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SF Planning Dept.

From: Donald J. Scherl, MD

Subject: Draft EIR, CPMC, case 2005.055E; state clearinghouse #:2006062157

Oct. 15, 2010

ldentifying Information

| write as the former President (equivalent to a UC Chancellor) of an academic
medical center in New York City, the State University of New York (SUNY)
Downstate Medical Center. The campus, of which | was President for 12 years,
included a University Hospital, as well as a medical school, school of nursing,
school of allied health and PhD programs in the basic medical sciences. Thus, |
am fully familiar with the unique characteristics and difficulties of running a
hospital and, as it happens, of major construction (which took place during my
tenure).

| am also the former Chairman of the Greater New York Hospital Association and
and served as well on its executive committee for over five years. | also served
as a member of the Board of the NY Sate Hospital Association. | am therefore
familiar with both hospital operations and with community health planning.

| include this background information in an attempt to establish credibiiity for
the remarks that follow.

General remarks Regarding the Draft EIR/CPMC with particular relevance to the
Cathedral Hill and St. Luke’s Campuses.

1.0 The draft EIR is remarkably well done, notwithstanding the many
disagreements | have with it.




2.0 Alternatives Not Considered (pg. $-30): The logical place for the new
hospital is at the Davies Campus. Why was this alternative eliminated from
further analysis?

3.0 Alternatives Considered: The summary at pages $S30-35 would appear to
make clear the superiority of Alternative 3A to other alternatives and to the
L.RDP.

3.1 3A, as noted in the draft EIR, is the “environmentally superior alternative”
other than the Alternatives 1A & 1B which are not feasible. Alternative 3A
would accomplish a lot:

3.1.1: it would bring to St. Luke’s a viable hospital complex in contrast to the
construction of a free-standing 80 bed hospital which would make no sense in
todays medical/hospital world. The notion of a free-standing Children’s Hospital
or of a free-standing Women’s and Children’s hospital is one repeated all
around the country. In this instance, there would also be an acute care hospital
adjacent. In fact, the Children’s Hospital generally considered the best in the the
country, the Harvard affiliated Children’s Hospital in Boston is free standing.

3.1.2: As noted in the summary, 3A would reduce (to a variable extent) some
of the undesirable consequences were the LRDP as proposed be implemented
with all the disruptions it would cause at Cathedral Hill. As stated in the draft
EIR, under this alternative, “...there would be fewer [“significant and
unavoidable”] impacts at Cathedral Hill Campus and its immediate vicinity,
including with respect to construction, traffic and transit compared to the
LRDP.” The impacts at the St. Luke’s campus would be slightly greater, but not
significantly so.

3.1.3: While the summary indicates this alternative “...would not meet all of
the project objectives,” it is unclear what objectives would not be met other
than having the Women’s and Children’s Hospital be part of the Cathedral Hill
Campus as currently proposed. It need not be part of the Cathedral Hill hospital
from a medical/functional point of view. Indeed, the added ground space at St.
Luke's would be an attractive benefit for the Women’s and Children’s Hospital.

3.1.4: Notwithstanding the above, as the draft EIR notes, there are numerous
impacts that would occur if any hospital were to be built at Cathedral Hill. Listed

among these is: the traffic snarl that would increase unavoidably at Market and ¥
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Van Ness Ave., neighborhood noise and air pollution, the numerous Traffic and 4
Transportation impacts listed on pages S-42-46, and subsequent pages, as
“significant and unavoidable”, and a “significant impact” (TR-44) involving
“potentially hazardous conditions on Franklin St.” CPMC compiains that
changing sites would delay the process beyond the State deadline, but this is a
difficulty CPMC has only itself to blame and should not place the Commission in
the position of feeling forced by circumstances not of its creation to approve
the meritless CPMC LRDP, nor the draft EIR, as they pertain to Cathedral Hill and
St. Luke’s.

3.1.5. “ Noise Sensitive Receptors:” With all due respect, it is insulting to refer
in the noise section to “noise sensitive receptors,” when the “receptors”
referred to are PEOPLE whose lives and tranquility will be severely upset by the
construction and operation of this huge hospital at Cathedral Hill. There are very
large numbers of elderly among those in the noise “receptor” area. No
mitigation factor proposed would in fact alter significantly the noise that would
ensue from the proposed construction and operation of the hospital. Under
alternative 3A, with the amount of construction reduced a bit, the noise of
construction at least would presumably be slightly less.

4.0: Additional Matters Not Considered in the Draft EIR

4.1: Taxes: In allowing CPMC to build at the old Jack Tarr site, the city is
relinquishing the taxes that site might yield were it used for private purposes
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(e.g., a condominium tower).

4.2 St. Francis Hospital: No explanation is offered for how it makes sense to
build a huge acute care hospital at the chosen Cathedral Hill site when literally
five (5) blocks away there already exists a 239 bed acute care hospital
complete with emergency room. In terms of distribution of access to medical
care across the city, this makes no sense.

4.3 Community Service: It may be well for the Planning Commission and
Planning Department to consider the community service record of CPMC.

In an article published in the SF Chronicle, Jan. 29, 2008 (page D-1), it is
reported that in 2007, CPMC received “close to $70 million in tax

breaks ....while spending $5.2 million on charity care.” No other SF hospital save
Chinese Hospital (“where the difference amounted to about $3.8 million”)
received more in tax breaks than it provided in charity care. CPMC complained
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to the Chronicle that there were supposed mitigating factors. Even when these 4
were taken into account (though some pertained equally to all the private non-
profit hospitals that had actually expended more than they received), CPMC
“still fell $4.6 million short on spending compared to its tax benefits.” [All
guotations are from the San Francisco Chronicle].

Note: The Chronicle states that “St. Luke’s was broken out separately in the
[city] charity care report because California Pacific did not own it until last year.
St. Luke’s received $630,000 in tax benefits and spent $2.5 million on charity
care”. Even if one gave CPMC the benefit of the St. Luke’s achievement, it
would still fall $2,730,000 short on spending compared to its tax benefits.

4.4 Cost of Services: Of course the cost of medical care with the new hospital
will increase relative to the existing one. This is to be expected since the bonds
must be paid off and there will be new high tech equipment, etc. However, the
history at CPMC is already one of high costs. In an article in the San Francisco
Chronicle, August 22, 2010, at pages D1 and D7, Section D, it states that
“Sutter Health prices [are] higher than others.” In an accompanying table
illustrating charges to Aetna for select procedures, CPMC exceeds in unit costs
of procedures Seton Medical Center, UCSF Medical Center, St. Mary’s Medical
Center and St. Francis (i.e., each of the chosen comparison hospitals). The
article lists a number of routine procedures for which CPMC already charges the
most of SF hospitals, including colonoscopies and abdominal CT scans to cite
but two.

Thus, allowing the construction of this new facility at 550 beds could be
expected to further raise the unit costs of procedures at the hospital that is
already the most expensive in unit costs of those in the city, with resulting
increase in cost to patients through their charges or cost of insurance, and to
government through Medicare and Medical.

5.0 St. Luke’s Hospital: It bears repeating that no one in todays medical world,

would actually build an 80 bed stand alone acute care hospital in a large urban

setting. it makes no financial or medical sense. Proceeding under alternative 3A
alieviates this problem (though not others).

6.0 Specific Responses to Summary Subsections with particutar reference to
Cathedral Hill Campus (cited by EIR section):
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Impact LU-3 (“The project would not have a substantial impact on the existing
character of the vicinity.”): To claim that the insertion of this massive and tall
hospital in the middie of a community of elderly housing, free standing
residential condominiums and small businesses will not be severely disruptive is
to ignore and belittle the obvious. The hospital would of course completely
change and dominate the local community, much to the neighborhood’s
detriment as following sections in the draft EIR and further comments will make
clear. Notwithstanding the EiR’s summary sentence (above), LU-3 is labeled a
clear “SU” by the Planning Department (“significant and unavoidable impact”).
Indeed, it would destroy the neighborhood.

4.2: Aesthetics

Impact AE-3: Under this heading, the draft EIR states that the Cathedral Hill
Campus (Hospital and MOB) “would not substantially degrade the existing visual
character or quality of the site [perhaps true] and surroundings...” As noted
above, the character and quality of the “surroundings” will be severely and

negatively affected by the construction and operation of the proposed hospital
and MOB.

Impact AE-4: The notion that lighting and glare in the neighborhood would not
be adversely affected by the new 24 hour hospital is totally without foundation.
Common sense would tell one that this cannot be so.

4.5: Transportation and Circulation: In this section, the impacts are multiple and
severe, with numerous impacts labeled SU (“significant and unavoidable”).

Impacts TR-1, TR-12, TR-20, TR-23, TR-26, TR-105, TR-111, TR-118, TR-121,
TR-124: As noted in the draft EIR, “Implementation of the Cathedral Hill Campus
would result in a significant impact at the intersection of Van Ness/Market.” The
report correctly notes that there are “no feasible mitigation measures” for this
calamity (my word). Were this not sufficient, the report notes the adverse and
substantial impacts the proposed Cathedral Hill Campus (Hospital and MOB)
would have at the intersection of Post/Geary (e.g., Impacts TR-2, TR-6&7,
TR-19, Tr-22, TR-25, TR-108, TR-123), as well as Franklin and Bush (Impact-8,
TR-106) - none of which can be mitigated or avoided.

in addition, Impact-100 ldentifies unavoidable and severe impacts at Polk/
Geary (TR-19,TR-108, TR-113, TR-117, TR-120) and possibly Franklin/Bush,
Van Ness/ Pine (TR-107, TR-112), and Gough/Geary (TR-104).
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Impact TR-152 summarizes that construction of the Cathedral Hill Campus, all
variants, “would contribute to cumulative construction impacts in the project
vicinity.”

4.6: Noise

The Planning Department and | have very significant differences over the matter
of Noise. The noise the Cathedral Hill Hospital and MOB will generate during
construction will be immense and is completely unavoidable. There will also be
continuing substantial noise from hospital mechanical, delivery, and rubbish
removal operations, to name but three.

As noted earlier, the “noise-sensitive receptors” to which the draft EIR makes
repeated reference, are actually human beings living and working in that
neighborhood. As stated, a high proportion of these people live in projects of
various kinds for the elderly. The draft EIR, if approved as written, would impose
on these seniors all the elements of loud and serious noises over both short and
long term; first the construction and then the functioning facilities.

This is completely unreasonable for a relatively quiet, mostly residential
neighborhood as Cathedral Hill is presently. As the draft EIR states, “short-term
noise generated by project-related construction and/or demdolition could
[would] expose” local residents “to substantial increases in ambient noise
levels.” While the draft EIR calls this “possibly significant,” that considerably
understates the case. It is highly significant and unavoidable if construction is
permitted.

The draft conceives that the huge increase in noise that will occur is less than
significant given the suggested mitigation steps (Impact NG-1). This is simply
absurd. None of the listed mitigators would in real life make the slightest dent in
the noise levels. For example, it is suggested that stationary equipment be
located as far from neighboring residents as possible. Exactly where could that
possibly be? The site is virtually surrounded by condominium towers, large
housing projects for the elderly and small businesses.

The draft suggests that neighbors complain to a “community liaison” when
feeling bothered. Exactly what would such a complaint accomplish? (S5-60).

The draft suggests at NO-2, that the permanent increase in traffic noise is less
than significant. Not if you’re living there. Further, at NO-3, the draft concedes
that “...noise levels...would result in a substantial increase in ambient noise.”
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The recourse offered the neighbors is to complain to the “noise liaison” who, if 4
the complaints are “excessive” (undefined), might warrant “further

action” (undefined). Here are a few ideas: require the beds of trucks removing
the debris from demolishing the hotel to have padded bottoms to decrease the
noise of dumping the debris into the trucks; require idling cement mixers to be
stationed completely outside the neighborhood; do not permit any construction
before 8 AM or after 5 PM nor at all on Saturdays, Sundays and holidays;
enclose generators and the like in sound proofed structures built for this
purpose. There are more real world possibilities that persons trained in these
matters could suggest if CPMC were required to collect such ideas.

Impact NO-5. “Groundborne vibration levels attributable to construction
activities...could...” expose land uses sensitive to vibrations (i.e., residential and
small businesses) to “levels that exceed acceptable thresholds.” Again, the
mitigation proposed is to locate vibrations away from neighbors (clearly
impossible in the real world) and establish a community liaison to listen to, but
have no authority to act upon, community complaints. This is not mitigation; in
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real life, this is absolutely nothing.

What mitigation is actually possible? Were the project allowed to proceed,
which | do not believe it should, then the only real mitigation is to reduce the
size of the project at Cathedral Hill as proposed in alternative 3A (without any
implication this alternative is itself acceptable. it is simply the best of the
alternatives presented).

4.7: Air Quality

impact AQ-1: The draft EIR states that construction “fugitive dust” will not
increase. However, in the accompanying table, this is listed as PS (potentially
significant). Common sense would tell you there will be a large increase in
ambient dust. Among the mitigation actions listed is limiting idling time of
machines to 5 or 2 minutes “to the extent feasible [who decides what is
feasible?].” This really means that CPMC construction can pollute the air with
fugitive dust at will. That is not acceptable.

Impacts AQ-2 and 3: AQ-2 simply states that construction activities would
expose the people living and working in the neighborhood to “substantial
concentrations of toxic air contaminants,” and that operations “would
exceed ...significance thresholds for mass emission of criteria pollutants and

would contribute to a projected air quality violation at full buildout.” Similar
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statements recur at Impacts AQ-7-11. These, in summary and in lay language, A

say the people in the neighborhood would be subjected to levels of criteria air
pollutants exceeding “thresholds for mass criteria poliutant emissions,” and
would expose people “to substantial concentrations of toxic (emphasis added)
air contaminants” ....that would “contribute to an existing or projected air
guality violation at full buildout.” There are no mitigation actions that would
reduce these problems in real world terms.

Were construction on the LRDP to proceed as requested by CPMC, simply put,
people in the neighborhoods would be breathing contaminated and toxic air.
There is no criteria under which this can be viewed as acceptable.

The same holds for Impact GH-3 which states that the project would have a

significant negative impact on the environment or conflict with existing rules.
4.13: Biological Resources: The “amusing” element in this section is that greater
concern is expressed for birds et. al., than there is for “significant receptors,” -
in other words, for people, in this section and throughout the draft EIR.

7.0: Conclusions

7.1: The draft EIR for CPMC should be rejected as it pertains to Cathedral Hill
and St. Luke’s.

7.2: Use of Property: From the perspective of the city, this property would be

better used by an entity that paid real estate taxes.

7.3: Suitability of Site: The Cathedral Hill portion of the LRDP proposes the
construction of structures (hospital and MOB) ili-suited to the neighborhood
both by virtue of size (height and bulk) and by virtue of function. Multiple
waivers would be required.

7.4: LRDP Harm: Both the construction of the buildings and the subsequent
operation of the hospital will bring substantial daily harm (e.g., air pollution,
noise, traffic congestion) to residents and small businesses, particularly in the
Cathedral Hill neighborhood.
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Attachment to Letter 75

" NIHONMACH! TERRACE

PETITION FOR CPMC TO MITIGATE TRAFFIC AND HEALTH MEASURES

Addressed to Bill Wycho

WE THE UNDERSIGNED WOULD LIKE TO REQUEST MITIGATION MEASURES
ADDRESSING TRAFFIC AND HEALTH CONCERNS AS PART OF CPMC EIR.
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intended recipient,
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Smith, Oclober 18, 2010
Page 5

L The Draft EIR Is Not Adequately Documented

To comply with CEQA, an EIR’s significance determinations must be supported by
credible analysis and substantial evidence.? Here, the EIR is deficient because it fails to provide
credible analysis and substantial evidence for its conclusions regarding the significance of
Project impacts. For example, in the air quality section, the Draft EIR simply presents summary
tables and draws conclusions without providing any supporting analyses or adequate
discussion. Unlike any other EIR I have reviewed, the Draft EIR fails to include any of the
supporting reports and background information it relied upon in forming its conclusions for
its technical impact analyses. These documents should have been provided in technical
appendices; in this case, they were not part of the EIR but had to be separately requested from
the City as “administrative records” via a number of Public Records Act ("PRA") requests.

Your office submitted a request for supporting documentation for the Draft EIR's air
quality and greenhouse gas emissions sections on July 21, 2010, the same day the City made
the Draft EIR publicly available for review.* This request asked for a) the Draft EIR on a CD;

b) all spreadsheets and modeling files supporting the emission estimates and conclusions in
the Draft EIR's air quality section regarding construction and operational emissions and health
risk assessments; and c) all documents cited in the Draft EIR's air quality section supporting
results and conclusions. In response, the City made available for purchase two CDs ($10/CD)
containing a) copies of the Draft EIR and c) those background studies that were cited in the
Draft EIR. and available in electronic format. Background studies that were cited in the

Draft EIR but were only available to the City as hardcopies were not provided on these CDs
but were only made available for review at the City’s office. The CDs also did not include

b) any of the requested spreadsheets and modeling files supporting the emission estimates and
health risk assessments or all of the methodologies that were used.

In the following weeks, your office requested multiple times electronic files of the
spreadsheets and modeling files in their native format supporting the Draft EIR's emission
estimates and health risk assessments.57 | also explained to the City why these files are needed
for independent review of the Draft EIR's results and conclusions and requested them several

3 Pub. Resources Code, §21081(a); CEQA Guidelines, §15091(b).

4 Email from Law Offices of Gloria Smith to Devyani Jain, City of San Francisco, Planning Department, Re: CMPC
Hospital GP: Request for Documentation, July 21, 2010.

* See Email from Devyani Jain, City of San Francisco, Planning Department, Re: CMPC Hospital GP: Request for
Documentation, July 22, 2010,

5 Email from Law Offices of Gloria Smith to Devyani Jain, City of San Francisco, Planning Department, Re: Public
Records Act Request For CPMC DEIR, August 30, 2010 and attached letter.

7 Email from Law Offices of Gloria Smith to Devyani Jain, City of San Francisco, Planning Department, Re: CAN's
Requests for CPMC DEIR Documents, September 20, 2010 and attached letters.
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Smith, Oclober 18, 2010
Page 10 VAN

o potentially significant (“PS”)

e potentially significant and unavoidable (“PSU")

e potentially significant and unavoidable after mitigation (“PSU/M")
e significant impact (“SI")

e significant and unavoidable (“SU")

e significant and unavoidable impact after mitigation (“SU/M")7

The use of nine levels of significance is confusing and contains too many redundant
definitions (e.g., PSU = SU, PSU/M = SU /M) for the reviewer to readily understand the
Project’s impacts. Further, the Draft EIR uses the definition significant and unavoidable for
determining the significance of impacts both prior to and after implementation of the proposed
mitigation measures. This makes no sense because a significant impact can only be found
unavoidable after evaluating and requiring all feasible mitigation.

Based on CEQA Guidelines Sections 15126 and 15126.2, the CEQA Deskbook, a widely
recognized authoritative guidebook on CEQA implementation, recommends the following
definitions for significance of impacts:

In describing the significance of impacts, the Lead Agency should identify whether the impacts
are less than significant (where the environmental effect of the proposed project does not reach
the threshold of significance); avoidable (where the environmental effect of the proposed project
reaches the threshold of significance but feasible mitigation measures are available to reduce the
impact to a less-than-significant level); unavoidable (where the environmental effect of the
proposed project reaches the threshold of significance but no feasible mitigation is available to
reduce the impact to a less than-significant level); or beneficial (where the environmental effect of
the proposed project will improve the environment regardless of the threshold of significance,1s

The CEQA Deskbook further advises:

In preparing the impact analysis, the Lead Agency should avoid using unclear terminology that
may confuse the reader. Using modifiers such as “somewhat,” “potentially,” “very,” “major,”
“minor,” or “partially” for impacts does not provide significant information as to whether the
Lead Agency determines the impact to be significant.1?

Most CEQA documents follow these recommendations and use the following levels of
significance for a) impacts prior to implementation of mitigation measures: less-than-significant
(“LTS”) and significant (“S"); and b) impacts after implementation of mitigation measures: less-
than-significant (“LTS") and significant and unavoidable (“SU").

17 Draft EIR, p. 5-80.

18 Bass, R.E,, Herson, A 1, Bogdan, KM., CEQA Deskbook, A Step-by-Step Guide on How to Comply with the
California Environmental Quality Act, 1999, p. 98; emphasis added.

19 Ibid.
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IV.A The Draft EIR Analyzes the Significance of Project Emissions Based on the 1999 and
2010 BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines without Adequate Discussion Why It Relied on
Two Sets of Guidelines

Despite finding the 1999 BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines to be the “applicable” version,
the Draft EIR then proceeds to analyze the five impact criteria (7a through 7e) established by
Appendix G of the State CEQA Guidelines for all near-term and long-term project components
under both the 1999 BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines (Impacts AQ-1 through AQ-7) and the
recently adopted 2010 BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines (Impacts AQ-8 through AQ-14) without
discussing why it provided both analyses and what the reviewer is supposed to take away
from this discussion.

It would have been explicable, had the Draft EIR provided an analysis of near-term
project components under the 1999 BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines (because the NOP for the EIR
was published and analysis began before the 2010 version of the guidelines was adopted) and
a discussion of long-term project components (which have to undergo additional CEQA
review in the future) under the newly adopted 2010 CEQA Guidelines. To analyze both near-
term and both long-term Projects under both sets of guidelines is confusing at best.

It is unclear why the Draft EIR not simply relies only on the recently adopted
2010 BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines for analyzing all Project impacts, since it appears, in review
of the background documentation in the administrative record provided by the City, that all
analyses have already been performed conforming to the new guidelines. Clearly, the
BAAQMD had good reason to update its two decades old CEQA guidance document.
Therefore, for a project such as the CMPC LRPD with a timeframe extending over the next two
decades, it is appropriate to use the recently adopted guidelines for analysis and proposed
mitigation rather than relying on the outdated more than two-decades old 1999 guidelines.

In some instances, it appears that the Draft EIR picks and chooses whichever guideline
is more convenient. For example, in Impact AQ-4, the Draft EIR claims to analyze the impacts
of carbon monoxide (“CO”) emissions from motor vehicle exhaust under the 1999 BAAQMD
CEQA Guidelines. Yet, the text of the impact analysis relies on a screening methodology for
peak hourly traffic volumes at affected intersections established by the 2010 BAAQMD CEQA
Guidelines rather than the numeric emission threshold of 550 1b/day CO established by the
1999 BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines.?!

Elsewhere, the Draft EIR seems to waiver in whether an impact should or should not
have been analyzed under the 2010 BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines. For example, in
Impact AQ-14 the Draft EIR presents an analysis under the 2010 BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines
but includes the disclaimer that the analysis “is not applicable to the proposed project, and is
provided ... for informational purposes” only; yet, mitigation for significant impacts found

under this analysis are nonetheless proposed (Mitigation Measure M-AQ-N2), 22

2 Draft EIR, p. 4.7-72.
2 Draft EIR, p. 4.7-80.
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In light of scale of the CMPC LRDP and its future contribution to the air quality of San
Francisco for decades to come, the Project should be analyzed and mitigated based on the
recently adopted and more stringent 2010 BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines even though this is not
expressly required by BAAQMD for the CMPC’s near-term projects. Given that all air quality
and greenhouse gas analyses have already been conducted to conform with the 2010
BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines, a revision (and simplification) of the Draft EIR would require
minimal effort.

IV.B Revised Summary of Impacts on Air Quality Associated with Near-Term and
Long-Term Project Components

Table 1 below provides a summary of the Draft EIR's conclusions with respect to
a) the level of significance of the Project’s impacts on air quality associated with near-term and
long-term project components prior fo mitigation; b) the mitigation measures proposed to
reduce the significant impacts; and c) the level of significance of the Project’s impacts on air
quality associated with near-term and long-term project components after implementation of
proposed mitigation measures.

In accordance with the discussion in Comment IIL.A, the terminology for levels of
significance has updated as follows:

e For the significance of impacts prior to implementation of proposed mitigation
measures:
no impact (“N1") has been replaced with less than significant (“LTS")
potentially significant ("P5") has been replaced with significant ("S")
significant impact (“S1”) has been replaced with significant (“5")
significant and unavoidable impact (“SU") has been replaced with significant (“S")

e For the significance of impacts affer implementation of proposed mitigation
measures:
less than significant with mitigation (“LTSM") has been replaced with less than significant
("LTS")
potentially significant and unavoidable after mitigation ("PSU/M") has been replaced with
significant and unavoidable ("SU")
significant and unavoidable impact after mitigation (“SU/M") has been replaced with significant

and unavoidable (“SU") N

2 Draft EIR, Table 5-2, p. 5-67.
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/
pollutants but only provides a very limited discussion for those pollutants whose emissions
would result in significant impacts. Thus, the reviewer, lacking thresholds to compare
emissions to, has no choice but to trust that the Draft EIR correctly discusses all pollutants that
would exceed thresholds of significance. This problem could have been be avoided by
presenting all emission estimates in a table along with the quantitative significance thresholds
established in both the 1999 and the 2010 BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines.

These inconsistencies, lack of information, and pick-and-choose approach to which
guidelines are applied make it almost impossible to follow the Draft EIR" analysis and cast
doubt on the Draft EIR’s conclusions. :

V.B  The Draft EIR Fails to Adequately Discuss Impacts Attributable to Project
Operational Emissions

The Draft EIR provides two summary tables for net changes of emissions of criteria
pollutants from existing conditions for the year 2030 and the respective thresholds of
significance established in the 1999 BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines in Impact AQ-3: Table 4.7-6
summarizes emissions in pounds per day (“Ib/day”) and Table 4.7-7 summarizes emissions in
tons per year (“ton/year”). In order to interpret these tables, the Draft EIR provides a 10-line
discussion for near-term project-components at the Cathedral Hill, Davies, and St. Luke's
Campuses finding that PM10 emissions would exceed the daily and annual significance
thresholds established in the 1999 BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines, no feasible mitigation
measures are available and therefore the impact would remain significant and unavoidable.
Similarly, the Draft EIR provides an eight-line discussion for the Cathedral Hill and St. Luke’s
Campuses with Project variants finding that none of the identified variants are expected to
significantly change operations and hence, for the same reasons as described before, impacts
would be significant and unavoidable. For long-term project components at the Pacific and
Davies Campuses, the provides an even shorter discussion, three lines, stating that impacts
would be similar to short-term projects, that no feasible mitigation is available, and, therefore,
that impacts would remain significant and unavoidable.?” The discussion in Impact AQ-11
some 44 pages later, comparing PM10 emissions to the 2010 BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines, is
exactly the same.?® These brief “discussions” are entirely inadequate for a CEQA review
document, especially, considering the size and scope of the Project at hand and its lasting

impacts.

First, the Draft EIR addresses in its discussion of emissions and impacts only the one
pollutant, PM10, which would exceed the 1999 and 2010 BAAQMD thresholds of significance
The Draft EIR does not provide any discussion of pollutants below the significance thresholds.
This leaves reviewers with having to compare the emission estimates presented in Tables 4.7-6
and 4.7-7 against the presented thresholds of significance themselves. Because the Draft EIR

7 Draft EIR, pp. 4.7-38 - 4.741.
% Draft EIR, pp. 4.7-72 - 4.7-73.
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Without delving into the details of this graph, it shows that regardless of how well
insulated the building enclosure (y-axis), its effective overall thermal resistance (wall R-value)
drops quickly when the window-to-wall ratio is increased (x-axis). The conclusion that can be
drawn from this graph is that the most effective approach to energy savings is to reduce the
glazing area. Or, as the author of an article on the energy efficiency of buildings succinctly put
it: “Bottom line is use less glass and use good glass and frames... Bad glass ruins good
walls.”52

Another building science engineer notes:
The real savings from improved window technology, more efficient equipment, and better

design tools have disguised the fact that we are wasting more energy because of over-
ventilated, over-glazed, and under-insulated buildings.5*

Thus, good building designs should strive to avoid these pitfalls.

32 Joseph W. Lstiburek, (an edited version of this Insight first appeared in the ASHRAE Journal), Prioritizing
Green: It's The Energy Stupid, Insight, November 2008;

http:/ / www.buildingscience.com/documents/insi

stupid /files/bsi-007_its_the energy_stupid.pdf, accessed October 11, 2010.
%3 John Straube, Why Energy Matters, Building Science Insights, BSI-012, September 2010;

http:/ / www.buildingscience.com/documents finsights / bsi-012-why-energy-matters / files / BSI-

012 Why Energy Matters rev.pdf, accessed October 11, 2010.
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* Funding of Carbon Offset Programs: Mitigation could include providing funds to
the BAAQMD, Audubon Society, California Wildlife ReLeaf, or other organizations
to fund carbon reduction or sequestration projects. For example, the 2007
ConocoPhillips settlement included an agreement to mitigate and offset greenhouse
gas emissions by providing (1) $7 million to the BAAQMD to create a fund for
carbon offsets, (2) $200,000 to the Audubon Society for restoration of wetlands in the
San Pablo Bay for purposes of carbon sequestration, and (3) $2.8 million to
California Wildlife ReLeaf for reforestation projects, estimated to sequester
1.5 million metric tons of CO:z over the lifetime of the forest.

These are just a few examples that could serve as inspiration for feasible mitigation
measures to reduce the Project’s significant greenhouse gas and criteria air pollutant
emissions.

Vil. The Draft EIR Fails Adequately Mitigate Significant Health Risks Associated with
Toxic Air Contaminant Emissions from Diesel-Powered Construction Equipment

The Project would be built out over a period of 20 years employing a variety of diesel-
powered construction equipment such as air compressors, backhoes, cranes, delivery trucks,
dozers, drill rigs, excavators, generators, fork lifts, tractors, loaders, rollers, scrapers, water
trucks, paving equipment, pile drivers, rollers, etc.

Diesel exhaust emitted from this equipment is a complex mixture of gaseous and solid
materials, The visible emissions in diesel exhaust are known as diesel particulate matter
(“DPM"), which includes carbon particles or “soot.” Diesel exhaust also contains a variety of
harmful gases and over 40 other known cancer-causing substances and is estimated to
contribute to more than 75% of the added cancer risk from air toxics in the United States.
Diesel exhaust has been linked to a range of serious health problems including an increase in
respiratory disease, lung damage, cancer, and premature death. Fine diesel particles are
deposited deep in the lungs and can result in increased respiratory symptoms and disease;
decreased lung function, particularly in children and individuals with asthma; alterations in
lung tissue and respiratory tract defense mechanisms; and premature death.5%60

On August 27, 1998, after extensive scientific review and public hearing, the California
Air Resources Board (“CARB”) formally identified particulate emissions from diesel-fueled
engines as a toxic air contaminant (“TAC"), regulated pursuant to Health and Safety Code

# California Air Resources Board, Health Effects of Diesel Exhaust:
http:/ /www.arb.ca.gov /research /diesel / diesel-health.htm, accessed July 22, 2010.

&0 California Air Resources Board, Initial Statement of Reasons for Rulemaking, Proposed Identification of Diesel
Exhaust as a Toxic Air Contaminant, Staff Report, June 1998,
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section 39650 et seq.5! In May 2002, the U.S. EPA, after another exhaustive review, concluded
that “long-term (i.e., chronic) inhalation exposure is likely to pose lung cancer hazard to
humans, as well as damage the lung in other ways depending on exposure. Short-term

(i.e., acute) exposures can cause irritation and inflammatory symptoms of a transient nature...
The assessment also indicates that evidence for exacerbation of existing allergies and asthma
symptoms is emerging.” %2

Lagging emission standards and very old equipment in the fleet have made
construction equipment one of the largest sources of toxic diesel particulate matter (soot)
pollution in California. An estimated 70% of California’s construction equipment is currently
not covered by federal and state regulations because it is too old.®® Clouds of soot emitted with
the exhaust from construction equipment can travel downwind for miles, then drift into
heavily populated areas.

An analysis by the Union of Concerned Scientists found that air pollution from
construction equipment is already taking a staggering toll on the health and economic well-
being of Californians. For the San Francisco Bay Area Air Basin, 2005 estimates for health and
economic damage from construction equipment emissions included 154 premature deaths,
117 hospitalizations for respiratory and cardio-vascular disease, almost 3,500 incidences of
asthma attacks, acute bronchitis, and other lower respiratory symptoms, about 25,700 days of
lost work, about 18,500 school absences, and almost 170,000 restricted activity days. This loss
of life and productivity cost South Coast Air Basin residents an estimated $1.2 billion.®* These
estimates are conservative because they do not include emissions from a large number of
smaller construction projects (residential and commercial and projects smaller than one acre in
size and because multi-story buildings were treated as one-story buildings). Further, John
Hakel, Vice President of the Associated General Contractors, an organization representing
construction equipment fleet owners and general contractors, indicated that the analysis
appeared to underestimate the sheer volume of construction equipment in use.%*

The entire City of San Francisco including the Project site is located in the highest risk
zone (dark red) for construction equipment emissions, as shown in Figure 7.66

# California Air Resources Board, Resolution 98-35, August 27, 1998,

&2 [1.5. Environmental Protection Agency, Health Assessment Document for Diesel Engine Exhaust, EPA /600, 8-
80/057F, May 2002.

53 Union of Concerned Scientists, Digging up Trouble, The Health Risk of Construction Pollution in California,
MNovember 2006; http:/ /www.ucsusa.org /assets/documents/clean_vehicles/digging-up-trouble.pdf, accessed
]u]j-’ 23, 2010,

54 Ibid, p. 12.

8% Los Angeles Times, Dire Health Effects of Pollution Reported, Diesel Soot from Construction Equipment [s
Blamed for lllnesses and Premature Deaths, December 6, 2006.

% Jbid, p. 13.
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Mitigation Measure | Description

M-AQ-N2 Install Aceelerated Emission Control Device on Construction Equipment

M-AQ-N9

M-AQ-L9 To redute risk associated with exhavst emissions of DPM by construction equipment during construction of
M-AQ-NI0a the LRDP sites, CPMC and its construction contractor shall implement the following BAAQMD-
M-AQ-NI10b recommended control measures during construction:

M-AQ-NI0c

M-AQ-LIO s In order to minimize the potential impacts on residents living near the CPMC campuses from the

construction activities in that area, CPMC shall make reasonable efforts 1o ensure that all
construction equipment used at these campuses would use equipment that meets the EPA Tier 4
engine standards for particulate matter and NOx control (or equivalent) throughout the entire
duration of construction activities, wo the extent that equipment meeting the EPA Tier 4 engine
standards is mvailable 1o the contractor at the time construction activities requiring the use of such

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

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

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

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

Geologist, Dames & Moore (1984 - 1986).

Senior Regulatory and Litigation Support Analyst:

With SWAPE, Matt’s responsibilities have included:

Manager of a project to evaluate numerous formerly used military sites in the western U.S.
Manager of a project to provide technical assistance to a comunity adjacent to a former Naval
shipyard under a grant from the U.S. EPA.

Lead analyst and testifying expert in the review of numerous environmental impact reports
under CEQA that identify significant issues with regard to hazardous waste, water resources,
water quality, air quality, greenhouse gas emissions and geologic hazards.

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

Stormwater analysis, sampling and best management practice evaluation at industrial facilities.
Technical assistance and litigation support for vapor intrusion concerns.

Manager of a comprehensive evaluation of potential sources of perchlorate contamination in
Southern California drinking water wells.

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

Expert witness on two cases involving MTBE litigation.

Expert witness and litigation support on the impact of air toxins and hazards at a school.
Expert witness in litigation at a former plywood plant.

With Komex H2O Science Inc., Matt’s dufies included the following:

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

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

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

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

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

Expert witness testimony in a case of oil production-related contamination in Mississippi.

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

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




Executive Director:
As Executive Director with Orange Coast Watch, Matt led efforts to restore water quality at Orange

County beaches from multiple sources of contamination including urban runoff and the discharge of
wastewater. In reporting to a Board of Directors that included representatives from leading Orange
County universities and businesses, Matt prepared issue papers in the areas of treatment and disinfection
of wastewater and control of the dischrge of grease to sewer systems. Matt actively participated in the
development of countywide water quality permits for the control of urban runoff and permits for the
discharge of wastewater. Matt worked with other nonprofits to protect and restore water quality,
including Surfrider, Natural Resources Defense Council and Orange County CoastKeeper as well as with

business institutions including the Orange County Business Council.

Hydrogeology:
As a Senior Hydrogeologist with the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Matt led investigations to

characterize and cleanup closing military bases, including Mare Island Naval Shipyard, Hunters Point
Naval Shipyard, Treasure Island Naval Station, Alameda Naval Station, Moffett Field, Mather Army
Airfield, and Sacramento Army Depot. Specific activities were as follows:

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

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

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

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

County of Maui.

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

included the following:

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

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

¢ Reviewed a number of Environmental Impact Statements for planned major developments,
including large hazardous and solid waste disposal facilities, mine reclamation, and water
transfer.




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

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

Reviewed and wrote "part B" permits for the disposal of hazardous waste.

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

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

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

prevent degradation of water quality, including the following tasks:

Policy:

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

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

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

and advised park superintendent on appropriate response actions under CERCLA.

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

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

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

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

Served senior management as the Senior Science Policy Advisor with the U.S. Environmental Protection

Agency, Region 9. Activities included the following:

Advised the Regional Administrator and senior management on emerging issues such as the
potential for the gasoline additive MTBE and ammonium perchlorate to contaminate drinking
water supplies.

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

Improved the technical training of EPA’s scientific and engineering staff.

Eamed an FPA Bronze Medal for representing the region’s 300 scientists and engineers in
negotiations with the Administrator and senior management to better integrate scientific
prihciples into the policy-making process.

Established national protocol for the peer review of scientific documents.

Geology:
With the U.S. Forest Service, Matt led investigations to determine hillslope stability of areas proposed for

timber harvest in the central Oregon Coast Range. Specific activities were as follows:

4



e Mapped geology in the field, and used aerial photographic interpretation and mathematical

models to determine slope stability.

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

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

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

* Supervised year-long effort for soil and groundwater sampling.
¢ Conducted aquifer tests.
¢ Investigated active faults beneath sites proposed for hazardous waste disposal.

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

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

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

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

In Fall 2010, Matt taught Physical Geology (lecture and lab) to students at Golden West College in
Huntington Beach, California.

Invited Testimony, Reports, Papers and Presentations:

Hagemann, M.F., 2008. Disclosure of Hazardous Waste Issues under CEQA. Presentation to the Public
Environmental L.aw Conference, Eugene, Cregon.

Hagemann, M.F,, 2008. Disclosure of Hazardous Waste 1ssues under CEQA. Invited presentation to U.S.
EPA Region 9, San Francisco, California.

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

Hagemann, M.F., 2004. Perchlorate Contamination of the Colorado River and Impacts to Drinking Water
in Nevada and the Southwestern U.5. Presentation to a meeting of the American Groundwater Trust, Las
Vegas, NV (served on conference organizing committee).

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

Brown, A., Farrow, ], Gray, A. and Hagemann, M., 2004. An Estimate of Costs to Address MTBE
Releases from Underground Storage Tanks and the Resulting Impact to Drinking Water Wells,




Presentation to the Ground Water and Environmental Law Conference, National Groundwater
Assocjation.

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Hagemann, M.F., 2001. From Tank to Tap: A Chronology of MTBE in Groundwater. Unpublished

report.

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




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

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

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

VanMouwerik, M. and Hagemann, MLF. 1999, Water Quality Concemms Related to Personal Watercraft
Usage. Water Resources Division, National Park Service, Technical Report.

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

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

Groundwater Technical Forum Annual Meeting, Las Vegas, Nevada.

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

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

Hagemann, M. F,, Fukanaga, G. L., 1996, Ranking Groundwater Vulnerability in Central Oahu,
Hawaii. Proceedings, Geographic Information Systems in Environmental Resources Management, Air

and Waste Management Association ublication VIP-61.

Hagemann, M.F,, 1994. Groundwater Characterization and Cleanup at Closing Military Bases in

California. Proceedings, California Groundwater Resources Association Meeting.

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

Groundwater.

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

contaminated Groundwater. California Groundwater Resources Association Meeting.

Hagemann, M.F., 1992. Dense Nonaqueous Phase Liquid Contamination of Groundwater: An QOunce of

Prevention... Proceedings, Association of Engineering Geologists Annual Meeting, v. 35.




Other Experience:

Selected as subject matter expert for the California Geologist licensing examination, 2009-2010.
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Docusign Envelope ID: 5000FSES-74AF-4E57-AD6C-751EEC2AC39F

5. Description of Multipliers: CBRE Consulting, Inc Chapter VII. Direct, Indirect, and Induced
Economic Impacts of UC San Diego

6. KY Rural Health Works. Economic Impact of Rockcastle Hospital and Respiratory Care Center,
Inc. On Four Kentucky Counties: Fayette, Jefferson, Franklin & Madison; January 2005.
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