EXHIBIT 1


















Mr. Alfred Wong, Project Manager
July 5, 2042
Page &

Initial Study Item 3: Air Quality

For a project of this size, a ptoject-specific air quality analysis is generally required, particularly given the
potential for telease 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 clearly evaluates whether air quality impacts could
result fror the Project.

With regard to item 3.d., the Initial Study states that there are no sensitive receptors in the area. It appears
that an analysis of sensitive receptors in the Project area was not conducted, as this statement is incorrect.
The sensitive ecological area is in very close proximity to the Project. In addition, the tecreation area is
park frequented by thousands of people. In addition, two daycares are located within 2 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 and 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 vicimty of
the Project, and the Project may have significant impacts on them. DTSC must analyze these potential
significant impacts in the EIR.

Initial Study Item 4: Biological Resources

While, as stated in the Inidal Study (page 17), it is recognized that the Project site is within a “heavy
industrial zone”, it is also located immediately adjacent to the Santa Fe Daim Recreational Area, one of the
largest and most importtant sensitive ecological areas in the region. Not only does the Santa Fe Dam
Recteational Area serve as a valuable patk and recreation tesoutce for residents of Irwindale, Azusa, and
othet cities in the San Gabtiel Valley, but is also home to many protected hative plants and amumals.

The Initial Study focuses on the distance of the proposed facility to the “paid parking lot entrance” and
the “swim beach”. The Initial Study acknowledges that “[a] number of threatened, rars, and] or endangered spesies
are identifled as being located within the general area of the Favility”, but then dismisses this fact by stating that “she
Facility and surronnding area is highly rrbanszed and does not have any sensitive babitat to impact” However, this
statement is not supported by any factual information or analysis. A biological tesources survey and
repott has not been prepared. It is unclear where sensitive habitat, threatened, rare, and/or endangered
species are located relative to the Project site and proposed facilities, Without this factual information,
DTSC caanot conclude that there would be no direct, indirect, or cumulatively significant impacts to
biological resoutces. Stating that the “Cabfornian Department of Fish and Game (DFG) reviewed the CleanTech
Initial Study and provided no comments™ is completely understandable given the complete lack of information
and analysis in the Initial Study to allow for thoughtful review. In fact, DTSC completely ignores the
existente of the sensitive ecological area it the first draft of the Initial Study and Dtaft Negative
Declaration and then mentions it only in passing in the second draft environmental document. DTSC has
shirked its responsibility to conduct a thorough analysis in order to determine the extent of the Project’s
risk to biological resources. No information or analysis is presented by DTSC regarding the “threalened,
rare, andfor endangered species are identified as being located within the general area of the Facility” 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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Study cannot rely on information in 2 dfaft document that has not yet been certified by a Lead Agency,
which questions the validity of the acalysis in this section of the Initial Study.

Initial Study Item 8: Hazards and Hazardous Materials

The discussion under item 8.a. completely ignores the analysis of the Project’s potential to “weate 4
sigrifecant bazard lo the public or the environment throughomt the rontine fransporf” (emphasis added). Nowhere does
the Initial Study evaluate the wansport route for trucks loaded with hazardous materials and accessing the
facility. While the Initial Study implies that transport would be via Interstate 210, review of circulation in
the Project area reveals that there are many other logical routes that trucks could follow, some of which
are through residential neighborhoods. Nowhere in the Negative Declaration is there a mitigation
measure requiring any particular routing for hazardous waste trucks. All potential access routes to the
facility must be presented in the EIR and the potential for significant impacts associated with transport of
hazardous materials must be addressed. DTSC should consider mitigation that would limit the route of
transpott to the facility along specified roadways.

Where there will be millions of gallons of hazardous waste wansported, thete is the potential for spills and
other incidents, even when the best practices are employed, but the Initial Study takes the approach. that
these 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 required to transport the hazardous waste and oil to and from the Project
site. Impacts outside the confines of the Project due to accidents, by an employee or transporter, are
readily foreseeable and must be analyzed, especially where thete is the possibility that the Santa Fe Dam
Recreational Area or one of the many neatby scnsitive receptors could be impacted. These potential
impacts must be analyzed in an EIR.

The discussion under item 8.a. states that the ﬂashpomt for used oil is fairly hjgh ~ approximately 400°F -
and concludes that the possxblhty of a fire starting without an external source is minimal. However, the
Initial Study also recognizes that sparks, open flames, and cgarettes could be a source of ignition. What
precludes these sources — particularly sparks and cigarettes — or particularly an accident from occutring?
These significant impacts must be analyzed in the EIR and appropriate mitigation measures presented.

Initial Study Item 9: Hydrology and Water Quality

This section includes inconsistencies with regards to wastewater discharge. Specifically, this section states
that “wastewater will [...] be shipped to an anthorized offsite treatment or disposal facility. If in the futwre, CleanTech does
want lo discharge into the sewer sysien, CleanTech will apply 1o both the Public Works and Los Angeles County Sanitation
District for an industrial wastewalter discharge permit.” Howevert, in the discussion of item 6.c., the Initial Study
states that “[mjunicipal wastewater from the site is discharged o a sanitary sewer” Other sections of the Initial
Study state: “/wjater from containment areay is collected and pumped iuto o holding lank, ltested to determine if it Is
hazgardons, and either released to the POTW in accordance with permit discharge limits or disposed of offsite as bagardous
waste.” These inconsistencies must be corrected in the EIR.

The Initial Study contains no analysis of the potential tramsport issues associated with shipping of
wastewater which is requited to be transpotted offsite (traffic, greenhouse gases, ait guality, hazards).
Thete is no discussion of whete offsite wastewater would be transpotted or the capacity of offsite facilities
to handle the additional wastewater. The EIR should include an estimate of the number of truck trips,
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quantities of wastewater to be disposed, and the capacity of the wastewater sewer system. The
envitonmental document must analyze any future permits required to dispose of wastewater inro the
wastewater treatment system, if it is reasonably 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 Project, yet
the Initial Study discounts this possibility and then skips any analysis of whar impacts a release could have
on local groundwater and surface water resources. Clearly the lake and beach at the Santa Fe Recreational
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 Basin aquifer is under the Project, but an analysis of the
likelihood of impacts to this aquifer has not been conducted. Irwindale’s General Plan discusses the
aquifer underlying the Project as one that has the potential to be used as a water source, but if it is
impacted by contamination from industry in Trwindale, bke the Project, its utility as a water source will be
limited. Based on the other deposits in the area, it is likely that the Project is situated cn 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 teasonably foreseeable, they must be analyzed and mitigated in an EIR.

Initial Study Item 10: Land Use and Planning

Relative to Land Use and Planning, the Initial Study is scverely lacking in its presentation of existing and
planned land uses and zoning, as well as discussion of the applicable General Plans policies and Zoning
tegulations, Without this detailed discussion, the basis for determining potential impacts associated with
Land Use and Planning is missing. Not only does the Project requite a zoning code amenidment and
appear not to be consistent with the Irwindale General Plan (sufficient infotmation to make such a
determination is lacking), the Project has not been analyzed to determine whether it meets the vatious
goals of the General Plan. Until this analysis is done, a conclusion on whether the Project would conflict
with any applicable fand use plan, pokicy, or regulation cannot be made. An EIR is required that includes this
analysis, and both the City of Irwindale and the City of Azusa must be consulted. Furthermore, due to the
Project’s location within the City of Irwindale and adjaceat to the City of Azusa, both the Irwindale and
Azusa Gereral Plans should be evaluated. It is not uncommon for 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 habitat sonservation plan or natwral
community conservation plan that occurs in the Project area; or in the least, state that there are no habitat
conservation or natural community conservations plans that could 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 through Irwindale as required by the General Plan. Nor
does the Initial Study make any findings about the potential for accidents in [rwindale, something
specifically conremplated in the General Plan. Simply checking “No Impact® under issue ateas 10.a. and
10.b. is not acceptable and in strict violation of CEQA. The Project may have significant impacts related
to land use. These impacts must be addressed in the EIR, and mitigation measutes must be provided to
reduce significant impacts to below a level of significance.
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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 “current bazardous waste”. Ate there potential impacts that could occur in the future, duning
the lifetime of the facility, that woulc affect the Landfill? There arc no facts or other basis to support the
Inittal Study’s conclusion that “the project is not expected to increase the amonnt of waste to be disposed in a landfill”
The Project’s potential impact to landfill capacity must be disclosed and analyzed in the EIR.

Mandatory Findings of Significance

An important and essential element in malang the Mandatory Findings of Significance is consideration of
a project’s cumulative impacts. It is obvious that DTSC has not conducted an analysis of cumulative
impacts to support its finding that tbe Progct does not bave impacts that are individuaily limited but cumulatively
significant, as required in Mandatory Findings of Significance “b”. 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,
review of EnviroFacts indicates that there are no less than 12 EPA-regulated faciliies within a 300-foot
radius of the proposed Project, which either geperate, transpott, treat, store, or dispose of hazardous
waste. It is unknown what other additional projects currently under review i the City (such as the
Irwindale Materials Recovery Facility and Tranifer Station Project) or adjacent cities and how many future projects
could be anticipated that would also involve storage, teatment, and/or transport of hazardous wastes.
When viewed in connection with the effects of past projects, the effects of other current projects, and the effects of probable
Suture projects, the Initial Study does not have the information and analysis required to conclude that there
would no significant environmental impacts associated with the Project. Therefore, DTSC cannot make
the Mandatory Findings of Significance. DTSC must analyze the Project in an EIR—together with all
potential cumulative impacts from past, cutrent, and reasonably foreseeable projects.

Determination of Appropriate Environmental Document

As described above, the Initial Study is lacking in the most basic information and analysis about key parts
of the Project. Despite the amount of information and analysis missing from the Initial Study, it can
readily be seen that the Project may cause significant environmental impacts. DTSC must conclude that
the Project may have a significant ifrpact on the environmental and that an EIR is required to analyze
and mitigate those impacts. Moreover, CEQA Section 21151.1(a)(3) requires the preparation of an EIR.
The facts clearly demonstrate that this is a “large treatment facility” and requires an EIR Moreover, it is
reasonably foreseeable that this facility will treat many thousands of tons per moaths. An EIR is
tmandated.

CONCLUSION

[n my experience of over 30 plus years of professional planning, environmental analysis, and project
management in both the public and private sectots, it is my expert opinion that DTSC cannot rely on the
Initial Study, as currently prepared, to suppott its determination that a Negative Declaration 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 othet 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 teconsider its CEQA
analysis and prepare an EIR. Furthetmore, preparation of an EIR is required for the Project, as the












