0.11125E-91 4300,00
0.043 -9.000 ©.020 -999,

2.0

0,11069E-01 4325,08
0.043 -9.800 ©.820 -999,

2.9

Bassett St. Operational HRAwmax_conc_distancé

21,

21,

21,

21.

21.

21,

2%,

21,

21,

21.

21,

21,

21.

21,

21,

21,

©,09

0.00

©.00

0.008

0.09

©.90

9.090

6,08

0.09

6.00

©.09

18,00

0.00

2,00

0.60

0,80

Winter
6.9 1.0890 1.5¢

Winter

6.2 1.009 1.59

Winter

6.0 1.008 1.59
Winter

6.9 1,000 1.50
- Winter

6.6 1,600 1.59
Wintep

6.9 .1.009 1.59
Wintep

6.9 1,000 1,59
Winter

6.6 1,000 1.50
Winter

5.0 1,000 1.59

vinter

6.8 1.090 1,56
Winter

6.0 1.002 1.58
Wintep

6.9 1.000 1,50
Winter

6.6 1,686 1.50
Winter

6.9 1.8600 1.59
Winter

6.8 1.000 1.50
Winter

6.6 1,086 1.50
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6-360
9.35

0-368
©.35

0-360
9.35

8-360
2.35

0-368
.35

0-360
9,35

0-369
9.35

0-369
6.35

0-369
8.35

0-360
Q.35

9-360
8.35

0-360
8,35

0-368
9.35

0-369
8.35

0-368

- 9.35

0-360
2.35

lep11001
8.50 10.9

10911001
9.50 10.9

10011001
0.5¢ 10.0

10911001
8.58 10,0

16011¢01
0.5 19.90

18611001
0.5¢ 10.0

10011681l
9.50 10.90

1e@11001
0.586 10.9

10611601
8.50 18.0

18011001
0.5¢ 19.9

10811091
8.56 1p.©

18611001
9.590 10.0

16811001
0.5¢ 10.9

10011901
0.5 10.0

. 16811061
8.56 10.9

10011001
6.5 160.8

-1.39
310.0

-1.39
310.9

-1,306
310.0

-1.30
316.0

-1.30
310.9

-1.30
316.06

-1.390
310.9

-1.30
316.9

-1.30
316.9

-1.30
310,09

-1.3@
319.0

-1,30
310.0

-1.30
319,

~1.30
316.0

-1.30
310.0

-1.38
316.9




Bassett St, Operational HRA_max_conc_distance

8.11013E-01 4350,00 . ©0.08 Winter ©-360 10611001 -1.30
£.943 -9,800 ©.620 -999, 21, 6,0 1,880 1,50 9,35 8.50 10.0 318.0

2.0

0.10959€-01 4375.89 9.06 Winter ©-369 10011681 -1.38
©.943 -9.000 0,020 -999, 21, 6.0 1,660 1,50 9,35 .50 10.0 319.0

2.

8,10905E-81 4499.09 6.00 Winter @-360 10011801  -1.38
©.943 -9.000 9.020 -999. 21, 6.0 1.800 1.56 B.35 8.50 10.6 3190,0

2.0 .

9.10852E-061 4425,00 9.00 Winter ©-360 19011001 -1,30
9.043 -9.0086 ©.020 -999, 21, 6.9 1,086 1.50 ©.35 .56 19.e¢ 310.0

2.9

©.10809E-01 4459.09 9.990 Winter 0-368 10811061  -1.,39
8.643 -9,000 ©.020 -958, 21, 6.2 1,000 1,58 8,35 9.56 18.9 310.9

2.9

0.18748E-081 4475,00 0.00 Winter 9-360 10011801  -1.36
9,843 -9,000 ©0.0206 -999.  21. 6.9 1,880 1.50¢ 9,35 9.50 18.9 310.9

2.9 '

9,18698E-01 4509, 60 8.00 Wintep ©-360 1991160l -1.30
9,043 -9.060 ©.820 -999. 21, 6,0 1,809 1.50 8.35 .50 1.0 310.8

2.8

0.10648E-01 4525.06@ 8.08 Winter ©-360 10011601 -1.38
9.043 -9.000 0,020 -9599, 21, 6.0 1,008 1.50 6,35 .56 18.8 319,90

2.8 :

0.10598£-01 4550.00 9.00 Winter 0-360 10811801 -1.30
0.043 -9,600 ©.,020 -999, 21, 6.6 1,086 1.56 0,35 9.5¢ 19.0 316.0

2.0 :

8.19550E-01 4575.66 0.90 Winter 9-368 19011981 -1.30
0.043 -9.600 0,020 -999. 21, 6.0 1,688 1.56 ©.35 6.5¢ 10.0 310.0

2.0 :

©,10502£-01 4600.09 0.00 Winter 0-360 160110601 -1.38
©.643 -9,000 90.920 -999. 21, 6.9 1.0 1.5¢ 9,35 ©,5¢ 1.0 310.9

2.9 :

9.18455€-01 4625,00 0.00 Winter ©-368 16411001  -1.30
6.843 -9,080 0.820 -998. 21, 6.8 1,000 1,58 ©.35 9.50 18,8 310.0

2.9

2,10408E-91 4650.00 0.00 Winter g-360 10011001  -1.39
9.843 -9.000 @.028 -999, 21. 6.9 1.690 1.58 ©.35 8.5 10.0 310.0

2,0

0.19362€-01 4675.00 ©.00 Winter ©-366 leeligel -1.30
9,043 -9.0020 06,828 -999, 21, 6.6 1.660 1.50 9.35 0.5 16.9¢ 310.0

2,8 .

©.18317E-01 4700.00 ©.00 Winter ©-360 10011001 -1.39
0.843 -9.06960 0,028 -999, 21, 6.0 1,006 1.5¢ 0,35 6.50 10.9 310.6

2.9

0.10272€-01 4725.069 0,00 Winter g-360 10911801 -1.390
8.043 -9.000 0,920 -999. 21, 6.6 1.8660 1,56 9.35 9.50 18.0 319.0

2.9
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9.16228E-91
©.043 -9.000 ©.020

2.9

0.10184€-01
0,043 -0.080 ©,020

2.0

0.10141€-01
0.943 -9,000 0.920

2.9

,10099E-01
0.043 -9.608 ©.020

2.9

0.18657€-01
9.043 -9.060 0,020

2.0

8.16015E-01
0.043 -9.800 0,020

2.0

0.99746E-92
0.943 -9.600 ©.020

2.0 ‘

0.99342E-02
0.043 -9.000 0,020

2.0

©.98943¢-02
0,043 -9,060 0,020

2.0

0.98549E-02
0.043 -9,008 0.920

2.0 -

.98159€-02
0.043 -9.006 9.020

2.0

Bassett St, Operational HRA_max_conc_distance

4750.00
-999,

4775,00
-999,

4809.60
'999»

4825,60
-999,

4850.96
-999,

4875.66
-999,

4980, 09
-999,

4924.99
-998,

4959,00
=999,

4975.60
-999.

4999,99
~999,

21.

21,

21,

21,

21,

21.

21,

21,

21,

21.

21,

0.00

2.00

0.08

2.00

.99

9.60

0,09

0.098

.00

0.0

9.09

Winter
6.0 1,000 1.59

Winter

65,8 1.000 1.56
Winter

6.6 1.009 1.50
Winter

6.9 1,000 1.58
Winter

6.6 1.0986 1,59
Winter

6,8 1.068 1.50

Winter
6.0 1.660 1,50

vinter
6.0 1.668 1,58

Wintepr
6.6 1.0 1.50

Winter
6.9 1.000 1,58

Wintepr
6.9 1.000

Page 13

1,50

9-360
©.35

©-360
8.35

8-369
8.35

0-360
9.35

9-3569
0.35

8-368
©.35

0-369
6.35

8-360
9.35

8-369
0,35

9-369
8.35

©-368
9.35

1e011681  -1.306
.56 1o0.¢ 316.9
1@9iieQ1  -1.38
0.5 1.6 310.0
19911601 ~1.38
0.50 1¢.8 310.0
19011861  -1.30
9.5¢ 1.0 310.0
10911001 -1.30
8.50 10.9 318.90
10011601  -1.39
.59 10, 310.9
16611001 -1,30
.50 16,0 318.9
100611001  -1.30
9.5 106.0  319,0
(1g911e01 -1.39
.50 16.8 319.0
16011001 -1.30
.56 10.e¢ 318.0
16011881  -1,390
©.5¢ 1e.6 3l0.0




