Disclaimer: This is a translation of the original report which was written in Arabic and prepared by a committee team, formed by the President
of Birzeit University, and accepted by Birzeit Municipality.

Birzeit 5/26/2020.

Hot Blend asphalt plant in Birzeit:
A study to assess the environmental and health impact

Provided by Birzeit University

This analytical study was prepared by an academic committee team formed by the President of Birzeit University
and accepted by the Birzeit Municipality. The study aims to assess the environmental and health impacts of setting
up a Hot Blend asphalt plant in the region. This study considered an analysis of the EIA presented by the
manufacturer (EIA) (Appendix 1). The committee collected the relevant data and information and evaluated it by a
computerprogram, and conducted a field visit to the location where the factory is being constructed.

Our summary of the results are as follows:

1. Asphalt plant location:

e Asphalt plants are considered a heavy industry, and they should not be established in areas designated for
light industries, asit is in the case of Birzeit industrial area, which is zoned for handicraft and light
industries. Heavy industries, such as asphalt, are considered much more hazardous, and they are much
more dangerous to health, the environment, and the society at large than light industries (1).

e Consequently, regardless of the current zoning of the area, setting up an asphalt plant in Birzeit and in
this area poses a threat to people health and to the environment.

e According to international standards and regulations (2), a safe distance must be provided between the
factory site and residential areas.The safe distance varies according to the type of industry, the emitted
chemicals, and the speed and extent of the air pollutant emissions into the atmosphere, and could range
from 3-3.5 km aerial distance (3).

e The results of applying the computerized program (US EPA SCREEN3 v.4 [10]) to simulate the spread of air
pollutants produced by the factory indicate that a distance of no less than 3.6 km is required to be
maintained between the factory site and neighboring residential areas(Appendix 2).

e The asphalt plant is 150 meters from the nearest house where people live in Birzeit and Jiffna. This factory
is located about 1.5 km from Birzeit municipality and about 2.5 km from the Birzeit University campus.

e The emissions and accumulation of air pollutants are expected to increase in the region by building this
type of factory in a location with a close proximity to other existing factories including “Belady” poultry
slaughterhouse, a marblebusiness, and a brick and prefabricated cement factory within a dimension that
does not exceed 150 meters (Appendix 3).

2. The EIA study (Appendix 1), submitted by the investor, reveals the following problems:

e [tis clear that the various aspects of the health and environmental impacts of this heavy industrial facility
have not been explained or covered for the intended location and adjacent and nearby populated areas.

e |tis expected and required that when conducting an environmental impact study to respect and adhere to
the referenced standards, regulations and guidelines by studying the region (i.e., identifying alternatives
to the siteand technology, proper consultation, and an active and effective public participation bythe
stakeholders and the affected population); and by detailing the process of identifying, analyzing and
mitigating risks in several steps.The first step is identifying potential risks, in this case chemical hazards
(toxic and carcinogenic chemicals which are proven to cause health problems for humans) (4); physical
hazards (noise, vibration and changing the aesthetic and cultural features of the scene);and the risks
associated with storing, loading and transporting manufactured materials to the places of their use. The
second step is to measure the amount of these risks and evaluate whether they exceed internationally
accepted safe standards. The third step is to prepare an integrated environmental management plan to
deal with risks and to try to minimize their negative effects. The last step is to set up a regime that
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continuously monitor and evaluate (a repeated dynamic process) the surrounding area by taking air
samples around the factory periodically and measuring concentrations of chemicals emission, fumes and
dust present in the atmosphere (5). Here we can ask: What is the investor's plan to manage and assess
the risks associated with this heavy industry?

e The environmental impact assessment study did not discuss how to mitigate other types of hazardsand
risks such as: traffic pollution, and noise from operating the machinery and transporting the material. For
example, there would be at least 30 or more trucks carrying the blended asphalt passing through the
town of Birzeit on a daily basis to deliver the asphalt to its destination, causing and adding to the traffic
jam and noise pollution, and exposing the town people to more of the dangerous chemical pollutant.

e The proposed Environmental Management Plan for the project is completely lacking, and void of any
serious consideration of measures and preparations to mitigate environmental impacts and health
consequences that might result from establishing and operating the plant at the proposed site in Birzeit.
For example, building a two-meter high wall or planting some trees will not have enough impact to
mitigate the negative environmental and health effectswhile operating the plant. During the field visits to
the site and taking photos (Appendix 3), we noticed that the number of uprooted olive trees to prepare
the site is between 30-50 trees, including ancient olive trees. In contrast to what is statedin the report,
the site does not include and is empty of any fruittrees.

e The study did not follow the standards by discussing and considering alternatives to the site, nor did it
highlight the existing environmental factors and conditions of thearea adjacent to the project. The study
did not meet the standards for public participationor attemptedto mediateor alleviate possible fears or
expected conflict by proactive means. Protecting the community health and the environment from
pollution and degradation is much less costly and easier to implement than mostknown remedies of
attempting to remove the damages after they happen.

e The report’s final draft of the study was not submitted for discussion with the affected groups before it
was submitted for approval.

e The study did not present the criteria and specify methods to measure the potential negative
environmental impacts on humans and the environment, and it did notmention the cumulative negative
effects that extend beyond the proposed site boundary.

e  Birzeit contains archaeological, touristic, recreational and aesthetic areas rich in unique biological
diversity. Jiffna village is classifiedas a tourist and recreational area, rich in apricot trees and medicinal
herbs, which prompted the Antiquities and Tourism Authority to ask for all construction work on the site
to stop immediately.

e The study did not take into account the economic and societal impacts outside the location domain from
the aspects of the environmentand management of potential ill effect, nor did it consider the principle of
favoring the public benefit over all else.

3. Evidence and clues from the references and scientific studies:
Several international studies (6-8) researched and evaluated the health effects on people living near industrial
areas, including near asphalt plants.

e At theinternational level: There are many research studies that investigated the health and
environmental impacts associated with the asphalt plants adjacent to residential communities. They
found that the main and wide spread health problems are respiratory illnesses and disease, cancer, heart
disease and many other illnesses especially from petrochemical industries (which include asphalt). (7,8)

e The plant emits hazardous chemicals in solid form, which are subdivided into very small particles
suspended in the air when heated to about 172 ° C, and remain for at least 18 hours, and can be easily
inhaled by people who live nearby and without adequate protection (Ref. 4 Page 139 discuss chemicals
and their health effects).

e There are two more important points regarding the research and studies on the health effects on people
living nearby Asphalt plants:

1. Although most studies have focused on occupational exposure and its health effects (9), we can
conclude thatthe people who live near the plant will have similar exposure to the hazards as the



workers. This is evident from a new research conducted by the Institute of Public and Community
Health, which investigated the health effects on Birzeit residents who live near the existing
quarries. The study found harmful health effects and poor lung function among those who live
near the quarry sites (500 meters away) including allergies, eye and nose problems and suffer
from persistent dust covering of the grounds and the surrounding plantsnear their homes. The
study wasprepared by the Health InstituteGeneral and Community - Birzeit University.

2. There are several case studies that covered the health effects of residents living near asphalt
plants (Ref. 4 contains a set of references), some of the details are as follows:

- Page 46: A survey showed that 45% of the population living within half a mile of the
Rhodes Brothers asphalt plant, who started working two years ago, reported
deterioration in their health after the factory commenced operations. Their most
common and wide spread problems include: high blood pressure (18% of people
surveyed), sinus problems (18%), headaches (14%), and shortness of breath (9%).

- Page 117: Childhood Brain Cancers near the Asphalt Industry in Salisbury, North
Carolina.

- Page 137: A study published in a British magazine showed that children have an
increased risk of developing cancer if they live three to five kilometers (2 to 3 miles)
from certain types of industrial facilities. The study showed that the risk is greater within
a few hundred meters of pollution sources and decrease by distance. It also showed that
the number of childhood cancer per 100,000 children in Britain and the United States
has been rising steadily for at least 20 years. Some of the industrial typethat was cited
are the aforementioned -Bitumen making plants (a European term for asphalt).

e International studies indicate that water samples taken from examined water wellsand streams near the
asphalt plants contain high levels of formaldehyde. Asphalt plants are a major source of formaldehyde,
and are highly soluble in water. Formaldehyde is a known carcinogen that causes cancer (4).

e According to international standards and regulations (9), the factory must adhere to specific annual
pollution amounts. This includes but not limited to:

0 the concentration of volatile organic matter (VOCs) and fine particles (PM) in cement fumes
arenot to exceed 0.5 mg / m3 and 5 mg / m3 air, respectively (4, 9).

0 International studies indicate that an annual accumulation of dangerous organic pollutants in
nearby areas soils are approximately(100-1000 meters) resulting from similar asphalt plants (11).

e Itis worth noting here that the Ministry of Environment recently closed an asphalt plant in Haifa in
January 2020 because of the increased emissions that exceeded the permitted levels for a number of
different pollutants (12).

e Isthere alocal capacity to monitor and analyze air pollution emissions in industrial areas? Will these
checks be done routinely? Based on our knowledge and experience in this field, devices for taking air
samples are not available in Palestine and they need to be imported from abroad. Hence, how will these
pollutants' concentration be measured and recorded,and how will protecting the health of the population
in the areabe monitored, tracked and protected?

Summary: As a result of investigating and reviewing the data and the results of the studies and references
available locally and internationally, the committee collected and uncovered a set of scientific and objective
evidence that indicate that a large magnitude of health and environmental damage will result from building an
asphalt plant at the designated location. All aspects of the plant operations will cause damaging pollution
including handling, transporting, producing, storage and disposal of potential hazardous material, with
hugenegative impacts on the project area in Birzeit and its vicinity.

Birzeit University Committee who prepared the study:
Dr. MayssaNimer, Institute of Public and Community Health
Prof. Rashid Al-Saed, Institute of Environmental and Water Studies
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Appendix (2) the result of simulating the spread of air pollutants using the 4.V SCREEN EPA US program
Appendix (3) A general view (photo) of the proposed factory site and the measured distances for the nearest
house and industries on the site



Appendix (1)

Review of the investor report on the Environmental Impact Assessment “EIA” study

Below is the summary of a comprehensive review of the EIA study report for the proposed project in

Birzeit

Reviewed Step

Explanation and Notes

Quality
Rating

1) Scoping
Session

For the public participation meeting, the participants did not
represent an active cross sectionof the population to evaluate the
environmental effect or the effect on the related areas, nor have
they any representationwith relevant government agencies. There
were a few participants at the local level from the village of Jifna
and the town of Birzeit.

No public objectionsor observations were solicited or taken into
consideration, nor anymitigationsolutionswere proposed.

The existing environmental baseline data was not discussed
sufficiently nor considered comprehensively.

Alternative locations to the site were not considered, and the study
only applied the principle of reducing annual operating costs.
Compliance with the standards and regulations of the referenced
Environmental Quality Authority is lacking.

2) Identifying
and analyzing
impacts

There is no specific method used for cost/benefit identification and
analysis, nor any methods for assessing the impact of such plant on
the local area

The study did not sufficiently consider the referenced literature nor
attempted to learn from the experience gained from similar
projects.

The study did not use any regional or international measurement
standards to analyze the effects.

The study did not identifyor analyzethe impacts on the areas
outside the boundaries of the designated locations nor considered
the cumulation effects with time.

The integrated analysis of the impact on the environment from
existing nearbyprojects is Incomplete, and was never discussed.

3) Mitigation
and
Environmental
Management
Plan (EMP)

The proposed measures are not sufficient, and will not be capable
of reducing or mitigating thehigh risks and the negative effects
Needed services and infrastructure do not exist in the area (sewage
network Solid waste, etc.).

Disposal of hazardous solid waste by electrostatic filtersis not
guaranteed during emergency situations.

The set of trees and the protective wall with a height of 2 meters
are useless in mitigatingthe risk from emissions of dust, fumes and
gases, especially when the chimney is 18 meters high.

4) Preparing
the EIA report

Spatial and temporal limits, the existing environmental conditions,
classification and use of land, site alternatives, explanation of social
and economic conditions are deficient throughout.




There was no reference to the measurement standards for
monitoring and control, and there is no specific measures or
experience cited for analyzing pollutants and determining local air
quality on a continuous basis.

The study did not comply with the standards and
regulationsreferenced by the Environmental Quality Authority
“EQA”.

5) Review and
Evaluation - EIA
Review

The draft report was not discussed ata workshop to engage the E
public and receive feedback.

Participation of academic experts, visits and observations to sites of
similar plants are lacking.

General Standard for EIA Review Classification (13)

Rating Explanation

A Generally well performed, no important tasks left incomplete

B generally satisfactory and complete, only minor omissions and inadequacies

C Just satisfactory despite omissions and/or inadequacies

D Parts well attempted but must, on the whole be considered just unsatisfactory
because of omissions and/or inadequacies
unsatisfactory, significant omissions or inadequacies

F very unsatisfactory, important task(s) poorly done or not attempted




Appendix (2)

The result of simulating the spread of air pollutants using the 4.V SCREEN EPA U program
05/25/20
15:29:27
*x%* SCREEN3 MODEL RUM ***
*x% YERSION DATED 13043 *+=*

C:\Lakes\Screen View\Projects\BI_HMAF test.scr

COMPLEX TERRAIN IMPUTS:

SOURCE TYFE = POINT
EMISSION RATE (G/3) = 21.0000
STRCE HT (M) = 18.0000
STACE DIAMETER (M) = 2.5000
STACK VELOCITY (M/3) = 5.0830
STACE GRS TEMP (K) = 450.0000
AMBIENT AIR TEMP (K) = 293.0000
EECEFTOR HEIGHT (M) = 0.0000
URBAN/RURAL OPTION = RIURAL

THE REGULATORY (DEFAULT) MIXING HEIGHT OPTION WAS SELECTED.
THE REGULATORY (DEFAULT) ANEMOMETER HEIGHT OF 10.0 METERS WAS ENTERED.

BUOY. FLUX = 27.226 M=*4/5=*3; MOM. FLUX = 26.389 M**4/5**2,

FINAL STABLE PLUME HEIGHT (M) 72.7
DISTANCE TO FINAL RISE (M) = 151.3

*VALLEY 24-HR CALCS* **SIMPLE TERRAIN 24-HR CALCS**

TERR MAX Z24-HR FPLUME HT FLUME HT
HT DIST CONC CONC ABOVE 3TEK CONC ABOVE STEK UliM USTE
(M} (M) (UG M**3) {UG/M*=3) BASE (M} {UG/M*=13) HGT (M) sSC (M/5)
90, 1s0. 1470, 1470, 72,4 1081, 5.4 420.0
zligﬂ 200 1081 1091. 72.7 0.000 0.0 o 0.0
Giﬁﬂﬂ. 500. 410.5 410.5 72,7 0.000 0.0 0 0.0
G‘ﬂgﬂ, BOO. 238.2 238.2 72.7 0.000 0.0 o 0.0
0'?ﬂ0‘ 1000. 181.8 181.8 72.7 0.000 0.0 o 0.0
Gigﬂﬂ. 1800. 85.91 B5.91 72.7 0.000 0.0 0 0.0
0‘?23. 2500. 55.47 55,47 72.7 0.000 0.0 0 0.0
Gigﬂﬁ. 2700. 50.01 50.01 72.7 0.000 0.0 0 0.0
G‘gEU. 3000. 43 .34 43,54 2.7 0.000 0.0 0 0.0
Gigﬂﬁ. 4000. 28,60 29,60 72.7 0.000 0.0 0 0.0
o 05/25/20
15:20:27

*** SCREEN3Y MODEL RUN **=
*** YERSION DATED 13043 **=

C:\Lakes\Screen View\Tutorial‘\BE _HMAP test.secr

SIMPLE TERRAIN IMPUTS:

SOURCE TYFE = POINT
EMISSION RATE (G/S5) = 21.0000
STACE HEIGHT (M} = 18.0000
STK INSIDE DIAaM (M) = Z.5000



STK EXIT WVELOCITY (M/S)= 5.0930
STKE GAS EXIT TEMP (K) = 450.0000
AMBIENT AIR TEMP (K) = 293.0000
RECEFTOR HEIGHT (M) = 0.0000
URBAN/RURAL OFTION = RUBAL
BUILDING HEIGHT (M) = 0.0000
MIN HORIZ BLDG DIM (M} = 0.0000
MAX HORIZ BLDG DIM (M)} = 0.0000

THE REGULATORY (DEFAULT) MIXING HEIGHT OPTION WAS SELECTED.
THE REGULATORY (DEFAULT) ANEMOMETER HEIGHT OF 10.0 METERS WAS ENTERED.

STACK EXIT VELOCITY WAS CALCULATED FROM
VOLUME FLOW RATE = 25.000000 (M**3/5)

BUOY. FLUX = 27.226 M**4/5**3; MOM. FLUX = 26.385 M**4/5%*2,

*** FULL METEOROLOGY **=*

LR R L E T T T E s
*** SCREEN AUTOMATED DISTANCES *==*

R s s s e

*** TERRAIN HEIGHT OF 18. M RBOVE STACK BASE USED FOR FOLLOWIMG DISTANCES *#*¥

DIST CONC UuloM USTK MIX HT PLUME SIGMA SIGHMA

(M) (UG/M**3) STAB (M/3) (M/S) (M} HT (M) ¥ (M) Z (M) DWASH
50 3546 4 20.0 21.8 6400.0 5.36 4.3% 2.68 HNO
100 4124 4 20.0 21.8 6400.0 5.36 B.31 4.84 HNO
200 1843 4 20.0 21.8 6400.0 5.38 15.71 8.77 NO
300. 1052. 4 15.0 16.4 4800.0 9.64 22.92 12.66 NO
400. 716.6 4 15.0 16.4 4800.0 9.64 29.759 15.91 HO
500. 552.1 4 10.0 10.9 3200.0 18.21 36.76 1%.48 HO
600. 455.2 4 10.0 10.9 3200.0 18.21 43,24 22,24 HO
T00. 378.6 4 10.0 10.% 3200.0 18.21 49.64 24.95 HO
B00. 330.0 4 8.0 B.7T 2560.0 24.64 56.20 28.05 HNO
S00. 289.4 4 8.0 B.7 2580.0 24 .64 B2.44 30.83 NO

1000. 255.0 4 8.0 B.7 2580.0 24 .64 BE. 64 33.18 NO

MAXIMUM 1-HR CONCENTRATION AT OR BEYCMND 50. M:

73. 4666. 4 20.0 21.8 e400.0 5.36 6.30 3.75 HO

s et T

**= SCREEN AUTOMATED DISTANCES *==*

HEE AT T R AT TR A A AT R T AT TR I AT TR T H T >

*+** TERRAIN HEIGHT OF 18. M ABOVE STACK BASE USED FOR FOLLOWIMG DISTANCES ***

DIST CONC Ul0M USTE MIX HT PLUME  SIGMA  SIGMA

(M) (UG/M**3) STAB (M/3) (M/E) (M) HT (M) ¥ (M) Z (M) DWASH
1000. 255.0 4 8.0 B.7 2580.0 24 .64 ER. 64 33.18 2 (]
1100. 227.7 4 8.0 B.7 2580.0 24 .64 74,78 35.13 2 (]
1200. 206.2 [ 4.0 5.5 10000.0 33,07 41.77 19.72 HO
1300, 211.2 1 4.0 5.5 10000.0 38.07 44 68 20.37 HO
1400. 214.8 1 4.0 5.5 10000.0 38.07 47,58 21.02 HO
1500 217.2 [ 4.0 5.5 10000.0 35.07 50.48 21.65 HO
1600. 218.6 [ 4.0 5.5 10000.0 35.07 53.36 22.28 HO
1700. 219.1 1 4.0 5.5 10000.0 39.07 56.23 22.90 HNO
1800. 218.9 ] 4.0 5.5 10000.0 39.07 59.10 23.52 2 (]
15900. 218.0 [ 4.0 5.5 10000.0 35.07 £1.95 24,13 HO
2000. 216.6 [ 4.0 5.5 10000.0 35.07 £4.75 24,73 HO

MAXIMUM 1-HR CONCENTRATION AT OR BEYOND 1000. M:

1000. 255.0 4 8.0 B.7T 2580.0 24.64 EB.64 33.18 HO

R s s s e



*** ECREEN AUTOMATED DISTANCES **+*

e

*** TERRAIN HEIGHT OF 18. M ABOVE STACK BASE USED FOR FOLLOWING DISTANCES ***

DIST CONC UloM USTE MIX HT PLUME SIGMAR SIGHMA

[1:4] (UG/M**3) STAE (M/5) (M/5) (B} HT (M) T OM) Z (M) DWASH
2000. 216.46 & 4.0 5.5 10000.0 39.07 64.75% 2473 NO
2100. 213.8 6 4.0 5.5 10000.0 39.07 67.63 25.24 NO
2200. 210.8 & 4.0 5.5 10000.0 39.07 T0.45 25.74 NO
2300. 207.6 6 4.0 5.5 10000.0 39.07 73.27 26.24 NO
2400. 204.4 -] 3.5 4.8 10000.0 41 .64 T6.16 26.98 HO
2500. 201.9 -] 3.5 4.8 10000.0 41 .64 T8.85 27.45 HO
2600. 199.2 & 3.5 4.8 10000.0 41 .64 B1.73 27.92 HO
2700. 199.46 -] 1.5 2.1 10000.0 58.20 B5.21 30.42 HO
2800, 200.5 ] 1.5 2.1 10000.0 58.20 B7.95 30.85 NO
2800. 202.0 & 1.0 1.4 10000.0 66.62 91.16 32,861 NO
3poo. 203.8 & 1.0 1.4 10000.0 66.62 593.87 33.02 NO

MAXIMUM 1-HR CONCENTRATION AT OR BEYOMD 2000.
2000. 216.6 6 4.0 5.5 10000,

o=

39.07 64.75% 24.73 HO
e

*** ECREEN AUTOMATED DISTANCES ***

e

**+* TERRAIN HEIGHT OF 18. M ABOVE STACKE BASE USED FOR FOLLOWING DISTANCES ***

DIST CONC UloM USTE MIX HT PLUME SIGMAR SIGHMA

(M) (OG/M**3) STAE (M/5) (M/5) (M) HT (M) ¥ OM) Z (M) DWASH
3poo. 203.8 & 1.0 1.4 10000.0 66.62 593.87 33.02 NO
3500. 205.2 [ 1.0 1.4 10000.0 66.62 107.35 34,87 NO
4000 204.2 -] 1.0 1.4 10000.0 66.62 120.68 36.24 HO

MAXIMUM 1-HR CONCENTRATION AT OR BEYOMD 3000. M:
3505. 205.2 6 1.0 1.4 10000.0 66.62 107.46 34.868 NO

e

*** ECREEN AUTOMATED DISTANCES **+*

e

*+*+* TERRAIN HEIGHT OF 18. M ABOVE STACK BASE USED FOR FOLLOWING DISTANCES ***

DIST CONC UloM USTE MIX HT PLUME SIGMAR SIGMA
(M) (UG/M**3) STAB [M/5) (M/S3) (M) HT (M) Y (M) Z (M} DWASH
4000. 204.2 -] 1.0 1.4 10000.0 66.62 120.68 36.24 HO
4500. 201.5 6 1.0 1.4 10000.0 66.62 133.86 37.73 NO
5000. 197.7 -] 1.0 1.4 10000.0 66.62 146.91 35.15 HO
MAXNTMUM 1-HE CONCENTRATION AT OR BEYOMD 4000. M:
4000. 204.2 & 1.0 1.4 10000.0 66.62 120.68 36.24 NO

DWASH= MEANS NO CALC MADE (CONC = 0.0)
DWASH=NO MEANS NO BUILLDING DOWNWASH USED
DWASH=HS MEARNS HUBER-SNYDER DOWNWASH USED
DWASH=58 MEANS SCHULMAN-SCIRE DOWHNWASH USED
DWASH=NA MEANS DOWNWASH NOT APPLICABLE, X<3i*LB

R EE R R T R A T A R A N R R AN T TR AN T TR AT R TR TG T

= ESUMMARY OF TERRAIN HEIGHTS ENTERED FOR *

* SIMPLE ELEVATED TERRAIN FROCEDURE *
L T
TERRAIN DISTANCE RAMNGE (M)

HT (M) MINIMUM MAXIMUM
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18. 50. 1000.

18. 1000. 2000.
18. 2000. 3000.
18. 3000. 4000.
18. 4000. 5000.

##% TNVERSION BRERK-UP FUMIGATION CALC., ***
CONC (UG/M**#3) = 203.1
DIST TO MAX (M) = 3555.27

LA AR RS R R R R R R R R R EEEE R R R R EREEE R ERE]

**¥% SUMMARY OF SCREEN MODEL RESULTS ***

LA AR R L R R R LR R R R R EEEEREEEEREEREEEEELEERS]

CALCULATION MAX CONMC DIST TO  TERRAIN
PROCEDURE (UG/M**3) MAX (M) HT (M)
SIMPLE TERRAIN  4666. 73, 18,
COMPLEX TERRATN 1470. 150. 70. (24-HR CONC)
INV BREAKUP FUMI 203.1 3599, --

ke e e e ok R R R e o e ke e e e e e o ok e R R o e o

*#%* REMEMBER TO INCLUDE BACKGROUND CONCENTRATIONS *=*

ke e e e ok R R R e ok e ke e e e e e e o ok e R R o o o

Complex Terrain Distance Vs Concentration

a 500 1000 1500 2000 2500 3000 3500 £000
Dilwaanoe ()

Non-compliance with international standatds by a setback distance up to about 3.60 km

Note: It is assumed that the HBAP complies with annual pollution loads of 100 tons per years [US EPA 2002]
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Appendix (3)
General view of the proposed plant site and the measured distances for the nearest house and
industries on site

NOTE: All Distances are measured
to the Asphalt Plant

Legend:

HBAP=HotBlend Asphalt Plant
1=Bricks Factory<60m
2=poultry slaughter house<150m
! 3=Stone Cutting
4=House<150m

. | =2
'x‘:é =~

5=Jifna Class A housing <150m
6=Jalazon RC <1500m

7=Irreversible Damage
to Olive Trees
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