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Julia May, Environmental Consultant 
3122 College Ave., Berkeley, CA 94705 

jmav@sbc~lobal.net, - 5101658-2591 

February 12,2006 

Steve Rounds, DTSC Project Manager 
Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) 
State of California 
101 1 North ~randview Avenue 
Glendale, CA 9 120 1 
srounds@dtsc. ca. gov 

Re: Comments on Industrial Services Oil Company, Inc., 
Hazardous Waste Facility Application DEIR 

Dear Mr. Rounds, 

On behalf of Communities for a Better Environment (CBE) I am submitting the 
following comments urging correction of deficiencies in the DEIR (DraR Environmental 
Impact Report) for the Industrial Services Oil Company, Inc. (ISOCI) Hazardous Waste 
Facility Application, November 2005. This company is not only proposing a very large 
expansion in storage and treatment of contaminated oils, but proposes to introduce a great 
new variety of hazardous wastes of many types onsite. 

Given the facility history of environmental violations, including improper hazardous 
material storage, lack of permits and secondary containment, soil contamination, and the 
significant new risks associated with the proposed major expansion, it is crucial that this 
project receive a thorough review. The public must also receive more information on 
equipment and mitigation which will be included in the project, rather than leaving details of 
mitigation (such as key air pollution controls) for future evaluation. Specific deficiencies are 
outlined below. 

The DEIR failed to evaluate significant potential impacts of Earthquakes and 
related fires, smoke, and hazardous air pollution 

o Earthquake damage short of complete structural collapse 

o Earthquake fxe risks due to hydrocarbons onsite and natural gas lines 

o Fire risk from any cause involving used and recycled oil onsite (cuqently 
defined as "non-ignitable" but which does have the ability to burn fiercely) 

o Severe air pollution impacts associated with fires due to earthquakes 

The DEIR failed to evaluate significant potential impacts of Floodplain hazards 
and potential impacts on drinking water, the Los Angeles River, and sewer 
discharge impacts 

o Flood Hazards were misrepresented in the DEIR, and floodplaih management 
construction requirements were ignored 



o Drinking water and groundwater occur at much more shallow depths than 
identified, and are threatened by previous and future spills of hazardous 
materials 

o The Los Angeles River receives runoff from the area, and is at risk from past 
and futue hazardous material spills from the facility, and from contamination 
in the event of a flood 

o The DEIR fails to evaluate low-concentration, extremely toxic discharges of 
dioxins, PCBs, lead, mercury, and other highly hazardous materials into the 
proposed new sewer hookup 

The DEIR and Part B application contradict themselves regarding accepting, 
storing, and treating dangerous PCBs, leaving in question potential impacts 

The DEIR failed to evaluate significant potential impacts on Biological resources 
despite evidence that past contamination could have contaminated ecological systems 

I. The DEIR underestimated earthquake danger and failed to evaluate 
significant potential impacts of related fires, smoke, and hazardous 
pollution releases 

The DEIR concluded that earthquakes and related fires would not cause significant 
environmental impacts without fully evaluating potential impacts or exploring mitigation 
measures. This analysis must be done particularly since the DEIR found that the risk of a 
major earthquake in the area is highly probable (DEIR page 3-70) and the site contains large 
quantities of materials that can cause fwes, even if the facility does comply with the Uniform 
Building Code, as found in the DEIR. 

The major earthquake hazard at the facility is not just a theoretical possibility- a 
major earthquake nearby will definitely occur sooner or later. A September 2005 Los 
Angeles Times article,' Katrina's Aftermath, California Earthquake Could Be the Next 
Katrina, reported: 

''A state study published last year on hazard reduction paints a sobering picture of Cal$ornia's 
earthquake danger. About 62% of thepopulation lives in a zone of high earthquake danger, including 
100% ofthe population of Ventura County, 99% of Los Angeles County and 92% of Riverside County. 
. . .  
"Researchers at the Southern California Earthquake Center said there i s  an 80% to 90% chance 

that a temblor of 7.0 or greater magnitude will strike Southern California before 2024. 

' September 10,2005, Los Angeles Times, KATRMA'S AFTERMATH, California Earthquake Could Be the 
Next Katrina, By Jia-Rui Chong and Hector Becerra, Times Staff Writers 



The Southern California Earthquake Center (at the University of Southern ~alifornia)~ 
(SCEC) earlier found: 

"The last oflcial estimate of earthquake potential in southern California was the 1988 report of 
the Working Group on California Earthquake Probabilities. The report estimated the probabilities 
of large "characteristic" earthquakes on major faults, like the Sun Andreas and Sun Jacinto faults. 
The report concluded that there is a 60% chance of at least one large earthquake (M=>7) on the 
Sun Andreas fault before the year 2018. The new report concludes that the probability is even 
higher, 80-90%, when otherfaults are included " 

Such an earthquake could occur today, but at a minimum falls within the project 
lifetime. Fault lines are close to the facility (within 8 miles), so severe ground shaking will 
occur during the inevitable major earthquake in the area. Los Angeles soil types cause 
increased ground shaking:4 

'Ynotherproject in progress will update this map by showing a higher level of shaking for so)-soil 
sites. This will lead to a higher rate of damaging shaking because the more common smaller 
earthquakes will produce greater shaking in so3 soil. The result will be to increase slightly the rates 
for the sedimentary basins such as the Los Angeles basin and the Sun Gabriel, Ventura and Sun 
Bernardino Valleys. " 

There is also general speculation that the Pacific Rim has been heating up in terms of 
seismic activity after relative quiet for many decades. Major earthquakes must be evaluated 
in the DEIR as the serious and likely hazards they are, rather than treating them superficially. 

The DEIR failed to evaluate earthquake damage short of complete structural collapse 

While the DEIR admits high probability of major quakes occurring near the facility, 
the DEIR fails to analyze obvious risks and impacts from such earthquakes. The DEIR 
found: 

"Based on the historical record, it is highly probable that the Los Angeles region will be afected by 
firture earthquakes. Research shows that damaging earthquakes will be likely to occur on or near 
recognized faults showing evidence of recent geologic activity. The proximity of major faults to the 
ISOCI facility increases the probability that an earthquake may affect the ISOCI site and new project 
facilities. There is the potential for damage to the ISOCIfacilities in the event of an earthquake. The 
Newport-Inglewood fault, about 7.5 miles south of ISOCI, poses a seismic hazard to Los Angeles . . . 
The impacts of an earthquake on the site are considered to be greater than the current conditions since 
additional structures will be constructed including new treatment and storage facilities. Impacts of an 
earthquake could include tank and other structural failure. 

"Additional structures at the site must be designed to comply with the Uniform Building Code. . . 
The goal of the code is to provide structures that will: (I) Resist minor earthquakes without damage; 

SCEC (at the University of Southern California) gathers and combines new information about earthquakes in 
Southern California, is supported by the National Science Foundation and the US.  Geological Survey, and 
coordinates efforts of over 50 institutions. 

Seismic Hazards in Southern California: Probable Earthquakes, 1994-2024, Presentation and Panel 
Discussion Held at the OES Conference, "Northridge Earthquake--One Year Later," January 20, 1995, Southern 
California Earthquake Center 
4 Seismic Hazards Map for Southern California, Southern California Earthquake Data Center, 
http://www.data.scec.org/generaVPhaseII.html 



(2) resist moderate earthquakes without structural but with some non-structural damage; and (3) 
resist major earthquakes without collapse but with some structural and non-structural damage. . . . 
"Compliance with the Uniform Building Codes is expected to minimize the seismic impacts on the 
ISOCIjhcility, i.e., no structures are expected to collapse in the event of a major earthquake. In 
addition, the containment devices (storage tank) have been certified as structurally sound and 
adequate for their intended use by engineer registered in California (lSOCI Part B application, 
Appendix D). Therefore the seismic impacts on the facility are expected to be less than signifcant. 
TRe City of Los Angeles is responsible for assuring compliance with the Uniform Building Codes 
through the building permit process." (DEIR page 3-58) 

The DEIR concludes that by complying with the Uniform Building Codes, the ISOCI 
facility structures will not collapse during a major earthquake. Based on that conclusion, the 
DEIR takes the unjustifiable leap that, simply because structures are not expected to 
completely collapse, an earthquake will not cause significant environmental impacts. But 
this does not follow. The earlier paragraph specifically states that there the potential for 
earthquake damage at the facility, including tank and structural failure. The DEIR may not 
simply conclude that there is no significant impact from earthquake damage without 
evaluation, and in a manner inconsistent with historical experience of devastation which does 
occur due to major earthquakes. 

The DEIR acknowledges that in a severe earthquake the facility could suffer 
structural damage, which as demonstrated below could cause significant environmental 
impacts. However, the DEIR fails to analyze potential mitigation measures that could 
prevent these impacts. 

The DEIR fails to provide an evaluation of earthquake damage (other than complete 
structural failure) which is likely to occur to the ISOCI facility during the major earthquake 
which is imminent in the nearby region, and which has a high potential to cause significant 
impacts. Such damage can involve tanks and their floating roofs, secondary containment 
structures, railcars, other containers of hazardous materials, boilers, heaters, generators, and 
other onsite and offsite facilities. 

There is a significant risk of leaks, spills, fires, smoke, and other hazardous air 
pollution and hazardous material releases due to damage to the facility and surrounding 
facilities by a major earthquake which must be evaluated in the DEIR. The DEIR did briefly 
discuss offsite impacts from heat radiation from a potential fire5 (and found no significant 
impacts) but failed to evaluate impacts such as smoke plumes and hazardous air pollutant and 
other hazardous pollutant releases caused by burning petrochemicals and spills onsite due to 
earthquakes. 

Industrial damage fiom a major 1999 earthquake in Turkey was evaluated by the 
Pacific Earthquake Engineering Research Center. An excerpt of a report on this study is 
provided below. The report found "The earthquakk struck the industrial heartland of 
Turkey. " It found that complete structural failures due to earthquake were few in number, 
but severe damage short of complete structural failure did occur. One example was the 
failure of floating roofs in crude oil tanks. This is particularly of concern since ISOCI is 
planning to upgrade it's own fixed roof tanks to either use vapor recovery, g to turn them 
into floating roof tanks (with internal or external floating roofs). The DEIR failed to evaluate 

The DEIR found "The hazard impacts associated with fire radiation are expected to remain within the 
industrial area and would be considered less than significant (see Table 3.5.7)." 



the potential for failure of planned floating roofs in tanks, during a major earthquake. The 
DEIR also failed to evaluate potential failure of other facility components short of complete 
structural failure. 

Such fracturing and crumpling of support structures, failure of floating roof tanks, and 
other earthquake damage to industrial equipment can not only cause leaks and spills, but 
easily causes fires. Even in residences, fires during earthquakes are a known common hazard 
due to leaking natural gas, broken structures and electrical systems, ignition sources, etc. 
When damage occurs during major earthquakes to heavy industrial facilities which store, 
transfer, and process combustible materials, there is even more potential for dangerous fues. 
The Turkish example documented a fue occurring during the 1999 earthquake when a 
refinery cooling tower failed, and also when eight naphtha- storing fuel tanks burned. 

Another publication fbnded by the Earthquake Engineering Research Institute and the 
Washington Emergency Management Division (2005)~ found: 

"Damage to industrial facilities resulted in indirect losses in previous major 
earthquakes; such impacts include release of hazardous materials, which can have 
long term environmental eflects. " 

The DEIR must provide analysis of damage which could occur to the facility during 
and after a major earthquake, including damage short of structural collapse, damage due to 
fires, and impacts of associated fires, leaks, and spills of hazardous materials onsite. 

Scenario for a Magnitude 6.7 Earthquake on the Seattle Fault, A Project Funded by the Earthquake 
Engineering Research Institute and the Washington Emergency Management Division, February 2005, 
Excerptsfiom a publication of the same title to be released March 2005 , page 20, 
h~://seattlescenario.eeri.org/documents/E~2-28%20Booklet.pdf 



Kocaeli (Izmit), Turkey Mw 7.4 Earthquake7 (excerpt) 

"The earthquake struck the industrial heartland of Turkey. The most significant damage to an industrial facility 
observed by the reconnaissance team was at the Tiipras refmery in Kiirfez, located approximately 20 Icm from the 
epicenter. Eight tanks containing naphtha fuel burned following the earthquake (fig. 5). 

Fig. 5. Fire damaae to naphtha iunks nt Tur~ras refinem. 

"Oil was spilled into the Sea of Marmara. Other damage at the refinery, which was designed and constructed in the 
1960s, included the failure of floating roofs in crude oil tanks; failure and fire in a cooling tower; collapse of 
the upper 80 m of a 115-m-tall smokestack onto a processing unit and piping system; and fractured piles 
beneath a jetty that supported fuel-oil piping that served oil tankers. 

"Structural damage was observed at a number of industrial facilities including the failure of components of 
precast concrete warehouses, collapse of concrete column supports for tanks of liquid oxygen, and significant 
translation and rotation of above-ground tanks containing propane and other flammable gases. [emphasis 
added] 

"The reconnaissance team visited two power generation/transmission stations. At the 380-kV substation in 
Adapazari, older porcelain disconnect switches and aluminum castings were damaged in the switching yard, and 
large transformers moved up to one meter on their rails. At the Ene rjisa power generation facility, an 80-ton boiler 
dislodged from its pedestal foundation; transformers moved upwards of one meter; one transformer rolled off its 
pedestal foundation and overturned; the foundation of a heat exchanger was badly damaged; and porcelain switches 
failed. 

Conclusions 

"The M 7.4 Kocaeli earthquake resulted in great human and economic loss. Failures of older residential construction 
were widespread and severe, especially in zones that liquefied. Fault rupture, liquefaction, subsidence, and strong 
ground shaking caused such failures. Reinforced concrete moment-resisting frames were the most common lateral- 
force-resisting system and such construction routinely employed details similar to those used in the United States 
prior to the 1970s. Shear wall buildings performed well with no observed failures. 

"Industrial facilities suffered significant damage but complete structural failures were few in number. Fire following 
the earthquake caused severe damage to the Tiipras refinery. Other observed structural failures in the refinery were 
to a 1 15-m-tall smokestack, floating roofs in crude oil tanks, and piles supporting a jetty. Substations and one power 
generation facility suffered damage ranging from overturned transformers to fractured porcelain switches." 

I 

7 PEER Center News, Vol. 2 No. 4 October 1999, http://~eer.bcrkelev.cdu/ncws/1999octobzr/turkcv.htmI, 
excerpt. PEER Center News is a quarterly publication of Pacific Earthquake Engineering Research Center, 
highlighting research and information of interest to earthquake engineering researchers &d professionals. 



The DEIR failed to evaluate fire risks from earthquakes, especiallv due to 
hvdrocarbons onsite and natural Iras lines 

In addition to the risk of fires associated with earthquakes well known to California 
regulators (as well as those documented in the Turkish earthquake), a publication of the 
University of Patras, Greeces found major fire risks from earthquakes associated with 
burning hydrocarbons to be a general problem with major earthquakes around the world: 

"Hydrocarbons, particularly gas, also create a much increased risk of jire as a major secondary 
consequence following earthquake damage. There is a growing danger that major Greek cities may 
experience fire damage afier a strong earthquake, enhanced by the increased supply of gas into urban 
areas. Fires following the earthquake at Kobe in Japan 1995 and Turkey 1999 (Fig.l,2) provided a 
salutaly example of impact even in a well-regulated, modern and earthquake conscious country. 
Longer memories recall the confagration in Tokyo that followed the 1923 Kwanto earthquake." 

ISOCI's storage of major quantities of hydrocarbons (over a million gallons planned 
of used and recycled oil and various other hydrocarbons onsite), increases the risk of fire 
during earthquake damage. In addition, there is also a widely-accepted significant potential 

I 

for fires due to natural gas line ruptures and other causes during a major earthquake, 

Safigunrdittg Hydrocar1)ons Inside Local Eartlzquak Dgense Svstents,, Project participants: UPS: 
Seismology Centre, University of Patras, Greece, UEA: School of E~lviron~nental Sciences, U~liversity of East 
Anglia, Norwich, England, DEPA: The Public Gas Company of Greece, GSCP: The General Secretariat of 
Civil Protection, AGISCO, Aspinal & Associates, and ECS: Euroconsultants. 
h ~ : / / s e i s n ~ o . g c o l o ~ . u v a t r a s . d s h i e l d  



including Los Angeles. For example, a publication of Michigan Tech ( m a t  Are Earthquake 
~ a z a r d s ? ~ )  found: 

"The fourth main earthquake hazard isfire. Thesefires can be started by broken gas lines andpower 
lines, or tipped over wood or coal stoves. They can be a serious problem, especially ifthe water lines 
that feed thefire hydrants are broken, too. " 

A diagram of ISOCI gas lines included in the Part B applicationlo shows a 4" gas line 
along the entire northern property line, and a 2" "HP" gas line close to the western property 
line (shown below as it was broken into two pages in the Part B application). Gas lines 
appear to come within about 15 feet of ISOCI tanks, and pose a fire hazard during 
earthquakes not evaluated in the DEIR. 

It is crucial that the DEIR fully evaluate the risk of fire during earthquakes due to 
equipment failures, due to the hydrocarbons onsite at ISOCI, due to natural gas fires, and 
other earthquake fire hazards, and identify appropriate mitigation or alternatives. 

' Michigan Tech, Geological and Mining Engineering and Sciences Division, 
http://www.geo.mtu.edu/UPSeis/hazar&.html 
' O  Figure 11-8 - Utility Plan, Part B Application, Volume 1 (147", 148' & 149' pages of electronic version of 
Part B application) 



The DEIR im~roperlv dismissed fire risk from used and recvcled oil 

The DEIR also minimized the risk of fire from any cause involving oil and recycled 
oil, by stating that they are by definition "ignitable." 

"Used oil is currently the primary waste handled at the ISOCIfaciliy. Used oils come to ISOCIJiom 
a variety of of-site sources such as community recycling centers; generators who use oil and 
lubricants in industrial activities; and generators that are involved in activities concerning machinery 
maintenance. The used oil is generally producedfrom oil tank cleanings, oil spills, sump cleaning, 
vehicle oil changes, and factoly equipment maintenance. Used oil is not ignitable, corrosive, or 
reactive but can contain contaminants such as gasoline, dieselfuel, non-RCRA solvents and thinners, 
water and dirt. It may also be contaminated with heavy metals, such as lead " Page 2-1 8 DEIR 

Many other parts of the DEIR refer to used and recycled oils as not "ignitable," 
without explaining in plain terms that these materials can still burn and cause major fires. 
The DEIR finds that the impacts from potential fires would be insignificant. While used oils 
such as motor oils (one major component of used oil at the facility) are not defined as 
"ignitable" under EPA's formal definition, EPA's definition does not mean that such oils 
cannot bum. To the contrary, such materials can burn fiercely (as illustrated below in the 
burning of an entire Texas plant). The definition of "ignitable" substances are those liquid 
substances that readily ignite and bum at temperatures below 140°F (or specifically with a 
flash point1' below 140°F). Such substances as used motor oil and other used oils onsite 
which have a higher flash point and which are defined as "non-ignitable," will most 
definitely ignite and bum at higher temperatures. 

Furthermore, fires caused by "ignitable" materials (whch will also be onsite at ISOCI 
arid which can catch fire at low temperatures) cause temperatures to reach high' enough to 

" 'The flash point of a fuel is the temperature at which vapour given off will ignite when an external flame is 
applied under specified test conditions. A flash point is defined to minimise fire risk during normal storage and 
handling. . . . Even when residual fuels are at a temperature below their measured flash point, they are capable 
of producing light hydrocarbons in the tank headspace, such that the vapour composition may be near to or 
within the flammable range. Hence all residual fuel oil headspaces should be considered to be potentially 
flammable." htt~:llwww.bunkenvorId.codtechnicaVtech fu.htm, a global industrial website with information 
on fbels, especially marine fuels. 



ignite substances not defined as "ignitable." For example, new motor oils have flash points 
around 450°F (ranging from 390°F to about 4 8 0 " ~ ) ' ~  and so are not defined as "ignitable" at 
lower temperatures. When fires occur, temperatures can easily exceed flash points of new 
motor oils, causing them to burn. (Furthermore, used oils can have much lower flash oints, 

I P at approximately 200°F, and so can burn at lower temperatures than new motor oils. ) 

Once such oil fires are burning, they can be very difficult to put out, especially when 
large amounts of these oils are stored. It is misleading to simply label used and recycled oils 
as not "ignitable" in the DEIR and then to fail to evaluate the real potential for such fires and 
likely impacts based on the paper definition, especially given the risk of fires caused by 
earthquakes. 

Fires started by ignitable materials can spread to "non-ignitable" materials like used 
and recycled oil. Such fires have occurred, as in the major fire in an automotive fluids 
blending plant (called Third Coast Industries) south of Houston Texas, discussed later in this 
comment. This plant had about the same capacity as the proposed ISOCI facility (over a 
million gallons of oils). 

No less an authority than the U.S. Chemical Safety and Hazard Investigation 
Board came to the conclusion that higher flash point ('Lnon-ignitable") materials can 
represent major fire hazards.14 This agency concluded after evaluation of the huge 2002 
automotive fluid blending plant fire in Texas, that oils with flash points greater than 200°F 
classified as "Combustible IIIB" (including motor oils) should be treated with more care 
regarding fire safety. The Texas fire under investigation could not be put out, and 
completely destroyed the facility. 

The ISOCI DEIR did briefly analyze the general risk of fire but did not evaluate fires 
associated with earthquakes damage, and did not evaluate fire risk of "non-ignitable" used 
and recycled oils. The ISOCI DEIR found "The hazard impacts associated withJire 
radiation are expected to remain within the industrial area and would be considered less 
than significant (see Table 3.5.7). " Given the greater than one million gallons onsite of oils 
and other materials and especially due to the earthquake hazard of fires, this conclusion is 
clearly incorrect, and contradicted by the U.S. Chemical Safety Board investigation. 

In the Texas case, the Chemical Safety Board found that while most of the material 
onsite at this facility (98%) had higher flash points, the presence of some liquids (less than 
2% of the materials onsite) were more easily combustible, with lower flashpoints which 
could have caused the fire and then combusted the bulk of the higher flashpoint materials. 
The Chemical Safety Board found that such higher flash point oils (currently identified in the 
ISOCI DEIR as non-ignitable) burn "fiercely" once a fire is started. These conditions are 
very similar to those at ISOCI in terms of the kinds of materials present - large amounts 
of high flash point materials that require higher temperatures to burn, but also the presence of 
a variety of lower flashpoint materials that can begin to burn more easily, but then cause high 
temperatures that will burn "non ignitable" materials and facilities to the ground. 

12 More than You Ever Wanted to Know About Motor Oil, 1997-2006 Stephen Mullen, Oldsmar, FL, 
http:llwww.nightrider.commiketecWoilinfol .htm 
l 3  86" page of Part B Vo12 electronically available 
14 Third Coast Industries Fire, Brazoria County, Texas May 1,2002, U.S. Chemical Safety and Hazard 
Investigation Board, CSB Investigation Digest, attached 



The evaluation of the Chemical Safety Board found: 

"At the suspected origin of the fire, workers typically handledflammable and combustible liquids, such 
as cleaning solvents and light oils. These liquids hadflash points below 200°F, and in some cases 
below IOO°F, and could have been ignited by contact with hot motor surfaces or lights. However, 
about 9dpercent of the materials at the n i rd  Coast plant were class~j?ed as "Combustible IIIB " - 
materials that must be heated above 200°F before they will support aflame. While those combustible 
liquids are ofin regarded as a less serious fire hazard, once heated up - as they were during the 
Third Coast blaze - they burn as fiercely as other more easily ignited substances. The Board 
concluded that fire codes and workplace safety regulations should apply more controls to 
combustible liquid storage and handling. In the ajlermath of the Third Coast fire, the Board 
communicated its concerns in correspondence to the US. Occupational Safety and Health 
Administration (OSHA). " [emphasis added] 

"Due to the extent of the damage, investigators could not determine what had ignited the initial small 
fire. n e y  surmised that thefire could have been started by a flammable liquid contacting the hot 
surface of a motor or light, or by a solvent-soaked rag combusting spontaneously. Arson was not ruled 
out. 

The Board also found: 

" . . . the facility was not designed to contain the contaminated runofthat could resultfiomfighting 
theJire with water. Fire oflcials therefore decided they had no choice but to let theplant burn, and 
they focused on protecting nearby homesfiom destruction. 

CEQA requires an evaluation of the conditions at the ISOCI facility, which include 
potential for fires caused by earthquakes where temperatures are elevated above the flash 
point of motor oils and other used and recycled oils onsite in great quantities. 

The facility has historically been more than lax with regard to secondary containment 
of hazardous materials (which were non-existent for years, and were put in place through 
enforcement actions of DTSC). Secondary containment now in place is not sufficient to 
prevent significant impacts in the event of an earthquake or major fire. Secondary 
containment of tanks at ISOCI do not have the capacity to contain 100% of all materials 
within the containment area: 

"The impervious sealed concrete secondaly containment structure surrounding the tank storage area 
is designed to contain precipitationj?om a 24-hour, 25-year storm, plus 10 percent of the total volume 
of all tan& or loopercent of the capacity of the largest tank within the tank storage area, whichever is 
greater " DEIR page 2- 12 

Dividing walls are not present between all tanks or between tanks and process 
equipment. For example, the following groups of numbered tanks and/or other equipment 
are placed within the same containment area: 

500 & 600, 
400& 700, , 
300,800, & 200, 
21,22,23,24,25,26,27, & an oil heater, 
40,41, 42,43,44,45,46,47,48,49, 50,51, 52,53,54,55,56, "Press," 

wastewater treatment system, glycol recovery system, & pump 

The Texas fire was fowid to be so difficult to put out because of fire spreading to 
other equipment, because tanks were not separated by walls, and there was no containment to 
prevent runoff of contaminated water used in fire suppression. In the ISOCI case, there is 



some separation present between tanks and equipment, but not between all tanks and/or other 
equipment. Furthermore, the secondary containment capacity is not large enough to contain 
100% of the contents of the tanks, nor to additionally contain water used for f ~ e  suppression 
(it is designed for capacity only of the largest tank within the containment area). 

The DEIR must not only evaluate whether the facility meets local codes, but also 
must evaluate whether significant impacts could occur even if the facility does meet local 
codes. The DEIR must evaluate the use of available alternatives, including sufficient 
secondary containment to prevent all runoff during a frre, and walls and containment to 
separate tanks and prevent fire from spreading, especially in the case of earthquakes that can 
damage both tanks and secondary containment. 

Furthermore, the DEIR failed to evaluate the increased hazards associated with railcar 
storage of "non-ignitable" materials, including fire, including the fact that secondary 
containment capacity does not cover 100% of materials stored, and including many other 
well known concerns regarding "temporary" storage in railcars. In general, railcar storage of 
hazardous materials has been identified by many government and industry sources as 
representing multiple hazards (including risk of terrorist attack15). Other associated railcar 
risks were outlined by an industry environmental consulting firm (AIG - Railroads and 
 ailc cars): ' 

"The nature andpequency of activities performed at railyards can pollute these sites significantly. 
The liabilities areBrther complicated because many modern railyards operated long before 
regulatory oversight was common and many have also changed ownersji-equently. As a result, these 
sites have accumulated wastes and concealed their histories - vastly complicating the assessment and 
cleanup for today's owners and operators." 

The DEIR fails to identify the significant impacts which could occur due to lack of 
full capacity for secondary containment for tanks, other equipment, and railcars. The DEIR 
fails to evaluate at all the special risks associated with "temporary" (up to one year) storage 
of hazardous materials in railcars. The DEIR fails to evaluate major fires at the facility 
involving "non-ignitable" materials from all causes, and especially due to earthquake. 

- - - 

I s  Railcar Hazmats Storage: Reducing Risks in a Time of Terrorism, Fred Millar, Ph.D, 
finillar@,erols.com 
' 6  AIG Environmental, Railroads and Railyards, 
h t t p : / / w w w . a i g e n v i r o n m e n t a l . c o m / e n v i r o ~ O ,  1340,63- 11 -335,OO.html 







In addition to the Texas oil fire, an oil depot fire in the Hertfordshire in the United 
Kingdom also illustrates how severe offsite impacts fi-om smoky fires can be. While this 
facility likely had different percentages of "ignitable" hels onsite, the inefficient burning of 
petroleum products causing huge smoking plumes would be similar to smoke plumes which 
would be present during a fire at the ISOCI facility involving used and recycled oils. 
Although the Herfordshire terminal fire occurred on huge scale, there are also very large 
quantities of petroleum products proposed to be onsite at ISOCI, which if burned would also 
cause a major smoky petroleum fire. 

2005 Hertfordshire Oil Storage Terminal f ~ e ' ~  
"Hertfordshire England huge oil depot fire had possible cause: 

l 7  Excerpt from h t t p : / / e n . ~ i k i p e d i a . o r g / w i k i / 2 0 0 5 ~ H e r t f o r d ~ e s  





development of chronic bronchitis; 
irregular heartbeat; 
nonfatal heart attach; and 
premature death in people with heart or lung disease. 

"People with heart or lung diseases, children and older adults are the most likely to be affected by 
particle pollution exposure. However, even ifyou are healthy, you may experience temporary 
symptoms fiom exposure to elevated levels of particle pollution. " 

Vast numbers of studies on particulate matter air pollution provide overwhelming 
evidence that as particulate concentxations increase, severe health impacts increase, including 
higher death rates, hospital visits, chronic bronchitis, increased heart attacks, etc. The studies 
also show that death rates are increased from both cardiopulmonary disease, and lung cancer. 
One of the studies was done in the San Francisco Bay Area (Santa Clara County), where 
particulate matter levels are considered relatively low compared to other areas of the country. 

The Fairley Santa Clara studylg found that not only were death rate increases 
significant on days of increased coefficient of haze (a measure of particulate matter), but it 
also found that only small increases in particulate matter had significant adverse impacts on 
local death rates. Here are excerpts fiom the study: 

"An association was found between high particulate concentrations and increased mortality. This 
association persists after adjustment for temperature, relative humidity, year, and seasonality. 
Contrary to expectation, the magnitude of the particulate efect appears the same or larger than that 
estimated for London, despite Santa Clara County's cleaner air. 

"These analyses show that in Santa Clara County, mortality tends to increase on days with increased 
particulate levels. Moreover, contrary to expectation, the estimated magnitude of the effect is similar 
to, ifnot larger than, that found in the London studies. 

"Having stated the caveats, it is also important to stress that thefinding of any health effect indicates 
that there may be a sizeable health riskfiom particulates. Ifthe mortality signal were not strong 
enough, no statistically significant effect would be observed. " 

"This study suggests thatparticulates may be a health risk at concentrations lower than previously 
suspected. " 

The Fairley study was done in 1990, and since then a vast number of new studies 
have confirmed the severe health impacts from particulate matter. EPA set tighter standards 
on particulate matter, especially, the finest particles, due to the abundance of evidence 
documenting damage to human health (US EPA "Air Quality Criteria for Particulate Matter," 
April 1996). 1 have excerpted the Fairley study because it found that even in an area 
expected to have be relatively clean and to have no significant impacts due to particulate 
matter, a strong correlation between particulate matter and death rates was found. 

The DEIR must evaluate the the full range of health problems associated with 
increases in particulate matter in smoke associated with potential fxes at ISOCI, including 
bronchitis, hospital visits, asthma attacks, heart attacks, etc. 

The project expansion also proposes bringing onsite such a vast array of other highly 
toxic materials, that fires could result in releases of highly toxic combusted and uncombusted 
materials, which must be evaluated in the DEIR, including: 

' 

Fairley, 1990, "The Relationship of Daily Mortality to Suspended Particulates in Santa Clara County, 1980- 
1986 (Env Health Persp, Vol89 pp 159-168) 



PAHs ((Polycyclic ~romatic Hydrocarbons) -- May cause cancer, reproductive ham, 
and have adverse impacts on ability to fight disease. PAHs include compounds like ' 

anthracene and benzo(a)pyrene. 

SOX (Sulfur Oxides) - Cause bad odors, breathing and eye irritation, induce asthma 
attacks, and at higher levels, sulfur oxides are acutely hazardous. 

Dioxins can form under poor combustion conditions when chlorine compounds are 
burned, for example, which could occur during a fire at the ISOCI facility. A vast array 
of chlorine compounds will be accepted onsite as hazardous materials for treatment or 
disposal. Dioxins are highly toxic, disrupt human & animal hormones, cause cancer, 
reproductive damage, and immune system damage. 

Heavy metals do not break down during fires. Used oils and many other hazardous 
wastes proposed onsite contain heavy metals (as documented in the DEIR). 

11. Floodplain hazards and potential impacts on drinking water, 
the Los Angeles River, and sewer discharge impacts 
are misrepresented in the DEIR 

The DEIR not only fails to identify floodplain hazards and potentially serious impacts on 
drinking water, and waterways identified in documents included in the ISOCI Part B 
Hazardous Waste Permit ~ ~ ~ l i c a t i o n , ~ ~  but the DEIR gives the impression that there are no 
such potential hazards. These blatant contradictions in the DEIR of the Part B Permit 
Application and its appended documents are serious flaws of the DEIR. Based on the Part B 
application: 

Flood Hazards were misrepresented in the DEIR, and floodplain management 
construction requirements were ignored 

Drinking water and groundwater can occur at much more shallow depths than 
identified in the DEIR, and are threatened by previous and future spills of 
hazardous materials 

The Los Angeles River receives runoff fiom the area, and is at risk from past and 
future hazardous materials spills from the facility, and fi-om contamination in the 
event of a flood. 

The DEIR fails to evaluate low-level, yet extremely toxic discharges of dioxins, 
PCBs, lead, mercury, and other highly hazardous materials into the proposed 
sewer hookup 

20 Hazardous Waste Facility Permit Application, RCRA Part A & B, for Industrial Service Oil Company, 
Incorporated, USEPA CAD 099452708, August 2005 Revision 7, Prepared by JRJ Associates, Palm Desert, CA 



Flood Hazards were misre~resented in the DEIR, and floodplain mana~ernent 
construction requirements were ignored 

The DEIR states that ISOCI is not in a flood plain: 
"The ISOCI facility is located outside of the 100 yearfloodplain. The Los Angeles River is expected to 
contain all run-of in this area, therefore no flooding is expected. All zones are rated C -  no risk of 
floodingfi.om a 100 year storm event (US. FEMA, 1986) " DEIR page 3-81 

The City of Los Angeles found that ISOCI property ~ in a floodplain, in a letter 
including in the Part B Permit ~ ~ ~ l i c a t i o n ~ l :  

"The main building on the property is located above the Base Flood Level and is considered to be 
outside the Special Flood Hazard Area (SFH.4); therefore, flood insurance is not required by the 
Federal Government. The remaining lot property remains in the SFHA; therefore, new construction 
must comply with floodplain management construction requirements. " 

The DEIR fails to identi@ this hazard, which is of particular concern given that 
floods can inundate and cause considerable damage to areas containing hazardous materials, 
resulting in large releases of toxins to waters, soils and the environment in general. This is 
also of great concern given that the DEIR states that the ISOCI facility was found to have 
contaminated soil onsite, and that the investigation has not been completed to determine 
whether there are additional areas with contaminated soil needing cleanup. One County 
highlights this problem as part of its disaster-preparedness publications: 

"Hazardous materials may also be released as a secondaly result ofa natural disaster like 
earthquakes orfloods. " 
http://www.metrokc.gov/preparelpreparerespondlha~ardsdisastersh~mat.aspx) 

Such flood damage to sites containing hazardous materials have been big concerns of 
US. floods, including: 

2005 Hurricane Katrina flooding 

1993 August 1 st. Midwest 1 Mississippi: worst flooding in recorded history, 
38,000 homes damaged or destroyed, 20 million acres of farmland under 
waterZ2 

Recent California floods 

We would not expect the ISOCI site to experience such severe flooding as New 
Orleans or the Midwestern states. However, any flooding could cause impacts releasing 
hazardous materials. We have seen record flooding and storms in recent years all over the 
U.S. (which may be due to global climate change). Global climate change and the associated 
general heating of the atmosphere causes higher energy storms, and more unstable weather 
conditions. As the atmosphere further heats up, we can expect increases in such extreme 
weather conditions. 

2' City of LA, June 3,2004, Gary Lee Moore, P.E., City Engineer, and Philip L. Richardson, Program Manager, 
Bridge, Seismic Bond, Streets and Stormwater Program) Exhibit 11-1 - L.A. Letter and Map Regarding Flood 6 Zone Determination, Part B Application, Volume 1 (172"and 173'~ pages of Part B Application electronic 
version) 
22 Emergency and Disaster Management Inc., http:Nwww.emergency-management.net/flood.htm 



According to James knox of the University of Wisconsin Geography De~t: '~  

"Alluvial records of paleofloods show that natural floods resulting from excessive rainfall, 
snowmelt, or from combined rainfall and snowmelt are highly sensitive to even modest 
changes of climate. equivalent or smaller than changes expected from potential future global 
warming in the 21st century. . . .. Flood chronologies from several regions suggest that times 
of rapid climate change have a tendency to be associated with more frequent occurrences of 
large and extreme floods. The unusual high frequencies of large floods that have been 
observed in many regions since the early 1950s are often attributed to land use change, but 
the rapid climate forcing from the e!ects of increased atmospheric greenhouse gases may 
also be a contributing factor. . . . 

In fact, in 2005, Los Angeles has recently experienced very high rains, which increases the 
likelihood of shallow groundwater. Los Angeles: 

"had its 2nd wettest rainfall season since records began in 1877 and the wettest season in 121 years. 
Over 37 inches of rain (37.25) fell downtown, just failing to reach the record 38.18 inches set during 
the 1883-1884 rainfall season. Average wet season rainfall for LA is 15.14 inches, making the 2004- 
2005 season 246% wetter than the 1971-2000 normal. "24 

Regardless of the cause of floods, the letter fiom the City of L.A. finds that new 
construction at ISOCI must comply with floodplain management construction requirements. 
The DEIR does not provide an evaluation of such construction requirements and how they 
apply to the expansion, nor does the DEIR evaluate whether the secondary containment 
structures which were constructed a few years ago, met floodplain management construction 
requirements. A fill analysis of flood impacts on tanks, containers, secondary containment, 
piping, railcars, boilers, heaters, pumps, wastewater treatment, soils, and all other equipment, 
buildings, and materials onsite (especially hazardous materials) which could be impacted or 
carried away by a 100-year flood, and potential options for floodplain construction, 
management, and project alternatives, must be included in the DEIR. 

Threats to shallow drinking water,  roundw water and the Los An~eles River identified in 
the Part B permit a~plication were contradicted in the DEIR 

The DEIR states that groundwater under ISQCI is not shallow, is found at greater 
depths, is not at risk from hazardous materials spills at ISOCI, and is not in an area of 
groundwater recharge. The DEIR finds no significant impacts to groundwater, because the 
DEIR assumes that no contamination at the ISOCI site could reach deep enough to impact 
groundwater: 

"The Los Angeles County Hydrologic/Water Conservation Division, Hydrologic Records Unit 
indicated that the depth to ground water in the general ISOCI area is approximately 235 feet below the 
ground surface. Well Number 2778 was read on March 14,2001 and the depth to ground water was 
listed as 235 feet below the ground surface. This well is located approximately 0.25 miles west of the 

23 Sensitivity of modern and Holocene floods to climate change, James C. Knox, Geography Department, 234 
Science Hall 550 North Park Street University of Wisconsin, Madison, WI 53706-1491, USA, Abstract 
" National Climatic Data Center, 200412005 Winter Storms: California and the Southwest U.S., updated - 16 
November 2005, http:Nwww.nesdis.noaa.gov/ 



ISOCIproperty. The existing ground surface in the general area is assumed to beflat and the depth of 
the localground water table under the surjhce is expected to be similar." DEIR page 3-79 

"Zhere is no evidence that ground water contamination has occurred at the sitefiom historical site 
operations. The depth to ground water (over 200 feet) makes it highly unlikely that ground water 
contamination could occur. No ground water recharge areas are located on or near the project 
site. " DEIR page 3-85 

But to the contrary, the Part B Permit Application, appended consent decree between 
DTSC and ISOCI,~~ finds that ground water / drinking water levels can be shallow and 
that these aquifers are in hydraulic communication (water can flow between them): 

"The Facility is situated in the Los Angeles Forebay area of the Central Groundwater Basin. 
The Los Angeles Forebay area acts as a recharge for the Central Basin Pressure Area located to the 
souih of the Industrial Service site. 

"The shallow aquifers present beneath the site include the Gaspur, Exposition, and Gage 
Gardena. In this Forebay portion of the Central Basin, it appears that all of these aquifers are in 
hydraulic communication. Groundwaterflow direction in the vicinity of the site appears to be 
southerly and is probably controlled to a signifcant degree by groundwater withdrawal at City of 
Vernon production wells. The closest public production well for drinking water purpose is located 
approximately one hapmile south of the site and is operated by the City of Vernon. Although 
groundwater beneath the Industrial Service facility is estimated to occur 200 to 250 feet below 
ground surface figs), localperched groundwater could be present at much shallower depths, 
particularly aBer the heavier than normal rainfall. The closest major surface water being the Los . 
Angeles River which lies to the west within 1,000 feet of the site. [emphasis added] 

"ReleasesJi.om the Facility through the soil, groundwater and sur$ace water. 

VOC[s] which have been detected from the site soil samples may migrate towardgroundwater in 
vapor and dksolvedphase because of lack of secondary containment in the past. Airborne migration 
offugitive emissions can potentially afect the generalpopulation around the facility. Furthermore, 
possible future consumption of contaminated groundwater is another path way through which 
human receptors could be affected Releasesfiom the facility may have migrated to surface water 
and impacted local ecology. The Los Angeles River may have received releases in the past because 
the river conducts storm water runoffand any other drainagefrom the immediate area, via local storm 
drain connections. This water is ultimately discharged to the ocean. Some ecological habitats which 
do exist along the river, may have been impacted. " 

Impacts due to past, present and future site contamination of shallow groundwater 
which is present at times, especially due to heavy rainfalls, must be evaluated with respect to 
drinking water, groundwater, and surface waters such as the L.A. river must be evaluated, 
especially since soil onsite was found to be contaminated, and since the site investigation was 
not completed. 

*' Corrective Action Consent Agreement, Health and Safety Code Section 25 187, State of California 
Environmental Protection Agency, Department of Toxic Substances Control , In the Matter of Industrial Service 
Oil Company, Incorporated, Docket HWCA: P3-00 01-002, included in Part B Permit Application, Volume 3, 
258" page of electronically available version, 



The Part B permit includes a map26 showing chinking water wells in the vicinity, not 
evaluated in the DEIR: 

26 Figure 11-10 - Well Map, ISOCI Part B Application, Volume 1, 15 1 st, 152nd & 153rd pages of electronic 

version of Part B application (non-numbered pages) 



The DEIR fails to evaluate low-level, vet extremely toxic dischar~es of dioxins, PCBs, 
lead, mercurv, and other highly hazardous materials into the ~roposed sewer hookue 

The DEIR found: 

"Currently, there are no non-storm water dischargesji-om the ISOCI facility. As part of the proposed 
project, ISOCI is applying forpermits to connect the facility to the City of Los Angeles sewer system. 
The City ofLos Angeles, Bureau of Engineering staff have indicated that as long as sewer discharge is 
within permitted limits, the discharge will not cause an adverse impact to the sewer system (Steve 
Chen, Personal Communication, City of Los Angeles Bureau of Engineering, Public Works 
Department). Any discharge of industrial wastes would have to be permitted separately by the City of 
Los Angeles Bureau of Sanitation, Industrial Waste Management Division. " Page 3-83 

The DEIR therefore assumes that because ISOCI plans to meet sewer discharge limits 
in the future, there will be no potential impacts from the project due to these discharges. 
However, this cannot be assumed. There are many examples where poor monitoring of 
highly hazardous materials such as dioxins, present at very low levels and difficult to detect, 
have been discharged to sewers, then discharged through sewer systems to water ways where 
they have caused serious impacts. 

This project must be expected to cause a significant increase in discharge of 
pollutants to sewer systems, since before the project, this discharge was zero, but the 
project will increase processing to about 84,000 gallons per day. (DEIR page 3-85) 
There is certainly a potential for significant impacts given the past history of violations at the 
facility, given the introduction of a complex new array of hazardous materials onsite, and , 

given the facility's complete lack of experience with meeting the sewer discharge limits. The 
DEIR must evaluate these impacts, and not simply dismiss the possibility of their existence 
due to expected compliance with future permit limits. 

111. The DEIR and Part B application contradict themselves 
regarding accepting, storing, and treating dangerous PCBs, 
leaving in question potential impacts 

The DEIR and Part B permit application contradict each other regarding whether 
PCB-contaminated waste will be onsite or not, leaving the project description incomplete. 
PCBs are highly hazardous, persistent in the environment, and have been identified by EPA 
as compounds needing testing at lower detection limits. PCB soil contamination has already 
been found onsite at ISOCI. The lack of a complete description on the extent to which PCBs 
will be onsite mean that an evaluation of potential impacts from PCBs has not been 
performed. PCBs could be released through the new sewer discharge planned, could be 
released during earthquakes to the air and soil, and could be released during floods. None of 
these impacts have been evaluated. PCBs are highly toxic at such low levels and persistent 
in the environment, so any releases should be considered significant. 

The DEIR section evaluating Hazards and Hazardous  ater rials does not mention 
PCBs (polychlorinated biphenyls) except with regard to soil found to be contaminated onsite 



with PCBs due to past contamination. This evaluation does not mention the new introduction 
of PCB-laden materials onsite which will be part of the proposed project, nor does it mention 
the potential water, air, and other impacts related to the introduction of these compounds. 
The DEIR Land Use section mentions the total of PCBs hazardous waste handled in the 
region, but mentions nothing regarding the introduction of new sources of PCBs to the ISOCI 
site as a part of this project. The DEIR discussion on the Health Risk Assessment (HRA) and 
the associated Table 3.3-10 "Chemicals of Potential Concern Evaluated in the HRA" @age 3- 
40 of the DEIR), fail to mention PCBs. 

The Part B Permit Application on the other hand, describes how PCBs will be 
handled at ISOCI in some sections and documents, but in others states that there will be no 
acceptance of PCBs onsite. The contradictions within the Part B permit are highly 
problematic. Moreover, since the DEIR refers to and relies on the Part B permit to set 
appropriate hmits and conditions for handling of hazardous materials, absence from 
discussion of highly dangerous PCBs in the DEIR results in an incomplete project 
description. These dangerous compounds must be evaluated. 

The Part B application finds that the use, storage, and treatment of toxics such as 
PCBs can cause all sorts of environmental hazards, and the Part B application states that 
PCBs will not be handled onsite. 

"Hazardous Properties o f  Waste: See Table 111-1. v the  wastes listed in Table III-1 are notproperly 
stored and treated, the potential environmental effects may be signiJicant. Eflects may include toxicity 
to plant and animal life, and corrosion of equipment or structures. Related eflects could also include 
mutagenic, teratogenic, or carcinogenic impacts. When wastes are properly handled including 
storage and treatment, the potential effects on the environment are minimized. 

Examples of waste types that will not be handled at the facility include PCB's, lab-pack, radioactive, 
explosive, reactive, compressed gases, dioxins, water reactive, biohazard, and medical wastes. * Part 
B application, 178" page of electronic version (in document entitled Section I11 Waste Characteristics, 
paginated 30f 24) ( 

Multiple documents within the Part B permit identify PCB usage. (Examples are 
excerpted below.) The following Part B permit application tables27 identify PCBs as part of 
the waste profiles for Container Management Area 1, Container Management Area 7, 
Wastewater Treatment Systems, Oil Treatment Systems, Fuel Blending, Glycol Recovery 
System, Railcar Loading, and Waste Solids Treatment. 

Part B Exhibit 111-4, Process Constituent ~irnits?* goes on to include this document: 

"Oil Treatment System 

"Chlorinated and organic solvents above 1,000 mgA orpolychlorinated biphenyl's (PCB's) above 2 
mg/L will not be treated in the oil treatment system. Materials that are unstable at up to 180°F will 
not be treated in the process. Wastes processed in the oil treatment system may also be processed in 
other ISO&processes. 

"Fuel Blending 

"Fuel blending will be conducted in Tank 600. Chlorinated solvents will be limited to 3 percent. 
PCB's will be limited to 49 m& Metals will be limited to concentrations that are acceptable for 
incineration at cement kilns outside of California. Waste in Tank 600 will be intended to meet the 
acceptability criteria for cement kiln incineration as hazardous waste fuel." 

27 Part B Volume 1, Table 111-4, Process Chemistry, from the 230th and 231% pages 
28 Part B Vol 1, (254th page of electronic version in document entitled paginated 20f 2) 



Part B "Section IV, Facility ~ e s i ~ n " ' ~  finds: 

Containers holding PCB's or devices containing PCB's are managed in accordance with Part 761, 
Title 40, CFR (22 CCR 662 70.14@)(19), 40 CFR, part 761). " , 

"ISOCI does not accept wastes containing Federally regulated PCB's (50ppm or greater) for transfer 
or treatment at the facility. California regulates PCB's at concentrations between 5 and 49ppm. 
ZSOCI may store these wastes in contaiiters for disposal off-site. " 

We can speculate based on the last cited section that ISOCI wishes to convey that 
PCBs above certain concentrations will not be used onsite, but PCBs at lower concentrations 
may, although this is not clearly stated. It is essential that this lack of clarity and these 
contradictions be removed. The difference between having no PCB's onsite, and having 
some levels of PCBs onsite as part of the new project must be evaluated. PCBs are 
compounds wluch are toxic at very low levels. PCBs can bioaccumulate in wildlife and 
humans. It is not only the concentration of PCBs introduced, but the total mass onsite that 
can cause impacts. 

According to the USEPA, PCBs are very persistent contaminants, cycling from soil to 
air to soil again, and that the largest releases have occurred in ~ a l i f o r n i a : ~ ~  

"How much PCBs are produced and released to the environment? 

"Production of PCBs has decreased drastically: fi-om over 86 million lbs. in 1970 to 35 million Ibs in 
1977. Since EPA banned most uses of PCBs in 1979, current releases are due mainly to the cycling of 
this persistent contaminantfi-om soil to air to soil again. PCBs are also currently releasedfiom 
landJills, incineration of municipal refise and sewage sludge, and improper (or illega2) disposal of 
PCB materials, such as waste transformer fluid, to open areas. 

"From 1987 to 1993, according to EPA 's Toxic Chemical Release Inventory, PCB releases to land and 
water totalled over 74,000 Ibs. The bulk of these releases occurred in I990 and were primarily from 
non-ferrous wire drawing and insulating industries. The largest releases occurred in California. 

"What happens to PCBs when they are released to the environment? 

"PCBs are verypersistent in soil and water, with no known breakdown processes other than slow 
degradation by microbes. They adhere to soils or evaporate, and so will not usually leach to ground 
water. PCB-contaminated sediments in lakes or rivers can slowly release PCB back into water, from 
which it eventually evaporates. " 

A joint report of San Francisco Bay Area Cities, Screening Evaluation of Dioxins 
Pollution Prevention Options, h d e d  by US EPA,~' found that dioxins and related PCB 
sources are poorly tested and poorly quantified. The report identified hazardous waste 
management companies as one of many industries that need more complete monitoring of 
these compounds, using lower detection limits. It found that often PCBs are not included in 
testing, and that only a small percentage of annual sources (4%) are tested. 

I 

29 Part B (19" page of Vol2, "Section IV, Facility Design, paginated as IV-8 of 65, August 2005) 
30 USEPA, Consumer Factsheet on: POLYCHLORINATED BIPHENYLS, 
http:l/www.epa.govlsafewater/contaminants/dw~con~~s/pcbs.h~l 
3' Screening Evaluation of Dioxins Pollution Prevention Options, Prepared for the San Francisco Bay Area 
Dioxins Project, September 5,2001, TDC Environmental. The San Francisco Bay Area Dioxins Project is 
managed by the Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG), fimded by the United States Environmental 
Protection Agency with contributions from the City and Port of Oakland, Alameda County, the Cities of 
Berkeley and Palo Alto 



"The term "dioxins" commonly refrs to a family of complex, but related molecules with similar 
chemical structures. Within the dioxin family of substances (which includes dioxins, furans, and 
dioxin-like polychlorinated biphenyls), each unique structure is called a "congener. " Among dioxins 
andfitruns there are 21 0 distinct congeners; polychlorinated bipyenyls (PCBs) have 209 congeners. 

"Consistent with sound environmental andpublic health policy, the [SAB Review] Panel believes that 
it is important that EPA continue to limit emissions and human exposure to this class of chemicals in 
view of the very long biological and environmentalpersistence of these chemicals. . . . 
The most important limitation of available dioxins source inventories is that many dioxins sources 
have not been adequately characterized. In a 1998 report, Communities for a Better Environment 
(CBE) provided a lengthy critique of Sun Francisco Bay Area dioxins source inventories. In addition 
to calling for more complete and morefrequent monitoring of dioxins sources using lower detection 
limits, the report provided a list of sources .that CBE believes are priorities for characterization, 
which included reBneries, chemical companies, hazardous waste management companies, metal 
reclaimers, drum reclaimers, sewage sludge incinerators, cement kilns, foundries, power plants, and 
medical waste incinerators (CBE, 1998). . . . 
"Some of these sources were addressed in the September 2000 update to the US. EPA national 

dioxins inventory, but lack of dioxins emissions data keeps many potential sources out of current 
dioxins inventories (US. EPA, September 2000). US. EPA has stated that it is unlikely that emissions 
of dioxinsfrom known sources (those identified in the national dioxins inventory) correlate with 
generalpopulation exposures to dioxins (U.S. EPA, September 2000). 

"Because dioxins testing is expensive and technically challenging, emissions from many potential 
dioxins sources have not been measured Special sample collection and laboratory methoh must 
be used to measure environmentally meaningful dioxins levels. Available dioxins emissions test 
results are typically dt&?cuIt to interpret for one or more of the following reasons: 

Many of the important congeners were not detected. 

Dioxin-like PCBs were not included in the testing. 

Blanks or controls contained dioxins (which could mean that the samples or sampling equipment 
were contaminated). 

Results understated dioxins releases because environmentally meaningfiil quantities of dioxins 
were left in sampling apparatus. 

Unusual or upset conditions (such as$res, accidents, and high or lowproduction rates) were not 
monitored. 

The monitoring involved only a tinyfraction (less than 1%) of annual releasesfi.om a given 
source. " 

IV. Impacts on Biological resources were not evaluated 

The DEIR found without any evaluation that the site would not impact biological 
resources, and concluded that therefore no evaluation was necessary on this important topic: 

"Environmental Resource Areas Not Examined 

"The environmental resource areas that DTSC determined would not be potentially impacted and the 
reasons why they would not be$rther examined in this DEIR are:" 

"Biological Resources - The project site does not contain biological resources that would be of value 
to the region and the residents of the State. The site contains no riparian habitat or supports any 
protected species recognized in local or regional plans, policies, or regulations, or by the California 



Department of Fish and Game or US. Fish and Wildlife Service. The site has on impact on protected 
wetlands and does not interfere with the movement of native resident or migratoryfish or wildlife 
species. Therefore,&rther analysis of impacts to Biological Resources was not deemed necessaly. " 
DEIR (page 1-2) 

The Part B permit application, with the appended consent decree between DTSC 
and ISOCI, 32 found to the contrary that runoff from the facility could already have 
impacted biological resources, including river and ocean wildlife. This is an area of 
complete lack of analysis in the DEIR which must be completed. The consent decree found: 

"Releasesfi.om the Facility through the soil, groundwater and surface water. 

VOC[s] which have been detectedfi-om the site soil samples may migrate toward groundwater in 
vapor and dissolvedphase because of lack of secondary containment in the past. Airborne migration 
of&gitive emissions can potentially affect the general population around the facility. Furthermore, 
possiblefitture consumption of contaminated groundwater is anotherpathway through which human 
receptors could be affected. Releasesfrom the facility may have migrated to surface water and 
impacted local ecology. The Los Angeles River may have received releases in the past because the 
river conducts storm water runoff and any other drainagefrom the immediate area, via local storm 
drain connections. This water is ultimately discharged to the ocean. Some ecological habitats 
which do exist along the river, may have been impacted" 

There is a significant potential for future contamination of biological resources due to 
the great expansion of this facility, and due to the major increase of the variety of new toxic 
materials proposed to be brought onsite as well as the quantities of materials to be processed. 
The improvements in secondary containment onsite do not preclude that significant impacts 
could still occur, especially during earthquakes, floods, or fires. The area of biological 
resources and impacts on local ecology, Los Angeles River wildlife, and ocean wildlife must 
be assessed. 

32 Corrective Action Consent Agreement, Health and Safety Code Section 25 187, State of California 
Environmental Protection Agency, Department of Toxic Substances Control , In the Matter of Industrial Service 
Oil Company, Incorporated, Docket HWCA: P3-00 01-002, included in Part B Permit Application, Volume 
3,258" page of electronically available version 



It was not possible to complete the review of the full DEIR, the six volumes of the 
Part B permit application, the Health Risk Assessment, the attached previous DEIR and 
scoping documents, and the appendices to the these documents within the period of time of 
less than 60 days we were afforded. CBE was not provided the DEIR and associated 
documents until well after the public comment period was announced. Even with the full 60 
days, this review would have been very difficult, given the incompleteness of the DEIR and 
project description. In addition to correcting the deficiencies identified above, the public 
comment period should be extended to allow additional time for review of these documents. 

Given the extremely hazardous nature of the processes at this facility, located in the 
middle of a densely populated region, it is incumbent upon DTSC to correct the DEIR 
deficiencies. Thank you much for your consideration on this very important issue. 

Sincerely, 

Julia May, 
Environmental Consultant 
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Adrienne Bloch 

From: Adrienne Bloch [abloch@cbecal.org] 

Sent: Monday, February 13,2006 4:39 PM 

To: 'srounds@dtsc.ca.gov' 

Cc: 'Julia May'; 'abloch@speakeasy.netl 

Subject: CBE's comments to the proposed ISOCl project 

Attached are CBE's comments for the proposed ISOCl project. Thank you. 

Adrienne Bloch 
Communities for a Better Environment 
Senior Staff Attorney 
1440 Broadway, Suite 701 
Oakland, CA 94612 

The information contained herein is confidential and may also be a privileged attorney-client communication. It is intended 
only for the individual or entity to whom it is addressed. If you are not the recipient or an authorized agent of the recipient, 
you are hereby notified that any use, dissemination, distribution or copying of this communication is strictly prohibited. If 
you have received this message in error, please contact Communities for a Better Environment immediately at (5 10) 302- 
0430 ext. 16. Thank you. 



List of file attachments noted in comments of Julia May on ISOCI DEIR as follows: 

(Comments of Julia May, Environmental Consultant to Steve Rounds, DTSC, February 12,2006, Re: Industrial Services Oil 
Company, Inc., Hazardous Waste Facility Application DEIR) 

September 10,2005, Los Angeles Times, W o m i a  Earthquake Could Be the Next 
KATRINA'S AFTERMATH, California Katrina - Los Angela Times 
Ehrthquake Could Be the Next Katrina, By Jia-Rui 
Chong and Hector Becem, Times Staff Writers 

SCEC (at the University of Southern California) 
gathers and combines new information about 
earthquakes in Southern California, is supported 

the National Science Foundation and the U. S. 
ologicai Survey, and coordinates efforts of ov 

Seismic Hazards in Southem Cafflomia: Probable issue1 1 SCEC 
Earthquakes, 1994-2024, Presentation and Panel 
Discussion Held at the OES Conference, 
"Northridge Earthquake--One Year Later," 
January 20,1995, Southern California Earthquake 
Center 

4 Seismic Hazards Map for S o u t h ~ o m i a ,  . SCEC Probable Earthquakes 1994-2024 
Southern W o r n i a  M q u a k e  h a ~ e n t a ,  LA increased shaking soils 
http://www .datae-orglgeneMhaseII.html 

:::2,.l!,: .... ;: .,<. ..*:,; . 7 . .  . , . , , , . .:. , :- ,, ;::;.::<;.:: . , ...,. . .. ..:::;,:: .,... ;: ,,,; ":?:.i!:ii,<i.>...." s,,;:: .;,*:,:*,,::, :.:. .. ;. '...::,;;;<<.;<$>:>;:;:.:. -.: 
5 The DER found "The hazard impacts associated g@?$l&!d@&&di$:~. D~@~as~t$~~;$$~$,$~.{~;: 

3 ~ 4 ~ m 5 ~ ; ~ ~ $ ; ~ ; ~ j j $ , ~ ~ ' & 3 ~ ~ ~ ~ ; ; , ; ; , , ; . g ~ ; 3 3 ; ~ ~ ~  with fire tadiation L3l.e expected to remain within . : .:.... . . ,  .....: . . . . .  . . : . ! : . ;  ..:.. .,;.:. ... +...,., ...... :::.:: . . ., , .. . . .. ... .. 
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What Are Earthquake Ham& 

http://www.geo.mtu.edu/UPSeis/hazards.ht 

the industrial area and would be less 
than significant (see Table 3.5.7)." 

Scenario for bhfagnitude 6.7 Earthquake on the 
Seattle Fault, A Project Funded by the Earthquake, 
Engineering Research Institute and the 
l,Vasl~irzgton Etrrrergency hfanagenrerzt Division, 
February 2005, Excerptsjkm a publication of the 
same title to be released March 2005, page 20, 
http://seattlescenario. eeri.org/documents/Eq0/o202- 
28WOBooklet.pdf 

PEER Center News, Vol. 2 No. 4 October 1999, 
hll~://~eer.berkel~.edu/news/l999october/imke~~. 
hCml. excerpt PEER Center News is a quarterly 
publication of Pacific FMhquake Engineering 
Research Center, highlighting research and 
information of interest to earthquake engineering 
researchers and professionals. 

Safeguarding flvdrocnrbons Inside Local 
Earthquake Defense SYS~P~IIS,,  Project 
UPS: Seismology Centre, University of Patms, 
Greece, UEA: School of Environmental Sciences, 
University of East Anglia, Nonvich England, 
DEPA: The Public Gas Coxnpany of Greece, 
GSCP: The General Secretariat of Civil Protection, 
AGISCO, Aspinal & Associates, and ECS: 

. . .  . .. . .. . . ... :.. ... , ; . . i,;;:; *.;..: < :<:?,-:.;.:: .-..: ... ::;..:: ;+::jj,j:;? --:kc . .. . - . .:::. - ..;: . -.:' 
;i:i;,;.<:,;...; ,;; :;:~.:~.~;>;:~;~~~~:~~~~,::;,:~~.~.,:;~::~.~~;~,';~;,.,~ ;.: ;{2;;j:::;::,;;jj. ': :: :::; :;>':,. .,...','. :: .. :.. . .:, :;:~.: ::. !: .: ., . .~.. .. ,., 
, ,-,.; :;+, :, .,,::'; :';.(".-;:; :<,:::,:.. :;,;; ..sc:,- ;>?:,i: :..,::,.. :.j,~;.;.;,~:>::j..:. . :-;:,.:.; *.,...;..:.,.. ,..: ,.)... .:>>;.::5 ..... ,+.: .................... ..... , .. . , . ; . .::;.::;:. 

ScenarioforMagnitude6.7Seattle 

Kocaeli (Izmit), Turkey, Mw 7-4 
Earthquake 

SAFEGUARDING HYDROCARBONS 
INSIDE LOCAL EARTHQUAKE 
DEFENSE SYSTEMS 

- ' '. . . . .., . . : . . 
:j;jj;.,:.: ,<. :. . ,. ; i;-,,; . :,-, . ::-: ..... . . ... . I:...:.:.::'. . . . . . ' .  .. ' .  .' ;... .. .'. . . .. .. ... :.. ... : . . .. 

. .  .... , :  .... . - . .. . .::.~':.::~:.::..:.~". . ". ;:... ..."...-::. . ..................... :'": .. ....:, ' , ,  .'!, 
. - ,.,,;,,,. ::,:, ::.I. .. . : ,  ,j.,.:::, .: ::;,..: < .  .. .;: .: ; .: 

: : :  ; :  . . : . : : ;  : . : !  . , ,  . ; .-. , , :.,;.::: 

httu://seattlescenario.eeri. org/docurtlents/~~ 
%202-28'?/020Boolciet.Ddf 

(page 20 cited) 

httu://~eer.berkeley.edu/1~e~~~s/1990october/~~ 
rkej!. llt.1111 

htt~://seis~no.aeolonv.u~atras.nr/sld~lds/~~~ 
ELDS2003 .lit111 
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hm:ll~~\v~~.bunke~~;orld.com/tecl~dtech b.ht 

.com/chemicalcalcatastr 

AlG Environmental Railroads and 

version of Part B application) 

"The flash point of a fuel is the tempemure at 
which vapow given off will ignite when an 
external flame is applied under specified test 
conditions. A flash point is defined to minimise 
fire risk during nonnal storage and handling. . . . 
Even when residual fuels are at a temperature 
below their measured flash point, they are capable 
of producing light hydr-m in the tank 
headspace, such that the vapour composition may 
be near to or within the flammable range. Hence 
all residual fuel oil headspaces should be 
considered to be potentially flammable." 

.a..:.::;;:::::.:.- *:,>::,., :,,,.,?. .,<.,., :.:i~.:~~:,!,c~~.it;,,,:.c~,;,,;.;.:~;~?;:.,~~: . .....;.i-<:: :,; ,.... .-.. , :. v7 .,-::>.:;.,: ... . ,,. .,,, ::, 1. .;<:;i!.:?:.~>~.~:~C:.2:?< ...; ..:. .;...,~,:...; .,:!:.,,,,, ;: ,..,< ...................... .. ......,'...''.''>'.:.. '. . 
.. . . .. . . ...., ... . . . . ........ ;.?;; ,<,..... .. > . :,: . . ..,, .+:+ ..;.: <...:;, ;>;;<: , :.!, " . . . . . , .. 

BUNKERWORLD -- Flash Point 
Definition - Bunkers, Marine Fuel, 
Bunkering, Bunker Prices, BunkerNews, 
Suppliers, Brokers, Traders, Bunker, 
Price, Supplier, Broker, Trader 

,' ',::.': ..:' ""'.: . . .'. ' .: '..:'''..'. . . .... . ::, .. ... . ..:. .:. .. .. , . . : : :,, . :: : . . : . '. 
;, ,;:; :.,:;... .;.: ::,::.: ' "' .,.: .. :.:;::..:::::!:::%<.:..': :;.:;:;./':::.:: ;,, ;.: ,, , .. ;: , .,,; . ,:.;;. , , 

htIv:ll~v~v~v, bunkenvorld.com/teclmicaVtech 
fo.htm 
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Emergency and D~saster Management Inc., 
http:/hnvw.emergency-managementnet/flood. htm 
Sensitivity of modern and Holocene floods to 
climate change, James C. Knox, Geography 
Department, 234 Science Hall 550 North Park 
Street University of Wisconsin, Madison, WI 
53706-1491, USA, Abstract 

National Climatic Data Center, 2004D005 Winter 
Storms: W o m i a  and the Southwest U.S., . 

updated - 16 November 2005, 
http://www.nesdis.noaa.gov/ 

corrective &tion consent ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ t ,  ~ ~ ~ l t h  and 

Flood 

Knox Climatechange and Floods 

NCDC Climate of 2005 Californja Storms 
of winter 2005 
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http://www.emergency- 
rnanagementnet/flood. htm 

http://geography.mtgers.edu/co~05fall/6 
05~02/weeklyyreadingd4~ox%202000. 
Pdf 

http://www.nesdis.noaagov/ 
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Safety Code Section 25 187, 
Environmental Protection A 

Indushial Service Oil Company, Incorporated, 

Application, Volume 1, 

Screening Evaluation of Dioxins Pollution Screening Eva1 of Dioxins Poll Prev 
Prevention Options, Prepared for the San 
Francisco Bay Area Dioxins Project, September 5, 
2001, TDC Environmental. The San Fmcisco 
Bay Area Dioxins Project is managed by the 
Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG), 
funded by the United States Environmental 
Protection Agency with contributions from the 



h d m a l  Service Oil Company, Incorporated, 
Docket HWCA: P3-00 01-002, included in Part B 
Permit Application, Volume 3,258& page of 




