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Introduction

This memorandum has been prepared by County staff to respond to comments received by the Napa
County Conservation, Development, and Planning Department (Napa County) on the March 22, 2010
initial hearing proposed Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration (IS/MND) for the Napa 34
Commerce Center Use Permit Application A2 P09-00329 and Tentative Parcel Map Application Ao P09-
00330 (project). The initial project mitigated negative declaration was circulated for public review from
March 22, 2010 through April 20, 2010. Based on comments received during the initial comment period,
the County of Napa determined that revisions to and recirculation of the document were necessary. A
revised recirculated IS/MND was finalized and circulated for public review from June 21, 2010 through
July 20, 2010.

This memorandum for the project presents the name of the persons and/or organizations commenting
on the Proposed IS/MND and responses to comments; in combination with the revised recirculated
IS/MND it completes the Final IS/MND.

CEQA Process

In accordance with Section 15073 of the CEQA Guidelines, Napa County submitted the initial proposed
IS/MND to the State Clearinghouse for a 30-day public review period beginning on March 22, 2010. In
addition, Napa County circulated a Notice of Intent to Adopt the initial hearing proposed IS/MND to
interested agencies and individuals. During, and directly following, the initial public review period,
Napa County received five comment letters. Table 1 below lists the entities that submitted comments
on the proposed IS/MND. The comment letters are also attached.



TABLE 1
Persons Commenting on the Draft ISMND

Comments Received from ' Dated
Department of Fish and Game April 15, 2010
John Stephens April 19, 2010
Richard Drury for Carpenters Local 751 April 20, 2010
Caltrans ' April 21, 2010
Living Rivers Council May 17, 2010

In accordance with CEQA Guidelines Section 15074(b), Napa County considers the Proposed IS/MND
together with comments received, both during the public review process and before action on the
project, prior to adopting the revised recirculated IS/MND and rendering a decision the project. The
CEQA Guidelines do not require the preparation of a response to comments for negative declarations;
however, this memorandum responds to comments received. Based on comments received during the
initial comment period, the County of Napa determined that revisions to and recirculation of the draft
IS/MND were necessary; with those revisions and the additional mitigation measures incorporated
into the project and addressed in the recirculated document, Napa County finds that, as mitigated, the
project would not have a significant effect on the environment.

Responses to Comments

Comment M 1 - Department of Fish and Game

Response to Comment 1.1: The commenter identifies potential impacts to Falconiformes and
Strigiformes and requests pre-construction nesting surveys. Mitigation measure A? 5, at page 22 of the
revised recirculated IS/MND (copied below) requires preconstruction/pregrading raptor surveys,
consultation with the Department of Fish and Game, and the creation of sufficient buffer areas in the
event that nesting raptors are found.

To avoid potential losses to nesting raptors, migratory birds protected under the Migratory Bird Treaty
Act, and special status bird species, construction activities shall occur outside the critical breeding period
from March through August. If construction is proposed to occur during the breeding period, the site
shall be surveyed for active nests by a qualified Biologist no more than 30 days prior to commencing
construction activities. If active nests are found, the nest location and a buffer area designated by the
biologist in consultation with the California Department of Fish and Game shall be established, and those
areas shall be avoided until the nest has been vacated. If no nests are found on or adjacent to the project
site, tree removal could proceed without further survey.
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Response to Comment 1.2: The commenter identifies potential impacts to burrowing owls and
requests specific additional mitigation regarding burrowing owl surveys, buffer areas, and offsets for
potential foraging habitat losses. The commenter’s requested mitigations have been incorporated in
their entirety into mitigation measure A? 6, at page 23 of the revised recirculated IS/MND (copied
below).

To avoid potential losses to the Western Burrowing owl, a nesting survey shall be conducted by a
qualified Biologist no more than 30 days prior to commencing construction activities. If active nests are
found, a nest location and a buffer area shall be designated by the biologist in consultation with the
California Department of Fish and Game.. Buffers shall be maintained around any active nests and
burrows at all times of the year. A site specific proposal for surveys shall be submitted for the review and
approval of the Department of Fish and Game prior to implementation. Surveys shall additionally comply
with requirements 1-7 at pages 2 and 3 of the Department of Fish and Game’s comment letter of April 15,
2010. If no nests are found on the project site construction activities could proceed without further
suruvey.

Response to Comment 1.3: The commenter identifies potential impacts to Swainson’s hawk and
requests specific additional mitigation regarding offsets for potential foraging habitat losses. The
commenter’s requested mitigation, requiring a .75 to 1 foraging habitat offset, has been incorporated
into mitigation measure A2 7, at page 23 of the revised recirculated IS/MND and is copied below.

In order to mitigate for the loss of Swainson’s hawk foraging habitat, prior fo the issuance of a building or
grading permit, the project proponents shall either provide 0.75 acres of land for each acre of urban
development authorized by this project as permanent protected Swainson’s hawk foraging habitat (lands
shall be protected in perpetuity and should provide for the long-term management of the lands by funding
a management endowment) or other mitigation as deemed acceptable by the California Department of
Fish and Game.

Response to Comment 1.4: The commenter states that impacts to drainages will be subject to a
Section 1600 Lake and Streambed Alteration Agreement. Mitigation measure A 9, at page 24 of the
revised recirculated IS/MND requires that “Prior to issuance of a building or grading permit, the
project proponent shall provide documentation from the California Department of Fish and Game that
a 1602 permit has been issued or that said department does not deem such permitting necessary. The
terms and conditions of that permitting are subject to Fish and Game concurrence and may be modified
as deemed necessary by that department.”

Comment M 2 - [ohn Stephens

Response to Comment 2.1: The commenter states that Caltrans-sponsored environmental
studies have indicated the existence of California Red Legged Frog (CRLF) in on-site wetlands. Citing
the submitted Monk and Associated CRLF assessment report (California Red-Legged Frog Site Assessment
— Napa Commerce Center Project Site, Napa County, California, Sarah Lynch for Monk & Associates, May
29, 2009) staff concludes that the two closest CRLF records are not mapped within the same watershed
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and that there is no evidence in the record to indicate the existence of CRLF in project-area wetlands.
For additional reference, please see page 20 of the revised recirculated IS/MND.

Response to Comment 2.2: The commenter correctly states that final CRLF and Vernal Pool
Fairy Shrimp (VPFS) studies were not available at the time of initial circulation of the draft ISMND.
Those studies have now been finalized, were submitted on April 20, 2010, are part of the record, and
were made available during the public review period for the revised recirculated IS/MND. As analyzed
at pages 18-21 of the revised recirculated IS/MND, no CRLF or VPFS were found on site and impacts to
those two special-status species will be less than significant.

Comment M 3 - Richard Drury, Esq. for Carpenters Local 751

Response to Comment 3.1: The commenter states that experts have identified significant
environmental impacts not mitigated to less-than-significant levels by the March 22, 2010 proposed
IS/MND and that an Environmental Impact Report (EIR) is therefore necessary. As noted at items 3.6-
3.19, below, all items raised in the commenter’s April 20, 2010 letter have been addressed and found to
result in less-than-significant impacts as analyzed in and/or mitigated by the June 21, 2010 revised
recirculated IS/MIND. An EIR is not necessary for this project.

Response to Comment 3.2: The commenter states, in somewhat greater detail than at comment
3.1, that experts have identified significant environmental impacts not mitigated to less-than-significant
levels. Please see items 3.6-3.19, below, for Napa County’s response(s).

Response to Comment 3.3: The commenter argues that his client, Mr. Dan Digardi and the
members of Carpenters Local 751, have standing to challenge the adequacy of the March 22, 2010 initial
hearing draft proposed IS/MND. This is not a comment related to the environmental impacts of the
project.

Response to Comment 3.4: The commenter states that an EIR is required where there is a “fair
argument” supported by expert evidence that a project may have adverse environmental impacts.
Napa County shares the commenter’s understanding of the “fair argument” legal standard and of the
role of expert opinion in determining whether or not a “fair argument” exists in any given case. It is,
however, Napa County’s position that all items addressed in the commenter’s April 20, 2010 letter will
result in less-than-significant impacts as analyzed in and/or mitigated by the June 21, 2010 revised
recirculated IS/MIND. Additionally, the commenter has stated that with the mitigations incorporated
into the revised recirculated IS/MND (see, for reference, Richard Drury’s letter of May 23, 2010, which
is Attachment F in the revised recirculated IS/MND) an EIR is unnecessary.

, .. Response to Comment 3.5: The commenter states that, based on the March 22, 2010 draft
proposed IS/MND, a “fair argument” supported by expert evidence existed that the Napa 34 project

~ may have had adverse environmental impacts. Based on comments received during the initial

comment period, the County of Napa determined that revisions to and recirculation of the document

were necessary; with those revisions and the additional mitigation measures incorporated into the
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project and addressed in the June 21, 2010 revised recirculated IS/MND, Napa County and the
commenter concur that the project would not have a significant effect on the environment.

Response to Comment 3.6: The commenter states that, based on an analysis completed by
Tratfic Engineer Tom Brohard, P.E. and attached to the subject comment letter, the analysis of near
term traffic conditions included in the March 22, 2010 initial hearing draft proposed IS/MND is flawed.
Upon further review and clarification of information, Messrs. Brohard and Drury have concluded that
the analysis which comprises their Comment 3.6 is incorrect. Quoting from Mr. Brohard'’s letter of May
22, 2010 (included in the revised recirculated IS/MND at Attachment F);

Mr. Nickelson indicates traffic volumes have remained the same or decreased
slightly over the last three years on SR12 and SR29 adjacent to the Project, and |
have verified this on the Caltrans website. Further, 1 found that the County of
Napa does not require factoring of traffic counts to represent conditions on
Thursdays in August as does the City of Napa. After considering these items, |
agree with the analysis in the Traffic Study that SR12/SR29/Airport Boulevard will
operate at LOS “D” with Project traffic added.

In addition, in his letter of May 21, 2010 (also included in the revised recirculated IS/MND at

Attachment F) project traffic engineer George Nickelson P.E. states that;

The baseline scenario was established through consultations with Mr. Rick Marshall, the Deputy Direcior
of Public Works for Napa County. This scenario reflects the buildout of the adjacent Greenwood
Business Park; the proposed Napa Commerce Center trips were then added to identify the short term
traffic impacts. Due to the size of these developments (378,891 sq.ft. in the approved Greenwood
Business Park and 490,503 sq.ft. in the proposed Napa Commerce Center project), the traffic generated
by these combined developments would represent a very conservative estimate of traffic growth over the
nexi 2-3 years. Our TIA short term baseline scenario is conservative and valid.

With regard to other “Annual Ambjent Growth”, we assume Mr. Brohard is referring to potential
background traffic increases on State Route 29 (SR 29) and SR 12 in the project area. However, Caltrans
traffic volume records indicate that volumes on SR 29 and SR 12 have been constant or have actually
decreased slightly over the 2006-2009 (the most recent 3 year period for which Caltrans has volume data).
There is no evidence that our short termn baseline analysis should have included increased traffic volumes
on SR 29 or SR 12 - our TIA analysis is appropriate.

With regard to impacts at SR 29/SR 12-Airport Boulevard, our TIA found that when project trips are
added to the baseline conditions, this intersection would continue to operate at an acceptable LOS “D”,
Cumulative buildout mitigation measures are being established (and the appropriate traffic impact fee
identified) as a part of the “Update of Alrport Industrial Area Traffic Mitigation Fee Program™ (see
section 3 of this letter), _

deta a3 T

County staff, George Nickelson, and Tom Brohard represent the entire cadre of expert commentators
on the subject of near term fraffic levels in and around the Napa 34 Commerce Center project area and
all are now in agreement that, for the reasons noted above, the addition of project traffic to baseline
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traffic volumes in the project area will not result in a significant environmental impact. As a result, an
EIR is not necessary.

Response to Comment 3.7: The commenter states that, “Table 5 on page 13 of the (Nickelson)
Traffic Study indicates delay at Airport Boulevard/SR29/SR12 in the AM peak hour will increase from
41.4 seconds to 53.6 seconds... (and that) with the upper threshold of LOS D at 55.0 seconds, there is at
least a “fair argument” that the adjustments above (as discussed at Comment 3.6) will result in LOS E
conditions.” As noted above, Messrs. Brohard and Nickelson have reached agreement that the baseline
analysis utilized in the project Traffic Study is correct. The resulting 53.6 second delay time modeled by
Mr. Nickelson is quantifiably below the 55.0 second LOS E threshold. As analyzed in the June 21, 2010
revised recirculated IS/MND, impacts related to traffic delay at Airport Boulevard/SR29/SR12 in the
AM peak hour will be less than significant.

Response to Comment 3.8: The commenter states that the proposed driveway throats on-site
are very short and will not accommodate the 95"% queues of traffic exiting the driveways during the
PM peak hour. Quoting from George Nickelson’s May 21 response to comments letter;

Our TIA provided Level of Service (LOS) and operations calculations for each of the four project
driveways (three on Devlin Road and one on Airport Boulevard). As outlined in our report (Table 5, page
13, all of the driveways outbound traffic would operate at LOS “C” or better. This would be considered
very acceptable urban peak hour conditions.

With regard to queuing, our TIA also provided 95" percentile vehicie queue calculations for each
driveway (Table 6, page 18 of the TIA). The following compares the queue lengths with the distance
between the adjacent roadway travel lane and the internal parking aisle:

* Devlin Road north driveway; 50 fool queue/55 foot distance
= Devlin Road center driveway; 65 foot queue/60 foot distance
« Devlin Road south driveway; 49 foot queue/70 foot distance
+ Airport Boulevard driveway; 62 foot queue/65 foot distance

As this comparison indicates, at three of the project driveways, the calculated 95" percentile queue for
vehicles exiting the project would not back up beyond the nearest internal parking aisle. Even at the
project’s Devlin Road center driveway, the calculated queue would be approximately equal to the
available distance between the trave] lane and the internal parking aisle. There is no evidence that the
driveway queuing would significantly impact internal circulation. Similarly, based on the traffic
circulation analysis, there is no reason to conclude that the driveways’ operation would impact traffic
flows on the adjacent streets.

In his letter of May 22, Tom Brohard concurs;

In regard to on-site queuing, | had previously indicated the 95" percentile queues
in the Traffic Study appeared to exceed the available distances that | had scaled
from the reduced site plan. Mr. Nickelson has measured the distances from a
scaled drawing of the site, and { agree that the distances provided are adequate.
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Based on the revised recirculated IS/MND and the above-cited expert analyses, impacts related to
traffic queuing at driveway throats will be less than significant.

Response to Comment 3.9: The commenter states that the proposed IS/MND fails to include an
analysis of cumulative traffic impacts and that, as a result, it is inadequate to determine whether or not
significant cumulative traffic impacts exist.

The scope of the Nickelson/OmniMeans project traffic impact analysis was established in consultation
with Rick Marshall, Napa County’s lead transportation engineer and Deputy Director of the
Department of Public Works. Consistent with guidance provided by Mr. Marshall in his capacity as
chief traffic engineer, the project traffic impact analysis relied on the cumulative buildout traffic
findings included in the County’s ongoing Update of Airport Industrial Area Traffic Mitigation Fee
Program. The Airport Industrial Area, in which the Napa 34 Commerce Center project is located, is
currently subject to an adopted and County-mandated cumulative traffic impact mitigation fee
program which is designed to provide funding for the planning and construction of local and regional
transportation improvements within and adjacent to the Napa County Airport Industrial Area in
anticipation of the development of, amongst others, the projects mentioned in the revised recirculated
IS/MND. The current fee is $3,551 per PM peak hour trip. The County is in the process of updating the
fee and is engaging in a thoroughgoing analysis of short, mid, and long-term curnulative traffic
modeling as a component of that study. The Update of Airport Industrial Area Traffic Mitigation Fee
Program considers and incorporates all approved and pending projects, specifically including Napa
Pipe, in its cumulative impact scenarios. The Update analyzes complete buildout of the Airport
Industrial Area, cumulative development outside of the Airport Industrial Area, and long term
predicted regional traffic growth on nearby state highways.

As noted above, the Napa Pipe project has been included in the cumulative impact scenarios driving
the Update of Airport Industrial Area Traffic Mitigation Fee Program. Despite the fact that Tom Brohard
initially raised concerns about a lack of consistency between Napa 34 Commerce Center’s cumulative
impact mitigations and those of the Napa Pipe project Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR)
(available for review in the offices of the Napa County Department of Conservation, Development, and
Planning), in his subsequent letter of May 17, 2010 Mr. Brohard finds that;

The (project) Traffic Study indicates the County of Napa did not require an analysis of cumulative
conditions as an area-wide traffic study to accomplish this task and to update the County of Napa Traffic
Impact Fee Program is nearly complete. In my telephone discussion on May 12, 2010, George Nickelson
indicated an administrative draft of cumulative traffic conditions and the corresponding update of the Traffic
Impact Fee Program was now being reviewed by County staff. From his experience in the area, Mr. Nickelson
indicated the current fee of $3,551 per PM peak hour trip will likely increase when the update is adopted. ...
Assuming that the County of Napa continues all of the various components of their overall Traffic Impact Fee
Program as they have historically done, it appears that the Napa 34 Holdings Commerce Center Project will
be required to pay their “fair share” of the regional roadway improvements needed to mitigate the cumulative
“impacts of all projects in the area. S
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In addition, in his letter of May 22, 2010, Mr. Brohard confirms his {correct) understanding that “the
study of cumulative traffic conditions, including Napa Pipe, was nearing completion, together with
updating of the current traffic impact fee.” Speaking directly to Napa Pipe and the conformity of the
Napa 34 Commerce Center project, the Update of Airport Industrial Area Traffic Mitigation Fee Program,
and Napa Pipe, George Nickelson’s May 21, 2010 memo finds that, “there will ultimately be a
consistent set of mitigation measures that address impacts associated with the Airport Industrial Area”
and Napa Pipe.

With a combination of the project-specific mitigations and a mitigation measure requiring payment of
the project’s “fair share” of traffic improvements as required by the revised recirculated IS/MND and
analyzed in the cumulative traffic impact analysis incorporated into the final adopted Update of Airport
Industrial Area Traffic Mitigation Fee Program, there will be no individually or cumulatively significant
traffic impacts associated with this project as regards traffic congestion and levels of service. All
cumulative traffic impacts will be mitigated to a less than significant level by payment of the traffic
impact fee.

Response to Comment 3.10: The commenter argues that the mitigation measures included in
the March 22, 2010 proposed IS/MND are incomplete in specific instances as described below. Napa
County’s specific responses follow, however, in sum, as analyzed in the June 21, 2010 revised
recirculated IS/MND, mitigation measures incorporated into that document are adequate to reduce all
traffic impacts to a less-than-significant level.

a.) Mitigation Measure #10 — Pay Traffic Mitigation Fees: The commenter argues that the
mitigation measure requiring payment of the County’s traffic impact mitigation fees will not
result in the project paying its “fair share” for needed long term regional transportation
improvements, Napa County disagrees; the County’s current and/or updated Airport
Industrial Area traffic impact fee program will result in the project paying its “fair share”
towards know cumulative and project-specific traffic impacts. See also response to
Comment 3.9.

In his May 17, 2010 letter, Tom Brohard, whose technical memo of April provided the basis
for the commenter’s original statements, indicates that upon further review and based on
additional information provided by George Nickelson, he is convinced that the County’s
traffic mitigation fee will result in the project covering its “fair share” of traffic impacts.
Quoting from that letter;
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Update of Traffic Impact Fee Program — The Traffic Study indicates the
County of Napa did not require an analysis of cumulative conditions as an
area-wide traffic study to accomplish this task and to update the County of
Napa Traffic Impact Fee Program is nearly complete. In my telephone
discussion on May 12, 2010, George Nickelson indicated an administrative
draft of cumulative traffic conditions and the corresponding update of the
Traffic Impact Fee Program was now being reviewed by County staff. From
his experience in the area, Mr. Nickelson indicated the current fee of $3,551
per PM peak hour trip will likely increase when the update is adopted.

At the current fee, the Napa 34 Holdings Commerce Center Project would pay
nearly $1.5 million (422 PM peak hour trips times $3,551 equals $1,498,522)
for mitigation of its cumulative traffic impacts. Assuming that the County of
Napa continues all of the various components of their overall Traffic Impact
Fee Program as they have historically done, it appears that the Napa 34
Holdings Commerce Center Project will be required to pay their “fair share” of
the regional rcadway improvements needed to mitigate the cumulative traffic
impacts of all projects in the area.

b.) Mitigation Measure #12 — Airport Boulevard/Devlin Road Improvements: The commenter states
that the “improvements identified at page 21 of the Traffic Study require the widening of
Airport Boulevard... (and) could result in the need for additional right-of-way.” Napa
County concurs that the project site plan has, from as early as the beginning of the public
comment period for the proposed IS/MND, shown all land area necessary for the widening
of Airport Boulevard debited from the Napa 34 parcel. The applicant has agreed to
mitigation measures requiring the dedication of the subject parcel area and all
environmental impacts associated with its conversion to right-of-way have been analyzed
and found less-than-significant as mitigated in the revised recirculated IS/MND.

c.) Mitigation Measure #13 — Soscol Ferry Road/Devlin Road Traffic Signal: The commenter states
that the “project’s fair share of signalization should be calculated and the funds collected
upon issuance of any building permits for the project.” Napa County is confident that,
through a combination of the required payment of traffic impact fees (addressed in some
detail at item “a.,” above) and revised recirculated IS/MND Mitigation Measure #17 (quoted
in full below) the project will pay its “fair share” for any potential future signalization of the
Soscol Ferry/Devlin Road intersection. The proposed mitigation measure is complete and
adequate to address identified cumulative traffic impacts.

As discussed in the project traffic study, this project may have significant impacts at the Soscol
Ferry/Devlin Road intersection. Whether through the payment of impact fees or through some
other fair-share method duly adopted at the time of any such construction, the permittee and
hislher successors in interest shall contribute to the cost of signalization at the Soscol
Ferry/Devlin Road intersection should the County deem it necessary to install traffic signals at
that intersection at some point in the future.

Response to Comments - NAPA 34 Commerce Center Use Permit App. N2 Pog-00329 & Tentative Parcel Map App. N2 Pog-00330
Page g of 21



d.) Mitigation Measure §14 — Airport Boulevard/Devlin Road Traffic Signal: The commenter states
that in addition to providing the northbound right turn green arrow overlap, which will run
concurrently with the westbound dual left turns, it will also be necessary to prohibit
westbound to eastbound U-turns at the intersection to eliminate conflicting movements.

The revised recirculated IS/MND incorporates a revised mitigation measure which
addresses signalization at the Airport Boulevard/Devlin Road intersection and reduces
traffic safety impacts at the Airport Boulevard/Devlin Road intersection to less-than-
significant levels.

The project shall incorporate the turn lane construction, rond widening, and other improvements
at and adjacent to the Airport Boulevard/Devlin Road intersection outlined under “Airport
Boulevard/Devlin Road Intersection” at page 21 of the final project traffic study, with the
exception that westbound to eastbound U-turns at the Airport Boulevard/Devlin Road
intersection shall be restricted to eliminate protected conflicting turn movements.

e.) Queuing Impacts at Soscol Ferry Road/ SR 29, Soscol Ferry Road/ Devlin Road, and Airport
Boulevard/ SR29/ SR12: The commenter states that the project should be required to pay its
“fair share” to mitigate cumulative queuing impacts at the above-mentioned intersections.
As noted at Response to Comment 3.9 and Response to Comment 3.10(a) (both above), the
project will be required to contribute to the Airport Industrial Area cumulative traffic
impact mitigation fee program, which is designed to provide funding for the planning and
construction of local and regional transportation improvements within and adjacent to the
Napa County Airport Industrial Area. Cumulative queuing impacts are, and will be,
addressed through projects funded with Airport Industrial Area traffic impact fees. As
mitigated by the revised recirculated IS/MND, the project will pay its “fair share” towards
cumulative queuing impacts at the identified intersections.

f.) Mitigation Measures are Inconsistent with the Napa Pipe Project: The commenter states that the
mitigation measures proposed for the Napa 34 project are inconsistent with the mitigations
proposed for the nearby and “recently approved” Napa Pipe project.

The Napa Pipe project has not been approved. The mitigation measures incorporated into
the revised recirculated IS/MND are fully consistent with those currently-proposed for
Napa Pipe. This is a position which is shared by project Traffic Engineer George Nickelson
and, now that he has had more time to review the project, by commenting traffic Engineer
Tom Brohard. Quoting from page 48 of the revised recirculated IS/MND;

The Napa Pipe project has been included in the cumulative impact scenarios driving the Update
of Airport Industrial Aren Traffic Mitigation Fee Program. Despite the fact that Tom Brohard
initinlly raised concerns about a lack of consistency between Napa 34 Commerce Center’s
cumulative impact mitigations and those of the Napa Pipe project Draft Environmental Impact
Report (DEIR) (available for review in the offices of the Napa County Department of
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Conservation, Development, and Planning), in his subsequent letter of May 17, 2010 Mr.
Brohard finds that;

“The (project) Traffic Study indicates the County of Napa did not require an analysis of
cumulative conditions as an area-wide traffic study to accomplish this task and to update the
County of Napa Traffic Impact Fee Program is nearly complete. In my telephone discussion
on May 12, 2010, George Nickelson indicated an administrative draft of cumulative traffic
conditions and the corresponding update of the Traffic Impact Fee Program was now being
reviewed by County staff. From his experience in the area, Mr. Nickelson indicated the
current fee of $3,551 per PM peak hour trip will likely increase when the update is adopted.
... Assuming that the County of Napa continues all of the various components of their
overall Traffic Impact Fee Program as they have historically done, it appears that the Napa 34
Holdings Commerce Center Project will be required to pay their “fair share” of the regional
roadway improvements needed to mitigate the cumulative impacts of all projects in the area.”

In addition, in his letter of May 22, 2010, Mr. Brohard confirms his (correct) understanding that
“the study of cumulative traffic conditions, including Napa Pipe, was nearing completion,
together with updating of the current traffic impact fee.” Speaking directly to Napa Pipe and the
conformity of the Napa 34 Commerce Center project, the Update of Airport Industrial Area
Traffic Mitigation Fee Program, and Napa Pipe, George Nickelson’s May 21, 2010 memo finds
that, “there will ultimately be a consistent set of mitigation measures that address impacts
associated with the Airport Industrial Area” and Napa Pipe.

Response to Comments 3.11 and 3.12: The commenter argues that the “project will have highly
significant air quality impacts during the construction phase” and that the IS/MND failed “to impose
feasible mitigation measures for construction impacts.”

The proposed project has the potential to violate construction-phase air quality standards and plans as
adopted by the Bay Area Air Quality Management District. The project site lies at the southern end of
the Napa Valley, which forms one of the climatologically distinct sub regions (Napa County Sub
region) within the San Francisco Bay Area Air Basin. The topographical and meteorological features of
the Valley create a relatively high potential for air pollution. In the short term, potential air quality
impacts are most likely to result from construction activities. Construction emissions would have a
temporary effect; consisting mainly of dust generated during grading and other construction activities,
exhaust emissions from construction related equipment and vehicles, and relatively minor emissions
from paints and other architectural coatings. As modeled by atmospheric scientist James Clark, Ph.D.,
construction-phase emissions of ROG and NOx from this project would be 507.3 lbs/day and 91
lbs/day, respectively. These volumes are in excess of both the 1999 and 2010 Bay Area Air Quality
Management District (BAAQMD) thresholds of significance, which are 80 lbs/day and 54 lbs/day,
respectively'. The BAAQMD recommends incorporating feasible control measures as a means of
addressing those impacts in their 1999 CEQA Guidelines (CEQA Guidelines — Assessing the Air Quality

! Because the initial project mitigated negative declaration was drafted prior to the June 2, 2010 adoption of the
updated 2010 BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines, project impacts have been considered against both the 1999 standards
operative at original circulation and the new 2010 BAAQMD standards throughout the Air Quality section.
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Impacts of Projects and Plans, BAAQMD, December 1999). If the proposed project adheres to these
measures, then BAAQMD recomumends concluding that construction-related impacts will be less than
significant. Relevant best practices are set forth at Table 2 of the 1999 Guidelines and at Table 8-2 of the
final draft May 2010 BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines and have been incorporated as mitigation measures.

An additional mitigation measure, recommended by Dr. Clark and agreed to by the applicant, requires
the use of alternative fuel construction equipment. “According to the California Air Resources Board
(CARB), alternative fuels can reduce particulate matter emissions by up to 50% and nitrogen oxides
(NOx) by up to 15%.” (Review of Supplemental Mitigation, Napa 34 Holdings Project, Napa County,
California, James Clark, PhD and Matt Hagemann, June 2, 2010)

Modeling conducted by planning staff and by Dr. Clark concludes that Napa 34 Commerce Center’s
pollutant emissions during the operational —phase, which is to say, once the proposed buildings are
completed and operating, will be below both the BAAQMD’s 1999 and 2010 thresholds of significance
(for reference, please see Criteria Pollutants in the revised recirculated IS/MND.) As a result,
operational air emissions will have a less than significant effect with regard to air quality plans or
quality standards. All reasonable and feasible mitigation measures are incorporated into the revised
recirculated IS/MND.

As mitigated through a combination of BAAQMD recommended best practices and an additional
mitigation measure requiring the use of alternative fuel construction equipment incorporated into the
project, construction-related impacts will likewise be less than significant.

Response to Comment 3.13: The commenter alleges that project operational phase air emissions
will be significant and that the draft IS/MND air quality analysis is deficient. There is nothing in the
record to indicate that project operational-phase emissions will be above BAAQMD thresholds, as
established by the 1999 or by the 2010 BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines. Quoting from the revised
recirculated IS/MND;

Thresholds of significance for the emission of ctiteria pollutants, including reactive organic gas (ROG),
nitrogen oxide (NOx), and ten-micron particulate matter (PM10), are incorporated into both the
BAAQMD's 1999 CEQA Guidelines and the recently adopted 2010 BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines. For
ongoing operations, encompassing a combination of fixed-sources (such as material off-gassing and
structural climate control systems) and mobile-sources (primarily consisting of vehicle trips to and from the
site), relevant thresholds of significance for criteria pollutants are established at Table 3 of the 1999
Guidelines. If project emissions do not exceed the established thresholds, they are deemed not to
significantly impact air quality either individually or cumulatively and require no further study. The
operational emissions associated with this project were modeled using URBEMIS air quality management
software (Napa 34 Commerce Center Project, March 3, 2010, URBEMIS 2007 Version 9.2.4) and are
compared to relevant air quality thresholds of significance below. Additional URBEMIS modeling was
completed by Dr. James Clark as a component of his April 2010 analysis (Comments on the Proposed Napa
34 Holdings Project, Napa County, California, James Clark, PhD and Matt Hagemann, April 20, 2010).
Complete URBEMIS modeling results from both staff's analysis and Dr. Clark’s analysis are attached (to
the revised recirculated IS/MND),
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ROG

Threshold of significance (1999 BAAQMD Standards): 82 pounds per day (Ibs/d)
Threshold of significance (2010 BAAQMD Standards): 54 Ibs/d

Modeled project emissions (NCDCDP Staff analysis) : 15.33 lbs/d

Modeled project emissions (Clark): 26.05 lbs/d

NOx

Threshold of significance: 82 lbs/d

Threshold of significance (2010 BAAQMD Standards): 54 Ibs/d
Modeled project emissions (NCDCDP Staff analysis): 16.98 lbs/d
Modeled project emissions (Clark) : 24.39 Ibs/d

PM10

Threshold of significance (1999 BAAQMD Standards): 82 Ibs/d
Threshold of significance (2010 BAAQMD Standards): 82 Ibs/d
Modeled project emissions (NCDCDP Staff analysis): 19.71 Ibs/d
Modeled project emissions (Clark) : 39.06 Ibs/d

As analyzed above, the proposed project would not result in a cumulatively considerable net increase in
any criteria pollutant for which the project region is in non-attainment under an applicable federal or
state ambient air quality standard.

Response to Comment 3.14: The commenter states that the project will have significant
greenhouse gas emissions in excess of relevant CEQA significance thresholds.

The construction and operation of the office and warehousing industrial park proposed here will
necessarily contribute to overall increases in green house gas emissions. Emissions would be generated
by employee vehicle trips to and from the new and additional jobs located at the facility; from the
additional employment and economic activity generated off-site as a result of those on-site jobs; from
new and additional vehicle trips to and from the site undertaken by the customers of and visitors to the
facility; by the commercial vehicle traffic generated by the proposed warehousing uses; by the
production of building materials, their transportation to the site, and the construction process; by the
heating, cooling, and lighting of the completed buildings; by the machinery and products utilized in
the course of business by eventual tenants of the park; and by the machines, fertilizers, and vehicles
used in the ongoing maintenance of the facility.

The project would also result in the permanent removal of more than 27 acres of ruderal grasslands
and roughly 2 acre of existing wetlands, releasing a volume of greenhouse gasses which is currently
sequestered on-site. However, the significant landscaping and tree planting (for reference, please see
BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES, in the revised recirculated IS/MND) proposed in this project would
more than offset the grassland, wetland, and woodland conversions incorporated into the project;
resulting in no significant increase in greenhouse gas emissions through biotic conversion.
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Moving on to operational characteristics, our URBEMIS air quality analysis for the project (please see
Attachment A of the revised recirculated IS/MND) indicates that the facility, once complete, would result
in area source emissions of 128.6 metric tons per year of carbon dioxide equivalents (MT/Y CO2e) and
operational (vehicle) emissions of 1,767.7 MT/Y CO2e. According to the URBEMIS analysis, the project’s
total ongoing carbon dioxide emissions (area source plus operational emissions) are predicted to total
1,896.3 MT/Y CO2e. The 1,896.3 MT/Y CO2e figure does not include construction-period emissions which
are likely to range between 422.3 and 1,093 MT/Y CO2e.

Neither the State nor Napa County has adopted explicit thresholds of significance for GIIG emissions,
although State CEQA Guidelines suggest that agencies may consider the extent to which a project
complies with requirements adopted to implement a statewide, regional, or local plan for the reduction
or mitigation of greenhouse gas emissions.

Effective June 2, 2010, the Bay Area Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD) adopted qualitative
and quantitative thresholds that are instructive in this regard (see California Environmental Quality Act
Guideline Update - Proposed Thresholds of Significance, BAAQMD, December 7, 2009). Specifically, the
BAAQMD suggests that development projects which will emit less than 1,100 MT/Y CO2e may be
considered to have a less than significant impact relative to GIIG emissions (both individually and
cumulatively). Alternately, the BAAQMD proposes an efficiency-based threshold of 4.6 MT/Y CO2e per
person (“persons” is arrived at by adding project employment to project residential development).
However, the 2010 Guidelines caution;

In applying the efficiency-based threshold of 4.6 MT/Y CO2e (per person), the lead agency might also
wish to consider the project’s total emissions. Where a project meets the efficiency threshold but would
still have very large greenhouse gas emissions, the lead agency may wish to consider whether the
project’s contributions to climate change might still be cumulatively considerable...

At a modeled operational emissions rate of 1,896.3 MT/Y CO2e, the subject project exceeds the
BAAQMD's 1,100 MT/Y CO2e threshold of significance. However, the BAAQMD's alternative efficiency-
based threshold would allow the site emissions of up to 2,870.4 MT/Y CO2e (based on a proposed 624
person employment level). The first draft of this mitigated negative declaration (March 2010) concluded
that at 1,896.3 MT/Y CO2e, the proposed project met the 2,870.4 MT/Y CO2e efficiency threshold and that
that higher threshold could and should be used to find project impacts associated with GHG emissions
less than significant both individually and cumulatively. The April 2010 comments of Dr. Clark, however,
find a potentially significant cumulative impact associated with the exceedance of the lower 1,100 MT/Y
CO2e threshold absent mitigation that reduces impacts to a less than significant level (Comments on the
Proposed Napa 34 Holdings Project, Napa County, California, James Clark, PhD and Matt Hagemann, April
20, 2010).

Cumulative increases in greenhouse gas emissions in Napa County were assessed in the Environmental
Impact Report (EIR) prepared for the Napa County General Plan Update and certified in June 2008.
Despite adoption of mitigation measures that incorporated specific policies and action items into the
General Plan, cumulative impacts from greenhouse gas emissions were found to be significant and
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unavoidable. Industrial development of the scale and scope proposed by the project has been
programmed for the subject parcel since the County adopted the Airport Industrial Area Specific Plan
(AIASP) in 1986. The development levels envisioned in the ATASP further informed the 2008 General
Plan revision and provided a basis for the land use, air quality, traffic, and other analyses included in the
General Plan EIR. Consistent with State CEQA standards (please see CEQA Guidelines §15183), because
the project is consistent with an adopted General Plan for which an EIR was prepared, it appropriately
focuses on impacts which are “peculiar to the project,” rather than those cumulative impacts which
were previously assessed by the General Plan EIR. The cumulative impacts of this project are,
therefore, less than considerable.

The BAAQMD has additionally suggested that development projects, plans, and plan amendments
which are compliant with a qualified climate action plan, can be assumed to have less than significant
impacts with regard to greenhouse gasses. Napa County is currently developing an emission reduction
plan (or “qualified climate action plan” to use BAAQMD terminology), based on an initial emissions
inventory and Climate Action Framework prepared by the Napa County Transportation and Planning
Agency (NCTPA) in 2009. While the emission reduction plan for unincorporated Napa County is in
preparation, the County requires project applicants to consider methods to reduce GHG emissions and
incorporate permanent and verifiable emission offsets, consistent with Napa County General Plan Policy
CON-65(e).

The current project incorporates greenhouse gas reduction methods and offsets including bicycle and
pedestrian-friendly facilities and improvements, permanent preservation of extensive natural wetlands,
high efficiency irrigation, recycled water use, low VOC materials, the planting of more than 300 new trees
{of which nearly 100 will be native oaks), designs that take advantage of passive natural cooling and
heating, and buildings which are designed to support the structural loads associated with roof-mounted
solar arrays.

However, as the project will exceed the BAAQMD's 1,100 MT/Y CQO2e threshold of significance, applying
the most conservative GHG emission threshold, Dr. Clark has proposed, and the applicant has accepted,
a series of mitigation measures designed to reduce impacts to a less than significant level. They include a
requirement that project buildings be fully solar-ready and that more than 8,000 metric tons of carbon
credits be purchased on the Chicago Climate Exchange? and retired by the permittee over the course of

2 Started in 2003, the Chicago Climate Exchange (CCX) is the world’s first and North America’s only legally binding rules-
based greenhouse gas emissions allowwance trading system. Members of the CCX make a voluntary but legally binding
commitment to meet reduction targets for greenhouse gas emissions. International efforts to stop climate change, including
the CCX, are focused on reducing emissions and reducing atmospheric levels of six greenhouse gnses: carbon dioxide (CO2),
methane (CH4), nitrous oxide (N20), hydrofluorocarbons (HFCs), perfluorocarbons (PFCs), sulfur hexafluoride (SF6) The
CCX recognized not only that greenhouse gns emissions should be reduced, but that a market-based trading system (similar
to the national program for trading sulfur dioxide emissions) offers the least cost for managing such a reduction. In this cap-
and-tradesystem, members of the CCX agree to reduce their emissions to a certain target each year. Members that reduce
emissions below their target receive allowances that can be sold to other members or banked, while those that do not meet
their targets can purchase credits at the market price. By establishing a market for carbon reductions, entities have flexibility
in how emissions are reduced and also receive incentives for the development and use of lowcost technologies and approaches
that reduce emissions. The CCX uses the Carbon Financial Instrument (CFI) contract, defined as 100 metric tons of CO2
equivalent, as the unit for all reporting and trading of greenhouse gas emission reductions. In 2007, the CCX traded 22.9
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the next decade. As mitigated, the project’s annual net GHG emissions will be 1,096.3 MT/Y CO2e (1,896.3
MT/Y CO2e — the 800 MT/Y credit retirement), which is below the BAAQMD'’s 1,100 MT/Y CO2e
threshold of significance.

With regard to the ten-year term of the proposed carbon credit retirement mitigation, James Clark, Ph.D.
and Matt Hagemann conclude that ten year termed-mitigation is adequate to reduce GHG emissions
impacts to less than significant level in their letter of June 2, 2010. Quoting that analysis in full;

California’s major initiatives for reducing climate change or greenhouse gas (GHG) emtissions are outlined
in Assembly Bill 32 (signed into law 2006), a 2005 Executive Order and a 2004 ARB regulation to reduce
passenger car GHG emissions. These efforts will reduce GHG emissions to 1990 levels by 2020 - a

reduction of approximately 30 percent, and then an 80 percent reduction below 1990 levels by 2050. Thus,
by 2020, AB 32 and other state-wide requirements will have reduced cumulative GHG emissions by 30%.

BAAQMD's threshold of 1,100 metric tons per year for GHG CEQA significance (sic, threshold) applies
only to cumulative GHG impacts, not projeci-specific impacts. The BAAQMD CEQA Guidance states, “If
annual emissions of operational GHG's exceed these levels, the proposed project would result in a
cumulatively considerable contribution of GHG emissions and a cumulatively significant impact to global
climate change.” (BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines, p. 2-4, May 2010.)

Since AB 32 will address cumulative GHG emissions by 30% by 2020 and 80% by 2050, the 10-year period
from 2010 to 2020 is the most critical period for the County to impose measures to mitigate cumulative
GHG impacts. As discussed above, the mitigation measures imposed reduce the Napa 34 Project’s
cumulative GHG impacts to below the level of significance to at least 2020, After that date, AB 32 will
adequatelyy mitigate cumulative GHG impacts on a statewide basis. As such, with the imposition of the
supplemental GHG measures, the Napa 34 Project will have no significant GHG impacts. (Review of
Supplemental Mitigation, Napa 34 Holdings Project, Napa County, California, James Clark, PhD and
Matt Hagemann, June 2, 2010)

As mitigated, project impacts related to GHG emissions and global warming will be less than significant,
both individually and cumulatively.

Response to Comment 3.15: The commenter states that the project is located “approximately 1
mile” from a wastewater treatment plant and that it will, as a result, expose the citizenry to significant
odor impacts.

As analyzed in the revised recirculated IS/MND and as stipulated to in the commenter’s letter of May
12, 2010 (see Attachment F at the revised recirculated IS/MND), odor impacts will be less-than-
significant. The Napa Sanitation District operates a wastewater treatment plant approximately 1.4 miles
to the northwest of the Napa 34 Commerce Center project site. The facility, which is located at 1515
Soscol Ferry Road, is a 15 million gallon per day treatment plant that includes preliminary treatment,

million tons of CO2 equivalent for a value of $72.4 million. (NIACS Briefing, the Chicago Climate Exchange, US Forest
Service, Northern Research Station, May 21, 2008).
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primary treatment, biological secondary treatment, secondary clarification or sedimentation, sand
filtration, chlorination, sludge digestion, and solids dewatering (Comments on the Proposed Napa 34
Holdings Project, Napa County, California, James Clark, PhD and Matt Hagemann, April 20, 2010).
According to the 1999 BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines, the screening level standard for potential impacts
associated with “frequently exposing members of the public to objectionable odors” associated with a
wastewater treatment plant is two miles. The 2010 BAAQMD standards reduce that screening level
distance to one mile. While portions of the subject parcel will, indeed, be located within one mile of the
wastewater treatment plant, the Napa Airport area is characterized by a strong and predictable wind
pattern (that is chiefly why the airport was located there in the first place) with winds blowing from the
west and south-southwest; that wind pattern predictably moves odors from the Napa Sanitation
treatment plant away from the Napa 34 site. Additionally, the second step in the 2010 BAAQMD odor
screening process involves determining whether or not any confirmed odor complaints exist for each of
the past three years. No confirmed odor complaints exist for the project area (see Review of Supplemental
Mitigation, Napa 34 Holdings Project, Napa County, California, James Clark, PhD and Matt Hagemann,
June 2, 2010). As a result, no significant impact related to odors and the Napa Sanitation Wastewater
Treatment facility would result.

Response to Comment 3.16: The commenter states that the project, “will have significant
impacts together with the nearby Napa Pipe Project. The two projects, only two miles apart, will
obviously be contributing to the same air pollution, including ROG, NOx, PM, GHG, and other
pollutants. Since the Napa Pipe Project has admittedly significant air quality impacts, and the Napa 34
Project will be adding cumulatively to that pollution, the Napa 34 Project therefore necessarily has
significant cumulative air quality impacts.” As noted above, the Napa Pipe project is yet-to-be
approved. However, because a DEIR has been completed for Napa Pipe, the commenter correctly
indicates that it is a foreseeable project that is appropriately considered in the cumulative impacts
analysis incorporated into the Napa 34 revised recirculated IS/MND.

The Napa Pipe Draft EIR (October 23, 2009 draft) identifies a number of significant unavoidable
impacts related to air quality, including “development that results in population growth that exceeds
the intensity anticipated in the latest clean air planning assumptions,” (Impact AQ-1) and “the project
would generate new emissions that would affect long-term air quality... (including) ROG emissions...
that cannot be controlled” (Impact AQ-3). While the emissions from the Napa 34 project would
contribute to foreseeable cumulatively significant impacts from the potential Napa Pipe development,
given the size of the air basin planning area, the same could be said of any project developed in the
Napa Valley subsequent to the approval of Napa Pipe (as that project is now envisioned.) The key test
with regard to cumulative impacts is whether or not they will be cumulatively considerable. As the
Airport Industrial Area has been zoned, specific plan-designated, and otherwise programmed for
intensive industrial development for more than a decade and the development proposed in the Napa
34 project is both significantly less extensive than was imagined in previous planning documents (as a
result of the three acres of wetlands which are being preserved as a result of the project) and well below
even the BAAQMD's newly-stringent operational thresholds of significance for criteria pollutants (for
reference see Response to Comment 3.13, above), the project’s contribution to the potential cumulative
air quality impacts identified in the Napa Pipe DEIR is deemed to be less-than-considerable
cumulatively.
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Response to Comment 3.17: The commenter suggests that the project will have significant
adverse water supply impacts, including impacts on reliability and a non-zero water footprint. The
draft ISMND incorporated mitigation measures which were designed to mitigate impacts on water
service reliability to less-than-significant levels and to compensate for the project’s lack of a zero water
footprint through payment into the City of American Canyon’s updated water capacity and impact fee
programs (which provide funding to acquire additional long-term water resources and improve and
develop American Canyon’s water treatment and distribution system). With these mitigations, in their
October 2009 Water Supply Report the City of American Canyon finds that, “the potable water impacts
of the Napa Commerce Center project will be fully mitigated by the financial contribution it will make
to the water capacity fee program.” Napa County concurs with this determination and has
incorporated the City of American Canyon’s complete water service analysis into the draft IS/MND by
reference. Additional mitigation measures, as identified by Matt Hagemann, P.G. in his letter of May
11, 2010 (Review of Supplemental Mitigation, Napa 34 Holdings Project, Napa County, California) are
designed to further mitigate impacts related to water services reliability and were incorporated into the
revised recirculated IS/MND; they are copied below.

22. The permittee shall ensure that landscaping for the project employs native, drought-tolerant plant
species to the greatest extent practicable, provided that such landscaping shall not conflict with
those mitigations and project specifications addressing existing and proposed on-site wetlands.

23. The permittee shall install water-conserving plumbing fixtures that maximize efficiency and
water conservation in project buildings. These shall include, without limitation, dual-flush
toilets, and ultra low-flush or waterless urinals.

Response to Comment 3.18: The commenter alleges that the project as analyzed in the draft
IS/MND would have significant adverse impacts on stormwater pollution.

As mitigated, all water quality impacts will be less than significant. Quoting from the revised
recirculated IS/MNL};

The proposed project will not violate any known water quality standards or waste discharge
requirements. The project incorporates an integrated approach to stormwater management and wetland
preservation in which on-site stormwater flows are pretreated and then allowed to drain into the
preserved on-site wetland in a manner which mimics natural hydrologic flows. The proposed system,
which is detailed in the applicant’s March 2010 Stormwater Management Plan and in their Preliminary
Drainage Report of the same date, has been vetted by both the Department of Public Works and the San
Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality Control Board and both agencies have voiced initial support for
the proposed system’s somewhat novel (at least for Napa County) combined approach to stormwater

. management and wetland enhancement. The project will ultimately discharge stormwater into an
approved storm drainage system designed to accommodate the drainage from this site. Given that the
permittee will be required to obtain a stormwater permit from the Regional Water Quality Control Board,
via a program which is in-part administered by the County Department of Public Works, ample
opportunity is provided for both agencies to fine tune the details of the conceptual system as it progresses
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into a built reality. As a clarifying point, although the project initially requested a waiver from the
County's stormwater requirements, pursuant to a January 19, 2010 letter from Jeannette Doss of the
Napa County Department of Public Works to Brad Shirhall of the applicant team, Napa County will not
be issuing a stormwater waiver for this project. Stormwater flows will, as a result of the integrated
system proposed here, meet all of the County’s stormwater requirements.

The function of this project’s integrated stormwater pollution prevention, drainage, and wetland
preservation systems will depend heavily on the care and attention that go into the ongoing maintenance
of the Parcel “[,” "K,” and “L” wetland and detention basins and the buffer areas which surround them.
Mitigation measures requiring a final third-party stormwater pollution prevention plan, ongoing
wetland preservation, and ongoing wetland maintenance are incorporated (into the revised
recirculated IS/MND).

As mitigated by the revised recirculated IS/MND, project impacts on water quality will be less than

significant. Project impacts related to water quality and the risk that the project will violate waste
discharge requirements will also be less than significant.

Comment M 4 - Caltrans

Response to Comment 4.1: The corunenter requests that the project traffic impact study be
augmented to include an analysis of cumulative and cumulative-plus-project conditions. As noted at
Comment 3.9, above, and elsewhere in this document, consistent with guidance provided by Rick
Marshall in his capacity as Napa County’s chief traffic engineer, the project traffic impact analysis
relied on the cumulative buildout traffic findings included in the County’s ongoing Update of Airport
Industrial Area Traffic Mitigation Fee Program. The Airport Industrial Area, in which the Napa 34
Commerce Center project is located, is subject to an adopted and County-mandated cumulative traffic
impact mitigation fee program which is designed to provide funding for the planning and construction
of local and regional transportation improvements within and adjacent to the Napa County Airport
Industrial Area in anticipation of the development of, amongst others, the projects mentioned in the
revised recirculated IS/MND. The current fee is $3,551 per PM peak hour trip. The County is,
additionally, in the process of updating the fee and is engaging in a thoroughgoing analysis of short,
mid, and long-term cumulative traffic modeling as a component of that study. The Update of Airport
Industrial Area Traffic Mitigation Fee Program considers and incorporates all approved and pending
projects, specifically including Napa Pipe, in its cumulative impact scenarios. The Update analyzes
complete buildout of the Airport Industrial Area, cumulative development outside of the Airport
Industrial Area, and long term predicted regional traffic growth on nearby state highways.

Response to Comment 4.2: The conunenter requests that the project traffic impact study be
augmented to include peak hour turning movement volumes for all study intersections under project,
2030 cumulative, and 2030 cumulative-plus-project conditions.
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The traffic impact study includes project and project-plus-Greenwood Commerce Center turning
movement volumes for all study intersections. Please see Comment 4.1, above, for the County’s
response regarding the analysis of cumulative traffic impacts.

Response to Comment 4.3: The commenter states that the project must include extending the
existing northbound left turn lane at the state route 29/ Airport Boulevard intersection in order to
accommodate the plus-project queue. A mitigation measuring requiring improvements as detailed by
Caltrans in Comment 4.3 has been incorporated into the revised recirculated IS/MND and is copied
below.

The project shall incorporate the turn lane construction, road widening, and other improvements at
and/or adjacent to the Airport Boulevard/CA-29 intersection as required by the Department of
Transportation in their letter of March 3, 2010. To wit, “the project must include extending the existing
northbound left turn lane at the state route 29/Airport Boulevard intersection in order to accommodate
the Plus Project queue;” and, “please be reminded that a left turn lane requires both storage and
deceleration length.”

Comment € 5 - Living Rivers Council

Response to Comment 5.1: The commenter requests that the project include measures which ensure
that: a.) the on-site wetland is restored and revegetated to improve habitat for animals; b.) a barrier is
erected to keep terrestrial animals from crossing the highway; c.) a wildlife corridor setback is
established around the on-site wetland; d.) roadway and parking lot runoff is filtered to prevent
wetland contamination; e.) landscaping utilizes native plants; and f.) chemical spraying is prohibited.

With regard to sub-comment b.), under Highway 29, an existing six-foot diameter box culvert connects
the subject parcel to the property to the east. There is currently, and will be at project completion, a
fairly significant grade differential between the project site and Highway 29, with the travel lanes of
Highway 29 generally being six to 10 feet above the grade of adjoining portions of the subject property.
These significant existing and proposed grade differentials will, in all probability, direct wetland
animals into and through the large existing box culvert should they attempt to travel between the
subject property and parcels on the east side of the highway. Given the more than five foot height
difference between the highway and the subject parcel, no additional fencing is necessary, and fencing
would, in fact tend to corral animal movement through what should be a generally open system.

With regard to items a.) and ¢.) - £.), Napa County responds that a mitigation measure was
incorporated into the revised recirculated IS/MND which implements all of the remaining
comments/requests raised in the commenter’s letter; it is copied below.

Prior to the issuance of a building permit, a grading permit, or the recordation of a final parcel map, the
permittee shall submit a binding drainage system/u}eth:md maintenance plan for the review and approval
‘of the Departments of Public Works and Planning. The submitted plan shall stipulate an ongoing
maintenance regime (including, without limitation, financing details and implementation/enforcement
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measures such ns CC&Rs and/or third party conservations easements) for the integrated project area
wetland and drainage system. The wetland shall be restored and revegetated to improve habitat for
animals associated with the wetland ecosystem. Permanent restricted-access buffer zones shall be
established around the protected wetland as shown in submitted plans or otherwise as consistent with the
site-specific requirements of the Regional Water Quality Control Board; incidental human traffic through
or intetference in these zones shall be restricted through fencing or other barriers acceptable to the
Planning Director and the Regional Water Quality Control Board. Revegetation within the wetland and
wetland buffer areas shall consist of approptiate native plants. No chemical spraying shall be allowed in
the wetland or wetland buffer areas. The submitted maintenance plan shall be consistent with the Napa
County Post Construction Runoff Management Requirements manual adopted by the Board of
Supervisors on June 3, 2008, and in particular with Chapter 5 at p. 14, Implementation and Maintenance

of Requirement.
Attachments:
Attachment A: Depariment of Fish and Game letter of April 15, 2010
Attachment B: John Stephens letter of April 19, 2010
Attachment C: Richard Drury for Carpenters Local 751 letter of April 20, 2010 (with
attachments)
Attachment D: Caltrans letter of April 21, 2010 (with attachments)
Attachment E: Living Rivers Council letter of May 17, 2010
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Mr. Christopher M. Cahill . AGENDA ITTEM
County of Napa -C.
Department of Conservation, Development and Planning NO.

1195 Third Street, Suite 210
Napa, CA 94559

Dear Mr. Cahi! S o

Subject: Napa 34 Holdings Commerce Center Use Permit and Variation to Development
Standards Application No. P09-00329-UP and Tentative Parcel Map and Lot Line
Adjustment Application No. P09-00330-TM, Mitigated Negative Declaration,

SCH #2010032066, City and County of Napa

The Department of Fish and Game (DFG) has reviewed the Mitigated Negative Declaration
(MND) prepared for the Commerce Center Use Permit and Variation to Development
Standards Application (Project). The MND discusses the environmental impacts associated
with the new construction and operation of an industrial park located on a 33.9-acre parcel
located at the southwest corner of State Route 29 and Airport Boulevard.

Mitigation Measure 2 states that construction activities shall occur outside the breeding
season (March — August) uniess a pre-construction nest survey is conducted no more than
30 days prior to commencing construction activities. This measure states that if an active
nest is found, a buffer will be established around the nest in consultation with a biologist and
DFG. Nest construction for some species is completed in approximately two weeks or
shorter and thus surveys completed 15 to 30 days prior to tree removal or ground
disturbance could cause abandonment of the nest and/or eggs.

Fish and Game Code § 3503.5 states it is unlawfu! to take, possess, or destroy any birds in
the Orders of Falconiformes or Strigiformes (birds-of-prey or raptors) or take, possess, or
destroy the nest or eggs of any such bird. With respect to surveys for nesting raptors, DFG
recommends that the Project specifies: 1) that surveys for nesting raptors will be conducted
no earlier than 14 days prior to tree removal and/or breaking ground, 2) in the event that
nesting raptors are found, the project applicant will consult with DFG and obtain approval for
nest-protection buffers prior to tree removal and/or ground-breaking activities, and 3) nest
protection buffers will remain in effect until the young have fledged.

Mitigation Measure 3 states that a pre-construction nest survey for western burrowing owl
shall be conducted no more than 30 days prior to commencing construction activities during
March through August. This measure states that if an active nest is found, a buffer will be
Lestablished around the nest in consultation with a biologist and DFG. Buffers should be
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1)

2)

3)

4)

5)

6)

~ established around occupied nests and burrows at all times of the year, not only during the
breeding season. A site-specific proposal for surveys and eviction of owls from the site is to
be reviewed and approved by DFG prior to implementation. Additionally, DFG recommends
the following be conducted by a qualified biologist to ensure appropriate avoidance and
mitigation measures:

Burrowing owl surveys should be conducted during both the wintering {(December 1
through January 31) and nesting (April 15 through July 15) seasons, unless the
species is identified on the first survey. These surveys should take place from one
hour before to two hours after sunrise, as well as two hours before to one hour after
sunset. Surveys should be conducted on multiple days during each of the above
mentioned seasons. As burrowing owls were documented during wintering or
breeding seasons, additional surveys should be conducted prior to construction to
identify occupied burrows within the Project’s impact area.

Surveyed areas should include all potential habitat located within 150 meters of the
proposed Project's footprint and staging areas. A 150-meter buffer zone should be
surveyed to identify burrows and owls outside of the proposed Project area that may
have impacts by the proposed Project construction activities.

A report on the proposed Project’s survey results should be prepared and submitted
to DFG staff according to the guidelines identified in the DFG “Staff Report on
Burrowing Owl Mitigation™ {1995).

To avoid violation of Fish and Game Code §§ 3503 and 3503.5, any occupied
burrows should not be disturbed during the nesting season (February 1 through
August 31) unless a qualified biologist approved by DFG verifies through non-
invasive methods that either: a) the birds have not begun egg laying and incubation;
or b) that juveniles from the occupied burrows are foraging independently and are
capable of independent survival.

To off-set the loss of any foraging and/or burrow habitat on the Project site, all
suitable habitat which will be impacted should be replaced acre for acre with
suitable, occupied habitat at an appropriate location. Not less than 6.5 acres of
foraging habitat per breeding pair or unpaired resident bird should be acquired and
permanently protected. The protected lands should be occupied burrowing owl
habitat and at a location acceptable to DFG. The site should provide for the long-
term management and monitoring of the species in addition to permanent protection
either through a Conservation Easement or transfer of fee title to a DFG-approved
entity.

No disturbance should occur within 50 meters of occupied burrows during the
non-breeding season {September 1 through January 31) or within 75 meters of
occupied burrows during the breeding season (February 1 through August 31).
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N 7) If the destruction of burrows is unavoidable, and occupied nests have been shown

through non-invasive methods to be absent, passive reiocation techniques should be
used for 48 hours prior to construction activities to ensure owls have left the burrow.

If suitable habitat is destroyed prior to adequate burrowing owl surveys, DFG may assume
owls to have been present, and mitigation should be required by the Lead Agency in
consultation with DFG.

Mitigation Measure 4 states that a Swainson’s hawk nesting and foraging analysis shall be
provided to DFG, proposing specific mitigation consistent with DFG standards.

As noted in the Biological Resources Assessment dated June 2009, there is a known
nesting location approximately 1.25 miles north of the Project site as well as adjacent
nesting habitat. To mitigate for the loss of foraging habitat, appropriate mitigation should be
provided based on the following ratios:

« For projects within one mile of an active nest tree — provide one acre of land for each
acre of development authorized (1:1 ratio).

* For projects within 5 miles of an active nest tree but greater than one mile from the
nest tree — provide 0.75 acres of land for each acre of urban development authorized
(0.75:1 ratio).

» For projects within 10 miles of an active nest tree but greater than 5 miles from an
active nest tree — provide 0.5 acres of land for each acre of urban development
authorized (0.5:1 ratio).

Project proponents should ensure the lands are protected in perpetuity and should provide
for the long-term management of the lands by funding a management endowment.

Swainson’s hawk is listed as a threatened species by the California Fish and Game
Commission pursuant to the California Endangered Species Act. Please be advised that a
California Endangered Species Act (CESA) Permit must be obtained if the project has the
potential to result in take of species listed under CESA, either during construction or over
the life of the project. Issuance of a CESA Permit is subject to California Environmental
Quality Act (CEQA) documentation; therefore, the CEQA document must specify impacts,
mitigation measures, and a mitigation monitoring and reporting program. If the project will
impact CESA listed species, early consultation is encouraged, as significant modification to

the project and mitigation measures may be required in order to obtain a CESA Permit.

Please be aware that DFG will require a Lake and Streambed Alteration Agreement (LSAA),
pursuant to Section 1600 et seq. of the Fish and Game Code for all activities which will
impact drainages on the project. Issuance of the LSAA is subject to CEQA. DFG, as a
‘responsible agency under CEQA, will consider the environmental document, which should
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lly identify the potential impacts to the stream or riparian resources and provide adequate
) /,(_ avoidance, mitigation, monitoring and reporting commitments for completion of the
\\;\U\A agreement.

DF G appreciates the opportunity to provide comments on the Mitigated Negative
Declaration for the proposed Project. If you have any questions, please contact

Ms. Suzanne Gilmore, Environmental Scientist, at (707) 944-5536; or Mr. Greg Martinelli,
Water Conservation Supervisor, at (707) 944-5570.

Sincerely,

(o @zﬁﬂ&u o

)/Charles 4 :
Regional Manager
Bay Delta Region

cC: State Clearinghouse
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1195 Third Street, Suite 210 -
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April 19, 2010
Re: Napa 34 Holdings Commercial Center, Use Permit PO-00330-TPM

The Staff Report lists the Biological Resources Assessment written by Northfork
Associates, June 1, 2009, It states that no Vernal Pool Fairy Shrimp (VPFS) and the
California Red Legged Frogs (CRLF) were found by Monk & Associates at the site of the
three acre wetland. It was reported that the survey was conducted at various times during
the year and that the, “Final report summarized their finding are pending.” (Page 157)

It is my understanding that when Cal Trans conducted wildlife surveys for the Airport
Way and Highway 29 interchange they concluded that CRLF was present at the wetland.
How can one year the frog be present and the next year not?

However the final report by Monk & Associates was not in the file. How can the public
or the Planning Commission make an informed comment or decision without a complete
record and make a comment or base a finding on incomplete information? Northern
California has had a three year drought. The studies referred to above were conducted in
the last year of the drought. The question I have is if there is not water of course there
will be no CRLF or VPFS present. Dr. Monk is the eminent authority on CRLF and I
respect his opinion but the question I have, has he taken into account the fact that the
study was conducted during a dry year? Has soil samples been taken and Fairy Shrimp
been attempted to be raised artificially to detect their presence?

A fair argument can be made that the project could have a cumulative impact on the
CRLF population if they are present at the site. Given this incompleteness of the record I
urge the Planning Commission postpone the hearing for Napa 34 Holdings Commercial
Center until the Monk report can be produced. :

Sincerely,
; %/f\ RECEIVED
L APR 19 2010
John Sjcephens NAPA CO. CONSERVATION
348 Minahen St. DEVELOPMENT & PLANNING DEFT,

Napa, CA 94559
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Honorable Members of the Planning Commission
County of Napa

c¢/o John McDowell

Deputy Planning Director

1195 Third Street, Suite 210

Napa, CA 94559

Email: JohnMcDowell@countyofnapa.org

Chris Cabhill

Napa County Department of Conservation, Development, & Planning
1195 Third Street, Room 210
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Email: chris.cahill@countyofnapa.org
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NAPA CO. CONSERVATION
DEVELOPMENT & PLANNING DEPT.

RE: Comments on Mitigated Negative Declaration for Napa 34 Holdings Commerce
Center Use Permit and Variation to Development Standards Application No P09-

00329-UP and TPM and LLA Application No P09-00330-TPM;

SCH Number: 2010032066

Honorable Members of the Planning Commission and Mr. Cahill:

I am writing on behalf of the on behalf of Carpenters Local 751, its members, and City of
Napa resident, Mr. Dan Digardi (collectively, “Local 751") concerning the proposed Preliminary
Mitigated Negative Declaration and its initial study and supporting documents (“MND™) for
Napa 34 Holdings Commerce Center Use Permit and Variation to Development Standards
Application No P09-00329-UP and TPM and LLA Application No P09-00330-TPM; SCH
Number: 2010032066 (“Project” or “Napa 34 Project”). Our experts have reviewed the MND
and have determined that the Project will have significant adverse environmental impacts, and
that an environmental impact report (“EIR”) should therefore be prepared under the California
Environmental Quality Act (“CEQA,” Public Resources Code section 21000, et seq.) to fully

analyze these impacts and propose feasible measures to mitigate those impacts.

LOS ANGELES OFFICE
3435 Wilshire Bollevard, Suite 620
Los Angeles, CA 90010-1907
TEL 213.380.2344 FAX 213.361.1088

SACRAMENTQ OFFICE
428 ] Sireel, Svite 520
Sacramenig, CA 95814-2341
TEL 916.443.6600 FAX 916.442.0244

HONOLULU OFFICE
1099 Alakea Sireel, Suite 1602
Honolulu, Hi 96813-5500
TEL 808.528.8880 FAX 80B.528.8881
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I INTRODUCTION.

The County proposes to approve the massive new construction Project with no EIR
whatsoever. Instead, the County has concluded that the Napa 34 Project will have no adverse
impacts of any sort and that a mitigated negative declaration may therefore be issued. It is
simply untenable for a Project of this magnitude to be approved with a mere MND.

The Napa 34 Holdings Commerce Center involves the approval of a Use Permit to allow
the construction and operation of an industrial park totaling 490,500 square feet (“sf”) of new
development in 8 buildings, including: 1) two 41,700 sf two story office buildings; 2) two 7,600
sf single story office buildings with ancillary warehouse spaces; 3) one 8,800 sf single story
office building with ancillary warehouse space; and 4) 152,600 sf, 148,800 sf, and 81,600 sf
single story warehouse/distribution buildings with ancillary office space. Approximately 73% (or
356,000 sf) of the total development floor area would be dedicated to warehousing uses, while
the remaining 27% (or 134,500 sf) would be utilized as office space. In total, the Napa 34
Project will be almost as large as the tallest building in San Francisco, the Transamerica
Pyramid, which totals 530,000 square feet. It is simply untenable to permit such a massive
project without first preparing an environmental impact report.

By contrast, courts have required EIRs for comparatively smail projects. (Arviv
Enterprises v. South Valley Area Pln. Comm. (2002} 101 Cal. App. 4th 1333 (EIR required for
21 homes); Quail Botanical Gardens v. City of Encinitas (1994) 29 Cal.App.4th 1597 (EIR
required for 40 homes); Mejia v. City of Los Angeles (2005) 130 Cal.App.4th 322, 329-333 (23
homes); Oceanview Estates Homeowners Assn. v. Montecito Water Dist. (2004) 116 Cal.App.4th
396 (EIR required for cover to protect reservoir); Eureka Citizens for Responsible Government v.
City of Eureka (2007) 147 Cal.App.4th 357 (EIR required for children’s playground))

Indeed, the County of Napa itself has recently prepared an environmental impact report
(“EIR”) for the nearby Napa Pipe project, less than three miles away from the Napa 34 Project.
The two projects will clearly have cumulative impacts on traffic, air quality, greenhouse gas
emissions and other factors. In fact the Napa Pipe and Napa 34 Projects impact many of the
same intersections, creating cumulative traffic impacts. Nevertheless, the MND for the Napa 34
Project ignores the Napa Pipe Project entirely and fails to analyze cumulative impacts at all. As
a result, as discussed below, the two projects include contradictory and inconsistent mitigation
measures. Since the Napa 34 Project will have cumulative impacts together with the Napa Pipe
Project, and the County has acknowledged that the Napa Pipe Project has significant impacts
requiring an EIR, by necessary implication, the Napa 34 Project has significant cumulative
impacts requiring an EIR.

As discussed below, expert comments establish that the Napa 34 Project will have
significant impacts far in excess of applicable CEQA significance thresholds in several areas,
including, but not limited to the following:



Comments of Local 751
Napa 34 Holdings Commerce Center MND SCH Number: 2010032066
April 20,2010

Page 3

[,

Construction Emissions: As discussed by atmospheric scientist, Dr. James Clark,
PhD., the three-year construction phase of the Project will generate significant levels
of pollution far above the applicable CEQA significance thresholds of the Bay Area
Air Quality Management District (“BAAQMD?™). Project construction will generate
emissions of particulate matter (“PM”), diesel exhaust, nitrogen oxides (“NOx’"), and
reactive organic gases (“ROGs”). These emissions will expose workers and nearby
residents to significant health risks, and the MND fails to include adequate mitigation
measures to reduce such risks.

QOperational Emissions: Dr. Clark also concludes that the Project will generate
significant operational emissions, which will exceed applicable significance
thresholds of the BAAQMD. The Project will generate significant emissions of NOx
and ROGs, which are the primary components of smog. These impacts will be even
more significant with considered with the cumulative impacts of the Project together
with other proposed and pending projects in the area, including the nearby Napa Pipe
Project, less than three miles away. (See, Napa Pipe Draft Environmental Impact
Report SCH No. 2008122111, incorporated herein by reference in its entirety).

Greenhouse Gas Impacts: The Project will create greenhouse gas emissions in excess
of significance thresholds established by the BAAMQD and the California Air
Pollution Control Officers’ Association (“CAPCOA™). These impacts will be even
greater when combined with the cumulative emissions from many other proposed and
pending projects in the area. Nevertheless, the MND fails to impose feasible
mitigation measures that could significantly reduce greenhouse gases.

Traffic: As discussed by traffic engineer Tom Brohard, P.E., the MND contains
significant errors in trip generation calculations. In addition to individually
significant traffic impacts, the Napa 34 Project will have significant cumulative traffic
impacts together with the nearby Napa Pipe Project, which will impact many of the
same intersections. Correcting these calculations shows that the Project will have
significant unmitigated traffic impacts at:

e Airport Boulevard/SR29/SR12

» Airport Boulevard/Devlin Road

* Soscol Ferry Road/Devlin Road

e Soscol Ferry Road/SR29

¢ Soscol Ferry Road/SR12/SR29/SR221

Stormwater: As discussed by hydrogeologist, Matthew Hagemann, M.S., P.G,, the

Project will have significant impacts on stormwater run-off, with potential adverse
impacts on water quality.
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s Water Supply: The Project will have significant impacts on water supply according
to a detailed water supply report prepared by the City of American Canyon. The City
of American Canyon’s water supply report concludes that, “the [Napa 34] project
would reduce the reliability of American Canyon water service.” (City of American
Canyon, Water Supply Report, p. 5 (Oct. 14, 2009)

¢ Cumulative Impacts: The Project will have cumulative impacts together with the
recently approved Napa Pipe Project and other projects in the area. Cumulative
impacts include, but are not limited to traffic, air quality and greenhouse gas
emissions. The MND ignores the Project’s cumulative impacts entirely.

These comments are supported by the expert analysis of traffic engineer Tom Brohard,
PE (attached as Exhibit A), and by air quality expert Dr. James Clark, Ph.D. and hydrogeologist
Matthew Hagemann, PG, MS (Attached As Exhibit B). Their comments are attached hereto and
are incorporated herein by reference in their entirety. We reserve our right to submit
supplemental written and oral comments at any hearing held by the County of Napa and any of
its agencies (“County”) concerning this matter,'

We urge the County to reject the mitigated negative declaration and prepare an EIR for
the Project to analyze its impacts and to propose feasible mitigation measures and to consider
feasible alternatives. Any new CEQA document will have to be recirculated for public review
since it will necessarily contain significant new information and/or new mitigation measures.

II. STANDING

Members of Local 751 live, work and recreate in the immediate vicinity of the Project
site. These members will suffer the impacts of a poorly executed or inadequately mitigated
Project, just as would the members of any nearby homeowners association, community group or
environmental group. In addition, construction workers will suffer many of the most significant
impacts from the Project as currently proposed, such as from construction emissions, traffic and
operational emissions. Therefore, Local 751 and its members have a direct interest in ensuring
that the Project is adequately analyzed and that its environmental and public health impacts are
mitigated to the full extent feasible. Mr. Dan Digardi is a resident of Napa who wants to ensure
that the Project receives full environmental review so that the Project’s environmental impacts
will be reduced to the maximum extent feasible, while providing the community with the

greatest economic benefits.

! We reserve the right to supplement these comments at later hearings and proceedings for this Project.
See, Galante Vineyards v. Monterey Water Dist, (1997) 60 Cal. App. 4th 1109,
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III. LEGAL STANDARD: AN EIR IS REQUIRED SINCE THERE IS A “FAIR
ARGUMENT” SUPPORTED BY EXPERT EVIDENCE THAT THE PROJECT
MAY HAVE ADVERSE ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS

As the Supreme Court very recently held, “If no EIR has been prepared for a nonexempt
project, but substantial evidence in the record supports a fair argument that the project may result
in significant adverse impacts, the proper remedy is to order preparation of an EIR.”
(Communities for a Better Environment v. South Coast Air Quality Management Dist.
(ConocoPhillips) (2010) 48 Cal. 4th 310, 319-320 (“CBE v. SCAQMD™), citing, No Oil, Inc. v.
City of Los Angeles, 13 Cal.3d at pp. 75, 88; Brentwood Assn. for No Drilling, Inc. v. City of Los
Angeles (1982) 134 Cal. App. 3d 491, 504-505) “The ‘foremost principle’ in interpreting CEQA
is that the Legislature intended the act to be read so as to afford the fullest possible protection to
the environment within the reasonable scope of the statutory language.” (Communities for a
Better Environment v. Calif. Resources Agency (2002) 103 Cal. App. 4th 98, 109.)

The EIR is the very heart of CEQA. (Bakersfield Citizens for Local Control v. City of
Batkersfield (2004) 124 Cal.App.4th 1214; Pocket Protectors v. City of Sacramento (2004) 124
Cal. App. 4th 903, 927) The EIR is an “environmental ‘alarm bell” whose purpose is to alert the
public and its responsible officials to environmental changes before they have reached the
ecological points of no return.” Bakersfield Citizens, 124 Cal.App.4th at 1220. The EIR also
functions as a “document of accountability,” intended to “demonstrate to an apprehensive
citizenry that the agency has, in fact, analyzed and considered the ecological implications of its
action.” Laurel Heights Improvements Assn. v. Regents of University of California (1988) 47
Cal.3d 376, 392. The EIR process “protects not only the environment but also informed self-
government.” Pocket Protectors, 124 Cal. App.4th 927.

An EIR is required if “there is substantial evidence, in light of the whole record before
the lead agency, that the project may have a significant effect on the environment.” Pub. Res.
Code § 21080(d) (emphasis added); see also Pocket Protectors, 124 Cal.App.4th at 927. In very
limited circumstances, an agency may avoid preparing an EIR by issuing a negative declaration,
a written statement briefly indicating that a project will have no significant impact thus requiring
no EIR (CEQA Guidelines § 15371), only if there is not even a “fair argument” that the project
will have a significant environmental effect. Pub. Res. Code §§ 21100, 21064. Since “[t]he
adoption of a negative declaration . . . has a terminal effect on the environmental review
process,” by allowing the agency “to dispense with the duty [to prepare an EIR],” negative
declarations are allowed only in cases where “the proposed project will not affect the
environment at all.” Citizens of Lake Murray v. San Diego, 129 Cal.App.3d 436, 440 (1989).
CEQA contains a “preference for resolving doubts in favor of environmental review.” Pocket
Protectors, 124 Cal.App.4th at 927 (emphasis in original).

A negative declaration is improper, and an EIR is required, whenever substantial
evidence in the record supports a “fair argument” that significant impacts may occur. Under the
“fair argument” standard, an EIR is required if any substantial evidence in the record indicates
that a project may have an adverse environmental effect—even if contrary evidence exists to
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support the agency’s decision. CEQA Guidelines § 15064(f)(1); Pocket Protectors, 124
Cal.App.4th at 931; Stanislaus Audubon v. Stanisiaus (1995) 33 Cal.App.4th 144, 150-151
(1995); Quail Botanical Gardens Found., Inc. v. City of Encinitas (1994) 29 Cal. App. 4th 1597,
1602. The “fair argument” standard creates a “low threshold” favoring environmental review
through an EIR rather than through issuance of negative declarations or notices of exemption
from CEQA. Pocket Protectors, 124 Cal.App.4th at 928.

The “fair argument” standard is virtually the opposite of the typical deferential
standard accorded to agencies. As a leading CEQA treatise explains:

This ‘fair argument’ standard is very different from the standard normally followed by
public agencies in making administrative determinations. Ordinarily, public agencies
weigh the evidence in the record before them and reach a decision based on a
preponderance of the evidence. [Citations]. The fair argument standard, by contrast,
prevents the lead agency from weighing competing evidence to determine who has a
better argument concerning the likelihood or extent of a potential environmental impact.
The lead agency’s decision is thus largely legal rather than factual; it does not resolve
conflicts in the evidence but determines only whether substantial evidence exists in the
record to support the prescribed fair argument.

Kostka & Zishcke, Practice Under CEQA, §6.29, pp. 273-274. The Courts have explained that
“it is a question of law, not fact, whether a fair argument exists, and the courts owe no deference
to the lead agency’s determination. Review is de novo, with a preference for resolving doubts
in favor of environmental review.” Pocket Protectors, 124 Cal. App. 4th at 928 (emphasis in
original).

As a matter of law, “substantial evidence includes . . . expert opinion.” Pub.Res.Code §
21080(e)(1); CEQA Guidelines § 15064(f)(5). CEQA Guidelines demand that where experts
have presented conflicting evidence on the extent of the environmental effects of a project, the
agency must consider the environmental effects to be significant and prepare an EIR. CEQA
Guidelines § 15064(f)(5); Pub. Res. Code § 21080(e)(1); Pocket Protectors, 124 Cal.App. 4th at
935. “Significant environmental effect” is defined very broadly as “a substantial or potentially
substantial adverse change in the environment.” Pub. Res. Code § 21068; see also Guidelines
15382. An effect on the environment need not be “momentous” to meet the CEQA test for
significance; it is enough that the impacts are “not trivial.” No Oil, Inc. v. City of Los Angeles
(1974) 13 Cal. 3d 68, 83. In the recent Pocket Protectors case, the court explained how expert
opinion is considered. The Court limited agencies and courts to weighing the admissibility of the
evidence. Id. In the context of reviewing a Negative Declaration, “neither the lead agency nor a
court may ‘weigh’ conflicting substantial evidence to determine whether an EIR must be
prepared in the first instance.” /d. Where a disagreement arises regarding the validity of a
negative declaration, the courts require an EIR. As the Pocket Protectors court explained, “It is
the function of an EIR, not a negative declaration, to resolve conflicting claims, based on

W substantial evidence, as to the environmental effects of a project.” Id.
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As discussed below, highly-qualified experts have submitted evidence herewith that
clearly establishes that the Project may have significant adverse environmental impacts. An EIR
is therefore required.

IV. THERE IS A FAIR ARGUMENT THAT THE PROJECT MAY HAVE
SIGNIFICANT ADVERSE ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS

There is a “fair argument™ that the Project may have significant adverse environmental
impacts. Therefore, an EIR must be prepared to analyze and propose mitigation for those
impacts. (CBE v. SCAQMD, 48 Cal. 4th at 319-320; Mejia v. Los Angeles (2005) 130

Cal.App.4th 322; Pocket Protectors v. Sacramento (2005) 124 Cal.App.4th 903)
A. The Project Will Have Significant Adverse Traffic Impacts.

Traffic Engineer Tom Brohard, P.E., has submitted detailed expert analysis
demonstrating that the Project will have highly significant adverse traffic impacts. His analysis
demonstrates that the traffic analysis prepared for the MND is erroneous and was done using an
improper methodology. Mr. Brohard also points out that the Napa 34 Project will have very
significant cumulative impacts when considered together with the recently approved Napa Pipe
Project. Mr. Brohard identifies the following significant traffic impacts that should be analyzed
in an EIR:

1. Analysis of Near Term Conditions Is Flawed.

From the July 21, 2009 application for the Project, construction of the industrial park will
be phased, with Phase 1 to be completed in 12 months and Phase 2 to be completed in 24
months. Therefore, it will be at least two more years before the Project is completed and
occupied. The two analyses in the Traffic Study were done for existing conditions based on June
2009 traffic counts, and then for near term conditions, assuming completion of the Project and
the approved Greenwood Business Park directly across Devlin Road opposite the Project. To
properly assess near-term conditions and impacts, the baseline volumes used in the Traffic Study
must be revised as follows:

a) Adjust Traffic Counts to a Thursday in August - Increase the existing AM and PM
peak hour traffic counts made on Tuesday June 2, 2009, Wednesday June 3, 2009,
and Thursday June 4, 2009 to reflect worst case conditions on a Thursday in August,
a practice utilized by the City of Napa immediately adjacent to the study
intersections.

b) Adjust Baseline Volumes for Annual Ambient Growth - Include an annual ambient
growth factor to account for small projects as well as general traffic growth between
the June 2009 traffic counts and project completion (at least two years from now), so
add in three years of annual ambient growth to the adjusted traffic volumes for a

Thursday in August.
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c) Adjust Baseline Volumes to Include Trips for All Other Approved Projects - Include
traffic from all other approved but not yet completed and occupied projects in the area
that will contribute traffic to the study intersections.

Mr. Brohard concludes that correcting these three errors above will increase the June
2009 traffic counts to correspond to traffic volumes at Project completion in Year 2012. The
resulting traffic volumes would represent a Thursday in August (utilizing the same methodology
as the adjacent City of Napa), reflect traffic to and from small projects as well as annual ambient
traffic growth, and account for traffic to and from other approved but not yet constructed or
occupied projects (in addition the approved Greenwood Business Park). Project traffic can then
be added to this adjusted baseline that better represents traffic volumes in Year 2012, and this
will then enable the significant Project traffic impacts to be properly determined and analyzed.

Mr. Brohard concludes that there is at least a fair argument that the addition of project
traffic to the higher baseline volumes may have an adverse impact on traffic flow (see below).
These impacts should be analyzed in an EIR and additional mitigation measures adopted as
required for the Project.

2, An Significant Traffic Impact Will Occur With Baseline Adjustments
at Airport Boulevard/SR29/SR12.

Without making the baseline adjustments above, Table 5 on Page 13 of the Traffic Study

indicates delay at Airport Boulevard/SR29/SR12 in the AM peak hour will increase from 41.4
1)? seconds to 53.6 seconds. Mr. Brohard concludes that with the upper threshold of Level of
Service (LOS) D at 55.0 seconds, there is at least a “fair argument™ that the adjustments above
plus Project traffic will result in LOS E conditions (an increase of only 1.5 seconds of delay) at
Airport Boulevard/SR29/SR12. Resulting delay of 55.1 seconds or more will change the AM
peak hour intersection operation from LOS D to LOS E, creating a significant project traffic
impact that requires mitigation (see Significance Criteria on Page 8 of the Traffic Study).
Mitigation at this intersection will also require approval and concurrence from Caltrans. An EIR
should be prepared to analyze this issue and to propose feasible mitigation measures for the
Project.

3. Inadequate Stacking On-Site at Project Driveways.

% Mr. Brohard concludes that the proposed driveway throats on-site (the distance between
1)' the roadway curb line and the first internal aisle parallel to the roadway) are very short and will
not accommodate the 95th% queues of traffic exiting these driveways during the PM peak hour.
The driveway access to Airport Boulevard (Intersection 9) provides about 40” for stacking
(scaled from the site plan) whereas the calculations in the Traffic Study Appendices show that
62’ is required to accommodate the 95th% queue. Similarly, the north, middle, and south

|, driveway accesses to Devlin Road (Intersections 6, 7, and 8) each provide about 20° for stacking

e
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whereas calculations in the Traffic Study Appendices show that 50°, 65°, and 49’ respectively are
required for the 95th% queues.

Providing inadequate driveway throats will block the internal aisles parallel to the
adjacent roadways during the PM peak hour, causing congestion, delay, and potential queuing
back into Airport Boulevard and Devlin Road for traffic entering the Project. Extending the
driveway throats further into the site to accommodate the 95th% queues will require redesign of
the internal circulation, and will also result in the loss of on-site parking. An EIR should be
prepared to analyze these issues and to propose feasible mitigation measures for the Project.

4, Analysis of Cumulative Conditions Has Not Been Completed.

The Traffic Study indicates the County of Napa has not required an analysis of
cumulative conditions as an area-wide traffic study is underway to accomplish this task and to
update the County of Napa Traffic Impact Fee Program.

In a September 29, 2009 letter, Caltrans requested a cumulative analysis in accordance
with their Guide for the Preparation of Traffic Impact Studies. In a March 3, 2010 letter, Caltrans
reiterated “Our previous comments still apply and are incorporated here by reference.” The
recent Calfrans letter also requested AM and PM peak hour turning movement volumes for each
study intersection under Project Only Conditions, 2030 Cumulative Conditions only, and 2030
Cumulative plus Project Conditions. The County appears to have ignored Caltrans’ request for a
cumulative impact analysis.

Without completion of the cumulative analysis in the area-wide study, it is not possible to
determine what improvement measures will be needed, how much they will cost, whether they
will be included in a future capital improvement program, if they will be constructed in a timely
manner, or what the corresponding fees and the Project “fair shares™ will be. Mr. Brohard
concludes that there is at least a fair argument that the Project may have significant cumulative
traffic impacts. An EIR should be prepared to analyze these issues and to propose feasible
mitigation measures for the Project.

In addition, Mr. Brohard concludes that the Napa 34 Project will have significant
cumulative impacts when considered together with the nearby and recently approved Napa Pipe
Project, which will also generate significant new traffic at many of the same intersections as the
Napa 34 Project. Nevertheless, the MIND ignore these cumulative impacts entirely, in violation
of CEQA.

An CEQA document must discuss significant cumulative impacts. CEQA Guidelines
section 15130(a): This requirement flows from CEQA section 21083, which requires a finding
that a project may have a significant effect on the environment if “the possible effects of a
project are individually limited but cumulatively considerable. . . . ‘Cumulatively considerable’
means that the incremental effects of an individual project are considerable when viewed in

v

Pconnection with the effects of past projects, the effects of other current projects, and the effects
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hof probable future projects.” “Cumulative impacts” are defined as “two or more individual
effects which, when considered together, are considerable or which compound or increase other
environmental impacts.” CEQA Guidelines section 15355(a). “[I]ndividual effects may be
changes resulting from a single project or a number of separate projects.” CEQA Guidelines
section 15355(a).

“The cumulative impact from several projects is the change in the environment which
results from the incremental impact of the project when added to other closely related past,
present, and reasonably foreseeable probable future projects. Cumulative impacts can result
from individually minor but collectively significant projects taking place over a period of time.”
Communities for a Better Environment v. Cal. Resources Agency (“CBE v. CR4 "), (2002) 103
Cal.App.4™98,117. A legally adequate cumulative impacts analysis views a particular project
over time and in conjunction with other related past, present, and reasonably foreseeable
probable future projects whose impacts might compound or interrelate with those of the project
at hand. “Cumulative impacts can result from individually minor but collectively significant
projects taking place over a period of time.” CEQA Guidelines § 15355(b).

As the court stated in CBE v. CR4, 103 Cal. App. 4th at 114:

Cumulative impact analysis is necessary because the full environmental impact of
a proposed project cannot be gauged in a vacuum. One of the most important
environmental lessons that has been learned is that environmental damage often
occurs incrementally from a variety of small sources. These sources appear
insignificant when considered individually, but assume threatening dimensions
when considered collectively with other sources with which they interact.

In Kings County Farm Bureau v. City of Hanford, 221 Cal.App.3d at 718, the court
concluded that an EIR inadequately considered an air pollution (ozone) cumulative impact. The
court said: “The [ ] EIR concludes the project’s contributions to ozone levels in the area would
be immeasurable and, therefore, insignificant because the [cogeneration] plant would emit
relatively minor amounts of [ozone] precursors compared to the total volume of [ozone]
precursors emitted in Kings County. The EIR’s analysis uses the magnitude of the current ozone
problem in the air basin in order to trivialize the project’s impact.” The court concluded: “The
relevant question to be addressed in the EIR is not the relative amount of precursors emitted by
the project when compared with preexisting emissions, but whether any additional amount of
precursor emissions should be considered significant in light of the serious nature of the ozone
problems in this air basin.”? The Kings County case was recently reaffirmed in CBE v. CR4, 103

® Los Angeles Unified v. City of Los Angeles, 58 Cal. App.4™ at 1024-1026 found an EIR inadequate for
concluding that a project's additional increase in noise level of another 2.8 to 3.3 dBA was insignificant
given that the existing noise level of 72 dBA already exceeded the regulatory recommended maximum of
70 dBA. The court concluded that this "ratio theory" trivialized the project's noise impact by focusing on
individual inputs rather than their collective significance. The relevant issue was not the relative amount
of traffic noise resulting from the project when compared to existing traffic noise, but whether any
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M Cal. App.4th at 116, where the court rejected cases with a narrower construction of “cumulative
impacts.”

Similarly, in Friends of Eel River v. Sonoma County Water Agency, (2003) 108 Cal. App.
4th 859, the court recently held that the EIR for a project that would divert water from the Eel
River had to consider the cumulative impacts of the project together with other past, present and
reasonably foreseeable future projects that also divert water from the same river system. The
court held that the EIR even had to disclose and analyze projects that were merely proposed, but
not yet approved. The court stated, CEQA requires “the Agency to consider ‘past, present, and
probable future projects producing related or cumulative impacts . . . .’ (Guidelines, § 15130,
subd. (b)(I)(A).) The Agency must interpret this requirement in such a way as to ‘afford the
fullest possible protection of the environment.”” 1d., at 867, 869. The court held that the failure
of the EIR to analyze the impacts of the project together with other proposed projects rendered
the document invalid. “The absence of this analysis makes the EIR an inadequate informational
document.” Id., at 872.

The court in Citizens to Preserve the Ojai v. Bd. of Supervisors, 176 Cal.App.3d 421
(1985), held that an EIR prepared to consider the expansion and modification of an oil refinery
was inadequate because it failed to consider the cumulative air quality impacts of other oil
refining and extraction activities combined with the project. The court held that the EIR’s use of
an Air District Air Emissions Inventory did not constitute an adequate cumulative impacts
analysis. The court ordered the agency to prepare a new EIR analyzing the combined impacts of
the proposed refinery expansion together with the other oil extraction projects.

Under both CEQA and the Guidelines, an EIR must be prepared when certain types of
environmental impacts could result from a project. (Pub. Res. Code § 21083(a); CEQA
Guidelines § 15065.) In effect, a finding by the lead agency that such conditions exist makes the
project’s environmental effects “significant” as a matter of law. Under the Guidelines, an agency
must find that a project may have a significant environmental effect, and thus prepare and EIR,
if, inter alia, the possible environmental effects of the project are cumulatively considerable.”
(Pub. Res. Code § 21083(b)(2); CEQA Guidelines § 15065(c).)

The MND for the Napa 34 Project is similarly inadequate because it fails to analyze the
cumulative impacts of the Napa 34 Project together with other nearby recently approved projects,
particularly the recently approved Napa Pipe Project. Since the Napa Pipe project was found to
have significant environmental impacts requiring an EIR, and since the Napa 34 Project

J

additional amount of traffic noise should be considered significant given the nature of the existing traffic
noise problem.

3 “‘Cumulatively considerable’ means that the incremental effects of an individual project are
considerable when viewed in connection with the effects of past projects, the effects of other current
projects, and the effects of probable future projects as defined in Section 15130.” (CEQA Guidelines §
15065(c).)
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*contributes to many of the same impacts as the Napa Pipe Project (including at least, traffic, air
quality, and greenhouse gases), the Napa 34 Project necessarily has significant cumulative
impacts requiring an EIR. We hereby incorporate the draft and final EIRs and comments on the
EIRs for the Napa Pipe Project herein by reference and ask that the County include the Napa
Pipe draft and final EIR in the administrative record for the Napa 34 Project. An EIR must be
prepared to analyze and mitigate these cumulative impacts.

5. Mitigation Measures Are Incomplete — The mitigation measures on
Pages 34 and 35 of the Use Permit are incomplete.

An agency may only rely upon a mitigated negative declaration only when it has imposed
mitigation measures that will eliminate all significant impacts of the project. (Pub. Res. Code
§21064.5, 21080(c )(2); 14 Cal.Code Regs. §15064(f)(2), 15070(b); see Perley v. Bd. of Sups.
(1982) 137 Cal.App.3d 424) A 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. (Kings County Farm Bureau v. City of Hanford (1990) 221 Cal.App.3d 692, 727
(finding groundwater purchase agreement inadequate mitigation because there was no evidence
that replacement water was available)) This approach helps “insure the integrity of the process
of decisionmaking by precluding stubborn problems or serious criticism from being swept under
the rug.” (Concerned Citizens of Costa Mesa, Inc. v. 32nd Dist. Agricultural Assn. (1986) 42
Cal.3d 929, 635) A lead agency may not conclude that an impact is significant and unavoidable
without requiring the implementation of all feasible mitigation measures to reduce the impacts of
a project to less than significant levels. (CEQA Guidelines §§ 15126.4, 15091)

Mr. Brohard has concluded that the following mitigation measures are inadequate to
reduce the Napa 34 Project’s impacts to a level of insignificance. Therefore, an EIR is required
to analyze these impacts and propose feasible and adequate mitigations.

a) Mitigation Measure #10 - Pay Traffic Mitigation Fees: The MND relies on a County
Traffic Impact Fee Program, but that Program is currently being updated and has not

been completed. Payment of impact fees alone does not relieve the Project from
mitigation of the significant traffic impacts that it will create in the near term and
under cumulative conditions. The County may not rely on a mitigation fee program
that has not been finalized to mitigate the significant impacts. This mitigation is
therefore not adequate to reduce the impact to a level of insignificance and the impact
therefore remains significant and must be addressed in an EIR.

Mitigation fees are not adequate mitigation unless the lead agency can show that the
fees will fund a specific mitigation plan that will actually be implemented in its
entirety. (Napa Citizens for Honest Gov. v. Bd. Of Supervisors (2001) 91
Cal.App.4th 342 (no evidence that impacts will be mitigated simply by paying a fee);
Anderson First Coal. v. City of Anderson (2005) 130 Ca.App.4th 1173 (traffic
mitigation fee is inadequate because it does not ensure that mitigation measure will
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actually be implemented); Kings Co. Farm Bureau v. Hanford (1990) 221 Cal.App.3d
692. But see, Save Our Peninsula Comm v. Monterey Co. (2001) 87 Cal.App.4th 99
(mitigation fee allowed when evidence in the record demonstrates that the fee will
fund a specific mitigation plan that will actually be implemented in its entirety);
California Native Plant Society v. County of El Dorado et al. (2009) 170 Cal. App.
4th 1026 (fee program had to have gone through CEQA review for an agency to say
that the payment of the fee alone is adequate CEQA mitigation); Endangered
Habitats League v. County of Orange (2005); Gray v. County of Madera (2008).

In this case, the agency can not conclude that the mitigation fee will fund a specific
program that will actually be implemented and that will actually fully mitigate the
impact, since the mitigation program does not even exist yet. The MND therefore
may not rely on the mitigation measure of uncertain efficacy.

Furthermore, a CEQA document may not rely upon a mitigation measure that will be
developed after project approval. CEQA disallows deferring the formulation of
mitigation measures to post-approval studies. (CEQA Guidelines § 15126.4(a)(1)(B);
Sundstrom v. County of Mendocino (1988) 202 Cal. App.3d 296, 308-309.) An
agency may only defer the formulation of mitigation measures when it possesses
“‘meaningful information’ reasonably justifying an expectation of compliance.”
(Sundstrom at 308; see also Sacramento Old City Association v. City Council of
Sacramento (1991) 229 Cal.App.3d 1011, 1028-29 (mitigation measures may be
deferred only “for kinds of impacts for which mitigation is known to be feasible™).)
A 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 (Kings County Farm Bureau v. City of Hanford (1990) 221 Cal.App.3d
692, 727 (finding groundwater purchase agreement inadequate mitigation because
there was no evidence that replacement water was available).) This approach helps
“insure the integrity of the process of decisionmaking by precluding stubbormn
problems or serious criticism from being swept under the rug.” (Concerned Citizens
of Costa Mesa, Inc. v. 32nd Dist. Agricultural Assn. (1986) 42 Cal.3d 929, 935.)

Moreover, by deferring the development of specific mitigation measures, the
Applicant has effectively precluded public input into the development of those
measures. CEQA prohibits this approach. As explained by the Sundstrom court:

An EIR [is] subject to review by the public and interested agencies. This
requirement of “public and agency review” has been called “the strongest
assurance of the adequacy of the EIR.” The final EIR must respond with
specificity to the “significant environmental points raised in the review and
consultation process.” . . . Here, the hydrological studies envisioned by the use
permit would be exempt from this process of public and governmental scrutiny.
(Sundstrom, 202 Cal.App.3d at 308.)
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™ The traffic mitigation fee program has not even been adopted yet. The MND

therefore may not rely upon this post-approval mitigation measure to mitigate the
Project’s significant traffic impacts. An EIR is required to describe this mitigation
measure to the public and explain how and whether it will adequately mitigate the
Project’s traffic impacts. ‘

b) Mitigation Measure #12: Airport Boulevard/Devlin Road Improvements: Mr.

Brohard concludes that the improvements identified on Page 21 of the Traffic Study
\0 require the widening of Airport Boulevard from 72’ to 86’ between the outside curbs
to implement the necessary westbound dual left turn lanes. Widening of the east leg
of the intersection will also necessitate widening of the west leg for proper lane
alignment across the intersection as well as transitions and tapers back to the existing
72’ curb to curb width east and west of Devlin Road. Widening Airport Boulevard by
14’ could result in the need for additional right of way, potentially on the north side
of Airport Boulevard west of Devlin Road where the adjacent property has already
been developed. The Traffic Study must evaluate the need for and the availability of
the additional right of way to determine if this proposed mitigation measure is
feasible. A CEQA document must analyze any foreseeable impacts that will be
created by a mitigation measure itself, (Perley v. Bd of Supervisors, supra)

c) Mitigation Measure #13 — Soscol Ferry Road/Devlin Road Traffic Signal: Mr.
Brohard concludes that page 21 of the Traffic Study indicates that the peak hour

traffic signal warrant is exceeded in the PM peak hour when project traffic is added.
The proposed mitigation measure states “.. .the permittee and his/her successors in
interest shall contribute to the cost of signalization at the Soscol Ferry Road/Devlin
Road intersection should the County deem it necessary to install traffic signals at that
intersection at some point in the future.” Mr. Brohard concludes that the Project’s fair
share of signalization should be calculated and the funds collected upon issuance of
any building permits for the Project.

d) Mitigation Measure #14 — Airport Boulevard/Devlin Road Traffic Signal: Mr.
Brohard concludes that in addition to providing the northbound right turn green arrow
overlap which will run concurrently with the westbound dual left turns, it will also be
necessary to prohibit westbound to eastbound U-turns at this intersection to eliminate
protected conflicting turning movements. Mr. Brohard concludes that this mitigation
measure is therefore insufficient to reduce this impact to a level of insignificance and
an EIR is therefore necessary to analyze the impact.

e) Queuing Impacts Are Not Mitigated at Soscol Ferry Road/SR29. Soscol Ferry
Road/Devlin Road. and Airport Boulevard/SR29/SR12; Pages 17 and 19 of the
Traffic Study state that the Project will contribute to vehicle queuing problems at
three intersections: Soscol Ferry Road/SR29, Soscol Ferry Road/Devlin Road, and
Airport Boulevard/SR29/SR12. The Project should be required to pay a “fair share”
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to mitigate queuing impacts at each of these three intersections as identified on Pages
17 and 19 of the Traffic Study. The CEQA document does not include mitigation
measures to reduce this impact to a level of insignificance. An EIR is therefore
required to analyze these impacts and propose feasible mitigations.

Mitigation Measures are Inconsistent with the Napa Pipe Project: Mr. Brohard
concludes that the mitigation measures proposed for the Napa 34 Project are
inconsistent with mitigation measures proposed for the nearby and recently approved

- Napa Pipe Project. This renders the mitigation measures inadequate and inconsistent.

Both projects will impact many of the same intersections, yet the MND for Napa 34
ignores Napa Pipe entirely. This points out precisely why a cumulative impacts
analysis is required.

Mr. Brohard reviewed the October 2009 Draft EIR and the Traffic Study for the Napa
Pipe Project, a proposed development less than three miles to the North of the Napa
34 Holdings Commerce Center. Three common intersections were independently
evaluated in the separate traffic studies for these two projects. All three intersections
are forecast to be significantly impacted by the Napa Pipe Project for “Existing plus
Project” conditions. Since both projects impact these same intersections, and the
Napa Pipe FEIR acknowledges that the impacts will be significant, then the Napa 34
Project necessarily has cumulatively significant impacts on these same intersections.

The Draft EIR proposes near-term mitigation for the Napa Pipe Project which is
inconsistent with proposed near-term mitigation for the Napa 34 Holdings Commerce
Center Project as follows:

i. Soscol Ferry Road/Devlin Road — The Napa Pipe Draft EIR requires that this
intersection be channelized so vehicle movements do not conflict and
recommends against the installation of traffic signals. This proposed mitigation
conflicts with Mitigation Measure #13 for Napa 34 Holdings Commerce Center
which proposes a “fair share” of the cost of traffic signals. An EIR is therefore
required to resolve these inconsistencies, analyze the impacts, and propose
feasible mitigation.

ii. Soscol Ferry Road/SR12/SR29/SR221 — The Napa Pipe Draft EIR identifies
construction of a flyover for southbound traffic on SR221 continuing south on
SR12/SR29 (a bridge over the intersection to remove this high peak hour left turn
volume from the intersection). The Draft EIR requires Napa Pipe to contribute
their “fair share” of these extensive improvements as mitigation.

According to Table 5 on Page 13 of the Traffic Study, Napa 34 Holdings
Commerce Center increases delay by 6 seconds in the AM peak hour (already
operating at LOS E) and adds traffic in the PM peak hour (already operating at
LOS F). Mr. Brohard concludes that this should have been identified as a
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iii.

significant project traffic impact. In addition, Page 17 of the Traffic Study also
states that the Project will contribute to vehicle queuing problems at the Soscol
Ferry Road/SR12/SR29/SR221 intersection.

The Project should be required to pay a “fair share™ to mitigate its significant
traffic impacts and its quening impacts at the Soscol Ferry
Road/SR12/SR29/SR221 intersection. The CEQA document does not include
mitigation measures to reduce these impacts to a level of insignificance. An EIR
is therefore required to analyze these impacts and propose feasible mitigations.

Airport Boulevard/SR 12/SR29 — The Napa Pipe Draft EIR identifies construction
of a grade-separated interchange at this intersection as proposed in the Napa
County General Plan. The Draft EIR requires Napa Pipe to contribute their “fair
share” of these extensive improvements as mitigation.

As previously discussed in this letter, there is at least a “fair argument” that the
baseline adjustments plus Project traffic will result in LOS E conditions (an
increase of only 1.5 seconds of delay) at Airport Boulevard/SR29/SR12.
Resulting delay of 55.1 seconds or more will change the AM peak hour
intersection operation from LOS D to LOS E, creating a significant project traffic
impact that requires mitigation (see Significance Criteria on Page 8 of the Traffic
Study). Page 19 of the Traffic Study also states that the Project will contribute to
vehicle queuing problems at the Airport Boulevard/SR29/SR 12 intersection.
Mitigation at this intersection will also require approval and concurrence from
Caltrans.

The Project should be required to pay a “fair share” to mitigate its significant
traffic impacts and its queuing impacts at the Airport Boulevard/SR29/5R 12
intersection. The CEQA document does not include mitigation measures to reduce
these impacts to a level of insignificance. An EIR is therefore required to analyze
these impacts and propose feasible mitigations. '

Mr. Brohard concludes that the Napa 34 Project will clearly have additional near-term
and cumulative significant traffic impacts that should be studied through an EIR process. An EIR
should be prepared and circulated for public comment to propose feasible and effective
mitigation measures.
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B. The Project will have Significant Adverse Impacts on Air Quality.
1. Construction Phase Air Emissions will be Significant.

Atmospheric Scientist, Dr. James Clark, Ph.D., concludes that the Napa 34 Project will
have highly significant air quality impacts during the construction phase. The construction phase
for the Project will extend over three years. Construction workers will be among the most
significantly affected by construction phase emissions, since those workers will be in close
proximity to construction equipment and other sources of construction phase pollution for the
entire three year construction period, making this an issue of particular concern to Local 751.

Dr. Clark prepared a detailed air quality modeling analysis using the URBEMIS 2007
version 9.2.4 model that is required to be used by the Bay Area Air Quality Management District
(“BAAQMD?”). Dr. Clark’s modeling shows that the modeling output set forth in the MND is
erroneous and dramatically understates Project emissions, and that the Project will in fact have
highly significant construction phase emissions.

Dr. Clark’s model shows that the Project will have highly significant emissions of
Reactive Organic Gases (“ROG”) and Nitrogen Oxides (“NOx™) during construction, and would
exceed the applicable BAAQMD thresholds of significance. Dr. Clark calculates that ROG
emissions during the second year of construction would exceed the BAAQMD’s CEQA
significance threshold value by nearly 10 times during the summer months of construction. The
Project’s ROG emissions will be 507.3 Ibs/day, compared to a CEQA significance threshold of
54 Ibs/day set forth in the BAAQMD’s December 2009 CEQA Guidelines.® Dr. Clark calculates
that the daily emission value for NOx during the second year of construction is nearly double the
BAAQMD CEQA significance threshold. The Project will generate 91 lbs/day of NOx,
compared to a CEQA significance threshold of 54 Ibs/day.

Air Pollutant Project Emissions BAAQMD Threshold | Significant?
ROG 507.3 lbs/day 54 Ibs/day Yes
NOx ‘91 lbs/day 54 lbs/day Yes

The MND fails entirely to quantify the Project’s construction phase emissions, from
construction equipment, earth-moving, grading, and worker commutes. The construction phase
of this Project is projected to last three years. This is not a short-term construction phase that
would warrant a lesser degree of scrutiny. Rather, the construction phase of this Project will be
akin to a permanent emission source. The MND’s failure to analyze this impact renders the
document patently inadequate.

* The Project’s ROG and NOx emissions also exceed the BAAQMD’s 1999 CEQA significance thresholds of 80
ppd for each pollutant.
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Furthermore, since the impact is not analyzed, the MND fails to consider many feasible
mitigation measures that could drastically reduce the Project’s construction impacts. The MND
treats the Project’s construction emissions as a short-term impact that may be ignored. Dr. Clark
concludes that given the long duration of construction, it is appropriate to apply the BAAQMD’s
CEQA significance thresholds for operational emissions, or the new BAAQMD CEQA
significance thresholds for construction emissions, set forth above.

As a second approach, the MND could have compared construction emissions to
significance thresholds established by other air districts that apply specifically to construction
emissions. The table below clearly demonstrates that the Project’s construction emissions, even
after mitigation, far exceed significance thresholds adopted by other air districts.

Construction Phase CEQA Significance Thresholds

Emissions Significance Thresholds (tonfyear)
Air District ROG NOx cO PMIO PM2.5
BAAQMD construction 10 (54 ppd} | 10 (54 ppd) - 15 (80 ppd) 10 (54 ppd)
SMAQMD construction - ] - - -
SCAQMD construction 10 13 73 20 7
SLOCAPCD construction 24 10 - 7 -
AVAQMD construction 18 18 72 N -
S)IVAPCD construction 7 7 - -
MBUAPCD construction - - - Il -
Napa 34 Project 507 ppd 91 ppd

The construction emissions contained in the URBEMIS modeling runs exceed most
construction emission significance thresholds by massive amounts. The Napa 34 Project
therefore has significant construction air emissions that must be disclosed and analyzed in an
EIR.

CEQA requires that an EIR must not only identify the impacts, but must also provide
“information about how adverse the impacts will be.” (Santiago County Water Dist. v. County of
Orange (1981) 118 Cal. App.3d 818, 831). The lead agency may deem a particular impact to be
insignificant only if it produces rigorous analysis and concrete substantial evidence justifying the
finding. (Kings County Farm Bureau v. City of Hanford (1990) 221 Cal.App.3d 692). The MND
for this Project fails to do so.

2, The MND Fails to Impose Feasible Mitigation Measures for
Construction Emissions.

There are dozens of feasible mitigation measures that could reduce the Project’s
construction-phase impacts. However, since the MND erroneously concludes that the Project
will not have significant construction emissions, the document failed to analyze these measures.
Mitigation measures can dramatically reduce emissions of NOx and diesel engine exhaust, both
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of which can have serious impacts on the health of construction workers. Diesel engine exhaust
is a known human carcinogen that has been linked to an increased risk of lung cancer among
construction workers, an issue of particular importance to the members of Local 751.

Numerous control measures are available to reduce emissions of diesel particulate matter
and other pollutants from construction equipment., Options include requiring the use of best
practices in construction management and the use of newer equipment. Depending on the engine
type of on-road or off-road equipment, the use of alternative fuels in combination with retrofit
technologies, e.g., diesel particulate filters, selective catalytic reduction, exhaust gas recirculation
in new equipment can achieve emission reductions of up to 89% PM10, 90% carbon monoxide
(“C0O”), 93% reactive organic gases (“ROG™), and 40% nitrogen oxides (“NOx”). (California Air
Resources Board, Currently Verified Technologies,
http://www.arb.ca.gov/diesel/verdev/vt/cvt.htm)

A combination of these options provides the greatest benefit and is frequently required as
CEQA mitigation. For example, the Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management District
(“SMAQMD”) requires as standard CEQA mitigation that all heavy-duty (>50 hp) off-road
vehicles to be used in a construction project shall achieve a project-wide fleet-average 20 percent
NOx reduction and 45 percent particulate reduction compared to the most recent CARB fleet
average at time of construction. When the standard mitigation does not reduce the impact to
below the threshold, the SMAQMD recommends a mitigation fee of $16,000 per ton of
emissions. A combination of mitigation measures should be required for Project construction to
avoid adversely impacting sensitive receptors in the vicinity and contributing to the region’s
existing problems with high concentrations of diesel soot and ozone.

An EIR should be prepared to consider “clean fuels,” such as, emulsified diesel,
biodiesel, fuel borne-catalysts, compressed natural gas, liquefied natural gas, propane, ethanol,
and methanol. The EIR should also consider retrofit controls. One of the most effective ways to
reduce diesel pollution from existing equipment is to combine the cleaner fuels, with retrofit
technology. Retrofit technologies can be geared towards PM or NOx reduction, though many
also reduce CO and hydrocarbon (“HC”) emissions as well.

Retrofit technologies are available for a variety of applications, which could considerably
reduce construction equipment exhaust emissions. For example, diesel oxidation catalysts,
selective catalytic reduction, lean NOx catalysts, and exhaust gas recirculation have been
successfully retrofitted on off-road vehicles and these technologies offer opportunities to greatly
reduce PM10, CO, ROG, and NOx emissions. In addition, many projects have demonstrated the
feasibility of installing verified on-road technologies on construction equipment,

Retrofits are remarkably cost-effective when compared to other means of reducing air
pollution. For example, the average cost for most applications of a diesel oxidation catalyst is
approximately $2,500 (excluding installation) and for a diesel particulate filter between $7,000—
12,000 (excluding installation). The California Air Resources Board (“CARB”) estimates that
the average cost of retrofitting an engine of 275 horsepower with a catalyzed diesel particulate
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filter ranges between $6,900-$9,000. By comparison, the average base price for a 200 to 300-hp
wheel loader is $275,000. Retrofitting an engine with a catalyzed diesel particulate filter in this
price range or with a $2,500-diesel oxidation catalyst costs only a small fraction (2.5 to 3.2% and
less than 1%, respectively) of the cost of replacing the entire vehicle with one that pollutes less.

These technologies have been required as mitigation measures for other projects and
should be required for this Project to reduce its significant emissions from construction.

2. Operational Phase Air Emissions will be Significant.

Dr. James Clark, Ph.D., concludes that the air quality analysis used as a basis for the
MND is deficient. The analysis fails to: (1) adequately screen the project impacts; (2)
incorporate the latest regulatory guidance; (3) provide adequate documentation of modeling
assumptions; {4) recognize the significance of emissions of particulate matter; (5) analyze
potential health risks from diesel particulate matter emissions during project construction; (6)
identify feasible mitigation and; (7) identify cumulative impacts. Therefore, a DEIR should be
prepared to include a thorough evaluation of all air quality issues associated with the project.

The BAAQMD has adopted screening criteria to determine if a proposed project may
have significant air quality impacts for CEQA purposes. The MND ignores the BAAQMD
CEQA screening criteria entirely. Dr. Clark explains that the Napa 34 Project exceeds several of
the BAAQMD CEQA screening criteria, and that there is therefore a fair argument that the
Project may have significant air quality impacts that must be analyzed in an EIR.

BAAQMD screening criteria identified in the BAAQMD’s 1999 and 2009 CEQA
Guidelines, were developed in order to provide lead agencies and project applicants with a
conservative indication of whether proposed project could result in potentially significant air
quality impacts®. In the 1999 Guidelines, BAAQMD provides a list of projects that are likely to
produce potentially significant emissions of NOy based upon the size of the project, including
Office Parks.

. Bay Area Air Quality Management District, CEQA Guidelines December 2009, p. 3-1
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Projects With Potentially Significant Emissions®

Land Use Category Trip Generation Rate Size of Project Likely to

Generate 80 Ib/day NOx

Office

General Office 10.9/1,000 sq. ft. 280,000 sq. ft.

Government Office 68.9/1,000 sq. ft. 55,000 sq. ft.

Office Park 12.8/1,000 sq. fi. 210,000 sq. ft.

Medical Office 37.1/1,000 sq. ft. 110,000 sq. ft.

The 2009 Guidelines include operational and construction related screening sizes for

- criteria pollutant and greenhouse gas emissions form typical projects including office parks and

warchouses,

Operational-Related Criteria Air Pollutant and Precursor Screening Level Sizes’

YLand Use Type Operational Operational GHG Construction-
Criteria Pollutant Screening Size Related Screening
Screening Size Size
Office Park 323,000 sq. ft| 50,000 sq. ft 277,000 sq. ft
(NOx) (ROG)
Warehouse 864,000 sq. ft| 64,000 sq. ft 259,000 sq. ft
(NOx) (NOx)

Based on the 1999 BAAQMD guidance, the proposed Napa 34 project, estimated to be
approximately 459,000 square feet of warehouse and office space, is twice as large as the “Office
Park™ project listed having significant air quality impacts. Based on the 2009 BAAQMD
guidance, the Napa 34 project will have significant NOx and GHG issues during construction

*BAAQMD. 1999. BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines. December, 1999. pg 25.
"BAAQMD. 2009. CEQA Guidelines. Table 3-1. December 2009, p. 3-2
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and operation when compared to comparable projects that would include office parks and
warehouses. When a project exceeds an applicable CEQA significance threshold, such as the
BAAQMD screening thresholds, there is a fair argument that the project may have significant
environmental impacts and an EIR is required. Since the Napa 34 Project exceeds the
BAAQMD CEQA screening thresholds, there is a fair argument that the Project will have
significant NOx and GHG-impacts and an EIR is required to analyze and mitigate these impacts.

The MND failed to incorporate any analysis of this guidance. A DEIR should be
prepared to include a comparison of the project to the guidance and to conduct an appropriate
analysis of project impacts and identify mitigation, where warranted.

3. Greenhouse Gas Emissions will be Significant.

Dr. Clark concludes that the Project will have significant greenhouse gas (“GHG”)
emissions in excess of relevant CEQA significance thresholds. The MND concludes that the
Napa 34 Project will generate 1,896 metric tons (“MT") per year of CO2 during the operation
phase of the project. This exceeds substantially the BAAQMD’s significance threshold for GHG
of 1,100 MT CQO2e/yr, which is a numeric emissions level above which a project’s contribution
to global climate change is considered to be “cumulatively considerable.”

The Bay Area Air Quality Management District (“BAAQMD”) has proposed a CEQA
significance threshold of 1,100 metric tons per year of CO,- equlvalent greenhouse gas
emissions (CO,¢e/year). Projects that generate this level of GHG emissions would have
significant impacts under CEQA. (See, BAAQMD, CEQA Guidelines Update (Dec. 7, 2009).)
Specifically, the BAAQMD is suggesting that development projects which will emit less than
1,100 metric tons per year of COe may be considered to have a less than significant impact
relative to GHG emissions (both individually and cumulatively).

In this case, the Project’s 1896 MT of GHG substantially exceeds the BAAQMD CEQA
significance threshold of 1100 MT. The Project therefore has significant greenhouse gas impacts
requiring CEQA review.

The BAAQMD approach is consistent with that adopted by many other agencies. The
San Diego Air Pollution Control District has adopted a draft CEQA significance threshold of 900

' Carbon dioxide equivalency is a quantity that describes, for a given mixture and amount of

greenhouse gas, the amount of CO, that would have the same global warming potential, when measured
over a specified timescale (generally, 100 years). Carbon dioxide equivalency thus reflects the time -
integrated radiative forcing of a quantity of emissions or rate of greenhouse gas emission - a flow into the
atmosphere - rather than the instantaneous value of the radiative forcing of the stock (concentration) of
greenhouse gases in the atmosphere described by COse. For example, the global warming potential for
methane over 100 years is 25 and for nitrous oxide 298. This means that emissions of 1 million metric
tons of methane and nitrous oxide respectively are equivalent to emissions of 25 and 298 million metric
tons of carbon dioxide.
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metric tons of COze per year. The Project’s emissions vastly exceed that threshold. (See also,
California Air Pollution Control Officers Association (“CAPCOA”) White Paper on CEQA and
Greenhouse Gases, suggesting a CEQA threshold of 900 metric tons of COz¢ per year.)’

Despite this clear exceedance of the applicable CEQA significance threshold, the MND
attempts to use a different methodology to dismiss the impact. BAAQMD proposes an
efficiency-based threshold of 4.6 MTA CO2 per person (“persons" is arrived at by adding project
employment to project residential development). However, the BAAQMD draft guidelines
caution: '

In applying the efficiency-based threshold of 4.6 MT/Yr CO2e (per person) the lead
agency might also wish to consider the project's total emissions. Where a project meets
the efficiency threshold but would still have very large greenhouse gas emissions the lead
agency may wish to consider that the project's contributions to climate change might still
be cumulatively considerable.

In this case, the Project’s GHG emissions of 1896 MT/yr r far exceed the BAAQMD
threshold of either 1100 MT/yr. Dr. Clark concludes that this is a significant impact.

Furthermore, the MND points out that the Napa County General Plan Update EIR (June
2008) concluded that development in the County would have significant and unavoidable GHG

’ To the extent that the County argues that the lack of regulatory guidance for GHG excuses the

MND?’s lack of analysis, this argument is without merit. While there is currently little regulatory
guidance of evaluating greenhouse gases, this does not relieve a lead agency of its statutory obligation
under CEQA to determine whether or not a project's impacts are significant, and to impose feasible
mitigation measures and alternatives. Significance thresholds are only “encouraged” under CEQA and
are not a prerequisite to an impact analysis. (Guidelines § 15064.7.) In the absence of final thresholds and
standards, lead agencies must rely on their own “careful judgment ... based to the extent possible on
scientific and factual data” in defermining whether a project’s global warming-related impacts are
significant. (Guidelines §15064(b); see also Mira Mar Mobile Community v. City of Oceanside, 119 Cal.
App. 4th 477, 493 (2004} (“[A] lead agency must necessarily make a policy decision in distinguishing
between substantial and insubstantial adverse environment impacts™).} The court in Keep Berkeley Jets
Over the Bay made clear that where there is not a “universally accepted” methodology, a lead agency
must still “disclose all it can™ about project’s impacts and evaluate those methodologies that are available.
(91 Cal. App. 4th at 1370.)

Indeed numerous agencies have analyzed greenhouse gas impacts and proposed mitigation
measures for other projects, such as the Chevron Richmond Refinery expansion, and the ConocoPhillips
Rodeo refinery expansion. Such analysis and mitigation is clearly feasible even in the absence of
regulatory guidance. Under CEQA the lead agency must still make *“a good faith effort" to fully disclose
what they can about project impacts by providing data on emissions and use their own “careful judgment
... based to the extent possible on scientific and factual data™ to determine whether the project's
greenthouse gas impacts were significant, (Guidelines §§ 15151, 15064(b).) The MND fails to meet these
standards.
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impacts. (MND, p. 13) The MND then proceeds to dismiss the Napa 34 Project’s GHG impacts
as insignificant. This analysis is legally erroneous. Once an impact has been identified as
significant in a prior CEQA document, that same impacts must be acknowledged as significant in
subsequent CEQA documents — not the reverse. The courts have recently held that a lead agency
may not rely on a prior CEQA document’s statement of overriding considerations to avoid
CEQA review for a later project. The court in CBE v. CRA stated:

Under CEQA section 21081, an agency approving a project with significant
environmental effects must find that each effect will be mitigated or avoided, or "that
specific overriding economic, legal, social, technological, or other benefits of the project
outweigh the . . . effect[] . . . ." n65 The requirement of a statement of overriding
considerations is central to CEQA's role as a public accountability statute; it requires
public officials, in approving environmentally detrimental projects, to justify their
decisions based on counterbalancing social, economic or other benefits, and to point to
substantial evidence in support. n66 Under Guidelines section 15152(f)(3)(C) [overturned
by the Court], however, an agency apparently could adopt one statement of overriding
considerations for a prior, more general EIR, and then avoid future political
accountability by approving later, more specific projects with significant unavoidable
impacts pursuant to the prior EIR and statement of overriding considerations. Even
though a prior EIR's analysis of environmental effects may be subject to being
incorporated in a later EIR for a later, more specific project, the responsible public
officials must still go on the record and explain specifically why they are approving the
later project despite its significant unavoidable impacts.”

(2002) 103 Cal. App. 4th 98 at 124-125.

This is precisely the legal error that the MND is committing. It is relying on a statement
of overriding considerations from a General Plan EIR to avoid imposing new mitigations or
issuing a new statement of overriding considerations for the Napa 34 Project, despite its admitted
significant impacts. The MND’s process is inappropriate because “the responsible public
officials must still go on the record and explain specifically why they are approving the later
project despite its significant unavoidable impacts.”

Next, the MND proceeds to rely on a GHG mitigation program that has not yet been
developed or approved. The MND states, “Napa County is currently developing an emission
reduction plan.” (MND, p. 13) As discussed above, the MND may not rely on mitigation plans
that have not been developed, or that will be developed after project approval. It is therefore
improper for the MND to rely on this post-approval mitigation plan that may or may not ever be
adopted and that may or may not adequately mitigate the Project’s significant GHG impacts.

Finally, there can be no question that the Napa 34 Project’s GHG impacts are
cumulatively significant together with the Napa Pipe Project.
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The Project therefore has significant GHG impacts requiring CEQA review and the MND
does not propose adequate mitigation to reduce these impacts to a level of insignificance. An
EIR is therefore required.

4. The Project’s Odor Impacts will be Significant.

Dr. Clark concludes that the Napa 34 Project will have significant odor impacts. The
MND failed to consider the presence of the Napa Sanitation District Soscol Wastewater
Treatment Plant, located at 1515 Soscol Ferry Road. The facility is located approximately 1 mile
northwest of the proposed project. According to the Napa Sanitation District, the facility isa 15
million gallon per day (mgd) treatment plant that includes preliminary treatment (screening),
primary treatment (clarifiers), biological secondary treatment (340 acres of oxidation ponds
and/or activated sludge facilities), secondary clarification or sedimentation, sand filtration,
chlorination, sludge digestion and solids de-watering facilities.

According to BAAQMD’s CEQA Guidelines, a project is presumed to have significant
odor impacts if people are to be located within two-miles of a wastewater treatment facility.
Odor impacts include placing worksites within the odor impact screening distance. Since the
Napa 34 Project exceeds the BAAQMD CEQA significance threshold for odor, it hasa
significant impact that must be analyzed in an EIR.

Dr. Clark explains that odor impacts can have significant impacts on human health and
well-being. Dr. Clark cites scientific literature finding that unpleasant odors can impair mood
leading to increased levels of tension, depression, anger, fatigue and confusion. Conditioned
aversions may play a role in perceptions and health symptoms induced by malodors. If a malodor
has been previously associated with health symptoms, the odor alone may subsequently recreate
these symptoms in the absence of the allergy. Ambient odors can provoke a wide distribution of
reactions. Variations are most often attributed to differences in individual sensitivity. Behavioral
responses for a single individual and among individuals exposed to the same odor over time can
be greatly varied. Cognitive processes may be moedifying the over perception of odor exposure.
Some individuals may exhibit extreme sensitivity and adaptation to environmental odors does
not occur.

Dr. Clark points to a 2008 study on residents living near industrial hog operations which
found that odors from the facilities restricted residents® activities to an extent that may affect
heaith. Odors were found to restrict social activities, outdoor activities, and effect sleeping
patterns. Research has shown that residents in rural communities perceive environmental barriers
as reasons for inactivity and inactivity can have a major impact on a person’s physical health.
Another study found that malodor reported in communities near swine operations originated
from the operations. The study found that odor ratings were related to temperature, PM10, semi
volatile PM10 and hydrogen sulfide concentration. The odds of reporting a change in daily
activities due to odor increased 62% for each unit increase in average odor during a 12 hour
period,
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Clearly, placing the Napa 34 Project one mile from a sewage treatment plant creates a
significant odor impact that must be disclosed and analyzed in an EIR.

5. Cumulative Air Emissions will be Significant.

The Napa 34 project will have significant cumulative impacts together with the nearby
Napa Pipe Project. The two projects, only two miles apart, will obviously be contributing to the
same air pollution, including ROG, NOx, PM, GHG and other pollutants. Since the Napa Pipe
Project has admittedly significant air quality impacts, and the Napa 34 Project will be adding
cumulatively to that pollution, the Napa 34 Project therefore necessarily has significant
cumulative air quality impacts.

C. The Project will have Significant Adverse Impacts on Water Supply.

As discussed in comment letters from the City of American Canyon, the Project will have
significant adverse water supply impacts. The City of American Canyon, which will be
supplying water for the Project, has adopted a Zero Water Footprint policy to protect is water
supply and reliability. However, the City has found that the Napa 34 Project does not comply
with the Zero Water Footprint policy. The Project will therefore have a significant adverse
environmental impact that must be analyzed in an EIR.

The Water Supply Report prepared by the City of American Canyon concludes that the
Project will generate a total annual demand for water equal to 10,800 gallons per day or 12 acre
feet per year (AFY). (City of American Canyon, Water Supply Report, p. 3)

The Water Supply Report (p.5) states as follows:

PROJECT'S IMPACT ON RELIABILITY

The Urban Water Management Plan finds that, as of 2005, the City of Amencan Canyon
would experience a shortfall in water supplies in multiple-dry-years of up to 427 acre feet
and single-dry-years of up to 897 acre feet. Due to increased demand, the shortfall would
worsen even as additional supplies are obtained. By the year 2015, the City of American
Canyon would experience a shortfall in multiple-dry-years of up to 1,037 acre feet and in
single-dry-years of up to 1,557 acre feet. By contributing to the shortfal] the project
would reduce the reliability of American Canyon water service.

PROJECT'S WATER FOOTPRINT

The project does not have a zero water footprint. Staff has determined that it will result
in a loss in water service reliability. Therefore in accordance with Chapter 13.10 of the
City Municipal Code the applicant shall pay to the City a monthly service charge in the
amount of $4.25/100 cubic feet. This represents the project's costs associated with City
supplying water through the City's connection to the City of Vallejo. (Emphasis added)
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The City of American Canyon further explains the Project’s impacts on the already dire
water supply problem:

The Urban Water Management Plan finds that, as of 2005, the City of American Canyon
would experience a shortfall in water supplies in multiple-dry-years of up to 427 acre feet
and single-dry-years of up to 897 acre feet. Due to increased demand, the shortfall would
worsen even as additional supplies are obtained. By the year 2015, the City of American
Canyon would experience a shortfall in multiple-dry-years of up to 1,037 acre feet and in
single-dry-years of up to 1,557 acre feet. By contributing to the shortfall, the project
would reduce the reliability of American Canyon water service.

(City of American Canyon, Water Supply Report, p. 5 (Oct. 14, 2009) (Emphasis added))

Since the Napa 34 Project will not comply with the American Canyon Zero Water
Footprint policy, and will cause and contribute to “a loss in water service reliability,” the Project
will have significant adverse environmental impacts that must be analyzed and mitigated in an
EIR.

As explained by the City of American Canyon, when, as here, a project has significant
impacts on water supply, an EIR is required to analyze this impact and propose feasible
mitigations:

As a result of Vineyard Area Citizens for Responsible Growth v. Rancho Cordova ( 2007)
40 Cal.41h 412, the lead agency as defined under CEQA, here the County, in its
environmental review of a development project, including what is currently proposed by
the Applicant, must at a minimum accomplish an environmental review under CEQA
that: (a) presents sufficient facts to evaluate the pros and cons of supplying the water that
the project will need; (b) presents an analysis that assumes that all phases of the project
will be built and will need water, and includes an analysis to the extent reasonably
possible of the consequences of the impacts of providing water to the entire project; and
(c) where it is impossible to determine that anticipated future water sources will be
available, some discussion of possible replacement sources or alternatives to use of
anticipated water and of the environmental consequences of those impacts must be
presented. Vineyard, 40 Cal.4th 430-434.

(Letter from M. Thorne, American Canyon Public Works Director to H. Gitleman (Dec.
16, 2009), p. 2)

CEQA requires the lead agency to analyze the impacts of a project in reference to
relevant planning documents, including plans related to air and water. (CEQA Guidelines, App.
G, Evaluation of Environmental Impacts, Item 6.) A CEQA document must discuss any
inconsistencies that exist between a proposed project and any applicable local or regional plans.
{(CEQA Guidelines § 15125(d).) This discussion is mandatory under CEQA. The same analysis
must be conducted when a lead agency elects to use a negative declaration to evaluate the
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significant environmental impacts that may be caused by a project. (CEQA Guidelines, App. G.)
A Project’s inconsistencies with local plans and policies constitute significant impacts under
CEQA. (Endangered Habitats League, Inc. v. County of Orange (2005) 131 Cal.App.4th 777, 32
Cal.Rptr.3d 177; see also, County of El Dorado v. Dept. of Transp. (2005) 133 Cal.App.4th 1376
(fact that a project may be consistent with a plan, such as an air plan, does not necessarily mean
that it does not have significant impacts).)

The MND is legally deficient because it fails to analyze and mitigate the Project’s
inconsistencies with the American Canyon Zero Water Footprint policy. Although the City of
American Canyon proposes a mitigation fee for the water supply impact, such a fee does not
constitute adequate mitigation, and an EIR is still required to disclose the impact and consider
concrete and feasible mitigations and alternatives. Mitigation fees are not adequate mitigation
unless the lead agency can show that the fees will fund a specific mitigation plan that will
actually be implemented in its entirety. Napa Citizens for Honest Gov. v. Bd. Of Supervisors
(2001) 91 CallApp.4th 342 (no evidence that impacts will be mitigated simply by paying a fee);
Anderson First Coal. v. City of Anderson (2005} 130 Ca.App.4th 1173 (traffic mitigation fee is
inadequate because it does not ensure that mitigation measure will actually be implemented);
Kings Co. Farm Bureau v. Hanford (1990) 221 Cal.App.3d 692. But see, Save Our Peninsula
Comm v. Monterey Co. (2001) 87 Cal.App.4th 99 (mitigation fee allowed when evidence in the
record demonstrates that the fee will fund a specific mitigation plan that will actually be
implemented in its entirety). California Native Plant Society v. County of El Dorado et al.
(2009) 170 Cal. App. 4th 1026, held that the fee program had to have gone through CEQA
review for an agency to say that the payment of the fee alone is adequate CEQA mitigation. (See
also, Endangered Habitats League v. County of Orange (2005); Gray v. County of Madera
{2008)) Here, there is no evidence that the mitigation fee will fund a program that will actually
be implemented and that will actually mitigate the serious water supply impact. Therefore, the
mitigation fee does not reduce this impact to a level of insignificance and an EIR is required to
analyze the impact.

D. The Project Will Have Significant Stormwater Impacts.

Hydrogeologist Matthew Hagemann, MS, PG, concludes that the Project will have
significant adverse impacts on stormwater pollution that must be analyzed in an EIR. The MND
states, on p. 24, that less than significant impacts would be associated with the following issues
(VII, Hydrology and Water Quality Impacts):

» Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area, including through the
alteration of the course of a stream or river, or substantially increase the rate or amount of
surface runoff in a manner which would result in flooding on- or off-site?

e Create or contribute runoff water which would exceed the capacity of existing or planned
stormwater drainage systems or provide substantial additional sources of polluted runoff?
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However, a July 15, 2009 letter from the applicant’s consultant to Napa County, states
that post-development flow will exceed pre-development volumes.'® The 2010 Stormwater
Management Plan also states that post-development flow will exceed pre-development
volumes."!  The MND makes no mention that post-development stormwater runoff will exceed
predevelopment flows.

A waiver request for exceeding the predevelopment flows was the subject of the July 15,
2009 letter. No documentation on the disposition of the waiver request was available in the
records reviewed for the preparation of this letter. However, the 2010 Stormwater Management
Plan did not include any mention that a waiver was obtained from the County, so we have
assumed that a waiver was not granted.

In contrast to the findings in the MND, as cited above, Mr. Hagemann concludes that an
exceedance of pre-development stormwater runoff should be considered as a significant
unmitigated impact. Therefore, a DEIR should be prepared to include a thorough evaluation of
all practicable measures to reduce stormwater runoff from the project site. If, after this
evaluation, the runoff is still predicted to exceed pre-development volumes, a quantitative
evaluation of all feasible best management practices (“BMPs™) should be conducted to conform
to Napa County Post-Construction Runoff Management requirements.

Additionally, Mr. Hagemann explains that because groundwater is approximately 10 feet
below ground surface, the evaluation of BMPs included in a DEIR should consider protection of
the underlying beneficial uses of the groundwater. Any BMPs that would discharge stormwater
to the subsurface in a “bioretention strip” (as proposed in the 2010 Stormwater Management
Plan, p. 9) cannot cause or contribute to an exceedance of applicable groundwater quality
objectives as established in the RWQCB "Basin Plan" for the Napa area.

' Letter from TLA Engineering and Planning, to Erich Kroll, Napa County Department of Public Works,
July 15, 2009
1 Napa Commerce Center Stormwater Management Plan, March 2010
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V. CONCI.USION

For the foregoing reasons, Local 751 and Mr. Dan Digardi respectfully request that the
County not approve the proposed Mitigated Negative Declaration, require preparation of an
Environmental Impact Report for the Project, and refrain from issuing any Project approvals
unless and until an EIR is circulated for public comment and certified as complete, including
implementation of all feasible mitigation measures and alternatives. We request written notice of
any actions, hearings or decisions related to this Project. Thank you for considering our
comments.

Singerely,

Richard Drury

Attachments:

. Comments of Thomas Brohard, PE
U Comments of Matthew Hagemann, MS, PG, and Dr. James Clark, Ph.D.
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April 18, 2010

Mr. Richard Drury, Attorney at Law
Lozeau/Drury LLP

1516 Oak Street, Suite 216
Alameda, California 94501

SUBJECT: Review of the Mitigated Negative Declaration, Initial Study
Checklist, Use Permit, and Final Traffic Impact Analysis for the Napa 34
Holdings Commerce Center in the County of Napa — Traffic Issues

Dear Mr. Drury:

Tom Brohard, P.E., has reviewed the March 17, 2010 Mitigated Negative
Declaration (MND), the Initial Study Checklist, Use Permit, and related
documents prepared for the proposed Napa 34 Holdings Commerce Center
(Project) in the County of Napa. The Omni-Means February 2010 Final Traffic
Impact Analysis (Traffic Study) for the Project has also been reviewed.

In summary, further study must be undertaken to properly identify the traffic
impacts of the Project. Until the various issues and concerns raised in this letter
are addressed, | disagree that the Projects traffic impacts have a less than
significant effect on the environment with mitigation, and there is at least a "fair
argument” that the Project may have adverse environmental impacts. An
environmental impact report {EIR) should be prepared for the Project to analyze
the issues outiined in this ietter and to propose feasible mitigation measures.

Education and Experience

Since receiving a Bachelor of Science in Engineering from Duke University in
Durham, North Carolina in 1969, | have gained over 40 years of professional
engineering experience. | am licensed as a Professional Civil Engineer both in
California and Hawaii and as a Professional Traffic Engineer in California. |
formed Tom Brohard and Associates in 2000 and now serve as the City Traffic
Engineer for the City of Indio and as Consulting Transportation Engineer for the
City of Big Bear Lake, City of Mission Viejo, and the City of San Femando. | have
extensive experience in traffic engineering and transportation planning. During
my career in both the public and private sectors, | have reviewed numerous
environmental documents and traffic studies for various projects. Several recent
assignments are highlighted in the enclosed resume.

Project Description

Page 1 of the Notice of Intent to Adopt a Mitigated Negative Declaration
describes the Napa 34 Holdings Commerce Center as:

81905 Mosntain View Lane, La Oninta, California 92253-7611
Phore (760) 398-8885  Fax (760) 398-8897
Email throbard@eartblink.ret




Mr. Richard Drury
Napa 34 Holdings Commerce Center Project — Traffic [ssues
April 18, 2010

“An industrial park totaling approximately 490,500 square feet of new
development in eight buildings... Approximately 73% percent (or +/- 356,000
square feet) of the total development floor area would be dedicated to
warehousing uses, while the remaining 27 percent (or +/- 134,500 square feet)
would be utilized as office space. Access would be provided from three new
driveways located off an extension of Devlin Road south of the existing Devlin
Road/Airport Boulevard intersection and a single right-in right-out driveway off
Airport Boulevard. Roadway improvements, including road construction at Deviin
Road and road widening at Airport Boulevard are ailso proposed. Parking for 740
vehicles is to be provided on-site, along with six loading docks.”

Traffic Issues

Based on the information provided in the Initial Study Checklist, Use Permit,
Traffic Study, and related documents for the Napa 34 Holdings Commerce
Center, my review indicates the following traffic issues and areas of concerm:

1) Analysis of Near Term Conditions Is Flawed ~ From the July 21, 2009
application for the Project, construction of the industrial park will be phased,
with Phase 1 to be completed in 12 months and Phase 2 to be completed in
24 months. Therefore, it will be at least two more years before the Project is
completed and occupied. The two analyses in the Traffic Study were done for
existing conditions based on June 2009 traffic counts, and then for near term
conditions, assuming completion of the Project and the approved Greenwood
Business Park directly across Devlin Road opposite the Project. To properly
assess near-term conditions and impacts, the baseline volumes used in the
Traffic Study must be revised as follows:

a) Adijust Traffic Counts to a Thursday in_August - Increase the existing AM
and PM peak hour traiffic counts made on Tuesday June 2, 2008,

Wednesday June 3, 2009, and Thursday June 4, 2009 to reflect worst
case conditions on a Thursday in August, a practice utilized by the City of
Napa immediately adjacent to the study intersections.

b} Adjust Baseline Volumes for Annual Ambient Growth - Include an annual
ambient growth factor to account for small projects as well as general
traffic growth between the June 2009 traffic counts and project completion
(at least two years from now), so add in three years of annual ambient
growth to the adjusted traffic volumes for a Thursday in August.

¢) Adjust Baseline Volumes to Include Trips for All Other Abproved Projects -
Include traffic from all other approved but not yet completed and occupied
projects in the area that will contribute traffic to the study intersections.
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2)

3)

Correcting these three errors above will increase the June 2009 traffic counts
to correspond to traffic volumes at Project completion in Year 2012. The
resulting traffic volumes would represent a Thursday in August (utilizing the
same methodology as the adjacent City of Napa), reflect traffic to and from
small projects as well as annual ambient traffic growth, and account for traffic
to and from other approved but not yet constructed or occupied projects (in
addition the approved Greenwood Business Park). Project traffic can then be
added to this adjusted baseline that better represents traffic volumes in Year
2012, and this will then !enable the significant Project traffic impacts to be
properly determined and analyzed. There is at least a fair argument that the
addition of project traffic to the higher baseline volumes may have an adverse
impact on traffic flow (see below). These impacts should be analyzed in an
EIR and additional mitigation measures adopted as required for the Project.

An_Additional Significant Impact Will Occur With Baseline Adjustments -
Without making the baseline adjustments above, Table 5 on Page 13 of the

Traffic Study indicates delay at Airport Boulevard/SR28/SR12 in the AM peak
hour will increase from 41.4 seconds to 53.6 seconds.

With the upper threshold of Level of Service (LOS) D at 55.0 seconds, there
is at least a “fair argument” that the adjustments above plus Project traffic will
result in LOS E conditions (an increase of only 1.5 seconds of delay) at
Airport Boulevard/SR29/SR12. Resulting delay of 55.1 seconds or more will
change the AM peak hour intersection operation from LOS D to LOS E,
creating a significant project traffic impact that requires mitigation (see
Significance Criteria on Page 8 of the Traffic Study). Mitigation at this
intersection will also require approval and concurrence from Caltrans. An EIR
should be prepared to analyze this issue and to propose feasible mitigation
measures for the Project.

Inadequate Stacking On-Site at Project Driveways — The proposed driveway
throats on-site (the distance between the roadway curb line and the first

internal aisle parallel to the roadway) are very short and will not
accommodate the 95"% queues of traffic exiting these driveways during the
PM peak hour. The driveway access to Airport Boulevard (intersection 8)
provides about 40' for stacking (scaled from the site plan) whereas the
calculations in the Traffic Study Appendices show that 62 is required to
accommodate the 95""% queue. Similarly, the north, middle, and south
driveway accesses to Devlin Road (Intersections 6, 7, and 8) each provide
about 20' for stacking whereas calculations in the Traffic Study Appendices
show that 50, 65, and 49’ respectively are required for the 95"% queues.

Providing inadequate driveway throats will block the internal aisles paralie! to

the adjacent roadways dL;ring the PM peak hour, causing congestion, delay,
and potential queuing back into Airport Boulevard and Devlin Road for traffic

3
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4)

5)

entering the Project. Extendlng the driveway throats further into the site to
accommodate the 95" % queues will require redesign of the internal
circulation, and will also result in the loss of on-site parking. An EIR should be
prepared to analyze thlese issues and to propose feasible mitigation
measures for the Project. ;

Analysis of Cumulative dondltlons Has Not Been Compieted — The Traffic
Study indicates the County of Napa has not required an analysis of
cumulative conditions as an area-wide traffic study is underway to accomplish
this task and to update the County of Napa Traffic Impact Fee Program.

In their September 29, 2009 letter, Caltrans requested a cumulative analysis
in accordance with their Guide for the Preparation of Traffic Impact Studies. In
their March 3, 2010 letter, Caltrans reiterated “Our previous comments still
apply and are incorporated here by reference.” The recent Caltrans letter also
requested AM and PM peak hour turning movement volumes for each study
intersection under Prolect Only Conditions, 2030 Cumulative Conditions only,
and 2030 Cumulative plusI Project Conditions.

|

Without completion of thejcumulative analysis in the area-wide study, it is not
possible to determine what improvement measures will be needed, how much
they will cost, whether they will be included in a future capital improvement
program, if they will be constructed in a timely manner, or what the
corresponding fees and the Project “fair shares” will be. There is at least a fair
argument that the Project may have significant cumulative traffic impacts. An
EIR should be prepared:to analyze these issues and to propose feasibie
mitigation measures for the Project.

Mitigation Measures Are Incomplete — The mitigation measures on Pages 34
and 35 of the Use Permit are incomplete and inadequate as follows:

a) Mitigation Measure #10 - Pay Traffic Mitigation Fees ~ The Gounty Traffic
Impact Fee Program is currently being updated but, as discussed above,
this process has not been completed. Payment of impact fees alone does
not relieve the Project:from mitigation of the significant traffic impacts that
it will create in the neaJ term and under cumulative conditions. The County
may not rely on a mitigation fee program that has not been finalized to
mitigate the significant impacts. This mitigation is therefore not adequate
to reduce the impact to a level of msugmﬂcance and the impact therefore
remains significant and must be addressed in an EIR.

b) Mitigation Measure #12 — Airport Boulevard/Deviin Road Improvements —
The improvements identified on Page 21 of the Traffic Study require the
widening of Airport Boulevard from 72’ to 86’ between the outside curbs to
implement the necessary westbound dual left turn lanes. Widening of the

!
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6)

c)

d)

e)

east leg of the intersection will also necessitate widening of the west leg
for proper lane alignment across the intersection as well as transitions and
tapers back to the existing 72’ curb to curb width east and west of Devlin
Road. Widening Airport Boulevard by 14' could result in the need for
additional right of way, potentially on the north side of Airport Boulevard
west of Devlin Road where the adjacent property has already been
developed. The Traffic Study must evaluate the need for and the
availability of the additional right of way to detemmine if this proposed
mitigation measure is feasible.

Mitigation Measure #13 — Soscol Ferry Road/Devlin Road Traffic Signal ~
Page 21 of the Traffic Study indicates that the peak hour traffic signal

warrant is exceeded in the PM peak hour when project traffic is added.
The proposed mitigation measure states “..the permittee and his/her
successors in interest shall contribute to the cost of signalization at the
Soscol Ferry Road/Devlin Road intersection should the County deem it
necessary to install traffic signals at that intersection at some point in the
future.” The Project's fair share of signalization should be calculated and
the funds collected upon issuance of any building permits for the Project.

Mitigation Measure #14 — Airport Boulevard/Devlin Road Traffic Signal —
In addition to providing the northbound right turn green arrow overlap
which will run concurrently with the westbound dual left turns, it will also
be necessary fo prohibit westbound to eastbound U-turns at this
intersection to eliminate protected conflicting furning movements. This
mitigation measure is therefore insufficient to reduce this impact to a level
of insignificance and an EIR is therefore necessary to analyze the impact.

Queuing Impacts Are Not Mitigated — Pages 17 and 19 of the Traffic Study
state that the Project will contribute to vehicle queuing problems at three
intersections: Soscol Ferry Road/SR29, Soscol Ferry Road/Devlin Road,
and Airport Boulevard/SR29/SR12, The Project should be required to pay
a 'fair share” to mitigate queuing impacts at each of these three
intersections as identified on Pages 17 and 19 of the Traffic Study. The
CEQA document does not include mitigation measures to reduce this
impact to a level of insignificance. An EIR is therefore required to analyze
these impacts and propose feasible mitigations.

Mitigation Measures are Inconsistent with the Napa Pipe Project — Earlier this
year, | reviewed the COctober 2009 Draft EIR and the Traffic Study for the

Napa Pipe Project, a proposed development a short distance to the North of

- the Napa 34 Holdings Commerce.Center. Three common intersections were

independently evaluated in the separate traffic studies for these two projects.
All three intersections are forecast to be significantly impacted by the Napa
Pipe Project for “Existing plus Project” conditions. The Draft EIR proposes
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near-term mitigation for the Napa Pipe Project which is inconsistent with
proposed near-term mitigation for the Napa 34 Holdings Commerce Center
Project as follows:

a)

b)

Soscol Ferry Road/Devlin Road — The Napa Pipe Draft EIR requires that
this intersection be channelized so vehicle movements do not confiict and
recommends against| the installation of traffic signals. This proposed
mitigation conflicts with Mitigation Measure #13 for Napa 34 Holdings
Commerce Center which proposes a “fair share" of the cost of traffic
signals. An EIR is therefore required to resolve these inconsistencies,
analyze the impacts, and propose feasible mitigation.

Soscol Ferry Road/SR12/SR29/SR221 - The Napa Pipe Draft EIR
identifies construction of a flyover for southbound traffic on SR221
continuing south on SR12/SR29 (a bridge over the intersection to remove
this high peak hour left turn volume from the intersection). The Draft EIR
requires Napa Pipe to contribute their “fair share” of these extensive
improvements as mitigation.

According to Table 5 on Page 13 of the Traffic Study, Napa 34 Holdings
Commerce Center increases delay by 6 seconds in the AM peak hour
{already operating at LOS E) and adds traffic in the PM peak hour (already
operating at LOS F). This should have been identified as a significant
project traffic impact. In addition, Page 17 of the Traffic Study also states
that the Project will contribute to vehicle queuing problems at the Soscol
Ferry Road/SR12/SR29/SR221 intersection.

The Project should be required to pay a “fair share" to mitigate its
significant traffic impacts and its queuing impacts at the Soscol Ferry
Road/SR12/SR29/SR221 intersection. The CEQA document does not
include mitigation measures to reduce these impacts to a level of
insignificance. An EIR is therefore required to analyze these impacts and
propose feasible mitigations.

Airport_Boulevard/SR12/SR29 — The Napa Pipe Draft EIR identifies
construction of a grade-separated interchange at this intersection as
proposed in the Napa County General Plan. The Draft EIR requires Napa
Pipe to contribute their “fair share” of these extensive improvements as
mitigation.

As previously discussed in this letter, there is at least a “fair argument’
that the baseline adjustments plus Project traffic will result in LOS E
conditions (an increase of only 1.5 seconds of delay) at Airport

- Boulevard/SR29/SR12. -Resuiting delay of 55.1 seconds or more will

change the AM peak hour intersection operation from LOS D to LOS E,
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creating a significant project traffic impact that requires mitigation (see
Significance Criteria on Page 8 of the Traffic Study). Page 19 of the Traffic
Study also states that the Project will contribute to vehicle queuing
problems at the Airport Boulevard/SR29/SR12 intersection, Mitigation at
this intersection will also require approval and concurrence from Caitrans.

The Project should be required to pay a “fair share” to mitigate its
significant traffic impacts and its queuing impacts at the Airport
Boulevard/SR29/SR12 intersection. The CEQA document does not
include mitigation measures to reduce these impacts to a level of
insignificance. An EIR‘ is therefore required to analyze these impacts and
propose feasible mitigations.

As indicated, my review discl;osed several traffic issues and concems associated
with the Napa 34 Holdings Commerce Center. The iterns outlined above must be
carefully studied before reaching the conclusion the Project has traffic impacts
that are either insignificant or can be reduced to insignificance through mitigation,
The Project will clearly have additional near-term and cumulative significant
traffic impacts that should be studied through an EIR process. An EIR should be
prepared and circulated for public comment to propose feasible and effective
mitigation measures. If you have questions regarding these comments, please
call me at your convenience. .

Respectfully submitted,
Tom Brohard and Associates

Ve oo ool

Tom Brohard, PE
Principal

Enclosure




Tom Brohard, PE

Licenses: 1975 / Professional Engineer / California — Civil, No. 24577
1977 / Professional Engineer / California ~ Traffic, No. 724
2006 / Professional Engineer / Hawaii — Civil, No. 12321

Education: 1969 / BSE / Civil Engineering / Duke University
Experience: 40 Years

Memberships: 1977 / Institute of Transportation Engineers — Fellow, Life
1978 / Orange County Traffic Engineers Council - Chair 1982-1983
1981 / American Public Works Association - Member

Tom is a recognized expert in the field of traffic engineering and transportation planning.
His background also includes responsibility for leading and managing the delivery of
various contract services to numerous cities in Southern California.

Tom has extensive experience in providing transportation planning and traffic engineering
services to public agencies. Since May 2005, he has served as Consulting City Traffic
Engineer three days a week to the City of Indio, He also currently provides “on call” Traffic
and Transportation Engineer services to the Cities of Big Bear Lake and San Fernando. In
addition to conducting traffic engineering investigations for Los Angeles County from 1972
to 1978, he has previously served as City Traffic Engineer in the following communities:

0 BellfloWer......coi it 1997 - 1998

0 Bell Gardens....c.coviireeecriiiniiie et 1982 - 1995

o Huntington Beach ...........coivrvimimmerrineceeernnnnnn 1998 - 2004

o Lawndale .....covecririmiiiiire 1973 - 1978

0 LOS AIMITOS ..cccvvviviieire e 1981 - 1982

0 OCEANSIHIE ovvvvvreiiiriirir i se st 1981 - 1982

0 Paramount......cccccveee v iiiiriceesierniee e aeeaes 1982 - 1988

o Rancho Palos Verdes...........oceevevevmmnininnnnn 1973 - 1978

o Rolling Hills.......cocee i vvree e e 1973 - 1978, 1985 - 1993
o Rolling Hills Estates...........ccccvvieveveveerinan. 1973 - 1978, 1984 - 1991
0 San MarCoS ......coivvveeimrenie e s e 1981

@ SANB ANA....ccooeee e 1978 - 1981

o Westlake Village.........c..occcvevinvierecceiencnnn 1983 - 1994

During these assignments, Tom has supervised City staff and directed other consultants
including traffic engineers and fransportation pianners, traffic signal and street lighting
personnel, and signing, striping, and marking crews. He has secured over $5 million in
grant funding for various improvements. He has managed and directed many traffic and
transportation studies and projects. While serving these communities, he has personally
. conducted investigations of hundreds of citizen requests for various traffic control devices.
Tom has also successfully presented numerous engineering reports at City Council,
. Planning Commission, and.Traffic Commission meetings in these and other municipalities.

Tom Brohard and Associates
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In his service to the City of Indio since May 2005, Tom has accomplished the following:

\J
...

»
Ld

* 2%
..0

*
...

+,
L4

Oversaw preparation and adoption of the Circulation Element Update of the General
Plan including development of Year 2035 buildout traffic volumes, revised and
simplified arterial roadway cross sections, and reduction in acceptable Level of
Service criteria under certain constraints

Oversaw preparation of fact sheets/design exceptions to reduce shouider widths on
Jackson Street over 1-10 as well as justifications for protected-permissive left turn
phasing at I-10 on-ramps, the first such instaliation in Caltrans District 8 in Riverside
County; oversaw preparation of plans and provided assistance during construction of
a $1.5 million project to install traffic signals and widen three of four ramps at the I-
10/Jackson Street Interchange under a Caltrans encroachment permit issued under
the Streamlined Permit Process

Oversaw preparation of fact sheets/design exceptions o reduce shoulder widths on
Monroe Street over I-10 as well as striping plans to install left turn lanes on Monroe
Street at the 1-10 Interchange under a Caltrans encroachment permit

QOversaw preparation of traffic impact analyses for Project Study Reports evaluating
different alternatives for buildout improvement of the I-10/Monroe Street and the I-
10/Golf Center Parkway Interchanges

Oversaw preparation of plans, specifications, and contract documents and provided
assistance during construction of 22 new traffic signal installations

Oversaw preparation of plans and provided assistance during construction for the
conversion of two traffic signals from fully protected left turn phasing to protected-
permissive left turn phasing with flashing yellow arrows

Reviewed and approved over 450 work area traffic control plans as well as signing
and striping plans for all City and developer funded roadway improvement projects

Oversaw preparation of a City wide fraffic safety study of conditions at all schools

Prepared over 350 work orders directing City forces to install, modify, and/or remove
traffic signs, pavement and curb markings, and roadway striping

Oversaw preparation of engineering and traffic surveys to establish enforceable
speed limits on over 125 street segments

Reviewed and approved traffic impact studies prepared for more than 16 major
development projects

Since forming Tom Brohard and Associates in 2000, Tom has reviewed many traffic impact
- reports and.environmental.documents for various development projects. He has provided
expert witness services and also prepared traffic studies for public agencies and private
sector clients.

Tom Brohard and Associates
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Soil/Water/Air Protection Enterprise
525 Broadway, Suite 203

Santa Monica, California 90401
Fax: (949) 717-0069

Matt Hagemann

Tel: (945) 887-9013

Email: mhagemann{@swape.com

April 20, 2010

Richard Drury

Lozeau | Drury LLP

1516 Oak Street, Suite 216
Alameda, CA 94501

Subject: Comments on the Proposed Napa 34 Holdings Project, Napa County,
California

Dear Mr, Drury:

Soil/Water/Air Protection Enterprise (SWAPE) has reviewed the March 17, 2010
Mitigated Negative Declaration for the proposed Napa 34 Holdings project in Napa,
California and supporting documentation. The project involves the construction and
operation 0f 490,500 square feet of warehouses and offices in eight buildings on a
currently undeveloped 33.9 acre parcel of land located at the intersection of State Route
29 and Airport Boulevard in Napa, California.

SWAPE conducted an analysis of the project impacts in the areas of stormwater, air
emissions (both during project construction and operation), odor impacts, and greenhouse
gas emissions. We have concluded that there is a fair argument that the project will result
in significant impacts to the community and that an EIR should be prepared to identify
and mitigate the impacts, where necessary.

Stormwater Analysis

The MND states, on p. 24, that less than significant impacts would be associated with the
following issues (VII, Hydrology and Water Quality Impacts):

s Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area,
including through the alteration of the course of a stream or river, or
substantially increase the rate or amount of surface runoff in a manner

.. Which would result in flooding on- or off-site?

o Create or contribute runoff water which would exceed the capacity of

. existing or planned stormwater drainage systems or provide substantial

additional sources of polluted runoft?



However, a July 15, 2009 letter from the applicant’s consultant to Napa County, states
that post-development flow will exceed pre-development volumes.' The 2010
Stormwater Management Plan also states that post-development flow will exceed pre-
development volumes.” The MND makes no mention that post-development
stormwater runoff will exceed predevelopment flows.

A waiver request for exceeding the predevelopment flows was the subject of the July 15,
2009 letter. No documentation on the disposition of the waiver request was available in
the records reviewed for the preparation of this letter. However, the 2010 Stormwater
Management Plan did not include any mention that a waiver was obtained from the
County, so we have assumed that a waiver was not granted.

In contrast to the findings in the MND, as cited above, an exceedence of pre-development
stormwater runoff should be considered as a significant unmitigated impact. Therefore, a
DEIR should be prepared to include a thorough evaluation of all practicable measures to
reduce stormwater runoff from the project site. If, after this evaluation, the runoff'is still
predicted to exceed pre-development volumes, a quantitative evaluation of all feasible
BMPs should be conducted to conform to Napa County Post-Construction Runoff

. Management requirements.

Additionally, because groundwater is approximately 10 feet below ground surface, the
evaluation of BMPs included in a DEIR should consider protection of the underlying
beneficial uses of the groundwater. Any BMPs that would discharge stormwater to the
subsurface in a “bioretention strip” (as proposed in the 2010 Stormwater Management
Plan, p. 9) cannot cause or contribute to an exceedence of applicable groundwater quality
objectives as established in the RWQCB "Basin Plan" for the Napa area.

Air Quality Analysis

The air quality analysis used as a basis for the MND is deficient. The analysis fails to:
(1) adequately screen the project impacts; (2) incorporate the latest regulatory guidance;
(3) provide adequate documentation of modeling assumptions; (4) recognize the
significance of emissions of particulate matter; (5) analyze potential health risks from
diesel particulate matter emissions during project construction; (6) identify feasible
mitigation and; (7) identify cumulative impacts. Therefore, a DEIR should be prepared to
include a thorough evaluation of all air quality issues associated with the project.

Screening level analysis using BAAQMD shows that the project will have significant

air guality impacts

! Letter from TL.A Engineering and Planning, to Erich Kroll, Napa County Department of
Public Works, July 15, 2009 '

% Napa Commerce Center Stormwater Management Plan, March 2010



Screening criteria identified in the 1999 and 2009 CEQA Guidelines from BAAQMD,
were developed in order to provide lead agencies and project applicants with a
conservative indication of whether proposed project could result in potentially significant
air quality impacts®. In the 1999 Guidelines, BAAQMD provides a list of projects that
are likely to produce potentially significant emissions of NOy based upon the size of the
project, including Office Parks.

Projects With Potentially Significant Emissions*

Land Use Category

Trip Generation Rate

Size of Project Likely to
Generate 80 [b/day NOx

Office

General Office

10.9/1,000 sq. ft.

280,000 sq. ft.

Government Office

68.9/1,000 sq. ft.

55,000 sq. ft.

Office Park

12.8/1,000 sq. ft.

210,000 sq. ft.

Medical Office

37.1/1,000 sq. ft.

110,000 sq. ft.

The 2009 Guidelines include operational and construction related screening sizes for
criteria pollutant and greenhouse gas emissions form typical projects including office

parks and warehouses.

Operational-Related Criteria Air Pollutant and Precursor Screening Level

5

Sizes
Land Use Type Operational Operational GHG Construction-
Criteria Pollutant Screening Size Related Screening
Screening Size Size

Office Park 323,000 sq. fi | 50,000 sq. ft 277,000 sq. ft
(NOx) (ROG)

Warehouse 864,000 sq. ft|64,000sq.1 259,000 sq. ft
(NOX) (NOx)

? Bay Area Air Quality Management District, CEQA Guidelines December 2009, p. 3-I
*BAAQMD. 1999. BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines. December, 1999. pg 25.
> BAAQMD. 2009, CEQA Guidelines. Table 3-1. December 2009, p. 3-2




Based on the 1999 BAAQMD guidance, the proposed Napa 34 project, estimated to be
approximately 459,000 square feet of warehouse and office space, is twice as large as the
“Office Park™ project listed having significant air quality impacts. Based on the 2009
BAAQMD guidance, the Napa 34 project will have significant NOx and GHG issues
during construction and operation when compared to comparable projects that would
include office parks and warehouses. When a project exceeds an applicable CEQA
significance threshold, such as the BAAQMD screening thresholds, there is a fair
argument that the project may have significant environmental impacts and an EIR is
required. Since the Napa 34 Project exceeds the BAAQMD CEQA screening thresholds,
there is a fair argument that the Project will have significant NOx and GHG impacts and
an EIR is required to analyze and mitigate these impacts.

The MND failed to incorporate an analysis of this guidance. A DEIR should be prepared
to include a comparison of the project to the guidance and to conduct an appropriate
analysis of project impacts and identify mitigation, where warranted.

Model Results Prepared by SWAPE Show Significant impacts from Project
Construction

The project applicant did not model air emission form the project during the three year
construction period. For the preparation of these comments, SWAPE modeled the project
using Urbemis 2007 version 9.2.4 and the project description found in the MND.
Assuming that the project was to be initiated in November, 2010 and using the default
assumptions provided in the model (including the Napa County project location), the
emission rates generated in the model are significantly higher than the proponent
provided to Napa County. The attached outputs from the model (Attachment A and B)
show that the ROG and NOx emissions during construction would exceed the BAAQMD
thresholds of significance. For the ROG, emissions during the second year of
construction exceed the threshold value by nearly 10 times during the summer months of
construction (507.3 lbs/day versus 54 Ibs/day). For NOx the daily emission value during
the second year of construction is nearly double the 54 Ibs/day threshold (92 lbs
NOx/day).

SWAPE Urbemis Emission Estimates During Construction Phase of Napa 34
Project

1999 BAAQMD | 2009 BAAQMD
Guidance Guidance
Criteria Air SWAPE Construction Construction
Pollutant Model Related Average Related Average
Daily Emissions | Daily Emissions
(Ibs/day) (Ibs/day) (Ibs/day)
ROG 507.3 - 54




1999 BAAQMD | 2009 BAAQMD
Guidance Guidance

Criteria Air SWAPE Construction Construction

Pollutant Model Related Average | Related Average
Daily Emissions | Daily Emissions

(Ibs/day) (Ibs/day) (Ibs/day)
NO, 92 -- 54
PMy 113 80 (operation) Best Management
Practice

PMyo 5 - 82

(exhaust)

PM;5 3 -- 54

(exhaust)

There is a fair argument that the project will have significant adverse impacts on air
quality during the construction phase of the project and that an EIR is required. Based
upon the results above, it is clear that the MND is deficient regarding the impacts of
construction on air quality in the area. The proponent must prepare an EIR to include
model outputs for emissions during project. Due to the large quantity of particulate
matter that is generated during grading operations during the construction phase of the
project, the proponent should include a Gaussian dispersion model analysis, using
AERMOD, to determine whether the construction phase would increase local PM
concentrations above air quality standards. Both the Urbemis analysis and the Gaussian
dispersion analysis should be included in the DEIR

Furthermore, given the three-year duration of the construction phase, it is improper to
consider this to be a temporary impact. In the absence of any construction phase
significance threshold for PM-10, it is appropriate to use the operational phase
significance threshold of 80 ppd of PM-10 due to the long duration of the construction
phase. The Project’s PM-10 emissions of 113 ppd exceed the BAAQMD operational
significance threshold of 80 ppd. There is therefore a fair argument that the Project will
have significant PM-10 emissions that should be analyzed and mitigated in an EIR.

Asa second approach, the MND should have compared construction emissions to
significance thresholds established by other air districts that apply specifically to
construction emissions. The table below clearly demonstrates that the Project’s
construction emissions, even after mitigation, far exceed significance thresholds adopted
by other air districts.




Construction Phase CEQA Significance Thresholds

Emissions Significance Thresholds (ton/year)
Air District ROG NOx co PM10 PM2.5
BAAQMD construction 10 (54 ppd) 10 (54 - 15 (80 ppd) 10 (54 ppd}

ppd)

SMAQMD construction - 11 - - -
SCAQMD construction 10 13 73 20 7
SLOCAPCD construction 24 10 - 7 -
AVAQMD construction 18 18 72 11 -
SIVAPCD construction 7 7 - -
MBUAPCD construction - - - 11 -
Napa 34 Project 507 ppd 91 ppd 113 ppd

The construction emissions contained in the URBEMIS modeling runs exceed most
construction emission significance thresholds. The Napa 34 Project therefore has
significant construction air emissions that must be disclosed and analyzed in an EIR.

The MND fails to recognize the significance of emissions of particulate matter from
the proposed facility

According to the BAAQMD, particulate matter causes adverse impacts in terms of public
health, visibility, atmospheric deposition, aesthetic damage, and may also contribute to
climate change. Health effects can result from both short-term and long-term exposure to
PM pollution. Exposure to particulate pollution is linked to increased frequency and
severity of asthma attacks and even premature death in people with pre-existing cardiac
or respiratory disease. Those most sensitive to particulate pollution include infants and
children, the elderly, and persons with heart and lung disease. Many scientific studies
have linked short-term exposure to PM to a series of significant health problems,
including:

* aggravated asthma

e increases in respiratory symptoms like coughing and difficult or painful breathing

¢ chronic bronchitis

o decreased lung function

s heart attack

e premature death

The Bay Area Air Quality Management District, which includes Napa County, is
currently in nonattainment for particulate matter (both PM,4 and PMz5). The addition of
any significant quantity of particulate matter into the air shed will only aggravate the
existing air pollution problem in the District. An EIR should be prepared to address and
mitigate the addition of particulate matter from the project.



The MND fails to analyze potential health risks from diesel particulate matter
emissions during project construction

During construction, a large number of diesel-powered equipment would operate on site
and numerous diesel-powered trucks would deliver supplies. The MND does not address
the potential health risks associated with exhaust emissions of diesel particulate matter
from these sources.

Diesel exhaust contains nearly 40 toxic substances and may pose a serious public health
risk for residents in the vicinity of the facility. Diesel exhaust has been linked to a range
of serious health problems including an increase in respiratory disease, lung damage,
cancer, and premature death. Fine diesel particles are deposited deep in the lungs in the
smallest airways and can result in increased respiratory symptoms and disease; decreased
lung function, particularly in children and individuals with asthma; alterations in lung
tissue and respiratory tract defense mechanisms; and premature death.® Exposureto
diesel exhaust increases the risk of lung cancer. It also causes non-cancer effects
including chronic bronchitis, inflammation of lung tissue, thickening of the alveolar
walls, immunological allergic reactions, and airway constriction.’

As early as 1988, the National Institute for Occupational Safety and Health identified
diesel exhaust as a potential occupational carcinogen. In 1998, the California Air
Resources Board (“CARB™) formally identified the particulate fraction of diesel exhaust
as a toxic air contaminant and concluded that exposure to diesel exhaust particulate
"matter causes cancer and acute respiratory effects.® The U.S. EPA followed suit in 2002
and concluded that “long-term (i.e., chronic) inhalation exposure is likely to pose lung
cancer hazard to humans, as well as damage the lung in other ways depending on
exposure. Short-term (i.e., acute) exposures can cause irritation and inflammatory
symptoms of a transient nature... The assessment also indicates that evidence for
exacerbation of existing allergies and asthma symptoms is emerging.”” Diesel exhaust is
estimated to contribute to more than 75% ofthe added cancer risk from air toxics in the
United States. '

® California Air Resources Board (CARB), Initial Statement of Reasons for Rulemaking,

Proposed Identification of Diesel Exhaust as a Toxic Air Contaminant, Staff Report, June
1998.

? Findings of the Scientific Review Panel on The Report on Diesel Exhaust as adopted at
the Panel’s April 22, 1998 Meeting

¥ California Air Resources Board, Initial Statement of Reasons for Rulemaking, Proposed
Identification of Diesel Exhaust as a Toxic Air Contaminant, Staff Report, June 1998

? U.S. EPA, Health Assessment Document for Diesel Engine Exhaust, Report
EPA/600/8-90/057F, May 2002

' Environmental Defense Fund, Cleaner Diesel Handbook, Bring Cleaner Fuel and
Diesel Retrofits into Your Neighborhood, April 2005;
http://www.edf.org/documents/4941 cleanerdieselhandbook.pdf




Lagging emission standards and very old equipment in fleets have made construction
equipment one of the largest sources of toxic diesel exhaust particulate pollution in
California. An estimated 70% of California’s construction equipment is currently not
covered by federal and state regulations because it is too old.'" The Project would be
built out over a period of three years, concurrently with many other developments in the
region. Heavy-duty diesel-powered construction equipment exhaust would release
considerable amounts of diesel particulate matter, which is 89% PM2.5. Clouds of soot
emitted by heavy-duty construction equipment can travel downwind for miles, then drift
into heavily populated areas.

According to the BAAQMD Guidance (page 8-8), the proponent must include in its
analysis of the construction impacts:
¢ The types of off-site receptors and their proximity to construction activity within
approximately 1,000 feet.
The duration of the construction
The quantity and types of diesel-powered equipment
The number of hours equipment would be operated each day
The location(s) of equipment used, distance to nearest off-site sensitive receptors,
and orientation with respect to predominant wind direction
Location of equipment staging areas; and
e The amount of on-site diesel-generated PM2.5 exhaust if mass emission levels
from construction activity are estimated.

There is a fair argument that the project will have significant adverse impacts on air
quality from diesel particulate matter and the proponent must quantify the concentration
of diesel particulate matter in a health risk assessment. A DEIR should be prepared to
include a health risk assessment on the basis of construction impacts estimated in
accordance with BAAQMD guidance.

Feasible construction mitigation measures exist and should be required for the
project

Construction emissions, as modeled by SWAPE in the preparation of these comments,
shows significant exceedences of BAAQMD thresholds, including ROG and NOX,
Therefore, an EIR need to be prepared to consider and integrate mitigation where
warranted. Mitigation measures to consider, as identified by BAAQMD, in the EIR in
the reduction of toxic air contaminants include'*:
o All exposed surfaces (e.g., parking areas, staging areas, soil piles, graded
areas, and unpaved access roads) shall be watered two times per day.

"' Los Angeles Timés, Dire Hedlth Effects of Pollution Reported, Diesel Soot from

Construction Equipment Is Blamed for Illnesses and Premature Deaths, December 6,
2006

'2 Bay Area Air Quality Management District, CEQA Guidelines December 2009, p. 2-6



s All haul trucks transporting soil, sand, or other loose material off-site shall
be covered.

s All visible mud or dirt track-out onto adjacent public roads shall be
removed using wet power vacuum street sweepers at least once per day.
The use of dry power sweeping is prohibited.

¢ All vehicle speeds on unpaved roads shall be limited to 15 mph.

s Allroadways, driveways, and sidewalks to be paved shall be completed as
soon as possible. Building pads shall be laid as soon as possible after
grading unless seeding or soil binders are used.

¢ [dling times shall be minimized either by shutting equipment off when not
in use or reducing the maximum idling time to 5 minutes (as required by
the California airborne toxics control measure Title 13, Section 2485 of
California Code of Regulations [CCRY]). Clear signage shall be provided
for construction workers at all access points.

o All construction equipment shall be maintained and properly tuned in
accordance with manufacturer’s specifications. All equipment shall be
checked by a certified mechanic and determined to be running in proper
condition prior to operation.

» Post a publicly visible sign with the telephone number and person to
contact at the Lead Agency regarding dust complaints. This person shall
respond and take corrective action within 48 hours.

The MND fails to adequately address cumulative impacts on air quality

The MND asserts with no analysis whatsoever that the Project’s emissions of criteria
pollutants not result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria pollutant
for which the project region is in no-attainment under an applicable federal or state
ambient air quality standard. A proper cumulative impact analysis is vital for an
environmental analysis because the full environmental impact of a proposed project
cannot be gauged in a vacuum. One of the most important environmental lessons that has
been learned is that the environmental damage often occurs incrementally from a variety
of small sources with which they interact.”"* The MND’s conclusion is flawed for the
following reasons.

First, the discussion in the comments above indicates that the Project would contribute to
an existing significant impact, i.e. degraded air quality in the San Francisco Bay Area air
basin as evidenced by frequent violations of PM10, PM2.5 and ozone ambient air quality
standards. The Project would increase the emissions of PM10, PM2.5, and ozone
precursors and thus would contribute to these existing exceedances of ambient air quality
standards. Thus, the Project’s contribution is per se cumulatively significant.

13 Bakersfield Citizens (2004) 124 Cal. App. 4" at 1214 (quoting Communities for a
Better Environment v. California Resources Agency 103 Cal.App.4™at 116).



Second, a cumulative impacts analysis must consider past prOJ ects, the effects of other
current projects, and the effects of probable future projects.”"* The DEIR did not identify
any other closely related, past, present, or reasonably foreseeable probable future projects
let alone attempt to quantify their emissions and, thus, to evaluate them cumulatively
with the Project. The County is also considering another large project, the Napa Pipe
Project, in the vicinity of the Napa 34 Project. The proposed Napa Pipe Project would
include the construction of 2,580 residential units, a 150-unit senior living facility, 50,000
square feet of office space, and approximately 40,000 square feet of retail and restaurants.
Additionally, 140,000 square feet of R&D/light industrial/warehousing would be
constructed along with a condominium hotel.

The County has already determined that the Napa Pipe Project will have significant air
quality and other impacts requiring an EIR. The Napa 34 Project will unquestionable
contribute to those same air quality impacts. Therefore the Napa 34 Project has
cumulative significant air quality impacts together with the Napa Pipe Project, requiring
an EIR to analyze the combined impacts. A full cumulative impact analysis must be
completed to determine the real impacts on the community.

The cumulative operational impacts from Napa Pipe and Napa 34 projects are
significantly higher than the BAAQMD Significance Thresholds.

'* CEQA Guidelines §15355(b)
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Proposed ROG NOx PMI10 PM2.5
Project

(Ibs/day) (lbs/day) (Ibs/day) (Ibs/day)
Napa Pipe 262 115 157 33
Napa 34 29 30 39 8
Cumulative 291 145 196 4]
Impact
BAAQMD 54 54
Significance
Threshold

There is a fair argument that the cumulative impacts from both the Napa Pipe and Nap:
34 projects will adversely impact the area and that an EIR must be completed to address
those impacts.

Greenhouse Gas Emissions — Project Level Threshold

As noted previously, the proposed Napa 34 project is of a size that will, according to the
2009 BAAQMD guidance, have significant green house gas (GHG) emitting potential.
The proponent’s analysis of the project’s GHG emissions clearly shows that the project
will exceed the recommended Bay Area Air Quality Management District’s
(BAAQMD?’s) threshold of 1,100 metric tons of CO2 equivalent/yr.

The 1,100 MT COZ2e/yr is a numeric emissions level above which a project’s contribution
to global climate change is considered to be “cumulatively considerable.”'® The

- proponent’s analysis calculates the cumulative unmitigated impacts from the project to be
1,093 MT CO2e/yr during the second year of construction (a mere seven pounds below'
the significance threshold) and 1,896.3 MT CO2e/yr during the operation phase of the
project (800 pounds above the significance threshold).

The proponents of the project have proposed an alternative assessment to the Bright Line
value above involving an “efficiency” approach outlined in the BAAQMD’s Guidance.
According to BAAQMD, "° “local agencies may wish to apply this efficiency-based
recommended threshold with some discretion, taking into account not only the project's
efficiency, but also its total GHG emissions. Even where a project is relatively GHG-
efficient as compared to other projects, in approving the project, the lead agency is
committing to use what is essentially its GHG "budget" in a given way. Expending this

' BAAQMD. 2009. Proposed Thresholds of Significance. Pg. 21.
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"budget" on the proposed project may affect other development opportunities and
associated obligations to mitigate or conflict with other actions that the community may
wish to take to reduce its overall GHG emissions after it has conducted its programmatic
analysis.” Development of this project under this method would limit the size and scope
of other projects in the Napa region.

Furthermore, there can be no question that the Napa 34 Project will have cumulatively
significant GHG impacts when considered together with the nearby and contemporaneous
Napa Pipe Project.

There is a fair argument based either on the screening approach or the more complex
Urbemis model, that the project will have significant GHG emission potential. The
proponent must thoroughly evaluate this potential and address the necessary mitigation
measures in the EIR for the project.

Odor

The MND failed to consider the presence of the Napa Sanitation District Soscol
Wastewater Treatment Plant, located at 1515 Soscol Ferry Road, The facility is located
approximately 1 mile northwest of the proposed project. According to the Napa
Sanitation District, the facility is a 15 million gallon per day (mgd) treatment plant that
includes preliminary treatment (screening), primary treatment (clarifiers), biological
secondary treatment (340 acres of oxidation ponds and/or activated sludge facilities),
secondary clarification or sedimentation, sand filtration, chlorination, sludge digestion
and solids de-watering facilities.

According to BAAQMD guidancel6, a project is presumed to have significant odor
impacts if people are to be located within one to two-miles of facilities known to generate
odorous compounds. Those facilities and the screening distances are included in the table
below"”.

16 Bay Area Air Quality Management District, CEQA Guidelines December 2009, p. 3-4

17 Bay Area Air Quality Management District, CEQA Guidelines December 2009, Table
3-3p.34
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Facilities Known To Generate Odors Screening Distance
Wastewater Treatment Plant 2 miles
Sanitary Landfill 2 miles
Transfer Station 1 mile
Composting Facility 1 mile
Petroleum Refinery 2 miles
Asphalt Batch Plant 2 miles
Chemical Manufacturing 2 miles
Fiberglass Manufacturing 1 mile
Painting/Coating Operations (e.g. auto body shops) 1 mile
Rendering Plant 2 mile
Coffee Roaster 1 mile

According to the BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines:

Any project with the potential to frequently expose members of the public to
objectionable odors would be deemed to have a significant impact [emphasis

added]. Odor impacts on residential areas and other sensitive receptors warrant

the closest scrutiny, but consideration should also be given to other land uses
where people may congregate, such as recreational facilities, worksites and

commercial areas. Analysis of potential odor impacts should be conducted for
both of the following situations: 1) sources of odorous emissions locatin
existing receptors, and 2) receptors locating near existing odor sources.

1

Determining the significance of potential odor impacts involves a two-step

§ near

process. First, determine whether the project would result in an odor source and
receptors being located within the distances indicated in Table 4. Table 4 lists
types of facilities known to emit objectionable odors. The Lead Agency should
evaluate facilities not included in Table 4 or projects separated by greater
distances than indicated in Table 4 if warranted by local conditions or special
circumstances. Second, ifthe proposed project would result in an oder source and
receptors being located closer than the screening level distances indicated in
Table 4, a more detailed analysis, as described in Chapter 3, should be conducted.

'8 Bay Area Air Quality Management District, CEQA Guidelines December 2009, p. 7-2
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Since the Project may result in exposing members of the public to objectionable odors,
namely the District Soscol Wastewater Treatment Plant, an EIR is required to analyze
this impact and to propose feasible alternatives and mitigation.

In addition to violating the BAAQMD’s CEQA Guidance regarding odor, the proponents
have failed to consider the negative impacts from the odorous compounds. The MND
does not provide any significant analysis of potential odor problems

Unpleasant odors can also impair mood leading to increased levels of tension, depression,
anger, fatigue and confusion. Conditioned aversions may play a role in perceptions and
health symptoms induced by malodors. If a malodor has been previously associated with
health symptoms, the odor alone may subsequently recreate these symptoms in the
absence of the allergy.'” Ambient odors can provoke a wide distribution of reactions.
Variations are most often attributed to differences in individual sensitivity. Behavioral
responses for a single individual and among individuals exposed to the same odor over
time can be greatly varied. Cognitive processes may be modifying the over perception of
odor exposure. Some individuals may exhibit extreme sensitivity and adaptation to
environmental odors does not occur.’

In 2008, a study on residents living near industrial hog operations found that odors from
the facilities restricted residents’ activities to an extent that may affect health, Odors
were found to restrict social activities, outdoor activities, and effect sleeping patterns.
Research has shown that residents in rural communities perceive environmental barriers
as reasons for inactivity and inactivity can have a major impact on a person’s physical
health.?’. Another study found that malodor reported in communities near swine
operations originated from the operations. The study found that odor ratings were related
to temperature, PM,p, semi volatile PM;; and hydrogen sulfide concentration. The odds
ofreporting a change in daily activities due to odor increased 62% for each unit increase
in average odor during a 12 hour period. Odor was related to levels of stress reported in
daily diaries. Anticipation of irregular odor events may also cause stress and anxiety
about daily activities and social events.*?

19 Schiffman, S.S., Miller, E.A.S., Suggs, M.S. and Graham, B.G. (1995). The effect of
environmental odors emanating from commercial swine operations on the mood of
nearby residents. Brain Res. Bull,, 37, 369-375

 Dalton, P. (1996). Odor perception and beliefs about risk. Chem. Senses 21: 447-458

2 Tajik M, Muhammad N, Lowman A, Thu K, Wing S, and Grant G. (2008). Impact of
odor from industrial hog operations on daily living activities. New Solutions 18(2): 193-
205 - ‘ ‘ :

22 Wing S, Horton R, Marshall S, Thu K, Tajik M, Schinasi L, and Schiffman S. (2008).
Alr pollution and odor in communities near industrial swine operations. Environmental
Health Perspectives
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Conclusion

There is substantial evidence that the Project would result in significant adverse impacts
that were not identified in the MND and that are not adequately mitigated. Many ofthe
MND’s conclusions that environmental impacts are not significant or less than significant
with mitigation are unsupported or contradicted by the analysis we have conducted in the
preparation of these comments. Asa result, several analyses presented in the MND,
including impacts on air quality and odor fail to identify or disclose the magnitude of
significant adverse impacts. The CEQA Guidelines require that an EIR be prepared if
there is substantial evidence that any aspect of a project, either individually or
cumulatively, may cause a significant effect on the environment, regardless of whether
the overall effect of the project is adverse or beneficial?®. Therefore the City should
require the preparation of an EIR for the Project.

Sincerely,

1(‘” . (\', (‘(Lé\,{

James Clark, Ph.D.

W foopone—

Matt Hagemann, P.G.

2 CEQA Guidelines, 15063(b)(1).
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Attachment A: Summer Emission Estimates



6L'€0L'S)

BL°€02'GL

69°080'G
69'D80'S

<02

(§°8°74
I¥'8e

059¢
0592

SZNd

SL¥
SL'¥

86'c
86'c

sneqxg
TZNd

000
80'8¥0'T
80'8¥0'C
200

99'ee
99'ed

ES'ET
ES'EC

15N S cld

000

00

oZ'gll

0Tl

L8511

LESELE

000

00

8L's
8L's

ve'e
yZ'e

1SNRYXT GHNC 1SNJ 0L D

NN
000
ooo

o
[

LOELL

FOELE

rozLL
¥aeLL

000
sy
sy

oo
3o

000
¥LL
vl
XON

81801

81801

LE1E
LE}E

000

1A

e

20d
L6°16 OE 205
1616 0e'L0S
16725 6E8
L6°CS 6e8
XON 20y

uoonpay juasiad
{parebiiu ‘Aeprsan STVLOL
{peyeBinuun ‘Aepysq)) 8Tv101

S31YWILST NOISSIWNG IOHN0S vIuY
(pejeBniw Aepysq)) 8TWLOL LLOZ

(perebnwun Aepysal) STWLOL LLOZ

{p=rebliiw Aep/sal) S1Y101 0LOZ
(pereBiiwun Aepjsql} §TVLOL 0LOZ

SALVYNILSA NOISSIWG NOLLONYLSNOD
‘Hoday Alewwng

£002A¥0H-40 U0 paseq SUOISSILT 3[OU3A PEOH-HO
900Z | AON E'ZA L00ZOBJWT | UOISISA :UO Paseq SUOISSIUT 3[9lyaA PEOM-UQ

Ajunon edep :uojjeno joalold

13)ua?) |EDUALIWOY ¢ edeN :aweN josloid

pesain peedeurs)oalaid\BgUCiSIoASIWAgIM\EIE( uonedlddyiel) sawenmsbupag pue sjuswnsocys :8wen a4

(AeQ/spunod} suoday SuoIssiwg JSWWNG pauiquion)

g6 uoisiap L00Z siuagin

WV 8F:¥5 L) OLOZIGHTF
| :8bed



60°221
00'C

8’ L00'E
00’0
ISPEL'E
ISPEL'E

<00

Loo
ooo
59°L
¢SEd
PR

L1°S5¢

S¢Hd

000 000 100 000 00
000 000 000 000 00'0
59'1 000 641 621 00'0
000 Z5'ee 092}l 000 09°CLL
591 ZSE or'vil 08’} 19°ZLL
So'L 5ee orvilL 08t R ANE
BegGeHd  INaSeWd OMAd BERE0IRG 1B0Q OFAA
000 000 000 000
LTYELVE 6L LO'BE 120
LTVELYE 6L LO'BE 120
Z0D GZnd OLWd Z0S
000 000 000 000
1Z'9rLzz 8l 90°6¢ 120
(R4 44 grs 80'6L 120
200 Send 0LNd Z0S

000
00’0
000
000

000
£8'882

£8'892

000
LE'OC
LEVIZ

591

000

8Ll

000

EL6L

elel

(e58]

600
00'C
L9'EE
00'C

9.'tt

el

LEE

XON

50°0 sdu | sasop Bupes au)4

000 [esaiq peoy up Buipers) auly
9Ly [esaiq pecy 4O Bupers auly
00°0 1snq Buipeisy aul4
FLOZ/LLILO

44 -01.0Z/0E/1 1 Bulpels) sul4

0z :sAeq aAR9Y
A/ 0LOZ/LE/Z1-0102/0E/L | B2l Bl
O0d

pajebijwun ‘ABQ tod SPUNOY JBWWNS ST LYWILST NOISSING NOLLONYLSNGD

000
62'6C
6Z'6C

20y

noday [iejeq pajebniuuun uononsuoy

uononpsy JUsdiad
(paiebiu 'Aep/sq)) STVLOL

{poreBnuun 'Aep/sql) STYLOL

S3LVNILST NOISSINT TTYNOILLYYHIH0 ANV 3DHN0S VIV 40 WNS

000
S0'9¢2
09z

90N

Uonanpay jUaoia4
(paiebriw 'Aepssq)) SIVLOL

{pajebyiwun ‘Aepysql) STVLOL

SILYWILST NOISSING (31OHIA) TYNOILYHIH0

WY 8¥-¥S:LE 0LOZ/6LIY
Z :abeg



FANIAS
000
BF'L00'E
000
PO'VEL'E
LP'E0Z
98’019
ZELEL'L
000
A
68'080'S
60°L2)
000

8t 200'E
000
SPEL'E
§E°€0C
98019
TELEL'L
00’0

ZL'ovE')

690805

lo'o
oo'a
59°1
¢S'Ee
L0'se
L00
£L°0
43
00’0
Lzl
¥E'92
100
000
59°1
Z5°eg
FAN T4
100
S10
81’1
ooa
£E’L

05°9¢

000
000
S5
00°0
55’}
000
A%y
Lol
000
97’}
8'e
000
000
59°L
00°0
591
000
PLO
1"
000
4>

0
<
o

000
000
000
Z5'ee
¢S'Ee
000
100
000
000
100
£5°¢2
000
000
000
Z5'te
Z5'te
000
L'
000
000
00

ESEC

L0'0
00°0
89’1
09zl
T4
z0'0
alL'o
¥l
000
Ll
0L'GLL
100
000
641
09'zH
or'vil
200
L1°0
8¢1
00’0
FA "

L85l

000
000
89°L
000
6971
L0'0
£10
¥l
000
LE)
90'e
000
000
BL'1

000

100
000
000
0gzLl
LZLL
100
20’0
00°0
000
€00
yo'zZLE
100
000
000
092l
L9zl
LO'0
[
000
000
€00

vozll

000
000
00°0
00°0
000
000
L0'0
000
oo
oo
10'0

000

000

000

000

000

000

000
000

L0'0

£S°'L
00’0
89k
000
SE'8L
e
(1A
'8
000
8kl
FANI
59°L
000
8Ll
000
€161
¥9c
ek
L8
000

¥e'gl

600
000
L9'LE
000
69°LE
Lo
ELE
LLFL
000
€08l
(7414
600
000
Lo'ee
000
94'ee
S1°0
T4
PA: S 4
000
A

L6es

500
00°0
16€
000
96'c
800
¥e'o
¥e'c
el
oo’y
964
500
000
v
000
ey
600
9z'0
8z
el

LY

sdu] saxpop Bulpersy suly
jesaiq peoy uQ Bujpeisy auid
jasalq peoy YO Buipers auly

1sn Buipess sul4

LLOZILLLO
-0L02/0E/1 L Buipe.sy aul4

sdii Jaxiop Buiaed
[es81Q peCy uQ Bulaed
[es8|Q peoy 0 Buaed
sen-yJO Buired

LLOZ/LL/LO-0LOZ/8Z/ZL NeUdsy

g :sAeq sARcY
LLOZ/0L/L-110Z/EL 301G awl )

sdi] texop Buipels aulg
lesaiq peoy uQ Buipes) auld
[osalq peoY O Buipels) aulg

1snq Bupelg aulg

LLOZ/LLILO
-01L0Z/0E/ L L Bupers aui4

sdil) Jaqiopn Bumed
|esaig peoy ug Buined
195910 PEoY HO Bulred
sen-j40 Buaed

LLOZILL/L0-0L02/BZ/ZL WeYdsY
¥ :sheq aanoy
0L0Z/LERL-010Z/8Z/C ) S2MIS auwt)

WY 8¥-vS: L} 0LOZ/6LIY
¢ :abeyg



£6°216°C
8L'EBO'S
0Z'129t
0£'229'04
0£'22o'0L
1112
00'0
gv'200'e
000
POFEL'E
€6'LL6'E
8L'£80'S
0Z'129'1
0£'229'0L
VENT
92'019
Z6'LELL
000
¥2'9r6'L

6L'E0L'S)

9’0
980
SO0l
L0°¢C
02
Loo
000
G5’}
TS'te
L0'5¢
91’0
980
SOt
'z
Lo0
€10
L
000
FXA

IFac

600
080
S0}
el
el
000
000
S5

ooa

00
90’0
000
£1'0
€0
00’0
000
000
es'ed
eqs'ee
00
900
000
£L’0
000
100
000
00’0
L0'0

99°tC

0co
g0’k
FL'E
052
052
10°0
000
89°L

09°ZHE

L0
880
1494
ZL'e
ZL'e
000
000
89'L
000
69
LD
880
43

cle

610
gL'o
000
8e’0
8e’0
OO
000
000
09°¢eLL
L9'CkL
60
80
000
8E0
Ly
Ay
000
000
e0°0

LOELL

¥0°0
§0°0
000
60°0
60°0
000
00°0
oo

(VY]

L0Ly
6081
5801

L0'9L

LooL
£S'1
000
g9l

000

€92
¥6'ee
496
ve'er
ve'er
600
000
lg'le
000
69°1C
£9°¢
11374
L9'G)
veer
¥0
ELE

FAN 4%

21813

8’16

5k
61
BE'E
eL9
eL9
S00
000
L6’
00’0
96t
¥S'l
647
6E'E
zL9
800
¥2'0
¥E'e
el
00y

89'vi

sdiid Jaylopp Buiping
sdil Jopusa Bup|ing
[ssa1g peOY O Buiping

LL0Z/2E/80-4 102/ 11110 Buipling

8¥l :SABQ 2ARDY
LLOZ/S/8-LLOE/ZLIL @IS aullL

sdu Jaxopn Buipers) aul4
[osajq pecy Uo Bupelg auiy
tesa1q peoy O Bulpels auly

18nQ Buipelg auly

LLOZ/LLLO
-0L0Z/0E! L | Bulpelg auld

sdjL Jexopn Buiping

sdi) Jopuap Buipjing

[osa)g peoyd Ho Buipiing
+10Z/22/80-L L0Z/LLIL0 Bulping

sdil Javops Buiaed

‘|9s21g peoy uQ Buaeq

[esal1q peod Yo Bulaed

seq-y0 Buined

LLOZ/1L/L0-0L02/82/Z) YBudsy
| :sABQ 2AROY
LLOZ/LHL-LLOE/L UL @0lIS Wi

WY BF-¥S L1 OLOZIGLIF
¥ :0Bey



S0°¥65
000
50°'¥6S
S0'¥6S
G0'PBG
000
S0'¥65
£6'LLB'E
81°€80°S
0Z'129°}
0£'229°01

Se9Le’LL

AL
000
z0'0
c0'0
00
000
z0'0
91’0
98’0
SOk
02

60z

00
000
100
100
o0
ooa
Lo0
600
0e’o
E{V
¥6'k

S6°L

100
000
Lo'e
L0°0
L0'0
000
100
200
900
000
ELO

vL0

S0°0
000
S0°0
500
§s00
noo
§S0°0
oea
90°L
Ll
05¢

¥se

Ay
00’0
200
ALY
00
000
200
L0
880
14N
(A4

14¥4

€00
000
€00
€00
€00
000
€00
610
8L'0
000
BE'Q

Lo

100
000
Lo'0
Lo'0
lo'o
(L)
10O
Y00
500
000
60°0

600

fep Jad sinoy g 1o} Jojoe) pRO| §°0 B 18 Bunelado (dy ge1) S¥oniL Ja1eas |

Aep Jad sinoy / Joj 10108 pEO| G670 B 18 Bunetado (dy golL) seoUy0eg/SIopE0/SI0NE)] 7

Aep 1ed sinoy g Joy Jooey peo| 5G°0 € 18 Bunelado (dy 2g¢) s10zoq pany laqqny L

Aep 12d sinoy g 1o} JOJOR) pROj L9'( & 18 Buljelado (dy 47 1) siepels |

quawdinbg peoy-go

0 {LWA) [8ARI L YoN1] PROY UQ
Aep-a1oe Jad 5q| 07

INejeq e 4o 13aa7 18na aanibng
£9°G :paqimsiq s6eaioy Afleq wnwxep
£G6°ZZ ‘peqINisiq sa10Y |80 ]

uopduosaq Buipels) a)ig suld JINeyaq - +10Z/L L1 - 010Z/0E/L L BulpeID auld saseyd

143

000
vi'L
pLL
¥l
000
Ll
FAVIAS
608l
5801
1092

rlL'eg

or'o
000
or'o
or'o
oo
000
oro
£9'e
62
L9651

veer

¥y

€20
PE008

85°00§

sdu] sxiop, Buneon
Bupeoqn |eImanyly

1102/50/60-1 10Z/20/80 Buneod

Ol :sAeq aanoy
LL0Z/S/6-LL0Z/ES)S DS awll |

sdu Jexpops Buneon
Bupeo [eIMoaNYY

L LOZ/S0/B0-} 102/60/60 BuieoD
sdit] Jaxsop Buipiing
sdi1] Jopuep Buipyng
[ssa1d proY HO Buipiing

LL0Z/22/80-1 10Z/11/10 Buiping
L1 :SAB(Q aAnoyY
1102/2¢2i8-1 LOZ/8/8 a0Ilg ),

WY 8v:¥S:LL 0LOC/GLIV
g :abey



™

g ZWd

TSNEqXI G ZWd

N0 ZWd

OLNd

SNEUXS 0L IWd

BNJ OLWd

<0S 00 XON 90y

paiebyp ‘Aeq Jad spunod Jewwng $31vWILST NOISSINT NOILDNYLSNOD
woday 118 paIBIlK UoIoNLSUGs

0SZ 40 DOA € s8yi2ads Qp0Z/LE/Z| SPUD G00Z/L/L SulBaq SBUNBOD JOLSIXT |BijUsPISAIUCN :ajny
052 40 DOA € sayiads Op0zZ/LE/Z ) SPU2 600Z/L/L suibaq sBURROD Joalu| [BHUBPISAIUON 31Ny
05Z 40 DOA € $3U1eads 0F0Z/LEZL SPUS GO0Z/LIL SUIBaq SBUNECD JONSIXT [BRUSPISaY 3Iny
052 4O DOA © Say|0ads 0r0Z/LE/Z | SPU G00Z/L/ | SUIBaq sBuieos Jouajul leruapIsay (SIny
uondussaq Sueod (BINSBIYDIY INEKSA - LLOZ/S/6 - 1102/8/8 Bunecd [einioonyoly :eseyd

Aep lad sinoy g Jo} JoJoe} pEC| 60 B 18 Bunelado (dy g¢) s1epjapA £

Aep Jad sinoy g Jo} Jojae) peo) 6g'Q e Je Bunesado (dy goL) ssoyyseg/slapeO/SIOIRI] |

Aep 1ad sanoy g Joy 10)28} pEO| 20 B 18 Buelado {dy gt) sieg Jojelsuag |

fep Jad sinoy g to4 Jo1oe) peO| £°0 B 18 Bunelado (dy Ss¢1) siipiod Z

Aep lad sinoy g 1o} Jo1oB) pEO| €170 B 18 Bupeiado (dy 66E) saueld |

Juswdinb3 peoy-4O

uopdussaq uoganysuo) Buiping INejaq - L L0Z/ZZ/8 - L LOZ/1 L1 Uokomisua) Bulping :aseyd

Aep 1ad sinoy 7 104 l0j9e) pEO| 96°p B JB Bunesado {dy gg) si13)j0y |

Aep 1ad sancy g Joy 103} peo| £6°0 B 18 Bupetadoe (dy #01) Juswdinbs Buined z

Aep Jad sinoy £ 104 01984 peo| 29'0 e Je Bunesado (dy pol) steaed |

Aep 1ad sinoy g 10} 10108} pEO| 96°0 B 18 Bupesado (dy QL) siex)W JELOo pUe JUBWaY) §
Juswdinbg peoy-40

£0°'G :peAed 94 0] Saloy

uondussaq Butred unejaq - LLOZ/LLL - 010Z/92/2 ) Bulaed taseud

WY 897-7S-L1 0L02/6LIV

g :abeyd



60°LC)
000
8y°L00'E
000
IS'pEL'E
SGE'E0E
98'019
Z6'LEL'L
000
zlave')
690805
60421
000

81" 200’
000
IS'PEL'E

IS'PEL'E

100
000
co'L
e5'ee
FAR-14
100
S0
8Lt
00°0
£
0592
+0°0
000
S9'L
coee
LL'G2

LL'G2

000
000
g1
000
Sg't
000
¥L'0
gL't
00°0

A5

000
000
000
5ee
co9'ee
000
l0'0
000
000
\o'o
ESET
0o'c
000
0o'o
Z5'ee
Zg'ee

A NA

100
000
6471
09°CLL
(D4
c00
L0
/A
000
LY
TSI
Loo
000
6L}
09¢hE

orvil

OFvHL

000
000
8L}
000
08’
OO
S10
1A
000
¥¥L
e
000
00’0
6Ll
000
og'lL

08t

100
oo
000
09°2L}
L9211
100
Z00
000
00'd

€00

vocll

Lo

00'Q

000

09°¢LI

x4

LoZhL

000
000
000
ooo
000
aoo
10’0
000
000

100

S9'L
(]
By'LL
€]
€16l
125X
EE"}
28
000

veel

600
000
L9EE
000
gL'ee
SLo
6lL'¥
L8yl
000

12’6l

S00

o000

10 4

000

(144

60'0

EFA
8r'e

sduy raxopy Buipeis) aul4
[8s81q peoy uQ buipeig aul4
198310 PeOY YO Bupeis aul4

sng mr__wm._w ould

LLOZ/MLILO
-010Z/08/1 | BupeIg aury

sdu | Jaytop Bulaed
|asa1g peoy uQ Buied
[8891Q PROY HO Buined
seq-u0 Buney

LLOZ/LL/L0-0L0Z/BZ/Z). Yeydsy
¥ :sAR(] aAnDY
0L0Z/LE/RC1-0L0Z/8Z/CL 0I5 dullL

sdu Joxops Buipeisy auly
[es21Q peoy uQ bulpelg auty
[esalq peoy #O Bujpeig suld

18ng Bujpeig suig

LLOZ/LLLO
-0L0Z/0€/ 11 Buipess suly

0Z :sheq aAnoy
0L0Z/LE/CL-0L0Z/0E/ 1L 84S BWILL

WY 8¥#S: L1 0LOZ/GLIV
1 ebed



LI L2
000

BF L00'E
00°0
rPovEL'E
L¥'E0C
9g'0L9
26'LELL
000
vZ'ors't

68'080'S

Lo'o
000
S5°1
25'ee
LO'ST
o0
EL'o
FLL
000
il

¥e9g

000
000
51
(V)
g5t
oo'a
4]
FLlL
000
9z'L

28

000
000
000
z5'eT
Z5'eT
000
100
000
000
00

£5€C

100
000
89’k
09zl
6CvLL
<00
al0
¥l
000
343

0L'SLL

000
000
89’1
000
691
LO'0
€0
vl
000
A"

80’

00
000
000
0w<cLE
LoZLL
00
00
000
0070
€00

yocllL

000
000
000
V)
000
00°0
100
00'c
000
100

LO0'0

€5’
000
289l
000
seggl
v
oc'd
L8
0o'c
ze'Ll

FANYS

600
000
19°Le
000
69°LE
¥L'0
ELE
FAR 4"
000
eogl

[AN:14

G00
000
L6'E
000
96'¢
80°0
LAY
ve'e
¥EL
ooy

96'L

sdit] Iasiopn Gulpeio aujd

195310 peoy uQ Buipeis aui4

- [9S91Q PECY HO BuipeiD aurd

1snq Buipelg) auly

LLOZILLL0
-0L0Z/08/1 L BUIpRIS) aU4

sduL Jaxiopn Buire 4
13881 peoy uQ Buned
._mmm_.n_ peod 3o Hujred

seq-n0 Gulaed

}L0Z/L L/LO-0L0Z/2E/Z) Heydsy
9 :sdeq] eanoy
LLOZ/OL/L-L LOE/ES L 321G BWLL

WV 8¥-¥S:LL OLOC/6LIF
g :abed



€6'LL6'E 910
8L°€80'S 980
0Z'1e9't S0'L
0E'229'0} L0'¢
oe'zeg'oL 02
JAYYA" 100
000 000
8t°200'¢ g9°L
000 z25eg
YOPEL'E L0°SC
€626 9L°0
BI'EBD'S 980
0Z'129't 50°1
DE'229'0L 402
FA A L0'0
98019 eLra
TELEL'L 14"
000 000
¥2'or6'L A
6L E0L51 L¥'8c

600
080
S0
¥6'
¥6'
000
000
GS'L
000
SS°L
600
080

SOk

L0°0
900
000
ELo
eLo
000
000
000
T5ET
ga'ee
00
900
000
gLro
000
L0
000
000

L00

0E0
90’
¥l
05¢e
05e
00
000
891
09°elE
6C¥LL
0g0
90’
4"
0s¢
€00
L0
¥
000
343

0z'8tE

O
88’0
438

e

L0'0

()]

000
8e’0
8c0
100
000
000
09°eLL
LOZLL
6L'0
810
000
ge0
100
z0'0
000
000
E0°0

sl

oo
S00
(VY]
60'0
600
000
000
000
000
000
¥0'0
§0°0
00°0
60°0
000
00
000
(L)

Loo

LOLY
6081
8801

L0'9L

L09L
€57}
000
z8'9lL
000
se8l
L0°LY
608tk
S8°01
1094
e
(A
L8
000
44"

81901

£e9'e
¥o'ee
L9°GL
veer
ve'er
600
000
19°1IE
000
69°LE
£9'¢
¥o'ET
L9561
LA44
4%Y
eL'e
LIyl
000
e0'slL

1616

el
6L
68t
¢L9
ZL9
S0'0
000
L6'E
000
96'€
¥S'L
641
62°¢
eL9
8O0
¥Z'0
ree
¥e'L
0oy

8g'¥L '

sdu | Jaxylopn Buiping
sdu) sopuap Buiping
[essld peoy yo Buiping

L L0Z/Z2/80-1 L0211 1710 Buiping

gL sAB( 9ARDY
LLOZ/S/IB-LLOZ/Z YL 23lIS WL

sdu | Jaxpopn Bupels) aulq
[8s21g PeoY UQ Bupess auly
[#sa1] peoy JO BuipelD auly

1snQ Buipess autg

LLOZ/LLILD
-010Z/0€/L L Bulperg auly

sduy )10 Buipjing

sdu ), Jopuagp Buiping

lasa1q peoy JO Buipng
LL0Z/Z2/80-1 102/ /10 Bulping

sdu] sayiopp Buiaed

|9sald peoy up Buped

josal@ peod HO Bulred

se9-Jo Buned

LLOZ/LL/L0-0L0Z/BZICL Heydsy
| :sABQ] aARDY
LLOZLLIL-LLOZIL 1L 9018 3wl ]

WY 8¥-75: 11 010Z/6LY
g :abeyg



S0°'¥65
000
SO°P6S
S0°'v65
S0'¥6S
000
S0°'¥6S
€6°LLB'E
81°E80'G
0C'Leo't
0E'2TH'0}

SEBLT' L

200
000
Ay
0’0
<00
00’0
0’0
al'o
980
SOk
LT

602

100
00’0
00
Lloo
00
000
100
60°0
08’0
S0k
ve'L

S6'L

90°8¥0'2

PrEr0'z

cl

o]

00
000
10’0
oo
'O
00c
100
L0°0
90°0
000
eL0

¥L'0

LO'0

00

S0'0
000
S0°0
S0'0
S0'0
000
g00
0g0
a0t
FLE
0s'e

14°04

Z00
000
<00
zZ0'0
4]
000
[A
Lo
880
Ll
Zre

rie

Moo

100

00
00
00
£0'0
0o
00’0
€00
60
81’0
000
8E°0

W0

000

[A°B4

60t

L

041

XON

¥ee
i8¢
000

SZ°0

[A ¢

D0d

{pajebniuun ‘Aepysa)) STVLOL
sBunec) [einoayuy
S]ONPO.d JBWNSUO)
adeospuen

yuesy

SBD) |_IMEN

55105

pajeBuun ‘Aeq tad spunod Jawiwng S3LVWILSI NOISSING 324N0S vIdY

o0
000
L0'0
00
100
000
00
¥0°0
SO0
00’0
600

600

vl

000
YL
A
PL'L
000
vl
oLy
608l
S8'0l

F0'9L

¥L'E8

or'o
000
oo
oro
ovo
0oQ
oo
£9°C
3354
L1961

ve'er

yo'ey

€20

¥E00S
857005
857005
£2°0

PE005
857005

$S'L

:Hoday |Iejeqg pajebhiwun 82Inog eary

sdu Jaxyops Buneon
Blyeos [eimoayuy

LL0Z/50/60~ 1 102/80/20 Buneod
0l 'sfeq asnoy
} LOZ/5/6- 1L 0Z/ETI8 BOIIS Bul |

sdu | Jaxiopa Blneon
Bupeon [eInjoaNyoIY

1 L0Z/50/60-1 L0Z2/80/80 Buneo)
sdu ] saxiops Buping
sduy Jopusp Buiping
[esalq peoy 4o Bulpiing

1 102/22/80-1 LOZ/ L /10 Buiping
L1 :sAeq anloy
b LOCICTIB-L LOZIS/E 80lIS sl L

WY 8F:¥S:LL 0LOZ/6LIV
oL -ebed



L2'9vL'ze
62655}
26°985'0L
[AS1]

90°'8v0'2

e9's

PP ZV0C
200

gL
[
95t
SZWd

10’0

00

000

90°6E 120
0502 kL0
958l 01’0
0LNd 481

Uopnpay uaxa

00 000
o0 ooC
000 000
Otd Z0%8

LE'¥IE
0E'sEl
LO'Bel

02

60°E

E¥'L

6E'¥E §0'92
LL2) ¥l
[4* 6511
XON 90d

(perebnnuun ‘Aepsq)) STVLOL

asnoyatep

yied aoyo

L0

paeBiiwun ‘Aeq Jad spunod tawwng $31¥ANILST NOISSIWG TYNOILYHIHO

¥ ¥e'e
L8
000
o Eray
04} fAN)
*ON 509

:podoy rejoq pelebpiuun [euonesedo

(pejeBinw 'Aepysq)) SWLOL
sbupeon |jenzoyyty
S}oNpold lawnsued
adeaspuen

uHeaH

seq |ednjeN

JIINOS

pajebi ‘Aeq Jag spuncd Jswwing S3LVNILET NOISSIWG J0UN0S vauY

‘Hoday [1ejaq palebiy 2ounog ealy

WY 8¥:¥5:1} 010Z/611¥
L) :2bed



9002 1 AON £'ZA L0020BjW3] | UQISIBA (DBjWT

Jawnung uosesg Gg (d) amesadwa) ZL0zZ HEaA SISAlEUY

00°0 :uoponpey 9% diiL IERUSPISAIUON  (0'0 :uclonpay % du] [Bjusp|say
'sdin [eweiuy Joj Juswisnipe Hununos ajgnop BuImolo} auY) Sapniou]

sd)) Agssed 10} UODaM0D S3pNn|ou|

:sBumes |evoneladg

‘PoIDBIES LON SEM XMoo eley Bulaliag-|Bo0T Jo aouasald 2yl
:pejoajag sindu|

%0 S1 sdi] Ul uoonpay usslad

uonebiw jie1ey BulAlag-{B00T [BHUSPISEN-UCN

LZ'9rlze 8L 90°6E FAY LE'¥IL BE'VE S0'92 {pa1eBw ‘Aepssal) STVLOL
6Z'6S5' L1 43 0502 Lo DE'SEL L2 =il asnoyalepy
Z6'985'0L 95'E . 95'8lL oL'0 L0'6Z ) oL 6511 Mied 8200
€09 SEWd OLAd e0s 02 XON o0y RIS

poreBpl ‘Aeq Jad SpUNOd JBWWNG STLYWILST NOISSING TYNOILVYIHO
‘Hoday [1ejeq palefip |euonelado

WY 8PS LL O0LOZ/6LIY

Z) :abeyq



L6
o'ooL
00
o0
oo
0'o0L
008
424

Z'le

¥0

|asaig

15720422
¥5'816' L1
16'882'0L

1WA 1BICL

606
0o
oly
oo
000l
00
(74
965
889
000l
86
976
486

1shleren

G2Loe'e
9/°692' 00'95€
B6'5eS' | 05'¥EL

sdu] el SHUN "ON

o0
oo
0'6s
(1))
o0
o0
o0
o¢
00
0o
(S
£'e

60

1SA|BIBD-UON

¥ bsoool

¥ bs 000}
adAL yun

96’y

4492

€0
o
60
9L
8l
661
9Ll

LSy

adA ] Jusalad

I 12913 SPIEA

a)ey duy|

§a5(] PUE 110 ABEWWNG

BLWOH Joj0l
sng ooy
3|2A%I0I0N
sng ueq

sng Jayio

S91 000'09-100'€E Honu L Anea-AaesH

50| 000'EE-L00'Y | Sonu L AeaH-pai
Sq1 000'¥L-100'0L YoniL AreaH-a)i
41 000'0L-1 0S8 oL AresH-8)1g
$q1 0068~ 1525 3onLL Papy

sql 0625-LG48 ¥on.L b

sql 0G2€ > %aniL by

olny B

adA] appiyaa

asnoyalepn
yed 200

adA] asn pueq

WV 8k-¥SiLL OLOZ/6LIV
£ ebeyd



0'l6

0s8e

0'6e
9'9
i

13WOIsRD

o'l
ove

0'se

99

LA
IOAA-UON

|EIRBLILION

0z
oy

0'se
Ly
§'6

aNWLon

L6 o'sl

0se o'se

B4 VL

gL el

Iayy0-slioH doyg-awoy
[eluopisay

SUORIpUO]) (A1

6'ge
o'se
8’9l
8’0l

HIOA-SWIOH

asSnRoYyalepn

Nied ao1y0

(asn puej Aq) [E12IBWIWON - SdU] JO 9%

. [enuspisey - sduy jo %
{ydwy) spaads du)
{satw) yibua duy jeiny

{salw) ybusT duy ueqn

WY 8p-¥S-LL 0LOCIGLIV
1 abeg



Attachment B: Winter Emission Estimates



6L'E0L'SE

61 'E0L'GE

69'080'S
69'080'S

<03

L¥'8e

(3:4:74

05’9z
0592

SLY

SLY

86¢

862

sreyxg
SZTNd

000
PZr0'T
PrZr0'e

€00

99'ed

99°ed

ES5'ET

ES5'EC

BNa G end

NEN

0Z'8LlL

0Z'8Ll

L8511

L8511

OkWd

NEN NEN
000 000
000 000
OLNd ¢0s
8L'§ LO'ELL
81§ LO'ELL
¥ee ¥oZLL
¥ee ¥oZLL

1sneuxd ¢LWd 1snd 0L d

60°0
60°C

81°80L

gL'goL

LELE

LELE

000

66¢

66¢

20y
L6'L6 0e'L05
16°L6 0e'L05
1628 6£'8
1628 6£'8
*ON 50d

uononpsy Juasiad
{porebiyw ‘Aepssq)) STV.LOL

{parebpjuun ‘Aepysql) STV.LOL

S3LVYWILST NOISSIWI 308N0S vadv
{patebiiw Aepsq)) STVLOL 1102

{pajebpiwun Aep/sq)) STVLOL LLOZ

{perebnuw Aepssa)) §VLOL 0102

{peieBniwun Aepysq)) STVLOL 0402

SILYWILSI NOISSIWI NOLLONYLSNOD
Uoday Alewwng

2002av0yd4d40 :uo paseg suaissiug solyap Peoy-JO
900¢ | AON £°2A Z00ZBjl]  UCISIBA (Lo paseg suolssig solyap peoy-uQ

Alunon edep :uoneoo oalold

18)Uan |BSLBWILOY ¢ edep :Bwep sloid

¥Z6an peedewsioaloid\esuolSIaA\SIWagIMeleq uonesddyy.el) sewepsbumeg pue sjusundody.o :ewepN ajid4

(AeQ/spunod) spoday SUQISS|WT J8jUIp pPauIqwon)

2'6 UCISIOA 2002 SIuagin

WV £2:595-11 0102/61/p
| :abeq



80742}
000

81 L00't
000

ISTEL'E

00
00°0
S9°L
AR 4
L1'Se

2162

S ¢Wd

000 000 100

000 000 00°0

59t 0oo 621

o000 A A 09°zLE

S9°L Z8'ee o'yl

Gl AR A or'yLL

BNEUX3IGINd 1SN SN OFA
000 000
8.v8e'Le 8/
8.v8e'Le 8/
<00 SCWd
-00°0 00'c
YE'ZVE 6L 8L
YE'ZVE Bl 8L
Z00 Seind

000
000
841
00’0
08l

08l

1SNEYXF 0L Wd

LoD
000
oo'e
09°CLL

3 A%

LO'ZLE
BN oLAd

000
610

000
610
610

¢0s

000
000
0o'o
ooo

ooo

000
89162
89162

oo
52062
S2'062

S9'L

000

arilL

00’0

E£L'6L

ELG

[8]¢)

60°0 SO0 sdu ] Jayiopp Burpels) aulq

000 000 [esa1q peoy up Buipels) aul4

I9°EE =1 |asa1] peoy 30 bupels aulq

000 00’0 1snQ Buipels) sul4

LLOZ/LLILO

81'EE (A4 -010Z/0€/L | Bulpeis sulj
0z :sheq asnoy

94°¢CE A 0LOZ/LZZL-0LOZIDESL ) S2US awWlL

XON 20Y

paeBniun ‘Aeq tad spunod Jajuip S31YNILLST NOISSING NOLLONHLSNOD

000

85°8¢

@
0
=)
@

x
o]
Z

000
88'9¢
88'9¢

XON

‘Uoday |lelag patebiiwiun uonongsuon

(110 31] uolonpay 1usdlad
PN {pajebuiw ‘Aepsal) STvLOL
L1'62 {pateBiiwiun ‘Aepysql) STv1OL
[o]el}

SIIVYWILST NOISSIWNT TYNOILYHIH0 GNY 30HN0S VIV 40 ANS

000 ucponpay jusdiad
819z {pareBiiw ‘Aepysal) STVLOL
8192 {paretipuun ‘Aepsqp) STvLOL
[aler’}

SALYWILST NOISSIWT (ITIIHIA) TYNOILYHIJO

N ¥2:95- LI OLOZ/6LIY
Z .abed



FANXAR
000
8v"L00'E
000
POVEL'E
FA AN A
98’019
Z6'LEL'L
000
¥Z'are'L
68'080'G
60°L21
000
8v"L00'E
000
ISVEL'E
SE'E0E
98’019
Z6LEL'L
000
ZLoare'l

69°080'S

Lo'o
000
g9’
AtE ¥4
FAVR 14
LO'0
eLa
il
00'a
Z
92
oo
000
g9°)
[A*] ¥4
4162
+0'0
§1°0
811
000

£e’l

000
00°0
891
00°0
gg8’L
000
ZLo
Ll
000
9Z’L
e
00°0
00°0
§9'1

000

8L'L
000

(A4

|
o)
o

000
000
000
5'ee
5'ET
00’0
L0'0
000
000
L0'0
E5'EC
000
000
000
5'ET
ALY A
000
L0
000
000

L0

100
00°0
897t
09°CLL
62 ¥
€00
al’o
A"
000
W
0464
10°0
00°0
64}
09°CHL
o' vLlL
200
410
8e’}
00°0
FAa"

LEGHL

000

000

891

000

69°I

00

£L0

A

000

LE'}

90t

000

000

647}
000

00
000
000
09°CLL
L9CLLE
00
z0'0
000
000
€00
o CLl
100
000
000
09°CLLE
19°ZLL
00
200
000
000
€00

¥9CLt

000
000
000
000
000
000
100
000
000
100
00
000
000
000
000
000
000
oo
000
000

100

£S5
00’0
89l
000
se'gl
a4
A
FAR:
00’0
Z8'LE
LI0E
g9'r
000
8Ll
000
EL'6L
¥9e
£e'l
i28
000

veel

600
00’0
L9LE
000
69°'LE
¥L'o
EL'E
FA 4"
000
£0'gl
L6b
600
000
L9EE
000
9L'Ee
sl'o
6Lt
AR 43
000
tz'sl

16°¢%

500
000
L6
000
96°€
800
¥2'0
ve'e
ve'l
00’y
96°L
§0°0
000
9Ly
000
&y
600
9z'0

144

sdiz] 1exiopn Buipels) sul
[asal1q peoy uQ Buipers) auj4
#8210 pecy JO Buipers) auly

1snq Buipess auly

LLOZ/LLILO
-0L0Z/0€!1 1 Bulpess auld

sdi] Jaxiopn Buaeyg
|asaiq pecy up Buired
|91 peoY HO Bued
sen-u0 Buined

L LOZ/LLILO-0L0Z/9Z/Z L YEeydsy
g :SABQ SAROY
FLOZ/OL/L-LLOZ/ESL 8018 Bw]

sd)l] Jaxoan Buipels) auj4
[os81q peoy uQ Sulpeis Buly
19s8lq peoy 4O bulpeis) auld

1snQ Suipeis auld

HLOZ/LEILO
-0L0Z/0g/11 Buipelo auy

sdi] Iaxiopn Buaeq
[9s31 peoy uQ Buaed
[ase1q pecy JO Buired
seqy-40 Buned

LLOZ/1/1L0-0L0Z/BE/EL eydsy
¥ :sAeQ sAnoy
OLOZ/LERZL-0L0Z/BCIZ| @IS awl ]

WY ¥Z:5G. L1 0LOZ/6LiV
¢ :abeg



E6'LL6'E
81'€80'G
0Z'129'}
0€'229'01
0£'229'0}
LL2zh
000
8¥°200'€
000
YIPEL'E
€6'L16'E
8L'£80'
0z'129't
0£'Z29'0L
17'€0Z
98'0L9
ZELEL'L
000

¥z 9v6'L

6L'€0.G}

910
980
S0k
0T
i0e
100
000
SSL
Zs'eT
L0'se
1)
980
so'L
L0
L00
£1°0
FLoL
000

L

60°0
080
SOk
e’}
ve'L
00’0
000
§S°L
000
858’
60°0
080
S0

100
900
000
eLo
eL'0
000
000
000
AR XA
AR XA
00
00
000
eLo
000
L0'0
000
000
LO'0

99°EC

0e0
a0t
L
0se
05¢
00
000
289°F
09CLi
BZ'FLL
00
g0’
PLE
052
200
91’0
¥
000
Wl

L0
880
Pl
e
(4 x4
000
000
89’k

00’0

=]
]
|

610
81’0
000
8€°0
8€°0
100
00’0
000
09'¢lL
L9°CLL
6L°0
8L0
000
820
L00
200
00°0
00°0
£E00

FOELL

Y00
S0°0
000
600
600
000
000
000
000
000
¥0'0
S0'0
000
600
000
1a'o
(Y]
000

L00

L0°L¥
608l
S8°0L
L09L
L09L
ES'L
000
g9l
000
S£'8l
L0y
6081
801
1092
¥Pe
o'tk
L8
000
gkl

8190}

£9°C
¥6'ec
L9°GL
veer
yoor
60°0
000
12 LE
000
6O'LE
£9°C
Yo'EC
19'Gl
yeer
4y
£LE
LL°FL
000
£0'8lL

&'16

S
611
62E
<L9
cl’9
S0'0
000
LG'E
000
g6'e
1520
6L}
BEE
¢L9
80°0
vZo
yeC
ve'l
o0’y

go'vl

sdu | Jayiopp Buiping
sdiy| Jopusp Buiping
©sala peoy Yo Buiping

L 1L02/2Z/80-L LOE/LL/LO Bupling

gyl sAeq oandy
L L0Z/SI8-L1L0Z/Z 1L 9015 awll L

sd)j] Jayopn Buipelisy aulg
[9s21Q peoy uQ Bulpels) auly
[as=1Q peoy Yo Bujpeig aury

1snq Buipels aui

LLOC/ELILD
-010g/0€/1 | Bulpero au4

sdu] Jayiop Buip|ing
sdy| Jopuap Buip|ing
|esa1Q peoy JO Buipiing

L LOZ/ZZIB0-LLOZ/LL L0 Bulpling
sdu | tayiopn Bulaey
[@salq peoy up buiaed
lesalq peoy JO Buired
sen-j0 Bulaed

LLOZ/LLL0-0L0Z/8TIZ) JBYdsy
| :sAeQ BAROY
LLOZ/LL/L-LLOZ/L L 301G aw |

WY ¥2:55: 1 0LOZ/6LIY
 .abeq



G0'¥6S
000
S0'v6S
S0'¥6S
G0'¥6S
000
G0'v6S
E6LI6'E
81'£80°G
rAYA Nt
DE'ZZS'0L

SE'9LZ'LE

<00
000
20’0
20’0
200
000
<00
o0
980
o't
L0e

602

100
000
LO0
L0'0
100
00°0
100
60°0
080
SOk
yE'L

56')

LO'0
oo
oo
00
oo
000
Le'o
L0°0
200
000
ELD

¥L0

S00
000
S00
SO0
S0°0
o000
S0°0
0E0
80°L
FL'L
05T

¥e'e

€00
000
oo
)
00
00'¢
[Any)

£0°0
000
00
E00
£00
000
00
640
810
000
8e’0

Lo

L00
000
o0
100
L00
00°0
00
00
SO0
00’0
60'0

60°0

Aep Jad sinoy g 10} 01084 peo| 50 B 1e Bujelado (dy gglL) syonil 151epA |

Aep Jad sinoy 7 10} 10}08; peO| 55°0 € 18 Huneado (dy golL) S90YNOBE/SISPEOT/SIONEI] 2

Aep Jad sinoy g loy 1010€} peo| 6570 € e Bunesado {dy sgg) siazoq paill Jaqany |

Aep lad sinoy g Jof Jojoe) peo| L9 e 1e Bunelsado (dy psL) sispels |

Juswdinb3 peoy-4o

0 {LIWA) I3ABI1 %N1) PECH UD
Aep-atoe 1ad sq} 0z

Hnegaq :|eq 40 [9AsT 1SN eAmBN
£9'c :paunsiq sbeaioy Aleg wnwixep

£6°2Z PRINISI] Sa10Y [E0 L

uonduosaq Bupels sg auld INELSQA - LLOE/L L1 - OLOZ/OE/ L | BulpelD aul :aseyd

PL

00’0
PLL
4]
L'l
00’0
plL'L
LOiv
60'8L
S0l

L09L

FL'e8

oro
or'o
000
or'o
£9°C
v5ge
L1961

ve'ey

Yo'ey

£2°0
¥E'00S

85008

86°005
£2°0
PE00S
857005
¥l
6L
68°¢
¢L9

e 205

sdu ] Jaxiopn Bugeo)
Bupecd [einaiyuy

1 10Z/50/60-L L0Z/80/80 Bupeon
0l 'sheq sAnoy
L LOZ/S/6-1102/22/8 82lIS sl

sdu | Janiops Buneon
Bupeog [eanoalyory

L LOZ/SO/60-1 10Z/20/80 Buneod
sdu] Javiop Buiping
sdp1 Jopuap Buipjing
12$31Q peoy JO Buiping

FLOZ/Z2I80-L LOZ/L1/L0 Buping
11 'sAeq sAloY
L LOZ/2Z/8-11L0Z/8/8 B0lIS Bul )

WY ¥2:99:LL GLOCI6 LIV
g :abed



G ¢d

1sNEUX3 G2 Nd

1SN §2Wd

oI

Ieneuyx3 0} Wd

1SN 0LNd

<08 00 XON 90d

pajebiw ‘Aeq Jod Spunod Jajuim S3LYIWILST NOISSING NOILONYLSNOD

‘nodsy |1eeQ PAIEBIN YoIoNLSUOD

05Z 40 DOA © Say10ads OF0Z/LE/Z L SPUD 500Z/L/1 SUIBaq SBUNE0) J01181XT [ENUSPISRILON :3jny
0GZ 40 DOA E S9U109dS OF0Z/LE/ZL SPUR S00Z/L/L Suibaq sBuieos Joualu| [BRUSPISRILION, :3|nY
05 $0 DOA & seyrads Op0Z/LE/RZL SPUS G00Z/L/L suiBaq sBupeo) Jousix3 [epuapisay :ainy
0GZ 40 DOA & Saoads 0POZ/LE/ZL SPUB G00Z/L/L swbaq sbuneog Jolaju| [BRUSPISaY 13iny
uopduosaq Buieod [elmoaaly HNeKad - LL0Z/S/6 - LL0Z/8/8 Bulieos (eunpayory aseyd

Aep Jad sinoy g 10} Joe| peo| 5o e Je Bupetedo {dy g¢) s1an|sp €

Aep Jad sunoy g Jo} Jojoey pEO| G6°0 B 1B Buneiado {(dy gQl) saoyyoegsiapeo/siopel] |

Aep Jad sinoy g o} Jojoey peo| 270 & Je Bunesado {dy g¢) sieg Jojelsuan) |

Aep Jad sinoy g Jo} Jojoe) peo| £¢ e Je Bunelado (dy L) syipiod 2

Aep Jad sinoy g 1o} JojoR} pEO] £4°( B 18 Bupelado {(dy gaE) SauesD |

Juawdinb3 peoy-HO

uondussag uopansuog Buiping inegsq - LLOZ/ZZ/S - LLOZ/L L) uanonisuoy Bulping :aseyd

Aep Jad sunoy ¢ 1o} Jojoe} peo| 970 & Je Bunessdo {dy gg) siajoy |

Aep sad sunoy g 10} J0J0R) PRO| £6°0 B Je Bunelado (dy #01) uswdinbg Buiaey Z

Aep Jad sinoy ¢ Joj Jojoe) peo] 90 & 1e Bunesado {dy ggL) sianed |

Aep Jad sinoy g o} 10108} peo| 9570 & 1. Bujesado {dy ) siaxily JEHOW PUE JusWa)
Juawdinby peoy-yo

£9°S paARd aQ O} s3I0y

uonduosaq Buiaed INepaa - LLOZ/LL/L - 0LOZ/BZ/ZL Buiaed :eseud

WY #2:55:11 0L0CI6 LY

g :abey



Gl XA
000
8F°200'C
000
ISPEL'E
SE'E0C
98°'0L9
ZE'LEL'L
000
ZHore't
B69°080G
60°L2)
000
8Y'£00'E
0070
LSYEL'E

25°vEl'e

L0
00°0
59°L
z9ee
Lh'g2
Loo
S0
gH
000
EE'L
059
100
000
S9'}
zeee
Lsz

FA 474

000

000

g9

000

000
000
000
Z5'ee
Z5'ee
D00
LO'0
D00
000
Lo0
g5EC
000
000
000
[As XA
FAS >4

Z5'ee

LO'D
000
6L}
09°CLk
or'vil
z0'0
L0
8z’1
000

LFL

LBSH
100
000
641
09Il

or'vLL

or'vit

00’0
00’0
6L
00’0
08’k
1oQ
510
gch
000

1143

100
00'0
000
09'ziL
12°ZLL
100
z0'o
000
000
€00
¥
100
000
000
09°¢LL

13- A8

L9CLL

000
00'C
00’0
00°0
00°0
000
100
000
oo'o
10’0
100
00’0
(L))
(L))
000
000

000

59°L
000
'Ll
]
EL'6l
yo'e
€Et
L7'8
000

yecl

000
gy¥Lil
000
gL6l

ELBL

60°0
000
L9°EE
00’0
9.'ee
510
14
18yl
000

18

60°0
000
L9'EC
000
9.°ce

9.ce

50'0
(L))
oLy
00'0
wr
60°0
92’0
8r'e
re’L
Ly
608
50'0
ooa
al'y
000
oy

oy

sdii ) Jaxopn Bulpels) a4
19saig peoy up Bujpess suj4
1959 peoy O Bupets suy

ysnq Buipeig suly

FLOZ/LLILO
-010Z/0€/1 1 Bulpeig suly

sdli | 1ay10pn Buired
|[9sa1( peoy uQ buined
[esa1a pecy Jo Bumed
se9)-p0 bBujpeq

LLOZ/LLILO-0LOZ/QZIEL Yeydsy

v :sheq amoy
0LOZ/LERZL-0L0Z/BERZL 20US 2wl

sdy | Jaxopn Bupeis) aul4
1asalq peoy uQ Bupeis) aul4
|asalq peoy YO Buipess auid

1sn(g Bulpels) sul4

LLOZ/HLD
-010Z/0¢/ ) L Bulpels auly

0 :sheqg arnay
0L0Z/L2Z1-0L0C/DE/L ] 1S awiL

WY ¥Z:s5-LL OLOZ/6 LIV
2 abed



FAWXA
000

8t 200'E
000
POYEL'E
Ly'e0e
98'01L9
Z6'LELL
000
¥COV6'L

68'080'S

100

000

SS9t

AR A

L0°Se

L0

€L0

L'l

coo

FAAY

¥e9e

000
00'0
SS9
000
SS9
000
Lo
Pl
000
9z’

I4: 54

000
000
oo
FANA
es'ed
000
L00
000
000
L00

£9°cT

L00
000
89}
09¢CHE
6ZrLL
200
910
¥e'l
000
3"

CL'SLE

000
000
89°L
000
691
100
EL0
¥l
000
L8}

90t

L00
000
000
09°¢Ll
R AN
100
00
000
000
€00

voZlL

000
000
000
000
000
000
00
000
000
100

Lo'0

£S5l
000
2891
000
SE'8l
YT
o0eL
il'8
000
[4-938

FAN);>

600
000
19'LE
000
69°LE
¥L'0
eLe
LL¥L
000
08l

eL'6t

500
000
16
000
96t
800
¥eo
ye'e
Vel
oo’y

96'L

sdi] Jaxpopn Bujpeigy a4
[asa1q peoy uQ Bulpig surd
lesaiq peoy HO Buipeso suld

}snqg Buipes) au4

LLOZ/LLILO
-0L0Z/0%/1 . Buipes auld

sdi ) 19qJopn Buiaey
lesaiq peod uQ Buineyg
[esatqg peod g0 Buined
sen-0 Buiaey

LLOZ/LLILO-0L0Z/8ZIZL Yeydsy
9 :sfeq onoy
LEOZIOL/ L= LOZ/E/L @315 ol |

WY 72:55: L} 0LO2/GLIV
g :ebed



£6°LL6'E
gL'£80's
0Z'129'L
0£°229'0L
0£'zZ8'0l
LV1ZL
000

81 200'E
000
YO¥EL'E
€6'LLB'E
81'ERO'S
0Z'129'L
0£'229°0k
L¥P'E0Z
98'0L9
Z6'LELL
000
YZ'9v6'L

—_—

BL€0LS)

a0
280
S0t
FAVNA
L0z
100
000
S5}
(AR A
FA R TA
910
980
SO'L
102
L00
gL0
L
000
L2l

'8e

600
080
SO'L
6L
¥6'L
000
000
S5
oo'o
S5°L
60'0
080
S0°)
¥6'L
000
zLo
Lo
000

9zl

070
90'c
000
eL'0
(AR
00’0
000
00’0
es'ee
Z5'ee
L0°0
90’0
000
gL'0
000
100
000
00’0
L00

0e0
90’k
L
052
0se
o0
000
89l
09cll
6ZviL
oeo
90l
Lk
052
z0'0
810
Tl
000
Ll

ac'8ll

Lo
ag0
4
AN
ZL'e
00’0
oo
89°tL

00’0

8E'0
L0'0
0g'o
000
09'ghhk
Lo'ZLL
6L°0
8L0
000
ge'd
Lo
20’0
000
000
€00

LOELL

120
S0°0
000
60°0
60°0
000
00’0
00°0
000
000
¥0°0
500
000
600
00’0
00
000
0o'o

100

LO'Ly
608l
5801

L0'9L

1094
eg°)
00’0
[A:£:]8
000
SE8lL
FAVIA 4
g0l
S8'0k
084
yr'e
0L
L8
oo
8Ll

81901

£9'C
6t
19'51
144
yZ'zy
600
000
1o°1E
000
69°1E
£9'C
¥G'ET
1951
| ZArAY
Lo
gL't
FAN 49
00’0

0’8l

gL sdu | Jaxop Buiping

6L sdiiL Jopuap Bujpiing
6E'E [2sald pecy JO Bulping
L9 LL0Z/ZZI80-11.02/L 110 Buping
gyl :SAB( 2ANOY
FAN:] }1L0Z/5/8-L LOZ/Z LI 201G BWLL
GO0 sdu Joxiopa Buipels) sui
000 [2se1q peoy up Bujpelo auld
I6'C |asaiq peoy pO Buipeigy a4
000 1sn@ Buipeug aul4
LLOZN L0
96't -DL0Z/0E/1 1 Bulpelg auly
$5'L sdu, Jaxops Bulping
BL1 sduy Jopuaa Buipjing
6e'¢ |asa1q peoy 4O Buiping
L9 L1L02/2e/80-1 L0Z/ 1 1110 Bujping
800 sdi] Jaxlop Buined
prAY |esai peoy up Buined
ez ’ [2sa1q peay HO Bujsed
e _ se0-40 Bured
oot : LL0Z/L1/L0-0102/82/Z) TEydsy
1 :sAeq aApoy
89 ¥ FLOT/L - LLOT/ L/ L BDlIg 3wl L

WY ¥Z:5S:L1 0LOT/6HF
6 ebed



SO'v6S
000
S0'¥6S
50'¥65
50°'¥65
000
SO'¥6S
E6LL6'E
8L'EB0'S
0Z'129'L
oe'zzo'ol

Se'9LZ'LL

A
000
00
<00
<00
000
[ALNY)
ala
980
SOk
L0C

60'2

oo
(L)
L00
L0
LO0
000
100
60°0
080
SO}
6L

56'L

¥rZro'e

¥r'Zr0'e

o
O

L00
000
oo
oo
00
000
100
L0°0
00
000
EL0

¥L'0

000

500
00’0
500
00
500
000
S0°0
0e0
90’k
L
0se

vee

200
000
200
e00
200
000
200
Lo
880
14"
[A. x4

L'z

000

000

OLAd

€00
000
200
£0'c
00
000
e0'0
61°0
810
000
8e'0

Lo

eV} 0Lk 662 (pajefipuiun “Aepysq)) STV.LOL

82 sBugeos |enpa)yoy

000 SJaNP0Id JBWNSU0?)

SUISSIWT Jajuips ON - Buideaspuen

yueaH

%" 0L’ ZL0 SED) |BIMEN
[o}s) XON Doy S0IN0S

pajeBniuun ‘Aed 1ad spunod Jojuim S2LYINILSI NOISSING 3DHN0S vIYY

‘Hoday |ieja(] paiebiiwuy) 82In0g Ealy

Loo
0o'o
LO0
100
+0'0
000
00
Y00
S00
(L)
600

60°0

| AWA or'o €20 sdu Jaxyiops Buneoy

000 000 ¥e'00s Buneos |einjoayuY

12 oF0 85005 LLOZ/S50/60-1 10Z/80/80 Buyeo)
01 :sAeq aAoY

FLL or'o 85005 b L02/GI6-LL0OZ/EZ/B 801G awl ]

FLL o0 A sdu | Jaxiop Buneod

000 00Q €005 Buljeo) [eimoenyoly

'L oo 857005 I LOZIS0I60-1 L0Z/80/80 Bueo)

LOLY £9'¢ 5L sdi | 1axiops Buiping

60°8lL ¥6'€2 6L'L sdlL Jopusp Bulping

GeoL LGl 6E'E 1@sa1d peoy yo Bujpiing

L0'9L L 7AAY eL9 L 1L02/22/80-1 102/ L4710 Butpiing
LI sAeQ @Aloy

FL'ER 2 A4 0e°.09 LLOZIZ2/8-11.02/8/8 20lIS sullL

WY ¥2:5G:LL 0LOZ/6 LIV
0l :ebed



YE'ErE'6l
E}'SE0'0F
12°202'6

[Ae]

Yr'ero'z

¥rZr0'e
200

8¥'L
Z6't
85'g

SZWd

000

000

50°'6¢ B0 SZ'06T 88'0¢ 8L'9g {pareBnmuun 'Aep/sap STvLOL

0502 040 29051 62°61 95°¢l ISNOYIIEA,
998l 600 eg'eel 65°L1L (A4S , sied 200
0L <08 0]0] XON 20y a0Inog

pajebiyuun ‘Aeq 1ad spunod Jelum S3LYIWILST NOISSING TYNOILYHIdO
‘Uoday (ejeq pajebniuun jeuonesadQ

S]Nefa 0 SebUe) SoInog ealy

UoNonpay Juamad

000 00’0 eFl 0l 66T (peieBniw ‘Aepysan) sVLOL
182 sBuyeo) |eimoayyay
000 S]oNpold JAWLNSU0D

SUOISSIWT J3IUIAA ON - Buidesspuen

yHueay

000 000 E¥L 0Lt Lo Seq) [eINeN
OTAd 208 [oe] XON ood SOIMST

pajeBuin 'AeQ Jad spunod JauIm SALYIWILST NOISSING 308N0S vady

Hoday |Ieja] paiebiiy aunog ealy

WY ¥2:95-L1 0L0Z/6L/V
L1 :ebed



ZAA LA
£1'SE0'DL
12°L02's
z02

8y
Z6'e
95'e
SZTWd

20'6E
0502
95'8L

OLNd

6.0
0L'o
60°0
z0s

5¢'06<

¢9'051
£9°6E|

02

8002 | AON £'ZA Z00ZIBMIT | UOISISA (9B

18)UIpA (uoseas O () anjeladwia| Z10Z 1EBA SIsAleUy

00°0 :UoRonpay % dul |enuspISBIUCN 00’0 :UoNonpey % dil [enuapisey
:sdiuy [ewaiu) Joj Jusugsnipe 6ununoo sjqnop Buimojjo} syl sapnpy|

sdiy Agssed Jo} UONJ2BLI02 SBPNJOL|

:sbupes jeuoneiado

‘palaBIas | ON SeM XOqQyoay3 [IB1ay Buineg-1eoo Jo aouasald oyl
;pe1osjeg sindu)

90 S1 edi ] Wl Uonanpay Juadiad

uofieBw [1e1oy BulAIaS-{E0T |BHUSPISSY-UON

28'9€ 819z (perebyiw ‘Aep/sql) STV.LOL
62’6l 95°€L ETETT Y
65 LL 42 4% yied soylO
XON 90H TIN0S

potebnin ‘Aeq 1ad spunod iU SILVINILST NOISSING TYNOILYYIHO
Hoday feleq paiebilpy (euogerado

WY ¥2:55°1) 0LoZ/6Liv

ZI :8beyg



000l
(]
(Y]
(Y]
o'ook
o'os
LA 44
e
o0
S0
L'
¥0

jesaig

LG L0422
PSBLE'LL
26°88L'01
1WA [exol

00
9'ag
2'89
00oL
586
B'z6
L'86

1sA[e1eD

S LOE'E
94°692'} 00'95¢
66'5E5°) 05 ¥EL

sdu |ejol SN 'ON

00 LL
00 1’0
0’65 6t
o0 o0
o0 LD
o0 £'0
o0 o't
00 6'0
()] 9L
0'¢ 8L
oL 66l
£'C gLl
80 FAL14
IsAleleD-uon adA ] Juanisd

XiN 1991 SPMBA

% bs pOOL 96’y
% bs pooL vl

adAl wun aley dug abealoy

BWOoH lojow

sng [00Yog

S|DADI0J0W

sng ueqan

sng Jaup

501 000"09-100'EE HoNn.L AreaH-AreaH
Sq1 000'EE-LO0 ) HOrU L AABSH-DIN
4| 000" FL-LO0'CL XN L AresH-8)]
4] 000'0L-1 0S8 H2NIL ANBaH-8)7
59| 0068-1.62G HonJL pajy

84| 0626-1.6.2€ Hon.L 6N

80| 05.E > YonuL Wb

oy ybn

adA] 9|oIysp

' asnoyaiepp
yied aoo

adA] asn pueq

WV +2:55:LE 0LO0Z2/6 LR
¢l :abed



0'l8

o'se

0'st
99
¥

lawoejsng

o'l
ove

0'se

99

¥i
HOAR-UON

|BIBWWo

0e
o'st

0'se
Lyl
56

anwwon

L'6¥ o8l

0'se 0'GE

6L 33

L £r

18Yl0-swoy doug-awoH
[Bljuapisay

SUORIPUOT [OABIL

§¢E
0'sE
8’9l
g0l

HIOAA-DLUOH

asnoyarep,

wied aolo

{asn pue| Ag) |eIoiawwon - sdu | Jo o,

[euapisay - sdu jo %
{ydw) spaads du|
{sapw) pbua du jeiny

(sanw) yibua du) uegin

WY #2:55°1]1 0loei6 it
1 :abed



SOIL WATER AIR PROTECTION ENTERPRISE

Technical Consultation, Data Analysis and .
SWAF E i ' i 525 Broadway, Suite 203
Litigation Support for the Environment ?
gatian stipport for " Santa Monica, California 90401

Tel: (310) 907-6165
Fax: (310) 393-3898
Email: jelark@swape.com

James J. J. Clar k, Ph.D. Toxicology/Exposure Assessment Modeling
Principal Toxicologist Risk Asscssment/Analysis/Dispersion Modeling
Education:

Ph.D., Environmental Health Science, University of California, 1995
M.S., Environmental Health Science, University of California, 1993

B.S.,  Biophysical and Biochemical Sciences, University of Houston, 1987

Professional Experience:

Dr. Clark is the principal toxicologist, principal air modeler, lead scientist for SWAPE’s benzene and fuel
oxygenates research program, emerging contaminant research program (pharmaceuticals, personal eare products,
and industrial solvents); and managing partner at SWAPE. He has 20 years of experience in researching the effects
of environmental contaminants on human hcalth including environmental fate and transport modeling (SCREEN3,
AEROMOD, ISCST3, Johnson-Ettinger Vapor Intrusion Modeling); exposure assessment modeling (partitioning of
contaminants in the environment as well as PBPK modeling); conducting and managing human health risk
assessments for regulatory compliance and risk-based clean-up levels; and toxicological and medical literature

research.
Significant projects performed by Dr. Clark include the following:

LITIGATION SUPPORT

Case: Raymond Saltonstall V. Fuller O’Brien, KILZ, and Zinsser, et al. United States District Court
Central District Of California

Client: Rose, Klein, Marias, L.LLP, Long Beach, California

Dr. Clark performed a toxicological assessment of an individual occupationally exposed to benzene who later
developed a leukogenic disease. A review of the individual’s medical and occupational history was performed to

prepare a quantitative exposure assessment. The exposure assessment was evaluated against the known outcomes in
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published literature to exposure to refined petroleum hydrocarbons. The results of the assessment and literature
have been provided in a declaration to the court.

Case Result: Settlement in favor of plaintiff.

Case: Richard Boyer and Elizabeth Boyer, husband and wife, V. DESCO Corporation, et al. Cirenit Court
of Brooke County, West Virginia. Civil Action Number 04-C-7G.

Client: Frankovitch, Anetakis, Colantonio & Simon, Morgantown, West Virginia.

Dr. Clark performed a toxicological assessment of a family exposed to chlorinated solvents released from the
defendant’s facility into local drinking water supplies. A review of the individual’s medical and occupational
history was performed to prepare a qualitative exposure assessment. The cxposure assessment was evaluated
against the known outcomes in published literature to exposure to chlorinated solvents. The results of the

assessment and literature have been provided in a declaration to the court.

Case Result: : Settlement in favor of plaintiff.

Case: JoAnne R. Cook, V. DESCQO Corporation, et al. Circuit Court of Brooke County, West Virginia.
Civil Action Number 04-C-9R

Client: Frankovitch, Anetakis, Colantonio & Simon, Morgantown, West Virginia.

Dr. Clark performed a toxicological assessment of an individual exposed to chlorinated solvents released from the
defendant’s facility into local drinking water supplies, A review of the individual’s medical and occupational
history was performed to prepare a qualitative exposure assessment. The exposure assessment was evaluated
against the known outcomes in published literature to exposure to chlorinated solvents. The results of the

assessment and literature have been provided in a declaration to the court.

Case Result: : Settlement in favor of plaintiff.

Case: Patrick Allen And Susan Allen, husband and wife, and Andrew Allen, a minor, V. DESCO
Corporation, et al, Circuit Court of Brooke County, West Virginia. Civil Action Number 04-C-W

Client: Frankovitch, Anetakis, Colantonio & Simon, Morgantown, West Virginia.

Dr. Clark performed a toxicological assessment of a family exposed to chlorinated solvents released from the
defendant’s faeility into local drinking water supplies. A review of the individual’s medical and oceupational

history was performed to prepare a qualitative exposure assessment. The exposure assessment was evaluated
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against the known outcomes in published literature to exposure to chlorinated solvents. The results of the

assessment and literature have been provided in a deelaration to the court.

Case Result: : Settlement in favor of plaintiff.

Case: Michael Fahey, Susan Fahey V. Atlantic Richfield Company, et al. United States District Court
Central District Of California Civil Action Number CV-06 7109 JCL,

Client: Rose, Klein, Marias, LLP, Long Beach, California

Dr. Clark performed a toxicological assessment of an individual occupationally exposed to refincd petroleum
hydrocarbons who later developed 2 leukogcnic disease. A review of the individual’s medical and occupational
history was performed to prepare a qualitative exposure assessment, The exposure assessment was evaluated
against the known outcomes in published literature to exposure to refined petroleum hydrocarbons. The results of

the assessment and literature have been provided in a declaration to the court,

Case Result: Settlement in favor of plaintiff.

Case: Tanya Drummond V. E.l. Dupont De Nemours aud Company, Meadowbrook Corporation,
Mattheissen & Hegler Zine Company Inc, Nuzum Trucking Company, T.L, Diamond & Company, Inc., and
Joseph Paushel, Circuit Court of Harrison County, West Virginia. Civil Action Number 04-C-296-2.

Client: Cochran, Cherry, Givens, Smith, Lane & Taylor, P.C., Dothan, Alabama

Dr. Clark performed a eomprehensive exposure assessment of a plaintiff exposed to toxic metals from a former zinc
smelting facility. The site has undergone a CERCLA mandated removal aetion/remediation for the presence of the
toxic metals. Intensive modeling tesults (from physical and numerical models) were used to determine a daily dose
of metals in the plaintiff over a life time of exposure along with a causal analysis to determine the contribution of

the toxic metals to the renal carcinomas the plaintiff dicd from.

Case Result: Settlement in favor of plaintiff.

Case: City of Stockton v. BNSF Railway Co,, et al. Eastern District of California, Case No. 2:05-CV-02087

Dr. Clark offered opinions regarding the potential health risks from exposure to chemicals present in and emanating
from the soil and into the air at a site formerly operated by the defendant using the regulatory guidance framework
from USEPA and DTSC. The evaluation was designed to establish cleanup goals based upon the current and future

land uses of the Site. A second objective was to evaluate whether current conditions at the Site put patrons and staff
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of the Children’s Museum at an elevated potential health risk from exposure to chemicals present in and emanating

from the soil and into the air at the Site.

Case Result: : Settlement in favor of plaintiff.

Case: Constance Acevedo, et al,, V. California Spray-Chemical Company, et al., Superior Court Of The
State Of California, Connty Of Santa Cruz. Case No. CV 146344

Dr. Clark performed a comprehensive exposurc asscssment of community members exposcd to toxic metals from a
former lcad arsenate manufaeturing facility. The former manufacturing site had undergone a DTSC mandated
removal action/rcmediation for the presencc of the toxic metals at the site. Opinions were presented regarding the
elevated levels of arsenic and lead (in attic dust and soils) found throughout the community and the potential for

harm to the plaintiffs in question.

Case Result: Settlement in favor of defendant.

Case: Lori Lynn Moss and Rand Moss, et al. V. Venoco, Inc. et al. Superior Court of the State of
California, County of Los Angeles, Central Civil West. Case Nnmber BC 297083

Client: Baron & Budd, PC. Dallas, TX.

Dr. Clark performed a comprehensive exposure assessment of plaintiffs (former students at a school adjacent to the
plant) to dioxin-like compounds from a large urban electrical utility generator and from multiplc oil and gas
production facilities adjacent to an active school. Modeling of emissions has confirmed that emissions ftom the
facilities have impacted the school, resulting in significant exposure to carcinogens and neurotoxins., Intensjve
modeling results (from physical and numerical models) were used to determine a daily dose of contaminants from

multiple sites over decades of exposure,

Case Result: Under Appeal.

SELECTED AIR MODELING RESEARCH/PROJECTS

Client — Confidential

Dr. Clark is performing a comprehensive evaluation of criteria pollutants, air toxins, and particulate matter
.emissions from a coke production facility to determine the impacts on the surrounding communities. The results of
the dispersion model will be used to estimate acute and chronic exposure concentrations to multiple contaminants

and will be incorporated into a comprehensive risk evaluation.
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Client — Confidential

Dr. Clark is performing a comprehensive evaluation of criteria pollutants, air toxins, and particulate matter
emissions from a carbon black production facility to determine the impacts on the surrounding communities, The
results of the dispersion mode! will be used to estimatc acute and chrenic exposure concentrations to multiple

contaminants and will be incorporated into a comprehensive risk evaluation.

Client — Confidential

Dr. Clark is performing a comprehensive evaluation of air toxins and particulate matter cmissions from a railroad tie
manufacturing facility to determine the impacts on the surrounding communities. The results of the dispcrsion
model have been used to estimate acute and chronic exposure concentrations to multiple contaminants and have

been incorporated into a comprehensive risk evaluation.

Client — Los Angeles Alliance for a New Economy (LAANE), Los Angeles, California

Dr. Clark is advising the LAANE on air quality issues related to current flight operations at the Los Angeles
Internationa] Airport {LAX) operated by the Los Angeles World Airport (LAWA) Authority. He is working with
the LAANE and LAX staff to develop a comprehensive strategy for mecting local community concerns over

emissions from flight operations and to engage federal agencies on the issue of local impaets of community airports.

Client — City of Santa Monica, Santa Monica, California
Dr. Clark is advising the City of Santa Moniea on air quality issucs relatcd to eurrent flight operations at the facility.
He is working with the City staff to develop a comprehensive strategy for meeting local community concerns over

emissions from flight operations and to engage fcdcral agencies on the issue of local impacts of community airports.

Client: Omnitrans, San Bernardino, California

Dr. Clark managed a public health survey of three communities near transit fueling facilities in San Bernardino and
Montclair California in compliance with California Senate Bill 1927. The survey ineluded an epidemiological
survey of the effeeted communities, emission surveys of local businesses, dispersion modeling to dctermine
potential emission concentrations within the communities, and a comprehensive risk assessment of each eommunity.

The results of the study were presentcd to the Governor as mandated by Senate Bill 1927.

Client: Confidential, San Francisco, California
Summarized caneer types associated with exposure to metals and smoking. Researched the specific types of eancers
associated with exposure to metals and smoking. Provided eausation analysis of the association between cancer

types and exposure for use by non-public health professionals.
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Client: Confidential, Minneapolis, Minnesota

Prepared human health risk assessment of workers exposed to VOCs from neighboring petroleum storage/transport
faeility. Reviewed the systems in place for distribution of petroleum hydrocarbons to identify ehemieals of eoncern
(COCs), prepared eomprehensive toxieologieal summaries of COCs, and quantified potential risks from earcinogens

and non-carcinogens to reeeptors at or adjaeent to site. This evaluation was used in the suppert of litigation.

Client — United Kingdom Environmental Agency

Dr. Clark is part of team that performed eomprehensive evaluation of soil vapor intrusion of VOCs from former
landfill adjacent residences for the United Kingdom’s Environment Agency, The evaluation included collection of
liquid and seil vapor samples at site, modeling of vapor migration using the Johnson Ettinger Vapor Intrusion
model, and calculation of site-specific health based vapor thresholds for chlorinated solvents, aromatic
hydrocarbons, and semi-volatile organic compounds. The evaluation also included a detailed evaluation of the use,
chemical characteristics, fate and transport, and toxicolegy of chemicals of concern (COC). The results of the

evaluation have been used as a briefing tool for public health professionals.
EMERGING/PERSISTENT CONTAMINANT RESEARCH/PROJECTS

Client: Ameren Services, St. Louis, Missouri

Managed the preparation of a comprehensive human health risk assessment of workers and residents at or near an
NPL site in Missouri. The former operations at the Property included the servicing and repair of clectrical
transformers, which resulted in soils and groundwater beneath the Property and adjacent land becoming impacted
with PCB and chlorinated solvent compounds. The rcsults were submitted to U.S. EPA for evaluation and will be

used in the final ROD.

Client: City of Santa Clarita, Santa Clarita, California

Dr. Clark is managing the oversight of the characterization, remediation and development activities of a former
1,000 acre munitions manufacturing facility for the City of Santa Clarita. The site is impacted with a number of
contaminants including perchlorate, unexploded ordinance, and volatile organic compounds (VOCs). The site is
currently under a number of regulatory conscnt orders, including an Immanent and Substantial Endangerment
Order. Dr. Clark is assisting the impacted municipality with the development of remcdiation strategies, interaction
with the rcsponsible parties and stakeholders, as well as interfacing with the regulatory agency responsible for

oversight of the site cleanup.

"Client: Coiifidential, Los Angeles, California”
Prcpared comprehensive evaluation of perchlorate in environment. As part SWAPE’s perchlorate research
program, Dr. Clark evaluated the production, use, chemical characteristics, fatc and transport, toxicolegy, and

remediation of perchlorate. Perchloratcs form the basis of solid rocket fuels and have recently bcen detected in
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water supplies in the United States. The results of this research were presented to the USEPA, National

GroundWater, and ultimately published in a recent book entitled Perchlorate in the Environment.

Client — Confidential, Los Angeles, California

Dr. Clark is performing a comprehensive review of the potential for pharmaceuticals and their by-products to
impact groundwater and surface water supplies. This evaluation will include a review if available data on the
history of pharmaceutical production in the United States; the chemical characteristics of various pharmaceuticals;
environmental fate and transport; uptake by xenobiotics; the potential effects of pharmaceuticals on water treatment
systems; and the potentia] threat to public health. The results of the evaluation may be used as a briefing tool for

non-public health professionals.

PUBLIC HEALTH/TOXICOLOGY

Client: Brayton Purcell, Novato, California

Dr. Clark performed a toxicological assessment of residents exposed to methyl-tertiary buty] ether (MTBE) from
leaking underground storage tanks (LUSTSs) adjacent to the subject property. The symptomology of residents and
guests of the subject property were evaluated against the known outcomes in published literature to exposure to
MTBE. The study found that residents had been exposed to MTBE in their drinking water; that concentrations of
MTBE detected at the site were above regulatory guidelines; and, that the symptoms and outcomes expressed by

residents and guests were consistent with symptoms and outcomes decumented in published literature.

Client: Confidential, San Francisco, California
Identified and analyzed fifty years of epidemiological literature on workplace exposures to heavy metals. This
research resulted in a summary of the types of cancer and non-cancer diseases associated with occupational

exposure to chromium as well as the mortality and morbidity rates.

Client: Confidential, San Franeisco, California
Summarized major public health research in United States, Identified major public health research efforts within

United States over last twenty years. Results were used as a briefing tool for non-public health professionals,

Client: Ceonfidential, San Francisco, California
Quantified the potential multi-pathway dose received by humans from a pesticide applied indoors. Part of team that
developed exposure model] and evaluated exposure concentrations in a comprehensive report on the plausible range

of doses received by a specific person. This evaluation was used in the support of litigation.

SWAPE 7 Clark CV



Client: Covanta Energy, Westwood, California

Evaluated health risk from metals in biosolids applied as soil amendment on agricultural [ands. The biosolids were
ercated at a forest waste cogeneration facility using 96% whole tree wood chips and 4 percent green waste. Mass
loading calculations were used to estimate Cr(V1) concentrations in agricultural soils based on a maximum loading
rate of 40 tons of biomass per acre of agricultural soil. The results of the study were used by the Regulatory agency
to determine that the applieation of biosolids did not constitute a health risk to workers applying the biosolids or to

residences near the agricultural lands.

Client —~ United Kingdom Environmental Agency

QOversaw a comprehensive toxicological evaluation of methyl-fertiary butyl ether (M/BE) for the United Kingdom’s
Environment Agency. The evaluation included available data on the production, use, chemical characteristics, fate
and transport, toxicology, and remediation of M/BE. The results of the evaluation have been used as a briefing tool

for public health professionals.

Client — Confidential, Los Angeles, California

Prepared comprehensive evaluation of fertiary butyl alcohol (TBA) in municipal drinking watcr system. TBA is the
primary breakdown product of M/BE, and is suspected to be the primary cause of M/BE toxicity. This evaluation
will include available information on the production, use, chemical characteristics, fate and transport in the
environment, absorption, distribution, routes of detoxification, metabolites, carcinogenic potential, and rcmediation

of TBA. The results of the evaluation were used as a briefing tool for non-public health professionals.

Client — Confidential, Los Angeles, California

Prepared eomprehensive evaluation of methyl terfiary butyl ether (MTBE} in municipal drinking water system.
MTBE is a chemical added to gasoline to incrcase the octanc rating and to meet Federally mandated emission
critcria. The cvaluation included available data on the production, use, chemical characteristics, fate and transport,
toxicology, and remediation of MTBE. The results of the evaluation have been were uscd as a bricfing tool for non-

public health professionals.

Client — Ministry of Environment, Lands & Parks, British Columbia

Dr. Clark was part of a team at SWAPE selected to develop watcr quality guidelines for methyl tertiary-butyl ether
(MTBE) to protect water uscs in British Columbia (BC). The water uses to be considered includes freshwater and
marine lifc, wildlife, industrial, and agricultural (c.g., irrigation and livestock watering) water uses. Guidelines from

other jurisdictions for the protection of drinking water, recreation and aesthetics were to be identified.
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Client: Confidential, Los Angeles, California
Prepared physiologically based pharmacokinetic (PBPK) assessment of lead risk of receptors at middle school built
over former industrial facility. This evaluation is being used to determine cleanup goals and will be basis for

regulatory closure of site.

Client: Kaiser Venture Incorporated, Fontana, California
Prepared PBPK assessment of lead risk of receptors at a 1,100-acre former steel mill. This evaluation was used as

the basis for granting closure of the site by lead regulatory agency.

RISK ASSESSMENTS/REMEDIAL INVESTIGATIONS

Client: Confidential, Atlanta, Georgia

Researched potential exposure and health risks to community members potentially exposed to creosote, polycyclic
aromatic hydrocarbons, pentachlorophenol, and dioxin compounds used at a former wood treatment facility.
Prepared a comprehensive toxicological summary of the chemicals of concern, including the chemical
characteristics, absorption, distribution, and carcinogenic potential. Prepared risk characterization of the
carcinogenic and non-carcinogenic chemicals based on the exposure assessment to quantify the potential risk to

members of the surrounding community. This evaluation was used to help settle class-action tort.

Client: Confidential, Escondido, California

Prepared comprehensive Preliminary Endangerment Assessment (PEA) of dense non-aqueous liquid phase
hydrocarbon {chlorinated solvents) eontamination at a former printed circuit board manufacturing facility. This
evaluation was used for litigation support and may be used as the basis for reaching closure of the site with the lead

regulatory agency.

Client: Confidential, San Francisco, California
Summarized epidemiclogical evidenee for eonnective tissue and autoimmune diseases for product liability
litigation. Identified epidemiclogical research efforts on the health effects of medical prostheses. This research was

used in a meta-analysis of the health effects and as a briefing tool for non-public health professionals,

Client: Confidential, Bogota, Columbia
Prepared comprehensive evaluation of the potential health risks associated with the redevelopment of a 13.7
hectares plastic manufacturing facility in Bogotd, Colombia The risk assessment was used as the basis for the

remedial goals and closure of the site. -
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Client: Confidential, Los Angeles, California

Prepared comprehensive human health risk assessment of students, staff, and residents potentially exposed to heavy
metals (prineipally eadmium) and VOCs from soil and soil vapor at 12-acre former crude oilfield and municipal
landfill. The site is currently used as a middle school housing approximately 3,000 children. The evaluation
determined that the site was safe for the current and futurc uses and was used as the basis for regulatory closure of

site.

Client: Confidential, Los Angeles, California

Managed remedial investigation (RI) of heavy mectals and volatile organic chemicals (VOCs) for a 15-acre former
manufacturing facility. The RI investigation of the sitc included over 800 different sampling locations and the
collection of soil, soil gas, and groundwater samples. The site is currently uscd as a year round school housing
approximately 3,000 children. The Remedial Investigation was performed in a manner that did not interrupt school
activities and met the time restrictions placed on the project by the overseeing regulatory agency. The RI Report
identified the off-site sourcc of metals that impacted groundwater beneath the site and the sources of VOCs in soil
gas and groundwater. The RI included a numerical model of vaper intrusion into the buildings at the site from the
vadose zone to determine exposure concentrations and an air dispersion model of VOCs from the proposed soil
vapor treatment system. The Feasibility Study for the Site is currently being drafled and may be used as the basis

for granting closure of the site by DTSC.

Client: Confidential, Los Angeles, California

Preparcd comprehensive human health risk assessment of students, staff, and residents potentially cxposed to heavy
metals {(principally lead), VOCs, SVQCs, and PCBs from soil, soil vapor, and groundwater at 15-acre former
manufacturing facility. The site is currently used as a year round school housing approximately 3,000 children.
The evaluation determined that the site was safe for the current and future uses and will be basis for regulatory

closure of site.

Client: Confidential, Los Angeles, California

Prepared comprehensive evaluation of VOC vapor intrusion into classrooms of middle school that was former 15-
aere industrial facility. Using the Johnson-Eftinger Vapor Intrusion model, the evaluation determined acceptable
soil gas concentrations at the site that did not pose health threat to students, staff, and residents. This evaluation is

being used to determine cleanup goals and will be basis for regulatory closure of site.

Client -Dominguez Energy, Carson, California
Prepared comprehensive evaluation of the potential health risks associated with the redevelopment of 6-acre portion
of a 500-acre oil and natural gas production facility in Carson, California. The risk assessment was used as the

basis for closure of the site.

SWAPE 10 Clark CV



Kaiser Ventures Incorporated, Fontana, California
Prepared health risk assessment of semi-volatile organic chemicals and metals for a fifty-year old wastewater
treatment facility used at a 1,100-aere former steel mill. This evaluation was used as the basis for granting elosure

of the site by lead regulatory agency.

ANR Freight - Los Angeles, California
Prepared a comprehensive Preliminary Endangerment Assessment (PEA) of petreleum hydrocarbon and metal
contamination of a former freight depot. This evaluation was as the basis for reaching closure of the site with lead

regulatory agency.

Kaiser Ventures Incorporated, Fontana, California

Prepared comprehensive health risk assessment of semi-volatile organic chemicals and metals for 23-acre parcel of
a 1,100-acre former steel mill. The health risk assessment was used to determine clean up goals and as the basis for
granting closure of the site by lead regulatory agency. Air dispersion medeling using [SCST3 was performed to
determine downwind exposure point coneentrations at sensitive receptors within a 1 kilometer radius of the site,
The results of the health risk assessment were presented at a public meeting sponsored by the Department of Toxic

Substances Control (DTSC) in the community potentially affected by the site,

Unocal Corporation - Los Angeles, California
Prepared comprehensive assessment of petroleum hydrocarbons and metals for a former petroleum serviee station
located next to sensitive population center (elementary school). The assessment used a probabilistic approach to

estimate risks to the community and was used as the basis for granting closure of the site by lead regulatory agency.

Client: Confidential, Los Angeles, California

Managed oversight of remedial investigation most contaminated heavy metal sitc in California. Lead eoncentrations
in soil exeess of 68,000,000 parts per billion (ppb) have been measured at the site, This State Superfund Site was a
former hard chrome plating operation that operated for approximately 40-years. In its oversight role, SWAPE is
working with the overseeing regulatory agency to investigate the source, magnitude, extent and fate of

contamination, and develop a remedy for the site.

Client: Confidential, San Francisco, California

Coordinator of regional monitoring program to dctermine baekground concentrations of metals in air. Aeted as
liaison with SCAQMD and CARB to perform co-loeation sampling and comparison of aecepted regulatory method
with ASTM methodology.
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Client: Confidential, San Francisco, California
Analyzed historical air monitoring data for South Coast Air Basin in Southern California and potential health risks
related to ambient concentrations of carcinogenic metals and volatile organic compounds, Identified and reviewed

the available literature and calculated risks from toxins in South Coast Air Basin.

IT Corporation, North Carolina
Prepared comprehensive evaluation of potential exposure of workers to air-borne VOCs at hazardous waste storage

faeility under SUPERFUND cleanup decree. Asscssment used in developing health bascd clean-up levels.

Professional Associations

American Publie Health Association (APHA)

Association for Environmental Health and Sciences (AEHS)
California Redevelopment Association (CRA)

International Society of Environtnental Forensics (ISEF)

Society of Environmental Toxicology and Chemistry (SETAC)

Publications and Presentations:
Books and Book Chapters
Sullivan, P., J.I. I. Clark, F.J. Agardy, and P.E. Roscnfeld. (2007). Synthetic Toxins In The Food, Water and Air

of American Cities. Elsevier, Inc. Burlington, MA.

Sullivan, P. and J.J. J. Clark, 2006. Choosing Safer Foods, A Guide To Minimizing Synthetic Chemicals In Your
Diet. Elsevier, Inc. Burlington, MA,

Sullivan, P, Agardy, F.1., and J.J.J. Clark. 2005. The Environmental Science of Drinking Water. Elsevier, Inc.
Burlington, MA.

Sullivan, P.J., Agardy, F.J,, Clark, J.J.J. 2002. America’'s Threatened Drinking Water: Hazards and Solutions.
Trafford Publishing, Victoria B.C.

Clark, J.J.J. 2001. “TBA: Chemical Properties, Preduction & Use, Fate and Transport, Toxicology, Detection in
Groundwater, and Regulatory Standards” in Oxygenates in the Environment. Art Diaz, Ed.. Oxford University
Press: New York.

Clark, J.J.J. 2000. “Toxicology of Perchlorate” in Perchiorate in the Environment, Edward Urbansky, Ed.
Kluwer/Plenum: New York.

Clark, J.J.J. 1995, Probabilistic Forecasting of Volatile Organic Compound Concentrations At The Soil Surface

" From Contaminated Groundwater, UMI, ©~  ~

Baker, J.; Clark, J.J.J.; Stanford, J.T. 1994. Ex Situ Remediation of Diesel Contaminated Railroad Sand by Soil
Washing. Principles and Practices for Diesel Contaminated Soils, Volume IlI. P.T. Kostecki, E.J. Calabrese,
and C.P.L. Barkan, cds. Ambherst Scientific Publishers, Amherst, MA. pp §9-96.
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Journal and Proceeding Articles

Wu, C_, Tam, L., Clark, J., and Rosenfeld, P. (2009). Dioxin and Furan Blood Lipid Concentrations In
Populations Living Near Four Wood treatment Facilities In The United States. /n Air Pollution XVII, Edited by
C.A. Brebbiaand V. Popov. Pp 319-327.

Tam L. K.., Wu C. D, Clark J. J. and Rosenfeld, P.E. (2008) A Statistical Analysis Of Attic Dust And Blood Lipid
Concentrations Of Tetrachloro-p-Dibenzodioxin (TCDD) Toxicity Equialency Quotients (TEQ) In Two
Populations Near Wood Treatment Faeilities. Organchalogen Compounds, Volume 70 (2008) page 002254,

Tam L. K.., Wu C. D., Clark J. J. and Rosenfeld, P.E. (2008) Methods For Colleet Samples For Assessing Dioxins
And Other Environmental Contaminants In Attie Dust: A Review. Organohalogen Compounds, Volume 70
(2008) page 000527

Hensley AR, Seott, A., Rosenfeld P.E., Clark, J.J.J. (2007). “Attic Dust And Human Blood Samples Collected
Near A Former Wood Treatment Faeility.” Environmental Research. 105:194-199,

Rosenfeld, P.E., Clark, J. J., Hensley, A.R., and Suffct, [.LH. 2007. “The Use Of An Odor Wheel Classification For
The Evaluation of Human Health Risk Criteria For Compost Facilities” Water Science & Technology. 55(5):
345-357.

Hensley A.R., Scott, A, Rosenfeld P.E., Clark, J.J.J. 2006. “Dioxin Containing Attic Dust And Human Blood
Samples Collected Near A Former Wood Treatment Faeility.” The 26th International Symposium on
Halogenated Persistent Organie Pollutants — DIQXIN2006, August 21 — 25, 2006. Radisson SAS Scandinavia
Hotel in Oslo Norway.

Rosenfeld, P.E., Clark, J. J. and Suffet, .LH. 2005. “The Value Of An Odor Quality Classification Seheme For
Compost Faeility Evaluations” The U.S. Composting Council’s 13" Annual Conference January 23 - 26, 2005,
Crowne Plaza Riverwalk, San Antonio, TX.

Roscnfeld, P.E., Clark, J. J. and Suffet, .LH. 2004. “The Value Of An Odor Quality Classification Scheme For
Urban Odor” WEFTEC 2004. 77th Annual Tcchnical Exhibition & Conference October 2 - 6, 2004, Ernest N.
Morial Convention Center, New Orleans, Louisiana,

Clark, J.J.J. 2003. “Manufacturing, Use, Regulation, and Occurrence of a Known Endocrine Disrupting Chemical
(EDC), 2,4-Dichlorophnoxyacetie Acid (2,4-D) in California Drinking Water Supplies.” National Groundwater
Association Southwest Foeus Conference: Water Supply and Emerging Contaminants. Minneapolis, MN.
March 20, 2003.

Rosenfeld, P. and J.J.J. Clark. 2003. “Understanding Historical Use, Chemical Properties, Toxieity, and
Regulatory Guidance” WNational Groundwater Association Southwest Focus Conference: Water Supply and
Emerging Contaminants. Phoenix, AZ. February 21, 2003.

" Clark, J.J.J., Biown A, 1999, 'Perchlorateé Contamination: Fate in the Environment and Treatment Options. In
Situ and On-Site Bioremediation, Fifth International Symposium. San Diego, CA, April, 1999.

Clark, J.J.J. 1998. Health Effects of Perchlorate and the New Reference Dose (RID). Proceedings From the

Groundwater Resource Assoeiation Seventh Annual Meeting, Walnut Creek, CA, October 23, 1998.
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Browne, T, Clark, JLJ.J. 1998. Treatment Options For Perchlorate [n Drinking Water, Proceedings From the
Groundwater Resource Assoeiation Seventh Annual Meeting, Walnut Creek, CA, October 23, 1998,

Clark, J.J.J., Brown, A., Rodriguez, R. 1998. The Public Health Implications of MtBE and Perchlorate in Water:
Risk Management Decisions for Water Purveyors, Proceedings of the National Ground Water Association,
Anaheim, CA, June 3-4, 1998,

Clark JLJ.J., Brown, A., Ulrey, A. 1997. Impacts of Perchlorate On Drinking Water In The Western United
States, U.S. EPA Symposium on Biological and Chemical Reduction of Chlorate and Perchlorate, Cincinnati,
OH, December 5, 1997.

Clark, J..J.1,; Corbett, G.E.; Kerger, B.D.; Finley, B.L.; Paustenbach, D.J. 1996. Dermal Uptake of Hexavalent
Chromium In Human Volunteers: Measures of Systemic Uptake From Immersion in Water At 22 PPM.
Toxicologist. 30(1):14.

Dodge, D.G.; Clark, J.J.J.; Kerger, B.D.; Richter, R.O.; Finley, B.L.; Paustenbach, DJ. 1996. Assessment of
Airborne Hexavalent Chromium In Thc Home Following Use of Contaminatcd Tapwater. Toxicologist.
30(1)%:117-118.

Paulo, M.T.; Gong, H., Jr; Clark, J.J.J. (1992). Effccts of Pretreatment with Ipratroprium Bromidc in COPD
Patients Exposed to Ozone. American Revicw of Respiratory Disease. 145(4):A96.

Harber, P.H.; Gong, H., Jr.; Lachenbruch, A.; Clark, J.; Hsu, P. (1992). Respiratory Pattern Effect of Acute Sulfur
Dioxide Exposure in Asthmatics. American Review of Respiratory Disease. 145(4):A88.

McManus, M.S.; Gong, H., Jr.; Clements, P.; Clark, J.J.J. {(1991). Respiratory Response of Patients With
Interstitial Lung Disease To Inhaled Ozone. Amecrican Review of Respiratory Disease. 143(4):A91.

Gong, H., Jr.; Simmons, M.S.; McManus, M.S.; Tashkin, D.P.; Clark, V.A.; Detels, R.; Clark, J.J. (1990).
Relationship Between Responses to Chronic Oxidant and Acute Ozone Exposures in Residents of Los Angeles
County, American Review of Respiratory Disease. 141(4%:A70.

Ticrney, D.F. and J.J.J. Clark. {1990). Lung Polyamine Content Can Be Increased By Spermidine Infusions Into
Hyperoxic Rats. American Review of Respiratory Disease. 139(4):A41.
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Technical Consultation, Data Analysis and
SWA P E L:ucganl.lon Sl?;;:ﬂ for the ::nvimnny:anl

2503 Eastbluff Dr.

Suite 206

Newport Beach, California92660
Tel: (949) 887-9013

Fax: (949) 717-0069

Email: mhagemann@swape.com

Matthew F. Hagemann, P.G.
Geologic and Hydrogeologic Characterization
Investigation and Remediation Strategies
Regulatory Compliance
CEQA Review
Expert Witness
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 Certification:

California Professional Geologist, License Number 8571.

Professional Experience:

Matt has 25 years of experietice in environmental policy, assessment and remediation. He spent nine years
with the U.5. EPA in the RCRA and Superfund programs and served as EPA’s Senior Science Policy
Advisor in the Western Regional Office where he identified emerging threats to groundwater 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 Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) while also working with

permit holders to improve hydrogeologic characterization and water quality monitoring.

Matt has worked closely with U.S. EPA legal counse] and the technical staff of several states in the
application and enforcement of RCRA, Safe Drinking Water Act and Clean Water Act regulations. Matt
has trained the technical staff in the States of California, Hawaii, Nevada, Arizona and the Territory of
Guam in the conduct of investigations, groundwater fundamentals, and sampling techniques.

Positions Matt has held include:
¢ Founding Partner, Soil/Water/Air Protection Enterprise (SWAPE} (2003 — present);
e Senior Environmental Analyst, Komex H2O Science, Inc (2000 - 2003);
» Executive Director, Orange Coast Watch (2001 — 2004);
o Senior Science Policy Advisor and Hydrogeologist, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (1989-
1998);
¢ Hydrogeclogist, 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.5. Forest Service (1986 — 1998); and

Geologist, Darmes & Moore (1984 — 1986).

Senior Regulatory and Liigation Support Analyst:
With SWAPE, Matt's responsibilities have included:

Manager of a project to evaluate numerous formerly used military sites in the western U.S,
Manager of a project to provide technical assistance to a comunity adjacent to a former Naval
shipyard under a grant from the U.S. EPA.

Lead analyst in the review of numerous environmental impact reports under CEQA that identify
significant issues with regard to hazardous waste, water resources, water quality, air quality,
greenhouse gas emissions and geologic hazards.

Lead analyst in the review of environmental issues in applications before the California Energy
Cormmission.

Technical assistance and litigation support for vaper intrusion concerns.

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 releases of gasoline to sources drinking water at major refineries and hundreds of gas
stations throughout California.

Expert witness on two cases involving MTBE litigation.

Expert witness and litigation support on the impact of air toxins and hazards at a school.

Expert witness in litigation at a former plywood plant.

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 chronelogy 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 ina study that estimates nationwide costs for MTBE remediation and drinking
water treatment, results of which were published in newspapers nationwide and in testimony
against provisions of an energy bill that would limit liability for oil companies.

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

Expert witness testimony in a case of oil production-related contamination in Mississippi.

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

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

Executive Director:

As Executive Director with Orange Coast Watch, Matt led efforts to restore water quality at Orange

County beaches from multiple sources of contamination including urban runoff and the discharge of
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wastewater. 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 dischrge of grease to sewer systems. Matt actively participated in the
development of countywide water quality permits for the contrel of urban runoff and permits for the
discharge of wastewater. Matt worked with other nonprofits to protect and restore water quality,
including Surfrider, Natural Resources Defense Council and Orange County CoastKeeper as well as with
business institutions including the Orange County Business Council.

Hydrogeology:

As a Senior Hydrogeologist with the U.S. Environmmental Protection Agency, Matt led investigations to
characterize and cleanup closing military bases, including Mare lsland 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:

s Led efforts to model groundwater flow and contaminant transport, ensured adequacy of
monitoring networks, and assessed cleanup alternatives for contaminated sediment, soil, and
groundwaler.

¢ Initiated a regional program for evaluation of ground water 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.S. EPA workgroups, including the Superfund
Groundwater Technical Forum and the Federal Facilities Forum.

At the request of the State of Hawaii, Matt developed a methodelogy to determine the vulnerability of
groundwater to contamination on the islands of Maui and Oahu. He used analytical models and a GIS to
show zones of vulnerability, and the results were adopted 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.

e 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
public hearings, and responded to public comments from residents who were very concerned
about the impact of designation.

¢ Reviewed a nurnber of Environmental Impact Statements for planned major developments,
including large hazardous and solid waste disposal facilities, mine reclamation, and water
transfer.

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

¢ Supervised the hydrogeologic investigation of hazardous waste sites to determine compliance
with Subtitle C requirements.
* Reviewed and wrote "part B” permits for the disposal of hazardous waste.
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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, Matt directed service-wide investigations of contaminant sources to

prevent degradation 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
QOlympic National Park.

Identified high-levels of perchlorate in soil adjacent to a national park in New Mexico and advised
park superintendent on appropriate response 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 basis for the development of naticn-wide
policy on the use of these vehicles in Naticnal Parks.

Contributed to the Federal Multi-Agency Source Water A greement 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:

Advised the Regional Administrator and senior management on emerging issues such as the
potential for the gasoline additive MTBE and ammonium perchlorate to contaminate drinking
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 principles
into the policy-making process.

Established national protocol for the peer review of scientific documents.

Geology:
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 photographic interpretation and mathematical
models to determine slope 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 Portland, Oregon, area and a large hazardous waste site in eastern
Oregon. Duties included the following:

» Supervised year-long effort for seil and groundwater 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:

* At SanFrancisco State University, held an adjunct faculty position and taught courses in
environmental geology, oceanography (lab and lecture), hydrogeology, and groundwater
contamination.

s Served as a committee member for graduate and undergraduate students.

* Taught courses in environmental geology and oceanography at the College of Marin.

Invited Testimony, Reports, Papers and Presentations:
Hagemann, M.F., 2008. Disclosure of Hazardous Waste Issues under CEQA. Presentation to the Public
Environmental Law Conference, Eugene, Oregon.

Hagemann, M.F., 2008. Disclosure of Hazardous Waste Issues under CEQA. Invited presentation to U.S.
EPA Region 9, San Francisco, California.

Hagemann, M.F., 2005. 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).

Hagemann, M.F., 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 to 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 U1.S. Presentation to a meeting of the American Groundwater 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, [rvine, CA.,




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

Hagemann, M.F., 2003. Perchlorate Contamination of the Colorado River. lnvited presentationto a
meeting of tribal repesentatives, Parker, AZ.

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

Hagemann, M.F., 2003. The Emergence of Perchlorate as a Widespread Drinking Water Contaminant.
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 to a
meeting of the National Groundwater Association

Hagemann, M.F,, 2002. A Chronology of MTBE in Groundwater and an Estimate of Costs to Address
Impacts to Groundwater. 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 Groundwater
fand 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 Wells. Presentation to a meeting of the U.S. EPA and
State Underground Storage Tank Program managers.

Hagemann, M.F.,, 2001. From Tank to Tap: A Chronology of MTBE in Groundwater. Unpublished report,

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

Hagemann, M.F., 2001. Estimated Costs to Address MIBE 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.

VanMouwerik, 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
Biannual Meeting, Asheville, North Carolina.

Hagemann, M.E., 1997, The Potential for MTBE to Contaminate Groundwater. U.5. 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 Water Works Association Annual Meeting, Maui,
October 1996,

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

Hagemann, M.F, 1994. Groundwater Characterization and Cleanup at Closing Military Bases in

California. Proceedings, California Groundwater Resources Association Meeting.

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

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

contaminated Groundwater. California Groundwater Resources Association Meeting.

Hagemann, M.F, 1992. Dense Nonaqueous Phase Liquid Contamination of Groundwater: An Ounce of

Prevention... Proceedings, Association of Engineering Geologists Annual Meeting, v. 35.
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To: STATECLEARINGHOU At: 919163233014

SEATI OF rmmmg:_nmmsss TR.ANS]‘:‘IBIQI‘]D‘N AND HOUSING ATINGY . o .. AINOLD SCHWARZENGEO R, Governer

DEPARTMENY OF 1 RANGPORTATION
111 GRAND AVENUE

P. 0. BOX 23660

OAKLAND, CA 946230660

PHONE (510) 6225491 . vy _ Flex yow power!
FAX (510) 2865559 : RECENED [Clea- Be inesgy efficient!
TIY 711 : : .20 fe
| ' - APR21 200 |
| - L+
y Aprl2t,2010 : STATE CLEARING HOUSE| @ _ NAPOXOES
NAP-29-3.93
Mr. Chris Cahill : ' : )
Conservation Dévelopment and Pluiiniing Department 16632066 |
County of Napa &y 20 f
1195 Third Street, Suite 210 !

Napa, CA 94559
Deer Mr. Cahill:

NAPA GREENWOUD CGMMEECE CENTER PROJECT MTITTIGATED NEGATIVE
DECLARATION (MND)

Thank you for oontmmng m mclude the Cahf‘orma Departmcnt of Ttansportahon (Departmerity in’
the environmental review process for the Napa Greenwood Commerce Ceriter project. The '
follow:mg comments are based:on the MND. Out previous commants still apply and are’
incorporated hiere by reference. -

Forecasting ' =

Please augment the trafﬁc unpact study (’IIS) to ificlude analysxs under 2030 Cumulative and
u\\ 2030 Cumulative Plus project conditiops. Also show AM and PM peak hour turning traffic per

study intersection under Project Only conditions. Provide e discussion glaborating on the

underlying assumption and'me,thedolugy about 2030 AM and PM:Peak Hour traffic.

Please fes] free to call or exmsil Szmdra Finégan of miy staff at (510) 622-1644 or
sandra, fin_.gan@dot c4:gov with any questions regardmg this letter.

- Sincerely,

Q)'B«\AJ

LISA CARBONI
District Branch Chief . :
Local Development — Intcrgovemmantal Rewcw

" “Calirans improves mobility acrow California™



—_—— =y o=
APLIIL WY DR IO e RN LW ey L N e i | g =z

STATR OF (:ALIPORNIA—BLSABSS, TUANSPORTATION ANR HOUSING AGENGY..... . ARNOTLD SCHW ARZENFGORK, Goxemor

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
111 GRAND AVENTIR
P. 0. BOX 23660
OAKLAND, CA 94623-0660
PHONE (510) 622-5491

". FAX (510) 286-5559
TTY 711

Flax your pmwer!
Yo energy efftcicnt!

March 3, 2010
\ : NAPO20865

NAP-20-3.93

Mt. Chris Cabill

Conservation Development and Pianmng Depattment
County of Napa

1195 Third Street, Suite 210

Napa, CA 94559

Dear Mr. Cahill:

NAPA GREENWOOD:! COMMERCE CENTER PROJE CT TRAFFIC IMPACT STUDY -
(TIS) : .

Thank you for contineing to dhclade the Cahfnnua Department of ’I‘_tanspnrtauon (Deparireent) in

. the early stages of the envirofuperital teview: process for the Napa Greenwood Commerce Center
project; The following commierity are. based on the TIS. Our previous comments still apply and are
incorporated here by mfemnce . ) A

1 1. Please provide AM ami PM Peak Hour: torning movement vo]umes for each study intersection
U, under Project Onty Conditions, 2030 Cumulative Conditions Only, and 2030 Cumulanve Plus
Project Conditions..
2. The project must inclade extending the existing northbound (NB).1eft turn lane at the state
D\’l) route (SR) 29/Airport:Boulevard intersection in.order to accommodate the Plus Project queue.
Please.be reminded that a eft turn lané requires beth storage and deceleration length. For
design specifications, please refer to the Departmeni’s Highway Design Manual, Index 405.2

Plesse feel free to call or.émailfSandra--Finégan-‘of Thy staff at (510) 622-1644 or
sandra_finegan @dot.ca.pov with any questions regarding this letter.

Sincerely, _
. A
yre @‘\‘“"‘*‘
LISA CARBONI '

District Branch Chief . s ,
Local Development — Intergovermnhienta] Review'

- L "Calirany'improves mobitity aevoss Colifornia™
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Livfug Rivers Council
1370 Trancas
PMB 6144
Napa. California. 94559
{707) 255-7434
(707) 259-1097 fax
cmalanidmyoneearth.org

Chris Cahill, Planner . RECEIVED

Napa County

Conservation, Development & Planning Department MAY 20
1195 Third Street, Suite 210 2010
Napa, CA 94559 NAPA CO. CONSERVATION

DEVELOPMENT & PLANNING DEp.
May 17, 2010 |

Re: Napa 34 Holdings Commercial Center, Use Permit PO-00330-TPM

Since the Carpenters Union submitted a letter containing evidence of significant
environmental impacts which should result in an Environmental Impact Report we have
additional environmental concerns that should be addressed for the project.

The wetlands had been substantially degraded by cattle owned by previous owners. The
wetlands should be restored and re-vegetated to improve the habitat for animals
associated with that ecological niche. ¥ ¥

A barrier should be erected to prevent terrestrial wetland animals from attempting to
cross high speed traffic on the highway and redirected to the stream culvert under the
highway. A wildlife corridor setback should be established to parallel the adjacent stream
channel to provide a wildlife corridor.

Roadway and parking lot runoff should be filtered and an oil entrapment system installed
to prevent contaminants from polluting the wetland and the adjacent stream.

Landscaping should utilize native plant species to restore some of the original vegetation
at the site. Chemical spraying should be prohibited to avoid contaminated runoff into the
wetland area.

Sincerely,
Chris Malan
John Stephens
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