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findings that the Project would not result in any potentially significant noise and indoor air quality
impacts. (See Exhibit A, CAJA Response Memo.) The CAJA SAFER Response Memo first responds to the
SAFER Letter’s claims related to noise. It is true that a SCPE must incorporate “Any applicable mitigation
measures or performance standards or criteria set forth in the prior environmental impact reports, and
adopted in findings.” However, the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program of SCAG’s 2020-2045
RTP/SCS Program EIR (“SCAG MMRP”) explicitly allows the City to determine the applicability of the
SCAG mitigation measures to projects and to choose not to apply SCAG mitigation measures when
existing regulations are equal to or more effective than the SCAG mitigation measures. As noted in Table
G-1 (Applicability of 2020-2045 RTP/SCS Final EIR Mitigation Measures) in Appendix G of the October
2022 SCPE, the City incorporated all applicable components of Mitigation Measure PMM NOISE-1, in
addition to complying with existing regulations that are equal to or more effective than components of
Mitigation Measure PMM NOISE-1. While the October 2022 SCPE supports this determination,
clarifications have been made to the 2023 SCPE’s Table G-1 to make clear the Project will incorporate all
components of Mitigation Measure PMM NOISE-1 as described in Response to Comment No. 3 in the
CAJA SAFER Response Memo.

Further, regarding the comments that a more in-depth noise analysis is required, all the
requirements for qualifying for a SCPE are outlined in Section 2 (Sustainable Communities Strategy
Criteria) of the SCPE. As shown there, a noise impact analysis is not listed as one of the requirements,
and therefore is not required to qualify for a SCPE. Pursuant to applicable case law involving statutory
exemptions, the sole question is whether the project fits within the language of the exemption.? The
California Supreme Court explained: “As a practical matter, the statutory exemptions have in common
only this: the Legislature determined that each promoted an interest important enough to justify
forgoing the benefits of environmental review.”® Given the purposes of statutory exemptions are not
necessarily in harmony with CEQA's general purpose, the general rule that CEQA provisions must be
interpreted to give the fullest possible protection to the environment does not control the
interpretation of a statutory exemption.*

Regarding the indoor air quality, the CAJA SAFER Response Memo demonstrates that the Project
would comply with all applicable regulations designed to address indoor air quality and potential toxic
materials, including but not limited to the California Green Building Standards Code (“CALGreen”)?,
which addresses chemical emissions from indoor building materials installed in new buildings, and
CARB's Airborne Toxic Control Measure to Reduce Formaldehyde Emissions from Composite Wood
Products, which applies to composite wood products sold and supplied in California.® These measures
assure that all building materials and furnishings manufactured, distributed, imported and used in new
construction in California meet the maximum allowable concentrations that assure healthful indoor air
quality. Therefore, the Project’s SCPE analysis and the CAJA SAFER Response Memo provide substantial
evidence that the Project would not result in potentially significant indoor air quality impacts.

2 Napa Valley Wine Train, Inc. v. PUC (1990) 50 C.3d 370; County of Ventura v. City of Moorpark (2018) 24 Cal.App.5th 377,

386.

Napa Valley Wine Train, Inc. v. PUC, supra, at 382.

4 Sunset Sky Ranch Pilots Association v. County of Sacramento (2009) 47 C.4th 902, 907; Napa Valley Wine Train, Inc. v. PUC,
supra.

5 California Green Building Standard Code: https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/our-work/programs/building-decarbonization/building-
standards-code, accessed August 2, 2022.

6 CARB, Composite Wood Products Airborne Toxic Control Measure: https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/our-work/programs/composite-wood-
products-program, accessed August 2, 2022.
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Further, the SCPE criteria does not require a more in-depth air quality analysis. As discussed
above, a project that meets the criteria contained “within the language of the exemption,” is exempt
despite any potential environmental impacts. Further, to the extent the SAFER Letter is alleging impacts
to future residents and users of the Project, such effects are not considered CEQA “impacts” and need
not be analyzed.’

Il.  The Carpenters Letter

The Carpenters Letter alleges that the Project does not qualify for a SCPE because 1) the City
needs to consider utilizing local workforce policies to mitigate impacts; 2) the City should adopt
additional requirements to mitigate COVID-19 related public health risks from the Project’s construction
activities; 3) the SCPE does not provide evidence that there are sufficient utilities to serve the Project or
that the Project would comply with the SCPE criteria related to energy and water efficiency; and 4) the
City should have required a Preliminary Endangerment Assessment (“PEA”) or Phase | report. Finally,
the Carpenters Letter alleges that the Project does not comply with the Commercial Corner
Development provisions of the Los Angeles Municipal Code (“LAMC”).

To address the Carpenters Letter, CAJA prepared responses confirming the Project’s CEQA
analysis and findings, and its compliance with the LAMC. (See Exhibit A, CAJA Response Memo.) The
CAJA Carpenters Response Memo first addresses the Carpenters’ arguments related to local workforce
policies and COVID-19 related health risks. As discussed therein, the provision of community benefits
and the prevention of the spread of COVID-19 and other infectious diseases are not requirements of
CEQA. Additionally, all the statutory requirements established by Public Resources Code Sections 21155
and 21155.1 to qualify for a SCPE are outlined in Section 2 (Sustainable Communities Strategy Criteria)
of the SCPE. Incorporation of other measures, such as those presented by the commentator, is not
necessary. The commentator provides no evidence to the contrary, and thus this comment is completely
speculative.

Regarding the Carpenters comments related to utilities, the CAJA Carpenters Response Memao
reiterates that Appendix C of the SCPE demonstrates that the existing capacity of energy, water, sewer,
and storm drain infrastructure are adequate to accommodate the Project. Similarly, Appendix F of the
SCPE demonstrates that the Project will be 15 percent more energy efficient than required by Chapter 6
of Title 24 of the California Code of Regulations and is designed to achieve 25 percent less water usage
than the average household use in the region. The commentator provides no evidence demonstrating
any deficiency in these analyses, and thus these comments are completely speculative.

The CAJA Carpenters Response Memo also addresses the Carpenters’ allegations that the
Project did not submit a required PEA or Phase | report. However, Appendix E of the SCPE consists of a
Phase | ESA report that concluded that there are no recognized environmental conditions at the Project
Site, and no further environmental investigation is required at this time. While the SCPE criteria uses the
term “preliminary endangerment assessment,” it does so merely to describe the required inquiry
regarding hazardous conditions at a proposed project site, not to fulfill the distinct PEA requirements

7 California Building Industry Association v. Bay Area Air Quality Management District (2015) 62 Cal.4th 369.
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identified by the HSC and DTSC, which are not applicable to the inquiry required to be prepared in
connection with a SCPE.%

Finally, the Carpenters incorrectly claim that the Project is a commercial corner development
subject to the regulations of LAMC Section 12.22.A.23. However, as reflected by the Project’s
application materials and pursuant to LAMC Section 12.22.A.23(d)(1), the Project is exempt from
commercial corner development regulations because it meets the definition of a Mixed-Use Project
pursuant to LAMC Section 13.09.B.3.

1. Conclusion

As demonstrated herein, the SAFER Letter and Carpenters Letter do not establish any evidence
that the Project does not qualify for the SCPE, and the Project’s SCPE analysis and the CAJA Response
Memos provide substantial evidence that support the findings that the Project qualifies for the SCPE.

Sincerely,

N )
@6[1/6 q@dd?ﬂ/[
Dave Rand
Partner

of RAND PASTER & NELSON, LLP

DR:smd
Attachments

8  See Concerned Citizens of Beverly Hills/Beverly Grove v. City of Los Angeles (Los Angeles Superior Court, Case
No. BS168228, January 5, 2018 judgment, pp. 7-8).
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environment, no further agency evaluation is required. (Id.) Second, if there is a possibility the project will
have a significant effect on the environment, the agency must perform an initial threshold study. (Id.; 14
CCR § 15063(a).) If the study indicates that there is no substantial evidence that the project or any of its
aspects may cause a significant effect on the environment the agency may issue a negative declaration.
(Id.; 14 CCR §§ 15063(b)(2), 15070.) Finally, if the project will have a significant effect on the environment,
an environmental impact report (“EIR”) is required. (Id.) Here, since the County exempted the Project from
CEQA entirely, the first step of the CEQA process applies.

Here, the City is alleging that the proposed Project is exempt from CEQA review under the Sustainable
Communities Project exemption (“SCPE”) exemption. (PRC § 21155.1.) PRC 21155.1 applies to transit
priority projects which meet certain criteria and are considered sustainable communities projects, and are
rendered exempt from CEQA requirements. In order to qualify for a SCPE, a legislative body must find, after
public hearing, that the transit priority project meets all of the requirements from PRC 21155.1 subdivision
(a) and (b), and one of the requirements of subdivision (c).

Subdivision (a) lists out environmental criteria including requirements that the project can be served by
existing utilities, does not impact wildlife habitat, is not included on the Cortese list, does not impact historical
resources, is not located on developed open space, and is 15 percent more energy efficient than required
under Title 24. Subdivision (a) also lists out specific environmental health hazards that a project cannot be
subject to, including “[r]isk of a public health exposure at a level that would exceed the standards established
by any state or federal agency.” (PRC § 21155.1(a)(6)(C).)

Subdivision (b} lists out land use criteria that a project must meet, including size requirements, a limit on
residential units, and requirements regarding affordable housing, among others. Relevant here, subdivision
(b) requires that “[a]ny applicable mitigation measures or performance standards or criteria set forth in the
prior environmental impact reports, and adopted in findings, have been or will be incorporated into the transit
priority project.” (PRC § 21155.1(b)(5).)

Lastly, subdivision (c) states that the transit priority project must meet at least one of the following three
criteria:

(1) The transit priority project meets both of the following:

(A) At least 20 percent of the housing will be sold to families of moderate income, or not less
than 10 percent of the housing will be rented to families of low income, or not less than 5 percent of
the housing is rented to families of very low income.

(B) The transit priority project developer provides sufficient legal commitments to the appropriate
local agency to ensure the continued availability and use of the housing units for very low, low-, and
moderate-income households at monthly housing costs with an affordable housing cost or affordable
rent, as defined in Section 50052.5 or 50053 of the Health and Safety Code, respectively, for the
period required by the applicable financing. Rental units shall be affordable for at least 55 years.
Ownership units shall be subject to resale restrictions or equity sharing requirements for at least 30
years.
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(2) The transit priority project developer has paid or will pay in-lieu fees pursuant to a local ordinance in
an amount sufficient to result in the development of an equivalent number of units that would otherwise be
required pursuant to paragraph (1).

(3) The transit priority project provides public open space equal to or greater than five acres per 1,000
residents of the project.

(PRC § 21155.1(c).)

As discussed below, the proposed Project does not qualify for a SCPE because it fails to meet one
of the criteria of subdivision (a) and one of the criteria in subdivision (b). The exemption is therefore improper,
and instead, an initial study should be prepared, followed by the appropriate CEQA document, either an
MND or an EIR.

Response to Comment No. 1

Regarding the Project qualifying for a SCPE, the commentator is referred to Response to Comment Nos. 2
through No. 17. Based on the information provided therein, the Project does qualify for a SCPE, and no
additional CEQA review is required.

Comment No. 2

DISCUSSION

1. The City Incorrectly Applied CEQA’s Sustainable Communities Project Exemption to the
Project and Instead an Initial Study is Required.

This Project fails to meet some of the necessary criteria due to its potentially significant noise and
indoor air quality impacts. As such, the Project does not qualify for a SCPE and the City must prepare an
initial study and either an MND or an EIR for the Project.

Response to Comment No. 2

Regarding the Project’s noise and indoor air quality impacts, the commentator is referred to Response to
Comment No. 3 through Response to Comment No. 17. Regarding the Project qualifying for a SCPE, the
commentator is referred to Response to Comment No. 17. Based on the information provided therein, the
Project does qualify for a SCPE, and no additional CEQA review is required.

Comment No. 3

a. The SCPE failed to impose all mitigation measures for noise.

To qualify for a SCPE, a Project must meet certain land use criteria, including that “[a]ny applicable
mitigation measures or performance standards or criteria set forth in the prior environmental impact reports,
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and adopted in findings, have been or will be incorporated into the transit priority project.” (PRC §
21155.1(b)(5).) The City found that the only applicable EIR for this SCPE was the SCAG 2020-2045
RTP/SCS Program EIR (“RTP/SCS PEIR”), and it applied two of the noise-related mitigation measures from
that PEIR to the proposed Project.

Response to Comment No. 3

The Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program of SCAG’s 2020-2045 RTP/SCS Program EIR (SCAG
MMRP) explicitly allows the City to determine the applicability of the SCAG mitigation measures to projects
as well as to choose not to apply SCAG mitigation measures when existing regulations are equal to or more
effective than the SCAG mitigation measures:

SCAG has no authority to impose mitigation measures on individual prcjects for which it is not the lead
agency. However, for prcjects seeking to use CEQA streamlining and/or tier from the Program EIR,
prcject-level mitigation measures included in the Program EIR (or comparable measures) should be
required by the local lead agency as appropriate and feasible. Many lead agencies have existing
regulations, policies, and/or standard conditions of approval that address potential impacts. Nothing in
the Program EIR is intended to supersede existing regulations and policies of individual jurisdictions.
Since SCAG has no authority to impose mitigation measures, mitigation measures to be implemented
by local jurisdictions are sutject to a lead agency’s independent discretion as to whether measures are
applicable to prcjects in their respective jurisdictions. Lead agencies may use, amend, or not use
measures identified in the Program EIR as appropriate to address prcject-specific conditions. The
determination of significance and identification of appropriate mitigation is solely the responsibility of the
lead agency.’

As noted in Table G-1 (Applicability of 2020-2045 RTP/SCS Final EIR Mitigation Measures) in Appendix G
of the SCPE prepared in October 2022 (October 2022 SCPE), the City determined that the Project would
comply with multiple existing noise- and vibration-related regulations that are equal to or more effective than
the relevant components of Mitigation Measure PMM NOISE-1 and PMM NOISE-2, respectively. While the
October 2022 SCPE’s findings fully support this determination, clarifications have been made to the SCPE
in August 2023 (July 2023 SCPE) making it clear that the Project will incorporate all components of Mitigation
Measure PMM NOISE-1 and PMM NOISE-2, which include a number of measures intended to reduce
construction noise and vibration levels adjacent to sensitive receptors, including the placement of temporary
noise barriers between Project construction activities and sensitive receptors. In addition, the Project will
continue to be required to comply with all existing regulatory requirements identified by the October 2022
SCPE. Therefore, through incorporation of PMM NOISE-1 and PMM NOISE-2 as well as compliance with
all applicable regulatory requirements pertaining to noise and vibration, the Project will continue to meet all
applicable statutory criteria for utilization of a SCPE.

Comment No. 4

! Available at https.//scag.ca.gov/sites/main/files/file-attachments/exhibit-
a _connectsocal peir revisedmmrp.pdf?1606004474 (last accessed 06.16.23).
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Jack Meighan of expert noise consulting firm Wilson lhrig reviewed the Project and associated
docuements and found that the Project failed to adequately analyze noise impacts, and therefore failed to
impose all applicable mitigation measures from the RTP/SCS PEIR. The Project therefore does not meet
the requirements for a SCPE. Mr. Meighan’s comments are attached hereto as Exhibit A, and are
summarized below.

Response to Comment No. 4

All of the statutory requirements established by Public Resources Code Sections 21155 and 21155.1 for
qualifying for a SCPE are outlined in Section 2 (Sustainable Communities Strategy Criteria) of the SCPE.
As shown there, preparation of a noise and/or vibration impact analysis is not listed as one of the statutory
criteria and thus, is not required in connection with the preparation of a SCPE. Furthermore, while Appendix
G of the October 2022 SCPE demonstrates that the City has properly determined that existing regulatory
requirements are equal to or more effective than the mitigation measures under PMM NOISE-1 and PMM
NOISE-2, the July 2023 SCPE clarifies that the Project incorporates all components of Mitigation Measure
PMM NOISE-1 and PMM NOISE-2. Therefore, the Project continues to demonstrate its eligibility for a SCPE
through compliance with all applicable statutory criteria.

Comment No. 5

First of all, Mr. Meighan found that the RTP/SCS PEIR does not study operational noise and
vibration, and therefore the mitigation measures it proposes and which have been applied to this Project
would not serve to mitigate any of the Project’s operational noise and vibration impacts. (Ex. A, p. 1.)
Therefore, Mr. Meighan concluded that neither the RTP/SCS PEIR nor the SCPE have actually studied
operational noise and vibration, and further CEQA review must be conducted to analyze those potential
impacts. (Id.)

Response to Comment No. 5

As discussed in Response to Comment No. 4, all of the statutory requirements for qualifying for a SCPE are
outlined in Section 2 (Sustainable Communities Strategy Criteria) of the SCPE. As shown therein,
preparation of a noise and/or vibration impact analysis is not listed as one of the statutory criteria and thus,
is not required. Similarly, the statutory criteria for utilization of a SCPE require the incorporation of prior
applicable mitigation measures; the programmatic scope of SCAG’S 2020-2045 RTP/SCS Program EIR is
not relevant in determining the applicability of SCAG’s mitigation measures to the Project. Furthermore, refer
to Response to Comment No. 3 regarding the incorporation of all components of Mitigation Measure PMM
NOISE-1 and PMM NOISE-2 into the Project.

Comment No. 6

Next, one of the mitigation measures the Project imposes for noise impacts is to prohibit amplified
noises from exceeding ambient noise levels of adjacent properties by more than 5 dBA. However, Mr.
Meighan points out that because the SCPE for the Project does not include noise measurements, it is
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impossible to identify which measures are necessary to achieve this requirement, and whether such
measures are feasible. (Ex. A, p. 1-2.) He notes that “reasonable worse-case construction scenarios may
not be able to stay 5 dBA within the ambient at the adjacent property that borders the site directly to the
south.” (Id. at 2.) Without this information, the City has failed to demonstrate that the Project meets the
requirements of a SCPE, and an initial study should be prepared to adequately measure and document the
Project’s ambient noise levels, and determine what specific mitigation is necessary.

Response to Comment No. 6

The “mitigation measure” referenced by the commentator (i.e., prohibition of amplified noises) and identified
in the October 2022 SCPE is not a mitigation measure but is part of LAMC Section 112.01 — a regulatory
requirement related to amplified sound, such as music, and which does not apply to construction noise.
Furthermore, as discussed in Response to Comment No. 4, a noise impact analysis is not listed as one of
the statutory criteria for utilizing a SCPE and thus, is not required. In addition, refer to Response to Comment
No. 3 regarding the incorporation of all components of Mitigation Measure PMM NOISE-1 and PMM NOISE-
2 into the Project, including the provision of temporary noise barriers between Project construction activities
and adjacent sensitive receptors.

Comment No. 7

Lastly, Mr. Meighan found that the Project’s noise impact analyses are incomplete. The analysis
prepared by the City does not include any calculations showing operational and construction noise and
vibration impacts that would result from this Project. (Ex. A, p. 2.) In an effort to estimate potential impacts,
Mr. Meighan ran sample calculations from projects with assumptions similar to this Project and used Project-
specific details. (Id.) He found that construction noise and vibration would most likely be significant and have
the potential to cause damage to nearby buildings. (Id.) The City has therefore failed to demonstrate that it
has imposed all applicable mitigation measures for noise from prior EIRs, and the Project does not qualify
for a SCPE. An initial study, followed by either an MND or an EIR, must be prepared for this Project.

Response to Comment No. 7

The commentator is referred to Response to Comment No. 4 regarding the preparation of a noise/vibration
impact analysis and Response to Comment No. 3 regarding the Project’s incorporation of prior SCAG
mitigation measures, including those pertaining to vibration.

Comment No. 8

b. There is Substantial Evidence that the Project Will Have a Significant Health Risk
Impact from its Indoor Air Quality Impacts.

The SCPE cannot apply if a project site is subject to “[r]isk of a public health exposure at a level that
would exceed the standards established by any state or federal agency.” (PRC § 21155.1(a)(6)(C).)
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Here, there is substantial evidence demonstrating that the Project will have public health impacts
which exceed state standards. Specifically, the Project will result in significant increased cancer risks from
emissions of formaldehyde. Therefore, the Project does not qualify for the SCPE and the City must prepare
an initial study to determine the appropriate level of CEQA review for this Project, either an MND or an EIR.

Certified Industrial Hygienist, Francis “Bud” Offermann, PE, CIH, has conducted a review of the
proposed Project and relevant documents regarding the Project's indoor air emissions. Indoor
Environmental Engineering Comments (December 12, 2022) (Exhibit B). Mr. Offermann concludes that it is
likely that the Project will expose residents and commercial employees of the Project to significant impacts
related to indoor air quality, and in particular, emissions of the cancer-causing chemical formaldehyde. Mr.
Offermann is a leading expert on indoor air quality and has published extensively on the topic. Mr.
Offermann’s expert comments and curriculum vitae are attached as Exhibit B.

Mr. Offermann explains that many composite wood products used in building materials and furnishings
commonly found in offices, warehouses, residences, and hotels contain formaldehyde-based glues which
off-gas formaldehyde over a very long time period. He states, “[t]he primary source of formaldehyde indoors
is composite wood products manufactured with urea-formaldehyde resins, such as plywood, medium density
fiberboard, and particleboard. These materials are commonly used in building construction for flooring,
cabinetry, baseboards, window shades, interior doors, and window and door trims.” (Ex. B, p. 2-3.)

Formaldehyde is a known human carcinogen. Mr. Offermann states that future residential occupants
would be exposed to a cancer risk of 120 in one million, and future commercial employees would be exposed
to a cancer risk of 17.7 in one million. (Ex. B, p. 4-5.) These calculations are assuming all materials are
compliant with the California Air Resources Board’s formaldehyde airborne toxics control measure. (ld.)
These potential exposure levels exceed the South Coast Air Quality Management District’'s (“SCAQMD”)
CEQA significance threshold for airborne cancer risk of 10 per million. (Id.)

Mr. Offermann concludes that these significant environmental impacts should be analyzed in accordance
with CEQA and mitigation measures should be imposed to reduce the risk of formaldehyde exposure. (Id.
At 6.) Mr. Offermann identifies mitigation measures that are available to reduce these significant health risks,
including the installation of air filters and a requirement that the applicant use only composite wood materials
(e.g. hardwood plywood, medium density fiberboard, particleboard) for all interior finish systems that are
made with CARB approved no-added formaldehyde (NAF) resins or ultra-low emitting formaldehyde (ULEF)
resins in the buildings’ interiors. (Id. At 12-14.)

Because the Project’s formaldehyde emissions constitute a “public health exposure at a level that would
exceed” SCAQMD’s significance threshold for increased cancer risk, the Project does not qualify for the
SCPE. (See PRC § 21155.1(a)(6)(C).) Therefore, the City must prepare an initial study for the Project and
either an MND or EIR to disclose and mitigate the potential environmental impacts to future users of the
building.

Response to Comment No. 8

Regarding Mr. Offerman’s review and comments, the commentator is referred to Response to Comment
No. 15 through Response to Comment No. 17. For the reasons discussed there, the Project does qualify for
a SCPE, and no additional CEQA review of the Project is required.
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Comment No. 9

CONCLUSION

In light of the above comments, the Project does not meet the requirements of the SCPE due to its
potential noise impacts and public health risk impacts. The City must prepare an initial study followed by an
EIR for the Project, or at least an MND, and the draft CEQA document should be circulated for public review
and comment in accordance with CEQA. Thank you for considering these comments.

Response to Comment No. 9

For the reasons discussed in Response to Comment No. 1 through Response to Comment No. 17,
the Project meets the requirements for a SCPE, and no additional CEQA review of the Project is required.

Comment No. 10

Per your request, | have reviewed the subject matter document for the 905 Beacon Ave. Sustainable
Communities Project Exemption (SCPE) in Los Angeles, California. The proposed project involves the
construction, use and maintenance of a 119,508-square-foot mixed-use building, which would include 145
multi-family residential dwelling units and up to 2,000 square feet of commercial uses The Noise Impact
Analysis is contained in Appendix G of the SCPE. The Project is surrounded by noise sensitive uses —
residences located directly to the south and to the west.

Response to Comment No. 10

As discussed in Response to Comment No. 4, all of the statutory requirements for qualifying for a SCPE are
outlined in Section 2 (Sustainable Communities Strategy Criteria) of the SCPE. As shown therein,
preparation of a noise and/or vibration impact analysis is not listed as one of the criteria and thus, is not
required. As discussed in Response to Comment No. 3, while Appendix G of the October 2022 SCPE
demonstrates that the City has properly determined that existing regulatory requirements are equal to or
more effective than the mitigation measures under PMM NOISE-1 and PMM NOISE-2, the July 2023 SCPE
now incorporates all components of Mitigation Measure PMM NOISE-1 and PMM NOISE-2 into the Project,
including the provision of temporary noise barriers between Project construction activities and adjacent noise
sensitive uses.

Comment No. 11

1. Analysis Cites Incomplete EIR

The SCPE has identified one prior EIR with mitigation measures that could apply to the Project — SCAG
2020-2045 RTP/SCS Final Program EIR. However, the SCPE states that the EIR “does not include project-
level mitigation measures that would be required of the Project. The SCAG MMRP provides a list of
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mitigation measures that SCAG determined a lead agency can or should consider, as applicable and
feasible.” As such, two mitigation measures are studied in the SCPE, Impact NOISE-1 and Impact NOISE-
2. NOISE-1 presents 24 mitigation techniques that can be used to mitigate construction noise, while NOISE-
2 presents 6 mitigation techniques that can be used to mitigate construction vibration.

The EIR, however, does not study operational noise and vibration. None of the mitigation measures are
meant to mitigate noise or vibration from these sources. As a result, operational noise and vibration are not
studied in either the EIR or the SCPE. A more thorough EIR should be conducted to make sure that this
project does not create significant noise and vibration impacts to nearby receptors. See Section 3 for a
breakdown of potential operational noise issues.

Response to Comment No. 11

Regarding the analysis of noise and vibration impacts of the Project in the SCPE, the commentator is
referred to Response to Comment No 4. Regarding the programmatic scope of analysis of the SCAG 2020-
2045 RTP/SCS Program EIR, the commentator is referred to Response to Comment No. 5. Regarding the
Project’s incorporation of noise and vibration mitigation identified by PMM NOISE-1 and PMM NOISE-2, the
commentator is referred to Response to Comment No. 3. No additional CEQA review of the Project is
required.

Comment No. 12

2. Baseline Noise Level characterizations are Incomplete

PMM NOISE-1 states “The Project shall prohibit any amplified noises, especially those from outdoor
sources, from exceeding the ambient noise levels of adjacent properties by more than 5 dBA, pursuant to
LAMC Section 112.01. Any amplified noises would also be prohibited from being audible at any distance
greater than 150 feet from the Project’s property line” Without noise measurements, it would be impossible
to identify what measures would be necessary to achieve this requirement and whether such measures
would be feasible. Reasonable worse-case construction scenarios may not be able to stay 5 dBA within the
ambient at the adjacent property that borders the site directly to the south. An example of an operational
noise impact is presented in Section 3. The document needs at least to commit to a requirement that an
acoustical report addressing noise sources should be submitted for review and approval during the
permitting phase. Or, if the analysis is performed using a design goal, there should be a plan explicitly stating
monitoring and reporting.

Response to Comment No. 12

The Project includes development of residential uses and neighborhood-serving retail, uses that do not
generate significant operational noise levels, including amplified noise. Regarding noise monitoring, as
discussed in Response to Comment No. 3, the Project will incorporate PMM NOISE-1, including its
components pertaining to the monitoring the effectiveness of implemented noise reduction measures, as
well as the regulatory requirements of LAMC Section 112.01. The commentator is also referred to Response
to Comment No. 4 regarding the Project’'s compliance with all statutory criteria for utilization of a SCPE.
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Regarding the preparation of a noise and vibration impact analysis for the Project, the commentator is
referred to Response to Comment No. 4. The SCPE itself and these responses to comments demonstrate
that the Project complies with all the required SCPE criteria.

Comment No. 14

Conclusions

There are several errors and omissions in the SCPE noise analysis. Correcting these would potentially
identify several significant impacts which require mitigation. Please feel free to contact me with any
guestions on this information.

Response to Comment No. 14

Regarding a noise analysis being prepared for the Project's SCPE, the commentator is referred to Response
to Comment No. 4. Regarding noise mitigation measures, the commentator is referred to Response to
Comment No. 3.

Comment No. 15

Indoor Air Quality Impacts

Indoor air quality (IAQ) directly impacts the comfort and health of building occupants, and the achievement
of acceptable IAQ in newly constructed and renovated buildings is a well-recognized design objective. For
example, IAQ is addressed by major high performance building rating systems and building codes (California
Building Standards Commission, 2014; USGBC, 2014). Indoor air quality in homes is particularly important
because occupants, on average, spend approximately ninety percent of their time indoors with the majority
of this time spent at home (EPA, 2011). Some segments of the population that are most susceptible to the
effects of poor IAQ, such as the very young and the elderly, occupy their homes almost continuously.
Additionally, an increasing number of adults are working from home at least some of the time during the
workweek. Indoor air quality also is a serious concern for workers in hotels, offices and other business
establishments.

The concentrations of many air pollutants often are elevated in homes and other buildings relative to outdoor
air because many of the materials and products used indoors contain and release a variety of pollutants to
air (Hodgson et al., 2002; Offermann and Hodgson, 2011). With respect to indoor air contaminants for which
inhalation is the primary route of exposure, the critical design and construction parameters are the provision
of adequate ventilation and the reduction of indoor sources of the contaminants.

Indoor Formaldehyde Concentrations Impact. In the California New Home Study (CNHS) of 108 new
homes in California (Offermann, 2009), 25 air contaminants were measured, and formaldehyde was
identified as the indoor air contaminant with the highest cancer risk as determined by the California
Proposition 65 Safe Harbor Levels (OEHHA, 2017a), No Significant Risk Levels (NSRL) for carcinogens.
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The NSRL is the daily intake level calculated to result in one excess case of cancer in an exposed population
of 100,000 (i.e., ten in one million cancer risk) and for formaldehyde is 40 pg/day. The NSRL concentration
of formaldehyde that represents a daily dose of 40 pg is 2 pg/m?®, assuming a continuous 24-hour exposure,
a total daily inhaled air volume of 20 m*, and 100% absorption by the respiratory system. All of the CNHS
homes exceeded this NSRL concentration of 2 ug/m®. The median indoor formaldehyde concentration was
36 pg/m®, and ranged from 4.8 to 136 pg/m?®, which corresponds to a median exceedance of the 2 pg/m?®
NSRL concentration of 18 and a range of 2.3 to 68.

Therefore, the cancer risk of a resident living in a California home with the median indoor formaldehyde
concentration of 36 pg/m?®, is 180 per million as a result of formaldehyde alone. The CEQA significance
threshold for airborne cancer risk is 10 per million, as established by the South Coast Air Quality
Management District (SCAQMD, 2015).

Besides being a human carcinogen, formaldehyde is also a potent eye and respiratory irritant. In the CNHS,
many homes exceeded the non-cancer reference exposure levels (RELs) prescribed by California Office of
Environmental Health Hazard Assessment (OEHHA, 2017b). The percentage of homes exceeding the RELs
ranged from 98% for the Chronic REL of 9 pg/m? to 28% for the Acute REL of 55 pg/m?.

The primary source of formaldehyde indoors is composite wood products manufactured with urea-
formaldehyde resins, such as plywood, medium density fiberboard, and particleboard. These materials are
commonly used in building construction for flooring, cabinetry, baseboards, window shades, interior doors,
and window and door trims.

In January 2009, the California Air Resources Board (CARB) adopted an airborne toxics control measure
(ATCM) to reduce formaldehyde emissions from composite wood products, including hardwood plywood,
particleboard, medium density fiberboard, and also furniture and other finished products made with these
wood products (California Air Resources Board 2009). While this formaldehyde ATCM has resulted in
reduced emissions from composite wood products sold in California, they do not preclude that homes built
with composite wood products meeting the CARB ATCM will have indoor formaldehyde concentrations
below cancer and non-cancer exposure guidelines.

A follow up study to the California New Home Study (CNHS) was conducted in 2016-2018 (Singer et. al.,
2019), and found that the median indoor formaldehyde in new homes built after 2009 with CARB Phase 2
Formaldehyde ATCM materials had lower indoor formaldehyde concentrations, with a median indoor
concentrations of 22.4 pg/m? (18.2 ppb) as compared to a median of 36 pug/m® found in the 2007 CNHS.
Unlike in the CNHS study where formaldehyde concentrations were measured with pumped DNPH
samplers, the formaldehyde concentrations in the HENGH study were measured with passive samplers,
which were estimated to under-measure the true indoor formaldehyde concentrations by approximately
7.5%. Applying this correction to the HENGH indoor formaldehyde concentrations results in a median indoor
concentration of 24.1 pg/m?, which is 33% lower than the 36 pg/m? found in the 2007 CNHS.

Thus, while new homes built after the 2009 CARB formaldehyde ATCM have a 33% lower median indoor
formaldehyde concentration and cancer risk, the median lifetime cancer risk is still 120 per million for homes
built with CARB compliant composite wood products. This median lifetime cancer risk is more than 12 times
the OEHHA 10 in a million cancer risk threshold (OEHHA, 2017a).
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With respect to the 905 Beacon Avenue Project, Los Angeles, CA the buildings consist of residential and
commercial spaces.

The residential occupants will potentially have continuous exposure (e.g. 24 hours per day, 52 weeks per
year). These exposures are anticipated to result in significant cancer risks resulting from exposures to
formaldehyde released by the building materials and furnishing commonly found in residential construction.

Because these residences will be constructed with CARB Phase 2 Formaldehyde ATCM materials, and be
ventilated with the minimum code required amount of outdoor air, the indoor residential formaldehyde
concentrations are likely similar to those concentrations observed in residences built with CARB Phase 2
Formaldehyde ATCM materials, which is a median of 24.1 ug/m? (Singer et. al., 2020).

Assuming that the residential occupants inhale 20 m*® of air per day, the average 70-year lifetime
formaldehyde daily dose is 482 pg/day for continuous exposure in the residences. This exposure represents
a cancer risk of 120 per million, which is more than 12 times the CEQA cancer risk of 10 per million. For
occupants that do not have continuous exposure, the cancer risk will be proportionally less but still
substantially over the CEQA cancer risk of 10 per million (e.g. for 12/hour/day occupancy, more than 6 times
the CEQA cancer risk of 10 per million).

The employees of the commercial spaces are expected to experience significant indoor exposures (e.g., 40
hours per week, 50 weeks per year). These exposures for employees are anticipated to result in significant
cancer risks resulting from exposures to formaldehyde released by the building materials and furnishing
commonly found in offices, warehouses, residences and hotels.

Because the commercial spaces will be constructed with CARB Phase 2 Formaldehyde ATCM materials,
and be ventilated with the minimum code required amount of outdoor air, the indoor formaldehyde
concentrations are likely similar to those concentrations observed in residences built with CARB Phase 2
Formaldehyde ATCM materials, which is a median of 24.1 ug/m? (Singer et. al., 2020)

Assuming that the employees of commercial spaces work 8 hours per day and inhale 20 m® of air per day,
the formaldehyde dose per work-day at the offices is 161 pg/day.

Assuming that these employees work 5 days per week and 50 weeks per year for 45 years (start at age 20
and retire at age 65) the average 70-year lifetime formaldehyde daily dose is 70.9 pg/day.

This is 1.77 times the NSRL (OEHHA, 2017a) of 40 pg/day and represents a cancer risk of 17.7 per million,
which exceeds the CEQA cancer risk of 10 per million. This impact should be analyzed in an environmental
impact report (“EIR”), and the agency should impose all feasible mitigation measures to reduce this impact.
Several feasible mitigation measures are discussed below and these and other measures should be
analyzed in an EIR.

In addition, we note that the average outdoor air concentration of formaldehyde in California is 3 ppb, or 3.7
ug/m?®, (California Air Resources Board, 2004), and thus represents an average pre-existing background
airborne cancer risk of 1.85 per million. Thus, the indoor air formaldehyde exposures describe above
exacerbate this pre-existing risk resulting from outdoor air formaldehyde exposures.
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Additionally, the Project site is located in an area with high vehicle traffic. The SCAQMD’s Multiple Air Toxics
Exposure Study ("MATES V”) identifies an existing cancer risk at the site of 730 per million due to the site’s
elevated ambient air contaminant concentrations, which are due to the area’s high levels of vehicle traffic.
These impacts would further exacerbate the pre-existing cancer risk to residents, which result from exposure
to formaldehyde in both indoor and outdoor air.

Appendix A, Indoor Formaldehyde Concentrations and the CARB Formaldehyde ATCM, provides analyses
that show utilization of CARB Phase 2 Formaldehyde ATCM materials will not ensure acceptable cancer
risks with respect to formaldehyde emissions from composite wood products.

Even composite wood products manufactured with CARB certified ultra low emitting formaldehyde (ULEF)
resins do not insure that the indoor air will have concentrations of formaldehyde the meet the OEHHA cancer
risks that substantially exceed 10 per million. The permissible emission rates for ULEF composite wood
products are only 11-15% lower than the CARB Phase 2 emission rates. Only use of composite wood
products made with no-added formaldehyde resins (NAF), such as resins made from soy, polyvinyl acetate,
or methylene diisocyanate can insure that the OEHHA cancer risk of 10 per million is met.

The following describes a method that should be used, prior to construction in the environmental review
under CEQA, for determining whether the indoor concentrations resulting from the formaldehyde emissions
of specific building materials/furnishings selected exceed cancer and non-cancer guidelines. Such a design
analyses can be used to identify those materials/furnishings prior to the completion of the City’s CEQA
review and project approval, that have formaldehyde emission rates that contribute to indoor concentrations
that exceed cancer and non-cancer guidelines, so that alternative lower emitting materials/furnishings may
be selected and/or higher minimum outdoor air ventilation rates can be increased to achieve acceptable
indoor concentrations and incorporated as mitigation measures for this project.

Pre-Construction Building Material/Furnishing Formaldehyde Emissions Assessment

This formaldehyde emissions assessment should be used in the environmental review under CEQA to
assess the indoor formaldehyde concentrations from the proposed loading of building materials/furnishings,
the area-specific formaldehyde emission rate data for building materials/furnishings, and the design
minimum outdoor air ventilation rates. This assessment allows the applicant (and the City) to determine,
before the conclusion of the environmental review process and the building materials/furnishings are
specified, purchased, and installed, if the total chemical emissions will exceed cancer and non-cancer
guidelines, and if so, allow for changes in the selection of specific material/furnishings and/or the design
minimum outdoor air ventilations rates such that cancer and non-cancer guidelines are not exceeded.

1.)_Define Indoor Air Quality Zones. Divide the building into separate indoor air quality zones, (IAQ Zones).
IAQ Zones are defined as areas of well-mixed air. Thus, each ventilation system with recirculating air is
considered a single zone, and each room or group of rooms where air is not recirculated (e.g. 100% outdoor
air) is considered a separate zone. For IAQ Zones with the same construction material/furnishings and
design minimum outdoor air ventilation rates. (e.g. hotel rooms, apartments, condominiums, etc.) the
formaldehyde emission rates need only be assessed for a single IAQ Zone of that type.

2.) Calculate Material/Furnishing Loading. For each IAQ Zone, determine the building material and
furnishing loadings (e.g., m? of material/m? floor area, units of furnishings/m? floor area) from an inventory

Page 15



of all potential indoor formaldehyde sources, including flooring, ceiling tiles, furnishings, finishes, insulation,
sealants, adhesives, and any products constructed with composite wood products containing urea-
formaldehyde resins (e.g., plywood, medium density fiberboard, particleboard).

3.) Calculate the Formaldehyde Emission Rate. For each building material, calculate the formaldehyde
emission rate (ug/h) from the product of the area-specific formaldehyde emission rate (ug/m>h) and the
area (m?) of material in the IAQ Zone, and from each furnishing (e.g. chairs, desks, etc.) from the unit-
specific formaldehyde emission rate (pug/unit-h) and the number of units in the IAQ Zone.

NOTE: As a result of the high-performance building rating systems and building codes (California Building
Standards Commission, 2014; USGBC, 2014), most manufacturers of building materials furnishings sold in
the United States conduct chemical emission rate tests using the California Department of Health “Standard
Method for the Testing and Evaluation of Volatile Organic Chemical Emissions for Indoor Sources Using
Environmental Chambers,” (CDPH, 2017), or other equivalent chemical emission rate testing methods.
Most manufacturers of building furnishings sold in the United States conduct chemical emission rate tests
using ANSI/BIFMA M7.1 Standard Test Method for Determining VOC Emissions (BIFMA, 2018), or other
equivalent chemical emission rate testing methods.

CDPH, BIFMA, and other chemical emission rate testing programs, typically certify that a material or
furnishing does not create indoor chemical concentrations in excess of the maximum concentrations
permitted by their certification. For instance, the CDPH emission rate testing requires that the measured
emission rates when input into an office, school, or residential model do not exceed one-half of the OEHHA
Chronic Exposure Guidelines (OEHHA, 2017b) for the 35 specific VOCs, including formaldehyde, listed in
Table 4-1 of the CDPH test method (CDPH, 2017). These certifications themselves do not provide the actual
area-specific formaldehyde emission rate (i.e., pyg/m2-h) of the product, but rather provide data that the
formaldehyde emission rates do not exceed the maximum rate allowed for the certification. Thus, for
example, the data for a certification of a specific type of flooring may be used to calculate that the area-
specific emission rate of formaldehyde is less than 31 pg/m?-h, but not the actual measured specific emission
rate, which may be 3, 18, or 30 pg/m?-h. These area-specific emission rates determined from the product
certifications of CDPH, BIFA, and other certification programs can be used as an initial estimate of the
formaldehyde emission rate.

If the actual area-specific emission rates of a building material or furnishing is needed (i.e. the initial emission
rates estimates from the product certifications are higher than desired), then that data can be acquired by
requesting from the manufacturer the complete chemical emission rate test report. For instance if the
complete CDPH emission test report is requested for a CDHP certified product, that report will provide the
actual area-specific emission rates for not only the 35 specific VOCs, including formaldehyde, listed in Table
4-1 of the CDPH test method (CDPH, 2017), but also all of the cancer and reproductive/developmental
chemicals listed in the California Proposition 65 Safe Harbor Levels (OEHHA, 2017a), all of the toxic air
contaminants (TACs) in the California Air Resources Board Toxic Air Contamination List (CARB, 2011), and
the 10 chemicals with the greatest emission rates.

Alternatively, a sample of the building material or furnishing can be submitted to a chemical emission rate
testing laboratory, such as Berkeley Analytical Laboratory (https://berkeleyanalytical.com), to measure the
formaldehyde emission rate.
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Further, we are not asking that the builder “speculate” on what and how much composite materials be used,
but rather at the design stage to select composite wood materials based on the formaldehyde emission rates
that manufacturers routinely conduct using the California Department of Health “Standard Method for the
Testing and Evaluation of Volatile Organic Chemical Emissions for Indoor Sources Using Environmental
Chambers,” (CDPH, 2017), and use the procedure described earlier above (i.e. Pre-Construction Building
Material/Furnishing Formaldehyde Emissions Assessment) to insure that the materials selected achieve
acceptable cancer risks from material off gassing of formaldehyde.

Outdoor Air Ventilation Impact. Another important finding of the CNHS, was that the outdoor air ventilation
rates in the homes were very low. Outdoor air ventilation is a very important factor influencing the indoor
concentrations of air contaminants, as it is the primary removal mechanism of all indoor air generated
contaminants. Lower outdoor air exchange rates cause indoor generated air contaminants to accumulate to
higher indoor air concentrations. Many homeowners rarely open their windows or doors for ventilation as a
result of their concerns for security/safety, noise, dust, and odor concerns (Price, 2007). In the CNHS field
study, 32% of the homes did not use their windows during the 24-hour Test Day, and 15% of the homes did
not use their windows during the entire preceding week. Most of the homes with no window usage were
homes in the winter field session. Thus, a substantial percentage of homeowners never open their windows,
especially in the winter season. The median 24-hour measurement was 0.26 air changes per hour (ach),
with a range of 0.09 ach to 5.3 ach. A total of 67% of the homes had outdoor air exchange rates below the
minimum California Building Code (2001) requirement of 0.35 ach. Thus, the relatively tight envelope
construction, combined with the fact that many people never open their windows for ventilation, results in
homes with low outdoor air exchange rates and higher indoor air contaminant concentrations.

According to the Sustainable Communities Project Exemption — 905 Beacon Avenue Project (CAJA
Environmental Services, 2022) the Project is close to roads with moderate to high traffic (e.g., Beacon
Avenue, West Olympic Avenue, James M. Wood Boulevard, South Burlington Avenue, etc.).

As a result of the high outdoor traffic noise levels, the current project will require a mechanical supply of
outdoor air ventilation to allow for a habitable interior environment with closed windows and doors. Such a
ventilation system would allow windows and doors to be kept closed at the occupant’s discretion to control
exterior noise within building interiors.

Response to Comment No. 15

It should be noted at the outset that the alleged impact of formaldehyde on the future residents of the Project
is not relevant to CEQA. The Supreme Court’s holding in California Building Industry Ass’n v. Bay Area Air
Quality Mgmt. Dist. (2015) 62 Cal.4th 369, 386 found that CEQA does not require a project to evaluate the
impact of the existing environment on future residents of the Project, unless the Project exacerbates the
impact. There is no evidence that there is an existing formaldehyde issue at the Project site or that the
Project could result in any exacerbation of any such issue.

Second, an analysis of the Project’s air quality impacts is not a requirement for a SCPE. As discussed in
Response to Comment No. 4, all of the requirements for qualifying for a SCPE are outlined in Section 2
(Sustainable Communities Strategy Criteria) of the SCPE. As shown there, an air quality impact analysis is
not listed as one of the requirements.
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Mr. Offermann claims that the Project would expose residents and commercial employees of the Project to
airborne cancer risks in excess of 10 per million due to formaldehyde emissions and that this would
constitute a significant impact. In his letter, Mr. Offermann introduces the correlation between indoor
formaldehyde concentrations and excess cancer cases by citing the results of the 2009 California New
Home Study (CNHS), which he authored. Though this introduction has limited relevance to the comment’s
claims regarding the Project’s alleged airborne cancer risk due to formaldehyde emissions, one statement
merits a brief clarifying discussion. Mr. Offermann notes that in his CNHS study of “108 new homes in
California,” the median indoor formaldehyde concentration was 36 pyg/m®. “Therefore,” he claims, “the cancer
risk of a resident living in a California home with the median indoor formaldehyde concentration of 36 pg/m?,
is 180 per million as a result of formaldehyde alone.” The wording of this statement comes close to
suggesting that the median indoor formaldehyde concentration of a California home is 36 pg/m®. Whether
this is the intended meaning or not, such a conclusion would not be supported by the results of Mr.
Offermann’s CNHS study, which was limited to single-family homes that were built between 2002 and 2004.
The study itself refrains from inferring such a broad conclusion, and there is no evidence that such a narrowly
tailored selection of study homes — specifically, detached single-family homes constructed over a three-year
period nearly 20 years ago — should be broadly representative of statewide conditions.

Mr. Offermann then engages in a series of inaccurate statements and unfounded speculation in his process
of surmising the Project’s future indoor formaldehyde concentration and the risk it may pose to future Project
residents and employees. In this process, Mr. Offermann relies heavily on a 2020 paper by Singer et al.?
that presents the methods and results of the Healthy Efficient New Gas Home (HENGH) study. Mr.
Offermann is also credited as a co-author to this paper. The discussion below explains why each step in Mr.
Offermann’s process is variously misguided, erroneous, or unsupported by fact.

Mr. Offermann begins by mischaracterizing critical details of the HENGH study, inaccurately stating that the
study “found that median indoor formaldehyde in new homes built after 2009 with CARB Phase 2
Formaldehyde ATCM materials had...median indoor concentrations of 22.4 pug/m® (18.2 ppb).” This is
incorrect: though the study did find that its 70 sample homes had a median indoor formaldehyde
concentration of 18.2 ppb, the study offers no evidence, nor does it explicitly express or infer, that sampled
homes were built with CARB Phase 2 ATCM materials. The HENGH study assessed 70 sample homes that
were built between 2011 and 2017, but the final Phase 2 ATCM rules did not go into effect until January
2014. Thus, not all sampled homes were built after the final Phase 2 ATCM rules went into effect, and it is
possible that some homes built after January 2014 were constructed of materials that were purchased prior
to this deadline. Therefore, contrary to Mr. Offermann’s statement, the HENGH study does not establish —
nor could it establish — that median indoor formaldehyde concentrations in new homes built with CARB
Phase 2 ATCM materials are 22.4 pg/m® or 18.2 ppb.

Next, Mr. Offermann further embellishes the results of the HENGH study by applying what he terms is a
“correction” to the study’s 22.4 ug/m? (18.2 ppb) median indoor formaldehyde concentration finding, thereby
resulting in a “true” median indoor formaldehyde concentration of 24.1 ug/m®. He states that “formaldehyde
concentrations in the HENGH study were measured with passive samplers, which were estimated to under-
measure the true indoor formaldehyde concentrations by approximately 7.5%.” In the paper by Singer et al.
that is cited by Mr. Offermann, the authors note that Offermann (this commenter) and Hodgson “have shown

2 Singer, B.C., Chan, W.R., Kim, Y., Offermann, F.J., and Walker |.S. 2020. Indoor Air Quality in California Homes with
Code-Required Mechanical Ventilation. Indoor Air, Vol 30, Issue 5, 885-899.
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guidance offered by OEHHA regarding “fraction of time at home” or FAH.? By ignoring this guidance, Mr.
Offermann’s continuous exposure assumptions for residential occupants are not tenable.

Mr. Offermann then launches a flurry of speculation, claiming that because the Project “will be constructed
with CARB Phase 2 Formaldehyde ATCM materials, and be ventilated with the minimum code required
amount of outdoor air, the indoor residential formaldehyde concentrations are likely similar to those
concentrations observed in residences built with CARB Phase 2 Formaldehyde ATCM materials, which is a
median of 24.1 yg/m®.” Mr. Offerman cites the paper by Singer et al. in support of this statement. As
explained earlier, Singer et al. concedes a lack of evidence surrounding whether low air velocities were ever
a factor during the HENGH study’s passive sampling of indoor formaldehyde levels, and the paper’s
published findings report a 18.2 ppb figure which correlates with Mr. Offermann’s non-“corrected” 22.4 ug/m®
figure. The application of a 7.5% “correction” that correlates with Mr. Offermann’s 24.1 pug/m? figure is not
evident in the paper by Singer et al., and Mr. Offermann’s citation referencing Singer et al. is therefore
questionable. Furthermore, and as also explained earlier, the HENGH study addressed by Singer et al.
sampled homes that were constructed several years prior to the full rollout of CARB Phase 2 Formaldehyde
emission standards. Singer et al. neither explicitly states nor infers that sample homes were built with CARB
Phase 2 compliant materials, nor does it suggest that its formaldehyde findings should be interpreted in the
manner that Mr. Offermann has undertaken. Therefore, Mr. Offermann’s reasoning that the Project would
contain similar indoor residential formaldehyde concentrations as HENGH study sample homes is both
inaccurate and unfounded, and Mr. Offermann’s citation referencing Singer et al. in support of this reasoning
is once again questionable.

Mr. Offermann speculates further when he states that the Project’s indoor residential formaldehyde
concentrations would be “likely similar” to concentrations observed by the HENGH study because the Project
“will...be ventilated with the minimum code required amount of outdoor air.” Mr. Offermann demonstrates
no understanding of what the “minimum code required amount of outdoor air” would be for the Project, nor
does he support his claim that the Project's ventilation would be no greater than “minimum code”
requirements with any evidence. Moreover, Mr. Offermann demonstrates no understanding of what
ventilation the HENGH study sample homes achieved. He fails to substantiate why the Project — which
proposes a multi-family building with 145 dwelling units as well as ground-floor commercial uses — would
have any similarity in ventilation to the 70 detached single-family homes constructed between 2011 and
2017 that were sampled as part of the HENGH study, and he fails to establish why presumably similar
ventilation would even contribute to presumably similar indoor residential formaldehyde concentrations in
future Project dwelling units. Mr. Offermann’s analysis hinges entirely on the assumption that the Project’s
dwelling units would experience similar indoor formaldehyde concentrations as HENGH study sample
homes. But, as demonstrated, this assumption is wholly unsupported by fact.

There are additional aspects of the HENGH study that have not been considered by Mr. Offermann which
further diminish its comparative value to the Project, as well. First, the HENGH study sample homes were
occupied and therefore presumably furnished. This is a critical detail overlooked by Mr. Offermann.
Formaldehyde off-gassing occurs not just from composite wood products used in building construction, but
also from composite wood products used commonly in furniture construction. Tables, bedframes, dressers,

3 Note that the OEHHA’s recommended FAH value for adult receptors between 16 and 70 years of age is 0.73, or 73% of time
spent at home. See OEHHA, The Air Toxics Hot Spots Program Guidance Manual for Preparation of Health Risk
Assessments, February 2015.
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First, Mr. Offermann claims that residential occupants would inhale 20 cubic meters of air per day, yet cites
no evidence to substantiate this claim. According to the American Lung Association, the average person
inhales approximately 2,000 gallons of air per day or roughly 7.57 cubic meters per day.’

Second, Mr. Offermann cites no authority in support of his assumed “70-year lifetime” exposure duration. In
fact, his assumption of a “70-year lifetime” exposure duration contradicts the 30-year exposure duration that
is consistent with OEHHA recommendations for estimating individual cancer risks. This demonstrates, once
again, how Mr. Offermann has resorted to speculative assumptions that are unsupported by relevant
regulatory guidance.

Third, by assuming that a future Project resident would inhale 482 pg/day of formaldehyde for 70 years
(which, as explained, represents two sets of unsupported assumptions), Mr. Offermann overlooks the fact
that emissions of formaldehyde gas from composite wood products decrease over time. This is perhaps the
most serious deficiency in his analysis. The OEHHA’s Proposition 65 webpage for formaldehyde notes how
“the release of formaldehyde gas from composite wood decreases over time.” The U.S. Consumer Product
Safety Commission also notes that for formaldehyde sources, “emissions generally decrease as the product
ages.” CARB explains that “[flor products that are made with formaldehyde based resins or adhesives,
rapid off-gassing of formaldehyde occurs initially when the product is made, and over time the formaldehyde
emissions decrease.” The CDC’s Agency for Toxic Substances and Disease Registry (ATSDR) states that
“[m]ost formaldehyde is released from products within 2 years.” The CDC’s ATSDR raises a particularly
salient point because of the 70 homes that were sampled as part of the HENGH study, nearly 70% were 2
years or newer when sampled. This suggests that whatever these homes’ proportion of indoor formaldehyde
concentrations from building materials might have been, it would have been relatively elevated at the time
of the HENGH study due to the age of these homes.'® Over time, formaldehyde concentrations associated
with these homes’ building materials would be expected to attenuate. Mr. Offermann’s analysis runs contrary
to this understanding of formaldehyde emissions. Without accounting for the natural decay of formaldehyde
emissions over time, Mr. Offermann assumes that a resident’'s exposure to indoor formaldehyde
concentrations from the Project’'s composite wood building materials would be exactly the same whether it
is the first day or the 70" year of their occupancy — a clearly erroneous assumption.

With respect to the alleged impact to future employees of the Project’s commercial spaces, Mr. Offermann’s
claims and analysis fall short for similar reasons as those explained previously.

In summary, the following is a review of the various issues associated with Mr. Offermann’s claims and
analysis regarding alleged formaldehyde impacts to future Project residents and employees:

1. Contrary to statements made by Mr. Offermann, the HENGH study did not measure indoor
formaldehyde concentrations in new homes built only with CARB Phase 2 Formaldehyde ACTM

5 American Lung Association, How Your Lungs Get the Job Done, website: https.//www.lung.org/blog/how-your-lungs-work,
accessed July 2023.

6 OEHHA, Formaldehyde in Furniture Products. p65warnings.ca.gov/fact-sheets/formaldehyde-furniture-products. April 2016.

7 U.S. Consumer Product Safety Commission (CPSC), An Update on Formaldehyde. Publication 725. 2013.

8 CARB, Frequently Asked Questions for Consumers (Reducing Formaldehyde Emissions from Composite Wood Products).
Accessed January 3, 2022.

9 Agency for Toxic Substances and Disease Registry (ATSDR), Formaldehyde in Your Home: What You Need to Know.
atsdr.cdc.gov/formaldehyde/home/index.html. Accessed January 3, 2022.

0 As explained earlier, Singer et al. did not determine or speculate as to what proportion of its measured formaldehyde
concenirations were resultant from building materials only.

Page 23


https://www.lung.org/blog/how-your-lungs-work
p65warnings.ca.gov/fact-sheets/formaldehyde-furniture-products

materials, and the study does not establish what median indoor formaldehyde concentrations for
such homes might be.

Mr. Offermann’s 7.5% “correction” to the 22.4 pg/m® (18.2 ppb) median indoor formaldehyde
concentration finding by the HENGH study is unsupported by Singer et al., and Mr. Offermann’s
“corrected” figure is not evident anywhere in the paper by Singer et al.

Mr. Offermann assumes that future Project residents will spend every hour of every day in their
apartments, a clearly inaccurate assumption.

In making claims about the Project’s ventilation, Mr. Offermann demonstrates no understanding of
what the Project’s ventilation would be or what the HENGH sample homes’ ventilation was.
Additionally, he fails to substantiate why the Project — which proposes a multi-family building with
145 dwelling units — would have any similarity in ventilation to the 70 detached single-family homes
that were sampled as part of the HENGH study.

Mr. Offermann overlooks the fact that HENGH study sample homes were occupied and therefore
presumably furnished. The HENGH study did not determine or speculate what proportion of its
measured formaldehyde concentrations were resultant from building materials only. It also did not
determine or speculate what proportion of concentrations were due to consumer product use by
sample home occupants. By assigning the median formaldehyde concentrations measured by the
HENGH study to the Project, Mr. Offermann compels the Project to consider the impact of
formaldehyde emissions that are outside the scope of CEQA relevance (i.e., formaldehyde
emissions from the objects and actions of residents — not those that are directly generated by the
Project’s building materials).

. The HENGH study specifically instructed participants to not use windows and doors normally as they
might do for routine ventilation, a condition that limits the real-world applicability of the study’s
findings.

Mr. Offermann’s cancer risk projection for future Project residents relies on a “70-year lifetime”
exposure duration, a speculative assumption that is unsupported by existing regulatory guidance.

Mr. Offermann disregards the fact that emissions of formaldehyde gas from composite wood
products decrease over time.

Given these considerations, Mr. Offermann’s analysis offers no substantial evidence as to why the Project’s
formaldehyde emissions from CARB Phase 2 Formaldehyde ATCM building materials would be expected
to result in significant cancer risks to future Project residents and employees. Under Public Resources Code
Section 21082.2(c), “[a]Jrgument, speculation, unsubstantiated opinion or narrative, evidence which is clearly
inaccurate or erroneous, or evidence of social or economic impacts which do not contribute to, or are not
caused by, physical impacts on the environment, is not substantial evidence. Substantial evidence shall
include facts, reasonable assumptions predicated upon facts, and expert opinion supported by facts.” Mr.
Offermann’s inferences from the HENGH study findings are not reasonable, and at times they directly
contradict the explicit admissions and published results of the study itself. Mr. Offermann’s assumptions are
also erroneous, and at times they directly contradict OEHHA guidance. Furthermore, Mr. Offermann’s
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conclusion that the Project would result in significant cancer risks and that CARB ATCM regulations “do not
assure healthful indoor air quality” directly contradict statements from numerous State and Federal agencies
regarding formaldehyde emissions, including CARB itself. CARB states that “[from a public health
standpoint, the CWP Regulation’s emission standards [i.e., the CARB ATCM] are set at low levels intended
to protect public health.” CARB reiterates this elsewhere, stating that “[tlhe Composite Wood Products
Regulation establishes emission standards at levels intended to protect public health.” The CDC adds that
“[flormaldehyde exposure from new products or new construction in the home would generally be much
lower and would last for less time than the exposures linked to cancer. We estimated the risk of cancer from
exposure to typical indoor air levels and it's low.”

Comment No. 16

PM?® Qutdoor Concentrations Impact. An additional impact of the nearby motor vehicle traffic associated
with this project, are the outdoor concentrations of PM>®. According to the Sustainable Communities Project
Exemption — 8905 Beacon Avenue Project (CAJA Environmental Services, 2022) the Project is located in the
South Coast Air Basin, which is a State and Federal non-attainment area for PM>*.

Additionally, the SCAQMD’s MATES V study cites an existing cancer risk of 760 per million at the Project
site due to the site’s high concentration of ambient air contaminants resulting from the area’s high levels of
motor vehicle traffic.

An air quality analyses should to be conducted to determine the concentrations of PM2.5 in the outdoor and
indoor air that people inhale each day. This air quality analyses needs to consider the cumulative impacts
of the project related emissions, existing and projected future emissions from local PM2.5 sources (e.g.
stationary sources, motor vehicles, and airport traffic) upon the outdoor air concentrations at the Project site.
If the outdoor concentrations are determined to exceed the California and National annual average PM2.5
exceedence concentration of 12 pg/m3, or the National 24-hour average exceedence concentration of 35
pg/m3, then the buildings need to have a mechanical supply of outdoor air that has air filtration with sufficient
removal efficiency, such that the indoor concentrations of outdoor PM2.5 particles is less than the California
and National PM2.5 annual and 24-hour standards.

It is my experience that based on the projected high traffic noise levels, the annual average concentration
of PM2.5 will exceed the California and National PM2.5 annual and 24-hour standards and warrant
installation of high efficiency air filters (i.e. MERV 13 or higher) in all mechanically supplied outdoor air
ventilation systems.

Response to Comment No. 16

Mr. Offermann states that “An air quality analyses should be conducted to determine the concentrations of
PM: s in the outdoor and indoor air that people inhale each day.” Mr. Offermann should note that as stated
in Response to Comment Nos. 4 and 15, preparation of an air quality analysis is not a requirement for a
SCPE.
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Further, the effect of PM2s is also not relevant based on California Building Industry Ass’n v. Bay Area Air
Quality Mgmt. Dist. (2015) 62 Cal.4th 369, 386. CEQA does not require a project to evaluate the impact of
the existing environment on future residents of the Project, unless the Project exacerbates the impact. The
commentator presents no evidence that there is an existing PM2s issue at the Project site, and the
commentator’s speculation regarding PM: 5 levels is irrelevant to the legitimacy of the SCPE.

Comment No. 17

Indoor Air Quality Impact Mitigation Measures
The following are recommended mitigation measures to minimize the impacts upon indoor quality:

Indoor Formaldehyde Concentrations Mitigation. Use only composite wood materials (e.g. hardwood
plywood, medium density fiberboard, particleboard) for all interior finish systems that are made with CARB
approved no-added formaldehyde (NAF) resins (CARB, 2009). CARB Phase 2 certified composite wood
products, or ultra-low emitting formaldehyde (ULEF) resins, do not insure indoor formaldehyde
concentrations that are below the CEQA cancer risk of 10 per million. Only composite wood products
manufactured with CARB approved no-added formaldehyde (NAF) resins, such as resins made from soy,
polyvinyl acetate, or methylene diisocyanate can insure that the OEHHA cancer risk of 10 per million is met.

Alternatively, conduct the previously described Pre-Construction Building Material/Furnishing Chemical
Emissions Assessment, to determine that the combination of formaldehyde emissions from building
materials and furnishings do not create indoor formaldehyde concentrations that exceed the CEQA cancer
and non-cancer health risks.

It is important to note that we are not asking that the builder “speculate” on what and how much composite
materials be used, but rather at the design stage to select composite wood materials based on the
formaldehyde emission rates that manufacturers routinely conduct using the California Department of Health
“Standard Method for the Testing and Evaluation of Volatile Organic Chemical Emissions for Indoor Sources
Using Environmental Chambers”, (CDPH, 2017), and use the procedure described above (i.e. Pre-
Construction Building Material/Furnishing Formaldehyde Emissions Assessment) to insure that the
materials selected achieve acceptable cancer risks from material off gassing of formaldehyde.

Outdoor Air Ventilation Mitigation. Provide each habitable room with a continuous mechanical supply of
outdoor air that meets or exceeds the California 2016 Building Energy Efficiency Standards (California
Energy Commission, 2015) requirements of the greater of 15 cfm/occupant or 0.15 cfm/ft® of floor area.
Following installation of the system conduct testing and balancing to insure that required amount of outdoor
air is entering each habitable room and provide a written report documenting the outdoor airflow rates. Do
not use exhaust only mechanical outdoor air systems, use only balanced outdoor air supply and exhaust
systems or outdoor air supply only systems. Provide a manual for the occupants or maintenance personnel,
that describes the purpose of the mechanical outdoor air system and the operation and maintenance
requirements of the system.
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PM?*° Outdoor Air Concentration Mitigation. Install air filtration with sufficient PM*® removal efficiency (e.g.
MERYV 13 or higher) to filter the outdoor air entering the mechanical outdoor air supply systems, such that
the indoor concentrations of outdoor PM?® particles are less than the California and National PM?® annual
and 24-hour standards. Install the air filters in the system such that they are accessible for replacement by
the occupants or maintenance personnel. Include in the mechanical outdoor air ventilation system manual
instructions on how to replace the air filters and the estimated frequency of replacement.

Response to Comment No. 19

Regarding the specific mitigation suggested by Comment No. 19, a SCPE is only required to incorporate
“Any applicable mitigation measures or performance standards or criteria set forth in the prior environmental
impact reports, and adopted in findings.”. As noted in Table G-1 (Applicability of 2020-2045 RTP/SCS Final
EIR Mitigation Measures) in Appendix G of the October 2022 SCPE, the City determined that the Project
would comply with multiple existing air quality-related regulations that are equal to or more effective than
the relevant components of Mitigation Measure PMM AQ-1. While the October 2022 SCPE’s findings fully
support this determination, the July 2023 SCPE clarifies that the Project incorporates all components of
Mitigation Measure PMM AQ-1. Therefore, through incorporation of PMM AQ-1 as well as the Project’s
compliance with all applicable regulatory requirements pertaining to air quality and local emissions, the
Project will continue to meet all applicable statutory criteria for utilization of a SCPE.
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Response to Southwest Mountain States Regional Council of Carpenters (Carpenters) Letter dated
June 6, 2023

Comment No. 1
Dear City of Los Angeles Planning and Land Use Committee,

On behalf of the Southwest Mountain States Regional Council of Carpenters (“The Carpenters” or
“‘SWMSRCC”), my Office is submitting these comments regarding the 905-923 Beacon Ave. project
(“Project”).

The Project proposes demolition and removal of an existing surface parking lot from the Project Site and
development of the site with a seven-story, 119,508- square-foot mixed-use building, which would include
145 multi-family residential dwelling units and up to 2,000 square feet of neighborhood-serving commercial
uses.

SWMSRCC is a labor union representing 50,000 union carpenters in six states, including California, and
has a strong interest in well ordered land use planning and addressing the environmental impacts of
development projects. Individual members of the Southwest Carpenters live, work and recreate in the City
and surrounding communities and would be directly affected by the Project’s environmental impacts.

SWMSRCC expressly reserves the right to supplement these comments at or prior to hearings on the
Project, and at any later hearings and proceedings related to this Project. Cal. Gov. Code § 65009(b); Cal.
Pub. Res. Code § 21177(a); Bakersfield Citizens for Local Control v. Bakersfield (2004) 124 Cal. App. 4th
1184, 1199-1203; see Galante Vineyards v. Monterey Water Dist. (1997) 60 Cal. App. 4th 1109, 1121.

SWMSRCC incorporates by reference all comments raising issues regarding the Project’s environmental
review submitted prior to approval of the Project. Citizens for Clean Energy v. City of Woodland (2014) 225
Cal. App. 4th 173, 191 (finding that any party who has objected to the Project’s environmental documentation
may assert any issue timely raised by other parties).

SWMSRCC also requests that the City provide notice for any and all notices referring or related to the Project
issued under the California Environmental Quality Act (“CEQA”), Cal Public Resources Code (“PRC”) §
21000 et seq, and the California Planning and Zoning Law (“Planning and Zoning Law”), Cal. Gov't Code
§§ 65000—65010. California Public Resources Code Sections 21092.2, and 21167(f) and Government Code
Section 65092 require agencies to mail such notices to any person who has filed a written request for them
with the clerk of the agency’s governing body.

Response to Comment No. 1

This comment includes statements about the commentator and is not a comment on the SCPE. The City
will provide CARPENTERS with all relevant notices for the Project.
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Comment No. 2

. THE CITY SHOULD REQUIRE THE USE OF A LOCAL WORKFORCE TO BENEFIT THE
COMMUNITY’S ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT AND ENVIRONMENT

As noted in our previous letters, the City should require the Project to be built using a local workers who
have graduated from a Joint Labor-Management Apprenticeship Program approved by the State of
California, have at least as many hours of on-the-job experience in the applicable craft which would be
required to graduate from such a state-approved apprenticeship training program, or who are registered
apprentices in a state-approved apprenticeship training program.

Community benefits such as local hire can also be helpful to reduce environmental impacts and improve the
positive economic impact of the Project. Local hire provisions requiring that a certain percentage of workers
reside within 10 miles or less of the Project site can reduce the length of vendor trips, reduce greenhouse
gas emissions, and provide localized economic benefits. As environmental consultants Matt Hagemann and
Paul E. Rosenfeld note:

[A]ny local hire requirement that results in a decreased worker trip length from the default value has the
potential to result in a reduction of construction-related GHG emissions, though the significance of the
reduction would vary based on the location and urbanization level of the project site.

March 8, 2021 SWAPE Letter to Mitchell M. Tsai re Local Hire Requirements and Considerations for
Greenhouse Gas Modeling.

Workforce requirements promote the development of skilled trades that yield sustainable economic
development. As the California Workforce Development Board and the University of California, Berkeley
Center for Labor Research and Education concluded:

[L]abor should be considered an investment rather than a cost—and investments in growing, diversifying,
and upskilling California’s workforce can positively affect returns on climate mitigation efforts. In other words,
well-trained workers are key to delivering emissions reductions and moving California closer to its climate
targets.’

Furthermore, workforce policies have significant environmental benefits given that they improve an area’s
jobs-housing balance, decreasing the amount and length of job commutes and the associated greenhouse
gas (“GHG”) emissions. In fact, on May 7, 2021, the South Coast Air Quality Management District found that
that the “[u]se of a local state-certified apprenticeship program” can result in air pollutant reductions.?

Locating jobs closer to residential areas can have significant environmental benefits. As the California
Planning Roundtable noted in 2008:

People who live and work in the same jurisdiction would be more likely to take transit, walk, or bicycle to
work than residents of less balanced communities and their vehicle trips would be shorter. Benefits would
include potential reductions in both vehicle miles traveled and vehicle hours traveled.®

Moreover, local hire mandates and skill-training are critical facets of a strategy to reduce vehicle miles
traveled (“VMT”). As planning experts Robert Cervero and Michael Duncan have noted, simply placing jobs
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near housing stock is insufficient to achieve VMT reductions given that the skill requirements of available
local jobs must match those held by local residents.* Some municipalities have even tied local hire and other
workforce policies to local development permits to address transportation issues. Cervero and Duncan note
that:

In nearly built-out Berkeley, CA, the approach to balancing jobs and housing is to create local jobs rather
than to develop new housing. The city’s First Source program encourages businesses to hire local residents,
especially for entry- and intermediate-level jobs, and sponsors vocational training to ensure residents are
employment-ready. While the program is voluntary, some 300 businesses have used it to date, placing more
than 3,000 city residents in local jobs since it was launched in 1986. When needed, these carrots are
matched by sticks, since the city is not shy about negotiating corporate participation in First Source as a
condition of approval for development permits.

Recently, the State of California verified its commitment towards workforce development through the
Affordable Housing and High Road Jobs Act of 2022, otherwise known as Assembly Bill No. 2011
(“AB2011”). AB2011 amended the Planning and Zoning Law to allow ministerial, by-right approval for
projects being built alongside commercial corridors that meet affordability and labor requirements.

The City should consider utilizing local workforce policies and requirements to benefit the local area
economically and to mitigate greenhouse gas, improve air quality, and reduce transportation impacts.

Response to Comment No. 2

The provision of community benefits is not a requirement of CEQA. Additionally, all of the statutory
requirements established by Public Resources Code Sections 21155 and 21155.1 for qualifying for a SCPE
are outlined in Section 2 (Sustainable Communities Strategy Criteria) of the SCPE. As shown there, the
Project is required to incorporate “...applicable mitigation measures or performance standards or criteria set
forth in the prior environmental impact reports, and adopted in findings...” Incorporation of other measures,
such as those presented by the commentator, is not necessary.

Comment No. 3

Il. THE CITY SHOULD IMPOSE TRAINING REQUIREMENTS FOR THE PROJECT’S CONSTRUCTION
ACTIVITIES TO PREVENT COMMUNITY SPREAD OF COVID-19 AND OTHER INFECTIOUS DISEASES

Construction work has been defined as a Lower to High-risk activity for COVID-19 spread by the
Occupations Safety and Health Administration. Recently, several construction sites have been identified as
sources of community spread of COVID-19.°

Southwest Mountain States Carpenters recommend that the City adopt additional requirements to mitigate
public health risks from the Project’s construction activities. SWMSRCC requests that the City require safe
on-site construction work practices as well as training and certification for any construction workers on the
Project Site.
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In particular, based upon Southwest Mountain States Carpenters’ experience with safe construction site
work practices, SWMSRCC recommends that the City require that while construction activities are being
conducted at the Project Site:

Construction Site Design:

e The Project Site will be limited to two controlled entry points.

o Entry points will have temperature screening technicians taking temperature readings when the entry
point is open.

o The Temperature Screening Site Plan shows details regarding access to the Project Site and Project
Site logistics for conducting temperature screening.

* A 48-hour advance notice will be provided to all trades prior to the first day of temperature screening.

o The perimeter fence directly adjacent to the entry points will be clearly marked indicating the
appropriate 6-foot social distancing position for when you approach the screening area. Please
reference the Apex temperature screening site map for additional details.

e There will be clear signage posted at the project site directing you through temperature screening.
¢ Provide hand washing stations throughout the construction site.

Testing Procedures:

e The temperature screening being used are non-contact devices.
o Temperature readings will not be recorded.

o Personnel will be screened upon entering the testing center and should only take 1-2 seconds per
individual.

 Hard hats, head coverings, sweat, dirt, sunscreen or any other cosmetics must be removed on the
forehead before temperature screening.

¢ Anyone who refuses to submit to a temperature screening or does not answer the health screening
questions will be refused access to the Project Site.

e Screening will be performed at both entrances from 5:30 am to 7:30 am.; main gate [ZONE 1] and
personnel gate [ZONE 2]

o After 7:30 am only the main gate entrance [ZONE 1] will continue to be used for temperature testing
for anybody gaining entry to the project site such as returning personnel, deliveries, and visitors.

o Ifthe digital thermometer displays a temperature reading above 100.0 degrees Fahrenheit, a second
reading will be taken to verify an accurate reading.

Page 31



o |f the second reading confirms an elevated temperature, DHS will instruct the individual that he/she
will not be allowed to enter the Project Site. DHS will also instruct the individual to promptly notify
his/her supervisor and his/her human resources (HR) representative and provide them with a copy
of Annex A.

Planning

* Require the development of an Infectious Disease Preparedness and Response Plan that will include
basic infection prevention measures (requiring the use of personal protection equipment), policies
and procedures for prompt identification and isolation of sick individuals, social distancing
(prohibiting gatherings of no more than 10 people including all-hands meetings and all-hands
lunches) communication and training and workplace controls that meet standards that may be
promulgated by the Center for Disease Control, Occupational Safety and Health Administration,
Cal/OSHA, California Department of Public Health or applicable local public health agencies.®

The United Brotherhood of Carpenters and Carpenters International Training Fund has developed COVID-
19 Training and Certification to ensure that Carpenter union members and apprentices conduct safe work
practices. The City should require that all construction workers undergo COVID-19 Training and Certification
before being allowed to conduct construction activities at the Project Site.

Southwest Mountain States Carpenters has also developed a rigorous Infection Control Risk Assessment
(“ICRA")} training program to ensure it delivers a workforce that understands how to identify and control
infection risks by implementing protocols to protect themselves and all others during renovation and
construction projects in healthcare environments.’

ICRA protocols are intended to contain pathogens, control airflow, and protect patients during the
construction, maintenance and renovation of healthcare facilities.

ICRA protocols prevent cross contamination, minimizing the risk of secondary infections in patients at
hospital facilities.

The City should require the Project to be built using a workforce trained in ICRA protocols.
Response to Comment No. 3

“Prevention of the spread of COVID-19 and other infectious diseases” is well outside the scope of CEQA.
Additionally, all of the statutory requirements established by Public Resources Code Sections 21155 and
21155.1 for qualifying for a SCPE are outlined in Section 2 (Sustainable Communities Strategy Criteria) of
the SCPE. Incorporation of other measures, such as those presented by the commentator, is not necessary.

Comment No. 4

lll. THE CITY SHOULD PREPARE AN ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT FOR THE PROJECT
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CEQA is a California statute designed to inform decision makers and the public about the potential,
significant environmental effects of a project. 14 California Code of Regulations (“CEQA Guidelines”) §
15002(a)(1).2 At its core, “[i]ts purpose is to inform the public and its responsible officials of the environmental
consequences of their decisions before they are made.” Citizens of Goleta Valley v. Board of Supervisors
(1990) 52 Cal. 3d 553, 564.

To achieve this purpose, CEQA mandates preparation of an Environmental Impact Report (“EIR”) for
projects so that the foreseeable impacts of pursuing the project can be understood and weighed.
Communities for a Better Environment v. Richmond (2010) 184 Cal. App. 4th 70, 80. The EIR requirement
“is the heart of CEQA.” CEQA Guidelines, § 15003(a).

A strong presumption in favor of requiring preparation of an EIR is built into CEQA. This presumption is
reflected in what is known as the "fair argument" standard, under which an agency must prepare an EIR
whenever substantial evidence in the record supports a fair argument that a project may have a significant
effect on the environment. Quail Botanical Gardens Found., Inc. v. City of Encinitas (1994) 29 Cal. App. 4th
1597, 1602; Friends of "B" St. v. City of Hayward (1980) 106 Cal. 3d 988, 1002.

The fair argument test stems from the statutory mandate that an EIR be prepared for any project that "may
have a significant effect on the environment." Public Resources Code (“PRC”) § 21151; No Qil, Inc. v. City
of Los Angeles (1974) 13 Cal. App. 3d 68, 75; Jensen v. City of Santa Rosa (2018) 23 Cal. App. 5th 877,
884. Under this test, if a proposed project is not exempt and may cause a significant effect on the
environment, the lead agency must prepare an EIR. PRC §§ 21100(a), 21151; CEQA Guidelines §
15064(a)(1), (f}(1). An EIR may be dispensed with only if the lead agency finds no substantial evidence in
the initial study or elsewhere in the record that the project may have a significant effect on the environment.
Parker Shattuck Neighbors v. Berkeley City Council (2013) 222 Cal. App. 4th 768, 785. In such a situation,
the agency must adopt a negative declaration. PRC § 21080(c)(1); CEQA Guidelines §§

15063(b)(2), 15064(f)(3).

"Significant effect upon the environment" is defined as "a substantial or potentially substantial adverse
change in the environment." PRC § 21068; CEQA Guidelines § 15382. A project "may" have a significant
effect on the environment if there is a

"reasonable probability" that it will result in a significant impact. No Oil, Inc. v. City of Los Angeles, 13 Cal.
3d at 83 fn. 16; Sundstrom v. County of Mendocino (1988) 202 Cal. App. 3d 296, 309. If any aspect of the
project may result in a significant impact on the environment, an EIR must be prepared even if the overall
effect of the project is beneficial. CEQA Guidelines § 15063(b)(1). See County Sanitation Dist. No. 2 v.
County of Kern (2005) 127 Cal. App. 4th 1544, 1580.

This standard sets a "low threshold" for preparation of an EIR. Consolidated Irrig. Dist. v. City of Selma
(2012) 204 Cal. App. 4th 187, 207; Nelson v. County of Kern (2010) 190 Cal. App. 4th 252; Pocket Protectors
v. City of Sacramento (2004) 124 Cal. App. 4th 903, 928; Bowman v. City of Berkeley (2004) 122 Cal. App.
4th 572, 580; Citizen Action to Serve All Students v. Thornley (1990) 222 Cal. App. 3d 748, 754; Sundstrom
v. County of Mendocino (1988) 202 Cal. App. 3d 296, 310. If substantial evidence in the record supports a
fair argument that the project may have a significant environmental effect, the lead agency must prepare an
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EIR even if other substantial evidence before it indicates the project will have no significant effect. See
Jensen v. City of Santa Rosa

(2018) 23 Cal. App. 5th 877, 886; Clews Land & Livestock v. City of San Diego (2017) 19 Cal. App. 5th 161,
183; Stanislaus Audubon Soc'y, Inc. v. County of Stanislaus (1995) 33 Cal. App. 4th 144, 150; Brentwood
Ass'n for No Drilling, Inc. v. City of Los Angeles (1982) 134 Cal. App. 3d 491; Friends of "B" St. v. City of
Hayward (1980) 106 Cal. App. 3d 988; CEQA Guidelines § 15064(f)(1).

As the Project does not qualify for the sustainable communities project exemption from CEQA as explained
below, the low threshold is met and the City must prepare an EIR for the Project.

Response to Comment No. 4

Regarding preparation of EIR for the Project and the Project’s qualification for a SCPE, the commenter does
not present any evidence, let alone substantial evidence, of potential significant impacts or any deficiency
in the Project’s SCPE. The commentator is referred to Responses to Comments No. 6 through No. 9. Based
on the information provided therein, the Project does qualify for a SCPE, and no additional CEQA review is
required.

Comment No. 5
IV. THE PROJECT IS NOT SUBJECT TO THE SUSTAINABLE COMMUNITIES PROJECT EXEMPTION

PRC Section 21155.1 provides that a project is statutorily exempt from CEQA if it qualifies as a transit priority
project and it:

1) Can be adequately served by existing utilities, and the transit priority project applicant has paid, or
has committed to pay, all applicable in-lieu or development fees;

2) Does not contain wetlands or riparian areas, does not have significant value as a wildlife habitat,
does not harm any species protected by the federal Endangered Species Act or Native Plant
Protection Act, and does not cause the destruction or removal of any species protected by a local
ordinance;

3) Is not included on any list of hazardous waste sites compiled pursuant to Section 65962.5 of the
Government Code;

4) Is subject to a preliminary endangerment assessment prepared by an environmental assessor to
determine the existence of any release of a hazardous substance on the site and to determine the
potential for exposure of future occupants to significant health hazards from any nearby property or
activity;

5) Does not have a significant effect on historical resources pursuant to Section 21084 .1;

Page 34



6) Is not a wildland fire hazard, does not have an unusually high risk of high risk of fire or explosion, is
not a landslide hazard, and does not have seismic risk as a result of being within a delineated
earthquake fault zone;

7} Is not located on developed open space;

8) Is 15 percent more energy efficient than required by Chapter 6 of Title 24 of the California Code of
Regulations and designed to achieve 25 percent less water usage than the average household use
in the region;

9) Is not more than eight acres in total area;

10) Does not contain more than 200 residential units;

11) Does not result in any net loss in the number of affordable housing units within the project area;
12) Does not include any single level building that exceeds 75,000 square feet;

13) Incorporates any applicable mitigation measures or performance standards or criteria set forth in a
prior environmental impact report and adopted in findings;

14) 1s determined not to conflict with nearby operating industrial uses;

15)Is located within one-half mile of a rail transit station or a ferry terminal included in a regional
transportation plan or within one-quarter mile of a high-quality transit corridor included in a regional
transportation plan; and

16) It meets one of the following three factors:

(i) At least 20 percent of the housing is sold to families of moderate income, or not less than 10
percent of the housing will be rented to families of low income, or not less than 5 percent of the
housing is rented to families of very low income and the project developer provides sufficient legal
commitments to the appropriate local agency to ensure the continued availability and use of the
housing units for very low, low-, and moderate-income households at monthly housing costs with an
affordable housing cost or affordable rent, for the period required by the applicable financing;

(ii) The developer has paid or will pay in-lieu fees pursuant to a local ordinance in an amount
sufficient to result in the development of an equivalent number of units that would otherwise be
required; or

(iii) It provides public open space equal to or greater than five acres per 1,000 residents of the
project.

Here, the Project fails to satisfy all these requirements and therefore is not eligible for the Sustainable
Communities Project Exemption (“SCPE”).

Response to Comment No. 5
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Regarding Project’s qualification for a SCPE, the commentator is referred to Responses to Comments No.
6 through No. 9. Based on the information provided therein, the Project does qualify for a SCPE, and no
additional CEQA review is required.

Comment No. 6

A. There Is Insufficient Evidence that the Project May Be Adequately Served by Existing Utilities

There is insufficient evidence that the Project site is equipped to handle the additional energy, water, and
waste consumption of 145 new residential units as well as commercial and retail space in place of a single
parking lot. In fact, the evidence points to the opposite conclusion since the sewer availability and waste
drainage subsections of the Project permit have not yet been cleared by the Bureau of Engineering.’
Accordingly, the Project must not qualify for the SCPE exemption.

Response to Comment No. 6

The commentator is referred to Appendix C of the SCPE that includes the Utility Infrastructure Technical
Report: Water, Wastewater, and Energy Report, which demonstrates that the existing capacity of energy,
water, sewer, and storm drain infrastructure is adequate to accommodate the Project. The commentator
provides no evidence to the contrary, and thus this comment is completely speculative.

Permit clearance is not required to demonstrate that utilities are adequate to accommodate a Project.

The administrative record, including Appendix C of the SCPE, demonstrates that the Project qualifies for a
SCPE and no additional CEQA review is required.

Comment No. 7

B. The Project Construction May Pose Significant Public Health and Safety Impacts

The Project seeks to demolish the existing parking lot structure on the site, thereby subjecting the
neighboring multi-unit residential buildings and their sensitive receptors to significant dust and debris
emission which may negatively impact their health and must be analyzed and quantified. (See, Exhibit E
[Zimas Parcel Report for 923 S. Beacon Ave.] and Exhibit F [Zimas Parcel Report for the Neighboring Site
at 927 1-18 S. Beacon Ave., 18-unit multi-family building next to the Project site].)

Moreover, based on the Project’s permit application (Exhibit D), the Project involves construction near power
lines and work adjacent to public way, which may in turn result in impacts on the public services and utilities
for the nearby especially residential structures.

Also, to the extent the Project’s staging of heavy construction equipment may foreseeably occur on top of
utility connections, the Project may also have significant safety impacts which also must be assessed in an
EIR. Thus, for this reason too, SCPE is inapplicable.
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Response to Comment No. 7

The commentator provides no evidence of impacts, and thus this comment is completely speculative.
Regarding dust and debris emissions during the Project’s construction phase, Table G-1 on page G-8 in
Appendix G of the July 2023 SCPE clarifies that the Project would incorporate SCAG 2020-2045 RTP/SCS
PMM AQ-1, which includes measures related to dust and debris emissions.

Regarding “construction near power lines and work adjacent to the public way,” the City is highly urbanized,
and “construction near power lines and adjacent to the public way” are common occurrences that do not
result in “impacts on the public services and utilities.” Prior to any such activities, the Applicant would be
required to obtain the appropriate permits from the City to allow for these activities.

Regarding heavy construction equipment on top of utility connections resulting in safety impacts, the
commentator does not provide any information that explains the commentator’s concern. Thus, no further
response can be provided.

Comment No. 8

C. There Is Insufficient Evidence that the Project Is 15% More Energy Efficient than required by Chapter 6
of Title 24 of the California Code of Reqgulations and Designed to Achieve 25% Less Water Usage than the
Average Household Use in the Region

Yet another reason why the SCPE cannot apply is because there is insufficient evidence that the Project
will be 15% more energy efficient than required by Chapter 6 of Title 24 of the California Code of Regulations
and is designed to achieve 25% less water usage than the average household use in the region, as required.
Rather, the Project application merely provides that passive or natural heating and cooling opportunities are
feasible.'® However, such statement fails to in fact provide any evidence or quantification of the Project's
estimated energy and water consumption.

Thus, under CEQA Guidelines § 15126.2(b):

“(b) Energy Impacts. If analysis of the project’s energy use reveals that the project may result in significant
environmental effects due to wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary consumption use of energy, or wasteful
use of energy resources, the EIR shall mitigate that energy use. This analysis should include the project’s
energy use for all project phases and components, including transportation-related energy, during
construction and operation. In addition to building code compliance, other relevant considerations may
include, among others, the project’s size, location, orientation, equipment use and any renewable energy
features that could be incorporated into the project. (Guidance on information that may be included in such
an analysis is presented in Appendix F.} This analysis is subject to the rule of reason and shall focus on
energy use that is caused by the project. This analysis may be included in related analyses of air quality,
greenhouse gas emissions, transportation or utilities in the discretion of the lead agency.” (Emph. added.)

There is no pertinent information provided for the Project to verify if the above-noted detailed analysis took
place and to fill in the analytical gap to support the agency’s conclusion in this case that the Project will
indeed not have energy impacts. Compounding this lack of specificity in the City’s findings, the Project is
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proposed on what appears to have been historically a vacant site and therefore its energy usage as
compared with the present uses will be significant. As such, it appears that the City failed to consider the
Project’s size and orientation, as well as the location, when concluding that the Project will be 15 percent
more energy-efficient than required.

Absent this detailed and specific information required by CEQA Guidelines and Appendix G referenced
therein, the City’s conclusion that the Project will be 15% more energy efficient than required by Chapter 6
of Title 24 of the California Code of Regulations and is designed to achieve 25% less water usage than the
average household use in the region is merely speculative, rendering the SCPE inapplicable.

Response to Comment No. 8

Regarding the Project’s energy and water efficiency, the commentator is referred to Appendix F of the SCPE
that includes the memorandum entitled CEQA SCPE Energy and Water Efficiency Compliance for 905
Beacon prepared by Zinner Consultants, which demonstrates that the Project would be 15% more energy
efficient and 25% more water efficient than Title 24. The commentator provides no evidence to the contrary.

The administrative record including Appendix F of the SCPE, demonstrates that the Project qualifies for a
SCPE, and no additional CEQA review is required.

Comment No. 9

D. There Appears to Be No Preliminary Endangerment Assessment Prepared for the Project to Assess
Hazardous Substance Exposure

Finally, the Project should not be eligible for the SCPE because it appears that there is no “preliminary
endangerment assessment prepared by an environmental assessor to determine the existence of any
release of a hazardous substance on the site and to determine the potential for exposure of future occupants
to significant health hazards from any nearby property or activity”. PRC § 21155.1(a)(4).

Rather, the Project application blanketly concludes that there are not public health concerns stemming from
hazardous materials because the Project will comply with applicable law for asbestos abatement. However,
determinations that regulatory compliance will be sufficient to prevent significant adverse impacts must be
based on a project-specific analysis of potential impacts and the effect of regulatory compliance. See
Californians for Alternatives to Toxics v. Department of Food & Agric. (2005) 136

Cal.App.4th 1; Ebbetts Pass Forest Watch v Department of Forestry & Fire Protection (200%) 43 Cal.App.4th
936, 956. The Project cannot rely upon regulatory compliance to conclude that its eligible for the SCPE
without assessing the Project’'s anticipated hazardous waste exposure in a preliminary endangerment
assessment.

Moreover, even though the City’s findings are completely silent on the issue of Preliminary endangerment
assessment (“PEA”), it does not even provide any information as to any Environmental Site Assessment
("“ESA”). Yet, to the extent an ESA was prepared or is to be prepared by the Applicant, it must be noted that
an ESA cannot be substituted for a PEA.
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An ESA is not the same as a PEA. See, City of Maywood v. Los Angeles Unified Sch. Dist. (2012) 208
Cal.App.4th 362, 427. A “preliminary endangerment assessment” is statutorily defined at Health and Safety
Code section 25319.5. It is required to be

‘conducted in a manner that complies with the guidelines published by the department [of Toxic Substances
Control] entitled “Preliminary Endangerment Assessment: Guidance Manual.” The Guidance Manual also
makes clear that the requirements of a PEA go beyond those of a Phase | ESA:

“[O]verall PEA requirements are more comprehensive than requirements for the PA/SI and Phase |
Assessments . . . . Specific requirements of the PEA that are not typically required for these other types of
investigations include the site specific human health and ecological screening evaluations, public
participation requirements, data collection, and scoping activities.” Department of Toxic Substances Control,
California Environmental Protection Agency, Preliminary Endangerment Assessment: Guidance Manual
(rev’d October 2015) pp. iv-v."?

A PEA meeting the statutory requirements must analyze the potential for exposure to future occupants to
health hazards from “any nearby property or activity.” PRC § 21155.1(a)(4).

The Applicant here provided no PEA or ESA to ascertain whether the Project indeed qualifies for the claimed
CEQA exemption. This omission is critical since the Project site appears to have been historically used as
a parking structure and therefore may have been subject to releases, leaks or spills of hazardous chemicals,
including petroleum or oil, with the potential to affect the future residents’ health.

On this basis, too, the Project does not meet the requirements for the respective TPP exemption.
Response to Comment No. 9

The commentator incorrectly claims that the SCPE did not include either a preliminary endangerment
assessment (PEA) or an environmental site assessment (ESA); in fact, Appendix E of the October 2022
SCPE consists of a Phase | ESA report that assesses the potential existence of any release of a hazardous
substance on the Project Site as well as the potential for exposure of future Project Site occupants to
significant health hazards. As concluded by the Phase | ESA as well as the findings provided on pages 2-
13 and 2-14 of the October 2022 SCPE (and pages 2-10 through 2-12 of the July 2023 SCPE), no
recognized environmental conditions exist at the Project Site, and no further environmental investigation is
required at this time.

The commentator further asserts that for the Project’'s SCPE to achieve compliance with Public Resources
Code (PRC) Section 21155.1(a)(4), a PEA must be prepared that meets the statutory requirements of Health
and Safety Code (HSC) Section 25319.5 as well as guidance promulgated by the Department of Toxic
Substances Control (DTSC). The commentator is mistaken, as PRC Section 21155.1(a)(4) uses the term
“‘preliminary endangerment assessment” merely to describe the required inquiry regarding hazardous
conditions at a proposed project site, and not a requirement to fulfill the distinct PEA requirements identified
by the HSC and DTSC." Had the California Legislature intended to require an HSC-compliant PEA be
prepared in connection with a SCPE, it would have included a statutory citation to HSC Section 25319.5 as

1 See Concerned Citizens of Beverly Hills/Beverly Grove v. City of Los Angeles (Los Angeles Superior Court, Case No.
BS168228, January 5, 2018 judgment, pp. 7-8).

Page 39



part of PRC Section 21155.1(a)(4); however, it did not do so. Moreover, the DTSC itself agrees that PRC
Section 21155.1(a)(4) does not require compliance with the HSC’s PEA requirements, as the agency
commented on Senate Bill (SB) 375, which created PRC Section 21155.1, by noting that SB 375 “does not
envision any role for a regulatory agency such as DTSC” nor does it “mandate regulatory oversight by a
regulatory agency such as DTSC.”"? Because DTSC always plays an oversight role in the HSC’s PEA
process, the agency’s comments on SB 375 reflect its position that PRC Section 21155.1(a)(4) does not
trigger the HSC’s PEA requirements.

Finally, even if the Legislature had intended to trigger the HSC’s PEA process in connection with a proposed
SCPE, the Phase | ESA prepared for the Project would satisfy that requirement. This is due to the fact that
a Phase | ESA is the first step in preparing an HSC-compliant PEA but can also be the concluding step
when it discloses no hazardous conditions warranting continuation of the PEA process, as the Project’s
Phase | ESA did here. For the above reasons, the commentator fails to identify any deficiency in the SCPE’s
assessment of potentially hazardous conditions at the Project Site.

Comment No. 10

E. The City’s Findings Fail to Acknowledge or Analyze the Project’s Specific Adverse Impacts on Human
Beings In Light of the Project’'s Being a Commercial Corner Development.

Finally, based on the Project’s permit information, the Project is a commercial corner development (“CDD”)
and therefore is subject to additional development regulations. However, the City’s findings are silent on this
issue and whether the Project is indeed consistent with the respective development and restrictions of a
CDD™ and whether a conditional use permit (“CUP”) is required or whether the Project qualifies for same.

This omission is critical as it indicates that the Project may have a significant specific adverse impact on
human beings, including health and safety impacts, and therefore the Project may not qualify for either a
density bonus or the exemption it claims.

The City must identify all the Project’s inconsistencies with the applicable plans and policies and must
provide good faith disclosures before it can make any determination as to whether the Project indeed
qualifies for the density bonus/incentives it requests or whether it qualifies for the CEQA exemption.

Response to Comment No. 10

The commentator incorrectly claims that the Project is a commercial corner development. Pursuant to the
Los Angeles Municipal Code (LAMC) Section 12.22.A.23(d)(1), the Project is exempt from commercial
corner development regulations because it meets the definition of a Mixed-Use Project pursuant to LAMC
Section 13.09 B.3. Specifically, the Project’s land use application submitted to the City includes an
architectural plan set which contains a diagram on sheet 8 to demonstrate compliance with the Mixed-Use
Project definition.

2. DTSC, Enrolled Bill Report on Senate Bill 375 (2007-2008 Regular Session), September 8, 2008, p.9.
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In summary, the Project qualifies as a Mixed-Use Project because there is a separate, ground floor entrance
to the residential component accessible from Beacon Avenue, and a pedestrian entrance to the retail space
is directly accessible from a public street James M. Wood Boulevard. The retail space will be open during
the normal business hours posted by the business. The Project will provide 35% of the ground floor building
frontage abutting James M. Wood Boulevard, excluding driveways or pedestrian entrances, to a depth of 25
feet. As such, the Project is not a commercial corner development.

Comment No. 11
V. CONCLUSION

In sum, SMSWRCC requests that the City require a local workforce, that the City impose training
requirements for the Project’s construction activities to prevent community spread of COVID-19 and other
infectious diseases, and that the City determine that the Project is not subject to the Sustainable
Communities Project Exemption and that it prepare an EIR for the Project. If the City has any questions, feel
free to contact my Office.

Response to Comment No. 11

Regarding the commentator’s closing statements, which are a summary of the comments made throughout
the comment letter, the commentator is referred to Responses to Comments No. 2 through No. 10.
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could be used without causing indoor formaldehyde concentrations that result in CEQA
cancer risks that substantially exceed 10 per million for occupants with continuous

occupancy.

Even composite wood products manufactured with CARB certified ultra low emitting
formaldehyde (ULEF) resins do not insure that the indoor air will have concentrations of
formaldehyde the meet the OEHHA cancer risks that substantially exceed 10 per million.
The permissible emission rates for ULEF composite wood products are only 11-15%
lower than the CARB Phase 2 emission rates. Only use of composite wood products made
with no-added formaldehyde resins (NAF), such as resins made from soy, polyvinyl
acetate, or methylene diisocyanate can insure that the OEHHA cancer risk of 10 per

million 1s met.

If CARB Phase 2 compliant or ULEF composite wood products are utilized in
construction, then the resulting indoor formaldehyde concentrations should be determined
in the design phase using the specific amounts of each type of composite wood product,
the specific formaldehyde emission rates, and the volume and outdoor air ventilation
rates of the indoor spaces, and all feasible mitigation measures employed to reduce this
impact (e.g. use less formaldehyde containing composite wood products and/or
incorporate mechanical systems capable of higher outdoor air ventilation rates). See the
procedure described earlier (i.e. Pre-Construction Building Material/Furnishing
Formaldehyde Emissions Assessment) to insure that the materials selected achieve

acceptable cancer risks from material off gassing of formaldehyde.
Alternatively, and perhaps a simpler approach, is to use only composite wood products

(e.g. hardwood plywood, medium density fiberboard, particleboard) for all interior finish
systems that are made with CARB approved no-added formaldehyde (NAF) resins.
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Air Pollution Engineer: Earth Metrics Inc., Burlingame, CA, October, 1985 to March,
1987.

Responsible for development of an air pollution laboratory including installation a forced
choice olfactometer, tracer gas electron capture chromatograph, and associated
calibration facilities. Field team leader for studies of fugitive odor emissions from sewage
treatment plants, entrainment of fume hood exhausts into computer chip fabrication
rooms, and indoor air quality investigations.

Staff Scientist: Building Ventilation and Indoor Air Quality Program, Energy and
Environment Division, Lawrence Berkeley Laboratory, Berkeley, CA. January, 1980 to
August, 1984.

Deputy project leader for the Control Techniques group; responsible for laboratory and
field studies aimed at evaluating the performance of indoor air pollutant control strategies
(i.e. ventilation, filtration, precipitation, absorption, adsorption, and source control).

Coordinated field and laboratory studies of air-to-air heat exchangers including
evaluation of thermal performance, ventilation efficiency, cross-stream contaminant
transfer, and the effects of freezing/defrosting.

Developed an in situ test protocol for evaluating the performance of air cleaning systems
and introduced the concept of effective cleaning rate (ECR) also known as the Clean Air
Delivery Rate (CADR).

Coordinated laboratory studies of portable and ducted air cleaning systems and their
effect on indoor concentrations of respirable particles and radon progeny.

Co-designed an automated instrument system for measuring residential ventilation rates
and radon concentrations.

Designed hardware and software for a multi-channel automated data acquisition system
used to evaluate the performance of air-to-air heat transfer equipment.

Assistant Chief Engineer: Alta Bates Hospital, Berkeley, CA, October, 1979 to January,
1980.

Responsible for energy management projects involving installation of power factor
correction capacitors on large inductive electrical devices and installation of steam meters
on physical plant steam lines. Member of Local 39, International Union of Operating
Engineers.

Manufacturing Engineer: American Precision Industries, Buffalo, NY, October, 1977 to
October, 1979.




Responsible for reorganizing the manufacturing procedures regarding production of shell
and tube heat exchangers. Designed customized automatic assembly, welding, and testing
equipment. Designed a large paint spray booth. Prepared economic studies justifying new
equipment purchases. Safety Director.

Project Engineer: Arcata Graphics, Buffalo, N.Y. June, 1976 to October, 1977.

Responsible for the design and installation of a bulk ink storage and distribution system
and high speed automatic counting and marking equipment. Also coordinated material
handling studies which led to the purchase and installation of new equipment.

PROFESSIONAL ORGANIZATION MEMBERSHIP

American Society of Heating, Refrigeration and Air Conditioning Engineers (ASHRAE)

*» Chairman of SPC-145P, Standards Project Committee - Test Method for Assessing
the Performance of Gas Phase Air Cleaning Equipment (1991-1992)
* Member SPC-129P, Standards Project Committee - Test Method for Ventilation
Effectiveness (1986-97)
- Member of Drafting Committee
* Member Environmental Health Committee (1992-1994, 1997-2001, 2007-2010)
- Chairman of EHC Research Subcommittee
- Member of Man Made Mineral Fiber Position Paper Subcommittee
- Member of the IAQ Position Paper Committee
- Member of the Legionella Position Paper Committee
- Member of the Limiting Indoor Mold and Dampness in Buildings Position Paper
Committee
* Member SSPC-62, Standing Standards Project Committee - Ventilation for
Acceptable Indoor Air Quality (1992 to 2000)
- Chairman of Source Control and Air Cleaning Subcommittee
¢ Chairman of TC-4.10, Indoor Environmental Modeling (1988-92)
- Member of Research Subcommittee
* Chairman of TC-2.3, Gaseous Air Contaminants and Control Equipment (1989-92)
- Member of Research Subcommittee

American Society for Testing and Materials (ASTM)
* D-22 Sampling and Analysis of Atmospheres
- Member of Indoor Air Quality Subcommittee
* E-06 Performance of Building Constructions
American Board of Industrial Hygiene (ABIH)

American Conference of Governmental Industrial Hygienists (ACGIH)

* Bioaerosols Committee (2007-2013)



American Industrial Hygiene Association (AIHA)
Cal-OSHA Indoor Air Quality Advisory Committee
International Society of Indoor Air Quality and Climate (ISTAQ)
* Co-Chairman of Task Force on HVAC Hygiene
U. S. Green Building Council (USGBC)
- Member of the IEQ Technical Advisory Group (2007-2009)
- Member of the IAQ Performance Testing Work Group (2010-2012)

Western Construction Consultants (WESTCON)

PROFESSIONAL CREDENTIALS

Licensed Professional Engineer - Mechanical Engineering

Certified Industrial Hygienist - American Board of Industrial Hygienists

SCIENTIFIC MEETINGS AND SYMPOSIA

Biological Contamination, Diagnosis, and Mitigation, Indoor Air’'90, Toronto, Canada,
August, 1990.

Models for Predicting Air Quality, Indoor Air’90, Toronto, Canada, August, 1990.

Microbes in Building Materials and Systems, Indoor Air 93, Helsinki, Finland, July,
1993.

Microorganisms in Indoor Air Assessment and Evaluation of Health Effects and Probable
Causes, Walnut Creek, CA, February 27, 1997.

Controlling Microbial Moisture Problems in Buildings, Walnut Creek, CA, February 27,
1997.

Scientific Advisory Committee, Roomvent 98, 6" International Conference on Air
Distribution in Rooms, KTH, Stockholm, Sweden, June 14-17, 1998.

Moisture and Mould, Indoor Air "99, Edinburgh, Scotland, August, 1999.

Ventilation Modeling and Simulation, Indoor Air ’99, Edinburgh, Scotland, August,
1999.

Microbial Growth in Materials, Healthy Buildings 2000, Espoo, Finland, August, 2000.



Co-Chair, Bioaerosols X- Exposures in Residences, Indoor Air 2002, Monterey, CA, July
2002.

Healthy Indoor Environments, Anaheim, CA, April 2003.

Chair, Environmental Tobacco Smoke in Multi-Family Homes, Indoor Air 2008,
Copenhagen, Denmark, July 2008.

Co-Chair, ISTAQ Task Force Workshop; HVAC Hygiene, Indoor Air 2002, Monterey,
CA, July 2002.

Chair, ETS in Multi-Family Housing: Exposures, Controls, and Legalities Forum,
Healthy Buildings 2009, Syracuse, CA, September 14, 2009.

Chair, Energy Conservation and TAQ in Residences Workshop, Indoor Air 2011, Austin,
TX, June 6, 2011.

Chair, Electronic Cigarettes: Chemical Emissions and Exposures Colloquium, Indoor Air
2016, Ghent, Belgium, July 4, 2016.

SPECIAL CONSULTATION

Provide consultation to the American Home Appliance Manufacturers on the
development of a standard for testing portable air cleaners, AHAM Standard AC-1.

Served as an expert witness and special consultant for the U.S. Federal Trade
Commission regarding the performance claims found in advertisements of portable air
cleaners and residential furnace filters.

Conducted a forensic investigation for a San Mateo, CA pro se defendant, regarding an
alleged homicide where the victim was kidnapped in a steamer trunk. Determined the air
exchange rate in the steamer trunk and how long the person could survive.

Conducted in situ measurement of human exposure to toluene fumes released during
nailpolish application for a plaintiffs attorney pursuing a California Proposition 65
product labeling case. June, 1993.

Conducted a forensic in situ investigation for the Butte County, CA Sheriff’s Department
of the emissions of a portable heater used in the bedroom of two twin one year old girls
who suffered simultaneous crib death.

Consult with OSHA on the 1995 proposed new regulation regarding indoor air quality
and environmental tobacco smoke.



Consult with EPA on the proposed Building Alliance program and with OSHA on the
proposed new OSHA TAQ regulation.

Johnson Controls Audit/Certification Expert Review; Milwaukee, WI. May 28-29, 1997.

Winner of the nationally published 1999 Request for Proposals by the State of
Washington to conduct a comprehensive indoor air quality investigation of the
Washington State Department of Ecology building in Lacey, WA.

Selected by the State of California Attorney General’s Office in August, 2000 to conduct
a comprehensive indoor air quality investigation of the Tulare County Court House.

Lawrence Berkeley Laboratory IAQ Experts Workshop: “Cause and Prevention of Sick
Building Problems in Offices: The Experience of Indoor Environmental Quality
Investigators”, Berkeley, California, May 26-27, 2004.

Provide consultation and chemical emission rate testing to the State of California

Attorney General’s Office in 2013-2015 regarding the chemical emissions from e-
cigarettes.

PEER-REVIEWED PUBLICATIONS :

FJ.Offermann, C.D.Hollowell, and G.D.Roseme, "Low-Infiltration Housing in
Rochester, New York: A Study of Air Exchange Rates and Indoor Air Quality,"
Environment International, 8, pp. 435-445, 1982.

W.W Nazaroff, F.J.Offermann, and A.W.Robb, "Automated System for Measuring Air
Exchange Rate and Radon Concentration in Houses," Health Physics, 45, pp. 525-537,
1983.

F.J.Offermann, W.J.Fisk, D.T.Grimsrud, B.Pedersen, and K.L.Revzan, "Ventilation
Efficiencies of Wall- or Window-Mounted Residential Air-to-Air Heat Exchangers,"
ASHRAE Annual Transactions, 89-2B, pp 507-527, 1983.

W.J Fisk, K.M.Archer, R.E Chant, D. Hekmat, F.J.Offermann, and B.Pedersen, "Onset of
Freezing in Residential Air-to-Air Heat Exchangers," ASHRAE Annual Transactions, 91-
1B, 1984.

W.J.Fisk, KM.Archer, RE Chant, D. Hekmat, F.J.Offermann, and B.Pedersen,
"Performance of Residential Air-to-Air Heat Exchangers During Operation with Freezing
and Periodic Defrosts," ASHRAE Annual Transactions, 91-1B, 1984.

F.J.Offermann, R.G.Sextro, W.J.Fisk, D.T.Grimsrud, W.W.Nazaroff, A.V.Nero, and
K.L.Revzan, "Control of Respirable Particles with Portable Air Cleaners," Atmospheric
Environment, Vol. 19, pp.1761-1771, 1985.



R.G.Sextro, F.J.Offermann, W.W . Nazaroff, A.V.Nero, K.L.Revzan, and J.Yater,
"Evaluation of Indoor Control Devices and Their Effects on Radon Progeny
Concentrations," Atmospheric Environment, 12, pp. 429-438, 1986.

W.J. Fisk, R.K.Spencer, F.J.Offermann, R.K.Spencer, B.Pedersen, R.Sextro, "Indoor Air
Quality Control Techniques," Noyes Data Corporation, Park Ridge, New Jersey, (1987).

F.J.Offermann, "Ventilation Effectiveness and ADPI Measurements of a Forced Air
Heating System," ASHRAE Transactions , Volume 94, Part 1, pp 694-704, 1988.

F.J.Offermann and D. Int-Hout "Ventilation Effectiveness Measurements of Three
Supply/Return Air Configurations," Environment International , Volume 15, pp 585-592
1989.

F.J. Offermann, S.A. Loiselle, M.C. Quinlan, and M.S. Rogers, "A Study of Diesel Fume
Entrainment in an Office Building," I4Q '89, The Human Equation: Health and
Comfort, pp 179-183, ASHRAE, Atlanta, GA, 1989.

R.G.Sextro and F.J.Offermann, "Reduction of Residential Indoor Particle and Radon
Progeny Concentrations with Ducted Air Cleaning Systems," submitted to Indoor Air,
1990.

S.A.Loiselle, A.T.Hodgson, and F.J.Offermann, "Development of An Indoor Air Sampler
for Polycyclic Aromatic Compounds", Indoor Air , Vol 2, pp 191-210, 1991.

F.J.Offermann, S.A.Loiselle, A.T.Hodgson, L.A. Gundel, and J. M. Daisey, "A Pilot
Study to Measure Indoor Concentrations and Emission Rates of Polycyclic Aromatic
Compounds", Indoor Air , Vol 4, pp 497-512, 1991.

FJ. Offermann, S. A. Loiselle, R.G. Sextro, "Performance Comparisons of Six Different
Air Cleaners Installed in a Residential Forced Air Ventilation System," 14Q'91, Healthy
Buildings, pp 342-350, ASHRAE, Atlanta, GA (1991).

FJ. Offermann, J. Daisey, A. Hodgson, L. Gundell, and S. Loiselle, "Indoor
Concentrations and Emission Rates of Polycyclic Aromatic Compounds", Indoor Air,
Vol 4, pp 497-512 (1992).

F.J. Offermann, S. A. Loiselle, R.G. Sextro, "Performance of Air Cleaners Installed in a
Residential Forced Air System," ASHRAE Journal, pp 51-57, July, 1992.

FJ. Offermann and S. A. Loiselle, "Performance of an Air-Cleaning System in an
Archival Book Storage Facility," 140'92, ASHRAE, Atlanta, GA, 1992.

S.B. Hayward, K.S. Liu, L.E. Alevantis, K. Shah, S. Loiselle, F.J. Offermann, Y.L.
Chang, L. Webber, “Effectiveness of Ventilation and Other Controls in Reducing
Exposure to ETS 1n Office Buildings,” Indoor Air *93, Helsinki, Finland, July 4-8, 1993.



F.J. Offermann, S. A. Loiselle, G. Ander, H. Lau, "Indoor Contaminant Emission Rates
Before and After a Building Bake-out," 14Q'93, Operating and Maintaining Buildings for
Health, Comfort, and Productivity, pp 157-163, ASHRAE, Atlanta, GA, 1993.

L.E. Alevantis, Hayward, S.B., Shah, S.B., Loiselle, S., and Offermann, F.J. "Tracer Gas
Techniques for Determination of the Effectiveness of Pollutant Removal From Local
Sources," 140 '93, Operating and Maintaining Buildings for Health, Comfort, and
Productivity, pp 119-129, ASHRAE, Atlanta, GA, 1993.

L.E. Alevantis, Liu, L.E., Hayward, S.B., Offermann, F.J., Shah, S.B., Leiserson, K.
Tsao, E., and Huang, Y., "Effectiveness of Ventilation in 23 Designated Smoking Areas
in California Buildings," 14Q '94, Engineering Indoor Environments, pp 167-181,
ASHRAE, Atlanta, GA, 1994.

L.E. Alevantis, Offermann, F.J., Loiselle, S., and Macher, J.M., “Pressure and Ventilation
Requirements of Hospital Isolation Rooms for Tuberculosis (TB) Patients: Existing
Guidelines in the United States and a Method for Measuring Room Leakage”, Ventilation
and Indoor air quality in Hospitals, M. Maroni, editor, Kluwer Academic publishers,
Netherlands, 1996.

FJ. Offermann, M. A. Waz, A.T. Hodgson, and HM. Ammann, "Chemical Emissions
from a Hospital Operating Room Air Filter," 140’96, Paths to Better Building
Environments, pp 95-99, ASHRAE, Atlanta, GA, 1996.

F.J. Offermann, "Professional Malpractice and the Sick Building Investigator," 14096,
Paths to Better Building Environments, pp 132-136, ASHRAE, Atlanta, GA, 1996.

F.J. Offermann, “Standard Method of Measuring Air Change Effectiveness,” Indoor Air
Vol 1, pp.206-211, 1999.

F.J. Offermann, A. T. Hodgson, and J. P. Robertson, “Contaminant Emission Rates from
PVC Backed Carpet Tiles on Damp Concrete”, Healthy Buildings 2000, Espoo, Finland,
August 2000.

K.S. Liu, L.E. Alevantis, and F.J. Offermann, “A Survey of Environmental Tobacco
Smoke Controls in California Office Buildings”, Indoor Air, Vol 11, pp. 26-34, 2001.

F.J. Offermann, R. Colfer, P. Radzinski, and J. Robertson, “Exposure to Environmental
Tobacco Smoke in an Automobile”, Indoor Air 2002, Monterey, California, July 2002.

F.J. Offermann, J.P. Robertson, and T. Webster, “The Impact of Tracer Gas Mixing on

Airflow Rate Measurements in Large Commercial Fan Systems”, Indoor Air 2002,
Monterey, California, July 2002.

M. J. Mendell, T. Brennan, L. Hathon, J.D. Odom, F.J.Offermann, B.H. Turk, K. M.
Wallingford, R.C. Diamond, W J. Fisk, “Causes and prevention of Symptom Complaints



in Office Buildings: Distilling the Experience of Indoor Environmental Investigators”,
submitted to Indoor Air 2005, Beijing, China, September 4-9, 2005.

F.J. Offermann, “Ventilation and IAQ in New Homes With and Without Mechanical
Outdoor Air Systems”, Healthy Buildings 2009, Syracuse, CA, September 14, 2009.

F.J. Offermann, “ASHRAE 62.2 Intermittent Residential Ventilation: What’s It Good
For, Intermittently Poor IAQ”, IAQVEC 2010, Syracuse, CA, April 21, 2010.

F.J. Offermann and A.T. Hodgson, “Emission Rates of Volatile Organic Compounds in
New Homes”, Indoor Air 2011, Austin, TX, June, 2011.

P. Jenkins, R. Johnson, T. Phillips, and F. Offermann, “Chemical Concentrations in New
California Homes and Garages”, Indoor Air 2011, Austin, TX, June, 2011.

W.J. Mills, B. J. Grigg, F. J. Offermann, B. E. Gustin, and N. E. Spingarm, “Toluene and
Methyl Ethyl Ketone Exposure from a Commercially Available Contact Adhesive”,
Journal of Occupational and Environmental Hygiene, 9:D95-D102 May, 2012.

F. J. Offermann, R. Maddalena, J. C. Offermann, B. C. Singer, and H, Wilhelm, “The
Impact of Ventilation on the Emission Rates of Volatile Organic Compounds in
Residences”, HB 2012, Brisbane, AU, July, 2012.

F. J. Offermann, A. T. Hodgson, P. L. Jenkins, R. D. Johnson, and T. J. Phillips,
“Attached Garages as a Source of Volatile Organic Compounds in New Homes”, HB
2012, Brisbane, CA, July, 2012.

R. Maddalena, N. Li, F. Offermann, and B. Singer, “Maximizing Information from
Residential Measurements of Volatile Organic Compounds”, HB 2012, Brisbane, AU,
July, 2012.

W. Chen, A. Persily, A. Hodgson, F. Offermann, D. Poppendieck, and K. Kumagai,
“Area-Specific Airflow Rates for Evaluating the Impacts of VOC emissions in U.S.
Single-Family Homes”, Building and Environment, Vol. 71, 204-211, February, 2014.

F. J. Offermann, A. Eagan A. C. Offermann, and L. J. Radonovich, “Infectious Disease
Acerosol Exposures With and Without Surge Control Ventilation System Modifications”,
Indoor Air 2014, Hong Kong, July, 2014.

F. J. Offermann, “Chemical Emissions from E-Cigarettes: Direct and Indirect Passive
Exposures”, Building and Environment, Vol. 93, Part 1, 101-105, November, 2015.

F. J. Offermann, “Formaldehyde Emission Rates From Lumber Liquidators Laminate
Flooring Manufactured in China”, Indoor Air 2016, Belgium, Ghent, July, 2016.

F. J. Offermann, “Formaldehyde and Acetaldehyde Emission Rates for E-Cigarettes”,
Indoor Air 2016, Belgium, Ghent, July, 2016.



OTHER REPORTS:

W.J Fisk, P.G.Cleary, and F.J.Offermann, "Energy Saving Ventilation with Residential
Heat Exchangers," a Lawrence Berkeley Laboratory brochure distributed by the
Bonneville Power Administration, 1981.

F.J.Offermann, J. R Girman, and C.D.Hollowell, "Midway House Tightening Project: A
Study of Indoor Air Quality," Lawrence Berkeley Laboratory, Berkeley, CA, Report
LBL-12777, 1981.

F.J.Offermann, J B.Dickinson, W.J Fisk, D.T.Grimsrud, C.D.Hollowell, D.L Krinkle, and
G.D.Roseme, "Residential Air-Leakage and Indoor Air Quality in Rochester, New York,"
Lawrence Berkeley Laboratory, Berkeley, CA, Report LBL-13100, 1982.

F.J.Offermann, W.J.Fisk, B.Pedersen, and K.LL.Revzan, Residential Air-to-Air Heat
Exchangers: A Study of the Ventilation Efficiencies of Wall- or Window- Mounted
Units," Lawrence Berkeley Laboratory, Berkeley, CA, Report LBL-14358, 1982.

F.J.Offermann, W.J.Fisk, W.W Nazaroff, and R.G.Sextro, "A Review of Portable Air
Cleaners for Controlling Indoor Concentrations of Particulates and Radon Progeny," An
interim report for the Bonneville Power Administration, 1983.

W.J.Fisk, KM Archer, RE.Chant, D Hekmat, F.J Offermann, and B.S. Pedersen,
"Freezing in Residential Air-to-Air Heat Exchangers: An Experimental Study," Lawrence
Berkeley Laboratory, Berkeley, CA, Report LBL-16783, 1983.

R.G.Sextro, W.W Nazaroff, F.J.Offermann, and K.L.Revzan, "Measurements of Indoor
Aerosol Properties and Their Effect on Radon Progeny," Proceedings of the American
Association of Aerosol Research Annual Meeting, April, 1983.

F.J.Offermann, R.G.Sextro, W.J.Fisk, W.W. Nazaroff, A.V.Nero, K.L.Revzan, and
J.Yater, "Control of Respirable Particles and Radon Progeny with Portable Air Cleaners,"
Lawrence Berkeley Laboratory, Berkeley, CA, Report LBL-16659, 1984.

W.J Fisk, RK.Spencer, D.T.Grimsrud, F.J.Offermann, B.Pedersen, and R.G.Sextro,
"Indoor Air Quality Control Techniques: A Critical Review," Lawrence Berkeley
Laboratory, Berkeley, CA, Report LBL-16493, 1984.

F.J.Offermann, J.R.Girman, and R.G.Sextro, "Controlling Indoor Air Pollution from
Tobacco Smoke: Models and Measurements,”, Indoor Air, Proceedings of the 3rd
International Conference on Indoor Air Quality and Climate, Vol 1, pp 257-264, Swedish
Council for Building Research, Stockholm (1984), Lawrence Berkeley Laboratory,
Berkeley, CA, Report LBL-17603, 1984.
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R.Otto, J.Girman, F.Offermann, and R.Sextro,"A New Method for the Collection and
Comparison of Respirable Particles in the Indoor Environment," Lawrence Berkeley
Laboratory, Berkeley, CA, Special Director Fund's Study, 1984.

A.T.Hodgson and F.J.Offermann, "Examination of a Sick Office Building," Lawrence
Berkeley Laboratory, Berkeley, CA, an informal field study, 1984.

R.G.Sextro, F.J.Offermann, W.W.Nazaroff, and A.V.Nero, "Effects of Aerosol
Concentrations on Radon Progeny," Aerosols, Science, & Technology, and Industrial
Applications of Airborne Particles, editors B.Y.H.Liu, D.Y .H.Pui, and H.J.Fissan, p525,
Elsevier, 1984.

K.Sexton, S.Hayward, F.Offermann, R.Sextro, and L.Weber, "Characterization of
Particulate and Organic Emissions from Major Indoor Sources, Proceedings of the Third
International Conference on Indoor Air Quality and Climate, Stockholm, Sweden, August
20-24, 1984,

F.J.Offermann, "Tracer Gas Measurements of Laboratory Fume Entrainment at a Semi-
Conductor Manufacturing Plant," an Indoor Environmental Engineering R&D Report,
1986.

F.J.Offermann, "Tracer Gas Measurements of Ventilation Rates in a Large Office
Building," an Indoor Environmental Engineering R&D Report, 1986.

F.J.Offermann, "Measurements of Volatile Organic Compounds in a New Large Office
Building with Adhesive Fastened Carpeting," an Indoor Environmental Engineering
R&D Report, 1986.

F.J.Offermann, "Designing and Operating Healthy Buildings", an Indoor Environmental
Engineering R&D Report, 1986.

F.J.Offermann, "Measurements and Mitigation of Indoor Spray-Applicated Pesticides",
an Indoor Environmental Engineering R&D Report, 1988.

FJ.Offermann and S. Loiselle, "Measurements and Mitigation of Indoor Mold
Contamination in a Residence", an Indoor Environmental Engineering R&D Report,
1989.

F.J.Offermann and S. Loiselle, "Performance Measurements of an Air Cleaning System
in a Large Archival Library Storage Facility", an Indoor Environmental Engineering
R&D Report, 1989.

F.J. Offermann, J. M. Daisey, L.A. Gundel, and A.T. Hodgson, S. A. Loiselle, "Sampling,
Analysis, and Data Validation of Indoor Concentrations of Polycyclic Aromatic
Hydrocarbons", Final Report, Contract No. A732-106, California Air Resources Board,
March, 1990.
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L.A. Gundel, J. M. Daisey, and F.J. Offermann, "A Sampling and Analytical Method for
Gas Phase Polycyclic Aromatic Hydrocarbons", Proceedings of the 5th International
Conference on Indoor Air Quality and Climate, Indoor Air '90, July 29-August 1990.

A.T. Hodgson, JM. Daisey, and F.J. Offermann "Development of an Indoor Sampling
and Analytical Method for Particulate Polycyclic Aromatic Hydrocarbons", Proceedings
of the 5th International Conference on Indoor Air Quality and Climate, Indoor Air '90,
July 29-August, 1990.

F.J. Offermann, J.O. Sateri, “Tracer Gas Measurements in Large Multi-Room Buildings”,
Indoor Air "93, Helsinki, Finland, July 4-8, 1993.

FJ.Offermann, M. T. O’Flaherty, and M. A. Waz “Validation of ASHRAE 129 -
Standard Method of Measuring Air Change Effectiveness”, Final Report of ASHRAE
Research Project 891, December 8, 1997.

S.E. Guffey, F.J. Offermann et. al., “Proceedings of the Workshop on Ventilation
Engineering Controls for Environmental Tobacco smoke in the Hospitality Industry”,
U.S. Department of Labor Occupational Safety and Health Administration and ACGIH,
1998.

F.J. Offermann, R.J. Fiskum, D. Kosar, and D. Mudaari, “A Practical Guide to
Ventilation Practices & Systems for Existing Buildings”, Heating/Piping/Air
Conditioning Engineering supplement to April/May 1999 issue.

F.J. Offermann, P. Pasanen, “Workshop 18: Criteria for Cleaning of Air Handling
Systems”, Healthy Buildings 2000, Espoo, Finland, August 2000.

FJ. Offermann, Session Summaries:  Building Investigations, and Design &
Construction, Healthy Buildings 2000, Espoo, Finland, August 2000.

F.J. Offermann, “The IAQ Top 10, Engineered Systems, November, 2008.

L. Kincaid and F.J. Offermann, “Unintended Consequences: Formaldehyde Exposures in
Green Homes, ATHA Synergist, February, 2010.

F.J. Offermann, “ IAQ in Air Tight Homes”, ASHRAE Journal, November, 2010.

F.J. Offermann, “The Hazards of E-Cigarettes”, ASHRAE Journal, June, 2014.

PRESENTATIONS :

"Low-Infiltration Housing in Rochester, New York: A Study of Air Exchange Rates and
Indoor Air Quality," Presented at the International Symposium on Indoor Air Pollution,
Health and Energy Conservation, Amherst, MA, October 13-16,1981.
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"Ventilation Efficiencies of Wall- or Window-Mounted Residential Air-to-Air Heat
Exchangers," Presented at the American Society of Heating, Refrigeration, and Air
Conditioning Engineers Summer Meeting, Washington, DC, June, 1983.

"Controlling Indoor Air Pollution from Tobacco Smoke: Models and Measurements,"
Presented at the Third International Conference on Indoor Air Quality and Climate,
Stockholm, Sweden, August 20-24, 1984.

"Indoor Air Pollution: An Emerging Environmental Problem", Presented to the
Association of Environmental Professionals, Bar Area/Coastal Region 1, Berkeley, CA,
May 29, 1986.

"Ventilation Measurement Techniques," Presented at the Workshop on Sampling and
Analytical Techniques, Georgia Institute of Technology, Atlanta, Georgia, September 26,
1986 and September 25, 1987.

"Buildings That Make You Sick: Indoor Air Pollution", Presented to the Sacramento
Association of Professional Energy Managers, Sacramento, CA, November 18, 1986.

"Ventilation Effectiveness and Indoor Air Quality”, Presented to the American Society of
Heating, Refrigeration, and Air Conditioning Engineers Northern Nevada Chapter, Reno,
NV, February 18, 1987, Golden Gate Chapter, San Francisco, CA, October 1, 1987, and
the San Jose Chapter, San Jose, CA, June 9, 1987.

"Tracer Gas Techniques for Studying Ventilation," Presented at the Indoor Air Quality
Symposium, Georgia Tech Research Institute, Atlanta, GA, September 22-24, 1987.

"Indoor Air Quality Control: What Works, What Doesn't," Presented to the Sacramento
Association of Professional Energy Managers, Sacramento, CA, November 17, 1987.

"Ventilation Effectiveness and ADPI Measurements of a Forced Air Heating System,"
Presented at the American Society of Heating, Refrigeration, and Air Conditioning
Engineers Winter Meeting, Dallas, Texas, January 31, 1988.

"Indoor Air Quality, Ventilation, and Energy in Commercial Buildings", Presented at the
Building Owners &Managers Association of Sacramento, Sacramento, CA, July 21,
1988.

"Controlling Indoor Air Quality: The New ASHRAE Ventilation Standards and How to
Evaluate Indoor Air Quality", Presented at a conference "Improving Energy Efficiency
and Indoor Air Quality in Commercial Buildings," National Energy Management
Institute, Reno, Nevada, November 4, 1988.

"A Study of Diesel Fume Entrainment Into an Office Building," Presented at Indoor Air

'89: The Human Equation: Health and Comfort, American Society of Heating,
Refrigeration, and Air Conditioning Engineers, San Diego, CA, April 17-20, 1989.

13



"Indoor Air Quality in Commercial Office Buildings," Presented at the Renewable
Energy Technologies Symposium and International Exposition, Santa Clara, CA June 20,
1989.

"Building Ventilation and Indoor Air Quality"”, Presented to the San Joaquin Chapter of
the American Society of Heating, Refrigeration, and Air Conditioning Engineers,
September 7, 1989.

"How to Meet New Ventilation Standards: Indoor Air Quality and Energy Efficiency," a
workshop presented by the Association of Energy Engineers; Chicago, IL, March 20-21,
1989; Atlanta, GA, May 25-26, 1989; San Francisco, CA, October 19-20, 1989; Orlando,
FL, December 11-12, 1989; Houston, TX, January 29-30, 1990; Washington D.C.,
February 26-27, 1990; Anchorage, Alaska, March 23, 1990; Las Vegas, NV, April 23-24,
1990; Atlantic City, NJ, September 27-28, 1991; Anaheim, CA, November 19-20, 1991;
Orlando, FL, February 28 - March 1, 1991; Washington, DC, March 20-21, 1991;
Chicago, IL, May 16-17, 1991; Lake Tahoe, NV, August 15-16, 1991; Atlantic City, NJ,
November 18-19, 1991; San Jose, CA, March 23-24, 1992.

"Indoor Air Quality," a seminar presented by the Anchorage, Alaska Chapter of the
American Society of Heating, Refrigeration, and Air Conditioning Engineers, March 23,
1990.

"Ventilation and Indoor Air Quality", Presented at the 1990 HVAC & Building Systems
Congress, Santa, Clara, CA, March 29, 1990.

"Ventilation Standards for Office Buildings", Presented to the South Bay Property
Managers Association, Santa Clara, May 9, 1990.

"Indoor Air Quality", Presented at the Responsive Energy Technologies Symposium &
International Exposition (RETSIE), Santa Clara, CA, June 20, 1990.

"Indoor Air Quality - Management and Control Strategies", Presented at the Association
of Energy Engineers, San Francisco Bay Area Chapter Meeting, Berkeley, CA,
September 25, 1990.

"Diagnosing Indoor Air Contaminant and Odor Problems", Presented at the ASHRAE
Annual Meeting, New York City, NY, January 23, 1991.

"Diagnosing and Treating the Sick Building Syndrome", Presented at the Energy 2001,
Oklahoma, OK, March 19, 1991.

"Diagnosing and Mitigating Indoor Air Quality Problems" a workshop presented by the
Association of Energy Engineers, Chicago, IL, October 29-30, 1990; New York, NY,
January 24-25, 1991; Anaheim, April 25-26, 1991; Boston, MA, June 10-11, 1991;
Atlanta, GA, October 24-25, 1991; Chicago, IL, October 3-4, 1991; Las Vegas, NV,
December 16-17, 1991; Anaheim, CA, January 30-31, 1992; Atlanta, GA, March 5-6,
1992; Washington, DC, May 7-8, 1992; Chicago, IL, August 19-20, 1992; Las Vegas,
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NV, October 1-2, 1992; New York City, NY, October 26-27, 1992, Las Vegas, NV,
March 18-19, 1993; Lake Tahoe, CA, July 14-15, 1994; Las Vegas, NV, April 3-4, 1995;
Lake Tahoe, CA, July 11-12, 1996; Miami, F1, December 9-10, 1996.

"Sick Building Syndrome and the Ventilation Engineer", Presented to the San Jose
Engineers Club, May, 21, 1991.

"Duct Cleaning: Who Needs It ? How Is It Done ? What Are The Costs 7" What Are the
Risks ?, Moderator of Forum at the ASHRAE Annual Meeting, Indianapolis ID, June 23,
1991.

"Operating Healthy Buildings", Association of Plant Engineers, Oakland, CA, November
14, 1991.

"Duct Cleaning Perspectives", Moderator of Seminar at the ASHRAE Semi-Annual
Meeting, Indianapolis, IN, June 24, 1991.

"Duct Cleaning: The Role of the Environmental Hygienist," ASHRAE Annual Meeting,
Anaheim, CA, January 29, 1992.

"Emerging IAQ Issues", Fifth National Conference on Indoor Air Pollution, University of
Tulsa, Tulsa, OK, April 13-14, 1992.

"International Symposium on Room Air Convection and Ventilation Effectiveness",
Member of Scientific Advisory Board, University of Tokyo, July 22-24, 1992.

"Guidelines for Contaminant Control During Construction and Renovation Projects in
Office Buildings," Seminar paper at the ASHRAE Annual Meeting, Chicago, IL, January
26, 1993.

"Outside Air Economizers: IAQ Friend or Foe", Moderator of Forum at the ASHRAE
Annual Meeting, Chicago, IL, January 26, 1993.

"Orientation to Indoor Air Quality," an EPA two and one half day comprehensive indoor
air quality introductory workshop for public officials and building property managers;
Sacramento, September 28-30, 1992; San Francisco, February 23-24, 1993; Los Angeles,
March 16-18, 1993; Burbank, June 23, 1993; Hawaii, August 24-25, 1993; Las Vegas,
August 30, 1993; San Diego, September 13-14, 1993; Phoenix, October 18-19, 1993;
Reno, November 14-16, 1995; Fullerton, December 3-4, 1996; Fresno, May 13-14, 1997.

"Building Air Quality: A Guide for Building Owners and Facility Managers," an EPA
one half day indoor air quality introductory workshop for building owners and facility

managers. Presented throughout Region 1X 1993-1995.

“Techniques for Airborne Disease Control”, EPRI Healthcare Initiative Symposium; San
Francisco, CA; June 7, 1994.
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“Diagnosing and Mitigating Indoor Air Quality Problems”, CIHC Conference; San
Francisco, September 29, 1994.

“Indoor Air Quality: Tools for Schools,” an EPA one day air quality management
workshop for school officials, teachers, and maintenance personnel; San Francisco,
October 18-20, 1994; Cerritos, December 5, 1996; Fresno, February 26, 1997; San Jose,
March 27, 1997; Riverside, March 5, 1997; San Diego, March 6, 1997; Fullerton,
November 13, 1997; Santa Rosa, February 1998; Cerritos, February 26, 1998; Santa
Rosa, March 2, 1998.

ASHRAE 62 Standard “Ventilation for Acceptable TAQ”, ASCR Convention; San
Francisco, CA, March 16, 1995.

“New Developments in Indoor Air Quality: Protocol for Diagnosing IAQ Problems”,
ATHA-NC; March 25, 1995.

"Experimental Validation of ASHRAE SPC 129, Standard Method of Measuring Air
Change Effectiveness", 16th AIVC Conference, Palm Springs, USA, September 19-22,
1995.

“Diagnostic Protocols for Building IAQ Assessment”, American Society of Safety
Engineers Seminar: ‘Indoor Air Quality — The Next Door’; San Jose Chapter, September
27,1995; Oakland Chapter, 9, 1997.

“Diagnostic Protocols for Building IAQ Assessment”, Local 39; Oakland, CA, October 3,
1995.

“Diagnostic Protocols for Solving IAQ Problems”, CSU-PPD Conference; October 24,
1995.

“Demonstrating Compliance with ASHRAE 62-1989 Ventilation Requirements”, ATHA;
October 25, 1995.

“TAQ Diagnostics: Hands on Assessment of Building Ventilation and Pollutant
Transport”, EPA Region IX; Phoenix, AZ, March 12, 1996; San Francisco, CA, April 9,
1996; Burbank, CA, April 12, 1996.

“Experimental Validation of ASHRAE 129P: Standard Method of Measuring Air Change
Effectiveness”, Room Vent ‘96 / International Symposium on Room Air Convection and

Ventilation Effectiveness"; Yokohama, Japan, July 16-19, 1996.

“TAQ Diagnostic Methodologies and RFP Development”, CCEHSA 1996 Annual
Conference, Humboldt State University, Arcata, CA, August 2, 1996.

“The Practical Side of Indoor Air Quality Assessments”, California Industrial Hygiene
Conference ‘96, San Diego, CA, September 2, 1996.
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“ASHRAE Standard 62: Improving Indoor Environments”, Pacific Gas and Electric
Energy Center, San Francisco, CA, October 29, 1996.

“Operating and Maintaining Healthy Buildings”, April 3-4, 1996, San Jose, CA; July 30,
1997, Monterey, CA.

“TAQ Primer”, Local 39, April 16, 1997; Amdahl Corporation, June 9, 1997; State
Compensation Insurance Fund’s Safety & Health Services Department, November 21,

1996.

“Tracer Gas Techniques for Measuring Building Air Flow Rates”, ASHRAE,
Philadelphia, PA, January 26, 1997.

“How to Diagnose and Mitigate Indoor Air Quality Problems”; Women in Waste; March
19, 1997.

“Environmental Engineer: What Is 1t?”, Monte Vista High School Career Day; April 10,
1997.

“Indoor Environment Controls: What’s Hot and What’s Not”, Shaklee Corporation; San
Francisco, CA, July 15, 1997.

“Measurement of Ventilation System Performance Parameters in the US EPA BASE
Study”, Healthy Buildings/TAQ’97, Washington, DC, September 29, 1997.

“Operations and Maintenance for Healthy and Comfortable Indoor Environments”,
PASMA; October 7, 1997.

“Designing for Healthy and Comfortable Indoor Environments”, Construction
Specification Institute, Santa Rosa, CA, November 6, 1997.

“Ventilation System Design for Good IAQ”, University of Tulsa 10" Annual Conference,
San Francisco, CA, February 25, 1998.

“The Building Shell”, Tools For Building Green Conference and Trade Show, Alameda
County Waste Management Authority and Recycling Board, Oakland, CA, February 28,
1998.

“Identifying Fungal Contamination Problems In Buildings”, The City of Oakland
Municipal Employees, Oakland, CA, March 26, 1998.

“Managing Indoor Air Quality in Schools: Staying Out of Trouble”, CASBO,
Sacramento, CA, April 20, 1998.

“Indoor Air Quality”, CSOOC Spring Conference, Visalia, CA, April 30, 1998.

“Particulate and Gas Phase Air Filtration”, ACGIH/OSHA, Ft. Mitchell, KY, June 1998.
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“Building Air Quality Facts and Myths”, The City of Oakland / Alameda County Safety
Seminar, Oakland, CA, June 12, 1998.

“Building Engineering and Moisture”, Building Contamination Workshop, University of
California Berkeley, Continuing Education in Engineering and Environmental
Management, San Francisco, CA, October 21-22, 1999.

“Identifying and Mitigating Mold Contamination in Buildings”, Western Construction
Consultants Association, Oakland, CA, March 15, 2000; AIG Construction Defect
Seminar, Walnut Creek, CA, May 2, 2001; City of Oakland Public Works Agency,
Oakland, CA, July 24, 2001; Executive Council of Homeowners, Alamo, CA, August 3,
2001.

“Using the EPA BASE Study for TAQ Investigation / Communication”, Joint
Professional Symposium 2000, American Industrial Hygiene Association, Orange County
& Southern California Sections, Long Beach, October 19, 2000.

“Ventilation,” Indoor Air Quality: Risk Reduction in the 21% Century Symposium,
sponsored by the California Environmental Protection Agency/Air Resources Board,
Sacramento, CA, May 3-4, 2000.

“Workshop 18: Criteria for Cleaning of Air Handling Systems”, Healthy Buildings 2000,
Espoo, Finland, August 2000.

“Closing Session Summary:  ‘Building Investigations” and ‘Building Design &
Construction’, Healthy Buildings 2000, Espoo, Finland, August 2000.

“Managing Building Air Quality and Energy Efficiency, Meeting the Standard of Care”,
BOMA, MidAtlantic Environmental Hygiene Resource Center, Seattle, WA, May 23rd,
2000; San Antonio, TX, September 26-27, 2000.

“Diagnostics & Mitigation in Sick Buildings: When Good Buildings Go Bad,” University
of California Berkeley, September 18, 2001.

“Mold Contamination: Recognition and What To Do and Not Do”, Redwood Empire
Remodelers Association; Santa Rosa, CA, April 16, 2002.

“Investigative Tools of the IAQ Trade”, Healthy Indoor Environments 2002; Austin, TX;
April 22, 2002.

“Finding Hidden Mold: Case Studies in IAQ Investigations”, AIHA Northern California
Professionals Symposium; Oakland, CA, May 8, 2002.

“Assessing and Mitigating Fungal Contamination in Buildings”, Cal/OSHA Training;
Oakland, CA, February 14, 2003 and West Covina, CA, February 20-21, 2003.
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“Use of External Containments During Fungal Mitigation”, Invited Speaker, ACGIH
Mold Remediation Symposium, Orlando, FL., November 3-5, 2003.

Building Operator Certification (BOC), 106-IAQ Training Workshops, Northwest Energy
Efficiency Council; Stockton, CA, December 3, 2003; San Francisco, CA, December 9,
2003; Irvine, CA, January 13, 2004; San Diego, January 14, 2004; Irwindale, CA,
January 27, 2004; Downey, CA, January 28, 2004; Santa Monica, CA, March 16, 2004;
Ontario, CA, March 17, 2004; Ontario, CA, November 9, 2004, San Diego, CA,
November 10, 2004; San Francisco, CA, November 17, 2004; San Jose, CA, November
18, 2004; Sacramento, CA, March 15, 2005.

“Mold Remediation: The National QUEST for Uniformity Symposium”, Invited
Speaker, Orlando, Florida, November 3-5, 2003.

“Mold and Moisture Control”, Indoor Air Quality workshop for The Collaborative for
High Performance Schools (CHPS), San Francisco, December 11, 2003.

“Advanced Perspectives In Mold Prevention & Control Symposium”, Invited Speaker,
Las Vegas, Nevada, November 7-9, 2004.

“Building Sciences: Understanding and Controlling Moisture in Buildings”, American
Industrial Hygiene Association, San Francisco, CA, February 14-16, 2005.

“Indoor Air Quality Diagnostics and Healthy Building Design”, University of California
Berkeley, Berkeley, CA, March 2, 2005.

“Improving IAQ = Reduced Tenant Complaints”, Northern California Facilities
Exposition, Santa Clara, CA, September 27, 2007.

“Defining Safe Building Air”, Criteria for Safe Air and Water in Buildings, ASHRAE
Winter Meeting, Chicago, IL, January 27, 2008.

“Update on USGBC LEED and Air Filtration”, Invited Speaker, NAFA 2008
Convention, San Francisco, CA, September 19, 2008.

“Ventilation and Indoor air Quality in New California Homes”, National Center of
Healthy Housing, October 20, 2008.

“Indoor Air Quality in New Homes”, California Energy and Air Quality Conference,
October 29, 2008.

“Mechanical Outdoor air Ventilation Systems and IAQ in New Homes”, ACI Home
Performance Conference, Kansas City, MO, April 29, 2009.

“Ventilation and IAQ in New Homes with and without Mechanical Outdoor Air
Systems”, Healthy Buildings 2009, Syracuse, CA, September 14, 2009.
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“Ten Ways to Improve Your Air Quality”, Northern California Facilities Exposition,
Santa Clara, CA, September 30, 2009.

“New Developments in Ventilation and Indoor Air Quality in Residential Buildings”,
Westcon meeting, Alameda, CA, March 17, 2010.

“Intermittent Residential Mechanical Outdoor Air Ventilation Systems and 1AQ”,
ASHRAE SSPC 62.2 Meeting, Austin, TX, April 19, 2010.

“Measured TAQ in Homes”, ACI Home Performance Conference, Austin, TX, April 21,
2010.

“Respiration: IEQ and Ventilation”, AlHce 2010, How IH Can LEED in Green buildings,
Denver, CO, May 23, 2010.

“TAQ Considerations for Net Zero Energy Buildings (NZEB)”, Northern California
Facilities Exposition, Santa Clara, CA, September 22, 2010.

“Energy Conservation and Health in Buildings”, Berkeley High SchoolGreen Career
Week, Berkeley, CA, April 12, 2011.

“What Pollutants are Really There ?”, ACI Home Performance Conference, San
Francisco, CA, March 30, 2011.

“Energy Conservation and Health in Residences Workshop”, Indoor Air 2011, Austin,
TX, June 6, 2011.

“Assessing IAQ and Improving Health in Residences”, US EPA Weatherization Plus
Health, September 7, 2011.

“Ventilation: What a Long Strange Trip It’s Been”, Westcon, May 21, 2014.

“Chemical Emissions from E-Cigarettes: Direct and Indirect Passive Exposures”, Indoor
Air 2014, Hong Kong, July, 2014.

“Infectious Disease Aerosol Exposures With and Without Surge Control Ventilation
System Modifications”, Indoor Air 2014, Hong Kong, July, 2014.

“Chemical Emissions from E-Cigarettes”, IMF Health and Welfare Fair, Washington,
DC, February 18, 2015.

“Chemical Emissions and Health Hazards Associated with E-Cigarettes”, Roswell Park
Cancer Institute, Buffalo, NY, August 15, 2014.

“Formaldehyde Indoor Concentrations, Material Emission Rates, and the CARB ATCM”,

Harris Martin’s Lumber Liquidators Flooring Litigation Conference, WQ Minneapolis
Hotel, May 27, 2015.
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“Chemical Emissions from E-Cigarettes: Direct and Indirect Passive Exposure”, FDA
Public Workshop: Electronic Cigarettes and the Public Health, Hyattsville, MD June 2,
2015.

“Creating Healthy Homes, Schools, and Workplaces”, Chautauqua Institution,
Athenaeum Hotel, August 24, 2015.

“Diagnosing IAQ Problems and Designing Healthy Buildings”, University of California
Berkeley, Berkeley, CA, October 6, 2015.

“Diagnosing Ventilation and TAQ Problems in Commercial Buildings”, BEST Center
Annual Institute, Lawrence Berkeley National Laboratory, January 6, 2016.

“A Review of Studies of Ventilation and Indoor Air Quality in New Homes and Impacts
of Environmental Factors on Formaldehyde Emission Rates From Composite Wood

Products”, AlHce2016, May, 21-26, 2016.

“Admissibility of Scientific Testimony”, Science in the Court, Proposition 65
Clearinghouse Annual Conference, Oakland, CA, September 15, 2016.

“Indoor Air Quality and Ventilation”, ASHRAE Redwood Empire, Napa, CA, December
1,2016.
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Location Type

Air Basin
Air Basin
Air Basin
Air Basin
Air Basin
Air Basin
Air Basin
Air Basin
Air Basin
Air Basin
Air Basin
Air Basin
Air Basin
Air Basin
Air Basin
Air District
Air District
Air District
Air District
Air District
Air District
Air District
Air District
Air District
Air District
Air District
Air District
Air District
Air District
Air District
Air District
Air District
Air District
Air District
Air District
Air District
Air District
Air District
Air District

Attachment A

Location Name

Great Basin
Lake County
Lake Tahoe
Mojave Desert

Mountain
North Central
North Coast
Northeast
Sacramento
Salton Sea

San Diego

San Francisco
San Joaquin
South Central
South Coast
Amador County
Antelope Valley
Bay Area AQMD
Butte County
Calaveras
Colusa County
El Dorado
Feather River
Glenn County
Great Basin
Imperial County
Kern County
Lake County
Lassen County
Mariposa
Mendocino
Modoc County
Mojave Desert
Monterey Bay
North Coast
Northern Sierra
Northern
Placer County
Sacramento

Rural H-W
(miles)
16.8
16.8
16.8
16.8

16.8
17.1
16.8
16.8
16.8
14.6
16.8
10.8
16.8
16.8
19.8
16.8
16.8
10.8
12.54
16.8
16.8
16.8
16.8
16.8
16.8
10.2
16.8
16.8
16.8
16.8
16.8
16.8
16.8
16.8
16.8
16.8
16.8
16.8
15

Urban H-W
(miles)
10.8
10.8
10.8
10.8

10.8
12.3
10.8
10.8
10.8
11
10.8
10.8
10.8
10.8
14.7
10.8
10.8
10.8
12.54
10.8
10.8
10.8
10.8
10.8
10.8
7.3
10.8
10.8
10.8
10.8
10.8
10.8
10.8
10.8
10.8
10.8
10.8
10.8
10
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Village South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Annual

tblVehicleTrips

Wh TR : 8.17 384
------------ Wo TR T 89.95 6264
------------ Wo TR T 42.70 9.43
""""" NumberCatayic 7 125 000
""""" NumberCatayic 7 48.75 000
"""" NumberNoneataiyiic 125 0.00
"""" NumberNoneataiyiic 48.75 0.00
"""" WoodstoveDayvenr 25.00 0.00
"""" WoodstoveDayvenr 25.00 0.00
"""" Woodstovewoodmtass 999,60 0.00

WoodstoveWoodMass . 999.60 ' 0.00

tblWoodstoves
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2.0 Emissions Summary
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Village South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Summer

tblVehicleTrips

Wh TR : 8.17 384
------------ Wo TR T 89.95 6264
------------ Wo TR T 42.70 9.43
""""" NumberCatayic 7 125 000
""""" NumberCatayic 7 48.75 000
"""" NumberNoneataiyiic 125 0.00
"""" NumberNoneataiyiic 48.75 0.00
"""" WoodstoveDayvenr 25.00 0.00
"""" WoodstoveDayvenr 25.00 0.00
"""" Woodstovewoodmtass 999,60 0.00

WoodstoveWoodMass . 999.60 ' 0.00

tblWoodstoves

ks s s s s s dnn s dnn s dnn s dnn s dnn s dnn s dnn s dnnndnnndnnndnnndnnndnnndnnndans

2.0 Emissions Summary
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Village South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Winter

tblVehicleTrips

WD_TR . 8.17 3.84

WD_TR . 89.95 62.64

WD_TR . 42.70 943

NumberCatalytic . 1.25 0.00

NumberCatalytic . 48.75 0.00

NumberNoncatalytic . 1.25 0.00

NumberNoncatalytic . 48.75 0.00

WoodstoveDayYear . 25.00 0.00

WoodstoveDayYear . 25.00 0.00

WoodstoveWoodMass M 999.60 0.00

WoodstoveWoodMass . 999.60 ' 0.00

tblWoodstoves

ks s s s s s dnn s dnn s dnn s dnn s dnn s dnn s dnn s dnnndnnndnnndnnndnnndnnndnnndans
'
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2.0 Emissions Summary
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Village South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Annual

tblVehicleTrips

Wh TR : 6.59 583
""""""" wo TR TR 6.65 4.13
------------ Wo TR T 11.03 6.41
------------ Wo TR T 127.15 65.80
------------ Wo TR T 8.17 3.84
------------ Wo TR T 89.95 6264
------------ Wo TR T 42.70 9.43
""""" NumberCatayic 7 125 000
""""" NumberCatayic 7 48.75 000
"""" NumberNoneataiyiic 125 0.00
"""" NumberNoneataiyiic 48.75 0.00
"""" WoodstoveDayvenr 25.00 0.00
"""" WoodstoveDayvenr 25.00 0.00
"""" Woodstovewoodmtass 999,60 0.00

WoodstoveWoodMass . 999.60 ' 0.00

tblWoodstoves

ks sdsssdsn s dsn s dnn s dnn s dnn s dnn s dnn s dnnndnnndnnndnnndnnndnnndnnndnnndnnndnnndnnndanndnnndnnndanndans

2.0 Emissions Summary
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Village South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Summer

tblVehicleTrips

Wh TR : 6.59 583
""""""" wo TR TR 6.65 4.13
------------ Wo TR T 11.03 6.41
------------ Wo TR T 127.15 65.80
------------ Wo TR T 8.17 3.84
------------ Wo TR T 89.95 6264
------------ Wo TR T 42.70 9.43
""""" NumberCatayic 7 125 000
""""" NumberCatayic 7 48.75 000
"""" NumberNoneataiyiic 125 0.00
"""" NumberNoneataiyiic 48.75 0.00
"""" WoodstoveDayvenr 25.00 0.00
"""" WoodstoveDayvenr 25.00 0.00
"""" Woodstovewoodmtass 999,60 0.00

WoodstoveWoodMass . 999.60 ' 0.00

tblWoodstoves

ks sdsssdsn s dsn s dnn s dnn s dnn s dnn s dnn s dnnndnnndnnndnnndnnndnnndnnndnnndnnndnnndnnndanndnnndnnndanndans

2.0 Emissions Summary
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Village South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Winter

tblVehicleTrips

Wh TR : 6.59 583
""""""" wo TR TR 6.65 4.13
------------ Wo TR T 11.03 6.41
------------ Wo TR T 127.15 65.80
------------ Wo TR T 8.17 3.84
------------ Wo TR T 89.95 6264
------------ Wo TR T 42.70 9.43
""""" NumberCatayic 7 125 000
""""" NumberCatayic 7 48.75 000
"""" NumberNoneataiyiic 125 0.00
"""" NumberNoneataiyiic 48.75 0.00
"""" WoodstoveDayvenr 25.00 0.00
"""" WoodstoveDayvenr 25.00 0.00
"""" Woodstovewoodmtass 999,60 0.00

WoodstoveWoodMass . 999.60 ' 0.00

tblWoodstoves

ks sdsssdsn s dsn s dnn s dnn s dnn s dnn s dnn s dnnndnnndnnndnnndnnndnnndnnndnnndnnndnnndnnndanndnnndnnndanndans

2.0 Emissions Summary
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Professional History:

Soil Water Air Protection Enterprise (SWAPE); 2003 to present; Principal and Founding Partner
UCLA School of Public Health; 2007 to 2011; Lecturer (Assistant Researcher)

UCLA School of Public Health; 2003 to 2006; Adjunct Professor

UCLA Environmental Science and Engineering Program; 2002-2004; Doctoral Intern Coordinator
UCLA Institute of the Environment, 2001-2002; Research Associate

Komex H,O Science, 2001 to 2003; Senior Remediation Scientist

National Groundwater Association, 2002-2004; Lecturer

San Diego State University, 1999-2001; Adjunct Professor

Anteon Corp., San Diego, 2000-2001; Remediation Project Manager

Ogden (now Amec), San Diego, 2000-2000; Remediation Project Manager

Bechtel, San Diego, California, 1999 — 2000; Risk Assessor

King County, Seattle, 1996 — 1999; Scientist

James River Corp., Washington, 1995-96; Scientist

Big Creek Lumber, Davenport, California, 1995; Scientist

Plumas Corp., California and USFS, Tahoe 1993-1995; Scientist

Peace Corps and World Wildlife Fund, St. Kitts, West Indies, 1991-1993; Scientist

Publications:

Remy, L.L., Clay T., Byers, V., Rosenfeld P. E. (2019) Hospital, Health, and Community Burden After Oil
Refinery Fires, Richmond, California 2007 and 2012. Environmental Health. 18:48

Simons, R.A., Seo, Y. Rosenfeld, P., (2015) Modeling the Effect of Refinery Emission On Residential Property
Value. Journal of Real Estate Research. 27(3):321-342

Chen, J. A, Zapata A. R., Sutherland A. J., Molmen, D.R., Chow, B. S., Wu, L. E., Rosenfeld, P. E., Hesse, R. C.,
(2012) Sulfur Dioxide and Volatile Organic Compound Exposure To A Community In Texas City Texas Evaluated
Using Aermod and Empirical Data. American Journal cf Environmental Science, 8(0), 622-632.

Rosenfeld, P.E. & Feng, L. (2011). The Risks ¢f Hazardous Waste. Amsterdam: Elsevier Publishing.

Cheremisinoff, N.P., & Rosenfeld, P.E. (2011). Handbook cf Pollution Prevention and Cleaner Production: Best
Practices in the Agrochemical Industry, Amsterdam: Elsevier Publishing.

Gonzalez, J., Feng, L., Sutherland, A., Waller, C., Sok, H., Hesse, R., Rosenfeld, P. (2010). PCBs and
Dioxins/Furans in Attic Dust Collected Near Former PCB Production and Secondary Copper Facilities in Sauget, IL.
Procedia Environmental Sciences. 113-125.

Feng, L., Wu, C., Tam, L., Sutherland, A.J., Clark, J.J., Rosenfeld, P.E. (2010). Dioxin and Furan Blood Lipid and
Attic Dust Concentrations in Populations Living Near Four Wood Treatment Facilities in the United States. Journal
cf Environmental Health. 73(6), 34-46.

Cheremisinoff, N.P., & Rosenfeld, P.E. (2010). Handbook cf Pollution Prevention and Cleaner Production: Best
Practices in the Wood and Paper Industries. Amsterdam: Elsevier Publishing.

Cheremisinoff, N.P., & Rosenfeld, P.E. (2009). Handbook cf Pollution Prevention and Cleaner Production: Best
Practices in the Petroleum Industry. Amsterdam: Elsevier Publishing.

Wu, C., Tam, L., Clark, J., Rosenfeld, P. (2009). Dioxin and furan blood lipid concentrations in populations living
near four wood treatment facilities in the United States. WIT Transactions on Ecology and the Environment, Air
Pollution, 123 (17), 319-327.
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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 Equivalency Quotients (TEQ) In Two
Populations Near Wood Treatment Facilities. Organohalogen Compounds, 70, 002252-002255.

Tam L. K.., Wu C. D., Clark J. J. and Resenfeld, P.E. (2008). Methods For Collect Samples For Assessing Dioxins
And Other Environmental Contaminants In Attic Dust: A Review. Organohalogen Compounds, 70, 000527-
000530.

Hensley, A.R. A. Scott, J. J. J. Clark, Rosenfeld, P.E. (2007). Attic Dust and Human Blood Samples Collected near
a Former Wood Treatment Facility. Environmental Research. 105, 194-197.

Rosenfeld, P.E., J. J. J. Clark, A. R. Hensley, M. Suffet. (2007). The Use of an Odor Wheel Classification for
Evaluation of Human Health Risk Criteria for Compost Facilities. Water Science & Technology 55(5), 345-357.

Rosenfeld, P. E., M. Suffet. (2007). The Anatomy Of Odour Wheels For Odours Of Drinking Water, Wastewater,
Compost And The Urban Environment. Water Science & Technology 55(5), 335-344.

Sullivan, P. J. Clark, JJJ., Agardy, F. J., Rosenfeld, P.E. (2007). Toxic Legacy, Synthetic Toxins in the Food,
Water, and Air in American Cities. Boston Massachusetts: Elsevier Publishing

Rosenfeld, P.E., and Suffet I.LH. (2004). Control of Compost Odor Using High Carbon Wood Ash. Water Science
and Technology. 49(9),171-178.

Rosenfeld P. E., J.J. Clark, .H. (Mel) Suffet (2004). The Value of An Odor-Quality-Wheel Classification Scheme
For The Urban Environment. Water Environment Federation’s Technical Exhibition and Cor ference (WEFTEC)
2004. New Orleans, October 2-6, 2004.

Rosenfeld, P.E., and Suffet, .H. (2004). Understanding Odorants Associated With Compost, Biomass Facilities,
and the Land Application of Biosolids. Water Science and Technology. 49(9), 193-199.

Rosenfeld, P.E., and Suffet I.LH. (2004). Control of Compost Odor Using High Carbon Wood Ash, Water Science
and Technology, 49(9), 171-178.

Rosenfeld, P. E., Grey, M. A., Sellew, P. (2004). Measurement of Biosolids Odor and Odorant Emissions from
Windrows, Static Pile and Biofilter. Water Environment Research. 76(4), 310-315.

Rosenfeld, P.E., Grey, M and Suffet, M. (2002). Compost Demonstration Project, Sacramento California Using
High-Carbon Wood Ash to Control Odor at a Green Materials Composting Facility. Integrated Waste Management
Board Public Ajfairs Cjfice, Publications Clearinghouse (MS—6), Sacramento, CA Publication #442-02-008.

Rosenfeld, P.E., and C.L. Henry. (2001). Characterization of odor emissions from three different biosolids. Water
Soil and Air Pollution. 127(1-4), 173-191.

Rosenfeld, P.E., and Henry C. L., (2000). Wood ash control of odor emissions from biosolids application. Journal
cf Environmental Quality. 29, 1662-1668.

Rosenfeld, P.E., C.L. Henry and D. Bennett. (2001). Wastewater dewatering polymer affect on biosolids odor
emissions and microbial activity. Water Environment Research. 73(4), 363-367.

Rosenfeld, P.E., and C.L. Henry. (2001). Activated Carbon and Wood Ash Sorption of Wastewater, Compost, and
Biosolids Odorants. Water Environment Research, 73, 388-393.

Rosenfeld, P.E., and Henry C. L., (2001). High carbon wood ash effect on biosolids microbial activity and odor.
Water Environment Research. 131(1-4), 247-262.
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Chollack, T. and P. Rosenfeld. (1998). Compost Amendment Handbook For Landscaping. Prepared for and
distributed by the City of Redmond, Washington State.

Rosenfeld, P. E. (1992). The Mount Liamuiga Crater Trail. Heritage Magazine cf St. Kitts, 3(2).

Rosenfeld, P. E. (1993). High School Biogas Project to Prevent Deforestation On St. Kitts. Biomass Users
Network, 7(1).

Rosenfeld, P. E. (1998). Characterization, Quantification, and Control of Odor Emissions From Biosolids
Application To Forest Soil. Doctoral Thesis. University of Washington College of Forest Resources.

Rosenfeld, P. E. (1994). Potential Utilization of Small Diameter Trees on Sierra County Public Land. Masters
thesis reprinted by the Sierra County Economic Council. Sierra County, California.

Rosenfeld, P. E. (1991). How to Build a Small Rural Anaerobic Digester & Uses Of Biogas In The First And Third
World. Bachelors Thesis. University of California.

Presentations:

Rosenfeld, P.E., Sutherland, A; Hesse, R.; Zapata, A. (October 3-6, 2013). Air dispersion modeling of volatile
organic emissions from multiple natural gas wells in Decatur, TX. 44th Western Regional Meeting, American
Chemical Society. Lecture conducted from Santa Clara, CA.

Sok, H.L.; Waller, C.C.; Feng, L.; Gonzalez, J.; Sutherland, A.J.; Wisdom-Stack, T.; Sahai, R.K.; Hesse, R.C.;
Rosenfeld, P.E. (June 20-23, 2010). Atrazine: A Persistent Pesticide in Urban Drinking Water.
Urban Environmental Pollution. Lecture conducted from Boston, MA.

Feng, L.; Gonzalez, J.; Sok, H.L.; Sutherland, A.J.; Waller, C.C.; Wisdom-Stack, T.; Sahai, R K.; La, M.; Hesse,
R.C.; Rosenfeld, P.E. (June 20-23, 2010). Bringing Environmental Justice to East St. Louis,
Illinois. Urban Environmental Pollution. Lecture conducted from Boston, MA.

Rosenfeld, P.E. (April 19-23, 2009). Perfluoroctanoic Acid (PFOA) and Perfluoroactane Sulfonate (PFOS)
Contamination in Drinking Water From the Use of Aqueous Film Forming Foams (AFFF) at Airports in the United
States. 2009 Ground Water Summit and 2009 Ground Water Protection Council Spring Meeting, Lecture conducted
from Tuscon, AZ.

Rosenfeld, P.E. (April 19-23, 2009). Cost to Filter Atrazine Contamination from Drinking Water in the United
States” Contamination in Drinking Water From the Use of Aqueous Film Forming Foams (AFFF) at Airports in the
United States. 2009 Ground Water Summit and 2009 Ground Water Protection Council Spring Meeting. Lecture
conducted from Tuscon, AZ.

Wu, C., Tam, L., Clark, J., Rosenfeld, P. (20-22 July, 2009). Dioxin and furan blood lipid concentrations in
populations living near four wood treatment facilities in the United States. Brebbia, C.A. and Popov, V., eds., 4ir
Pollution XVII: Proceedings c¢f the Seventeenth International Corference on Modeling, Monitoring and
Management cf Air Pollution. Lecture conducted from Tallinn, Estonia.

Rosenfeld, P. E. (October 15-18, 2007). Moss Point Community Exposure To Contaminants From A Releasing
Facility. The 23™ Annual International Cor ferences on Soils Sediment and Water. Platform lecture conducted from
University of Massachusetts, Amherst MA.

Rosenfeld, P. E. (October 15-18, 2007). The Repeated Trespass of Tritium-Contaminated Water Into A
Surrounding Community Form Repeated Waste Spills From A Nuclear Power Plant. The 23" Annual International

Corferences on Soils Sediment and Water. Platform lecture conducted from University of Massachusetts, Amherst
MA.
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Rosenfeld, P. E. (October 15-18, 2007). Somerville Community Exposure To Contaminants From Wood Treatment
Facility Emissions. The 23" Annual International Cornferences on Soils Sediment and Water. Lecture conducted
from University of Massachusetts, Amherst MA.

Rosenfeld P. E. (March 2007). Production, Chemical Properties, Toxicology, & Treatment Case Studies of 1,2,3-
Trichloropropane (TCP). The Association for Environmental Health and Sciences (AEHS) Annual Meeting. Lecture
conducted from San Diego, CA.

Rosenfeld P. E. (March 2007). Blood and Attic Sampling for Dioxin/Furan, PAH, and Metal Exposure in Florala,
Alabama. The AEHS Annual Meeting. Lecture conducted from San Diego, CA.

Hensley A.R., Scott, A., Rosenfeld P.E., Clark, J.J.J. (August 21 — 25, 2006). Dioxin Containing Attic Dust And
Human Blood Samples Collected Near A Former Wood Treatment Facility. The 26th International Symposium on
Halogenated Persistent Organic Pollutants — DIGXIN2006. Lecture conducted from Radisson SAS Scandinavia
Hotel in Oslo Norway.

Hensley AR., Scott, A., Rosenfeld P.E., Clark, J.J.J. (November 4-8, 2006). Dioxin Containing Attic Dust And
Human Blood Samples Collected Near A Former Wood Treatment Facility. APHA 134 Annual Meeting &
Exposition. Lecture conducted from Boston Massachusetts.

Paul Rosenfeld Ph.D. (October 24-25, 2005). Fate, Transport and Persistence of PFOA and Related Chemicals.
Mealey’s C8/PFOA. Science, Risk & Litigation Corference. Lecture conducted from The Rittenhouse Hotel,
Philadelphia, PA.

Paul Rosenfeld Ph.D. (September 19, 2005). Brominated Flame Retardants in Groundwater: Pathways to Human
Ingestion, Toxicology and Remediation PEMA Emerging Contaminant Corference. Lecture conducted from Hilton
Hotel, Irvine California.

Paul Rosenfeld Ph.D. (September 19, 2005). Fate, Transport, Toxicity, And Persistence of 1,2,3-TCP. PEMA
Emerging Contaminant Conference. Lecture conducted from Hilton Hotel in Irvine, California.

Paul Rosenfeld Ph.D. (September 26-27, 2005). Fate, Transport and Persistence of PDBEs. Mealey’s Groundwater
Corference. Lecture conducted from Ritz Carlton Hotel, Marina Del Ray, California.

Paul Rosenfeld Ph.D. (June 7-8, 2005). Fate, Transport and Persistence of PFOA and Related Chemicals.
International Society cf Environmental Forensics: Focus On Emerging Contaminants. Lecture conducted from
Sheraton Oceanfront Hotel, Virginia Beach, Virginia.

Paul Rosenfeld Ph.D. (July 21-22, 2005). Fate Transport, Persistence and Toxicology of PFOA and Related
Perfluorochemicals. 2005 National Groundwater Association Ground Water And Environmental Law Cor ference.
Lecture conducted from Wyndham Baltimore Inner Harbor, Baltimore Maryland.

Paul Rosenfeld Ph.D. (July 21-22, 2005). Brominated Flame Retardants in Groundwater: Pathways to Human
Ingestion, Toxicology and Remediation. 2005 National Groundwater Association Ground Water and
Environmental Law Cor ference. Lecture conducted from Wyndham Baltimore Inner Harbor, Baltimore Maryland.

Paul Rosenfeld, Ph.D. and James Clark Ph.D. and Rob Hesse R.G. (May 5-6, 2004). Tert-butyl Alcohol Liability
and Toxicology, A National Problem and Unquantified Liability. National Groundwater Association. Environmental
Law Cor ference. Lecture conducted from Congress Plaza Hotel, Chicago Illinois.

Paul Rosenfeld, Ph.D. (March 2004). Perchlorate Toxicology. Meeting cf the American Groundwater Trust.
Lecture conducted from Phoenix Arizona.

Hagemann, M.F., Paul Rosenfeld, Ph.D. and Rob Hesse (2004). Perchlorate Contamination of the Colorado River.
Meeting cf tribal representatives. Lecture conducted from Parker, AZ.
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Paul Rosenfeld, Ph.D. (April 7, 2004). A National Damage Assessment Model For PCE and Dry Cleaners.
Drycleaner Symposium. Cal fornia Ground Water Association. Lecture conducted from Radison Hotel, Sacramento,
California.

Rosenfeld, P. E., Grey, M., (June 2003) Two stage biofilter for biosolids composting odor control. Seventh
International In Situ And On Site Bioremediation Symposium Battelle Cor ference Orlando, FL.

Paul Rosenfeld, Ph.D. and James Clark Ph.D. (February 20-21, 2003) Understanding Historical Use, Chemical
Properties, Toxicity and Regulatory Guidance of 1,4 Dioxane. National Groundwater Association. Southwest Focus
Cornference. Water Supply and Emerging Contaminants.. Lecture conducted from Hyatt Regency Phoenix Arizona.

Paul Rosenfeld, Ph.D. (February 6-7, 2003). Underground Storage Tank Litigation and Remediation. California
CUPA Forum. Lecture conducted from Marriott Hotel, Anaheim California.

Paul Rosenfeld, Ph.D. (October 23, 2002) Underground Storage Tank Litigation and Remediation. EPA4
Underground Storage Tank Roundtable. Lecture conducted from Sacramento California.

Rosenfeld, P.E. and Suffet, M. (October 7- 10, 2002). Understanding Odor from Compost, Wastewater and
Industrial Processes. Sixth Annual Symposium On C;f Flavors in the Aquatic Environment. International Water
Association. Lecture conducted from Barcelona Spain.

Rosenfeld, P.E. and Suffet, M. (October 7- 10, 2002). Using High Carbon Wood Ash to Control Compost Odor.
Sixth Annual Symposium On C;f Flavors in the Aquatic Environment. International Water Association. Lecture
conducted from Barcelona Spain.

Rosenfeld, P.E. and Grey, M. A. (September 22-24, 2002). Biocycle Composting For Coastal Sage Restoration.
Northwest Biosolids Management Association. Lecture conducted from Vancouver Washington..

Rosenfeld, P.E. and Grey, M. A. (November 11-14, 2002). Using High-Carbon Wood Ash to Control Odor at a
Green Materials Composting Facility. Soil Science Society Annual Cor ference. Lecture conducted from
Indianapolis, Maryland.

Rosenfeld. P.E. (September 16, 2000). Two stage biofilter for biosolids composting odor control. Water
Environment Federation. Lecture conducted from Anaheim California.

Rosenfeld. P.E. (October 16, 2000). Wood ash and biofilter control of compost odor. Bicfest. Lecture conducted
from Ocean Shores, California.

Rosenfeld, P.E. (2000). Bioremediation Using Organic Soil Amendments. Calfornia Resource Recovery
Association. Lecture conducted from Sacramento California.

Rosenfeld, P.E., C.L. Henry, R. Harrison. (1998). Oat and Grass Seed Germination and Nitrogen and Sulfur
Emissions Following Biosolids Incorporation With High-Carbon Wood-Ash. Water Environment Federation 12th
Annual Residuals and Biosolids Management Corference Proceedings. Lecture conducted from Bellevue
Washington.

Rosenfeld, P.E., and C.L. Henry. (1999). An evaluation of ash incorporation with biosolids for odor reduction. Soil
Science Society ¢f America. Lecture conducted from Salt Lake City Utah.

Rosenfeld, P.E., C.L. Henry, R. Harrison. (1998). Comparison of Microbial Activity and Odor Emissions from
Three Different Biosolids Applied to Forest Soil. Brown and Caldwell. Lecture conducted from Seattle Washington.

Rosenfeld, P.E., C.L. Henry. (1998). Characterization, Quantification, and Control of Odor Emissions from
Biosolids Application To Forest Soil. Bicfest. Lecture conducted from Lake Chelan, Washington.
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Rosenfeld, P.E, C.L. Henry, R. Harrison. (1998). Oat and Grass Seed Germination and Nitrogen and Sulfur
Emissions Following Biosolids Incorporation With High-Carbon Wood-Ash. Water Environment Federation 12th
Annual Residuals and Biosolids Management Conference Proceedings. Lecture conducted from Bellevue
Washington.

Rosenfeld, P.E., C.L. Henry, R. B. Harrison, and R. Dills. (1997). Comparison of Odor Emissions From Three

Different Biosolids Applied to Forest Soil. Soil Science Society cf America. Lecture conducted from Anaheim
California.

Teaching Experience:

UCLA Department of Environmental Health (Summer 2003 through 20010) Taught Environmental Health Science
100 to students, including undergrad, medical doctors, public health professionals and nurses. Course focused on
the health effects of environmental contaminants.

National Ground Water Association, Successful Remediation Technologies. Custom Course in Sante Fe, New
Mexico. May 21, 2002. Focused on fate and transport of fuel contaminants associated with underground storage

tanks.

National Ground Water Association; Successful Remediation Technologies Course in Chicago Illinois. April 1,
2002. Focused on fate and transport of contaminants associated with Superfund and RCRA sites.

California Integrated Waste Management Board, April and May, 2001. Alternative Landfill Caps Seminar in San
Diego, Ventura, and San Francisco. Focused on both prescriptive and innovative landfill cover design.

UCLA Department of Environmental Engineering, February 5, 2002. Seminar on Successful Remediation
Technologies focusing on Groundwater Remediation.

University Of Washington, Soil Science Program, Teaching Assistant for several courses including: Soil Chemistry,
Organic Soil Amendments, and Soil Stability.

U.C. Berkeley, Environmental Science Program Teaching Assistant for Environmental Science 10.

Academic Grants Awarded:

California Integrated Waste Management Board. $41,000 grant awarded to UCLA Institute of the Environment.
Goal: To investigate effect of high carbon wood ash on volatile organic emissions from compost. 2001.

Synagro Technologies, Corona California: $10,000 grant awarded to San Diego State University.
Goal: investigate effect of biosolids for restoration and remediation of degraded coastal sage soils. 2000.

King County, Department of Research and Technology, Washington State. $100,000 grant awarded to University of
Washington: Goal: To investigate odor emissions from biosolids application and the effect of polymers and ash on
VOC emissions. 1998.

Northwest Biosolids Management Association, Washington State. $20,000 grant awarded to investigate effect of
polymers and ash on VOC emissions from biosolids. 1997.

James River Corporation, Oregon: $10,000 grant was awarded to investigate the success of genetically engineered
Poplar trees with resistance to round-up. 1996.

United State Forest Service, Tahoe National Forest: $15,000 grant was awarded to investigating fire ecology of the
Tahoe National Forest. 1995.

Kellogg Foundation, Washington D.C. $500 grant was awarded to construct a large anaerobic digester on St. Kitts
in West Indies. 1993
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Deposition and/or Trial Testimony:

In the United States District Court For The District of New Jersey
Duarte et al, Plaint,;fs, vs. United States Metals Refining Company et. al. Defendant.
Case No.: 2:17-cv-01624-ES-SCM
Rosenfeld Deposition. 6-7-2019

In the United States District Court of Southern District of Texas Galveston Division
M/T Carla Maersk, Plaint,jfs, vs. Conti 168., Schiffahrts-GMBH & Co. Bulker KG MS “Conti Perdido”
Defendant.
Case No.: 3:15-CV-00106 consolidated with 3:15-CV-00237
Rosenfeld Deposition. 5-9-2019

In The Superior Court of the State of California In And For The County Of Los Angeles — Santa Monica
Carole-Taddeo-Bates et al., vs. Ifran Khan et al., Defendants
Case No.: No. BC615636
Rosenfeld Deposition, 1-26-2019

In The Superior Court of the State of California In And For The County Of Los Angeles — Santa Monica
The San Gabriel Valley Council of Governments et al. vs El Adobe Apts. Inc. et al., Defendants
Case No.: No. BC646857
Rosenfeld Deposition, 10-6-2018; Trial 3-7-19

In United States District Court For The District of Colorado
Bells et al. Plaintiff vs. The 3M Company et al., Defendants
Case: No 1:16-cv-02531-RBJ
Rosenfeld Deposition, 3-15-2018 and 4-3-2018

In The District Court Of Regan County, Texas, 112% Judicial District
Phillip Bales et al., Plaintiff vs. Dow Agrosciences, LLC, et al., Defendants
Cause No 1923
Rosenfeld Deposition, 11-17-2017

In The Superior Court of the State of California In And For The County Of Contra Costa
Simons et al., Plaintiffs vs. Chevron Corporation, et al., Defendants
Cause No C12-01481
Rosenfeld Deposition, 11-20-2017

In The Circuit Court Of The Twentieth Judicial Circuit, St Clair County, Illinois
Martha Custer et al., Plaintiff vs. Cerro Flow Products, Inc., Defendants
Case No.: No. 019-L-2295
Rosenfeld Deposition, 8-23-2017

In The Superior Court of the State of California, For The County of Los Angeles
Warrn Gilbert and Penny Gilber, Plaintiff vs. BMW of North America LLC
Case No.: LC102019 (c¢/w BC582154)
Rosenfeld Deposition, 8-16-2017, Trail 8-28-2018

In the Northern District Court of Mississippi, Greenville Division
Brenda J. Cooper, et al., Plaint,jfs, vs. Meritor Inc., et al., Defendants
Case Number: 4:16-cv-52-DMB-JVM
Rosenfeld Deposition: July 2017
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In The Superior Court of the State of Washington, County of Snohomish
Michael Davis and Julie Davis et al., Plaintiff vs. Cedar Grove Composting Inc., Defendants
Case No.: No. 13-2-03987-5
Rosenfeld Deposition, February 2017
Trial, March 2017

In The Superior Court of the State of California, County of Alameda
Charles Spain., Plaintiff vs. Thermo Fisher Scientific, et al., Defendants
Case No.: RG14711115
Rosenfeld Deposition, September 2015

In The Towa District Court In And For Poweshiek County
Russell D. Winburn, et al., Plaintiffs vs. Doug Hoksbergen, et al., Defendants
Case No.: LALA002187
Rosenfeld Deposition, August 2015

In The Towa District Court For Wapello County
Jerry Dovico, et al., Plaintiffs vs. Valley View Sine LLC, et al., Defendants
Law No,: LALA105144 - Division A
Rosenfeld Deposition, August 2015

In The Towa District Court For Wapello County
Doug Pauls, et al.,, et al., Plaintiffs vs. Richard Warren, et al., Defendants
Law No,: LALA105144 - Division A
Rosenfeld Deposition, August 2015

In The Circuit Court of Ohio County, West Virginia
Robert Andrews, et al. v. Antero, et al.
Civil Action NO. 14-C-30000
Rosenfeld Deposition, June 2015

In The Third Judicial District County of Dona Ana, New Mexico
Betty Gonzalez, et al. Plaintiffs vs. Del Oro Dairy, Del Oro Real Estate LLC, Jerry Settles and Deward
DeRuyter, Defendants
Rosenfeld Deposition: July 2015

In The Towa District Court For Muscatine County
Laurie Freeman et. al. Plaintiffs vs. Grain Processing Corporation, Defendant
Case No 4980
Rosenfeld Deposition: May 2015

In the Circuit Court of the 17® Judicial Circuit, in and For Broward County, Florida
Walter Hinton, et. al. Plaintiff, vs. City of Fort Lauderdale, Florida, a Municipality, Defendant.
Case Number CACE(Q7030358 (26)
Rosenfeld Deposition: December 2014

In the United States District Court Western District of Oklahoma
Tommy McCarty, et al., Plaintiffs, v. Oklahoma City Landfill, LLC d/b/a Southeast Oklahoma City
Landfill, et al. Defendants.
Case No. 5:12-cv-01152-C
Rosenfeld Deposition: July 2014
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In the County Court of Dallas County Texas
Lisa Parr et al, Plainti,f, vs. Aruba et al, Defendant.
Case Number cc-11-01650-E
Rosenfeld Deposition: March and September 2013
Rosenfeld Trial: April 2014

In the Court of Common Pleas of Tuscarawas County Ohio
John Michael Abicht, et al., Plaint,fs, vs. Republic Services, Inc., et al., Defendants
Case Number: 2008 CT 10 0741 (Cons. w/ 2009 CV 10 0987)
Rosenfeld Deposition: October 2012

In the United States District Court of Southern District of Texas Galveston Division
Kyle Cannon, Eugene Donovan, Genaro Ramirez, Carol Sassler, and Harvey Walton, each Individually and
on behalf of those similarly situated, Plaint,;fs, vs. BP Products North America, Inc., Defendant.
Case 3:10-cv-00622
Rosenfeld Deposition: February 2012
Rosenfeld Trial: April 2013

In the Circuit Court of Baltimore County Maryland
Philip E. Cvach, Il et al., Plaint,fs vs. Two Farms, Inc. d/b/a Royal Farms, Defendants
Case Number: 03-C-12-012487 OT
Rosenfeld Deposition: September 2013
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EXHIBIT C






mailto:mhagemann@swape.com

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

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

Hydrogeologist, National Park Service, Water Resources Division (1998 — 2000);

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

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

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

Geologist, Dames & Moore (1984 — 1986).

Senior Regulatory and Litigation Support Analyst:

With SWAPE, Matt’s responsibilities have included:

Lead analyst and testifying expert in the review of over 100 environmental impact reports
since 2003 under CEQA that identify significant issues with regard to hazardous waste, water
resources, water quality, air quality, Valley Fever, greenhouse gas emissions, and geologic
hazards. Make recommendations for additional mitigation measures to lead agencies at the
local and county level to include additional characterization of health risks and
implementation of protective measures to reduce worker exposure to hazards from toxins

and Valley Fever.

Stormwater analysis, sampling and best management practice evaluation at industrial facilities.
Manager of a project to provide technical assistance to a community adjacent to a former
Naval shipyard under a grant from the U.S. EPA.

Technical assistance and litigation support for vapor intrusion concerns.

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

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

Manager and designated expert for litigation support under provisions of Proposition 65 in the
review of 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 chronology
of MTBE use, research, and regulation.

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

Senior researcher in a study that estimates nationwide costs for MTBE remediation and drinking
water treatment, results of which were published in newspapers 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.




e Expert witness testimony in a case of oil production-related contamination in Mississippi.
¢ Lead author for a multi-volume remedial investigation report for an operating school in Los
Angeles that met strict regulatory requirements and rigorous deadlines.




e 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
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 discharge of grease to sewer systems. Matt actively participated in the
development of countywide water quality permits for the control 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. Environmental Protection Agency, Matt led investigations to
characterize and cleanup closing military bases, including Mare Island Naval Shipyard, Hunters Point
Naval Shipyard, Treasure Island Naval Station, Alameda Naval Station, Moffett Field, Mather Army
Airfield, and Sacramento Army Depot. Specific activities were as follows:

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

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

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

At the request of the State of Hawaii, Matt developed a methodology 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 number 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.

¢ 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.

e  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:

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

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

¢ Identified high-levels of perchlorate in soil adjacent to a national park in New Mexico
and advised park superintendent on appropriate response actions under CERCLA.

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

e 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 nation-
wide policy on the use of these vehicles in National Parks.

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

Policy:
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.

e 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:

e 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 soil 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:

e At San Francisco State University, held an adjunct faculty position and taught courses in
environmental geology, oceanography (lab and lecture), hydrogeology, and groundwater
contamination.

e Served as a committee member for graduate and undergraduate students.

¢ Taught courses in environmental geology and oceanography at the College of Marin.

Matt taught physical geology (lecture and lab and introductory geology at Golden West College in
Huntington Beach, California from 2010 to 2014.

Invited Testimony, Reports, Papers and Presentations:

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

Hagemann, MLF., 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, ML.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, MLF., 2004. Invited testimony to a California Senate committee hearing on air toxins at
schools in Southern California, Los Angeles.




Brown, A., Farrow, J., 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, MLF,, 2004. Perchlorate Contamination of the Colorado River and Impacts to Drinking Water
in Arizona and the Southwestern U.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, Irvine, CA.

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

Hagemann, ML.F., 2003. Perchlorate Contamination of the Colorado River. Invited presentation to a
meeting of tribal repesentatives, Parker, AZ.

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

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

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

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

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

Hagemann, M.F., 2002. An Estimate of Costs to Address MTBE Releases from Underground Storage
Tanks and the Resulting Impact to Drinking Water Wells. Presentation to a meeting of the U.S. EPA and
State Underground Storage Tank Program managers.

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

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

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

VanMouwerik, M. and Hagemann, M.F. 1999, Water Quality Concerns Related to Personal Watercraft

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

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

Hagemann, MLF,, 1997, The Potential for MTBE to Contaminate Groundwater. U.S. EPA Superfund

Groundwater Technical Forum Annual Meeting, Las Vegas, Nevada.

Hagemann, MLF,, 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.

Other Experience:

Selected as subject matter expert for the California Professional Geologist licensing examination, 2009-
2011.
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Red Flag Restricted Parking No

This report is subject to the terms and conditions as set forth on the website. For more details, please refer to the terms and conditions at zimas.lacity.org
(*) - APN Area is provided "as is" from the Los Angeles County's Public Works, Flood Control, Benefit Assessment.
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