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Subject DRAFT HAZARDOUS WASTE FACILITY PERMIT AND PROPOSED 

NEGATIVE DECLARATION - CleanTech Environmental Inc. 

Dear Mr. ·Wong: 

I have reviewed the lnitiaj Study and Draft Ne~tive Declaration for the Hazardous Waste Facility 
proposed by CleanTech Environmental Inc. (CleanTech). The facility is to be located at 5820 Martin 
Road in the City of I1"\vindal,e~ CleanTech has applied fot .approval" of a Hazardous Waste Facility Permit 
by the Department of Toxic Substance Control (DTSC) to· allow CleanTech to construct and operate a 
used o.il recycling facility and to store drums of used oil, waste antifreeze, and non-Resource Conservation 
and Recovery Act (ReM) wastewater (project). DTSC has prepared all Initial Study and Draft Negative 
Declaration in an attempt to comply with the California Envirbnmental Quality Act (CEQA). However, 
in my review of tile environmental documents prepared by DTSC, information provided in the Initial 
Study is not adeguatc to ~upport adoption of a Draft Negative Declaration by DTSC. Rather, it is clear 
thnt the Project n1.ay have numerous signi£ic~t environmental impacts, and DTSC must analyze these 
impacts in an environmental i.mpact report (EIR). Moreover) as noted below, CEQA Section 21151 (a)(3) 
reclllres that an EIR be prepared for- the Project. It is- cleat that the CleanTech facility has a capacity far in 
excess oJ l~OOO tons per month and that the ·facility is being built for a capacity far in excess of 1,000 tons 
per month. As such Section 21151 (a) (3) reguires that an EIR be prepared for the Project. 

I an1 a CTIQA practitioner with more clutn 30 years of experience in preparing, processing, and reviewing 
environmental documents as staff at public agencies and as a private consultant. Attached is my firm 
resume. I ha.ve prepared and processed hundreds of legally defertsible CEQA doCuments throughout 
California, Additionally, I am a skilled planner with in-depth knowledge in local planning documents. 
This unique conlbination of skills and knowledge provides the necessary expertise to conduct a thorough 
review of the initial Study and Draft Negative Declaration. 10 so .doing, l ha'Ve found that the Initial 
Study fails to address, or inadequately addresses, many environmental concerns that are required to be 
addressed under CEQA. 

CEQA is intended to ensute that all environmental impacts and potential environmental impacts of a. 
project are adequately considered. Based on CEQA Guidelines Section 15063, through the lniti/tl Study 
process, the Lead Agen.cy should be able to determme if the project may have a significant effect on the 
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envirOflrne.nt. Howel1 e!'J the Inlrial Smdy mlLlst be conouued and prepated wlth a certain levd of expertise 
and l(nowledge and rely on 5ubsl,~ evitlem:~ 10 delernn!Jne ~gS fillldings. Wid.llOU[ a.h..is }eve] of de~ the 
lnitial Study ber:omes useJess. In additiot1, :itS dcscnbed in CEQA Guidelines Section 15070p CEQA 'h:iS a 
very low threshold for when an ElR must be prepared. An EIR is requn-ed when there is substantial 
evidence of a fair argument rhat a projecfr may have ~ ~gru.fiCMI [ impact on the ,environment. This 
sr.andard is met for this Project. The Initial Study does not adc-guateJy disclose and ana1yze the proposed 
hazardous waste facility~s impacts. Fw:ther. ~"-trl on the iofDDnarion mali: is available, it is dear that the 
Project may have a m.unber of significant irnpacts on the environment; certain~ enough ffifonnatiol1 is 
presented to show that CEQA'slow threshold for requiring an EIR is met. DTSC mus;: prepoo-e an EJR to 

fully rev-:iew) anaJyze and mitigate the potential impacts of the Project, 

Ir is surprising to see Ulat a Negative D'eclaration for a hazardous w~ste facility does not include a single 
mitigation measure. CEQA requires am,lysis of the total physlC4il capacity of the facility and not an 
:u:bitrary "limit'] imposed by DTSC to avoid a specific requirement in CEQA to prep1lre an EIR. Based 
on the information presented and om..iued, it i.~ dear that the, Project may have numerous sigllificant 
impacts on the environment tha.t must be further analyzed' an EJR. For 'Impacts th:H are sjgnjficant, the 
E1R mOst include mitigation measures to reduce impacts to below a level of sjgnjflcance. Additionally., the 
EIR mus.t include a discussion of project alternatives, .including alrernative locations! which may reduce or 
avoid the pIojeces significant environmental impaCts. 

GENERAL COMMENTS 

The Project Requires Preparation of an EIR as a Large Treatment Facility 

CEQA Section 21151.1 (a) (3) requires tha t an EIR be prepared for (( [t]ht' iJJitial !J-illonce f.!l a hazordOlu JUosilf 

jacihiies pe17/lit pursuant to Sc,,'ti))11 25200 nf the Heolth and Saft(y Code 10 an ojfsife lorge treatment fadlity, tJJ· defiJJfd 
purs1lant io .'lIbsectioll (d) tJj Sedioll 25205.1 o/Ihe Heallh tlJJd Saft(y Code." According to Section 25205.1 (d), a 
"large treatment facility" is deftned as «a lrea/meN! /adli(y with ~4ad!y 10 trea/~ land lreat, 01' n!gde 1,000 or more 
lotlS of hazardolls uJtlste.)) A ((small treatment facility" is defIned as Ha treal1Jlml JotililJ Jl)ilh t'(1jJtlt-i!J In Iltat, 1.a1ld 

l-r~at, or mryde mtJJ"e than 0.5 IOdS (tOOO pO/Jntls), btl/less Ihan ' l000 tfms ofhazardo_11J waJ/~.H It is abundantly deat 
from the inIormatio-o presented in the Initial Study that the proposed hazardous waSte facility will have a 
.QP-acity far in excess of 1,000 toos per month, As sud1 CEQA mandates that an EIR be prepared 

DTSC has added a condition to the draft ClcanTech peanit that the authorized limit of ha4ardous waste 
that may be treated or recyded at the proposed fJlcility is 1)000 tons per month, classifying the OeanTech 
facility as a Hsmall tteauncnt facility.I' .However, there is no discussion of how trus limit is enforced or 
even how quickly the limit could be reached. It uppears that DTSC has arbitrarily placed th.is limit on the 
Project for the sole putpose of identifying the facility as a HsrnaU tteatment facility" without providing any 
meaningful basi~ upon which to determine if tlle facility can realistically stay withi.q that lirn.it based on its 
monthly operations. How Jlluch do facilities of a slmilar size treat and/ol' recycle on ~ monthJy basis? 
What are the limiting factors at this facility that would prevent the treatment of more than 1,000 tons pet 
month? Why "\.vould a facility that is designed ~od built to treat several thousands of rons per month be 
limited to 1 ~OOO tons per lnonth except to avoid" the legal requirement to prepare an EIR? 
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Additionally, the statute does not rely on "permitted capacity') but instead only speaks to "capacity." 
Looking at the different units to be permitted in the draft permit, it is dear that the actual capacity of the 
Project is much greater than 1,000 tons per month. For example, the total capacity of all of the units at 
the Project that are described in the draft permit is 243,240 gallons. Based on a specific gravity of 0.88, a 
gallon of oil weighs 7.34 pounds. Thus, the project can hold over 1.7 million pounds of oil (7.34 multi­
lied by 243,240). The Initial S·tudy fruls to disclose how many times a month the production will be turned 
over. Were tills capacity to be turned over only twice a month) the Project would exceed the 1 ,OOO-ton per 
month threshold. It is likely that the capacity will be turned over far more frequently than twice per 
month, meaning that the Project is likely far over the 1,000 ton per month threshold. Similar facilities can 
turn over their capacity 10 to 15 times per month. If the facility is turned over 10 times a month, then the 
actual capacity would be in excess of 8,000 tons per month. Neither the Initial Study nor the Draft Pennit 
provides any information with regards to industry standards for turn over of production capacity and what 
measures would be applied to the proposed project that would preclude the facility from exceeding the 
1,000 tons per month limit. The Project should be defined as a ''large treatment facility." 

Even if the Project were somehow able to successfully argue that it did not meet the l,OOO-ton per month 
of capacity threshold found in the statute, as a project that is likely to have ~nvironmental impacts, an EIR 
would otherwise be required by Public Resource Code section 21151.1(a)(3). By definition, the "project" 
a Lead Agency must analyze under CEQA includes "reasonably foreseeable" environmental consequences 
of the project. This has been subsequently refined by the courts to include reasonably foreseeable future 
expansion. Because the Project has the capacity to treat more than 1,000 tons per month, it is reasonably 
foreseeable that the Project may one day want to utilize the full capacity of the Project, putting it 
undoubtedly over the tOOO-ton per month capacity threshold. DTSC has misclassified the Project based 
on the statues, and preparation of an EIR is required. 

Proiect Definition 

The Initial Study makes reference to future actions and/ or permits (such as a future permit from the Los 
Angeles County Sanitation District or a Storm Water Discharge Permit) that have not been analyzed in the 
Initial Study. Tills is in strict violation of CEQA. CEQA Guidelines Section 15378 defines a project as 
"the whole of al1 action, which has a potential for resf.Jltingfrom either a direct p~sica/ change in the environment) or a 
reasonablY foreseeable i1~direct pf?ysical change in tbe c12viro1ttJ1811t [ .. ]'. Under CEQA, the project as a whole must 
be analyzed. Anticipated subsequent actions associated with the Project, such as application for additional 
permits) are considered part of the Project as a whole and must be analyzed with the Project. The future 
actions that are part of the Project may cause significant environmental impacts. An EIR is required for 
the Project that iucludes the analysis of all project elements. 

The Project is Not in Compliance with the City of Irwindale's Municipal Code 

The proposed Project is located within the City of In.vindale's M-2 (Heavy Manufacturing) Zone. Section 
17.56.010 of the Irwindale's Municipal Code lists the permitted uses in the M-2 Zone) and hazardous 
waste treatment is not on the list of allowable activities. Uses that the zoning code does not call out 
as allowed are prohibited. Therefore, hazardous waste processing is prohibited, because the zoning code 
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does not list hazardous waste processing as an allowed use. I In order to allow hazardous waste ueatment 
facilities in the iV.f-2 zone, the Cirys rvrunicipal Code must be amended. J\dditioruillYJ the zoning code 
specifically regulates the type of l1se the Project will be: "processing faciliuesH that p~ocess recyclable 
material? :But the zoning. code speClfically prohibits processing facilities. like the Projec~ fl __ om accepting 
«hazardous materials, including but not wnited to, automotive fluids.") Thus, the zoning code specifically 
prohibits the Project's use, and the Project cannot be allowed unless the City of hwindaJe amends its 

. , 

zorung coce. 

Even if the Project were allowed W1der the cUIrent zoning code (which it is nor), it wouJd require a 
Conditional Use Permit. Section 17.56.020 lists we uses requiring a Conditional Use Perm..it, [b]ecaJlsc oj 
6Y>I1Jidcrafiolls oj siJloko; fUlJIes, dllst, !.IibrntioJJ, Jl()islJ~ traJlir 6Tmgcstioll, or ht!2foro (emphasis added). Because the 
proposed f~cility would "recycle" hazardous waste_~ it could be cJ~ssjfied as ".recycling facilities~)} Recycling 
facilities require issuance of a Conditional Use Permit by the City of L-windale, AdilltionaUy, the proposed 
Project lS a hazardous waste treatJnent facility with son1e degree of hazard involved. Because It will store 
and u'eat large volumes of used oil and other hazardous waste, there will be associated fumes-and traffic. 

Furthermore, Section 17,80.030 of [he City'S Ivlunicipal Code specificaJly states when Conditional Use 
Permits are reguired. According to Section 17.80.030. "[aJI/uses }JJ/)ifh invo/})r the JIst, sa/(, or storage of /II!} 
molaitll.r classijied aJ toxi,,· 01' haZflrdollJ by either thl! ftderal or slate govtrnnJcllt OJ (J s7IbJtantial pari nf the lotal UJ(] shall 
lY!111irP. n (J ]Pr. OJ (htlll th(~ /,a,.kJng or Jtorngp. if ))p.hidfJ JI"r.d tl) C!1rty J'tI(h nJlltenak J) Th.e p.l;"opo~e.(I 'Pt0ject 

certainly meets- this definition. Therefore~ the Project requires the City of Irwindale to amend its zoning 
code and to issue a- Condition4i' Use Pcnnit; and, as part of the City of h-winda!e\ Conditionru Use Permit 
process,. the applicant must provide substantiation Uthat the proposed /fse luill no! have all ad/Jers! ifftct OJ/ adjacent 
proper!y:' There is no information provided in the Initial Study that such an action would be required, 
This information is valuable in understanding the proposed Projecr~ without it~ the reviewer is deprived of 
a full-and meaningful review of the Project. 

Appropriateness of DTSC as Lead Agency 

The requiremenr for a- zoning code amendment and other Cic), approvals brings into que.stion whether 
OTSC can act as the' Lead Agency for the Project. CEQA Guidelines Section 15051 provides guidance 00 

the detertnination of wruch agency- wquld be the Lead Agency for a project. Section 15051 (b)(1) states 
that 'yt}be Lead ... 4.genry l-lJiJI JJ01'"1!Jlzlfy bl1 the agefl~)' with tb~ general gov?rnmental pOll/ers, J/JCh aJ a city or ""Olin!), rather 
than aJl agollry with a Jingle or limikd plltpOJC JIII;/J OJ an air polJlllioll COl/tro} diJlrit'1 or diJ"triclll1hidJ will provide a p'Jhlic 
Set7li6'e or tI public entitle to the pro/Cd, " 

Because the City of Irwindale must issue a permit for the P-tojec~ it has the general governmental powers 
and should, tJ)erefore, be the Lelld Agency. DTSC is similar to art air pollution control district, as 
referenced in CEQA, and has limited powets-, which would be classified as a RespDnsible Agency. 
Allowing Irwindale to assume the role of Lead Agency oot only pute; the burden of proof in issuing the 
local land use apptovaJs on th.e City deci:sion-tnakers, but aI~o ensures [hat the CEQA stUdy more 

City of Irwindale IVfunicipa.l Code, §§ 17 .56.01 O~ 17.56.020. 

City ,of lLwindale tvfunicipal Code., § 17..56.080. 

City of hwindale I'vfunicipal Code. § l7.56.090(B)(l2). 
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a-ccurate}y reflecrs the concerns of the local commonity. DTSC would still be responsible for review of 
the Project to issue a Hazardous Waste Facility Permit. FllIthfftIlore, in several places 1 the Initial Stody 
references consistency with the City of lrwindale'g policies. (See, for example, lnicial Study item 4.f. under 
Biological Resources.) Without inserting the City~s authority in reviewing and authorizing the- Project, 
stating that the Project would implement the City's policies js spurious. 

Inadequate Discussion and Representation of the Santa Fe Dam Recreational Area 

The Santa Fe Dam Recrea.tional Area is located immecfu.teJy south and west of the p-roposed f~cility. The 
Area. js a valuable resource to -1rwindale and the sru-Iouoding communities. Irwindale's General Plan 
identifies several endangered plants tlut caU Irwindaf-e home, aJong with many wildlife species that have 
the potential of being listed tn the future~ and the County of Los Angeles identifies the Area as a 
Significant Ecological-L\.rea. The Are..1, as an open expanse) is a sanctua.ry of many protecred species, and 
thus is deserving of protection. Additionally, the Area is a gathering place for frunilies' and others who 
flock to the area [0 participate in its many ~ecre.:'"ttional activities, like swimm..ing, fis h..ing , biking, horseback 
riding, hiking, and so· OQ. No discussion of the potential impacts on the Q1any species Living in the Area, 
or the activities that take place in [he Area daily, IS included in the lniti~l Study. 

Furthermore, when the Area is discussed in the Initial Study, it is done so. with such brevity and with lack 
of supponing facts or analysis. For example, the lnitiaJ Study states, without any support, "DTSC t'annot 

foresee til!) "F8(JJf)lIuble puthJJll!Y for wasle til tbff fadJity to i'lllpm'! fhl! SU1!fa -fie DalJ'J RlJtT{!UtiU7} A711U." Y Cl~ ir js clear 
ftom the figures .in the Initial Study that the Area is in extremely close proximity to the Project, and that to 
access the P.roject, ullcks hauling hazardous waste- will be .reguired to pass by the Area. iYforeover, 
contamination of the -ground water and spills could adversely affect the Area. Therefore, it is entirely 
foreseeable cl1at accidents and spills at the Project site or runoff from trucks as they pass have a real 
chance of ilnpacting the Area. 1l1e Initial Study contruns no information discounting the possibility that 
patrons enjoying the northeast corner of the Area will not notice odors, noise, or other impacts from the 
Project. As such, there is no basis for DTSC's statement that the1'e is no foreseeable way that- the Project 
could imp-act the ~A..rea. The "Project may have significant impacts on the Santa Fe Dam Recreational Area, 
and DTSC must analyzc_ those impaccs in -an EIR . 

. INITIAl STUDY REVIEW 

Project Description 

The Initial Study nla.kes v-ague rem:1tks about transport of the hazardous materials that would he treated at 
the proposed facility (siKh as -uprimoti/y IHes J"lersltJtt' 210"). However, it nppeais that trucks could ruso use 
a variety of other routes to access the facility, some of whic.h travetse residential neighbothoods. The 
Initial Srudy should include a map that shows the transport route. Additionally, if the lniciaJ Study is 
dependent on transport routes, that do not go thtough residential neighborhoods - as is implied .in the 
Initial Study - the Project should be conditioned such that trL'!cks must follow a. specific foute to access 
the facility. The routes tbat tnay be used to access the facility must be presenred in the EIR to address the 
potential significwt impacts from ttansporting hazardous materials. 
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Initial Study Item,' 3: Air Quality 
For a project of this size, a project-specific air q'Llality analysis is generally required, particularly given the 
potencial fot release of hazardous fumes -and emissions and the proximity of sensitive receptors in the 
Project area. It is unusual that DTSC has failed to include a project specific air quality analysis for the 
Project. An air quality analysis should be prepared that dearly ev~luates whether air' quality impacts could 
result from the PtoJect. 

WIth tegard to itetn 3.d., the Initial Study states- that there ate no sensitive receptors: in the area. It appears 
that an analysis, of sensitive receptors in th.e ProJect area was not conducted~ as this statement is incor~ect. 
The s_ensitive ecological ~rea is in very dose proximity to the Project.., In addition, the recreation area is 
park frequented by thousands of people. In addition, two daycares are located within a half-mile of the 
Project, and it appears that many daycares. are within three miles of the Project~ A high school and five 
elementary schools are within a mile a-hd a half of the Project. Numerous nursing' homes, assisted living 
centers, and other similar facilities are within three, miles. There are sensitive receptors in the vicinity of 
the Project j and the Project may have significant hnpacts on them. DTSC must analyze these potential 
significant impacts in the EIR. 

Initial ~tudy Item 4: Biologigal Re~ources 
While, as stated in the Initial Study (page 17), it is tecognized that the Project site is within a "heavy 
industrial zone",. it is also located immediately adjacent to the Santa Fe Dam RecreationalAtea, one of the 
largest and most important sensitive ecological areas in the region. Not only does the Santa Fe Dam 
Recreational Area serve as a valuable patk and recreation resbur~e for residents of Irwindale, Azus~ and 
other cities in the_ San Gabriel Valley" but is also home to tnany protected llative plants and animals. 

The- Initial Study focuses on the distance of the proposed facility to the '~paid parking lot entrance" and 
the uswim bcach"~ The Initial Study acknowledges that U[a1 nllfoberojlhrealenetl rore, tlnd/ortl1dangered !pIties 
are idelltijied (1j being lotated withill/he getteral arta tif the Fa,:ili!yJ~ but then dismisses this fact by stating that '~the 
Fatiliry and sIJrro1lndil'& tlI'tlJ ij" hit1h/y Itrbtlt1ii?f:d and does nol batJC a'!] sensitive habitat 111 impact." However, this 
statement is not supported by any facttlal information o.r aIHl:~ysis. A biological tesources survey and 
report has not been p.repared. It is unclear where sensitive habitat, threatened~ rare, and/or endangered 
species are located relative to the Proj'ect: site and proposed facilities. Without this factual information. 
DTSC cannot conclude that there would be no direct, indirect, or cumulatively significant impacts to 
biologicalresoutces. Stating that the HClllijOriJitm Dportment of.Fish and Game (DFG) reviewed the ClctlllTech 
Initial S 11lt{y and prtmided no commonti' .is completely ul1derstanclable given the complete lack of information 
and analysis in the Initial Study to allow for dlOUghtful revIew. In fact, DTSC completely ignores the 
existence of the sensitive ecological area itt the first ch-aft of the Initial Study and l)taft Negative 
Declaration and then tnentions' it only in. pas~ing in the second draft environmental document. OTSC has 
shirked its responsibility to conduct a thorough analysis in order to determine the extent of the Projeces 
_risk to biological resources. No information or analysis is presented by DTSC regarding the ·"Ihrealell~dt 
rani and/or clldmtgtred spttcies are identified as be-big located within the general area of JlJe 'j-Io'iliry" that DTSC 
acknowledges ate present. How is the public or decision makers supposed to evaluate the adequacy of the 
environmental document when the information to do so is non-existent? 
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Initial Srudy item 4.f. stares rJ1at the proposed Projc:.ct will be implemented consistent with the City of 
hwindale~s policy as it l'elates to maintaining current dat3 and mfot_mation on bioJogical resources 
including the types of babitats, ulCiividuaJ species) Rnd their locations. However, except for cO(lducting a 
generalized search for sensitive and endangered species, a hioJogicaJ resources survey and report has 
not been prepared; ~nd there is no other indication as to how the proposed Projec[ will maintain current 
data and information on hiologica1 resources. This fails to meet CEQA's minimum standard~ of 
disclosure and analysis. The Project is adjacent to a protective area that provides habit.'1t fo~ threatened) 
fare, and e:1dangered species and may itnpact these sensitive resoutces through spills~ air emissions, water 
discharges, or foreseeable accidents, These potential impacts must be analyzed and U1 the EJR; and 
mitigation measures must be implemented to reduce significant impacts [0 below a level of significance-

The Lead Agency must require that a biological resources survey and report be prepared for the proposed 
project that ad-dresses the project's potencial for direct" indirecr-~ and cumulative effects. Specific project 
design features, specific permit conditions, and any mitigation measures that will ensure that no impacts to 
hiological resources occur must be discussed and imposed in an ErR. The Draft Neg2:tive Declaz:atlon 
fails' to include a single mitigation lTIe:asure designed to protect the adjacent s,ensitive habit::tt. 

Initial Study , It~m 5: Cultural Resources 

The discussion under item 5 of the Initial Study states that "[!] 11 the event that archag%gim/ or paieonl%gico/ 
rrJ-01lJ1-'es should be meow/ie-red durjng extavafiiJ1I and grading acliviti~J~ the Ci!J Gweral ?/a-n slates a/I JJ!ork w()uld ,;case 
utltil npprv-priale Ja/vage met/sllfes arc established." Additionally, the Initial Study states that "it is PQSj'ible that 
pro/eft adillity_ tv/tid _Jlllcartb Plt1v-iOYJjy Imkllou.11I hUJJJIl1l l1'Jllaills.') These issues constitute potentiaUy signj6cant 
Project impacts under CEQA, and require DTSC co analyze the potential signifi~ant impacts in the ErR 
~nd adopt. mitigation measures. The ErR must include mitigation measures to ensme that impacts can be 
reduced to below -a level of s'ignificance. However, no mitigation measures are identified in the Ne~live 
Decl..uation or as conditions of the permit. TIlls is in violation bf CEQA. Cultural resources must be 
addressed in the EIR, clearly indicate the potential to encounter unknown cultural resources, and require 
mitigation measures in the event thar resoluces are encountered. Additionally, in accordance with CEQA 
Guidelmes Section 15097, a Ivlitlgatlon Monitoring and Reporting Program must be adopted. 

Initial Study Item 6: Geology and Soils 

The discussion of Geology and S0113 appears to be based on the flpplicanfs permit application, which 
states that HthQ Fad/iry is -not wi/bin 3,000 leel of all adizJe earthqJlake fault f..f'. CEQA requires that the Lead 
Agency conduct an independent review of the proposed project's irnpacts. The Lead Agency cannot rely 
on hearsay frOITI the applicant l.mless such statements can be supported by technical expertise. Therefore, 
the Lead Agency shouJd require_ that a geotechnical report be prepared for the project that accurately 
evaluates the potential for geologic hazards, seisrnlc risks, liquefaction and seiche risks. It is' impottant to 
note that the proposed facility is close to a large body of water. There is 00 analysis of potential risks 
associated with a seismic or other event ca'usmg a release of water [l'om the Sante Fe Dam area. Such an 
analysis must be included in the EIR. 

It appears in reviewing the &j~nJjuu Used for the discussion of Geology and Soils that DTSC relied on 
information presented in the Targ# Sfore Rtdl!Vi!ltJp-nJellt Pnyccl Draft Emil'onltlelllai [",pact Rtport. The Initial 
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Study cannot rely on information in a d1aft document that has not yet been certified hy a Lead Agency, 
which questions the va1idity of the analysis in this sectiun of the Initial Study. 

Initial Study Item 8: Hazards and Hazardous Materials 

The discussion under: item B.a. completely' ignores the an~Jysis of the Project's potential to U-creale (/ 
JignijifaJ/J hazard 10 the: plJbli" (ff the (fJ1tJironmellllhrougholJt the rotlnlll' traJIJj>Drr (emphasis a.dded). Nowhere does 
the Initial Study ,evaluate the transport route fot trucks loaded with hazardous m~terials and accessing the 
facility. While the. Initial Study unplies that transport would be v,la Interstate 210, review of circulation in 
the Project area reveals that there are many other logical routes that trucks could fonow, some of which 
are through residential neighborhoods. .Nowhere in the Negative Declaration is- there a mitigation 
measure requiring ~ny patticular touting fo~ hazardous, waste trucks. AU potential access routes to the 
facility must be presented in the EIR and the potential for significant impacts associated with transport of 
hazardous materiafs nlust be addressed. DTSC should consider rnitigtlUOn that 'would limit dle route of 
transport to the- facility along specified roadways:. 

Where there will be millions of gallons of M~ardous waste transported, there is the potential for spills and 
other incidents, even when the best practices are employed, but the Initial Study takes the approach that 
the-se spills and incidents might only happen at the, Project site, and not anywhere else'. This is clearly not 
the case, as tanker trucks will be requjred to. transport the hazardous waste and oil to and from the Project 
site. Impacts outside the confines of the Project due to acdden,rs, by an employee nt transporter, are 
readily foreseeable and must be analyzed, especially where there is the possibility'that the Santa Fe Dam 
Recreational Area ot: one of the many nearby sc;:nsitivc receptors cou1d be impacted. These potential 
impacts must be analyzed in an EIR. 

The discussion Ullder itetn 8.a. states that the flashpoint for used oil i& fairly high - approximately 400°F -
and concludes that the possibility of a fIre starting without an external source is minitnal. Howevet~ the 
Initial Study also recognizes that .parks. ope1l f/~17les, and cigamtes could be a source of ignition. What 
precludes these sources - particularly sparks and cigarettes - or particularly an- accident from occurring? 
These significant impacts must be analyzed in the EIR and appropriate mitigation measures presented. 

Initial Study Item 9: Hydrology and Water Quality 

This sectio::1 includes inconsistencies with- regards to wastewater discharge. Specifically, tlus section states 
that ('lvaslewatcr will [.J b~ shippcd to OIl 1111lhori{!d f!ifiite /ream/ell! ()r dispoJol faciliry. If in the jittJtre, CleonT(l-'h does 
want to discharge into the fewur Vlstem, CleanTst'h will applY If) both the Puhlic Works alld Los Angeld COlltl!} Sanitation 
Db/rictfor an indlLStrial WtTs/ell/OUr discharge permit. n, However, in the discussion of item 6.c., the Initial Study 
states that (l[m]lInicipaJ wastelvater ftom the site is: di.scharged 10 (J sanitary sewe~" Other sections of the Initial 
Study state: C~[wJtJtcr from t'OII/ail/lJlent rJJ'uu it L'oUet1ed alld pJtmpsd illlo a holding lankJ tesled 10 det~rJ1line tl it is 
hazardoll,,; and dither ~'et1fed to the POTW in acttJrdattte with penni! disl'hil1:ge fill/its or dispoJ'ed of oJfiife as hazardous 
wo.r/e. II These inconsistencies must be corrected in the EIR. 

The Initial Study contains '10 analysis of the potential transport issues associated with shipping of 
wasteWater which is requ.ired to be transported offsite (traffic, greenhouse gases, air quality, hazards). 
There is no discussion of where offsite wastewater would be ttansported or the c~pacity of offsite fa~ties 
to handle the additional wastewater. The EIR should include an estimate of the nutnber of truck trips, 
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quantities of wastewater to be di5posed~ and the capacity of the wastewater sewer system. The 
etlvii"onmental docutnent mllst analyze ~f.ly fUfilre pertnits r~quired to dispos'e of wastewater intO the 
wastewater treatinent system).if it is rcason.'tbly foreseeable as is implied in the Initial Study'. 

Even where the best containment methods are in place~ there still could be a-release from the Projecft yet 
the Initial Study discounts this' possibility and then skips any analysis of what impacts a relea'se could have 
on local groundwater and surface water .res.ources~ Clearly the lake and beach at the Santa Fe Recreatloflal 
Area could be impacted by a release- of oil that is washed away from the site in a storm. The Initial Study 
acknowledges that the San Gabriel Canyon B'asin aquife.r is under the Proj'ect, but an analysis of the 
likelihood of impacts to thls aquifer has not been conducted. Irwmdale~s General Plan discusses the 
aquifer undedyjng the Project as one that has the potential to be used- as' a water SOLU"Ce, but if it is 
impacted by contamination from industry in Irwindale, like the Project, its utility as· a water source will be 
limited. Based on the other deposits jn the area, it is likelY' that the Project is situated on top of alluvial 
deposits from the San Gabriel River, meaning that it would likely be on top of high porosity soils that 
could quickly transport any released fluids downward and into the aquifers. Because these significant 
impacts are reasonably foreseeabJe~ they !Dust be analyzed and mitigated in an EIR._ 

tnitial stl,!QY Item 10: biJDd Use and Planning 

Relative to Land Use and Plann~ the Initial Study js severely lacking in its presentation of existing and 
planned land uses and zoning1 as well as discussion of the applicable General Plans' policies and Zoning 
regulations. Without thi,s detailed discussion, the basis for determining potential.impacts associated with 
Land Use and Planning' is- missing. Not only does the ProJect require 11 zoning, code amendment and 
appeaj: not to be consistent with the liwinda1.e General P1an (sufficient infottnation to make such a 
determination is lacking), the Project has not been analyzed to determine whether it meets the various 
goals of the General Plan. Until this analysis is done, a conclusion on whether the Project would conflict 
with any applicable i(1fld flse pian, poliq, or re!,ltI,lIio!l cannot be madeF An EIR is required that includes this 
analysis, and both the City of Irwindale and the City of Azusa must be consu1ted. Frniliet.."1lote, due to the 
Projecfs location within the City of Irwindale and adjacent to the City of Azusa, both the Irwindale and 
Azusa Ger.erai Plans should be evaluated. It is not unconunon fqr adjacent jurisdictions to contain 
different - and sometimes conflicting - policies with regard to land use. Additionally, the discussion of 
Land Use and Planning should be expanded to address any applicable habittd ,CQnscrvalioJl- plan or fltllmrJl 

col!Jmtl1tity tons~ruati(Jn plan that occurs in the Project area; or in the least, state that there are' no habitat 
conservation or n~tural community conservations plans that CQuid be affected by the Project.-

The Project also does not appear to have consulted with the fire department and local authorities to 
coordinate transportation of hazardous 'materials tl11"ough Irwindale as required by the General Plan. Nor­
does the Initial Study- make any findings about the potential fot accidents in lnvindale, SOlnething 
specifically contemplated in the General Plan. Simply checking UNo [ntptlct' under issue, areas 10.a. and 
1 G.b.- is not acceptable and in strict violation of CEQA. The Pt'oject may have significant impacts related 
to land use, These impacts must be addressed in the EIR, 'and mitigation m~sures tnust be ptovided to 
reduce significant impacts to below' a level of significance. 
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Jnitial study Item 12: Noise 

----,~--.-

It appears in revlewing the RejereJJf8s UIed for the discussion of Noise that DTSC relied on information 
presented ill the J771li/ldale i\;iatenall Rel,"I)]/t!~)' Facih·ty and Tn171sftr Sintion Projett Draft E1R The Initial Study 
cannot rely on information in a draft doct;ment that has not yet been certified by a Lead Agency. 
Therefore, the validity of the analysis of ~oise impacts 15 questionable. The Project will introduce 
additional heavy trucks and industria1 processes almost adjacent to the Santa Fe Dam Recreational Area. 
This may cause significant noise impacts) which must be analyzed in th~ EIR. 

Initial study Item 14: Public S~rvices 

The Initial,Study does not include evjdence to support the conclusion tl)at the Project would n,ot result in 
sjgn.ificant impacts (Q public selvices. Ins[ead~ the lninal Study makes a general st:ltemenr that the Project 
"will not impact iJ_'<.-jsling fire orp()lice Ta/iollJ, K(!JP01Wl ti1l1l!S, or olher jJtifo-r1J1ance obje~1illeJ--" H owev er). there is no 
evidence that service providers- were even consulted during conduct of the Ini.ual Study or that current 
services and response times are adequate to serve the Project and surrounding area.s. Serv ice providers, 
including Fire and Police, should be consUlted to determine if the proposed facility wouJd ln1pact ex.jsting 
resources_ 

Initial Study Item 16: Transportation and Traffic 

The lniti~l Study does not include 11 discussion of the poteotial routes that trucks h.auling hazardous 
material will use to access the facility_ Therefore. the lnitial Study does, not adequately address item 16_c. -
s7IbstanJialfy hh~rr:ast' hazards dill .to [..} incompatible IJScs. The Project requires transport of hazardous h17lteriaJS, 

and there is an inherent risk in potential for accidents associated with this transport. The Project may 
cause a significant impact in transportation of hazardous mMerials, which must be add.1·essed in the EIR. 
Ttansport routes could traverse residential neighborhoods. However, the Initial. Study does not. address 
the potential [or accidents to occur and "\vhat measures and/or precautions would be impleme,ued to 
ensure that risks are reduced to below a tevel of significance. 

Initial Study Item 17: Utilities and Service Systems 

Item 17.a_ state.s: "fiJI appr01){!dJ the Fm:i/i(y wilL appb,for a Storm tPater Dist!Jorge Permil_" CEQA Section 15378 
defines a p.:::oject as' "the whole of a/J m;tio1J, 1VbidJ haJ II po/cntial for re.Sllllillgfrom either a dired pf?ysica/ chonge if! the 
&tlvirolJ1J1CJliJ or a reaJOflabIY joreserJabltJ. il/dintt P0tJi{;ol t-hall~ ill Ihe enuiro1llJlellt [.]'. U oder CEQA, the Project as 
a whole must be an.alyzed. Anticipate subsequent actions associated with the Project, such as application 
for an additiona.l permit, are considered part of the Project as a whole and must be analyzed with the 
Project. Additionally, the Initial Study does not address the potential impacts associated with urba.n runoff 
that could be laden with pollutants and how such runoff would affect adjacent sensitive areas, such as the 
Santa Fe Dam Recreationa.l Area. Deferring this analysis to the Water Quality Control Board does not' 
provide the public with the thorough investigation of impacts required by CEQA fo.r an Initial Study. 
Potential impacts of urban runoff from the Project must be addl'essed in the EIR. 

Under the cliscussiol1 of soud Wasre generation (item 17.f.), the Initial Study states that the facility would 
use the A~usa Land Reclan1ation Landfill for disposing of solid waste and the Landfill nhaJ .mj4'1tlllt 
pf!rmittcd t:opacity for diJposal of c/t1'rent ht/.~~ardIJJlJ JIJaJ'/C gel/Qrated t:Y the F0cility_J> How can the future quantities, be 
determined without krtowing what the lifetime is for the Landfill and how much hazardous waste would 
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be generated by the facility? The Initial Study fails to include any of these quantities. Also, the Initial 
Study speaks to "t1/TTeIlI hazardolls wiIiti". Ate there potential impacts that could OCCUi in the future, during 
the lifetime of the facility, that woul6 affect the Landfill? There are no facts or other basi~, to support the 
Initial Srudy~s conclusion that "the hied is II0t expected to increase the amollnt of waste 10 be disjJMCd in II lan4fiI//' 
The Pto;eces potential impact to landfill capacity must be disclosed and analyzed in the EIR. 

Mandatory Findings of Significance 

An important and essential element.in making the lvlandatoty Findings of Signifk:mce is consideration of 
a project's cumulative impacts. It is obvious that DTSC has not conducted an analysis of cumulative 
impacts to support its fmcling that the P',!jcct does not haw impads thaI (Ire indivimltJi!J limihd bill ffmm/"Jivejy 
Jignijil:ant'J as required in :rvIandatol)' ~lndings of Significance ''bH. Review of Exhibit 6-4 ,in the City of 
Irwindale~s General Plan indicates that there are numerous hazardous waste sites.in the City. Additionally~ 
l'eview of EnviroFacts indicate's that thete are no less than 12 EPA-regulated facilities within a 300--foot 
radius of the proposed Project, which either generat~ transport, treat, store, Ot dispose of hazardous­
waste. It is unknown what other additional projects currently under review in the City (such as the 
Invblliale !vIaterials Rtl;OVery Faci/ity and Transfer Station Prtycd) or adjacent cities and how' many future projects 
could be anticipated that would also involve storage, tteattnent, and/or transport of hazardous waStes. 
When ttiewu/ if} fOnlltdion witb the ejJet,'/s ojpast projct-ts, the ejfot:fs of other tlJrrenl projeclr, alld' thi ~ffoct.J a/probable 

IIIIU1'I1 prqjct.1st the Initial StUdy does not have the infotn1atton and analysis required to conclude that thtie 
would 110 SIgnificant environmental Unpacts associated with the Project. Thetefore, DTSC cannot make 
the NIandatary Findings of Significance. DTSC must analyze the ProJect in an EIR-. together with all 
potential cumulative impacts from past, currentl and reasonably foreseeable projects. 

Qetermination of Appropriate, Environmental Document 

As' described above, the Initial Study is lacking ill the tnost basic information and analysis about key parts 
of the Project. Despite the amount of information and aoal?sis tnissing from the InitiaL Study, it can 
readily be seen that the Project may cause significant environmental ll1pacts. OTSC must conclude that 
the Project may have a significant impact on the environmental and that an EIR is requited to analyze. 
and mitigate those impacts . .rvroreover, CEQA Section 211S1.t(a)(3) requires the preparation of an EIR. 
The facts clearry demonstrate that this is a "large treatment facility'~ and. requires ~n EIR Moreover, it is 
reasonably foreseeable that this, facility will treat many thousands of tons per Inonths~ An EIR is 
mandated. 

CONCLUSION 

In my experience of over 30 plus years of professional planning} environmental analysis, and project 
management in both the public and private sectors, It is my expel't opinion that DTSC cannot rely on the 
Initial Study! as currently preparedt- to support its determination that a, Negative Dechu:ation can be 
adopted for the proposed Project. There are clearly potential impacts that will be caused by this Project 
that have not been: disclosed in the Initial Study, and the discussion of other environmental Issue areas is 
not supported by factual analysis~ Each of the issues presented in this letter presents a strong basis to 
conclude that the 'Project may have significant environmental impacts. DTSC must reconsider its CEQA 
analysis and prepare an EIR, Furthermore, preparation of anE.IR is required for the Project, as the 



Mr. Alfred Wongl Project Manager 
July 5, 2012 

Page 1'2 

facility meets the defmition of a Hjorge tTt.'O/RJeJ1t Jatili!J." The Project should be submitted to the City of 
Irwindale for review as Lead Agenq. 

Sincerely, 

Karen L. Ruggels 
K L R PLANNING 
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Karen Ruggels is a San Diego native. graduating from San Diego State University in 1980 with a 

Bachelor o( Science Degree in Biology and a t'1inor in Geography. Beginning her planning c.areer 
in the environmental field at CalT rans, Ms-. Ruggeis' went on to work eight years for the City of 
San Diego, serving as Senior Planner, and subsequently I B years in- the private sector before 

starting her own consulting company in 2005. 

f"ls. Rugge[s has over 30 years of professional :::>Ianning. environmental analysis. and pmject 
management experience in both the public and private sectors. Her experti'se includes site and 
policy planning, environmental review processing, environmental document preparation. planning 

document prepat"ation, project management, resources management. writing and public 
presentations, and agencY' coordination. She has experience in preparing complex and techmcal 
Master Plans, Specific Plans, and other land use documents, as well as design guidelines. 
community plans and community plan amendments. and general plan atnendmen:s. Her- project 

management skills have played a key r91e in obtaining approvals for a wide variety of projects 
ranging. from SpecifIC Plans to Planned DevelopmenVT etitative Map entitlements tor mixed use, 

residential, institutic.ns. commercial, and indListnaJ uses. She is also skilled in preparing and 

proce~ing resource agency permits (U. S. Army Corps of Engineers 404 permits, State Fish and 

Game Section 1600 permits). 

ENVIRONMENTAL R£V1E.WAND DOCUMENT PREPARATION/PROCESSING 
Ms. Ruggels is proficient in environmental review a-nd document preparation in compliance with 

NEPA and CEQA As a seasoned environmental pianne-r with a. wide array of NEPA and CEQA 
experience J f"1~. Ruggels has prepared and/or processed a full range of environmental documents 

and clearance, including: 

D NEPA o CEQA 
Exemption 

Addendum 

Initial Study (IS) 

KLR 
Planning 

r ... " ......... ~ . - .u ,.. ... . _ ... ~._~_MQ"~ " . .. .. .... . .. ~ " .~- .•• 

i EDUCATiON I 
j B.S" BioloID' (Minor, 

Geography). 1980, San Diego 
State Universrty· 

PROFESSIONAL 

AFFILIATIONS 
Association of Environmental 
Professionals (AEP) 

American Planning Association 
(APA) 

CERTIFICATION S 

Project f"lanagement for 
Planners, APA 

Project Management, Ronald I. 
, LaFleur. Cadence Management 

Corp. 

Academy 2000, Supervisors 
Academy, Dr. Richard I. Lyles 

Preliminary Environmental Study (PES) 

Categorical' Exclusion (CE) 

Environmental Assessment (EA) 
EnVl1'onmental Impact Statements- (E1S) 
Section 4(1) Evaluation 

Negative DeciarationJMitlgated ('-leg-ative Declaration (ND/MND) 
Environmental Impact Report (EIR.) 
SupplementalJSubs_equent Environmentallmpac Report 
Program Environrne nta I Impact; Report 

1'15, Ruggels' knowledge of CEQA and ~~EPA is well recognized by her peers and respected by her- client5. She is often requested 

to participate as a panel membe( in local annual CEQA conferences at both the "nuts and bolts" and the advanced levels. Ms. 
Ruggels beJleves th3t the only way to stay in-step with the constantly changing world of environmental review and land 

development is to regularly attend workshops and conferences that prOVide CUrTent policy review and update, as well as state-of­

the art approaches to addressing environmental analyses and provide for innovative plann)ng tools. Most recently. Ms. Ruggels has 

attended conferences focusing on sus-tainability and urban design, global climate change, water resources and availabiiity. and 
changing r'€gulations relakd to reducing greenhouse gas emissions and carbon footprint. 



CURRENT AND RECENT ENVlRONMENTAL PROJECTS 
Uptown/North Park/Greater Golden Hill Community Plan Update PEIR, City d San Diego 

The Watermark EIR, City or San Diego 

Otay Valley Quarry Reclamation Plan Amendment fiR, City of Chula Vista Q~any Falls Specific Plan PEJR. City of San Diego 

Stone Creek Mdster Plan EJR, 01:'1 of San Diego 

t:spanada EIR. City of Chula Vista 

Village 7 SPA Plan EIR City of Chula Vista 

Bella Lago EIR, City of Chula Vista 

US 9S EIS, Idaho Departm~nt of Transportation 

PLANNING AND PROJECT MANAGEMENT EXPERIENCE 
Added to Ms. Ruggels' yeats of experience in environmental review, document pr-eparation,. and processing is her lengthy career as 

a planner. Ms. Ruggels has processed virtuaJly every entitlement approval through a variety of local jurisdictions. including: 

Community Plans and Community Plan Amen'dments 

Specific Plans and Specific Plan Amendments 

Coastal pran Amendments. and Co'a51al pevetopment Pem'lits 

Conditional Use Permits 

Master Ptans 
Precise Plans 
Rezones 
Planned Developrnent and Site Development Permits 

Major and M,nor Use Permits 

Tentative Maps 
Street and Easement Vacations 

Lease of City Property 

CURRENT AND RECENT PLANNING AND PR.OJECT MANAGEMENT PROJECTS 
SLone Creek - Community Plan AmendrnentlfVlaster Plan/Rezone, City of San Diego 

The Watermark - Community Plan Amendment/Planned Development PetmitJRezone:, City of San Diego 

San Diego Polo Ciub - Site Dev'elopment Permrt. City of San Diego 

Erma Road - Community Plan Amendment/Planned Development Perm[t, Crty of San Diego 

Universrty OfficE' and Medical Park - Specific Plan'lGeneral Plan Amendment. City of San Marcos 
Lux Art Institute - Major Use Permit Amendment. Oty of Encinitas 

Vulcan-Otay Mesa - Major Use Pemiit, County of San Diego 

Parcel Map 35212 - General Plan AmendmentiRezone/Parcel,Map, Riverside County 

Working with local community groups, other agencies. Jurisdictions. and local interested citizens. Ms. Ruggels' abilities include 

understanding and ;;;nalyzing the Simplest to the, most complex of issues. Ms. Ruggels' extensive experience in wori<mg directly with 

staff members of a variety of public jurisdictions and private clients has resulted in having achieved suctes~ful processing of projects, 

She wurks hard to ensure a l)rr1ooth integration or worl<. efforts with client ~larr assigned to the pruject. Her responsiveness. 

attention tp staff requests, and undying commrtment to the client ensures that schedules are met. Her intimate knowledge of 

planning and environmental review enable her to quickly adept to project char.ges. which often arise during preparation of the 
environmental document or as a res~lt of project r~finements following the public. review period. 

Additiona!ly, Ms. Ruggels is' accustome9 to working with applicants and cliens with seemingly impossible schedules. She is 

expen.enced in developing work pl'ogr;:trnS which meet the project's scheduiing challenges'through efficient nianagerile0t techniques 
including. but not limited to, conducting tasks in a concurrent manner; close and regUlar coordination with the Project T earn, City 

stafT. and sub(onsultants; beginning 1:4sks as early as po~sible; and avoi'ding down-tIme by active participation in ail aspects or the 

project's review and approval processes, 

Ms. Ruggel$ is also committed to her company's' policy of active community involvement. She currently sits on the board of the. 
Mission Valley Community Planning Group. is an alternative for the Grantville Redevelopment Area Stakeholders Committee. and is 
a past board member for the ['-'lira Mesa Community Planning Group atid the Navajo Community Planners. Karen believes this 
participation provides. unique insight into the projects 'she works on providing a dearer understanding of the public's concerns and 

issues. 
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