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APPENDIX B 
QUEMETCO CAPACITY UPGRADE PROJECT 

 
COMMENTS RECEIVED ON THE NOP/IS AND DURING CEQA SCOPING 

MEETINGS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 
 
 

INTRODUCTION 
This appendix includes the comments received on the Quemetco Capacity Upgrade Project Notice 
of Preparation/Initial Study (NOP/IS) for an Environmental Impact Report (EIR) and responses to 
those comments. The South Coast AQMD thanks all agencies, entities, and individuals that 
participated in this process and provided comments regarding this proposed Project. 
The NOP/IS was circulated for a 56-day public review with the comment period starting on August 
31, 2018 and ending on October 25, 2018. In addition, the South Coast AQMD conducted two 
CEQA scoping meetings at the Hacienda Heights Community Center on September 13, 2018 
(CEQA Scoping Meeting #1) and October 11, 2018 (CEQA Scoping Meeting #2); the purpose of 
these scoping meetings was to provide information and to receive public comments on the 
proposed Project. During the public review period, South Coast AQMD received 30 comment 
letters specifically in response to the NOP/IS, 125 commenters provided written comments at 
CEQA Scoping Meeting #1, and 28 commenters provided oral comments at CEQA Scoping 
Meeting #2.  
As the lead agency, the South Coast AQMD must consider all information and comments received. 
(CEQA Guidelines Section 15084(c).)  CEQA does not require the lead agency to provide 
responses to comments on the Notice of Preparation. Nonetheless, the South Coast AQMD has 
prepared responses to all comments received during the public review period, including oral 
comments made during Scoping Meeting #2. (CEQA Scoping Meeting #1 was an informal open 
house where comments were not recorded.) 
These comments and their respective responses are included in one of the following three sections: 
(1) comment letters received on NOP/IS; (2) written comments received during CEQA Scoping 
Meeting #1; and (3) oral comments received during CEQA Scoping Meeting #2.  
Of the written and oral comments received, 140 individuals provided comments on the proposed 
Project’s potential environmental impacts, 33 individuals specifically opposed the proposed 
Project, and 112 individuals demanded that Quemetco close or relocate.  
Table B-1 summarizes the commenters who provided written comment letters in response to the 
NOP/IS. Table B-2 summarizes the commenters who provided written comments at CEQA 
Scoping Meeting #1. Table B-3 summarizes the commenters who provided oral comments at 
CEQA Scoping Meeting #2.  
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TABLE B-1 
List of Comment Letters Received on the Quemetco Capacity Upgrade Project NOP/IS 

Comment 
Letter Commenter 

NOP-1 San Manuel Band of Mission Indians, Jessica Mauck 

NOP-2 Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC), Frank Lienhert 

NOP-3 Viejas Band of Kumeyaay Indians, Ray Terah 

NOP-4 Long Beach Unified School District, Alan Reising 

NOP-5 California Department of Transportation (Caltrans), Miya 
Edmonson 

NOP-6 Board of Supervisors – County of Los Angeles, Janice Hahn 

NOP-7 DTSC, Edward Nieto 

NOP-8 County of Los Angeles – Office of the County Counsel, Scott Kuhn 

NOP-9 Mario Delgado 

NOP-10 Stephen Russell 

NOP-11 Albert and Margaret Porras 

NOP-12 Xavier Mendoza 

NOP-13 Margarita Beltran 

NOP-14 sstac@excite.com 

NOP-15 Bing Chen 

NOP-16 Mario Sandoval 

NOP-17 Richard and Marilyn Kamimura 

NOP-18 Kevin Kim 

NOP-19 Duncan McKee 

NOP-20 Evergreen SGV, Victor Chen 

NOP-21 Sierra Club - San Gabriel Valley Task Force, Joan Licari 

NOP-22 Bavi Bavicisumab 

NOP-23 James Flournoy 

NOP-24 USC/University of Southern California – Department of 
Preventative Medicine, Shohreh Farzan, Jill Johnston and Wendy 
Gutschow 

NOP-25 Avocado Heights Community Advocate, Don Moss 

NOP-26 EarthJustice  
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Comment 
Letter Commenter 

NOP-27 Maria Figuero 

NOP-28 Alicia Munoz 

NOP-29 Michael Williams, Hacienda Heights Improvement Association 

NOP-30 County of Los Angeles Board of Supervisor - Janice Hahn 

 
TABLE B-2 

List of Written Comments Received During the Quemetco Capacity Upgrade Project 
NOP/IS Comment Period at CEQA Scoping Meeting #1 

Written 
Comment Commenter 

SM1-1 Bing Chen 

SM1-2 Chih Chen Fu 

SM1-3 Jorge Ortiz 

SM1-4 Henry Pederson 

SM1-5 Karen Chang 

SM1-6 Clean Air Coalition of North Whittier and Avocado Heights, Van Phan-
Wang 

SM1-7 Margaret Caldera 

SM1-8 Anna Lau 

SM1-9 Anthony Lau 

SM1-10 Acelia and Jose Sanjurjo 

SM1-11 Keqing Liu 

SM1-12 Johnny Chang 

SM1-13 Alva Poon 

SM1-14 Chung Hsien Chen 

SM1-15 Sharon Chen 

SM1-16 Fuyu Hsieh 

SM1-17 Melissa Wang 

SM1-18 Shiela Ho 

SM1-19 Anonymous 

SM1-20 Lisette Avalos-Arellan 
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Written 
Comment Commenter 

SM1-21 Carol Oldham 

SM1-22 Lee Oldham 

SM1-23 Sharon McLaughlin 

SM1-24 Clean Air Coalition of North Whittier and Avocado Heights, J. Luis 
Ceballos 

SM1-25 Enrique Hernandez 

SM1-26 F. Riddy 

SM1-27 Anna Valenzuela 

SM1-28 Clean Air Coalition of North Whittier and Avocado Heights, Raul Santos 

SM1-29 Clean Air Coalition of North Whittier and Avocado Heights, Theresa 
Guevera 

SM1-30 John Vacenzuela 

SM1-31 Kathy Tahmizian 

SM1-32 Sam Ho 

SM1-33 Clean Air Coalition of North Whittier and Avocado Heights, Alvaro 
Mendoza 

SM1-34 Paul Debeon 

SM1-35 Feliciano Alvarado 

SM1-36 Clean Air Coalition of North Whittier and Avocado Heights, James Garcia 

SM1-37 Sam Ou 

SM1-38 Harvey and Jeanie Yoshihara 

SM1-39 Gordon Lu 

SM1-40 Clean Air Coalition of North Whittier and Avocado Heights, Diane Mihara 

SM1-41 Arlene Sandoval 

SM1-42 Clean Air Coalition of North Whittier and Avocado Heights, Rebecca 
Overmeyer-Velazquez 

SM1-43 Bernice Tran 

SM1-44 SEIU Local 1000 and Poor People's Campaign, Rose Gudid Escobar 

SM1-45 Ronald Lu 

SM1-46 Jason Miller 

SM1-47 Joe R. Lujano 
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Written 
Comment Commenter 

SM1-48 Maria Elena Nunez 

SM1-49 Andrea Gordon 

SM1-50 Chris Sanchez 

SM1-51 Genara Lopez 

SM1-52 Ivan Zelada 

SM1-53 Eduardo Guijarro 

SM1-54 Marlou Urias 

SM1-55 Sarah Solis-Miller 

SM1-56 Mitzi and Larry Garlin-Leyk 

SM1-57 Peter Lin 

SM1-58 Vincent Ling 

SM1-59 Angela Chow 

SM1-60 Shou Wang 

SM1-61 Lilian Liu 

SM1-62 Porter Chalapong 

SM1-63 Juanita Tsu 

SM1-64 Anna Lo 

SM1-65 Peter Wang 

SM1-66 Lu Lee 

SM1-67 Virginia Kwong 

SM1-68 Josephine 

SM1-69 Sherry Lee 

SM1-70 Sue Tang 

SM1-71 Alan Chavez 

SM1-72 Chi Pui Wong 

SM1-73 Heng Fang Liu 

SM1-74 Yun-Chang Cheng 

SM1-75 Shinger Shu 

SM1-76 Lydia Sun 

SM1-77 Kit Lee 
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Written 
Comment Commenter 

SM1-78 Elisie Lee 

SM1-79 Carrie Chiang 

SM1-80 Kitty Twu 

SM1-81 Yingli Ju 

SM1-82 Martha Alvarado 

SM1-83 Byron Ha 

SM1-84 Jasmine Hoang 

SM1-85 Carol Peng 

SM1-86 Selena Tang 

SM1-87 Michael Tang 

SM1-88 Bernice Chow 

SM1-89 Jack Chow 

SM1-90 Terry Wang 

SM1-91 Sherry Lee 

SM1-92 Sue Tang 

SM1-93 Peter Wang 

SM1-94 Su Lee 

SM1-95 Virginia Kwong 

SM1-96 Josephine 

SM1-97 Alan Chavez 

SM1-98 Chi Pui Wong 

SM1-99 Heng Fang Liu 

SM1-100 Yun-Chang Chang 

SM1-101 Shinger Shu 

SM1-102 Lydia Sun 

SM1-103 Kit Lee 

SM1-104 Elisie Lee 

SM1-105 Carrie Chiang 

SM1-106 Kitty Twu 

SM1-107 Yingli Ju 
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Written 
Comment Commenter 

SM1-108 Martha Alvarado 

SM1-109 Byron Ha 

SM1-110 Jasmine Hoang 

SM1-111 Carol Peng 

SM1-112 Selena Tang 

SM1-113 Janice Wang 

SM1-114 Maria Soledad Gonzalez 

SM1-115 Felipe de Jesus Gonzalez 

SM1-116 James Yan 

SM1-117 Irene Yan 

SM1-118 Juanita Roman 

SM1-119 Ming Wang 

SM1-120 Joanette Lin 

SM1-121 Yiling Yao-McCraven 

SM1-122 Judy Huang 

SM1-123 Jack Huang 

SM1-124 Clean Air Coalition of North Whittier and Avocado Heights, Marilyn 
Kamimura 

SM1-125 Marilyn Kamimuna 

 
TABLE B-3 

List of Oral Comments Received During the Quemetco Capacity Upgrade Project NOP/IS 
Comment Period at CEQA Scoping Meeting #2 

Oral Comment Commenter 

SM2-1 Beatriz Ricartti 

SM2-2 Adriana Quinones 

SM2-3 Bing Chen 

SM2-4 Chris Sanchez 

SM2-5 Luis Ceballos 

SM2-6 Hacienda La Puente Unified School District, Mark Hansberger 
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SM2-7 Carol Oldham 

SM2-8 Hacienda Heights Improvement Association, Michael Williams 

SM2-9 Richard Kamimura 

SM2-10 Carla Martinez 

SM2-11 Clean Air Coalition of North Whittier and Avocado Heights, Rebecca 
Overmyer-Velazquez 

SM2-12 Nancy Mertiz 

SM2-13 Earthjustice, Bryan Chan 

SM2-14 Dianne Ortega 

SM2-15 Congresswoman Grace Napolitano Representative, Perla Hernandez 

SM2-16 Mitzi Leyk 

SM2-17 Marina Martinez 

SM2-18 Janie Sanchez 

SM2-19 Andrea Gordon 

SM2-20 Maria Avila 

SM2-21 Marilyn Kamimura 

SM2-22 Crystal Ramos 

SM2-23 Duncan McKee 

SM2-24 Laverne 

SM2-25 Annelle Albarran 

SM2-26 Hacienda Heights Improvement Association and Clean Area Coalition of 
North Whittier and Avocado Heights, Lucy Pedregon 

SM2-27 Thomas Lohff 

SM2-28 Alice Munoz 

 
Of the comment letters received regarding the NOP/IS and the written and oral comments made at 
the CEQA Scoping Meetings, several commenters expressed concern about the proposed Project’s 
effects on community health and requested that the facility be shut down and/or relocated. To 
avoid repetition in the individual responses contained in this appendix, the following Master 
Response to Shut Down and/or Relocate the Facility has been provided. Additionally, there were 
numerous comments about the status of the DTSC Soils Investigations and Remediation as well 
as about Environmental Justice. The following Master Responses have been prepared for these 
topics and are referenced in the appropriate response to comments to avoid repetition in these 
responses to comments.  
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Master Response to Shut Down and/or Relocate the Facility 
As explained in Chapter 5, Section 5.4.2 of the EIR, closing down the Quemetco facility is not a 
feasible alternative because it would defeat the project objectives. Moreover, South Coast 
AQMD’s regulatory authority is limited to ensuring compliance with air quality laws. South Coast 
AQMD is not a land use agency and thus does not control city or county zoning and planning 
decisions. As a result, South Coast AQMD does not have the ability to determine where a facility 
should be located or determine its siting in relation to other land uses. However, South Coast 
AQMD is able to accomplish its mission, in part, by evaluating the potential impacts of all permit 
applications to ensure compliance with CEQA’s mandates as well as all applicable air quality 
related federal, state, and South Coast AQMD regulatory requirements, before issuing the permit. 
The South Coast AQMD also ensures that once operating, the permitted equipment is in 
compliance with those requirements. 
Prior to issuing a permit, Health and Safety Code Section 42301(b) requires that an established air 
district permit system prohibit a facility from receiving a permit unless the air district is satisfied 
that the project being permitted will comply with all South Coast AQMD, CARB, and U.S. EPA 
regulatory requirements. The South Coast AQMD performs a thorough permit analysis to evaluate 
the maximum potential emissions from the permitted equipment and the resulting potential health 
risk impacts. Permit conditions are developed to provide operating parameters to ensure emissions 
stay below acceptable permit limits and risk levels as established through regulatory requirements. 
As a result of the permitting analysis, if a permit is issued, it is expected that the facility is or will 
be able to meet all air quality related regulatory requirements and operate in a manner that is 
protective of public health. The South Coast AQMD Executive Officer or designee will consider 
whether to approve the project after considering the permit evaluation and the CEQA analysis. 
(Health and Safety Code Section 42300(a); South Coast AQMD Administrative Code, Section 
15.3.)   
Once the permit is issued, South Coast AQMD ensures the facility is operating in compliance with 
those permit conditions and regulatory requirements through regular emissions testing and 
reporting and through regular facility inspections. If the facility is operating out of compliance 
with any requirements, a Notice to Comply or Notice of Violation may be issued. Where a facility 
is in violation, the South Coast AQMD may pursue the issuance of an Order for Abatement. Such 
an order, if issued, asks the facility to cease and desist from violations, which in some scenarios 
could fully prohibit the emissions associated with ongoing business activities. More commonly, 
an Order for Abatement requires a facility to refrain from a particular act unless certain conditions 
are met. While Quemetco has had recent violations, these violations are not of a nature that would 
require the South Coast AQMD to follow a process that would allow for shutting down of the 
facility. For a discussion of these violations, please refer to Appendix C.  
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Master Response on DTSC Soils Investigations and Remediation 
The DTSC soils remediation activities, as described in more detail in Chapter 3, Section 3.4 of the 
EIR, address historic soil contamination and do not necessarily reflect today’s operation and 
compliance with South Coast AQMD requirements, including but not limited to Rule 1420.1, 
which was designed to curb toxic emissions and penalize exceedances with curtailment of facility 
operations. DTSC has been working with Quemetco to address historic soil contamination through 
the collection of soil samples, establishment of a work plan for corrective action, and 
implementation of that workplan. The area established by DTSC as the “Quemetco Impacted 
Area” (“QIA”) has been remediated prior to the release of this EIR; the QIA Phase II Completion 
Report and DTSC's August 20, 2021 approval letter are located on DTSC's website here: 
https://www.envirostor.dtsc.ca.gov/public/profile_report?global_id=80001454. 
  
A report submitted to DTSC in October 2018 concludes that in most of the area investigated, the 
soil lead levels were consistent with lead levels in other areas of similar age, and were therefore 
potentially affected by lead in paint; the soil lead levels were also consistent with lead levels in 
other areas of similar distance from freeways, and therefore were also potentially affected by lead 
in gasoline. The October 2018 report, which DTSC accepted as final in February 2020, is available 
on DTSC’s website here: 
https://www.envirostor.dtsc.ca.gov/public/final_documents2?global_id=80001454&doc_id=603
67598. 
As part of its ongoing analyses, DTSC prepared a transect sampling workplan and collected 
transect soil samples from areas surrounding the facility in March 2021. Documentation related to 
DTSC’s implementation of the transect sampling workplan is available on DTSC’s website here: 
https://www.envirostor.dtsc.ca.gov/public/final_documents2?global_id=80001454&doc_id=604
86311. 
The resulting transect sampling data and analysis report, the findings of which were consistent 
with the October 2018 report, was submitted in May 2021 and is still under review by DTSC. 
Regarding whether the proposed Project's air emissions could potentially generate soil deposition 
impacts, the EIR utilized air dispersion modeling and risk assessment tools, AERMOD combined 
with CARB’s Hotspots Analysis and Reporting Program (HARP), to quantify air emissions and 
conduct a health risk assessment (HRA) for the proposed Project. To understand how these tools 
are utilized, it is helpful to have some background on air emissions and how the data is processed. 
Air emissions form as gases or particles, but once they enter the atmosphere, there are two 
mechanisms for deposition from the air: 1) wet deposition; and 2) dry deposition. Wet deposition 
occurs when the air emissions enter the atmosphere (in rain-, fog-, or cloud-water) followed by a 
rain event which flows into water sources. Dry deposition occurs when air emissions comprised 
of gases that accumulate onto particles and/or particles accumulate or conjoin with other particles 
to form larger particles that settle to the ground (e.g., soil or water) due to their size and weight. 
When modeling using AERMOD and HARP to determine the air dispersion of pollutants, the 
analysis assumes that the air emissions are comprised of gases because there is no way to know 
what percentage of the emissions are gases and which are particles. In addition, AERMOD and 
HARP cannot analyze: 1) the wet deposition of air emissions because there is no way to predict 
when it will rain or how much rain will be generated in order to estimate the concentration of 

https://www.envirostor.dtsc.ca.gov/public/profile_report?global_id=80001454
https://www.envirostor.dtsc.ca.gov/public/final_documents2?global_id=80001454&doc_id=60367598
https://www.envirostor.dtsc.ca.gov/public/final_documents2?global_id=80001454&doc_id=60367598
https://www.envirostor.dtsc.ca.gov/public/final_documents2?global_id=80001454&doc_id=60486311
https://www.envirostor.dtsc.ca.gov/public/final_documents2?global_id=80001454&doc_id=60486311
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pollutants in rainwater; and 2) the dry deposition of air emissions because data on the particle size 
distribution, mass fraction and particle density is not available. 
For the HRA, HARP has a feature that is capable of analyzing soil deposition due to the 
accumulation of air toxics in the soil when calculating health risk from multi-pathway exposures. 
Specifically, the “Soil” tab in HARP accounts for multi-pathway pollutants that eventually settle 
into the ground and are later introduced to humans by incidental ingestion (e.g., ingesting 
contaminated leafy, exposed, protected, and root produce) or intentional soil ingestion, and the 
chemical half-life in soil which is based on the number of days the facility has been operating. 
HARP also has a default soil accumulation period which assumes that facility air pollutants have 
been released and deposited into the soil for a total of 25,550 days (70 years); this default can be 
updated with a different date rate if site specific data is available. The HRA for the proposed 
Project analyzes the potential for soil deposition. HARP estimates health risk associated with the 
ingestion of toxics via direct soil ingestion or via home grown produce by assuming that the 
emissions deposit and accumulate over 70 years (or however long the facility is operating).  The 
health risks associated with air toxics, including through deposition in soil, may be found in 
Chapter 4, Table 4.2-9 in the EIR and is repeated in this response. 
Regarding whether the proposed Project’s air emissions could potentially generate soil deposition 
impacts, Table 4.2-9 in the EIR breaks down the potential sources of risk being evaluated 
(inhalation, soil (e.g., land and waterways), dermal, mother's milk, and crops (e.g., home gardens)) 
as well as the percentage contribution of each risk source to the maximum residential cancer risk 
for Receptor 51165, the location of the highest estimated residential risk (the maximum exposed 
individual resident (MEIR)). The MEIR risks including soil deposition impacts for the total 
proposed Project, the baseline, and the increment (proposed Project less baseline), would be less 
than the South Coast AQMD maximum residential cancer risk threshold (see Chapter 4, Table 4.2-
8 in the EIR). For these reasons, potential soil deposition impacts from the proposed Project would 
also be less than the South Coast AQMD maximum residential cancer risk threshold and the 
proposed Project would not generate significant soil deposition impacts.  
Further, the proposed Project assessed in this EIR does not call for any soil disturbance (onsite or 
offsite) nor any changes that would affect the existing soil conditions; therefore, no further soils 
analysis is required for CEQA purposes. 
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Table 4.2-9 Health Risk Speciation for 
 Maximum Residential Cancer Risk (Receptor 51165) 

HRA Scenario Maximum 
Residential 

Cancer Risk  
(risk per 
million)  

Inhalation 
Risk 

(risk per 
million) 

  

Soil Risk 
(risk per 
million) 

  

Dermal 
Risk 

(risk per 
million) 

  

Mothers 
Milk 
Risk 

(risk per 
million) 

  

Crop 
Risk 

(risk per 
million)  

Proposed Project 5.36 2.55 1.56 0.0709 0.0896 1.09 
Baseline (Pre-
Project) 

3.76 1.85 1.06 0.0482 0.0608 0.738 

Net Health Risk 
Impact 

1.60 0.7 0.5 0.0227 0.0288 0.352 

% Contribution   43.75% 31.25% 1.42% 1.8% 22% 
South Coast 
AQMD Air 
Quality 
Significance 
Threshold for 
TACs a 

10 -- -- -- 
  

Significant? NO -- -- -- 
  

a As shown in Table 4.2-2, the South Coast AQMD Air Quality Significance Thresholds for TACs are based on the project 
increment. 

 
It is important to note that HARP also has the ability to assess the health risks exposures from:  1) 
fish pathways via contaminated water and eating contaminated fish if there is a body of water (e.g., 
river or lake) located at the receptor point and is used as a source of angler-caught fish for human 
consumption; and 2) farm animals and products via the bioaccumulation of toxics in pig, chicken, 
and egg from drinking contaminated drinking water if the facility is located near a farm. These 
risks were measured in the HRA for the proposed Project and the results were 0.00 for fish and 
farm pathways.  This is reasonable because the Quemetco facility is neither located near bodies of 
water which are sources of angler-caught fish nor a farm where pig, chicken and egg products are 
raised; therefore, the HRA for the proposed Project does not analyze effects of deposition on fish 
and farm pathways. 
Thus, the air dispersion modeling and HRA analysis for the proposed Project provide the best 
information available regarding deposition of pollutants. 
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Master Response on Environmental Justice 
Under state law, “environmental justice” means the fair treatment of people of all races, cultures, 
and incomes with respect to the development, adoption, implementation, and enforcement of 
environmental laws, regulations, and policies. (Government Code Section 65040.12(e).) Fairness 
in this context means that the benefits of a healthy environment should be available to everyone, 
and the burdens of pollution should not be focused on sensitive populations or on communities 
that already are experiencing its adverse effects. Social justice means the fair access of all people 
to wealth, opportunities and privileges in a society.  
 
Neither the CEQA statute nor the CEQA Guidelines explicitly require consideration of social or 
environmental justice when evaluating the environmental effects of a proposed project. While 
there are no procedures to evaluate potential environmental justice impacts under CEQA, the South 
Coast AQMD considers disproportionate impacts on disadvantaged communities as related to 
environmental justice by evaluating a proposed project’s potential public health and environmental 
impacts during the CEQA assessment of potential environmental impacts including conducting a 
health risk assessment.  
The EIR includes an extensive analysis of the proposed Project’s potential impacts on air quality 
and GHG emissions (including air toxics), energy, hazards and hazardous materials, hydrology 
and water quality, and transportation and traffic impacts. In addition, public health impacts 
associated with the proposed Project were analyzed in an HRA (see Chapter 4, Section 4.2 and 
Appendix D of the EIR). Chapter 5 of the EIR analyzes the following alternatives to the proposed 
Project: Alternative 1 - No Project (i.e., not going forward with the proposed Project), Alternative 
2 - Reduced Capacity Project, Alternative 3 - Offsite Facility, and Alternative 4 - Close the Facility. 
The analysis of all environmental topic areas evaluated in the NOP/IS and the EIR for the proposed 
Project were concluded to have either less than significant impacts or no impacts. Therefore, the 
proposed Project would have less than significant impacts to public health. 
 
The EIR also analyzes potential localized impacts from the proposed Project using the South Coast 
AQMD’s Localized Significance Thresholds (“LST”). The LSTs were developed as one of the 
South Coast AQMD’s Environmental Justice Program Enhancements (specifically Enhancement 
I-4). LSTs represent the maximum emissions from a project that will not cause or contribute to an 
exceedance of the most stringent applicable federal or state ambient air quality standard at the 
nearest residence or sensitive receptor, taking into consideration ambient concentrations in each 
source receptor area, project size, distance to the sensitive receptor, etc.1  LSTs were developed in 
response to environmental justice concerns raised by the public regarding exposure of individuals 
to criteria pollutants in local communities.2 
For non-CEQA purposes, South Coast AQMD adopted an environmental justice initiative to 
ensure that everyone has the right to equal protection from air pollution and fair access to the 
decision-making process that works to improve the quality of air within their communities. 
Environmental justice is program is defined by the South Coast AQMD as the "...equitable 
environmental policymaking and enforcement to protect the health of all residents, regardless of 

 
1 South Coast AQMD LST Fact Sheet (available at http://www.aqmd.gov/docs/default-

source/Agendas/Environmental-Justice/localized-significance-thresholds-fact-sheet.pdf).  
2  Id. 

http://www.aqmd.gov/docs/default-source/Agendas/Environmental-Justice/localized-significance-thresholds-fact-sheet.pdf
http://www.aqmd.gov/docs/default-source/Agendas/Environmental-Justice/localized-significance-thresholds-fact-sheet.pdf
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age, culture, ethnicity, gender, race, socioeconomic status, or geographic location, from the health 
effects of air pollution."  
 
One of the South Coast AQMD's top environmental justice priorities is the implementation of 
Assembly Bills (AB) 617 and 134 (http://www.aqmd.gov/nav/about/initiatives/environmental-
justice/ab617-134). The Quemetco facility and its surrounding community is not currently 
designated as an AB 617 community eligible for incentive funding. It is important to note, 
however, that for communities awarded with incentive funds, the money is allocated for projects 
or improvements that would provide an environmental benefit for the entire community. As such, 
financial compensation to individual residents is not a feature of the incentive funding structure 
for AB 617 communities. 
 
Senate Bill (SB) 535 is mentioned in several comments. SB 535 identifies environmental justice 
communities for an entirely separate purpose. Environmental justice communities are identified 
for the purpose of diverting at least 25 percent of the funds generated by AB 32 to be allocated for 
projects that benefit disadvantaged communities, with at least 10 percent for projects located 
within these communities. Quemetco participates in AB 32’s Cap-and-Trade program and thus 
supports SB 535 through its participation in Cap-and-Trade. Other environmental justice programs 
include SB 1000 and AB 617. SB 1000 requires every California city and county that contains a 
disadvantaged community to address environmental justice in their General Plan. AB 617 
establishes Community Air Protection Programs for select environmental justice communities for 
community air monitoring systems and/or community wide emissions reduction to reduce 
disproportionate impacts on minority or low-income populations. 
 
Many comments refer to CalEnviroScreen. This tool was developed by the Office of 
Environmental Health Hazard Assessment (OEHHA) to identify communities facing toxic 
exposure and that are vulnerable to pollution and environmental hazards. It was designed to help 
implement SB 535, To accomplish its purpose, the tool uses environmental, health, and 
socioeconomic data. While this economic and social effects data can be included in the EIR, the 
CEQA Guidelines state that economic or social effects of a project shall not be treated as 
significant effects on the environment (CEQA Guidelines Sections 15064 and 15131). Moreover, 
the economic and social effects data in CalEnviroScreen is not intended to be used to determine 
significance under CEQA.  
  

http://www.aqmd.gov/nav/about/initiatives/environmental-justice/ab617-134
http://www.aqmd.gov/nav/about/initiatives/environmental-justice/ab617-134
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NOP/IS COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 
 
Comment Letter NOP-1 San Manuel Band of Mission Indians, Jessica Mauck 

 
 
Response to Comment Letter NOP-1 
Thank you for responding to the NOP/IS. This comment does not raise any issues related to the 
NOP/IS or potential environmental impacts of the proposed Project; therefore, no further 
response is required. 
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Comment Letter NOP-2 NAHC, Frank Lienhert 
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Response to Comment Letter NOP-2 
Thank you for responding to the NOP/IS. The South Coast AQMD provided formal notice of a 
consultation opportunity regarding the proposed Project to all local California Native American 
Tribes known as being traditionally and culturally affiliated with the project area as identified on 
the NAHC notification list prepared pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 21080.3.1(b)(1). 
No California Native American Tribe requested a consultation. Thus, no further action is required 
under CEQA. 
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Comment Letter NOP-3 Viejas Band of Kumeyaay Indians, Ray Terah 
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Response to Comment Letter NOP-3 
Thank you for responding to the NOP/IS. South Coast AQMD provided formal notice of a 
consultation opportunity regarding the proposed Project to all local California Native American 
Tribes known as being traditionally and culturally affiliated with the project area as identified on 
the NAHC notification list prepared pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 21080.3.1(b)(1). 
No California Native American Tribe requested a consultation. Given there is no construction or 
ground disturbance with the proposed Project, the potential discovery of cultural artifacts, 
cremation sites and so forth are not expected; if any cultural artifacts, cremation sites and so forth 
are discovered, the Viejas Band of Kumeyaay Indians will be notified. Thus, no further action is 
required under CEQA.  
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Comment Letter NOP-4 Long Beach Unified School District, Alan Reising  
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Response to Comment Letter NOP-4 

Table 4.2-8 in the EIR shows that the proposed Project’s potential incremental (net) cancer risk 
impacts, inclusive of both stationary and mobile sources during normal operations, would be less 
than the applicable South Coast AQMD thresholds for MEIR and MEIW receptors. The proposed 
Project’s non-cancer risk net impacts, which are represented as Maximum Chronic Hazard Index 
and Maximum Acute Hazard Index, would also be less than their respective South Coast AQMD 
significance thresholds. For these reasons, the proposed Project’s potential net health risk impact 
would not generate significant public health impacts from toxic air emissions. Furthermore, 
analysis in the EIR concluded that all of the proposed Project’s potential impacts including 
potential impacts to public health (specifically including air quality and GHGs, and hazards and 
hazardous materials, accidental releases or fire hazards) would be less than significant. Therefore, 
mitigation measures are not required.  
For this reason, the proposed Project’s potential incremental (net) health risk impact to schools 
within the Long Beach School District would not be significant. Furthermore, the EIR found that 
the proposed Project’s potential impacts to public health (specifically including air quality and 
GHGs, and hazards and hazardous materials, accidental releases or fire hazards) are less than 
significant; therefore, mitigation measures are not required.  
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Comment Letter NOP-5 California Department of Transportation (Caltrans), Miya 
Edmonson 
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Responses to Comment Letter NOP-5 California Department of Transportation (Caltrans), 
Miya Edmonson 
 
Comment NOP-5-A 

 
Response to Comment NOP-5-A 
Thank you for responding to the NOP/IS. This comment does not raise any issues related to the 
NOP/IS or potential environmental impacts of the proposed Project; therefore, no further response 
is required. 
 

 
Response to Comment NOP-5-B 
As recommended by Caltrans, Section 4.6 of the EIR includes an analysis of potential VMT 
impacts and potential truck turning radius impacts at the following ramp locations: SR 60 and S. 
7th Avenue northbound on-ramps, SR 60 and S. 7th Avenue northbound off-ramps, SR 60 and S. 
7th Avenue southbound on- and off-ramps. The analysis in Section 4.6 of the EIR concluded that 
all potential transportation impacts would be less than significant. Therefore, mitigation 
measures are not required.  
 

 
Response to Comment NOP-5-C 
The proposed Project does not include any construction onsite or offsite. Therefore, no work will 
be required on or near the Caltrans Right-of-Way and no encroachment permits will be needed. 
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Comment NOP-5-D 

 
Response to Comment NOP-5-D 
The South Coast AQMD thanks Caltrans for this comment. This comment does not raise any issues 
related to the NOP/IS or potential environmental impacts of the proposed Project; therefore, no 
further response is required. 
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Comment Letter NOP-6 Board of Supervisors – County of Los Angeles, Janice Hahn  
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Responses to Comment Letter NOP-6 
 
Comment NOP-6-A 

 
Response to Comment NOP-6-A 
All potential environmental impacts of the proposed Project have been analyzed in the NOP/IS 
and EIR. The proposed Project’s potential impacts to aesthetics, agriculture and forestry resources, 
biological resources, cultural resources, geology and soils, land use and planning, mineral 
resources, noise, population and housing, public services, recreation, and solid and hazardous 
waste were analyzed in the NOP/IS and were determined to be less than significant. Therefore, 
these environmental topic areas were not analyzed further in the EIR. The NOP/IS identified the 
following environmental topic areas that required further analysis in the EIR: air quality and GHG 
emissions (including air toxics), energy, hazards and hazardous materials, hydrology and water 
quality, and transportation. The analysis of these environmental topic areas in the EIR concluded 
that the proposed Project would result in less than significant impacts; therefore, mitigation 
measures are not required.  
Of the environmental topic areas analyzed, air quality and GHG emissions (including air toxics), 
and hazards and hazardous materials directly correlate to public health. Specifically, to estimate 
the proposed Project’s potential public health impacts based on air toxics emissions, an HRA was 
prepared. Separate HRAs were conducted for the baseline and proposed Project conditions to 
determine the proposed Project’s potential net increase in health risk (from mobile and stationary 
sources during normal operations, described in detail in Appendix D.1: Technical Air Quality 
Methods and Emissions Assumptions). Sensitive receptors within a 5,000-meter distance from the 
facility were included in the residential receptor analysis (also referred to as a 10-kilometer grid).  
Table 4.2-8 in the EIR shows that the proposed Project’s potential incremental (net) cancer risk 
impacts, inclusive of both stationary and mobile sources during normal operations, would be less 
than the applicable South Coast AQMD thresholds for MEIR and MEIW receptors. THe proposed 
Project’s non-cancer risk net impacts, which are represented as Maximum Chronic Hazard Index 
and Maximum Acute Hazard Index, would also be less than their respective South Coast AQMD 
significance thresholds. For these reasons, the proposed Project’s potential net health risk impact 
would not generate significant public health impacts from toxic air emissions. Furthermore, 
analysis in the EIR concluded that all of the proposed Project’s potential impacts including 
potential impacts to public health (specifically including air quality and GHGs, and hazards and 
hazardous materials, accidental releases or fire hazards) would be less than significant. Therefore, 
mitigation measures are not required.  
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potential release of hazardous materials and waste through reasonably foreseeable upset and 
accident conditions would be less than significant; therefore, mitigation measures are not required. 
The proposed Project does not include any physical facility modifications or new activities that 
could contribute to a change in onsite fire hazards. Additionally, the proposed Project will not 
introduce any new types of flammable materials onsite or increase the quantity of flammable 
materials stored onsite at any given time. As summarized in Table 3.4-1, Hazardous Materials 
Classification, in the EIR, the calcined coke and petroleum coke have the same flammability rating 
of level 1, which means they will burn at a temperature above 200℉. The proposed Project would 
not change the location of where this coke material would be stored or used onsite. Currently the 
facility includes calcined coke in the feed sent through the rotary/kiln feed dryer to be used as a 
smelting reagent in the reverberatory furnace and electric arc furnace. Under the proposed Project, 
the facility could include petroleum coke in lieu of or in addition to calcined coke through the 
rotary/kiln feed dryer as a smelting reagent in the reverberatory furnace and electric arc furnace. 
Further, the same amount of coke would used as a smelting reagent in the feed stock whether it is 
calcined coke or petroleum coke. As discussed in Section 4.4 of the EIR, use of petroleum coke as 
a smelting reagent in lieu of or in place of calcined coke would not generate significant fire hazard 
impacts. . For these reasons, potential fire hazard impacts would be less than significant and, 
mitigation measures are not required. 
In conclusion, the analysis in the EIR found that all potential impacts identified for any 
environmental topic area including potential impacts to public health (specifically including air 
quality and GHGs, and hazards and hazardous materials, accidental releases or fire hazards) would 
be less than significant; therefore, mitigation measures are not required. 
 
Comment NOP-6-B 

 
Response to Comment NOP-6-B 
See also response to NOP-6-A. All potential environmental impacts of the proposed Project have 
been analyzed in the NOP/IS and EIR. The proposed Project’s potential impacts to aesthetics, 
agriculture and forestry resources, biological resources, cultural resources, geology and soils, land 
use and planning, mineral resources, noise, population and housing, public services, recreation, 
and solid and hazardous waste were analyzed in the NOP/IS and would be less than significant. 
Therefore, these environmental topic areas were not analyzed further in the EIR.  
The NOP/IS identified the following environmental topic areas that required further analysis in the 
EIR: air quality and GHG emissions (including air toxics), energy, hazards and hazardous 
materials, hydrology and water quality, and transportation. The analysis of these environmental 
topic areas in the EIR concluded that the proposed Project would result in less than significant 
impacts; therefore, mitigation measures are not required.  
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The proposed Project does not include any construction, including ground disturbance activities. 
The proposed Project would not result in geology and soils impacts as described in the NOP/IS 
(see Appendix A of the EIR). Chapter 3 – Environmental Setting of the EIR provides a description 
of the environmental and regulatory baseline conditions (existing setting). 
Additionally, refer to the Master Response on DTSC Soils Investigations and Remediation. 
  
 
Comment NOP-6-C 

 
Response to Comment NOP-6-C 
The comment does not refer to a specific violation; however, detailed information regarding 
Quemetco’s permit violations and settlements are discussed in Section 3.2 and Appendix C of this 
EIR. 
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Comment Letter NOP-7 DTSC, Edward Nieto 
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Responses to Comment Letter NOP-7 
 
Comment NOP-7-A

 

Thank you for responding to the NOP/IS. This comment summarizes the proposed Project 
description and does not raise any issues related to the NOP/IS or potential environmental impacts 
of the proposed Project; therefore, no further response is required.  
 
Comment NOP-7-B 

 

DTSC was identified as a responsible agency with approval authority over the proposed Project in 
both the NOP/IS and EIR. As part of the preparation of the EIR, South Coast AQMD consulted 
with DTSC and provided administrative drafts for its review and incorporated DTSC’S comments 
and suggestions.  
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Comment NOP-7-C 

 

The NOP/IS and EIR acknowledge that DTSC is currently processing a renewal of Quemetco’s 
existing Hazardous Waste Operation and Post-Closure Permit. As explained in detail in Section 
2.6: Permits and Approvals in the EIR, Quemetco also has a pending post closure permit renewal 
application with DTSC which includes continuing existing operations, performing minor facility 
modifications, as well as updating the existing closure plan.  
Quemetco was issued a Hazardous Waste Facility Operation and Post-Closure Permit by DTSC, 
effective September 15, 2005, with an expiration date of September 15, 2015; upon submittal of a 
permit renewal application prior to expiration, the permit was administratively continued. As a 
result, Quemetco continues to operate under its existing permit while DTSC conducts its review 
of the renewal application.   
The DTSC permit renewal process is independent and would occur regardless of the South Coast 
AQMD Capacity Upgrade Project. As a responsible agency, DTSC will rely on this South Coast 
AQMD EIR to consider modifications to Quemetco’s Hazardous Waste Operation and Post-
Closure Permit to allow for the throughput increase (as assessed in this EIR). DTSC’s review of 
Quemetco’s application to increase the throughput in the Quemetco Hazardous Waste Operation 
and Post-Closure Permit, however, will be a separate discretionary action as described in Section 
2.6: Permits and Approvals. 
Chapter 3 – Environmental Setting of the EIR provides a description of the environmental and 
regulatory baseline conditions. Section 3.4: Hazards and Hazardous Materials in Chapter 3 of the 
EIR specifically addresses federal, state and local statutes and regulations relating to hazardous 
wastes. Chapter 4 – Environmental Impact Analysis of the EIR presents the proposed Project’s 
impact assessment, with Section 4.4 specifically focused on the proposed Project’s potential 
hazards and hazardous waste impacts. 
All of the proposed Project’s potential environmental impacts have been analyzed in the NOP/IS 
and EIR. The proposed Project’s potential impacts to aesthetics, agriculture and forestry resources, 
biological resources, cultural resources, geology and soils, land use and planning, mineral 
resources, noise, population and housing, public services, recreation, and solid and hazardous 
waste were analyzed in the NOP/IS and would be less than significant. Therefore, these 
environmental topic areas were not analyzed further in the EIR.  
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The NOP/IS identified the following environmental topic areas requiring further analysis in the 
EIR: air quality and GHG emissions (including air toxics), energy, hazards and hazardous 
materials, hydrology and water quality, and transportation. The EIR concluded that the proposed 
Project would result in less than significant impacts in these areas; therefore, mitigation measures 
are not required.  
 
Comment NOP-7-D 
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Response to Comment NOP-7-D 
The EIR explains the DTSC rules and regulations that are applicable to the facility and that will 
continue to apply to the proposed Project. This discussion can be found in Chapter 3 – 
Environmental Setting, Section 3.4: Hazards and Hazardous Materials and Section 3.5: Hydrology 
and Water Quality. The facility’s compliance history, including current compliance status, can be 
found in Section 3.2 and Appendix C of the EIR. The various regulatory and permitting 
requirements applicable to Quemetco have become more rigorous and expansive over time (e.g., 
South Coast AQMD Rule 1420.1). Additionally, the air pollution control technology in operation 
at the facility has advanced substantially over time. A detailed explanation of the facility’s current 
air pollution control systems is provided in Chapter 2. Further, the proposed Project includes the 
addition of a carbon monoxide (CO) continuous emissions monitoring system (CEMS) to the Wet 
Electrostatic Precipitator (WESP) stack to measure compliance with CO emission limits. 
Of the three units that are authorized to treat hazardous waste in the DTSC permit, this EIR is 
focused on the changes to the rotary/kiln feed dryer (also referred to as the rotary feed drying 
furnace) and the reverberatory furnace. The electric arc furnace operations (also referred to as the 
slag reduction furnace) would not change as a result of the proposed Project.  
All potential environmental impacts of the proposed Project have been analyzed in the NOP/IS 
and EIR. The proposed Project’s potential impacts to aesthetics, agriculture and forestry resources, 
biological resources, cultural resources, geology and soils, land use and planning, mineral 
resources, noise, population and housing, public services, recreation, and solid and hazardous 
waste were analyzed in the NOP/IS and were found to be less than significant. Therefore, these 
environmental topic areas were not analyzed further in the EIR.  
The NOP/IS identified the following environmental topic areas requiring further analysis in the 
EIR: air quality and GHG emissions (including air toxics) energy, hazards and hazardous 
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materials, hydrology and water quality, and transportation. The analysis of these environmental 
topic areas in the EIR concluded that the proposed Project would result in less than significant 
impacts. Therefore, mitigation measures are not required. 
Of the environmental topic areas analyzed, air quality (including air toxics) and GHG emissions, 
and hazards and hazardous materials (accidental releases and fire hazards) directly correlate to 
public health. Specifically, to estimate public health impacts from the proposed Project’s air 
potential toxics emissions, the EIR includes an HRA. Separate HRAs were conducted for the 
baseline (existing setting) and proposed Project conditions to determine the net potential impacts 
to health risk impacts (from mobile and stationary sources during normal operations and described 
in detail in Appendix D.1: Technical Air Quality Methods and Emissions Assumptions). Sensitive 
receptors within a 5,000-meter radius distance from the facility were included in the residential 
receptor analysis (also referred to as a 10-kilometer grid which is equivalent to 6.2 miles).  
Table 4.2-8 in the EIR shows that the proposed Project’s potential incremental (net) cancer risk 
impacts, inclusive of both stationary and mobile sources during normal operations, would be less 
than the applicable South Coast AQMD thresholds for MEIR and MEIW receptors. The proposed 
Project’s non-cancer risk net impacts, which are represented as Maximum Chronic Hazard Index 
and Maximum Acute Hazard Index, would also be less than their respective South Coast AQMD 
significance thresholds. For these reasons, the proposed Project’s potential incremental (net) health 
risk impact would not generate significant public health impacts from toxic air emissions. 
Furthermore, analysis in the EIR concluded that all of the proposed Project’s potential impacts 
including potential impacts to public health (specifically including air quality and GHGs, and 
hazards and hazardous materials, accidental releases or fire hazards) would be less than significant. 
Therefore, mitigation measures are not required.  
Furthermore, analysis in the EIR concluded that all potential impacts identified for any 
environmental topic area including potential impacts to public health (specifically including air 
quality and GHGs, and hazards and hazardous materials, accidental releases or fire hazards) are 
less than significant; therefore, mitigation measures are not required.  
 
Comment NOP-7-E 

 
Response to Comment NOP-7-E  
See also response to NOP-7-D. A discussion of the proposed Project’s potential impacts can be 
found in Chapter 4 - Environmental Impact Analysis. A discussion of the South Coast AQMD 
rules and regulations which are applicable to the facility, and will continue to apply to the proposed 
Project, and the facility’s compliance history, including current compliance status, can be found 
in Chapter 3 - Environmental Setting, Section 3.4: Hazards and Hazardous Materials and Section 
3.5: Hydrology and Water Quality. The facility’s compliance history, including current 
compliance status, can be found in Section 3.2 and Appendix C of the EIR. The various regulatory 
and permitting requirements applicable to Quemetco have become more rigorous and expansive 
over time (e.g., South Coast AQMD Rule 1420.1). Additionally, the air pollution control 
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technology in operation at the facility has advanced substantially over time. A detailed explanation 
of the facility’s current air pollution control systems is provided in Chapter 2. Further, the proposed 
Project includes the addition of a carbon monoxide (CO) continuous emissions monitoring system 
(CEMS) to the Wet Electrostatic Precipitator (WESP) stack to measure compliance with CO 
emission limits. 
 
Comment NOP-7-F 

 
Response to Comment NOP-7-F 
As part of the preparation of the EIR, South Coast AQMD consulted with DTSC on areas relating 
to DTSCs regulatory authority and affected units subject to DTSC’s permitting jurisdiction. South 
Coast AQMD also provided administrative drafts for DTSC’s review and incorporated DTSC’s 
comments and suggestions in the EIR. 
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Comment Letter NOP-8 County of Los Angeles – Office of the County Counsel, Scott Kuhn 
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Responses to Comment Letter NOP-8 
 

Response to Comment NOP-8-A 
Thank you for your comment. All potential environmental impacts of the proposed Project have 
been analyzed in the NOP/IS and EIR. The proposed Project’s potential impacts to aesthetics, 
agriculture and forestry resources, biological resources, cultural resources, geology and soils, land 
use and planning, mineral resources, noise, population and housing, public services, recreation, 
and solid and hazardous waste were found to be less than significant. Therefore, these 
environmental topic areas were not analyzed further in the EIR. The EIR includes an extensive 
analysis of the proposed Project’s potential air quality (including air toxics) and GHG emissions, 
energy, hazardous materials, hydrology and water quality, and transportation impacts. The EIR 
concludes that all of the proposed Project’s potential environmental impacts would be less than 
significant. As a result, mitigation measures are not required.  
Of the environmental topic areas analyzed, air quality (including air toxics) and GHG emissions, 
and hazards and hazardous materials (accidental releases and fire hazards) directly correlate to 
public health. Specifically, to estimate public health impacts from the proposed Project’s air toxics 
emissions, the EIR includes an HRA. Separate HRAs were conducted for the baseline and 
proposed Project conditions to determine the potential net increase in health risk (from mobile and 
stationary sources during normal operations and described in detail in Appendix D.1: Technical 
Air Quality Methods and Emissions Assumptions). Sensitive receptors within a 5,000-meter radius 
distance from the facility were included in the residential receptor analysis (also referred to as a 
10-kilometer grid which is equivalent to 6.2 miles).  
Table 4.2-8 in the EIR shows that the proposed Project’s potential incremental (net) cancer risk 
impacts, inclusive of both stationary and mobile sources during normal operations, would be less 
than the applicable South Coast AQMD thresholds for MEIR and MEIW receptors. The proposed 
Project’s non-cancer risk net impacts, which are represented as Maximum Chronic Hazard Index 
and Maximum Acute Hazard Index, would also be less than their respective South Coast AQMD 
significance thresholds. For these reasons, the proposed Project’s potential net health risk impact 
would not generate significant public health impacts from toxic air emissions. Furthermore, 
analysis in the EIR concluded that all of the proposed Project’s potential impacts including 
potential impacts to public health (specifically including air quality and GHGs, and hazards and 
hazardous materials, accidental releases or fire hazards) would be less than significant. Therefore, 
mitigation measures are not required.  
Additionally, Quemetco must continue to comply with all applicable programs, plans, and 
regulations regarding prevention and response to accidental the release of chemicals, and so 
potential releases of hazardous materials associated with the proposed Project would not result in 
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ERPG 2 concentration level exceedances. For these reasons, the proposed Project’s potential 
release of hazardous materials and waste through reasonably foreseeable upset and accident 
conditions would be less than significant. Therefore, mitigation measures are not required. 
The proposed Project does not include any physical facility modifications or new activities that 
could contribute to a change in onsite fire hazards. Additionally, the proposed Project will not 
introduce any new types of flammable materials onsite or increase the quantity of flammable 
materials stored onsite at any given time. As summarized in Table 3.4-1, Hazardous Materials 
Classification, in the EIR, the calcined coke and petroleum coke have the same flammability rating 
of level 1, which means they will burn at a temperature above 200℉. The proposed Project would 
not change the location of where this flammable material would be stored or used onsite. Currently 
the facility includes calcined coke in the feed sent through the rotary/kiln feed dryer to be used as 
a smelting reagent in the reverberatory furnace and electric arc furnace. Under the proposed 
Project, the facility could include petroleum coke in lieu of or in addition to calcined coke through 
the rotary/kiln feed dryer as a smelting reagent in the reverberatory furnace and electric arc furnace. 
Further, the same amount of coke would be used as a smelting reagent in the feed stock whether it 
is calcined coke or petroleum coke. As discussed in Section 4.4 of the EIR, use of petroleum coke 
as a smelting reagent in lieu of or in place of calcined coke would not generate significant fire 
hazard impacts. For these reasons, potential fire hazard impacts would be less than significant and, 
mitigation measures are not required. 

Response to Comment NOP-8-B 
See also responses to NOP-8-A and NOP-8-C. The EIR includes an analysis of the proposed 
Project’s potential air quality and GHG emissions (including air toxics), energy, hazards and 
hazardous materials, hydrology and water quality, and transportation impacts in Chapter 3 - 
Environmental Setting which identifies the existing environmental setting (including baseline 
conditions) and Chapter 4 - Environmental Impact Analysis which assesses the potential impacts 
of the proposed Project. All of these environmental topic areas were found to have less than 
significant impacts in the EIR; therefore, no mitigation measures are required. Chapter 5 of the 
EIR includes a discussion of the project alternatives including:  Alternative 1 - No Project (i.e., not 
going forward with the proposed Project), Alternative 2 - Reduced Capacity Project, Alternative 3 
– Offsite Facility, and Alternative 4 - Close the Facility.  
Section 3.2 and Appendix C of the EIR present Quemetco’s regulatory permitting history and 
compliance status. The various regulatory and permitting requirements applicable to Quemetco 
have become more rigorous and expansive over time (e.g., South Coast AQMD Rule 1420.1). 
Additionally, the air pollution control technology in operation at the facility has advanced 
substantially over time. A detailed explanation of the facility’s current air pollution control systems 
is provided in Chapter 2. Further, the proposed Project includes the addition of a carbon monoxide 
(CO) continuous emissions monitoring system (CEMS) to the Wet Electrostatic Precipitator 
(WESP) stack to measure compliance with CO emission limits.  
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Additionally, refer to Master Response on DTSC Soils Investigations and Remediation. 
 

Response to Comment NOP-8-C 
See also the response to NOP-8-B. The Hazardous Waste Facility Operation and Post-Closure 
Permit (RCRA permit) was initially issued by DTSC on September 15, 2005 and is currently in a 
renewal process. This RCRA permit allows Quemetco to operate the equipment and processes 
relevant to the Capacity Upgrade Project as miscellaneous hazardous waste management units 
(HWMUs) along with the other HMWUs at the facility.  
The current the DTSC RCRA post closure permit establishes maximum capacities for each piece 
of equipment and a maximum daily throughput for the reverberatory furnace, electric arc furnace, 
and rotary/kiln feed dryer.  
DTSC is a CEQA responsible agency  for the proposed Project and will be reviewing a subsequent 
permit application for the throughput increase after South Coast AQMD completes its review as 
CEQA lead agency. The proposed Project does not include any physical facility modifications or 
new activities that could contribute to a change in existing onsite hazards. Refer to Master 
Response on DTSC Soils Investigations and Remediation. Additionally, Quemetco will continue 
to be required to comply with all applicable programs, plans, and regulations relating to hazards 
and hazardous materials including DTSC’s RCRA permit. These are described in detail in Chapter 
3.  
Of the environmental topic areas analyzed, air quality (including air toxics) and GHG emissions, 
and hazards and hazardous materials (accidental releases and fire hazards) directly correlate to 
public health. Specifically, to estimate public health impacts from the proposed Project’s air toxics 
emissions, the EIR includes an HRA. Separate HRAs were conducted for the baseline and 
proposed Project conditions to determine the proposed Project’s potential net increase in health 
risk (from mobile and stationary sources during normal operations and described in detail in 
Appendix D.1: Technical Air Quality Methods and Emissions Assumptions). Sensitive receptors 
within a 5,000-meter radius distance from the facility were included in the residential receptor 
analysis (also referred to as a 10-kilometer grid which is equivalent to 6.2 miles).  
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Table 4.2-8 in the EIR shows that the proposed Project’s potential incremental (net) cancer risk 
impacts, inclusive of both stationary and mobile sources during normal operations, would be less 
than the applicable South Coast AQMD thresholds for MEIR and MEIW receptors. The proposed 
Project’s non-cancer risk net impacts, which are represented as Maximum Chronic Hazard Index 
and Maximum Acute Hazard Index, would also be less than their respective South Coast AQMD 
significance thresholds. For these reasons, the proposed Project’s potential net health risk impact 
would not generate significant public health impacts from toxic air emissions. Furthermore, 
analysis in the EIR concluded that all of the proposed Project’s potential impacts including 
potential impacts to public health (specifically including air quality and GHGs, and hazards and 
hazardous materials, accidental releases or fire hazards) would be less than significant. Therefore, 
mitigation measures are not required. For these reasons, the net health risk impact from the 
proposed Project would not generate significant public health impacts from toxic air emissions.  
Furthermore, analysis in the EIR concluded that all of the proposed Project’s potential impacts 
identified for any environmental topic area including potential impacts to public health 
(specifically including air quality and GHGs, and hazards and hazardous materials, accidental 
releases or fire hazards) would be less than significant Therefore, mitigation measures are not 
required.  
DTSC is a responsible agency in the CEQA process for the proposed Project and has been 
consulted in the preparation of the EIR. The EIR does not specifically analyze impacts associated 
with DTSC’s RCRA permit renewal because the RCRA renewal is undergoing a separate CEQA 
review. DTSC’s soils remediation activities, as described in more detail in Section 3.4 of the EIR, 
are addressing historic soil contamination within the Facility’s “impacted area” as determined by 
DTSC. Please refer to Master Response on DTSC Soils Investigations and Remediation. 
In accordance with CEQA Guidelines Section 15121(a), the purpose of an EIR is to serve as an 
informational document that: “will inform public agency decision-makers and the public generally 
of the significant environmental effects of a project, identify possible ways to minimize the 
significant effects, and describe reasonable alternatives to the project.” 
Prior to issuing a permit, Health and Safety Code Section 42301(b) requires that an established air 
district permit system prohibit a facility from receiving a permit unless the air district is satisfied 
that the project being permitted will comply with all South Coast AQMD, CARB, and U.S. EPA 
regulatory requirements. The South Coast AQMD performs a thorough permit analysis to evaluate 
the maximum potential emissions from the permitted equipment and the resulting potential health 
risk impacts. Permit conditions are developed to provide operating parameters to ensure emissions 
stay below acceptable permit limits and risk levels as established through regulatory requirements. 
As a result of the permitting analysis, if a permit is issued, it is expected that the facility is or will 
be able to meet all air quality related regulatory requirements and operate in a manner that is 
protective of public health. The South Coast AQMD Executive Officer or designee will consider 
whether to approve the project after considering the permit evaluation and the CEQA analysis. 
(Health and Safety Code Section 42300(a); South Coast AQMD Administrative Code, Section 
15.3.)   
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Response to Comment NOP-8-D 
See also response to NOP-8-C. Among others, the South Coast AQMD’s rules and regulations 
which are applicable to the facility and will continue to apply to the proposed Project are described 
in detail in Chapter 3. The facility’s compliance history, including current compliance status, is 
discussed in Section 3.2 and Appendix C of the EIR; the aforementioned NOVs from 2018 have 
all been resolved (as detailed in Appendix C). The various regulatory and permitting requirements 
applicable to Quemetco have become more rigorous and expansive over time (e.g., South Coast 
AQMD Rule 1420.1). Additionally, the air pollution control technology in operation at the facility 
has advanced substantially over time. A detailed explanation of the facility’s current air pollution 
control systems is provided in Chapter 2. Further, the proposed Project includes the addition of a 
carbon monoxide (CO) continuous emissions monitoring system (CEMS) to the Wet Electrostatic 
Precipitator (WESP) stack to measure compliance with CO emission limits. Evaluation of the 
proposed Project under CEQA and processing of the permit application does not imply approval 
of the proposed Project or issuance of a permit.  
Prior to issuing a permit, Health and Safety Code Section 42301(b) requires that an established air 
district permit system prohibit a facility from receiving a permit unless the air district is satisfied 
that the project being permitted will comply with all South Coast AQMD, CARB, and U.S. EPA 
regulatory requirements. The South Coast AQMD performs a thorough permit analysis to evaluate 
the maximum potential emissions from the permitted equipment and the resulting potential health 
risk impacts. Permit conditions are developed to provide operating parameters to ensure emissions 
stay below acceptable permit limits and risk levels as established through regulatory requirements. 
As a result of the permitting analysis, if a permit is issued, it is expected that the facility is or will 
be able to meet all air quality related regulatory requirements and operate in a manner that is 
protective of public health. The South Coast AQMD Executive Officer or designee will consider 
whether to approve the project after considering the permit evaluation and the CEQA analysis. 
(Health and Safety Code Section 42300(a); South Coast AQMD Administrative Code, Section 
15.3.)   
Moreover, after permits are issued, South Coast AQMD compliance staff conduct regular 
inspections to ensure that equipment and processes are operating in compliance with the applicable 
rules and regulations. 
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Response to Comment NOP-8-E 
CEQA requires a thorough analysis of potential physical environmental impacts of a project. The 
EIR includes an analysis of the proposed Project’s potential air quality and GHG emissions 
(including air toxics such as lead and arsenic), energy, hazardous materials, hydrology and water 
quality, and transportation impacts.  
To estimate public health impacts from the proposed Project’s potential air toxics emissions, the 
EIR includes an HRA which is discussed in Section 4.2 and included in Appendix D of the EIR. 
Separate HRAs were conducted for the baseline and proposed Project conditions to determine the 
potential net increase in health risk (from mobile and stationary sources during normal operations 
and described in detail in Appendix D.1: Technical Air Quality Methods and Emissions 
Assumptions). Sensitive receptors within a 5,000-meter radius distance from the facility were 
included in the residential receptor analysis (also referred to as a 10-kilometer grid which is 
equivalent to 6.2 miles).  
Table 4.2-8 in the EIR shows that the proposed Project’s potential incremental (net) cancer risk 
impacts, inclusive of both stationary and mobile sources during normal operations, would be less 
than the applicable South Coast AQMD thresholds for MEIR and MEIW receptors. The proposed 
Project’s non-cancer risk net impacts, which are represented as Maximum Chronic Hazard Index 
and Maximum Acute Hazard Index, would also be less than their respective South Coast AQMD 
significance thresholds. For these reasons, the proposed Project’s potential net health risk impact 
would not generate significant public health impacts from toxic air emissions. Furthermore, 
analysis in the EIR concluded that all of the proposed Project’s potential impacts including 
potential impacts to public health (specifically including air quality and GHGs, and hazards and 
hazardous materials, accidental releases or fire hazards) would be less than significant. Therefore, 
mitigation measures are not required. For these reasons, the net health risk impact from the 
proposed Project would not generate significant public health impacts from toxic air emissions. 
Please refer to the Master Response for Environmental Justice. There are no requirements or 
procedures to evaluate potential environmental justice impacts under CEQA. SB 535 identifies 
environmental justice communities for an entirely separate purpose. Specifically, environmental 
justice communities are identified for the purpose of diverting at least 25 percent of the GHG 
reduction funds collected under AB 32’s Cap-and-Trade program to be allocated for projects that 
benefit disadvantaged communities, with at least 10 percent for projects located within these 
communities. Quemetco participates in AB 32’s Cap-and-Trade program and thus, supports SB 
535. AB 617 establishes Community Air Protection Programs for select environmental justice 
communities for community air monitoring systems and/or community wide emissions reduction 
to reduce disproportionate impacts on minority or low-income populations. However, the 



   
Appendix B – Comments Received on the NOP/IS and During CEQA Scoping Meeting and Responses to 
Comments 
 

Appendix B B-60 October 2021 

Quemetco facility and its surrounding community is not currently designated as an AB 617 
community eligible for incentive funding.  

 
 
Response to Comment NOP-8-F 
Thank you for the County’s review of the IS/NOP. This comment lists the various departments 
within the County which reviewed the NOP/IS and does not raise any issues related to the NOP/IS 
or potential environmental impacts of the proposed Project; therefore, no further response is 
required. 
 

Response to Comment NOP-8-G 
The complete project description is included within Chapter 2 – Proposed Project. A discussion of 
the South Coast AQMD rules and regulations which apply to the facility, and will continue to 
apply to the proposed Project, and the facility’s compliance history, including the current 
compliance status, are discussed in Section 3.2 and Appendix C in the EIR. Chapter 3 – 
Environmental Setting includes a description of the baseline conditions including the facility’s 
existing emissions. The extensive rules and regulations that apply to the facility’s emissions are 
specifically described within Section 3.2: Air Quality and GHG Emissions. 
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Response to Comment NOP-8-H 
South Coast AQMD’s environmental checklist used in the NOP/IS was derived from the CEQA 
Guidelines, Appendix G – Environmental Checklist Form, but the environmental topic areas and 
questions are organized differently for streamlining and clarity and to eliminate repetition. For 
example, one key difference between South Coast AQMD’s version of the environmental checklist 
when compared to the CEQA Guidelines Appendix G is that the air quality and GHG questions 
are merged into one environmental topic area.  
After the NOP/IS was released for public review and comment, the California Natural Resources 
Agency adopted revisions to the CEQA Guidelines and updated the Appendix G - Environmental 
Checklist Form. These changes were approved by the Office of Administrative Law and filed with 
the Secretary of State on December 28, 2018. Accordingly, South Coast AQMD updated its 
version of the environmental checklist. Chapter 4 – Environmental Impact Assessment of the EIR 
contains a table explaining the additional information that is addressed within each environmental 
impact section in response to these changes. 
Chapter 6 - Other CEQA Considerations presents a summary of environmental checklist questions 
that were found not to be significant. A similar summary of environmental checklist modifications 
is also included in Chapter 6. 
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The South Coast AQMD’s environmental checklist was carefully considered and analysis was 
updated accordingly to address the potential impacts of the proposed Project (see Chapter 6, Table 
6.1-1 of the EIR). The South Coast AQMD has found no evidence to support the assertion that any 
material necessary to support an informed decision was omitted from the NOP/IS. The South Coast 
AQMD finds the NOP/IS and the EIR were appropriately scoped and  the citation to Lighthouse 
Field Beach Rescue v. City of Santa Cruz (2005) (131 Cal.App.4th 1170, 1202) is inapplicable. 
 

 
Response to Comment NOP-8-I 
The facility’s existing setting or baseline emissions are presented in Chapter 3 of the EIR and the 
air quality impacts of the proposed Project are analyzed in Section 4.2 and Appendix D of the EIR.  
The EIR addresses the proposed increase in processing of feed stock as well as the proposed 
increase in the amount and type of additives (including total coke usage). Section 4.2 and Appendix 
D present baseline and proposed Project emissions which includes stack and fugitive emissions 
from permitted processes, materials handling and truck deliveries. The EIR also includes an HRA, 
which analyzes the potential health risks to the surrounding areas from the proposed Project (see 
Section 4.2 and Appendix D of the EIR). This specifically includes the potential loading of 
hazardous materials to offsite soils (Table 4.2-9) and the evidence in the record supports the finding 
that the proposed Project would not generate any new air quality impacts including from hazardous 
materials (as shown in the HRA) or from soil deposition offsite. The analysis of these 
environmental topic areas in the EIR concluded that the proposed Project would result in less than 
significant impacts; therefore, mitigation measures are not required. 
Regarding the request for additional mass and chemical composition of the increased emissions, 
that is specifically included as follows: in Tables 4.2-5 (daily emissions) and Table 4.2-6 (annual 
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emissions) for criteria air pollutants; Table 4.2-7 presents the results of NAAQS and CAAQS 
ambient air quality modeling; Table 4.2-8 and 4.2-9 which summarize the results of air toxics (as 
supported by Appendix D) and Table 4.2-10 which summarizes the proposed Project’s potential 
GHG impacts. As stated above, all of these technical emissions estimates include stack and fugitive 
emissions from permitted processes, materials handling and truck deliveries.  
Based on an analysis of residential locations in relation to the proposed Project location, the nearest 
residences to the project site were identified as being located approximately 600 feet away from 
the property line. This is the 600-foot radius referenced in the NOP/IS. This location is not 
necessarily the location of the greatest impact as this residence is not in the dominant downwind 
pattern for the facility. Further, the estimated soil deposition of heavy metals from air toxics 
emissions would be less than significant; this could be explained by the facility having extensive 
air pollution control systems, including a WESP, and that heavy metals do not travel far as 
evidenced by the facility’s source tests, CEMS records, and HRA modeling. 
Specifically, to estimate public health impacts from the proposed Project’s air toxics emissions, 
the EIR includes of an HRA. Separate HRAs were conducted for the baseline (existing setting) 
and proposed Project conditions to determine the net increase in health risk (from mobile and 
stationary sources during normal operations and described in detail in Appendix D.1: Technical 
Air Quality Methods and Emissions Assumptions, including stack and fugitive emissions). 
Sensitive receptors within a 5,000-meter radius distance from the facility were included in the 
residential receptor analysis (also referred to as a 10-kilometer grid which is equivalent to 6.2 
miles).  
Table 4.2-8 in the EIR shows that the proposed Project’s potential incremental (net) cancer risk 
impacts, inclusive of both stationary and mobile sources during normal operations, would be less 
than the applicable South Coast AQMD thresholds for MEIR and MEIW receptors. The proposed 
Project’s non-cancer risk net impacts, which are represented as Maximum Chronic Hazard Index 
and Maximum Acute Hazard Index, would also be less than their respective South Coast AQMD 
significance thresholds. For these reasons, the proposed Project’s potential net health risk impact 
would not generate significant public health impacts from toxic air emissions.  
 The EIR concluded that all of the proposed Project’s potential impacts including potential impacts 
to public health (specifically including air quality and GHGs, and hazards and hazardous materials, 
accidental releases or fire hazards) would be less than significant. Therefore, mitigation measures 
are not required. For these reasons, the net health risk impact from the proposed Project would not 
generate significant public health impacts from toxic air emissions. 
Furthermore, analysis in the EIR concluded that all potential impacts identified for any 
environmental topic area including potential impacts to public health (specifically including air 
quality and GHGs, and hazards and hazardous materials, accidental releases or fire hazards) would 
be less than significant; therefore, mitigation measures are not required. Additionally, the 
assessment of cumulative air quality and GHG emissions (including air toxics) were found to be 
less than cumulatively considerable.  
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Response to Comment NOP-8-J & NOP-8-K 
 
At its most basic level, CEQA requires an analysis of how a proposed project will change the 
existing environmental conditions, also known as the environmental baseline. (CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15125(a); Neighbors for Smart Rail v. Exposition Metro Line Construction Authority 
(2013) 57 Cal.4th 439, 447; see also CEQA Guidelines Section 15378(a) [“ ‘Project’ means the 
whole of an action, which has a potential for resulting in either a direct physical change in the 
environment, or a reasonably foreseeable indirect physical change in the environment…”].)  The 
proposed Project’s existing environmental conditions are described in detail in Chapter 3. CEQA, 
however, does not require an analysis of the existing conditions’ significant impacts as implied in 
the comment.  
Instead, CEQA requires an analysis of a proposed Project’s potential environmental impacts, Here, 
the proposed Project’s potential air quality impacts are presented in Section 4.2 and Appendix D 
of the EIR. The analysis examines the proposed Project’s potential increases of criteria pollutant 
emissions, including lead, and compares these increases to South Coast AQMD’s air quality 
significance thresholds. This analysis included the potential environmental impacts from all 
aspects of the proposed Project, including the use of petroleum coke in addition to or in lieu of 
calcined coke as a smelting reagent in the facility’s furnaces. Section 4.2 and Appendix D of the 
EIR also include an extensive analysis of the potential health risks from the proposed Project’s 
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potential stationary and mobile source toxic emissions including but not limited to lead, arsenic, 
benzene, 1,3-butadiene and hexavalent chromium as requested in the comment.  
Specifically, to estimate public health impacts from the proposed Project’s air toxics emissions 
(e.g., arsenic, benzene, 1,3-butadiene and hexavalent chromium), the EIR includes an HRA. 
Separate HRAs were conducted for the baseline (existing setting) and proposed Project conditions 
to determine the net increase in health risk (from mobile and stationary sources and described in 
detail in Appendix D.1: Technical Air Quality Methods and Emissions Assumptions). Sensitive 
receptors within a 5,000-meter radius distance from the facility were included in the residential 
receptor analysis (also referred to as a 10-kilometer grid which is equivalent to 6.2 miles).  
Table 4.2-8 in the EIR shows that the proposed Project’s potential incremental (net) cancer risk 
impacts, inclusive of both stationary and mobile sources during normal operations, would be less 
than the applicable South Coast AQMD thresholds for MEIR and MEIW receptors. The proposed 
Project’s non-cancer risk net impacts, which are represented as Maximum Chronic Hazard Index 
and Maximum Acute Hazard Index, would also be less than their respective South Coast AQMD 
significance thresholds. For these reasons, the proposed Project’s potential net health risk impact 
would not generate significant public health impacts from toxic air emissions. Furthermore, 
analysis in the EIR concluded that all of the proposed Project’s potential impacts including 
potential impacts to public health (specifically including air quality and GHGs, and hazards and 
hazardous materials, accidental releases or fire hazards) would be less than significant. Therefore, 
mitigation measures are not required. For these reasons, the net health risk impact from the 
proposed Project would not generate significant public health impacts from toxic air emissions. 
The comment requests further information regarding the proposed use of petroleum coke in 
addition to or in lieu of calcined coke as a smelting reagent. Detailed information regarding 
petroleum coke and calcined coke can be found in Chapter 2. Section 4.2 and Appendix D evaluate 
the potential environmental impacts that could result from the use of petroleum cokes in the 
furnaces as a smelting reagent. Specifically, these potential impacts were the subject of a research 
permit issued by the South Coast AQMD pursuant to Rule 441. As explained in detail in the EIR 
and Appendix D, the source tests conducted pursuant to the research permit found no exceedances 
of permit conditions and all potential impacts due to the change in smelting reagents were found 
to be less than significant.  
Regarding whether the proposed Project could potentially generate soil deposition (and thus also 
water) impacts, Table 4.2-9 in the EIR summarizes the breakdown of the sources of risk (the 
speciation) as well as the percentage contribution for each risk category (inhalation, soil (e.g., land 
and waterways), dermal, mother’s milk and crops (e.g., home gardens)) for the maximum 
residential cancer risk for the Receptor 51165, the location of highest estimated residential risk 
(the MEIR). The MEIR risks for the total proposed Project, the baseline and the increment 
(proposed Project less baseline) would each be less than the South Coast AQMD maximum 
residential cancer risk threshold (Table 4.2-8 in the EIR). For these reasons, potential soil 
deposition impacts from the proposed Project would also be less than the South Coast AQMD 
maximum residential cancer risk threshold and the proposed Project would not generate significant 
soil deposition impacts. 
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Response to Comment NOP-8-L 
The proposed Project’s environmental impacts in both the NOP/IS and EIR were analyzed 
according to the applicable significance criteria for each environmental topic area. The quarter-
mile distance referenced in the comment specifically responds to the NOP/IS Section VIII – 
Hazards and Hazardous Materials, Question c) which asks whether the proposed Project would 
emit hazardous emissions “within one-quarter mile of an existing or proposed school” (see NOP/IS 
pp. 2-31, 2-34). This standard is established in Appendix G to the CEQA Guidelines. Additionally, 
South Coast AQMD Rule 212 (d) establishes one-quarter mile as the minimum distribution radius 
from the proposed project for receipt of public notification for a Permit to Construct or a permit 
modification. Since the nearest school is located approximately 0.6 mile from the Project site, 
which is a greater distance than the one-quarter mile criterion, the NOP/IS determined that no 
impact would result in this particular environmental topic.  
Nonetheless, relative to the current and proposed handling of hazardous materials at the Quemetco 
facility, the roadway routes used by the trucks entering or leaving the facility do not pass by the 
schools shown in Appendix A – Schools Within two-mile radius of the Quemetco facility of the 
NOP/IS (Appendix A of this EIR). Trucks access Quemetco along S. 7th Avenue to and from SR-
60 (refer to Section 4.6 for evaluation of truck impacts at the SR-60 on and off ramps which is 
evidence that Caltrans also acknowledges that the trucks are using this state route and this local 
truck route). The comment identifies the closest school, Palm Elementary School located at 14740 
Palm Avenue. The Palm Avenue Elementary school is located on the west side of SR-60 and would 
not be along the truck route to and from Quemetco. Additionally, the school is approximately 0.6 
miles away from hazardous materials storage areas at the facility and is separated from the facility 
by multiple intervening structures including SR-60. Additionally, the HRA assessment prepared 
models of the existing air toxics emissions and the potential emissions from the proposed Project 
from mobile and onsite sources. The HRA applied a 10-kilometer receptor grid (also described as 
5,000-meter radius or 6.2-mile grid from the facility). As a result, the proposed Project’s potential 
air toxics emissions impacts to all uses (including residences and schools) were modeled within 
6.2 miles of the facility. All of the proposed Project’s potential impacts, including the potential 
impacts analyzed in the HRA, would be less than significant.  
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Response to Comment NOP-8-M 
At its most basic level, CEQA requires an analysis of how a proposed project will change the 
existing environmental conditions, also known as the environmental baseline. (CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15125(a; Neighbors for Smart Rail v. Exposition Metro Line Construction Authority 
(2013) 57 Cal.4th 439, 447; see also CEQA Guidelines Section 15378(a [“ ‘Project’ means the 
whole of an action, which has a potential for resulting in either a direct physical change in the 
environment, or a reasonably foreseeable indirect physical change in the environment…”].)  The 
proposed Project’s existing environmental conditions are described in detail in Chapter 3.     
The proposed Project’s hydrology and water quality impacts are discussed in Section 4.5 of the 
EIR, including the proposed Project’s potential impacts to surface and groundwater. The analysis 
of this environmental topic area in the EIR concluded that the proposed Project would result in 
less than significant impacts. Therefore, mitigation measures are not required.  
Please refer to Master Response on DTSC Soils Investigations and Remediation. 
The proposed Project assessed in this EIR does not result in any soils disturbance (on or offsite) 
nor any changes that would affect the existing soil conditions, therefore no further soils analysis 
is required. Further, the proposed Project does not result in any surface or groundwater disturbance 
as assessed in Section 3.5 and 4.5 of the EIR. 
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Response to Comment NOP-8-N 
The EIR includes estimates of increased water usage and wastewater discharge, as presented in 
Table 2-1 of the EIR. Section 4.5: Hydrology and Water Quality of the EIR further evaluates the 
proposed Project’s potential stormwater, wastewater, and groundwater impacts.  
As defined by U.S. EPA’s National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES), 
stormwater runoff is “generated from rain and snowmelt events that flow over land or 
impervious surfaces, such as paved streets, parking lots, and building rooftops, and does not soak 
into the ground.”  Stormwater impacts are also analyzed in Section 4.5 of the EIR which explains 
that the stormwater collected from the operating side of the facility is collected in stormwater 
inlets which are directed to the onsite wastewater treatment unit for filtering, treatment and 
discharge. Any change in stormwater runoff, which is not anticipated as there would be no 
construction as part of the proposed Project, could be handled by the onsite wastewater treatment 
unit. 
Further, hazardous materials used in the furnaces are stored in enclosed buildings and therefore 
are not exposed to outside weather and are not susceptible to storms in a manner that would 
contribute to any to stormwater events. For this reason, the increased use of additives and feed 
stock, which are received, handled, stored and processed within enclosed buildings, would not 
cause any change in the amount of chemicals in a stormwater event.  
It should also be noted that the Quemetco facility operates extensive and complex air pollution 
control systems to prevent the release and deposition of hazardous materials onto surface areas 
that could contaminate stormwater via surface runoff (refer to Chapter 3 – Environmental Setting 
and Chapter 4 – Environmental Impact Assessment of the EIR for detailed discussions on this 
topic). Please also refer to the Master Response on DTSC Soils Investigations and Remediations. 
Further, Section 4.2 in the EIR includes Table 4.2-9 which summarizes that the facility’s 
potential air toxics emissions would not generate a potentially significant soils deposition impact 
from the proposed Project. 
Wastewater is water that has been contaminated by human use and is generated at the facility 
through water use in various processes. The facility is subject to wastewater discharge permits. 
All wastewater at the facility is collected and transferred to the onsite wastewater treatment unit 
per the facility’s wastewater discharge permit conditions prior to either reuse or discharge to the 
LACSD system. All onsite washdown water is currently treated at the onsite water treatment 
facility prior to discharge. 
As the proposed Project does not include changes to the physical characteristics of the existing 
facility, such as increased impermeable surfaces, no increases or changes to stormwater runoff 
are expected. The proposed Project’s potential air quality impacts, as analyzed in Section 4.2 and 
Appendix D of the EIR, will not increase pollutants in runoff because these pollutants do not 
exceed  HRA significance thresholds nor air permit conditions. Specifically, Table 4.2-8 in the 
EIR (as supported by Appendix D.1) shows that the potential net cancer risk impacts, inclusive 
of both stationary and mobile sources, from the proposed Project would be less than the South 
Coast AQMD threshold for MEIR and MEIW receptors. Sensitive receptors are included in the 
residential receptor analysis. Potential cancer risk net impacts, which are represented as 
Maximum Chronic Hazard Index and Maximum Acute Hazard Index, would also be less than 
their respective significance thresholds. 
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Response to Comment NOP-8-O & NOP-8-P 
As discussed in the NOP/IS in Section XII, Noise, the proposed Project would have no 
construction-related noise impacts because no construction is called for by the proposed Project. 
Therefore, the proposed Project’s only potential noise impacts would result from operational 
activities.  
The noise impact analysis in the NOP/IS describes the characteristics of sound, sound levels of 
typical noise sources and noise environments, and provides reported existing noise levels which 
are published in the City of Industry Noise Element. Further, the noise analysis in the NOP/IS 
describes the sources of operational-related noise from Quemetco and noise-related attenuation 
from existing buildings and area topography.  
The existing air pollution control devices are the main sources of existing facility operations 
noise. These devices are already operating at the Quemetco facility 24 hours per day. Further, the 
proposed Project would not cause these air pollution control systems to change their existing 
operations in any way. For these reasons, there would be no change in existing noise levels from 
the operations of air pollution control systems under proposed Project conditions. 
By proposing to eliminate the time the rotary/kiln feed dryer is turned off and the reverberatory 
furnace is set to idle mode, which typically occurs between the hours of 6 a.m. and 11 a.m., the 
furnaces that will no longer have an idle period may operate one to six hours more per day and 
would no longer have to use fuel and idle. However, the rotary/kiln feed dryer and reverberatory 
furnace are fully contained within existing, enclosed buildings, which limits audible noise from 
the facility. As such, even if the rotary/kiln feed dryer and the reverberatory furnace operate 
between 6 a.m. and 11 a.m., the noise level at the fenceline will not be discernably different from 
any other time of day when the rotary/kiln feed dryer and the reverberatory furnace is operating. 
Moreover, the nearest sensitive noise receptors are located approximately 600 feet from the 
facility and are buffered from operational noise by intervening structures. 
The proposal to increase the feed rate would cause additional feed and additives to be delivered 
to the facility, and daily traffic at the facility to increase by up to 15 truck visits per day, six (6) 
employee round trips per day and three (3) additional railcars per month. These activities would 
not change the noise profile at the facility’s fenceline as explained in the following excerpts from 
the  NOP/IS, Section XII: Noise:  
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“The additional employee activity would occur at shift change. The 15 additional trucks 
would generate no more than one additional truck per hour. One truck per hour passing 
by at 15 to 25 miles per hour would generate a noise effect of less than 35 dBA averaged 
over an hour. The facility buildings as well as nearby industrial buildings and the 
railroad berm would act as barriers between the noise generated by this additional truck 
activity and the nearest residents (approximately 600 feet south of the facility fenceline 
and on the opposite side of the railroad berm). The potential noise impact from a project 
is evaluated at the nearest sensitive receptor, which is over 600 feet to the south of the 
Quemetco facility boundary. Noise levels diminish over a distance from a noise source, 
and can be estimated using noise attenuation formulas. For example, 75 dB(A) reduces to 
49.75 dB(A) over 600 feet with no intervening structures, 80 dB(A) attenuates to 54.75, 
85 dB(A) attenuates to 59.75 dB(A), and 90 dB(A) attenuates to 64.75 without any 
intervening noise barriers. In the case of Quemetco, there are intervening structures and 
a railroad berm that serve as a noise buffer between the Quemetco facility and nearest 
residences 600 feet to the south. Thus, additional noise from Quemetco would be reduced 
further than the attenuation scenarios presented above. For these reasons, an additional 
six employee roundtrips a day, 15 trucks a day and three additional railcars per month 
would not be expected to substantially change the exterior noise environment of 75 dB(A) 
CNEL at the facility fenceline. With respect to the three railcars, those cars would occur 
on the existing railroad right-of-way adjacent to Quemetco. Furthermore, three railcars 
per month would not substantially increase existing environmental noise because such 
noise would be extremely intermittent and in limited duration (up to three additional 
times per month). Finally, unloading of the railcar would occur at the northern boundary 
of the project site, thus further attenuating unloading noise by adding the facility as a 
buffer.”  

As explained in the excerpt, the potential increase in truck trips would not be expected to result 
in a significant noise impact because the additional truck activities would be spread out across 
the work day and would be controlled by appointment scheduling; all deliveries arrive at specific 
appointment times. In the unlikely event that all of the additional truck trips occur during a single 
hour, 15 truck trips added to the roadway network would not result in a significant noise impact 
because the additional truck activities would result in almost no measurable change to this 
existing noise environment on the adjacent roadway. The truck trips would represent a negligible 
increase (0.01% of daily activity) to the total trips occurring on the roadway network that 
Quemetco utilizes, including along S. 7th Avenue, which has a daily volume ranging from 
approximately 12,000 to 15,000 trips and a peak hour activity level of 1,200 to 1,500 cars per 
hour.  
The excerpt from the NOP/IS also explains why the projected additional rail trips to the facility 
associated with the proposed Project would not result in a significant noise impact.  
For these reasons, the net noise impact from the proposed Project would not generate significant 
impacts. Furthermore, analysis in the EIR concluded that all potential impacts identified for any 
environmental topic area including potential impacts to public health (specifically including air 
quality and GHGs, and hazards and hazardous materials, accidental releases or fire hazards) 
would be less than significant. Therefore, mitigation measures are not required.  
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Response to Comment NOP-8-Q 
The assessment of the proposed Project’s potential effects on solid and hazardous waste is 
included in the NOP/IS Section XVI, questions a) and b). The analysis quantified the proposed 
Project’s potential increase in solid and hazardous waste generation and the capacity of the 
landfills designated to receive Quemetco’s solid and hazardous waste (see NOP/IS Page 2-56). 
The landfills that would receive the additional waste were identified in the NOP/IS as located in 
Beatty, Nevada and Parker, Arizona. The potential impacts to solid and hazardous waste were 
found to be less than significant based on both landfills confirming that there is sufficient 
capacity to handle the proposed Project’s potential increase in the amount of slag as described in 
Table 2-1 of Section 2.6: Project Description as well as both landfills confirming they have 
theoretically sufficient space to continue receiving Quemetco’s waste streams (Reid personal 
communication and Sawyer personal communication) (See Appendix A of the EIR).3  
For these reasons, the net solid waste disposal impacts from the proposed Project would not 
generate significant impacts. Furthermore, analysis in the EIR concluded that all potential 
impacts identified for any environmental topic area analyzed in the NOP/IS and the EIR would 
be less than significant; therefore, mitigation measures are not required.  

 
3 Reid, Jessica. 2014 Customer Service Representative, US Ecology, Beatty, Nevada. Telephone conversation with 
Valerie Rosenkrantz of Trinity Consultants, Inc. on December 17, 2014 to confirm landfill’s capacity to accept 
additional amounts of slag. Sawyer, Willis D. 2016. Arizona Area Environmental Manager, Republic Services. La 
Paz County Landfill, Parker, Arizona. Email verification on May 3, 2016 confirming landfill’s capacity to accept 
additional amounts of slag. 
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The South Coast AQMD rules and regulations which are applicable to the facility, and will 
continue to apply to the proposed Project, and the facility’s compliance history, including the 
current compliance status, are discussed in Section 3.2 and Appendix C in the EIR. The NOVs 
for the facility referenced in the comment were issued by South Coast AQMD for air permit 
violations and do not pertain to solid and hazardous waste disposal and capacity at designated 
landfills.  
The facility has a history of solid and hazardous waste disposal compliance. Nonetheless, the 
South Coast AQMD does not have authority over solid and hazardous waste handling and 
disposal.  

Response to Comment NOP-8-R 
The proposed Project does not include any physical changes to access locations, pick-ups and 
drop-offs of materials, or storage that would impact traffic patterns. While the NOP/IS concluded 
that traffic and transportation would not be significantly impacted by the proposed Project, the 
EIR includes an analysis of the proposed Project’s potential VMT and turning movement hazards 
in Section 4.6. These potential impacts would be less than significant.  
All potential environmental impacts of the proposed Project have been analyzed in the NOP/IS 
and EIR including potential changes to traffic patterns. The proposed Project’s potential impacts 
to aesthetics, agriculture and forestry resources, biological resources, cultural resources, geology 
and soils, land use and planning, mineral resources, noise, population and housing, public 
services, recreation, and solid and hazardous waste were analyzed in the NOP/IS and were found 
to be less than significant. Therefore, these environmental topic areas were not analyzed further 
in the EIR. The NOP/IS identified the following environmental topic areas requiring further 
analysis in the EIR: air quality and GHG emissions (including air toxics), energy, hazards and 
hazardous materials, hydrology and water quality, and transportation. The analysis of these 
environmental topic areas in the EIR concluded that the proposed Project would result in less 
than significant impacts. Therefore, mitigation measures are not required. 
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Response to Comment NOP-8-S 
Detailed information regarding Quemetco’s railcar loading system is provided in Chapter 2 - 
Proposed Project of the EIR. The railcar loading system is not within a building maintained 
under the negative air pressure. This is because the rail loading building is used for the transfer 
of products that are either stable (e.g., refined lead) or contained and there would be no lead 
processing operations or dispersion of any hazardous materials in the transfer of material in this 
building. 

Response to Comment NOP-8-T 
As discussed in Section  Section 3.2 of Chapter 3 – Environmental Setting, RRP conditions have 
been incorporated into the existing Title V permit and will not change as a result of the proposed 
Project. Additionally, the HRA looks at total facility health risks to ensure no conflicts with the 
previously approved RRP. Note that Quemetco is still subject to AB 2588 and the proposed 
Project would also be subject to AB 2588.  
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Response to Comment NOP-8-U 
Chapter 2 includes a detailed discussion of petroleum coke and calcined coke. The potential 
impacts, including air quality and hazards impacts, associated with the use of petroleum coke in 
lieu of or in addition to calcined coke are analyzed in Sections 4.2 and 4.4 of the EIR, including 
air toxics by-products of past use of these materials. The referenced testing results are included 
in Appendix D. As summarized in Section 4.2, there would be no change in existing emissions 
levels from the proposed change in smelting reagents. Further, all potential impacts from the 
proposed change in smelting reagents were found to be less than significant. Additionally, there 
would be no exceedances of permit conditions from the proposed change in smelting reagents. 
 

Response to Comment NOP-8-V 
The NOP/IS identified the Los Angeles County Fire Department (LACFD), serving as the 
Certified Uniform Program Agency (CUPA), as the regulatory authority for the storage and 
handling of hazardous materials and waste at the facility (see p. 1-19). However, the proposed 
Project does not require any modifications to existing permits or approvals from LACFD. For 
this reason, LACFD is not identified as a CEQA Responsible Agency. Section 4.4 of the EIR 
includes an assessment of the hazardous material and waste and the applicable LACFD CUPA 
requirements and concludes all potential impacts from the storage or handling of hazardous 
materials, which is governed by Los Angeles County Ordinance, Title 32, would be less than 
significant. Hazardous waste requirements related to LACFD, DTSC and U.S. EPA are discussed 
in Sections 3.4 and 4.4 of the EIR. 
 

Response to Comment NOP-8-W 
See also Response to Comment NOP-8-V. The NOP/IS discussed LACFD’s regulatory 
requirements including CUPA reporting, emergency procedures, and employee training. The 
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proposed Project does not change these CUPA requirements. There will be no new materials 
stored onsite nor any change in the quantities of materials stored onsite as currently identified in 
the facility’s Hazardous Materials Business Plan (refer to Sections 3.4 and 4.4 of the EIR). The 
proposed Project would include additional coke used onsite for the increase in the throughput 
limit; because Quemetco currently holds a sufficient quantity of coke for smelting in its 
warehouse to cover its daily usage plus a reserve, there would be no change in the amount of 
coke materials (the combined total of calcined coke and petroleum coke) stored onsite required 
based on the use of petroleum coke as a smelting reagent.  Therefore, there would not be any 
substantial change in the existing HMBP. The HMBP is required for safety reasons so that fire 
department personnel are aware of materials stored onsite in advance to take appropriate 
precautionary measures in case of fire. Section 4.4 of the EIR includes an assessment of the 
hazardous material and waste and the applicable LACFD CUPA requirements and concludes all 
potential impacts from the storage or handling of hazardous materials, which is governed by Los 
Angeles County Ordinance, Title 32, would be less than significant. 
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Response to Comment NOP-8-X 
See also response to comments NOP-8-U, NOP-8-V and NOP-8-W. The proposed Project’s 
potential hazards impacts are analyzed in Sections 4.2 (the HRA) and 4.4 (Hazards and 
Hazardous Materials) of the EIR which address all of the requested areas of study identified in 
the comment.  
 
The test results from changing smelting reagents from calcined coke to petroleum coke in lieu of 
or in addition to calcined coke are summarized in Appendix D.  
As summarized in Section 4.2, there would be no change in existing emissions levels from the 
proposed change in smelting reagents. Further, all potential impacts from the proposed change in 
smelting reagents were found to be less than significant. Additionally, there would be no 
exceedances of permit conditions from the proposed change in smelting reagents. 
 

Response to Comment NOP-8-Y 
See also response to NOP-8-Q. The solid and hazardous waste analysis in the NOP/IS indicated 
that the proposed Project would generate approximately 178 additional slag truck loads per year 
due to new waste materials requiring transfer to landfills.  
The handling of these materials at the facility is regulated by the facility’s existing RCRA Part B 
permit, as approved by DTSC. The RCRA Part B permit includes restrictions on the handling, 
loading, and transport of such materials to ensure that hazardous waste and disposal impacts 
(including spills) are minimized and primarily occur under negative pressure.4  The method of 

 
4 Except for the rail car loading area, the operations, including the furnaces, batter wrecker, the containment building 
and refinery, are within enclosed buildings under negative pressure. Refer to Chapter 2 for detailed descriptions of 
the facility and its operations. 
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storage and transfer of slag to trucks for disposal at landfills will not change as a result of the 
proposed Project.  
See also Section 3.4 and Section 4.4 of the EIR for an assessment of the storage, handling and 
transfer of hazardous materials, including slag truck loads to landfills. The NOP/IS and the EIR 
concluded that the proposed Project would result in less than significant impacts; therefore, 
mitigation measures are not required. 
 

Response to Comment NOP-8-Z 
See also responses to NOP-8-Q and NOP-8-Y. Under existing operations, small quantities of 
lead may remain in waste slag and are deemed non-hazardous under a TCLP analysis.5 As 
described in Chapter 2 and Section 3.4, all slag is tested under a TCLP analysis and based on the 
results, some slag is sent to a RCRA-landfill and some slag is deemed non-hazardous and sent to 
a non-RCRA landfill. The proposed Project would not change the process for evaluating slag to 
determine which landfill (whether RCRA or non-RCRA) for each truck load of slag. Although 
the proposed Project may result in an increased number of slag loads, the method of storage and 
transfer of slag to trucks for disposal at landfills will not change as a result of the proposed 
Project.  
 

Response to Comment NOP-8-AA 
See also response to NOP-8-Q. Quemetco’s permit violations and settlements are discussed in 
Section 3.2 and Appendix C of the EIR. The various regulatory and permitting requirements 
applicable to Quemetco have become more rigorous and expansive over time (e.g., South Coast 
AQMD Rule 1420.1). Additionally, the air pollution control technology in operation at the 
facility has advanced substantially over time. A detailed explanation of the facility’s current air 
pollution control systems is provided in Chapter 2. Further, the proposed Project includes the 

 
5 Refer to EIR Chapter 7 – Acronyms for a definition of terms. 
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addition of a carbon monoxide (CO) continuous emissions monitoring system (CEMS) to the 
Wet Electrostatic Precipitator (WESP) stack to measure compliance with CO emission limits. 
Prior to issuing a permit, Health and Safety Code Section 42301(b) requires that an established 
air district permit system prohibit a facility from receiving a permit unless the air district is 
satisfied that the project being permitted will comply with all South Coast AQMD, CARB, and 
U.S. EPA regulatory requirements. The South Coast AQMD performs a thorough permit analysis 
to evaluate the maximum potential emissions from the permitted equipment and the resulting 
potential health risk impacts. Permit conditions are developed to provide operating parameters to 
ensure emissions stay below acceptable permit limits and risk levels as established through 
regulatory requirements. As a result of the permitting analysis, if a permit is issued, it is expected 
that the facility is or will be able to meet all air quality related regulatory requirements and 
operate in a manner that is protective of public health. The South Coast AQMD Executive 
Officer or designee will consider whether to approve the project after considering the permit 
evaluation and the CEQA analysis. (Health and Safety Code Section 42300(a); South Coast 
AQMD Administrative Code, Section 15.3.)   
Moreover, after permits are issued, South Coast AQMD compliance staff conduct regular 
inspections to ensure that equipment and processes are operating in compliance with the 
applicable rules and regulations. 
The landfills that would receive additional hazardous waste generated by the proposed Project 
are identified in the NOP/IS, Section XVI, Solid and Hazardous Waste, as those landfills located 
in Beatty, Nevada and Parker, Arizona. The assessment of the proposed Project’s potential 
effects on solid and hazardous waste is included in the NOP/IS Section XVI, questions a) and b). 
The potential impacts to solid and hazardous waste were found to be less than significant based 
on both landfills confirming that there is sufficient capacity to handle this additional amount of 
slag (Reid personal communication and Sawyer personal communication) (See Appendix A of 
the EIR). 
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Response to Comment NOP-8-AB 
At its most basic level, CEQA requires an analysis of how a proposed project will change the 
existing environmental conditions, also known as the environmental baseline. (CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15125(a; Neighbors for Smart Rail v. Exposition Metro Line Construction Authority 
(2013) 57 Cal.4th 439, 447; see also CEQA Guidelines Section 15378(a [“ ‘Project’ means the 
whole of an action, which has a potential for resulting in either a direct physical change in the 
environment, or a reasonably foreseeable indirect physical change in the environment…”].)  The 
proposed Project’s existing environmental conditions are described in detail in Chapter 3.  The 
seismic risks described in the comment are the existing environmental conditions.  
As explained in the NOP/IS (see Section VII: Geology and Soils), the analysis concluded that the 
proposed Project would not contribute to any geology and soils impacts because no physical 
changes requiring construction or soil disturbance are needed at the facility. Since no potentially 
significant geology and soils impacts were identified, no mitigation measures are required. 
 

Response to Comment NOP-8-AC 
Section 4.5 of the EIR presents a discussion of the proposed Project’s hydrology and water quality 
impacts and includes an analysis of the impacts to surface and groundwater.  
Regarding groundwater usage, the proposed Project is expected to use approximately 97,000 
additional gallons of water per day which will be supplied by the San Gabriel Valley Water 
Company (SGVWC). The water provided by the SGVWC is from the main San Gabriel 
groundwater basin (referred to as Main Basin) or recycled water. The SGVWC’s Urban Water 
Management Plan  confirms that it has sufficient water supplies to serve the proposed Project.  
The Urban Water Management Plan for the SGVWC also demonstrates that the proposed Project’s 
anticipated water use will not result in significant impacts. The Urban Water Management Plan 
provides that the SGVWC has water supplies sufficient to meet anticipated future demand 
including the proposed Project in normal, dry, and multiple-dry year scenarios and that these future 
demands are projected to be accommodated by increased use of recycled water as opposed to 
groundwater. Moreover, the Urban Water Management Plan projects an increase in potable and 
raw water demand from industrial users from baseline (2015) conditions to 2040. The proposed 



   
Appendix B – Comments Received on the NOP/IS and During CEQA Scoping Meeting and Responses to 
Comments 
 

Appendix B B-80 October 2021 

Project’s water demand is within these growth projections and is assessed in Sections 3.5 and 4.5 
of the EIR.6  The Urban Water Management Plan also notes the following: 

• The project’s water demand would constitute approximately 0.35% of the total water 
demand serviced by the SGVWC in 2015.7  This percentage decreases in projected 
future years (e.g., 2020, 2025, 2030).  

• The Urban Water Management Plan concludes that reliable quantities of projected 
water supply sources are available to the SGVWC to meet the region’s demand 
(including the proposed Project) through 2040. A single dry year or a multiple dry year 
period will not compromise the SGVWC’s ability to provide a reliable supply of water 
to its customers.8  The groundwater supplies in the Main Basin are deemed reliable.  

• The SGVWC has the ability to deliver imported water through a connection with the 
Metropolitan Water District of Southern California, as well as emergency 
interconnections with several surrounding water agencies to ensure the reliability of its 
water supply.9 
 

Further, Quemetco has the ability to recycle its water for additional use onsite. As a result, the 
projected demand for the proposed Project was overestimated, and is therefore conservative for 
CEQA purposes. Regarding surface runoff, see Response to Comment NOP-8-N. As explained in 
the NOP/IS (see Appendix A of the EIR), the proposed Project would occur within the boundaries 
of the existing facility and no physical changes to the facility are needed; therefore, there would 
be no new impacts from surface runoff. See also Response to Comment NOP-8-N for a detailed 
discussion regarding surface runoff and stormwater runoff. 
 

 
6 San Gabriel Valley Water Company, Los Angeles County Division, 2015 Urban Water Management Plan, July 
2016, Amended July 2017; Tables 4-1 and 4-2 (https://www.sgvwater.com/wp-content/uploads/2018/09/Volume-I-
FINAL-AMENDED_2015-UWMP_SGVWC_LACD.pdf; accessed on April 1, 2021).  
 
7 SGVWC UWMP Tables 4-1, 6-8, and 6-9. 
 
8 SGVWC UWMP Section 7.3. 
 
9 SGVWC UWMP Sections 6.1 and 6.7.3.  

https://www.sgvwater.com/wp-content/uploads/2018/09/Volume-I-FINAL-AMENDED_2015-UWMP_SGVWC_LACD.pdf
https://www.sgvwater.com/wp-content/uploads/2018/09/Volume-I-FINAL-AMENDED_2015-UWMP_SGVWC_LACD.pdf
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Response to Comment NOP-8-AD 
This EIR has analyzed what the proposed Project’s potential environmental impacts, including 
impacts to public services, air quality, geology and soils, hazardous materials and hydrology and 
water quality. The NOP/IS analyzed the proposed Project’s potential impacts to geology and 
soils and public services and found them to be less than significant; therefore, they are not 
analyzed further in the EIR and the comment does not raise any geology and soils and public 
services issues which were not previously analyzed or considered. Section 3.4 of the EIR 
includes a summary of DTSC’s soil sampling program. Please refer to Master Response on 
DTSC Soils Investigations and Remediation. The air quality and hydrology impacts of the 
proposed Project are discussed in Sections 4.2 and 4.5, respectively.  
The EIR also includes an HRA, which analyzes the potential health risks to the surrounding areas 
from the proposed Project, as well as an assessment of compliance with state and federal ambient 
air quality standards, which includes lead (see Section 4.2 and Appendix D of the EIR). The 
HRA found the proposed Project’s potential impacts would be less than significant. Regarding 
whether the proposed Project's air emissions could potentially generate soil deposition impacts, 
Table 4.2-9 in the EIR breaks down the potential sources of risk being evaluated (inhalation, soil 
(e.g., land and waterways), dermal, mother's milk, and crops (e.g., home gardens)) as well as the 
percentage contribution of each risk source to the maximum residential cancer risk for Receptor 
51165, the location of the highest estimated residential risk (the MEIR). The MEIR risks 
including soil deposition impacts for the total proposed Project, the baseline, and the increment 
(proposed Project less baseline), would be less than the South Coast AQMD maximum 
residential cancer risk threshold (Table 4.2-8 in the EIR). For these reasons, potential soil 
deposition impacts from the proposed Project would also be less than the South Coast AQMD 
maximum residential cancer risk threshold and the proposed Project would not generate 
significant soil deposition impacts. Based on the findings of the NOP/IS and the HRA, it is not 
anticipated that the public bikeway and equestrian trail along San Jose Creek channel would be 
subject to health risks or toxics contamination from the proposed Project.  
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Response to Comment NOP-8-AE 
Chapter 2 of the EIR explains that Quemetco operates pursuant to a wastewater discharge permit 
from the LACSD and its onsite wastewater treatment facilities are connected to the sewer system 
which is owned by the City of Industry and maintained by LACSD. Section 3.5 of the EIR 
addresses the proposed Project’s hydrology and water quality environmental setting, including 
applicable waste discharge requirements. The proposed Project’s potential impacts to wastewater 
discharge are analyzed in Section 4.5 of the EIR. The facility will continue its close coordination 
with the City of Industry and LACSD. 
The City of Industry Department of Public Works and Engineering 
(https://www.cityofindustry.org/city-hall/departments/development-services/public-works-
engineering) defers to the Los Angeles County Department of Public Works (LADPW) Sewer 
Maintenance District for sewer service or spills. As discussed in Section 2.6: Permits and 
Approvals of the EIR, LADPW has been identified as a commenting agency as Quemetco does 
not have a permit directly with LADPW. The project does not contain any elements that would 
require a discretionary action by LADPW to determine whether to carry out or approved the 
proposed Project.  
The City of Industry Department of Public Works and Engineering 
(https://www.cityofindustry.org/city-hall/departments/development-services/public-works-
engineering) defers to the applicable water purveyor for water service or leaks. The water 
purveyor for the facility is the SGVWC. The SGVWC has confirmed that it can and will serve 
the proposed Project based on its UWMP. 
The NOP/IS and the EIR accurately portray the agency responsibilities regarding water and 
wastewater. 
 

Response to Comment NOP-8-AF 
The NOP/IS included a reference section identifying documents, reports, and studies cited in the 
NOP/IS. Chapter 8 of the EIR includes all the references cited in the EIR. 

https://www.cityofindustry.org/city-hall/departments/development-services/public-works-engineering
https://www.cityofindustry.org/city-hall/departments/development-services/public-works-engineering
https://www.cityofindustry.org/city-hall/departments/development-services/public-works-engineering
https://www.cityofindustry.org/city-hall/departments/development-services/public-works-engineering
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Response to Comment NOP-8-AG 
As requested, the contact information has been added to the distribution list for all notices related 
to this proposed Project. 

Response to Comment NOP-8-AH 
Thank you for responding to the NOP/IS. All comments received relative to the NOP/IS have 
been included in Appendix B of the EIR, individual comments have been bracketed, and 
responses to the bracketed comments have been provided.
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Response to Comment Letter NOP-9 
The EIR includes an analysis of the health risks from existing and the proposed Project’s 
potential toxic emissions based on South Coast AQMD methodology and guidance.  
While Quemetco and Exide are both battery recyclers, Exide’s operation in the City of Vernon 
permanently closed in 2015. As a separate facility operated in the past by a separate company, 
Exide has no relationship to Quemetco and the proposed Project. Exide began operation in the 
1920s, several decades earlier than Quemetco. The details of Exide’s operations, facility design 
and air pollution control systems were not the same as Quemetco’s operations, facility design 
and air pollution control systems.  
Specifically, Quemetco was the first facility to install a WESP to control lead emissions from a 
Secondary Lead Smelting operation. Exide resisted installation of similar technology at the 
Vernon facility. As a result, the lead emission profile for the two facilities is very different. 
During Exide’s last two full years of operation, 2014 and 2013, Exide’s lead emissions were 
reported as 211.73 pounds per year and 317.948 pounds per year respectively according to 
annual emissions reports submitted to SCAQMD and obtained via SCAQMD’s FIND website 
(South Coast AQMD, 2013-2014a; South Coast AQMD, 2013-2014b). During this same period 
Quemetco reported lead emissions of 4.728 pounds per year (2014) and 6.779 pounds per year 
(2013). For these reasons, Exide’s past violations are not germane to Quemetco, the proposed 
Project, the analysis in this EIR or the CEQA process that South Coast AQMD is undertaking as 
lead agency. Information pertaining to the Exide facility and its previous operations are therefore 
not included in this EIR. The EIR for this proposed Project concluded that all potential 
environmental impacts would be less than significant. 
Quemetco has safety measures and practices in place for its employees to prevent worker 
exposure to toxic materials. For example, employees are required to wear protective uniforms (or 
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Tyvek suits) and respirators to protect them from lead exposure. Additionally, the facility 
conducts mandatory health and safety training for its employees on an annual basis. Because of 
the importance of personal hygiene in the control of ingestion of lead, more frequent training and 
coaching is implemented to control personal habits that may increase exposures.  
As required by CalOSHA and Department of Public Health, Quemetco periodically administers 
blood lead tests to their employees to screen for elevated lead levels every three (3) months for 
permanent employees. In addition, to ensure effectiveness of training, Quemetco conducts more 
frequent (monthly) blood lead monitoring of new hire employees. If an employee’s blood levels 
exceed any action thresholds, that employee repeats monthly blood tests and enters a coaching 
program. If blood levels are elevated, Quemetco voluntarily uses an outside specialist to 
investigate issues and identify the potential source of the contamination. Given these are OSHA 
requirements, the results of the blood testing are protected under the Health Insurance Portability 
and Accountability Act (HIPAA). The South Coast AQMD rules and regulations which are 
applicable to the Quemetco facility have extensive requirements for addressing emissions of lead 
and other toxics, but none require the screening or testing of any facility’s employees’ blood. 
Therefore, the amount of lead or other toxics in employees’ blood is not a factor in evaluating the 
proposed Project. 
Quemetco actively partners with Los Angeles County Department of Public Health to pay for 
blood tests for members of the public including those who live or work near the facility. For 
more information about free blood lead testing, please call Los Angeles County Department of 
Public Health’s Quemetco Hotline at (213) 738-3232. For more information about Los Angeles 
County Department of Public Health’s on-going support for the Quemetco community, click 
here: http://www.publichealth.lacounty.gov/eh/docs/quemetco/ProtectYourHealthBooklet-
en.pdf. 
  

http://www.publichealth.lacounty.gov/eh/docs/quemetco/ProtectYourHealthBooklet-en.pdf
http://www.publichealth.lacounty.gov/eh/docs/quemetco/ProtectYourHealthBooklet-en.pdf
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Comment Letter NOP-10 Stephen Russell 

 
Response to Comment Letter NOP-10 
Thank you for responding to the NOP/IS and providing innovative suggestions. The comment 
suggests the facility use robotics, drones and fixed ground sensors in the operation of the 
Quemetco plant.  
The existing facility operations already use as much automation as is safe in the operations of 
this secondary lead smelting operation. The use of drones or fixed ground sensors to scan 
emissions levels has not yet replaced use of CEMS or ambient air monitors with respect to South 
Coast AQMD requirements; both of which are currently in operations at this facility and are long 
established, effective tools in providing accurate emission readings. Further, while there are 
emissions from the WESP stacks and the Busch units, the velocity has not yet shown there is 
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sufficient potential to run a power generation turbine to reliably generate electricity as a power 
supply. Additionally, four onsite fenceline monitors continuously monitor lead and arsenic in the 
ambient air. Information about South Coast AQMD’s offsite air monitoring station is located 
here: http://www.aqmd.gov/home/news-events/community-investigations/quemetco/air-
monitoring.  
The Quemetco facility has a CEMS which is used for monitoring various pollutants, and the 
daily readings from the CEMS are used to demonstrate compliance with South Coast AQMD 
rules and regulations including Rule 1420.1.10  Additionally, ambient air quality monitoring 
stations located around the facility’s perimeter and in the area surrounding the facility provide 
additional data for the aforementioned pollutants.  
In addition, members of the public may register complaints, which are subsequently investigated 
by South Coast AQMD personnel by calling 1-800-CUT-SMOG or 1-800-288-7664 (toll free) or 
via web through South Coast AQMD’s online complaint submittal system at 
https://www.aqmd.gov/home/air-quality/complaints.  
While South Coast AQMD does not have any rules or regulations which require the use of 
robotics or automation at facilities, Quemetco has many automated processes. Nevertheless, 
employees are necessary for operations, including oversight of automation, occurring throughout 
the facility.  
Of the environmental topic areas analyzed, air quality (including air toxics) and GHGs, and 
hazards and hazardous materials (accidental releases or fire hazards) directly correlate to public 
health. Specifically, to estimate public health impacts from the proposed Project’s air toxics 
emissions, an HRA was prepared. Separate HRAs were conducted for the baseline and proposed 
Project conditions to determine the net increase in health risk (from mobile and stationary 
sources during normal operations and described in detail in Appendix D.1: Technical Air Quality 
Methods and Emissions Assumptions). Sensitive receptors within a 5,000-meter distance from 
the facility were included in the residential receptor analysis. Table 4.2-8 in the EIR shows that 
the proposed Project’s potential incremental (net) cancer risk impacts, inclusive of both 
stationary and mobile sources during normal operations, would be less than the applicable South 
Coast AQMD thresholds for MEIR and MEIW receptors. The proposed Project’s non-cancer risk 
net impacts, which are represented as Maximum Chronic Hazard Index and Maximum Acute 
Hazard Index, would also be less than their respective South Coast AQMD significance 
thresholds. For these reasons, the proposed Project’s potential net health risk impact would not 
generate significant public health impacts from toxic air emissions. Furthermore, analysis in the 
EIR concluded that all of the proposed Project’s potential impacts including potential impacts to 
public health (specifically including air quality and GHGs, and hazards and hazardous materials, 
accidental releases or fire hazards) would be less than significant. Therefore, mitigation measures 
are not required. For these reasons, the net health risk impact from the proposed Project would 
not generate significant public health impacts from toxic air emissions. Furthermore, analysis in 
the EIR concluded that all potential impacts identified for any environmental topic area including 
potential impacts to public health (specifically including air quality and GHGs, and hazards and 

 
10 Once the CO CEMS is installed and certified, there will be five constituents continuously monitored at the WESP 
stack: CO, CO2, NOx, SOx and arsenic. 

http://www.aqmd.gov/home/news-events/community-investigations/quemetco/air-monitoring
http://www.aqmd.gov/home/news-events/community-investigations/quemetco/air-monitoring
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hazardous materials, accidental releases or fire hazards) are less than significant; therefore, 
mitigation measures are not required.  
As part of the CEQA process for the proposed Project, South Coast AQMD has released the 
NOP/IS for public review and comment and held two CEQA scoping meetings in the community 
near the facility. Comments received relative to the NOP/IS and at the CEQA scoping meetings 
are included in this Appendix B of the EIR along with responses to the comments. In addition, 
the Draft EIR will also be released for at least a 60-day public review and comment period with 
at least one public meeting in response to requests made by the public as well as interested 
agencies. Comments received relative to the Draft EIR will also be included in an appendix of 
the Final EIR along with responses to the comments. 
Chapter 5 of the EIR analyzes the following alternatives to the proposed Project: Alternative 1 - 
No Project (i.e., not going forward with the proposed Project), Alternative 2 - Reduced Capacity 
Project, Alternative 3 – Offsite Facility, and Alternative 4 - Close the Facility. 
These comments do not raise any issues related to the scope of the NOP/IS or the scope of the 
EIR for the proposed Project; therefore, no further response is required. 
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Comment Letter NOP-11 Albert and Margaret Porras 

 
Response to Comment Letter NOP-11 
The CEQA process for the proposed Project is specifically designed to evaluate the potential 
impacts to the environment in general and, more specifically, to the community surrounding the 
Quemetco facility. The first step of the CEQA process, the NOP/IS, analyzed the proposed 
Project’s potential impacts to aesthetics, agriculture and forestry resources, biological resources, 
cultural resources, geology and soils, land use and planning, mineral resources, noise, population 
and housing, public services, recreation, and solid and hazardous waste, and concluded that the 
proposed Project would have less than significant impacts. For this reason, these environmental 
topic areas were not analyzed further in the EIR.  
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The EIR analyzes the potential impacts of the proposed Project on air quality and GHG 
emissions (including air toxics), energy, hazardous materials, hydrology and water quality, and 
transportation impacts from the proposed Project. As part of the EIR, an HRA analyzed the 
potential health risks to the surrounding areas (see Section 4.2 and Appendix D). The HRA was 
prepared in accordance with South Coast AQMD’s methodology and guidance and the results 
indicated less than significant impacts. A detailed emissions evaluation also presented in Section 
4.2 and Appendix D summarizes the assessment methodology and results. Given the existing 
operations levels and use of air pollution control systems, the proposed Project would not result 
in a straight-line increase in emissions by 25%. This is because Quemetco facility has multiple 
air pollution control and environmental management systems operating to ensure the facility 
emissions meet its permit conditions and South Coast AQMD Rules 1402 and 1420.1. 
As required by CEQA Guidelines Section 15090, the South Coast AQMD as the CEQA Lead 
Agency must exercise independent judgement regarding CEQA compliance for the proposed 
Project. Further, Quemetco owns its facility property within the City of Industry; there is no 
lease from the City to operate the facility. 
South Coast AQMD’s evaluation of the proposed Project presented in detail in the Draft EIR is 
based on an independent review of the evidence which includes, but is not limited to, emissions 
monitoring data, source test data, and evaluation of the applicable rules and regulations and in 
consultation and cooperation with other agencies which have oversight over the facility’s 
operations. The applicant, Quemetco, is required to pay fees associated with submitting air 
quality permit applications for the proposed Project and is responsible for paying the costs 
associated with South Coast AQMD staff time and materials utilized to evaluate the project and 
prepare the necessary CEQA documentation for the proposed Project. All applicants seeking 
permit modifications are required to pay these fees pursuant to South Coast AQMD Regulation 
III – Fees.  
Moreover, the process of carefully evaluating the proposed Project and the decision to either 
approve or deny the proposed Project is made through independent judgment by South Coast 
AQMD. It is also important to note that the CEQA process is just one component in the overall 
evaluation process as required by the Public Resources Code and CEQA Guidelines, and does 
not control whether a project will be approved or denied. 
Chapter 5 of the EIR analyzes the following alternatives to the proposed Project: Alternative 1 - 
No Project (i.e., not going forward with the proposed Project), Alternative 2 - Reduced Capacity 
Project, Alternative 3 – Offsite Facility, and Alternative 4 - Close the Facility. 
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Comment Letter NOP-12 Xavier Mendoza –
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Comment NOP-12-A 
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Response to Comment NOP-12-A 

 
Comment NOP-12-B

  
Response to Comment NOP-12-B 

 
Comment NOP-12-C

 
Response to Comment NOP-12-C 



   
Appendix B – Comments Received on the NOP/IS and During CEQA Scoping Meeting and Responses to 
Comments 
 

Appendix B B-94 October 2021 

 
Comment NOP-12-D

 
Response to Comment NOP-12-D 

Comment NOP-12-E

 
 

Section 4.2 and Appendix D of the EIR present the assessment of health risks from the proposed 
Project in terms of an area’s cancer risk: one cancer case in one million and 10 cancer cases in 
one million. South Coast AQMD requires public notification if the cancer risk exceeds 10 in one 
million. South Coast AQMD approved Quemetco’s HRA in 2016 which indicated that 658,605 
people are located within an area identified as having a cancer risk of one in one million. The 
maximum edge (length of radius) of the one in one million cancer risk isopleth is 16,500 meters 
(approximately 10.25 miles) based on the 2016 HRA. The approved 2016 HRA assessed this risk 
and established a risk reduction plan, which requires facility emissions to be calculated if the 
facility emissions exceed allowable permit limits. An HRA was conducted for the proposed 
Project. The proposed Project would not affect more people than the 2016 HRA. The results of 
the HRA reported in Section 4.2 and Appendix D of the EIR (and specifically Table 4.2-8) 
includes estimating the number of people in the one in one million isopleth for cancer risk as 
65,843 people, the same number identified in the 2016 HRA. 
 
Comment NOP-12-F 
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Response to Comment NOP-12-F 
At the time of release of the NOP/IS for the 32-day public review and comment period (which 
was extended for an additional 24 days), 5,745 letters were mailed and 700 emails were sent to 
notify availability of the NOP/IS and the CEQA Scoping Meeting #1; 12,500 letters were mailed 
and 700 emails were sent to inform people of CEQA Scoping Meeting #2. Similar to the 
notification process for the NOP/IS, the Draft EIR was released for at least a 60-day public 
review and comment period. A Notice of Completion of the Draft EIR was sent to other agencies 
with jurisdiction over the facility, all interested parties who have previously asked to be included 
on the notification list for the proposed Project including attendees of both CEQA scoping 
meetings, as well as all addresses located within an approximate 2-mile radius of the facility. In 
total, 13,200 people were notified of the Draft EIR for the proposed Project (using the same 
distribution lists from CEQA Scoping Meeting #2). These distribution lists include the same 
group previously included in Quemetco’s AB2588 notification list (10,255 people) in 
compliance with South Coast AQMD’s Rule 1402, described next.  
Section 4.2 and Appendix D of the EIR present the assessment of health risks from the proposed 
Project. South Coast AQMD Rule 1402 - Control of Toxic Air Contaminants From Existing 
Sources applies to the Quemetco facility because it is subject to the Air Toxics “Hot Spots” 
Information and Assessment Act (AB2588) and has emissions that exceed the significant or 
action risk levels. Rule 1402 specifies limits to reduce health risks if emissions of toxic air 
contaminants from existing sources exceed thresholds for the maximum individual cancer risk 
(MICR), cancer burden, or non-cancer acute and chronic hazard index (HI). In some cases, 
facilities are required to prepare and implement Risk Reduction Plans (RRPs) to achieve these 
risk limits, as required by AB2588 and Rule 1402. When required by the RRP, public 
notification is sent to affected properties (this includes the 10,255 people on the Quemetco Rule 
1402 notification distribution list).  
Rule 1402 subdivision (q) outlines the Public Notification Requirements for facilities subject to 
Risk Reduction Plans. After the initial Public Notification related to the HRA for facilities with a 
total facility risk greater than or equal to the Notification Risk Level (which Quemetco 
provided), further Public Notifications are required every twelve (12) months for facilities with a 
post-Risk Reduction Plan risk that is equal to or exceeds an Action Risk Level. Because 
Quemetco did not have a post-Risk Reduction Plan risk level equal to or exceeding the Action 
Risk Level, no additional Public Notifications beyond the HRA Public Notification Period were 
required. 
 
Comment NOP-12-G 

Response to Comment NOP-12-G 
Specific to air toxics and hazards, Sections 3.2 and 3.4 of the EIR provide the existing 
environmental setting (currently before the proposed Project) for the environmental topic areas 
of air quality and GHG emissions (including toxics) and hazards and hazardous materials, 
respectively. Similarly, Sections 4.2 and 4.4 and Appendix D of the EIR analyzes the 
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environmental impacts from the proposed Project (difference before and after the proposed 
Project) for these same environmental topic areas. 
 
Comment NOP-12-H 

Response to Comment NOP-12-H 

In accordance with CEQA Guidelines Section 15121(a), the purpose of an EIR is to serve as an 
informational document that: “will inform public agency decision-makers and the public 
generally of the significant environmental effects of a project, identify possible ways to minimize 
the significant effects, and describe reasonable alternatives to the project.” 
The proposed Project assessed in this EIR does not result in any soils disturbance (on or offsite) 
nor any changes that would affect the existing soil conditions, therefore no further soils analysis 
is required. Please refer to Master Response on DTSC Soils Investigations and Remediation. 
 
Comment NOP-12-I 

Response to Comment NOP-12-I 
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Comment NOP-12-J 

 

Under CEQA, project alternatives and mitigation measures are required when potentially 
significant impacts are identified. Chapter 4 of the EIR analyzed the following environmental 
topic areas to determine if potentially significant impacts would occur from the proposed Project:  
air quality and GHG emissions (including air toxics), energy, hazardous materials, hydrology 
and water quality, and transportation impacts. However, the analysis concluded that while there 
may be adverse impacts, the environmental effects were shown to be at less than significant 
levels such that no mitigation measures or alternatives analysis are required.  
Nonetheless, while not required by CEQA for projects with less than significant environmental 
impacts, Chapter 5 of the EIR analyzes the following alternatives to the proposed Project: 
Alternative 1 - No Project (i.e., not going forward with the proposed Project), Alternative 2 - 
Reduced Capacity Project, Alternative 3 – Offsite Facility, and Alternative 4 - Close the Facility. 
Comment NOP-12-K 

Response to Comment NOP-12-K 
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Comment Letter NOP-13 Margarita Beltran 

 
 
Response to Comment Letter NOP-13 
The EIR includes an analysis of the potential air quality and GHG emissions (including air 
toxics), energy, hazardous materials, hydrology and water quality, and transportation impacts 
from the proposed Project. In particular, an HRA, which analyzes the potential health risks to the 
surrounding areas, was prepared which concluded the net health risk impact from the proposed 
Project would not generate significant public health impacts from toxic air emissions (see 
Section 4.2 and Appendix D.1 of the EIR). Furthermore, analysis in the EIR concluded that all 
potential impacts identified for any environmental topic area are less than significant; therefore, 
mitigation measures are not required.  
The additional traffic generated from the proposed project is addressed in the NOP/IS Section 
XVII: Transportation, and EIR Sections 3.6 and 4.6. There would be no more than 15 additional 
truck round trips and six (6) additional employee roundtrips per day. The analysis in the EIR 
concluded that all potential transportation impacts are less than significant; therefore, mitigation 
measures are not required.  
DTSC’s soils remediation activities, as described in more detail in Section 3.4 of the EIR, 
address historic soil contamination which is not necessarily reflective of today’s activity and 
compliance with South Coast AQMD requirements including but not limited to Rule 1420.1 
designed to curb toxic emissions and penalize violations through curtailment of facility activities. 
Please refer to Master Response on DTSC Soils Investigations and Remediation.  For more 
information about DTSC's soils investigations, visit their website at: https://dtsc.ca.gov/hw-
projects/quemetco-battery-recycling/; additionally, you may contact Elsa Lopez at 
Elsa.Lopez@DTSC.CA.GOV. 

https://dtsc.ca.gov/hw-projects/quemetco-battery-recycling/
https://dtsc.ca.gov/hw-projects/quemetco-battery-recycling/
mailto:Elsa.Lopez@DTSC.CA.GOV
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Comment Letter NOP-14 sstac@excite.com 
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Responses to Comment Letter NOP-14 
 
Comment NOP-14-A

Response to Comment NOP-14-A 
In accordance with CEQA Guidelines Section 15121(a), the purpose of an EIR is to serve as an 
informational document that: “will inform public agency decision-makers and the public 
generally of the significant environmental effects of a project, identify possible ways to minimize 
the significant effects, and describe reasonable alternatives to the project.” 
Quemetco is currently a 24-hour facility, operated in three (3) shifts, and is permitted to handle 
and process feed stock and other materials. The facility is required to operate multiple air 
pollution control systems at all times (see Chapter 2 – Proposed Project). Only the rotary/kiln 
feed dryer and reverberatory furnace operate less than 24 hours per day because of the existing 
feed rate limits. Chapter 3 – Environmental Setting provides existing baseline for normal 
operations and Section 3.2 summarizes Quemetco’s compliance history with AB 2588 which 
addresses health risks from baseline air toxics emissions.  

Of the environmental topic areas analyzed, air quality and GHG emissions (including air toxics), 
and hazards and hazardous materials (accidental releases or fire hazards) directly correlate to 
public health. Specifically, to estimate public health impacts from the proposed Project’s air 
toxics emissions, the EIR includes preparation of an HRA. Separate HRAs were conducted for 
the baseline (existing setting) and proposed Project conditions to determine the net increase in 
health risk (from mobile and stationary sources during normal operations and described in detail 
in Appendix D.1: Technical Air Quality Methods and Emissions Assumptions). Sensitive 
receptors within a 5,000-meter distance from the facility (also represented as a 6.2 miles / 10,000 
meters receptor grid) were included in the residential receptor analysis.  
Table 4.2-8 in the EIR shows that the proposed Project’s potential incremental (net) cancer risk 
impacts, inclusive of both stationary and mobile sources during normal operations, would be less 
than the applicable South Coast AQMD thresholds for MEIR and MEIW receptors. The 
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proposed Project’s non-cancer risk net impacts, which are represented as Maximum Chronic 
Hazard Index and Maximum Acute Hazard Index, would also be less than their respective South 
Coast AQMD significance thresholds. For these reasons, the proposed Project’s potential net 
health risk impact would not generate significant public health impacts from toxic air emissions. 
Furthermore, analysis in the EIR concluded that all of the proposed Project’s potential impacts 
including potential impacts to public health (specifically including air quality and GHGs, and 
hazards and hazardous materials, accidental releases or fire hazards) would be less than 
significant. Therefore, mitigation measures are not required. For these reasons, the net health risk 
impact from the proposed Project would not generate significant public health impacts from 
toxic air emissions. Chapter 5 of the EIR analyzes the following alternatives to the proposed 
Project: Alternative 1 - No Project (i.e., not going forward with the proposed Project), 
Alternative 2 - Reduced Capacity Project, Alternative 3 – Offsite Facility, and Alternative 4 - 
Close the Facility.  
Prior to issuing a permit, Health and Safety Code Section 42301(b) requires that an established 
air district permit system prohibit a facility from receiving a permit unless the air district is 
satisfied that the project being permitted will comply with all South Coast AQMD, CARB, and 
U.S. EPA regulatory requirements. The South Coast AQMD performs a thorough permit analysis 
to evaluate the maximum potential emissions from the permitted equipment and the resulting 
potential health risk impacts. Permit conditions are developed to provide operating parameters to 
ensure emissions stay below acceptable permit limits and risk levels as established through 
regulatory requirements. As a result of the permitting analysis, if a permit is issued, it is expected 
that the facility is or will be able to meet all air quality related regulatory requirements and 
operate in a manner that is protective of public health. The South Coast AQMD Executive 
Officer or designee will consider whether to approve the project after considering the permit 
evaluation and the CEQA analysis. (Health and Safety Code Section 42300(a); South Coast 
AQMD Administrative Code, Section 15.3.)   
 
Comment NOP-14-B

Response to Comment NOP-14-B 
See also response to Comment NOP-14-A.  Chapter 3 – Environmental Setting provides existing 
baseline for normal operations and Section 3.2 summarizes Quemetco’s compliance history with 
AB 2588 which addresses health risks from baseline air toxics emissions. An analysis of 
environmental impacts to surrounding areas, including schools and residences, can be found in 
Chapter 4 and Appendix D of the EIR.  
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receptor analysis (also referred to as a 10-kilometer grid which is equivalent to 6.2 miles). 
Further, a detailed air quality and GHG emissions assessment was prepared and is presented in 
Section 4.2 and Appendix D. This analysis showed that all of the proposed Project’s potential 
environmental effects would be less than significant and thus mitigation measures are not 
required.  
Quemetco maintains a Risk Reduction Plan (RRP) as required by AB 2588. RRP conditions have 
been incorporated into the facility’s Title V permit and will not change as a result of the 
proposed Project. Additionally, the HRA assesses total facility health risks to ensure no conflicts 
with the previously approved RRP. Note that Quemetco is still subject to AB 2588 and the 
proposed Project would also be subject to AB 2588 requirements. AB 2588 is explained in detail 
in Section 3.2. 
DTSC’s soils remediation activities, as described in more detail in Section 3.4 of the EIR, are 
addressing historic soil contamination and do not reflect today’s activity and compliance with 
South Coast AQMD requirements including but not limited to Rule 1420.1 which is designed to 
curb toxic emissions and penalize violations through curtailment of facility operations. Please 
refer to Master Response on DTSC Soils Investigations and Remediation. The proposed Project 
assessed in this EIR does not result in any soils disturbance (on or offsite) nor any changes that 
would affect the existing soil conditions, therefore no further soils analysis is required. 
 
Comment NOP-14-C

Response to Comment NOP-14-C 

As described in Chapter 2 – Proposed Project, Quemetco operates multiple air pollution control 
systems comprised of the following equipment:  baghouses, scrubbers, low temperature 
oxidation of nitrogen oxides (LoTOx), a wet electrostatic precipitator (WESP) to reduce metallic 
particulate matter (PM) emissions including lead, and a regenerative thermal oxidizer (RTO) to 
reduce volatile organic compound (VOC) emissions from the rotary feed drying furnace. The 
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existing South Coast AQMD permit to operate issued to the Quemetco facility was written prior 
to installation of several major facility improvements including enclosing the battery wrecker 
building and installing air pollution control equipment such as the WESP, LoTox and RTO. All 
of these facility improvements have contributed to reducing Quemetco’s air emissions discussed 
in Section 3.2 of the EIR. 
 

Refer to response to comment NOP-14-A. As described in Chapter 2 - Proposed Project, 
Quemetco is currently a 24-hour facility that is permitted to handle and process feed stock and 
other materials. The facility is required to operate multiple air pollution control systems at all 
times.  
Of the environmental topic areas analyzed, air quality and GHG emissions (including air toxics), 
and hazards and hazardous materials (accidental releases and fire hazards) directly correlate to 
public health. Specifically, to estimate public health impacts from the proposed Project’s air 
toxics emissions, the EIR includes an HRA. Separate HRAs were conducted for the baseline 
(existing setting) and proposed Project conditions to determine the net increase in health risk 
(from mobile and stationary sources during normal operations and described in detail in 
Appendix D.1: Technical Air Quality Methods and Emissions Assumptions). Sensitive receptors 
within a 5,000-meter radius distance from the facility were included in the residential receptor 
analysis.  
Table 4.2-8 in the EIR shows that the proposed Project’s potential incremental (net) cancer risk 
impacts, inclusive of both stationary and mobile sources during normal operations, would be less 
than the applicable South Coast AQMD thresholds for MEIR and MEIW receptors. The 
proposed Project’s non-cancer risk net impacts, which are represented as Maximum Chronic 
Hazard Index and Maximum Acute Hazard Index, would also be less than their respective South 
Coast AQMD significance thresholds. For these reasons, the proposed Project’s potential net 
health risk impact would not generate significant public health impacts from toxic air emissions. 
Furthermore, analysis in the EIR concluded that all of the proposed Project’s potential impacts 
including potential impacts to public health (specifically including air quality and GHGs, and 
hazards and hazardous materials, accidental releases or fire hazards) would be less than 
significant. Therefore, mitigation measures are not required. For these reasons, the net health risk 
impact from the proposed Project would not generate significant public health impacts from 
toxic air emissions.   
Furthermore, analysis in the EIR concluded that all potential impacts identified for any 
environmental topic area including potential impacts to public health (specifically including air 
quality and GHGs, and hazards and hazardous materials, accidental releases or fire hazards) are 
less than significant; therefore, mitigation measures are not required.  
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See also response to Comment NOP-14-B. Quemetco is currently a 24-hour facility, operated in 
three (3) shifts, and is permitted to handle and process feed stock and other materials. The 
facility is required to operate multiple air pollution control systems at all times (Refer to Chapter 
2 – Proposed Project). Only the rotary/kiln feed dryer and reverberatory furnace operate less than 
24 hours per day because of the existing feed rate limits.  
Chapter 3 – Environmental Setting provides existing baseline for normal operations and Section 
2.3.2 includes Quemetco’s compliance history with AB 2588 which addresses health risks from 
baseline air toxics emissions. Under CEQA, project alternatives and mitigation measures are 
required when potentially significant impacts are identified. Chapter 4 – Environmental Impact 
Analysis of the EIR analyzed the following environmental topic areas to determine if potentially 
significant impacts would occur from the proposed Project: air quality and GHGs (including air 
toxics), energy, hazardous materials, hydrology and water quality, and transportation impacts. 
The analysis concluded that the proposed Project’s potential environmental impacts would be 
less than significant levels such that no mitigation measures or alternatives analysis are required. 
Nonetheless, while not required by CEQA for projects with less than significant environmental 
impacts, Chapter 5 of the EIR includes a discussion of project alternatives that were considered, 
with some at the suggestion of or in response to public comment, including: Alternative 1 - No 
Project (i.e., not going forward with the proposed Project), Alternative 2 - Reduced Capacity 
Project, Alternative 3 – Offsite Facility, and Alternative 4 - Close the Facility. The feasibility of 
each of these alternatives was evaluated against the project objectives; relocating the facility to 
another site or closing the facility would not meet the project objectives and therefore is not a 
feasible alternative. 
Additionally, Quemetco operates CEMS and air monitors to ensure compliance with air permit 
limits. With the proposed Project, there will be a new CO CEMS monitor added at the WESP 
stack to allow continuous collection of data on CO, NOx, SOx, CO2 and arsenic emissions. The 
air monitoring stations are positioned along the property fencelines and continuously monitor 
ambient lead and arsenic concentrations. 
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Comment Letter NOP-15 Bing Chen  
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Responses to Comment Letter NOP-15 
 

Comment NOP-15-A

Response to Comment NOP-15-A 

 
Comment NOP-15-B

Response to Comment NOP-15-B 

https://xappprod.aqmd.gov/find. The Quemetco facility can be found by searching 
for Facility ID 8547. South Coast AQMD also has a website dedicated to the Quemetco proposed 
Project: [http://www.aqmd.gov/home/news-events/community-investigations/quemetco]. South 
Coast AQMD has a signup page so that interested parties can receive email alerts from us 
regarding our rule development. The South Coast AQMD also posts meeting notices, 
presentations and draft rules on  The South Coast AQMD website so that the public has full 
access to our rule development process:  [http://www.aqmd.gov/home/rules-
compliance/rules/scaqmd-rule-book/proposed-rules]. 
See DTSC’s EnviroStor for DTSC information on Quemetco: 
[https://www.envirostor.dtsc.ca.gov/public/profile_report?global_id=80001454].  
 
Comment NOP-15-C

Response to Comment NOP-15-C 

https://xappprod.aqmd.gov/find. The Quemetco facility can be found by searching for Facility ID 
8547. Note that FIND provides emission data from the Annual Emissions Reports and does not 
provide real-time CEMS data on a publicly available website. South Coast AQMD Rule 1420.1 
requires public notification in the event of an unplanned shut down of air pollution control 
equipment in the form of an email that is sent within one-hour of the unplanned shutdown. To 

https://xappprod.aqmd.gov/find
http://www.aqmd.gov/home/news-events/community-investigations/quemetco
http://www.aqmd.gov/home/rules-compliance/rules/scaqmd-rule-book/proposed-rules
http://www.aqmd.gov/home/rules-compliance/rules/scaqmd-rule-book/proposed-rules
https://www.envirostor.dtsc.ca.gov/public/profile_report?global_id=80001454
https://xappprod.aqmd.gov/find
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join the email list, click here: http://www.aqmd.gov/sign-up (scroll down and click the Quemetco 
box under the “Community Investigations” banner). 
 
Comment NOP-15-D 

 
Response to Comment NOP-15-D 
If for any reason the facility exceeds allowed emissions as monitored by daily review of data 
from its CEMS and air monitors, facility operations must be immediately curtailed in accordance 
with the requirements of Rule 1420.1.  
When permit violations are found, the facility receives a NOV and is required to take further 
actions to remedy the violation .When conditions in Rule 1420.1 are violated, the facility is 
required to submit a compliance plan identifying additional lead reduction strategies, a 
curtailment plan, and a study assessing the economic, technical, and physical feasibility of 
achieving a lower point source emission limit of 0.003 lb/hour, if the ambient lead concentration 
exceeded 0.120 μg/m3 over a 30-day rolling average. If there is a power supply interruption, the 
facility’s backup power supply automatically starts ensuring continuous operation of the air 
pollution control equipment. In addition, Rule 1420.1 requires public notification in the event of 
an unplanned shut down of air pollution control equipment in the form of an email that is sent 
within one-hour of the unplanned shutdown. To join the email list, click here: 
http://www.aqmd.gov/sign-up (scroll down and click the Quemetco box under the “Community 
Investigations” banner). 
The facility has prepared an Emergency Response Plan (refer to Section 3.4 - Hazards and 
Hazardous Materials for more information) which the Los Angeles County Fire Department 
receives, reviews, monitors and files and is available for review by South Coast AQMD and 
DTSC as it pertains to each agency’s permits and authority. 
 

http://www.aqmd.gov/sign-up
http://www.aqmd.gov/sign-up
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The comment requests warning signs to be placed outside the facility. The facility is surrounded 
by security gates. Quemetco participated in Proposition 6511 until approximately 2010 or 2011. 
After installation of the WESP in 2010, the facility no longer met the thresholds for participation 
in this Proposition 65 notification program because the WESP substantially reduced all ambient 
releases of toxics on the Proposition 65 list of toxic chemicals. Proposition 65 required , warning 
of potential exposure to certain chemicals to be posted and provided for visitors to certain areas 
of the facility. Outside of the fenceline of the facility, Proposition 65 warnings have not been 
provided since 2010, because the potential environmental exposure risk has been less than 
Proposition 65 risk levels.  
Quemetco compares the results of source tests to exposure levels beyond the fenceline to confirm 
whether environmental exposures from the Facility’s emissions are below Proposition 65 safe 
harbor levels. Since 2010, the results have confirmed that the risk from the facility is below 
Proposition 65 safe harbor levels. For these reasons, Quemetco is no longer required to send out 
letters to members of the community who were previously on the Proposition 65 notification list.  
As part of the EIR, an HRA, which analyzes the potential health risks from the proposed Project 
to the surrounding areas, was prepared (see Section 4.2 and Appendix D). The HRA concluded 
that the proposed Project’s potential impacts would be less than significant. Additionally, the 
EIR assessed transportation in the NOP/IS Section XVII and the EIR in Sections 3.6 and 4.6; all 
potential impacts would be less than significant. Finally, South Coast AQMD does not have the 
authority to require this type of notification. 
 

The comment is outside the scope of the proposed Project or the South Coast AQMD permit 
modification considerations and does not raise any issues related to the NOP/IS or potential 
environmental impacts of the proposed Project; therefore, no further response is required. 
 

Quemetco has safety measures and best work practices in place for their employees to follow to 
prevent worker exposure to toxic materials. For example, employees are required to wear 
protective uniforms (or Tyvek suits) and respirators to protect them from lead exposure. 
Additionally, the facility conducts mandatory health and safety training for its employees on an 

 
11 Proposition 65 requires businesses to notify Californians about significant amounts of chemicals in the products 
they purchase, in their homes or workplaces, or that are released into the environment. 
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annual basis. Because of the importance of personal hygiene in the control of ingestion of lead, 
more frequent training and coaching is implemented to control personal habits that may increase 
exposures.  
As required by CalOSHA and Department of Public Health, Quemetco periodically administers 
blood lead tests to its employees to screen for elevated lead levels every three months for 
permanent employees. In addition, to ensure effectiveness of training, Quemetco conducts more 
frequent (monthly) blood lead monitoring of new hire employees. If an employee’s blood levels 
exceed any action thresholds, that employee repeats monthly blood tests and enters a coaching 
program. If blood levels are elevated, Quemetco voluntarily uses an outside specialist to 
investigate issues and identify the potential source of the contamination. Given these are OSHA 
requirements, the results of the blood testing information are protected under the Health 
Insurance Portability and Accountability Act (HIPAA).  
The South Coast AQMD rules and regulations applicable to the Quemetco facility include 
extensive requirements for addressing emissions of lead and other toxics including Rules 1402 
and 1420.1, but none require the screening or testing of any facility’s employees’ blood. The 
establishment of regulation requiring the testing blood is not within the jurisdiction of South 
Coast AQMD. 
Quemetco actively partners with Los Angeles County Department of Public Health to pay for 
blood tests for members of the public including those who live or work near the facility. For 
more information about free blood lead testing, please call Los Angeles County Department of 
Public Health’s Quemetco Hotline at (213) 738-3232. For more information about Los Angeles 
County Department of Public Health’s on-going support for the Quemetco community, visit their 
website at: http://www.publichealth.lacounty.gov/eh/docs/quemetco/ProtectYourHealthBooklet-
en.pdf. 
DTSC’s soils remediation activities, as described in more detail in Section 3.4 of the EIR, 
address historic soil contamination and are not necessarily reflective of today’s activity and 
compliance with South Coast AQMD requirements including but not limited to Rule 
1420.1which is designed to curb toxic emissions and penalize violations through curtailment of 
facility operations. Please refer to Master Response on DTSC Soils Investigations and 
Remediation. The proposed Project assessed in this EIR does not result in any soils disturbance 
(on or offsite) nor any changes that would affect the existing soil conditions, therefore no further 
soils analysis is required. 
Of the environmental topic areas analyzed, air quality (including air toxics) and GHG emissions, 
and hazards and hazardous materials (accidental releases and fire hazards) directly correlate to 
public health. Specifically, to estimate public health impacts from the proposed Project’s air 
toxics emissions, an HRA was prepared. Separate HRAs were conducted for the baseline 
(existing setting) and proposed Project conditions to determine the net increase in health risk 
(from mobile and stationary sources under normal operating conditions and described in detail in 
Appendix D.1: Technical Air Quality Methods and Emissions Assumptions). Sensitive receptors 
within a 5,000-meter radius distance from the facility were included in the residential receptor 
analysis (also referred to as a 10-kilometer grid which is equivalent to 6.2 miles).  
Table 4.2-8 in the EIR shows that the proposed Project’s potential incremental (net) cancer risk 
impacts, inclusive of both stationary and mobile sources during normal operations, would be less 

http://www.publichealth.lacounty.gov/eh/docs/quemetco/ProtectYourHealthBooklet-en.pdf
http://www.publichealth.lacounty.gov/eh/docs/quemetco/ProtectYourHealthBooklet-en.pdf
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than the applicable South Coast AQMD thresholds for MEIR and MEIW receptors. The 
proposed Project’s non-cancer risk net impacts, which are represented as Maximum Chronic 
Hazard Index and Maximum Acute Hazard Index, would also be less than their respective South 
Coast AQMD significance thresholds. For these reasons, the proposed Project’s potential net 
health risk impact would not generate significant public health impacts from toxic air emissions. 
Furthermore, analysis in the EIR concluded that all of the proposed Project’s potential impacts 
including potential impacts to public health (specifically including air quality and GHGs, and 
hazards and hazardous materials, accidental releases or fire hazards) would be less than 
significant. Therefore, mitigation measures are not required. For these reasons, the net health risk 
impact from the proposed Project would not generate significant public health impacts from 
toxic air emissions. Furthermore, analysis in the EIR concluded that all potential impacts 
identified for any environmental topic area including potential impacts to public health 
(specifically including air quality and GHGs, and hazards and hazardous materials, accidental 
releases or fire hazards) are less than significant; therefore, mitigation measures are not required.  
 

Quemetco must comply with its South Coast AQMD and DTSC permits. When violations have 
occurred, the facility curtails production and must resolve any identified issues (see Section 3.2 
and Appendix C of the EIR for a discussion of permit violations). The various regulatory and 
permitting requirements applicable to Quemetco have become more rigorous and expansive over 
time (e.g., South Coast AQMD Rule 1420.1). Additionally, the air pollution control technology 
in operation at the facility has advanced substantially over time. A detailed explanation of the 
facility’s current air pollution control systems is provided in Chapter 2. Further, the proposed 
Project includes the addition of a carbon monoxide (CO) continuous emissions monitoring 
system (CEMS) to the Wet Electrostatic Precipitator (WESP) stack to measure compliance with 
CO emission limits.  
Additionally, a review of facility baseline (existing setting) emissions levels is presented in 
Sections 3.2, 4.2 and Appendix D. These reviews show that overall emissions levels are lower 
than emissions levels prior to installation of battery wrecker building, the WESP and other air 
pollution control equipment improvements.  
South Coast AQMD’s mission includes a responsibility to: “All residents [who] have a right to 
live and work in an environment of clean air and we [South Coast AQMD] are committed to 
undertaking all necessary steps to protect public health from air pollution with sensitivity to the 
impacts of our actions on the community, public agencies and businesses.”  
In accordance with CEQA Guidelines Section 15121(a), the purpose of an EIR is to serve as an 
informational document that: “will inform public agency decision-makers and the public 
generally of the significant environmental effects of a project, identify possible ways to minimize 
the significant effects, and describe reasonable alternatives to the project.” 
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All potential environmental impacts of the proposed Project have been analyzed in the NOP/IS 
and EIR. The proposed Project’s potential impacts to aesthetics, agriculture and forestry 
resources, biological resources, cultural resources, geology and soils, land use and planning, 
mineral resources, noise, population and housing, public services, recreation, and solid and 
hazardous waste were analyzed in the NOP/IS and concluded to be less than significant; 
therefore, these environmental topic areas were not analyzed further in the EIR. The NOP/IS 
identified the following environmental topic areas requiring further analysis in the EIR: air 
quality and GHG emissions (including air toxics) (see Sections 3.2 and 4.2 and Appendix D), 
energy (see Sections 3.3 and 4.3), hazards and hazardous materials (see Sections 3.4 and 4.4), 
hydrology and water quality (see Section 3.5 and 4.5), and transportation (see Section 3.6 and 
4.6). The analysis of these environmental topic areas in the EIR concluded that the proposed 
Project would result in less than significant impacts; therefore, mitigation measures are not 
required.  
DTSC’s soils remediation activities, as described in more detail in Section 3.4 of the EIR, 
address historic soil contamination and do not necessarily reflect today’s operation and 
compliance with South Coast AQMD requirements including but not limited to Rule 
1420.1which is designed to curb toxic emissions and penalize exceedances with curtailment of 
facilities operations. Please refer to Master Response on DTSC Soils Investigations and 
Remediation. The proposed Project assessed in this EIR does not result in any soils disturbance 
(on or offsite) nor any changes that would affect the existing soil conditions, therefore no further 
soils analysis is required. 
Chapter 5 of the EIR analyzes the following alternatives to the proposed Project: Alternative 1 - 
No Project (i.e., not going forward with the proposed Project), Alternative 2 - Reduced Capacity 
Project, Alternative 3 – Offsite Facility, and Alternative 4 - Close the Facility. 
Prior to issuing a permit, Health and Safety Code Section 42301(b) requires that an established 
air district permit system prohibit a facility from receiving a permit unless the air district is 
satisfied that the project being permitted will comply with all South Coast AQMD, CARB, and 
U.S. EPA regulatory requirements. The South Coast AQMD performs a thorough permit analysis 
to evaluate the maximum potential emissions from the permitted equipment and the resulting 
potential health risk impacts. Permit conditions are developed to provide operating parameters to 
ensure emissions stay below acceptable permit limits and risk levels as established through 
regulatory requirements. As a result of the permitting analysis, if a permit is issued, it is expected 
that the facility is or will be able to meet all air quality related regulatory requirements and 
operate in a manner that is protective of public health. The South Coast AQMD Executive 
Officer or designee will consider whether to approve the project after considering the permit 
evaluation and the CEQA analysis. (Health and Safety Code Section 42300(a); South Coast 
AQMD Administrative Code, Section 15.3.)   
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Response to Comment NOP-15-I 
This comment does not raise any issues related to the NOP/IS or potential environmental impacts 
of the proposed Project; therefore, no further response is required. 
 



   
Appendix B – Comments Received on the NOP/IS and During CEQA Scoping Meeting and Responses to 
Comments 
 

Appendix B B-113 October 2021 

Comment Letter NOP-16 Mario Sandoval  
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Responses to Comment Letter NOP-16 
 
Comment NOP-16-A
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Response to Comment NOP-16-A 
South Coast AQMD is responsible for assessing the potential impacts of all its air quality permit 
in compliance with CEQA statutes and guidelines as well as other applicable rules and 
regulations. Quemetco is an existing permitted facility with active permits which allow it to 
operate. The purpose of this assessment is to evaluate baseline (existing setting) conditions and 
the proposed Project’s impacts. The facility is required to meet stringent air pollution control and 
hazardous waste handling standards. Additionally, the facility has implemented emission 
controls in the past 10-15 years that have reduced overall facility emissions within the 
community through state-of-the-art pollution control systems like the WESP and compliance 
with South Coast Rule 1420.1. As discussed further in Section 3.2, Section 4.2, and Appendix D, 
proposed Project’s emissions are estimated to be less than significant. This comment does not 
raise any issues related to the NOP/IS or potential environmental impacts of the proposed 
Project; therefore, no further response is required. 
 
Comment NOP-16-B

 

South Coast AQMD’s mission includes a responsibility to: “All residents [who] have a right to 
live and work in an environment of clean air and we [South Coast AQMD] are committed to 
undertaking all necessary steps to protect public health from air pollution with sensitivity to the 
impacts of our actions on the community, public agencies and businesses.”  South Coast AQMD 
is responsible for assessing the potential impacts of all its permits to ensure compliance with 
CEQA statutes and guidelines as well as other applicable rules and regulations. This Appendix B 
includes all comments received during the public comment period on the NOP/IS as well as 
comments provided during CEQA scoping meetings. All letters and comments are included and 
individual responses are provided for each comment.  
The EIR includes an HRA. Separate HRAs were conducted for the baseline (existing setting) and 
proposed Project conditions to determine the net increase in health risk (from mobile and 
stationary sources during normal operations and described in detail in Appendix D.1: Technical 
Air Quality Methods and Emissions Assumptions). Sensitive receptors within a 5,000-meter 
radius distance from the facility were included in the residential receptor analysis (also referred 
to as a 10-kilometer grid which is equivalent to 6.2 miles). Table 4.2-8 in the EIR shows that the 
potential increment (net) cancer risk impacts, inclusive of both stationary and mobile sources 
during normal operations, from the proposed Project would be less than the South Coast AQMD 
threshold for MEIR and MEIW receptors. The proposed Project’s non-cancer risk net impacts, 
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which are represented as Maximum Chronic Hazard Index and Maximum Acute Hazard Index, 
are also less than their respective South Coast AQMD significance thresholds. For these reasons, 
the potential net health risk impact from the proposed Project would not generate significant 
public health impacts from toxic air emissions.  
 

CEQA Guidelines Section 15125 requires the analysis of a project relative to the baseline 
(existing setting). Specifically, the baseline is normally the existing physical condition at the 
time NOP/IS is released for public review and comment. For the proposed Project, the baseline 
year selected was year 2014; this represents the year of lowest operation since submittal of the 
permit application and therefore results in the largest increment of potential environmental 
change; and thus, is considered the most reasonably conservative scenario for assessing the 
proposed Project’s impacts. A detailed discussion regarding the selection of the baseline year for 
the proposed Project is provided in Section 2.6 of the EIR.  
 

  The proposed Project’s potential impacts to aesthetics, agriculture and forestry resources, 
biological resources, cultural resources, geology and soils, land use and planning, mineral 
resources, noise, population and housing, public services, recreation, and solid and hazardous 
waste were analyzed in the NOP/IS and were found to be less than significant; therefore, these 
environmental topic areas were not analyzed further in the EIR. The NOP/IS identified the 
following environmental topic areas requiring further analysis in the EIR: air quality and GHG 
emissions (including air toxics), energy, hazards and hazardous materials, hydrology and water 
quality, and transportation. For this reason, the EIR analyzed these five environmental topic 
areas.  
Section 4.2 and Appendix D of the EIR include an analysis of the proposed Project’s emissions 
and air dispersion modeling which was used to estimate impacts for all criteria pollutants, 
including particulate matter (PM). The dispersion modeling was prepared following the 
recommended methodology and guidance from South Coast AQMD and used the latest approved 
models and meteorological data which takes into account parameters such as temperature, 
precipitation, and prevailing wind patterns around the facility. Table 4.2-8 in the EIR shows that 
the proposed Project’s potential incremental (net) cancer risk impacts, inclusive of both 
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stationary and mobile sources during normal operations, would be less than the applicable South 
Coast AQMD thresholds for MEIR and MEIW receptors. The proposed Project’s non-cancer risk 
net impacts, which are represented as Maximum Chronic Hazard Index and Maximum Acute 
Hazard Index, would also be less than their respective South Coast AQMD significance 
thresholds. For these reasons, the proposed Project’s potential net health risk impact would not 
generate significant public health impacts from toxic air emissions. Furthermore, analysis in the 
EIR concluded that all of the proposed Project’s potential impacts including potential impacts to 
public health (specifically including air quality and GHGs, and hazards and hazardous materials, 
accidental releases or fire hazards) would be less than significant. Therefore, mitigation measures 
are not required. For these reasons, the net health risk impact from the proposed Project would 
not generate significant public health impacts from toxic air emissions.  
Comment NOP-16-E 

 
Response to Comment NOP-16-E 
The EIR includes an analysis of the health risks from existing and potential toxic emissions from 
the proposed Project, following the recommended methodology and guidance from South Coast 
AQMD (see Section 4.2 and Appendix D). The comment asks a question about a scope of 
assessing public health that is a regional comparison of cancer rates, low infant births and 
respiratory illness. The HRA follows South Coast AQMD’s methodology and the requirements 
of the CEQA Guidelines which is to evaluate whether the potential Project impacts are above 
established impact criteria; for air toxics, the thresholds of significance are presented in Table 
4.2-2. Additional details are included in Table 4.2-9 in the EIR which summarizes information 
about the potential sources of risk being evaluated (inhalation, soil (e.g., land and waterways), 
dermal, mother's milk, and crops (e.g., home gardens)) as well as the percentage contribution of 
each risk source to the maximum residential cancer risk for Receptor 51165, the location of the 
highest estimated residential risk (the MEIR). The MEIR risks including soil deposition impacts 
for the total proposed Project, the baseline, and the increment (proposed Project less baseline), 
would be less than the South Coast AQMD maximum residential cancer risk threshold (Table 
4.2-8 in the EIR). For these reasons, the proposed Project would also be less than the South 
Coast AQMD maximum residential cancer risk threshold and the proposed Project would not 
generate significant soil deposition impacts.  
The NOP/IS analyzed the proposed Project’s potential impacts to public services and concluded 
they would be less than significant. For this reason, the environmental topic of public services 
was not identified as requiring further analysis in the EIR. The comment asks about public 
services for the life of the project. CEQA, including the CEQA Guidelines, requires an 
evaluation of proposed Project conditions compared to the environmental baseline to estimate the 
potential incremental (net) impacts from the proposed Project. This analysis was conducted, and 
all proposed Project’s impacts were determined to be less than significant.  South Coast AQMD 
makes the conservative assumption that the Project contributes to a significant cumulative air 
toxics health risk. The Project’s contribution to the significant cumulative health risk, however, 
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is not cumulatively considerable because the Project will comply with the requirements set forth 
in the AQMP. 
Comment NOP-16-F 

 
Response to Comment NOP-16-F 
The impacts of the additional solid and hazardous waste streams were analyzed in the NOP/IS 
for potential impacts to both landfill disposal and transportation and traffic. All potential impacts 
would be less than significant. Regarding the solid and hazardous waste streams generated at the 
facility, the hazardous and non-hazardous landfills were both contacted. They confirmed that the 
increase in waste streams (also referred to as slag disposal) from the proposed Project could be 
accommodated (see NOP/IS, Section XVI: Solid and Hazardous Waste, pp. 2-56 through 2-57). 
Also, both the US Recology and Republic Services landfills confirmed their capacity to receive 
additional slag disposal, both hazardous and non-hazardous, waste streams.  
Solid and hazardous waste is not “stored” onsite. Slag is removed from the furnaces, tested, and 
then hauled to the disposal destination every one to two days. This process of removing slag 
from furnaces happens every day or two and slag is immediately hauled to the disposal 
destination after testing. Finished lead product is cooled in hog and pig ingots and shipped to 
customers per order specifications. All other hazardous waste used and handled onsite is 
managed in accordance with requirements by applicable laws and standards, which are 
summarized in Section 3.4 in the EIR.  
This process occurs within the area of the Quemetco facility in which air pollution control 
devices are operating. Slag and its removal are not exposed to open air because slag is handled 
inside buildings which are equipped with air pollution control devices. Moreover, because 
finished lead and slag is handled indoors and is collected in closed containers, finished lead and 
slag are also not exposed to stormwater. The comment asks about solid and hazardous waste, 
which are assessed in the NOP/IS Section XVI (solid waste) and the EIR Section 4.4: Hazards 
and Hazardous Materials impacts. 
 
Comment NOP-16-G 
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Response to Comment NOP-16-G 
The purpose of CEQA is to assess the potential impacts of a proposed Project by evaluating the 
difference between baseline (existing) conditions (see Chapter 2 – Proposed Project, Section 2.6: 
Project Description for further discussion about the selection of the baseline year) and proposed 
Project operations. While existing conditions are important to understand, the responsibility of 
the CEQA analysis is to determine the impact from the proposed Project and, if significant, to 
mitigate accordingly. Table 2-1 in Chapter 2 summarizes the proposed Project operations and the 
Project increment for water consumption and wastewater discharge. The commenter is 
requesting information prior to baseline; as described above, that is not the purpose of a CEQA 
assessment and is not included in this EIR.  
The facility currently operates systems that treat its onsite waste and stormwater (Refer to Figure 
2-6). The proposed Project occurs within the boundaries of the existing facility, primarily 
involves existing equipment, and therefore no additional construction involving ground 
disturbance is needed. The proposed Project’s potential impacts to biological resources were 
analyzed in the NOP/IS and impacts were found to be less than significant; therefore, this topic is 
not further analyzed in the EIR.  
The EIR analyzes the proposed Project’s increased water demand and wastewater generation. 
Refer to Chapter 3 – Environmental Setting and Chapter 4 – Environmental Impact Assessment 
(see Section 3.5 and Section 4.5). The proposed Project’s potential to violate any water quality 
standards, waste discharge requirements or substantially degrade surface or water quality is 
assessed in Section 4.5.2 under Impact HYD-1: Wastewater Discharge and Surface and 
Groundwater Quality Impacts and summarized in Table 4.5-2, Table 4.5-3, and Table 4.5-4. The 
facility would not exceed the allowed wastewater discharge rate and would not exceed the 
allowed concentration limits. Additionally, composition of the effluent wastewater would remain 
essentially the same as the pre-Project values. No onsite water interferes with or is discharged 
directly to any surface water bodies. Finally, the proposed Project does not involve the CSI or 
FRMSA. Therefore, it would not alter the historical patterns of compliance and is not expected to 
have an impact on groundwater quality. For these reasons, the proposed Project would have a 
less than significant impact on wastewater discharge requirements, surface water quality and 
groundwater quality; no mitigation measures would be required. 
 
Comment NOP-16-H 

 
Response to Comment NOP-16-H 
The proposed Project occurs within the boundaries of the existing facility within an urban area 
developed with industrial and commercial uses and no additional construction involving ground 
disturbance is needed. As such, no impacts to agricultural resources would occur. Therefore, the 
analysis of agricultural resources in the NOP/IS (see Section II, questions a) and b)) concluded 
the proposed Project would not have any impacts in environmental topic area. Therefore, this 
topic is not further analyzed in the EIR.  
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The announcement indicating the availability of the NOP/IS for a public review and comment 
period also included a notice of the September 13, 2018 CEQA scoping meeting. The 
announcement was published on South Coast AQMD’s website on August 30, 2018 and in the 
Los Angeles Times newspaper on August 31, 2018. The announcement was also transmitted 
electronically to 710 email addresses on August 31, 2018 and hard copies were mailed on August 
30, 2018 to 5,745 addresses within the vicinity of the proposed Project. Depending on the 
notification method (e.g., hardcopy mailout, email, newspaper, and website posting), the public 
was given approximately 14 days advanced notice of the first CEQA scoping meeting.  
Aside from South Coast AQMD staff, facility representatives, DTSC staff, representatives from 
other local agencies, politicians, and members of the press, CEQA scoping attendees were 
comprised of 134 individuals who signed in for the CEQA scoping meeting held on September 
13, 2018. Since attendees were not required to sign in and due to a free flow of people 
throughout the event, the exact number of people who attended cannot be determined but is 
likely higher than the number of people who signed in. 
 

The format of the CEQA scoping meeting held on September 13, 2018 at the Hacienda Heights 
Community Center was structured in a free-flow style with the intent of allowing attendees the 
flexibility to attend the meeting at varying times throughout the evening. The free-flow style 
empowered attendees to learn about the proposed Project at their own pace. Personnel from 
South Coast AQMD, DTSC and other agencies were present to answer questions about the 
facility in personalized interactions with attendees. The room was set up with an open floor plan 
so that attendees could stroll throughout the room and read various poster boards explaining the 
facility’s processes, the CEQA process, and the proposed Project.  
Due to complaints that the style of the first CEQA scoping meeting did not meet attendees’ 
expectations of a more structured meeting format, an announcement was made that a second 
CEQA scoping meeting with the widely-desired formal format would be scheduled.  
The second CEQA scoping meeting was scheduled for October 11, 2018, and the original 32-day 
NOP/IS comment period from August 31, 2018 to October 2, 2018 was extended an additional 
24 days to close on October 25, 2018. A notice of the second CEQA scoping meeting and the 
NOP/IS public review and comment period extension was published on South Coast AQMD’s 
website on September 27, 2018 and in the Los Angeles Times newspaper on September 28, 
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2018. The announcement was also transmitted electronically to 710 email addresses on 
September 28, 2018 and hard copies were mailed on October 2, 2018 and October 3, 201812 to 
12,500 addresses within the vicinity of the proposed Project. 
The second CEQA scoping meeting held on October 11, 2018 at the Hacienda Heights 
Community Center included a formal presentation by a seated panel of South Coast AQMD 
personnel and other agency representatives (e.g., DTSC, Los Angeles County Board of 
Supervisors, Los Angeles County Fire Department, Los Angeles County Department of Public 
Health, Los Angeles County Regional Water Quality Control Board, and U.S House of 
Representatives). After the presentation, there was a question-and-answer period during which 
attendees’ comments and questions could be heard by the entire audience.  
A summary report following the CEQA scoping meetings was not prepared, however this 
appendix contains all the comment letters received during the NOP/IS public comment and 
review period, the comments received during the two CEQA scoping meetings, and the 
responses to all comments as required by CEQA Guidelines Section 15088. 
 

The distribution area for the public notices included 5,745 mailed and 700 emailed notices for 
the CEQA scoping meeting #1 and 12,500 mailed and 700 emailed notices for the CEQA 
scoping meeting #2 (expanded to include facility’s AB 2588 mailing list which extends up to two 
miles from the facility). 
 

The address provided has been added to the public notification list for the proposed Project, 
along with all individuals who submitted public comments and their address. 
  

 
12 Paper copies of the notification were sent out via U.S. Postal Service with 8,007 pieces sent on October 2, 2018 
and 2,248 pieces sent on October 3, 2018 per U.S. Postal Service Statement of Mailing receipts. 
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As explained in Response to Comment NOP-16-J, Appendix B in the EIR contains all the 
comment letters received during the NOP/IS public review and comment period, comments 
received during the two CEQA scoping meetings, and responses to all comments.  
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Comment Letter NOP-17 Richard and Marilyn Kamimura  
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Responses to Comment Letter NOP-17 
 
Comment NOP-17-A

Response to Comment NOP-17-A 
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Comment NOP-17-B

Response to Comment NOP-17-B 

The comment refers to the facility’s previous HRA which was prepared for AB2588 purposes 
and was based on the facility’s emissions for years 2013 and 2014. This previously approved 
HRA is discussed in Section 4.2 of the EIR.  
Separate HRAs were conducted for the baseline (existing setting) and proposed Project 
conditions to determine the proposed Project’s potential net increase in health risk (from mobile 
and stationary sources and described in detail in Appendix D.1: Technical Air Quality Methods 
and Emissions Assumptions). Sensitive receptors within a 5,000-meter radius distance from the 
facility were included in the residential receptor analysis (also referred to as a 10-kilometer grid 
which is equivalent to 6.2 miles, and beyond two (2) miles used in the previous HRA)).  
Table 4.2-8 in the EIR shows that the proposed Project’s potential incremental (net) cancer risk 
impacts, inclusive of both stationary and mobile sources during normal operations, would be less 
than the applicable South Coast AQMD thresholds for MEIR and MEIW receptors. The 
proposed Project’s non-cancer risk net impacts, which are represented as Maximum Chronic 
Hazard Index and Maximum Acute Hazard Index, would also be less than their respective South 
Coast AQMD significance thresholds. For these reasons, the proposed Project’s potential net 
health risk impact would not generate significant public health impacts from toxic air emissions. 
Furthermore, analysis in the EIR concluded that all of the proposed Project’s potential impacts 
including potential impacts to public health (specifically including air quality and GHGs, and 
hazards and hazardous materials, accidental releases or fire hazards) would be less than 
significant. Therefore, mitigation measures are not required. For these reasons, the net health risk 
impact from the proposed Project would not generate significant public health impacts from 
toxic air emissions. 
 
Comment NOP-17-C
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Response to Comment NOP-17-C 
Following the South Coast AQMD methodology and guidance on preparing an HRA, dispersion 
modeling using U.S. EPA’s air dispersion model, AERMOD13, was conducted in combination 
with the Risk Assessment Procedures recommended by California’s Office of Environmental 
Health Hazard Assessment (OEHHA)14. South Coast AQMD methodology and guidance focuses 
on estimating criteria pollutants and air toxics within an established receptor grid and does not 
require testing of fugitive dust on homes.  
DTSC’s soils remediation activities, as described in more detail in Section 3.4 of the EIR, are 
addressing historic soil contamination. Please refer to Master Response on DTSC Soils 
Investigations and Remediation. The proposed Project assessed in this EIR does not result in any 
soils disturbance (on or offsite) nor any changes that would affect the existing soil conditions, 
therefore no further soils analysis is required. 
 
Comment NOP-17-D

Response to Comment NOP-17-D 

As described in detail in the EIR, the facility is required to operate multiple air pollution control 
systems at all times. Four (4) onsite ambient air monitors located at Quemetco’s fencelines 
continuously monitor ambient lead and arsenic concentrations at the facility boundary. 
Information about South Coast AQMD’s offsite air monitoring station is located here: 
http://www.aqmd.gov/home/news-events/community-investigations/quemetco/air-monitoring. 
In accordance with CEQA Guidelines Section 15121(a), the purpose of an EIR is to serve as an 
informational document that: “will inform public agency decision-makers and the public 
generally of the significant environmental effects of a project, identify possible ways to minimize 
the significant effects, and describe reasonable alternatives to the project.” 
The EIR includes an analysis of the health risks from existing operations and potential toxic 
emissions from the proposed Project, including arsenic, following South Coast AQMD 
methodology and guidance (see Section 4.2 and Appendix D). Separate HRAs were conducted 
for the baseline (existing setting) and proposed Project conditions to determine the net increase 
in health risk (from mobile and stationary sources and described in detail in Appendix D.1: 
Technical Air Quality Methods and Emissions Assumptions). Sensitive receptors within a 5,000-
meter radius distance from the facility were included in the residential receptor analysis (also 
referred to as a 10-kilometer grid which is equivalent to 6.2 miles). Table 4.2-8 in the EIR shows 
that the proposed Project’s potential incremental (net) cancer risk impacts, inclusive of both 

 
13 U.S. EPA. 2020. AERMOD is available at https://www.epa.gov/scram/air-quality-dispersion-modeling-preferred-
and-recommended-models#aermod 
14 OEHHA. 2015. Air Toxics Hot Spot program, Guidance Manual for Preparation of Health Risk Assessments. 
February 2015. Available at https://oehha.ca.gov/media/downloads/crnr/2015guidancemanual.pdf 

http://www.aqmd.gov/home/news-events/community-investigations/quemetco/air-monitoring
https://www.epa.gov/scram/air-quality-dispersion-modeling-preferred-and-recommended-models#aermod
https://www.epa.gov/scram/air-quality-dispersion-modeling-preferred-and-recommended-models#aermod
https://oehha.ca.gov/media/downloads/crnr/2015guidancemanual.pdf
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stationary and mobile sources during normal operations, would be less than the applicable South 
Coast AQMD thresholds for MEIR and MEIW receptors. The proposed Project’s non-cancer risk 
net impacts, which are represented as Maximum Chronic Hazard Index and Maximum Acute 
Hazard Index, would also be less than their respective South Coast AQMD significance 
thresholds. For these reasons, the proposed Project’s potential net health risk impact would not 
generate significant public health impacts from toxic air emissions. Furthermore, analysis in the 
EIR concluded that all of the proposed Project’s potential impacts including potential impacts to 
public health (specifically including air quality and GHGs, and hazards and hazardous materials, 
accidental releases or fire hazards) would be less than significant. Therefore, mitigation measures 
are not required. For these reasons, the net health risk impact from the proposed Project would 
not generate significant public health impacts from toxic air emissions. 
Furthermore, analysis in the EIR concluded that all potential impacts identified for any 
environmental topic area including potential impacts to public health (specifically including air 
quality and GHGs, and hazards and hazardous materials, accidental releases or fire hazards) 
would be less than significant; therefore, mitigation measures are not required.  
 This South Coast AQMD CEQA assessment follows the requirements of the CEQA Guidelines 
which requires estimating the potential impacts of the proposed Project over existing conditions 
(or baseline scenario) and this methodology does not include modeling of estimated historic 
arsenic emissions. 
 

Response to Comment NOP-17-E 
The information regarding the schools within a two-mile radius of the Quemetco facility was 
presented for informational purposes. The proposed Project’s environmental impacts in both the 
NOP/IS and EIR were analyzed according to the significance criteria for each environmental 
topic area. For example, the HRA in Section 4.2 (as supported in Appendix D.1) of the EIR 
utilizes a 10-kilometer grid which is equivalent to 6.2 miles), while some of the other 
environmental checklist questions for hazards and hazardous materials refer to impacts within 
one-quarter mile of a school or two miles of an airport.  
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Response to Comment NOP-17-F 
The HRA prepared for the proposed Project includes the emissions generated from the total 
Project facility operations, and includes a reasonably conservative profile for the diesel truck 
emission rates (that is the use of emission rates that would be higher than expected for the 
baseline and proposed Project scenarios), and uses a grid that extends 10 kilometers (which is 
equivalent to 6.2 miles) from the facility (which includes the intersection of Gale and Sunset 
adjacent to SR-60). While Quemetco has air monitors at its fencelines, these air monitors collect 
data on ambient lead and arsenic concentrations and do not collect diesel PM data. Diesel PM 
emissions monitoring at the Gale and Sunset intersections adjacent to SR-60 were not collected 
as part of the scope of the EIR. CEQA Guidelines is not prescriptive about the impact assessment 
methodology; that falls within the jurisdiction of the agency responsible for that resource. In the 
case of collecting diesel particulate emissions, that falls within the responsibility of South Coast 
AQMD. As described above, South Coast AQMD has an established methodology for using 
HRA dispersion models to estimate mobile source emission impacts and does not require air 
monitoring .  
Cumulative air quality and GHG impacts are analyzed in the EIR in Section 4.2. The proposed 
Project’s projected truck impacts are analyzed in the EIR in Section 4.6. Chapter 4 – 
Environmental Impact Analysis of the EIR analyzed the following environmental topic areas to 
determine if potentially significant impacts would occur from the proposed Project: air quality 
and GHG emissions (including air toxics), energy, hazards and hazardous materials, hydrology 
and water quality, and transportation impacts. All potential environmental effects would be less 
than significant such that no mitigation measures or alternatives analysis are required. The EIR 
concluded that the proposed Project’s contribution to cumulative significant impacts would not 
be cumulatively considerable or cumulative impacts would not be significant (see Sections 4.2.5, 
4.3.4, 4.4.4, 4.5.4, 4.5.4 and 4.6.4 for detailed cumulative impact assessments). 
Additionally, the facility complies with CARB’s Clean Truck Program when they are the owner 
and operator of the truck fleet. Whether a contractor uses clean fuels in its truck fleet is outside 
the influence of Quemetco. The emissions assessment uses CARB’s emissions factors, including 
a factor for diesel fuel types. and this is outside the influence of Quemetco or South Coast 
AQMD.  
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Response to Comment NOP-17-G, NOP-17-H and NOP-17-I 
DTSC’s soils remediation activities, as described in detail in Section 3.4 of the EIR, address 
historic soil contamination and do not necessarily reflect today’s operation and compliance with 
South Coast AQMD requirements including but not limited to Rule 1420.1 which is designed to 
curb toxic emissions and penalize exceedances with curtailment of facility operations. Please 
refer to Master Response on DTSC Soils Investigations and Remediation. The proposed Project 
assessed in this EIR does not result in any soils disturbance (on or offsite) nor any changes that 
would affect the existing soil conditions, therefore no further soils analysis is required. 
Source tests used in modeling and emissions reporting are described in Sections 3.2, 4.2 and 
Appendix D. 
The NOP/IS analyzed the proposed Project’s potential impacts to aesthetics, agriculture and 
forestry resources, biological resources, cultural resources, geology and soils, land use and 
planning, mineral resources, noise, population and housing, public services, recreation, and solid 
and hazardous waste, and found them to be less than significant, therefore, they are not analyzed 
further in the EIR. The EIR includes an analysis of the potential air quality and GHG emissions 
(including air toxics), energy, hazards and hazardous materials, hydrology and water quality, and 
transportation impacts from the proposed Project. Chapter 3 includes environmental setting for 
the EIR topic areas, including DTSC’s and other studies relevant to assessing the impacts of the 
South Coast AQMD’s proposed Project.  
DTSC is the lead on soil sampling and remediation as it relates to its RCRA Part B permit 
renewal with Quemetco. The Keck School of Medicine studies may be relevant to DTSC’s 
permit, however, not to South Coast AQMD’s jurisdiction over its air permit reviews and related 
CEQA evaluations. The South Coast AQMD’s HRA for the proposed Project did look at the 
potential sources of risk (inhalation, soil (e.g., land and waterways), dermal, mother's milk, and 
crops (e.g., home gardens)) (described in Section 4.2 and Appendix D of the EIR). Further, the 
proposed Project assessed in this EIR does not call for any soil disturbance (onsite or offsite) nor 
any changes that would affect the existing soil conditions; therefore, no further soils analysis is 
required for CEQA purposes.  

DTSC’s soils remediation activities, as described in more detail in Section 3.4 of the EIR, are 
addressing historic soil contamination. Please refer to Master Response on DTSC Soils 
Investigations and Remediation. The proposed Project assessed in this EIR does not result in any 
soils disturbance (on or offsite) nor any changes that would affect the existing soil conditions, 
therefore no further soils analysis is required. Impacts to geology and soils resources were 
determined to be less than significant in the NOP/IS and no new evidence to change this finding 
has been presented.  
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Chapter 3 – Environmental Setting includes a detailed regulatory background for all impact areas 
assessed in the EIR. Detailed information regarding Quemetco’s permit violations and 
settlements is discussed in Section 3.2 and Appendix C of the EIR. The various regulatory and 
permitting requirements applicable to Quemetco have become more rigorous and expansive over 
time (e.g., South Coast AQMD Rule 1420.1). Additionally, the air pollution control technology 
in operation at the facility has advanced substantially over time. A detailed explanation of the 
facility’s current air pollution control systems is provided in Chapter 2. Further, the proposed 
Project includes the addition of a carbon monoxide (CO) continuous emissions monitoring 
system (CEMS) to the Wet Electrostatic Precipitator (WESP) stack to measure compliance with 
CO emission limits. 
Prior to issuing a permit, Health and Safety Code Section 42301(b) requires that an established 
air district permit system prohibit a facility from receiving a permit unless the air district is 
satisfied that the project being permitted will comply with all South Coast AQMD, CARB, and 
U.S. EPA regulatory requirements. The South Coast AQMD performs a thorough permit analysis 
to evaluate the maximum potential emissions from the permitted equipment and the resulting 
potential health risk impacts. Permit conditions are developed to provide operating parameters to 
ensure emissions stay below acceptable permit limits and risk levels as established through 
regulatory requirements. As a result of the permitting analysis, if a permit is issued, it is expected 
that the facility is or will be able to meet all air quality related regulatory requirements and 
operate in a manner that is protective of public health. The South Coast AQMD Executive 
Officer or designee will consider whether to approve the project after considering the permit 
evaluation and the CEQA analysis. (Health and Safety Code Section 42300(a); South Coast 
AQMD Administrative Code, Section 15.3.)   
Moreover, after permits are issued, South Coast AQMD compliance staff conduct regular 
inspections to ensure that equipment and processes are operating in compliance with the 
applicable rules and regulations. Community vulnerability as it relates to hazards is assessed in 
Sections 3.4 and 4.4 of the EIR.  
AB 1132 authorizes air pollution control districts, including South Coast AQMD, to issue a 
temporary order for abatement immediately upon finding violations of air pollution standards 
that present an “imminent and substantial endangerment to the public health or to the 
environment.” South Coast AQMD implements its duty to public health and the environment 
with every permit application review and CEQA assessment. 
Regarding SB 673, Quemetco operates under a DTSC Hazardous Waste Facility Operation and 
Post-Closure Permit which is in a renewal process and is a separate permit activity with 
independent utility. As part of its RCRA responsibilities, DTSC has been investigating and 
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overseeing soils remediation activities, as described in more detail in Section 3.4 of the EIR, to 
address historic soil contamination. DTSC has been working with Quemetco to address historic 
soils contamination through collection of soil samples, establishment of a work plan for 
corrective action and implementation of that work plan. The area established by DTSC as 
“Quemetco’s Impacted Area” has been remediated and the report findings are awaiting DTSC’s 
review and approval. The proposed Project assessed in this EIR does not result in any soils 
disturbance (on or offsite) nor any changes that would affect the existing soil conditions, 
therefore no further soils analysis is required. Impacts to geology and soils resources were 
determined to be less than significant in the NOP/IS and no new evidence requiring a change to 
this finding has been presented.  
CEQA focuses on potential impacts to the physical environment. While analysis of impacts on 
disadvantaged communities pursuant to SB 535 is not expressly required by CEQA, CEQA does 
require an evaluation of a proposed Project’s potential public health and environmental impacts. 
The CEQA process for the proposed Project is specifically designed to evaluate the potential 
impacts to the environment in general and, more specifically, to the community surrounding the 
Quemetco facility. The first step of the CEQA process, the NOP/IS, analyzed the proposed 
Project’s potential impacts to aesthetics, agriculture and forestry resources, biological resources, 
cultural resources, geology and soils, land use and planning, mineral resources, noise, population 
and housing, public services, recreation, and solid and hazardous waste, and concluded that the 
proposed Project would have less than significant impacts. For this reason, these environmental 
topic areas were not analyzed further in the EIR. The EIR, however, analyzes the potential 
impacts of the proposed Project on air quality and GHG emissions (including air toxics), energy, 
hazards and hazardous materials, hydrology and water quality, and transportation impacts from 
the proposed Project.  
Under state law, “environmental justice” means the fair treatment of people of all races, cultures, 
and incomes with respect to the development, adoption, implementation, and enforcement of 
environmental laws, regulations, and policies. [Government Code Section 65040.12(e).]  
Fairness in this context means that the benefits of a healthy environment should be available to 
everyone, and the burdens of pollution should not be focused on sensitive populations or on 
communities that are already experiencing its adverse effects. As part of the EIR, an HRA 
analyzed the proposed Project’s potential health risks to the surrounding areas (see Section 4.2 
and Appendix D). The HRA was prepared in accordance with South Coast AQMD’s 
methodology and guidance and the results indicated less than significant impacts. A detailed 
emissions evaluation is also presented in Section 4.2 and Appendix D, which summarizes the 
assessment methodology and results.  

Response to Comment NOP-17-M 
Detailed information regarding Quemetco’s permit violations and settlements is discussed in 
Section 3.2 and Appendix C of the EIR. The various regulatory and permitting requirements 
applicable to Quemetco have become more rigorous and expansive over time (e.g., South Coast 
AQMD Rule 1420.1). Additionally, the air pollution control technology in operation at the 
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facility has advanced substantially over time. A detailed explanation of the facility’s current air 
pollution control systems is provided in Chapter 2. Further, the proposed Project includes the 
addition of a carbon monoxide (CO) continuous emissions monitoring system (CEMS) to the 
Wet Electrostatic Precipitator (WESP) stack to measure compliance with CO emission limits.  
Prior to issuing a permit, Health and Safety Code Section 42301(b) requires that an established 
air district permit system prohibit a facility from receiving a permit unless the air district is 
satisfied that the project being permitted will comply with all South Coast AQMD, CARB, and 
U.S. EPA regulatory requirements. The South Coast AQMD performs a thorough permit analysis 
to evaluate the maximum potential emissions from the permitted equipment and the resulting 
potential health risk impacts. Permit conditions are developed to provide operating parameters to 
ensure emissions stay below acceptable permit limits and risk levels as established through 
regulatory requirements. As a result of the permitting analysis, if a permit is issued, it is expected 
that the facility is or will be able to meet all air quality related regulatory requirements and 
operate in a manner that is protective of public health. The South Coast AQMD Executive 
Officer or designee will consider whether to approve the project after considering the permit 
evaluation and the CEQA analysis. (Health and Safety Code Section 42300(a); South Coast 
AQMD Administrative Code, Section 15.3.)   
Moreover, after permits are issued, South Coast AQMD compliance staff conduct regular 
inspections to ensure that equipment and processes are operating in compliance with the 
applicable rules and regulations. 
 

See also response to Comment NOP-17-M. While not required by CEQA for projects with less 
than significant environmental impacts, Chapter 5 of the EIR analyzes the following alternatives 
to the proposed Project: Alternative 1 - No Project (i.e., not going forward with the proposed 
Project), Alternative 2 - Reduced Capacity Project, Alternative 3 – Offsite Facility, and 
Alternative 4 - Close the Facility. 
The analysis of the no project alternative evaluates the potential impacts if the proposed Project 
is not implemented.  
Prior to issuing a permit, Health and Safety Code Section 42301(b) requires that an established 
air district permit system prohibit a facility from receiving a permit unless the air district is 
satisfied that the project being permitted will comply with all South Coast AQMD, CARB, and 
U.S. EPA regulatory requirements. The South Coast AQMD performs a thorough permit analysis 
to evaluate the maximum potential emissions from the permitted equipment and the resulting 
potential health risk impacts. Permit conditions are developed to provide operating parameters to 
ensure emissions stay below acceptable permit limits and risk levels as established through 
regulatory requirements. As a result of the permitting analysis, if a permit is issued, it is expected 
that the facility is or will be able to meet all air quality related regulatory requirements and 
operate in a manner that is protective of public health. The South Coast AQMD Executive 
Officer or designee will consider whether to approve the project after considering the permit 
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evaluation and the CEQA analysis. (Health and Safety Code Section 42300(a); South Coast 
AQMD Administrative Code, Section 15.3.)   
It is important to note that the CEQA process, including the preparation and public review of this 
EIR, is just one component of the overall evaluation process required by CEQA and does not 
imply that a project will ultimately be approved.  
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Comment Letter NOP-18 Kevin Kim  

 
 
Response to Comment Letter NOP-18 
The comment mentions a refuse incineration plant near his home. There are two operating waste 
incinerators within California: City of Long Beach and Stanislaus County. The La Puente 
Landfill, located adjacent to Hacienda Heights, terminated its operating permit on October 31, 
2013 and has since stopped receiving refuse. There is record of a Puente Hills Gas-to-Energy 
Facility which converts the 30,000 cubic feet per minute of landfill gas 
(https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Landfill_gas) created by the landfill into more than 40 megawatts 
(https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Watt#Megawatt) of electricity. Without this gas-to-energy facility, 
the landfill gas would be flared; this is not a refuse incineration plant. There is also the LACSD’s 
waste to energy project at its La Puente WWTP; this is also not a refuse incineration plant. The 
City of Long Beach refuse incineration plant is approximately 30 miles from Quemetco and its 
surrounding communities and due to the distance from the facility, the City of Long Beach refuse 
incineration plant is not a contributing influence to air quality, GHGs and air toxics for the 
community around Quemetco.  
The EIR includes an analysis of the potential air quality (including air toxics) and GHG impacts 
from the proposed Project (see Section 4.2 and Appendix D of the EIR). Cumulative impacts are 
also discussed in Section 4.2.  
South Coast AQMD’s Annual Emissions Reporting (AER) program tracks emissions of air 
contaminants from permitted facilities, including the Quemetco facility, on an annual basis. 
Facilities subject to this program are required to report their emissions (both criteria pollutants 
and toxic air contaminants) for each calendar year. The reported emissions of criteria air 
pollutants from Quemetco for the previous six years, based on the annual emission inventory 
reports prepared for the South Coast AQMD under the AER program, are provided in Section 

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Landfill_gas
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Watt%23Megawatt
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3.2 of the EIR. The annual emission inventory reports for the facility are based on source test 
results and CEMS data. Refer to Section 4.2 and Appendix D of the EIR for more information on 
baseline (existing setting) and the proposed Project’s emissions. 
A CEMS, which continuously monitors various pollutants, is installed at the WESP (air pollution 
control equipment) stack of the Quemetco facility, and the readings from source tests and the 
CEMS are used to measure compliance with emission limits at the WESP stack. Additionally, 
there are ambient air quality monitoring stations around the facility and in the area surrounding 
the facility which provide additional data.  
The DTSC, and not the South Coast AQMD, conducted the soil sampling. DTSC’s soils 
remediation activities, as described in more detail in Section 3.4 of the EIR, address historic soil 
contamination and do not necessarily reflect today’s operation and compliance with South Coast 
AQMD requirements including but not limited to Rule 1420.1 which is designed to curb toxic 
emissions and penalize exceedances with curtailment of facility operations. Please refer to 
Master Response on DTSC Soils Investigations and Remediation. The proposed Project assessed 
in this EIR does not result in any soils disturbance (on or offsite) nor any changes that would 
affect the existing soil conditions, therefore no further soils analysis is required. 
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Comment Letter NOP-19 Duncan McKee  
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Responses to Comment Letter NOP-19 

 

Response to Comment NOP-19-A 
Thank you for your comment. This comment does not raise any issues related to the NOP/IS or 
potential environmental impacts of the proposed Project; therefore, no further response is 
required. 
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Response to Comment NOP-19-B  
At its most basic level, CEQA requires an analysis of how a proposed project will change the 
existing environmental conditions, also known as the environmental baseline. (CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15125(a); Neighbors for Smart Rail v. Exposition Metro Line Construction Authority 
(2013) 57 Cal.4th 439, 447; see also CEQA Guidelines Section 15378(a [“ ‘Project’ means the 
whole of an action, which has a potential for resulting in either a direct physical change in the 
environment, or a reasonably foreseeable indirect physical change in the environment…”].)  The 
proposed Project’s existing environmental conditions are described in detail in Chapter 3. The 
EIR evaluates the proposed Project’s potential air quality and hazardous materials impacts in 
Section 4.2 and Section 4.4, respectively as well as within Appendix D.  
A discussion of the South Coast AQMD rules and regulations which are applicable to the 
facility, and will continue to apply to the proposed Project and the facility’s compliance history, 
including current compliance status are discussed in Section 3.2 and Appendix C of the EIR. 
Detailed information regarding Quemetco’s permit violations and settlements are also discussed 
in Section 3.2 and Appendix C of the EIR. The various regulatory and permitting requirements 
applicable to Quemetco have become more rigorous and expansive over time (e.g., South Coast 
AQMD Rule 1420.1). Additionally, the air pollution control technology in operation at the 
facility has advanced substantially over time. A detailed explanation of the facility’s current air 
pollution control systems is provided in Chapter 2. Further, the proposed Project includes the 
addition of a carbon monoxide (CO) continuous emissions monitoring system (CEMS) to the 
Wet Electrostatic Precipitator (WESP) stack to measure compliance with CO emission limits. 
Prior to issuing a permit, Health and Safety Code Section 42301(b) requires that an established 
air district permit system prohibit a facility from receiving a permit unless the air district is 
satisfied that the project being permitted will comply with all South Coast AQMD, CARB, and 
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U.S. EPA regulatory requirements. The South Coast AQMD performs a thorough permit analysis 
to evaluate the maximum potential emissions from the permitted equipment and the resulting 
potential health risk impacts. Permit conditions are developed to provide operating parameters to 
ensure emissions stay below acceptable permit limits and risk levels as established through 
regulatory requirements. As a result of the permitting analysis, if a permit is issued, it is expected 
that the facility is or will be able to meet all air quality related regulatory requirements and 
operate in a manner that is protective of public health. The South Coast AQMD Executive 
Officer or designee will consider whether to approve the project after considering the permit 
evaluation and the CEQA analysis. (Health and Safety Code Section 42300(a); South Coast 
AQMD Administrative Code, Section 15.3.)   
Moreover, after permits are issued, South Coast AQMD compliance staff conduct regular 
inspections to ensure that equipment and processes are operating in compliance with the 
applicable rules and regulations. 
A number of agencies have been participating in the CEQA process for this proposed Project. 
The DTSC, Los Angeles County Board of Supervisors, Los Angeles County Fire Department, 
Los Angeles County Department of Public Health, Los Angeles County Regional Water Quality 
Control Board, and a U.S House of Representative attended the South Coast AQMD CEQA 
scoping meetings. All of the responsible and commenting agencies have been notified of the 
proposed Project and are included on its all applicable mail and email lists. 
DTSC’s soils remediation activities, as described in more detail in Section 3.4 of the EIR, 
address historic soil contamination, an existing environmental condition, and include estimating 
the source of lead in the community soils (fingerprinting). Historic soil contamination does not 
necessarily reflect today’s operation and compliance with South Coast AQMD requirements 
including but not limited to Rule 1420.1 which was designed to curb toxic emissions and 
penalize exceedances with curtailment of facility operations. Please refer to Master Response on 
DTSC Soils Investigations and Remediation. The proposed Project assessed in this EIR does not 
result in any soils disturbance (on or offsite) nor any changes that would affect the existing soil 
conditions, therefore no further soils analysis is required. 
Similarly, existing groundwater contamination and the proposed Project’s potential groundwater 
impacts are assessed in Section 3.5 and 4.5, respectively. Additionally, the NOP/IS analyzed the 
proposed Project’s potential impacts to aesthetics, agriculture and forestry resources, biological 
resources, cultural resources, geology and soils, land use and planning, mineral resources, noise, 
population and housing, public services, recreation, and solid and hazardous waste, and found 
them to be less than significant. Therefore, they are not analyzed further in the EIR. The EIR 
includes an analysis of the proposed Project’s potential air quality and GHG emissions 
(including air toxics), energy, hazards and hazardous materials, hydrology and water quality, and 
transportation impacts. The analysis of these environmental topic areas in the EIR concluded that 
the proposed Project would result in less than significant impacts; therefore, mitigation measures 
are not required. 
Quemetco maintains a RRP as required by AB 2588, which addresses compliance with arsenic 
emissions limits. RRP conditions have been incorporated into the Title V permit and will not 
change because of the proposed Project. Additionally, the HRA looks at total facility health risks 
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to ensure no conflicts with the previously approved RRP. Note that Quemetco is still subject to 
AB 2588 and the proposed Project will also be subject to AB 2588. 
 

Response to Comment NOP-19-C 
The comment alleges that multiple boxes, including one for “agricultural and forestry resources” 
in the NOP/IS Section 2.3: Environmental Impacts Areas Potentially Affected were not checked 
that must be addressed in the EIR. In the NOP/IS, the boxes that were checked based on 
substantial evidence suggesting that the proposed Project may cause potentially significant 
impacts and warranted inclusion in the EIR for additional impact assessment.  
The NOP/IS analyzed the proposed Project’s potential impacts to agriculture and forestry 
resources, and found that impacts would be less than significant; therefore, they are not analyzed 
further in the EIR.  
The EIR includes an analysis of the proposed Project’s potential air quality and GHG emissions  
including lead, arsenic, cadmium, chromium, 1,3- butadiene, benzene and other toxic substances 
included in Quemetco’s AB 2588 HRAs. As explained in the NOP/IS, the area surrounding the 
proposed Project site is heavily developed. While the area immediately surrounding the facility is 
industrial in nature, there are remaining agricultural parcels under cultivation in the community 
as well as homes, grocery stores, parks, schools and hospitals.  
An HRA, which analyzes the potential health risks to the surrounding areas, was prepared and 
included in Section 4.2 and Appendix D of the EIR. The HRA analyzes the proposed Project’s 
potential health risk impacts from toxic air emissions using multiple exposure pathways, 
including through ingestion of homegrown produce, as well as health risks to those parcels zoned 
for agriculture. Separate HRAs were conducted for the baseline (existing setting) and proposed 
Project conditions to determine the proposed Project’s potential net increase in health risk (from 
mobile and stationary sources and described in detail in Appendix D.1: Technical Air Quality 
Methods and Emissions Assumptions). Sensitive receptors within a 5,000-meter radius distance 
from the facility were included in the residential receptor analysis (also referred to as a 10-
kilometer grid which is equivalent to 6.2 miles).  
Table 4.2-8 in the EIR shows that the proposed Project’s potential incremental (net) cancer risk 
impacts, inclusive of both stationary and mobile sources during normal operations, would be less 
than the applicable South Coast AQMD thresholds for MEIR and MEIW receptors. The 
proposed Project’s non-cancer risk net impacts, which are represented as Maximum Chronic 
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Hazard Index and Maximum Acute Hazard Index, would also be less than their respective South 
Coast AQMD significance thresholds. For these reasons, the proposed Project’s potential net 
health risk impact would not generate significant public health impacts from toxic air emissions. 
Furthermore, analysis in the EIR concluded that all of the proposed Project’s potential impacts 
including potential impacts to public health (specifically including air quality and GHGs, and 
hazards and hazardous materials, accidental releases or fire hazards) would be less than 
significant. Therefore, mitigation measures are not required. For these reasons, the net health risk 
impact from the proposed Project would not generate significant public health impacts from 
toxic air emissions.  
The proposed Project would occur within the boundaries of the existing facility. A detailed HRA 
evaluated the proposed Project and found less than significant impacts from air toxic emissions. 
Regarding whether the proposed Project's air emissions could potentially generate soil deposition 
impacts, Table 4.2-9 in the EIR breaks down the potential sources of risk being evaluated 
(inhalation, soil (e.g., land and waterways), dermal, mother's milk, and crops (e.g., home 
gardens)) as well as the percentage contribution of each risk source to the maximum residential 
cancer risk for Receptor 51165, the location of the highest estimated residential risk (the MEIR). 
The MEIR risks including soil deposition impacts for the total proposed Project, the baseline, 
and the increment (proposed Project less baseline), would be less than the South Coast AQMD 
maximum residential cancer risk threshold (Table 4.2-8 in the EIR). For these reasons, potential 
soil deposition impacts from the proposed Project would also be less than the South Coast 
AQMD maximum residential cancer risk threshold and the proposed Project would not generate 
significant soil deposition impacts. The NOP/IS therefore concluded that there would be no 
impacts to Agricultural Resources, including to the agricultural parcels under cultivation or those 
parcels zoned for agriculture. The comment does not raise any issues which were not previously 
analyzed or considered. For these reasons, there is no substantial evidence to support alleged 
potentially significant effects on forest and agricultural resources or further inclusion of this 
topic area in the EIR. 
 



   
Appendix B – Comments Received on the NOP/IS and During CEQA Scoping Meeting and Responses to 
Comments 
 

Appendix B B-150 October 2021 

 
Response to Comment NOP-19-D 
The comment alleges that multiple boxes, including one for “biological resources” in the NOP/IS 
Section 2.3: Environmental Impacts Areas Potentially Affected were not checked that must be 
addressed in the EIR. In the NOP/IS, the boxes that were checked based on substantial evidence 
suggesting that the proposed Project may cause potentially significant impacts and warranted 
inclusion in the EIR for additional impact assessment.  
The NOP/IS acknowledged that San Jose Creek is located to the north of the facility and not 
within the boundaries of the facility. However, as discussed in the NOP/IS, San Jose Creek in the 
vicinity of the facility is a concrete drainage channel that is devoid of native plants, and protected 
habitat or species. The proposed Project would occur within the boundaries of the existing 
facility and no impacts to any biological resources would result. Although the comment alleges 
biological impacts to the frog population, no evidence was provided to support that claim. The 
comment does not raise any issues which were not previously analyzed or considered. Therefore, 
impacts to Biological Resources were not further analyzed in the EIR and a full Eco Risk 
Assessment is not included.  
Furthermore, as discussed in the NOP/IS, wastewater processing and disposal at the facility is 
highly regulated and does not impact San Jose Creek. Quemetco is permitted through its 
Industrial Waste Discharge Permit from the Los Angeles County Sanitation District (LACSD) to 
treat and discharge wastewater generated at the facility. All treated wastewater is discharged into 
the LACSD sewer system and meets the standards of the Regional Water Quality Control Board, 
consistent with the facility’s applicable permits. Additionally, wastewater discharged by the 
facility is tested quarterly by a third-party laboratory for metals, and reports are submitted to 
LACSD. A discussion of the potential impacts from wastewater discharge is included in Section 
4.5 of the EIR.  
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Hazards and hazardous materials, including potential for seismic activity and accidental releases, 
were assessed in Section VIII of the NOP/IS (Appendix A) and in Section 4.4 of the EIR. 
The wastewater storage and treatment system is identified as an Operating Unit in Quemetco’s 
DTSC permit, which strictly regulates the operation and maintenance of all Operating Units at 
Quemetco. The DTSC permit also includes specific monitoring, special conditions, and response 
programs that minimize risks associated with operation of the treatment system including 
potential cracks in the secondary containment and wastewater discharge overflows. Additionally, 
LACSD has permitting authority over wastewater discharges from the onsite treatment facility. 
Applicable state regulations and standards also apply to the treatment system, and require 
Quemetco to operate the system in a manner that ensures no impacts to water or people will 
occur. 
Section 4.2 and Appendix D of the EIR include a detailed air quality impact assessment, 
including an HRA (Tables 4.2-8 and 4.2-9) to show that all potential air toxic emissions impacts 
from the proposed Project, including soil deposition as well as to rivers, waterways and gardens, 
would be less than significant. Air emissions are regulated according to Quemetco’s Title V 
permit and applicable South Coast AQMD rules and regulations, including Rule 1420.1, which 
limits total arsenic, benzene, and 1,3-butadiene emissions from the facility and includes 
enforceable curtailment penalties if exceedances occur. Wastewater and stormwater are collected 
and treated onsite and released pursuant to Quemetco’s Industrial Waste Discharge Permit and 
NPDES Industrial Storm Water Permit, both of which ensure that the quality of the released 
water is consistent with applicable standards/regulations.  
Regarding actions taken to prevent potential spills during an accident or seismic event, the 
facility is subject to regulations (such as spill prevention control and countermeasure (SPCC) 
plan) that require installation and operation of a secondary containment system to protect against 
any such spills (22 CCR Section 66264.193). DTSC requires all wastewater holding tanks to be 
certified as compliant with applicable current seismic standards including secondary 
containment. See also Section 3.4 and 4.4 of the EIR for a discussion of Quemetco’s SPCC and 
Risk Management Plan (RMP).  
Detailed information regarding Quemetco’s permit violations and settlements are discussed in 
Section 3.2 and Appendix C of the EIR. The various regulatory and permitting requirements 
applicable to Quemetco have become more rigorous and expansive over time (e.g., South Coast 
AQMD Rule 1420.1). Additionally, the air pollution control technology in operation at the 
facility has advanced substantially over time. A detailed explanation of the facility’s current air 
pollution control systems is provided in Chapter 2. Further, the proposed Project includes the 
addition of a carbon monoxide (CO) continuous emissions monitoring system (CEMS) to the 
Wet Electrostatic Precipitator (WESP) stack to measure compliance with CO emission limits. 
Prior to issuing a permit, Health and Safety Code Section 42301(b) requires that an established 
air district permit system prohibit a facility from receiving a permit unless the air district is 
satisfied that the project being permitted will comply with all South Coast AQMD, CARB, and 
U.S. EPA regulatory requirements. The South Coast AQMD performs a thorough permit analysis 
to evaluate the maximum potential emissions from the permitted equipment and the resulting 
potential health risk impacts. Permit conditions are developed to provide operating parameters to 
ensure emissions stay below acceptable permit limits and risk levels as established through 
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regulatory requirements. As a result of the permitting analysis, if a permit is issued, it is expected 
that the facility is or will be able to meet all air quality related regulatory requirements and 
operate in a manner that is protective of public health. The South Coast AQMD Executive 
Officer or designee will consider whether to approve the project after considering the permit 
evaluation and the CEQA analysis. (Health and Safety Code Section 42300(a); South Coast 
AQMD Administrative Code, Section 15.3.)   
Moreover, after permits are issued, South Coast AQMD compliance staff conduct regular 
inspections to ensure that equipment and processes are operating in compliance with the 
applicable rules and regulations. 
Since the proposed Project would occur within the boundaries of the existing facility, the 
NOP/IS concluded that there would be no impacts to biological resources and the comment does 
not raise any issues that were not previously analyzed or considered. For these reasons, there is 
no substantial evidence to support potentially significant effects on biological resources and thus 
further inclusion of this topic area in the EIR is not required. 
 
Comment NOP-19-E 

In the NOP/IS, the boxes that were checked based on substantial evidence suggesting that the 
proposed Project may cause potentially significant impacts and warranted inclusion in the EIR 
for additional impact assessment. 
The NOP/IS analyzed the proposed Project’s potential impacts to cultural resources and found 
them to be less than significant, therefore, they are not analyzed further in the EIR. The cultural 
resources section of the Appendix G environmental checklist focuses on impacts at the project 
site or nearby cultural resources due to physical development, such as the potential for 
inadvertent destruction of archaeological or historical resources during project construction. As 
discussed in the NOP/IS, the proposed Project would occur within the boundaries of the existing 
facility and no new physical construction is necessary such as ground disturbing activities. As a 
result, the proposed Project would not impact cultural resources.  
Further, an extensive HRA was conducted for a 10-kilometer (which is equivalent to 6.2 miles) 
grid area and found that all potential air toxic impacts would be less than significant. This 
includes all potential air toxic impacts on museums, historic structures, plant conservatories, 
planned botanical gardens or any other cultural resources within this air toxics study area. The 
comment does not raise any cultural resources issues which were not previously analyzed or 
considered. 
For these reasons, there is no substantial evidence to support potentially significant effects on 
cultural resources. Further inclusion of this topic area in the EIR is not required. 
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The comment alleges that multiple boxes, including the one for “geology and soils” in the 
NOP/IS Section 2.3: Environmental Impacts Areas Potentially Affected were not checked that 
must be addressed in the EIR. In the NOP/IS, the boxes that were checked based on substantial 
evidence suggesting that the proposed Project may cause potentially significant impacts and 
warranted inclusion in the EIR for additional impact assessment.  
At its most basic level, CEQA requires an analysis of how a proposed project will change the 
existing environmental conditions, also known as the environmental baseline. (CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15125(a; Neighbors for Smart Rail v. Exposition Metro Line Construction Authority 
(2013) 57 Cal.4th 439, 447; see also CEQA Guidelines Section 15378(a [“ ‘Project’ means the 
whole of an action, which has a potential for resulting in either a direct physical change in the 
environment, or a reasonably foreseeable indirect physical change in the environment…”].)  The 
proposed Project’s existing environmental conditions are described in detail in Chapter 3. The 
referenced, existing contamination is part of the environmental baseline for the proposed Project.  
The Quemetco facility monitors ambient lead and arsenic emissions at its fenceline to ensure 
compliance with all applicable rules and regulations include South Coast AQMD’s Rule 1420.1, 
which was designed to curb toxic emissions and to penalize exceedances with curtailment of 
facility operations (refer to Chapter 2 – Proposed Project, Sections 3.2 and 4.2 and Appendix D).  
The proposed Project’s effects on geology and soil resources were analyzed in the NOP/IS which 
concluded that the proposed Project would result in less than significant impacts. Therefore, 
further analysis of geology and soil resources is not required and was not conducted in the EIR.  
The geology and soils section of the Appendix G environmental checklist focuses on impacts at 
the project site or nearby geologic resources based on physical development that causes soil 
disturbances, such as grading and excavation, and impacts caused by locating a project on certain 
soils or in certain seismic areas. As explained in the NOP/IS, the proposed Project does not call 
for any physical development activities that would move or disturb soil. In addition, the facility 
has been located on the same site since 1959. As a result, there are no geologic resources that 
would potentially be impacted by the proposed Project. The comment does not raise any geology 
or soil resources issues which were not previously analyzed or considered.  
The EIR’s HRA (refer to Section 4.2 and Appendix D) measures the release of airborne 
hazardous materials from the facility’s air pollution control devices and shows there the 
proposed Project’s potential impacts would be less than significant. Additionally, the EIR’s 
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environmental setting for air quality (Section 3.2) presents information that shows Quemetco’s 
air toxic and criteria pollutant emissions have been reducing over time due to increasingly 
stringent regulation and advances in air pollution control technology. 
Chapter 5 of the EIR analyzes the following alternatives to the proposed Project: Alternative 1 - 
No Project (i.e., not going forward with the proposed Project), Alternative 2 - Reduced Capacity 
Project, Alternative 3 – Offsite Facility, and Alternative 4 - Close the Facility. The feasibility of 
each of these alternatives was evaluated against the project objectives; Alternative 3- Offsite 
Facility and Alternative 4 – Close the Facility would not meet the project objectives and 
therefore was found not to be feasible. 
DTSC’s soils remediation activities, as described in more detail in Section 3.4 of the EIR, are 
addressing historic soil contamination and are not necessarily reflective of today’s activity and 
compliance with South Coast AQMD requirements including but not limited to Rule 1420.1 
which was designed to curb toxic emissions and to penalize violations through curtailment of 
facility operations. Please refer to Master Response on DTSC Soils Investigations and 
Remediation. The proposed Project assessed in this EIR does not result in any soils disturbance 
(on or offsite) nor any changes that would affect the existing soil conditions, therefore no further 
soils analysis is required. 
The comment relative to the cleanup of offsite soils from previous contamination is outside the 
scope of this CEQA analysis. The referenced contamination is part of the environmental baseline 
for CEQA purposes. The proposed Project would not disturb any soil, either onsite at the 
Quemetco facility or offsite. DTSC, the agency with oversight for soil contamination, as part of 
its RCRA Part B permit renewal for Quemetco, is investigating the extent of surrounding soil 
contamination and response strategies. Detailed information regarding Quemetco’s permit 
violations and settlements with South Coast AQMD, DTSC and others are discussed in Section 
3.2 and Appendix C of the EIR. The various regulatory and permitting requirements applicable 
to Quemetco have become more rigorous and expansive over time (e.g., South Coast AQMD 
Rule 1420.1). Additionally, the air pollution control technology in operation at the facility has 
advanced substantially over time. A detailed explanation of the facility’s current air pollution 
control systems is provided in Chapter 2. Further, the proposed Project includes the addition of a 
carbon monoxide (CO) continuous emissions monitoring system (CEMS) to the Wet 
Electrostatic Precipitator (WESP) stack to measure compliance with CO emission limits. 
Prior to issuing a permit, Health and Safety Code Section 42301(b) requires that an established 
air district permit system prohibit a facility from receiving a permit unless the air district is 
satisfied that the project being permitted will comply with all South Coast AQMD, CARB, and 
U.S. EPA regulatory requirements. The South Coast AQMD performs a thorough permit analysis 
to evaluate the maximum potential emissions from the permitted equipment and the resulting 
potential health risk impacts. Permit conditions are developed to provide operating parameters to 
ensure emissions stay below acceptable permit limits and risk levels as established through 
regulatory requirements. As a result of the permitting analysis, if a permit is issued, it is expected 
that the facility is or will be able to meet all air quality related regulatory requirements and 
operate in a manner that is protective of public health. The South Coast AQMD Executive 
Officer or designee will consider whether to approve the project after considering the permit 
evaluation and the CEQA analysis. (Health and Safety Code Section 42300(a); South Coast 
AQMD Administrative Code, Section 15.3.)  
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Moreover, after permits are issued, South Coast AQMD compliance staff conduct regular 
inspections to ensure that equipment and processes are operating in compliance with the 
applicable rules and regulations. 
For these reasons, there is no substantial evidence to support potentially significant effects on 
geology and soils resources and thus further inclusion of this topic area in the EIR is not 
warranted. 
 

The comment alleges that multiple boxes, including the one for “land use and planning” in the 
NOP/IS Section 2.3: Environmental Impacts Areas Potentially Affected were not checked that 
must be addressed in the EIR. In the NOP/IS, the boxes that were checked based on substantial 
evidence suggesting that the proposed Project may cause potentially significant impacts and 
warranted inclusion in the EIR for additional impact assessment.  
The proposed Project’s effects on land use and planning were analyzed in the NOP/IS which 
concluded the proposed Project would have no impacts in this environmental topic area because 
the proposed Project does not physically divide a community nor does it conflict with any land 
use plan, policy or regulation. The proposed Project would generate no physical change to the 
Quemetco facility and would not trigger any change in land use nor require any land use permit 
or review. Therefore, further analysis of land use and planning is not required and was not 
conducted in the EIR. Moreover, the comment does not raise any land use and planning issues 
which were not previously analyzed or considered.  
In accordance with CEQA Guidelines Section 15121(a), the purpose of an EIR is to serve as an 
informational document that: “will inform public agency decision-makers and the public 
generally of the significant environmental effects of a project, identify possible ways to minimize 
the significant effects, and describe reasonable alternatives to the project.” 
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The analysis of air quality and GHG emissions from the proposed Project is discussed in Section 
4.2 and Appendix D of the EIR. All emissions are and will continue to be subject to air permit 
conditions for the next 20 years and beyond. The food manufacturing and food processing 
companies identified in the comment are separate businesses located within self-contained 
buildings and subject to their own federal, state, and local regulations regarding food handling 
and safety. For these reasons, no impacts to food safety are anticipated to occur as a result of the 
proposed Project, and the comment does not provide substantial evidence to undermine this 
conclusion. In addition, all residents and businesses in a two-mile radius from the facility were 
sent notices; none of these companies located within two-miles have provided comments on the 
NOP/IS.  
The EIR includes an HRA. Separate HRAs were conducted for the baseline (existing setting) and 
proposed Project conditions to determine the net increase in health risk (from mobile and 
stationary sources during normal operations and described in detail in Appendix D.1: Technical 
Air Quality Methods and Emissions Assumptions). Sensitive receptors within a 5,000-meter 
radius distance from the facility were included in the residential receptor analysis (also referred 
to as a 10-kilometer grid which is equivalent to 6.2 miles).  
Table 4.2-8 in the EIR shows that the potential incremental (net) cancer risk impacts, inclusive of 
both stationary and mobile sources during normal operations, from the proposed Project would 
be less than the South Coast AQMD threshold for MEIR and MEIW receptors. The proposed 
Project’s non-cancer risk net impacts, which are represented as Maximum Chronic Hazard Index 
and Maximum Acute Hazard Index, are also less than their respective South Coast AQMD 
significance thresholds. For these reasons, the potential net health risk impact from the proposed 
Project would not generate significant public health impacts from toxic air emissions.  
DTSC’s soils remediation activities, as described in more detail in Section 3.4 of the EIR, are 
addressing historic soil contamination and are not necessarily reflective of today’s activity and 
compliance with South Coast AQMD requirements including but not limited to Rule 1420.1 
which was designed to curb toxic emissions and penalize violations through curtailment of 
facility operations. Please refer to Master Response on DTSC Soils Investigations and 
Remediation. Table 4.2-9 in the EIR breaks down the potential sources of health risk being 
evaluated (inhalation, soil (e.g., land and waterways), dermal, mother's milk, and crops (e.g., 
home gardens)) as well as the percentage contribution of each risk source to the maximum 
residential cancer risk for Receptor 51165, the location of the highest estimated residential risk 
(the MEIR). The MEIR risks including soil deposition impacts for the total proposed Project, the 
baseline, and the increment (proposed Project less baseline), would be less than the South Coast 
AQMD maximum residential cancer risk threshold (Table 4.2-8 in the EIR). For these reasons, 
potential soil deposition impacts from the proposed Project would also be less than the South 
Coast AQMD maximum residential cancer risk threshold and the proposed Project would not 
generate significant soil deposition impacts. The proposed Project assessed in this EIR does not 
result in any soils disturbance (on or offsite) nor any changes that would affect the existing soil 
conditions, therefore no further soils analysis is required. 
As discussed in Section 3.2 and Appendix C of the EIR, the proposed Project will be subject to 
applicable rules and regulations from various agencies which will protect the public health of the 
surrounding community. Additionally, Quemetco does not process food nor ingredients for food 
processing. The various regulatory and permitting requirements applicable to Quemetco have 
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become more rigorous and expansive over time (e.g., South Coast AQMD Rule 1420.1). 
Additionally, the air pollution control technology in operation at the facility has advanced 
substantially over time. A detailed explanation of the facility’s current air pollution control 
systems is provided in Chapter 2. Further, the proposed Project includes the addition of a carbon 
monoxide (CO) continuous emissions monitoring system (CEMS) to the Wet Electrostatic 
Precipitator (WESP) stack to measure compliance with CO emission limits. 
For these reasons, there is no substantial evidence to support potentially significant effects on 
land use and planning resources or further inclusion of this topic area in the EIR. 
 

Response to Comment NOP-19-H 
The comment alleges that environmental checklist box for “noise” in the NOP/IS was not 
checked and that noise must be addressed in the EIR. In the NOP/IS, the boxes that were 
checked based on substantial evidence suggesting that the proposed Project may cause 
potentially significant impacts and warranted inclusion in the EIR for additional impact 
assessment.  
The proposed Project’s effects on noise were analyzed in the NOP/IS which concluded the 
proposed Project would result in less than significant impacts for this environmental topic area. 
Therefore, further analysis of noise is not required and was not conducted in the EIR. Further, 
because the comment does not explain when the noise complaints were made, what agency 
received the complaints, and whether there was a follow up investigation that confirmed the 
Quemetco facility as the source of noise for these alleged incidents, the comment does not raise 
any noise issues which can be verified. As explained in the NOP/IS, all operations associated 
with the proposed Project will occur within existing, enclosed buildings (including the existing 
hammermill), which are surrounded by intervening structures and a railroad berm that serve as a 
noise buffer between Quemetco and nearby residences, the nearest of which are located 
approximately 600 feet from the Project site. The hammermill is not audible at the fenceline in 
the baseline condition. Any potential additional noise levels at the fenceline from additional 
hammermill activity within an enclosed building would not be discernable from the existing 
background traffic and industrial area noise activities.  
Lastly, the comment does not provide any details about when the odor complaints were made 
and whether the complaints were directed to South Coast AQMD. All odor complaints made to 
South Coast AQMD are investigated by an inspector. Thus, the comment does not raise any odor 
issues which can be verified. For these reasons, there is no substantial evidence to support 
potentially significant effects from noise or odor and thus further inclusion of these topic areas in 
the EIR. 
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Response to Comment NOP-19-I 
The comment alleges that the box for “population and housing” in the NOP/IS Section 2.3: 
Environmental Impacts Areas Potentially Affected, was not checked that population and housing 
must be addressed in the EIR. In the NOP/IS, the boxes that were checked based on substantial 
evidence suggesting that the proposed Project may cause potentially significant impacts and 
warranted inclusion in the EIR for additional impact assessment.  
The proposed Project’s effects on population and housing were analyzed in the NOP/IS which 
concluded the proposed Project would result in less than significant impacts. The proposed 
Project does not induce substantial unplanned population growth nor displace a substantial 
number of people or housing. Therefore, further analysis of population and housing is not 
required and was not conducted in the EIR. In addition, the comment does not raise any 
additional population and housing issues that were not previously analyzed or considered.  
The comment asks about air pollution control equipment in place at the Quemetco facility and air 
quality impacts, including toxics and the proposed use of petroleum coke, and the effects on 
schools and offsite receptors. The facility’s air pollution control equipment is discussed in 
Chapter 2 and the proposed Project’s potential air quality impacts are discussed in Section 4.2 
and Appendix D of the EIR. Separate HRAs were conducted for the baseline (existing setting) 
and proposed Project conditions to determine the net increase in health risk (from mobile and 
stationary sources and described in detail in Appendix D.1: Technical Air Quality Methods and 
Emissions Assumptions). Sensitive receptors within a 5,000-meter radius distance from the 
facility were included in the residential receptor analysis (also referred to as a 10-kilometer grid 
which is equivalent to 6.2 miles).  
Table 4.2-8 in the EIR shows that the proposed Project’s potential incremental (net) cancer risk 
impacts, inclusive of both stationary and mobile sources during normal operations, would be less 
than the applicable South Coast AQMD thresholds for MEIR and MEIW receptors. The 
proposed Project’s non-cancer risk net impacts, which are represented as Maximum Chronic 
Hazard Index and Maximum Acute Hazard Index, would also be less than their respective South 
Coast AQMD significance thresholds. For these reasons, the proposed Project’s potential net 
health risk impact would not generate significant public health impacts from toxic air emissions. 
Furthermore, analysis in the EIR concluded that all of the proposed Project’s potential impacts 
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including potential impacts to public health (specifically including air quality and GHGs, and 
hazards and hazardous materials, accidental releases or fire hazards) would be less than 
significant. Therefore, mitigation measures are not required. For these reasons, the net health risk 
impact from the proposed Project would not generate significant public health impacts from 
toxic air emissions. 
See Chapter 2 – Proposed Project for more information about the facility’s air pollution control 
equipment. The comment raises issues related to soil contamination and hazards, which are 
discussed in Section 4.4 of the EIR.  
DTSC’s soils remediation activities, as described in more detail in Section 3.4 of the EIR, are 
addressing historic soil contamination. DTSC has been working with Quemetco to address 
historic soils contamination through collection of soil samples, establishment of a work plan for 
corrective action and implementation of that work plan. Please refer to Master Response on 
DTSC Soils Investigations and Remediation. The proposed Project assessed in this EIR does not 
result in any soils disturbance (on or offsite) nor any changes that would affect the existing soil 
conditions, therefore no further soils analysis is required. 
The comment also mentions the topic of odors, which was analyzed in Section III of the NOP/IS 
(see Appendix A of the EIR) and Section 4.2 of the EIR. Thus, the comment does not raise any 
new odor issues requiring further analysis in the EIR. 
For these reasons, there is no substantial evidence to support potentially significant effects from 
population and housing or odors and thus further inclusion of these topic areas in the EIR. 
 

Response to Comment NOP-19-J 
The comment alleges that the box for “public services” in the NOP/IS Section 2.3: 
Environmental Impacts Areas Potentially Affected, was not checked and that public services 
must be addressed in the EIR. In the NOP/IS, the boxes that were checked based on substantial 
evidence suggesting that the proposed Project may cause potentially significant impacts and 
warranted inclusion in the EIR for additional impact assessment.  
Sufficient public services such as police and fire are available to provide services to the facility. 
The comment provides no evidence that undermines this understanding. The proposed Project’s 
effects on public services were analyzed in the NOP/IS which concluded the proposed Project 
would have less than significant impacts in this environmental topic area. Therefore, further 
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analysis of public services is not required and was not conducted in the EIR. In addition, the 
comment does not raise any additional public services issues which were not previously analyzed 
or considered. 
The comment mentions the potential for ruptures and fires related to seismic activity, which is 
discussed in Section VII – Geology and Soils of the NOP/IS (see Appendix A of the EIR) and 
Section 3.4 of the EIR. The comment also mentions to the potential for hazard accidents and 
release as well as soil contamination which are discussed in Section 4.4 of the EIR. The facility 
maintains a contingency plan which is approved by the local Certified Program Agency (CUPA) 
which is Los Angeles County, an Underground Storage Tank Monitoring and Emergency Plan 
which is approved by Los Angeles County Fire Department and Los Angeles County Public 
Works Department, and facility staff training procedures detailing hazardous material handling 
requirements. The EIR concludes that the proposed Project’s potential environmental impacts in 
this area would be less than significant.  
For these reasons, there is no substantial evidence to support potentially significant effects from 
public services and thus further inclusion of these topic areas in the EIR. 
 

Response to Comment NOP-19-K 
The proposed Project’s effects on recreation were analyzed in the NOP/IS which concluded no 
impacts to this environmental topic area as the proposed Project would not increase the use of 
existing parks nor does it require the expansion of recreational facilities. Therefore, further 
analysis of recreation is not required and was not conducted in the EIR. It is important to note 
that the context for analyzing recreation is limited to considering whether increased use of 
existing recreational facilities would occur or if modifications to existing recreational facilities or 
new recreational facilities would need to be built as a result of implementing the proposed 
Project. If none of these criteria are met, then a recreational impact would not be triggered. With 
this context in mind, the comment does not raise any additional recreation issues which were not 
previously analyzed or considered.  
The comment also asks about air pollution control equipment in place at the Quemetco facility as 
described in detail in Chapter 2 – Proposed Project and air quality impacts, associated with the 
proposed use of petroleum coke, which are analyzed in Section 4.2 and Appendix D of the EIR.  
The EIR also includes an HRA, which analyzes the potential health risks to the surrounding areas 
(see Section 4.2 and Appendix D). Please see Response to Comment NOP-19-I for a further 
discussion of the HRA and its results.  
 



   
Appendix B – Comments Received on the NOP/IS and During CEQA Scoping Meeting and Responses to 
Comments 
 

Appendix B B-161 October 2021 

Response to Comment NOP-19-L 
The comment alleges that the box for “solid and hazardous waste” in the NOP/IS Section 2.3: 
Environmental Impacts Areas Potentially Affected was not checked that solid and hazardous 
waste must be addressed in the EIR. In the NOP/IS, the boxes that were checked based on 
substantial evidence suggesting that the proposed Project may cause potentially significant 
impacts and warranted inclusion in the EIR for additional impact assessment.  
The proposed Project’s effects on solid and hazardous waste from the use, storage, and disposal 
of hazardous materials were analyzed in the NOP/IS which concluded less than significant 
impacts to this environmental topic area. Therefore, further analysis of solid and hazardous waste 
impacts is not required and was not conducted in the EIR.  
It is important to note that the context for analyzing solid and hazardous waste is limited to 
determining that the solid waste landfill utilized by the facility has sufficient capacity to serve 
the needs of the proposed Project and whether the solid and hazardous waste handling activities 
would comply with federal, state and local requirements as a result of implementing the 
proposed Project. If these criteria can be satisfied, then a significant solid and hazardous waste 
impact would not occur. With this context in mind, the comment does not raise any solid and 
hazardous waste issues which were not previously analyzed or considered.  
In addition, the proposed Project’s potential impacts relating to the topic of hazards and 
hazardous materials (which is different from solids and hazardous waste) from the upset and/or 
release of hazardous materials into the environment are analyzed in Section 4.4 of the EIR. 
Relative to the use of potable water and wastewater discharged, Section 4.5 of the EIR analyzes 
the proposed Project’s potential impacts to hydrology (water demand) and water quality. 
For these reasons, there is no substantial evidence to support potentially significant effects from 
“solid and hazardous waste” and thus further inclusion of these topic areas in the EIR. 
 

Response to Comment NOP-19-M 
The comment alleges that the box for “transportation and traffic” in the NOP/IS Section 2.3: 
Environmental Impacts Areas Potentially Affected was not checked that transportation and 
traffic must be addressed in the EIR. In the NOP/IS, the boxes that were checked based on 
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substantial evidence suggesting that the proposed Project may cause potentially significant 
impacts and warranted inclusion in the EIR for additional impact assessment.  
In response to a comment on the NOP/IS from Caltrans, a commenting agency, the proposed 
Project’s potential impacts to transportation are analyzed in Sections 3.6 and 4.6 of the EIR. The 
EIR also includes an HRA, which analyzes the potential health risks emissions from diesel truck 
activities and other mobile sources to the surrounding areas under normal operations and 
proposed Project Conditions (see Section 4.2 and Appendix D).  
 
Comment NOP-19-N 

 
Response to Comment NOP-19-N 
The air quality impacts of the proposed Project are analyzed in Section 4.2 and Appendix D of 
the EIR. The EIR also includes an HRA, which analyzes the air toxic emissions from furnace 
activities including all feed material (lead components and incidental plastics and rubbers as well 
as smelting reagents and other additives) and the potential health risks to the surrounding areas 
(see Section 4.2 and Appendix D). The HRA assessed baseline (existing setting) and proposed 
Project conditions; both modeling scenarios show lower air toxics emissions than allowed by 
permit conditions or observed during the referenced permit violation and that all of the proposed 
Project’s potential impacts would be below applicable South Coast AQMD thresholds. While 
most of the plastics and metals are removed and separated during the battery dismantling 
process, there are small and incidental amounts of plastics and rubbers that remain in the feed 
material to the furnaces. Detailed information regarding Quemetco’s permit violations and 
settlements are discussed in Section 3.2 and Appendix C of the EIR. The various regulatory and 
permitting requirements applicable to Quemetco have become more rigorous and expansive over 
time (e.g., South Coast AQMD Rule 1420.1). Additionally, the air pollution control technology 
in operation at the facility has advanced substantially over time. A detailed explanation of the 
facility’s current air pollution control systems is provided in Chapter 2. Further, the proposed 
Project includes the addition of a carbon monoxide (CO) continuous emissions monitoring 
system (CEMS) to the Wet Electrostatic Precipitator (WESP) stack to measure compliance with 
CO emission limits. 
Prior to issuing a permit, Health and Safety Code Section 42301(b) requires that an established 
air district permit system prohibit a facility from receiving a permit unless the air district is 
satisfied that the project being permitted will comply with all South Coast AQMD, CARB, and 
U.S. EPA regulatory requirements. The South Coast AQMD performs a thorough permit analysis 
to evaluate the maximum potential emissions from the permitted equipment and the resulting 
potential health risk impacts. Permit conditions are developed to provide operating parameters to 
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ensure emissions stay below acceptable permit limits and risk levels as established through 
regulatory requirements. As a result of the permitting analysis, if a permit is issued, it is expected 
that the facility is or will be able to meet all air quality related regulatory requirements and 
operate in a manner that is protective of public health. The South Coast AQMD Executive 
Officer or designee will consider whether to approve the project after considering the permit 
evaluation and the CEQA analysis. (Health and Safety Code Section 42300(a); South Coast 
AQMD Administrative Code, Section 15.3.)   
Moreover, after permits are issued, South Coast AQMD compliance staff conduct regular 
inspections to ensure that equipment and processes are operating in compliance with the 
applicable rules and regulations. 
 
Comment NOP-19-O 

 
Response to Comment NOP-19-O 
In 2016, South Coast AQMD issued a Rule 441 research permit to test the use of petroleum coke 
in Quemetco’s furnaces. The Rule 441 research permit required source testing and process 
sampling to assess the potential changes in emissions when petroleum coke is used as a smelting 
reagent in the furnaces (refer to Section 2.6: Project Description). South Coast AQMD approved 
CARB Method 410 test methods, sampling procedures, and source test protocols. The source 
tests were performed from July 6, 2016 to July 8, 2016.  
Section III of the NOP/IS (see Appendix A of EIR) analyzed the potential for odors from the 
proposed Project which explained that the facility is equipped with air pollution control 
technology that is capable of reducing odors. For instance, the emissions from the rotary feed 
drying furnace are routed to an air pollution control system that utilizes a regenerative thermal 
oxidizer (RTO) which destroys VOCs and their associated odors. Further, any additional odors 
that may be generated by increasing the feed stock and additives throughput t would also be 
routed to and destroyed by the existing air pollution control system. The potential air quality 
impacts of the proposed Project, including the results of the research permit for the use of 
petroleum coke as a smelting reagent, are analyzed in Section 4.2 and Appendix D of the EIR. 
Because the comment does not provide a precise timeline when the petroleum-like odors were 
noticeable, South Coast AQMD is unable to determine a correlation between the alleged odors 
and the previous use of petroleum coke at the facility. The EIR also includes an HRA, which 
analyzes the potential health risks to the surrounding areas from the proposed Project and 
includes the emission rates from the use of petroleum coke (see Section 4.2 and Appendix D). 
Detailed information regarding Quemetco’s permit violations and settlements are discussed in 
Section 3.2 and Appendix C of the EIR. The various regulatory and permitting requirements 
applicable to Quemetco have become more rigorous and expansive over time (e.g., South Coast 
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AQMD Rule 1420.1). Additionally, the air pollution control technology in operation at the 
facility has advanced substantially over time. A detailed explanation of the facility’s current air 
pollution control systems is provided in Chapter 2. Further, the proposed Project includes the 
addition of a carbon monoxide (CO) continuous emissions monitoring system (CEMS) to the 
Wet Electrostatic Precipitator (WESP) stack to measure compliance with CO emission limits. 
Prior to issuing a permit, Health and Safety Code Section 42301(b) requires that an established 
air district permit system prohibit a facility from receiving a permit unless the air district is 
satisfied that the project being permitted will comply with all South Coast AQMD, CARB, and 
U.S. EPA regulatory requirements. The South Coast AQMD performs a thorough permit analysis 
to evaluate the maximum potential emissions from the permitted equipment and the resulting 
potential health risk impacts. Permit conditions are developed to provide operating parameters to 
ensure emissions stay below acceptable permit limits and risk levels as established through 
regulatory requirements. As a result of the permitting analysis, if a permit is issued, it is expected 
that the facility is or will be able to meet all air quality related regulatory requirements and 
operate in a manner that is protective of public health. The South Coast AQMD Executive 
Officer or designee will consider whether to approve the project after considering the permit 
evaluation and the CEQA analysis. (Health and Safety Code Section 42300(a); South Coast 
AQMD Administrative Code, Section 15.3.)   
Moreover, after permits are issued, South Coast AQMD compliance staff conduct regular 
inspections to ensure that equipment and processes are operating in compliance with the 
applicable rules and regulations. 
 

Response to Comment NOP-19-P 
A discussion of the origins of the battery source materials and an analysis of alternate locations 
for the batteries processed by the Quemetco facility can be found in Chapter 5 of the EIR. 
Chapter 5 of the EIR analyzes the following alternatives to the proposed Project: Alternative 1 - 
No Project (i.e., not going forward with the proposed Project), Alternative 2 - Reduced Capacity 
Project, Alternative 3 – Offsite Facility, and Alternative 4 - Close the Facility. 
South Coast AQMD is not a land use agency and does not have authority over the siting over this 
or any facility. Additionally, South Coast AQMD does not have the authority to require the 
facility to be relocated, for a different activity to be put on this site, or for another facility to be 
constructed. 
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Response to Comment NOP-19-Q 
See Response to Comment NOP-19_P. Additionally, Chapter 5 of the EIR analyzes the 
following alternatives to the proposed Project: Alternative 1 - No Project (i.e., not going forward 
with the proposed Project), Alternative 2 - Reduced Capacity Project, Alternative 3 – Offsite 
Facility, and Alternative 4 - Close the Facility. 
 

Response to Comment NOP-19-R 
As explained in the Introduction, the comment letters, including this letter and the sample of the 
petitions being circulated are included in this Appendix.  
Prior to issuing a permit, Health and Safety Code Section 42301(b) requires that an established 
air district permit system prohibit a facility from receiving a permit unless the air district is 
satisfied that the project being permitted will comply with all South Coast AQMD, CARB, and 
U.S. EPA regulatory requirements. The South Coast AQMD performs a thorough permit analysis 
to evaluate the maximum potential emissions from the permitted equipment and the resulting 
potential health risk impacts. Permit conditions are developed to provide operating parameters to 
ensure emissions stay below acceptable permit limits and risk levels as established through 
regulatory requirements. As a result of the permitting analysis, if a permit is issued, it is expected 
that the facility is or will be able to meet all air quality related regulatory requirements and 
operate in a manner that is protective of public health. The South Coast AQMD Executive 
Officer or designee will consider whether to approve the project after considering the permit 
evaluation and the CEQA analysis. (Health and Safety Code Section 42300(a); South Coast 
AQMD Administrative Code, Section 15.3.)   
 

Response to Comment NOP-19-S 
Thank you for your participation in the IS/NOP process. This comment does not raise any issues 
related to the NOP/IS or potential environmental impacts of the proposed Project; therefore, no 
further response is required. 
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Comment Letter NOP-20 Evergreen SGV, Victor Chen 
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Responses to Comment Letter NOP-20 
 
Comment NOP-20-A

Response to Comment NOP-20-A 

Table 4.2-8 in the EIR shows that the proposed Project’s potential incremental (net) cancer risk 
impacts, inclusive of both stationary and mobile sources during normal operations, would be less 
than the applicable South Coast AQMD thresholds for MEIR and MEIW receptors. The 
proposed Project’s non-cancer risk net impacts, which are represented as Maximum Chronic 
Hazard Index and Maximum Acute Hazard Index, would also be less than their respective South 
Coast AQMD significance thresholds. For these reasons, the proposed Project’s potential net 
health risk impact would not generate significant public health impacts from toxic air emissions. 
Furthermore, analysis in the EIR concluded that all of the proposed Project’s potential impacts 
including potential impacts to public health (specifically including air quality and GHGs, and 
hazards and hazardous materials, accidental releases or fire hazards) would be less than 
significant. Therefore, mitigation measures are not required. For these reasons, the net health risk 
impact from the proposed Project would not generate significant public health impacts from 
toxic air emissions.  
Furthermore, analysis in the EIR concluded that all potential impacts identified for any 
environmental topic area including potential impacts to public health (specifically including air 
quality and GHGs, and hazards and hazardous materials, accidental releases or fire hazards) are 
less than significant; therefore, mitigation measures are not required. Therefore, based on the 10-
kilometer grid applied in the HRA, the schools and church mentioned in the comment are within 
the scope of the HRA and impacts in this area would be less than significant. 
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Comment NOP-20-B

Response to Comment NOP-20-B 

Comment NOP-20-C

Response to Comment NOP-20-C 

 
Comment NOP-20-D 

 

The comment expresses concern about increased traffic generation leading to more congested 
freeways and increased environmental risk. Detailed information regarding proposed Project 
impacts on transportation are discussed in Section 4.6 of the EIR. Section 4.2 and Appendix D of 
the EIR analyzes the air quality impacts of the proposed Project, including an HRA which 
analyzes the potential health risks to the surrounding areas from mobile and stationary sources 
from the proposed Project. Section 4.4 analyzes hazards and hazardous materials impacts. The 
EIR determined that the proposed Project’s impacts would be less than significant.  
 
Comment NOP-20-E 
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Response to Comment NOP-20-E 
As explained in Response to Comment NOP-20-A and NOP-20-B, Section 4.2 and Appendix D 
of the EIR analyzes the air quality impacts of the proposed Project, including an HRA which 
analyzes the potential health risks to the surrounding areas from the proposed Project. All of the 
proposed Project’s potential impacts would be less than significant.  
 
Comment NOP-20-F 

 

In accordance with CEQA Guidelines Section 15121(a), the purpose of an EIR is to serve as an 
informational document that: “will inform public agency decision-makers and the public 
generally of the significant environmental effects of a project, identify possible ways to minimize 
the significant effects, and describe reasonable alternatives to the project.” 
All potential environmental impacts of the proposed Project have been analyzed in the NOP/IS 
and EIR. The proposed Project’s potential impacts to aesthetics, agriculture and forestry 
resources, biological resources, cultural resources, geology and soils, land use and planning, 
mineral resources, noise, population and housing, public services, recreation, and solid and 
hazardous waste were analyzed in the NOP/IS and concluded to be less than significant; 
therefore, these environmental topic areas were not analyzed further in the EIR. The NOP/IS 
identified the following environmental topic areas requiring further analysis in the EIR: air 
quality and GHG emissions (including air toxics), energy, hazards and hazardous materials, 
hydrology and water quality, and transportation. The analysis of these environmental topic areas 
in the EIR concluded that the proposed Project would result in less than significant impacts; 
therefore, mitigation measures are not required.  
Chapter 5 of the EIR analyzes the following alternatives to the proposed Project: Alternative 1 - 
No Project (i.e., not going forward with the proposed Project), Alternative 2 - Reduced Capacity 
Project, Alternative 3 - Offsite Facility, and Alternative 4 - Close the Facility. 
Prior to issuing a permit, Health and Safety Code Section 42301(b) requires that an established 
air district permit system prohibit a facility from receiving a permit unless the air district is 
satisfied that the project being permitted will comply with all South Coast AQMD, CARB, and 
U.S. EPA regulatory requirements. The South Coast AQMD performs a thorough permit analysis 
to evaluate the maximum potential emissions from the permitted equipment and the resulting 
potential health risk impacts. Permit conditions are developed to provide operating parameters to 
ensure emissions stay below acceptable permit limits and risk levels as established through 
regulatory requirements. As a result of the permitting analysis, if a permit is issued, it is expected 
that the facility is or will be able to meet all air quality related regulatory requirements and 
operate in a manner that is protective of public health. The South Coast AQMD Executive 
Officer or designee will consider whether to approve the project after considering the permit 
evaluation and the CEQA analysis. (Health and Safety Code Section 42300(a); South Coast 
AQMD Administrative Code, Section 15.3.)   
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It is important to note that the CEQA process, including the preparation and public review of this 
EIR, is just one component of the overall evaluation process and does not imply that a project 
will ultimately be approved. 
The decision to approve or deny permits is made by the South Coast AQMD Executive Officer 
or designee in accordance with Health and Safety Code Section 42300(a). 
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Comment Letter NOP-21 Sierra Club - San Gabriel Valley Task Force, Joan Licari 
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Responses to Comment Letter NOP-21 
 
Comment NOP-21-A 

 
Response to Comment NOP-21-A 

 
Comment NOP-21-B  

 
Response to Comment NOP-21-B 

 
Comment NOP-21-C 
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Response to Comment NOP-21-C 
In addition to the La Puente Library, the Hacienda Heights Library was provided a copy of the 
NOP/IS. Further, at the time of release for public review and comment, a copy of the Draft EIR 
has been sent to the Hacienda Heights Library and the La Puente Library. 
 
Comment NOP-21-D 

 
Response to Comment NOP-21-D 

Chapter 5 of the EIR analyzes the following alternatives to the proposed Project: Alternative 1 - 
No Project (i.e., not going forward with the proposed Project), Alternative 2 - Reduced Capacity 
Project, Alternative 3 - Offsite Facility, and Alternative 4 - Close the Facility. Chapter 5 and 
Appendix E includes more information about where batteries are generated as well as recycled. 
Prior to issuing a permit, Health and Safety Code Section 42301(b) requires that an established 
air district permit system prohibit a facility from receiving a permit unless the air district is 
satisfied that the project being permitted will comply with all South Coast AQMD, CARB, and 
U.S. EPA regulatory requirements. The South Coast AQMD performs a thorough permit analysis 
to evaluate the maximum potential emissions from the permitted equipment and the resulting 
potential health risk impacts. Permit conditions are developed to provide operating parameters to 
ensure emissions stay below acceptable permit limits and risk levels as established through 
regulatory requirements. As a result of the permitting analysis, if a permit is issued, it is expected 
that the facility is or will be able to meet all air quality related regulatory requirements and 
operate in a manner that is protective of public health. The South Coast AQMD Executive 
Officer or designee will consider whether to approve the project after considering the permit 
evaluation and the CEQA analysis. (Health and Safety Code Section 42300(a); South Coast 
AQMD Administrative Code, Section 15.3.)   
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South Coast AQMD is not a land use agency and does not have authority over the siting over this 
or any facility. Additionally, South Coast AQMD does not have the authority to require the 
facility to be relocated, for a different activity to be put on this site, or for another facility to be 
constructed. 
 
Comment NOP-21-E  

 
Response to Comment NOP-21-E 

DTSC’s soils remediation activities, as described in more detail in Section 3.4 of the EIR, 
address historic soil contamination and do not necessarily reflect today’s operation and 
compliance with South Coast AQMD requirements including but not limited to Rule 1420.1 
which was designed to curb toxic emissions and to penalize exceedances with curtailment of 
facility operations.  
DTSC has been working with Quemetco to address historic soils contamination through 
collection of soil samples, establishment of a work plan for corrective action and implementation 
of that work plan. Please refer to Master Response on DTSC Soils Investigations and 
Remediation.  
The proposed Project assessed in this EIR does not result in any soils disturbance (on or offsite) 
nor any changes that would affect the existing soil conditions. Further, the proposed Project 
assessed in this EIR does not call for any soil disturbance (onsite or offsite) nor any changes that 
would affect the existing soil conditions; therefore, no further soils analysis is required for 
CEQA purposes. The proposed Project would generate no significant environmental impacts, 
there is no substantial evidence to trigger toenail or urine samples in this CEQA evaluation 
beyond sampling conducted by DTSC.  The detailed DTSC soils sampling only “fingerprints” 
previous soils contamination to the “Quemetco Impacted Area,” and, as discussed in Section 3.4 
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of the EIR, has been remediated.  As a lead agency, South Coast AQMD must comply with all 
requirements of CEQA, including the analysis of a proposed Project’s environmental impacts. 
This does not include screening or sampling toenails or urine. 
The criteria for evaluating each environmental topic area varies with health risk modelling based 
on a 10-kilometer (which is equivalent to 6.2 miles) grid at the longest distance and 0.25 mile of 
a school at the shortest distance. For this reason, the schools mentioned were included within the 
scope of the HRA.  
Table 4.2-8 in the EIR shows that the proposed Project’s potential incremental (net) cancer risk 
impacts, inclusive of both stationary and mobile sources during normal operations, would be less 
than the applicable South Coast AQMD thresholds for MEIR and MEIW receptors. The 
proposed Project’s non-cancer risk net impacts, which are represented as Maximum Chronic 
Hazard Index and Maximum Acute Hazard Index, would also be less than their respective South 
Coast AQMD significance thresholds. For these reasons, the proposed Project’s potential net 
health risk impact would not generate significant public health impacts from toxic air emissions. 
Furthermore, analysis in the EIR concluded that all of the proposed Project’s potential impacts 
including potential impacts to public health (specifically including air quality and GHGs, and 
hazards and hazardous materials, accidental releases or fire hazards) would be less than 
significant. Therefore, mitigation measures are not required. For these reasons, the net health risk 
impact from the proposed Project would not generate significant public health impacts from 
toxic air emissions. 
Chapter 4 – Environmental Impact Analysis of the EIR analyzed the following environmental 
topic areas to determine if potentially significant impacts would occur from the proposed Project:  
air quality and GHG emissions (including air toxics), energy, hazardous materials, hydrology 
and water quality, and transportation impacts. However, the analysis concluded that the proposed 
Project’s potential impacts would be less than significant such that no mitigation measures or 
alternatives analysis are required.  
In accordance with CEQA Guidelines Section 15121(a), the purpose of an EIR is to serve as an 
informational document that: “will inform public agency decision-makers and the public 
generally of the significant environmental effects of a project, identify possible ways to minimize 
the significant effects, and describe reasonable alternatives to the project.”  As a lead agency, 
South Coast AQMD must comply with all requirements of CEQA, including the analysis of a 
proposed Project’s environmental impacts. The scope of the EIR does not include sampling from 
children’s toenails and urine as a method for assessing health risks. The HRAs conducted 
(described above) follow South Coast AQMD’s required methodology for assessing health risks.  
 
Comment NOP-21-F  
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Response to Comment NOP-21-F 
The characteristics of calcined coke and petroleum coke are described in Chapter 2 and Chapter 
3. The assessment of potential air emissions based on the use of petroleum coke in addition to or 
in lieu of calcined coke as a smelting reagent have been assessed in Section 4.2 and Appendix D 
of the EIR. As described in Section 4.2, Quemetco obtained a research permit to test the use of 
petroleum coke in lieu of or in addition to calcined coke as a smelting reagent in the furnaces. 
The results of this research permit are presented in Section 4.2 and show that the change in coke 
materials as a smelting reagent would not change facility emissions from the lead smelting 
processes nor cause the facility to exceed its air permit conditions of the applicable air impact 
thresholds presented in this EIR.  
The comment states that vanadium is present in petroleum coke, but does not cite a source to 
support this statement. Vanadium trioxide might be in petroleum coke at 0 to 0.5 % range. For 
example, the SDS for petroleum coke from Marathon lists 100% petroleum coke by weight, with 
a potential 1-6% of sulfur compounds by weight, and trace amounts (less than 0.1% by volume) 
of polycyclic hydrocarbons but the SDS does not identify any vanadium compounds 
(https://www.marathonbrand.com/content/documents/brand/sds/0109MAR019.pdf).  The SDS 
for petroleum coke from Phillip 66 Company shows 100% petroleum coke by weight with no 
other potential compounds listed (Phillips 66, 2019).  The generic petroleum coke SDS lists 
100% petroleum coke by weight, with a potential 1-4.6% of sulfur compounds by weight, and 
trace amounts (typ. 0.55% by weight) of vanadium trioxide (Hickman, Williams & Co., 2012-
2013). If vanadium trioxide did exist at 0.5% of the petroleum coke (by weight) it would pass 
through the rotary/kiln feed dryer baghouse (at least 99% efficient) and through the WESP prior 
to exhausting to the atmosphere via the WESP stack. Based on current permit conditions, coke 
addition is limited to approximately 2.7% of total furnace feed, the worst-case vanadium 
emissions could potentially be 0.000844 pounds per hour. Given the very low maximum hourly 
emission rate that could potentially result from a compound that “might” be present in petroleum 
coke, and the low OEHHA-published Acute Inhalation Risk Factor for vanadium, there is a very 
low probability that vanadium could potentially contribute to acute risk. These low risk factors 
are based on the 99% efficiency of the rotary/kiln feed dryer baghouse and the 99% efficiency of 
the WESP.  Additionally, vanadium trioxide is a particulate; the rotary/kiln feed dryer baghouse 
is designed to capture particulates which would include vanadium trioxide.  Further, Quemetco 
purchases petroleum coke from Phillips 66 who reports no vanadium trioxide in its petroleum 
coke SDS (Phillips 66, 2019).  For these reasons, the research permit did not test for vanadium. 
Vanadium is on the acute list for Rule 1401, but not on the cancer or chronic list for Rule 1401. 
The hourly feed rate is not changing, and therefore a change in the acute (short term) risk impact 
is not expected. Additionally, vanadium either drops out through the slag or is volatilized and 
captured in air pollution control equipment including the rotary/kiln feed dryer baghouse (which 
is designed to capture particulates which would include vanadium trioxide), the WESP. For these 
reasons, the potential presence of vanadium in petroleum coke would not impact potential health 
risks.  
Sulfur is converted into SO2 in the furnaces and is captured by the SO2 scrubber and WESP 
(refer to Figure 2-7); any potential for release of SO2 is monitored by SO2 CEMS to ensure 
compliance with permit limits. Similar to vanadium, any additional SO2 in the smelting reagent 
would be at a very low percentage of petroleum (by weight) and would pass through the 
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rotary/kiln feed dryer baghouse (at least 99% efficient) and through the WESP prior to 
exhausting to the atmosphere via the WESP stack. SO2 is listed as having the potential for 
contributing to acute health risk, but not for chronic or cancer risk. Because of the additional 
hours of furnace feeding activity will take place, SO2 emissions may increase slightly, but would 
be well below the 150 lbs/day CEQA significance threshold listed in Table 4.2-2. For these 
reasons, the potential presence of sulfur in petroleum coke would not impact potential health 
risks. 
Of the environmental topic areas analyzed, air quality (including air toxics) and GHG emissions, 
and hazards and hazardous materials (accidental releases and fire hazards) directly correlate to 
public health. Specifically, to estimate public health impacts from the proposed Project’s air 
toxics emissions, the EIR includes an HRA. Separate HRAs were conducted for the baseline 
(existing setting) and proposed Project conditions to determine the potential net increase in 
health risk (from mobile and stationary sources and described in detail in Appendix D.1: 
Technical Air Quality Methods and Emissions Assumptions). Sensitive receptors within a 5,000-
meter radius distance from the facility were included in the residential receptor analysis (also 
referred to as a 10-kilometer grid which is equivalent to 6.2 miles).  
Table 4.2-8 in the EIR shows that the proposed Project’s potential incremental (net) cancer risk 
impacts, inclusive of both stationary and mobile sources during normal operations, would be less 
than the applicable South Coast AQMD thresholds for MEIR and MEIW receptors. The 
proposed Project’s non-cancer risk net impacts, which are represented as Maximum Chronic 
Hazard Index and Maximum Acute Hazard Index, would also be less than their respective South 
Coast AQMD significance thresholds. For these reasons, the proposed Project’s potential net 
health risk impact would not generate significant public health impacts from toxic air emissions. 
Furthermore, analysis in the EIR concluded that all of the proposed Project’s potential impacts 
including potential impacts to public health (specifically including air quality and GHGs, and 
hazards and hazardous materials, accidental releases or fire hazards) would be less than 
significant. Therefore, mitigation measures are not required. For these reasons, the net health risk 
impact from the proposed Project would not generate significant public health impacts from 
toxic air emissions.  
 
Comment NOP-21-G  

 
Response to Comment NOP-21-G 
At its most basic level, CEQA requires an analysis of how a proposed project will change the 
existing environmental conditions, also known as the environmental baseline. (CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15125(a; Neighbors for Smart Rail v. Exposition Metro Line Construction Authority 
(2013) 57 Cal.4th 439, 447; see also CEQA Guidelines Section 15378(a [“ ‘Project’ means the 
whole of an action, which has a potential for resulting in either a direct physical change in the 



   
Appendix B – Comments Received on the NOP/IS and During CEQA Scoping Meeting and Responses to 
Comments 
 

Appendix B B-180 October 2021 

environment, or a reasonably foreseeable indirect physical change in the environment…”].)  The 
proposed Project’s existing environmental conditions are described in detail in Chapter 3. The 
referenced seismic risks would be part of the environmental baseline for the proposed Project.  
The proposed Project’s effects on geology and soil resources were analyzed in the NOP/IS which 
concluded that the proposed Project would result in less than significant impacts. Therefore, 
further analysis of geology and soil resources is not required and was not conducted in the EIR.  
The geology and soils section of the Appendix G environmental checklist focuses on impacts at 
the project site or nearby geologic resources based on physical development that causes soil 
disturbances, such as grading and excavation, and impacts caused by locating a project on certain 
soils or in certain seismic areas. As explained in the NOP/IS, the proposed Project does not call 
for any physical development activities that would move or disturb soil. In addition, the facility 
has been located on the same site since 1959. As a result, there are no geologic resources that 
would potentially be impacted by the proposed Project. The comment does not raise any geology 
or soil resources issues which were not previously analyzed or considered.  
The comment also mentions the potential for ruptures and releases related to seismic activity, 
which is discussed in Section VII: Geology and Soils of the NOP/IS (see Appendix A of the 
EIR) and Section 3.4 of the EIR. The comment also mentions to the potential for hazard 
accidents and release as well as soil, waterways and groundwater contamination which are 
discussed in Section 4.4: Hazards and Hazardous Materials and Section 4.5: Hydrology and 
Water Quality of the EIR.  
It should also be noted that the facility is strictly regulated by multiple agencies to ensure that 
hazardous materials are not released, whether from a seismic event or otherwise. The facility 
maintains: (1) a contingency plan which is approved by the local Certified Program Agency 
(CUPA) which is Los Angeles County; (2) an Underground Storage Tank Monitoring and 
Emergency Plan which is approved by Los Angeles County Fire Department and Los Angeles 
County Public Works Department; and (3) facility staff training procedures regarding hazardous 
material handling requirements. 
 
Comment NOP-21-H  

 
Response to Comment NOP-21-H 
With the current operations, the facility is a 24-hour operation; with the proposed Project, the 
facility will continue to be a 24-hour operation. The proposed Project includes eliminating the 
Compliance Stop Period in which the rotary/kiln feed dryer and reverberatory furnace are 
required to stop operating for (1) one to (6) six hours per day when the daily throughput limit has 
been met. Under the proposed Project, the rotary/kiln feed dryer and reverberatory furnace could 
operate up to 24 hours per day. Under the existing and proposed Project schedules, there are (and 
will continue to be) times when the facility is closed from one day up to several weeks a year for 
periodic equipment and facility maintenance. Other housekeeping, compliance and maintenance 
activities conducted on a daily/weekly basis (such as washing the facility and inspecting air 
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pollution control equipment and other safety checks) continue without having to close the 
facility. 
 
Comment NOP-21-I  

 
Response to Comment NOP-21-I 
The air quality impacts of the proposed Project are discussed in Section 4.2 and Appendix D of 
the EIR. The EIR also includes an HRA, which analyzes the potential health risks including from 
lead and arsenic to the surrounding areas from the proposed Project (see Section 4.2 and 
Appendix D).  
Specifically, to estimate public health impacts from the proposed Project’s air toxics emissions, 
the EIR includes an HRA. Separate HRAs were conducted for the baseline (Year 2014 existing 
setting) and proposed Project (Year 2019) conditions to determine the potential net increase in 
health risk (from mobile and stationary sources as described in detail in Appendix D.1: Technical 
Air Quality Methods and Emissions Assumptions). Sensitive receptors within a 5,000-meter 
radius distance from the facility were included in the residential receptor analysis (also referred 
to as a 10-kilometer grid which is equivalent to 6.2 miles).  
Table 4.2-8 in the EIR shows that the proposed Project’s potential incremental (net) cancer risk 
impacts, inclusive of both stationary and mobile sources during normal operations, would be less 
than the applicable South Coast AQMD thresholds for MEIR and MEIW receptors. The 
proposed Project’s non-cancer risk net impacts, which are represented as Maximum Chronic 
Hazard Index and Maximum Acute Hazard Index, would also be less than their respective South 
Coast AQMD significance thresholds. For these reasons, the proposed Project’s potential net 
health risk impact would not generate significant public health impacts from toxic air emissions. 
Furthermore, analysis in the EIR concluded that all of the proposed Project’s potential impacts 
including potential impacts to public health (specifically including air quality and GHGs, and 
hazards and hazardous materials, accidental releases or fire hazards) would be less than 
significant. Therefore, mitigation measures are not required. For these reasons, the net health risk 
impact from the proposed Project would not generate significant public health impacts from 
toxic air emissions.  
Furthermore, analysis in the EIR concluded that all of the proposed Project’s potential impacts to 
public health (specifically including air quality and GHGs, and hazards and hazardous materials, 
accidental releases or fire hazards) would be less than significant; therefore, mitigation measures 
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are not required. Any potential lead or arsenic emissions would generate less than significant air 
toxics impacts. Cumulative impacts are addressed in Chapter 4 – Environmental Impact 
Analysis, Section 4.2.5 AQ-6: Cumulative Air Quality and GHG Impacts. The EIR concludes 
that either cumulative impacts will not be significant or the proposed Project’s contribution to 
cumulative impacts would not be cumulatively considerable.  For these reasons, neither 
mitigation measures nor offsets are required. Further, South Coast AQMD’s permit requires 
compliance with Regulation XIII.  
The project would add an estimated 15 truck trips per day to the existing roadway network. This 
is a small percentage of daily truck and car volumes on nearby roadways, including 7th Street 
and SR-60, which would be utilized by trucks to access the Project site. Trucks transporting 
materials to the facility must comply with CARB’s Clean Truck Program, which requires that all 
trucks operate progressively cleaner engines, culminating in Tier 4 engines by year 2023. Truck 
trip emissions were included in the air quality analysis and HRA. All potential impacts would be 
less than significant.  
The transportation of hazardous materials to and from the facility is analyzed in Section 4.4 of 
the EIR. The proposed Project’s potential hazards and hazardous materials impacts are analyzed 
in light of the complex state and federal regulatory requirements that apply to the facility. 
Further, the facility maintains: (1) a contingency plan which is approved by the CUPA, which is 
the Los Angeles County Fire Department; (2) a UST Monitoring and Emergency Plan which is 
approved by Los Angeles County Fire Department and Los Angeles County Public Works 
Department; and (3) facility staff training procedures regarding hazardous material handling 
requirements. 
 
Comment NOP-21-J and NOP-21-K  

 

 
Response to Comment NOP-21-J and NOP-21-K 
Regarding water usage, the proposed Project would use approximately 97,000 gallons of water 
per day which is evaluated further in Section 4.5 of the EIR. As explained in Section IX of the 
NOP/IS (see Appendix A of the EIR), the facility is served by the San Gabriel Valley Water 
Company, which has confirmed that it has sufficient water supplies to serve the proposed Project 
and anticipated future demand in normal, single-dry, and multiple dry years. Moreover, the 
Urban Water Management Plan projects an increase in potable and raw water demand from 
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industrial users from baseline (2014) conditions to 2040. The proposed Project’s water demand is 
within these projections.15  The Urban Water Management Plan also notes the following: 

• The proposed Project’s water demand would constitute approximately 0.35% of the 
total water demand serviced by the SGVWC in 2015.16  This percentage decreases in 
projected future years (e.g., 2020, 2025, 2030).  

• The Urban Water Management Plan concludes that reliable quantities of projected 
water supply sources are available to the SGVWC to meet demand through 2040. A 
single dry year or a multiple dry year period will not compromise the SGVWC’s 
ability to provide a reliable supply of water to its customers.17  The groundwater 
supplies in the Main Basin and Central Basin are deemed reliable.  

• The SGVWC has the ability to deliver imported water through a connection with the 
Metropolitan Water District of Southern California, as well as emergency 
interconnections with several surrounding water agencies to ensure the reliability of 
its water supply.18 

Additionally, the facility recycles and reuses its wastewater onsite. The water demand for the 
proposed Project did not take this into account. As a result, the proposed Project’s actual water 
demand will likely be less given the facility’s ability to recycle and reuse its own wastewater.  
An analysis of the hazardous waste impacts from the proposed Project, including a discussion 
relative to accidental spills and materials handling, was addressed in the NOP/IS (see Appendix 
A of the EIR) and Section 4.4 of the EIR. An analysis of groundwater effects of the proposed 
Project is located in Section 3.5 and 4.5 of the EIR. Based on this analysis as well as the HRA in 
Section 4.2 which shows no potentially significant air toxics impacts from the proposed Project 
on waterways or area soils, any potential impacts from the proposed Project on area creeks 
would be less than significant. The analysis of hazardous waste and hazardous materials in the 
NOP/IS and the EIR concluded that all potential impacts would be less than significant; no 
mitigation measures would be required. 
 
Comment NOP-21-L  

 

 
15 San Gabriel Valley Water Company 2015 Urban Water Management Plan, Tables 4-1 and 4-2 (available at 
https://www.sgvwater.com/wp-content/uploads/2018/09/Volume-I-FINAL-AMENDED_2015-
UWMP_SGVWC_LACD.pdf).  
 
16 SGVWC Urban Water Management Plan Tables 4-1, 6-8, and 6-9. 
 
17 SGVWC Urban Water Management Plan Section 7.3. 
 
18 SGVWC UWMP Sections 6.1 and 6.7.3.  

https://www.sgvwater.com/wp-content/uploads/2018/09/Volume-I-FINAL-AMENDED_2015-UWMP_SGVWC_LACD.pdf
https://www.sgvwater.com/wp-content/uploads/2018/09/Volume-I-FINAL-AMENDED_2015-UWMP_SGVWC_LACD.pdf
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Response to Comment NOP-21-L 
The proposed Project’s potential air quality impacts are discussed in Section 4.2 and Appendix 
D. The EIR also includes an HRA, which analyzes the potential health risks to the surrounding 
areas from the proposed Project (see Section 4.2 and Appendix D.1). The HRA modeling 
includes arsenic, antimony, and cadmium. Barium is not on the list of South Coast AQMD’s 
Rule 1401 toxic compounds because Barium is not on the OEHHA list of compounds that need 
to be evaluated in an AB2588 HRA. Barium has not been assigned an acute, chronic or cancer 
risk assessment value by OEHHA. The comment does not cite its source with enough specificity 
to enable review of the reference and therefore could not be evaluated for relevance.  
The EIR evaluates the proposed Project’s potential solid and hazardous waste impacts in the 
NOP/IS Section XVI and hazards and hazardous materials impacts in the EIR Section 3.4 and 
4.5. All potential impacts from the proposed Project were found to be less than significant; 
therefore, mitigation measures are not required.  
 
Comment NOP-21-M  

 
Response to Comment NOP-21-M 
At its most basic level, CEQA requires an analysis of how a proposed project will change the 
existing environmental conditions, also known as the environmental baseline. (CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15125(a; Neighbors for Smart Rail v. Exposition Metro Line Construction Authority 
(2013) 57 Cal.4th 439, 447; see also CEQA Guidelines Section 15378(a [“ ‘Project’ means the 
whole of an action, which has a potential for resulting in either a direct physical change in the 
environment, or a reasonably foreseeable indirect physical change in the environment…”].)  The 
proposed Project’s existing environmental conditions are described in detail in Chapter 3.  
The air quality impacts of the proposed Project are discussed in Section 4.2 and Appendix D. 
The EIR also includes an HRA, which analyzes the potential health risks to the surrounding areas 
from the proposed Project (see Section 4.2 and Appendix D). The HRA includes an evaluation of 
cadmium and antimony; the HRA found that all of the Project’s potential health risks impacts 
would be less than significant, including potential health risks from cadmium and antimony.  
The HRA followed the South Coast AQMD methods and guidance and provides substantial 
evidence that the proposed Project would not generate significant health risk impacts. The results 
of the USC studies referenced in this comment were not included in the EIR as they do not 
provide information which aligns with South Coast AQMD’s obligations to evaluate the 
potential environmental impacts of the proposed Project compared to baseline conditions, 
particularly given that the proposed Project’s health risks would not be exceed South Coast 
AQMD’s air toxic thresholds. . For these reasons, these studies were not included in the EIR.  
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Comment NOP-21-N  

 
Response to Comment NOP-21-N 
Please refer to the Master Response on Environmental Justice. While economic or social 
information may be included in an EIR and presented in whatever form the agency desires, 
CEQA Guidelines Sections 15064 and 15131 state that economic and social changes resulting 
from a project shall not be treated as significant effects on the environment. In addition, neither 
the CEQA statute nor the CEQA Guidelines explicitly require consideration of social or 
environmental justice or property values when evaluating the environmental effects of the 
proposed Project.  
Under state law, “environmental justice” means the fair treatment of people of all races, cultures, 
and incomes with respect to the development, adoption, implementation, and enforcement of 
environmental laws, regulations, and policies. [Government Code Section 65040.12(e).]  
Fairness in this context means that the benefits of a healthy environment should be available to 
everyone, and the burdens of pollution should not be focused on sensitive populations or on 
communities that already are experiencing its adverse effects. Social justice means the fair access 
of all people to wealth, opportunities and privileges in a society.  
South Coast AQMD adopted an environmental justice initiative to ensure that everyone has the 
right to equal protection from air pollution and fair access to the decision-making process that 
works to improve the quality of air within their communities. Environmental justice is program 
is defined by the South Coast AQMD as the "...equitable environmental policymaking and 
enforcement to protect the health of all residents, regardless of age, culture, ethnicity, gender, 
race, socioeconomic status, or geographic location, from the health effects of air pollution."  
One of the South Coast AQMD's top environmental justice priorities is the implementation of 
ABs 617 and 134 (http://www.aqmd.gov/nav/about/initiatives/environmental-justice/ab617-134). 
However, the Quemetco facility and its surrounding community is not currently designated as an 
AB 617 community eligible for incentive funding. It is important to note however, for 
communities awarded with incentive funds, the money is allocated for projects or improvements 
that would provide an environmental benefit for the entire community. As such, financial 
compensation to individual residents is not a feature of the incentive funding structure for AB 
617 communities. 
While neither the CEQA statute nor the CEQA Guidelines explicitly require consideration of 
social or environmental justice or property values when evaluating the environmental effects of 
the proposed Project, the South Coast AQMD considers disproportionate impacts on 
disadvantaged communities as related to environmental justice by evaluating the proposed 
Project’s potential public health and environmental impacts during the CEQA process including 
conducting a health risk assessment.  

http://www.aqmd.gov/nav/about/initiatives/environmental-justice/ab617-134
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The EIR includes an extensive analysis of the proposed Project’s potential impacts on air quality 
and GHG emissions (including air toxics), energy, hazards and hazardous materials, hydrology 
and water quality, and transportation and traffic impacts. In addition, public health impacts 
associated with the proposed Project were analyzed in an HRA (see Section 4.2 and Appendix D 
of the EIR). Chapter 5 of the EIR analyzes the following alternatives to the proposed Project: 
Alternative 1 - No Project (i.e., not going forward with the proposed Project), Alternative 2 - 
Reduced Capacity Project, Alternative 3 - Offsite Facility, and Alternative 4 - Close the Facility. 
The analysis of all environmental topic areas evaluated in the NOP/IS and the EIR for the 
proposed Project were concluded to have either less than significant impacts or no impacts. 
Therefore, the proposed Project would have less than significant impacts to public health. 
CalEnviroScreen was developed by OEHHA to identify communities facing toxic exposure and 
that are vulnerable to pollution and environmental hazards. It was designed to help implement 
SB 535, which requires at least 25 percent of GHG reduction funds collected under AB 32’s 
Cap-and-Trade program to be allocated to projects that benefit disadvantaged communities, with 
at least 10 percent for projects located within these communities. To accomplish its purpose, the 
tool uses environmental, health, and socioeconomic data. While this economic and social effects 
data can be included in the EIR, the CEQA Guidelines state that economic or social effects of a 
project shall not be treated as significant effects on the environment (CEQA Guidelines Sections 
15064 and 15131). Moreover, the economic and social effects data in CalEnviroScreen are not 
intended to be used for determining significance under CEQA.  
The EIR also analyzes potential localized impacts from the proposed Project using the South 
Coast AQMD’s Localized Significance Thresholds (“LST”). The LSTs were developed as one of 
the South Coast AQMD’s Environmental Justice Program Enhancements (specifically 
Enhancement I-4). LSTs represent the maximum emissions from a project that will not cause or 
contribute to an exceedance of the most stringent applicable federal or state ambient air quality 
standard at the nearest residence or sensitive receptor, taking into consideration ambient 
concentrations in each source receptor area, project size, distance to the sensitive receptor, etc.19  
LSTs were developed in response to environmental justice concerns raised by the public 
regarding exposure of individuals to criteria pollutants in local communities.20   
Also, in addition to the LSTs, which analyze whether a project would exceed applicable air 
quality standards, the proposed Project is also subject to South Coast AQMD Rule 1420.1, which 
applies solely to the existing facility, and establishes strict limits on toxic emission 
concentrations that provide the greatest protection to the community. The commenter is referred 
to the South Coast AQMD Board materials, including staff reports, for information regarding the 
adoption and amendment of Rule 1420.1.  
The commenter questions whether residents can or should be compensated for alleged depressed 
property values due to public health concerns. As stated above, neither the CEQA statute nor the 
CEQA Guidelines explicitly require consideration of social effects or environmental justice or 

 
19 South Coast AQMD LST Fact Sheet (available at http://www.aqmd.gov/docs/default-
source/Agendas/Environmental-Justice/localized-significance-thresholds-fact-sheet.pdf).  
 
20 Id.  

http://www.aqmd.gov/docs/default-source/Agendas/Environmental-Justice/localized-significance-thresholds-fact-sheet.pdf
http://www.aqmd.gov/docs/default-source/Agendas/Environmental-Justice/localized-significance-thresholds-fact-sheet.pdf
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property values when evaluating the potential environmental effects of the proposed Project. The 
South Coast AQMD considers disproportionate impacts on disadvantaged communities as 
related to environmental justice by evaluating the proposed Project’s potential public health and 
environmental impacts. As presented in this EIR Chapter 4 – Environmental Impacts Analysis 
includes an extensive public health evaluation through HRA modeling of air toxics (Section 4.2 
and Appendix D) and hazards assessment (Section 4.4); all impacts would be less than 
significant and no mitigation measures are required.  
Comment NOP-21-O  

 
Response to Comment NOP-21-O 
Although the NOP/IS concluded that the proposed Project’s transportation impacts would not 
have potentially significant impacts, the South Coast AQMD, in response to comment received 
relative to the environmental topic of traffic and transportation, committed to conducting a 
further analysis of the proposed Project’s potential transportation impacts which can be found in 
Section 3.6 and Section 4.6 of the EIR. The proposed Project would add an estimated 15 truck 
trips per day to the existing roadway network (see Table 2-1 of the EIR) with a small percentage 
of daily truck and car volumes on nearby roadways, including 7th Street and SR-60, which 
would be utilized by trucks to access the Project site All transportation impacts would be less 
than significant and no mitigation measures are required.  
 
Comment NOP-21-P  

 
Response to Comment NOP-21-P 
Trucks transporting materials to the facility must comply with CARB’s Clean Truck Program, 
which requires that all trucks operate progressively cleaner engines, culminating in year 2010 
engines and newer engines by the beginning of year 2023. Assurance of compliance with the 
Clean Truck Program resides with the owner of the truck fleet and CARB. Truck trip emissions 
were included in the air quality analysis and HRA (Section 4.2 and Appendix D of the EIR).  
 
Comment NOP-21-Q  
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Response to Comment NOP-21-Q 
When permit violations are found, the facility receives a NOV and is required to take further 
actions to remedy the violation. When conditions in Rule 1420.1 are violated, the facility is 
required to submit a compliance plan identifying additional lead reduction strategies, a 
curtailment plan, and a study assessing the economic, technical, and physical feasibility of 
achieving a lower point source emission limit of 0.003 lb/hour, if the ambient lead concentration 
exceeded 0.120 μg/m3 over a 30-day rolling average. If there is a violation of a permit condition 
or rule requirement, Quemetco activates the facility’s South Coast AQMD-approved compliance 
plan immediately upon becoming aware of the exceedance and initiates a 50% process 
curtailment as required by South Coast AQMD Rule 1420.1. The curtailment period continues 
for a period of 30 days from the date of occurrence. An in-depth discussion of the applicable 
laws and regulations, DTSC and South Coast AQMD violations and their outcomes, and the 
NOV process can be found in Section 3.2, Chapter 3 – Environmental Setting and Appendix C of 
the EIR. 
 
Comment NOP-21-R  

 
Response to Comment NOP-21-R 
This comment contains closing remarks which do not raise any issues related to the NOP/IS or 
potential environmental impacts of the proposed Project; therefore, no further response is 
required. 
 



   
Appendix B – Comments Received on the NOP/IS and During CEQA Scoping Meeting and Responses to 
Comments 
 

Appendix B B-189 October 2021 

Comment Letter NOP-22 Bavi Bavicisumab 
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Comment NOP-22-A  
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Response to Comment NOP-22-A 
In accordance with CEQA Guidelines Section 15121(a), the purpose of an EIR is to serve as an 
informational document that: “will inform public agency decision-makers and the public 
generally of the significant environmental effects of a project, identify possible ways to minimize 
the significant effects, and describe reasonable alternatives to the project.” The EIR evaluated 
whether the proposed Project could cause a significant effect on the environment compared to 
the existing physical conditions in the environment at the time  the NOP was published (known 
as baseline conditions) in accordance with CEQA Guidelines Section 15002(g) and 15125.  
CEQA Guidelines and case law provides no support for establishing a baseline year retroactive 
to 1960. 
The NOP/IS analyzed the proposed Project’s potential impacts to biological resources and found 
them to be less than significant, therefore, the scope of the EIR is not required to analyze it 
further. The comment does not raise any biological resource issues which were not previously 
analyzed or considered. 
 
Comment NOP-22-B & NOP-22-C  

 

See also Response to Comment NOP-22-A. The existing operations, the air pollution control 
systems, the characteristics of the proposed Project, and the definition of baseline are described 
in Chapter 1 – Project Description of the NOP/IS and Chapter 2 – Proposed Project of the EIR. 
Quemetco has made several major improvements to its operations since 2008 which included 
enclosing the battery wrecker building and installing the WESP, LOTOX® and RTO; these 
improvements have reduced the facility’s overall air pollutant emissions. The currently daily 
battery processing rate is addressed as the baseline condition. The baseline conditions are 
described in Section 2.6: Project Description and Chapter 3 – Environmental Setting. The 
proposed Project’s air quality baseline conditions and impacts are described in Section 3.2 and 
Section 4.2 (and Appendix D), respectively.  
The EIR also includes an HRA, which analyzes the potential health risks to the surrounding areas 
from the proposed Project (see Section 4.2 and Appendix D). Separate HRAs were conducted for 
the baseline (year 2014) and proposed Project conditions to determine the net increase in health 
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risk (from mobile and stationary sources during normal operations and described in detail in 
Appendix D.1: Technical Air Quality Methods and Emissions Assumptions). Sensitive receptors 
within a 5,000-meter radius distance from the facility were included in the residential receptor 
analysis (also referred to as a 10-kilometer grid which is equivalent to 6.2 miles).  
Table 4.2-8 in the EIR shows that the proposed Project’s potential incremental (net) cancer risk 
impacts, inclusive of both stationary and mobile sources during normal operations, would be less 
than the applicable South Coast AQMD thresholds for MEIR and MEIW receptors. The 
proposed Project’s non-cancer risk net impacts, which are represented as Maximum Chronic 
Hazard Index and Maximum Acute Hazard Index, would also be less than their respective South 
Coast AQMD significance thresholds. For these reasons, the proposed Project’s potential net 
health risk impact would not generate significant public health impacts from toxic air emissions. 
Furthermore, analysis in the EIR concluded that all of the proposed Project’s potential impacts 
including potential impacts to public health (specifically including air quality and GHGs, and 
hazards and hazardous materials, accidental releases or fire hazards) would be less than 
significant. Therefore, mitigation measures are not required. For these reasons, the net health risk 
impact from the proposed Project would not generate significant public health impacts from 
toxic air emissions. 
The selection of the baseline year 2014 (existing setting) is consistent with CEQA guidelines and 
case law.  
Detailed information regarding Quemetco’s alleged permit violations and settlements are 
discussed in EIR Section 3.2 and Appendix C. This section reviews regulatory compliance status 
and permitting history and shows that regulatory and permitting requirements for Quemetco have 
become more rigorous (e.g., South Coast AQMD Rule 1420.1). In addition, DTSC is addressing 
historical contamination due to Quemetco’s operations including soil sampling and soil 
remediation.  
 
Comment NOP-22-D  

 
Response to Comment NOP-22-D 
The comment does not provide any level of detail where the South Coast AQMD staff could 
research the compliance history to establish if Quemetco was issued a NOC or NOV for Rule 
401 – Visible Emissions. Section 3.2 and Appendix C of the EIR present detailed information 
regarding Quemetco’s alleged permit violations and settlements; there have been no Rule 401 – 
Visible Emissions permit violations in the past 10 years. Additionally, steam generated from 
pavement and warm operations buildings on humid days does not qualify as visible emissions 
nor does Rule 401 provide guidance for interpreting steam from pavement as potential visible 
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emissions. The air quality impacts of the proposed Project are discussed in Section 4.2 and 
Appendix D. The EIR also includes an HRA, which analyzes the potential health risks to the 
surrounding areas from the proposed Project (see Section 4.2 and Appendix D). All of the 
proposed Project’s potential environmental impacts would be less than significant.  
The various regulatory and permitting requirements applicable to Quemetco have become more 
rigorous and expansive over time (e.g., South Coast AQMD Rule 1420.1). Additionally, the air 
pollution control technology in operation at the facility has advanced substantially over time. A 
detailed explanation of the facility’s current air pollution control systems is provided in Chapter 
2. Further, the proposed Project includes the addition of a carbon monoxide (CO) continuous 
emissions monitoring system (CEMS) to the Wet Electrostatic Precipitator (WESP) stack to 
measure compliance with CO emission limits. 
 
Comment NOP-22-E  

 
Response to Comment NOP-22-E 
See Chapter 2 – Proposed Project, Section 2.4.7: Air Pollution Control Systems of the EIR for 
descriptions of existing air pollution control equipment, back-up power and air monitoring 
stations and Section 2.6: Project Description for a description of CEMS monitoring on the WESP 
stack. Section 3.2 details applicable air quality rules and regulations which apply to Quemetco 
and specifically South Coast’s Rule 1420.1, which sets stringent lead and arsenic emissions 
standards specifically for Quemetco, as a secondary lead smelter. Detailed information regarding 
Quemetco’s alleged permit violations and settlements are discussed in EIR Section 3.2 and 
Appendix C. When permit violations are found, the facility receives a NOV and is required to 
take further actions to remedy the violation .When conditions in Rule 1420.1 are violated, the 
facility is required to submit a compliance plan identifying additional lead reduction strategies, a 
curtailment plan, and a study assessing the economic, technical, and physical feasibility of 
achieving a lower point source emission limit of 0.003 lb/hour, if the ambient lead concentration 
exceeded 0.120 μg/m3 over a 30-day rolling average. If there is a violation of a permit condition 
or rule requirement, Quemetco activates the facility’s South Coast AQMD-approved compliance 
plan immediately upon becoming aware of the exceedance and initiates a 50% process 
curtailment as required by South Coast AQMD Rule 1420.1. The curtailment period continues 
for a period of 30 days from the date of occurrence.  
Further, if someone from the community notices a plume and calls South Coast AQMD’s toll-
free number at 1-800- CUT-SMOG (1-800-288-7664 or submits an online complaint via 
https://www.aqmd.gov/home/air-quality/complaints, a South Coast AQMD inspector will come 
out to the community to investigate. 
Additionally, as described in Section 3.4: Hazards and Hazardous Materials, the facility has 
prepared an Emergency Response Plan which is filed with and monitored by the Los Angeles 
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County Fire Department and details how the emergency responders would coordinate a response 
with South Coast AQMD and DTSC. 
The air quality impacts of the proposed Project are discussed in Section 4.2 and Appendix D. 
The EIR also includes an HRA, which analyzes the potential health risks from the proposed 
Project’s emissions of toxic air contaminants such as lead, arsenic, and VOCs (see Section 4.2 
and Appendix D).  
 
Comment NOP-22-F  

 
Response to Comment NOP-22-F 
Information about South Coast AQMD’s offsite downwind air monitoring station at Closet 
World is located here: http://www.aqmd.gov/home/news-events/community-
investigations/quemetco/air-monitoring. The air monitor locations were selected by South Coast 
AQMD based upon facility emission sources and the predominant wind direction, to ensure that 
monitored values are reflective of the facility’s emissions. See Section 2.4.7: Air Pollution 
Control Systems of the EIR for descriptions of existing air pollution control equipment, 
including air monitoring stations. Section 3.2 in the EIR presents the windroses for Quemetco to 
illustrate the prevailing wind patterns around Quemetco. The facility’s air monitors are located 
downwind of Quemetco to ensure capturing the facility’s emissions. As shown in the referenced 
windroses, the prevailing winds are not westerly   If there were air monitors upwind of the 
facility, they would not necessarily be able to capture the majority Quemetco’s operations and 
would be under-estimating the actual emissions activities for this facility. . 
 
Comment NOP-22-G   

 
Response to Comment NOP-22-G 
Quemetco is an existing operating facility which operates pursuant to existing air permits issued 
by South Coast AQMD. The existing permits include conditions which limit various operations 
via emission standards and other criteria.  
While Quemetco and Exide are both battery recyclers, Exide’s operation in the City of Vernon 
permanently closed in 2015. As a separate facility operated in the past by a separate company, 
Exide has no relationship to Quemetco and the proposed Project. Further, the details of Exide’s 
operations, facility design and air pollution control systems were not the same as Quemetco’s 
operations, facility design and air pollution control systems. Exide began operation in the 1920s, 
several decades earlier than Quemetco.  

http://www.aqmd.gov/home/news-events/community-investigations/quemetco/air-monitoring
http://www.aqmd.gov/home/news-events/community-investigations/quemetco/air-monitoring
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Quemetco was the first facility to install a WESP to control lead emissions from a Secondary 
Lead Smelting operation. Exide resisted installation of similar technology at the Vernon facility. 
As a result, the lead emission profile for the two facilities is very different. During Exide’s last 
two full years of operation, 2014 and 2013, Exide’s lead emissions were reported as 211.73 
pounds per year and 317.948 pounds per year respectively according to annual emissions reports 
submitted to South Coast AQMD and obtained via South Coast AQMD’s FIND website (South 
Coast AQMD, 2013-2014a; South Coast AQMD, 2013-2014b). During this same period 
Quemetco reported lead emissions of 4.728 pounds per year (2014) and 6.779 pounds per year 
(2013). Moreover, Exide’s past violations are not germane to Quemetco, the proposed Project, 
the analysis in this EIR or the CEQA process that South Coast AQMD is undertaking as lead 
agency. For these reasons, information pertaining to the Exide facility and its previous operations 
are not included in this EIR. The EIR for this proposed Project concluded that all potential 
environmental impacts would be less than significant. 
Since the proposed Project is for the Quemetco facility located in the City of Industry, the 
analysis in the EIR focuses on Quemetco and the proposed Project and does not address any 
facilities that are located in the City of Vernon, which is approximately 17 miles away.  
The air quality impacts of the proposed Project are discussed in Section 3.2, Section 4.2 and 
Appendix D of the EIR. The EIR also includes an HRA, which analyzes the potential health risks 
to the surrounding areas from the proposed Project (see Section 4.2 and Appendix D). Table 3.2-
6 reports the facility’s emissions reported in years 2014 through 2018; lead emissions are 
reported in pounds (not tons). As shown in Table 3.2-5, Ambient Air Quality Monitoring Station 
#85 reporting data for years 2014 through 2019, there have been no exceedances of state, federal 
or local lead standards during this reporting period. Further review of the Intranet Aerometric 
Data Analysis & Management (iADAM) database (accessible at https://www.arb.ca.gov/adam/) 
for CARB’s annual statewide toxics inventory for lead shows no exceedance of state, federal or 
local lead thresholds since 198921. Detailed information regarding Quemetco’s alleged permit 
violations and settlements are discussed in EIR Section 3.2 and Appendix C. 
 
Comment NOP-22-H  

 
Response to Comment NOP-22-H 
Quemetco’s capacity is currently limited by Condition C1.7 to 600 tons per day of feed material 
in the rotary/kiln feed dryer and reverberatory furnace as measured by the required Loadrite 
weighing system (within its existing Title V permit). The facility’s capacity has been the same 
for decades and there have been no expansions prior to 2013, the year when this application was 

 
21 Annual Statewide Lead Summary (https://www.arb.ca.gov/adam/toxics/statepages/pbstate.html) 

https://www.arb.ca.gov/adam/toxics/statepages/pbstate.html
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submitted to South Coast AQMD. As explained in the NOP/IS and the EIR proposed Project 
description, annual throughput is often less than the maximum permitted amount due to 
variations in operations and maintenance schedules. Quemetco operates under a Title V 
operating permit issued by South Coast AQMD on May 8, 2018. The permit expires on May 7, 
2023.The proposed Project will require modifications to the Title V permit. As such, an 
application for a Title V permit revision to increase the throughput limit to 750 tpd was 
submitted to South Coast AQMD in 2013 to modify its Title V air permit and subsequently 
triggered this CEQA evaluation. 
Source tests, air monitoring stations and CEMS on the WESP stack collect data and are reported 
to ensure facility emissions are meeting permit conditions. On-going source testing is required to 
be conducted to demonstrate compliance with the air quality permit and Rule 1420.1. 
Specifically, Rule 1420.1 requires source tests to be performed on all stacks at a minimum of 
once each year beginning in 2016. All source tests conducted for compliance purposes are 
governed by a South Coast AQMD-approved source testing methodology (see Table 3.2-8 for 
Quemetco’s annual reported TAC emissions which are based on source test results and CEMS 
data). South Coast AQMD Rule 1420.1 is more stringent than Federal Regulation X - NESHAP. 
Rule 1420.1 also requires Quemetco to prepare annual compliance demonstrations.  
 
Comment NOP-22-I  

 
Response to Comment NOP-22-I 
The decision to approve or deny permits is made by the South Coast AQMD Executive Officer 
or designee in accordance with Health and Safety Code Section 42300(a). However, the South 
Coast AQMD’s Executive Officer, Mr. Wayne Nastri, has recused himself from participating in 
the review this facility’s permit applications, preparation of the related CEQA documents, and 
any decision whether to approve or deny the project. Instead, Mr. Nastri has designated Chief 
Operations Officer Ms. Jill Whynot the authority over whether to approve or deny the project. 
Therefore, there is no conflict of interest.  
 
Comment NOP-22-J  
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Response to Comment NOP-22-J 
The air quality impacts of the proposed Project are discussed in Section 4.2 and Appendix D. 
The EIR also includes an HRA, which analyzes the potential health risks from lead and other 
toxic air contaminants to the surrounding areas from the proposed Project (see Section 4.2).  
Table 4.2-8 in the EIR shows that the potential incremental (net) cancer risk impacts, inclusive of 
both stationary and mobile sources during normal operations, from the proposed Project would 
be less than the South Coast AQMD threshold for MEIR (Maximally Exposed Individual 
Resident) and MEIW (Maximally Exposed Individual Worker) receptors.  
The comment makes a claim about elevated worker blood levels; South Coast AQMD cannot 
verify the accuracy of this claim without more specific data. And as described, the worker 
exposure estimated in the baseline (existing setting) and proposed Project conditions do not 
exceed the applicable South Coast AQMD MEIW thresholds. 
Quemetco has safety measures and practices in place for their employees to follow to prevent 
worker exposure to toxic materials. For example, employees are required to wear protective 
uniforms (or Tyvek® suits) and respirators to protect them from lead exposure. Additionally, the 
facility conducts mandatory health and safety training for its employees on an annual basis. 
Because of the importance of personal hygiene in the control of ingestion of lead, more frequent 
training and coaching is implemented to control personal habits that may increase exposures. As 
required by CalOSHA and Department of Public Health, Quemetco periodically administers 
blood lead tests to their employees to screen for elevated lead levels every three months for 
permanent employees. In addition, to ensure effectiveness of training, Quemetco conducts more 
frequent (monthly) blood lead monitoring of new hire employees. If an employee’s blood levels 
exceed any action thresholds, that employee repeats monthly blood tests and enters a coaching 
program. If blood levels are elevated, Quemetco voluntarily uses an outside specialist to 
investigate issues and identify the potential source of the contamination. Given these are OSHA 
requirements, the results of the blood testing information are protected under the Health 
Insurance Portability and Accountability Act (HIPAA).  
The South Coast AQMD rules and regulations which are applicable to the Quemetco facility 
have extensive requirements for addressing emissions of lead and other toxics, however the 
screening or testing of any facility’s employees’ blood is outside the jurisdiction of the South 
Coast AQMD who manages air permits.  
Quemetco actively partners with Los Angeles County Department of Public Health to pay for 
blood tests for members of the public including those who live or work near the facility. For 
more information about free blood lead testing, please call Los Angeles County Department of 
Public Health’s Quemetco Hotline at (213) 738-3232. For more information about Los Angeles 
County Department of Public Health’s on-going support for the Quemetco community, visit their 
website at: http://www.publichealth.lacounty.gov/eh/docs/quemetco/ProtectYourHealthBooklet-
en.pdf. 
 
 

http://www.publichealth.lacounty.gov/eh/docs/quemetco/ProtectYourHealthBooklet-en.pdf
http://www.publichealth.lacounty.gov/eh/docs/quemetco/ProtectYourHealthBooklet-en.pdf
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Comment Letter NOP-23 James Flournoy    
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Response to Comment Letter NOP-23 
Description of Proposed Project 
At its most basic level, CEQA requires an analysis of how a proposed project will change the 
existing environmental conditions, also known as the environmental baseline. (CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15125(a; Neighbors for Smart Rail v. Exposition Metro Line Construction Authority 
(2013) 57 Cal.4th 439, 447; see also CEQA Guidelines Section 15378(a [“ ‘Project’ means the 
whole of an action, which has a potential for resulting in either a direct physical change in the 
environment, or a reasonably foreseeable indirect physical change in the environment…”].)   
The proposed Project would increase the throughput permitted at the existing facility, among 
other limited changes. The proposed Project would occur within the boundaries of the existing 
facility. There are no components of the proposed Project that would alter the physical structure 
of the facility or otherwise change operational characteristics (e.g., containment vessels).  
As described in Chapter 2 - Project Description, Quemetco currently operates under a permit 
condition that limits the daily feed rate to the rotary/kiln feed dryer and reverberatory furnace to 
600 tpd. This permit condition was originally issued to ensure the facility could operate in 
compliance with all air pollutant emission regulations. However, it was written prior to 
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installation of several major emissions control improvements at the Quemetco site, including 
enclosing the battery wrecker building and installing the WESP, LOTOX®, and RTO. With these 
emission control improvements in place, Quemetco now proposes the Capacity Upgrade Project 
to increase the daily feed rate limit and allow the facility to recycle more batteries, in order to 
accommodate the current demand for local and regional lead battery and secondary scrap 
recycling services.  
Also described in Chapter 2, the existing facility’s rotary/kiln feed dryer and reverberatory 
furnace could process up to 750 tpd but are currently limited in the number of hours per day it 
can operate that meets the 600 tpd Compliance Stop Period.  
Facility Lead Emissions, Ambient Lead Emissions and Air Toxics Assessments 
The facility’s air monitoring stations measure ambient lead concentrations at the fenceline to 
ensure compliance with state, federal and local ambient lead standards. Table 3.2-6 reports the 
facility’s emissions in years 2014 through 2018; lead emissions are reported in pounds (not tons) 
and are specifically separated to only account for facility emissions. As shown in Table 3.2-5, 
Ambient Air Quality Monitoring Station #85 reporting data for years 2014 through 2019, there 
have been no exceedances of state, federal or local lead standards during this reporting period. 
Further review of iADAM data for CARB’s annual statewide toxics inventory for lead shows no 
exceedance of state, federal or local lead thresholds since 198922.  
Of the environmental topic areas analyzed, air quality (including air toxics) and GHG emissions, 
and hazards and hazardous materials (accidental releases and fire hazards) directly correlate to 
public health. Specifically, to estimate public health impacts from the proposed Project’s air 
toxics emissions, the EIR includes an HRA. Separate HRAs were conducted for the baseline 
(existing setting) and proposed Project conditions to determine the net increase in health risk 
(from mobile and stationary sources during normal operations and described in detail in 
Appendix D.1: Technical Air Quality Methods and Emissions Assumptions). Sensitive receptors 
within a 5,000-meter radius distance from the facility were included in the residential receptor 
analysis (also referred to as a 10-kilometer grid which is equivalent to 6.2 miles).  
Table 4.2-8 in the EIR shows that the proposed Project’s potential incremental (net) cancer risk 
impacts, inclusive of both stationary and mobile sources during normal operations, from the 
proposed Project would be less than the applicable South Coast AQMD thresholds for MEIR and 
MEIW receptors. The proposed Project’s non-cancer risk net impacts, which are represented as 
Maximum Chronic Hazard Index and Maximum Acute Hazard Index, would also be less than 
their respective South Coast AQMD significance thresholds. For these reasons, the proposed 
Project’s potential net health risk impact would not generate significant public health impacts 
from toxic air emissions. Furthermore, analysis in the EIR concluded that all potential impacts 
identified for any environmental topic area including potential impacts to public health 
(specifically including air quality and GHGs, and hazards and hazardous materials, accidental 
releases or fire hazards) are less than significant; therefore, mitigation measures are not required.  
  

 
22 Annual Statewide Lead Summary (https://www.arb.ca.gov/adam/toxics/statepages/pbstate.html) 

https://www.arb.ca.gov/adam/toxics/statepages/pbstate.html
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Seismic Hazards 
The proposed Project’s effects on geology and soil resources, including seismic activity, were 
analyzed in Section VII – Geology and Soils of the NOP/IS (see Appendix A of the EIR) which 
concluded less than significant impacts. Therefore, further analysis of geology and soil resources 
is not required and was not conducted in the EIR.  
The proposed Project’s effects on geology and soil resources were analyzed in the NOP/IS which 
concluded that the proposed Project would result in less than significant impacts. Therefore, 
further analysis of geology and soil resources is not required and was not conducted in the EIR.  
The geology and soils section of the Appendix G environmental checklist focuses on impacts at 
the project site or nearby geologic resources based on physical development that causes soil 
disturbances, such as grading and excavation, and impacts caused by locating a project on certain 
soils or in certain seismic areas. As explained in the NOP/IS, the proposed Project does not call 
for any physical development activities that would move or disturb soil. In addition, the facility 
has been located on the same site since 1959. As a result, there are no geologic resources that 
would potentially be impacted by the proposed Project. The comment does not raise any geology 
or soil resources issues which were not previously analyzed or considered.  
  Moreover, the proposed Project would not change the existing setting relative to the fault lines 
and seismic activity in the area of the facility. The comment does not raise any onsite geology or 
soil resources issues which were not previously analyzed or considered.  
The comment also mentions the potential for hazard accidents and releases as well as soil, 
waterways, and groundwater contamination which are discussed in Section 4.4 and Section 4.5 
of the EIR. It should also be noted that the facility is strictly regulated by multiple agencies (i.e., 
DTSC, CalEPA, Los Angeles County Fire Department and Los Angeles County Public Works 
Department) to ensure that hazardous materials are not released, whether from a seismic event or 
otherwise.  
The facility also maintains: (1) a contingency plan and fire prevention plan which is approved by 
the CUPA, which is the Los Angeles County Fire Department: (2) an Underground Storage Tank 
Monitoring and Emergency Plan which is approved by Los Angeles County Fire Department and 
Los Angeles County Public Works Department; and (3) staff training on procedures for 
emergency preparedness. The comment does not raise any geology and soils issues which were 
not previously analyzed or considered nor does it provide evidence that additional seismic 
modeling (i.e., Caltrans ARS Application) is required for a proposed project with no ground 
disturbance. 
Proposed Project Water Usage 
Regarding water usage, the proposed Project would use approximately 97,000 gallons of water 
per day which is evaluated further in Section 4.5 of the EIR. As explained in Section IX of the 
NOP/IS (see Appendix A of the EIR), the facility is served by the San Gabriel Valley Water 
Company, which has confirmed that it has sufficient water supplies to serve the proposed 
Project. Specifically, the Urban Water Management Plan provides that the SGVWC has water 
supplies sufficient to meet anticipated future demand and the proposed Project in normal, single-
dry, and multiple-dry year scenarios. Moreover, the Urban Water Management Plan projects an 
increase in potable and raw water demand from industrial users from baseline (2014) conditions 
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to 2040. The proposed Project’s water demand is within these projections.23  The Urban Water 
Management Plan also notes the following: 

• The proposed Project’s water demand would constitute approximately 0.35% of the 
total water demand serviced by the SGVWC in 2015.24  This percentage decreases in 
projected future years (e.g., 2020, 2025, 2030).  

• The Urban Water Management Plan concludes that reliable quantities of projected 
water supply sources are available to the SGVWC to meet demand through 2040. A 
single dry year or a multiple dry year period will not compromise the SGVWC’s 
ability to provide a reliable supply of water to its customers.25  The groundwater 
supplies in the Main Basin and Central Basin are deemed reliable.  

• The SGVWC has the ability to deliver imported water through a connection with the 
Metropolitan Water District of Southern California, as well as emergency 
interconnections with several surrounding water agencies to ensure the reliability of 
its water supply.26 

Additionally, the facility recycles and reuses its wastewater onsite. The water consumption 
estimates for the proposed Project were conservative estimates based on the facility’s practice to 
filter, neutralize and reuse its own wastewater.  
 
 

 
23 San Gabriel Valley Water Company 2015 Urban Water Management Plan, Tables 4-1 and 4-2 (available at 
https://www.sgvwater.com/wp-content/uploads/2018/09/Volume-I-FINAL-AMENDED_2015-
UWMP_SGVWC_LACD.pdf).  
 
24 SGVWC Urban Water Management Plan Tables 4-1, 6-8, and 6-9. 
 
25 SGVWC Urban Water Management Plan Section 7.3. 
 
26 SGVWC UWMP Sections 6.1 and 6.7.3.  

https://www.sgvwater.com/wp-content/uploads/2018/09/Volume-I-FINAL-AMENDED_2015-UWMP_SGVWC_LACD.pdf
https://www.sgvwater.com/wp-content/uploads/2018/09/Volume-I-FINAL-AMENDED_2015-UWMP_SGVWC_LACD.pdf
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Comment Letter NOP-24 USC/University of Southern California – Department of 
Preventative Medicine, Shohreh Farzan, Jill Johnston and Wendy Gutschow   
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Responses to Comment Letter NOP-24 
 
Comment NOP-24-A 

 

At its most basic level, CEQA requires an analysis of how a proposed project will change the 
existing environmental conditions, also known as the environmental baseline. (CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15125(a; Neighbors for Smart Rail v. Exposition Metro Line Construction Authority 
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(2013) 57 Cal.4th 439, 447; see also CEQA Guidelines Section 15378(a [“ ‘Project’ means the 
whole of an action, which has a potential for resulting in either a direct physical change in the 
environment, or a reasonably foreseeable indirect physical change in the environment…”].)  The 
proposed Project’s existing environmental conditions are described in detail in Chapter 3.   
The proposed Project’s potential air quality impacts are discussed in Section 4.2 and Appendix D 
of the EIR. The EIR also includes an HRA that evaluated existing and potential toxic emissions 
for multiple pollutants which include, but are not limited to, lead, arsenic, cadmium, benzene, 
1,3-butadiene, manganese, mercury, nickel, copper, zinc, H2S, beryllium, selenium, and silver 
from the proposed Project, following the recommended methodology and guidance from the 
South Coast AQMD (see Section 4.2 and Appendix D). The HRA evaluated health the proposed 
Project’s potential risk impacts to the surrounding community, including sensitive receptors (i.e., 
residences, schools, day care centers, etc.) and worker receptors.  
The NOP/IS analyzed the proposed Project’s potential impacts to aesthetics, agriculture and 
forestry resources, biological resources, cultural resources, geology and soils, land use and 
planning, mineral resources, noise, population and housing, public services, recreation, and solid 
and hazardous waste, and found them to be less than significant, therefore, they are not analyzed 
further in the EIR. The EIR includes an analysis of the proposed Project’s potential air quality 
and GHG emissions (including air toxics), energy, hazards and hazardous materials, hydrology 
and water quality, and transportation impacts. The analysis of these environmental topic areas in 
the EIR concluded that the proposed Project would result in less than significant impacts; 
therefore, mitigation measures are not required. Therefore, the proposed Project would not result 
in significant impacts on the overburdened community as alleged by the commenter.  
CalEnviroScreen is a screening tool used to help identify communities disproportionately 
burdened by multiple sources of pollution and with population characteristics that make them 
more sensitive to pollution. CalEnviroScreen 3.0 has been replaced by Draft CalEnviroScreen 
4.0 as of February 2021. There are currently no requirements or procedures in CEQA to evaluate 
potential environmental justice impacts, and thus make use of CalEnviroScreen under CEQA. 
Refer to Master Comment on Environmental Justice. 
DTSC’s soils remediation activities, as described in more detail in Section 3.4 of the EIR, are 
addressing historic soil contamination and are not necessarily reflective of today’s activity and 
compliance with South Coast AQMD requirements including but not limited to Rule 1420.1 
which was designed to curb toxic emissions and penalize violations through curtailment of 
facility operations. Please refer to Master Response on DTSC Soils Investigations and 
Remediation. The proposed Project assessed in this EIR does not result in any soils disturbance 
(on or offsite) nor any changes that would affect the existing soil conditions, therefore no further 
soils analysis is required for CEQA purposes. 
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Response to Comment NOP-24-B and Comment NOP-24-C 
The South Coast AQMD Rules and regulations, which are applicable to the facility, will continue 
to apply to the proposed Project. The facility’s compliance history, including current compliance 
status, are discussed in Section 3.2 and Appendix C of the EIR. The various regulatory and 
permitting requirements applicable to Quemetco have become more rigorous and expansive over 
time (e.g., South Coast AQMD Rule 1420.1). Additionally, the air pollution control technology 
in operation at the facility has advanced substantially over time. A detailed explanation of the 
facility’s current air pollution control systems is provided in Chapter 2. Further, the proposed 
Project includes the addition of a carbon monoxide (CO) continuous emissions monitoring 
system (CEMS) to the Wet Electrostatic Precipitator (WESP) stack to measure compliance with 
CO emission limits. South Coast AQMD provides public access to these records through its 
webportal - Facility Information Detail (F.I.N.D.) and Quemetco’s permit information (including 
NOVs and NOCs) is located here 
(https://xappprod.aqmd.gov/find//facility/AQMDsearch?facilityID=8547)  under facility ID 
8547.  
Prior to issuing a permit, Health and Safety Code Section 42301(b) requires that an established 
air district permit system prohibit a facility from receiving a permit unless the air district is 
satisfied that the project being permitted will comply with all South Coast AQMD, CARB, and 
U.S. EPA regulatory requirements. The South Coast AQMD performs a thorough permit analysis 
to evaluate the maximum potential emissions from the permitted equipment and the resulting 
potential health risk impacts. Permit conditions are developed to provide operating parameters to 
ensure emissions stay below acceptable permit limits and risk levels as established through 
regulatory requirements. As a result of the permitting analysis, if a permit is issued, it is expected 
that the facility is or will be able to meet all air quality related regulatory requirements and 
operate in a manner that is protective of public health. The South Coast AQMD Executive 
Officer or designee will consider whether to approve the project after considering the permit 
evaluation and the CEQA analysis. (Health and Safety Code Section 42300(a); South Coast 
AQMD Administrative Code, Section 15.3.)   
 
 

https://xappprod.aqmd.gov/find/facility/AQMDsearch?facilityID=8547
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Comment NOP-24-D  

 
Response to Comment NOP-24-D 
Section 3.2 and Appendix C of the EIR summarize the applicable DTSC rules and regulations 
(which apply to the facility and will continue to apply to the proposed Project) the facility’s 
compliance history, including current compliance status and that all violations have been either 
resolved or in final stages of resolution. The various regulatory and permitting requirements 
applicable to Quemetco have become more rigorous and expansive over time (e.g., South Coast 
AQMD Rule 1420.1). Additionally, the air pollution control technology in operation at the 
facility has advanced substantially over time. A detailed explanation of the facility’s current air 
pollution control systems is provided in Chapter 2. Further, the proposed Project includes the 
addition of a carbon monoxide (CO) continuous emissions monitoring system (CEMS) to the 
Wet Electrostatic Precipitator (WESP) stack to measure compliance with CO emission limits. 
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Comment Letter NOP-25 Avocado Heights Community Advocate, Don Moss 
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Responses to Comment Letter NOP-25 
 
Comment NOP-25-A  

 

The GHG emission impacts of the proposed Project, which includes the GHG emissions from the 
proposed throughput increase as well as from the increased use of trucks, are analyzed in Section 
4.2 and Appendix D of the EIR. The analysis of the GHG emissions in the EIR concluded that 
the proposed Project would result in less than significant impacts; therefore, mitigation measures 
are not required.  
 
Comments NOP-25-B and NOP-25-C 

 

 

In accordance with CEQA, the South Coast AQMD prepared the NOP/IS and EIR. These 
documents and other relevant documents may be obtained by calling the South Coast AQMD 
Publication Request Line at (909) 396-2039; by contacting the South Coast AQMD Public 
Information Center by phone at (909) 396-2432 or by email at PICrequests@aqmd.gov, or by 
accessing the South Coast AQMD's CEQA website at: 
http://www.aqmd.gov/home/research/documents-reports/lead-agency-permit-projects. 
Quemetco has 10,255 people on its AB 2588 notification list. Under the Air Toxics “Hot Spots” 
Information and Assessment Act (AB 2588), the operator of a facility must provide notice to all 
exposed persons if, in the judgment of the South Coast AQMD, the facility’s health risks 
assessment indicates there is a significant health risk associated with air toxic emissions from the 
facility. The CEQA notification process is different from the AB 2588 notification process. 
Nonetheless, CEQA notice was provided to the AB 2588 notification list for this EIR.  
For this EIR, the South Coast AQMD required notices to be published on their website and in the 
Los Angeles Times newspaper, and mailed to individuals who request to be on the proposed 

http://www.aqmd.gov/home/research/documents-reports/lead-agency-permit-projects
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Project’s distribution list and the AB2588 notification list, as well as emailed to the South Coast 
AQMD’s general distribution list. This EIR notification list includes 12,500 people on the 
mailing list and 700 people on this email list. 
This appendix includes the comments received and responses to those comments for the 
Quemetco Capacity Upgrade Project Notice of Preparation/Initial Study (NOP/IS) for an 
Environmental Impact Report (EIR). Although the CEQA Guidelines require the NOP/IS to be 
circulated for 30-days, the NOP/IS for the Quemetco proposed Project was circulated for a 56-
day public review with the comment period starting on August 31, 2018 and ending on October 
25, 2018. In addition, the South Coast AQMD conducted two CEQA scoping meetings at the 
Hacienda Heights Community Center, on September 13, 2018 (CEQA Scoping Meeting #1) and 
October 11, 2018 (CEQA Scoping Meeting #2); the purpose of these scoping meetings was to 
provide information and to receive public comments on the proposed Project.  
The format of the CEQA scoping meeting held on September 13, 2018 at the Hacienda Heights 
Community Center was structured in an “open house” format with the intent of allowing 
attendees the flexibility to attend the meeting at varying times throughout the evening and ability 
to have one-on-one conversations with representatives from staff, other agencies, as well as the 
company. The free-flow style empowered attendees to learn about the proposed Project at their 
own pace. Personnel from South Coast AQMD, DTSC and other agencies were present to 
answer questions about the facility in personalized interactions with attendees. The room was set 
up with an open floor plan so that attendees could stroll throughout the room and read various 
poster boards explaining the facility’s processes, the CEQA process, and the proposed Project.  
Due to complaints that the style of the first CEQA scoping meeting did not meet attendees’ 
expectations of a more structured meeting format with a formal presentation and fixed public 
comment period, an announcement was made that a second CEQA scoping meeting with the 
widely-desired formal format would be scheduled.  
The second CEQA scoping meeting was scheduled for October 11, 2018, and the original 32-day 
NOP/IS comment period from August 31, 2018 to October 2, 2018 was extended an additional 
24 days to close on October 25, 2018. A notice of the second CEQA scoping meeting and the 
NOP/IS public review and comment period extension was published on South Coast AQMD’s 
website on September 27, 2018 and in the Los Angeles Times newspaper on September 27, 
2018. The announcement was also transmitted electronically to 710 email addresses on 
September 27, 2018 and hard copies were mailed on October 2, 2018 and October 3, 201827 to 
12,500 addresses within the vicinity of the proposed Project. 
The second CEQA scoping meeting held on October 11, 2018 at the Hacienda Heights 
Community Center included a formal presentation by a seated panel of South Coast AQMD 
personnel and other agency representatives (e.g., DTSC, Los Angeles County Board of 
Supervisors, Los Angeles County Fire Department, Los Angeles County Department of Public 
Health, Los Angeles County Regional Water Quality Control Board, and U.S House of 

 
27 The notices mailed out via U.S. Postal Service with 8,007 pieces sent on October 2, 2018 and 2,248 pieces sent on 
October 3, 2018 per U.S. Postal Service Statement of Mailing receipts. 
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Representatives). After the presentation, there was a question-and-answer period during which 
attendees’ comments and questions could be heard by the entire audience.  
A summary report following the CEQA scoping meetings was not prepared, however the 
presentation is available online (http://www.aqmd.gov/docs/default-
source/ceqa/documents/permit-projects/2018/ceqa-scoping-meeting-2--final-(for-print).pdf); this 
appendix contains all the comment letters received during the NOP/IS public comment and 
review period, the comments received during the two CEQA scoping meetings, and the 
responses to all comments as required by CEQA Guidelines Section 15088. 
In accordance with CEQA Guidelines Section 15105(a), the Draft EIR has been circulated for 
public review and comment period of no less than 45 days and includes a public comment 
meeting. 
 

Response to Comment NOP-25-D 
See Response to Comment NOP-25-D. The “Voice of the Community” were included in the 
notification list described in NOP-25-D; however, the distribution list also includes people who 
have requested to receive a notification about the proposed Project as well as those who are on 
the AB2588 notification list. Additionally, DTSC is a responsible agency. The South Coast 
AQMD as the CEQA lead agency is responsible for providing CEQA notifications about the 
proposed Project being analyzed in the EIR; not DTSC or the water board.  
 
Comment NOP-25-E  

 
Response to Comment NOP-25-E 
In accordance with CEQA Guidelines Section 15121(a), the purpose of an EIR is to serve as an 
informational document that: “will inform public agency decision-makers and the public 
generally of the significant environmental effects of a project, identify possible ways to minimize 
the significant effects, and describe reasonable alternatives to the project.”  The EIR evaluated 
whether the proposed Project could cause a significant effect on the environment as compared to 

http://www.aqmd.gov/docs/default-source/ceqa/documents/permit-projects/2018/ceqa-scoping-meeting-2--final-(for-print).pdf
http://www.aqmd.gov/docs/default-source/ceqa/documents/permit-projects/2018/ceqa-scoping-meeting-2--final-(for-print).pdf
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the existing physical conditions in the environment at the time the NOP was published (known as 
baseline conditions) in accordance with CEQA Guidelines Section 15002(g) and 15125. CEQA 
Guidelines and case law do not require an analysis of historic impacts prior to the proposed 
Project. . Section 25: Project Description explains why year 2014 was selected as the baseline 
year for the proposed Project (existing setting). Chapter 3 – Environmental Setting describes the 
baseline conditions for the five environmental areas assessed in the EIR.  
The NOP/IS analyzed the proposed Project’s potential impacts to aesthetics, agriculture and 
forestry resources, biological resources, cultural resources, geology and soils, land use and 
planning, mineral resources, noise, population and housing, public services, recreation, and solid 
and hazardous waste, and found them to be less than significant, therefore, they are not analyzed 
further in the EIR. The EIR includes an analysis of the potential air quality and GHG emissions 
(including air toxics), energy, hazards and hazardous materials, hydrology and water quality, and 
transportation impacts from the proposed Project. The analysis of these environmental topic 
areas in the EIR concluded that the proposed Project would result in less than significant 
impacts; therefore, mitigation measures are not required. 
The proposed Project’s assessment of air and GHG impacts (including air toxics and public 
health) is discussed in Section 4.2 and Appendix D of the EIR. The proposed Project’s 
assessment of hydrology and water quality is discussed in Section 3.5 and Section 4.5 of the EIR.  
DTSC’s soils and groundwater remediation activities, as described in more detail in Section 3.4 
and Section 3.5 of the EIR, are addressing historic soil and groundwater contamination and are 
not necessarily reflective of today’s activity and compliance with South Coast AQMD 
requirements including but not limited to Rule 1420.1 which is designed to curb toxic emissions 
and penalize violations through curtailment of facility operations. Please refer to Master 
Response on DTSC Soils Investigations and Remediation. The proposed Project assessed in this 
EIR does not result in any soils disturbance (on or offsite) nor any changes that would affect the 
existing soil conditions, therefore no further soils analysis is required nor will these DTSC 
activities be included in South Coast AQMD’s air permit modification. 
 
Comment NOP-25-F  

 
Response to Comment NOP-25-F 
Section 4.2 and Appendix D of the EIR includes an analysis of potential emissions from the 
proposed Project and accounts for the air pollution control technology utilized at the facility, 



   
Appendix B – Comments Received on the NOP/IS and During CEQA Scoping Meeting and Responses to 
Comments 
 

Appendix B B-241 October 2021 

which controls emissions to levels below applicable regulatory standards (e.g., the standards in 
Rule 1420.1). Chapter 2 describes the facility’s air pollution control systems, source testing 
locations, CEMS and air monitoring stations (refer to Section 2.4.7 and Figure 2-8). Information 
about South Coast AQMD’s offsite air monitoring station is located here: 
http://www.aqmd.gov/home/news-events/community-investigations/quemetco/air-monitoring.  
The air monitoring stations were selected by South Coast AQMD based upon facility emission 
sources and wind direction, to ensure that monitored values are reflective of the facility’s 
emissions in accordance with monitoring requirements for stationary lead sources in 40 CFR Part 
58 as well as in South Coast AQMD Rule 1420.1. The facility is required to have continuous 
emissions monitoring, or CEMS, of both criteria and toxic pollutants. The facility’s CEMS on 
the WESP (air pollution control equipment) stack monitor NOx, SOx, CO2 and arsenic. As part 
of the proposed Project, Quemetco will add a CO CEMS to ensure compliance with permit 
condition A63.6 as described in Section 2.6: Project Description. 
The EIR concludes that the proposed Project would not result in any significant impacts. 
Therefore, no mitigation measures are required.  
 
Comment NOP-25-G  

 
Response to Comment NOP-25-G 
Hydrology and Water Quality are evaluated in the EIR in Section 3.5 and Section 4.5. Section 
3.5 describes the environmental setting (baseline conditions) for hydrology and water quality 
including ground water quality and applicable protection standards (refer to Table 3.5-3).  
Quemetco is permitted through its Industrial Waste Discharge Permit from the LACSD to treat 
and discharge wastewater generated at the facility. All treated wastewater is discharged into the 
LACSD sewer system and meets the standards of the Regional Water Quality Control Board, 
consistent with applicable permits. Additionally, wastewater discharged is tested quarterly by a 
third-party laboratory for metals, and reports are submitted to LACSD.  
A discussion of the potential impacts from wastewater discharge and groundwater quality is 
included in Section 4.5 of the EIR. After a thorough evaluation of all hydrology and water 
quality environmental checklist questions, all potential impacts were found to be less than 
significant; therefore, mitigation measures are not required. 
The NOP/IS notes that the facility is served by the San Gabriel Valley Water Company 
(SGVWC), which has confirmed that it has sufficient water supplies to serve the project. The 
Urban Water Management Plan (UWMP) for the SGVWC likewise supports the conclusion that 
the project’s anticipated water use will not result in significant water supply impacts. The 
UWMP provides that the SGVWC has water supplies sufficient to meet anticipated future 
demand in normal, dry, and multiple-dry year scenarios. Moreover, the Urban Water 
Management Plan projects an increase in potable and raw water demand from industrial users 
from baseline (2014) conditions to 2040. The Project’s water demand is within these 

http://www.aqmd.gov/home/news-events/community-investigations/quemetco/air-monitoring
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projections.28 SGWVC’s water supply sources include local groundwater (the Main San Gabriel 
Basin and the Central Basin), recycled water, and imported surface water supplies.  
Portions of the Main San Gabriel Basin are designated as a CERCLA Superfund site by the 
federal EPA. The groundwater contamination was the result of historical practices by industrial 
uses and agricultural operations occurring within the Main San Gabriel Basin area. The comment 
is referring to the Main San Gabriel Basin Watermaster’s Five-Year Water Quality and Supply 
Plan (Five-Year Plan), which provides a comprehensive water quality cleanup and water supply 
plan for the Main San Gabriel Basin.29  Quemetco is operating under permit conditions with 
DTSC and LACSD and whether or not it participates in local water clean-up programs is 
determined by those permits as described in Section 3.5.  
 
Comment NOP-25-H  

 
Response to Comment NOP-25-H 
DTSC’s soils remediation activities, as described in more detail in Section 3.4 of the EIR, are 
addressing historic soil contamination. DTSC has been working with Quemetco to address 
historic soils contamination through collection of soil samples, establishment of a work plan for 
corrective action and implementation of that work plan. Please refer to Master Response on 
DTSC Soils Investigations and Remediation. The proposed Project assessed in this EIR does not 
result in any soils disturbance(on or offsite) nor any changes that would affect the existing soil 
conditions, therefore no further soils analysis is required. 
The EIR’s HRA (refer to Section 4.2 and Appendix D) measures the release of airborne 
hazardous materials from the facility’s air pollution control devices and shows the proposed 
Project would not result in any potentially significant impacts. Additionally, the EIRs 
environmental setting for air quality (Section 3.2) demonstrates that Quemetco’s emissions have 
been reducing over time with implementation of South Coast AQMD’s Rule 1420.1 and the air 
pollution control technology in operation at the facility which has advanced substantially over 
time (as described in Chapter 2 of the EIR). Quemetco maintains a Risk Reduction Plan (RRP) 
as required by AB 2588. RRP conditions have been incorporated into the Title V permit and will 
not change because of the proposed Project. Additionally, the HRA looks at total facility health 

 
28 San Gabriel Valley Water Company 2015 Urban Water Management Plan, Tables 4-1 and 4-2 (available at 
https://www.sgvwater.com/wp-content/uploads/2018/09/Volume-I-FINAL-AMENDED_2015-
UWMP_SGVWC_LACD.pdf).  
 
29 Main San Gabriel Basin Watermaster’s Five-Year Water Quality and Supply Plan (available at 
https://rauch.egnyte.com/dl/gDgrOKZhQZ/V8_WEB_5_year_plan_10_22_18.pdf_).  
 

https://www.sgvwater.com/wp-content/uploads/2018/09/Volume-I-FINAL-AMENDED_2015-UWMP_SGVWC_LACD.pdf
https://www.sgvwater.com/wp-content/uploads/2018/09/Volume-I-FINAL-AMENDED_2015-UWMP_SGVWC_LACD.pdf
https://rauch.egnyte.com/dl/gDgrOKZhQZ/V8_WEB_5_year_plan_10_22_18.pdf_
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risks to ensure no conflicts with the previously approved RRP. Note that Quemetco is still 
subject to AB 2588 and the proposed Project would also be subject to AB 2588. 
The question of cleanup of offsite soils from previous contamination is outside the scope of the 
project being evaluated by the South Coast AQMD because neither offsite soil disturbance nor 
changes that would affect the existing soil condition would be expected to occur. DTSC as part 
of its RCRA Part B permit renewal, a permit action which is separate from the proposed Project 
under consideration by the South Coast AQMD, is investigating the extent of the existing, 
surrounding soil contamination and response strategies. Detailed information regarding 
Quemetco’s permit violations and settlements with South Coast AQMD, DTSC and others are 
discussed in Section 3.2 and Appendix C of the EIR. The various regulatory and permitting 
requirements applicable to Quemetco have become more rigorous and expansive over time (e.g., 
South Coast AQMD Rule 1420.1). Additionally, the air pollution control technology in operation 
at the facility has advanced substantially over time. A detailed explanation of the facility’s 
current air pollution control systems is provided in Chapter 2. Further, the proposed Project 
includes the addition of a carbon monoxide (CO) continuous emissions monitoring system 
(CEMS) to the Wet Electrostatic Precipitator (WESP) stack to measure compliance with CO 
emission limits. 
Prior to issuing a permit, Health and Safety Code Section 42301(b) requires that an established 
air district permit system prohibit a facility from receiving a permit unless the air district is 
satisfied that the project being permitted will comply with all South Coast AQMD, CARB, and 
U.S. EPA regulatory requirements. The South Coast AQMD performs a thorough permit analysis 
to evaluate the maximum potential emissions from the permitted equipment and the resulting 
potential health risk impacts. Permit conditions are developed to provide operating parameters to 
ensure emissions stay below acceptable permit limits and risk levels as established through 
regulatory requirements. As a result of the permitting analysis, if a permit is issued, it is expected 
that the facility is or will be able to meet all air quality related regulatory requirements and 
operate in a manner that is protective of public health. The South Coast AQMD Executive 
Officer or designee will consider whether to approve the project after considering the permit 
evaluation and the CEQA analysis. (Health and Safety Code Section 42300(a); South Coast 
AQMD Administrative Code, Section 15.3.)   
Moreover, after permits are issued, South Coast AQMD compliance staff conduct regular 
inspections to ensure that equipment and processes are operating in compliance with the 
applicable rules and regulations. 
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Comment NOP-25-I  

 
Response to Comment NOP-25-I 
Detailed information regarding the rules and regulations that are applicable to the Quemetco 
facility including Notices of Violations (NOVs) is discussed in Section 3.2, Chapter 3 – 
Environmental Setting and Appendix C of the EIR. South Coast AQMD compliance staff 
conduct regular inspections of Quemetco to ensure that equipment and processes are operating in 
compliance with its permit conditions and the applicable rules and regulations. Further, 
Quemetco is subject to various rules including Rule 1402 and Rule 1420.1 and are subject to 
daily monitoring and annual source testing (refer to Section 3.2).  
When permit violations are found, the facility receives a NOV and is required to take further 
actions to remedy the violation .When conditions in Rule 1420.1 are violated, the facility is 
required to submit a compliance plan identifying additional lead reduction strategies, a 
curtailment plan, and a study assessing the economic, technical, and physical feasibility of 
achieving a lower point source emission limit of 0.003 lb/hour, if the ambient lead concentration 
exceeded 0.120 μg/m3 over a 30-day rolling average. As described above in Response to 
Comments NOP-25-H, the facility must be in compliance with current requirements before any 
permits can be issued. 
The rubbish company incident mentioned in the comment does not include sufficient detail to 
allow the South Coast AQMD to accurately respond. Further, compliance activities or court 
cases associated with another facility are not relevant to the proposed Project. 
 
Comment NOP-25-J  

 
Response to Comment NOP-25-J 
All air monitors that monitor air emissions from the facility operate 24 hours per day, seven (7) 
days per week, regardless of the operational schedule of the facility or weather. The proposed 
Project will not alter the monitoring equipment or permit conditions.  
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Comment Letter NOP-26 EarthJustice 
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Responses to Comment Letter NOP-26 
 
Comment NOP-26-A 

 

 
Response to Comment NOP-26-A 
Thank you for your comments. While this comment generally provides introductory remarks and 
summarizes the proposed Project, it alleges in footnote 3 that emissions vary between petroleum 
cokes and calcined coke. The potential air emissions due to the proposed change to from calcined 
coke petroleum coke in addition to or in lieu of calcined coke as a smelting reagent have been 
assessed in Section 4.2 and Appendix D of the EIR. As described in Section 4.2, Quemetco 
obtained a research permit to test the potential change in. The results of this research permit are 
presented in Appendix D.2. Section 4.2 and Appendix D.1 of the EIR explain how the 
information from the research permit is applied. The Rule 441 research permit testing focused on 
what, if any, differences were found in furnace emissions between source tests and if emission 
differences could be attributed to the smelting reagents. The Rule 441 research permit results 
showed that while there were variations in emissions under the three operating scenarios, the 
emissions levels did not increase emissions as compared to emissions from existing operations 
and did not exceed the existing permit limits. 
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Comment NOP-26-B 

 
Response to Comment NOP-26-B  
Chapter 3 – Environmental Setting explains the environmental and regulatory baseline 
conditions (existing conditions) for the EIR’s air quality and GHG emissions analysis (Section 
3.2) and hazards and hazardous materials (Section 3.4) analysis. Section 4.2 and Appendix D of 
the EIR assess the proposed Project’s air quality impacts which also includes an HRA that 
analyzes the proposed Project’s potential health risks to the surrounding areas. Section 4.4 of the 
EIR evaluates the potential hazards and hazardous materials impacts from the proposed Project. 
The EIR concludes that all of the proposed Project’s potential impacts will be less than 
significant.  
 
Comment NOP-26-C 

 
 
Response to Comment NOP-26-C 
See also Response to Comment NOP-26-B. At the time of release of the NOP/IS for public 
review and comment, two CEQA scoping meetings were held (e.g., September 13, 2018 and 
October 11, 2018) for the proposed Project. The comments received at the CEQA scoping 
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meetings and the corresponding responses are included in this appendix and are identified as 
SM1-1 through SM1-125 and SM2-1 through SM2-28 (see Tables B-2 and B-3 for a summary).  
Section 4.2 and Appendix D of the EIR assesses the proposed Project’s potential air quality 
impacts,  including an HRA that analyzed the proposed Project’s potential health risks to the 
surrounding areas from the proposed Project. Chapter 3 – Environmental Setting provides 
environmental and regulatory baseline conditions (existing setting) for air quality and GHG 
emissions (Section 3.2) and hazards and hazardous materials (Section 3.4). 
 
Comment NOP-26-D  

 
Response to Comment NOP-26-D  
The comment raises four (4) general points: environmental justice; groundwater; traffic and 
transportation; and cumulative impacts.  
Regarding the first point, see the Master Response on Environmental Justice. Neither the CEQA 
statute nor the CEQA Guidelines explicitly require consideration of environmental justice when 
evaluating the environmental effects of the proposed Project. Under state law, “environmental 
justice” means the fair treatment of people of all races, cultures, and incomes with respect to the 
development, adoption, implementation, and enforcement of environmental laws, regulations, 
and policies. [Government Code Section 65040.12(e).]  Fairness in this context means that the 
benefits of a healthy environment should be available to everyone, and the burdens of pollution 
should not be focused on sensitive populations or on communities that already are experiencing 
its adverse effects. South Coast AQMD adopted an environmental justice initiative to ensure that 
everyone has the right to equal protection from air pollution and fair access to the decision-
making process that works to improve the quality of air within their communities. Environmental 
justice program is defined by the South Coast AQMD as the "...equitable environmental 
policymaking and enforcement to protect the health of all residents, regardless of age, culture, 
ethnicity, gender, race, socioeconomic status, or geographic location, from the health effects of 
air pollution."   
While neither the CEQA statute nor the CEQA Guidelines explicitly require consideration of 
environmental justice when evaluating the environmental effects of the proposed Project, the 
South Coast AQMD considers disproportionate impacts on disadvantaged communities by 
evaluating the proposed Project’s potential public health and environmental impacts. Moreover, 
the EIR includes an extensive analysis of the potential impacts from the proposed Project on air 
quality and GHG emissions (including air toxics), energy, hazards and hazardous materials, 
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hydrology and water quality, and transportation and traffic impacts. In addition, public health 
impacts associated with the proposed Project were analyzed in an HRA (see Section 4.2 and 
Appendix D of the EIR). Chapter 5 of the EIR analyzes the following alternatives to the 
proposed Project: Alternative 1 - No Project (i.e., not going forward with the proposed Project), 
Alternative 2 - Reduced Capacity Project, Alternative 3 - Offsite Facility, and Alternative 4 - 
Close the Facility. 
The EIR further analyzes the proposed Project’s potential groundwater and traffic impacts. (see 
Chapter 4, Section 4.5 and 4.6 respectively). Chapter 4 of the EIR also contains an analysis of 
cumulative impacts.  
 
Comment NOP-26-E 
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Response to Comment NOP-26-E  
As explained in Response to Comment NOP-26-D, while neither the CEQA statute nor the 
CEQA Guidelines explicitly require consideration of environmental justice when evaluating the 
environmental effects of the proposed Project, the South Coast AQMD considers 
disproportionate impacts on disadvantaged communities by evaluating the proposed Project’s 
potential public health and environmental impacts.  
Here, the EIR includes an extensive analysis of the potential impacts from the proposed Project 
on air quality and GHG emissions (including air toxics), energy, hazards and hazardous 
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materials, hydrology and water quality, and transportation and traffic impacts. In addition, the 
proposed Project’s potential public health impacts were analyzed in an HRA (see Section 4.2 and 
Appendix D of the EIR). In particular, the HRA in the EIR utilizes a 10-kilometer grid which is 
equivalent to 6.2 miles), even though some of the environmental checklist questions in the 
NOP/IS specific to the topic of hazards and hazardous materials refer to impacts within a shorter 
distance (e.g., one-quarter mile of a school or two miles of an airport).  
The potential cumulative impacts associated with the proposed Project, as required under CEQA, 
are also included in Chapter 4 for each environmental impact topic area. Chapter 5 of the EIR 
analyzes the following alternatives to the proposed Project: Alternative 1 - No Project (i.e., not 
going forward with the proposed Project), Alternative 2 - Reduced Capacity Project, Alternative 
3 – Offsite Facility, and Alternative 4 - Close the Facility. The EIR concluded that the proposed 
Project would have less than significant public health and environmental impacts and mitigation 
measures are thus not required. 
The comment includes a statement that CalEnviroScreen is the tool for determining the location 
of environmental justice communities. As explained in Response to Comment NOP-21-N, 
CalEnviroScreen was developed by OEHHA to identify communities facing toxic exposure and 
that are vulnerable to pollution and environmental hazards. It was designed to help implement 
SB 535, which requires at least 25 percent of GHG reduction funds collected under AB 32’s 
Cap-and-Trade program to be allocated to projects that benefit disadvantaged communities with 
at least 10 percent for projects located within these communities. To accomplish its purpose, the 
tool uses environmental, health, and socioeconomic data. Importantly, the CEQA Guidelines 
state that economic or social effects of a project shall not be treated as significant effects on the 
environment (CEQA Guidelines Sections 15064 and 15131). While this data can be included in 
the EIR, the economic and social effects data in CalEnviroScreen are not used for significance 
purposes. 
While one of the South Coast AQMD's top environmental justice priorities is the implementation 
of ABs 617 and 134 (http://www.aqmd.gov/nav/about/initiatives/environmental-justice/ab617-
134), the Quemetco facility and its surrounding community is not located in an area that is 
designated as an AB 617 community. For these reasons, the analyses in both the NOP/IS and 
EIR focused on the potential environmental impacts of the proposed Project on the surrounding 
community, regardless of its demographics.  

http://www.aqmd.gov/nav/about/initiatives/environmental-justice/ab617-134
http://www.aqmd.gov/nav/about/initiatives/environmental-justice/ab617-134
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Comment NOP-26-F 
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Response to Comment NOP-26-F  
Regarding groundwater usage, the proposed Project would use approximately 97,000 gallons of 
water per day. The NOP/IS notes that the facility is served by the San Gabriel Valley Water 
Company, which has confirmed that it has sufficient water supplies to serve the proposed 
Project. The UWMP provides that the SGVWC has water supplies sufficient to meet anticipated 
future demand in normal, dry, and multiple-dry year scenarios. Moreover, the UWMP projects 
an increase in potable and raw water demand from industrial users from baseline (2014) 
conditions to 2040. The proposed Project’s water demand is within these projections.30  The 
UWMP also notes the following: 

• The proposed Project’s water demand would constitute approximately 0.35% of the 
total water demand serviced by the SGVWC in 2015.31  This percentage decreases in 
projected future years (e.g., 2020, 2025, 2030).  

• The UWMP concludes that reliable quantities of projected water supply sources are 
available to the SGVWC to meet demand through 2040. A single dry year or a 

 
30 San Gabriel Valley Water Company 2015 Urban Water Management Plan, Tables 4-1 and 4-2 (available at 
https://www.sgvwater.com/wp-content/uploads/2018/09/Volume-I-FINAL-AMENDED_2015-
UWMP_SGVWC_LACD.pdf).  
 
31 SGVWC UWMP Tables 4-1, 6-8, and 6-9. 
 

https://www.sgvwater.com/wp-content/uploads/2018/09/Volume-I-FINAL-AMENDED_2015-UWMP_SGVWC_LACD.pdf
https://www.sgvwater.com/wp-content/uploads/2018/09/Volume-I-FINAL-AMENDED_2015-UWMP_SGVWC_LACD.pdf
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multiple dry year period will not compromise the SGVWC’s ability to provide a 
reliable supply of water to its customers.32  The groundwater supplies in the Main 
Basin and Central Basin are deemed reliable as noted in the UWMP.  

• The SGVWC has the ability to deliver imported water through a connection with the 
Metropolitan Water District of Southern California, as well as emergency 
interconnections with several surrounding water agencies to ensure the reliability of 
its water supply.33 

In response to the specific points in Comment NOP-26-F, first, the NOP/IS inadvertently 
identified the San Diego groundwater basin as a source of water for the SGVWC. To clarify, 
SGWVC’s water supply sources include local groundwater (the Main San Gabriel Basin and the 
Central Basin), recycled water, and imported surface water supplies. The EIR notes this 
correction. 
Second, portions of the Main San Gabriel Basin are designated as a CERCLA Superfund site by 
the federal EPA. The groundwater contamination was the result of historical practices by 
industrial uses and agricultural operations occurring within the Main San Gabriel Basin area, not 
Quemetco. However, the Main San Gabriel Basin Watermaster’s Five-Year Water Quality and 
Supply Plan (Five-Year Plan) provides a comprehensive water quality cleanup and water supply 
plan for the Main San Gabriel Basin.34  The objective of the Five-Year Plan is to coordinate 
groundwater-related activities so that both water supply and water quality in the Main San 
Gabriel Basin are protected and improved.35  The Five-Year Plan includes groundwater 
monitoring programs for water quality, groundwater flow and contamination migration 
programs, groundwater cleanup projects, and basin cleanup projects. The Watermaster has also 
implemented a Water Quality Protection Plan that provides early warning to water producers 
before their wells are found to exceed drinking water quality standards.  
The facility is located in Site Area 4 – Puente Valley. The contamination in this area was 
attributed to past contamination stemming from the former Northrop Grumman Benchmark 
Technology facility in the City of Industry. In 2011, the EPA officially ordered Northrop 
Grumman to undertake actions to remediate past contamination, including constructing wells and 
a treatment plant to contain and treat contaminated groundwater. The treated water is then being 
discharged back to surface water or injected back into the underground aquifer, providing 
additional water resources to San Gabriel Valley residents.36  Through the future actions of 
Northrop Grumman and the Main San Gabriel Basin Watermaster, the Main Basin is subject to 

 
32 SGVWC UWMP Section 7.3. 
 
33 SGVWC UWMP Sections 6.1 and 6.7.3.  
34 Main San Gabriel Basin Watermaster’s Five-Year Water Quality and Supply Plan (available at 
https://rauch.egnyte.com/dl/gDgrOKZhQZ/V8_WEB_5_year_plan_10_22_18.pdf_).  
 
35 SGVWC UWMP Section 6.2.2.1.  
  
36 See https://www.epa.gov/enforcement/case-summary-epa-issues-order-san-gabriel-valley-superfund-site-area-4-
puente-valley#agreement, https://www.epa.gov/enforcement/reference-news-release-epa-orders-20-million-
northrop-cleanup-san-gabriel-valley, and https://www.epa.gov/sites/production/files/2013-
08/documents/puentevalley-order.pdf.  

https://rauch.egnyte.com/dl/gDgrOKZhQZ/V8_WEB_5_year_plan_10_22_18.pdf_
https://www.epa.gov/enforcement/case-summary-epa-issues-order-san-gabriel-valley-superfund-site-area-4-puente-valley#agreement
https://www.epa.gov/enforcement/case-summary-epa-issues-order-san-gabriel-valley-superfund-site-area-4-puente-valley#agreement
https://www.epa.gov/enforcement/reference-news-release-epa-orders-20-million-northrop-cleanup-san-gabriel-valley
https://www.epa.gov/enforcement/reference-news-release-epa-orders-20-million-northrop-cleanup-san-gabriel-valley
https://www.epa.gov/sites/production/files/2013-08/documents/puentevalley-order.pdf
https://www.epa.gov/sites/production/files/2013-08/documents/puentevalley-order.pdf
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robust cleanup activities and SGVWC is ensured (consistent with its UWMP) adequate supplies 
of water. It should also be noted that comment does not provide any evidence that the proposed 
Project’s water usage would result in a deterioration of the Main Basin or exacerbate any 
existing contamination.  
Third, with respect to drought-stricken local water resources, as stated above, the UWMP for the 
SGVWC supports the conclusion that the proposed Project’s anticipated water use will not result 
in significant water supply impacts. The UWMP provides that the SGVWC has water supplies 
sufficient to meet anticipated future demand including the proposed Project in normal, single-
dry, and multiple-dry year scenarios through 2040. Moreover, the UWMP projects an increase in 
potable and raw water demand from industrial users from baseline (2014) conditions to 2040. 
The proposed Project’s water demand is within these projections.37   
 
Comment NOP-26-G 

 

 
Response to Comment NOP-26-G  
Although the NOP/IS concluded that transportation impacts from the proposed Project would not 
be potentially significant, in response to Comment NOP-5 from Caltrans, a commenting agency, 
an analysis of the proposed Project’s transportation impacts are included in Section 4.6 of the 
EIR. CEQA Guidelines Section 15125 requires the analysis of a project relative to the baseline 
conditions. For the proposed Project, the year selected was 2014; this represents the year of 

 
37 San Gabriel Valley Water Company 2015 Urban Water Management Plan, Tables 4-1 and 4-2 (available at 
https://www.sgvwater.com/wp-content/uploads/2018/09/Volume-I-FINAL-AMENDED_2015-
UWMP_SGVWC_LACD.pdf).  
 

https://www.sgvwater.com/wp-content/uploads/2018/09/Volume-I-FINAL-AMENDED_2015-UWMP_SGVWC_LACD.pdf
https://www.sgvwater.com/wp-content/uploads/2018/09/Volume-I-FINAL-AMENDED_2015-UWMP_SGVWC_LACD.pdf
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lowest operation since submittal of the permit application and therefore represents the largest 
incremental operational increase. This results in the most reasonably conservative data for 
assessing the proposed Project’s potential impacts. A detailed discussion regarding the selection 
of the baseline year for the proposed Project is located in Section 2.6 of the EIR.  
For the purposes of the transportation analysis, the proposed Project’s potential project trip 
generation would be 15 truck roundtrips per day and 6 passenger vehicle round trips per day. 
This level of activity does not trigger a Level Of Service (LOS) analysis. In any event, LOS is no 
longer relevant for CEQA purposes.  
Caltrans’ comment agrees that traffic impacts based on LOS to State facilities are less than 
significant. Instead, Caltrans requested an evaluation of turning movement radii at the SR-60 on 
and off ramps. This analysis was included in the EIR. Additionally, in response to changes in 
CEQA, the EIR also addresses the proposed Project’s potential VMT impacts.  
All transportation impacts were found to be less than significant; therefore, mitigation measures 
are not required.  
 
Comment NOP-26-H 
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Response to Comment NOP-26-H  
The potential cumulative impacts associated with the proposed Project, as required under CEQA, 
are analyzed in Chapter 4 – Environmental Impact Analysis of the EIR. “The cumulative impact 
from several projects is the change in the environment which results from the incremental impact 
of the project when added to other closely related past, present, and reasonably foreseeable 
probable future projects” (City of Maywood v. Los Angeles Unified School District (2012) 208 
Cal.App.4th 362, 379). For specific cumulative impact assessments, refer to Section 4.2: Air 
Quality and GHG Emissions, Section 4.3: Energy, Section 4.4: Hazards and Hazardous 
Materials, Section 4.5: Hydrology and Water Quality, and Section 4.6: Transportation.  
South Coast AQMD’s guidance for cumulative impacts is based on whether or not a project has 
significant project-level impacts for that resource area; if that impact area has less than 
significant impact on a project-level, then the cumulative impacts are less than significant. South 
Coast AQMD’s cumulative impacts assessment method does not include a list of projects for 
some specified distance from the project (in this case the commenter is suggesting 3-miles from 
the facility). No further analysis of Quemetco’s cumulative impact assessment to include the 3-
mile radius from the facility is required by AQMD’s cumulative impacts assessment method.  
Quemetco is an existing facility operating within the City of Industry and is consistent with its 
industrial zoning and general plan designation. Further, Quemetco is an allowed use within the 
City of Industry and the proposed Project would not trigger any discretionary land use permits or 
actions.  
Detailed information regarding Quemetco’s permit violations and settlements are discussed in 
Section 3.2 and Appendix C of the EIR. The various regulatory and permitting requirements 
applicable to Quemetco have become more rigorous and expansive over time (e.g., South Coast 
AQMD Rule 1420.1). Additionally, the air pollution control technology in operation at the 
facility has advanced substantially over time. A detailed explanation of the facility’s current air 
pollution control systems is provided in Chapter 2. Further, the proposed Project includes the 
addition of a carbon monoxide (CO) continuous emissions monitoring system (CEMS) to the 
Wet Electrostatic Precipitator (WESP) stack to measure compliance with CO emission limits. 
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Comment NOP-26-I 

 
 
Response to Comment NOP-26-I  
The remarks made in this comment reiterate previous, more detailed comments in NOP-26-A 
through NOP-26-H, see Responses to Comments NOP-26-A through NOP-26-H.  
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Comment Letter NOP-27 Maria Figuero  

 

The EIR includes an analysis of the potential air quality and GHG emissions (including air 
toxics), energy, hazards and hazardous materials, hydrology and water quality, and transportation 
impacts from the proposed Project. Of the environmental topic areas analyzed, air quality 
(including air toxics) and GHG emissions, and hazards and hazardous materials (accidental 
releases and fire hazards) directly correlate to public health.  
Specifically, to estimate public health impacts from the proposed Project’s air toxics emissions, 
the EIR includes an HRA. Separate HRAs were conducted for the baseline (existing setting) and 
proposed Project conditions to determine the net increase in health risk (from mobile and 
stationary sources during normal operations and described in detail in Appendix D.1: Technical 
Air Quality Methods and Emissions Assumptions). Sensitive receptors within a 5,000-meter 
radius distance from the facility were included in the residential receptor analysis (also referred 
to as a 10-kilometer grid which is equivalent to 6.2 miles) and includes the schools within that 
receptor grid.  
Table 4.2-8 in the EIR shows that the potential incremental (net) cancer risk impacts, inclusive of 
both stationary and mobile sources during normal operations, from the proposed Project would 
be less than the South Coast AQMD threshold for MEIR and MEIW receptors. The proposed 
Project’s non-cancer risk net impacts, which are represented as Maximum Chronic Hazard Index 
and Maximum Acute Hazard Index, are also less than their respective South Coast AQMD 
significance thresholds. For these reasons, the potential net health risk impact from the proposed 
Project would not generate significant public health impacts from toxic air emissions.  
Furthermore, analysis in the EIR concluded that all potential impacts identified for any 
environmental topic area including potential impacts to public health (specifically including air 
quality and GHGs, and hazards and hazardous materials, accidental releases or fire hazards) are 
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less than significant; therefore, mitigation measures are not required. Odor complaints can be 
reported by calling South Coast AQMD’s toll-free number at 1-800-CUT-SMOG (1-800-288-
7664) or by submitting an online complaint via https://www.aqmd.gov/home/air-
quality/complaints and a South Coast AQMD investigator will respond to the call, similar to 
public complaints mentioned earlier.  
Prior to issuing a permit, Health and Safety Code Section 42301(b) requires that an established 
air district permit system prohibit a facility from receiving a permit unless the air district is 
satisfied that the project being permitted will comply with all South Coast AQMD, CARB, and 
U.S. EPA regulatory requirements. The South Coast AQMD performs a thorough permit analysis 
to evaluate the maximum potential emissions from the permitted equipment and the resulting 
potential health risk impacts. Permit conditions are developed to provide operating parameters to 
ensure emissions stay below acceptable permit limits and risk levels as established through 
regulatory requirements. As a result of the permitting analysis, if a permit is issued, it is expected 
that the facility is or will be able to meet all air quality related regulatory requirements and 
operate in a manner that is protective of public health. The South Coast AQMD Executive 
Officer or designee will consider whether to approve the project after considering the permit 
evaluation and the CEQA analysis. (Health and Safety Code Section 42300(a); South Coast 
AQMD Administrative Code, Section 15.3.)   
. 



   
Appendix B – Comments Received on the NOP/IS and During CEQA Scoping Meeting and Responses to 
Comments 
 

Appendix B B-272 October 2021 

Comment Letter NOP-28 Alicia Munoz  

 
Response to Comment Letter NOP-28 
The EIR includes an analysis of the potential air quality and GHG emissions and GHG emissions 
(including air toxics), energy, hazards and hazardous materials, hydrology and water quality, and 
transportation and traffic impacts from the proposed Project. Chapter 3 – Environmental Setting 
describes the physical and regulatory baseline (existing setting) conditions for these analysis 
areas. Chapter 4 – Environmental Impact Analysis, describes the potential impacts of the 
proposed Project. The air quality impacts of the proposed Project are discussed in Section 4.2 
and Appendix D. The EIR also includes an HRA, which analyzed the potential health risks to the 
surrounding areas from the proposed Project (see Section 4.2 and Appendix D). A discussion of 
the South Coast AQMD rules and regulations which apply to the facility and will continue to 
apply to the proposed Project and the facility’s compliance history, including current compliance 
status, are discussed in Section 3.2 and Appendix C of the EIR. The various regulatory and 
permitting requirements applicable to Quemetco have become more rigorous and expansive over 
time (e.g., South Coast AQMD Rule 1420.1). Additionally, the air pollution control technology 
in operation at the facility has advanced substantially over time. A detailed explanation of the 
facility’s current air pollution control systems is provided in Chapter 2. Further, the proposed 
Project includes the addition of a carbon monoxide (CO) continuous emissions monitoring 
system (CEMS) to the Wet Electrostatic Precipitator (WESP) stack to measure compliance with 
CO emission limits. 
The preparation and release of a CEQA document does not mean that the permit application is 
automatically approved. Prior to issuing a permit, Health and Safety Code Section 42301(b) 
requires that an established air district permit system prohibit a facility from receiving a permit 
unless the air district is satisfied that the project being permitted will comply with all South 
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Coast AQMD, CARB, and U.S. EPA regulatory requirements. The South Coast AQMD 
performs a thorough permit analysis to evaluate the maximum potential emissions from the 
permitted equipment and the resulting potential health risk impacts. Permit conditions are 
developed to provide operating parameters to ensure emissions stay below acceptable permit 
limits and risk levels as established through regulatory requirements. As a result of the 
permitting analysis, if a permit is issued, it is expected that the facility is or will be able to meet 
all air quality related regulatory requirements and operate in a manner that is protective of public 
health. The South Coast AQMD Executive Officer or designee will consider whether to approve 
the project after considering the permit evaluation and the CEQA analysis. (Health and Safety 
Code Section 42300(a); South Coast AQMD Administrative Code, Section 15.3.)   
South Coast AQMD is not a land use agency and was not at the time the facility was built. The 
South Coast AQMD does not have the authority over the siting of this facility. The City of 
Industry has zoned this area for industrial uses and Quemetco is an allowed use in its location. 
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Comment Letter NOP-29 Michael Williams 
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Responses to Letter Comment NOP-29 
 
Comment NOP-29-A 

 

Thank you for your comments on the NOP/IS. This comment provides introductory remarks and 
does not raise any issues related to the NOP/IS or potential environmental impacts of the 
proposed Project; therefore, no further response is required.  
 
Comment NOP-29-B 

 

The source of feed stock is described in Section 2.4 - Project Background of the EIR. Suppliers 
of feed stock include scrap yards, battery manufacturers, and used battery brokers located 
primarily throughout the western United States, generally west of the Rocky Mountains. These 
brokers acquire lead bearing scrap on the open market from many sources. This scrap is often re-
sold and, as a result, there is the possibility that the facility may occasionally receive and process 
some small quantities of scrap from international sources indirectly through these brokers. 
Chapter 5 of the EIR analyzes the following alternatives to the proposed Project: Alternative 1 - 
No Project (i.e., not going forward with the proposed Project), Alternative 2 - Reduced Capacity 
Project, Alternative 3 – Offsite Facility, and Alternative 4 - Close the Facility. All of these 
alternatives consider the environmental effects relative to the proposed Project.  
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Comment NOP-29-C 

 

The proposed Project is seeking to modify the existing facility permits to allow an increase in the 
facility’s feed rate without requiring physical modifications to the existing facility. Table 2-3 in 
Chapter 2 – Proposed Project describes the specific equipment and permit conditions affected by 
the proposed Project and the description of the requested permit change. Section 4.2 and 
Appendix D provide the assessment of the petroleum coke research permit source tests. In 
addition, the facility’s existing wastewater discharge permit, which is issued by the LACSD, 
includes throughput limits as well as effluent limitations for wastewater discharge, which the 
facility monitors on a quarterly basis. As discussed in Section 3.5 and 4.5 of the EIR, the 
proposed Project operates within its the wastewater discharge permit and would continue to 
operate within with wastewater discharge permit volumes and would not violate existing permit 
conditions. For these reasons, the proposed Project’s potential impacts to wastewater impacts 
would be less than significant. 
 
Comment NOP-29-D 

 
 
Response to Comment NOP-29-D 
DTSC’s soils remediation activities, as described in more detail in Section 3.4 of the EIR, are 
addressing historic soil contamination and are not necessarily reflective of today’s activity and 
compliance with South Coast AQMD requirements including but not limited to Rule 1420.1 
which is designed to curb toxic emissions and penalize violations through curtailment of facility 
operations. Please refer to Master Response on DTSC Soils Investigations and Remediation. The 
proposed Project assessed in this EIR does not result in any soils disturbance (on or offsite) nor 
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any changes that would affect the existing soil conditions, therefore no further soils analysis is 
required. The soils tests conducted by DTSC are part of its RCRA permit renewal process and 
have a different scope or purpose than the air quality modeling performed by South Coast 
AQMD. The air quality analysis and HRA for the proposed Project analyze the potential health 
risks of the proposed Project to the surrounding areas of the facility in this EIR (see Section 4.2 
and Appendix D of the EIR). 
The information regarding the schools within a two-mile radius of the Quemetco facility was 
presented for informational purposes. The proposed Project’s environmental impacts in both the 
NOP/IS and EIR were analyzed according to the significance criteria for each environmental 
topic area. The scope of the analysis for each impact area is based on anticipated impacts as 
explained in Chapter 4 of the EIR. For example, the HRA in Chapter 4 of the EIR (as supported 
by Appendix D) utilizes a 10-kilometer grid which is equivalent to 6.2 miles, which is beyond 
two miles), while some of the other environmental checklist questions for hazards and hazardous 
materials refer to impacts within one-quarter mile of a school or two miles of an airport.  
 
Comment NOP-29-E 

 
Response to NOP-29-E 
In accordance with CEQA Guidelines Section 15105(a), the Draft EIR has been circulated for a 
public review and comment period of no less than 45 days and, in fact, the NOP/IS for the 
proposed Project was circulated for 56 days for public review and comment. 
Comment NOP-29-F 

 
Response to Comment NOP-29-F 
In addition to the La Puente Library, the Hacienda Heights Library was also provided a copy of 
the NOP/IS. Both libraries will receive a copy of the Draft EIR for the proposed Project.  
 
Comment NOP-29-G 
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Response to NOP-29-G 
The year 2014 was selected as the baseline year (existing setting) for the proposed Project for 
several reasons. The applications for the proposed Project were submitted to South Coast AQMD 
in 2013. Also, since the facility was operating at less than normal conditions in year 2014, the 
CEQA analysis will result in the most conservative approach by presenting the largest emission 
impacts, (e.g., the worst-case effects) that may occur if the proposed Project is implemented. The 
South Coast AQMD rules and regulations which are applicable to the facility, and will continue 
to apply to the proposed Project and the facility’s compliance history, including current 
compliance status, are discussed in Section 3.2 and Appendix C of the EIR. The various 
regulatory and permitting requirements applicable to Quemetco have become more rigorous and 
expansive over time (e.g., South Coast AQMD Rule 1420.1). Additionally, the air pollution 
control technology in operation at the facility has advanced substantially over time. A detailed 
explanation of the facility’s current air pollution control systems is provided in Chapter 2. 
Further, the proposed Project includes the addition of a carbon monoxide (CO) continuous 
emissions monitoring system (CEMS) to the Wet Electrostatic Precipitator (WESP) stack to 
measure compliance with CO emission limits. 
Section 3.2 of the EIR presents a summary of annual facility emissions between 2014 and 2018 
as part of the environmental setting for air quality and GHG emissions. Chapter 4 analyzes the 
proposed Project’s potential environmental impacts as comparted to the environmental baseline.  
 
Comment NOP-29-H 

 
Response to NOP-29-H 
Table 2-1 in Chapter 2 of the EIR contains the correct data relative to petroleum coke and 
calcined coke.  
 
Comment NOP-29-I 

 
Response to NOP-29-I 
Although the NOP/IS concluded less than significant transportation impacts, Caltrans submitted 
a comment letter relative to the NOP/IS (see Comment Letter NOP-5) which requested that the 
EIR analyze the turning radius impacts associated with the potential increase in truck trips. For 



   
Appendix B – Comments Received on the NOP/IS and During CEQA Scoping Meeting and Responses to 
Comments 
 

Appendix B B-282 October 2021 

this reason, a detailed analysis of the potential transportation impacts from the proposed Project 
to the surrounding community is provided in Section 4.6 of the EIR which is based on the trip 
generation estimates presented in Table 2-1 in Chapter 2 of the EIR.  
The definition of inbound and outbound trucks is based on trip purpose; inbound trucks account 
for feed stock and materials trips heading towards the facility and the outbound trucks account 
for the finished products, recycling and landfill-bound slag departing from the facility. The 
number of inbound truck trips are higher based on this trip purpose . Here, there is an estimated 
greater increase in inbound trips.  
The transportation analysis initially presented in the NOP/IS Section XVII and then further 
developed in Sections 3.6 and 4.6 of the EIR evaluates the proposed Project’s potential 
transportation impacts. All impacts were found to be less than significant . For this reason, 
mitigation measures are not required. 
 
Comment NOP-29-J 

 
Response to NOP-29-J 
While Appendix A of the NOP/IS only identified schools within a two-mile radius of the 
proposed Project site, it was not intended to reflect a comprehensive map of all sensitive 
receptors that may be affected by the proposed Project. The EIR includes an extensive analysis 
of the potential impacts from the proposed Project on air quality and GHG emissions (including 
air toxics), energy, hazards and hazardous materials, hydrology and water quality, and 
transportation impacts. In addition, potential public health impacts associated with the proposed 
Project were analyzed in an HRA (see Section 4.2 and Appendix D of the EIR). In particular, the 
HRA utilizes a 10-kilometer grid which is equivalent to 6.2 miles), even though some of the 
environmental checklist questions in the NOP/IS specific to the topic of hazards and hazardous 
materials refer to impacts within a shorter distance (e.g., one-quarter mile of a school or two 
miles of an airport). As such, the HRA considers an expanded list of sensitive receptors which 
not only includes schools but includes all other potential sensitive receptors (e.g., healthcare 
centers, residences) and worker receptors.  
 
Comment NOP-29-K 
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Response to NOP-29-K 
The Environmental Checklist question in the NOP/IS Section IIIa) (p. 2-12), asks whether the 
project would conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality plan (see 
Appendix A). The most recent air quality plan in effect is South Coast AQMD’s 2016 AQMP 
which establishes goals for attaining the state and federal ambient air quality standards and 
regulatory actions to be implemented in order to achieve these goals. It is important to note that 
the compliance history of Quemetco, or any other individual facility, is not the criteria by which 
a determination of whether the proposed Project would conflict or obstruct the implementation of 
the 2016 AQMP. A violation of an applicable regulatory requirement by an individual entity 
does not correlate to whether implementation of the 2016 AQMP is obstructed on a regional 
level. For this reason, the analysis for question III a) is not based on Quemetco’s compliance 
history.  
The other environmental checklist questions in Section III pertaining to air quality, however, 
require a further analysis in the EIR. This analysis includes examines all of the South Coast 
AQMD rules and regulations which are applicable to the facility. A discussion addressing these 
regulatory requirements is included in Section 3.2 and Appendix C of the EIR. A discussion of 
the compliance history of the Quemetco facility is also included in Section 3.2 and Appendix C 
of the EIR. An analysis of air quality and GHG impacts, which includes an extensive analysis of 
the health risks from existing and potential toxic emissions from the proposed Project, is 
presented in Section 4.2 and Appendix D of the EIR.  
The various regulatory and permitting requirements applicable to Quemetco have become more 
rigorous and expansive over time (e.g., South Coast AQMD Rule 1420.1). Additionally, the air 
pollution control technology in operation at the facility has advanced substantially over time. A 
detailed explanation of the facility’s current air pollution control systems is provided in Chapter 
2. Further, the proposed Project includes the addition of a carbon monoxide (CO) continuous 
emissions monitoring system (CEMS) to the Wet Electrostatic Precipitator (WESP) stack to 
measure compliance with CO emission limits. 
 
Comment NOP-29-L 

 
Response to NOP-29-L 

As discussed in the NOP/IS (p. 2-38) and Table 2-6 (see Appendix A of the EIR), the existing 
Quemetco facility currently uses approximately 270,022 gallons per day of water. If the 
proposed Project is implemented, the water usage is projected to increase to 369,435 gallons per 
day; therefore, the net increase of water usage attributable to the proposed Project is 97,413 
gallons per day, which is less than the South Coast AQMD’s significance threshold for potable 
water of 262,820 gallons per day. For this reason, the analysis of water demand was concluded to 



   
Appendix B – Comments Received on the NOP/IS and During CEQA Scoping Meeting and Responses to 
Comments 
 

Appendix B B-284 October 2021 

have less than significant impacts. The source of the water and the availability of future water 
supplies is discussed in Section 3.5 and Section 4.5 of the EIR.  
 
Comment NOP-29-M 

 
Response to NOP-29-M 
Appendix A of the NOP/IS identified schools located within a two-mile radius of the proposed 
Project site for informational purposes and was not intended to be a comprehensive map of all 
sensitive receptors. The proposed Project’s environmental impacts in both the NOP/IS and EIR 
were analyzed according to the applicable significance criteria for each environmental topic area. 
For example, the HRA in Section 4.2 (as supported in Appendix D.1) of the EIR utilizes a 10-
kilometer grid which is equivalent to 6.2 miles), while some of the other environmental checklist 
questions are smaller radii, such as hazards and hazardous materials that refers to impacts within 
one-quarter mile of a school or two miles of an airport.  
Neither soil nor air samples were taken specifically at the schools identified in Appendix A of 
the NOP/IS. Soil sampling was performed in accordance with DTSC’s soil sampling protocol. 
DTSC’s soils remediation activities, as described in more detail in Section 3.4 of the EIR, are 
addressing historic soil contamination. Please refer to Master Response on DTSC Soils 
Investigations and Remediation. The proposed Project assessed in this EIR does not result in any 
soils disturbance (on or offsite) nor any changes that would affect the existing soil conditions, 
therefore no further soils analysis is required. 
Regarding air sampling, there are no air pollutant monitors located on the properties of the 
schools identified in Appendix A of the NOP/IS. However, Quemetco is equipped with CEMS 
and onsite air monitors which continuously capture measurements of the facility’s emissions. Air 
sampling and compliance is measured at the facility stack and onsite air monitoring stations. In 
addition, the South Coast AQMD maintains regional air pollution monitors which collect 
regional air pollutant background levels. Figure 2-8 depicts the location of air pollution control 
systems and onsite air monitoring stations. Information about South Coast AQMD’s offsite air 
monitoring station located immediately east of Quemetco is located here: 
http://www.aqmd.gov/home/news-events/community-investigations/quemetco/air-monitoring. 
Palm Elementary school is the closest to Quemetco and is located approximately 0.6 miles south 
west of the facility. South San Gabriel Valley monitoring station #85 is the closest regional air 
monitoring station to the school; air monitoring data is presented in Table 3.2-5 of the EIR. The 
air quality impacts of the proposed Project are discussed in Section 4.2 and Appendix D. The 
EIR also includes an HRA, which analyzes the potential health risks to the surrounding areas 
from the proposed Project (see Section 4.2 and Appendix D) by using the U.S. EPA approved air 
dispersion model, AERMOD, to estimate ground level concentrations. Separate HRAs were 
conducted for the baseline (existing setting) and proposed Project conditions to determine the net 
increase in health risk (from mobile and stationary sources during normal operations and 
described in detail in Appendix D.1: Technical Air Quality Methods and Emissions 

http://www.aqmd.gov/home/news-events/community-investigations/quemetco/air-monitoring
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Assumptions). Sensitive receptors within a 5,000-meter radius distance from the facility were 
included in the residential receptor analysis (also referred to as a 10-kilometer grid which is 
equivalent to 6.2 miles). All of the proposed Project’s potential environmental impacts would be 
less than significant.  
 
Comment NOP-29-N 

 
Response to NOP-29-N 
At the time of release for public review and comment, a copy of the Draft EIR has been sent to 
both the Hacienda Heights Library and the La Puente Library. 
 
Comment NOP-29-O 

 
 
Response to NOP-29-O 
The address has been added to the notification list for the proposed Project, along with all 
individuals who submitted public comments and provided their complete contact information so 
as to receive future notifications. 
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Comment Letter NOP-30 County of Los Angeles Board of Supervisor - Janice Hahn 
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Responses to Comment Letter NOP-30  
 
Comment NOP-30-A 

 

The context of this comment is in reference to correspondence which comprises a series of other 
more detailed comments identified as Comments NOP-30-G through NOP-30-U. See Responses 
to Comments NOP-30-G through NOP-30-U.  
Chapter 3 of the EIR provides a discussion of the Quemetco facility’s existing air quality setting 
and Chapter 4 of the EIR contains an analysis of the proposed Project’s health risks from the 
proposed Project based on South Coast AQMD methodology and guidance. As demonstrated in 
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the HRA, the proposed Project’s potential impacts would be less than significant. The EIR, 
however, does not contain an analysis of the Exide facility.  
While Quemetco and Exide are both battery recyclers, Exide’s operation in the City of Vernon 
permanently closed in 2015. As a separate facility operated in the past by a separate company, 
Exide has no relationship to Quemetco and the proposed Project. Further, the details of Exide’s 
operations, facility design and air pollution control systems were not the same as Quemetco’s 
operations, facility design and air pollution control systems. Exide began operation in the 1920s, 
several decades earlier than Quemetco.  
Quemetco was the first facility to install a WESP to control lead emissions from a Secondary 
Lead Smelting operation. Exide resisted installation of similar technology at the Vernon facility. 
As a result, the lead emission profile for the two facilities is very different. During Exide’s last 
two full years of operation, 2014 and 2013, Exide’s lead emissions were reported as 211.73 
pounds per year and 317.948 pounds per year respectively according to annual emissions reports 
submitted to SCAQMD and obtained via SCAQMD’s FIND website (South Coast AQMD, 
2013-2014a; South Coast AQMD, 2013-2014b). During this same period Quemetco reported 
lead emissions of 4.728 pounds per year (2014) and 6.779 pounds per year (2013). Moreover, 
Exide’s past violations are not germane to Quemetco, the proposed Project, the analysis in this 
EIR or the CEQA process that South Coast AQMD is undertaking as lead agency. For these 
reasons, information pertaining to the Exide facility and its previous operations are not included 
in this EIR. The EIR for this proposed Project concluded that all potential environmental impacts 
would be less than significant. 
It is important to note that the Quemetco facility currently operates 24 hours per day, seven days 
a week, though, not all of the equipment operates for 24 hours each day. In order to prevent 
exceeding the permit limit for the rotary/kiln feed dryer and reverberatory furnace during a 24-
hour cycle, Quemetco currently operates this equipment only during a compliance period which 
is measured from noon until noon the subsequent day. When the daily feed limit is reached, 
Quemetco stops sending feed, turns off the rotary/kiln feed dryer, and reduces the firing rate of 
the burner in the reverberatory furnace from operational mode firing at 16-20 million British 
Thermal Units (MMBTU) to idle mode at 5-6 MMBTU. This is known as the Compliance Stop 
Period.38  The feed limit through the rotary/kiln feed dryer and reverberatory furnace is typically 
reached after 18 hours and up to 23 hours of operation, so the dryer and reverberatory furnace are 
off/idle for the remainder of the 24-hour cycle, from one hour up to six hours prior to noon each 
day. The proposed Project is seeking a throughput increase to the rotary/kiln feed dryer and 
reverberatory furnace which will allow this equipment to operate up to 24 hours per day.  
 
  

 
38 The Compliance Stop Period varies based on whether there are mechanical breakdowns during the compliance 
period, varying moisture content of the feed in the rotary/kiln feed dryer and the reverberatory furnace, etc. The 
furnace operates best when there is continuous feed to allow the most efficient use of fuel and furnace heat. When 
there are gaps in the feed, fuel is inefficiently consumed and some furnace heat is wasted.  
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Comment NOP-30-B 

 
Response to Comment NOP-30-B 
Please refer to Master Response on DTSC Soils Investigations and Remediation. DTSC’s soils 
testing and remediation activities associated with the Quemetco facility’s historic soil 
contamination are addressed in Section 3.4 of the EIR.  DTSC has been working with Quemetco 
to address historic soils contamination by collecting soil samples to obtain “fingerprints” of the 
previous soils contamination at or near the facility, establishing a work plan for corrective action 
and implementing that work plan.  
The area established by DTSC as the “Quemetco Impacted Area” (QIA) has been remediated 
prior to the release of this EIR; the QIA Phase II Completion Report and DTSC's August 20, 
2021 approval letter are located on DTSC's website here: 
https://www.envirostor.dtsc.ca.gov/public/profile_report?global_id=80001454. A report 
submitted to DTSC in October 2018 concludes that in most of the area investigated, the soil lead 
levels were therefore consistent with lead levels in other areas of similar age, and therefore were 
potentially affected by lead in paint; the soil lead levels were also consistent with lead levels in 
other areas of similar distance from freeways, and therefore were also potentially affected by 
lead in gasoline. The October 2018 report, which DTSC accepted as final in February 2020, is 
available on DTSC’s website here: 
https://www.envirostor.dtsc.ca.gov/public/final_documents2?global_id=80001454&doc_id=603
67598. As part of its ongoing analyses, DTSC prepared a transect sampling workplan and 
collected transect soil samples from areas surrounding the facility in March 2021. 
Documentation related to DTSC’s implementation of the transect sampling workplan is available 
on DTSC’s website here: 
https://www.envirostor.dtsc.ca.gov/public/final_documents2?global_id=80001454&doc_id=604
86311. The resulting transect sampling data and analysis report, the findings of which were 
consistent with the October 2018 report, was prepared in May 2021 and is still under review by 
DTSC.  
The historic soils contamination in the QIA does not necessarily reflect the Quemetco facility’s 
current operations which are now regulated by a full suite of federal, state and local 
requirements, including South Coast AQMD rules and regulations.  
Specifically, Quemetco is required to comply with South Coast AQMD Rule 1420.1 which is 
was designed to curb toxic emissions and penalize exceedances with by requiring the curtailment 
of operational activities facility operations. Rule 1420.1 includes emission standards for lead and 
other TACs from large lead-acid battery recycling facilities and was crafted to: 1) protect public 
health by reducing exposure to and emissions of lead from large lead-acid battery recycling 
facilities; 2) help ensure attainment and maintenance of the NAAQS for lead; and 3) protect 

https://www.envirostor.dtsc.ca.gov/public/profile_report?global_id=80001454
https://www.envirostor.dtsc.ca.gov/public/final_documents2?global_id=80001454&doc_id=60367598
https://www.envirostor.dtsc.ca.gov/public/final_documents2?global_id=80001454&doc_id=60367598
https://www.envirostor.dtsc.ca.gov/public/final_documents2?global_id=80001454&doc_id=60486311
https://www.envirostor.dtsc.ca.gov/public/final_documents2?global_id=80001454&doc_id=60486311
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public health by limiting arsenic, benzene, and 1,3-butadiene exposure and emissions from these 
facilities. The following list includes a summary of the key requirements contained in Rule 
1420.1, which are applicable to the Quemetco facility: 
1. Conduct ambient arsenic monitoring which is subject to curtailment requirements if an 

ambient arsenic concentration averaged over a 24-hour period exceeds 10.0 nanograms per 
cubic meter (ng/m3) or greater at any monitoring location. 

2. Facility-wide stack emission rate for lead at 0.003 pounds per hour (lbs/hr) (26.3 pounds per 
year (lbs/yr)). 

3. Facility-wide stack emission rate for arsenic of 0.00114 lbs/hr (10 lbs/yr).  
4. WESP stack emission rate for benzene of 0.0514 lbs/hr (450 lbs/yr).  
5. Established a WESP stack emission rate for 1,3-butadiene of 0.00342 lbs/hr (30 lbs/yr) 

beginning January 1, 2015. 
6. Conduct ambient lead monitoring which is subject to curtailment requirements if an ambient 

lead concentration averaged over 30 consecutive days exceeds 0.110 micrograms per cubic 
meter (µg/m3) or greater at any monitoring station. 

7. Conduct ambient lead monitoring which is subject to curtailment requirements if an ambient 
lead concentration averaged over 30 consecutive days exceeds 0.100 µg/m3 or greater at any 
monitoring station. 

8. Perform source tests on all stacks at a minimum of once each year pursuant to South Coast 
AQMD-approved source testing methodology. 

Another requirement of Rule 1420.1 is that Quemetco must maintain 30-day, rolling-average 
fence line ambient lead concentrations at or below 0.110 µg/m3 through December 31, 2016, and 
at or below 0.100 µg/m3 on and after January 1, 2017. The ambient monitoring stations at 
Quemetco’s fence line are in place to verify that the ambient levels of lead concentrations are 
less than both the aforementioned limits in South Coast AQMD Rule 1420.1 and the NAAQS 
lead standards (0.15 µg/m3 averaged over a rolling 90-day period).  
Table 4.2-9 in the EIR breaks down the potential sources of health risk being evaluated 
(inhalation, soil (e.g., land and waterways), dermal, mother's milk, and crops (e.g., home 
gardens)) as well as the percentage contribution of each risk source to the maximum residential 
cancer risk for Receptor 51165, the location of the highest estimated residential risk (the MEIR). 
The MEIR risks including soil deposition impacts for the total proposed Project, the baseline, 
and the increment (proposed Project less baseline), would be less than the South Coast AQMD 
maximum residential cancer risk threshold (Table 4.2-8 in the EIR). For these reasons, potential 
soil deposition impacts from the proposed Project would also be less than the South Coast 
AQMD maximum residential cancer risk threshold and the proposed Project would not generate 
significant soil deposition impacts.  
  
Further, the proposed Project assessed in this EIR does not call for any soil disturbance (onsite or 
offsite) nor any changes that would affect the existing soil conditions; therefore, no further soils 
analysis is required for CEQA purposes. 
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Comment NOP-30-C 

 
Response to Comment NOP-30-C 
The context of this comment regarding the authority to shut down or deny the proposed Project is 
in reference to Comment NOP-30-G which contains a request to shut down the facility. Several 
other commenters have requested the facility to shut down and/or relocate and a Master 
Response to Shut Down and/or Relocate the Facility is provided in response, which explains 
South Coast AQMD’s authority and the process and criteria by which the South Coast AQMD 
reviews a proposed Project to determine whether it can be approved or denied.  
Please note that the South Coast AQMD is not a land use agency and does not have authority 
over the siting over this or any other facility. The South Coast AQMD does not have the 
authority to require the facility to be relocated or to approve a different use at this site. 
 
Comment NOP-30-D 

 
Response to Comment NOP-30-D 
The formal letter to South Coast AQMD is identified as Comment Letter NOP-6, and the specific 
comment relating to the soil testing results is identified as Comment NOP-6-B. See Responses to 
Comment Letter NOP-6.  
In addition, DTSC has oversight of the treatment, transfer and storage of hazardous waste at the 
facility pursuant to California Health and Safety Code, Division 20, Chapter 6.5 and its 
Hazardous Waste Operation and Post-Closure Permit. DTSC’s soil remediation activities are 
guided by its rules, regulations and RCRA permit with Quemetco. DTSC has separate and 
independent authority from South Coast AQMD’s oversight for air permitting rules and 
regulations.  
As required by CEQA, the South Coast AQMD has consulted with DTSC because they are a 
responsible agency for the proposed Project. During this consultation, the DTSC did not raise 
any issues that indicate that an evaluation of the proposed Project and the preparation of the EIR 
could not occur while the DTSC addressed the historic soils contamination and while 
remediation activities occurred. For these reasons, South Coast AQMD has proceeded with 
evaluating Quemetco’s proposed modifications to the air permits and preparing the EIR for the 
proposed Project.  
A decision whether to approve or deny the permit modifications cannot occur until the CEQA 
process is completed. The evaluation is currently at the Draft EIR stage and, per CEQA 
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Guidelines Section 15089, a lead agency is required to prepare a Final EIR before taking action 
on the project. 
Comment NOP-30-E 

 
Response to Comment NOP-30-E 
 
At its most basic level, CEQA requires an analysis of how a proposed project will change the 
existing environmental conditions, also known as the environmental baseline. (CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15125(a); Neighbors for Smart Rail v. Exposition Metro Line Construction Authority 
(2013) 57 Cal.4th 439, 447; see also CEQA Guidelines Section 15378(a) [“ ‘Project’ means the 
whole of an action, which has a potential for resulting in either a direct physical change in the 
environment, or a reasonably foreseeable indirect physical change in the environment…”].)  The 
proposed Project’s existing environmental conditions, including existing contamination, are 
described in detail in Chapter 3. 
The correspondence referenced in this comment has not been provided to South Coast AQMD. 
Also, the Los Angeles County Department of Public Health did not provide any comments 
relative to the analysis in the NOP/IS. 
DTSC was identified as a responsible agency with approval authority over the proposed Project 
in both the NOP/IS and EIR. As part of the preparation of the EIR, South Coast AQMD 
consulted with DTSC, and pursuant to a confidentiality agreement, provided administrative 
drafts for their review and included DTSC’s comments and suggestions on the EIR contents.  
In addition, DTSC submitted comments relative to the analysis in the NOP/IS which is identified 
as Comment Letter NOP-7. Responses to those comments were prepared and are included in 
Appendix B of the EIR. However, none of the comments in Comment Letter NOP-7 raised any 
issues relative to the soils testing perimeter or indicated that more soil samples would need to be 
taken as a result of the proposed Project.  
See also Responses to Comment Letter NOP-6, and Responses to Comments NOP-30-Band 
NOP-30-D. 
Comment NOP-30-F 

South Coast AQMD received this letter and the comments are identified as NOP-30-G through 
NOP-30-U. A copy of South Coast AQMD’s responses to Comment Letter NOP-30 has also 
been transmitted directly to the commenter and the correspondent identified in the letter. 
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Comment NOP-30-G 

 
Response to Comment NOP-30-G 
The subject line of this correspondence requesting to shut down the facility repeats the 
sentiments expressed in Comment NOP-30-C. See Response to Comment NOP-30-C. The 
introductory remarks in this correspondence do not raise any CEQA issues. No response is 
required. 
Comment NOP-30-H 

 
Response to Comment NOP-30-H 
A description of Quemetco facility’s existing operations is provided in Chapter 2 of the EIR. 
(Chapter 2 also provides a description of the proposed Project.)  Chapter 3 of the EIR provides 
information about the current emissions and baseline conditions at the facility and the existing 
public health risks. The EIR concludes that the proposed Project’s potential public health impacts 
would be less than significant.  
Comments NOP-30-I, NOP-30-J and NOP-30-K 
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Responses to Comment NOP-30-I, NOP-30-J, and NOP-30-K 
Lead smelting operations at Quemetco involve several pollutants, some of which are toxic, 
including lead and arsenic. Health-based air quality standards have been established by 
California and the federal government for the criteria air pollutants (e.g., ozone, CO, NOx, 
PM10, PM2.5, and SO2), and lead. These standards were established to protect sensitive 
receptors with a margin of safety from adverse health impacts due to exposure to air pollution. 
The CAAQS and NAAQS for each of these pollutants apply to the Quemetco facility and the 
effects of these pollutants on public health are summarized in Table 3.2-2 in the EIR.  
Additionally, South Coast AQMD adopted Rule 1420.1 on November 5, 2010. Rule 1420.1 was 
crafted to:  1) protect public health by reducing exposure to and emissions of lead from large 
lead-acid battery recycling facilities; 2) help ensure attainment and maintenance of the NAAQS 
for lead; and 3) protect public health by limiting arsenic, benzene, and 1,3-butadiene exposure 
and emissions from these facilities. Because each of these compounds can be produced as a part 
of the secondary lead smelting process, Rule 1420.1 applies to the Quemetco facility.  
Quemetco is also required to comply with South Coast AQMD Rule 1402, which applies to 
facilities subject to the Air Toxics “Hot Spots” Information and Assessment Act (AB2588) and 
facilities with emissions that exceed significant or action risk levels. Rule 1402 requires public 
notification and specifies limits to reduce health risks if emissions of toxic air contaminants from 
existing sources under normal operating conditions exceed thresholds for the maximum 
individual cancer risk (MICR), cancer burden, or non-cancer acute and chronic hazard index 
(HI). Quemetco has prepared and implemented a Risk Reduction Plan (RRP) to achieve these 
risk limits, as required by AB2588 and Rule 1402; its RRP contains an annual arsenic emission 
limit of 6.5 pounds and requires continuous monitoring of arsenic emissions from the WESP. 
Consistent with Health and Safety Code Section 44362(b), Quemetco provided notice to all 
people located at properties with a risk greater than or equal to the Notification Risk Level. 
Further Public Notifications are required every twelve (12) months for facilities with a post-Risk 
Reduction Plan risk that is equal to or exceeds an Action Risk Level. Because Quemetco did not 
have a post-Risk Reduction Plan risk equal to or exceeding the Action Risk Level, no additional 
Public Notifications beyond the HRA Public Notification Period were required. RRP conditions 
have been incorporated into the Quemetco’s Title V permit and will not change because of the 
proposed Project.  
Additionally, the HRA looks at total facility health risks to ensure no conflicts with the 
previously approved RRP. Note that Quemetco is still subject to AB 2588 and the proposed 
Project will also be subject to AB 2588. 
The potential environmental impacts of the proposed Project are evaluated in the EIR. The 
relationship between the CAAQS and NAAQS pollutants on the one hand and public health on 
the other are explained in Chapter 3 of the EIR (see Table 3.2-2). Chapter 4 of the EIR includes a 
health risk assessment (HRA) that analyzes the proposed Project’s potential public health 
impacts and health risk (including cancer risk) impacts (which include lead and arsenic) under 
normal operating conditions to the surrounding areas in accordance with South Coast AQMD 
methodology (see Section 4.2 and Appendix D.1 – Technical Air Quality Methods and 
Emissions Assumptions).  
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Detailed information regarding the compliance history of the Quemetco facility including the 
permit violations referenced in this comment is discussed in Section 3.2 as well as Chapter 3 – 
Environmental Setting and Appendix C of the EIR. South Coast AQMD’s compliance staff 
conduct regular inspections of Quemetco to ensure that equipment and processes are operating in 
compliance with the facility’s permit conditions and the applicable rules and regulations. 
When permit violations are found, the facility receives a NOV and is required to take further 
actions to remedy the violation (see Appendix C). When conditions in Rule 1420.1 are violated, 
the facility is required to submit a compliance plan identifying additional lead reduction 
strategies, a curtailment plan, and a study assessing the economic, technical, and physical 
feasibility of achieving a lower point source emission limit of 0.003 lb/hour, if the ambient lead 
concentration exceeded 0.120 μg/m3 over a 30-day rolling average. 
 
Comment NOP-30-L 

 
Response to Comment NOP-30-L 
For information regarding DTSC’s soil testing analysis, see Responses to Comments NOP-30-B 
and NOP-30-D. Please also refer to Master Response to DTSC Solis Investigation and 
Remediation. 
 
Comment NOP-30-M 

 
Response to Comment NOP-30-M 
The Quemetco facility is allowed to operate its equipment pursuant to both South Coast AQMD 
and DTSC permits.  
 
Comment NOP-30-N 

 
Response to Comment NOP-30-N 
At its most basic level, CEQA requires an analysis of how a proposed project will change the 
existing environmental conditions, also known as the environmental baseline. (CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15125(a); Neighbors for Smart Rail v. Exposition Metro Line Construction Authority 
(2013) 57 Cal.4th 439, 447; see also CEQA Guidelines Section 15378(a) [“ ‘Project’ means the 
whole of an action, which has a potential for resulting in either a direct physical change in the 
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environment, or a reasonably foreseeable indirect physical change in the environment…”].)  The 
proposed Project’s existing environmental conditions are described in detail in Chapter 3. 
Quemetco is an existing facility operating within the City of Industry and is consistent with its 
industrial zoning and general plan designation. Further, the existing operations at the Quemetco 
facility are an allowed use within the City of Industry and the proposed Project would not trigger 
any discretionary land use permits or actions associated with the business license. Moreover, 
South Coast AQMD does not have the authority to suspend Quemetco’s business license while 
evaluating the proposed Project’s air permit application. 
Quemetco is an existing operating facility which operates pursuant to existing air permits issued 
by South Coast AQMD. The existing permits include conditions which limit various operations 
via emission standards and other criteria. 
Please note that the South Coast AQMD is not a land use agency and does not have authority 
over the siting over this or any other facility. The South Coast AQMD does not have the 
authority to require the facility to be relocated, to approve a different use at this site, or to 
suspend the facility’s business license. 
Comment NOP-30-O 

 
Response to Comment NOP-30-O 
See Response to Comment NOP-30-C. Please also refer to Master Response to Shut Down 
and/or Relocate the Facility. 
 
Comment NOP-30-P 

 
Response to Comment NOP-30-P 
This comment does not raise any issues related to the NOP/IS or potential environmental impacts 
of the proposed Project; therefore, no further response is required. 
 
Comment NOP-30-Q 
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Response to Comment NOP-30-Q 
This comment does not raise any issues related to the NOP/IS or potential environmental impacts 
of the proposed Project; therefore, no further response is required. 
 
Comment NOP-30-R 

 

 
 
Response to Comment NOP-30-R 
The format of the CEQA scoping meeting held on September 13, 2018 at the Hacienda Heights 
Community Center was structured in an “open house” format with the intent of allowing 
attendees the flexibility to attend the meeting at varying times throughout the evening. The free-
flow style empowered attendees to learn about the proposed Project at their own pace. Personnel 
from South Coast AQMD, DTSC and other agencies were present to answer questions about the 
facility in personalized interactions with attendees. The room was set up with an open floor plan 
so that attendees could stroll throughout the room and read various poster boards explaining the 
facility’s processes, the CEQA process, and the proposed Project.  
Due to complaints that the style of the first CEQA scoping meeting did not meet attendees’ 
expectations of a more structured meeting format, an announcement was made that a second 
CEQA scoping meeting with the widely-desired formal format would be scheduled. The second 
CEQA scoping meeting was scheduled for October 11, 2018, and the original 32-day NOP/IS 
comment period from August 31, 2018 to October 2, 2018 was extended an additional 24 days to 
close on October 25, 2018. All comments received at both CEQA scoping meetings along with 
responses are included in Appendix B. For a summary of the commenters at the CEQA scoping 
meetings, see Tables B-2 and B-3. 
 
Comment NOP-30-S 

 
Response to Comment NOP-30-S 
Quemetco operates multiple air pollution control systems comprised of the following equipment:  
baghouses, scrubbers, low temperature oxidation of nitrogen oxides (LoTOx), a wet electrostatic 
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precipitator (WESP) to reduce metallic particulate matter (PM) emissions including lead, and a 
regenerative thermal oxidizer (RTO) to reduce volatile organic compound (VOC) emissions from 
the rotary feed drying furnace. Quemetco has also made several major facility improvements 
including enclosing the battery wrecker building. The air pollution control equipment combined 
with the facility improvements and increasingly restrictive regulations have contributed to 
reducing Quemetco’s air emissions (see Section 3.2 of the EIR). 
During the evaluation of the proposed Project, careful consideration was given to public health 
and potential impacts on sensitive receptors, including residences and schools. The 
environmental topic areas that directly correlate to public health include air quality (including air 
toxics) and GHG emissions, and hazards and hazardous materials (accidental releases and fire 
hazards). Specifically, to estimate public health impacts from the proposed Project’s air toxics 
emissions, the EIR includes preparation of an HRA. Separate HRAs were conducted for the 
baseline (existing setting) and proposed Project conditions to determine the net increase in health 
risk (from mobile and stationary sources during normal operations and described in detail in 
Appendix D.1: Technical Air Quality Methods and Emissions Assumptions). Sensitive receptors 
within a 5,000-meter radius distance from the facility were included in the residential receptor 
analysis (also referred to as a 10-kilometer grid which is equivalent to 6.2 miles).  
Table 4.2-8 in the EIR shows that the potential incremental (net) cancer risk impacts, inclusive of 
both stationary and mobile sources during normal operations, from the proposed Project would 
be less than the South Coast AQMD threshold for MEIR and MEIW receptors. The proposed 
Project’s potential non-cancer risk net impacts, which are represented as Maximum Chronic 
Hazard Index and Maximum Acute Hazard Index, would also be less than their respective South 
Coast AQMD significance thresholds. For these reasons, the potential net health risk impact 
from the proposed Project would not generate significant public health impacts from toxic air 
emissions at any of the sensitive receptors, including residences and schools. 
Regarding the remark about contaminated soil, see Response to Comment NOP-30-B which 
addresses the soils testing study conducted by DTSC and the results. 
 
Comment NOP-30-T 

 
Response to Comment NOP-30-T 
DTSC as a Responsible Agency to South Coast AQMD’s CEQA assessment for Quemetco’s 
Capacity Upgrade Project has received this comment. The South Coast AQMD does not have 
any authority to direct the DTSC to take action to shut down the facility, however. See also 
Response to Comment NOP-30-C. 
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Comment NOP-30-U 

 
Response to Comment NOP-30-U 
This comment does not raise any issues related to the NOP/IS or potential environmental impacts 
of the proposed Project; therefore, no further response is required. 
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CEQA SCOPING MEETING #1 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 
 

The NOP/IS was circulated for a 56-day public review and comment period starting August 31, 
2018 and ending October 25, 2018. In addition, the South Coast AQMD conducted two CEQA 
scoping meetings at the Hacienda Heights Community Center, on September 13, 2018 (CEQA 
Scoping Meeting #1) and October 11, 2018 (CEQA Scoping Meeting #2) to take public 
comment on the proposed Project. The South Coast AQMD received 125 comments during 
CEQA Scoping Meeting 1#. All comments received during CEQA Scoping Meeting #1 and the 
associated responses are compiled below. See Appendix B Introduction, Table B-2 which 
provides a list of these commenters.  
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Comment SM1-1 – Bing Chen 

 
 
Response to Comment SM1-1 
This comment requested the facility to shut down and/ or relocate. Refer to Master Response to 
Shut Down and/or Relocate the Facility. 
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Comment SM1-2 – Chih Chen Fu 

 
 
Response to Comment SM1-2 
This comment requested the facility to shut down and/or relocate. Refer to Master Response to 
Shut Down and/or Relocate the Facility. 
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Comment SM1-3 – Jorge Ortiz 

 
 
Response to Comment SM1-3 
The existing facility operations have not changed and the proposed Project has not been 
approved or implemented. The proposed Project requires completion of the CEQA process as 
well as discretionary actions granting approvals before Quemetco will be allowed to proceed 
with implementation of the proposed Project.  
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Comment SM1-4 – Henry Pederson 

 
 
Response to Comment SM1-4 
The RCRA permit renewal is a separate discretionary action that is being evaluated by DTSC. 
This process is described in Section 2.6: Permits and Approvals and Section 3.4.2.3: Existing 
Permits of the EIR. If the RCRA permit renewal is not approved, the Quemetco facility would 
not be able to operate, regardless of the proposed Project that is being evaluated in this EIR. 
Moreover, DTSC will also need to separately evaluate the proposed Project to update the RCRA 
permit. 
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Comment SM1-5 – Karen Chang 

 

The format of the CEQA scoping meeting held on September 13, 2018 at the Hacienda Heights 
Community Center was structured in an “open house” format with the intent of allowing 
attendees the flexibility to attend the meeting at varying times throughout the evening and speak 
with staff directly. The free-flow style empowered attendees to learn about the proposed Project 
at their own pace. Personnel from South Coast AQMD, DTSC and other agencies were present 
to answer questions about the facility in personalized interactions with attendees. The room was 
set up with an open floor plan so that attendees could stroll throughout the room and read various 
poster boards explaining the facility’s processes, the CEQA process, and the proposed Project.  
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Due to complaints that the style of the first CEQA scoping meeting did not meet attendees’ 
expectations of a more structured meeting format, an announcement was made that a second 
CEQA scoping meeting with the widely-desired formal format would be scheduled.  
The second CEQA scoping meeting was scheduled for October 11, 2018, and the original 32-day 
NOP/IS comment period from August 31, 2018 to October 2, 2018 was extended an additional 
24 days to close on October 25, 2018. A notice of the second CEQA scoping meeting and the 
NOP/IS public review and comment period extension was published on South Coast AQMD’s 
website on September 27, 2018 and in the Los Angeles Times newspaper on September 28, 
2018. The announcement was also transmitted electronically to 710 email addresses on 
September 28, 2018 and hard copies were mailed on October 2, 2018 and October 3, 201839 to 
12,500 addresses within the vicinity of the proposed Project. 
The second CEQA scoping meeting held on October 11, 2018 at the Hacienda Heights 
Community Center included a formal presentation by a seated panel of South Coast AQMD 
personnel and other agency representatives (e.g., DTSC, Los Angeles County Board of 
Supervisors, Los Angeles County Fire Department, Los Angeles County Department of Public 
Health, Los Angeles County Regional Water Quality Control Board, and U.S House of 
Representatives). After the presentation, there was a question-and-answer period during which 
attendees’ comments and questions could be heard by the entire audience.  
The Scoping Meeting presentation is available online (http://www.aqmd.gov/docs/default-
source/ceqa/documents/permit-projects/2018/ceqa-scoping-meeting-2--final-(for-print).pdf), and 
this appendix contains all the comment letters received during the NOP/IS public comment and 
review period, the comments received during the two CEQA scoping meetings, and the 
responses to all comments prepared by the South Coast AQMD. 
Quemetco is an existing facility operating within the City of Industry and is consistent with its 
industrial zoning and general plan designation. Quemetco has been at the current location for 
more than 60 years and is included in the City of Industry General Plan.  
South Coast AQMD has no jurisdiction over the siting of the Quemetco facility or the siting of 
the schools or residences in the area. However, South Coast AQMD has rules and regulations 
which are applicable to the Quemetco facility and that require consideration of the proximity of 
schools, residences and other sensitive receptors when reviewing proposed Projects at the 
facility. 
All potential environmental impacts of the proposed Project have been analyzed in the NOP/IS 
and EIR. The proposed Project’s potential impacts to aesthetics, agriculture and forestry 
resources, biological resources, cultural resources, geology and soils, land use and planning, 
mineral resources, noise, population and housing, public services, recreation, and solid and 
hazardous waste were analyzed in the NOP/IS and be less than significant; therefore, these 
environmental topic areas were not analyzed further in the EIR. The NOP/IS identified the 
following environmental topic areas requiring further analysis in the EIR: air quality (including 
air toxics) and greenhouse gases, energy, hazards and hazardous materials, hydrology and water 

 
39 Paper copies of the notification were sent out via U.S. Postal Service with 8,007 pieces sent on October 2, 2018 
and 2,248 pieces sent on October 3, 2018 per U.S. Postal Service Statement of Mailing receipts. 
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quality, and transportation. The analysis of these environmental topic areas in the EIR concluded 
that the proposed Project would result in less than significant impacts; therefore, mitigation 
measures are not required.  
Careful consideration was given to the proposed Project’s potential public health and sensitive 
receptor impacts, including schools. The environmental topic areas that directly correlate to 
public health include air quality (including air toxics) and GHG emissions, and hazards and 
hazardous materials (accidental releases and fire hazards). Specifically, to estimate public health 
impacts from the proposed Project’s air toxics emissions, the EIR includes an HRA. Separate 
HRAs were conducted for the baseline (existing setting) and proposed Project conditions to 
determine the net increase in health risk (from mobile and stationary sources during normal 
operations and described in detail in Appendix D.1: Technical Air Quality Methods and 
Emissions Assumptions). Sensitive receptors within a 5,000-meter radius distance from the 
facility were included in the residential receptor analysis (also referred to as a 10-kilometer grid 
which is equivalent to 6.2 miles).  
Table 4.2-8 in the EIR shows that the potential incremental (net) cancer risk impacts, inclusive of 
both stationary and mobile sources during normal operations, from the proposed Project would 
be less than the South Coast AQMD threshold for MEIR and MEIW receptors. The proposed 
Project’s non-cancer risk net impacts, which are represented as Maximum Chronic Hazard Index 
and Maximum Acute Hazard Index, are also less than their respective South Coast AQMD 
significance thresholds. For these reasons, the potential net health risk impact from the proposed 
Project would not generate significant public health impacts from toxic air emissions at any of 
the sensitive receptors, including schools. Furthermore, analysis in the EIR concluded that all 
potential impacts identified for any environmental topic area including potential impacts to 
public health (specifically including air quality and GHGs, and hazards and hazardous materials, 
accidental releases or fire hazards) are less than significant; therefore, mitigation measures are 
not required.  
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Comment SM1-6 –Van Phan-Wang 

 
Response to Comment SM1-6 
Thank you for your comment. This comment opposes the proposed Project. All potential 
environmental impacts of the proposed Project have been analyzed in the NOP/IS and EIR. The 
proposed Project’s potential impacts to aesthetics, agriculture and forestry resources, biological 
resources, cultural resources, geology and soils, land use and planning, mineral resources, noise, 
population and housing, public services, recreation, and solid and hazardous waste were 
analyzed in the NOP/IS and would be less than significant; therefore, these environmental topic 
areas were not analyzed further in the EIR. The NOP/IS identified the following environmental 
topic areas requiring further analysis in the EIR: air quality (including air toxics) and greenhouse 
gases, energy, hazards and hazardous materials, hydrology and water quality, and transportation. 
The analysis of these environmental topic areas in the EIR concluded that the proposed Project 
would result in less than significant impacts; therefore, mitigation measures are not required.  
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Careful consideration was given to the proposed Project’s potential public health and sensitive 
receptor impacts, including schools. The environmental topic areas that directly correlate to 
public health include air quality (including air toxics) and GHG emissions, and hazards and 
hazardous materials (accidental releases and fire hazards). Specifically, to estimate public health 
impacts from the proposed Project’s air toxics emissions, the EIR includes an HRA. Separate 
HRAs were conducted for the baseline (existing setting) and proposed Project conditions to 
determine the net increase in health risk (from mobile and stationary sources during normal 
operations and described in detail in Appendix D.1: Technical Air Quality Methods and 
Emissions Assumptions). Sensitive receptors within a 5,000-meter radius distance from the 
facility were included in the residential receptor analysis (also referred to as a 10-kilometer grid 
which is equivalent to 6.2 miles).  
Table 4.2-8 in the EIR shows that the potential incremental (net) cancer risk impacts, inclusive of 
both stationary and mobile sources during normal operations, from the proposed Project would 
be less than the South Coast AQMD threshold for MEIR and MEIW receptors. The proposed 
Project’s non-cancer risk net impacts, which are represented as Maximum Chronic Hazard Index 
and Maximum Acute Hazard Index, are also less than their respective South Coast AQMD 
significance thresholds. For these reasons, the potential net health risk impact from the proposed 
Project would not generate significant public health impacts from toxic air emissions at any of 
the sensitive receptors, including schools. Furthermore, analysis in the EIR concluded that all 
potential impacts identified for any environmental topic area including potential impacts to 
public health (specifically including air quality and GHGs, and hazards and hazardous materials, 
accidental releases or fire hazards) are less than significant; therefore, mitigation measures are 
not required. 
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Comment SM1-7 – Margaret Caldera 

 
Response to Comment SM1-7 
CEQA Scoping Meeting #1 was a public forum in an open house format and the opportunity to 
ask questions of South Coast AQMD as the CEQA Lead Agency. Based on feedback from the 
community at CEQA Scoping Meeting #1, South Coast AQMD scheduled and held a second 
CEQA scoping meeting on October 22, 2018 according to the structured meeting format request 
followed by a question-and-answer session in a public forum with South Coast AQMD as the 
CEQA Lead Agency. Updated community information slides and handouts were also provided. 
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Comment SM1-8 – Anna Lau 

 
Response to Comment SM1-8 
This comment requested the facility to shut down and/or relocate. Refer to Master Response to 
Shut Down and/or Relocate the Facility. 
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Comment SM1-9 – Anthony Lau 

 
Response to Comment SM1-9 
This comment requested the facility to shut down and/or relocate. Refer to Master Response to 
Shut Down and/or Relocate the Facility. In response to the concern about endangering the 
neighborhood, the EIR includes an HRA. Separate HRAs were conducted for the baseline 
(existing setting) and proposed Project conditions to determine the net increase in health risk 
(from mobile and stationary sources during normal operations and described in detail in 
Appendix D.1: Technical Air Quality Methods and Emissions Assumptions). Sensitive receptors 
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within a 5,000-meter radius distance from the facility were included in the residential receptor 
analysis (also referred to as a 10-kilometer grid which is equivalent to 6.2 miles).  
Table 4.2-8 in the EIR shows that the potential incremental (net) cancer risk impacts, inclusive of 
both stationary and mobile sources during normal operations, from the proposed Project would 
be less than the South Coast AQMD threshold for MEIR and MEIW receptors. The proposed 
Project’s non-cancer risk net impacts, which are represented as Maximum Chronic Hazard Index 
and Maximum Acute Hazard Index, are also less than their respective South Coast AQMD 
significance thresholds. For these reasons, the potential net health risk impact from the proposed 
Project would not generate significant public health impacts from toxic air emissions.  
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Comment SM1-10 – Acelia & Jose Sanjurjo 

 
 
Response to Comment SM1-10 
This comment requested the facility to shut down and/or relocate. Refer to Master Response to 
Shut Down and/or Relocate the Facility. 
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Comment SM1-11 – Keqing Liu 

 
Response to Comment SM1-11 
This comment requested the facility to shut down and/or relocate. Refer to Master Response to 
Shut Down and/or Relocate the Facility. 
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Comment SM1-12 – Johnny Chang 

 
Response to Comment SM1-12 
This comment requested the facility to shut down and/or relocate. Refer to Master Response to 
Shut Down and/or Relocate the Facility. 
Quemetco is an existing operating facility and is allowed to operate under its existing permits 
and permit conditions. The proposed Project is a capacity upgrade which would modify the 
existing facility permits to allow an increase in the facility’s feed rate without physical 
modifications to the existing facility. The EIR includes an analysis of the potential air quality and 
GHG emissions (including air toxics), energy, hazards and hazardous materials, hydrology and 
water quality, and transportation and traffic impacts from the proposed Project to the surrounding 
community. Of the environmental topic areas analyzed, air quality (including air toxics) and 



   
Appendix B – Comments Received on the NOP/IS and During CEQA Scoping Meeting and Responses to 
Comments 
 

Appendix B B-319 October 2021 

GHG emissions, and hazards and hazardous materials (accidental releases and fire hazards) 
directly correlate to public health. Specifically, to estimate public health impacts from the 
proposed Project’s air toxics emissions, the EIR includes an HRA (see Section 4.2 and Appendix 
D). Separate HRAs were conducted for the baseline (existing setting) and proposed Project 
conditions to determine the net increase in health risk (from mobile and stationary sources during 
normal operations and described in detail in Appendix D.1: Technical Air Quality Methods and 
Emissions Assumptions). Sensitive receptors within a 5,000-meter radius distance from the 
facility were included in the residential receptor analysis (also referred to as a 10-kilometer grid 
which is equivalent to 6.2 miles).  
Table 4.2-8 in the EIR shows that the potential incremental (net) cancer risk impacts, inclusive of 
both stationary and mobile sources during normal operations, from the proposed Project would 
be less than the South Coast AQMD threshold for MEIR and MEIW receptors. The proposed 
Project’s non-cancer risk net impacts, which are represented as Maximum Chronic Hazard Index 
and Maximum Acute Hazard Index, are also less than their respective South Coast AQMD 
significance thresholds. For these reasons, the potential net health risk impact from the proposed 
Project would not generate significant public health impacts from toxic air emissions. 
Furthermore, analysis in the EIR concluded that all potential impacts identified for any 
environmental topic area including potential impacts to public health (specifically including air 
quality and GHGs, and hazards and hazardous materials, accidental releases or fire hazards) 
would be less than significant; therefore, mitigation measures are not required.  
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Comment SM1-13 – Alva Poon 

 
 
Response to Comment SM1-13 
Quemetco is an existing operating facility and is allowed to operate under its existing permits 
and permit conditions. The proposed Project is a capacity upgrade which would modify the 
existing facility permits to allow an increase in the facility’s feed rate without physical 
modifications to the existing facility. The EIR includes an analysis of the potential air quality and 
GHG emissions (including air toxics), energy, hazards and hazardous materials, hydrology and 
water quality, and transportation and traffic impacts from the proposed Project to the surrounding 
community. Furthermore, analysis in the EIR concluded that all potential impacts identified for 
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any environmental topic area would be less than significant; therefore, mitigation measures are 
not required. Chapter 5 of the EIR analyzes the following alternatives to the proposed Project: 
Alternative 1 - No Project (i.e., not going forward with the proposed Project), Alternative 2 - 
Reduced Capacity Project, Alternative 3 - Offsite Facility, and Alternative 4 - Close the Facility. 
In the NOP/IS, Section XI (see Appendix A of the EIR), potential for an increased use of water 
and generation of wastewater was identified; however, the analysis concluded less than 
significant impacts for the following environmental checklist questions for the topic of 
hydrology and water quality:  

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

• Question c) – Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area, including 
through alteration of the course of a stream or river, or substantially increase the rate or 
amount of surface runoff in a manner that would result in substantial erosion or siltation 
onsite or offsite or flooding onsite or offsite;  

• Question d) – Create or contribute runoff water which would exceed the capacity of 
existing or planned storm water drainage systems or provide substantial additional sources 
of polluted runoff;  

• Question e) – Place housing or other structures within a 100-year flood hazard area as 
mapped on a federal Flood Hazard Boundary or Flood Insurance Rate Map or other flood 
hazard delineation map, which would impede or redirect flood flows; 

• Question f) – Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury or death 
involving flooding, including flooding as a result of the failure of a levee or dam, or 
inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow; 

• Question g) – Require or result in the construction of new water or wastewater treatment 
facilities or new storm water drainage facilities, or expansion of existing facilities, the 
construction of which could cause significant environmental effects; and   

• Question h) – Have sufficient water supplies available to serve the project from existing 
entitlements and resources, or are new or expanded entitlements needed; and 

• Question i) – Result in a determination by the wastewater treatment provider which serves 
or may serve the project that it has adequate capacity to serve the project’s projected 
demand in addition to the provider’s existing commitments. 

Additionally, Sections 3.5 and 4.5 in the EIR analyze hydrology and water quality impacts and 
all potential impacts were found to be less than significant; therefore, mitigation measures are 
not required. The analysis in the EIR concludes that there is significant water supply to serve the 
Project in single or multiple day years. Additionally, the EIR finds that there would be adequate 
onsite wastewater treatment and sufficient wastewater discharge capacity within the LACSD 
discharge permit. 
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Comment SM1-14 – Chung Hsien Chen 

 
 
Response to Comment SM1-14 
This comment requested the facility to shut down and/or relocate. Refer to Master Response to 
Shut Down and/or Relocate the Facility. 
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Comment SM1-15 – Sharon Chen 

 
Response to Comment SM1-15 
This comment requested the facility to shut down and/or relocate. Refer to Master Response to 
Shut Down and/or Relocate the Facility. 
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Comment SM1-16 – Fuyu Hsieh 

 
 
Response to Comment SM1-16 
This comment requested the facility to shut down and/or relocate. Refer to Master Response to 
Shut Down and/or Relocate the Facility. 
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Comment SM1-17 – Melissa Wang 

 
 
Response to Comment SM1-17 
This comment requested the facility to shut down and/or relocate. Refer to Master Response to 
Shut Down and/or Relocate the Facility. 
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Comment SM1-18 – Sheila Ho 

 
Response to Comment SM1-18 
This comment requested the facility to shut down and/or relocate. Refer to Master Response to 
Shut Down and/or Relocate the Facility. 
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Comment SM1-19 – [no name provided]  

 
Response to Comment SM1-19 
The format of the CEQA scoping meeting held on September 13, 2018 at the Hacienda Heights 
Community Center was structured in an “open house” format with the intent of allowing 
attendees the flexibility to attend the meeting at varying times throughout the evening. The free-
flow style empowered attendees to learn about the proposed Project at their own pace. Personnel 
from South Coast AQMD, DTSC and other agencies were present to answer questions about the 
facility in personalized interactions with attendees. The room was set up with an open floor plan 
so that attendees could stroll throughout the room and read various poster boards explaining the 
facility’s processes, the CEQA process, and the proposed Project.  



   
Appendix B – Comments Received on the NOP/IS and During CEQA Scoping Meeting and Responses to 
Comments 
 

Appendix B B-328 October 2021 

Due to complaints that the style of the first CEQA scoping meeting did not meet attendees’ 
expectations of a more structured meeting format, an announcement was made that a second 
CEQA scoping meeting with the widely-desired formal format would be scheduled.  
The second CEQA scoping meeting was scheduled for October 11, 2018, and the original 32-day 
NOP/IS comment period from August 31, 2018 to October 2, 2018 was extended an additional 
24 days to close on October 25, 2018. A notice of the second CEQA scoping meeting and the 
NOP/IS public review and comment period extension was published on South Coast AQMD’s 
website on September 27, 2018 and in the Los Angeles Times newspaper on September 28, 
2018. The announcement was also transmitted electronically to 710 email addresses on 
September 28, 2018 and hard copies were mailed on October 2, 2018 and October 3, 201840 to 
12,500 addresses within the vicinity of the proposed Project. 
The second CEQA scoping meeting held on October 11, 2018 at the Hacienda Heights 
Community Center included a formal presentation by a seated panel of South Coast AQMD 
personnel and other agency representatives (e.g., DTSC, Los Angeles County Board of 
Supervisors, Los Angeles County Fire Department, Los Angeles County Department of Public 
Health, Los Angeles County Regional Water Quality Control Board, and U.S House of 
Representatives). After the presentation, there was a question-and-answer period during which 
attendees’ comments and questions could be heard by the entire audience.  
A summary report following the CEQA scoping meetings was not prepared, however the 
presentation is available online (http://www.aqmd.gov/docs/default-
source/ceqa/documents/permit-projects/2018/ceqa-scoping-meeting-2--final-(for-print).pdf), and 
this appendix contains all the comment letters received during the NOP/IS public comment and 
review period, the comments received during the two CEQA scoping meetings, and the 
responses to all comments as required by CEQA Guidelines Section 15088. 
Quemetco is an existing facility operating within the City of Industry and is consistent with its 
industrial zoning and general plan designation. Quemetco has been at the current location for 
more than 60 years, is an allowed use, and is included in the City of Industry General Plan.  
South Coast AQMD has no jurisdiction over the siting of the Quemetco facility or the siting of 
the schools or residences in the area. However, South Coast AQMD has rules and regulations 
which are applicable to the Quemetco facility and that require consideration of the proximity of 
schools, residences and other sensitive receptors when reviewing proposed Projects at the 
facility. 
All potential environmental impacts of the proposed Project have been analyzed in the NOP/IS 
and EIR. The proposed Project’s potential impacts to aesthetics, agriculture and forestry 
resources, biological resources, cultural resources, geology and soils, land use and planning, 
mineral resources, noise, population and housing, public services, recreation, and solid and 
hazardous waste were analyzed in the NOP/IS and would be less than significant; therefore, 
these environmental topic areas were not analyzed further in the EIR. The NOP/IS identified the 
following environmental topic areas requiring further analysis in the EIR: air quality (including 

 
40 Paper copies of the notification were sent out via U.S. Postal Service with 8,007 pieces sent on October 2, 2018 
and 2,248 pieces sent on October 3, 2018 per U.S. Postal Service Statement of Mailing receipts. 
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air toxics) and greenhouse gases, energy, hazards and hazardous materials, hydrology and water 
quality, and transportation. The analysis of these environmental topic areas in the EIR concluded 
that the proposed Project would result in less than significant impacts; therefore, mitigation 
measures are not required.  
Careful consideration was given to the proposed Project’s potential public health and sensitive 
receptors impacts, including schools. The environmental topic areas that directly correlate to 
public health include air quality (including air toxics) and GHG emissions, and hazards and 
hazardous materials (accidental releases and fire hazards). Specifically, to estimate public health 
impacts from the proposed Project’s air toxics emissions, the EIR includes preparation of an 
HRA. Separate HRAs were conducted for the baseline (existing setting) and proposed Project 
conditions to determine the net increase in health risk (from mobile and stationary sources during 
normal operations and described in detail in Appendix D.1: Technical Air Quality Methods and 
Emissions Assumptions). Sensitive receptors within a 5,000-meter radius distance from the 
facility were included in the residential receptor analysis (also referred to as a 10-kilometer grid 
which is equivalent to 6.2 miles).  
Table 4.2-8 in the EIR shows that the potential incremental (net) cancer risk impacts, inclusive of 
both stationary and mobile sources during normal operations, from the proposed Project would 
be less than the South Coast AQMD threshold for MEIR and MEIW receptors. The proposed 
Project’s non-cancer risk net impacts, which are represented as Maximum Chronic Hazard Index 
and Maximum Acute Hazard Index, are also less than their respective South Coast AQMD 
significance thresholds. For these reasons, the potential net health risk impact from the proposed 
Project would not generate significant public health impacts from toxic air emissions at any of 
the sensitive receptors, including schools. Furthermore, analysis in the EIR concluded that all 
potential impacts identified for any environmental topic area including potential impacts to 
public health (specifically including air quality and GHGs, and hazards and hazardous materials, 
accidental releases or fire hazards) would be less than significant; therefore, mitigation measures 
are not required.   
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Comment SM1-20 – Lisette Avalos-Arellan 

 
Response to Comment SM1-20 
This comment requested the facility to shut down and/or relocate. Refer to Master Response to 
Shut Down and/or Relocate the Facility. 
As described in Sections 3.4 and 4.4 of the EIR, Quemetco employees are trained in accordance 
with the facility’s Contingency Plan and Quemetco operates the plant in compliance with all 
required OSHA health and safety procedures. The EIR includes an analysis of the potential air 
quality and GHG emissions (including air toxics), energy, hazards and hazardous materials, 
hydrology and water quality, and transportation and traffic impacts from the proposed Project to 
the surrounding community. Chapter 5 of the EIR analyzes the following alternatives to the 
proposed Project: Alternative 1 - No Project (i.e., not going forward with the proposed Project), 
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Alternative 2 - Reduced Capacity Project, Alternative 3 - Offsite Facility, and Alternative 4 - 
Close the Facility.  
Based on feedback from the community at CEQA Scoping Meeting #1, South Coast AQMD 
scheduled and held CEQA Scoping Meeting #2 on October 22, 2018 according to the structured 
meeting format request followed by a question-and-answer session. Updated community 
information slides and handouts were also provided. 
Quemetco has safety measures and practices in place for their employees to follow to prevent 
worker exposure to toxic materials. For example, employees are required to wear protective 
uniforms (or Tyvek® suits) and respirators to protect them from lead exposure. Additionally, the 
facility conducts mandatory health and safety training for their employees on an annual basis. 
Because of the importance of personal hygiene in the control of ingestion of lead, more frequent 
training and coaching is implemented to control personal habits that may increase exposure.  
As required by CalOSHA and Department of Public Health, Quemetco periodically administers 
blood lead tests to its employees to screen for elevated lead levels every three months for 
permanent employees. In addition, to ensure effectiveness of training, Quemetco conducts more 
frequent (monthly) blood lead monitoring of new hire employees. If an employee’s blood levels 
exceed any action thresholds, that employee repeats monthly blood tests and enters a coaching 
program. If blood levels are elevated, Quemetco voluntarily uses an outside specialist to 
investigate issues and identify the potential source of the contamination. Given these are OSHA 
requirements, the results of the blood testing information are protected under the Health 
Insurance Portability and Accountability Act (HIPAA).  
The South Coast AQMD rules and regulations which are applicable to the Quemetco facility 
have extensive requirements for addressing emissions of lead and other toxics, but none require 
the screening or testing of any facility’s employees’ blood. As a lead agency, South Coast 
AQMD must comply with all requirements of CEQA, including the analysis of a proposed 
Project’s environmental impacts. This does not include screening or testing of any facility’s 
employees’ blood. Therefore, the amount of lead or other toxics in employees’ blood are not a 
factor in evaluating the proposed Project. 
Quemetco actively partners with Los Angeles County Department of Public Health to pay for 
blood tests for members of the public including those who live or work near the facility. For 
more information about free blood lead testing, please call Los Angeles County Department of 
Public Health’s Quemetco Hotline at (213) 738-3232. For more information about Los Angeles 
County Department of Public Health’s on-going support for the Quemetco community, visit their 
website at: http://www.publichealth.lacounty.gov/eh/docs/quemetco/ProtectYourHealthBooklet-
en.pdf. 
 
 
   

http://www.publichealth.lacounty.gov/eh/docs/quemetco/ProtectYourHealthBooklet-en.pdf
http://www.publichealth.lacounty.gov/eh/docs/quemetco/ProtectYourHealthBooklet-en.pdf
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Comment SM1-21 – Carol Oldham 

 
Response to Comment SM1-21 
This comment requested the facility to shut down and/or relocate. Refer to Master Response to 
Shut Down and/or Relocate the Facility. 
Quemetco is an existing operating facility and is allowed to operate under its existing permits 
and permit conditions. The proposed Project is a capacity upgrade which would modify the 
existing facility permits to allow an increase in the facility’s feed rate without physical 
modifications to the existing facility. The EIR includes an analysis of the potential air quality and 
GHG emissions (including air toxics), energy, hazards and hazardous materials, hydrology and 
water quality, and transportation impacts from the proposed Project to the surrounding 
community. The analysis concluded that proposed Project’s potential environmental effects 
would be less than significant levels, such that no mitigation measures are required.   
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Comment SM1-22 – Lee Oldham 
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Response to Comment SM1-22 
Quemetco is an existing facility operating within the City of Industry and is consistent with its 
industrial zoning and general plan designation. Quemetco has been at the current location for 
more than 60 years, is an allowed use and is included in the City of Industry General Plan.  
South Coast AQMD has no jurisdiction over the siting of the Quemetco facility or the siting of 
the schools or residences in the area. However, South Coast AQMD has rules and regulations 
which are applicable to the Quemetco facility and that require consideration of the proximity of 
schools, residences and other sensitive receptors when reviewing proposed Projects at the 
facility. 
Additionally, South Coast AQMD does not have the authority to require the facility to be 
relocated or for a different activity to be put on this site. Please refer to Master Response to Shut 
Down and/or Relocate the Facility for additional information. Chapter 5 of the EIR analyzes the 
following alternatives to the proposed Project: Alternative 1 - No Project (i.e., not going forward 
with the proposed Project), Alternative 2 - Reduced Capacity Project, Alternative 3 - Offsite 
Facility, and Alternative 4 - Close the Facility. 
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Comment SM1-23 – Sharon McLaughlin 

 
Response to Comment SM1-23 
This comment requested the facility to shut down and/or relocate. Refer to Master Response to 
Shut Down and/or Relocate the Facility.  
DTSC’s soils remediation activities, as described in more detail in Section 3.4 of the EIR, 
address historic soil contamination, and are not necessarily reflective of today’s activity and 
compliance with South Coast AQMD requirements including but not limited to Rule 1420.1 
which was designed to curb toxic emissions and penalize exceedances with curtailment of 
facility operations. Please refer to Master Response on DTSC Soils Investigations and 
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Remediation. The proposed Project assessed in this EIR does not result in any soils disturbance 
(on or offsite) nor any changes that would affect the existing soil conditions, therefore no further 
soils analysis is required. 
Quemetco is an existing operating facility and is allowed to operate under its existing permits 
and permit conditions. The proposed Project is a capacity upgrade which would modify the 
existing facility permits to allow an increase in the facility’s feed rate without physical 
modifications to the existing facility. The EIR includes an analysis of the potential air quality and 
GHG emissions (including an HRA to assess air toxics), energy, hazards and hazardous 
materials, hydrology and water quality, and transportation impacts from the proposed Project to 
the surrounding community.  

Specifically, to estimate public health impacts from the proposed Project’s air toxics emissions, 
the EIR includes preparation of an HRA which is summarized in Section 4.2. Separate HRAs 
were conducted for the baseline (existing setting) and proposed Project conditions to determine 
the potential net increase in health risk (from mobile and stationary sources during normal 
operations and described in detail in Appendix D.1: Technical Air Quality Methods and 
Emissions Assumptions). Sensitive receptors within a 5,000-meter radius distance from the 
facility were included in the residential receptor analysis (also referred to as a 10-kilometer grid 
which is equivalent to 6.2 miles).  

Table 4.2-8 in the EIR shows that the potential incremental (net) cancer risk impacts, inclusive of 
both stationary and mobile sources during normal operations, from the proposed Project would 
be less than the South Coast AQMD threshold for MEIR and MEIW receptors. The proposed 
Project’s non-cancer risk net impacts, which are represented as Maximum Chronic Hazard Index 
and Maximum Acute Hazard Index, are also less than their respective South Coast AQMD 
significance thresholds. For these reasons, the potential net health risk impact from the proposed 
Project would not generate significant public health impacts from toxic air emissions.  

Furthermore, analysis in the EIR concluded that all potential impacts identified for any 
environmental topic area including potential impacts to public health (specifically including air 
quality and GHGs, and hazards and hazardous materials, accidental releases or fire hazards) are 
less than significant; therefore, mitigation measures are not required. Further, testing of hair and 
nails is not part of the South Coast AQMD method for assessing public health impacts as part of 
a CEQA assessment. As a lead agency, South Coast AQMD must comply with all requirements 
of CEQA, including the analysis of a proposed Project’s environmental impacts.  This does not 
include requiring health screening or testing of hair or nails. 
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Comment SM1-24 –J. Luis Ceballos 

 
Response to Comment SM1-24 
Quemetco is an existing operating facility and is allowed to operate under its existing permits 
and permit conditions. The proposed Project is a capacity upgrade which would modify the 
existing facility permits to allow an increase in the facility’s feed rate without physical 
modifications to the existing facility. The EIR includes an analysis of the potential air quality and 
GHG emissions (including air toxics), energy, hazards and hazardous materials, hydrology and 
water quality, and transportation impacts from the proposed Project to the surrounding 
community. Chapter 5 of the EIR analyzes the following alternatives to the proposed Project: 
Alternative 1 - No Project (i.e., not going forward with the proposed Project), Alternative 2 - 
Reduced Capacity Project, Alternative 3 - Offsite Facility, and Alternative 4 - Close the Facility. 
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Prior to issuing a permit, Health and Safety Code Section 42301(b) requires that an established 
air district permit system prohibit a facility from receiving a permit unless the air district is 
satisfied that the project being permitted will comply with all South Coast AQMD, CARB, and 
U.S. EPA regulatory requirements. The South Coast AQMD performs a thorough permit analysis 
to evaluate the maximum potential emissions from the permitted equipment and the resulting 
potential health risk impacts. Permit conditions are developed to provide operating parameters to 
ensure emissions stay below acceptable permit limits and risk levels as established through 
regulatory requirements. As a result of the permitting analysis, if a permit is issued, it is expected 
that the facility is or will be able to meet all air quality related regulatory requirements and 
operate in a manner that is protective of public health. The South Coast AQMD Executive 
Officer or designee will consider whether to approve the project after considering the permit 
evaluation and the CEQA analysis. (Health and Safety Code Section 42300(a); South Coast 
AQMD Administrative Code, Section 15.3.)   
Moreover, after permits are issued, South Coast AQMD compliance staff conduct regular 
inspections to ensure that equipment and processes are operating in compliance with the 
applicable rules and regulations. 
Quemetco is an existing operating facility which operates pursuant to existing air permits issued 
by South Coast AQMD. The existing permits include conditions which limit various operations 
via emission standards and other criteria. 
In accordance with CEQA Guidelines Section 15121(a), the purpose of an EIR is to serve as an 
informational document that: “will inform public agency decision-makers and the public 
generally of the significant environmental effects of a project, identify possible ways to minimize 
the significant effects, and describe reasonable alternatives to the project.”  Under CEQA, project 
alternatives and mitigation measures are only required when potentially significant impacts are 
identified. Nonetheless, an alternatives analysis has been provided.  
Refer to Master Response to Shut Down and/or Relocate the Facility. 
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Comment SM1-25 – Enrique Hernandez 

 
Response to Comment SM1-25 
This comment requested the facility to shut down and/or relocate. Refer to Master Response to 
Shut Down and/or Relocate the Facility.  
The EIR includes an HRA. Separate HRAs were conducted for the baseline (existing setting) and 
proposed Project conditions to determine the net increase in health risk (from mobile and 
stationary sources during normal operations and described in detail in Appendix D.1: Technical 
Air Quality Methods and Emissions Assumptions). Sensitive receptors within a 5,000-meter 
radius distance from the facility were included in the residential receptor analysis (also referred 
to as a 10-kilometer grid which is equivalent to 6.2 miles).  
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Table 4.2-8 in the EIR shows that the potential incremental (net) cancer risk impacts, inclusive of 
both stationary and mobile sources during normal operations, from the proposed Project would 
be less than the South Coast AQMD threshold for MEIR and MEIW receptors. The proposed 
Project’s non-cancer risk net impacts, which are represented as Maximum Chronic Hazard Index 
and Maximum Acute Hazard Index, are also less than their respective South Coast AQMD 
significance thresholds. For these reasons, the potential net health risk impact from the proposed 
Project would not generate significant public health impacts from toxic air emissions.  
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Comment SM1-26 – F. Riddy 
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Response to Comment SM1-26 
South Coast AQMD is not a land use agency and does not at this time have the authority over the 
siting of this facility. Additionally, South Coast AQMD does not have the authority to require the 
facility to be relocated or for a different activity to be put on this site. Refer to Master Response 
to Shut Down and/or Relocate the Facility.  
The air quality impacts of the proposed Project are discussed in Section 4.2 of the EIR. The EIR 
also includes an HRA, which analyzes the potential health risks to the surrounding areas from the 
proposed Project (see Section 4.2 and Appendix D of the EIR).  
DTSC’s soils remediation activities, as described in more detail in Section 3.4 of the EIR, 
addressing historic soil contamination and are not necessarily reflective of today’s activity and 
compliance with South Coast AQMD requirements including but not limited to Rule 1420.1 
which was designed to curb toxic emissions and penalize exceedances with curtailment of 
facility operations. DTSC has been working with Quemetco to address historic soils 
contamination through collection of soil samples, establishment of a work plan for corrective 
action and implementation of that work plan. The area established by DTSC as “Quemetco’s 
Impacted Area” has been remediated and the report findings are awaiting DTSC’s review and 
approval. The proposed Project assessed in this EIR does not result in any soils disturbance (on 
or offsite) nor any changes that would affect the existing soil conditions; therefore, no further 
soils analysis is required. 
Chapter 5 of the EIR analyzes the following alternatives to the proposed Project: Alternative 1 - 
No Project (i.e., not going forward with the proposed Project), Alternative 2 - Reduced Capacity 
Project, Alternative 3 - Offsite Facility, and Alternative 4 - Close the Facility.  
Quemetco’s air pollution control systems are regularly inspected daily and maintained in 
accordance with its Title V air permit. Quemetco has safety measures and practices in place for 
their employees to follow to prevent worker exposure to toxic materials. For example, employees 
are required to wear protective uniforms (or Tyvek® suits) and respirators to protect them from 
lead exposure. Additionally, the facility conducts mandatory health and safety training for their 
employees on an annual basis. Because of the importance of personal hygiene in the control of 
ingestion of lead, more frequent training and coaching is implemented to control personal habits 
that may increase exposures. As required by CalOSHA and Department of Public Health, 
Quemetco periodically administers blood lead tests to their employees to screen for elevated lead 
levels every three months for permanent employees. In addition, to ensure effectiveness of 
training, Quemetco conducts more frequent (monthly) blood lead monitoring of new hire 
employees. If an employee’s blood levels exceed any action thresholds, that employee repeats 
monthly blood tests and enters a coaching program. If blood levels are elevated, Quemetco 
voluntarily uses an outside specialist to investigate issues and identify the potential source of the 
contamination. Given these are OSHA requirements, the results of the blood testing information 
are protected under the Health Insurance Portability and Accountability Act (HIPAA).  
The South Coast AQMD rules and regulations which are applicable to the Quemetco facility 
have extensive requirements for addressing emissions of lead and other toxics, but none require 
the screening or testing of any facility’s employees’ blood. As a lead agency, South Coast 
AQMD must comply with all requirements of CEQA, including the analysis of a proposed 
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Project’s environmental impacts. This does not include requiring screening or testing of any 
facility’s employees’ blood. 
Quemetco actively partners with Los Angeles County Department of Public Health to pay for 
blood tests for members of the public including those who live or work near the facility. For 
more information about free blood lead testing, please call Los Angeles County Department of 
Public Health’s Quemetco Hotline at (213) 738-3232. For more information about Los Angeles 
County Department of Public Health’s on-going support for the Quemetco community, visit their 
website at: http://www.publichealth.lacounty.gov/eh/docs/quemetco/ProtectYourHealthBooklet-
en.pdf. 
  

http://www.publichealth.lacounty.gov/eh/docs/quemetco/ProtectYourHealthBooklet-en.pdf
http://www.publichealth.lacounty.gov/eh/docs/quemetco/ProtectYourHealthBooklet-en.pdf
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Comment SM1-27 – Anna Valenzuela 

 
Response to Comment SM1-27 
DTSC’s soils remediation activities, as described in more detail in Section 3.4 of the EIR, 
addressing historic soil contamination and are not necessarily reflective of today’s activity and 
compliance with South Coast AQMD requirements including but not limited to Rule 1420.1 
which was designed to curb toxic emissions and penalize exceedances with curtailment of 
facility operations. Please refer to Master Response on DTSC Soils Investigations and 
Remediation. The proposed Project assessed in this EIR does not result in any soils disturbance 
(on or offsite) nor any changes that would affect the existing soil conditions; therefore, no further 
soils analysis is required.  
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Quemetco actively partners with Los Angeles County Department of Public Health to pay for 
blood tests for members of the public including those who live or work near the facility. For 
more information about free blood lead testing, please call Los Angeles County Department of 
Public Health’s Quemetco Hotline at (213) 738-3232. For more information about Los Angeles 
County Department of Public Health’s on-going support for the Quemetco community, visit their 
website at: http://www.publichealth.lacounty.gov/eh/docs/quemetco/ProtectYourHealthBooklet-
en.pdf. 
An assessment of air quality and GHG emissions is presented in Section 3.2, 4.2 and Appendix 
D. A description of source testing locations, CEQA and air monitoring stations is located in 
Section 2.4.7: Air Pollution Control Systems and depicted in Figure 2.8 in Chapter 2 – Proposed 
Project. 
Quemetco does not discharge to groundwater and only discharges: (1) treated water to LACSD’s 
sanitary sewer per its waste discharge permit; and (2) treated stormwater to the applicable storm 
water outfall per its stormwater general industrial permit. Refer to hydrology and water quality 
environmental setting in EIR Section 3.5 and potential environmental impacts in Section 4.5 for 
more information on water testing and hydrology and water quality impacts. 
The EIR concluded that all of the proposed Project’s potential environmental impacts would be 
less than significant.   

http://www.publichealth.lacounty.gov/eh/docs/quemetco/ProtectYourHealthBooklet-en.pdf
http://www.publichealth.lacounty.gov/eh/docs/quemetco/ProtectYourHealthBooklet-en.pdf
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Comment SM1-28 –Raul Santos 

 
Response to Comment SM1-28 
This comment requested the facility to shut down and/or relocate. Refer to Master Response to 
Shut Down and/or Relocate the Facility.    
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Comment SM1-29 – Clean Air Coalition of North Whittier and Avocado Heights, Theresa 
Guevera 

 
Response to Comment SM1-29 
This comment requested the facility to shut down and/or relocate. Refer to Master Response to 
Shut Down and/or Relocate the Facility.  
While Quemetco and Exide are both battery recyclers, Exide’s operation in the City of Vernon 
permanently closed in 2015. As a separate facility operated in the past by a separate company, 
Exide has no relationship to Quemetco and the proposed Project. Further, the details of Exide’s 
operations, facility design and air pollution control systems were not the same as Quemetco’s 
operations, facility design and air pollution control systems. Exide began operation in the 1920s, 
several decades earlier than Quemetco.  



   
Appendix B – Comments Received on the NOP/IS and During CEQA Scoping Meeting and Responses to 
Comments 
 

Appendix B B-348 October 2021 

Quemetco was the first facility to install a WESP to control lead emissions from a Secondary 
Lead Smelting operation. Exide resisted installation of similar technology at the Vernon facility. 
As a result, the lead emission profile for the two facilities is very different. During Exide’s last 
two full years of operation, 2014 and 2013, Exide’s lead emissions were reported as 211.73 
pounds per year and 317.948 pounds per year respectively according to annual emissions reports 
submitted to SCAQMD and obtained via SCAQMD’s FIND website (South Coast AQMD, 
2013-2014a; South Coast AQMD, 2013-2014b). During this same period Quemetco reported 
lead emissions of 4.728 pounds per year (2014) and 6.779 pounds per year (2013). Moreover, 
Exide’s past violations are not germane to Quemetco, the proposed Project, the analysis in this 
EIR or the CEQA process that South Coast AQMD is undertaking as lead agency. For these 
reasons, information pertaining to the Exide facility and its previous operations are not included 
in this EIR. The EIR for this proposed Project concluded that all potential environmental impacts 
would be less than significant.   



   
Appendix B – Comments Received on the NOP/IS and During CEQA Scoping Meeting and Responses to 
Comments 
 

Appendix B B-349 October 2021 

Comment SM1-30 – John Vacenzuela 

 
Response to Comment SM1-30 
DTSC’s soils remediation activities, as described in more detail in Section 3.4 of the EIR, 
addressing historic soil contamination and are not necessarily reflective of today’s activity and 
compliance with South Coast AQMD requirements including but not limited to Rule 1420.1 
which was designed to curb toxic emissions and penalize exceedances with curtailment of 
facility operations. DTSC has been working with Quemetco to address historic soils 
contamination through collection of soil samples, establishment of a work plan for corrective 



   
Appendix B – Comments Received on the NOP/IS and During CEQA Scoping Meeting and Responses to 
Comments 
 

Appendix B B-350 October 2021 

action and implementation of that work plan. Please refer to Master Response on DTSC Soils 
Investigations and Remediation. The proposed Project assessed in this EIR does not result in any 
soils disturbance (on or offsite) nor any changes that would affect the existing soil conditions, 
therefore no further soils analysis is required. 
Of the environmental topic areas analyzed, air quality (including air toxics) and GHG emissions, 
and hazards and hazardous materials (accidental releases and fire hazards) directly correlate to 
public health. Specifically, to estimate public health impacts from the proposed Project’s air 
toxics emissions, the EIR includes an HRA. Separate HRAs were conducted for the baseline 
(existing setting) and proposed Project conditions to determine the net increase in health risk 
(from mobile and stationary sources and described in detail in Appendix D.1: Technical Air 
Quality Methods and Emissions Assumptions). Sensitive receptors within a 5,000-meter radius 
distance from the facility were included in the residential receptor analysis (also referred to as a 
10-kilometer grid which is equivalent to 6.2 miles).  
Table 4.2-8 in the EIR shows that the potential incremental (net) cancer risk impacts, inclusive of 
both stationary and mobile sources during normal operations, from the proposed Project would 
be less than the South Coast AQMD threshold for MEIR and MEIW receptors. The proposed 
Project’s non-cancer risk net impacts, which are represented as Maximum Chronic Hazard Index 
and Maximum Acute Hazard Index, are also less than their respective South Coast AQMD 
significance thresholds. For these reasons, the potential net health risk impact from the proposed 
Project would not generate significant public health impacts from toxic air emissions. 
Furthermore, analysis in the EIR concluded that all potential impacts identified for any 
environmental topic area including potential impacts to public health (specifically including air 
quality and GHGs, and hazards and hazardous materials, accidental releases or fire hazards) are 
less than significant; therefore, mitigation measures are not required.  
DTSC is a responsible agency in the CEQA process for the proposed Project and has been 
consulted in the preparation of the EIR. The EIR does not analyze impacts associated with 
DTSC’s RCRA permit renewal analysis because the RCRA renewal is undergoing a separate 
CEQA review that is being conducted by the DTSC and is a permit activity with independent 
utility. For these reasons, the pending RCRA renewal and associated CEQA evaluation 
conducted by DTSC is a separate activity from the proposed Project and the CEQA evaluation 
conducted in this EIR. DTSC’s soils remediation activities, as described in more detail in Section 
3.4 of the EIR, are addressing historic soil contamination.  
In accordance with CEQA Guidelines Section 15121(a), the purpose of an EIR is to serve as an 
informational document that: “will inform public agency decision-makers and the public 
generally of the significant environmental effects of a project, identify possible ways to minimize 
the significant effects, and describe reasonable alternatives to the project.” 
Prior to issuing a permit, Health and Safety Code Section 42301(b) requires that an established 
air district permit system prohibit a facility from receiving a permit unless the air district is 
satisfied that the project being permitted will comply with all South Coast AQMD, CARB, and 
U.S. EPA regulatory requirements. The South Coast AQMD performs a thorough permit analysis 
to evaluate the maximum potential emissions from the permitted equipment and the resulting 
potential health risk impacts. Permit conditions are developed to provide operating parameters to 
ensure emissions stay below acceptable permit limits and risk levels as established through 
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regulatory requirements. As a result of the permitting analysis, if a permit is issued, it is expected 
that the facility is or will be able to meet all air quality related regulatory requirements and 
operate in a manner that is protective of public health. The South Coast AQMD Executive 
Officer or designee will consider whether to approve the project after considering the permit 
evaluation and the CEQA analysis. (Health and Safety Code Section 42300(a); South Coast 
AQMD Administrative Code, Section 15.3.)   
The EIR concluded that all of the proposed Project’s potential impacts would be less than 
significant.   
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Comment SM1-31 – Kathy Tahmizian 

 
Response to Comment SM1-31 
Quemetco is an existing operating facility and is allowed to operate under its existing permits 
and permit conditions. The proposed Project is a capacity upgrade which would modify the 
existing facility permits to allow an increase in the facility’s feed rate without physical 
modifications to the existing facility. The air quality impacts of the proposed Project are 
discussed in Section 4.2. The EIR also includes an HRA, which analyzes the potential health 
risks (including cancer risks) to the surrounding areas from the proposed Project (see Section 4.2 
and Appendix D). Separate HRAs were conducted for the baseline (existing setting) and 
proposed Project conditions to determine the net increase in health risk (from mobile and 
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stationary sources during normal operations and described in detail in Appendix D.1: Technical 
Air Quality Methods and Emissions Assumptions). Sensitive receptors within a 5,000-meter 
radius distance from the facility were included in the residential receptor analysis (also referred 
to as a 10-kilometer grid which is equivalent to 6.2 miles). Table 4.2-8 in the EIR shows that the 
potential incremental (net) cancer risk impacts, inclusive of both stationary and mobile sources 
during normal operations, from the proposed Project would be less than the South Coast AQMD 
threshold for MEIR and MEIW receptors. The proposed Project’s potential non-cancer risk net 
impacts, which are represented as Maximum Chronic Hazard Index and Maximum Acute Hazard 
Index, are also less than their respective South Coast AQMD significance thresholds. For these 
reasons, the potential net health risk impact (including cancer risks) from the proposed Project 
would not generate significant public health impacts from toxic air emissions nor contribute to 
the community cancer risk.  
Chapter 5 of the EIR analyzes the following alternatives to the proposed Project: Alternative 1 - 
No Project (i.e., not going forward with the proposed Project), Alternative 2 - Reduced Capacity 
Project, Alternative 3 - Offsite Facility, and Alternative 4 - Close the Facility.  
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Comment SM1-32 – Sam Ho 

 
Response to Comment SM1-32 
This comment requested the facility to shut down and/or relocate. Refer to Master Response to 
Shut Down and/or Relocate the Facility. 
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Comment SM1-33 – Clean Air Coalition of North Whittier and Avocado Heights, Alvaro 
Mendoza 

 
Response to Comment SM1-33 
This comment requested the facility to shut down and/or relocate. Refer to Master Response to 
Shut Down and/or Relocate the Facility.  
Quemetco is an existing operating facility and is allowed to operate under its existing permits 
and permit conditions. The proposed Project is a capacity upgrade which would modify the 
existing facility permits to allow an increase in the facility’s feed rate without physical 
modifications to the existing facility.  
Under CEQA, project alternatives and mitigation measures are required when potentially 
significant impacts are identified. Chapter 4 – Environmental Impact Analysis of the EIR 
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analyzed the following environmental topic areas to determine if potentially significant impacts 
would occur from the proposed Project:  air quality and GHGs (including air toxics), energy, 
hazardous materials, hydrology and water quality, and transportation impacts. The analysis 
concluded that the proposed Project’s potential environmental effects were less than significant 
such that no mitigation measures or alternatives analysis are required. Nonetheless, while not 
required by CEQA for projects with less than significant environmental impacts, Chapter 5 of the 
EIR includes a discussion of project alternatives that were considered, with some at the 
suggestion or in response to public comment, including: Alternative 1 - No Project (i.e., not 
going forward with the proposed Project), Alternative 2 - Reduced Capacity Project, Alternative 
3 - Offsite Facility, and Alternative 4 - Close the Facility. 
While economic or social information may be included in an EIR and presented in whatever 
form the agency desires, CEQA Guidelines Sections 15064 and 15131 state that economic and 
social changes resulting from a project shall not be treated as significant effects on the 
environment. In addition, neither the CEQA statute nor the CEQA Guidelines explicitly require 
consideration of social or environmental justice or property values when evaluating the 
environmental effects of the proposed Project.  
Under state law, for non-CEQA purposes “environmental justice” means the fair treatment of 
people of all races, cultures, and incomes with respect to the development, adoption, 
implementation, and enforcement of environmental laws, regulations, and policies. [Government 
Code Section 65040.12(e).]  Fairness in this context means that the benefits of a healthy 
environment should be available to everyone, and the burdens of pollution should not be focused 
on sensitive populations or on communities that already are experiencing its adverse effects. 
Social justice means the fair access of all people to wealth, opportunities and privileges in a 
society.  
South Coast AQMD adopted an environmental justice initiative to ensure that everyone has the 
right to equal protection from air pollution and fair access to the decision-making process that 
works to improve the quality of air within their communities. Environmental justice is program 
is defined by South Coast AQMD as the "...equitable environmental policymaking and 
enforcement to protect the health of all residents, regardless of age, culture, ethnicity, gender, 
race, socioeconomic status, or geographic location, from the health effects of air pollution."  
One of South Coast AQMD's top environmental justice priorities is the implementation of ABs 
617 and 134 (http://www.aqmd.gov/nav/about/initiatives/environmental-justice/ab617-134). The 
Quemetco facility and its surrounding community is not currently designated as an AB 617 
community eligible for incentive funding. It is important to note however, for communities 
awarded with incentive funds, the money is allocated for projects or improvements that would 
provide an environmental benefit for the entire community. As such, financial compensation to 
individual residents is not a feature of the incentive funding structure for AB 617 communities. 
While neither the CEQA statute nor the CEQA Guidelines explicitly require consideration of 
social or environmental justice or property values when evaluating the environmental effects of 
the proposed Project, South Coast AQMD considers disproportionate impacts on disadvantaged 
communities by evaluating the proposed Project’s potential public health and environmental 
impacts via its permitting process. Moreover, the EIR includes an extensive analysis of the 
potential impacts from the proposed Project on air quality and GHG emissions (including air 
toxics), energy, hazards and hazardous materials, hydrology and water quality, and transportation 

http://www.aqmd.gov/nav/about/initiatives/environmental-justice/ab617-134
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and traffic impacts. In addition, public health impacts associated with the proposed Project were 
analyzed in an HRA (see Section 4.2 and Appendix D of the EIR). The analysis of all 
environmental topic areas evaluated in the EIR for the proposed Project found that all potential 
impacts would be less than significant. Therefore, the proposed Project would have less than 
significant impacts to public health.  
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Comment SM1-34 – Paul Debeon 

 
Response to Comment SM1-34 
This comment requested the facility to shut down and/or relocate. Refer to Master Response to 
Shut Down and/or Relocate the Facility.  
Quemetco is an existing operating facility with air pollution control systems and is allowed to 
operate under its existing permits and permit conditions. The proposed Project is a capacity 
upgrade which would modify the existing facility permits to allow an increase in the facility’s 
feed rate without physical modifications to the existing facility. The air quality impacts of the 
proposed Project are discussed in Section 4.2 and Appendix D of the EIR. The EIR also includes 
an HRA, which analyzes the potential health risks to the surrounding areas from the proposed 
Project (see Section 4.2 and Appendix D). All of the proposed Project’s potential environmental 
impacts were found to be less than significant.   
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Comment SM1-35 – Feliciano Alvarado 
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Response to Comment SM1-35 
Quemetco is an existing operating facility which operates pursuant to existing air permits issued 
by South Coast AQMD. The existing permits include conditions which limit various operations 
via emission standards and other criteria.  
Quemetco does not operate a facility in the City of Vernon and is unrelated to any other facility 
in the City of Vernon. Since the proposed Project is for the Quemetco facility located in the City 
of Industry, the analysis in the EIR focuses on Quemetco and the proposed Project and does not 
address any facilities that are located in the City of Vernon, which is approximately 17 miles 
away. The EIR includes an analysis of the potential hazards and hazardous materials (including 
fire hazards and accidental releases) impacts from the proposed Project in Section 4.4. The EIR 
found that all of the proposed Project’s potential impacts would be less than significant.  
 
  



   
Appendix B – Comments Received on the NOP/IS and During CEQA Scoping Meeting and Responses to 
Comments 
 

Appendix B B-361 October 2021 

Comment SM1-36 –James Garcia 

 
Response to Comment SM1-36 
This comment requested the facility to shut down and/or relocate. Refer to Master Response to 
Shut Down and/or Relocate the Facility.  
As described in Chapter 2 - Proposed Project, Quemetco is currently a 24-hour facility that is 
permitted to handle and process feed stock and other materials. The facility is required to operate 
multiple air pollution control systems at all times. The EIR includes an extensive analysis of the 
potential impacts from the proposed Project on air quality and GHG emissions (including air 
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toxics), energy, hazards and hazardous materials, hydrology and water quality, and transportation 
and traffic impacts. In addition, public health impacts associated with the proposed Project were 
analyzed in an HRA (including assessing cancer risks) (see Section 4.2 and Appendix D of the 
EIR). All of the proposed Project’s potential environmental impacts involved be less than 
significant.  
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Comment SM1-37 – Sam Ou 

 
Response to Comment SM1-37 
This comment requested the facility to shut down and/or relocate. Refer to Master Response to 
Shut Down and/or Relocate the Facility.   
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Comment SM1-38 – Harvey & Jeanie Yoshihara 

 
Response to Comment SM1-38 
At the time of the release of the NOP/IS for the 32-day public review and comment period 
(which was extended for an additional 24 days), 5,745 letters were mailed and 710 emails were 
sent to notify the public of availability of the NOP/IS and the CEQA Scoping Meeting #1; 
12,500 letters were mailed and 710 emails were sent to inform people of CEQA Scoping 
Meeting #2. The address has been added to the notification list for the proposed Project, along 
with all individuals who submitted public comments and provided their complete contact 
information so as to receive future notifications. Additionally, information regarding Quemetco 
is available on the South Coast AQMD’s website at http://www.aqmd.gov/home/news-
events/community-investigations/quemetco. The EIR includes an analysis of the potential air 
quality and GHG emissions (including baseline and proposed Project air toxics) in Section 4.2 
and Appendix D. All of the proposed Project’s potential impacts would be less than significant.  
  

http://www.aqmd.gov/home/news-events/community-investigations/quemetco
http://www.aqmd.gov/home/news-events/community-investigations/quemetco
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Comment SM1-39 – Gordon Lu 

 
Response to Comment SM1-39 
South Coast AQMD’s mission includes a responsibility within its jurisdiction to: “All residents 
[who] have a right to live and work in an environment of clean air and we [South Coast AQMD] 
are committed to undertaking all necessary steps to protect public health from air pollution with 
sensitivity to the impacts of our actions on the community, public agencies and businesses.” The 
EIR analyzed all of the proposed Project’s potential environmental impacts and determined that 
all impacts and determined that all impacts would be less than significant.   
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Comment SM1-40 –Diane Mihara 

 
Response to Comment SM1-40 
DTSC’s soils remediation activities, as described in more detail in Section 3.4 of the EIR, are 
addressing historic soil contamination and are not necessarily reflective of today’s activity and 
compliance with South Coast AQMD requirements including but not limited to Rule 1420.1 
which was designed to curb toxic emissions and penalize exceedances with curtailment of 
facility operations. DTSC has been working with Quemetco to address historic soils 
contamination through collection of soil samples, establishment of a work plan for corrective 
action and implementation of that work plan. The area established by DTSC as “Quemetco’s 
Impacted Area” has been remediated and the report findings are awaiting DTSC’s review and 
approval. The proposed Project assessed in this EIR does not result in any soils disturbance (on 
or offsite) nor any changes that would affect the existing soil conditions, therefore no further 
soils analysis is required. The EIR concluded that all of the proposed Project’s potential 
environmental impacts would be less than significant.  
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South Coast AQMD has prepared the NOP/IS and Draft EIR in compliance with CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15121(a); the NOP/IS and EIR are to serve as an informational document 
that: “will inform public agency decision-makers and the public generally of the significant 
environmental effects of a project, identify possible ways to minimize the significant effects, and 
describe reasonable alternatives to the project.” 
Based on feedback from the community at CEQA Scoping Meeting #1, South Coast AQMD 
scheduled and held CEQA Scoping Meeting #2 on October 22, 2018 according to the structured 
meeting format request followed by a question-and-answer session. Updated community 
information slides and handouts were also provided. Additionally, information regarding 
Quemetco is available on South Coast AQMD’s website at http://www.aqmd.gov/home/news-
events/community-investigations/quemetco.   

http://www.aqmd.gov/home/news-events/community-investigations/quemetco
http://www.aqmd.gov/home/news-events/community-investigations/quemetco
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Comment SM1-41 – Arlene Sandoval 

 
Response to Comment SM1-41 
This comment requested the facility to shut down and/or relocate. Refer to Master Response to 
Shut Down and/or Relocate the Facility.  
South Coast AQMD’s mission includes a responsibility to: “All residents [who] have a right to 
live and work in an environment of clean air and we [South Coast AQMD] are committed to 
undertaking all necessary steps to protect public health from air pollution with sensitivity to the 
impacts of our actions on the community, public agencies and businesses.” The EIR analyzed the 
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proposed Project’s potential environmental impacts and found all impacts would be less than 
significant.  
 
In addition, detailed information regarding Quemetco’s alleged permit violations and settlements 
are discussed in EIR Section 3.2 and Appendix C. OSHA has jurisdiction over safety practices, 
discussed in Section 3.4.   
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Comment SM1-42 –Rebecca Overmeyer-Velazquez 

 
Response to Comment SM1-42 
DTSC’s soils remediation activities, as described in more detail in Section 3.4 of the EIR, are 
addressing historic soil contamination and do not necessarily reflect today’s activity and 
compliance with South Coast AQMD requirements including but not limited to Rule 1420.1 
which was designed to curb toxic emissions and penalize exceedances with curtailment of 
facility operations. Please refer to Master Response on DTSC Soils Investigations and 
Remediation. The proposed Project assessed in this EIR does not result in any soils disturbance 
(on or offsite) nor any changes that would affect the existing soil conditions, therefore no further 
soils analysis is required.  
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A discussion of the facility’s DTSC permit and renewal process can be found in Section 3.2 and 
Appendix C in the EIR. The Hazardous Waste Facility Operation and Post-Closure Permit 
(RCRA permit) was initially issued by DTSC on September 15, 2005, and is currently in a 
renewal process. This RCRA permit allows Quemetco to operate the equipment and processes 
relevant to the Capacity Upgrade Project as miscellaneous hazardous waste management units 
(HWMUs) along with the other HMWUs at the facility. The current permit establishes maximum 
capacities for each piece of equipment and a maximum daily throughput for the reverberatory 
furnace, electric arc furnace, and rotary/kiln feed dryer.  
DTSC is a CEQA responsible agency with regards to the proposed Project and has discretionary 
approval. The proposed Project does not include any physical facility modifications or new 
activities that could contribute to a change in existing onsite hazards. Please refer to Master 
Response on DTSC Soils Investigations and Remediation. For these reasons, the outcome of the 
DTSC soils studies will have no effect on the assessment of the proposed Project. Additionally, 
Quemetco will continue to be required to comply with all applicable programs, plans, and 
regulations relating to hazards and hazardous materials including DTSC’s RCRA permit.  
The EIR includes an analysis of the potential air quality and GHG emissions (including air 
toxics), energy, hazards and hazardous materials, hydrology and water quality, and transportation 
impacts from the proposed Project to the surrounding community. The EIR includes an HRA. 
Separate HRAs were conducted for the baseline (existing setting) and proposed Project 
conditions to determine the net increase in health risk (from mobile and stationary sources during 
normal operations and described in detail in Appendix D.1: Technical Air Quality Methods and 
Emissions Assumptions). Sensitive receptors within a 5,000-meter radius distance from the 
facility were included in the residential receptor analysis (also referred to as a 10-kilometer grid 
which is equivalent to 6.2 miles).  
Table 4.2-8 in the EIR shows that the potential incremental (net) cancer risk impacts, inclusive of 
both stationary and mobile sources during normal operations, from the proposed Project would 
be less than the South Coast AQMD threshold for MEIR and MEIW receptors. The proposed 
Project’s potential non-cancer risk net impacts, which are represented as Maximum Chronic 
Hazard Index and Maximum Acute Hazard Index, are also less than their respective South Coast 
AQMD significance thresholds. For these reasons, the potential net health risk impact from the 
proposed Project would not generate significant public health impacts from toxic air emissions.  
Quemetco is an existing facility operating within the City of Industry and is consistent with its 
industrial zoning and general plan designation. Quemetco has been at the current location for 
more than 60 years and is included in the City of Industry General Plan. Further, Quemetco is an 
allowed use within the City of Industry and the proposed Project does not trigger any 
discretionary actions by the City of Industry. 
South Coast AQMD has no jurisdiction over the siting of the Quemetco facility or the siting of 
the schools or residences in the area. However, South Coast AQMD has rules and regulations 
which are applicable to the Quemetco facility and that require consideration of the proximity of 
schools, residences and other sensitive receptors when reviewing proposed Projects at the 
facility. 
Additionally, South Coast AQMD does not have the authority to require the facility to be 
relocated or for a different activity to be put on this site. Chapter 5 of the EIR analyzes the 
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following alternatives to the proposed Project: Alternative 1 - No Project (i.e., not going forward 
with the proposed Project), Alternative 2 - Reduced Capacity Project, Alternative 3 - Offsite 
Facility, and Alternative 4 - Close the Facility.  
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Comment SM1-43 – Bernice Tran 

 
Response to Comment SM1-43 
A description of source testing locations, CEMS and air monitoring stations is located in EIR 
Section 2.4.7: Air Pollution Control Systems and depicted in Figure 2.8 in Chapter 2 – Proposed 
Project. The Quemetco facility CEMS are used for monitoring various pollutants, and the daily 
readings from the CEMS are used to demonstrate compliance with South Coast AQMD rules and 
regulations including Rule 1420.1. Additionally, ambient air quality monitoring stations located 
around the facility’s perimeter and in the area surrounding the facility provide additional data for 
lead and arsenic. With the new CO CEMS included with the proposed Project, Quemetco will 
have five CEMS monitors: CO. CO2, NOx, SOx and arsenic. Information about South Coast 
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AQMD’s offsite air monitoring station is located here: http://www.aqmd.gov/home/news-
events/community-investigations/quemetco/air-monitoring.  
Specifically, to estimate public health impacts from the proposed Project’s air toxics emissions, 
the EIR includes preparation of an HRA. Separate HRAs were conducted for the baseline 
(existing setting) and proposed Project conditions to determine the net increase in health risk 
(from mobile and stationary sources during normal operations and described in detail in 
Appendix D.1: Technical Air Quality Methods and Emissions Assumptions). Sensitive receptors 
within a 5,000-meter radius distance from the facility were included in the residential receptor 
analysis (also referred to as a 10-kilometer grid which is equivalent to 6.2 miles).  
Table 4.2-8 in the EIR shows that the potential incremental (net) cancer risk impacts, inclusive of 
both stationary and mobile sources during normal operations, from the proposed Project would 
be less than the South Coast AQMD threshold for MEIR and MEIW receptors. The proposed 
Project’s potential non-cancer risk net impacts, which are represented as Maximum Chronic 
Hazard Index and Maximum Acute Hazard Index, are also less than their respective South Coast 
AQMD significance thresholds. For these reasons, the potential net health risk impact from the 
proposed Project would not generate significant public health impacts from toxic air emissions.  
The potential impacts to biological resources, which includes trees, analyzed in the NOP/IS 
Section IV. No potential impacts to biological resources or trees were identified. The EIR 
includes an analysis of the potential air quality and GHG emissions (including air toxics), 
energy, hazards and hazardous materials, hydrology and water quality, and transportation 
impacts from the proposed Project to the surrounding community. All of the proposed Project’s 
potential impacts would be less than significant.  
This comment requested the facility to shut down and/or relocate. Refer to Master Response to 
Shut Down and/or Relocate the Facility.   

http://www.aqmd.gov/home/news-events/community-investigations/quemetco/air-monitoring
http://www.aqmd.gov/home/news-events/community-investigations/quemetco/air-monitoring
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Comment SM1-44 –Rose Gudid Escobar 
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Response to Comment SM1-44 
South Coast AQMD’s mission includes a responsibility to: “All residents [who] have a right to 
live and work in an environment of clean air and we [South Coast AQMD] are committed to 
undertaking all necessary steps to protect public health from air pollution with sensitivity to the 
impacts of our actions on the community, public agencies and businesses.”  
The EIR includes an analysis of the proposed Project’s potential air quality and GHG emissions 
(including air toxics), energy, hazards and hazardous materials, hydrology and water quality, and 
transportation impacts. Chapter 5 of the EIR analyzes the following alternatives to the proposed 
Project: Alternative 1 - No Project (i.e., not going forward with the proposed Project), 
Alternative 2 - Reduced Capacity Project, Alternative 3 - Offsite Facility, and Alternative 4 - 
Close the Facility. The EIR found that all of the proposed Project’s potential environmental 
impacts would be less than significant.  
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Comment SM1-45 – Ronald Lu 

 
Response to Comment SM1-45 
The air quality impacts of the proposed Project are discussed in Section 4.2 and Appendix D. 
The EIR also includes an HRA, which analyzes the potential health risks to the surrounding 
areas, including residences, from the proposed Project (see Section 4.2 and Appendix D). The 
EIR found that all of the proposed Project’s potential environmental impacts would be less than 
significant. 
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Comment SM1-46 – Jason Miller 

 
Response to Comment SM1-46 
This comment requested the facility to shut down and/or relocate. Refer to Master Response to 
Shut Down and/or Relocate the Facility. The EIR found that all of the proposed Project’s 
potential environmental impacts would be less than significant.   
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Comment SM1-47 – Joe R. Lujano 

 
Response to Comment SM1-47 
No comment was provided; thus, no response is required. The address has been added to the 
notification list for the proposed Project. 
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Comment SM1-48 – Maria Elena Nunez 
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Response to Comment SM1-48 
This comment requested the facility to shut down and/or relocate. Refer to Master Response to 
Shut Down and/or Relocate the Facility.  
The EIR includes an analysis of the proposed Project’s potential air quality and GHG emissions 
(including air toxics), energy, hazards and hazardous materials, hydrology and water quality, and 
transportation impacts. To estimate public health impacts from the proposed Project’s air toxics 
emissions, the EIR includes an HRA. Separate HRAs were conducted for the baseline (existing 
setting) and proposed Project conditions to determine the net increase in health risk (from mobile 
and stationary sources during normal operations and described in detail in Appendix D.1: 
Technical Air Quality Methods and Emissions Assumptions). Sensitive receptors within a 5,000-
meter radius distance from the facility were included in the residential receptor analysis (also 
referred to as a 10-kilometer grid which is equivalent to 6.2 miles).  
Table 4.2-8 in the EIR shows that the potential incremental (net) cancer risk impacts, inclusive of 
both stationary and mobile sources during normal operations, from the proposed Project would 
be less than the South Coast AQMD threshold for MEIR and MEIW receptors. The proposed 
Project’s potential non-cancer risk net impacts, which are represented as Maximum Chronic 
Hazard Index and Maximum Acute Hazard Index, are also less than their respective South Coast 
AQMD significance thresholds. For these reasons, the potential net health risk impact from the 
proposed Project would not generate significant public health impacts from toxic air emissions. 
The EIR found that all of the proposed Project’s potential environmental impacts would be less 
than significant.  
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Comment SM1-49 – Andrea Gorden 
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Response to Comment SM1-49 
The South Coast AQMD rules and regulations which are applicable to the facility and will 
continue to apply to the proposed Project and the facility’s compliance history, including current 
compliance status and previous violations, are discussed in Section 3.2 and Appendix C of the 
EIR. The potential air quality impacts of the proposed Project are discussed in Section 4.2 and 
Appendix D of the EIR. The various regulatory and permitting requirements applicable to 
Quemetco have become more rigorous and expansive over time (e.g., South Coast AQMD Rule 
1420.1). Additionally, the air pollution control technology in operation at the facility has 
advanced substantially over time. A detailed explanation of the facility’s current air pollution 
control systems is provided in Chapter 2. Further, the proposed Project includes the addition of a 
carbon monoxide (CO) continuous emissions monitoring system (CEMS) to the Wet 
Electrostatic Precipitator (WESP) stack to measure compliance with CO emission limits. The 
EIR also includes an HRA, which analyzes the potential health risks to the surrounding areas 
from the proposed Project (see Section 4.2 and Appendix D for list of toxins modeled).  
The format of CEQA Scoping Meeting #1 held on September 13, 2018 at the Hacienda Heights 
Community Center was structured in an “open house” format with the intent of allowing 
attendees the flexibility to attend the meeting at varying times throughout the evening. The free-
flow style empowered attendees to learn about the proposed Project at their own pace. Personnel 
from South Coast AQMD, DTSC and other agencies were present to answer questions about the 
facility in personalized interactions with attendees. The room was set up with an open floor plan 
so that attendees could stroll throughout the room and read various poster boards explaining the 
facility’s processes, the CEQA process, and the proposed Project. Although attendees including 
the alleged county representative mentioned in this comment were interested in speaking at this 
CEQA Scoping Meeting #1, because that was not the planned format and there were no 
transcribers at this meeting, public speaking was not included at this meeting. 
Due to complaints that the style of the first CEQA scoping meeting did not meet attendees’ 
expectations of a more structured meeting format, an announcement was made that a second 
CEQA scoping meeting with the widely-desired formal format would be scheduled.  
The second CEQA scoping meeting was scheduled for October 11, 2018, and the original 32-day 
NOP/IS comment period from August 31, 2018 to October 2, 2018 was extended an additional 
24 days to close on October 25, 2018. A notice of CEQA Scoping Meeting #2 and the NOP/IS 
public review and comment period extension was published on South Coast AQMD’s website on 
September 27, 2018 and in the Los Angeles Times newspaper on September 28, 2018. The 
announcement was also transmitted electronically to 710 email addresses on September 28, 2018 
and hard copies were mailed on October 2, 2018 and October 3, 201841 to 12,500 addresses 
within the vicinity of the proposed Project. 
The second CEQA scoping meeting held on October 11, 2018 at the Hacienda Heights 
Community Center included a formal presentation by a seated panel of South Coast AQMD 

 
41 Paper copies of the notification were sent out via U.S. Postal Service with 8,007 pieces sent on October 2, 2018 
and 2,248 pieces sent on October 3, 2018 per U.S. Postal Service Statement of Mailing receipts. 



   
Appendix B – Comments Received on the NOP/IS and During CEQA Scoping Meeting and Responses to 
Comments 
 

Appendix B B-384 October 2021 

personnel and other agency representatives (e.g., DTSC, Los Angeles County Board of 
Supervisors, Los Angeles County Fire Department, Los Angeles County Department of Public 
Health, Los Angeles County Regional Water Quality Control Board, and U.S House of 
Representatives). After the presentation, there was a question-and-answer period during which 
attendees’ comments and questions could be heard by the entire audience.  
the scoping meeting presentation is available online (http://www.aqmd.gov/docs/default-
source/ceqa/documents/permit-projects/2018/ceqa-scoping-meeting-2--final-(for-print).pdf), and 
this appendix contains all the comment letters received during the NOP/IS public comment and 
review period, the comments received during the two CEQA scoping meetings, and the 
responses to all comments as required by CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.   
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Comment SM1-50 – Chris Sanchez 

 
Response to Comment SM1-50 
The EIR includes an analysis of the proposed Project’s potential air quality and GHG emissions 
(including air toxics), energy, hazards and hazardous materials, hydrology and water quality, and 
transportation impacts. Chapter 5 of the EIR analyzes the following alternatives to the proposed 
Project: Alternative 1 - No Project (i.e., not going forward with the proposed Project), 
Alternative 2 - Reduced Capacity Project, Alternative 3 - Offsite Facility, and Alternative 4 - 
Close the Facility. The location of other lead smelters in North America is included Chapter 5. It 
is difficult to know for certain why Quemetco is the only lead smelter west of the Rockies, 
however the facility’s location was established for this use in 1959 and Quemetco has been 
updating its facility to meet the increasingly more stringent requirements for this type of 
operation including South Coast AQMD’s Rule 1420.1.   
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Comment SM1-51 – Genara Lopez 
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Response to Comment SM1-51 
This comment requested the facility to shut down and/or relocate. Refer to Master Response to 
Shut Down and/or Relocate the Facility.  
The comment includes information about the USC test without supporting details so that South 
Coast AQMD cannot verify this information. Quemetco actively partners with Los Angeles 
County Department of Public Health to pay for blood tests for members of the public including 
those who live or work near the facility. For more information about free blood lead testing, 
please call Los Angeles County Department of Public Health’s Quemetco Hotline at (213) 738-
3232. For more information about Los Angeles County Department of Public Health’s on-going 
support for the Quemetco community, visit their website at: 
http://www.publichealth.lacounty.gov/eh/docs/quemetco/ProtectYourHealthBooklet-en.pdf. The 
EIR found that all of the proposed Project’s potential environmental impacts would be less than 
significant.  

http://www.publichealth.lacounty.gov/eh/docs/quemetco/ProtectYourHealthBooklet-en.pdf
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Comment SM1-52 – Ivan Zelada 

 
Response to Comment SM1-52 
While Quemetco and Exide are both battery recyclers, Exide’s operation in the City of Vernon 
permanently closed in 2015. As a separate facility operated in the past by a separate company, 
Exide has no relationship to Quemetco and the proposed Project. Further, the details of Exide’s 
operations, facility design and air pollution control systems were not the same as Quemetco’s 
operations, facility design and air pollution control systems. Exide began operation in the 1920s, 
several decades earlier than Quemetco.  
Quemetco was the first facility to install a WESP to control lead emissions from a Secondary 
Lead Smelting operation. Exide resisted installation of similar technology at the Vernon facility. 
As a result, the lead emission profile for the two facilities is very different. During Exide’s last 
two full years of operation, 2014 and 2013, Exide’s lead emissions were reported as 211.73 
pounds per year and 317.948 pounds per year respectively according to annual emissions reports 
submitted to SCAQMD and obtained via SCAQMD’s FIND website (South Coast AQMD, 
2013-2014a; South Coast AQMD, 2013-2014b). During this same period Quemetco reported 
lead emissions of 4.728 pounds per year (2014) and 6.779 pounds per year (2013). Moreover, 
Exide’s past violations are not germane to Quemetco, the proposed Project, the analysis in this 
EIR or the CEQA process that South Coast AQMD is undertaking as lead agency. For these 
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reasons, information pertaining to the Exide facility and its previous operations are not included 
in this EIR. The EIR for this proposed Project concluded that all potential environmental impacts 
would be less than significant.  
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Comment SM1-53 – Eduardo Guijarro 

 
Response to Comment SM1-53 
DTSC’s soils remediation activities, as described in more detail in Section 3.4 of the EIR, are 
addressing historic soil contamination. Please refer to Master Response on DTSC Soils 
Investigations and Remediation. The proposed Project assessed in this EIR does not result in any 
soils disturbance (on or offsite) nor any changes that would affect the existing soil conditions, 
therefore no further soils analysis is required. 
The air quality impacts of the proposed Project are discussed in Section 4.2 of the EIR. The EIR 
also includes an HRA, which analyzes the potential health risks for baseline (existing setting) 
and proposed Project conditions to the surrounding areas from the proposed Project (see Section 
4.2 and Appendix D). The EIR for this proposed Project concluded that all potential 
environmental impacts would be less than significant.  
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Comment SM1-54 – Marlou Urias 
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Response to Comment SM1-54 
The EIR includes an analysis of the potential air quality and GHG emissions (including air 
toxics), energy, hazards and hazardous materials, hydrology and water quality, and transportation 
impacts from the proposed Project to the surrounding community. All proposed Project potential 
environmental impacts would be less than significant. The EIR includes an HRA. Separate 
HRAs were conducted for the baseline (existing setting) and proposed Project conditions to 
determine the net increase in health risk (from mobile and stationary sources during normal 
operations and described in detail in Appendix D.1: Technical Air Quality Methods and 
Emissions Assumptions). Sensitive receptors within a 5,000-meter radius distance from the 
facility were included in the residential receptor analysis (also referred to as a 10-kilometer grid 
which is equivalent to 6.2 miles).  
Table 4.2-8 in the EIR shows that the potential incremental (net) cancer risk impacts, inclusive of 
both stationary and mobile sources during normal operations, from the proposed Project would 
be less than the South Coast AQMD threshold for MEIR and MEIW receptors. The proposed 
Project’s potential non-cancer risk net impacts, which are represented as Maximum Chronic 
Hazard Index and Maximum Acute Hazard Index, are also less than their respective South Coast 
AQMD significance thresholds. For these reasons, the potential net health risk impact from the 
proposed Project would not generate significant public health impacts from toxic air emissions.  
Prior to issuing a permit, Health and Safety Code Section 42301(b) requires that an established 
air district permit system prohibit a facility from receiving a permit unless the air district is 
satisfied that the project being permitted will comply with all South Coast AQMD, CARB, and 
U.S. EPA regulatory requirements. The South Coast AQMD performs a thorough permit analysis 
to evaluate the maximum potential emissions from the permitted equipment and the resulting 
potential health risk impacts. Permit conditions are developed to provide operating parameters to 
ensure emissions stay below acceptable permit limits and risk levels as established through 
regulatory requirements. As a result of the permitting analysis, if a permit is issued, it is expected 
that the facility is or will be able to meet all air quality related regulatory requirements and 
operate in a manner that is protective of public health. The South Coast AQMD Executive 
Officer or designee will consider whether to approve the project after considering the permit 
evaluation and the CEQA analysis. (Health and Safety Code Section 42300(a); South Coast 
AQMD Administrative Code, Section 15.3.)   
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Comment SM1-55 – Sarah Solis-Miller 
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Response to Comment SM1-55 
This comment requested the facility to shut down and/or relocate. Refer to Master Response to 
Shut Down and/or Relocate the Facility.  
The EIR includes an HRA. Separate HRAs were conducted for the baseline (existing setting) and 
proposed Project conditions to determine the net increase in health risk (from mobile and 
stationary sources during normal operations and described in detail in Appendix D.1: Technical 
Air Quality Methods and Emissions Assumptions). Sensitive receptors within a 5,000-meter 
radius distance from the facility were included in the residential receptor analysis (also referred 
to as a 10-kilometer grid which is equivalent to 6.2 miles).  
Table 4.2-8 in the EIR shows that the potential incremental (net) cancer risk impacts, inclusive of 
both stationary and mobile sources during normal operations, from the proposed Project would 
be less than the South Coast AQMD threshold for MEIR and MEIW receptors. The proposed 
Project’s potential non-cancer risk net impacts, which are represented as Maximum Chronic 
Hazard Index and Maximum Acute Hazard Index, are also less than their respective South Coast 
AQMD significance thresholds. For these reasons, the potential net health risk impact from the 
proposed Project would not generate significant public health impacts from toxic air emissions.  
 
The EIR includes an analysis of the potential air quality and GHG emissions (including air 
toxics), energy, hazards and hazardous materials, hydrology and water quality, and transportation 
impacts from the proposed Project to the surrounding community. All proposed Project potential 
environmental impacts would be less than significant; therefore, mitigation measures are not 
required. 
 
  



   
Appendix B – Comments Received on the NOP/IS and During CEQA Scoping Meeting and Responses to 
Comments 
 

Appendix B B-395 October 2021 

Comment SM1-56 – Mitzi & Larry Garlon-Leyk 
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Response to Comment SM1-56 
This comment requested the facility to shut down and/or relocate. Refer to Master Response to 
Shut Down and/or Relocate the Facility.  
To estimate public health impacts (including animal health) from the proposed Project’s air 
toxics emissions, the EIR includes an HRA. Separate HRAs were conducted for the baseline 
(existing setting) and proposed Project conditions to determine the net increase in health risk 
(from mobile and stationary sources during normal operations and described in detail in 
Appendix D.1: Technical Air Quality Methods and Emissions Assumptions). Sensitive receptors 
within a 5,000-meter radius distance from the facility were included in the residential receptor 
analysis (also referred to as a 10-kilometer grid which is equivalent to 6.2 miles).  
Table 4.2-8 in the EIR shows that the potential incremental (net) cancer risk impacts, inclusive of 
both stationary and mobile sources during normal operations, from the proposed Project would 
be less than the South Coast AQMD threshold for MEIR and MEIW receptors. The proposed 
Project’s potential non-cancer risk net impacts, which are represented as Maximum Chronic 
Hazard Index and Maximum Acute Hazard Index, are also less than their respective South Coast 
AQMD significance thresholds. For these reasons, the potential net health risk impact from the 
proposed Project would not generate significant public health impacts from toxic air emissions.  
The EIR includes an analysis of the proposed Project’s potential air quality and GHG emissions 
(including air toxics), energy, hazards and hazardous materials, hydrology and water quality, and 
transportation impacts. NOP/IS Section IX, EIR Section 3.5 and EIR Section 4.5 address waste 
usage and waste water discharge (water quality) impacts. NOP/IS Section XVII, EIR Section 3.6 
and EIR Section 4.6 address transportation impacts. The analysis in the EIR concluded that all of 
the proposed Project’s potential environmental impacts would be less than significant; therefore, 
mitigation measures are not required.  
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Comments SM1-57 to SM1-123 contain identical remarks from 67 different commenters: 
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Response to Comments SM1-57 to SM1-123: 
These comments requested the facility to shut down and/or relocate. Refer to Master Response to 
Shut Down and/or Relocate the Facility.  
The EIR includes an HRA. Separate HRAs were conducted for the baseline (existing setting) and 
proposed Project conditions to determine the net increase in health risk (from mobile and 
stationary sources during normal operations and described in detail in Appendix D.1: Technical 
Air Quality Methods and Emissions Assumptions). Sensitive receptors within a 5,000-meter 
radius distance from the facility were included in the residential receptor analysis (also referred 
to as a 10-kilometer grid which is equivalent to 6.2 miles).  
Table 4.2-8 in the EIR shows that the potential incremental (net) cancer risk impacts, inclusive of 
both stationary and mobile sources during normal operations, from the proposed Project would 
be less than the South Coast AQMD threshold for MEIR and MEIW receptors. The proposed 
Project’s potential non-cancer risk net impacts, which are represented as Maximum Chronic 
Hazard Index and Maximum Acute Hazard Index, are also less than their respective South Coast 
AQMD significance thresholds. For these reasons, the potential net health risk impact from the 
proposed Project would not generate significant public health impacts from toxic air emissions. 
 
Additionally, please refer to hydrology and water quality environmental setting in EIR Section 
3.5 and an analysis of the proposed Project’s potential environmental impacts in Section 4.5 for 
more information on water testing and hydrology and water quality impacts. Quemetco does not 
discharge to groundwater and only discharges treated water to LACSD’s sanitary sewer pursuant 
to the waste discharge permit. It also discharges treated stormwater to storm water outfall 
pursuant to the stormwater general industrial permit.  
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Comment SM1-124 – Vivian Zamorano 

 
Response to Comment SM1-124 
The format of the CEQA scoping meeting held on September 13, 2018 at the Hacienda Heights 
Community Center was structured in an “open house” format with the intent of allowing 
attendees the flexibility to attend the meeting at varying times throughout the evening. The free-
flow style empowered attendees to learn about the proposed Project at their own pace. Personnel 
from South Coast AQMD, DTSC and other agencies were present to answer questions about the 
facility in personalized interactions with attendees. The room was set up with an open floor plan 
so that attendees could stroll throughout the room and read various poster boards explaining the 
facility’s processes, the CEQA process, and the proposed Project.  
Due to complaints that the style of CEQA Scoping Meeting #1 did not meet attendees’ 
expectations of a more structured meeting format, an announcement was made that a second 
CEQA scoping meeting with the widely-desired formal format would be scheduled.  
CEQA Scoping Meeting #2 was scheduled for October 11, 2018, and the original 32-day NOP/IS 
comment period from August 31, 2018 to October 2, 2018 was extended an additional 24 days to 
close on October 25, 2018. A notice of the second CEQA scoping meeting and the NOP/IS 
public review and comment period extension was published on South Coast AQMD’s website on 
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September 27, 2018 and in the Los Angeles Times newspaper on September 28, 2018. The 
announcement was also transmitted electronically to 710 email addresses on September 28, 2018 
and hard copies were mailed on October 2, 2018 and October 3, 201842 to 12,500 addresses 
within the vicinity of the proposed Project. 
The CEQA Scoping Meeting #2 held on October 11, 2018 at the Hacienda Heights Community 
Center included a formal presentation by a seated panel of South Coast AQMD personnel and 
other agency representatives (e.g., DTSC, Los Angeles County Board of Supervisors, Los 
Angeles County Fire Department, Los Angeles County Department of Public Health, Los 
Angeles County Regional Water Quality Control Board, and U.S House of Representatives). 
After the presentation, there was a question-and-answer period during which attendees’ 
comments and questions could be heard by the entire audience.  
The presentation for CEQA Scoping Meeting #2 is available on South Coast AQMD’s website at 
http://www.aqmd.gov/docs/default-source/ceqa/documents/permit-projects/2018/ceqa-scoping-
meeting-2--final-(for-print).pdf , and this appendix contains all the comment letters received 
during the NOP/IS public comment and review period, the comments received during the two 
CEQA scoping meetings, and the responses to all comments as required by CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15088. 
While Quemetco and Exide are both battery recyclers, Exide’s operation in the City of Vernon 
permanently closed in 2015. As a separate facility operated in the past by a separate company, 
Exide has no relationship to Quemetco and the proposed Project. Further, the details of Exide’s 
operations, facility design and air pollution control systems were not the same as Quemetco’s 
operations, facility design and air pollution control systems. Exide began operation in the 1920s, 
several decades earlier than Quemetco.  
Quemetco was the first facility to install a WESP to control lead emissions from a Secondary 
Lead Smelting operation. Exide resisted installation of similar technology at the Vernon facility. 
As a result, the lead emission profile for the two facilities is very different. During Exide’s last 
two full years of operation, 2014 and 2013, Exide’s lead emissions were reported as 211.73 
pounds per year and 317.948 pounds per year respectively according to annual emissions reports 
submitted to SCAQMD and obtained via SCAQMD’s FIND website (South Coast AQMD, 
2013-2014a; South Coast AQMD, 2013-2014b). During this same period Quemetco reported 
lead emissions of 4.728 pounds per year (2014) and 6.779 pounds per year (2013). 
Moreover, Exide’s past violations are not germane to Quemetco, the proposed Project, the 
analysis in this EIR or the CEQA process that South Coast AQMD is undertaking as lead 
agency. For these reasons, information pertaining to the Exide facility and its previous operations 
are not included in this EIR. The EIR for this proposed Project concluded that all potential 
environmental impacts would be less than significant. A discussion of the South Coast AQMD 
rules and regulations which are applicable to Quemetco and, will continue to apply to the 
proposed Project and the facility’s compliance history, including current compliance status, are 
discussed in Section 3.2 and Appendix C of the EIR and have a bearing on the project. The 
various regulatory and permitting requirements applicable to Quemetco have become more 

 
42 Paper copies of the notification were sent out via U.S. Postal Service with 8,007 pieces sent on October 2, 2018 
and 2,248 pieces sent on October 3, 2018 per U.S. Postal Service Statement of Mailing receipts. 

http://www.aqmd.gov/docs/default-source/ceqa/documents/permit-projects/2018/ceqa-scoping-meeting-2--final-(for-print).pdf
http://www.aqmd.gov/docs/default-source/ceqa/documents/permit-projects/2018/ceqa-scoping-meeting-2--final-(for-print).pdf
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rigorous and expansive over time (e.g., South Coast AQMD Rule 1420.1). Additionally, the air 
pollution control technology in operation at the facility has advanced substantially over time. A 
detailed explanation of the facility’s current air pollution control systems is provided in Chapter 
2. Further, the proposed Project includes the addition of a carbon monoxide (CO) continuous 
emissions monitoring system (CEMS) to the Wet Electrostatic Precipitator (WESP) stack to 
measure compliance with CO emission limits. 
While Chapter 2 of the NOP/IS uses an environmental checklist to identify the potential impacts 
from the proposed Project that will require further analysis in an EIR as required pursuant to the 
CEQA Guidelines, the NOP/IS is the first step in a multi-step CEQA assessment process. The 
second step in the process is the EIR which includes an extensive analysis of the proposed 
Project’s potential air quality and GHG emissions (including air toxics), energy, hazards and 
hazardous materials, hydrology and water quality, and transportation impacts.  
Under CEQA, project alternatives and mitigation measures are required when potentially 
significant impacts are identified. Even though not required by CEQA for projects with less than 
significant environmental impacts, Chapter 5 of the EIR includes a discussion of project 
alternatives that were considered, with some at the suggestion or in response to public comment, 
including: Alternative 1 - No Project (i.e., not going forward with the proposed Project), 
Alternative 2 - Reduced Capacity Project, Alternative 3 - Offsite Facility, and Alternative 4 - 
Close the Facility.  
South Coast AQMD’s mission includes a responsibility to: “All residents [who] have a right to 
live and work in an environment of clean air and we [South Coast AQMD] are committed to 
undertaking all necessary steps to protect public health from air pollution with sensitivity to the 
impacts of our actions on the community, public agencies and businesses.” The EIR for this 
proposed Project concluded that all potential environmental impacts would be less than 
significant.  
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Comment SM1-125 –Marilyn Kamimuna 
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Response to Comment SM1-125 
While Quemetco and Exide are both battery recyclers, Exide’s operation in the City of Vernon 
permanently closed in 2015. As a separate facility operated in the past by a separate company, 
Exide has no relationship to Quemetco and the proposed Project. Further, the details of Exide’s 
operations, facility design and air pollution control systems were not the same as Quemetco’s 
operations, facility design and air pollution control systems. Exide began operation in the 1920s, 
several decades earlier than Quemetco.  
Quemetco was the first facility to install a WESP to control lead emissions from a Secondary 
Lead Smelting operation. Exide resisted installation of similar technology at the Vernon facility. 
As a result, the lead emission profile for the two facilities is very different. During Exide’s last 
two full years of operation, 2014 and 2013, Exide’s lead emissions were reported as 211.73 
pounds per year and 317.948 pounds per year respectively according to annual emissions reports 
submitted to SCAQMD and obtained via SCAQMD’s FIND website (South Coast AQMD, 
2013-2014a; South Coast AQMD, 2013-2014b). During this same period Quemetco reported 
lead emissions of 4.728 pounds per year (2014) and 6.779 pounds per year (2013). 
  Moreover, Exide’s past violations are not germane to Quemetco, the proposed Project, the 
analysis in this EIR or the CEQA process that South Coast AQMD is undertaking as lead 
agency. For these reasons, information pertaining to the Exide facility and its previous operations 
are not included in this EIR. The EIR for this proposed Project concluded that all potential 
environmental impacts would be less than significant. DTSC’s soils remediation activities, as 
described in more detail in Section 3.4 of the EIR, are addressing historic soil contamination and 
do not necessarily reflect today's operations, and compliance with South Coast AQMD 
requirements including but not limited to Rule 1420.1 which was designed to curb toxic 
emissions and penalize each exceedance with curtailment of facility operations. Please refer to 
Master Response on DTSC Soils Investigations and Remediation. The proposed Project assessed 
in this EIR does not result in any soils disturbance (on or offsite) nor any changes that would 
affect the existing soil conditions, therefore no further soils analysis is required. 
Quemetco is an existing operating facility and is allowed to operate under its existing permits 
and permit conditions. The proposed Project is a capacity upgrade which would modify the 
existing facility permits to allow an increase in the facility’s feed rate without physical 
modifications to the existing facility.  
A discussion of the South Coast AQMD rules and regulations which are applicable to Quemetco, 
and will continue to apply to the proposed Project, and the facility’s compliance history, 
including current compliance status, are discussed in Section 3.2 and Appendix C of the EIR and 
have a bearing on the project. The various regulatory and permitting requirements applicable to 
Quemetco have become more rigorous and expansive over time (e.g., South Coast AQMD Rule 
1420.1). Additionally, the air pollution control technology in operation at the facility has 
advanced substantially over time. A detailed explanation of the facility’s current air pollution 
control systems is provided in Chapter 2. Further, the proposed Project includes the addition of a 
carbon monoxide (CO) continuous emissions monitoring system (CEMS) to the Wet 
Electrostatic Precipitator (WESP) stack to measure compliance with CO emission limits. 
While Chapter 2 of the NOP/IS uses an environmental checklist to identify the potential impacts 
from the proposed Project that will require further analysis in an EIR as required pursuant to the 
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CEQA Guidelines, the NOP/IS is the first step in a multi-step CEQA assessment process. The 
second step in the process is the EIR which includes an extensive analysis of the proposed 
Project’s potential air quality and GHG emissions (including air toxics), energy, hazards and 
hazardous materials, hydrology and water quality, and transportation impacts.   
Under CEQA, project alternatives and mitigation measures are required when potentially 
significant impacts are identified. Even though not required by CEQA for projects with less than 
significant environmental impacts, Chapter 5 of the EIR includes a discussion of project 
alternatives that were considered, with some at the suggestion or in response to public comment, 
including: Alternative 1 - No Project (i.e., not going forward with the proposed Project), 
Alternative 2 - Reduced Capacity Project, Alternative 3 - Offsite Facility, and Alternative 4 - 
Close the Facility.  
South Coast AQMD’s mission includes a responsibility to: “All residents [who] have a right to 
live and work in an environment of clean air and we [South Coast AQMD] are committed to 
undertaking all necessary steps to protect public health from air pollution with sensitivity to the 
impacts of our actions on the community, public agencies and businesses.” The EIR for this 
proposed Project concluded that all potential environmental impacts would be less than 
significant. 
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CEQA SCOPING MEETING #2 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 
 
The NOP/IS was circulated for a 56-day public review and comment period starting August 31, 
2018 and ending October 25, 2018. In addition, the South Coast AQMD conducted two CEQA 
scoping meetings at the Hacienda Heights Community Center, on September 13, 2018 (CEQA 
Scoping Meeting #1) and October 11, 2018 (CEQA Scoping Meeting #2) to take public 
comment on the proposed Project. The South Coast AQMD received 28 oral comments during 
CEQA Scoping Meeting #2. All comments received during CEQA Scoping Meeting #2 and the 
associated responses are compiled below. See Table B-3 in Appendix B Introduction for a list of 
these commenters.
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Response to Comment SM2-1 
To estimate public health impacts () from the proposed Project’s potential air toxics emissions, 
the EIR includes of an HRA. Separate HRAs were conducted for the baseline (existing setting) 
and proposed Project conditions to determine the net increase in health risk (from mobile and 
stationary sources during normal operations and described in detail in Appendix D.1: Technical 
Air Quality Methods and Emissions Assumptions). Sensitive receptors within a 5,000-meter 
radius distance from the facility were included in the residential receptor analysis (also referred 
to as a 10-kilometer grid which is equivalent to 6.2 miles).  
Table 4.2-8 in the EIR shows that the potential incremental (net) cancer risk impacts, inclusive of 
both stationary and mobile sources during normal operations, from the proposed Project would 
be less than South Coast AQMD threshold for MEIR and MEIW receptors. The proposed 
Project’s potential non-cancer risk net impacts, which are represented as Maximum Chronic 
Hazard Index and Maximum Acute Hazard Index, are also less than their respective South Coast 
AQMD significance thresholds. For these reasons, the potential net health risk impact from the 
proposed Project would not generate significant public health impacts from toxic air emissions.  
The EIR includes an analysis of the proposed Project’s potential air quality and GHG emissions 
(including air toxics), energy, hazards and hazardous materials, hydrology and water quality, and 
transportation impacts. The analysis in the EIR concluded that potential impacts identified for 
any environmental topic area would be less than significant; therefore, mitigation measures are 
not required.  
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Comment SM2-2 – Adriana Quinones 
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Response to Comment SM2-2 
See also Response to Comment SM2-1. The comment period for the NOP/IS was the first 
opportunity for public comment. The NOP/IS was circulated for a 56-day public review and the 
comment period starting August 31, 2018 and ending October 25, 2018. In addition, South Coast 
AQMD conducted two CEQA scoping meetings at the Hacienda Heights Community Center, on 
September 13, 2018 and October 11, 2018 to take public comment on the proposed Project. 
There were elected and appointed officials at both CEQA Scoping Meeting #1 and CEQA 
Scoping Meeting #2. While these officials do not have approval authority or oversight over the 
proposed Project, they presented the views of their constituents. In addition, the Draft EIR has 
been circulated for a public review and comment period of no less than 45 days, and the NOP/IS 
circulated for 56 days (rather than 30 days).  
To estimate public health impacts () from the proposed Project’s air toxics emissions, the EIR 
includes an HRA. Separate HRAs were conducted for the baseline and proposed Project 
conditions to determine the net increase in health risk (from mobile and stationary sources during 
normal operations and described in detail in Appendix D.1: Technical Air Quality Methods and 
Emissions Assumptions). Sensitive receptors within a 5,000-meter radius distance from the 
facility were included in the residential receptor analysis (also referred to as a 10-kilometer grid 
which is equivalent to 6.2 miles).  
Table 4.2-8 in the EIR shows that the potential incremental (net) cancer risk impacts, inclusive of 
both stationary and mobile sources during normal operations, from the proposed Project would 
be less than South Coast AQMD threshold for MEIR and MEIW receptors. The proposed 
project’s potential non-cancer risk net impacts, which are represented as Maximum Chronic 
Hazard Index and Maximum Acute Hazard Index, are also less than their respective South Coast 
AQMD significance thresholds. For these reasons, the potential net health risk impact from the 
proposed Project would not generate significant public health impacts from toxic air emissions.  
The EIR includes an analysis of the potential air quality and GHG emissions (including air 
toxics), energy, hazards and hazardous materials, hydrology and water quality, and transportation 
impacts from the proposed Project to the surrounding community. The analysis in the EIR 
concluded that potential impacts identified for any environmental topic area would be less than 
significant; therefore, mitigation measures are not required.  
 
  



Appendix B – Comments Received on the NOP/IS and During CEQA Scoping Meeting and Responses to 
Comments 

Appendix B B-412 October 2021 

Comment SM2-3 – Bing Chen 
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Response to Comment SM2-3 
This comment requested the facility to shut down and/or relocate. Refer to Master Response to 
Shut Down and/or Relocate the Facility.  
In addition, South Coast AQMD and DTSC each individually host their public files and public 
outreach for the Quemetco facility as it relates to their individual permits and regulatory 
requirements. See South Coast AQMD’s Facility Information Detail (FIND) for facility 
information and emissions information: https://xappprod.aqmd.gov/find. The Quemetco facility 
can be found by searching for Facility ID 8547. South Coast AQMD also has a website dedicated 
to the Quemetco proposed Project: [http://www.aqmd.gov/home/news-events/community-
investigations/quemetco]. South Coast AQMD has a signup page so that the public can receive 
email alerts regarding rule development. Meeting notices, presentations and draft rules are also 
posted on South Coast AQMD’s website so that the public has full access to our rule 
development process: [http://www.aqmd.gov/home/rules-compliance/rules/scaqmd-rule-
book/proposed-rules]. 
See DTSC’s EnviroStor for DTSC information on Quemetco: 
[https://www.envirostor.dtsc.ca.gov/public/profile_report?global_id=80001454].  
In accordance with NOx RECLAIM, Quemetco has CEMS that monitor NOx and SOx. 
Emission reports are sent to South Coast AQMD as required by Regulation XX. As required by 
Cap-and-Trade, the facility also has CEMS to monitor CO2. Additionally, annual emission 
summaries for each permitted facility are summarized on FIND: https://xappprod.aqmd.gov/find. 
The Quemetco facility can be found by searching for Facility ID 8547. Note that FIND provides 
emission data from the Annual Emissions Reports and does not provide real-time CEMS data on 
a publicly available website.  
When permit violations are found, the facility receives a NOV and is required to take further 
actions to remedy the violation .When conditions in Rule 1420.1 are violated, the facility is 
required to submit a compliance plan identifying additional lead reduction strategies, a 
curtailment plan, and a study assessing the economic, technical, and physical feasibility of 
achieving a lower point source emission limit of 0.003 lb/hour, if the ambient lead concentration 
exceeded 0.120 μg/m3 over a 30-day rolling average. 
If there is a power supply interruption, the facility’s backup power supply automatically ensures 
continuous operation of the air pollution control equipment. South Coast AQMD Rule 1420.1 
requires public notification in the event of an unplanned shut down of air pollution control 
equipment in the form of an email that is sent within one-hour of the unplanned shutdown. To 
join the email list, click here: http://www.aqmd.gov/sign-up (scroll down and click the Quemetco 
box under the “Community Investigations” banner). 
The facility has prepared an Emergency Response Plan (refer to Section 3.4 - Hazards and 
Hazardous Materials for more information) which is filed and monitored by the Los Angeles 
County Fire Department and available for review by South Coast AQMD and DTSC.  

https://xappprod.aqmd.gov/find
http://www.aqmd.gov/home/news-events/community-investigations/quemetco
http://www.aqmd.gov/home/news-events/community-investigations/quemetco
http://www.aqmd.gov/home/rules-compliance/rules/scaqmd-rule-book/proposed-rules
http://www.aqmd.gov/home/rules-compliance/rules/scaqmd-rule-book/proposed-rules
https://www.envirostor.dtsc.ca.gov/public/profile_report?global_id=80001454
https://xappprod.aqmd.gov/find
http://www.aqmd.gov/sign-up
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The comment requests warning signs to be placed outside the facility. The facility is surrounded 
by security gates. Quemetco participated in Proposition 6543 until approximately 2010 or 2011. 
After installation of the WESP in 2010, the facility no longer met the thresholds for participation 
in this Proposition 65 notification program because the WESP substantially reduced all ambient 
releases of toxics on the Proposition 65 list of toxic chemicals. Proposition 65 required that, 
warning of potential exposure to certain chemicals be posted and provided for visitors to certain 
areas of the facility.  
Outside of the fenceline of the facility, Proposition 65 warnings have not been provided since 
2010, because the potential environmental exposure risk has been less than Proposition 65 risk 
levels. Quemetco compares the results of source tests to exposure levels beyond the fenceline to 
confirm whether environmental exposures from the Facility’s emissions are below Proposition 
65 safe harbor levels. Since 2010, the results have confirmed that the risk from the facility is 
below Proposition 65 safe harbor levels. For these reasons, Quemetco is no longer required to 
send out letters to members of the community who were previously on the Proposition 65 
notification list.  
As part of the EIR, an HRA, which analyzes the potential health risks from the proposed Project 
to the surrounding areas, was prepared (see Section 4.2 and Appendix D). The HRA evaluated 
the potential impacts of the proposed Project and determined that impacts would be less than 
significant. Additionally, the EIR assessed transportation in the NOP/IS Section XVII and the 
EIR in Sections 3.6 and 4.6; all potential impacts would be less than significant and there is no 
substantial evidence supporting additional signage. Finally, South Coast AQMD does not have 
the authority to require this type of notification. 
With respect to filing a claim lawsuit, the comment is outside the scope of the proposed Project 
or the South Coast AQMD permit modification considerations and does not raise any issues 
related to the NOP/IS or potential environmental impacts of the proposed Project; therefore, no 
further response is required. 
Quemetco has safety measures and practices in place for its employees to follow to prevent 
worker exposure to toxic materials. For example, employees are required to wear protective 
uniforms (or Tyvek suits) and respirators to protect them from lead exposure. Additionally, the 
facility conducts mandatory health and safety training for its employees on an annual basis. 
Because of the importance of personal hygiene in the control of ingestion of lead, more frequent 
training and coaching is implemented to control personal habits that may increase exposures. As 
required by CalOSHA and Department of Public Health, Quemetco periodically administers 
blood lead tests to its employees to screen for elevated lead levels every three months for 
permanent employees. In addition, to ensure effectiveness of training, Quemetco conducts more 
frequent (monthly) blood lead monitoring of new hire employees. If an employee’s blood levels 
exceed any action thresholds, that employee repeats monthly blood tests and enters a coaching 
program. If blood levels are elevated, Quemetco voluntarily uses an outside specialist to 
investigate issues and identify the potential source of the contamination. Given these are OSHA 
requirements, the results of the blood testing information are protected under the Health 
Insurance Portability and Accountability Act (HIPAA).  

 
43 Proposition 65 requires businesses to notify Californians about significant amounts of chemicals in the products 
they purchase, in their homes or workplaces, or that are released into the environment. 
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The South Coast AQMD rules and regulations which are applicable to the Quemetco facility 
have extensive requirements for addressing emissions of lead and other toxics, but none require 
the screening or testing of any facility’s employees’ blood. As a lead agency, South Coast 
AQMD’s must comply with all requirements of CEQA, including an analysis of a proposed 
project’s environmental impacts.  This does not include screening or testing of any facility’s 
employees’ blood. 
Quemetco actively partners with Los Angeles County Department of Public Health to pay for 
blood tests for members of the public including those who live or work near the facility. For 
more information about free blood lead testing, please call Los Angeles County Department of 
Public Health’s Quemetco Hotline at (213) 738-3232. For more information about Los Angeles 
County Department of Public Health’s on-going support for the Quemetco community, visit their 
website at: http://www.publichealth.lacounty.gov/eh/docs/quemetco/ProtectYourHealthBooklet-
en.pdf. 
The NOP/IS analyzed the proposed Project’s potential impacts to geology and soils and found 
them to be less than significant, therefore this topic it is not analyzed further in the EIR. The 
facility also maintains a contingency plan and fire prevention plan which is approved by the Los 
Angeles County Fire Department as the CUPA agency, an Underground Storage Tank 
Monitoring and Emergency Plan which is approved by Los Angeles County Fire Department and 
Los Angeles County Public Works Department, and the facility trains staff on procedures for 
emergency preparedness. It should also be noted that the facility is strictly regulated by multiple 
agencies (e.g., DTSC, CalEPA, Los Angeles County Fire Department and Los Angeles County 
Public Works Department) to ensure that hazardous materials are not released, whether from a 
geologic event or otherwise. The comment does not raise any geology and soils issues which 
were not previously analyzed or considered, nor does the comment provide evidence that 
supports additional seismic modeling is required for a project with no ground disturbance. 
The EIR includes an analysis of the proposed Project’s potential air quality and GHG emissions 
(including air toxics), energy, hazards and hazardous materials, hydrology and water quality, and 
transportation impacts. The analysis of these environmental topic areas in the EIR concluded that 
the proposed Project would result in less than significant impacts; therefore, mitigation measures 
are not required. 
DTSC’s soils remediation activities, as described in more detail in Section 3.4 of the EIR, are 
addressing historic soil contamination and do not necessarily reflect today’s operations and 
compliance with South Coast AQMD requirements including but not limited to Rule 1420.1 
which was designed to curb toxic emissions and penalized exceedances with curtailment of 
facility operations. Please refer to Master Response on DTSC Soils Investigations and 
Remediation. The proposed Project assessed in this EIR does not result in any soils disturbance 
(on or offsite) nor any changes that would affect the existing soil conditions, therefore no further 
soils analysis is required. 
Detailed information regarding Quemetco’s permit violations and settlements are discussed in 
Section 3.2 and Appendix C in the EIR. Prior to issuing a permit, Health and Safety Code 
Section 42301(b) requires that an established air district permit system prohibit a facility from 
receiving a permit unless the air district is satisfied that the project being permitted will comply 
with all South Coast AQMD, CARB, and U.S. EPA regulatory requirements. The South Coast 
AQMD performs a thorough permit analysis to evaluate the maximum potential emissions from 

http://www.publichealth.lacounty.gov/eh/docs/quemetco/ProtectYourHealthBooklet-en.pdf
http://www.publichealth.lacounty.gov/eh/docs/quemetco/ProtectYourHealthBooklet-en.pdf
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the permitted equipment and the resulting potential health risk impacts. Permit conditions are 
developed to provide operating parameters to ensure emissions stay below acceptable permit 
limits and risk levels as established through regulatory requirements. As a result of the 
permitting analysis, if a permit is issued, it is expected that the facility is or will be able to meet 
all air quality related regulatory requirements and operate in a manner that is protective of public 
health. The South Coast AQMD Executive Officer or designee will consider whether to approve 
the project after considering the permit evaluation and the CEQA analysis. (Health and Safety 
Code Section 42300(a); South Coast AQMD Administrative Code, Section 15.3.)   
Moreover, after permits are issued, South Coast AQMD compliance staff conduct regular 
inspections to ensure that equipment and processes are operating in compliance with the 
applicable rules and regulations.  
Chapter 5 of the EIR analyzes the following alternatives to the proposed Project: Alternative 1 - 
No Project (i.e., not going forward with the proposed Project), Alternative 2 - Reduced Capacity 
Project, Alternative 3 - Offsite Facility, and Alternative 4 - Close the Facility. The feasibility of 
each of these alternatives was evaluated against the project objectives; facility closure would not 
meet the project objectives and therefore is not a feasible alternative. 
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Comment SM2-4 – Chris Sanchez 
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Response to Comment SM2-4 
Refer to Chapter 2 – Proposed Project for more detailed descriptions of the lead, responsible and 
commenting agencies in Section 2.6: Permits and Approvals. South Coast AQMD has authority 
over air permits, air quality, GHG and air toxics emissions. DTSC is responsible for the potential 
Hazardous Waste Facility Operation and Post-Closure Permit.  
The purpose of this assessment is to evaluate baseline (existing setting) conditions and proposed 
Project impacts. A description of the baseline condition is presented in Section 2.6 and Chapter 3 
– Environmental Setting provides detailed environmental and regulatory setting for all five 
impact areas: Section 3.2: Air Quality and GHG Emissions, Section 3.3: Energy, Section 3.4: 
Hazards and Hazardous Materials, Section 3.5: Hydrology and Water Quality and Section 3.6: 
Transportation. Chapter 4 – Environmental Impact Assessment presents the impact assessment of 
the proposed Project when compared to the aforementioned baseline condition.  
Please refer to Master Response on DTSC Soils Investigations and Remediation.  

Specifically, to estimate public health impacts (for people and family pets) from the proposed 
Project’s air toxics emissions, the EIR includes an HRA. Separate HRAs were conducted for the 
baseline and proposed Project conditions to determine the net increase in health risk (from 
mobile and stationary sources under normal operations and described in detail in Appendix D.1: 
Technical Air Quality Methods and Emissions Assumptions). Sensitive receptors within a 5,000-
meter radius distance from the facility were included in the residential receptor analysis (also 
referred to as a 10-kilometer grid which is equivalent to 6.2 miles).  

Table 4.2-8 in the EIR shows that the potential incremental (net) cancer risk impacts, inclusive of 
both stationary and mobile sources during normal operations, from proposed Project would be 
less than the South Coast AQMD threshold for MEIR and MEIW receptors. The proposed 
Project’s potential non-cancer risk net impacts, which are represented as Maximum Chronic 
Hazard Index and Maximum Acute Hazard Index, are also less than their respective South Coast 
AQMD significance thresholds. For these reasons, the potential net health risk impact from the 
proposed Project would not generate significant public health impacts from toxic air emissions. 

The South Coast AQMD rules and regulations which are applicable to the facility, and will 
continue to apply to the proposed Project, and the facility’s compliance history, including current 
compliance status, are discussed in Section 3.2 and Appendix C of the EIR. The various 
regulatory and permitting requirements applicable to Quemetco have become more rigorous and 
expansive over time (e.g., South Coast AQMD Rule 1420.1). Additionally, the air pollution 
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control technology in operation at the facility has advanced substantially over time. A detailed 
explanation of the facility’s current air pollution control systems is provided in Chapter 2. 
Further, the proposed Project includes the addition of a carbon monoxide (CO) continuous 
emissions monitoring system (CEMS) to the Wet Electrostatic Precipitator (WESP) stack to 
measure compliance with CO emission limits. 
Prior to issuing a permit, Health and Safety Code Section 42301(b) requires that an established 
air district permit system prohibit a facility from receiving a permit unless the air district is 
satisfied that the project being permitted will comply with all South Coast AQMD, CARB, and 
U.S. EPA regulatory requirements. The South Coast AQMD performs a thorough permit analysis 
to evaluate the maximum potential emissions from the permitted equipment and the resulting 
potential health risk impacts. Permit conditions are developed to provide operating parameters to 
ensure emissions stay below acceptable permit limits and risk levels as established through 
regulatory requirements. As a result of the permitting analysis, if a permit is issued, it is expected 
that the facility is or will be able to meet all air quality related regulatory requirements and 
operate in a manner that is protective of public health. The South Coast AQMD Executive 
Officer or designee will consider whether to approve the project after considering the permit 
evaluation and the CEQA analysis. (Health and Safety Code Section 42300(a); South Coast 
AQMD Administrative Code, Section 15.3.)   
Moreover, after permits are issued, South Coast AQMD compliance staff conduct regular 
inspections of to ensure that equipment and processes are operating in compliance with the 
applicable rules and regulations. 
When permit violations are found, the facility receives a NOV and is required to take further 
actions to remedy the violation. If there is an exceedance of multi-metals and/or criteria 
pollutants detected by the facility’s CEMS or air monitoring stations, the exceedance is reported 
to South Coast AQMD within a 24-hour period. When conditions in Rule 1420.1 are violated, 
the facility is required to submit a compliance plan identifying additional lead reduction 
strategies, a curtailment plan, and a study assessing the economic, technical, and physical 
feasibility of achieving a lower point source emission limit of 0.003 lb/hour, if the ambient lead 
concentration exceeded 0.120 μg/m3 over a 30-day rolling average. 
The decision to approve or deny permits is made by the South Coast AQMD Executive Officer 
or designee in accordance with Health and Safety Code Section 42300(a). 
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Comment SM2-5 – Luis Ceballos 
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Response to Comment SM2-5 
This comment requested the facility to shut down and/or relocate. Refer to Master Response to 
Shut Down and/or Relocate the Facility. 
The EIR includes a health risk assessment which analyzes the potential health risks to the 
surrounding areas and follows South Coast AQMD methodology (see Section 4.2 and Appendix 
D.1). The result of the HRA indicated the proposed Project’s potential impacts will be less than 
significant from the proposed Project. Specifically, to estimate public health impacts, separate 
HRAs were conducted for the baseline and proposed Project conditions to determine the net 
increase in health risk (from mobile and stationary sources during normal operations and 
described in detail in Appendix D.1: Technical Air Quality Methods and Emissions 
Assumptions). Sensitive receptors within a 5,000-meter radius distance from the facility were 
included in the residential receptor analysis (also referred to as a 10-kilometer grid which is 
equivalent to 6.2 miles).  

Table 4.2-8 in the EIR shows that the potential incremental (net) cancer risk impacts, inclusive of 
both stationary and mobile sources during normal operations, from proposed Project would be 
less than the South Coast AQMD threshold for MEIR and MEIW receptors. The proposed 
Project’s potential non-cancer risk net impacts, which are represented as Maximum Chronic 
Hazard Index and Maximum Acute Hazard Index, are also less than their respective South Coast 
AQMD significance thresholds. For these reasons, the potential net health risk impact from the 
proposed Project would not generate significant public health impacts from toxic air emissions. 

The EIR includes an analysis of the proposed Project’s potential air quality and GHG emissions 
(including an HRA which analyzes air toxic emissions), energy, hazards and hazardous 
materials, hydrology and water quality, and transportation impacts. Chapter 5 of the EIR 
analyzes the following alternatives to the proposed Project: Alternative 1 - No Project (i.e., not 
going forward with the proposed Project), Alternative 2 - Reduced Capacity Project, Alternative 
3 - Offsite Facility, and Alternative 4 - Close the Facility. Detailed information regarding 
Quemetco’s permit violations and settlements are discussed in Section 3.2 and Appendix C in the 
EIR.  
Prior to issuing a permit, Health and Safety Code Section 42301(b) requires that an established 
air district permit system prohibit a facility from receiving a permit unless the air district is 
satisfied that the project being permitted will comply with all South Coast AQMD, CARB, and 
U.S. EPA regulatory requirements. The South Coast AQMD performs a thorough permit analysis 
to evaluate the maximum potential emissions from the permitted equipment and the resulting 
potential health risk impacts. Permit conditions are developed to provide operating parameters to 
ensure emissions stay below acceptable permit limits and risk levels as established through 
regulatory requirements. As a result of the permitting analysis, if a permit is issued, it is expected 
that the facility is or will be able to meet all air quality related regulatory requirements and 
operate in a manner that is protective of public health. The South Coast AQMD Executive 
Officer or designee will consider whether to approve the project after considering the permit 
evaluation and the CEQA analysis. (Health and Safety Code Section 42300(a); South Coast 
AQMD Administrative Code, Section 15.3.)   
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Moreover, after permits are issued, South Coast AQMD compliance staff conduct regular 
inspections to ensure that equipment and processes are operating in compliance with the 
applicable rules and regulations. 
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Comment SM2-6 –Hacienda La Puente Unified School District Director of Facilities, Mark 
Hansberger 
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Response to Comment SM2-6 
The proposed Project is a capacity upgrade which would modify the existing facility permits to 
allow an increase in the facility’s feed rate without physical modifications to the existing facility. 
South Coast AQMD rules and regulations which are applicable to the facility, and will continue 
to apply to the proposed Project, and the facility’s compliance history, including current 
compliance status, are discussed in Section 3.2 and Appendix C of the EIR. The various 
regulatory and permitting requirements applicable to Quemetco have become more rigorous and 
expansive over time (e.g., South Coast AQMD Rule 1420.1). Additionally, the air pollution 
control technology in operation at the facility has advanced substantially over time. A detailed 
explanation of the facility’s current air pollution control systems is provided in Chapter 2. 
Further, the proposed Project includes the addition of a carbon monoxide (CO) continuous 
emissions monitoring system (CEMS) to the Wet Electrostatic Precipitator (WESP) stack to 
measure compliance with CO emission limits. 
Currently the facility is a 24-hour operation; with the proposed Project, the facility will continue 
to be a 24-hour operation. The facility implements daily inspection and maintenance of its air 
pollution control systems. Under the existing and proposed Project schedules, there are (and will 
continue to be) times when the facility is closed from one day to several weeks a year for 
equipment and facility maintenance. Additionally, the facility performs daily maintenance 
activities in compliance with its permit conditions and best practices to maintain its operations 
and housekeeping. 
DTSC’s soils remediation activities, as described in more detail in Section 3.4 of the EIR, 
address historic soil contamination and do not necessarily reflect today’s operations and 
compliance with South Coast AQMD requirements including but not limited to Rule 1420.1 
which was designed to curb toxic emissions and penalized exceedance with curtailment of 
facility operations. DTSC has been working with Quemetco to address historic soils 
contamination through collection of soil samples, establishment of a work plan for corrective 
action and implementation of that work plan. Please Refer to Master Response for DTSC Soil 
Investigation and Remediation. 
Prior to issuing a permit, Health and Safety Code Section 42301(b) requires that an established 
air district permit system prohibit a facility from receiving a permit unless the air district is 
satisfied that the project being permitted will comply with all South Coast AQMD, CARB, and 
U.S. EPA regulatory requirements. The South Coast AQMD performs a thorough permit analysis 
to evaluate the maximum potential emissions from the permitted equipment and the resulting 
potential health risk impacts. Permit conditions are developed to provide operating parameters to 
ensure emissions stay below acceptable permit limits and risk levels as established through 
regulatory requirements. As a result of the permitting analysis, if a permit is issued, it is expected 
that the facility is or will be able to meet all air quality related regulatory requirements and 
operate in a manner that is protective of public health. The South Coast AQMD Executive 
Officer or designee will consider whether to approve the project after considering the permit 
evaluation and the CEQA analysis. (Health and Safety Code Section 42300(a); South Coast 
AQMD Administrative Code, Section 15.3.)   
Moreover, after permits are issued, South Coast AQMD compliance staff conduct regular 
inspections to ensure that equipment and processes are operating in compliance with the 
applicable rules and regulations. 
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The EIR includes an HRA. Separate HRAs were conducted for the baseline (existing setting) and 
proposed Project conditions to determine the net increase in health risk (from mobile and 
stationary sources during normal operations and described in detail in Appendix D.1: Technical 
Air Quality Methods and Emissions Assumptions). Sensitive receptors within a 5,000-meter 
radius distance from the facility were included in the residential receptor analysis (also referred 
to as a 10-kilometer grid which is equivalent to 6.2 miles).  
Table 4.2-8 in the EIR shows that the potential incremental (net) cancer risk impacts, inclusive of 
both stationary and mobile sources during normal operations, from the proposed Project would 
be less than the South Coast AQMD threshold for MEIR and MEIW receptors. The proposed 
Project’s potential non-cancer risk net impacts, which are represented as Maximum Chronic 
Hazard Index and Maximum Acute Hazard Index, are also less than their respective South Coast 
AQMD significance thresholds. For these reasons, the potential net health risk impact from the 
proposed Project would not generate significant public health impacts from toxic air emissions.  
The ambient monitoring stations at Quemetco’s fenceline are in place to verify that the ambient 
levels of lead concentrations are less than the aforementioned limits in South Coast AQMD Rule 
1420.1 and the National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) lead standards (0.15 µg/m3 
averaged over a rolling 90-day period).  
When permit violations are found, the facility receives a NOV and is required to take further 
actions to remedy the violation. When conditions in Rule 1420.1 are violated, the facility is 
required to submit a compliance plan identifying additional lead reduction strategies, a 
curtailment plan, and a study assessing the economic, technical, and physical feasibility of 
achieving a lower point source emission limit of 0.003 lb/hour, if the ambient lead concentration 
exceeded 0.120 μg/m3 over a 30-day rolling average. 
In addition, Rule 1420.1 requires public notification in the event of an unplanned shut down of 
air pollution control equipment in the form of an email that is sent within one-hour of the 
unplanned shutdown. To join the email list, click here: http://www.aqmd.gov/sign-up (scroll 
down and click the Quemetco box under the “Community Investigations” banner). The EIR 
analyzed the potential impacts of the proposed Project. All impacts would be less than 
significant.  

  

http://www.aqmd.gov/sign-up
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Comment SM2-7 – Carol Oldham 
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Response to Comment SM2-7 
Quemetco is an existing operating facility which operates pursuant to existing permits issued by 
South Coast AQMD. The existing permits include conditions which limit various operations via 
emission standards and other criteria.  
To allow the facility to recycle more batteries and to eliminate the existing Compliance Stop 
Period, Quemetco is proposing to modify existing South Coast AQMD permits to: 1) increase 
the rotary/kiln feed dryer and reverberatory furnace feed rate limit from 600 tpd to 750 tpd; 2) 
increase the amount of total coke material (e.g., calcined coke, petroleum coke, or a combination 
thereof) allowed to be processed in the rotary/kiln feed dryer and reverberatory furnace from 
600,000 lbs/month to 750,000 lbs/month; and 3) allow petroleum coke, in lieu of or in addition 
to calcined coke, to be used as a smelting reagent in the reverberatory furnace and electric arc 
furnace. Currently, the facility’s rotary/kiln feed dryer and reverberatory furnace typically 
operate approximately 18-23 hours per day; however, with the proposed increase in the 
rotary/kiln feed dryer and reverberatory furnace permit limit, the rotary/kiln feed dryer and 
reverberatory furnace may operate up to 24 hours per day and as a consequence, with the hourly 
throughput expected to stay the same, the refined lead product output would increase from 
approximately 460 tpd to 575 tpd. No physical changes to the facility are needed to implement 
the proposed Project. The type of feed stock received for processing is not expected to change as 
a result of the proposed Project. 
Pursuant to South Coast AQMD Rule 301, Quemetco was required to pay permit application 
submittal fees. In addition, because the proposed changes to the existing permits are considered a 
project subject to CEQA, Rule 301 also requires Quemetco to pay fees to cover costs associated 
with evaluating the proposed Project and preparing the necessary CEQA documents. South Coast 
AQMD prepared a NOP/IS, the first step in the CEQA process, which describes the proposed 
project and identifies the environmental topic areas that would be adversely affected by the 
project requiring further review in an EIR. South Coast AQMD circulated the NOP/IS for public 
review and comment and held two CEQA scoping meetings to alert the community to the 
proposed Project, the permit evaluation process, the CEQA review process, and to discuss the 
contents of the NOP/IS and the next steps.  
South Coast AQMD then prepared a Draft EIR, the second step in the CEQA process. The 
purpose of the EIR is to provide a more extensive analysis of the environmental topic areas 
previously identified in the NOP/IS. The EIR evaluated whether the proposed Project could 
cause a significant effect on the environment as compared to the existing physical conditions in 
the environment (known as baseline conditions). South Coast AQMD circulated the Draft EIR 
for public review and comment and, although not required, is holding a public meeting to alert 
the community to the proposed Project, the permit evaluation process, the CEQA review process, 
and to discuss the contents of the Draft EIR and its conclusions. 
The EIR includes an analysis of the proposed Project’s potential air quality and GHG emissions 
(including an HRA which analyzes air toxic emissions), energy, hazards and hazardous 
materials, hydrology and water quality, and transportation impacts. The EIR for this proposed 
Project concluded that all potential environmental impacts would be less than significant. 
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Comment SM2-8 – Michael Williams 
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Response to Comment SM2-8 
The sources of feed stock are described in Section 2.4 of the EIR. Suppliers of feed stock include 
scrap yards, battery manufacturers, and used battery brokers located primarily throughout the 
western United States, generally west of the Rocky Mountains. These brokers acquire lead 
bearing scrap on the open market from many sources. This scrap is often re-sold and, as a result, 
there is the possibility that the facility may occasionally receive and process some small 
quantities of scrap from international sources indirectly through these brokers. See also Chapter 
5 – Alternatives for a discussion of the potential environmental impacts from exporting 
California generated batteries out of state and out of country. 
 
The proposed Project is a capacity upgrade which would modify the existing facility permits to 
allow an increase in the facility’s feed rate without physical modifications to the existing facility. 
The EIR includes an analysis of the proposed Project’s potential air quality and GHG emissions 
(including an HRA which analyzes air toxic emissions), energy, hazards and hazardous 
materials, hydrology and water quality, and transportation impacts. The facility is currently a 24-
hour operation and the proposed feed rate increase only applies to the rotary kiln/feed dryer and 
reverberatory furnace; all of the other permitted operations are not limited by the 600 tpd daily 
feed rate. While there may be a 25% increase in the permit limit on the rotary/kiln feed dryer and 
reverberatory furnace as well as in refined lead, the proposed Project’s estimated increase 
emissions may not be directly proportional to the feed rate increase due to the facility’s complex 
air pollution control systems. However, the potential increased emissions are not greater that 
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South Coast AQMD’s thresholds (See Table 4.2-5, 4.2-7, 4.2-8 and 4.2-9). All of the proposed 
Project’s potential impacts, including air pollutants, GHGs, and air toxics emissions would be 
less than significant, therefore mitigation measures are not required.  
The information regarding the schools located within a two-mile radius of the Quemetco facility 
was presented for informational purposes and was not intended to be a comprehensive map of all 
sensitive receptors. The proposed Project’s environmental impacts in both the NOP/IS and EIR 
were analyzed according to the applicable significance criteria for each environmental topic area. 
For example, the Health Risk Assessment in Section 4.2 (as supported in Appendix D.1) of the 
EIR utilizes a 10-kilometer grid which is equivalent to 6.2 miles, and beyond two miles), while 
some of the other environmental checklist questions call for smaller radii, such as hazards and 
hazardous materials refers to impacts within one-quarter mile of a school or two miles of an 
airport. 
DTSC’s soils remediation activities, as described in more detail in Section 3.4 of the EIR, 
address historic soil contamination and do not necessarily reflect today’s operations and 
compliance with South Coast AQMD requirements including but not limited to Rule 1420.1 
which was designed to curb toxic emissions and penalize exceedances with curtailment of 
facility operations. DTSC has been working with Quemetco to address historic soils 
contamination through collection of soil samples, establishment of a work plan for corrective 
action and implementation of that work plan. Please refer to Master Response for DTSC Soil 
Investigation and Remediation. 
Detailed information regarding Quemetco’s permit violations and settlements are discussed in 
Section 3.2 and Appendix C in the EIR.  
Prior to issuing a permit, Health and Safety Code Section 42301(b) requires that an established 
air district permit system prohibit a facility from receiving a permit unless the air district is 
satisfied that the project being permitted will comply with all South Coast AQMD, CARB, and 
U.S. EPA regulatory requirements. The South Coast AQMD performs a thorough permit analysis 
to evaluate the maximum potential emissions from the permitted equipment and the resulting 
potential health risk impacts. Permit conditions are developed to provide operating parameters to 
ensure emissions stay below acceptable permit limits and risk levels as established through 
regulatory requirements. As a result of the permitting analysis, if a permit is issued, it is expected 
that the facility is or will be able to meet all air quality related regulatory requirements and 
operate in a manner that is protective of public health. The South Coast AQMD Executive 
Officer or designee will consider whether to approve the project after considering the permit 
evaluation and the CEQA analysis. (Health and Safety Code Section 42300(a); South Coast 
AQMD Administrative Code, Section 15.3.)   
Moreover, after permits are issued, South Coast AQMD compliance staff conduct regular 
inspections to ensure that equipment and processes are operating in compliance with the 
applicable rules and regulations. 
Chapter 5 of the EIR analyzes the following alternatives to the proposed Project: Alternative 1 - 
No Project (i.e., not going forward with the proposed Project), Alternative 2 - Reduced Capacity 
Project, Alternative 3 - Offsite Facility, and Alternative 4 - Close the Facility.  
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Comment SM2-9 – Richard Kamimura 
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Response to Comment SM2-9 
South Coast AQMD’s mission includes a responsibility to: “All residents [who] have a right to 
live and work in an environment of clean air and we [South Coast AQMD] are committed to 
undertaking all necessary steps to protect public health from air pollution with sensitivity to the 
impacts of our actions on the community, public agencies and businesses.”   

As described in Chapter 2 - Proposed Project, Quemetco is currently a 24-hour facility that is 
permitted to handle and process secondary lead-acid battery feed stock and other materials. The 
dismantling of secondary lead-acid batteries and lead scrap involves the release of many toxic 
chemical and compounds and for this reason the Quemetco processing of these hazardous 
materials is within enclosed structures with extensive hazardous materials controls and air 
pollution controls and managed by regular facility cleaning and inspections (See Chapter 2 – 
Proposed Project, Section 2.4: Project Background). The facility is required to operate multiple 
air pollution control systems at all times. Four (4) onsite ambient air monitors located at 
Quemetco’s fencelines (see Figure 2-8 in the EIR) continuously monitor ambient lead and 
arsenic concentrations at the facility boundary. Information about South Coast AQMD’s offsite 
air monitoring station is located here: http://www.aqmd.gov/home/news-events/community-
investigations/quemetco/air-monitoring. 
In accordance with CEQA Guidelines Section 15121(a), the purpose of an EIR is to serve as an 
informational document that: “will inform public agency decision-makers and the public 
generally of the significant environmental effects of a project, identify possible ways to minimize 
the significant effects, and describe reasonable alternatives to the project.” 
The EIR includes an analysis of the health risks from existing and potential toxic emissions from 
the proposed Project, including arsenic, following South Coast AQMD methodology and 
guidance (see Section 4.2 and Appendix D). Separate HRAs were conducted for the baseline and 
proposed Project conditions to determine the net increase in health risk (from mobile and 
stationary sources during normal operations and described in detail in Appendix D.1: Technical 
Air Quality Methods and Emissions Assumptions). Sensitive receptors within a 5,000-meter 
radius distance from the facility were included in the residential receptor analysis (also referred 
to as a 10-kilometer grid which is equivalent to 6.2 miles).  
Table 4.2-8 in the EIR shows that the potential incremental (net) cancer risk impacts, inclusive of 
both stationary and mobile sources during normal operations, from the proposed Project would 
be less than the South Coast AQMD threshold for MEIR and MEIW receptors. The proposed 
Project’s potential non-cancer risk net impacts, which are represented as Maximum Chronic 
Hazard Index and Maximum Acute Hazard Index, are also less than their respective South Coast 
AQMD significance thresholds. For these reasons, the potential net health risk impact from the 
proposed Project would not generate significant public health impacts from toxic air emissions.  
In Chapter 3 – Environmental Setting, in Section 3.2: Air Quality and GHG Emissions, Table 
3.2-8 Quemetco’s Annual Reported TAC Emissions, Quemetco’s reported arsenic emissions 
have been less than six (6) pounds per year between 2014 and 2019. In Chapter 4 – 
Environmental Impact Analysis, Section 4.2: Air Quality and GHG Emissions, Table 4.2-5 
presents the potential daily emissions for the proposed Project and Table 4.2-6 presents the 
potential annual emissions for the proposed Project. The EIR includes an analysis of the 
proposed Project’s potential air quality and GHG emissions (including an HRA which analyzes 
air toxic emissions including arsenic), energy, hazards and hazardous materials, hydrology and 

http://www.aqmd.gov/home/news-events/community-investigations/quemetco/air-monitoring
http://www.aqmd.gov/home/news-events/community-investigations/quemetco/air-monitoring
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water quality, and transportation impacts. The analysis in the EIR concluded that all proposed 
Project’s potential impacts identified for any environmental topic area including potential 
impacts to public health (specifically including air quality and GHGs, and hazards and hazardous 
materials, accidental releases or fire hazards) would be less than significant; therefore, mitigation 
measures are not required. This South Coast AQMD CEQA assessment does not include 
modeling of estimated past historic arsenic emissions. 
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Comment SM2-10 – Carla Martinez 
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Response to Comment SM2-10 
This comment requested the facility to shut down and/or relocate. Refer to Master Response to 
Shut Down and/or Relocate the Facility. Please also refer to Master Response on DTSC Soils 
Investigations and Remediation. 

To respond about the commenters concerns about medical health issues, Quemetco actively 
partners with Los Angeles County Department of Public Health to pay for blood tests for 
members of the public including those who live or work near the facility. For more information 
about free blood lead testing, please call Los Angeles County Department of Public Health’s 
Quemetco Hotline at (213) 738-3232. For more information about Los Angeles County 
Department of Public Health’s on-going support for the Quemetco community, visit their 
website at: http://www.publichealth.lacounty.gov/eh/docs/quemetco/ProtectYourHealthBooklet-
en.pdf.  

For more information about DTSC's soils investigations, visit their website at: 
https://dtsc.ca.gov/hw-projects/quemetco-battery-recycling/. For more information about the 
potential for lead in your soils, you may contact Elsa Lopez at Elsa.Lopez@DTSC.CA.GOV. 
The South Coast AQMD rules and regulations which are applicable to the facility and will 
continue to apply to the proposed Project and the facility’s compliance history, including current 
compliance status, are discussed in Section 3.2 and Appendix C of the EIR. The various 
regulatory and permitting requirements applicable to Quemetco have become more rigorous and 
expansive over time (e.g., South Coast AQMD Rule 1420.1). Additionally, the air pollution 
control technology in operation at the facility has advanced substantially over time. A detailed 
explanation of the facility’s current air pollution control systems is provided in Chapter 2. 
Further, the proposed Project includes the addition of a carbon monoxide (CO) continuous 
emissions monitoring system (CEMS) to the Wet Electrostatic Precipitator (WESP) stack to 
measure compliance with CO emission limits. The EIR analyzes the proposed Project’s 
environmental impacts and concludes that all potential impacts would be less than significant.  

http://www.publichealth.lacounty.gov/eh/docs/quemetco/ProtectYourHealthBooklet-en.pdf
http://www.publichealth.lacounty.gov/eh/docs/quemetco/ProtectYourHealthBooklet-en.pdf
https://dtsc.ca.gov/hw-projects/quemetco-battery-recycling/
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Comment SM2-11 – Clean Air Coalition of North Whittier and Avocado Heights 
Coordinator, Rebecca Overmyer-Velazquez 
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Response to Comment SM2-11 
Quemetco is an existing operating facility which operates pursuant to existing air permits issued 
by South Coast AQMD. The existing permits include conditions which limit various operations 
via emission standards and other criteria. The South Coast AQMD rules and regulations which 
are applicable to the facility and will continue to apply to the proposed Project and the facility’s 
compliance history, including current compliance status, are discussed in Section 3.2 and 
Appendix C of the EIR. The various regulatory and permitting requirements applicable to 
Quemetco have become more rigorous and expansive over time (e.g., South Coast AQMD Rule 
1420.1). Additionally, the air pollution control technology in operation at the facility has 
advanced substantially over time. A detailed explanation of the facility’s current air pollution 
control systems is provided in Chapter 2. Further, the proposed Project includes the addition of a 
carbon monoxide (CO) continuous emissions monitoring system (CEMS) to the Wet 
Electrostatic Precipitator (WESP) stack to measure compliance with CO emission limits. 
Table 2-1 in Section 2.6: Project Description summarizes all of the year 2014 baseline activity 
levels and the proposed Project estimated activity levels. The proposed Project’s baseline 
activities are described in detail in Chapter 3 – Environmental Setting.  
Quemetco also has assurance from the San Gabriel Valley Water Company that it can and will 
serve water, and a waste discharge permit for processing and discharging treated wastewater with 
LACSD. The proposed Project is not contemplating whether to allow an increase of 135 million 
gallons of wastewater. Further, the proposed Project would not contribute to groundwater 
degradation, nor impact or be impacted by the superfund site. Further, the proposed Project has 
no components that will recycle the wastewater and turn it into drinking water. Proposed Project 
impacts from hydrology and water quality are evaluated in Section 3.5 and Section 4.5; all 
potential water usage and waste water discharge impacts were found to be less than significant. 
Quemetco is also subject to DTSC’s Hazardous Waste Facility Operations and Post-Closure 
Permit in accordance with RCRA; this permit includes groundwater monitoring (refer to Section 
3.5).  
Trucks are part of Quemetco’s existing day-to-day operations; as shown in Table 2-1 and 
evaluated in Section 3.6 and 4.6, the proposed Project’s anticipated traffic impacts (15 truck 
round trips and 6 passenger vehicle round trips a day) would be less than significant. The 
potential impacts from use of petroleum coke in the furnaces as a smelting reagent is evaluated in 
Section 4.2 and Appendix D in the EIR. All potential impacts would be less than significant.  
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Comment SM2-12 – Nancy Mertiz 
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Response to Comment SM2-12 
Quemetco is an existing operating facility in the City of Industry which operates pursuant to 
existing air permits. The existing permits include conditions which limit various operations via 
emission standards and other criteria.  
Quemetco does not operate a facility in the City of Vernon and is unrelated to any other facility 
in the City of Vernon. Since the proposed Project is for the Quemetco facility located in the City 
of Industry, the analysis in the EIR focuses on Quemetco and their proposed Project and does not 
address any facilities that are located in the City of Vernon, which is approximately 17 miles 
away.  
South Coast AQMD rules and regulations which are applicable to the facility and will continue 
to apply to the proposed Project and the facility’s compliance history, including current 
compliance status, are discussed in Section 3.2 and Appendix C of the EIR. The various 
regulatory and permitting requirements applicable to Quemetco have become more rigorous and 
expansive over time (e.g., South Coast AQMD Rule 1420.1). Additionally, the air pollution 
control technology in operation at the facility has advanced substantially over time. A detailed 
explanation of the facility’s current air pollution control systems is provided in Chapter 2. 
Further, the proposed Project includes the addition of a carbon monoxide (CO) continuous 
emissions monitoring system (CEMS) to the Wet Electrostatic Precipitator (WESP) stack to 
measure compliance with CO emission limits. 
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Comment SM2-13 – Earthjustice, Byron Chan 
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Response to Comment SM2-13 
Please also refer to Master Response on Environmental Justice. 
Under state law, “environmental justice” means the fair treatment of people of all races, cultures, 
and incomes with respect to the development, adoption, implementation, and enforcement of 
environmental laws, regulations, and policies. [Government Code Section 65040.12(e).]  
Fairness in this context means that the benefits of a healthy environment should be available to 
everyone, and the burdens of pollution should not be focused on sensitive populations or on 
communities that already are experiencing its adverse effects. South Coast AQMD adopted an 
environmental justice initiative to ensure that everyone has the right to equal protection from air 
pollution and fair access to the decision-making process that works to improve the quality of air 
within their communities. Environmental justice is program is defined by South Coast AQMD as 
the  "...equitable environmental policymaking and enforcement to protect the health of all 
residents, regardless of age, culture, ethnicity, gender, race, socioeconomic status, or 
geographic location, from the health effects of air pollution."  One of the South Coast AQMD's 
top environmental justice priorities is the implementation of ABs 617 and 134 
(http://www.aqmd.gov/nav/about/initiatives/environmental-justice/ab617-134). However, the 
Quemetco facility and its surrounding community is not currently designated as an AB 617 
community  
While neither the CEQA statute nor the CEQA Guidelines explicitly require consideration of 
environmental justice or property values when evaluating the environmental effects of the 
proposed Project, the South Coast AQMD considers disproportionate impacts on disadvantaged 
communities by evaluating the proposed Project’s potential public health and environmental 
impacts via its permitting process. Moreover, the EIR includes an extensive analysis of the 
proposed Project’s potential impacts on air quality and GHG emissions (including air toxics), 
energy, hazards and hazardous materials, hydrology and water quality, and transportation 
impacts. In addition, public health impacts associated with the proposed Project were analyzed in 
an HRA (see Section 4.2 of the EIR). Chapter 5 of the EIR analyzes the following alternatives to 
the proposed Project: Alternative 1 - No Project (i.e., not going forward with the proposed 
Project), Alternative 2 - Reduced Capacity Project, Alternative 3 - Offsite Facility, and 
Alternative 4 - Close the Facility. The analysis of all environmental topic areas evaluated in the 
EIR for the proposed Project were concluded to have either less than significant impacts or no 
impacts. Therefore, the proposed Project would have less than significant impacts on public 
health. 
 
  

http://www.aqmd.gov/nav/about/initiatives/environmental-justice/ab617-134
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Comment SM2-14 – Dianne Ortega 
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Response to Comment SM2-14 
The source of feed stock is described in Section 2.4 of the EIR. Suppliers of feed stock include 
scrap yards, battery manufacturers, and used battery brokers located primarily throughout the 
western United States, generally west of the Rocky Mountains. These brokers acquire lead 
bearing scrap on the open market from many sources. This scrap is often re-sold and, as a result, 
there is the possibility that the facility may occasionally receive and process some small 
quantities of scrap from international sources indirectly through these brokers.  See also Chapter 
5 – Alternatives for a discussion of the potential environmental impacts from exporting 
California generated batteries out of state and out of country. 
The EIR evaluated whether the proposed Project could cause a significant effect on the 
environment compared to the existing physical conditions in the environment (known as baseline 
conditions) in accordance with CEQA Guidelines Section 15002(g). 
It is also important to note that the CEQA process is just one component in the overall evaluation 
process as required by the Public Resources Code and CEQA Guidelines and does not mean that 
a project will be approved or denied. South Coast AQMD is responsible for assessing the 
potential impacts of all its permit applications to ensure compliance with CEQA statutes and 
guidelines as well as other applicable rules and regulations. The preparation and public review of 
this EIR does not equate to the approval of the proposed Project.  
The South Coast AQMD rules and regulations which are applicable to the facility and will 
continue to apply to the proposed Project and the facility’s compliance history, including current 
compliance status, are discussed in Section 3.2 and Appendix C of the EIR. The various 
regulatory and permitting requirements applicable to Quemetco have become more rigorous and 
expansive over time (e.g., South Coast AQMD Rule 1420.1). Additionally, the air pollution 
control technology in operation at the facility has advanced substantially over time. A detailed 
explanation of the facility’s current air pollution control systems is provided in Chapter 2. 
Further, the proposed Project includes the addition of a carbon monoxide (CO) continuous 
emissions monitoring system (CEMS) to the Wet Electrostatic Precipitator (WESP) stack to 
measure compliance with CO emission limits. 
Please refer to Master Response on DTSC Soils Investigations and Remediation.  
The EIR includes an analysis of the proposed Project’s potential air quality and GHG emissions 
(including an HRA which analyzes air toxic emissions), energy, hazards and hazardous 
materials, hydrology and water quality, and transportation impacts. Chapter 5 of the EIR 
analyzes the following alternatives to the proposed Project: Alternative 1 - No Project (i.e., not 
going forward with the proposed Project), Alternative 2 - Reduced Capacity Project, Alternative 
3 - Offsite Facility, and Alternative 4 - Close the Facility. The EIR for this proposed Project 
concluded that all potential environmental impacts would be less than significant. 
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Comment SM2-15 –Congresswoman Grace Napolitano Representative, Perla Hernandez 
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Response to Comment SM2-15 
This comment requested the facility to shut down and/or relocate. Refer to Master Response to 
Shut Down and/or Relocate the Facility. 
In accordance with CEQA Guidelines Section 15121(a), the purpose of an EIR is to serve as an 
informational document that: “will inform public agency decision-makers and the public 
generally of the significant environmental effects of a project, identify possible ways to minimize 
the significant effects, and describe reasonable alternatives to the project.”  Under CEQA, project 
alternatives and mitigation measures are required when potentially significant impacts are 
identified. 
The EIR evaluated whether the proposed Project could cause a significant effect on the 
environment compared to the existing physical conditions (known as baseline conditions) in 
accordance with CEQA Guidelines Section 15002(g). The EIR for the proposed Project includes 
an analysis of the proposed Project’s potential air quality and GHG emissions (including an HRA 
which analyzes air toxic emissions), energy, hazards and hazardous materials, hydrology and 
water quality, and transportation impacts from the proposed Project to the surrounding 
community. The analysis of these environmental topic areas in the EIR concluded that while the 
proposed Project may result in adverse impacts, the environmental effects were shown to be at 
less than significant such that no mitigation measures or alternatives analysis are required.  
Nonetheless, while not required by CEQA for projects with less than significant environmental 
impacts, Chapter 5 of the EIR analyzes the following alternatives to the proposed Project: 
Alternative 1 - No Project (i.e., not going forward with the proposed Project), Alternative 2 - 
Reduced Capacity Project, Alternative 3 - Offsite Facility, and Alternative 4 - Close the Facility.  
It is also important to note that the CEQA process, including the preparation and public review 
of this EIR, is just one component in the overall evaluation process as required by the Public 
Resources Code and CEQA Guidelines. This process does not mean that a project will be 
approved or denied. 
Prior to issuing a permit, Health and Safety Code Section 42301(b) requires that an established 
air district permit system prohibit a facility from receiving a permit unless the air district is 
satisfied that the project being permitted will comply with all South Coast AQMD, CARB, and 
U.S. EPA regulatory requirements. The South Coast AQMD performs a thorough permit analysis 
to evaluate the maximum potential emissions from the permitted equipment and the resulting 
potential health risk impacts. Permit conditions are developed to provide operating parameters to 
ensure emissions stay below acceptable permit limits and risk levels as established through 
regulatory requirements. As a result of the permitting analysis, if a permit is issued, it is expected 
that the facility is or will be able to meet all air quality related regulatory requirements and 
operate in a manner that is protective of public health. The South Coast AQMD Executive 
Officer or designee will consider whether to approve the project after considering the permit 
evaluation and the CEQA analysis. (Health and Safety Code Section 42300(a); South Coast 
AQMD Administrative Code, Section 15.3.)   
Moreover, after permits are issued, South Coast AQMD compliance staff conduct regular 
inspections of to ensure that equipment and processes are operating in compliance with the 
applicable rules and regulations. 
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DTSC’s soils remediation activities, as described in more detail in Section 3.4 of the EIR, are 
addressing historic soil contamination and do not necessarily reflect today’s operation and 
compliance with South Coast AQMD requirements including but not limited to Rule 1420.1 
which was designed to curb toxic emissions and penalize exceedances with curtailment of 
facility operations. Please refer to Master Response on DTSC Soils Investigations and 
Remediation. The proposed Project assessed in this EIR does not result in any soils disturbance 
(on or offsite) nor any changes that would affect the existing soil conditions, therefore no further 
soils analysis is required. The EIR for this proposed Project concluded that all potential 
environmental impacts would be less than significant. 
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Comment SM2-16 – Mitzi Leyk 
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Response to Comment SM2-16 
The proposed Project requires modifications in the facility’s South Coast AQMD’s air permits. 
The extension of the RCRA permit with DTSC is a separate permit and separate project and is 
not part of this EIR.  

The EIR includes a health risk assessment which analyzes the potential health risks to the 
surrounding areas and follows South Coast AQMD methodology (see Section 4.2 and Appendix 
D.1). The result of the HRA indicated the proposed Project’s potential impacts would be less 
than significant from the proposed Project. 

Specifically, to estimate public health impacts from the proposed Project’s air toxics emissions, 
the EIR includes preparation of an HRA. Separate HRAs were conducted for the baseline and 
proposed Project conditions to determine the net increase in health risk (from mobile and 
stationary sources during normal operations and described in detail in Appendix D.1: Technical 
Air Quality Methods and Emissions Assumptions). Sensitive receptors within a 5,000-meter 
radius distance from the facility were included in the residential receptor analysis (also referred 
to as a 10-kilometer grid which is equivalent to 6.2 miles).  

Table 4.2-8 in the EIR shows that the potential incremental (net) cancer risk impacts, inclusive of 
both stationary and mobile sources during normal operations, from proposed Project would be 
less than the South Coast AQMD threshold for MEIR and MEIW receptors. The proposed 
Project’s potential non-cancer risk net impacts, which are represented as Maximum Chronic 
Hazard Index and Maximum Acute Hazard Index, are also less than their respective South Coast 
AQMD significance thresholds. For these reasons, the potential net health risk impact from the 
proposed Project would not generate significant public health impacts from toxic air emissions. 

Further, the commenter includes a story about her pets’ health issues. The EIR includes an 
analysis of the proposed Project’s potential air quality and GHG emissions (including an HRA 
which analyzes air toxic emissions), energy, hazards and hazardous materials, hydrology and 
water quality, and transportation impacts. All potential environmental impacts were evaluated 
and found to be less than significant; mitigation measures are not required.  
The comment relates a story about removing a Jacaranda tree, which was in response to the 
commenters allergies and which is not relevant to the scope of the EIR or public health risks 
from the proposed Project. 

Trucks are part of Quemetco’s existing day-to-day operations; as shown in Table 2-1 and 
evaluated in Section 3.6 and 4.6, the proposed Project’s anticipated traffic impacts (15 truck 
round trips and 6 passenger vehicle round trips a day) are less than significant.  
The NOP/IS analyzed the proposed Project’s potential impacts to biological resources and found 
them to be less than significant, therefore, it is not analyzed further in the EIR.  
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Comment SM2-17 – Marina Martinez 
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Response to Comment SM2-17 
Quemetco does not operate a facility in the City of Vernon and is unrelated to any other facility 
in the City of Vernon. Since the proposed Project is for the Quemetco facility located in the City 
of Industry, the analysis in the EIR focuses on Quemetco and its proposed Project and does not 
address any facilities that are located in the City of Vernon, which is approximately 17 miles 
away.  
The EIR includes an analysis of the proposed Project’s potential air quality and GHG emissions 
(including an HRA which analyzes air toxic emissions), energy, hazards and hazardous 
materials, hydrology and water quality, and transportation impacts. 
The EIR includes a health risk assessment which analyzes the proposed Project’s potential health 
risks to the surrounding areas and follows South Coast AQMD methodology (see Section 4.2 and 
Appendix D.1). The result of the HRA indicated potential impacts will be less than significant 
from the proposed Project. 

Specifically, to estimate public health impacts from the proposed Project’s air toxics emissions, 
the EIR includes preparation of an HRA. Separate HRAs were conducted for the baseline 
(existing conditions) and proposed Project conditions to determine the net increase in health risk 
(from mobile and stationary sources during normal operations and described in detail in 
Appendix D.1: Technical Air Quality Methods and Emissions Assumptions). Sensitive receptors 
within a 5,000-meter radius distance from the facility were included in the residential receptor 
analysis (also referred to as a 10-kilometer grid which is equivalent to 6.2 miles).  

Table 4.2-8 in the EIR shows that the potential incremental (net) cancer risk impacts, inclusive of 
both stationary and mobile sources during normal operations, from proposed Project would be 
less than the South Coast AQMD threshold for MEIR and MEIW receptors. The proposed 
Project’s potential non-cancer risk net impacts, which are represented as Maximum Chronic 
Hazard Index and Maximum Acute Hazard Index, are also less than their respective South Coast 
AQMD significance thresholds. For these reasons, the potential net health risk impact from the 
proposed Project would not generate significant public health impacts from toxic air emissions. 

The EIR found all potential impacts would be less than significant and therefore mitigation 
measures are not required. 
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Comment SM2-18 – Janie Sanchez 
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Response to Comment SM2-18 
The EIR includes an analysis of the proposed Project’s potential air quality and GHG emissions 
(including an HRA which analyzes air toxic emissions), energy, hazards and hazardous 
materials, hydrology and water quality, and transportation impacts. All of the proposed Project’s 
potential environmental impacts would be less than significant.  
The information regarding the schools located within a two-mile radius of the Quemetco facility 
was presented for informational purposes and was not intended to be a comprehensive map of all 
sensitive receptors. The proposed Project’s environmental impacts in both the NOP/IS and EIR 
were analyzed according to the applicable significance criteria for each environmental topic area. 
For example, the HRA in Section 4.2 (as supported in Appendix D.1) of the EIR utilizes a 10-
kilometer grid which is equivalent to 6.2 miles), while some of the other environmental checklist 
questions call for smaller radii such as hazards and hazardous materials refer to impacts within 
one-quarter mile of a school or two miles of an airport.  
Specifically, to estimate public health impacts from the proposed Project’s air toxics emissions, 
the EIR includes an HRA. Separate HRAs were conducted for the baseline and proposed Project 
conditions to determine the net increase in health risk (from mobile and stationary sources during 
normal operations and described in detail in Appendix D.1: Technical Air Quality Methods and 
Emissions Assumptions). Sensitive receptors within a 5,000-meter radius distance from the 
facility were included in the residential receptor analysis (also referred to as a 10-kilometer grid 
which is equivalent to 6.2 miles).  

Table 4.2-8 in the EIR shows that the potential incremental (net) cancer risk impacts, inclusive of 
both stationary and mobile sources during normal operations, from proposed Project would be 
less than the South Coast AQMD threshold for MEIR and MEIW receptors. The proposed 
Project’s potential non-cancer risk net impacts, which are represented as Maximum Chronic 
Hazard Index and Maximum Acute Hazard Index, are also less than their respective South Coast 
AQMD significance thresholds. For these reasons, the potential net health risk impact from the 
proposed Project would not generate significant public health impacts from toxic air emissions. 
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The address has been added to the public notification list for the proposed Project. At the time of 
the release of the NOP/IS for the 32-day public review and comment period (which was 
extended for an additional 24 days), 6,445 people were notified of the proposed Project. Similar 
to the notification process for the NOP/IS, the Draft EIR was released for at least a 60-day public 
review and comment period. A Notice of Completion of the Draft EIR was sent to other agencies 
with jurisdiction over the facility, all interested parties who have previously asked to be included 
on the notification list for the proposed Project including attendees of both CEQA scoping 
meetings, as well as all addresses located within 2-mile radius of the facility. In total, 13,210 
people were notified (12,500 letters and 710 emails) of the Draft EIR for proposed Project. In 
accordance with CEQA, South Coast AQMD prepared the NOP/IS and EIR. These documents 
and other relevant documents may be obtained by calling the South Coast AQMD Publication 
Request Line at (909) 396-2039; by contacting the South Coast AQMD Public Information 
Center by phone at (909) 396-2432 or by email at PICrequests@aqmd.gov, or by accessing the 
South Coast AQMD's CEQA website at: http://www.aqmd.gov/home/research/documents-
reports/lead-agency-permit-projects.  
Quemetco has safety measures and practices in place for their employees to follow to prevent 
worker exposure to toxic materials. For example, employees are required to wear protective 
uniforms (or Tyvek® suits) and respirators to protect them from lead exposure. Additionally, the 
facility conducts mandatory health and safety training for their employees on an annual basis. 
Because of the importance of personal hygiene in the control of ingestion of lead, more frequent 
training and coaching is implemented to control personal habits that may increase exposures. As 
required by CalOSHA and Department of Public Health, Quemetco periodically administers 
blood lead tests to their employees to screen for elevated lead levels every three months for 
permanent employees. In addition, to ensure effectiveness of training, Quemetco conducts more 
frequent (monthly) blood lead monitoring of new hire employees. If an employee’s blood levels 
exceed any action thresholds, that employee repeats monthly blood tests and enters a coaching 
program. If blood levels are elevated, Quemetco voluntarily uses an outside specialist to 
investigate issues and identify the potential source of the contamination. Given these are OSHA 
requirements, the results of the blood testing information are protected under the Health 
Insurance Portability and Accountability Act (HIPAA).  
The South Coast AQMD rules and regulations which are applicable to the Quemetco facility 
have extensive requirements for addressing emissions of lead and other toxics, but none require 
the screening or testing of any facility’s employees’ blood. As a lead agency, South Coast 
AQMD must comply with all requirements of CEQA, including the analysis of a proposed 
Project’s environmental impacts. This does not include screening or testing of any facility’s 
employees’ blood. Quemetco actively partners with Los Angeles County Department of Public 
Health to pay for blood tests for members of the public including those who live or work near the 
facility. For more information about free blood lead testing, please call Los Angeles County 
Department of Public Health’s Quemetco Hotline at (213) 738-3232. For more information about 
Los Angeles County Department of Public Health’s on-going support for the Quemetco 
community, by visiting their website at: 
http://www.publichealth.lacounty.gov/eh/docs/quemetco/ProtectYourHealthBooklet-en.pdf. 
  

http://www.aqmd.gov/home/research/documents-reports/lead-agency-permit-projects
http://www.aqmd.gov/home/research/documents-reports/lead-agency-permit-projects
http://www.publichealth.lacounty.gov/eh/docs/quemetco/ProtectYourHealthBooklet-en.pdf
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Response to Comment SM2-19 
This comment requested the facility to shut down and/or relocate. Refer to Master Response to 
Shut Down and/or Relocate the Facility. 
South Coast AQMD’s mission includes a responsibility to: “All residents [who] have a right to 
live and work in an environment of clean air and we [South Coast AQMD] are committed to 
undertaking all necessary steps to protect public health from air pollution with sensitivity to the 
impacts of our actions on the community, public agencies and businesses.”  South Coast AQMD 
also has a responsibility for assessing the potential impacts of all proposed Projects to ensure 
compliance with CEQA statutes and guidelines as well as other applicable rules and regulations. 
Prior to issuing a permit, Health and Safety Code Section 42301(b) requires that an established 
air district permit system prohibit a facility from receiving a permit unless the air district is 
satisfied that the project being permitted will comply with all South Coast AQMD, CARB, and 
U.S. EPA regulatory requirements. The South Coast AQMD performs a thorough permit analysis 
to evaluate the maximum potential emissions from the permitted equipment and the resulting 
potential health risk impacts. Permit conditions are developed to provide operating parameters to 
ensure emissions stay below acceptable permit limits and risk levels as established through 
regulatory requirements. As a result of the permitting analysis, if a permit is issued, it is expected 
that the facility is or will be able to meet all air quality related regulatory requirements and 
operate in a manner that is protective of public health. The South Coast AQMD Executive 
Officer or designee will consider whether to approve the project after considering the permit 
evaluation and the CEQA analysis. (Health and Safety Code Section 42300(a); South Coast 
AQMD Administrative Code, Section 15.3.)   
Moreover, after permits are issued, South Coast AQMD compliance staff conduct regular 
inspections to ensure that equipment and processes are operating in compliance with the 
applicable rules and regulations. 
The EIR includes an analysis of the proposed Project’s potential air quality and GHG emissions 
(including an HRA which analyzes air toxic emissions), energy, hazards and hazardous 
materials, hydrology and water quality, and transportation impacts. Detailed information 
regarding Quemetco’s permit violations and settlements (including OSHA) are discussed in 
Section 3.2 and Appendix C of the EIR including any potential OSHA violations. The various 
regulatory and permitting requirements applicable to Quemetco have become more rigorous and 
expansive over time (e.g., South Coast AQMD Rule 1420.1). Additionally, the air pollution 
control technology in operation at the facility has advanced substantially over time. A detailed 
explanation of the facility’s current air pollution control systems is provided in Chapter 2. 
Further, the proposed Project includes the addition of a carbon monoxide (CO) continuous 
emissions monitoring system (CEMS) to the Wet Electrostatic Precipitator (WESP) stack to 
measure compliance with CO emission limits. 
Specifically, to estimate public health impacts from the proposed Project’s air toxics emissions, 
the EIR includes preparation of an HRA. Separate HRAs were conducted for the baseline and 
proposed Project conditions to determine the net increase in health risk (from mobile and 
stationary sources during normal operations and described in detail in Appendix D.1: Technical 
Air Quality Methods and Emissions Assumptions). Sensitive receptors within a 5,000-meter 
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radius distance from the facility were included in the residential receptor analysis (also referred 
to as a 10-kilometer grid which is equivalent to 6.2 miles).  

Table 4.2-8 in the EIR shows that the potential incremental (net) cancer risk impacts, inclusive of 
both stationary and mobile sources during normal operations, from proposed Project would be 
less than the South Coast AQMD threshold for MEIR and MEIW receptors. The proposed 
project’s potential non-cancer risk net impacts, which are represented as Maximum Chronic 
Hazard Index and Maximum Acute Hazard Index, are also less than their respective South Coast 
AQMD significance thresholds. For these reasons, the potential net health risk impact from the 
proposed Project would not generate significant public health impacts from toxic air emissions. 

Quemetco has safety measures and practices in place for its employees to follow to prevent 
worker exposure to toxic materials. For example, employees are required to wear protective 
uniforms (or Tyvek® suits) and respirators to protect them from lead exposure. Additionally, the 
facility conducts mandatory health and safety training for their employees on an annual basis to 
ensure workers do not bring lead dust home on their clothes. Because of the importance of 
personal hygiene in the control of ingestion of lead, more frequent training and coaching is 
implemented to control personal habits that may increase exposures.  
As required by CalOSHA and Department of Public Health, Quemetco periodically administers 
blood lead tests to their employees to screen for elevated lead levels every three months for 
permanent employees. In addition, to ensure effectiveness of training, Quemetco conducts more 
frequent (monthly) blood lead monitoring of new hire employees. If an employee’s blood levels 
exceed any action thresholds, that employee repeats monthly blood tests and enters a coaching 
program. If blood levels are elevated, Quemetco voluntarily uses an outside specialist to 
investigate issues and identify the potential source of the contamination. These procedures 
ensure that Quemetco employees do not bring lead dust home to their families or neighbors. 
Given these are OSHA requirements, the results of the blood testing information are protected 
under the Health Insurance Portability and Accountability Act (HIPAA). Further, any OSHA 
complaints made are outside the scope of this CEQA assessment. Additionally, any labor union 
complaints are outside the scope of this CEQA assessment. The South Coast AQMD’s scope for 
this CEQA assessment is triggered by its responsibilities to respond to Quemetco’s request to 
modify its air permit as described in Chapter 2 of the EIR; the analysis of this EIR is clearly 
guided by CEQA Guidelines, case law and South Coast AQMD’s procedures for evaluating its 
air permits. As a lead agency, South Coast AQMD must comply with all requirements of CEQA, 
including the analysis of a proposed Project’s environmental impacts. This does not include 
screening or testing of any facility’s employees’ blood. This also does not include OSHA or 
labor union complaints.  
The South Coast AQMD rules and regulations which are applicable to the Quemetco facility 
have extensive requirements for addressing emissions of lead and other toxics, but none require 
the screening or testing of any facility’s employees’ blood. As described above, South Coast 
AQMD’s CEQA responsibility as a lead agency are defined by compliance with all requirements 
of CEQA, which includes an analysis of environmental impacts, and which does not include 
requiring screening of testing of any facility’s employees’ blood. 
Quemetco actively partners with Los Angeles County Department of Public Health to pay for 
blood tests for members of the public including those who live or work near the facility. For 
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more information about free blood lead testing, please call Los Angeles County Department of 
Public Health’s Quemetco Hotline at (213) 738-3232. For more information about Los Angeles 
County Department of Public Health’s on-going support for the Quemetco community, visit their 
website at: http://www.publichealth.lacounty.gov/eh/docs/quemetco/ProtectYourHealthBooklet-
en.pdf.  
  

http://www.publichealth.lacounty.gov/eh/docs/quemetco/ProtectYourHealthBooklet-en.pdf
http://www.publichealth.lacounty.gov/eh/docs/quemetco/ProtectYourHealthBooklet-en.pdf
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Response to Comment SM2-20 
Quemetco actively partners with Los Angeles County Department of Public Health to pay for 
blood tests for members of the public including those who live or work near the facility including 
children. For more information about free blood lead testing, please call Los Angeles County 
Department of Public Health’s Quemetco Hotline at (213) 738-3232. For more information about 
Los Angeles County Department of Public Health’s on-going support for the Quemetco 
community, visit their website at: 
http://www.publichealth.lacounty.gov/eh/docs/quemetco/ProtectYourHealthBooklet-en.pdf. The 
comment refers to a USC study; see Comment NOP-24 and Response to Comment NOP-24. The 
comment refers to Hahn; see Comment NOP-6 and Response to Comment NOP-6. The comment 
refers to Napolitano; see Comment SM2-15 and Response to Comment SM2-15. 
The South Coast AQMD rules and regulations which are applicable to the facility, and will 
continue to apply to the proposed Project, and the facility’s compliance history, including current 
compliance status, are discussed in Section 3.2 and Appendix C of the EIR. South Coast AQMD 
cannot issue a permit until all permit violations have been resolved. The various regulatory and 
permitting requirements applicable to Quemetco have become more rigorous and expansive over 
time (e.g., South Coast AQMD Rule 1420.1). Additionally, the air pollution control technology 
in operation at the facility has advanced substantially over time. A detailed explanation of the 
facility’s current air pollution control systems is provided in Chapter 2. Further, the proposed 
Project includes the addition of a carbon monoxide (CO) continuous emissions monitoring 
system (CEMS) to the Wet Electrostatic Precipitator (WESP) stack to measure compliance with 
CO emission limits. 
The EIR includes an analysis of the proposed Project’s potential air quality and GHG emissions 
(including an HRA which analyzes air toxic emissions), energy, hazards and hazardous 
materials, hydrology and water quality, and transportation impacts.  
DTSC’s soils remediation activities, as described in more detail in Section 3.4 of the EIR, are 
addressing historic soil contamination and do not necessarily reflect today’s operations and 
compliance with South Coast AQMD requirements including but not limited to Rule 1420.1 
which was designed to curb toxic emissions and penalize exceedances with curtailment of 
facility operations. Please refer to Master Response on DTSC Soils Investigations and 
Remediation. The proposed Project assessed in this EIR does not result in any soils disturbance 
(on or offsite) nor any changes that would affect the existing soil conditions, therefore no further 
soils analysis is required. The EIR for this proposed Project concluded that all potential 
environmental impacts would be less than significant. 
  

http://www.publichealth.lacounty.gov/eh/docs/quemetco/ProtectYourHealthBooklet-en.pdf
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Response to Comment SM2-21 
The EIR includes an analysis of the proposed Project’s potential air quality and GHG emissions 
(including an HRA which analyzes air toxic emissions), energy, hazards and hazardous 
materials, hydrology and water quality, and transportation impacts.  
The comment refers to a USC study; see Comment NOP-24 and Response to Comment NOP-24. 
Specifically, to estimate public health impacts from the proposed Project’s air toxics emissions, 
the EIR includes an HRA. Separate HRAs were conducted for the baseline and proposed Project 
conditions to determine the net increase in health risk (from mobile and stationary sources during 
normal operations and described in detail in Appendix D.1: Technical Air Quality Methods and 
Emissions Assumptions). Sensitive receptors within a 5,000-meter radius distance from the 
facility were included in the residential receptor analysis (also referred to as a 10-kilometer grid 
which is equivalent to 6.2 miles).  

Table 4.2-8 in the EIR shows that the potential incremental (net) cancer risk impacts, inclusive of 
both stationary and mobile sources during normal operations, from proposed Project would be 
less than the South Coast AQMD threshold for MEIR and MEIW receptors. The proposed 
Project’s potential non-cancer risk net impacts, which are represented as Maximum Chronic 
Hazard Index and Maximum Acute Hazard Index, are also less than their respective South Coast 
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AQMD significance thresholds. For these reasons, the potential net health risk impact from the 
proposed Project would not generate significant public health impacts from toxic air emissions.  

Arsenic was modeled as part of the HRA. Ambient arsenic concentrations are monitored at 
Quemetco’s fenceline monitors, South Coast AQMD’s downwind ambient monitor at Closet 
World, and CARB’s and South Coast AQMD’s regional monitoring stations throughout the air 
basin (see Section 3.2 in the EIR). Section 4.2 of the EIR presents the local prevailing wind 
patterns in the area around Quemetco with wind rose graphics. 

This HRA does not use nail and urine samples as part of this CEQA assessment. As a lead 
agency, South Coast AQMD must comply with all requirements of CEQA, including the  
analysis of a proposed Project’s environmental impacts  and this does not include requiring 
collecting nail or urine samples.  

DTSC’s soils remediation activities, as described in more detail in Section 3.4 of the EIR, are 
addressing historic soil contamination and do not necessarily reflect today’s operations and 
compliance with South Coast AQMD requirements including but not limited to Rule 1420.1 
which was designed to curb toxic emissions and penalize exceedances with curtailment of 
facility operations. Please refer to Master Response on DTSC Soils Investigations and 
Remediation. The proposed Project assessed in this EIR does not result in any soils disturbance 
(on or offsite) nor any changes that would affect the existing soil conditions, therefore no further 
soils analysis is required. 
The baseline sulfide levels in the wastewater are included in Section 3.5 of the EIR. The 
hydrology and water quality analysis in Section 4.5 of the EIR find all potential water quality 
impacts to be less than significant. The EIR for this proposed Project concluded that all potential 
environmental impacts would be less than significant. 
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Response to Comment SM2-22 
Quemetco has safety measures and practices in place for their employees to follow to prevent 
worker exposure to toxic materials per OSHA requirements. For example, employees are 
required to wear protective uniforms (or Tyvek® suits) and respirators to protect them from lead 
exposure. Additionally, the facility conducts mandatory health and safety training for its 
employees on an annual basis. Because of the importance of personal hygiene in the control of 
ingestion of lead, more frequent training and coaching is implemented to control personal habits 
that may increase exposures.  
The South Coast AQMD rules and regulations which are applicable to the facility, and will 
continue to apply to the proposed Project, and the facility’s compliance history, including current 
compliance status, are discussed in Section 3.2 and Appendix C of the EIR. Ambient lead 
emissions are monitored 24-7 by Quemetco’s onsite fenceline air monitoring stations and South 
Coast AQMD’s offsite downwind ambient lead monitor at Closet World; these monitors show 
the facility is not contributing to a violation of local, state and federal lead air quality standards. 
Quemetco is regulated by South Coast AQMD’s Rule 1420.1 which includes emission standards 
for lead and other TACs from large lead-acid battery recycling facilities. South Coast AQMD 
Rule 1420.1 is more stringent than Federal Regulation X - NESHAP. Rule 1420.1 also requires 
Quemetco to prepare annual compliance demonstrations. Additionally, the air pollution control 
technology in operation at the facility has advanced substantially over time. A detailed 
explanation of the facility’s current air pollution control systems is provided in Chapter 2. 
Further, the proposed Project includes the addition of a carbon monoxide (CO) continuous 
emissions monitoring system (CEMS) to the Wet Electrostatic Precipitator (WESP) stack to 
measure compliance with CO emission limits. 
The information regarding the schools located within a two-mile radius of the Quemetco facility 
was presented for informational purposes and was not intended to be a comprehensive map of all 
sensitive receptors. The proposed Project’s environmental impacts in both the NOP/IS and EIR 
were analyzed according to the significance criteria for each environmental topic area. For 
example, the Health Risk Assessment in Section 4.2 (as supported in Appendix D.1) of the EIR 
utilizes a 10-kilometer grid which is equivalent to 6.2 miles), while some of the other 
environmental checklist questions call for smaller radii, such as  hazards and hazardous materials 
refer to impacts within one-quarter mile of a school or two miles of an airport.  
The EIR includes an analysis of the proposed Project’s potential air quality and GHG emissions 
(including an HRA which analyzes air toxic emissions), energy, hazards and hazardous 
materials, hydrology and water quality, and transportation impacts. 
Hydrology and water quality is evaluated in Section 4.5 of the EIR; all potential water quality 
impacts would be less than significant.  
Air quality and GHG emissions are evaluated in Section 3.2 and 4.2 in the EIR; all potential air 
quality and GHG emissions impacts are less than significant.  
Please refer to Master Response on DTSC Soils Investigations and Remediation. DTSC’s soils 
remediation activities, as described in more detail in Section 3.4 of the EIR, are addressing 
historic soil contamination and do not necessarily reflect today’s operations and compliance with 
South Coast AQMD requirements including but not limited to Rule 1420.1 which was designed 
to curb toxic emissions and penalize exceedances with curtailment of facility operations.The 
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proposed Project assessed in this EIR does not result in any soils disturbance (on or offsite) nor 
any changes that would affect the existing soil conditions, therefore no further soils analysis is 
required under the scope of this CEQA evaluation. 
The facility is currently a 24-hour operation and the proposed feed rate increase only applies to 
the rotary kiln/feed dryer and reverberatory furnace; all of the other permitted operations are not 
limited by the 600 tpd daily feed rate. While there may be a 25% increase in the permit limit on 
the rotary/kiln feed dryer and reverberatory furnace as well as in refined lead, with the existing 
air pollution control systems in place, the proposed Project estimated increase in emissions may 
not be directly proportional to the feed rate increase as summarized in Section 4.2 of the EIR. 
However, the increased emissions are not greater that South Coast AQMD’s thresholds (See 
Table 4.2-5, 4.2-7, 4.2-8 and 4.2-9). The air pollutant, GHG and air toxics emissions would be 
less than significant, mitigation measures are not required. 
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Response to Comment SM2-23 
This comment requested the facility to shut down and/or relocate. Refer to Master Response to 
Shut Down and/or Relocate the Facility. 
South Coast AQMD meets periodically with politicians and their assistants to answer questions 
about the proposed Project and provide updates regarding the permit review and CEQA process. 
DTSC’s soils remediation activities, as described in more detail in Section 3.4 of the EIR, are 
addressing historic soil contamination. Please refer to Master Response on DTSC Soils 
Investigations and Remediation. The proposed Project assessed in this EIR does not result in any 
soils disturbance (on or offsite) nor any changes that would affect the existing soil conditions, 
therefore no further soils analysis is required. 
The potential impacts from use of petroleum coke in lieu of or in addition to calcined coke in the 
furnaces as a smelting reagent is evaluated in Section 4.2 and Appendix D in the EIR and show 
that the use of petroleum coke as a smelting reagent would have no new impact on furnace 
emissions nor change emissions profiles over what is measured when calcined coke is used as a 
smelting reagent. 
Chapter 4 – Environmental Impact Analysis in the EIR includes an analysis of the proposed 
Project’s potential air quality and GHG emissions (including an HRA which analyzes air toxic 
emissions), energy, hazards and hazardous materials, hydrology and water quality, and 
transportation impacts. Chapter 5 of the EIR analyzes the following alternatives to the proposed 
Project: Alternative 1 - No Project (i.e., not going forward with the proposed Project), 
Alternative 2 - Reduced Capacity Project, Alternative 3 - Offsite Facility, and Alternative 4 - 
Close the Facility.  
The source of feed stock is described in Section 2.4 of the EIR. Suppliers of feed stock include 
scrap yards, battery manufacturers, and used battery brokers located primarily throughout the 
western United States, generally west of the Rocky Mountains. These brokers acquire lead 
bearing scrap on the open market from many sources. This scrap is often re-sold and, as a result, 
there is the possibility that the facility may occasionally receive and process some small 
quantities of scrap from international sources indirectly through these brokers.  See also Chapter 
5 – Alternatives for a discussion of the potential environmental impacts from exporting 
California generated batteries out of state and out of country. The EIR for this proposed Project 
concluded that all potential environmental impacts would be less than significant. 
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Response to Comment SM2-24 
This comment requested the facility to shut down and/or relocate. Refer to Master Response to 
Shut Down and/or Relocate the Facility 
Quemetco is an existing operating facility which operates pursuant to existing air permits issued 
by South Coast AQMD. The existing permits include conditions which limit various operations 
via emission standards and other criteria. The facility is required to operate multiple air pollution 
control systems at all times.  
To allow the facility to recycle more batteries and to eliminate the existing Compliance Stop 
Period, Quemetco is proposing to modify existing South Coast AQMD permits to: 1) increase 
the rotary/kiln feed dryer and reverberatory furnace feed rate limit from 600 tpd to 750 tpd; 2) 
increase the amount of total coke material (e.g., calcined coke, petroleum coke, or a combination 
thereof) allowed to be processed in the rotary/kiln feed dryer and reverberatory furnace from 
600,000 lbs/month to 750,000 lbs/month; and 3) allow petroleum coke, in lieu of or in addition 
to calcined coke, to be used as a smelting reagent in the reverberatory furnace and electric arc 
furnace. Currently, the facility’s rotary/kiln feed dryer and reverberatory furnace typically 
operate approximately 18-23 hours per day; however, with the proposed increase in the 
rotary/kiln feed dryer and reverberatory furnace permit limit, the rotary/kiln feed dryer and 
reverberatory furnace may operate up to 24 hours per day and as a consequence, with the hourly 
throughput expected to stay the same, the refined lead product output would increase from 
approximately 460 tpd to 575 tpd.  
No physical changes to the facility are needed to implement the proposed Project. The type of 
feed stock received for processing is not expected to change as a result of the proposed Project. 
Detailed information regarding Quemetco’s alleged permit violations and settlements are 
discussed in EIR Section 3.2 and Appendix C.  
The EIR includes an HRA. Separate HRAs were conducted for the baseline and proposed Project 
conditions to determine the net increase in health risk (from mobile and stationary sources during 
normal operations and described in detail in Appendix D.1: Technical Air Quality Methods and 
Emissions Assumptions). Sensitive receptors within a 5,000-meter radius distance from the 
facility were included in the residential receptor analysis (also referred to as a 10-kilometer grid 
which is equivalent to 6.2 miles).  
Table 4.2-8 in the EIR shows that the potential incremental (net) cancer risk impacts, inclusive of 
both stationary and mobile sources during normal operations, from the proposed Project would 
be less than the South Coast AQMD threshold for MEIR and MEIW receptors. The proposed 
Project’s potential non-cancer risk net impacts, which are represented as Maximum Chronic 
Hazard Index and Maximum Acute Hazard Index, are also less than their respective South Coast 
AQMD significance thresholds. For these reasons, the potential net health risk impact from the 
proposed Project would not generate significant public health impacts from toxic air emissions.  
Furthermore, analysis in the EIR concluded that all potential impacts identified for any 
environmental topic area including potential impacts to public health (specifically including air 
quality and GHGs, and hazards and hazardous materials, accidental releases or fire hazards) 
would be less than significant; therefore, mitigation measures are not required. 

Prior to issuing a permit, Health and Safety Code Section 42301(b) requires that an established 
air district permit system prohibit a facility from receiving a permit unless the air district is 
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satisfied that the project being permitted will comply with all South Coast AQMD, CARB, and 
U.S. EPA regulatory requirements. The South Coast AQMD performs a thorough permit analysis 
to evaluate the maximum potential emissions from the permitted equipment and the resulting 
potential health risk impacts. Permit conditions are developed to provide operating parameters to 
ensure emissions stay below acceptable permit limits and risk levels as established through 
regulatory requirements. As a result of the permitting analysis, if a permit is issued, it is expected 
that the facility is or will be able to meet all air quality related regulatory requirements and 
operate in a manner that is protective of public health. The South Coast AQMD Executive 
Officer or designee will consider whether to approve the project after considering the permit 
evaluation and the CEQA analysis. (Health and Safety Code Section 42300(a); South Coast 
AQMD Administrative Code, Section 15.3.)   
Furthermore, all permitting agencies are cooperatively reviewing permit applications which 
affects their permitting jurisdiction; in this case, both the South Coast AQMD and DTSC as a 
responsible agency in this EIR.  
Moreover, after permits are issued, South Coast AQMD compliance staff conduct regular 
inspections to ensure that equipment and processes are operating in compliance with the 
applicable rules and regulations. 
In accordance with CEQA, the South Coast AQMD prepared the NOP/IS and EIR. These 
documents and other relevant documents may be obtained by calling the South Coast AQMD 
Publication Request Line at (909) 396-2039; by contacting the South Coast AQMD Public 
Information Center by phone at (909) 396-2432 or by email at PICrequests@aqmd.gov, or by 
accessing the South Coast AQMD's CEQA website at: 
http://www.aqmd.gov/home/research/documents-reports/lead-agency-permit-projects. 
Information regarding Quemetco is available on the South Coast AQMD’s website at 
http://www.aqmd.gov/home/news-events/community-investigations/quemetco 
The EIR for this proposed Project concluded that all potential environmental impacts would be 
less than significant. 
 
.  
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Comment SM2-25 – Annelle Albarran 
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Response to Comment SM2-25 
Refer to Master Response to Shut Down the Facility. 
The South Coast AQMD rules and regulations which are applicable to the facility, and will 
continue to apply to the proposed Project, and the facility’s compliance history, including current 
compliance status, are discussed in Section 3.2 and Appendix C of the EIR. The various 
regulatory and permitting requirements applicable to Quemetco have become more rigorous and 
expansive over time (e.g., South Coast AQMD Rule 1420.1). Additionally, the air pollution 
control technology in operation at the facility has advanced substantially over time. A detailed 
explanation of the facility’s current air pollution control systems is provided in Chapter 2. 
Further, the proposed Project includes the addition of a carbon monoxide (CO) continuous 
emissions monitoring system (CEMS) to the Wet Electrostatic Precipitator (WESP) stack to 
measure compliance with CO emission limits. 
The EIR includes an analysis of the proposed Project’s potential air quality and GHG emissions 
(including an HRA which analyzes air toxic emissions), energy, hazards and, hazardous 
materials, hydrology and water quality, and transportation impacts. The analysis of these 
environmental topic areas in the EIR concluded that the proposed Project would result in less 
than significant impacts; therefore, mitigation measures are not required.  
The information regarding the schools within a two-mile radius of the Quemetco facility was 
presented for informational purposes and was not intended to be a comprehensive map of all 
sensitive receptors. The proposed Project’s environmental impacts in both the NOP/IS and EIR 
were analyzed according to the significance criteria for each environmental topic area. For 
example, the HRA in Section 4.2 (as supported in Appendix D.1) of the EIR utilizes a 10-
kilometer grid which is equivalent to 6.2 miles), while some of the other environmental checklist 
questions calls for smaller radii, such as hazards and hazardous materials refer to impacts within 
one-quarter mile of a school or two miles of an airport. The analysis of these environmental topic 
areas in the EIR concluded that the proposed Project would result in less than significant 
impacts; therefore, mitigation measures are not required. 
Under CEQA, project alternatives and mitigation measures are required when potentially 
significant impacts are identified. The EIR concluded that all of the proposed Project’s potential 
environmental impacts would be less than significant such that no mitigation measures or 
alternatives analysis are required. Nonetheless, while not required by CEQA for projects with 
less than significant environmental impacts, Chapter 5 of the EIR includes a discussion of project 
alternatives that were considered, with some at the suggestion or in response to public comment, 
including: Alternative 1 - No Project (i.e., not going forward with the proposed Project), 
Alternative 2 - Reduced Capacity Project, Alternative 3 - Offsite Facility, and Alternative 4 - 
Close the Facility.   
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Comment SM2-26 – Lucy Pedregon 
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Response to Comment SM2-26 
The comment asks about Quemetco employees; hiring and personnel matters are not 
environmental matters for CEQA purposes.  

The South Coast AQMD rules and regulations which are applicable to the facility and will 
continue to apply to the proposed Project and the facility’s compliance history, including current 
compliance status, are discussed in Section 3.2 and Appendix C of the EIR. The various 
regulatory and permitting requirements applicable to Quemetco have become more rigorous and 
expansive over time (e.g., South Coast AQMD Rule 1420.1). Additionally, the air pollution 
control technology in operation at the facility has advanced substantially over time. A detailed 
explanation of the facility’s current air pollution control systems is provided in Chapter 2. 
Further, the proposed Project includes the addition of a carbon monoxide (CO) continuous 
emissions monitoring system (CEMS) to the Wet Electrostatic Precipitator (WESP) stack to 
measure compliance with CO emission limits. The EIR includes an analysis of the proposed 
Project’s potential air quality and GHG emissions (including an HRA which analyzes air toxic 
emissions), energy, hazards and hazardous materials, hydrology and water quality, and 
transportation impacts. The analysis concluded that  all impacts would be less than significant 
such that no mitigation measures or alternatives analysis are required. Nonetheless, while not 
required by CEQA for projects with less than significant environmental impacts, Chapter 5 of the 
EIR includes a discussion of project alternatives that were considered, with some at the 
suggestion or in response to public comment, including: Alternative 1 - No Project (i.e., not 
going forward with the proposed Project), Alternative 2 - Reduced Capacity Project, Alternative 
3 – Offsite Facility, and Alternative 4 - Close the Facility. 
Quemetco participated in Proposition 6544 until approximately 2010 or 2011. After installation 
of the WESP in 2010, the facility no longer met the thresholds for participation in this 
Proposition 65 notification program because the WESP substantially reduced all ambient 
releases of toxics on the Proposition 65 list of toxic chemicals. Proposition 65 required warning 
of potential exposure to certain chemicals posted and provided for visitors to certain areas of the 
facility. Outside of the fenceline of the facility, Proposition 65 warnings have not been provided 
since 2010, because the potential environmental exposure risk has been less than Proposition 65 
risk levels.  
Quemetco compares the results of source tests to exposure levels beyond the fenceline to confirm 
whether environmental exposures from the Facility’s emissions are below Proposition 65 safe 
harbor levels. Since 2010, the results have confirmed that the risk from the facility is below 
Proposition 65 safe harbor levels. For these reasons, Quemetco is no longer required to send out 
letters to members of the community who were previously on the Proposition 65 notification list. 
Quemetco has safety measures and practices in place for its employees and visitors to follow to 
prevent worker and visitor exposure to toxic materials. For example, employees are required to 
wear protective uniforms (or Tyvek® suits) and respirators to protect them from lead exposure. 
Additionally, the facility conducts mandatory health and safety training for their employees on 
an annual basis and all visitors go through safety training and are provided protective suits and 
respirators to wear before allowed to enter the processing side of the facility. Because of the 

 
44 Proposition 65 requires businesses to notify Californians about significant amounts of chemicals in the products 
they purchase, in their homes or workplaces, or that are released into the environment. 
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importance of personal hygiene in the control of ingestion of lead, more frequent training and 
coaching is implemented to control personal habits that may increase exposures.  
As required by CalOSHA and Department of Public Health, Quemetco periodically administers 
blood lead tests to their employees to screen for elevated lead levels every three (3) months for 
permanent employees. In addition, to ensure effectiveness of training, Quemetco conducts more 
frequent (monthly) blood lead monitoring of new hire employees. If an employee’s blood levels 
exceed any action thresholds, that employee repeats monthly blood tests and enters a coaching 
program. If blood levels are elevated, Quemetco voluntarily uses an outside specialist to 
investigate issues and identify the potential source of the contamination. Given these are OSHA 
requirements, the results of the blood testing information are protected under the Health 
Insurance Portability and Accountability Act (HIPAA).  
Additionally, all visitors are provided a mandatory safety training and given safety gear to wear 
prior to being allowed to enter the operations side of the facility. 
The South Coast AQMD rules and regulations which are applicable to the Quemetco facility 
have extensive requirements for addressing emissions of lead and other toxics, but none require 
the screening or testing of any facility’s employees’ blood. As a lead agency, South Coast 
AQMD must comply with all requirements of CEQA, including the analysis of a proposed 
Project’s environmental impacts. This does not include requiring screening of testing of any 
facility’s employees’ blood. 
Quemetco actively partners with Los Angeles County Department of Public Health to pay for 
blood tests for members of the public including those who live or work near the facility. For 
more information about free blood lead testing, please call Los Angeles County Department of 
Public Health’s Quemetco Hotline at (213) 738-3232. For more information about Los Angeles 
County Department of Public Health’s on-going support for the Quemetco community, visit their 
website at: http://www.publichealth.lacounty.gov/eh/docs/quemetco/ProtectYourHealthBooklet-
en.pdf. 
Information regarding Quemetco is available on the South Coast AQMD’s website at 
http://www.aqmd.gov/home/news-events/community-investigations/quemetco. South Coast 
AQMD Rule 1420.1 requires public notification in the event of an unplanned shut down of air 
pollution control equipment in the form of an email that is sent within one-hour of the unplanned 
shutdown. To join this notification email list, click here: http://www.aqmd.gov/sign-up (scroll 
down and click the Quemetco box under the “Community Investigations” banner). 
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Comment SM2-27 – Thomas Lohff 

 



Appendix B – Comments Received on the NOP/IS and During CEQA Scoping Meeting and Responses to 
Comments 

Appendix B B-505 October 2021 

Response to Comment SM2-27 
See Chapter 2 – Proposed Project, Section 2.6: Project Description for more detailed discussions 
about facility capacity. As described, the current feed rate limit is 600 tpd and the facility can 
operate with a feed rate limit up to 700 tpd without making physical modifications. Quemetco’s 
maximum capacity is limited by its Title V permit, which was issued and is enforced by South 
Coast AQMD. With the limit of furnace feed rate permit condition, Quemetco operates with a 
compliance period which is measured from noon the previous day until noon the following day. 
When the daily feed limit is reached during one 24-hour cycle, Quemetco stops feeding by 
turning off the rotary feed drying furnace and dropping the firing rate of the burner in the 
reverberatory furnace from operational mode (e.g., 16-20 million British Thermal Units 
(MMBTU)) to idle mode (e.g., 5-6 MMBTU). 
The comment does not provide any level of detail where the South Coast AQMD staff could 
research the compliance history to establish if Quemetco was issued a NOC or NOV for Rule 
401 – Visible Emissions. Section 3.2 and Appendix C of the EIR present detailed information 
regarding Quemetco’s alleged permit violations and settlements; there are no Rule 401 – Visible 
Emissions permit violations in the past 10 years. Additionally, steam generated from pavement 
and warm operations buildings on humid days does not qualify as visible emissions. The air 
quality impacts of the proposed Project are discussed in Section 4.2 and Appendix D. The EIR 
also includes an HRA, which analyzes the potential health risks to the surrounding areas from the 
proposed Project (see Section 4.2 and Appendix D). 
See Chapter 2 – Proposed Project, Section 2.4.7: Air Pollution Control Systems of the EIR for 
descriptions of existing air pollution control equipment, back-up power and air monitoring 
stations and Section 2.6: Project Description for a description of CEMS monitoring on the WESP 
stack. When permit violations are found, the facility receives a NOV and is required to take 
further actions to remedy the violation .When conditions in Rule 1420.1 are violated, the facility 
is required to submit a compliance plan identifying additional lead reduction strategies, a 
curtailment plan, and a study assessing the economic, technical, and physical feasibility of 
achieving a lower point source emission limit of 0.003 lb/hour, if the ambient lead concentration 
exceeded 0.120 μg/m3 over a 30-day rolling average.  
Further, if someone from the community notices a plume and calls 1-800-CUT-SMOG or 
submits a complaint online via https://www.aqmd.gov/home/air-quality/complaints, a South 
Coast AQMD inspector will come out to the community to investigate. 
Additionally, as described in Section 3.4: Hazards and Hazardous Materials, the facility has 
prepared an Emergency Response Plan which is filed and monitored by the Los Angeles County 
Fire Department and details how the emergency responders would coordinate a response with 
South Coast AQMD and DTSC. The EIR for this proposed Project concluded that all potential 
environmental impacts would be less than significant. 
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Comment SM2-28 – Alice Munoz 
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Response to Comment SM2-28 
The EIR includes an analysis of the proposed Project’s potential air quality and GHG emissions 
(including an HRA which analyzes air toxic emissions), energy, hazards and hazardous 
materials, hydrology and water quality, and transportation impacts. 
Of the environmental topic areas analyzed, air quality (including air toxics) and GHG emissions, 
and hazards and hazardous materials (accidental releases and fire hazards) directly correlate to 
public health. Specifically, to estimate public health impacts from the proposed Project’s air 
toxics emissions, the EIR includes preparation of an HRA. Separate HRAs were conducted for 
the baseline and proposed Project conditions to determine the net increase in health risk (from 
mobile and stationary sources during normal operations and described in detail in Appendix D.1: 
Technical Air Quality Methods and Emissions Assumptions). Sensitive receptors within a 5,000-
meter radius distance from the facility were included in the residential receptor analysis (also 
referred to as a 10-kilometer grid which is equivalent to 6.2 miles).  
Table 4.2-8 in the EIR shows that the potential incremental (net) cancer risk impacts, inclusive of 
both stationary and mobile sources during normal operations, from proposed Project would be 
less than the South Coast AQMD threshold for MEIR and MEIW receptors. The proposed 
Project’s potential non-cancer risk net impacts, which are represented as Maximum Chronic 
Hazard Index and Maximum Acute Hazard Index, are also less than their respective South Coast 
AQMD significance thresholds. For these reasons, the potential net health risk impact from the 
proposed Project would not generate significant public health impacts from toxic air emissions. 
Furthermore, analysis in the EIR concluded that all potential impacts identified for any 
environmental topic area including potential impacts to public health (specifically including air 
quality and GHGs, and hazards and hazardous materials, accidental releases or fire hazards) 
would be less than significant; therefore, mitigation measures are not required. 
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