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Why a Permit Is Necessary

The Department of Toxic Substances Control
(DTSC) regulates the generation, storage, treatment,
and disposal of hazardous waste in California, A
permit enables DTSC to effectively regulate the
hazardous waste management activities at facilities,
Permits are developed after DTSC’s detailed
technical review, and are intended to ensure that the
facility operates in a manner that protects human
health and the environment.

DTSC is authorized to impose special conditions
in this permit pursuant to Health and Safety Code
section 25200(a) and the regulations in California
Code of Regulations, title 22, division 4.5 governing
tanks, containers and other facility and operation
standards,

Facility History
‘The property has been used for handling of chemical
products since approximately 1957, The first known
“use of the site was as a railroad switching station.
A foundry casting facility operated on the property
from the late 1940s to the early 1950s. The facilicy
has undergone several name changes throughout
the years and has been known as Pacific Western
Chemical Company, Southern California Chemical,
. and CP Chemicals, Inc. ‘The facility’s name was
changed to Phibro Tech, Inc (PTI) in 1994, PTI
is a subsidiary of C.IX Chemicals, Inc., which is a
subsidiary of Phibro Animal Health Corporation.

PTT received an Interim Status Document effective
in December 1981 and obtained Hazardous Waste
Facility Permits in July 1991 from both the U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency and the DTSC.
Before PTTs permit expired in 1996, the facility
submitted a permit renewal application. DTSC has
allowed PTT to continue operating under the existing
permit until a final permit determination is made
on the renewal application.

Types of Waste

Currently, the facility accepts metal bearing
inorganic hazardous waste from the aerospace,
electronics, chemical, and metal finishing industries.
PTI recovers metals from these inorganic waste
streams to produce industrial chemicals or materials
for sale. Examples of wastes-types managed at the

facility include:

» Alkaline and acidic materials used in metal
etching, stripping, and finishing

® Allkaline and acidic solids, slurries, and other
metal containing materials '

» Other miscellancous inorganic solutions and

solids including lab packs

The facility is essentially an inorganic chemical
manufacturing plant that uses certain hazardous
wastes as a primary raw matetial. The majority of the
wastes received are converted to inorganic chemical
products or new materials used in the manufacture
of circuit boards.

The Draft Permit and Proposed Additions

Thedraft permitwill allow PTT to operate seven existing
hazardous waste management units (HWMUs) and
five proposed additional units:

Existing Units
* Container Storage Area #1
* Container Storage Area #2
= Containment Area C
® Containment Areca F
¥ Containment Area |
® Containment Arca S
» Containment Arca W
Proposed New Units
» Container Storage Area # 3
» Container Storage Area # 4
» Container Loading/Unloading Area
* Roll-off Bin Area
x Rail Car Loading/Unloading Area

» Tank Truck Loading/Unloading Area, Truck
Washing Area

®» Qily wastewater treatment system

» Wastewater Treatment Area

PTT has also proposed to add waste codes historically
used by generators to describe their cutrently permitred
waste streams and oily wastewater. Aditionally, the
conversion of three tanks from hazardous material
service to hazardous waste service without increasing
total treatment capacity is also proposed.

California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA)
Under the California Environmental Quality Act,
DTSC is responsible for reviewing the potential
health and environmental impacts from the proposed
permit renewal. [YTSC has determined that the
City of Santa Fe Springs Conditional Use Permit




and supporting Negative Declaration dated
October 3, 2008 provides the necessary
environmental analysis until November 3, 2008,
for the DTSC decision on the permit renewal.
Public comments were accepted on the Negative
- Declaration until November 3, 2008. The City
of Santa Fe Springs approved the Conditional Use
Permit on February 24, 2009.

Enforcement History

DTSC inspects PT1 on an annual basis to ensure
the facility is in compliance with California laws,
regulations and permit conditions. DTSC’s most
recent inspection occurred in May and June, 2008,
during which potential violations were observed
and promptly abated. DTSC and PTT entered into
a settlement agreement in July 2007 resolving alleged
violations stemming from inspections performed
between 2003 and 2006. Non-compliance issues
alleged by DTSC include the timely removal
of accumulated liquids, cracks in secondary
containment, storage of incompatible wastes, failure
to maintain inspection log and accurate operating
record, and inadequate tank assessments. P'I'T has
abated all of the alleged non-compliance issues and
paid a monetary fine pursuant to the settlement.

Corrective Action History

The facility currently has ongoing compliance
obligations related to groundwater and soil
contamination, likely from both on-site and off-site
sources. Routine groundwater well sampling occurs
and cleanup remedies for organic and inorganic
contaminants are being evaluated with DTSC
providing oversight and approval.

A Soil Vapor Extraction system to address organics
in the soil was approved recently by DTSC and
is currently under construction. IDTSC has also
recently approved a pilot test to study treatment of
inorganics in soil and groundwater.

PTTwill also be closing a former surface impoundment
at the facility currently used as secondary containment
for the wastewater treatment system. Approval for
this had been previously received from DTSC.

How You Can Participate

Before making a final determination on the draft
Permit Renewal, DTSC will review and respond in
writing to all comments received from the public.
A Response to Comments document will be sent
to all those who submitted public comments
and to those who request a copy. A copy of the

Response to Comments will also be placed in the
information repositoties. The draft Hazardous Waste
Facility Permit and other site documents are available
for public review at the information repositories.

Information Repositories
Santa Fe Springs Library
11700 Telegraph Road
Santa Fe Springs, CA

(562) 868-7738

Santa Fe Springs Neighborhood Center
9255 8. Pioneer Blvd.

Santa Fe Springs, CA.

(562) 692-0261

Department of Toxic Substances Control
9211 Oakdale Avenue

Chatsworth, CA 91311

Call (818) 717-6521 for an appointment

To view electronic versions of the draft Permit

and other related documents, please visit DTSC’s
EnviroStor website:
http://www.envirostor.dtsc.ca.gov/public/.

Enter Santa Fe Springs as the City and select
PHIBRO-TECH, Inc. HAZ WASTE - OPERAT-
ING PERMIT then “Report”.

DTSC Contacts

Liang Chiang, PE.
9211 QOakdale Avenue
Chatsworth, CA 91311
(818) 717-6680

Ichiang@dtsc.ca.gov

Jeanne Matsumoto

DTSC Public Participation Specialist
(714) 484-5338

(866) 495-5651 (toll free) dial 4 then 6

jmatsumo@d(sc.ca.gov

For media inquiries, please call:

Jeanne Garcia, Public Information Officer
(818) 717-6573

jgarcial @dtsc.ca.goy

Notice to Hearing Impaired Individuals

TDD users can obtain additional information about
the draft permit by calling the California State Relay
Service at 1(888) 877-5378. Please ask to speak to
Jeanne Matsumoto at (714) 484-5338.




Phibro-Tech, Inc, Facility
Draft Permit Renewal

If you use this form to send us your comments, please include your name and address. All written
comments must be postmarked no later than May 10, 2010. Please send this form to:

Llang Chiang, PE,, DTSC Project Manager
9211 Oakdale Avenue -
Chatsworth, California 91311

You may also email this same information to: LChiang(@dtsc.ca.gov

Name:
Address:
Affiliation (if any):

Telephone Number {(optional):

Comment: (If you need more space, please feel free to use another sheet of paper)

s e — —_— —_— = = — — —

Phibro-Tech, Inc. Facility
| Please complete the following information if you would like to:

- = —

{ [ Add my name to the mailing list . |

| [0 Remove my name from the mailing list I

| Name: . |

| Mailing Address: |

| City / State / Zip Code:

I E-Mail: I

| Return this coupon to Jeanne Matsumoto, 5796 Corporate Avenue, Cypress CA, 90630. You can |
| e-mail your mailing list request by sending a message to jmatsumo@dtsc.ca.gov. |

Note: While this mailing list is solely for DTSC use, the list is considered a public record.

L — _ —

—
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PROJECT INFORMATION

File Number:1801.12 (500)
Project title:

Reconsidero_ﬁon of Conditional Use Permit Case No. 441 —

The proposed project is a request for approval to allow the installation of
a new freatment system for the treatment, storage, and fransfering of
oily wastewater at 8851 Dice Road, in the M-2, Heavy Manutacturing,
Zone, within the Consolidated Redevelopment Project Areq.

Lead agency name and address:

City of Santa Fe Springs
11710 Telegraph Road
Santa Fe Springs, California 90670

Contact person and phone number:

Mr. Cuong Nguyen
Associate Planner

City of Santa Fe Springs
(562) 868-0511, ext 7359

Project location:

The project site is located at 8851 Dice Road, in the City of Santa Fe
Springs, Los Angeles County, Cadlifornia, The City is. located
approximately 13 miles southeast of downiown Los Angles with
neighboring cities of Whittier, La Mirada, Cenitos, Norwalk, Downey, and
Pico Rivera (see figures: 1 — Vicinity Map; 2 — Local Map; and 3 - Site
Plan).

The approximately 4.8-acre site consists of an iregularly shaped parcel
bordered to the north, west, and east by various industrial uses; a raifroad
spur is present directly south. The project site and adjacent properties
are zoned (by the city of Santa Fe Springs) for industrial activities.

Project sponsor's name and address:

Mark Alling, Vice President and General Manager
Phibro Tech, Inc.

8851 Dice Road

Santa Fe Springs, CA 20670

General plan designation:

The City of Santa Fe Springs General Plan Land Use Map, provided as
Figure 4, designates the project site as Industrial.

RCUP 441 — PHIBRO-TECH, iNC 1




Draft

Zohing:

The City of Santa Fe Springs Zoning Map, provided as Figure 5, designates
the project site as M-2, Heavy Manufacturing, Zone.

Description of project: (Describe the whole action involved, including but
not limited to later phases of the project, and any secondary, support, or
off-site features necessary for ifs implementation. Aftach additional
sheets if necessary.)

Refer to Section 2.0, Description of project.

surrounding land uses and sefting: Briefly describe the project's
surroundings: -

The subject property measures approximately 4.8 acres and is located on
the west side of Dice Road, just north of the Union Pacific Railroad, at
8851 Dice Road. The subject property, as well as all surrounding
properfies to the north, south, east and west, are zoned M-2, Heavy
Manufacturing.  The properties to the north, east and west are
developed with industrial, manufacturing or warehouse facilities. The
property abuts the Union Pacific Railroad right-of-way to the south.

Sensitive land uses near the subject site include single-family homes on
the north side of Burke Street and Westman Avenue {approximately 1/5
mile north of the subject property), Aeolian Elementary (approximately 2
mile north of the subject property), and Los Nietos Elementary
(approximately % mile northwest of the subject property).

10.

Other public agencies whose approval is required (e.g., permits,
financing approval, or participation agreement.)

In addition to the CEQA review, other approvals required fo construct
and operate the proposed project are:

City of Santa Fe Springs:

e Reconsideration of Conditional Use Permit (CUP) Case No. 441 by City
of Santa Fe Spring's Planning Commission to allow the installation of
new freatment system for the reatment, storage, and transferring of
oily wastewater on the subject sife;

e Projectrelated construction plans.

Other Agencies:

e Renewal of existing Part B hazardous waste facility permit from the
Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC).

RCUP 441 — PHIBRO-TECH, INC 2
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1.1  STATUTORY AUTHORITY AND REQUIREMENTS

In accordance with the Cadlifornia Environmental Quality Act {CEQA) (Public
Resources Code Section 21000-21177) and pursuant to Section 15063 of Title 14 of
the California Code of Regulations, the City of Santa Fe Springs (City}, acting in
the capacity of the Lead Agency is required to undertake the preparation of this
Initial Study fo determine if the project proposed by Phibro-Tech, Inc. would have
a significant environmental impact.

If, as a result of the Initial Study, the City finds that there is evidence that any
aspect of the proposed project may cause a significant environmental effect, the
City shall defermine that an Environmental Impact Report (ER) is warranted to
analyze project-related and cumulative environmental impacits. Alfernatively, if
the City finds that there is no evidence that the project may cause a significant
effect on the environment, the City shall find that the proposed project would not
have a significant effect on the environmenf and shall prepare a Negative
Declaration. Such determination can be made only if “there is no substantial
evidence in light of the whole record before the Lead Agency” that such impacts
may occur (Section 21080, Public Resources Code). The City shall prepare a
Mitigated Negative Declaration if a determination can be made that no
significant environmental effects will occur because revisions fo the project have
been made or mitigation measures will be implemented fhat will reduce dll
potentially significant impacts to less than significant levels. In the preparation of
this Initial Study, the Lead Agency determined that a Negative Declargtion was
appropriate for the proposed project {see Section 7.0}.

The environmental documentation, which is ullimately approved and/or
certified by the City in accordance with CEQA, is intended as an informational
document undertaken to provide an environmental basis for subsequent
discretionary actions upon the project. The resulting documentation is nof,
however, a policy document and its approval and/or cerfification neither
presupposes nor mandates any actions on the part of those agencies from
whom permits and other discretionary approvals would be required.

The environmental documentation and supporting analysis are subject to a 30-
day public review period. During this review, comments on the document
relative to environmental issues are to be addressed to the City. These
comments are anticipated to come from public agencies, public interest
groups, dnd anyone else who has an interest in the project. Following review of
any comments received, the City will consider these comments as a part of the
project's environmental review and include them with the Inifial Study
documentation.

RCUP 441 — PHIBRO-TECH, INC 3
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PURPOSE

The purposes of this Initial Study are fo:

1.
2.

Identify environmental impacts;

Provide the City with information to use as the basis for deciding whether
to prepare an EIR, a Negative Declaration, or a Mitigated Negative
Declaration;

Facilitate environmental assessment early in the project design;

Enable the City to modify the proposed project fo ensure it will not result in
a significant impact;

Provide documentation of the factual basis for the finding in the Negative
Declaration that the proposed project would not result in a significant
environmental effect; and

Determine whether a previously prepared EIR could be used for the
project.

Section 15063 of the CEQA Guidelines identifies specific disclosure requirements
for inclusion in an Inifial Study. Pursuant to those requirements, an Initial Study
~ shallinclude:

1.

A description of the project, including the location of the project:
An identification of the environmental setting;

An identification of environmental effects by use of a checklist, matrix or
other method, provided that entries on a checklist or other form are briefly
explained to indicate that there is some evidence to support the entries;

A discussion of ways to mitigate significant effects identified, if any;

An examination of whether the project is compatible with existing zoning,
plans, and other applicable land-use confrols; and

The name of the person or persons who prepared or parficipated in
preparation of the Initial Study.

RCUP 441 — PHIBRO-TECH, INC _ 4
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1.3 INCORPORATION BY REFERENCE

Pertinent documents relating to this Initial Study/ Negative Declaration have
been cited and incorporated, in accordance with Sections 15148 and 15150 of
the CEQA Guidelines, to eliminate the need for inclusion of voluminous
engineering and technical reports within the Initial Study. Of particular
relevance are the previous Negative Declarations that present information
regarding descriptions of environmental setting, future development-related
growth, and cumulative impacts.  With thaf said, this Initial Study/ Negative
Declaration has incorporated by reference the following: Stafe of Cdlifornia
Seismic Hazard Zones, Whittier Quadrangle Official Map; Maps of Known Acfive
Faults; Department of Toxic Substance Control (DTSC) Part B Permit Application
Instructions: Phibro-Tech, Inc. application for renewal of existing Part B hazardous
waste facility permit with DTSC; Draft Health Risk Assessment prepared by ENSR
Corporation for the proposed project: Draff 2007 Air Quality Management Plan
from SCAQMD; 2000 Air Toxics Control Plan; City of Santa Fe Springs General
Plan: Environmental Impact Report for the City of Santa Fe Springs Consolidated
Redevelopment Project Area; Environmental impact Report for the Villages at
Heritage Springs project in the City of Santa Fe Spring; and the City of Santa Fe
Springs Code of Ordinances. These documents were utilized throughout this
Initial Study/ Negative Declaration and are available for review at the City of
Santa Fe Springs.

RCUP 441 — PHIBRO-TECH, INC 5
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2.0 PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The City of Santa Fe Springs, acting as the Lead Agency, in cooperation with
Phibro-Tech, Incorporated {PTl) and the Department of Toxic Substances Control
[DTSC), has prepared and circulated this draft Negative Declaration to help
identify and evaluate the potential environment impacts related to the
proposed changes in design and operations on the subject property.

Phibro-Tech cumently uses the property for the operation of an inorganic
chemical manufacturing and recycling facility. The facility has operated on the
subject property since the 1960's under Conditional Use Permit (CUF) 441.
However, Phibro-Tech is proposing to add a new process o their existing
operations. The proposed process will require Reconsideration of CUP Case No.
441 fo allow the installation of a new freatment system for the tfreatment,
storage, and fransferring of oily wastewater. It should be noted that the existing
inorganic chemical manufacturing and recycling facility that was already
approved through the original CUP will remain the same and is not a part of this
Reconsideration.

Concurrently, the. Departiment of Toxic Substances Confrol (DTSC) is renewing o
Hazardous Waste Facility Permit for PTl in accordance with Section 25200 of the
California Health and Safety Code, Division 20, Chapter 6.5 and the Cadlifornia
Code of Regulations, Title 22, Division 4.5. The PTi facility would be authorized to
perform hazardous waste management activities under a Resource
Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) equivalent permit as more fully
described later in this description. PTI's hazardous waste management activities
are fully described in the Operation Plan Part "A" and Part “B" Permit
Application for Phibro-Tech, Inc. dated February 2006 (Part B Permit
Application). These application documents have been amended several fimes
to respond to DTSC comments and fo provide other information. The most
recent revision was submitted to DTSC in January 2008. The Part B Permit
Application is incorporated herein by reference and is referred to as the
February 2006 Application as amended. PTl was previously owned and
operated by Southern Cadlifornia Chemical in accordance with Hazardous
Waste Facility Permits issued by DTSC and the United States Environmental
Protection Agency (USEPA) on June 19, 1991 and July 29, 1991, respectively.

It should be noted that the permit renewal project will also address ongoing
corrective action activities as required by Section 3004 {u) of the Resource
Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA), which was amended by the Hazardous
and Solid Waste Amendments of 1984, and 40 Code of Federal Regulations
(CFR) 264.101 for permits issued after November 8, 1984. This includes but is not
limited to addressing corrective action for releases of hozardous wastes

RCUP 441 —~ PHIBRO-TECH, INC 6
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including hazardous constituents from any solid waste management unit
[SWMU) at a facility, regardless of when the waste was placed in the unit.

FACILITY BACKGROUND / HISTORY:

The earliest use of the subject property was for a railroad switching station
owned by Pacific Electric Railway Company. From the late 1940's to the early
1950's, a foundry casting facility operated on the land. Pacific Western
Chemical Company then occupied the site from 1957 until December 1959.
During that fime, Pacific Western Chemical Company changed its name to
Southern California Chemical. Ferric Chioride production commenced onsite in
1958. During the 1940's operations were added for copper recovery, copper
oxide manufacturing, etchant processing, and other inorganic processes. In
1984, CP Chemicals, Inc. purchased the Facility. CP Chemicals, Inc. later
changed its name to Phibro-Tech, Incorporated in 1994.  Phibro-Tech, Inc. is
currently a division of Phibro Animal Health Corporation.

The PTl Facility is a fully permitted hazardous waste freatment and storage
facility. DTSC and USEPA granted Southemn California Chemical operating
permits on June 19, 1991 and July 29, 1991, respectively. Prior to this, the Facility
operated under Interim Status. The state permit came up for renewal in July
1996. DTSC subsequently was granted full jurisdiction for permitting RCRA
facilities in California; therefore, the separate USEPA permit is no longer needed.
The facility submitted a Permit Renewal Applicafion in 1996, which has been
revised several fimes. The most recent revision was submitted to DTSC in January
2008. In accordance with DTSC procedures for permit renewal, the Facility is
allowed 1o continue to operate under the terms of its 1991 permif pending the
renewal of the permit.

Along with renewal of the existing permifs, the PTI Facility has proposed the
following modifications in the Part B Permit Application.

. Addition of some waste codes that have historically been used by
generators to describe the waste materials currently permitted and
managed in existing tanks and process/storage areas.

. Modification of existing treatment process to be conducted in existing
~ permitted fanks.
. Addition of 9 new tanks for cumrently permitted treatment processes {two

tanks will be removed from service), and conversion of three existing tanks
from hazardous material service to hazardous waste service.

. Change in status of two current hazardous material product drum siorczge
areas to be regulated under Part B permit as hazardous waste drum
storage areas and designation of an area for unloading containers from
frucks.

RCUP 443 - PHIBRC-TECH, INC 7
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) Addition of 10 new fanks and three processing modules to store and treat
oily waste water.

Because oily water constitutes an additional waste stream that would be
accepted by the facility, new waste codes were, therefore, added fo help
describe oily water.

DTSC PERMIT RENEWAL:

The permit renewal process provides DISC the opportunity to review fhe
Facility’s application and operational procedures for compliance with current
requirements for hazardous waste management.  PTI will be authorized to
perform the activities summarized in a Hazardous Waste Facility Permit.

FACILITY OPERATIONS:

Current Operations

The PTI facility is essenfially an inorganic chemical manufacturing plant using
certain hazardous wastes as a primary raw material. The Facility is permitted fo
ireat, store, and transfer both USEPA and Cdlifornia hazardous waste.  Industrial
wastes are currently shipped to the Facility for recycling and freatment from
various industries including {but not limited to) the electronics, chemical, metal
finishing, and aerospace industries.

The Facility recovers metals from inorganic waste streams, primarily spent metal
plating and stripping etchants.  Examples of waste types managed at the
Facility include: '

. Alkaline and acidic metal etchants, metal strippers, and metal finishing
baths;

. Alkaline and acidic materials which include solids, slurries, and other metal
containing materials;

. Other miscellaneous inorganic solutions and solids.

The RCRA air emission standards under 22 CCR Chapter 14, Arficle 27 for process
vents and equipment leaks apply to facilities with process units conducting
distilation, fractionation, thin-film evaporation, solvent exiraction, and air or
steam stripping of wastes with organic content. These Article 27 standards are
not applicable to the facility because it does not operate any such units.

The standard for equipment leaks under 22 CCR Chapter 14, Arlicle 28 applies
to facilities that handle wastes with at least ten (10) percent organic content.
PTI's inorganic waste sireams may include RCRA waste codes but will contain
less than 10% organics. PTlI believes the new oily water waste stream is not

RCUP 441 = PHIBRRO-TECH, INC 8



Draft

subject to fugitive emissions monitoring and other requirements set forth in
Article 28. To ensure compliance, however, PTI will comply with applicable
requirements of Article 28 unless sufficient dafa on the waste stream
demonstrates that these requirements are inapplicable.

The air emission standards for containers, tanks, and surface impoundments
under 22 CCR Chapter 14, Article 28.5 apply to facilities that handle wastes with
at least 500 parts per million by weight (ppmw] volatile organic compounds.
Requirements for surface impoundments do not apply since the facility does noft
use any surface impoundments. PTI's inorganic waste streams would not be
subject Arficle 28.5 since the waste streams processed will always contain less
than 500 ppmw volatile organics. It is possible that PTI's new oily water wastes
occasionally will exceed this limit, even though PTI does not infend to store and
process such wastes in the O-Area. To ensure compliance, PTI will comply with
applicable requirements of Article 28.5 unless sufficient data on the waste
stream shows that this standard is inapplicable. This will include venling tank
head space to carbon for removal of volatile ocrganic compounds.

Proposed Operations

In addition to providing new facilities to enhance the existing inorganic chemical
processing, PTl is proposing fo install a new freatment system to freat, store, and
transfer oily wastewater. Examples of processes generating oily wastewater
streams include: tanker bilge water cleanout; contaminated storm water; oil spill
cleanup; tank cleaning; metal working shops; petroleum industries; truck, sump,
and clarifier cleanout: and general manufacturing or industrial  activities
generating oily water. Waste types include wastewater from these operations
impacted with an organic/oily component, and may also contain solids. The
wastewater may also contain metals that may be treated (after organic removal
in the Facility's existing metals recovery processes.

The proposed oily water process will handie up to 50,000 gallons per day and
result in round tips to and from the Facility by up to 12 bulk delivery vehicles per
day.

In summary, the RCRA air emission standards for process vents are not
applicable to this facility and PTl will comply with the standards for equipment
leaks and containers and tanks until it can be demonstrated that these are not
applicable to this facility.

Existing Waste Treatment Processes )
The Facility reclaims, recycles, treatfs, and stores hazardous waste using the
following management options:

RCUP 441 — PHIBRO-TECH, INC 9
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. Copper Carbonate Process: The recovery of copper from cupric chloride
spent etchant [also called copper chioride) to make copper carbonate
cake. Other waste streams {may also be treated in this process) and used
as copper sources for the copper carbonate cake. Water, caustic soda,
and sodium carbonate are added under controlled femperature
condifions to precipifate the copper out of solution in the form of a
copper carbonate cake product for ultimate sale into the marketplace.

. Copper Oxide Process: The recovery of copper from waste cupric
chloride, spent -dlkdline efchant, and occasionally other copper sources
such as copper nifrate, copper sulfate, or copper-bearing miscellaneous
inorganic acids to make a copper oxide cake. Water and an alkaline
material, such as sodium hydroxide or soda ash, are added under
controlled temperature conditions in order fo precipitate out a copper
oxide cake product for ullimate sale into the markeiplace.

. Copper Sulfate Process: The Facility receives spent copper sulfate and
processes it to increase the concentration of copper sulfate to levels suitable
for sale. This process reacts sulfuric acid with the spent copper sulfate
(additional copper sources such as copper sulfate solids or copper sludge
may also be used when necessary) fo produce a copper sulfate solution
product for sale info the marketplace.

. Ferric Chloride Process: There are two methods used in the ferric chloride
process. One is to regenerate ferric chloride to make a higher purity ferric
chloride and the other is metal or chloride enrichment of waste ferric
chloride to increase its value fo copper smelting operations. In the first
case, copper and other metals are removed from the feric chloride
waste and the iron content is increased, while in the second case, the
concentration of metal or chlorides are enhanced to enable the resulfing
material to be used as a substitute raw material for copper production.
Note that production of higher purity ferric chloride is an existing
operation at the Facility while metal or chloride enrichment of feric
chloride is an alternative process that utilizes existing treatment
equipment. Note that all planned activities and waste management units
are italicized throughout the text of this project description.

K Primary Neutralization and Metals Recovery: The treatment of inorganic,
metal bearing wastes, which may achieve a reclaimed product for
resale/reuse. Includes pH adjustment of alkaline and acidic wastes, either
with other waste streams or with alkaline or acidic pH adjusting products.
Chemical precipitation may also be used for metals recovery. '

. Wastewater Treatment: Dilute metal-bearing wastewaters received from
both on-site and off-site sources are treated atf the Facility. Treatment
methods include pH adjustment and the addition of coagulants,

" flocculants, and other precipitating agents. The resulting solids may then
be recovered in a filter press and recovered for recycling as “Excluded
Recyclable Material” for sale as product, or as a last resort for off-site
fransfer as a waste. The resultant non-hazardous wastewaters may then
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be processed further to meet permit limits for discharge to the Los Angeles
County Sanitation District, which is the local Publicly Owned Treatment
Works.[POTW). Alternatively, the wastewaters may be reused on sife {e.g.,
for truck, rail car, or container rinsing, product washes, or for use in freafing
other wastes).

New or Modified Waste Treatment Processes

The following treatment processes are proposed to be added fo the Facility in
the 2006 Part B Permit Application as amended January 2008. Only the oily
water processing involves acceptance of new waste streams and
implementation of different freatment techniques than previously used at the
Facility. For the most part, these changes are described in the Part B Permit
Application.

. High Solids Metal Recovery: This waste freatment process may involve
several types of chemical processes including precipitation, reduction,
and/or oxidation and can be done in existing equipment. For chemical
precipitation, a material is added to chemically convert metals in the
waste from a soluble to an insoluble form. The insoluble precipitate is then
removed through settling, decanting, and filiration. The Facility will use o
variety of typical industriial reagents to carry out the chemical reduction
and/or oxidation process. The laboratory will issue a recipe for the
amount and type of materials to be used based on the material that is to
be processed.

. Oily Water Treatment System: Oily water will be received into the newly
constructed oily water treatment system. This process area will have
various unif operations that can each be used on a given waste stream.
The sequence of operations can be tailored to meet the specific
treatment requirements of this highly variable waste stream. The
treatment methods will include gravity separation (both unassisted in
tanks and through an oil/water separator}, the use of a Dissolved Gas
Flotation (DGF) unit (including the addition of coagulants and
flocculants), andfor a centrifuge. Where appropriate, resulfing
wastewater may be freated further in this area or in other on-site
processes [for example, if necessary for metal containing wastewater),
placed info holding tanks prior to discharge to the local POTW, or reused
on site (e.g., for truck, rail car, or container rinsing, or for use in treating
other wastes). _

. Container Washing: When wastes are received in confainers and the
contents are transferred to storage tanks or into a reactor, a residue may
remdain in the confainers. The Facility will wash these containers so they
can be reused, recycled, or otherwise managed as a non-hazardous
waste.

. Truck/Rail Car Wash: Washout of tanker trucks and rail cars after waste is
delivered to the Facility. Rinse water is commingled with the agueous
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waste stream unloaded from the fruck info the neufralization system or
other appropriate permitted treatment process.

. Waste Consolidation: Confainers of the same hazardous wastes may be
consolidated into larger containers or bulk containers to facilitate the
transfer of waste to another appropriately licensed facility for
management, Bulk containers may also be consolidated or transferred
(for example from rail to tanker fruck and vice-versa). Bulk containers
may also be offloaded to smaller containers such as drums or Immediate
Bulk Containers {IBCs). This would occur when a waste is received in bulk
that may require addition to the processes in small amounts or if it may
not be suitable for tank storage (for example, it has an acid strength and
type greater than that recommended for the materials of construction of
the tank). The Facility may also receive lab pack wastes. These would be
an accumulation of small waste containers that are managed through
resorting and repockoging Some consolidated wastes may be
amenable for processzng in an authorized waste management unit on
site.

These treatment processes are expected to require five additional workers on
site,

HAZARDOUS WASTE TYPES:

The Waste Analysis Plan (WAP) provided as Section C of the February 2006 Part B
permit application as amended January 2008 provides details of the types of
hazardous wastes currenfly or proposed to be accepted at the Facility. The
RCRA and Cdiifornia (non-RCRA} hazardous waste codes listed in Tables C-1
and C-2 of the WAP are currently or are proposed to be accepted at the
Facility for the indicated waste management options. The Facility accepts non-
hazardous wastes as well as the following hazardous wastes for storage,
treatment, and/or fransfer:

) RCRA oxidizing (D001 — Department of Transportation (DOT) Hazard Class
5.1 only), corrosive [D002), and some foxic {D004-D0OT1) wastes

. Some RCRA listed F, K, and U wastes

. California wastes as listed in Table C-2 of the WAP

Other wastes are received at the Facility, but are not treated. These wasie
streams are consolidated, stored, and/or transferred to other appropriate
facilities.

The purpose of the WAP is also to facilitate safe and effective treatment of each
waste managed by the Facility and minimize the potential for adverse chemical
reactions resulting from mixing and handling potentially incompatible wastes.
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The WAP provides procedures and controls that ensure that chemical and
physical analysis is completed on a representative sample of each hazardous
waste stream managed by the Facility.

The Facility does not accept the following types of hazardous waste for
treatment or processing:

Explosives wastes (DOT Hazard Class 1)

Compressed Gasses (DOT Hazard Class 2)

Flammable wastes (DOT Hazard Class 3 and 4)

infectious wastes (DOT Hazard Class 6.2)

Radioactive wastes (DOT Hazard Class 7)

Reactive wastes (as described in 22 CCR 66261.23(q))

Pesticides

Dioxins

Bio-hazardous Waste

Pyrophoric Wastes

Polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs)

California waste codes not included on Table C-2

RCRA wastes with 500 parts per miliion (ppm) or greater of volatile organic
compounds unless compliance can be maintained with 22 CCR, Chapter
14, Article 28.5 standards

. Hazardous Wastes of Concern as defined in 22 CCR 66261.111

e & & & & & & & 2 & » & »

WASTE HANDLING AND STORAGE:

The Facility can receive, store and process wastes in either bulk loads [e.g..
tanker frucks, rail cars, etc.) or containers {e.g., 55-gallon drums, intermediate
bulk containers {IBC's), etc.). The wastes are fransported to the Facility by
properly licensed transporfers. Wastes received ai the Facility may be sampled
and andlyzed to evaluate the chemical and physical properties of each waste
stream, and the conformity of the load with the original paperwork. All
containers manifested to the Facility are inspected and assigned a unigue
tracking number, which is marked on the container using a bar code label. The
containers may be stored within a designated storage area prior to transfer fo
the assigned process area. The storage areas are equipped with secondary
containment and designed so that incompatible wastes (e.g.. strong acids with
strong bases) are segregated. Section E - Process Operations of the February
2006 Part B permit application as amended January 2008 provides detailed
descriptions of both current and proposed on-site hazardous waste receiving
operations.
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Waste Stream Characterization

Waste streams received from off site are characterized by a waste profile form
prior to receipt at the facility. The generator completes (or provides sufficient
information to allow the Facility to complete) a waste characterization (profile)
form and submits it to the Facility. The profile form describes the waste stream
and its pertinent physical and chemical characteristics, the process generating
the hazardous waste, and also identifies all applicable state and federal
hazardous waste codes. It is the generator's responsibility to provide accurate
information. Incoming waste is also evaluated to verify that the contenis of
each hazardous waste shipment match the identity {e.g. proper shipping name,
hazard class, and waste code) of the hazardous waste as specified on the
manifest and determined under the pre-acceptance process described above.
This is called the waste receipt analysis process.

Confainer Storage Area

Containerized non-bulk wastes received from off site are stored in one of the four
Container Storage Areas: CS-1, CS-2, CS-3, or CS-4. CS-1 and C$-2 are existing
areas and were previously called ERS #1 and ERS #2, respectively. CS-3 and CS-4
are new areas built in 2001 to manage hazardous material product chemicals
produced at the Facility. They are proposed to dllow both storage of hazardous
waste or hazardous chemical products or a combination of both. See Figure B-2
for locations of the coniainer stforage areas. Drums in the confainment areas are
typically handled on pallets with three or four drums per pallet and will be stacked
in accordance with DTSC and Santa Fe Springs Condifional Use Permit and
Hazardous Material Storage Permit conditions. A minimum aisle space of 24
inches is maintained between rows to provide access to each drum in the facility
for inspection. The capacity of each container sforage area has been
determined based on the requirement to contain a minimum of 10% of the
combined capacity of the containers, or the total volume of the largest coniainer,
whichever is greater, plus the accumulated rainfall from a maximum 25-year, 24-
hour storm event since all container areas are uncovered.

Hazardous Wasle Treatment and Storage in Tanks

Tanks are located within concrete, chemically impervious secondary
containment systems in one of six designated containment areas, Areas C, S, F,
~J, W, and O. The tanks are constructed of either fiberglass reinforced plastic
(FRP), fitanium or carbon steel. The FRP tanks are used for the treatment and
storage of inorganic wastes and wastewater and will have various resin systems
or liners based on the wastes fo be handled. Both FRP and fifanium are
compatible with the inorganic wastes to be stored as described in Section D5.3
of the Part B application. All inorganic tanks at the Facility are operated only at
or near atmospheric pressure, except for tanks C-1C and C-1D. These tanks are
constructed of titanium and are designed to handle pressures slightly above
atmospheric. Al hazardous waste storage tanks are equipped with vents
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designed to avoid excessive positive or negative pressures beyond design
limitations in the tanks that can arise during loading, unloading, and process
operations. Tank venting for most tanks {the FRP fanks} is provided through small
openings on the top of the tank. Some tanks, such as reactors C-1A through C-
1D, are vented to scrubber systems operated under local air district permits.
These will help control pressure in the tanks, as excess pressure will vent through
the scrubber system. Complete tank closure and the subsequent conservation
vents and/or vacuum/pressure relief systems are not required since the Facility
does not handle volatile organic wastes. Conservation venfs and/or
vacuum/pressure relief systems are used on the two fitanium tanks so that they
can operate safely at a pressure slightly above atmospheric. The shapes of
tanks include flat bottom, domed, and sloped bottomed. Tanks in oily-water
processing service, including storage of recovered oil, will be made of carbon
steel. It should also be noted that tanks that contain liquids with a flash point are
required fo meet UL 142 listing requirements. Carbon steel will not be affected
by the hydrocarbon constituents. The tank design will allow sufficient corrosion
allowance for an estimaied 15 year life. All treatment and storage fanks are
currently certified as required by California Code of Regulations title 22 sections
66264.192 and 66264.194 by a professional engineer registered in California.

On-Site Wasfe Transportf
On-site waste handliing and movement is described in detail in Section E14 of
the February 2006 Part B permit applicafion as amended January 2008, and

includes general procedures for:

Unloading containers from vehicles
Movement of containers in the facility
Transferring liquid waste from containers
Solid waste in containers

Tank truck unloading/loading of bulk liquids
Rail car unloading/loading

Transferring liquids within the facility.

Only frained and designated Facility personnel are qualified 1o perform these
activities; at times the operation may be performed by a qualified
subcontractor.

Off-Site Waste Transporl

Off-site waste handling and movement is described in detail in Section E14 and
Section I3 of the February 2006 Part B permit application as amended January
2008. Chemical wastes are hauled off-site by Phibro-Tech owned vehicles or by
several private waste hauler companies. Waste trucks enter and leave the
Facility plant site through the main gate at Dice Road. Typically, hazardous
wastes are shipped off site for disposal or recycling using 45 foot enclosed van
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frailers, stake side flatbeds, bobtdil enclosed van, tanker trucks, or rail cars as
required depending on the waste types to be shipped. Placards are placed on
the vehicles/rail cars when necessary as prescribed by United States
Department of Transportation {(DOT). The number of vehicles used to fransport
wastes over a given fime frame fluctuates due to the variability of process batch
operations and ongoing waste minimization efforts. Bulk hazardous waste
destined for offssite transport is loaded on fo registered licensed hazardous
waste hauler vehicles under the supervision of qudlified PTl staff. Prior to loading
operations, authorized PTI personnel must visually check the tanker and fill
equipment. A proper manifest will be filed out for all wastes shipped off-site.

For outgoing shipments on rail cars, the authorized PTI rail car operator will
prepare the shipping papers and perform an inspection sheet fo verify that all
flanges, gaskets, covers, valves, and rupture discs are secure and acceptable.
The specidlly frained individual will perform rail car loading and unloading only in
one of the two designated areas for such activities. These areas have
containment pans that can take any minor releases from the loading/unloading
operations that can then be pumped into one of the authorized storage tanks.
All hazardous waste railcars will be top loaded and off-loaded using a pump.
This significantly reduces the risks of large quantity spills from railcar loading and
unloading operations.

GROUNDWATER PROTECTION PROGRAM:

Degradation of ground and surface water quality at the Facility is prevented
through operation of hazardous waste management units, primarily by
secondary confainment systems, fo prevent releases fo the environment or
endangerment of public health. Design -specifications for secondary
containment systems can be found in Section D for container storage, tank, and
process areas. PTI has procedures in place to mitigate, control, and clean-up
releases to the environment and to prevent contamination of water supplies
(see Section G, Contingency Plan).

Groundwater sampling and analysis has been conducted at the facility since
March 1985. The current monitoring program has been conducted under USEPA
oversight since 1990 per the RCRA Facility Investigation Work Plan dated June 8,
1990. As sampling and analytical procedures have changed significantly during
the past 15 years, a Water Quality Sampling and Analysis Plan has- been
prepared to provide an updated sampling and analysis plan for routine
groundwater monitoring at the facility. Three types of contaminants have
generally been detected in the groundwater beneath the site: dissolved metals,
non-chlorinated aromatic volatile organic compounds (VOCs) and chlorinated
VOCs. The objective of the monitoring is fo determine if compounds of concern
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detected in groundwater beneath the site are migrating from the facility, are
related to upgradient sources, and/or are naturally attenuating.

FACILITY SAFETY AND EMERGENCY EQUIPMENT AND PROCEDURES:

The Facility retains an up-to-date Emergency Contingency Plan. The Facility
contingency plan describes the actions and procedures personnel working at
PTI must follow in the event of a fire, earthquake, explosion, or a sudden or non-
sudden release of hazardous waste. The plan was developed fo enable
personnel to respond immediately when any elements of the hazardous waste
management system are actually or potentially threatened. Objectives of the
contingency plan are to minimize hazards to public health or the environment
from fires, explosions, or any unplanned, sudden or non-sudden release of
hazardous wastes or hazardous waste constituents to air, soil, or surface water.
Current copies of this plan are kept at the Facility ot all imes and are distributed
to the appropriate public agencies and emergency response providers. In
addition, the City of Santa Fe Springs Fire Department conducts familiarization
tours on a periodic basis.

" Appropriate personal protective equipment is provided as appropriate fo staff
duties. Emergency equipment includes iterns such as: goggles. gloves, boots,
safety shoes, aprons, face shields, telephones, radios, fire extinguishers, and first
aid supplies. In addition, eyewash/safety showers are located in close proximity
to the work station in each area where hazardous waste is handled or stored.
Other equipment available includes: self-contained breathing apparatus,
chemical resistant clothing, transfer pump, wind socks, ammonia sensors,
manual emergency ammonia shut-off, and air horns. Some of the items are
stored inside the emergency response trailer located near the parking lot on the
east end of the Faciity and near the proposed new iruck unloading
containment pad. When confined space entry is required, Phibro-Tech adheres
to a Cal/OSHA compliant procedure. Warning signs are posted in hazardous
waste storage areas in both Spanish and English.

FACILITY SECURITY:

The Facility is surrounded by a chain-link fence generally from eight to twelve
feet high. The Facility has five access gates thaf remain closed and locked
except when a shipment or delivery is being loaded/unloaded. These include a
pedestrian enfrance {chain link door), 2 truck gates, and 2 rail gates. Access 1o
the Facility is strictly controlled by guard during primary business hours. Main
truck access to the Facility is through a locking, electronic gate accessed by
Dice Road. A security guard is on duty during peak operating hours and
controls access through the main gate. Employee access fo the plant is
restricted to those assigned card-keys that activate an entrance door adjacent
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to the main gate. When inside the plant, employees monitor for unauthorized
personnel that may be present. When the Facility is not in operation, all access
gates remain closed and locked and a guard is on duty at the front gate.

All visitors/drivers are required to sign in; are given [(and are required to sign-off
on} a list of on-site hazards; are given appropriate personal protective
equipment (i.e., safety glasses, hardhat} if necessary; and are escorted by
appropriate Facility personnel. In addition, the plant is iluminated at night by
outdoor lighting.

FACILITY INSPECTIONS:

Facility inspections are conducted regularly to prevent, detect, or respond to
environmental or human health hazards. Inspections address the following
items: sofety and emergency equipment, security equipment, operational
(including monitoring) equipment, conifainer storage areas, load/unload areas,
and tank systems. The frequency of inspection is based on the rafe of possible
deterioration of equipment and structures, and the probability of an
environmental or human health incident if an unsatisfactory condition {e.g..
deterioration, malfunction, or operator error) goes undetected beiween
inspections. Inspection frequencies are generally as follows:

. Safety, security, emergency, alarm and communicafion equipment is
checked weekly, monthly, and as used. Equipment is checked for access
and operability in the event of an emergency.

. Operational equipment is inspected before use to ensure safe operation,
and regularly scheduled servicing is completed to maintain the
equipment in good operational condition.

. Sumps and secondary containment structures provided for all tank
systems, load/unload areas, and freatment systems are visuaily inspected
daily and weekly to detfect leaks, spills, or accumulated liquids (as
required by 22 CCR 66264.15). Accumulated liquids typically will be
removed by the end of the 8-hour shift in which they were detected, and
will be removed within 24 hours of discovery. The inspection logs will note
the time accumulated liquids were discovered and removed. Removal of
precipitation will typically be completed within 24 hours after the end of.a
rainstorm. All secondary containment systems are inspected daily {fanks)
or weekly {all other) to detect the presence of cracks or deterioration of
concrete and the accumulation of dirt or other materials that may
prevent the inspection of concrete.

. Hazardous waste container storage and processing areas are inspected
weekly for leaks, spills, proper stacking arrangements, aisle spacing, and
the segregation of incompatible materials. Also, containers are inspected
for any signs of physical deterioration or corrosion, and labels are
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checked to ensure they are visible and legible {as required by 22 CCR
66264.174).

. Hazardous waste tank storage and processing systems, including fanks,
process equipment, load/unload areas, secondary confainment
structures, and ancillary equipment, are inspected daily for signs of
corrosion, weld breaks, punctures, spills, and secondary containment
erosion or deterioration. Overfill control equipment is also inspected fo
ensure good working order at least once each operating day.
Procedures to assess the structural integrity of tanks over time (e.g.
corrosion, cracking, wall thinning) are addressed in Section F4, Tank
Condition Assessment.

in cases where specidlized outside contractors are needed fo perform specific
inspections (e.g., alarm systems), the resulfs will be reported on the confractor's
inspection forms, checked off on the PTl inspection form, and retained in the
operating record.

ENVIRONMENTAL, HEALTH AND SAFETY TRAINING PLAN:

All employees who may be required to parficipate in hazardous waste
operations {freatment, storage, or ofher hazardous waste handling) are supplied
with the information and experience that they need fo perform their duties in @
manner which is safe and in compiiance with applicable regulations.
Administrative employees also receive instruction including implementation of
aspects of the contingency plan, emergency escape routes, alarms, and rally
points. They also receive fraining in the use of fire extinguishers. Table H-1 in
section H of the February 2006 Part B permit application as amended January
2008 provides an example training matrix listing reguirements that employees
may be required to complete based on his or her job function. In generdl,
topics include:

New Hire Qrientation

Workplace Safety

Environmental Aspects and Impacts
Lockout-Tagout General Training
QSI Software

Management Systems Training
Waste Analysis Plan - Cerfification
Contingency Plan - Certification
Record Keeping Manifests -Certification
RCRA - Certification

PSM-RMP - Certification

PPE - Cerfification

Lock Out Tag Qut - Certification
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Confined Space - Ceitification

Forklift Training - Cerfification

Fall Protection

Respiratory Protection - Certification

Respirator Fit Test - Cerfification

Chemical Hygiene - Certification

Hot Work Permit - Certification

Hearing Conservation General Training

Fire Extinguisher Training - Certification

HM-126F -Certification

First Aid, CPR, and Bloodborne Pathogens Cerlification
HAZCOM -Certification _
24-Hour HAZWOPER Training

incident Reporting

OPERATING RECORD:

The Facility maintains an operating record which includes information such as
waste receipts, where they are stored, and when and how they are processed.
A full description of the operating record is in Section [ of the February 2006 Part
B permit application as amended January 2008,

In addition to the operating records, annual reports and other cerfifications are
required and documentation is maintained. This includes an annual certification
that PTI has a program in place to reduce the volume and toxicity of hazardous
waste that PTl generates to the degree determined by PTl to be economically
practicable; and the proposed method of fransfer, treatment, storage or
disposal is that practicable method currenily available to PTI which minimizes
the present and future threat to human health and the environment.

FACILITY CLOSURE PLAN AND FINANCIAL RESPONSIBILITY: N

The Facility has prepared a Closure Plan in accordance with the requirements of
22 CCR 66264.110 et seq., 40 CFR Part 264, Subpart G, and related guidance.
The Closure Plan is provided as Volume 2 to the Part B application and was
submitted in March 2006 and amended January 2008. The Closure Plan was
prepared for use by PTl fo close the Facility at some time in the future when it
ceases to accept and process hazardous waste. Closure will be performed in a
manner that: 1} minimizes the need for further maintenance and controls, and 2)
minimizes or eliminates to the extent necessary to protect human health and the
environment, the post-closure release of hazardous constituents, leachate,
contaminated rainfall and runoff or hazardous waste decomposition products to
the ground, surface waters, or to the atmosphere.
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In accordance with applicable regulations, PTI must meet financial responsibility
requirements for closure and liability coverage on an annual basis. Cuirent
documenis have been approved by DTSC.

SITE REMEDIATION / CORRECTIVE ACTION ACTIVITIES:

A RCRA Facility Assessment {RFA) was completed by USEPA Region IX in July
1987. The RFA determined that corrective action was necessary because of
paost releases of hazardous materials to the subsurface beneaih the Facility. A
Consent Order requiting RCRA corrective action was negotiated with USEPA
and. signed on December 8, 1988. The Consent Order confains specific
requirements for conducting a RCRA Facility Investigation (RFl} and Corrective
Measures Survey.

An RFl was performed and summarized in an April 1992 report fitled
Comprehensive Environmental Review, Southem Cadlifornia Chemical, by Camp
Dresser & McKee, Inc. (CDM]). The RFl showed that there is soil and
groundwater contamination at the facility. Most notably, the contamination
consisted of heavy metals and hexavalent chromium was found in the
groundwater. In 1992, A Corrective Measures Study (CMS} workplan was
completed and approved by USEPA on March 31, 1992. The CMS described the
corrective measures to be implemented at the facility to clean up the soil and
groundwater contamination. When the CMS was completed, the requirements
of the 1988 USEPA Consent Order had been satisfied. At this fime, DTSC became
the lead agency in charge of oversight of the selected corrective measures.
Consequently, DTSC required the selected corrective action activities be added
as permit requirements to the RCRA Hazardous Waste Treatment and Storage
permit by a Class 3 Permit Modification on June 30, 1995 (1995 CAPM].
Therefore, the 1995 CAPM is the document currently governing corrective action
activities at the Facility. The 1995 CAPM is incorporated herein by reference.

The following is the status of each activity required by the 1995 CAPM. These
requirements are listed in Section E of the 1995 CAPM:

. A deed restriction was filed with Los Angeles County on August 16, 1995
which covers all requirements of the 1995 CAPM. The deed resticis the
use of the property for residences, schools, hospitals, hotels, day care,
playgrounds, and parks. It disallows the use of shallow groundwater for
domestic purposes. Requires the property to remain fully paved with
regular inspections and maintenance in a manner that prevents infilfration
of liquids into subsurface soils. And restricts construction on the site such
that excavation of soil is minimized and to requires adequate health and
safety plans and notification to DTSC of such plans.
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A Corrective Action Yadose Zone Monitoring Work Plan was submitted by
CDM fo DISC on June 15, 1998. The vadose zone monitoring plan will
aliow for early detection of leakage from sumps and other subsurface
units at the facility and therefore provide early detection of contaminant
migration from these units. The Corrective Action Vadose Zone Monitoring
Work Plan is currently under review.

A Groundwater Remediation Work Plan was submitted December 15,
1997 and per DTSC request a follow up pilot study work plan was
submitted June 29, 2001. DISC commenied on the work plan on January
16, 2002 In order to determine the specifics of an effective groundwater
remediation system, a Site Conceptual Model {noted below) was
‘prepared to provide a more definitive description of the groundwater
contamination.  With this new information, the facility is required to
redevelop a groundwater remediation work plan.

A Corrective Action Containment Systems Report was submitted by PTH fo
DISC on March 7, 2002, revised per DTSC comments on February 26, 2003
and July 22, 2003 and approved by DISC on September 23, 2003. The
containment system report described the facility site wide pavement
system required by the deed restiction (noted above). The deed
restriction requires the property to remain fully paved with reguiar
inspections and maintenance in a manner that prevents infiltration of
liquids info subsurface soils.

A Corrective Action Financial Assurance Plan (“CAFAP”)} is required by the
1995 CAPM to plan for and cover the cost of implementing corrective
action activities at the facility. PTl submifted this plan to DISC on
December 9, 2004. DTSC reviewed the plan and provided comments to
the facility along with a request for funding to be set aside to cover the
corrective action activities. The facility requested funding will be set aside
for DTSC so that, should the facility go out of business, DTSC will have the
funds necessary to implement the remaining corrective action activities.

A Final Site Conceptual Model was submitted to DTSC on March 9, 2005
and approved by DISC on April 18, 2005 The site conceptual model
describes the contamination on site, where it may have come from and, if
it is mobilized, where it is expected to travel. Thus providing a description
of any potential threats the current site contamination my pose fo human
health and the environment.

A Corrective Action Site Cover Operation, Maintenance, and Inspection
Plan was submitted by the PTI to DTSC on June 15, 1998 and revised on
January 11, 2002. DTSC requested a series of subsequent revisions and
approved the document on June 2, 2005. This plan describes the specific
activities required to ensure the deed restiction (noted above)
requirements that the property remains fully paved with regular
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inspections and maintenance in a manner that prevents infiltration of
liquids into subsurface soils. The plan also specifies surface water sampling
requirements.

. A Soil Vapor Extraction {“SVE"} Work Plan was submitted by CDM to DTSC
on February 16, 1998 and was accepted by the DTSC after a February 22,
2001 revision (the formal revised version of the SVE work plan was
submitted by CDM fo DTSC on January 9, 2002 to complete DTSC’s files).
The SVE fieldwork approved under this work plan was performed at the
Facility on March 3-4, 2001. After completion of SVE survey described in
the work plan {“Phase 17), CDM submitted a report to DTSC on April &,
2001. A “Phase 2" SVE Survey and SVE Pilot Test Work Plan was submitted
by CDM to DTSC on October 17, 2001. On March 20, 2002, a request was
made by CDM on behalf of the Facility to submit a combined Phase 2 SVE
and Bio-venting Work Plan. DTSC agreed tfo this request fo combine the
Phase 2 SVE and Bio-venting Work Plan. On June 23, 2004 a Generic Soil
Vapor Survey Work Plan, which serves as a companion document fo the
SVE Work Plan submitted to DTSC on January 9, 2002, was submitted fo
DISC. A Phase 2 Soil Vapor Survey was conducted at the Facility in
January 2005. A Comprehensive Soil Vapor Survey and SVE Pilof Test Work
Plan was submitted to DTSC on September 30, 2005. CDM clarified with
DTSC in October 2005 that the proposed soil vapor exfraction in this work
plan also covers the bio-venting requirements for the former underground
storage tank area effectively combining the SVE and Bio-venting efforts as
requested and approved. This effort is necessary to address soils
contaminated with Halogenated Volatile Organic Compounds and
gasoline and diesel spills from former underground storage tanks. A final
SVE system design package was submitted to DTSC on May 8, 2008. The
design was approved and the system currently is being constructed.

. A Groundwater Monitoring Work Plan was submitted by Camp Dresser
and McKee [CDM) to DTSC on September 29, 1995. Groundwater
monitoring is currently performed and reported on a quarterly basis. Per
DTISC comments provided on June 21, 2005, a revised draft Water Quality
Sampling and Analysis Plan was submitted to DTSC on November 14, 2005.
Groundwater monitoring is necessary to assess the contamination present
in the ground water beneath the sife and its potential impacts on human
healih and the environment. Upon approval of the revised draft Water
Quality Sampling and Analysis Plan, it will become a part of the PBPA and
will become a condition for the renewed perml’r replacing The existing
groundwater monitoring plan.

. DTSC informed PTI by letter on April 11, 2002 that Pond 1 could be closed
" [capped) leaving waste (contaminated soil) in place after removal
(characterization and disposal) of the Pond 1 containment structure.
Removal of the Pond 1 containment structure will cause operational
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difficulties at the Facility, as it will require the relocation of the wastewater

. freatment system, which is currently located inside Pond 1. Historically,
Pond 1 was used for neutralization of high pH (10-14} effluent of onsite
treatment processes by metal bearing acids. Thus the soils beneath fthe
concrete base of Pond 1 are expected to contain heavy metals. Upon
completion of closure, this unit will be capped and subject to post closure
care to prevent any potential infilfration of liquids from carrying the
potential subsurface soil  contamination info  the groundwater.
Groundwater monitoring is required as described above o address the
issue of groundwater contamination.

. An approved 1988 Modified Closure/Post-Closure Plan provides for closure
of Pond 1. PTI has begun implementing the 1988 Modified Closure/Post-
Closure Plan for closure of Pond 1. As Pond 1 is currently being used as
secondary containment for Waste Water freatment tanks, These tanks
must be relocated before Pond 1 can be closed. On January 31, 2006 PTI
submitted a Tank Relocation Plan to DTSC.

. A revised Hazardous Waste Facility Closure Plan was submitted on June
17, 2002 (and updated with the Part B permit application submittals).
Based on the updated closure activities in the revised closure plan, the
closure cost estimate has been substantially increased. The facility has
provided a letter of credit to DISC so that, should the facility go out of
business, DTSC will have the funds necessary to implement the Closure
Plan.

. Pursuant to the 1995 CAPM, the Facility is required to underiake the
following in the event that any new solid waste management units
(“SWMUs"), potential or immediate threats, or newly identified releases are
discovered af the Facility:

- Notify DTSC orally within 72 hours of discovery;

- Notify DTSC in wrting within 7 days of discovery, summarizing
findings and magnitude of potential threat(s) to human health
and/or environment. DTSC may then require the Facility fo
investigate, mitigate, or fake other appropriate action to address
any immediate or potential threats to human health and the
environment. DTSC may require the submittal of documents {work
plans, efc.) which explain how the Facility will take action fo
address the immediate or potential threats. Pursuant o section
F.13.0. of the 1995 CAPM, remobilization of existing soil
contamination is considered a new release. PTl has not notified
DTSC of any new releases fo date.

The DTSC selected remedy for soil corrective action is SVE. A SVE system
currently is being constructed at the Facility and is scheduled to begin operation
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in October 2008. An alternative groundwater remedy has been bench-scale
tested and is currently in the final stage of RWQCB permitting for a pilot scale
test. DTSC has approved the pilot scale testing program and, if successful, a full-
scale system will be proposed as an alternative remedy for groundwater.
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3.0 INITIAL STUDY CHECKLIST

3.1 ENVIRONMENTAL FACTORS POTENTIALLY AFFECTED

The environmental factors checked below would be potentially affected by this
project, as indicated by the checklist on the following pages. Mitigation
measures would have been developed for any environmental factors found to
have a “Potentially Significant Impact”, to reduce the impacts to a less than
significant level. However, all environmental factors for the proposed project
were found to have either a “Less than Significant Impact” or “No Impact” on
the environment.

Aesthetics Land Use Planning
Agricultural Resources Mineral Resources

Air Quality Noise

Biological Resources Population and Housing
Cultural Resources Public Services

Geology and Soils Recreation

Hazards and Hazardous Materials Transportation/Tratfic
Hydrology and Water Quality Utilities and Service Systems
Mandatory Findings of Significance
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EVALUATION OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS

This section analyzes the potential environmental impacts associated with the
proposed project. The issue areas evaluated in this Initial Study include:

Aesthetics : ¢ Land Use Planning
Agricultural Resources + Mineral Resources

Air Quality + Noise

Biological Resources + Population and Housing
Cultural Resources ' o Public Services

Geology and Soils » Recreation

Hazards and Hazardous Materials ¢ Transportation/Traffic
Hydrology and Water Quality « Utilities and Service Systems

The environmental analysis in this section makes use of the checklist
recommended by the CEQA Guidelines for the environmental review process.
As a preliminary environmental assessment, this Inifial Study determines whether
or not potentially significant impacts exist that warrant additional analysis and

comprehensive mitigation measures fo minimize the level of impact. On-sife,

offsite, long-term, direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts are analyzed for the
consiruction and operation of the proposed project. The Initial Study poses
questions with four possible responses for each question:

No Impact. The environmental issue in question does not apply to the
project, and the project will therefore have no environmental impact.

Less Than Significant Impact. The environmental issue in question does
apply to the project site, but the associated impact will be below
thresholds that are considered fo be significant.

Potentially Significant Un!éss Mitigated. The project will have the potenticl
to produce significant impacts with respect fo the environmental issue in -
question.  However, mifigation measures modifying the operational

- characteristics of the project will reduce impacts to a less than significant

level.

Potentfially Significant Impact. The project will produce significant
impacts, and further analysis will be necessary to develop mitigation
measures that could reduce impacts to aless than significant level.

RCUP 441 — PHIBRO-TECH, INC 27



Draff

would adversely affect day or nighttime views in the
area®

Potentiaily | Potentially | Less Than No
Significant | Significant | Significant { Impact
Impact Impact Impact
Unless
Mitigated
I. AESTHETICS — Would the projech
a) Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista? v
b} Substantially damage scenic resources, including, but
not limited to, trees, rock outcroppings, and historic v
buildings within a state scenic highway?
¢) Subsiantially degrade the existing visual character or v
quality of the site and ifs sumoundings?
d) Create a new source of substantial light or glare that
v

il. AGRICULTURAL RESOURCES: In determining whether impacts to agricultural resources are significant
environmental effects, lead agencies may refer to the California Agricultural Land Evaluation and Site
Assessment Model [1997) prepared by the California Dept. of Conservation as an opfional model fo use in
assessing impacts on agriculture and farmiand. Would the project:

a} Convert Prime Farmland, Unigue Farmiand, or Farmiand
of Statewide Importance (Farmland}, as shown on the

which, due to their location or nature, could resulf in
conversion of Farmland, to non-agricultural use?

maps prepared pursuant to the Familand Mapping and v
Monitoring Program of the California Resources Agency,
o non-agricultural use?
b} Conflict with existing zoning for agriculfural use, or a v
Wiliamson Act contraci? :
c) Involve other changes in the existing environment,
v

Would the project:

{ll. AIR QUALITY — Where avadilable, the significance criteria established by the applicable dir quality
management or air poliution control district may be relied upon to make the following determinations.

a) Conflict with or obstruct implemeniation of the
apphicabte air quality plang

b) Violafe any air qudlity standard or contiibuie
substantially to an existing or projected air quality

violation?

c) Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of
any criteria pollutant for which the project region is non-
attainment under an applicable federal or siale
ambient air qudlity standard (including releasing
emissions that exceed quantitative thresholds for ozone
precursors) ¢

d) Expose sensitive receplors fo substantial poliutant
concentrations?

e] Create objectionable odors affecting a substantial
number of people? '

f} Result in human exposure to Naturally Occurring
Asbestos {see also Geology and Soils, 1.)¢
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Potentially
Significant
Impact

Potentially
Significant
Impact
Unless
Mitigated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

IV. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES — Would the project:

a) Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or
through habitat moditications, on any species identified
as o candidate, sensitive, or specidl sfatus species in
local or regional plans, policies, or regulations, or by the
California Department of Fish and Game or U.S. Fish and
Wwildlife Service?

b) Have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian
habitat or other sensitive natural community identified in
local or regional plans, policies, regulations, or by the
Califomia Department of Fish and Game or US Fish and
Wildlife Service?

Have a substantial adverse effect on federally
protected wetlands as defined by Section 404 of the
Clean Water Act (including, but not limited to, marsh,
vernal pool, coastal, etc.) through direct removdl, filling,
hydrological interruption, or other means?

c

d} Interfere substantially with the movement of any native
resident or migratory fish or wildlife species or with
established nafive resident or migratory wildlife
comidors, or impede the use of native wildiife nursery
sites?

Conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting
biclogical resources, such as o tree preservation policy
or ordinance®

e

f) Conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat
Conservation Plan, Natural Community Conservation
Plan, or other approved local, regional, or state habitaf
conservation plan?

V. CULTURAL RESQURCES — Would the project:

a) Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance
of a historic resource as defined in § 1506452

b} Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance
of an archaeclogical resource pursuant to § 15064.52

¢} Directly orindirectly destroy a unique paleontological
resource or site or unigue geological feature?

d) Disiurb any human remains, including those interred
outside of formal cemeteries?

V1, GEOLOGY AND $OILS — Would the project:

a) Expose people or structures fo potential substantial adverse eifects, including the risk of loss, injury, or

death involving:

i} Rupture of a known edrthquake fault, as delineated
on the most recent Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fautt
Zoning Map issued by the State Geologist for the

v
areqa or based on other substantial evidence of a
known faulte Refer to Division of Mines and Geology
Special Publicaiion 42, :
'd

i) Strong seismic ground-shaking?
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Potentially
Significant
Impact

Pofentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

Unless
Mitigated

iii) Seismic-related ground faiture, including v
liguefaction?

iv) Landslides?

k) Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of fopsoil? v

Be located on a geologic unit or soif that is unstable, or
that would become unstable as a result of the project, v
and potentially result in on- or off-site landslide, lateral
spreading, subsidence, liquefaction, or collapse?

c)

Be located on expansive soil, as defined in Table 18-1-8
of the Uniform Building Code {1994), creating substantial v
risks to life or property?

£

Have soils incapable of adequately supporting the use
of septic fanks or alternative wastewater disposal v
systems where sewers are not available for the disposal
of wastewaler?

e}

f) Belocated in an area containing naturally occuriing v
asbestos (see also Air Quality, 1.)2

Vvil. HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS — Wouid the project:

a) Create a significant hazard to the public or the
environment through the routine transport, use, or v
disposal of hazardous materialse

Create a significant hazard to the public or the
environment through reasonably foreseeable upset and v
accident conditions involving the release of hazardous
materials into the environment?

Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or )
aculely hazardous materials, substances, or waste v
within one-quarter mile of an existing or proposed '
school?

a

Be located on a site that is included on a list of
hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant to
Government Code Section 65262.5 and, as a result, v
would it create a significant hazard o the public or the
environment?

d

Result in a safety hazard for people residing or working
in the project areq, for a project located within an
airport land-use plan or, where such a plan has not
been adopted, within 2 miles of a public airport or
public use airport?

e)

f} Result in a safely hazard for people residing or working in
the project area, for a project within the vicinity of a v
private qirstrip?

Impair implementation of or physically interfere with an
adopted emergency response plan or emergency v
evacuation plang

—

g
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Potentially
Significant
Impact

Potentially
Significant
Impact
Unless
Mitigated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

h) Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss,
injury, or death involving witdland fires, including where
wildlands are adjacent to urbanized areas or where
residences are infermixed with wildlands?

VIIl. HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY - Would the project:

a} Violate any water quality standards or wasle discharge
requirements?

b} Substanticlly deplete groundwater supplies or interfere
substantially with groundwater recharge such that there
would be a net deficit in aquifer volume or a lowering of
the local groundwater table level {e.g., the production
rate of pre-existing nearby wells would drop o a tevel
that would not support existing land uses or planned
uses for which permits have been granted}¢

Substantially alter the existing drainage patfern of the
site or areq, including through the alteration of the
course of a stream or river, in a manner that would result
in substantial erosion or siltation on- or off-site?

a

d) Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the
site or areq, including through the aiteration of the
course of a stream or river, or substantially increase the
rate or amount of surface runoff in a manner that would
result in flooding on or off sife?

e) Create or contribute runoff water that would exceed
the capacity of existing or planned storm water
drainage systems or provide substantial additional
sources of polluted runoffg

f} Otherwise subs"ron’fiolly degrade water gquality¢

g) Place housing within a 100-year flood hazard area, as
mapped on a federal Flood Hazard Boundary or Flood
Insurance Rate Map or other flood hazard delineation
map?

h) Place within a 100-year flood hazard area structures
that would impede or redirect flood flows?

i} Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss,
injury. or death involving flooding, including flooding as
a result of the failure of a levee or dam?

i) Cause inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow?

IX. LAND USE AND PLANNING ~ Would the project:

a} Physically divide an established community?

b} Contlict with any applicable land-use plan, policy, or
regulation of an agency with jurisdiction over the
project (including, but not limited to the general plan,
specific plan, local coastal program, or zoning
ordinance) adopted for the purpese of avoiding or
mifigating an environmental effect?

Conflict with any applicable habitat conservation plan
or natural communily conservation pian?

2
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Potentially
Significant
Impact

Potentially
Significant
Impact
Unless
Mitigated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No
impact

X. MINERAL RESOURCES — Wouid the project:

a} Result in the loss of availability of a known minerc
resource that would be of value o the region and the
residents of the stale?

b)] Resultin the loss of avdilability of a locally important
mineral rescurce recovery site delineated on a local
general plan, specitic plan, or other land-use plan?

XL

NOISE — Would the project result in:

a) Fxposure of persons fo or generation of noise levels in
excess of standards established in the local general
plan or noise ordinance, or aopplicable standards of

other agencies?

b) Exposure of persons to or generation of excessive

groundborne vibration or groundborne noise levels?

e

¢} A substanfial permanent increase in ambient noise

the project?

levels in the project vicinity above levels existing without

noise levels in the project vicinity above levels existing
without the projecte

d) A substanlial temporary or periodic increase in ambient

e) Exposure of people residing or working in the project
area to excessive noise levels, for a project located
within an girport land-use plan or, where such a plan

or public use airport?

has not been adopted, within 2 miles of a public girport

f] Exposure of people residing or working in the project
ared to excessive noise levels, for a preject within the
vicinity of a private dirstrip®

Xil. POPULATION AND HOUSING — Would the projectk:

direclly {for example, by proposing new homes and

of roads or other infrastructure}?

a} Induce substantial population growth in an areq, either

businesses) or indirectly (for example, through exiension

b} Displace substanfial numbers of existing housing,
necessitating the construction of replacement housing
elsewhere?

c) Displace substantial numbers of people, necessifating
the construction of replacement housing elsewhere?

XIli. PUBLIC SERVICES

a) Would the project result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision of new ar
physically altered govemmental facilifies, need for new or physically altered governmental facilities, the
construction of which could cause significant environmental impacts, in order fo mdintain acceptable
service ratios, response times or other performance objectives for any of the following public services:

Schools?

Fire protection® v
Police protection? v
v
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Potentially
Significant
Impact

Potentially
Significant
Impact
Unless
Mitigated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

Parkse

Other public facilities?

XIV. RECREATION

a) Would the project increase the use of existing
neighborhood and regional parks or other recreational
facilifies such that substantial physical deterioration of
the facility would occur or be accelerated?

lz} Does the project include recreational facilities or require
the construction or expansion of recrealional facilities
that might have an adverse physical effect on the
environment?

XV. TRANSPORTATION/TRAFFIC — Would the project:

a} Cause an increase in traffic that is substantial in relation
to the existing traffic load and capacity of the street
system (i.e.. result in a substantial increase in either the
number of vehicle trips, the volume-to-capacity ratio on
roads, or congestion at intersections)?

b) Exceed, either individually or cumulatively, a level of
service standard established by the county congestion
management agency for designated roads or
highwayse .

¢} Resultin a change in dir traffic patterns, including either
an increase in traffic levels or a change in location that
resulls in substanticl safety risks?

d) Substaniiclly increase hazards due to a design feature
{e.g., sharp curves or dangerous intersections) or
incompatible uses (e.g.. farm equipment)?

e} Resulf in inadequate emergency dccess?

f} Result ininadequate parking capacity?

g) Conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs
supporting alternative transportation {e.g., bus fumouts,
bicycle racks}?

XVI. UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS — Would the project:

a) Exceed wastewater freatment requirements of the
applicable Regional Water Quality Control Board?

b) Require or result in the consiruction of new water or
wastewater treaiment facilities or expansion of exisiing
facifiies, the construction of which could cause
significani environmental effects?

Require or result in the construction of new storm water
drainage facilities or expansion of existing facilifies, the
construction of which could cause significant
environmental effects?

Have sufficient water supplies available fo serve the
project from existing enfilements and resources, or are .
new or expanded entitements needed?
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reguiations related to solid waste?

Potentially | Potentially | Less Than No
Significant | Significant | Significant | Impact
Iimpact Impact Impact
Unless
Mitigated
e} Resulf in a determination by the wastewater freatment
provider that serves or may serve the project that it has
adequate capacity fo serve the project's projected v
demand in addition to the provider's existing
commitmentse
f} Be served by a landfill with sufficient permitted capacity
to accommodate the project's solid waste disposal v
needs?
g) Comply with federal, state, and local statutes and v

section 711.2 of the Fish and Game Code:

XVIL FINDING OF DE MINIMIS IMPACT TO FISH, WILDLIFE, AND HABITAT — The following provides substantial
evidence as to why the project will have no potential adverse effect on the listed resources as defined by

a) Riparian land, rivers, streams, watercourse, and
wetlands under state and federal jurisdiction.

No potential for adverse impact.

b] Native and non-native plant life and the scil required to
sustain habitat for fish and wildlife.

No potential for adverse impact.

¢) Rare and unique plant life and ecological communities
dependent on plant life.

No potential for adverse impact.

d) Lsted threatened and endangered plant and animals
and the habitat in which they are believed fo reside.

No potential for adverse impact.

e} All species of plant or animals listed as protected or
identified for special management in the Fish and
Game Code, the Public Resources Code, the Water
Code, or reguiation adopted there under.

No potential for adverse impact.

f) All marine and terrestrial species subject fo the
jurisdiction of the Department of Fish and Game and
the ecological communities in which they reside.

No potential for adverse impact.

g) All gir and water resources the degradation of which
will individually or cumulatively result in a loss of
biological diversity among the plants and animails’
residing in that air and water,

No potential for adverse impoct.
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Potentially
Significant
Impact

Potentially
Significant
Impact
Unless
Mitigated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

XVII. MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE — Does the p

roject:

a)

Have the potential to degrade the quality of the
environment, substantially reduce the habitat of a fish or
wildlife species, cause a fish or wildiife population fo
drop below self-sustaining levels, threaten to eliminate a
plant or animal community, reduce the number or
restrict the range of a rare or endangered plant or
animal, or eliminate important examples of the major
periods of California history or prehistory?

b)

Have impacts that are individually limited, bui
cumulatively considerable? {“Cumuiatively
considerable’ means that the incremental effects of a
project are considerable when viewed in connection
with the effects of past projects, the effects of other
current projects, and the effects of probable future
projects.)

<}

Have environmental effects that will cause substantial
adverse effects on human beings, either direcily or
indirectly?
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4.0 ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS
4.1 AESTHETICS
Would the project:

a) Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista?

No Impact. The subject site, and the surrounding areaq, is not on or near any
designated scenic vistas. Other than existing landscaping, there are no natural
rock outcroppings or other scenic resources on or around the site. Additionally,
it should also be noted that the subject site is located along Dice Road between
Altamar Place and Burke Street; neither of these roadways has been designated
as a State Scenic Highway. Moreover, the City's General Plan does not
designate these roadways or any adjoining or nearby roadways as a "Scenic”
Highway. Therefore, project implementation is not expected to obstruct any
scenic vistas or scenic highways.

b) Substantially damage scenic resources, including, but nof limited fo, trees,
rock outcroppings, and historic buildings within a stafe scenic highway?

No Impact., See response 4.1.d
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c) Substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of the site
and its surroundingse

Less Than Significant Impact. The subject site is currently developed with an
inorganic chemical manufacturing and recycling facility.  The present views
across the subject site will not substantially change as a result of the proposed
project. The site is already occupied by a combination of at least 65 existing
tanks, drums and various confainers.

Although the project involves the addition of 10 new aboveground storage
and/or freatment tanks and three processing components fo store and treat oily
wastewater, and six new tanks for current inorganic waste sireams, the new
tanks and processing components are not expected fo substantially degrade
the visual character or quality of the site or ifts surroundings. The new
aboveground tanks and processing components will blend in with the existing
contfainers and processing components since they will have similar exterior
design features, such as height, color, and massing. Additionally, three existing
tanks that are being converted from hozardous material use to potential
hazardous waste use will remain as they are and have no change in visual
character.

Nevertheless, the new tanks and processing components will be setback
approximately 370° from Dice Road. Additionally, there is currenily a landscape
screen along Dice Road and the driveway enfrance of the subject property.
Moreover, the rest of the site is screened with a perimeter fence with eight to
twelve feet tall slafs. Therefore, given the proposed setback, existing landscape
screen and perimeter fencing, the new tanks and processing equipment will not
be directly visible from the street. Impacts fo the existing visuadl character and
quality of the site and its surroundings are therefore expected to be less than
significant. '

ad) Create a new source of substantial light or glare that would adversely
affect day or nighttime views in the area?

No Impact. Given that the subject site is currently developed with an inorganic
chemical manufacturing and recycling facility, some existing lighting is already
in place. If additional lighting is required for project, both Planning and Police
Service staff wil review the new lighting plan to ensure it meets Santa Fe Springs
Municipal Code Sections 155.415 and 155.432, which address issues of light or
glare. Further, no new lighting is permitted without approvals from both Planning
and Police Services department. Therefore, the project is not expected 1o have
any significant effects relating to lighting and glare.
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4.2 AGRICULTURAL RESOURCES

Would the project:

a) Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmiand of Statewide
Importance {Farmiand), as shown on the maps prepared pursuant fo the
Farmiand Mapping and Monitoring Program of the California Resources
Agency, to non-agricultural use?

No Impact. The subject site and the surounding areas are nof used for
agricultural  purposes. The proposed project site is surrounded by land:
developed for industrial uses. Additionally, there are no areas within the City
designated Prime Farmland, Unique Farmiand, or Farmiand  of Statewide
Importance; therefore, project implementation will not result in the conversion of -
prime farmland or other similarly designated lands.

Moreover, no existing farmland is located near the subject site. No changes in
the existing environment are proposed that would either directly or indirectly
result in the conversion of farmland fo non-agriculfural uses. Therefore, no
impacts to existing farmland resources will occur as a result of the proposed
project.

b) Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, or a Williamson Act
confract?g

No Impact. The proposed project site is designated as Industrial in the City of
Santa Fe Springs General Plan and is zoned M-2, Heavy Manufacturing. The M-2
zone district is not set aside for agricultural uses. Furthermore, there are no lands
under the Williamson Act contract in the vicinity of the project site. Therefore, no
conflicts with agriculiural zoning and/or policies will occur.

See response 4.2.q.

c) Involve other changes in the existing environment that, due to their
location or nature, could result in conversion of Farmland-to non-
agricultural use?

No Impact. As mentioned previously, the proposed project is surrounded by
land developed for industrial uses. The proposed project does nof involve any
changes to the existing environment that could result in the conversion of
Farmland to non-agricultural use. No impacts are anticipated in this regard.
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4.3 AIR QUALITY

Would the project:

a) Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air qualify
plang

Less Than Significant Impact. The SCAQMD has the primary responsibility for
ensuring that the South Coast Air Basin attains and maintains compliance with
federal and state ambient air quality standards. The Basin includes Orange
County and the non-desert portions of Los Angeles, Riverside, and San
Bernardino Counties. The region is currently in non-attainment with the federal
8-hour ozone {Os) standard, and the suspended particulate matter {PMio}, and
particulate matter (PMzs) standards.

The SCAQMD is required by law fo prepare a comprehensive basinwide Air
Quality Management Plan {AQMP) which includes strategies {e.g., control
measures) to reduce emission levels fo achieve and maintain state and federal
ambient air quality standards, and to ensure that new sources of emissions are
planned and operated fo be consistent with the SCAQMD's air quality goals.
The AQMP’s air pollution reduction strategies include confrol measures which
target stationary, mobile, and indirect sources. These control measures are
based on feasible methods of attaining ambient air quality standards. Pursuant
to the provisions of both the state and federal Clean Air Acts, the SCAQMD is
required to attain the state and federal ambient air quality standards for aill
criteria pollutants. '

SCAQMD also prepared the 2007 AQMP, the 1997 Ozone State Implementation
Plan (SIP}, and the 1999 Amendment fo the 1997 Ozone SIP Revision for the
South Coast Air Basin, which require additional short-term stationary source
control measures.

Additionally, the SCAQMD developed an Air Toxics Control Plan {dated March
2000) that provides rules and policies to reduce air foxics and criteria emissions in
the Basin. The plan discusses SCAQMD Rule 1401, which is a local program
requiring new source review of toxic air contaminants (TACs). Permits for new,
modified, or re-located equipments that emit TACs must meet limits for cancer
and non-cancer impacts. Rule 1401 is vpdated periodically to reflect new
information on air foxics that is developed by the State. Individual equipment
must meet increased cancer risk of no more than one-in-one million or use Toxic
Rest Available Control Technology {T-BACT) to reduce their health risk below fen-
in-one million increased cancer risk in order to obtain a permit. Equipment must
also be below a hazard index of 1.0 for non-cancer impdacts.
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As proposed, the project would not significantly conflict with or obstruct the
implementation of the AQMP, the 1997 Ozone SIP, or the 1999 Amendment.
Installation of the new aboveground tanks and processing components may
generate short-term emissions of Oz precursors and carbon monoxide {CO)
through the use of conshruction equipment burning fossil fuels. However, given
the short installation/construction periods, emissions of Og precursors and CO are
not expected to be significant. In addition, implementatfion of all SCAQMD Os
and CO rules, and AQMP control measures, is expected to produce Oz and CO
emission reductions throughout the region overall. :

The SCAQMD CEQA Air Quality Handbook uses these daily and quor’rerly
emissions as criteria for significant impact from new projects:

_ Pollutdnt Parameter: |- ' Daily Emissions = | Quarterly Emissions
Carbon Monoxide 550 pounds 23.75 tons
Oxides of Nifrogen 100 pounds 2.5 tons
Reactive Organic 75 pounds 2.5 fons
Particulate Matter 150 pounds 6.75 tons

Oxides of Sulfur N/A 6.75 fons

Carbon monoxide, oxides of nifrogen, and to a lesser extent, reactive organic
gases are emitted by vehicles and combustion equipment. The applicant has
estimated that the project impact will be no more than 12 additional fanker
trucks per day. Based on this estimated amount, the resulting pollutant emission
rates are approximated at 2ib/day carbon monoxide, 7 lb/day oxides of
nitrogen, less than 1 Ib/day reactive organic gases, and 0.5 lo/day particuiate
matter. Each of these emission rates is well below levels considered significant
on both a daily and quarterly basis.

However, the project will resulf in a potential increase in emissions from the
additional storage and treatment tanks related fo the new oily wastewater
treatment process. Specifically, emission from working and breathing losses are
expected from the four fanks designated to hold the wastewater that is
received {O-1 through O-4, see Figure 3 - Site Plan) and from two tanks
designated to hold oil that is separated from the water (O-9 and O-10, see
Figure 3 — Site Plan). As a result, a Health Risk Assessment (HRA) of potential
incremental cancer and non-cancer impacts was recently performed by ENSR
Corporation.
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Emissions were calculated using the USEPA model Tanks 4.0 with the following
assumptions used for the calculations:

Assumphons Used for Tank Emlssmns Calculuhons'

“parameter: -9 and 0-10"
Mixture ] 25% Gasoline 5% Gasoline
Compaosition 23.75% Diesel 95% Diesel
75.00% Water
Throughput 12,500gal.day per tank
Control 95% Control from Activated Carbon Routed Stack >24ft

Storage Tank Emission Esfimates

Viel® 40.806 35.622 234.468
Methyl Terfiary-Butyl Ether 6.12 534 35.16
Toluene 8.16 712 46.88
Xvlene, all isomers 7.35 6.41 42.22
N-Hexane 3.26 2.85 18,74
Benzene 2.04 1.78 11.72
Naphthalene 0.82 0.71 4.7
Sfyrene ' 0 36 2.36
) Dlesel TITE e S o e R e b : L
vOC ' 0.906 0 792 5.208
Naphthalene 0.07 0.07 0.42
Paraffins 0.37 0.37 2.22

Following the SCAQMD Risk Assessment Procedures for Rule 1401 and 212,
Version 7.0, a Tier 1 screening [Emission Levels analysis for multiple pollutants) was
performed. Below are the Tier 1 screening results.

Tier 1 Screemng Anuly51s Results

Tier 1 Screen Project Value: | Screening Limit. | Exceed Limit? ©
AS| cancer ang/or chroric - 1.5 | Yes
ASl aouie 00112 1 No

Since the ASl cancer andsor chronic 15 greater than 1, a Tier 2 screening (Risk
Assessment] needed to be performed. The Tier 2 screening evaluates the
Maximum Individual Cancer Risk {(MICR), Acute Hazard Index (HIA), and Chronic
Hazard Index (HIC) for worker and residential exposure. It also evaluates the
Cancer Burden (CB) generated by the project. The Tier 2 screening resulls are
provided on the following page.
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Tier 2 Screening Risk Assessmenf Results

Tier2 Screen ‘i Sereening Limit | Exceedlimit?
MICR Worker 1 69 E*)ﬂ 1.00 E0sw/ T-BACT No

MICR Residential 1.19 E97 1.00 E0sw/ T-BACT - No

HIA Worker (highest) 6.24 B4 1.0 No

HIA Residential (highest) 8.89 E95 1.0 No

HIC Worker {highest) 3.15E0 1.0 No

HIC Residential (highest) 5.33 B02 1.0 No

CB 0.0003 0.5 No

Given that the project will apply T-BACT for the tanks, the proposed project
would not significantly conflict with or cbstruct the implementation of SCAQMD
Rule 1401. As evident in the tables above, the project MICR does not exceed
the ten in a million increased cancer risk with T-BACT {since carbon drums will be
placed on the tank vents}, the HIC does not exceed 1.0 for any organ, and the
CB is less than 0.5. The project, therefore, is within the limits required by SCAQMD
Rule 1401.

Recently there has been an increase in public attention to climate change and
global warming issues, at the international, federal, state and even the local
level. Cadlifornia’s Assembly Bill 32 (AB 32), the California Global Warming
Solutions Act of 2006, establishes statewide greenhouse gas (GHG) reduction
targets, requiring California fo reduce its GHG emissions to 1990 limits by 2020
(an approximate 25% reduction in emissions}, and requires the Cadlifornia Air
Resources Board {(CARB) to establish GHG emission standards by 2012,

This attention has resulted in calls for CEQA documents to incorporate analysis
and mitigation of climate change impacts from project contributions fo GHG
emissions. However, neither CEQA, the CEQA Guidelines, nor the State of
California provide any guidance as o the appropriate significance thresholds or
analytic methodology for the potential contribution to global climate change
impacts that might be atiributable to the GHG emissions of individual projects.

Eurthermore, there are no state or federal regulations that set ambient air quality
emission standards for greenhouse gases. The South Coast Air Quality
Management District is scheduled o adopt a climate change policy and begin
developing an inteim GHG CEQA significance threshold, but it has not yet
adopted a climate change plan.

A white paper fitled CEQA and Climate Change released by the California Air
Pollution Control Officers Association (CAPCOA) in January 2008 offers severdl
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possible approaches to evaluating the significance of project related GHG
emissions. The white paper does not endorse any particular approach and is
infended as an informational resource, not a guidance document. However,
the options discussed in the document can provide an oulline for the potential
evaluation of a project’s significance with respect to GHG emissions.

The CAPCOA white paper discusses several broad options for approaching the
determination of significance. Air districts could elect not to set any mass
emission threshold for significance, requiring Lead Agencies fo determine
significance on a case-by-case basis. A second option would be fo establish a
threshold of significance of zero increase in GHG emissions. This would require
that any project causing an increase in GHG emissions, no matter how small,
would be required to prepare an EIR and mitigate the emissions.

The white paper also suggested several possible mass emission rates as possible
thresholds for significance. The lowest of these suggesied non-zero thresholds
was 900 metric tons of GHG per year equivalent of carbon dioxide {fonnes/year
CO, —e}. This threshold represents the typical GHG emissions for a residential
development coniaining 50 units, which would place it in the 90t percentile of
such projects. Other possible non-zero thresholds identified in the CAPCOA
white paper were greater than 900 fonnes/year.

The proposed project will not résult in any direct emissions of GHGs. The project
consists of tanks, pumps, mixers, etc. No fuel combustion or other acfivities
generating GHGs will occur.

Indirect emissions of GHGs are associated with increased tfruck iraffic, vehicle
traffic from the five additional employees, and from additional electricity
needed to for the hew equipment. Increases in GHG emissions from trucks as a
result of this project are expected to be minimal. The proposed project will be
handling wastes that are currently being generated, and will continue tfo be
generated whether or not the proposed project is approved. Therefore, the
proposed project will result in shiffs in existing fruck routes, rather than generating
new traffic. However, in order o provide a conservative estimate of GHG
emissions associated with the proposed project, a worst-case estimate of fruck
traffic emissions was developed. For this estimate, an average trip length from a
waste generating facility to PTl of 50 miles, or 100 miles round frip, was used.
Therefore, up to12 daily trucks would travel up to 1,200 miles per day occuning
five days per week, 52 weeks per year or 260 days/year fotal.

Truck CO2 exhaust emission factors were developed based on the latest version
of the CARB Emission Factors model (EMFAC 2007). Emissions of the GHGs nitrous
oxide (N20} and methane {CHs4) were estimated using CCAR emission factors
and protocols. These were adjusted to a CO2 equivalent basis by accounting
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for the increased global warming potential of CHs4 (a factor of 21) and N>G {a
factor of 310). Emissions were calculated based on these emission factors and
the tfotal predicted travel distance. Vehicle miles for passenger cars were
similarty estimated based on an increase of five workers with an average
commute of 38.4 miles roundtrip from “State of the Commute Report 2006,”
South Coast Association of Governments, December 2006. Vehicle CO2 exhaust
emission factors were developed based on the latest version of the California Air
Resources Board Emission Factors model (EMFAC 2007). Emissions of the GHGs
N2O and CHj were estimated using CCAR emission factors and protocols and
converted fo a CO; equivalent basis.

The proposed project will require the use of additional equipment powered by
electrical motors, such as pumps and mixers and for lighting and control systems.
Overall, this equipment is estimated to increase the facility's electrical demand
by up to 20% over the current average of 1,555 Megawati-hours per year
(MWh/yr). The California Climate Action Registry (CCAR) has published a
composite emission factor for GHGs from PTl's electical ufility, Southemn
California Edison, of 641.26 pounds of GHGs [CO2 —e) per MWh {for 2006).

A conservative estimaie of the fotal brojec’red emissions of GHGs associated
with the proposed project is shown below.

GHG Emissions
Source (Tonnes/year CO2-¢)
Fuel Combustion 0
Electrical Consumption
(Based on 20% increase) ' 90
Mobile Sources
[Employee cars, 5/day) 21
Mobile Sources
(Heavy-Duty Trucks, 12/day) 604
Total 715

The total projected emission rate of 715 tonnes COz-e/year is well below the 200
tonnes/year threshold suggested by the CAPCOA white paper, which is the
lowest non-zero threshold discussed. Therefore, the impact of GHG emissions
from the proposed project is considered to be less than significant.

While the impact of GHG emissions associated with operations of the proposed
project is considered to be less than significant, in keeping with good practices,
the applicant has indicated it will seek further reductions in GHG emissions
associated with the Facility. The applicant proposes to achieve this by limiting
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idle times for delivery trucks and procuring energy efficient equipment and
lighting fo the extent practicable.

b) Violate any air qudlity standard or confribute substantially to an existing or
projected air quality violafion®

Less Than Significant Impact. As listed in Table 1 {SCAQMD Air Quality
Significance Thresholds), the SCAQMD CEQA Handbook (1993) provides dir
quadlity significance thresholds for project construction and operation.

The proposed oily wastewater freatment process will require the addition of 10
aboveground storage and/or treatment tanks and three processing
components o store and treat oily wastewater {which will be a new hazardous
waste stream accepted by the facility). The facility will receive the wastewater
stream info four tanks (O-1 through O-4). The oil is separated from the water and
routed to two tanks designated to collect the oily waste (O-9 and O-10}). The
treated water is separated routed to four designated tanks (O-5 through O-8).
Emission from working and breathing losses are expected from the four tanks
designated to hold the wastewater that is received (O-1 through O-4) and from
two tanks designated to hold oil that is separated from the water (O-2 and O-
10].

The proposed project may also generate pollutant emissions from stationary
sources for on-ssife power generation and other mobile source emissions
associafed with vehicular traffic from employees as well as delivery of products.

Based on the anficipated increase of 12 tanker trucks a day to the subject site,
the increase in vehicle traffic to the site would create a negligible increase in air
emissions. See table below for anticipated emission levels associated with the

delivery trucks.

Anhapated Dellvery Truck Emlssions (Eb/mlle)

Poliutant: 1~ = =] Emission Estimates
Carbon Monoxlde {CO) 0.03
Nitrogen Oxide {NOy 0.03
Reactive Crganic Gases [ROG) 0.003
Particulate Matter (PM10) 0.001
Sulfur Oxide (SO« 0.0002

Short-ferm air quality impacts may also occur during the installation of the new
tanks and processing components. The short-term air quality impacts, however,
are considered to be less than significant since SCAQMD fhresholds are not
expected to be exceeded [see response 4.3.a}.
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Further, prior to commencement of the oily wastewater freatment operations, as
a condition of approval the owner/operator will be required fo provide data on
emissions 1o demonstrate that no air quality violations will occur, including but
not limited to, providing quantitative analysis of potential emission from
operation using the methodologies in the AQMD 1993 CEQA Air Quality
Handbook or other approved methodologies. Project’s operational emission
can also be calculated using California Air Resources Board [CARB} computer
model URBEMIS 2002. If quantification of emissions reveals that the project’s
emissions exceed the established significance threshold, then mitigation
measures shall be required fo reduce any of the criteria pollutants.

c) Result in a cumulative considerable net increase of any criteria pollutant
for which the project region is in non-attainment under an applicable
federal or state ambient air quality standard (including releasing emissions
which exceed quantitative thresholds for ozone precursors) @

Less Than Significant Impact. See response 4.3.a and b.
d) Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations?

Less Than Significant Impact. Project implementation is anticipated to increcse
the truck traffic onio the site. The oily water is expected to primarly be
delivered by tanker frucks. The applicant has estimated that up fo 12 tanker
trucks deliveries per day will occur based on the proposed daily freatment of
50,000 gaillons.

CARB has designated diesel particulates as a carcinogen. However, with the
small number of additional fruck traffic anficipated, the related air quality
impacts on the nearby health care facilities, rehabilifation centers, residences,
and other nearby sensitive receptors has been determined to be less than
significant as described in Response 4.3.4.

Based on these results, the incremental fruck fraffic associated with the
proposed project is considered to be less than significant.

e) Create objectionable odors affecting a subsfantial number of people 2 |

Less Than Significant Impact. Project implementation does have a potential fo
create undesirable fugitive odors from the freatment process. However, the
Facility employs a two tiered waste acceptance approach.  Generators
infending to send waste to the Facility must first submit a Waste Profile Form to
PTI for approval. This form is used by the generator to describe the chemical
and physical characteristics of the waste, including odor.  Secondly, when
waste is received by the Facility, samples are collected from containers or bulk
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deliveries to determine if the sample conforms to the accepted profile. i any
particular wastes are found o have unacceptable odor, or the potential to
generate odors during freatment, PTI will have the option to not accept such
waste streams. Additionally, for odor control, PTI may also segregate such
wastes into particular tanks which can be designed to have the vapor space
vented through carbon canisters. Regardiess, as mentioned previously, the new
oily wastewater treatment operations would be required fo comply with the
Santa Fe Springs Code of Ordinances, § 155.418 though 155.420 regarding
emissions of smoke, dust, fly ash, vapors, gases, fumes, other forms of air pollution
and odors. Moreover, PTI will also need to obtain the required permits to install
and operate all new processing equipment, in compliance with Rule 1401 of the
South Coast Air Quality Management District. A condition will also be included
in the CUP fo outline the above-mentioned requirements. Therefore, the overall
impacts from odors are anticipated to be less than significant.

f] Result in human exposure to Naturally Occurring Asbesfos (see also
Geology and Soils, f.)¢

Less Than Significant Impact. No naturally occurring asbestos is known to exist
within the building and/or structures located on the subject site. Nevertheless,
should asbestos be discovered, the Project will comply with SCAQMD Rule 1403
[Asbestos Emissions from Demolition/ Renovation Acitivities), requiring
appropriate nofification to SCAQMD and the application of measures to conirol
potential releases of asbestos. Therefore, no impacts are anticipated in this

regard.
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4.4 BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES
Would the project:

a) Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or through habifaf
modifications, on any species identified as a candidate, sensitive, or
special status species in local or regional plans, policies, or regulations, or
by the California Department of Fish and Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service?

No Impact. No protected wildlife species have been identified within or
surrounding the subject site, but if wildlife does exist, it is believed to consist of
common species found within urban areas. There is no evidence that the
subject site is occupied by any known endangered, threatened, or rare plant or
wildlife species or sensitive habitats. Furthermore, the City’s General Plan does
not identify any candidate, sensitive or special status species in the City.

The subject site is not located along or adjacent fo a riparian corridor or habitat
or other type of sensitive natural habitat,

The proposed project will have no impact on federally protected wetlands as
defined by Section 404 of the Clean Water Act (including, but not limited to,
marsh, vernal pool, coastal, etc.) through direct removal, filing, hydrological
interruption, or other means.

There are no natural water sources, water courses, oceans, or associate wetland
habitats as defined by Section 404 of the Clean Water Act within the subject
site. Additionally, the runoff from the subject site does not flow to any naturally
occurring wetlands thus would not affect wetland resources.

There is no evidence that area encompassed by the subject site is utilized for
movement of any native wildlife species or migratory fish or wildiife species. The
proposed use will not interfere with any kind of established native resident or
migratory wildlife corridor or impede the use of a native wildlife or nursery site,
since none exist within the subject site or in the near vicinity. Because no
protected wildlife or biological species are known fo exist within the subject site,
the proposed use will not conflict with any local policies or ordinances
protecting wildiife or biological species. The subject site is not under the
jurisdiction of an adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural Community Plan
or other habitat conservation plan and no draft plan exists or is proposed;
therefore, the proposed use will have no impacts in this regard.

b} Have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian habifat or other
sensifive natural community identified in local or regional plans, policies,
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and regulations or by the California Department of Fish and Game or US
Fish and Wildlife Serviceg '

No Impact. Seeresponse 4.4.qa.
c) Have a substantial adverse effect on federally protected wetlands as
defined by Section 404 of the Clean Water Act (including, buf not limited

to, marsh, vernal pool, coastal, etc.) through direct removal, filling,
hydrological interruption, or other means@

No Impact. See response 4.4.a.
dj Interfere substantially with the movement of any nafive resident or
migratory fish or wildlife species or with established nafive resident or

migratory wildlife corridors, orimpede the use of native wildlife nursery
sifes¢

No Impact. See response 4.4.0.

e} Conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting biological
resources, such as.a tree preservation policy or ordinance?

No Impact. See response 4.4.a.

f] Conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitaf Conservation Plan, or
other approved local, regiondl, or state habitat conservation plan?

No Impact. See response 4.4.0.
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4.5 CULTURAL RESOURCES

Would the project:

aj Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historic
resource as definedin § 15064.5¢

No Impact. An inorganic chemical manufacturing and recycling facility has
operated on the subject property since the 1960's. There is no historical
significance associated with subject site and/or its existing structures. Therefore,
project implementation will not result in impacts to existing historical resources
since none exists on the site.

No archaeological or paleontological resources are known to exist on the
subject site. However, if future activilies in the subject site encounters previously
unidentified cultural resources, an archeologist must be afforded the

opportunity to evaluate any additional finds and fo complefe-an analysis in
accordance with CEQA guidelines -

There is no known ethnic or cultural value that is attributable to the subject site.
No human remains are known to exist on the subject site.

b) Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an
archaeological resource pursuant to §15064.5¢

No Impact. See response 4.5.q.

c) Directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource or sife or
unique geologic feature?

No Impact. See response 4.5.0.

d) Disturb any human remains, including those inferred outside of formal
cemeteries?

No Impact. Seeresponse 4.5.a.

RCUP 441 - PHIBRO-TECH, INC 50



Draft

4.6 GEQLOGY AND SOILS
Would the project:
a) Expose people or structures to potential substantial adverse effects,
including the risk of loss, injury, or death involving:
i) Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as defineated on the mosf

recent Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Map issued by the State
Geologist for the area or based on other substanfial evidence of a
known faulte

Less Than Significant Impact. The subject site is not located within an Alquist-
Priola Earthquake Fault Zone as illustrated on the maps issued by the State
Geologist for the area. However, in March of 1999, scientists confirmed the

- presence of an active, major “blind thrust" fault system directly under the Los

Angeles area. The newly mapped fault is 40 kilometers long and runs from
beneath downtown Los Angeles to the Coyote Hills in northern Orange
County and towards Brea in the east, covering at least 840 kilometers. Three
distinct segments exist within the fault, with one segment directly underlying
Santa Fe Springs. However, no evidence has been presented with respects
to the frequency in which the ruptures may occur, thus the potential for o
fault rupture is considered fo be less than significant.

i} Strong seismic ground-shaking@

Less Than Significant Impact. Like the rest of Southemn Califomia, the
proposed subject site is located in a seismically active region susceptible to
ground shaking with the occurrence of a seismic event. The nearest faults
are the Whittier-Elsinore fault, which is located approximately two miles north
of the City and the Norwalk Fault which is located approximately two miles
south of the City. Ofther faults in the area are the San Andreas and San
Jacinto faults and the Newport-Inglewood faults. These local and regional
fault systems have a potential to impact the subject site when considering
the maximum expected earthquake from each fault.

Therefore, to ensure that the effect of the possible ground shaking will be
minimized to help protect human life, all new tanks, buildings and/or
eduipment for the oily water activities will be required to meet the applicable
seismic parameters established by the current Los Angeles County Building
Code (adopted/enforced by the City of Santa Fe Springs).

Further, if required by the California Geological Survey (also known as the
California Division of Mines and Gas {CDMG), all future development, prior to
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the issuance of any grading permits, shall be required to submit to the
Building and Safety Division, a geotechnical report prepared by a Cadlifornia
Cerlified Engineering Geologist and Registered Geotechnical Engineer
during the plan check process to minimize fuiure potential hazards. The
report shall employ the standard criferia and methods enumerated in CDMG
Special Publication 117. "Guidelines for Evaluating and Mitigating Seismic
Hazards in California.”

As a result, the impacts from potential ground shaking are expected to be
less than significant.

fii) Seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction?

Less Than Significant Impact. Liquefaction is a process by which water
saturated materials {including soil, sediment, and types of volcanic deposits)
lose strength and may fail during strong ground shaking. Liquefaction is
defined as "the transformation of a ground material from a solid state into a
liquefied state as a consequence of increased pore-pressure.”

The subject site has not been identified on the State of Cadlifornia Seismic
Hazard Zones, Whittier Quadrangle official map (released March 25, 1999}, as
a site that is subject to liquefaction during a seismic event. Nevertheless, any
future development on the subject site is required fo comply with all
applicable requirements of the Los Angeles County Building Code and
mitigation measures as defined in Public Resource Code Section 2693[c). No
impacts are anticipated in this regard.

iv) Landslides?

No Impact. The subject site is generally flat and devoid of significant
topographical relief. No significant slopes, either natural or manmade exist
on the subject site. Further, the subject site has not been identfified on the
State of Cdlifornia Seismic Hazard Zones, Whittier Quadrangle official map,
(released March 25, 1999) as a site with the potential for landslides or mud
flows; therefore, no impacts are anticipated in this regard.

b) Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil?

No Impact. Aside from installation and removal of a few tanks within the
already paved areas of the Facility, no new construction is anticipated:
therefore, project implementation is not expected to create a substantial
erosion or the loss of topsocil to the subject site. Nevertheless, any future
development of the site will be required to conform with the City's standard
erosion-control practices as well as all applicable local, state and federal
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regulations fo ensure that potential impacts are reduced to a less than
significant level. ‘

c) Be located on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable, or that would
become unstable as a result of the project, and pofentially result in on- or
off-site landslide, lateral spreading, subsidence, liquefaction, or collapse?

No Impact. As previously mentioned, the subject site is generally flat and devoid
of significant topographical relief.  No significant slopes, either natural or
manmade exist on the subject site. Therefore, no impacts relating fo onsife or
offsite landslide, lateral spreading, subsidence, fiquefaction or collapse, are
anficipated.

dj Be located on expansive soil, as defined in Table 18-1-8 of the California
Building Code (2001), creating substantial risks fo fife or propertye

No Impact. Soil within the subject site is not exponsive, as defined in Table 18-1-B
of the Uniform Building Code {1994). Therefore, no impacts are anticipated in
this regard.

e) Have soils incapable of adequately supporting the use of septic fanks or
alternative wastewater disposal systems where sewers are not available
for the disposal of wastewater?

No Impact. The subject site is already served by an extensive system of
infrastructure, including sewer connection. Soils within the subject site will not be
required fo support any septic tanks or adlternative wastewater disposal system,
the oily water treatment activilies will be utilizing the existing system already in
place; therefore, no impacts are anticipated in this regard.

f) Be located in an area containing naturally occurring asbestos (see also Air
Quality, f.]¢

No Impact. The project site is not known fo be located in an area where
naturally occurring asbestos is present, thus no impacts are anticipated in this
regard.
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4.7 HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS

Would the project:

a) Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through
roufine fransport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials@

Less Than Significant Impact. The Facility accepts non-hazardous wastes as well
as the following hazardous wastes for storage, treafment, and/or transfer:

. RCRA oxidizing (D001 — Department of Transportation (DOT) Hazard Class
5.1 only), corrosive {D002), and some foxic {D004-D011) wastes

. Some RCRA listed F, K, and U wastes

. Cdlifornia wastes as listed in Table C-2 of the WAP

The Waste Analysis Plan (WAP) provided as Section C of the February 2006 Part B
permit application as amended January 2008 provides details of the types of
hazardous wastes currently or proposed to be accepted at the Facility. The
WAP helps to facilitate safe and effective freatment of each waste managed
by the subject use and also to minimize the potential for adverse chemical
reactions resulfing from mixing and handling potentially incompatible wastes.
Specifically, the WAP provides procedures and controls that ensure that
chemical and physical analysis is completed on a representative sample of
each hazardous waste stream managed by the Facility.

An important part of the procedures and confrols include waste stream
characterization whereby waste streams received from off site are
characterized by a waste profile form prior to receipt at the Facility. The
generator completes (or provides sufficient information tfo allow the Facility to
complete} a waste characterization {profile) form and submits it to the Facility.
The profile form describes the waste stream and its pertinent physical and
chemical characteristics, the process generating the hazardous waste, and also
identifies all applicable state and federal hazardous waste codes. It is the
generator's responsibility fo provide accurate information.  Incoming waste s
also evaluated to verify that the contfents of each hazardous waste shipment
match the identity {e.g. proper shipping name, hazard class, and waste code]
of the hazardous waste as specified on the manifest and determined under the
pre-acceptance process described above. This is called the waste receipt
analysis process.

Additionally, the owner/applicant will need to comply with all applicable
Federal, State and local agencies plans and policies regarding handling of any
discovered hazardous materials; therefore, impacts in this regard are
anticipated to be less than significant.
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b) Create a significant hazard fo the public or the environment through
reasonably foreseeable upsef and accident conditions involving the
release of hazardous materials info the environment?

Less Than Significant Impact. Because hazardous substance will be utiized in
the oily water processing operations, there is a pofential for the release of
hazardous materials into the environment. However, the Facility retains an up-
to-date Emergency Contingency Plan which describes the actions and
procedures personnel working at PTI must follow in the even of a sudden or non-
sudden release of hazardous waste. Objectives of the contingency plan are to
minimize hazards fo public health or the environment from any unplanned,
sudden or non-sudden release of hazardous wastes or hazardous waste
constituents to air, soil, or surface water. Additionally, the oily water treatment
operation are strictly required to meet all Federal, State and local agencies
plans and policies regarding handling of chemicals used in the process;
therefore, the potential impacts relating to the proposed use are anticipated to
be less than significant.

c) Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or acufely hazardous
materials, substances, or waste within one-quarter mile of an existing or
proposed school?

Less Than Significant Impact. The schools nearest fo the subject site are Aeolian
Elementary (approximately % mile north of the subject property}) and Los Nietos
Elementary (approximately % mile northwest of the subject property). Therefore,
the potential for hazardous emissions, or handle hazardous or acutely hazardous
materials, substances, or waste, within one-quarter mile of the existing school is
considered to be less than significant.

d) Be located on a site that is included on a list of hazardous materials sites
complied pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5 and, as a result,
would it create a significant hazard to the public or the environment?

No Impact. The subject site is not located on asite included on the DTSC
Harzardous Waste and Substance List {Cortese List) compiled pursuant 1o
Government Code Section 65962.5. It is also not on USEPA's National Priorities List
[NPL). '

e) For a project located within an airport land-use plan or, where such a
plan has not been adopted, within 2 miles of a public airportf or public use
airport, would the project result in a safety hazard for people residing or
working in the project area?
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No Impact. The subject site is not located within an airport land use plan or
within two miles of a public airport or public use airport. Therefore, project
implementation will not create a safety hazard for dirport employees nor will it
pose a safety hazard for the people living and working in the area.

f] For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, would the project resulf
in a safety hazard for people residing or working in the project area?

No Impact. The subject site is also not within the vicinity of a private airstrip.
Therefore, the project implementation will not result in a safety hazard in this
regard for people residing nearby or for those employed at businesses nearby.

g) Impair implementation of or physically interfere with an adopted
emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan?

Less Than Significant Impact. The subject site is currently developed with an
inorganic chemical manufacturing and recycling facility.  Fire Department
access throughout the site already exists. The existing site and use should be
consistent with existing emergency response and evacuation, Project
implementation is therefore not expected to impede implementation of, or
physically interfere with, an adopied emergency plan or emergency
evacuation plan. ‘

Nevertheless, as a condition of approval, the owner/applicant will be required
to provide a hew site plan fo the City's Fire Marshal fo show that adequate Fire
Department access will remain with the inclusion of the new oily wastewater
operations.

Such roadways must be a minimum of 26 feet in width and any tums must
provide a sufficient turning radius for fire vehicles. Such tuming radius must be a
minimum of 52 feetf. Inferior gates or fences will not be permitted across
required fire access roadways. The following dimensions shall be used when
planning for fire vehicle access: width of 11feet, length of 50 feet, height of 12
feet, and a turning radius of 52 feet.

h) Expose people or structures fo a significant risk of loss, injury, or death
involving wildland fires, including where wildlands are adjacent fo
urbanized areas or where residences are infermixed with wildlands?

No Impact. The subject site is located in an industrial area of the City that is not
situated near any wildlands. There are no wildlands adjacent fo the subject site
nor are residences intermixed with wildiands in the vicinity of the subject site.
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4.8 HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY

Would the project:
aj Violate any water qudlity standards or wasfe discharge requirements?

Less Than Significant Impact. The proposed oily wastewater treatment
operation involves construction of a new 24 foot wide by 70 foot wide
secondary containment pad and also the removal and installation of a few new
tanks and required footings. Impacts related fo water quality will be related
mainly to urban runoff. Nevertheless, the applicant will be required to comply
with the National Pollution Discharge Eimination System (NPDES) requirements
which mandate the preparation of a Water Quality Management Plan (WQMP)
that identifies Best Management Practices (BMPs) that will be implemented to
control predictable pollufant runoff. Incorporation of these standard
requirements will avoid water quality impacts. Project implementation will have
a less than significant impact to water quality standards and waste discharge
requirements.

b) Substantially deplete groundwater supplies or interfere subsfantially with
groundwater recharge such that there would be a nef deficit in aquifer
volume or a lowering of the local groundwater table level {e.g., the
production rate of pre-existing nearby wells would drop to a level that
would not support existing land uses or planned uses for which permits
have been granted] ¢ '

Less Than Significant Impact. Water service on the subject site is currently
provided by the San Gabriel Valley Water Company. The groundwater in the
area is recharged by “spreading” water info certain areas of the riverbed where
the ends of the aquifers are near the surface. Dikes prevent it from running
straight info the ocean. Rainwater and recycled water from the County
Sanitation Department (605 & 60 Freeways} is also used for recharging.

The City has access to sufficient water fo meet the demand of the subject site
without any depletion of groundwater supplies or interference substantially with
groundwater recharge such that there would be a net deficit in aquifer volume
or a lowering of the local groundwater table level reduction in the amount of
water otherwise available for public water supplies. Project implementaiion will
not significantly interfere with ground water recharge in the groundwater basin
and will not affect the local groundwater table.
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c) Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or areq,
including through the alteration of the course of a stream or river, in a
manner that would result in substantial erosion or sittation on or off site€

less Than Significant Impact.  The subject site is currently developed with an
inorganic chemical manufacturing and recycling facility.  The applicant is
proposing fo add an oily wastewater operation fo their existing activities. The
proposed oily wastewater treatment operation involves construction of a new
24 foot wide by 70 foot wide secondary containment pad and also the removal
and installation of a few new tanks and required footings.

Nevertheless, all projects must conform to Chapter 52 of the City Code, and
implement the requirements of the approved Standard Urban Stormwater
Mitigation Plan {SUSMP). The SUSMP includes a requirement to implement post-
construction Best Management Practices (BMPs) to mitigate (infilirate and freat)
the first three-quarters of an inch {3/4") of runoff from all storm events and to
control peak flow discharges. All onsite storm systems and filfers shall be
maintained by the property owner.

Moreover, if drainage becomes an issue on the subject property as a result of
the use, the owner/operator would be required to submit for approval, a 24" x
36" drawing to the Cily Engineer, showing the proposed plan and profile of
onsite storm drain systems to minimize the impact that have occurred. Such
drawing must be prepared by a Registered Civil Engineer. Upon completion,
the owner/developer will also be required to submit a 24" x 36" record drawing,
or “As-Built” for approval- by the Cily Engineer. If necessary, the
owner/developer will also be required to submit 1o the Cily Engineer any
drainage covenants, private easement documents, or reciprocal drainage
provisions for cross-lot drainage flows to be recorded in the Office of the County
Recorder.

Therefore, because of the methods and programs mentioned above, project
implementation should not result in substantial erosion or siltation on-or off-site, or
will it cause a substantial increase to the rate or amount of surface runoff in a
manner that would result in flooding on-or-off-site.  Although the subject use
may create or contribute runoff water, the runoff is not expected to exceed the
capacity of the existing or planned stormwater drainage system.  Also, the
degradation in water quality will not result from project

d) Substantially alter the existing drainage patfern of the site or areq,
including through the alteration of the course of a stream or river, or
substantially increase the rate or amount of surface runoff in a manner
that would resulf in flooding on or off site@
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Less Than Significant Impact. See response 4.8.c.

e} Create or contribute runoff water that would exceed the capacity of
existing or planned storm water drainage systems or provide substantial
additional sources of poliuted runoffe '

Less Than Significant Impact. See response 4.8.c.
f} Otherwise substantially degrade water quality @
Less Than Significant Impact. See response 4.8.a

gl Place housing within a 100-year flood hazard area as mapped on a
federal Flood Hazard Boundary or Flood Insurance Rate Map or other
flood hazard delineation map?

No Impact. The project site is not located within the 100-year flood hazard zone
as designated on the cument Flood Insurance Rafte map published by the
Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). The subject site is located
within Flood Zone “C", which is designated as an area of minimal flooding.
Because no housing developments are proposed on the subject site,
implementation of the proposed olly wastewater treatment operations will not
place housing within or increase exposure of people to flood hazards. Further,
no impedance or redirection of flood flows will occur with respects fo structures
being placed within a 100-year flood hazard area.

h} Place within a 100-year flood hazard area sfructures that would impede or
redirect flood flows¢

No Impact. See Response 4.8.9

i) Expose people or sfructures to a significant risk of loss, injury, or death
involving flooding, including flooding as a result of the failure of a levee or
dam¥e '

less Than Significant Impact. The Whittier Narrows Dam is located 5 miles
northwest of the City of Santa Fe Springs' northemn boundary. It is 7.5 miles down
stream of the San Gabriel River flood control channel and the San Gabriel River
Freeway (I 605). The Whittier Narrows dam is earth filled and was builf in 1956, It
has a capacity of 66,180 acre-feet and is operated by the U.S. Army Corp of
Engineers. In the unlikely event of dam failure, the water flow direction would
be southerly fowards the cities of Pico Rivera, Whittier, Santa Fe Springs, Downey
and Norwalk. The area of inundation would be bounded by Norwalk Boulevard
on the east and the Los Angeles River on the west. A water depth level of
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approximately 5 feet is predicted for the northern most part of Santa Fe Springs
with the arrival time of one hour, gradudlly declining in depth to four feet af the
southern end of the City’s impacted area. The inundation zone would impact
virtually the entire residential area of the City, but is not expected to significantly
impact the subject site. This would require the evacuation of numerous residents
and businesses within the projected dam inundalion area. However, the
probability of dam failure is very low. Therefore, project implementation will not
significantly expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury or death
involving flooding, including flooding as aresult of the failure of a levee or dam.

i) Inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow?

No Impact A seiche is the free oscillation of water in a closed or semi-closed
basin; it is frequently observed in harbors, bays, lakes, dams and in almost any
distinct basin. Except for inundation from dam failure (low probability) of the
Whittier Narrows dam, the subject site is not anticipaled to experience any
impacts associated from inundation from seiches, tsunamis or mudflows. A
tsunami, commonly referred to as a fidal wave, is o sea wave generated by
submarine earthquakes, major landslides or volcanic action. The City of Santa
Fe Springs is located well inland, away from the Los Angeles County coastline.
Due 1o the elevation and the distance from the coastline, tsunami hazards are
improbable for the subject site and vicinity. Additionally, the subject site is
essentially flat and devoid of steep slopes that could be undermined by seismic
activity or other instabifity to cause mudflows. Project implementation will not
result in exposure of people or siructures to seiches, tsunamis or mudflows. - No
impacts will occur in this regard.
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4.9 LAND USE AND PLANNING
Would the project:
ayj Physically divide an established communify?

No Impact. The subject site is currently developed with an inorganic chemical
manufacturing and processing facility. The applicant is proposing fo add an oily
wastewater operation to the existing use. The proposed project involves
removal and installation of some tanks from 7,000 gallons to 20,000 gallons in
capacity. No new consiruction is anficipated. Therefore, project
implementation will not divide an established community or disrupt patterns of
community life. The proposed project is for an industrial use within an industrial
area of the city.

In addition, the applicant is required to obtain approval for the requested
Conditional Use Permit (CUP), as well as any other required, local, state, or
federal permits before the owner may begin operations of the oily wastewater
operation on the subject site. In processing the CUP entiflement, staff will be
reviewing the project to ensure that it will not conflict with any applicable land
use plan, policy, or regulation of an agency with jurisdiction over the project
(including, but not limited to the general plan, local coastal program, or zoning
ordinance).

b) Conflict with any applicable land use plan, poficy, or regulation of an
agency with jurisdiction over the project (including, but nof limited fo the
general plan, specific plan, local coastal program, or zoning ordinance)
adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental
effect?

No Impact. See Response 4.9.a.

c) Conflict with any applicable habitat conservation plan or natural
community conservation plang

No Impact. Project implementation will not conflict with a habitat conservation
plan, natural community conservation plan or other adopted resource plan.
Neither of these kinds of plans has been imposed on the subject site nor on
neighboring properties. Further, the use will not conflict with policies identified in
the General Plan.
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4.10 MINERAL RESOURCES
Would the project:

al Result in the loss of availability of @ known mineral resource that would be
of value to the region and the residents of the state?

No Impact. The subject site does not feature any known mineral resources.
Furthermore, designate mineral resource areas within the boundaries of the City
are not identified in the City's General Plan or any other kind of land use plan.
No impacts are anticipated in this regard.

b) Result in the loss of availability of a locally important mineral resource
recovery site delineated on a local general plan, specific ptan, or other
land-use plan?

No Impact. See Response to 4,10.a
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4.11 NOISE
Would fhé project resulf in:

a) Exposure of persons o or generation of noise levels in excess of standards
established in the local general plan or noise ordinance, or applicable
standards of other agencies?

Less than Significant Impact. The proposed oily wastewater operations will
occur within the existing 4.8 acre site. PTl currently ‘uses the property for the
operation of an inorganic chemical manufacturing and recycling facility. Since
both uses generate similar noise, the anticipated noise impact is expected fo be
a less than significant if at all.

Nevertheless, if noise sources relafing to the either the existing inorganic
chemical manufacturing and recycling facility or the proposed oily water
operations exceeds standards established in the City’s General Plan and City’s
Noise Ordinance, the owner/operator shall be required to perform a noise
analysis to identify and reduce the noise impacts to ensure they do not exceed
accepted thresholds. If determined, the analysis will {at minimum).

o Identify existing noise levels generated onsite and fulure noise levels
forecasted o be generated by project activities and any additional frips
associated with the proposed project

. Discuss short-and long-term noise impacts based on compliance with the
noise levels permitted in the City’s Noise Ordinance and General Plan

. Discuss the effects on surrounding sensitive noise receptors, specifically the
residential areas to the east and the high school to the northeast

. Recommend mitigation measures necessary to reduce all identified noise
impacts :

b) Exposure of persons to or generation of excessive groundborne vibration
or groundborne noise levelsg

No Impact. Although the proposed oily wastewater treatment operations do
involve equipment or processes that generate groundborne vibration or
groundborme noise levels, the noise level is not anticipated fo increase. Similar
activities already occur on the subject site.

c) A substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the project
vicinity above levels existing without the project?

Less Than Significant Impact. See Response to 4.11.a
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d) A substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient noise levels in the
project vicinity above levels existing without the project?

Less Than Significant Impact. See Response to 4.11.a

e) For a project located within an airport land-use plan or, where such d
plan has not been adopted, within 2 miles of a public airport or public use
airport, would the project expose people residing or working in the project
area to excessive noise levels?

No Impact. The subject site is not located in the vicinity of an airport land use
plan or within two miles of a public airport or public use airport. The subject site
is also not located within the vicinity of a private airstrip.  No impact s
anticipated in this regard. :

f) For a project wifhin'fhe vicinity of a private airstrip, would the project
expose people residing or working in the project area to excessive noise

levels?g

No Impact. See Response to 4.11.e

RCUP 441 —~ PHIBRO-TECH, INC 64



Draft
4.12 POPULATION AND HOUSING
Would the project:

a) Induce substantial population growth in an area, either directly {for
example, by proposing new homes and businesses) or indirectly {for
example, through extension of roads or other infrasfructure) ¢ ‘

No Impact. PTI currently uses the site for the operation of an inorganic chemical
manufacturing and recycling facility. They are now proposing to add oily
wastewater operations to the existing acfivities. The proposed oily wastewater
treatment operation involves construction of a new 24 foot wide by 70 foot wide
secondary containment pad and also the removal and installation of a few new
tanks and required footings

The applicant has no current or future plans to construct new dwelling units on
the subject property. Nevertheless, both the General Plan and Zoning
designation for the subject site would not allow for housing to be developed on
or within the subject site. Further, no dwelling units currently exist on the subject
site; consequently, no displacement of housing or people will occur.

The project implementation is not expected tfo induce substantial growth in
population and housing projections beyond that identified in the City's Housing
Flement. The Housing Element contains programs and policies that address's
the City's future housing needs.

b) Displace substantial numbers of existing housing, necessitating the
construction of replacement housing elsewhere?

No Impact. See Response 4.12.a

c) Displace substantial numbers of people, necessitafing the construction of
replacement housing elsewhere?

No Impact. See responée 4.12.a
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PUBLIC SERVICES

Would the project result in substantial adverse physical impacts
associated with the provision of new or physically altered governmental
facilities, need for new or physically altered governmental facilities, the
construction of which could cause significant environmental impacts, in
order to maintain acceptable service ratios, response times or other
performance objectives for any of the following public services:

Fire Protection®

Less than Significant Impact. Fire protection and paramedic delivery
services for the City of Santa Fe Springs community are provided primarily
by the City's Fire Depariment. The Insurance Services Office (ISO) rating
system is a measure of the City's overall fire protection preparedness. The
rating system assigns designations of Class 1, which represents the highest
level of preparedness, fo a Class 10, the lowest level. The rating is based
on four primary areas of fire defense, which are: 1) city water supply (fire
flow, distribution, hydrants, and reliability); 2} communications
(dispatching, radio frequencies, and phone lines); 3} fire department
(facilities, equipment, personnel, and training); and 4) city measures
(codes, controls, enforcement, and mutual aid agreements}. Of these
four criteria, the water system is given the heaviest weight. The City of
Santa Fe Springs became an ISO Class 2 rated City in 1984.

Police Protection?

‘Less than Significant Impact. Crime protection services for the City of

Santa Fe Springs are manaded and provided primarily by the City's
Department of Police /Community Relations and its contract with the
Whittier Police Department. City staff Public Safety Officers also provide
civilian crime protection services through the management and handling
of calls for service, crime reporf writing, crime scene investigation,
municipal code enforcement and security for municipal facilities and
events. The City and Whittier Police Department consider the level of
police protection and response times provided by the Department 1o be
adequate. The proposed oily wastewater operations will not adversely
impact the existing level of police protection services nor is it anficipated
that emergency response times would be adversely impacted.

Schools?

Less than Significant Impact. The proposed oily wastewater operations will
not have any impact on school enroliment. Although students may
attends schools in city where their parents work, majority of families send
their kids to locals schools near where they reside. The new operation is
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not expected to generate a significant amount of new employees.
Therefore, impact is antficipated o be less than significant in this regard.

4) Parks?

Less than Significant Impact. The City currently operates six community
parks, seven parkettes, one historical park and one historical estafe. The
City also operates the Aquatic Center which has fwo outdoor swimming
pools; the Activity Center which includes a gym with basketball, handball,
gymnastics, weight liffing and boxing facilifies; and the Community
Gardens where City residenis can rent a parcel of land and grow
vegetables and flowers. The City of Santa Fe Springs has made the
formation and preservation of parks and open space a priority and
because of this commitment is referred to by many people as the "City of
Parks.” The Nafional Recreation and Parks Association (NRPA) suggests
that a park system within a municipality be composed of a central core of
parkland that fotals 6.5-10.5 acres of developed open space per 1,000
residents. Another commonly accepted minimum standard for planning
for local recreational facilities in urbanized areas is four acres per one
thousand people, which was created by the Southem Cadlifornia
Association of Govemnments {SCAG) and adopted by Los Angeles and
Orange counties. SCAG also uses the figure of 2.5 acres of recreational
land per 1,000 persons for purposes of determining priorities for needed
projects. At present there are approximately 149 acres of schools, parks,
and recredation facilities developed within the City limits. With a total
residential population of 17,500, the City's ratfio is 8.51 acres per 1,000
residents. Therefore, impact is antficipated to be less than significant in this
regard.

5} Other Public Facilities€

No Impact. See Response 4.13.a.1 & 0.4
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4.14 RECREATION
Would the project:
al Increase the use of existing neighborhood and regional parks or other

recreational facilities such that substantial physical deterioration of the
facility would occur or be accelerated. -

No Impact. The proposed oily wastewater operations will nof result in an
increase in the use of existing neighborhood and regional parks or ofher
recreational facilities such that substantial physical deterioration of the facility
would occur or be accelerafed.

As mentioned previously in response 13a-4, the City of Santa Fe Springs presently
operates six community parks, seven parkettes, one historical park and one
historical estate. The City also operates the Aquatic Center which has two
outdoor swimming pools; the Activily Center which includes a gym with
‘basketball, handball, gymnastics, weight lifting and boxing facilities; and the
Community Gardens where City residents can rent a parcel of land and grow
vegetables and flowers.

iIn addition, the Recreation Division of the City's Department of Community
Services conducts special events throughout the year, including educational
classes, softball and basketball leagues, Music Festival Concerfs, and the After
School Sports programs using these and other facilities located within the City.
Although, employees of the oily wastewater operations may use parks and
other public facilities, the anticipate number of new employees will have very
little, if any impact on the existing facilities mentioned above.

b} Include recreational facllities or require the consiruction or expansion of
recreational facilities that might have an adverse physical effect on the

environmente

No Impact. See Response 4.14.q.
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4.15 TRANSPORTATION/TRAFFIC

Would the project:

a) Cause an increase in fraffic that is substantial in relation to the existing
fraffic load and capacity of the street system (i.e., result in a substantial
increase in either the number of vehicle frips, the volume-to-capacity ratio
on roads, or congestion at intersections) 2

Less Than Significant Impact. The applicant is proposing fo add oily wastewater
operations to its existing inorganic chemical manufacturing and processing
facility. The project is expected to result in an increase in fraffic since the oily
wastewater operations will be in addition to the existing activities on-site. The
applicant is estimating the project impact to be no more than 12 tanker frucks
per day. In addifion, an estimated five additional vehicle commute trips are
expected based on fhe additional five workers for the proposed project.
However, the workers will be spread over several shifts and no more than two
vehicle commute trips are expected within an hour. Similarly, no more than two
of the up to twelve frucks are expected fo arrive or depart within an hour, for a
total of no more than four additional vehicle trips per hour. These impacts are
much less than the impacts of the tanker truck trips and car trips associated with
the facility’s current operations and the current existing traffic condifions based
on 2004 Traiffic Flow Map provided by the Principal Civil Engineer of the City of
Santa Fe Springs. The maximum fotal of 34 additional vehicle trips per day {12
trucks and five cars both arriving and departing) compare with 33,703 vehicles
per day traveling on the primary route of Slauson Avenue near Dice Road. The
alternate route of Los Nietos Road near Dice Road handles 12,774 vehicles per
day.

Roads are characterized by the Level of Service (LOS) with LOS A being the best
and representing free flowing traffic and LOS Fis the worst where traffic exceeds
capacity. The LOS designations of the intersections at Dice Road and Slauson
Avenue (signalized) and Dice Road and Los Nietos Road (unsignalized) have
not been determined. According to the Principal Civil Engineer of the City of
Sanfa Fe Springs, Rafael Casillas, the traffic volumes have not warranfed such a
determination. Mr. Casillas’ opinion is that these infersections would have a LOS
no worse than “B.” A LOS of B “represents stable operation. An occasional
approach phase is fully ufiized and a substantial number are approaching full
use. Many drivers begin to feel somewhat restricted with platoons of vehicles.”
LOS B also has a volume o capacity ratio greater than 0.6 and up 10 0.7.

A significance threshold for fraffic is discussed in “Traffic Impact Analysis Report
Guidelines" by the Los Angeles County Depariment of Public Works dated
January 1, 1997. The capacity for a one lane intersection is stated fo be 1,600
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vehicles per hour. The incremental increase in traffic associated with the project
of up to four vehicles per hour is a 0.25 percent increase. The significance
threshold for a LOS C (LOS A and B are not specified) rated intersection is a 4
percent increase or more. The incremental increase in project traffic of up fo
four vehicles per hour or 0.25 percent increase is far below the significance
threshold.

As explained above, the impact from the increase in traffic resulfing from the
proposed new oily wastewater operations at the facility will be less than
significant.  Nearby roadways and intersections can accommodate the
additional traffic {up to 12 tanker frucks and five cars per day with an expected
maximum of four additional vehicles per hour) without impacting existing fraffic
levels or resulting in substantial degradation of existing levels of service at nearby
intersections at Dice Road and Slauson Avenue (signalized) and Dice Road and
Los Nietos Road {unsignalized).

b} Exceed, either individually or cumulatively, a level of service standard
established by the county congestion management agency for
designated roads or highways?

Less Than Significant Impact. See Response 4.15.a

- CJ Result in a change in air traffic patterns, including either an increase in
traffic levels or a change in location that results in substantial safety risks?

No Impact. The proposed oily wastewater operations on the subject site will not
affect existing air traffic patterns. There are no airports located in close proximity
to the site.

djf Substantially increase hazards due to a design feature fe.g.. sharp curves
or dangerous intersections) or incompatible uses {e.g., farm equipment)?

No Impact. Hazards due to a design feature are not expected to occur. A
main access point for trucks, passenger vehicles and light duty frucks is provided
along Dice Road. Additionally, the access driveway is approximately 350 feet in
length thus there is more than adequate queuing so that vehicles accessing the
site do not interfere with on-street circulation.  Furthermore, existing access
provided throughout site allow for effective circulation and maneuvering for
large vehicles. The proposed project does not involve any changes to the
existing circulation pattern.
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el Result in inadequate emergency accessg

No Impact. Fire Depariment access rocadways are required throughout the
subject site. Such roadways must be a minimum of 26 feet in width and any
turns must provide a sufficient turming radius for fire vehicles. Such turning radius
must be a minimum of 52 feet. Interior gates or fences are not permiited across
required fire access roadways.

Currently, the site already provides this Fire Department access. The proposed
project does not involve any changes to the existing circulation pattern, thus no
impacts are expected in this regard.

f) Result in inadequate parking capacity?

Less Than Significant Impact. In accordance with the adopted Zoning
Ordinance, parking requirements depend on the proposed use and building
type. Adequate off-street parking and loading areas shall be provided in
accordance with the adopted Zoning Ordinance. City planning staff will review
and approve the proposed parking plan prior fo commencement of activities,
to ensure they meet the zoning ordinance requirements.

gl Conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs supporting alternative
transportation {e.g., bus turnoufs, bicycle racks) ¢

Less Than Significant Impact. The proposed project will nof conflict with
applicable policies, plans, or programs supporting altemative transportation.
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4.16 UTILITIES/SERVICE SYSTEMS
Would the project:
al Exceed wastewater treatment requirements of the applicable RWQCB?

Less Than Significant Impact. The subject property is located within the
jurisdictional boundaries of Disirict No. 18 of the Los Angeles County Sanitation
Districts of Los Angeles County. For the Disticts’ to conform with the
requirements of the Federal Clean Air (CAA), the design capacities of the
Districts' wastewater freatment facilities are based on the regional growth
forecast adopted by the Southern California Association of Governments
(SCAG). Specific policies included in the development of the SCAG regional
growth forecast are incorporated into the Air Quality Management Plan, which
is prepared by the South Coast Air Quality Management District in order to
improve air quality in the South Coast Air Basin as mandated by the CAA.

All expansions of District facilities must be sized and service phased in a manner
which will be consistent with the SCAG regional growth forecast for the counties
of Los Angeles, Orange, San Bernardino, Riverside, Ventura and Imperial. The
available capacity of the District treatment facilities will, therefore, be imited to
levels associated with the approved growth identified by SCAG. Service will be
limited to levels associated with the approved growth identified by SCAG.

PTi is proposing to install a new treatment system to treat, store and transfer oily
wastewater. The proposed oily water process wil handle up fo 50,000 gallons
per day. However, the maximum permitted treatment limit of 137,200 gallons
per day for the Facility will not change; therefore, the impacts are considered to
be less than significant.

b} Require or result in the construction of new water or wastewater freatment
facilities or expansion of existing facilities, the construction of which could
cause significant environmental effects?

No Impact. See Response 4.16.a.

c) Require or result in the construction of new storm water drainage facilities
or expansion of existing facilifies, the consfruction of which would cause
significant environmental effects¢ ‘

No Impact. Although the proposed project involves installation of a new
treatment system, the maximum permitted freatment limit of 137,200 gallons per
day for the Facility will not change. As is, the existing storm drains at the
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perimeter of the site are adequate to serve both the existing and proposed uses
on the subject site.

As previously noted, the site is located within the. jurisdictional boundaries of
District No. 18 of the Los Angeles County Sanitation Districts of Los Angeles
County. The district is committed to providing service to the project. Service will
be to levels associated with the approved growth idenlified by SCAG. In
addition, the oily water treatment operations is subject to USEPA pretreatment
standards for Centralized Waste Treat Category (40 CFR 437). Impacts are
considered to be less than significant in this regard.

dj Have sufficient water supplies avdilable to serve the project from exisfing
entittements and resources, or are new or expanded entitlements
needed?

No Impact. See Response 4.16.c

e) Result in a determination by the wastewater freatment provider that
serves or may serve the project that it has adequate capacity to serve fhe
project’s projected demand in addition to the provider's existing
commitmentsg

No Impact. See Response 4.16.c

fl  Be served by a landfill with sufficient permitted capacity fo
accommodate the project’s solid waste disposal needs?

No Impact: Solid waste generated by the proposed use as well as several cities
within the Los Angeles County is disposed of in a number of landfills, both County
and privately owned. Sixteen facilities were identified as accepting solid waste
from the City. The closest landfill (operated by the County Sanitation Districts)
that could be used by the proposed project is the 1,365-acre Puente Hill Landfill.
The Puente Hills Landfill is located immediately southeast of the intersection of
the San Gabriel Valley [-605) Freeway and the Pomona (SR-60) Freeway, in
unincorporated Los Angeles County. The landfil operates under a local land use
permit that is valid through October 31, 2013. The permit allows the landfill to
accept a maximum of 13,200 tons of refuse per day. It is general knowledge
that a shortfall in permitted daily landfil capacity may be experienced in the
County of Los Angeles within the firsi decade of the 21st century.

The Cadlifornia Integrated Waste Management Act of 1989 (AB 939) was
enacted to reduce, recycle, and reuse solid waste generafed in the State o the
maximum amount feasible. The Act required city and county jurisdictions to
identify an implementation schedule to diverf 25% of their total solid waste
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stream from landfill disposal by the year 1995, and 50% of the total waste stream
from landfill disposal by the year 2000._In 2000, the City surpassed the mandated
diversion godl, The Act also requires each city and county to promote source
reduction, recycling, and safe disposal or transformation.

The City of Santa Fe Springs has prepared a Source Reduction and Recycling
Element {SRRE) that identified all programs the City plans to implement to meet
the mandated diversion godls. Although no new construction is anficipated
from the proposed use, future developments on the subject site shall comply
with Ordinance No. 914 which requires contractors to recycle materials
generated on the site. The required goal is fo reuse or recycle 75% of the
project waste. Contractors must submit a Waste Management Plan indicating
the types of materials that will be recycled and the permitted Recycling Dealer.
Construction and Demolition permits are not issued untl the Waste
Management Plan is submitted and approved. Confractor has fo submit
receipts or a report from the waste hauler and recycling dealer to show that 75%
of the waste on site was recycled.

Further, the California Solid Waste Reuse and Recycling Access Act of 1971, as
amended, require each development project to provide storage area for
collection and removal of recyclable materials. Ali future development shall
provide adequate storage areas for collection/storage of recyclable and green
waste materials.

No impacts are anticipated in this regard.

g) Comply with federdl, state, and local statutes and regulations related to
solid waste?

No Impact: See Response 4.16.9.
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4.17 FINDING OF DE MINIMIS IMPACT TO FISH, WIDLIFE, AND HABITAT

The following provides substantial evidence as fo why the project will have no
potential adverse effect on the listed resources as defined by section 711.2 of
the Fish and Game Code;

al Riparian land, rivers, streams, watercourses, and wetlands under state and
federal jurisdiction.

o)) Native and non-native plant life and the soil required to sustain habitat fo
fish and wildlife.

c) Rare and unique plant life and ecological communities dependent on
plant life.

d} Listed threatened and endangered plant and animals and the habifat in
which they are believed to reside.

e) All species of plant or animals listed as protected or identified for special
management in the Fish and Game Code, the Public Resources Code,
the Water Code, or regulation adopted there under.

f] All marine and terrestrial species subject to the jurisdiction of the
Department of Fish and Game and the ecological communities in which
they reside.

gl Afl air and water resources the degradation of which will individually or
cumulatively result in a loss of biological diversity among plants and
animais residing in that air and wafer.

No Potential for Adverse Impact. The project site is located in a developed
areqa. No federal or state special status plant or animal species, or their habitats,
exist at the site. Riparian land, rivers, streams, water courses, or wetlands are not
present atf, or adjacent to, the site. Alihough the site is unpaved, it is mostly
devoid of plant life. The proposed oily wastewater treatment operation is similar
to the existing inorganic chemical manufacturing and processing activities that
already occur on the site. - Therefore, the proposed project is not expecied fo
adversely affect plant or animals listed as protected or identified for special
management in the Fish and Game Code, the Public Resources Code, the
Water Code, or regulations adopted thereunder.
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4,18 MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE

Does the project:

a) Have the potential to degrade the qudlity of the environment, substantiafly
reduce the habitat of a fish or wildlife species, cause a fish or wildlife
population to drop below self-sustaining levels, threaten fo eliminate a plant
or animal community, reduce the number or restrict the range of a rare or
endangered plant or animal, or eliminate important examples of the major
periods of Cdlifornia history or prehisfory?

No Impact. The owner/operator is proposing fo add an oily wastewater
operation to their existing inorganic chemical manufacturing and processing
facility. Aside from the removal and installation of a few tanks, the project
involves no new construction. Although the proposed project does have the
potential to degrade the quality of the environment, none of the impacts is
potentially significant nor will the impacts exceed maximum thresholds.

Further, project implementation is not anticipated fo reduce the habitat of a fish
or wildiife species, cause a fish or wildlife population to drop below self-
sustaining levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or animal community, reduce the
number or restrict the range of a rare or endangered plant or animal or
eliminate important examples of the major periods of California history or
prehistory.

b) Have impacts that are individually limited, but cumulatively considerable @
("Cumulatfively considerable” means fhat the incremental effects of a
project are considerable when viewed in connection with the effects of
past projects, the effects of other current projects, and the effects of
probable future projects.)

No Impact. The proposed project does not have impacts that are individually

limited, but cumulatively considerable. (“Cumulatively considerable” means

that the incremental effects of a project are considerable when viewed in

connection with the effects of past projects, the effects of current projects, and
the effects of probably future projects.)

c) Have environmental effects that will cause substantial adverse effects on
human beings, either directly or indirectly?

No Impact. Through the course of preparing this Initial Study, it was discovered
that the proposed project would not have environmental effects which will
cause substantial adverse effects on human beings, either directly or indirectly.
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6.0 DRAFT REPORT PREPARATION AND REVIEW PERSONNEL

City of Santa Fe Springs
11710 Telegraph Road
Santa Fe Springs, CA 20670
(562) 868-0511

Cuong Nguyen, Associate Planner & Project Manager:
Wayne Morrell, Principal Planner
Richard Kallman, Environmental Protection Specialist
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7.0 LEAD AGENCY DETERMINATION

| find that the proposed project COULD NOT have a significant effect on the
environment, and a NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared.

| find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the
environment, there will not be a significant effect in this case because revisions in the
project have been made by or agreed to by the project proponent. A MITIGATED
NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared.

{ find that the proposed project MAY have a significant effect on the environment,
and an ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required. :

| find that the proposed project MAY have a "potentially significant impact” or
“potentially significant unless mitigated” impact on the environment, but at least one
effect 1) has been adequately analyzed in an earlier document pursuant to
applicable legal standards, and 2) has been addressed by mitigation measures
based on the earlier analysis as described on attached sheets. An ENVIRONMENTAL
IMPACT REPORT is required, but it must analyze only the effects that remain to be
addressed.

I find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the
environment, because all potentially significant effects {a) have been anadlyzed
adequately in an earlier EIR or NEGATIVE DECLARATION pursuant to applicable

" standards, and {b) have been avoided or mitigated pursuant to that earlier FIR or
NEGATIVE DECLARATION, including revisions or mitigation measures that are imposed
upon the proposed project, nothing further is required.

Signature : Agency

Printed Name/Title Date

Draft
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Tablel

Draft

SCAQMD Air Quuality Significance Thresholds

’Mass Daily Thresholds 800 i

Construction®t Operation ¢

Pollutant

NOx 100 Ibs/day 55 [bs/day
VOC 75 bs/day 55 bs/day
PMio 150 [bs/day 150 lbs/day
PMz.s 55 bs/day 55 Ibs/day
Sox 150 Ibs/day 150 lbs/day
CO 550 bs/day 550 Ibs/day
Lead 3ibs/day 3 Ibs/doy

“Toxic Air Contaminants {TACs) and Odor Thresholds

TACs {inciuding
carcinogens and non-
carcinogens)

Odor

Maximum Incremental Ccmcer Rlsk = 10 in 1 mlllion
Hazard Index = 1.0 {project increment)

Project creaies an odor nuascmce pursucni ’ro SCAQMD Rule 402

“Ambient Air Quallty for Criteria Pollutants 975 mina it ool i

NO2

1-hour average
annual average

Phuo

24-hour average

annual geometiic
average

annual arithmetic mean
PMa2s

24-hour average

Sulfate

24-hour average

CC

1-hour average
8-hour average

SCAQMD is in o’r’rqmment prolecf is 5|gn|f|cc|n’r |f n‘ ccuses or
contiibutes to an exceedance of the following attainment
standards:

0.25 ppm (slate)

0.053 ppm (federal)

10.4 pg/m3 [construction)e & 2.5 ng/m? {operafion)
1.0 pg/m?
20 pg/m3

10.4 pg/m? [construction}e & 2.5 pg/m? {operation)

25 ug/m3

SCAGQMD is in attainment; project is significant if it causes or
conhibutes o an exceedance of the following affainment
standards:

20 ppm {state)

2.0 ppm (state/federal}

@ Source: SCAQMD CEQA Handbook {SCAQMD, 1993}
b Consiruction threshiolds apply to both the South Coast Air Basin and Coachelia Valley (Salton Sea and Mojave

Desert Air Basins).

< For Coachella Valley, the mass daily thresholds for operation are the same as the construction thresholds.
d ambient air quality thresholds for criteria pollutanis based on SCAQMD Rule 1303, Table A-2 uniess olherwise

stated.

e Ambient air quality threshold based on SCAQMD Rule 403.

KEY: lbs/day = pounds'per day
ppm = parts per miilion
pg/mse = microgram per cublc meter

= greater than or egualfo

(Rev, April 2007)
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Table 2 Permitted Noise Levels in the City of Santa Fe Springs

A-Weighted Sound Level in Decibels (dB(A))

Daytime Nighttime
(7:00 a.m. to 10:00 p.m.) (10:00 p.m. to 7:00 a.m.)
Maximum Cumulative Absolute Maximum Cumulative Minutes | Absclute
Minvtes Duration in Any 1- Maximum | Duration in Any 1-Hour Period | Maximum
Hour Period
Receiving Area 30 15 5 1 30 15 5 i
Outdoor Nolise Level
at Lot Line Of:
Any school, church, 45 50 §5 | €0 65 45 50 55 &0 65
or hospital
Any other use
Inthe A-1, R-1, or R-3 50 55 60 65 70 45 50 55 60 65
Zone '
In the C-1 or C-4 60 65 70 75 80 55 60 65 70 75
Ione
in the ML, PF, or BP 60 65 70 75 80 60 65 70 75 80
fone
Residential Building
Interior
In the A-1 or R-1 45 50 55 &0 65 45 50 55 &0 65
fone
In the R-3 Zone 45 50 55 60 65 45 50 55 40 65

Sound Levels at or above each decibel level given in the table shall not occur for a duration longer than that
given in the corresponding column heading.

The project site is located in the c-4 PD 7one: therefore, the noise levels permitted for the
proposed project would be consistent with other commercial fype uses.

(64 Code, § 52.34) (Am. Ord. 712, passed é-11-87) Penalty. see § 10.97
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CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT

Addendum to Previously Adopted Negative Declaration

PROJECT TITLE: STATE CLEARINGHGUSE NUMBER:
Phibro-Tech Inc. : 1980011026

PROJECT ADDRESS: CITY: COUNTY:

8851 Dice Road Santa Fe Springs Los Angeles

INTRODUCTION:

Phibro-Tech, Inc. (PTI) owns and operates a permitted hazardous waste facility located at 8851 Dice Read, Santa Fe
Sprmgs Caltfornla 90670 (the Facility). PTl has submitted to the Department of Toxic Substances Control {DTSC) for
review and approval the following documents: Interim Measure Work Plan, Revised Modified Pond 1 Closure Plan,
Revised Corrective Measures Study and permit application for permit renewal The Revised Modified Pond 1 Closure
Plan, Revised Corrective Measure Study and permit application propose modifications to previously approved DTSC
pro;ects Because the proposed project activities entail modifications of previously approved project(s), DTSC is
required to conduct additional analysis pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) (Pub. Resources
Code, Section 21000 et seq.), and the GEQA Guidelines (Cal: Code Regs., tit. 14, § 15000 et seq.). This Addendum,
and attached Environmental Document Analysis/Checklist, was prepared pursuant to California Public Resources
Code, Section 21166, and California Code of Regulations, title 14, Sections 15162, 16163, and 15164 to assess
whether previously adopted Negative Declaration(s) remain sufficient for purposes of DTSC approval of Interim
Measures, Revised Madified Pond 1 Closure Plan, Revised Corrective Measure Study and permit application for permit
rénewal, or whether an addendum, supplement or subsequent negative declaration or Environmental Impact Report
(EIR} is requ;red to be prepared. DTSC has determined that these activities, including the modifications of previously
approved project(s), do not meet any of the conditions described in Sections 15162 and 15163 of the CEQA Guidelines
requiring the preparation of a subsequent or supplement negative declaration or Environmental Impact Report (EIR).
DTSC has determined that the minor changes and additions to the project identified in the Environmental Document
Analysis/ Checklist are consistent with Section 15164 of the CEQA Guidelines, and an addendum to the prewousiy
prepared negative declarations is the appropriate CEQA documentation.

| PROJECT DESCRIPTION:

Pursuant to Chapter 6.5.of Division 20 of the California Health and Safety Code, DTSC is currently considering the
following actions requested by PTI for its hazardous waste faciiity located at 8861 Dice Road, Sanla Fe Springs,
California:

» Interim Measure Work Plan proposes in situ treatment of hexavalent chromium soil contamination with injection
of calcium polysulfide into subsurface soils near the former chromic acid underground storage tank. PTI
proposed the interim measurés to abate ah imminent threat to the envirohment and/or to prevent and/for
minimize the spread of contaminants whlle long-term corrective action is being evaluated.

+ Revised Modified Pond 1 Closure Plan' to modify the approved 1988 Pond 1 Closure Plan. The Revised
Modified Pond 1 Closure plan includes new and revised details on how a former surface impoundment (referred
to as Pond 1) will be closed and how contamination will be detected and cleaned up if found. Such closure
activities include the removal of hazardous waste tanks, a filter press, and ancillary equipment, removal of the
pond structure, removal of underlying soils and confirmation testing of underlying soils. Additionally, the
Revised Modified Pond 1 Closure Plan includes groundwater monitoring requirements, a contingent post-
closure plan, and in-situ soil treatment for contamination. The removal and cleanup would involve excavation of
the top 10 feet of soil and treatment of the deeper soil using in-situ treatiment. As part of Pond 1 closure, PTl is
required to close and remove four hazardous waste tanks - perrmtted waste water treatment tanks (W- W-2)
and variance waste water treatment tanks (W-3, W-4) and a variance filter press, Tanks W-1 and W-2 are
hazardous waste tanks located within the structure of the pond. Tanks W-3 and W-4 and the filter press are
located adjacent to Pond 1 and must be closed to facilitate closure of Pond 1.

« Revised Corrective Measures Study (Revised CMS) proposing to modify DTSC-required corrective measures

19015 Closure Plan: *Phibro-Tech, Iric., CAD 008 488 025, Santa Fe-Springs, Califorizia, TSD Facility, Pond T Closure Plan,
Sepfember 2015, (With Updated Append:ces B (figures) and G)", dated Septeimbet 2015, Received December 3, 2015, prepared by
Tris Envuonmenta! Submiittal Cover Letter dated December 3, 2015, As approved with conditions desctibed it DTSC letter dated

Decentber 4, 20135,

OPEA/ Addendum to Previcusly Adopled Negative Declaration_04_17_2015 ' i
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to allow treatment of contaminated groundwater with calcium polysulfide injections. DTSC is reviewing the
Revised CMS, If selected, the calcium polysulfide in situ treatment would replace requirements for PTI to pump,
and treat contaminated groundwater

e Permit Application. PTI submitted an application seeking to renew its hazardous waste facility permit (Permit
Application) pursuant to Californta Health and Safety Code Section 25200 (California's Hazardous Waste
Control Act (HWCA)). The Permit Application contains activities previously authorized in the PT] Hazardous
Waste Facility Permit, as well as new activities. DTSC is reviewing the Permit Application. PTI currently
operates a hazardous waste facllity under a Hazardous Waste Facility Permit issued on July 29, 1991, By
operation of law, PTI may continue to operate under the terms of its Permit until DTSC makes a détermination
on whether to issue a hew permit or deny the Permit Application.

BACKGROUND CEQA DOCUMENTS:

The activities associated with the PTI project were evaluated in previously approved CEQA documents. Summaries of
each of these CEQA documents are provided below.

So. California Chemical Co. Pond #1 Hazardous Waste Clostire. Negative Declaration and Initial Study. State
Clearinghouse Number 1988072715. On September 22, 1988, the Department of Health Services (DTSC's
predecessor) and U.S. EPA approved a Modified Closure Plan for Pond 1. The 1988 Modified Closure Plan activities
include removal and relocation of the wastewater tanks, site characterization, removal of the concrete liner and some
of the underlying soils and closure as a land disposal unit in accordance with Code of Federal Regulations, title 40,
Part 265.228. The Department prepared an Initial Study /Negative Declaration (IS/ND) for this project (SCH#
1988072715).

Entech Recovery Inc. A.K.A Southerm Calif. Chemical CO. Negative Declaration. Stale Clearinghouse Number
1990011026. On June 19, 1991, Department of Health Services approved a Hazardous Waste Facllity Permit for
Entech Recovery inc. aka Southern California Chemical (PTI's predecessors). The Department prepared an IS/ND in
1990 (SCH# 1980011026} for this project. The Hazardous Waste Facility Permit has an expiration date of July 29,
1096, By operation of law, PTI may continue to operate under the terms of the 1991 Permit until DTSC makes a
determination on whether to issue a new permit or deny the Permit Application.

Permit Modification Phibro-Tech, Inc. Santa Fe Springs. Initial Study and Information in Support of a Negative
Declaration. Class Il Permit Madification Phibro-Tech, Inc.  State Clearinghouse Number 1995100896. On June 30,
1995, DTSC approved a DTSC-initiated permit modification to select required corrective measures to be implemented
at the PTI Facility. The permit modification required PTI to implement corrective measures to address releases of
hazardous waste or constituents from the Facility. DTSC prepared an Initial Study and Negative Declaration (SCH#
1994111022) for this project.

Reconsideration of Conditional Use Permit Case No. 441. Inilial Study and Negative Declaration. City of Santa Fe
Springs. State Clearinghouse Number 2008101020 October 2008. in 2005, PTI submitted a revised permit
application requesting authorization to add a new hazardous waste treatment system to treat olly water waste. This
proposal required an amendment to PTI's Conditional Use Permit. As a result, the City of Santa Fe Springs, as lead
agency, prepared an Initial Study in 2008 to determine if this change would result in any significant impacts to the
enviroriment. The City of Santa Fe'Springs determined a Negative Declaration (SCH# 2008101020} was appropriate
for the project on October 3, 2008.

CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT (CEQA):

This Addendum analyzes the proposed project as required under Public Resources Code, Sectiori 21166 and CEQA
Guidelines, Sections 15162, 15163 and 15164.

Public Resources Code, Section 21166 provides that when an environmental impact report (EIR) has been prepared
and cettified for a project, no subsequent or supplemental EIR shaII be reguired by the lead agency, unless one or
more of the following events occurs:

a. Substantial changes are proposed in the project, which will require major revisions of the énvironmental

impact report.
b, Substantial changes aceur with respect to the circumstances under which the project is being undertaken
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which will require major rews:ons in the environmental impact report.
¢. New information, which was not known and could not have been known at the time the environmental impact

report was certified as complete, becomes available.

Pub, Resources Code, Section 21068 defines “Significant effect on the environment” as a substantial, or potentially
‘substantial, adverse change in the environment, CEQA Guidelines, section 15382 further defines, in relevant part, a.
“Significant effect on the environment” as meaning a substantial, or potenhally substantial, adverse change in‘any of the
physmal conditions within the area affected by the project, mcludmg land, air, water, minerals, flora, fauna, ambient
noise, and objects of historic or aesthetic significance,

Additionally, according to CEQA Guidelines Section 15162, once an negative declaration has been adopted for a
project, a lead agency shall not prepare a subsequent negative declaration or EIR unless it determines; "on the basis of
substantial evidence in the light of the whole record,” that one or more of the following conditions has occurred:

(1) Substantial changes are proposed in the project which will require major revisions of the previous EIR or
negative declaration due to the involvement of new significant environmental effects or a substantial increase in

the severity of previously identified significant effects;

(2) Substantial changes-occur with respect to the circumstances under which the project is undertaken which
will require major revisions of the previous EIR or negative declaration due to the involvement of new significant
environmenta! effacts or a substantial increase in the severity of previously identified significant effects; or

(3) New information of substantial importance, which was not known and could not have been known with the
exercise of reasonable diligence at the time the previous EIR was certified as complete or the negative
declaration was adopted, shows any of the following:

(A) The project will have one or more significant effects not discussed in the previous EIR or negative
declaration;

(B) Slgnlflcant effects previously examined will be substantially more severe than shown in the previcus
EIR;

{C) Mitigation measures or alternatives previously found not to be feasible would in fact be feasible and
would substantially reduce one or more significant effects of the project, but the project proponents
decline to adopt the mitigation measure or alternative; or

(D) Mitigation measures or aiternatives which are considerably different from those analyzed in the
previous EIR would substantially reduce one or more significant effects on the envirenment, but the
project proponents decline to adopt the mitigation measure or alternative.

Under CEQA Guidelines Section 15164, an addendum to an adopted negative declaration shall be prepared if only
minor technical-.changes or additions are necessary of none of the conditions described in Section 15162 calling for the
preparation of a stibsequent or supplemental negative declaration or EIR have occurred.

DETERMINATION TO SUPPORT AN ADDENDUM:

Based on its examination of the relevant materials, DTSC has determined that the-actions associated with approval of
the Interim Measures Work Plan, Revised Modified Pond 1 Clostire Plan, Revised Corrective Measure Study and
permit application for permit renewal would not result in any of the condltfons described in CEQA Guidelines section
15162 or 15163 that would require preparation of a subsequent or supplemental negative declaration.or EIR. DTSC
has determined that the currently proposed project will not result in new significant environmental effects or
substantially increased severity of previously identified significant effects; nor have there been substantial changes with
tespect to the circumstances under which the project is being undertaken, Further, the currently proposed project
consists of only minor changes that do not raise important new information of substantial importance. Although DTSC
determined that there are changes in conditions from those previously described in previously adopted negative
daclarations, DTSC does not consider these changes to be substantial in that they did not change the previous impact
findings of the four earlier Negative Declarations for the 1988 Modified Pond 1Closure Plan, Corrective Measures
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Study, and the Permit Issuance (which includes the addition of the hazardous waste treatment system to treat oily
water). Addattonally, implementation of the Interim Measure Work Plan, if approved, would be a minor action taken to
prevent, minimize, mitigate, or eliminate the release or threat of release of a hazardous waste or hazardous

substance. The attached Environmental Document Analysis/Checklist evaluated the potential environmental effects of
the Interim Measures Work Plan as part of the cumulative activities on-site and concluded that this activity would be
‘appropriately addressed in-an Addendum. The minor changes and additions to the project identified are consistent with
‘Section 15164 of the CEQA Guidelines, and an addendum to the previous negative declarations is the appropriate
CEQA documentation.

These findings.contained in this Addendum are supported by the analysis contained in the Environmental Document
Analysis/ Checklist, including the incorporated supporting technical documents, and the administrative record.

This Addendum is an informational document, intended to be used in the planning and decision making process as
provided for under Section 15164 of the CEQA Guidelines. This Addendum neither recommends approval or denial of
the project nor will it be the sole basis for the DTSC'’s action on the project. if DTSGC approves each of the four activities
currently proposed for the PTI Facility, DTSC will review the project activity and the environmental setting before issuing
a CEQA Notice of Determination for the activity. If the project activity or environmental setting is determined to meet
the ¢onditions set forth In Sections 15162 or 15163 of the CEQA Guidelines, DTSC will prepare a subsequent or
supplemental negative declaration or EIR as required.

v ,Wﬂ\—  Ja-t5

’ Signaturg) Date
Steve Lavinger Permitting Division - Branch Chief - (818) 717-6528
Branch Chief Name Title Phone #

OPEA Addendum to Previously Adopted Negative Declaration_04_17_2015 4



Pond 1 Closure Plan Petition for Review

Exhibit P



CEQA
Environmental
Document
Analysis/ Checklist:
Phibro-Tech, Inc.

California Environmental Protection Agency

Office of Planning & Environmental Analysis
December 14, 2015



Introduction

This Environmental Document Analysis/Checklist, including the incorporated supporting technical documents, were
prepared pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) (Pub. Resources Code, Section 21000 et seq.) and
the CEQA Guidelines (Cal. Code Regs., tit. 14, § 15000 et seq. ) for purposes of the Department of Toxic Substances
Control's (DTSC’s) consideration of several activities at the Phibro-Tech, Inc. hazardous waste facility (“Phibro-Tech
Hazardous Waste Facility”), located at 8851 Dice Road, Santa Fe Springs, California. This Environmental Document
Analysis/Environmental Checklist was prepared pursuant to California Public Resources Code, Section 21166, and
California Code of Regulations, title 14, Sections 15162, 15163 and 15164 to assess whether previously adopted Negative
Declaration(s) remain sufficient for purposes of the Department of Toxic Substances Control’s (DTSC's) approval of Interim
Measure Work Plan, Revised Modified Pond 1 Closure Plan, Revised Corrective Measure Study and permit application for
permit renewal (Project), or if an Addendum, Supplement or Subsequent environmental document is required to be
prepared. This Environmental Document Analysis/Environmental Checklist also examines the potential environmental
effects of proposed activities, as well as all other reasonably foreseeable activities on-site and in the vicinity of the Phibro-
Tech Hazardous Waste Facility, upon the current physical environmental conditions in the vicinity of the proposed project

and in light of the current regulatory standards and new information, as required by California Code of Regulations, title
14, Section 15162. '

This Environmental Document Analysis/Checklist is an informational document, intended to be used in the planning and

decision making process as provided for under the CEQA Guidelines. This document neither recommends approval or
denial of the project nor will it be the sole basis for the DTSC’s action on the project.

Explanation of Environmental Document Analysis/ Checklist Contents
The following describes the contents of the various sections of the Environmental Document Analysis/Checklist:

SECTION A: PROPOSED PROJECT DESCRIPTION

This section provides a description of the proposed Project as contained in the administratively complete permit
application, including all previously permitted activities that will be continued upon renewal, and any proposed
additions or modifications, including closure and corrective action activities.



SECTION B: PROJECT BACKGROUND

This section provides a description of previous permit decisions and authorized activities included in the initial
permit, any modifications and corrective action, and date(s) of approval(s).

This section also identifies the CEQA documents (ie., certified Environmental Impact Report, adopted Negative
Declaration, Notice of Exemption) prepared for all previous permit and corrective action decisions. The CEQA

document title, name of lead agency, date of certification or approval, and State Clearinghouse (SCH) number are also
provided.

SECTION C: ANALYSIS/ CHECKLIST

Following is an explanation of the content provided in each column of the Analysis/Checklist:

— Project Description

Where Project Activities Were Described in Prior Environmental Documents. This column provides a cross-

reference to the pages of the previous Environmental Impact Report or Negative Declaration and other applicable
documents where previously approved Project activities can be found.

Have Project Activities Changed From Those Described in the Prior Environmental Documents? This column
indicates whether Project activities changed from those described in the prior Environmental Impact Report or
Negative Declaration and other applicable documents. For example, this section would note any new processes,
equipment changes, changes in throughput capacity, etc., as applicable.

Any New Information of Substantial Importance Since Certification/ Approval of Prior Environmental
Document? This column indicates whether any new information of substantial importance has arisen since
certification or approval of the prior Environmental Impact Report or Negative Declaration and other applicable
documents and was not discussed or contemplated in the prior environmental documents. For example, an increase
in waste handled above the limits expected under the previous permit, new waste streams, exceedance of an air

_ district threshold standard, etc.

Discussion. This section provides information that supports the responses to each column described above by
comparing the information contained in the prior Environmental Impact Report or Negative Declaration and -other
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applicable documents with that existing at the time the current Project determination is being considered. This
summary constitutes the baseline conditions that are used to determine the significance of potenttal Project
impacts described in the Environmental Resource section that follows.

Environmental Resource

The purpose of this checklist is to evaluate the environmental resource categories in terms of any “changed condition” (i.e.,
changed circumstances, project changes, or new information of substantial importance) that may result in environmental
impact significance conclusions different from those found in the previously adopted Negative Declarations. The row titles
of the checklist include the full range of environmental topics, as presented in Appendix G of the State CEQA Guidelines.
The column titles of the checklist have been modified from the Appendix G presentation to help answer the questions to be
addressed pursuant to CEQA Section 21166 and State CEQA Guidelines Section 15162. A “no” answer does not necessarily
mean that there are no potential impacts relative to the environmental category, but that there is no change in the condition
or status of the impact because it was analyzed and addressed in a previously adopted Negative Declaration. For instance,
the environmental categories might be answered with a “no” in the checklist because the impacts associated with the
proposed permit renewal were adequately addressed in the 1990 Negative Declaration, and the environmental impact

significance conclusions of that document remain applicable. The purpose of each column of the checklist is described
below.

*» Where Were Impacts Analyzed in Prior Environmental Documents? This column provides a cross-reference to
the pages of the previous Environmental Impact Report or Negative Declaration and other applicable documents
where information and analysis may be found relative to the environmental issue listed under each topic.

* Do Proposed Changes Involve New Significant Impacts or Substantially More Severe Impacts? Pursuant to
CEQA Guidelines section 15162, subdivision (a)(1), this column indicates whether substantial changes are
proposed in the Project which will require major revisions of the previous Environmental Impact Report or
Negative Declaration due to the involvement of new significant environmental impacts or a substantial increase in
the severity of previously identified significant impacts.

e Any New Circumstances Involving New Significant Impacts or Substantially More Severe Impacts? Pursuant
to CEQA Guidelines section 15162, subdivision (a)(2), this column indicates whether there have been substantial
changes with respect to the circumstances under which the proposed Project is undertaken which will require
major revisions to the previous Environmental Impact Report or Negative Declaration due to the involvement of
new significant environmental effects or a substantial increase in the severity of previously identified significant

3



-effects.

New Information Requiring New Analysis or Verification? Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines section 15162,
subdivision (a)(3)(A-D), this column indicates whether new information of substantial importance, which was not
known and could not have been known with the exercise of reasonable diligence at the time the previous
Environmental Impact Report or Negative Declaration was certified as complete, shows any of the following: -

v" The Project will have one or more significant effects not discussed in the previous Environmental Impact
Report or Negative Declaration.

v Significant effects previously examined will be substantially more severe than shown in the previous
Environmental Impact Report.

v" Mitigation measures or alternatives previously found not to be feasible would in fact be feasible, and
would substantially reduce one or more significant effects of the Project, but the project proponents
decline to adopt the mitigation measure or alternative.

v' Mitigation measures or alternatives which are considerably different from those analyzed in the previous
Environmental Impact Report, and would substantially reduce one or more significant effects on the
environment, but the project proponents decline to adopt the mitigation measure or alternative.

* Do Prior Environmental Documents Provide Mitigation Measures to Address Effects? Pursuant to CEQA
Guidelines section 15162, subdivision (a)(3), this column indicates whether the previous Environmental Impact
Report or Negative Declaration provides mitigation measures to address effects in the related impact category. If
these mitigation measures will be implemented with the proposed project, then a “yes” response will be provided
in either instance. If “no” is indicated, then this would indicate that the previous Environmental Impact Report or
Negative Declaration and this Environmental Document Analysis/Checklist concluded that impacts would not

occur with the proposed Project, or that the impact is not significant, and no additional mitigation measures are
needed.

» Discussion. This section provides information about the particular environmental issue, how the proposed Project
relates to the issue and an identification of any mitigation measures that may be required or that may have been
identified as required in the previous Environmental Impact Report or Negative Declaration that apply to the
Project, and a discussion of the conclusions relating to the analysis contained in each section.
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SECTION D: DETERMINATION OF APPROPRIATE ENVIRONMENTAL DOCUMENT

This section contains the findings pursuant to California Code of Regulations, title 14, Sections 15162, 15163, and 15164
based on the information and analysis contained in the environmental Document Analysis/Checklist as to whether
previously certified Environmental Impact Report or approved Negative Declaration(s) remain sufficient for purposes of
DTSC's approval of the Interim Measure Work Plan, Revised Modified Pond 1 Closure Plan, Revised Corrective Measure

Study and permit application (Project), or if an Addendum, Supplement or Subsequent environmental document is
required to be prepared.

SECTION E: APPROVAL SIGNATURES

This section identifies the individuals responsible for preparation and approval of the Environmental Document
Analysis/Checklist. '




ENVIRONMENTAL DOCUMENT ANALYSIS/ CHECKLIST

Pursuant to chapter 6.5 of division 20 of the California Health and Safety Code, the Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) is 'currently

considering the following actions requested by Phibro-Tech, Inc. (PTI) for its hazardous waste facility located at 8851 Dice Road, Santa Fe Springs,
California:

Action Addressed (at [east | Anticipated Action Description

partially) in Previous | Decision Year

CEQA Documents
Interim Measure No 2015 Calcium polysulfide injections into subsurface to remediate soils contaminated
Work Plan with hexavalent chroemium near former chromic acid underground storage tank
Revised Modified | Yes 2015 Modified plan modifies the approved 1988 Closure Plan, and consolidates the
Closure Plan for 2006 Tank Relocation Plan, and Soil Sampling Analysis Plan into a stand-alone
Pond 1 document '
Revised Yes 2016 Selects calcium polysulfide injections as the best alternative to replace Pump
Corrective and Treat for groundwater remediation of hexavalent chromium
Measures Study
Permit Application | Yes 2016 Renewal of currently permitted hazardous waste management activities with
for Permit changes
Renewal

1. Interim Measure Work Plan_

At DTSC's request, PTI submitted an interim Measure Work Plan to DTSC on dated June 1, 2015 for approval. DTSC determined that interim
measures are necessary to abate an imminent threat to the environment and/or to prevent and/or minimize the spread of contaminants while long-term
corrective action is being evaluated. DTSC's authority to require interim measures is found in Part V, Section E.13.b of the Hazardous Waste Facility
Permit, dated July 28, 1991 and Section 5.3 of the Corrective Action Consent Order, dated February 22, 2012. Significant concentrations of
contaminants of concern (hexavalent chromium) are present in the vadose zone at the Phibro-Tech Hazardous Waste Facility (Site) and pose a
potential threat to groundwater if not remediated. The Interim Measure activities described in the Work Plan consist of in-situ remediation of soils at the
Site through the injection of a calcium polysulfide (CPS) solution to stabilize hexavalent chromium. CPS injections were previously used at the Site as
part of a 2012 Pilot Test to treat hexavalent chromium affected vadose zone soils and groundwater. In-situ remediation of hexavalent chromium uses
chemical reduction or fixation. Chemical reduction or fixation of hexavalent chromium reduces it to the more thermodynamically stable trivalent




chromium, which can precipitate or adsorb to soil. A reductant such as CPS can convert the toxic and soluble hexavalent chromium into an insoluble
non-toxic hydroxide compound.™

Interim Measure activities are proposed near the former chromic acid underground storage tank that was removed in or around 1981. The area is
adjacent to the Pilot Test injection area, in the alleyway east of Pond 1 in the vicinity of groundwater monitoring wells MW-4 and MW-8.

A 45-foot thick target injection zone will extend from approximately 10 to 55 feet below ground surface (bgs) and will be composed of five vadose zone
units, including the upper portion of the Hollydale Aquifer. The top layer is fill, which is found at variable depths below the Site. Below the fill is the upper
sandy silt unit, sometimes referred to as the Bellflower Aquiclude, which consists of sandy silt with a trace of clay and extends 15 feet bgs. Below the
Bellflower Aquiclude is the Gage Aquifer - a fine to coarse grain sand layer with fine gravel lenses that extends to approximately 30 feet bgs. This
aquifer has been unsaturated since the groundwater monitoring began in 1985. Below the Gage Aquifer is an unnamed aquitard of silt and clay, which
extends to approximately 50 feet bgs. Below the unnamed aquitard is the Hollydale Aquifer, which extends between approximately 50 and 150 feet bys.
While it is typically a fully saturated aquifer, the Hollydale Aquifer is currently unsaturated from the bottom of the unnamed agquiterd to a depth of
approximately 75 feet bgs due to drought conditions. The top 5 feet of the unsaturated Hollydale Aquifer will be included in the target injection zone.

Before advancing borings, a concrete cutting contractor will core concrete and asphalt at all borehole locations. The contractor may clear each borehole
to a depth of five feet bgs with a hand auger to check for potential utilities not detected during the utility locating process. The Site Environmental Health
and Safety Plan (EHASP) will be modified for proposed tasks. Twenty-five injection boreholes will be advanced adjacent to and in close proximity of the
Pilot Test injection area. Borehole locations have been chosen to address distributed impacts from the assumed former chremic acid tank releases.
Injection points will be advanced approximately 15-feet on-center within the CPS solution injection area.

An 8040-series Geoprobe® truck-mounted, direct-push drill rig or its. equivalent will be used to advance small-diameter stainless steel injection rods (a
llarger rig than used in the Pilot Test). At each target depth, the drive rod will be retracted to expose the five-, two-, or one-foot injection interval of the
rod. The injection interval used will vary based on field performance of the injection tooling. The target volume of CPS solution to be injected at each
interval will vary based on the stratigraphic unit being targeted. Foliowing injection of the target CPS solution volume into the treatment interval, the
linjection tooling will be advanced to the next treatment interval. The remaining CPS solution will be injected incrementally such that the whole target

zone is treated in a step-wise fashion from top to bottom with approximately equal volumes of CPS solution being injected at each interval of each
injection zone.

The CPS solution injected into the treatment zone will be mixed to a dosage concentration of 5% by volume. The CPS solution will be injected using aj

1 ris Environmental. Revised Groundwater Corrective Action Pilot Test Work Plan. Phibro-Tech Inc., Sarta Fe Springs, California. May 29, 2008. _

% The Centers for Disease Control and Prevention (CDC) prepared an International Chemical Safety Card for Calcium Polysulfide (ICSC # 1038) describing safe
handling requirements; including eye protection, gloves, and respirators, as well as potential risks from exposure to CPS; including irritation to eyes, skin, and
respiratory tract. Extreme exposure may result in death. The Occupational, Safety and Health Administration (OSHA) lists CPS as a “hazardous material” under the
Federal OHA Hazard Communication Standard, 29 CFR 1910,1200. Upon application, CPS quickly degrades to caicium hydroxide and sulfur. Calcium hydroxide is
one of many hydroxides found in food and are generally regarded as safe by the Food and Drug Administration (USEPA, Office of Prevention, Pesticides and Other
Toxic Substances. Reregistration Eligibility Decision for Inorganic Polysulfides. List D — Case No. 4054. September 30, 2005.). CPSis not listed as a known or
suspected carcinogen (IBID). DTSC has previously approved the use of CPS to treat hexavalent chrome and found it to be safe and effective. Additional
information about hexavalent chrome can be found at the EPA website: https://clu-in.org/contaminantfocus/default.focus/sec/chromium VI/cat/Querview/
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progressive cavity pump with a flow rate of up to 100 gallons per minute (gpm) and pressure up to approximately 800 psi. To confirm the CPS solution
has been distributed throughout the subsurface as expected, a test boring will be advanced shortly after the injection program begins to verify the
assumed radius of influence in each geologic unit. Scil test borings will also be advanced after the entire program has been completed to assess
evidence of hexavalent chromium fixation. Soil cores from all sampling events will be visually inspected and soil samples will be collected from
approximately every five feet of soil core for laboratory analytical testing to confirm the success of the injection. After injection, the boreholes will bej
grouted with neat cement and bentonite and the sutface seal constructed with like materials.

The start date for Interim Measure activities will depend on approval of an amendment to the existing Waste Discharge Requirements Permit from the .
Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board. It is anticipated that obtaining the initial samples to measure existing levels (baseline) of hexavaient
chromium in soil samples, CPS solution injection, and process monitoring will take approximately eight weeks, after receiving all agency approvals.
Laboratory results for performance monitoring samples of soil will typically be available two weeks following the collection date. Submittal of an Interim
Measure Report is anticipated two months following receipt of the last performance menitoring analytical results.®

2. Revised Modified Pond 1 Closure Plan

PT| submitted a Revised Modified Closure Plan for Pond 1 dated September 2015 (Revised Medified Pond 1 Closure Plan) to DTSC for approval.* The
Revised Modified Pond 1 Closure Plan updates the earlier Modified Pond 1 Closure Plan approved by US EPA and Department of Health Services

(‘DHS” and predecessor to DTSC) in 1988. An Initial Study and Negative Declaration {IS/ND) was prepared for the 1888 Modified Pond 1 Closure Plan
and certified by DTSC as Lead Agency. )

Pond 1 was incorporated in the Interim Status Document issued to Southern California Chemical (Predecessor to PTI) in 1980. Pond 1, a former surface
impoundment, is located in the northwest portion of the Facility. Pond 1 was constructed in 1978 by modifying a former zinc pond and was used as a}
Isurface impoundment for facility waste water between 1975 and 1985. Modifications included relining the pond with a 6-inch thick layer of reinforced
concrete and extending the height of the walls. The structure is roughly square, measuring about 37-fest by 37-feet and 3 feet deep with 1 foot below;
grade and extending two feet above grade. Pond 1 was taken out of service in July 1885 in accordance with an unapproved closure plan in violation of
California law. All liquids were removed from Pond 1 and the unit cleaned of any residual wastes. However, this closure plan was not approved by US
EPA and California agencies prior to undertaking the closure activities. Additionally, the former Pond 1 structure has been used as a secondary,
containment structure for two 30,000-gallon wastewater tanks (W-1 and W-2) that are crucial to the continued operation of the Facility.

In 2012, DTSC requested that PTI submit a modified closure plan to address new closure regulations, new information regarding facility conditions, the
proposed new treatment of groundwater and soil contamination, which could also potentially be appropriate for Pond 1, and that would allow for third-
party closure of Pond 1, if required. The Revised Modified Pond 1 Closure Plan was prepared as a result of this request. The Revised Modified Pond 1
Closure plan proposes new and revised details on how Pond 1 will be closed and how any contamination will be detected and cleaned up if found. Such
closure activities include the removal of hazardous waste tanks, a filter press, and ancillary equipment, removal of the pond structure, removal of
underlying soils and confirmation testing of underlying soils. Additionally, the Revised Meodified Pond 1 Closure Plan includes groundwater monitoring‘

® |ris Environmental. Interim Measure Work Plan. Phibro-Tech inc., Santa Fe Springs, California. June 1, 2015

* “bhibro-Tech, Inc., CAD 008 488 025, Santa Fe Springs, California, TSD Facllity, Pond 1 Closure Plan, September 2015, (With Updated Appendices B [figures] and
G)”, dated September 2015, Received December 3, 2015, prepared by iris Environmental, Submittal Cover Letter dated December 3, 2015,
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requirements (Article 8), a contingent post-closure plan, and in-situ soil treatment for contamination. The removal and cleanup would involve excavation
of the top 10 feet of soil and treatment of the deeper soil using in-situ treatment. The purpose of the in-situ treatment is to reduce the mass of toxic
hexavalent chromium in the vadose zone to the nontoxic trivalent chromium. As part.of Pond 1 closure, PTI is required to close and remove four|
hazardous waste tanks (permitted waste water treatment tanks (W-1, W-2) and variance waste water treatment tanks (W-3, W-4) and filter press. Tanks
-1 and W-2 are hazardous wasie tanks located within the structure of the pond. Tanks W-3 and W-4 are located adjacent to Pond 1 and must be

closed to facilitate closure. The following is a summary of those steps necessary to close Pond 1, which include the closure and removal of tanks W-1
and W-2, and W-3 and W-4, the excavation of soil and in-situ treatment:

_ & Sample and remove waste from fanks W-1, W-2, W-3, and W-4 and pressure wash them with water within a containment area;
+ Remove and decontaminate any instrumentation on the tanks;
» Cuttanks into pieces that can be placed into a 30-cubic yard or 40-cubic yard roll-off bin staged near to the Pond 1 containment basin;
s Remove a filter press (PTl is authorized o operate the filter press under a variance)
¢ Collect soil samples beneath the concrete basin; '
¢ Remove and dispose of the concrete basin;
e Inject calcium polysulfide to soils to a dapth of 10 feet;
» Excavate soil to a depth of 10 feet below the containment basin;
¢ Inject calcium polysuifide between the depths of 10 and 55 feet;
Backfill excavated area with clean fill and cover with a temporary asphalt cap.’®

PTI is required to close Pond 1, and waste water treatment tanks W-3 and W4, pursuant to the closure requirements found in California Code of
Regulations, title 22, division 4.5., Chapter 5. Additionally, PTI is required to close permitied waste water treatment tanks W-1 and W-2 pursuant to
closure requirements found in California Code of Regulations, title 22, division 4.5., Chapter 14. A permit modification modifying applicable permit
language to incorporate the Revised Medified Pond 1 Closure Plan, and applicable docurnents will also be available for public review and comment.

The Revised Modified Pond 1 Closure Plan proposes that all closure activities are expected 1o be completed within 180 days of the start of the closure|
process.

3. Revised Corrective Measures Study {CMS)

PTlis required to implement corrective action af the Facility.

In 1988, the U.S. EPA and Southern California Chemical (PTl’s predecessor) entered into an Administrative Order on Consent, Docket No. RCRA-09-
89-0001 (Consent Agreement). The Consent Agreement required, in part, a RCRA Facility Investigation (RFI) to determine fully the nature and extent of
any release of hazardous waste and hazardous constituents at or from the Phibro-Tech Mazardous Waste Facility. The RF1 showed that there is soil and
groundwater contamination at the Facility. Groundwater present in the uppermost saturated zone beneath the Facility, the Hollydale Aquifer, contained

® AECOM. Pond 1 Closure Plan. Phibro-Tech, Santa Fe Springs, Californio. May, 2013 and revised September 2015.
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elevated concentrations of the following hazardous waste or hazardous constituents of concern: (1) heavy metals, including cadmium, hexavalent
chromium, chromium, copper, nickel, and zinc, (2) halogenated volatile organic compounds (VOCs), including tetrachloroethylene (PCE),
trichloroethylene (TCE), 1,1-dichloroethane (1,1-DCA) , 1,1-dichloroethene (1,1-DCE), and 1,2, -dichlorcethane (1,2-DCA), (3) aromatic VOCs, including
benzene, toluene, ethylbenzene and xylenes and (4) chiorides. Soils at the Facility contained elevated concentrations of the following hazardous waste
or hazardous constituents of concern: (1) heavy metals, including lead, arsenic, cadmium, hexavalent chromium, chromium, copper, and zine, (2)
halogenated VOC's, including TCE, 1,2-DCA and PCE, (3) aromatic VOC's, including benzene, toluene, ethylbenzene and xylenes, (4} polychlorinated
biphenyls (PCB's), (5) petroleum hydrocarbons, including diesel fuel, gasoline and an unidentified heavy hydrocarbon believed to be crude oil, and (6)
chlorides. Southern California Chemical was also required to conduct a Corrective Measure Study (CMS) to identify and evaluate alternatives for the
corrective action necessary to prevent or mitigate ary release of hazardous wastes or hazardous constituents at or from the Facility; and a human
health risk assessment to evaluate potentiat impacts to human health from the soil and groundwater contamination identified at the Facility.

Based on the findings of the RFi, CMS, risk assessment and other information, DTSC required PTI to implement corrective measures to address
releases from the Facility in & DTSC-initiated Permit Modification (effective August 2, 1995). An IS/ND was prepared for the 1995 Permit Modification
land approved by DTSC as Lead Agency on June 30, 1995. The selected corrective measures are summarized in part as follows: pumping and treating
contaminated groundwater; quarterly monitoring to track groundwater quality and to identify any new releases should they occur; a soil vapor survey to
determine the nature and exient of halogenated VOC contamination; in-situ soil vapor extraction if needed fo cleanup soils contaminated with
halogenated VOC's; in-situ bioventing to cleanup hydrocarbon contaminated soils in the former underground fuel storage tank area; containment
measures to prevent human contact with contaminated soils; berming to contain surface water runoff, vadose zone monitoring to identify contaminant
migration in subsurface soils; surface water sampling to measure contaminants in surface water discharged from the Facility; status report on Pond 1
closure; site cover operation, maintenance and inspection; financial assurance for corrective action; notification requirements in the event that a
potential or immediate threat to human health or the environment is identified, if a new release of hazardous waste or constituents is discovered, or ff

new solid waste management units are identified or discovered; and deed restrictions to prevent future residential and other sensitive uses of the
property.

PTl has implemented some of the required corrective measures. Corrective action measures that have been implemented at the Facility are
summarized, and include in part, the following: preparation of a Soil Vapor Survey work plan; soil vapor extraction and bioventing to cleanup soils
contaminated with halogenated/non-halogenated VOC's and petroleum hydrocarbons; containment measures to prevent contaminant runoff, accidental
spills or tank overfilling from infiltrating into subsurface soils or discharging offsite; quarterly monitering to track groundwater quality and identify any new|
releases should they occur; vadose zone monitoring; site cover operation, maintenance and inspection; preparation of a Corrective Action Containmenty

System Report and Corrective Action Site Cover Operation, Maintenance and Inspection Plan; deed notice restricting the property from future residential
tand other sensitive uses; and financial assurance for corrective action.

Upon DTSC’s request, PT] submitted a Site Conceptual Model on March 8, 2005, which in part summarized available data regarding the historicall
sumps, including location, use, status, and related sampling. The Site Conceptual Model document was approved by DTSC on April 18, 2005. DTSC
provided comments on the Corrective Action Vadose Zone Monitoring Work Plan to PTI on August 28, 2006. PT! withdrew the Corrective Action
Vadose Zone Monitoring Work Plan because of changes in facility operations and submitted a Sump Management Plan and Vadose Zone Monitoring
Work Plan to DTSC on January 29, 2007, DTSC provided comments on October 3, 2007 and PTI provided revisions and response to comments. PTI
eliminated most of the facility sumps and retrofitted the remaining sumps with double-wall containment and a leak detection system. PTI has completed
further characterization of the Facility. In connection with data gaps regarding groundwater conditions, PTI conducted field work and submitted a Data

Gap Field Investigation Report on August 15, 2007 and provided the results of field work on October 24, 2007. DTSC provided comments on the Data
Gap Report and Addendum on June 17, 2008.
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Soil Vapor Extraction:

PT] was required to conduct a soil vapor survey to determine the nature and extent of halogenated VOC contamination and to conduct in-situ soil vapor
lextraction if needed to cieanup soils contaminated with halogenated VOC's. PTI submitted a Soil Vapor Survey (SVS) Work Plan and Bioventing
Treatability Study Work Plan for bioventing pilot testing to DTSC on February 16, 1998. Based on DTSC comments, the SVS Work Plan was
resubmitted in two phases and approved by DTSC on February 27, 2001. PTI performed the SVS fieldwork and submitted a “Phase 17 report to DTSC
on April 16, 2001 and “Phase 2" SVS and SVE Pilot Test Work Plan to DTSC on October 17, 2001. PTI further submitted a Soil Vapor Extraction (SVE)
Pilot Test Work Plan to DTSC on October 17, 2001. DTSC approved combining the bioventing and soil vapor extraction pilot tests. PTI submitted a Site
Conceptual Model on March 9, 2005, which was approved by DTSC on April 18, 2005, resulting in a third phase of SVS. Upon completion of field work,
PT! submitted @ Comprehensive Soil Vapor Survey Report and SVE Pilot Test Work Plan to DTSC on September 30, 2005 that presented a work plan
for a combined SVE pilot test and included the results of PTi's soil vapor sampling. DTSC approved the revised work plan and addendums on August 3,
2007 and PT] commenced fieldwork for the SVE Pilot test. On May 8, 2008, PTI submitted a remedial design and implementation package which DTSC
conditionally approved on May 29, 2008. PTI constructed the approved SVE and bioventing system and operation commenced on October 6, 2008. On
June 23, 2009, PT! submitted a SVE System Start up report. DTSC provided comments on February 17, 2010. The SVE system includes seven
=xtraction wells . Three of the extraction wells were installed as well pairs, with one shallow and cne deep well at the same location. The shallow wells
were screened, generally, in the Gage Aquifer and the deep wells in the fine-grained soils of the unnamed aquitard. The deep wells were eliminated
from the extraction system because they did not meet the extraction well air flow rate criteria during pilot festing. Four additional shallow extraction wells
were installed to complete the extraction system. The extraction wells were four-inch diameter and 27.5 to 31.5-feet deep with 10 to 20-foot screens,
consisting of polyvinyl chloride (PVC). Eleven soil vapor wells were installed to monitor the chemical concentrations in the soil vapor. Seven of the 11
monitoring wells were nested (one shallow and one deep well in the same location) and four were single point monitoring wells. Each monitoring well
was one-inch diameter with 5-foot well screens consisting of PVC. The nested monitoring well depths ranged from 24.5 to 29 feet deep (shallow wells)
land 42 to 45 feet deep (deep wells). The nested monitoring well screens ranged between 19.5 and 29 feet (shallow wells) and 36 and 45 feet deep
(deep wells). The four single point well screens ranged from 18 to 25 feet deep. Since 2008, the SVE system has removed 13,000 pounds of VOCs
from 7 SVE wells. Rebound tests have been completed and the soil gas data is being evaluated. '

Groundwater Monitoring:

PT! is required to conduct groundwater monitoring and groundwater has been monitored at the PTI since 1885. PT! submitted a Groundwater
Monitoring Work Plan to DTSC on September 29, 1995, PTI submiited a revised draft Water Quality Sampling and Analysis Plan (WQSAP) to DTSC on
November 14, 2005, which was revised, based on DTSC comments on August 18, 2006, and further revised based on DTSC comments on May 18,
2007 and May 22, 2012. DTSC approved the WQSAP on April 14, 2014. Data gaps regarding groundwater conditions resulted in further field work and
the instaliation of new upgradient monitoring wells. PT1 submitted a Data Gap Field Investigation Report on August 15, 2007 and provided the results of
field work on October 24, 2007. DTSC provided comments on the Data Gap Report and Addendum on June 17, 2008. Based on the results of the field

work, DTSC provided comments on the May 18, 2007 draft WQSAP on February 16, 2010 and February 28, 2010. PTI continues to conduct
groundwater monitoring.

Groundwater Remediation

PTI is required to conduct groundwater remediation to cleanup contamination in the Hollydale and other affected aquifers. PTI submitted a Groundwater
Remediation Work Plan to DTSC on December 15, 1997 and per DTSC request, PTI submitted a follow up pilot study work plan to DTSC on June 28,
2001. On November 11, 2006, PTl proposed a soil and groundwater injection program. As bench scale testing determined the proposed program
feasible, PTI submitted a Groundwater Corrective Action Pilot Test Work Plan on September 28, 2007, and a Revised Groundwater Corrective Action
Pilot Test Work Plan on May 28, 2008, which DTSC approved on June 27, 2008. The Regional Water Quality Control Board issued a Waste Discharge
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Requirement (“WDR”) permit to PTI on November 30, 2009. Following the successful implementation of a 2012 pilot test to treat hexavalent chromium

impacted vadose zone soils and in groundwater using CPS injections, PTI proposed modifying the selected groundwater remedy required in the Permit,
as modified by DTSC in 1995.

PT! submitted a new Corrective Measures Study Report (CMS), dated December 13, 2013 to DTSC for approval. The purpose of the CMS was to
evaluate groundwater remediation alternatives and propose a remedy to replace groundwater treaiment selected and required to be implemented in the

Permit (pump and treat (P&T). PTI submitted a Revised Corrective Measures Study Report (Revised CMS), dated October 6, 2015. The Revised CMS
laddressed DTSC comments submitted to PTl on September 5, 2014.

In support of PTI's proposal to modify the selected corrective action groundwater remediation, PTI points to several subsurface investigations that have
characterized subsurface soil and groundwater conditions. Concentrations of VOCs in the vadose zone have been reduced by a soil vapor extraction
system to below human health risk ievels. In addition, remediation technologies have advanced since 1985 and the state of the practice has evolved to
include many “in-situ” remediation technologies that effectively and cost-efficiently treat hexavalent chromium and VOCs in soil and groundwater.
Groundwater P&T can be effective at controlling further migration of dissolved contaminants in groundwater; however, it is inefficient at remediating
impacted groundwater and vadose zone sources, is unsustainable, and is expensive to implement and operate over the long term. Based on the
ladvances in remediation technologies since 1995, coupled with the successful implementation of CPS at the Site, PTI proposed reevaluating and
changing the groundwater remedy to injection of CPS for the Site.

The Revised CMS evaluated the following four corrective measures alternatives:
« No action;

Groundwater pump and treat;
In-situ injection of calcium polysulfide; and,
s Zero-valeni iron nanoparticle injection.

The Revised CMS recommends in-situ injection of CPS to modify DTSC-selected groundwater remedy and permit conditions. The recommendation is
based on the results of the Pilot Study, which has demonstrated that in-situ injection of CPS can reduce the soluble, toxic hexavalent chromium upon
contact to non-toxic, non-soluble trivalent form of chromium in the soil and groundwater. The CP$ solution would be injected into the vadose zone and| |
groundwater impacted with hexavalent chromium above background concentrations, using specially designed injection tooling mounted to a direct push
drill rig. The solution is mixed to a specified weight percent concentration in surface holding tanks and then injected under controlled pressures and flow
rates to the target depth through a manifold to single or multiple hoses at once. Groundwater quality will be monitored in accordance with amendment to
the existing Waste Discharge Requirements Permit from the Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board. The facility's existing groundwater]
wells will be monitored during the injection process for changes in groundwater chemistry. Soil samples will be collected before and after injection, while
samples of groundwater will be collected before, during and after injection for hexavalent chromium, metals, and VOCs.

DTSC is reviewing the Revised CMS. This alternative, if selected, would allow PTI to use in-situ treatment of CPS to remediate contaminated
groundwater.6 DTSC will decide to either adopt the proposed in-situ treatment, adopt i with changes or other alternatives, or reject the proposal. DTSC
will prepare a Statement of Basis summarizing DTSC selected decision. DTSC will provide the public with an opportunity to review and comment on the
proposed cleanup alternative.

® Iris Environmental. Corrective Measures Study Report. Phibro-Tech, inc. Santa Fe Springs, California. December 13, 2013, Revised October 6, 2015.
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4. Permit Renewal

PT1 submitted an application seeking to renew its Hazardous Waste Facility Permit (Permit Application) pursuant to California Health and Safety Code
(HSC) Section 25200 (California’s Hazardous Waste Control Act (HWCA), originally adopted in 1872 (HSC Section 25101 et seq., and largely
limplemented in lieu of the federal Resource Conservation and Recovery Act of 1976). DTSC is reviewing the Parmit Application. The Permit Application
contains activities previously authorized in the PTI’s Hazardous Waste Facility Permit and new activities. In determining whether to issue the Permit
Renewal, DTSC may exercise discretion and impose conditions as provided in HSC Section 25200 et seq. and the implementing code of regulations
found in California Code of Regulations (Cal. Code Regs.), title 22, including section 66271.5, subdivision (c)(1)-(4) (Draft Permits). Each permit issued
must also include terms and conditions as the Department determines necessary to protect human health and the environment from hazardous waste
treatment, storage and disposal related activities. (HSC Secticn 25200; Cal. Code Regs., title 22, section 66270.32.) DTSC's discretion in deciding

\whether to issue and, if so, how to condition issuance of the Permit Renewal is therefore proscribed by statute (i.e., HSC Section 25200 et seq.) and the
implementing regulations.

PTI currently operates a hazardous waste facility under a Hazardous Waste Facility Permit issued on July 28, 1891 (1991 Permit). An Initial Study and
Japproved a Negative Declaration was certified by DHS which supported the 1991 Permit decision. By operation of law, PTi may continue to operate
under the terms of the 1891 Permit until DTSC makes a determination on whether to issue a new permit or deny the. Permit Application.

PTI owns and operates a hazardous waste facility that stores, treats, and transfers hazardous wastes. Hazardous wastes are shipped to the Facility for
treatment from various industries inciuding, but not limited to, the following:

* Electronics manufacturing;
¢ chemical manufacturing;

+ metal finishing; and

s aerospace industries.

PTI recovers metals from inorganic waste streams, primarily spent metal plating and stripping etchants. Examples of waste types managed at the PTI
Facility include the following:

» Alkaline and acidic metal etchants, metal strippers, and metal finishing baths;
» Alkaline and acidic materials that include solids, slurries, and other metal-containing materials; and
¢ Other miscellaneous inorganic solutions and solids.

PTI is requesting in Section D of their September 2014 Permit Application to make the following changes to their operations:

1. Construction of New Container Storage Arga (CS-) 5

Container Storage area 5 (CS-5) will be a new regulated containment area located between CS-2 and CS-3 and CS-4 and will be primarily used for the
storage of containers during loading/unloading trucks. This unit is a bermed, irregular L-shaped area made of reinforced concrete that comprises two
areas: an acid area and a base area. The acid area measures 57.45 feet deep and varies in width, with a maximum of 40.1 feet wide at the north end
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fand about 35.25 feet on the southern end. A truncated trianguiar shaped portion, the base area, is separated by a wall and extends to the west along
the south border of CS-2 and is approximately 46.25 feet wide on the south end and changes in depth from about 29.5 feet on the east side to 17.27
feot to the west. The floor of the unit is sloped to follow the grade elevations with the north part being about two inches lower. There will be with a five-|
inch rollover-berm along the south side height of approximately 5 inches. This height will be maintained on containment walls which means that the
height from top of containment wall to floor of containment area will vary from about five to seven inches on the north side. Outer walls of containment
lareas CS-2 and CS/3/CS-4 will be utilized as they will exceed the required minimum height, From Testing, Inspection & Certification Services Report 144
3-20 the total usable storage area for CS-5 is 2,648 square feet for the acid area and 913 square feet for the base area. This containment area will be

concrete and coated with a chemical resistant coating similar to the other containment areas (e.g. Novalac or Corro-Flor), PTl will use the same on
Isimilar coating materials when repairs are needed.

It is expected that construction of CS-5 will be impacted by the construction efforts to install new wastewater tanks to allow for Pond 1 Closure and that
construction would not be completed until up to two years after the new pemnit effective date. The surficial asphalt/base material of up to six-inched
thick, will be removed with a mini-dozer with any the removed material collected in one or more small bins/or roll-off bin(s). It is expected that only the
upper layer of asphalt will be removed. If soil is exposed in any area, soil samples will be collected following the methodology in the November 22, 2006
“Revised Draft Pond 1 Scil Sampling and Analysis Plan” which was submitted and approved as part of the 2006 Tank Relocation Plan. Sample depths
in the area of the CS-5 are not expected to be collected more than a few feet bgs and would most likely be collected using a hydraulically driven direct
push rig mounted to a heavy-duty pick-up truck or small work truck. The foundation for the new CS-5 area will be constructed by fabricating wood and/or

cardboard forms, laying down the steel reinforcing, and then pouring concrete using a concrete pumping truck. After the concrete cures, the surface will
be prepped and coated with an epoxy coating.

2. Modifications and Expansion of CS-1 Area’

The Facility is planning to make several modifications to the C8-1 area. The expanded CS-1 area is referred to as C8-1 Ex. Although there will be a net
gain in storage area, the planned storage capacity of 69,000 gallons will remain the same. The proposed changes are:

Modification A — The existing CS-1 north containment wall will be moved 4 feet south so a that a pedestrian sidewalk can be added betweén CS8-1 Ex
and the main plant roadway to allow for improved safety for pedestrians,

Modification B — Since Modification A will relocate the north containment wall where the entrance ramp is currently located in the northwest corner, a

new ramp will be required. This 15-foot wide entrance ramp will be placed in a new location 33 feet east of the northwest corner of CS-1 Ex. This
reduces the containment surface area by about 227 square feet.

Modification C — A new 1,500 square feat pad will be added to the southeast corner of the existing CS-1. A berm will be provided to southeast corner of
CS-1 extending south 34.66 feet then west 38.96 feet until it intersects with the New J-Containment Area. Along the north end, this will be 47.43 feet.
The total containment area will be 3,817.5 square feet. The perimeter containment wall in the expanded area will be 10-inches high.

Modification D — A 22 feet by 15 feet roof structure will be installed at a height of 10 feet in the southeast corner of the C5-1 Ex area so that waste:
materials that may be affected by heat can be shaded from the sun. The roof support will not be attached directly through the CS-1 containment floor or;

T PTI may request authorization from DTSC to complete activities 2, 4, and 9 by submitting a Class Il Permit Modification request. {DTSC Letter to Phibro-Tech., Inc.
November 17, 2015).
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walls.

The C8-1 container storage area will be expanded to the south adding 1,500 square feet to the existing area. The expanded area will have a 12-inch
wide concrete curb. The area where the expansion will take place is currently a storage area for non-hazardous maintenance and production supp[ies.J
The expanded area will be at the same elevation as the existing containment. The entrance to CS-1 Ex will be relocated 33 feet fo the east. This
entrance will have a rollover berm with an elevation of 10 inches above surrounding grade. The existing rollover betm will be removed and replaced with
coated concrete at the same grade as the surrounding containment area. A 10-inch tall curb will be placed in the location of the previous entrance. In
laddition to the expansion, the section of the north border of the area east of the new entrance will be moved to the south by 4 feet to accommodate &

walking path next to the storage area. A 15 feet by 22 feet roof structure will be added to the southeast side of the new area to shade containers which
may be more sensitive to heat.

During the construction of the CS-1 Ex modifications, there will be short periods of time when containment berms will be disturbed. Along the
southeastern corner of the existing CS-1, the containment berm will be removed so the new expansion containment area can be connected into the
existing area and the junction made smooth and level and the floor coated as described above. Waste drums will remain in C$-1, During this time, a
temporary secondary containment berm will be created by using sandbags and polyethylene sheeting to create a berm of at least the same height as
lthe former containment area wall when waste remains in C8-1. The temporary berm will be in place during any time the containment wall is disturbed
until construction of the new area is complete, including the containment wall and protective coating.

Core samples will be collected to determine characteristics of soil and disposal and/or treatment methods for any soil that is exposed and/or removed.,
Soil samples will be taken following the methodology in the November 22, 2006 “Revised Draft Pond 1 Soil Sampling and Analysis Plan” which was
submitted and approved as part of the 2006 Tank Relocation Plan. Sample depths in this area are not expected to be collected more than 5 feet bgs
and samples would be collected using a hydraulically driven direct push rig mounted to a heavy-duty pick-up truck or small work truck.

Existing asphalt and concrete covering in the new expanded area and the existing south curb of CS-1 will be removed. Concrete or asphalt debris and
excavated soil will be assumed to be hazardous waste or separately characterized in accordance with California regulations to determine if it is
hazardous waste. About 17 cubic yards of soil will be removed in this area. Equipment used will include a gasocline powered concrete/asphalt saw,
diesel-powered off-road backhos/loader (such as a Caterpillar 416) with a demolition ram attachment, diesel-powered off-road skidsteer loader with
buckets, diesel-powered off-road mini-excavator with buckets, and diesel-powered end dump trucks.

_ |After the containment area is cleared, about 17 cubic yards of clean fill will be brought on site by diesel-powered end dump trucks and compacted.
About 8 cubic yards of clean fill will be brought on site for construction of the rollover berm at the new entrance. About 6 cubic yards of soil will be
removed when the old rollover berm is removed. Construction of the containment area would involve fabricating wood and/or cardboard forms and

installing a rebar mesh. Concrete and concrete reinforcement details will be according to the engineering plans to meet local codes. The concrete will
contain #4 rebar or greater. :

The new concrete will be 8 inches thick. The concrete will be poured directly from the concrete truck or by using a concrete pumping truck. The existing
south containment curb of CS-1 will remain intact as long as possible during construction o maintain containment of the area. At the time, that
construction requires this curb to be breached, adequate temporary containment structures will be put in place to contain contents stored in the area.
Likewise, adequate temporary containment structures will be used when the north curb of the area is removed and relocated 4 feet to the south and

hen the new enfrance to CS-1 is constructed. Eguipment used for this work will be diesel-powered off-road reach forklifts, diesel-powered concrete
ruck, diesel-powered concrete pumps {(on road) and concrete vibrators.
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Concrete curbs will be poured. The curbs will contain #4 rebar or greater and be doweled with rebar to the concrete foundation. The equipment used for
this work will be the same as used in pouring the tank foundation described above.

After the concrete has cured for at least seven days, the floor and interior walls will be coated with & 100% solids Novalac epoxy lining system {or equal)
that is chemically resistant to the types of wastes handled by the facility. A 15 feet by 22 feet roof siructure will be added to the south east side of the
new area to shade some containers which are more sensitive to heat. The supports of the roof structure will be anchored to pads that are within the
containment area but elevated above the liguid containment height. This will eliminate the need to penetrate any containment surfaces with anchors.

3. Construction of New CS-6 Roll-Off Bin Storage Area for Dry Solids

It is expected that construction of CS-6 will be impacted by the construction efforts to install new wastewater tanks to allow for Pond 1 Closure and that
construction would not be completed until up to two years after the new permit effective date. CS-6 will be a 25 feet by 18 feet area and will be used for
the storage of up to two roll-off containers of solid waste (i.e. containing no free liquids as measured by the paint filker test. Dry hazardous waste solids
in roll-off bins will include off-site waste and various materials placed in roll-off bins or end-dumps at the Facility. This includes hazardous waste
generated by operation of the Facility, excluded recyclable materials (if applicable), and hazardous wastes of the same type that are received in
containers and consolidated into a roll-off bin. Dry solid roll-off bins received and/or managed in the Facility may vary in capacity from 1Q cubic yards to

40 cubic yards and will be managed in one location, along the fence at the northwest corner of the facility, just north of the Laboratory. This area is ou]
of the heavy traffic area of the Facility. :

Roll-off bins used on site will be either open top bins that can be covered with a tarp or closeable cover bins. End dump trailers if used, will be covered
unless waste is being added or sampled. The maximum storage capacity of this unit is two roll-off bins (each with a capacity of between 20 and 40 cubic
vards) with a combined weight of up to 40 tons of hazardous waste. Managed waste types include: dewatered sludge, copper, nickel or other wastes
fram on-site treatment processes and storage of containers (e.g. supersacks) of off-site hazardous waste.

The following is a description of the installation of container storage area CS-6 which will be located in along the north property boundary in the western
larea of the facility. This will be 25 feet by 18 feet area and will be used for the storage of up to two roll-off containers of solid waste. The area where the
new tanks and containment system will be instalied is currently an open space with concrete and asphalt covering where production materials (filters,
empty drums, spare maintenance parts, etc.} were temporarily placed in the past.

Subsurface samples will be obtained in the area of the CS-6 construction fo determine characteristics of soil to be removed to facilitate disposal and/or
treatment. In addition, the samples may indicate whether additional cleanup by over excavation or other means may be warranted. Soil samples will beJ
collected following the methodology in the November 22, 2006 “Revised Draft Pond 1 Soil Sampling and Analysis Plan™ which was submitted and
approved as part of the 2006 Tank Relocation Plan. Sample depths in this area are not expected to be collected more than 5 feet bgs and would be
collected using a hydraulically driven direct push rig mounted to a heavy-duty pick-up truck or small work truck.

Existing asphalt and concrete covering in the area will be removed. Concrete or asphalt debris and excavated soil will be assumed to be hazardous
waste or separately characterized in accordance with California regulations to determine if it is hazardous waste. Assuming an excavation depth of 5
feet, about 80 cubic yards of soil wili be removed in this area. Equipment used will include a gasoline-powered concreie/asphalt saw, diesel-powered
off-road backhoe/loader (such as a Caterpillar 416) with a demolition ram attachment, diesel-powered off-road skidsteer loader with buckets, diesel
powered off-road mini-excavator with buckets, and diesel-powered end dump trucks.
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Diesel-powered end dump trucks will bring in and compact about 70 cubic yards of clean fill material. Construction of the containment area would
involve fabricating wood and/or cardboard forms and installing & rebar mesh. Concrete and concrete reinforcement details will be according to the
engineering plans to meet local codes. The concrete will be 8 inches thick and be reinforced with #4 rebar. Concrete will be poured directly from the
concrete truck or by using a concrete pumping truck. Equipment used for this work will be diesel-powered, off-road reach forklifts, diesel-powered
concrete truck, diesel powerad concrete pumps (on road) and concrete vibrators.

Five-inch high concrete curbs, nominally six-inches wide will be poured. The curb on the southwest side will be rounded to enable the containers to roll
over as they are loaded in this area. The walls will contain #4 rebar or greater and be doweled with rebar to the concrete foundation. The equipment
used for this work will be the same as used in pouring the tank foundation described above.

This area may not be coated with epoxy because this material would become damaged from the container wheels as they rolf across the surface. The
concrete in this area will not be exposed to liquid chemical spills so a chemically resistant coating may not be required. The concrate surface will be
inspected regularly as specified in the inspection schedule in the Operating Plan.

4. Construction of Tanks W-7 and W-8 in a new location to replace tanks W-1 and W-2, which are currently situated on top of Pond 1.°

Permit No. 81-3-TS-002, effective July 29, 1991, identifies tanks W-1 and W-2 as wastewater treatment tanks that are each idenitified in the permit as
30,000 gallons, but as 30,457 gallons in engineering certifications. Effective or operating capacity is less than 30,000 gallons. Because tanks W-1 and
W-2 were installed in the concrete-lined area that formerly served as Pond 1, which was identified under the 1981 Interim Status Document, tanks W-1
and W-2 must be relocated to allow access to execute the planned ciosure of Pond 1 (closure of Pond 1 is proposed under separate approval).

PTI] requests authorization to install two new tanks W-7 and W-8, each 30,500 galions, to replace W-1 and W-2. W-7 and W-8 will be placed in a newly
constructed secondary containment area just north of the existing Pond 1 that is sized to contain the release of one tank, plus the rainfall from a 25-
year/24-hour storm event.

Before the containment area for W-7 and W-8 can be constructed, the 75 cubic foot filter press currently identified as filter press FP-#2 will be removed.
A new filter press FP-#2A of comparable size will be constructed in a nearby location. This would involve fabricating wood and/or cardboard forms and
pouring concrete using a concrete pumping truck for construction of the foundation and then using and a 17 or 23-ton boom truck for placing the filter
press components on the foundation. When installation of FP-#2A is complete, FP-#2 will be disassembled and closed, as described in the Part B
closure plan (Volume 2) submitted to DTSC in September 2014, This will be considered a partial closure for the filter press and tanks W-1 and W-2.

Closure records will be maintained and submitted to DTSC and will also be maintained in facility records so that they can be included in the final facility
closure report.

Another Filter Press known as Filter Press #1 must also be closed and dismantled in order for the Tanks W-7 and W-8 to be constructed. Filter Press #1
will be closed using procedures in the Facility Closure Plan. It will be dismantled using a 17 or 23-ton boom truck. Filter plates and hydraulic oil will be

removed and managed separately as closure wastes. The filter press metal components will be placed on a truck for management as scrap metal or as
closure generated waste.

& PT1 may request authorization from DTSC to complete activities 2, 4, and 9 by submitting a Class |l Permit Modification request.
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Existing asphalt, concrete covering, and tank walls in the area of the new tanks W-7 and W-8 will be removed. Concrete or asphalt debris and
excavated soil will be assumed to be hazardous waste or separately characterized in accordance with California regulations to determine if it is
hazardous waste. Assuming an excavation of up to five feet, about 180 cubic yards of soil will be removed in this area. Equipment used will include a
gasoline-powered concrete/asphalt saw, diesel-powered off-road backhoe/loader (such as a Caterpillar 418) with a demolition ram attachment, diesel-
powered off-road skidsteer loader with buckets, diesel powered off-road mini-excavator with buckets, and diesel-powered end dump trucks.

After the tank and containment area is cleared, about 110 cubic yards of clean fill will be brought on site by diesel-powered end dump ftrucks and
compacted. Construction of the containment area would involve fabricating wood and/or cardboard forms and installing a rebar mesh. Concrete and
concrete reinforcement details will be according to the engineering plans to meet local codes. The concrete will contain #4 rebar or greater and be 17
inches thick. The concrete will be poured directly from the concrete truck or by using a concrete pumping fruck. The tank pads for Tanks J-6 and J-7 will
have radial grooves to allow for inspection and identification of possible leaks at the bottoms of the tanks. Equipment used for this work will be diesel-
powered off-road reach forklifts, diesel-powered concrete truck, diesel-powered concrete pumps (on road) and concrete vibrators.

Concrete walls wili be poured. The walls will be 8 inches thick and reinforced with #4 rebar or greater. Water stops will be instalied between the walls
land containment pad. The equipment used for this work will be the same as used in pouring the tank foundation described above.

After the concrete has cured for at least seven days, the floor and interior walls will be coated with a 100% solids Novalac epoxy lining system (or equal)
that is chemically resistant to the types of wastes handled by the facility.

New fiberglass reinforced plastic (FRP) tanks will be placed on their designated tank pads using a diesel-powered boom truck. Seismic restraints will be
installed on the tanks. Penetrations into the coated tank pad will be repaired and sealed as needed.

Tank installation and seismic restraints will be certified by a professional engineer.
Tank piping and instrumentation (e.g. level indicators, mixers, etc.) will be installed.
5. Construction of New Tank Containment Area S and Tanks S-8 and S-9

New Containment Area S for the proposed Tanks S-8 and S-9 will be located west of the existing containment area for Tank S-5. This area will be 12.33
feet by 34.33 feet, and will have a minimum containment wall height of 36 inches. The containment area for the two new tanks will be made of reinforcedr
concrete and coated with a 100% solids Novalac epoxy lining system (or equal) that is chemically resistant to the types of wastes handled by the
Facility. The eastern containment wall of the $-8/S-9 area will be shared with the wesiern wall of the S-8/8-8 containment wall.

The following is a description of the installation of two new tanks (S-8 and $-8) and a containment structure west of existing tank §-5. The existing tank
containment will be extended by 34 feet by 19 feet and contain two tanks; each with volume of 12,300 gallons. The area where the new tanks and
containment system will be installed is currently an open aisle covered with concrete and asphalt that is used by forklift and foot traffic.

Subsurface samples will be obtained in the area of the new S-area to determine characteristics of soil and disposal and/or treatment metheds. In
addition, the samples may indicate whether additional cleanup by over excavation or other means may be warranted. Soil samples will be collected
following the methodology in the November 22, 2006 “Revised Draft Pond 1 Soil Sampling and Analysis Plan” which was submitted and approved as
part of the 2006 Tank Relocation Plan. Sample depths in this area are not expected to be collected more than 5 feet bgs and would be collected using a
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hydraulically driven direct push rig mounted to a heavy-duty pick-up truck or small work truck.

Existing asphalt and concrete covering in the 34 feet by 19 feet area of new tank and tank walls will be removed. Concrete or asphalt debris and
excavated soil will be assumed to be hazardous waste or separately characterized in accordance with California regulations to determine if it is
hazardous waste. Assuming a 5 foot depth of soil removal, about 120 cubic yards of soil will be removed in this area.

Equipment used will include a gasbline-powered concréte/asphait saw, diesel-powered off-road backhoefloader {such as a Caterpillar 416) with a
demolition ram attachment, diesel-powered off-road skidsteer loader with buckets, diesel-powered off-road mini-excavator with buckets, and diesel-
lpowered end dump trucks.

After the tank and containment area is cleared, construction of the containment area would commence which involves fabricating wood and/or
cardboard forms and installing a rebar mesh. About 80 yards of clean fill will be added. Concrete and concrete reinforcement details will be according to
the engineering plans to meet local codes. The concrete will contain #4 rebar or greater. The concrete will be poured directly from the concrete truck or
by using a concrete pumping truck. The existing west containment wall for tank $-5 will remain intact as long as possible during construction to maintain
containment of the existing tanks. At the time that construction requires this wall to be breached, adequate temporary containment structures will be put
in place or tanks taken out of service as needed. The tank pads for $-8 and S-9 will have radial grooves to allow for inspection and identification off
possible leaks at the bottoms of the tanks. Equipment used for this work will be diesel-powered off-road reach forklifts, diesel-powered concrete truck,
diesel-powered concrete pumps (on road) and concrete vibrators.

Concrete walls will be poured. The walls will contain #4 rebar or greater and water stops will be used between the containment floor and the walls. The
equipment used for this work will be the same as used in pouring the tank foundation described above. After the concrete has cured for at least seven
days, the floor and interior walls will be coated with a 100% solids Novalac epoxy lining system (or equal) that is chemically resistant to the types of
wastes handled by the facility. :

New FRP tanks will be placed on designated tank pads using a 17 or 23- ton diesel-powered boom truck. Seismic restraints will be installed on the
tanks. Penetrations into the coated tank pad will be repaired and sealed as needed.

Tank installation and seismic restraints will be certified by a professional engineer.
Tank piping and instrumentation (e.g. level indicators, mixers, etc.) will be installed.

6. Modifications to Existing Containment Area F

Containment Area F s located in the southwest portion of the Facility. There are two tanks that store or treat hazardous waste, F-1 and F-2A contained
within Subarea F4. In addition there is a 10-foot diameter open-topped container called the dry basin that collects the solids from F-2A before they are
packaged for disposal. The total area within containment walls is about 1,074 square feet. The outer perimeter wall has varying heights as shown on

Unit Drawing C10 of 25 to 51 inches. The walls and floors of this containment area are made of reinforced concrete and coated with an impervious
fiberglass coating.

The following is a description changes to the dimensions of the containment area around regulated hazardous waste tanks F-1 and F-2A. Currently, the
containment area includes tanks F-1, F-2A, an air scrubber, and a fiter press; the containment area has a square footage of 1,074 square feet.
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Proposed changes to the containment area are as follows: A new wall will be constructed running east-west feet south of tank F-2A. A wall to the east of
tank F-1 will be removed and the containment area will be extended horizontally 12 feet to the east. An opening will be made in the wall to the north of
F-1 to allow the containment area to be joined with an adjacent existing containment area (Area C) to the north. In the containment area to the notth, af
3-foot tall north-south wall will be constructed to provide enough containment volume to hold the contents of the largest tank (F-1). The air scrubber F-
3B will be moved to the contained area north of tank F-1. The filter press will be moved to within a containment area west of Area C.

Subsurface samples will be obtained in the excavation area to determine characteristics of soil and disposal and/or treatment methods. In addition, the
samples may indicate whether additional cleanup by over excavation or other means may be warranted. Soil samples will be collected following the
methodology detailed in the November 22, 20086 “Revised Draft Pond 1 Soil Sampling and Analysis Plan” which was submitted and approved as part off
the 2008 Tank Relocation Plan. Sample depths in this area are not expected to be collected more than 5 feet bgs and would be collected using a
hydraulically driven direct push rig mounted to a heavy-duty pick-up truck or smail work truck. : :

The containment area east of the existing tank containment will be improved by repairing any damage to existing walls and coating the entire surface

with & 100% solids Novalac epoxy lining system (or equal) that is chemically resistant to the types of wastes currently permitted to be handled at the
facility.

A new 3,500 cubic feet per minute (CFM) packed bed air scrubber utilizing a sodium hydroxide scrubbing solution will be installed in the existing
containment area north of the tank containment (Area C). This will replace the existing and same sized F-2B scrubber. A new wall will be instalied along
a north-south line creating a 12 feet by 15 feet containment area (Area D). This containment will be joined with the F-1/F-2A tank containment through
an opening in the wall between the two containments.

A new wall will be built along an east ~west line four feet south of tank F-2A and F-1 which will create the southern boundary of the new containment for

tanks F-1 and F-2A. The resulting new containment area for tanks F-1, F-2A and the scrubber will be large enough to contain the contents of the largest
tank (F-1). '

Concrete or asphalt debris and excavated soil will be assumed to be hazardous waste or separately characterized in accordance with California
regulations to determine if it is hazardous waste. About 10 cubic yards of soil will be removed in this area. Equipment used will include a gasoline+
powered concrete/asphalt saw, diesel-powered off-road backhoe/loader (such as a Caterpillar 416) with a demolition ram attachment, diesel-powered
off-road skidsteer loader with buckets, diesel-powered off-road mini-excavator with buckets, and diesel-powered end dump frucks.

Construction of the new containment walls would involve fabricating wood and/or cardboard forms and installing a rebar mesh. Concrete and concrete
reinforcement details will be according to the engineering plans to meet local codes. Walls will be 8 inches thick. The concrete will contain #4 rebar or|
greater. The concrete will be poured directly from the concrete truck or by using a concrete pumping truck. Whenever a containment wall needs fo be
breached, adequate temporary containment structures will be put in place or tanks taken out of service as needed. Equipment used for this work will be
diesel-powered off-road reach forkiifts, diesel-powered concrete truck, diesel-powered concrete pumps (on road) and concrete vibrators.

7. Construction of new Containment Area O

The Containment Area O will be a new containment area dedicated to the processing of oily water streams. The new Containment Area O will be
constructed in the southern portion of the property just east of the new J-Area and C8-1 expansion. The new O-area will contain a total of ten tanks plus
additional processing equipment described in Sections D10.4 through D10.7. The containment area will be about B4 feet by 84 feet. The outer perimeter;
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wall will have a height of at least 20 inches.

A new bulk tank unload area will also be constructed for oily water tanker trucks arriving at the Facility for unloading. The bulk truck unload containment
area will be a concrete pad located in the eastern portion of the Facility, south of the scales. The area will be 24 feet (wide) by 70 feet (length) and have
a containment berm of at least six inches high. This area may potentially handle any of the waste types that are received in bulk at the Facility. At the
lend of the unloading area where the tanker truck is located, there will be a two compartment truck-wash basin. This will also be concrete with a Novalac
lepoxy coating (or equal), however this area need not be designed to handle the weight of delivery vehicles. This will be about six feet in length and each
of the two basins will be 12 feet wide {24 feet total). This area will be used to coilect residues from rinsing the truck, Residues in the area will be pumped
to an appropriate on-site tank fo be processed.

The new O-Area will include a container pumping station located inside the northwest tank containment wall. This will be a metal or fiberglass grate at
labout the same height as the containment wall so containers can be placed on here by & fork truck from outside the containment area. The containen
placement area will be 8 feet by 16 feet, with space to hold 8 pallets of drums (32 drums total). The grating will be supported by legs into the
containment basin. Therefore, this container pumping station will not displace containment volume for the tanks and the O-containment basin provides
full secondary containment for releases from the drums or during the pumping process.

The City of Santa Fe Springs 2008 IS/ND analyzed the potential environmental impacts from.the construction and operation of this proposed
containment area.

8. New W-9 and W-10 Tanks and Containment Area (Construction TBD)

The New W-9/AW-10 Containment Area is a new containment area that will be placed in the former location of the Variance Tank (W-3 and W-4)
Containment Area east and slightly north of Pond 1. This containment area will first require installation and temporary use of two new J Tanks (J-6 and
J-7) in the new J containment area until tanks W-3 and W-4 can be removed and a new containment system constructed. Although construction of the
New W-9/W-10 Containment Area is & required component of the Permit Reissuance, the two new 30,500-galion wastewater storage/treatment tanks:
(W-9 and W-10) designed for placement in this containment area are an optional feature. The containment area will generally be an “L” shape to provide
a cut out for access to a groundwater menitoring in this area. The containment area is 37 feet by 30 feet overall with a 6-foot by 8-foct area cut out of ther
northeast corner where the monitoring well is located. The height of the outer perimeter wall will be at least 36 inches. The walls of New W-8/W-10
Containment Area will be connected o the New W-7/W-8 Containment Area and the old eastern wall of W-7/W-8 Containment Area will be saw cut in
the middle and recoated to reduce the height to less than 36 inches. This design is being utilized in case Tank W-9 or W-10 were to have a release,
liquid would be able to overtop the W-9/W-10 Containmeant Area and flow into the W-7AW-8 Containment Area. The walls and floors of the new W- 9/\W-
10 Containment Area will be made of reinforced concrete and coated with an impervious fiberglass coating that is chemically resistant to the types of

wastes and materials anticipated to be handled in the wastewater treatment area. Table D-2 identifies the materials that may be managed in these
tanks, as well as the tank capacities.

Tanks W-9 and W-10 are optional and will be added when business justifies their need. The estimated capacity for five existing wastewater tanks
totaling 94,418 gallons. Adding Tanks W-3 and W-4 at 12,500 gallons each results in total wastewater tank capacity of 119,418 gallons. In the new
configuration described above, if W-8 and W-10 are added, there will be a total of 122,000 gallons of wastewater tank capacity (a 2.2% increase).
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9. Cons’éruction of Tanks J-6 and J-7 and containment area in a new location to replace tanks W-3 and W-4, which are currently located adjacent to
Pond 1.

Tanks W-3 and W-4 are located adjacent to the Pond 1 containment area currently used for W-1 and W-2. Removal of these tanks prior to Pond 1
closure will improve the safety of the closure activities and also enhance the integrity of operations by eliminating a potential concern for the integrity of
the W-3/W-4 containment area and tanks should a seismic event or other factors cause the tank containment area to subside. New tanks J-6 and J-7
will be installed in a new J-containment area.

4.6 and J-7 tanks will each be 12,500 gallons and contained by a five (5) foot wall. The containment area will have an “L” shape 34.33 feet by 35.19 fee’ti
overall with a 10-foot by 15.83 foot area cut out of the north east comer. The area where the new tanks and containment system will be installed is &
mostly unused asphalt pad that is occasionally used to store miscellaneous spare parts and materials such as motors, piping, steam, or heating coils.

Soil core samples will be obtained to determine characteristics of soil and disposal and/or treatment methods. Soil samples will be collected following
the methodology in the November 22, 2008 “Revised Draft Pond 1 Soil Sampling and Analysis Plan” which was submitted and approved as part of the
2006 Tank Relocation Plan. Sample depths in this area are not expected to be collected more than 5 feet bgs and samples would be collected using a
hydraulicaliy driven direct push rig mounted to a heavy-duty pick-up truck or small work fruck.

Existing asphalt and concrete covering in the area of the new tank and tank walls will be removed. Concrete or asphalt debris and excavated soil will be
assumed to be hazardous waste or separately characterized in accordance with California regulations to determine if it is hazardous waste. Assuming
an excavation of up to five feet, about 180 cubic yards of soll will be removed in this area. Equipment used will include a gasoline-powered
concrete/asphalt saw, diesel-powered off-road backhoe/loader (such as a Caterpillar 416) with a demolition ram attachment, diesel-powered off-road
skidsteer loader with buckets, diesel-powered off-road mini-excavator with buckets, and diesel-powered end dump trucks.

After the tank and containment area is cleared, about 110 cubic yards of clean fili will be brought on site by diesel-powered end dump trucks and
compacted. Construction of the containment area would involve fabricating wood and/or cardboard forms and installing a rebar mesh, Concrete and
~oncrete reinforcement details will be according %o the engineering plans to meet local codes. The concrete will contain #4 rebar or greater and be 17
inches thick. The concrete will be poured directly from the concrete truck or by using a conctete pumping truck. The tank pads for Tanks J-6 and J-7 will
have radial grooves to allow for inspection and identification of possible leaks at the bottoms of the tanks. Equipment used for this work will be diesel
powered off-road reach forklifts, diesel-powered concrete truck, diesel-powered concrete pumps (on road) and concrete vibrators.

Concrete walls will be poured. The walls will be 8 inches thick and contain #4 rebar or greater. Water stops will be installed between the walls and
containment pad. The equipment used for this work will be the same as used in pouring the tank foundation described above.

After the concrete has cured for at least seven days, the floor and interior walls will be coated with a 100% solids Novalac epoxy lining system (or equal)
that is chemically resistant to the types of wastes handled by the facility. New FRP tanks will be placed on designated tank pads using a diesel-powered
hoom truck. Seismic restraints will be installed on the tanks. Penetrations into the coated tank pad will be repaired and sealed as nseded.

Tank installation and seismic restraints will be certified by a professional engineer.

® BT| may request authorization from DTSC to compiete activities 2, 4, and 9 by submitting a Class !l Permit Modification request.
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Tank piping and instrumentation (e.g. level indicators, mixers, etc.) will be installed.
10. Construction of New J-5 Tank as part of new J Containment Area (Construction TBD)

Tank J-5 is an 8,500 gallon wastewater treatment tank to be constructed as part of the new J Containment Area, but at a later date than the canstruction
of Tanks J-6, and J-7. Tank J-5 will be installed following the same procedures as J-6 and J-7. The new J Containment Area should aiready be in place
when Tank J-5 is installed. Tank J-5 will be placed on the designated tank pad using a diesel-powered boom truck.

11. Construction of New C-Area Container Pumping Station

A 767 square foot container pumping station will be created within the existing C-area, in the north-central part of the facility just north of tank C-1D and
[south of the main driveway. The area will be excavated and regraded to provide containment capacity of 763 gallons plus 4.5 inches of rain.

Subsurface samples wili be obiained in the area to determine characteristics of soil to be removed to facilitate disposal and/or treatment. In addition, the
samples may indicate whether additional cleanup by over excavation or other means may be warranted. Scil samples will be collected following the
methodology in the November 22, 2006 “Revised Draft Pond 1 Soil Sampling and Analysis Plan” which was submitted and approved as part of the 2006
Tank Relocation Plan. Sample depths in this area are not expected to be collected more than 5 feet bgs and would be collected using a hydraulicaily
driven direct push rig mounted to a heavy-duty pick-up truck or small work truck.

Existing asphalt and concrete covering will be removed. Concrete or asphalt debris and excavated soil will be assumed to be hazardous waste or
separately characterized in accordance with California regulations to determine if it is a hazardous waste. Assuming 5 feet of excavation about 180
cubic yards of soil will be removed in this area. Equipment used will include a gasoline-powered concrete/asphalt saw, diesel-powered off-road
backhoe/loader (such as a Caterpillar 416) with a demolition ram attachment, diesel-powered off-road skidsteer loader with buckets, diesel-powered off-
road mini-excavator with buckets, and diesel-powered end dump trucks.

After the area is cleared, about 125 cubic yards of clean fill will be brought on site by diesel-powered end dump trucks and compacted. The new area
will be lower in elevation than the existing surface to provide for adequate containment. Construction of the containment area would involve fabricating
wood and/or cardboard forms and installing a rebar mesh. Concrete and concrete reinforcement details will be according to the engineering plans to
meet local codes. The concrete will contain #4 rebar or greater and be 8 inches thick. The concrate will be poured directly from the concrete truck or by

using a concrete pumping truck. Equipment used for this work will be diesel-powered off-road reach forklifts, diesel-powered concrete truck, diesel-
powered concrete pumps (on road) and concrete vibrators.

Concrete walls will be poured. The height of the walls above the finished surface will vary and are described in the engineering report “Design of
Containment for Storage Area Adjacent to C Tanks Located at the South End of the Phibro Tech Facility in Santa Fe Springs, CA." The walls will contain
H#4 rebar or greater and be doweled with rebar to the concrete foundation. Water stops will be installed between the curbs and the floor. The equipment
used for this work will be the same as used in pouring the tank foundation described above.

After the concrete has cured for at least seven days, the floor and interior walls will be coated with a 100% solids Novalac epoxy lining system (or equai)
that is chemically resistant to the types of wastes handled by the facility.

12. Construction of New S-Area Container Pumping Station
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iA new 25 feet by 5 feet concrete area with 10-inch curbs will be created just north of the new Tank S-8/8-9 containment basin. Fiberglass grating will be
3

ecured permanently over the curbs to support the drums or totes to be pumped. The container pumping station can hold up to seven tote bins of
hazardous waste.

Core samples will be obtained to determine characteristics of scil and disposal andfor treatment methods. Seil samples will be collected following the
methodology in the November 22, 2006 “Revised Draft Pond 1 Soil Sampling and Analysis Plan”.

Existing covering in area of the new curbs will be removed. Disposal of concrete/soil asphalt will be according to regulations depending on analysis of
tsoil removed in this area. It is assumed that soil will be removed to a depth of five feet resuiting in about 30 cubic yards of soil removal. Equipment used

will include a concrete/asphalt saw {off road), backhoe with a breaker and buckets (off road), skidsteer with buckets (cff road, mini-excavator with
buckets (off road) and dump trucks {on road).

The containment pad and curb will be poured as a monolithic structure. Concrete and concrete reinforcement details will be in accordance with the
engineering plans to meet local codes. The concrete will contain #4 rebar or greater, Equipment used for this work will be reach forklifts (off road),
concrete truck (on road), concrete pumps (on road) and concrete vibrators (off road).

The floor and interior curbs will be coated with & 100% solids Novalac epoxy lining system (or equal) that is chemically resistant to the types of wastes
handled by the facility. The area will be given the required amount of cure time.

13. Construction of New W-8/W-10 Container Pumping Station

A new 32 feet by 5 feet concrete area with 10-inch curbs will be created just east of the new Tank W-9/W-10 containment basin. Fiberglass grating will

be secured permanently over the curbs to support the drums or totes to be pumped. The container pumping station can hold up to nine tote bing of
hazardous waste.

Core samples will be obtiained {0 determine characteristics of soil and disposal and/or treatment mathods, Soil samples will be collected following the
methodology in the November 22, 2006 “Revised Draft Pond 1 Soil Sampling and Analysis Plan”.

Existing covering in area of the new curbs will be removed. Disposal of concrete/soil asphalt will be according to regulations depending on analysis of
soil removed in this area. It is assumed that soil will be excavated to a depth of five feet resuiting in removal of about 30 cubic yards of soil. Equipment

used will include a concrete/asphalt saw (off read), backhoe with & breaker and buckets (off road), skidsteer with buckets (off road, mini-excavator with
huckets (off road) and dump trucks {on road).

The containment pad and curb will be poured as a monolithic structure. Concrete and concrete reinforcement details will be in accordance with the
lengineering plans to meet local codes. The concrete will contain #4 rebar or greater. Equipment used for this work will be reach forklifts (off road),
concrete truck (on road), concrete pumps (on road) and concrete vibrators (off road).

The floor and interior curbs will be coated with a 100% solids Novalac epoxy lining system (or equal) that is chemically resistant to the types of wastes
handled by the facility. The area will be given the required amount of cure fime.
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14. Construction of New W-7/\W-8 Container Pumping Station

After the new W-7/W-8 Containment Area is constructed, a new 25 feet by 5 feet concrete area with 10-inch curbs will be created just wast of the new
Tank W-7/\W-8 containment basin. Fiberglass grating will be secured permanently over the curbs to support the drums or totes to be pumped. The
container pumping station can hold up to seven tote bins of hazardous waste.

Core samples will be obtained to determine characteristics of soil and disposal and/or treatment methods, Soil samples wilt be collected following the
methodology in the November 22, 2008 “Revised Draft Pond 1 Soil Sampling and Analysis Plan”.

Existing covering in area of the new curbs will be removed. Disposal of concrete/soil asphalt wilt be according to regulations depending on analysis of

soil. It is assumed that soil will be removed to a depth of five feet resulting in excavation of about 25 cubic yards of soil. Equipment used will include a

concrete/asphalt saw (off-road), backhoe with a breaker and buckets (off-road), skidsteer with buckets (off-road, mini-excavator with buckets (off-road)
and dump trucks (on road).

The containment pad and curb will be poured as a monolithic structure. Concrete and\ concrete reinforcement details will be according to the engineering
plans to meet local codes. The concrete will contain #4 rebar or greater. Equipment used for this work will be reach forklifts {off-road), concrete truck (on
road), concrete pumps (on road) and concrate vibrators (off-road).

The floor and interior curbs will be coated with a 100% sclids Novalac epoxy lining system (or equal) that is chemically resistant to the types of wastes
handled by the facility. The area will be given the required amount of cure tirne.

15. Additional changes to current 6peration {hat do not require any construction

A. The following existing tanks have historically been used at the facility and will be converted from hazardous material service to hazardous waste

service without changing existing treatment processes or increasing the total capacity of the {reaiment processes:

o C-40 - located in C-Containment Area, contains potentially hazardous decant water from the copper oxide treatment process;

e~ C-1, C-2, and C-3 — located in C-Containment Pad (West Area); contain ammonium chloride solution that results from scrubbing ammonia vapor
evolved in the copper oxide process in a hydrechloric acid scrubber permitted by South Coast Air Quality Managemaent District (SCAQMD);

o 35-2 and 8-4 - located in S-Containment Area, currently contain virgin copper sulfate, but will be designated to also sllow for the capability to
manage hazardous wastes of similar chemical composition;

s S-7 —located in the S-Containment Area, is designed fo hold virgin c'opper sulfate for special process subsequently not implermnented; currently
mostly unused, but will also be designated to also aillow for the capability to manage hazardous wastes of similar chemical composition.

B. Change in status of two current hazardous material product drum storage areas (CS-3 and CS-4) to be regulated as hazardous waste drum storage
. lareas. This would allow hazardous waste drums to be stored in four areas rather than two, but would not increase the number of hazardous waste
drums that may be stored at the facility.

{Expansion of the Site

The site footprint will remain unchanged and none of the actions described in detail above, will expand the existing footprint of the facility bevond ihe
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current parcel boundaries, increase the amount of impervious surface, or reduce any natural habitat.

Other Known, Current. or Probable Projects Occurring Within One Mile and Not Under DTSC Oversight’®

1. PROJECT NAME: Altamar Warehouse

DESCRIPTION: The Chalmers Equity Group has proposed to construct a 63,458 square foot warehouse on a 2.92-acre site located at 12140 Altamar
Place within the City of Santa Fe Springs. The facility will dedicate approximately 55,266 square feet to warehousing; 5,140 square feet to office use;
and 3,052 square feet to office mezzanine. In addition, 99 parking stalls, a bike rack, eight dock high loading doors, two grade-level truck doors, and a|
1,064 square foct trash enclosure will be provided. Lastly, approximately 10,191 square feet will be dedicated for landscaping.

The Altamar Warehouse is located approximately 1,450 feet to the southeast of the PhibroTech Facility. The most direct access between the two
facilities is along Dice Road.

CEQA: Mitigated Negative Declaration - 6/17/2015
2. PROJECT NAME: Universal Waste Systems, Inc., Material Recovery Facility and Transfer Station

DESCRIPTION: Evaluates the environmental impacts associated with the operation of a new Material Recovery Facility (MRF) and Transfer Station
(TS) in the City of Santa Fe Springs. The proposed project is a request by Universal Waste Systems, Inc. (UWS), to obtain a Conditicnal Use Permit
(CUP) to operate a MRF and TS at their existing collection truck storage and repair facility located at 8016 Norwalk Boulevard. Cther discretionary|
approvals will include a Design Development Plan Approval (DPA), a Modification of Property Development Standards, and a Tentative Parcel Map
(TPM). The proposed project, if approved, will provide a full range of solid waste processing and recycling activities within the project site.

Although the UWS site is less than 200 feet west of the Phibro Tech Facility, there is no direct road access between the properties. The properties are
isituated on opposite sides of the rail spur line and public access is not provided between the properties.

CEQA: Mitigated Negative Declaration — 5/26/2015

3. PROJECT NAME: Burke Street Industrial Complex

DESCRIPTION: A largely single-story structure concrete tilt-up structure will be constructed within that portion of the project site located at 11770 Burke
Street near the corner of Dice Road and Burke Street. The total floor area of the proposed new building will be 79,252 square feet. The majority of the|
new building will be devoted to warehouse-related uses. A total of 70,088 square feet of floor area will be devoted to warehouse uses. A total of 9,165
square feet will consist of office uses. The office areas will include a ground level and a mezzanine level located in the new building’s northeast corner.

The ground level office area will consist of 4,875 square feet while the mezzanine level will consist of 4,289 square feet. A total of seven dock-high
loading docks will be located on the building’s southwest corner.

*° City of Santa Fe Springs. http://www.santafesprings ore/cityhali/planning/planning/environmental documents.asp
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ccess to the site will be provided by three driveways including two existing located along the Dice Road frontage. Truck and general vehicular access

ill be provided by a new driveway connection with Burke Street and an existing drive on Dice Road. A third driveway connection with Dice Road will
provide access to parking area located along the Dice Road frontage. The driveway widths will be 30-feet. An internal drive-aisle will extend along the
site’s west and south sides. This drive-aisle will provide access to a second parking area, located in the project site’s southwest corner, and the loading
docks. A total of 157 parking spaces will be provided. Of this total, 107 spaces will be standard stalls, six spaces will be ADA accessible, and 44 spaces
will be compact spaces. An internal drive-aisle will extend along the west and south sides of the site. This drive-aisle will provide access to a second
parking area, located in the project site’s southwest corner, and the loading docks. Landscaping will be provided along the Burke Street and Dice Road
frontages. Additional landscaping will be provided along the site perimeter and along the east-facing elevation of the new building. Perimeter and interior|
fandscaping will total 34,864 square feet.

The Burke Street Industrial Complex is located approximately 1,100 feet north of PhibreTech along Dice Road.
CEQA: Mitigated Negative Declaration — 5/12/2015
4. PROJECT: Concrete building approved for construction at 11904 Washington Blvd, 58,000 sq. fi. in April 2015 "

5. PROJECT: Project at the Intersection of Altamar Plaza and Dice Road. Currently, waiting for details from City of Santa Fe Springs.™

Other Known Active DTSC Clean-up Projects Within 1 Mile of PTI*

1. Angeles Chemical Company, Inc. - 8915 Sorensen Avenue
2. Foss Plating Company - 8140 Secura Way

3. McKesson Chemical Company - 9005 Sorensen Avenue
4. Productol, Inc. - 10051 Romandel Avenue

5. Associated Plating Company - 8636 Ann Strest

' Wayne Morrell, Santa Fe Springs City Planner, telephone conversation, 6/26/2015.

2 wayne Morrell, Santa Fe Springs City Planner, telephone conversation, 6/26/2015.
13htt}g:[(W\J\ar\fur.envirostor.d‘cs:c.t:a.govz;gublit:[sea1'ch.asp"?gageﬂBu:mdzsearch&business name=&main_strest name=&city=SANTA+FE+SPRINGS&zip=&county=&st
atus=&branch=&site type=&npl=&funding=&reporttitle=PROJECT+SEARCH+RESULTS&reporttype=&federal superfund=True&state response=True&voluntary cle
True&school cleanup=True&operating=True&post closure=True&non cperating=True&corrective action=True&tiered permit=True&evaluation=True&s
&national priority list=&senate=&congress=&assembly=&critical pol=&business &case e=&searchtypes&hwmp site type=&cleanup type=&




This section provides a description of previous permit decisions and authorized activities including any permit modifications or corrective action, date(s)
of approval(s) and also identifies the CEQA documenis (i.e., certified Environmental Impact Report, approved adopted Negative Declaration, Notice of

JExemption) prepared. The CEQA document fitle, name of lead agency, date of certification or approval, and State Clearinghouse (SCH) number are
~ @lso provided.

On September 22, 1988, the Department of Health Services (DTSC's predecessor) and U.S. EPA approved a Medified Closure Plan for Pond 1. The
1088 Modified Closure Plan activities include removal and relocation of the wastewater tanks, site characterization, removal of the concrete liner and
isome of the underlying soils and closure as a land disposal unit in accordance with 40 CFR 268. 228. The Department prepared an 1S/ND for this
project (Subject Title: Southem California Chemical Co. (Pond NO. 1), SCH# 1988072715).™

On June 19, 1991, DTSC, then known as the Department of Health Services, approved a Hazardous Waste Treatment and Storage permit for Entech
Recovery Inc. aka Sothern California Chemical (PTF's predecessors). The Hazardous Waste Facility Permit has an expiration date of July 29, 1986. By
operation of law, PT] may continue to operate under the terms of the 1991 Permit until DTSC makes a determination on whether to issue a new permit
or deny the Permit Application. The Department preparad an IS/ND in 1980 (SCH# 1890011028) for this prc:jec:t.15

On June 30, 1995, DTSC approved a DTSCHinitiated permit modification to select required corrective measures to be implemented at the PTI Facllity.
The permit modification required PTI to implement corrective measures to address releases from the Facility. As discussed previously, required
corrective measures included the following:
«  Groundwater remediation; pumping and treating contaminated groundwater,
Groundwater monitoring: quarterly monitoring to track groundwater quality and identify any new releases should they oceur,
Soil Vapor: a soil vapor survey to determine the nature and extent of halogenated VOC contamination,
In-situ soil vapor extraction if needed to clean up soils contaminated with halogenated VOCs,
In-situ bioventing to clean up hydrocarbon contaminated soils in the former underground fuel storage tank area,
Containment measures to contain surface water runoff,
Vadose zone monitoring to identify contaminant migration in subsurface soils,
Surface sampling to measure contaminants in surface water discharged from the Facili’éy and
Deed restrictions to prevent future residential and other sensitive uses of the property.’

. ® * e ® @« * *

DTSC prepared an Initial Study and Negative Declaration (SCH# 1994111022), for this project.

14 Department of Health Services. RCRA Closure Plan for Southern California Chemical — Approval Letter, September 22, 1988,

¥ United States Environmental Protection Agency. Permit for a Hazardous Waste Management Facility — Entech Recovery Inc. a.k.a. Southern California Chemical.
May 29, 1991,

1 Department of Toxic Substances Control. Order Denying Petition for Review for Permit Modification Determination for Phibro-Tech inc. September 5, 1997,
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On January 29, 1996, PTI submitted a permit application requesting to renew their hazardous waste permit. Since 1996, PT| has revised the application
several times. In 2005 PTI revised its permit application to request authorization to add a new hazardous waste treatment system to treat oily water
waste. This proposal required Reconsideration of Conditional Use Permit (CUP) Case No. 441 by the City of Santa Fe Springs. As a result, the City
prepared an Initial Study in 2008 to determine if this change would result in any significant impacts to the environment. The City determined a Negative
Dectaration (SCH# 2008101020) was appropriate for the project on October 3, 2008.

DTSC is reviewing the current permit application. The Permit Application contains activities previously authorized in the PTI’s Hazardous \Waste Permit
fand new activities.
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Discussion:

This section provides information that supports the responses to each column described above by comparing the information contained in the prior
Environmental Impact Report or Negative Declaration and other applicable documents with that existing at the time the current Project determination is
being considered. This summary constitutes the baseline condmons that are used to determine the significance of poteniial Project impacts described in
the Environmental Resource section that follows.

|Current Baseline Information.

The earlier environmental documents considered baseline conditions at the time of analysis; one of the purposes of the EDA form is to bring these
baseline conditions into the present. The information presented below provides the current baseline conditions.

-The Facility is located at 8851 Dice Road in Santa Fe Springs. The entire Facility is paved, except for minimal perimeter landscape vegetation along
Dice Road.

.The Facility and surrounding buildings are located in an area zoned as M-2, Heavy Manufacturing by the City of Santa Fe Springs. The surrounding
area is highly developed and does not provide more than a minimal amount of natural vegetation or habitat,

“The nearast residential area is located approximately 550 feet to the north of the Facility along Burke Street. The Kingdom Hall of Jehovah's Witnesses
lis also located zalong Burke Street adjacent to this residential area.

- The nearest schools are Aeolian Elemeantary (0.30 miles), Los Nietos Middle (0.35 miles). Another possible school - Our Lady of Perpetual Help (0.26
miles) is located at the corner of Orange street and Walnut street. The type and current operating status of this school is unknown. St. Paul Catholic
High School is located 0.70 miles east of PhibroTech along Santa Fe Springs Road.

. The California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) identifies that closest Officially Designated State Scenic Highway as State Route 2 (SR-2) from |.
the City of La Canada-Flintridge north to the San Bernardino County line. in Los Angeles County, interstate 110 {I-110) (Arroyo Seco Historic Parkway).
between milepost 25.7 and milepost 31.9 is identified by Caltrans as a Historic Parkway. Both of these highways are located more than 10 miles north

land northwest, respectively, of the Project site. There is a railroad storage yard located 0.23 miles to the east of Phlbro~Tech across Sorensen Avenue
and anocther 0.40 miles fo the west across Los Nietos Read.

- The Project site is located in the South Coast Air Basin (Air Basin) within the jurisdiction of the SCAQMD.
- The closest public park facility to the Project site is Los Nietos Park, which is located approximately 0.70 mile southwest of the site.

A building, operated by Johnson and Wilshire Inc. was constructed near the corner of Burke Street and Norwalk Bivd. This building was constructed
sometime between 2010 and 2011 after the last CEQA document for PTl was completed in 2008. In addition, & building at the intersection of Burke
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Street and Dice Road was dernolished in 2011. The 5|te is currently vacant and City of Santa Fe Springs Planning Department staff did not indicate that
plans to redevelop the site have been filed with the City.”

DTSC has determined that there is new information concerning the baseline environmental settings and physical and regulatory conditions since
approval of prior environmental document(s); however, such information would not result in any of the conditions described in CEQA Guidelines section
15162 or 15163 that would require preparation of a subsequent or supplemental negative declaration or EIR.  As documented in the environmental
resource analysis provided below, DTSC has determined that the new information is limited to the following environmental resource areas and that the
impact levels for each of the environmental resource areas remains less than significant or as having no impact:

+  Air Quality: Addition of air emission estimates for workers and import of fill material to make the analyses from the various analyses consistent;
+  Greenhouse gas (GHG) Emissions: Addition of GHG emissions as an environmental resource issue area for activities evaluated prior to 2008;
and

»  Cumulative Effects Analysis: Addition of a cumulative effects analysis to ensure that reascnably foreseeable project(s) would not, in total, result
in any significant environmental affect.

References
California Department of Transportation. California Scenic Mapping System.
http:/iwww.dot.ca.goviha/LandArch/16 livability/scenic highwaysfindex.htm. Last Updated on 9/2/2011. Accéssed 8/2015.

DUDEK. Environmental Information Form. Phibro-Tech, Santa Fe Springs, California. May 29, 2015
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1. AESTHETICS. Would the project:
{Interim Measure Work Pian
2. Revised Modified Pond 1 Closure Plan - 1988 IS/ND

*7 Wayne Morrell, Santa Fe Springs City Planner, telephone conversation, 5/26/2015.
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3. Revised Corrective Measures Study — 1985 IS/ND
4, Permit Application for Renewal - 1980 IS/ND and 2008 I1S/ND
la. Have a substantial adverse effecton a 1. NA 1.No 1.No 1.No No pricr mitigation
scenic vista? . measures were
2. Appendix 2. No 2. No 2.No reguired and no
VIII-B, Page 11 mitigation is
required.
3. Page 26, and 3. No 3. No 3.No
12 IS checklist
4. Appendix | 4, No 4. No 4.No
Page 6 and
City IS/ND
Page 36
b. Substantially damage scenic resources, 1. NA 1.No 1.No 1.Ne No prior mitigation
including, but not limited to, trees, rock measures wers
outcroppings, and historic buildings within 2. Appendix 2. No 2. No 2. No required and no
a state scenic highway? VII-B, Page 11 mitigation is .
required.
3. Page 26, 3. No 3. No 3. No
Page 12 and 13
IS checklist
4. Appendix | 4. No 4. No 4. No
Page 6 and
City IS/ND
Page 36
c. Substantially degrade the existing visual 1. NA 1.No 1.No 1.No No prior mitigation
character or quality of the site and its measures were
surroundings? 2. Appendix 2. No 2. No 2. No required and no
VII-B, Page 11 mitigation is
required,
3. Page 26, 3. No 3. No 3. No
Page 12 and 13
1S checklist
4. Appendix | 4. No 4. No 4, No
Page 6 and
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City IS/ND
Page 36 .
d. Create a new source of substantial light 1. NA 1.Ne 1. No 1.No N%ggs&:ggiazgg”
or glare which would adversely affect day )
or nighttime views in the area? 2. NA 2.No 2.No 2.No requ-n"ed -anc! noe
_ ] mitigation is
3. Page 12 3. No 3. Ne¢ 3. No required.
18 checklist
4.NA, and 4. No 4. No 4. No
City [S/ND
Page 37

Discussion:

1 (a-d). The potential environmental impacts from the project activities proposed in the June 2015 Interim Measure Work Plan were not evaluated in a
previous CEQA document. The Interim Measure activities described in the Work Plan consist of In-situ remediation of Site soils through the injection of
a CPS solution to stabilize hexavalent chromium, CPS injections were previously used at the facility as part of 2 2012 Pilot Test to treat hexavalent
chromium impacted vadose zone soils and groundwater. [n-situ remediation of hexavalent chromium uses chemical reduction or fixation. Chemical
reduction or fixation of hexavalent chromium reduces it to the more thermodynamically stable trivalent chromium, which can precipitate or adsorb to
soil. A reductant such as CPS can convert the toxic and soluble hexavalent chromium into an insoluble non-toxic hydroxide compound.

To treat hexavalent chromium in vadose zone soils, 25 injection boreholes will be advanced to expand the Pilot Test injection area, which is onsite
near the center of the facility property. An 8040-series Geoprobe® truck-mounted, direct-push drill rig or equivalent will be used to advance the small
diameter stainless sfeel injection rods. If is anticipated that the baseline sampling, CPS solution injection, and process monitoring will take
approximately eight weeks after all agency approvals.

The project activities are temporary and would take place on the facility property, which is currently utilized for a variety of hazardous waste
management operations and in an area zoned M-2, Heavy Manufacturing. The truck mounted drill rig and additional equipment involved would have no
effect on the existing character and visual quality of the site or the surrounding area. Therefore, there will be no significant impacts to any scenic vista
or resources. Project activities are anticipated to occur only during the day. Thus, an increase in the overall level of lighting at the site is nof expected
and therefore, no adverse effects to day or nighttime views would occur in the area.

2 (a-d). The general closure procedures for Pond 1 as written in the 1988 Closure Plan are as follows:
s Site Characterization/Tank Relocation Plan
¢ Impoundment Characterization
s Concrete and Soil Removal, Scil stabilization
» Interim Cover/Final Cover
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¢ Closure certification
¢ Post-Closure Care & Maintenance

Along with the 1988 Modified Pond 1 Closure Plan, DTSC (then known as Department of Health Services) prepared and circulated to the public an
IS/ND. This document addressed the environmental impacts from these activities and concluded that ihe closure would not result in the obstruction of
any scenic vista or view open to the public, or result in the creation of an aesthetically offensive site open to public view.

The Revised Modified Pond 1 Closure Plan submitted in 2015, as requested by DTSC, contains many of the same activities. However, it provides
mare detail, proposes the removal of soil specifically down to 10 feet beneath Pond 1, adds the removal of wastewater treatment tanks W-3 and W-4,
adds the injection of calcium polysulfide (CP8) as an in-situ treatment of hexavalent chromium contaminated soils below 10 feet, and is prepared to
allow for third-party closure of Pond 1, if required.

The modifications to the 1888 Madified Pond 1 Closure Plan will not result in any significant impacts to any scenic vista or resources in the surrounding
area, nor will they substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of the site and its surroundings . The in-situ remediation of soils will be
completed in a similar manner as proposed in the Interim Measure Work Plan. All closure activities will be completed within 180 days and not
substantially change the industrial nature of the site and the immediately surrounding area, which is zoned M-2, Heavy Manufacturing. Project activities
are anticipated to occur only during the day. Thus, an increase in the overall level of lighting at the site is not expected and therefore, no adverse
effects to day or nighttime views would occur in the area.

3(a-d}. The purpose of the Revised Corrective Measures Study is to evaluate groundwater remediation alternatives and propose a remedy to replace
groundwater pump and treat (P&T), the remedy required in the Permit as modified by DTSC in 1885, DTSC completed an Initial Study and Negative
Declaration in 1894 in support of this permit modification decision. In the 1894 |S/ND, it was concluded that no aesthetic impact would result from the
project and no mitigation measures were required. Changing the corrective action requirements for groundwater at the facility from P&T to in-situ
treatment using CPS would not change the visual context of the site from the surrounding community and would not cause any new impacts to scenic
resources or the visual character of the site or surrounding area. The P&T equipment would be similar in nature to the equipment involved with CPS
injections and ne increase in the overali level of lighting at the site is expected,

4(a-d). PTI submitted a permit renewal application to DTSC, which is still under review. The application proposes a variety of changes to the current
hazardous waste management operations at the Faclility (see project description above). Some of those changes involve the addition of several new
tanks to be constructed onsite. The most significant change proposed is the construction and operation of a new treatment system to treat oily
wastewater. The potential environmental impacts from this proposal were evaluated in an Initial Study completed by the City of Santa Fe Springs in
2008. That Initial Study concluded that there would be no new sources of light that would affect nighttime views, no significant impacts to any scenic
vista or resources, nor would there any significant impacts to the visual character of the site or surrounding area.

DTSC completed an IS/ND in 1991, which evaluated the poie'n’{ial environmental impacts from the majority of the current hazardous waste management
operations at PTI. DTSC concluded that the operations would not resul in the obstruction of any scenic vista or view open to the public, or result in the
creation of an aesthetically offensive site open to public view. This document did not consider any sources of substantial light or glare, which would
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adversely affect day or nighttime views in the area. However, the Environmental Information Form submitied by PTI stated that “Nighttime exterior
lighting is currently provided on the Project site for safety and security purposes. Consistent with Santa Fe Springs Municipal Code Sections 155.415
and 155.432, lighting used on the Project site is shielded, hooded, and/or directed onsite in order to minimize light trespass onto adjacent properties.”
Further, in the City of Santa Fe Springs 2008 Initial Study, the following was concluded:

“Given that the subject site is currently developed with an inorganic chetnical manufacturing and recyeling facility, some existing lighting is already in
place. If additional lighting is required for project, both Planning and Police Service staff will review the new lighting plan to ensure it meets Santa Fe
Springs Municipal Code Sections 155.415 and 155.432, which address issues of light or glare, Further, no new lighting is permitted without approvals
from both Planning and Police Services department. Therefore the project is not expected to have any significant effects relating to lighting and glare
(pg. 37)."

DTSC has determined that no new circumstances or project changes have occurred nor has any substantial information been found that warrant
preparation of a Supplemental environmental document. Therefore, the conclusions of the Negative Declarations remain valid and the proposed
project aciivities would not result in new or substantially more severe significant impact to visual quality and aesthetics. -

References

AECOM. Pond 1 Closure Plan. Phibro-Tech, Santa Fe Springs, California. May 2013, and revised June 2015, August 7, 2015, and September 2015,

City of Santa Fe Springs. Initial Study and Negative Declaration. Reconsideration of Conditional Use Permit Case No. 441. Phibro-Tech. October
2008.

Department of Toxic Substanoes Control. Proposed Negative Declaration and In1t|al Study for Entech Recovery Inc. (A.K.A. Southern CA Chemlca[).

.} October 25, 1980

Iris Environmental. Interim Measure Work Plan. Phibro-Tech Inc., Santa Fe Springs, California. June 1, 2015

Iris Environmental. Corrective Measures Study Report. Phibro-Tech, Inc. Santa Fe Springs, California. December 13, 2013, Revised October 8, 2015
Southern California Chemical. Modified Closure/Post-Closure Plan. July, 29, 1988.
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2. AGRICULTURE AND FORESTRY RESOURCES. Would the project:
1. Interim Measure Work Plan
2. Revised Modified Pond 1 Closure Plan
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3. Revised Corrective Measures Study

4. Permit Application for Permit Renewal

Convert Prime Farmland, Unigue 1. NA 1. No 1. No 1. No No pricr mitigation
Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide 2. 2. No 2. No 2. No measures were
importance (Farmland}, as shown on the 3. 3. No 3. No 3. No reguired and no
maps prepared pursuant {o the Farmland 4, Page 38 4. No 4. No 4. No mitigation is
Mapping and Monitoring Program of the City of Santa required
California Resources Agency, to non- Fe Springs
agricultural use? IS/ND
Conflict with existing zoning for 1. NA 1. No 1. No 1. No No prior mitigation
agricultural use, or a Williamson Act 2. 2. No 2. No 2. No measures were
contraci? 3. 3. No 3. No 3. No reguired and no
4. Page 38 4. No 4. No 4. No mitigation is
City of Santa required
Fe Springs
IS/ND
Conflict with existing zoning for, or cause 1. NA 1. No 1. No 1. No No prior mitigation
rezoning of, forest land (as defined in 2. 2. No 2. No 2. No measures were
Public Resources Code Section 3. 3. No 3. No " 3. No required and no
12220(g)), timberland (as defined by 4, Page 38 4. No 4. No 4. No mitigation is
Public Resources Code Section 4526), or City of Santa required
timberland zoned Timberland Production Fe Springs
{as defined by Government Code Section IS/IND
51104{g))?
Result in the loss of forest land or 1. NA 1. No 1. No 1. No No prior mitigation
conversion of forest land to non-forest 2, 2. No 2. No 2.No measures were
use? 3. 3. No 3. No 3. No required and no
4, Page 38 4, No 4, No 4. No mitigation is
City of Santa required
Fe Springs
IS/ND
involve other changes in the existing 1. NA 1. Ne 1. No 1. No No prior mitigation
environment which, due to their location 2. 2. No 2. No 2. No measures were
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or nature, could result in conversion of
Farmiand to non-agriculturat use or
conversion of forest land to non-forest
use?

3.

4. Page 38
City of Santa
Fe Springs
18/ND

3. No
4, No

3. No
4, No

4. No

required and no
mitigation is
required

Discussion:

1, 2, 3 and 4 (a-e) The PTI Facility is not located on or in the vicinity of any farmland or forest land. The property has been used as a chemical
manufacturing since the 1950's and hazardous waste treatment facility since the 1980's. The PTI Facility is currently zoned for M-2, Heavy
Manufacturing. The City of Santa Fe Springs IS/ND did not indicate the presence of any farmland near the facility or within the City of Santa Fe
Sprlngs The continued operation of the facility, at its current size and capacity would have no impact on agricultural or forest resources. No mitigation
is required; and approval of the various activities would not change the conclusion(s) of the previously adopted Negative Declaration(s). Therefore,

thls secnon does not apply and no further ana[ys:s is necessary
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3. AIR QUALITY. Would the project:
1. Interim Measure Work Plan
2. Revised Modified Pond 1 Closure Plan
3. Revised Corrective Measure Study
4, Permit Application for Permit Renewal
a. Conflict with or obstruct 1. NA 1. No 1. No 1. No 1. NA
- implementation of the applicable air
quality plan? 2. Appendix 2. No 2. No 2. No 2. Page 2
VIII-B, Page 6, Attachment to
Page 2 Checklist
Aftachment to
Checklist
3. Page 28 3. No 3. No 3. No 3. No
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Page 2 Initial
Study Checklist

4. Appendix | 4. No . No 4.No 4. No
Page 2 and )
City IS/ND
Page 39
b. Violate any air guality standard or 1. NA 1. No .No 1. No 1. NA
contribute substantially fo an existing 2. Appendix 2.No .No 2. No 2.Page 2
or projected air quality -viclation? ViII-B, Page §, Attachment to
Page 2 Checkiist
Attachment to
Checklist
3. Page 28 3. No . No 3. No 3. No
Page 2 Initial
Study Checklist
4. Appendix | 4. No .No 4. No 4. No
Page 2 and
City [S/ND
Page 39
c. Resultin a cumulatively considerable net 1. NA . 1. No -No 1. No 1. NA
increase of any criteria poliutant for which | 2 Appendix 2. No - No 2. No 2. Page 2
the project region is non-attainment under g[II-B,zPage 6, Attachmept to
an applicable federal or state ambient air Atatgeh ” Checklist
quality standard (including releasing Chackpfn 0
emissions which exceed quantitative 3 sc ISZB
thresholds for ozone precursors)? P, age 2o 3. No -No 3.No 3. No
. age 2 Initial
Study Checklist
4. Appendix i 4. No .No 4. No 4. No
Page 2 and
City IS/IND
Page 39
d. Expose sensitive receptors to 1. NA 1. No . No 1. No 1. NA
substantial pollutant concentrations? 2. Appendix 2. No . No 2. No 2. Page 2
VIII-B, Page 6, Attachment to
Page 2 Checklist
Altachment to
Checklist
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3. Page 28 _ 3. No 3. No 3. No
Page 2 Initial 3. No
Study Checklist
4. Appendix | 4. No 4. No 4. No
Page 2 and 4. No
City IS/ND
Page 38

le. Create objectionable odors affecting a 1. NA 1. No 1. No 1. Ne 1. NA
substantial number of people? 2. Appendix 2. No 2. No 2. No 2. Page 2

VII-B, Page 6, Attachment to

Page 2 Checklist
Attachment to

g Checklist . '
3. Page 28 3. No 3. No 3. No 3. No
Page 2 Initial
Study Checklist '
4. Appendix | 4. No 4, No 4. No 4. No
Page 2 and
City IS/ND
" Page 39

Discussion:

1(a-d). The Interim Measure Work Plan proposes the use of a truck-mounted, direct-push drill rig fo advance small-diameter stainless steel injection
rods into the subsurface to inject the CPS, which will treat soils contaminated with hexavalent chromium. The SCAQMD released a report in 2005
entitted Sample Construction Scenarios for Projects Less than Five Acres in Size, which contained emission factors for drill rigs. The amount of
carbon monoxide (CO), nitric oxides (NOy, particulate matter up to 10 micrometers in size (PM10), Sulfur oxides (SO,), and volatile organic
compeounds (VOCs) emiited from & 120 Hp drill rig would be 0.471, 0.822, 0.072, 0,166, and 0.101 pounds/day respectively. The Work Plan states
that the baseline sampling, CPS selution injeciion, and process monitoring will take approximately eight weeks. The drill rig would be in operation for
approximately 7 days. Therefore, the total amount of the following criteria pollutants emitted from the operation would be approximately 3.3 Ibs of CO,
5.8 Ibs of NO,, 0.50 lbs of PM10, 1.2 lbs of SOy, and 0.71 Ibs of VOC's. A comparison of these emission levels with the SCAQMD Mass Daily
Thresholds presented in the table below indicates that this element of the project would not violate any applicable air quality plan, exceed any air

quality standard, result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria pollutant for which the project region is non-attainment, or expose
sensitive receptors to substantial pellutant concentrations.

The Project site is located in the South Coast Air Basin (Air Basin) within the jurisdiction of the SCAQMD. The Air Basin is currently in non-attainment
for the 1-hour ozone, 8-hour ozone, suspended particulate matter (PM10), particulate matter (PM2.5), and lead (Pb) standards. Alr quality significance
thresholds for daily emissions of criteria pollutants from construction and operation are the following:
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SCAQMD Mass Daily Thresholds
Pollutant Construction (lbs/day} Qpefation {Ibs/day)

NO, 100 55

VOC 75 55

PM10 ' 150 150

PM2.5 55 55

SO, 150 150

co 550 550

Lead 3 3

Source: hitp:/fwww.agmd. gov/docs/defaulit-source/ceqahandbook/scagmd-air-quality-significance-thresholds pdf?sfvrsn=>2 accessed 5/2015

2 (a-d). The closure of Pond 1 will include the deconstruction and removal of Tanks W-1, W-2, W-3, and W-4, removal of the concrete basins, removal
of a filter press under a variance, and excavation and removal of appreximately 610 cubic yards of soil beneath the pond.

Tanks W-1, W-2, W-3, and W-4 will be cut into pieces that can be placed inte a 30-cubic yard or 40-cubic vard roll-off bin staged near the Pond 1
containment basin. Sections removed may be handled by a small crane to prevent them from falling and for lifting into the roll-off bin. The tanks will be
pressure washed before they are cut. If pressure washing proves ineffective, abrasive blasting methods will be used and preference shall be given to
wet methods. All applicable provisions of SCAQMD Rule 1140 shall be followed to minimize the effects of carryover. Dry unconfined abrasive blasting
shall not be used unless the abrasives have been approved for use by SCAQMD.

The use of the filter press associated with the wastewater treatment unit was authorized pursuant to a variance issued by the Toxics Branch of the
DHS and the filter press will be closed pursuant to California Code of Regulations, title 22, division 4.5., Chapter 15. The plates will be removed from
the filter press and managed as hazardous waste debris. The frames, surrounding areas on the structure, and structural support members under the
filter presses will be washed with a high pressure water spray to remove accumulated sludge. Visgueen plastic will be draped around the equipment
and used as necessary to confine the spray washing. A visual closure performance standard will be used. The cleaned metal components will be
gither be sent off site as scrap metal or sent to a landfill as non-hazardous waste. Piping will either be managed as a closure generated waste or
cleaned to the closure performance standard and managed as non-hazardous waste.

The conerete basin of the former Pond 1 and containment area for Tanks W-3 and W-4 will be broken up with a diesel-powered backhoe/loader (such
as a Caterpillar 416) with a demolition ram attachment or cut with a concrete saw. The backhoe/loader will be positioned outside the former Pond 1
area. A second diesel-powered wheeled front-end loader (such as a Caterpillar 850} will be stationed at grade and will be equipped with about a three
cubic yard bucket and will be used to remove concrete floor sections created by the demalition ram or the concrete saw, The concrete pieces will be
placed into roll-off bins or directly into dump trucks for offsite disposal.
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A diesel-powered hydraulic excavator with extended arm with a fwo-three cubic yvard bucket attachment will remove the soils and fransfer them to
another diesel powered wheeled front-end loader (such as a Caterpillar 830). The loader will place the soils directly into trucks or onio a remediation
waste staging area to the west of Pond 1 near the rainwater tanks. The remediation waste staging area will be a poly liner {minimum 20 millimeter
thickness) placed over the asphalt and concrete base. A perimeter berm will be placed beneath the base sheeting to prevent storm water run-on or
run-off or fiber rolls shall be used to surround the base of the excavation spoils. Two separate areas may be constructed — one for soils that are
suspected to be clean and another for soils suspected to be contaminated.

Alternatively, if the soil can be properly characterized based on the samples, it will be directly loaded into 20-cubic yard end-dump trucks.

During placement of soil onto the pile, mitigation measures shall be taken to reduce fugitive dust such as minimizing the drop height, or dampening
the soil. Any seil storage piles and disturbed soil areas will be secured and covered at the end of the work day. If a storage pile or disturbed soil area

remains inactive for longer than 10 days, additional precautions will be used to secure the cover, or the surfaces will be treated with appropriate dust
suppressant compounds.

Cnce the soil is properly profiled, it will be loaded into 20-cubic yard end-dump trucks. While loading from the soil pile to the trucks, fugitive dust shall
be minimized by using one or more of the following measures: minimizing the drop height into the end dump; dampening the soil; or using wind
screens. Before leaving the site, trucks shall alsc be covered with a tight fitting tarp. It is estimated that up to 30 trucks will be used. If this soil loading.
takes place over two or three days, that will be 10 fo 15 trucks per day. This is 2 minor increase in traffic levels compared with the 33,703 vehicles per

day traveling on the primary route of Slauson Avenue near Dice Road, or the 12,774 vehicles per day at Los Nletos Road near Dice Road. Traffic at
Los Nietos Road near Dice Road includes over 20 trucks per day.

For the purposes of this Closure Plan, it is expected that closure activities would generate the following waste shipments:
+ Truck shipment (bulk) of wastewater off-site from Tanks W-1 and W-2 —would generate between 12 and 15 tanker trucks

» Rinse water from closure decontamination would require up to 10 tanker truck trips (if rinse water is not processed in an on-site wastewater
plant)

« Trucks or roll-off bins (20 cubic yard capacity) of closure-generated waste would require three to four trucks of concrete debris, one truck of
miscellaneous solid debris, and about 30 — 33 trucks (20-cubic yard end-dumps) of excavated soil.

All diesel-fueled engines used in the closure work with a rating of 50 horsepower (hp) or higher and lower than 750 hp shall meet, at & minimum, the
Tier 3 California Emission Standards for Off-Road Compression-Ignition Engines, as specified in California Code of Regulations, Titie 13, section
2423(b)(1), unless such an engine is not available for that particular type of equipment. Engines larger than 750 hp shall meet Tier 2 engine
standards. In the event that a Tier 3 engine is not available for any off-road equipment larger than 50 hp and smaller than 750 hp, that equipment shall
be equipped with a Tier 2 engine, or an engine that is equipped with retrofit controls to reduce exhaust emissions of NOx and diesel particulate matter
(DPM) to no more than Tier 2 levels unless certified by engine manufacturers that the use of such devices is not practical for that specific engine type.
For purposes of this condition, the use of such devices is “not practical” for the following, as well as other, reasons:
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o There is no available retrofit control device that has been verified by either the California Air Rescurces Board or USEPA to control the engine
in question to Tier 2 equivalent emission levels and the highest level of available control using retrofit or Tier 1 engines is being used for the
engine in question; or

= The construction equipment is intended to be used on site for 10 days or less. All heavy-duty construct:on equipment with diesel engines
greater than 50 hp shall be properly maintained and the engines tuned to the engine manufacturer's specifications. All diesel heavy
construction equipment shall not remain running at idle for more than 5 minutes. Vehicles that need to idle as part of their normal operation
(such as concrete trucks) are exempted from this requirement.

All heavy-duty construction equipment with diesel engines greater than 50 hp shall be properly maintained and the engines tuned to the engine
manufacturer’s specifications. All diesel heavy construction equipment shall not remain running at idle for more than 5 minutes. Vehicles that need to
idle as part of their normal operation (such as concrete trucks) are exempted from this requirement.

All closure activities and preparation of the closure plan will be completed in 180 days. All construction activities that may affect air quality will occur
within an approximately 20-day period within the 180 days. Construction activities would be minor, short-term, and unlikely to generate a significant
impact to air quality by exposing sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations, or by viclating any air quality standard or plan. There
would be no operational emissions associated with the Revised Closure Plan.

3 (a-e). As described in detail above, the Corrective Measures Study evaluated groundwater remediation aliernatives and proposed a remedy to
replace groundwater pump and treat (P&T) with in-situ treatment using CPS injections. The Environmental Information Form provided by PT! for the
CPS injection activities states that a drill rig could be operating for these activities for approximately 100 days. Based on emission rates published by
the SCAQMD, the operation of a typical drill rig would generate emissions of 0.492 Ib/day of CO; 1.512 Ib/day of NOx; 0.083 Ib/day of PM10; 0.327

lb/day of SOx; and 0.102 Ib/day of VOC. Implementation of the activities identified in the Corrective Measure Study would not exceed SCAGMD
thresholds.

4 (a-d). As described above, the Project site is located in the South Coast Air Basin (Air Basin) within the jurisdiction of the SCAQMD. The Air Basin is
currently in non-attainment for the 1-hour ozone, 8-hour ozone, suspended particulate matter {PM10), particulate matter (PM2.5), and lead (Pb)
standards. Within the SCAQMD, facilities that have significant air emissions are subject to Annual Emissions Reporting (AER) in accordance with
SCAQMD Rule 301. The Facility's emissions are not considered significant, and thus, it has not been subject to AER.

PTI is proposing a variety of modifications (tank replacement, storage area expansion, etc.) as described in the project description to their current
operations. The most significant modification is the addition of a new treatment system for oily water waste. This modification request required the
reconsideration of PTI's Conditional use Permit by the City of Santa Fe Springs. As a result, the City prepared a Negative Declaration that included a
Health Risk Assessment (HRA). The HRA calculated emissions using the USEPA model Tanks 4.0. The City concluded that the addition and
operation of the new treatment systern would not result in a cumulative considerable net increase of any criteria pollutant for which the project region

is in non-attainment, expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations, viclate any air quality standard, or significantly conflict with or
obstruct the implementation of SCAQMD Ruie 1401.
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PTI operates ammonia and hydrochloric acid scrubbers that are connected to various tanks and process vessels within the Facility. These scrubbers
abate emissions from onsite process and storage tanks. The scrubbers are regulated and permitted by the SCAQMD and are inspected and
maintained regularly as required by their respective SCAQMD permit requirements.

Current Operations Health Risk Assessment (COHRA)

The COHRA, completed by PTI in January 2015 identified, evaluated, and characterized potential chronic hazards/risks to current and reasonably
expected future on and ofisite receptors posed by Site-related chemicals asscciated with the current Site operations. The COHRA did not assess

whether the levels of chemicals detected in subsurface soil, soil gas, and groundwater pose an unacceptable risk to human health. The human health
rigk from historical releases was evaluated in a separate assessment.

The COHRA generally followed the procedures and methodologies originally presented in the COHRA Work Plan Addendum as amended and
included: 1) development of emission rates for chemicals of potential concern; 2) transport and exposure assessment; 3) toxicity assessment; and 4)
risk characterization. The COMRA was completed in conjunction with Yorke Engineering, LLC (Yorke), who modeled potential off-site and on-site

health risks associated with diesel-fueled trucks at the Facility, and modeled the transport of fugitive emissions using source parameters provided by
Iris Environmental.

The California Air Resources Board (CARB) maintains a list of Toxic Air Contaminants (TACs) for use in emissions evaluations. Of the chemicals
used or processed at the facility during current operations, only nickel and hexavalent chromium are listed as TACs. Diesel Particulate Matter (DPM)
is also a TAC and generated during operation of the PhibroTech facility. Nickel was not carried forward since when processed, it remains in a moist
cake and thus it is not a potential particulate emission source. Hexavalent chromium was not carried forward since it represents less than one percent

of chemicals processed at the facility, and is only received sporadically. The health risks from previous releases of hexavalent chromium to soil and
groundwater were evaluated in a separate assessment'®.

The remaining chemicals identified as chemicals of potential concern (COPCs) for risk screening included:
» Agueous ammonia
s Hydrochloric acid
+  Sulfuric acid
¢ Nitric acid
¢ Ferric oxide (dry)
+ Copper carbonate {dry)
s« Copper oxide (dry)

18 pT| submitted a Final Human Health Risk Assessment for Historical Releases to Soil and Groundwater to DTSC in February of 2015. The HHRA assessed whether
the levels of chemicals detected in subsurface soil, soil gas, and groundwater at the Site could pose an unacceptable risk to human health. The assessment
" concluded that none of the chemicais posed a significant health risk to current offsite residential populations, or current and future onsite commercial workers,
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The SCAQMD thresholds for TAC’s are the following:
+ Maximum Incremental Cancér Risk 2 10 in 1 milion
» Cancer Burden > 0.5 excess cancer cases (in areas 2 1in 1 million)
¢ Chronic & Acute Hazard Index = 1.0 (project increment)

The results of the COHRA indicated that none of the chemical emissions modeled for the facility pose a significant health risk to current populations

working at or nearby the Site or to current residential populations living near the facility. A summary of these results can be found in Section 7, page
25 of the COHRA.

Overall, no new circumstances or project changes have occurred nor has any substantial information been found that warrant preparation of a

supplemental or subsequent environmental document. Therefore, the conclusions of the Negative Declarations remain valid and the proposed project
aciivities would not result in new or substantially more severe significant impact to air quality.

1,2, 3,4 (e) Odors

During the subsurface injection of calcium polysulfide solution, evolved hydrogen sulfide gas may be formed on site. As a result, air monitoring will be
conducted during excavation activities. Monitoring for hydrogen sulfide was performed during the CPS injections for the 2012 pilot test. During the
pilot test, over 20,000 gallons of CPS solution were delivered to the site and subsequently diluted with water and injected into the soil. No detections
of hydrogen sulfide were observed on the field instruments throughout the multi-week pilot test.

The PTI Facility has both ammenia (NHa) and hydrogen chioride (HCL) sensors located within the facility boundary and at the fence line. The HCL
sensors are set up to report detections of airborne concentrations at 2.5 ppm. The NH; sensors along the fence line are set up to report detections of
airborne concentrations at 15 ppm. Sensors are inspected weekly,

On February 23, 2012, DTSC staff sampled the air in the neighborhood adjacent to PTI. Ammonia and VOCs were sampled from approx. 10 am to 12
pm. Dice Rd, Burke Rd, Skabo Rd, Walnut Rd, Verback Rd, Rivera Rd, Sorensen Td, and Altamar Street were surveyed. Ammonia was not detected
above the detection limit of 1 ppm and VOC’s were not detected above the detection limit of 0.1 ppm.

DTSC has a hotline to call for nearby residents to report odors that they think may be coming from the PTI facility. Two complaints of foul oders from
residents were received in May of 2012. Four complaints were received in June 2012, In response to these complaints, DTSC reviewed data of
ammenia concentrations taken from fence line sensors at the facility and found that there were no detections above the detection limit. PTI is also
required to comply with SCAQMD Rule 402, which states the following:

“A person shall not discharge from any source whatsoever such quantities of air contaminants or other material which cause injury,
detriment, nuisance, or annoyance to any considerable number of persons or to the public, or which endanger the comfort, repose,

health or safety of any such persons or the public, or which cause, or have a natural tendency to cause, injury or damage to business or
property.”
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In addition, PTI works in coordination with SCAQMD, City of Santa Fe Springs Fire Department, and DTSC to resolve odor issues if any.

No project changes have occurred that require preparation of a subsequent or supplemental environmental document. Air quality and emissions were
reviewed and it was determined that the proposed activities would not generate air emissions in excess of current standards. Therefore, the
conclusions of the previously adopted Negative Declarations remain valid and the proposed activities would not result in new or substantially more
severe significant impacts to air quality.
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4. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES. Would the project:
1. Interim Measure Work Plan
2. Revised Modified Pond 1 Closure Plan
3. Revised Corrective Measure Study
4. Permit Application for Permit Renewal
a. Have a substantial adverse effect, either 1. NA 1. No 1. No 1. No : i
directly or through habitat modifications, 2. Page 8 2. No 2. No 2. No No prior mitigation




on any species identified as a candidate, Appendix VIII-B measures were

" sensitive, or special status species in 3. Page5and 8 3. No 3. No 3. No required and no
local or regional plans, policies, or Initial mitigation is required
regulations, or by the California Study Checklist
Department of Fish and Game or U.8. 4. Page 3 Initial 4. No 4. No 4. No
Fish and Wildlife Service? Study

Checklist, Page
48 City IS/ND

Have a substantial adverse effect on any 1. No 1. No 1. No : S
riparian habitat or other sensitive natural 2. No 2. No 2. No N;ggg;g;tl\%ztrlg n
community identified in local or regional 3. Ne 3. Ne 3. No required and no
plans, policies, or regulations or by the - 4. No 4. No 4. No mitigation is required
California Department of Fish and Game or
US Fish and Wildlife Service?
Have a substantial adverse effect on 1. No 1. No 1. Ne ; T
federally protected wetlands as defined by 2. No 2. No 2. No N;g;gﬂ:;f‘fgg”
Section 404 of the Clean Water Act 3.No 3. No 3. No required and no
(including, but not limited to, marsh, 4. No 4. No 4. No mitigation is required
vernal pool, coastal, etc.) through direct
removal, filling, hydrological interruption,
or other means?
Interfere substantially with the moverment 1. No 1. No 1. No No pricr mitigation
of any native resident or migratory fish 2. No 2. No 2. No measures were
and wildlife species or with established 3. No 3. No 3. No reguired and no
native resident or migratory wildlife 4, No 4, No 4, No mitigation is required
corridors, or impede the use of native
wildlife nursery sites?
Conflict with any local policies or 1. No 1. No 1. No No prior mitigation
ordinances protecting biological 2. No 2. No 2. No measures were
resources, such as a tree preservation 3. Ne 3. No 3. No required and no
policy or ordinance? 4. No 4, No 4, No mitigation is required
Confiict with the provisions of an adopted 1. No 1. No 1. No No prior mitigation
Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural 2. No 2. No 2. No measures were
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Community Conservation Plan, or other
approved local, regional, or state habitat
conservation plan?

3. No

3.No
4, No

4. No

required and no
mitigation is required

Discussion:

1, 2, 3, 4 (a-f). The Facility property is completely paved and in an area currently zoned M-2, Heavy Manufacturing. The surrounding area is also
developed and provides no natural habitat. No wetlands, endangered species or other biclogical resources are present onsite and all previous CEQA
documents concluded there to be no impacts to animal and plant life or any other biclegical resources in the area. All current, proposed project

activities and changes to the current operations will oceur on the facility property. Therefore, no further analysis is necessary.
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5. CULTURAL RESOURCES. Would the project:.

1. Interim Measure Work Plan

2. Revised Modified Pond 1 Closure Plan

3. Revised Correciive Measure Study

4. Permit Application for Permit Renewal

; ; 1. NA 1. No 1.No 1. No No prior mitigation
la. Cause asubstantial adverse change in .
the significance of a historical %}lﬁpgeggge 11 2.No 2.No 2. No r’;‘;;f;géez r‘;"‘ée;z
- . 5 -B,
resource as defined in §15064.57 3, Page 21, 3. No 3. No 3. No mitigation is required

33, Initial
Study
Checklist
Page 13
4., Appendix | 4. No 4, No 4. No
Page 6 and
City IS/ND
Page 50
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. : 1. NA 1. No 1. No 1. No No prior
b. Cause a substantial adverse change in the . L
significance of an archaeological resource | - Appendix 2.No 2.No -2.No mitigation
pursuant to §15064.5? VIi-B, Page 11 . measures
3. Page 21, 3. No 3.No 3. No were
33,13 : required
4, Appendix | 4. No 4. No 4. No and no
Page 6 and mitigation
City IS/ND is required
Page 50
c. Directly or indirectly destroy a unique 1. NA 1. No 1. Ne 1. No No
paleontological resource or site or unique 2. Appendix 2. No 2. No 2. No prior
geologic feature? VIIi-B, Page 11 mitigation
' 3. Page 21, 3.No 3. No 3. No measures
33,13 were
4. Appendix | 4. No 4, No 4. No required
Page 6 and and
City IS/ND no
Page 50 mitigation
is
required
d. Disturb any human remains, including 1. NA 1. No 1. No 1. No No prior
those interred outside the formal 2. Appendix 2. No 2. No 2. No mitigation
cemeteries? VIII-B, Page 11 : measures
3. Page 21, 3. No 3. No 3. No were
33,13 required
4, Appendix | 4. No 4. No 4. No and no
Page 6 and mitigation
City [S/ND is
Page 50 ' required

Discussion

1 (a-d). To treat hexavalent chromium in vadose zone soils, 25 injection boreholes will be advanced to expand the Piiot Test injection area, which is
onsite near the center area of the facility property. A truck-mounted, direct-push drill rig will be used to advance the small diameter stainless steel
injection rods. The injection reds do not require any excavation activities prior to their advancement and the boreholes will be less than 6 inches in
diameter. All boreholes are [ocated onsite. Based on past fiterature research and surveys of the site and vicinity, no cultural rescurces have been

identified on the Site. The Site is developed with structures and pavement and there are no prehistoric or historic buildings, structures, or objects on
the Site.
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2. 3. 4 (a-d). Under the California Code of Regulations Title 14 section 15064.5(a) is a list of items that are considered to be “historical resources”.
Previous CEQA documents have not indicated the presence of any of these items onsite. Previous public comments to DTSC have indicated that the
PTI site was used by a foundry in the 1920’s. PTl, in their Environmental Information Form submitted to DTSC on May 29, 2015, stated that a foundry
operated at the site from the late 1940's to the early 1950's. The foundry and all remnants were removed when the current facility was constructed.

The current project site is fully paved and developed, with the exception of some minor, perimeter landscaping. All previous CEQA documents
indicated no impacts to Cultural Resources. The modifications to the facilities operations as described in the current permit application (Part B) will
require several excavation of previously disturbed material at various locations on the property. The depth of the excavations range from 3 feet to a
maximum of 10 feet below ground surface. If any archaeological or paleontological items are encountered, steps to analyze and protect those items
must be conducted in accordance with CEQA guidelines section 15064.5. Therefore, it is anticipated that there will be no impact to any historical
resources from the proposed project activities and no further analysis is necessary.
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6. GEOLOGY AND SOILS. Would the project:
1. Interim Measure Work Plan
2. Revised Modified Pond 1 Closure Plan
3. Revised Corrective Measure Study
4, Permit Application for Permit Renewal
la, Expose people or structures to potential 1. NA 1. No 1. No 1. No No prior mitigation
substantial adverse effects, including the 2. Page 6 2. No 2. No 2. No measures were
risk of loss, injury, or death involving: and 7 required and no
i. Rupture of a known earthquake fault, Appendix mitigation is reguired
as delinsated on the most recent VII-B
A]qqist—Priolo Earthquake Fault 3. Pages 5- 3. No 3. No , 3. No
Zoning Map issued by the State 7,10, page
Geologist for the area or based on 1 of
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other substantial evidence of a known checklist
fault? Referto 4. Page 1 4. No 4, No 4. No
Division of Mines and Appendix |,
Geology Special Publication Page 51-53
4z, ) .
i. Strong seismic ground shaking? City IS/ND
ii. Seismic-related ground failure,
inciudin Iiguefaction?
iv. Landslides”
b.  Result in substantial soil erosion or 1. NA 1. No 1. No 1. No No prior mitigation
the loss of topsoil? 2. Page 6 2. No 2. No 2. No measures were
and 7 required and no
Appendix mitigation is required
VIII-B 3. No 3. No 3. No ~
3. Pages 5-
7,10, page
1 of
checklist 4. No 4. No 4. No
A 4, ngei‘l
Eenaix
Poge 51-53
City IS/ND
c. Be located on a geologic unit or soil that 1. NA 1. No 1. No 1. No No prior mitigation
is unstable, or that would become 2.Page B 2. No 2. No 2. No measures were
unstable as a result of the project, and and 7 required and no
potentially result in on-or off-site Appendix mitigation is required
landslide, lateral spreading, subsidence, Vili-B
liquefaction or collapse? 3. Pages 5- 3. No 3. No 3. No
7,10, page
1 of
checklist
4. Page 1 4. No 4.No 4. No
Appendix I,
Page 51-53
City IS/ND
d. Be located on expansive soil, as defined in 1. NA 1. No 1. No 1. No No prior mitigation
Table 18- 1-B of the Uniform Buildin 2.Pageb 2. No 2. No 2. No measures werg
Code (1984), creating substantial risks o and 7 required and no
life or property’? Appendix mitigation is required
VIII-B
3. Pages 5- 3.No 3. No 3. No
7,10, page
1 of
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ihgcklis"t‘
. Page
Appendi_xgl, Page 4. No 4. No 4, Np
51-53 City |13/ :
e. Have soils incapable of adequately 1. NA 1. No 1. No 1. No No prior mitigation
supporting the us e of septic tanks or 2. Paged 2. No 2. No 2. No measures were
alternative wastewater disposal systems and 7. required and no
where sewers are not available for the Appendix mitigation is required
disposal of wastewater? VIII-B _
3. Pages 5- 3. No 3. No 3. No
7, 10, page
1 of
checklist '
4. Page 1 4, No 4. No 4. No
Appendix |, Page
51-53 City 1S/
Discussion:
1,2, 3, 4.

a) The California Depariment of Conservation has not published an Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Map for the City, likely because no known
lsurface faults, active or otherwise, are located in the City or on the Project site. However, the Puente Hills Blind Thrust (PBT) fault is iocated beneath
the City. A blind thrust fault does not rupture all the way up to the surface, resulting in a lack of evidence of it at the ground surface. The Santa Fe
Springs segment of the PBT is beneath the Santa Fe Springs anticline (fold). This fold provides structural trap for the Santa Fe Springs of field. The
PHT is thought to be responsible for the 1987 Whittier Narrows Earthquake.

b) All soil excavated due to remediation or tank system replacement will be backfilled. Therefore, there will be no substantial loss of topsoil.

c) The Department of Conservation’s Seismic Hazard Zone Map: Whittier Quadrangle shows the Project site being located outside of an area
susceptible to liguefaction, landslide, or other seismically induced, geological condition.

d) The surficial and near surface soils across the site have been sampled and characterized by a California Licensed Professional Engineering
Geologist. These soils contain substantial percentages of fine gravels, sand, and silt, in addition to low percentages of clays. Laboratory and fieid tests

have demonstrated that the clay fraction in the soil is not of an expansive mineralogy. Therefore the scils at the site are not expansive as defined in
Table 18-1-B of the Uniform Building Code (19984).

le) The Facility currently connects to the municipal sanitary sewer systern and no septic or alternative wastewater disposal systems are proposed as part
of the Projects. '

Based on the above information, it is anticipated there will be no significant impacts from implementation of the projects currently under consideration
No new circumstances or project changes have cccurred nor has any substantially important new information been found requiring new analysis or
verification. Therefore, the conclusions of the prior Negative Declaration(s) remain valid and the proposed activities would not result in new or
substantially more severe significant impacts to geology, soils, or seismicity.
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7. GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS, Would the project: .
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Discussion:

Based on Appendix G of the State CEQA Guidelines, the project could have a significant adverse effect related to climate change if it would:
- generate greenhouse gas emissions, either directly or indirectly, that may have a significant impact on the environment; or
- conflict with an applicable plan, policy or regulation adopted for the purpose of reducing the emissions of greenhouse gases.

The South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) has formally adopted an interim threshold for evaluating GHG emissions. SCAQMD
recommends a CEQA significance threshold of1Q, 000 MT of CO.e emissions per year.

The previous CEQA documents for the PTI facility did not estimate or analyze environmental impacts from greenhouse emissions, except for the City of
Santa Fe Springs 2008 IS/ND that included estimates of GHG emissions from operation of a hazardous waste treatment system to treat oily
wastewater. The City’s analysis concluded that 715 Metric Tons (MT) of CO,e per year would be emitted and that these emissions would result in &
less than significant impact to the environment. When the City completed its Initial Study in 2008, very little guidance existed regarding the appropriate
significance thresholds that should be used to determine whether environmental impacts from GHG emissions were significant or less than significant.
Since that time, the SCAQMD has established the interim significance threshold of 10,000 MT of CO,e emissions per year.

An analysis of potential impacts from GHG emissicns for each project activity is provided below.

1 {a-b). Any GHG emissions that will occur as result of the advancement of 25 injection boreholes to inject CPS would likely be minimal. The boreholes
do not require any excavation and the truck-mounted, direct-push drill rig used to advance the boreholes would only be in operation at the site for less
than two months. Additional automobiles resulting from the project would be negligible compared to the already existing daily traffic volume at the site.
Therefore, it is anticipated that there would no significant emissions of GHG's or conflicts with any applicable GHG reduction plan or policy,

2 (a-b). The majority of the GHG emissions that will result from the implementation of the Revised Medified Closure Plan for Pond 1 would come from
additional trucks needed to transport contaminated soil from the site. Approximately 610 cubic yards of scil will be removed beneath the [ocation of
Pond 1 as a result of the closure. If is estimated that up to 30 twenty cubic yard dump trucks will be used. If this soil loading takes place over two or
three days, that will be only 10 o 15 trucks per day. Soil could possibly be {ransported to a hazardous waste landfill approximately 200 miles north in -
Kettleman City, CA. Using an emission factor of 4.195 pounds of CO/mile provided by 2007 Emfac, the amount of CO, produced from the truck trips
would be approximately 11.44 metric tons. It is also anticipated that 10 to 15 trucks could be used to import clean fill to the site and a few additional
passenger cars may travel to and from the site during the closure process. Therefore, a conservative estimate for the total amount of GHG emitted
would be 25 metric tons. This would not surpass the interim threshold of significance of 10,000 MT of CO.e emissions per year set by SCAQMD.

3 (a-b). The purpose of the CMS was to evaluate groundwater remediation alternatives and propose a remedy to replace groundwater pump and treat
(P&T) with in-situ treatment using CPS injections. There are no specific construction or remediation activities associated with this project. The
Environmental Information Form prepared by PT1 indicates that injection of aquecus solution of CPS into the subsurface would require operation of a
drill rig for approximately 100 days. Based on emission rates published by the SCAQMD, the operation of a typical drill rig would generate GHGs
emissions of 1.512 Ib/day of NOx; therefore, grouncwater remediation activities are not expected to generate significant levels of GHG.

4 (a-b). The majority of PTI's GHG emissions come from electricity usage, operation of natural gas fired boilers, and fruck and passenger vehicle traffic.
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The City of Santa Fe Springs’ IS/ND stated that PTI's average electrical demand is 1,555 Megawati-hours per year (MWh/yr) and that the oily waste
expansion project would increase this consumption by 20%, bringing the total average to 1,866 MWh/yr. The IS/ND used a 2006 California Climate
Action Registry (CCAR) composite emissicn factor of 641.26 pounds of GHGs (CO.e) per MWh for GHGs from PTI's electrical utility, Southern
California Edison. The City determined that approximately 50 MT of additional of COze would be emitted per year. Using this same emission factor
(updated CCAR 2011 factor is less), it is estimated that the entire facility’s electricity demand will create, on average approximately 543 MT/year COue.

In Section B of PTls draft Operations Plan for the proposed Hazardous Waste Facility Permit, average weekly traffic volumes are summarized for the
site. Approximately, 310 passenger cars per week could travel to and from PTl as well as up to 180 trucks containing waste, raw material, or products.
This equates to approximately 16,120 passenger cars and 9,880 trucks per year arriving to and departing from the facility. Using the estimated average
round trip lengths from the City of Santa Fe Springs IS/ND for trucks (100 miles) and passenger cars (38.4 miles) and the emissions factors from 2007

EMFAC, CO, emissicns for the majority of the facility's transportation activities can be calculated. The total amount of CO2 emitted from passenger
cars and trucks carrying hazardous waste is approximately 2,196 MT/year.

The following information regarding the two natural gas boilers was submitted to DTSC by PTI in their May 29, 2015 Environmental Information Form.

One (1) Hurst boiler is operated on the Project site. This boiler operates at 10.5 million BTU per hour. This boiler is permitted by the SCAQMD to emit

no more than 8 part per million (PPM) of NOx. In addition, an industrial boiler also is operated onsite. This boiler operates at 3.35 million BTU per hour.
Unlike the permit issued for the Hurst boiler, the SCAQMD permit issued for the industrial boiler does not specify a maximum permitted NOx emissions
output. In separate guidance published by the SCAQMD, the agency finds that industrial boilers emit the following controlled maximum daily outputs of

GHGs: 7.0 Ib/day of NOx. For the last year, heat duty to the Hurst boiler was 177,854 therms and 3,515 therms to the standpy boiler. This amount of
natural gas combustion results in 963 metric tons per year of CO»z emissions.

Sources GHG Emissions

(MT/year CO4e)
Cars & Heavy-duty Trucks 2221
Natural Gas Boiler ' 963
Electrical Consumption ' 543
Total 3727

There are several other small excavations that will ocour as a resuft of the replacement and construction of new tank systems and equipment, modified

storage areas, etc. However, none of these excavations will be larger than the excavation proposed for the closure of Pond 1 and CO; emitted from the
trucks transporting soil from this closure is estimated to total 25 MT.

The table above lists the sources that produce the majority of GHG emissions and the 3727 MT of CO2e per year produced from these scurces is far
less than the 10,000 MT significance threshold established by the SCAQMD. Therefore, there would not be any conflict with an applicable plan, policy

or regulation adopted for the purpose of reducing the emission of greenhouse gases because there would a less than significant impact to the
environment as a result of the GHG emissions emitted from the projects,
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8. HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS. Would the prbject:

1. Interim Measure Work Plan
2. Revised Modified Pond 1 Closure Plan
3. Revised Corrective Measure Study

4. Permit Application for Permit Renewal

a. Create a significant hazard to the public 1. NA 1.No 1. No 1. No No prior mitigation
or the environment through the routine 2. Page 9 2. No 2.No 2.No measures were

transport, use, or disposal of hazardous Appendix Vil required and no
materials? B, Page 6 and 9 mitigation is required
Attachment to
Environmental
Impact
Checklist
3. Pages 23, 3.No 3. No 3. No
31, 32
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4. Page 4, 6 4. No 4, No 4. No
and footnote
#3,
Page 54 of
City's IS/ND
Create a significant hazard to the public 1. NA 1. No 1. No 1. Ne No prior mitigation
or the environment through reasonably 2.Pagedand® 2. No 2. No 2. No measures were
foreseeable upset and accident Attachment {o required and no
conditions involving the release of Environmental mitigation is required
hazardous materials into the Impact
environmeant? Checklist
3. Pages 23, 3. No 3. No 3. No
T3, 32
4, Page 4,6 4. No 4, No 4. No
and footnote
#3,
Page 54 of
City’s IS/ND
Emit hazardous emissions or handle 1. NA 1. No 1. No 1.No No prior mitigation
hazardous or acutely hazardous 2. 2. No 2. No 2. No measures were
materials, substances, or waste within 3. 3. No 3. No 3. No required and no
one-quarter mile of an existing or 4. Page 4,8 4. No 4. No 4. No mitigation is required
proposed school? and footncte
#3,
Page 54 of
City's 1S/ND
Be locaied on a site which is included on a 1. NA 1. No 1. No 1. No ; o
list of hazardous materials sites compiled 2.PageBand9 2. No 2. No 2. No Nl?nep;lsol::g;t:\?vitrlgn
pursuant to Government Code Section Attachment to required and no
65962.5 and, as a result, would it create a Envircnmental mitigation is required
significant hazard to the public or the Impact
environment? Checklist .
3. Pages 23, 3. No 3. No 3. No
31,32
4. Paged4, 8 4. No 4. No 4, No
and footnote
#3,
Page 54 of
City's I1S/ND
For a project located within an airport land NA 1. NA 1. NA 1. NA

No prior mitigation
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use plan or, where such a plan has not 2. NA 2. NA 2.N measures were
been adopted, within two miles of a public 3. NA 3.NA 3. NA required and no
airport or public use airport, would the : 4. NA 4. NA 4. NA mitigation is required
project result in a safety hazard for people
residing or working in the project area?
For a project within the vicinity of a private 1. NA 1. NA 1. NA No prior mitigation
airstrip, would the project resultin a NA 2. NA 2. NA 2.NA measures were
safety hazard for peopie residing or 3. NA 3. NA 3.NA required and no
working on the project area? 4. NA 4. NA 4, NA mitigation is required
e : ; No prior mitigation
Impair implementation of or physically :
interfere with an adopted emergency 1.No 1.No 1.No measures were
response plan or emergency evacuation 2. No 2.No 2. No required and no
plan? 3. No 3. No 3. No mitigation is reguired
4. No 4. No 4, No

h. Expose people or structures to a NA 1. No 1. No 1. No No prior mitigation
significant risk of loss, injury or death 2.No 2. No 2. No measures were
involving wildland fires, including where 3.No 3. No 3. No required and no
wildlands are adjacent to urbanized areas 4. No 4, No 4. No mitigation is required
or where residences are intermixed with
wild lands?

Discussion:

1 (a-b). The Proposed interim Measures Work Plan involves the in-situ treatment via injection of CPS to site soils contaminated with hexavalent
chromium. The purpose of the injections is to reduce the chance of exposure to a hazardous waste, which in this case is hexavalent chromium, As
described above in the project description, when handled in accordance with standard safety precautions, CPS is not a risk to public health or the
environment. The Interim Measure Work Plan states that it is anticipated that the project can be completed using Level D personal protection. The
project does net involve the routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials, nor will it result in any hazardous emissions.

During the subsurface injection of calcium polysulfide solution, evolved hydrogen sulfide gas may be formed on site. As a resulf, air monitoring will be
conducted during excavation activities. Monitoring for hydrogen sulfide was performed during the CPS injections for the 2012 pilot test. During the
pilot test, over 20,000 gallons of CPS solution were delivered to the site and subsequently dituted with water and injected into the soil. No detections
of hydrogen sulfide were observed on the field instruments throughout the multi-week pilot test.

Overall, the goal of the project is to improve the environment by completing in-situ treatment and reducing hexavalent chromium to the more
thermodynamically stable trivalent chromium, which can precipitate or adsorb to scil. Because CPS is a non-toxic, benign material, implementation of
the IM would not result in a short-term increase in risk. Therefore, there will be no impacts to the environment from hazardous materials.
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2 (a-b). DTSC completed a Negative Declaration to support the decision to approve the previous Pond 1 Closure plan. PTl completed a health and
safety plan for the Modified Pond 1 Closure Plan. The plan was written to protect onsite workers who would be carrying out the project objectives,
which include subsurface investigations, demolition, and soil excavation.

The plan states that based on historical site usage, the following chemicals or chemical groups may be present at some locations: benzene,
chromium, hexavalent chromium, cadmium, VOCs, copper, and potentially PCBs. During possible subsurface injection of calcium polysulfide solution,
evolved hydrogen sulfide gas may be formed on site. As a result, air monitoring will be conducted during excavation activities. Monitoring for hydrogen
sulfide was performed during the 2012 pilot test because of the CPS injections. During the pilot test, over 20,000 gallons of CPS solution were
delivered to the site and subsequently diluted with water and injected. No detections of hydrogen sulfide were observed on the field instruments
throughout the multi-week pilot test. Hydrogen sulfide will be measured using an Innova 4-Gas Monitor. Wellhead gases will be monitored for organic

vapors in the headspace using a photoionization detector (PID). The table below lists monitoring frequency, thresholds, and the appropriate response
actions.

Instrument & Date of Calibration Gas Frequency/ Duration of | Action Level®®™ Above

Action

Calibration Standard Air Background (Breathing
Monitoring Zone)
PID calibrated daily 100 ppm isobutylene 3-5 minutes <1 ppm Introduce Engineering
controls (i.e., blower fans)
>1 ppm Move away from well
head and allow for
venting. Return and
remeasure.
4-GAS MONITOR 25 ppm hydrogen sulfide, 3-5 minutes <10 ppm Introduce Engineering
Calibrated 3/30/2012 12% oxygen controls (i.., blower fans)
=10 ppm Move away from well

head and allow for
venting. Return and
remeasure.

Source: AECOM. Pond 1 Closure Plan. Phibro-Tech, Santa Fe $prings, California. May, 2013 and revised June, 2015 and August 7, 2015,

{a) Action Levels for "Known contaminants™ should be based upon each contaminant’s Permissible Exposure Limit (PEL) or Threshold Limit Value (TLV).
() Action Levels for “Unknown contaminants” are based upon HNu or OVA Measurements in Breathing Zone

Soil beneath Pond 1 will be removed as part of the project. Based on the 37 feet by 37 feet containment area and 10 foot deep excavation, 507 cubic
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yards (in ground) will be excavated which is estimated to be about 610 cubic yards as excavated. During placement of soil onto the pile, mitigation
measures shall be taken to reduce fugitive dust such as minimizing the drop height, or dampening the soil. Any soil storage piles and disturbed soil
areas will be secured and covered at the end of the workday. If a storage pile or disturbed soil area remains inactive for longer than 10 days,
additional precautions will be used to secure the cover, or the surfaces will be treated with appropriate dust suppressant compounds.

Once the soil is properly profiled, it will be loaded into 20-cubic yard end-dump trucks. While loading from the soil pile to the trucks, fugitive dust shall
be minimized by using one or more of the foliowing measures: minimizing the drop height into the end dump; dampening the soil; or using
windscreens. Before leaving the site, trucks shall also be covered with a tight fitting tarp.

Activities associated with the closure are not expected o create a significant hazard to the public or the envirenment through the routine transpori, use,
or disposal of hazardous materials hor emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or acutely hazardous materials, substances. Transportation
offsite of contaminated soil will not be routine once the closure is complete. Because of the controls in place during the removal of contaminated soil
and subsurface injections, it is anticipated that there would be no significant impacts to the public resulting from exposure to hazardous waste or
materials.

3 (a-b). The purpose of the Corrective Measure Study was to evaluate groundwater remediation alternatives, and the study proposed a remedy to
replace groundwater pump and treat (P&T) with in-situ treatment using CPS injections. There are no specific construction or remediation activities
associated with this project. Future groundwater remediation activities have not yet been submitted to DTSC for review and approval.

However, in the previous Negative Declaration completed in support of the decision to select required corrective measures, which included groundwater
pump and treat, DTSC concluded that the project would not result in any health hazard or potential health hazard or expose people to potential health
hazards. It also was concluded that the project would not measurably increase risk of upset since the number of trips to be genarated by the project
would be negligible compared to the amount of trips done on an annual basis. The replacement of the pump and treat operation with the CPS injections
is not anticipated to create any new impacts. Further analysis of impacts may be necessary if PTI proposes specific projects.

4 (a-b). DTSC requested a Current Operations Health Risk Assessment (COHRA) to evaluate whether facility operations may pose a potential health
risk to onsite workers and whether the chemicals used at the facility could pose a potential health risk to current and reasonably expected future

receptors who may be present at or in nearby surroundings of the Site. In addition, based on this evaluation, determine if mitigation measures are
required for current Site operations.

The final COHRA was submitted on January 15, 2015, and generally followed the procedures and methodologies originally presented in the COHRA
Work Plan Addendum as amended and included: 1) development of emission rates for chemicals of potential concern; 2) transport and exposure
assessment; 3) toxicity assessment; and 4) risk characterization.

The COHRA was conducted to assess whether the types and concentrations of chemicals used at the Facility during normal operations and in the
event of a hypothetical accidentai spill or release could pose an unacceptable risk fo human health for either onsite commercial or surrounding offsite
residential populations. The COHRA was intended to be conservative, resulting in projected estimates of health risks that are likely higher than the
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actual risks that may be posed by facility operations. The human receptors that could potentially be impacted through use of the facility and offsite areas
were identified and included in the evaluation.

The results of the COHRA indicated that none of the chemical emissions modeled for the facility pose a significant health risk to current populations
working at or nearby the Site, nor is there a significant health risk to current residential populations living near the facility from facility operations or
through reasonably foreseeable upset and accident conditions involving the release of hazardous materials into the environment.

1,2, 3, and 4 (c-h). The Site is not on a list complied pursuant to Government Code Section 85962.5 or located within a quarter mile of a school (see
current baseline information on page 30). It is not located in the vicinity of a private airstrip and would not interfere with the site evacuation plan. There
are two evacuation routes at the facility, which are illustrated in Figure G-3 of the September 2014 Operations Plan. PTl is also required to maintain a
contingency plan under California Code of Regulations Title 22 Division 4.5, section 66264.51. The plan must include an evacuation plan and a
description of arrangements agreed to by local police departments, fire departments, hospitals, contractors, and State and local emergency response
teams to coordinate emergency services. Therefore, it is not anticipated there will be any impairment or interference with an adopted emergency
response plan or emergency evacuation plan. The site is not intermixed with any wild lands.

No new circumstances or project changes have occurred nor has any substantially important new information been found requiring new analysis or
verification. Therefore, the conclusicns of the prior Negative Declaration remain valid and the proposed activities would not result in new or
substantially more severe significant impacts to hazards or hazardous materials .

References

fris Environmental. Current Operations Health Risk Assessment. Phibro-Tech, Inc., 8851 Dice Road, Santa Fe Springs, CA. January 15, 2015
DUDEK. Environmental Information Form. Phibro-Tech, Santa Fe Springs, California. May 29, 2015
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9. HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY, Would the Project:

1. Interim Measure Work Plan

2. Revised Modified Pond 1 Closure Plan
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3. Revised Corrective Measure Study

4. Permit Application for Permit Renewal

fa. Violate any water quality standards 1. NA 1. No . No 1. No No prior mitigation
or waste discharge reqlirements? 2. Page7 2.No . No 2. No mesasures were
| Appendix VIII-B reguired and no
3. Pages 7- 3. No .No 3. No mitigation is reguired
8, 14-19,
page 3-4 of
checklist
4. Appendix 4. No .No 4, No
| page 2 :
Pages 57-
60 of City's
ISIND
b. Substantially deplete groundwater supplies 1. NA 1. No . No 1. No No prior mitigation
or interfere substantially with groundwater 2. Page7 2. No . No 2. No measures were
recharge such that there would be a net Appendix VIiI-B required and no
deficit in aguifer volume or a lowering of 3, Pages 7- 3. No .No 3. No mitigation is required
the local groundwater tabie level (e.g., the 8, 14-19,
production rate of pre-existing nearby wells page 34 of
would drop to a level which would not checklist
support existing land uses or planned uses 4. Appendix 4. No . No 4. No
for which permits have been granted)? | page 2
Pages 57-
60 of City's
IS/ND
c. Substantially alter the existing drainage 1. NA 1. No .No 1. No No prior mitigation
pattern of the site or area, including 2. Page7 2.No . No 2. No measures were
through the alteration of the course of a Appendix VIII-B required and no
stream or river, in a manner which would 3. Pages 7- 3. No .No 3. No mitigation is required
result in substantial erosion or siltation on- 8, 14-19,
or off-site? page 3-4 of
checklist
4. Appendix 4, No . No 4. No
| page 2
Pages 57-
80 of City's
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IS/ND

Substantially alter the existing drainage
pattern of the site or area, including
through the alteration of the course of a
sfream or river, or substantially increase
the rate or amount of surface runoff in a
manner which would result in flooding on-
-or off-site?

1. NA
2. Page7
Appendix Vill-B
3. Pages 7-
8, 14-19,
page 3-4 of
checklist
4. Appendix
i page 2
Pages 57-
80 of City's
IS/ND

. No
. No

. No

. No

. No
. No

. No

.No

. No
. No

.No

. No

No prior mitigation
measures were
required and no

mitigation is required

. Create or contribute runoff water which
~would exceed the capacity of existing or
planned stormwater drainage systems or
provide substantial additional sources of

polluted runoff?

1. NA
2. Page7
Appendix VIII-B
3. Pages 7-
8, 14-19,
page 3-4 of
checklist
4, Appendix
| page 2
Pages 57-
60 of City's
IS/ND

—

. No
. No

. No

. No

. No
. No

. No

. No

. No
. No

. No

. No

No prior mitigation
measures were
required and no

mitigation is required

Otherwise substantially degrade water
quality?

1. NA
2. Page7
Appendix VIII-B
3. Pages 7-
8, 14-19,
page 3-4 of
checklist
4. Appendix
| page 2
Pages 57-
60 of City's
ISIND

. No
. No

. No

. Ne

. No
. No

. No

. No

. No
. No

. No

. No

No prior mitigation
measures were
reguired and no

mitigation is required
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Place housing within a 100-year flood NA 1. No 1. No 1. No Ne prior mitigation
hazard area as mapped on a federal Flood 2. No 2.No 2. No measures were
Hazard Boundary or Flood Insurance Rate 3. No 3. No 3. No. required and no
Map or other flood hazard delineation 4. No 4. No 4. No mitigation is required
map?
Place within a 100-year fiood hazard area 1. NA 1. No 1. No 1. No No prior mitigation
structures ).)vhlch would impede or redirect 2. Page7 2 No 2 No 5 No measUres were
flood flows? Appendix VIilI-B required and no
3. Pages 7- 3. No 3. No 3. No mitigation is required
8, 14-18,
page 3-4 of
checklist
4, Appendix 4. No 4, No 4. No
| page 2
Pages &57-
60 of City's
1S/ND-
Expose peopie or strueltulres toa 1. NA 1. No 1. No 1. No No prior mltiga’{ion
significant risk of [oss, injury or death 2. Page7 2. No 2. No 2. No measures were
involving flooding, including flooding as Appendix VilI-B required and no
a result of the failure of a [Evee or dam? 3. Pages 7- 3 No 3 No 3 No mitigation is required
8, 14-19,
page 3-4 of
checklist
4. Appendix 4, No 4. No 4. No
| page 2
Pages §7-
80 of City's
iS/ND
: : ; ‘ 1. NA 1. No 1. No 1. No No prior mitigation
Inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow? 2. Page 7 5 No 5 No 2 No - MeasUreS wWere
Appendix Vill-B required and no
3. Pages 7- 3. No 3. No 3. No mitigation is required
8, 14-19, '
page 3-4 of
checklist
4. Appendix 4. No 4. No 4. No
| page 2
Pages 57-
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60 of City's
IS/ND

Discussion:
1,2, 3, and 4.

a) The Project site is located within the jurisdiction of the Los Angeles RWQCB. The RWQCE protects ground and surface water quality in the Los
Angeles Region, including the coastal watersheds of Los Angeles and Ventura Counties, along with very small portions of Kern and Santa Barbara
Counties. An existing LARWQCB Waste Discharge Permit (WDR) for the CPS pilot test will be updated to include future CPS based remediation, as
necessary.

The Facility is also under the jurisdiction of the Sanitation District of Los Angeles County (SDLAC). Any business that desires to discharge industrial
wastewater to the Districts' sewerage system must first obtain an Industrial Wastewater Discharge Permit. The Facility operates under an existing
Industrial Wastewater Discharge Permit (Permit No. 21498), which was issued June 10, 2014, and expires June 9, 2019. Industrial wastewater is
defined as all wastewater from any manufacturing, processing, institutional, commercial, or agricultural operation or any operation where the
wastewater discharged includes significant quantities of waste of non-human origin.

Ongoing facility operations or additional activities associated with the closure of Pond 1 are not expected to require a new or amended permit from
LARWQCB or SDLAC. Therefore, the projects should not violate any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements.

b) None of the Project activities require extraction of groundwater or will affect recharge of groundwater. The purpose of the CPS injections to the
subsurface is to reduce hexavalent chromium to trivalent chromium and fixate total chromium in soil and groundwater. :

¢, d, e) In regards to drainage patterns and runoff, the City of Santa Fe Springs, in their 2008 IS/ND for the propesed oily water waste treatment
system, stated the following:

t

..... all projects must conform to Chapter 52 of the City Code, and implement the requirements of the approved Standard Urban
Stormwater Mitigation Plan (SUSMP). The SUSMP includes a requirement to implement post construction Best Management Practices
(BMPs) to mitigate (infiltrate and treat) the first three-quarters of an inch (3/4”) of runoff from all storm events and to control peak flow
discharges. All onsite storm systems and filters shall be maintained by the property owner.

Moreover, if drainage becomes an issue on the subject property as a result of the use, the owner/operator would be required to submit a
drawing to the City Engineer for approval, showing the proposed plan and profile of onsite storm drain systems to minimize the impact
that have occurred. Such drawing must be prepared by a Registered Civil Engineer. Upon completion, the owner/developer will also be
required to submit a record drawing, or "As-Built” for approval by the City Engineer. If necessary, the owner/developer will also be
required to submit to the City Engineer any drainage covenants, private easement documents, or reciprocal drainage provisions for
cross-lot drainage flows to be recorded in the Office of the County Recorder.

Therefore, because of the methods and programs mentioned above, project implementation should not result in substantial erosion or
siltation either on or off-site, nor will it cause a substantial increase to the rate or amount of surface runoff in a manner that would result
in flooding on-or-off-site. Although the subject use may create or coniribute runoff water, the runoff is not expected to exceed the
capacity of the existing or planned storm water drain age system.”

The Project site is entirely paved or covered with concrete. The Facility has been contoured to direct all storm water fo one of two collection sumps
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(maintenance sump at east end of facility and street sump at middle of facility), where runoff is collected and then either used in onsite processes or
treated through the onsite wastewater treatment system and discharged to the SDLAC treatment plant. The wastewater treatment system is located
in the former Pond 1 structure, and thus, in order for closure of Pond 1 to occur, this system, consisting of wastewater treatment tanks, must be
relocated eisewhere on the Project site. However, these relocated tanks would be designed to have the same treatment capacity as under the
existing conditions. Additionally, the Project would not alter the existing drainage pattern of the Project site, will not increase the percentage of
impervious surface onsite, or affect either the volume or rate of storm water flows onsite. Thus, the Project would not increase the amount of storm
water runoff originating onsite.

f) In regards fo groundwater quality, the Site is completely paved and all permitted and proposed hazardous waste management units at the facility
require some form of secondary containment to protect from spills. CPS injections proposed in the Interim Measure Work Plan are to remediate
contaminated soils, which reduce risk of contamination to groundwater. The injections also require a Waste Discharge Permit from the California

Regional Water Quality Control Board Los Angeles Region (LARWQCB). Therefore, project activities are not anticipated to substantially degrade
water quality.

g, h, i, ) According to the Flood Rate Insurance Map (Panel #060158) published by the Federal Emergency Management Agency, the Facility is not
located within a 100- and 500-year flood hazard area. The Facility is also not located near any dams or levees and is not at risk from being damaged
by a seiche, tsunami, or mudflow.

No new circumstances or project changes have occurred nor has any substantially important new information been found requiring new analysis or
verification. Therefore, the conclusions of the prior Negative Declaration(s) remain valid and the proposed activities would nof result in new or
substantially more severe significant impacts to hydrology and water quality.

References

City of Santa Fe Springs. Initial Study and Negative Declaration. Reconsideration of Conditional Use Permit Case No. 441. Phibro-Tech. October
2008. :

DUDEK. Environmental Information Form. FPhibro-Tech, Santa Fe Springs, California. May 29, 2015 ‘ 7
Sanitation Districts of Los Angeles County. ND. Information and Instructions for Obtaining an Industrial Waste Discharge Permit Webpage.
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10. LAND USE AND PLANNING. Would the project:
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1. Interim Measure Work Plan
2. Revised Modified Pond 1 Closure Plan
3. Revised Corrective Measure Study

4, Permit Application for Permit Renewal

1. NA

Checklist, Page 61

of City's |S/ND

la.  Physically divide an established community? . No 1. No 1. No No prior mitigation
2. Page 9 .No 2. No 2. No measures were
Appendix VIII-B, . .
and Page 5 required and no
Attachment mitigation is required
3. Page 22 and 30 .No 3.No 3. No
4. Page 3 infal
. Page 5 Initia
Stud gnd Page 3 .No 4 No 4. No
Checklist, Page 61
of City’s [S/ND
b. Conflict with any applicable land use plan, 5 1F3 NA g . No 1. No 1. No No prior
policy, or regulation of an agency with Appe'ndaig%lll-s .No 2.No 2. No mitigation
jurisdiction over the project (including, but and Page 5 measures
not limited to the general plan, specific Attachment were
plan, local coastal program, or zoning 3. Fia%e |2§ta3d 30 .No 3. No 3. No required
ordinance) adopted for the purpose of 4 gla]ae SLIInityiai and no
avoiding or mitigating an environmental S’Eu dygan d Page . No 4, No 4. No mitigation
" ?
sffect? 3 Checklist, g
Page 61 of quire
City's IS/ND
c. Conflict with any applicable habitat ) 1F3 NA o .No 1. No 1. No No prior mitigation
conservation plan or natural community Appéndai‘g%llll-B .No 2. No 2. No measures were
conservation plan? and Page 5 ' required and no
Aftachment mitigation is required
3. Page 22 and 30 No 3. No 3. No
4 I!r;[ ial Sstil.ld_. |
. Page 5 Initia
Stud gnd Page 3 - No 4. No 4. No

Discussion:

1 (a-c). The proposed CPS injections to mitigate soil contamination in a specific area on the facility property will not divide any established community nor
will it conflict with any zoning or conservation plans. The purpose of the CPS injections as described in the Proposed Interim Measures Work Plan is to




treat hexavalent chromium impacted vadose zone soils in an area onsite. The PTI facility is zoned M-2, Heavy Manufacturing and none of the activities
will occur outside the facility boundary. As discussed under Environmental Resource #4 (above), there are no known biological resources at the facility
and would therefore not conflict with any conservation plan established by the City of Santa Fe Springs or any other public agency.

2 (a-¢). All soil excavation and demolition activities associated with the closure of Pond 1 will occur onsite and will not physically divide any established
neighborhood. The purpose of the project is to complete closure of the former surface impoundment, which is currently being used as a secondary
containment structure for two 30,000-gallon wastewater tanks (W-1 and W-2). The closure will not change the current zoning status of the property,
which is M-2, Heavy Manufacturing and there are no known biological resources at the facility so there would not be any conflicts with any conservation
plan established by the City of Santa Fe Springs or any other public agency.

3 (a-c). The purpose of the CMS was to evaluate groundwater remediation alternatives and the study proposed CPS injections as a remedy to replace
groundwater pump and treat (P&T), the remedy prescribed as in the Permit as modified by DTSC in 1995. To support the decision to modify the permit
in 1895, DTSC completed an nitial Study, which concluded that there would be no alteration of present or planned land use because the project is
located in a designed industrial zone and the corrective action will not change that zone's usage or purpose. The selection of CPS as an alternative to
groundwater P&T would not change this determination.

4(a-c). PTl is requesting in their current permit application to continue their current operations and make several changes by adding and upgrading
certain tanks, storage areas, equipment, etc. The most significant change fo their operation is the addition of a new treatment system (Area O) to treat
oily wastewater, which is a hazardous waste not currently managed at the facility. This proposed process required Reconsideration of CUP Case No.
441 by the City of Santa Fe Springs. The City determined in their 2008 Initial Study that there would be no impacts to land use from treating oily
wastewater at the facility. The Initial Study stated the following: N
“...project implementation will not divide an established community or disrupt patterns of community life. The proposed project is for an
industrial use within an industrial area of the city.

In addition, the applicant is required to obtain approval for the requested Conditional Use Permit {CUP), as well as any other required,
local, state, or federal permits before the owner may begin operations of the oily wastewater operation on the subject site. In processing
the CUP entitlement, staff will be reviewing the project to ensure that it will not conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy, or

regulation of an agency with jurisdiction over the project (including, but not limited to the general plan, local coastal program, or zoning
ordinance).”

The City of Santa Fe Springs has stated that they do not consider CUP 441 "as having expired”'® and that “there are no actions currently pending with
the SFS (Santa Fe Springs) Planning Commission, or other City board, with resgect to CUP Case No. 441... The City of Santa Fe Springs does not
regard said CUP, as "Reconsidered” (or amended) in 2008, as having expired.” ® Because the additional changes the facility is requesting to their
operations do not require further reconsideration of the CUP 441 and do not alter the property’s zoning designation, there would be no impacts to the
existing land use and no further analysis is necessary. '

™ Email from Steve Skolnik, City Attorney, Santa Fe Springs, to Erika Giorgi, Attorney, DTSC Office of Legal Affairs, March 18, 2015.
% Emnail from Steve Skolnik, City Attorney, Santa Fe Springs, to Erika Giorgi, Attorney, DTSC Office of Legal Affairs, March 18, 2015.
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Discussion:

1, 2, 3, 4 (a-b). Los Angeles County depends on the California Geo[oglcal Survey to identify deposits of regionally-significant aggregate resources.
_ These clusters or belts of mineral deposits are designated as Mineral Resource Zones (MRZ-2s). The Draft March 2015 Los Angeles County
General Plan, Figure 9.8, shows that the facility is not located within any MRZ-2s. Therefore, project activities are not likely to impact mineral any
resources and no further analysis is necessary.

Referance

Department of Regional Planning. http://planning.lacounty.gov/iassets/upl/project/ap 2035 2014-FIG 9-6 mineral resources.pdf May, 2014.
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12. NOISE. Would the project result in:
1. Interim Measure Work Plan
2. Revised Modified Pond 1 Closure Plan
3. Revised Corrective Measure Study
4, Permit Application for Permit Renewal
a. Exposure of persons to or generation of 1. NA ;'mo 1. mo ; :‘}0 No prior mitigation
noise levels in excess of standards 2. Page 4 NG 2.No - NG measures were
established in the local general plan or Attgchmont * required and no
noise ordinance, or applicable standards to Checklist mitigation is required
of other agencies? 3. Page 25 3. No 3. No 3. No
and 29
4. Page 2 4, No 4, No 4, No
Appendix |
and Page 63
City's IS/ND
b. Exposure of persons to or generation of 1. NA 1. No 1. No 1. No No prior mitigation
excessive groundborne vibration or 2. Page 4 2. No 2.No 2.No measures were
groundborne noise levels? Attachment required and no
to Checklist mitigation is required
3. Page 25 3. No 3. No 3. No :
and 29
4. Page 2 4. No 4. No 4. No
Appendix | and
Page 63 City's
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IS/IND
A substantial permanent increase in 1. NA 1. No 1. No 1. No No prior mitigation
ambient noise levels in the project 2. Page 4 2. No 2. No 2. No measures were
vicinity above levels existing without the Aftachment required and no
project? to Checklist i ? ;
o 3. Page 25 3. No 3. No 3. No mitigation is required
and 29
4, Page 2 4. No 4, No 4, No
Appendix |
and Page 63
City's ISIND
A substantial temporary or periodic 1. NA 1. No 1. No 1. No No prior mitigation
increase in ambient noise levels in the 2. Page 4 2. No 2. No 2. No measures were’
prorj]ect vicinity abo;fe levels existing Attgﬁhmk?nt required and no
without the project? to Checklist _ g ;
3. Page 25 3 No 3 No 3. No mitigation is required
and 29
4. Page 2 4. No 4, No 4. No
Appendix |
and Page B3
For a project located within an airport N NA NA, NA No prior mitigation
land use plan or, where such a plan has measLres were
not baen adopted, within two miles of a required and no
public airport or public use airport, would mitigation is required
the project expose people residing or
working in the project area {o excessive
hoise levels? ‘
Eor a project within the vicinity of a ' No prior mitigation
private airstrip, would the project expose NA NA NA NA measures were
people residing or working in the project required and no
area to excessive noise levels? mitigation is required

Discussion: .

1, 2, 3, and 4 (a-d). Previous CEQA documents indicated that noise impacts would be less than significant. Future and current cperations are the
same or essentially the same as those evaluated. PT| included a noise analysis in their Environmental Information Form submitted to DTSC on
5/29/2015. The analysis included noise level measurements that were taken from various locations on the facility property. Time Weighted Averages
(TWA) were between 79.7 dBA and 57.5 dBA. Noise measurements taken along the facility's northern boundary, which is closest to the nearest
residential receptors located approximately 550 feet (facility fence line to residential property line) to the north, were in the 68.7 to 68.9 dBA range.
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The following noise level table is from City of Santa Fe Springs Code of Ordinances section 155.424(E):

A-Weighted Sound Level in Decibels (dB(A))
Daytime Nighttime
(7:00 a.m. to 10:00 p.m.) (10:00 p.m. to 7:00 a.m.)

Maximum Cumulative Minutes Absolite Maximum Cumulative Minutes Duration | Absolute

Duration in Any 1-Hour Period Maximum in Any 1-Hour Period Maximum
Receiving Area |30 |15 5 1 30 15 5 1
Outdoor Noise
at Lot Line Of:
Any school, 45 50 . 55 60 65 45 50 55 60 65
church or
hospital
Any other use
In the A-1, R-1 50 55 60 65 70 . 45 50 &5 a0 65
or R-3 Zone
Tnthe C-10r C-4 | 60 | 65 70 75 80 55 ) 65 70 75
Zone
1 In the ML, PF 60 65 70 75 80 g0 85 70 75 80
or BP Zone




B LLEELL
Residential
Building
Interior:

In the A-1 or R- 45 50 55 80 65 45 50 55 60 65
1 Zone

Source: Initial Study and Negative Declaration, Reconsideration of conditional Use Permit Case No. 441, City of Santa Fe Springs, California. October 2008 SCH# 2008101020

Section 155.424(A) in the code states that “The noise level caused by any device, instrument, vehicle, machinery, operation, use or activity shall

not exceed the levels set forth in the table set out in division (E) (above) of this section except as further provided in this chapter”. The absolute
maximum level is 80 dBA.

Construction equipment for installing new tanks and injections wells, and equipment to remove concrete and excavate soils will be used on a short
term basis. Chapter 12 of the Federal Transit Authority Transit Noise and Vibration Guidance Handbook contains noise emission levels in (dBA) for
construction equipment measured 50 feet from the source. Types of equipment may include concrete mixers and pumps, jack hammers, backhoes,
pavers, diesel trucks, and mobile cranes. Noise level measurements for these pieces of equipment are below 90 dBA. It's also important to note

that the nearest homes to the facility boundary are approximately 550 feet to the north. Therefore, the levels listed by the FTA would much lower if
taken from the distance from where the residential properties are located.

Overall, impacts from noise associated from the construction projects are likely to be less than significant due to their short-term usage and
distance from residences. In addition, facilities operations do not appear fo exceed any noise ordnance levels established by the City of Santa Fe
Springs. No new circumstances or project changes have occurred nor has any substantially important new information been found requiring new

analysis or verification. Therefore, the conclusions of the previously adopted Negative Declarations remain valid and the proposed activities would
not result in new or substantially more severe significant impacts to noise.

1,2, 3, and 4 (e-f)
PTI is not located within an airport land use plan or in the vicinity of a private airstrip. These sub categories do not apply.

References

DUDEK. Environmental Information Form., thbro—Tech, Santa Fe Springs, California. May 29, 2015
City of Santa Fe Springs Code of Ordinances ‘

hitpo:/iwaww. amleaal. com/nxt/gateway. dll/California/santa/cityofsantafespringscaliforniacodeofordi?i=templates$fn=default. htm$3.0%vid=amlegal.sant
afesprings ca%anc= Accessed August 2015
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United States Department of Transportation, Federal Highway Administration, Office of Planning, Environment, and Realty — Highway Traffic Noise
http:/iwww, fhwa, dot.govienvironment/noise/construction _noise/handbock/handbook09.cfm Accessed August 2015

S Any New <
B -Clrcumstances
e Involving New -

. DoProposed -
~Changes Involve
}E:'New Significant

nformatlon

-;~Where lmpact
Was Analyzec[ in-

L Priors i impacts of - Slgnlf cant Impacts Requmng .. . - Mitigations : -
EfEnernmentaI : g .or-Substantially:: ‘ Implemented or-
Declment Substantially: e - Add 1 ts
-+ Document _“.More Severe' nore sievere - fadress Impacts
e b e : [mpacts‘? s e T PO
13. POPULATION AND HOUSING. Would the Project:
1. Interim Measure Work Plan
2. Revised Modified Pond 1 Closure Plan
3. Revised Corrective Measure Study
4, Permit Application for Permit Renewal
a. Induce substantial population growth in an 1. NA 1. No 1. No 1. No No prior mitigation
area, either direcily (for exampie, by 2. page 9 2. No 2. No 2. No measures were
proposing new homes and businesses) or Appendix VIII-B required and no
indirectly (for example, through extension 3. Page 32 3. No 3. No 3. No mitigation is required
of roads or other infrastructure)? 4, Page 4 4. No 4. No 4. No
Environmental
Checklist, and
page 65
b. Displace substantial numbers of existing 1. NA 1.No 1. No 1.No No prior mitigation
housing, necessitating the construction of 2.page 9 2. No 2.No 2.No measures were
replacement housing elsewhere? | Appendix Vill-B required and no
3. Page 32 . mitigation is required
4, Page 4 3. No 3. No 3. No
Environmental 4. No 4, No 4. No
Checklist, and
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page 65

c. Displace substantial numbers of people, 1. NA 1. No 1. No 1. No No prior mitigation
necessitating the construction of 2. page 9 2, No 2. No 2. No measlures were
replacement housing elsewhere? Appendix VII-B required and no

3. Page 32 3. No 3. No 3. No mitigation is required
4. Page 4 4. No 4. No 4. No

Environmental

Checklist, and

page 65

Discussion:

1,2, 3, and 4 (a-c). All previous CEQA documents indicated no impacts to population growth or housing from construction activities or operation of the
facﬂsty The current project activities involve the renewal of a hazardous waste facility permit, closure of a surface impoundment and various corrective
actions. All project activities will occur within the facility property. No additional housing or rep!acement housing is required, nor will the proposed

activities induce population growth. Therefore, no further analysis is necessary.
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1. Interim Measure Work Plan

3. Revised Corrective Measure Study

4. Permit Application for Permit Renewal

14. PUBLIC SERVICES. Would the project:

2. Revised Modified Pond 1 Closure Plan

a. Result in substantial adverse physical
impacts associated with the provision of

1. NA
2. page 9

No prior mitigation
measures were
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new or physically altered governmental Appendix VIII-B required and no
facilities, need for new or physically altered | 3. Page 32 3. No 3. No 3.No mitigation is required
governmental facilities, the construction of 4. Page b 4. No 4, No 4. No
which could cause significant Environmental
environmental impacts, in order {6 maintain | Checklist, Page
acceptable service ratios, response times 66-67 City
or other performance objectives for any of IS/ND
the public services: ‘
Fire protection? 1. No 1. No 1. No No prior mitigation
2.No 2.No 2. No measures were
3. No 3. No 3. No required and no
4. No 4. No 4. No mitigation is required
Police protection? 1. No 1. No 1. No No prior mitigation
2. No 2. No 2. No measures were
3. No 3. No 3. No required and no
4. No 4. No 4. No mitigation is required
Schools? 1. No 1. No 1. No No prior mitigation
2.No 2. No 2. No measures were
3. No 3. No 3. No required and no
4, No 4, No 4. No mitigation is required
Parks? 1. No 1. No 1. No No prior mitigation
2. No 2. No 2. No . measures were
3. No 3. No 3. No required and no
4. No 4. No 4. No mitigation is required
; Wit o 1. No 1. No 1. No No prior mitigation
Other public facilties? . 2.No 2. No 2.No measures were
3.No 3. No 3. No required and no
4. No 4. No 4. No mitigation is required
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Discussion:

1,2, 3,and 4 (a). J
Previous CEQA documents concluded that there would no impacts to_existi%% gublic services such as police, fire, and schools, nor would the project
require new services in the area, except for the City of Santa Fe Springs 2 1S/ND. In that document, the City stated there would be a less than
significant impact, but did not provide any detailed explanation as to why.

The projects would not change the existinF land use for the site and there are no known provisions for new or physically altered governmental facilities
or need to alter any existing governmental facilities. Fire and crime protection services are provided by the City and call$ for service are not expected to
increase after implementation of the proposed activities. Therefore, no impacts on public services are expected and no further analysis is necessary.

References
DUDEK. Environmental Information Form. Phibro-Tech, Santa Fe Springs, California. May 29, 2015
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15. RECREATION. Would the project:
1. Interim Measure Work Plan
2. Revised Modified Pond 1 Closure Plan
3. Revised Corrective Measure Study
4. Permit Application for Permit Renewal
fa. Increase the use of existing neighborhood 1. NA 1. No 1. No 1. No No prior mitigation
and regional parks or othet recreational 2. page 11 2. No 2. No 2.No measuUres were
facilities such that substantial physical Appendix VHI-B required and no
deterioration of the facility would occur of 3. Page 33 3.No 3.No 2. No mitigation is required
be accelerated? 4, Page 8 4. No 4. No 4. No
Environmental ‘
Checklist, Page
88City IS/ND
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b. Include recreational facilities or require the 1. No 1. No 1. No No prior mitigation
construction or expansion of recreational 2. No 2. No 2. No measures were
facilities which might have an adverse: ' 3. No 3. No 3. No required and no
physical effect on the environment? 4. No 4, No 4, No mitigation is required

Discussion:

1,2,3,and 4 (a, b).

All previous CEQA documents concluded there to be no impacts on existing recreational facilities nor would any additional recreational facilities need
to be constructed. The facility is located in an area zoned M-2, Heavy Manufacturing and the permit renewal, and construction, closure, and interim
measure activities will occur on the facility property. No impacts to parks cr recreational facilities are anticipated and no further analysis is necessary.
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16. TRANSPORTATION/TRAFFIC. Would the project:

1. Interim Measure Work Plan
2. Revised Modified Pond 1 Closure Plan
3. Revised Corrective Measure Study

4, Permit Application for Permit Renewal

a. Conflict with an applicable plan, 1. NA 1. No 1. No 1. No No prior mitigation

. ordinance or policy establishing 2. page 10 2. No 2. No 2. No measures were
measures of effectiveness for the Appendix VIII- required and no
performance of the circulation system, B, page 10 mitigation is required
taking into account all modes of Attachment to
transportation including mass ftransit and Checklist
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non-motorized travel and relevant 3. Page 23, 32, 3. No 3. No 3. No
components of the circulation system, and Page 9 of
including but not limited to intersections, Checklist
streets, highways and freeways, 4. Page 4 of 4. No 4. No 4. No
pedestrian and bicycle paths, and mass Checklist, Page
transit? 1of
Attachment,
Page €9 City
IS/IND
Conflict with an applicable congestion 1. NA 1. Ne 1. No 1.No No prior mitigation
management program, including, but not 2. page 10 2. No 2. No 2. No measures were
limited to level of service standards and Appendix Vill- _required and no
fravel demand measures, or other B, page 10 mitigation is required
standards established by the county Attachment to
congestion management agency for Checklist
designated reads or highways? 3. Page 23, 32, 3. No 3. No 3. No
and Page 9 of
Checklist
4. Page 4 of 4. No 4.No 4. No
Checklist, Page
1 of
Attachment,
Page 69 City
ISIND
Result in a change in air traffic patterns, NA 1.No 1. No 1. No No prior mitigation
including either an increase in traffic 2. No 2.No 2.No measures were
levels or a change in location that 3.No 3. No 3. No required and no
results in substantial safety risks? 4.No 4. No 4. No mitigation is required
Substantially increase hazards due to 1. NA 1. No 1. No 1. No No prior mitigation
a design feature (e.g., sharp curves 2. page 10 2. No 2.No 2.Ne measures were
or dangerous intersections) or Appendix VIil- required and no
incompatible uses (e.g., farm B, page 10 mitigation is required
equipment)? Attachment to
Checklist
3. Page 23, 32, 3.No 3. No 3. No
and Page 9 of
Checklist
4. Page 4 of 4, No 4. No 4. No

Checklist, Page 1
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of Attachment,
Page 69 City
ISIND

e. Result in inadequate emergency access? 1. NA 1. No .No .No No prior mitigation
2. page 10 2. No 2. No 2. No measures were
Appendix VIII- required and no
B, page 10 mitigation is required
Attachment to
Checklist
3. Page 23, 32, 3.No 3.No 3. No
and Page 9 of
Checklist
4. Page 4 of 4, No 4. No 4. No
Checklist, Page 1
of Attachment,
Page 69 City
IS/ND

—_
—

f.  Conflict with adopted policies, plans, or 1. NA 1. No 1. No 1. No No prior mitigation
programs regarding public transit, 2. page 10 2. No 2, No 2. No measures were
bicycle, or pedestrian facilities, or Appendix VIil- required and no
otherwise decrease the performance or B, page 10 . mitigation is required
safety of such facilities? Attachment to
Checklist
3. Page 23, 32, 3. No 3. No 3. No
and Page @ of
Checklist

4. Page 4 of 4.N 4, N 4.N
Checklist, Page 1 ° © ©

of Attachment,
Pagle 89 City
S/ND

Discussion:

1 {&-b). No previous CEQA document was completed for the proposed activities involved in the Interim Measure Workplan and traffic volumes were not
discussed in the draft workplan document. However, the draft workplan mainly involves the operation of a truck-mounted, direct-push drili rig to be
cperated at the Site. The rig will be used to inject in CPS to remediate contaminated soils in a particular area onsite (see project description above).
Only a few additional vehicles will be needed to transport workers to the site for the eight weeks required to conduct the operation. Therefore, due to the
limited and temporary nature of the activity, it is not anticipated that there will be any conflicts with an applicable plan, ordinance or policy establishing
measures of effectivenass for the perfarmance of the circulation system or any congestion management program.

d) This project does not involve any changes to the perimeter of the property or any areas outside the property and the equipment to be used is
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appropriate for an area zoned HM-2, Heavy Manufacturing. Therefore, there will be no increase in hazards due to intersection designs or result in
inadequate emergency access to the facility. The conclusion is no impact.

2 (a-b). The closure of Pond 1 will involve the removal of wastewater treatment tanks W-1 and W-2, the removal of the concrete containment system,
and the excavation of soils to a maximum depth of ten feet below the containment system. CPS injections will then occur below 10 feet to approximately
50 feet to transform the mass of toxic hexavalent chromium in the vadose zone to the nontoxic trivalent chromium. The excavated area will then be
backfilled with clean fill material and covered with an asphalt cap. The 1988 Closure Plan Negative Declaration concluded that additionai traffic to
remove and bring soils would occur for approximately one or two months and impacts would not be considered substantial compared with the existing
traffic in the area. :

The current closure plan addresses new closure regulations, new information regarding facility conditions, the proposed new treatment of groundwater
and soil contamination, which could also potentially be appropriate for Pond 1, and that would allow for third-party closure of Pond 1, if required. In
regards to traffic, the current plan estimates that up to 30 trucks will be used to remove contaminated soil and if seil loading takes place over two or
three days, that will be only 10 to 15 trucks per day. Approximately 30 trucks may also be used to transport clean fill to the site. It states that this
amount of additicnal traffic “is a less than significant level compared to existing car and truck traffic in the area compared with 33,703 vehicles per day
traveling on the primary route of Slauson Avenue near Dice Road and 12,774 vehicles per including over 20 trucks per day at Los Nietos Road near
Dice Road. {reference City of Santa Fe Springs, Reconsideration of Conditional Use Permit Case No. 441, Mitigated Negative Declaration, State
Clearinghouse Number 2008101020, October 2008),” Therefore, there should be no conflicts with an applicable pian, ordinance or policy establishing
measures of effectiveness for the performance of the circulation system or any congestion management program.

3(a-f). The draft Corrective Measures Study is a document that proposes to replace groundwater pump and treatment with CPS injections to
remediate hexavalent chromium affected vadose zone soils and groundwater. Groundwater pump and treat was required as part of a Class |1l permit
modification completed in 1995. DTSC completed a Negative Declaration to support the Class Il permit modification decision and the Negative
Declaration concluded there to be no impacts from additional vehicular movement, or on existing fransporiation systems and parking facilities, or aler
patterns of circulation or movement of people and/or goods.

It is not anticipated that the proposal to feplace groundwater pump and treat with CPS injections would change this conclusion; however, future clean
up actions using CPS injections, which are currently under consideration, weould require further DTSC review and approval.

4 {3, b). The PT! hazardous waste facility stores, treats, and transfers hazardous wastes. The traffic impacts from the current operations at facility
were determined to be no impact (1991 IS/ND). DTSC concluded in the 1991 IS/ND that the proposed project is not expected to genérate substantial

additional vehicular movement. The expected volume of traffic directly related fo this facility will range from the existing 12 trucks perday to a
maximum of 19 trucks per day.

PTI is proposing several changes to the current operations, most notably the addition of a new treatment system for cily water waste, In 2008, the City
of Santa Fe Springs completed an Initial Study/Negative Declaration, which analyzed traffic impacts transportation from operation of this treatment
system. The City concluded that the 34 additional daily vehicle trips associated with the oily wastewater treatrment would not cause a significant
increase in traffic, nor would it be substantial in relation to the existing traffic load and capacity of the street system, and there would be no individual
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or cumulative exceedance of the service standard established by the County. The City stated that 33,703 vehicles per day travel on the primary route
of Slauson Avenue near Dice Road and the alternate route of Los Nietos Road near Dice Road handles 12,774 vehicles per day.

Other changes o current operations at the facility include several short term construction projects to install new or modify existing tank systems and
storage areas. These projects will involve additional vehicles during their duration. However, they will not occur at the same time nor will they result in
a permanent increase in the level of traffic already at the facility or surrounding area. Therefore, there should be no conflicts with an applicable plan,
ordinance or policy establishing measures of effectiveness for the performance of the circulation system or any congestion management program.

1,2, and 4 (c-f)
¢) Project activities will impact air traffic patterns. This sub category is not applicable.

d) These projects do not involve any changes to the perimeter of the property or any areas outside the property and the equipment to be used is
appropriate for an area zoned HM-2, Heavy Manufacturing. Therefore, there will be no substantial increase in hazards due to a design feature.

e) PTlis required to maintain a contingency plan under California Code of Regulations Title 22 Division 4.5, section 66264.51. The plan must include
an evacuation plan and a description of arrangements agreed to by local police departments, fire departments, hospitals, contractors, and State and
local emergency response teams to coordinate emergency services, Therefore, it is not anticipated there will be any effects to emergency evacuation
plans.

f) Project activities will not conflict with applicable policies, plans, or programs supporting alternative fransportation.
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17. UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS, Would the project:

1. Interim Measure Work Plan
2. Revised Modified Pond 1 Closure Plan
3. Revised Corrective Measure Study

4, Permit Application for Permit Renewal

a.  Exceed wastewater traatment 1. NA 1. No ‘ 1. No 1. No No prior mitigation
reguirements of the applicable Regional 2. page 10 2. No 2. No 2. No _ measures were




Water Quality Control Board?

Appendix
VII-B

3. Page 25,
Page 1015
Checklist

4, page 5
Appendix
Vill-B, page
72 City IS/ND

. No

. No

. No

.No

. No

. No

required and no
mitigation is required

Regquire or result in the construction of
new water or wastewater treatment
facilities or expansion of existing
facilities, the construction of which could
cause significant environmental effects?

1. NA

2. page 10
Appendix
VIli-B

3. Page 25,
Page 1018
Checklist

4 page b
Appendix
Vi-B, page
72 City IS/ND

. No
. No

. No

. No

—

. Ne

2. No

. No

. No

- §

.No
. No

. No

.No

No prior mitigation
measures were
required and no

mitigation is required

Require or result in the construction of
new storm water drainage facilities or
expansion of existing facilities, the
construction of which could cause
significant environmentai effects?

1. NA

2. page 10
Appendix
VIII-B

3. Page 25,
Page 1018
Checklist

4. page 5
Appendix
VII-B, page
72 City IS/ND

—

. No
. No

. No

. No

. No
. No

. No

. No

—t

. No
. No

. No

. No

No prior mitigation
measures were
required and no

mitigation is required

Have sufficient water supplies available
to serve the project from existing
entitlements and resources, or are new
or expanded entitlements needed?

1. NA

2. page 10
Appendix
ViI-B

3. Page 25,
Page 10 1S
Checklist

4. page 5
Aopendix

—

. No
. No

.No

.No

. No
. No

. No

. No

. No
. No

.No

. No

No prior mitigation
measures were
required and no

mitigation is required
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Vill-B, page
72 City [S/ND

e. Resultin a determinaticn by the 1. NA 1. No 1. No . No
wastewater treatment provider that servaes 2. page 10 2. No 2. No ' 2. No
or may serve the project that it has Appendix
adequate capacity to serve the project's VIIi-B
projected demand in addition to the 3. Page 25, 3. No 3. No 3. No
provider's existing commitmenis? : Page 1018

Checklist

4 page 5 4, No 4, No 4. No

Appendix

Vill-B, page

72 City IS/ND

—

No prior mitigation
measures were
required and no

mitigation is required

—

Be served by a landfill with sufficient 1. NA 1. No 1. No -No No prior mitigation
permitted capacity to accommodate the 2. page 10 2.No 2.No 2.No measures were
project's solid waste disposal needs? Appendix required and no
VIiI-B mitigation is required
3. Page 25, 3. No 3. No 3. No
Page 10 18
Checklist
4.page 5 4. No 4.No - 4. No
Appendix ’
VIiI-B, page
74 City IS/ND

—
—

g. Comply with federal, state, and local 1. NA .Ne ' 1. No .No No prior mitigation
statutes and regulations related to solid 2.page 10 2. Ne 2. No 2. No measures were
waste? Appendix required and no
VIIi-B mitigation is required
3. Page 25, 3. No 3. No " 3.No
Page 10 1S
Checklist :
4. page 5 4. No 4. No 4. No

Appendix VilI-B, :

page 74 City
IS/ND

Discussion:

1 (a-g). The Interim Measure Work Plan involves the injection of CPS to site sails contaminated with hexavalent chromium. The workplan states that
“A Site-wide Waste Discharge Requirement (WDR) permit is required from the California Regional Water Quality Control Board Los Angeles Region
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(LARWQCB) for in-situ soil and groundwater remedial activities at the Site, including in-situ chemical reduction of hexavalent chromium. Iris
Environmental (PT| consultant) obtained a WDR permit from for the Pilot Test activities and is in discussions with the LARWQCB about amending the
existing permit to include the interim measure activities. The LARWQCB requires that this Work Plan be approved by DTSC before a modified WDR
permit can be issued.” The Interim Measure Work Plan also states that the project does not involve substantial site preparation and all soil cuttings

will be drummed and disposed of following the receipt of analytical results. Any water derived from equipment decontamination procedures will be
recycled on-site.

The project does not involve any expansion of wastewater treatment systems or need additional water or landfill capacity. The Facility is also under
the jurisdiction of the Sanitation District of Los Angeles County (SDLAC). Any business that desires to discharge industrial wastewater to the Districts'
sewerage system must first obtain an Industrial Wastewater Discharge Permit. The facility operates under an existing Industrial Wastewater

Discharge Permit (Permit No. 21498), which was issued June 10, 2014, and expires June 9, 2019. Therefore, there will be no impacts to any utilities
or service systems.

2 (a-g). The closure of Pond 1 will involve the removal of wastewater treatment tanks W-1 W-2, W-3, and W-4, the removal of the concrete
containment system, and the excavation of soils ten feet beneath. CPS injections will then occur below 10 feet to approximately 50 feet to reduce the

mass of toxic hexavalent chromium in the vadose zone to the nontoxic trivalent chromium. The excavated area will then be backfilled and covered with
an asphalt cap.

Again, a WDR permit is required from the LARWQC for in-situ soil and groundwater remedial activities at the Site. It is not anticipated that the preject

will affect and or involve any new storm drainage systems, water supplies, or require any significant additional solid waste landfill capacity. Therefore,
there will be no impacts to utilities or service systems.

3 (a-g). The Revised Corrective Measures Study is a document that proposes fo replace groundwater pump and treatment with CPS injections to
remediate hexavalent chromium impacted vadose zone soils and groundwater. Groundwater pump and treat was required as part of a DTSC- initiated
permit modification completed in 1995. A Negative Declaration was completed by DTSC to support the DTSC inifiated permit modification decision
and the Negative Declaration concluded the project did not involve, address, nor result in the need for new utilities because neither new nor
substantially altered utilities are required. It is not anticipated that the proposal to replace groundwater pump and treat with CPS injections would

change this conclusion; however, future clean up actions using CPS injections, which are currently under consideration, would require further DTSC
review and approval.

4 (a-9). The 1991 Negative Declaration completed by DTSC to support the issuance of a permit to PTI, concluded there to be no impacts to the
following utilities

o Natural Gas

¢ Communication Systems
e  Water

¢ Sewer or Septic Tanks
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s Storm Water Drainage
¢ Solid Waste Disposal

The EIF completed by PT1 states that the facility is under the jurisdiction of the Sanitation District of Los Angeles County (SDLAC) and operates
under an existing Industrial Wastewater D|scharge Permit. The facility is also under the jurisdiction of the Los Angeles RWQCHE and currentiy the
facility operations under 1991 permit do not require a perm|t from this agency.

The facility has its own wastewater treatment system that preireafs wastewater prior to disposal in the sanitary' sewer. The permit renewal proposes
io relocate and replace those tank systems with ones that are basically equivalent in size and capacity. The current permitted treatment capacity is
137,200 gallons per day and the permit renewal does not propose any increase to this limit.

Additional employees and tank systems that would be added because of the oily water waste expansion would not cause a significant increase to the
current solid waste disposal or cause any significant increase in needed landfill capacity. The Facility is a fully-permitted hazardous waste freatment
and storage primarily engage in the recovery of metals such a copper from metal bearing hazardous wastes. Thus, the Project reduces landfill
disposal of hazardous wastes in the state’s two active and permitted disposal facilities - Clean Harbors Buttonwillow, LLC in the community of
Buttonwillow, and Kettlemnan Hills - B18 Non-hazardous material disposal in the community of Kettleman City.

Also, in regards to solid waste dispesal, the City of Santa Fe Springs stated the following in their 2008 Initial Study/Negative Declaration:

“Solid waste generated by the proposed use as well as several cities within the Los Angeles County is disposed of in & number of
landfills, both County and privately owned. Sixteen facilities were identified as accepting solid waste from the City. The closest landfill
(operated by the County Sanitation Districts) that could be used by the proposed project is the 1,365-acre Puente Hill Landfill. The
Puente Hills Landfill is located immediately southeast of the intersection of the San Gabriel Valley (1-605) Freeway and the Pomona
(SR-80) Freeway, in unincorporated Los Angeles County. The landfill operates under a iocal land use permit that is valid through
October 31, 2013. The permit allows the landfill io accept a maximum of 13,200 tons of refuse per day. It is general knowledge that a
shortfall in permitted daily landfill capacity may be experienced in the County of Los Angeles within the first decade of the 21st century.

The California Integrated Waste Managernent Act of 1682 (AB 839) was enacted to reduce, recycle, and reuse solid waste generated in
the State to the maximum amount feasible. The Act reguired city and county jurisdictions to identify an implementation schedule to
divert 25% of their total solid waste stream from landfill disposal by the year 1995, and 50% of the total waste stream from landfill
disposal by the year 2000. In 2000, the City surpassed the mandated diversion goal. The Act also requires each city and county to
promote source reduction, recycling, and safe disposal or transformation.

The City of Santa Fe Springs has prepared a Source Reduction and Recycling Element (SRRE) that identified all programs the City
plans to implement to meet the mandated diversion goals. Although no new construction is anticipated from the proposed use, future
developments on the subject site shall comply with Ordinance No. 814 which requires contractors to recycle materials generated on the
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No impacts are anticipated in this regard.”

References

2008,

DUDEK. Environmental Information Form. Phibro-Tech, Santa Fe Springs, California. May 29, 2015

site. The reguired goal is to reuse or recycle 75% of the project waste. Contractors must submit & Waste Management Plan indicating
the types of materials that will be recycled and the permiited Recycling Dealer. Construction and Demclition permits are not issued until

the Waste Management Plan is submitted and approved. Contractor has to submit receipts or a report from the waste hauler and
recycling dealer to show that 75% of the waste on site was recycled.

Further, the California Solid Waste Reuse and Recycling Access Act of 1991, as amended, require each development project to provide
storage area for collection and removal of recyclable materials, All future development shall provide adequate storage areas for
collection/storage of recyclable and green waste materials.

No information regarding storm drainage or current waste water entitlements to the facility have been provided in the earlier environmental
documents. However, the 2008 Negative Declaration completed by the City of Santa Fe Springs concluded that existing storm drains at the perimeter

of the site are adequate for current and proposed operations and that levels of service to the facility will be consistent with regional growth forecast
adopted by the Southern California Association of Governments,

DTSC defermined that no new circumstances or project changes have occurred nor has any substantially important new information been found
requiring new analysis or verification. Therefore, the conclusions of the prior Negative Declarations remain valid and the proposed activities would not
result in new or substantially more severe significant impacts fo utilities.

City of Santa Fe Springs. Initial Study and Negative Declaration. Reconsideration of Conditional Use Permit Case No. 441. Phibro-Tech, October
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a. Does the project have the potential to Ne No No No

" degrade the quality of the environment,
substantially reduce the habitat of a fish or
wildlife species, cause a fish or wildlife
population to drop below self-sustaining
levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or
animal community, reduce the number or
restrict the range of a rare or endangered
plant or animal or eliminate important
examples of the major periods of California

history or prehistory?

b. Does the project have impacts that are No No No No Currently proposed
individually limited, but cumulatively developments in the
considerable? (“Cumulatively vicinity of the PT] Site
considerable” means that the incremental were not addressed in
effects of a project are considerable when the previously certified
viewed in connection with the effects of environmental
past projects, the effects of other current documents.

projects, and the effects of probable
future projects)? :
c. Does the project have environmental No No No No
effects which will cause substantial
adverse effects on human beings, either
directly or indirectly?

Discussion:

The effects discussed in the Mandatory Findings Checklist section above will not occur beyond those already anticipated in the prior Negative
Declarations as a consequence of the proposed actions. No new circumstances have occurred nor has any substantially important new information
been found requiring new analysis or verification and no additional environmental review is therefore required.

Five other projects known to occur within one-mile of the site and the five other DTSC clean-up projects within one-mile of the PTI Site are described
above in Section A. Given the developed nature of the PTI Site and the surrounding area, the PTi project is not expected to have any direct effect to:
aesthetics,

agriculture and forestry resources,

biological resources,

cultural resources,

mineral resources,

population and housing,

* ® & & & &
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¢ public services,
« recreation, and
« utilities and service systems.

Because the project is not expected to have any direct impact to these elements of the environment, potential cumulative effects are not expected
and will not be considered or evaluated further.

As components of the PTI project include measures to improve groundwater quality and remediate existing soil contamination, the project would
improve conditions for: '

+ geology and soils,
» hazards and hazardous materials, and
s hydrology and water quality.

Because the project would not adversely affect, but rather would improve the baseline conditions for these environmental elements, potential
cumulative effects to these elements from short-term construction as well as long-term operations will not be evaluated further.

The PTI project and the nearby projects identified in Section A above would redevelop properties in the area or intensify existing uses; therefore,
there could be could be cumulative impacts to the following resource areas:

* air guality,

+ greenhouse gas (GHG),
s land use and planning,
o noise, and

¢ transportation/traffic.

The cumulative effects of the proposed action and the other known projects in the area to these resource elements are analyzed below.

Air Quality

In regards fo air quality, renewal of the perm|t for the existing hazardous waste facility would not increase emissions above current levels that are
included in the background conditions for the area. The other activities currently under consideration would be minor, short-term actions that would
not contribute to a curmnulative effect to air quality. In addition, with the exception of the change in the Interim Measure, DTSC or the City of Santa Fe
Springs previously evaluated all of the actions in CEQA-certified documents. The new Interim Measure (in-situ treatment) is likely to result in less air
quality impacts compared with the earlier proposal (pump and treatment of contaminated groundwater). In total, air quality impacts from the PTI
project would be slightly less than previously anticipated. None of the 10 other projects in the area is expected to have substantial operating
emissions from stationary sources. Because the facility components regulated by the Hazardous Waste Facility Permit are not expected to generate
greater emissions {emissions will be the same as those previously analyzed), approval of the permit and continued operation of the facility is not
expected to contribute to a cumulative impact. For these reasons, the cumulative effects to air quality are not expected to be significant.

Greenhouse Gas
The current 2015 EDA and the 2008 Initial Study are ’zhe only project-related documents that considered potential impacts to GHG: the earlier CEQA
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documents did not address GHG. The current evaluation concluded that none of the PTI project activities would generate significant levels of GHG,
and if construction activities and operations were to overlap, these impacts taken in fotal would not generate a significant impact to GHG. None of
the other projects in the area is expected to have substantial operating emissions from stationary sources. Because the facility components regulated
through the Hazardous Waste Facility Permit are not expected 1o generate greater GHG emissions, approval of the permit and continued operation of
the facility is not expected to contribute to a cumulative impact to GHG emissions. Evaluation of the potential environmenial impacts of the proposed
activities and these other projects does not indicate that there will be any significant cumulative effect to GHG emissions.

Land Use & Planning

The activities that comprise the PTI project are currently allowed [and uses, temporary remediation activities that will have no effect {o land use, or
have previously been approved by the City of Santa Fe Springs. The City has deemed that subsaquent to the certification of the 2008 Waste Water
Initial Study (reference City of Santa Fe Springs, Reconsideration of Conditional Use Permit Case No. 441, Mitigated Negative Declaration, State
Clearinghouse Number 2008101020, October 2008), they have no further land use approvals associated with the PTI Site. Reissuance of the
Hazardous Waste Facility Permit would not change current land use, and would have no effect on land use or land use planning in the City of Santa
Fe Springs or the broader surrounding communities. The five other ideniified projects near the PT] site have all been evaluated by the City of Santa
Fe Springs and must obtain all necessary approvals from the City prior to implementation. These proposed developments considered in this
cumulative effects analysis must comply with current land use requiremnents and are anticipated in the City of Santa Fe Springs Comprehensive Plan
and Land Use Zoning. Approval of the plans for the other projects indicates that the impacts to land use have already been considered by the City
and deemed consistent with alfl land use plans and policies. The five other remediation activities identified in Section A above are to address health
and safety concerns and do not change land use. Evaluation of the potential environmental impacts of the proposed PT! activities and these other
projects does not indicate that there will be any significant cumulative effect to land use.

Noise :

The activities that comprise the PTI project would not increase noise levels compared with previously evaluated conditions and the other activities
associated with this project will be temporary. The other projects described above in Section A would result in greater or more intensive commercial
or industrial activities near the PTI project site that are likely to generate noise. These activities were anticipated during preparation of the City of
Santa Fe Springs Comprehensive Plan, especially the Land Use component of the Plan. Noise impacts associated with more intensive land use,

therefora, have been previously evaluated and deemed acceptable. No cumulatively significant increase in noise levels are expected from approval
of the proposed PTi project.

Traffic ‘

The activities that comprise the PTI project would not increase traffic velumes compared with previcusly evaluated conditions or above current
volumes. The other activities associated with this project will be short-term and will generate only minor, temporary increases in traffic volume. The
other projects would result in more traffic along the roadways near the PTi project site. Of particular concern is the potential for increased traffic on
Dice Road from the proposed Altamar Warehouse and the Burke Street Industrial Complex. Because the PT! Facility is an existing activity and its
traffic is incorporated as part of the background conditions, approval of the permit would not result in any cumulative increase 1o traffic or traffic

congestion. The PTI preject would not change the transportation system or change the use of the transportation system and would not have any
cumulative impact.

The preceding analysis demonstrates that the proposed changes io the PTI Pond 1 closure, corrective measures and permit application, as well as
interim measures, will not result in new significant environmental effects or substantially increased severity of previously identified signiﬁcant effects;
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nor have there been substantial changes with respect to the circumstances under which the project is being undertaken. Further, the currently
proposed project consists of only minor changes to that do not raise important new information of substantial importance. From these conclusions,
DTSC has determined that the actions associated with approval of the Interim Measures Work Plan, Revised Modified Pond 1 Closure Plan, Revised
Corrective Measure Study and permit application for permit renewal would not result in any of the conditions described in CEQA Guidelines section
15162 or 15163 that would require preparation of a subseguent or supplemental negative declaration or EIR. Additionally, DTSC determined that the

minor changes and additions to the project identified are consistent with Section 15184 of the CEQA Guidelines, and an addendum to the prior
negative declarations is the appropriate CEQA documentation.

On the basis of the information and analysis provided above, the following findings are made:

U] A Subsequent EIR is required to be prepared for the proposed project pursuant to CEQA Guidelines section 15162(a)
and (b) based on the following determination(s):

o Substantial changes are proposed in the project which will require major revisions of the previous EIR or Negative
Declaration due to the involvement of new significant environmental effects or a substantial increase in the
severity of previously identified significant effects;

o Substantial changes occur with respect to the circumstances under which the project is undertaken which will
require major revisions of the previous EIR or Negative Declaration due to the involvement of new significant
environmental effects or a substantial increase in the severity of previously identified significant effects; or

o New information of substantial importance, which was not known and could not have been known with the

exercise of reasonable diligence at the time the previous EIR was certified as complete or the Negative Declaration
was adopted, showed the following:

o The project will have one or more significant effects not discussed in the previous EIR or Negative Declaration;
o Significant effects previously examined will be substantially more severe than shown in the previous EIR;

o Mitigation measures or alternatives previously found not to be feasible would in fact be feasible, and would

substantially reduce one or more significant effects of the project, but the project proponents decline to adopt
the mitigation measure or alternative; or

o Mitigation measures or alternatives which are considerably different from those analyzed in the previous EIR
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would substantially reduce one or more significant effects on the environment, but the project proponents
decline to adopt the mitigation measure or alternative.

o Changes to the project or its circumstances occurred or new information became available after adoption of the
Negative Declaration, and a Subsequent EIR is required under CEQA Guidelines section 15162 (a).

[ ] A Supplement to an EIR is required to be prepared for the proposed project pursuant to CEQA Guidelines section
15163(a)(1) and (2) based on the following determination(s): '

o One or more of the conditions described in Section 15162 required the preparation of a subsequent EIR, and

o Only minor additions or changes would be necessary to make the prev1ous EIR adequately apply to the project
in the changed situation.

—

[ ] An Addendum to a previously certified Environmental Impact Report is required to be prepared for the proposed project
pursuant to CEQA Guidelines section 15164(a) based on the following determination(s):

c  Some changes or additions are necessary but none of the conditions described in CEQA Guidelines section
15162 calling for the preparation of a subsequent EIR have occurred.

X| An Addendum to an adopted Negative Declaration is required to be prepared for the proposed project pursuant to CEQA
Guidelines section 15164(b) based on the following determination(s):

¢ Only minor technical changes or additions are necessary; or

o None of the conditions described in CEQA Guidelines section 15162 calh‘ng for the preparation of a subsequent
EIR or Negative Declaration have occurred.

| No additional documentation is required to be prepared for the proposed project pursuant to CEQA Guidelines section 15162(b).
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