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Federal Express GAMPUS CAPITAL PLANNING
1080 VETERAN AVENUE

BOX £51365
LOS ANGELES, CA. 90093-1365

May 27, 2008
State of California
Office of Planning and Research
1400 Tenth Street, Room 222
Sacramento, CA 95814
NOTICE OF PREPARATION
DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT

Project Title and Number: Northwest Housing Infill Project (NHIP) and 2002 Long Range
Development Plan (LRDP) Amendment, Project No. 948375

Project Location: University of California, Los Angeles campus
Lead Agency: University of California

County: Los Angeles

Project Description:

Located in the community of Westwood in the City of Los Angeles, the UCLA campus is
approximately 12 miles northwest of downtown Los Angeles. The main campus is generally bound by
Le Conte Avenue to the south, Gayley Avenue and Veteran Avenue to the west, Sunset Boulevard to
the north, and Hilgard Avenue to the east. The proposed Project (NHIP) involves development of
additional undergraduate student housing in the Northwest zone of the UCLA campus, and an
Amendment to the 2002 Long Range Development Plan (LRDP) to accommodate the NHIP.

The NHIP consists of approximately 1,525 dormitory beds, 10 faculty in-residence apartments, dining,
assembly and support space totaling approximately 550,000 square feet of new development in four
separate buildings on three separate infill sites. The NHIP would result in an increase of roughly 100
new staff on campus; however no new parking would be required. The NHIP is being proposed in
response to the continuing unmet demand for on-campus undergraduate student housing and the
success of the UCLA housing program in providing a cohesive student learning community that
continues the transformation of UCLA from a commuter to a residential campus. Construction is
estimated to begin in mid-2009 with completion in 2013.

Because this proposed NHIP was not contemplated under the 2002 LRDP, an LRDP amendment to
provide additional square footage necessary to accommodate the NHIP is required. The proposed
Amendment would involve an increase of 550,000 square feet of new development entitlement in the
Northwest zone. In addition, because the proposed NHIP has an anticipated completion date of 2013,
the LRDP Amendment will also adjust projections for total campus population to account for the
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extended LRDP planning horizon from 2010 to 2013. The Amendment will not involve any
modifications to the previously adopted campus wide vehicle trip generation and parking limits.

Environmental Review and Comment:

In compliance with the State and University of California guidelines for implementation of the
California Environmental Quality Act, this Notice of Preparation is hereby sent to inform you that the
University of California, Los Angeles is preparing a Draft Environmental Impact Report (Draft EIR)
on the proposed NHIP and Amendment to the 2002 LRDP. The attached Initial Study identifies the
potential environmental issues pertaining to aesthetics, air quality, biological resources, cultural
resources, geology/soils, hazards and hazardous materials, hydrology/water quality, land use/planning,
noise, population/housing, public services, recreation, transportation/traffic, utilities/service systems
that will be addressed in the Draft EIR for both the NHIP and the LRDP Amendment. The Draft EIR
will also include analysis of project alternatives and cumulative effects for both the NHIP and the
LRDP Amendment.

A Public Information and EIR Scoping Meeting will be conducted at the UCLA Faculty Center,
Redwood Room, located at 480 Charles E. Young Drive East, on June 10, 2008 from 7:00 to 9:00
PM, and will be advertised in local newspapers; and by direct mailing to interested individuals,
organizations and associations, and property owners and occupants within a 500-foot radius of the
proposed NHIP site. Courtesy parking will be available in Parking Lot A adjacent to the Faculty
Center by obtaining a parking pass from the parking kiosk located at the Westholme Avenue entrance
to the campus off Hilgard Avenue,

As Lead Agency, we need to know the views of public agencies with respect to the scope and content
of the environmental information which is germane to each agency's statutory responsibilities in
connection with the proposed Project. Copies of this NOP and the attached Initial Study have been
forwarded to the agencies and other groups and individuals listed below, and are also available at

www.capital.ucla.edu/ep-curr-proj.html.

Due to the time limits mandated by State law, responses to this NOP must be sent at the earliest
possible date, but not later than 30 days after receipt of this Notice. Please designate a contact person
in your agency and send responses to the address below.

Sincerely,

7/91;-« Kebpt_

Tova Lelah

Assistant Director

Campus and Environmental Planning
UCLA Capital Programs

1060 Veteran Avenue

Los Angeles, CA 90095-1365

Fax (310) 206-1510
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Attachments: Document Transmittal Form
Regional and Campus Location Maps
NOP Initial Study, May 2008 (15 copies)
cc:

City of Los Angeles, Planning Department

Councilmember, 5™ District |

County of Los Angeles, Regional Planning, Environmental Section
Los Angeles Department of Transportation

Southern California Association of Governments

South Coast Air Quality Management District

Local Associations, Groups and Individuals

University of California and UCLA Administrators

Property Owners and Residents Within 500-foot Radius of Proposed Project Site




Notice of Completion — Form A

See Note Below

Mail to: State Clearinghouse, 1400 Tenth Street, Sacramento, CA 95814 (916) 445-0613 SCH#
Project Title:_Life Sciences Replacement Building
Lead Agency: University of California , Los Angeles Contact Person:____Tova Lelah
Street Address: 1060 Veteran Avenue, CPB 3" FI. Phone: (310) 206-5482
City: Los Angeles Zip: 90095 County: Los Angeles
Project Location
County:__ Los Angeles City/Nearest Community:_ West Los Angeles
Cross Streets: Hilgard Avenue &  Zip Code: 90095 Total Acres: _2.8
Manning Drive
Assessor’s Parcel No. Section/Twp. Range/Base:
Within 2 Miles: State Hwy #: 1-405 Waterways:
Airports: Railways: Schools:
Document Type CE NEPA: Other:
M nNop Q  supplement/Subsequent EIR a Noi O  Joint Document
(Prior SCH No.)
U Early Cons 0 EA U Final Document
U Neg Dec O other U DraftEIS O other
U  DraftEIR U Fonsi
Local Action Type
U General Plan Update a Specific Plan U Rezone O Annexation
U General Plan Amendment L Master Plan O Prezone O Redevelopment
U General Plan Element O Planned Unit Development O Use Permit O coastal Permit
U community Plan O SsitePlan O Land Division (Subdivision, M Other - Project Approval
Parcel & Tract Map, etc.)
Deve'opment Type d Water Facilities: Type____MGD
U Residential: Units____ Acres___ d Transportation: Type
O office: Sq. ft.___ Acres____Employees d Mining: Mineral
U commercial: Sq. ft.__ Acres__Employees O Power: Type _ Watts
O industrial: Sq. ft.___Acres___Employees U waste Treatment: Type
M  Educational laboratory building U Hazardous Waste: Type
U Recreational: U other
Project Issues Discussed in Document %}
M Aesthetic/Visual U Flood Plain/Flooding O Schools/Universities O water Quality
O Agricultural Land O Forest Land/Fire Hazard O Septic Systems O water Supply/Groundwater
M Air Quality (construction) ~ Geologic/Seismic U sewer Capacity U wetland/Riparian
M Archeological/Historical O Minerals (]  soil Erosion/Compaction/ Grading [ Wildlife
U Coastal Zone [ Noise (construction) U Solid Waste U Growth Inducing
U Drainage/Absorption Q) Population/Housing Balance U Toxic/Hazardous U Land Use
O Economic/Jobs O Public Services/Facilities [ Traffic/Circulation M cumulative Effects
(construction)

Fiscal U Recreation/Parks O Vegetation U Other

Present Land Use/Zoning/General Plan Use Campus

Project Description

The proposed project involves the construction of a replacement laboratory building for the Life Sciences program of the College of
Letters and Science on the UCLA campus. Work would involve demolition of the non-historic portion of Hershey Hall to create a
site for construction of a five-story (plus basement), replacement laboratory building at the corner of Manning Drive and Charles E.
Young Drive East. The building would provide approximately 185,000 square feet of laboratory and office space for the existing
program including approximately 25,000 square feet for new life sciences research initiatives. These new research initiatives could
involve an addition of approximately 30 individuals to the campus population. Following completion of the Life Sciences
Replacement Building, Hershey Hall would be renovated in compliance with the State Guidelines for renovating historic buildings.
The project is consistent with the land use and population estimates described in the 2002 Long Range Development Plan (LRDP)
and analyzed in the 2002 LRDP EIR certified in 2003. Construction is anticipated to begin in 2006, with completion estimated by

20009.
Note:
Please fill it in.

Clearinghouse will assign identification numbers for all new projects. 1f a SCH number already exist for a project (e.g. from a Notice of Preparation or previous draft document)
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NORTHWEST HOUSING INFILL PROJECT AND
LONG RANGE DEVELOPMENT PLAN AMENDMENT
UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA, LOS ANGELES
Project No. 948375.02

Initial Study/Notice of Preparation and
Environmental Checklist Form

. PROJECT INFORMATION

1. PROJECT TITLE
UCLA Northwest Housing Infill Project and Long Range Development Plan Amendment
2. LEAD AGENCY NAME AND ADDRESS

The Regents of the University of California
1111 Franklin Street, 12" Floor
Oakland, California 94607

3. CONTACT PERSON AND CUSTODIAN OF THE ADMINISTRATIVE RECORD FOR THIS
PROJECT

Tova Lelah, Assistant Director

University of California, Los Angeles
Capital Programs, Environmental Planning
1060 Veteran Avenue

Los Angeles, CA 90095-1365

(310) 206-5482

4. PROJECT LOCATION

University of California, Los Angeles
Los Angeles, California 90095
(Refer to Exhibits 1 and 2)

5. PROJECT SPONSOR’'S NAME AND ADDRESS

University of California, Los Angeles
Capital Programs, Environmental Planning
1060 Veteran Avenue

Los Angeles, California 90095-1365
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I PROJECT DESCRIPTION

1. INTRODUCTION

The University of California is the Lead Agency responsible for preparing an environmental
impact report (EIR) for the proposed actions relating to the proposed Northwest Housing Infill
Project (NHIP) and a related amendment to the 2002 Long-Range Development Plan (LRDP
Amendment). The EIR will be prepared in accordance with the California Environmental Quality
Act (CEQA), as amended (Public Resources Code, Section 21000-21178), the CEQA
Guidelines (California Code of Regulations, Title 4, Chapter 14, Sections 15000-15387), and
the University of California Procedures for the Implementation of CEQA.

This Initial Study (IS) presents a description of the proposed NHIP and proposed amendment to
the 2002 LRDP (hereafter referred to as the proposed “LRDP Amendment”), an identification of
the actions required for project approval, and a preliminary evaluation of the probable
environmental effects anticipated upon project implementation to inform preparation of the Draft
EIR. Together with the Notice of Preparation (NOP) and the Environmental Checklist Form, the
IS will be distributed to any responsible agencies, trustee agencies, and interested parties, as
required by CEQA, to solicit comments on the scope of the environmental analysis.

The Draft EIR will provide a project-level analysis for the proposed NHIP in accordance with
Section 15161 of the CEQA Guidelines, as well as a program-level evaluation of the proposed
LRDP Amendment (inclusive of the proposed NHIP) in accordance with Section 15168 of the
CEQA Guidelines.

2. SURROUNDING LAND USES/ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING

The University of California, Los Angeles (UCLA) campus is located in the community of
Westwood in the City of Los Angeles, approximately 12 miles northwest of downtown Los
Angeles (refer to Exhibit 1). The UCLA main campus is generally bound by LeConte Avenue to
the south, Gayley Avenue and Veteran Avenue to the west, Sunset Boulevard to the north, and
Hilgard Avenue to the east (refer to Exhibit 2). An additional area of the campus (known as the
Southwest Campus) is located immediately north of Wilshire Boulevard between Gayley Avenue
and Veteran Avenue.

Existing development on the 419-acre campus is organized into eight land use zones with a
variety of academic and related uses. Facilities include those dedicated to instruction, research,
recreation, housing, medical, and support functions. The campus is primarily bordered by
residential land uses, with the exception of Marymount High School to the north, the Westwood
Village commercial area to the south, and a section of the Veterans Memorial Cemetery to the
west. Development on the UCLA campus is guided by the 2002 LRDP and accompanying EIR
that adopted new development square footage allocations for each land use zone, and trip
generation and parking caps for the campus through a planning horizon of 2010.

Pursuant to Section 15125(a) of the State CEQA Guidelines, the baseline physical conditions
for the EIR analysis will be the setting at the time this NOP is released.

3. PROJECT DESCRIPTION

UCLA proposes to develop additional student housing in the Northwest zone of the campus to
help fulfill the unmet need for on-campus bed spaces, as identified in the UCLA Student
Housing Master Plan 2007—-2017. Expanding the undergraduate housing program would allow
UCLA to continue its transformation from a predominantly commuter campus to a residential

R:\Projects\UCLA\J011\Inital Study-052308.doc 2
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campus, and would further the success of the existing on campus housing program in providing
a cohesive student learning community.

Because the proposed NHIP was not contemplated under the 2002 Long Range Development
Plan (LRDP), an LRDP amendment to provide additional square footage necessary to
accommodate the NHIP (550,000 square feet) is required. In addition, because the proposed
NHIP has an anticipated completion date of 2013, the LRDP amendment would also adjust
projections for total campus population to account for the extended LRDP planning horizon from
2010 to 2013. The proposed NHIP and LRDP Amendment are described further below.

Northwest Housing Infill Project

The proposed NHIP includes the development of four new residence halls and their associated
support facilities for undergraduate students on land immediately adjacent to existing residence
halls in the Northwest zone of the campus. The NHIP in its entirety would include approximately
550,000 gross square feet (gsf) of new development and would accommodate the following
uses: (1) approximately 1,525 student beds (including beds for Resident Assistants);
(2) approximately ten apartments for professional staff and faculty-in-residence; (3) an
approximate 750-seat dining commons; (4) multipurpose assembly, study, and meeting rooms;
(5) a fitness center; and (6) maintenance and support space.

In consideration of existing land constraints in the Northwest zone, the four separate residence
buildings would be developed on three infill sites, shown conceptually on the attached campus
map (Exhibit 3). Two buildings (referred to as “Upper and Lower De Neve”) would be
constructed in an undeveloped hillside area west of the existing De Neve Commons and north
of Gayley Avenue and are proposed to be nine and seven levels, respectively. The other two
buildings (referred to as “Sproul South” and “Sproul West”) would be constructed adjacent to the
existing Sproul Residence Hall. Sproul South would include six levels for residences (housing)
and would be constructed on a three-story podium structure (referred to as the Sproul
Complex), which would include primary support services identified above. Sproul West would be
constructed as a nine-story residence hall, immediately east of Rieber Hall.

As part of the proposed NHIP, the Office of Residential Life Building would be demolished and
occupants would be permanently relocated to the Bradley Hall building. In addition, the space
that accommodates the Housing Maintenance Division located in the covered parking area
south of Sproul Hall would be renovated as part of the proposed project, and those occupants
would be temporarily relocated during construction to the Ornamental Horticulture buildings
adjacent to Parking Lot 15.

Vehicular circulation improvements for the proposed NHIP would include: (1) a new vehicular
entry for Housing Maintenance service vehicles into the Sproul Complex from Charles E. Young
Drive and (2) widening of the existing Sproul Hall loading dock off De Neve Drive from two bays
to three. For the proposed Upper De Neve building, a vehicular drop-off with a few short-term
parking spaces would be provided adjacent to De Neve Drive. Lower De Neve would include
two driveways on the northern side of Gayley Avenue for service vehicle access and removal of
a few public parking spaces. Proposed modifications to Charles E. Young Drive and Sunset
Village Drive (on-campus roadway) would result in changes to short-term parking and loading
and drop-off areas. The proposed NHIP does not include the construction of new long-term
parking facilities. Existing pedestrian facilities in proximity to the proposed NHIP would be
reconfigured and/or replaced, and new facilities would be constructed to ensure safe and
efficient movement of residents within the Northwest zone and to other campus areas.

R:\Projects\UCLA\J011\Inital Study-052308.doc 3
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The proposed NHIP would include installation of new hardscape and landscape. Additionally,
campus utilities (storm drain, water, sewer, electric, natural gas, telecommunication, and cable
television) would be extended and/or relocated, as necessary, to serve the new buildings.

During construction, temporary modifications to the existing circulation and parking facilities may
be required. This could include, but not be limited to: (1) operation of portions of De Neve Drive
and Charles E. Young Drive West as one-way streets; (2) construction staging on existing
parking lot(s) in the Northwest zone; and (3) temporary removal of existing on-street parking.

The proposed NHIP would create on-campus housing for the current student population, and no
increase in student population would result from the proposed NHIP development. However, an
increase in full-time staff to serve the proposed residence halls and support facilities is
anticipated. It is estimated that approximately 131 new staff would be employed on campus by
2013 to provide administrative, maintenance, and dining services to the new on-campus
residential population.

Phased construction of the proposed NHIP is estimated to begin in mid-2009 with completion in
early 2013.

2002 Long-Range Development Plan Amendment

Because the proposed NHIP was not contemplated under the 2002 LRDP, an LRDP
Amendment to provide additional square footage necessary to accommodate the NHIP is
required. The proposed Amendment would involve an increase of 550,000 square feet of new
development entitlement in the Northwest zone. The LRDP Amendment will identify the existing
developed campus square footage (approximately 16.8 million square feet of occupied space
and 7.6 million square feet of parking structures that provide approximately 24,000 parking
spaces) and the remaining development allocation under the 2002 LRDP (1.3 million square
feet) available for future campus development. With the exception of the proposed NHIP,
specific development projects that may be constructed in the future under the LRDP
Amendment are not known, but the total remaining development allocation for each campus
zone will be identified. Therefore, the Draft EIR for the LRDP Amendment will serve as a
Program EIR for the consideration of subsequent project-specific actions on campus.

In addition, because the proposed NHIP has an anticipated completion date of 2013, the LRDP
Amendment will also adjust projections for total campus population to account for the extended
LRDP planning horizon from 2010 to 2013. The projected average weekday campus population
(students, faculty, staff, and visitors) during the regular session is estimated to increase by
approximately 2,780 individuals compared to the 2007-2008 population of approximately
59,700.

The Amendment will not involve any modifications to the previously adopted campus wide
vehicle trip generation and parking limits (139,500 average daily trips and 25,169 parking
spaces, respectively). Traffic generation from campus uses is estimated based on the total
number of parking spaces (not by land use type). The current campus parking inventory
consists of approximately 24,072 parking spaces that generate approximately 119,269 average
daily vehicle trips, as counted during the fall 2007 cordon count.

R:\Projects\UCLA\J011\Inital Study-052308.doc 4



UCLA Northwest Housing Infill Project and LRDP Amendment
Initial Study

4, ANTICIPATED DISCRETIONARY APPROVALS

The Draft EIR will address State, regional, local government, and University approvals needed
for construction and/or operation of the proposed NHIP and LRDP Amendment, whether or not
such actions are known at this time or are explicitly listed in this Initial Study. The approvals that
are anticipated to be considered by the University of California Board of Regents include, but
are not necessarily limited to:

e Certification of the EIR
e Approval of the Northwest Housing Infill Project
e Approval of the 2002 LRDP Amendment

Another public agency whose approval may be required is the City of Los Angeles Department
of Transportation for NHIP project features along Gayley Avenue.

5. ESTIMATED ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW SCHEDULE

Pursuant to the CEQA Guidelines, the NOP/IS will be circulated for a 30-day public review.
During the NOP/IS public review period, UCLA will conduct a public information and EIR
scoping meeting. Following receipt of comments on the NOP/IS, the Draft EIR will be prepared.
It is anticipated that the Draft EIR will be available for public review by summer or fall 2008. A
45-day public review period will be provided, after which responses to comments received will
be prepared. A public hearing will be held by UCLA during the 45-day review period. The project
will subsequently be submitted to the Regents of the University of California for its consideration
in early 2009.

R:\Projects\UCLA\J011\Inital Study-052308.doc 5
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ENVIRONMENTAL FACTORS POTENTIALLY AFFECTED

The environmental factors checked below would be potentially affected by this project, involving
at least one impact that is a “Potentially Significant Impact” as indicated by the checklist on the
following pages.

X] Aesthetics [] Agriculture Resources Air Quality
Biological Resources Cultural Resources Geology/Soils

Hazards & Hazardous Materials Hydrology/Water Quality ~ [X] Land Use/Planning

] Mineral Resources Noise Population/Housing
Public Services Recreation X Transportation/Traffic
Utilities/Service Systems X Mandatory Findings of Significance

1. DETERMINATION: (To be completed by the Lead Agency.)

On the basis of this initial evaluation:

O
O

| find that the proposed project COULD NOT have a significant effect on the environment, and a
NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared.

| find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment,
there will not be a significant effect in this case because revisions in the project have been
made by or agreed to be the project proponent. A MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION will

be prepared.

| find that the proposed project MAY have a significant effect on the environment, and an
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required.

| find that the proposed project MAY have a “potentially significant impact” or “potentially
significant unless mitigated” impact on the environment, but at least one effect 1) has been
adequately analyzed in an earlier document pursuant to applicable legal standards, and 2) has
been addressed by mitigation measures based on the earlier analysis as described on attached
sheets. An ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required, but it must analyze only the
effects that remain to be addressed.

I find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment,
because al potentially significant effects (a) have been analyzed adequately in an earlier EIR or
NEGATIVE DECLARATION pursuant to applicable standards, and (b) have been avoided or
mitigated pursuant to that earlier EIR or NEGATIVE DECLARATION, including revisions or
mitigation measures that are imposed upon the proposed project, nothing further is required.

ij. W Muj 28,2008

Signature Date

R:\Projects\UCLAWO1 1\Inital Study-052308.doc 6



UCLA Northwest Housing Infill Project and LRDP Amendment
Initial Study

2. EVALUATION OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS:

This Initial Study serves to identify the potential environmental impacts that will be addressed in
the EIR for the Proposed NHIP and LRDP Amendment. Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines
provides only a suggested format to use when preparing an Initial Study. The University of
California has adopted a slightly different format with respect to the response column headings,
while still addressing the Appendix G checklist questions that are relevant to each
environmental issue area. The two columns in this Initial Study checklist include:

e Impact to be Analyzed in EIR. This heading applies to those environmental issues,
which may or may not be significant that will be analyzed in the EIR. As appropriate, the
analysis will include a program level analysis for the LRDP Amendment, a project-level
analysis for the NHIP, and a cumulative-level analysis for potential effects of LRDP
implementation (including the NHIP) combined with known and reasonably foreseeable
future growth in the surrounding area.

e No Additional Analysis Required. This heading applies where the proposed LRDP
Amendment, including the NHIP, would have no effect on the particular environmental
issue, and no additional analysis, beyond that provided in this Initial Study is required.

A list of references used in the preparation of this Initial Study is included in Section IV of this
document.

Environmental Checklist and Evaluation

1. Aesthetics
LRDP Amendment NHIP
Impact to b No Impact to b No
pactto B¢ Additional oo °° ¢ Additional
Analyzed ) Analyzed )
in EIR Analysis in EIR Analysis
Required Required
(b) Would the project have a substantial adverse effectona [ [] X []

scenic vista?

Discussion

Views of scenic vistas are generally described in two ways: “panoramic views” (visual access to
a large geographic area, for which a field of view can be wide and extend into the distance) and
“focal views” (visual access to a particular object, scene, setting, or feature of interest).
Following is discussion of panoramic and focal views as they relate to the proposed NHIP and
LRDP Amendment projects.

Panoramic Views

Panoramic views are typically associated with vantage points that provide a sweeping
geographic orientation not commonly available. Examples of panoramic views include urban
skylines, valleys, mountain ranges, or large bodies of water. Views of the Santa Monica
Mountains may be available from some of the taller buildings along Wilshire Boulevard and
within the campus itself. However, from many of these vantage points, views are at least
partially blocked by surrounding development. In addition, visible portions of the Santa Monica
Mountains are developed with residential and commercial land uses. There are no panoramic

R:\Projects\UCLA\J011\Inital Study-052308.doc 7
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views of a pristine undeveloped mountain range from the UCLA campus. However, it should be
noted that development under the LRDP Amendment could provide additional view
opportunities of the Santa Monica Mountains through the provision of additional buildings on
campus, including the proposed NHIP. Development under the LRDP Amendment, and the
proposed NHIP, would not result in a substantial adverse effect on panoramic views toward the
Santa Ana Mountains through continued implementation of campus design policies identified
below.

While views of the campus would not typically be considered an urban skyline, the campus is
unique when viewed from off-campus locations due to the predominance of landscaping in an
otherwise urban area, and the general consistency of the architectural palette. Panoramic views
of the campus are held from some of the high-rise buildings along the Wilshire Corridor, from
other more distant locations, such as the Getty Museum, as well as from residences at higher
elevations to the north of Sunset Boulevard. Any future development on campus associated with
the LRDP Amendment, would be subject to existing campus programs, practices, and
procedures included below that require new landscaping be provided with future projects
(PP 4.1-2[d]) and existing landscaping be maintained to the extent feasible (PPs 4.1-1[b] and
4.1-2[e]). This would ensure that views from these vantage points are not substantially altered.
Additionally, PP 4.1-1(a) requires individual projects be reviewed during the design process
relative to building mass and form, building proportion, and roof profile to ensure preservation
and enhancement of the visual character and quality of the campus and the surrounding area.
2002 LRDP Final EIR PP 4.1-1(c) requires that new building projects be sited to ensure
compatibility with existing uses and the height and massing of adjacent facilities. Specific to the
proposed NHIP, the line of sight from distant vantage points with proposed NHIP buildings
would be similar to existing conditions since the finished elevation of the proposed structures
would be similar to existing adjacent structures including the DeNeve Commons, Sproul and
Reiber Residence Halls.

There are no panoramic views of large bodies of waters or valleys from any location on campus.
Development of additional academic and support uses associated with the proposed NHIP and
LRDP Amendment would not alter panoramic views to or from the campus. No impacts would
occur to panoramic views and no mitigation is required with implementation of the existing
campus programs, practices, and procedures from the 2002 LRDP Final EIR identified below.
No further analysis of this issue (panoramic views) is required in the Draft EIR for the proposed
NHIP or LRDP Amendment.

PP 4.1-1(a) The design process shall evaluate and incorporate, where appropriate,
factors including, but not necessarily limited to, building mass and form,
building proportion, roof profile, architectural detail and fenestration, the
texture, color, and quality of building materials, focal views, pedestrian and
vehicular circulation and access, and the landscape setting to ensure
preservation and enhancement of the visual character and quality of the
campus and the surrounding area. Landscaped open space (including
plazas, courts, gardens, walkways, and recreational areas) shall be
integrated with development to encourage use through placement and
design.

PP 4.1-1(b) The Mildred E. Mathias Botanical Garden, Franklin D. Murphy Sculpture
Garden, Dickson Plaza, Janss Steps, Stone Canyon Creek area, Meyerhoff
Park, Wilson Plaza, Bruin Plaza, and the University Residence shall be
maintained as open space preserves during the 2002 LRDP planning
horizon.
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PP 4.1-1(c)  New building projects shall be sited to ensure compatibility with existing uses
and the height and massing of adjacent facilities.

PP 4.1-2(d)  Projects proposed under 2002 LRDP shall include landscaping.

PP 4.1-2(e) The western, northern, and eastern edges of the main campus shall include
a landscaped buffer to complement the residential uses of the surrounding
community and to provide an attractive perimeter that effectively screens
and enhances future development.

Focal Views

Focal views include views of natural landforms, public art/signs, and visually important
structures, such as historic buildings. Focal views on campus would include views of outdoor
public art spaces, including the Franklin D. Murphy Sculpture Garden and the Rolfe Sculpture
Courtyard, as well as historic buildings, such as Royce Hall, Powell Library, Haines Hall, Kinsey
Hall, and other structures located in the campus historic core (in the Core Campus zone), which
contains the first major campus buildings. There are no significant natural landforms on campus.

The LRDP is a general land use plan intended to guide the development on campus and with
the exception of the proposed NHIP does not articulate specific development projects.
Therefore, besides the proposed NHIP there are no specific projects to evaluate for focal views.
The Draft EIR for the proposed NHIP and LRDP Amendment will include an evaluation of
potential impacts to focal views from neighboring off-campus uses. Specifically, the analysis for
the proposed NHIP will address the existing view of the Northwest zone from the top of Janss
Steps (the original 87-step entrance to the UCLA campus).

LRDP Amendment NHIP
| ttob No | ttob No
mpactto 3¢ additional T Pac 0 2€  Additional
Analyzed ) Analyzed .
in EIR Analysis in EIR Analysis
Required Required
(b) Would the project substantially damage scenic [] X [] X

resources, including, but not limited to, trees, rock
outcroppings, and historic buildings within a state scenic
highway?

Discussion

The UCLA Campus is located in the City of Los Angeles in an area that is predominantly urban
in character. No State-designated scenic highways are located near the UCLA campus
(Caltrans 2007).

Although the Wilshire-Westwood Scenic Corridor Specific Plan (City of Los Angeles 2005)
component of the Los Angeles Citywide General Plan designates a portion of Wilshire
Boulevard as a scenic corridor, this designation does not extend to the Wilshire Boulevard
frontage of UCLA between Veteran Avenue and Gayley Avenue. The designated corridor
terminates just east of Glendon Avenue.

Sunset Boulevard, which extends along the northern boundary of the UCLA campus, is
identified as a scenic highway in the Transportation Element of the Los Angeles Citywide
General Plan (1997 amendment); however, the City has not adopted a Corridor Plan for Sunset
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Boulevard. In the absence of an adopted Corridor Plan, the Transportation Element contains
Scenic Highways Guidelines to guide future development that may affect a scenic highway.
These qguidelines cover specific roadway design, earthwork/grading activities, and
planting/landscaping requirements within the public right-of-way; use of signs and outdoor
advertising; and the placement of utilities. Development under the proposed LRDP Amendment
would not conflict with the Scenic Highways Guidelines for Sunset Boulevard. Additionally, as
identified previously, PP 4.1-2(d) from the 2002 LRDP Final EIR requires projects under the
2002 LRDP to include landscaping, and PP 4.1-2(e) requires that the northern edge of the main
campus (along Sunset Boulevard) include a landscaped buffer to complement the residential
uses of the surrounding community and to provide an attractive perimeter that effectively
screens and enhances future development.

At its closest point, Sunset Boulevard is approximately 400 feet north of the proposed NHIP site.
Views of the NHIP site from Sunset Boulevard are obstructed by existing mature landscaping
along the campus perimeter and De Neve Drive, intervening topography, and existing
structures. The landscaping, including mature trees, along Sunset Boulevard would not be
removed or otherwise be impacted as a result of the proposed NHIP. Development of the
proposed NHIP would not conflict with the Scenic Highways Guidelines for Sunset Boulevard.

The campus does not contain or otherwise have views of rock outcroppings. Potential impacts
to trees and historic buildings are evaluated in Biological Resources and Cultural Resources
sections (Sections 4 and 5), respectively, of this Initial Study. However, because there are no
designated State scenic highways located near UCLA, no impacts to State scenic resources
would occur and no mitigation is required. No further analysis of this issue is required in the
Draft EIR for the proposed NHIP or LRDP Amendment.

LRDP Amendment NHIP
Impact to be No Impact to b No
v Additional "Pac"t° ¢ Additional
Analyzed ) Analyzed )
in EIR Analysis in EIR Analysis
n Required n Required
(€) Would the project substantially degrade the existing X [] X []

visual character or quality of the site and its
surroundings?

Discussion

Development associated with buildout of the LRDP Amendment could occur on previously
undeveloped sites, or within areas characterized by lower development density. Therefore, the
Draft EIR will evaluate the potential effects of future development on the general character of
those settings, as well as the components of visual settings (such as mature landscaping) and
the potential for visual incongruity between proposed campus uses and adjacent land uses in
the city of Los Angeles. While the Wilshire-Westwood Scenic Corridor does not extend to the
Wilshire Boulevard frontage of UCLA (between Veteran Avenue and Gayley Avenue), the
campus recognizes that portions of the Southwest zone are visually associated with the Wilshire
Corridor. Therefore, the Draft EIR will evaluate visual consistency between neighboring uses
and potential campus development along Wilshire Boulevard.

The LRDP Amendment includes an increase in the remaining entitlement of 550,000 gsf in the
Northwest zone to accommodate the proposed NHIP. The proposed NHIP would consist of four
new residence halls and associated support facilities, and relocation of the Office of Residential
Life within the Northwest zone of the campus. The Draft EIR will evaluate the proposed NHIP’s
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potential impacts to the visual character and quality of the site and its surroundings from on- and
off-campus locations. Relevant campus programs, practices, and procedures (PPs) and
mitigation measures (MMs) from the 2002 LRDP Final EIR will be identified as appropriate
and/or additional PPs and MMs presented, as needed.

LRDP Amendment NHIP
| ttob No | ttob No
mPactt0 5 Additional  Troo o *¢ Additional
Analyzed . Analyzed .
in EIR Analysis in EIR Analysis
Required Required
(d) Would the project create a new source of substantial X [] X []

light or glare which would adversely affect day or
nighttime views in the area?

Discussion

New development under the LRDP Amendment may include locations near the perimeter of the
campus, as well as areas that are currently undeveloped. This development could create new
sources of light from exterior building illumination, lighted recreation/athletic facilities, and
parking lots/structures, as well as glare from reflective building surfaces or headlights from
additional vehicular traffic. Although it is anticipated that light and glare impacts would be
reduced through implementation of standard directional nighttime lighting and non-reflective
building materials, this issue will be addressed in the Draft EIR for the LRDP Amendment and
the proposed NHIP. Additionally, the Draft EIR will evaluate potential impacts related to the
shade and shadow effects that the proposed NHIP could have on surrounding land uses.
Relevant PPs and MMs from the 2002 LRDP Final EIR will be identified as appropriate and/or
additional PPs and MMs presented, as needed.
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2. Agricultural Resources

In determining whether impacts to agricultural resources are significant environmental effects,
lead agencies may refer to the California Agricultural Land Evaluation and Site Assessment
Model (1997) prepared by the California Dept. of Conservation as an optional model to use in
assessing impacts on agriculture and farmland.

LRDP Amendment NHIP
Impact to b No mpact to b No
MPactto B€ - Additional "roc ©© € Additional
Analyzed Analysi Analyzed Analysi
in EIR nalysis in EIR nalysis
Required Required
(@) Would the project convert Prime Farmland, Unique [] X [] X
Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide Importance
(Farmland), as shown on the maps prepared pursuant to
the Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program of the
California Resources Agency, to nonagricultural use?
(b) Would the project conflict with existing zoning for [] X [] X
agricultural use, or a Williamson Act contract?
(€) Would the project involve other changes in the existing [] X [] X

environment, which, due to their location or nature,
could result in conversion of Farmland, to
nonagricultural use?

Discussion

The soils on campus do not have the qualities for listing as Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland,
or Farmland of Statewide Importance according to the Soil Candidate Listing for Prime
Farmland of Statewide Importance, Los Angeles County, which was prepared by the
U.S. Department of Agriculture Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS) in 1995. It
should also be noted that the UCLA campus is within an area, which falls outside of the NRCS
soil survey and is not mapped as part of the California Department of Conservation Farmland
Mapping and Monitoring Program (CDC LRP 2006).

No farmland or agricultural activity exists on or in the vicinity of campus, and no portion of the
campus is zoned for agricultural use or is under a Williamson Act Contract. Therefore,
development under the LRDP Amendment, including the proposed NHIP, would not convert or
result in the conversion of agricultural uses to nonagricultural uses. The LRDP Amendment,
including the NHIP, would have no impact on agricultural resources and no further analysis of
this issue is required in the Draft EIR for the proposed NHIP or LRDP Amendment.
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3. Air Quality

Where available, the significance criteria established by the applicable air quality management
or air pollution control district may be relied upon to make the following determinations.

LRDP Amendment NHIP
Impact to be No Impact to be No
s Additional P Additional
Analyzed A 3 Analyzed A )
in EIR nalysis in EIR nalysis
n Required Required
(@) Would the project conflict with or obstruct X [] X []
implementation of the applicable air quality plan?
(b)  Would the project violate any air quality standard or g |:| g |:|
contribute substantially to an existing or projected air
quality violation?
()  Would the project result in a cumulatively considerable [ [] X []
net increase of any criteria pollutant for which the
project region is in nonattainment under an applicable
federal or state ambient air quality standard (including
releasing emissions that exceed quantitative thresholds
for ozone precursors)?
(d)  Would the project expose sensitive receptors to X [] X []

substantial pollutant concentrations (caused by criteria
pollutant emissions)?

Discussion

The UCLA campus is located in the South Coast Air Basin (SOCAB). Implementation of the
proposed NHIP and LRDP Amendment would result in additional on-campus development,
which would generate short-term, construction-related and long-term operational air emissions
of criteria pollutants that have the potential to affect local and regional air quality. Further
evaluation in the Draft EIR is required to determine whether the proposed NHIP and/or LRDP
Amendment will conflict with the adopted South Coast Air Quality Management Plan (AQMP).
An air quality analysis will be conducted for the Draft EIR to determine if the mobile and
stationary source emissions associated with the Proposed NHIP and/or LRDP Amendment
would violate any air quality standard; contribute substantially to an existing or projected air
quality violation; or cause a considerable cumulative net increase of any criteria pollutant for
which the project region is in non-attainment. The air quality analysis will also determine if the
potential mobile and stationary air emissions associated with the Proposed NHIP and/or LRDP
Amendment could result in exposure of sensitive receptors (including schools, hospitals, day
care centers, and residential use) to significant concentrations of air pollutants. These issues
will be addressed in the Draft EIR. Relevant PPs and MMs from the 2002 LRDP Final EIR will
be identified as appropriate and/or additional PPs and MMs presented, as needed.

Refer to response to Item 17.b for a discussion of green house gas emissions.
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LRDP Amendment NHIP
Impact to b No mpact to b No
P O B¢ Additional TIPSO B€  Additional
Analyzed . Analyzed .
in EIR Analysis in EIR Analysis
Required Required
(e) Would the project expose sensitive receptors to X [] X []
substantial pollutant concentrations (caused by toxic air
emissions)?
Discussion

Mechanical equipment that may be proposed under the LRDP Amendment for new facilities
(e.q., boilers, laboratories, internal combustion engines, gasoline dispensers, and cogeneration
gas turbines) and equipment for proposed facilities associated with the NHIP (primarily internal
combustion engines for emergency diesel generators) could generate toxic air contaminants
that could potentially affect sensitive receptors in proximity to existing and proposed uses. The
Draft EIR will include a Health Risk Assessment (HRA) that will analyze whether implementation
of the projects would generate such contaminants and whether such contaminants could
potentially result in a health risk to sensitive receptors. Relevant PPs from the 2002 LRDP Final
EIR will be identified as appropriate and/or additional PPs and MMs presented, as needed.

LRDP Amendment NHIP
Impact to b No Impact to b No
MPACtto BE - Additional T Poc- 0 2¢  Additional
Analyzed ) Analyzed .
in EIR Analysis in EIR Analysis
Required Required
() Would the project create objectionable odors affectinga [ ] X [] X

substantial number of people?

Discussion

The proposed NHIP and LRDP Amendment are not expected to create unusual or objectionable
odors. No industrial facilities are proposed. Construction activities occurring with the LRDP
Amendment and the proposed NHIP would generate odors associated with the operation of
construction vehicles (i.e., diesel exhaust) and the application of architectural coatings. These
odors are typical of urbanized environments and would be subject to construction and air
quality regulations, including proper maintenance of machinery to minimize engine emissions.
These emissions would occur during daytime hours and would be isolated to the immediate
vicinity of construction activities. In addition, these emissions would be temporary, and would
quickly disperse into the atmosphere.

Potential airborne odors may result from cooking activities associated with operation of the
proposed NHIP and future uses to be developed under the LRDP Amendment. These odors
would be similar to existing housing and food service uses on the campus, including those in
the Northwest zone, and would be confined to the immediate vicinity of the new buildings. The
other potential source of odors would be new trash receptacles associated with development
under the LRDP Amendment, including the proposed NHIP. Consistent with current campus
operations, all new trash receptacles would have lids and be emptied on a regular basis to
prevent potentially objectionable odors from developing. Any future uses on site that may emit
steam are required to secure appropriate permits from the South Coast Air Quality
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Management District (SCAQMD). Compliance with SCAQMD rules and permit requirements
would ensure that no objectionable odors would be created.

The proposed NHIP and LRDP Amendment would not generate objectionable odors affecting a
substantial number of people and no mitigation is required. No further analysis of this issue is
required in the Draft EIR for the proposed NHIP or LRDP Amendment.

4, Biological Resources
LRDP Amendment NHIP
Impact to b No | t to b No
Pactto D€ additional oo 0 ¢ Additional
Analyzed ) Analyzed )
in EIR Analysis in EIR Analysis
n Required n Required
(@ Would the project have a substantial adverse effect, X [] X []

either directly or through habitat modifications, on any
species identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special
status species in local or regional plans, policies, or
regulations, or by the California Department of Fish and
Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service?

Discussion

The campus is a densely developed site with a high level of human activity. The majority of
vegetation on campus consists primarily of ornamental landscaping, including extensive mature
trees, shrubs, turf, and groundcover on slopes and in areas between buildings. Based on a site
visit conducted by BonTerra Consulting on May 7, 2008, a small, isolated area containing
patches of coastal sage scrub and chaparral habitat resources does occur in the northwestern
portion of the campus west of Parking Lot 11. This isolated area also contains scattered coast
live oak and Mexican elderberry trees with patches of toyon and laurel sumac. While this
isolated area would have a very low potential to provide suitable habitat for any sensitive wildlife
species, it would have some limited potential to support sensitive plant species. Based on
review of the California Department of Fish and Game’s (CDFG) California Natural Diversity
Database on May 8, 2008, Plummer’'s mariposa lily (Calochortus plummerae, CNPS 1B.2),
southern tarplant (Centromadia parryi, CNPS 1B.1), and Parish’s brittlescale (Atroplex parishii,
CNPS 1B.1) have potential to occur within this small, isolated area. No plant or wildlife species
listed by the CDFG or the United States Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) as endangered or
threatened were identified and their potential to occur is extremely low.

The LRDP is a general land use plan intended to guide the pattern of development on campus
and does not identify specific projects or structures other than those proposed as part of the
NHIP. The Draft EIR will include a discussion of the potential for future projects under the LRDP
Amendment to impact habitat for sensitive plant species in the area west of Parking Lot 11.
Relevant PPs and MMs will be identified, as necessary. It should be noted that the proposed
NHIP does not include any development in this area.

The mature trees and shrubs on campus also provide potential suitable nesting and breeding
habitat for raptors as well as other resident and migratory bird species. The Draft EIR will
include an evaluation of the potential effects of the proposed NHIP and LRDP Amendment on
roosting, nesting, and foraging opportunities for protected species (such as raptors and
migratory birds), as well as common wildlife species that are associated with highly developed
areas.
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The vegetation within the proposed NHIP site primarily consists of landscaped areas that are
dominated by mature horticultural tree, shrub and ground cover plant species. The mature tree
species include pines, eucalyptus, magnolia, palm, bay, and Brazilian pepper. Understory plant
species primarily include oleander, cape honeysuckle, ivy, jasmine, and turf grass. An analysis
of potential habitat removal, loss, and fragmentation from development of the proposed NHIP
(including the removal of mature trees) will be included in the Draft EIR. Relevant PPs from the
2002 LRDP Final EIR will be identified as appropriate and additional PPs and/or MMs
presented, as needed.

LRDP Amendment NHIP
| tto b No | ttob No
mpactto 3¢ additional " Pac 0 2€  Additional
Analyzed . Analyzed )
in EIR Analysis in EIR Analysis
Required Required
(b) Would the project have a substantial adverse effect on X [] [] X

any riparian habitat or other sensitive natural community
identified in local or regional plans, policies, or
regulations or by the California Department of Fish and
Game or US Fish and Wildlife Service?

Discussion

The portion of the campus drainage system that runs south of Corinne A. Seeds University
Elementary School, north of the Anderson Graduate School of Management and west of Royce
Drive, includes a small segment of Stone Canyon Creek. The creek drains to an underground
box culvert in the vicinity of the Collins Center of the Graduate School of Management. This
segment of the creek contains native riparian habitat (mature coast live oak and California
sycamore) as well as mature non-native riparian species and other tree species.

The LRDP is a general land use plan intended to guide the pattern of development on campus
and does not identify specific projects or structures other than those proposed as part of the
NHIP. The LRDP Amendment does not propose any long-term or permanent alterations to
Stone Canyon Creek; however, the Draft EIR will include an evaluation of potential impacts to
riparian habitat that may result from implementation of development under the LRDP
Amendment. PPs and MMs will be presented, as needed.

There is no riparian habitat within the proposed NHIP site and no further analysis of this issue is
required in the Draft EIR for the proposed NHIP.
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LRDP Amendment NHIP
Impact to be No Impact to be No
P °© Additional P ° Additional
Analyzed . Analyzed .
in EIR Analysis in EIR Analysis
Required Required
(€) Would the project have a substantial adverse effect on [] X [] X

federally protected wetlands as defined by Section 404
of the Clean Water Act (including, but not limited to,
marsh, vernal pool, coastal, etc.) through direct removal,
filling, hydrological interruption, or other means?

Discussion

As noted above, a small segment of Stone Canyon Creek occurs within the northeastern portion
of the campus and contains bed, bank, stream resources, and native riparian trees (i.e., coast
live oak and California sycamore). However, no wetland resources were identified during a
preliminary evaluation of this area by BonTerra Consulting on May 7, 2008. This assessment
was based on the absence of hydrophytic vegetation as defined by the National List of Vascular
Plants that Occur in Wetlands: National Summary (Reed, 1988), one of the three mandatory
wetlands criteria. Since no wetlands are present in Stone Canyon Creek, the LRDP Amendment
does not propose development in this area, and there are no wetlands within the proposed
NHIP site, no further analysis of this issue is required in the Draft EIR.

LRDP Amendment NHIP
Impact to b No Impact to b No
MPact o b€ additional oot 1 € Additional
Analyzed ) Analyzed )
in EIR Analysis in EIR Analysis
Required Required
(d) Would the project interfere substantially with the X [] X []

movement of any native resident or migratory fish or
wildlife species or with established native resident or
migratory wildlife corridors, or impede the use of native
wildlife nursery sites?

Discussion

The campus is extensively developed and does not include any natural stream courses that
would provide suitable habitat for native fish species. As described in Iltem 4a above, existing
landscaping on campus consists primarily of ornamental landscaping, including mature trees,
shrubs, turf and groundcover. Existing landscaping on campus provides limited native habitat
value due to extensive human activity and alteration. The campus is highly developed and
completely surrounded by residential, commercial, and institutional land uses with no
connection to any natural areas that would serve as a wildlife corridor/movement area. As such,
the campus does not contain suitable habitat that would provide potential for a wildlife corridor
and associated movement or regional connectivity to core wildlife movement and use areas.
However, the mature trees and shrubs on campus may provide opportunities for breeding and
nesting, roosting, and foraging by resident and migratory bird species. The Draft EIR will
evaluate the potential effects from additional development associated with the proposed NHIP
and LRDP Amendment on nesting, roosting, and foraging opportunities by resident and
migratory bird species. Relevant PPs and MMs from the 2002 LRDP Final EIR will be identified
as appropriate and/or additional PPs and MMs presented, as needed.

R:\Projects\UCLA\JO11\Inital Study-052308.doc 17



UCLA Northwest Housing Infill Project and LRDP Amendment

Initial Study
LRDP Amendment NHIP
| ttob No | ttob No
mPactt0 5 Additional  Troo o *¢ Additional
Analyzed . Analyzed .
in EIR Analysis in EIR Analysis
Required Required
(e) Would the project conflict with any local policies or X [] X []

ordinances protecting biological resources, such as a
tree preservation policy or ordinance?

Discussion

UCLA is a part of the University of California, a constitutionally created unit of the State of
California. As a State entity, the University of California is not subject to municipal plans,
policies, and regulations, such as the County and City General Plans or local ordinances.
However, the Draft EIR will evaluate the consistency of the LRDP Amendment, including the
proposed NHIP, with federal and State plans, policies, and regulations, such as the Federal
Migratory Bird Treaty Act.

LRDP Amendment NHIP
| t to b N | t to b N
MPactto B€  additional Poc- *© € Additional
Analyzed . Analyzed .
in EIR Analysis in EIR Analysis
Required Required
()  Would the project conflict with the provisions of an [] X [] X

adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural Community
Conservation Plan, or other approved local, regional, or
state habitat conservation plan?

Discussion

The UCLA campus is not located within an area designated for an adopted Habitat
Conservation Plan, Natural Community Conservation Plan, or other approved habitat
conservation plan. No impacts would occur and no further analysis of this issue is required in
the Draft EIR for the proposed NHIP or LRDP Amendment.
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5. Cultural Resources
LRDP Amendment NHIP
| b No | b No
MPActto B€ - ajditional T Pact ©© 2€  Additional
Analyzed . Analyzed .
in EIR Analysis in EIR Analysis
Required Required
() Would the project cause a substantial adverse changein [ [] [] X
the significance of a historical resource as defined in
15064.5?
Discussion

The LRDP Amendment does not specifically propose to demolish or substantially alter campus
structures that have been determined to be eligible or potentially eligible for inclusion in the
National Register of Historic Places or the California Register of Historic Resources. However,
the Draft EIR will evaluate the potential effects to these structures that may occur with
implementation of the LRDP Amendment. Relevant PPs from the 2002 LRDP Final EIR will be
identified as appropriate and additional PPs and/or MMs presented, as needed.

The proposed NHIP would involve demolition of the Office of Residential Life Building (ORL)
and a complete deconstruction/renovation of the space that accommodates the Housing
Maintenance Division located in the covered parking area south of Sproul Hall. However, the
ORL building was built in 1992 and Sproul Hall was built in 1960, thus, neither is eligible or
potentially eligible for inclusion in the National Register of Historic Places or the California
Register of Historic Resources. No impacts to historic resources would result with
implementation of the proposed NHIP and no mitigation is required. No further analysis of this
issue is required in the Draft EIR for the proposed NHIP.

LRDP Amendment NHIP
Impact to b No Impact to b No
MPact Lo b€ additional oot ©© € Additional
Analyzed ) Analyzed )
in EIR Analysis in EIR Analysis
Required Required
(b) Would the project cause a substantial adverse change in [ [] X []
the significance of an archaeological resource pursuant
to 15064.5?
Discussion

The 2002 LRDP Final EIR documented that no archaeological resources have been recovered
or recorded on the campus to date. However, development under the proposed NHIP and
LRDP Amendment would involve excavation activities. Although it is not anticipated, there is a
potential to damage previously unidentified archaeological resources. This issue will be
evaluated in the Draft EIR. Relevant PPs from the 2002 LRDP Final EIR will be identified as
appropriate and additional PPs and/or MMs presented, as needed.
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LRDP Amendment NHIP
Impact to be No Impact to b No
P ° Additional pact to b€ - A dditional
Analyzed . Analyzed .
in EIR Analysis in EIR Analysis
Required Required
(€) Would the project directly or indirectly destroy a X [] X []

unique paleontological resource or site or unique
geologic feature?

Discussion

The 2002 LRDP Final EIR documented that no fossils have been documented on the campus.
However, nearby rock area units identical to those that underlie the campus have yielded
significant paleontological specimens in the past. Therefore, the potential exists for the
discovery of paleontological resources during excavation activities for projects associated with
the LRDP Amendment, including the proposed NHIP. This issue will be evaluated in the Draft
EIR. Relevant PPs and MMs from the 2002 LRDP Final EIR will be identified as appropriate and
additional PPs and/or MMs presented, as needed.

LRDP Amendment NHIP
| ttob No | ttob No
mPactt0 5 Additional  Troo o *¢ Additional
Analyzed . Analyzed .
in EIR Analysis in EIR Analysis
Required Required
(d) Would the project disturb any human remains, including [ ] X [] X

those interred outside of formal cemeteries?

Discussion

As described in Section 4.4 (Cultural Resources) of the 2002 LRDP Final EIR, no formal
cemeteries are known to have occupied the UCLA campus, so any human remains encountered
would likely pre-date modern history and represent an archaeological resource. As described
above in response 5(b), no archaeological materials, including human burials, have been
discovered on the campus. Although the potential still exists for such resources to be present
and for excavation during construction activities to disturb these resources, the likelihood of
discovery of such resources is extremely low and this impact is, therefore, considered to be less
than significant.

Additionally, the California Health and Safety Code (Section 7050.5) states that if human
remains are discovered on site, no further disturbance shall occur until the County Coroner has
made a determination of origin and disposition pursuant to the Public Resources Code
(Section 5097.98). As adherence to State regulations is required for all development, no
additional mitigation is required in the unlikely event human remains are discovered on site and
potential impacts would be less than significant. As required by law, 2002 LRDP Final EIR
PP 4.4-5, which would continue to apply to development under the LRDP Amendment (including
the proposed NHIP), reflects provisional measures to enforce in the event that human remains
are discovered on campus. This PP would ensure that this impact remains less than significant.
No further analysis of this issue is required in the Draft EIR for the proposed NHIP and LRDP
Amendment.
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PP 4.4-5 In the event of the discovery of a burial, human bone, or suspected human
bone, all excavation or grading in the vicinity of the find shall halt
immediately, the area of the find shall be protected, and the University
immediately shall notify the Los Angeles County Coroner of the find and
comply with the provisions of Public Resources Code Section 5097 with
respect to Native American involvement, burial treatment, and re-burial, if
necessary.

6. Geology and Soils

LRDP Amendment NHIP
Impact to b No | ttob No
pactto B¢ Additional " Poct*2P€ Additional
Analyzed ) Analyzed )
in EIR Analysis in EIR Analysis
I Required Required
(@) Would the project expose people or structures to
potential substantial adverse effects, including the risk of
loss, injury, or death involving:
(i) Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as delineated on |:| |Z |:| |Z

the most recent Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning
Map issued by the State Geologist for the area or based
on other substantial evidence of a known fault? Refer to
Division of Mines and Geology Special Publication 42.

Discussion

The UCLA campus is not located within an Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zone as established
by the California Department of Conservation, California Geologic Survey, and no known active
or potentially active faults traverse the campus (Bryant et al. 2002). Because ground rupture
generally only occurs at the location of a fault and because no active or potentially active faults
are known on campus, the campus would not be subject to a substantial risk of fault (ground
surface) ruptures. The potential for ground fault rupture to occur on campus is remote. As such,
this issue will not be addressed further in the Draft EIR for the proposed NHIP and LRDP
Amendment.

(i)  Strong seismic ground shaking? |Z |:| |Z |:|

(iii)  Seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction? |Z |:| |Z |:|
(iv) Landslides? |X| |:| |X| |:|
Discussion

The campus lies within a seismically active area that is bound on the north and south by two
faults of a fault zone that is expected to produce maximum credible earthquakes of magnitude
6.0 or greater. Although the campus is not located in an Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zone
and would not be subject to ground rupture, implementation of the proposed NHIP and LRDP
Amendment has the potential to expose people and structures to seismically induced impacts
including groundshaking, liquefaction, and landslides.
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Based on review of the Seismic Hazard Zones Map: Beverly Hills 7.5-Minute Quadrangle
prepared by the California Department of Conservation (DOC DMG 1999) and as illustrated on
Figure 4.5-1 of the 2002 LRDP Final EIR, a small area in the Northwest zone has been
designated as a potential landslide hazard area, and areas in the Northwest and Southwest
zones have been designated as potential liquefaction hazard areas. Potential seismically
induced impacts must be evaluated on a site-specific basis. The LRDP is a general land use
plan intended to guide the pattern of development on campus, and does not articulate specific
developments other than the proposed NHIP. Therefore, the Draft EIR will generally address the
potential risks associated with seismic activity for the overall campus and will address site-
specific conditions and potential impacts of these conditions with respect to the proposed NHIP.
Relevant PPs from the 2002 LRDP Final EIR will be identified as appropriate and additional PPs
and/or MMs presented, as needed.

LRDP Amendment NHIP
Impact to b No mpact to b No
MPact Lo b€ additional oot € Additional
Analyzed ) Analyzed )
in EIR Analysis in EIR Analysis
Required Required
(b) Would the project result in substantial soil erosion or X[ ] [] X []

the loss of topsoil?

Discussion

The campus is not currently used, and is not intended to be used, for agricultural or other
purposes that require topsoil. Therefore, the proposed NHIP and LRDP Amendment would not
result in the loss of topsoil. No impacts would occur and no mitigation is required. The loss of
topsoil will not be further addressed in the Draft EIR.

Erosion can occur as a result of, and can be accelerated by, site preparation activities
associated with development. Vegetation removal in landscaped (pervious) areas could reduce
soil cohesion, as well as the buffer provided by vegetation from wind, water, and surface
disturbance. As a result, vegetation removal has the potential to render the exposed soils more
susceptible to erosive forces. Additionally, excavation or grading for foundations and below-
grade levels may also result in erosion during construction activities as bare soils would be
exposed and could be eroded by wind or water. Earth-disturbing activities associated with
construction would be temporary and erosion effects would depend largely on the areas
excavated, the quantity of excavation, and the length of time soils are subject to conditions that
would be affected by erosion processes. Following completion of the development projects
there would be minimal exposed soil and the potential for erosion during operation would be
remote. The potential for erosion to occur during construction of future projects under the LRDP
Amendment, and the proposed NHIP will be addressed in the Draft EIR. Relevant PPs and MMs
from the 2002 LRDP Final EIR will be identified as appropriate and additional PPs and/or MMs
presented, as needed.
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LRDP Amendment NHIP
Impact to be No Impact to be No
P °© Additional P ° Additional
Analyzed . Analyzed .
in EIR Analysis in EIR Analysis
Required Required
(€) Would the project be located on a geologic unit or soil X [] X []

that is unstable, or that would become unstable as a
result of the project, and potentially result in on- or off-
site landslide, lateral spreading, subsidence, liquefaction,
or collapse?

Discussion

As previously noted, a small area in the Northwest zone has been designated as a potential
landslide hazard area, and areas in the Northwest and Southwest zones have been designated
as potential liquefaction hazard areas. Soil stability and other properties must be evaluated on a
site-specific basis. The LRDP is a general land use plan intended to guide the pattern of
development on campus, and does not articulate specific developments other than the
proposed NHIP. Therefore, the Draft EIR will generally address the potential risks associated
with soil characteristics of the overall campus and will address site-specific soil conditions and
potential impacts of these conditions with respect to the proposed NHIP. Relevant PPs from the
2002 LRDP Final EIR will be identified as appropriate and additional PPs and/or MMs
presented, as needed.

LRDP Amendment NHIP
Impact to be No Impact to b No
v Additional "Pac"t° ¢ Additional
Analyzed ) Analyzed )
in EIR Analysis in EIR Analysis
: Required : Required
(d) Would the project be located on expansive soil, as [X [] X []

defined in Table 18-1-B of the Uniform Building Code
(1994), creating substantial risks to life or property?

Discussion

As illustrated by Figure 4.5-1 in the 2002 LRDP EIR, the UCLA campus contains two major soil
series, both of which underlie extensive residential, commercial and industrial development in
the Los Angeles basin. Although specific soils characteristics, such as expansiveness, are not
known for the entire campus, geotechnical investigations throughout the campus determined
that the soils in the areas investigated ranged from very low to moderate expansion potential.
Soil expansion potential, therefore, varies across the campus and can affect structures
constructed on such soils, as water uptake after rainfall could cause soils to expand and
damage building foundations, which may compromise the stability of the structures that underlie
the affected foundations. The Draft EIR will address the potential for expansive soils to effect
proposed structures to be constructed as part of the proposed NHIP and LRDP Amendment.
Relevant PPs from the 2002 LRDP Final EIR will be identified as appropriate and additional PPs
and/or MMs presented, as needed.
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LRDP Amendment NHIP
Impact to be No Impact to b No
P °© Additional P © B¢ Additional
Analyzed . Analyzed .
in EIR Analysis in EIR Analysis
Required Required
(e) Would the project have soils incapable of adequately [] X [] X

supporting the use of septic tanks or alternative waste
water disposal systems where sewers are not available
for the disposal of waste water?

Discussion

The City of Los Angeles Bureau of Sanitation provides sewer service to the UCLA campus.
Existing infrastructure is located throughout the campus, and any new development would
connect to existing wastewater lines. Because no septic tanks or alternative wastewater
systems are proposed, no effects associated with soil incapable of adequately supporting these
systems would occur with implementation of the proposed NHIP and/or LRDP Amendment. No
additional analysis of this issue is required in the Draft EIR.

7. Hazards and Hazardous Materials
LRDP Amendment NHIP
Impact to b No Impact to b No
MPactto b€ - pdditional P © 2 Additional
Analyzed Analysi Analyzed Analysi
in EIR nalysis in EIR nalysis
Required Required
(@) Would the project create a significant hazard to the X [] X []
public or the environment through the routine
transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials?
(b) Would the project create a significant hazard to the X [] X []

public or the environment through reasonably
foreseeable upset and accident conditions involving the
release of hazardous materials into the environment!?

Discussion

Implementation of the LRDP Amendment could result in the development of additional
laboratories and other research facilities that would use, store, and require the transport and
disposal of hazardous materials. Additionally, hazardous materials handled, used, transported,
or disposed of in connection with the proposed NHIP and LRDP Amendment would include
standard cleaning products and pesticides or herbicides used in association with standard
campus landscaping and maintenance practices. The amount of hazardous materials that are
handled at any one time for these activities is relatively small, reducing the potential severity of
an accident during handling.
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The Draft EIR will evaluate potential hazards impacts resulting from activites and uses
associated with future development under the proposed NHIP and LRDP Amendment. Relevant
PPs from the 2002 LRDP Final EIR will be identified as appropriate and additional PPs and/or
MMs presented, as needed.

LRDP Amendment NHIP
Impact to b No Impact to b No
MPactto B€  additional o *© € Additional
Analyzed . Analyzed .
in EIR Analysis in EIR Analysis
Required Required
(€) Would the project emit hazardous emissions or handle X [] X []

hazardous or acutely hazardous materials, substances, or
waste within one-quarter mile of an existing or
proposed school?

Discussion

Schools or similar facilities on or adjacent to the campus include the Franz Hall Daycare Facility
located in the Core zone along Charles E. Young Drive East; Corinne A. Seeds University
Elementary School located in the Core Campus zone along Sunset Boulevard; and Marymount
High School located off campus also along Sunset Boulevard (just north of the Core Campus
zone). The Krieger Child Care Center is also located on campus in the Northwest zone. The
Draft EIR will evaluate whether development under the proposed NHIP and LRDP Amendment
would generate hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or acutely hazardous materials
within one-quarter mile of an existing school. Relevant PPs from the 2002 LRDP Final EIR will
be identified as appropriate and additional PPs and/or MMs presented, as needed.

LRDP Amendment NHIP
Impact to be No Impact to b No
v Additional "Pac-t° ?¢  Additional
Analyzed ) Analyzed )
in EIR Analysis in EIR Analysis
: Required : Required
(d) Would the project be located on a site which is included [ [] [] X

on a list of hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant
to Government Code Section 65962.5 and, as a result,
would it create a significant hazard to the public or the
environment?

Discussion

Based on information provided by Environmental Data Resources (EDR) (2008), some campus
facilities are included on lists and databases compiled by local, State, and federal agencies
pursuant to Government Code, Section 65962.5. The majority of these sites appear to be
registered underground storage tanks and facilities that generate, transport, store, treat and/or
dispose of hazardous waste, rather than contaminated sites. An analysis of the hazards posed
by development on a listed site is typically site-specific, and the LRDP is a general land use
plan intended to guide the pattern of development on campus. With the exception of the NHIP,
the LRDP Amendment does not identify specific developments. Therefore, the analysis in the
Draft EIR for the LRDP Amendment will discuss the presence of hazardous materials sites on
the campus as a whole, and the potential risks associated with development on or near these
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sites. Relevant PPs from the 2002 LRDP Final EIR will be identified as appropriate and
additional PPs and/or MMs presented, as needed.

Based on the EDR report, there are no hazardous materials sites within the proposed NHIP site.
No further analysis of this issue is required in the Draft EIR for the proposed NHIP.

LRDP Amendment NHIP
Impact to b No | ttob No
pactt® P€  Additional T rocr 0 > Additional
Analyzed ) Analyzed )
in EIR Analysis in EIR Analysis
: Required : Required
(e) For a project located within an airport land use plan or, [] X [] X

where such a plan has not been adopted, within two
miles of a public airport or public use airport, would the
project result in a safety hazard for people residing or
working in the project area?

Discussion

The campus is not located within two miles of a public airport or public use airport and has not
been included in an airport land use plan. No impacts associated with implementation of the
proposed NHIP or LRDP Amendment would occur with respect to safety hazards associated
with any public use airport, and no additional analysis of this issue is required in the Draft EIR.

LRDP Amendment NHIP
Impact to b No | ttob No
pactto B¢ Additional " rocr 2 >€  Additional
Analyzed . Analyzed )
in EIR Analysis in EIR Analysis
: Required : Required
()  For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, X [] X []

would the project result in a safety hazard for people
residing or working in the project area?

Discussion

As described in Section 4.6 (Hazards and Hazardous Materials) of the 2002 LRDP Final EIR,
the Medical Center operates a heliport for the emergency transport of critically ill patients. As
previously analyzed in the 1998 Academic Health Center Facilities Reconstruction Plan
(AHCFRP) Final EIR, the helipad will be relocated to the new hospital that is now under
construction, and is expected to be operational in summer 2008. The Draft EIR will evaluate
potential safety hazards of the heliport related to additional developments under the proposed
NHIP and LRDP Amendment. Relevant PPs from the 2002 LRDP Final EIR will be identified as
appropriate and additional PPs and/or MMs presented, as needed.
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LRDP Amendment NHIP
Impact to be No Impact to be No
P °© Additional P ° Additional
Analyzed . Analyzed .
in EIR Analysis in EIR Analysis
Required Required
(8) Would the project impair implementation of or X [] X []

physically interfere with an adopted emergency response
plan or emergency evacuation plan?

Discussion

UCLA implements a Campus Emergency Response Plan that is disseminated campus-wide and
outlines procedures for all campus staff, students, and visitors to follow in case of an
emergency. In addition, the campus has a Disaster Response Manual, which provides
instructions and procedures for employees of Facilities Management and Environmental Health
and Safety (EH&S) to follow in the event of an emergency, such as a hazardous materials
release. UCLA has also developed a Disaster Initial Response Plan and a Hazardous Materials
Response Plan that cover a broad range of emergency situations related to both human made
disasters (such as bomb threats) and natural disasters (such as earthquakes). Multiple
evacuation areas for major emergencies or disasters are also provided in each campus zone. In
addition, both the City and County of Los Angeles have Emergency Contingency Plans that
address emergency situations that could occur on the UCLA campus.

The Draft EIR will evaluate the potential for construction and operation activities associated with
the proposed NHIP and LRDP Amendment to affect emergency response or evacuation plans
due to temporary construction barricades or other obstructions that could impede emergency
access on campus. Relevant PPs from the 2002 LRDP Final EIR will be identified as
appropriate and additional PPs and/or MMs presented, as needed.

LRDP Amendment NHIP
| ttob No | ttob No
mpactt0 °€ Additional oo *° ¢ Additional
Analyzed . Analyzed .
in EIR Analysis in EIR Analysis
Required Required
(h)  Would the project expose people or structures to a [] X [] X

significant risk of loss, injury, or death involving wildland
fires, including where wildlands are adjacent to
urbanized areas or where residences are intermixed
with wildlands?

Discussion

The UCLA campus is not located adjacent to a wildland area and would not be subject to
significant impacts associated with wildland fires. No further analysis of this issue is required in
the Draft EIR for the proposed NHIP or the LRDP Amendment.
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8. Hydrology and Water Quality
LRDP Amendment NHIP
| b No | b No
MPact €0 b€ additional Troc- ©© °¢ Additional
Analyzed . Analyzed .
in EIR Analysis in EIR Analysis
Required Required
() Would the project violate any water quality standards or [ [] X []
waste discharge requirements?
(f) Would the project otherwise substantially degrade water [ [] X []
quality?
Discussion

The UCLA campus is not considered a point source for regulatory purposes and is not subject
to waste discharge requirements (WDRs). While the campus has an industrial wastewater
permit for wastewater discharge associated with the food service and laboratory uses on
campus, no hazardous waste is discharged into the sewer or storm drain system on campus.

The UCLA campus is included in the Water Quality Control Plan for the Los Angeles Basin as
administered by the California Regional Water Quality Control Board, Los Angeles Region.
Implementation of the proposed NHIP and LRDP Amendment would result in an increase in the
amount of impervious surfaces on campus, which would increase the amount of storm water
runoff. This runoff would carry typical urban pollutants from the site, and could discharge into
the local and regional drainage system. Additionally, short-term construction impacts to surface
water quality would result from grading and other construction-related activities (e.g., erosion,
spills, and leaks due to construction equipment).

The Draft EIR will describe current water quality conditions and will provide an analysis of
potential short-term and long-term water quality impacts associated with the proposed uses
under the proposed NHIP and LRDP Amendment. Additionally, the proposed project would be
required to comply with the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) General
Construction Activity Storm Water Permit requirements, which includes implementation of a
Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP). The Draft EIR will address compliance with
these regulations. Relevant PPs from the 2002 LRDP Final EIR will be identified as appropriate
and additional PPs and/or MMs presented, as needed.
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LRDP Amendment NHIP
Impact to be No Impact to b No
P ° Additional pact to b€ - A dditional
Analyzed . Analyzed .
in EIR Analysis in EIR Analysis
Required Required
(b) Would the project substantially deplete groundwater X [] X []

supplies or interfere substantially with groundwater
recharge such that there would be a net deficit in aquifer
volume or a lowering of the local groundwater table
level (e.g., the production rate of pre-existing nearby
wells would drop to a level that would not support
existing land uses or planned uses for which permits
have been granted)?

Discussion

Implementation of the LRDP Amendment, including the proposed NHIP, would reduce the
amount of pervious surfaces within the Santa Monica Groundwater Basin (Basin) through the
addition of new buildings and paved areas. However, the campus is not designated as a
groundwater recharge area, nor does the campus serve as a primary source of groundwater
recharge within the Basin. Further, the campus would not extract groundwater for long-term
operations.

To the extent that the campus draws water from the Los Angeles Department of Water and
Power (LADWP), which relies on groundwater, additional on-campus development under the
proposed NHIP and LRDP Amendment could result in additional demand for groundwater
supplies. Additionally, construction activities could require temporary dewatering of development
sites. Even in this instance, however, such a disturbance would not constitute a substantial
interference with groundwater recharge, as the campus does not serve as a primary source of
groundwater recharge.

The Draft EIR will evaluate potential short-term construction-related and long-term operational
impacts on groundwater supplies. PPs and/or MMs will be identified, as needed.
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LRDP Amendment NHIP
Impact to b No Impact to b No
Pactto b€ additional rac- £ € Additional
Analyzed . Analyzed .
in EIR Analysis in EIR Analysis
Required Required
(€) Would the project substantially alter the existing X [] X []
drainage pattern of the site or area, including through the
alteration of the course of a stream or river, in 2 manner
that would result in substantial erosion or siltation on or
off site?
(d) Would the project substantially alter the existing X [] X []

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

Discussion

Implementation of the proposed NHIP and LRDP Amendment would not result in alterations to a
stream or river course. As described above in response to Item 4.b, there are no proposed uses
that would result in long-term or permanent alterations to Stone Canyon Creek, the only feature
on campus that could potentially be characterized as a stream. However, construction activities
associated with implementation of the proposed NHIP and LRDP Amendment could result in
alterations to existing drainage patterns that could result in erosion or siltation. Additionally,
future development could alter drainage patterns at the site of new buildings, which could result
in an increase in runoff and the potential for increased erosion or siltation and flooding. The
Draft EIR will address potential alteration to drainage patterns resulting from construction and
operation of the proposed NHIP and LRDP Amendment. PPs and/or MMs will be presented, as
needed.

LRDP Amendment NHIP
Impact to b No Impact to b No
MPact o b€ additional oot 1 € Additional
Analyzed ) Analyzed )
in EIR Analysis in EIR Analysis
Required Required
(e) Would the project create or contribute runoff water X [] X []

that would exceed the capacity of existing or planned
stormwater drainage systems or provide substantial
additional sources of polluted runoff?

Discussion

Implementation of the LRDP Amendment, including the NHIP, would result in the development
of additional academic, research, and housing facilities. This would increase the amount of
impervious surface on campus, which would increase runoff. The Draft EIR will evaluate
whether the existing or planned drainage system can accommodate the runoff that would be
generated as a result of this proposed future development on campus. Relevant PPs from the
2002 LRDP Final EIR will be identified as appropriate and additional PPs and/or MMs
presented, as needed.
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LRDP Amendment NHIP
Impact to be No Impact to b No
P ° Additional pact to b€ - A dditional
Analyzed . Analyzed .
in EIR Analysis in EIR Analysis
Required Required
(8) Would the project place housing within a 100-year flood [ ] X [] X

hazard area as mapped on a federal Flood Hazard
Boundary or Flood Insurance Rate Map or other flood
hazard delineation map?

Discussion

Based on flood hazard zone mapping information from the Federal Emergency Management
Agency (FEMA 1995), the majority of the UCLA campus is within Zone X (an area that is
determined to be outside the 100- and 500-year floodplains). A linear area along Sunset
Boulevard following Stone Canyon Creek is within Zone A. Zone A represents areas inundated
by 100-year flooding, for which no base flood elevations® have been determined.

The majority of the housing on campus is located in the Northwest zone of the campus
(Zone X), and additional development of residential uses under the LRDP Amendment,
including the proposed NHIP, would occur there. Therefore, because no housing would be
placed in a 100-year flood zone, no further analysis of this issue is required in the Draft EIR for
the proposed NHIP or LRDP Amendment.

LRDP Amendment NHIP
Impact to b S | t to b S
pactt0 B¢ additional "Poc- 2 >€ Additional
Analyzed ) Analyzed )
in EIR Analysis in EIR Analysis
I Required Required
(h) Would the project place within a 100-year flood hazard [] X [] X
area structures that would impede or redirect flood
flows?
Discussion

The LRDP is a general land use plan intended to guide the pattern of development on campus
and does not identify specific projects or structures other than those proposed as part of the
NHIP. As described above, there is a limited area on campus (along Stone Canyon Creek)
within a 100-year flood hazard area. Given the relatively small and linear area designated within
a 100-year flood hazard area on campus and its location adjacent to Sunset Boulevard and
existing development, it is not anticipated that structures would be constructed in the future that
would impede or redirect flood flows. Potential impacts resulting from development within a 100-
year flood hazard area are addressed on a site-specific basis. No further analysis of this issue is
required in the Draft EIR for the LRDP Amendment.

Additionally, as noted above, the proposed NHIP would not be located in a 100-year flood
hazard area; therefore, it would not impede or redirect flood flows. No further analysis of this
issue is required in the Draft EIR for the proposed NHIP.

! The base flood elevation (BFE) is the elevation associated with the flood having a one-percent annual chance of being equaled

or exceeded in any given year. It is shown on the Flood Insurance Rate Map.
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LRDP Amendment NHIP
Impact to be No Impact to be No
P °© Additional P ° Additional
Analyzed . Analyzed .
in EIR Analysis in EIR Analysis
Required Required
(i) Would the project expose people or structures to a [] X [] X

significant risk of loss, injury or death involving flooding,
including flooding as a result of the failure of a levee or
dam?

Discussion

The Stone Canyon Reservoir, located north of the campus across Sunset Boulevard, is
operated by the LADWP. A catastrophic failure of this dam could result in flooding on the UCLA
campus. The hypothetical inundation area is shown on Figure 4.7-2 of the 2002 LRDP Final
EIR. As reported in the 2002 LRDP Final EIR, a study completed in April 2002 by URS
evaluated the seismic stability of the Stone Canyon Dam. This study (approved by the State
Department of Water Resources, Division of Safety of Dams in 2003) performed a state-of-the-
art dynamic analysis that evaluated how the dam would perform in the event of an earthquake
and developed a computer model that also evaluated re-occurrence of the 1994 Northridge
earthquake. The analysis predicted a higher deformation of the dam than actually occurred in
1994, which demonstrated the conservative nature of the model. Nonetheless, the study
concluded that the dam structure of Stone Canyon Reservoir can withstand the maximum
credible earthquake (magnitude 6.5) at the Hollywood Fault (the closest known active fault to
the campus). It was concluded that a seismic-related or sudden, accidental breach of the dam
structure is considered remote and speculative.

The LADWP Reservoir Surveillance Section performs daily surveillance and periodic security
inspections of all LADWP reservoirs and dam structures to ensure the safety of the structures
and the water they contain. No unauthorized personnel are allowed at the reservoirs, access
has been limited, and surveillance includes several helicopter flights per day over the LADWP
reservoir structures. According to the LADWP, tampering with the structures and water has not
occurred, and such an event is considered remote (Westdal 2008).

While a catastrophic failure of the dam structure of Stone Canyon Reservoir could result in
flooding in the central areas of the UCLA campus, which primarily consists of open playing
fields, including the Intramural Field, the North Athletic Soccer Field, and Drake Track and Field
Stadium, the possibility of failure due to seismic or other factors is considered by LADWP to be
extremely remote and speculative (Westdal 2008). This impact would, therefore, be less than
significant and will not be addressed further in the Draft EIR. No mitigation is required.
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LRDP Amendment NHIP
Impact to be No Impact to be No
P °© Additional P ° Additional
Analyzed . Analyzed .
in EIR Analysis in EIR Analysis
Required Required
() Would the project cause inundation by seiche, tsunami, [] X [] X

or mudflow?

Discussion

The UCLA campus is located in an inland area and at a sufficient elevation not to be subject to
tsunamis. No large, open bodies of water that would represent a substantial seiche risk are
located on campus. As previously noted, an area of the UCLA campus in the Northwest zone
(southeast of the Sunset Boulevard/Veteran Avenue intersection) is identified as potentially
subject to landsliding, and could potentially represent a risk for mudflows during periods of
heavy rainfall. However, no mudflows have ever been documented in this area, likely because
the majority of the Northwest zone is covered with landscaping, naturalized vegetation, and
hardscape, and the natural topography consists of gently sloping hillsides rather than steep,
sheer embankments. Therefore, the potential for mudflows to occur would be considered
remote, and engineering studies performed for individual campus projects would continue to
ensure that slopes remain stable during and after construction of these projects. Further,
implementation of the proposed NHIP and LRDP Amendment would not result in the long-term
creation of bare, unstable slopes. As such, impacts associated with mudflows would be less
than significant, and no mitigation is required. This issue will not be addressed further in the
Draft EIR.

9. Land Use and Planning
LRDP Amendment NHIP
Impact to b No | tob No
MPactto b€ - pgditional P © 2 Additional
Analyzed ) Analyzed )
in EIR Analysis in EIR Analysis
Required Required
(@) Would the project physically divide an established [] X [] X
community?
Discussion

The community surrounding the UCLA campus is fully developed and established. The LRDP is
the campus land use plan that guides future development within the campus boundaries.
Development outside of the campus boundaries would not be governed by the LRDP and would
not occur with implementation of future development under the LRDP Amendment, including the
NHIP. Therefore, the proposed NHIP and LRDP Amendment would not physically divide an
established community. No impacts would occur and no further analysis of this issue is required
in the Draft EIR for the proposed NHIP or LRDP Amendment.
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LRDP Amendment NHIP
Impact to be No Impact to b No
P ° Additional pact to b€ - A dditional
Analyzed . Analyzed .
in EIR Analysis in EIR Analysis
Required Required
(b) Would the project conflict with any applicable land use X [] X []

plan, policy, or regulation of an agency with jurisdiction
over the project (including, but not limited to the
general plan, specific plan, local coastal program, or
zoning ordinance) adopted for the purpose of avoiding
or mitigating an environmental effect?

Discussion

UCLA is a part of the University of California, a constitutionally created entity of the State of
California. As a constitutional entity, the University of California is not subject to municipal
regulations, such as the County of Los Angeles or City of Los Angeles General Plans.
Westwood and other surrounding communities are part of the City of Los Angeles, and this
jurisdictional separation provides no formal mechanism for joint planning or exchange of ideas.
Nevertheless, the campus maintains ongoing communication with the City of Los Angeles and
the local communities surrounding the campus to resolve land use issues of mutual concern.

The proposed projects involve an amendment to the 2002 LRDP. The Draft EIR will include an
evaluation of the proposed NHIP and LRDP Amendment’s consistency with relevant UCLA land
use plans, including but not limited to, the 2002 LRDP, the 1978 Benign Use Agreement, and
the UCLA Student Housing Master Plan 2007—2017. In addition to UCLA planning documents,
the applicable planning policies identified in regional planning documents, such as the Southern
California Association of Government's Regional Comprehensive Plan and Guide, will be
addressed in the Draft EIR. Relevant PPs from the 2002 LRDP Final EIR will be identified as
appropriate and additional PPs and/or MMs presented, as needed.

LRDP Amendment NHIP
Impact to b No mpact to b No
mpactt0 5 Additional Troo o *¢ Additional
Analyzed ) Analyzed .
in EIR Analysis in EIR Analysis
Required Required
(€) Would the project conflict with any applicable habitat [] X [] X
conservation plan or natural community conservation
plan?
Discussion

As discussed under Item 4.f of this Initial Study, the UCLA campus is not located within an area
governed by an adopted habitat conservation plan or natural community conservation plan. No
impacts would occur and no further analysis of this issue is required in the Draft EIR for the
proposed NHIP or LRDP Amendment.
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10. Mineral Resources
LRDP Amendment NHIP
Im b No [ b No
Pactto D€ Additional P2t 2 Additional
Analyzed A . Analyzed )
in EIR nalysis in EIR Analysis
n Required Required
(@) Would the project result in the loss of availability of a [] X [] X
known mineral resource that would be of value to the
region and the residents of the state?
(b) Would the project result in the loss of availability of a [] X [] X

locally-important mineral resource recovery site
delineated on a local general plan, specific plan, or other
land use plan?

Discussion

The 2002 LRDP Final EIR determined that implementation of the 2002 LRDP would not result in
the loss of availability of either a known mineral resource of value to the state or region or a
locally important mineral resource recovery site because no such sites exist on the campus.
Further, the California Geologic Survey, in its Update of Mineral Land Classification of Portland
Cement Concrete Aggregate in Ventura, Los Angeles, and Orange Counties, California:
Part Il—Los Angeles County has only identified concrete aggregate as a mineral resource that
could potentially be present on the campus. However, no recovery of concrete aggregate occurs
or is known to have occurred on campus, and access to such a resource would already have
been precluded by existing development. Additionally, the City of Los Angeles General Plan
does not designate the campus as a mineral resource recovery site (City of Los Angeles 2001).

Therefore, the proposed NHIP and LRDP Amendment would not result in the loss of availability
of a locally important mineral resource delineated on a local general plan, specific plan, or other
land use plan. Therefore, no impacts would occur no further analysis of this issue is required in
the Draft EIR for the proposed NHIP or LRDP Amendment.
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11. Noise
LRDP Amendment NHIP
Im b No | b No
Pactto b€ Additional TPt @€ Additional
Analyzed A . Analyzed )
in EIR nalysis in EIR Analysis
n Required Required
(@) Would the project result in exposure of persons to or X [] X []
generation of noise levels in excess of standards
established in the local general plan or noise ordinance,
or applicable standards of other agencies?
(€) Would the project result in a substantial permanent X [] X []
increase in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity
above levels existing without the project?
(d) Would the project result in a substantial temporary or X [] X []

periodic increase in ambient noise levels in the project
vicinity above levels existing without the project?

Discussion

Increases in traffic, mechanical equipment use, and other operational activities associated with
new structures could result in potential long-term increases in noise levels. Additionally,
operation of construction equipment could result in substantial short-term noise increases. The
Draft EIR will use current noise modeling methods to predict the magnitude of these noise
increases, and will evaluate whether the increased noise levels associated with implementation
of the proposed NHIP and LRDP Amendment would exceed applicable standards or
ordinances. Relevant PPs and MMs from the 2002 LRDP Final EIR will be identified as
appropriate and additional PPs and/or MMs presented, as needed.

LRDP Amendment NHIP
Impact to b No Impact to b No
MPACtto BE - Additional T Poc- 0 2¢  Additional
Analyzed . Analyzed .
in EIR Analysis in EIR Analysis
Required Required
(b) Would the project result in exposure of persons to or X [] X []

generation of excessive groundborne vibration or
groundborne noise levels?

Discussion

Construction activities could result in the generation of excessive groundborne vibration or
groundborne noise levels. The Draft EIR for the LRDP Amendment will generally evaluate
potential impacts of construction activities associated with implementation of the LRDP
Amendment, and a site-specific analysis of potential construction impacts resulting from
implementation of the proposed NHIP will be provided. Relevant PPs from the 2002 LRDP Final
EIR will be identified as appropriate and additional PPs and/or MMs presented, as needed.
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LRDP Amendment NHIP
Impact to be No Impact to be No
P °© Additional P ° Additional
Analyzed . Analyzed .
in EIR Analysis in EIR Analysis
Required Required
(e) For a project located within an airport land use plan or, [] X [] X

where such a plan has not been adopted, within two
miles of a public airport or public use airport, would the
project expose people residing or working in the project
area to excessive noise levels?

Discussion

The campus is not located within two miles of a public airport or public use airport, and has not
been included in an airport land use plan. No impacts would occur and no further analysis of this
issue is required in the Draft EIR for the proposed NHIP or LRDP Amendment.

LRDP Amendment NHIP
Impact to b No Impact to b No
MPactto B€  additional Poc- *© € Additional
Analyzed . Analyzed .
in EIR Analysis in EIR Analysis
Required Required
()  For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, X [] X []

would the project expose people residing or working in
the project area to excessive noise levels?

Discussion

The UCLA campus is not located within the vicinity of a private airstrip. However, the Medical
Center complex currently operates a heliport for emergency transport of critically ill patients and,
as previously analyzed in the 1998 Academic Health Center Facilities Reconstruction Project
Final EIR, will be relocated to the new medical center that is now under construction. The Draft
EIR will identify existing and future helicopter noise levels and determine whether additional
people, including students and faculty that would reside in the proposed NHIP, would be subject
to excessive noise levels from helicopter operations. PPs and/or MMs will be presented, as
needed.
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12. Population and Housing
LRDP Amendment NHIP
Im b No [ b No
Pactto € additional T Poct € Additional
Analyzed . Analyzed )
in EIR Analysis in EIR Analysis
n Required Required
() Would the project induce substantial population growth [ [] X []

in an area, either directly (for example, by proposing
new homes and businesses) or indirectly (for example,
through extension of roads or other infrastructure)?

Discussion

With implementation of the LRDP Amendment the projected average weekday population
(students, faculty, staff, visitors) during the regular session is estimated to increase by
approximately 2,780 individuals compared to the 2007-2008 population. This projection
includes the 131 staff positions that would result from implementation of the proposed NHIP.
The Draft EIR for the proposed NHIP and LRDP Amendment will evaluate the demand for short-
term and long-term housing associated with this increase in population and the potential for this
demand to exceed the projected housing supply on campus and within the City of Los Angeles
and adjacent areas.

LRDP Amendment NHIP
Impact to b No mpact to b No
mpactt0 B¢ Additional Troo o *¢ Additional
Analyzed . Analyzed .
in EIR Analysis in EIR Analysis
Required Required
(b) Would the project displace substantial numbers of [] X [] X
existing housing, necessitating the construction of
replacement housing elsewhere?
(€) Would the project displace substantial numbers of [] X [] X

people, necessitating the construction of replacement
housing elsewhere?

Discussion

Implementation of the proposed NHIP and LRDP Amendment would not require the demolition
of any existing on campus housing, rather it would add housing capacity to the campus.
Because there would be no displacement of existing housing facilities, relocation of students
currently housed on campus and construction of replacement housing would not be necessary.
Therefore, no impacts would occur and no additional analysis of these issues in the Draft EIR is
required for the proposed NHIP or LRDP Amendment.
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13. Public Services

(@) Would the project result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision
of new or physically altered governmental facilities, need for new or physically altered
governmental facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental
impacts, in order to maintain acceptable service ratios, response times or other performance
objectives for any of the public services:

LRDP Amendment NHIP
| t to b No | t to b No
MPactto D€ additional o ° °¢  Additional
Analyzed . Analyzed .
in EIR Analysis in EIR Analysis
Required Required

(i) Fire protection? |Z |:| |Z |:|
(i)  Police protection? |Z |:| |Z |:|

Discussion

Fire protection to the UCLA campus is provided by the City of Los Angeles Fire Department
(LAFD), and police protection is provided by the UC Police Department and the City of Los
Angeles Police Department (LAPD). The Draft EIR will evaluate whether implementation of the
proposed NHIP and LRDP Amendment would increase demand for fire and police protection
services and compare the potential increased demand with existing and planned equipment and
staffing levels. The Draft EIR will also evaluate the potential physical impacts of new, expanded,
or altered facilities, if they are required to meet an increase in demand. Relevant PPs from the
2002 LRDP Final EIR will be identified as appropriate and additional PPs and MMs presented,
as needed.

LRDP Amendment NHIP
Impact to b No Impact to b No
pactto B¢ Additional " rocr 2 >€  Additional
Analyzed . Analyzed )
in EIR Analysis in EIR Analysis
: Required : Required
(iii)  Schoolse g D g D

Discussion

The projected increased campus population (students, faculty, and staff) resulting from the
LRDP Amendment, including the proposed NHIP, may increase the number of school-age
children that would potentially enroll in local schools. The Draft EIR will evaluate potential
effects of increased enrollment on the capacity of local schools, and the potential environmental
impacts of new, expanded, or altered facilities, if any are required to meet an increase in
demand. PPs and/or MMs will be identified as needed.
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LRDP Amendment NHIP
Impact to b No Impact to b No
pact to be Additional mpact to be Additional
Analyzed Analysi Analyzed Analysi
in EIR nalysis in EIR nalysis
Required Required
(iii)  Parks? |X| |:| |X| |:|
Discussion
Refer to the discussion provided below in Section 14, Recreation.
14. Recreation
LRDP Amendment NHIP
Impact to b No Impact to b No
pact to be Additional mpact to be Additional
Analyzed . Analyzed .
in EIR Analysis in EIR Analysis
Required Required
(@) Would the project increase the use of existing X [] X []

neighborhood and regional parks or other recreational
facilities such that substantial physical deterioration of
the facility would occur or be accelerated?

Discussion

The LRDP Amendment would not substantially change the campus population anticipated with
implementation of the 2002 LRDP Amendment. However, the NHIP would involve the
development of additional undergraduate housing and faculty apartments in the Northwest
zone, which could increase the demand for on-campus recreational facilities. The Draft EIR will
evaluate the potential impacts of new, expanded, or altered recreational facilities, if they are
required, to meet an increase in demand. Relevant PPs from the 2002 LRDP Final EIR will be
identified as appropriate and additional PPs and/or MMs presented, as needed.

LRDP Amendment NHIP
Impact to b No Impact to b No
MPACtto B€ — pqditional Lo 2€  Additional
Analyzed . Analyzed .
in EIR Analysis in EIR Analysis
Required Required
(b) Does the project include recreational facilities or X [] X []

require the construction or expansion of recreational
facilities that might have an adverse physical effect on the
environment?

Discussion

The LRDP is a general land use plan intended to guide the pattern of development on campus
and does not articulate specific projects or structures other than those proposed as part of the
NHIP. However, additional recreational uses may be developed as part of the implementation of
the LRDP Amendment. Additionally, the proposed NHIP includes a fithess center in the Sproul
South building. The Draft EIR will evaluate the potential physical environmental impacts
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resulting from new recreational facilities. Relevant PPs from the 2002 LRDP Final EIR will be
identified as appropriate and additional PPs and/or MMs presented, as needed.

15. Traffic
LRDP Amendment NHIP
Impact to b No b No
Pactto D€ additional Poc © %€ Additional
Analyzed A 3 Analyzed )
in EIR nalysis in EIR Analysis
n Required Required
(@) Would the project cause an increase in traffic which is X [] X []
substantial in relation to the existing traffic load and
capacity of the street system (i.e., result in a substantial
increase in either the number of vehicle trips, the
volume to capacity ratio on roads, or congestion at
intersections)?
(b) Would the project exceed, either individually or X [] X []

cumulatively, a level of service standard established by
the county congestion management agency for
designated roads or highways?

Discussion

Although potential increases in traffic could result from implementation of the LRDP
Amendment, including the proposed NHIP, the 2002 LRDP Amendment would maintain the
adopted trip limits adopted in the 2002 LRDP through 2013. The Draft EIR will include an
analysis of potential daily and peak hour trip generation associated with implementation of the
LRDP Amendment, and the effects on the local and regional traffic system. In addition, the Draft
EIR will include an analysis of the campus transportation demand management provisions and
the effect on trip reduction strategies. The Draft EIR will also analyze the impact of additional
construction-related, project-related, and cumulative traffic on the local street networks,
including intersection capacity, as well as the regional highway network and roadways
designated in the Los Angeles Congestion Management Program. Relevant PPs and MMs from
the 2002 LRDP Final EIR will be identified as appropriate and additional PPs and/or MMs
presented, as needed.
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LRDP Amendment NHIP
Impact to be No Impact to be No
P °© Additional P ° Additional
Analyzed . Analyzed .
in EIR Analysis in EIR Analysis
Required Required
(€) Would the project result in a change in air traffic [] X [] X

patterns, including either an increase in traffic levels or a
change in location that results in substantial safety risks?

Discussion

Development allowed under the LRDP Amendment and the proposed NHIP would not change
air traffic patterns of existing airport facilities. The UCLA campus is currently developed, and
future development would not increase air traffic levels or result in a change in the location of air
traffic patterns resulting in substantial safety risks. No further analysis of this issue is required in
the Draft EIR for the proposed NHIP or LRDP Amendment.

LRDP Amendment NHIP
| ttob No | ttob No
mPactt0 5 Additional  Troo o *¢ Additional
Analyzed . Analyzed .
in EIR Analysis in EIR Analysis
Required Required
(d) Would the project substantially increase hazards due to X [] X []

a design feature (e.g., sharp curves or dangerous
intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g., farm
equipment)?

Discussion

The LRDP is a general land use plan intended to guide the pattern of development on campus
and does not articulate specific projects or structures other than those proposed as part of the
NHIP. The Draft EIR will evaluate the potential for future changes to the campus circulation
system or development of incompatible uses to increase traffic hazards. For the proposed
NHIP, the Draft EIR will provide a project-specific evaluation of proposed circulation changes on
and off campus (including along Gayley Avenue) to determine whether such changes would
substantially increase hazards due to a design feature or the construction of incompatible uses.
Relevant PPs and MMs from the 2002 LRDP Final EIR will be identified as appropriate and
additional PPs and/or MMs will be presented, as needed.
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LRDP Amendment NHIP
Impact to be Mo Impact to b Mo
p °© Additional pact to be Additional
Analyzed . Analyzed .
in EIR Analysis in EIR Analysis
Required Required
(e) Would the project result in inadequate emergency X [] X []
access!
Discussion

Construction and operational activities associated with development under the LRDP
Amendment and the proposed NHIP could potentially interfere with emergency access routes.
The Draft EIR will evaluate potential impacts to emergency access during construction and
operation. PPs and/or MMs will be presented, as needed.

Please also refer to Item 7.g regarding emergency response and evacuation plans.

LRDP Amendment NHIP
| ttob No | ttob No
mPactt0 5 Additional w0 *¢ Additional
Analyzed . Analyzed .
in EIR Analysis in EIR Analysis
Required Required
(f) Would the project result in inadequate parking capacity? [ [] X []

Discussion

With implementation of the proposed NHIP and LRDP Amendment the campus-wide parking
cap (25,169 spaces) would remain unchanged. However, the Draft EIR will evaluate the
adequacy of parking on campus with development of allowed uses and gsf under the LRDP
Amendment. A project-level parking analysis will also be provided for the proposed NHIP, and
will evaluate the temporary removal of parking during construction and operation. Relevant PPs
and MMs from the 2002 LRDP Final EIR will be identified as appropriate and additional PPs
and/or MMs presented, as needed.

LRDP Amendment NHIP
Impact to b No | tto b No
pacto >€  Additional o *® > Additional
Analyzed ) Analyzed )
in EIR Analysis in EIR Analysis
I Required Required
(g) Would the project conflict with adopted policies, plans, X [] X []

or programs supporting alternative transportation (e.g.,
bus turnouts, bicycle racks)?

Discussion

As with the 2002 LRDP, the LRDP Amendment includes alternative transportation modes. The
Draft EIR will analyze whether implementation of the LRDP Amendment and the proposed NHIP
would conflict with the existing LRDP policies supporting alternative transportation. Relevant
PPs and MMs from the 2002 LRDP Final EIR will be identified as appropriate and additional
PPs and MMs presented, as needed.
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16. Utilities and Service Systems
LRDP Amendment NHIP
Impact to b No [ b No
Pactto € additional T Poct € Additional
Analyzed . Analyzed )
in EIR Analysis in EIR Analysis
n Required Required
(@) Would the project exceed wastewater treatment [] X [] X

requirements of the applicable Regional Water Quality
Control Board?

Discussion

Wastewater originating from the allowed uses under the LRDP Amendment, including the
proposed NHIP, would be generated by academic, laboratory, and residential uses and would
ultimately be treated by the Hyperion Treatment Plant (HTP) owned and operated by the City of
Los Angeles, Bureau of Sanitation. The wastewater treatment requirements issued by the Los
Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) for the treatment plant were
developed to ensure that adequate levels of treatment would be provided for the wastewater
flows emanating from all land uses within its service area, including the UCLA Campus.

It should also be noted that the UCLA campus is not considered a point source for regulatory
purposes and is not subject to waste discharge requirements (WDRs). While the campus has an
industrial wastewater permit for wastewater discharge associated with the food service and
laboratory uses on campus, no hazardous waste is discharged into the sewer or storm drain
system on campus. Further evaluation of this issue in the Draft EIR for the proposed NHIP and
LRDP Amendment is not required and no mitigation measures are necessary.

LRDP Amendment NHIP
Impact to be No Impact to be No
P °© Additional P ° Additional
Analyzed . Analyzed .
in EIR Analysis in EIR Analysis
Required Required
(b) Would the project require or result in the construction X [] X []

of new water or wastewater treatment facilities or
expansion of existing facilities, the construction of which
could cause significant environmental effects?

(c) Would the project require or result in the construction
of new stormwater drainage facilities or expansion of
existing facilities, the construction of which could cause
significant environmental effects?

(e) Would the project result in a determination by the
wastewater treatment provider that serves or may serve
the project that it has adequate capacity to serve the
project’s projected demand in addition to the provider’s
existing commitments?
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Discussion

Anticipated uses under the LRDP Amendment and the proposed NHIP would increase the
demand for water provided by the LADWP and wastewater treatment services provided by the
City of Los Angeles, Bureau of Sanitation. The existing and post-development demands on
existing utilities will be addressed in the Draft EIR to determine what impacts may occur from
implementation of the proposed development. As noted under the discussion of Hydrology and
Water Quality, runoff from the project site would enter the existing storm drain system. The need
for the construction of new and/or upgraded water, wastewater, and storm drain lines (on and
off site) will be addressed in the Draft EIR and potential environmental impacts associated with
these construction activities will be analyzed. Relevant PPs from the 2002 LRDP Final EIR will
be identified as appropriated and additional PPs and MMs presented, as needed.

LRDP Amendment NHIP
| ttob No | ttob No
mPactt0 5 Additional  Troor o *¢ Additional
Analyzed . Analyzed .
in EIR Analysis in EIR Analysis
Required Required
(d) Would the project have sufficient water supplies X [] X []

available to serve the project from existing entitlements
and resources, or are new or expanded entitlements
needed?

Discussion

The LADWP currently provides water service to the UCLA campus. With implementation of the
LRDP Amendment, including the proposed NHIP, an increased demand for water would be
generated. The Draft EIR will evaluate the current campus water demand and system capacity.
Additionally, a Water Supply Assessment (WSA) will be conducted pursuant to California State
Senate Bill 610. Results of the WSA will be discussed in the Draft EIR. The Draft EIR will also
evaluate the potential impacts of new, expanded, or altered facilities, if they are required to meet
an increase in demand. Relevant PPs from the 2002 LRDP Final EIR will be identified as
appropriate and additional mitigation measures presented, as needed.

LRDP Amendment NHIP
Impact to b No Impact to b No
MPact o b€ additional oot € Additional
Analyzed ) Analyzed )
in EIR Analysis in EIR Analysis
Required Required
()  Would the project be served by a landfill with sufficient X [] X []

permitted capacity to accommodate the project’s solid
waste disposal needs?

Discussion

Implementation of the LRDP Amendment, including the proposed NHIP, could result in an
increase in campus solid waste generation. The Draft EIR will evaluate whether the existing and
planned landfill capacity would be sufficient to accommodate the potential increases in solid
waste generation that would result from implementation of the proposed NHIP and LRDP
Amendment. Relevant PPs from the 2002 LRDP Final EIR will be identified as appropriate and
additional PPs and/or MMs presented, as needed.
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LRDP Amendment NHIP
Impact to be No Impact to b No
P ° Additional pact to b€ - A dditional
Analyzed . Analyzed .
in EIR Analysis in EIR Analysis
Required Required
(g) Would the project comply with federal, state, and local X [] X []

statutes and regulations related to solid waste?!

Discussion

As an entity created by the State Constitution, the University of California is exempt from local
regulations pertaining to solid waste. However, the California Integrated Waste Management
Act of 1989 (AB 939) requires that local jurisdictions divert at least 50 percent of all solid waste
generated. This requirement, as well as more stringent diversion goals are adopted in the UC
Sustainability Policy and are being implemented by the campus. The Draft EIR will evaluate the
compliance of the proposed NHIP and LRDP Amendment with applicable regulations related to
solid waste, including AB 939. Relevant PPs from the 2002 LRDP Final EIR will be identified as
appropriate and additional PPs and/or MMs presented, as needed.

LRDP Amendment NHIP
Impact to b No mpact to b No
P O D€ Additional PacttOB€  Additional
Analyzed . Analyzed .
in EIR Analysis in EIR Analysis
Required Required
(h) Would the project require or result in the construction X [] X []
of new energy production and/or transmission facilities
or expansion of existing facilities, the construction of
which could cause significant environmental effects?
()  Would the project encourage the wasteful or inefficient X [] X []

use of energy?

Discussion

The campus Energy Systems (cogeneration) Facility (ESF) serves the majority of the electricity
demand generated by on-campus uses and the LADWP serves the remaining demand. The
Southern California Gas Company provides natural gas to the campus. Implementation of the
LRDP Amendment and the proposed NHIP would increase the demand for electricity and
natural gas, although campus energy conservation measures would offset some of this increase
in demand. The Draft EIR will quantify the potential increase in campus energy usage and
determine whether the implementation of the LRDP Amendment and the proposed NHIP would
result in wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary consumption of energy. The Draft EIR will also
evaluate the potential impacts of providing new, expanded, or altered energy-production
facilities, if they are required to meet an increase in demand. Compliance with applicable State
and University (pursuant to the UC Sustainability Policy) energy standards will also be
addressed. Relevant PPs from the 2002 LRDP Final EIR will be identified as appropriate and
additional PPs and/or MMs presented, as needed.
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17. Mandatory Findings of Significance
LRDP Amendment NHIP
Im b No [ b No
Pactto € additional T Poct € Additional
Analyzed A . Analyzed )
in EIR nalysis in EIR Analysis
n Required Required
(@) Does the project have the potential to degrade the X [] X []

quality of the environment, substantially reduce the
habitat of a fish or wildlife species, cause a fish or wildlife
population to -drop below self-sustaining levels, threaten
to eliminate a plant or animal community, reduce the
number or restrict the range of a rare or endangered
plant or animal or eliminate important examples of the
major periods of California history or prehistory?

Discussion

As indicated in the preceding discussion, implementation of the LRDP Amendment and the
proposed NHIP have the potential to result in significant impacts that could degrade the quality
of the environment. Because the campus is fully developed, the potential for the LRDP
Amendment and the proposed NHIP to substantially reduce the habitat of a fish or wildlife
species, cause a fish or wildlife population to drop below self-sustaining levels, threaten to
eliminate a plant or animal community, reduce the number or restrict the range of a rare or
endangered plant or animal is considered low. Nevertheless, the Draft EIR will address this
issue. Implementation of the LRDP Amendment and the proposed NHIP could also result in
potential damage to or loss of some paleontological or archaeological resources. The LRDP
Amendment could result in modification or demolition of structures that are potentially eligible to
the National Register of Historic Places or the California Register of Historic Resources. Such
effects will be addressed in the Draft EIR.

LRDP Amendment NHIP
| ttob No | ttob No
mpactto 3¢ additional " Pacr ¢ € Additional
Analyzed . Analyzed )
in EIR Analysis in EIR Analysis
Required Required
(b) Does the project have impacts that are individually X [] X []

limited, but cumulatively considerable? (“Cumulatively
considerable” means that the incremental effects of a
project are considerable when viewed in connection
with the effects of past projects, the effects of other
current projects, and the effects of probable future
projects)?

Discussion

The Draft EIR will evaluate whether the potential impacts of implementation of the LRDP
Amendment and the proposed NHIP combined with other current projects and probable future
projects and projected regional growth in the surrounding area, would be cumulatively
considerable.
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The Draft EIR will also include an evaluation of climate change impacts associated with
greenhouse gas emissions projected under future development under the proposed NHIP and
LRDP Amendment. The discussion will also generally describe existing campus programs and
policies to reduce greenhouse gas emissions and, if required, will also identify feasible
mitigation measures.

LRDP Amendment NHIP
Impact to b No | ttob No
pactto B¢ Additional " Poct*2>€ Additional
Analyzed ) Analyzed )
in EIR Analysis in EIR Analysis
: Required : Required
(c) Does the project have environmental effects that will X [] X []

cause substantial adverse effects on human beings, either
directly or indirectly?

Discussion

As indicated in the preceding discussion, implementation of the proposed NHIP and LRDP
Amendment have the potential to result in significant impacts. The Draft EIR will evaluate
whether any of those impacts have the potential to result in substantial adverse effects on
human beings.
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STATE CLEARINGHOUSE AND PLANNING UNIT e
ARNOLD SCHWARZENEGGER CYNTHI1A BRYANT
GOVERNOR DIRECTOR

Notice of Preparation

May 28, 2008

To: Reviewing Agencies

Re: Northwest Housing Infiil Project & 2002 LRDP Amendment
SCH# 2008051121

Attached for your review and comment is the Notice of Preparation (NOP) for the Northwest Housing Infill Project
& 2002 LRDP Amendment draft Environmental lmpact Report (EIR).

Responsible agencies must transmit their comments on the scope and content of the NOP, focusing on specific
information related to their own statutory responsibility, within 30 days of receipt of the NOP from the Lead Agency.
This is a courtesy notice provided by the State Clearinghouse with a reminder for you to comment in a timely
manner. We encourage other agencies to also respond to this notice and express their concerns early in the
environmental review process.

Please direct your comments to:

Tova Lelah

University of California, Los Angeles
1060 Verteran Avenue, CPB

Los Angeles, CA 90095

with a copy to the State Clearinghouse in the Office of Planning and Research. Please refer 1o the SCH number
noted above in all correspondenee concemning this project.

If you have any questions about the environmental document review process, please call the State Clearinghouse at
(916) 445-0613,

Sincerely,
- -ﬂ_: - . 4
v Seott Morgan 'Z/\l

Project Analyst, State Clearinghouse

Attachments
cc: Lead Agency

1400 10th Street  P.0.Box 3044 Sacramento, California 95812-3044
(516) 445-0613  FAX (916) 323-3018  www.opr.ca.gov



Document Details Report
State Clearinghouse Data Base

SCH# 2008051121
Project Title  Northwest Housing Infill Project & 2002 LRDP Amendment
Lead Agency University of California, Los Angeles
Type NOP Notice of Preparation
Description UCLA proposes to construct additional undergraduate student housing consisting of 1,525 dormitory
beds, dining, and support space lotaling 550,000 gross square feet {gsf) in four buildings on three infil
sites within the Northwest zone of the campus. The Northwest Housing Infill Project (NHIP) requires
an Amendment to the 2002 Long Range Development Plan (LRDP} to provide the additional 550,000
gsf entitiement in the Northwest zone to accommodate the project. Because the NHIP has an
estimated completion date of 2013, the LRDP Amendment will also account for an extended LRDP
planning horizon from 2010 to 2013, but will not invoive any modifications to the previously adopted
campus wide trip generation and parking limits.
Lead Agency Contact
Name Tova Lelah
Agency University of California, Los Angeles
Phone 310-206-5482 Fax
email
Address 1060 Verteran Avenue, CPB
City Los Angeles State CA  Zip 90095
Project Location
County Los Angeles
City
Region
Cross Streets  Gayley Avenue and Veteran Avenue
Parcel No.
Township Range Section Base

Proximity to:

Higinvays 1405 & 10
Airports  Los Angeles International
Railways
Waterways
Schools  Marymount High
Land Use University of California - Los Angeles Campus/Student Housing
Project Issues  Aesthetic/Visual; Air Quality; Archaeclogic-Historic; Biological Resources; Drainage/Absorption; Flood
Plain/Flooding; Geociogic/Seismic; Noise; Population/Housing Balance; Public Services;
Recreation/Parks; Schools/Universities; Sewer Capacity; Soil Erosion/Compaction/Grading; Solid
Waste; Texic/Hazardous; Traffic/Circutation; Vegetation; Water Quality; Water Supply; Growth
Inducing; Landuse; Cumulative Effects
Reviewing Resources Agency; Department of Conservation; Department of Parks and Recreation; Depariment of
Agencies Water Resources; Department of Fish and Game, Region 5; Native American Heritage Commission;

California Highway Patrol; Caltrans, District 7; Department of Toxic Substances Control; Regional
Water Quality Conlrol Board, Region 4

Date Received

05/28/2008 Start of Review 05/28/2008 End of Review (6/26/2008

Note: Blanks in data fields result from insufficient information provided by lead agency.
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Resources Agency

| Resources Agency
Nadell Gayou

D Dept. of Boating & Waterways
David Johnson

D California Coastal
Commilssion
Elizabeth A. Fuchs

D Colorado River Board
Gerald R. Zimmerman

i .
Dept. of Conservation
Sharon Howell

D California Energy
Commission
Paul Richins

D Cal Fire

Allen Robertson

D Office of Historic
Preservation
Wayne Donaldson

u Dept of Parks & Recreation
Environmental Stewardship
Section

Central Valley Flood
Protection Board
Mark Herald

Dev't. Comm.
Steve McAdam

a
D $.F. Bay Conservation &
("

Dept. of Water Resources
Resources Agency
Nadelt Gayou

Q

Conservancy

Fish and Game

D Depart. of Fish & Game
Scoft Flint
Environmental Services Division

D Fish & Game Region 1
Donald Koch

D Fish & Game Region 1E
Laurie Harnsberger

D Fish & Game Region 2
Jeff Drongesen

D Fish & Game Region 3
Robert Floerke

D Fish & Game Region 4
Julie Vance

. Flsh & Game Reglon 5
Don Chadwick
Habitat Censervation Program

D Fish & Game Region 6
Gabrina Gatchel
Habitat Conservation Program

D Fish & Game Region 6 I'M
Gabrina Getchel
Inyo/Mono, Habitat Conservation
Program

D Dept. of Fish & Game M
George Isaac
Marine Ragion

Other Departments

D Food & Agriculture
Steve Shaffer
Dept. of Food and Agriculture

D Depart. of General Services
Public Schoot Construction

D Dept. of General Services
Robert Sleppy
Environmental Services Section

D Dept, of Health Services
Veronica Malloy
Dept. of Health/Drinking Waler

independent
Commissions,Boards

D Delta Protection Commission
Debby Eddy

D Office of Emergency Services
Dennis Castrillo

D Gavernor's Office of Planning
& Research
State Clearinghouse

| Native American Heritage
Comm.
Debbie Treadway

o
D Public Utilitles Commission

Ken Lewis

D Santa Monica Bay Restoration
Guangyu Wang

State Lands Commission
Jean Sarino

D Tahoe Regional Planning
Agency (TRPA)
Cherry Jacques

Business, Trans & Housing

D Caltrans - Division of
Aeronautics
Sandy Hesnard

D Caltrans - Planning
Terri Pencovic

@ California Highway Patrol
Shirley Kelly
Office of Special Projects

D Housing & Community
Development
Lisa Nichols
Housing Policy Division

Dept. of Transportation

D Caltrans, District 1
Rex Jackman

D Caltrans, District 2
Marceline Gonzalez

D Caltrans, District 3
Jeff Pulverman

D Caltrans, District 4
Tim Sable

D Caltrans, District 5
David Murray

D Caltrans, District 6
Moses Stites

. Caltrans, District 7
Vin Kumar

l:l Caltrans, District 8
Dan Kopuisky

D Caltrans, District 8
Gayle Rosander

D Caltrans, District 10
Tom Dumas

D Caltrans, Dlistrict 11
Jacob Armstrong

D Caltrans, District 12
Bob Joseph

Cal EPA

Alr Resources Board

D Airport Projects
Jim Lemer

D Transportation Projects
Ravi Ramalingam

D Industrial Projects
Mike Tollstrup

D California Integrated Waste
Management Board
Sue Q'Leary

D State Water Resources Control
Board
Regional Programs Unit
Division of Financial Assistance

D State Water Resources Control
Board
Student Intern, 401 Water Quality
Certification Unit
Division of Water Quality

D State Water Resouces Control Board

Steven Herrera
Division of Water Rights

*l
Dept. of Toxic Substances Control

CEQA Tracking Center

D Department of Pesticide Regulation

Regional Water Quality Control
Board {(RWQCRB}

D RWQCB 1
Cathleen Hudson
North Coast Region (1)

D RWQCB 2
Environmental Document
Coordinator
San Francisco Bay Region (2)

D RWQCB 3
Central Coast Region (3)

RWQCB 4
Teresa Rodgers
Los Angeles Region (4)

D RWQCB 55
Central Valiey Region (5)

D RWQCB 5F
Central Valley Region (5)
Fresno Branch Office

D RWQCB 5R
Central Valley Region (5)
Redding Branch Office

D RWQCB 6
Lahontan Region (6)

D RWQCB &V
Lahentan Region (6)
Victorville Branch Offica

RWQCB 7
Colorado River Basin Region (7}

D RWQCB a
Santa Ana Region (8)

RWQCB 8
San Diego Region (9}

U

U

D Other

Last Updated on 02/21/08
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— P G ARNOLD SCHWARZENBGGER, Governor
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
DISTRICT 7, REGIONAL PLANNING

IGR/CEQA BRANCH
100 MAIN STREET
PHONE (213) 897-3747 Be energy efficent!

FAX (213) 897-1337

June 25, 2008
Ms. Tova Lelah - Capital Programs
University of California - Los Angeles
1060 Veteran Avenue '
Los Angeles CA 90095-1365

UCLA Long Range Development Plan Amendment
Notice of Preparation of Environmental Impact Report
SCH No. 2008051121  IGR/CEQA No. 080636/EK
Vicinity LOS/405/29 - 35

Dear Ms. Lelah:

We have received the Initial Study (IS) and the Notice of Preparation (NOP) of Environmental
Impact Report for the Plan referenced at above right. Development of more undergraduate
student housing in the northwest of the campus is proposed. For the California State
Department of Transportation (Department), we have the following comments.

We note that effects on the regional traffic system would be analyzed (IS, p. 41). We ask that
such analysis include freeway off-ramps queuing and vehicle off-take from off-ramps at local
intersections. Queue back up onto freeway travel lanes might have especially severe effects.
Should any Plan criterion for implementing mitigation be triggered, please indicate so. Also,
please note that we look forward to receiving word on the effects of provisions for campus
transportation demand management.

If you have any questions regarding our comments, please refer to our internal IGR/CEQA
Record Number 080636/EK.. Also please do not hesitate to contact our review coordinator
Edwin Kampmann at (213) 897-1346 or to contact me at (213) 897-6696.

Sincerely, _
Elmer Alvarez
IGR/CEQA Program Manager

cc: Scott Morgan, State Clearinghouse

“Caltrans improves mobility across California”



Carole Magnuson
11147 Ophir Drive
Los Angeles, CA 90024

June 25, 2008

Tova Lelah

University of California, Los Angeles
Capital Programs, Environmental Planning
1060 Veteran Ave

Los Angeles, CA 90095-1365

RE: Scope of Environmental Impact Study for NHIP
Dear Ms. Lelah:

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the scope of the DEIR on the
UCLA Northwest Housing Infill Project. I regret that the presentation of the project at the
informational meeting didn’t include a massing model or a computerized visual depicting
the new buildings in the context of the surrounding buildings on the site so that the
community could be more fully aware of the project and its physical implications for the
surrounding community. Such three-dimensional representations are usually prepared
early in the planning phase for any project to test the feasibility of the proposed massing
of the project and probably would have been available for this meeting. This would have
been helpful since the site proposed for this project is small, hilly and relatively
inaccessible giving rise to concerns about how construction activity will be managed and
how the buildings will relate in scale to their campus and off-campus neighbors. | hope
that construction impacts and project scale in situ will be studied and reported in your
DEIR. At a minimum, your DEIR should include graphic depictions in three-dimensions
of the De Neve buildings in relationship to Gayley Avenue so that the community and
campus decision makers can fully understand their physical impact on the surrounding
area.

In addition, the DEIR should consider the following possible impacts of the proposal:
1. Aesthetics:

a. The project will alter existing valued focal and long-range views of the campus
and the site from homes at higher elevations in Westwood Hills, and may eliminate
existing views of a forested hillside. These impacts should be mitigated by changes to
the design or a fully developed landscape plan.

b. The hillside site for the De Neve Buildings is represents a scarce natural area in
the otherwise built environment and has special value as visual relief and as habitat for
flora and fauna. Loss of this habitat could be mitigated by dedicating an alternative area
on the Northwest campus as a nature preserve.



c. Light and glare from the new buildings will change existing nighttime views
from homes west of the site. All security lighting should be shielded to reduce spillover
and should be mounted close to the ground not at the parapet of the buildings. If roof top
lighting is required, it should be kept to a minimum and should be shielded to prevent
spillover.

2. Air Quality
Construction of these buildings in close proximity to student living areas could
negatively impact the health of students and workers, especially those with asthma and
other respiratory issues. The impact of adding construction emissions from the NHIP in
close proximity to the Chiller/Cogen Plant on sensitive receptors such as on and off
campus student residences and the new hospital should be considered and impacts fully
mitigated.

3. Biological Resources

The De Neve building site includes a number of young and mature non-native
trees that provide habitat for animals and visual relief for humans. The DEIR should
provide a tree census and a plan for replacing or preserving trees with a diameter of eight
inches or greater.

4. Land Use and Planning

a. Although UCLA is not bound by local zoning and planning ordinances, the
DEIR should consider the fact that the proposed lower De Neve building is within 25 feet
of a the North Village where development is restricted by a Specific Plan. The DEIR
should report on the compatibility of the proposed lower De Neve building with the
massing and scale that the City has determined desirable for that area. If the buildings
are found to be incompatible with local development standards, the lower De Neve
building should provide a set-back from the street greater than the 25 feet at all points and
add a generous parking strip planted with street trees to increase the perception of
compatibility with the buildings with adjacent UCLA residence halls to the south and
multi-family buildings across the street.

5. Noise

The DEIR should consider the impact of 24-hour student activities on surrounding
communities.  Building design should incorporate features that will orient student
activities toward campus. No rooftop recreation or lounging areas should be provided.
Construction noise should be mitigated, and if pilings are required they should be drilled,
not pounded into place.

6. Population and Housing

a. The DEIR should consider the impact of the proposed 10 percent increase in
24-hour student on-campus population on public safety, parking and traffic in the North
Village area.

b. The DEIR should explain the increase in total campus population projected in
the LRDP amendment and provide mitigations that will allow the total campus



population to remain at the current level by reducing the daily population of visitors not
associated with the educational program or medical enterprise.

7. Traffic
a. The DEIR should analyze and mitigate local impacts resulting from the
increase in 24-hour student population.

b. The DEIR should also consider and mitigate the possibility that the reduction in
trips that can be expected as a result of moving students onto campus will be negated if
the on-campus parking spaces that they are currently using as commuters are filled by
other drivers. To mitigate likely impacts on traffic and off-campus parking demand, the
campus should offer on-campus parking to residents of the new buildings. (This should
not result in a difficulty for the campus, since the student residents are currently
commuting to campus and presumably parking on campus.)

8. Construction Impact

The DEIR should analyze and mitigate the very serious impacts on local traffic
and circulation that are expected to result from construction on the difficult De Neve site.
Among issues to consider: Will construction staging impact traffic on Gayley Avenue,
Veteran Avenue and/or Montana Avenue? What plans are in place to redirect peak hour
commuter traffic going to and from the campus? What plan is in place to assure that
emergency vehicle access to the new hospital is available at all times? What plan is in
place to protect pedestrians walking to class via Bruin Walk? What plans are in place to
limit truck traffic on Montana and Veteran Avenues? Will construction on Gayley
interfere with bus services? What is the haul route specified for removal of soils? Where
will concrete trucks stage? What is the plan for construction worker parking?
Construction traffic access should be planned to avoid Montana Ave. and other adjacent
residential areas.

9. Project Alternatives

The DEIR should analyze and report on a full range of alternatives to the project,
including a less dense project on the same site.

Thank you for your consideration.
Very sincerely,

Carole Magnson

Carole Magnuson



From: alvin milder [mailto:alvinm134@yahoo.com]
Sent: Thursday, June 26, 2008 2:50 PM

To: Lelah, Tova

Subject: Scope of Environmental Impact Study for NHIP

ALVIN S. MILDER
134 Greenfield Avenue
Los Angeles, CA 90049
Tel: 310.472.6799, Fax: 310.472.5652

June 26, 2008

Tova Lelah

University of California, Los Angeles
Capital Programs, Environmental Planning
1060 Veteran Ave

Los Angeles, CA 90095-1365

RE: Scope of Environmental Impact Study for NHIP

Dear Ms. Lelah:

UCLA’s proposed seven-story building (“lower DeNeve”) does not belong on Gayley
Ave. UCLA can certainly do better than this too facile plan for an environmentally
insensitive, incompatible oversized building, which, to compound the problem, is set
much too close to the street. If the University feels that it must construct more buildings
on its already overbuilt campus, it can certainly improve on the NHIP plans presented
at the scoping meeting.

UCLA should postpone its preparation of the DEIR and any additional documentation
for this project until it has had a meaningful and sincere discussion with the community
about the NHIP plans. UCLA must fulfill its obligations as set forth in the U.C. CEQA
Handbook and in the many UCLA LRDPs; i.e., that the community be kept informed and
be consulted regarding new developments. (Such consultations that have been held in
the past have generally been beneficial to both sides and resulted in improved projects.)
In this case, the community was not consulted about the project and was not advised of
the NHIP plans until almost a year after UCLA proposed the project to the Regents.
(N.B.: as with so many of UCLA’'s CEQA required meeting, the students were excluded
—in this case by scheduling the scoping meeting during finals week. )

Since, based upon past experience, it is more likely than not that the UCLA’s
administrators will not consult with the community and will continue to ignore their UC
CEQA and LRDP responsibilities, they should at least revise this project:

()  To reduce the size of the lower DeNeve building,



(i)  Toincrease the setback from Gayley Ave., and

(i)  To provide for a densely landscaped buffer along Gayley Ave.

In addition, the DEIR must discuss:

Aesthetics/land use. The DEIR must fully explore all aspects of this project and
explain how removing many trees and a great deal of landscaping and putting an
oversized building on Gayley Ave. will contribute to the preservation and
enhancement of the environment.

Alternatives. Why can’t all or some of this project be moved to Lots 32/36, the
Sunset Village area, along Young/Circle Drive south of Sunset Blvd.., or the
North Village, etc.?

Noise. How will the University control all of the noise that will be generated by
the thousands of students that will be housed in such close proximity to the
adjacent residential community? E.g., the Midnight Yells and other student
activity noises.

Cumulative Impacts. The DEIR must discuss all other projects being studied or
proposed for the campus and the nearby area. E.qg., for faculty and/or staff
housing. The DEIR should also include full information on all property, including,
but not limited to, all faculty, staff and student housing, the University owns
and/or leases in the Los Angeles area. (Does UCLA still own all of the homes it
built for faculty in the Westchester area?)

Other items that must be discussed in the DEIR include, without limitation:

e Will the NHIP buildings be “green buildings,” i.e., built in
conformance with LEED standards?

e What were: the number of specimen trees on campus at the
time of the 1990 LRDP? What are the number of specimen
trees on campus now? What are the number of trees to be
removed because of the NHIP? What are the plans for the
replacement of removed trees?

e What landscaping is planned for this project -- particularly
for the buffer zone along Gayley Ave.?



Sincerely,

Alvin Milder

What impacts will the serious economic problems in this
country have on demand for dorm rooms and for the
University’s construction costs for this project?.

What is the promise vs. performance record of UCLA’s
Capital Programs department for campus construction
projects since the 1990 LRDP? E.g., the DEIR should set
forth the amount of the cost overruns and time delays for the
new hospital, the DeNeve dorms, the Weyburn Ave.
graduate dorms, etc.

The rationale for many UCLA projects was based on “Tidal
Wave II” predictions. What were the actual figures from
“Tidal Wave I1?”
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PRESIDENT OR

DIRECT:
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CHIEF OPERATING OFFICER

JULIE B. GUTMAN
VICE PRESIDENT

ANTONIO R. VILLARAIGOSA VAROUJ S. ABKIAN
PAULA A. DANIELS
ALEXANDER E. HELOU
ERNESTO CARDENAS ASSISTANT DIRECTORS
VALERIE LYNNE SHAW August 25 2008 WASTEWATER ENGINEERING SERVICES DIV.
2714 MEDIA CENTER DRIVE
LOS ANGELES, CA 90065
Tova Lelah FAX: (323) 342-6210 OR 6211
Campus and Environmental Planning
UCLA Capital Programs SC.CE.

1060 Veteran Avenue
Los Angeles, CA 90095

Dear Ms. Lelah:

UCLA NHIP and 2002 LRDP Amendment Project — Notice of Preparation EIR

This is in response to your May 27, 2008 letter requesting wastewater service
information for the proposed project. On August 18, 2008 we received your responses
to our Request for Information (RFI). The Bureau of Sanitation, Wastewater Engineering
Services Division (WESD), has conducted a preliminary evaluation of the potential
impacts to the wastewater system for the proposed project.

Projected Wastewater Discharges for the Proposed Project:

Type Description | Average Daily Flow per | Proposed No. of Average Daily
Type Description Units Flow (GPD)
(GPD/UNIT) )

Proposed
Dormitory 75 GPD/STU 1,625 STU 114,375
Residential (2BR) 160 GPD/DU 8 DU 1,280
Residential (3BR) 200 GPD/DU 2DU 400
Restaurant 30 GPD/SEAT 750 SEAT 22,500
Multi-Purpose 150 GPD/1000 SQ.FT 20,319 SQ.FT 3,048

Room
Gymnasium 250 GPD/1000 SQ.FT 3,686 SQ.FT 922
Housing 20 GPD/ 1000SQ.FT 16,211 SQ.FT 325

Maintenance
142,850

Total

AN EQUAL EMPLOYMENT OPPORTUNITY — AFFIRMATIVE ACTION EMPLOYER and was® @




Tova Lelah, Campus and Environmental Planning
UCLA NHIP and 2002 LRDP Amendment Project — Notice of Preparation EIR
August 25, 2008

Page 2 of 2

SEWER AVAILABILITY

The sewer infrastructure in the vicinity of the proposed project includes an existing 8-
inch, 12-inch and 18-inch line on Gayle Ave., and then the pipe splits into 18-inch pipe
and 10-inch pipe on Gayle Ave. The 18-inch pipe flows to 18-inch pipe on Kelton Ave.
and continues to 24-inch line on Ohio Ave. The 10-inch line on Gayle Ave feeds into 24-
inch and 30-inch line on Gayle Ave. before discharging 39-inch line on Wilshire Blvd.

The current flow level (d/D) in the 8-inch, 12-inch, 18-inch, 24-inch, and 33-inch lines
cannot be determined at this time, as gauging is needed. Based on the available
gauging information, the current flow level (d/D) in the 21-inch, 30-inch, and 33-inch line
on Rochester Ave., is approximately 32%, 13% and 35% full, respectively. The design
capacities at d/D of 50% for the 8-inch line is 743,090 Gallons per Day, for 10-inch line
on Gayle Ave. is 415,790 Gallons per Day, for the12-inch line is 1.65 million Gallons per
Day, for the 18-inch line on Gayle Ave. is 2.18 million Gallons per Day, for the 18-inch
line on Kelton Ave. is 3.15 million Gallons per Day, for the 24-inch line on Ohio Ave. is
4.29 million Gallons per Day, for the 24-inch line on Gayle Ave. is 5.55 million Gallons
per Day, for the 30-inch line on Gayle Ave. is 10.29 million Gallons per Day, and for the
39-inch line on Wilshire Blvd. is 15.27 million Gallons per Day.

The estimated flow that would be generated from your proposed project exceeds 20,000
GPD and therefore may have a significant impact on the sewer system capacity. Thus,
detailed gauging is necessary to determine whether the sewer system is capable of
safely accommodating the total flow for your proposed project. We have initiated a work
order to gauge the designated critical locations in the project area. This process usually
takes approximately three (3) to four (4) weeks. A detailed evaluation and response will
be provided to you within one (1) to two (2) weeks upon receipt of gauging data. If this
schedule is not acceptable, please call us to discuss options.

If you have any questions, please call Abdul Danishwar of my staff at (323) 342-6220.

Sincerely,

L3

rseheitfer;
Wastewater Engineering Service
Bureau of Sanitation

Div Files\SCAR\CEQA Review\Final CEQA Response Ltrs\UCLA NHIP & 2002 LRDP Amendment Notice of Prep
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APPENDIX B

2002 LRDP AMENDMENT REVISED TABLES
(Square Footage)

(The following tables have been revised for the LRDP Amendment)

Table 8 — Proposed Development Re-Allocation by LRDP Zone
Table 9 — Botanical Garden Zone

Table 10 — Bridge Zone

Table 11 — Campus Services Zone

Table 12 — Central Zone

Table 13 — Core Campus Zone

Table 14 — Health Sciences Zone

Table 15 — Northwest Zone

Table 16 — Southwest Zone



Table 8 (REVISED for 2002 LRDP Amendment)

PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT RE-ALLOCATION BY LRDP ZONE

2002 LRDP
2002 LRDP ZR%%;EES Am;?g?nent Proposed
LRDP Zone Allocation Allocation t0 the 2002 Amend_ed
(gsf) (gsh LRDP Allocation
(gsf)
Botanical Garden 0 0 0 0
Bridge 175,000 175,000 0 175,000
Campus Services 20,000 11,000 0 11,000
Central 5,000 5,000 0 5,000
Core 457,465 305,165 0 305,165
Health Sciences 269,000 274,150 0 274,150
Northwest 570,000 104,000° 550,000 654,000
Southwest 210,000 446,300° 0 446,3000
Total 1,706,465 1,320,615 550,000 1,870,615

15,150 gsf was deducted from the 1990 LRDP allocation for the MP 200 project, which was never
undertaken, thus, this square footage has been added back into the remaining allocation for the Health
Sciences Zone.

215,000 gsf recreation component of 2002 NHIP was deducted from 2002 LRDP allocation but never
undertaken and SRLF Phase Il (85,000 gsf) analyzed under 1983 LRDP and SRLF Phase Il Supplemental
EIR (Sept. 1992) was already deducted from 1990 and 2002 LRDP beginning allocation, but this project
was deferred and remains in planning. Therefore, the square footage for these two projects (100,000 gsf)
has been added back into the remaining allocation for the Northwest Zone.

¥ SWH Phase Il (243,500 gsf) analyzed under 1990 LRDP was already deducted from 2002 LRDP
beginning allocation, but this project was deferred and remains in planning. Therefore, the square footage
for this project has been added back into the remaining allocation for the Southwest Zone.

R:\Projects\UCLA\J011\Draft EIR Appendices\JAC Working Files\App B_Revised Tables 8-16_102208 Final.doc



Table 9 (REVISED for 2002 LRDP Amendment)
Botanical Garden Zone

gsf

2002 Built Environment 0
Under construction 0
Square Footage Addition Since 2002 19,100
Subtotal 19,100

Existing 2008 Built Environment 19,100
Remaining LRDP Development Allocation 0
Total 19,100

Source: UCLA Capital Programs, 2008

Table 10 (REVISED for 2002 LRDP Amendment)
Bridge Zone

gsf
2002 Built Environment 330,568"
Square Footage Addition Since 2002 0
Subtotal 330,568
Existing 2008 Built Environment 330,568
Remaining LRDP Development Allocation 175,000
Total 505,568

Source:  UCLA Capital Programs, 2008

! The 2002 Built Environment square footage has been revised to reflect an actual number as opposed
to a rounded number.

R:\Projects\UCLA\J011\Draft EIR Appendices\JAC Working Files\App B_Revised Tables 8-16_102208 Final.doc



Table 11 (REVISED for 2002 LRDP Amendment)

Campus Services Zone

gsf

2002 Built Environment 411,072
Square Footage Addition Since 2002 0
Subtotal 411,072

Existing 2008 Built Environment 411,072
Under construction 9,000!
Subtotal 420,072

Remaining LRDP Development Allocation 11,000
Total 431,072

Source: UCLA Capital Programs, 2008

! Police Replacement Building is currently under construction (Police demo of 11,617 gsf, Replacement
Police building of 20,600 gsf, or a net of approximately 9,000 gsf).

Table 12 (REVISED for 2002 LRDP Amendment)
Central Zone

gsf

2002 Built Environment 1,007,125
Square Footage Addition Since 2002 69,950*
Subtotal 1,077,075

Existing 2008 Built Environment 1,077,075
Under construction 0
Subtotal 1,077,075

Remaining LRDP Development Allocation 5,000
Total 1,082,075

Source: UCLA Capital Programs, 2008

! Acosta, IM Field Storage, and Wooden West approved under the 1990 LRDP allocation have been
constructed since 2002.
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Table 13 (REVISED for 2002 LRDP Amendment)

Core Campus Zone

gsf

2002 Built Environment 6,135,802"
Square Footage Addition Since 2002 818,9002
Subtotal 6,954,702

Existing 2008 Built Environment 6,954,702
Under construction 123,000°
Subtotal 7,077,702

Remaining LRDP Development Allocation 305,165
Total 7,382,867

Source:  UCLA Capital Programs, 2008

! The 2002 Built Environment has been corrected to include the demolition of structures not
subtracted from the existing building square footage for Core (South) and to correct for rounding
the square footage number from 6,272,400 to the actual 6,272,407. See 2002 Appendix B
(Revised) Core (South). These buildings include Engineering Building 1 Unit B (-60,000 gsf),
Hershey Hall 1957 Addition (-40,000 gsf), Life Science Auditorium (-11,000 gsf), Plant Greenhouse
(-900 gsf), and Plant Physiology (-24,705 gsf). The combined demolished square footage from
these five structures is 136,605 gsf, which is the difference shown here between the original 2002
Core Zone Built Environment of 6,272,407 and the revised number of 6,135,802.

2Broad Art Center, CNSI, Engineering 1 Replacement Building, HSSRB#1, HSSRB#2, Luck,
Kaufman Hall, La Kretz Hall, Physics & Astronomy were approved under the 1990 LRDP, yet were
not constructed until after 2002, thus, their square footage is included here. CENS Lab and
Magnet Lab were approved under the 2002 LRDP and have been constructed since 2002.

% Life Science Replacement Building (185,000 gsf) is under construction and the demolition of
Engineering 1 Unit B (-62,000 gsf) is pending.
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Table 14 (REVISED for 2002 LRDP Amendment)

Health Sciences Zone

gsf

2002 Built Environment 3,288,000" "

Square Footage Addition Since 2002 1,006,503%

Subtotal 4,294,503

Existing 2008 Built Environment 4,294,503
Under construction 0

Subtotal 4,294,503

Remaining LRDP Development Allocation 274,105°

Total 4,568,653

Source: UCLA Capital Programs, 2008

! Reflects retention of NPI (280,188 gsf), Reed (69,176 gsf), BRI (86,578 gsf), and portions of CHS
(1,184,011 gsf) previously assumed to be demolished by 2010 as analyzed in the AHCFRP Final EIR.
Due to changed circumstances related to construction delays and increased costs, new seismic
ratings, and availability of new construction technologies, these buildings may or may not be
demolished in the future in conjunction with continued seismic renovation of the Center for the Health
Sciences. Therefore, they remain as part of the existing built environment at this point in time.

2The Ronald Reagan UCLA Medical Center, approved under the 1990 LRDP, has been constructed
since 2002.

% 5,150 gsf for the MP 200 Building project was deducted from the 1990 LRDP allocation. Since that
project has been abandoned, its square footage has been added back into the remaining allocation for
the Health Science Zone.

** The square footage number was rounded up from the actual square footage of 3,287,991 gsf.
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Table 15 (REVISED for 2002 LRDP Amendment)

Northwest Zone

gsf

2002 Built Environment 2,100,079

Square Footage Addition Since 2002 545,000"

Subtotal 2,645,079

Existing 2008 Built Environment 2,645,079
Under construction 6,000?

Subtotal 2,651,079

Remaining LRDP Development Allocation 104,000°

Proposed Amendment to 2002 LRDP for NHIP 550,000"

Total 3,305,079

Source: UCLA Capital Programs, 2008

! Hedrick Summit, Rieber Vista, Rieber Terrace (all part of the 2002 LRDP Northwest Campus
Undergraduate Student Housing), and Krieger Childcare have been constructed since 2002.

2 Spieker Aquatic Center is currently under construction.

% Includes 85,000 gsf for the previously proposed Southern Regional Library, Phase 3, originally
proposed under the 1983 LRDP, carried forward as part of the existing baseline for the 1990 and
2002 LRDPs. That project has been deferred and therefore the square footage has been added
back into the remaining development allocation.

* The 2002 LRDP Amendment is proposed to add 550,000 square feet of new development
allocation to the Northwest Zone for the construction of the Northwest Housing Infill Project.
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Table 16 (REVISED for 2002 LRDP Amendment)
Southwest Zone

gsf

2002 Built Environment 472,500

Square Footage Addition Since 2002 645,700*

Subtotal 1,103,917

Existing 2008 Built Environment 1,103,917
Under construction 0

Subtotal 1,103,917

Remaining LRDP Development Allocation 446,300

Total 1,550,217

Source: UCLA Capital Programs, 2008

! Southwest Housing Phase | including demolition of Taper Center (638,500 gsf net) and Warren Hall
Modular Building (7,200 gsf) were approved under the 1990 LRDP and have been constructed since

2002.
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2002 LRDP APPENDIX B (REVISED for 2002 LRDP Amendment)*
*Note: All buildings underlined and shown in italics in the tables have been approved under either the

1990 or 2002 LRDP and were completed since adoption of the 2002 LRDP.
LIST OF BUILDINGS (REVISED for 2002 LRDP Amendment)

Zone/Building Status Building Name Year Basic GSF
Botanical Garden
Existing PPRB 2002 (est) 19,100
Botanical Garden Zone Total 19,100
Under Construction 0
Bridge
Existing Faculty Levering Apartments 1983 122,390
Margan Apartments 1965 44,137
Ueberroth Building 1982 65,737
University Extension 1971 98,304
Bridge Zone Total 330,568
Under Construction 0

Campus Services

Existing CSB1 1977 56,965
Facilities Management Bldg 1993 189,197
Fleet Services Modular 1998 4,999
K6 Pkg Kiosk - WW Plaza 1988 167
Parking Structure 8 1967 48,838
Police Station 1959 11,617
Strathmore Office Bldg 2000 85,519
ESF 2002 13,770
Campus Services Zone Total 411,072
Under Construction Police Station Replacement 20,600
Police Station Demo -11,617
Central
Existing Ackerman Union 1961 221,761
Acosta Athletic Trng Ctr 1965 32,526
Acosta Athletic Trng Ctr (addition) 2004 33,325
Ashe Center 1994 32,093
CRA Ticket Booth 1996 287
Drake Stadium 1969 12,260
Equip Storage (Spaulding) 1967 3,916
IM Field Storage 2004 3,600
K4 Pkg Kiosk - WW/Sunset 1988 100
Kerckhoff Hall 1930 84,372
L.A. Tennis Center 1984 27,096
Men's Gym 1932 102,326
Morgan Center 1965 70,507
Parking Structure 6 1980 546
Pauley Pavilion 1965 204,465
West Center 1976 30,144
Wooden Ctr/ PS 4 1983 184,726
Wooden West 2004 33,025
Central Zone Total 1,077,075
Under Construction 0

R:\Projects\UCLA\J011\Draft EIR Appendices\App B_Revised Appendix B_102208 Final.doc 1



LIST OF BUILDINGS (REVISED)

Zone/Building Status Building Name Year Basic GSF

Core (North)

Existing AGSM Collins Exec Edu Ctr 1995 31,311
AGSM Cornell Hall 1995 54,763
AGSM Entrepreneurs Hall 1995 72,591
AGSM Gold Hall 1995 55,344
AGSM Mullin Commons 1995 33,957
AGSM Rosenfeld Library 1995 51,046
Broad Art Center 1965 140,116
Broad Art Center exp 2005 10,000
Bunche Hall 1964 197,945
Campbell Hall 1954 54,844
Dodd Hall 1948 78,303
East Melnitz 1992 25,123
Fernald Center 1957 9,252
Fowler Museum 1990 105,854
GSEIS 1991 29,838
University Guest House 1984 26,462
Haines Hall 1929 133,851
K3 Pkg Kiosk - Wyton 1988 100
Kaufman Hall 1932 73,553
Kaufman Hall Theater 2003 11,600
Law School 1951 275,439
LuValle Commons 1985 17,866
MacGowan Hall 1963 134,109
MacGowan Hall East 1998 2,417
Melnitz Hall 1967 61,827
NC Electrical Distribution 1993 2,900
North Campus Student Ctr 1976 17,628
Parking Structure 3 1964 694
Parking Structure 5 1961 478
Perloff Hall 1952 65,909
Public Policy 1958 221,242
Physics & Astronomy 2004 117,000
Rolfe Hall 1956 73,276
Royce Hall 1929 184,673
University Elementary Schl 1 1950 47,303
University Elementary Schl 2 1993 13,051
University Residence 1930 10,455
Young Research Library 1964 305,919

Core (North) Zone Total 2,748,039

Under Construction 0
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LIST OF BUILDINGS (REVISED)

Zone/Building Status Building Status Year Basic GSF
Core (South)

Existing BH/MS CENS Lab 6,000
Boelter Hall 1959 373,904
Bombshelter 1968 2,436
Botany 1959 37,351
Boyer Hall 1976 133,042
Bus Terminal 1937 72
Campus Corners 1957 827
CNSI-CoS 2002 188,000
Engineering Building 1 1950 118,497
Unit B Demo -60,000
Engineering 1 Replacement 2005 100,000
Engineering Building 4 1990 294,124
Faculty Center 1959 30,573
Franz Hall 1940 238,054
Geology 1952 172,430
Gonda Center 1998 125,202
Hershey Hall 1931 80,699
Hershey Hall addition demo for LSRB 2007 -40,000
HSSRB #1 2004 133,000
HSSRB #2 2005 133,000
IPAM 1976 16,459
K2 Pkg Kiosk - Westholme 1988 100
Kinsey Hall 1929 125,077
Knudsen Hall 1963 160,811
Lath House 1952 4,199
La Kretz 2004 24,000
Life Sciences 1954 219,327
Life Science Auditorium Demo for Luck 2002 -11,000
Luck Research Center 2005 95,000
MacDonald Lab 1991 144,611
Math Science 1957 224,078
Molecular Science 1993 164,702
Moore Hall 1930 88,505
MSB Magnet Lab 1,300
Murphy Hall 1937 220,188
Nuclear Reactor 1960 6,038
Parking Structure 2 1969 1,052
Parking Structure 9 1966 5,371
Plant Greenhouse 1989 990
Plant Greenhouse demo for SRB2 2002 -900
Plant Physiology 1950 24,705
Plant Physiology demo for SRB2 2002 -24,705
Powell Library 1930 166,846
Schoenberg Hall 1955 122,552
Slichter Hall 1965 62,557
Young Hall 1952 297,589

Core (South) Zone Subtotal 4,206,663

Core (North) Zone Subtotal 2,748,039

Total Core Zone 6,954,702

Under Construction Life Science Replacement Bldg 185,000
Demo Engineering 1, Unit A -62,000
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LIST OF BUILDINGS (REVISED)

Zone/Building Status Building Name Year Basic GSF
Health Sciences

Existing 700 WW Plaza 1979 31,509

Brain Mapping 1996 13,420

Brain Research Institute 1961 86,578

Clinical Research 1954 25,244

Cyclotron - Add 1990 1,614

Cyclotron - Biomedical 1971 4,252

Dentistry 1966 204,369

Doris Stein Eye Research Inst 1989 65,440

Factor Health Sciences Bldg 1981 199,857

Center for Health Sciences 1954 1,265,387

Jules Stein Institute 1967 87,905

K1 Pkg Kiosk - Tiverton 1988 100

K7 Pkg Kiosk - Stein Plaza 1990 100

M Davies Children's Clinic 1962 70,228

Med Plaza 100 1990 45,012

Med Plaza 200 1990 366,834

Med Plaza 300 1990 101,095

Neuropsychiatric Institute 1961 280,188

Parking Structure CHS 1977 97,131

Parking Structure 1 1989 3,827

Parking Structure E 1967 1,772

Public Health 1968 140,563

Reed Neurological Research 1970 69,176

Vivarium 1954 126,390

RR/UCLA MC 2008 1,006,503

Subtotal 4,294,494

Health Sciences Zone Total 4,294,494

Under Construction 0
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LIST OF BUILDINGS (REVISED)

Zone/Building Status Building Name Year Basic GSF
Northwest
Existing Bradley Hall 1997 46,907
Canyon Point 1991 107,419
Canyon Recreation Ctr 1965 12,030
Child Care A 1987 2,160
Child Care B 1987 3,168
Child Care C 1987 2,496
Courtside Pkg 1992 198,250
Covel Commons 1992 130,095
CRA Modular Unit 1999 2,272
De Neve Podium (A & B) 2002 177,785
De Neve C 2000 42,512
De Neve D 2000 42,519
De Neve E 2000 56,693
De Neve F 2000 43,027
Delta Terrace 1991 131,118
Dykstra Hall 1959 163,262
Easton Field 1997 1,854
Hedrick Hall 1964 198,485
Hitch RS-A 1981 21,603
Hitch RS-B 1981 23,721
Hitch RS-C 1981 10,282
Hitch RS-D 1981 15,236
Housing Administration 1982 16,736
NW Auditorium 1992 9,584
Ornamental Horticulture J 1958 4,800
Ornamental Horticulture M 1975 7,201
Parking Structure RC 1989 0
Residential Life Bldg 1992 8,472
Rieber Hall 1963 199,076
RS Srv Bldg N 1981 1,194
RS Srv Bldg S 1981 1,739
Saxon RS-E 1981 7,586
Saxon RS-F 1981 18,044
Saxon RS-G 1981 18,045
Saxon RS-H 1981 12,818
Saxon RS-J 1981 12,701
Saxon RS-K 1981 12,971
Sproul Hall 1960 174,478
SRLF 1987 158,717
Sunset Court 1988 3,023
2002 (Hedrick, Rieber Vista, 2003 535,000
Rieber Terrace) —
Krieger Childcare 2004 10,000
Northwest Zone Total 2,645,079
Under Construction Spieker Aquatic Center 6,000
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LIST OF BUILDINGS (REVISED)

Zone/Building Status Building Name Year Basic GSF
Southwest

Existing Capital Programs 1989 29,564

K32 Pkg Kiosk - Gayley 1988 100

K32 Pkg Kiosk - Veteran 1989 100

Parking Structure 32 1986 96

Rehab Center 1965 142,566

STRB 1998 49,512

Taper Ctr 1 1984 5,020

Taper Ctr 1 demo for SWH Ph | 2005 -5.020

Taper Ctr 2 1984 9,216

Taper Ctr 2 demo for SWH Ph | 2005 -9.216

Warren Hall 1961 102,205

West Steam Plant 1965 5,925

West Medical Bldg 1988 27,229

SW Campus Staging 2001 75,000

SW Campus Modulars 2002 25,920

SW Housing Ph | 2005 638,500

Warren Hall Modulars 2005 7,200

Southwest Zone Total 1,103,917

Under Construction 0
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CAMPUS BUILDINGS TOTAL GSF BY ZONE (REVISED)

2002 LRDP Proposed

2002 LRDP Amendment
Category Zone GSF GSF
Square Feet by Zone
Botanical Garden 0 19,100
Bridge 330,568 330,568
Campus Services 411,072 411,072
Central 1,007,125 1,077,072
Core 6,272,407 6,954,702
Health Sciences 3,287,991 4,294,494
Northwest 2,100,079 2,645,079
Southwest 472,453 1,103,917
Subtotal 13,881,695 16,836,004
Under Construction
Botanical Garden 19,100 0
Bridge 0 0
Police Replacement + demo Campus Services 0 9,000
Central 69,950 0
LSRB Core 652,880 185,000
Demo Engr. 1, Unit A (pending) -62,000
Health Sciences -183,595 0
Spieker Aquatic Center Northwest 65,100 6,000
Southwest 882,000 0
Subtotal 1,505,435 138,000
Total Buildings 15,387,130 17,036,004

*Note: Changes between the 2002 LRDP GSF and the 2002 LRDP Proposed Amendment GSF reflect development
(i.e. new construction, demolition and retention of buildings previously assumed to be demolished) since approval of the
2002 LRDP as shown in detail under the previous List of Buildings tables for each campus land use zone.
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PARKING STRUCTURE TOTAL GSF BY ZONE (REVISED)

2002 LRDP Proposed
2002 LRDP Amendment
Category Zone GSF* GSF
Existing Parking
Structures
Botanical Garden 0 0
Bridge 0 0
Campus Services 941,726 941,726
Central 840,912 1,358,912
Core 2,205,665 2,205,665
Health Sciences 1,665,167 1,880,167
Northwest 243,267 243,267
Southwest 308,314 1,014,314
Subtotal 6,205,051 7,644,051
Under Construction
Botanical Garden 0 0
Bridge 0 0
Campus Services 0 0
Central 518,000 0
Core 0 0
Health Sciences 215,000 0
Northwest 0 0
Southwest 706,000 0
Subtotal 1,439,000 0
Total Parking
Structures 7,644,051

*Note: Changes between the 2002 LRDP GSF and the 2002 LRDP Proposed Amendment GSF reflect the
completion of parking structures after approval of the 2002 LRDP. The square footage has been moved from
the "Under Construction" heading to the "Existing Parking Structures" heading.
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Urbemis 2007 Version 9.2.4

Detail Report for Summer Area Source Unmitigated Emissions (Pounds/Day)
File Name: C:\Documents and Settings\boparaip\Desktop\Work\UCLA LRDP\Urbemis\UCLA Area Source Existing.urb924

Project Name: UCLA Existing Area Source Emissions

Project Location: Los Angeles County

On-Road Vehicle Emissions Based on: Version : Emfac2007 V2.3 Nov 1 2006
Off-Road Vehicle Emissions Based on: OFFROAD2007

—

AREA SOURCE EMISSION ESTIMATES (Summer Pounds Per Day, Unmitigated

Source ROG NOx co
Natural Gas 3.86 53.10 44 61
Hearth - No Summer Emissions
Landscape 0.14 0.02 1.66
Consumer Products 0.00
Architectural Coatings 32.15
TOTALS (lbs/day, unmitigated) 36.15 53.12 46.27

Area Source Changes to Defaults

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.10

0.00

0.09

co2
63,723.58

2.75

63,726.33
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Urbemis 2007 Version 9.2.4

Detail Report for Winter Area Source Unmitigated Emissions (Pounds/Day)

File Name: C:\Documents and Settings\boparaip\Desktop\Work\UCLA LRDP\Urbemis\UCLA Area Source Existing.urb924

Project Name: UCLA Existing Area Source Emissions

Project Location: Los Angeles County

On-Road Vehicle Emissions Based on: Version : Emfac2007 V2.3 Nov 1 2006
Off-Road Vehicle Emissions Based on: OFFROAD2007

AREA SOURCE EMISSION ESTIMATES (Winter Pounds Per Day, Unmitigated)

Source ROG NOx co
Natural Gas 3.86 53.10 44 61
Hearth 0.00 0.00 0.00
Landscaping - No Winter
Consumer Products 0.00
Architectural Coatings 32.15
TOTALS (lbs/day, unmitigated) 36.01 53.10 44 61

Area Source Changes to Defaults

S02
0.00
0.00

0.00

0.10

0.09

co2
63,723.58
0.00

63,723.58
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Urbemis 2007 Version 9.2.4

Summary Report for Summer Emissions (Pounds/Day)

File Name: C:\Documents and Settings\boparaip\Desktop\Work\UCLA LRDP\Urbemis\UCLA Area Source Existing.urb924

Project Name: UCLA Existing Area Source Emissions

Project Location: Los Angeles County

On-Road Vehicle Emissions Based on: Version : Emfac2007 V2.3 Nov 1 2006

Off-Road Vehicle Emissions Based on: OFFROAD2007

AREA SOURCE EMISSION ESTIMATES
ROG NOx
TOTALS (Ibs/day, unmitigated) 36.15 53.12

SUM OF AREA SOURCE AND OPERATIONAL EMISSION ESTIMATES

ROG NOx
TOTALS (lbs/day, unmitigated) 36.15 53.12

co
46.27

co
46.27

S02

0.00

0.00

co2
63,726.33

coz2
63,726.33
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Urbemis 2007 Version 9.2.4

Summary Report for Winter Emissions (Pounds/Day)

File Name: C:\Documents and Settings\boparaip\Desktop\Work\UCLA LRDP\Urbemis\UCLA Area Source Existing.urb924

Project Name: UCLA Existing Area Source Emissions

Project Location: Los Angeles County

On-Road Vehicle Emissions Based on: Version : Emfac2007 V2.3 Nov 1 2006

Off-Road Vehicle Emissions Based on: OFFROAD2007

AREA SOURCE EMISSION ESTIMATES
ROG NOx

TOTALS (lbs/day, unmitigated) 36.01 53.10

SUM OF AREA SOURCE AND OPERATIONAL EMISSION ESTIMATES

ROG NOx
TOTALS (Ibs/day, unmitigated) 36.01 53.10

co
44.61

co
44.61

S02
0.00

0.00

o
-
o

co2
63,723.58

co2
63,723.58
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Detail Report for Summer Operational Unmitigated Emissions (Pounds/Day)
File Name: C:\Documents and Settings\boparaip\Desktop\Work\UCLA LRDP\Urbemis\UCLA Mobile Source Existing.urb924

Project Name: UCLA Existing Vehicle Emissions

Project Location: Los Angeles County

On-Road Vehicle Emissions Based on: Version : Emfac2007 V2.3 Nov 1 2006
Off-Road Vehicle Emissions Based on: OFFROAD2007

OPERATIONAL EMISSION ESTIMATES (Summer Pounds Per Day, Unmitigated)

Source ROG NOX co S02
Apartments high rise 1,165.70 1,599.67 15,336.22 12.76
TOTALS (Ibs/day, unmitigated) 1,165.70 1,599.67 15,336.22 12.76

Does not include correction for passby trips

Does not include double counting adjustment for internal trips
Analysis Year: 2008 Temperature (F): 80 Season: Summer
Emfac: Version : Emfac2007 V2.3 Nov 1 2006

Summary of Land Uses

Land Use Type Acreage Trip Rate Unit Type No.
Apartments high rise 0.16 11,926.90 dwelling
units

Vehicle Fleet Mix

Vehicle Type Percent Type Non-Catalyst
Light Auto 53.7 1.7
Light Truck < 3750 Ibs 6.8 4.4

Light Truck 3751-5750 Ibs 22.9 0.9

Units
10.00

PM10
2,082.21
2,082.21

Total Trips
119,269.00

119,269.00

Catalyst
a7.9
92.7
99.1

PM25 co2
405.50 1,242,160.86
405.50 1,242,160.86

Total VMT
1,204,950.89

1,204,950.89

Diesel
0.4
29
0.0
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Med Truck 5751-8500 Ibs

Lite-Heavy Truck 8501-10,000 Ibs
Lite-Heavy Truck 10,001-14,000 Ibs
Med-Heavy Truck 14,001-33,000 Ibs
Heavy-Heavy Truck 33,001-60,000 lbs
Other Bus

Urban Bus

Motorcycle

School Bus

Motor Home

Urban Trip Length (miles)
Rural Trip Length (miles)
Trip speeds (mph)

% of Trips - Residential

% of Trips - Commercial (by land
use)

Home-Work
12.7
17.6
30.0
329

10.1 1.0

1.4 0.0

0.4 0.0

0.9 0.0

0.4 0.0

0.1 0.0

0.1 0.0

23 78.3

0.1 0.0

0.8 12.5

Travel Conditions
Residential

Home-Shop Home-Other
7.0 9.5
12.1 14.9
30.0 30.0
18.0 491

Operational Changes to Defaults

Commute
13.3
15.4
30.0

99.0
85.7
50.0
222
0.0
100.0
0.0
21.7
0.0
75.0

Commercial

Non-Work

7.4
9.6
30.0

0.0
14.3
50.0
77.8

100.0
0.0
100.0
0.0
100.0
12.5

Customer
8.9

12.6

30.0
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Urbemis 2007 Version 9.2.4

Detail Report for Winter Operational Unmitigated Emissions (Pounds/Day)

File Name: C:\Documents and Settings\boparaip\Desktop\Work\UCLA LRDP\Urbemis\UCLA Mobile Source Existing.urb924

Project Name: UCLA Existing Vehicle Emissions

Project Location: Los Angeles County

On-Road Vehicle Emissions Based on: Version : Emfac2007 V2.3 Nov 1 2006

Off-Road Vehicle Emissions Based on: OFFROAD2007

OPERATIONAL EMISSION ESTIMATES (Winter Pounds Per Day, Unmitigated)

Source ROG NOX co S02
Apartments high rise 1,334.85 1,939.93 14,772.60 10.62
TOTALS (Ibs/day, unmitigated) 1,334.85 1,939.93 14,772.60 10.62
Does not include correction for passby trips
Does not include double counting adjustment for internal trips
Analysis Year: 2008 Temperature (F): 60 Season: Winter
Emfac: Version : Emfac2007 V2.3 Nov 1 2006

Summary of Land Uses
Land Use Type Acreage Trip Rate Unit Type No. Units
Apartments high rise 0.16 11,926.90 dwelling 10.00
units

Vehicle Fleet Mix
Vehicle Type Percent Type
Light Auto 53.7
Light Truck < 3750 Ibs 6.8

Non-Catalyst
1.7
4.4

PM10
2,082.21
2,082.21

Total Trips
119,269.00

119,269.00

Catalyst

97.9
92.7

PM25 co2
405.50 1,125,998.11
405.50 1,125,998.11

Total VMT
1,204,950.89

1,204,950.89

Diesel

0.4
29
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Light Truck 3751-5750 Ibs

Med Truck 5751-8500 Ibs

Lite-Heavy Truck 8501-10,000 Ibs
Lite-Heavy Truck 10,001-14,000 Ibs
Med-Heavy Truck 14,001-33,000 Ibs
Heavy-Heavy Truck 33,001-60,000 Ibs
Other Bus

Urban Bus

Motorcycle

School Bus

Motor Home

Urban Trip Length (miles)
Rural Trip Length (miles)
Trip speeds (mph)

% of Trips - Residential

% of Trips - Commercial (by land
use)

Home-Work
12.7
17.6
30.0
329

229 0.9
101 1.0
1.4 0.0
0.4 0.0
0.9 0.0
0.4 0.0
0.1 0.0
0.1 0.0
2.3 78.3
0.1 0.0
0.8 12.5

Travel Conditions

Residential
Home-Shop Home-Other
7.0 95
12.1 14.9
30.0 30.0
18.0 49.1

Operational Changes to Defaults

Commute
13.3
154
30.0

99.1
99.0
85.7
50.0
222
0.0
100.0
0.0
21.7
0.0
75.0

Commercial

Non-Work

7.4
9.6
30.0

0.0
0.0
14.3
50.0
77.8
100.0
0.0
100.0
0.0
100.0
12.5

Customer
8.9

12.6

30.0
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Urbemis 2007 Version 9.2.4

Summary Report for Summer Emissions (Pounds/Day)

File Name: C:\Documents and Settings\boparaip\Desktop\Work\UCLA LRDP\Urbemis\UCLA Mobile Source Existing.urb924

Project Name: UCLA Existing Vehicle Emissions

Project Location: Los Angeles County

On-Road Vehicle Emissions Based on: Version : Emfac2007 V2.3 Nov 1 2006

Off-Road Vehicle Emissions Based on: OFFROAD2007

OPERATIONAL (VEHICLE) EMISSION ESTIMATES
ROG NOx

TOTALS (Ibs/day, unmitigated) 1,165.70 1,699.67

SUM OF AREA SOURCE AND OPERATIONAL EMISSION ESTIMATES

ROG NOx
TOTALS (lbs/day, unmitigated) 1,165.70 1,599.67

co
15,336.22

co
15,336.22

S02
12.76

S02
12.76

PM2.5
405.5

PM2.5
405.5

co2
1,242,160.86

co2
1,242,160.86
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Urbemis 2007 Version 9.2.4

Summary Report for Winter Emissions (Pounds/Day)
File Name: C:\Documents and Settings\boparaip\Desktop\Work\UCLA LRDP\Urbemis\UCLA Mobile Source Existing.urb924
Project Name: UCLA Existing Vehicle Emissions
Project Location: Los Angeles County
On-Road Vehicle Emissions Based on: Version : Emfac2007 V2.3 Nov 1 2006
Off-Road Vehicle Emissions Based on: OFFROAD2007

OPERATIONAL (VEHICLE) EMISSION ESTIMATES
ROG NOx Cco SO2 PM10 PM2.5

TOTALS (Ibs/day, unmitigated) 1,334.85 1,839.93 14,772@ 10.62 2,082.21 405.5

SUM OF AREA SOURCE AND OPERATIONAL EMISSION ESTIMATES

ROG NOx co S02 PM10 PM2.5
TOTALS (Ibs/day, unmitigated) 1,334.85 1,839.93 14,77260 10.62 2,082.21 405.5

co2
1,125,998.11

coz2
1,125,998.11



Area source calculation for UCLA LRDP, including NHIP

Manual calculation of consumer product VOC emissions
added to area source VOC emissions from Urbemis

Existing  consumer 0.0171 #/day VOC per resident - factor from Urbemis
11402 residents from Table 3 of traffic report
194.97 consumer products VOC
36.15 existing from Urbemis
231 total area source VOC

2013 consumer 0.0171 #/day VOC per resident
12927 residents Existing plus 1525
221.1 consumer products VOC
38.7 2013 from Urbemis
260 total area source VOC
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Urbemis 2007 Version 9.2.4

Summary Report for Summer Emissions (Pounds/Day)
File Name: C:\Documents and Settings\boparaip\Desktop\Work\Projects\Bonterra Projects\UCLA LRDP\BonTerra Comments\NHIP Construction
Eféiégkl'\‘lérﬁé‘:ﬁagl\_ﬂﬁmﬁ’ Amended LRDP
Project Location: Los Angeles County
On-Road Vehicle Emissions Based on: Version : Emfac2007 V2.3 Nov 1 2006

Off-Road Vehicle Emissions Based on: OFFROAD2007

CONSTRUCTION EMISSION ESTIMATES

ROG NOX co S02  PMI0Dust PM10 Exhaust PM10  PM2.5 Dust PM2.5 Exhaust PM2.5 co2
2009 TOTALS (Ibs/day unmitigated) 9.84 102.89 46.56 0.09 124.48 5.23 129.71 26.03 481 30.85 11,892.80
2009 TOTALS (Ibs/day mitigated) 9.84 102.89 46.56 0.09 20.68 5.23 25.92 4.36 4.81 9.17 11,892.80
2010 TOTALS (lbs/day unmitigated) 27.86 163.46 205.11 0.16 119.97 9.34 123.28 25.09 8.57 28.14 29,921.66
2010 TOTALS (Ibs/day mitigated) 27.86 163.46 205.11 0.16 16.18 9.34 19.49 3.41 8.57 8.82 29,921.66
2011 TOTALS (Ibs/day unmitigated) 25.64 152.77 194.47 0.16 0.70 8.91 9.61 0.25 8.17 8.42 29,919.06
2011 TOTALS (lbs/day mitigated) 25.64 152.77 194.47 0.16 0.70 8.91 9.61 0.25 8.17 8.42 29,919.06
2012 TOTALS (lbs/day unmitigated) 23.66 142.64 184.50 0.16 0.70 8.06 8.76 0.25 7.39 7.64 29,916.88

2012 TOTALS (Ibs/day mitigated) 23.66 142.64 184.50 0.16 0.70 8.06 8.76 0.25 7.39 7.64 29,916.88
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Urbemis 2007 Version 9.2.4

Detail Report for Summer Construction Unmitigated Emissions (Pounds/Day)
File Name: C:\Documents and Settings\boparaip\Desktop\Work\Projects\Bonterra Projects\UCLA LRDP\BonTerra Comments\NHIP Construction Emissions_102208.urb924
Project Name: UCLA NHIP Amended LRDP
Project Location: Los Angeles County
On-Road Vehicle Emissions Based on: Version : Emfac2007 V2.3 Nov 1 2006
Off-Road Vehicle Emissions Based on: OFFROAD2007

CONSTRUCTION EMISSION ESTIMATES (Summer Pounds Per Day, Unmitigated)

ROG NOx co S0O2 PM10 Dust PM10 Exhaust PM10 Total PM2.5 Dust PM2.5 Exhaust PM2.5 Total Cco2

Time Slice 5/1/2009-5/29/2009 Active Days: 21 2.66 16.60 10.90 0.00 5.01 1.38 6.39 1.05 1.27 2.32 1,594.28
Mass Grading 05/01/2009-05/31/2009 1.44 9.36 5.87 0.00 5.01 0.73 5.73 1.05 0.67 1.72 913.92
Mass Grading Dust 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 5.00 0.00 5.00 1.04 0.00 1.04 0.00
Mass Grading Off Road Diesel 1.40 9.29 4.71 0.00 0.00 0.72 0.72 0.00 0.67 0.67 789.53
Mass Grading On Road Diesel 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Mass Grading Worker Trips 0.04 0.07 1.16 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 124.39
Trenching 05/01/2009-09/30/2009 1.22 7.24 5.03 0.00 0.00 0.65 0.66 0.00 0.60 0.60 680.36
Trenching Off Road Diesel 1.19 7.19 4.16 0.00 0.00 0.65 0.65 0.00 0.60 0.60 587.07
Trenching Worker Trips 0.03 0.05 0.87 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 93.29
Time Slice 6/1/2009-9/22/2009 Active Days: 82 1.22 7.24 5.03 0.00 0.00 0.65 0.66 0.00 0.60 0.60 680.36
Trenching 05/01/2009-09/30/2009 1.22 7.24 5.03 0.00 0.00 0.65 0.66 0.00 0.60 0.60 680.36
Trenching Off Road Diesel 1.19 7.19 4.16 0.00 0.00 0.65 0.65 0.00 0.60 0.60 587.07
Trenching Worker Trips 0.03 0.05 0.87 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 93.29
Time Slice 9/23/2009-9/30/2009 Active Days: 6 1.96 11.53 7.92 0.00 0.01 1.01 1.01 0.00 0.92 0.93 1,081.34
Asphalt 09/23/2009-09/30/2009 0.74 4.29 2.89 0.00 0.00 0.35 0.36 0.00 0.33 0.33 400.98
Paving Off-Gas 0.04 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Paving Off Road Diesel 0.66 4.05 2.23 0.00 0.00 0.34 0.34 0.00 0.32 0.32 313.43
Paving On Road Diesel 0.02 0.21 0.08 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.00 0.01 0.01 25.36
Paving Worker Trips 0.02 0.04 0.58 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 62.19
Trenching 05/01/2009-09/30/2009 1.22 7.24 5.03 0.00 0.00 0.65 0.66 0.00 0.60 0.60 680.36
Trenching Off Road Diesel 1.19 7.19 4.16 0.00 0.00 0.65 0.65 0.00 0.60 0.60 587.07
Trenching Worker Trips 0.03 0.05 0.87 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 93.29
Time Slice 10/1/2009-11/30/2009 Active Days: 43 2.67 28.88 12.69 0.03 47.24 1.43 48.66 9.88 1.31 11.19 3,381.73
Mass Grading 10/01/2009-02/28/2010 2.67 28.88 12.69 0.03 47.24 1.43 48.66 9.88 1.31 11.19 3,381.73
Mass Grading Dust 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 47.14 0.00 47.14 9.84 0.00 9.84 0.00
Mass Grading Off Road Diesel 0.84 5.95 2.86 0.00 0.00 0.43 0.43 0.00 0.40 0.40 529.92
Mass Grading On Road Diesel 1.81 22.90 9.24 0.03 0.09 0.99 1.09 0.03 0.91 0.95 2,789.62
Mass Grading Worker Trips 0.02 0.04 0.58 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 62.19
Time Slice 12/1/2009-12/31/2009 Active Days: 23 9.84 102.89 46.56 0.09 124.48 5.23 129.71 26.03 4.81 30.85 11,892.80
Demolition 12/01/2009-12/31/2009 2.97 25.79 13.38 0.02 4.51 1.54 6.05 0.94 1.42 2.36 2,772.59
Fugitive Dust 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 4.45 0.00 4.45 0.93 0.00 0.93 0.00
Demo Off Road Diesel 1.93 12.93 7.34 0.00 0.00 0.98 0.98 0.00 0.90 0.90 1,119.34

Demo On Road Diesel 1.01 12.80 5.17 0.01 0.05 0.56 0.61 0.02 0.51 0.53 1,559.97
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Demo Worker Trips

Mass Grading 10/01/2009-02/28/2010
Mass Grading Dust
Mass Grading Off Road Diesel
Mass Grading On Road Diesel
Mass Grading Worker Trips

Mass Grading 12/01/2009-03/31/2010
Mass Grading Dust
Mass Grading Off Road Diesel
Mass Grading On Road Diesel
Mass Grading Worker Trips

Time Slice 1/1/2010-2/26/2010 Active Days: 41

Mass Grading 10/01/2009-02/28/2010
Mass Grading Dust
Mass Grading Off Road Diesel
Mass Grading On Road Diesel
Mass Grading Worker Trips

Mass Grading 12/01/2009-03/31/2010
Mass Grading Dust
Mass Grading Off Road Diesel
Mass Grading On Road Diesel
Mass Grading Worker Trips

Time Slice 3/1/2010-3/31/2010 Active Days: 23
Building 03/01/2010-03/31/2012
Building Off Road Diesel
Building Vendor Trips
Building Worker Trips
Mass Grading 12/01/2009-03/31/2010
Mass Grading Dust
Mass Grading Off Road Diesel
Mass Grading On Road Diesel
Mass Grading Worker Trips

Time Slice 4/1/2010-12/31/2010 Active Days: 197

Building 03/01/2010-03/31/2012
Building Off Road Diesel
Building Vendor Trips
Building Worker Trips

Building 04/01/2010-03/31/2012
Building Off Road Diesel
Building Vendor Trips
Building Worker Trips

Building 04/01/2010-11/30/2012
Building Off Road Diesel
Building Vendor Trips
Building Worker Trips

0.03
2.67
0.00
0.84
1.81
0.02
4.19
0.00
0.84
3.34
0.02

6.37
2.48
0.00
0.78
1.68
0.02
3.90
0.00
0.78
3.11
0.02

14.46
10.56
8.86
0.53
1.16
3.90
0.00
0.78
3.11
0.02

27.86

10.56
8.86
0.53
1.16
9.02
7.33
0.53
1.16
8.28
6.58
0.53
1.16

0.05
28.88
0.00
5.95
22.90
0.04
48.22
0.00
5.95
42.24
0.04

70.63
26.49
0.00
5.55
20.90
0.03
44,15
0.00
5.55
38.56
0.03

108.29
64.15
56.14

5.85
2.16
44,15
0.00
5.55
38.56
0.03

163.46
64.15
56.14

5.85
2.16
52.80
44.80
5.85
2.16
46.51
38.51
5.85
2.16

0.87
12.69
0.00
2.86
9.24
0.58
20.49
0.00
2.86
17.05
0.58

30.70
11.79
0.00
2.82
8.43
0.54
18.91
0.00
2.82
15.55
0.54

92.24
73.33
32.23
4.87
36.23
18.91
0.00
2.82
15.55
0.54

205.11
73.33
32.23

4.87
36.23
67.76
26.66

4.87
36.23
64.03
22.93

4.87
36.23

0.00
0.03
0.00
0.00
0.03
0.00
0.05
0.00
0.00
0.05
0.00

0.08
0.03
0.00
0.00
0.03
0.00
0.05
0.00
0.00
0.05
0.00

0.10
0.05
0.00
0.01
0.04
0.05
0.00
0.00
0.05
0.00

0.16
0.05
0.00
0.01
0.04
0.05
0.00
0.01
0.04
0.05
0.00
0.01
0.04

0.00
47.24
47.14

0.00

0.09

0.00
72.73
72.56

0.00

0.17

0.00

119.97
47.24
47.14

0.00
0.09
0.00
7273
72.56
0.00
0.17
0.00

72.97
0.23
0.00
0.04
0.20

72.73

72.56
0.00
0.17
0.00

0.70
0.23
0.00
0.04
0.20
0.23
0.00
0.04
0.20
0.23
0.00
0.04
0.20

0.00
1.43
0.00
0.43
0.99
0.00
2.27
0.00
0.43
1.83
0.00

3.31
1.28
0.00
0.39
0.89
0.00
2.03
0.00
0.39
1.64
0.00

5.69
3.66
3.30
0.25
0.11
2.03
0.00
0.39
1.64
0.00

9.34
3.66
3.30
0.25
0.11
3.01
2.65
0.25
0.11
2.67
2.31
0.25
0.11

0.01
48.66
47.14

0.43

1.09

0.00
75.00
72.56

0.43

2.01

0.00

123.28
48.52
47.14

0.39
0.98
0.00
74.77
72.56
0.39
1.81
0.00

78.66
3.89
3.30
0.29
0.31

74.77

72.56
0.39
181
0.00

10.05
3.89
3.30
0.29
0.31
3.25
2.65
0.29
0.31
2.90
2.31
0.29
0.31

0.00
9.88
9.84
0.00
0.03
0.00
15.21
15.15
0.00
0.06
0.00

25.09
9.88
9.84
0.00
0.03
0.00

15.21

15.15
0.00
0.06
0.00

15.29
0.08
0.00
0.01
0.07

15.21

15.15
0.00
0.06
0.00

0.25
0.08
0.00
0.01
0.07
0.08
0.00
0.01
0.07
0.08
0.00
0.01
0.07

0.00
1.31
0.00
0.40
0.91
0.00
2.09
0.00
0.40
1.69
0.00

3.05
1.18
0.00
0.36
0.82
0.00
1.87
0.00
0.36
151
0.00

5.23
3.36
3.03
0.23
0.10
1.87
0.00
0.36
151
0.00

8.57
3.36
3.03
0.23
0.10
2.76
2.44
0.23
0.10
2.45
2.12
0.23
0.10

0.00
11.19
9.84
0.40
0.95
0.00
17.30
15.15
0.40
1.74
0.00

2814
11.06
9.84
0.36
0.85
0.00
17.08
15.15
0.36
1.56
0.00

20.52
3.44
3.03
0.24
0.17

17.08

15.15
0.36
1.56
0.00

8.82
3.44
3.03
0.24
0.17
2.85
2.44
0.24
0.17
2.53
2.12
0.24
0.17

93.29
3,381.73
0.00
529.92
2,789.62
62.19
5,738.48
0.00
529.92
5,146.37
62.19

9,120.17
3,381.71
0.00
529.92
2,789.62
62.17
5,738.46
0.00
529.92
5,146.37
62.17

16,678.44
10,939.98
5,706.80
1,090.42
4,142.76
5,738.46
0.00
529.92
5,146.37
62.17

29,921.66
10,939.98
5,706.80
1,090.42
4,142.76
9,827.96
4,594.78
1,090.42
4,142.76
9,153.71
3,920.53
1,090.42
4,142.76
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Time Slice 1/3/2011-12/30/2011 Active Days: 260 25.64
Building 03/01/2010-03/31/2012 9.71
Building Off Road Diesel 8.15
Building Vendor Trips 0.49
Building Worker Trips 1.06
Building 04/01/2010-03/31/2012 8.31
Building Off Road Diesel 6.76
Building Vendor Trips 0.49
Building Worker Trips 1.06
Building 04/01/2010-11/30/2012 7.62
Building Off Road Diesel 6.07
Building Vendor Trips 0.49
Building Worker Trips 1.06
Time Slice 1/2/2012-3/30/2012 Active Days: 65 23.66
Building 03/01/2010-03/31/2012 8.97
Building Off Road Diesel 7.55
Building Vendor Trips 0.45
Building Worker Trips 0.96
Building 04/01/2010-03/31/2012 7.66
Building Off Road Diesel 6.25
Building Vendor Trips 0.45
Building Worker Trips 0.96
Building 04/01/2010-11/30/2012 7.03
Building Off Road Diesel 5.62
Building Vendor Trips 0.45
Building Worker Trips 0.96
Time Slice 4/2/2012-11/30/2012 Active Days: 175 7.03
Building 04/01/2010-11/30/2012 7.03
Building Off Road Diesel 5.62
Building Vendor Trips 0.45
Building Worker Trips 0.96

152.77
59.93
52.67

5.29
1.98
49.35
42.08
5.29
1.98
43.49
36.23
5.29
1.98

142.64
55.93
49.38

4.74
1.82
46.08
39.53
4.74
1.82
40.63
34.08
4.74
1.82
40.63
40.63
34.08
4.74
1.82

194.47
69.61
31.30

4.52
33.79
64.29
25.98

4.52
33.79
60.57
22.26

4.52
33.79

184.50
66.14
30.46

4.19
31.49
61.05
25.36

4.19
31.49
57.32
21.64

4.19
31.49
57.32
57.32
21.64

4.19
31.49

Phase Assumptions

0.16
0.05
0.00
0.01
0.04
0.05
0.00
0.01
0.04
0.05
0.00
0.01
0.04

0.16
0.05
0.00
0.01
0.04
0.05
0.00
0.01
0.04
0.05
0.00
0.01
0.04
0.05
0.05
0.00
0.01
0.04

Phase: Demolition 12/1/2009 - 12/31/2009 - Demolition of Office of Residential Life and Housing Maintenance

Building Volume Total (cubic feet): 220700
Building Volume Daily (cubic feet): 10600
On Road Truck Travel (VMT): 368.06
Off-Road Equipment:

1 Air Compressors (106 hp) operating at a 0.48 load factor for 8 hours per day

1 Excavators (168 hp) operating at a 0.57 load factor for 8 hours per day

1 Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes (108 hp) operating at a 0.55 load factor for 8 hours per day

Phase: Mass Grading 5/1/2009 - 5/31/2009 - Garden Walk

0.70
0.23
0.00
0.04
0.20
0.23
0.00
0.04
0.20
0.23
0.00
0.04
0.20

0.70
0.23
0.00
0.04
0.20
0.23
0.00
0.04
0.20
0.23
0.00
0.04
0.20
0.23
0.23
0.00
0.04
0.20

8.91
3.49
3.15
0.23
0.11
2.87
2.53
0.23
0.11
2.55
2.21
0.23
0.11

8.06
3.15
2.84
0.20
0.11
2.60
2.28
0.20
0.11
2.31
2.00
0.20
0.11
2.31
2.31
2.00
0.20
0.11

9.61
3.73
3.15
0.26
0.31
3.11
2.53
0.26
0.31
2.78
2.21
0.26
0.31

8.76
3.39
2.84
0.24
0.31
2.83
2.28
0.24
0.31
2.54
2.00
0.24
0.31
2.54
2.54
2.00
0.24
0.31

0.25
0.08
0.00
0.01
0.07
0.08
0.00
0.01
0.07
0.08
0.00
0.01
0.07

0.25
0.08
0.00
0.01
0.07
0.08
0.00
0.01
0.07
0.08
0.00
0.01
0.07
0.08
0.08
0.00
0.01
0.07

8.17
3.20
2.90
0.21
0.10
2.63
2.33
0.21
0.10
2.33
2.03
0.21
0.10

7.39
2.89
2.61
0.18
0.10
2.38
2.10
0.18
0.10
2.12
1.84
0.18
0.10
2.12
2.12
1.84
0.18
0.10

8.42
3.29
2.90
0.22
0.17
2.72
2.33
0.22
0.17
2.42
2.03
0.22
0.17

7.64
2.98
2.61
0.20
0.17
2.46
2.10
0.20
0.17
2.20
1.84
0.20
0.17
2.20
2.20
1.84
0.20
0.17

29,919.06
10,939.12
5,706.80
1,090.45
4,141.87
9,827.10
4,594.78
1,090.45
4,141.87
9,152.85
3,920.53
1,090.45
4,141.87

29,916.88
10,938.39
5,706.80
1,090.45
4,141.14
9,826.37
4,594.78
1,090.45
4,141.14
9,152.12
3,920.53
1,090.45
4,141.14
9,152.12
9,152.12
3,920.53
1,090.45
4,141.14
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Total Acres Disturbed: 0.5
Maximum Daily Acreage Disturbed: 0.5
Fugitive Dust Level of Detail: Default
10 Ibs per acre-day
On Road Truck Travel (VMT): 0
Off-Road Equipment:
1 Air Compressors (106 hp) operating at a 0.48 load factor for 8 hours per day
1 Plate Compactors (8 hp) operating at a 0.43 load factor for 8 hours per day
1 Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes (108 hp) operating at a 0.55 load factor for 8 hours per day
1 Water Trucks (189 hp) operating at a 0.5 load factor for 3 hours per day

Phase: Mass Grading 10/1/2009 - 2/28/2010 - Upper/Lower De Neve Grading
Total Acres Disturbed: 2
Maximum Daily Acreage Disturbed: 2
Fugitive Dust Level of Detail: Low
Onsite Cut/Fill: 230 cubic yards/day; Offsite Cut/Fill: O cubic yards/day
On Road Truck Travel (VMT): 658.18
Off-Road Equipment:
1 Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes (108 hp) operating at a 0.55 load factor for 8 hours per day
1 Water Trucks (189 hp) operating at a 0.5 load factor for 3 hours per day

Phase: Mass Grading 12/1/2009 - 3/31/2010 - Sproul South and West Grading
Total Acres Disturbed: 2.3
Maximum Daily Acreage Disturbed: 2.3
Fugitive Dust Level of Detail: Low
Onsite Cut/Fill: 420 cubic yards/day; Offsite Cut/Fill: O cubic yards/day
On Road Truck Travel (VMT): 1214.22
Off-Road Equipment:
1 Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes (108 hp) operating at a 0.55 load factor for 8 hours per day
1 Water Trucks (189 hp) operating at a 0.5 load factor for 3 hours per day

Phase: Trenching 5/1/2009 - 9/30/2009 - Utilities/Infrastructure

Off-Road Equipment:

1 Air Compressors (106 hp) operating at a 0.48 load factor for 8 hours per day

1 Plate Compactors (8 hp) operating at a 0.43 load factor for 8 hours per day

1 Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes (108 hp) operating at a 0.55 load factor for 8 hours per day

Phase: Paving 9/23/2009 - 9/30/2009 - Repair of Trenching Areas

Acres to be Paved: 0.1

Off-Road Equipment:

1 Plate Compactors (8 hp) operating at a 0.43 load factor for 8 hours per day
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1 Rollers (95 hp) operating at a 0.56 load factor for 8 hours per day

Phase: Building Construction 3/1/2010 - 3/31/2012 - Upper/Lower De Neve Construction
Off-Road Equipment:

3 Cranes (399 hp) operating at a 0.43 load factor for 8 hours per day

2 Forklifts (50 hp) operating at a 0.3 load factor for 8 hours per day

2 Generator Sets (49 hp) operating at a 0.74 load factor for 8 hours per day

3 Other Equipment (175 hp) operating at a 0.62 load factor for 8 hours per day

2 Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes (108 hp) operating at a 0.55 load factor for 8 hours per day
2 Welders (45 hp) operating at a 0.45 load factor for 8 hours per day

Phase: Building Construction 4/1/2010 - 11/30/2012 - Sproul South/Complex Construction
Off-Road Equipment:

2 Cranes (399 hp) operating at a 0.43 load factor for 8 hours per day

1 Forklifts (50 hp) operating at a 0.3 load factor for 8 hours per day

2 Generator Sets (49 hp) operating at a 0.74 load factor for 8 hours per day

2 Other Equipment (175 hp) operating at a 0.62 load factor for 8 hours per day

1 Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes (108 hp) operating at a 0.55 load factor for 8 hours per day
2 Welders (45 hp) operating at a 0.45 load factor for 8 hours per day

Phase: Building Construction 4/1/2010 - 3/31/2012 - Sproul West Construction

Off-Road Equipment:

2 Cranes (399 hp) operating at a 0.43 load factor for 8 hours per day

1 Forklifts (50 hp) operating at a 0.3 load factor for 8 hours per day

2 Generator Sets (49 hp) operating at a 0.74 load factor for 8 hours per day

3 Other Equipment (175 hp) operating at a 0.62 load factor for 8 hours per day

1 Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes (108 hp) operating at a 0.55 load factor for 8 hours per day
2 Welders (45 hp) operating at a 0.45 load factor for 8 hours per day
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Urbemis 2007 Version 9.2.4

Detail Report for Summer Construction Mitigated Emissions (Pounds/Day)
File Name: C:\Documents and Settings\boparaip\Desktop\Work\Projects\Bonterra Projects\UCLA LRDP\BonTerra Comments\NHIP Construction Emissions_102208.urb924
Project Name: UCLA NHIP Amended LRDP
Project Location: Los Angeles County
On-Road Vehicle Emissions Based on: Version : Emfac2007 V2.3 Nov 1 2006
Off-Road Vehicle Emissions Based on: OFFROAD2007

CONSTRUCTION EMISSION ESTIMATES (Summer Pounds Per Day, Mitigated)

ROG NOx co S0O2 PM10 Dust PM10 Exhaust PM10 Total PM2.5 Dust PM2.5 Exhaust PM2.5 Total Cco2

Time Slice 5/1/2009-5/29/2009 Active Days: 21 2.66 16.60 10.90 0.00 0.67 1.38 2.05 0.14 1.27 1.41 1,594.28
Mass Grading 05/01/2009-05/31/2009 1.44 9.36 5.87 0.00 0.67 0.73 1.40 0.14 0.67 0.81 913.92
Mass Grading Dust 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.66 0.00 0.66 0.14 0.00 0.14 0.00
Mass Grading Off Road Diesel 1.40 9.29 4.71 0.00 0.00 0.72 0.72 0.00 0.67 0.67 789.53
Mass Grading On Road Diesel 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Mass Grading Worker Trips 0.04 0.07 1.16 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 124.39
Trenching 05/01/2009-09/30/2009 1.22 7.24 5.03 0.00 0.00 0.65 0.66 0.00 0.60 0.60 680.36
Trenching Off Road Diesel 1.19 7.19 4.16 0.00 0.00 0.65 0.65 0.00 0.60 0.60 587.07
Trenching Worker Trips 0.03 0.05 0.87 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 93.29
Time Slice 6/1/2009-9/22/2009 Active Days: 82 1.22 7.24 5.03 0.00 0.00 0.65 0.66 0.00 0.60 0.60 680.36
Trenching 05/01/2009-09/30/2009 1.22 7.24 5.03 0.00 0.00 0.65 0.66 0.00 0.60 0.60 680.36
Trenching Off Road Diesel 1.19 7.19 4.16 0.00 0.00 0.65 0.65 0.00 0.60 0.60 587.07
Trenching Worker Trips 0.03 0.05 0.87 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 93.29
Time Slice 9/23/2009-9/30/2009 Active Days: 6 1.96 11.53 7.92 0.00 0.01 1.01 1.01 0.00 0.92 0.93 1,081.34
Asphalt 09/23/2009-09/30/2009 0.74 4.29 2.89 0.00 0.00 0.35 0.36 0.00 0.33 0.33 400.98
Paving Off-Gas 0.04 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Paving Off Road Diesel 0.66 4.05 2.23 0.00 0.00 0.34 0.34 0.00 0.32 0.32 313.43
Paving On Road Diesel 0.02 0.21 0.08 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.00 0.01 0.01 25.36
Paving Worker Trips 0.02 0.04 0.58 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 62.19
Trenching 05/01/2009-09/30/2009 1.22 7.24 5.03 0.00 0.00 0.65 0.66 0.00 0.60 0.60 680.36
Trenching Off Road Diesel 1.19 7.19 4.16 0.00 0.00 0.65 0.65 0.00 0.60 0.60 587.07
Trenching Worker Trips 0.03 0.05 0.87 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 93.29
Time Slice 10/1/2009-11/30/2009 Active Days: 43 2.67 28.88 12.69 0.03 6.36 1.43 7.79 1.34 1.31 2.65 3,381.73
Mass Grading 10/01/2009-02/28/2010 2.67 28.88 12.69 0.03 6.36 1.43 7.79 1.34 1.31 2.65 3,381.73
Mass Grading Dust 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 6.26 0.00 6.26 1.31 0.00 1.31 0.00
Mass Grading Off Road Diesel 0.84 5.95 2.86 0.00 0.00 0.43 0.43 0.00 0.40 0.40 529.92
Mass Grading On Road Diesel 1.81 22.90 9.24 0.03 0.09 0.99 1.09 0.03 0.91 0.95 2,789.62
Mass Grading Worker Trips 0.02 0.04 0.58 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 62.19
Time Slice 12/1/2009-12/31/2009 Active Days: 23 9.84 102.89 46.56 0.09 20.68 5.23 25.92 4.36 4.81 9.17 11,892.80
Demolition 12/01/2009-12/31/2009 2.97 25.79 13.38 0.02 4.51 1.54 6.05 0.94 1.42 2.36 2,772.59
Fugitive Dust 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 4.45 0.00 4.45 0.93 0.00 0.93 0.00
Demo Off Road Diesel 1.93 12.93 7.34 0.00 0.00 0.98 0.98 0.00 0.90 0.90 1,119.34

Demo On Road Diesel 1.01 12.80 5.17 0.01 0.05 0.56 0.61 0.02 0.51 0.53 1,559.97
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Demo Worker Trips

Mass Grading 10/01/2009-02/28/2010
Mass Grading Dust
Mass Grading Off Road Diesel
Mass Grading On Road Diesel
Mass Grading Worker Trips

Mass Grading 12/01/2009-03/31/2010
Mass Grading Dust
Mass Grading Off Road Diesel
Mass Grading On Road Diesel
Mass Grading Worker Trips

Time Slice 1/1/2010-2/26/2010 Active Days: 41

Mass Grading 10/01/2009-02/28/2010
Mass Grading Dust
Mass Grading Off Road Diesel
Mass Grading On Road Diesel
Mass Grading Worker Trips

Mass Grading 12/01/2009-03/31/2010
Mass Grading Dust
Mass Grading Off Road Diesel
Mass Grading On Road Diesel
Mass Grading Worker Trips

Time Slice 3/1/2010-3/31/2010 Active Days: 23
Building 03/01/2010-03/31/2012
Building Off Road Diesel
Building Vendor Trips
Building Worker Trips
Mass Grading 12/01/2009-03/31/2010
Mass Grading Dust
Mass Grading Off Road Diesel
Mass Grading On Road Diesel
Mass Grading Worker Trips

Time Slice 4/1/2010-12/31/2010 Active Days: 197

Building 03/01/2010-03/31/2012
Building Off Road Diesel
Building Vendor Trips
Building Worker Trips

Building 04/01/2010-03/31/2012
Building Off Road Diesel
Building Vendor Trips
Building Worker Trips

Building 04/01/2010-11/30/2012
Building Off Road Diesel
Building Vendor Trips
Building Worker Trips

0.03
2.67
0.00
0.84
1.81
0.02
4.19
0.00
0.84
3.34
0.02

6.37
2.48
0.00
0.78
1.68
0.02
3.90
0.00
0.78
3.11
0.02

14.46
10.56
8.86
0.53
1.16
3.90
0.00
0.78
3.11
0.02

27.86

10.56
8.86
0.53
1.16
9.02
7.33
0.53
1.16
8.28
6.58
0.53
1.16

0.05
28.88
0.00
5.95
22.90
0.04
48.22
0.00
5.95
42.24
0.04

70.63
26.49
0.00
5.55
20.90
0.03
44,15
0.00
5.55
38.56
0.03

108.29
64.15
56.14

5.85
2.16
44,15
0.00
5.55
38.56
0.03

163.46
64.15
56.14

5.85
2.16
52.80
44.80
5.85
2.16
46.51
38.51
5.85
2.16

0.87
12.69
0.00
2.86
9.24
0.58
20.49
0.00
2.86
17.05
0.58

30.70
11.79
0.00
2.82
8.43
0.54
18.91
0.00
2.82
15.55
0.54

92.24
73.33
32.23
4.87
36.23
18.91
0.00
2.82
15.55
0.54

205.11
73.33
32.23

4.87
36.23
67.76
26.66

4.87
36.23
64.03
22.93

4.87
36.23

0.00
0.03
0.00
0.00
0.03
0.00
0.05
0.00
0.00
0.05
0.00

0.08
0.03
0.00
0.00
0.03
0.00
0.05
0.00
0.00
0.05
0.00

0.10
0.05
0.00
0.01
0.04
0.05
0.00
0.00
0.05
0.00

0.16
0.05
0.00
0.01
0.04
0.05
0.00
0.01
0.04
0.05
0.00
0.01
0.04

0.00
6.36
6.26
0.00
0.09
0.00
9.82
9.64
0.00
0.17
0.00

16.18
6.36
6.26
0.00
0.09
0.00
9.82
9.64
0.00
0.17
0.00

10.05
0.23
0.00
0.04
0.20
9.82
9.64
0.00
0.17
0.00

0.70
0.23
0.00
0.04
0.20
0.23
0.00
0.04
0.20
0.23
0.00
0.04
0.20

0.00
1.43
0.00
0.43
0.99
0.00
2.27
0.00
0.43
1.83
0.00

3.31
1.28
0.00
0.39
0.89
0.00
2.03
0.00
0.39
1.64
0.00

5.69
3.66
3.30
0.25
0.11
2.03
0.00
0.39
1.64
0.00

9.34
3.66
3.30
0.25
0.11
3.01
2.65
0.25
0.11
2.67
2.31
0.25
0.11

0.01
7.79
6.26
0.43
1.09
0.00
12.08
9.64
0.43
2.01
0.00

19.49
7.64
6.26
0.39
0.98
0.00

11.85
9.64
0.39
1.81
0.00

15.74
3.89
3.30
0.29
0.31

11.85
9.64
0.39
1.81
0.00

10.05
3.89
3.30
0.29
0.31
3.25
2.65
0.29
0.31
2.90
2.31
0.29
0.31

0.00
1.34
1.31
0.00
0.03
0.00
2.07
2.01
0.00
0.06
0.00

3.41
1.34
1.31
0.00
0.03
0.00
2.07
2.01
0.00
0.06
0.00

2.15
0.08
0.00
0.01
0.07
2.07
2.01
0.00
0.06
0.00

0.25
0.08
0.00
0.01
0.07
0.08
0.00
0.01
0.07
0.08
0.00
0.01
0.07

0.00
1.31
0.00
0.40
0.91
0.00
2.09
0.00
0.40
1.69
0.00

3.05
1.18
0.00
0.36
0.82
0.00
1.87
0.00
0.36
151
0.00

5.23
3.36
3.03
0.23
0.10
1.87
0.00
0.36
151
0.00

8.57
3.36
3.03
0.23
0.10
2.76
2.44
0.23
0.10
2.45
2.12
0.23
0.10

0.00
2.65
1.31
0.40
0.95
0.00
4.16
2.01
0.40
1.74
0.00

6.46
2.52
131
0.36
0.85
0.00
3.94
2.01
0.36
1.56
0.00

7.38
3.44
3.03
0.24
0.17
3.94
2.01
0.36
1.56
0.00

8.82
3.44
3.03
0.24
0.17
2.85
2.44
0.24
0.17
2.53
2.12
0.24
0.17

93.29
3,381.73
0.00
529.92
2,789.62
62.19
5,738.48
0.00
529.92
5,146.37
62.19

9,120.17
3,381.71
0.00
529.92
2,789.62
62.17
5,738.46
0.00
529.92
5,146.37
62.17

16,678.44
10,939.98
5,706.80
1,090.42
4,142.76
5,738.46
0.00
529.92
5,146.37
62.17

29,921.66
10,939.98
5,706.80
1,090.42
4,142.76
9,827.96
4,594.78
1,090.42
4,142.76
9,153.71
3,920.53
1,090.42
4,142.76
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Time Slice 1/3/2011-12/30/2011 Active Days: 260 25.64 152.77 194.47 0.16 0.70
Building 03/01/2010-03/31/2012 9.71 59.93 69.61 0.05 0.23
Building Off Road Diesel 8.15 52.67 31.30 0.00 0.00
Building Vendor Trips 0.49 5.29 452 0.01 0.04
Building Worker Trips 1.06 1.98 33.79 0.04 0.20
Building 04/01/2010-03/31/2012 8.31 49.35 64.29 0.05 0.23
Building Off Road Diesel 6.76 42.08 25.98 0.00 0.00
Building Vendor Trips 0.49 5.29 452 0.01 0.04
Building Worker Trips 1.06 1.98 33.79 0.04 0.20
Building 04/01/2010-11/30/2012 7.62 43.49 60.57 0.05 0.23
Building Off Road Diesel 6.07 36.23 22.26 0.00 0.00
Building Vendor Trips 0.49 5.29 452 0.01 0.04
Building Worker Trips 1.06 1.98 33.79 0.04 0.20
Time Slice 1/2/2012-3/30/2012 Active Days: 65 23.66 142.64 184.50 0.16 0.70
Building 03/01/2010-03/31/2012 8.97 55.93 66.14 0.05 0.23
Building Off Road Diesel 7.55 49.38 30.46 0.00 0.00
Building Vendor Trips 0.45 4.74 4.19 0.01 0.04
Building Worker Trips 0.96 1.82 31.49 0.04 0.20
Building 04/01/2010-03/31/2012 7.66 46.08 61.05 0.05 0.23
Building Off Road Diesel 6.25 39.53 25.36 0.00 0.00
Building Vendor Trips 0.45 4.74 4.19 0.01 0.04
Building Worker Trips 0.96 1.82 31.49 0.04 0.20
Building 04/01/2010-11/30/2012 7.03 40.63 57.32 0.05 0.23
Building Off Road Diesel 5.62 34.08 21.64 0.00 0.00
Building Vendor Trips 0.45 4.74 4.19 0.01 0.04
Building Worker Trips 0.96 1.82 31.49 0.04 0.20
Time Slice 4/2/2012-11/30/2012 Active Days: 175 7.03 40.63 57.32 0.05 0.23
Building 04/01/2010-11/30/2012 7.03 40.63 57.32 0.05 0.23
Building Off Road Diesel 5.62 34.08 21.64 0.00 0.00
Building Vendor Trips 0.45 4.74 4.19 0.01 0.04
Building Worker Trips 0.96 1.82 31.49 0.04 0.20

Construction Related Mitigation Measures

The following mitigation measures apply to Phase: Mass Grading 5/1/2009 - 5/31/2009 - Garden Walk

For Soil Stablizing Measures, the Apply soil stabilizers to inactive areas mitigation reduces emissions by:
PM10: 84% PM25: 84%

For Soil Stablizing Measures, the Water exposed surfaces 3x daily watering mitigation reduces emissions by:
PM10: 61% PM25: 61%

For Soil Stablizing Measures, the Equipment loading/unloading mitigation reduces emissions by:
PM10: 69% PM25: 69%

For Unpaved Roads Measures, the Reduce speed on unpaved roads to less than 15 mph mitigation reduces emissions by:

PM10: 44% PM25: 44%
The following mitigation measures apply to Phase: Mass Grading 10/1/2009 - 2/28/2010 - Upper/Lower De Neve Grading
For Soil Stablizing Measures, the Apply soil stabilizers to inactive areas mitigation reduces emissions by:

8.91
3.49
3.15
0.23
0.11
2.87
2.53
0.23
0.11
2.55
2.21
0.23
0.11

8.06
3.15
2.84
0.20
0.11
2.60
2.28
0.20
0.11
2.31
2.00
0.20
0.11
2.31
2.31
2.00
0.20
0.11

9.61
3.73
3.15
0.26
0.31
3.11
2.53
0.26
0.31
2.78
2.21
0.26
0.31

8.76
3.39
2.84
0.24
0.31
2.83
2.28
0.24
0.31
2.54
2.00
0.24
0.31
2.54
2.54
2.00
0.24
0.31

0.25
0.08
0.00
0.01
0.07
0.08
0.00
0.01
0.07
0.08
0.00
0.01
0.07

0.25
0.08
0.00
0.01
0.07
0.08
0.00
0.01
0.07
0.08
0.00
0.01
0.07
0.08
0.08
0.00
0.01
0.07

8.17
3.20
2.90
0.21
0.10
2.63
2.33
0.21
0.10
2.33
2.03
0.21
0.10

7.39
2.89
2.61
0.18
0.10
2.38
2.10
0.18
0.10
2.12
1.84
0.18
0.10
2.12
2.12
1.84
0.18
0.10

8.42
3.29
2.90
0.22
0.17
2.72
2.33
0.22
0.17
2.42
2.03
0.22
0.17

7.64
2.98
2.61
0.20
0.17
2.46
2.10
0.20
0.17
2.20
1.84
0.20
0.17
2.20
2.20
1.84
0.20
0.17

29,919.06
10,939.12
5,706.80
1,090.45
4,141.87
9,827.10
4,594.78
1,090.45
4,141.87
9,152.85
3,920.53
1,090.45
4,141.87

29,916.88
10,938.39
5,706.80
1,090.45
4,141.14
9,826.37
4,594.78
1,090.45
4,141.14
9,152.12
3,920.53
1,090.45
4,141.14
9,152.12
9,152.12
3,920.53
1,090.45
4,141.14
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PM10: 84% PM25: 84%
For Soil Stablizing Measures, the Water exposed surfaces 3x daily watering mitigation reduces emissions by:
PM10: 61% PM25: 61%
For Soil Stablizing Measures, the Equipment loading/unloading mitigation reduces emissions by:
PM10: 69% PM25: 69%
For Unpaved Roads Measures, the Reduce speed on unpaved roads to less than 15 mph mitigation reduces emissions by:
PM10: 44% PM25: 44%
The following mitigation measures apply to Phase: Mass Grading 12/1/2009 - 3/31/2010 - Sproul South and West Grading
For Soil Stablizing Measures, the Apply soil stabilizers to inactive areas mitigation reduces emissions by:
PM10: 84% PM25: 84%
For Soil Stablizing Measures, the Water exposed surfaces 3x daily watering mitigation reduces emissions by:
PM10: 61% PM25: 61%
For Soil Stablizing Measures, the Equipment loading/unloading mitigation reduces emissions by:
PM10: 69% PM25: 69%
For Unpaved Roads Measures, the Reduce speed on unpaved roads to less than 15 mph mitigation reduces emissions by:
PM10: 44% PM25: 44%

Phase Assumptions

Phase: Demolition 12/1/2009 - 12/31/2009 - Demolition of Office of Residential Life and Housing Maintenance
Building Volume Total (cubic feet): 220700

Building Volume Daily (cubic feet): 10600

On Road Truck Travel (VMT): 368.06

Off-Road Equipment:

1 Air Compressors (106 hp) operating at a 0.48 load factor for 8 hours per day

1 Excavators (168 hp) operating at a 0.57 load factor for 8 hours per day

1 Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes (108 hp) operating at a 0.55 load factor for 8 hours per day

Phase: Mass Grading 5/1/2009 - 5/31/2009 - Garden Walk
Total Acres Disturbed: 0.5
Maximum Daily Acreage Disturbed: 0.5
Fugitive Dust Level of Detail: Default
10 Ibs per acre-day
On Road Truck Travel (VMT): 0
Off-Road Equipment:
1 Air Compressors (106 hp) operating at a 0.48 load factor for 8 hours per day
1 Plate Compactors (8 hp) operating at a 0.43 load factor for 8 hours per day
1 Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes (108 hp) operating at a 0.55 load factor for 8 hours per day
1 Water Trucks (189 hp) operating at a 0.5 load factor for 3 hours per day

Phase: Mass Grading 10/1/2009 - 2/28/2010 - Upper/Lower De Neve Grading
Total Acres Disturbed: 2
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Maximum Daily Acreage Disturbed: 2
Fugitive Dust Level of Detail: Low
Onsite Cut/Fill: 230 cubic yards/day; Offsite Cut/Fill: O cubic yards/day
On Road Truck Travel (VMT): 658.18
Off-Road Equipment:
1 Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes (108 hp) operating at a 0.55 load factor for 8 hours per day
1 Water Trucks (189 hp) operating at a 0.5 load factor for 3 hours per day

Phase: Mass Grading 12/1/2009 - 3/31/2010 - Sproul South and West Grading
Total Acres Disturbed: 2.3
Maximum Daily Acreage Disturbed: 2.3
Fugitive Dust Level of Detail: Low
Onsite Cut/Fill: 420 cubic yards/day; Offsite Cut/Fill: O cubic yards/day
On Road Truck Travel (VMT): 1214.22
Off-Road Equipment:
1 Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes (108 hp) operating at a 0.55 load factor for 8 hours per day
1 Water Trucks (189 hp) operating at a 0.5 load factor for 3 hours per day

Phase: Trenching 5/1/2009 - 9/30/2009 - Utilities/Infrastructure

Off-Road Equipment:

1 Air Compressors (106 hp) operating at a 0.48 load factor for 8 hours per day

1 Plate Compactors (8 hp) operating at a 0.43 load factor for 8 hours per day

1 Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes (108 hp) operating at a 0.55 load factor for 8 hours per day

Phase: Paving 9/23/2009 - 9/30/2009 - Repair of Trenching Areas

Acres to be Paved: 0.1

Off-Road Equipment:

1 Plate Compactors (8 hp) operating at a 0.43 load factor for 8 hours per day
1 Rollers (95 hp) operating at a 0.56 load factor for 8 hours per day

Phase: Building Construction 3/1/2010 - 3/31/2012 - Upper/Lower De Neve Construction
Off-Road Equipment:

3 Cranes (399 hp) operating at a 0.43 load factor for 8 hours per day

2 Forklifts (50 hp) operating at a 0.3 load factor for 8 hours per day

2 Generator Sets (49 hp) operating at a 0.74 load factor for 8 hours per day

3 Other Equipment (175 hp) operating at a 0.62 load factor for 8 hours per day

2 Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes (108 hp) operating at a 0.55 load factor for 8 hours per day
2 Welders (45 hp) operating at a 0.45 load factor for 8 hours per day

Phase: Building Construction 4/1/2010 - 11/30/2012 - Sproul South/Complex Construction
Off-Road Equipment:
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2 Cranes (399 hp) operating at a 0.43 load factor for 8 hours per day

1 Forklifts (50 hp) operating at a 0.3 load factor for 8 hours per day

2 Generator Sets (49 hp) operating at a 0.74 load factor for 8 hours per day

2 Other Equipment (175 hp) operating at a 0.62 load factor for 8 hours per day

1 Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes (108 hp) operating at a 0.55 load factor for 8 hours per day
2 Welders (45 hp) operating at a 0.45 load factor for 8 hours per day

Phase: Building Construction 4/1/2010 - 3/31/2012 - Sproul West Construction

Off-Road Equipment:

2 Cranes (399 hp) operating at a 0.43 load factor for 8 hours per day

1 Forklifts (50 hp) operating at a 0.3 load factor for 8 hours per day

2 Generator Sets (49 hp) operating at a 0.74 load factor for 8 hours per day

3 Other Equipment (175 hp) operating at a 0.62 load factor for 8 hours per day

1 Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes (108 hp) operating at a 0.55 load factor for 8 hours per day
2 Welders (45 hp) operating at a 0.45 load factor for 8 hours per day



Architectural Coatings calculation for UCLA NHIP construction

RESIDENTIAL SQUARE FEET - Urbemis method

# units sgft/unit  x2.7 x0.75 = Interior

1565 351.4 2.7 0.75 1113750
see below

# units sgft/unit  x2.7 x 0.25 = Exterior
1565 351.4 2.7 0.25 371250

total area 550000 sq ft

units 1565

area/unit 351.4377 sq ft

EMISSION FACTOR - per Urbemis
gr/liter /454*3.785/180
50
Urbemis
based on
Rule 1113
100

EMISSIONS RATE
=Ib/sq ft sq ft xlb/sqft '=lb apply to total below
0.002316 1113750 0.002316 2579
0.004632 371250 0.004632 1720

Ib /days =lb/day
4299 92 46.7

92 days is 9 weeks in Spring and 9 at the end
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Urbemis 2007 Version 9.2.4

Summary Report for Summer Emissions (Pounds/Day)
File Name: C:\Documents and Settings\boparaip\Desktop\Work\UCLA LRDP\Urbemis\UCLA Area Source 2013.urb924
Project Name: UCLA 2013 Area Source Emissions
Project Location: Los Angeles County
On-Road Vehicle Emissions Based on: Version : Emfac2007 V2.3 Nov 1 2006
Off-Road Vehicle Emissions Based on: OFFROAD2007

AREA SOURCE EMISSION ESTIMATES
ROG NOXx co SO2 PM10 PM2.5 Co2
TOTALS (Ibs/day, unmitigated) 37.80 55.59 48.23 0.00 0.11 0.11 66,692.14

SUM OF AREA SOURCE AND OPERATIONAL EMISSION ESTIMATES

ROG NOXx co SO2 PM10 PM2.5 Co2
TOTALS (Ibs/day, unmitigated) 37.80 55.59 48.23 0.00 0.11 0.11 66,692.14
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Urbemis 2007 Version 9.2.4

Summary Report for Winter Emissions (Pounds/Day)

File Name: C:\Documents and Settings\boparaip\Desktop\Work\UCLA LRDP\Urbemis\UCLA Area Source 2013.urb924

Project Name: UCLA 2013 Area Source Emissions

Project Location: Los Angeles County

On-Road Vehicle Emissions Based on: Version : Emfac2007 V2.3 Nov 1 2006

Off-Road Vehicle Emissions Based on: OFFROAD2007
AREA SOURCE EMISSION ESTIMATES

TOTALS (Ibs/day, unmitigated) 37.68 55.57

SUM OF AREA SOURCE AND OPERATIONAL EMISSION ESTIMATES

ROG NOx
TOTALS (Ibs/day, unmitigated) 37.68 55.57

€o
46.68

Cco
46.68

0.00

S0O2

0.00

0.10

Co2
66,689.33

COo2
66,689.33
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Urbemis 2007 Version 9.2.4

Detail Report for Summer Area Source Unmitigated Emissions (Pounds/Day)
File Name: C:\Documents and Settings\boparaip\Desktop\Work\UCLA LRDP\Urbemis\UCLA Area Source 2013.urb924

Project Name: UCLA 2013 Area Source Emissions

Project Location: Los Angeles County

On-Road Vehicle Emissions Based on: Version : Emfac2007 V2.3 Nov 1 2006
Off-Road Vehicle Emissions Based on: OFFROAD2007

AREA SOURCE EMISSION ESTIMATES (Summer Pounds Per Day, Unmitigated)

Source ROG NOx Cco
Natural Gas 4.03 55.57 46.68
Hearth - No Summer Emissions
Landscape 0.12 0.02 1.55
Consumer Products 0.00
Architectural Coatings 33.65
TOTALS (Ibs/day, unmitigated) 37.80 55.59 48.23

Area Source Changes to Defaults

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.11

0.11

Co2
66,689.33

281

66,692.14
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Urbemis 2007 Version 9.2.4

Detail Report for Winter Area Source Unmitigated Emissions (Pounds/Day)

File Name: C:\Documents and Settings\boparaip\Desktop\Work\UCLA LRDP\Urbemis\UCLA Area Source 2013.urb924

Project Name: UCLA 2013 Area Source Emissions

Project Location: Los Angeles County

On-Road Vehicle Emissions Based on: Version : Emfac2007 V2.3 Nov 1 2006
Off-Road Vehicle Emissions Based on: OFFROAD2007

AREA SOURCE EMISSION ESTIMATES (Winter Pounds Per Day, Unmitigated)

Source ROG NOx Cco
Natural Gas 4.03 55.57 46.68
Hearth 0.00 0.00 0.00
Landscaping - No Winter
Consumer Products 0.00
Architectural Coatings 33.65
TOTALS (Ibs/day, unmitigated) 37.68 55.57 46.68

Area Source Changes to Defaults

SO2

0.00
0.00

0.00

T
° ok
ol
S olo

0.10

0.10

Co2
66,689.33
0.00

66,689.33



Area source calculation for UCLA LRDP, including NHIP

Manual calculation of consumer product VOC emissions
added to area source VOC emissions from Urbemis

Existing  consumer 0.0171 #/day VOC per resident - factor from Urbemis
11402 residents from Table 3 of traffic report
194.97 consumer products VOC
36.15 existing from Urbemis
231 total area source VOC

2013 consumer 0.0171 #/day VOC per resident
12927 residents Existing plus 1525
221.1 consumer products VOC
38.7 2013 from Urbemis
260 total area source VOC
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Urbemis 2007 Version 9.2.4

Summary Report for Summer Emissions (Pounds/Day)

File Name: C:\Documents and Settings\boparaip\Desktop\Work\UCLA LRDP\Urbemis\UCLA Mobile Source 2013.urb924

Project Name: UCLA NHIP LRDP Vehicle Emissions

Project Location: Los Angeles County

On-Road Vehicle Emissions Based on: Version : Emfac2007 V2.3 Nov 1 2006

Off-Road Vehicle Emissions Based on: OFFROAD2007

OPERATIONAL (VEHICLE) EMISSION ESTIMATES
ROG NOx

TOTALS (Ibs/day, unmitigated) 38.80 57.62

SUM OF AREA SOURCE AND OPERATIONAL EMISSION ESTIMATES

ROG NOx
TOTALS (Ibs/day, unmitigated) 38.80 57.62

€o
538.70

€o
538.70

S0O2

0.68

SO2

0.68

PM10
111.62

PM10
111.62

CO2
66,781.61

CO2
66,781.61
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Urbemis 2007 Version 9.2.4

Summary Report for Winter Emissions (Pounds/Day)

File Name: C:\Documents and Settings\boparaip\Desktop\Work\UCLA LRDP\Urbemis\UCLA Mobile Source 2013.urb924

Project Name: UCLA NHIP LRDP Vehicle Emissions

Project Location: Los Angeles County

On-Road Vehicle Emissions Based on: Version : Emfac2007 V2.3 Nov 1 2006
Off-Road Vehicle Emissions Based on: OFFROAD2007

OPERATIONAL (VEHICLE) EMISSION ESTIMATES

TOTALS (Ibs/day, unmitigated) 44.14 69.48

SUM OF AREA SOURCE AND OPERATIONAL EMISSION ESTIMATES

ROG NOx
TOTALS (Ibs/day, unmitigated) 44.14 69.48

€o
510.20

€o
510.20

0.57

Co2
60,458.21

Co2
60,458.21
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Urbemis 2007 Version 9.2.4

Detail Report for Summer Operational Unmitigated Emissions (Pounds/Day)
File Name: C:\Documents and Settings\boparaip\Desktop\Work\UCLA LRDP\Urbemis\UCLA Mobile Source 2013.urb924

Project Name: UCLA NHIP LRDP Vehicle Emissions

Project Location: Los Angeles County

On-Road Vehicle Emissions Based on: Version : Emfac2007 V2.3 Nov 1 2006
Off-Road Vehicle Emissions Based on: OFFROAD2007

OPERATIONAL EMISSION ESTIMATES (Summer Pounds Per Day, Unmitigated)

Source ROG NOX CO S0O2
Apartments high rise 38.80 57.62 538.70 0.68
TOTALS (Ibs/day, unmitigated) 38.80 57.62 538.70 0.68
Does not include correction for passhby trips
Does not include double counting adjustment for internal trips
Analysis Year: 2013 Temperature (F): 80 Season: Summer
Emfac: Version : Emfac2007 V2.3 Nov 1 2006
Summary of Land Uses
Land Use Type Acreage Trip Rate Unit Type No. Units
Apartments high rise 0.02 6,397.00 dwelling 1.00
units
Vehicle Fleet Mix
Vehicle Type Percent Type Non-Catalyst
Light Auto 53.3 0.4
Light Truck < 3750 lbs 6.8 15
Light Truck 3751-5750 Ibs 23.0 0.4

PM10 PM25
111.62 21.70
111.62 21.70

Total Trips
6,397.00

6,397.00

Catalyst
99.4
97.0
99.6

CO2
66,781.61
66,781.61

Total VMT
64,627.61

64,627.61

Diesel
0.2
1.5
0.0
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Med Truck 5751-8500 lbs

Lite-Heavy Truck 8501-10,000 Ibs
Lite-Heavy Truck 10,001-14,000 Ibs
Med-Heavy Truck 14,001-33,000 lbs
Heavy-Heavy Truck 33,001-60,000 Ibs
Other Bus

Urban Bus

Motorcycle

School Bus

Motor Home

Urban Trip Length (miles)
Rural Trip Length (miles)
Trip speeds (mph)

% of Trips - Residential

% of Trips - Commercial (by land
use)

Home-Work
12.7
17.6
30.0
32.9

10.1 1.0

1.5 0.0

0.5 0.0

0.9 0.0

0.5 0.0

0.1 0.0

0.1 0.0

2.3 56.5

0.1 0.0

0.8 0.0

Travel Conditions
Residential

Home-Shop Home-Other
7.0 9.5
121 14.9
30.0 30.0
18.0 49.1

Operational Changes to Defaults

Commute
13.3
15.4
30.0

99.0
86.7
60.0
22.2
0.0
0.0
0.0
43.5
0.0
87.5

Commercial

Non-Work

7.4
9.6
30.0

0.0
13.3
40.0
77.8

100.0
100.0
100.0
0.0
100.0
125

Customer
8.9

12.6

30.0
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Urbemis 2007 Version 9.2.4

Detail Report for Winter Operational Unmitigated Emissions (Pounds/Day)
File Name: C:\Documents and Settings\boparaip\Desktop\Work\UCLA LRDP\Urbemis\UCLA Mobile Source 2013.urb924

Project Name: UCLA NHIP LRDP Vehicle Emissions

Project Location: Los Angeles County

On-Road Vehicle Emissions Based on: Version : Emfac2007 V2.3 Nov 1 2006
Off-Road Vehicle Emissions Based on: OFFROAD2007

OPERATIONAL EMISSION ESTIMATES (Winter Pounds Per Day, Unmitigated)

Source ROG NOX CO S0O2
Apartments high rise 44.14 69.48 510.20 0.57
TOTALS (Ibs/day, unmitigated) 44.14 69.48 510.20 0.57
Does not include correction for passhby trips
Does not include double counting adjustment for internal trips
Analysis Year: 2013 Temperature (F): 60 Season: Winter
Emfac: Version : Emfac2007 V2.3 Nov 1 2006
Summary of Land Uses
Land Use Type Acreage Trip Rate Unit Type No. Units
Apartments high rise 0.02 6,397.00 dwelling 1.00
units
Vehicle Fleet Mix
Vehicle Type Percent Type Non-Catalyst
Light Auto 53.3 0.4
Light Truck < 3750 Ibs 6.8 15

PM10 PM25 CO2
111.62 21.70 60,458.21
111.62 21.70 60,458.21

Total Trips Total VMT
6,397.00 64,627.61

6,397.00 64,627.61
Catalyst Diesel

99.4 0.2
97.0 15
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Light Truck 3751-5750 lbs

Med Truck 5751-8500 Ibs

Lite-Heavy Truck 8501-10,000 lbs
Lite-Heavy Truck 10,001-14,000 Ibs
Med-Heavy Truck 14,001-33,000 lbs
Heavy-Heavy Truck 33,001-60,000 Ibs
Other Bus

Urban Bus

Motorcycle

School Bus

Motor Home

Urban Trip Length (miles)
Rural Trip Length (miles)
Trip speeds (mph)

% of Trips - Residential

% of Trips - Commercial (by land
use)

23.0 0.4

10.1 1.0

15 0.0

0.5 0.0

0.9 0.0

0.5 0.0

0.1 0.0

0.1 0.0

2.3 56.5

0.1 0.0

0.8 0.0

Travel Conditions
Residential

Home-Work Home-Shop Home-Other
12.7 7.0 9.5
17.6 12.1 14.9
30.0 30.0 30.0
329 18.0 49.1

Operational Changes to Defaults

Commute
13.3
15.4
30.0

99.6
99.0
86.7
60.0
22.2
0.0
0.0
0.0
43.5
0.0
87.5

Commercial

Non-Work

7.4
9.6
30.0

0.0
0.0
13.3
40.0
77.8
100.0
100.0
100.0
0.0
100.0
12.5

Customer
8.9

12.6

30.0



LST Analysis - Construction

Upper/Lower De Neve

Site Area (acres)

Receptor Distance from Site Boundary (m)
Source Receptor Area

2.9
25
2 - Northwest Coastal Los Angeles County

Pollutant Threshold (Ib/day)
Nitrogen Oxides (NOXx) 189
Carbon Monoxide (CO) 1023
Particulate Matter less than 10 microns (PM;) 8
Particulate Matter less than 2.5 microns (PM, 5) 5

Sproul West

Site Area (acres)

Receptor Distance from Site Boundary (m)
Source Receptor Area

1.7
25
2 - Northwest Coastal Los Angeles County

Pollutant Threshold (Ib/day)
Nitrogen Oxides (NOXx) 149
Carbon Monoxide (CO) 737
Particulate Matter less than 10 microns (PM;) 5
Particulate Matter less than 2.5 microns (PM, 5) 4

Sproul South/Complex

Site Area (acres)

Receptor Distance from Site Boundary (m)
Source Receptor Area

2.1
25
2 - Northwest Coastal Los Angeles County

Pollutant

Threshold (Ib/day)

Nitrogen Oxides (NOXx) 167
Carbon Monoxide (CO) 838
Particulate Matter less than 10 microns (PM;) 6
Particulate Matter less than 2.5 microns (PM, 5) 4




LST Analysis - Operations

Site Area (acres) 1.7
Receptor Distance from Site Boundary (m) 25
Source Receptor Area 2 - Northwest Coastal Los Angeles County
Pollutant Threshold (Ib/day)

Nitrogen Oxides (NOXx) 149

Carbon Monoxide (CO) 737

Particulate Matter less than 10 microns (PM,) 2

Particulate Matter less than 2.5 microns (PM, s) 1




Appendix C2

Health Risk Assessment
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

URS Corporation (URS) was contracted by BonTerra Consulting to prepare a Health Risk Assessment
(HRA) in support of the preparation of the 2002 Long Range Development Plan (LRDP) Amendment for
the University of California, Los Angeles (UCLA). This LRDP Amendment addresses the anticipated
growth in student housing and campus development through horizon year 2013. The HRA evaluates the
potential health risks posed by current and projected campus-wide operations at off- and on-campus
locations. Results are presented for two scenarios:

1. 2007 Baseline Scenario; and
2. LRDP Amendment Scenario.

The results presented for the 2007 Baseline Scenario represent the potential health risks posed by campus-
wide operations in academic year 2006-07. The results presented for the proposed LRDP Amendment
Scenario represent the potential health risks posed by campus-wide operations under the 2007 Baseline
Scenario combined with potential new development considered in the LRDP Amendment.

Description of the UCLA Campus and Operations

The campus is located in Los Angeles, California, north of Westwood Village. The campus provides
numerous teaching and research facilities to faculty and students in the University of California system.
The campus conducts routine operations that generate toxic air contaminant (TAC) emissions regulated
by the State of California. The sources of TAC emissions include cogeneration gas turbines, gasoline
dispensing operations, boilers, standby generators driven by internal combustion engines (ICEs), painting
operations, and laboratory chemical usage. The HRA evaluated the potential health risks associated with
TAC emissions from these sources based on fuel, material, and chemical usage considered representative
of the current and campus-wide operations expected through 2013.

HRA Procedures

The HRA was prepared in accordance with the most recent risk assessment guidelines and toxicological
values published by the California Environmental Protection Agency, Office of Environmental Health
Hazard Assessment (OEHHA) (OEHHA, 2003). Use of the OEHHA guidelines, which have been adopted
by the South Coast Air Quality Management District, results in a worst-case analysis of risk. For
example, the maximum theoretical incremental cancer risk estimated in this HRA is based on an
individual being continuously exposed to emissions from routine campus-wide operations for 24 hours
per day, 365 days per year, for 70 years at the same specific location. Actual risks are likely to be
substantially lower than those estimated using the OEHHA guidelines.
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Summary of HRA Results

The results from the HRA are summarized for the 2007 Baseline Scenario and the LRDP Amendment
Scenario. For each scenario, a discussion of the estimated cancer, chronic noncancer, and acute noncancer
health effects are presented.

2007 Baseline Scenario

Cancer Health Effects

Results of the cancer health effects assessment for the 2007 Baseline Scenario indicate the cancer
risks for receptors both on and off campus are less than 10 in one million (1.0 x 10”). Cancer risks
less than 10 in one million are less than the regulatory threshold of significance and do not require
public notification in accordance with state and local guidelines. The theoretical incremental cancer
risk as a result of a lifetime exposure to emissions from the routine campus-wide operation of all
sources in the 2007 Baseline Scenario was estimated to be 6.3 in one million (6.3 x 10’6) at the off-
campus maximally exposed individual (MEI) and 0.90 in one million (0.90 x 10°) at the on-campus
MEI The off-campus MEI was located on the fence line east of the campus along Hilgard Avenue
east of Parking Structure Two. The on-campus MEI was located within the general area of Franz
Hall.

Primary Source Contributions

¢ Off-campus - The primary source type contributors to the estimated cancer risk at the off-
campus MEI were the emergency generators containing diesel-fueled ICEs and laboratory
chemical usage. Of the sources modeled, the emergency generators contributed 62% of the
cancer risk followed by campus laboratory chemical usage with 25% of the cancer risk.

¢ On campus - The primary source type contributors to the estimated cancer risk at the on-
campus MEI were the emergency generators containing diesel-fueled ICEs and laboratory
chemical usage. Of the sources modeled, the diesel emergency generators contributed 59% of
the cancer risk followed by campus laboratory chemical usage with 27% of the cancer risk.

Primary Chemical Contributions

¢ Off-campus - The primary chemical contribution to the estimated cancer risk at the off-campus
MEI was diesel particulate matter (DPM) with approximately 62% of the risk, followed by
formaldehyde with approximately 22% of the risk.

¢ On-campus - The primary chemical contribution to the estimated cancer risk at the on-campus
MEI was DPM with approximately 59% of the risk, followed by formaldehyde with
approximately 23% of the risk.

Chronic Noncancer Health Effects

Results of the chronic noncancer health effects assessment indicate that all of the hazard index (HI)
values for each organ system are less than 1.0. Chronic HI values less than 1.0 indicate that
noncancer effects from chronic exposure to emissions from routine campus-wide operations are
unlikely. The maximum chronic HI for an organ system was 0.08 at the off-campus MEI. The off-
campus MEI was located on the fence line east of campus on Hilgard Avenue, east of Parking
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Structure Two. The maximum chronic HI for an organ system was 0.10 at the on-campus MEIL. The
on-campus MEI was located within the general area of Franz Hall.

Primary Source Contributions

¢ Off-campus - The primary source type contributors to the estimated chronic noncancer HI at
the off-campus MEI was the laboratory chemical usage and the turbines at the cogeneration
plant. Of the sources modeled, the laboratory chemical usage contributed 87% of the chronic
noncancer HI followed by turbines at the cogeneration plant with 10% of the chronic
noncancer HI.

¢ On-campus - The primary source type contributors to the estimated chronic noncancer HI at the
on-campus MEI was the laboratory chemical usage and the turbines at the cogeneration plant.
Of the sources modeled, the laboratory chemical usage contributed 82% of the chronic
noncancer HI followed by turbines at the cogeneration plant with 15% of the chronic
noncancer HI.

Primary Chemical Contributions

¢ Off campus - The primary chemical contribution to the estimated chronic noncancer HI at the
off-campus MEI was formaldehyde with approximately 91% of the chronic noncancer HI,
followed by acrolein with approximately 3% of the chronic noncancer HI.

¢ On-campus - The primary chemical contribution to the estimated chronic noncancer HI at the
on-campus MEI was formaldehyde with approximately 91% of the chronic noncancer HI,
followed by acrolein with approximately 4% of the chronic noncancer HI.

Acute Noncancer Health Effects

Results of the acute noncancer health effects assessment indicate that all of the HI values for each
organ system are less than 1.0. Acute HI values less than 1.0 indicate that noncancer effects from
acute exposure to emissions from routine campus-wide operations are unlikely. The maximum
acute HI for an organ system was 0.07 at the off-campus MEI. The off-campus MEI was located on
the northwest campus fence line across from Sunset Bouldevard. The maximum acute HI for an
organ system was 0.10 at the on-campus MEI. The on-campus MEI was located at the northwest
campus housing complex.

Primary Source Contributions

¢ Off-campus - The primary source type contributors to the estimated acute noncancer HI at the
Off-campus MEI were the boilers and the turbines at the cogeneration plant. Of the sources
modeled, boilers contributed 40% of the acute noncancer HI followed by the turbines at the
cogeneration plant with 38% of the acute noncancer HI.

¢ On-campus - The primary source type contributors to the estimated acute noncancer HI at the
on-campus MEI were the turbines at the cogeneration plant and the boilers. Of the sources
modeled, the turbines at the cogeneration plant contributed 49% of the acute noncancer HI
followed by the boilers with 31% of the acute noncancer HI.

Primary Chemical Contributions

¢ Off-campus - The primary chemical contribution to the estimated acute noncancer HI at the
off-campus MEI was acrolein with approximately 65% of the acute noncancer HI, followed by
formaldehyde with approximately 30% of the acute noncancer HI.
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¢ On-campus - The primary chemical contribution to the estimated chronic noncancer HI at the
on-campus MEI was acrolein with approximately 68% of the acute noncancer HI, followed by
formaldehyde with approximately 26% of the acute noncancer HI.

The cancer, chronic noncancer, and acute noncancer results for the off- and on-campus MEIs in the
2007 Baseline Scenario are presented in Table ES-1. The locations of the cancer, chronic
noncancer, and acute noncancer off- and on-campus MEIs in the 2007 Baseline Scenario are
presented on Figure ES-1.

Summary of HRA Results from the LRDP Amendment Scenario

Cancer Health Effects

Results of the cancer health effects assessment for the LRDP Amendment Scenario indicate that all
of the cancer risks are less than 10 in one million (1.0 x 10). The theoretical incremental cancer
risk as a result of a lifetime exposure to emissions from the routine campus-wide operation of all
sources in the LRDP Amendment Scenario was estimated to be 6.4 in one million (6.4 x 10'6) at the
off-campus MEI and 0.9 in one million (0.9 x 10°) at the on-campus MEI The off-campus MEI
was located on the fence line east of campus on Hilgard Avenue, east of Parking Structure Two.
The on-campus MEI was located at within the general area of Franz Hall.

Primary Source Contributions

¢ Off campus - The primary source type contributors to the estimated cancer risk at the off-
campus MEI were the emergency generators containing diesel-fueled ICEs and laboratory
chemical usage. Of the sources modeled, the diesel contributed 62% of the cancer risk followed
by campus laboratory chemical usage with 26% of the cancer risk.

¢ On campus - The primary source type contributors to the estimated cancer risk at the on-
campus MEI were the emergency generators containing diesel-fueled ICEs and laboratory
chemical usage. Of the sources modeled, the diesel contributed 59 % of the cancer risk
followed by campus laboratory chemical usage with 27% of the cancer risk.

Primary Chemical Contribution

¢ Off campus - The primary chemical contribution to the estimated cancer risk at the off-campus
MEI was DPM with approximately 61% of the risk, followed by formaldehyde with
approximately 22% of the risk.

¢ On campus - The primary chemical contribution to the estimated cancer risk at the on-campus
MEI was DPM with approximately 59% of the risk, followed by formaldehyde at 23% of the
cancer risk.

Chronic Noncancer Health Effects

Results of the chronic noncancer health effects assessment indicate that all of the HI values for each
organ system are less than 1.0. Chronic HI values less than 1.0 indicate that noncancer effects from
chronic exposure to emissions from routine campus-wide operations are unlikely. The maximum
chronic HI for an organ system was 0.09 at the off-campus MEI. The off-campus MEI was located
on the fence line east of campus on Hilgard Avenue, east of Parking Structure Two. The maximum
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chronic HI for an organ system was 0.10 at the on-campus MEI, well below the significance
threshold value of 1.0. The on-campus MEI was located within the general area of Franz Hall.

Primary Source Contributions

¢ Off-campus - The primary source type contributors to the estimated chronic noncancer HI at
the off-campus MEI was the laboratory chemical usage and the turbines at the cogeneration
plant. Of the sources modeled, the laboratory chemical usage contributed 89% of the chronic
noncancer HI followed by turbines at the cogeneration plant with 8% of the chronic noncancer
HIL

¢ On-campus - The primary source type contributors to the estimated chronic noncancer HI at the
on-campus MEI was the laboratory chemical usage and the turbines at the cogeneration plant.
Of the sources modeled, the laboratory chemical usage contributed 80% of the chronic
noncancer HI followed by turbines at the cogeneration plant with 11% of the chronic
noncancer HI.

Primary Chemical Contributions

¢ Off campus - The primary chemical contribution to the estimated chronic noncancer HI at the
off-campus MEI was formaldehyde with approximately 93% of the chronic noncancer HI,
followed by acrolein with approximately 3% of the chronic noncancer HI.

¢ On-campus - The primary chemical contribution to the estimated chronic noncancer HI at the
on-campus MEI was formaldehyde with approximately 92% of the chronic noncancer HI,
followed by acrolein with approximately 4% of the chronic noncancer HI.

Acute Noncancer Health Effects

Results of the acute noncancer health effects assessment indicate that all of the HI values for each
organ system are less than 1.0. Acute HI values less than 1.0 indicate that noncancer effects from
acute exposure to emissions from routine campus-wide operations are unlikely. The maximum
acute HI for an organ system was 0.08 at the off-campus MEI. The off-campus MEI was located on
the northwest campus fence line across from Sunset Boulevard. The maximum acute HI for an
organ system was 0.11 at the on-campus MEI. The on-campus MEI was located at the northwest
campus housing complex.

Primary Source Contributions

¢ Off-campus - The primary source type contributors to the estimated acute noncancer HI at the
off-campus MEI were the boilers and the turbines at the cogeneration plant. Of the sources
modeled, the boilers contributed 40% of the acute noncancer HI followed by turbines at the
cogeneration plant with 38% of the acute noncancer HI.

¢ On-campus - The primary source type contributors to the estimated acute noncancer HI at the
on-campus MEI were boilers and the turbines at the cogeneration plant. Of the sources
modeled, the boilers contributed 53% of the acute noncancer HI followed by turbines at the
cogeneration plant with 28% of the acute noncancer HI.

Primary Chemical Contributions

¢ Off-campus - The primary chemical contribution to the estimated acute noncancer HI at the
off-campus MEI was acrolein with approximately 65% of the acute noncancer HI, followed by
formaldehyde with approximately 29% of the acute noncancer HI.
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¢ On-campus - The primary chemical contribution to the estimated chronic noncancer HI at the
on-campus MEI was acrolein with approximately 70% of the acute noncancer HI, followed by
formaldehyde with approximately 24% of the acute noncancer HI.

The cancer, chronic noncancer, and acute noncancer results for the off- and on-campus MEIs in the
LRDP Amendment Scenario are presented in Table ES-2. The locations of the cancer, chronic
noncancer, and acute noncancer off- and on-campus MEIs in the LRDP Amendment Scenario are
presented on Figure ES-2.
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Table ES-1. Summary of HRA Results for the Off- and On-campus MEls in the 2007 Baseline
Scenario

Significance | Receptor Location
Result Threshold' East (m) | North (m) Receptor Description
Off-campus MEI
Fence line east of campus on Hilgard
Cancer Risk 6.3x10°6 10 x 106 367196 3770768 Avenue east of Parking Structure Two
Fence line east of campus on Hilgard
Chronic HI 0.08 1.0 367196 3770768 Avenue east of Parking Structure Two
Fence line northwest campus across from
Acute HI 0.07 1.0 366114 3771509 Sunset Boulevard
On-campus MEP
Cancer Risk 0.9x10°6 10 x 106 367000 3770800 General area of Franz Hal,
Chronic HI 0.10 1.0 367000 3770800 General area of Franz Hall
Acute HI 0.10 1.0 366069 3771124 Northwest campus housing complex

Significance threshold provided in SCAQMD Supplemental Guidelines for Preparing Risk Assessments (SCAQMD, 2005)

Cancer risk adjusted for 9-year exposure period based on Air Toxic Hot Spots Program Risk Assessment Guidelines (OEHHA 2003)

Table ES-2. Summary of HRA Results for the Off- and On-campus MElIs in the LRDP Amendment
Scenario

Significance

Receptor Location

Result Threshold’ East (m) | North (m) Receptor Description
Off-campus MEI
Fence line east of campus on Hilgard
Cancer Risk 6.4 x 106 10 x 106 367196 3770768 Avenue east of Parking Structure Two
Fence line east of campus on Hilgard
Chronic HI 0.09 1.0 367186 3770669 Avenue east of Parking Structure Two
Fence line northwest ampus across from
Acute HI 0.08 1.0 366114 3771509 Sunset Boulevard
On-campus MEP
Cancer Risk 0.9x10°% 10x 106 367000 3770800 General area of Franz Hall
Chronic HI 0.10 1.0 367000 3770800 General area of Franz Hall
Acute HI 0.11 1.0 366069 3771124 Northwest campus housing complex

Significance threshold provided in SCAQMD Supplemental Guidelines for Preparing Risk Assessments (SCAQMD, 2005)

Cancer risk adjusted for 9-year exposure period based on Air Toxic Hot Spots Program Risk Assessment Guidelines (OEHHA 2003)
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1.0 INTRODUCTION

URS Corporation (URS) was contracted by BonTerra Consulting to prepare a Health Risk Assessment
(HRA) in support of the preparation of the 2002 Long Range Development Plan (LRDP) Amendment for
the University of California, Los Angeles (UCLA). This LRDP Amendment addresses the anticipated
growth in student housing and extension of the horizon year through 2013. The HRA evaluates the
potential health risks at off- and on-campus locations posed by current and projected campus-wide
operations. Results are presented for two scenarios:

1. 2007 Baseline Scenario; and
2. LRDP Amendment Scenario.

The results presented for the 2007 Baseline Scenario represent the potential health risks posed by campus-
wide operations in academic year 2006-07. The results presented for the proposed LRDP Amendment
Scenario represent the potential health risks posed by campus-wide operations under the 2007 Baseline
Scenario combined with potential new development considered in the LRDP Amendment.

UCLA is one of nine campuses that comprise the University of California system. The campus is located
on 419 acres in Los Angeles, California, north of Westwood Village. It is bounded by residential
communities and Gayle Avenue on the west, Sunset Avenue on the north, Hilgard Avenue on the east,
and by the Westwood merchant district on the south by Le Conte Avenue. The campus has approximately
21,000 employees and 30,000 students on an average weekday, and provides notable economic,
employment, and cultural benefit to its surrounding community. A site location map is shown on Figure
1-1. A map of the UCLA campus is provided on Figure 1-2.

The campus conducts routine operations that generate toxic air contaminant (TAC) emissions regulated
by the State of California. The sources of TAC emissions include cogeneration gas turbines, gasoline
dispensing operations, boilers, standby generators driven by internal combustion engines (ICEs), painting
operations, and laboratory chemical usage. The HRA evaluated the potential health risks associated with
TAC emissions from these sources based on fuel, material, and chemical usage considered representative
of the current and subsequent year-to-year routine campus-wide operations through 2013.

The HRA was prepared in accordance with the most recent California Environmental Protection Agency,
Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment (OEHHA) risk assessment guidelines using the
Hotspots Analysis and Reporting Program (HARP) Version 1.4 published by California Environmental
Protection Agency Air Resources Board. In addition, the HRA incorporated the most recent toxicological
values published by the OEHHA. Use of the OEHHA guidelines, which have been adopted by the South
Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD), results in a worst-case analysis of risk. For example,
the theoretical maximum incremental cancer risk estimated in this HRA is based on an individual being
continuously exposed to emissions from routine campus-wide operations for 24 hours per day, 365 days
per year, for 70 years at the same specific location. Actual risks are likely to be substantially lower than
those estimated using the OEHHA guidelines.
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A standard HRA, such as this, consists of four basic steps to assess potential public health risk from a

particular facility:

1.

Emissions of toxic air contaminants (TACs) from the facility are quantified and segregated according
to source type;

Ground-level impacts resulting from the transport and dilution of these emissions through the
atmosphere are assessed by air dispersion modeling;

Potential public exposure to these compounds resulting from this atmospheric transport are
calculated; and

Potential cancer and non-cancer health risks resulting from the calculated exposures are estimated
using dose-response relationships developed from toxicological data.

In general, there are uncertainties at every step of the process, but the cumulative assumptions of risk
assessments that follow standard regulatory practices, as this one does, are more likely to cause an over

prediction of health risks rather than an underestimation, probably by a substantial margin. The following

factors may contribute to an over prediction of health risks:

1.
2.

1.1

A regulatory air dispersion model that tends to over predict ground-level chemical concentrations;

State-approved toxicity factors developed from human and animal data thought to represent an upper
bound of potential cancer potency factors and the most sensitive responses to non-carcinogens;

An assumption of continuous 70-year exposure at a single off-campus residential location;

An assumption of continuous exposure as a student over an assumed 9-year exposure period at a
single on-campus location and day care center locations.

An assumption of a continuous 9-year exposure period at day care center locations.

FaciLity ID

The UCLA SCAQMD Facility ID number is 018452.

1.2

FACILITY INFORMATION

Facility Address: University of California, Los Angeles

405 Hilgard Avenue
Box 951361
Los Angeles, CA 90095-1361

Primary Contact: Ms. Tova Lelah

Campus Capital Planning
1060 Veteran Avenue

Box 951365

Los Angeles, CA 90095-1365
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1.3  DOCUMENT ORGANIZATION

The remainder of this document is organized as follows:

Section 2.0 — HRA Criteria

Section 3.0 — Hazard Identification
Section 4.0 — Exposure Assessment
Section 5.0 — Dose Response Assessment

Section 6.0 — Risk Characterization

® & & o oo o

Section 7.0 — Uncertainties
¢ Section 8.0 — References

Technical support documentation is included in Appendix A.
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20 HRA CRITERIA

The air pollutants of concern in this study are all OEHHA defined TACs. These substances are capable
of causing short-term (acute noncancer) and/or long-term (chronic noncancer or carcinogenic) adverse
human health effects. TACs are subject to a wide variety of federal, state, and regional regulations.

2.1 REGULATORY SETTING

The following present the federal, state, and regional regulations for reporting TAC emissions.

211 Federal

Hazardous air pollutants (HAPs) have been regulated at the federal level since the Clean Air Act of 1977.
Following the passage of this law, regulations for seven hazardous air pollutants (HAPs) were
promulgated as National Emission Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants (NESHAPSs) over a 13-year
period. The federal Clean Air Act Amendments of 1990 revamped the NESHAPs program to offer a
technology-based approach for reducing the emissions of a greater number of hazardous air pollutants.
Under the 1990 Clean Air Act Amendments, 189 substances were identified as HAPs and slated for
regulation through the Federal Operating Permit Program.

2.1.2 State

California's TAC or air toxics control program began in 1983 with the passage of the Toxic Air
Contaminant Identification and Control Act, better known as Assembly Bill (AB) 1807 or the Tanner Bill.
The Tanner Bill established a regulatory process for the scientific and public review of individual toxic
compounds. When a compound becomes listed as a TAC under the Tanner process, the California Air
Resources Board (CARB) normally establishes minimum statewide emission control measures to be
adopted by local Air Pollution Control Districts (APCDs).

The second major component of California’s air toxics program, supplementing the Tanner process, was
provided by the passage of AB 2588, the Air Toxics “Hot Spots” Information and Assessment Act of
1987. AB 2588 currently regulates over 600 compounds, including all of the Tanner-designated TACs.
Under AB 2588, specified facilities must quantify emissions of regulated TACs and report them to the
local APCD. If the APCD determines that a potentially significant public health risk is posed by a given
facility, the facility is required to perform an HRA and notify the public in the affected area if the
calculated risks exceed specified criteria.

In addition to the above, Proposition 65 was passed by California voters in 1986. Proposition 65 required
that a list of carcinogenic and reproductive toxicants found in the environment be compiled; the discharge
of these toxicants into drinking water be prohibited; and warnings of public exposure by air, land, or
water be posted if a potential public health risk is posed. The handling, production, or emission of any of
these substances by a facility would require a public warning unless health risks could be demonstrated to
be insignificant. For carcinogens, Proposition 65 defines the “no significant risk level” as the level of
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exposure that would result in an increased cancer risk of greater than 10 in one million over a 70-year
lifetime. This program is currently administered by OEHHA.

CARB formally identified particulate matter emitted by diesel-fueled engines as a TAC in 1998. This
action was taken at the end of a lengthy process that considered dozens of health studies, extensive
analysis of health effects and exposure data, and public input collected over many years. The CARB
action has lead to additional control of diesel engine emissions in recent years by the CARB. The U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) has also evaluated both the cancer and noncancer health effects
of diesel exhaust, and has issued its final health assessment for diesel engine exhaust (EPA 2002).

In September 2000, the CARB approved the Risk Reduction Plan to Reduce Particulate Matter Emissions
from Diesel-Fueled Engines and Vehicles (Diesel Risk Reduction Plan) (CARB 2000a). The Diesel Risk
Reduction Plan outlines a comprehensive and ambitious program that includes the development of
numerous new control measures over the next several years aimed at substantially reducing emissions
from new and existing on-road vehicles (e.g., heavy-duty trucks and buses), off-road equipment (e.g.,
graders, tractors, forklifts, sweepers, and boats), portable equipment (e.g., pumps), and stationary engines
(e.g., standby power generators). A number of air toxics control measures have been developed and others
are in the process of being developed.

Many laboratory fume hoods are operated on the UCLA campus. Title 8 of the California Code of
Regulations contains California Occupational Safety and Health Administration requirements for these
emission sources. The regulations are associated with worker health and safety requirements for the
operation and use of fume hoods. In addition, the code establishes specific requirements for the use and
storage of chemicals.

21.3 Regional

In compliance with federal law, the SCAQMD implements federal TAC regulatory requirements through
the Federal Operating Permit Program. The SCAQMD has also developed various rules for specific TAC
source categories. The SCAQMD’s permitting program also includes a regulation that requires certain
new or modified TAC emission sources to demonstrate that potential health risks are below stated
thresholds.

In compliance with state law, the SCAQMD requires facilities that emit greater than district approved
thresholds (i.e., four tons per year) of volatile organic compounds (VOCs), oxides of nitrogen (NOx),
oxides of sulfur (SOx), and particulate matter (PM), or 100 tons of carbon monoxide (CO), or TACs in
excess of annual emission thresholds, to submit an Annual Air Emissions Report (AER) to SCAQMD.
Facilities that exceed higher thresholds (i.e., in excess of 10 tons per year of VOC, NOx, SOx, or PM) or
in excess of annual AB 2588 TAC thresholds will be entered in the AB 2588 Air Toxics ‘“Hot Spots”
Program. AB 2588 facilities must periodically report their TAC emissions and if the SCAQMD
determines that the facility poses a potential public health risk, the facility must conduct an HRA. If the
estimated health risks exceed threshold levels, the public in the affected area must be notified. The
notification threshold is a cancer risk of 10 in one million and a hazard index (HI) of 1.0. In cases where
risks exceed specified action levels, steps must be taken to reduce emissions including the preparation of
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a risk reduction plan. SCAQMD has labeled UCLA as an AB 2588 facility and prepares all necessary
reports as required by the district.

2.2 POTENTIAL EFFECTS

The potential effects evaluated by the HRA include cancer risk, and acute and chronic noncancer risk.

2.21 Cancer Risk

Cancer risk is defined as the lifetime probability (chance) of developing cancer from exposure to a
carcinogen, typically expressed as the increased chances in a million. The cancer risk for an inhaled TAC
is estimated by multiplying the inhalation dose (in milligrams per kilogram-day [mg/kg-day]) by its
inhalation cancer potency factor which is the inverse dose of a chemical’s potency slope (mg/kg-day)™.
The following equation illustrates the formula for calculating cancer risk. Cancer toxicity factors are
discussed in more detail in Section 6.1.

Inhalation Dose (mg/kg-day) x Cancer Potency Factor (mg/kg-day) ™' = Cancer Risk

For particulate-bound pollutants, exposure could also come from indirect environmental pathways, such
as deposition on the soil, followed by exposure through soil ingestion or absorption of the pollutant from
soil adhered to the skin. Other potential ingestion pathways, such as ingestion of crops grown in soil
potentially affected by deposited air pollutants, may be included, if applicable. Non-inhalation cancer risk
is calculated from cancer toxicity factors and exposure assumptions, as described further in Sections 5.0
and 6.0.

Cancer risks are calculated for all carcinogenic TACs and the results summed to calculate an overall
cancer risk for all chemicals. The calculation procedure assumes that cancer risk is proportional to
concentration at any level of exposure; that is, there is no dose that would result in a zero probability of
contracting cancer. This is generally considered to be a conservative assumption at low doses, as some
theories on carcinogenesis assume that certain chemicals may require a threshold level or interaction with
other agents, while others say that cancer can form at any exposure level. The zero-threshold approach is
consistent with the current OEHHA regulatory guidance.

2.2.2 Non-Cancer Health Risk

Acute and chronic noncancer health impacts are expressed as a hazard quotient (HQ) for individual TACs
and as an HI for the accumulated value for multiple TACs. Hazard quotients are estimated for each target
organ system that is impacted and the HI for multiple TACs is determined by summing the HQs for all
TACs that affect the same target organ system. The HQ is the ratio of the reported or calculated
concentration (or dose for the non-inhalation pathway for chronic exposure) and the corresponding
reference exposure level (REL) identified by OEHHA. For chronic exposure, HIs are calculated by
summing the HQs for TACs that impact the same target organ system for both inhalation and non-
inhalation exposure pathways. For acute exposure, Hls are calculated by summing the HQs for TACs that
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impact the same target organ system for only the inhalation pathway. This approach is consistent with the
current OEHHA regulatory guidance. Noncancer toxicity factors are discussed in Section 5.0.

2.3  SIGNIFICANCE CRITERIA

The significance level used in this study for the maximum lifetime cancer risk associated with total
campus emissions (current operations plus proposed future LRDP projects) is 10 in one million. Under
various state and local regulations, a cancer risk from an existing facility of 10 in one million or greater is
generally considered to be significant enough to warrant public notification. This includes the Air Toxics
"Hot Spots" (AB 2588) Program and Proposition 65.

The cumulative exposure to compounds that can cause noncancer health effects must be below applicable
RELs, as represented by HIs. The total HI must be below a value of 1.0 for the maximally impacted organ
system in order for the cumulative exposure to be considered insignificant. Thus, a total HI of 1.0 is the
significance level in this study for chronic or acute noncancer health effects, which is consistent with the
SCAQMD’s implementation of the State of California AB 2588 Program.
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3.0 HAZARD IDENTIFICATION

Hazard identification is the step that identifies whether a substance is a potential human carcinogen or is
capable of causing adverse noncancer health effects. Per OEHHA guidelines, all TACs listed in Appendix
A-1 of The Air Toxics Hot Spots Program Guidance Manual for Preparation of Health Risk Assessments
must be included in all HRA analysis. Therefore, applicable campus sources and associated emissions in
both the 2007 Baseline and the LRDP Amendment Scenarios were analyzed for TAC emissions. The
following presents the TACs emission estimation methodology for the Baseline and LRDP Scenarios.

3.1 EMISSIONS QUANTIFICATION

The analysis evaluated emissions from various existing sources associated with routine, campus-wide
operations. In addition, potential new sources were evaluated to account for growth over the next six
years. The following emission source types were included in the analysis.

Cogeneration gas turbines;
Gasoline dispensing operations;
Boilers;

ICEs;

* & & oo o

Painting operations; and
¢ Laboratory chemical usage.

The 2007 Baseline sources were identified based on the list of SCAQMD air permits, the annual air
emission report, and the previous HRA (URS, 2002). The emissions from the source types were estimated
based on fuel and material usage reported in the 2006-2007 AER submitted to the SCAQMD. The
laboratory chemical usage was estimated based on laboratory purchase records. The fuel, material, and
chemical usage used to estimate the emissions for this HRA are considered representative of the campus-
wide operations. The potential new sources were identified based on projected new laboratory and
building construction provided by UCLA. The emissions from the potential new sources were estimated
based on assumptions on fuel and chemical usage representative of similar campus-wide operations.

3.1.1 Cogeneration Gas Turbines

Two permitted gas turbines located at the Cogeneration Plant provide the majority of the electricity for
campus-wide operations. Each turbine is permitted to fire on blended natural and landfill gas with each
having a rated capacity of 234 million British thermal units (MMBTU/hr). The 2007 Baseline emissions
were estimated based on emission factors and the reported natural and landfill gas usage. The emission
factors for the combustion of natural and landfill gas were obtained from the SCAQMD Supplemental
Reporting Procedures for AB2588 Facilities, Tables B-1 and B-6, respectively. The annual natural and
landfill gas usage of 1348.9 and 308.3 million cubic feet (MMcf) was based on usage reported in the
2006-2007 SCAQMD AER. The hourly emissions were estimated based on assuming the turbines
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operated continuously throughout the year and dividing the annual usage by 8,760. The usage was divided
equally between the two turbines.

No increase in fuel usage at the Cogeneration Plant is anticipated for the LRDP Amendment Scenario.
Therefore, the fuel usage and associated emissions reported in the 2006-2007 SCAQMD AER will be
used for the LRDP Amendment analysis.

3.1.2 Gasoline Dispensing

One permitted unleaded gasoline dispensing facility located near Campus Services Building I supplies
fuel to the campus fleet vehicles. The facility contains eight dispensing nozzles equipped with Phase II
vapor recovery systems and two 10,000-gallon underground storage tanks. The emissions were estimated
based on emission factors and the unleaded gasoline throughput. The emission factors for gasoline
loading were obtained from EPA AP-42, Section 5.2. Emission factors for gasoline dispensing were
obtained from the SCAQMD General Instruction Book for the 2006-2007 Annual Emissions Reporting
Program, Appendix K. The gasoline fuel speciation was obtained from SCAQMD Supplemental
Instructions for Liquid Storage Tanks, Appendix 3. The annual emissions were estimated based on the
annual unleaded gasoline throughput of 320,000 gallons reported in the 2006-2007 SCAQMD AER.
Hourly emissions were estimated based on the number of nozzles and assuming a filling rate of 6 gallons
per minute over 40 minutes per hour (8 x 6 x 40 gallons per hour [gal/hr]).

No increase in fuel usage at the gasoline dispensing facility is anticipated for the LRDP Amendment
Scenario. Therefore, the fuel usage and associated emissions reported in the 2006-2007 SCAQMD AER
were used for the LRDP Amendment analysis.

3.1.3 Boilers

The 2007 Baseline Scenario includes six permitted boilers and 54 boilers not subject to SCAQMD
permits located throughout the campus. The emissions were estimated based on emission factors and the
reported natural gas usage. The emission factors for natural gas boilers were obtained from SCAQMD
Supplemental Reporting Procedures for AB2588 Facilities, Table B-1. The annual emissions were
estimated based on the annual natural gas usage of 237, 114.4, and 68.78 MMcf, respectively, reported by
Facilities, Energy Services, and North Campus. The natural gas reported by Energy Services was assumed
to be burned in the Cogeneration Plant auxiliary boiler. The natural gas reported by Facilities and North
Campus are distributed by prorating the reported usage by each boiler’s rated capacity. The hourly
emissions were estimated based on a theoretical maximum hourly usage calculated from the size of the
boiler divided by the heating value for natural gas.

The LRDP Amendment Scenario includes all usage and emissions from the boilers in the 2007 Baseline
Scenario as well as the eight proposed boilers planned to service the new North Campus dormitories of
the NHIP. Emissions were estimated based on emission factors and assuming a representative operating
schedule. The emissions factors were obtained from SCAQMD Supplemental Reporting Procedures for
AB2588 Facilities, Table B-1. The annual usage was based on a proportional increase in North Campus
usage related to the firing capacity of the additional boilers. The hourly emissions were estimated based
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on the theoretical maximum hourly usage calculated from the size of the boiler divided by the heating
value for natural gas.

3.1.4 Diesel-fueled Internal Combustion Engines

The 2007 Baseline Scenario includes 81 generators containing ICEs located throughout the campus. The
standby generators’ ICEs fire on diesel fuel and have rated capacities ranging from 50 to 3,622 brake
horsepower (bhp). Per Appendix D of OEHHA guidance, diesel particulate matter (DPM) will represent
the sole source of toxicity for diesel emissions from ICEs and should be the only TAC quantified in the
HRAs. This approach is also consistent with SCAQMD guidance (SCAQMD 2008). DPM emissions
were estimated based on emission factors and the reported diesel fuel usage. When available, the ICE’s
manufacturer specification sheet was used to provide the DPM emission factor. If the specification sheet
was not available, the default SCAQMD DPM emission factor was used.

Annual emissions were estimated based on the annual diesel fuel usage of 8,750 and 2,826 gallons
reported by Facilities and North Campus, respectively. The diesel fuel reported by North Campus was
divided between the eight standby generators supporting the North Campus dormitories based on the size
of the engines. The diesel fuel reported by Facilities was divided between the 73 standby generators
maintained by Facilities throughout the campus based on the engine size and load factor for the engines.
The load factors were estimated based on discussions with Facilities Management personnel. Most
standby generators on campus are routinely tested at idle and, thus, were assumed to operate at a 25%
load factor. However, the Cogeneration Plant, UCLA Medical Center, and the Ronald Reagan Medical
Center’s standby generators undergo more rigorous testing and are routinely operated at approximately
75% load. The hourly emissions were estimated based on an hourly usage calculated from the size of the
engine and load factor.

The LRDP Amendment Scenario includes all usage and emissions from the generators in the 2007
Baseline Scenario and eight new standby generators planned to support the projected new construction
across the campus. Generator sizes were provided by UCLA staff for the proposed standby generators
servicing the dormitories of the NHIP. Sproul South, Sproul West, Upper and Lower DeNeve, and
Sproul Complex will likely be supported by a 250, 250, 500, and a 1000 kilowatt (kW) generator,
respectively. Specification sheets for Cummins 250, 500, and 1000 kW generators were used to provide
the data necessary for the LRDP Amendment analysis. (e.g., fuel consumption, bhp, etc). Four new
generators are anticipated to service buildings not yet constructed. At this time, no information is
available to determine the size of each generator; therefore, a 500 bhp diesel-fired ICE is assumed to drive
each generator. The emissions were estimated based on emission factors and assuming a representative
operating schedule.

The particulate matter (PM) emissions were estimated based on the proposed California PM emission
standard for new diesel-fired standby generators (i.e., 0.1 grams per bhp). The annual emissions were
based on diesel fuel usage associated with 6 hours per year (hr/yr) of operation. Based on discussions with
Facilities Management personnel, standby generators on campus are generally tested 15 to 20 minutes per
month at 25% load for routine maintenance purposes, which equates to 3 to 4 hours of annual operation.
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This analysis conservatively assumes that the standby generators will be tested for 30 minutes per month
at 25% load for routine maintenance purposes equating to 6 hr/yr of operation. The hourly emissions are
estimated based on an hourly usage calculated from the size of the engine and load factor.

3.1.5 Painting Operations

The 2007 Baseline Scenario includes the permitted painting spray booth located in Campus Services
Building I. Emissions were estimated based on material composition obtained from representative
Material Safety Data Sheets (MSDSs) and material usage. It was assumed that all of the material usage is
evaporated through the exhaust stack. The annual emissions were estimated based on daily usage logs
provided by painting operations personnel. The hourly emissions were estimated by analyzing the daily
coating logs. The maximum amount of material used in one day is conservatively assumed to be used in a
one-hour period. No increase in paint usage is anticipated for the LRDP Amendment Scenario; therefore,
the paint usage and associated emissions reported in the 2006-2007 SCAQMD AER were used for the
LRDP Amendment scenario.

3.1.6 Laboratory Chemical Usage

The 2007 Baseline Scenario includes all TAC emissions associated with the routine use of laboratory
chemicals. Lab purchase records were provided by UCLA staff to quantify the total chemical usage
throughout the campus. The Stanford Biology Chemistry Quadrangle Project (Decision Focus
Incorporated, 1989) provided solvent and formaldehyde loss factors (i.e., 5 and 10%, respectively) to
determine the mass air emissions from routine chemical use. No information was available to determine
the exact amount of chemical usage within each lab. The campus mass chemical usage was distributed to
each lab based on the ratio of the lab’s “wet” floor space (i.e., the area where the chemicals are handled
and used) over the total “wet” floor space of the campus. The potential hourly laboratory emissions were
determined based on laboratory hours of operation. An operational schedule of 12 hours per day, six days
per week, and 50 weeks per year was deemed appropriate by UCLA staff. Therefore, the annual
emissions were divided by 3,600 hours to estimate hourly emissions.

The LRDP Amendment Scenario includes all laboratory emissions associated with the 2007 Baseline
Scenario plus one additional wet laboratory located in the Life Science Replacement Building. Additional
usage and associated emissions from this laboratory was based on the percent increase in campus wet
floor space between the 2007 Baseline Scenario and the LRDP Amendment Scenario. The hourly
emissions were based on the laboratory operational schedule of 12 hours per day, six days per week, and
50 weeks per year. Therefore, the annual emissions were divided by 3600 hours to estimate hourly
emissions.

3.2 HEeALTHEFFECTS

Table 3-1 presents the emissions evaluated in the HRA for both the 2007 Baseline and LRDP
Amendment Scenarios. Table 3-2 provides the emission rates by source type. Table 3-3 presents the
health affects categories for substances evaluated in the HRA for both scenarios.
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Table 3-1. Emissions Evaluated in the HRA for the 2007 Baseline and LRDP Amendment Scenarios

LRDP Amendment
2007 Baseline Scenario Scenario
CAS Number Substance (Ibslyr) (Ibs/hr) (Ibslyr) (Ibs/hr)
75070 Acetaldehyde 1.11E+02 1.32E-02 1.11E+02 1.33E-02
75058 Acetonitrile 1.12E+02 3.11E-02 1.16E+02 3.23E-02
107028 Acrolein 1.85E+01 2.48E-03 1.85E+01 2.51E-03
7664417 Ammonia 2.59E+04 3.87E+00 2.60E+04 3.90E+00
71432 Benzene 6.87E+01 6.49E-02 6.95E+01 6.51E-02
7726956 Bromine Compounds 1.24E+02 3.45E-02 1.24E+02 3.45E-02
106990 Butadiene, 1,3- 1.18E+00 1.35E-04 1.18E+00 1.35E-04
75650 Butyl Alcohol, Tert- 5.19E-01 1.44E-04 5.39E-01 1.50E-04
56235 Carbon Tetrachloride 7.43E-01 1.34E-04 7.54E-01 1.37E-04
108907 Chlorobenzene 8.53E-01 2.37E-04 8.85E-01 2.46E-04
67663 Chloroform 1.18E+02 3.28E-02 1.23E+02 3.41E-02
106467 Dichlorobenzene, p- 3.42E-01 9.50E-05 3.55E-01 9.85E-05
9901 Diesel Exhaust (particulates)! 1.16E+02 1.62E+01 1.17E+02 1.56E+01
68122 Dimethylformamide 1.36E+01 3.78E-03 1.41E+01 3.92E-03
123911 Dioxane, 1,4- 8.53E+00 2.37E-03 8.85E+00 2.46E-03
106898 Epichlorohydrin 5.50E-04 1.53E-07 5.71E-04 1.58E-07
100414 Ethylbenzene 1.03E+02 8.69E-02 1.03E+02 8.70E-02
107062 Ethylene Dichloride 1.38E-02 3.84E-06 1.43E-02 3.98E-06
50000 Formaldehyde 3.31E+03 6.01E-01 3.36E+03 6.15E-01
110543 Hexane 9.71E+02 3.22E-01 1.01E+03 3.32E-01
302012 Hydrazine 1.10E-02 3.06E-06 1.14E-02 3.17E-06
7647010 Hydrogen Chloride 3.22E+01 8.96E-03 3.34E+01 9.29E-03
67630 Isopropyl Alcohol 3.31E+01 9.21E-03 3.44E+01 9.55E-03
67561 Methanol 8.63E+02 2.40E-01 8.95E+02 2.49E-01
107982 1-Methoxy-2-propanol 3.29E+01 6.20E-01 3.29E+01 6.20E-01
75092 Methylene Chloride 6.03E+02 1.67E-01 6.25E+02 1.74E-01
91203 Naphthalene 3.71E+00 5.10E-04 3.71E+00 5.13E-04
1151 PAH (excluding napthalene) 2.52E+00 3.15E-04 2.52E+00 3.16E-04
127184 Perchloroethylene 7.47E-01 1.14E-04 7.53E-01 1.16E-04
75569 Propylene Oxide 7.98E+01 9.10E-03 7.98E+01 9.10E-03
110861 Pyridine 1.83E+00 5.09E-04 1.90E+00 5.28E-04
108883 Toluene 5.12E+02 4.41E-01 5.14E+02 4.42E-01
79016 Trichloroethylene 2.78E+00 1.00E-01 2.78E+00 1.00E-01
121448 Triethylamine 6.20E+00 1.72E-03 6.43E+00 1.79E-03
95636 Trimethylbenzene, 1,2 4- 3.16E+01 2.65E-01 3.16E+01 2.65E-01
75014 Vinyl Chloride 3.94E-01 4 50E-05 3.94E-01 4.50E-05
1330207 Xylenes 3.40E+02 4.26E-01 3.43E+02 4.27E-01

! Diesel Exhaust (particulates) are also referred to as diesel particulate matter (DPM)
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Table 3-2. Emission Rates By Source Type

Emission
Source CAS

Description | Number Substance

Emission Rate

2007 Baseline Scenario

LRDP Amendment
Scenario

(bslyr) | (Ibshr)

(Ibslyr) | (Ibslhr)

Turbines - Cogeneration Plant

75070 Acetaldehyde

1.10E+02 1.26E-02

1.10E+02 | 1.26E-02

107028 Acrolein

1.76E+01 2.00E-03

1.76E+01 | 2.00E-03

7664417 Ammonia

2.46E+04 | 2.80E+00

2.46E+04 | 2.80E+00

71432 Benzene

3.80E+01 5.64E-02

3.80E+01 | 4.35E-03

106990 Butadiene, 1,3-

1.18E+00 1.35E-04

1.18E+00 | 1.35E-04

56235 Carbon Tetrachloride

4.44E-01 5.06E-05

4.44E-01 | 5.06E-05

75092 Chloroform

3.46E-01 3.94E-05

3.46E-01 | 3.94E-05

100414 Ethylbenzene

8.78E+01 8.04E-02

8.78E+01 | 1.00E-02

50000 Formaldehyde

1.95E+03 1.11E-01

1.95E+03 | 2.22E-01

127184 Methylene Chloride

5.68E-01 6.48E-05

5.68E-01 | 6.48E-05

91203 Naphthalene

3.58E+00 | 2.05E-04

3.58E+00 | 4.10E-04

1151 PAHs (excluding Naphthalene)

2.48E+00 1.41E-04

2.48E+00 | 2.82E-04

79016 Perchloroethylene

6.16E-01 7.04E-05

6.16E-01 | 7.04E-05

75569 Propylene Oxide

7.98E+01 4.55E-03

7.98E+01 | 9.10E-03

108883 Toluene

3.85E+02 4.01E-01

3.85E+02 | 4.41E-02

67663 Trichloroethylene

4.68E-01 2.67E-05

4.68E-01 | 5.34E-05

75014 Vinyl Chloride

3.94E-01 2.25E-05

3.94E-01 | 4.50E-05

1330207 | Xylenes

1.84E+02 3.88E-01

1.84E+02 | 2.09E-02

Gasoline Loading

71432 Benzene

8.98E+00 | 5.39E-02

8.98E+00 | 5.39E-02

100414 Ethylbenzene

1.26E+01 7.54E-02

1.26E+01 | 7.54E-02

110543 Hexane

8.98E+00 5.39E-02

8.98E+00 | 5.39E-02

108883 Toluene

6.28E+01 3.77E-01

6.28E+01 | 3.77E-01

95636 Trimethylbenzene, 1,2,4-

2.24E+01 1.35E-01

2.24E+01 | 1.35E-01

1330207 | Xylenes

6.28E+01 3.77E-01

6.28E+01 | 3.77E-01

Boilers (all)
75070 Acetaldehyde 1.29E+00 6.60E-04 1.32E+00 | 6.93E-04
107028 Acrolein 9.17E-01 4.85E-04 9.48E-01 5.13E-04
7664417 | Ammonia 1.34E+03 1.07E+00 1.38E+03 | 1.10E+00
71432 Benzene 2.40E+00 1.23E-03 2.47E+00 | 1.29E-03
100414 | Ethylbenzene 2.85E+00 | 1.46E-03 | 2.93E+00 | 1.53E-03
50000 Formaldehyde 5.09E+00 2.62E-03 5.24E+00 | 2.75E-03
110543 Hexane 1.89E+00 9.63E-04 1.94E+00 | 1.01E-03
91203 Naphthalene 1.26E-01 1.00E-04 1.30E-01 1.03E-04
1151 PAH (excluding naphthalene) 4.20E-02 3.34E-05 4.31E-02 | 3.45E-05
108883 | Toluene 1.10E+01 5.65E-03 | 1.13E+01 | 5.92E-03
1330207 | Xylenes 8.15E+00 4.19E-03 8.38E+00 | 4.40E-03
ICEs (all)
| 9901 | Diesel Exhaust (particulates) | 1.16E+02 | 1.62E+01 | 1.17E+02 | 1.55E+01
Spray Booth
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Table 3-2. Emission Rates By Source Type

Emission Rate
Emission 2007 Baseline Scenario LRDP Amepdment
Source CAS Scenario
Description | Number Substance (Ibslyr) (Ibs/hr) (Ibslyr) (Ibs/hr)
107982 1-Methoxy-2-propanol 2.16E+00 1.00E-01 2.16E+00 | 1.00E-01
79016 Trichloroethylene 9.20E+00 1.30E-01 9.20E+00 | 1.30E-01
95636 Trimethylbenzene, 1,2 4- 3.29E+01 6.20E-01 3.29E+01 | 6.20E-01
Laboratories (all)
75058 Acetonitrile 1.12E+02 3.11E-02 1.35E+02 | 3.74E-02
71432 Benzene 1.94E+01 5.38E-03 2.36E+01 | 6.54E-03
7726956 | Bromine Compounds 1.24E+02 3.45E-02 1.24E+02 | 3.45E-02
75650 Butyl Alcohol, Tert- 5.19E-01 1.44E-04 5.32E-01 | 1.48E-04
56235 Carbon Tetrachloride 2.99E-01 8.29E-05 3.25E+01 | 9.01E-03
108907 Chlorobenzene 8.53E-01 2.37E-04 3.67E+01 | 1.02E-02
67663 Chloroform 1.18E+02 3.28E-02 1.18E+02 | 3.29E-02
106467 Dichlorobenzene, p- 3.42E-01 9.50E-05 3.42E-01 | 9.50E-05
68122 Dimethylformamide 1.36E+01 3.78E-03 1.43E+01 | 3.98E-03
123911 Dioxane, 1,4- 8.53E+00 2.37E-03 8.54E+00 | 2.37E-03
106898 Epichlorohydrin 5.50E-04 1.53E-07 1.07E-03 | 2.96E-07
107062 Ethylene Dichloride 1.38E-02 3.84E-06 1.99E+00 | 5.53E-04
50000 Formaldehyde 1.35E+03 3.76E-01 1.35E+03 | 3.76E-01
110543 Hexane 9.60E+02 2.67E-01 9.60E+02 | 2.67E-01
302012 Hydrazine 1.10E-02 3.06E-06 3.18E+00 | 8.83E-04
7647010 | Hydrogen Chloride 3.22E+01 8.96E-03 3.69E+01 | 1.02E-02
67630 Isopropyl Alcohol 3.31E+01 9.21E-03 3.75E+01 | 1.04E-02
67561 Methanol 8.63E+02 2.40E-01 8.64E+02 | 2.40E-01
75092 Methylene Chloride 6.02E+02 1.67E-01 6.02E+02 | 1.67E-01
127184 Perchloroethylene 1.79E-01 4.97E-05 1.79E-01 | 4.98E-05
110861 Pyridine 1.83E+00 5.09E-04 2.06E+00 | 5.73E-04
108883 Toluene 5.30E+01 1.47E-02 5.30E+01 | 1.47E-02
121448 Triethylamine 6.20E+00 1.72E-03 6.52E+00 | 1.81E-03
1330207 | Xylenes 8.50E+01 2.36E-02 8.62E+01 | 2.39E-02
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Table 3-3. Health Effects Categories for Substances Evaluated in the HRA for Both Scenarios

Noncancer
CAS Number Substance Cancer Acute Chronic
9901 DPM v v
1151 PAHs, total, w/o individual components v
50000 Formaldehyde v v v
71432 Benzene v v v
91203 Naphthalene v v
106990 1,3-Butadiene v v
7664417 Ammonia v v
56235 Carbon tetrachloride v v v
123911 1,4-Dioxane v v v
107062 Ethylene dichloride v v
79016 Trichloroethylene v v
75014 Vinyl chloride v v
75092 Methylene chloride v v v
108883 Toluene v v
1330207 Mixed xylenes v v
67630 Isopropyl alcohol v v
100414 Ethyl benzene v
67561 Methanol v v
110543 Hexane v
75070 Acetaldehyde v v
107028 Acrolein v v
127184 Perchloroethylene v v v
107982 1-Methoxy-2-propanol v
75058 Acetonitrile v v
7726956 Bromine compounds v v
75650 Butyl Alcohol, Tert- v v
108907 Chlorobenzene v
67663 Chloroform v v v
106467 Dichlorobenzene, p- v v v
68122 Dimethylformamide v v
106898 Epichlorohydrin v v v
302012 Hydrazine v v v
7647010 Hydrogen Chloride v v
75569 Propylene Oxide v v v
110861 Pyridine v v
121448 Triethylamine v v
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40 EXPOSURE ASSESSMENT

The HRA addresses the required exposure pathways for all chemicals included in this study. SCAQMD’s
Supplemental Guidelines for Preparing Risk Assessments for the Air Toxics Hot Spots Information and
Assessment Act (SCAQMD 2005) (SCAQMD Supplemental Guidelines) states that, at a minimum, the
HRA must include the following pathways: home grown produce, dermal absorption, soil ingestion, and
mother’s milk. The exposure assessment process uses the emission estimates derived in the initial steps
of the risk assessment and predicts the potential dose of each chemical to individuals in the surrounding
population. The exposure assessment model, Hotspots Analysis and Reporting Program (HARP), was
developed specifically for conducting risk assessments in compliance with AB 2588. The HARP model
was used to estimate adverse health effects in this HRA.

41  AIRDISPERSION MODELING

Air dispersion modeling was conducted to determine the pollutant ground-level concentrations at off- and
on-campus locations. The emissions at UCLA are released into the atmosphere through point, area, and
volume sources. The methods used in modeling TACs from these sources are consistent with procedures
outlined in the OEHHA guidelines. Additionally, the modeling methodology meets the EPA and CARB
requirements for air quality modeling. The dispersion modeling files are provided in electronic format on
the enclosed CD.

411 Model Selection

The CARB-approved HARP model (version 1.4, build May 2008) was used in this HRA. The HARP
model incorporates the Industrial Source Complex Short Term (ISCST3) model to compute downwind
dispersion and the EPA-approved Building Profile Input Program (BPIP) to evaluate downwash impacts
of buildings and structures.

41.2 Model Input

The model input includes meteorological data, modeling parameters, modeling receptor grid, and
emission source characteristics.

4121 Meteorological Data

The SCAQMD has required all facilities to utilize a single year of local meteorological data from the year
1981. It is considered that weather conditions during this time represent worst-case dispersion and, hence,
will result in a conservative estimate of impacts.

Data collected at the West Los Angeles monitoring station (surface station I.D. 52158 and upper air
station I.D. No. 91919) were selected as the most appropriate data set for the UCLA modeling. West Los
Angeles data include measurements of wind speed, wind direction, surface temperature, and stability.
Upper air data from near Los Angeles International Airport were used for determining mixing height. The
same meteorological data were used in both Scenarios.
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4122 Model Options and Parameters

Table 4-1 shows the dispersion model input options that were used in the ISCST3 modeling. All options
were selected as recommended in the SCAQMD Supplemental Guidelines. The same model options were
used in both Scenarios.

4123 Modeling Grid

Off- and on-campus receptor locations were used in the modeling. The off-campus receptor locations
were identified utilizing grid spacing from the origin of the UCLA campus (i.e., Bruin Plaza). Per the
SCAQMD Supplemental Guidelines a grid spacing of 100 meters must be used in order to locate the off-
campus maximum impacted receptors. The off- and on-campus discrete receptor locations evaluated
were those characterized as sensitive receptors such as hospitals, day care centers, schools, and residential
dormitories. The census block receptors were generated from census data contained in the HARP
software.

The receptors utilized the UTM coordinate system. The receptor elevations were obtained electronically
from the United States Geological Survey 7.5-minute Digital Elevation Model data. The campus
boundary receptor locations are presented on Figure 4-1. The off-campus gridded receptor locations are
provided on Figure 4-2. The off- and on-campus discrete and sensitive receptor locations are provided on
Figure 4-3. Census block locations are shown on Figure 4-4. The same receptors locations were evaluated
in both Scenarios.

4124 Source Characterization

The emission sources evaluated in the HRA discussed in Section 3.1 were modeled as point, area, and
volume sources. The cogeneration gas turbines, boilers, and ICEs were modeled as point sources at their
respective locations. The modeled emissions by source and by pollutant for each Scenario are presented in
Appendix A. The modeled point source parameters for both Scenarios are presented in Table 4-2. The lab
chemical usage was modeled as area sources. The lab chemical usage was modeled from different areas
across campus based on the location of the lab. The labs were aggregated, where appropriate, based on
their geographic locations. The lab emissions were assumed to be released from the top of the buildings.
The modeled area source parameters are presented in Table 4-3. The gasoline dispensing facility was
modeled a volume source. The gasoline dispensing facility was modeled at its respective location with a
volume representative of where the evaporative emissions would likely originate. The locations of the
modeled point, area, and volume sources are presented on Figures 4-5 and 4-6, respectively.
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41.3 Deposition Methodology

A default procedure recommended by SCAQMD and CARB was used to estimate the deposition flux of
particulate-borne pollutants on ground surfaces. Under this procedure, a default settling velocity (in
meters per second) is multiplied by the ground-level concentration (in ug/m’) to yield a flux term with
units of mass per square meter per second. This procedure is a conservative approach which has the
primary disadvantage of failing to conserve mass (i.e., pollutant mass assumed to be deposited also stays
in the plume), resulting in a double counting of particulate impacts at distant receptors.

The SCAQMD Supplemental Guidelines recommends using a deposition velocity of 0.02 meters per
second for all non-inhalation pathways. The 0.02 meters per second value was used in the modeling for
this HRA.

41.4 Aerodynamic Wake Effects

When sources are located near or on buildings or structures, the dispersion of the plume can be influenced
by the buildings or structures. Under certain wind speeds, the wake produced on the lee side of the
building, known as building downwash, can cause the plume to be pulled toward the ground near the
building resulting in higher concentrations close to the building.

The EPA-approved BPIP that is part of the HARP model was used to provide input for the downwash
analysis that is performed by ISCST3. BPIP requires the input of building corner coordinates and heights,
and stack coordinates. The building heights were provided by UCLA staff, while ArcGIS Version 9.2 was
used to generate UTM coordinates to identify building and source locations. Because of the complexity of
the stack/building relationships on the UCLA campus, the analysis included all buildings that could
potentially influence each point source.

4.2  MULTIPATHWAY ANALYSIS

In identifying pathways that could potentially lead to exposure, the type of pollutants emitted, land use in
the area, and lifestyle (i.e., urban versus rural or agricultural) must be considered. Consistent with the
SCAQMD Supplemental Guidelines, the following pathways have been identified as potential exposure
routes for the routine campus-wide emissions:

Inhalation;

Home grown produce;
Dermal absorption;
Soil ingestion; and

Mother’s milk.

® & & oo o
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Other pathways listed in the OEHHA guidelines for consideration, such as water ingestion, dairy and
beef, and poultry and eggs, were not viable exposure routes for UCLA due to the types of substances
emitted and surrounding land use. Table 4-5 presents the substances evaluated in both Scenarios and
whether the substances are evaluated for inhalation-only exposure or multipathway exposures.

4.21 Inhalation Exposure

Exposure to substances in ambient air occurs through inhalation of both gases and PM. For the purpose of
this assessment, particulate emissions are considered to be entirely absorbed in the lungs, yielding a
conservative estimate of exposure. In reality, only a fraction of the inhaled particulates would deposit in
the lungs and be absorbed. Inhalation exposure for the average adult is determined by multiplying the
estimated concentration in air by an average daily inhalation volume specified by the OEHHA guidelines
(20 cubic meters of air per day) and dividing that quantity by body weight (assumed to be 70 kilograms).

4.2.2 Soil Ingestion

Pollutants emitted in the particulate phase are subject to deposition onto ground surfaces and mixing in
the uppermost layer of soil. Soil concentration calculations assume a constant deposition rate onto soil
and an even mixing of emissions into the top one centimeter of soil. Loss mechanisms, primarily
degradation over time, are considered in estimating the soil concentration of certain organic emissions
over the period of interest.

Exposure from incidental ingestion of soil is estimated by multiplying the soil concentration estimate of
each substance by a soil ingestion rate specified by the OEHHA guidelines and dividing by the body
weight. The soil ingestion rate is an age-weighted value that reflects higher consumption rates for a child
and significantly less consumption for an adult.

4.2.3 Dermal Exposure

Dermal exposure results when soil containing deposited particulate-borne pollutants contacts the skin and
these pollutants are absorbed into the body. The daily exposure rate was calculated by multiplying the soil
concentration of each pollutant by an estimate of the exposed skin surface area, amount of soil on the
skin, and a chemical-specific absorption rate. The OEHHA guidelines provide default estimates of skin
area, soil contact rate, and absorption rate.
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4.24 Plant Ingestion

Locally grown produce presents a secondary route of exposure to emissions. Exposure via plant ingestion
from the consumption of home grown garden produce may be a potential exposure route depending on the
extent of the zone of impact (ZOI).

Particulate emissions can accumulate in edible garden produce from direct deposition onto plant surfaces
and through absorption by the root system. The calculations for determining the deposition component of
the concentration in the produce consider the deposition rate, an interception fraction, and removal of
particulates from weathering (i.e., wind, rain, irrigation, etc.). The interception fraction corresponds to the
amount of particulate depositing on the garden area that actually contacts exposed edible produce.
Concentrations in the produce due to root uptake from the garden soil are estimated by multiplying a root
uptake factor, which relates the concentration of a substance in plant tissue to that in soil water, by the
estimated soil concentration. Under the OEHHA methodology, root uptake contributes to pollutant
concentrations in produce grown above, as well as below, ground. The procedure for estimating soil
concentrations is the same as for the soil ingestion pathway, but assumes a 15-centimeter mixing depth
(versus a one centimeter mixing depth used for soil ingestion and dermal contact exposure pathways).
Human exposure is estimated by multiplying plant concentrations by the daily ingestion rate of garden
produce. As required by the OEHHA guidelines, the plant ingestion pathway was included in the analysis
within the ZOI.

425 Total Exposure

The total daily exposure for each emitted substance is calculated by summing the individual exposure for
each pathway. These total daily exposures are used to assess the potential health risk as presented in
Section 5.0. Table 4-5 presents exposure pathways evaluated for each substance in both Scenarios.

4.3  OFF- AND ON-CAMPUS EXPOSURE

The OEHHA guidelines require the evaluation of potential health impacts from a facility at off-site
residences and workplaces. Since the UCLA campus has on-site residential and sensitive receptors
including, day care centers, hospitals, student housing, and an elementary school, specific receptors were
included to assess the exposure at specific on-campus locations. The off-campus exposure was calculated
consistent with OEHHA’s exposure and risk calculation guidance for a hypothetical residential maximally
exposed individual (MEI). The off-campus MEI is assumed to live at the point of highest toxicity-
weighted concentration of facility TAC emissions, in a residentially zoned area, for 24 hours per day, 365
days per year, for 70 continuous years. The MEI concept ensures that exposure will not be underestimated
because time spent at work, on vacation, commuting locally, or moving from one residence to another
would otherwise reduce the actual exposure to emissions from the UCLA campus.

The on-campus exposure was calculated using the same approach as the off-campus exposure
calculations, except for adjustments in exposure durations. According to OEHHA guidelines, the HARP
results were multiplied by a factor of 9/70 to account for the assumption of a 9-year exposure period at
the on-campus locations. An off-campus occupational MEI was not determined since the result is likely to
be lower than the residential MEI because exposures occur over a shorter duration and exposure
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concentrations are lower. An on-campus occupational MEI was not determined since facility worker
exposure determination is not required under the OEHHA guidelines and facility worker health and safety
is regulated separately.

4.4 ZONE OF IMPACT

Under OEHHA and SCAQMD guidelines, the ZOI for the carcinogenic risk assessment of facility
emissions encompasses the area surrounded by a one in a million (1.0 x 10) risk isopleth. In addition,
the ZOI for the noncarcinogenic risk assessment encompasses the area surrounded by a 1.0 HI isopleth.
In this HRA, some of the receptor locations had cancer risks greater than one in one million and, thus, a
carcinogenic ZOI was defined. The carcinogenic ZOI extended off-campus approximately 6,500 feet to
the east and about 4,000 feet to the north of campus. However, all of the receptors had noncarcinogenic
HIs less than 1.0. Thus, a noncarginogenic ZOI was not defined. The location of the carcinogenic ZOI is
presented in Section 5.0.

4.5 SENSITIVE RECEPTORS

Sensitive receptors are locations where exposed individuals may be more sensitive to health effects than
the general population. OEHHA guidelines define sensitive receptors as hospitals, primary and secondary
schools, day care centers, and nursing homes. In this HRA, sensitive receptors were identified within the
carcinogenic ZOI by online search engines and site visits. A nine year exposure duration was assumed for
sensitive receptors such as schools, and day cares to accurately assess realistic exposure duration. The
results for the sensitive receptors are presented in Section 6.0.
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Table 4-1. Dispersion Modeling Options Used for the LRDP Amendment HRA

Option Description

ISCST3 Model Option with HARP

Dispersion Coefficients

Urban

Vertical Potential Temperature Gradient (Kelvin/m)

0.02 for E Stability
0.035 for F Stability

Final Plume Rise Used

Stack Tip Downwash Used
Buoyancy - Induced Dispersion Used
Concentrations During Calms Set Not Used
Regulatory Default Option Not Used
Anemometer Height 10.0 meters
Decay Coefficient 0.00

Year of Meteorology Used 1981
SCAQMD MET Designation West LA

! Modeling Options consistent with SCAQMD Supplemental Guidelines requirements
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UCLA 2002 LRDP Amendment HRA

Table 4-2. Modeled Point Source Parameters in the LRDP Amendment HRA for Both Scenarios

UTM Coordinates

Stack Stack Exit Exit
Source Source Elevation | Height | Diameter | Temperature | Velocity
ID Type Location' East (m) North (m) (feet)2 (feet)? (feet)? (°F)3 (ft/min)3

10001 POINT | Cogeneration Plant Turbine 366551.4111 3770553.818 367.4 124.968 6 230 4060

10002 POINT | Cogeneration Plant Turbine 366562.9438 3770552.029 367.4 124.968 6 230 4060
10004 POINT | Covel Commons Boiler 366201.3119 3771209.783 456.6 52 0.667 350 1376.587
10005 POINT | Covel Commons Boiler 366221.0796 3771207.586 453.9 52 0.667 350 1376.587
10006 POINT | Canyon Point Boiler 366137.4705 3771275.077 458.4 51 0.667 350 1376.587
10007 POINT | Delta Terrace Boiler 366112.2338 3771159.651 482.6 39 0.667 350 1376.587
10008 POINT | Courtside Boiler 366206.9719 3771268.866 455.9 52 0.667 350 1376.587
10009 POINT | Bradley Boiler 366289.3681 3770800.644 409.5 33 0.5 350 1609.375
10010 POINT | Dykstra Hall Boiler 366178.6524 3770881.714 4481 124 05 350 1690.862
10011 POINT | Dykstra Hall Boiler 366239.5991 3770881.261 446.1 124 05 350 1690.862
10012 POINT | DeNeve 'C' Bldg Boiler 366216.2291 3770975.658 443.6 72 0.5 350 1690.862
10013 POINT | DeNeve 'C' Bldg Boiler 366221.8004 3770980.672 443.4 72 0.5 350 1690.862
10014 POINT | DeNeve 'D' Bldg Boiler 366172.5869 3770973.429 456.7 72 0.5 350 1690.862
10015 POINT | DeNeve 'D' Bldg Boiler 366165.9012 3770979.744 458.9 72 05 350 1690.862
10016 POINT | DeNeve 'E' Bldg Boiler 366103.1307 3770945.201 456.6 72 0.5 350 1690.862
10017 POINT | DeNeve 'E' Bldg Boiler 366096.6308 3770951.33 458.8 72 0.667 350 1359.415
10018 POINT | DeNeve 'F' Bldg Boiler 366117.8019 3770891.902 4371 72 0.5 350 1690.862
10019 POINT | DeNeve 'F' Bldg Boiler 366122.6304 3770896.731 440.3 72 0.5 350 2052.462
10020 POINT | DeNeve Podium Bldg Boiler 366184.6581 3770919.573 451.9 72 05 350 2052.462
10021 POINT | DeNeve Podium Bldg Boiler 366190.2295 3770919.573 450.5 72 0.5 350 2052.462
10022 POINT | DeNeve 'A' Bldg Boiler 366230.7146 3770904.345 4475 72 0.5 350 1690.862
10023 POINT | DeNeve 'A' Bldg Boiler 366222.1719 3770904.345 449 .4 72 0.5 350 1690.862
10024 POINT | DeNeve 'B' Bldg Boiler 366164.0441 3770904.53 450.4 72 0.5 350 1690.862
10025 POINT | DeNeve Kitchen Boiler 366132.1017 3770970.644 462.2 72 05 350 1690.862
10026 POINT | DeNeve 'A' Bldg Boiler 366222.729 3770925.516 446.8 72 0.5 350 1690.862
10027 POINT | DeNeve 'B' Bldg Boiler 366166.4584 3770925.702 452.6 72 0.5 350 1690.862
10028 POINT | Sproul Boiler 366209.6611 3771152.023 464.2 118 0.5 350 2052.462
10029 POINT | Hedrick Tower Boiler 365995.1721 3771276.554 531.4 115 05 350 1690.862
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UCLA 2002 LRDP Amendment HRA

Table 4-2. Modeled Point Source Parameters in the LRDP Amendment HRA for Both Scenarios

UTM Coordinates
Stack Stack Exit Exit

Source Source Elevation | Height | Diameter | Temperature | Velocity

ID Type Location' East (m) North (m) (feet)? (feet) ! (feet)? (°F)? (ft/min)?
10030 POINT | Hedrick Tower Boiler 366014.6981 3771276.554 529.9 115 0.5 350 1690.862
10031 POINT | Hedrick Tower Boiler 366003.6124 3771237.88 528.3 115 0.667 350 1508.235
10032 POINT | Hedrick Tower Boiler 366003.1085 3771201.221 527.8 115 0.667 350 1508.235
10033 POINT | Hedrick Hall Boiler 365978.2915 3771199.08 524.8 115 05 350 1690.862
10034 POINT | Hedrick Hall Boiler 365978.4175 3771217.85 530.0 115 0.5 350 1690.862
10035 POINT | Hedrick Hall Boiler 366018.8553 3771218.606 526.8 115 0.667 350 1359.415
10036 POINT | Hedrick Hall Boiler 365950.7031 3771334.502 529.0 115 0.667 350 1359.415
10037 POINT | Hedrick Hall Boiler 365968.4655 3771326.566 527.6 115 0.667 350 1359.415
10038 POINT | Hedrick Hall Boiler 365968.2136 3771320.393 528.6 115 0.667 350 1359.415
10039 POINT | Hedrick Hall Boiler 366023.0124 3771325.936 513.7 115 0.5 350 1156.101
10040 POINT | Rieber Hall Boiler 366072.3984 3771066.905 508.4 115 1 350 1622.107
10041 POINT | Rieber Hall Boiler 366072.3984 3771098.631 508.4 115 1 350 1622.107
10042 POINT | EH&S Facility Boiler 366358.4468 3770672.12 373.9 36 0.5 350 1420.935
10043 POINT | Rehabilitation #1 Boiler 366237.9074 3769858.574 343.3 52 05 350 2016.811
10044 POINT | Rehabilitation #2 Boiler 366248.095 3769824.573 3354 52 0.5 350 2016.811
10045 POINT | SCRC Pk Pool Shwrs #3 Boiler 366049.8133 3771381.213 500.3 16 0.5 350 1344.541
10046 POINT | SCRC-Family #6 Boiler 366035.0206 3771394.807 511.2 16 05 350 1935.324
10047 POINT | SCRC-Family #7 Boiler 366061.8075 3771391.608 499.6 16 05 350 1935.324
10048 POINT | SCRC- #1 (Olympic) Boiler 366070.6032 3771324.041 496.7 16 0.667 350 1359.415
10049 POINT | SCRC- #2 (Olympic) Boiler 366008.6334 3771372417 508.4 16 0.667 350 1359.415
10050 POINT | SRL #BLR-3 Boiler 365791.6995 3770999.332 455.0 26 05 350 1690.862
10051 POINT | SRL #BLR-4 Boiler 365841.0048 3771032.073 464.5 26 05 350 1690.862
10052 POINT | STRB Boiler 366349.4589 3769825.851 329.3 39 05 350 2016.811
10053 POINT | UES BLR#4 Boiler 366754.1864 3771453.218 419.8 13 0.667 350 1359.415
10054 POINT | Unex Boiler 366295.9425 3770189.264 363.2 128 0.667 350 1262.109
10055 POINT | Unex Boiler 366306.8204 3770188.769 363.0 128 0.5 350 2240.902
10056 POINT | UES BLR#3 Boiler 366754.1864 3771453.218 419.8 16 0.33 350 1543.321
10057 POINT | Ueberroth #1 Boiler 366463.0325 3770199.278 344.4 42 0.33 350 1543.321
10058 POINT | Rehab. #5 Boiler 366270.9683 3769838.52 338.7 52 0.5 350 1344.541
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UCLA 2002 LRDP Amendment HRA

Table 4-2. Modeled Point Source Parameters in the LRDP Amendment HRA for Both Scenarios

UTM Coordinates
Stack Stack Exit Exit
Source Source Elevation | Height | Diameter | Temperature | Velocity
ID Type Location' East (m) North (m) (feet)? (feet) ! (feet)? (°F)? (ft/min)?
10059 POINT | Rehab. #6 Boiler 366271.4151 3769811.938 331.3 52 0.5 350 1344.541
10060 POINT | Warren Hall Boiler 366224.8136 3770061.704 383.8 39 1 350 1755.797
10061 POINT | 200 Med Plaza Boiler 366495.4207 3770305.977 351.0 108 1.33 350 1552.591
10062 POINT | 200 Med Plaza Boiler 366570.8246 3770394.87 357.5 108 1.33 350 1552.591
10063 POINT | Cogeneration Boiler 366551.4111 3770553.818 367.4 125 6 350 4060
20001 POINT | Sproul South Boiler 366223.237 3771128.246 467.3 50 0.5 350 1787.628
20002 POINT | Sproul South Boiler 366222.9183 3771139.847 467.3 50 0.5 350 1787.628
20003 POINT | Sproul West Boiler 366116.8785 3771051.561 481.0 77 0.5 350 1787.628
20004 POINT | Sproul West Boiler 366119.4042 3771051.561 481.0 77 05 350 1787.628
20005 POINT | Upper DeNeve Boiler 366082.1378 3770971.075 472.4 74 0.5 350 1787.628
20006 POINT | Upper DeNeve Boiler 366082.0804 3770974.407 472.4 74 0.5 350 1787.628
20007 POINT | Lower DeNeve Boiler 366025.7972 3770945.842 459.0 60 0.5 350 1787.628
20008 POINT | Lower DeNeve Boiler 366024.9977 3770943.359 459.0 60 0.5 350 1787.628
10064 POINT | Covel Generator 366239.2297 3771190.889 451.5 9 0.416 500 4300
10065 POINT | De Neve Generator 366207.0035 3770841.265 435.6 9 0.5 500 4300
10066 POINT | Hedrick Generator 365968.0431 3771246.829 532.5 8 0.5 500 4800
10067 POINT | Sproul Hall Generator 366209.4357 3771120.356 464.3 10 0.667 500 19.68
10068 POINT | Dykstra Generator 366207.0035 3770861.33 445.9 8 05 500 4800
10069 POINT | Rieber Hall Generator 366072.9392 3771108.796 508.9 9 05 500 4800
10070 POINT | Reiber N Generator 365965.6109 3771167175 521.5 10 0.416 500 4300
10071 POINT | Reiber W Generator 366000.9439 3771114.837 511.3 10 0.416 500 4800
10072 POINT | Cogeneration Generator 366580.9492 3770560.35 367.4 50 1 500 4800
10073 POINT | Ackerman Generator 366726.8793 3770950.712 397.9 12 0.833 500 4800
10074 POINT | Young Hall E Generator 367028.468 3770720.265 419.8 7 1 500 4800
10075 POINT | MSB Generator 367041.8449 3770622.978 413.4 12 1.33 500 19.68
10076 POINT | STRB Generator 366343.0572 3769828.778 330.4 13 0.833 500 4800
10077 POINT | UCPD NE Generator 366610.0573 3770576.382 368.8 14 0.833 500 4800
10078 POINT | PS 1 Generator 366451.471 3770300.119 351.0 12 0.667 500 4800
10079 POINT | Gonda Generator 366668.1982 3770576.742 3.7 15 1.167 500 4300
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UCLA 2002 LRDP Amendment HRA

Table 4-2. Modeled Point Source Parameters in the LRDP Amendment HRA for Both Scenarios

UTM Coordinates

Stack Stack Exit Exit

Source Source Elevation | Height | Diameter | Temperature | Velocity
ID Type Location' East (m) North (m) (feet)? (feet) ! (feet)? (°F)? (ft/min)?
10080 POINT | UCLA Med Ctr Generator 366898.5488 3770296.506 387.0 11 1 500 4300
10081 POINT | UCLA Med Ctr Generator 366898.5488 3770296.506 387.0 11 1 500 4800
10082 POINT | UCLA Med Ctr Generator 366898.5488 3770296.506 387.0 11 1 500 4800
10083 POINT | UCLA Med Ctr Generator 366898.5488 3770296.506 387.0 11 1 500 4800
10084 POINT | UCLA Med Ctr Generator 366845.4474 3770515.354 399.1 13 1 500 4300
10085 POINT | Macdonald Lab Generator 366733.1848 3770587.368 379.9 8 1 500 4800
10086 POINT | AGSM South Generator 366838.759 3771248.653 423.9 12 0.833 500 4800
10087 POINT | Seas IV NW Generator 366745.7286 3770750.059 390.5 18 0.833 500 4800
10088 POINT | Campus Wide Generator 366681.6887 3770863.496 395.8 3 05 500 4800
10089 POINT | Rehab Cen Generator 366247.5498 3769857.172 342.8 12 0.833 500 4300
10090 POINT | Phys And Astrom Generator 366995.0257 3770930.039 442.8 15 0.667 500 4800
10091 POINT | SRB I (NRB) Generator 366783.4272 3770562.174 387.0 15 0.667 500 4800
10092 POINT | CNSI Generator 366885.5782 3770643.651 423.3 90 2 500 4800
10093 POINT | SRBII Generator 367018.739%4 3770547.581 407.9 122 1.833 500 4800
10094 POINT | Rep Hospital 1 Generator 366898.5488 3770296.506 387.0 135 2 500 4800
10095 POINT | Rep Hospital 2 Generator 366898.5488 3770296.506 387.0 135 2 500 4800
10096 POINT | Rep Hospital 3 Generator 366898.5488 3770296.506 387.0 135 2 500 4800
10097 POINT | Rep Hospital 4 Generator 366898.5488 3770296.506 387.0 135 2 500 4800
10098 POINT | Police Station Rep Generator 366610.6278 3770564.482 367.4 75 1.5 500 4800
10099 POINT | Powell / kinsey Generator 366953.6789 3771037.662 449.4 2 0.5 500 4300
10100 POINT | PKS#5,4,7 Generator 366899.5632 3771270.542 442.8 15 1.5 500 19.68
10101 POINT | Eng V Generator 366775.1135 3770809.012 406.8 15 2 500 4800
10102 POINT | Kerckhoff Generator 366785.2513 3770867.411 423.2 9 05 500 4300
10103 POINT | Sunset Rec NE Generator 366171.129 3771420.121 486.7 9 0.166 500 19.68
10104 POINT | Boelter Ill Generator 366833.8946 3770688.646 393.2 2 0.667 500 4800
10105 POINT | Royce NW Generator 366907.1906 3771199.62 440.8 9 0.5 500 4800
10106 POINT | Boelter Il 12400 Generator 366849.7037 3770736.682 397.6 40 0.25 500 4800
10107 POINT | Boyer Generator 366949.1955 3770655.808 423.1 10 05 500 19.68
10108 POINT | PS 4 Generator 366647.2258 3771156.839 403.4 120 0.667 500 4300
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UCLA 2002 LRDP Amendment HRA

Table 4-2. Modeled Point Source Parameters in the LRDP Amendment HRA for Both Scenarios

UTM Coordinates

Stack Stack Exit Exit

Source Source Elevation | Height | Diameter | Temperature | Velocity
ID Type Location' East (m) North (m) (feet)? (feet) ! (feet)? (°F)? (ft/min)?
10109 POINT | SRL N Generator 365817.8567 3771010.301 456.7 20 0.667 500 4300
10110 POINT | Life Sciences Generator 366876.4576 3770543.932 403.4 18 0.5 500 4800
10111 POINT | Franz Hall Generator 366991.9855 3770830.928 429.7 10 0.5 500 19.68
10112 POINT | Math Sciences Generator 366818.6936 3770787.757 414.5 20 0.33 500 4800
10113 POINT | SRL Generator 365817.2487 3770995.708 454.3 20 0.5 500 4800
10114 POINT | PS 8 SE Generator 366605.8106 3770671.854 377.2 7 0.33 500 19.68
10115 POINT | Unix Generator 366300.7624 3770189.716 363.3 25 05 500 4800
10116 POINT | Bunche Generator 367071.1631 3771362.654 462.5 15 0.667 500 4800
10117 POINT | LATC Generator 366355.9737 3770922.743 393.6 8 0.416 500 19.68
10118 POINT | Pauley Generator 366541.4265 3770898.421 390.3 6 0.33 500 4800
10119 POINT | Law Library Generator 367311.8155 3771168.391 446.1 8 05 500 19.68
10120 POINT | 200 Med Plaza Generator 366463.8611 3770331.611 351.0 90 0.667 500 4800
10121 POINT | 300 Med Plaza Generator 366540.7833 3770257.786 347.7 48 0.667 500 4800
10122 POINT | 200 Med Plaza Generator 366464.8936 3770353.294 354.2 90 0.667 500 4800
10123 POINT | Env Service Building Generator 366357.1898 3770649.124 3725 10 0.5 500 4800
10124 POINT | Parking Structure 7 Generator 366486.1235 3771209.006 402.5 10 0.416 500 4800
10125 POINT | YRL Generator 367021.7796 3771428.025 465.8 6 0.5 500 4800
10126 POINT | Campus Wide Generator 366681.6887 3770863.496 395.8 3 05 500 4800
10127 POINT | Campus Wide Generator 366681.6887 3770863.496 395.8 3 0.33 500 4800
10128 POINT | CHS Generator 366707.4219 3770477.656 370.0 10 0.5 500 4300
10129 POINT | Broad Art Center Generator 367032.7243 3771490.654 469.0 15 0.667 500 4800
10130 POINT | Campus Wide Generator 366681.6887 3770863.496 395.8 3 05 500 4800
10131 POINT | Public Policy Generator 367205.4082 3771297.904 462.5 2 05 500 4800
10132 POINT | Murphy Hall Generator 367269.8606 3771028.542 428.5 15 0.166 500 4800
10133 POINT | Hilbrom Generator 366236.1922 3770054.898 383.5 8 0.667 500 4300
10134 POINT | Hedrick Tower Generator 365925.4801 3771360.533 534.8 12 0.667 500 4800
10135 POINT | MS Generator 366830.8544 3770807.215 4257 50 0.5 500 4800
10136 POINT | PKS#3 Generator 367150.6844 3771646.92 481.2 2 0.25 500 4800
10137 POINT | CHS Park Str Generator 366858.0555 3770227.834 379.1 3 0.33 500 4800
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UCLA 2002 LRDP Amendment HRA

Table 4-2. Modeled Point Source Parameters in the LRDP Amendment HRA for Both Scenarios

UTM Coordinates

Stack Stack Exit Exit

Source Source Elevation | Height | Diameter | Temperature | Velocity
ID Type Location' East (m) North (m) (feet)? (feet) ! (feet)? (°F)? (ft/min)?
10138 POINT | Dicksen Art Generator 367043.0154 3771540.239 472.3 3 0.33 500 4300
10139 POINT | East Melnitz Generator 367191.5759 3771571.861 4734 3 0.33 500 4800
10140 POINT | Grad School Edu Generator 366927.2052 3771431.124 462.5 3 0.33 500 4800
10141 POINT | Melnitz Hall Generator 367164.8867 3771573.656 475.6 3 0.33 500 4800
10142 POINT | Campus Wide Generator 366681.6887 3770863.496 395.8 3 0.33 500 4300
10143 POINT | Campus Wide Generator 366681.6887 3770863.496 395.8 3 0.33 500 4800
10144 POINT | Park Str 8 Generator 366605.8106 3770671.854 377.2 3 0.33 500 4800
20009 POINT | Sproul South Generator 366171.4179 3771045.879 467.3 13 0.667 500 4800
20010 POINT | Sproul West Generator 366122.0432 3771072.078 481.0 13 0.667 500 4800
20011 POINT | Tiverton Medical Edu Generator 366895.9871 3770267.251 385.0 14 0.667 500 4800
20012 POINT | Outpatient Facility Generator 366393.0179 3770202.966 347.0 19 0.667 500 4800
20013 POINT | Wilshire Corridor Generator 366415.9013 3769662.19 319.0 15 0.667 500 4800
20014 POINT | U&L DeNeve Generator 366052.4462 3770954.492 472.4 15 0.667 500 4800
20015 POINT | Sproul Complex Generator 366230.3653 3771169.567 467.3 15 0.667 500 4800
Life Science Replacement

20016 POINT | Generator 367103.8652 3770544.54 407 16 0.667 500 4800

! Point source locations provided by UCLA staff
2 Elevation data provided by USGS digital elevation model.

Exit temperature and velocities assumed based on average values obtained from engine manufacture specification sheets.
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UCLA 2002 LRDP Amendment HRA

Table 4-3. Modeled Area Source Parameters in the UCLA HRA for Both Scenarios

Source | Source UTM Coordinates Elevation ?;?;;: Length | Width | Angle
ID Type Location’ East (m) | North (m) | (feet)? (feet) ! (feet) | (feet) | (degrees)
10146 | AREA | Rehab Center 366249.82 | 3769785.99 326 48 309.2 | 1995 345
10147 | AREA | 300 Med Plaza 366515.3 | 3770203.79 344.4 105 1871 | 225.8 -1.8
10148 | AREA | School of Medicine/Health Sciences 366647.97 | 3770183.83 344.4 70 1107.2 | 959.2 0.0
10149 | AREA | Morten Medical 366484.12 | 3770267.83 347.7 100 432.0 | 387.8 0.0
10150 | AREA | Gonda/McDonald 366666.63 | 3770540.04 370.6 104 2154 | 289.1 0.0
10151 | AREA | Boelter Hall 366801.7 | 3770686.81 386 121 4555 | 271.3 0.1
10152 | AREA | Botany/Biomed 366960.56 | 3770459.8 393.2 49 418.7 | 3332 0.0
10153 | AREA | Engineering Bldgs 366704.95 | 3770692.07 380.5 121 4775 | 284.8 0.2
10154 | AREA | Geology/Molecular Science 366943.58 | 3770592.91 416.9 60 7847 | M117 0.0
10155 | AREA | Knudson Hall/Astronomy 366951.3 | 3770894.82 439.5 102 2174 | 264.0 0.0
10156 | AREA | Powell Library 366888.47 | 3770992.23 443.5 125 258.7 | 2306 0.2
10157 | AREA | Macgowan/Melnitz 367091.12 | 3771476.27 469 36 364.3 | 3676 0.0
10158 | AREA | CNSI- CoS 366800.32 | 3770606.15 385.5 102 243.8 | 2854 0.0
10159 | AREA | Neuro Science Research 366771.37 3770539 385.5 102 2143 | 216.0 0.0
10160 | AREA | Hillblom/Warren 366168 3769984.31 362.3 36 363.8 | 336.5 34.3
10161 | AREA | Life Science 366839.29 | 3770537.96 396.9 102 113.9 | 3912 0.0
20017 | AREA | Life Science Replacement 367066.88 | 3770519.61 407 73 96.1 192.6 63.3

! Area source locations and release heights provided by UCLA staff
2 Elevation data provided by USGS digital elevation model
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UCLA 2002 LRDP Amendment HRA

Table 4-4. Modeled Volume Source Parameters in the LRDP Amendment HRA for Both Scenarios

UTM Coordinates Elevation Release
Source ID Source Type Location East (m) North (m) (feet) Height (feet)
10003 VOLUME Gasoline Dispensing 366409 3770592 367.4 12
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UCLA 2002 LRDP Amendment HRA

Table 4-5. Exposure Pathways Evaluated for Each Substance in Both Scenarios

CAS Number Substance Inhalation Multipathway
107982 1-Methoxy-2-propanol v
75070 Acetaldehyde v
75058 Acetonitrile v
107028 Acrolein v
7664417 Ammonia v
71432 Benzene v
7726956 Bromine Compounds v
106990 Butadiene, 1,3- v
75650 Butyl Alcohol, Tert- v
56235 Carbon Tetrachloride v
108907 Chlorobenzene v
67663 Chloroform v
106467 Dichlorobenzene, p- v
9901 Diesel Exhaust (particulates) v
68122 Dimethylformamide v
123911 Dioxane, 1,4- v
106898 Epichlorohydrin v
100414 Ethylbenzene v
107062 Ethylene Dichloride v
50000 Formaldehyde v
110543 Hexane v
302012 Hydrazine v
7647010 Hydrogen Chloride v
67630 Isopropyl Alcohol v
67561 Methanol v
75092 Methylene Chloride v
91203 Naphthalene v
1151 PAH (excluding naphthalene) v v
127184 Perchloroethylene v
75569 Propylene Oxide v
110861 Pyridine v
108883 Toluene v
79016 Trichloroethylene v
121448 Triethylamine v
75014 Vinyl Chloride v
1330207 Xylenes v
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50 DOSE-RESPONSE ASSESSMENT

Dose-response assessment has been defined as “an attempt to describe the expected human response to
any given level of an exposure” (Hart and Turturro, 1986). Multiple governmental agencies and scientific
organizations, such as the EPA, the National Academy of Sciences, the World Health Organization, and
OEHHA, have developed dose-response relationships for numerous chemicals. Dose-response assessment
can produce three toxicity factors useful in evaluating potential adverse health effects: cancer slope
factors (CSFs) and URFs for carcinogens, chronic noncancer RELs (chronic RELs) for substances
producing noncarcinogenic toxic effects over a long-term exposure period, and acute noncancer RELSs
(acute RELs) for acutely toxic compounds. This HRA used current toxicity factors published by OEHHA
and incorporated in the HARP model.

5.1  CANCER ToxiciTY FACTORS

CSFs represent the potential risk of contracting cancer per dose of carcinogen where dose is in units of
milligrams of carcinogen per kilogram of body weight per day. URFs define the theoretical risk of
developing cancer as a result of continuous exposure to an airborne concentration of 1 pg/m’ of a
carcinogen. URFs are derived from CSFs based on inhalation rate, body weight, and exposure time. The
cancer risk resulting from low levels of exposure to a carcinogenic substance cannot be measured directly
by either animal or human epidemiology studies. Therefore, mathematical models are used to extrapolate
health effects observed in high dose animal studies or relatively high dose human epidemiology studies,
to the low doses encountered in the environment. Generally, CSFs determined from extrapolating from
high to low doses represent upperbound or worst-case estimates and are often calculated from factors
estimated at 95% upper confidence limits. The inherent assumption is that there is no threshold
concentration below which exposure does not cause a cancer outcome.

The linearized multi-stage (LMS), low-dose extrapolation model is commonly used by the EPA’s
Carcinogen Assessment Group and OEHHA to extrapolate data from animal studies to environmental
exposure conditions in humans (EPA, 1986; DHS [California Department of Health Services], 1985). The
LMS model estimates an upperbound estimate of risk that is consistent with health-conservative theories
for mechanisms of carcinogenesis (EPA, 1986). When epidemiology data are used as the basis for
estimating a CSF, a variety of models are used. In all cases, the CSFs are based on the assumption that
any exposure to a carcinogen contributes to an individual’s chance of developing cancer within a lifetime.
CSFs and URFs are developed for both inhalation and noninhalation exposure routes. The cancer toxicity
factors used in this HRA are presented in Table 5-1 and are the most recent values published by OEHHA
and used in the HARP model.

5.2  CHRONIC NONCANCER REFERENCE EXPOSURE LEVELS

Chronic RELs define a dose or exposure concentration at which adverse health effects would be likely if
an individual were exposed continuously to that dose over a long-term exposure period. Similar to
carcinogens, chronic RELs are derived from animal studies or human epidemiological data and focus on
the most sensitive animal or human data set and target organ or system (i.e., liver, kidney, central nervous
system, etc.). Different laboratory animals may be used to test the toxicity of a particular substance.
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Several different target organs are typically examined. The study yielding the lowest effect level would be
used as the basis for developing the chronic REL from animal data. Chronic RELs are used to evaluate
exposures to noncarcinogens as well as noncarcinogenic effects from carcinogens and are developed for
both inhalation and noninhalation exposure routes. The chronic RELs used in this HRA are presented in
Table 5-1 and are the most recent values published by OEHHA and used in the HARP model.

5.3  AcuTeE NONCANCER REFERENCE EXPOSURE LEVELS

Acute health effects may result from short-term exposures that typically occur on an infrequent basis.
Unlike chronic exposures, criteria for measuring acute health effects have not been standardized. Rather,
several approaches may be used to establish allowable one-hour concentrations based on short-term
toxicity studies in the literature. The acute RELs used in this HRA are presented in Table 5-1 and are the
most recent values published by OEHHA and used in the HARP model.
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Table 5-1. Cancer Toxicity Factors and Chronic and Acute Noncancer RELs

Chronic Acute
Noncancer Noncancer
Cancer Toxicity Factors REL REL
Inhalation
CAS URF Oral CPF Inhalation Oral Inhalation

Number Substance (ug/m?3)* (mglkg-d)* | (M9IM) | (mglkg-d) | (ug/m?)
107982 1-Methoxy-2-propanol 7.00E+03
75070 Acetaldehyde 1.00E-02 9.00E+00
75058 Acetonitrile 2.55E+01 6.70E+03
107028 Acrolein 6.00E-02 1.90E-01
7664417 Ammonia 2.00E+02 3.20E+03
71432 Benzene 2.90E-05 6.00E+01 1.30E+03
7726956 Bromine Compounds 1.70E+00 6.60E+01
106990 Butadiene, 1,3- 1.70E-04 2.00E+01
75650 Butyl Alcohol, Tert- 7.14E+02 3.00E+04
56235 Carbon Tetrachloride 4.20E-05 4.00E+01 1.90E+03
108907 Chlorobenzene 1.00E+03
67663 Chloroform 5.30E-06 3.00E+02 1.50E+02
106467 Dichlorobenzene, p- 1.10E-05 8.00E+02 6.00E+03
9901 Diesel Exhaust (particulates) 3.00E-04 5.00E+00
68122 Dimethylformamide 8.00E+01 3.00E+03
123911 Dioxane, 1,4- 7.70E-06 3.00E+03 3.00E+03
106898 Epichlorohydrin 2.30E-05 3.00E+00 1.30E+03
100414 Ethylbenzene 2.50E-06 2.00E+03
107062 Ethylene Dichloride 2.10E-05 4.00E+02
50000 Formaldehyde 6.00E-06 3.00E+00 9.40E+01
110543 Hexane 7.00E+03 1.76E+04
302012 Hydrazine 4.90E-04 2.00E-01 1.30E+00
7647010 Hydrogen Chloride 9.00E+00 2.10E+03
67630 Isopropyl Alcohol 7.00E+03 3.20E+03
67561 Methanol 4.00E+03 2.80E+04
75092 Methylene Chloride 1.00E-06 4.00E+02 1.40E+04
91203 Naphthalene 3.40E-05 9.00E+00
1151 PAH (excluding naphthalene) 1.10E-03 1.20E+01
127184 Perchloroethylene 5.90E-06 3.50E+01 2.00E+04
75569 Propylene Oxide 3.70E-06 3.00E+01 3.10E+03
110861 Pyridine 1.50E+00 1.50E+03
108883 Toluene 3.00E+02 3.70E+04
79016 Trichloroethylene 2.00E-06 6.00E+02
121448 Triethylamine 7.00E+00 2.80E+03
75014 Vinyl Chloride 7.80E-05 2.60E+01 1.80E+05
1330207 Xylenes 7.00E+02 2.20E+04

' Toxicological values published by the California Environmental Protection Agency, Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment (OEHHA) (OEHHA, 2003).
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6.0 RISK CHARACTERIZATION

Risk characterization is the final step in the risk assessment process where the results of the exposure and
dose-response assessments are combined to estimate the potential for adverse health effects. Risk analysts
describe risks numerically in scientific notation, for example 1 x 10”°, which means that there is one
chance in 100,000 of an event occurring. The SCAQMD has established a 10 in a million cancer risk and
an HI of 1.0 as the significance criteria for public notification for the AB 2588 program. Cancer risk is
defined as the upperbound incremental probability of an individual developing cancer over a lifetime as a
result of an exposure to potential carcinogens. The cancer risk level is location-specific and is intended to
ensure a sufficient safety margin to prevent a single project or activity from causing a substantial
contribution to the overall number of cancer cases in an area.

The conclusions of an HRA must be considered in context. As a general matter, the background
probability of an individual contracting cancer in one’s lifetime is about 40% or 400,000 in one million;
that is, 4 in 10 people will contract cancer in their lifetime. This overall probability of contracting cancer
can be influenced by diet, smoking, heredity, chemicals in the environment and the workplace, and other
factors.

It should be recognized that when small populations are exposed, population risk estimates may be very
small. For example, if 100 people are exposed to an individual lifetime cancer risk of 1 x 107, the
expected number of cases is 0.001." For risk assessment purposes, a lifetime of exposure is considered to
be 70 years, 365 days a year, 24 hours per day. It should be further recognized that a risk assessment does
not calculate the exact risk for all individuals, but a hypothetical risk assuming that all of a series of
“worst-case scenario” exposure assumptions apply. The chance that an individual would be exposed to
any of these exposure assumptions is small, and for all assumptions even smaller (e.g., 70 years of
continuously breathing air at the location of maximum impact). Thus, an individual’s actual risk is likely
to be significantly over-estimated by the methodology of an HRA.

It is also important to place health risk and the assessment of probability in the context of daily activity.
To provide an idea of the size of risks from environmental hazards, the continuum below provides risk
statistics for some familiar events:

! “Guidance for Risk Characterization,” EPA Science Policy Council, February, 1995.
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Putting Risks in Perspective

accidernt
pois0oning

ztroke car  home fires | Iigr'rtlning

I T T
1 chance 1 chance 1 chance 1 chance 1 chance 1 chance
in10 ir 100 i 1,000 i 110,000 in 100,000 in 1,000,000

Source: “Air Pollution and Health Risk,” EPA Publication 450/3-90-022 (1991)

Health effect categories evaluated in this HRA include the following for both the 2007 Baseline and
LRDP Amendment Scenarios

Lifetime risk of developing cancer;

¢

¢ Population-wide potential for developing cancer;

¢ Potential for chronic or long-term noncancer effects; and
¢

Potential for acute or short-term noncancer effects.

6.1  CANCER RISK FROM THE 2007 BASELINE SCENARIO

Lifetime cancer risk is defined as the increased chance of contracting cancer over a 70-year period as a
result of exposure to a toxic substance or substances. It is the product of the estimated daily exposure of
each suspected carcinogen by its respective cancer toxicity factor. The result represents a worst-case or
upper bound estimate of cancer risk.

Results of the cancer health effects assessment indicate that all of the cancer risks are less than 10 in one
million (1.0 x 107). Cancer risks less than 10 in one million are considered acceptable and do not require
public notification in accordance with state and regional guidelines. The lifetime incremental cancer risk
as a result of a lifetime exposure to emissions from the routine campus-wide operation of all sources in
the 2007 Baseline Scenario was estimated to be 6.3 in one million (6.3 x 10°®) at the off-campus MEI and
0.90 in one million (0.90 x 10°) at the on-campus MEIL The off-campus MEI was located on the fence
line east of the campus along Hilgard Avenue east of Parking Structure Two. The on-campus MEI was
located in the general area of Franz Hall. A summary of the HRA results for the off- and on-campus MEIs
in the 2007 Baseline Scenario is presented in Table 6-1. The locations of the cancer, chronic, and acute
noncancer off- and on-campus MEIs in the 2007 Baseline Scenario are presented on Figure 6-1..

The primary source type contributions to the estimated cancer risk at the off-campus MEI were from
emergency generators containing diesel-fueled ICEs and laboratory chemical usage. Of the sources
modeled, the emergency generators containing diesel-fueled ICEs contributed 62% of the cancer risk
followed by campus laboratory chemical usage with 25% of the cancer risk. The source contribution to
cancer risk at the off-campus MEI in the 2007 Baseline Scenario is presented in Table 6-2. The primary
source type contributions to the estimated cancer risk at the on-campus MEI were from emergency
generators containing diesel-fueled ICEs and laboratory chemical usage. Of the sources modeled, the
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emergency generators containing diesel-fueled ICEs contributed 59% of the cancer risk followed by
campus laboratory chemical usage with 27% of the cancer risk. The source contribution to cancer risk at
the on-campus MEI in the 2007 Baseline Scenario is presented in Table 6-3. At other off- and on-campus
receptor locations, different sources may contribute more significantly as the source-specific contribution
is dependent on many variables such as the source to receptor distance, the meteorology, and the release
parameters.

The primary chemical contribution to the estimated cancer risk at the off-campus MEI was DPM with
approximately 62% of the risk, followed by formaldehyde with approximately 22% of the risk. The
chemical contribution to cancer risk at the off-campus MEI in the 2007 Baseline Scenario by substance
and by exposure pathway is presented in Table 6-4. The primary chemical contribution to the estimated
cancer risk at the on-campus MEI was DPM with approximately 59% of the risk, followed by
formaldehyde with approximately 23% of the risk. The chemical contribution to cancer risk at the on-
campus MEI in the 2007 Baseline Scenario by substance and by exposure pathway is presented in Table
6-5. At other off- and on-campus receptor locations, different chemicals may contribute more
significantly depending on the types of chemicals emitted by the source nearby the receptor. HARP HRA
modeling files are provided in electronic format on the enclosed CD due to their volume.

6.2 CANCER BURDEN FROM THE 2007 BASELINE SCENARIO

Population cancer burden is another measure of cancer risk and represents a worst-case estimate of the
increased number of cancer cases that might occur in the exposed population as a whole as a result of
emissions from routine campus-wide operations. An acceptable burden is 1.0 or less. Burden is
estimated by multiplying the cancer risk determined at a specific location by the population residing in
that location and summing those results for all populated areas within the carcinogenic ZOI. The extent of
the one in a million risk isopleth surrounding the ZOI in the 2007 Baseline Scenario is presented on
Figure 6-2. From census data included in the HARP software, the population within the ZOI is 16,936
people. The population was multiplied by the associated risk at each census block to determine the
population cancer burden from campus-wide operations. The cancer burden was determined to be 0.04
which suggests that the emissions from routine campus-wide operations in the 2007 Baseline Scenario
have a minimal impact on the exposed population.

6.3 NONCANCER HEALTH EFFECTS FROM THE 2007 BASELINE SCENARIO

The potential for TAC emissions from routine campus-wide operations to cause both chronic (long-term)
and acute (short-term) noncancer health effects was also assessed in this HRA. Guidance published by
OEHHA specifies which substances are to be evaluated in the noncancer effects assessment and which
organ systems within the body are affected (e.g., liver, kidney, respiratory system, central nervous system,
etc.).

Results of the chronic noncancer health effects assessment indicate that all of the HI values for each organ
system are less than 1.0. Chronic HI values less than 1.0 indicate that noncancer effects from chronic
exposure to emissions from routine campus-wide operations are unlikely. The maximum chronic HI for
an organ system was 0.08 at the off-campus MEI and 0.10 at the on-campus MEI. The off-campus MEI
was located on the fence line east of campus on Hilgard Avenue, east of Parking Structure Two. The on-
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campus MEI was located in the general area of Franz Hall. The chronic HI results for the off- and on-
campus MEIs in the 2007 Baseline Scenario are presented in Table 6-6.

The primary source type contributions to the estimated chronic noncancer HI at the off-campus MEI was
the laboratory chemical usage and the turbines at the cogeneration plant. Of the sources modeled, the
laboratory chemical usage contributed 87% of the chronic noncancer HI followed by turbines at the
cogeneration plant with 10% of the chronic noncancer HI. The primary source type contributors to the
estimated chronic noncancer HI at the on-campus MEI was the laboratory chemical usage and the
turbines at the cogeneration plant. Of the sources modeled, the laboratory chemical usage contributed
82% of the chronic noncancer HI followed by turbines at the cogeneration plant with 15% of the chronic
noncancer HI. At other off- and on-campus receptor locations, different sources may contribute more
significantly as the source-specific contribution is dependent on many variables such as the source to
receptor distance, the meteorology, and the release parameters.

The primary chemical contribution to the estimated chronic noncancer HI at the off-campus MEI was
formaldehyde with approximately 91% of the chronic noncancer HI, followed by acrolein with
approximately 3% of the chronic noncancer HI. The primary chemical contribution to the estimated
chronic noncancer HI at the on-campus MEI was formaldehyde with approximately 91% of the chronic
noncancer HI, followed by acrolein with approximately 4% of the chronic noncancer HI. At other off-
and on-campus receptor locations, different chemicals may contribute more significantly depending on
the types of chemicals emitted by the source nearby the receptor. HARP HRA modeling files are provided
in electronic format on the enclosed CD due to their volume.

6.4 AcuTe NONCANCER HEALTH EFFECTS FROM THE 2007 BASELINE SCENARIO

Results of the acute noncancer health effects assessment indicate that all of the HI values for each organ
system are less than 1.0. Acute HI values less than 1.0 indicate that noncancer effects from acute exposure
to emissions from routine campus-wide operations are unlikely. The maximum acute HI for an organ
system in the 2007 Baseline Scenario was 0.07 at the off-campus MEI and 0.10 at the on-campus MEIL
The off-campus MEI was located on the northwest campus fence line across from Sunset Boulevard. The
on-campus MEI was located at the northwest campus housing complex. The acute HI results for the off-
and on-campus MEIs in the 2007 Baseline Scenario are presented in Table 6-7.

The primary source type contributors to the estimated acute noncancer HI at the Off-campus MEI were
the boilers and the turbines at the cogeneration plant. Of the sources modeled, boilers contributed 40% of
the acute noncancer HI followed by the turbines at the cogeneration plant with 38% of the acute
noncancer HI. The primary source type contributors to the estimated acute noncancer HI at the on-campus
MEI were the turbines at the cogeneration plant and the boilers. Of the sources modeled, the turbines at
the cogeneration plant contributed 49% of the acute noncancer HI followed by the boilers with 31% of the
acute noncancer HI. At other off- and on-campus receptor locations, different sources may contribute
more significantly as the source-specific contribution is dependent on many variables such as the source
to receptor distance, the meteorology, and the release parameters.
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The primary chemical contribution to the estimated acute noncancer HI at the off-campus MEI was
acrolein with approximately 65% of the acute noncancer HI, followed by formaldehyde with
approximately 30% of the acute noncancer HI. The primary chemical contribution to the estimated
chronic noncancer HI at the on-campus MEI was acrolein with approximately 68% of the acute noncancer
HI, followed by formaldehyde with approximately 26% of the acute noncancer HI. At other off- and on-
campus receptor locations, different chemicals may contribute more significantly depending on the types
of chemicals emitted by the source nearby the receptor. HARP HRA modeling files are provided in
electronic format on the enclosed CD due to their volume.

6.5  SENSITIVE RECEPTOR IMPACTS FROM THE 2007 BASELINE SCENARIO

Seven on- and off-campus sensitive receptors were identified within the carcinogenic ZOI in the 2007
Baseline Scenario. The HRA evaluated the cancer and noncancer health effects at these locations. The
results showed that the potential cancer and noncancer health effects at these locations were well below
the established health risk thresholds. The results for the sensitive receptors in the 2007 Baseline Scenario
are presented in Table 6-16. The locations of the sensitive receptors for the 2007 Baseline Scenario are
shown on Figure 4-3.

6.6  SENSITIVE RECEPTOR CANCER RISK FROM THE 2007 BASELINE SCENARIO

Lifetime cancer risk is defined as the increased chance of contracting cancer over a 70-year period as a
result of exposure to a toxic substance or substances. It is the product of the estimated daily exposure of
each suspected carcinogen by its respective cancer toxicity factor. The result represents a worst-case or
upper bound estimate of cancer risk.

Results of the cancer health effects assessment indicate that all of the cancer risks for the sensitive
receptor locations are less than 10 in one million (1.0 x 10'5). Cancer risks less than 10 in one million are
considered acceptable and do not require public notification in accordance with state and regional
guidelines. The lifetime incremental cancer risk as a result of a lifetime exposure to emissions from the
routine campus-wide operation of all sources in the 2007 Baseline Scenario was estimated to be 0.90 in
one million (0.9 x 10'6) at the maximally exposed sensitive receptor (MESR). The MESR was located at
the Franz Hall Day Care Center. The cancer risk for the off- and on-campus sensitive receptor locations
are presented in Table 6-8.

The primary source type contributions to the estimated cancer risk at the MESR were from emergency
generators containing diesel-fueled ICEs and laboratory chemical usage. Of the sources modeled, the
emergency generators containing diesel-fueled ICEs contributed 59% of the cancer risk followed by
campus laboratory chemical usage with 27% of the cancer risk. At other off- and on-campus sensitive
receptor locations, different sources may contribute more significantly as the source-specific contribution
is dependent on many variables such as the source to receptor distance, the meteorology, and the release
parameters.

The primary chemical contribution to the estimated cancer risk at the MESR was DPM with
approximately 59% of the risk, followed by formaldehyde with approximately 23% of the risk. At other
off- and on-campus sensitive receptor locations, different chemicals may contribute more significantly
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depending on the types of chemicals emitted by the source nearby the sensitive receptor. HARP HRA
modeling files are provided in electronic format on the enclosed CD due to their volume.

6.7  SENSITIVE RECEPTOR CHRONIC NONCANCER HEALTH EFFECTS FROM THE 2007 BASELINE
SCENARIO

The potential for TAC emissions from routine campus-wide operations to cause both chronic (long-term)
and acute (short-term) noncancer health effects was also assessed in this HRA. Guidance published by
OEHHA specifies which substances are to be evaluated in the noncancer effects assessment and which
organ systems within the body are affected (e.g., liver, kidney, respiratory system, central nervous system,
etc.).

Results of the chronic noncancer health effects assessment indicate that all of the HI values for the
sensitive receptor locations for each organ system are less than 1.0. Chronic HI values less than 1.0
indicate that noncancer effects from chronic exposure to emissions from routine campus-wide operations
are unlikely. The maximum chronic HI for an organ system was 0.10 at the MESR. The MESR was
located at the Franz Hall Day Care Center. The chronic HI results for the off- and on-campus sensitive
receptor locations are presented in Table 6-8.

The primary source type contributions to the estimated chronic noncancer HI at the MESR were from the
laboratory chemical usage and the turbines at the cogeneration plant. Of the sources modeled, the
laboratory chemical usage contributed 82% of the chronic noncancer HI followed by the turbines at the
cogeneration plant with 15% of the chronic noncancer HI. At other off- and on-campus sensitive receptor
locations, different sources may contribute more significantly as the source-specific contribution is
dependent on many variables such as the source to receptor distance, the meteorology, and the release
parameters.

The primary chemical contribution to the estimated chronic noncancer HI at the MESR was formaldehyde
with approximately 91% of the chronic noncancer HI followed by acrolein with approximately 4% of the
chronic noncancer HI. At other off- and on-campus sensitive receptor locations, different chemicals may
contribute more significantly depending on the types of chemicals emitted by the source nearby the
sensitive receptor. HARP HRA modeling files are provided in electronic format on the enclosed CD due
to their volume.

6.8  SENSITIVE RECEPTOR ACUTE NONCANCER HEALTH EFFECTS FROM THE 2007 BASELINE
SCENARIO

Results of the acute noncancer health effects assessment indicate that all of the HI values for each organ
system are less than 1.0. Acute HI values less than 1.0 indicate that noncancer effects from acute exposure
to emissions from routine campus-wide operations are unlikely. The maximum acute HI for an organ
system in the 2007 Baseline Scenario was 0.07 at MESR. The MESR was located at the UCLA Medical
Center. The acute HI results for the off- and on-campus sensitive receptor locations in the 2007 Baseline
Scenario are presented in Table 6-8.
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The primary source type contributions to the estimated acute noncancer HI at the MESR were from the
laboratory chemical usage. Of the sources modeled, the laboratory chemical usage contributed 96% of the
acute noncancer HI. At other off- and on-campus sensitive receptor locations, different sources may
contribute more significantly as the source-specific contribution is dependent on many variables such as
the source to receptor distance, the meteorology, and the release parameters.

The primary chemical contribution to the estimated acute noncancer HI at the MESR was formaldehyde
with approximately 96% of the acute noncancer HI. At other off- and on-campus sensitive receptor
locations, different chemicals may contribute more significantly depending on the types of chemicals
emitted by the source nearby the sensitive receptor. HARP HRA modeling files are provided in electronic
format on the enclosed CD due to their volume.

6.9 CANCER RISk FROM THE LRDP AMENDMENT SCENARIO

Results of the cancer health effects assessment indicate that all of the cancer risks are less than 10 in one
million (1.0 x 10'5). The lifetime incremental cancer risk as a result of a lifetime exposure to emissions
from the routine campus-wide operation of all sources in the LRDP Amendment Scenario was estimated
to be 6.4 in one million (6.4 x 10°®) at the off-campus MEI and 0.90 in one million (0.90 x 10°®) at the on-
campus MEI. The off-campus MEI was located on the fence line east of campus on Hilgard Avenue, east
of Parking Structure Two. The on-campus MEI was located in the general area of Franz Hall. A summary
of the HRA results for the off- and on-campus MEIs in the LRDP Amendment Scenario is presented in
Table 6-9. The locations of the cancer, chronic, and acute noncancer off- and on-campus MEIs in the
LRDP Amendment Scenario are presented on Figure 6-3.

The primary source type contributions to the estimated cancer risk at the off-campus MEI were from
emergency generators containing diesel-fueled ICEs and laboratory chemical usage. Of the sources
modeled, the emergency generators containing diesel-fueled ICEs contributed 62% of the cancer risk
followed by campus laboratory chemical usage with 26% of the cancer risk. The source contribution to
cancer risk at the off-campus MEI in the LRDP Amendment Scenario is presented in Table 6-10. The
primary source type contributions to the estimated cancer risk at the on-campus MEI were from
emergency generators containing diesel-fueled ICEs and laboratory chemical usage. Of the sources
modeled, the emergency generators containing diesel-fueled ICEs contributed 59% of the cancer risk
followed by campus laboratory chemical usage with 27% of the cancer risk. The source contribution to
cancer risk at the on-campus MEI in the LRDP Amendment Scenario is presented in Table 6-11. At other
off- and on-campus receptor locations, different sources may contribute more significantly as the source-
specific contribution is dependent on many variables such as the source to receptor distance, the
meteorology, and the release parameters.

The primary chemical contribution to the estimated cancer risk at the off-campus MEI was DPM with
approximately 62% of the risk, followed by formaldehyde with approximately 26% of the risk. The
chemical contribution to cancer risk at the off-campus MEI in the LRDP Amendment Scenario by
substance and by exposure pathway is presented in Table 6-12. The chemical contribution to the
estimated cancer risk at the on-campus MEI was DPM with approximately 59% of the risk, followed by
formaldehyde at 23% of the cancer risk. The chemical contribution to cancer risk at the on-campus MEI
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in the LRDP Amendment Scenario by substance and by exposure pathway is presented in Table 6-13. At
other off- and on-campus receptor locations, different chemicals may contribute more significantly
depending on the types of chemicals emitted by the source nearby the receptor. HARP HRA modeling
files are provided in electronic format on the enclosed CD due to their volume.

6.10 CANCER BURDEN FROM THE LRDP AMENDMENT SCENARIO

The one in a million risk isopleth surrounding the ZOI in the LRDP Amendment Scenario is presented on
Figure 6-4. From census data in the HARP software, the population within the ZOI is 17,133. The
population was multiplied by the associated risk at each census block to determine the population cancer
burden from campus-wide operations. The cancer burden was determined to be 0.04 which suggests that
the emissions from routine campus-wide operations in the LRDP Amendment Scenario have a minimal
impact on the exposed population.

6.11 NONCANCER HEALTH EFFECTS FROM THE LRDP AMENDMENT SCENARIO

The potential for TAC emissions from routine campus-wide operations to cause both chronic (long-term)
and acute (short-term) noncancer health effects was also assessed in this HRA. Guidance published by
OEHHA specifies which substances are to be evaluated in the noncancer effects assessment and which
organ systems within the body are affected (e.g., liver, kidney, respiratory system, central nervous system,
etc.).

Results of the chronic noncancer health effects assessment indicate that all of the HI values for each organ
system are less than 1.0. Chronic HI values less than 1.0 indicate that noncancer effects from chronic
exposure to emissions from routine campus-wide operations are unlikely. The maximum chronic HI for
an organ system was 0.09 at the off-campus MEI and 0.10 at the on-campus MEI. The off-campus MEI
was located on the fence line east of campus on Hilgard Avenue, east of Parking Structure Two. The on-
campus MEI was located in the general area of Franz Hall. The chronic HI results for the off- and on-
campus MEIs in the LRDP Amendment Scenario are presented in Table 6-14.

The primary source type contributions to the estimated chronic noncancer HI at the off-campus MEI was
the laboratory chemical usage and the turbines at the cogeneration plant. Of the sources modeled, the
laboratory chemical usage contributed 89% of the chronic noncancer HI followed by turbines at the
cogeneration plant with 8% of the chronic noncancer HI. The primary source type contributors to the
estimated chronic noncancer HI at the on-campus MEI was the laboratory chemical usage and the
turbines at the cogeneration plant. Of the sources modeled, the laboratory chemical usage contributed
80% of the chronic noncancer HI followed by turbines at the cogeneration plant with 11% of the chronic
noncancer HI. At other off- and on-campus receptor locations, different sources may contribute more
significantly as the source-specific contribution is dependent on many variables such as the source to
receptor distance, the meteorology, and the release parameters.

The primary chemical contribution to the estimated chronic noncancer HI at the off-campus MEI was
formaldehyde with approximately 93% of the chronic noncancer HI, followed by acrolein with
approximately 3% of the chronic noncancer HI. The primary chemical contribution to the estimated
chronic noncancer HI at the on-campus MEI was formaldehyde with approximately 92% of the chronic
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noncancer HI, followed by acrolein with approximately 4% of the chronic noncancer HI. At other off-
and on-campus receptor locations, different chemicals may contribute more significantly depending on
the types of chemicals emitted by the source nearby the receptor. HARP HRA modeling files are provided
in electronic format on the enclosed CD due to their volume.

6.12 AcuTE NONCANCER HEALTH EFFECTS FROM THE LRDP AMENDMENT SCENARIO

Results of the acute noncancer health effects assessment indicate that all of the HI values for each organ
system are less than 1.0. Acute HI values less than 1.0 indicate that noncancer effects from acute exposure
to emissions from routine campus-wide operations are unlikely. The maximum acute HI for an organ
system in the 2007 Baseline Scenario was 0.08 at the off-campus MEI and 0.11 at the on-campus MEIL
The off-campus MEI was located on the northwest campus fence line across from Sunset Boulevard. The
on-campus MEI was located at the northwest campus housing complex. The acute HI results for the off-
and on-campus MEIs in the LRDP Amendment Scenario are presented in Table 6-15.

The primary source type contributors to the estimated acute noncancer HI at the Off-campus MEI were
the boilers and the turbines at the cogeneration plant. Of the sources modeled, boilers contributed 40% of
the acute noncancer HI followed by the turbines at the cogeneration plant with 38% of the acute
noncancer HI. The primary source type contributors to the estimated acute noncancer HI at the on-campus
MEI were the boilers and the turbines at the cogeneration plant. Of the sources modeled, the boilers
contributed 53% of the acute noncancer HI followed by the turbines at the cogeneration plant with 28% of
the acute noncancer HI. At other off- and on-campus receptor locations, different sources may contribute
more significantly as the source-specific contribution is dependent on many variables such as the source
to receptor distance, the meteorology, and the release parameters.

The primary chemical contribution to the estimated acute noncancer HI at the off-campus MEI was
acrolein with approximately 65% of the acute noncancer HI, followed by formaldehyde with
approximately 29% of the acute noncancer HI. The primary chemical contribution to the estimated
chronic noncancer HI at the on-campus MEI was acrolein with approximately 70% of the acute noncancer
HI, followed by formaldehyde with approximately 24% of the acute noncancer HI. At other off- and on-
campus receptor locations, different chemicals may contribute more significantly depending on the types
of chemicals emitted by the source nearby the receptor. HARP HRA modeling files are provided in
electronic format on the enclosed CD due to their volume.

6.13 SENSITIVE RECEPTOR IMPACTS FROM THE LRDP AMENDMENT SCENARIO

Ten on- and off-campus sensitive receptors were identified within the carcinogenic ZOI in the LRDP
Amendment Scenario. The HRA evaluated the cancer and noncancer health effects at these locations. The
results showed that the potential cancer and noncancer health effects at these locations were well below
the established health risk thresholds. The results for the sensitive receptors in the LRDP Amendment
Scenario are presented in Table 6-16. The locations of the sensitive receptors for the LRDP Amendment
Scenario are shown on Figure 4-3.
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6.14 SENSITIVE RECEPTOR CANCER RISK FROM THE LRDP AMENDMENT SCENARIO

Lifetime cancer risk is defined as the increased chance of contracting cancer over a 70-year period as a
result of exposure to a toxic substance or substances. It is the product of the estimated daily exposure of
each suspected carcinogen by its respective cancer toxicity factor. The result represents a worst-case or
upper bound estimate of cancer risk.

Results of the cancer health effects assessment indicate that all of the cancer risks for the sensitive
receptor locations are less than 10 in one million (1.0 x 10). Cancer risks less than 10 in one million are
considered acceptable and do not require public notification in accordance with state and regional
guidelines. The lifetime incremental cancer risk as a result of a lifetime exposure to emissions from the
routine campus-wide operation of all sources in the LRDP Amendment Scenario was estimated to be 0.90
in one million (0.9 x 10®) at the MESR. The MESR was located at the Franz Hall Day Care Center. The
cancer risk for the off- and on-campus sensitive receptor locations are presented in Table 6-16.

The primary source type contributions to the estimated cancer risk at the MESR were from emergency
generators containing diesel-fueled ICEs and laboratory chemical usage. Of the sources modeled, the
emergency generators containing diesel-fueled ICEs contributed 59% of the cancer risk followed by
campus laboratory chemical usage with 27% of the cancer risk. At other off- and on-campus sensitive
receptor locations, different sources may contribute more significantly as the source-specific contribution
is dependent on many variables such as the source to receptor distance, the meteorology, and the release
parameters.

The primary chemical contribution to the estimated cancer risk at the MESR was DPM with
approximately 59% of the risk, followed by formaldehyde with approximately 23% of the risk. At other
off- and on-campus sensitive receptor locations, different chemicals may contribute more significantly
depending on the types of chemicals emitted by the source nearby the sensitive receptor. HARP HRA
modeling files are provided in electronic format on the enclosed CD due to their volume.

6.15 SENSITIVE RECEPTOR CHRONIC NONCANCER HEALTH EFFECTS FROM THE LRDP
AMENDMENT SCENARIO

The potential for TAC emissions from routine campus-wide operations to cause both chronic (long-term)
and acute (short-term) noncancer health effects was also assessed in this HRA. Guidance published by
OEHHA specifies which substances are to be evaluated in the noncancer effects assessment and which
organ systems within the body are affected (e.g., liver, kidney, respiratory system, central nervous system,
etc.).

Results of the chronic noncancer health effects assessment indicate that all of the HI values for the
sensitive receptor locations for each organ system are less than 1.0. Chronic HI values less than 1.0
indicate that noncancer effects from chronic exposure to emissions from routine campus-wide operations
are unlikely. The maximum chronic HI for an organ system was 0.10 at the MESR. The MESR was
located at the Franz Hall Day Care Center. The chronic HI results for the off- and on-campus sensitive
receptor locations are presented in Table 6-16.
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The primary source type contributions to the estimated chronic noncancer HI at the MESR were from the
laboratory chemical usage and the turbines at the cogeneration plant. Of the sources modeled, the
laboratory chemical usage contributed 80% of the chronic noncancer HI followed by the turbines at the
cogeneration plant with 11% of the chronic noncancer HI. At other off- and on-campus sensitive receptor
locations, different sources may contribute more significantly as the source-specific contribution is
dependent on many variables such as the source to receptor distance, the meteorology, and the release
parameters.

The primary chemical contribution to the estimated chronic noncancer HI at the MESR was formaldehyde
with approximately 92% of the chronic noncancer HI followed by acrolein with approximately 4% of the
chronic noncancer HI. At other off- and on-campus sensitive receptor locations, different chemicals may
contribute more significantly depending on the types of chemicals emitted by the source nearby the
sensitive receptor. HARP HRA modeling files are provided in electronic format on the enclosed CD due
to their volume.

6.16 SENSITIVE RECEPTOR ACUTE NONCANCER HEALTH EFFECTS FROM THE LRDP
AMENDMENT SCENARIO

Results of the acute noncancer health effects assessment indicate that all of the HI values for each organ
system are less than 1.0. Acute HI values less than 1.0 indicate that noncancer effects from acute exposure
to emissions from routine campus-wide operations are unlikely. The maximum acute HI for an organ
system in the 2007 Baseline Scenario was 0.08 at MESR. The MESR was located at the UCLA Medical
Center. The acute HI results for the off- and on-campus sensitive receptor locations in the 2007 Baseline
Scenario are presented in Table 6-16.

The primary source type contributions to the estimated acute noncancer HI at the MESR were from the
laboratory chemical usage. Of the sources modeled, the laboratory chemical usage contributed 96% of the
acute noncancer HI. At other off- and on-campus sensitive receptor locations, different sources may
contribute more significantly as the source-specific contribution is dependent on many variables such as
the source to receptor distance, the meteorology, and the release parameters.

The primary chemical contribution to the estimated acute noncancer HI at the MESR was formaldehyde
with approximately 96% of the acute noncancer HI. At other off- and on-campus sensitive receptor
locations, different chemicals may contribute more significantly depending on the types of chemicals
emitted by the source nearby the sensitive receptor. HARP HRA modeling files are provided in electronic
format on the enclosed CD due to their volume.
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Table 6-1. Summary of HRA Results for the Off- and On-campus MEls in the 2007 Baseline
Scenario

Significance | Receptor Location
Result Threshold' East (m) | North (m) Receptor Description

Off-campus MEI

Fence line east of campus on Hilgard
Cancer Risk 6.3 x10°% 10 x 106 367196 3770768 Avenue east of Parking Structure Two
Fence line east of campus on Hilgard
Chronic HI 0.08 1.0 367196 3770768 Avenue east of Parking Structure Two
Fence line northwest campus across from
Acute HI 0.07 1.0 366114 3771509 Sunset Boulevard
On-campus MEI'
Cancer Risk 8.9 x 107 10x 106 367000 3770800 General area of Franz Hall
Chronic HI 0.10 1.0 367000 3770800 General area of Franz Hall
Acute HI 0.10 1.0 366069 3771124 Northwest campus housing complex

Significance threshold provided in SCAQMD Supplemental Guidelines for Preparing Risk Assessments (SCAQMD, 2005)

Cancer risk adjusted for 9-year exposure period based on Air Toxic Hot Spots Program Risk Assessment Guidelines (OEHHA 2003)
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Table 6-2. Source Contribution to Cancer Risk at the Off-Campus MEI in the 2007 Baseline Scenario

Cancer Risk by Exposure Pathway
Produce TOTAL % of
Source .D. Source Description Inhalation Dermal Absorption |  Soil Ingestion Ingestion Cancer Risk | TOTAL
10084 ICE, 1750 BHP, UCLA Med Ctr 1.0E-06 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 1.0E-06 16.43%
10075 ICE, 1323 BHP, MSB 8.4E-07 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 8.4E-07 13.25%
10154 Laboratory Chemical Usage 7.5E-07 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 7.5E-07 11.80%
10002 Turbine, Cogen 6.2E-08 1.2E-07 1.9E-08 1.6E-07 3.6E-07 5.72%
10001 Turbine, Cogen 6.2E-08 1.2E-07 1.8E-08 1.6E-07 3.6E-07 5.67%
10074 ICE, 1750 BHP, Young Hall E 3.4E-07 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 3.4E-07 5.31%
10148 Laboratory Chemical Usage 3.0E-07 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 3.0E-07 4.76%
10088 ICE, 2514 BHP, Campus Wide 2.7E-07 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 2.7E-07 4.20%
10152 Laboratory Chemical Usage 2.3E-07 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 2.3E-07 3.60%
10087 ICE, 1095 BHP, Seas IV NW 1.6E-07 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 1.6E-07 2.50%
10107 ICE, 390 BHP, Boyer 9.3E-08 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 9.3E-08 1.48%
10110 ICE, 250 BHP, Life Sciences 7.6E-08 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 7.6E-08 1.20%
10104 ICE, 443 BHP, Boelter IlI 7.2E-08 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 7.2E-08 1.14%
10067 ICE, 724 BHP, Sproul Hall 6.8E-08 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 6.8E-08 1.07%
10153 Laboratory Chemical Usage 6.2E-08 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 6.2E-08 0.98%
10161 Laboratory Chemical Usage 6.0E-08 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 6.0E-08 0.94%
10085 ICE, 890 BHP, Macdonald Lab 5.5E-08 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 5.5E-08 0.87%
10111 ICE, 166 BHP, Franz Hall 5.5E-08 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 5.5E-08 0.87%
10150 Laboratory Chemical Usage 5.4E-08 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 5.4E-08 0.85%
10072 ICE, 2220 BHP, Cogen 5.3E-08 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 5.3E-08 0.83%
10077 ICE, 553 BHP, UCPD NE 5.1E-08 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 5.1E-08 0.81%
10120 ICE, 1095 BHP, 200 Med Plaza 4.9E-08 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 4.9E-08 0.77%
10122 ICE, 1095 BHP, 200 Med Plaza 4.8E-08 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 4.8E-08 0.75%
10086 ICE, 1490 BHP, AGSM South 4.2E-08 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 4.2E-08 0.67%
10158 Laboratory Chemical Usage 4.2E-08 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 4.2E-08 0.66%
10106 ICE, 166 BHP, Boelter Il 12400 3.7E-08 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 3.7E-08 0.59%
10155 Laboratory Chemical Usage 3.2E-08 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 3.2E-08 0.51%
10159 Laboratory Chemical Usage 3.2E-08 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 3.2E-08 0.50%
10080 ICE, 1260 BHP, UCLA Med Ctr 3.1E-08 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 3.1E-08 0.49%
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Table 6-2. Source Contribution to Cancer Risk at the Off-Campus MEI in the 2007 Baseline Scenario

Cancer Risk by Exposure Pathway
Produce TOTAL % of
Source .D. Source Description Inhalation Dermal Absorption |  Soil Ingestion Ingestion Cancer Risk | TOTAL
10081 ICE, 1260 BHP, UCLA Med Ctr 3.1E-08 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 3.1E-08 0.49%
10082 ICE, 1310 BHP, UCLA Med Ctr 3.1E-08 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 3.1E-08 0.49%
10083 ICE, 1310 BHP, UCLA Med Ctr 3.1E-08 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 3.1E-08 0.49%
10151 Laboratory Chemical Usage 3.1E-08 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 3.1E-08 0.49%
10068 ICE, 320 BHP, Dykstra 3.1E-08 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 3.1E-08 0.48%
10091 ICE, 2000 BHP, SRB | (NRB) 3.0E-08 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 3.0E-08 0.47%
10078 ICE, 750 BHP, PS 1 2.9E-08 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 2.9E-08 0.46%
10073 ICE, 746 BHP, Ackerman 2.6E-08 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 2.6E-08 0.41%
10102 ICE, 377 BHP, Kerckhoff 1.9E-08 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 1.9E-08 0.30%
10076 ICE, 668 BHP, STRB 1.9E-08 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 1.9E-08 0.30%
10003 Gasoline Dispensing 1.8E-08 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 1.8E-08 0.29%
10114 ICE, 168 BHP, PS 8 SE 1.7E-08 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 1.7E-08 0.27%
10101 ICE, 3057 BHP, Eng V 1.7E-08 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 1.7E-08 0.26%
10130 ICE, 155 BHP, Campus Wide 1.6E-08 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 1.6E-08 0.26%
10079 ICE, 1850 BHP, Gonda 1.6E-08 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 1.6E-08 0.25%
10123 ICE, 535 BHP, Env Service Building 1.5E-08 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 1.5E-08 0.24%
10098 ICE, 1881 BHP, Police Station Rep 1.3E-08 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 1.3E-08 0.20%
10112 ICE, 60 BHP, Math Sciences 1.1E-08 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 1.1E-08 0.18%
10160 Laboratory Chemical Usage 1.1E-08 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 1.1E-08 017%
10064 ICE, 335 BHP, Covel 1.1E-08 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 1.1E-08 017%
10094 ICE, 2000 BHP, Rep Hospital 1 1.0E-08 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 1.0E-08 0.16%
10095 ICE, 2000 BHP, Rep Hospital 2 1.0E-08 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 1.0E-08 0.16%
10096 ICE, 2000 BHP, Rep Hospital 3 1.0E-08 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 1.0E-08 0.16%
10097 ICE, 2000 BHP, Rep Hospital 4 1.0E-08 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 1.0E-08 0.16%
10062 Boiler, 12.5MMBTU, 200 Med Plaza 1.0E-09 3.7E-09 5.5E-10 4.7E-09 1.0E-08 0.16%
10069 ICE, 320 BHP, Rieber Hall 9.9E-09 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 9.9E-09 0.16%
10066 ICE, 440 BHP, Hedrick 9.8E-09 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 9.8E-09 0.15%
10118 ICE, 135 BHP, Pauley 9.6E-09 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 9.6E-09 0.15%
10061 Boiler, 12.5MMBTU, 200 Med Plaza 9.3E-10 3.3E-09 4.9E-10 4.2E-09 8.9E-09 0.14%
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Table 6-2. Source Contribution to Cancer Risk at the Off-Campus MEI in the 2007 Baseline Scenario

Cancer Risk by Exposure Pathway
Produce TOTAL % of
Source .D. Source Description Inhalation Dermal Absorption |  Soil Ingestion Ingestion Cancer Risk | TOTAL
10105 ICE, 235 BHP, Royce NW 7.7E-09 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 7.7E-09 0.12%
10146 Laboratory Chemical Usage 6.6E-09 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 6.6E-09 0.10%
10128 ICE, 277 BHP, CHS 6.3E-09 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 6.3E-09 0.10%
10108 ICE, 519 BHP, PS 4 6.2E-09 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 6.2E-09 0.10%
10132 ICE, 370 BHP, Murphy Hall 6.0E-09 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 6.0E-09 0.10%
10115 ICE, 107 BHP, Unix 6.0E-09 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 6.0E-09 0.09%
10144 ICE, 50 BHP, Park Str 8 6.0E-09 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 6.0E-09 0.09%
10093 ICE, 2000 BHP, SRB || 5.9E-09 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 5.9E-09 0.09%
10117 ICE, 135 BHP, LATC 5.6E-09 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 5.6E-09 0.09%
10121 ICE, 335 BHP, 300 Med Plaza 5.5E-09 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 5.5E-09 0.09%
10142 ICE, 50 BHP, Campus Wide 5.5E-09 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 5.5E-09 0.09%
10143 ICE, 50 BHP, Campus Wide 5.5E-09 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 5.5E-09 0.09%
10137 ICE, 50 BHP, CHS Park Str 4.9E-09 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 4.9E-09 0.08%
10126 ICE, 216 BHP, Campus Wide 4.9E-09 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 4.9E-09 0.08%
10071 ICE, 635 BHP, Reiber W 4.8E-09 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 4.8E-09 0.08%
10124 ICE, 317 BHP, Parking Structure 7 4.2E-09 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 4.2E-09 0.07%
10060 Boiler, 5.23MMBtu, Warren Hall 5.3E-10 1.5E-09 2.2E-10 1.9E-09 4.1E-09 0.06%
10070 ICE, 635 BHP, Reiber N 4.1E-09 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 4.1E-09 0.06%
10100 ICE, 3622 BHP, PKS#5,4,7 4.1E-09 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 4.1E-09 0.06%
10133 ICE, 550 BHP, Hilbrom 4.1E-09 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 41E-09 0.06%
10099 ICE, 755 BHP, Powell / kinsey 3.9E-09 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 3.9E-09 0.06%
10092 ICE, 2000 BHP, CNSI 3.6E-09 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 3.6E-09 0.06%
10109 ICE, 377 BHP, SRL N 3.5E-09 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 3.5E-09 0.06%
10089 ICE, 635 BHP, Rehab Cen 3.4E-09 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 3.4E-09 0.05%
10119 ICE, 370 BHP, Law Library 3.1E-09 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 3.1E-09 0.05%
10113 ICE, 168 BHP, SRL 2.9E-09 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 2.9E-09 0.05%
10125 ICE, 260 BHP, YRL 2.9E-09 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 2.9E-09 0.05%
10135 ICE, 325 BHP, MS 2.8E-09 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 2.8E-09 0.04%
10065 ICE, 415 BHP, De Neve 2.6E-09 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 2.6E-09 0.04%
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Table 6-2. Source Contribution to Cancer Risk at the Off-Campus MEI in the 2007 Baseline Scenario

Cancer Risk by Exposure Pathway

Produce TOTAL % of

Source .D. Source Description Inhalation Dermal Absorption |  Soil Ingestion Ingestion Cancer Risk | TOTAL
10131 ICE, 201 BHP, Public Policy 2.5E-09 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 2.5E-09 0.04%
10157 Laboratory Chemical Usage 2.2E-09 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 2.2E-09 0.03%
10149 Laboratory Chemical Usage 2.0E-09 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 2.0E-09 0.03%
10063 Boiler, 224MMBTU, Cogen Plant 1.1E-10 7.9E-10 1.2E-10 1.0E-09 2.0E-09 0.03%
10090 ICE, 910 BHP, Phys And Astrom 1.5E-09 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 1.5E-09 0.02%
10147 Laboratory Chemical Usage 1.5E-09 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 1.5E-09 0.02%
10042 Boiler, 1.058MMBtu, EH&S Facility 1.6E-10 4.3E-10 6.5E-11 5.5E-10 1.2E-09 0.02%
10127 ICE, 490 BHP, Campus Wide 1.2E-09 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 1.2E-09 0.02%
10134 ICE, 157 BHP, Hedrick Tower 1.1E-09 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 1.1E-09 0.02%
10116 ICE, 100 BHP, Bunche 1.1E-09 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 1.1E-09 0.02%
10043 Boiler, 1.5MMBtu, Rehabilitation #1 1.3E-10 3.6E-10 5.4E-11 4.6E-10 1.0E-09 0.02%
10044 Boiler, 1.5MMBtu, Rehabilitation #2 1.3E-10 3.6E-10 5.4E-11 4.5E-10 9.9E-10 0.02%
10052 Boiler, 1.5MMBtu, STRB 1.2E-10 3.3E-10 4.9E-11 4.1E-10 9.1E-10 0.01%
10103 ICE, 66 BHP, Sunset Rec NE 8.6E-10 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 8.6E-10 0.01%
10055 Boiler, 1.67MMBtu, Unex 1.1E-10 2.9E-10 4.4E-11 3.7E-10 8.1E-10 0.01%
10054 Boiler, 1.674MMBtu, Unex 1.0E-10 2.9E-10 4.3E-11 3.6E-10 8.0E-10 0.01%
10058 Boiler, IMMBtu, Rehab. #5 8.8E-11 2.5E-10 3.7E-11 3.1E-10 6.8E-10 0.01%
10140 ICE, 50 BHP, Grad School Edu 6.5E-10 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 6.5E-10 0.01%
10059 Boiler, IMMBtu, Rehab. #6 7.5E-11 2.1E-10 3.1E-11 2.7E-10 5.8E-10 0.01%
10053 Boiler, 1.8MMBtu, UES BLR#4 7.2E-11 2.0E-10 3.0E-11 2.5E-10 5.5E-10 0.01%
10057 Boiler, 0.5MMBtu, Ueberroth #1 6.5E-11 1.8E-10 2.7E-11 2.3E-10 5.0E-10 0.01%
10138 ICE, 50 BHP, Dicksen Art 4.6E-10 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 4.6E-10 0.01%
10141 ICE, 50 BHP, Melnitz Hall 3.9E-10 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 3.9E-10 0.01%
10139 ICE, 50 BHP, East Melnitz 3.8E-10 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 3.8E-10 0.01%
10050 Boiler, 1.26MMBtu, SRL #BLR-3 4.7E-11 1.3E-10 2.0E-11 1.7E-10 3.6E-10 0.01%
10051 Boiler, 1.26MMBtu, SRL #BLR-4 4.3E-11 1.2E-10 1.8E-11 1.5E-10 3.3E-10 0.01%

TOTAL FROM LISTED SOURCES! 5.7E-06 2.6E-07 3.9E-08 3.3E-07 6.3E-06 99.88%

TOTAL FROM ALL EVALUATED SOURCES 5.7E-06 2.6E-07 3.9E-08 3.3E-07 6.3E-06 100.00%
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Table 6-2. Source Contribution to Cancer Risk at the Off-Campus MEI in the 2007 Baseline Scenario

Cancer Risk by Exposure Pathway

Produce TOTAL % of
Source .D. Source Description Inhalation Dermal Absorption |  Soil Ingestion Ingestion Cancer Risk | TOTAL

! Only sources contributing 0.01% or more to the risk are listed. Listed sources contribute to 99.88% of the total risk from all evaluated sources.
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Table 6-3. Source Contribution to Cancer Risk at the On-Campus MEI in the 2007 Baseline Scenario

Cancer Risk by Exposure Pathway?

Source Dermal Produce TOTAL
.D. Source Description Inhalation Absorption Soil Ingestion Ingestion Cancer Risk | % of TOTAL
10084 | ICE, 1750 BHP, UCLA Med Ctr 1.2E-07 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 1.2E-07 13.70%
10154 | Laboratory Chemical Usage 1.2E-07 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 1.2E-07 13.53%
10088 | ICE, 2514 BHP, Campus Wide 6.8E-08 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 6.8E-08 7.57%
10002 | Turbine, Cogen 1.0E-08 2.0E-08 3.0E-09 2.6E-08 5.9E-08 6.65%
10001 | Turbine, Cogen 1.0E-08 2.0E-08 3.0E-09 2.5E-08 5.9E-08 6.55%
10087 | ICE, 1095 BHP, Seas IV NW 3.7E-08 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 3.7E-08 4.16%
10104 | ICE, 443 BHP, Boelter Il 3.3E-08 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 3.3E-08 3.67%
10148 | Laboratory Chemical Usage 3.1E-08 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 3.1E-08 3.48%
10075 | ICE, 1323 BHP, MSB 2.8E-08 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 2.8E-08 3.11%
10107 | ICE, 390 BHP, Boyer 1.9E-08 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 1.9E-08 2.07%
10085 | ICE, 890 BHP, Macdonald Lab 1.7E-08 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 1.7E-08 1.96%
10150 | Laboratory Chemical Usage 1.6E-08 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 1.6E-08 1.76%
10111 | ICE, 166 BHP, Franz Hall 1.4E-08 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 1.4E-08 1.60%
10153 | Laboratory Chemical Usage 1.4E-08 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 1.4E-08 1.58%
10158 | Laboratory Chemical Usage 1.4E-08 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 1.4E-08 1.58%
10106 | ICE, 166 BHP, Boelter Il 12400 1.4E-08 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 1.4E-08 1.55%
10077 | ICE, 553 BHP, UCPD NE 1.3E-08 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 1.3E-08 1.48%
10074 | ICE, 1750 BHP, Young Hall E 1.3E-08 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 1.3E-08 1.43%
10072 | ICE, 2220 BHP, Cogen 1.2E-08 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 1.2E-08 1.39%
10152 | Laboratory Chemical Usage 1.2E-08 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 1.2E-08 1.37%
10067 | ICE, 724 BHP, Sproul Hall 1.2E-08 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 1.2E-08 1.34%
10122 | ICE, 1095 BHP, 200 Med Plaza 1.0E-08 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 1.0E-08 1.13%
10120 | ICE, 1095 BHP, 200 Med Plaza 9.9E-09 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 9.9E-09 1.10%
10151 | Laboratory Chemical Usage 9.1E-09 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 9.1E-09 1.02%
10110 | ICE, 250 BHP, Life Sciences 8.7E-09 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 8.7E-09 0.97%
10091 | ICE, 2000 BHP, SRB | (NRB) 8.3E-09 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 8.3E-09 0.93%
10159 | Laboratory Chemical Usage 8.2E-09 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 8.2E-09 0.92%
10161 | Laboratory Chemical Usage 5.9E-09 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 5.9E-09 0.66%
10078 | ICE, 750 BHP, PS 1 5.9E-09 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 5.9E-09 0.66%
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Table 6-3. Source Contribution to Cancer Risk at the On-Campus MEI in the 2007 Baseline Scenario

Cancer Risk by Exposure Pathway?

Source Dermal Produce TOTAL
.D. Source Description Inhalation Absorption Soil Ingestion Ingestion Cancer Risk | % of TOTAL
10068 | ICE, 320 BHP, Dykstra 5.6E-09 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 5.6E-09 0.62%
10073 | ICE, 746 BHP, Ackerman 5.4E-09 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 5.4E-09 0.61%
10079 | ICE, 1850 BHP, Gonda 4.4E-09 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 4.4E-09 0.49%
10130 | ICE, 155 BHP, Campus Wide 4.2E-09 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 4.2E-09 0.47%
10114 | ICE, 168 BHP, PS 8 SE 4.1E-09 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 4.1E-09 0.46%
10102 | ICE, 377 BHP, Kerckhoff 3.9E-09 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 3.9E-09 0.43%
10086 | ICE, 1490 BHP, AGSM South 3.6E-09 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 3.6E-09 0.40%
10003 | Gasoline Dispensing 3.5E-09 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 3.5E-09 0.40%
10112 | ICE, 60 BHP, Math Sciences 3.5E-09 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 3.5E-09 0.39%
10123 | ICE, 535 BHP, Env Service Building 2.9E-09 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 2.9E-09 0.32%
10098 | ICE, 1881 BHP, Police Station Rep 2.8E-09 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 2.8E-09 0.32%
10080 | ICE, 1260 BHP, UCLA Med Ctr 2.2E-09 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 2.2E-09 0.25%
10081 | ICE, 1260 BHP, UCLA Med Ctr 2.2E-09 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 2.2E-09 0.25%
10082 | ICE, 1310 BHP, UCLA Med Ctr 2.2E-09 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 2.2E-09 0.25%
10083 | ICE, 1310 BHP, UCLA Med Ctr 2.2E-09 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 2.2E-09 0.25%
10155 | Laboratory Chemical Usage 2.1E-09 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 2.1E-09 0.24%
10118 | ICE, 135 BHP, Pauley 2.1E-09 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 2.1E-09 0.24%
10076 | ICE, 668 BHP, STRB 2.1E-09 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 2.1E-09 0.23%
10062 | Boiler, 12.5MMBTU, 200 Med Plaza 2.1E-10 7.5E-10 1.1E-10 9.5E-10 2.0E-09 0.23%
10064 | ICE, 335 BHP, Covel 1.9E-09 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 1.9E-09 0.21%
10101 | ICE, 3057 BHP, Eng V 1.7E-09 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 1.7E-09 0.19%
10160 | Laboratory Chemical Usage 1.6E-09 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 1.6E-09 0.18%
10061 | Boiler, 12.5MMBTU, 200 Med Plaza 1.7E-10 6.0E-10 8.9E-11 7.6E-10 1.6E-09 0.18%
10066 | ICE, 440 BHP, Hedrick 1.5E-09 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 1.5E-09 0.17%
10069 | ICE, 320 BHP, Rieber Hall 1.5E-09 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 1.5E-09 0.17%
10128 | ICE, 277 BHP, CHS 1.5E-09 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 1.5E-09 0.16%
10142 | ICE, 50 BHP, Campus Wide 1.5E-09 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 1.5E-09 0.16%
10143 | ICE, 50 BHP, Campus Wide 1.5E-09 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 1.5E-09 0.16%
10144 | ICE, 50 BHP, Park Str 8 1.4E-09 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 1.4E-09 0.15%
10126 | ICE, 216 BHP, Campus Wide 1.2E-09 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 1.2E-09 0.14%
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Table 6-3. Source Contribution to Cancer Risk at the On-Campus MEI in the 2007 Baseline Scenario

Cancer Risk by Exposure Pathway?

Source Dermal Produce TOTAL
.D. Source Description Inhalation Absorption Soil Ingestion Ingestion Cancer Risk | % of TOTAL
10117 | ICE, 135 BHP, LATC 1.1E-09 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 1.1E-09 0.12%
10115 | ICE, 107 BHP, Unix 1.1E-09 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 1.1E-09 0.12%
10132 | ICE, 370 BHP, Murphy Hall 1.0E-09 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 1.0E-09 0.12%
10108 | ICE, 519 BHP, PS 4 9.5E-10 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 9.5E-10 0.11%
10121 | ICE, 335 BHP, 300 Med Plaza 8.7E-10 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 8.7E-10 0.10%
10124 | ICE, 317 BHP, Parking Structure 7 8.4E-10 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 8.4E-10 0.09%
10146 | Laboratory Chemical Usage 7.8E-10 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 7.8E-10 0.09%
10071 | ICE, 635 BHP, Reiber W 7.3E-10 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 7.3E-10 0.08%
10105 | ICE, 235 BHP, Royce NW 7.1E-10 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 7.1E-10 0.08%
10133 | ICE, 550 BHP, Hilbrom 6.8E-10 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 6.8E-10 0.08%
10060 | Boiler, 5.23MMBtu, Warren Hall 8.8E-11 2.5E-10 3.7E-11 3.4E-10 6.8E-10 0.08%
10094 | ICE, 2000 BHP, Rep Hospital 1 6.3E-10 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 6.3E-10 0.07%
10095 | ICE, 2000 BHP, Rep Hospital 2 6.3E-10 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 6.3E-10 0.07%
10096 | ICE, 2000 BHP, Rep Hospital 3 6.3E-10 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 6.3E-10 0.07%
10097 | ICE, 2000 BHP, Rep Hospital 4 6.3E-10 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 6.3E-10 0.07%
10070 | ICE, 635 BHP, Reiber N 6.2E-10 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 6.2E-10 0.07%
10109 | ICE, 377 BHP, SRLN 5.6E-10 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 5.6E-10 0.06%
10092 | ICE, 2000 BHP, CNSI 55E-10 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 55E-10 0.06%
10119 | ICE, 370 BHP, Law Library 5.1E-10 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 5.1E-10 0.06%
10065 | ICE, 415 BHP, De Neve 4.8E-10 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 4.8E-10 0.05%
10113 | ICE, 168 BHP, SRL 4.6E-10 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 4.6E-10 0.05%
10100 | ICE, 3622 BHP, PKSH#5,4,7 4.5E-10 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 4.5E-10 0.05%
10089 | ICE, 635 BHP, Rehab Cen 4.1E-10 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 4.1E-10 0.05%
10135 | ICE, 325 BHP, MS 4.0E-10 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 4.0E-10 0.05%
10149 | Laboratory Chemical Usage 3.7E-10 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 3.7E-10 0.04%
10137 | ICE, 50 BHP, CHS Park Str 3.6E-10 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 3.6E-10 0.04%
10125 | ICE, 260 BHP, YRL 3.1E-10 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 3.1E-10 0.03%
10127 | ICE, 490 BHP, Campus Wide 3.1E-10 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 3.1E-10 0.03%
10063 | Boiler, 224MMBTU, Cogen Plant 1.6E-11 1.1E-10 1.7E-11 1.4E-10 2.9E-10 0.03%
10099 | ICE, 755 BHP, Powell / kinsey 2.6E-10 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 2.6E-10 0.03%
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Table 6-3. Source Contribution to Cancer Risk at the On-Campus MEI in the 2007 Baseline Scenario

Cancer Risk by Exposure Pathway?

Source Dermal Produce TOTAL
.D. Source Description Inhalation Absorption Soil Ingestion Ingestion Cancer Risk | % of TOTAL
10042 | Boiler, 1.058MMBtu, EH&S Facility 2.9E-11 8.1E-11 1.2E-11 1.0E-10 2.3E-10 0.03%
10147 | Laboratory Chemical Usage 2.1E-10 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 2.1E-10 0.02%
10134 | ICE, 157 BHP, Hedrick Tower 1.6E-10 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 1.6E-10 0.02%
10103 | ICE, 66 BHP, Sunset Rec NE 1.5E-10 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 1.5E-10 0.02%
10055 | Boiler, 1.67MMBtu, Unex 1.9E-11 5.2E-11 7.7E-12 6.5E-11 1.4E-10 0.02%
10054 | Boiler, 1.674MMBtu, Unex 1.8E-11 5.1E-11 7.6E-12 6.5E-11 1.4E-10 0.02%
10157 | Laboratory Chemical Usage 1.4E-10 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 1.4E-10 0.02%
10093 | ICE, 2000 BHP, SRB Il 1.3E-10 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 1.3E-10 0.01%
10043 | Boiler, 1.5MMBtu, Rehabilitation #1 1.6E-11 4 5E-11 6.7E-12 5.7E-11 1.2E-10 0.01%
10044 | Boiler, 1.5MMBtu, Rehabilitation #2 1.5E-11 4.2E-11 6.3E-12 5.3E-11 1.2E-10 0.01%
10052 | Boiler, 1.5MMBtu, STRB 1.3E-11 3.5E-11 5.3E-12 4.5E-11 9.8E-11 0.01%
10116 | ICE, 100 BHP, Bunche 8.7E-11 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 8.7E-11 0.01%
10057 | Boiler, 0.5MMBtu, Ueberroth #1 1.1E-11 3.0E-11 4.5E-12 3.8E-11 8.4E-11 0.01%
10140 | ICE, 50 BHP, Grad School Edu 8.0E-11 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 8.0E-11 0.01%
10058 | Boiler, IMMBtu, Rehab. #5 1.0E-11 2.8E-11 4.3E-12 3.6E-11 7.9E-11 0.01%
10131 | ICE, 201 BHP, Public Policy 7.0E-11 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 7.0E-11 0.01%
10059 | Boiler, IMMBtu, Rehab. #6 8.5E-12 2.4E-11 3.5E-12 3.0E-11 6.6E-11 0.01%
10090 | ICE, 910 BHP, Phys And Astrom 6.2E-11 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 6.2E-11 0.01%
10050 | Boiler, 1.26MMBtu, SRL #BLR-3 7.5E-12 2.1E-11 3.2E-12 2.7E-11 5.8E-11 0.01%
10053 | Boiler, 1.8MMBtu, UES BLR#4 7.5E-12 2.1E-11 3.1E-12 2.6E-11 5.8E-11 0.01%
10145 | Spray Booth, CSB | 5.4E-11 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 5.4E-11 0.01%
10051 | Boiler, 1.26MMBtu, SRL #BLR-4 6.8E-12 1.9E-11 2.8E-12 2.4E-11 5.3E-11 0.01%
10138 | ICE, 50 BHP, Dicksen Art 4.9E-11 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 4.9E-11 0.01%
10048 | Boiler, 1.8MMBtu, SCRC- #1 (Olympic) 6.3E-12 1.8E-11 2.6E-12 2.2E-11 4.9E-11 0.01%
10009 | Boiler, 1.2MMBtu, Bradley 6.0E-12 1.7E-11 2.5E-12 2.1E-11 4.7E-11 0.01%
TOTAL FROM LISTED SOURCES' 7.9E-07 4.3E-08 6.4E-09 5.4E-08 8.9E-07 99.96%
TOTAL FROM ALL EVALUATED SOURCES 7.9E-07 4.3E-08 6.4E-09 5.4E-08 8.9E-07 100.00%

! Only sources contributing 0.01% or more to the risk are listed. Listed sources contribute to 99.96% of the total risk from all evaluated sources.
2 Cancer risk adjusted for a 9-year exposure period consistent with OEHHA guidelines

URS

L:\ECAS\29870127 - UCLA HRA\Deliverables\Client CD\Report\UCLA LRDP HRA Final.doc 6-21




UCLA 2002 LRDP Amendment HRA

Table 6-4. Cancer Risk at the Off-campus MEI by Substance and by Exposure Pathway in the 2007 Baseline Scenario

Cancer Risk by Exposure Pathway
Produce TOTAL Cancer
Substance CAS Inhalation Dermal Absorption | Soil Ingestion Ingestion Risk % of TOTAL'
Diesel Exhaust (particulates) 9901 3.9E-06 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 3.9E-06 62.26%
Formaldehyde 50000 1.4E-06 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 1.4E-06 21.96%
PAH (excluding napthalene) 1151 2.0E-08 2.6E-07 3.9E-08 3.3E-07 6.5E-07 10.29%
Benzene 71432 1.2E-07 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 1.2E-07 1.82%
Chloroform 67663 1.0E-07 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 1.0E-07 1.63%
Methylene Chloride 75092 9.7E-08 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 9.7E-08 1.52%
Dioxane, 1,4- 123911 1.1E-08 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 1.1E-08 0.17%
Hydrazine 302012 8.6E-09 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 8.6E-09 0.14%
Ethylbenzene 100414 3.8E-09 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 3.8E-09 0.06%
Acetaldehyde 75070 2.5E-09 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 2.5E-09 0.04%
Propylene Oxide 75569 2.2E-09 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 2.2E-09 0.04%
Carbon Tetrachloride 56235 2.2E-09 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 2.2E-09 0.03%
Butadiene, 1,3- 106990 1.5E-09 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 1.5E-09 0.02%
Naphthalene 91203 1.0E-09 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 1.0E-09 0.02%
Dichlorobenzene, p- 106467 6.3E-10 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 6.3E-10 0.01%
Total Risk from all listed substance 5.7E-06 2.6E-07 3.9E-08 3.3E-07 6.3E-06 100.0%
Total Risk from all evaluated substance 5.7E-06 2.6E-07 3.9E-08 3.3E-07 6.3E-06 100.0%

1 Substances contributing less than 0.01% to the total risk are not listed.
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Table 6-5. Cancer Risk at the On-campus MEI by Substance and by Exposure Pathway in the 2007 Baseline Scenario

Cancer Risk by Exposure Pathway?
Dermal TOTAL Cancer
Substance CAS Inhalation Absorption | Soil Ingestion | Produce Ingestion Risk % of TOTAL
Diesel Exhaust (particulates) 9901 5.3E-07 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 5.3E-07 59.14%
Formaldehyde 50000 2.1E-07 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 2.1E-07 23.02%
PAH (excluding napthalene) 1151 3.2E-09 4.3E-08 6.4E-09 5.4E-08 1.1E-07 11.94%
Benzene 71432 1.8E-08 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 1.8E-08 2.00%
Chloroform 67663 1.5E-08 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 1.5E-08 1.68%
Methylene Chloride 75092 1.4E-08 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 1.4E-08 1.58%
Dioxane, 1,4- 123911 1.5E-09 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 1.5E-09 0.17%
Hydrazine 302012 1.3E-09 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 1.3E-09 0.14%
Ethylbenzene 100414 6.9E-10 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 6.9E-10 0.08%
Acetaldehyde 75070 4.0E-10 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 4.0E-10 0.05%
Propylene Oxide 75569 3.6E-10 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 3.6E-10 0.04%
Carbon Tetrachloride 56235 3.2E-10 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 3.2E-10 0.04%
Butadiene, 1,3- 106990 2.5E-10 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 2.5E-10 0.03%
Naphthalene 91203 1.7E-10 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 1.7E-10 0.02%
Dichlorobenzene, p- 106467 9.2E-11 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 9.2E-11 0.01%
Trichloroethylene 79016 5.6E-11 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 5.6E-11 0.01%
Total Risk from all listed sources’ 7.9E-07 4.3E-08 6.4E-09 5.4E-08 8.9E-07 100.0%
Total Risk from all evaluated sources 7.9E-07 4.3E-08 6.4E-09 5.4E-08 8.9E-07 100.0%

1 Substances contributing less than 0.01% to the total risk are not listed.
2 Cancer risk adjusted for a 9-year exposure period consistent with OEHHA guidelines
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Table 6-6. Chronic Noncancer Hazard Index at the Off- and On-Campus MEls in the 2007
Baseline Scenario

Chronic Hazard Quotients

Target Organ Substance CAS Off-Campus On-Campus
cv Methylene Chloride 75092 2.38E-04 2.72E-04
Dioxane, 1,4- 123911 4 49E-07 5.13E-07
Total Chronic HI 2.38E-04 2.73E-04
CNS Benzene 71432 6.63E-05 7.99E-05
Toluene 108883 5.16E-05 6.52E-05
Xylenes 1330207 2.71E-05 3.33E-05
Carbon Tetrachloride 56235 1.26E-06 1.45E-06
Methylene Chloride 75092 2.38E-04 2.72E-04
Trichloroethylene 79016 2.35E-07 3.56E-07
Hexane 110543 2.18E-05 2.49E-05
Dichlorobenzene, p- 106467 6.76E-08 7.71E-08
Total Chronic HI 4.06E-04 4.77E-04
DEVEL Benzene 71432 6.63E-05 7.99E-05
Toluene 108883 5.16E-05 6.52E-05
Ethylbenzene 100414 7.61E-07 1.06E-06
Chloroform 67663 6.21E-05 7.10E-05
Carbon Tetrachloride 56235 1.26E-06 1.45E-06
Methanol 67561 3.41E-05 3.89E-05
Isopropy! Alcohol 67630 7.48E-07 8.54E-07
Total Chronic HI 2.17E-04 2.58E-04
ENDO Ethylbenzene 100414 7.61E-07 1.06E-06
Hydrazine 302012 8.71E-06 9.94E-06
Total Chronic HI 9.47E-06 1.10E-05
EYE Formaldehyde 50000 7.62E-02 8.77E-02
Acrolein 107028 2.62E-03 3.36E-03
Trichloroethylene 79016 2.35E-07 3.56E-07
Epichlorohydrin 106898 2.90E-08 3.31E-08
Triethylamine 121448 4.90E-06 5.60E-06
Total Chronic HI 7.88E-02 9.11E-02
GILV Ethylbenzene 100414 7.61E-07 1.06E-06
Chloroform 67663 6.21E-05 7.10E-05
Perchloroethylene 127184 9.28E-07 1.07E-06
Carbon Tetrachloride 56235 1.26E-06 1.45E-06
1-Methoxy-2-propanol 107982 2.97E-07 4 52E-07
Hydrazine 302012 8.71E-06 9.94E-06
Ethylene Dichloride 107062 5.45E-09 6.23E-09
Dioxane, 1,4- 123911 4 49E-07 5.13E-07
Dimethylformamide 68122 2.69E-05 3.07E-05
Dichlorobenzene, p- 106467 6.76E-08 7.71E-08
Chlorobenzene 108907 1.35E-07 1.54E-07
TOTAL 1.02E-04 1.16E-04
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Table 6-6. Chronic Noncancer Hazard Index at the Off- and On-Campus MEls in the 2007
Baseline Scenario

Chronic Hazard Quotients

Target Organ Substance CAS Off-Campus On-Campus
KIDN Ethylbenzene 100414 7.61E-07 1.06E-06
Chloroform 67663 6.21E-05 7.10E-05
Perchloroethylene 127184 9.28E-07 1.07E-06
Isopropyl Alcohol 67630 7.48E-07 8.54E-07
Dioxane, 1,4- 123911 4.49E-07 5.13E-07
Dichlorobenzene, p- 106467 6.76E-08 7.71E-08
Chlorobenzene 108907 1.35E-07 1.54E-07
Total Chronic HI 6.52E-05 7.47E-05
REPRO Butadiene, 1,3- 106990 4.38E-07 5.57E-07
Chlorobenzene 108907 1.35E-07 1.54E-07
Total Chronic HI 5.73E-07 7.11E-07
RESP Propylene Oxide 75569 1.97E-05 2.50E-05
Toluene 108883 5.16E-05 6.52E-05
Naphthalene 91203 3.29E-06 4.20E-06
Formaldehyde 50000 7.62E-02 8.77E-02
Acetaldehyde 75070 9.44E-05 1.20E-04
Acrolein 107028 2.62E-03 3.36E-03
Ammonia 7664417 1.08E-03 1.38E-03
Xylenes 1330207 2.71E-05 3.33E-05
Diesel Exhaust (particulates) 9901 2.47E-03 2.58E-03
Hydrogen Chloride 7647010 5.66E-04 6.47E-04
Epichlorohydrin 106898 2.90E-08 3.31E-08
Dimethylformamide 68122 2.69E-05 3.07E-05
Dichlorobenzene, p- 106467 6.76E-08 7.71E-08
Total Chronic HI 8.32E-02 9.59E-02
BLOOD Benzene 71432 6.63E-05 7.99E-05
Total Chronic HI 6.63E-05 7.99E-05

CNS - Central Nervous System
CV - Cardiovascular System
DEVEL - Development System
ENDO - Endocrine System
GILV - Alimentary System
IMMUN - Immune System
KIDN - Kidneys

REPRO - Reproductive System
RESP - Respiratory System
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Table 6-7. Acute Noncancer Hazard Index at the Off- and On-Campus MEls in the 2007 Baseline

Scenario
Acute Hazard Quotients
Target Organ Substance CAS Off-Campus On-Campus

CNS Toluene 108883 9.46E-05 1.79E-04
Vinyl Chloride 75014 5.13E-10 5.55E-10

Chloroform 67663 3.24E-04 4.60E-04
Perchloroethylene 127184 1.66E-08 1.95E-08

Methylene Chloride 75092 4.77E-05 5.92E-05

Carbon Tetrachloride 56235 8.43E-08 1.13E-07

Methanol 67561 3.42E-05 4.24E-05

Triethylamine 121448 2.46E-06 3.05E-06

Total Acute HI 5.03E-04 7.44E-04

DEVEL Benzene 71432 1.16E-04 3.74E-04
Propylene Oxide 75569 6.02E-06 6.52E-06

Toluene 108883 9.46E-05 1.79E-04

Chloroform 67663 3.24E-04 4.60E-04

Carbon Tetrachloride 56235 8.43E-08 1.13E-07

Total Acute HI 5.41E-04 1.02E-03

EYE Propylene Oxide 75569 6.02E-06 6.52E-06
Toluene 108883 9.46E-05 1.79E-04

Formaldehyde 50000 2.11E-02 2.56E-02

Acrolein 107028 4.62E-02 6.79E-02

Ammonia 7664417 3.77E-03 5.32E-03

Xylenes 1330207 1.58E-04 3.00E-04

Vinyl Chloride 75014 5.13E-10 5.55E-10
Perchloroethylene 127184 1.66E-08 1.95E-08

Isopropy! Alcohol 67630 1.15E-05 1.42E-05

Hydrogen Chloride 7647010 1.70E-05 2.11E-05

Epichlorohydrin 106898 4.69E-10 5.82E-10

Triethylamine 121448 2.46E-06 3.05E-06

Dioxane, 1,4- 123911 3.16E-06 3.91E-06

Total Acute HI 7.14E-02 9.93E-02

GILV Carbon Tetrachloride 56235 8.43E-08 1.13E-07
Total Acute HI 8.43E-08 1.13E-07

IMMUN Benzene 71432 1.16E-04 3.74E-04
Formaldehyde 50000 2.11E-02 2.56E-02

Total Acute HI 2.12E-02 2.60E-02

REPRO Benzene 71432 1.16E-04 3.74E-04
Propylene Oxide 75569 6.02E-06 6.52E-06

Toluene 108883 9.46E-05 1.79E-04

Chloroform 67663 3.24E-04 4.60E-04

Carbon Tetrachloride 56235 8.43E-08 1.13E-07

Total Acute HI 5.41E-04 1.02E-03

RESP Propylene Oxide 75569 6.02E-06 6.52E-06
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Table 6-7. Acute Noncancer Hazard Index at the Off- and On-Campus MEls in the 2007 Baseline

Scenario
Acute Hazard Quotients
Target Organ Substance CAS Off-Campus On-Campus
Toluene 108883 9.46E-05 1.79E-04
Formaldehyde 50000 2.11E-02 2.56E-02
Acrolein 107028 4.62E-02 6.79E-02
Ammonia 7664417 3.77E-03 5.32E-03
Xylenes 1330207 1.58E-04 3.00E-04
Vinyl Chloride 75014 5.13E-10 5.55E-10
Perchloroethylene 127184 1.66E-08 1.95E-08
Isopropy! Alcohol 67630 1.15E-05 1.42E-05
Hydrogen Chloride 7647010 1.70E-05 2.11E-05
Epichlorohydrin 106898 4.69E-10 5.82E-10
Dioxane, 1,4- 123911 3.16E-06 3.91E-06
Total Acute HI 7.14E-02 9.93E-02
BLOOD Benzene 71432 1.16E-04 3.74E-04
Total Acute HI 1.16E-04 3.74E-04

CNS - Central Nervous System
CV - Cardiovascular System
DEVEL - Development System
ENDO - Endocrine System
GILV - Alimentary System
IMMUN - Immune System
KIDN - Kidneys

REPRO - Reproductive System
RESP - Respiratory System
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Table 6-8. Summary of HRA Results for the Sensitive Receptors within the ZOl in the 2007
Baseline Scenario

UTM Coordinates Health Risks'
Description East (m) North (m) Cancer Chronic HI Acute HI
Warner Avenue Elementary School 367684 3770806 2.3E-07 0.02 0.04
Seeds University Elementary School 366782 3771446 2.6E-07 0.01 0.06
Fernald Child Development Center 366780 3771357 2.8E-07 0.01 0.06
Marymount High School 366624 3771361 3.0E-07 0.01 0.05
Medical Center 366887 3770491 3.5E-07 0.06 0.07
Reagan Medical Center 366586 3770505 2.1E-07 0.02 0.06
Franz Hall Day Care Center 367000 3770800 9.0E-07 0.10 0.07

1 Cancer risk adjusted for 9-year exposure period consistent with OEHHA guidelines
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Table 6-9. Summary of HRA Results for the Off- and On-campus MEIls in the LRDP Amendment

Scenario

Significance Receptor Location
Result Threshold’ East (m) | North (m) Receptor Description
Off-campus MEI
Fence line east of campus on Hilgard
Cancer Risk 6.4 x10°% 10 x 106 367196 3770768 Avenue east of Parking Structure Two
Fence line east of campus on Hilgard
Chronic HI 0.09 1.0 367186 3770669 Avenue east of Parking Structure Two
Fence line northwest campus across
Acute HI 0.08 1.0 366114 3771509 from Sunset Boulevard
On-campus MEI'
Cancer Risk 9.0 x 10”7 10 x 106 367000 3770800 General Area of Franz Hall
Chronic HI 0.10 1.0 367000 3770800 General area of Franz Hall
Acute HI 0.11 1.0 366069 3771124 Northwest campus housing complex

1 Significance threshold provided in SCAQMD Supplemental Guidelines for Preparing Risk Assessments (SCAQMD, 2005)

2 Cancer risk adjusted for 9-year exposure period consistent with OEHHA guidelines
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Table 6-10. Source Contribution to Cancer Risk at the Off-Campus MEI in the LRDP Amendment Scenario
Cancer Risk by Exposure Pathway?
Dermal Produce TOTAL
Source I.D. Source Description Inhalation Absorption Soil Ingestion | Ingestion Cancer Risk | % of TOTAL
10084 ICE, 1750 BHP, UCLA Med Ctr 1.0E-06 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 1.0E-06 16.22%
10075 ICE, 1323 BHP, MSB 8.4E-07 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 8.4E-07 13.09%
10154 Laboratory Chemical Usage 7.5E-07 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 7.5E-07 11.65%
10002 Gas Turbine 6.2E-08 1.2E-07 1.9E-08 1.6E-07 3.6E-07 5.65%
10001 Gas Turbine 6.2E-08 1.2E-07 1.8E-08 1.6E-07 3.6E-07 5.60%
10074 ICE, 1750 BHP, Young Hall E 3.4E-07 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 3.4E-07 5.24%
10148 Laboratory Chemical Usage 3.0E-07 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 3.0E-07 4.70%
10088 ICE, 2514 BHP, Campus Wide 2.7E-07 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 2.7E-07 4.15%
10152 Laboratory Chemical Usage 2.3E-07 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 2.3E-07 3.56%
10087 ICE, 1095 BHP, Seas IV NW 1.6E-07 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 1.6E-07 2.46%
10107 ICE, 390 BHP, Boyer 9.3E-08 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 9.3E-08 1.46%
10110 ICE, 250 BHP, Life Sciences 7.6E-08 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 7.6E-08 1.18%
10104 ICE, 443 BHP, Boelter IlI 7.2E-08 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 7.2E-08 1.12%
10067 ICE, 724 BHP, Sproul Hall 6.8E-08 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 6.8E-08 1.06%
10153 Laboratory Chemical Usage 6.2E-08 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 6.2E-08 0.96%
10161 Laboratory Chemical Usage 6.0E-08 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 6.0E-08 0.93%
10085 ICE, 890 BHP, Macdonald Lab 5.5E-08 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 5.5E-08 0.86%
10111 ICE, 166 BHP, Franz Hall 5.5E-08 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 5.5E-08 0.86%
10150 Laboratory Chemical Usage 5.4E-08 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 5.4E-08 0.84%
10072 ICE, 2220 BHP, Cogen 5.3E-08 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 5.3E-08 0.82%
10077 ICE, 553 BHP, UCPD NE 5.1E-08 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 5.1E-08 0.80%
20017 Laboratory Chemical Usage 5.1E-08 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 5.1E-08 0.79%
10120 ICE, 1095 BHP, 200 Med Plaza 4.9E-08 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 4.9E-08 0.76%
10122 ICE, 1095 BHP, 200 Med Plaza 4.8E-08 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 4.8E-08 0.74%
10086 ICE, 1490 BHP, AGSM South 4.2E-08 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 4.2E-08 0.66%
10158 Laboratory Chemical Usage 4.2E-08 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 4.2E-08 0.65%
10106 ICE, 166 BHP, Boelter Il 12400 3.7E-08 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 3.7E-08 0.58%
10155 Laboratory Chemical Usage 3.2E-08 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 3.2E-08 0.50%
10159 Laboratory Chemical Usage 3.2E-08 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 3.2E-08 0.50%
10080 ICE, 1260 BHP, UCLA Med Ctr 3.1E-08 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 3.1E-08 0.49%
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Table 6-10. Source Contribution to Cancer Risk at the Off-Campus MEI in the LRDP Amendment Scenario
Cancer Risk by Exposure Pathway?
Dermal Produce TOTAL
Source I.D. Source Description Inhalation Absorption Soil Ingestion | Ingestion Cancer Risk | % of TOTAL
10081 ICE, 1260 BHP, UCLA Med Ctr 3.1E-08 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 3.1E-08 0.49%
10082 ICE, 1310 BHP, UCLA Med Ctr 3.1E-08 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 3.1E-08 0.49%
10083 ICE, 1310 BHP, UCLA Med Ctr 3.1E-08 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 3.1E-08 0.49%
10151 Laboratory Chemical Usage 3.1E-08 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 3.1E-08 0.48%
10068 ICE, 320 BHP, Dykstra 3.1E-08 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 3.1E-08 0.48%
10091 ICE, 2000 BHP, SRB | (NRB) 3.0E-08 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 3.0E-08 0.47%
10078 ICE, 750 BHP, PS 1 2.9E-08 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 2.9E-08 0.46%
10073 ICE, 746 BHP, Ackerman 2.6E-08 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 2.6E-08 0.41%
10102 ICE, 377 BHP, Kerckhoff 1.9E-08 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 1.9E-08 0.30%
10076 ICE, 668 BHP, STRB 1.9E-08 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 1.9E-08 0.29%
10003 Gasoline Dispensing 1.8E-08 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 1.8E-08 0.29%
10114 ICE, 168 BHP, PS 8 SE 1.7E-08 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 1.7E-08 0.27%
10101 ICE, 3057 BHP, Eng V 1.7E-08 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 1.7E-08 0.26%
10130 ICE, 155 BHP, Campus Wide 1.6E-08 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 1.6E-08 0.26%
10079 ICE, 1850 BHP, Gonda 1.6E-08 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 1.6E-08 0.24%
10123 ICE, 535 BHP, Env Service Building 1.5E-08 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 1.5E-08 0.24%
20016 ICE, 500 BHP, LSR 1.3E-08 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 1.3E-08 0.20%
10098 ICE, 1881 BHP, Police Station Rep. 1.3E-08 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 1.3E-08 0.20%
10112 ICE, 94 BHP, Math Sciences 1.1E-08 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 1.1E-08 0.17%
10160 Laboratory Chemical Usage 1.1E-08 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 1.1E-08 0.17%
10064 ICE, 335 BHP, Covel 1.1E-08 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 1.1E-08 0.17%
10094 ICE, 2000 BHP, Rep Hospital 1 1.0E-08 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 1.0E-08 0.16%
10095 ICE, 2000 BHP, Rep Hospital 2 1.0E-08 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 1.0E-08 0.16%
10096 ICE, 2000 BHP, Rep Hospital 3 1.0E-08 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 1.0E-08 0.16%
10097 ICE, 2000 BHP, Rep Hospital 4 1.0E-08 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 1.0E-08 0.16%
10062 Boiler, 12.5MMBTU, 200 Med Plaza 1.0E-09 3.7E-09 5.5E-10 4.7E-09 1.0E-08 0.16%
10069 ICE, 320 BHP, Rieber Hall 9.9E-09 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 9.9E-09 0.15%
10066 ICE, 440 BHP, Hedrick 9.8E-09 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 9.8E-09 0.15%
10118 ICE, 135 BHP, Pauley 9.6E-09 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 9.6E-09 0.15%
10061 Boiler, 12.5MMBTU, 200 Med Plaza 9.3E-10 3.3E-09 4.9E-10 4.2E-09 8.9E-09 0.14%
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Table 6-10. Source Contribution to Cancer Risk at the Off-Campus MEI in the LRDP Amendment Scenario
Cancer Risk by Exposure Pathway?
Dermal Produce TOTAL
Source I.D. Source Description Inhalation Absorption Soil Ingestion | Ingestion Cancer Risk | % of TOTAL
10105 ICE, 235 BHP, Royce NW 7.7E-09 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 7.7E-09 0.12%
10146 Laboratory Chemical Usage 6.6E-09 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 6.6E-09 0.10%
10128 ICE, 277 BHP, CHS 6.3E-09 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 6.3E-09 0.10%
10108 ICE, 519 BHP, PS 4 6.2E-09 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 6.2E-09 0.10%
TOTAL FROM LISTED SOURCES! 5.6E-06 2.5E-07 3.8E-08 3.2E-07 6.2E-06 97.40%
TOTAL FROM ALL EVALUATED SOURCES 5.8E-06 2.6E-07 3.9E-08 3.3E-07 6.4E-06 100.00%

" Only sources contributing 0.1% or more to the risk are listed. Listed sources contribute to 97.4% of the total risk from all evaluated sources.
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Table 6-11. Source Contribution to Cancer Risk at the On-Campus MEI in the LRDP Amendment Scenario

Cancer Risk by Exposure Pathway'
Dermal
Source I.D. Source Description Inhalation Absorption Soil |ngestion Produce |ngestion TOTAL Cancer Risk % of TOTAL
10084 | ICE, 1750 BHP, UCLA Med Ctr 1.2E-07 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 1.2E-07 13.62%
10154 | Laboratory Chemical Usage 1.2E-07 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 1.2E-07 13.45%
10088 | ICE, 2514 BHP, Campus Wide 6.8E-08 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 6.8E-08 7.53%
10002 | Turbine, Cogen 1.0E-08 2.0E-08 3.0E-09 2.6E-08 5.9E-08 6.61%
10001 | Turbine, Cogen 1.0E-08 2.0E-08 3.0E-09 2.5E-08 5.9E-08 6.51%
10087 | ICE, 1095 BHP, Seas IV NW 3.7E-08 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 3.7E-08 4.13%
10104 | ICE, 443 BHP, Boelter Il 3.3E-08 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 3.3E-08 3.65%
10148 | Laboratory Chemical Usage 3.1E-08 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 3.1E-08 3.46%
10075 | ICE, 1323 BHP, MSB 2.8E-08 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 2.8E-08 3.09%
10107 | ICE, 390 BHP, Boyer 1.9E-08 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 1.9E-08 2.06%
10085 | ICE, 890 BHP, Macdonald Lab 1.7E-08 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 1.7E-08 1.95%
10150 | Laboratory Chemical Usage 1.6E-08 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 1.6E-08 1.75%
10111 | ICE, 166 BHP, Franz Hall 1.4E-08 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 1.4E-08 1.59%
10153 | Laboratory Chemical Usage 1.4E-08 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 1.4E-08 1.57%
10158 | Laboratory Chemical Usage 1.4E-08 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 1.4E-08 1.57%
10106 | ICE, 166 BHP, Boelter Il 12400 1.4E-08 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 1.4E-08 1.55%
10077 | ICE, 553 BHP, UCPD NE 1.3E-08 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 1.3E-08 1.47%
10074 | ICE, 1750 BHP, Young Hall E 1.3E-08 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 1.3E-08 1.42%
10072 | ICE, 2220 BHP, Cogen 1.2E-08 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 1.2E-08 1.38%
10152 | Laboratory Chemical Usage 1.2E-08 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 1.2E-08 1.36%
10067 | ICE, 724 BHP, Sproul Hall 1.2E-08 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 1.2E-08 1.33%
10122 | ICE, 1095 BHP, 200 Med Plaza 1.0E-08 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 1.0E-08 1.12%
10120 | ICE, 1095 BHP, 200 Med Plaza 9.9E-09 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 9.9E-09 1.10%
10151 | Laboratory Chemical Usage 9.1E-09 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 9.1E-09 1.01%
10110 | ICE, 250 BHP, Life Sciences 8.7E-09 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 8.7E-09 0.96%
10091 | ICE, 2000 BHP, SRB | (NRB) 8.3E-09 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 8.3E-09 0.92%
10159 | Laboratory Chemical Usage 8.2E-09 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 8.2E-09 0.91%
10161 | Laboratory Chemical Usage 5.9E-09 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 5.9E-09 0.66%
10078 | ICE, 750 BHP, PS 1 5.9E-09 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 5.9E-09 0.66%
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Table 6-11. Source Contribution to Cancer Risk at the On-Campus MEI in the LRDP Amendment Scenario

Cancer Risk by Exposure Pathway'
Dermal
Source I.D. Source Description Inhalation Absorption Soil |ngestion Produce |ngestion TOTAL Cancer Risk % of TOTAL
10068 | ICE, 320 BHP, Dykstra 5.6E-09 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 5.6E-09 0.62%
10073 | ICE, 746 BHP, Ackerman 5.4E-09 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 5.4E-09 0.61%
10079 | ICE, 1850 BHP, Gonda 4.4E-09 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 4.4E-09 0.49%
10130 | ICE, 155 BHP, Campus Wide 4.2E-09 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 4.2E-09 0.46%
10114 | ICE, 168 BHP, PS 8 SE 4.1E-09 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 4.1E-09 0.46%
10102 | ICE, 377 BHP, Kerckhoff 3.9E-09 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 3.9E-09 0.43%
10086 | ICE, 1490 BHP, AGSM South 3.6E-09 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 3.6E-09 0.40%
10003 | Gasoline Dispensing 3.5E-09 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 3.5E-09 0.39%
10112 | ICE, 60 BHP, Math Sciences 3.5E-09 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 3.5E-09 0.39%
10123 | ICE, 535 BHP, Env Service Building 2.9E-09 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 2.9E-09 0.32%
10098 | ICE, 1881 BHP, Police Station Rep 2.8E-09 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 2.8E-09 0.31%
20017 | Laboratory Chemical Usage 2.6E-09 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 2.6E-09 0.29%
10080 | ICE, 1260 BHP, UCLA Med Ctr 2.2E-09 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 2.2E-09 0.25%
10081 | ICE, 1260 BHP, UCLA Med Ctr 2.2E-09 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 2.2E-09 0.25%
10082 | ICE, 1310 BHP, UCLA Med Ctr 2.2E-09 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 2.2E-09 0.25%
10083 | ICE, 1310 BHP, UCLA Med Ctr 2.2E-09 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 2.2E-09 0.25%
10155 | Laboratory Chemical Usage 2.1E-09 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 2.1E-09 0.24%
10118 | ICE, 135 BHP, Pauley 2.1E-09 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 2.1E-09 0.24%
10076 | ICE, 668 BHP, STRB 2.1E-09 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 2.1E-09 0.23%
10062 | Boiler, 12.5MMBTU, 200 Med Plaza 2.1E-10 7.5E-10 1.1E-10 9.5E-10 2.0E-09 0.23%
10064 | ICE, 335 BHP, Covel 1.9E-09 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 1.9E-09 0.21%
10101 | ICE, 3057 BHP, Eng V 1.7E-09 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 1.7E-09 0.19%
10160 | Laboratory Chemical Usage 1.6E-09 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 1.6E-09 0.18%
10061 | Boiler, 12.5MMBTU, 200 Med Plaza 1.7E-10 6.0E-10 8.9E-11 7.6E-10 1.6E-09 0.18%
10066 | ICE, 440 BHP, Hedrick 1.5E-09 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 1.5E-09 0.17%
10069 | ICE, 320 BHP, Rieber Hall 1.5E-09 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 1.5E-09 0.17%
10128 | ICE, 277 BHP, CHS 1.5E-09 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 1.5E-09 0.16%
10142 | ICE, 50 BHP, Campus Wide 1.5E-09 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 1.5E-09 0.16%
10143 | ICE, 50 BHP, Campus Wide 1.5E-09 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 1.5E-09 0.16%
10144 | ICE, 50 BHP, Park Str 8 1.4E-09 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 1.4E-09 0.15%
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Table 6-11. Source Contribution to Cancer Risk at the On-Campus MEI in the LRDP Amendment Scenario

Cancer Risk by Exposure Pathway'
Dermal
Source I.D. Source Description Inhalation Absorption Soil |ngestion Produce |ngestion TOTAL Cancer Risk % of TOTAL
10126 | ICE, 216 BHP, Campus Wide 1.2E-09 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 1.2E-09 0.14%
10117 | ICE, 135 BHP, LATC 1.1E-09 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 1.1E-09 0.12%
10115 | ICE, 107 BHP, Unix 1.1E-09 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 1.1E-09 0.12%
10132 | ICE, 370 BHP, Murphy Hall 1.0E-09 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 1.0E-09 0.12%
10108 | ICE, 519 BHP, PS 4 9.5E-10 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 9.5E-10 0.11%
10121 | ICE, 335 BHP, 300 Med Plaza 8.7E-10 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 8.7E-10 0.10%
TOTAL FROM LISTED SOURCES? 7.8E-07 4.2E-08 6.2E-09 5.3E-08 8.8E-07 97.91%
TOTAL FROM ALL EVALUATED SOURCES 8.0E-07 4.3E-08 6.4E-09 5.4E-08 9.0E-07 100.00%

1 Cancer risk adjusted for 9-year exposure period consistent with OEHHA guidelines
20nly sources contributing 0.1% or more to the risk are listed. Listed sources contribute to 97.91% of the total risk from all evaluated sources.
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Table 6-12. Cancer Risk at the Off-campus MEI by Substance and by Exposure Pathway in the LRDP Amendment Scenario

Cancer Risk by Exposure Pathway TOTAL Cancer
Substance CAS Inhalation Dermal Absorption Soil Ingestion Produce Ingestion Risk % of TOTAL'
Diesel Exhaust (particulates) 9901 4.0E-06 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 4.0E-06 61.93%
Formaldehyde 50000 1.4E-06 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 1.4E-06 22.31%
PAH (excluding naphthalene) 1151 2.0E-08 2.6E-07 3.9E-08 3.3E-07 6.5E-07 10.17%
Benzene 71432 1.2E-07 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 1.2E-07 1.84%
Chloroform 67663 1.1E-07 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 1.1E-07 1.65%
Methylene Chloride 75092 1.0E-07 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 1.0E-07 1.55%
Dioxane, 1,4- 123911 1.1E-08 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 1.1E-08 0.17%
Hydrazine 302012 8.8E-09 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 8.8E-09 0.14%
Ethylbenzene 100414 3.8E-09 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 3.8E-09 0.06%
Acetaldehyde 75070 2.5E-09 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 2.5E-09 0.04%
Carbon Tetrachloride 56235 2.3E-09 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 2.3E-09 0.04%
Propylene Oxide 75569 2.2E-09 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 2.2E-09 0.03%
Butadiene, 1,3- 106990 1.5E-09 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 1.5E-09 0.02%
Naphthalene 91203 1.0E-09 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 1.0E-09 0.02%
Dichlorobenzene, p- 106467 6.5E-10 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 6.5E-10 0.01%
Total risk from all listed sources 5.8E-06 2.6E-07 3.9E-08 3.3E-07 6.4E-06 100.00%
Total risk from all evaluated sources 5.8E-06 2.6E-07 3.9E-08 3.3E-07 6.4E-06 100.00%

1 Substances contributing less than 0.01% to the total risk are not listed.
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Table 6-13. Cancer Risk at the On-campus MEI by Substance and by Exposure Pathway in the LRDP Amendment Scenario

Cancer Risk by Exposure Pathway? TOTAL Cancer % of

Substance CAS Inhalation Dermal Absorption | Soil Ingestion | Produce Ingestion Risk TOTAL!

Diesel Exhaust (particulates) 9901 5.31E-07 0.00E+00 0.00E+00 0.00E+00 5.31E-07 59.08%
Formaldehyde 50000 2.08E-07 0.00E+00 0.00E+00 0.00E+00 2.08E-07 2317%
PAH (excluding napthalene) 1151 3.23E-09 4.28E-08 6.42E-09 5.44E-08 1.07E-07 11.89%
Benzene 71432 1.80E-08 0.00E+00 0.00E+00 0.00E+00 1.80E-08 2.00%
Chloroform 67663 1.52E-08 0.00E+00 0.00E+00 0.00E+00 1.52E-08 1.69%
Methylene Chloride 75092 1.43E-08 0.00E+00 0.00E+00 0.00E+00 1.43E-08 1.59%
Dioxane, 1,4- 123911 1.57E-09 0.00E+00 0.00E+00 0.00E+00 1.57E-09 0.17%
Hydrazine 302012 1.27E-09 0.00E+00 0.00E+00 0.00E+00 1.27E-09 0.14%
Ethylbenzene 100414 6.89E-10 0.00E+00 0.00E+00 0.00E+00 6.89E-10 0.08%
Acetaldehyde 75070 4.04E-10 0.00E+00 0.00E+00 0.00E+00 4.04E-10 0.04%
Carbon Tetrachloride 56235 3.63E-10 0.00E+00 0.00E+00 0.00E+00 3.63E-10 0.04%
Propylene Oxide 75569 3.28E-10 0.00E+00 0.00E+00 0.00E+00 3.28E-10 0.04%
Butadiene, 1,3- 106990 2.48E-10 0.00E+00 0.00E+00 0.00E+00 2.48E-10 0.03%
Naphthalene 91203 1.70E-10 0.00E+00 0.00E+00 0.00E+00 1.70E-10 0.02%
Dichlorobenzene, p- 106467 9.28E-11 0.00E+00 0.00E+00 0.00E+00 9.28E-11 0.01%
Trichloroethylene 79016 5.57E-11 0.00E+00 0.00E+00 0.00E+00 5.57E-11 0.01%

Total Risk from all listed sources 7.95E-07 4.28E-08 6.42E-09 5.44E-08 8.99E-07 100.00%

Total Risk from all evaluated sources 7.95E-07 4.28E-08 6.42E-09 5.44E-08 8.99E-07 100.00%

1 Substances contributing less than 0.01% to the total risk are not listed.
2 Cancer risk adjusted for 9-year exposure period consistent with OEHHA guidelines
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Table 6-14. Chronic Noncancer Hazard Index at the Off- and On-Campus MEls in the LRDP
Amendment Scenario

Chronic Hazard Quotients

Target Organ Substance CAS Number Off-Campus On-Campus
cv Methylene Chloride 75092 2.53E-04 2.75E-04
Dioxane, 1,4- 123911 4.77E-07 5.19E-07
Total Chronic HI 2.53E-04 2.76E-04
CNS Benzene 71432 6.93E-05 8.06E-05
Toluene 108883 5.27E-05 6.55E-05
Xylenes 1330207 2.84E-05 3.36E-05
Carbon Tetrachloride 56235 1.32E-06 1.47E-06
Methylene Chloride 75092 2.53E-04 2.75E-04
Trichloroethylene 79016 2.57E-07 3.56E-07
Hexane 110543 2.31E-05 2.51E-05
Dichlorobenzene, p- 106467 7.17E-08 7.80E-08
Total Chronic HI 4.28E-04 4.82E-04
DEVEL Benzene 71432 6.93E-05 8.06E-05
Ethylbenzene 100414 6.93E-05 1.06E-06
Toluene 108883 5.27E-05 6.55E-05
Carbon Tetrachloride 56235 1.32E-06 1.47E-06
Chloroform 67663 6.59E-05 7.17E-05
Isopropyl Alcohol 67630 7.94E-07 8.63E-07
Methanol 67561 3.62E-05 3.94E-05
Total Chronic HI 2.96E-04 2.61E-04
ENDO Ethylbenzene 100414 7.35E-07 1.06E-06
Hydrazine 302012 9.24E-06 1.01E-05
Total Chronic HI 9.98E-06 1.12E-05
EYE Formaldehyde 50000 7.96E-02 8.86E-02
Acrolein 107028 2.18E-03 3.37E-03
Trichloroethylene 79016 2.57E-07 3.56E-07
Triethylamine 121448 5.20E-06 5.66E-06
Epichlorohydrin 106898 3.07E-08 3.34E-08
Total Chronic HI 8.18E-02 9.20E-02
GILV Ethylbenzene 100414 7.35E-07 1.06E-06
Carbon Tetrachloride 56235 1.32E-06 1.47E-06
Perchloroethylene 127184 9.54E-07 1.08E-06
Chloroform 67663 6.59E-05 7.17E-05
Hydrazine 302012 9.24E-06 1.01E-05
Dioxane, 1,4- 123911 4.77E-07 5.19E-07
Dimethylformamide 68122 2.85E-05 3.10E-05
Dichlorobenzene, p- 106467 7.17E-08 7.80E-08
Chlorobenzene 108907 1.43E-07 1.56E-07
Ethylene Dichloride 107062 5.79E-09 6.30E-09
1-Methoxy-2-propanol 107982 3.27E-07 4.52E-07
Total Chronic HI 1.08E-04 1.18E-04
KIDN Ethylbenzene 100414 7.35E-07 1.06E-06
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Table 6-14. Chronic Noncancer Hazard Index at the Off- and On-Campus MEls in the LRDP
Amendment Scenario

Chronic Hazard Quotients
Target Organ Substance CAS Number Off-Campus On-Campus

Perchloroethylene 127184 9.54E-07 1.08E-06

Chloroform 67663 6.59E-05 7.17E-05

Isopropyl Alcohol 67630 7.94E-07 8.63E-07

Dioxane, 1,4- 123911 4.77E-07 5.19E-07

Dichlorobenzene, p- 106467 7.17E-08 7.80E-08

Chlorobenzene 108907 1.43E-07 1.56E-07

Total Chronic HI 6.91E-05 7.55E-05

REPRO Butadiene, 1,3- 106990 3.54E-07 5.57E-07
Chlorobenzene 108907 1.43E-07 1.56E-07

Total Chronic HI 4.97E-07 7.13E-07

RESP Diesel Exhaust (particulates) 9901 2.22E-03 2.60E-03
Ammonia 7664417 8.93E-04 1.38E-03

Formaldehyde 50000 7.96E-02 8.86E-02

Naphthalene 91203 2.71E-06 4.21E-06

Propylene Oxide 75569 1.59E-05 2.50E-05

Toluene 108883 5.27E-05 6.55E-05

Acrolein 107028 2.18E-03 3.37E-03

Acetaldehyde 75070 7.70E-05 1.20E-04

Xylenes 1330207 2.84E-05 3.36E-05

Hydrogen Chloride 7647010 6.01E-04 6.54E-04

Epichlorohydrin 106898 3.07E-08 3.34E-08
Dimethylformamide 68122 2.85E-05 3.10E-05

Dichlorobenzene, p- 106467 7.17E-08 7.80E-08

Total Chronic HI 8.57E-02 9.69E-02

BLOOD Benzene 71432 6.93E-05 8.06E-05
Total Chronic HI 6.93E-05 8.06E-05
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Table 6-15. Acute Noncancer Hazard Index at the Off- and On-Campus MEIls in the LRDP
Amendment Scenario

Acute Hazard Quotients
Target Organ Substance CAS Number Off-Campus Ca?nnpus
CNS Toluene 108883 9.48E-05 1.80E-04
Carbon Tetrachloride 56235 8.62E-08 1.16E-07
Methylene Chloride 75092 4.94E-05 6.12E-05
Perchloroethylene 127184 1.69E-08 1.99E-08
Chloroform 67663 3.33E-04 4.75E-04
Vinyl Chloride 75014 5.13E-10 5.55E-10
Methanol 67561 3.53E-05 4.38E-05
Triethylamine 121448 2.54E-06 3.15E-06
Total Acute HI 5.15E-04 7.63E-04
DEVEL Benzene 71432 1.17E-04 3.76E-04
Propylene Oxide 75569 6.02E-06 6.52E-06
Toluene 108883 9.48E-05 1.80E-04
Carbon Tetrachloride 56235 8.62E-08 1.16E-07
Chloroform 67663 3.33E-04 4.75E-04
Total Acute HI 5.51E-04 1.04E-03
EYE Ammonia 7664417 3.96E-03 6.02E-03
Formaldehyde 50000 2.17E-02 2.64E-02
Propylene Oxide 75569 6.02E-06 6.52E-06
Toluene 108883 9.48E-05 1.80E-04
Acrolein 107028 4.88E-02 7.78E-02
Xylenes 1330207 1.58E-04 3.01E-04
Perchloroethylene 127184 1.69E-08 1.99E-08
Vinyl Chloride 75014 5.13E-10 5.55E-10
Hydrogen Chloride 7647010 1.76E-05 2.18E-05
Isopropyl Alcohol 67630 1.19E-05 1.47E-05
Dioxane, 1,4- 123911 3.26E-06 4.05E-06
Triethylamine 121448 2.54E-06 3.15E-06
Epichlorohydrin 106898 4.85E-10 6.02E-10
Total Acute HI 7.48E-02 1.11E-01
GILV Carbon Tetrachloride 56235 8.62E-08 1.16E-07
Total Acute HI 8.62E-08 1.16E-07
IMMUN Benzene 71432 1.17E-04 3.76E-04
Formaldehyde 50000 2.17E-02 2.64E-02
Total Acute HI 2.18E-02 2.68E-02
REPRO Benzene 71432 1.17E-04 3.76E-04
Propylene Oxide 75569 6.02E-06 6.52E-06
Toluene 108883 9.48E-05 1.80E-04
Carbon Tetrachloride 56235 8.62E-08 1.16E-07
Chloroform 67663 3.33E-04 4.75E-04
Total Acute HI 5.51E-04 1.04E-03
RESP Ammonia 7664417 3.96E-03 6.02E-03
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Table 6-15. Acute Noncancer Hazard Index at the Off- and On-Campus MEls in the LRDP
Amendment Scenario

Acute Hazard Quotients

Target Organ Substance CAS Number Off-Campus CaOmnpus
Formaldehyde 50000 2.17E-02 2.64E-02

Propylene Oxide 75569 6.02E-06 6.52E-06

Toluene 108883 9.48E-05 1.80E-04

Acrolein 107028 4.88E-02 7.78E-02

Xylenes 1330207 1.58E-04 3.01E-04

Perchloroethylene 127184 1.69E-08 1.99E-08

Vinyl Chloride 75014 5.13E-10 5.55E-10

Hydrogen Chloride 7647010 1.76E-05 2.18E-05

Isopropyl Alcohol 67630 1.19E-05 1.47E-05

Dioxane, 1,4- 123911 3.26E-06 4.05E-06

Epichlorohydrin 106898 4.85E-10 6.02E-10

Total Acute HI 7.48E-02 1.11E-01

BLOOD Benzene 71432 1.17E-04 3.76E-04
Total Acute HI 1.17E-04 3.76E-04
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Table 6-16. Summary of HRA Results for the Sensitive Receptors within the ZOl in the LRDP
Amendment Scenario

UTM Coordinates Health Risks
Description East (m) North (m) Cancer Chronic HI | Acute HI
Warner Avenue Elementary School 367684 3770806 2.4E-07 0.03 0.04
Seeds University Elementary School 366782 3771446 2.6E-07 0.01 0.06
Fernald Child Development Center 366780 3771357 2.8E-07 0.01 0.06
Marymount High School 366624 3771361 3.0E-07 0.01 0.06
Medical Center 366887 3770491 3.6E-07 0.07 0.08
Reagan Medical Center 366586 3770505 2.2E-07 0.02 0.06
Franz Hall Day Care Center 367000 3770800 9.0E-07 0.10 0.07

1 Cancer risk adjusted for 9-year exposure period consistent with OEHHA guidelines
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UCLA 2002 LRDP Amendment HRA

7.0 UNCERTAINTIES

Predictions of future health risks related to UCLA activities entails uncertainties because of gaps in
scientific knowledge in the practice of exposure and risk assessment, as well as the need to simplify some
aspects of the process for a manageable computational effort. In general, there are model and data
uncertainties with respect to the assumed emissions, dispersion modeling, characteristics of the potentially
exposed populations, and toxicological factors.

Because risk assessments are so often performed to set some regulatory limit on exposure for the
protection of public health, the assumptions of risk assessments have tended to overestimate rather than
underestimate risk. The methodologies used in this risk assessment followed the “point estimate”
approach described in the OEHHA guidelines (OEHHA, 2003). Point estimate risk values are based on a
central tendency approach combined with 95% upper confidence limit exposure factors to arrive at single
point health risk estimates believed to be conservative upperbound estimates (OEHHA, 2003).
Sometimes, risk assessments follow a “stochastic approach,” presenting ranges of health risk rather than
single numerical values to better convey the actual uncertainties involved. The OEHHA guidance offers
alternative stochastic approaches to defining exposure factors that provide for a quantitative or semi-
quantitative treatment of the risk estimate variability. For this HRA, the standard “first tier” regulatory
approach of employing health-protective “point estimate” assumptions was used to provide a degree of
maximum protection on environmental values. The resulting health risk predictions should be viewed as
maximum estimates of the actual health risks. Although the assessment process includes assumptions that
may individually either overestimate or underestimate impact, as described below, on balance, health risk
impacts are probably overestimated by a substantial margin.

7.1  EMISSION ESTIMATES

Emission estimates could be in error due to limits in source specific data. This bias could be toward
underestimation or overestimation for any given source. Conservative (i.e., overpredictive) assumptions
were applied where possible in the estimation of emissions. However, it is possible that all sources of
emissions or emission constituents from routine campus operations were not identified. This could lead to
an underestimation of risk. On the other hand, it is believed that all emission sources representing a
significant emissions potential have been included in the HRA.

In most health risk assessments, calculated health risks are dominated by only a handful of the evaluated
emission constituents. The TACs evaluated in this HRA include common chemicals addressed in most
health risk assessments, and are likely representative of the highest emitted TACs at UCLA. Therefore,
omission of substances from the HRA is unlikely to lead to a substantial underestimation of health risks.

Finally, the emission estimation methodologies that were used could result in underestimation or
overestimation of emissions for any given TAC. For example, the emission estimates for many of the
combustion sources are based on actual fuel usage information supplied by UCLA. These data were
assumed to be representative of typical annual operations, and could be higher or lower for any operation
in any given year. EPA and CARB emission factors used by regulatory agencies, such as the SCAQMD,
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were applied to the annual fuel use data and rated equipment capacities to arrive at emission estimates.
These factors on balance tend to overestimate rather than underestimate potential emissions.

In summary, there are factors in the estimation of emissions that could lead to underestimation or
overestimation of health risks. It is believed that the compounds chosen for analysis in this HRA are
likely to have characterized the substantial majority of potential health risks, and that the emission
calculation procedures used are not likely to have caused a significant underestimation of risk, and may
well represent an overestimation.

7.2 AR DISPERSION MODELING

In general, EPA-approved dispersion models, such as the one used in this risk assessment within the
HARP model, tend to overpredict concentrations rather than underpredict them. For example, all
chemical emissions are assumed not to be transformed in the atmosphere. For certain pollutants,
conversion to less toxic forms may occur sufficiently fast to reduce concentrations from the conservative
model predictions. Moreover, these models use assumptions about plume dispersion that tend to
overpredict concentrations. In the modeling for this HRA, it was necessary to group multiple sources
together (e.g., all laboratory emissions were grouped by buildings and modeled as area sources rather
than many stacks), which tends to overestimate risks because emissions are concentrated into a single
low-buoyancy plume rather than in several higher-buoyancy plumes. Finally, while particulate matter
settling is assumed, this is not factored into downwind concentration calculations. This leads to “double
counting” and overprediction of concentrations.

7.3  EXPOSURE ASSESSMENT

The most important uncertainties concern the definitions of exposed populations and their exposure
characteristics. The choice of a 70-year exposure period at residential exposure locations for lifetime risk
estimates is very conservative in the sense that no person will actually spend 24 hours a day, 365 days a
year over a 70-year period at exactly the point of highest toxicity-weighted annual average air
concentrations. The average period of U.S. residency at any one location is about 9 years, and the 90"
percentile of residency (typically used by the EPA in “reasonable maximum exposure” estimates) is about
30 years.

For short-term exposure, there is also likely overprediction because the analysis assumed that all campus
operations involving the use of chemicals of short-term concern will occur at maximum hourly emission
rates all at the same time and that the peak impacts of each source are collocated.

7.4 DoOSE RESPONSE ASSESSMENT

All estimates of cancer toxicity and non-cancer toxicity for the HRA are consistent with OEHHA
guidelines, and are among the most conservative compilations of toxicity information available. Toxicity
estimates are derived either from observations in humans or from projection of information derived from
experiments with laboratory animals. Human data are obviously more relevant for health risk
assessments, but are often uncertain because of the difficulty of est