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

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
C;T::Zint 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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C;T::Zint 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
SMI1-2 Chih Chen Fu
SM1-3 Jorge Ortiz
SM1-4 Henry Pederson
SMI1-5 Karen Chang
SM1-6 Clean Air Coalition of North Whittier and Avocado Heights, Van Phan-
Wang
SM1-7 Margaret Caldera
SM1-8 Anna Lau
SMI1-9 Anthony Lau
SM1-10 Acelia and Jose Sanjurjo
SMI-11 Keqing Liu
SMI1-12 Johnny Chang
SM1-13 Alva Poon
SM1-14 Chung Hsien Chen
SMI1-15 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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C‘ZI::;ZI:I ¢ Commenter

SMI1-21 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

SMI1-38 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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C‘Z;li:rts; ¢ 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
SMI1-55 Sarah Solis-Miller
SM1-56 Mitzi and Larry Garlin-Leyk
SM1-57 Peter Lin
SM1-58 Vincent Ling
SMI1-59 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

Appendix B

October 2021



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

Comments
C‘ZI::;ZI:I ¢ Commenter
SM1-78 Elisie Lee
SMI1-79 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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Weritten
Comment

SM1-108 Martha Alvarado
SM1-109 Byron Ha

SM1-110 Jasmine Hoang
SMI1-111 Carol Peng

SMI1-112 Selena Tang

SM1-113 Janice Wang

SM1-114 Maria Soledad Gonzalez
SM1-115 Felipe de Jesus Gonzalez
SMI1-116 James Yan

SMI1-117 Irene Yan

SMI1-118 Juanita Roman

SMI1-119 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

Commenter

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

Appendix B B-7 October 2021



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

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 aresult 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_1d=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
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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  Inhalation Soil Risk Dermal Mothers Crop
Residential Risk (risk per Risk Milk Risk
Cancer Risk = (risk per = million)  (risk per Risk  (risk per

(risk per million) million) = (risk per million)

million) million)
Proposed Project 5.36 2.55 1.56 0.0709 0.0896 1.09
Baseline (Pre- 3.76 1.85 1.06 0.0482 0.0608 0.738
Project)
Net Health Risk 1.60 0.7 0.5 0.0227 0.0288

0.352

Impact
% Contribution 43.75% 31.25% 1.42% 1.8% 22%
South Coast 10 -- -- --
AQMD Air
Quality
Significance
Threshold for
TACs®
Significant? NO - - -

2 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.! LSTs were developed in
response to environmental justice concerns raised by the public regarding exposure of individuals
to criteria pollutants in local communities.>

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

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

source/Agendas/Environmental-Justice/localized-significance-thresholds-fact-sheet.pdf).
2 Id.
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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.
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NOP/IS COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

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

From: Jessica Mauck [mailtoz)Mauck@sanmanuel-nsn_gov] Comment NOP-1
Sent: Friday, August 31, 2018 3:20 PM

To: CEQA_Admin <CEQA_Admin@agmd.gov=

Subject: RE: Motice of Preparation/Initial Study (NOP/15) for the Quemetco Capacity Upgrade Project

Hello,

Thank you for contacting the San Manuel Band of Mission Indians (SMBMI) regarding the above referenced project.
SMEBMI appreciates the opportunity to review the project documentation, which was received by our Cultural Resources
Management Department on 31 August 2018. The proposed project is located outside of Serrano ancestral territory and,
as such, SMEMI will not be requesting consulting party status with the lead agency or requesting to participate in the
scoping, development, and/or review of documents created pursuant to these legal and regulatory mandates.

Regards,

Jessica Mauck

CULTURAL RESOURCES ANALYST

0 (909) B64-8933 x3249

M: (209) T25-9054

26569 Community Center Drive Highland California 92346

SAN@&MANUEL

BAND OF "3 MISSION INDIANS

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

Comment NOP-2

STATE OF CALIFORNIA . Edmund G. Brown Jr., Govermor
NATIVE AMERICAN HERITAGE COMMISSION ' Vi
Cultural and Environmentsl Departrment ' s

1550 Harbor Blvd,, Sulte 100
West Sacramento, CA 95601
Phone (916) 373-3710

Emalk: nahciinahc.ca.gov
Website: hitpoiwww.nahc. ca.goy
Twitter: @CA_NAHC

September 7, 2018

Barbara Radlein ’

South Coast Air Quality Management District
21865 E. Copley Drive

Diamond Bar, CA 81765

RE: SCH# 2018081098 Quemeteo Capacity Upgrade Project, Los Angeles County
Dear Ms. Radlain: = i - .. ) . A

The Mative American Heritage Commission (NAHC) has received the Notice of Preparation (NOP), Draft
Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) or Early Consultation for the project referenced abowe. The California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) (Pub. Resources Code §21000 et seq.), specifically Public Resources Code
§21084.1, states that a project that may cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical
resource, is a project that may have a significant effect on the environment. (Pub. Resources Code § 21084.1; Cal.
Code Regs., tit.14, §15064.5 (b) (CEQA Guidelines §15064.5 (b)). If there is substantial evidence, in light of the
whole record before a lead agency, that a project may have a significant effect on the environment, an Envirenmental
Impact Report (EIR) shall be prepared. (Pub. Resources Code §21080 (d); Cal. Code Regs., tit. 14, § 5064
subd.{aj{1) (CEQA Guidelines §15084 (a){1)). In order to determine whether a project will cause a substantial
adverse change in the significance of a historical resource, a lead agency will need to determine whether there are
historical resources within the area of potential effect (APE).

CEQA was amended significantly in 2014, Assembly Bill 52 (Gatto, Chapter 532, Statutes of 2014) (AB 52) amended
CEQA to create a separate category of cultural resources, “tribal cultural resources™ {Pub. Resources Code §21074)
_and provides that a project with an effect that may_cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a fribal __
cultural resource is a project that may have a significant effect on the envirenment. {Pub. Resources Code §21084.2).
Public agencies shall, when feasible, avoid damaging effects to any tribal cultural resource. (Pub. Resources Code
£21084.3 (a)). AB 52 applies to any project for which a notice of preparation, a notice of negative declaration,
or a mitigated negative declaration is filed on or after July 1, 2015, If your project involves the adoption of or
amendment to a general plan or a specific plan, or the designation or proposed designation of open space, on or .
after March 1, 2005, it may also be subject to Senate Bill 18 {Burton, Chapter 908, Statutes of 2004) (SB 18). Both
SB 18 and AB 52 have tribal consultation requirements. If your project Is also subject to the federal National
Environmental Policy Act (42 U.5.C. § 4321 et seq.) (NEPA), the tribal consultation requirements of Section 106 of
the National Historic Presenvation Act of 1966 (154 U.S.C, 300101, 36 C.F.R. §800 et seq.) may also apply.

The MAHC recommends consultation with California Mative American tribes that are traditionally and culturally
affiliated with the geographic area of your proposed project as eary as possible in order to avoid inadvertent
discoveries of Mative American human remains and best protect tribal cultural resources. Below is a brief summary
of portions of AB 52 and SB 18 as well as the MAHC's recommendations for conducting cultural resources
assessments.

Consult your legal counsel about compliance with AB 52 and SB 18 as well as compliance with any other
applicable laws.
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AB 52
AB 52 has added to CEQA the additional requirements listed below, along with many other requirements:

1. Fourleen Day Perjod to Provide Motice of Completion of an Application/Decision to Undertake 5 Project: Within
fourteen (14) days of determining that an application for a project is complete or of a decision by a public agency
to undertake a project, a lead agency shall provide formal notification to a designated contact of, or tribal
representative of, traditionally and culturally affiliated California Native American fribes that have requested
notice, to be accomplished by at least one written notice that includes:

a. A brief description of the project.

b. The lead agency contact information.

c. Mofification that the California MNative American tribe has 30 days to request consultation. (Pub.
Resources Code §21080.3.1 (d)).

d. A “California Native American tribe” is defined as a Native American tribe located in California that is on
the contact list maintained by the NAHC for the purpeses of Chapter 905 of Statutes of 2004 (SB 18).
(Pub. Resources Code §21073).

2. Begin Consultation Within 30 Days of Receiving a Tribe's Request for Consultation and Before Releasing a
Megative Declaration, Mitigated Megative Declaration, or Environmental Impact Report: A lead agency shall
begin the consultation process within 30 days of receiving a request for consultation from a California Native
American fribe that is traditionally and culturally affiliated with the geographic area of the proposed project. {Pub.
Resources Code §21080.3.1, subds. (d) and (e}) and prior to the release of a negative declaration, mitigated
negative declaration or Environmental Impact Report. (Pub. Resources Code §21080.2.1(b)).

a. For purposes of AB 52, “consultation shall have the same meaning as provided in Gov. Code §65352.4
{SB 18). (Pub. Resources Code §21080.3.1 (b)).

3. Mandatory Topics of Consultation If Requested by a Tribe: The following topics of consultation, if a tibe requests
to discuss them, are mandatory topics of consultation:
a. Alternatives to the project.
b. Recommended mitigation measuras.
.. Significant effects. (Pub. Resources Code §21080.3.2 {a)).

4. Discretionary Topics of Consmtg;_g_, The following toplcs are discretionary toplcs of mnwl‘tahun
a. Type of envircnmental review necessary.
b. Significance of the tribal cultural resources.
c. Significance of the project's impacts on tribal cultural resources.
d. Ifnecessary, project alternatives or appropriate measures for preservation or mitigation that the tribe may
recommend to the lead agency. (Pub. Resources Code §21080.3.2 (a)).

5. I i itted riba_Durin mvironm Review Process: With some
exceptions, any infermation, including but not limited to, the location, description, and use of tribal cultural
resources submitted by a California Native American fribe during the environmental review process shall not be
included in the environmental document or otherwise disclosed by the lead agency or any other public agency to
the public, consistent with Government Code §6254 (r) and §6254.10. Any information submitted by a California
Mative American tribe during the consultation or environmental review process shall be published in a confidential
appendix to the environmental document unless the tribe that provided the information consents, in writing, to
the disclosure of some or all of the information to the public. (Pub. Resources Code §21082.3 (c){1)).

6. Discussion of Impacts to Tribal Cultural Resources in the Environmental Document: If a project may have a
significant impact on a tribal cultural resource, the lead agency's environmental document shall discuss both of
the following:

a. Whather the proposed project has a significant impact on an identified tribal cultural resource.

b. Whether feasible alternatives or mitigation measures, including those measures that may be agreed to
pursuant to Public Resources Code §21082.3, subdivision (a), avoid or substantially lessen the impact
on the identified tribal cultural resource. (Pub. Resources Code §21082.3 (b)).
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7. Conclusion of Consultation: Consultation with a tribe shall be considered concluded when either of the following
OCCUrs:
" a. The parties agree to measures to mitigate or avoid a slgnlf'l::ant effect, if a significant El’fect exists, on &
tribal cultural resource; or
b. A party, acting in good faith and after reasonable effort, concludes that mutual agreement cannot be
reached. (Pub. Resources Code §21080.3.2 (b)),

8. Recommending Mitigation Measures Agreed Upon in Consyltation in the Environmental Document:  Any.
mitigation measures agreed upon in the consultation conducted pursuant to Public Resources Code §21080.3.2
shall be recommended for inclusion in the environmental document and in an adopted mitigation monitoring and
reporting proegram, if determined to avoid or lessen the impact pursuant to Public Resources Code §21082.3,
subdivision (b), paragraph 2, and shall be fully enforceable. (Pub. Resources Code §21082.3 (a)).

9. Required Consideration of Feasible Mitigation: If mitigation measures recommended by the staff of the lead
agency as a result of the consultation process are not included in the environmental document or if there are no
agreed upon mitigation measures at the conclusion of consultation, or if consultation does not occur, and if
substantial evidence demonstrates that a project will cause a significant effect to a tribal cultural resource, the
lead agency shall consider feasible mitigation pursuant to Public Resources Code §21084.3 (b). (Pub. Resources

Code §21082.3 (g)).
10. Examples of Mitigation Measures That, If Feasible, May Be Considered to Avoid or Minimize Significant Adverse

Impacts to Tribal Cultural Resources:
a. Avoidance and preservation of the resources in place, including, but not limited to:
i. Planning and construction to avoid the resources and protect the cultural and natural context.
il. Planning greenspace, parks, or other open space, fo incorporate the resources with culturally
appropriate protection and management criteria.
Treating the resource with culturally appropriate dignity, taking into account the tribal cultural values and
meaning of the resource, including, but not limited to, the following:
i. Protecting the cultural character and integrity of the resource.
iIl. Protecting the traditional use of the resource.
ii.. . Protecting the confidentiality of the resource,
Permanent conservation easements or other interests in real property, with culturally appropriate
management criteria for the purposes of preserving or utilizing the rescurces or places.
Protecting the resource. (Pub. Resource Code §21084.3 (b)).
Please note that a federally recognized Califomia Native American tribe ora non-federally recognized
California Mative American tribe that is on the contact list maintained by the NAHC to protect a California
prehistore, archaeological, cultural, spiritual, or ceremonial place may acquire and hold conservation
easements if the conservation easement is voluntarly conveyed, (Civ. Code §815.3 (c)).
Please note that it is the policy of the state that Mative American remains and associated grave artifacts
shall ba repatriated. (Pub. Resources Code §5097.991).

11. Prerequisites for Cerifying an Environmental Impact Report or Adopting a Mitigated Megative Declaration or
Meqative Declaration with a Significant Impact on_an |dentified Tribal Cultural Resource: An Environmental
Impact Report may not be certified, nor may a mitigated negative declaration or a negative declaration be adopted
unless one of the following occurs:

a. The consultation process between the tribes and the lead agency has occurred as provided in Public
Resources Code §21080.3.1 and §21080.3.2 and concluded pursuant to Public Resources Code

21080.3.2,

b. ghe tribe that requested consultation failed to provide comments to the lead agency or otherwise failed
o engage in the consultation process.

¢. The lead agency provided nolice of the project to the tribe in compliance with Public Resources Code
£§21080.3.1 (d) and the tribe failed fo request consultation within 30 days. (Pub. Resourcez Code
§21082.3 (d)).

T

o

®a

™

The NAHC's PowerPoint presentation titled, “Tribal Consultation Under AB 52: Requirements and Best Practices”
may be found online at: hitp:inabc.ca.goviwp-contentiuploads/2015/10/AB52 TrbalConsultation CalEPAPDFE. pdf
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SB18

SB 18 applies to local governments and requires local governments to contact, provide notice to, refer plans to, and
consult with tribes prior to the adoption or amendment of a general plan or a specific plan, or the designation of open
space. (Gov. Code §65352.3). Local governments should consult the Governor's Office of Planning and Research's
Tribal Consultation Guidelines," which can be found onling at:
https:/faww.opr.cagovidocs/09_14 05 Updated Guidelines 922 pdf

Some of 5B 18's provisions include:

1. Tribal Consultation: If a local government considers a proposal to adopt or amend a general plan or a specific
plan, or to designate open space it is required to contact the appropriate tribes identified by the NAHC by
requesting a “Tribal Consultation List.” If a tribe, once contactad, requests consultation the local government must
consult with the tribe on the plan proposal. A tribe has 90 days from the date of receipt of notification to
request consultation uniess a shorter timeframa has been agreed to by the tribe. (Gov. Code §65352.3
(a)(2)).

2. Mo Statutory Time Limit on SB 18 Tribal Consultation. There is no statutory time limit on SB 18 tribal consultation.

3. Confidentiality: Consistent with the guidelines developed and adopted by the Office of Planning and Research
pursuant to Gov. Code §65040.2, the city or county shall protect the confidentiality of the information concerning
the specific identity, location, character, and use of places, features and objects described in Public Resources
Code §5097.9 and §5097.9%3 that are within the city's or county’s jurisdiction. (Gov. Code §65352.3 (b)).

4, Conclysion of SB 18 Tribal Consultation: Consultation should be concluded at the point in which:

a. The parties to the consultation come to a mutual agreement concerning the appropriate measures for
preservation or mitigation; or

b. Either the local government or the tribe, achng in good falth and after reasnnable effort, concludes that
mutual agreement cannot be reached concerning the appropriate measures of preservation or mitigation.
{Tribal Consultation Guidelines, Governor's Office of Planning and Research (2005) at p. 18).

Agencies should be aware that neither AB 52 nor SB 18 precludes agencies from initiating tribal consultation with
tribes that are traditionally and mlﬁ..lrﬂ":.r affiliated with their jurisdictions before the timeframes provided in AB 52 and
SB.18. Forthat reason, we urge you o continue to request MNative American Tribal Contact Lists and."Sacred Lands.
File" searches from the NAHC. The request forms can be found online at: hitp:/fnahe.ca.goviresourcesforms/

MAHC Recommendations for Cultural Resgurces Assessmeants

To adequately assess the existence and significance of tribal cultural resources and plan for avoidance, preservation
in place, or barring both, mitigation of project-related impacts to tribal cultural resources, the NAHC recommends the
following actions:

1. Contact the appropriate regional Califomia Historical Research Information System (CHRIS) Center
{http:fohp. parks.ca.gov/?page_id=1068) for an archaeological records search. The records search will
determine:

a, |If part or all of the APE has been previously surveyed for cultural resources.

b. If any known cultural resources have already been recorded on or adjacent to the APE.

c. [f the probability is low, moderate, or high that cultural resources are locatad in the APE.

d. If a survey is required to determine whether previously unrecorded cultural resources are present.

2. Ifanarchaeological inventory survey is required, the final stage is the preparation of a professional report detailing
the findings and recommendations of the records search and field survey.

a. The final report containing site forms, site significance, and mitigation measures should be submitted
Immediately to the planning department. All information regarding site locations, Native American human
remains, and associated funerary objects should be in a separate confidential addendum and not be
made available for public disclosure.

b. The final written report should be submitted within 3 months after work has been cnmp]&tad to the
appropriate regional CHRIS center.
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3. Contact the NAHC for:
a. A Sacred Lands File search. Remember that tribes do not always record their sacred sites In the Sacred
Lands File, nor are they required to do so. A Sacred Lands Fila search is not a substitute for consultation
with tribes that are traditionally and culturally affiliated with the geographic area of the project's APE.
b. A Native American Tribal Consultation List of appropriate tribes for consultation conceming the project
site and to assist in planning for avoidance, preservation in place, or, failing both, mitigation measures.

4, Remember that tha lack of surface evidence of archaeological resources (including tribal cultural resources) does
not preclude their subsurface existence.

a. Lead agencies should include in their mitigation and monitoring reporting program plan provisions for the
identification and evaluation of inadvertently discovered archaeclogical resources per Cal. Code Regs.,
tit. 14, §15064.5(f) (CEQA Guidelines §15084.5(f)). In areas of identified archaeclogical sensitivity, a
certified archaeclogist and a culturally affiliated Mative American with knowledge of cultural resources
should monitor all ground-disturbing activities.

‘b. Lead agencies should include in their mitigation and monitoring reporting program plans provisions for
the disposition of recoverad cultural items that are not burial associated in consultation with culturally
affiliated Native Amaricans,

¢. Lead agencles should include in their mitigation and monitoring reporting program plans provisions for
the treatment and disposition of inadvertently discovered Native American human remains. Health and
Safety Code §7050.5, Public Resources Code §5097.98, and Cal. Code Regs., tit. 14, §15064.5,
subdivisions (d) and (e) (CEQA Guidelines §15084.5, subds. (d) and {(a)) address the processes lo be
followed in the event of an inadvertent discovery of any Mative American human remaing and associated
grave goods in a location other than a dedicated cemetery.

If you have any questions or need additional information, please contact me at my

emall address: Frank Linef@nahc.ca.gov.
Sincerely,

e ned

Frank Lienart
Assoclale GovermnetalProgram Analyst

co: State Clearinghouse

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
Comment NOP-3

~ VIFAS -
; j& & 4 : . Alpine, CA 91903

. #1 Viejas Grade Road
TRIBAL GOVERNMENT ° © Alping CA 91901

Phone: 6194453810
Fax: 6194455337

September 10, 2018 - viejascom

Diana Thai

South Coast AQMD
21865 Copley Drive
Ciamond Bar, CA 81765

Re: Quemetco Capacity Upgrade Project

Dear Ms. Thai,

The Viejas Band of Kumeyaay Indians {‘Viejas") has reviewed the proposed project and
at this time we have determined that the project site has little cultural significance or ties
to Viejas. We further recommend that you contact the tribe(s) closest to the cultural
resources. We, however, request to be informed of any new developments such as
inadvertent discovery of cultural artifacts, cremation sites, or human remains in order for
us to reevaluate our participation in the government-to-gevernment consultation
process. : : ’

Please do not hesitate to contact me if you have further questions. Please call Ernest

Pingleton at 619-659-2314 or me at 619-652-2312, or email, epingleton@viejas-nsn.gov
or rteran@viejas-nsn.gov. Thank you,

A —

Ray Terah, F’:esource Management
VIEJAS BAND OF KUMEYAAY INDIANS

Sincerely,
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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

Comment NOP-4

BUSINESS DEPARTMENT - Facilities Development & Planning
Office of the Executive Director

2425 Webster Ave,, Long Beach, CA go8io

(562} go7-7550 Fax (562) s05-Bl4q

September 27, 2018

Diana Thai

Bir Cruality Specialist

south Coast Ar Quality Management DisTrict
21865 Coplay Drve

Diarmond Bar, CAS1TEG-4718

Subject: HOF/IS Comments for Guemetco Copaocity Upgrode Project

Ciear Ms. Thai:

The Long Beach Unified School Dstrict (LEUSD or District] appreciates the opportunity to comment on the
hotice of Preparation (MOF) and Initlal Stedy (15) of a Draft Erdronmantal impact Report (DEIR) for the
Cuermeteo Capacity Upgrade project (proposed ropect). In scordance with the Californa Ervironmerstal
Gualtty Act {CEQA), the South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMDL, as the lead agency, has
pregared @ MORAS of a DEIR to address the potential environmertal impacts assosiated with the preposed
project at the Guemetcs facility.

The District understands Quematco operates a secondary lead-smelting facility in the Gy of Industey, Loy
Anpeles County. The purpoze of the praject is to allow the facility to recycle more lead batteries and
oliminate the existing daily idle time of the rotary-feed drying fureace and reverberatory furnace. The
project propases to modify exisbng SCAOMD permits to increase the rotary-fead drgng furnace feed rata
imit from &603 tons e d:ul,' {tpd) to 750 tpd, increase the amount of total coke material allowed 1o be
precessed from 600,000 pounds per month to 750,300 pounds perc month, and &low petraleuns roke o be
used a5 a smelting reagent. The facility's ratary drgng turnace and reverberatary furnace would increase
operation from 20 hours per day 1o 24 hours per day, and as a consequence, the refined |ead product
output would increase from approximately 460 tpd to 575 tpd. Additionalby, truck activity would increase
by approsdmately 415 round 1rips per month from additionsl feedstack torbe processed.

The Detrict i committed to praviding a sate k2arming environment and schoal facilities for ite students and
emplovess. Thus, the Districk's primary corgern in its review aof the NOFJIS s whether the project's
enviranmental impacts will be praperly addressed, arabzed, and mitigated in the DEIR to avoid adverce
impacts on the Delnct's schoeds, stodests, amd staff. Specifically, the District recommends the DEIR
thorpughly addreszes regional i ouality impacts ta ambient & guality and localized impacts fo sensitive
receptors from increased  emissions. of todmac air contaminants, including lead, arsenic. hesavalent
chromivm, and benzena. Additionally, the Dietrict is alzo concernad with the truck astivity increase an the
region's freeway and roadway networks from the proposed project and the subsequent increasa in

regional diesel particulate matter emissions

Appendix B B-23 October 2021



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

strict regquests that SCACQMMD address al pacts te schoals and identity teasible and efttec e
miigation measures to reduce those impacts. The District 15 happy to work with the SCADMD to assist |

identifying feasibie miti@ation and ensurne that istrict students and staff are not impacted by the oroject. If

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

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
DISTRICT 7, OFFICE OF REGIONAL PLANNING
IGR/CEQA BRANCH

100 MAIN STREET, M3 16

LOS ANGELES, CA 90012-360G

PHONE: (213) 857-6536

FAN: [213) 397-1337

October 2, 2018

Ms. Barbara Radlein

South Coast Air Quality Management District
21865 E. Copley Drive

Diamond Bar, CA 91765

Dear Ms. Radlein:

EDRELIND G, BROWH, I8, G

Mading Conservation g

Cirliformia Way of Li?

Comment NOP-5

Re: Quemetco Capacity Upgrade Project
SCH# 2018081096
GTS# 07-LA-2018-01897TD-NOP

Thank vou for including the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) in the environmental
review process for the above referenced project. The proposed Project includes modification of existing

SCAQMD permits to: 1) increase the rotary feed drving furnace feed rate limit from 600 tons per day Nop-s-A

(tpd) to 750 tpd; 2) increase the amount of total eoke material (e.g., caleined coke, petroleum coke, or a
combination thereol) allowed to be processed in the rotary feed drying furnace and reverberatory
furmace from 600,000 pounds per month (Ibs/menth) to 750,000 lbs‘month; and 3) allow petroleum
coke, in licu of or in addition fo caleined coke, to be wsed as a smelting reagent in the reverberatory
furnace and electric resistance heated slag reduction furnace.

Caltrans has reviewed the NOP and dees not expect project approval to result in a direct adverse impact
to the existing State transportation facilities. However, we do recommend checking the truck turning
radius at ramp locations in the project area to facilitate ruck movement.

Please keep in mind, an encroachment permit will be required for any project work proposed on or near
the Caltrans Right of Way and all environmental coneerns must be adequately addressed.

In the spirit of cooperation, Caltrans staff is available to work with your planners and traffic engineers

NOP-5-B

NOP-5-C

for this project, if needed. If you have any questions regarding these comments, please contact project NOP-5-D

coordinator Mr. Todd Davis, at (213) 897-0067 and refer to GTS# 07-LA-2018-018597TD.

Sincerel

ce: Scott Morgan, State Clearinghouse

“Provide @ safe, sustminatde. infegrofed and officiemt fronsperiaios syréem
fe enitaner Coffomio 1 ooy and ¥iehifioe™
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Responses to Comment Letter NOP-5 California Department of Transportation (Caltrans),
Miya Edmonson

Comment NOP-5-A

Thank vou for including the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) in the environmental

review process for the above referenced project. The proposed Project includes modification of existing
SCAQMD permits to: 1) increase the rotary feed drving furnace feed rate limit from 600 1ons per day xop-s-a
(tpd) to 750 tpd; 2) increase the amount of total coke material (e.g., caleined coke, petroleum coke, or a
combination thereof) allowed to be processed in the rotary feed drving furnece and reverberatory

fumace from @03000 pounds per month (Ibs/month) to 750,000 Ibs/month; and 3) allow petroleum

coke, in licu of or in addition to caleined coke, to be wsed as a smelting reagent in the reverberatory

furnace and electrc resistance heated slag reduction furnace.

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.

Caltrans has reviewed the NOP and does not expect project approval to result in a direct adverse impact
to the existing State transportation facilities. However, we do recommend checking the truck turning NOP-5-B
radius at ramp locations in the project area to facilitate wuck movement.

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.
7% Avenue northbound on-ramps, SR 60 and S. 7" Avenue northbound off-ramps, SR 60 and S.
7" 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.

Please keep in mind, an encroachment permit will be required for any project work propoged on or near
the Caltrans Right of Way and all environmental concerns must be adequately addressed. NOP-5-C

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

In the spirit of cooperation, Caltrans staff i= available to work with your planners and traffic engineers
for this project, if needed. If you have any questions regarding these comments, please contact project NOP-5-D
coordinator Mr. Todd Davis, at (213) B97-0067 and refer to GTS# 07-LA-2018-01897TD.

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
Pr Comment NOP-6
/e Y BOARD OF SUPERVISORS

~# ] COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES

EZZ KENNETH HAHN HALL OF ADMINISTRATION [ LOS ANGELES, CALIFOaNA DOTT2

Tedephone (213) 974-4444 [ FAX (213) 626-B041

JANICE HAHN
CHAIR PRO-TEM

October 23, 2018

Mr. Wayne Nastri

Executive Officer

South Coast Air Quality Management District
21865 Copley Drive

Diamand Bar, California 91765

Dear Mr. Nastri:

NOP-6-A
| am writing to express my concern regarding Quemetco, Inc’s Capacity Upgrade
Praject {Project) and the impact the Project has on the health and quality of life of my
residents in Hacienda Heights.
| am concerned that we have not yet received the results of the soil testing for metals in NOPe-B
the areas surrounding Quemetco, and | believe that the Project should not even be
considered until the results are in hand and we are confident that the project will nat
create negative impacts to public health, quality of life and the environment.

NOP-6-C
In addition, | have learmed about Quemetco, Inc.'s recent violation and | am anxious to
hear about the resolution of this issue before the Project moves forward,

| look forward fo hearing from you on this matter.

hair Pro-Tem
Supervisor, Fourth District
County of Los Angeles
JH:LY: by

c: Ms. Barbara Lee, Director
Department of Toxic Substances Control

mauled Jﬁ{;%%
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Responses to Comment Letter NOP-6

Comment NOP-6-A

KOP-5-A
| am writing fo express my concern regarding Quemetco, Inc’s Capacity Upgrade
Project (Project) and the impact the Project has on the health and quality of life of my
residents in Hacienda Heights

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°F. 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

~ § MOP-6
| am concerned that we have not yet received the results of the soil testing for metals in noP-e-B

the areas surrounding Quemetco, and | believe that the Project should not even be
considered until the results are in hand and we are confident that the project will not
creale negative impacts to public health, quality of life and the environment.

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

NOP-6-C

In addition, | have learned about Quemetco, Inc.'s recent violation and | am anxious to
hear about the resolution of this issue before the Project moves forward

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

{ Comment NOP-7

\e - Department of Toxic Substances Control

Barbara A. Lea, Director

Secratary far ‘ BBOO Cal Center Drive
Environmantal Protection Sacramento, Calfornia 95826-3200

~ October 25, 2018
. Certified Mail No: 7017 3040 0000 4252 7822

Ms. Diana Thai

Alr Quality Specialist

Planning, Rule Development, and Area Sources
South Coast Air Quality Management District
21865 Copley Drive

Diamond Bar, California 81765

Dear Ms, Thai:

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Notice of Preparation (NOP) and Initial S
Study (IS) for the draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the Quemetco Capacity NOP-7-A
Upgrade Project (Project) at the Quemetco, Inc. facility (Facility) located at 720 5. Tth

Avenue, in the City of Industry. The Project would allow for Quemetco to carry out the
following:

+ increase the rotary feed drying fumace feed rate limit from 600 tons per da:_.r (tpd) to
750 tpd,

+ increase the amount of total coke material (e.g., calcined coke, petroleum coke, or a
combination thereof) allowed to be processed in the rotary feed drying fumace and
reverberatory fumace from 600,000 pounds per month (Ibs/month} to 750,000
les/month; and

= allow petroleum coke, in lieu of or in addition o calcined coke, to be used as a
smelting reagent in the reverberatory furnace and electric resistance heated slag
reduction furnace. .

The public comment beriud for the NOP ends October 25, 2018. The Initial Study attached
to the NOP identifies the following environmental impact areas that may be adversely
affected and that will be further analyzed in the draft EIR:

Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Emissions
Eriergy

Hazards and Hazardous Materials
Hydrelogy and Water Quality

Mandatory Findings of Significance

As the Responsible Agency under CEQA, for this Project, California Depariment of Toxic
Substances Control (DTSC) submils this letter to specify the scope and content of the NOP-7-B
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Ms. Diana Thai
October 25, 2018
Page 2

environmental information that would be germane to DTSC's statutory responsibilities in
connection with the proposed Project.

As you may be aware, DTSC oversees the treatment, transfer, and storage of hazardous

waste at the Facility pursuant to the California Health and Safety Code, Division 20, NOP-7-C
Chapter 6.5. DTSC issued a Hazardous Waste Operation and Post-Closure Permit (Permit)

with an effective date of September 15, 2005 to the Facility and DTSC is currently reviewing

an application from the Facility to renew the Permit. The Permit will remain in effect until

DTSC makes a decision on the renewal request.’

In addition to the environmental impact areas addressed above, the draft EIR should also
analyze how the Project will comply with federal, siate, and local statutes and regulations
related to hazardous waste. Page 2-56 of the Initial Study did not completely address this
guestion.

There are three units that are authorized to treat hazardous waste in the DTSC Permit and

that are the main focus of the Project. Those units are the rotary feed drying furnace, NOP-7-D
reverberatory furnace, and the slag reduction furnace, and are defined as Miscellaneous

Units under California Code of Regulation (CCR), title 22 section 66260.10. Regulations for
Miscellansous Units are found under CCR title 22, chapter 14, article 16. The regulations

require that Miscellaneous Units be located, designed, constructed, operated, maintained,

and closed in a manner that will ensure protection of human health and the environment.

Under CCR fitle 22, section 66264.601, protection of human health and the environment

includes, but iz not limited to;

(a) prevention of any releases that may have adverse effects on human health or the
environment due to migration of waste constituents, hazardous constituents, or
reaction products, in the ground water or subsurface environment, considering:

{1) the volume and physical and chemical characteristics of the waste in the
unit, including its potential for migration through seil, liners, or other
containing structures;

{2) the hydrologic and geologic characteristics of the unit and the surrounding
area;

{3) the existing guality of ground water and soil-pore liquid and gas, including
other sources of pollution and contamination and their cumulative impact on
the ground water and the normally unsaturated zone;

{4) the quantity and direction of groundwater flow,

! The cumrent application from the Facliity to renew the Permit does not include the proposed increases In
drying furnace fead rate limits, amount of allowed petrolaum coke and substitution of petrolaum coke for
calcined coke. If the Quemelco Capacity Upgrade Project EIR is approved by tha South Coast Alr Quality
Managament District, 8 modification to the Permit would be required in order to be authorized by DTSC's
Permnit,
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{5) the proximity to and withdrawal rate of current and potential groundwater
Lsers,

(6) the pattemns of land use in the region;

{7} the potential for deposition or migration of waste consfituents, hazardous
constituents, or reaction products, into subsurface physical structures, and

into the root zone of food-chain crops and other vegetation:

(8} the potential for health risks caused by human exposure to constituents of
concern; and :

(9) the potential for damage to domestic animals, wildlife, crops, vegetation,
and physical structures caused by exposure to constituents of concemn;

(b) prevention of any reieases that may have adverse effects on human health or the
environment due to migration of waste constituents, hazardous constituents, or
reaction products, in surface water, or wetlands or on the soil surface considering:

(1) the volume and physical and chemical characteristics of the waste in the
unit; :

(2) the effectiveness and reliability of containing, confining, and collecting
systems and structures in preventing migration:

{3) the hydrologic characteristics of the unit and the surrounding area,
including the topography of the land around the unit:

(4) the patterns of precipitation in the region;
(5) the quantity, quality, and direction of ground-water flow;
(6) the proximity of the unit to surface waters;

(7} the current and potential uses of nearby surface waters and any water
guality standards esiablished for those surface waters:

(8) the existing quality of surface waters and surface soils, including other
sources of pollution and contamination and their cumulative impact on
surface waters and surface soils;

(9} the patterns of land use in the region;

{10} the potential for health risks caused by human exposure to constituents
of concern; and

(11) the potential for damage to domestic animals, wildlife, crops, vegstation
and physical structures caused by exposure to constituents of concern:
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Cctober 25, 2018
Page 4

(c) prevention of any release that may have adverse effects on human health or the
environment due to migration of waste constituents, hazardous constituents, or
reaction products, in the air, considering:

{1) the volume and physical and chemical characteristics of the waste in the
unit, including its potential for the emission and dispersal of gases, asrosols,
and particulates,

{2) the effectiveness and reliability of systems and structures to reduce or
prevent emissions of hazardous constituents to the air;

(3) the operating characteristics of the unit;

{4) the atmospheric, meteorologic, and topographical characteristics of the
unit and the surrounding area;

(5) the existing guality of the air, including other sources of pollution and
contamination and their curmmulative impact on the air;

(B) the potential for health risks caused by human exposure to constituents of
concern; and

{7) the potential for damage to domestic animals, wildlife, crops, vegetation,
and physical structures caused by exposure to constituents of concern,

The draft EIR should disclose any potential impacts that would result from the activities
related to the proposed Project and analyze whether the Project would allow the Facility to  NOP-7-E
operate the Miscellaneous Units in compliance with the above regulation[RBI1].

DTSC has designated employees that are available to meet with you and discuss the scope _
and content of the draft EIR. To schedule a meeting or discuss this letter further, please NOP-7-F

contact Mr. Sam Coe, DTSC Permitting Division Project Manager at 816-255-3587 or at
sam.coe@dtsc.ca.gov.

Sincerely,

= L ffff -f":’ﬂ# ; %
“_d,jf;*;‘—”&{*fwﬁ L
Edward Mieto, P.E.
Supervising Hazardous Substance Engineer Il
Permiiting Division

cc: See next page
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oo (via email):

Alexander Mayer

Atorney 111

Office of Legal Affairs

Department of Toxic Substances Control
1001 | Streat, 237 Floor

P.O. Box B06

Sacramento, California 95812-0808
alexander. mayer@disc.ca.goy

Sam Coe

Senior Environmental Scientist
Permitting Division

Department of Toxic Substances Control
B800 Cal Center Drive, 2% Floor
Sacramento, California 95826-3200

sam. coef@disc.ca.gov

Robert Irving

Supervising Environmental Planner
Permitting Division

Department of Toxic Substances Control
8800 Cal Center Drive, 2™ Floor
Sacramento, California 95826-3200

robert.irving@dtsc.ca.goy
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Responses to Comment Letter NOP-7

Comment NOP-7-A

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Notice of Preparation (NOP) and Initial I
Study (IS) for the draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the Quemetco Capacity NOP-7-A
Upgrade Project (Project) at the Quemetco, Inc. facility (Facility) located at 720 5. Tth

Avenue, in the City of Industry. The Project would allow for Quemetco to carry out the
following:

+ increase the rotary feed drying fumace feed rate limit from 600 tons per da:_.r (tpd) to
750 tpd,

+ increase the amount of total coke material (e.g., calcined coke, petroleum coke, or a
combination thereof) allowed to be processed in the rotary feed drying fumace and

reverberatory fumace from 600,000 pounds per month (Ibs/month} to 750,000
les/month; and

= allow petroleum coke, in lieu of or in addition o calcined coke, to be used as a
smelting reagent in the reverberatory furnace and electric resistance heated slag
reduction furnace. .

The public comment beriud for the NOP ends October 25, 2018. The Initial Study attached
to the NOP identifies the following environmental impact areas that may be adversely
affected and that will be further analyzed in the draft EIR:

Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Emissions
Eriergy

Hazards and Hazardous Materials
Hydrelogy and Water Quality

Mandatory Findings of Significance

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

As the Responsible Agency under CEQA for this Project, California Depariment of Toxic
Substances Control (DTSC) submils this letter to spacify the scope and content of the NOF-7-B

environmental information that would be germane to DTSC's sfatutory responsibilities in
cannection with the propesed Project.

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

As you may be aware, DTSC oversees the treatment, transfer, and storage of hazardous

waste at the Facility pursuant to the California Health and Safety Code, Division 20, NOP-7-C
Chapter 6.5. DTSC issued a Hazardous Waste Operation and Post-Closure Permit (Permit)

with an effective date of September 15, 2005 to the Facility and DTSC is currently reviewing

an application from the Facility to renew the Permit. The Permit will remain in effect until

DTSC makes a decision on the renewal request.’

In addition to the environmental impact areas addressed above, the draft EIR should also
analyze how the Project will comply with federal, state, and local statutes and regulations
related to hazardous waste. Page 2-56 of the [nitial Study did not completely address this
question.

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

Thera are three units that are authorized to treat hazardous waste in the DTSC Permit and

that are the main focus of the Project. Those units are the rotary feed drying furmnace, NOP-7-D
reverberatory fumace, and the slag reduction furmace, and are defined as Miscellaneous

Units under California Code of Regulation (CCR), title 22 section 66280.10. Regulations for
Miscellaneous Units are found under CCR title 22, chapter 14, article 16. The regulations

require that Miscellaneous Units be located, designed, constructed, operatad, maintained,

and closed in a manner that will ensure protection of human health and the environment.

Under CCR title 22, section 66264.601, protection of human health and the environment

includes, but iz not limited to;

(a) prevention of any releases that may have adverse effects on human health or the
environment due to migration of waste constituents, hazardous constituents, or
reaction products, in the ground water or subsurface environment, considering:;

{1) the volume and physical and chemical characteristics of the waste in the
unit, including its potential for migration through soil, liners, or other
containing structures;

(2} the hydrologic and geologic characteristics of the unit and the surrounding
area;

{3) the existing quality of ground water and soil-pore liguid and gas, including
other sources of pollution and contamination and their cumulative impact on
the ground water and the normally unsaturated zone;

(4) the quantity and direction of groundwater flow;
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{3) the proximity to and withdrawal rate of current and potential groundwater
users,

{8) the patterns of land use in the region;

(7) the potential for deposition or migration of waste consftituents, hazardous
conslituents, or reaction products, into subsurface physical structures, and
into the root zone of food-chain crops and other vegetation;

(8} the potantial for health risks caused by human a:posum to constituents of
concem, and

(9) the potential for damage lo domestic animals, wildlife, crops, vegetation,
and physical structures caused by exposure to constituents of concern;

(&) prevention of any releases that may have adverse effects on human health or the
environment due to migration of waste constituents, hazardous constituents, or
reaction products, in surface waler, or wellands or on the soll surface considering:

(1) the volume and phjraml and chemical characteristics of the wasla in the
unit;

(2) the effectiveness and reliability of containing, confining, and collecting
systemns and structures in preventing migration:

(3} the hydrologic characteristics of the unit and the surrounding area,
including the topography of the land arcund the unit:

(4} the pattams of precipitation in the region;
(5] the quantity, quality, and direction of ground-water flow;
{6) the proximity of the unit to surface walers;

(7) the cument and potential uses of nearby surface waters and any waler
quality standards established for those surface waters:

(8] the existing quality of surface walers and surface soils, including other
sources of pollution and contamination and their cumulative impact on
surface waters and surface solls;

{9} the patterns of land use in the region;

(10} the polential for health risks caused by human exposure to constituents
of concern; and

(11} the potential for damage to domestic animals, wildlifa, crops, vegatahun
and physical structures caused by exposure to constituents of concern;
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(c) prevention of any release that may have adverse effects on human health or the
emvironment due to migration of waste constituents, hazardous conslituents, or
reaction products, in the air, considering:

{1} the volume and physical and chemical characteristics of the waste in the
unit, including its potential for the emission and dispersal of gases, aerosols,
and particulates;

(2) the effectiveness and reliability of systems and structures lo reduce or
prevent emissions of hazardous constituents to the air,

(3) the operating characteristics of the unit;

{4) the atmospheric, meteoralogic, and topagraphical characteristics of the
unit and the surrounding area;

(5) the existing quality of the air, including other sources of pallution and
contamination and their cumulative impact on the air;

(6) the potential for health risks caused by human exposure to constituents of
concern, and

(7) the potential for damage to domestic animals, wildlife, crops, vegetation,
and physical structures caused by exposure to constituents of concem.

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

The draft EIR should disclose any potential impacts that would result from the activities
related to the proposed Project and analyze whether the Project would allow the Facility to  NOP-7.1
operate the Miscellanaous Units in compliance with the above regulation[RBI1).

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

DTSC has designated employees that are available to meet with you and discuss the scope
and content of the draft EIR. To schedule a meeting or discuss this letter further, please NOP-7-1
contact Mr. Sam Coe, DTSC Pemmitting Division Project Manager at 816-255-3587 or at

sam.coe@dtsc.ca.gov

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.

Appendix B B-43 October 2021



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

Comments

Comment Letter NOP-8 County of Los Angeles — Office of the County Counsel, Scott Kuhn

Comment NOP-8

COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES
OFFICE OF THE COUNTY COUNSEL

648 KENNETH HAHN HALL OF ADMINISTRATION
500 WEST TEMPLE STREET
LOS ANGELES, CALIFORNIA 90012-2712 TELEPHONE
213 9741852

MARY C. WICKHAM FACSIMILE
County Counsel October 25, 2018 (217) 6134751

Appendix B

TOD
(213) §33-0901

V1A 1.8, MAIL AND ELECTRONIC MAIL

Diana Thai, Air Quality Specialist

South Coast Air Quality Management District
21865 Copley Drive

Diamond Bar, CA 91765-4178

dthaif@aqmd.gov

Re:  County Comments on Quemetco's Proposed Capacity
Upgrade Project

Dear Ms. Thai and SCAQMD:

Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on the Initial Study
for the Quemetco Capacity Upgrade Project (Project). The County of Los NOP-8-A
Angeles (County) is very concerned about the facility and the Project, which
poses significant health risks and environmental impacts to nearby communities
and County residents.

The County Opposcs the Project Because it Will Increase Pollution in

Already Overburdened Nearby Communities and Because Regulators Have NOP-3-B
Not Sufficiently Investigated Historic Environmental Impacts from

Quemetco.

Quemetco's Hazardous Waste Facility Operation and Post-Closure permit,
issued by the Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) in September
2015 (which allows Quemetco to operate the equipment and processes at issue in
the Project and establishes threshold maximum capacities for the equipment) is
currently in a renewal process. The Initial Study acknowledges that "[a]ny
revisions to this permit as a result of the [Project] would be a separate but related
activity... [emphasis added].” (IS, p. 1-18) The DTSC has collected soil
samples and is conducting an analysis of impacts from Quemetco's existing
operations. Accordingly, it is premature to continue the CEQA process for this
Project without having the results of the DTSC's analysis completed and publicly
available. It is imperative that the environmental and public health impacts from
Quemetco's existing operations be known (both to SCAQMD and the public)
before additional approvals are considered.

NOP-8-C

HOAI0238E167.1
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Moreover, Quemetco has received four Notices of Violations (NOVs)
from the SCAQMD since July 2017, including three in 2018 that have not been
resolved. (SCAQMD Scoping Meeting presentation dated October 11, 2018.) MOP-8-I
Two of these NOVs were for releasing excess air pollution, including arsenic.
According to SCAQMD's presentation at the October 11, 2018 scoping meeting,
Quemetco has also exceeded its permit limits for emissions of 1,3-Butadiene,
which the US EPA has classified as a known human carcinogen. With so many
existing, unresolved compliance issues, it is premature to continue processing the
Project under CEQA.,

The County also opposes the Project because it will increase hazardous
waste, air pollution, including lead and arsenic emissions, water quality issues,
traffic, and public health impacts in a community that is already at risk. As the NOP-8-E
community near the facility is identified by CalEPA as a "Disadvantaged
Community" pursuant to the criteria in SB535, allowing additional hazardous
waste and pollution into the community raises serious environmental justice
CONCETNS.

The following County departments have reviewed the Initial Study:
Department of Public Health, the Fire Department’s Health Hazardous Materials
Division (which serves as the Certified Uniform Program Agency), Department of ~ NOP-8-F
Public Works, and the County Sanitation District’s Industrial Waste Section. The
comments below reflect the experience and expertise of these County departments
and the County's concerns about the proposed Project and the proposed limited
scope of analysis proposed for the EIR.

Quemetco’s Existing Operations and the Proposed Expansion Project NOP-£.C
Quemetco operates a battery recycling facility, which erushes and melts

used batteries to recover lead and other materials, The facility currently emits

lead, arsenic, benzene and 1,3-butadiene under permits issued by the SCAQMD.

Quemetco's existing operation violated the permits four (4) times in the past two

years—twice for exceeding the level of permitted arsenic emissions: onee for

exceeding emission limits for 1,3-butadiene, and once for reporting discrepancies.

The Project proposes to expand Quemetco’s existing operations by: (1)
increasing the rotary feed drying furnace rate; (2) increasing the amount of total
coke material that may be processed; and (3) allowing petroleum coke to be used
as a smelting reagent. The Project would also eliminate the existing “daily idle
time,”

HOA 102351 167.1
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CEQA Requirements

“The 'heart of CEQA' is the EIR, whose purpose is to inform the public
agency and governmental officials of the environmental consequences of
decisions before they are made.” (San Franciscans Upholding the Downtown
Plan v. City and County of San Francisco (2002) 102 Cal. App.4th 656, 687-688).
An initial study is the preliminary environmental analysis in the CEQA process
and it is intended to facilitate environmental assessment early in the design of a
project. (CEQA Guidelines, section 15063(c)(5)).

A significant purpose of an initial study is to assist preparation of an EIR
by identifying effects determined to be significant and not significant and by
explaining the reasons for those determinations. (CEQA Guidelines, section
15063(c)(1), (3)). An initial study that omits material necessary to informed
decision-making subverts the purposes of CEQA. (Lighthouse Field Beach
Rescue v. City of Santa Cruz (2005) 131 Cal.App.dth 1170, 1202). CEQA
Appendix G provides an environmental checklist for an initial study. But the
CEQA Guidelines explain that the checklist is a “sample form” that may be
“tailored to satisfy individual apencies’ needs and project circumstances.” The
Appendix G checklist does not create the outside limit for analysis. Rather, it
creates a non-exhaustive list of resources to consider and recognizes that a lead
agency should adjust the list to fit the project under consideration.

Comments from the County Department of Public Health (DPH)
Initial Study Checklist Part IIT: Air Quality

The proposed Project will result in increased total coke usage and
increased emissions. The EIR must identify the existing baseline emissions and
the increased additional emissions that would result from the Project. The EIR
must identify the additional mass and the chemical composition of the increased
emissions and disclose impacts from the increase. This should include a
discussion of how stack and fugitive emissions will increase the loading of
hazardous materials to off-site soil. The County requests that the EIR expand the
scope of its analysis in the EIR to include these issues and to identify all feasible
mitigation measures. Further, the Initial Study references a 600-foot radius for
residences adjacent to the facility. But the Initial Study does not explain why 600
feet was selected as the radius. The Department of Public Health (DPH) requests
that the EIR identify the radius of the area tested and identify the substantial
evidence that supports selection of that radius.

HOAID2ZBNIGT.1
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Initial Study Checklist VIII: Hazardous and Hazardous Materials NOP-a.]

The EIR must disclose the existing operation’s significant impacts on
human health and ecology and the significant impacts from increased emissions.
Specifically, the EIR should discuss the following:

* How will the Project impact the Health Risk Assessment (HRA)
related to cancer from Arsenic, Benzene, and Hexavalent
Chromium?

* How will the Project impact the HRA related to chronic hazard
from Arsenic?

* How will the Project impact the HRA related to acute hazard from
Arsenic and Benzene?

* Does the change from calcined coke to petroleum coke result in
any differences (chemical character, physical form, or volume) in
the hazardous emission profile to air, soil, or water?

The EIR should also require a formal numeric HRA to evaluate the
Project’s impact from stationary and mobile sources as well as a lead
significance threshold analysis.

NOP-g-K

Once again, this section of the Initial Study utilizes an arbitrary cut-off in
this case of a “quarter mile” and concludes that there will be no impacts to NOP-8-L
sensitive receptors. Specifically, the Initial Study concludes no impacts to
schools because the closest school is .6 miles away and not within the “quarter
mile” radius. The EIR must explain the radius used and identify the substantial
evidence supporting that choice of radius. The County requests that the EIR
disclose and analyze the Project’s significant impacts to all schools and residences
located within a 2 mile radius of the facility, and identify all feasible measures to
mitigate those impacts.

Initial Study Checklist Part [X: Hydrology and Water Quality

The Initial Study incorporates by reference the DTSC's previously
certified Final Environmental Impact Report (FEIR) for its “Hazardous Waste NOP-8-M
Management Operation and Post Closure Permit for Quemetco, Ine.” and
discloses that the FEIR found water resources/water quality fo be a “significant
impact area.” (IS, p. 1-20). The Initial Study further states that Quemetco has
been working under DTSC’s direction to investigate whether its facility has had

ROA 12381 167.1
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an effect on surface or groundwater resources. The County requests that the EIR
disclose the results of this investigation, analyze significant impacts on surface
and groundwater, and identify all feasible measures to mitigate those impacts.

Further, the Initial Study concludes that the Project will not substantially
affect how much water is used at the facility or how much runoff is created. This
conclusion ignores the fact that the increased production at the facility will
increase emissions, thereby creating a significant potential for more chemicals to
be carried into nnoff. The EIR must disclose the additional mass and chemical
composition of the increased water and chemical loading into the MS4-permitted
sewer system. The EIR should disclose changes to runoff emissions during rain
events, specifically considering the additional mass and chemical composition and
study impacts related to those changes. Finally, the EIR should identify all
feasible measures to mitigate the Project’s significant impacts on Hydrology and
Water Quality.

Initial Study Checklist Part X1I; Noise

Even though the Project will increase truck and rail trips to the facility, the
[nitial Study concludes that the Project will create no noise impacts and excludes
noise from the areas studied in the EIR. The Initial Study does not include
substantial or sufficient evidence to support this conelusion.

The County requests that the EIR disclose and analyze the Project’s
significant impacts on noise, and identify all feasible measures to mitigate those
impacts. At a minimum, the Initial Study must identify the hours that constitute
the “existing daily idle time™ to determine whether the Project’s elimination of the
“idle time™ will create significant impacts.

Initial Study Checllist Part XVI; Solid and Hazardous Waste

The Initial Study lacks information necessary to support the conclusion
that the Project will have no impacts to Solid and Hazardous Waste. The Initial
Study states that the Project would create 178 additional truck loads and an
additional 4114 tons of “landfill bound slag™ (IS, p. 2-56.) But the Initial Study
fails to explain why this increase is not significant. The Initial Study concludes
that there is sufficient space at landfills to receive the additional waste, but it does
not identify the landfills that will receive the waste, Further, the Initial Study
concludes that there will be no impacts because Quemetco has “historically”
complied with all regulations. (IS, p. 2-57.) Given that Quemetco has received
four NOVs in the past two years, the Initial Study’s conclusion lacks evidentiary
support and improperly assumes future compliance. DPH requests that the EIR

HOA 102331 167.1
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disclose and analyze the Project’s significant impacts to Solid and Hazardous
Waste and identify all feasible measures to mitigate those impacts. At a
minimum, the EIR must identify the landfills that will receive the additional
hazardous waste generated by the Project,

Initial Study Checklist Part XVII: Transportation and Traffic

Once again, the Initial Study does not provide sufficient or substantial
evidence to support its conclusion. The Initial Study does not explain whether the
traffic pattem will remain the same with Project implementation. The County
requests that the EIR disclose and analyze the Project’s significant impacts on
Transportation and Traffie, and identify all feasible measures to mitigate those
impacts,

Comments from the County Fire Department's Health Hazardous Materials
Division, the Certified Uniform Program Agency (CFD)

Initial Study Part 1.4: Project Background

The County Fire Department’s Health Hazardous Materials Division
{which serves as the Certified Uniform Program Agency) (CFD) requests that the
EIR provide additional detail regarding the railcar loading system, and
specifically discuss whether the loading system is connected to the negative air
pressure system, similar to the feedstock truck offloading location.

Initial Study Part 1.5: Repulatory Requirements

The EIR should discuss the impact of the Project on the conditional
approval of the AB2588 Risk Reduction Plan (RRP) and identify the expectations
and requirements for updated RREP submittals,

Initial Study Part 1.6: Project Description

Key information is missing from the Project Description section. The
Initial Study fails to explain the difference in by-products (such as hydrocarbons,
flammable and dust configuration) that would result from the switch to petroleum
coke as a smelting agent, and discuss how those different by-products relate to the
existing air pellution control safeguards (such as explosion proofing). The Project
Description section also mentions the Rule 441 testing, but the Initial Study fails
to provide the results of that testing, The EIR should include those test results.

HOA 102381 167.1
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Initial Study Part 1.7: Related Permits and Approvals

The EIR should explain that CFD)'s Health Hazardous Material Division
has regulatory authority over the hazardous materials, the California Accidental NOP-5-¥
Release Prevention Program, above-ground petroleum storage tanks, and the
generation of hazardous waste,

The EIR should further explain that CFD’s Fire Prevention Division
regulates the storage and handling of hazardous materials, which is governed by
Los Angeles County Ordinance, Title 32,

Initial Study Checklist Section VIII: Hazards and Hazardous
Materials

The Initial Study omits the fact that the CFD Health Hazardous Materials

Division permits Quemetco as a large quantity waste generator, and regulates the ~ NOP-SW
quantity of hazardous waste materials and other waste that may be stored on-site.
Quemeteo must comply with Title 32 of the County’s Code of Ordinances.
CFD agrees with the Initial Study's conclusions that: (1) fire harards, and
(2) the possibility of a release of hazardous materials would increase with Project NOP.&.X

implementation. The EIR’s analysis of the Project’s significant impacts to
Hazards and Hazardous Materials should include the following issuss, which are
not currently identified for analysis in the Initial Study:

¢ The impact of the proposed increased operational period on
mechanical systems, including discussion of changes in
maintenance, shut-down operations or upgraded safety
mechanisms that may be necessary as a result of the increased
operational period.

= The impact of the proposed increased lead component staging
in the containment building and the limits on capacity,
maintenance, and shut-down operations.

e The impact of the proposed increased railcar slag loads,
including the increased potential for release during material
transfer (such as general spills and fugitive emissions.)

® The potential for and impact of external power interruptions,

including plans for back-up generator implementation or other
contingency measures,

HOANO2I8116T.1
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* The impact from substituting petroleum coke for calcined coke
and from “other additives™ (IS, p. 1-17) such as sodium metal,
red phosphorus, sodium nitrate, cobalt, silver, and arsenic.
Such materials are extremely reactive, flammable, and toxic.

Initial Study Checklist Section XVI: Solid and Hazardous Waste

CFD requests that the EIR include analysis of potentially significant NOP-8-Y
impacts to Solid and Hazardous Waste, The analysiz should include the
following;

= Impacts of increased slag truck loads to landfills.

* Poiential for release during waste slag transfer, both with
respect to general spills and fugitive emissions.

* An explanation of whether the slag loading system is
connected to a negative air pressure system.

In addition, quantities of lead still remain in waste slag that may be deemed “non-

hazardous™ under a Toxicity Characteristic Leaching Procedure (TCLP) analysis. NOP-2-Z
The EIR should explain how this will be addressed in truck loading and

transportation procedures.

Further, the Initial Study concludes that there will be no impacts because
Quemetco has “historically” complied with all regulations. Given that Quemetco
has received four violations in the past two years, the Initial Study’s conclusion
lacks evidentiary support and improperly assumes future compliance, The
County requests that the EIR disclose and analyze the Project's significant
impacts to Solid and Hazardous Waste and identify all feasible measures to
mitigate those impacts. At a minimum, the EIR must identify the landfills that
will receive the additional hazardous waste generated by the Project.

MNOP-8-A4

Comments from the Department of Public Works (DPW)
Initia]l Study Checklist Part IV: Geology and Soils:
The facility is located in a State defined Liquefaction zone. Seismically
induced ground shaking, ground failure, settlement, laterally spreading or NOP-8-AB
liquefaction may occur in the Puente Valley, where the Quemetco facility is

located, as a result of strong earthquakes near or distant from the facility.
Structures or appurtenances not desipned for cwrent maximum credible

HOA 102381 167.1
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earthquakes or are possibly not built to current County Codes could be affected by
seismically induced ground shaking resulting in land subsidence and structural
damage. The County requests that the EIR disclose and analyze the Project's
significant impacts to Geology and Soils and identify all feasible measures to
mitigate those impacts.

Initial Study Checklist Part IX: Hydrology and Water Quality

Groundwater quality is being monitored for potential contamination from
on-site facility waste impoundment and from surface water intrusion from facility
wash down operations and maintenance operations inside the facility's buildings.
Water supply to the facility is from the San Gabriel Water Company. The Initial
Study does not contain evidence sufficient to support its conclusions that: (1) San
Gabriel Water Company can supply the additional water to the facility; (2) the
Project will not create runoff} and (3) the Project will not deplete groundwater
supply. The County requests that the EIR analyze additional significant impacts
to Hydrology and Water Quality (sections I (b), (d), (h), (i)).

Initial Study Checklist Part XIV: Public Services

The County Flood Control District maintains and operates a significant
flood control channel (San Jose Creek) adjacent to the facility that has been
exposed to the operations at the facility. Adjacent surface soils have required
mitigation and clean up, and may require further clean up. DPW personnel
maintain and inspect the flood control channel and may be affected by impaired
soils along the channel access roads. A public bikeway and equestrian trail
located within a quarter mile of the facility along the San Jose Creek channel are
also being assessed for contamination emanating from the facility. All of these
public services may be significantly impacted by the proposed Project and the
County requests that the EIR disclose and analyze the Project’s significant
impacts on Public Services and identify all feasible measures to mitigate those
impacts,

The Initial Study incorrectly suggests that the Project discharges solely
into the County of Los Angeles Sanitation District system. (IS, p. 1-9.) In reality,
the proposed Project discharges into the sewer systems owned by the City of
Industry, and maintained by the Los Angeles County Sewer Maintenance
Distriets.  Accordingly, close coordination with both the County Sewer
Maintenance Districts and the City of Industry should be undertaken, and the EIR
should analyze impacts from both agencies’ perspectives.

HOA 1023811671
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Initial Study Checklist Parts I through XVIL

The County requests that the EIR identify all references embedded in the )
Initial Study that support the Initial Study’s findings in Chapter 2, Parts [ through NOF-8-AF
XVIL

Request for Notification

Finally, the County requests that SCAQMD provide notice by mail and
electronic mail of all public hearings related to the Project, and also provide NOP-8-AG
copies of all agendas and agenda packets for such hearings. The County makes
this request under Government Code section 54954.1 and Public Resources Code
sections 21092.2 and 21167(f). Notice and copies should be sent to:

Office of County Counsel

Afin: Scott Kuhn, Assistant County Counsel
500 W. Temple Street, Sujte 652

Los Angeles, CA 90012

skuhn@counsel. lacounty.gov

Conclusion

The County intends these comments to act as guidance for the SCAQMD NOP-8.AH
in its preparation of the EIR for the Project and requests that the comments be '
incorporated and considered in the EIR,

WVery truly vours,

MARY C. WICKHAM
County Counsel

S (

By Y7/
SCOTT KUH
Assistant County Counsel
Affirmative Litigation & Consumer
Protection Division

SK.mpg

HOAI02381167.1
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Responses to Comment Letter NOP-8

Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on the Initial Study
for the Quemetco Capacity Upgrade Project (Project). The County of Los NOP-8-A
Angeles (County) is very concerned about the facility and the Project, which
poses significant health risks and environmental impacts to nearby communities
and County residents.

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°F. 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.

The County Opposes the Project Because it Will Increase Pollution in

Already Overburdened Nearby Communities and Because Regulators Have NOP-3-B
Not Sufficiently Investigated Historic Environmental Impacts from

Quemetco.

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.

Quemetco's Hazardous Waste Facility Operation and Post-Closure permit,
issued by the Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) in September
2015 (which allows Quemetco to operate the equipment and processes at issue in
the Project and establishes threshold maximum capacities for the equipment) is
currently in a renewal process. The Initial Study acknowledges that "[a]ny
revisions to this permit as a result of the [Project] would be a separate but related
activity... [emphasis added]." (IS, p. 1-18.) The DTSC has collected soil
samples and is conducting an analysis of impacts from Quemetco's existing
operations. Accordingly, it is premature to continue the CEQA process for this
Project without having the results of the DTSC's analysis completed and publicly
available. It is imperative that the environmental and public health impacts from
Quemetco's existing operations be known (both to SCAQMD and the public)
before additional approvals are considered.

NOP-8-C

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 HMWU s 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 aresult 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, Quemetco has received four Notices of Violations (NOVs)
from the SCAQMD since July 2017, including three in 2018 that have not been
resolved. (SCAQMD Scoping Meeting presentation dated October 11, 2018.) NOP-8-D
Two of these NOVs were for releasing excess air pollution, including arsenic.
According to SCAQMD's presentation at the October 11, 2018 scoping meeting,
Quemetco has also exceeded its permit limits for emissions of 1,3-Butadiene,
which the US EPA has classified as a known human carcinogen. With so many
existing, unresolved compliance issues, it is premature to continue processing the
Project under CEQA.

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 aresult 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 County also opposes the Project because it will increase hazardous
waste, air pollution, including lead and arsenic emissions, water quality issues,
traffic, and public health impacts in a community that is already at risk. As the NOP-8-E
community near the facility is identified by CalEPA as a "Disadvantaged
Community" pursuant to the criteria in SB535, allowing additional hazardous

waste and pollution into the community raises serious environmental justice
concerns.

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

The following County departments have reviewed the Initial Study:
Department of Public Health, the Fire Department's Health Hazardous Materials
Division (which serves as the Certified Uniform Program Agency), Department of ~ NOP-8-F
Public Works, and the County Sanitation District’s Industrial Waste Section. The
comments below reflect the experience and expertise of these County departments
and the County's concerns about the proposed Project and the proposed limited
scope of analysis proposed for the EIR.

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.

Quemetco’s Existing Operations and the Proposed Expansion Project W——
NOP-8-G

Quemetco operates a battery recycling facility, which crushes and melts
used batteries to recover lead and other materials. The facility currently emits
lead, arsenic, benzene and 1,3-butadiene under permits issued by the SCAQMD.
Quemetco’s existing operation violated the permits four (4) times in the past two
years—twice for exceeding the level of permitted arsenic emissions: once for
exceeding emission limits for 1,3-butadiene, and once for reporting discrepancies.

_ Thg Project proposes to expand Quemetco’s existing operations by: (1)
increasing the rotary feed drying furnace rate; (2) increasing the amount of total
coke material that may be processed; and (3) allowing petroleum coke to be used

as a smelting reagent. The Project would also eliminate the existing “daily idle
time,”

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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CEQA Requirements NOP-s-H

“The 'heart of CEQA' is the EIR, whose purpose is to inform the public
agency and governmental officials of the environmental consequences of
decisions before they are made.” (San Franciscans Upholding the Downtown
Plan v. City and County of San Francisco (2002) 102 Cal. App.4th 656, 687-688).
An initial study is the preliminary environmental analysis in the CEQA process
and it is intended to facilitate environmental assessment early in the design of a
project. (CEQA Guidelines, section 15063(c)(5)).

A significant purpose of an initial study is to assist preparation of an EIR
by identifying effects determined to be significant and not significant and by
explaining the reasons for those determinations. (CEQA Guidelines, section
15063(c)1), (3)). An initial study that omits material necessary to informed
decision-making subverts the purposes of CEQA. (Lighthouse Field Beach
Rescue v. City of Santa Cruz (2005) 131 Cal.App.4th 1170, 1202). CEQA
Appendix G provides an environmental checklist for an initial study. But the
CEQA QGuidelines explain that the checklist is a “sample form” that may be
“tailored to satisfy individual agencies’ needs and project circumstances.” The
Appendix G checklist does not create the outside limit for analysis. Rather, it
creates a non-exhaustive list of resources to consider and recognizes that a lead
agency should adjust the list to fit the project under consideration.

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.4™ 1170, 1202) is inapplicable.

Comments from the County Department of Public Health (DPH)
Initial Study Checklist Part ITl: Air Quality NOP-8-1

The proposed Project will result in increased total coke usage and
increased emissions. The EIR must identify the existing baseline emissions and
the increased additional emissions that would result from the Project. The EIR
must identify the additional mass and the chemical composition of the increased
emissions and disclose impacts from the increase. This should include a
discussion of how stack and fugitive emissions will increase the loading of
hazardous materials to off-site soil. The County requests that the EIR expand the
scope of its analysis in the EIR to include these issues and to identify all feasible
mitigation measures. Further, the Initial Study references a 600-foot radius for
residences adjacent to the facility. But the Initial Study does not explain why 600
feet was selected as the radius. The Department of Public Health (DPH) requests
that the EIR identify the radius of the area tested and identify the substantial
evidence that supports selection of that radius.

Response to Comment NOP-8-1

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.

Appendix B B-63 October 2021



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

Initial Study Checklist VIII: Hazardous and Hazardous Materials NOP-8-]

The EIR must disclose the existing operation’s significant impacts on
human health and ecology and the significant impacts from increased emissions.
Specifically, the EIR should discuss the following:

* How will the Project impact the Health Risk Assessment (HRA)

related to cancer from Arsenic, Benzene, and Hexavalent
Chromium?

* How will the Project impact the HRA related to chronic hazard
from Arsenic?

* How will the Project impact the HRA related to acute hazard from
Arsenic and Benzene?

* Does the change from calcined coke to petroleum coke result in
any differences (chemical character, physical form, or volume) in
the hazardous emission profile to air, soil, or water?

The EIR should also require a formal numeric HRA to evaluate the S
Project’s impact from stationary and mobile sources as well as a lead e
significance threshold analysis,

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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Once again, this section of the Initial Study utilizes an arbitrary cut-off in
this case of a “quarter mile” and concludes that there will be no impacts to NOP-8-L
sensitive receptors. Specifically, the Initial Study concludes no impacts to
schools because the closest school is .6 miles away and not within the “quarter
mile” radius. The EIR must explain the radius used and identify the substantial
evidence supporting that choice of radius. The County requests that the EIR
disclose and analyze the Project’s significant impacts to all schools and residences
located within a 2 mile radius of the facility, and identify all feasible measures to
mitigate those impacts.

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 ¢) 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. 7" 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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Initial Study Checklist Part IX: Hydrology and Water Quality

The Initial Study incorporates by reference the DTSC's previously
certified Final Environmental Impact Report (FEIR) for its “Hazardous Waste NOP-8-M
Management Operation and Post Closure Permit for Quemetco, Inc.” and
discloses that the FEIR found water resources/water quality to be a “significant
impact area,” (IS, p. 1-20). The Initial Study further states that Quemetco has
been working under DTSC’s direction to investigate whether its facility has had

an effect on surface or groundwater resources. The County requests that the EIR
disclose the results of this investigation, analyze significant impacts on surface
and groundwater, and identify all feasible measures to mitigate those impacts.

NOP-8-M

cont.

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.

Further, the Initial Study concludes that the Project will not substantially
affect how much water is used at the facility or how much runoff is created. This
conclusion ignores the fact that the increased production at the facility will
increase emissions, thereby creating a significant potential for more chemicals to
be carried into runoff. The EIR must disclose the additional mass and chemical
composition of the increased water and chemical loading into the MS4-permitted
sewer system. The EIR should disclose changes to runoff emissions during rain
events, specifically considering the additional mass and chemical composition and
study impacts related to those changes. Finally, the EIR should identify all
feasible measures to mitigate the Project’s significant impacts on Hydrology and
Water Quality.

NOP-BE-N
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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.

Appendix B B-68 October 2021



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

Initial Study Checklist Part XII: Noise

Even though the Project will increase truck and rail trips to the facility, the
[nitial Study concludes that the Project will create no noise impacts and excludes NOP-8-0
noise from the areas studied in the EIR. The Initial Study does not include
substantial or sufficient evidence to support this conclusion.

The County requests that the EIR disclose and analyze the Project’s
significant impacts on noise, and identify all feasible measures to mitigate those ~ NOP-8-F
impacts. At a minimum, the Initial Study must identify the hours that constitute
the “existing daily idle time” to determine whether the Project’s elimination of the
“idle time™ will create significant impacts.

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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Initial Study Checklist Part XVI: Solid and Hazardous Waste

The Initial Study lacks information necessary to support the conclusion
that the Project will have no impacts to Solid and Hazardous Waste. The Initial
Study states that the Project would create 178 additional truck loads and an NOP-8-Q
additional 4114 tons of “landfill bound slag” (IS, p. 2-56.) But the Initial Study
fails to explain why this increase is not significant. The Initial Study concludes
that there is sufficient space at landfills to receive the additional waste, but it does
not identify the landfills that will receive the waste. Further, the Initial Study
concludes that there will be no impacts because Quemetco has “historically”
complied with all regulations. (IS, p. 2-57.) Given that Quemetco has received
four NOVs in the past two years, the Initial Study’s conclusion lacks evidentiary
support and improperly assumes future compliance. DPH requests that the EIR

disclose and analyze the Project’s significant impacts to Solid and Hazardous TN
Waste and identify all feasible measures to mitigate those impacts, At a  NOP-8-Q
minimum, the EIR must identify the landfills that will receive the additional ot
hazardous waste generated by the Project,

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 X VI, 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).?

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.

Appendix B B-71 October 2021



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

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.

Initial Study Checklist Part XVII: Transportation and Traffic

Once again, the Initial Study does not provide sufficient or substantial
evidence to support its conclusion. The Initial Study does not explain whether the NOP-8-R
traffic pattern will remain the same with Project implementation. The County
requests that the EIR disclose and analyze the Project’s significant impacts on

jI'ransmrtaticn and Traffic, and identify all feasible measures to mitigate those
impacts.

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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Comments from the County Fire Department's Health Hazardous Materials
Division, the Certified Uniform Program Agency (CFD)

Initial Study Part 1.4: Project Background

The County Fire Department’s Health Hazardous Materials Division
(which serves as the Certified Uniform Program Agency) (CFD) requests that the NOP-8-5
EIR provide additional detail regarding the railcar loading system, end
specifically discuss whether the loading system is connected to the negative air
pressure system, similar to the feedstock truck offloading location.

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.

Initial Study Part 1.5: Regulatory Requirements

The EIR should discuss the impact of the Project on the conditional R
approval of the AB2588 Risk Reduction Plan (RRP) and identify the expectations NOP-s-1
and requirements for updated RRP submittals.

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.

Initial Study Part 1.6: Project Description

Key information is missing from the Project Description section. The
Initial Study fails to explain the difference in by-products (such as hydrocarbons,
flammable and dust configuration) that would result from the switch to petroleum NOP-s-U
coke as a smelting agent, and discuss how those different by-products relate to the
existing air pollution control safeguards (such as explosion proofing). The Project
Description section also mentions the Rule 441 testing, but the Initial Study fails
to provide the results of that testing. The EIR should include those test results.
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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.

Initial Study Part 1.7: Related Permits and Approvals

The EIR should explain that CFD’s Health Hazardous Material Division
has regulatory authority over the hazardous materials, the California Accidental NOP-8-V
Release Prevention Program, above-ground petroleum storage tanks, and the
generation of hazardous waste,

The EIR should further explain that CFD's Fire Prevention Division
regulates the storage and handling of hazardous materials, which is governed by
Los Angeles County Ordinance, Title 32.

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.

The Initial Study omits the fact that the CFD Health Hazardous Materials
Division permits Quemetco as a large quantity waste generator, and regulates the
quantity of hazardous waste materials and other waste that may be stored on-site.
Quemetco must comply with Title 32 of the County’s Code of Ordinances.

NOP-8-W

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.

CFD agrees with the Initial Study’s conclusions that: (1) fire hazards, and
(2) the possibility of a release of hazardous materials would increase with Project
implementation. The EIR’s analysis of the Project’s significant impacts to
Hazards and Hazardous Materials should include the following issues, which are
not currently identified for analysis in the Initial Study:

NOP-8-X

® The impact of the proposed increased operational period on
mechanical systems, including discussion of changes in
maintenance, shut-down operations or upgraded safety
mechanisms that may be necessary as a result of the increased
operational period.

* The impact of the proposed increased lead component staging
in the containment building and the limits on capacity,
maintenance, and shut-down operations.

e The impact of the proposed increased railcar slag loads,
including the increased potential for release during material
transfer (such as general spills and fugitive emissions.)

¢ The potential for and impact of external power interruptions,
including plans for back-up generator implementation or other
contingency measures,

* The impact from substituting petroleum coke for calcined coke
and from “other additives™ (IS, p. 1-17) such as sodium metal,
red phosphorus, sodium nitrate, cobalt, silver, and arsenic.
Such materials are extremely reactive, flammable, and toxic.
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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.

Initial Study Checklist Section XVI: Solid and Hazardous Waste

+ CFD requests that the EIR include analysis of potentially significant NOP-8-Y
impacts to Solid and Hazardous Waste. The analysis should include the
following:

* Impacts of increased slag truck loads to landfills.

» Potential for release during waste slag transfer, both with
respect to general spills and fugitive emissions.

* An ecxplanation of whether the slag loading system is
connected to a negative air pressure system.

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.* 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.

In addition, quantities of lead still remain in waste slag that may be deemed “non-

hazardous™ under a Toxicity Characteristic Leaching Procedure (TCLP) analysis. NOP-8-Z
The EIR should explain how this will be addressed in truck loading and

transportation procedures,

Response to Comment NOP-8-7Z

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.> 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.

Further, the Initial Study concludes that there will be no impacts because
Quemetco has “historically” complied with all regulations. Given that Quemetco
has received four violations in the past two years, the Initial Study’s conclusion
lacks evidentiary support and improperly assumes future compliance, The
County requests that the EIR disclose and analyze the Project’s significant
impacts to Solid and Hazardous Waste and identify all feasible measures to
mitigate those impacts. At a minimum, the EIR must identify the landfills that
will receive the additional hazardous waste generated by the Project,

NOP-8-AA

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 X VI, 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 X VI, 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).

Comments from the Department of Public Works (DPW)
Initial Study Checklist Part IV: Geology and Soils:

The facility is located in a State defined Liquefaction zone. Seismically
induced ground shaking, ground failure, settlement, laterally spreading or NOP-8-AB
liquefaction may occur in the Puente Valley, where the Quemetco facility is
located, as a result of strong earthquakes near or distant from the facility.
Structures or appurtenances not designed for current maximum credible

earthquakes or are possibly not built to current County Codes could be affected by
seismically induced ground shaking resulting in land subsidence and structural
damage. The County requests that the EIR disclose and analyze the Project's
significant impacts to Geology and Soils and identify all feasible measures to
mitigate those impacts.
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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.

Initial Study Checklist Part IX: Hydrology and Water Quality

Groundwater quality is being monitored for potential contamination from
on-site facility waste impoundment and from surface water intrusion from facility
wash down operations and maintenance operations inside the facility’s buildings. NOP-8-AC
Water supply to the facility is from the San Gabriel Water Company. The Initial
Study does not contain evidence sufficient to support its conclusions that: (1) San
Gabriel Water Company can supply the additional water to the facility; (2) the
Project will not create runoff; and (3) the Project will not deplete groundwater
supply. The County requests that the EIR analyze additional significant impacts
to Hydrology and Water Quality (sections IX (b), (d), (h), (i)).

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
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Project’s water demand is within these growth projections and is assessed in Sections 3.5 and 4.5
of the EIR.® 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.® 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.’

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.

¢ 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).

7SGVWC UWMP Tables 4-1, 6-8, and 6-9.

8 SGVWC UWMP Section 7.3.

? SGVWC UWMP Sections 6.1 and 6.7.3.
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Initial Study Checklist Part XTV: Public Services

The County Flood Control District maintains and operates a significant
flood control channel (San Jose Creek) adjacent to the facility that has been
exposed to the operations at the facility. Adjacent surface soils have required
mitigation and clean up, and may require further clean up. DPW personnel NOP-8-AD
maintain and inspect the flood control channel and may be affected by impaired
soils along the channel access roads. A public bikeway and equestrian trail
located within a quarter mile of the facility along the San Jose Creek channel are
also being assessed for contamination emanating from the facility. All of these
public services may be significantly impacted by the proposed Project and the
County requests that the EIR disclose and analyze the Project’s significant

impacts on Public Services and identify all feasible measures to mitigate those
impacts.

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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The Initial Study incorrectly suggests that the Project discharges solely
into the County of Los Angeles Sanitation District system. (IS, p. 1-9.) In reality,
the proposed Project discharges into the sewer systems owned by the City of
Industry, and maintained by the Los Angeles County Sewer Maintenance
Districts.  Accordingly, close coordination with both the County Sewer
Maintenance Districts and the City of Industry should be undertaken, and the EIR
should analyze impacts from both agencies’ perspectives.

NOP-8-AE

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.

Initial Study Checklist Parts I through XVIL
The County requests that the EIR identify all references embedded in the _
Initial Study that support the Initial Study's findings in Chapter 2, Parts I tarough NOP-8-AF
XVIL

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.
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Request for Notification

Finally, the County requests that SCAQMD provide notice by mail and
electronic mail of all public hearings related to the Project, and also provide NOP-8-AG
copies of all agendas and agenda packets for such hearings. The County makes
this request under Government Code section 54954.1 and Public Resources Code
sections 21092.2 and 21167(f). Notice and copies should be sent to:

Office of County Counsel

Attn: Scott Kuhn, Assistant County Counsel
500 W, Temple Street, Suijte 652

Los Angeles, CA 90012
skuhn@counsel.lacounty.gov

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.

Conclusion

The County intends these comments to act as guidance for the SCAQMD

in its preparation of the EIR for the Project and requests that the comments be
incorporated and considered in the EIR.

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.

NOP-8-AH
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From: Mario Delgado [mailto:superdmario@msn.com] Comment NOP-9
Sent: Saturday, September 8, 2018 4:54 PM

To: Diana Thai <dthai@agmd.gov>
Subject: Quemetco

Your study needs to address prior health related deaths from Exide Battery employees on District
files.

And current Cluemetco employees blood screenings need to be reviewed for lead and other related
toxics prior to granting any operation increases.

If any toxics exist in employees, operations need to be reduced. Not increased.

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/ProtectY ourHealthBooklet-

en.pdf.
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Comment Letter NOP-10 Stephen Russell

From: Stephen Russell [mailto:stephenrusell@sbcglobal.net] Comment NOP-10
Sent: Saturday, September 15, 2018 7:52 AM

To: Diana Thai <dthai@agmd. gow>

Subject: Battery plant

AQMD:

Urge Robotics used in plant production issues alone
& apply sensors to stacks for emissions readings
Use drones to scan emission levels in area of plant.
& fixed ground sensors.

Use schools,offices, etc fo fixed sensors.

Host 800 ph#.

Inform local medical about health issues

Be Pro active.

hear out residents on issues & address or fwd to those WHO CAN.
Automate plant processes IF possible.

Reuse emissions to drive turbines for power vs into the air.

More can be done.

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.agmd.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.'° 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

19 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.
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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
Comment NOP-11

September 22, 2018

To: Ms. Diana Thai
clo CEQA
21865 Copley Drive
Diamond Bar, CA 91765-4178

From Albert and Margaret Porras
1456 Gemwood Drive
North Whittier, CA 90601

RE: Project Tittle:
Quemetco Capacity Upgrade Project

Dear Ms Thai,

Thank vou for the nolice sent to us regarding Quemetco’s Request to Expand.
Per vour letter, we need to let you know that of course this has a bearing on us and
the neighborhoods around us.

We are all opposed to the upgrade request beeause it will have a horrible impact on

our children and our community.

Quemetco hires agencies to study the impact of “danger™ to our community and
their agency reports that everything is fine and there is no harm to us and our

community. But they pay these agencies and the outcome is in their favor.

Enough is Enough. Why doesn’t Quemetco move out of our area? Why does
Quemetco lease property close to families? Why doesn’t Quemetco move out to

the desert areas or mountain areas where they will not harm our community?

Does AQMD really believe that by allowing Quemetco to increase the lead-acid
battery processing from 600 tons to more than 750 tons per day will not expose us
and our communities to pollution, lead, arsenic exposures, etc.? Quemetco is
asking for a 25% increase in pollution. That is unacceptable. Please do not allow

these toxic substances to expand and hurt our health.

-
i o e
2 TN o " e
Signatures: 54’%-%_. ; ,,éj‘/_:fy:,c. o i e
Margaret Porras

Albert 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. 1t 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 —
Comment NOP-12

WRITTEN COMMENT SUBEMITTAL FORM
FORMULARIO PARA LA PRESENTACION DE COMENTARIOS POR ESCRITO

CEQA Scoping Meeting / La Reunién Piiblica de CEQA

YT Quemetco Capacity Upgrade Project / Proyecto de Mejora de la Capacidad de Quemetco
AQMD Thursday, September 13, 2018, 6:00 p.m. - 8:00 p.m.
Hacienda Helghts Community Center, 1234 Valencla Avenue, Haclenda Heights, CA 91745

Note: Information provided by you on this form (Including contact or other personal information) is a public
record and may be released in response to a California Public Records Act Request.

£ -

COMMENTS TO:
SOUTH COAST AQMD
Project: Qemetco NOP/IS published on August 30, 2018

From: Xavier Mendoza
Address: 1707 Vallecito Dr. Hacienda Heights, CA 91745
Affiliation: Self, resident.

Email: xmendoza7777@gmail.com

Attn: Ms. Diana Thai
South Coast AQMD
21865 Copley Drive
Diamond Bar, Ca 91765
dthai@agmd.gov

Date: October 1, 2018
Gentlepersons:

The following are my summary comments to the NOP and Initial Study (I/S) for the
subject Project.

It appears that as a resuit of the I/S, the only issue to be addressed by the Draft

Environmental Report (EIR) is that of Section XVIIl, Mandatory Findings of NOP-12-
Significance; significant adverse environmental impacts on humans. To that A
section, and related Sections of the report, | have several comments and questions, as

follows:

« There are 21 schools within a 2 mile radius of the Qemetco facjlity. Does this fact
mean that the adverse impacts of Quemetco are limited exclusively to the area
within that 2 mile radius (impact area)?

OP-12-
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What are the environmental scientific standards that are followed in NOP-12-C
determination of that narrow impact area?

Should that perfect circle boundary be modified for the effects of weather, wind or NOP-12.D
other factors that would impact the spread of hazardous materials? o
How many other facilities that area house humans (homes, places of
employment, stores, etc) are there within the boundary area that is affected?
How many humans are affected in that impact area?

NOP-12-E

Are these humans made aware of the hazards imposed? How and by whom are

the humans in those facilities advised of the hazards? What is the program of NOP-12-F
advice and consent that is employed for this purpose? Is it a one-time effort, or a

recurring annual program to accommodate for other humans that may later come

into the impact area?

Will the EIR reveal the levels of hazards imposed on the impact area currently, NOP-12-G
before expansion; and also after expansion?

What have been the total amounts of hazardous substances emitted from the

Quemetco since day one of its existence? Have these substances penetrated the nop.12.1
soil or structures within the impact area and surrounds? Have they impacted

school playgrounds, equipment outdoors, or any other item that humans come in

contact with?

Is there a sunset period to the approvals that are being considered? How
frequently will these impacts be re-evaluated and communicated to the
community?

NOP-12-1

What Alternatives and Mitigations are being considered to address any or all of NOP-12-]
the above concerns?

Please consider and address my comments above in the preparation of the EIR. NOP-12-K

Thank you,

" Xavier Mendoza

Xmendoza7777@gmail.com

Comment NOP-12-A
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It appears that as a result of the I/S, the only issue to be addressed by the Draft
Environmental Report (EIR) is that of Section XVIIl, Mandatory Findings of

Significance; significant adverse | impacts on humans. To that

section, and related Sections of the report, | have several comments and questions, as
follows:

NOP-12-
A

Response to Comment NOP-12-A

Comment NOP-12-B
There are 21 schools within a 2 mile radius of the Qemetco facility. Does this fact NOP12
mean that the adverse impacts of Quemetco are limited exclusively to the area e

within that 2 mile radius (impact area)?

Response to Comment NOP-12-B

Comment NOP-12-C

What are the environmental scientific standards that are followed in NOP-12-C
determination of that narrow impact area?

Response to Comment NOP-12-C
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Comment NOP-12-D

Should that perfect circle boundary be modified for the effects of weather, wind or
other factors that would impact the spread of hazardous materials?

NOP-12-D

Response to Comment NOP-12-D

Comment NOP-12-E

How many other facilities that area house humans (homes, places of i
employment, stores, etc) are there within the boundary area that is affected? NOP-12-E
How many humans are affected in that impact area?

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

Are these humans made aware of the hazards imposed? How and by whom are

the humans in those facilities advised of the hazards? What is the program of NOP-12-F
advice and consent that is employed for this purpose? Is it a one-time effort, or a

recurring annual program to accommodate for other humans that may later come

into the impact area?
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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

Will the EIR reveal the levels of hazards imposed on the impact area currently, NOP-12-G
before expansion; and also after expansion?

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

What have been the total amounts of hazardous substances emitted from the

Quemetco since day one of its existence? Have these substances penetrated the nop.12-H
soil or structures within the impact area and surrounds? Have they impacted

school playgrounds, equipment outdoors, or any other item that humans come in

contact with?

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-12-1

Is there a sunset period to the approvals that are being considered? How
frequently will these impacts be re-evaluated and communicated to the
community?

Response to Comment NOP-12-1

NOP-12-1
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Comment NOP-12-J

What Alternatives and Mitigations are being considered to address any or all of NOP-12-]
the above concerns?

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
Please consider and address my comments above in the preparation of the EIR. NOP-12-K

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

From: Maggie B. [mailto:mbeltran2002 @live.com] Comment NOP-13
Sent: Saturday, October 6, 2018 2:31 PM

To: Diana Thai <dthai@agmd_gowv:>

Cc: 5al Beltran <salb@gpscompany.com:>

Subject: CEQA

Dear Miss Thai,

| hope you are doing well. I'm a resident at 955 Beech Hill Ave. Hacienda Heights, CA, and | have a concem
about the planned expansion of the Quemetco facility. 1'm a mother of two children that enjoy playing outside
with other neighborhood children and see the potential health risk this expansion will pose on my children's
health, my pet's as well as my husband's and my health. A few years ago there were several properties that
had their soil tested and to this day, I've yet to receive the results of the tests. As you can see, we're already
exposed to the pollution of the 60 freeway and the additional expansion of the facility will bring more traffic to
our area. | will hope you can get us the results of the soil testing and see how the expansion will NOT benefit
our residents but will cause more damage. Thank you for taking the time to read about my concemns.

Concemed Hacienda Heights resident,
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.
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Comment Letter NOP-14 sstac@excite.com

-—-0riginal Message—-

From: Full Name [mailto:sstac@excite.com]
Sent: Sunday, October 7, 2018 3:03 PM

To: Diana Thai <dthai@agmd.gov>

Subject: Quemetco, Inc

Comment NOP-14

Ms. Thai:

In response to a letter notification from the South Coast Air Quality Management District | am sending my comments
regarding Quemetco, Inc., a battery recycler fadility located at 720 5 7th Ave, City of Industry, CA 91746 production NOP-14-A
increase, running a 24 hour per day operation. This cannot be permitted. The normal operation of this facility offers
numerous health risks during its existing operation to allow an increase in this contamination would be totally

irresponsible to our environment and tax paying citizens in the surrounding areas.

Environmenital evaluations have been completed and have always found levels exceeding government standards in the

past. Regardless of a few standards being remediated no amount of lead contamination in air or soil is acceptable to

children. This facility is located within miles of elementary, middle, and high schools! A few examples: Orange Grove

Middle School — 1 mile; Newton Middle School — 2 miles; Los Robles elementary — 1 mile In 2016, it was found that NOP-14-B
arsenic emissions posed an increased cancer risk from the plant to 12,000 people and we (the residents) were notified of

this. Exactly what were supposed to do with this information? Sell our homes and move? In addition, | have not seen a

recent update regarding off-site soil testing nor any reporting of the toxic poellutants being released into the air and

water near the plant. We were already exposed! Now, they want to increase production 24 hours a day?r?1!

Quemetco has taken steps to reduce emissions of lead and toxic pollutants — key word is “reduce.” As mentioned NOP-14£-C
previously in this letter, NO AMOUNT OF LEAD 15 SAFE FOR CHILDREN. Mot to mention Quemetco has been cited several
times for violating emissions standards for benzene and arsenic. My mother in law died of cancer from benzene

1

exposure — it is a known carcinogen. In addition, | have not seen a recent update regarding off-site soil testing nor any
reporting of the toxic pollutants being released into the air and water near the plant.

In the evening, we open our windows to cut down on electricity use of the air conditioner, if the site ramps to 24 hours a
day, in addition to being exposed during the day, we will be breathing all the toxic air pollutants day and night. MNOP-14-D

My preference would be to relocate the plant away from any populated areas, in the absence of that not allowing a 24

hour day spewing toxic substances, soil and ground water contamination with better soil and air quality testing would be
a small step towards thinking my representatives have their constituents’ best interests at heart. NOP-14-E
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Responses to Comment Letter NOP-14

Comment NOP-14-A

In response to a letter notification from the South Coast Air Quality Management District | am sending my comments
regarding Quemetco, Inc., a battery recycler facility located at 720 5 7th Ave, City of Industry, CA 91746 production NOP-14-A
increase, running a 24 hour per day operation. This cannot be permitted. The normal operation of this facility offers
numerous health risks during its existing operation to allow an increase in this contamination would be totally

irresponsible to our environment and tax paying citizens in the surrounding areas.

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

Environmental evaluations have been completed and have always found levels exceeding government standards in the

past. Regardless of a few standards being remediated no amount of lead contamination in air or seil is acceptable to

children. This facility is located within miles of elementary, middle, and high schools! A few examples: Orange Grove

Middle School — 1 mile; Newton Middle School — 2 miles; Los Robles elementary — 1 mile In 2016, it was found that NOP-14-B
arsenic emissions posed an increased cancer risk from the plant to 12,000 people and we (the residents) were notified of

this. Exactly what were supposed to do with this information? Sell our homes and move? In addition, | have not seen a

recent update regarding off-site soil testing nor any reporting of the toxic pollutants being released into the air and

water near the plant. We were already exposed! Now, they want to increase production 24 hours a day 7 771!

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

Quemetco has taken steps to reduce emissions of lead and toxic pollutants — key word is “reduce.” As mentioned NOP-14C
previously in this letter, NO AMOUNT OF LEAD IS SAFE FOR CHILDREN. Not to mention Quemetco has been cited several
times for violating @missions standards for benzene and arsenic. My mother in law died of cancer from benzene

1

exposure —it is a known carcinogen. In addition, | have not seen a recent update regarding off-site soil testing nor any
reporting of the toxic pollutants being released into the air and water near the plant.

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.

In the evening, we open our windows to cut down on electricity use of the air conditioner, if the site ramps to 24 hours a
day, in addition to being exposed during the day, we will be breathing all the toxic air pollutants day and night. NOP-14-D

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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My preference would be to relocate the plant away from any populated areas, in the absence of that not allowing a 24
hour day spewing toxic substances, soil and ground water contamination with better soil and air quality testing would be
a small step towards thinking my representatives have their constituents’ best interests at heart. NOP-14-E

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

Comment NOP-15

Community Meeting about Quemetco [on Oct. 11, 2018)  Written by Bing Chen
Here is a list of my suggestions about the Quemetco pollution issues
1) Shut it down immediately if possible.

2] Set up a social group by using cur social media, such as Twitter, FaceBook, etc. 5o we can
communicate with or exchange information with each other on the pollution issues that we are
concerned about, posting the news about the latest pollution issues, and the pollution reports released
by DTSC or SCAQMD or any related bills or regulations issued by cur government.

3] Report pollution level to everyone constantly. It can be a warning message automatically sent to our

iPhone, or email, etc. [once or twice a day)

4] Need an emergency alert system in force for the pollution unexpectedly produced by Quemetco. For
example, we can take advantage of an existing disaster alert/emergency alert system if an emission
outhreak by accident [such as an earthquake] which would be producing more daily emissions and out

of our control. With the help of the gowvernment, we need a feasible way to be evacuated from this area
right away.

5) Place warning signs around the Quemetco plant or in the vicinity of this facility for anyone who will
pass by this plant. The message can be "Attention: close all windows and turn on inside air circulation
function when you are driving by this area”, "Waming: the air around this area is being polluted with
arsenic, lead and toxic materials and is known to cause cancers". The sign can be seen anywhere such
as a place next to our traffic lights or somewhere which is conspicuous for everyone. The message
should be in English, Chinese, and Spanish.

&) File a claim or lawsuit against the Quemetco for everyone who lives in the affected area for
reasonable compensation as both the quality of our whole lives and the protection of our public health

that we deserved have been compromised.

7) Have our blood tested for lead as well as have cur backyard soil tested for lead and arsenic on a
regular basis. Because we are concerned about the exposure from lead, arsenic and toxic materials.

8) Resolve the pollution issues from Quemeto, including air pollution, wastewater pollution, and
contaminated soil. The issues have been around there for almost 50 years. We cannot tolerate it and
we cannot ignore it because it affects all of us including children, grandchildren, and generations to

COmE.

In my humble opinion, now there is only one choice between saving the business and saving the
wictims. It is a dilemma and mutually exclusive in front of you. Which one will you choose?
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Responses to Comment Letter NOP-15

Comment NOP-15-A
1) Shut it down immediately if possible. NOP-15-A

Response to Comment NOP-15-A

Comment NOP-15-B

2) Set up a social group by using our social media, such as Twitter, FaceBook, etc. 5o we can

communicate with or exchange information with each other on the pollution issues that we are NOP-15-B
concerned about, posting the news about the latest pollution issues, and the pollution reports released
by DTSC or SCAQMD or any related bills or regulations issued by our government.

Response to Comment NOP-15-B

https://xappprod.agmd.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.agmd.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.aqgmd.gov/home/rules-
compliance/rules/scagmd-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

3) Report pollution level to everyone constantly. It can be a warning message automatically sent to our NOP-15-C

iPhone, or email, etc. (once or twice a day)

Response to Comment NOP-15-C

https://xappprod.agmd.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
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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

4) Need an emergency alert system in force for the pollution unexpectedly produced by Quemetco. For
example, we can take advantage of an existing disaster alert/emergency alert system if an emission NOP-15-D

outhreak by accident (such as an earthquake) which would be producing more daily emissions and out
of our control, With the help of the government, we need a feasible way to be evacuated from this area
right away.

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 Ib/hour, if the ambient lead concentration
exceeded 0.120 pg/m?® 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.

5) Place warning signs around the Quemetco plant or in the vicinity of this facility for anyons who will
pass by this plant. The message can be "Antention: close all windows and turn on inside air circulation NOP-15-E
function when you are driving by this area”, "Waming: the air around this area is being polluted with

arsenic, lead and toxic materials and is known to cause cancers”. The sign can be seen anywhere such

as a place next to our traffic lights or somewhere which is conspicuous for everyone. The message

should be in English, Chinese, and Spanish.
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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 65'! 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.

&) File a claim or lawsuit against the Quemetco for everyone whe lives in the affected area for
reasonable compensation as both the quality of our whele lives and the protection of our public health
that we deserved have been compromised.

NOP-15-F

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.

7) Have our blood tested for lead as well as have our backyard soil tested for lead and arsenic on a

i ) , , IP-15-G
regular basis. Because we are concerned about the exposure from lead, arsenic and toxic materials. NOP-15-C

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

! 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
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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.

8) Resolve the pollution issues from Quemeto, including air pollution, wastewater pollution, and

contaminated soil. The issues hawve been around there for almost 50 years. We cannot tolerate it and NOP-15-H
we cannot ignore it because it affects all of us including children, grandchildren, and generations to

come.

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.)

In my humble opinion, now there is only one choice between saving the business and saving the NOP-15.1
victims. It is a dilemma and mutually exclusive in front of you. Which one will you choose?
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Response to Comment NOP-15-1

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-16 Mario Sandoval

From: Mario Sandoval [mailto:marnio.sandoval@mrca.ca.gov) Comment NOP-16
Sent: Friday, October 12, 2018 1:15 PM

To: Diana Thai <dthai@agmd.gove; Barbara Radlein <bradlein@agmd.gove; Michael Krause <MKrause@agmd.gov>
Cc: hilda@bos.lacounty.gov; cchen@bos. lacounty gov

Subject: Qemetco Capacity Upgrade Project- Public Comment for Scoping Purposes

Good afternoon Diana,

| do not envy the position you find yourself in. | recently went through a scoping comment period for a
contentious project of my own and can understand the deluge of emails and phone calls you must be NOP-16-
receiving. Understandably, the local community is concerned over the current level of operations at the 4
Oemetca facility, let alone any increase in the capacity of a facility that had been operating below standards

for decades.

| grew up in Hacienda Heights and my parents still reside in the community. | am not a "NIMBY" fighting

against any form of change in my community whether it is positive or negative. | am simply concerned for the
health and well being of 3 community that has been burdened for decades with poor air quality from NOP-16-B
surrounding industry and close proximity to major freeways. The correlation between airborne arsenic and

lead PM and increased risk of cancer and developmental disorders has been well established. | understand

that it is the SCAQMD prerogative to ensure that local communities are not being exposed to hazardous levels

of air pollutants, Please incorporate the following comments or concerns when determining the full scope of

the DEIR and the necessary studies to mitigate any impacts from the capacity expansion:

NOP-16-C
This facility has existed since 1959 and any baseline study should be considered prior to the establishment of
the site. Baseline levels of arsenic and lead in soils should match historic levels prior the establishment of the
facility in 1959.

The 5 topic areas currently designated for potentially significant impacts under the NOP are grossly insufficient

for the existing facility let alone any expansion for capacity. Seeing as the facility does release PM and NOP-16-D
emissions, you must study the total distribution of the dispersion cloud produced from this facility and how

this changes due to seasonality/precipitation and prevailing airflow patterns from the facility. How many

schools or private homes are impacted by the dispersion of the particulate matter?

How do the rates of cancer, low infant birth weight, and respiratory illness differ from those residents living in
close proximity to the facility and levels consistent with the region? How could these increased rates have
impacted public services for the whole life of the project? (1959 to present and projected) NOP-16-E

If the final product coming out of the facility is predominantly raw lead for other industrial production, then

you must study the impacts for solid and hazardous waste. How are these materials stored onsite? Are thpﬁop L6.F
exposed to the open air and subject to contaminate any runoff from the facility? T
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The facility may have started treating any discharge water or wastewater from the facility in 2016, but how

was this water being discharged prior to this? Where is the discharge point? Does runoff or discharge from the

site enter into the adjacent Puente Creek? And if not directly from the facility, how does stormwater discharge
from the surrounding area enter Puente Creek and at what point? Puente Creek flows directly into a NOP-16-G
softbottom portion of the San Gabriel River and a much more ecologically valuable area of the Emerald

Necklace. How do the current activities at the facility and any future expansion to capacity impact regional
biological resources? This must be studied.

Avocado Heights is an agrarian and equestrian community very close to this facility. How have surrounding
agricultural resources been impacted by the current capacity and how could this impact increase with the NOP-16-H
proposed increase in capacity?

Scoping Period Inquiries:

How many neighboring residents were noticed of the first scoping meeting? How many days prior to the  NOP-16-1
meeting did they receive a posted or mailed notice? How many people were in attendance at the first meeting
held?

Why was the comment period extended? Will SCAQMD as the lead agency be producing a Scoping Summary

Report? If so, will this report include a full record of all comments received during the scoping period and NOP-16-]

summarize the areas of concern or the areas or topics suggested for study?

| find it a bit ridiculous that my father found out about the second scoping meeting the day of from a neigfﬁg&r
o _ . o . . o P-16-K

leaving leaflets on cars. He lives within a mile of this facility.

In the future, please add the following address to the “Interested Parties Mailing List": 1120 S. Nantes Avenue,
Hacienda Heights, CA 91745 NOP-16-L

| hope these comments and questions will be incorporated into the DEIR and expand the number of initial
studies necessary for this project. PLEASE PROVIDE RESPONSE/RECEIPT FOR THIS MESSAGE. NOP-16-M

Thank you,
Mario Sandoval

Responses to Comment Letter NOP-16

Comment NOP-16-A
| do not envy the position you find yourself in. | recently went through a scoping comment period for a
contentious project of my own and can understand the deluge of emails and phone calls you must be NOP-16-
receiving. Understandably, the local community is concerned over the current level of operations atthe 4
Cemetco facility, let alone any increase in the capacity of a facility that had been operating below standards
for decades.

Appendix B B-114 October 2021



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

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

| grew up in Hacienda Heights and my parents still reside in the community. | am not a "NIMBY" fighting

against any form of change in my community whether it is positive or negative. | am simply concerned for the
health and well being of a community that has been burdened for decades with poor air quality from NOP-16-B
surrounding industry and close proximity to major freeways. The correlation between airborne arsenic and

lead PM and increased risk of cancer and developmental disorders has been well established. | understand

that it is the SCAQMD prerogative to ensure that local communities are not being exposed to hazardous levels

of air pollutants. Please incorporate the following comments or concerns when determining the full scope of

the DEIR and the necessary studies to mitigate any impacts from the capacity expansion:

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.

NOP-16-C
This facility has existed since 1959 and any baseline study should be considered prior to the establishment of
the site. Baseline levels of arsenic and lead in soils should match historic levels prior the establishment of the
facility in 1959.

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.

NOP-16-
The S topic areas currently designated for potentially significant impacts under the NOP are grossly insufficlént
for the existing facility let alone any expansion for capacity. Seeing as the facility does release PM and
emissions, you must study the total distribution of the dispersion cloud produced from this facility and how
this changes due to seasonality/precipitation and prevailing airflow patterns from the facility. How many
schools or private homes are impacted by the dispersion of the particulate matter?

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

Appendix B B-116 October 2021



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

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

How do the rates of cancer, low infant birth weight, and respiratory illness differ from those residents living in
close proximity to the facility and levels consistent with the region? How could these increased rates have ) _
impacted public services for the whole life of the project? {1959 to present and projected]) 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

If the final product coming out of the facility is predominantly raw lead for other industrial production, then

you must study the impacts for solid and hazardous waste. How are these materials stored onsite? Are the‘ﬁ .
. , , - NOP-16-F

exposed to the open air and subject to contaminate any runoff from the facility?

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

The facility may have started treating any discharge water or wastewater from the facility in 2016, but how

was this water being discharged prior to this? Where is the discharge point? Does runoff or discharge from the

site enter into the adjacent Puente Creek? And if not directly from the facility, how does stormwater discharge
from the surrounding area enter Puente Creek and at what point? Puente Creek flows directly into a NOP-16-0G
softbottom portion of the San Gabriel River and a much more ecologically valuable area of the Emerald

Mecklace. How do the current activities at the facility and any future expansion to capacity impact regional
biological resources? This must be studied.
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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

Avocado Heights is an agrarian and equestrian community very close to this facility. How have surrounding
agricultural resources been impacted by the current capacity and how could this impact increase with the NOP-16-H
proposed increase in capacity?

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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I0P-16-1
How many neighboring residents were noticed of the first scoping meeting? How many days prior to the NOP-Ie

meeting did they receive a posted or mailed notice? How many people were in attendance at the first
meeting held?

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.

NOP-16-]
Why was the comment period extended? Will SCAQMD as the lead agency be producing a Scoping Summary

Report? If so, will this report include a full record of all comments received during the scoping period and
summarize the areas of concern or the areas or topics suggested for study?

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, 20182 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.

NOP-16-K
| find it a bit ridiculous that my father found out about the second scoping meeting the day of from a neighbor
leaving leaflets on cars. He lives within a mile of this facility.

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).

In the future, please add the following address to the "Interested Parties Mailing List": 1120 5. Nantes Avenue,
Hacienda Heights, CA 91745 NOP-16-L

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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| hope these comments and questions will be incorporated into the DEIR and expand the number of initial
studies necessary for this project. PLEASE PROVIDE RESPONSE/RECEIPT FOR THIS MESSAGE. NOP-16-M

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
Richard and Marilyn Kamimura Comment NOP-17

843 Caraway Drive

Whittier, Ca. 90601

Ph.626-3309365,aiohakamimura@gmail.oom

Cctober 15,2018
fe: Quemetco Capacity Upgrade project NOP/IS
Dear Ms, Diana Thai(c/o CEQA)

\We are 47 year rasidence of unincorparated Avocado Heights (including N. Whittier, Bassett and

. NOP-17-
a small portion of La Puente). The most recent census, approximately 15,000 people. 174
The following comments are being reguested to be included in the DEIR.
I-Cemetea has created an increased cancer risk burden to sensitive receptors for at least a _
perimeter distance of 2 miles from the facility as evident from the HEA dated Way 17, 2016{15 1- NOP-17-B
12)

a) The Arsenic plume was by modeling swe request actual testing of fugitive dust on haomes
starting from the facility for a two mile radius, as part of its analysis, fingerprinting of NOp-17-C
nen-organic arsenic and lead.

b} We request measurement of expasure from released arsenic for 40 yaars, starting from & NOP-I7D

days = week 20 hours to the now proposed constant exposure of 7 days a week 24 hours.

£} Dispute Hazards and Hazardous materlals section Vill-c. The contamination risk distance
perimeter analysis must be increased to 2 miles and include the 21 schools{Appendix A} NOP-17-E
Reference Arsenic plume May 17,2016 HRA 2 mile contamination risk distance

) Curnulative impact

al Air Quality and Green House Emission 11 b,f.c.dgh. To include among others
maasurement of Diesel Emission P 2.5. PM 2.10 at intersection of Gale and Sunsat NOP-17-F
adjacent to 60 Freeway entrances at peak hours , 7 days a week. To include projected
total truck traffic not using clean fuel{LNG). It is not to my understanding that Quemetco
requires only Clean Burning trucks into their facility.

11} Include ali current studies and testing taken within the expanded 2 mile perimeter.

a) Current DTSC soil sampling one quarter mile around Quemetce. I SCAQMD jurisdiction
historical and present depesition and accumulation becarmes airborne frem wind,
vehicle and human and animal disturbance.

NOP-17-G
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Page 2 Quemetco Capacity Upgrade (NOR/I5)

b} Keck schoo! of Medicine USC Independent soll testing July 2016 approximately 243 NOPLH
samples Jill johnston PhD Assistant Professor, Director, Community Outreach and :
Engagement ,Department of Preventive Medicing Divisian of Environmeant
Health<jillj@usc_edu> 323-442-1099 Within the 2 mile perimeter.

€} Keck Schoel of Medicing USC , Study: Measuring Environmental Exposure to Assess Long

term Health Study, Saptember 2017 ongeing. Jill Johnston PHD, &7 Children 5 to 17. N0 17-1
Within the perimeter.
W} Inclusion of State Law
NOP-17-]
2] AB 1132 Air Quality Violators orders of Abatement )
b) SB 73 Permit Criteria for community protection(Cumulative impact ,Community NOP-17-K
Vulnerabili
! NOP-17-L

c] 5B 535 Disadvantage Community
W ) All Motice of Vielations must be resolved before any conslderation of increased throughput. NOP-17-M

THE PROPOSED QUENMETCO PROVECT CAPACITY INCREASE MUST BE DENIED, ROP-17-M

Sincerely, ——
; i i -
%/M/féﬁ?{ﬁw /?1 M@Am-ﬁ
Richard Kamimura Wlarilyn Kamimura

Responses to Comment Letter NOP-17

Comment NOP-17-A
We are 47 year residence of unincorporated Avocado Heights (including N. Whittier Bassett and T T
a small portion of La Puente).The most recent census, approximately 15,000 people.

Response to Comment NOP-17-A
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Comment NOP-17-B
The following comments are being reguested to be included in the DEIR.

I-Quemetco has created an increased cancer risk burden to sensitive receptors for at least a
perimeter distance of 2 miles from the facility as evident from the HRA dated May 17,2016(15 1-
12}

Response to Comment NOP-17-B

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
a) The Arsenic plume was by modeling ,we request actual testing of fugitive dust on homes
starting from the facility for a two mile radius, as part of its analysis, fingerprinting of
non-organic arsenic and lead.

KOP-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, AERMOD!?, was conducted in combination
with the Risk Assessment Procedures recommended by California’s Office of Environmental
Health Hazard Assessment (OEHHA)!'*. 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
b) We reguest measurement of exposure from released arsenic Tf:r_d;El years, starting from 6 NOP-17-D
davs 3 week 20 hours to the now proposed constant exposure of 7 days a week 24 hours.

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.agmd.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

13U.S. EPA. 2020. AERMOD is available at https://www.epa.gov/scram/air-quality-dispersion-modeling-preferred-
and-recommended-models#aermod

4 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
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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.

c) Duﬁ;}ute Hazards and Hazardous materlals section Viil-c. The contamination risk distance
perimeter analysis must be increased to 2 miles and include the 21 scheols(Appendix A-l)
Reference Arsenic plume May 17,2016 HRA 2 mile contamination risk distance

NOP-17-E

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.

11} Cumulative iImpact
a) Air Quality and Green House Emission Il b,f.c,d.gh. To include among cthers
meassurement of Diesel Emission PM 2.5. PM 2.10 at intersection of Gale and Sunset NOP-17-F
adjacent to 60 Freeway entrance at peak hours , 7 days a week. To include projected
total truck traffic not using clean fuel{LNG). It is not to my understanding that Quemetco
requires only Clean Burning trucks into their facility
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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,
43.4,44.4,45.4,4.54 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.

I} Include all current studies and testing taken within the expanded 2 mile perimeter.

a) Current DTSC soil sampling one quarter mile around Quemetco. In SCAQMD jurisdiction

. . i NOP-17-G
historical and present deposition and accumulation becomes girborne from wind,
vehicle and human and animal disturbance,
b) Keck school of Medicine USC Independent soll testing July 2016 approximately 243 g

samples Jill iohnston PhD ,Assistant Professor, Director, Community Outreach and
Engagement ,Department of Preventive Medicine ,Division of Environment
Health<jillj@usc.edu> 323-442-1099 Within the 2 mile perimeter.
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¢l Keck School of Medicine USC , Study: Measuring Environmental Exposure 10 Assess LOng
term Health Study, September 2017 ongoing. Jill Johnston PHD, 87 Children 5to 17.
Within the perimeter,

NOP-17-1

Response to Comment NOP-17-G, NOP-17-H and NOP-17-1

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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WV} Inclusion of State Law

NOP-17-]
a) AB 1132 Air Quality Violators orders of Abatement
b) SB 673 Permit Criteria for community protection{Cumulative impact ,Community NOP-17-K
Vulnerability) iR
NOP-17-L

c] 58535 Disadvantage Community

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.

v ) All Notice of Violations must be resolved before any consideration of increased throughput. 0 - 0

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.

THE PROPOSED QUEMETCO PROJECT CAPACITY INCREASE MUST BE DENIED. NOP-17-N

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

From: kim kevin [mailto-teardrop07 06 gmail.com]

Sent: Wednesday, October 17, 2018428 PM Comment NOP-18
To: Diana Thai <dthai@agmd.gov>

Subject: In regards to Quemetco capacity upgrade project

Dear Mr. Dhana Thai,

My name iz Kevin Kim_ live on 14464 orange grove ave. hacienda heights.
my cell number is 626-225-6945 and email address is teardrop0706/@ email com

I would like to know how Quemetco capacity upgrade project would affect the air quality of Hacienda
Heights.

We already live near by refuse incineration plant and not we have to worry about air pollution from Quemetco
plant.

Will you please provide us the result of sampling of near by Quemetco plant?

We really appreciated your hard work and cooperation.
Sincerely,

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
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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

Comment NOP-19

10/18/2018 Duncan McKee
738 5. 3" Avenue
Avocado Heights, CA 91746
Tele: (626) 330-5123

SCAQMD

Ms. Diana Thai (c'o CEQA)
21865 Copley Drive
Diamond Bar, CA 91765

Dear SCAQMD Staff:

On behalf of the residents and business owners in Avocado Heights, Bassett, City of
Industry, Hacienda Heights, La Puente and North Whittier, thank you for the opportunity to
provide comments on the outrageous proposal by Quemetco to increase the quantity of NOP-19-A
hazardous waste and other toxic materials processed as well as their request to use petroleum
coke in liew of and in addition to, cleaner burning calcined carbon coke. We are grateful to the
skilled staff at SCAQMD for their hard work and diligence in their efforts to protect Public
Health and the environment.

We are very concerned that Quemetco is requesting an enormous increase in the amount
of hazardous waste that SCAQMD permits them to process, despite the fact that they currently
are unable to meet the emission limitations required by Rule 1420.1, their Title V permit and
other SCAQMD rules and regulations. They also have compliance issues with other permitting
and regulatory agencies, According to SCAQMD personnel, due to emission wviolations,
Quemetco was recently required to reduce throughput to comply with curtailment provisions in
Rule 1420.1. Quemetco has still not implemented arsenic reduction measures to comply with AB
2588 limits, has done nothing to clean up soil and groundwater contamination and has failed to
fingerprint the contamination that is documented to exist in the swrounding sommunity at
residences and businesses as well as in public arcas. Keep in mind that the soil contamination
that resulted from air emissions permitted by SCAQMD becomes re-entrained when the wind
blows or when trucks, trains and other vehicles pass through the contaminated locations. The soil
contamination that SCAQMD denies accouniability for, is their responsibility, and must be
addressed by all the regulatory agencies as a joint issue that needs to be sensibly resolved, A task
force consisting of USEPA, SCAQMD, DTSC, City of Industry, The Los Angeles Regional
Water Quality Control Board, Los Angeles County Sanitation Districts, LA County Fire Health
Haz Mat Division, Department of Public Health and several others should be working together to
clean up the Public Health Hazards associated with the Quemetco operation. What is the
Quemetco plan to clean up the toxic contamination in the soils in and around the facility?

NOP-19-B

On page 2-4 of the NOP SCAQMD inadvertently failed to check multiple boxes that
must be addressed in the EIR. For example, Agricultural and Forestry Resources are certainly
impacted. Lead, arsenic, cadmium, chromium, 1, 3- butadiene, benzene and many other toxic NOP-19-C
substances discharged by (Juemetco are a risk to consumers of the numerous agricultural
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products produced in the area. With an increasing trend towards urban agriculturs this is a very
important issue that must be addressed. Please include the fact that many properties that are in
close proximity to the facility are zoned A-1 Agriculture, are under cultivation and are
potentially adversely impacted by current and projected Quemetco toxic discharges.

SCAQMD failed to check the box that says Biological Resources of which there are
many in the areas surrounding this big polluter. The Environmental Impact Report (EIR) must
include a full Eco Risk Assessment. Risks to the environment must include the fact that the San
Jose Creek is a tributary of the San Gabriel River and is a significant component of the Rivers
and Mountain Conservancy. All the documented wildlife and Quemetco’s adverse impact on it
should be included. What effect on the now severely impacted frog population did Quemetco’s
direct and indirect discharges into the San Jose Creek have on their demise? What about the
other species of plants, animals and microrganisms that populate the ecosystem. Exactly what
guantity of lead, arsenie, cadmium, chromium and other toxic materials from Quemetco enter the
surface water of the San Jose Creek each year? How much toxic material from Quemeico ends
up in the San Gabriel River Basin and ultimately contaminates drinking water wells or ends up in
the ocean? What would the impact be in the case of a catastrophic accident where millions of
gallons of contaminated waste water are spilled into the environment? The waste water treatment
facility that has visible material running down the side and the documented cracks in the
secondary containment must be included along with the impacts to the surrounding soils, surface
water and groundwater. What toxic substances are discharged from the wastewater treatment
facility both in the form of airborne emissions and liquids and in what quantities are they
released into the environment? Are these included in the HHRAT A complete seismic assessment
must be included in the EIR that includes a possible release of over 2 millon gallons of
contaminated liquids when a significant seismic event oceurs,

SCAQMD failed to check the box that says Cultural Resources., The EIR must identify
the Museums, Historical Structures, Plant Conservatories and planned Botanical Gardens that
exist in the arca and this must be included in the Final Drafi. How do noxious air emissions from
Quemetco affect the senior citizen groups and school children that visit these facililies?

SCAQMD failed to check the box that says Geology and Soils. This very important issue
must be addressed including Quemetco’s plan, with a timeline, on how they are golng to clean up
the contaminated soils that are documented to exist in and around the facility. Much of this
contamination likely resulted from fallout of air emissions from the facility and the proposed
increase will certainly contribute to an increase in additional contamination. What will the soil
outside Cluemetco’s fence line that tested at 14,000 ppm lead be in 20 years of continued
operations taking into account the proposed increase in throughput? Also, “Previous boring logs
indicate that the soils around this "background"” monitoring well are reported to be
contaminated to depths of up to 68 feet bgs with up to 1800 mg'kg of lead.” This and other

' Comprehensive Ground Water Monitoring Evaluation Report, Quemetco Inc., RSR Corporation, City of Industry,
Ca March &, 1996 EPA ID Mo, CADOGE233966 section 4.4
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contarnination must be cleaned up prior to any increase in throughput being approved and the
plans for that clean up and financial responsibility included in the EIR.

SCAQMD failed to check the box that says Land use and Planning. This must be
addressed in the EIR, Wumerous, larpe food manufacturing and food-processing companies
(Golden State Foods, El Mexicano, Pocino Foods Company, Lee Kim Kee USA Foods Inc.,
Cacique Cheese, Goya and many others) are all located within blocks of Quemetco. Some are
located just across the street from the facility within several hundred feet of Quemetco’s stacks.
The Food and Drug Administration has guidelines that dictate how much of cerlain substances
specific food products can contain including lead, 1,3 Butadiene, benzene, arsenic, chromium 6
and other toxic substances released by Quemetco, These food producing companies and
Quemeteo’s potential to contaminate the food products with the proposed increase in throughput
and the petroleum coke addition must be thoroughly addressed in the E.LR. What special
measures has Quemetco implemented to safeguard the food products produced at these facilities
from contamination by stack and dust emissions from their facility? Numerous schools are
located in close proximity to this facility and previous testing indicates that high levels of
contaminants associated with Quemetco are present in the soils at these schools. Please include
this data in the EIR. along with the expected projected levels in 20 years of Quemetco operations
with the increase in throughput and the use of petroleum coke along with a plan to protect the
students and stafl at these schools.

SCAQMD failed to check the box that says Noise, Residents are reporting loud noises,
clanking, banging and alarms going off late at night and in the early morning. They also report
that they smell noxious plumes coming from the facility at these times. What is the plan to stop
this? How much additional noise will be produced by the hammer mill smashing 300,000
additional pounds of batteries each day? At what decibel level is the noise being maasured?

SCAQMD failed to check the box that says Population and Housing. Larze numbers of
residences are in very close proximity to the facility and children are playing in soils that have
tested high in arsenic and lead. What is the plan to protect these children from toxic substances
that are documented to cause irreparable harm to humans? What is the plan to keep the residents
from being forced to breathe the toxic, noxious emissions from this big pelluter including the
additional emissions from the increase in throughput and burning the petroleum coke? Many
people work in the manufacturing facilities, warehouses and other businesses in close proximity
to this big polluter. Numerous reports of toxic, noxious fumes from Quemeteo making workers at
these facilities sick have been documented, What is the plan to make this stop? What additional
emission control devices and procedures will be implemented to insure that this does not
continue to happen? As previously mentioned, many schools surround this facility and teachers
have reported adverse effects on children that they attributed to Quemetco. Please
comprehensively address this and how the increase in throughput and the bumning of the dirty
petroleum coke will adversely affect the children and staff in the EIR.

SCAQMD failed to check the box that says Public Services. Law enforcement personnel
have repeatedly reported their fear of the dangers associated with the facility. Los Angeles
County Fire inspectors have expressed similar fears of the dangers of this facility. What will the
drain on public services be when the next explosion and fire occur at this big polluter? Exactly

Appendix B B-138

MNOP-12-
G
MNOP-19-
H
MNOP-19-1
MNOP-19-]
October 2021



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

Comments

how will first responders protect the community in the case of a seismic event that causes the
wastewater treatment facility to rupture, the propane tank to explode and another fire to occur at
the Quemetco facility? Keep in mind that in this case Hills Brothers Chemical’s ammonia tanks
near Quemetco would likely be impacted resulting in a very complicated catastrophic event.

SCAQMD failed to acknowledge the adverse impacts that this facility has on Recreation.
People that know of the dangers of this facility consciously do not recreate in close proximity to
(Juemetco so that they are not adversely impacted by the toxie, noxious emissions from this big
polluter. What additional emission control equipment will SCAQMD require or will Quemetco
voluntarily agree to install that will reduce the impact to the community as a result of their
increase in production and the use of petroleum coke?

SCAQMD failed to check the box regarding the increase in Solid and Hazardous Waste
that will be generated as a result of the increase in hazardous waste processed. This must be
addressed in detail in the EIR. The fact that Quemetco will be polluting a totel of 369, 435
gallons of previously potable water per day and an additional 97, 413 gallons per day as a result
of the increase in throughput is very concerning to everyone and needs to be closely considered.

SCAQOMD failed to check the box that says Transportation and Traffic. Plzase include a
detailed analysis of the additional toxic substances that will become airborne and therefore under
SCAQMD jurisdiction, by the additional trucks associated with the increase and the trucks
already servicing the Quemeico facility. Please also include the toxic substances released by the
trucks themselves.

iher items that must be addressed are the additional toxic, noxious emissions from the
increase in the amount of plastic and rubber incidentally incinerated in the Quemetco furnaces as
a result of the increase in throughput. Please include a detailed accounting of the total quantity of
plastic and rubber that is incinerated in all of Quemetco’s processes. Where in the Health Risk
Assessment is the data that considers the much higher toxic substance emissions when Quemetco
was releasing quantities that wviolated repulatory agency levels?T Why wasn't Quemetco
prosecuted when it was discovered that they were exceeding Title V permit throughput
limitations of 1.2 million Ibs./day?

Residents and business owners reported very strong petroleum-like odors sometime back
and suspect that was when Quemetco was testing the petroleum coke in their processes. This
needs to be investigated and a determination made prior to considering allowing this material to
be used in Quemetco operations, The results must be included in the EIR. Please also include a
complete analysis of the increase in toxic emissions_from the use of petroleum coke and the
increase in Health Risk,

Please include a detailed accounting of what material is being imported from other
countries and where that material is being imported from, The assumption that our community
should bear the burden of processing lead and other metal containing hazardous waste from all
points west of the Mississippi river, and from other couniries, is unacceptable. An alternate
facility must be built and the plan for this included in the EIR.
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Please include an alternative plan to build an additional lead acid battery fac:lity to process
batteries in an environmentally responsible manner that is not in the South Coast Basin. Since  Nop-19-Q
Quemetco proclaims to be the world's leading recycler of this type of hazardous waste we hope
that they will consider this option.

I have included a sample of several petitions being circulated by local residents that call
for the closure and the inevitable cleanup of the toxic mess left by Quemetco and another asking  nop_jo-R
that the increase in throughput and request to use petroleumn coke be denied. Please include these

in the EIR.

Thank vou for the opportunity to submit comments and please do not hesitate to contact me  NOP-19-5
if you require additional information.

Duncan MekKee
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Petition to: South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD), California Air Resources
Board (CARB), Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) , USEPA, City of Industry, Los
Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board, LA County Sanitation Districts, all other
Regulatory Agencies and all elected officials.

We the undersigned formally request that the Quemetco facility located at 720 5. 7% Avenue in
City of Industry is closed immediately. We also request that the inevitable cleanup of the
contamination that is documented to exist in and around the facility commence without delay.
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Petition to: South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD), California Air Resources
Board [CARB), Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) , USEPA, City of Industry, Los
Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Baard, LA County Sanitation Districts, all other
Regulatory Agencies and all elected officials.

We the undersigned formally request that the Quemetco facility located at 720 5. 7™ Avenue in
City of Industry is closed immediately. We also request that the inevitable cleanup of the
contamination that is documented to exist in and around the facility commence without delay.
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Petition to: South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD), California Air Resources
Board (CARB), Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) , USEPA, City of Industry, Los
Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board, LA County Sanitation Districts, all other
Regulatory Agencies and all elected officials.

We the undersigned formally request that the Quemetco facility located at 720 5. 7 Avenue in
City of Industry is closed immediately. We also request that the inevitable cleanup of the
contamination that is documented to exist in and around the facility commence without delay.
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Petition to: South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD), California Air Resources
Board (CARB), Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) , USEPA, City of Industry, Los
Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board, LA County Sanitation Districts, all other
Regulatory Agencies and all elected officials.

We the undersigned formally request that the Quemetco facility located at 720 5. 7™ Avenue in
City of Industry is dosed immediately. We also request that the inevitable cleanup of the
contamination that is documentad to exist in and around the facility commence without delay.

Mame Address Phone email

Oaenl D_ﬁnihnm [her New VisTa &Z&?"?‘f"‘f?}’&: sldbamears! &
les)e omam  gpid) [+ Caim

A ii L1 L
ﬁ%; Estovar JE'J-I'D'-I- wﬁmhs P H H ngwthm
Steve, |5 Uik

Eonprae dye #H.H i‘ﬁ?}*@" kb B) ?Mv( o,

Olia L ‘ lc UL R4 oy Samh. 5@16@»-.«-

Saran Solis-Miller 518 Cobb O4 Lo Auntz , CAUTY 7 T223) 1178\
) {M%

dason M lleer S(8¢o c:-i-c-h LaPusfe ¢ f T4 Jasou—g i 07
e

Petition to: South Coast Alr Quality Management District, California Alr Resources Board, Departrment of Toxic Substancas
Controd, USERA, City of Industry and all elected officials.
We the undersigned formally request that the application by Ouermeten/RSA Inc. located at 720 5. T Avenue in City of Industry to

increase the guantity of material permitted to be processed and to use petraleum coke instead of calcined cake be denied. We
additionally reguast that Quemetce ba reguired 1o begin the process of cleaning up the hazardous weste that is decurnented 1o exist

in soils surrounding the facility.
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Petition ta: Sauth Coast Alr Quality Management District, Californla Air Resourees Board, Department of Taxie Substancos
Contral, USERA, City of Industry and all elected officials,

Wi the undersigned farmally request that the application by Cuemetco/RSR Inc. bocated at 7205, 7 Avenue in Clty of Industry to
increass the guantity of material permitted 1o be processed be denied, We additionally reguest that Quemetco be required ta begin
the process of deaning up the hazardous waste that is documented to exist in soils surrownding the facility,
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Responses to Comment Letter NOP-19

On behalf of the residents and business owners in Avocado Heights, Bassett, City of
Industry, Hacienda Heights, La Puente and North Whittier, thank you for the opportunity to
provide comments on the outrageous proposal by Quemetco to increase the quantity of NOP-16-A
hazardous waste and other toxic materials processed as well as their request to use petroleum
coke in licu of and in addition to, cleaner buming calcined carbon coke. We are grateful to the
skilled staff at SCAQMD for their hard work and diligence in their efforts to protect Public
Health and the environment.

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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We are very concerned that Quemetco is requesting an enormous increase in the amount
of hazardous waste that SCAQMD permits them to process, despite the fact that they currently
arc unable to meet the emission limitations required by Rule 1420.1, their Title V permit and
other SCAQMD rules and regulations. They also have compliance issues with other permitting
and regulatory agencies. According to SCAQMD personnel, due to emission violations,
Quemetco was recently required to reduce throughput to comply with curtailmen provisions in
Rule 1420.1. Quemetco has still not implemented arsenic reduction measures to comply with AB
2588 limits, has done nothing to clean up soil and groundwater contamination and has failed to
fingerprint the contamination that is documented to exist in the surrounding community al
residences and businesses as well as in public arcas. Keep in mind that the soil contamination
that resulted from air emissions permitted by SCAQMD becomes re-entrained when the wind
blows or when trucks, trains and other vehicles pass through the contaminated locations. The soil
contamination that SCAQMD denies accountability for, is their responsibility, and must be
addressed by all the regulatory agencies as a joint issue that needs to be sensibly resolved. A task
force consisting of USEPA, SCAQMD, DTSC, City of Industry, The Los Angeles Regional
Water Quality Control Board, Los Angeles County Sanitation Districts, LA County Fire Health
Haz Mat Division, Department of Public Health and several others should be working together to
clean up the Public Health Hazards associated with the Quemetco operation. What is the
Quemetco plan to clean up the toxic contamination in the soils in and around the facility?

NOP-19-B

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

Appendix B B-146 October 2021



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

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

Appendix B B-147 October 2021



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

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.

On page 2-4 of the NOP SCAQMD inadvertently failed to check multiple boxes that
must be addressed in the EIR. For example, Agricultural and Forestry Resources are certainly
impacted. Lead, arsenic, cadmium, chromium, 1, 3- butadiene, benzene and many other toxic NOP-19-C
substances discharged by Quemetco are a risk to consumers of the numerous agricultural

products produced in the area. With an increasing trend towards urban agriculturz this is a very

important issue that must be addressed. Please include the fact that many properties that are in - NOP-19-C
close proximity to the facility are zoned A-1 Agriculture, are under cultivation and are cont.
potentially adversely impacted by current and projected Quemetco toxic discharges.

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.
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SCAQMD failed to check the box that says Biological Resources of which there are
many in the areas surrounding this big polluter. The Environmental Impact Report (EIR) must
include a full Eco Risk Assessment. Risks to the environment must include the fact that the San
Jose Creek is a tributary of the San Gabriel River and is a significant component of the Rivers
and Mountain Conservancy. All the documented wildlife and Quemetco's adverse impact on it
should be included. What effect on the now severely impacted frog population did Quemetco’s
direct and indirect discharges into the San Jose Creek have on their demise? What about the
other species of plants, animals and microrganisms that populate the ecosystem. Exactly what
quantity of lead, arsenic, cadmium, chromium and other toxic materials from Quemetco enter the
surface water of the San Jose Creek each year? How much toxic material from Quemetco ends
up in the San Gabriel River Basin and ultimately contaminates drinking water wells or ends up in
the ocean? What would the impact be in the case of a catastrophic accident where millions of
gallons of contaminated waste water are spilled into the environment? The waste water treatment
facility that has visible material running down the side and the documented cracks in the
secondary containment must be included along with the impacts to the surrounding soils, surface
water and groundwater. What toxic substances are discharged from the wastewater treatment
facility both in the form of airborne emissions and liquids and in what quantities are they
rcleased into the environment? Are these included in the HHRA? A complete seismic assessment
must be included in the EIR that includes a possible release of over 2 million gallons of
contaminated liquids when a significant seismic event occurs,

NOP-19-D

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

SCAQMD failed to check the box that says Cultural Resources. The EIR must identify
the Museums, Historical Structures, Plant Conservatories and planned Botanical Gardens that NOP-19-E
exist in the area and this must be included in the Final Drafi. How do noxious air emissions from
Quemetco affect the senior citizen groups and school children that visit these facilities?

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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SCAQMD failed to check the box that says Geology and Soils. This very important issue
must be addressed including Quemetco’s plan, with a timeline, on how they are going to clean up
the contaminated soils that are documented to exist in and around the facility. Much of this
contamination likely resulted from fallout of air emissions from the facility and the proposed
increase will certainly contribute to an increase in additional contamination. What will the soil
outside Quemetco’s fence line that tested at 14,000 ppm lead be in 20 years of continued
operations taking into account the proposed increase in throughput? Also, “Previous boring logs
indicate that the soils around this "background”" monitoring well are reported to be
contaminated to depths of up to 68 feet bgs with up to 1800 mg/kg of lead.”" This and other

NOP-19-F

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.)

Appendix B B-154 October 2021



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

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.

SCAQMD failed to check the box that says Land use and Planning. This must be
addressed in the EIR. Numerous, large food manufacturing and food-processing companies
(Golden State Foods, El Mexicano, Pocino Foods Company, Lee Kim Kee USA Foods Inc.,
Cacique Cheese, Goya and many others) are all located within blocks of Quemetco. Some are
located just across the street from the facility within several hundred feet of Quemetco’s stacks.
The Food and Drug Administration has guidelines that dictate how much of certain substances NOP-19-
specific food producis can contain including lead, 1,3 Butadiene, benzene, arsenic, chromium 6 G
and other toxic substances released by Quemetco. These food producing companies and
Quemetco’s potential to contaminate the food products with the proposed increase in throughput
and the petroleum coke addition must be thoroughly addressed in the E.LR. What special
measures has Quemetco implemented to safeguard the food products produced at these facilities
from contamination by stack and dust emissions from their facility? Numerous schools are
located in close proximity to this facility and previous testing indicates that high levels of
contaminants associated with Quemetco are present in the soils at these schools. Please include
this data in the EIR along with the expected projected levels in 20 years of Quemetco operations
with the increase in throughput and the use of petroleum coke along with a plan to protect the
students and stafl at these schools.

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.

SCAQMD failed to check the box that savs Noise. Residents are reportirg loud noises,
clanking, banging and alarms going off late at night and in the early morning. They also report yqp 1o
that they smell noxious plumes coming from the facility at these times. What is the plan to stop ¢
this? How much additional noise will be produced by the hammer mill smashing 300,000
additional pounds of batteries each day? At what decibel level is the noise being mzasured?

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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SCAQMD failed to check the box that says Population and Housing. Large numbers of
residences are in very close proximity to the facility and children are playing in soils that have
tested high in arsenic and lead. What is the plan to protect these children from toxic substances
that are documented to cause irrcparable harm to humans? What is the plan to keep the residents  yop.19.1
from being forced to breathe the toxic, noxious emissions from this big polluter including the
additional emissions from the increase in throughput and bumning the petroleum coke? Many
people work in the manufacturing facilities, warehouses and other businesses in close proximity
to this big polluter. Numerous reports of toxic, noxious fumes from Quemetco making workers at
these facilities sick have been documented, What is the plan 1o make this stop? What additional
emission control devices and procedures will be implemented to insure that this does not
continue to happen? As previously mentioned, many schools surround this facility and teachers
have reported adverse effects on children that they attributed to Quemetco. Please
comprehensively address this and how the increase in throughput and the burning of the dirty
petroleum coke will adversely affect the children and staff in the EIR.

Response to Comment NOP-19-1

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.

SCAQMD failed to check the box that says Public Services. Law enforcement personnel
have repeatedly reported their fear of the dangers associated with the facility. Los Angeles wNOp-19.)
County Fire inspectors have expressed similar fears of the dangers of this facility. What will the
drain on public services be when the next explosion and fire occur at this big polluter? Exactly

how will first responders protect the community in the case of a seismic event that causes the
wastewater treatment facility to rupture, the propane tank to explode and another fire to occur at  NOP-19-]
the Quemetco facility? Keep in mind that in this case Hills Brothers Chemical’s ammonia tanks ~ cont
near Quemetco would likely be impacted resulting in a very complicated catastrophic event.

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.

SCAQMD failed to acknowledge the adverse impacts that this facility has on Recreation.
People that know of the dangers of this facility consciously do not recreate in close proximity to
Quemetco so that they are not adversely impacted by the toxic, noxious emissions from this big
polluter. What additional emission control equipment will SCAQMD require or will Quemetco
voluntarily agree to install that will reduce the impact to the community as a result of their
increase in production and the use of petroleum coke?

NOP-19-K

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-19-1 for a further
discussion of the HRA and its results.
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SCAQMD failed to check the box regarding the increase in Solid and Harardous Waste
that will be generated as a result of the increase in hazardous waste processed. This must be  NOP-19-L.
addressed in detail in the EIR. The fact that Quemetco will be polluting a totzl of 369, 435
gallons of previously potable water per day and an additional 97, 413 gallons per day as a result
of the increase in throughput is very concerning to everyone and needs to be closely considered.

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.

SCAQMD failed to check the box that says Transportation and Traffic. Plzase include a
detailed analysis of the additional toxic substances that will become airborne and therefore under  yop_ 1o
SCAQMD jurisdiction, by the additional trucks associated with the increase and the trucks
already servicing the Quemetco facility. Please also include the toxic substances released by the
trucks themselves.

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

Other items that must be addressed are the additional toxic, noxious emissions from the
increase in the amount of plastic and rubber incidentally incinerated in the Quemetco furnaces as
a result of the increase in throughput. Please include a detailed accounting of the total quantity of  NOP-19-N
plastic and rubber that is incinerated in all of Quemetco’s processes. Where in the Health Risk
Assessment is the data that considers the much higher toxic substance emissions waen Quemetco
was releasing quantities that violated regulatory agency levels? Why wase’'t Quemetco
prosecuted when it was discovered that they were exceeding Title V permit throughput
limitations of 1.2 million [bs./day?

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

Residents and business owners reported very strong petroleum-like odors sometime back
and suspect that was when Quemetco was testing the petroleum coke in their processes. This
needs to be investigated and a determination made prior to considering allowing this material 10
be used in Quemetco operations. The results must be included in the EIR. Please also include a
complete analysis of the increase in toxic emissions_from the use of petroleum coke and the
increase in Health Risk.

NOP-19-0

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.

Please include a detailed accounting of what material is being imported from other
countries and where that material is being imported from. The assumption that our community NOP-19-P
should bear the burden of processing lead and other metal containing hazardous waste from all
points west of the Mississippi river, and from other countries, is unacceptable. An alternate
facility must be built and the plan for this included in the EIR,

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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Please include an alternative plan to build an additional lead acid battery faclity to process
batteries in an environmentally responsible manner that is not in the South Coast Basin. Since NOP-10-Q
Quemetco proclaims to be the world’s leading recycler of this type of hazardous waste we hope
that they will consider this option.

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.

I have included a sample of several petitions being circulated by local residents that call
for the closure and the inevitable cleanup of the toxic mess left by Quemetco and another asking  nop-19-R
that the increase in throughput and request to use petroleum coke be denied. Please include these
in the EIR.

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.)

Thank you for the opportunity to submit comments and please do not hesitate to contact me  NOP-19-5
if you require additional information.

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
Comment NOP-20

Evﬁrgreen SGV 323 Workman Mill Rd.

La Puente, CA 21744
EVERGREEN BAPTIST CHURCH OF SAN GABRIEL VALLEY Phone: 626.363.0300
Email: info@evergreensgv.org

Website: www. evergreensgv.org

October 22, 2018

Fe: Comments Quemetco Capacity Upgrade Project (increase)
To Whom It May Concern:

On behalf of Evergreen Baptist Church of San Gabaoel Valley, which encrently resides in Avocado
Heights and is comprised of members of this commun:ty, I would like to share the concerns made
kEnown by our comaomnity. We wonld also like to voice our concerns for the staff and children at the
local elementary school we volunteer at, Don Julian Elementary, which is 1.3 miles away from
Quemeteo. O church i appromamately 2.1 miles away from Omemeteo and has approzimately 1300
adults and 300 chiddren come throngh our campns on any given week through various mestings,

gatherings and worship sermices.

NOP-20-A

Given the past notfications of the population’s cancer burden being increased and the past power
interruption that resulted in the shotdown of pollution control equipments, Quemeteo’s existence in the NOP-20-B
commuty 5 already troubling. An inerease, which would result in more tonnage and subsequently more

risk of tomic exposure is even more disconcerting.

The inerease wounld mean a depletion of good water supply in our euncrent state of drought. Furthecmore,

there is a potentsally significant increase in contamnated water for the children and families in the area. NOP-20-C

An increase wonld also mean more congested freeways and increased environmental sk NOP-20-D

It 15 my concern that many families, especially families with small children, that frequent our campus in
this commuanity are needlessly being exposed to the mnereased environmental and tomic nsks this capacity
increase wonld bring about.

NOP-20-E

On behalf of this chureh and this commmunity, we ask that Quemeteo’s proposed project be densed. NOP-20-F

Sincerely,

(L2

Pastor Victor Chen
Senior Associate Pastor of Outreach
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Responses to Comment Letter NOP-20

Comment NOP-20-A
Oin behalf of Evergresn Baptist Church of San Gabeel Valley, which currently resides in Avocado

Heights and 15 compnsed of members of thes communty, [ wonld hke to share the eonserns made NOP-20-A

known by oo commmunty. We would also ke to vowce ous concerns for the staff and chidden at the
local elementary school we volunteer at, Dion Julan Elementary, whach 13 1.3 miles awray from

Ouemeteo. Ong chugeh s apprommately 2.1 ouales awar from Omemeteo and has appooxinately 1 300
adults and 300 children come theough onr campus on any grren week thoough vanous mestings,

gathenags and worshg services.
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
Given the past notifications of the population’s cancer burden being inereased and the past powres
intermption that sesulted in the shntdown of pollution control equipments, Quemeten’s existence in the NOP-20-B

n:lmmu.n.il::ri.l .:Jm.ld'_r I:nn-ul:!l.l.n.g A mersase, whach wroald resald in more tonnage ad 1u-'|:5|rlc|1.1enﬂ:r mone
nsk of tomie exposaie is even mooe disconeerting.

Response to Comment NOP-20-B

Comment NOP-20-C

The mnedease wounld mean a depletion of good water supply in our everent state of deonght. Furthermore,
there iz a potentually sisnificant mcrease :n contammated wates for the childen and famalies in the area. NOP-20-C

Response to Comment NOP-20-C

Comment NOP-20-D

An incoease wonld also mean moge congested freeways and inceeased environmental ok MOP-20-13

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

It 15 my concern that many familes, especially famdies wath small childeen, that frequent ous campus

this commnnity are needlessly bang exposed to the mereased environmental and tome pisks thus capacaty NOP-20-E
mnceeass would bong about,
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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

On behalf of thes chugeh and this commmnnaty, we ask that Quemetco’s proposed project be densed 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.)

Appendix B B-169 October 2021



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

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).

Appendix B B-170 October 2021



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

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

Comment NOP-21

phone: 213-387-4287
fax: 213-387-5383
e-mail: info@angeles. sierracluborg

3250 wilshire Blvd #1106,
Los Angeles, CA 90010

San Gabriel Valley Task Force

South Coast Air Quality Management District
21865 Copley Drive
Diamond Bar, CA 91765

Attention: Ms. Diana Thai
Oct. 24, 2018

Reference: Motice of Preparation of a Draft Environmental Impact Report Quemetco Capacity Upgrade
Project

Dear Ms. Thai,

NOP-21-A
The San Gabriel Valley Task Force, Angeles Chapter of Sierra Club thanks SCAQMD for the opportunity to
comment on the Notice of Preparation of a Draft Environmental Impact Report Quemetco Capacity Upgrade
Project (NOP). We also want to commend the agency for the second community forum on this project. it
was very professional. We also thank SCAQMD for the extension of comment period.

The 5an Gabriel Valley Task Force was organized by the Angeles Chapter of the Sierra Club in 1999 to work
with leaders in 5an Gabriel Valley cities and Los Angeles County to seek ways to create a more livable envi-
ronment for Valley residents while presenving or improving management of natural resources.

We have been following the history of the Quemetco facility for a number of years and have attended recent
forums held by SCAQMD as well as past community meetings at which local residents have expressed con-
cerns about possible health implications of lead and arsenic on their families and pets that may be contami-
nating their homes, local schools and parks. Sierra Club belisves a number of serious issues must be ad-
dressed in the DEIR as Quemetco is seeking a modification of permit from your agency to increase production
by 25%

We feel the following issues must be addressed in addition to all those already identified in the NOP before
amy permit for expansion be considered.
General comments:

MOP-21-B
+ Extend the comment period for the DEIR to 60 days. It will be a complex, extensive document for the lo-

cal residents to evaluate but who are extremely concerned about this project . Give the public more time
to consider the findings in the DEIR.

NOP-21-C

+ We notice that the hard copies of the NOP documents can be viewed by the public at the La Puente Li-

brary. Include the Hacienda Heights Library as a site for the DEIR. Residents of Hacienda Heights live
within approximately 400 feet and are very interested in this project.
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NOP-21-D
# This community has borne the impacts of this facility since 1959, It is currently the only plant of this type

west of the Rocky Mountains and is receiving lead-bearing waste from reportedly from American Samoa,
Canada, Central and Southern America and we have even heard Africa. Should this residential community
be subject to recycling of materials brought from other countries? Shouldn’t Quemetco construct fadlities
in areas where environmental impacts would be less cumulatively important than in this heavily urbanized
area with major air guality and traffic problems?
Specific comments: NOP-21-E
+ Test results already completed or in progress must be made public, evaluated and documented in the DEIR.
Results from testing of the soils, children’s toenails/urine and air guality must be completed and results
made public before any permit modification is granted. Fingerprinting to determine sources of contamina-
tion must be evaluated and presented in the DEIR. We have waited over two years for results of soil
testing done by the California Dept. of Toxic Substances Control. This is unacceptable. Address contamina-
tion present in the surrounding area. There are numerous schools, a healthcare facility-"El Encanto”, day-
care centers, and parks that are within 2 miles that could be impacted. What effect to baselines will occur
from the increased production? What deanup is needed due to past activities? Any clean-up must be
completed before any permit extension be granted.
MOP-21-F
+ Potential impacts/changes due to a conversion from calcined coke to that of petroleum coke must be eval-
uated. “Petcoke” can contain vanadium, a toxic metal. Vanadium is toxic in tiny quantities 0.8 mi-
crograms,/cubic meter of air according to EPA and also can be high in sulfur. What are the results of the
source tests required by SCAQMD to determine whether all emissions of pollutants from the air pollution
control system would be different or worse from using petcoke instead of calcined coke in the reverberato-
ry furmace and electric resistance heated slag reduction furnace. [1-15).
NOP-20-G
+ In the CEQA checklist in the NOP, “Geology” is determined to be “Less than Significant”. Geology must be
considered “Potentially Significant”. Seismic hazards must be evaluated utilizing the most recent seismic
research in the Southern California region. Harardous materials are located on site. Should containment
vessels fail or ground fracturing occur due to earthquakes, contaminants could be released to the sur-
rounding area, San Jose Creek, or subsurface groundwater reservoirs.

+ With 24 hours of production will there be fime for maintenance of equipment? NOP-I1-H
} . o . . . : _ NOP-21-1
+ The 5an Gabriel Valley has some of the worst air quality in Southern California.  How will the increase in
throughput affect local air quality, particularly with respect to nonattainment material thresholds. What
changes to air quality, lead deposition in local areas, and the arsenic plume detected to the northwest will
occur? The cumulative impacts to air quality in the San Gabriel Valley must be evaluated, induding other
proposed projects nearby that would be additive.

Evaluation of air quality impacts to areas along transport routes utilized to bring raw materials to the facili-
ty, transport of waste, including hazardous waste, or finished products to other areas must be included.
Anvy offsets required for mitigation should be required to be in the local area—not some distant area such
as the coast that experiences better air quality.

NOP-20-]
+ The need for potable/recycled water must be evaluated. This is a time of drought in Southern California.

The water table in the Upper 5an Gabriel Groundwater basin is at historic lows. In the NOP, the local water
agency indicates water is available, while we are being asked to conserve. Where will the needed water

faor this project come from? What reduction in water will be available for other local uses will be needed?
2
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NOP-21-K
+  Will there be any impacts to 5an Jose Cresk or downstream along the San Gabriel River to the coast due

to normal operations? Could accidental spills reach those areas or reach groundwater resources.
HOP-21-L
+ Elements released by lead/acid battery recycling include arsenic, antimony, barium and cadmium (UNEF,
2003). These substances may form part of the waste and emissions generated at various stages of the re-
cycling process. (UNEP, 2003).
Cadmium and antimony have been reported in the surrounding areas by a USC study. These materials NOP-21-M
are commonly associated by lead/acid battery recycling. Cadmium affects the human respiratory system,
kidneys, the gastrointestinal system, and skeletal system. Antimony can irritate eyes and lungs and can
cause heart and lung problems, stomach pain, diarrhea, vomiting, and stomach ulcers. Results of studies
conducted in the local areas that indicate presence of these materials must be discussed in the DEIR.
NOP-21-N
+ Thereis a concern for social justice about the expansion and even continued operation of this plant which
has operated since 1959. Property values are depressed in the area due to health concems of potential
buyers. Should expansion be allowed? Should residents of this area be further subjected to an increase
in production or should new processing plants be constructed elsewhere. Cany/should residents be com-
pensated in some way? These anxieties should be addressed in the DEIR.
+ Traffic studies must be completed at peak hours and off-peak hours to determine impact to local free- NP0
ways, nearby on-ramps/off-ramps, as well as to local streets. Seventh 5t is heavily traveled at all times,
and off-ramps to/from the 60 freeway are congested at all hours with common backup.
NOP-21-P
+  Will trucks delivering raw materials or those transporting waste or finished products meet requirements
for trucks traveling the California highways? Residents expressed concern about whether trucks are
meeting California standards, especially those coming from Mexico.
NOP-21-Q
+ If the plant is in violation, will it be shut down immediately or will it be allowed continue to operate in vio-
lation of regulations. This should be addressed in the DEIR. What regulations/laws would be in effect?
NOP-21-R
Again, we thank you for the opportunity for commenting on the NOP. Iif you have any questions, feel free to
contact me.

Respectfully submitted,

9”“““ ;Z-'—.-LF.,,;_

loan Licari, Chair

San Gabriel Valley Task Force
Angeles Chapter of Sierra Club
jlicari2013@gmail.com
626-330-4229

16017 Villa Flores

Hacienda Heights CA 91745
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Responses to Comment Letter NOP-21

Comment NOP-21-A
HNOP-21-A

The San Gabriel Valley Task Force, Angeles Chapter of Sierra Club thanks SCAQMD for the opportunity to
comment on the Notice of Preparation of a Draft Environmental Impact Report Quemetco Capacity Upgrade
Project (NOP). We also want to commend the agency for the second community forum on this project. it
was very professional. We also thank SCACMOD for the extension of comment period.

The San Gabriel Valley Task Force was organized by the Angeles Chapter of the Sierra Club in 1999 to work
with leaders in San Gabriel Valley cities and Los Angeles County to seek ways to create a more livable enwi-
ronment for Valley residents while preserving or improving management of natural resources.

W have been following the history of the Quemetoo facility for a number of years and have attended recent
forums held by SCAGMD as well as past community meetings at which local residents have expressed con-
cems about possible health implications of lead and arsenic on their families and pets that may be contami-
nating their homes, local schools and parks. Sierra Club believes a number of serious issues must be ad-
dressed in the DEIR as Quemetcn is seeking a modification of permit from your agency to increase production
by 25% .

We feel the following issues must be addressed in addition to all those already identified in the NOP before
any permit for expansion be considered,

Response to Comment NOP-21-A

Comment NOP-21-B

General comments: N
+ Extend the comment period for the DEIR to 60 days. It will be a complex, extensive document forthe lo-
cal residents to evaluate but who are extremely concerned about this project . Give the public more time

to consider the findings in the DEIR.

Response to Comment NOP-21-B

Comment NOP-21-C

MOP-21-C
+ 'We notice that the hard copies of the NOP documents can be viewed by the public at the La Puente Li-

brary. Include the Hacienda Heights Library as a site for the DEIR. Residents of Hacienda Heights live
within approximately 400 feet and are very interested in this project.
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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

NOP-21-D
+ This community has borne the impacts of this facility since 1959. It is currently the only plant of this type

west of the Rocky Mountains and is receiving lead-bearing waste from reportedly from American Samoa,

Canada, Central and Southern America and we have even heard Africa. Should this residential community

be subject to recycling of materials brought from other countries? Shouldn™t Quemetco construct facilities

in areas where environmental impacts would be less cumulatively impartant than in this heavily urbanized

area with major air quality and traffic problems?

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

. MOP-21-E
Specific comments: i

+ Test results already completed or in progress must be made public, evaluated and documented in the DEIR.
Results from testing of the soils, children’s toenailsfurine and air quality must be completed and results
maade public before any permit modification is granted. Fingerprinting to determine sources of contamina-
tion must be evaluated and presented in the DEIR. We have waited over two years for results of soil
testing done by the California Dept. of Towc Substances Control. This is unacceptable. Address contamina-
tion present in the surrounding area.  There are numerous schools, a healthcare facility-"El Encanto”, day-
care centers, and parks that are within 2 miles that could be impacted. What effect to baselines will cocur
from the increased production? 'What deanup is needed due to past activities? Any clean-up must be
completed before any permit extension be granted.

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

NOP:21:F
+ Potential impacts/changes due to a conversion from calcined coke to that of petraleum coke mwst be eval-
uated. “Petcoke” can contain vanadium, a toxic metal. Vanadium is toxic in tiny quantities 0.8 mi-
crogramsfcubic meter of air according to EPA and also can be high in sulfur, What are the results of the
source tests required by SCAQMD to determine whether all emissions of pollutants from the air pollution
contral system would be different or worse from using petcoke instead of calcined coke in the reverberato-
ry fumace and electric resistance heated slag reduction furnace. [1-15).
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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/0109MARO019.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 Ibs/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

NOP-2-(
+ Inthe CEQA checklist in the NOP, “Geology” is determined to be “Less than Significant”. Geology must be
considered “Potentially Signincant”™, Seismic hazards must be evaluated uiilizing the most recent seismic
research in the Southern California region. Hazardous materials are located on site. Should containment
vessels fail or ground fracturing occur due to earthquakes, contaminants could be released to the sur-
rounding area, San Jose Creek, or subsurface groundwater reservoirs.

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 B-179 October 2021



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

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

With 24 hours of production will there be time for maintenance of equipment? ROP-I1-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-21-1

NOP-21-1
The San Gabriel Valley has some of the worst air quality in Southern California. How will the increase in

throughput affect local air quality, particularty with respect to nonattainment material thresholds. What
changes to air quality, lead deposition in local areas, and the arsenic plume detected to the northwest will
occur? The cumulative impacts to air quality in the San Gabriel Valley must be evaluated, including other
proposed projects nearby that would be additive.

Evaluation of air quality impacts to areas along transport routes utilized to bring raw materials to the facili-
ty, transport of waste, including hazardous waste, or finished products to other areas must be included.
Any offsets required for mitigation should be required to be in the local area—not some distant area such
as the coast that experiences better air quality.

Response to Comment NOP-21-1

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

NOP-21-]
¢+ The need for potable/recycled water must be evaluated. This is a time of drought in Southern California.

The water table in the Upper San Gabriel Groundwater basin is at historic lows. In the NOP, the local water
agency indicates water is available, while we are being asked to conserve. Where will the needed water
for this project come from? What reduction in water will be available for other local uses will be needed?
NOP-21-K
+ Will there be any impacts to San Jose Creek or downstream along the San Gabriel River to the coast due
to normal operations? Could accidental spills reach those areas or reach groundwater resources,

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.!> The Urban Water Management Plan also notes the following:

e The proposed Project’s water demand would constitute approximately 0.35% of the
total water demand serviced by the SGVWC in 2015.'® This percentage decreases in
projected future years (e.g., 2020, 2025, 2030).

e 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.!” The groundwater
supplies in the Main Basin and Central Basin are deemed reliable.

e 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. '

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

NOP-21-1

+ Elements released by lead/acid battery recycling include arsenic, antimony, barium and cadmium (UNEP,
2003). These substances may form part of the waste and emissions generated at various stages of the re-
cycling process. (UNEP, 2003).

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.
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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

Cadmium and antimony have been reported in the surrounding areas by a USC study. These materials NOP-21-M

are commonly associated by lead/acid battery recycling. Cadmium affects the human respiratory system,
kidneys, the gastrointestinal system, and skeletal system. Antimony can irritate eyes and lungs and can
cause heart and lung problems, stomach pain, diarrhea, vomiting, and stomach ulcers. Results of studies
conducted in the local areas that indicate presence of these materials must be discussed in the DEIR.

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

I0P-21-N
+ There is a concern for social justice about the expansion and even continued operation of this plal:':;c}]'.vhlich
has operated since 1959. Property values are depressed in the area due to health concems of potential
buyers. Should expansion be allowed? Should residents of this area be further subjected to an increase
in production or should new processing plants be constructed elsewhere. Can/should residents be com-
pensated in some way? These anxieties should be addressed in the DEIR.

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.agmd.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.
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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 1-4). 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. '’
LSTs were developed in response to environmental justice concerns raised by the public
regarding exposure of individuals to criteria pollutants in local communities.

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.agmd.gov/docs/default-
source/Agendas/Environmental-Justice/localized-significance-thresholds-fact-sheet.pdf).

201d.
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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

WP-21-0
+ Traffic studies must be completed at peak hours and off-peak hours to determine impact to local free- NOP-21C

ways, nearby on-ramps/off-ramps, as well as to local streets. Seventh 5t is heavily traveled at all times,
and off-ramps to/from the 60 freeway are congested at all hours with common backup.

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

NOP-21-P
+  Will trucks delivering raw materials or those transporting waste or finished products meet requirements

for trucks traveling the California highways? Residents expressed concern about whether trucks are

meeting California standards, especially those coming from Mexico.

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

NOP-21-Q
+ |If the plant is in violation, will it be shut down immediately or will it be allowed continue to operate in vio-
lation of regulations. This should be addressed in the DEIR. What regulations/laws would be in effect?
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Response to Comment NOP-21-0Q

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 Ib/hour, if the ambient lead concentration
exceeded 0.120 pg/m?® 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

NOP-21-R
Again, we thank you for the opportunity for commenting on the NOP. If you have any questions, feel free to
contact me.

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.
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Comment Letter NOP-22 Bavi Bavicisumab
Comment NOP-22

Pollution 10/2018 by tlohff@gmail.com

In 1960 the San Jose creek was pristine. | played and swam there with fish, frogs and birds. Mot five

years later the creek was a cesspool of opague brown water and all life was killed. Quemetoo was a MOP-22-
shack coated with sulfer and stinking of metal. Today the life is still minimal although the water looks A

clean. And Quemetco is ten times the size.

For tens of years Quemetco has been permitted to burn 1.2 million pounds of batteries a day. This
resulted in 50 much pollution the Valley would not recover until Quemetco shut down for seven days. NOP-22-B
When Quemetco started again, it only took half a day to fill the valley with pollution. Odd, because the
scientists at the SCAQMD assured the community was in no danger because their dispersion modeling
proved the pollutants are disbursed. Turns out the dispersion modeling has no relation to the real world.
I remember the seventies when for only a handful of days a year one could see the valley floor. The tops
of the mountains were frequently visible, but not the valley floor. Since Quemetco shut down to install
the WESP the scene is reversed. Often now the valley floor is visible for all but a handful of days a year.
Indeed even when the mountain tops are obscured the valley floor is still visible. Keep in mind the
SCAOMD thought there was no way a facility would get a cancer burden of 1, and yet at one point
Ouemetco achieved a cancer burden of over 1.5.

I urge the SCAQMD to learn from their mistakes and not to repeat them as lives are at stake. NOP-22-C

One rainy day | passed by Quemetco and it looked as though the whole place was on fire. There were

emissions coming from the ground up. So | called the fire department and said Quemetco was on fire.

Five minutes [ater the fire department called me back and said Quemetco was not on fire, they always  NOP-22-D
look like that. | agree, late night, and rainy days the place is often smoking from the ground up. But

whenever the SCAQMD is conducting source testing there are no visible emissions, and these are the

test results used to prove how little Quemetco pollutes. Why don't you do source testing when

Quemetco is smoking from the ground up the way they always look?

Let's say Quemetco emits a lethal plume of 1) Lead, 2) Arsenic or 3) VOC's and someone drops dead.

NOP-22-E
What is the time frame before the SCAQMD determines this plume came from Quemetco and makes
them stop? | would like 2 minimum and maximum time for each of toxins above.
Assume Quemetco only emits this plume for less than 5 minutes, will the SCAOMD even notice?
According to Quemetco ground zero for their pollutants is just east of 4% and Lomitas. Why are there NOP22.F

are no fence line monitors to the west of Quemetco and only one on the south and that one is at the
east most point. Keep in mind most of the population around Quemetco is to the south and west.

The deanup of Vernon is under way, yet the tons of lead Quemetco has admitted to emitting into the air
still remains in our community and the SCAQOMD knows that every train and truck re-entrains this lead =~ NOP-22-G
into our air. Why does the SCAQMD do nothing about this airborne toxin?

Appendix B B-189 October 2021



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

Has anyone at the SCAQMD determined what Quemetco’s maximum capacity is? For years the

community has complained about Quemetco looking like they are exceeding their permitted amount. NOP-22-H
And for years we have complained about JQuemetco’s expansion, but the SCAOMD granted every

expansion request. | request a throughput capacity report on the individual units and summery Capacity

report.
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SCAOMD Executive Officer, Wayne Mastn worked as a Quemetco consultant for decades. He worked to

develop strategies that kept Quemetco in compliance with rules and regulations of regulatory agencies NOP22.1
and was instrumentzal in the Quemetco strategy to close down Quemetco’s competition, Exide N
Technologies, and reroute the processing of those batteries to Quemetco. Can you please explain in

detail in the EIR how Mr. Nastri serving as the head of the Lead Agency on this project is not a conflict of

interest? How will Mr Nastri's intimate knowledge of the inner workings of Quemetco benefit the

community and efforts to stop this bad idea of a proposal?

Attached is data concerning dangerously elevated blood lead levels of Quemetco employees. Please NOP
33
comprise a complete risk assessment that includes the projected increases in blood lead levels with the 2]

increase in amount of processed material in the EIR.

Annual Blood Lead Level Distributions of Quemetco Battery Recycling Facility Workers Reported to

CDPH, 1987 — 2017 (Each worker counted once per year at their highest BLL) 04/04/2018, Occupational  WOP-22-K
Lead Poisoning Prevention Program, COPH

* Cell sizes with 10 or fewer people replaced with “<11" per CA Dept. of Health Care Services data guidelines **

Cell size is masked to prevent caloulation of smaller cell sizes in the row

Year Blood Lead Lewel BLL Range, 40+
[BLL), pg/dL [highest BLL if < 11
workers)

=10 10- 24 25-39 40+ Total

1987 a ] 94 28 122 40—-55
pedL

1988 a ] 107 16 123 40—-52
predL

1589 a ] 84 <11 e 49 pedl

1930 a ] 0 <11 <11 51 pedl

1931 0 ] 54 <11 e 45 pedL

1932 a ] 80 <11 e 53 pedl

1933 0 <11 62 <11 e 44 pedl

1934 a =11 45 <11 e 43 pedl

15935 0 <11 29 <11 e 55 pedl

1936 27 174 26 ] 227

1937 26 182 27 <11 e 46 pedl

1938 a5 165 29 <11 e 42 pedl

1939 17 152 23 <11 e 48 pedl

2000 38 145 27 <11 e 47 pedL

2001 38 176 29 <11 e 52 pedl

2002 &7 177 13 0 262

2003 53 150 <11 0 e

2004 45 145 <11 0 e

Appendix B B-191 October 2021



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

2005 46 152 =11 o b
2006 (] 148 11 1] 225
2007 56 166 12 o 234
2008 70 162 <11 u] ..
2009 3] 151 13 o 232
2010 E3 148 =11 o e
2011 B9 148 <11 o e
2012 fiic] 148 =11 o e
2013 100 141 =11 1] ..
2014 131 124 <11 u] ..
2015 175 135 <11 o e
2016 145 127 <11 o .-
2017 145 111 <11 o e

Comment NOP-22-A

In 1960 the 5an Jose creek was pristine. | played and swam there with fish, frogs and birds. Not five

years later the creek was a cesspool of opaque brown water and all life was killed. Quemetco was a NOP-22.
shack coated with sulfer and stinking of metal. Today the life is still minimal although the water looks A

clean. And Quemetco is ten times the size.
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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

For tens of years Quemeatco has been permitted to burn 1.2 million pounds of batteries a day. This

resulted in s0 much pollution the Valley would not recover until Quemetco shut down for seven days. NOP-22-B
When Quemetco started again, it only took half a day to fill the valley with pollution. Odd, because the

scientists at the SCAQMD assured the community was in no danger because their dispersion modeling

proved the pollutants are disbursed. Turns out the dispersion modeling has no relation to the real world.
| remember the seventies when for only a handful of days a year one could see the valley floor. The tops
of the mountains were frequently visible, but not the valley floor. Since Quemetco shut down to install
the WESP the scene is reversed. Often now the valley floor is visible for all but a handful of days a year.
Indeed even when the mountain tops are obscured the valley floor is still visible. Keep in mind the
SCAQMD thought there was no way a facility would get a cancer burden of 1, and yet at one point
Quemetco achieved a cancer burden of over 1.5.

| urge the SCAQMD to learn from their mistakes and not to repeat them as lives are at stake. 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

One rainy day | passed by Quemetco and it looked as though the whole place was on fire. There were

emissions coming from the ground up. 5o | called the fire department and said Quemetco was on fire.

Five minutes later the fire department called me back and said Quemetco was not on fire, they always NOP-22-D
lock like that. | agree, late night, and rainy days the place is often smoking from the ground up. But

whenever the SCAQMD is conducting source testing there are no visible emissions, and these are the

test results used to prove how little Quemetco pollutes. Why don't you do source testing when

Quemetco is smoking from the ground up the way they always look?

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

Let’s say Quemetco emits a lethal plume of 1) Lead, 2) Arsenic or 3) VOC's and someone drops dead.

NOP-22-E
What is the time frame before the SCAQMD determines this plume came from Quemetco and makes
them stop? | would like a minimum and maximum time for each of toxins above.

Assume Quemetco only emits this plume for less than 5 minutes, will the SCAQMD even noticer

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 Ib/hour, if the ambient lead concentration
exceeded 0.120 pg/m® 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

According to Quemetco ground zero for their pollutants is just east of 4™ and Lomitas. Why are there
are no fence line monitors to the west of Quemetco and only one on the south and that one is at the

NOP-22-F
east most point. Keep in mind most of the population around Quemetco is to the south and west.

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.agmd.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

The cleanup of Vernon is under way, yet the tons of lead Quemetco has admitted to emitting into the air
still remains in our community and the SCAQMD knows that every train and truck re-entrains this lead NOP-22-G
into our air. Why does the SCAQMD do nothing about this airborne toxin?

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.
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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 19892!. Detailed information regarding Quemetco’s alleged permit
violations and settlements are discussed in EIR Section 3.2 and Appendix C.

Comment NOP-22-H

Has anyone at the SCAQMD determined what Quemetco’s maximum capacity is? For years the

community has complained about Quemetco looking like they are exceeding their permitted amount.  NOP.22-H
And for years we have complained about Quemetco’s expansion, but the SCAQMD granted every

expansion reguest. | request a throughput capacity report on the individual units and summery capacity

report.

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

2l Annual Statewide Lead Summary (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-22-1

SCAQMD Executive Officer, Wayne Nastri worked as a Quemetco consultant for decades. He worked to
develop strategies that kept Quemetco in compliance with rules and regulations of regulatory agencies
and was instrumental in the Quemetco strategy to close down Quemetco’s competition, Exide

NOP-22-1

Technologies, and reroute the processing of those batteries to Quemetco. Can you please explain in
detail in the EIR how Mr. Nastri serving as the head of the Lead Agency on this project is not a conflict of
interest? How will Mr Nastri's intimate knowledge of the inner workings of Quemetco benefit the
community and efforts to stop this bad idea of a proposal?

Response to Comment NOP-22-1

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

Attached is data concerning dangerously elevated blood lead levels of Quemetco employees. Please

. ) ! i : . : NOP-22-
comprise a complete risk assessment that includes the projected increases in blood lead levels with the I

increase in amount of processed material in the EIR.
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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/ProtectY ourHealthBooklet-

en.pdf.
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Comment Letter NOP-23 James Flournoy
Comment NOP-23

James I Floumoy

548 N Darlington

S0 San Gabriel Ca 91770
626-288-1755

South Coast Air Quality Management District
21865 Copley Drive

Diamond Bar, CA 21765

Attention: Ms. Diana Thai

Dthai@ACQMD. Gowv

209-396-3443

Oct. 24 2018

Reference: Notice of Preparation of a Draft Environmental Impact Report Quemetco Capacity Upgrade
Project

Dear Ms. Thai,

| am a member of the Sierra Club Task force and agree with their comments with the following comments
which are my own.

| was an industrial Building Inspector and have inspected the Quemetco plant.

| was also a Plumbing contractor and worked at Estee Battery in Montebello and other Battery Plants.

| found the Quemetco plant to currently be an outstanding facility.

Having a Battery recycling facility is essential.

Batteries must be diverted from dumping and export to substandard recycling facilities.

Running the current plant with a four hour shutdown is inefficient.

| also consider the shutdown/ startup to be more hazardous than continuous operation.

The plant is in an appropriate location. NIMBY must be deprecated, the plant must be somewhere and
near rail should be essential.

Where the 25% would be processed and how safely without the project must be considered.

Specific comments:
Test results are overdue already. Separate lead in mator fusl background from plant emissions.

Seismic Hazards are significant.  Source-path -5ite must all be considered

The plant sits on a plunging geosyncline which can channel and amplify ground motion.(Site).

Specifically the Channel from the 60/57 freeway area channels Energy from the Southern San Andreas and
the Chino branch of the 7.85 Whittier-Elsinore Fault system. The Syncline may also Channel Eastward from
the Upper Elysian Park Fault and Whittier-Elsinore crossing the Whittier Marrows and 5an Andreas Energy
traveling down the Whittier Narrows. For a 5an Andreas event there is the possibility of a “perfect storm”
effect of East and West meeting and creating and “interference” in the channel.

The plant is situated above the Puente Hills Thrust fault (Epicenter of 1987 Whittier event source) which
can generate a 7.5Mw event. (Source) Near Fault effects, Directivity, heave, Fling, ground waves must be
considered.

Even more probabilistic {(more frequent) is the Southern San Andreas (Source) which will provide frequent
long duration, long period events.

Duration of shaking is a key factor in liquefaction studies.

The PATH(s) of shaking from the San Andreas must be considersd using the Southern California Earthquake
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Center (SCEC) Community Velocity Model And other methods.

Amplification of soft soils in the PATH(s) must be considered. Simple Magnitude -Distance numbers (such
as the NGA (Next generation attenuation used by the California Building Code) do not consider PATH
effects.

Computer Simulations from SCEC such as their “Cybershake” data must be considered.

“Shakeout” and later simulations (from C5U San Diego and others (Lucy Jones SCAG [Southern California
Association of Governments] Seismic Safety program) must be considered.

Ground motion profiles / spectrummust be reviewed by A Professional practicing in the Field of
Seismology.

The current earthquake bracing program at Cluemetco must then be re-evaluated by specialists in
Earthquaks Enginesring (Such as Tom Heaton's group at Cal Tech or the UCLA group).
Sloshing in tanks and tanks must be specifically considered with long period ground motion

Water

The local Aguifer has been pumped down to historic low levels.

Their are lawsuits for misappropriation of groundwater.

Local Water companies have not purchased water to recharge the basin when it was available.

Recharge water may not be currently available due to the drought,

Artesian flows in the Whittier Narrows have dried up and long time habitat has died off due to over-
pumping by the Water Companies. Aguatic habitat loss has decimated local stream inhabitants.

The draw down of the water table has increased the flow of the SUPERFUND plumes of contamination.
All of the above must be considered.

The use of Reclaimed water at the site must be evaluated

Will Serve letters from local water agencies must be vetted and fully evaluated. {where are they getting the
water and from whom)

There is a Seismic Hazard to the: Wells , especially the tanks, and Pipelines serving the plant.

Any service by non-ductile (cast iron, Ashestos-Concrete (Transite), concrete piping must be disclosed and
evaluated. The effect of ground waves on the distribution system must be evaluated.

Since these are used for firefighting they must be considered as “essential services structures™ and
considered as such.

That said | do not expect water use to increase a significant amount.

Requirements of the Seismic Hazards Mapping Act [SHMA) must be considered. Adopted regulations
known as 5P-117 A- and the Los Angeles County Department of Public Works GMED Geotechnical
Guidelines.

Regulations are required must be brought to the Current Building code and American Society of Civil
Engineers standards. [ASCE-7) Updates must be documented.

AS is well known the CBC and ASCE-7 are currently not in sync. The current CBC references ASCET-10
whereas ASCE-7-16 is current.

County regulations and standards of professional practice require the latest regulations and data {no old
earthquake data) be utilized .

There are also updates and Errata to ASCE 7-16 which must be considerad.

A new CBC and ASCE-7 will be in force at the time the project is constructed consultants must be familiar
with proposed changes and consider them in their reports.

Respectfully submitted
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Fough seismicity not including San Andres can be using the Caltrans ARS application
http://dap3 .dot.ca gov/ARS Online/

Acceleration, Fock, Seil which corresponds to Source Path and Site (Path is rock)

image is here

http://dap3 . dot.ca gov/ARS Online/simplechart? php?id=5&lat=34 0229164 7&1ong=117 98597311 &s
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5;;337:9.02:;335:12.12;:318:17.10;:327:19 22 . &rmup_p—=4.95 & status=adj & scalex=linear& scaley=linea
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Multi Segment events must be considered for Critical Infrastructure- Essentfial Services Structures
Laguna Salada-Elsinor- Whitter- East Montebello- Alhambra Wash

Sierra Madre

Puente Hills thrust all three segments nupturing toward project

Southern San Andreas would control longer Periods T

Consultants to use current data and methods and consider Paths, Directivity and other required
paramaters

Location: LAT=34.022916 LONG=-117.98%973 ¥s30=270n/s
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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

Appendix B B-203 October 2021



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

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, i