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To account for modeling perturbations, we used a Robust Regression procedure that is forgiving of
many of the modeling assumptions associated with ordinary least squares analysis. The table below
shows the regression output.

Table 1: Regression Analysis Findings of Factors Impacting Values of For-Sale Homes
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Findings

The model developed for this analysis explains almost 87% of the variance in homes observed in
Northern Virginia in 2023. This is a strong model, though there are other factors impacting housing

northern Fairfax County was not statistically significant. More interestingly, while the variable
denoting distance to a data center was statistically significant, the coefficient carried the
unexpected negative sign meaning that the closer a home was, holding all other variables equal, to a
data center, the value was higher. We structured the test as a one-tailed statistical test, which leads
to the conclusion:

The analysis fails to demonstrate statistical evidence that proximity to a data center
negatively impacts housing values. This suggests that any negative externalities
associated with data centers, such as noise, do not have a systemic effect on housing
values.
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In some jurisdictions, data centers are largely developed on industrial-zone property. Since we
included distance to industrial properties as a variable, a strict interpretation of our findings would
say: After accounting for all industrial properties, there is no marginal negative effect of being closer
to a data center. To test the resilience of the regression coefficient for distance to data centers, the
model was run again with all included variables except for proximity to industrial properties. In that
reduced model, the R-square dropped slightly (R% 0.864) and the coefficient for the data center
variable became smaller but was still negative (-9,745). The findings expressed above are confirmed:
there is no evidence that, on average, proximity to data centers negatively impact housing values in

Northern Virginia.

About the CRA

The principal mission of the Center for Regional Analysis (CRA) is to provide research and technical
assistance to local government and businesses, primarily located in the Washington DC Metro
region. These efforts focus on economic, demographic, transportation, housing and fiscal issues.

Click here or scan tbg QR code to donate to
supportthe Center for Regional
AnalVS|s/Stephen S. Fuller Institute
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Median tenure with current employer was 3.9 years in January 2024
October 11, 2024

The median number of years that wage and salary workers had been with their current employer was 3.9 years in January 2024, down from 4.1 years in January
2022 and the lowest since January 2002. For men, median employee tenure was 4.2 years, a decrease from 4.3 years in January 2022. For women, median tenure
was 3.6 years, down from the median of 3.8 years in January 2022. (Note that data are not available for every year.)
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Median employee tenure was generally higher among older workers than younger ones. For example, the median tenure of workers ages 55 to 64 (9.6 years) in
January 2024 was more than three times that of workers ages 25 to 34 (2.7 years).

The share of wage and salary workers with a year or less of tenure with their current employer was 22 percent in January 2024, This short-tenured group includes
new hires, job losers who found new jobs during the previous year, and workers who had voluntarily changed employers during the year.
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i Percent distribution of employed wage and salary workers by tenure with
| their current employer, by age, January 2024
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Younger workers were more likely than older workers to be short-tenured employees. For example, in January 2024, 70 percent of 16- to 19-year-olds had tenure of
12 months or less with their current employer, compared with 10 percent of workers ages 55 to 64.

These data are from the Current Population Survey. To learn more, see “Employee Tenure in 2024.” Median tenure is the point at which half of all workers had more
tenure and half had less tenure.
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14 April 2026

Connor Henderson

Director of Land Acquisition
DC BLOX Parent, LLC

1040 Crowne Point Parkway
Atlanta, Georgia 30338

Re: Environmental Summary
Project Thunderhead
305 Fintail Drive
Indianapolis, indiana
Langan Project No.: 792018001

Dear Mr. Henderson,

The DC Blox Indianapolis, LLC (“DCB”) property consists of approximately 32.5 acres of a 152+-acre former
industrial manufacturing facility. The property was previously owned by Ford Motor Company
and operated as a vehicle manufacturing facility between 1957 and 2012. Ford’s operations included coal
storage, hazardous waste storage, wastewater treatment, and sludge solidification/burn pit. Ford’s
historical operations resulted in environmental impacts including light nonaqueous phase liquids (LNAPL),
volatile organic compounds (VOCs), semi volatile organic compounds (SVOCs), and polychlorinated
biphenyls (PCBs) impacts at concentrations exceeding Indiana Department of Environmental
Management (“IDEM”) and U.S. Environmental Protection Agency standards. An LNAPL plume
was identified in groundwater beneath an outdoor waste storage area.

In January 2015, Ford enrolled the entire Ford property in IDEM'’s Voluntary Remediation Program (“VRP”)
and began active remediation activities in 2017. Impacted soil was either removed from the site or heat-
treated via electrical resistance heating on-site by Ford. In 2018, areas identified as sources of dense
nonaqueous phase liquids (DNAPL) or chlorinated VOCs were dewatered. On July 21, 2022, an
Environmental Restrictive Covenant {(“ERC") was recorded by Ford pursuant to IDEM’s VRP. In February
2023, Ford successfully completed its remediation efforts. IDEM issued a Certificate of Completion, and
the State of Indiana issued a Covenant Not to Sue Ford. Thus, Ford had successfully completed the
environmental investigation and remediation required by IDEM; however, certain environmental
contaminants remained on the property.

On August 17, 2022, Thunderbird CC Land Partners, LLC (“Thunderbird”) purchased 109+ acres from
Ford. Thunderbird undertook a considerable amount of redevelopment work at this brownfield site. As
a result, Thunderbird requested and received approval from the Indiana Brownfield Program to terminate
the original ERC and replace it with a new ERC with use and development restrictions that were tailored
to the updated condition of the property, including the property that is being sold to DCB.

On March 21, 2025, the updated ERC was recorded by Thunderbird. The updated ERC included the
Comfort Letter that was issued on June 20, 2024 by the Indiana Brownfields Program to Thunderbird. The
Comfort Letter provides a detailed description of Ford’s operational history of the property and the
environmental investigation and remedial efforts undertaken by Ford and Thunderbird, which resulted in
them being issued the Covenant Not To Sue and Comfort Letter, respectively. The ERC also included the
Reasonable Steps Update Letter issued on January 29, 2025 by the Indiana Brownfields Program to

Thunderbird.
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The updated ERC includes restrictions on the drilling or excavation of soil and the requirement that any
such work complies with an IDEM-approved Soil Management Plan. The updated ERC also prohibits the
use of groundwater from the subject property. The updated ERC requires vapor evaluation and potential
vapor mitigation for new buildings, along with additional construction and operational restrictions that
run with the land and bind subsequent owners and operators to protect workers and the community from
potential exposure to residual impacts.

DCB has entered into a Real Estate Purchase Agreement with Thunderbird to purchase approximately 32.5
acres of the larger Ford property. DCB’s proposed repurposing and redevelopment of this former
industrial facility and brownfield site as a data center is fully consistent with the uses allowed by IDEM
and the Indiana Brownfields Program. DCB is fully aware of and will abide by the updated ERC, which
imposes certain construction and operational restrictions that run with the land to protect workers and
the community from the residual impacts on the property. Before any commercial/industrial building is
constructed by DCB, a vapor intrusion evaluation will be completed to determine whether a vapor barrier
and/or other vapor mitigation steps would be required for the buildings to protect future indoor workers
from potential vapor migration from the subsurface into the buildings.

DCB will also fulfill the requirement in the updated ERC that a minimum 2-foot clean soil and vegetative
barrier be installed in areas not covered by buildings, parking lots or sidewalks. In the event that DCB is
interested in using any of the stockpiled soil and debris that is currently located on the property, DCB will
comply with the IDEM-approved Soil Management Plan and the related sampling requirements.

Sincerely,

Langan Engineering and Environmental Plews Shadley Racher & Braun LLP
Services, LLC

Viaslind Lt () T

Joseph Good, PE, LEED AP Christopher J. Braun, Esq.
200 West Madison Street, Suite 2900 1346 North Delaware Street
Chicago, lllinois 60606 Indianapolis, Indiana 46202-2415




June 11, 2026
To: Metropolitan Development Commission Hearing Examiner
Case Number: 2026-CVR-815/2026-CPL-815
Property Address: 305 Fintail Drive, Indianapolis, Indiana
Location: Warren Township, Council District #20
Petitioner: DCB Indianapolis, LLC
Current Zoning: -3

Request: Variance of Use and Development Standards of the Consolidated Zoning
and Subdivision Ordinance to provide for construction of a data center (not
permitted), consisting of up to three buildings, up to a total of 420,000
square feet, with no less than 100 parking spaces.

Approval of a Subdivision Plat to be known as Replat of Block A of
Thunderbird Commerce Center, subdividing 32.406 acres into two lots

Current Land Use: Vacant

This letter supplements DCB Indianapolis, LLC"s (“DCB’) April 14, 2026 environmental
summary to address certain environmental issues recently raised by various remonstrators. As
more tully set forth below, based on the evidence presented by DCB, including the evidence
addressing the environmental issues at the site, applicable environmental laws, and DMD’s
adopted policies, DCB’s request for a use variance to develop Block A located at 305 Fintail Drive,
Indianapolis, Indiana (the “Property™) and operate a data center should be approved.

The Indiana Department of Environmental Management (“IDEM”) has long recognized
that “the revitalization of contaminated or potentially contaminated properties (Brownfields) will
provide a significant benefit to both the environment and the economy of local communities.™
Through IDEM’s Voluntary Remediation Program (“VRP”), IDEM *“seek[s] to facilitate the
productive use of industrial and commercial properties by addressing regulatory impediments to
the financial, transfer, and appropriate reuse of these properties.””IDEM has recognized that
“[s]uccessful completion of the VRP process can facilitate property transfers and limit future
liability related to the chemicals and releases addressed in the voluntary remediation effort.”?

! Memorandum of Agreement between IDEM and the US EPA for the Indiana Voluntary Remediation Program (Dec.
4, 1995).

21
3 IDEM'’s Voluntary Remediation Program Guide (Oct. 2022).
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IDEM is the governmental body with jurisdiction and the forum to address environmental
issues and human health risks for the Property.* The following tacts demonstrate that IDEM is
satisfied that the several environmental investigations and remediation etforts and the
environmental restrictions applicable to the Property allow for the Property to be developed by
DCB without posing a threat to human health or the environment.

1. IDEM and the State of Indiana Issued A Certificate of Completion in 2023 and
Covenant Not To Sue in 2024 to Ford Motor Company Confirming that the
State Was Satisfied with Ford’s Environmental Investigation and Cleanup

The Property that DCB intends to acquire consists of approximately 32.5 acres of' a 132+-
acre former industrial site. The site was previously owned by Ford Motor Company (“Ford™)
and operated as a vehicle manufacturing facility between 1957 and 2012. Ford's operations
included coal storage, hazardous waste storage, wastewater treatment, and sludge
solidification/burn pit. Ford's historical operations resulted in environmental impacts including
light nonaqueous phase liquids (LNAPL), volatile organic compounds (VOCs), semi volatile
organic compounds (SVOCs), and polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs) impacts at concentrations
exceeding IDEM and U.S. Environmental Protection Agency standards. An LNAPL plume
was identified in groundwater beneath an outdoor waste storage area.

[n January 2013, Ford enrolled the entire site in IDEM's VRP and began active remediation
activities in 2017, Impacted soil was either removed from the site or heat-treated via electrical
resistance heating on-site by Ford. In 2018, areas identified as sources of dense nonaqueous phase
liquids (DNAPL) or chlorinated VOCs, were dewatered.

On July 21, 2022, an Environmental Restrictive Covenant ("Original ERC") was recorded
by Ford pursuant to IDEM's VRP.

In February 2023, Ford successfully completed its remediation eftorts as IDEM issued to
Ford a Certificate of Completion. In February 2024, the State of Indiana issued a Covenant Not to
Sue Ford. Thus, IDEM and the State of Indiana were satisfied that Ford had successfully completed the
environmental investigation and remediation required by IDEM to bring the entire Ford site into
regulatory compliance, while allowing certain environmental contaminants to remain on-site that
do not pose a threat to human health or the environment.

* City of Indianapolis, Dept. of Metropolitan Development, Datu Centers, slide 12 (Apr. 2026), avuilable ar chrome-
extension:/efaidnbmnnnibpcajpeglelefindmkaij/https://us-east-1-
indy.graphassets.com/ActDBCSrvRWeCZINNnLrDz/cmolvegxpl70c07k5kzij69n8: see also City of Indianapolis,
Department of Metropolitan Development, Data Centers in Indiunupolis Frequently Asked Questions (F40), p.9 (Apr..
21, 2026), avuiluble at  chrome-extension://efaidnbmnnnibpcajpeglclefindmkaj/https://us-east- | -indy.graphas-
sets.com/ActDBCSrvRWeCZINNnLrDz/cmokdIncz] pj60711j75dv8oi. (“The Indiana Department of Environmental
Management (IDEM) has regulatory authority over environmental elements, as outlined in applicable state and federal
laws and regulations.”).
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i1 In 2025 The Indiana Brownfields Program Approved of The Developer’s
Environmental Work and the Updated Environmental Restrictive Covenants
(“ERC™)

On August 17, 2022, Thunderbird CC Land Partners, LLC ("Thunderbird") purchased
109+ acres [rom Ford. Thunderbird undertook a considerable amount of redevelopment work at
this brownfield site. As a result, Thunderbird requested and received approval from the Indiana
Brownfields Program (“IBP”) to terminate the Original ERC and replace it with a new
environmental restrictive covenant with updated use and development restrictions that were
tailored to the updated condition of the entire site, including the Property that is being sold to DCB.

On March 21, 2025, the updated ERC (*ERC™) was recorded by Thunderbird. The ERC
included a Comfort Letter from IBP that was issued on June 20, 2024 to Thunderbird. The Comfort
Letter provides a detailed description of Ford’s operational history of the site and the
environmental investigation and remedial efforts undertaken by Ford and Thunderbird, which
resulted in them being issued the Covenant Not To Sue and Comfort Letter, respectively. The ERC
also included [BP’s Reasonable Steps Update Letter issued on January 29, 2025 to Thunderbird.

i1,  DCB Agrees to Comply with the 2025 ERC Restrictions for the Property and
IDEM’s 2022 Approved Soil Management Plan (“SMP”)

The 2025 ERC includes restrictions on the drilling or excavation of soil and the
requirement that any such work must comply with an IDEM-approved Soil Management Plan
(*SMP™). The ERC also prohibils the use of groundwater from the Property. The updated ERC
requires vapor evaluation and potential vapor mitigation for new buildings, along with additional
construction and operational restrictions that run with the land and bind subsequent owners and
operators to protect workers and the community from potential exposure to residual impacts.

Some remonstrators have incorrectly asserted that development of the Property by DCB
will be injurious to public health and safety because certain contaminants remain in the
subsurface.” With knowledge of the residual contamination (all of which was below IDEM’s
applicable commercial and industrial screening levels), IDEM expressly permitted commercial
and industrial development of the Property.

The 2025 IDEM-approved ERC, which DCB has committed to abide by, protects
human health and the environment from residual contamination as it:

(1) prohibits the Property from being used for residential and agricultural purposes;

(2) prohibits groundwater use;

* For this point, the remonstrators cite portions of a Comfort Letter dated January 22, 2024 issued to Lone Oak —
Indianapolis, LLC regarding 430 Fintail Drive (Thunderbird Commerce Center ~ Lot ) (the “Lone Oak Comfort
Letter”). However, the Lone Oak Comfort Letter does not apply to the subject Property being acquired and developed
" by DCB.
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(3) requires that any drilling or excavation of soil comply with the IDEM-approved
SMP or otherwise be approved in advance by IDEM;

(4) requires vapor investigation or installation of a vapor mitigation system for any
commercial/industrial buildings; and

(5) requires a minimum 2-foot clean soil and vegetative barrier.

IDEM specifically crafted these requirements and restrictions because of the residual
contamination at the Property, as residual contamination is common among brownfield sites.
DCB’s development of the Property in accordance with the ERC is appropriate and furthers the
purpose of IDEM’s Voluntary Remediation Program to facilitate property transfer and
development of brownfield properties.®

IV.  DCB Does Not Yet Own and Has Not Performed Any Construction Work On
the Property and, Accordingly, Has Not Caused or Contributed to Any
Environmental Issues with the Property

DCB did not cause or contribute to any ot the environmental impacts or issues associated
with the Property. As a result, DCB will be eligible to quality for a Bona Fide Prospective
Purchaser Comfort Letter from IBP. As stated above, IDEM and IBP have long encouraged the
redevelopment and revitalization of contaminated or potentially contaminated properties as they
provide a significant benefit to both the environment and the economy of local communities that
have former industrial and manufacturing sites. The IBP has overseen approximately 2,900
program sites within the State.

DCB is committed to bringing solutions to the Property it intends to acquire from
Thunderbird CC Land Partners, LLC on August 20, 2026 and will comply with the above stated
requirements to ensure that the Property is safe and will not pose a threat to human health or the
environment. In the meantime, to refute any comments or suggestions to the contrary, DCB again
confirms that it has not performed any construction work at the Property or retained any contractors
to perform any construction work on its behalf at the Property. Consequently, any comments by
remonstrators suggesting that DCB is in any way responsible for any of the past or current
environmental conditions of the Property is without merit.

V. Numerous Comments Regarding The DCB Property Are Incorrect

The following briefly addresses incorrect allegations asserted by various remonstrators
regarding certain specific residual contaminants, namely, that:

® Indiana Department of Environmental Management, Foluntury Remediation Program Guide (Oct. 2022)
(*Successful conipletion of the VRP process can facilitate property transfers and limit future liability related to the
chemicals and releases addressed in the voluntary remediation effort.”)
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1. Vinyl chloride was detected in off-site monitoring wells. The most recent
groundwater data shows that vinyl chloride and all analyzed volatile organic compounds (VOCs)
were below the IDEM screening levels at the Property boundary.

2. There were exceedances of PFAS in groundwater at the Property. Two groundwater
samples from the DCB Property have been analyzed for PFAS. Of the 34 PFAS analyzed, only
perfluorobutanoic acid (PFBA) was detected, and the concentration was below the U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency Interim Recommended Screening Levels and Lifetime Drinking
Water Health Advisory levels at the time. Neither EPA nor IDEM is requiring any PFAS
investigation. Furthermore, as stated above, the ERC prohibits groundwater use.

3. A sub-slab viny! chloride reading at a building on the neighboring Lot #1 parcel
exceeded a residential indoor air standard by more than 244 times. The remonstrator improperly
compared a sub-slab soil gas conicentration of 489 pg/m® to the IDEM Published Level from a
neighboring industrial building (not the DCB Property) for residential indoor air (2 pug/m?). This
compares apples to watermelons and is scientifically unsound. Rather, the Vapor Intrusion
Evaluation Report dated December 5, 2024 by August Mack Environmental shows no detectable
concentrations of VOCs in any of the indoor air or outdoor air samples collected, and no VOCs
were detected above applicable IDEM Published Levels in any sub-slab soil gas sampling.

VI.  DCB’s Proactive Environmental Investigation and Commitment to Comply
With IDEM and IBP Requirements

DCB has retained the national environmental consulting tirm Langan Engineering and
Environmental Services, LLC (“Langan™) to proactively perform pre-closing environmental
investigation at the Property. Langan has already completed a Phase | Environmental Site
Assessment (“Phase ). In the Phase I Report Langan identified as a recognized environmental
condition (“REC™) unidentified and uncharacterized soil and crushed concrete stockpiles. Langan
noted that the ERC requires the management of soil and crushed concrete in accordance with SMP.

During site reconnaissance, Langan observed multiple soil, construction and demolition
debris (scrap metal and broken concrete), and crushed concrete stockpiles from previous
demolition and redevelopment activities at the Property. To further investigate the REC, Langan
on behalf of DCB sampled the crushed concrete and soil stockpiles. In a Limited Environmental
Site Investigation Report (“Limited ESI”), Langan confirmed that there were no exceedances of
the current IDEM Published Levels Table 1 screening criteria for Soil in Commercial Properties
and Soil During Excavation.

DCB understands that complaints were recently made to the City of Indianapolis regarding
fugitive dust from these stockpiles. As DCB does not yet own the Property or the stockpiles, any
fugitive dust would not be attributable to DCB. DCB has been told that the current operator
responded immediately to the dust complaint and is committed to keeping a watering truck on-site
to ensure the stockpiles remain wet enough not to cause fugitive dust.
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In the Limited ESI, Langan also performed soil gas investigation within the footprint of
the proposed buildings at the Property. The results of the soil gas investigation suggested a possible
vapor intrusion pathway for two of the proposed buildings. Langan has recommended and DCB
has committed to installing an IDEM-approved vapor mitigation system, starting with the first
DCB building to be constructed.

On June 10, 2026, DCB and its legal counsel and Langan representatives held an in-person
meeting with representatives from IDEM and [BP to discuss DCB’s proactive efforts to ensure
compliance with the ERC, SMP. and any other reasonable steps that IDEM and/or IBP may require
upon DCB taking title to the Property, including the need for the installation of a vapor mitigation
system.

VII. DCB Will Apply For and Abide by the Air Permit IDEM Decides Is
Appropriate

Some remonstrators have acknowledged that DCB has made commitments to add Diesel
Particulate Filters on its diesel generators but argue that the generators will still create an
unacceptable risk to human health. Air permits are regulated by IDEM and depend on numerous
technical considerations, as DMD has recognized:

Data centers often have backup generators and cooling towers, which require the
obtainment of air permits. The specitic permit required depends on the facility's
potential to emit (PTE) air pollutants, the location of the project, and the capacity
of the equipment.’

DCB will apply for and comply with the air permit that IDEM ultimately issues to it.

VIII. Conclusion: DCB Is Committed to Providing a Significant Benefit to Both the
Environment and the Local Economy

Consistent with the longstanding policies of IDEM and IBP, through its redevelopment of
this former industrial brownfield site as a data center, DCB is committed to providing a significant
benefit to both the environment and the economy of the local community.

The DMD Statt recommends approval of DCB’s rezoning request subject to the stated
commitments. Based on the evidence presented by DCB, including the evidence addressing the
environmental issues at the Property, applicable environmental laws, and DMD’s adopted policies,
DCB’s request for a use variance to develop Block A located at 305 Fintail Drive, Indianapolis.
Indiana and operate a data center should be approved.

’ City of Indianapolis, Department of Metropolitan Development, Data Centers in Indianapolis Frequently Asked
Questions (F10), p.10 (Apr. 21, 2026). availuble ai chrome-extension://efaidnbmnnnibpcajpeglclefindmkaj/https:/us-
east-1-indy.oraphas sets.com/ActDBCS5rvRWeCZINNnLrDz/cmokdlncz!pj60711i75dv8oi.
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Sincerely,

Plews Shadley Racher & Braun LLP Langan Engineering and Environmental
Services, LLC

Gt Ttn AP TR

Christopher J. Blaun, Esq. J eph Good, PE, LEED AP
1346 North Delaware Street 200 West Madison Street, Suite 2900
Indianapolis, Indiana 46202 Chicago, Illinois 60606




Stationary Source Assessment (SSA)
Response to Health Impact Claims Related to
the Vantage Data Centers VA2 Facility

April 27, 2026

VIRGINIA DEPARTMENT OF
ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

Facility: Prepared by: _
Vantage Data Centers VA2, LLC Virginia Department of Environmental
22435 Glenn Drive Quality (DEQ)

Loudoun County, Virginia

Purpose:
Technical evaluation of air emissions, ambient air quality, dispersion modeling,
and health impact claims associated with operation of the VA2 data center facility

Related Report:
Review of Air Quality, Health, and Economic Impacts of the Vantage Data Center Facility,
February 27, 2026
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Executive Summary

* This Stationary Source Assessment (SSA) was produced in response to inquiries received
by DEQ pertaining to a reporti produced for the Piedmont Environmental Council (PEC)
regarding the air pollution related health impacts from the operation of the Vantage data
center (VA2) located at 22435 Glenn Drive in Loudoun County, Virginia.

¢ In using the maximum permitted emissions for the facility, it appears that the PEC report
overstates the actual emissions from VA2.

* Based upon full consideration of recent DEQ ambient air quality monitoring data, the air
quality in the vicinity of the facility is cleaner than described by the PEC report.

* Because the PEC report uses a non-EPA2 approved dispersion model and an
EPA-maintained screening level tool, it is likely that the ambient air concentration
increases from the pollutants emitted from the facility are less than indicated by the report.

» Review of EPA’s 2024 reconsideration of the PM2.53 National Ambient Air Quality
Standard (NAAQS)4 indicates that the public health impacts resulting from even the PEC
report’s predicted increases in pollutant ambient air concentrations are unlikely.

» Based on multiple metrics, Loudoun County is currently ranked as one of the best (if not
the best) localities in Virginia for the health of its population. There is no evidence that this
has changed since the facility began operation.

* Vantage has publicly represented that they intend to shut down the facility’s combustion
turbines (CTs) and connect to the grid for primary power at the earliest opportunity.

* DEQ has launched an initiative to enhance ambient air monitoring in Northern Virginia.
More information is available on DEQ’s website:
https://www.deg.virginia.gov/news-info/shortcuts/topics-of-interest/data-center-air-monitor

ing-project

1 Air Quality, Health, and Economic Impacts of the Vantage Data Center Facility, February 27, 2026

2 United States Environmental Protection Agency

3 Particulate Matter with an aerodynamic diameter of 2.5 microns or less

4 Whereby EPA lowered the primary annual standard from 12.0 micrograms per cubic meter (ug/m3) to 9.0 ug/m3
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Introduction

Vantage Data Centers VA2, LLC (Vantage) owns a data center located at 22435 Glenn Drive,
Sterling VA 20164 (Loudoun County). This facility is located within the Northern Virginia
Ozone Non-Attainment Area as well as the Ozone Transport Region.

Vantage submitted a Form 7 air permit application dated March 6, 2023, for the following:

« To construct and operate forty (40) 2,750 ekW emergency diesel engine gen-sets;

* To construct and operate two (2) 2,750 ekW black start engine gen-sets; and

e To construct and operate eight (8) 161 MMBTU/hr simple cycle combustion natural gas
fired turbines.

DEQ received a site suitability form from Loudoun County on March 22, 2023, received an
updated local government body certification form from Loudoun County dated July 6, 2023, and
issued a minor new source review permit (NSR) for the facility on September 15, 2023. The
facility registration number is 74242.

As permitted, the emission units are summarized in the table below:

Ref. Nos. (# Units) Description Engine Model Elzgrclﬁ Eﬂfg‘ &
O] 0 e T | oo | o
e B e I
T | @ smplecrcombusion | pesyirisor | 103N 1

*Braden 25298 SCR with DNX® GTC catalyst.

Vantage commenced construction of the combustion turbines (CTs) on November 3, 2023, and
the CTs started normal operations on April 1, 2024.

The simple cycle combustion natural gas fired turbines currently serve as the primary power
source for this facility. The emergency diesel engine gen-sets only operate for emergency
purposes including situations that arise from sudden and reasonably unforeseeable events where
the primary energy or power source is disrupted or disconnected due to conditions beyond the
control of an owner or operator of a facility (or for routine maintenance/readiness testing).

Each engine gen-set (Ref. Nos. EG10 through EG49, EP-BS1 and EP-BS2) is EPA Tier II
certified, with electronic fuel injection, turbocharger, and aftercooler for the control of NOX
emissions.

The CTs (Ref. Nos. TG-01 through TG-08) are equipped with closed-loop SCR with DNX®
GTC catalyst for emissions reduction of NOX, CO, and VOC.
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The 9/15/2023 permit requires emission testing of the CTs, and the initial emission testing for the
CTs was conducted over a 10-day period; September 17, 2024 - September 27, 2024.

Summarized Findings/Method of the PEC Réport (from the Executive Summary)

» The PEC report evaluated impacts from VA2 based on the full permitted annual emission

limits.

« The PEC report aggregates emissions from all the turbines and generators into a single
emission source (even though, except during maintenance activities, they do not operate

simultaneously).
» The PEC report uses the Intervention Model for Air Pollution (InMAP) to estimate how
emissions from the facility disperse and chemically transform in the atmosphere,
contributing to downwind changes in annual-average PM2.5 exposure, and further argues
that InMAP is the correct tool for this purpose.
* The PEC report estimates significant health impacts and associated economic damages
attributable to the facility’s permitted emissions using the U.S. Environmental Protection
Agency’s Co-Benefits Risk Assessment (COBRA) tool.
 The PEC report represents that background PM2.5 levels in the affected region are already

elevated relative to national averages and are close to the current federal annual standard

and that emissions from the facility would therefore add to ambient pollution levels in

communities that already experience substantial existing air-quality burdens.

In using the maximum permitted emissions for the facility, the PEC report significantly
overstates the actual emissions from the facility.

Tested Hourly Emissions

As demonstrated by the data collected during the September 2024 emission test event, the

short-term emission rates from the CTs are significantly less than the permitted emission limits

for each tested pollutant. The emission testing event included measurement of the following
pollutants: Nitrogen Oxides (NOx), Carbon Monoxide (CO) and Volatile Organic Compounds

(VOC).
Table 1: September 2024 Emission Test Results

Pollutant | Maximum Hourly Maximum Hourly Permit Limit Actual
Emission Rate for Emission Rate for Emissions
any CT (3-hour any CT (highest as a (%) of
average) single hour) permit limit

NOx 0.98 pounds/hour 1.06 pounds/hour 1.41 pounds/hour 75%

CoO 0.39 pounds/hour 0.48 pounds/hour 1.07 pounds/hour 45%

VOC 0.39 pounds/hour 0.44 pounds/hour 1.22 pounds/hour 36%
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As seen in Table 1, even using the highest tested emission rate for a single hour from any CT, the
short-term emissions from the CTs are significantly less than the permitted emission limits for all
pollutants.

The emission test event also produced data indicating that the actual sulfur dioxide emissions
from the CTs were well below (less than 10%) their permitted limit, but that data consisted of a
relatively small sample size. Therefore, to adopt a conservative approach, DEQ used the
permitted short-term sulfur dioxide emission rates in the following annual analysis.

Actual Annual Emissions

In addition, the CTs at VA2 have now been in operation since April 2024. For calendar year
2025, a full year of representative facility operation, the facility reports 47,131 hours of
combined CT normal operation and 637 hours of combined CT uncontrolled operation.

Using the data from the September 2024 emission test event (where available) and maximum
permitted emission rates (where no test data is available), this reported utilization results in
actual annual emissions as shown in Table 2.

Table 2: Actual Annual (2025) CT Emissions

Pollutant | Actual Annual (2025) Actual Annual (2025) Total Actual Annual
Emissions — Controlled Emissions — Uncontrolled | (2025) Emissions — Total
for all CTs combined for all CTs combined for all CTs combined

PM2.5 37.9 tons/year 0.5 tons/year 38.4 tons/year

NOx 25.0 tons/year 2.0 tons/year 27.0 tons/year

SO2s 13.0 tons/year 0.2 tons/year 13.2 tons/year

CO 11.3 tons/year 2.0 tons/year 13.3 tons/year

VOC 10.4 tons/year 0.4 tons/year 10.8 tons/year

When summed with the calendar 2025 annual emissions from VA2’s traditional diesel-fired
emergency generators, the facility’s total annual emissions are significantly below the permitted

annual emission limits.

_ Table 3: Actual Annual (2025) Emissions - Facility

Pollutant | Actual Annual Actual Annual | Actual Annual | Permit Limits | Actual
(2025) Emissions | (2025) (2025) Emissions as
— Total for all CTs | Emissions — Emissions — a (%) of
combined emergency Facility Total permit limit

generators

PM2.5 38.4 tons/year 0.5 tons/year 38.9 tons/year | 56.5 tons/year | 69%

NOx 27.0 tons/year 17.7 tons/year | 44.7 tons/year | 95.0 tons/year | 47%

SO2 13.2 tons/year 0.1 tons/year 13.3 tons/year | 19.2 tons/year | 69%

Cco 13.3 tons/year 7.0 tons/year 20.3 tons/year | 41.8 tons/year | 49%

VOC 10.8 tons/year 1.3 tons/year 12.1 tons/year | 42.9 tons/year | 28%

5 Sulfur Dioxide
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Based on DEQ’s experience, the fact that VA2’s actual annual emissions are significantly less
than its permitted annual emission limits is typical for data center stationary sources and reflects
their traditional approach of constructing substantial redundant generating capacity.

While it is likely that there will be some fluctuation in the facility’s future annual emissions
based upon CT availability, DEQ has no reason to believe that these actual annual emissions are

not representative.

By using outdated data, the PEC report mischaracterizes the current ambient air quality in

the vicinity of the facility.

In addition to overestimating the emissions from the facility, the report also mischaracterizes the
current air quality in the vicinity of the facility. On pages 10 and 11 of the report, a single year
(2023) of data is used to describe the existing air quality in Loudoun and Fairfax counties.
Despite recognizing that compliance with the NAAQS is determined based on a rolling 3-year
average, the report states that these communities “already expérience elevated background
PM?2.5 levels”.

First, it is worth noting that regional and national air quality in calendar year 2023 was
substantially impacted by historically significant Canadian wildfire events (Canadian Wildfires).
Even so, as shown in Table 4, the design value for all of the PM2.5 monitors in Northern Virginia
remained in compliance with the NAAQS.

Table 4: Northern Virginia PM2.5 Monitor Data — Annual Design Valuess (1g/m3)
Site 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024
(38-I) 7.1 12 6.5 6.9 6.7 7.3 7.0
Loudoun Co.

(47-T) 7.5 7.7 7.3 7.5 7.1 79 7.4
Arlington

Co.

(46-B9) 6.8 7.0 6.9 7.2 7.0 7.9 7.5
Franconia,

Fairfax Co.

(46-C2) 8.7 9.0 8.6 8.7 8.1 8.5 7.7
Springfield,

Fairfax Co.

Further, even when using the single year metric adopted by the report, the most recent annual
data (calendar 2024) shows a significant reduction (~25%) in ambient PM2.5 concentrations
(Table 5) at each PM2.5 monitor in the region. This readily available 2024 data7 is especially
relevant to consideration of VA2 since the CTs begin operation in April of 2024. In other words,
despite the contribution from VA2’s 2024 emissions, the ambient PM2.5 concentration at the
closest PM2.5 monitor dropped by 1.6 pg/m3. This reduction dwarfs the projected increase in

6 3-year average
72024 Annual Ambient Air Monitoring Report
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PM2.5 concentration at various locations attributed to VA2 by the reports and is illustrative of the
fact that ambient PM2.5 concentrations are not typically driven by natural gas combustion
stationary sources as a category9io and especially not by individual minor sources.

Table 5: Northern Virginia PM2.5 Monitor Data — Weighted Annual Means (pg/m3) l
Site 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024
(38-D) 7.0 1 6.2 7.4 6.4 8.2 6.4
Loudoun Co.

(47-T) 7.4 8.0 6.6 7.9 6.7 0.1 6.5
Arlington

Co.

(46-B9) 6.9 1.2 6.6 7.9 6.4 9.5 6.5
Franconia,

Fairfax Co.

(46-C2) 8.9 9.1 7.9 9.1 1.3 9.1 6.8
Springfield,

Fairfax Co.

DEQ also notes, as indicated in Figures 1-3, that the ambient concentrations of other NAAQS
pollutants, as measured by DEQ’s monitors in the region, are below the relevant standards. DEQ
monitors are intentionally located at geographic positions expected to represent the maximum
ambient concentrations of a particular region.

Figure 1:
Carbon Monoxide
10 Annual 8 Hour Average 2nd Maximum
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2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 Primary

Year
O~ 47-T (Arlington Co.) === 46-C2 (Fairfax Co.) == == Standard (9.0 ppm)

8 As discussed in this document, DEQ believes these increased concentrations are overestimated and that the
projected resulting health impacts are speculative

92022 EPA Policy Assessment for the Reconsideration of the National Ambient Air Quality Standards for Particulate
Matter: Figure 2-2 (2022 EPA Policy Assessiment)

102019 Integrated Science Assessment for Particulate Matter: Figure 2-4 (2019 EPA Science Assessment)
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Even for ozone, the NAAQS pollutant that has long caused Northern Virginia’s non-attainment
statusii, the most recent monitor data (Table 6) now demonstrates compliance.

11 https://www.deq.virginia.gov/air-energy/monitoring-assessments/air-quality-planning/ozone
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Table 6: Northern Virginia Ozone Monitor Data

4t Highest Daily Maximum, 8 hour average (ppm)
Monitor 2022 2023 2024 2022-2024 Average NAAQS
Loudoun 0.061 0.067 0.065 0.064 0.070
Co.
Prince 0.058 0.070 0.058 0.064 0.070
William
Co.
Arlington 0.061 0.071 0.071 0.067 0.070
Co.
Fairfax Co. 0.062 0.073 0.065 0.066 0.070
(Franconia
Park)

In summary, the air quality in Northern Virginia has improved over time, currently complies with
all of the NAAQS (by significant margins with the exception of ozone), and is projected to
continue improving in the futurer2 .

The report uses a non EPA-approved dispersion model (InMIAP13) to estimate increases in
PM2.5 concentrations across Northern Virginia (and beyond) resulting from VA2’s

emissions.

InMAP is a recently developed model which offers an approach to estimating the human health
impacts caused by air pollutant emissions and how those impacts are distributed among different
groups of people.

InMAP appears to be a screening tool, in that it utilizes simplified chemistry and physics
parameterizations, unlike the preferred regional photochemical models used by EPA (CMAQ and
CAMXx). InMAP is simplified to save computational time while still creating a mechanistic
representation of the atmosphere

The report acknowledges INMAP’s use case on page 10: “Accordingly, InMAP is well-suited for
screening-level, decision-relevant estimation of population-level PM2.5 exposure attributable to
a single source, which is the objective of this analysis.” (emphasis added)

However, this screening level approach should not be expected to accurately represent the
ambient pollutant concentrations attributable to VA2’s emissions. This is especially true when
parties seek to assign blame or culpability on the basis of such an analysis.

For example, on page 6, the report states: “Facility emissions were represented as a single,
aggregated elevated point source, consistent with a regional screening application of the

12 Ozone Transport Commission Mid-Atlantic/Northeast Visibility Union 2022 Version | Modeling Technical
Support Document
13 Intervention Model for Air Pollution
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Intervention Model for Air Pollution (InMAP).” However, each of VA2’s engines and turbines
exhaust their emissions to the atmosphere via dedicated stacks with their own physical
characteristics.

DEO Regulatory Air Quality Modeling Process for Individual Sources

In general, DEQ requires applicants that are subject to modeling to adhere to the
recommendations contained in the Guideline on Air Quality Models (Appendix W to 40 CFR
Part 51, "Guideline") and any other applicable DEQ and EPA guidance. The Guideline has been
incorporated into EPA’s regulations and provides EPA-preferred models and other recommended
techniques, as well as guidance for their use in predicting ambient concentrations of air
pollutants.

EPA's Guideline provides States with updated air quality models and techniques, modeling
procedures, and enhanced technical guidance. These improve efficiency, accuracy, and ability of
regulatory modeling applications, increasing certainty in the degree and type of air pollution
emission controls necessary to achieve health protective air quality levels.

The Guideline is used to prepare and review preconstruction permit applications for new sources
and modifications, SIP submittals, and other air quality assessments. The Guideline serves as a
means by which national consistency is maintained in air quality analyses for regulatory
activities under CAA regulations.

The continuing development of new air quality models (e.g., INMAP) in response to regulatory

requirements and the expanded requirements for models to cover even more complex problems

have emphasized the need for periodic review and update of guidance on these techniques. EPA
addresses this process in the Guideline.

In 2005, the American Meteorological Society/Environmental Protection Agency Regulatory
Model (AERMOD) was promulgated as the EPA’s preferred near-field dispersion model for
regulatory applications. The EPA Office of Air Quality Planning and Standards (OAQPS) most
recently released a new version (24142) of the AERMOD Modeling System on November 2,
2024.

The EPA has developed AERMOD as a preferred model suitable for regulatory application of
individual sources of air pollution. AERMOD has undergone the necessary peer scientific
reviews and model performance evaluation exercises that include statistical measures of model
performance in comparison with measured air quality data.

The Guideline allows the use of alternative models (e.g., INMAP) and provides the criteria and
process for obtaining EPA approval for use of alternative models for individual cases in situations
where the preferred model is not applicable or available. EPA has a specific evaluation protocol
that provides a statistical technique for evaluating model performance for predicting peak
concentration values. This protocol is available to assist i developing a consistent
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approach when justifying the use of other-than-preferred models recommended in the Guideline
(i.e., alternative models).

An alternative model may be approved for use in evaluating an individual source, provided that:

1. The model or technique has received a scientific peer review;
2. The model or technique can be demonstrated to be applicable to the problem on a

theoretical basis;
3. The databases which are necessary to perform the analysis are available and adequate;

4. Appropriate performance evaluations of the model or technique have shown that the

model or technique is not inappropriately biased for regulatory application; and
5. A protocol on methods and procedures to be followed has been established.

The InMAP analysis did not appear to go through the rigorous level of approval required for
regulatory applications.

Secondary Formation and Backeround Air Quality

The report states that AERMOD is not appropriate because it does not simulate atmospheric
chemical reactions or gas-to-particle conversion and therefore does not explicitly account for
secondary PM2.5 formation. Regulatory modeling of PM-2.5 does couple secondary formation
explicitly obtained from preferred EPA chemical transport models with the AERMOD results.
Therefore, DEQ still maintains that AERMOD is the preferred model in this circumstance.

With regard to secondary formation, it is also worth noting that VA2’s emissions of two of the
pollutants associated with secondary PM2.5 formation, NOx and VOC, are also two of the
pollutants where the report’s use of permitted emissions represents the largest overestimation
relative to the facility’s actual emissions.

DEQ’s Experience Prior with InMAP

Based upon a comparison of predicted PM2.5 ambient concentrations using INMAP versus
predicted PM2.5 concentrations using AERMOD, with both analyses accounting for secondary
formation, for a recent DEQ permitting action (the Chesterfield Energy Reliability Center), DEQ
observed that INMAP overpredicted (relative to the AERMOD method) the ambient PM2.5
concentration (by a factor of at least 5) at the one downwind location where a comparison was
possible.

The report does not include detailed input information, output files or model settings (if any) that
allow DEQ modeling staff to further evaluate its results.



April 27, 2026 Virginia Department of Page 12
Environmental Quality

The Report predicts health impacts resulting from the increases in ambient pollutant
concentration resulting from VA2’s emissions.

Despite the fact that there is a health impact estimation function built into the InMAP model
platform, it does not appear that the report used this feature to estimate public health impacts
from the INMAP-predicted ambient PM2.5 concentration increases. Instead, according to page
20 of the report: “To estimate the health-related economic impacts attributable fo increased air
pollution from the Vantage Data Center facility, we used the U.S. EPA’s Co-Benefits Risk
Assessment (COBRA) model. COBRA is a nationally recognized, screening-level tool that links
changes in air pollution to health outcomes using peer-reviewed epidemiological concentration—
response functions. Given user-specified emissions, the model estimates annual changes in
health outcomes—such as premature mortality and illness—and assigns monetary values. For
this analysis, COBRA was run using a scenario representing an industrial combustion unit in
Loudoun County, Virginia emitting annual quantities consistent with permitted limits: 56.51 fons
of primary PM2.5, 19.21 tons of SO:, 95.0 tons of NO., and 42.87 tons of VOCs.”

Unmentioned in the report, however, is the fact that COBRA does not directly convert annual
mass emission rates into the health outcome monetary values that it produces. According to
EPA’s COBRA website14, COBRA “‘uses a simple air quality model, the Source Receptor (S-R)
Matrix, to estimate effects of changes on ambient particulate matter and ozone.” This air quality
model is further described as “quick and dirty”. In other words, relative to AERMOD, the
changes in ambient pollutant concentrations resulting from VA2’s emissions predicted by this
model are likely to be even less accurate and representative of actual changes in ambient
concentrations at specific locations than InMAP. The report does not include any actual
COBRA-generated concentration data to use as a basis for further comparison.

Given the likely impact of the overestimations already discussed (actual emissions are ~ 50% of
permitted annual emissions; INMAP has been found to overestimate predicted ambient
concentration increases by a factor of at least 5), the COBRA-generated health impact estimates
are overstated by at least an order of magnitude and likely more. As discussed in the next
section, negative impacts of any magnitude are speculative.

In summary, COBRA is a screening tool intended for consideration of regional and national
policy level decisions which might impact air pollution emissions and associated health
impacts. This tool was not intended for and not appropriate for consideration of individual
stationary sources.

14 Assessing the Economic Impacts of Clean Energy: How COBRA Works
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PM2.5 Health Impact Information

The report makes numerous statements and claims about the public health impacts of PM2.5
emissions, and DEQ agrees that PM2.5 emissions can result in harmful effectsis.

However, it appears that the report overlooks the recent (2024) EPA reconsideration of the PM2.5
NAAQS16. EPA indicates uncertainty in health impacts associated with small changes in
concentration below the new annual PM2.5 NAAQS (9.0 pg/m3) as noted in the 2024
reconsideration final rule preamble17. For example, in Section I1.A, the EPA Administrator noted
the following:

* In reaching conclusions with regard to the standards, the decision will draw on the scientific
information and analyses about health effects and population risks, as well as judgments
about how to consider the range and magnitude of uncertainties that are inherent in the
scientific evidence and analyses. This approach is based on the recognition that the
available health effects evidence generally reflects a continuum, consisting of levels at
which scientists generally agree that health effects are likely to occur, through lower levels
at which the likelihood and magnitude of the response become increasingly uncertain. This
approach is consistent with the requirements of the NAAQS provisions of the Clean Air Act
and with how the EPA and the courts have historically interpreted the Act (summarized in
section I.A above). These provisions require the Administrator to establish primary
standards that, in the judgment of the Administrator, are requisite to protect public health
with an adequate margin of safety."

Furthermore, in Section I1.B.4 (Administrator’s Conclusions), EPA statesis:

+ “This section summarizes the Administrator's considerations and conclusions related to the
adequacy of the current primary PM2.5 standards and presents his decision to revise the
primary annual PM2.5 standard to a level of 9.0 pg/m3 and retain the primary 24-hour
PM2.5 standard. In establishing primary standards under the Act that are “requisite” to
protect public health with an adequate margin of safety, the Administrator is seeking to
establish standards that are neither more nor less stringent than necessary for this purpose.
He recognizes that the requirement to provide an adequate margin of safety was intended to
address uncertainties associated with inconclusive scientific and technical information and
to provide a reasonable degree of protection against hazards that research has not yet
identified. However, the Act does not require that primary standards be set at a zero-risk
level; rather, the NAAQS must be sufficiently protective, but not more stringent than
necessary. Given these requirements, the Administrator's final decision in this
reconsideration is a public health policy judgment drawing upon

15 Particulate Maiter (PM) Basics | US EPA

16 Final Reconsideration of the National Ambient Air Quality Standards for Particulate Matter (PM) | US EPA
17 Federal Register: Recousideration of the National Ambient Air Quality Standards for Particulate Matter

18 These excerpts are not consecutive in the EPA document
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scientific and technical information examining the health effects of PM2.5 exposures,
including how to consider the range and magnitude of uncertainties inherent in that
information. This public health policy judgment is based on an interpretation of the
scientific and technical information that neither overstates nor understates its strengths
and limitations, nor the appropriate inferences to be drawn, and is informed by the
Administrator's consideration of advice from the CASAC and public comments received
on the proposal.”

» “As such, he notes that there is no specific point in the air quality distribution of any
epidemiologic study that represents a “bright line” at and above which effects have been
observed and below which effects have not been observed. The Administrator further notes
that the epidemiologic studies provide the strongest support for reported health effect
associations for this middle portion of the PM2.5 air quality distribution, which
corresponds to the bulk of the underlying data, rather than the extreme upper or lower ends
of the distribution, and concludes that the long-term study reported means from both long-
and short-term studies provide the strongest support for reported health effect associations
in epidemiologic studies

* “The Administrator also notes the information provided by the quantitative risk assessment
on the distribution of concentrations associated with the estimated mortality risk for a
higher annual standard level of 10.0 pg/m3 and a lower standard level of 8.0 pg/m3 (U.S.
EPA, 2022b, sections 3.4.2.2 and 3.6.2.2, Figure 3-18 and 3-19). The Administrator finds
that, for an annual standard level of 10.0 pg/m3, the quantitative risk assessment estimates
that the standard would allow multiple exposures at concentrations above the lowest means
in the key epidemiologic studies, and therefore, calls into question whether a standard level
of 10.0 pg/m3 would provide enough public health protection. Additionally, the
Administrator also finds that, for a lower annual standard level of 8.0 pg/m3, the
quantitative risk assessment estimates the exposure concentrations to be below 8 pg/m3,
with the majority of those exposures being at concentrations of below 7 pg/m3. The
Administrator observes that the majority of exposure concentrations under this air quality
scenario are estimated to fall outside of the range of concentrations in which he has the
most confidence in the associations and that the additional risk reductions will actually
occur.”

* “In making this decision to retain the current level of the primary PM2.5 24-hour standard
at 35 pg/m3 in conjunction with revising the annual standard level from 12.0 pg/m3 to 9.0
ng/m3 , given all of the evidence and information discussed above, the Administrator
judges that the revised suite of primary PM2.5 standards and the rationale supporting these
levels appropriately reflects consideration of the strength of the available evidence and
other information and its associated uncertainties as well as the advice of CASAC (Clean
Air Scientific Advisory Committee) and consideration of public comments. He
additionally judges that this suite of primary PM2.5 standards is requisite to protect public
health, including at-risk populations, with an adequate margin
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of safety from effects associated with long and short-term exposures to fine particles.
This judgment by the Administrator appropriately considers the requirement for
standards that are requisite to protect public health but are neither more nor less stringent
than necessary.”

Additionally, in its response to comments documentis for its proposal to revise the PM2.5
NAAQS, EPA stated:

+ “At the same time, the EPA disagrees with the view that there are no meaningful
uncertainties associated with a level of 8 pg/m3. The decision of the appropriate standard
level, which in conjunction with the other elements of the standard would protect public
health with an adequate margin of safety, requires a public health policy judgment, taking
into account all of the evidence and its related uncertainties. The EPA agrees that the CAA
requires the Administrator to set a health-protective standards but notes that the CAA does
not require the Administrator to establish a primary NAAQS at a zero-risk level, but rather
at a level that reduces risk sufficiently so as to protect public health with an adequate
margin of safety. As detailed in section II.B.4 of the notice of final rulemaking, in
considering the available scientific evidence, quantitative information, CASAC’s advice,
and public comments, the Administrator concludes that there are remaining uncertainties in
the evidence associated with a standard with a level below 9.0 png/m3, and that the extent to
which adopting such a standard could result in further public health improvements is
sufficiently uncertain that he judges such a standard would be more stringent than
requisite.”

These excerpts show that EPA (the Administrator) considered information that there has been no
observed bright line for PM2.5 health impacts but still determined that an annual PM2.5 NAAQS
standard below 9.0 pg/m3 was not supported by the existing body of scientific data. The body of
scientific evidence considered in this review included the primary PM2.5 public health research
cited by the report.

It is important to note that DEQ does not conduct or evaluate the merits of health impact
calculations and studies since DEQ has no expertise in this field. However, the authors of EPA’s
2022 Integrated Science Assessment20 and the members of CASACa1 are such experts, and their
collective judgement was reflected in the revised 2024 PM2.5 NAAQS.

As previously discussed, based on the metric for evaluating existing air quality adopted by the
report (the most recent average annual PM2.5 monitor value), the ambient air quality measured

19 Responses to Significant Comments on the 2023 Proposed Rule for the Reconsideration of the National Ambient
Air Quality Standards for Particulate Matter

20 Supplement to the 2019 Integrated Science Assessment for Particulate Matter (Final Report, 2022) | Integrated
Science Assessments | Environmental Assessment | US EPA

21 CASAC Review of the EPA’s Policy Assessment for the Reconsideration of the National Ambient Air Quality
Standards for Particulate Matter
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by each Northern Virginia monitor is below not only 9.0 pg/m3, but also 8.0 pg/m3 (the lowest
PM2.5 NAAQS value considered by EPA) and even 7.0 pg/m3.
Public Health Indicators for Loudoun County

By many metrics, Loudoun County is one the healthiest (if not the healthiest) counties in
Virginia and the United States as a whole.

Figure 4:
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Loudoun County is faring better than the average county in Virginia for
Population Health and Well-being, and better than the average county in
the nation.

Figure S:
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Loudoun, Virginia | County Health Rankings & Roadmaps

This data is confirmed directly by the Virginia Department of Health:

Figure 6:
s S Years of Potential Life Lost Rate
BenereiE Premature Deaths Years of Potential Life Lost, Years of Potential Life Lost, Per 100,000 Population
o ea
P (2021-2023) Total Rate per 100,000 Population
Loudoun County, VA 2179 42155 3,408
Loudoun Health District 2179 4255 3,408 ¥
. . 2000 . 10000
Rural Virginia Average 23153 333,004 1,942 & i cisisin Caui, VA
(3,408)
Urban Virginia Average 91,471 1,535,448 7151 ® Virginiz (7,587)
Virginia 114,624 1,840,553 7587 HEREEESER )
United States 4,622,957 75,489,049 8123
Note: Thiv indizotor s compaored o the stats cvziage.

VDH Assessment — Virginia’s Plan For Well-Being

This data is inclusive of calendar year 2023 where, as previously discussed, the ambient PM2.5
concentrations (as recorded by DEQ’s Northern Virginia monitors) were measured at relatively
high levels. The health data for Fairfax County is similar.

In addition, on page 20 of the report, it is clearly shown that the Adult Asthma Prevalence %, for
the areas described as impacted by VA2’s emission in the report, are all below both the Virginia
and the national averages.

Future VA2 Operations

Vantage has publicly represented that they intend to shut down the CTs and connect to the grid
for primary power at the earliest opportunity. DEQ contacted Vantage in March 2026 and
confirmed that this was still the facility’s plan. The timing of this future grid connection will
depend on Dominion’s schedule for upgrading transmission lines to and in Loudoun County.

Enhanced DEQ Air Monitoring Plans for Northern Virginia

DEQ has initiated a special air monitoring study directed at measuring the impact of data centers
on overall air quality in Loudoun and Prince William Counties where Virginia has the largest
concentration of data centers. The study will follow a phased approach where the first phase was
to deploy air quality “sensors” at multiple locations within each county to determine areas of
elevated pollutant concentrations. These sensors will be left in place for up to 6 weeks after
which they will be moved to new locations throughout each county. The pollutants currently
being measured are: NO2, CO and PM2.5. It is important to note that while the sensors do
produce good data, the data cannot be used to determine compliance with the NAAQS. Rather,
the data produced by the sensors will guide DEQ decisions in phase two of the study.
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For the second phase of the study, DEQ’s Office of Air Quality Monitoring (AQM) will analyze
the sensor data from phase one and identify any areas of elevated pollutant concentrations. For
any area identified as having elevated concentrations of pollutants, AQM will deploy mobile air
monitoring instruments that are certified by EPA as being accurate enough to generate data that
can be compared to the NAAQS.

In the final stage of the special study, information from phase two will be used to determine
possible locations for additional permanent monitoring sites within each county.

The study began on March 2, 2026, and will continue through the summer of 2026.



The Terracon Report provides the evidentiary foundation specific to the petitioner for the finding
that granting this variance will not be injurious to the public health, safety, morals, and general
welfare of the community.

The generators proposed for the DC BLOX facility are intended as a source of backup power, not
as the primary energy supply; their operation is limited to testing and emergencies. DC BLOX
has committed to installing diesel particulate filters (DPFs) on every generator at the facility.
This advanced emissions-control technology removes 90% of diesel particulate matter and
significantly reduces hazardous air pollutants. These proactive measures go beyond what is
required and demonstrate DC BLOX’s commitment to minimizing any potential air quality
impact on the neighboring community.

The air permit requested by DC BLOX represents the smallest category of air permits available
under the Indiana Department of Environmental Management’s (IDEM) regulatory framework.
Even under IDEM’s smallest air permit, DC BLOX only estimates using 1/4" of the allocation of
time. The facility’s actual emissions will only be a fraction of what is allowed. This means that
the DC BLOX facility will operate below even the most conservative regulatory limits.

The Terracon Report demonstrates that the facility’s expected actual emissions are consistent
with or lower than the permitted emissions from existing facilities in the surrounding industrial
park. When compared to emissions data for other permitted facilities within five miles of the DC
BLOX facility, the area already hosts industrial operations with substantially higher permitted
emissions across all pollutant categories. Nearby facilities such as ADM Milling, Hostess
Brands, and Geiger & Peters emit particulate matter ranging from tens to hundreds of tons per
year under their permit compared to DC BLOX’s expected .01 tons per year of actual emissions.
This means the DC BLOX facility’s contribution would be only a minute fraction of the
emissions already released in the industrial area that has coexisted with the community for
decades. This is important because it shows the type of increased emissions which would likely
exist if the parcel was developed as 13 as allowed by right currently.

The Terracon Report directly supports the Findings of Fact by providing independent expert
verification that the proposed DC BLOX facility will not be injurious to public health, safety, or
general welfare,

As the findings of fact recognize, the petitioner has committed to strict operating limits and using
advanced emissions-control technology; the data presented demonstrates that the facility’s
emissions are low and consistent with existing industrial emissions in the area.





